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Two 15" Century Ottoman Sufi Mysteries -
An Historiographical Essay

Part I : What Happened to Esrefoglu?*
Bill Hickman**

XV, Yiizyil Osmanl Sufiliginde lki Esrarlt Nokta - Tarih Yaziciligr Acisindan Bir
Deneme Boliim I: Esrefoglunun Sonu Ne Oldu?

Oz m Esrefoglu olarak meshur olan Abdullah b. Esref, XV. yiizyilda Osmanli
Anadolusunun kiiltiire] manzarasinin en énemli sahsiyetlerindendir. Divan, Mii-
gekki al-Niifus ve larikatname eserlerinden simdiye kadar ona ait oldugu kesinlikle
tespit edilebilmis olanlaridir. Ad1 yiizyillar boyunca devam eden tarikatina verilmistir.
Esrefoglu'nun hayati defalarca anlatilmigsa da hikayenin detaylar ilk olarak ancak
XVII. yiizyildan kalan bir menakibnamede bulunur. Diger kaynaklar -ki bazilari
bugiine kadar elimize gegmemistir- hayatinin sonunu olumsuz bir sekilde yansitrlar.
Bu rivayetler kabul edilebilir mi? Cevap evet ise kaynaklarin XVIL. yy. 6ncesi sessizligini
nasil agiklayabiliriz? Hayur ise rivayetlerin bu zamanda dogusunun sebebi ne olabilir?

* The bulk of the research on which the following essay is based was carried out in the
libraries of Istanbul, Bursa and Ankara and was documented in my (unpublished) 1972
Harvard thesis: “Esrefoglu Rumi: Fifteenth Century Anatolian Mystic Poet.” This essay
was projected as part of a book, tentatively titled Two Tekke Poets, and several times
prematurely cited as “forthcoming”. Unfortunately that project was not realized. Since
then research published by other writers has lengthened the relevant bibliography but
has not, for the most part, addressed the questions raised in the above synopsis, or
altered my earlier thinking about Esrefoglu. It is a pleasure, belatedly, to acknowledge
the encouragement (and criticisms) of V. L. Menage and the late Andreas Tietze who
both read an unfinished draft of “Two Tekke Poets” now many years ago. Thanks also,
even more belatedly, to Irene Beldiceanu-Steinherr for her assistance in using the diary
cited in note 41. And thanks now to R. Dankoff, Gary Leiser, Ralph Jaeckel for their
more recent comments. Finally, thanks also to this journal’s pre-publication readers,
who further helped shape this essay. None of them are responsible for any remaining
errors. Opinions expressed are my own.

** Formerly Associate Professor of Turkish Language and Literature of the University of
California (Berkeley).
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WHAT HAPPENED TO ESREFOGLU?

Bu revizyonist deneme, kaynaklar1 ve literatiirii yeniden gézden gegirerek bu sorulara
inandirict cevaplar vermeyi hedefler. Ayni zamanda Esrefoglu'nun hayatinin biitiin
aydinlaulabilir sathalarini olabildigince agiklamay: amaglar.

Anabhtar kelimeler: Egrefoglu Rumi, Osmanli Mutasavvif sairleri, Azizlerin hayatina

ait eserler

“Esrefoglu Rumi”, to use his widely accepted pen-name, is one of the major
figures of 15th century Ottoman sufism: inspired teacher, author of manuals of
mystical belief and practice, and poet of lasting renown. While the earliest accounts
of his life reflect the interests and preoccupations of his biographers, beyond the
sometimes clichéd formulations there are suggestions of a sinister end to the life
of this long venerated sheikh. Other sources, heretofore overlooked, add weight
to these intimations. If false, why did such rumors circulate in the first place?
Why were they not then convincingly challenged and discredited? Or are they to
be accepted after all? And how is it that those stories have attracted little interest
among scholars? A close reading of all the sources shows that much that has been
accepted about Esrefoglu must be reevaluated and possibly revised. In this revision-
ist essay I subject the relevant primary sources to a rigorous reexamination and
review modern studies to reach a clearer picture of what can be known —not only
about the end but also the high points— of the life of this charismatic yet apparently
controversial man. It is clear that hardly a name, date, or fact can be accepted about
Esrefoglu without question. In the notes I have therefore sometimes gone into
excessive detail to fully document the foundation for further study.

Conflicting Narratives?'

The story of the life of Abdullah son of Esref, better known as “Egsrefoglu
Rumi”?, the mahlas of most of his poetry, traces a familiar narrative arc: following

1 A good introduction to the cultural setting for what follows is Eric Geoftroy, Introduction
to Sufism: The Inner Path of Islam, translated by Roger Gaetani (Bloomington: World
Wisdom, 2010), especially pp. 1-26, where several of the terms and concepts mentioned
below are discussed.

2 “Egrefoglu Rumi” is the form of his mahlas as it appears in most of his poetry. He is
also (as here) known by “Ibn al-Ashraf” (the Arabic form) and “Esrefzade” (the Persian),
both emphasizing the presumed name of his father. I use all three forms, interchangeably,
depending on the context. The full name of the poet sheikh is uncertain. In some
early copies of his Miizekki al-niifus (see below) it appears as “Abdullah ibn Esref ibn
Muhammad al-Misri”, in others as “Abdullah ibn Muhammad al-Misri” and also

“Abdullah ibn Esref Muhammad al-Misri”. Some modern authors name Abdullah’s
father “Egref Ahmed”. Might Esrefoglu’s father be the author of an early Anatolian

2



BILL HICKMAN

a dream, the scholar of early promise abandons his academic career and turns to
a holy man, Abdal Mehmed, for divine knowledge; he pursues wisdom first from
one sheikh, Haci Bayram, then to another, the Kadiri sheikh Husayn in Hama.?
Having married the daughter of his (first) sheikh, he returns home to devote his
life to spiritual exercise, writing, and the training of fellow seekers on the path. In
skeletal outline, that is the story of Esrefoglu’s life, following a slightly amended
version of a narrative first told by Abdullah ibn Veliyuddin in his Menakib-i
Esref-zade sometime in the first half of the 17th century.

Abdullah was a preacher in the mosque of Seyyid Mehmed al-Buhari (“Emir
Sultan”) in Bursa, and came from perhaps the lowest rank of #lema. His account,
he wrote, came from “the late Mehmed Celebi”, who was close to the inner circle
of followers of Esrefoglu. In his Menakib, Abdullah strung together a dozen
individual stories, the first of which constitute a picture of the sheikh. He thus
formulated, probably for the first time in writing, a story which must have found

approval among the first generations of the sheikh’s followers.’

medical treatise, Hazainu’s-saadat who names himself “Esref b. Muhammad”? See the
edition by Bedi N. Sehsuvaroglu, Haza’inus-saadar [sic] (Ankara: TTK Yay., 1961).
Sehsuvaroglu judges that the author, about whom nothing is known, wrote the book in
the late 14th or early 15th century; the unique surviving copy is dated 1460. The author,
Esref, states that he wrote his book in Turkish: “because in this province [not named]
everyone speaks only Turkish” (xiii). (For more on issues surrounding the variant names
see below, note 31.)

3 Abdal Mehmed: Legendary figure of whose life nothing is known for certain. Abdullah
calls him “one of the divinely obsessed” [meczuban-1 llahiden]. A mosque in Bursa was
erected in his name, apparently by Sultan Murad II. See Ekrem Hakki Ayverdi, Osmant
Mimarisinde Celebi ve II. Sultan Murad Devri (Istanbul: Baha, 1972), pp- 275-79. He is
not mentioned by Taskdpriizade. For hagiographic stories about him see Mefail Hizli
and Murat Yurtsever, Ravza-i Evliya (Bursa: Arasta, 2000), pp. 89-92. For more on
Haci Bayram and Husayn Hamawi see below, notes 95 and 97 respectively.

4 Now published in modern Turkish transcription by Abdullah U¢man: Abdullah
Veliyyiiddin Bursevi, Menakib-i Esrefzade (Esrefoglu Ruminin Menkibeleri) (Istanbul:
Kitapevi, 2009); pp. 3-13. U¢man used the Istanbul University copy of Abdullah’s
work, TY 270 (hereafter “T'Y”). See the Addendum for a cautionary note about this
edition and another recension of Abdullah’s work for important variant readings. When
I follow that recension I am referring to Istanbul U. MS: Ibniil Emin 3562 (“IE”).

5 Mehmed Celebi was the son of Bilecik(l)i Muslihuddin Efendi whom the writer
describes as “my spiritual mentor” (beniim rubhum). Muslihuddin served as a kind of
caretaker sheikh for the order in the early/mid-16th century following the death of the
first halife, Abdiirrahim Tirsi and apparently before a true successor came of suitable
age. For more detail see below, n. 104.



WHAT HAPPENED TO ESREFOGLU?

The oldest source for Esrefoglu’s life, however, is not Abdullah’s but the
Arabic Al-Shaqa’iq al-numaniyya. Its author, Ahmed Taskdpriizade, came from
and wrote for the upper tier of the medrese-trained class. He placed his account
of “Ibn al-Ashraf” in the seventh class [tabaka], corresponding to the reign of
Sultan Mehmed I1.° He emphasized the scholars under whom Esrefoglu studied
and trained: Muslihuddin Mustafa, better known as Hocazade, and Alaeddin Ali
al-Tusi. Egrefoglu himself was a model scholar. “There was no problem he could

not solve.” Taskopriizade did not name his later spiritual mentors.”

Given the different perspectives of their authors, it is understandable that
these two accounts emphasize different aspects of the life of their common subject.
It is only in the last lines of both that two otherwise complementary texts actually
diverge, seeming to describe a different person altogether.

Abdullah tells the following story, here again in much abbreviated form: After
settling down in Iznik on his return from Hama (in modern Syria), Esrefoglu
persevered in an extreme form of isolation and solitude—to such an extent that he
was belittled by his fellow townspeople. The sheikh left the town to wander in the
nearby hills, but was soon discovered by a villager who believed he was a runaway
slave.® The man’s mother recognized him as the now recently vanished sheikh
from Iznik. It was she who was responsible for building a retreat (savma'a) for him

6 Ahmed Subhi Furat has published the Arabic text with extensive indices and a brief
modern Turkish introduction: ‘Isam al-Din Abu al-Khayr Ahmad bin Mustafa al-shahir
Tashkuprizade, Al-Shaqa’iq al-nu'maniyab fi ‘ulama al-dawlat al-*Uthmaniyah (Istanbul,
1985 [Ist. Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Yay. #3353]). The notice on Esrefoglu appears
at pp. 208-9. A modern Turkish translation of the text, by Muharrem Tan, also with
brief introduction and indices, is: Tagskopriiliizade, Osmantz Bilginleri (Istanbul: Iz Yay.,
2007); see p. 185. For the biographer himself, see 7DVIA v. 40 (“Tagkopriizade Ahmed
Efendi”), pp. 151-52, by Yusuf Sevki Yavuz. Cf. Richard C. Repp, The Mufii of Istanbul
(London: Ithaca Press, 1986), pp. 3-6.

7 On Hocazade and Ali al-Tusi: see Tagskopriizade, Furat ed., pp. 126-39 and 97-101; Tan
transl. pp. 127-40 and 104-7 (respectively in each case). Cf. TDVIA v. 18, pp. 207-9
“Hocazade Muslihuddin Efendi” (Saffet Kése) and v. 41, pp. 432-33 “Tusi, Alaeddin”
(Mustafa Oz). Repp surveys Hocazade’s career: op. cit., pp. 68-71. Esrefoglu’s two
teachers are more prominently linked as scholars whom Fatih pitted against each other
in a writing competition (see Repp, p. 134).

8 The figure of the saintly or holy man as runaway slave (here kaggun) has the aspect
of a literary trope. For another instance see Bill Hickman, 7he Story of Joseph. A 14th
Century Turkish Morality Play by Sheyyad Hamza (Syracuse: Syracuse U. Press, 2014),
pp. 45-46; 1. 214 ff.
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at a place (“Pinarbas1”) near Tirse [Tirs?] and became Esrefoglu’s first follower.” It
was there he apparently lived out the rest of his life. After his death Egrefoglu was
succeeded by Abdiirrahim Tirsi, his sole named adept (miirid), whom Esrefoglu
had married to Ziileyha, his daughter.10

Soon after its composition, Abdullah’s account was adapted by Baldirzade,
early biographer of Bursa saints, who retold the story in more florid language
as part of his Ravza-i Evliya."' With minor changes Abdullah’s narrative, or the
version found in Baldirzade, formed the basis for most later retellings.'?

For his part Taskdpriizade concluded his account of Egrefoglu with the fol-
lowing words, “he tended toward the way of sufism and joined the class of sufis...
He wished to travel and a group of Kalenders followed his example and took him

with them by force. In the end he was obliged to travel with them for a long time,
until he died.”"?

9 The precise location of Tirse today is not known. It is variously described as a village or
a summer pasturage, eight hours distance from Iznik. No village of that name is listed
in Koylerimiz (Ankara, 1968). In his own time, Sheikh Uftade (on whom see below and
n. 40) established a retreat at a “Pinarbas1”, near Bursa.

10 Abdiirrahim Tirsi: Said to have died in 926/1520. Abdiirrahim is described by Abdullah,
in a separate menkibe, as follows: Bayezid-i Fakih, his father, was the imam in Tirse; his
ancestors were related to Ahmed Bey of the Isfendiyaroglu family and were originally
from Bolu. When Abdiirrahim was four years old his father brought him along on
visits to Esrefoglu at the retreat which had been built at Pinarbasi. Eventually the boy’s
father left him with the sheikh for instruction, at the latter’s insistence. From that time
on Egrefoglu was never separated from the boy. (U¢man, Menak:b, 38; Abdiirrahim’s
father is not named in IE.)

11 For the transcribed text, based on the autograph ms., see Hizli and Yurtsever, Ravza-i
Evliya, 274-81.1 use { } in what follows when citing sources originally used in manuscript:
{Istanbul MS: Beyazit Ktp., Veliyuddin Ef. 1650, ff. 74b-77b.}

12 For my argument regarding the relationship between these primary sources see the
Addendum. And see n. 111 there for another edition of the Menak:b. For a later
writer who largely repeated (and abbreviated) the account formulated by Abdullah,
and elaborated by Baldirzade, see Hafiz Hiiseyin Ayvansarayi, Vefayar-i Ayvansarayi,
Ramazan Ekinci and Adem Ceyhan (ed.), (Istanbul: Buhara, 2013). {Istanbul MS:
Siileymaniye Ktp., Esad Efendi 1375, ff. 2b-3a.}

13 Emphasis added. The Arabic text of Taskopriizade’s final (quoted) lines:

3 e s ogiot) Ayl alall Sl g Ll 3 by o Adgall B ol 5 Cpaalall A b L
de\g'%bbjéw‘jvw)ufﬁ.&\jﬁ)};@&jb@j



WHAT HAPPENED TO ESREFOGLU?

The startling culmination of Taskdpriizade’s notice begs for clarification. We
know something about the “renunciatory” dervishes of this time, but what band of
Kalenders were these? And why did they force a man of learning, now an admired
sufi given to silent retreat [halvet], to travel with them, apparently for the rest of
his days? Taskopriizade’s notice ends abruptly and offers no explanation. There is
no other reference to Esrefoglu, or indeed to any other Kalenders, in the &mqﬂ’z’q.M

The Ottoman historian Ali (d. 1600) repeated the story told by Taskdpriizade
in his own Kiinh al-Ahbar.”” He added to the end of his brief narrative the enigmatic
remark: “And some say that he [Esrefzade] came into possession of the elixir.”'® The
unexplained ending of Taskopriizade’s short notice (adopted and supplemented
by Ali), with its reference to Kalenders, was largely forgotten or rejected'’; their
recounting of early scholarly success was superseded by Abdullah’s more elaborate
narrative of tales of ascetic endurance and extraordinary accomplishment.

The date of Egrefoglu’s death is uncertain. None appears in sources before
the 17th century. A frequently quoted chronogram yields the year 874 (1469-70):
“Esrefzade azm-i cinan eyledi”. Other dates have been suggested, all equally lacking

convincing documentation.'®

14 Ahmet T. Karamustafa identifies the Kalenders as one (of several) dervish groups who
pursued a form of piety he describes as “renunciation of society through outrageous
social deviance.” See God’s Unruly Friends (Salt Lake City: U Utah Press, 1994) and
especially pp. 61-83, and further, below, n. 79. A more detailed study, but without
reference to Esrefoglu, is Ahmet Yasar Ocak, Osmanl: Imparatorlugunda Marjinal
Sufilik: Kalenderiler (Ankara: TTK, 1992).

15 For Ali see Cornell Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual in the Ottoman Empire
(Princeton: Princeton U. Press, 1986).

16 Bazilars kavlince iksire dahi malik olmustur. The sections of Ali’s Kiinh al-Akhbar dealing
with Fatih’s time and later were never printed. His account of Esrefoglu was largely
dependent on Tagkdpriizade, as were many of his other early biographical notices.
The relevant passage of Alf’s short notice reads: “[Esrefzade] made friends with the
Kalenders. Wily nilly and by force and constraint they took him and did not let him
from their side, until the end of his life.” {Istanbul MS: Suleymaniye Ktp., Hamidiye
914, f. 148b.}

17 Independent of Taskopriizade, Mahmud ibn Sulayman al-Kafawi (d. 1582) mentions
“Ibn al-Ashraf” among the students of al-Tusi in his Kawa'ib alam al-ahyar min
fugaha ... See Istanbul MS: Siileymaniye Ktp., Halet Ef. 630, f. 445a. Kafawi’s Arabic
compendium of biographies has never been printed. For the author see 7DVIA v. 25
(“Kefevi, Mahmud b. Suleyman”), pp. 185-86, by Ahmet Ozel.

18 A menkibe in Abdullah’s work (U¢man, Menak:b, p. 33) points to the date 874; it is
not found in IE however. The date 899 (corresponding to 1493-4) was proposed by
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In Iznik a mosque was erected in Esrefoglu’s name, perhaps before the end
of the 15th century, with a mausoleum and dervish convent (zekke) nearby.” A
tombstone with death date likely once marked Esrefoglu’s grave. But with the
exception of one substantial minaret, nothing remains of the original structures,
destroyed during the Turkish War of Independence. An early 20th century black
and white photograph reveals stunning ceramic faience work, a 17th century
addition (perhaps following earthquake damage to the building?), on the outer
mosque wall facing the “latecomers place” (son cemaat yeri). The photo is all that
survives to give an idea of the appearance of the mosque up until slightly more
than a century ago.”

For a time Iznik remained the spiritual center of the order, but following—
perhaps because of—the still unexplained decline of the ceramic industry, a rekke
in Bursa took its place.”!

Ayvansarayi (see above, n. 12), following the chronogram rebcil-i hayat. It would seem
to be ruled out given the proposed dating of the Esrefoglu mosque (See the following
paragraph and next note.) Evliya Celebi visited the mosque/tekke complex in the mid-
1600s but did not record any date for the sheikh. See Seyyit Ali Kahraman and Yiicel
Dagli (ed.) Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi (Istanbul: Yapt Kredi Kiiltiir Sanat Yay., 1999)
v. 3, p. 10.

19 On the basis of a vakif document in Bursa, Mehmed Semseddin asserted that the
founder of the mosque (in 1485) was the “mother, Miikrime Hatun, of Sultan Bayezid
(1] “: Bursa Dergahlar:. Yadigar-i Semsi I-II (Bursa: Uludag, 1997), p. 88. As Ekrem
Hakk: Ayverdi has pointed out, Mitkerreme/Mukrime (also called Sitt[i]) Hatun was
not the mother, but the step-mother of Bayezid II. Between the two, Ayverdi, for
unstated reasons, chose the step-mother as the founder of Esrefoglu’s mosque. (See
Ayverdi’s Fatih Devri Mimarisi , p. 77 #678.) Since Miikrime likely died in 1467 it is
highly improbable that she was the founder of the Egrefoglu mosque. It makes more
sense to believe the vak:fwas in fact Bayezid’s mother, Giilbahar Hatun, who is thought
to have died before 1492.

More recently, but without documentation, Oktay Aslanapa attributes the mosque
to the (unnamed) wife of Bayezid’s son, $ahingah: Aslanapa, “Turkish Architecture at
[znik”, in Isil Akbaygil et al (ed), Lnik throughout History, p. 231.

20 For the photo: Katharina Otto-Dorn, Das Islamische Iznik (Berlin, 1941), plate 45.

21 A lamp which once hung in the Dome of the Rock Mosque in Jerusalem, bears a
crude inscription linking its maker to Egrefoglu: “In the year 956 [1549] in the month
of Cemaziyel-evvel [May 28 to June 26] the designer is the poor, the humble Musli
[indecipherable]; oh thou holy man in Iznik—Esrefzade.” For the translated inscription:
Arthur Lane, “The Ottoman Pottery of Isnik,” Ars Orientalis 2 (1957) p. 269. For a
photograph see Walter B. Denny, lznik. The artistry of Ottoman ceramics (New York:
Thames & Hudson, 2004), p. 18. Denny overreaches when he describes Esrefoglu as
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The Iznik mosque and tekke complex remained objects of visitation for
tarikat followers or spiritual “tourists”. A nameless visitor from the 19th century
noted the grave of “Seyyid Esref b. Mehmed al-Misri” (Esrefoglu’s father?) among
“other saints whose tombs I have prayed at in Iznik”. The grave was located in the
middle of a field outside the “Baghdad gate” of the Iznik walls, a ziyaretgah within

its own walls.?

Late in the last century a well maintained Esrefi zekke (“Numaniye” ) survived
in the Catal Firin quarter of Bursa.”

Orhan Képriilii’s Interpretation

In their recent article on “Esrefoglu Rumi” in the Ziirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islim
Ansiklopedisi, Abdullah Ugman and Necla Pekolcay pointedly reject Tagkopriizade’s
story and repeat the Abdullah/Baldirzade narrative.?* They cite for support a
chapter from the unpublished (and largely overlooked) Istanbul University thesis
of Orhan Képriilii, written 60 years ago.”> Given the respect accorded to the
scholarly 7DVIA, the account by U¢man and Pekolcay has now become de facto
the “standard version” and must be taken seriously.”® But should we believe it?

“the patron saint of the Iznik ceramics manufactories.” (p. 147) As the lamp inscription

indicates, the worker (“Musli”) revered the sheikh, but that he and his fellow artisans
were in any way organized into a guild in this provincial city and, if they were, that they
recognized a “patron saint”, are assertions that cannot be supported with our current
knowledge. For more on Iznik in the centuries following Esrefoglu’s death see Heath
Lowry, “Ottoman Iznik (NICAEA) Through the eyes of travelers & as recorded in
Administrative Documents, 1331-1923” in Akbaygil, lznik, pp. 135-74.

22 The note is found in an Ottoman manuscript mecmua: Istanbul MS: Siileymaniye,
Hact Mahmud 2673, f. 217b.

23 [ was given an opportunity to see this building in 1969 thanks to the late Ziya Esrefoglu,
a descendant of the sheikh.

24 TDVIA, v. 11 (“Esrefoglu Rumi”), pp. 480-82, by Abdullah U¢man and Necla Pekolcay.

25 Kopriilt’s 1951 thesis is Tarihi Kaynak Olarak XIV. ve XV. Astrlardaki Baz: Tiirk
Menakibnameleri; see esp. pp. 106-10 (“Menakib-i Esref oglu Rumi”). Except for one
chapter the thesis was never published or reviewed. (See Part IT of this essay for further
comment on the thesis.) My thanks to Scott Redford at Kog¢ University for assistance
in obtaining a copy of Kopriilii’s thesis.

26 Ugman and Pekolcay’s account now supercedes earlier ones: “Esrefiye” in 4, iv, pp.
396-7, by Kasim Kufrali [1947]; and “Esrefoglu” in Tiirk Ansiklopedisi, xv, pp. 476-7, by
[smet Parmaksizoglu [1968]. The EF entry, vol. xii (“Supplement”), pp. 282-3, by Fahir
Iz (“Eshrefoghlu”), is inadequate, offering no review or critical account of the sources.
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Although, as we have seen, the accounts of Tagkopriizade and Abdullah
are essentially complementary and possibly contradictory only in their endings,
Képriilii seemed intent on discrediting the former. This is all the more curious
since he made no reference whatsoever to its concluding story of Kalenders—the
one narrative detail that required explanation. Kopriilii asserted the superiority of
the tradition recounted by Abdullah because of its author’s links with the Egrefi
community.

K&priilii found support for his thesis in the fact that Taskdpriizade had placed
his notice of “Ibn al-Ashraf” among the u/ema—not the sheikhs—of Fatih’s time,
even though Esrefoglu’s eventual reputation derived from his later prominence as a
sufi and poet, not as a religious scholar. Kopriilii argued further that Taskdpriizade
could be excused for not knowing about the Iznik sheikh and ignoring him in his
book since Abdullah’s menakibname was not written until after the death of the
renowned biographer.”’

Kopriilii constructed his argument on the premise that there must have been
two men known as “son of Esref”. In his view, the man Taskdpriizade wrote
about was the one whose life ended in the hands of the Kalenders. Kopriili's
other “son of Egref” is “our” Esrefoglu, a man who somehow remained unknown
to Tagkopriizade. The former, although Képriilii doesn’t say so, must subsequently
have vanished without a trace. Kopriilii thus asks us to believe the following:
that two men with the same patronymic (possibly even brothers, for the name
“Egref” is not all that common) lived in the same general region of Anatolia and
at about the same time, each having made enough of a name to be noticed by
later biographers—but not so much as to deserve comment by those biographers
for their names.® Kopriilii's reasoning is unconvincing. Yet this curious argument,
Kopriili’s only explanation, is what the writers of the DIA entry would have us

believe.

Kopriilii blamed the presumed confusion on ‘Ali “the Historian”. It was he
who, in Képriilii's view, mistakenly linked Taskdpriizade’s accomplished scholar
with a revered sufi by adding details about the books Esrefoglu had written and
where he had lived. In so doing, Kopriilii asserted, ‘Ali managed to conflate

27 It is unlikely that Taskdpriizade would have included such details as the Menak:b ofters
even if he had known them.

28 For a well known example of prominent (early 15th century) Turkish literary brothers
recall Ahmed Bican and Yazicizade Mehmed. Accounts of their lives are placed back to
back in Tagkopriizade’s book.



WHAT HAPPENED TO ESREFOGLU?

Taskopriizade’s notice of “Ibn al-Ashraf” and the life of the better known Esrefoglu

into the story of a single man.”

Before dismissing the oldest source we have for Esrefoglu—as U¢man and
Pekolcay ask us to do—we should recall that Tagsképriizade was born (in 1495)
in Bursa where, soon after his birth, followers of the poet-sheikh Esrefoglu were
prominent in such numbers that a district there was named after them.”” In his
book Taskdpriizade refers more often to Bursa than to any other city. His uncle and
his father, both distinguished scholars before him, had had multiple appointments
in the city, and both older men supplied the younger with information useful to
him in the writing of his Shaga’ig. In the notice on “Ibn al-Ashraf,” Task6priizade
explicitly cites his father as a source, as he does also in his much lengthier account
of Hocazade, one of “Ibn al-Egref’s” teachers, who coincidentally spent some of
the last years of his life in Iznik. It is odd that Képriilii was so quick to discount
Taskopriizade’s credibility.

Kopriilit's interest in Egrefoglu (a minor chapter of barely 10 pages) hardly
goes beyond what I have just summarized. To be fair, his broader concern was the
use of hagiographic (menak:b) literature to supplement or correct just such works
as Tagkopriizade’s. But in the case of Esrefoglu he seems to have muddied rather

than clarified the waters.?!

Hamid Algar has written, “The whole purpose of the genre of menakib, of
hagiography, is to transmit to a believing and pious audience matters of practical,

29 Képriilii ignored Alf’s cryptic comment about the elixir.

30 See Neset Koseoglu, Tarihte Bursa Mahalleleri XV. ve XVI. Yiizyillarda (Bursa: Bursa
Halkevi Yay. 17,1956), 19. Késeoglu notes the existence of a district (“Esrefiler”) named
in a religious court register from 913/1507-8. More information regarding the Bursa
mahalle is now given by Raif Kaplanoglu, Bursa Ansiklopedisi I. Yer Adlar: (Bursa: 2001),
104-5. The district was still known by the same name in the mid 20th century: see
Kazim Baykal, Bursa ve Anitlar: (Bursa, 1950), p. 113 and plan vii. (The Incirli Dergah
in that neighborhood presumably occupies the site of the original tekke.) The district
(“Esrefiler”} apparently did not exist in 1487 when the oldest surviving census was
drawn up. See Irene Beldiceanu-Steinherr, ,Brousse et ses habitants en 1487, Turcica
31(1999), pp. 313-73.

Kopriilii based his discussion of Tagkopriizade on the often cited (Ottoman) adaptation
by Mehmed Mecdi, not on the Arabic original. So he called attention to Mecdi’s (mis)
naming of the sheikh “Esrefzade Muhyiddin Muhammad” as further evidence that the
biography was not that of the Iznik sufi poet. But whatever the source of that name,
the error did not originate with the author. Manuscripts of Mecdi’s work that I have
seen show it as given by Taskopriizade.

3
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spiritual value; the specifically human’-the whole study of modern biography—is
trivial and profoundly uninteresting from a traditional viewpoint.”** While im-
portant historical facts can certainly be found in hagiographies such as Abdullah’s
Menakibname, extreme care must be exercised when evaluating the stories found
in them.

Previously Unrecognized Sources

It is nowhere recorded that Egrefoglu travelled outside Anatolia, apart from
his journey to Hama. But his reputation apparently outdistanced him, for his
name appears in a collection of biographies by the 17th century Egyptian writer

Abd al-Ra’uf al-Munawi (d. 1621).

[i] Ashraf al-Rumi [sic], buried in Iznik, was a sheikh possessed and overwhelmed
[by divine love].* He was the source of sayings whose literal meaning ran counter
to the sacred law. The errors [? halal] were reported to the mystic Ibn al-Wafa.?® A
number of sufis were killed for a single word. Things which the sacred law did not
permit originated with al-Ashraf more than once. But they [the authorities] did
not stand up against him. And he said: “They were by the shore of the ocean, and
those [with authority] had command over them.” But al-Ashraf was in the middle
of it and they did not have command over him. The mollah ‘Arabzade related it.*®

Al-Munawi’s “single word” is almost certainly an allusion to the famous
utterance, anal-haqq (“I am the Truth”) of al-Hallaj, mystic and poet who was

32 Hamid Algar, “The Naqshbandi Order: A Preliminary survey of its history and
significance,” Studia Islamica 44 (1976), 134.

33 Irgam awliya al-shaytan bi-dbikr manakib awliya al-rahman, edited by Muhammad
Adib al-Jadir (Beirut, 1999). Al-Munawi (1545-1622) was a follower of the prominent
Egyptian scholar and moderate sufi, al-Sha'rani.

34 Despite the misnaming it is clear from the reference to Iznik that al-Munawi is here
writing of “our” sheikh, Egrefoglu.

35 By “Ibn al-Wafa” Munawi perhaps refers to “Sheikh Vefa” (d. 1491), a prominent
member of the Zeyni tarikat in Istanbul. On him see Taskopriizade (Tan translation),
pp. 200-202.

36 U5 5 [7] Il Bl ol Gl L g oadt s sl o5IST ate jas Bt Lo bicd OIS7 il 0l
e ol 1518 Ygr JUB o lpmn o g D g2 e adely Y L 8Vl e s By by RS csle

N e 5&_@
o3l 2o pLo¥1 Jooll oS ane 1680y b alay
Irgam, vol. 4, p. 224. {Istanbul MS: Siileymaniye, Veliytiddin Ef. 1624, ff. 284b-85a.}

II
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executed in Baghdad in 922/309. Esrefoglu mentioned al-Hallaj—and “quoted”
those words—several times in his own poetry.”” But the “sayings” and “things”
which ran counter to the shariah, and which al-Munawi refers to here, remain

unexplained.®®

Al-Munawi relied heavily on Taskdpriizade for his accounts of other Turkish
figures. But how he obtained this account from Arabzade, his source here, is
unclear.®” The short notice is also marred by problematic readings. Not in doubt,
however, is that “Ashraf” gained a certain reputation, not entirely savory in some
quarters, and that it spread far from Iznik.

Soon after Tagkopriizade left off his writing of the Shaqa’iq, but well before
al-Munawi wrote his frgam, another man had been copying down his conversa-
tions with an aging sheikh, a book which is an invaluable source for the history of
Ottoman sufism in the 16th century. The “Diary” of Mahmud Hiida'i (d. 1628) is
the record of those conversations with sheikh Uftade (d. 1580) which took place
in Bursa. Although an autograph manuscript of most of them has been preserved,
they have been little studied.*’ For our purposes three passages are noteworthy:

37 For the poems referencing Hallaj see: Mustafa Giines, Esrefoglu Rumi. Hayats, Eserleri
ve Divani (Istanbul: Sahhaflar, 2006), pp- 196-7 and 208-9. A brief, more restrained
anecdote about Hallaj is included by Esrefoglu in his Miizekki al-nufus, concluding
with the words: “Fikr olunmasin ki Mansur kafir ola.” See Esrefoglu Rumi, Miizekkin-
niifus, Abdullah Ug¢man (ed.), (Istanbul: Insan 2006), pp. 390-93. It is clear that
Esrefoglu had profound respect for the martyred al-Hallaj.

38 Ibn Battuta used similar language, in the 14th century, when writing about the
prominent Anatolian dervish Baba (Sari) Saltuk: “They relate that this Saltuq was
an ecstatic devotee, although things are told of him which are reproved of by the
Divine Law” (In the translation of H.A.R. Gibb: 7he Travels of Ibn Battuta (Cambridge:
Hakluyt Society, 1962) v. 2, pp. 499-500).

39 Munawi’s editor identifies “Molla Arabzade” as follows: “The imam Muhammad b.
Muhammad known as Arab-zade (919-969 H.), Hanefi faqih, Rumi, author of verses
and books in Arabic. He was muderris in Bursa, later Istanbul. The sheikh al-Islam
became angry with him and he was demoted and exiled to Bursa for two years. Then
he was pardoned and returned to teaching. He was later appointed judge in Cairo. On
a sea voyage he drowned off the island of Rhodes.” (Zrgam, v. 4, pp. 224-5, n. 3) He
would have been a younger contemporary of Taskopriizade. The father of Arabzade
was a staunch opponent of Shi’ites and especially followers of the Safavid tarikat. See:
TDVIAv. 30 (“Molla Arap”) pp. 240-41, by Tahsin Ozcan.

40 Sheikh Uftade was a close contemporary of Taskopriizade. Hiida'i kept his account
of the meetings which took place between the two men near the end of Uftade’s
life, between the years 1577 and 1579. The groundbreaking early study of this major

12
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[ii] [Sheikh Uftade] recalled that when they exiled the revered [mevlana] Esref-
zade from the town, he cried on the road. And his son said to him: “What is
the matter? They drove out the Prophet (God bless him and grant him peace!)
at night, but he did not cry. And you have come away with your sons and your
belongings during the day. So why do you cry?” And [Esrefzade] said: “I only cry

out of joy and happiness at this good fortune.”"

[iii] Sheikh Uftade mentioned the story of Esrefzade and of his spiritual revelati-
ons [ma’arif]. He said that one day someone said to him [Egrefoglu]: “You have
spoken most about what al-Hallaj and the seyyid al-Nesimi spoke of.*> However
they [i.e., the religious authorities] did not have the power to harm you.” He said:
“From the outside one cannot reach him who is in the middle of the ocean. But
both of them were on the shore and they reached them. If they had been in the

middle [of the ocean] they would not have reached them.”#

[iv] The late [Esrefzade] used to cry out: “Oh, preachers! Oh, imams! All of them
are in Hell [literally ‘the fire’, nar].” And then they destroyed him [thumma
ahlakuhu]. He saw a dream which pointed to his martyrdom. [Sheikh Uftade]
said: “He exerted himself a great deal but the way was not revealed to him. A

figure is Irene Beldiceanu Steinherr, Scheich Uftade der Begrunder des Gelvetijje-Ordens
(Munchen 1961). Her study is now complemented by Paul Ballanfat, Hazret-i Pir-i
Uftade: Le Divan (Paris 2001). I have used the English version, The Nightingale in
the Garden of Love, as translated by Angela Culme-Seymour (Oxford, 2005; Anqa
Publishing). See also Mustafa Bahadiroglu, (Celvetiyenin piri) Hazret-i Ufiade ve Divan:
(Bursa: Uftade Kur'an Kursu Ogrencilerini Koruma Dernegi, 1995) and TDVIA, v. 42,
p. 282-3 (“Uftade”) by Nihat Azamat.
41 5 iy fle s ade alll o it 6 ol L sl QW gyl 3 SG 8L e ogis L osly 250 LNsa O) 53
sabadl el Jo Vg 5 é;) Lol Jué; Sl llgal g BaValy il o _;Q L
al-Tibr al-Maskuk (Ankara MS: Raif Yelkenci I1/292, f. 78b.) I am indebted to Mme.
Beldiceanu-Steinherr for directing me to this (and subsequent) passages from Hiidai’s
journal. No other source mentions Esrefoglu’s having had any sons. In the first reference
here Uftade uses the word ibnubu, in the second, awlad. Should we understand that
the sheikh’s companion on the road was his early follower and eventual successor,
Abd al-Rahim Tirsi? Muslim tradition places Muhammad’s hijrah at night. See W.
Montgomery Watt, Muhammad ar Mecca (Oxford, 1965), pp. 150-51.
42 For the Hurufi poet Nesimi, executed in 1417, see: TDVIA v. 33 (“Nesimi”), pp. 3-6
by A. Azmi Bilgin and ilyas Uziim.
43 The Arabic text reads:
S g gl Al 5 Y SOl S ST il Loy W B ) S g ablae g el s sl S5
Bl shog ol Ok 30 L 5 ) Loy (3O n b)) b VB Sllgds OF e 1y
bl 5 W gl 3 U
(al-Tibr al-Maskuk, Ankara MS: Raif Yelkenci 11/292, f. 68a-b.)
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sheikh gestured to him in his grave and gave him milk to drink in a bowl. And

then the way was revealed to him.”*

According to Mme. Beldiceanu-Steinherr, Uftade had associations with vari-
ous heterodox groups in his early life as well as with followers of Esrefoglu. At
one point he travelled to Iznik where he likely met with some of them. Later,
however, he distanced himself from their company, although the circumstances
of his visit—and the reasons for his behavior—cannot be inferred from the remarks
in Hiida'i’s Diary.®®

An anonymous poem, of uncertain date, partly echos Uftade’s remarks and
reflects, across time, even more vividly the figure which Esrefoglu must have

44 For the Arabic of the passage from Hiida'i’s diary:

A ey o 1S gt JB wslead) Ju by, ) &) 0o SLal o U B S 2V Ll Lasid) L) (ool el OIS

Gl Bl Aaad (B L olig 08 B red &l SLaG b
al-Tibr al-Maskuk (Bursa MS: Ulu Cami 1753, f. 172b. Milk had a special resonance
for Uftade: At the time of his own birth his mother is said to have “dreamt that she
saw her son dive into and come out of an ocean of milk”, an event which his father
interpreted to mean that he (Uftade) would become a perfect saint. (See Ballanfat,
Nightingale, p. 10). Quoting Uftade from elsewhere in Hiidai’s diary Ballanfat states
that: “Milk symbolizes knowledge, and knowledge does not refer to formal sciences, for
knowledge is actually intelligible...” (p. 38) More apposite, perhaps, is the experience of
Muhammad in Jerusalem on his “night journey” (mirac)In the words of his biographer,
Ibn Hisham: He was brought three vessels containing milk, wine and water respectively.
The apostle said: ‘T heard a voice saying when these were offered to me: “If he takes the
water he will be drowned and his people also; if he takes the wine he will go astray and
his people also; and if he drinks the milk he will be rightly guided and his people also.”
So I took the vessel containing milk and drank it. Gabriel said to me, “You have been
rightly guided, and so will your people be, Muhammad™. A. Guillaume, 7he Life of
Muhammad (London: Oxford University, 1955), p. 182.

45 For her discussion of the “turning point” in Uftade’s life, see Beldiceanu-Steinherr,
Scheich Uftade, pp. 108-9; for his early life contacts, pp. 103-8; and for the sheikh’s
relationships with Esrefi circles, pp. 91-2. She says Uftade had been crucial to Esrefoglu’s
followers in getting permission to build his mosque in Iznik. Mustafa Bahadiroglu,
citing two manuscript menakibnames devoted to Uftade, states that the reason for the
sheikly’s visit to Iznik, on an (unnamed) sultan’s request, was to lead the first Friday
prayer after the mosque’s conversion from mescid to cami. See his Hazret-i Uftade ve
Divanz, p. 61. While Huda’i kept the diary in the last years of his sheikh’s life—and while
specific passages can be precisely dated within that time frame—the years to which such
passages refer, as here, are generally unclear. One of the most urgent desiderata for
the study of Ottoman sufism is an annotated edition—or at least a printed text—of the
autograph manuscript of Hida'i’s Diary.

]
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projected—at least among his most passionate zarikat followers, and long after his

death:

[v] He seized the hand of Sheikh Hiiseyin,
Esrefzade is our sultan.

He settled down in Iznik town,
Esrefzade is our sultan.

He struck the drum of ana’ haqq

The lovers all came to his side

His teaching spread throughout the world.
Esrefzade is our sultan.

The secret spread to the lovers;

The light of manifestation filled him.*¢
He reached the place of the BELOVED,
Esrefzade is our sultan.

The lovers reached their desire;
Hypocrites remained in the dark.

He saw the beauty of the TRUTH,
Esrefzade is our sultan.

He scattered pearls and gems;

The lovers were captivated.

He drank the wine of unity,

Esrefzade is our sultan.

Let the heedless hear the secret;

Let them put on his saintly robe;

Let them surrender to his sons.
Esrefzade is our sultan.

He fastened his name, rope-like, to Muhyi;

46 “The light of manifestation” (¢ecelli nurz): these words refer back to the opening line of a
controversial poem (sazhiye) by Esrefoglu. (For the text of the poem see Giines, Esrefoglu
Rumi, pp. 325-26, #85.) For a discussion of the poem and an Ottoman commentary
on it: Ahmet Mermer, “Esrefoglu ve bir sathiyyesinin serhi,” Milli Folklor 53 (2002),
pp- 106-13. In the words of E. Geoffrey “(zecelli) consists of mukashafa, an ‘unveiling’,
which allows divine light to ‘irradiate’ the heart of the mediator; it therefore releases
human nature from its darkness in the same way that the sun chases away gloom.” EP,
v. 10 (“Tadjalli”), pp. 60-61. The poem’s compatibility with the shari’ahshari’ah was the
subject of debate, but whether it could have provoked more serious consequences has
never been suggested.
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He tied and bound the lovers.
You, men of truth, do not deny:

Esrefzade is our sultan.?

The strongly partisan tone of the poem suggests a highly contentious atmos-
phere which may well have prevailed during Esrefoglu’s own lifetime. The text
recalls a better known poem, which the one above (were it not for its presumably
late date) might have provoked. That poem begins with the famous stanza:

[vi] “Hear this, Esrefoglu. We are the garden, we have the rose. We are Ali’s slaves.

Knowledge of the seventy two tongues is ours.”*®

Variously described as a “retort” [reddiye] or “satire” [taslama], the poem has
been attributed to “Hasan Dede” and dated to the 15th, 16th or 17th century.49
Irrespective of its date, in each of his poem’s six stanzas “Hasan Dede” challenged
claims to the Truth/truth which Alevis believed Esrefoglu (or his followers) had
made for themselves. That truth, Hasan Dede asserts, belonged instead to follow-

ers of Haci Bektas.

Other evidence of contentiousness can be found in Esrefoglu’s own writ-
ing. Better known than his Nasa’ih, but hardly as popular as either the Divan
or Miizekkin-niifus, Esrefoglu’s Tarikatname was only recently published, by Esra

47 The poem is found in a volume containing the divans of Esrefoglu and Abdiirrahim,
copied in 1742 by “Dervis Bursali Mehmed” and is perhaps the work of the copyist.
The otherwise anonymous poem cannot be presumed older than the above date. (Bursa
MS: Genel 724, ff. 84b-85a.) “Muhyi” is probably a reference to Abd al-Qadir, though
the poet might have meant Ibn Arabi. The language of the refrain line (“our sultan”)
suggests the level of devotion felt toward the eponymous “founder” of the rarikar by
his followers.

48 For the text of the entire poem see Abdiilbaki Gélpinarli, Alevi-Bektagi Nefesleri (Istanbul:
Remzi, 1963), pp. 29-30. Sadettin Niizhet [Ergun] published a slightly different text in
Bektagi Sairleri (Istanbul: Devlet Matbaast, 1930), pp. 17-18. That version incorporates
differences which lessen its explicitly partisan Alevi sentiment. The poem’s initial stanza
still has strong resonance in the Alevi community: see below, n. 67.

49 Golpinarli (Alevi-Bektagi, p. 12) placed the poet in the 15th century; M.E Kopriili,
S.N. Ergun (Bektasi Sairleri, ) and Cahit Oztelli (Bektasi Giilleri: Alevi-Bektai siirleri
antolojisi, p. 359) argued for the 17th. The unnamed author of the entry on Hasan
Dede in Tiirk Dili ve Edebiyat: Ansiklopedisi (vol. 4, p. 131) places him in the 16th
century. For more on Hasan Dede and the poem see Nejat Birdogan, Alevi Kaynaklar:
I (Istanbul: Kaynak 1996), pp. 83-112.
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Keskinkilig.”® In her all too brief introduction she provides an overview of the
book and summation of a dozen topics covered by the sheikh, starting with the
need for obedience to God, the prophet and those who exercise temporal rule.
In this work Esrefoglu discussed the importance of prayers and ritual ablution,
forms of zikir, the significance of the dervish zzc and cloak, and the meaning of
the word “sufi”. Those topics—and Esrefoglu’s treatment of them—are mostly quite
unexceptional. He also expressed particular reverence for the fourth caliph, Ali,
cousin and son-in-law of Muhammad, judging him superior to the other early
caliphs.’!

In his “Book of the Way” Esrefoglu stressed the importance of having a sheikh
and of professing allegiance to him. But he went further, stating: “If a person
professes obedience to a true sheikh, if he takes an oath of allegiance to him, and
then if he turns away from that true sheikh—if that sheikh is from the family
of Muhammad and ‘Ali~then according to the zarikat and the true seriat, that
person’s killing is permitted.” A few lines further on he repeats himself, declaring
that if one renounces, or denies, a true sheikh and instead follows “the people”
then his killing is legitimate [belal], for through such renunciation or denial a
person becomes an apostate.”

The high regard for ‘Ali and especially the demands on anyone professing
allegiance /biat] to a “true sheikh from the family of Muhammad and ‘Ali” are
striking. Reference is made a number of times in the Zarikatname to the Kharijites.
Esrefoglu insists that the destruction of people like them is even more meritorious

[sevablu] than the killing of infidels.>®

50 Esrefoglu Rumi, Zarikatname, Esra Keskinkili¢ (ed.), (Istanbul: Gelenek, 2002).

51 The place of ‘Ali in Sunni thought during the Ottoman period deserves further study.
E. Ruhi Figlalr’s “‘Ali in the Sunni historical and theological tradition” in Ahmet Yagar
Ocak (ed.) From History to Theology: Ali in Islamic Belief (Ankara: Turk Tarih Kurumu,
2005), hardly goes beyond the period of the rashidun caliphs and a small handful of
later writers; it does not extend to Ottoman times.

52 Vedahr bir kisi hak seyhe iradet getiirse, dahi beyat itse, ol hak seyhdan yiiz ceviirse, kisvesinden
¢ksa tarikatda ve eger yiiz ceviirdiigi seyh, Muhammed ve Ali neslinden olursa tarikarda
ve hak Seriatda katli halal olur. (1arikatname, p. 26; emphasis added) Is Esrefoglu’s
“opinion” here tantamount to a fefva? In early Ottoman times “anyone prominent for his
learning could be asked to act as a mutually acceptable arbiter in a dispute involving a
point of law, and his opinion was allowed to be decisive.” See EP, v. 2 (“Fatwa”), p. 866,
by J.R. Walsh. Esrefoglu’s scholarly training would have put him in such a class.

53 larikatname, p. 54 (f. 75a, 1. 14). The Kharijites (“seceders”) were involved in the struggle
over early succession to the caliphate. One of their number eventually murdered ‘Al
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Connection to the family of the prophet Muhammad, through his son-in-
law Ali, was actually claimed for Egrefoglu by Abdullah, author of the Menak:b.
He stated at the beginning of his account that a piece of green muslin —a sign
of the sheikh’s lineage— had been found in his clothing after his death. It was
something, the hagiographer said, which Esrefoglu wished to conceal during

his lifetime.>

Competition between, and rivalry among, sheikhs was certainly not uncom-
mon in Ottoman times. It sometimes led to startling challenges. Mustafa Kara
relates an instance of a sheikh declaring fellow Muslims “infidels” and liable to be
killed. Interestingly, the individuals here whose killing was said to be helal were
followers of Esrefoglu. According to Kara the threat was based on a difference of

opinion regarding variant silsile traditions.>

Such threatening words, both here and in the passage from the Zarikatname
(above), strike an ironic note given the violent end to Esrefoglu’s life which Uftade
asserted and to which Tagképriizade and the Historian ‘Ali seemingly alluded. Is
it possible that any of these threats of killing were ever acted upon?

The Tarikatname was never intended for “popular consumption”. Far fewer
copies of it are known than of Esrefoglu’s other two books.’® And Keskinkilig
rightly notes the frequency with which the author avoids transparency in his
discussion of certain topics. “Concealing is best,” Esrefoglu wrote; “revealing is

in 661. Esrefoglu’s use of the word here is probably aimed at those viewed, in his own
time, as enemies of Ali and his family.

54 Ugman, Menakib, p. 3. In Baldirzade’s account (p. 274) and also that of IE (f. 3b) the
linkage was said to be to Husayn, son of Ali.

55 Mustafa Kara, Bursada Tarikatlar ve Tekkeler I (Bursa: Uludag, 1990), p. 63, citing
an unspecified anecdote taken from Mehmed Semseddin, Yadigar-i Semsi. (For the
relevant passage see Yadigar, pp. 371-72.)

56 Besides the six copies Keskinkili¢ noted (none copied before the 19th century) there
is a much older (partial?) copy in Bursa: Genel 312. It was copied in 1041/1631 by
the son of Sheikh Hamdji, and so must reflect what was accepted by Esrefi followers
at that time. (I have not seen it.) Three other copies are described in Verzeichnis der
orientalischen Handschriften in Deutschland (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner, 1968) v. 13:
Part 2 [by M. Gotz], #144 and 145; and Part 3 [by H. Sohrweide], #75. Another copy
(also 19th century) was described by R. A. Nicholson in his A Descriptive Catalogue of
the Oriental Mss. belonging to the late E. G. Browne (Cambridge: The University Press,
1932), p. 51 (“E. 197). John Kingsley Birge noted a fragment of the text in a Bektashi
mecmua in his personal library: The Bektashi Order of Dervishes (London: Luzac, 1937),
p- 279. The whereabouts of this manuscript today is uncertain.
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difficule.”®” While the Miizekki al-niifus was intended for the “general reader”,
the Zarikatname (and probably some of Esrefoglu’s poems) were meant only
for those who were already part way along the spiritual path. But oral com-
munication must still have been reserved for the most advanced.”® Even in his
most explicit book, Esrefoglu still reccommended and practiced considerable

discretion.

In the only clearly autobiographical passage in his own writing, near the
beginning of his Miizekki al-niifus [“The Stages of Purification of the Self”] and
after lamenting the corrupt circumstances of religious judges and teachers of his

day, Esrefoglu wrote:

[vii] “In his own time Ja'far al-Sadiq is said to have withdrawn from the com-
pany of his fellows and retired to a cave.”” Despite the pleas of his followers, that
[mystic] sultan replied: “This is not the time for speech. It is a time for quiet.’
This is the way it was at the end of the holy month of Ramadan in the year 852,
the time when this book was gathered together. It was necessary to stay at home

and not mingle with the people. So I reflected. .. «60

While this brief passage seems to confirm the setting for the story told by
Abdullah, Esrefoglu’s intent here was apparently not to disappear into the hills.

At least one of our sources is not being entirely candid or forthcoming. But
which one(s)? Before attempting to answer that question, a brief review here of
other scholars’ comments on Egrefoglu’s life and work will be instructive.

57 Tarikatname, xxii; for the text, see p. 15.

58 In his Miizekki al-niifus Esrefoglu several times distinguishes between the @mm (“the
common”), the hass (“the privileged”), and the hassu’l-hass (“the most select”). So,
for example, at the beginning of his discussion of “maarifet Allah” (U¢man’s edition,
18-19).

59 Ja'far al-Sadiq, sixth Shi’ite imam who died in 765. For a story about Ja'far’s withdrawal
from society see Astars Memorial of God’s Friends, translated by Paul Losensky (New
York: Paulist Press, 2009), 49. For more see £7°v. 14 (“J@'far al-Sadeq”), pp. 356-62, by
H. Algar.

60 See Ugman’s edition, p. 67 [emphasis added]. The author’s note of the date of
composition is the only firm bit of chronological evidence for his life. Esrefoglu’s
putting the date of “gathering together” his composition at such an early point in the
manuscript is puzzling. It is not clear whether he actually finished the writing at this
time. (Istanbul MS: Aya Sofya 2070, f. 29a.)
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Other Commentators

Orhan Képriilii was not, in fact, the first to see a disparity between Abdul-
lah’s hagiographic account of Esrefoglu’s life and the one told by Taskdpriizade.
A few years earlier, in his encyclopedic (but unfinished) Ziirk Sairleri, Sadettin
Niizhet Ergun had mentioned the tale of Esrefoglu’s reputed involvement with
Kalenders, basing his comments on the version of the story in ‘Alf’s Kiinh al-Ahbar,
apparently unaware of its origin.®' Ergun also took pains to discredit that account,
not because he thought ‘Ali had confused the Iznik sheikh with someone else,
as Kopriilii later argued, but rather because he found it a “groundless rumor
fabricated by the [sufi poet’s] enemies”®* From the discussion that follows it is clear
that Ergun took Esrefoglu’s presumed “enemies” to be Kizilbas, more specifically,
unnamed Bektashis®® and that he took the Kalenders for Batinis—presumably
meaning Shi’ites or anyone who rejected the literal meaning of the Qur’an in favor
of “hidden” interpretations®®. For Ergun, ‘Ali’s (and Taskopriizade’s) mention of
Kalenders somehow tainted the reputation of the sheikh.

To convince his readers that Esrefoglu had no connection with the Kizilbas,
Ergun insisted that the sheikh from Iznik was a poet whose beliefs were firmly
rooted in the shariah: “There is not a single hemistich in his collected poetry
which runs counter to the Shari‘ah.”®> Ergun acknowledged that some poems in
Esrefoglu’s Divan display “divine drunkenness” [ilahi sarhoslugu]. But it was “true
love” [hakiki, manevi agk], he stressed, not physical [maddi] love which the poet
expressed. It is hard to believe that anyone reading Esrefoglu’s lines would have
thought otherwise.

The American scholar John Kingsley Birge, who consulted Bektashi sources
in Turkey and elsewhere, asserted that Esrefoglu was “one of the most popular po-
ets among the Bektashis” even if (as Birge correctly understood) Esrefoglu himself

61 Tiirk Sairleri (Istanbul: Bozkurt 1945) v. 3, pp. 1367-75. Ergun died before completing
the letter “F”. Kopriilii was apparently unaware of Ergun’s book and its discussion of
Esrefoglu and makes no mention of it.

62 “Muarizlar: tarafindan icad edilen bu asilsiz haber...” Ergun, Tiirk Sairleri, p. 1369 left
column, emphasis added.

63 The story anachronistically linked Esrefoglu with Haci Bektas.

64 For the meaning of the term from a Sunni perspective, presumably Ergun’s, see M.G.S.
Hodgson, “Batiniyya” in £P, v. 1, pp. 1099-1100.

65 Ergun, p. 1369: Divaninda seriar ahkamina mugayir hatta bir misra bile bulunmayan
Esrefoglu. ..
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was no follower of Haci Bektas.®® Perhaps, however, it was just that popularity
which led Ergun to feel the need to reject categorically any insinuation of Alevi as-
sociations for Esrefoglu. Still, as Hasan Dede’s poem [vi, above] shows, if Esrefoglu
was popular among some Bektashis, he provoked animosity among others.*’

Writing at virtually the same time as Ergun, Asaf Halet Celebi saw the poet in
a slightly different light. In a lengthy biographical introduction to his edition of
the Divan (the first in Republican Turkey), Celebi saw signs of melami tempera-
ment in Esrefoglu’s poems—or in the character of the poet himself. Still he did not
suggest that Esrefoglu belonged to that prominent (but controversial) wing of the

Bayramiye known under that name.®

In 1967 Necla Pekolcay’s name appeared as one of an advisory group which
had assisted in the preparation of a new edition of Esrefoglu’s Divan, the first since
Celebi’s, nearly a quarter century before. Carelessly printed, the edition was more
seriously marred by heavy handed expurgation: some poems long associated with
Esrefoglu’s name were missing; in others, couplets were deleted. The editing went

without any comment whatsoever.®’

Only a year later, and with no reference to that recently published edition
of Egrefoglu’s poetry (or her role in it), Pekolcay called for a thorough review of
the best manuscript copies of the Divan. “Several poems have been introduced

66 ]J. K. Birge, The Bektashi Order (London: Luzac & Co., 1965; reprint of the 1937
edition), 80 and 136.

67 The second line of the first stanza of Hasan Dede’s poem serves as the title of a book
recently published by Erdogan Cinar: Bahge Bizim Giil Bizdedir (Istanbul: Kalkedon,
2009). The subtitle explains its subject: “Alevism from Ancient times to the Republic”.
Cinar published the entire poem as a kind of epigraph to his book, but without mention
of its author or any other comment on its text. That would seem to confirm Ergun’s
assertion that any Bektashi would know the poet’s name—and the poem

68 “Megrebi itibarile melami olan Egrefoglu...” Esrefoglu Rumi, Esrefoglu Divani Asaf
Halet Celebi (ed.), (Istanbul: Ahmet Halit, 1944), p. 3. Neither Ergun nor Celebi
commented on the other’s work. For the Melamati movement see below, n. 96.

69 Esrefoglu Rumi Divani (Istanbul: Cagaloglu, 1967). While no editor’s name appears
on the title page, Pekolcay’s is listed (after Raif Yelkenci and Dr. Abdullah Oztemiz)
among those thanked by the publisher. For a few examples of expurgated lines see the
following poems, with lines beginning: “Karari kalmadi canin nidem...” (p. 23); “Anin
derdiile daim...” (p. 23); “Ask ile avare olan...” (p. 27); “Diin u giin ah u hasret...” (p.
44). Expurgated passages in the text are indicated only by unexplained “....”. For the
fully restored texts see the edition of M. Giines. The poem mentioned above (n. 46)
was suppressed in the 1967 edition, as were several others.
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into the Divan which are not Egrefoglu’s while others which appear to express
contradictory ideas are, in fact, genuine,” she wrote. (She did not identify which
poems she had in mind.) Therefore, she continued, “some consider Egrefoglu to
be a sufi within the bounds of the Shari‘ah while others see him outside those
bounds.””® Pekolcay did not say who held which opinion, but presumably the
poems and verses which she herself had recently had a hand in expurgating (most
notably those with references to Hallaj) were those which caused some to view
Esrefoglu as beyond the pale of acceptability. Presumably these were the same
verses which had prompted the biographer al-Munawi’s remark three centuries
earlier. Publication of a critical edition of Esrefoglu’s poetry, Pekolcay seemed to
say, would resolve the issue once and for all.

In the same year (1968) Abdiilbaki Golpinarli, dean of Turkish sufi scholar-
ship, published his own assessment of Esrefoglu in one of seven brief chapters he
contributed to a special edition of Zirk Dili:

“Seen through his poems, Esrefoglu belongs neither to Alevi-Bektashi nor to
Melami-Hamzavi circles (ziimre) of our popular mystic literature. Nor does he
represent the pious/ascetic (zithdi) literature. He was neither unique like Yunus
Emre, nor was he embraced by everyone. While Esrefoglu held to a metaphysical
belief in “unity of existence” [varlik birligi] and while he sometimes expressed
those beliefs in exuberant ways, no trace of shiism or of a batini persuasion is
found in any of his poetry. Not for a moment does he step outside the bounds

of sunnism; even his most ecstatic poems allow for [acceptable] interpretation.””!

Golpinarlr’s summation amounted to a clear rebuttal of Pekolcay’s misgivings
(whether he had seen them or not) and a straightforward assertion of his own view
of Esrefoglu’s “orthodoxy”. Although Golpinarlt allows for some difference of
theological opinion (“[not] embraced by everyone”), there was nothing, he seems
to say, that needed to be expurgated or rejected. His reference to Batinis clearly
echoes Ergun’s earlier comments.

Then, a short time later and with no reference to any disagreement among
Esrefoglu aficionados, an anonymously edited version of the Divan appeared in

70 “Esrefoglu’nu seriat digt bir mutasavvif olarak da, seriat ici bir mutasavvif olarak da
gorenler vardir.” Islami Tiirk Edebiyati. 3. Kitap. (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Islim Enstitiileri
Talebe Federasyonu, 1968), p. 22. Pekolcay was undoubtedly referring to the poem
mentioned in the preceding note.

71 Abdiilbaki Golpinarli, “Esrefoglu”, Ziirk Dili, no. 207 (Aralik 1968), p. 391.
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the popular Terctiman series “1001 Temel Eser”—with all the recently excised lines
and poems fully restored.”

In their 1995 TDVIA essay U¢man and Pekolcay wrote: “...while some
of [Esrefoglu’s] poems are written in the form of ecstatic utterances [sazhiyyat],
there is no expression in them of anything contrary to the Shariah.” This seems
an odd—though not inappropriate—conclusion since there had been no critical
examination of the divan manuscripts in the intervening years, nor any evidence
introduced to support the casting of aspersions on the poet.”

Finally, in 2000 Mustafa Giines published Esrefoglu’s Divan yet again, based
on a survey of a dozen manuscript copies. Not a single poem was removed. Quite
the opposite, Giines’s edition now included nearly two dozen poems never before
counted among Esrefoglu’s collected work’ In his book-ending overview, and
as if in answer to Pekolcay’s call some 30 years earlier (but without referring to
her) Giines wrote simply: “There are no poems in Esrefoglu’s Divan which are
contrary to the formal prescriptions of Islam.” He added, “Verses which do not
appear to be in accord with Islam should be viewed as things said during formal
tarikat ceremonies (cem). Accordingly, what comes out of the mouth of any sufi
(at such times) is spoken by God himself. Such poems are in no way the product

of any human pretension...”.”
y

Esrefoglu’s written legacy has clearly perplexed and troubled some recent com-
mentators. But the resulting exchange seems to have taken place mostly in the
shadow of the barely articulated question: just who was Esrefoglu? So, we have the
silent expurgation of texts, anonymous editions, and a disinclination to confront
key sources. Rather than a straightforward scholarly debate we seem to be watching
an undeclared duel of theological positions. Does the apparent disagreement found
in contemporary sources echo the divergent opinions seen in the older sources?

72 Esref-i Rumi, Eyrefoglu Divan, Terciiman 1001 Temel Eser (Istanbul 1972?).

73 “Esrefoglu Rumi,” TDVIA, xi, p. 482 (emphasis added). Pekolcay’s short 1992 article,
“Esref-oglu Abdullah Rumi’nin Tasavvufi Sahsiyetinin Gelisme Seyri” in Islimi Edebiyat
#15 (1992), pp. 8-11, does not offer any reconsideration or revision of views previously
expressed by the author, and so provides no explanation of her apparent change of heart
regarding the acceptability or authenticity of Esrefoglu’s poems.

74 See Giines’s edition. The questionable poems have been newly expurgated, again
without comment, by Mustafa Ozdamar in his Esrefoglu Abdullah-i Rumi (Istanbul:
Kirkkandil, 2002).

75 Giine, p. 439. Giines did not provide a source for the paragraph from which I have trans-
lated, but it was virtually a word-for-word quotation from Ergun (p. 1369, right column).
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Whose Testimony to Believe?

As we have seen, the statements of the key primary sources, especially for the
latter part of Esrefoglu’s life can only be squared with difficulty.

In the final lines of both Taskdpriizade’s and Abdullah’s accounts of the life
of Esrefoglu there is an odd sense of incompletion or ambiguity. In the former
it is hard to tell where Esrefoglu’s enthusiasm for journeying ends and where his
fellow travellers” coercion begins. If Esrefoglu “wished to travel” why did this
group of Kalenders have to resort to force? This ending of Tagkopriizade’s story is

uncharacteristically elusive, unlike other accounts in the Shaga’ig.

For his part, Abdullah introduced a deus ex machina-like figure in his
Menakib to resolve a curious episode which he had introduced into his narra-
tive. Recall that after Egrefoglu returned from Syria, he had persisted in extreme
seclusion, causing him to become the object of belittlement (even harrassment?)
by his fellow townspeople. As if on cue, a man said to have witnessed Esrefoglu’s
spiritual prowess in Hama appeared suddenly in Iznik to intervene on the sheikh’s
behalf. He persuaded the people to refrain from their intrusive behavior. Unwill-
ing to accept his countrymen’s ensuing apologies and requests for forgiveness,
Esrefoglu left his home to wander in the nearby hills. Eventually discovered, and
his identity revealed, the sheikh lived out the remainder of his life in new found

contentment.

Uftade related a somewhat different story: After being forcibly driven out of
[znik with other members of his family—and for unexplained reasons—Esrefoglu

was later martyred.

While al-Munawi’s brief notice seems to contradict the statement of the Bursa
sheikh, it too is ambiguous and points to possibly violent controversy.

Uftade’s words were presumably taken down, faithfully and accurately, by
his disciple, Mahmud Hiida'i. I can see no reason for the elder man to have
fabricated stories about a long dead predecessor. What explanation could there
be for the Bursa sheikh to have made up such a violent act? And if his statements
were untrue, that would soon have been realized, for there were already then
followers of Esrefoglu in Bursa. On the other hand, Uftade was near the end of
a long life; he was speaking, presumably, to a very small circle of intimates. By
merely alluding to a devastating story of what happened to someone who failed
to exercise discretion Uftade would have been teaching a valuable lesson. Uftade’s

remarks should be taken at face value.
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It is difficult, however, to accept Taskopriizade’s story with the same confi-
dence. Despite a history of transgressive behavior and occasional violence’®, it is
unclear why a band of Kalenders would somehow have kept Esrefoglu a virtual
prisoner, against his will, as Taskopriizade’s wording implies—even if he chose to
involve himself with them at first. Surely the story in the Shaqa’iq (and repeated
in the Kiinh) begs to be be taken seriously, but perhaps to be read only figuratively.

Yet Ahmet Karamustafa, who has made a broad and persuasive study of
“deviant renunciation” in the Islamic Middle Period (1200-1500), accepted
Tagkopriizade’s account at face value. Basing his brief comments solely on Mecdi’s
adaptation (see above, n. 32), however, and with no apparent awareness of the
divergent interpretations of the scholar/sufi’s life, he found “Esrefzade Muhyiddin
Mehmed” a perfect example of one type of “deviant dervish”, the middle aged
scholar with a distinguished career behind him who “rejects his cultural status
and becomes a dervish.”””

My own reading of that story sees respect on the biographer’s part—the very
fact of Esrefoglu’s inclusion in the Shaqa’iq is noteworthy. But that respect is
tempered by caution and veiled bewilderment: how could Egrefoglu, a scholar of
such obvious capability (“there was no problem he could not solve”), have come
to such a bad end? Is there here an endorsement of the scholar, but simply an
unwillingness to discuss his later actions? Tagkdpriizade invoked the “Kalenders”,
sufis who in his view had crossed a line of acceptable speech or behavior, to sug-
gest something unspeakable. Perhaps knowing Esrefoglu’s involvement with Hact
Bayram, the biographer considered him to have been affiliated with the melami
wing of the Ankara sheikh’s followers? Those circles were sometimes described as
Kalenders”® Tagkdpriizade’s placement of his notice about Esrefoglu gives no hint
of any association with the Ankara sheikh.

Taskopriizade was writing for an educated audience, men of similar back-
ground and experience, readers who would recognize a veiled reference when they

76 Basing himself on contemporary sources, Simon Digby described a number of attacks
by Kalenders on sufi sheikhs in the Delhi Sultanate in the 13th and 14th centuries:
“Qalandars and Related Groups” in Yohanan Friedmann (ed.), Islam in Asia, v. 1
(Jerusalem: The Hebrew University 1984); see esp. pp. 91-99. There is no comparable
evidence for Anatolia in the 15th century.
77 God’s Unruly Friends, pp. 67 and 93.
78 Esrefoglu’s preoccupation, in his Miizekki al-niifus, with disciplining the “self”, loosely
suggests a melami orientation. See Hamid Algar’s discussion: “Malamatiyya” in EF, v. 6,
pp- 224-5.
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saw it, and could draw an appropriate conclusion—if they did not know the actual
facts of the matter. There is nothing puzzling about that, certainly not an excuse
for rejecting Taskdpriizade’s account outright.

In a perceptive recent essay about Taskopriizade, Asli Niyazioglu wrote: “He
preferred not to include controversial figures in his work.””” He certainly included
some (Sheikh Bedreddin for example), but he is often satisfied with vague, clichéd
characterizations. In the case of Haci Bayram, the student, Esrefoglu, receives
more attention than the mentor, even though the Hact Bayram’s influence in
Anatolia was more widespread and historically of greater significance. On the
other hand, Omer Dede, who led the melami wing of the Ankara sheikh’s follow-
ers, receives only the most cursory notice and with no reference whatsoever to any
principles of melamat teaching,.

As for Uftade’s statement about Esrefoglu, it is disappointingly vague: no
motive, no actors; only “they”. Uftade was exercising great caution, as Esrefoglu
had done a century before, writing in only the most guarded terms.

Mme Beldiceanu-Steinherr has written about the reign of Selim I as a “turn-
ing point” for the Ottoman Empire.%’ As a turning point also in Uftades life,
when he chose to distance himself from Egrefoglu’s followers, it was a time of
severe dervish persecutions. Already in the last year of the life of Selim’s father,
Sultan Bayezid II, uprisings later associated with the name Shah Kulu had shaken
southern and western regions of Anatolia. They briefly even threatened the city
of Bursa. Once established in power, and in anticipation of his campaign against
the Safavid Shah Ismail, Selim ordered the execution of “40,000” suspected Shi’ite
sympathizers.®’ Whatever the specific charges brought against the accused, guilt
by association would likely have played a role in their fate. For many in the early

79 Aslt Niyazioglu, “In the dream realm of a sixteenth-century Ottoman biographer.
Taskopriizade and the Sufi shaykhs,” in Sufism and Society, edited by John ]. Curry and
Erik S. Ohlander (New York: Routledge 2012), pp. 243-57. The quote is from p. 247.
For an older, broader overview see Barbara Flemming, “Glimpses of Turkish Saints:
Another look at Lami’i and Ottoman Biographers”, J75/TiiBA 18 (1994), pp. 59-73
and especially pp. 61-62.

80 Irene Beldiceanu-Steinherr, “Le Regne de Selim Ier: Tournant dans la vie politique et
religieuse de 'empire Ottoman,” Turcica 6 (1974), pp. 34-48.

81 The round figure of those killed is routinely quoted by Ottoman historians. See I.
H. Uzungarsil, Osmanls Taribi (Ankara: TTK 1964) v. 2, pp. 257-8; H. Inalcik, The
Ottoman Empire: The Classical Age 1300-1600, Norman Itzkowitz and Colin Imber (tr.)
(London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson 1973), p. 33.
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16th century, Selim’s extreme measures would have amounted to a reign of ter-
ror. This would certainly have engendered a pervasive climate of fear throughout
society and especially in circles which nurtured special reverence for ‘Ali.

Selim’s persecutions came many years after Esrefoglu’s death—no matter in
which year that occurred. They had nothing to do with his own apparently violent
end. But the witch hunt atmosphere which prevailed for decades afterward and
had a pervasive influence throughout Ottoman society. Halil Inalcik has written
about the “triumph of fanaticism” somewhat later in the 16th century.®* That
prevailing mood, which was generally antagonistic toward much sufi practice,
quite likely had some of its roots in Selim’s anti-Safavid actions. And it no doubt
also had a chilling effect on the writing of history—perhaps on the writing down
of anything which could prove incriminating in the event of a renewed outbreak
of regime sponsored violence. Working on his compendium of biographies
Tagkopriizade was likely not immune from this mood.

Is it possible that an untimely and violent end to Egrefoglu’s life was kept hid-
den for so many years? While difficult to imagine it would not be unprecedented.
Carl Ernst has written persuasively about an Indian sufi, Mas‘ud Bakk, who was
martyred late in the 14th century but whose death was not openly acknowledged
for two and a half centuries.®* Given the chill which must have continued in the
Ottoman realm for many years, those closest to the leadership of the Esrefi order
would not have wanted to broadcast this fact. To the contrary, they would most
likely have wanted to keep his fate shrouded in mystery. Still, as the anonymous
poem [xi] above shows, Esrefoglu’s name continued to be associated with con-
troversial words and notions, like “@nal-hak” and ‘recelli”, for many years. With
the passage of time Esrefoglu’s significance on the historical landscape faded. It is
natural that his name mostly disappeared from the biographical compendia of an
empire with a very long life.

The Rest of Abdullah’s Story

If we cannot trust the literal accuracy of Abdullah’s Menak:b in the matter
of the end of Esrefoglu’s life—and we should not—can we trust it anywhere else?

82 In a chapter of the same name in The Ortoman Empire, pp. 179-85.

83 Carl Ernst, “From Hagiography to Martyrology: Conflicting testimonies to a sufi martyr
of the Delhi Sultanate”, History of Religions 24 (1985), pp. 308-27. Ernst’s unraveling
of the traditions surrounding Mas‘ud BakKk’s death is instructive and documents a
situation in certain respects parallel to the one I suggest for Esrefoglu.
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In his Istanbul University thesis Orhan Kopriilii gave full credibility to Abdul-
lah’s 17th century hagiography. U¢man’s recently published transcription of that
work is based on the frequently cited Istanbul University manuscript, TY 270
(henceforth “TY”). But neither he nor Kopriilii seems to have noticed that there
are at least two recensions of Abdullah’s menakibname, and that the one represented
by TY is almost certainly not the most reliable. For better readings, one should use

instead Istanbul U. MS. Ibniil Emin [Mahmud Kemal Inal] 3562 (“IE”).%

Close comparison of the two versions shows that Baldirzade, in his slightly
later book, followed the recension represented by [E, with the result that there are
occasional differences between his telling and the narrative in TY. If noted at all,
these differences have been ignored by scholars, with the result that some details
of the Esrefoglu biography have been distorted.®

The most important of these narrative points has to do with Esrefoglu’s
purported marriage to the daughter of Haci Bayram. Following TY, writers have
generally asserted that the Ankara sheikh gave the younger man his daughter,
Hayriinnisa, in marriage, and that she accompanied him and their young daughter,
Ziileyha, on the arduous journey to Hama.® No such statement appears in IE,
where it is only remarked that after Esrefoglu returned to Iznik, following his stay
in Ankara, he married and had a daughter, unnamed.

However, in another menkibe in Abdullah’s work, common to both recen-
sions, the daughter Ziileyha recounted that when Esrefoglu died [1469?] she had
not yet reached the age of maturity and was taken into the Ottoman palace until
she was old enough to marry her father’s successor, Sheikh Abdiirrahim Tirsi® In

84 Ugman published the Menak:b as the work of “Abdullah Veliyyuddin Bursevi” which
is how the author’s name appears in TY (f. 1b). In the more reliable copy (IE) of the
work, however, the name appears as “Abdullah [i]bn Veliyuddin” and I take that to be
correct. Ugman followed Képriilii, correctly, in describing Abdullah as preacher in the
Emir Buhari mosque in Bursa even though, oddly, there is no mention of that fact in
TY. For my argument in favor of IE’s readings, see the Addendum.

85 Kopriilii did not refer to Baldirzade’s version of the story.

86 Ue¢man, Menakib, p. 6.

87 Ugman, Menakib, p. 43. Cf. IE, f. 15a. This story has, oddly, been ignored by almost all
writers on Esrefoglu and the early history of the order, notably by U¢man and Pekolcay
and also by Nuri Ozcan: TDVIA v. 1 (“Abdiirrahim Tirsi”), p. 293. The influence of
Tirsi’s family, said to be connected to the Isfendiyarogullari (see above, n. 10), may also
be detected in this story because of the historical links between that dynasty and the
Ottomans.

28



BILL HICKMAN

that case she must only have been a child of Esrefoglu’s later life and could not
have been taken to Syria at a young age.*®

Ziileyha’s brief account is interesting in its own right,*” but her naming
“the mother of Sultan Bayezid [II]” as benefactor in the story has significance
in another menkibe in Abdullah’s work linking Esrefoglu with the same woman.
Called to Istanbul by the padishah, the sheikh quickly cures the woman’s illness,
something no one else had been able to do.”

Taken together these stories add weight to the identification of the patron
of Esrefoglu’s mosque in Iznik as Giilbahar Hatun, not Miikrime (Mukerreme)
Hatun as has been generally accepted.”” Should we understand that Esrefoglu’s
effective intervention on behalf of a female member of the Ottoman family in
the palace was effectively rewarded, some years later, by an essentially charitable
act (the foster parenting of the young Ziileyha), and even later by the endowment
of the Iznik mosque?

Finally, it is difficult to synchronize the story of Esrefoglu’s would-be involve-
ment with Mahmud Pasha, as related in yet another menkibe.”* The former grand

88 Had Ziileyha been born when Esrefoglu was still a young man it seems unlikely that
she would have been married many years later to Abdurrahim who, from the testimony
of the Menak:b, was still a small boy late in Egrefoglu’s life. Celebi (p. 18) insisted
that Ziileyha was Esrefoglu’s only child, but acknowledged the awkward chronological
problem introduced by her account of being taken into the palace, at a young age, after
her father’s death. Furthermore, Hayriinnisa’s name is not independently confirmed
by Bayram family records. In his survey of the life and family of his ancestor, Fuat
Bayramoglu also indicates that his family had no connection with later followers of
Esrefoglu. See Fuat Bayramoglu, Hac: Bayram-i Veli. Yasami-Soyu-Vakfi c. 1 (Ankara:
TTK 1983): “Soy kiitiiklerinde—secere ve silsilenamelerde [Hayriinnisa] adi yazil:
olamamakla beraber ...” and “(Egrefiye tarikati) kolunun Haci Bayram soyu ile bag:
kesilmistir.” (pages 87 and 83 respectively).

89 I know of no other story about young Muslim Turkish women being taken into the
palace in similar circumstances. Despite its seemingly authentic source (Ziileyha
herself), the story has gone almost entirely unremarked upon.

90 IE, ff. 9b-11b. In the version published by U¢man (Menakib, p. 22-6 [menkibe vi]) the
woman is first said to be the mother of Sultan Mehmed II, then part way through the
narrative she is named as “Miikerreme Sultan”. This confusion should be a tip-off that
something is wrong: Fatih’s mother was Hiima Hatun (d. 1449); Miikerreme, his wife.

91 See above, n. 18.

92 See Ugman, pp. 36-7 (Menkabe xiii). In IE (f. 17a-b) the hikaye brings the collection to
an abrupt end, the last of the stories. In TY transitional paragraphs prepare the reader for
stories about Esrefoglu’s successor sheikhs. For more on these points see the Addendum.)
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vizier, imprisoned by his onetime patron, Fatih, for uncertain reasons, is said to
have sought the intervention of Esrefoglu on the eve of his execution. The sheikh
seems to have been willing, but his beneficent intent was trumped, so to speak,
by the miraculous 11th hour involvement of the prophet Muhammad himself. By
general agreement, however, the pasha’s execution took place in 1474, some years
after the date generally accepted for Esrefoglu’s own death.”

* k%

The hagiographer Abdullah is concerned, above all else, with the men who
inspired and initiated the founding father of his zarikat. And his collection of
stories is intended to show the superiority of Esrefoglu’s perception of the unseen
world, his charisma (keramet), and the efficacy of his prayers.

Whether or not Esrefoglu’s interactions with Abdal Mehmed’* and Hac
Bayram actually took place, and in the manner described by Abdullah, they would
have communicated to the reader of the Menak:b an aura of their subject’s saintli-
ness. Egrefoglu is portrayed as a model of self denial and unswerving discipline,
dedication, and tenacity, enviable traits which a seeker after greater spiritual
awareness ought to emulate.

Esrefoglu’s tutelage under Hact Bayram is stressed in the Menak:b, but the
hacr’s name does not appear anywhere in Esrefoglu’s poetry or other writings, or in

93 This story is told in greater detail in a menakibname devoted to the life of the (grand)
vizier Mahmud Pasa. For a summary and discussion see Theoharis Stavrides, 7he Sultan
of Vezirs: The Life and Times of the Ottoman Grand Vezir Mahmud Pasha Angelovic
(1453-1474) (Boston: Brill 2001), pp. 369-96. While Stavrides does a convincing job
of explaining many of the issues and problems arising from that Menak:b, he has
no comment on this story or on Esrefoglu’s role in the legend. If, as he suggests, the
anonymous work was written down in the 16th century, then it could be the source
of the version in Abdullah’s work, rather than the other way around. The proposed
dating of one copy of the anonymous Menakib-i Mahmud Paga-i Veli to 1569 supports
that contention. Unlike other stories in Abdullah’s work, this menkibe fails to highlight
any wisdom of the Iznik sheikh. Lacking any instructive value it is hard to justify its
presence in Abdullah’s collection.

94 An “Abdal Mehmed” is mentioned in a quasi-initiatory role in hagiographic accounts
also of Sheikh Uftade. Presumably because of chronological difficulties, both Ballanfat
and Bahadiroglu go out of their way to dissociate him from the meczub of the Egrefoglu
story. Karamustafa sees the Abdals as “fervent Twelver Shi’is”. (See God's Unruly Friends,
p- 75.) There is nothing in Abdullah’s account, however, to point to such an affiliation
for Mehmed.
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verses written about him, such as the anonymous poem [v] above. What specific
practice or principles Esrefoglu drew from his time in Ankara is unclear.” A
melami preoccupation with the “reproachful soul” (a/-nafs al-lawwama) is clear in
Esrefoglu’s Miizekki al-niifus, but whether his concern, in that book, owes in any
way to his time with Hact Bayram is impossible to say.”® Hact Bayram himself left
virtually nothing in writing beyond a few fragmentary verses, and there is nothing
on which to base any sort of comparison.

Esrefoglu’s subsequent apprenticeship under the Kadiri Husayn in Hama is
represented by Abdullah as the culminating event of the sheikhs apprenticeship
and the pivotal experience for the remainder of his life.”” His return to Iznik

95 From a biographer’s perspective it is hard to take literally the Menak:bs account of
Esrefoglu’s time with the Ankara sheikh. The Yesil Medrese of Sultan Mehmed I, where
Esrefoglu is said (by both Abdullah and Taskdpriizade) to have had a distinguished early
career, was likely not finished until 1419. From other sources it is understood that Haci
Bayram returned from a pilgrimage only shortly before 1418; he died in 1430.

96 See EF, v. 6 (“Malamatiyya”), p. 223-28, and especially #2. “In Iran and Eastern Lands”,
p. 224-25, by Hamid Algar. Cf. Victoria Rowe Holbrook, “Ibn ‘Arabi and Ottoman
Dervish Traditions: the Melami Supra-Order, Part Two”, Journal of the Mubyiddin Tbn

Arabi Society v. 12 (1993), pp. 15-33. Golpinarli mentions Egrefoglu’s name only in
passing in his scudy Melamilik ve Melamiler (Istanbul 1931). As noted above, Gélpinarlt
did not consider him a representative figure of melami thought.

97 The tarigat, which was given structure by Esrefoglu’s followers and which supposedly
coalesced around the teachings of its charismatic “founder”, has generally been viewed
as an Anatolian branch of the vastly ramified Kadiri order. Apart from his initiation at
the hands of Husayn Hamawi, described in the Menak:b in only the most clichéd terms,
Esrefoglu’s connection to the Kadiriye is nowhere elaborated upon. Abdullah describes
Husayn as a descendant of Abd al-Qadir in the “fourth generation” [U¢man, Menak:b,
p- 6]. Copyists of the Miizekki al-niifus often went further and clarified the relationship
with the following si/sile: from Abd al-Qadir to his son Sams al-din Muhammad to his
son Husam al-din Sharshiqi (or Sharqiqi) to his son Shihab al-din Ahmad to his son
Husayn [Hiiseyin], and so to Esrefoglu. A different succession from Abd al-Qadir to
an otherwise unidentified “Husayn Nur al-Din” (died probably in the 15th century;
the same as Husayn Hamawi?) is given by Zaim Khenchelaoui and Thierry Zarcone
in “La famille Jilani de Hama-Syrie (Bayt al-Jilani)”, Journal of the History of Sufism
(2000), p. 75. Mustafa Kara’s contribution to the same volume (“Bagdattan Bursa’ya
bir yol: Esrefiye,” pp. 397-429), does not clarify the matter. For a useful overview of
Abd al-Qadir’s life and his order see Khaliq Ahmad Nizami, “The Qadiriyyah Order”
in Seyyid Hossein Nasr (ed.), Islamic Spirituality. Manifestations (New York: Crossroads
1987), pp. 6-25. To elaborate the relationship between the later Esrefi order and its
presumed parent Qadiri order in a more nuanced way is beyond the scope of this essay.
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was followed, we are to believe, by a period of mature, self-disciplined spiritual
practice and writing.

Later accounts place the order which took its name from Egrefoglu squarely
in the tradition of the Qadiris. But there is almost nothing in Esrefoglu’s writ-
ing, or what passes for the historical record, to support, unambiguously, that
identification. Abd al-Qadir’s name is mentioned in both the Miizekki al-niifus
and the Zarikatname, but in neither work with any special frequency. Several
poems in Egsrefoglu’s Divan, as published now by Giines, contain the name of
Abd al-Qadir, but they are of questionable authenticity, not being found in the
oldest manuscript copies.”® Another tarikat eponym named nearly as often in
Esrefoglu’s prose writings is Safi al-din, founder of the Safavid order.”” And it
seems quite possible—even likely—that the Qadiri “assignment” has more to do
with pragmatic politics of the Ottoman 16th century (or later) than with any
particular loyalty which Esrefoglu himself may have felt toward followers of the
12th century Baghdad mystic and preacher. In the end there is no way to tell
whether Esrefoglu professed any narrow rarikar affiliation at all, despite later
empbhasis by his followers on a Qadiri lineage.

Derin Terzioglu, in a recent perceptive article, has written of the “rapproche-
ment between sufism and Shi’ism” which she finds taking place in the Ottoman
15th century, taking Esrefoglu as a case in point. Calling him a “self-identified
Sunni” who nevertheless viewed positively both the descendents and the follow-
ers of the caliph Ali, Terzioglu finds “considerable religious and doctrinal fluidity”
in a “crucial transitional period...before the strident sectarianism of the sixteenth
[century].”'* My review of the sources for Esrefoglu’s life, now complete, should
add weight to her finding. In light of the many discrepancies between copies of
Abdullah’s Menakib and between it and other sources, one may be justified in
asking whether much of that narrative is not a fabrication intended to legitimize
a tariqat whose early history is still obscure. We know that the Bektashi order
underwent a significant transformation in the 16th century.'*' Perhaps the Esrefi

order also experienced a quiet reorientation due to political circumstances?

98 See my thesis, p. 303.

99 Esrefoglu is the purported author of a commentary on a work by Safi al-din.

100 Derin Terzioglu, “Sufis in the age of state-building and confessionalization”, Christine
Woodhead (ed), The Orroman World (New York: Routledge 2012), pp. 86-99;
quotation from p. 91.

101 In this connection, Karamustafa’s discussion of Bektashi history is instructive:
“Kalenders, Abdals, Hayderis: the Formation of the Bektasiye in the sixteenth century”,
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Conclusion

I have tried to show that the sheen of tranquility which surrounds most
modern accounts of Egrefoglu’s life is not justified by a close reading of the handful
of relevant surviving primary sources. The ongoing publication of Esrefoglu’s writ-
ings attests to his enduring influence. But if a climate of fear in the 16th century
(or even later) can explain the seeming “cover-up” of the exact circumstances of
the end of Egrefoglu’s life, what explanation can there be today for the continuing,
mostly unspoken “debate” regarding the content of his work and the nature of
his beliefs? Should we conclude that there is reluctance to write openly about
those views? We are almost certain never to know what Esrefoglu may have said
in confidence to Abdiirrahim Tirsi, or other close followers, in the privacy of the
Pinarbast retreat. But in the 21st century we can hope for open-minded scholarly
investigation of a major figure of 15th century Ottoman life, whether or not his
views may still be considered, by some, outside the Shari‘ah.

Addendum

Abdullah ibn Veliyuddin’s Menakib-i Esrefzade has been quoted by nearly
all previous writers on the life of Esrefoglu. They have relied on the Istanbul
University copy (TY) despite its obvious late date. (See above.)

On the basis of internal evidence alone one might prefer the readings of IE:
its language is somewhat less florid and also shows slightly more archaic features
than that of TY.!%? But there is a more persuasive reason to favor IE over TY (and
over Koprili's manuscript as well, about which we can draw only the sketchiest

of conclusions).!%

Halil Inalcitk and Cemal Kafadar (ed.), Suleyman the Second and his Time (Istanbul:
Isis 1993), pp. 121-29.

102 On meeting Esrefoglu, Abdal Mehmed put him to an initial test. Having satisfied
himself of the would-be sufi’s willingness to follow the older man’s demands, Abdal
Mehmed comments “If not you, then who!” [Sen olmayub kim olsa gerek] (IE f. 4a, 6).
The passage is garbled in TY. U¢man reads it as “Yindir bir sey olmayub kim ilse gerek.”
(TY f. 3b, ) Baldirzade follows IE.

103 At least six copies of Abdullah’s work are known to exist. Istanbul MS: Siileymaniye,
Hiisrev Paga 185 includes four folios devoted to Abdullah’s Menak:b. 1t appears to
belong to the recension of IE but is too brief to be of much use. In addition to those
listed by Ugman (p. viii) another copy is said to be in the private library of Fuad
Bayramoglu. See his Hac: Bayram-i Veli. Yasami-Soyu-Vakfi, v. 1, p. 87. Asaf Halet
Celebi also mentioned a copy in his library (Esrefoglu Divans, p. 55).
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While Kopriilii and U¢man curiously ignore it, Baldirzade’s account of
Esrefoglu’s life (in his Vefayaz) plays a key role in assessing the relative merits of
the two recensions of Abdullah’s Menak:b.

It is generally agreed—if not always explicitly stated—that Baldirzade’s account,
written in 1649, derives from Abdullah’s.® While the date of the latter composi-
tion (i.e., the original recension of the Menak:b) is not known, U¢man argues
for a time after 1034 H'® Assuming that a second recension did not appear
immediately after the work’s original composition, the recension of the Menak:b
used by Baldirzade is likely to be the one closest to Abdullah’s initial rendering.

Critical for my argument, Baldirzade follows IE (not TY) at a number of
places in the narrative where the two texts (witnessing the two recensions) disagree.
Four points of divergence will illustrate my point. In each, TY has details not
found in IE. These are: the brief appearance of Emir Sultan in the course of
Esrefoglu’s search for a suitable mursid after his initial “trial” with Abdal Meh-
med %% Esrefoglu’s marriage to Hact Bayram’s daughter, Hayriinnisa, at the end
of his long stay in Ankara'"; the date of Esrefoglu’s death'®®; and the explicit
mention of Esrefoglu’s books, by title.'® None of these details in TY are found in
Baldirzade’s account. In my view these details have all been added to the Menakib

104 This can be confidently asserted for the following reason: Abdullah states that he
obtained his information about Esrefoglu principally from “the late [merhum]
Muhammad Celebi”, a miirid of Bilecikli Muslihiiddin, whom Abdullah calls “beniim
rubum’”. Since Baldirzade relates his account of Egrefzade on that same authority,
Muhammed Celebi, but makes no claim of any connection with the Esrefi order,
his source must have been Abdullah’s Menak:b itself-not the other way around.
Baldirzade’s account is a more florid version of the story told by the preacher Abdullah,
with most of the anecdotes of the latter work removed.

105 Ugman argues for a date of original composition after 1034 H on the basis of an
incident which Abdullah placed in that year. The fixity of that date must be questioned,
however.

106 Ugman, pp. 4-5 (f. 3b). Emir Sultan is said to have told Esrefoglu that because “the
end of my life is near” the latter should seek guidance instead from the Ankara sheikh,
Haci Bayram. Most sources agree that both Emir Sultan and the Haci died in 1429-30.

107 Ugman, p. 6 (f. 4b).

108 Following the chronogram (see above), TY (Ugman, p. 13) gives the commonly
accepted year 874 (1469). The events of Abdullah’s eleventh menkibe are also said to
have taken place in 1034, “160 years” after Esrefoglu’s death (Ugman, p. 33). Neither
the date nor the menkibe appears in IE.

109 Ugman, p. 13 (f. 10a). The books named are the Miizekki al-niifus and the Tarikatname.
There is no mention of Esrefoglu’s divan.
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as it stands in its TY recension. It makes little sense to assume that they belonged
to Abdullah’s original composition, only to have been removed soon after.

To put it another way, since Abdullah, the author of the Menak:b, was close to
an inner circle of successor sheikhs of the young Esrefi zarikat it is not clear why, in
his original composition, he would have omitted details (none of them seemingly
controversial) which should have been well established in the oral tradition if they
were based in reality. Much more likely, it seems to me, they have been added by
a later redactor—and must be treated with caution. When they were added—that is,
when the second recension was produced—is impossible now to say. (The presence
or absence of the titles of Esrefoglu’s written works, following my argument, must
have been merely a matter of taste. Furthermore there is no possible controversy
regarding them.)

A few more discrepancies between the two recensions are worth noting:

First, in both IE and TY we read the following. “It is reported from Esrefzade
as follows: ‘I came into the presence of 17 sheikhs and served each of them. One
of them is Hac1 Bayram; another is Sheikh Hiiseyin’.” In IE (ff. 6a, 25-6b, 3) the
text continues: “He did not name the others [gayrisini ta’yin buyurmazlar].” But
in TY (U¢man, p. 10) the text goes on: “One of them is Ak Semseddin; one is
Emir Sultan.” (Baldirzade’s text makes no reference at all to this passage.) Perhaps
the appearance of Ak Semseddin’s name reflects an effort to emphasize Esrefoglu’s

connection with the “moderate” (non-Melami) wing of Haci Bayram’s followers?

Second, in IE (and Baldirzade) Esrefoglu’s lineage [neseb] is said to go back
to Husayn [ibn ‘Ali]. In TY the genealogy is traced directly to ‘Ali.

Third, as noted above, the valide sultan who suffers from a gangrenous tongue
is said, in T'Y, to be both the mother of Sultan Mehmed II and his wife; in IE she
is named as the mother of Bayezid. In light of the story about Esrefoglu’s daughter,
Ziileyha, being taken into the saray, for consistency (if nothing else) it makes sense

to prefer the reading of IE. (The story is not told by Baldirzade.)

The texts of IE and TY differ in another way altogether, one which better
justifies perhaps my use of the term recension. Not only are the individual stories
(called hikaye in IE, menkibe in TY) arranged differently, but IE includes a number
of stories about, and sayings of, Abd al-Qadir, zarikat ancestor of Husayn of Hama.
These are entirely absent from TY. While these seem to underline Esrefoglu’s
connection with the Qadiri order, their absence from TY focuses the reader’s
attention exclusively on the Anatolian sheikh and his followers.
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Finally, while IE is of uncertain date, TY is a very late copy (dated 1291/1874)
and includes four menkibe with stories about followers of Esrefoglu who lived
long after the death of the Menak:ib’s author, Abdullah. Those narratives include
dates ranging from 1046/1636 to 1153/1740. None of those stories are found
in IE, adding support to my contention that TY represents a later recension of
Abdullah’s work. There is also evidence in TY that some copyist aimed to bring
order to an older, more haphazard sequence of the individual narratives. So after
the conclusion of the 13th menkibe (about Mahmud Pasha), we read, “[Now]

twelve stories, like the number of the twelve imams [!] have been recorded...”!°

Orhan Képriilii called the Menakib a “sound document” [salih bir kaynak)
—and U¢man and Pekolcay (and many others) have enthusiastically followed his
lead. But it is clear that over a period of time Abdullah’s text has been deliberately
altered and manipulated in ways which fundamentally change our view of his
subject. In his introduction to the transcribed text of TY 270, U¢man called for a
critical edition of the Menakib text. But now that he has published one version of
Abdullah’s work there is likely to be little interest in such a project.''! Hopefully
this review and comparison of two key manuscript copies will serve instead as
stimulus for an investigation of the history of how, and when, the two recensions
came about, and what motivated an unknown redactor to make the changes
noted above. In the meantime, anyone wishing to use Abdullah b. Veliyuddin’s
instructive Menakib-i Esrefzade would be well advised to read carefully the Ibniil

Emin manuscript first.'!?

110 Ugman, p. 37; TY text: f. 21a. Clearly, the writer had lost count of the number of
menkibe which he had copied.

111 Ugman, Menak:b, p. x. He makes no reference at all to an earlier edition of Abdullah’s
work by Mustafa Giines: Bursali Mehmed [sic] Veliyyuddin. Menakib-i Esrefzade
(Istanbul: Sahhaflar 2006). While this “edition” has one advantage over U¢man’s—it
presents a facsimile of the Istanbul University codex (misidentified as “T.Y. 9207)
facing both a transcription of the Ottoman text and a modern Turkish rendering of
it—it is marred by several careless errors. Besides the title page misrepresentation of the
Menak:b’s author, initial footnotes are incomplete, and the relationship of the index
to the text is unclear. Giines notes only two manuscript copies of Abdullah’s Menakib
and appears completely unaware of the different recensions.

112 Walter Andrews has described the regrettable situation of Ottoman text editions in a
paper delivered to the most recent meeting of the Western Ottomanists’ Workshop,
held in Seattle in April 2014. I am indebted to Professor Andrews for a copy of his
remarks. In his paper (“Ottoman Textual Studies: Challenging the Past, Visualizing
the Future”) Andrews specifically addressed problems found in editions of Ottoman
divan poetry and rezkire literature. His arguments could well be generalized to include
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Two 15" Century Ottoman Sufi Mysteries - An Historiographical Essay
Part I : What Happened to Esrefoglu?

Abstract m Abdullah son of Egref, better known as Egrefoglu, is a major
figure of the cultural landscape of 15 century Ottoman Turkey. At his
death he left a small divan of mystical poems, a much favored prose work
on the prerequisites for a mystically life, and a shorter treatise on the
beginning stages of “the path”. Other works have been mentioned-but
none satisfactorily accounted for. His life story is only sketchily known,
mainly from a 17* century hagiographical work. Previously overlooked
sources cast a shadow over the end of the poet sheikh’s life and raise ques-
tions about the general reliability of the widely received tradition. This
historiographic essay attempts to explain the mystery of the end of his life.
Reviewing the modern scholarly (and popular) literature on Esrefoglu’s
life and work, it also explores reasons why writers, past and present, have
been reluctant to confront certain 15th century realities.

Key Words: Esrefoglu Rumi, Ottoman Mystic poets, Islamic Hagiography
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Sah ile Sultan Arasinda Bir Acem Biirokrati:
Idris-i Bidlisi’nin Sah Ismail’in Himayesine Girme Cabasi

Vural Geng

Mahpus oldugum kafesten kaczp kurtulan kus, benim
Simdi ise evlatlarimin ayrilik acisindan zindanda gibiyim
Kullarimin efendisi olan Sah'in inayeti ve yardimuyla
Biitiin miiptelalar belalarindan kurtulsa ne olur?

[dris-i Bidlist, Mekke 1512

A Persian Bureaucrat Between the Shah and the Sultan: Idris-i Bidlisis Attempt to
Seek Shah Ismail’s Patronage

Abstract m Idris-i Bidlisi (1457-1520) is undoubtedly one of the most original and
important intellectual figures in the 16th-century Ottoman world. As a bureaucrat
and historian of Iranian provenance, he lived in a very turbulent period of the
Ottoman-Aqquyunlu, Ottoman-Mamluk and Ottoman-Safavid rivalry [rivalries] at
the end of the 15th century and at the beginning of the 16th century. He established
relationships at different times with each of these four dynasties which were hostile
to each other. Although he is remembered for being under the patronage of Bayezid
IT and Selim I, in fact he attempted to seek patronage of different dynasties in this
political atmosphere. No doubt one of the potential patrons was Shah Ismail. In the
light of a recently discovered document this article discusses Bidlisi’s aim to find a
new patron in the person of the Shah, an idea he conceived in Istanbul after leaving
Bayezid II’s patronage, during his sojourn in Mecca where he travelled for realizing
this aim.

Keywords: Idris-i Bidlisi, Shah Ismail, Bayezid II, Selim I, Ottomans, Safavids.
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SAH ILE SULTAN ARASINDA BiR ACEM BUROKRATI: IDRIS-I BIDLISI

Sah Ismail, Akkoyunlu hanedanina son verdiginde (1501) Tebrizdeki Hest
Behist Sarayr’nda bulunan saray ekabiri ve tilke genelindeki bir kisim ulema, seh-
rin Sah Ismail ile Akkoyunlu beyleri arasinda birden fazla kez el degistirmesinin
getirdigi siyasi kaos ve istikrarsizlik ortamindan ¢ikip yeni bir hami bulmak adina
[ran'dan ayrildilar. Mevcut siyasi tesekkiillerin yikilmasi sonucu ortaya ¢ikan kaos
ve artik parlak medreseler ile ilmi merkezlerde buradaki ulemay: himaye edecek
hamilerin bulunmayisi, bu ulema ve sanatkar ziimresinin basta Osmanli olmak
tizere Maveratinnehr ve Hint topraklarina go¢ etmelerine neden oldu. Bunlar
arasindan zengin hamiler olarak bilinen Osmanli padisahlarinin fran ulemast ve
sanatkarlarini himaye etmeleri, 6nemli payelere getirmeleri hatta zaman zaman
mektuplar yazarak Istanbul’a davet etmeleri Osmanli topraklarini onlar i¢in daha
cazip hale getirmisti.! Ote yandan Iran ile Osmanli ulemast arasindaki koklii
iliskiler Osmanli topraklarina yénelik ulema ziimresinin gogiinde 6nemli bir rol
oynadi. Bu goglerle gelen ve Iran’in koklii medrese gelenegine sahip ilim ve sanat
erbabi isimler, Osmanlida saray tarihgiligi, has tabiplik, sehnamecilik, kazaskerlik

1 Osmanli-Iran arasindaki ulema gidis gelisini 1501 tarihinden 6nceye gotiirmek
miimkiindiir. Osmanlilar ile Timurlular (Sahruh dénemi) arasinda Timurlularin son
dénemlerine kadar stirecek olan dostane iliskilerin en biiytik kanit iki tilke arasinda
gidip gelen ulema hareketliligi idi. Timurlu Imparatorlugunun dagilmasinin ardindan
Dogu [randa (Horasan'in biiyiik bir kismi) Herat merkezli olarak miistakil bir sekilde
hakimiyetini stirdiiren Sultan Hiiseyin Baykara (875/1470-71-911/1505-06) hem son
dénem Timurlu ulema ve sanatgilarinin sigindigt giivenli bir idareci olmug hem de
bunun déneminde Osmanli tarafindan gidis gelis yapan ulema hareketliligi Sahruh
dénemine nazaran daha da artmisti. Ayrica Fatib'in, ilim ve sanat faaliyetlerini
destekleyen ve ulemayi himaye eden birisi olarak, Iranda s6hret bulmus olan ulemay1
kendi yanina ¢ekmek i¢in onlarla irtibata gectigi bilinmektedir. Onun bu ¢abalari
sonugsuz kalmadi; Timurlu Imparatorlugu'nun yikilmasinin ardindan birgok Iranl
alim eserlerini Fatil’e ithaf ettiler. Fatih, hac déniisiinde (1473) Istanbul’a cekmek icin
Hace Ataullah Kirman?’yi 5000 esrefi altin beraberinde Molla Abdurrahman Cimf’nin
yanina gonderdi. Gelmesi halinde 100 bin egrefi altin verecegi vaadinde de bulundu.
Yine Celaleddin Devvani, Risale-i Isbatii’l-vacib adli eserini 886/1481-82'de Fatih’in
adina yazmisti. Abdurrahman Cami, Celaleddin Devvani, Seyfiiddin Ahmed Taftazéni,
Mir Cemaliiddin Ataullah, II. Bayezid'in yillik hediye génderdigi 4limler arasindayd:.
Osmanli ve Iran ulemast arasindaki kadim dostluk ve gidis-gelisler, Osmanliya daha
onceden gog etmis olan Iran ulemasinin yitksek medreselerde miiderrislik basta
olmak iizere cesitli Gnemli mevkilere getirilmis olmalari, Iran ulemasinin, buray
tercih etmesinde etkin rol oynamisti. Ayrintilt bilgi icin bkz., Tofigh Heidarizadeh,
“Mubhajerat-e Ulama-ye Iran be Impraturi-ye Osmani”, Majalle-ye Farhang, 20-21
(Tehran 1375/1997), s. 50, 57-58.
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ve sehzade lalaligs gibi 6nemli gorevlere getirildiler.” Bunlardan biri de biiyiik bir
Osmanli tarihi kaleme alan Idris-i Bidlisi idi. Bu makalede, II. Bayezid’in hima-
yesine girdikten sonra yasadig1 zorluklar muvacehesinde yeni bir hami arayisina
giren Idris-i Bidlisi'nin, intisap konusunda $ah Ismail’e miiracaat: ile ilgili bugiine
kadar bilinmeyen mektubu degerlendirilecektir.

Sah Ismail’in ortaya ¢ikisindan sonra Tebrizdeki Hest Behist Sarayr’ndan
ayrilanlar arasinda Sultan Yakub’un (1478-1490) saltanati zamanindan beri
Akkoyunlu sultanlarinin miinsiligini yapan, hem babast Hiisamiiddin Ali hem
de Tebrizdeki medreselerden aldig: egitimle 6nemli bir kariyer elde etmis olan he-
niiz kirkli yaslarindaki Idris-i Bidlisi de bulunuyordu.’ 1502de ayrildiktan sonra
Tebriz ile Istanbul arasinda siiren uzun yolculugu ve mubhtelif yerlerdeki ikamet
ve faaliyetlerinin ardindan Istanbul’a geldigi 1503 sonu 1504 yili baglarinda II.
Bayezid tarafindan hosca karsilanan Bidlisi, gozde bir Acem biirokrati ve alimi
olarak kendisine Osmanli sarayinda bir konum ve hami buldu. Ardindan ¢ok
ge¢meden kendi istegi ve padisahin da tevafuku® {izerine bir imparatorluk kiiltiir
projesi olan Fars¢a bir Osmanli hanedan tarihi kaleme almaya baglad.”

1504’te baslayip 1506 yilinin ortalarinda tamamlayacagt Hest Behist'i kaleme
aldigs siire icinde, sarayda II. Bayezidten bagka hamisi olmayan Bidlisi, devrin
sair ve ulemasint koruyup destekleyen veziriazam Hadim Ali Paga, kazasker
Miieyyedzade Kad: Abdurrahman ve sair saray ekabiri tarafindan pek iyi gozle
bakilmayan bir yabanci olarak kabul edildi. Iran'dan yeni gelen bu Acem’in, aldig;
egitime giivenerek saray ¢evresindeki sair ve ulemadan daha kuvvetli bir kaleme ve
diinya goriisiine sahip oldugu iddiasinda bulunmasi, saray icinde iyi bir konum
elde etme, padisaha daha yakin olma ve bunun neticesinde kendisine bagli bir
himaye zinciri yaratma miicadelesi onun hakkinda olumsuz gériislerin olusmasina
yol acti. Hadim Ali Pasa ve Miieyyedzade Abdurrahman Efendi’nin basini ¢ektigi,
ilmi yeterliliklerini 6l¢mek adina yapuklar: “imtihan”larla intisap bekleyenlerin se-
¢imi konusunda padisah tizerinde bariz bir sekilde etkili ve ayni zamanda Sehzade

2 Heiderizadeh, “Muhajerat-e Ulama-ye Iran be Impraturi-ye Osmani”, s. 50-51.

3 Tebrizdeki ulema gbgiiniin ayrintlari igin bkz., Vural Geng, “Acemden Rum'a” Idris-i
Bidlisinin Hayat, Tarib¢iligi ve Hest Bebistin Il. Bayezid Kismi (1481-1512)” (doktora
tezi), Istanbul Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, 2014, s. 116-130.

4 Feridun M. Emecen, “II. Béyezid’in Tarih Meraki Uzerine Bir Not: Fenarizade
Alaeddin Alf'nin Anonim Osmanli Tarihi Derlemesi”, Kitaplara Vakfedilen Bir Omre
Tubfe: Ismail E. Eriinsal’a Armagan, haz. Hatice Aynur, Bilgin Aydin, Mustafa Birol
Ulker, Istanbul 2014, s. 335.

5 Geng, Acemden Rum'a”, s. 314-334.
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Ahmed yanlist olan bu hizip Bidlisi’yi kisa zamanda hedef tahtasina oturttu.®
Bidlisi’nin, eserini yazarken bile bu isimleri elegtirmesi hatta onlara karst sert bir
tavir takinmasi saray icinde 6nemli bir mevki elde etmeye dayanan ve tstiinliik
miicadelesi olarak degerlendirebilecegimiz bu ¢ekismenin Hest Behist'in takdim
edilmesinden once basladigina isaret eder.” Ayrica daha Fatih zamanindan beri
saray ve gevresinde Iran'in yiiksek saray kiiltiirii ve koklii medrese geleneginden
gelen ilim ve sanat erbibina kargi bir @istiinlitk saglama ve yarisma egiliminin
oldugu bilinmektedir.®

Nitekim eserini bitirir bitirmez Bidlisi karsit1 bu hizip, onu Hest Bebist tize-
rinden acimasizca elestirecek, kitabin Iran sahlarini ovdiigiini, bircok kaynaktan
alintlarla viicuda getirildigini, tislubundaki agiriliktan dolayr metnin anlagilmaz
oldugunu iddia ederek tek koruyucusu olan padisahin géziinden diisiirtilmesinde
rol oynayacakti. Hadim Ali Paga’nin bir hami olarak himaye ettigi sairlerin® olmasi
ve Miieyyedzade Kadi Abdurrahman’in ise gerek yirmili yaslarda gittigi [ran'da
Celaliiddin Devvani’'nin medresesinde aldig1 egitim gerekse Iran'da bulunan
eski medrese arkadaslarini'® padisaha takdim edip onun mektubuyla Iran'dan
[stanbul’a cagirmast saraydaki himaye aglarini gosteren énemli 6rneklerdir. Pa-
disaha daha yakin olmaya dayanan béyle bir rekabet ortaminda Bidlis’'nin de
[rani diinyanin kiiltiirel arka planina sahip birisi olarak sarayda kendisine ileride
himaye ag1 kuracak kadar 6nemli bir mevki bulma ¢abasinin bu hizip tarafindan
hos kargilanmayacag; agiku.

Tim bu gozden diisiirme, itibarsizlastirma ve uzaklastirma faaliyetleri ne-
tice vermis olmali ki II. Bayezid, eserini bitirdigi takdirde verecegini soyledigi

6 Bidlisi ile bu hizip arasindaki ¢ekismenin ayrinulari i¢in bkz. Geng, Acemden Rum'a’”,
s. 165-190.

7 Geng, Acemden Rum'a’”, s. 850-852, 876-879; ayrica karsilastirma icin bkz. Idris-i
Bidlisi, Hest Behist, Nuruosmaniye, nr. 3209, vr. 606b, 613b.

8 Halil Inalcik, Sair ve Patron: Patrimonyal Devlet ve Sanat Uzerinde Sosyolojik Bir
Inceleme, (Ankara: Dogu Batt Yayinlari, 2003), s. 21.

9 Mevlana Nihini, Hadim Ali Paga’nin musahiplerinden olup, siirlerinde Kizilbaslik
kargit1 Stinni bir dil kullanir. Bkz. Giinay Kut, Hesr Bihist: The Tegkire by Sehi Beg,
(Sources of Oriental Languages and Literatures 5), Sinasi Tekin-Goniil Alpay Tekin (ed.),
(Harvard Universitesi Basimevi, 1978), s. 258-259.

10 Muzafferiiddin Ali Sirazi, Kadi Abdurrahman’in medrese arkadasi idi. Muzafferiiddin,
Sah Ismail’in ortaya cikist ile Iran'dan Osmanli topraklarina go¢ edince Kadi
Abdurrahman’in tavsiyesi lizerine Sahn-1 Seman medreselerinde tedrise baglamisti.
Ayrmul bilgi i¢in bkz. Heidarizadeh, “Muhajerat-e Ulama-e Iran be Impraturi-e
Osmani”, s.64.
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ve Bidlisi’nin “mali ve mevki yonden vaatler” olarak tanimladigt sozlerini yerine
getirmekten vazgecti. Bunun {izerine eseri tamamlamayip dibacesiz ve hatimesiz
bir sekilde birakan Bidlisi, her ne kadar bundan sonrasinda padisahin bazi kiigiik
inamlarini almis olsa da resmen onun himayesinden ¢tkmis bulunuyordu. 1506
ile 1511 arasinda yaklasik olarak bes yil boyunca bu hizbin hedefi haline gelen
ve sikintilt giinler gegiren Bidlisi son careyi Istanbul'dan ayrilmakta buldu. Esas
niyeti hi¢ kuskusuz kendisine yeni bir hami bulmakt ve bunun igin epeydir bir
hazirlik igerisindeydi.

Bidlist’nin, en son olarak dile getirdigi hacca gitme niyetinden 6nce 1506
ile 1511 tarihleri arasinda bahsettigimiz hizbin hedefi haline geldigi bu siire
boyunca Iran’a dsnmek ve Sah Ismail’e intisap etmek gibi bir arzu tasidig1, onun
ardinda birakugt ve burada bahsedilecek olan yazismalart okundugunda rahatlikla
ileri stirtilebilir.'" Hatta daha saray ¢evresinde iken tahminen 1510-11 yillarinda
icinde tagidigr Diyarbekir’e gitme arzusu ve bunun igin padisahtan izin istemesi
bu fikrin o donemlerde ortaya ¢iktigina isaret eder. Diyarbekir o tarihlerde Safevi
topragt idi ve Sah Ismail’in en giivenilir beylerinden Ustaclu Muhammed Han
tarafindan idare ediliyordu. Bidlisi uzun zamandir kafasinda kurgulamaya calis-
g1 Sah Ismail’e intisap etme tesebbiisiinde burayi ilk durak olarak kullanmak
istemis olabilir.'> Ustelik tam da bu esnada Iran tarafindaki dostlariyla bu konuda
yazigmaya baslamasi onun diisiincelerini agiga ¢ikarir. Niyeti, buradan gelecek
olan olumlu bir cevap iizerine Diyarbekir’e hareket ederek, oradan da tekrar
Tebriz'e gegmekti. Ancak anlagilan bu istegine pek sicak bakilmadu. Iran tarafi ile
olan mektuplagmalar, onun saray cevresiyle olan iliskilerini, icinde bulundugu
ruh halini ve gelecege dair ne yapmak istedigini ortaya koyan 6nemli detaylar
vermektedir."” Bu climleden Tebrizde iken Sultan Yakub’un meclislerine beraberce
kauldiklari eski dostu Seyhiilislam Emir Abdiilvehhab’a yazdig bir mektup onun
1512 tarihinden ¢ok 6nce heniiz Istanbul'da iken Iran tarafiyla baglant: halinde
oldugunu ortaya koyar.'* Seyhiilislam Emir Abdiilvehhab’a yazdigi mektup daha

11 Sah Ismail’e yazdig1 kaside/mektubunda iginde siirekli saha gitmek gibi bir arzu
tagidigint belirtmesi bu niyetini agiklar. Bkz. Idris-i Bidlisi, Cevdb-1 Risile-i Sihiye
(Kasiid Miingedr ve Miiriseldt), Stileymaniye Ktp. Esad Efendi, nr. 1888/3, vr. 146a.

12 Bidlisi’nin Diyarbekir'e donmek icin padisahtan izin istemesi i¢cin bkz. Geng, Acemden
Ruma’, s. 197-200.

13 Bidlisi’nin Iranlt dostlart ile olan yazismalarin ayrintlari icin bkz. Geng, “Acem'den
Ruma”, s. 180-81

14 Muhyi-i Giilseni, Mendkib-1 Ibrahim Giilseni, haz. Tahsin Yazici, (Ankara: TTK
Yayinlari, 1982), s. 104.
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once Iran tarafiyla olan yazisma ve haberlesmenin akisina isik tutmasi bakimindan
da oldukga 6nemlidir. Bir Akkoyunlu seckini olan Seyhiilislam Emir Abdiilvehhab
Sah Ismail’in ortaya gikistyla dengelerin degismesinden dolay1 Tebrizi terk etmek
durumunda kalip Herat’a giderek Sultan Hiiseyin Baykara'nin himayesine girmis,
Hiiseyin Baykara'nin 1506 yilinda 6liimiinden sonra Sah Ismail ile yazisarak
Tebriz’e davet edilmisti.” Dolayisiyla Bidlisi ile Emir Abdiilvehhib arasindaki
bu yazisma Emir Abdiilvehh4b’'in Tebriz'e geldigi tarih olan 1506 yili sonrasina
aitti ve Emir Abdiilvehh4b’in génderdigi mektuba Bidlisi tarafindan verilen cevap
niteligini tasiyordu. Bu yazigmalar Diyarbekir’e yerlesme fikrini ortaya atu: bir
zamana denk gelmekteydi. Bir taraftan sultandan Diyarbekir'e gitmek i¢in izin
isterken diger taraftan bu noktada bir baglanti kurmaya calisti. Belli ki Bidlisi
bu geri doniis icin kadim dostu Emir Abdiilvehhab’t araci segmisti. Ayni kaderi
paylastgi Emir Abdiilvehhib’in Sah’a intisap etmesi Bidlisi’yi bu konuda cesaret-
lendirmis olabilir. Iran tarafindan dért gozle bekledigi mektubu sevingle aldigini
belirten Bidlisi soyle devam ediyordu:

Begenilmis sozciiklerle dolu bu kutlu haberleri duyar duymaz, miilazemeti arzula-
yan gozlerimle onu 6ptiim. O hakiki esikten ayr1 diistiigiim, meleklerin sigindig:
o esigin millazimlarini gérmekten uzak kaldigim bu muhaceret yillarinda zayi
ettigim omre nasil da hayiflaniyorum. Fakirin, muhaceretinin baglangicindan
bu zamana kadar yagadiklari, en degerli zamaninin zayi olmasina ve meclis mii-
lazimlarinin baginin agrinlmasina neden olmustu. Zaruri olan seyleri bildirmede
sadece o taraftaki bazi aziz dost ve kardeslerin mektup ve yazigmalarini okumakla
yetindim. Liituf ve merhametinizden bekledigim sey, din ve devlet erbabiyla,
miilk ve millet iglerinin kefilleriyle yiiz yiize goriiserek ya da yazisarak bu fakirin
gercek istegini idrak ettirme ve ihlast yolundaki ¢abalariny, ii¢ yil boyunca bu fa-
kirin mektuplarina cevap vermede gosterilen ciddiyetsizlik ve lakayithig yiice ha-
tirlara yansitmanizdir. Fakirlerin nefsi ve mali olarak kendilerini attiklar tehlikeli
girisimlere ragmen bu siire boyunca o taraftan hicbir sekilde dikkatleri gekmedi.
Bu mektubunuzda o taraflara olan ilgi babindaki seyler itaat kulagiyla dinlendi.
Mektup, o yiice zatin sahip oldugu gizli sefkat ve sevecenligi kendisinde barin-
dirtyordu. Ciinkii diger hazerata hizmet etmek diistintilmemisti. Simdi kader
olsa gerek istek ve irade disinda ortaya ¢ikan bazi seyler geciktirme parmaklarini
hizli hareket eden bu etege doladi. Gaddar olan zaman da bu arada arzu gozii ve
maksat yanagini fitne tozlarina buladi. Umarim o yiice zatin ylice himmetiyle ve

15 Rijil-e Kitab-e Habib al-Siyar, haz. Abd al-Husayn Navai, (Tehran: Anjuman-e Asar
va Mafakhir-e Farhangi, 1379), s. 277; Esnad va Mukatebat-e Tarikhi-¢ Iran az Timur
ta Shah Ismail Hamrah ba Yaddashtha-ye Tafsili, haz. Abd al-Husayn Navai, (Tehran:
Muassasa-ye Mutalaat-e Islami, 1370), s. 231-232.
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dua nefeslerinin tfiirtilmesiyle yardim getirecek olan bulutlarin tizerindeki perde
kalkar ve ayrilik sona erer. Oraya selaimetle girin hos sadast gayb evinden 4giklarin

can kulagina ulagir'.

O acik¢a Osmanl: sarayinda iken Sah tarafindan himaye ve miilazemet
bekledigi 1511 yilindan 6nceki {i¢ yil boyunca yani 1508—1511 arasinda cesitli
vesilelerle Tebriz sarayindaki bazi devlet biiyiikleri ile yazistgini, o taraftan stirekli
haberler aldigint ancak iletisim kopuklugunun bazi sorunlar yarattugni itiraf
ediyordu. Bir kez daha “meleklerin siginag, hakiki esik” dedigi Sah Ismail’in
sarayindan ayrildiginin altuni ¢izerek asagida bahsedilecegi tizere Tebrizde Sah’'tan
gordigi kisa siireli himayeye génderme yapiyor, istii kapali olarak Bayezid’in
himayesinde gecirdigi zamanin ise bosa gectigini vurguluyordu. Hatta bu ya-
zigmalari hayatini tehlikeye atarak gerceklestirdigini soylityordu. Zira bu irtibat
Osmanli sarayinda ifsa oldugu takdirde kendisinin de sonunu hazirlayabilirdi.
Onun igin son derece dikkatli yapmaliydi. Bu denemelerden sonuncusu olarak
kadim dostu Emir Abdiilvvehab ile yaptigt yazisma ona gerekli ortami saglamig
gozitkmektedir. Bidlisi, Abdiilvehhab’t Sah Ismail ile kendi arasinda araci tayin
etmisti. Abdiilvehhab’in kendisi de Herat'ta iken béyle bir aracilikla Sah Ismail
ile irtibata ge¢misti. $Simdi Bidlisi icin harekete gegecekti. Abdiilvehhab’in Sah
ile goriigmesinin ardindan giivenilir adamlart araciligiyla gonderdigi mektubu
yukaridaki cevabi mektuptan da anlagilacag tizere Bidlisi’nin intisabi konusunda
Hest Behist Sarayi’na hakim olan olumlu atmosferi yansitiyordu. Tebriz saray1 ile
ilgili gerekli irtibat saglanmisti. Simdi geriye tek bir mesele kaliyordu; bir yolunu
bulup Istanbul'dan gikmak. Ancak bunun igin biraz daha beklemesi gerekecekti.
Zira mektubunda “gaddar olan zamanin ¢ikardig fitne” olarak belirttigi bazt
olaylar -ki bunlar kuskusuz 1511 yilina ait Sahkulu hareketi ve bunun getirdigi
sehzade miicadeleleri idi- payitahtta bir kaos yaratmis oldugu i¢in simdilik ¢ikigini
engellemekteydi. Bu detay, mektuplasmanin tarihi hakkinda fikir vermektedir.
Buna gore Bidlisi’nin, Emir Abdiilvehhib’a yazdigt cevabi mektubun tarihi 1511
yilt ortalari olmalidir'.

Ustelik Iran'dan ayrilma arifesinde Sah Ismail’e yazdig1 6ne siiriilen bir kasi-
desinde de Sakh’in davetini acikca reddetmemis, aksine bu davete Sah tarafindan
kendisine verilecek bir gdrevi biiyiik bir istiyakla kabul edecek bir cevabi kasi-
deyle karsilik vermisti. Kasidesinde Bidlisi, baba ve dedesinden bu yana Sah’in

16 1dris-i Bidlisi, Murisele-i Cevib-i Mektirb-1 Seyyidiis-Sidit Seyhulislam Emir Abdiilvehhab
(Kasdid Miingedr ve Miirdseldt), Stileymaniye Ktp. Esad Efendi, nr. 1888, vr. 148b-149b.
17 Geng, Acemden Ruma’, s. 213-215.
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hanedaninin kullart oldugunu, baba ve dedesinin $ah’in baba ve dedelerinin
hizmetinde bulundugunu, babast Hiisamiiddin Ali’nin, Sal’in dedesinin [Seyh
Ciineyd] sagirtlerinden oldugunu, zahiri ilimleri ve batini ondan 6grendigini ve
onun sayesinde aydinlandigini ifade ederek agik bir kapi birakacakur. *

Kisacast iginde bulundugu sartlar Iran’a dénmesi igin oldukga miisait gorii-
niiyordu. II. Bayezid’in Bidlisi'nin Iran’a dénme ihtimalinin oldugunu tahmin
etmesi ve bundan dolayt onun Istanbul'dan ¢ikisina izin vermemis olmast kuvvetle
muhtemeldir. Istanbul'dan ayrilma konusunda giristigi ilk tesebbiisiin ardindan
Diyarbekir'e dénme konusunda almis oldugunu distindigiimiiz olumsuz ce-
vap onu kimsenin dikkatini ¢ekmeyecek bir baska yer olan Mekke’ye gitmeye
yonlendirdi. Aslinda hamisini kaybeden ve ¢esitli nedenlerde bulundugu yerden
uzaklagmak isteyen birisi olarak Bidlisi'nin Mekke’ye gitme talebi mazul, nekbete
ugramis ulemanin da siklikla bagvurdugu bir bahane sayilirdi. Onun gergek ni-
yetinin muhtemelen farkinda olan padisah ve kargit hizip bu istegini geri cevirdi.
Hacca gitme istegini her defasinda yenileyen ve diismanlarinin yogun baskisi
kargisinda bir tiirlii alamayan Bidlisi, nihayet 1511de padisahin, oglu Sehzade
Selim meselesi ile ugrasmasi sirasinda Edirne'de onun huzuruna ¢ikarak bir kez
daha hac i¢in izin istedi. Sultanin bu meggul halinden istifade ederek ona yalvard..
Hatta kendi ifadesiyle “yiizlerce hileye bagvurarak” bu istegini yineledi. Bu kargasa
ortaminda nihayet hac iznini koparmay: basardi. 1511 yazinda adeta ailesini de
geri donme teminatt gibi Istanbul'da birakarak oradan ayrildi."

[stanbul'dan ayrildiktan sonra onun ugrayacag ilk durak kadim miirsitlerin-
den biri olan ve kendisi gibi Tebrizden ayrilan Ibrahim Giilseni’nin bulundugu
Kahire olacakt. Bidlisi kendisini hogca karsilayan ve oldukea fazla ilgi gosteren
hatta kendisine bir kitap dahi takdim ettigi Memluk sultan1 Kanisav Gurf'yi
pekala yeni bir hami olarak gérebilirdi. Ustelik Tebrizde iken neredeyse biitiin
zamanini miirsid-miirid iligkisi gergevesinde birlikte gecirdigi [brahim Giilseni’nin
de burada olusu Bidlisi i¢cin avantaj sayilabilirdi. Ancak yukarida da bahsedildigi
gibi daha Istanbul'da iken Tebriz'e geri dsnmek gibi bir niyet tasidigindan ve baska
hesaplar yapugindan béyle bir diisiince igerisine girmeyecek, Kanisav Guri’nin,

18 Bu kasideden sadece Seref Han Bidlisi bahseder. Bkz. Seref Han Bidlisi, Serefndme:
Tarikh-e Mufassal-e Kurdistan, haz. V. Veliaminof Zernof, (Tehran: Intisharat-e Esatir,
1377), s. 343-344.

19 Geng, Acemden Rum'a”, s. 941-943; karsilastrma icin bkz. Idris-i Bidlisi, Hest Behist,
Nuruosmaniye, nr. 3209, vr. 633b; ayrica Bidlisi’nin saray ¢evresinde kargilagtigi bu
zorluklar ile Mekke’ye gidene kadarki yasamina dair ayrinuli bilgi igin bkz. Geng,
Acemden Rum'a”, s. 165-217.
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giizergahi tizerinde kendisine yardimci olunmasi yoniinde verdigi bir beratla bir
miiddet kaldig1 Kahireden ayrilarak Mekke’ye yonelecekti.

Mekke’ye gelen ve hac vazifesini yerine getiren Bidlisi, aruk Istanbul'dan
beri kafasinda tasarladigs Tebriz'e doniip Sah Ismail'in himayesine girme fikrini
uygulamaya gegirebilirdi. Nitekim hac gdrevini yerine getirdikten sonra Mekke'de
kalmaya devam etmesi onun bu y6nlii bir temayiile sahip olduguna pekali isa-
ret eder. Kendisinin de belirttigi gibi buradayken Hint ve sair iilkelerden gelen
hacilarla goriistiyor, onlarla gesitli meclislerde cesitli konular tizerine sohbetler
yaptyordu.? Muhtemelen Iran'dan gelen haci veyahut tiiccarlarla da konusma
firsatt yakaliyor ve siirekli hasretle bahsettigi Iran'in durumuna ve Sah Ismail’in
faaliyetlerine dair haberler aliyordu. Uzun siiren bir bekleyisin ardindan daha
[stanbul'da gz hapsinde iken kafasinda kurguladigi ve bunun igin Iran tarafiyla
irtibat halinde oldugu iliskiyi hayata gecirmek icin harekete gegmeye karar verdi.

Bidlisi’ye ait mevcut kiilliyat arasinda tarafimizca tespit edilen biri kisa biri
olduk¢a uzun sikdyetname/tazarru’'nAme formu tasiyan iki adet kaside/mektup,
onun Mekke'de iken 1512-1513 yillar1 igerisinde Sah Ismail ile bir baglant: kur-
dugunu agik bir sekilde gosterir. Istanbul'daki yazigmalarin devami niteligi tastyan
bu mektuplardan ilki, Sah tarafindan kabul edilme talebinde bulundugu kisa
bir kasidedir. Ikincisi ise Sah Ismail tarafindan bir haberci vasitasiyla gonderilen
mektuba verdigi cevapur. Bu ikincisi de manzum olarak kaleme alinmugtir ve Sah
[smail'den kendisine gelen mektubun muhtevasina da 1sik tutar.?!

Sah Ismail’e yazdig1 sikiyetname tiiriindeki kaside, aralarinda gergeklesecek
olan yazismanin muhtemelen ilk halkasidir. Hayal kiriklig1 ve pismanlik dolu
duygularla kaleme aldig1 kasidesinde Sah’a s6yle hitap ediyordu:

Yarin kapisindan uzak gérmedigim bela, cekmedigim istirap kalmadi. Gonliim
perisan, gozlerim kan aglamakli. Bagim senin kapinin topragindan ayrildi, sanki
canim tenimden ayrilmigti. Eger bir daha senin kapindan ayrilirsam bagimi gov-
demden ayir! Idris sen cani canana son anda yetistir! [ran’in Behram gibi olan
serverinin kapisina iltica et ve siir ve nesirler kaleme alarak onun duagiy ol! Ey
baht onun comertlik ¢i1gligiyla uykundan uyan! Sah'in sancagi her daim muzaffer
olsun! Allah’in yardim1 ondan uzakta olmasin!*

20 Bidlisi, Mekkede iken I1. Bayezid’e yazdigi mektubunda goriisiip sohbet ettigi kisilerden
ve onlarin Hegt Bebist niishalarini temin ederek Hint ve sair memleketlere gotiirmek
istediklerinden bahseder. Bkz. Topkap1 Sarayt Miizesi Arsivi (TSMA), E. 5675.

21 Idris-i Bidlisi, Cevidb-1 Risile-i Sahiye, vr. 144a-147a.

22 Idris-i Bidlisi, Murisele ila baz: ‘uzama el-Acem (Kasiid Miinsedt ve Miiriselat), Esad
Efendi, nr. 1888/3, vr. 148a.
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Aslinda Sah tarafindan nasil bir tepkiyle karsilasacagini bilemediginden Iranl
hacilar veya tiiccarlarla memleketi Tebrize ddnmek yerine, biraz temkinli davra-
narak kaside gonderip zemini yoklamayt hedeflemisti ve Istanbul'da iken basladig
irtibati siirdiiriiyordu. Bidlisi'nin, Sah Ismail’e yazdigi, bu yazigma halkasinin
sonuncusu olan uzun kaside/mektup, $ah’tan ilk olarak gelen cevabi mektuptan
bahsederek bu yazigmalarin ikincisinin yani Bidlisi’nin ilk génderdigi kasideye
gelen cevabin varligint resmen agiklar. Bidlisi’'nin gelen mektuba verdigi cevap
Sahtan gelen mektubun icerigine de 151k tutmakeadir. Ozel bir haberci ile hediyeler
beraberinde gonderdigi mektubunda hem $ah’in hem de devlet erkédninin kendisi-
ne duydugu muhabbet ve bulunduklari liituf ve inayetten bahseder. $ah’in adinin
ve tugrasinin yer aldigini sdyledigi bu mektubun oldukea uzun oldugunu belirtir.”

Elimizdeki kaside/mektuptan anlagildig: kadariyla Bidlisi'nin Mekke'de
ikamet ettigini haber alan Sah Ismail, bu haber iizerine yazdigt mektubu ve hedi-
yelerini 6zel bir haberci vasitastyla Mekke’ye gondermisti. Sah Ismail mektubunda,
Bidlisi’nin Tebriz'e geri ddnmesini istiyor, onu hizmetine kabul ettigini belirtiyordu.
[ki taraf arasindaki yazismalarin son halkast niteligindeki bu cevabi kaside/mektup
ayni zamanda Bidlis’nin zihin diinyasindaki degisikleri gozler oniine seren 6nemli
bir belgedir. Biitiin bu mektuplasmalar ve saglanan irtibatlar Bidlisi'nin Mekkede
kaldig1 ortalama bir buguk yillik stire (1512-1513) zarfinda gergeklesmisti.

Sah Ismail’e évgiilerle basladigi, methiyelerle dolu olan séz konusu mektu-
bunda Bidlisi, onu Hz. Ali gibi civanmert, onun sifatlarina sahip, Ziilfikar kilicryla
Ehl-i Beyt'in hakkini Mervandan alan, sinirsiz comertlige sahip bir kisi olarak
niteler. Adina hutbe okuttugundan ve para bastirdigindan bahsederken “Islam’in
minberi Sah’in adina okunan hutbe ile siislendi” ifadeleriyle adeta onu Islam’in
koruyucusu ve yegine temsilcisi olarak gorerek onun hiitkiimdarliginin megru bir
zemine dayandigi mesajini verir.?* “Bu zamanda senden baska bir Sah var midir ki
atnin otu ve arpast Tiflisten suyu ise Umman'dan gelsin, senin azimet atin Hind
tilkesinden kalkinca ikinci adimini Erran tilkesine koyar™ satirlariyla adeta $ah'in
egemenlik sahasini kuzeyden giineye, dogudan batiya resmederek giiclii bir sah
profili gizer. Daha sonra Sah’in, Ozbek hant Muhammed Seybant’ye karst kazandi-
g1 galibiyetten bahsederek bir fetih miijdesi olarak gelen Seybani’nin kesik baginin
Sultan Bayezid’i dehsete diisiirdiigii, Sab’in heybetinin Rum'da zelzele etkisi yara-
tip Kayserin [I1. Bayezid] kasrinin yikilip, Kisranin [Sah Ismail] kubbesinin bina

23 Idris-i Bidlisi, Cevidb-1 Risdle-i Sihiye, vr. 146a.
24 Idris-i Bidlisi, Cevidb-1 Risile-i Sihiye, vr. 144a, 145a.
25 1dris-i Bidlisi, Cevib-1 Risile-i Sihiye, vr. 145a.
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edildigi ifadeleriyle Sah Ismail’i dver.? Biitiin Iran ve Maveraiinnehir’in tacinin
sahibi oldugunu, kilict Misir’a yetigsecek olsa oray1 dahi alacagini, Hind Racast ve
Rum Sultan: da dahil dogudan batiya biitiin sultanlarin taglarini almasi gerektigini
dile getirerek tipki bir zamanlar Osmanli padisahlarina bigtigi rolii simdi Sah
Ismail’e biger.”

Mektubunun sonlarina dogru Iran'dan ayrilip Osmanliya siginmaktan, Sah’in
zamaninda onun diginda bagka birilerine (Osmanli padisahlart) methiye yazmak-
tan duydugu pismanlig; ifade ederek Sah’tan af talep eder, dmriiniin kalan kismin:
Sah adina kitaplar telif etmekle gecirmeyi ister ve en basindan beri iginde siirekli
Sal’a gitmek gibi bir diisiincenin oldugunu “yiiziiniin daima Sah’in kapisinin
kiblesinde oldugunu” yineler.?® Bidlisi, bastan beri Iran'dan ayrilmakla biiyiik bir
hata ettigini ve bundan pigsmanlik duydugunu dile getirirken Osmanli sarayinda
yasadiklarini birkag satirda 6zetlemektedir. Kendisini Sah’in dergdhinin kadim bir
kulu olarak gorerek ondan ayrilip karanlik ¢ollere diigmenin reva olmadigini, bu
ayrilik stiresi igerisinde “seytan siretliler” ile ugrasmak zorunda kaldigini, “cahil
ve dalkavuklarin esiri” oldugunu sdyleyerek Hadim Ali Paga ve Miieyyedzade’nin
basini ¢ektigi hizipten gordiigii zulmii adeta Sah’a sikdyet eder.”” Kendisini
hapis oldugu kafesten kurtulan bir kusa benzeten Bidlisi, aslinda bu saurlarla
[stanbul'da yasadig1 sikintilt siireci 6zetlemektedir. Bir kurtarici goziiyle bakug
Sah’tan Istanbul'da biraktig1 ailesi ve cocuklarinin kurtulmast igin yardim talep
eder. Bunun ardindan $ah’in huzuruna ilim vasfi ve alim sifati tagtyan birisi olarak

citkmak istedigini dile getirir.*’

Mektupta Sah Ismail etrafinda onun lehine ve Osmanli aleyhine siirdiirii-
len siyasal polemikler ve Sii eksenli mesruiyet tartismalari kendisini hissettirir.
Hemen belirtilmelidir ki siradan bir mektup olmanin ¢ok 6tesinde, siyasi ve
politik bir veche tastyan metinde Bidlisi, daha $ah’a intisap etmeden 6nce onun
politik egemenlik sahasini ¢izmis ve iktidarinin megruiyetini Sii referanslarla te-
mellendirmis, olusturdugu emperyal kurgu icerisinde dogudan batiya, kuzeyden
giineye genis bir cografyanin mutlak sahibi seklinde takdim ederek Islami ve
[rani referanslari sahsinda toplayan bir sah profili yaratmusti. Istanbul’u almast,
“Rum kayserinin tahtina ve tacina” sahip olmasi i¢in adeta onu tegvik etmisti.

26 Idris-i Bidlisi, Cevidb-1 Risale-i Sahiye, vr. 145b.
27 1dris-i Bidlisi, Cevidb-1 Risale-i Sahiye, vr. 145b.
28 Idris-i Bidlist, Cevidb-1 Risdle-i Sihiye, vr. 146a, 147a.
29 Idris-i Bidlisi, Cevib-1 Risile-i Sahiye, vr. 144b.
30 Idris-i Bidlisi, Cevidb-1 Risile-i Sihiye, vr. 146b-147a.
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Sah [smail’i Istanbul'daki tahtin yeni sahibi olarak goren Bidlisi’nin bu diisiincesi

“Istanbul sehrinde ol sahib-i devlet, tic-1 devlet ile salinmalidir” satirlariyla Sah’t
[stanbul tahtina oturtan 16. yiizyilin Kizilbas sairi Pir Sultan Abdal’in diisiince ve
kurgusundan farkl: degildir.

Bidlisi’nin sadece bu satirlarint okuyan birisi onun mutaassip bir Sii oldugu
hissine kapilabilir. Sii eksenli ¢izdigi bu emperyal profilde o, Sah Ismail’i Islam
davasinin yegine sahibi, esigi Kibe'ye denk olan, Ehl-i Beyt'in haklarinin koru-
yucusu, Cingiz ve Mogol ordularint maglup eden, heybetiyle Rum'da ve Misir'da
zelzele yaratan, II. Bayezid'in tacinin yeni sahibi ve Hz. Ali’nin temsilcisi (Haydar-1
Sani) olarak resmediyordu. Satirlarindan anlasildigt kadariyla Bidlisi, Sah Ismail’in
himayesine giren ve zamanla Siilige entegre olan tiim diger Akkoyunlu Stinni
seckinleri gibi kendisini Siilige entegre olmus birisi olarak yansitti -ki mektubu bu
konuda higte zorlanmayacagini gosterir- ya da en azindan Sah Ismail tarafindan
bu sekilde algilanmasi icin ¢ok ¢aba sarf etti.®!

Bidlisi tarafindan Sah Ismail’e gonderilen kaside/mektuplarin bir diger 6nem-
li 6zelligi de 1502 yilinda Tebrizden ayrilmasina bir nebze de olsa 1gik tutacak
ipuglari barindiriyor olmalaridir. “Sah’in dergihinin kadim bir kulu olarak ondan
ayrilip karanlik ¢6llere diismenin reva olmadigini” dile getirerek aralarinda ciddi
bir sorun yasanmadigini, hatta bir miiddet onun hizmetinde kalmis oldugunu
agikca itiraf eder. En azindan Tebrizden ayrilmasina neden olacak $ah karsitt
dinsel bir tartismaya veya muhalefete girmediginin de 6nemli bir kanit1 olabilir.
Gergekten kendisine isnat edilen bu tiir bir davranis igerisinde bulunarak Sah
[smail’e ve mezhebine karsi boyle sert bir tutum takinmis olsaydi®?, Mekkede iken
onun sarayina tekrar intisap etmeyi aklindan bile gecirmezdi. Dolayisiyla Tebriz'e
geri donmek ve $ah’in himayesine girmek isteyisi onun en azindan Tebrizden
ciddi bir mesele yiiziinden ayrilmadigina isaret edebilir.?®

31 Geng, Acemden Ruma’, s. 366.

32 Akkoyunlu kronik yazari ve Bidlisi'nin de Hest Behist Sarayr’'ndaki yakin ¢evresinden
Fazlullah ibn Ruzbihan bunun en agik 6rnegidir. Ruzbihan'in hem kroniginde hem
de cesitli yazigmalarinda Sah Ismail’in dedesi Seyh Ciineyd ve babasi Seyh Haydar
ile onlarin inanglart hakkinda kullandig: asagilayici ifadeler onun 1501'den sonra
[randan kagip Maveraiinnehr tarafina, Ozbek hanina siginmasina neden olmustur.
Mutaassip bir Siinni olan miiellif, Alam Aray-1 Amini adli eserinde Sah Ismail’in babast
Seyh Haydar ve takipgileri i¢in “gosileparastin-1 Rum” (Rum’un buzagiya tapanlari)
ifadesini kullanmig, Safevi hanedant icin ¢ok sivri bir dil gelistirmisti. Bkz. Fazlullah
ibn Ruzbihan, Zarikh-i Alam Aray-i Amini, haz. Muhammed Akbar Ashiq, (Tehran:
Anjuman-e Asar va Mafakhir-e Farhangi, 2003), s. 252.

33 Geng, Acemden Rum'a’, s. 239-241.
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Bidlisi’nin Sah Ismail’i hami olarak segmesi ve bunun gergeklesmesi igin ¢aba
sarf etmesi yasadigt donemin siyasal konjonktoriiniin getirdigi stkintilardan dolay:
yeni bir hami bulabilme arayisi olarak okunmali ve patronaj iligkisi ¢ercevesinde
degerlendirilmelidir. Bununla beraber bu kaside/mektubun igeriginin gosterdigi
gibi pekala bir taraf degistirme seklinde de anlagilabilir. Tebrizden Istanbul’a gelisi
ile tekrar Tebriz'e gitmek isteyisi ayni saikler ¢ercevesinde okunabilir. Hem Osman-
It hem de Iran cografyasinda yeni hamiler ve zengin patronlar bulmak amaciyla
mobilize olan, hamisinden bekledigi ilgiyi goremedigi i¢in bulunduklar: yerden
ayrilan ilim ve sanat erbabinin sayisi oldukea fazlaydi. Bu bilgin ve sanatkarlarin
yegane refah kaynaklari, zengin hamiler oldugu igin intisapta esas olan hami
ile kulun ortak diinya goriistine sahip olmasi degil, haminin zengin ve cdmert,
himaye gorenin ise hiiner sahibi olmasiydi. Nitekim 6nce Stinni daha sonra bir
Sii hanedanin himayesine giren, kendisi Siinni olup Sii hanedandan ya da kendisi
Sii olup Siinni hanedanlardan himaye géren bilgin ve sanatkrlar mevcuttu. Buna
ornek olarak iki Stinni hanedandan (Akkoyunlu-Osmanli) himaye goren Bidlisi
simdilerde, Sah Ismail’in himayesine girmeye hazirdi. Ayni durum Kanuni Sultan
Siileyman ile $if olan Fuzuli arasindaki hami-kul iligkisi icin de gegerliydi.

Sonug olarak Sah [smail’in parlayan yildizi, 1512’ye gelindiginde doguda
Kandahar-Belh, batida Bagdat-Basra hatt icinde biiyiik bir imparatorluk viicu-
da getirmesi hatta yogun bir takipgi kitlesine sahip oldugu Anadoluda, politik
egemenlik sahasini Firat’a kadar uzatmasi, gayri memnun konumdaki Bidlisi’yi
kendisine dogru gekiyordu. 1511-1512 yillarinda Osmanli-iran arasindaki bu
giic dengesi terazisinin Iran kefesi daha agir basmaya baslamisti. 1511 yilindan
itibaren Sahkulu isyaninin sarayda birakugs izler ve hemen akabinde baglayan
sehzadelerin miicadelesi II. Bayezid’in elini zayiflatmis, dogudan gelen bu ciddi
tehdit karsisinda ¢aresiz kalan bir sultan imajint ortaya ¢ikarmistr.?* Bu siyasi
konjonktor igerisinde biitiin olan biteni iyi gézlemleyen Bidlisi'nin Sah Ismail'den
gelen mektuba verdigi cevabinda Sah’in dogudaki amansiz rakipleri olan Ozbekler
karsisinda aldig galibiyetin (Merv 1510), Muhammed Seybani’ye ait olup gonder-
digi kesik bagin Istanbul'da saraydaki yansimalari Iran’a, Sah Ismail’in hizmetine
dénmeyi bu dénemden itibaren diisiindiigiinii hatira getirir. 1506 yilindan 1511
yilina kadar Istanbul'da kendi tabiriyle “mahpus” kaldig1 bu donemde Bidlisi, hem
sultan hem de saray cevresi tarafindan diglandigs, “adeta bir tutsak” gibi higbir yere
gitmesine izin verilmedigi bir ortamda Sah Ismail’in dogrudan ve dolayli olarak

34 Bidlis'nin Istanbul'daki son yillarinda sarayin iginde bulundugu atmosfer igin bkz.
Feridun M. Emecen, Yavuz Sultan Selim, (Istanbul: Yitik Hazine Yayinlari, 2010),
s. 45-57.
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ti¢ biiytik galibiyetini isitmisti: Bunlardan ilki, Sah’in Osmanl:i topraklarindan
gecerek 1508 yilinda Alaiiddevle’yi cezalandirmasi, ikincisi Ozbek hani Seybani
Han’a karst aldigt galibiyet (1510) ve onun basint keserek gézdagi olsun diye
I1. Bayezid’e gondermesi, ticlincii olarak dogrudan olmasa bile Sahkulu hareketi
(1511) vasitayla $ah’in giiglenen yenilmezlik imaji.%

Tiim bu saikler dikkate alindiginda Bidlisi'nin neden Sah Ismail’in sarayi-
na; kendisinin de bir zamanlar bulundugu Hest Behist Sarayr’na geri donmek
istedigi daha rahat anlagilacakur. Bidlis'nin gonderdigi cevabi kaside/mektubun
Sah Ismail’e ulastp ulasmadigint bilemiyoruz. Ancak kendisinin hemen harekete
gecmeyisi muhtemelen $ahtan yeni bir mektup beklemesiyle agiklanabilir. Tam da
bu sirada Sah Ismail ile Idris-i Bidlisi’nin miistakbel bulusmasini, Bidlisi’nin fran’a
dénmesini imkansiz hale getirecek bir hadise yasands; Istanbul'daki taht degisikligi
ile II. Bayezid’in yerine oglu I. Selim’in tahta ¢ikti. Bidlisi bu taht degisikligini
[ran’a dénme arifesinde iken Mekke sokaklarindaki tellallardan 6grendi.*® Tahta
gecisinden kisa bir siire sonra yeni padisah Selim bir mektup géndererek onu
Mekke'den Istanbul’a gagiracakti. Onu Mekke'den geri gagirmasinda iki fakeor
etkili olmus gozitkmektedir: Birincisi daha 6ncesinde cesitli vesilelerle kendi adina
eserler ve kasideler kaleme alan yakindan tanidigt bir alim ve biirokrati tekrar hi-
maye etmek, ikinci olarak da yapacags [ran sefer 6ncesinde o bolgeyi iyi bilen birisi
olarak onun deneyimlerinden faydalanmak. Sah’tan ve Sultan'dan bir biri ardina
gelen bu davetler ikincisinin lehine sonuglandi. Selim, Mekke’ye gonderdigi elci
ve mektubun ardindan Bidlisi’nin Istanbul’a dénmesini sagladi. Istanbul'daki bu
gelisme ve Bidlisi'nin geri dénmek isteyisi Sah Ismail ile Bidlisi arasindaki irtibati
akamete ugratt. Uzun yillar kafasinda kurguladigy diistincelerin hayata gegmeye
basladigi bir anda Selim'den gelen mektuba olumlu cevap vererek Mekke'den
ayrildi. Bidlis'nin Sah Ismail'den aldig1 cevabi mektubun hemen ardindan neden
harekete gegmedigi sorusuna gelince; mektubunda belirttigi gibi Sah’in yardimiyla
[stanbul’'da adeta rehin tutulan gocuklarini getirtmek gibi bir diisiince tasidigindan
onlarin da gelmesini sagladiktan sonra hep birlikte Tebriz'e gitmek diisiincesiyle
aciklanabilir.

35 II. Bayezid her ne kadar Safevilerle karsi kargiya gelmekten kaginip temkinli bir siyaset
izlemeyi gerekli goriiyorsa da zaman zaman gézdag vermeyi gerekli gordii. I1. Bayezid’in
Sah Ismail’e yazdig1 gézdagt iceren mekeubu igin bkz. franli Tarib¢ilerin Kaleminden
Caldiran (1514), haz. Vural Geng, (Istanbul: Bengi Yayinlari, 2011), s. 76-77.

36 Geng, ‘Acemden Rum'a”, s. 946-948; karsilasturma icin bkz. Idris-i Bidlisi, Hest Behist,
Nuruosmaniye, nr. 3209, vr. 635a.
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Bu ilk tesebbiis basarisizlikla sonuglansa bile Sah Ismail, Bidlisi’yi yanina
cekme fikrinden hi¢bir zaman vazge¢cmeyecek, firsat bulduk¢a onu yanina davet
edecekti. Caldiran Savag’'ndan sonra bile Sah Ismail, Urmiye civarinda bulunan
Bidlisi’yi yanina ¢ekebilmek i¢in kendi divan erkdnindan birisini gondermek gibi
yogun bir ¢aba sarf ettiyse de bu girisimleri de neticesiz kald1.” Bir sonraki teseb-
biis gok gecmeden birkag mektup araciligr ile gerceklesti. Sah Ismail ve Div Ali’nin
“Kiirdistan timerasinin bir araya getirilip toplanmasina ihtimam gdstermesini ve
karsiliginda her isteginin yerine getirilecegini ihtiva eden sahlik nisani ve mektu-
bunu” kendisine gonderdiklerinden bizzat Bidlisi bahsetmektedir.”® Bidlisi’nin,
Akkoyunlu sonrasi hayati boyunca himaye arayisi icindeyken birden fazla kez
Acem ile Rum diinyast arasinda kalip neticede kendi menfaatlerine uygun bir tercih
yapmak durumunda kaldigs agiktr. Ancak bu déneme ait kiilliyat1 okundugunda
Osmanli lehine aldigi hem ilk (II. Bayezid’in himayesi) hem de ikinci (I. Selim’in
himayesi) kararindan higbir sekilde memnun olmadig: gériilecektir. Zengin ve
gliclti bir haminin himayesi alunda 6nemli bir konum elde etme hirsint her zaman
icinde tastyan Bidlisi, yasadigi hayal kirikliklarini yanlis aldigi kararlara baglayarak
kendisini elestirmekten de geri durmadi. Birbirine rakip hatta diisman olan ha-
nedanlar arasindaki 16. yiizyilin baginda yasanan bu himaye arayisi, Akkoyunlu,
Osmanli ve Memliik sultanlari adina eserler telif ettigi gibi Sah Ismail adina da
eser telif etme istegi onu kendi ¢aginin ulema ve biirokratlart arasinda daha farkls
bir konuma tagimistir. Elde edilen yeni bilgiler ve bulgular, simdiye dek yapilan
ancak cesitli problemler ve romantik yaklagimlar iceren okumalarin uzaginda,
yaratilan bu ¢arpik Bidlisi imajinin yeniden ele alinmasi ve sorgulanmasini elzem

kilmaktadir.

37 Bidlisi, Kiirt beyleri ile miisavere etmek icin Urmiye’ye geldigi bir anda Tebrizde
bulunan Sah Ismail onu kendi tarafina cekmek icin kendi divan erkinindan birisini
gonderecek, Bradost Kiirt timerasi arasindayken Sah’in adamina gerekli cevabi verdigini
soyleyen Bidlisi, takip edilir korkusuyla yerini degistirecekei. Bkz. TSMA. E. 8333/2.

38 TSMA. E. 1019.
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EF 1: Idris-i Bidlisi’nin Sah Ismail’e Kaside/Mektubu

117 beyitten olusan bu Farsca kaside/mektup, “Cevab-1 Risale-i Sahiye” ad1
altinda kaydedilmis olup Bidlisi'nin diger birgok eserinin miistensihi olan Muham-
med b. Bilal tarafindan orijinalinden istinsah edilmistir.*” Miistensih mektubun
icinde memduhun ima edildigi satrlarda Haydar-1 Sani ifadesini gordiigiinden
metnin baghiginin kenarina “be Haydar-1 sorhser neviste/Kizilbag Haydar’a yaz-
mustir” kaydini diigmiistiir. 145bdeki derkenarlardan birinde Sah Ismail’in, Sultan
Bayezid’e gonderdigi Seybani Han'in kesik basinin anlauldigt kissmda miistensih
bir kayit diiserek “Hakanin kesik basini getirmeleri olay: Sultan Bayezid ile Sultan
Selim arasinda bir fitne ¢ikards. Buradan anlasildigina gore bu kaside Sultan Selim’in
hilafeti zamaninda Rumdan gonderilmistir. Dogrusunu Allab bilir” ifadesiyle olayin
detayini verirken mektubun Mekke'de iken yazildigi ayrintisini tamamen atlamus,
Selim zamaninda Rumdan yazilip génderildigi gibi bir hata igerisine diigmiistiir.
Oysa bu kesik bag gonderme hadisesi 1. Bayezid zamaninda yasandig: gibi Ozbek
haninin basini génderen de bizzat Sah Ismail'dir. Ayrica Bidlisi satirlarinin sonun-
da Mekke oldugunu yazmasina ragmen miistensih bu yorumu yaparken biitiin bu
detaylar: atlayarak yanlis bir tanimlama igerisine girmistir.

Kaside/mektubun Fars¢adan Tiirkge'ye cevirisi asagidaki sekildedir:

[144a] Cevib-1 Risile-i Sahiye -be-Haydar-1 sorbser neviste

1- Yasasin zamanin Sehingdhi’nin suret ve manasi! Diinya bir surettir ve
cihanin cani gibi olan mana ise sensin.

2- Bu alemdeki gergekleri yazmak i¢in Allah’tan sana varlik, senin diigmani-
na ise yokluk vacip oldu.

3- Bu diinya nebi ve velilerin ¢ehrelerinin aynasi gibidir, sen bunlarin ara-
sinda bir goz bebegi nurusun.

4- Felek dahi $ah’in fermanina boyun eger, donmesi i¢in ondan izin alir,
onun icin ebede kadar ikbal, saadet ve firsat hekim icindir.

5- Diinya arsast senin ordunun karsisinda daracik kalir, mana tilkesini ihsan
ordunla fethet!

6- Kilicinin hitkmii ten tilkesinde cari olunca, canin velayetinde goniillerin
sahligina otur.

39 Bu kaside/mektuba ilk defa yukarida bahsi gecen doktora ¢alismamizda deginilmis olup
tam Tlirkee metin ile Farsca orijinali ise burada verilecektir.
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7- Senin yiiziinlin nuru can goziimiizde bellidir, bu gizli gézlerden ah i
figani silmistir.

8- Bu senin velayetin Pir’in akli gibi kadimdir, Ali gibi civanmertsin, miil-
kiin ve bahtin genctir.

9- Sah’in ortaya ¢ikist s4* burcundaki giines gibidir, ancak saadet yildizlar:
giinesle birlegmistir.

10- Islam’in minberi Sal’in adina okunan hutbeyle siislendi, bak gor ki onun

kitabesinde ayet-i kiirsi vardir.

11- Senin adina basilan sikkede biiyiik bir iksir mi var ki onun cevherinin
naksindan dolay1 altun ve glimiis de giiliiciik sagmakradir.

12- Senin kilicinin hitkmii karada ve denizde gegerlidir, ¢iinkii ordun akan

kum gibidir kilicin da akan su gibidir.

13- Senin kilicinin cevheri savas giintinde serkeglerin bagini zincir gibi miz-

raklarin bagina dizer.

14- Sancagin tozun icinde dalgalanmaya baslayinca 6lii gibi olan zaferin
yiiztindeki tozu da silkeleyip att1.

15- Savasta ¢ikardigin tozlarla diismanlarin giindiiziinii geceye gevirirsin, ama
senin alayindaki atlarinin nallarindan bin tane ay parildar.

16- Senin binitin savas tozlarinin arasinda bir gemi gibidir, diismanin katran
gibi kaniyla [gemin] kaplanmistur.
17- Diismanin bogazini kestikge senin kilicin daha da keskin olur, diigmanin

hanceri senin hancerin icin ancak bileme tas1 olur.

18- [144b] Yedi iklim senin gazabinin korkusundan kendisinden gegmistir,
senin kilicinin dalgasindan sebz*' titremekeedir.

19- Senin kilicinin dili Dehhak’in yilan: gibi titremektedir ki diismanin
beynini yemis ancak heniiz doymamustir.

20- Diigmanin sanca@ [senin karsinda] sogiit yaprag: gibi titrer, kilicindan
¢tkan yildirimlarla diigmanin kalbi hafakanlara diser.

21- Okun senin zihgir** parmagini ptiigiinii goriip kiskanan yayin koseleri
egilip senin elini &ptii.

40 Iki gezegen: Veniis, Jiipiter.
41 Yedi gezegen: Merkiir, Veniis, Mars, Jiipiter, Satiirn, Neptiin, Pliiton.
42 Bagparmak.
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22- Senin diisman siiriiniin kelleleri kurtlara yem olunca, artik siiriisii kal-
madig1 icin gobanin bir siiriiye sahiplik etmesine ve kurttan korkmasina liizum
kalmaz.

23- Senin mizraginin darbesini yiyen kin dolu diisman, serezan* burcundan
dogan s1r@* yildiz1 gibi olur.

24- Senin bast ii kabz halinden zahir olmustur Murtazavi sifatlar, zira hicbir
sah ve veli de korkaklik sifatt olmaz.

25- Senin comertlik elinle cennet kapist acilmistir, cehennemin kapisi da sen
kilicini kavrayinca kapanur.

26- Senin comert elinin yapugi bagis Ehl-i Beyt'in comertligini hikaye eder.

27- Senin ylice zatin dokuz tahtlt bir kubbedir, bagis denizinin kabarciklart
ise mavi g6k kubbe gibidir.

28- Hizir'in gemisi senin engin gonliiniin cdmertlik denizinde bogulur, hayat

cesmesi kaynagini senin avucundaki denizden alir.

29- Maden dahi senin elinin comertligi karsisinda iflas eder, el ve balyoz
darbesiyle 0 madenden [senin madeninden] altun ¢ekerler.

30- Sal’in bagis ve ihsani bizim beklentimizden fazla olunca tamah, niye
istiyorsun zaten Sah veriyor diye kendi isteme elini disiyle isird1.

31- Comert elin giilin pengesi gibi altn sagmaya baglayinca goncanin hey-
besinde geriye hi¢ nakit kalmaz.

32- Sedef senin inciler sacan elinin séhretini duyunca kendi sermayesizligin-
den dolay1 okyanus incisini satin aldi.

33- Sah'in elini buluta benzetme, ¢iinkii kimse bir bulutun giimiis ve altundan
ay ve giines sactigini gérmemistir.

34- Sah'in diismani nasil olur da Islam davasinda bulunur, asil iman gergegi
Ehl-i Beyt'i sevmektir.

35-[145a] Senin kilicin Ali’nin Zilfikdr'inin mazharidir, Ehl-i Beyt'in hak-

kint Mervan'dan almistir.

36- Kilicinin kivileimlari ve adaletinin suyuyla cihani giil rengine, miilkii ise
bostana cevirdin.

43 Yenge¢ burcu.
44 Buyuk Kopek ve Kiicitk Kopek takimyildizlar:.
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37- Cihan senin kilicinin déktiigii zalimlerin kanlariyla ates rengi giile doner.

38- Bu virane miilk senin adalet suyunla doymus ve yeryiizii mamur ve abad
olmustur.

39- Nazmin iistadi Kemal Ismail,> Sultan Celaleddin igin séyledigi fasih
beyanli medhi sanki senin [Sah Ismail] icin soylemistir; Kemal soyle demistir ki;
40- Bu zamanda senden baska bir sah var midir ki atinin otu ve arpast

Tiflisten suyu ise Umman'dan gelsin.

41- Senin azimet atin Hind iilkesinden kalkinca ikinci adimini Erran iilke-
sine koyar.

42- Kemal, keske duymus olsayd: Sal’in fetihlerini; Ermenistan Hoy'undan
Sirvan’a kadar gittigini,

43- Demir kilicinin darbesiyle Iskender seddini agtugini, Ye'ciic ordusunu
gazaba ugratmak icin dizginlerini o yone ¢evirdigini.

44- Senin atin bir yildirim gibi harekete gecti, bir hamleyle Merv’e hiicum
etti; Hakan’in {izerine.

45- Cingiz ve Mogol hanlarinin dogu ordulari, [0 zamanda] Cingiz-i Sani
olan Muhammed Seyban’a tabi idi.

46- Mogol, Tatar ve Kulmak'larin meydana getirdigi bu giiruh, yaslt geng ti¢
yliz bin askerden olusuyordu.

47- Sal'in ordusu Irak miilkiinden ¢ikt geldi, mesafeleri yildirim gibi cabu-
cak kat etmisti.

48- Hakan'in Hind’ini ve fagfuri tacin1 Cingiz Han hanedanindan bileginin
kuvvetiyle ald1.

45 Hallaku'l-Me’ani, Kemaleddin-i Ismail b. Cemaleddin Muhammed b. Abdurrezzak-1
Isfahani, Iran’in Mogol istilasi donemindeki biiyiik kasidecilerinin sonuncusu olup
Mogollar tarafindan 635/1237-38 yilinda oldiiriilmistiir. Siirinde tasidigt ve ancak
birka¢ defa okunduktan sonra anlagilabilecek ince manalar dolayistyla manalarin
yaraticist anlaminda “Hallaku’l-Me’ani” olarak isimlendirilmistir. Babasi gibi Isfahin
biyiiklerini 6zellikle de Isfahan’in Sa‘idiye hanedanini ve Mazenderan'daki Bavendi
hiikiimdar: Hiisimdeddin-i Erdesir ve Celaleddin-i Harezmgéh gibi kendi doneminin
kimi hiikimdarlarini meghur kasideleriyle dvmiistiir. Ayrintili bilgi i¢in bkz. Ali Akbar
Dehkhoda, Lughatname, (Tehran: Intisharat-e Danishgah-e Tehran, 1351), c. 22, s.
163-64.
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49- Bir keklik siirtisiiniin icine sahin gibi diigerek hepsinin kanatlarint ugar-

ken kirip helak etti.

50- Ceyhun Nehri’ni Tatar ordusunun kaniyla Horasan miilkii arasinda
kiliciyla akitti.

51- Siileymanlik davasinda bulunman senin azminden kaynaklanir, tahtin
egerindir, riizgarinin ise atindir.

52- [145b] Savagin tozunu goren diismaninin korkusu ortaya ¢ikti, korkak-
larin alnindan kags izlerini gor ve oku.

53- Senin heybetin Rumda zelzele yaratti, Kayser'in [II. Bayezid] kasrint
yikip Kisra'nin [Sah Ismail] kubbesi kuruldu.

54- Senin korkundan Ben-i Asfar’'in 8dii yarilir, senin kilicinin korkusundan
dolay1 benizleri saridir.

55- Senin kilicinin zinciri sahlarin boynunun gerdanligidir, sahlarin sana kéle
olduklarini gésteren amannameyi liituf ile onlardan al.

56- Senin kili¢ denizinin eger bir dalgast Misir’a ulasacak olsa bilesin ki pra-
mitlerin kubbesi Nil'in kumu gibi akar gider.

57- Hakan'in [Muhammed Seybani] kesik bast senin fethini miijdeledi, senin
kudret kilicinin slak dili onun [Hakan] kuru ve lal olmus dilini konusturmaya

bagladi.
58- Senin el¢in Hakan’in kesik basini Kayser’in [II. Bayezid] 6niine gotiiriin-
ce [kayser] saskinlikla senin bu mesajinin diisiincesine dalds.*

59- Kisranin memleketi ve Hakan'in taci senindir, kitkreyen aslan gibi vela-
yetin cesaretinle i¢ icedir.

60- Sadece Hint racasindan ve Rum kayserinden degil, dogudan batiya biitiin
sultanlarin tacini ellerinden al.

61-Fetih [giinesi] senin ordunun oncii birliklerinden ayan olmustur ki o
giinesin kili¢ ve mizraklart daima ileri atilir.

62- Savag zamani gayb ricali senin ordunun sag ve sol cenahinda yer alir, senin
mubhacirlerin devletinin ensar ve avanidur.

46 Miistensih bu misranin kenarina su kaydi diismiistiir: “Hakan’'in kesik bagini getirmeleri
olay1 Sultan Bayezid ile Sultan Selim arasinda bir fitne ¢ikardi. Buradan anlagildigina
gore bu kaside Sultan Selim’in hilafeti zamaninda Rum'dan génderilmistir. Dogrusunu

Allah bilir.”
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63- Sal’a layik 6vgii ve metihler yazmaya Sah’'in adini bereket olsun diye anan
benim gibi bir dilencinin kuvveti yeter mi?

64- Bana sevk veren sey Sah’a dua etmektir, Hakk'in ve Sah'in adini zikrederek
gonliime huzur vereyim.

65-...7

66- Yiiz dil de olsa senin vasfinin hakk: verilemez, bu yiizden bu kulun kalemi
de tepeden tirnaga dil olmustur.

67-Kur‘an'in i¢i bagtanbaga Ehl-i Beyt'e olan selam ve esenlikle dolu oldugu
icin Ehl-i Beyt'in 6zii olan o Sah’t 6vmeye ben layik degilim.
68- Herkes Sah’a dua eder, ben herkesten daha fazla ederim, peygambere naat

yazmada herkes Hassan* gibi olamaz.

69- [146a] Omriimiin kalanin1 Sah’t methetmekle gegirsem de yine dili kesik
olan bu kalemin ayibindan kurtulamam.

70- Bu kara yiizlii kalem Sah’in zamaninda digerlerinin mehdini yazd: diye
utancindan yiiziinii 6niine egdi.

71-..%

72- Kulun hatasi ve kusuru igin Sah’in genis liitfinden daha iyi bagislayict
yoktur, tek timidim ve sigindigim sey Sah’in beni bagislayacagini bilmemdir.

73- Kulluktaki kusurlarim dolayisiyla 6ziir dilemek i¢in génliim her giin azim
kanadiyla Sah’a dogru u¢mak istiyordu.

74- Coémertlik yolundan, gaipten bir kisi geldi; onun kutlu adimi, muradin:
alamayanlarin susuz dudaklari icin bir irmaku.

75- Kutlu fal, onun siisiiniin nurundan bir misaldir, o kutlu falin tinvani
onun tugrasinin biiyiik adidur.

76- Sah’in mektubu yoksa her bir sayfast iginde Kur‘an'in 6zetle yazildig:
Cebrail'in kanatlari miyds?

47 Bu satirlar istinsah edilmis metinde bog birakilmis kenarina su Farsca kayit diistilmitiir:
“Buradaki bir beyitin iistii ¢izilmistir. Bundan dolayt ondan mana ¢ikarmak miimkiin
degildi. Agikcast bu beyitte methedilen kiginin adi verilmistir.”

48 Hassan b. Sabit, Hz. Muhammed dénemi sairlerinden olup Peygamber’e yazdig: tinlii
siitleriyle bilinir.

49 Satr istinsah edilmis metinde de olmayip yeri bos birakilmis yanina su Farsca kayit
distilmiistiir: “Burada da bir beyitin tizeri ¢izilmistir.”
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77- Elindeki mektup o kadar uzundu ki sanki dokuz gok tabakasi onun
icinde katlanmigti ve $ah’in ismi diinyay: zapt eden bir giines gibi onun icinde
goriiniiyordu.

78- Sal’in katibinin yazdig: sadece soz degildi, adeta gokte gezen hiima kusu,
kanatlarinin golgesini onun tizerine atmuist1.

79- Senin katibinin kalemi, kurtulma kanadindan beyan meydanina parmak
kanatlarint agan bir hiimadir.

80- Onun miihrii giines gibi 151k sacar ve gok gibi yuvarlakar, Sab’in kutlu
adinin giinesi de o [miihiirde] dolagmaktadir.

81- Kotii gozlerin goremeyecegi bir yerde bagima koydum ve katladim, ondan
kot gozlere karst kendime muska yaptum.

82- Vahiy gibi insanlarin gozlerinden uzak olan o sayfalar: gizlice okudum.

83-Sal’in elgisinin elindeki mektubu on parmak gibiydi ve Sah’in biitiin
erkininin liituflarini bana getirmisti.

84- Sah’in ve biitiin erkinin bu fakir Idris'e duydugu muhabbet ve bulundu-
gu lituflar, sahligi kendisine dogustan verilmis olan Sal’in bagis ve rahmetinin,
biytiklagliniin nisanesidir.

85- Onlar1 bagimin tizerine koyarak onunla iftihar ettim, uyulmasi vacip olan
bu kutlu emre boyun egdim.

86- [146b] Nasil ki eman yiiziigii ve eman fermani bir kisinin eline geger de
onun korkan yiiregine seving gelirse, Sah’in bu mektubu da beni yle sevindirdi.

87- Ayrilik acist geken bir hasta i¢in sevgilinin sohbet miijdesinin gelerek ve
beden sthhatini kazanmasi ne biiyiik mutlulukeur.

88-Yiice sahlik hiikmiiyle bu mengsurun icinde bu kulun adinin kétibin
kalemiyle yazilmasi ne biiyiik saadettir.

89- Umut ederim ki Sah’in kullart ve hizmetgileri bu hakir kulun adini unut-
mamiglardir.

90- Sah’in sohretli ad1 onun vefa vasfiyla i¢ icedir, vaadinde duran dogru bir
kisi oldugu icin Allah onu dvmiistiir.

91- Senin giines gibi vakarli olan hitkmiin magrik ve magripte gegerli ve
stldamaktadir.
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92- Sah’'in dergihinin kadim olan bu gulaminimn ayrilip, hicranin karanlik
collerine diigmesi reva miyds?

93- Géh seytan siretli birkag rindle ugrasmis, gh dalkavuk ve cahillerin esiri
olmustum.

94- Bela i¢inde ayrilik acist ¢ekerken bazen sahile ulasacagi timidinden vaz-
gecmis, bazen de sergerdan bir sekilde sapkinligin susuz ¢éllerine diismistiim.

95- $imdi yorgun bir kus gibi diistiigiim tuzaktan ¢iktim, ama evlatlarimin
ayriligindan gozlerim hala aglamakli.

96- ...°° mihnet ve tufan deryasindan kurtardu.

97- [birkag kelime yok] [Allal’in]...emriyle Sal’in devletinin ugur ve bereke-

tiyle, biitiin gamlarimdan uzaklagtim ve miigkiillerim halloldu.

98- Her ne kadar ayrilik aksamim saskinliga diismiisse de vadi-i eymenin
kandillerini gérmeyi timit ediyorum.

99- Mahpus oldugum kafesten kagip kurtulan kus benim, evlatlarimin ayri-
liginin acisindan zindanda gibiyim.

100- Kullarinin efendisi olan Sah’in [Sah Ismail] inayeti ve yardimiyla biitiin
miiptelalar belalarindan kurtulsa ne olur?

101- Mana Kibesi’nin sevkinden...’!, Mekke’nin dikenli ¢6llerine diigmii-
sim.

102- Gozyast damlalarindan, dizginleri kirpik olan bin kizil deveyi yola katar
eyledim.

103- [147a] Develeri okudugu sarkilarla yiirtiten adamdan duydugum her ses

ile gozlerimden sel gibi akan yaslarla gozyas: katart dizdim.

104- Kalbimdeki delikler ve kanli gozlerimdeki yaslarla akik vadisinin yolla-
rinda seller akittim.

105- Suret Kabe’sinden, hac manasina varayim, zira Sah’in mahallini tavaf
etmekle Kabe’yi tavaf etmek aslinda ayni seydir.

50 Istinsah edilmis metinde ilk misranin yeri bos birakilmis olup “burada bir misranin
tizeri gizilmisti” kaydr disiilmistiir.

51 Istinsah edilmis metinde ilk misranin devamindaki yer bos birakilmis olup “burada bir
musranin Uzeri ¢izilmisti” kayd: dstilmistiir.
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106- Gergi benim gonliimiin yiizii daima senin kapinin kiblesindeydi ama bu
pismanlik ve {iziintii i¢inde bulunan kulun daha fazla takati kalmamistir.

107- Omriimiin geri kalanint Sah’in devletine dua ederek nesir kitaplar ve
nazim divanlar yazmay: timit ediyorum.

108- Fakirligimden bagka bir hediyem olmadi; icin kapisina varinca bilgin
Sal’a ilim hediyesi gotiireyim.

109- Feth-i miibin imidi Ali’nin sancaginin bulundugu kapidan goriiniir,
simdi Haydar-1 Sani [Sah Ismail] cihanin miilkiinii fethetmistir.*?

110- Ali’nin hem kilict hem de comertligi sana gegmistir, simdi Murtaza'nin
ilim sancagyla cevelan et!

111- Atalarinda oldugu gibi senin iktidarin da velayetinden gelir, adalet ve
ilim niganeni bir delil ile ortaya ¢ikar.

112- Tahunin yaninda alimlerden bir meclis kur 8yle bir giiruhun toplantist
ki hepsi insanin hast ve 6zii olsun.

113- Yaratict ayni atalarina bir zamanlar verdigi gibi sana da ilm-i lediin
vermistir, Hizir gibi hayat suyunu her yandan ilim ehline fiskirt!

114- Din ordusu neden her yandan perisanlik ve zar icindedir, sen dinin
sahisin onlarin gdniillerini tekrar yap!

115- Sahlarin iki koluna da kuvvet veren miilk ve din, ikiz kardes gibi oldukga,

116- Nuh gibi uzun 6miirli, [skender gibi miilk sahibi olasin, Ali’'nin adale-
tine ve Lokman’in hikmetine sahip olasin.

117- Kilig tutan elin miilkii fethetmek icin kefildir, bagis sacan elinin gercek-
lestirdigi fetihler ise halkin rizkinin giivencesidir.

118- Bitti.

52 Satirin sonundaki Farsca derkenarda miistensih, memduhun adinin agikga zikredildigini
belirtir.
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Sab ile Sultan Arasinda Bir Acem Biirokrats: Idyis-i Bidlisi'nin Sah Ismail’in Himayesine
Girme Cabast

Oz m Idris-i Bidlisi, (1457-1520) modern arastirmacilarin iizerinde siklikla durdu-
gu, giiniimiiz tarih yaziminda da hafizalarda canli kalabilen, devam edegelen bazi
tarihsel tartismalarin bugiin dahi merkezinde olan 16. ylizyll Osmanli diinyasinin
nadir figlirlerinden biridir. Bir biirokrat ve tarihgi olarak o, 15. ylizyil sonu ve 16.
ylizyilin basinda 6nce Osmanli-Akkoyunlu, ardindan Osmanli-Memliik ve Osman-
li-Safevi ¢ekismesinin oldugu oldukea ¢alkantli bir donemde yasad: ve birbirine
diisman olan bu her dort hanedan ile de farkli zamanlarda iligki kurdu. Cogunlukla
II. Bayezid’in ve I. Selim’in himayesiyle anilsa da aslinda, yasadig; siyasal atmosferde
birden fazla hami edinme tesebbiislerinde bulundu. Bunlardan biri de hi¢ kuskusuz
Sah Ismail'dir. Burada yeni bulunan bir belge iizerinden Bidlisi’nin II. Bayezid’in
himayesinden ¢ikmasinin ardindan daha Istanbul’da iken planladig: iizere yeni
bir hami bulmak adina geldigi Mekke'de Sah Ismail’e intisap etme ¢abast ortaya
konulmustur.

Anahtar kelimeler: Idris-i Bidlisi, Sah Ismail, II. Bayezid, I. Selim, Osmanlilar, Sa-

feviler.
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Anatomy of a Rebellion in Sixteenth-Century Egypt:

A Case Study of Ahmed Pasha’s Governorship, Revolt,
Sultanate, and Critique of the Ottoman Imperial
Enterprise

Side Emre*

On altiner Yiigyil Misiri'nda Bir fxyanm Anatomisi: Abmet Pasanin Valiligi, ]}yﬂm,
Saltanats ve Osmanly Emperyal Tesebbiisiiniin Bir Elegtirisi

Oz m Bu makale Misirin Osmanli valisi Ahmed Pasa’nin (6liimii 1524) kisa siiren
valiligi, isyani, ve saltanatinin mikro-tarihsel bir ¢alismasidir. Calisma isyanin Misir
ve Osmanlr’yr etkileyen igerigini ve sonuglarini arastrir. Bu isyan Misir'in Mem-
likliilerden 1517'de alinmas: sonrasinda etkileri zaman i¢inde goriilen Osmanl
idari sistemine kargi ¢ikigt gostermesi agisindan énemlidir. Dénemin politik tarihi
agisindan onemi olmasina ragmen bugiine dek bu isyan on altinc yiizyill Osmanl
tarihsel ¢aligmalarinda ele alinmamistir. Ahmed Pasa’nin isyani Osmanli emperyal
zihniyetine ve hikimiyetine karsi bir durusu temsil eder. Bu durus Misirda Memliik
rejimi sonrasinda goriilen ve devletge 6zellikle Misir biirokrasisinde ve yerel hiikii-
mette uygulamaya sokulan “Osmanlilasma” sorunsalini irdeleyerek alternatif bir
yonetim bigimini 6ne siirer. Makalenin amagclarindan biri isyanin politik icerigini
yorumlamaktir. Bu igerik imparatorlugun merkezini periferisine baglar ve Osmanli
egemenligi alunda Misir’in sosyo-politik dinamiklerini tekrar gézden gegirmemize
yardim eder. Bu makale, devlet tarafindan cergeveleri belirlenmis hiikiimet yanlist
anlatlarin yani sira Misirda yazilmig tarih metinlerinin de kargilagtirmali analizinin
yapilmasi sayesinde isyanla ilgili bilgilerimize niians getirmektedir. Devlet odakli
anlaular eskiden Memliik hitkmiinde olan topraklarin Osmanli yénetimine hizli ve
kusursuz bir sekilde gectigini savunmaktadirlar. Bu makalede gosterilmis oldugu tizere,
Ahmed Pasa isyani ve saltanati Osmanlr’ya karg: giiclii bir muhalefet sesi, Osmanl’nin
Muisir hakimiyetine ve Misir'in Osmanlilastirilmasina karst yapilmus olan ideolojik bir
kritigi ve meydan okumay1 teskil eder.

* I would like to express my sincere thanks to the anonymous readers of the journal of
Ottoman Studies for their insightful comments and support for improving this article.
** Texas A&M University, Department of History.
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ANATOMY OF A REBELLION IN SIXTEENTH-CENTURY EGYPT

Anahtar kelimeler: Isyan, On alunct yiizyil, Misir, Ahmed Paga, Osmanl tarihi, salta-
nat, Diyarbekri, ibn Iyas, Muhyi, Sultan Siileyman, Sultan Selim, Ibrahim Pasa, Hayr
Bey, Kasim Paga, Kara Musa, Ibrahim-i Giilseni, Memliik, %/m-i cifr, Osmanlilik,
Misi'in Osmanlilagmasi, emperyalist ideoloji, Cerkez, Misir Kanunnamesi, Bakr-
oglu agireti, Canberdi Gazali, Arap seyhleri.

The tenure, rebellion, and sultanate of the Ottoman governor of Egypt,
Ahmed Pasha (d.1524)—which occurred during the first decade following the
region’s 1517 Ottoman conquest—remains in the scholarly margins of historiog-
raphy today despite its importance in showcasing a public and intense critique of,
and challenge against, the Ottoman imperial enterprise in the Arab lands.! Ahmed
Pasha’s career in the Ottoman courts of Sultan Selim and Siileyman began as an
illustrious one. Coming from Albanian origins, he was placed in the palace service
and steadily rose through the inner palace ranks: first as an ig-oglan: (foreign
devgirme recruit, youths who served in the sultan’s household) during Selim’s ten-
ure; then served as biiyiik mir-i akhiir (master of the great stable), to be appointed
as the governor of Rumelia in 1519, thus becoming one of the highest-ranking
officials serving the sultan in military and administrative capacities.” Later on
he assisted in the Belgrade campaign of Sultan Siileyman, which resulted in his
promotion to one of the vizierial positions of the imperial council in 1521. During
the 1522 Rhodes campaign, he served as the commander in chief. As a reward
for his military acumen and administrative success, he expected to become the
first vizier of the imperial council, following the fall of Piri Pasha. However, he
was deeply offended and frustrated when Siileyman appointed his pdss oda-basi

1 Scholarship examining dissent and rebellions against the early modern Ottoman state—
such as the Celali uprisings—is extensive and focuses on a variety of factors, such as
demographic shifts/growth/crisis, socio-economic causes, and political developments
that resulted in the devastation of Anatolia in the 16th-17th centuries. For an overview,
see Oktay Ozel, “Population Changes in Ottoman Anatolia during the 16" and 17
centuries: The ‘Demographic Crisis’ Reconsidered”, International Journal of Middle
East Studies, vol. 36, no: 2 (2004): 183-205. For the revolt, see Seyyid Muhammed
es-Seyyid Mahmud, XVI. Asirda Misir Eyileti (Istanbul: Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Basimevi,
1990), 77-81 (Misir Eyaleti.) Research on the early decades of Ottoman rule is scarce.
See my forthcoming monograph (under review with a publisher) tentatively titled,
Power Brokers and Pious Entrepreneurs: The Halveti-Giilseni Order of Dervishes in
Mamluk Egypt and the Ottoman Empire, c. 1440-1650 (Power Brokers), Chapter Four.

2 For Ahmed Pasha’s vitae and his revolt see Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali, Kiinhil-Abbar,
Dérdiincii Ritkn; Osmanli Tarihi; Tipkibasim (Ankara: Ttrk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi,
2009), 276b-277b (Kiinhiil-Ahbar.)
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(head of the privy chamber in the palace) and musahib (companion) Ibrahim
Pasha to the much-coveted position instead. His frustration was neither entirely
baseless or misplaced. Apart from being a confidante to Siileyman, Ibrahim Pasha
had no prior experience in either administration or the military, nor did he have
any credentials to be elevated to the highest appointed office in the government.
Ahmed Pasha’s career took a fateful turn after he left Istanbul to serve as Egypt’s
governor. He revolted against Siileyman and declared his own sultanate. His rule
ended after he was caught and executed by men loyal to the Ottoman sultan.?
In this article, I re-examine the controversial Ahmed Pasha episode to illuminate
the overarching theme of opposition to the Ottoman imperial enterprise, with a
focus on the challenges brought against the “Ottoman way” in the early sixteenth
century.

One of my goals is to understand the political context that resulted in the re-
volt which connects the empire’s “center” with its “periphery” and rethink Egypt’s
socio-political dynamics during the first decades of Ottoman rule. In doing so, I
analyze several interrelated issues. First, to contextualize the revolt, I focus on the
political events as well as the contemporaneous commentary on Ahmed Pasha’s
appointment to Egypt. Second, I examine the administrative changes he instituted
there, with an emphasis on his accomplishments, agendas, and dialogues with
different audiences in Egypt and Istanbul. Third, I propose a reconstruction of the
revolt and its aftermath; this includes an analysis of the initial grey zone before the
actual revolt was declared, during which the scope and impact of Ahmed Pasha’s
actions remained unclear; the revolt itself, with the groups that participated it in,
and how it was put down. Lastly, I evaluate the political repercussions of the revolt
and Ahmed Pasha’s brief sultanate on the eve of Siileyman’s grand vizier Ibrahim
Pasha’s (d.1536) arrival in Egypt.

Revisiting Ahmed Pasha’s revolt within two contexts—that of Stileyman’s
early rule and of the perceptions of observers in the newly conquered province of
Egypt—will bring nuance to our understanding of the swift and seamless depic-
tions of the Ottoman imperial success in former Mamluk-ruled territories. As I
demonstrate in this article, Ahmed Pasha presented a powerful voice of dissent and
critique of Ottoman claims of sovereignty, as well as the implementation of the
“Ottoman way” in Egypt. As the sources depict, if it had not been for the pasha’s
escalating mental instability and loss of favorable public opinion, his ‘alternative’

3 For his vitae, see Halil Inalcik, “Ahmad Pasha Khain.” Encyclopaedia of Islam, Second
Edition. Edited by: P. Bearman, Th. Bianquis, C.E. Bosworth, E. van Donzel, W.P.
Heinrichs. Brill Online, 2014 (EP).
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sultanate might have had enough support to sustain itself, thus posing an even
greater challenge to the house of Osman and it’s claims of legitimate sovereignty
over former Mamluk and Muslim Arab/Egyptian populations.

A brief analysis of the primary sources

One of the primary historical narratives I utilize for this article was authored
by ‘Abdi’s-Samed bin Seyyidi ‘Ali ed-Diyarbekri—an Ottoman judge and histo-
rian.* Diyarbekri got acquainted with members of the Ottoman administration
while living and working in Cairo between 1517 and ¢.1540s. Writing at the time
of the revolt and Ibrahim Pasha’s 1525 expedition to Egypt, Diyarbekri details
the revolt, its context, and Ahmed Pasha’s sultanate, but refrains from giving
direct references to public opinion that might tarnish the image of Ahmed Pasha’s
nemesis, [brahim Pasha. Additionally, Diyarbekri had been a protegé and close
ally of Ibrahim Pasha’s treasurer, Iskender Celebi (d.1535), with whose patronage
he traveled to and stayed in Istanbul as a guest post-1525. Nevertheless, despite
its clear pro-Ottoman agendas, Diyarbekri penned a rare first-hand account of
early sixteenth-century Ottoman-ruled Egypt that makes it an insightful source.
While Diyarbekri’s text may fall into the chronicle genre, it also provides us with
interesting storylines, ones which include not only detailed timelines, but also
the mentalities and opinions of people who participated in the events, who were
influenced by them, and who impacted their outcomes. As far as investigating the
perspectives from the “periphery” goes, Diyarbekri’s chronicle is priceless.

To put Diyarbekri in perspective, I also consult hagiographical and other
historical sources. The first of these belongs to the prolific author-dervish of the
Cairene Halveti-Giilsenis, Muhyi (d.ca.1606), who wrote the definitive hagiogra-
phy of the Giilseniye founder Ibrahim-i Giilseni (d.1534).> Muhyi wrote decades
after the revolt, but his perspective on Ahmed Pasha is also complex and comple-
ments that of Diyarbekri’s because it involved the participation of Giilseni and

4 See Benjamin Lellouch’s article on Diyarbekri http://web.archive.org/web/201212241
74414 /http://www.ottomanhistorians.com/database/index.htm. I used two manuscript
versions of Diyarbekri’s chronicle: Nevadiriit-Tevirip, Istanbul Ali Emiri KTP, Tarih
596 (Diyarbekri I) and Zarip-i Hiilefa’ el-Misr (Kitab-i Terciime en-niizhe ez- seniyye fi
zikr el-hiilefa vel-miiluk el-Misriyye,) British Library, MS. Add. 7846, (Diyarbekri II.)
The first version reads like an abridged version of the second. I noted the differences
between the two versions where necessary.

5 See Side Emre, “Crafting Piety for Success: Giilseniye Literature and Culture in the
Sixteenth Century,” Journal of Sufi Studies 2012 (1:1): 35-39.
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his dervishes in the revolt: Muhyi gathered information directly from people who
survived the revolt and its aftermath. It is important to see how much of Muhyi’s
information can be corroborated with historical narratives.®

The other historical text I investigate here is the Tarih-i Tiirki Ibtihac
(Ibtihaciit-Tevarih). This sixteenth-century narrative has detailed information on
Ahmed Pasha’s revolt and the events surrounding it. The /btibic represents an
alternative voice when compared to the mainstream Ottoman chronicles in its
critique of the forces that brought down the rebellion, and complements Diyar-
bekri’s and Muhyi’s viewpoints.” In the /b#ihic we have Ahmed Pasha’s monologue
of self-defense, which took place shortly before his execution—a one-of-a-kind
declaration of his position. In a text that is openly pro-Ottoman, that monologue
contributes to the discussion on the unlikely voices of the empire’s critiques.

Here a reminder on the contents of these sources is also necessary. None of
the chronicles I examined—except for Diyarbekri—relate what Ahmed Pasha
did during his governorship and sultanate, and how he was received in Egypt
by Arabic and Turkish-speaking audiences. This omission was one of the reasons
why I did a cross-analysis of a variety of texts from the sixteenth and seventeenth
century—composed within the parameters of distinct genres voicing uniquely
positioned authorial concerns and viewpoints, and penned outside the Istanbul-
based imperial discursive orbit. I believe that such an analysis allows us to revisit
critical, and yet overlooked, episodes of Ottoman history—such as the revolt and
the sultanate of Ahmed Pasha—and challenge our perceptions of them to, in turn,
rethink our assumptions about the depictions of the Ottoman imperial project in
the sixteenth century as a series of unilateral success stories.

A review of references or the revolt in primary sources and historiography

Ahmed Pasha’s promotion to Egypt’s governorship and his subsequent revolt
were explained in Ottoman historical sources with different perspectives. Some
authors say that it was an impulsive act of personal frustration and a reaction
against the unprecedented promotion of Sultan Siileyman’s confidante and slave,

6 Muhyi-yi Giilseni. Menakib-i Ibrahim-i Giilseni ve Semleli-Zide Apmed Efendi, Sive-i
Tarikat-i Giilseniye. (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1982).

7 Ibtibac, Silleymaniye Manuscript Library, Hiisrev Pasa, 321 and 322 (/btihac.) This text
is a zey/ to Hoca Sadeddin’s 7aciit-Tevarih and was penned by his elder son Mehmed
Efendi (composition date is 1014/1605-6). See Miinir Aktepe, “Ibtihacii’t-Tevarih,”
Istanbul Universitesi Tarih Dergisi (1959): 71-84.
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{brahim, to the grand vizierate in 1523.% Some argue that Siileyman consented to
the assignment to prevent further dissent and in-fighting at court.” Others omit
[brahim Pasha’s sudden promotion and its impact on Ahmed Pasha’s psychology
and simply give descriptive explanations of his assignment to Egypt’s governorship
and his rebellion.'” Modern-day scholarship, in response to the biased nature
of primary sources, argues several points. Es-Seyyid Mahmud says that Ahmed
Pasha was devastated by the promotion of Ibrahim Pasha to the grand vizierate
and asked to be assigned Egypt’s governorship. Ibrahim Pasha agreed to his wish
because he wanted to eliminate unrest in court."" Shaw says that following the
death of Hayr Bey in 1522, Ahmed Pasha used the autocratic position of his
predecessor to unite the potentially rebellious Ottoman military with the forces of
Mamluk resistance, revolted against Ottoman rule, and established himself as the
independent sultan of Egypt in 1524.'> Hathaway says that the story of Ahmed

8 Anonymous history covering the rule of Sultan Siileyman up to c. 1640, Ankara
Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Library, Y362, fols. 25b-25a. This entry details the frustration of
Ahmed Pasha on not being given the grand vizierate and contextualizes his rebellion.
The author devotes other entries to Ahmed Pasha: fol. 12a including a brief note on
how following Ibrahim Pasha’s promotion to the grand vizierate, Ahmed Pasha sought
Egypt, became a rebel, and was later executed; Celalzade Mustafa, Tabakitii’l-memalik
ve derecitiil-mesilik (Wiesbaden, 1981), 112a (Celalzade.)

9 Matrakgi Nasuh, Siileyman-name, Istanbul Topkapi Saray1 Kiitiiphanesi (TKS), Revan
1286, fol. 89a.

10 Anonymous short history of Cairo (1517-c. 1699), British Library, ADD 9972, fol. 3a;
Abdit'l-Kerim b. ‘Abdu’r-Rahmain, Zirip-i Misr, Istanbul Siileymaniye Library, Haci
Mahmud Efendi, 4877 (Zarip-i Misr), fols. 6a-7a. Abdirl-Kerim served as a katip
under governor of Egypt Mehmed Pasha between 1699-c. 1704/05. He translated
Arabic histories into Turkish. 7irih-i Misr is about the events between 1517-1682; Salih
bin Celaleddin, Kitab-i Tevarih-i Misr-i Kabire, Bibliotechque Nationale, Supplement
Turc 172, fols. 131b-131a. Salih bin Celaleddin says that he arrived in Egyptin 1543 per
orders of the Ottoman Sultan. At the time, Davud Pasha served as Egypt’s governor.
Salih reviewed and read the available histories of Egypt and translated them from
Arabic to Turkish so that the Ottomans could read them and learn lessons from the
past. His account focuses on the events between 1543-c.1581 (fol. 131a) and thus
picks up where Diyarbekri stopped; Kiinhiil-Ahbar, fol. 361a. For a lengthy entry on
Ibrahim Pasha, see Kiinkiil-Abbar, f0l.357b-358b. Also see Kaya Sahin, Empire and
Power in the Reign of Sultan Siileyman (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2013),
46 for Celalzade’s references on the rebellion (Sahin.)

1l Misir Eyaleti, 77.

12 Stanford Shaw, The Financial and Administrative Organization and Development of
Egypt, 1517-1798 (Princeton, N.]J.: Princeton University Press, 1962), 4.
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Pasha’s rebellion was that of an autonomy-minded vizier versus the long arm
of the imperial household.” Sahin, referencing Celalzade Mustafa’s 7abakatii’l-
memalik ve derectiil-mesilik and relying on the official pro-Ottoman narrative
of the events, says that Celalzade did not think that Ahmed Pasha was a suitable
candidate for the grand vizierate because he did not respect the Shari’a enough.
Providing the context of why Ahmed Pasha rebelled, Sahin says that according
to Celalzade, the pasha was not a learned man and also had negative personality
traits. Relying on the impressions of Ahmed Pasha’s personality, Celalzade omits
[brahim Pasha’s promotion from the equation of the possible reasons for the rebel-
lion." Sahin concludes his analysis by saying that the pasha’s execution resolved
the conflicts in the imperial council, enabling Siileyman to assert his sultanic
authority over his men.!” Alternately, Turan argues that the promotion of Ibrahim
Pasha had in fact been opposed by numerous parties in court, but that these
voices had been silenced in sixteenth-century Ottoman historical sources, such
as Celalzade’s, which promoted an impeccable and unchallenged image of Siiley-
man as the universal sovereign, to preclude the perception of the sultan’s decision
to promote his confidante as misguided.'® Indeed, as subversive voices revealed,
[brahim Pasha’s appointment was seen as the result of the sultan’s favoritism and
received criticism from a reactionary elite, causing irreversible power alignments
in the system: unlucky members of the ruling elite, like Ferhad Pasha and later
Ahmed Pasha, faced execution for their explicit rebuttal of and actions challenging
the sultan’s will."”

None of these modern-day studies focus on what Ahmed Pasha did during
his tenure as a governor and the self-proclaimed sultan of Egypt, or how he was
received by the people who were impacted by his actions in Egypt. Likewise, these
studies do not cross-reference existing primary texts to examine the circumstances

13 Jane Hathaway, The Arab Lands Under Ottoman Rule, 1516-1800 (Harlow: Pearson,
2008), 54-56.

14 See $ahin, 28-48 for Celalzade’s early career path and its contextualization with the
politics of the Ottoman courts of Sultan Selim and Siileyman.

15 Sahin, 46.

16 Ebru Turan, “The Sultan’s Favorite: Ibrahim Pasha and the Making of the Ottoman
Universal Sovereignty in the Reign of Sultan Suleyman (1516-1526).” PhD. Diss.,
University of Chicago, 2007 (Turan), 179-192; 184-186.

17 For a synopsis of how Ibrahim Pasha wrestled for power, see /btihic, fols. 122b-123b.
Also see Liitfi Paga ve Tevarih-i Al-i Osman, haz. Kayhan Atik (Ankara: T.C. Kiiltiir
Bakanligi Yayinlari, 2001), 252-253 for a brief reference to Ahmed Pasha’s revolt,
reactions among Ottoman elites, and his death.
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that paved the way for the revolt, and the contexts—provincial and imperial—in
which it unfolded. Doing so illuminates the complex chain of events with partici-
pation of actors from different factions and locales—Egypt and Istanbul. These
conditions paint a contentious picture of the early years of Siileyman’s rule and
the scope of the Ottoman imperial enterprise, as well as its assumed swift success
in the Arab lands. The story of Ahmed Pasha represents how Siileyman arduously
established his personal authority and power in one of the empire’s most impor-
tant provinces. We also have to keep in mind that Siileyman did not set foot in
Egypt as the protector of the Muslims living in the realms. Instead he justified and
legitimized his sovereignty in the eyes of his newly gained subjects by sending his
grand vizier Ibrahim Pasha to re-establish order. The inexperienced Ibrahim Pasha
undertook a mainly administrative mission with the goal to preserve order by
introducing the Law Code of Egypt in 1525—affer the region was shaken by the
revolt. In fact, Siileyman’s response to this particular crisis—almost a disaster for
the Ottomans—demonstrates how the sultan relied heavily on his men to achieve
military and administrative successes that defined the nature of his rulership for
the first decades of his tenure.

Siileyman’s campaigns in Belgrade and Rhodes were regarded as definitive
military victories that launched the young sultan’s bid for an imperial and universal
agenda in the Mediterranean world."® As commander in chief, Ahmed Pasha had
been an important factor in contributing to the sultan’s image. As the second vizier
to Siileyman, he was seen by the Venetian commentators as the chief facilitator
of Siileyman’s victories in Belgrade and Rhodes. Therefore for some observers,
his sudden assignment to the governorship of Egypt might have been evaluated
within the parameters of a larger military plan to attack Portuguese trading routes
in the Indian Ocean—a naval campaign that Ahmed Pasha’s successor Siileyman
Pasha was later officially tasked with. While Ahmed Pasha’s outstanding military
expertise would have made him the rational choice for a logistical post in Egypt,
Diyarbekri makes no references to any long-term plans to attack the Portuguese
or connect such a plan with the pasha’s assignment to Egypt."” The Venetian

18 Pinar Emiralioglu, Geographical Knowledge and Imperial Culture in the Early Modern
Ottoman Empire, (Ashgate, 2014) Chapter One. Also see Sahin, 41-45. The chain of
Siileyman’s military successes was sealed with the 1526 Hungarian campaign.

19 One of the readers inquired if there was information in the sources about a connection
between Ahmed Pasha’s assignment to Egypt and the claim that a fleet was being
formed in the Red Sea to prevent the Portuguese advances in the region. He also
suggested that Ahmed Pasha could have used such a claim to bolster his claims of
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sources, providing an alternative perspective on Ahmed Pasha’s appointment, do
not refer to Ottoman sources regarding his treachery and the specifics of internal
politics at Siileyman’s court at the time.** Other Ottoman commentators present
pro-imperial agendas within which the sultan’s will, as exemplified by the ap-
pointment of Ibrahim Pasha first to the grand vizierate and then to the position
of the commander in chief (ser-‘asker), was seen as, and later demonstrated to
be, the manifestation of God’s will.?! Accordingly, the mainstream and clear-cut
storylines in the majority of Ottoman chronicles, which portrayed Ahmed Pasha
as a disloyal, jealous, and treacherous man who betrayed his sultan while he was
honored with a high office, present problems that I will respond in the coming
sections.*

Ahmed Pasha’s entanglement with the political dynamics in Egypt and
with Siileyman’s ruling elite

A comparison of available evidence suggests that, contrary to what has been
accepted so far, during the first three or four months of his tenure, which had
started in 19 Sevval 929/31 August 1523, Ahmed Pasha was not planning de-
finitively to start a revolt in Egypt.” Instead, he was preoccupied by investigating
the existing local social and political dynamics, preparing to launch a program
of administrative change within a short time, and taking necessary precautions
to secure his hold on the region by dismissing some of the former administrative
and military personnel. However, some of his actions, especially the hard line

sultanhood emphasizing his willingness to wage holy war against Christians while
highlighting that the Ottomans lacked the foresight and sense of duty in that context.
I was not able to find evidence in the historical and hagiographical sources examined
for this project that would allow for a further discussion of this suggestion.

20 Turan, 184-186; 194. For comparison with contemporenous Ottoman sources, sce
an online version of Marino Sanudo’s (d. 1536) [ Diarii, vol. 36: https://catalog.
lib.uchicago.edu/vufind/Record/ocm12325858). I would like to express my sincere
thanks to Zahit Atcil for his guidance in locating the link and providing information
about the contents of vol. 36. Sanudo was connected to Ottoman court and depicted
events from a Venetian point of view between 1496 and 1533—which complement or
challenge the information presented in Ottoman sources.

21 Turan, 241-243.

22 In that context, the fbtihic is a uniquely positioned text: it represents a subversive and
critical voice regarding the career of Ibrahim Pasha as well as Ahmed Pasha.

23 Ibtihac, fols. 121a-122b; Tarih-i Misr, fol. 6a; Muhyi, 387. 1 consulted http://www.
islamicfinder.org for date conversions between Gregorian and Hijri calendars.
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he assumed with the janissaries of Egypt, were read as proof of secret treachery
and were interpreted by his suspicious audiences as preparations for revolt.**
Diyarbekri says that the janissaries knew that ‘in his heart,’ the pasha wanted
to rebel. The Ibtihac also reveals the same sentiment.?> Diyarbekri says that the
pasha also inherently understood that, if he were to cause mischief, the janissaries
would not abandon their sultan (Siileyman), shift sides, and declare loyalty to
him.? To establish who first instigated the atmosphere of distrust that resulted
in the revolt, the Ibtihic departs from Diyarbekri’s viewpoint: it was the janis-
saries who first decided to rebel against Ahmed Pasha. When he learned of this
intention, the pasha decided to confront and control the janissaries by creating a
violent schism between his men and the janissaries of Egypt. Interestingly, at this
juncture, the /btihacs author notes that a popular and influential local Sufi master,
Sheyh Ibrahim (Giilseni) was asked by the commanders and notables to interfere
and rehabilitate the situation by reforming Ahmed Pasha’s behavior. The result
was a temporary success. Sheyh Ibrahim interceded and had a conversation with
Ahmed Pasha with the goal of putting out the ongoing spark of the fire of harm
and injury (“serdre-i ser.”) The pasha agreed to abide by the orders of the sheyh
(“Pasa dahi kabul idub, emr-i seybe itd at iyledi”).” Beyond doubt, as historical and
hagiographical evidence prove, the Giilseniye dervish/authors had good reasons
to focus on the role their pir played during this critical time.

The circumstances that allowed for this participation found coverage in
Mubhyi. He commented on Ahmed Pasha’s appointment to Egypt and also devoted
substantial space to the events related to him.”® According to Muhyi, when Siiley-
man appointed his confidante Ibrahim Pasha directly “from the inside,” meaning
the inner court, and made him grand vizier over all the other viziers, Ahmed Pasha
openly rejected the decision, protested, and left the imperial council; Stileyman
then assigned him to Egypt and sent him away. The nature of their relationship
was tense after that. Muhyi says that initially the pasha ruled with justice in
Egypt and was a follower of Giilseni.”” The evil treachery and spirit of sedition
in the pasha’s heart started at a later point, following several conversations with
Giilseni and his son Ahmed-i Hiyali—both of whom repeatedly tried to prevent

24 Diyarbekri I, fols. 402a-405b; Diyarbekri II, fol. 313b.

25 [btibic, fol. 124a.

26 Diyarbekri I, fol. 405b. The same viewpoint surfaces in the fbtibic, fols. 124b-124a.
27 Ibtibic, fol. 124a.

28 Mubhyi, 386-394.

29 Mubhyi, 386-387.
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the pasha from overstepping the boundaries of his authority, acting unjustly, and
causing sedition.** Muhyi says that one time Giilseni likened the imminent arrival
of Ahmed Pasha and his men into the Cairo lodge as undesirable as the “arrival
of a rotten smell that affected Cairo.” This incident found coverage in Muhyi
because of its confrontational nature. The actual revolt was declared later and its
circumstances, as well as its progression, were impacted by the participation of
the Giilgeniye dervishes.”’

The Istanbul-based Ottoman commentators are divided on the reasons for
the revolt, the details of Ahmed Pasha’s appointment, and his actions during
the earlier phases of his tenure. Celalzade says that Ahmed Pasha wanted the
governorship®?; Sitheyli, referencing ‘Ibn Zunbul, says that Ahmed Pasha was
assigned because of his previous services to Sultan Selim and that he had already
proven himself a capable and knowledgeable commander. Siiheyli depicts him as
an able governor who suffered from the evil of sedition and ignorance later on**;
Abdi’l-Kerim b. ‘Abdu’r-Rahman devotes an extensive section to Ahmed Pasha’s
tenure and revolt in his 7arzp-i Misr. His account is closer in detail to Diyarbekri’s
since he also served in Egypt in an official capacity, albeit at a later date. > While
1irib-i Masr omits references to the circumstances of Ahmed Pasha’s promotion to
the governorship, it says that in the inital days of his tenure, Ahmed Pasha ruled
to maintain order. The declaration of the sultanate came after the pasha began
losing his sanity.” Unlike 7arip-i Misr, Hadidi gives more details about the events
that transpired in Siileyman’s court. He says that first Piri Pasha was relieved of
the grand vizierate, after which Ferhad Pasha, who had been one of the respected
viziers and senior members of the deceased Sultan Selim’s group of officials and
one of the viziers of the dome under Siileyman, was dismissed, and given another
post. Hadidi makes no mention of Ferhad Pasha’s execution. He adds that Sultan
Stileyman, with divine inspiration, remembered “him” and made “him” the grand
vizier and commander in chief to Ram. The identity of “him” is not explained
by Hadidi. It probably referred to Ibrahim Pasha and in a deliberately ambigious

30 Mubhyi, 388-389.
31 Muhyi, 390. See ft. 24. Also see Power Brokers, Chapter Eight for a detailed discussion
of Ahmed Pasha’s interactions with Giilgeni.

32 Tabakat, 112a. Also 110a, 111b-111a.

33 Siiheyli, Ahmed bin Hamdam, Zzrih-i Misr-1 Cedid, Istanbul Siileymaniye Library,
Halet Efendi 621, 53 (Sitheyli.)

34 Tarip-i Misr, fols. 6a-10b. See ft. 8 for the author’s brief vitae.
35 Tarip-i Misr, fol. Ga.
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manner, since Hadidi carefully omitted direct references to [brahim Pasha during
his narration of Ahmed Pasha’s revolt.

The majority of the Istanbul- and Cairo-based commentators considered
Ahmed Pasha’s appointment, revolt, and death in connection with [brahim Pasha’s
promotion to be dangerous topics, and erred on the side of caution.”” Except for
the Ibtibic, they kept vows of silence. The Ibtihdc departing from the narratives
we have reviewed so far, says that Ahmed Pasha expected to be directly promoted
to the grand vizierate following the retirement of Piri Pasha, behaving with pride
and without considering the potentially bad consequences or critically evaluating
the situation at hand.® The [btibdic also adds that Ahmed Pasha, not being able
to stomach Ibrahim’s invasion of and power in the derin and birin, with tears
of envy, and seeing that his previous deeds were undervalued, chose to leave the
court and asked to be given permission to govern Egypt. Without giving names
of those involved in the process, the Ibtihac says that to get rid of him in Istanbul,
Ahmed Pasha was given whatever he had asked for and was granted his wish to
go to Egypt. The old and damaged condition of the ships that transported him
and his retinue to Egypt is underlined—suggesting perhaps that speeding his
departure from Istanbul was a top priority, rather than ensuring a safe arrival.*

According to Diyarbekri, before the dispatch on Ahmed Pasha’s promotion
reached Egypt, Mustafa Pasha received misleading news that he had been ap-
pointed to the grand vizierate; unaware of the real circumstances, Mustafa Pasha
was ecstatic at the news.* This was around the same time as Ibrahim Pasha’s
unexpected appointment to office, which Diyarbekri does not mention. However,
shortly after the initial wave of auspicious tidings, another dispatch was sent saying
that Ahmed Pasha had been appointed to govern Egypt and that Mustafa Pasha
was to come back to Istanbul immediately. The dispatch, too, omitted any men-
tion of Ibrahim Pasha’s appointment.*! But despite the lack of official information,
Mustafa Pasha must have known about Ibrahim’s appointment; Diyarbekri says
that after the arrival of this second dispatch, Mustafa Pasha became increasingly

36 Hadidi, Tevarih-i Al-i Osman (1299-1523). Ed. by Necdet Oztiirk (Istanbul: Edebiyat
Fakiiltesi Basimevi, 1991), 444 (Hadidi.)

37 See Kiinhiil-Abbar, £01.357b-358b for a detailed treatment of Ibrahim Pasha’s career.

38 Ibtibic, fol. 122a.

39 [btihdc, fols. 123b-123a.

40 Diyarbekri I, fol. 399a; [btihic omits this detail. See fol. 121a. For Mustafa and Kasim
Pasha’s joint tenures before the arrival of Ahmed Pasha, see Misir Eyaleti, 72-76.

41 Por the ideological reasons behind Ibrahim Pasha’s appointment, see Turan, 203-209.
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pensive and withdrawn from the public eye and displayed an escalating depressive
state.

Depressed as he might have been, Mustafa Pasha met Ahmed Pasha en route
from Istanbul to Cairo in Bulag, on 17 Sevval 929/28-29 August 1523. Diyarbekri
says that the two had a conversation and departed on good terms.*? The /btihic,
alternately, says that Mustafa Pasha avoided greeting Ahmed Pasha on his ship,
adding that the latter might have sought to converse with him to pull Mustafa
Pasha into his net [of conspiracy] (“agina diisiirmek.”)* Diyarbekri depicts an
amicable interaction between the two pashas, while the Ibtihic, whose author
wrote after the facts, demonstrates a hostile position vis-a-vis Ahmed Pasha before
the revolt. The /btihac further emphasizes that Ahmed Pasha entered Egypt with
the intention to rebel and his immediate actions proved that.*

The people of Egypt regarded the swift dismissal of Mustafa Pasha, and
Kasim Pasha’s abrupt ejection from office after him, as strange events in a chain
of extraordinary occurrences. Seen through their eyes, imperial orders arriving
from Istanbul perpetuated the spirit of distrust toward the local Ottoman govern-
ment in Egypt. The joint governments of Mustafa and Kasim Pashas had been
received favorably. However, their dismissals were seen as further reminders of
the instability and the ad hoc orders emanating from the seat of the empire. The
existing Ottoman discourse on just and good government extolled the sultan as
a wise and fair ruler thwarted by the perfidy and mismanagement of governors.
To critics like Diyarbekri, the confusion of appointments and dismissals reflected
the short-sightedness of the Sultan and the government’s lack of a coherent policy
in its provinces.” A similar understanding about the short-sightedness of the
Ottomans also provided Ahmed Pasha with his primary point of political leverage
in Egypt during the revolt: the Ottoman Sultan had failed in his promises, so for
the good and prosperity of the people of Egypt, a new and just order needed to
be established. Ahmed Pasha’s role as the instigator of this new order depended
also on his creation of a proper discourse appropriate to Egypt and its people
exclusively. In 1523-24, the Ottoman imperial voice that represented the Ot-
toman sultan as the sole protector and benefactor of the Muslim people failed
to make itself heard in Egypt; this lacuna would be filled by the preamble of

42 Diyarbekri I, fol. 402a-403b.
43 [btibac, fols.124b.

44 Ibtihac, fols. 124b.

45 Diyarbekri I, fols. 400b-400a.
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the Law Code and its implementation. However, in c. 1520, Egypt, the former
imperial seat of the Sunni and Shi‘ite sultanates, lacked a leader who resided in
the realms. Ahmed Pasha’s actions demonstrated that he would open new horizons
of independence from the imperial regulations for the people of Egypt. But his
character and the events following his assumption of power gradually constituted
a point of controversy among his sympathizers and foes alike.*

Ahmed Pasha’s unruly and temperamental character, as his critics from
[stanbul underlined, added to the negative tone in the literature regarding his
capacity to govern well. Hadidi, complementing the Cairene perspective, gives
an official Ottoman viewpoint: When Ahmed Pasha, probably upon hearing that
his rival Mustafa Pasha had been made grand vizier, was wasted with envy of
his felicity, and Siileyman, knowing Ahmed Pasha’s genuine natural disposition,
assigned him to Egypt.”” The majority of the Istanbul-based sources agree on the
impulsive, arrogant, and inherently seditious character of Ahmed Pasha prior
to the rebellion, which justified his removal from Istanbul.®® However, at the
time of his arrival in Cairo on 17-19 Sevval 929/29-31 August 1523, that nega-
tive picture justified the feelings of a limited segment of the Cairene population,
mainly the Ottoman officials, administrative personnel, and the military.*’ There
were clashing viewpoints within the Cairene perspectives regarding Ahmed Pasha.
While Diyarbekri, like the rest of the Ottoman military and judiciary attached
to the sultan, was mostly against Ahmed Pasha, he also wrote that the Cairene
communities were content and even happy with the immediate changes that he
launched. Ahmed Pasha’s apparent arrogance, reflected by an initial bad omen that
had greeted his arrival, his harsh tactics to deal with the janissaries, as well as the
first impressions he gave, were pushed aside.”

Despite his questionable character and ambiguous agenda, evidence suggests
that Ahmed Pasha made several functional changes in the social, religious, and
military spheres that were received with wonderment and awe. On the local level,
the changes appeared to better the lives of the people of Egypt; viewed by Otto-
man and Egyptian audiences outside of Cairo, they were read as preparations for
a large-scale revolt with an agenda to secure public support and establish control

46 Diyarbekri I, fols. 403a-404b.

47 Hadidi, 444-445.

48 Celalzade, 83a, 86a, 88a, 110b; also Turan, 190-191.

49 Diyarbekri I, fols. 403a-404a. According to the /btihac (fol. 123a), the pasha departed
from Istanbul on 20 Ramazan 929/ 2 August 1523.

50 Diyarbekri I, fols. 405b-405a.
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over the city. So what did Ahmed Pasha do? When and how did his program of

change turn into a manifest rebellion against the Ottoman Sultan?

Program of genuine change or preparations for revolt?
Ahmed Pasha’s accomplishments, agendas, and dialogues in context

The eight-year period of Ottoman experimentation and strategic maneuver-
ing to keep the status quo in Egypt after the region’s conquest under the tenures
of Hayr Bey, Mustafa, and Kasim Pashas brought several crises. The rebellion of
Ahmed Pasha (d. 1524) was the last large-scale revolt after Canberdi Ghazali’s
(governor of Damascus) rebellion in 1520 and constituted a serious challenge to
the legitimacy of Sultan Siileyman’s rule in Arab lands. However, in the three- to
four-month period from the beginning of his tenure on 19 Sevval 929/30-31
August 1523 up until the declaration of his rebellion on 2 Safer 930/10-11 De-
cember 1523, Ahmed Pasha instigated a series of changes in Egypt’s administra-
tion and military.

To better put these changes in context and compare what had changed with
Ahmed Pasha’s rule, let us briefly examine the career and tenure of Hayr Bey,
Ahmed Pasha’s predecessor first.’! Born in Samsun, on the Black Sea coast of
modern-day Turkey, Hayr Bey was the son of a Circassian mamliik, Muslim Abaza.
He was given to al- Ashraf KZ'it Bay as a gift and was taken in as an emancipated
Mamluk.’> He belonged to the Mamluk ruling class and served in various military
and administrative capacities during the reigns of six Mamluk sultans between
1468 and 1516. In 1504—1505, he was appointed governor of Aleppo. He formed
a secret liaison with the Ottomans in 1516, allying himself with Sultan Selim
against the Mamluk Sultan Ghawri. On 13 Saban 923/24 August 1517 after
the Ottoman victory against the Mamluks, Selim gave him the prestigious post
of the governor of Egypt, a position that was reviewed annually until his death
on 14 Zilkade 928/4 October 1522.> He was considered to be a logical yet risky

51 I thank one of the readers for his suggestion to include Hayr Bey’s tenure to compare/
contrast the continuities and breaks between the administrative agendas of Hayr
Bey and Ahmed Pasha. Such an analysis situates the latter’s accomplishments and
shortcomings in its proper historical context. I am omitting the details for the brief
tenures of Mustafa and Kasim Pashas preceeding Ahmed Pasha’s governorship because
of word count issues.

52 Diyarbekri I, fol. 360.

53 Holt, “Khair Beg (Khayir or Khayr Bey),” in £7% Diyarbekri I, fol. 219.
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choice to preserve and protect Ottoman interests and sovereignty in the region.”*
Selim’s decision to choose Hayr Bey to the post, following Yunus Pasha’s brief
appointment and swift dismissal from the same position—due to his corruption
and mismanagement—found commentary in the primary literature.”® Hayr Bey
held the Mamluk title of malik al-umari (the king of the emirs), and during
his tenure the political position of the governor became the highest in the local
provincial administration.>®

According to Mustafa Ali, Selim appointed Hayr Bey against advice alerting
him on the treacherous nature of Circassians. Ali relates that Hayr Bey was a
munificent, generous, well-mannered, God-fearing and understanding person.”’

54 For a description of Hayr Bey’s tenure, refer to Misir Eyaleti, 66-71. For an analysis,
see Michael Winter, ““The Ottoman Occupation,” 1: 507 in Carl Petry, ed., The
Cambridge History of Egypt, vol. 1, Islamic Egypt, 640-1517 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1998) (Winter, “Ottoman Occupation”).

55 Hoca Sadeddin Efendi, Tzciit-Tevarih. (Istanbul 1279-1289) 2: 374.

56 The governor (vali) of Egypt was in charge of the province (Muszr Eyaleti, 101-115,
124-132). He was also the supervisor and representative of the Ottoman authority
in the region. The governor followed the Ottoman system and had the right to
convoke and dissolve the divan. After Hayr Bey’s death, the governor of Egypt was
appointed from among the paga corps of viziers in Istanbul, kubbe veziri. Usually,
second viziers were appointed. Later on the assignment was made by promotion to
vizierate. The position of naziriil-emval, or defterdir, was the financial administrator of
a province, and accompanied the beylerbeyi as the second most important government
official. Responsible for the finances of the province, the defterdar also monitored
the domestic matters that were not discussed in the divin. During the absence of the
governor, the defterdir assumed the governorship in absentia until a new promotion
was issued. This took effect after the 1525 Law Code. Beys were responsible for the
operation of all provincial branches of the government and with the aid of the corps
protected the leading magnets of power against potential rebellion threats. Sheyhii’l-
arabs (Mustr Eyaleti, 165-172) and kashifs (157-165, kashifs were the freed slaves of
the emirs) also held important positions in the sub-provinces of Egypt. The kashifs
occupied minor administrative positions and performed functions in the Ottoman
hierarchy. The Ottoman military and administrative hierarchy in Egypt was shared
by governors, representing the Ottoman sultan, and by the officers of the pre-1517
Mamluk administration with the local Ottoman military. Refer to Seyyid Muhammed
es-Seyyid Mahmud, “Mauszr. Osmanls Donemi,” 29:566 and Stanford ]. Shaw, The
Financial and Administrative Organization and Development of Ottoman Egypt, 1517-
1789 (Princeton, N. J.: Princeton University Press, 1958).

57 Andreas Tietze, Mustafa Alis Description of Cairo of 1599 (Wien: Verlag der
Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1975) 69-70.
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The exact opposite depiction can be observed in an earlier commentator, Ibn Iyas.
Ibn Iyas depicted him as a tyrant and an ambitious man who manipulated politics
for his personal gain, emphasizing the conflicts within the military. According to
Ibn Iyas, Hayr Bey’s summary executions, targeting particularly the potentially
rebellious Mamluks and Egyptians from the civil population, were notorious.”®
Hadidi, an Ottoman chronicler writing in post-1524, on the other hand, praises
Hayr Bey as a just mir-i miran (a commander of commanders who rules over
a province, usually a term for Ottoman pashas) who paid regular tributes to
[stanbul.”® Diyarbekri also criticized some of Hayr Bey’s accomodating policies,
especially the amnesties and gifts, with regard to the frequently insubordinate
sheyhiil- arab (the Arab sheykhs).®’ The viewpoints on Hayr Bey were as diverse
as commentaries on his legacy and accomplishments.

As he had previously served as the governor of Aleppo, Hayr Bey was well
informed in Mamluk bureaucracy. His extensive responsibilities in Egypt spanned
the administrative and martial. He held regular divans,*" had the Friday sermon
delivered in Sultan Selim’s and later on his successor Siileyman’s names, and issued
coins under the Ottoman sultan’s name. He was an efficient administrator and an
astute strategist well aware of the ascendancy of diplomacy, bribery, and the need
for a firm military muscle to preserve Egypt under Ottoman rule. Egypt, under his
authority, paid regular tribute to Istanbul, received gifts, sent Mamluk soldiers to
[stanbul for military campaigns. One of his primary policies was to make treatises
and negotiations with the leaders of the bedouin Arab tribes, who were appointed
as local tribal governors of the conquered lands and were held responsible for the
security and order.*

58 Winter, “The Ottoman Occupation,” 507-508.

59 Hadidi, Zevarih-i Al-i Osman, 442-443.

60 Diyarbekri I, fol. 236.

61 Misir Eyaleti, 59-60. The provincial government was aided by the military corps, the
waged officials of the Ottoman Empire. The key administrative and political positions
were given to Ottoman beys (official rank given to Ottoman administrators in the
provinces) who were recruited from the corps.

62 Ahmed Feridun Bey, Munsha'at al-salatin (Istanbul, 1857-8), 1:438-439; Ibn Iyas,
Badii® al-Zubir fi Waqa'i* al-Dubir. Edited by Muhammad Mustafa (Leipzig and
Istanbul: Bibliotheca Islamica, 1932) (Badd'’i‘ al-Zubir). Baddi‘ al-Zubir 5: 158-160,
166, 171, 180, 208, 210, 217-218, 226, 236, 256, 258, 266, 281, 290, 367, 373, 430-
431. The leaders of these tribes would also deliver an annual tax to the imperial treasury
in Cairo.
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Despite being an astute strategist, Hayr Bey had two serious challenges during
his five-year tenure. The management of the military in Egypt proved a difficult
task—a pattern that his successors would have to confront as well. He had enlisted
the services of former Mamluk officials, Circassian emirs, and awlid al-nas in
return for their oaths of loyalty after the conquest. They were given amnesty
and recruited as salaried troops. These officials formed a buffer zone between
the potentially insurgent Mamluk soldiers and Bedouin Arab sheyhs. They also
assisted the governor in controlling the local Ottoman troops as well.”® However,
the Ottoman troops were a constant source of trouble in the city. As Diyarbekri
relates, in one instance, Hayr Bey had to seek assistance from an unlikely source,
a well-known Anatolian Sufi sheyh, a Rim ereni (holy man of the land of Rum,
the Ottoman lands) whose identity remained undisclosed, to monitor and ac-
comodate the needs of the Ottoman soldiery in 1518-1519. This tactic seemed
to have been influential. On the whole, however, the secondary literature remains
ambivalent with regard to the composition, size, and dynamics of the Ottoman
military presence in Egypt during Hayr Bey’s rule.** From Rumelia and Anatolia,
several thousand cavalrymen, including gonzilliiyan (volunteer cavarlymen), were
stationed under the supervision of Ottoman beys. In addition to that, kapzkulu
soldiers, janissaries serving as infantry forces, and ¢avuges (guards) were also gar-
risoned until 1525 when major changes to the local military structure were made
as a result of Ibrahim Pasha’s Egypt expedition and the subsequent promulgation
of the Law Code, following Ahmed Pasha’s rebellion in 1524.

Hayr Bey’s second challenge, the revolt of Canberdi Gazali, came after Sul-
tan Selim’s death on 8 Sevval 926/21 September 1520 and on the accension of
Sultan Siileyman, as Selim’s only son and successor to the Ottoman throne on
17 Sevval 926/30 September 1520. Hayr Bey’s well-documented loyalty to the
house of Osman was not contested with Canberdi Gazali’s revolt.®> Gazali, who
had been appointed by Selim as the beylerbeyi (governor) of several cities including
Damascus, Hama and Hims, Trablus, Jerusalem, Gazze and Ramla in 5 Safer
924/16 February 1518 (shortly before Selim’s departure from Damascus in 10
Safer 924/21 February 1518), rebelled after the news of the Ottoman Sultan’s

63 Asirda Misir Eyaleti, 63-67. There are several references in Ibn lyas, Badii* al-Zubir,
5:328-329.

64 Compare Misir Eyaleti, 66 to Winter, “Ottoman Occupation,” 510-511.

65 Diyarbekri cites Hayr Bey’s loyalty, services, and honors he received from Selim.
Diyarbekri I, fols. 147, 150-152, 155, 157, 160-162, 218-219.
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death.% Diyarbekri wrote extensive sections criticizing the revolt.” According to
him, Gazali had been a tactless and ignorant Circassian who was not content with
his tenure in Damascus and made a pact with the devil.®® Contrarily, Gazali was
also known to be a very popular figure among the Syrian and Egyptian elites and
the local populations of Damascus. He was seen as a hero who would eventually
reinstate Mamluk rule in Syria and Egypt. Gazali, during different stages of his
revolt, sought the aid of several European powers as well as Shah Isma‘il and Hayr
Bey. Hayr Bey did not follow Gazali or give him support. Hayr Bey kept his pledge
of loyalty to the house of Osman and refrained from taking harsh actions against
Gazali, instead waiting for the orders of Sultan Siileyman before attacking Gazali.
In the meantime, he sent gifts and promises to the Arab sheyhs who had been
under Gazali’s suzerainty and who were strategically located on Gazali’s route to
Egypt, to stop him from advancing.”” When rumors surfaced that Hayr Bey, like
Gazali, had in reality secretly wished to overthrow the Ottoman rule in Egypt, he
defended himself vehemently against these claims.” In fact when Sultan Siileyman
had sent his hiikm-i serif (ferman, imperial edict) to Egypt on 19 Sevval 926/2
October 1520, Hayr Bey followed the protocol and after having read the edict, he
prayed for the longevity and prosperity of Sultan Siileyman, whom he referred to
with respect as gazilerin sultan: (the sultan of the holy warriors).”!

When Canberdi Gazali’s revolt was put down and he was executed in 17
Safer 927/27 January 1521, Egypt was far from being stable. During this period,
Hayr Bey was also sick and had a difficult time dealing with domestic troubles in
Cairo, including the endless skirmishes within the Ottoman military. Regardless
of his errors in goverment, Hayr Bey was regarded as the most successful survivor
of the old Mamluk regime’* and was praised at his death as a loyal Ottoman
governor.”> Hayr Bey was largely known as the preserver of the nizam-1 dlem
(world order) in Egypt. When he died on 14 Zilkade 928/4-5 October 1522,

eight months after Canberdi Gazali’s execution, the situation in Cairo had been

66 Diyarbekri I, fols. 220-221.

67 Diyarbekri I, fols. 303-308.

68 Diyarbekri I, fols. 200, 314-315.

69 Diyarbekri I, fol. 308.

70 Diyarbekri I, fol. 309.

71 Diyarbekri I, fol. 296.

72 P. M. Holt, “Khair Beg,” in EI°.

73 Matrakei Nasuh, 7arih-i Al-i Osman: Dastan-1 Sultan Siileyman, revan 1286, Topkapi
Sarayt Miizesi, Istanbul, fols. 74-75.
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intensely chaotic. The conquest of Egypt was an important victory in the Otto-
man imperial enterprise on the eastern front, but during Hayr Bey’s reign its fruits
were still immature. Diyarbekri’s message regarding Hayr Bey’s tenure are clear:
the new conquerors of Egypt and their governors had yet to establish an enduring
system of local government that would accommodate and satisfy the religiously
and culturally diversified communities into the larger Ottoman polity—a goal
that was aimed at by Ahmed Pasha during his short tenure as a governor and his
subsequent rebellion.

Ahmed Pasha’s changes in management were received warily by observers
such as Diyarbekri because they mostly aimed at sending some of the current
military and mid-to-high level administrative personnel back to Istanbul.”* His-
torical evidence makes it clear that as soon as Ahmed Pasha set foot in Egypt, he
began a swift regime change and micro-managed the process. His agenda was to
change what he believed to be dysfunctional in the Ottoman system, and what
he labeled as disrespectful toward the former Mamluk establishment—a complete
reversal of Hayr Bey’s policies.”

His primary goal was to promote the idea that he was different in mentality
from the Ottoman sultan and Hayr Bey, and that his tenure would be more just.
Above all, he sought to receive the support of the people of Egypt. In forming an
idiosyncratic discourse, adapting and responding to what he perceived to be the
unfulfilled needs of the people of Egypt, Ahmed Pasha first sought to publicize his
respect for the established customs and laws of the people of Egypt. Going against
the policies implemented by his predecessor Hayr Bey, he first reinstalled the four
judges of Cairo in their duties and publicly received their opinions regarding a
private petition. His actions were perceived as suspicious by the Ottoman authori-
ties: treasurer Dervis Celebi and Seyyidi Celebi, a judge of Egypt, left Egypt when
Ahmed Pasha started his program of reform. Despite this, the reception by the
Egyptian audiences was more than favorable.”® Alternately, the /b¢ihic omits any
reference to Ahmed Pasha’s program of judicial reform upon his arrival to Egypt,
but emphasizes instead how he immediately began preparations for rebellion by
pitting his janissaries, kapu yenicerisi, against Misr yenigerisi—the latter of which

74 Diyarbekri I, fol. 403a-405b.
75 Diyarbekri I, fol. 403a.
76 Diyarbekri I, fols. 403a-405b; Diyarbekri II, fol. 312a.
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had their hearts disturbed by the pasha’s behaviors and eventually decided that his
actions were demonstrating betrayal.””

I. Reinstatement of the four judges: A definitive statement
for a new Egypt

On 26 Sevval 929/6-7 September 1523, barely a week after his arrival in
Cairo and following his first divan, Ahmed Pasha reinstalled the four Egyptian
judges, with the Shafi‘ judge as the chief; into office, during a public session in
the castle.”® Ahmed Pasha wanted to purchase a piece of high-value real estate
with a fee. To facilitate the transaction, he strategically refrained from issuing any
orders to confiscate the property. This humble action was the first of its kind by
an Ottoman governor. Diyarbekri saw his action as a display of justice and noted
the happiness among the people of Egypt.”” Ahmed Pasha invited the judges
and presented them with a petition for a legal transaction that he wished to be
processed through customary religious and judicial channels. Ahmed Pasha asked,
in good faith, for the accurate legal opinion and approval of the judges. He was
careful to posit his petition in accordance with the established religious customs.
While he received accommodating feedback from his audience, his actions also
raised some questions as well as a sense of wonderment. His petition regarded the
legal acquisition of a lucrative commercial property in Cairo that had previously
belonged to a certain well-reputed local luminary, a rich poca (teacher, professor)
who had legally acquired the building from Sultan GhawrT’s son. The transaction
was completed, witnessed by the judges, after the poca agreed to sell his property
to Ahmed Pasha in return for a fair purchase fee.*” Ahmed Pasha eventually turned
this acquisition into a pious endowment for his descendants and continued to be a
patron of the property. If he lacked inheritors, it would go to the poor people and
current inhabitants of the jan (commercial building, khan). He again executed
his wishes by consulting the judges, furthermore declaring that, if no one else
was available, the supervisor of the endowment would be the chief Hanefi judge.®!
The whole transaction and its aftermath were staged for the Cairene audiences
to witness Ahmed Pasha’s fairness in the delicate issue of property ownership

77 Ibtihic, fols. 124b-124a.
78 Diyarbekri I, fols. 405b-405a.
79 Diyarbekri I, fol. 405b.
80 Diyarbekri I, fol. 405b.
81 Diyarbekri I, fol. 410a.
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and to demonstrate his just approach to one of the significant problems of the
previous governments. The message and the example were clear: even the richest
and most politically powerful people were not exempt from the binding laws of
the land, the judiciary procedures of the courts, and the customary practices of
the people. Ahmed Pasha’s idealism thus initially found an approving audience.
This picture, however, was eventually tainted by a wave of extensive abuse during
the confiscation of the incarcerated ex-Circassian commander in chief Canim
Hamzavi’s properties under the supervision of the same judges.®

Ahmed Pasha, during his lifetime and after his death, was considered by
some to be a talented and efficient commander and administrator who excelled
in governance, yet simultaneously condemned by others as a treacherous tyrant, a
madman who had abandoned Islamic laws and customs in his ambition for power.
It all depended on where and in what context one examined and interpreted his
actions. His actions that were criticized in Egypt by non-Egyptian observers, such
as Diyarbekri, were largely connected to his efforts to finance his self-protection,
or, as his critics claimed, his effective attempts to seize power at the expense of
the imperial center.

Despite the confluence of clashing evidence, in the beginning of his tenure
in Egypt, Ahmed Pasha received positive public feedback as far as Diyarbekri was
concerned. However, his later actions in the six-month period following his pro-
motion demolished that image, causing widespread distrust and suspicion among
audiences in Istanbul, Egyptian communities, the local Ottoman administration
in Egypt, the military, and the Circassians. In that framework, in the following
sections | will examine his declaration of political independence from Sultan
Siileyman by assigning a vizier for himself; the evasive nature of his communica-
tions with Istanbul; the abrupt measures to dislocate, confuse, and eliminate the
local janissaries loyal to the Ottoman Sultan—which resulted in a janissary riot;
and finally, his recruitment, use, and betrayal of the Circassians whom he had
tried to incorporate into his military. These actions raised suspicions in Egypt and
[stanbul as to what he was planning and where his true loyalties lay, and prompted
pre-emptive measures by Siilleyman and [brahim Pasha which, according to some,
resulted in Ahmed Pasha’s defense and the actual revolt.

82 Diyarbekri I, fol. 411a.
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II. One or three viziers for a pasha? Building tensions with Istanbul

Ahmed Pasha’s motivations in hastily appointing a vizier approximately two
months into his tenure find limited reference in Diyarbekri. While declaring that
the post of vizierate had been a prestigious and highly respected one during the
Mamluk sultanate, Diyarbekri nevertheless does not hesitate to communicate
his disapproval of the appointment of Bayezid Celebi, Ahmed Pasha’s kethiidi
(steward, housekeeper) to the position on 12 Zi’l-hicce 929/21-22 October 1523.%3
According to him, the main problem was the choice of the man and not the
bid at (innovation, new and unlawful practice) that Ahmed Pasha introduced; he
does not comment on the fact that Ahmed Pasha’s assigning of a vizier had no
precedent in former Ottoman administrations in Egypt: Hayr Bey and Mustafa
and Kasim Pashas did not have viziers. For Diyarbekri the problem lay elsewhere:
Bayezid Celebi did not deserve such a high position, and the decision had been
a random and hasty choice on Ahmed Pasha’s part. Interestingly, Diyarbekri, in
adding, “In these times, the post of the vizier is given to whomever comes by”
(“Bu zamanda her kime olursa vezirlik viriliir olds”),** also voiced a subtle criticism
of the assignment outside its context in Egypt. His succinct remark, while not
mentioning Ibrahim Pasha, nevertheless pointed in that direction. Since he was
a protégé of Ibrahim Pasha’s treasurer and private secretary Iskender Celebi, his
comments needed to be very subtle. Diyarbekri was also supportive of Ottoman
administration and regulations in Egypt. However, he also realized that Egypt was
not an administratively well-integrated province in c. 1523, and different, more
flexible venues of governance were needed, as long as the persons assigned had
the proper qualifications.

Alternately, the Ibtibac details that after declaring his sultanhood, Ahmed
Pasha appointed Kadizade Muhammed Bey as his vezir-i a’zam (grand vizier),
[skender—one of his kethiidias—as the second vizier, and Ilyas—another kethiidi—
as his third vizier.* Among the three viziers, Muhammed Bey and Iskender began
plotting Ahmed Pasha’s downfall almost immediately, a scheme which culminated

83 Diyarbekri I, fol. 406b; Diyarbekri II, fol. 314b-314a. The Ibtibic names Kara Mustafa
as the kapu kethiida of Ahmed Pasha ( fol. 125b). For a background on the Circassian
Mamluk system of government and the Mamluk state, see Jean-Claude Garcin, “The
Regime of the Circassian Mamlaks,” in Petry, Cambridge History of Egypt, 1:290-317;
Misir Eyaleti, 33-46.

84 Diyarbekri I, fol. 406b.

85 Ibtihic, fols. 128a-129b. For information on Muhammed Bey, see Celalzade, 114a.
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in the famous scene in the bath house.** While different points of view disagreed
about what Ahmed Pasha was trying to achieve and with whose aid, sources
provide us with detailed storylines that complement one another in their descrip-
tions of the progression of events.

While not intending to persuade his readers that Ahmed Pasha was an in-
nocent victim or a scapegoat of political intrigues that were hatched in Istanbul,
Diyarbekri convinces us that from the beginning of his tenure, Ahmed Pasha tried
to change and provide flexibility to the dysfunctional and deficient Ottoman
administration in Egypt. His appointment of a vizier may, on first inspection,
thus seem rational and useful. However, since no further commentary exists as
to what Bayezid Celebi did or how the governor and his vizier functioned as a
team, a more viable suggestion for why he designated a vizier becomes necessary.
I propose that by this unprecedented appointment, Ahmed Pasha was mimicking
Sultan Siileyman, who had given a prestigious position to, by all visible criteria,
an undeserving member of his personal retinue, an inexperienced confidante. In
Ahmed Pasha’s situation, as Diyarbekri relates, this undeserving member, Bayezid
Celebi, was also a coward. Three months after his promotion to the vizierate, on
18 Rebiir'l-evvel 930/24-25 January 1524, at the apex of Ahmed Pasha’s revolt,
Bayezid Celebi escaped from Egypt, abandoning his sultan, causing Ahmed Pasha
intense distress and panic. This may explain why the /btihac omits mention of
Bayezid Celebi’s appointment and focuses instead on his replacement, Muhammed
Bey. Muhammed Bey was a well-respected man of whom Diyarbekri approved.
He was a religious scholar, a Sufi, and an able commander with Turkish origins
who not only fit perfectly into the ideals of the “warrior of faith” (¢4zi) paradigm
that Diyarbekri repeatedly eulogized in his chronicle, but who also represented the
voice of common sense.” Of course, it should be noted that after the declaration
of Ahmed Pasha’s sultanate, Diyarbekri and Muhammed Bey cooperated in a plot
to initiate the fall of Ahmed Pasha.®® Therefore, Diyarbekri justifies the promotion
of Muhammed Bey, as he was instrumental in eliminating the Ahmed Pasha
problem. Despite the hasty appointment of Bayezid Celebi, Ahmed Pasha failed
to duplicate the closeness of Sultan Siileyman and Ibrahim Pasha; the message and

86 Ibtihic, fols. 129a-131a.

87 Unlike the 7btihac, Diyarbekri doesn’t address Muhammed Bey as “Kadizade
Muhammed Bey” and this omission creates confusion about whether there were two
beys named Muhammed. The beys that are mentioned in the /btihdc and Diyarbekri
are identical.

88 Diyarbekri I, fols. 421a-422b.
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declaration of his political autonomy to Istanbul did not get through, but raised
a visible red flag regarding his intentions.

Another incident that raised suspicions about Ahmed Pasha was the evasive
chain of communications he conducted with Istanbul. On 28 Zi’l-hicce 929/6-7
November 1523, two weeks after appointing a vizier, Ahmed Pasha sent the subag:
(police superintendant) of Egypt to Istanbul with an alarming dispatch saying that
news had reached him from Syria about Shah Isma‘il’s imminent surge for Anato-
lia.¥” He installed one of his own followers in the vacated position. The response
dispatch from [stanbul, dated 15 Muharrem 930/23-24 November 1523, instead
of bringing relief, created a wave of panic in the governor as it did not reveal the
anticipated response. The letter confirmed knowledge of the shah’s movements
from Baghdad to the Arab lands and included a cautionary note for Ahmed Pasha;
but the dispatch made no references to the shah’s movement toward Anatolia, a
point that Ahmed Pasha had specifically underlined. Ahmed Pasha might have
sent the subagz on a reconnaissance mission with the possible intention of getting
him out of the way. We do not know the real motivation. Whatever its undeclared
purpose had been, this chain of communication with Istanbul distressed Ahmed
Pasha, especially since it came after the appointment of Bayezid Celebi to the
vizierate. Ahmed Pasha did not know the political climate in Istanbul well enough
to determine his position. His mismanagement in tackling the unrest and eventual
riot of the Cairene janissaries loyal to the sultan, which had started in Muharrem
930/November 1523, led to violence and bloodshed that pushed Egypt one step
closer towards anarchy.

II1. The gray zone on the eve of the revolt: Ahmed Pasha’s
predicament and confrontation with Cairo-based janissaries and
the unruly Circassians

From the day of his appointment, through the first weeks of Sevval 929/
August 1523 until the open declaration of his rebellion on 2 Safer 930/10-11
December 1523, Ahmed Pasha refrained from revealing his true intentions to
[stanbul or in Egypt. I suggest that this was partly because Ahmed Pasha himself
was not fully certain about how to proceed in Egypt and how to position himself
with Istanbul. Evidence from Diyarbekri suggests that premeditated rebellion had
not been his ultimate goal in the first few months of his tenure. He attempted
to divert attention to Shah Isma‘il and to the threat of possible insurgency in

89 Diyarbekri I, fols. 406a-407b.
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Anatolia to gain time to make up his mind, to test the audiences in Istanbul and
in Egypt, and to receive information on Ibrahim Pasha’s tenure. Ahmed Pasha’s
agendas and actions in Egypt were shaped mainly by the course of events in
[stanbul. His efforts also aimed to channel the janissaries and Palace personnel
(kapu halki) away from Egypt, to recruit Circassians, and to put members of
his retinue in strategic military positions in case of an unexpected attack from
[stanbul.?® Again, all of these could be read as either preparations for a revolt or
as preparations for self-defense in case of a strike from Istanbul. In either case,
Ahmed Pasha’s interactions with the military—both men loyal to him and local
personnel—as well as with the Circassians provide the key to understanding the
events of the rebellion.

As 1 examined earlier, the /btihac details Ahmed Pasha’s agenda to provoke
conflict between his own janissaries and the local ones immediately upon his
arrival in Egypt. Alternately, Diyarbekri says that instead of a carefully laid plan
to eliminate the military (Osmanls leskeri) all at once, Ahmed Pasha resorted to a
series of restrictions: First, he enforced a strict curfew after dark. Second, he gave
orders to relocate the janissaries, cavalrymen and palace personnel to Istanbul—by
force if they were not willing. He threatened to incarcerate those who did not obey
his orders. However, we have to note that not only the janissaries or the palace
personnel but other people, including the fellahin and Jews, were also harassed
and incarcerated at that time because they allegedly failed to obey Ahmed Pasha’s
orders regarding the curfew. The only two parties who were not affected badly
were the Circassians and Canim Kasif—both of whom the pasha pardoned. All
of these actions caused suspicions among the janissaries about the intentions of
the pasha.’’ Ahmed Pasha’s precautions regarding the military and administrative
personnel were pursued swiftly, since loyalties shifted too rapidly to allow for
hestitation and maintaining control over them remained an arduous task.”

At this juncture, were Ahmed Pasha and the janissaries deadlocked in a
clash that signified a calculated confrontation between “Istanbul’s appointed
governor” and “local autonomous forces?”? Diyarbekri emphasizes the loyalty of

90 Diyarbekri I, fols. 406a-407b; Diyarbekri 11, fol. 312b; Hadidi, 445.

91 Diyarbekri I, fols. 403a-404b. Diyarbekri II, fols. 312a-313b; 313a; 316b-316a. These
orders were implemented in September 1523 (Sevval 28, 929/ September 9-Zi’l-kadde
929.) Kasif’s unruly and seditious actions are also noted in Diyarbekri.

92 See Diyarbekri I, fols. 403a and 406a for the controls regarding the salaries of the
janissaries aimed to limit their mobility and actions.

93 I thank one of my readers for raising this important question.
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the janissaries to the Ottoman sultan as they suspect betrayal in Ahmed Pasha’s
heart and actions while also underlining how difficult it had been to draw clear
lines of loyalty or betrayal among their ranks to the situation they were facing in
Cairo. However, Diyarbekri does not say that the janissaries were “autonomous”
in their opposition to Ahmed Pasha to eventually actualize a calculated motivation
of self-autonomy (or independence) from the Ottoman sultan during Ahmed
Pasha’s successor Giizelce Kasim Pasha’s second governorship (2 Cemaziye’l-ahir
930-Rebitr’l-evvel 931/6 April 1524-December/January 1524). As such, we cannot
attribute a certain pattern of hostile behavior by the janissaries directed exclusively
against Ahmed Pasha: they would have reacted in the same way if Kasim Pasha
had instigated a revolt against the Ottoman sultan as well. The janissaries, as far
as Diyarbekri was concerned, do not carry the agenda to break free from either
government—Cairo and/or Istanbul.

Kasim Pasha’s stipulations during the seven-eight month governorship undid
nearly all of Ahmed Pasha’s rehabilitations in Egypt. However, despite all efforts,
Kasim Pasha’s success to maintain law and order, following the chaos instigated by
Ahmed Pasha, was limited. The forces of opposition and their range of activities
against the local Ottoman government, and Sultan Suleyman’s imported military,
such as the Arab sheikhs, were fierce. These forces aimed to curb out the local
Ottoman forces—imported or local. However, the Bedouin Arab forces failed
not because of Kasim Pasha’s success in establishing a rapport with the local (and
imported) military including janissaries, and forming a unified front of attack
against them but because of the sheer numbers in the military contingency that
arrived from Istanbul. These forces created fear in the ranks of the anti-Ottoman
opposition forces and resulted with their withdrawal from further attempts to
control Egypt. The imported military was loyal to the Ottoman Sultan according
to Diyarbekri—and not to Kasim Pasha.

Hadidi’s perspective, departing from Diyarbekri’s and paralleling the Ibtibac,
connects the displacement and exile of people to Ahmed Pasha’s immediate agenda
to revolt; in this view, since the pasha had been a traitor from the beginning, he
lied about Siileyman’s orders regarding the janissaries.”* Diyarbekri, alternately,
notes the cacophony of opinions about Ahmed Pasha’s actions against the janis-
saries, saying that no one knew exactly what was going on.” Indeed, obedience

94 Hadidi, 446.
95 Diyarbekri I, fols. 407a-407b.
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and loyalty problems, especially among the different groups of local military, had
96

risen consistently since 1517, and little had changed by 1523.

Diyarbekri says that a number of additional factors also contributed to the
deteriorating relations between Ahmed Pasha and the local military personnel.
First on the list was Ahmed Pasha’s pardon of the Circassians—which triggered
suspicion among the janissaries—and second was the confiscation of the muskets
belonging to the local military. Deciding that these acts demanded caution on
their part, the janissaries found ways to acquire muskets and waited, knowing that
Ahmed Pasha was treacherous. As Diyarbekri relates, Ahmed Pasha also knew that
if he were to do something (meaning rebelling or acting violently), the janissaries
would likely desert him and disobey his orders. Thus, as a preemptive measure,
Ahmed Pasha sent an order to the bey of Sa’id, Ali Bin Omar, saying that the bey
should immediately send him one thousand trained black slaves. Explaining that
the pasha wished to give the confiscated muskets to the slaves in order to secure
their loyalties, Diyarbekri notes the frustration and disapproval of the janissaries,
with whom Ahmed Pasha’s act did not sit well at all.”

By Muharrem 930/November 1523, Ahmed Pasha faced a full-fledged janis-
sary riot instigated with the explicit intention to kill him. Disbanding, hanging,
and other severe punishment of the janissaries had fierce repercussions in the city
as Ahmed Pasha gave orders to quarantine the citadel, passed orders to execute
anyone found in its vicinity, moved the janissaries out from the castle, and opened
up the arsenal for inspection.” Here the sources conflict on some of the events.
Judging from Diyarbekri’s timeline, this particular riot took place after Ahmed
Pasha sent the subasz of Egypt to Istanbul—28 Zi'l-hicce 929/6 November 1523.
In the Ibtihac, a similar riot is referenced after 17 Sevval 929/29 August 1523,
following Ahmed Pasha’s arrival in Egypt. Unlike the /btihdic, Diyarbekri does not
mention the involvement of Giilseni in placating the pasha before or during this
particular riot. However, a number of specific references in both sources suggest

96 For a comparison with the immediate post-1517 period, refer to Diyarbekri, fols. 164,
167-168, 261-262.

97 Diyarbekri I, fol. 405b; Diyarbekri II, fol. 313b.

98 Diyarbekri I, fols. 407a-408b. Also see Diyarbekri I, fol. 409b: Ahmed Pasha
introduced novel methods to control the rioting janissaries, one of which was to
determine the identity of soldiers by restricting the usage of the proper attires of
kul, kuloglu, kullukeu, and ‘abd populations. By 20 Muharrem 930/28-29 November
1523, he ordered them not to wear dark red attire so as to differentiate them from the
Circassian soldiers.
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that this riot was triggered because the janissaries knew about the treachery in
Ahmed Pasha’s heart in addition to his suspicious actions.

Ahmed Pasha, in times of crisis, used the motto that precaution in all matters
was an indispensable condition.”” Based on this motto, he did two things in the
beginning of his tenure: first, he disbanded and eliminated a substantial segment
of the Cairo-based janissaries who had started a riot, and second, he began his
systematic manipulation of the Circassians into joining his ranks, keeping a close
watch on them, and sacrificing them when he deemed it necessary to put down
the rioting janissaries. As his later actions demonstrate, he meant to establish a
powerful military base loyal only to him. If he could not trust the janissaries, he
would try the Circassians and the Arab tribes.'*

Going back to the particulars of the grey zone on the eve of the revolt, we see
that Ahmed Pasha, in addition to his measures against the janissaries, also secured
the Circassian constituency as an alternative force. According to Diyarbekri, his
strategies of pardoning, inviting, and subsequently recruiting the alienated Circas-
sian military were based on this agenda of mutual profit, but he did not couch
his appeal in pragmatic terms, instead using a manipulative, ethnicity-oriented,
and emotionally charged tone to secure their allegiance. He repeatedly said that
the Ottomans did nothing but violate their rights and persecute and eliminate
the Circassians. In the beginning, he tried to recruit the ex-Mamluk soldiers with
hopes of establishing a military base he could rely on. However, he also distrusted
them, thinking that they could double-cross him for a better deal. In the end,
Ahmed Pasha manipulated the Circassians, recruited them, and also persecuted
them as per his oft-repeated motto.'”" While the Circassians (or ex-Mamluk sol-
diers) and the Arab tribal constituencies were the two principal human engines
Ahmed Pasha used to recruit and feed his military in the earlier and final phases of
his revolt, they were dispensable if proven inobedient. The Circassians served the
pasha mostly in the urban areas, the Arabs in the rural geography. The Circassians
constituted the core of the military force in the city and embodied a prevalent
anti-Ottoman spirit. During Ahmed Pasha’s tenure, this spirit of Circassian insur-
gency assumed a more radical and vibrant identity, since the Circassians received
permission to kill Ottoman soldiers.'”* Two other units were comprised of aghas

99 Diyarbekri I, fol. 409a.

100 Also see the Ibtihac, fol. 124b.

101 Diyarbekri I, fols. 409a; 407b; 417a.

102 Diyarbekri I, fols. 416a; 417b; Diyarbekri 11, fol. 320b.
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of Egypt, Arab sheikhs, and groups of Rimi soldiers, additional forces who made

a limited impact on the outcome of the revolt.'”

As Diyarbekri relates, Ahmed Pasha, in his speech to the Circassians, made
an anti-Ottoman declaration which stood out as his main argument. He revealed
to his recruits that he, in fact, had originally been a Circassian and did not hold
the Ottomans close to his heart. Ignoring his Albanian origins, Ahmed Pasha
emphasized that he had been coerced into becoming a member of joining the
Ottoman military for fear of his life. He also revealed that, in Egypt, an epiphany,
had revealed the innermost purpose of his life—to unite with the Circassians and
become the Sultan of Egypt. While he did not openly state this ambition in his
speech, Ahmed Pasha told his audiences that he would reward their allegiance by
promoting them. In his speech, Ahmed Pasha not only asked to be unified with his

“true” origins and to eliminate the Ottomans, but also carefully manipulated the
frustrations of the Circassians to further nurture the anti-Ottoman spirit, which
he considered the ultimate driving force of his war.'* The Circassians, confronted
with such an appeal, were in a rather ambiguous position. Despite their accept-
ance of favors, including wages, attire, food, and rank, they still doubted whether
or not they should go forward with the new leader. Even among themselves they

were seditious and untrustworthy.'

IV. Conspiracy staged in Istanbul or not?

As we have seen so far, primary sources have various perspectives about why
Ahmed Pasha rebelled. There was also a great deal of ambiguity in Egypt about
when the revolt began and how different audiences interpreted the pasha’s actions
preceding any open declaration of rebellion. Did the events that led to the revolt
give evidence of a conspiracy plot that forced the pasha’s hand? In this section I
will examine the chronology of events after the janissary riots of Muharrem 930/
November 1523 and analyze Ahmed Pasha’s declaration of the revolt and the

events surrounding it.'*

When did Ahmed Pasha declare his revolt? According to Diyarbekri, he an-
nounced it openly after finding out about the secret plans made in Istanbul to

103 Diyarbekri I, fol. 412a; Diyarbekri 11, fols. 320b; 322a.

104 Diyarbekri I, fols. 415b-415a; Diyarbekri II, fol. 322a.

105 Diyarbekri I, fols. 415b-415a; Diyarbekri 11, fols. 323b-323a.
106 Diyarbekri I, fols. 407b-409b.
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have him killed by Kara Musa, a high-ranking Ottoman commander in Egypt.
However, it still remains uncertain whether Ahmed Pasha had plotted to rebel as
he set foot to Egypt, or whether the sultan’s order to have him executed pushed
the pasha to revolt as a last resort to have a fair fight for his life. My findings
indicate that Ahmed Pasha’s initial actions, which looked like preparations for a
rebellion, might have been part of a defense against a possible plot against his life
and an effort to evaluate whether Siilleyman’s janissaries would follow his own. As
I examined earlier, a sense of mistrust festered between the pasha and the Cairo-
based janissaries following his arrival in Cairo. While the available evidence makes
it difficult to reach a definitive conclusion about what prompted Ahmed Pasha’s
sedition, we can argue that the Egyptian and Cairo-based Ottoman audiences read
his actions, following the riots of 1523, as reflecting one reality: treachery against
the Ottoman sultan and revolt, either voluntary or not.

Despite the scope of evidence, to pinpoint exactly when the revolt began is
difficult. According to the Ottoman chronicles (Celalzade, Hadidi, the /btihac),
Ahmed Pasha began preparing to rebel as soon as he arrived in Egypt in Shawwal
929/August 1523. Diyarbekri has a different perspective. According to his timeline,
Ahmed Pasha’s revolt became manifest to his Egyptian audiences around the time
of the janissary riots, as coins bearing his title as Sultan Ahmed appeared around
12 Muharrem 930/20-21 November 1523.'% The janissaries interpreted this as a
declaration of his revolt. As Diyarbekri notes, in an effort to save his reputation,
Ahmed Pasha denied any connection with the event and incarcerated the minting
officials, reprimanding them by saying that they had forced his hand to rebel
by falsely painting him as a traitor. Diyarbekri criticized the pasha’s denials as a
ruse. When the pasha asked the minters why they had committed such a serious

107 Diyarbekri I, fols. 411a-412a. Kara Musa, commissioned directly from Istanbul, arrived
in Egypt around Muharrem 928/December 1521, during the tenure of Hayr Bey and
intense chaos among the local Cairene Ottoman military. He was initially known as
the head of the artillery unit but gradually took over as the head of the janissaries,
replacing a certain Iskender Bey. Diyarbekri notes Kara Musa’s power and control over
the local military units and his harsh measures against any transgression: Diyarbekri,
fols. 262a-263b. The details on Kara Musa, who had been a key figure in the revolt,
are related in the coming sections. Kara Musa was also a disciple of Giilseni. For the
connection, see Muhyi, 388; 394. For a detailed analysis of Giilseni and Ahmed Pasha,
see the forthcoming monograph Power Brokers, Chapter Eight.

108 Diyarbekri I, fol. 408a; Diyarbekri II, fol. 316a. The minting of coins was not
referenced in the btibic, Siiheyli, alternately, refers to the minting of coins as a direct

order from Ahmed Pasha (Stiheyli, 53.)
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crime, their response sounded as if it had been intended primarily for audiences
in Istanbul: Sultan Siileyman’s honor, might, and dignity, as the Sultan of Egypt,
was found lacking in Egypt; the exact word used by Diyarbekri can be translated
as “miserly”—thus the appearance of the Ottoman sultan’s name and title on the
mint was deemed improper.'” Was this event a calculated result of Ahmed Pasha’s
own initiative and planning? Or was he being framed by his enemies?

Let us consider here two possible—and not necessarily mutually exclusive—
scenarios to explore the minting of the coins as a crime under Ahmed Pasha’s
tenure. First, if he had been unaware of such a trangression, his initial impulsive
reaction aside, the less-than-severe punishment of the guilty parties revealed that
he was not unprepared or severely alarmed by the act: he merely asked the parties
involved to amend the situation. Diyarbekri notes the brief incarceration of the
culprits, saying that Ahmed Pasha’s “rage” was an act.

As Diyarbekri says, two Ottoman beys, Musa (Kara Musa) and Muhammed
Beys, who were with him during the interrogation of the culprits, restrained and
placated Ahmed Pasha with great difficulty. Ahmed Pasha, with his now manifest
public image as a traitor (fdin) against the Ottoman sultan, and in a fit of rage
because his hand was forced, and might have decided to march to Istanbul—an
idea that he brought up several times again after he declared his sultanate. An
alternative interpretation of the episode may point to Ahmed Pasha’s “expectation”
of the possible consequences of the minting of the coins and what that signi-
fied—open rebellion against the sultan. The pasha’s reasons behind the decision
to march to Istanbul are not elaborated. Diyarbekri relates a snide insult by a
1% prompted by the pasha’s declaration: “As [Ahmed Pasha] declared
his intention to march forward [to Istanbul] one of the Riami mystics (“Rim
rindlerinden biri”) said “God forbid! You are behaving like Fatima patin! (“Hagsa
senden Fatima batan dimis”)'"" This derogatory remark reflects how ridiculous

Rumi mystic

his wish must have sounded to the people present at the time. In sum, while
Ahmed Pasha’s reactions for, or against, the minting of the coins or his outburst
to attempt to conquer the seat of the empire do not provide definitive proof of

109 Diyarbekri I, fol. 408a; Diyarbekri II, fol. 316a. Two versions follow the same storyline
with variations.

110 This insult was censored in the British Library manuscript and it surfaced in the
Stileymaniye manuscript.

111 Diyarbekri II, fol. 316a. I suggest that Fatima Adtziin could be a contemporary reference
to a famed prostitute in Cairo.
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treachery or declaration of his revolt, they constitute evidence about his ambitions
and mental state.

Secondly, if he had indeed ordered the minting of coins and pretended
otherwise, as Diyarbekri suspected, at this time Ahmed Pasha either knew of or
suspected a plot on his life. The ambivalent tone of a dispatch from Istanbul on 15
Muharrem 930/23-24 November 1523 made matters worse. The dispatch related
that the movements of the Safavid Shah roused suspicions of a possible march
from Baghdad to the Arabian Peninsula and asked Ahmed Pasha to be vigilant
in case of an attack. Arriving after the coin incident, this dispatch prompted
Ahmed Pasha into a fit of paranoia. He sent one hundred gold coins to one of
his Circassian allies, Inal Bay, and ordered him to leave for Istanbul. Inal Bay was
threatened with death if he refused to leave Egypt. He was chained and sent to
Istanbul with a number of janissaries 16 Muharrem 930/24-25 November 1523.
Why did the pasha send him? Was Inal Bay labeled as the main culprit in the
minting episode and sent to Istanbul for punishment? If so, why was he sent with
money? Or was he accused of being an insurgent? Was he sent as a messenger?
If so, why a Circassian bey and not an Ottoman official? Diyarbekri does not
provide answers. He says that when the people of Egypt saw this, they were
flabbergasted. For them, this act gave evidence of the pasha’s craziness (“aklinin
ziyade noksanin viriir.”) Whatever the reasoning behind this act, expelling Inal
Bay with force alienated a large segment of ex-Mamluk and Circassian military
backup and sharply decreased public support for Ahmed Pasha on the eve of the

declaration of his revolt and sultanate.!'

After Inal Bay was sent away, Ahmed Pasha announced his intentions to
“travel and discover the lands in the East and the West” and urged his military—
Circassians and janissaries—to get ready. Following that, he tried to send two
more Circassians to Istanbul on 29 Muharrem 930/7 December 1523. Diyarbekri
explains his reasoning, which may also reveal why he sent away Inal Bay as well—
to exonerate himself from accusations and, perhaps, to gain time:

He [Ahmed Pasha] escaped from the promise he pledged to the Ottomans and
cultivated the Circassians (“kendiiye yakin itdi”.) The pasha thus put a distance
between himself and one of them [Ottomans] (“biri kendiiden 1raf iyledi.”) As
such, it was said that the pasha was true to himself. People cast false accusations
against him. To be able to absolve himself from those accusations, he called out

112 Diyarbekri I, fol. 409b; Diyarbekri II, fol. 316a-317b.
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to the Circassians begs with the intention to send them to Istanbul. But they
escaped and hid themselves.

Eventually, when news about his actions started reaching Istanbul, Ibrahim
Pasha sent a secret order to Kara Musa to eliminate Ahmed Pasha and assume
control of Egypt. When Ahmed Pasha discovered the order, he had Kara Musa
killed as well as the agha of the janissaries, waged a siege to take control of the
citadel, and when he succeeded, declared himself the Sultan of Egypt. Was the
revolt declared after the pasha discovered the orders to execute him? Did Ibrahim
Pasha influence the course of events? If so, how?!!?

Here, relying on Diyarbekri, I argue that Ahmed Pasha declared his revolt
before Kara Musa was sent a secret order to eliminate him and after the attempt
to send the two Circassian beys to Istanbul. On 2 Safer 930/9 December 1523,
Ahmed Pasha, “with a strong desire in his mind, becoming defiant and power-
drunk, and with his head in the clouds,” said: “Here in Egypt I command a large
body of the military. Why wouldn’t I be independent? Why wouldn’t I have the
hutba (sermon performed in the Friday service) read and the sikke (currency) cut
in my name? Why would I be oppressed and imprisoned under their [the Otto-
man dynasty’s] yoke?”''* This statement was an open declaration of his ambitions
to become the sole ruler of Egypt. Another visible sign was his shaving of his
head and face in the manner and style of the kalenderi mesreb. This was seen by
the people (“Arab tdifesi”) as a foolish declaration of arrogance and pride. They
insulted his decision to shave in such a style with contempt (“Her kim gordii ise
yuf bunun aklina didiler.”) References to Ahmed Pasha’s kalenderi-style shaving
went hand in hand with the depiction of his most treacherous acts and with his
gradually declining mental stability, as evidence that carried the rebellion to a new

level in the eyes of his audiences.'"”

113 For an alternative discussion, see Turan, 192-200. Also Celalzade, 113a-113b; Hadidj,
445-446.

114 Diyarbekri I, fol. 410b; Diyarbekri II, fol. 317a.

115 Diyarbekri, fol. 411a; Diyarbekri II, fol. 319b. For an analysis of the meanings and
history of the term kalender and kalenderis see Tahsin Yazici, “Kalandar,” in EP. Also,
see Ahmet Yasar Ocak, Osmanli Imparatorlugunda Marjinal Sufilik: Kalenderiler,
XIV-XVII. Yiizyillar (Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1992). Being a kalender
surfaces in the poetry of Gulshenis and Mevlevis frequently. It referenced a sense of
rebellion vis-a-vis established social order, controversiality, a critique of accepted social
norms, and potentially subversive behavior. It is also examined in connection with Alid
tendencies. Regarding the usage of sword-shaped headgear in the Mevlevi meshreb and
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According to Diyarbekri, Ahmed Pasha became aware of a secret imperial
decree which ordered his death on 2 Rebiyu’l-evvel 930/8 January 1524—ap-
proximately one month after he first declared his ambitions to rule Egypt inde-
pendently—and during a conversation with an unnamed messenger (%/ik) who
had traveled to Istanbul and returned to Cairo. Around the same time, Kara
Musa, who had suspected an attempt on his own life, anxiously also traveled
back to Cairo."'® After this point, the storylines in Diyarbekri and the /btibic
diverge. First, I will examine Diyarbekri to demonstrate the subtle pro-Ahmed
Pasha tone of the text convincing us to think that his rebellion took full force affer
the discovery of a conspiracy staged by Ibrahim Pasha in Istanbul, thus partially
justifying Ahmed Pasha’s actions. Next, I will introduce the 7btihic’s version to
demonstrate a pro-imperial agenda.

Diyarbekri says that Ahmed Pasha ordered the prompt execution of Kara
Musa upon the unsettling discovery of the contents of the secret decree, which said
“...when my decree [sultanic decree drawn and sealed by Ibrahim Pasha] reaches
you, you [Kara Musa], without a moment’s delay, and by all means necessary, ex-
ecute him [Ahmed Pasha] and replace him as the next governor.”""” Ahmed Pasha,
after rewarding the messenger, and with intense panic (“can bagina sigrayub’), read
the decree to some of his trusted men. Promptly, he ordered the beheading of Kara
Musa (‘Imdi biniib tiz girub varub ol kara yiizlii ve egri sozlii Kara Musanin basin

mezheb, Golpnarl says: “Char-darb olan, Kalenderiligi benimseyen, kendisine intisab
edenleri ¢char-darb tiras ettiven, bazen Mevlevi kiilahi, bazen Kalenderilerin Bektagilere
gegen ve Mevlevilerce Sems'e nisber edilen on iki terkli (dilimli) Huseyni tac, bazen de
kiilahinin tepesini iki yandan ezip distiine keskin bir hale getirerek adeta Bekragilerin elifi
tacina benzeten ve o tarzda giyen, miiridlerine de seyfi’ denen bu cesir kiilah: giydiren...”
(Abdilbaki Golpinarly, Mevianadan sonra Mevlevilik, 114-115). The Kalenderiye, a
socially non-conformist mystical tradition emerged with Melametiye in the ninth
century, had the principle of shunning outward worldy concerns and public approval.
However, its followers had a decisively inward orientation of piety with an ascetic
bent. One of their most significant signs was the shaving off of the beard, moustache,
eyebrows and the head. Theoretically under the influence of the Buddhist and Hindu
traditions, members of kalenderiye diverged from other Sufis. Their coarse clothing
and shawls, black or yellow, woven hats, their clean-shaven appearance, and iron rings
worn around their necks, wrists etc.; their musical instruments such as drums; their
standards and principles such as refusing to settle down, not performing communal
prayers, and living off of charity; as well as their scandalous and obscene behaviors in
public, all exemplified their extraordinary orientation and nonconformist way of life.
116 Diyarbekri I, fol. 411a.

117 Diyarbekri I, fol. 412b; Diyarbekri II, fol. 319a.

III



ANATOMY OF A REBELLION IN SIXTEENTH-CENTURY EGYPT

kesiib getiiriin)."'® The affirmative response from his men also pointed to a violent
purge of other people that Ahmed Pasha had not thought necessary before: “Pasa
sag olsun, anun [Kara Musa] bagin kesmek kati kolaydsr... amma yalnuz anun yalniz
basin kesmekle isin bitmez. Is ulagir ise biragur. Eldeki diigiimii dise kerem iyle, eyii
mii? didi.”"" In accordance with the suggestion that it was best to put a definitive
end to all potential deceit, and plots, Kara Musa—to whom the pasha referred in
contempt as the one with the black face and crooked words—was killed by Kara
Ferhad. '*° Diyarbekri is sympathetic to Kara Musa. He says that despite engaging
in some kind of business affair with the disciples of Sheyh Ibrahim-i Giilseni (of
the Mu’ayyadiya Mosque) and thus becoming a heretic like them, Kara Musa was

”)121

a plain-spoken and pleasant person (“sade dil bir hogca kisi idi.

After the elimination of his intended executor Musa Bey, Ahmed Pasha’s purge
began. He executed large numbers of janissaries and cavalrymen (4 Rebii’l-evvel
930/10 January 1524) while ordering the rest into exile in Istanbul to avoid more
executions of those who would not fight for his cause. He also simultaneously
invited the Circassians to his side to eliminate the remaining military loyal to the
house of Osman. In fact, his speech to the Circassians stoked the already existing
hatred between them and the Ottomans, emphasizing the atrocities inflicted on
them, and giving an open license to the Circassians to kill the enemy that Ahmed
Pasha designated. '** These orders brought an intense period of brewing anarchy,
chaos, and fighting in Egypt that would last until after Ahmed Pasha’s short-lived

capture of the citadel and declaration of his sultanate.

To complement Diyarbekri’s perspective, the /btihic provides another van-
tage point to understand when the revolt began and whether it was prompted by
a conspiracy plot staged in Istanbul: Detailed evidence from the /btibic strongly
suggests that Ahmed Pasha’s enemies in Istanbul actively worked to frame him as
a traitor. The btihac, omitting information on the minting incident and following
the episode about the intercession of Sheyh Ibrahim-i Giilseni to placate Ahmed
Pasha’s harsh treatment of janissaries upon his arrival in Egypt, relates that Ibrahim

118 Diyarbekri II, fol. 319a. The content and choice of words differ from Diyarbekri I, fol.
412b. The overall meaning is similar in both versions.

119 Diyarbekri 11, fol. 319a: “Pasa ana eytdi: ‘Hergi yare bad yarikladug: giin tozar didi
(Whenever the wound is forked [thus aired], it [its infection] spreads around.” Diyarbekri
[ has a different metaphor: fol. 412b.

120 Diyarbekri I, fol. 413b; Diyarbekri I1, fol. 319a.
121 Diyarbekri I, fol. 412a; Diyarbekri II, fol. 320b.
122 Diyarbekri I, fol. 412a-413b; Diyarbekri 11, fol. 320b.

112



SIDE EMRE

Pasha was personally involved in setting up a trap for Ahmed Pasha. First, Ibrahim
Pasha sent a secret letter to Kara Musa asking about Ahmed Pasha’s actions. After
receiving Kara Musa’s response detailing the preparations for a revolt, Ibrahim
Pasha sent another dispatch to Kara Musa with an imperial decree intended for
Kara Musa’s eyes only:

The Sublime Porte appointed Kara Musa as the governor of Egypt and conferred
the governorship of Aleppo to Ahmed Pasha. One chavush, as fast as the wind,
delivered the secret decree to Kara Musa. This decree ordered him to execute
Ahmed Pasha who, in accordance with the saying “every pharoah has his Moses”
(“li kulli firavunin Musa”), had became pharoah-like in his pride and obstinacy
(“teferun iden.”)™

The contents of this decree and the subsequent events reveal the depth of
[brahim Pasha’s schemes to have Ahmed Pasha killed and how his conniving
opened a can of worms in Egypt. According to the /btihac, upon hearing about a
secret decree, Ahmed Pasha’s kapu kethiida Kara Mustafa immediately traveled to
Istanbul—unknown to the pasha—to meet with Iskender Celebi and inquire after
the order. Kara Mustafa chose to meet with Iskender Celebi—Ibrahim Pasha’s
boon companion, secretary, and treasurer'**—because he knew about Iskender
Celebi’s old and trusting friendship with Ahmed Pasha. Kara Mustafa asked
[skender Celebi whether there was any truth to the reports of this decree. When
[skender Celebi denied its existence, Kara Mustafa consulted hiikm-niivis Evliya
Mehmed Celebi to be sure. When he could not get a straight and truthful answer
from him, Kara Mustafa suspected the worst and without further delay went to
Uskiidar to travel to Egypt as soon as possible. After their conversation, Iskender
Celebi realized that word had gotten out about Ibrahim Pasha’s secret decree
to have Ahmed Pasha killed. To suppress the leak, he rushed to Beykoz to find
[brahim Pasha and produced a letter explaining to him that Kara Mustafa was
aware of such a decree and that it was necessary to capture him. Iskender Celebi’s
timely intervention resulted in Ibrahim Pasha’s urgent order to send another ¢avus
to capture Kara Mustafa. In Antalya, Kara Mustafa met with the ¢avug, but instead
of returning back to Istanbul, the two traveled to Dimyat by sea. After they
reached Dimyat, Kara Mustafa tricked and murdered the ¢avug, stole the decree,

123 Ibtibic, fol. 125b. See Tarih-i Mgy, fols. 7a-9a for an extended account of Ibrahim
Pasha’s emotional outburst against Ahmed Pasha’s actions.

124 See Tevarih-i Al-i Osman, Ankara Ttrk Tarih Kurumu Kiitiiphanesi Y362, fols. 16a-17b
for Iskender Celebi’s vitae. This fabakit-type chronicle was composed in 1640.
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reached Cairo alone, and returned the document to Ahmed Pasha. This decree
bestowed the governorship of Aleppo on Ahmed Pasha and the governorship of
Egypt to Kara Musa. After learning that his capture was tasked to Kara Musa,
Ahmed Pasha had a decree written to have Kara Musa promptly executed and
sealed it with his own rugri (seal, insignia.) He gathered the divan (imperial
council) the next day (“Kara Musinin katli fermanina miistemil hiikm-i sultiani

ingd itdiriib kendisi tugrisin ¢ekub, irtesi divan itdi.”)'*

According to the /btihic Ahmed Pasha planned to have Kara Musa arrive at
the divin, whereupon he would have the decree read. However, Kara Musa, fright-
ened by the arrival of Kara Mustafa in Cairo, and sensing trouble afoot, escaped.
His plans thwarted, Ahmed Pasha sent the agha of the Circassians, Cerkez Ferhad
and others, in Kara Musa’s pursuit. Kara Musa, wounded by these assailants, took
refuge at his house as a last resort, and was finally caught and beheaded there.'*
Learning of a janissary plot to raid the imperial council, Ahmed Pasha next had
the agha of the janissaries brought to him and executed. Not wishing to pursue
other executions, the pasha had another decree drawn which said: “I have a big
campaign ahead of me. Those who learn about this must send my kuls (slaves,
servants) to Cairo.” The decree also asked for the purchase by Ahmed Pasha of
horses belonging to the cavalry. Those who did not obey his orders escaped to
the Iskenderiye fort. With a plan to evacuate the rebels from the fort, Ahmed
Pasha strategically asked the janissaries of Cairo to leave the citadel and travel to
Iskenderiye, aid the siege, and recapture the fort. Sensing that this was a ploy to
have them leave the citadel unprotected, the janissaries decided to stay and defend
the citadel against Ahmed Pasha’s forces at all costs. In the end, the extended
and bloody siege resulted favorably for Ahmed Pasha: he seized the citadel and

declared his sultanate.'?”

V. The sultanate and debates over its legitimacy

In the first week of Rebitr’l-ahir 930/February 1524, Ahmed Pasha, with the
aid of the Circassians, seized the city fortress from the janissaries and declared his
sultanate (devr-i Sultin Apmed). He chose the home of Mamluk Tura Bay as his
residence and invited the four judges alongside the descendant of the Abbasid
caliph to receive blessings. In his ascension speech, he said that the Sultan of

125 Ibtibac, fols. 125b-126b.
126 Ibtibac, fols. 126b-126a.
127 Ibtihac, fol. 127b-128a.
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Egypt had to reside in Egypt or else the realms would fall to ruins—perhaps
creating a parallel between Tura Bay’s house and the land of Egypt, both of which
he seized by illegitimate means for the better end. Ahmed Pasha said that the
ruler ought to be an independent person (miistakil kisi) who could monitor and
protect the rights and well-being of the Muslim populations. He also argued that
the house of Osman could not govern and control Egypt since the sultan ought
to be physically present. Accordingly, he questioned the legitimacy of the claims
of the Ottoman dynasty to rulership in Egypt. '*® In the /btihac, different details
emerge. According to its account, Ahmed Pasha established his rule with the
titular declaration: “O god, may your slave Sultan Ahmed be victorious, es-sultin
Apmed bin Uveys el-bahidur.” El-bahidur here refers to the bravery and the heroic
character of Ahmed Pasha—a self-eulogizing title that emphasized his courage and
bold actions. Following this, Kadizade Muhammed Bey gave him ascension gifts
from the Khan of Crimea, Mengli Giray.'*

However, the legitimacy of Ahmed Pasha’s sultanate was a problematic issue.
According to Diyarbekri, a Persian confidante of the pasha named Kadizade (who
became the pasha’s chief treasurer), in the presence of the four judges and the
Abbasid caliph figurehead, and without referring explicitly to any berdrs (sultan’s
order or a deed given for appointment to an office) issued and sent by Sultan
Siileyman or displaying one as physical proof, declared that the sultan had handed
over the region of Egypt in return for Ahmed Pasha’s services. Muhyi also refer-
ences a similar incident. However, in his version, Ahmed Pasha produces a berir
that effectively stated that whoever ruled Egypt had to do so with an independent
hand, or else the affairs of the realms would not be in good order. According to

128 Diyarbekri I, fol. 419b-419a; Diyarbekri 11, fol. 328b-328a.

129 Ibtihic, fols. 128a-129b. One of the readers commented that since Ahmed Pasha’s
father was not a sultan, not even a Muslim, the way he depicted his lineage could
speak volumes as to how a renegade from nowhere could attain legitimacy. The
reader also inquired what kinds of political symbols the pasha could use—given
that the Mamluks had sultans from among the ranks of recruits with no privileged
backgrounds. As I explained earlier, Ahmed Pasha used kalenderi type of shaving to
demonstrate his seditious intent. This can be interpreted as a subtle political symbol.
Unlike the usage of the term, e/-bahddur, which neither Diyarbekri nor Ibn Iyas
elaborates, this shaving style was instantly deciphered by his Egyptian and Ottoman
audiences as proof of his rebellious position—a visible political statement. Other
symbols were to assign a vizier to himself as the Sultan of Egypt and the reinstitution

of the four judges.
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this, Stileyman willingly bestowed independent rulership of Egypt on Ahmed
Pasha.’®® In Muhyi, the four judges consented to the contents of the order and ac-
cepted Ahmed Pasha’s sultanate—with the exception of Giilseni, who happened to
be in the audience and who challenged the validity of the order despite potential
harm to his person."*" In Diyarbekri, similar reasons were cited but without infor-
mation on Giilseni’s interference. Among the reasons that justified a strong and
independent hand were the unstable condition of Egypt and the utter necessity to
ameliorate the current circumstances. Kadizade added that, as per the dictates of
the current dire situation, Ahmed Pasha had become the holder of /iikm (decree,
in Turkish usage denoting rule, dominion, authority, and command) and pitkimet
(government, sovereignity, jurisdiction, and power), henceforth becoming the
Sultan of Egypt.'** This declaration encapsulated what Ahmed Pasha, according
to Celalzade, had initially wanted from Siileyman after having been dismissed
and humiliated by Ibrahim Pasha’s promotion to the grand vizierate in his place.'?

However, the process of his ascension as well as the flow of the accompany-
ing argumentation delivered to the audience was regarded with suspicion by the
judges. The first voice of objection to Ahmed Pasha’s claims to the sultanate came
from the chief Sh4fi 7 judge on the grounds that the current sultan, Siileyman, was
still alive; hence Ahmed Pasha’s claims and position remained void. The Shaifi i
judge added that there had been two legitimate and lawful conditions upon which
a person could claim rightful rule: either the death of the residing sultan or his
willful abandonment and subsequent vacation of office. Therefore, the claims
of Ahmed Pasha had been illegitimate since the position was already occupied
by another person. The judge also stressed the Mamluk tradition of inheritance
of sovereign rule and succession, which says that the new ruler should be one
from among the foreign ones (yabandan bir kisi olmak lazim gele). In an ensuing
argument, Kadizade sealed the issue by saying that Ahmed Pasha became the
sultan by virtue of a forceful hand, the might of the sword, and his conquest of
the land. Here, the principle of military superiority and forceful domination over
an unjust government were emphasized. There was no mention of or justification
for rebellion against the Ottoman sultan or usurpation of his authority. The judge,
after this point, dared not oppose Ahmed Pasha and kissed his robes in submission.
The elites of Egypt in the audience, following the judge, did likewise, saying that

130 Muhyi, 391-392.

131 Muhyi, 392-393.

132 Diyarbekri I, fol. 419a; Diyarbekri II, fol. 328a.
133 Celalzade, 112a.
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what had been done was done and now the future needed to be taken care of.
Henceforth they celebrated Ahmed Pasha’s sultanate, gave their blessings, and had
the coins and the prayers issued under the name of the new sultan. Ahmed Pasha
was referred to as el-melikiil-mansir Sultan Abmed: Sultan Ahmed, the sovereign
ruler who is aided by God, in the Friday sermons.'**

In declaring his sultanate, usurping the position by all accepted Sunni Islamic
criteria, Ahmed Pasha did not operate alone. He utilized the knowledge and
arguments of his Persian confidante, who had not read the order from Sultan
Siileyman (as it was not sent in the first place, according to Diyarbekri), but also
referred to it in the passive voice. The judges had been coerced into giving their
favorable feedback, since, from their viewpoints, the situation was illegal. They
saw the situation as a violation of Islamic law, and Ahmed Pasha’s claims thus
entirely void. Furthermore, despite his required presence in the gathering, the
descendant of the Abbasid caliph was referred to neither symbolically or directly.

While receiving the beys and aghas of Egypt at the citadel, Ahmed Pasha
followed the Ottoman rules of conduct and ceremony, including giving ascension
tips (ciilis babsisi) to his soldiers, duplicating the format of the divans in which he
had participated in Istanbul. He also appointed Muhammed Bey, who alongside
Musa Bey had been one of his chief commanders, as his grand vizier. Ahmed
Pasha’s actions after the declaration of his sultanate found detailed coverage in
Diyarbekri. For instance, while the author criticized Ahmed Pasha’s kalenderi style
shaving for official occasions, he also favorably noted his just deeds: in one council
meeting, the pasha, to encourage an honest work ethic, assigned and increased
wages appropriately for his personnel.'?

On other occasions, the pasha gave evidence of his deteriorating mental
stability. In particular, Ahmed Pasha’s desire to conquer Istanbul was seen as final
proof of his now publicly acknowledged insanity. In Rebiirl-ahir 930/January
1524, Ahmed Pasha’s kethiidi [skender Bey returned from Istanbul with news on
the weakness of the Ottoman government. According to his news, which, Diyar-
bekri says, was a trap set up to reveal Ahmed Pasha’s real intentions, Siileyman
was pictured in distress, having been encircled by the joint forces of the Shah and
Christians, a situation that kindled Ahmed Pasha’s obsession to conquer Istanbul.
When his intention became public once again, it provoked disbelief and ridicule
in the people of Egypt. Diyarbekri relates that one Rimi mystic, upon hearing

134 Diyarbekri I, fol. 420b; Diyarbekri I, fol. 328a.
135 Diyarbekri I, ibid; Diyarbekri I1, fol. 329a.
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the pasha’s ideas, mocked and insulted him. His comments were censored in
the Siileymaniye manuscript. In the British Library manuscript, they were not:
“ [He said] Instead of [having dreams to conquer] Istanbul, first you better lie
with a donkey. Those who heard this had an amused laugh and said “Well put!””
(“Lslambol yerine meger esek karnina vurdukin ilahi” dimis. Isidenler sefa siiriib aferin
itmigler.”)'%® While his folly was apparent to the people surrounding him, Ahmed
Pasha was determined. Saying that delaying the conquest further would be a
disaster, and putting absolute faith in his men (“The miraculous zeal of men of
God surely would uproot mountains!”'?’) he readied arms and other necessities
for his march. Diyarberkri filters Ahmed Pasha’s actions through the lens of his
escalating insanity and a sure conviction that one day, such madness would cause
his death. To wit, the pasha’s observers noted that, while he was swiftly losing
public support, his escape to the ranks of the Kizz/bas had been imminent since he

138

had Kizilbas agents among his followers and retinue.'”® From this point onwards,

Diyarbekri narrates the events in an involved tone since he was himself taking part

in the plot that would lead to Ahmed Pasha’s fall.

VI. Conspiracy plot legitimized by divinations: Diyarbekri’s
manipulation of %/m-i cifr for the sake of holy war against the
Sultan of Egypt

The first conspiracy plot to remove Ahmed Pasha from power took place
after the secret decree to have him executed surfaced and before the declaration of
his sultanate. Diyarbekri relates that one of the pasha’s kethiidas, Bayezid Celebi,
with the help of his men, tried to recruit levends to have the pasha eliminated.'”’
While this move did not provide any results, Diyarbekri relates at length another

one that did.

According to Diyarbekri, he and Muhammed Bey, Ahmed Pasha’s disgruntled
vizier, who had referred to the pasha as “pain, Gsi, kifir, dinsiiz ve Islimsiz” (traitor,
rebel, infidel, irreligious, also meaning without belief in Islam) in a private con-
versation, had secretly designed the primary conspiracy plot to overthrow Ahmed

136 For the censored section, see Diyarbekri I, fol. 420a; for the uncensored section see
Diyarbekri I1, fol. 330b.

137 Ibid.
138 Diyarbekri I, fol. 421b, 421a; Diyarbekri II, fol. 330b, 330a, 331b, 331a, 332b.
139 Diyarbekri 11, fol. 321a-322b.
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Pasha’s sultanate.’® However, in the beginning, Diyarbekri says that it was not
easy to convince Muhammed Bey. To set the stage for discussion and to build the
courage to introduce the idea, Diyarbekri strategically argued for the direness of
the situation in Egypt and its only possible solution—the elimination of Ahmed
Pasha—by consulting an unorthodox medium: an unidentified cifr text.'" To
legitimize the information in the cifr text, Diyarbekri referred to it as e/ %/m-i
indul-llah (knowledge that exists within God), and presented the textual proof of
Muhammed Bey’s central role in the history of Egypt. Diyarbekri’s presentation
of the relevant section was encoded in ciphers and abbreviations:

In such and such year, the ruler of Egypt, who had e/ifas the initial letter of his
name, would betray his padisah and rebel against him. To put an end to his tre-
acherous rebellion, the one who had mim as the inital letter of his name would
kill him. That person is a gazi and miicihid.?

Muhammed Bey received the news from Diyarbekri with awe and fear. After
having considered the situation and the prophecy revealed to him, he said that
taking action was far too great a responsibility and a burden on his shoulders. The
rest of the episode unravels rapidly. Muhammed Bey, despite hesitations, believed
in Diyarbekri’s commentary about his own prophesized role in ending Ahmed
Pasha’s sultanate and took action. Alternately in the /btibac, there is no mention
of Diyarbekri in the plot that overthrew the pasha or any references to a cifr text:

Instead Muhammed Bey and Iskender kethiidi are the main protagonists.'®’

The preeminence of prophecy and its connection to politics and religion
in early modern Christian and Islamic history has been investigated in mod-
ern scholarship.'* Studies on the proliferation of apocalyptic excitement and
prophetic texts in circulation, and on the ways that prophecy was utilized as

140 Diyarbekri I, fol. 421a-422b; Diyarbekri, I fols. 332b-333b.

141 Any text pertaining to the world of the unseen, including onomancy, that gives
information on hidden truths and encompasses knowledge of events past, present,
and future.

142 Diyarbekri I, fol. 422b; Diyarbekri I, fol. 332a.

143 Ibtihac, fol. 129a-130b.

144 Ottovia Niccoli, Prophecy and People in Renaissance Italy, trans. Lydia Cochrane
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1990); Cornell Fleischer, “The Lawgiver as
Messiah: The Making of the Imperial Image in the Reign of Suleyman,” in Soliman le
Magnifique et son temps, ed. Gilles Veinstein (Paris, 1992), 159-177; Cornell Fleischer,
“Shadows of Shadows: Prophecy and Politics in 1530s Istanbul,” in Identity and Identity
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an effective medium for political action, provided the field with a novel venue
of investigation by uniting the Christian and Islamic worlds, in early modern
history of culture, religion, and politics, on the axis of prophecy.'® Within that
framework, the events that transpired during a critical stage of Ahmed Pasha’s
sultanate in Egypt bear further witness to the relevancy and importance of pro-
phetic texts, specifically texts of cifr to determine the future events and provide
legitimacy to justify controversial political action.'* As evidence from Diyarbekri
demonstrates, onomancy texts that were in circulation in Egyptin c. 1520s guided
the decision-making processes of the elites in the local Ottoman administration
and military. Reference to these texts also provided mid-ranking servants of the
government, such as Diyarbekri and Muhammed Bey, wisdom and justification
for unprecedented political action—and in this case, a coup.

In the folios detailing the end of Ahmed Pasha’s sultanate, Diyarbekri focuses
on how the pasha ended up outside the citadel in a public bath and, after his
presence was discovered he realized that he was going to be killed, how he hid in a
cowardly manner, taking refuge once again in the castle.'”” Understanding that he
faced a sure execution if he had stayed in the city, Ahmed Pasha finally fled for his
life, leaving Cairo on 18 Rebitilahir 930/23-24 February 1524 to take refuge with
one of the Arab tribes—Sarkiyya sheyhs, Bakr-oglu.'® Ahmed Pasha’s desertion of
Cairo ended his twelve-day sultanate. After his escape, the remaining military per-
sonnel pledged their allegiance to Muhammed Bey—whose temporary rule began
with a public declaration of loyalty to Siileyman. His oath emphasized that Ahmed
Pasha had been cruel and unjust to the Muslims of Egypt and that all would be
amended now that the Ottoman rule was to be reestablished.'® Diyarbekri says
that Muhammed Bey had the support of the public. The city’s daily life slowly

returned to normal while Ahmed Pasha remained missing.

Later on, news reached Cairo that he had taken refuge with the Bakr-oglu
tribe, the leader of which pledged his alliance to his cause and promised to keep

Formation in the Ottoman World, ed. by Baki Tezcan and Karl K. Barbir, (Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press, 2007), 51-62.

145 Fleischer, “Shadows”, 52.

146 For instance, see Eviiya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 10. Kitap, Seyit Ali Kahraman, Yiicel
Dagli, Robert Dankoff (Istanbul: Yap: Kredi Yayinlari, 2007), 66 for Sultan Selim’s
reading of cifr texts to determine success of Egypt’s conquest.

147 Diyarbekri I, fols. 422b-422a.
148 Diyarbekri I, fol. 423b.
149 Diyarbekri I, fol. 423b; Diyarbekri II, fol. 333a-334b.
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him safe (“Hig¢ gam yeme Misr senindir... Biz sag oldukea senun bir kilina zarar
degmez.”)"" While the tribe elders eventually agreed to turn Ahmed Pasha in, they
nevertheless refused to kill him while he was under their protection, as it would
have been a defiance of their customs: “He is but like a bird who took refuge [with
us.] We are responsible for his well-being. It is not our way to capture and kill
him. It is commonly said: Do not make law with blood. Thus we can not break
our custom and do as you say.”"”' Instead they suggested that Muhammed Bey
should prepare to capture the renegade sultan. In the end, Muhammed Bey put
down the continuing in-fighting caused by Ahmed Pasha’s men, secured the lives
of the ones who gave up fighting on the pasha’s behalf, and marched on towards

Ahmed Pasha to put an end to the chaos once and for all.»*

The final confrontation between Muhammed Bey’s forces and the Arab
tribes—most of which were Yemeni—found detailed coverage in Diyarbekri.
While this speech could well have been an embellishment by Diyarbekri, its tone
is significant in its emphasis of honorable fighting for victory on behalf of the
Ottoman sultan. When Ahmed Pasha’s speeches to his forces are considered, this
particular one stands out for its clear and forceful imperial message—a feature
that cannot be found in the pasha’s discourse.

When the Rimi warriors were somewhat scared by the multitude of the ‘Arab
forces (“Rim erenleri Arab tiifesine nagar idiib gordiler ki tag ve tas dolu Arab
olmug. Rim serverleri anlarin kesretin goriib bir mikdar kendiilere korku geldi”),
Muhammed Bey gave them a speech urging a fearless holy war in the name of the
Ottoman sultan: “Alas gazi miicihid brothers! Open your eyes! It is commonly
said: fear does not help change your destiny. Abandon fear as it is harmful. This is
not a place for fear. It is commonly said: the male lamb is for sacrifice. Give your
lives for the sake of our padisah and the zeal of religion [for the sake of Islam’s zeal
and for the sake of our sultan.” (“Hay gazi miicahid kardaslar! A¢un goziiniiz bu
korku mekani degildir. Meshiir misaldir korkunun ecele f@idesi yokdur. Korkuyu terk
idiin ziydde zarar: cokdur. Meshir misaldir erkek kuzu kurban iciindiir. Padisahimiz
ugruna ve din gayretine evvel oniiniizde [Islam hamiyyetine sultanimiz yolunaj can
verin”)'>

150 Diyarbekri I, fol. 424b; Diyarbekri II, fol. 334a-335b.
151 Diyarbekri I, fol. 424b-425a; Diyarbekri 11, fol. 335a. The two versions have a few

divergences but the overall meaning is the same.
152 Diyarbekri I, fols. 425b-426b; Diyarbekri IT , fol. 335a-336a.
153 Diyarbekri I, fol. 426b-426a; Diyarbekri II, fols. 335a-337b. The two versions have

different wording. My translations are from Diyarbekri I.
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While the ensuing clash was intense and caused losses on both sides, it resulted
in a victory for Muhammed Bey’s forces. Ahmed Pasha was captured.’ The below
quotation voices his thoughts and self-defense in a speech that reads like a soliloquy.
In this speech, we hear the voice of Ahmed Pasha for the first time in an un-
likely source—a pro-Ottoman imperial text designed primarily to vilify the pasha.
Surprisingly, the text provides a previously unknown perspective of the pasha’s
explanations for his actions—none of which portray him as the “enemy of the
Ottoman Sultan or the state.” Not showing remorse for his actual revolt, Ahmed
Pasha blames Ibrahim Pasha’s murderous intentions and plans for his annexation
preceding the seditious actions he was blamed for. Relying on the fairness of the
system of the four judges he had reestablished in Egypt, Ahmed Pasha explains that
when his rebellion failed, he ran for his life. Furthermore, he wanted his fate to be
determined by the judges in Cairo and not by the Ottoman forces who captured
him. Such a wish—included in a text that clearly has the agenda to depict him as
the villain—and when facing certain death no matter what he said or did, shows
his determination and faith in what he thought, or hoped, he had achieved: a
return to the established ways that honored the customs and laws of the land and
the people of Egypt, and not the judicial and administrative innovations brought
by the Ottomans. According to the /btibic, after being handed over as a captive to
Mirza Bey, a man loyal to Kasim Pasha, and fearing the worst, Ahmed Pasha said:

It is true that people attributed me the foulness of treachery and I was accused of
deserting the path of obedience to the padisih and ascending the peaks of dissent
and rebellion. However, I never touched his treasury. I never took one grain, or
confiscated, from his property and possessions. Those forsaken ones who pursued
the agenda of looting are the ones who afflicted me with this situation. They are
the ones who darkened this bright day and obscured my vision which saw the
world as it was. Was not the abundant amount of treasure I amassed not enough
for those senseless brigands [to plunder]? And did not the unlimited amount
of possessions that they took from the city folk at the time of the interregnum
suffice that they went ahead and wasted the public treasury, and spread their
shameless acts? It is necessary that those unfortunate ones should receive severe
punishment. Their chests should be cut into pieces with the daggers that have a
hero’s wrath. My perseverance in this behavior was not because of treachery or
ingratitude. I took this path perhaps because Ibrahim Pasha attempted to kill me.
He considered my annexation. And since execution was not allowed according
to the opinions of the four judges, I took this path to find a way to escape death

154 Diyarbekri I, fol. 426a-427b; Diyarbekri 11, fol. 337b.
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and to reach the path of salvation. I entrusted my freedom and left the decision
to determine my fate in the hands of the judges. My life has a conclusion, an
expected death penned by the fate God had written for me. I do not choose to
face death fallen on my hands like this. I do not choose to go to them in this
degraded position. If you [Mirza Bey] are pleased to complete the task with a
respectful treatment, then take my head, and release my head from my body by
severing it.” Mirza Bey kept the word of the pasha and cut off his head.™

The central role of Muhammed Bey in putting an end to Ahmed Pasha’s sul-
tanate remains mostly omitted in Istanbul-based chronicles. Diyarbekri details the
violent events during Muhammed Bey’s brief tenure, saying that after the arrival of
Kasim Pasha (who briefly served as Egypt’s governor between Cemazie’l-ahir 930/
April 1524-Rebit’l-evvel 931/December 1524),¢ he promoted Muhammed Bey
to serve as the treasurer. Eventually Muhammed Bey was hanged by the pasha’s
orders—an unjustified execution which caused intense hatred among the people
of Egypt against the new Ottoman regime and its supposed claims of justice.'”

The “Ottoman way” and its critique: a conclusion

The tenure of Ahmed Pasha as the governor and subsequently the Sultan of
Egypt lasted nine months and twelve days. His rebellion and rule were both defined
as controversial and found mixed coverage in sources penned in Istanbul and Cairo.
None of these sources dared to openly question or critique aspects of Ottoman
rulership and governance in Egypt. A historical contextualization of this revolt,
Ahmed Pasha’s attempt to establish an alternative rulership independent from the
Ottomans, and the records of the reactions of the people of Egypt, demonstrate
that while he had many enemies in Istanbul and Egypt, some of his policies that
attempted to change “the Ottoman way” in administration found positive feedback,
as did his critique of Ottoman governance in the post-1517 period.

The “Ottoman way” within the context of Egypt denotes a series of admin-
istrative-religious/judicial changes introduced to the existing system that marked
departures from the customary and religious laws in practice under Mamluk rule.
These departures were criticized intensely. Ibn lyas, for instance, as the famed
Arabic-speaking chronicler of Mamluk-Ottoman Egypt in the sixteenth century,

155 Ibtibac, fol. 133b.
156 Diyarbekri I, fols. 427b-431b.
157 Diyarbekri I, fol. 431b.
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did not comment favorably on the Ottomans in his Badai* al-zubir fi waqii*
al-duhir mainly because they implemented changes he saw as ill-suited to the
people of Egypt.”® While Ibn Iyas does not distinguish between Ottoman cus-
tomary and religious law in his analysis, he finds fault in the applications of both
in Egypt, which he sums up as the “Ottoman way.” In fact, both Ibn Iyas and
Diyarbekri repeatedly underline how the people of Egypt reacted to the “Ottoman
way” in administration and government, and how public opinion towards the
new rulers of Egypt was consistently negative because of the unwelcome changes
they brought.” Evidence on these changes—which created frustrations, resent-
ment, and confrontations, at times, pitting the inhabitants of cities against one
another, and against representatives of the provincial government, causing social
tension, confrontations, and judicial disputes—is too profuse to cite here.'*® We
can interpret Ahmed Pasha’s critique of the Ottoman imperial enterprise as a
direct challenge to the “Ottoman way” being established in the newly conquered
region. Ahmed Pasha was aware of the frustrations of the people and used them
to bolster his message for a new rulership in Egypt.

As I discussed, one of the main policy shifts he implemented—the reinstate-
ment of the four judges—was a revoking of the “Ottoman way” in the judiciary
and a return to customary and traditional applications compatible with Islam
as ehl-i Misr practiced it. Despite clear evidence that some of the changes were
well-received, the Istanbul-based sources focus only on the rebellion, citing it as
a short-lived nuisance, or as yet another insignificant attempt to challenge the
authority of the Ottomans—the architect of which was a madman. However, the
duration of the revolt, the factions that were involved, and the scope of violent
confrontations between Ahmed Pasha’s men and those loyal to Siileyman, as
well as some of the policies implemented, depicts a more complex case. While
the revolt was not a success story for the supporters of Ahmed Pasha, it created

158 Gaston Wiet, Journal d’un bourgeois du Caire (Paris: Libraire Armand Colin, 1955-60)
(Ibn Iyas.) Ibn Iyas, v. 5, 464.

159 For a detailed examination of the “Ottoman way,” see the forthcoming Power Brokers,
Chapter Seven.

160 There are numerous entries in Ibn lyas about waqf property-related policy after the
Ottoman conquest: for wagf policies under H2'ir Bey, Ibn lyas, III, v. 5, 211-212; v. 5,
268-269; wagf exploitation and how civil functionaries in Cairo became administrative
kings, v. 5, 221-222; waqf exploitation: v. 5, 280-281. Ibn lyas’s references on waqf-
related issues visibly diminish after the accession of Siileyman. A similar tone can be

observed in Ibn lyas regarding the land grants registries and pension payments in the
province of Charkieh: Ibn Iyas, II, v. 5, 184.
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enough of a reaction that Diyarbekri—as the only source that reflects public
opinion—detailed the criticism voiced against the members of the local Ottoman
government, especially after the demise of the pasha.

In conclusion, interpreting the transition from Mamluk to Ottoman rule
in the years following 1517 from as many contemporaneous viewpoints as
possible—Cairene and Ottoman—not only gives the readers a more nuanced
understanding of the scope of the Ottoman imperial enterprise in the Arab lands,
but also its limits and hidden critiques made by unexpected figures such as Ahmed
Pasha—which has remained in the margins of Ottoman historical studies.

Despite its pitfalls, scholarship argues that the post-Ahmed Pasha period in
Egypt gives evidence of change in two instances, both of which can be considered
as benchmarks not only in the history of Ottoman Egypt, but in the history
of the Ottoman Empire as well.'! Tbrahim Pasha’s Egypt expedition and the
subsequent promulgation of the Law Code in 1524-1525 demonstrate how the
empire launched a brand-new project for the “Ottomanization of Egypt” after
the revolt, simultaneously establishing a powerful imperial ideology of Sultan
Siilleyman and his ruling elite.

The preamble to the Law Code revealed that a new political and legal dis-
course for the empire had been laid out for the first time. The mentality behind
the formation of this Law Code, which had been conceived as an experiment,
would be developed and proliferated in political, cultural, and artistic arenas by
Stileyman’s intellectual and administrative elite throughout the first three decades
of his rule, a move that would pave the way for novel interpretations in a matured
imperial identity in the 1550s.'°* Recently, it has also been argued that the pream-
ble developed a novel “political theology” in response to the ideological challenges
of early modern Eurasia.'® As the textual evidence found in the law code also
concurs, contrary to the accepted view of the province as a passive backwater
territory that merely served to finance the Ottoman imperial enterprise in the
west, Egypt compelled the Ottomans to find new methods and adapt the empire
to the province, as well as the reverse.

161 See also Snejana Buzov, The Lawgiver and His Lawmakers: The Role of Legal Discourse
in the Change of Ottoman Imperial Culture, (Ph.D. Diss. University of Chicago, 2005);
Rifaat Abou-El-Haj, “Aspects of the Legitimization of Ottoman Rule as Reflected in
the Preambles of Two Early Liva Kanunnameler,” Zurcica, 21-23 (1991): 371-383.

162 For the most recent analysis of the preamble of the law code, see Sahin, 56-58; for the
first analysis of the preamble and its translation, see Buzov, 29-45, 197-232.

163 Sahin, 56-57.
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While new adjustments and shifts in policy certainly resulted with changes in
Egypt in the aftermath of Ahmed Pasha’s revolt and his demise, it is also important
to note again that not all public opinion was favorable with respect to those
changes. Diyarbekri, for instance, talks about the limited scope and success of
Egypts Law Code in addressing the needs of the people of Egypt.'** Given the
expansive scope of complex evidence that both supports and criticizes efforts of
Ottomans to allow for a smooth transition from Mamluk to Ottoman rule, critics
of the “Ottoman way,” such as Ahmed Pasha, find their brief moments of glory
before being crushed by the iron hand of the empire which justified and defended
Ottoman imperialism and its strong discourse arguing for the punishment of all
its challengers in the early sixteenth century.

Anatomy of a Rebellion in Sixteenth-Century Egypt: A Case Study of Ahmed Pasha’s
Governorship, Revolt, Sultanate, and Critique of the Ottoman Imperial Enterprise

Abstractm This article is a study of the brief tenure, rebellion, and sultanate of Egypt’s
Ottoman governor Ahmed Pasha (d.1524). It investigates the context of the rebel-
lion, its aftermath and impact in Egypt and the Ottoman Empire as an event that
showecases a critique of and challenge against the Ottoman imperial enterprise in
the Arab lands following the region’s conquest from the Mamluks in 1517. Despite
its historical significance, the rebellion has remained in the scholarly margins in
sixteenth century Ottoman historical studies. This episode illuminates the theme
of opposition to Ottoman imperialism with a focus on the opposition against the
administrative implementation of the “Ottoman way” in Egypt following the demise
of the Mamluk Sultanate. One of the goals here is to interpret the complex political
context that resulted with the revolt. This context connects the empire’s “center” to
its “periphery,” allowing us to revisit the socio-political dynamics of Egypt during
the first decades of Ottoman rule. A case study of Ahmed Pasha’s revolt thus brings
nuance to the state/”center’-oriented narratives that obfuscate the socio-political
dynamics of the province/”periphery” by doing a comparative analysis of histories
written in Egypt. State-centered narratives typically voice a swift and seamless transi-
tion into Ottoman rulership in former Mamluk-ruled territories. As demonstrated
in this article, Ahmed Pasha presented a powerful voice of dissent and an ideological
critique of, and challenge against, Ottoman sovereignty as well as the implementation
of the “Ottoman way” in Egypt.

Keywords: Rebellion, Sixteenth-Century, Egypt, Ahmed Pasha, sultanate, Ottoman
history, Diyarbekri, Ibn Iyas, Muhyi, Sultan Siileyman, Sultan Selim, Ibrahim Pasha,
Hayr Bey, Kasim Pasha, Kara Musa, Ibrahim-i Gulsheni, Mamluk, divination, Otto-
man way, Ottomanization of Egypt, Circassian, imperial ideology, Egypt’s Law Code,
Canberdi Gazali, Bakr-oglu tribe, Arab sheikhs.

164 For a discussion, see Power Brokers, Chapter Eight.
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The Deposition of Defterdar Ahmed Pasha and the
Rule of Law in Seventeenth-Century Egypt

James E. Baldwin*

Defterdar Ahmed Paga'nin Azli ve XVII. Yiizyilda Misirda Hukuk Devleti

Oz m Bu makale Osmanli politik hayatinda 17. yiizyilda hukugun ve hukuki kurum-
larin gittikge artan 6nemini gdstermek amaciyla Kahire'deki askerlerin 1676'da Misir
Beylerbeyi’ni gbrevden uzaklagtirmalarint ve buna bagli olarak yapilan bir mahkemeyi
incelemektedir. Mahkemeyi incelerken askerlerin Osmanli idarecilerinin otoritelerine
hukuki sinirlar getirerek onlarin gelecekteki hareketlerini kisitlamak istediklerini
gdstermeye calisum. Argiimanim askerlerin ‘anayasact’ bir hassasiyet gosterdikleridir.
Bir bagka deyisle hiikiimet etme isinin kurallara bagli olduguna ve bu kurallari yapma
ve yiiriirliikte tutmanin mahkemelerin isi olduguna dair bir inanglart oldugunu ileri
siirmekteyim. Bu yaklagim bize Osmanli Imparatorlugu’'nda 17. yiizyil boyunca sik
goriilen isyanlart baska bir agidan gérme sanst verir: Bunlar imparatorlugun pat-
rimonyal monarsiden erken modern biirokratik devlete doniisiimiinde temel rol
oynayan ve heniiz olusmakra olan hukuk devleti kavramiyla dogrudan iliskilidirler.

Anahtar kelimeler: Osmanli Misir, Seriat Mahkemeleri, Isyan, Kopriilii Islahlari

* University of Warwick.

I would like to thank the Leverhulme Trust, the Harvard Islamic Legal Studies Program
and the Kog University Research Center for Anatolian Civilizations for funding the
research and writing of this article. I have benefited from the opportunity to present
different versions of this research at several seminars and conferences, and I am grate-
ful to organizers and audiences at: Harvard Law School, the Ko¢ Research Center for
Anatolian Civilizations, Zentrum Moderner Orient, the School of Oriental & African
Studies, Michael Gilsenan’s workshop on Islamic Law in Society at New York Uni-
versity, and Kent Schull and Safa Saragoglu’s panel at the 2013 Middle East Studies
Association meeting in New Orleans. I would also like to thank Baki Tezcan and Mark

Philp for reading drafts of the final article.

Osmanly Arastirmalar:/ The Journal of Ottoman Studies, XLVI (2015), 131-161



THE DEPOSITION OF DEFTERDAR AHMED PASHA

On 18 February 1676, the Ottoman governor of Egypt Defterdar Ahmed
Pasha was deposed by a group of Cairene soldiers opposed to the fiscal and admin-
istrative reforms he had attempted. The soldiers, who were drawn from all seven of
Cairo’s regiments,* forcibly removed him from the citadel and placed him under
house arrest before demanding that the Sultan appoint a new governor. Conflict
between soldiers and governors was common during the seventeenth century in
Egypt and throughout the Ottoman provinces, as was conflict between soldiers
and the imperial government in the capital Constantinople. The event of February
1676 was only one of several depositions of governors of Egypt that took place dur-
ing that century. It is, however, an unusually well-documented deposition. Among
the surviving sources is a pujja (legal certificate) which shows that the soldiers
began a legal action at a Cairo court seventeen days after the deposition. This
legal action attempted to constrain the actions of future governors: it constituted a
further act of resistance to Defterdar Ahmed Pasha’s reform program. The soldiers
not only believed that they had a right of legitimate rebellion, they also believed
that the Ottoman governor’s authority was limited by law, and they were able to
use Ottoman legal institutions to enforce these limits.

In this article I use a close reading of this rebellion and the subsequent
court case to illustrate the increasing significance of law and legal institutions
in Ottoman politics during the seventeenth century. The court hujja is a rare
example of this type of document, because the registers of the institution that
produced it have not survived from any period prior to 1741.? Reading this
document together with several contemporary accounts of the deposition that

1 The seven regiments in Cairo were the Janissaries (usually called Mustahfizan in Arabic
sources), the ‘Azeban, the Géniillityan, the Cerakise, the Cavusan, the Miiteferrika and
the Tufekeiyan.

2 Historians working on Ottoman court records almost exclusively use the registers con-
taining copies of the hujjas issued by the courts, rather than the hujjas themselves.
The register was the court’s official archive and so was preserved by the institution;
the hujjas issued to individuals were dispersed and so mostly lost. For reasons that are
unclear, the registers of the court where this case took place, al-Diwan al-Alf in the
Cairo citadel, were almost all lost, probably long before the creation of the Egyptian
National Archive where the few surviving registers now reside. The earliest surviving
register dates from 1741-3, and only a handful of hujjas from dates earlier than this
have survived: to my knowledge, seven in the Egyptian National Archive and five in the
Prime Ministry Archive in Istanbul. The loss of these records is particularly unfortunate
because on the basis of the surviving records it appears that the Diwan al-Ali was where
many of the contracts and disputes of the political elite were conducted.
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preceded it provides a unique opportunity to see how one of Cairo’s frequent
political upheavals was played out within the courts. The court case allows us
to see the rebellions that punctuated seventeenth-century Ottoman history in a
new light: as part of the development of a concept of the rule of law in the early
modern Ottoman Empire. The urban social groups represented by soldiers had
long believed in their rights, and had often asserted them when they felt that
the government threatened their interests. But traditionally, these rights had
been understood in terms of a patrimonial bond of mutual obligation between
the Sultan as master and the soldiers as his slaves. This bond was expressed
symbolically, in particular through practices surrounding food. The Janissaries
of Constantinople indicated their displeasure with the Sultan by turning over
their soup-cups or by removing the cauldron from the regimental kitchen: by
refusing the Sultan’s food, they signaled that the tacit contract between them was
broken.? The incident I discuss here demonstrates the rise of an alternative idiom
of political negotiation that was legal rather than patrimonial. This legalistic
political discourse suited the changed circumstances of the seventeenth-century
empire, in which the social base of the ruling class had broadened and slavery
was no longer central to political hierarchy.* The emergence of a rule of law was
key to the transformation of the Ottoman Empire from a patrimonial monarchy
into an early modern bureaucratic state.

The frequent rebellions of soldiers in Constantinople and provincial cities
during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries have played an important role
in Ottoman historiography. Older works written within the “Ottoman decline”
paradigm saw the rebellions as examples of the corruption of the once-mighty
Janissary army and of the weakening of the Ottoman government’s control of its

3 Cemal Kafadar, “Janissaries and Other Riffraff of Ottoman Istanbul: Rebels without a
Cause?” in Identity and Ildentity Formation in the Ottoman World: A Volume of Essays in
Honor of Norman ltzkowitz, ed. Baki Tezcan and Karl K. Barbir (Madison: University
of Wisconsin Press, 2007), 132.

4 Slavery remained widespread within political society in Egypt and the central regions
of the Ottoman Empire in the seventeenth century: the imperial household and the
households of notables included many slaves. But slavery was no longer the paradigmatic
political relationship. Households consisted of diverse types of relationship, of which
slavery was only one. This was true in Egypt as much as the central regions; on the
inapplicability of the “Mamluk” label to Ottoman-Egyptian households, see Jane
Hathaway, “The Military Household in Ottoman Egypt,” International Journal of
Middle East Studies 27 (1995), 39-52.
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provinces.® More recent historians have dispensed with the discredited decline
paradigm, and have examined rebellions as struggles between different elements
of the ruling establishment over status and revenues.

In all cities of the Ottoman Empire, there was a great deal of overlap between
the military and the commercial classes: from the mid-sixteenth century on, sol-
diers increasingly took up trades to supplement salaries that had been eroded
by inflation, while urban merchants and artisans increasingly sought regimental
affiliation in order to benefit from tax breaks and protection.® It is therefore
misleading to understand the rebellions of soldiers as “mutinies,” as the word
suggests that the issue was one of military discipline.” Most of the rebellions by
soldiers of this period, including the Cairo rebellion discussed here, had little to
do with military concerns and instead centered on other aspects of government
policy or on factional conflict. These rebellions were assertions of power by a
particular social class: urbanites of moderate wealth.

While they cannot be called “mutinies,” these rebellions by soldiers must be
distinguished from the “popular” revolts of the urban masses, which have been
studied by numerous historians in the context of Ottoman Egypt and Syria.? The

5 Works on Egypt that follow the decline paradigm include P. M. Holt, Egypt and the
Fertile Crescent, 1516-1922: A Political History (London: Longman, 1966); Michael Win-
ter, Egyptian Society under Ottoman Rule, 1517-1798 (London: Routledge, 1992). The
critique of the decline paradigm has been a decades-long project and the literature is
too extensive to summarize adequately here; for an overview of the main issues see Ce-
mal Kafadar, “The Question of Ottoman Decline,” Harvard Middle Eastern ¢ Islamic
Review 4 (1997-98), 30-75.

6 The classic study of this process in the context of Cairo is André Raymond, “Soldiers
in Trade: The Case of Ottoman Cairo,” British Journal of Middle Eastern Studies 18
(1991), 16-37. Important studies of this process in other parts of the Ottoman Empire
include Cemal Kafadar, “Yeniceri — Esnaf Relations: Solidarity and Conflict,” MA
Thesis, McGill University, 1981; Charles Wilkins, Forging Urban Solidarities: Ottoman
Aleppo, 1640-1700 (Leiden: Brill, 2010).

7 Nevertheless the word “mutiny” has frequently been used in modern scholarship to de-
scribe these events: e.g. Jane Hathaway (ed.), Mutiny and Rebellion in the Ottoman Em-
pire; Marinos Sariyannis, “Rebellious Janissaries: Two Military Mutinies in Candia (1688,
1762) and their Aftermaths,” in The Eastern Mediterranean under Ottoman Rule: Crete
1645-1840, ed. A. Anastasopoulos (Rethymno: Crete University Press, 2008), 255-74.

8 For example: André Raymond, “Quartiers et mouvements populaires au Caire au
XVIII*™e siecle,” in Political and Social Change in Modern Egypt: Historical Studies from
the Ottoman Conquest to the United Arab Republic, ed. P. M. Holt (London: Oxford
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popular revolts were not organized by or around the military class and its institu-
tions, although some lower-ranking soldiers may have participated in them as
individuals. The urban crowd that led the typical popular revolt did not represent
the interests of the military class; indeed it often protested against the military
class’s abuse of its privileges. And the language used by contemporary chroniclers
to narrate popular revolts was different. Terms such as a/-@mma (the masses), with
their condescending overtones, were not applied to rebellions by soldiers, who
were called a/-askar (the military), the ehl-i Misir (people of Egypt) or Misirluyan
(Egyptians).®

Cemal Kafadar and Baki Tezcan have analyzed Janissary rebellions as social
movements.'” Focusing on the rebellions that took place in Constantinople over
the course of the seventeenth century, both have portrayed the rebellions as the
assertion of the rights of the social group that the Janissaries represented: a group
which increasingly converged with the middling merchant and artisan class. The
Janissaries believed that the Sultan’s authority over them was governed by norms,
and they rebelled when they thought that the Sultan or his ministers had violated
these norms. Kafadar portrays the Janissaries’ understanding of their relationship
with the Sultan as a contract of allegiance which imposed rights and duties on
both parties: an image which fits with the patrimonial model of Ottoman govern-
ance. Either side would use violence if it felt the contract had been breached: this
led to a cycle of revolt and repression throughout the seventeenth century. Tezcan
argues that the seventeenth century saw the Ottoman Empire transform from a
patrimonial system into a limited monarchy governed by law. He claims that the
Janissaries came to believe that there were legal limitations on the authority of

University Press, 1968), 104-116; Gabriel Baer, “Popular Revolt in Ottoman Cairo,”
Der Islam 54 (1977), 213-242; Edmund Burke III, “Understanding Arab Protest Move-
ments,” Arab Studies Quarterly 8 (1986), 333-345; André Raymond, “Urban Networks
and Popular Movements in Cairo and Aleppo (End of the Eighteenth — Beginning of
the Nineteenth Centuries),” in idem, Arab Cities in the Ottoman Period: Cairo, Syria
and the Maghreb (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2002), 57-81; James Grehan, “Street Violence
and Social Imagination in Late-Mamluk and Ottoman Damascus, ca. 1500-1800,” /n-
ternational Journal of Middle East Studies 35 (2003), 215-236.

9 The Turkish adjective Miszr/u (Egyptian), in a similar way to Osmanls (Ottoman), was
reserved for members of the military class, and excluded the civilian population of
Egypt.

10 Kafadar, “Janissaries and Other Riffraff,” 113-34; Baki Tezcan, The Second Ottoman
Empire: Political and Social Transformation in the Early Modern World (New York: Cam-
bridge University Press, 2010).
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the Sultan: that they were constitutionalists. Tezcan’s emphasis on law is intrigu-
ing, but it rests on Tezcan’s analysis of seventeenth-century chronicles and the
prominent role in the rebellions that they accord to the ulema; he does not use
any legal treatises or documents.

The deposition of Defterdar Ahmed Pasha in 1676 lends support to Tezcan’s
claim that law became central to relations between the imperial government and
the military class during the seventeenth century. The surviving hujja provides
documentary evidence that disputes about the nature of the relationship between
the imperial government and the military class, and about the limits of the govern-
ment’s authority, were fought and negotiated in the empire’s courts. This hujja
allows us to begin to examine the contours of this emerging conception of the
rule of law. The document is not a constitution: it is not a foundational document
setting out a comprehensive set of norms for the conduct of government. Rather,
it is a snapshot of a particular moment when certain such norms were being
asserted. Although there was no formal constitution, the soldiers who participated
in this court case displayed a constitutional sensibility: they believed that there
were rules for the conduct of government, and that courts were the place to assert
and enforce these rules. Law, for my purposes here, consisted primarily of legal
institutions and procedures rather than legal doctrine. The soldiers turned to a
court of law and used legal procedures to assert their rights. They did not refer
directly to legal doctrine; rather, as we shall see, they used legal procedures to
create legal doctrines, by giving legal authority to particular customs.

At the same time, the patrimonial model of a tacit contract between Sultan
and soldiers described by Kafadar was still current in the late seventeenth century.
The emergence of the rule of law did not immediately eclipse older modes of
political engagement. Rather, both political idioms coexisted: the disgruntled
soldiers of Cairo resorted to patrimonial and legalistic claims on a pragmatic
basis in order to pursue their interests.™*

The idea of the rule of law has played a prominent role in recent Ottoman
historiography. As historians have rejected Oriental despotism as a model for
the Ottoman state, they have focused on how Ottoman courts were a key
resource for Ottoman subjects seeking to resist abusive behavior by government

11 The patrimonial idiom was also very much alive in the popular revolts described by
Raymond, Baer, Burke and Grehan. Although the demand for “justice” was at the
center of such revolts, the protesters conceived justice as emanating from the goodwill
of the Sultan, rather than as embedded in legal procedures.
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officials.’? What has emerged from this body of scholarship is, however, a weak
version of the rule of law. In this model, abuse is committed by provincial
officials who exceed the authority granted to them, and the law is a mechanism
that allows the imperial government to monitor and discipline these officials.
In other words, law is a solution to the classic principal-agent problem inherent
in any complex polity: officials do not always follow the commands of the
government, and so the government must create mechanisms to correct the
resulting injustices and to encourage compliance with its orders.”* The model
assumes that while provincial officials are corruptible, the imperial government
is essentially just. This understanding of the role of law in Ottoman governance
reflects the state-centric bias in Ottoman historiography, and replicates the
concept found in Ottoman-Islamic political theory of the “circle of justice,”
according to which all justice emanates from the Sultan who must cultivate it
in order to preserve his rule.? The model also assumes that the divide between
askeri and redyd, the ruling class and the subject class, was as salient in social
life as it was in Ottoman political discourse.

The archival evidence establishes beyond doubt that Ottoman subjects used
the courts to bring abuses committed by officials to the government’s attention.
But as a paradigm for the rule of law in the Ottoman Empire, I find it limited, for
two main reasons. First, within this model the imperial government sets the rules

12 For example: Haim Gerber, State, Society and Law in Islam: Ottoman Law in Com-
parative Perspective (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1994); Karen Barkey,
Bandits and Bureaucrats: The Ottoman Route to State Centralization (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1994); Amy Singer, Palestinian Peasants and Ottoman Officials: Rural
Administration around Sixteenth-Century Jerusalem (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1994). For a critique of this paradigm see Boga¢ Ergene, Local Court, Provincial
Society and Justice in the Ottoman Empire: Legal Practice and Dispute Resolution in
Cankirt and Kastamonu, 1652-1744 (Leiden: Brill, 2003), 100-8.

13 This principal-agent problem can be particularly acute in authoritarian regimes, hence
the corruption endemic in many modern states in the Arab world. It can lead to rule
of law institutions being fostered and supported, if less than whole-heartedly, by these
authoritarian regimes. For a fascinating account of the relationship between courts
and the Mubarak regime in Egypt, see Tamir Moustafa, The Struggle for Constitutional
Power: Law, Politics and Economic Development in Egypt (New York: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 2009).

14 On the antiquity of this concept in the Middle East see Linda Darling, A History of
Social Justice and Political Power in the Middle East: The Circle of Justice from Mesopota-
mia to Globalization (New York: Routledge, 2013).
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and remains above scrutiny. The legal system is the government’s tool, and there
is nothing external to the government that can constrain its actions: this is a weak
version of the rule of law. Second, it ignores a crucial component of the history
of the rule of law in other societies. In other historiographies, relations between
the monarch and the elites, rather than relations between the state and ordinary
subjects, are central to the story: in English historiography it is the barons, not
the peasants, who force Magna Carta on King John. This aspect of the rule of
law has been neglected by Ottoman historiography, due to the enduring allure of
the classical paradigm of Ottoman governance in which the ruling class were the
Sultan’s slaves: slaves who did not receive the full protection of the law. It is this
aspect of the rule of law that interests me.

The Political Structure of Ottoman Egypt

Here I give a brief overview of the political structure of Ottoman Egypt in
the late seventeenth century, so that non-specialists may make sense of the dispute
between Defterdir Ahmed Pasha and the soldiers.” The imperial government
was represented in Egypt by a governor, who held the rank of Pasha. Governors
were appointed from among the imperial elite and generally served terms of one
to three years before being rotated to another province or to a position in the
capital. The governorship of Egypt was a prestigious position within the imperial
hierarchy, and several governors also served as Grand Vizier before or after their
postings to Egypt. The governor of Egypt was therefore an outsider: unlike in
some other provinces, local or localized elites did not manage to take control
of this post during the seventeenth or early eighteenth centuries. The governor
was based in the citadel, which sits atop the Mugqattam hill that was then at the
southeastern boundary of the city of Cairo. He brought with him only a small
personal entourage, and he could govern effectively only by cooperating with the
other two centers of power in Egypt: the military households and the regiments.

The households were patronage networks formed through military slavery
(the mamlak system), kinship and other types of patron-client relations. They
were headed by powerful men, some of whom were manumitted mamliks. Many,

15 For more on political society in Ottoman Egypt, see Jane Hathaway, The Politics of
Households in Ottoman Egypt: The Rise of the Qazdaglis (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1997); and Stanford Shaw, The Financial and Administrative Organization
and Development of Ottoman Egypt, 1517-1798 (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1962).
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but not all, household heads held the rank of bey.*® The beys monopolized the
high offices in the provincial administration, including the posts of amir al-haijj
(commander of the pilgrimage) and defferdir (treasurer), and the governorships of
the sub-provinces. They also controlled the major rural tax-farms and many of the
large awqif (endowments). These positions were the main sources of their wealth.

There were seven regiments in Egypt, the largest of which were the Janissaries
and the Azeban. The regiments were institutions that had been implanted by the
Ottomans. However, by the late seventeenth century, in connection with their
interpenetration with the merchant and artisan communities, the regiments had
developed strong corporate identities and would mobilize to defend their corpo-
rate interests. Although they took part in Ottoman wars, provided police func-
tions within Cairo, and assisted in the pacification of the Egyptian countryside,
the regiments cannot be regarded solely as military organizations: they were also
entitlement groups that existed to defend their members’ privileges and interests."’
The regiments controlled the sources of wealth that the beys did not — the urban
tax-farms and the customs-farms at the ports — and regimental officers profited
greatly from the coffee trade. The households and regiments should not be seen
as separate groups; rather, they were different loci around which power coalesced,
and they overlapped with one another. Many regimental soldiers were affiliated
with a household; some regimental officers led their own households; beys sought
to influence the regiments by placing their protégés in key positions.

Before proceeding it is also worth reflecting briefly on the “local” nature
of this military society in Egypt. The beys and soldiers identified as Egyptians,
or Misirluyan. But this word did not correspond with either ethnic identity or
geographical origin. This society was diverse and included slaves from Georgia
and Abkhazia, mercenaries and officials from Anatolia and the Balkans, and even
the odd European renegade, as well as people born in Egypt. There was a lot of
money to be made in seventeenth-century Egypt, due to its agricultural wealth
and its position on the coffee and spice trade routes: this made it a magnet for
ambitious immigrants. Members of this military society identified as Egyptians
because Egypt was where they made their careers. Their use of this marker did
not imply any particular identification with the wider population of the province,

16 The title bey was a short form of sancakbeyi. Unlike in most other regions of the Otto-
man Empire, in Egypt the title did not correspond to control of any particular territory.
The number of beys in Egypt was, however, limited to 24 at any one time.

17 See Wilkins, Forging Urban Solidarities, for a detailed analysis of how the Janissaries of
seventeenth-century Aleppo operated as an entitlement group.
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and it certainly did not indicate any commitment to autonomy or independence.
The ongoing struggles between Egypt’s soldiers and Ottoman governors were over
apportioning rights and resources within the Ottoman imperial system.

Defterdar Ahmed Pasha’s Reform Program

Defterdar Ahmed Pasha was a protégé of Kopriilii Fazil Ahmed Pasha, the
second of the Kopriilii dynasty of reforming Grand Viziers who dominated Ot-
toman politics in the second half of the seventeenth century. The Kopriilii reform
program has been discussed elsewhere; here I will summarize its main objectives.'
These were to rein in the power of provincial elites by placing protégés in key
positions; to increase central government revenues by preventing provincial elites
from skimming the taxes they collected; and to prune the regimental payrolls of
men with dubious military function — i.e. the merchants and artisans who had
joined the ranks for the economic benefits that membership offered. The overall
goal of the Kopriilii reformers was to centralize power in the imperial bureaucracy
in Constantinople, and so to reverse the trend of the seventeenth century.

Defterdar Ahmed Pasha was sent by Kopriilii Fazil Ahmed Pasha to imple-
ment this reform program in Cairo. He was not the first governor to pursue
the Kopriilii agenda in Egypt: this had been Kara Ibrahim Pasha, the personal
lieutenant of Kopriilii Fazil Ahmed Pasha, who served as governor of Egypt from
1670 to 1672. Kara Ibrahim Pasha had arrested two leading beys, Yasuf Bey Sahr
al-Naqib and Kan‘an Bey, for embezzling several categories of revenue, including
the annual tribute to the imperial government (irsaliyye), the Dashisha endow-
ments and the Haramayn endowments.” Yasuf Bey and Kan‘an Bey had been sent
to Constantinople, while their property in Cairo was seized and sold to repay the
missing revenues. Kara Ibrahim Pasha had then appointed the 4¢z (commander)
and the bag¢avus (senior officer) of the Janissary regiment — soldiers who were

18 On the Kopriilit dynasty of Grand Viziers see M. Tayyib Gokbilgin and R. C. Repp,
“Kopriilis,” Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2™ edition. Jane Hathaway summarizes the impact
of the Képriilii reforms on the Arab provinces in The Arab Lands under Ottoman Rule,
1516-1800 (Harlow: Pearson, 2008), 76-8.

19 The Dashisha endowments were a bloc of endowments founded by the Mamluk Sul-
tans Jagmaq and Q2’itbay and added to by the Ottoman Sultans Selim I and Suleyman
the Magnificent. Their revenues supported the holy cities of Mecca and Medina. The
Haramayn endowments were another bloc of endowments that supported the holy
cities.
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closely connected to the governor and who did not have local power bases — as
supervisors of the Dashisha and Haramayn endowments respectively.’

Kara Ibrahim Pasha’s focus on preventing fiscal corruption by the Egyptian
elite and cultivating reliable clients within the Egyptian administration was con-
tinued by Defterdar Ahmed Pasha, the next governor but one. Defterdar Ahmed
Pasha arrived in Cairo on 6 Shawwal 1086 (24 December 1675), and attempted
a more ambitious set of reforms that targeted the upper echelons of the financial
administration and the regiments. He lasted only a couple of months and failed to
push through his reforms. His attempted reforms and subsequent deposition were
covered in a rich variety of chronicles: not only the local Egyptian chronicles but
also in the imperial court chronicles (vekdyinimes) and in unofficial chronicles
written in the capital. Defterdar Ahmed Pasha’s tenure was the subject of gossip
in Constantinople, as it was an embarrassing failure.?

20 On Kara Ibrahim Pasha’s tenure as governor see Hathaway, Politics of Households,
148-50.

21 I have used the following accounts of Defterdar Ahmed Pasha’s tenure. The three main
Arabic chronicles covering late seventeenth-century Egypt: Ahmad Shalabi ibn ‘Abd
al-Ghani, Awdah al-ishirit fi man tawalla Misr al-Qahira min al-wuzard’ wa'l-bashait, ed.
‘Abd al-Rahim ‘Abd al-Rahman ‘Abd al-Rahim (Cairo: Maktabat al-Khanji, 1978), 174-
5; ‘Ali ibn Ridwan (attrib.), Zubdat ikhtisir tarikh mulik Misr al-mahrisa, ed. Bashir
Zayn al-Abidin (Cairo: Dir al-Fadila, 2006), 156-7 (Note: This is an edition of British
Library MS Add. 9972. The edition gives the author as ‘Ali ibn Ridwan based on an
inscription on the title page. However both the British Library catalog and . M. Holt
claim that Ibn Ridwan was the copyist and the author is unknown.); Anon., untitled
fragment, Bibliothéque nationale de France, MS arabe 1855 (referred to henceforth as
Paris Fragment), fos. 57b-58a. Four Turkish chronicles written in Egypt by officials
working there: Mehmed ibn Yasuf el-Hallak, 7zirih-i Misir, Bibliothéque nationale de
France, MS suppl. turc 512, fos. 122a-123a; Anon., Tevirih-i Misr-1 Kibire hatt-1 Hasan
Pasa, Siileymaniye Library, MS Hact Mahmut Efendi 4877, fos. 106a-109a; Mahmiid
ibn ‘Abdullih ibn Mehmed al-Baghdadi, /ntihab-i Husnii'l-mupazare, Siileymaniye Li-
brary, MS Esad Efendi 2215, fos. 87a-87b; ‘Abdiilkerim ibn ‘Abdurrahman, 7arih-i
Misr-1 Kabire, British Library, MS Add. 7878, fos. 79b-80b. Three chronicles written
in Constantinople: Defterdar Sar1 Mehmed Pasa, Ziibde-yi Vekayiit: Tahlil ve Metin
(1066-1116 / 1656-1704), ed. Abdiilkadir Ozcan (Ankara: Tiirk Tarihi Kurumu, 1995),
71; Abdurrahman Abdi Pasa, Abdurrahman Abdi Paga Vekiyi -nimesi (Osmanls Tarihi
1648-1682): Tahlil ve Metin Tenkidi, ed. Fahri C. Derin (Istanbul: Camlica, 2008), 447;
‘Isa-zade, Li-zade Tarihi (Metin ve Tahlil), ed. Ziya Yilmazer (Istanbul: Fetih Cemiyeti,
1996), 151-2.

141



THE DEPOSITION OF DEFTERDAR AHMED PASHA

The various chronicles give slightly different accounts of Defterdar Ahmed
Pasha’s actions, but the principal features of his reform program were as follows.
First, he made a series of promotions and reappointments to reward his allies
and prepare the ground for reform. This in itself was not unusual and incom-
ing governors often marked their arrival in this way. Second, he attempted an
investigation of regimental payrolls, in order to prune them of people who did
not fulfill a useful military function, and so deprive them of the salaries and tax
exemptions that came with military status. Third, he attempted to impose new
taxes on houses and shops, extending the ‘zviriz tax regime that had long been
regularized in Syria and Anatolia.?? Fourth, he dismissed the Jewish financial
officials working in the Egyptian administration.

The place of the regimental payroll investigation and the new tax regime
within the Kopriilii agenda is clear. Both reforms aimed to improve the imperial
government’s finances by increasing revenues, through the levying of new taxes
and the cancelation of tax exemptions, and by cutting government spending on
military salaries. The dismissal of the Jewish financial officials requires a little
more explanation. The motives for this act were likely mixed. The incident came
at the height of the influence in Constantinople of the militant pietist Kadizadeli
movement, and the dismissal of Jews from public office fits the Kadizadeli reli-
gious agenda.?® Some of the chronicles describe the move in confessional terms:
they talk of the replacement of Jews by Muslims.?* But at the same time, the
removal of these officials was also an instrumental move to prepare the way for a
crackdown on revenue diversion. The senior financial positions in Egypt had long
been held by Jews: by convention the sarrifbas: (head financial official) was the
formal representative of Cairo’s Jewish community, in contrast to the situation in
Constantinople where this role was played by the chief rabbi.?* In other words, the

22 For the ‘awiriz tax regime in Aleppo, see Wilkins, Forging Urban Solidarities, 19-112.

23 On the Kadizadeli movement, see Madeline Zilfi, The Politics of Piety: The Ottoman
Ulema in the Postclassical Age, 1600-1800 (Minneapolis: Bibliotheca Islamica, 1988). On
the Kadizadelis™ attitude to non-Muslims, see Marc Baer, Honored by the Glory of Islam:
Conversion and Conquest in Ottoman Europe (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008).

24 Ahmad Shalabi, Awda}h al-ishirat, 174; Paris Fragment, 57b; Zubdat ikhtisir, 156. The
author of Tevarih-i Misr-1 Kahire hatt-1 Hasan Pasa also uses anti-Jewish rhetoric, ac-
cusing the Jewish officials of treachery and theft (hzyanet ve serike [sic]), 107a-107b.

25 On the organization and leadership of the Jewish community in Egypt see Jane Hatha-
way, “The Grand Vizier and the False Messiah: The Sabbatai Sevi Controvery and the
Ottoman Reform in Egypt,” Journal of the American Oriental Society 117 (1997), 668.
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Jewish financial officials were an integral part of the Egyptian establishment, and
they were in a position to frustrate Ahmed Pasha’s fiscal reforms. He replaced them
with the former kdy dellali Ibrahim Jawish and the kitib al-hawila $alih Efendi:
allies from within the Egyptian bureaucracy whom he trusted to cooperate.? This
was a pragmatic as much as an ideological move.

Defterdar Ahmed Pasha’s reform program offended both the regiments and
the beys by threatening their incomes and entitlements. As mentioned previously,
there was considerable overlap between the regiments and the commercial classes.
The payroll investigation and the new taxes hit this group from two sides. Ahmed
Pasha attempted to reduce or cut off their military salaries, while simultaneously
increasing taxes on their businesses. Meanwhile, the dismissal of the Jewish fi-
nancial officials constituted an indirect attack on the beys. The beys controlled
the major tax-farms and endowments that were the target of the fiscal reforms
of Ahmed Pasha and his predecessor Kara Ibrahim Pasha. The reformers hoped
to prevent the beys from siphoning off funds into their own pockets, and so to
increase the proportion of revenue that reached the imperial government in the
case of tax-farms, and the holy cities and various public institutions in the case
of the endowments. The Jewish officials were the beys” accomplices within the
financial administration: their dismissal signaled Ahmed Pasha’s intentions and
undermined the beys’ ability to carry on as before.

The Deposition

Defterdar Ahmed Pasha’s plans became known on 3 Dhu'l-Hijja 1086 (18
February 1676). Given the far-reaching implications of the proposed reforms for
the interests of Egypt’s elites, it is not surprising that Ahmed Pasha encountered
determined opposition. Immediately, a crowd of soldiers gathered in Rumayla
Square, at the foot of the Muqattam hill on which stood the citadel, and demanded
that Ahmed Pasha stand down.?” The demonstration quickly turned violent when
the soldiers noticed a treasury official called ‘Abd al-Fattah Efendi al-Muqata‘ji

26 The koy dellili or dallil al-bilid was the official responsible for recording the title and
boundaries of plots of agricultural land. The kdtib al-hawdila was the official responsible
for registering iltizdm (tax-farm) transactions.

27 The dating in Hallak is slightly different: he claims the soldiers learned of Ahmed
Pasha’s reforms on 5 Dhw'l-Hijja, and assembled at Rumayla Square the following
morning. Hallak, 7arih-i Misir, fos. 122a-122b.
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descending from the citadel.?® The soldiers believed that ‘Abd al-Fattah Efendi was
an advocate of the reforms, on the basis that he had traveled to Constantinople
with a delegation but had not returned with the group, instead arriving later in
the entourage of the new governor: they attacked him and cut off his head. Envoys
traveled back and forth between the soldiers and the governor trying to negotiate
a resolution.”® But Ahmed Pasha continued to hold out, and eventually the rebels
entered the citadel and deposed him by force, placing him under arrest in the
house of a local notable. They then appointed Ramadan Bey, one of Egypt’s lead-
ing beys, to serve as gaimmaqam (acting governor), until a new governor arrived.
According to the chronicler ‘Isazade, they forced Defterdir Ahmed Pasha to sign
a buyuruldu (order) appointing Ramadan Bey to this post.*

The soldiers then sent a petition to Constantinople demanding a new gov-
ernor. The petition was carried to the capital by a delegation consisting of two
members of each regiment, led by Cundi Mehmed Bey and Deli Siileyman Aga,
the former chief eunuch of the imperial harem who had retired to Cairo, and who
was presumably chosen because of his connections at the palace.® The petition
insisted that the soldiers’ had not rejected the authority of the Sultan, but had sim-
ply responded to the illegitimate actions of Ahmed Pasha. The petition employed
the idiom of patrimonial monarchy: the soldiers claimed that Ahmed Pasha had
violated the implicit contract between the military and the dynasty, but protested
their loyalty and appealed to the beneficence of their Sultan. In this case, the
Grand Vizier was not impressed by their entreaty. Cundi Mehmed Bey and Deli
Siileyman Aga were both exiled to the Aegean island of Limnos, where the latter
would die the following year; the soldiers in the delegation were allowed to return
to Cairo. However, the imperial government had little choice but to comply with

28 Hallak specifies that ‘Abd al-Fattah Efendi was the muqata‘ji of the imperial granary
(enbar-i Gmire or enbir-i gilal). In other words, he was in charge of the granary that
received the tax paid in kind from Egypt’s rural provinces and forwarded it to Istanbul
and the holy cities. The position was farmed out as a muqata‘a, hence its holder was
called a muqata‘aji. Hallak, Zarih-i Misir, fo. 122b.

29 Most of the chroniclers are silent on the identity of these envoys, but Hallik identifies
them as the Miiteferrikabasi, the lieutenant (katkhuda) of the Cavusan and the transla-
tor (tarjuman). I discuss the significance of this below in the section on the court case.

30 ‘Isd-zdde Tirihi, 151.

31 On the role of retired imperial harem eunuchs in Ottoman Cairo, see Jane Hathaway’s
numerous publications. In particular: Politics of Households, 139-64; Beshir Agha: Chief
Eunuch of the Ottoman Imperial Harem (Oxford: Oneworld, 2005); “The Role of the
Kizlar Agast in 17%/18"-century Ottoman Egypt,” Studia Islamica 75 (1992), 141-58.
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the petitioners’ demand for a new governor, appointing ‘Abdurrahman Pasha, at
that time serving as governor of Baghdad. Ramadan Bey was confirmed as acting
governor by ‘Abdurrahman Pasha’s musallim (representative), who arrived in Cairo
on 17 Safar 1087 (1 May 1676),* and he remained in office until ‘Abdurrahman
Pasha himself arrived on 6 Jumad&'l-akhar (16 August 1676).

The Court Case

During the interim period between the deposition of Defterdar Ahmed Pasha
and the arrival of ‘Abdurrahman Pasha, the soldiers, in alliance with several beys,
pursued a legal strategy in order to limit the actions of future governors. The
soldiers and beys did not simply use violence to protect their interests, and nor
did they rely solely on an appeal to the Sultan rooted in the patrimonial notion
of reciprocal rights and duties.®® They conceived of the governor’s authority as
limited by law, and used Ottoman legal institutions to try to enforce this.

The soldiers and beys used a legal action in al-Diwan al-Ali, one of Cairo’s
main courts, to set a precedent about how future governors should behave. The
hujja (legal certificate) issued by the gadi at the conclusion of this legal action
has survived at the Prime Ministry Archive in Istanbul.® It is written in Arabic,
as was usual for the vast majority of the Diwian al-Alf’s records.® This hujja is

32 Zubdat ikhtisar, 157; ‘Abdurrahman ibn ‘Abdiilkerim, 7arih-i Misr-1 Kahire, 80a.

33 Fortunately for them, as their petition failed to convince the Sultan. The soldiers’ legal
strategy commenced a mere seventeen days after the deposition of Defterdar Ahmed
Pasha, which was just about long enough for the petition-bearing delegation to have
reached Constantinople, but not long enough for news of the exile of Cundi Mehmed
Bey and Deli Suleymin Agi to have made it back to Cairo. When launching their legal
strategy, the soldiers did not know the outcome of their petition: rather, they were using
multiple strategies simultaneously.

34 BOA, A.DVN, nr. 76/29, 20 Dhu’l-Hijja 1086 (6 March 1676). The corresponding
entry in the court register cannot be traced because, as mentioned above, the registers
of the Diwin al-‘Ali have not survived for this period. The earliest surviving register
of the Diwin al-Ali dates from 1741-3: Egyptian National Archive, Sijillat al-Diwan
al-Ali, register 1.

35 In the earliest surviving register of the Diwan al-‘Ali, which dates from the later period
of 1741-3, the majority of cases are recorded in Arabic with only a handful of entries
in Turkish. The three other seventeenth-century jujjas from the Diwan that I have
discovered are also in Arabic: Egyptian National Archive, Hujaj shar‘iyya sadira min
mahkamat al-Diwan al-Ali min sana 1030 ila 1272, document 1, 23 Dhi’l-Hijja 1030
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a certified copy of the original: the document is signed and sealed at the top by
‘Abd al-Bagqi, the chief qadi of Cairo, and ‘Abdullah, another qadi who held the
post of khilafa bi’l-Diwan. The fact that a certified copy of this hujja ended up in
the archives of the Divan-i Hiimaytun (the Imperial Council) in Constantinople
shows that the results of this legal action were communicated to the imperial

government.

The Diwin al-Ali was located within the citadel compound and was presided
over by both a gadi and the governor. In this case, there was no governor because
the soldiers had recently deposed him. Therefore, Ramadan Bey, the acting gover-
nor, presided over the case, alongside the judge known as the Qadi al-Diwan. This
was the normal procedure: whenever there was no governor present in Cairo, an
acting governor chosen from among Egypt’s beys would fulfill his duties including
presiding over the Diwan. In this case, Ramadan Bey had been appointed in an
unorthodox fashion: not by the musallim of the incoming governor but by the
soldiers who had forcibly deposed the previous governor and who were now the
plaintiffs in this legal action. Ramadan Bey was an ally of the plaintiffs and this
raises justifiable suspicions about the integrity of the process. I discuss this issue
in more detail below.

The plaintiffs in the legal action consisted of five beys leading a large group of
regimental officers and other officials. The beys were Muhammad Bey, the former
governor of the sub-province of Jirja in Upper Egypt, Azbak Bey, the defterdar
(treasurer), Qansth Bey, the former acting governor,®® Muhammad Bey, the former
governor of Jidda,*” and ‘Ali Bey, who held no particular office but instead held

(8 November 1621); Prime Ministry Archive, Istanbul, Cevdet Maliye 26058, 18 Rajab
1081 (1 December 1670); BOA, A.DVN, nr. 65/34, 28 Jumada'l-Ula 1083 (21 Septem-
ber 1672).

36 Qanstth Bey had served as acting governor in 1675 in between the governorships of
Husayn Pasha ibn Janbulat and Defterdar Ahmed Pasha: Ahmad Shalabi, Awdah al-
isharit, 173; Paris Fragment, 57b; Zubdat ikhtisir, 155; Tevirih-i Misr-1 Kahire Hatt-1
Hasan Pasa, 106b. In 1669 he had led a force of 1000 from Egypt to take part in the
final days of the siege of Candia, earning the sobriquet Fitip Jarid (Conqueror of Crete).
See P M. Holt, “The Beylicate in Ottoman Egypt during the Seventeenth Century,”
Bulletin of the School of Oriental & African Studies 24 (1961), 242.

37 This may be the Muhammad Bey identified by Holt as Muhammad Abt Qura,
who led an expeditionary force to the Hijaz against the rebellious sharif Hammuda
in 1668, and was appointed governor of Jidda for the occasion. Holt, “Beylicate,”
238.
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the generic title mir al-liwa al-sharif al-sultani. The group of regimental officers
and officials included twenty-one identified by name, along with a further group
of “the great and the small from among the agas of the Miiteferrika and the senior
officers of the seven regiments.”®

The plaintiffs declared that according to the ancient custom of Egypt — /-
dda wa'l-qanin al-qadim — no one should meet with the governor, nor with any of
his aides, unless he was accompanied by a group of three officials: the lieutenant
(katkhuda) of the Cavusan regiment, the official translator (zarjumdin) and the
head of the Miiteferrika regiment (Miiteferrikabasi). The current holders of all
three of these posts were among the plaintiffs. They went on to emphasize that no
one should enter the Diwan (i.e. the presence of the governor) before these three
officials, nor remain behind after they had left.

They then claimed that five individuals had repeatedly flouted this rule and
consulted with the governor alone. The people they accused were the former
katib al-aytam Ibrahim Efendi,® the former commander of the Cerakise regiment
Muhammad, the former mi‘marbas: Hasan Agha,* the former qddi al-Diwain
Mehmed Efendi Turukgizade, and a man called Muhammad al-Iskandarani. The
plaintiffs claimed that these five men had been warned about their conduct but
had continued regardless; they therefore demanded that they be banished from
Cairo and that Mehmed Efendi Turukgizade be barred from serving as qadi at
the Diwan.

The officers and beys were anxious that people might meet with the governor
in secret in order to collude with him against their interests. They had recently
decapitated the unfortunate ‘Abd al-Fattah Efendi after accusing him of just such
collusion. The five men whom the plaintiffs accused of violating the established

38 The officers and officials identified by name were: the riznamji, the tarjuman (trans-
lator) of the Diwan, the Miiteferrikabas: (the head of the Miiteferrika regiment), the
agas of the Goniilliiyan, Tifekeiyan, Cerakise, Janissary and ‘Azeban regiments, the
katkhudis (lieutenants) of the Goniilliiyan, Tiifek¢iyan, Cerakise, Janissary, ‘Azeban
and Cavusan regiments, the baggcavug (head of the lower-ranking officers) of the Janis-
sary, Azeban and Cavusan regiments, two former katkhudis of the Janissaries, and two
former chief scribes (kitib kabir) of the Janissaries.

39 The katib al-aytim (scribe of the orphans) was responsible for distributing the pensions
paid to the orphans of deceased soldiers and officials.

40 The mi‘marbag: (head architect) was responsible for the supervision and taxation of
construction in Cairo.
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custom were allies of Defterdir Ahmed Pasha: Hasan Agha had been promoted
to the position of Miiteferrikabast by Ahmed Pasha on his arrival.#

The officers and beys were attempting to limit the interactions of future
governors with the Egyptian establishment, essentially confining the governor to
his own entourage at all times except when supervised by the three officials the
plaintiffs named. These were officials whom the soldiers and beys hoped they
could rely on to stand up for their interests, report back on anything threatening,
and to prevent the governor from hatching intrigues with a small clique of his
own choosing.* It is notable that one of the three named officials was the official
translator: he may have been included to ensure that the governor could not avoid
full transparency by conversing in Turkish.*®

The plaintiffs did not mention the specific reforms that Defterdar Ahmed
Pasha had attempted, nor did they mention any other potential reforms that
might affect their interests. The officers and beys sought to control not what
policies future governors might enact, but the processes that governors should
follow in arriving at policies. They had a constitutional sensibility: they believed
that there were rules by which government should function, and they expected to
be represented within the policy-making process.

41 Tevarih-i Musr-1 Kahire hatt-1 Hasan Paga, 107a.

42 When they were founded in the sixteenth century, the Miiteferrika and Cavusan were
the regiments most closely connected to the Ottoman governor: recruits for the for-
mer were drawn from the imperial palace, while the latter was originally formed from
members of the defeated Mamluk army who swore allegiance to the Ottoman Sultan
and were assigned to serve the governor. However, by the late seventeenth century this
connection had weakened considerably: the Miiteferrika had grown powerful enough
during the century to assert its independence, and both regiments were thoroughly
integrated into the patronage networks and household-based politics of Cairo. See
Hathaway, Politics of Households, 36-8; Shaw, Financial and Administrative Organiza-
tion, 193-6. If the tradition claimed by the plaintiffs was genuine, then its implications
may have changed over time, as it became more likely that the holders of the three
posts would identify with the local political culture rather than with the governor’s
entourage.

43 Many members of the Egyptian political class were Turcophone, but Arabic was more
widely spoken. Of course, the members of this class were of diverse backgrounds, and
their native languages included Georgian, Abkhazian, Serbo-Croat and Kurdish in
addition to Arabic and Turkish. But Arabic was the lingua franca of this society. In
any case, the presence of the tarjuman would have ensured that neither Turkish- nor
Arabic-speakers would be disadvantaged in any discussions.
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The procedure that the soldiers and beys performed was a common legal
procedure in Ottoman and other pre-modern sharia courts. This procedure
was called a declaration: ishhid or ikhbar in Arabic, according to which type of
evidence was used. A person or group attended court to make a declaration and
have it recorded, thereby establishing a fact. The act of making the declaration
with corroborating testimony before witnesses in court, and the qadi’s acceptance
and recording of the declaration, established legally the truth of the fact. The
hujja resulting from this procedure could then be used as evidence in any future
dispute. This procedure was typically used in the courts of Ottoman Cairo to
establish that a transaction had taken place, that a debt existed, that someone
had appointed a person as his or her agent, or that an artisanal guild had certain
accepted practices.

The issue at stake in this case was the accepted practices of Egyptian politics:
the correct mode of relationship between the Ottoman governor and the pro-
vincial military class. The evidence provided was the testimony of a large group
of officers and beys: the practitioners of Egyptian politics.* The authority to
which the officers and beys appealed was custom: a/-dda wa'l-qanin al-qadim.
The officers and beys testified that the requirement that the three named officials
supervise all meetings involving the governor was the ancient custom of Egypt.
Established custom was considered authoritative and enforceable in Ottoman

44 The statement of the officers and beys is described in the hujja as £babar (report) rather
than shahida (testimony): they akhbarii rather than ashhadii. According to Islamic legal
theory a statement had to meet certain criteria to be considered shahdda. In addition
to certain formal qualities regarding the words used, the statement had to be a first-
hand report of something the witness had seen with his own eyes or heard with his
own ears: not something that he supposed or deduced based on other evidence. The
object of shahida therefore had to be a specific event that involved specific people and
occurred at a specific time and place: it could not be a state of affairs or an opinion. A
statement concerning the ancient customs of Egypt could not meet these criteria and so
was considered khabar rather than shahida. Khabar did not carry the same conclusive
weight as evidence as shahida, but it was still influential. When a kbabar statement
was introduced in courts in Ottoman Cairo, it was usually made by a large group of
people to give it added weight, as opposed to the two adult Muslim witnesses that were
necessary for shahida to be effective. For the criteria applicable to shabida according
to an Ottoman manual of Hanafi law and its commentary, see ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn
Muhammad Shaykhzadah, Majma* al-anhur sharh Multagal-abhur (Beirut: Dar al-
kutub al-‘ilmiyya, 1998), III: 257-66. This edition includes the text of the manual that
was the subject of Shaykhzadah’s commentary: Ibrahim al-Halab?’s Multaqa al-abhur.
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legal practice, as long as it did not contravene Islamic legal doctrine. Indeed,
the theoretical justification for the imperial law promulgated by the Ottoman
Sultans, in a context where Islamic law was held to be supreme, was that it codified
customary practice. This was reflected in the word used for imperial law: ganiin,
which, as the phrase used by the plaintiffs in the case discussed here shows, also
meant custom. The ambiguity between these two meanings of ganin is significant
and will be discussed in more detail below.

Aftermath

As this court case was a declaration (ikhbar) rather than a lawsuit (dz wa), the
five officials accused by the officers and beys of breaking the rule were not called
to defend themselves, nor did the qadi order any punishment of them. Rather, the
hujja simply states that the proceedings were written up and preserved in order
that they may be referred to when necessary: kutiba dbilika dabran lil-waqi® li
yurja‘ ‘ind al-ibtiydj ilayh. The purpose of the court case was to establish the fact
that, according to the law, the governor could only conduct government business
when supervised by the lieutenant of the Cavusan, the Miiteferrikabagi and the
translator. The hujja produced by the court case was to serve as evidence of this
fact. The document states that a copy was made in the official register of the
Diwin al-Ali, to ensure that it was publicly available for reference. The existence
of a certified copy of the hujja in the archives of the Divan-i Hiimaytan (Imperial
Council) reflects its dissemination to the imperial government in the Ottoman
capital.

One of the chronicles tells us that the five officials whom the soldiers and
beys accused of breaking the rule they described were banished to Ibrim in Nubia.*
But this was an executive action: according to the chronicle it was accomplished
through the issuance of a buyuruldu by the acting governor, rather than a qadrs
judgment. The role of the court in the case studied here was to make law, not to
enforce law.

We don’t know whether future governors obeyed the rule laid out in this hujja.
It would be surprising if all did: the tensions between governors and soldiers that
this incident illustrates continued. We know that the imperial government in
Constantinople was not happy with the outcome of this dispute. As mentioned
above, when Cundi Mehmed Bey and Deli Siileymian Aga arrived bearing the

45 Tevarih-i Misr-1 Kahire hatt-1 Hasan Pasa, 108b.
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soldiers’ petition, they were promptly exiled to Limnos. A couple of years later,
Ramadan Bey, the acting governor appointed by the soldiers who presided over
the Diwan in the court case, was appointed to accompany the irsdliyye, the an-
nual transfer of tax revenues, to the capital. Protecting the convoy on its journey
was an important job that was usually assigned to an Egyptian bey. In this case,
however, the selection of Ramadan Bey served an ulterior motive: upon arrival
in Constantinople he too was exiled to Limnos, and a ferman was sent to Egypt
ordering the seizure of his property.*® In this way, the imperial government sought
revenge for his crucial enabling role in the deposition and subsequent legal action.

The Rule of Law

We can justifiably wonder whether the legal process in this case was fair.
One of the men presiding over the Diwan al-Ali — the acting governor Ramadin
Bey — had been put there by the officers and beys who brought the case. Alongside
Ramadan Bey sat a qadi, and it was this qadi who was responsible for evaluat-
ing the evidence presented and for issuing the hujja. But in the presence of a
large group of armed and powerful men who had recently violently deposed the
governor and murdered one of his allies, and in the temporary absence from Cairo
of representatives of the imperial government, would the qadi have felt able to
follow procedure and perform his role objectively? This is a valid question, for
which there is no conclusive answer. The hujja itself does not betray any coercion
or intimidation, but that, of course, is the nature of legal documents, which
necessarily present whatever took place as if it happened in accordance with legal
procedure.

Given these uncertainties, in what sense does this incident illustrate an
emerging rule of law? It does not demonstrate that a robust rule of law had been
established at that point in time: no single incident could demonstrate that. What
the incident illustrates is the emergence of a concept of the rule of law which saw
the relationship between the imperial government and its provincial servants as
governed by law, and which consequently made law central to political struggles.
The first point is that legal institutions and legal procedures were the means by
which this stage of the dispute was conducted. An Ottoman court allowed a
challenge to the governor’s authority to be brought before it, and its procedures,
derived from the manuals of figh that structured legal practice throughout the

46 Defterdar Sari Mehmed Pasa, Ziibde-yi Vekayidt, 87.
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early modern Muslim world, enabled the complainants to assert their conception
of correct governance.

The second, important point is that the law was the focus of attention. The
soldiers had already demonstrated their ability to defy the governor’s wishes,
and to effect gubernatorial change, through brute force. They did not, however,
think that violence was sufficient to protect their interests on a lasting basis. In
the court case, the soldiers and beys sought to ground the justification for their
actions and their privileges in law. The terrain on which the negotiation over the
governor’s powers was carried out, and the language in which it was articulated,
was that of law.

The legal domain that was being contested in this case was that of qanin.
As mentioned previously, the word gantin meant custom as well as imperial law,
and the phrase employed by the officers and beys, which paired gantn with the
synonym for custom Zda, appears to indicate the former usage. But the ambiguity
between these two meanings was central both to the historical understanding of
gantn-as-law and to the issue at stake in this court case. Historically, gantn-as-
law had been conceptualized as the codification or legitimization of accumulated
custom. But how, in practice, did custom become gantin-as-law? In other words,
what gave a particular custom the authority of law? Changes in the mechanism
by which custom became law are central to the emergence of the rule of law I am
tracking here.

Meanwhile, the subject of this dispute — the correct relationship between
the Ottoman governor and his provincial servants — was an issue of public law.
Public law fell squarely within the domain of Ottoman qanan-as-law. The provin-
cial kaniannames issued by the conquering Sultans of the fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries were compendiums of public law: they laid out in detail the duties and
responsibilities of governors, regiments and other officials in particular provinces,

alongside provisions for taxation.*’

47 Public law was not a term used in the seventeenth-century Ottoman Empire, but is
useful here as an analytical category. I do not intend it to correspond exactly the scope
of public law today; but only to identify the aspects of government and administrative
law mentioned in this paragraph. The example of the scope of qaniin most relevant to
this article is the Egyptian kantinname of 1524, published in Omer Litfi Barkan, XV, ve
XVInct Asirlarda Osmanls Imparatorlugunda Zirai Ekonominin Hukuki ve Mali Fsaslar:
(Istanbul: Biirhaneddin Matbaasi, 1943), 355-87.
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The officers’ and beys’ claim that the customs of Egyptian politics dictated
that the governor should only conduct business when supervised by the lieutenant
of the Cavusan, the Miiteferrikabagt and the translator was an attempt to define
an aspect of public law. Their claim was an assertion that they had the right to
determine what qantn-as-law was, if they could provide evidence. This case, then,
illustrates a significant shift in the conception of where lay the authority behind
public law and qanan-as-law. Tezcan argues that the late sixteenth century saw the
Sultan’s authority to issue qantn weaken. In the era of the great kinannames, the
Sultan’s word was law: despite the theoretical fiction that the kinannames codified
custom, it was their promulgation by the Sultan that gave them authority.”® By the
late sixteenth century, however, many writers argued that the Sultan was bound
by the qanin of previous Sultans, in particular by the qanian of Mehmed the
Conqueror. Such writers held that existing kantinnames could be embellished or
developed, but not reversed. Tradition now had genuine authority to constrain
the actions of the Sultan, to the extent that it had been written in the form of a
kaniinname.*

Odur case suggests that by the late seventeenth century conceptions of ganan
had moved further along the trajectory suggested by Tezcan. Provincial political
figures could now assert what qantin-as-law was based on their understanding of
tradition and custom, regardless of whether what they asserted had ever been for-
mally promulgated by a Sultan.* This took place in a broader seventeenth-century

48 This does not imply that the Ottoman kantinnames were not really based on custom.
Customary practice was a vast field, which included many mutually contradictory cus-
toms. It was promulgation by the Sultan which gave a particular custom the authority
of law.

49 Tezcan, Second Ottoman Empire, 49-59; for the relationship between Ottoman qanian
and custom see also Tezcan, “The Kanunname of Mehmed II: A Different Perspec-
tive,” in The Great Ottoman-Turkish Civilization, ed. Kemal Cicek et al. (Ankara: Yeni
Tiirkiye, 2000), III: 657-65.

50 It is not clear whether the tradition cited by the plaintiffs in this case had ever been
formally promulgated. It was not in the Egyptian kantnname of 1524; indeed the
Miiteferrika corps was not established until the year 964 AH (1554-5). It could have
been promulgated at a later date through a ferman, or it could have been a practice
that emerged organically at some point. It is noteworthy that in Hallak’s account of the
deposition of Ahmed Pasha it is these three officials who shuttle back and forth between
the governor in the citadel and the crowd of soldiers in Rumayla Square, suggesting
that they did have a recognized role as intermediaries. The question whether or not
this tradition had been formally recognized previously is not of vital importance to the
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context in which texts labeled kanannames were written by bureaucrats and
scholars, rather than in the name of the Sultan.”® Qanin was becoming a legal
literature rather than a set of statutes, and its authority no longer depended on
official promulgation. It was becoming a common law, the authority of which
was not doubted but the content of which was subject to ongoing debate. In this
sense, although its sources and texts were very different, the field of qantn was
beginning to resemble figh, which was also an ongoing debate about the correct
interpretation of a law with unquestioned authority.

The fact that the officers and beys were able to prove what qanan was in
an Ottoman-Islamic court also suggests a different way of thinking about the
relationship between gantin and shari‘a. Theoretically, in any pre-modern Muslim
context, the sharia was supreme. Historians have demonstrated that the Ottomans
conceptualized gantn as subordinate to the shari‘a, in the sense that ganan sup-
plemented and developed the provisions of the shari‘a, but did not contradict its
core principles and doctrines.® In this case, qaniin was subordinate to the shari‘a
in a different sense. The officers and beys were able to prove what gantn was by
relying on the procedures of the shari‘a. These were legal procedures that served
to evaluate claims and to establish what was legally true, which were drawn from
the procedural chapters of figh texts, and which defined the practice of courts
across the Ottoman Empire and in the pre-modern Muslim world in general. The
epistemology of the shari‘a determined what ganiin was; or, more precisely, when
somebody made a claim about what the qanan said about a particular matter, he
or she had to do so within the epistemological framework provided by the shari‘a.”

argument here, because the important point is that in March 1676 it was the soldiers’
and beys’ court action that gave the tradition its authority.

51 For example, the kaninname written by Tevki‘i Abdurrahman Pasha in 1087 AH (1676-
7). This has been published: “Osmanlt kanannameleri,” Milli Tetebbu'lar Mecmiias: 1
(1331 AH), 497-544.

52 For example: Uriel Heyd, “Kanun and Shari‘a in Old Ottoman Criminal Justice,”
Proceedings of the Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities 3 (1969), 1-18; Richard
Repp, “Qanin and Shari‘a in the Ottoman Context,” in Islamic Law: Social and
Historical Contexts, ed. Aziz al-Azmeh (London: Routledge, 1988), 124-45; Colin
Imber, Ebu’s-su'ud: The Islamic Legal Tradition (Stanford: Stanford University Press,
2009); Bogag¢ Ergene, “Qanun and Sharia,” in The Ashgate Research Companion
to Islamic Law, ed. Rudolph Peters and Peri Bearman (Farnham: Ashgate, 2014),
109-20.

53 We can put this and the previous observation together to suggest that ganan was in-
creasingly approached and understood using the intellectual framework and tools of the
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This court case does not represent an established rule of law: it is neither
a final nor a comprehensive statement of the bounds of government. What it
illustrates is a constitutional sensibility: a consciousness that law constrained the
actions of the government and an understanding of public law as external to
the government. Events elsewhere in the seventeenth-century Ottoman Empire
suggest a similar consciousness: Tezcan shows that the Janissaries involved in
the deposition of Sultans sought fatwas (legal opinions) from prominent ulema
justifying the depositions on the grounds that the deposed Sultans had deviated
from the law.* The case discussed here demonstrates the role of courts and legal
procedures, rather than the legal opinions of jurists, in this emerging constitu-
tional mode of political engagement.

This constitutional sensibility put law at the center of the struggle between
the governor and the soldiers. The officers and beys wanted to mold the law to
their political advantage: they were self-interested users of the law rather than
objective legal thinkers. The context of political violence was immediately below
the surface during the court case, which took place only seventeen days after the
deposition of Defterdar Ahmed Pasha and the murder of ‘Abd al-Fattah Efendi
al-Mugqata‘ji. The same was true of the fatwas accompanying the depositions
of Sultans discussed by Tezcan. With the political stakes high and the potential
for violence ever present, it would be naive to imagine that the muftis issuing
fatwas and the gadis issuing judgments in such situations were guided by legal
principles alone and were not affected by political calculations and an instinct for
self-preservation.

The officers’ and beys’ determination to bend the law to their purposes
demonstrates the law’s significance: while it was not robust enough to be im-
mune to political manipulation, it was too important to be ignored and so was
necessarily politicized. The right way to understand the extra-legal maneuvering
around the court case by both sides — the soldiers’ placing of their ally Ramadan
Bey on the bench before launching their court case; the possible intimidation
of the qadi; and the imperial government’s later punishment of Ramadan
Bey — is as a form of judicial politics. Judicial politics are a familiar feature of
systems where the law plays an important role in structuring and constraining

jurist; a consequence of the increasing prominence of jurists and of what Tezcan calls
jurists’ law during the seventeenth century. For Tezcan’s account of the rise of jurists’
law, see Second Ottoman Empire, 14-45.

54 Tezcan, Second Ottoman Empire, 6, 220. For a broader discussion of the role of law in
seventeenth-century political discourse in the Ottoman capital, see ibid., 59-78, 156-75.
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government. The salience of the liberal/conservative divide on the US supreme
court bench is only the most prominent modern example; others include the
Mubarak regime’s manipulation of the Egyptian Supreme Constitutional Courrt,
and the reorganization of Turkey’s state prosecution service in response to the
2013 corruption inquiry targeting members of the previous government. In the
USA, the Arab Republic of Egypt and the Republic of Turkey the law constrains
government, albeit to very different degrees, and is a central component of
political discourse. The reason that judicial politics are significant in these
countries is that the law cannot be ignored: it must be manipulated. Egypt in
1676 saw a similar process: a struggle over the meaning and interpretation of
the law that was fought by both the government and other social actors both
within the courts through legal procedures and outside the courts through less
scrupulous means. A crude judicial politics was the inevitable accompaniment
of the emerging rule of law.

Conclusion

The seventeenth century saw a transition in which Ottoman government
was increasingly subjected to legal checks and oversight: a conception of the rule
of law emerged as a model for the relationship between the Sultan and the ruling
class that exercised his power. This change accompanied the growing power and
assertiveness of certain sections of the ruling class — the military regiments and
provincial notables. These groups pushed a legal idiom of governance as a means
of consolidating their rising status and protecting their interests and privileges.
It coexisted with a patrimonial idiom, which assumed an unwritten contract be-
tween the Sultan and his servants, and which had a longer history. While Tezcan
portrayed this legal idiom through an analysis of the historiographical and politi-
cal writing of the period, this article has used court records to analyze the role of
legal institutions and legal procedures in brokering political struggle, showing how
the courts were involved in the interpretation of public law.

The rise of the legal idiom as an alternative to the patrimonial idiom reflected
the broadening of the ruling class. The more distant the make-up of the military
regiments became from the sixteenth-century model of a corps of the Sultan’s
palace-trained slaves, the less relevant the patrimonial notion of a contract of al-
legiance seemed. Many of the soldiers in Cairo’s regiments in the late seventeenth
century had never been trained in any imperial institution, let alone the schools
of the palace. Most were free-born; many of those who were slaves were not

156



JAMES E. BALDWIN

kapr feulu (slaves of the Porte) but rather belonged to the leaders of Egypt’s great
households. They had bought their way into the ranks using their own or their
patrons’ capital. The legal idiom suited the impersonal nature of their relationship
with the imperial government better than the fiction of a personal bond of fealty.

The increasing role of law in structuring the relationship between the im-
perial government and its provincial servants was therefore a key aspect of the
transformation of the Ottoman Empire from a patrimonial monarchy into an
early modern bureaucratic state. The process involved not only the recognition
that the Sultan’s authority over his provincial servants was governed by rules.
It also involved a new understanding of who had the authority to create and
interpret those rules. A public law emerged which, unlike the fifteenth- and
sixteenth-century kaninnames, was external to the Sultanate. The legitimacy of
this public law was still rooted in custom, but the authority to define it no longer
rested with the Sultan, and was instead claimed by other sections of the ruling
class. This process also involved the political empowerment of courts: the shari‘a
courts whose gadis had long adjudicated disputes among Ottoman subjects. The
procedures of these courts became the arbiters of disputes over the interpretation
of public law, and enabled provincial soldiers, officers and notables to assert and
validate their understanding of their relationship with the imperial government.

The Deposition of Defterdir Apmed Pasha and the Rule of Law in Seventeenth-
Century Egypt

Abstract m This article examines the deposition of the Ottoman governor of Egypt
by Cairo’s soldiers in 1676, and a subsequent court case, in order to illustrate the
increasing importance of law and legal institutions in Ottoman politics during the
seventeenth century. I show that in the court case, the soldiers sought to constrain the
actions of future Ottoman governors by establishing legal limits on their authority. I
argue that the soldiers displayed a constitutional sensibility: a belief that the conduct
of government was bound by rules, and that courts were the place to establish and
enforce these rules. This allows us to see the frequent rebellions in the seventeenth-
century Ottoman Empire in a new light: as part of an emerging concept of the rule
of law that was central to the empire’s transformation from a patrimonial monarchy
into an early modern bureaucratic state.

Keywords: Ottoman Egypt, Sharia Courts, Rebellion, Kopriilii Reforms
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Petitions of the Supplicant Ambassador:
British Commercial Representations to the Ottoman
State in the Eighteenth Century

Michael Talbot*

Duacimz Elginin Takrirleri: XVIIL Yiizyilda Osmanly Devleti ne Sunulan Ingiliz Ticari
Dilekgeleri

Oz m Bu makale, 18. yiizyilin ortalarinda ve sonlarinda Ingiliz elgisi tarafindan Os-
manlt hitkiimetine sunulan takrirleri, Osmanli dilekge sistemi cercevesinde ve el¢inin
konsolosluk gorevlerine 1stk tutmak amaciyla inceleyecektir. Bu belgelerin sekil ve dili
degerlendirildikten sonra, iki tip vaka analiz edilecektir. Ilk gruptaki vakalar kapitii-
lasyonlar ve diplomatik gelenekler uyarinca Ingiliz tiiccarlar ve seyyahlar tarafindan
talep edilen karada ve denizde seyahat 6zgiirliigii ve mal giivenligini konu almaktadir.
Ikinci grup ise kapitiilasyonlar ile diger hukuki uygulamalara konu olan ve Ingiliz
ve Osmanli tabileri arasinda gergeklesen daha karmagik davalari icermektedir. Bu
belgelerin incelenmesi diplomasinin uygulamasini gérmemize imkan saglamanin
yanisira, metin ve gelenegin, kapitiilasyonlarin esnek bir yorumu iizerinden Ingiliz
tiiccarlarinin hak ve ozgiirliklerini Osmanli dilekge sistemi {izerinden nasil diizen-
lendigini gostermektedir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Takrirler; Kapitiilasyonlar; Osmanh—ingiliz iliskileri; ticaret;
tiiccarlar

In April 1788, a takrir, a formal representation, was presented to the Ottoman
government on behalf of the British ambassador in Istanbul, Sir Robert Ainslie.'

* Université Paris 1 Panthéon-Sorbonne, Mediterranean Reconfigurations (ConfigMed).

1 My thanks go to Giines Isiksel and Antonis Hadjikyriacou for their valuable critiques
and comments on the initial drafts of this article. I am also grateful to the anonymous
reviewers for their corrections and comments. Zazkrir has been translated in various
ways: ‘report’, for example in Can Erimtan, “The perception of Saadabad: The “Tulip
Age’ and Ottoman-Safavid rivalry’ in Dana Sajdi (ed.), Otzorman Tulips, Ottoman Cof-
fee; Leisure and Lifestyle in the Eighteenth Century (London & New York, 2007), 41-62
at 47, 55; ‘official petitior’, in Tuncay Zorlu, Innovation and Empire in Turkey: Sultan
Selim 111 and the Modernisation of the Ottoman Navy (London & New York, 2008),
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BRITISH COMMERCIAL REPRESENTATIONS TO THE OTTOMAN STATE

Far from communicating matters of high politics or international intrigue, this
document detailed a rather more mundane affair. Submitted to the Sublime Porte
by one of the British translators who had rendered the document into Ottoman
Turkish, the matter at hand concerned Peter Took, a British silk merchant living
in Istanbul. Took wanted to send one Gianni son of Michele, a broker (simsar),
to look into certain matters of his trade in Bursa, Ankara, and Kiitahya.? The
ambassador’s petition requested that Gianni be granted a travel permit (yo/ hiikmii)
so as to avoid any interference or attacks (dahl ve ta'arruz) on his journey, and to
ensure that he should be protected and cared for in accordance with the imperial
Capitulations (ahdname-i hiimayun mucebince himayet ve siyanet olunmak).> The
same document contains the official Ottoman deliberations on the case, and a
decision that the matter should be settled so that Gianni’s capitulatory right to
travel should be protected through the issuing of a travel permit for his journey.

Ainslie’s representation on behalf of Peter Took’s broker led me to reconisder
the nature of the duties performed by a British ambassador in eighteenth-century
Istanbul, and led me to a detailed investigation of petitions in both the Brit-
ish and Ottoman archives concerning the activities of British merchants, and
particularly into the various sorts of trouble in which they expected to find, or
actually found themselves. This article, an off-shoot of my doctoral research into
eighteenth-century British-Ottoman relations, will explore a number of these
takrirs held in the Ottoman Archives in Istanbul that are representative of the

47, 155; ‘memorandum’, in Edhem Eldem, French Trade in Istanbul in the Eighteenth
Century (Leiden, 1999), 85. In a legal sense, it can also refer to a presentation of a claim,
‘to set forth a claim (takrir-i dava idub)’, as noted in Siilleyman Demirci, ‘Complaints
about Avariz assessment and payment in the Avériz-tax system: An aspect of the rela-
tionship between centre and periphery. A case study of Kayseri, 1618-1700’, Journal
of the Economic and Social History of the Orient 46:4 (2003), 437-474 at 463. 1 prefer
‘representation’, because, as I will argue, zakrirs encompassed all of these elements: they
often contained narrative reports; they were usually petitionary in some form; but
were viewed, at least in a diplomatic sense, as a sort of memorandum or note verbale.
Moreover, there is an oral element to takrirs, many of which were presented verbally
as well as being written down, something evident in Claudia Rémer, ‘Contemporary
European translations of Ottoman documents and vice versa (15th-17th centuries)’,
Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientarium Hungaricae 61:1/2 (2008), 215-226 at 219.

2 Took was one of the first British merchants to buy raw silk directly from producers in
Bursa, rather than through middlemen. William Eton, A Survey of the Turkish Empire
(London, 1798), 479.

3 Bagbakanlik Osmanlt Argivleri [Prime Ministry’s Ottoman Archives, Istanbul],
A.DVN.DVE (3) 83/48, 22 Receb 1202 (27 Apr. 1788).
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wider collection held in the Diivel-i Ecnebiye, Cevder Hariciye, and Tbniilemin
Hariciye series, and use them to demonstrate the sort of legal regime under which
British merchants operated in the Ottoman Empire. They are a significant set
of documents that also place British subjects in the Ottoman Empire within a
wider petitionary framework, with the ambassador acting as a ‘supplicant” on their
behalf for a variety of cases involving their freedom of movement and trade. As
noted by James Baldwin in his article on Egyptian petitioners, the study of peti-
tions in early modern Ottoman Empire is still very much in its infancy, although
progress has been made through a number of important works on the subject, his
own included.* An analysis of these British zakrirs will therefore provide further
examples in understanding the Ottoman petitionary process, especially where
foreigners were involved.” From another angle, this article will also build on the
research of Edhem Eldem and Maurits van den Boogert into the interplay between
trade and diplomacy, and the Capitulations and the Ottoman legal system, by
considering the ambassador’s role in performing consular functions, on the one
hand for British merchants resident in Istanbul, and on the other for British
merchants unable to resolve their disputes at the local level in the provinces.

4 Michael Ursinus, Grievance Administration (Sikayet) in an Ottoman Province: The Kay-
makam of Rumelias ‘Record Book of Complaints’of 1781-1783 (London, 2005), especially
1-46; James Baldwin, ‘Petitioning the sultan in Ottoman Egypt’, Bulletin of the School
of Oriental and African Studies 75:3 (2012), 499-524. A number of other studies have
greatly informed my thinking on this subject: Halil Inalcik, ‘Sikayet hakky; Arz-i pal
ve arz-i mapzarlar’, The Journal of Ottoman Studies 7:8 (1988), 33-54; Haim Gerber,
State, Sociery, and Law in Islam: Ottoman Law in Comparative Perspective (New York,
1994); Fariba Zarinebaf-Shahr, ‘Ottoman women and the tradition of seeking justice
in the eighteenth century’ in Madeline Zilfi (ed.), Women in the Ottoman Empire:
Middle Eastern Women in the Early Modern Era (Leiden, 1997), 253-263; Bogag Er-
gene, Local Court, Provincial Society and Justice in the Ottoman Empire: Legal Practice
and Dispute Resolution in Cankir: and Kastamonu (1652-1744) (Leiden, 2003); Anton
Minkov, Conversion to Islam in the Balkans: Kisve Bahast Petitions and Ottoman Social
Life, 1670-1730 (Leiden, 2004). The use of petitions in cases involving both Ottoman
subjects and foreigners is also investigated in Ismail Hakk: Kadi, Ottoman and Dutch
Merchants in the Eighteenth Century: Competition and Cooperation in Ankara, lzmir,
and Amsterdam (Leiden, 2012), 68-98.

5 For one diplomatic example, see: Michael Talbot, ‘Feeding an elephant in
eighteenth-century Istanbul’, 7ozsuz Evrak, 5 Sep. 2013, http://www.docblog.
ottomanhistorypodcast.com/2013/09/elephant-istanbul.html

6 Eldem, French Trade, 260-283; Maurits van den Boogert, The Capitulations and the Otro-
man Legal System: Qadis, Consuls, and Beratlss in the 18th Century (Leiden, 2005), passim.
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The study of British diplomacy in the Ottoman Empire has often neglected
the Ottoman-language sources, and consequently there has been something miss-
ing in our understanding of both the diplomatic and commercial functions of
the ambassador. The British embassy in Istanbul was rather different from the
other resident European embassies in that it was financed by the Levant Com-
pany, a chartered commercial monopoly, from 1579 until 1804.” This has left
the British embassy with an unusually rich body of sources in addition to the
usual diplomatic correspondence, particularly the registers and accounts ledgers
of the Company. However, whilst there are some English and Italian copies of
the petitions sent to the Ottoman government by the ambassador, a large number
of the versions actually received by Ottoman officials are held in the Ottoman
archives in Istanbul. By examining these, it is therefore possible to reconstruct the
ambassador’s daily activities beyond the gossip and bluster of his official letters
to London. Considering them as a petitionary corpus, the zkrirs provide two
important insights into the nature of daily interactions between the embassy and
the Sublime Porte.

First, the zakrirs show how the requests of the ambassador, acting on behalf
of British subjects, were translated into an Ottoman legal language by the embassy
translators. That is, however the documents might have been phrased in English,
or even in their Italian translations (Italian being the diplomatic lingua franca),
it is this version that would have been read, understood, and acted upon by the
Ottoman officials, and therefore the translated Ottoman version is perhaps the
most important version. Consequently, it is necessary to see how these documents
were constructed, what tone they employed, and what comments they received
from the officials who attended to them. What might have been a firm demand
linguistically in English became a petitionary request in Ottoman Turkish, an
important rhetorical device that at once acted out the Ottoman claim to universal
monarchy, and at the same time ensured that the British operated as part of the
Ottoman legal framework.® This is a fundamental point: the British merchants,

7 The standard text on this subject remains Alfred Wood, A History of the Levant Com-
pany (Oxford, 1935). For a reassessment, see: Michael Talbot, ‘British diplomacy in the
Ottoman Empire during the long eighteenth century’, Ph.D. thesis, School of Oriental
and African Studies, University of London (London, 2013). Other studies on the eight-
eenth century and commercial relations in particular include: Ralph Davis, Aleppo and
Devonshire Square: English Traders in the Levant in the Eighteenth Century (London, 1967);
Miibahat Kiitiikoglu, Osmanii-Ingiliz Iktisidi Miindsebetleri (Ankara, 1974), vol. 1.

8 The idea of universal monarchy, particularly in the sixteenth century, has been much
discussed of late, such as in Mehmet Sinan Birdal’s 7he Holy Roman Empire and the
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although subject to a different sort of law to their Ottoman counterparts through
capitulatory law and custom, still had to abide by the formal processes of the
Ottoman legal system in certain respects and cases.

Second, these documents provide the opportunity to see the commercial
side of an embassy in action. The idea of ‘consular functions’, the specific duties
expected of consuls, is essentially a modern one concerning intervention and pro-
tection of both individual and corporate rights and interests abroad, and offering
various forms of assistance in times of distress or trouble.” It would be problematic
to try to impose modern notions of consular functions onto the eighteenth-century
diplomatic context, but it is still important to think of ambassadors as exercising a
variety of functions, and not just those of a political diplomat. On the other hand,
these takrirs show the ambassador acting as the head representative of the /ngiltere
taifesi, the ‘British nation’ in certain legal and financial matters with the Ottoman
government. This links back to the incorporation of the British into the Ottoman
legal system, but also demonstrates that the ambassador had to spend a significant
amount of his time dealing with commercial affairs, something that is simply not
represented in the diplomatic correspondence. Therefore, the zakrirs concerning
commercial freedoms, rights, and disputes show the daily activity of the ambas-
sador as a consular official as well as the head of his mercantile community. Given
the importance of this role as communal protector, we might well expect to see
the ambassador and his translators attempting to manipulate the rules governing
British activities in their favour; which indeed we do.

After considering the language and form of the zakrirs, the discussion that fol-
lows will examine number of examples of zakrirs that fall under capitulatory law in
two main areas. The first area to be explored will be the freedom of movement and
guarantees of safety, and how the texts of both the zkrirs and the British Capitula-
tions demonstrate a continual need to protect the passage of merchants around the

Ottomans: From Global Imperial Power to Absolutist States (London, 2011), Kaya $ahin,
Empire and Power in the Reign of Siileyman: Narrating the Sixteenth-Century Ottoman
World (Cambridge, 2013). Much of this discussion has focussed on literary productions
that necessarily had limited circulation outside the court, whereas the texts presented
to and by ambassadors were part of a working system in which we can see the rhetoric
of monarchy applied regularly in daily documents. For a considered perspective on
state rhetoric and power, see: Hakan Karateke & Marius Reinkowski (eds.), Legitimiz-
ing the Order: The Ottoman Rhetoric of State Power (Leiden, 2005).

9  For an overview, see: Ivor Roberts (ed.), Sarows Diplomatic Practice, 6th edn. (Oxford,
2009), 78-79, 259-285
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Ottoman realms by land and at sea. These will include a number of fairly standard
requests for travel permits, and more pressing cases that demonstrate the dangers
faced by British merchants and their employees on their travels. The second set of
examples will look at disputes with Ottoman subjects, provincial officials, and the
Ottoman state, which almost exclusively involved non-payment of debts. Here, it
is possible to view the legal process specified by the Capitulations in action, and
the response of the Ottoman government to these cases. In sum, I will use these
documents to show Ottoman capitulatory law in action, and to demonstrate that
the zakrirs represented the intersection of legal text and custom in the regulation
of the commercial legal regime under which the British operated in the Ottoman
Empire. In doing so, this will place zkrirs as a particular kind of petitionary
text, that in some respects followed the conventions of other forms of Ottoman
petition, but had their own particular conventions and approaches specific to
interactions between the Ottoman state and foreigners. It seems clear that certain
provisions of the Capitulations were interpreted in a way to ensure that complex
or problematic disputes between Ottoman and British subjects could be easily
referred to arbitration in Istanbul, whilst leaving more easily reconcilable cases to
the consular and provincial authorities.

Language and form of diplomatic takrirs

In order to see how takrirs placed the British ambassador and British subjects
within the wider Ottoman petitionary framework, it is necessary to consider some
of the basic elements of their language, form, and appearance. The diplomatic
takrirs follow the basic elements of the structural model observed by Reychman
and Zajaczkovski in a range of Ottoman state and petitionary documents, and
more recently as described by Anton Minkov in his study on the petitions of
converts to Islam, Baldwin in the case of Egypt, and, crucially, Eldem in his
examination of relations with France.'® All of these petitions contained certain
common features that formed a sort of petitionary syntax.

The process of composition of the diplomatic zkrirs was the responsibility
of the embassy translators (zerciiman). They would be given an English, or usually
Italian text with a request drafted, and then would have to render it into the
particular form of Ottoman Turkish necessary for petitionary documents. This

10 Jan Reychmann & Ananiaz Zajaczkowski, Handbook of Ottoman-Turkish Diplomatics
(The Hague, 1968), 140; Minkov, Conversion to Islam, 110-144; Baldwin, ‘Petitioning
the Sultan’, 505-506; Eldem, French Trade, 270-280.
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was a skilled job indeed, and was the basis of livelihood for an entire class of scribe,
the arzubalci, or professional petition-writer. The impressive abilities and heavy
demands of the position of embassy translator has been clearly demonstrated by
Alexander de Groot and Gilles Veinstein, and it is not necessary here to go too
deeply into their wider role.! The British translators in the eighteenth century,
also known as dragomans, were Italian speakers and Ottoman subjects, and were
usually from the same families, notably the Timonis and the Pisanis. Having
learned their trade from a young age as giovanni di lingua, they were very skilled
in translating both oral and written communications linguistically and culturally.

The takrirs began with a salutation, known as the e/kab.'* This almost always
consisted of the phrase, ‘Your Highness, my illustrious and felicitous sultan, health
unto you' (devletlii saadetlii sultanim hazretleri sag olsun), in common with other
sorts of petitionary documents.' This is an important feature, and immediately
placed the petitioner — in this case the British ambassador — as a dependent of
the person he was addressing as his patron, and could be underscored in the text
by the ambassador referring to himself as ‘this, your supplicant’ (bu da’ileri). Of
course, the ambassador would never have referred to himself as such in English or
Italian; this is a good example of cultural translation. The main body of the peti-
tion would then identify its subject by giving certain biographical details, usually
the place of residence, name, and profession of the individual on whose behalf
the application was being made. As these zakrirs often concerned commercial
affairs, the petition’s subject would usually be described as being ‘from among
the British merchants’ (/ngiltere tiiccarlarindan), or in the case of travel permits
for ships, from among the British captains’ (Ingiltere kapudanlaridan). Private
travellers passing through or going about exploring the Ottoman realms without
trading would be referred to as from among the British gentlemen’ (/ngiltere
beyzadelerinden).

After these introductory details, the narration of the request could begin.
These were usually of a fairly standard form, with the length of the narrative

11 Alexander de Groot, “The dragomans of the embassies in Istanbul, 1785-1834’ in Geert
van Gelder & Ed de Moor (eds.), Eastward Bound: Dutch Ventures and Adventures in
the Middle East (Amsterdam, 1994), 130-158; Giles Veinstein, ‘Cadministration ot-
tomane et le probléme des interprétes’ in Brigitte Marino (ed.), Etudes sur les villes du
Proche-Orient, XVIe-XIXe siécle: Hommage i André Raymond (Damascus, 2001), 65-79.

12 Miibahat Kiitiikkoglu, ‘ELKAB’ in Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islim Ansiklopedisi (Istanbul,
1995), vol. 11, 51-54.

13 Minkov, Conversion to Islam, 117-118; Baldwin, ‘Petitioning the sultan’, 505.
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dependent on the complexity of the case: this particular captain wishes to set sail;
a certain merchant is owed payment on his goods; the wares of a group of traders
have been unlawfully seized. Having established the facts, the ambassador, as with
all petitioners, would move to make his requests: that a travel permit be issued;
that the commercial debt be paid; that the goods be restored. This would almost
always be made with the phrase, ‘it is petitioned and requested’ (rica ve niyaz
olunur). At the end of the takrir, the ambassador would use a standard declaration
of deference and inferiority before the Ottoman state, usually ‘the rest is for Your
Highness, my illustrious and felicitous sultan, to order and command’ (baki emr
ve ferman devletlii saadetlii sultanim hazretlerinindir) or ‘the rest is for his highness
who commands to command’ (bakiiil-emr li-hazret min leyhiil-emr). The final ele-
ment of the takrir was the mark (miibhur) of the ambassador. Sometimes this was
given by the ambassador’s own seal, but most often by a cypher representing his
signature, a copy of which can be seen in Figure 1 below.' It reads ‘the supplicant
ambassador of Britain’ (ed-da’i elgi-i Ingiltere), and as such places the ambassador
on a different level to other petitioners, who were usually signed as bende (servant),
but certainly held the same deferential tone as the rest of the document.

Figure 1: The British ambassador’s cypher featured on takrirs, 1734 (1) and 1774 ()

/

v

BOA, IE.HR 18/1634 BOA, C.HR 18/1643

14 Until the turn of the nineteenth century, ambassadors used their British crests as their
seal, but from the time of Charles Arbuthnot (ambassador 1805-1807) they began to
use seals with their name in the Ottoman alphabet.

170



MICHAEL TALBOT

In their basic structural form and language, the zkrirs submitted by the
British ambassador conformed to the wider body of Ottoman petitionary texts,
such as arzubals, through their inclusion of a deferential greetings and a clearly
formulated textual body, as well as through the tone of language and standard
phrases employed. The job of the embassy translator was therefore to fit the vari-
ous different issues submitted to the ambassador into the template of the Ottoman
petition, maintaining the original sense, and on occasion urgency of the original
Italian or English text, but always within the linguistic and stylistic boundaries
that were expected by the Ottoman bureaucracy. That said, there are clear differ-
ences in terms of style between the more formulaic sorts of zakrir, such as travel
permit requests, and those dealing with more complex cases.

Securing freedom of movement

The majority of zakrirs submitted by the British ambassador in the eighteenth
century appear to deal with the right to travel to and from, and within the Ot-
toman realms. The question of movement was one that featured prominently
and frequently in the Capitulations granted to the British, a collection of dozens
of mevadd (sing. madde, articles) that had been issued from the end of the six-
teenth century until 1675." They were also intertextual documents, so that the
provisions granted to other friendly nations by the Ottoman state were similarly
granted to the British by extension.'® Crucially, they were more than treaties secur-
ing political alliances but through their provisions helped to form and develop
the framework of the legal regime under which foreign merchants operated. The

15 For an analysis of the earliest Capitulations granted to the British, see: Susan Skilliter,
William Harborne and the Tade with Turkey, 1578-1582: A Documentary Study of the
First Anglo-Ottoman Relations (London, 1977).

16 There is a rich and developing literature on the Capitulations in theory and practice,
but much more work needs to be done on comparing the various documents. Maurits
van den Boogert, The Capitulations and the Ottoman Legal System: Qadis, Consuls and
Beratlis in the 18th Century (Leiden, 2005); Viorel Panaite, ‘French Capitulations and
consular jurisdiction in Egypt and Aleppo in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth
centuries” in Pascal Firges, Tobias Graf, Christian Roth & Giilay Tulasoglu (eds.),
Well-Connected Domains: Towards an Entangled Ottoman History (Leiden, 2014), 71-
89; Alexander de Groot, ‘“The historical development of the capitulatory regime in the
Ottoman Middle East from the fifteenth to the nineteenth centuries’, Oriento Moderno
23:3 (2003), 575-604; Dariusz Kolodziejczyk, Ottoman-Polish Diplomatic Relations
(15th-18th Century): An Annotated Edition of Ahdnames and Other Documents (Leiden,
2000).
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most important document for this study is the British Capitulations of 1675,
specifically the Ottoman text of that document that was absolutely central in
regulating commercial relations.

One of the first provisions that the 1675 text records concerns the freedom of
movement, granted in 1592 during the reign of Sultan Murad III (r. 1574-1595),
decrees in the Ottoman-language text that: ‘In the time of the said [sultan], noble
commands were given, saying that at the stopping places and way stations, and
at the crossings and places of trade, no-one should trouble them.””” By examining
instances in which the British embassy translators made direct reference to the
Capitulations, it is evident that they were intimately familiar with its provisions
and language. Indeed, in the following zakrir issued in 1733 or 1734, the text of
part of this article is quoted word-for-word:

Our man called Lorenzo, one of our dependents, has certain [commercial] affairs
with the son of Mihalaki, and needs to send two protected foreign individuals
[miistemin] on his business to Ankara. A travel permit is requested and petiti-
oned according to custom so that they may not be obstructed in their passage
and journey, and so that the collectors of the cizye [tax on non-Muslims] may
not offend or injure the said two protected individuals in their mission at the
stopping places and way stations, and at the bridges and places of trade on their
journey from the Exalted Threshold [Istanbul] by demanding payment of the
cizye or other such pretences."®

Here the terms of the Capitulations are quoted directly with the phrase ‘at
the stopping places and way stations, and at the crossings and places of trade’
(menazil ve merahilde ve maabir ve benadirde), and as this did not feature in the
English-language text of the same article, this demonstrates that the translators
made active use of the Ottoman-language text, and not the English version.” It
also shows that the translators were very aware of the legal foundations upon

17 TSMA, d. 7018.0002, 1187 (1773/1774), f7r.
18 BOA, IE.HR 18/1634, 1146 (1733/4).

19 In a very good example of important textual differences between the two texts, the
English version reads: ‘Our said ancestors of happy memory did then grant their
imperial license, and gave into the hands of the English Nation divers especial and
imperial commands, to the end that they might safely and securely come and go into
these dominions, and in coming or returning either by land or sea in their way and
passage that they should of no man be molested or hindered.” Cited from the official
printed text of the original manuscripts, 7he Capitulations and Articles of Peace between
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which to base their zakrirs. Indeed, this particular zakrir contains a number of
important issues relating to the freedom of movement and protection of British
subjects, and deserves some further analysis.

The document was presented on behalf of the ambassador, the Earl of Kin-
noull, by the one of the embassy’s translators, most likely the second translator,
Antonio Pisani. It does not concern a British merchant, but, ‘our man called
Lorenzo, from among our dependents’ (etbazmizdan Lorengi nam ademimiz). The
term ‘dependent’ (sing. zabi pl. etba) was an important capitulatory term that dis-
tinguished non-British subjects who were under British protection through their
employment or status from British subjects. The document also makes reference
to Lorenzo’s agents as ‘protected foreign individuals’ (miisternin), which meant that
they were foreign non-Muslims granted safe-conduct and protection (aman) dur-
ing their stay in the Ottoman Empire. As the two unnamed agents were miistemin
and not Ottoman non-Muslims (zimmi), they were exempt from paying the par-
ticular taxes the Ottoman state collected from its Jews and Christians, known as
harag or cizye. This was a right explicitly granted in the Capitulations: “The British
and their dependents [Ingilterelii ve eka tabi olunlar] situated in the Well-Protected
Domains, whether they be married or single, may engage in their business, and
in going about their trade, the poll-tax may not be demanded from them.”” This
takrir represents a particular concern on the part of the British, almost certainly
based on previous incidents that Ottoman officials in the provinces would still
attempt to impose such charges on these British dependents.

However, the question of how to stop provincial officials from demanding
cizye and engaging in other forms of ‘offence’ (rencide) was not dealt with in
the Capitulations. Therefore, a solution had been developed separately through
experience, and is an example of another important element of capitulatory law,
custom (mutad). Maurits van den Boogert has argued that consular practices
should be viewed as an integral component of the legal customs element of the
‘Islamic Legal Triangle’, the other two elements being Islamic law (seriaz) and
sultanic law (kanun), and the issue of travel permits seems to fit in quite neatly
with this view.?! The fact that the granting of a travel permit (in this particular
case, a yol emri, lit. road command) was not specifically required by the British

the Majesty of the King of Great Britain, France, and Ireland, etc., and the Sultan of the
Ottoman Empire (London, 1679), 6.

20 TSMA, d. 7018.0002, 1187 (1773/1774), f8v.

21 Van den Boogert, Capitulations, 58-61.
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Capitulations meant that enforcement had to be continually requested in order
to ensure the strength of precedent and law.?> This was in contrast, for instance,
to the requirements to carry specific passes and passports found in British treaties
with Algiers.” Moreover, as travel in the Ottoman Empire could be a dangerous
business, it was crucial that foreigners and their employees have some sort of
written confirmation of their status and right to travel to ensure access to protec-
tion or redress.” The right to travel and the right of exemption from the poll-tax
could be easily argued from the text of the Capitulations, but the issuing of a
travel permit required the ambassador to participate in the Ottoman bureau-
cratic system by requesting written conformation that those rights would not be
infringed. Considering the number of merchants and their employees who would
need to travel around, this amounted to a lot of paperwork. Yet, in the archives
of the central Ottoman administration where the ambassador’s zakrirs are kept,
one can only find examples of requests for travel permits for British merchants
and dependents resident in Istanbul. This is therefore a concrete example of the
ambassador performing consular functions; just as the British consul in Izmir
would have requested travel permits for British merchants resident in that city,
it was the responsibility of the ambassador to do the same for the merchants in
Istanbul.

This duty also applied to the British ships that came to Istanbul. The freedom
of movement for ships was guaranteed — with certain exceptions — throughout the
Ottoman Empire by the first article of the British Capitulations.” As with land
travel, a ship’s captain had to be in possession of a travel permit (usually a sefine
hitkm-ii serifi, lit. a noble ship command) to ensure that the Ottoman port and
naval authorities and commanders would allow a (theoretically) hassle-free jour-
ney. The most basic form of zakrir in this area concerned the freedom of passage

22 For an overview of the different sorts of travel permits with examples, see: Hamiyet
Sezer, ‘Osmanlt Imparatorlugu’'nda seyahat izinleri (18-19. yiizy1l)’, Ankara Universitesi
Dil ve Tarih-Cografya Fakiiltesi Tarih Boliimii Taribh Arastirmalar: Dergisi 21:33 (2003),
105-124.

23 The National Archives, Kew (TNA), SP108/13, Treaty between Great Britain and
Algiers, 5 April 1686.

24 Halil Inalcik, ‘Part One: The Ottoman state, economy and society, 1300-1600" in Halil
Inalcik and Donald Quataert (eds.), An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman
Empire, 1300-1914 (Cambridge, 1994), 191-192.

25 The Capitulations specifically restricted travel to the Crimean port of Caffa, and by
custom non-Muslim ships were prohibited from travelling beyond Jeddah in the Red
Sea.
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from ‘the Bosphorus Castles’ (Bogaz hisarlar:, the fortifications at Seddiilbahir),
as in this example submitted by the ambassador John Murray in 1774: ‘A noble
command is petitioned and requested for a permission to sail as is customary
[mutad dizere] so that the British captain George Massam should not be obstructed
in his passage and journey from the Bosphorus Castles.”” This standard sort of
request turns up again and again in the Ottoman archives, and highlights the
importance of requesting permission to sail (izn-i sefine).”’

The reason for the necessity of securing a sailing permit from the Bosphorus
Castles is made clear in another takrir, presented a few years earlier:

Odur captain John James, one of the British captains, has been bringing and taking
goods by sea with his ship. Having paid all of the customs duties and taken a
receipt for them in accordance with the imperial Capitulations, he is now seeking
to make his return. After the customary inspection at the Bosphorus Castles has
been performed, he should not be [searched] even one additional time. A noble
command is petitioned and requested for a permission to sail as is customary so
that he should not be obstructed in his passage and journey.”®

The British merchants were, naturally, obliged to pay various customs and
duties on imports and exports, and the Ottoman customs authorities inspected
ships to ensure that no prohibited items were being traded and that all duties had
been paid. Several articles of the Capitulations insisted that customs and duties
be paid only once, and later it became part of capitulatory law rather than custom
that Ottoman officials should issue a receipt (tezkere) as proof so as to better avoid
disputes.”” However, the problem of ships being checked more than once, with
the implication that merchants were being harassed for extra payments, clearly

26 BOA, IE.HR 18/1643, 3 Cemaziyelahir 1188 (10 August 1774).

27 For a discussion, see: Idris Bostan, ‘Izn-i sefine defterleri ve Karadenizde Rusya ile
ticaret yapan Devlet-i Aliyye tiiccarlar1 1780-1846’, Marmara Universitesi Fen-Edebiyat
Fakiiltesi Tiirklitk Aragtirmalar: Dergisi 6 (1990), 29-44 at 27-37.

28 BOA, A.DVN.DVE (3) 81/92, 2 Cemaziyelahir 1185 (11 Sep. 1771).

29 One article granted in 1662 to the Earl of Winchilsea — the penultimate set of articles
granted — deals with the problem that customs officials would not always immediately
issue a receipt for customs paid causing disputes. The issuing of this should therefore
be seen indicative of the intention to move the issuing of zezkeres from the law of
custom to the law of the Capitulations. The specific command was that: ‘an applica-
tion being made on this injury, they [the customs officials] may not cause any hin-
drance or delay and may not divert from their presenting the receipt [eda tezkerelerini

eglendirmeyiib veriib). TSMA, d. 7018, 1187 (1773/1774), fl5r.
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persisted, as the zakrir had to emphasise that only one search should be performed.
This was again because both the inspection at the Bosphorus Castles and the
granting of the sail permit were both according to custom (mutad iizere) and not
a requirement of the Capitulations (bir muceb-i ahdname-i hiimayun) with the
process of the payment of duties.

The examples above demonstrate the importance of the zakrir in ensuring
the enforcement of the customary elements of capitulatory law for the smooth
continuance of British trade in the Ottoman Empire. As with most commercial
activity, then and now, without the necessary travel permits being issued the
merchants and their employees ran the risk of falling foul of or being taken ad-
vantage by local officials. Similarly, without the written conformations of sailing
permissions that had to be requested by zakrir, British captains might have been
more vulnerable to unscrupulous inspections by customs officials. The examples
shown here so far, which represent a large number of the British zkrirs, were
largely formulaic texts aimed at securing a particular permit in order make the
business of commerce that bit easier by going through the motions of the Otto-
man bureaucracy. This activity is perhaps not surprising, but it is important to
understand just how regular it was.

However, not all of these consular zzkrirs concerned merchants, and not all
were preventative or formulaic. In addition to caring for the British merchants
who resided in or visited Istanbul, the ambassador was also responsible for any
British travellers in the Ottoman Empire, and there were certainly a number of
them in the eighteenth and early nineteenth century. As with merchants, zkrirs
had to be presented in order to gain these curious Britons travel permits, such as
with the case of William Meyer and his two servants in 1810, who planned to
undertake a month’s travel from Istanbul to Bosnia, Albania, the Morea, Izmir,
the Mediterranean Islands, Crete, Cyprus, Syria, and Egypt.”” Although the zakrir
issued by the ambassador Robert Adair noted that Meyer was concerned about
the ‘dangerous and perilous’ (mahuf ve mubatara) journey, it was a fairly standard
request for a road travel permit (yo/ hitkm-ii serift).”!

However, another case demonstrates that not all zakrirs presented for issues
of freedom of movement were so formulaic. Edward Wortley Montagu was the
son of the famous Mary Wortley Montagu, whose husband, also Edward, had
briefly been British ambassador in Istanbul in the late 1710s. Having spent a

30 Itis possible that this is the William Meyer who later served as British consul at Preveza.
31 BOA, C.HR 50/2484, 10 Cemziyelevvel 1225 (12 Jun. 1810).
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fair part of his youth abroad, this younger Wortley Montagu had developed a
taste for travel, and from the mid-1760s had lived in Egypt and Syria. In July
1770, he found himself in the Ottoman port of Izmir, at a very bad time indeed.
Britain had been (correctly) suspected by the Ottoman government of providing
military aid to the Russians in their war with the Sublime State, which resulted
in a significant amount of ill will towards the British mercantile community,
the major consequences of which will be seen shortly. Perhaps as a result of this,
Wortley Montagu had hired a Ragusan ship to take him and his retinue to Tripoli
in Syria, but on their journey they were detained by the governor of the castle
of Foga near Izmir.>* As a result of this detention, and despite the fact that they
had not been granted permission (ruhsaz) for their journey, the ambassador in
Istanbul presented a zakrir requesting that a strong (miickked) order be issued
at the earliest opportunity (bir an evvel) for their release and permission for
their journey, to both of which the Ottoman government agreed. This, then,
represents a different sort of document to the requests for travel papers. In one
respect, it shows that the ambassador was responsible for all Britons of a certain
social rank within the Ottoman Empire. But, more importantly, the ambassador
in this case was not acting as a local consular official seeking to secure the regular
permits for travel and movement for British subjects and their dependents, but
as a national consular official in demanding a resolution for a dispute in the
provinces that could not be resolved at the local level. As such, the ambassador
was expected to intervene in certain kinds of disputes between British and Otto-
man subjects in the provinces, most often involving debts of one form or another.
Through this, the zakrirs provide an important insight into the diplomatic and
commercial elements of relations between the Ottoman centre and the provinces
in the eighteenth century.

Resolving provincial disputes

Edward Wortley Montagu was not the only British subject to experience
trouble in Izmir in 1770. A zakrir presented on behalf of ambassador John Murray
spoke of a disturbance of the public order (ihzilal-1 tanzim) arising from rumours
that the Ottomans and British were now enemies due to the provision of British
aid to Russia in their war against the Sublime State.” Consequently, the British
consul and merchants dispatched a messenger to Istanbul with a document saying,

32 BOA, C.HR 115/5742, 7 Rebiiilahir 1184 (30 Jul. 1770).
33 BOA, C.HR 79/3907, undated (but almost certainly 1770).
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among other things, that ‘in order to avoid various sorts of damage and harm
(zarar ve ziyan), and in order to be prepared and ready for any similar danger and
peril (hatar ve teblike), they petitioned for guards for the protection and security
of their persons (kendilere himayet ve emniyet igiin).”** Murray pressed the issue,
and the Ottoman state agreed to protect the British merchants, as indeed they
were obliged to under the first article of the Capitulations, which prohibited
any interference or assault (dahl ve tecaviiz) against them or their goods.” Such
physical assaults against British merchants on this scale were virtually unheard of,
and required a special intervention to ensure Ottoman compliance in a period
of political tensions. This zakrir may represent an exceptional case of violence
suffered by the British merchants, but in the course of their trade they were faced
with plenty of other sorts of dangers and risks.

Disputes over payments and contracts are a possibility in almost any com-
mercial setting, and the trade between Britain and the Ottoman Empire was no
exception. The early articles of the Capitulations gave a number of indications
about what sorts of commercial disputes might arise. One article granted in 1606
set the provision that any legal disputes involving British subjects must be heard
in the presence of the ambassador, a consul, or a translator, but also made the
regulation that: ‘lawsuits with a value of more than four thousand akges are to
be heard at the Threshold of Felicity, and may not be heard in any other place.”
Therefore, capitulatory law decreed that it was not appropriate for disputes of a
certain level — 4,000 ak¢es — to be dealt with at the provincial level, but had to be
resolved by the imperial government and the British ambassador ‘at the Threshold
of Felicity’ (Asitane-i Saadette), i.e. by the ministers in Istanbul. However, by the
eighteenth century, 4,000 ak¢es was a rather small amount by the standards of
many commercial transactions, with inflation meaning that prices had almost
tripled between 1606 and 1770.”” In other words, a dispute worth 4,000 akges
in 1770 was worth only a third of its initial capitulatory value. This meant that
a huge variety of provincial disputes would, in theory, have to be sent to the
Ottoman capital to be heard. It seems unlikely that every provincial dispute over
4,000 akges — that is, 33.3 gurus — would have been forwarded, as the costs and

34 Ibid.
35 TSMA, d. 7018, 1187 (1773/1774), f7x.
36 TSMA, d. 7018, 1187 (1773/1774), r.

37 Sevket Pamuk, ‘Prices in the Ottoman Empire, 1469-1914°, International Journal of
Middle Eastern Studies 36:3 (2004), 451-468 at 455.
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effort would have far outweighed the value of the case.?® There is certainly no
evidence in either the British or Ottoman archival records to suggest that this was
done on a regular basis. Consequently, one does find a number of zkrirs dealing
with provincial disputes in Istanbul, but only cases involving large amounts of
money that were sufficiently complex or troublesome to warrant central attention.
Interestingly, this provision also seems to have been used as a means of circum-
venting local judicial authorities in difficult cases. These zakrirs therefore provide
important insights into the implementation of capitulatory law and custom in
practice, and provide evidence that the literal wording of the Capitulations was
up for interpretation by diplomatic actors depending on the circumstances of an
individual case, and based on economic as well as political circumstances on the
ground.

A number of disputes concerned non-payment on goods, and towards the
end of the eighteenth century this more frequently involved British merchants
and the Ottoman government. In 1789, a zakrir was presented by the ambassador
on behalf of Messrs Barbaud & Co., one of the main British merchant houses in
the Ottoman Empire.* An order had been placed for a set of new ships’ cables
(gomana-1 cedid) and two anchors (lenger-capa) for the use of the Ottoman navy.
The two parties agreed terms of advanced payment (bahas: muaccelen verilmek),
but the money had in fact been withheld, and the British merchants were owed
5,205 gurus and 20 paras by the Ottoman admiralty. The endorsement above this
takrir gives a buyuruldy (lit. it is commanded) ordering the Defterdar, the imperial
treasurer, to find out what was going on from the Kapudan Pasa, the admiral. A
note written underneath the zakrir by the office of the Defierdar summarises the
case, and recommends that the admiral be ordered to provide an official explana-
tion (istilam), which received another buyuruldu ordering it to be done. On the
back of the zakrir is the response of the Kapudan Pasa, Cezayirli Hasan, confirm-
ing under his seal that the consignment was indeed in the naval storehouse. The
endorsement above this short note of Cezayirli Hasan Pasa commanded that the
Defierdar, the imperial treasurer, be advised of the situation, presumably in order

that the bill be paid.

38 By the eighteenth century, the main practical unit of Ottoman currency was the gurug,
which was worth 120 akges. There was another coin, the para, which was worth 3 akges,
and thus there were 40 paras in the guruy. For a full discussion, see: Sevket Pamuk, A
Monetary History of the Ottoman Empire (Cambridge, 2000), 97 and passim.

39 BOA, A.DVN.DVE (3) 83/58, 1188 (1774/5).
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This document thus provides a relatively straightforward example of dispute
resolution. The British merchant complained to the ambassador, who complained
to the Ottoman government, which investigated the matter through a series of
commands. This document also provides a sense of timeframe for such disputes.
The takrir was presented on 23 Receb 1203, and the first buyuruldu was scribbled
on 26 Receb. The note of the Defierdar is undated, but the buyuruldu is dated
28 Receb, whilst the Kapudan Paga’s report was given on 1 Saban with the final
buyuruldu noted on 2 Saban. Thus, the entire case was presented and resolved
between 19 April and 28 April 1789, a remarkably short period of time that prob-
ably reflects the importance of ensuring a continuing supply of naval stores for the
Ottoman navy. However, it seems likely that the main reason for a swift resolution
is that all the action took place in Istanbul. All of the main figures involved were
in roughly the same place, and therefore it was easier for the different parties to
take action to ensure the case was being pursued.

Those disputes that arose in the provinces, however, often occurred well
outside of the limits of the official view from the capital.*’ One takrir from 1779
demonstrates one sort of problem that occurred from time to time between British
merchants and officials in the provinces.”! In the narrative, it is recounted that
the former governor of Baghdad, Abdullah Pasa, had been engaged in the rather
important business of guarding the borders and protecting the Ottoman realms
(mubafaza-1 hudud ve mubarese-i memleket), Iraq being in the midst of a rebellion
against Ottoman rule at that time.*> However, there were few means to pay and
supply the soldiers, and so the treasurer, Selim Efendi, took out a loan (istikraz
eyledigi) on behalf of the Ottoman state of 60,000 gurus from the British vice
consul, who was an Ottoman Armenian called Markar. The loan was described
as ba-temessiik, that is, secured with a written deed, so everything had been done
by the book. However, Abdullah Pasa died, and his successor, Hasan Pasa, had
still not honoured the debt owed to Markar. In such an event, the letter of the
law of the Capitulations required that, as all lawsuits over 4,000 ak¢es should be
heard in Istanbul, the case move up to the capital. However, it appears from the

40 For a discussion of Europeans in provincial courts, see: Eyal Ginio, ‘Perceiving French
presence in the Levant: French subjects in the sicil of 18th century Ottoman Salonica,
Southeast Studies / Siidost-Forschungen 65-66 (2007), 137-164.

41 BOA, ADVN.DVE (3) 83/16, 1193 (1779).

42 Dina Rizk Khoury, “Violence and spatial politics between local and imperial: Baghdad,
1778-1810" in G. Prakash & K. M. Kruse (eds.), The Spaces of the Modern City:
Imaginaries, Politics, and Everyday Life (Princeton, 2008), 181-213 at 189.
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takrir that efforts had been made to solve the dispute locally, and only when this
had failed had the central British and Ottoman authorities been brought into play.

The language employed in the zkrir attempted to shift responsibility for the
debt from the local governor directly to the Ottoman government. It spoke of
Markar as being aggrieved and suffering from his losses (magdur ve mutazarrir),
which was ‘contrary to the auspicious consent of the requirements of the Sublime
State’ (hilaf-1 riza-yr yiimn-ii iktiza-y1 Delvet-i Aliye), referring to a legal regime
that covered both Ottoman and foreign subjects. In requesting that the debt be
paid from the funds of the central imperial treasury via the ambassador (meblag-1
mezkurun hazine-i amire tarafindan bu dailerine eda ve teslim olunmak), the docu-
ment provides a clear instance of the ambassador acting as a national consular
official in place of the actual local consuls. Not only was he warranted, even
required to intervene under the Capitulations due to the size of debt in question,
but the fact that the provincial officials were unwilling or unable to bring the case
to a satisfactory conclusion necessitated his written representation on behalf of
a British dependent. He had therefore utilised the 4,000-ak¢e article as a way of
removing authority over the dispute from the provincial authorities.

Not all of the commercial takrirs concerned disputes over goods or contracts
with the Ottoman administration, yet the ploy of assuming central authority over
troublesome disputes can be found with regard to private cases too. Bankruptcy
was an ever-present problem for those involved in any sort of trade, and the
risks of the market, the distance of travel, and differences in legal regime made
the regulation of bankruptcy disputes between British and Ottoman subjects
potentially rather difficult. When someone reached the stage of bankruptcy, it
was very often because the bankrupt was himself owed money by others, and so
any distributions to the creditors depended on securing those debts for the benefit
of the bankrupt’s estate. One example from 1774/5 concerns the bankruptcy of
two Dutch merchants, whose names are given in the zakrir as Panso and Seriyes,
the Panchaud and Series whose earlier troubles with the Ottoman authorities have
been examined by Ismail Hakki Kadi.** Their bankruptcy estate was tied up in a
legal dispute (niza) with their brokers, two Ottoman Jews named Musa and Isak,
who were supposedly holding on to a significant amount of the merchants’ money.
So as long as the dispute continued, the British creditors of the two Dutchmen
could receive no distributions. The zzkrir employed strong language against these

43 BOA, IE.HR 18/1642, 1188 (1774/5). Kads, Ottoman and Dutch Merchants, 114-131. An
interesting discussion on similar cases can be found in J. Schmidt, ‘Dutch merchants
in 18th-century Ankara’, Anatolica 22 (1996), 237-260.
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brokers, accusing them of procrastinating with a case of lies (dava-y: tezvirlerinden
imrar-1 vaktiyla), and speaking of the resulting unjust treatment suffered by the
British creditors (dainlerinin magduriyer). It then made a special (hasseten) petition
and request that the dispute be judged and terminated according to law (serian
Jasl ve kat), and that the debt certificates (deyn-temessiikirz) of over 65,000 gurus
held by another Jew named Kamondo be drawn up and presented without delay

(bila tahir redd ve teslim).

As with many bankruptcy cases involving European and Ottoman subjects,
this one was complex.* The British ambassador held no right of legal jurisdiction
over either the estate of the Dutch merchants or the legal affairs of the Otto-
man Jews. The only interest he held in the case was that British merchants were
owed money. Here, the British Capitulations, however, provided assistance. One
very important article granted in 1603 dealt with the question of legal proofs
(hiiccets), specifically the process through which transactions and other contracts
should be registered with the 4az: (Islamic judge), and particularly what should
be done in the event of a dispute where no legal proofs had been registered. The
Capitulations are clear: ‘If there are no proofs [registered] with the judges, only
false witnesses [sahid-i zur] being produced, the case should not be heard.® Of
course, the Dutch Capitulations (of 1612) contained a similar article, and the fact
that all capitulatory texts referenced one another meant that this rule applied to

all Europeans with capitulatory rights.*¢

This article might explain why the zakrir uses the term rezvirar — lies — to de-
scribe the case presented by these Jews in their dispute with the Dutch merchants.
It implies that there was no basis to their case because there was no legal proof for
their claims, and therefore that the case should be stopped and the Jews forced to
pay their debt to the Dutchmen’s estate. In addition, the support of the British
ambassador may well have been intended to provide extra weight to ensure that
the promissory note be honoured. As Bogag Ergene’s research into written and oral
evidence in early modern Ottoman Islamic courts has shown, written evidence on
its own did not necessarily satisfy the burden of proof; rather, it often had to be
accompanied by the testimony of witnesses who would validate both the claims

44 For a discussion of bankruptcy in Islamic law, see: Emile Tyan, ‘Iflas et procédure
d’éxecution sur les biens en droit musulman (madhab hanafite)’, Studia Ilamica 21
(1964), 145-166.

45 TSMA, d. 7018, 1187 (1773/1774), f8r.

46 Alexander de Groot, The Ottoman Empire and the Dutch Republic: A History of the
Earliest Diplomatic Relations, 1610-1630 (Leiden: Brill, 1978), 241.
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and the document.”” Does this then mean that the British ambassador could serve,
via his zakrir, as a witness in the local case? Surely not; rather given the sum of
money involved, over 65,000 gurus, the case had to come to him. This seems to
be a clear example of the ambassador invoking the clause of the Capitulations that
decreed that cases involving amounts over 4,000 akges, be heard in Istanbul, and
in no other place (gayri yerlerde istima olunmaya).”® Due to the lack of progress of
the Islamic court in resolving the dispute between the Dutch merchants and their
Ottoman Jewish brokers, the British ambassador used this privilege to bring the
case to the imperial court in the hope that he could put pressure for a ruling that
would result in the payment of the debt and a distribution to the British creditors.
This little document therefore shows how the arguments of za4rirs had to take into
consideration a number of issues of legal jurisdiction. It also demonstrates how an
intimate knowledge of capitulatory law and its relation to the other legal systems
in the Ottoman Empire helped the British ambassador, through the knowledge
of his translators, to present zakrirs that were legally sound petitions, and not just
simple diplomatic representations.

A clearer example of this can be found in a takrir presented in October 1769.%
Judging by the British correspondence, this was the continuation of a long-term
and complicated dispute.”® A certain Mustafa Bey, resident of the port of Latakia,
had owed a significant amount of money to various European merchants, includ-
ing 18,000 gurus to the former British consul Edward Purnell, and to the governor
of the city. As he had not paid his debts, he had been imprisoned in accordance
with Islamic law, but the money he owed had not been collected from his assets
as he pleaded poverty, and so the new British consul, John Murat, petitioned the
governor to secure a collection of the debt for the benefit of all the creditors. The
takrir argued that, ‘the requirements of the noble [Islamic] law and the imperial
Capitulations against Mustafa Bey being proved by the said consul’ [konsolos-u
mesfurun ser -i serif ve ahdname-i hiimayun mucebince mezkur Mustafa Beyde siibut
bulan], a strong [miiekked] exalted command is petitioned and requested to be
addressed to their excellencies the governor and judge of Arab Latakia that the

47 Bogag Ergene, ‘Evidence in Ottoman courts: Oral and written documentation in early
modern courts of Islamic law’, Journal of the American Oriental Society 124:3 (2004),
471-491, especially 474-5. See also, Haim Gerber, State, Society, and Law in Islam:
Ottoman Law in Comparative Perspective (Albany, 1994), 48-50.

48 TSMA, d. 7018, 1187 (1773/1774), f9r.

49 BOA, A.DVN.DVE (3) 81/73, 1 Receb 1183 (31 Oct. 1769).

50 TNA, SP97/43, John Murray to the Earl of Shelburne, 15 Apr. 1767.
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debt be collected within a month.” The endorsement concurred, and ordered that
a legal address be sent to Latakia ‘in order to prevent the said injustices’.

In this case lies a fundamental problem for the resolution of disputes that
required negotiation through the different regimes comprising the Ottoman
legal system. As with many of the cases that should have been heard directly
in Istanbul by virtue of their being worth over 4,000 akges, there had evidently
been efforts to solve the bankruptcy dispute in Latakia. This makes sense for
two reasons. First, it seems unreasonable to expect that every single dispute over
what was a relatively small amount be taken all the way to Istanbul (although this
was certainly an example that involved a large amount of money). And second,
in this case, because the creditors of Mustafa Bey were a mixture of European
and Ottoman subjects, specifically Ottoman Muslims, legal jurisdiction thus fell
within the domain of the local Islamic court. In incidences of bankruptcy (iflas),
the usual practice in Ottoman Islamic law courts was to order the imprisonment
of the bankrupt (miflis), the rationale being that this would either persuade him
to pay his debts, or enable the sale of his assets in order to pay off his estate.”!
This legal regime was referred to in the zakrir, stating that Mustafa Bey was
imprisoned because he had a number of debts (mezkur Mustafa Beyde alacaklar:
oldugundan mezkur Mustafa Bey’i habs eylediklerinde), and that he could only
be freed (itlak) after a collection for the debts had been made (baadiit-tabsil).
However, imprisonment evidently had no effect on Mustafa Bey, who instead ac-
cused his creditors of being the ones responsible for the whole mess. It is on this
basis that the British appealed to the provisions of seriat in demanding a quick
collection of the debt from his assets. The requirement of swift justice was also
mentioned in the Capitulations, in the article concerning hiiccess. It states that, ‘if
[the British] case matches the legal proof, let action be taken in accordance with
the requirements of that legal proof [muceb-i hiiccet-i seriye ile amel oluna).”>* This
explains the emphasis in the zkrir of the case against Mustafa Bey being proven
(szibut bulan) in accordance with both Islamic law and the Capitulations, and
demonstrates knowledge, presumably on the part of the translators, of the most
forceful legal argument possible to resolve the case in the favour of the British
merchants as quickly as possible.

The four cases of disputes examined here all dealt with slightly different
sorts of legal issues. The debt owed by the Ottoman navy to Barbaud & Co.

51 See: Tyan, ‘Iflas’, 145-6.
52 TSMA, d. 7018, 1187 (1773/1774), 8.
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saw the ambassador submit a simple request that payment be made, whilst the
non-payment of the loan taken Abdullah Pasa from Markar required a trans-
fer of juridical authority from Baghdad to Istanbul. The dispute between the
bankrupt Dutch merchants and their Ottoman Jewish brokers had left British
merchants out of pocket, but due to a lack of legal authority the ambassador’s
representation saw him assert authority over the case due to the high amount
involved, and to attempt to discredit the Jews’ case in order to see the funds in
the bankruptcy estate released. The final example, involving the debts owed by
Mustafa Bey in Latakia, saw the ambassador’s representation seeking to pressure
the Ottoman state through legal arguments to ensure the implementation of
justice in the provinces. The cases and locations were different, but all four in-
cidents demonstrate the interplay between capitulatory law and practice and the
various systems that comprised Ottoman law. The Capitulations did not provide
a written solution for every conceivable legal situation, but instead provided a
legal framework that also connected with the larger structure of the Ottoman
legal system. In the case of Mustafa Bey, the legal argument played to both the
Capitulations and the geriat, and this could not have been possible if those two
legal systems were not compatible or interlinked. Indeed, that crucial article
in the Capitulations concerning legal proofs seems to be the key here. It states
that for any legal affairs, including all manner of trade and matters of surety
(ticaret ve kefalet hususlar: ve sair umur-u seriyeleri) the point of reference was
the local kazz, who would take the official record (sebt-i sicil) of all such matters.
Therefore, and as these documents show, zakrirs concerning legal disputes could
not rely on capitulatory law alone, but had also to conform to Islamic law. Yet
there was, in a sense, a get-out clause in the form of the rule concerning cases
over 4,000 akges. If it seemed that the case was not being satisfactorily resolved
in the provincial courts by the Islamic judges, the ambassador could invoke
that article in order to ensure the transfer of jurisdiction to Istanbul and the
imperial council, as was seen in the case of Markar. This perhaps explains why
the limit was never amended to reflect inflation and currency debasement. It
remained a useful tool for the ambassador as representative of the British zaife to
intervene in difficult cases of potentially any monetary value. In the provincial
cases presented here, the legal process at the local level had stalled, and so by is-
suing a takrir demanding resolution, the ambassador essentially signalled the use
of his right to bring such cases to be resolved at the imperial court in Istanbul,
in the hope that a good result might be achieved for the British merchants and
dependents.
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Conclusion

The two sorts of zakrir examined here reveal two key points about the prac-
tice of commercial diplomacy and dispute resolution between the British and Ot-
toman authorities in the eighteenth century. The necessity to continually request
travel permits from the Ottoman authorities placed the British ambassador as
a local consular official, performing the same functions for the merchants in
Istanbul as the consuls in provincial cities such as Izmir and Aleppo did for Brit-
ish merchants there. The nature of these documents also reveals how important
customary law was to the implementation of written provisions. The Capitula-
tions provided the written framework guaranteeing the freedom of movement
and protection from corrupt practices, but the mechanisms for ensuring their
implementation, not being formally defined in that document, required constant
renewal and approval. In this way, the regulation of the Capitulations was not
laissez~faire, but was continually monitored and regulated via regular written and
oral interaction between the representatives of the British and Ottoman authori-
ties, through their translators of course. These sorts of documents provide further
evidence for understanding the participation in and legal practices of European
ambassadors and consuls within the wider Ottoman written and customary legal

systems.

The second sort of zakrir, those dealing with commercial disputes, allow this
legal pluralism to be clearly demonstrated. The different cases examined above
made reference to different sorts of legal practice, be they defined by the Capitula-
tions, geriat, or custom. Most interesting here from the perspective of the practice
of commercial diplomacy was the clever and clearly selective use of the clause in
the Capitulations that insisted that cases worth more than 4,000 zk¢es be heard in
Istanbul under the authority of the imperial court. This transferred legal authority
away from the local governors and judges, and placed it directly in the hands of
the Ottoman central government and the British ambassador. This only seems to
have happened in cases where the resolution of the dispute was not possible, or go-
ing too slowly, at the local level, and enabled the ambassador to circumvent usual
judicial process. That most cases of over 4,000 ak¢es were not sent to be heard in
Istanbul indicates that this power was not used by the ambassador routinely, but
only in exceptional cases where his intervention was deemed necessary to ensure

a good outcome for British interests.

In their sum, these takrirs demonstrate the legal strictures and loopholes
navigated by the British diplomats, and more particularly of the translators who
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rendered them into Ottoman Turkish. On the one hand, the regular requests for
travel passes developed over time as a solution to an issue of practice not covered
in the Capitulations. On the other, the use of the 4,000-ak¢e clause must also
have developed over the eighteenth century as a response to increasingly complex
commercial disputes in the provinces, as well as to inflationary pressures that
drastically decreased the real value of the specified sum. There is much work
to be done on how Ottomans and Europeans did commercial and diplomatic
business in the eighteenth century, and comparisons with different Europeans and
different parts of the Empire will be essential to truly get a sense of what was going
on. However, this brief foray into the example of the British in the eighteenth
century demonstrates that as well as requiring intricate knowledge on the part of
the British embassy translators of both Islamic law and capitulatory practice, the
implementation of the provisions of Capitulations relied as much on custom and
interpretation as it did on the strictures of text. This furthers our understanding
of how ambassadors, officials, and translators operated within a multi-layered
legal regime, and in particular how the ambassadors, in seeking to bring complex
cases to the Ottoman capital, played a part in the wider drama of central versus
provincial authority in the eighteenth century.

Petitions of the Supplicant Ambassador: British Commercial Representations to the
Ottoman State in the Eighteenth Century

Abstract m This article examines the body of zakrirs — written representations — from
the British ambassadors in Istanbul to the Ottoman government in the mid- and
late eighteenth century, aiming to place these diplomatic representations within the
wider Ottoman petitionary framework, and to illustrate the role of the ambassador
in providing consular functions. It discusses the form and linguistic style of these
documents, before analysing the two main types of cases found. The first concerns
the freedom of movement and freedom from harassment requested by British travel-
lers on land and at sea, in accordance with the rules of the Capitulations and custom.
The second group of cases dealt with more complex legal disputes between British
merchants and Ottoman subjects and officials involving the Capitulations and other
sorts of legal practices. Examining these documents permits a view of the practice
of diplomacy, and demonstrates how text and custom combined through the fluid
interpretation of the Capitulations in order to regulate the rights and freedoms of
British merchants through the Ottoman petitionary system.

Keywords: Petitions; Capitulations; Ottoman-British relations; Trade; Merchants
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Yasaklanan ve Sansiirlenen Bir Kitabin Macerasi:
Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi’nin Ik Baskilar

Ugur Demir™

The Story of a Forbidden and Censored Book: Early Editions of Evliya (elebis Seyihat-
name

Abstract m Evliya Celebi’s SeyAhatndme (Book of Travels) did not receive much atten-
tion until the nineteenth century. From this century onwards, it gradually became a
popular work thanks to, first, the Miintehabir composed by Hammer in English and
then to a compilation of excerpts in Turkish. Encouraged by this interest, Ahmed
Cevdet, the owner of Ikdim newspaper, set out to publish the ten volumes of the
Seyihatnime. Although incomplete, censored and sometimes incorrect, he man-
aged to publish the first six volumes between 1896-1901. Because of the complaints
against the Seydhatnime, he then had to stop printing and was obliged to lock the
printed volumes in storehouses. Although both the Miintehabit-1 Eviiyi Celebi and
the first six volumes that Ahmed Cevdet published were banned by government,
they helped expanding the Seyihatnime’s readership. This article discusses the Ot-
toman Turkish editions of Evliya Celebi’s Seydhatnime, which were instrumental in
conveying the work to large masses and also effectively forming a negative public
opinion about both the work and its author.

Keywords: EvliyA Celebi, Seydhatnime, Miintehabit-1 Evliyé Celebi, Tkdim, Ahmed
Cevdet.

Girig
XVIL yiizyil diinya tarihinin en tinlii yazarlarindan biri olan Evliya Celebi’nin

(6. 1687), gezip gordugi yerleri kigida dokerek diinya tarihi cografya literatiirii
icin hazine degerindeki on ciltlik Seydhatnime sahibi oldugu bilinmektedir.

* Marmara Universitesi.
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Evliyé Celebi Seyihatnimesi, XVIL. yiizyilda Istanbul’a getirildikten' sonra 6zel
bir ilgiye mazhar olmus ve birkag defa istinsah edilmis?’ yine bu yiizyilda diloglanla-
r1 tarafindan da bazi boliimleri Fransizcaya terciime edilmistir®. Fakat bu ¢alismalar
Seyihatnime nin genis kitleler tarafindan bilinmesini saglayamamis ve esere olan
ilgi de stireklilik arz etmemigtir. H. 1162/M. 1748-1749'da Seydhatnime nin
birinci cildini istinsah eden Ibrahim b. Baltaci-zide el-Hact Muhammed b. Halil
eserin pek fazla bilinmedigini su sekilde ifade etmistir: “...pek tuhfe tarth olup
amma gayri tarthler gibi nizimla degildir. Eytice bakilsa pek nézik vak‘a-niivis
seydir ve Istanbul’'da Rakim Efendi'den gayr1 biliir olmamak gerek™. Baz1 eserlerde
kaynak olarak istifade edilse de, Osmanl: entelektiiel diinyasinda uzun bir siire
Seyihatnime’ye ilmi derinligi olan bir kitap olarak bakilmadig: da bilinmektedir’.

1 Seydhatnime nin Istanbul’a getirilmesi ve sonraki siire¢ hakkinda bk. Pierre A. McKay,
“The Manuscripts of the Seyahatname of Evliya Celebi, Part I: The Archetype”, Der
Islam, L11 (1975), s. 279-280; Ugur Demir, “Evliya Celebi Seyahatnimesi’nin Topkap:
Saray1 Kiitiiphanesi'ne Intikali Meselesi”, Osmanls Arastirmalars, 39 (Istanbul 2012), s.
205-216.

2 Evliyd Celebi Seydhatndmesinden yapilan istinsah niishalarin katalog bilgileri i¢in bk.
Osmanly Cografya Literatiirii Taribi, 1, haz. Ekmeleddin Ihsanoglu—Ramazan Sesen-M.
Serdar Bekar-Giilcan Giindiiz-A. Hamdi Furat, Istanbul 2000, s. 103-105; Nuran
Tezcan, “Seyahatname”, TDV Llém Ansiklopedisi (=DIA), XXXVII, 18.

3 Fransiz diloglanlar1 1720°den itibaren bir tiir mezuniyet 8devi olarak Tiirkge, Arapca ya
da Farsca bir metni Fransizca'ya gevirmeye baglamuglardir. Cem Behar’in verdigi bilgilere
gore, bu cercevede Evliyd Celebi Seyahatnimesinin bazi bélimleri de gevrilmistir
(Charles Fonton, 18. Yiizyilda Tiirk Miizigi, cev. ve yay. haz. Cem Behar, Istanbul 1987,
s. 20-21).

4 Istanbul Universitesi Kiitiiphanesi (=1U), Eski Eserler Boliimii, Tiirkge Yazmalar (=TY),
nr. 4141. Seydhatnime’nin ozellikle Harem ve Endertn efradi arasinda ilgi gordiigi
actktir. Hammer, Sultan II. Mahmud déneminde DivAn-1 hitm4yGn terciimant olarak
gorev yapan ve Yunan Isyani'nda idam edilen Dimitri Murusi'nin Seydhatnime’yi bir
defa gordiigiinti ama daha sonra niiffizuna ragmen ele geciremedigini kaydetmistir
(bk. Nuran Tezcan, “Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi’nin Hammer-Purgstall Tarafindan
Bilim Diinyasina Tanitilmast Hakkinda”, Osmanli Arastirmalars, sayi: XXXIV (Istanbul
2009), 203-230; Necip Asim 1928'de kaleme aldig1 bir yazisinda hala Topkapt Saray:
agalari arasinda Evliyd Celebi Seyihatndmesi ile ilgili sdylentilerin devam ettigini anlatir
(“Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi”, 1arih-i Osmani Enciimeni Mecmuasi, VII-VIIL, Yeni
Seri 1/2, s. 74).

5 Osmanli entelektiiel diinyasinin Seydhatnime’ye bakigina dair bk. Ugur Demir,

“Miistensihin Kaleminden Seyihitname’nin Istinsah Hikayesi”, Evliya Celebi Atlast,
ed. Cogkun Yilmaz, Istanbul 2012, s. 171-172; Feridun M. Emecen, “Evliya Celebi ve
Istanbul”, Evliya Celebi Atlast, s. 65, 67; Ismail E. Eriinsal, “Osmanli Miinevverinin
Evliya Celebi’ye Bakist”, Evliya Celebi Atlasz, s. 216-221.
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Seyihatnime'nin genis kitleler tarafindan ilgiye mazhar olmasi ve bu ilginin
siireklilik gostermesi ancak XIX. yiizyilda 6nce Avrupada daha sonra da Istanbul
ve Misir'daki yeni nesirlerle miimkiin olabilmistir®. Bu minvalde onciiliigii de
Joseph von Hammer (6. 1856) yapmustur.

Seyihatnime'nin 1V. cildini Istanbul'da bulan Hammer, 1802'de de I, 11 ve IIL.
ciltleri ele gecirmistir’. 1814'de kaleme aldig bir tanitim yazisinda Seydhatnime’yi,
“biitiin Dogu yazmalar: arasinda en ilgin¢ olan ve en ¢ok mutlu kilan bulug”
sozleriyle diinya ilim alemine duyurmustur®. Daha sonra yazdig1 Gecshichte des
Osmanichen Reichesde de Seyihatnime’yi hem “Tarih-i Seyyah” bashigt alunda
tanitmis hem de tarihinde kaynak olarak kullanmistir’. Hammer, 1834'de de
Seyihatnimeden segmelerden olusan Ingilizce bir baski yayimlamis ve bu bas-
kida Evliya Celebi’ye dair bir giris yazist kaleme almistir'®. Hammer'in Ingilizce

6 Evliyi Celebi Seyihatnimesine XIX. yiizyilda ilginin artuginin bir gdstergesi Ahmed
Midhat Efendi’nin su ifadeleri olsa gerektir: “Evliya Celebi’nin Seyihatnimesini daha
cocuklugumda iken bir Zit-1 ma'Grif-simétdan isitmis idim. Meshiir-1 afik olan ve eseri
Avrupa lisinlarina dahi terciime edilmis bulunan Ibn Batuta’ya Fvliyi Celebi’yi birkag
kat fiiik tutuyor idi. Sonralar: bu kitibr gormegi emel edinmis idiysem de vakit bulamamag
idim ki mevzii‘ oldig kiitiiphinelere gidiip de tetkik ve tetebbu edeyim. Likin Abhmed Vefik
Pasa merbiim ve Semseddin Simi Beg birdderimiz gibi bircok zevitdan Seydhatnime-i
mezkiiriin takdirdtina dair bircok sozler isitmis idim... Seyydh-1 miisdrunileyhin kendi
mahsiil-i tahkikat: olan haberlerin kémilen muvéfik oldigini Ahmed Vefik Pasa ve Cevder
Paga merhivmlardan isitmis idim. Bunlar dimisler idi ki Sohbetlerine zihinlerin yatmadigi
seyler seyyihin kendi dsir-1 tabkiki olmayup, anlar hep mesmii 41 meyaninda dibildirler...
Evliya Celebi Seydhatndmesi nesr olunsun bitsiin de goriirsiin ki gerek yeni ve gerek eski
kiitiib-i Osmdniyemiz miydninda Avrupanin nazar-i ehemmiyetini en evvel bu kitib celb
edecek ve en evvel bu kitdb terciime olunacakdrr. fdri.vfj/l', Ibn Batutay: terciime ve taba
liiziim gormiis olan kadirsinds Avrupa igiin Evliyd Celebi Seydhatnimesi alkislar ile telakki
olunacak azim dsardandir” (Evliyd Celebi Mehmed Zilli ibn Dervis, Evliya Celebi
Seyihatnimesi, 1, Istanbul 1314, s. H-M).

7 Kemal Beydilli, “Joseph Von Hammer-Purgstall (1774-1856) ve Fundgruben Des
Orients (Sark’in Hazineleri) dergisi”, Kitaplara Vakfedilmis Bir Omiir Igin Tubfe: Ismail
E. Eriinsal’a Armagan, haz. Hatice Aynur, Bilgin Aydin, Mustafa Birol Ulker, I, Istanbul
2013 s. 125-274.

8 Nuran Tezcan, “SeyahatnAme”, s. 18.

9 Joseph von Hammer, Geschichte des Osmanichen Reiches, 1829, s. V-VII. Osmanlt
Tiirgesi’yle yapilan terctimesi icin bk. Devler-i Osmdaniye Taribi, IX, ¢ev. Mehmed Ata,
[stanbul 1335, 5. 3—4.

10 EvliyA Efendi, Narrative of Travels in Europe, Asia and Africa in The Seventeenth
Century, translated from the Turkish by the Ritter Joseph von Hammer, London
1834. Hammer’in Evliyd Celebi Seyéhatndmesi nesrinin tanitmi igin bk. Nuran Tezcan,
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olarak hazirladigi bu baski ile birlikte Batida Evliyd Celebi Seyihatnimesine olan
ilgi de kismen artmustir. Esere ilginin arttgi yerlerden birinin Istanbul olmasi
kuvvetle muhtemeldir. Zira Hammer’in yayina hazirladigs baskidan dokuz sene
sonra [stanbul'da H. 1259/M. 1843'de yine Seydhatnimeden segmelerden olusan
Miintehabit-1 Evliya Celebi adli bir baski yayimlanmistur. Hammer’in yayin-
ladig1 kisimlar Batrda, 1843 tarihli Istanbul baskist da Osmanli cografyasinda
Seyihatnime nin daha fazla okuyucuya ulagmasini saglamistir. Yogun ilgiye mazhar
olan Miintehabit-1 Evliyi Celebinin Istanbul'da dort, Misirda iki baskist yapil-
mustir''. Miintehabit baskilart sonraki donemlerde yeterli goriillmemis ve Zkdim
gazetesi sahibi Ahmed Cevdet Bey Seydhatnime nin tamamini yayinlamak tizere
ise baglamis fakat eserin ancak ilk alt cildini yayinlayabilmigtir'2.

Bu yazida daha once iki popiiler yaziyla duyurdugumuz'® Evliyid Celebi
Seyéhatndmesi'nin baskilarinin, belgeler temelinde, nasil bir anlayisla kargilan-

“Evliya Celebi Seyahatnimesi’'nin Hammer-Purgstall Tarafindan Bilim Diinyasina
Taniulmasi Hakkinda”, s. 203—-230. Hammer’in yayina hazirladigi secmelerden olusan
bu baskidaki konu bagliklari ile Miintehabit-1 Evliyé Celebi baskilarinin konu bagliklari,
bazi benzerliklerine ragmen, biiyiik oranda farklidir.

11 Istanbul baskilari: Birinci baski, Miintehabit-1 Evliya Celebi, Istanbul 1259 (M.1843);
ikinci baski, Miintehabit-1 Evliyi Celebi, Istanbul 1266 (M.1846); lictincii baski,
Miintehabit-1 Evliya Celebi, Istanbul 1279 (M.1862); dordiincii baski, Miintehabit-1
Evliyi Celebi, Istanbul, tarihsiz; Bulak baskilart: Birinci baski, Miintehabit-1 Evliyi
Celebi, Bulak 1264 (M.1848); ikinci baski, Miintehabit-1 Evliya Celebi, Bulak 1274
(M.1857).

12 lkdim baskilary: Evliya Celebi Seyihatnimesi, 1-1V, miiellifi: EvliyA Celebi Mehmed
Zilli ibn Dervis, 1, Istanbul 1314/1896; Evliyi Celebi Seyihatnimesi, V, miiellifi: Evliya
Celebi Mehmed Zilli ibn Dervis, Istanbul 1315/1897; Evliyi Celebi Seyihatnimesi, V1,
miiellifi: Evliy4 Celebi Mehmed Zilli ibn Dervis, Istanbul 1318/1901.

13 Ugur Demir, “Evliya Celebi’yi Tam 160 Seneden Buyana Bikmadan ve Usanmadan
Yasakliyoruz”, Haber Tiirk Tarih Dergisi, sayi: 19 (11 Temmuz 2010); ayni yazar,
“Seydhatnime’nin Osmanli Dénemi Baskilart”, Evliya Celebi Atlasi, ed. Coskun
Yilmaz, Istanbul 2012, s. 226-229. Eserin II. Abdiilhamid déneminde muzir nesriyat
saytlmast hususunda ayrica bk. Muhittin Eliagik, “Evliya Celebi Seyahatndmesi’nin II.
Abdiilhamid Déneminde Muzir Negriyat Sayilmasi”, Divan Edebiyatr Arastirmalar:
Dergisi, say1: 3 (Istanbul 2009), s. 47-62. Muzaffer Albayrak da Seyihatnime nin
baskilarina dair bir makale kaleme almistur (“EvliyA Celebi Seyahatnimesi’nin Baski
Seriiveni”, Evliya Celebi Konugmalari/Yazilar, haz. M. Sabri Koz, Istanbul 2011, s. 14-
37), ancak bu calisma ciddi hatalarla maluldiir. Mesela yazar, Seyhiilislam Arif Hikmet
Bey’in arzini Sultan Abdilmecid’in Miintehabit-1 Evliyd Celebi’'ye dair karari olarak
gostermis ve belgeyi bu sekilde yorumlamigstir (“EvliyA Celebi Seyahatnimesi’nin Baski
Seriiveni”, s. 16-17).
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digini ele almak istemekteyim. Bu durum Osmanlt entelektiiel zihin diinyasini
Seyihatnime baglaminda anlamak bakimindan da 6nemlidir. Zira ilging bir sekil-
de Seydhatnimenin ilk baskilari, i¢inde liizumsuz, bos bilgiler oldugu gerekgesiyle
yasaklanmigtir. Burada bunun saikleri yaninda Seydhatnime nin basim mevzuu da
konu edilmistir.

Yasaklanan Bir Kitap: Miintehabat-1 Evliya Celebi

Bilindigi tizere Takvim-i Vekayi‘gazetesi’nin basimu igin 1831'de Takvimhane-i
Amire Matbaast kurulmustur'®. Matbaada sadece gazetenin degil okul kitaplarinin
da basilmasi hedeflenmistir. Bir siire sonra matbaada, masraflart karsilanmak
sartiyla sahaflarin istedikleri kitaplar da basilmugtir'.

Takvimhane Matbaasi’nda esnaf mali olarak basilmasi istenen kitaplardan biri
de Evliyi Celebi Seyihatndmesinden se¢meleri ihtiva eden Miintehabit-1 Evliyi
Celebi idi'°. Istanbul sahaflarindan birkagi H. 1257/M. 1841’de Miintehabit-1
Evliyi Celebi adli tarih kitabinin basilmast igin Takvimhane-i Amire Nazirligi'na
miiracaat etmistir. Dénemin Takvimhéne-i Amire Naziri Said Bey'in'7 nezaretinde

14 Bu matbaa ve burada basilan eserler icin bk. Necdet Oz, “Tabhane ile Takvimhane’nin
Birlesmesi ve Basilan Eserler (1824-1840)”, Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Marmara Universitesi
Tiirkiyat Arastirmalari Enstitiist, Istanbul 2012.

15 Takvimhéinede ticarf anlagma ile sahAf méli olarak adlandirilan serbest tiiccar kitaplarinin
basildig1 bilinmektedir (bk. Server Rifat Iskit, Ziirkiyede Nesriyat Hareketleri Tarihine
Bir Bakss, Istanbul 1975, s. 34-35). Takvimhane’ye bu tiirden basvurular argivden
izlenebilmektedir. Mesela bk. Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi (=BA), Hatt-1 HiiméyGn,
nr. 637/31401. Istanbul sahaflari ve kitap basimindaki rolleri hakkinda bk. Ismail E.
Eriinsal, Osmanlilarda Sabaflik ve Sabaflar, Istanbul 2013.

16 Evasit-1 Rebi‘lilevvel 1210/ 24 Eylil-4 Kasim 1795'de Enderin-1 Hiimaytn seferli
hanesinde Sabah Biilbiilii lakapli Hafiz Feyzullah tarafindan Seydhatnimeden istinsah
edilmis 499 yaprakli “Muhtasar Evliy4 Celebi Seyahatnimesi” adl1 bir yazma niisha i¢in
bk. 10U, TY, nr. 5940. Hafiz Feyzullah'in hazirladigs Mubtasar ile matbu Miintehabif lar
arasinda segilen konu bagliklarinda biiyiik farkliliklar meveuttur. Bu nedenle matbu
Miintehabirlar hazirlanirken Héfiz Feyzullah’in istinsah ettigi metinden istifade
edilmedigini sdyleyebiliriz. 10 Zilkdde 1281/6 Nisan 1865'de istinsahi tamamlanan
ve mistensihi belli olmayan yazma Miintehabir-1 Evliyd Celebi (bk. Siileymaniye
Kiitiiphanesi, Yazma Bagislar Bolumii, nr. 4264) ise matbu Miintehabirtan kopya
edilerek hazirlanmigtir.

17 Said Bey, 1843-1849 tarihleri arasinda alt sene Takvimhéine Nazirligi yapmistr. Said
Bey’in vefat icin bk. BA, Sadiret Mektubi Kalemi (=A.MKT), nr. 213/60 (24 Sevval
1265/12 Eyliil 1849).
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esnafla yapilan toplantilardan sonra Miintehabit-1 Evliya Celebinin ciltli ve 1.200
adet olarak basilmasi kararlagtirilmigtir. Ayrica bu toplantlarda esnafin eseri 7 ku-
rusa satmast, devletin cilt bagina 2 kurus kir etmesi kabul edilmistir. S6z konusu
kararlar Takvimhane Nazir1 tarafindan Maliye Nezareti’ne bildirilmis, nezaretin
olumlu gdriistinii bildiren takriri sonrasinda basim izni Sultdn Abdiilmecid’in 1
Zilkdde 1257/15 Aralik 1841 tarihli irAdesiyle alinmigtir'®.

Sultan Abdiilmecid’in irddesinden sonra Miintehabit-1 Evliyd Celebinin
basim islemleri baslatilmis ve eserin basimi Evasit-1 Ceméaziyelevvel 1259/8-18
Haziran 1843’de tamamlanmistir. 143 sayfalik bu baskinin, ilk iki sayfas: fihrist
olup “Evliyi Celebi 1arihi'nden miintehib isbu tarih-i mergibe bin iki yiiz elli
dokuz senesi Cumddelilld evisitinda reside-i hadd-i hitdm olmusdur” kayd: ile
sonlanmaktaydi. Bu bask1 kisaca, Seydhatnimenin ilk cildinde yer alan Istanbul
anlatimlarindan se¢meleri, sihirbazlik ve talih ¢esmesi konulu bahisleri ve son ola-
rak da “Serglizest-i EvliyA Celebi” baslig1 altinda Evliy4 Celebi’nin kendi hayatin:
anlattugt bolimleri ihtiva etmekeeydi®.

H. 1259/M. 1843 tarihli Miintehabitin ilk baskisini kimin yayina ha-
uirladigy, kitap iginde ve ilgili belgelerde belirtilmemistir. Onemsiz bazi tashih
hatalar1 disinda segme metnin baskiya olabildigince 6zen ve dikkatle hazirlandig:
goriilmektedir. Yayina hazirlayanlarin ekleme ve ¢ikarmalar diginda en 6nemli
tasarruflar o gliniin okuyucusunun anlayamayacagi diisiincesinden hareketle bazi
kelimelerin kargiliklarini veya devrinde kullanilan kelimeyi tercih etmis ve boylece
eserin tislubundaki zenginligi tahrif etmis olmalaridir.

Miintehabit-1 Evliya Celebi nin bu baskistyla birlikee Evliya Celebi Seyihatnimesi
ilk defa daha genis bir okuyucu kitlesine ulagmis; H. 1314/M. 1896'da Jkdim
gazetesi Matbaasi baskisina kadar EvliyA Celebi ve eseri, Miintehabir-1 Evliya
Celebi ile taninmustr. Fakat Miintehabir'ta segilen konular ve eserin diline yapilan
miidahaleler daha sonraki donemlerde ciddi elestirilere ugramistir. Ornegin Necib

18 BA, Irade-Dahiliye (=DH), nr. 49/2402 (1 Zilkade 1257/15 Aralik 1841). Ismail E.
Eriinsal'in tereke kayitlarindan hareketle yapug: tespitlere gre Miintehabir piyasada
genelde 5 kurus civarinda bir iicrete saulmigtir (bk. Ismail E. Eriinsal, “Osmanli
Miinevverinin Evliya Celebi’ye Bakust”, s. 217-218; ayni yazar, Osmanlilarda Sahaflik
ve Sabaflar, s. 203).

19 1259/1843 tarihli Miintehabdt-1 Evliyé Celebi’ye 6rnek olarak bk. Stileymaniye
Kiitiiphanesi, Esad Efendi, nr. 2300, 2430; Stileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Hekimoglu, nr.
1014; Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, [zmirli I. Hakki, nr. 2490; Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi,
Resid Efendi, nr. 619; Beyazit Devlet Kiitiiphanesi, Veliytiddin Efendi, nr. 3716; Millet
Kiitiiphanesi, nr. 06 Mil EHT A 1270.
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Asim, Tkdim baskisint dikkate alarak Evliyé Celebi Seyahatnimesi'ne dair yazdigy
bir tanium yazisinda Miintehabir nesrini, “Evliyd Celebiyi halka tanitdiran bir
takimlarimizin vechinde tebessiim-i istibzd-kardne husiile getiren sey, ‘Miintehabir-1
Evliya Celebi’ diye tab* edilen bir niishadsr. O intihdbi icrd eden zat, yalniz birinci
cildde bulunan ve sathi nazarlara gore fdidesiz, ddeta birer hezeyin olan hurdfit
toplayarak o cildi viiciida getirmis ve iste su hizmeti (1) ile dyle bir seyyih-1 mubakkik
hakkinda halkca ufactk bir sit’-i zann héstl olmusdur” seklinde elestirmigtir®. Kilisli
Rifat (Kardam) da bir yazisinda Miintehabit-1 Evliya Celebi aleyhinde yazmistir
ancak Miintehabit sayesinde ilk defa kendinin EvliyA Celebi ve eserini tanima
imkani buldugunu da itiraf etmistir?'.

Miintehabit-1 Evliya Celebi, biitiin elestirilere ve eksikliklerine ragmen hal-
kin ilgisine mazhar olmusg ve 1.200 adet tek ciltlik eser kisa siirede titkenmigtir®.

20 Miintehabirla ilgili Osmanli donemindeki elestiriler eserin daha ¢ok olaganiistii
olaylarla ilgili bahisleri ihtiva ettigi yoniinde olmustur (bk. Evliyd Celebi Mehmed
Zilli ibn Dervis, Evliyd Celebi Seydhatnimesi, 1, Istanbul 1314, s. D-H). Eserle ilgili
elestiriler sonraki dSnemlerde de aynen tekrar etmistir (bk. Evliya Celebi, Seyabarname,
Segen ve Uyarlayan: Yayima Haz. Nihat Ozon, Istanbul 2005, s. 22; Nuran Tezcan,
“Seyahatname”, s. 18).

21 Doktor Rifat, “Evliya Celebi Seyahatniamesi’ne Dair”, Dergih, say: 15 (Istanbul 1337),
s. 36. “O zamdina kadar benim de Evliyd Celebi ve dsir: hakkinda biitiin bildiklerim
Bayeziddeki eski tasbasmacilarin tab erdikleri yiiz-yiiz elli sahifelik hurdfit-nimeye
miistenid idi. O perisdn sabifeleri kim bilir hangi zilim bundan belki yetmig-seksen
sene evvel Evliyd'nin ilk cildinde cok kere kerhen ve zamininda cari efkdra yem diokmetk
kabilinden olmak iizere zikr eyledigi Bizans ve menkildr ve huridfitindan hulisa siiretiyle
iltibds etmis ve adima "Miintehabdr-1 Evliya Celebi’ demis idi”. Rifat Kardam'in yazisina
dair ayrica bk. Ekrem Karadisogullari, “Kilisli Dr. Rifat Kardam’in Evliya celebi
Seyahatnamesiyle Ilgili Bir Yazisi:”, A. U. Tiirkiyat Arastirmalar: Enstitiisii Dergisi, say1
18 (Erzurum 2001), s. 153-162.

22 Miintehabira halk tarafindan biiylik bir ilgi gosterilmis olmasina ragmen, eser
[stanbul ilim mubhitlerinde beklenen ilgiyi gérmemistir. Zira bu muhitlere mensup
kisilerin terekelerinde Miintehabira nadiren rastlanmakradir. Ayrica eserin daha ¢ok
halk kitaplart satan sahaflarda satilmast da bunun bir gostergesi olmalidir (bk. Ismail
E. Ertinsal, “Osmanlt Miinevverinin Evliya Celebi’ye Bakist”, s. 217-218; ayni yazar,
Osmanlilarda Sahaflik ve Sahaflar, s. 203). Eserin defaatle basilmast devrin 6nde gelen
tarihgilerinden Ahmed Midhat Efendi’yi dahi oldukga rahatsiz etmistir. Zira Midhat
Efendi, bir tezkiresinde, “Evliyd Celebi ve emsalinin yeniden tab* olunarak ‘fenn-i térib
budur” diye kendilerine arz edilmekte bulunmast bu asr-1 terakkinin ve bu mu'dsirinin
sénlarina sdyeste olamayacags hakikat-1 bahiresinde bile halkea biiyiik bir gaflet goriiyorum”
diyerek bu tepkisini agikca ifade etmistir (bk. Cevdet Pasa, Tezdkir, 40-Ietimme,
yay. Cavid Baysun, Ankara 1991, s. 237). Buna ragmen Ahmed Midhat'in, fkdam
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Ragbetin bu denli fazla olmasinda eserin muhtevast nemli bir etken olsa gereketir.
Zira bu ilk baski, Istanbul hakkindaki bilgileri ve halkin ilgisini ¢ekecek hikayeleri
ihtiva etmekteydi. Seyhiilislam Arif Hikmer Bey*, 3 Cemaziyelevvel 1266/17
Mart 1850 tarihli arzinda esere halkin ilgisini su sekilde dile getirmekteydi: “...bu
makiile ekdzib ve hikdyit-1 bitilayr miistemil Hamza-nime ve emsili bir takim dabi
avam-1 nasin zihnlerine hadese iris eder Hadikatiis-su'adi ve Ravzatiis-siihedd® ve
bunlarin emsili kiitiibiin eyddi-i ndsda bulunmasini men*lizimeden ise de miiddet-i
medideden beru bakilmayarak eyidi-i nisda tediviil esmekde bulunmus ve biiyit i
dekikin niishalariyla dolmusdur™.

Miintehabif n kisa siirede titkenmesi iizerine Istanbul kitapeilart H. 1262/M.
1846'da eserin tekrar basilmast i¢in Takvimhane Nazirlig'na miiracaat etmigler
ve nazirlikea yetkililerle yapilan toplantilarda eserin tekrar basilip basilmamast,
basilirsa nasil ve ne kadar basilacag: ve fiyatinin ne kadar olacag: belirlenmistir.
Buna gore Miintehabit-1 Evliya Celebi nin ikinci baskisinin ciltli olmast, cildinin 7
kurusa satilmasi ve devletin cilt basina 3 kurus kir etmesi kararlasturilmistr. Yine
bu toplantlarda eserin 1.200 adet ve esnaf adina basilmasina karar verilmistir.
Kitapgt esnafi adina basilacak bu ikinci baskinin basim masraflarinin ne kadar
olacagi ve bunlarin nasil kargilanacagi da yapilan toplantilarda tespit edilmistir.
On hesaplamalara gore 1.200 adet Miintehabif in toplam baski maliyeti 8.400
kurustu. Bunun 4.000 kurusu pesin, 1.500 kurus eser basildiginda, geri kalan da
aylik taksitler hilinde 6denecekti.

Alinan bu kararlar Takvimhane Nazir1 Said Bey’e sunulmus ve nézir, ince-
lemeleri sonucunda eserin basiminda sakinca olmadigin: takrirle rapor etmistir.
Said Bey'in takririnden sonra Meclis-i Val&'ya, Meclis-i Vala da basim islemlerinin
maliyetinin gdzden gecirilmesi icin konuyu Maliye Nezareti'ne intikal ettirmistir.
Maliye Nezareti'nden de olumlu yonde takrir gelmis ve ardindan eserin basimasi
icin Sultan Abdiilmecid’in irAdesi alinmistir. Gerekli incelemeler tamamlandiktan

gazetesi'nde nesredilen Evliyd Celebi Seyihatndmesinin dibacesinde Evliya Celebi’yi,
eserini ve eserin yayimini dven bir yazisina da yer verilmesi garib bir durumdur.

23 Ismetbeyzade Seyyid Haci Ahmed Arif Hikmet Bey (6. 22 Mart 1859), 11 Aralik 1846—
24 Mart 1854 tarihleri arasinda, seyhiilislimlik yapmigtir (bk. Mahir Aydin, Abmer Arif
Hikmer Beyefendi: Bir lanzimar Devri Seyhiilislamz, Ankara 2013).

24 Ravzatiis-siihedd Huseyin Vaiz-i Késifi'nin (6. 1504-1505), Hadikatiis-su'add ise
Fuzul?’nin (6. 1556) Hazreti Hiuseyin’in sehid edilmesini anlatan eserleridir ve
edebiyatimizda “Maktel-i Hiiseyin” tiirtiniin 6nde gelen 6rneklerindendir.

25 BA, Irade-Meclis-i Vala (=<I.MVL), nr. 165/4875—4 (3 Cemaziyelevvel 1266/17 Mart
1850).
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ve padisahin irddesi alindiktan sonra da Miintehabit-1 Evliyé Celebinin basim
islemleri baglatilmistir®®. Eserin ikinci baskisi Takvimhine Matbaas’'nda Evasit-1
Zilhicce 1262/Aralik 1846'da tamamlanmistir. Bu ikinci baski, ilk bask: gibi 143
sayfa olup “Tarih” serlevhasinin altinda “Miintehabat-1 Evliyd Celebi” bagligini
tagimaktaydi. Fihrist, ikinci baskida da eserin girisinde verilmistir ve eser, “Fenn-i
celil-i tarihden Miintehabat-1 Evliy4 Celebi ndm isbu kitab-1 sthhat u siyum siye-i
ma‘arif-viye-i hazret-i miiliikine Takvim-i Vekayi‘ Nezaretiyle miibahi n&’il-i eltaf-1
cenab-1 sehingdhi Mehmed Sa‘id’in nezaret-i Acizinesiyle bin iki yiiz altmus iki senesi
Zilhicce-i serifenin evasitinda reside-i hadd-i hitAm olmugdur” kaydiyla bitmekeeydi.

Miintehabir in bu ikinci baskisi tamamlanmasina ragmen, satisa sunulmadan
once ilk baskida karsilagilmayan bir engel ortaya ¢ikmustir. Eser, piyasaya siiriilmeden
once tekrar Meclis-i VAla tarafindan incelemeye alinmus ve yapilan tetkik sonucunda
kitabin satigt yasaklanmistir. Gerekee olarak ise eserin basim ve yayima yakigsmayan
uygunsuz tabirler ile bazi yalanlari ve bos hikiyeleri ihtiva etmesi gdsterilmistir?.
Bu gerekgelerle saugt yasaklanan 1.200 adedlik Miintehabir baskilar: Takvimhane
deposuna kaldirilmis ve yakilarak imh4 edilmek tizere burada muhafaza edilmigtir.

Miintehabit in 1846'da satisinin yasaklanmasi, Istanbul kitapeilarint bagka
¢oztiim yollart bulmaya zorlamusur. Kitap¢ilardan birkagi, talepleri kargilamak tizere
eseri Misirda Bulak Matbaasi’'nda bastirmaya karar vermistir. Bunun icin kitapgi-
lardan Salih Hafiz Efendi, Misir'la gerekli baglanalari saglamis ve Bulak Matbaas:
Nazir1 Hiiseyin Efendi ile irtibata gecmistir”. Salih Efendi kagit, miirekkep, mu-
sahhih ve diger hizmetlerin masraflarini kargilayarak ve matbaaya onda birlik bir kir
pay1 vererek iltizam usuliiyle eseri bastirmak tizere Hiiseyin Efendi ile anlagmigtir®.

26 Miintehabit-1 Evliyé Celebi nin ikinci baskinin basim siireci igin bk. BA, I.MVL, nr.
165/4875-1 (15 Cemaziyelevvel 1262/11 Mayis 1846); BA, I.MVL, nr. 165/4875-2 (21
[...]1266).

27 BA, I.LMVL, nr. 165/4875-1(15 Cemaziyelevvel 1262/11 Mays 1846); BA, LMVL, nr.
165/4875—4 (3 Cemaziyelevvel 1266/17 Mart 1850).

28 BA, .LMVL, nr. 165/4875-2 (21 [...] 1266). “...bir tertib ya'ni bin iki yiiz niisha tab‘
etdirmis ise de mu'abhiren her ne esbib ve miitdlaaya mebni ise nesr ve fiiruhtu men’ ve
tevkif birle hark olunmak iizere Takvimbdne-i dmirede kalmas olduguna...”.

29 Miintehabir-1 Evliyd Celeb?’yi basurmak igin Bulak Matbaast Nézir1 Hiiseyin Efendi ile
Sélih Hafiz Efendi’nin irtibata gectigi, eserin 1264/1848 tarihli birinci Misir baskisinin
sonunda belirtilmistir.

30 Miintehabir'1 Bulak Matbaast’na belirli bir kir pay1 vererek iltizam usuliiyle bastiran kisi
Salih Hafiz Efendi idi (Ekmeleddin Ihsanoglu, Misirda Tiirkler ve Kiiltiivel Miraslar,
Istanbul 2006, s. 585).
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Anlagma saglandiktan sonra eserin basim islemleri baslatilmig ve 1.200°den fazla®®
Miintehabit 1 Saban 1264/3 Temmuz 1848'de bastirilmigtir®™.

Bulak Matbaasi’'nda basilan ilk Miintehabit-1 Evliys Celebi'nin Istanbul
Takvimhéne baskisiyla icerigi aynidir®. “Miintehabat-1 Evliyd Celebi” serlevhasi
degismemistir ve fihrist 6nceki Istanbul baskisi gibi eserin basinda verilmistir. Is-
tanbul baskisina nazaran Bulak baskisinda bagliklar metinden gizgilerle ayrilmisti.
Istanbul birinci baskisindaki bazi eksiklikler Misir baskisinda ikmal edilmistir.
Ornegin Istanbul baskisinda metin icinde olup, fihriste alinmayan bazt basliklar
Mistr baskisinda eklenmistir.

[stanbul kitapgilarinda Bulak baskist satilirken Takvimhine baskist
Miintehabit, 1849’a kadar bir daha giindeme gelmemistir. 1849'da ise devrin
Maliye Nazir1 Safveti Paga bu duruma miidahale etmistir. Safveti Pasa, Meclis-i
Val@'ya gonderdigi tezkerelerinde Takvimhane'de basilan Miintehabir in satiginin
yasaklanmasi nedeniyle devletin on-on iki bin kurus zarara ugrauldigini, ayrica
yasagin da artik bir anlaminin kalmadigint kaydetmistir. Zira devlet matbaasin-
da basilan ilk baski Miintehabar zaten saulmustir. Ikinci baskinin yasaklanmast
icin ileri siirtilen gerekeeler onda da mevcuttu ve herkesin elinde zaten ilk bask:
bulunmaktaydi. Ayrica Misir baskisi Miintehabit aruk sokak aralarinda dahi
satilmaktaydi ve bu baski Takvimhéine'de basilan ile ayniydi. Istanbul baskist
icin ileri stirtilen mahzurlar Misir baskisinda da vardi. Bu gerekgeleri siralayan

31 Takvimhéne Nazirt Recit Bey’in H. 1266/M. 1849 tarihli arzinda Bulak Matbaas’'nda
1.200den fazla Miintehabdt-1 Evliyi Celebi basurildigr kaydedilmektedir (bk. BA,
LLMVL, nr. 165/4875-2 (21 [...] 1266)). “...kitib-1 mezbiirun burada tevkifinden sonra
bazi tiiccdr Mistr Matba asinda bir tertibden ziyddesini tab® etdiriip Der-salidete nakl
ile...”.

32 Bulak baskisina bir 6rnek igin bk. Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, [zmirli I. Hakki, nr. 2376,
s. 140).

33 Misir baskisinin Takvimhane'deki baski ile igerik olarak ayni oldugu Meclis-i Ahkam-1
Adliye’nin takririnde de belirtilmekteydi: “...el-dn Musir basmas: olarak esndf yedinde
haylice niishast bulunarak alinup satilmakda olup, bu ise Tabhine-i dmirede basilms s
oldugundan...” (bk. BA, LMVL, nr. 165/4875-5; ayrica bk. BA, LMVL, nr. 165/4875-
4. Bulak Matbaas’'nda ilk iki baski aynidir. Misir'da ikinci baski 1274/1857'de yapilmustir
ve bu baski da 140 sayfadir (bk. Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Ibrahim Efendi, nr. 671).
Bulak’ta basilan 1264/1848 tarihli ilk Miintehabira drnek icin bk. Sileymaniye
Kiitiiphanesi, Izmirli . Hakks, nr. 2376. Ayrica bk. Thsanoglu, Misirda Tiirkler, s. 461;
Franz Babinger, Osmanls Tarih Yazarlar: ve Eserleri, gev: Coskun Ugok, Ankara 2000,
s. 244; M. Seyfettin Ozege, Eski Harflerle Basilmis Tiirkce Eserler Katalogu: L-P, 111,
[stanbul 1975, s. 1269.
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Safveti Paga, yasagin devleti zarara ugratan yanlis bir uygulama oldugunu vur-
gulamaktayd:®*.

Yasaga karst ¢ikanlardan biri de Takvimhéine Nazir1 Recai Efendi’ydi®. 21
Muharrem 1266/7 Aralik 1849 tarihli tezkeresinde Takvimhane Naziri Istanbul
baskisina yonelik yasagin yanlis ve devlet hazinesini zarara ugratan bir uygulama
oldugunu belirterek, eserin bir sekilde esnaf eliyle satilmasi gerektigini kaydet-
mistir’,

Maliye ve Takvimhéne nazirlarinin bu itirazlari tizerine eser tekrar incele-
meye alinmig, eserde satisi engelleyen ifadelerin olup olmadigini incelemesi igin
Seyhiilislim Arif Hikmet Efendi’ye miiracaat edilmistir. Arif Hikmet Efendi,
Miintehabit'1 incelemek icin bir niisha satin almis ve eserin bazi béliimlerini mii-
talaa etmistir. [ncelemeleri sonucunda eserde daha 6nce belirtildigi iizere yalan
yanlis hikayelerin bulundugunu, ancak bu tiir hikéyeleri ihtiva ederek halkin
kafasini karigstiran eserlerin her ne kadar yasaklanmasi gerekse de halk arasinda
biiytik bir ilgiye mazhar olduklarini ve bunlarin éniiniin alinamadigini, diikkéin
ve sokaklarin bu tiir eserlerle dolu oldugunu, bunlarin tamamen yasaklanma-
sinin miimkiin olmadigini belirtmistir. Devaminda ise bu tiir eserlerin satigina
seyhiilislimlik¢a resmi bir cevaz verilmesinin yakisitk almayacagini fakat daha 6nce
oldugu gibi ancak gézyumulabilecegini kaydetmistir®.

Arif Hikmet Efendi’nin arzindan sonra Adliye Nezireti’nin eserle ilgili go-
riisii sorulmugtur. Adliye Nezareti’'nden gelen 17 Cemaziyelevvel 1266/31 Mart
1850 tarihli cevabi tezkerede de eserin yasaklanma siireci 6zetlendikten sonra
seyhiilislamin arzina deginilmis ve onunla ayni fikirleri paylastiklar, Takvimhane
Matbaasr’'nda basilan Miintehabir'in satisina “igmaz-1 ayn” yani goz yumularak
miisaade edilmesi geregi vurgulanmigtir,

Maliye ve Takvimhane nazirlarinin itirazlari, Seyhiilislim Arif Hikmet Efendi
ve Adliye Nezareti’nin olumlu raporlari tizerine Meclis-i Vala 28 Cemaziyelevvel
1266/ 11 Nisan 1850 tarihli kararla Istanbul baskist Miintehabit-1 Evliya

34 BA, LMVL, nr. 165/4875—4 (3 Cemaziyelevvel 1266/17 Mart 1850).

35 Recal Efendi, 17 Cemaziyelevvel 1269/ 26 Subat 1853’¢ kadar Takvimhé4ne Nazir1 olarak
gorev yapmis ve ondan sonra Naili Efendi nizir olarak atanmigtir (bk. BA, I.DH, nr.
267/16699).

36 BA, LMVL, nr. 165/4875-2 (21 [...] 1266).

37 BA, LMVL, nr. 165/4875—4 (3 Cemaziyelevvel 1266/17 Mart 1850).

38 BA, .MVL, nr. 165/4875-5 (17 Cemaziyelevvel 1266/31 Mart 1850).
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Celebi'nin satigina maliyenin zarardan korunmasi i¢in izin vermistir®. Kararda
Miintehabitin satisina goz yumulmasi gerektigi bildirilmistir. Boylece Istanbul
baskist 1.200 adet Miintehabit, Takvimhane deposundan yaklasik ii¢ sene sonra
cikarilarak satisa sunulmustur.

Ikinci baski da, birinci bask: gibi kisa siirede titkenmistir. Bunun iizerine
H. 1279/M. 1862'de Miintehabéit-1 Evliyi Celebi Istanbul'da Tab‘hane-i Amire
Matbaast’nda tiglincii defa basilmistir. 115 sayfalik bu basks, ilk iki baski 25 satir-
ken 27 satrdi. Ayrica ilk iki baskiya gre ticlincii baskt daha biiyiik boydu. Bu da
tiglincii baskinin sayfa sayisinin daha az olmasini saglamugtir. Fihristin daha 6nceki
baskilardaki gibi eserin hemen baginda verildigi ticiincii baski su ifadelerle biter:
“Isbu kitab Tab‘hine-i 4mire'de bin iki yiiz yetmis dokuz senesinde basilmisdir™.

Ugiincii baskinin da zamanla titkendigi ancak hal4 esere olan talebin devam
ettigi Miintehabirin 1890’a dogru bir kez daha basilmasindan anlagilmaktadir.
Sayfa diizeni, sayis1 (104 s.), basliklarin metinden ayrilmasi ve tezyinat gibi bazi
baski 6zellikleri sebebiyle Istanbul'daki baskilara benzeyen fakat baski yeri ve
tarihi bulunmayan bu dérdiincii baskinin kag adet basildigi, baskilarin satilip
satilmadigina dair ise bir bilgi bulunmamaktadir®’.

Dérdiincii baskisindan sonra, tespitlerimize gore Miintehabit-1 Evliyi Celebi
Istanbul'da bir daha basilmamustir. Fakat Istanbul ve Misir baskist Miintehabir lar,
Evliya Celebi ve Seyihatnime’yi daha bilinir hale getirmistir. /kdim gazetesi’nin
Seyihatniameé nin ilk alu cildini basmasiyla da Miintehabit-1 Evliya Celebi giderek

unutulmustur.

Tkdim Baskas1 Evliya Celebi Seyahatnimesi

Necip Asim’in tavsiyeleri sonucu® Evliyi Celebi Seyéhatnimesinin tamamini
yayinlamak {izere lkdim gazetesi sahibi Ahmed Cevdet Bey devletin ilgili kurum-

39 BA, LMVL, nr. 165/4875-6 (28 Cemaziyelevvel 1266/11 Nisan 1850).

40 1279/1862 tarihli tiglincti baskt Miintehabira ornekler icin bk. Siileymaniye
Kiitiiphanesi, [brahim Ef., nr. 665; Millet Kiitiiphanesi, Ali Emiri Tarih, nr. 885.

41 Bu baskiya misaller i¢in bk. Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Hact Mahmud Efendi, nr.

4879; http://www.archive.org/stream/mntahabtievliy0Qevli (27.02.2011). Ayrica bk.
Babinger, Osmanl Taribh Yazarlar: ve Eserleri, s. 244; Ozege, Eski Harflerle Bastlmas

Tiirkge Eserler Katalogu: L-P, 111, 1269; Fehmi Edhem Karatay, Istanbul Universitesi
Kiitiiphanesi Tiirkce Basmalar Alfabe Katalogu, Istanbul 1956, s. 203.

42 Necip Asim, 1928'de Evliyé Celebi Seyihatnimesi'nin VII ve VIIL cildlerinin basilmast
vesilesiyle kaleme aldigi bir yazisinda Ahmed Cevdet'e Seydhatnime’yi basmay:
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larindan gerekli izinleri aldiktan sonra eserin basimina 1896'da baslamustir. /kdim
gazetesi'nde bastirilan Seyabatnime, Uskiidar Pertev Pasa Kiitiiphanesi’ndeki
yazma esas alinarak hazirlanmugtir. Ik basta eserin hazirlanmast isini Necip Asim
uhdesine almis, o da ilk formayi istinsah etmek tizere Ali Cevad Bey’i gorevlendir-
mis fakat bir siire sonra Ali Cevad Bey’in bu isi tamamlayamayacag anlagilmistir.
Bunun iizerine eseri istinsah etmesi Tibbiye talebelerinden Kilisli Rifat [Kardam]’a
teklif edilmis, o da bu teklifi kabul etmis ve Abdullah Nasuh Efendi ile birlikte
alt1 cildin istinsahini, her sene bir cilt bitirmek iizere alt1 senede tamamlamistir®.
Gazetede Seyihatnimenin ilk dort cildi 1896'da, 5. cilt 1897de, 6. cilt ise dort
yil aradan sonra 1901°de yayimlanmugtir®.

Formalar halinde hazirlanan eser, abone usuliiyle satisa ¢ikarilmas, ilk forma-
dan itibaren abone olanlarin isimleri gazetede yayimlanmaya basglanmistir. Abone
olanlar arasinda tist diizey devlet ricalinden, siradan vatandagsa kadar her siniftan

kendisinin tavsiye ettigini belirtmigtir (“Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi”, 7arih-i Osmani
Enciimeni Mecmuasi, VII-VIII, Yeni Seri 1/2, s. 72).

43 Evliyi Celebi Seyihatnimesi'nin Tkdim gazetesi igin Pertev Pasa Kiitiiphanesi'ndeki
niishasindan istinsah edilmesi ve yayima hazirlanmas: siireci i¢in bk. Doktor
Rifac, “Evliyd Celebi Seyihatnimesi’ne Dair”, s. 36-37; Necip Asim, “Evliya Celebi
Seyahatnamesi”, s. 72-75. Ayrica bk. Evliya Celebi Seyihatnimesi, Istanbul 1928, s. A.

44 Kilisli Rifat [Kardam]’in yazdiklarina gore VI. cildin dért sene aradan sonra
basilmasinda eser aleyhinde II. Abdiilhamid’e sunulan jurnaller etkili olmus; Ahmed
Cevdet, sikayetler ytiziinden bir ara Seydhatnime nin basimindan vazgegmeyi dahi
diistinmiistiir (Doktor Ruf‘at, “EvliyA Celebi SeyAhatnimesi’ne Dair”, s. 37). “... Fakat
tarihimizin bircok karanlik noktalarini tenvir eden mu'azzam bir eser-i tirihinin nesri
devr-i Hamidi'nin hiin hafiyelerine menhis bir firsat-1 si ayet verdi. Sardya jurndl iistiine
Jurndl veriliyor ve pddisaha bu eserin muzir oldugu, devéim-1 negri ciiz olmadigs fikri telkin
ediliyor idi. Halbuki zdten sansiir eserin en cdnly noktalarini merbamersizce gikarzyor...
Hatta bir aralik Cevdet Beg kitdbin nesrinden ferdgati bile diisiindii, fakat bu ferdgatin
de su-i telakki edilebileceginden korkdu ve tab® keyfiyeti eksik ve giidiik devam eyledi.”
VI. cildin dort sene aradan sonra basilmasinda harici fakedrler de belirleyici olmusgtur.
Zira bu cilt daha ¢ok Macaristan cografyasi hakkindaki bilgileri ihtiva ettiginden
Macaristan’in 6nde gelen alimlerinden ve Macaristan Enclimen-i D4nis tiyesi meghur
Tiirkolog Vambery, Evliyi Celebi Seyihatnimesinin bu cildinin basilmasi i¢in 6zel bir
gayret sarf etmigtir. Hatta bu ciltteki bazi bahisleri Macarca’ya gevirtmis ve bu ¢eviriler
Macaristan Enciimen-i Dénisi’nin diger tyeleri tarafindan da takdirle kargilanmistur.
Bunun iizerine VI. cildin basilmasi icin Macaristan Hiikiimeti 6 bin Frank destek
s6zil vermistir. Vambery, Seydhatnime nin Macaristan tarihi agisindan 6nemine dair bir
de dibice kaleme almistir (bk. EvliyA Celebi Mehmed Zilli ibn Dervis, Evliyé Celebi
Seyihatnimesi, V1, Istanbul 1318, s. B-D).
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insan yer almaktaydi®. Formalar basildik¢a hangi bahisleri ihtiva ettiklerine dair
bilgiler verilmistir. Ornegin 6 Rebiiilahir 1314/14 Eyliil 1896 tarihli fkdin’da
Seyihatnime nin birinci cildinin 17. ve 18. fasikiilleri su sekilde tanitlmigtur:
“Evliya Celebi Seyihatnimesi’nin birinci cildinin 17 ve 18’inci formalari nesr
olunmusdur. Bu iki ciiziin miindereciti: Icmal-i saltanat-1 Sultin Mehmed Han-1
Rébi‘; Malta gazési; icmal-i saltanat-1 ibrahim Han, padisdh-1 misirunileyh

zamanindaki fiitithat; Mustafa Pasa muharebesi™.

Gazetede, satist arttirmak ve eserin reklamini yapmak icin Evliya Celebi ve
Seyihatname’yi tanitict yazilar da nesredilmeye baglanmugtir. Mesela Necip Asim,
20 Muharrem 1314/1 Temmuz 1896 tarihli lkdini’da eser ve miiellifi hakkinda
uzun bir yazi kaleme almistir. Yazida eserin birgok konuda ¢ok 6nemli bilgiler
ihtiva ettigi 6rneklerle izah edilmis, boyle bir eserin Tiirk miitefekkirlerinin il-
gisine sunulmasinin biiyiik bir hizmet oldugu, zira kendisi de d4hil olmak tizere
diisiiniirlerin gogunun eserden istifade edemedikleri belirtilmistir®.

Gazetede Seydhatnime’yi tanitct yazilara daha sonraki sayilarda da yer ve-
rilmistir. 1902’ye gelindiginde ise bu tiir yazilar yayim iglerinden sorumlu devlet
dairelerinin dikkatini ¢ekmistir. Yildiz Saray: Bagkitdbet Dairesi’'nden Dahiliye
Mektubi Kalemi’ne gelen 3 Muharrem 1320/12 Nisan 1902 tarihli tezkerede,
bir siiredir lkdim gazetesi'nde Evliyi Celebi Seyihatnimesi adli eser hakkinda
yazilar yayimlandig: fakat bu eserde zararlr ifadelerin yer aldigi ve bu durumun
herkes tarafindan bilindigi, buna ragmen Matbtiat Dairesi’nin eserin basimina
goz yumdugu belirtilmistir. Ayrica yine bu tezkerede, II. Abdiilhamid’in bu tiir
eserlerin basimina izin verilmemesi gerektigi yoniindeki irddesi hatirlatlmigtir®.

Dihiliye Mektubi Kalemi’ne, Yildiz Saray: Bagkitidbet Dairesi’nden gelen
tezkere {izerine Matb(iat-1 Dhiliye Miidiiriyeti’ne, Baskitabet Dairesi’'nden gelen
tezkerenin 6zetlendigi ve Matbtiat-1 Dahiliye Miidiiriyeti’nin bu tiir muzir ifadeler
iceren eserlerin yayimina izin vermemesi gerektigini belirten 4 Muharrem 1320/
13 Nisan 1902 tarihli bir yazi gdnderilmistir®.

45 Ornek icin bk. fkddm, nr. 880, 23 Receb 1314/28 Aralik 1896.

46 lkdim, nr. 775. Birinci cilt toplam 38 formaydi ve bu formanin basildigina dair haber
ITkdim'da 15 Ceméiziyelahir 1314/ 21 Kasim 1896'da yayimlanmustir (fedim, nr. 843).

47 [kdém, nr. 701, 20 Muharrem 1314/ 1 Temmuz 1896. Bu yazi, daha sonra Seydhatnime nin
birinci cildinin girisine de alinmugtir.

48 BA, Dahiliye-Mektubi Kalemi (=DH. MKT), nr. 585/3-2 (3 Muharrem 1320/12 Nisan
1902).

49 BA, DH. MKT, nr. 585/3-1 (4 Muharrem 1320/13 Nisan 1902).
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Hem Yildiz Sarayr Bagkitibet Dairesi'nden hem de Dahiliye Mektubi
Kalemi’nden gelen tezkerelerde icinde, “zararli” ifadeler bulunan Evliyd Celebi
Seyahatnimesi nin basimindan dolay: Matbtiat-1 Dahiliye Midiirligi suglanmak-
taydi. Bunun {izerine Matbuat-1 Dahiliye Miidiirii Hifz1 Bey, Dahiliye Idare-i
Matbtat Nezareti'ne gonderdigi Seydhatnime nin basilma siirecinin anlauldig 5
Muharrem 1320/14 Nisan 1902 tarihli raporda Yildiz Saray: Baskitibet Dairesi
ve Dihiliye Mektubi Kalemi’nden gelen yazilar1 6zetlemis, uzun siiredir /kdin’'da
Seyéhatnime ve miiellifi hakkinda yazi yayimlanmadigini belirtmistir. Eserin
basiminda kendi kurumunun bir dahlinin olmadigini, basimina dair izni de
Matbt4t-1 Déhiliye Midiirligi'niin degil Maérif Nezéreti’'nin verdigini iddia
etmistir. Bu nedenle hesap sorulmasi ve padisahin irddesinin haurlaulmasi gereken
merciin Maérif Nezareti oldugunu yazmisur. Hifzi Bey, bundan sonra eserle ilgili
Ikdimda bir harfin dahi yazdirllmamasina dikkat edilmesini belirterek raporuna
son vermistir™’.

Matbti4t-1 Dahiliye Midiirtintin raporu tizerine Déhiliye Mektibi Kalemi
harekete gegmistir. Maarif Nezireti’'ne olayin sorusturulmasi hakkinda 10 Mu-
harrem 1320/19 Nisan 1902 tarihli gonderilen yazida Seydhatnime ile ilgili daha
onceki raporlar dzetlenmis, eserin basilma iznini Maérif Nezareti’nin verdigi ve
bundan sonra gerekenin yapilmast emredilmistir’’.

Eser aleyhindeki raporlar tizerine Maarif Nezareti ile Matbt4c-1 Dahiliye
Miidiiriyeti harekete ge¢mistir. Iki kurum da miifettislerini Evliyd Celebi
Seyihatnimesi nin bulundugu lkdim gazetesi deposuna gondermis ve miifettisler
kisa bir tetkikten sonra depoyu igindeki binlerce Seydhatnime ile birlikte miihiir-
lemiglerdir. Bir niishanin dahi kaybolmasi halinde gazete idarecilerinin sorumlu
tutulacagina dair senedi de Ahmed Cevdet’e imzalatmuglardir?.

Binlerce Evliyi Celebi Seyihatnimesi, imha edilecekleri giine kadar lkdim
gazetesi deposunda muhafaza edilecekti. Ancak yasaklanmasinin tizerinden bir
bucuk sene gegmesine ragmen Seydhatnimelerin imha edilmemesi gazete sahibi
Ahmed Cevdet’i 1904'de harekete ge¢meye mecbur etmis ve Ahmed Cevdet,
Dahiliye Nezéreti’ne hitaben 15 Sevval 1321/ 4 Ocak 1904 tarihli bir arzuhal gon-
dermigtir. Arzuhalde yaklagik bir buguk sene 6nce Maérif Nezareti ile Matbtat-1
Dahiliye Miidiiriyeti miifettislerinin Evliyd Celebi Seyihatnimesi'ni gazete depo-
sunda mithiirlediklerini hatirlattiktan sonra maddi imkéansizliklar nedeniyle artik

50 BA, DH. MKT, nr. 483/35-3 (5 Muharrem 1320/14 Nisan 1902).
51 BA, DH. MKT, nr. 483/35-1 (10 Muharrem 1320/19 Nisan 1902).
52 BA, DH. MKT, nr. 809/75 (25 Sevval 1321/14 Ocak 1904).
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depo kirasint 6deyemedigini, gerekli paray: bulabilirse depoyu bagka bir yere
tagimak istedigini ancak Seydhatnime’ye yonelik yasagin elini kolunu bagladigin
kaydetmistir®.

Ahmed Cevdet'in arzuhali tizerine goriisii alinmak icin Matbuat-1 Dahiliye
Midiirliigiine miiracaat edilmistir. Matbiat-1 Dahiliye Mudiirtc Hifzi Bey 18
Sevval 1321/ 7 Ocak 1904 tarihli Déhiliye Nezareti’ne hitaben yazdig1 raporda, bir
buguk sene 6nce Seyihatnime nin kendi miidiirliigli ve Maérif Nezireti miifettisleri
tarafindan fkdim gazetesi deposunda miihiirlendigini, bu yasagin gazete sahibini
zarara ugrattiginin da kabul edilmesi gerektigini, ayrica II. Abdiilhamid’in 1902°deki
iradesinde Seyidhatnime nin yasaklanmasini ve depoya kapatilmasini degil Zedim'da
artik eserle ilgili higbir seyin yazilmamasinin emredildigini, kendisinin eserin gazete
deposunda miihiirlenmesine dair bir bilgisinin bulunmadigini belirtmistir. Yasagin
devam etmesi halinde gazetenin zarar edeceginin acik oldugunu, bundan sonra
yapilacaklarin Marif Nezireti'ne sorulmas: gerektigini kaydetmigtir™.

Hifz1 Bey’in tezkeresinden sonra goriisti sorulmak tizere Maérif Nezareti’ne
miiracaat edilmistir. Dahiliye Mekttbi Kalemi’nden Maérif Nezireti’'ne gonde-
rilen 25 Sevval 1321/14 Ocak 1904 tarihli tezkerede, Ahmed Cevdet’in arzuhali
ozetlenmis ve Hifz1 Bey'in yazdigt hususlar hakkinda bilgi verilmesi istenmistir.
Ayrica Seydhatndme nin depoda mithiirlenmesine dair nazirliklarinda bir emrin
olup olmadig1 sorulmustur. Eser hakkindaki yasagin devam etmesi hilinde ga-
zetenin zarara ugrayacagi, bunun giderilmesi i¢in yapilmasi gerekenlerin neler
oldugunu belirten bir raporun en kisa siirede hazirlanmast da emredilmistir™.

Maarif Nezareti’nin nasil bir cevap verdigi ve bundan sonra siirecin nasil
isledigine dair ise simdilik bagka bir bilgiye sahip degiliz. Konuyla ilgili son bilgiler,
Kilisli Rifat’in [Kardam] hatiralarina dayanmaktadir ve burada Ahmed Cevdet’in
bir siire daha Seydhatnimeyi kurtarmaya ugrasugi, sonugsuz kalan ¢abalarinin
ardindan verilen bir miktar tazminat ile susturulmus oldugu belirtilmektedir®.

53 BA, DH. MKT, nr. 809/75-4 (15 Sevval 1321/4 Ocak 1904).

54 BA, DH. MKT, nr. 809/75-3 (18 Sevval 1321/7 Ocak 1904).

55 BA, DH. MKT, nr. 809/75-1 (25 Sevval 1321/14 Ocak 1904).

56 Doktor Rif‘at, “EvliyA Celebi SeyAhatnamesi'ne Dair”, s. 37. “Giiniin birinde zibita
Tkdim Matba'asi'ni basmig ve Evliyi Celebi Seyihatnimesi niishalarinin mevciidunu ve
biitiin basilmss formalarin: Sardya nakl etdirmis ve eserin devim-1 tab i1 da men” eylemis
idi. Bir aralik Cevder Bey eseri kurtarmak i¢in ugragds, sonra onun da tazmindt i‘téstyla
iskdt edildigi isidildi”. Doktor Rif'at’in iddiasinin aksine Evliya Celebi Seyéhatndmesi nin
ITkdim gazetesi’nde basilan formalari Saray’a nakledilmemis, gazetenin deposunda
mubhafaza edilmistir.
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Sonug

Evliya Celebi Seyihatnimesinin daha ¢ok birinci cildindeki bahislerden
secilerek hazirlanan Miintehabit-1 Evliya Celebi, 1843—1890 tarihleri arasinda
Istanbulda dért, Misirda iki defa basilmistir. Miintehabaf in kisa siirede alt defa
basilmig olmast esere olan ilgilinin yogunlugunu gosterir. Resmi engellemeler ve
yasaklamalar da hesaba kaulirsa ilginin fazlalig1 daha iyi anlasilir. Miintehabit saye-
sinde Seydhatnime ilk defa bu kadar genis kitlelere ulagmigstir. Ancak on ciltlik bu
eser i¢cin Miintehabit gibi segmelerden olusan ve muhtasar olan bir baskinin yeterli
olmadis ise ¢ok ge¢meden anlagilmistir. Bu eksikligi gidermek, eserin 6nemine
yarastr bir baski hazirlamak ve on cildini de yayimlamak igin 1896'da lkdim ga-
zetesi sahibi Ahmed Cevdet harekete ge¢mistir. Ahmet Cevdet'in Seydhatnime’yi
yayimlamak istemesinde Miintehabir a olan ilginin fazlalig: da etkili olsa gerektir.
Fakat Ahmet Cevdet de ilk alt cildi yayimladiktan sonra son dért cildi basmaya
muvaffak olamamugtir. Eksikliklerine ve sansiire ragmen hem Miintehabit-1 Evliya
Celebi hem de Ikdim'da basilan alu ciltlik Evliyi Celebi Seyihatnimesi biiyiik bir
boslugu doldurmus, Evliya Celebi ile eserine olan ilgiyi artturmis ve bu baskilar
sayesinde eser daha bilinir olmustur.

Yasaklanan ve Sansiirlenen Bir Kitabin Macerasi: Evliyi Celebi Seyahatnamesi nin Ilk

Baskilar:

Oz m Evliyi Celebi Seyihatnimesi, XIX. yiizyla kadar fazla bir ilgiye mazhar olmadu.
Bu yiizyildan itibaren ise once Hammer'in Ingilizce segkisi, daha sonra da Tiirkge
seckilerden olusan Miintehabirla giderek popiiler bir eser haline geldi. Bu ilgiden
de giic alan Jkdim gazetesi sahibi Ahmed Cevdet, Seydhatnime nin on cildini yayin-
lamak iizere girisimlerde bulundu ve 1896-1901 yillart arasinda ilk alt cildi, eksik,
sansiirlii ve yanlislarla malul de olsa yayinlamaya muvaffak oldu. Fakat daha sonra
Seyihatnime aleyhindeki sikayetler sebebiyle eserin baskisini durdurmak ve basilan
ciltleri de depolara kilitlemek zorunda kaldi. Hem Miintehabit-1 Evliyi Celebi hem de
Ahmed Cevdet'in yayinladig ilk alu cilt, devlet tarafindan yasaklanmalarina ragmen
Seyiahatnime'nin daha fazla okuyucuya ulasmasini saglamistr. Bu makalede eserin
genis kitlelere ulagmasini saglayan, bununla birlikte eser ve miiellifini tahfif edici
imajin olusmasinda da biiyiik etkisi olan Evliyd Celebi Seyihatnimesi nin Osmanli
Tiirkgesi baskilar1 incelenmistir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Evliya Celebi, Seydhatnime, Miintehabit-1 Evliya Celebi, Ikdim,
Ahmed Cevdet.
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Osmanli Tasrasinda Saray Biirokrasisi:
Sehzade Selim’in Kazaya Defteri

Feridun M. Emecen™

Palace Bureaucracy in Ottoman Provinces: Prince Selim’s Kazayd Register

Abstract m There is a dearth of documentation regarding administrative practices of
Ottoman princes in provinces where they were sent as governors, until the end of
the sixteenth century, so that they could gain practical experience. Previously, I had
located in Prime Ministry’s Archives in Istanbul certain registers (defter) produced
in princely courts and made some remarks about their format and characteristics.
Belonging to a princely court as well, the register under scrutiny here consists of
petitions regarding appointments, promotions and other financial dealings as well
as answers to those petitions. It covers Prince Selim’s (future Selim II) first years as
governor of Manisa (1544-1546). After the manner they were presented to the sul-
tan (kazzyye), I named such registers as kazaya defteri. Issues included in this register
demonstrate us problems that an Ottoman prince had to deal with during his gover-
norship and give us an idea about how princely bureaucracy functioned.

Keywords: Kazay4 register, Prince Selim, princely court, provincial bureaucracy,

Manisa court.

Osmanli tarih aragtirmalarinda eksikligi hissedilen ¢alisma alanlarindan
birini tagra biirokrasisi tegkil etmektedir. Tagra teskilatinin ana yapisini anlamakta,
hinterlandindaki meseleleri kavramakta ve onun merkezle irtibatini belirlemekte
ciddi bir bilgi agig1 olmasinin en biiyiik sebeplerinden birini tagradaki idari
biirokrasinin tirettigi evrakin mevcut bulunmayist olusturur. Nispeten diizenli
bir kiilliyat halinde zamanimiza ulasan mahkeme sicilleri disinda tasradaki
yoneticilerin yani sancakbeyi ve beylerbeyi divanlarinda alinan kararlarla alakalt

* Istanbul 29 Mayis Universitesi.
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mutlaka mevcut olmasit gereken evrak veya defterlerin 4kibeti hususu zihinleri
mesgul eden 6nemli bir mesele olarak kargimizda durmaktadir. Bazi pagalarin ozel
mektuplariyla resmi yazismalarina, XIX. ylizyila ait bir kisim evraka dair birtakim
bilgiler mevcut olmakla birlikte, 6zellikle klasik ¢aga, yani XV. ve XVI. asra ait
tasra belgelerine hemen hemen hi¢ rastlanmamis olmast', bunlarin tahrib edilmis
olabilecegi, idarecilerin sahsi evrak seklinde telakki edip yanlarinda gétiirmiis bu-
lunabilecekleri gibi naif ve temelsiz cevaplarla karsilanmaktan 6te daha makul ve
kabul edilebilir bir ¢oztimii hak etmektedir. Bu tiir tagra belgelerinin eksikliginin
imparatorluk tagrasina merkezde {iretilmis evrak ve defter serileriyle tek tarafls
bir bakisa yol agmis olmast, hig siiphe yok ki durumu fark edenler icin konunun
onemini daha da artirmaktadir.

Su halde eger mevcutsa ve bugiine ulagmigsa bu tiir belgeler acaba nerede
bulunabilir? Bu sualin cevabi i¢in akla 6ncelikle Ser’iyye Sicilleri gelir. Ger-
cekten de bu defterler tasraya gonderilmis talimat, ferman v.b. kayitlar: ihtiva
etmektedirler. Fakat muhtemelen ayni zamanda beylerbeyi divaninda kadinin da
katlmis oldugu meselelerle alakali bazi kayitlarin ser’iyye sicil defterlerinde yer
almasi miimkiindiir. Bu kayztlar s6z konusu defterlerin tutulus manug; itibariyla
dikkatlerden kagmis olmalidir. Mesela Istanbul sicillerinde yine rneklerine pek
rastlanmayan veziriazamin ikindi divanina dair kayitlarin mevcut oldugu anlagil-
mustir’. Benzeri durumun tasradaki eyaletler icin de gegerli olmamast icin bir sebep
yoktur. Bunun disinda tagra evrakinin aranmasi gereken bir diger yer, Bagbakanlik
Osmanli Arsividir’. Bir kisim miiteferrik evrakin burada ¢cikmasinin sebebi, daha
ziyade muamele ve biirokratik islemler dolayisiyladir; tasradan merkeze yollanan

1 Burada kastedilen, defter tiiriiniin mevcud bulunmamasi keyfiyetidir. Yoksa mesela
bazi Budin beylerbeyilerinin Habsburglar’a veya onlara bagli beylere génderdikleri,
¢ogu Budapeste ve Viyana arsivlerinde bulunan mektublardan haberdariz (A Budai
Basdk Magyar Nyelvii Levelezése 1553-1589, ed. S. Takéts- F. Eckhart-Gy.Szekfti, Buda-
pest 19155 The Hungarian Letters of Ali Pasha of Buda 1604-1616, ed. G. Bayerle, Buda-
pest 1991). Keza Dubrovnik arsivlerinde de bazi sancakbeyi ve Bosna beylerbeylilerinin
pek gok 6zel veya resmi mektubu mevcuttur (F. M. Emecen-I. Bostan, “Dubrovnik
Arsivi'ndeki Osmanli Belgeleri ile Hgili Rapor”, Belleten, 1X11/235,1999, s. 917-920).
Ancak bunlar diplomatik yazigmalar tarzinda olup biirokratik bir i¢ ¢alismay: yansit-
maz.

[stanbul Bab Mahkemesi Sicilleri, nr. 3’teki 6rnekler.

3  Eyalet divanlarinda ruzname, muhasebe defterleri gibi cesitli defterlerin tutuldugu
bilinmektedir, fakat bunlara ait ¢ok az 6rnek mevcuttur: M. Ipsirli, “Beylerbeyi”, DIA,
VI, 5. 73; keza sancakbeyi divanindaki muamelat ile merkezdeki evrak arasindaki baglar
icin bk. Z. Mete, “Osmanli Tagrasinda Biirokratik Muamelat: Sancakbeyi Belge ve
Defterleri”, Osmanls Arastirmalars, XIX (1999), s. 181-221.
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defterler, bu kategoriye dahil edilebilir. Fakat mahalli 6l¢ekli kayitlarin, herhangi
bir muamele i¢in degil de dogrudan tagradan merkeze “arsivlenmek tizere” intikal
etmis bulundugu da diisiiniilebilir. Bu sonuncu fikri dogrulayan en giizel 6rnek
bundan uzunca bir zaman 6nce tarafimdan ilk defa tespit edilip adlandirilmig
bulunan XVI. yiizyila ait bir seri defterin varligiyla tebelliir eder. Bundan dolay:
Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi'ndeki belge ve defterlerin tamamiyla merkezdeki
biirokratik faaliyetleri yansitugini diistinmek yaniltici olacakur. Dikkatli gozlerle
yapilan incelemelerin daha farkli tasra belgelerinin tesbitini saglayacagina siiphe
yoktur.

Tagra evrakini yansitan defterlere 6rnek olarak XVI. yiizyilin sonlarina kadar
degisik sancaklarda gorev yapan sehzadelerin divaninda ve saraylarinda tutulmus
bulunanlarina dair tarafimdan “Sehzade Divan Defterleri” adiyla hem tanimlayict
hem de muhtevalarini tanitict yazilar kaleme alinmisti®. Bu yazilardaki tesbitler
tekrar edilmeksizin burada kisaca bu defterlerin tiirleri hakkinda bilgi verildikten
sonra, esas olarak bunlar icerisinde ¢ok farkli bir yere sahip olan ve benzerine
hemen hemen hig rastlanmayan bir defteri mercek altina alip bunun idari yonelim,
tatbikat ve giindelik hayat agisindan hakkinda hicbir sey bilinmeyen “$Sehzade
Sarayr” kavrami tizerindeki belirsizlik ortiistinii nasil araladigi, hangi hususlara
agtklik getirdigi tizerinde durulacaktr. Bunun sadece merkezdeki sarayin kiigiik
bir modeli olan sehzade saray1 temelli “6gretici bilgiler” ortaya koymak acisindan
degil, ayni zamanda sehzadenin idari yetki alan1 dahilinde sarayla biitiinlesen ¢evre
faktorleri, tagra kaynakli etkiler, nepotizmin mahiyeti vb. gibi birtakim problemler
bakimindan da tagra idaresiyle merkez arasindaki baga farkli bir pencere agacag:
distiniilebilir.

Konuya girmeden nce kisaca sehzade divanina ait defterler hakkinda bazi
bilgiler vermek elzem goriiniir: Tespit edilebildigi kadariyla tasradan merkeze in-
tikal etmis olan sehzade divanina ait defterlerin en eskisi, Fatih Sultan Mehmed’in
oglu Sehzade Bayezid (II)’in Amasyada bulundugu sirada 24 Cemaziyelahir- 4
Sevval 879 (5 Kasim 1474- 11 Subat 1475) tutulmus kayit defteridir. Bu defterde
sadece giindelik olarak divana kag tane sikiyet mektubu (vakiflarla ilgili olanlar
dahil) geldigi, ka¢ berat, muafiyetname, yol mektubu, sefkatname yazildig;, ne gibi
gorevler tevcih edildigi belirtilmekte, fakat bunlarin muhtevalar: verilmemekeedir®.

4 Bunlar icin bk. E. M. Emecen, “Tagra Biirokrasisinin Kaynaklari: Sehzade Divan Def-
terleri”, Taribh Boyunca Tiirk Taribinin Kaynaklar: Semineri, Bildiriler, Istanbul 1997, s.
91-100; keza a.mlf, Osmanls Klasik Caginda Hanedan Devlet ve Toplum, Istanbul 2011,
s. 83-93.

5 Topkapi Sarayr Miizesi Arsivi, nr. D. 9873.
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Bu defterin tertip tarzi burada ele alinacak olan kazaya defteriyle nisbi 6l¢iide
benzerlik arzeder. S6z konusu defter parcasi diplomatik acidan muayyenlik ka-
zanmamis bir biirokratik tarzi yansitan bir “prototip” hususiyeti arzeder. Defter
giinliik olarak tutulmus, giin bagliklarinin alunda yukarida bahsedildigi tizere
ilgili kisa kayutlara yer verilmistir. Mesela Receb ayiyla ilgili kayit kisminin ilk iki
giinii su sekildedir:

“[s.1] Gurre-i mah-1 Recebit’l-miicerreb li-sene tis‘a ve seb‘in ve semAn-mie, riiz-1

cum‘a, be-makam-1 Amasya
Meketb-1 sikdyetciyan: 2
Sefkatname: 1

Riiz-1 senbih 2

Mekttib-1 sikdyetciyan: 1
Mu‘Afiyetnime: 1

Meketb-1 sikdyetciyan : 8”

Rahatlikla anlagilacagt tizere burada sehzadenin divaninda biirokratik
gerekgelerle ve pratik gayelerle hazirlanmig bir kiigiik envanter s6z konusudur,
bu acilardan da ekte yayimladigimiz “kazaya defteri” ile 6nemli dl¢tide farklilik
arzeder. Belki de bu prototip defterin daha sonralar1 zamanla gelistirilmis halini
bu yaziya konu olan kazay4 defteri temsil etmektedir.

Bunun diginda bir bagka tiir defter, sehzadelerin sancaga cikislart sirasinda
tutulan ve maiyetlerindeki personeli, onlara verilen in’am ve caizeleri ihtiva etmek-
tedir®. Ancak bunlar tagrada iiretilmis bir vasif tastmamaktadir. Arsiv calismalar
strasinda tarafimdan tesbit edilen ve gercek anlamda tagrada tutulmus, sehzade
divanina, sarayina ait olup merkezdeki biirokratik muamelatla ilgisi olmayan
tiirler ise ti¢ ana kategoride tasnif edilebilir:

Bunlardan ilki, dogrudan sehzade divaninda alinan kararlarin yer aldigt
merkezdeki ahkdm defterlerine benzeyen tiirdiir. Bunlar klasik (genis sekilli)
Mithimme defterleri formunda degil daha ¢ok (dar ve uzun sekilli) maliye ahkam
defterleri tarzindadir, fakat muhteva itibartyla divandan ¢ikan her tirlii mali,
siyasi, sosyal muhtevali konulari i¢ine alir, sikdyetlere ve yapilan ¢esitli bagvu-
rulara karsilik divanda cikan kararlart muhtevidir. Ikinci tiir olanlar maaslarla

6 1. H. Uzungarsili, “Sancaga Cikarilan Osmanli Sehzadeleri”, Belleten, XXXIX/156
(1975), s. 659-696; C. Ulugay, “Kanuni Sultan Siileyman ve Ailesi ile [lgili Bazt Notlar
ve Vesikalar” , Kanuni Armagani, Ankara 1970, s. 237-241

216



FERIDUN M. EMECEN

ilgili hizmetli listelerini muhtevi mevécib kayitlarini miindemicdir. Ugiinciisii
ise harcama kalemleriyle ilgili mutfak masraflarinin muhasebesinin tutuldugu
defterlerdir’. Burada incelenecek kazaya defteri ise bu ii¢ kategorinin tamamen
disinda, benzerine pek tesadiif edilmeyen ¢ok farklr bir karakterde tutulmus olup
muhteva yoniinden de digerleriyle alakasiz bir tiirii yansitr.

Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi, D.BSM, nr. 23’te mukayyet bu defter Sehzade
Selim’in Konyadan Manisa’ya gelisi ile birlikte Manisa Sarayi’'nda tutulmaya
baslanmistir. Baglangi¢ tarihi 951 Safer ayidir (Nisan 1544). Ancak asil giindelik
kayitlar ileride bahsedilecegi gibi 12 Cemaziyelahir 951/ 31 Agustos 1544 baslig:
altinda yer almaktadir. Bu baslik oncelikle divana mahalli olarak yapilan bagvuru-
lart hatira getiriyorsa da aslinda burada daha ¢ok saray ¢evresindeki hizmetlilerin
ve dogrudan sehzadeyi ilgilendiren islerle ilgili konularin esas tegkil ettigi goriiliir.
Yani defter tamamen sehzade sarayinin ig isleri ve idaresine, personeline ait 6zel bir
nitelik tagir. Bu haliyle de bir dl¢tide merkezdeki dogrudan padisahi ilgilendiren
i¢ hazine kayitlarini veya belirli bir tarihe kadar farkli sekilde tutulan kii¢iik ruz-
namge, in'am vb. defterleri andirir®, fakat tevcih ve ulufe tayini ve terakkilerinin
bulunmast dolayisiyla yine onlardan esasli sekilde farklilik gosterir. Bir 6lgiide
merkezdeki “ruus defterleri” tarzinda diizenlenmistir denilebilir. Hatta onlarin
ilk 6rneklerinden biri olarak da kabul edilebilir. Zira merkezde mevcut ruus
defteri tarzinin ortaya cikigt, bu defterin tarihiyle hayli yakinlik gosterir’. Aslinda
merkezle dogrudan herhangi bir iligkisi olmayan sehzade kapisini alakadar eden
bir 6zellige sahiptir; burada merkezle irtibatlt olan timar teklifleri ve tevcihleri;
keza sehzade divanindan ¢ikan mahalli/bélgesel konulara, merkezle irtibata ait
hiikiimler yer almaz. Kisaca defter ok degisik bir tarzda tutulmustur, sehzadeye
adeta veziriazami mahiyetinde olan lalasi tarafindan ¢esitli konularla ilgili sunulan
kiiciik arzlar, “kaziyye” seklinde kesideli baslik altinda belirtilmis; bunun tistiinde
de bizzat sehzadenin karar1 “buyruldusu” farkl: bir kaligrafiyle kaydedilmistir. Bu

7 Bunlar i¢in bk. E. M. Emecen, “Sehzade Divan Defterleri”, s. 87 vd. Bu defterler
tizerinde meslektaglarim Z. Mete ve A. Bilgin ile beraber bir yayin projesi baslatmis ve
tesbit ettigimiz bu tip defterlerin tamamini yayina hazirlamis bulunmaktayiz. Mutfak
kayitlari ile ilgili defter ise daha 6nce tarafimdan yayimlanmugti: “Sehzadenin Mutfa-
g1: [II. Mehmed’in Sehzadelik Déneminde Manisa Sarayina Ait Bir Mutfak Masraf
Defteri”, Tarihin fginde Manisa, Manisa 2007, s. 73-114.

8 Mesela merkezdeki inam defteri (hazine ruznamge kayitlari) ve i¢ hazine defterine
(TSMA, nr. D. 34) benzer kayitlar da vardir.

9  Merkezdeki divan defterlerinin tarihi gelisimi i¢cin bk. F. M. Emecen, “Osmanli Di-
vaninin Ana Defter Serileri: AhkAm-1 Miri, Ahkadm-1 Kuy(id-1 Mithimme ve Ahkim-1
Sikayet”, Tiirkiye Arastirmalar: Literatiir Dergisi, 111/5, Istanbul 2005, s. 107-139.
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defterin divanda katibler tarafindan yazilmis olduguna dair karineler de bulunur.
Muhtemelen s6z konusu defter, kiiciik tezkirelerin ve bunlarin tizerinde yer alan
buyruldularin sonradan bir araya getirilmis ve defter formuna sokulmus toplu
sureti olmalidir. Meselelerin ve sehzadenin oluruna sunulan konularin hemen
cogunun “kaziyye” basligiyla verilmekte olmasi ayrica dikkat ¢eker. Birkag
yerde kaziyye yerine keside baslik, “tafsil” tarzindadir. Bu sebeple muhteva ve
sekil agisindan defter, arz tezkireleri defteri degil “kaziyye/kazaya defteri” adiyla
tanimlanmay1 daha ¢ok hak eder.

Orte yandan defterdeki “kaziyye, mevacib, inam” veya ilgili gérev gruplarin:
ifade eden “cemaat” gibi kesideli bagliklarin tizerinde bazi isaretlere de yer verilmis
oldugu dikkati ¢eker. Bu tiir ibareler biirokratik muamele acisindan ilgili kaydin
ozelligini yansitmaktadir. Daha ¢ok da kaydi tutan katibin biirokratik islemini
alakadar eden isaretler niteligini tagir. Bunlar stilize sekilde keside baslik tizerine
yatay olarak diisiilmiis “ta’yin”, “nakluhu”, “baki” ve “sahh” kayitlaridir. Tayin
kayitlarinin gogu maag artirimi, terakki gibi kararlarin tizerinde yer alir. “Nakluhu”
tabiri ise genellikle bir gorevden bir baska goreve gecis ile alakali olmalidir. Ayrica
birkag kayitta rastlanan [ki] seklindeki kisaltma, “baki” kelimesine aittir ve muh-
temelen gorevde mukarrer tutulanlar i¢in disiilen notu géstermektedir. Ancak
tayin ve nakluhu ifadelerinin her zaman yukarida belirtilen kategorik durumlar:
belirtmedigi, bazen memuriyet degisiklikleri ve terakkiler icin karisik sekilde
birbirinin yerine kullanilabildigi de tesbit edilebilmektedir. Daha ¢ok hazineyi
ilgilendiren defterdeki bu tiir biirokratik muamelatin, kétibin daha sonra bunlar:
isleme koyma ameliyesini kolaylastirma ve kayitlari birbirinden kolayca ayirt etme
pratiginden kaynaklandig: diisiiniilebilir.

Defteri hazirlayan kalemiye erbabina gelince: 6ncelikle “pasa” unvaniyla da ani-
lan lalanin ve defterdarin sundugu tezkirelerin metne esas tegkil ettigi, hatta zaman
zaman tezkire kayitlarinin tizerine bunlarin notlarinin bulundugu goriilmektedir.
Defterdarin daha ¢ok mali konular ve alim satim meseleleriyle ilgili olarak devreye
girdigine stiphe yoktur. Defterdeki biirokratik islemleri yapanlarla ilgili olarak divan
ruznamecisi olan katibin (Ibrahim Bey) memleketi olan Edirne’ye gitmek igin izin
istedigi bir arzda, ruznamecinin yerine bu hizmeti “Pasa hazretleri cinibinden
ruznéme yazan Fazlullah” ve “bendeniiz cinibinden ruznime yazan Lmail’in yii-
riitecegi belirtildigine gore, burada sehzadenin oluruna sunulan arzlari kendisini
“bendeniz” diye tanitan defterdarin hazirladigs rahatlikla anlagilir (s. 41)°. Nisancinin

10 Burada metin i¢cinde verdigimiz sayfa numaralari ekte yayimladigimiz defterin orijinal
sayfalarina isaret etmektedir.
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adinin Mehmed Bey oldugu ilerideki bir bayram dolayistyla verilen in'am kayitlarin-
dan ortaya ¢ikar. Bu kayitlardan gehzadenin sarayindaki tist diizey divan ve hazine
katiblerinin adlar1 siralanmigtir. Buna gore nisanci Mehmed Bey'den sonra kapicilar
kethudast Mehmed Bey, divan katibleri Mahmud, Mehmed, Ismail beyler, divitdar
ve hiikkiam katibi olarak Hiisrev Bey, ruznimeci Ibrahim Celebi, mukataact Kurd
Celebi, tezkireci Stileyman Celebi, muhasebeci Hiiseyin Celebi, Pasa katibi Fazlullah,
defterdar katibi Ismail, mukataact yardimeist Ali, vezzan Muslihiddin ve ¢adir meh-
terleri bagt Hamza'nin adlar1 siralanmustir. Bunlar icinde muhasebeci kadrosunun
yeni ihdas edildigine dair kayit ilgingtir. Burada muhasebeciligin ruznameci Ibrahim
Celebi’nin uhdesinde oldugu ama is yogunlugu yiiziinden ayri bir muhasebeci
kadrosunun olusturularak bunun sipahi oglanlari kitibi Hiiseyin Celebi’ye verildigi
belirtilmistir (s. 16). Ayrica defterde bazi ruus defterlerinde rastlandigs gibi divana
arz tezkireleri sunduklari baglik altinda belirtilenler “Paga” unvaniyla kaydedilen lala
ve defterdardir (bk. s. 38 ve 39). Sunulan arzlarin ve tezkirelerin ¢ogunda buyruldu
kayitlart mevcut olmakla birlikte bazilarinda herhangi bir kayit diistilmemistir.

Defterin gekli ve niteligi hususundaki bu bilgilerden sonra tarihi zemine dé-
necek olursak, defterin Manisada tutulmaya baslanma tarihi, Sehzade Mehmed’in
vefatt lizerine agabeyisinin yerine Manisa’ya nakledilen Sehzade Selim’in Bursa
yoluyla idarecilik yapacagi bu sehre geldigi 17 Cemaziyelevvel 951/6 Agustos
1544’den yaklagik bir ay sonrasina rastlar. Fakat defterde 951 Safer ay1 ile ilgili
tezkirelerin degerlendirildigine ve bunlarin da yol ile ilgili meseleler olduguna
bakilirsa, Konyadan babasi ve annesiyle bulustugu ve bir siire kaldigi Bursa ile ora-
dan Manisa’ya gelisi sirasindaki kayitlarin da meveut oldugu goriilebilir”. Defter
eksik oldugu i¢in bu déneme ait par¢a kopmus olmalidir. Bagliksiz olarak “tafsil
oldur ki” diye baglayan defterin ilk kaydinda, Konyadan Manisa’ya kadar hizmet
eden 17 sarag ve bunlarin yardimeilari ile nalbantlarin gorev yiikseltmeleri ile ilgili
arzlarina yer verilmistir. [lerleyen sayfalarda da Konya-Bursa-Manisa yolculugu ile
ilgili gerek binek hayvanlari ve bunlari idare eden seyisler, gerekse ¢adir ve nakil
arabalari ile alakali bir kismi gorev yiikseltme, bir kismi ulufe artirma veya yeni
arabaci, seyis istihdam etme gibi konulara siklikla rastlanmaktadir. 951 Safer ayini
takip eden {i¢ ay i¢in herhangi bir kayda rastlanmamis olmasi, defterdeki eksiklik
sebebiyle olabilir. Defterde aylara gore ana baslik atllmaksizin kayitlar birbiri pesi
sira verilirken “buyruldu” ibareleri yanina giintin tarihi belirtilmistir. Baglangic

11 Selim Bursada bir siire babasi ve annesiyle birlikte kald1 ve vakit gecirdi; Vusuli, onun
babastyla sik sik gezintiye ¢ikugini, avlara kauldigini yazar (Selimnime, nsr. N. Oz-
tirk, Tiirk Diinyas: Aragtirmalars, sy. 50,1987, s. 33). Bu hasret giderme, muhtemelen
Mehmed’in vefatinin verdigi tiztintiiyii ailece paylasmaktan kaynaklansa gerektir.
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tarihli olarak yalnizca iki baglik mevcuttur. Bunlardan ilki “Defter-i tezkire-i arz
ki der-mahriise-i Manisa, viki sud el-viki fi 12 Cemaziyelahir sene 95I” (bk. s. 4) ve
bir sene sonrasina ait ikincisi “Defter-i tezkire-i arz el-viki fi gurre-i Ca sene 952”
(s. 2) seklindedir. Boylece defterin Manisa Sarayr'nda 12 Cemaziyelahir 951/ 31
Agustos 1544 tarihinden itibaren nispeten diizenli olarak tutulmaya baslandig1 ve
953 yili Muharremine (Mart 1546), yani Hiirrem Sultan’in Manisa’ya ziyaret igin
yola ¢ciktigi ama Manisa’ya hentiz ulasmadig tarihe kadar geldigi ortaya cikar'. So-
nuncu kayitlarda “sultan hazretleri” diye anilan Hiirrem Sultan’in Manisa’ya dogru
gelmekte oldugu, onu kargilamak tizere giden gruptaki mutfak hizmetlileriyle
mehterlerden bazilarina at kifayet etmedigi ve kiralanmasi gerektigi belirtilmistir
(s. 48). Defterin bundan sonraki kisimlart hakkinda simdilik herhangi bir kayda
rastlanmamigtir. Bundan dolay: elimizdeki defter Agustos 1544-Mart 1546 tarih-
leri arasindaki, bir sene alt1 aylik kayitlart muhtevidir.

Defterin tutulmasinda asil pay sahibi olan ve tezkireleri alip sehzadeye ileten,
bazen dogrudan tekliflerde bulunan sahis laladir. Defterdeki bazi kayitlarda kendisi
“Pasa” unvaniyla anilirsa da adi herhangi bir yerde ge¢mez. Fakat bu donemde seh-
zadenin lalasinin Konya’ya giderken onun yanina verilen Cafer Bey oldugu tesbit
edilmektedir®. Lala Cafer Bey’in yenigeri agaligindan ¢ikan, daha sonra Sam-
Halep taraflarinda beylerbeyilikte bulunan Lala Cafer Pasa oldugu tahmin edilir.
Kendisi muhtemelen 1550°de Lala Hiiseyin Bey’in lala olusuna kadar bu gorevde
kalmistr. Sehzade Selim ile birlikte Manisa’ya gelenlerin sayilari hakkinda bilgi
yoktur; ancak bagka 6rneklerden hareketler onun Konyadaki adamlarinin ¢ogunu
Manisa’ya getirdigi anlagilmaktadir. Tagima isiyle ilgili defterde yer alan kayitlar,
esyalarin ve haremin 17 arabayla tagindigini, nakil isinde Anadolu beylerbeyi Ib-
rahim Paga'nin hizmetkérlarinin 6nemli 6l¢tide yardimda bulunduklarini gosterir.
Nitekim 50’si deveci, 33’ti de bunlarin yardimcist oldugu anlagilan 130 kisiye
sehzade kapisindan ¢esitli inamlar ve hediyeler verilmistir. Konyadan getirilen
at sayisinin 415 olmast ve bunlarin 30 seyisle idare edilmekte bulunmas: dikkat
cekicidir. Ayrica 157 katir da tagima isinde kullanilmistir. Ozellikle yolculuk igin
Karaman bélgesinden 230 bas devenin satin alindigi; Manisa Sarayr’'ndaki ahirda
ise toplam deve sayisinin 60 katara, yani 500’e yakin devenin mevcut oldugu;

12 Ancak defterde 951 Cemaziyelahirindan itibaren her ay icin kayitlar bulunurken, 952
yilina ait Cemaziyelahir ay1 ile alakali herhangi bir kayda rastlanmamaktadir. Burada
bir kopma s6z konusu olabilir: bk. Orijinal metin, s. 38-39.

13 E Emecen-1. Sahin, “Osmanli Tasra Teskilatinin Kaynaklarindan 957-958 (1550-1551)
Tarihli Sancak Tevcih Defteri”, Belgeler, XIX/23 (1998), s. 59
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bunlardan sakat ve hastalikli olanlarin ise satilmasina karar verildigi kaydedilmistir

(s.6, 12-13).

Sehzade Selim'in Agustos ayinda Manisa'nin ¢ok sicak oldugu bir mevsimde
sechre gelmesi ve yaylaklarin da hazir olmamasindan dolay: sahil kesimine inerek
orada kaldigina dair Vusuli’nin verdigi bilgiyi dogrulayan bir kayit defterde yer
alir. Burada Tarhaniyat (Menemen) taraflarindaki bir saraydan soz edilmektedir
ki bu sarayin, Bizans déneminden kalma oldugu tahmin edilebilir'. Ayrica saray
icin kar talebinde bulunulmast da sicaklarin etkisinden dolayidir (s. 8). Onu takip
eden ki mevsiminin ¢ok sert gegmesi, Sehzade Selim’i rahatsiz etmis olmalidir®.
Manisa’ya geldiginde de Sehzade Mehmed'in lalast Halil Pasa’nin onu karsiladig:
ve buna karsilik kendisine bir seraser hil’at verildigi, yine Sakizdan sehzadeyi
tebrik icin bir el¢inin Manisa’ya ulastig1, ona da hediye takdim edildigi dikkati
ceker (s.8).

Sehzade Selim’in saray1 ile ilgili olarak defterdeki kayitlar birka¢ kategoride
degerlendirilebilir. Ilk olarak sehzadenin ailesi ve haremine dair hizmetkar tahsisi,
giinliik ulufelerin artirilmast gibi cesitli vesilelerle yer alan kayztlar, bazi yeni bilgi-
lere ulagmay1 saglar. Oncelikle Vusul?'nin belirttigi gibi Selim, Konyadan Manisa’ya
geldiginde iki kizi heniiz yeni dogmustu. Ik gocugu Ismihan Sultan, ikincisi ise
Gevherhan Sultan idi. Defterdeki Haremi ile ilgili ilk kayitlarda iki cocugunun va-
lidesine yapilan tahsise rastlanir (s. 9). Daha sonra 10 Receb 951/ 27 Ekim 1544 'de
muhtemelen tigiincii kizt $ah Sultan’in dogumu ile defterde “sehzade vélidesi”
olarak belirtilen kadinlarinin sayisi {i¢ olarak verildigi gibi, giinlitk yevmiyelere

14 Tarhaniyat, Bizans doneminde aristokrat bir ailenin (Tarchaneiotai) bulundugu yerdir.
Burada herhangi bir saraydan bahsedilmemekle birlikte, onlara ait olup daha sonra da
Saruhanogullari tarafindan kullanilmig bir yazlik ikametgahin mevcud oldugu diisii-
niilebilir (Tarhaniyat hakkinda bk. I. Beldiceanu Steinherr-T.Ganchou, “Tarhaniyat/
Menemen, de Byzance a 'Empire ottoman”, Turcica, sy. 38 (2000), s. 47-12). Bura-
stnin Manisa’ya 20-25 km. kadar uzaklikta bugiin halk arasinda Yogurtcu Kale diye
anilan ve bazi kayitlarda Sosandira Manastr: diye de gegen yer ile ilgisi tahkike deger.
Sehzadelerin zaman zaman Susandiraz adli yaylaga (Sultan yaylasi) gittikleri bilinmek-
tedir. Ancak Susandiraz yaylasinin burasi ile irtibati hakkinda ciddi stipheler vardir
(Kale hakkinda bk. Emine Tok, Manisa Yakinlarinda Bir Ortacag Kalesi: Yogurtcu Kale,
Manisa 2012, s. 159-181). Evliya Celebi’nin beyanlari yaninda Timurtasoglu Ali Bey
Cami ve imaretinin vakif gelirleri arasinda Susendiraz yaylasinin mukataa geliri de
bulunmakta ve bu vakiflarin Giirle civarinda oldugu istidlal edilmektedir (E Emecen,
Manisa Kazasz, s. 100).

15 “Manisa’nin 1 Numarali Ser’iyye Sicilindeki Osmanli Tarihi”, ngr. Z. Arikan, Osmant
Arastirmalars, X (1990), s. 124.
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de zam yapilmusts (s. 11, 40). Sehzadenin hareminin son derece mutavazi oldugu
da anlagilmaktadir. Ug kadin1 disinda 10 cariye sayilmistir. Haremde bir kethuda
kadin, bes ferrag/cariye, ii¢c sazende, iki ¢camasirct bir kiilhanct kadin ve bir de
cocuklarin “daye”si bulunuyordu (s. 9, 33). Dartlissaade agas1 Hisrev Aga idi,
onun disinda saray agasi olarak hazinedarbasi Mercan Aga, kapragas: Hiiseyin Aga
ve kiler agasi Murad Aga’nin adi geger. Bunlar kendilerine verilen bal serbetinin,
sekerden yapilmis serbetle degistirilmesini talep etmislerdi (s. 10). Ilging olan husus
bulunmast zor ve pahali olan sekere olan taleptir. Defterde aile miinasebetleri iginde
ozelikle Sehzade Selim’in Riistem Paga ile iyi iligkiler icinde oldugu gériilmektedir.
Kizkardesinin kocast olan Riistem Pasa’'nin talepleri gonderdigi adamina verilen
hediyeler bunu acik sekilde ispatlar (s. 9). Hatta sehzadenin 6zel taciri durumun-
daki Aliden Bursada istenen avariz vergisinin affi i¢in Riistem Pasa’ya mektup
yollandigina dair bir kayit bile vardir (s. 36). Ustelik babast da onun yanindaki
onemli gorevlilere zaman zaman Istanbul'dan in’amlar yolluyordu (s. 26, 44). Yine
babasinin ona sahin génderdigine dair kayit mevcuttur (s. 21).

[kinci olarak defterde 6zellikle saray gorevli gesidiyle alakali tevcih, ulufe arti-
rimlari ve yeni istihdamlar dolayisiyla dikkat ¢ekici bilgilere ulasmak miimkiindiir.
Bunlar ayrica saray hayatiyla alakali ipuglari vermeleri bakimindan 6nemlidir.
Saraydaki hizmetli sayisi hakkinda tam bir bilgi yoksa da kendisinden once
Manisa’ya gelen Sehzade Mehmed’in 500°{1 askin gorevlisi oldugu bilinmektedir.
Sehzade Selim’in de bu kadar kalabalik bir hizmetli toplulugu olduguna siiphe
yoktur. Defterdeki ¢esitlilik bu anlamda 6nemli ipuglar: saglar. Harem disinda
Enderun halki, gulamlar, divanda gérev yapan biirokratlar ile bunlarin ¢ogu
ulufesiz olan yardimeilari, ehl-i hiref toplulugu, mutfak, ahir, bahce gorevlileri ile
Manisa Saray adeta merkezdeki sarayin bir minyatiirii konumundaydi. Sadece
cadir mehterlerinin gdrevli sayisit 54’ buluyordu (s. 32). Ayrica calict ve alem
mehter gorevlileri de mevcuttu. Calict mehterlerin bir mehterbasi olmak tizere 14
tistad calgict ile bunlarin yardimeilarindan olustugu belirtilmisti (s. 5). Mutfakta
calisan yemek pisiricileri, ekmekgiler, helvacilar, kiler gérevlileri hayli kalabalik
idi. Bunlardan mesela sadece “tabbahin” denilen as¢1 yardimcilarinin sayisinin 25
oldugu belirtilmigtir. 35 kadar mutfak gérevlisinin mevcudu kifayet etmedigi igin
18 kisilik yeni bir takviye daha yapilmisur (s. 35). Sarayin Enderun kismindaki
oglanlar icin onlara yazi ve kitabet sanatini 6greten bir hocanin (Muhyiddin
Efendi) mevcud bulunmasi da dikkat cekicidir. Ondan “hat mu’allimi, katib-i
kiitlip” tarzinda s6z edilmis olmasi tanimlama ve gorev fonksiyonu bakimindan
belirleyicidir (s.21, 22, 26). Bundan hareketle sarayda bir kiitiiphanenin var
oldugunu séylemek de miimkiindiir. Saray tabibi ise Abraham adl1 bir yahudiydi,
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ayrica bir cerrah, bir kehhal (goz doktoru) de gdrev yapiyordu (s. 15). Padisahin
hocast olan Semseddin Efendi’nin ayni zamanda ders verdigi 6 danismendi mev-
cuttu, biitiin bunlara saraydan tahsisat veriliyordu (s. 21). Saray hayat icinde rutin
idari igler yapan, giindelik ihtiyaglara yonelik faaliyette bulunanlar yaninda harem
halkini ve sehzadeyi eglendiren kimselerin de yer aldigi anlagiimakeadir. Ozellikle
saz calip sarki soyleyenler (sAzende ve glyende) ile zil, nefir, nakkare calanlar
yaninda sarayda upki Topkapr Sarayi’nda oldugu tizere bir arslanhane oldugu
kayitlidir. Burada arslan sayisi hakkinda bilgi olmamakla birlikte 5 arslancinin
gdrev yapmakta olmasi, bu rakamin hi¢ de az olmadigina isaret etmektedir (s. 40).
Bunlarla bazi gosteriler yapildigini tahmin etmek hig zor degildir. Ayrica bizzat
sehzadenin huzurunda giiresen pehlivanlar sarayda istthdam edilmisti (s. 46). Peh-
livanbagilik gorevi ile giires gosterisi sirasinda dua okuyan bir pehlivan duacisinin
yani cazgirin maaghlar arasinda yerini almig olmasi bir bagka ilging tesbittir (s. 38).
Pehlivanlarin bazilarinin nefir, nekkare gibi ¢algicilar olmasi da (s. 24, 47) bu
anlamda, bu ocagin gosteri takimi olarak mehterhaneye bagli olduguna isaret
eder. Zaman zaman ehl-i hiref toplulugu icinde kuyumcu veya saraglarin &zel
yaptiklari eyer takimi, sahan gibi bazi egyalar sehzadeye sunarak caize bekledikleri
de goriilmekeedir.

Defterden ¢ikarilan bir bagka 6nemli husus hakkinda hemen hemen ¢ok
az bilgi olan Manisa sarayinin durumudur. Bu saray son formunu II. Murad’in
tahttan ¢ekilip sehre yerlestigi sirada almigti. Daha sonra buraya gelen sehzadeler

| = g
T T

g | g B T I-
J il .|||:||1=

ARAARR AApAREANAR). i/

B e e EEEERARRARRRS

i . E s

o

XVI. yiizyil sonlarinda Manisa Sehzade Sarayr (Talikizade, Semdilnime-i Al-i Osman, TSMK, TIL.
Ahmed, nr. 3592, 10°-11?).
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saraya yeni ekler yapmis olmalidirlar. Fakat bunlara dair elde herhangi bir bilgi
bulunmamaktadir. Saray, Manisa’nin Hatuniye Camii’ne yakin diizliik alanda bag
ve bahgeler i¢inde yer aliyordu. XVI. asrin sonlarina ait yegne minyatiiriinde',
buranin fazla sayida miistemilati oldugu rahatlikla goriilebilir. Sehzade Selim
Manisa’ya geldiginde saray1 biraz harap bulmug olmalidir. Nitekim annesi Hiir-
rem Sultan’a yazdigi bir mektupta sarayin duvarlarinin su gecirdigini, riizgirdan
etkilendigini belirterek tamire ihtiyaci oldugunu bildirmisti". Sehirdeki ilk kisinin
cok sert gecmis olmast sarayin tamiri ve yeni binalarin eklenmesi isini giindeme
getirdi. Defterdeki kayitlardan anlagildigina gore sarayda 6ncelikle agalarin otur-
dugu yerdeki sundurma yiikseltilerek genisletildi. Ardindan mutfak kismina yeni
bir bugday degirmeni kismi eklendi. Ayrica ahirlarin bulundugu yerin 6niinde
yeni bir meydan yapildi. Ardindan kiiciik oda genisletildi, saraya bir orta kap1
yapildi, Gizerine bir kasr ingast tamamlandi, ahirin yakinindaki bog alan havlu
haline getirildi, ayrica bir de mehterhane yeri ihdas edildi (s. 36). Ozellikle bu
sonuncular, Sarayin merkezdeki saraya benzer bir mimari sekle biirlinmesini
saglamig olmalidir. Ozellikle insa edilen kasrin minyatiirdeki yerini tahmin etmek
ilging olacaktir. Kasrin ve daha dogrusu saraydaki tadilatin Hiirrem Sultan’in
Manisa ziyareti arifesinde tamamlanmis olmasi da bir tesadiif olmamalidir. Kasrin
ingasinda hizmet edenler, bina emini olarak sipahioglanlari ziimresinden Mehmed
b. Piri, masraf katibi Yusuf b. Velid, Behram b. Musa Cavus ile saraydarlardan

16 Talikizide’'nin Semailnimesi’nde yer alan Manisa minyatiiriinde esas figiir Sehzade
Saray1 olup burada binanin biitiin parcalart hayli gercekei bir perspektifden verilmistir.
Bu minyatiire dayali yapilan tanimlamalarda, Edirne ve Istanbul saraylarinda oldugu
gibi bir “Kasr-1 4dil” bulundugu, bunun kare planli ve kursun kapli oldugu, sarayin
genel olarak yatay konumda dikdértgen binalar toplulugu halinde yapildig belirtilir.
Sarayin etrafi duvarlarla ¢evrili olup bir revak boydan boya yatay olarak buray: ikiye
bolmekte idi. On avluda sagdaki kiigiik binanin Divan kasr1 oldugu tahmin edilmistir.
Bazi yazarlar ise bunun hastane binast oldugu goriisiindedir. Uzun revak gerisinde yer
alan saray binalart arkadaki saray bahgesiyle son bulmaktadir. Yap1 grubunun sol kisa
kenarindaki kirmizi cauli binanin harem veya has ahir oldugu beyan edilir. Ancak bu
binanin acildig1 kare geklindeki etrafi revakli, ortasinda havuz olan avlulu binanin
Topkapi Sarayr drnegindeki gibi harem yapilanmasiyla benzerlik arzettigi tizerinde
durulur. Avlunun sag késesinin tistiindeki ikiz gibi goriinen biri genis balkonlu (hayat)
digeri kapali iki binanin harem olmayip kiiciik kdskler olma ihtimali 6ne siiriiliir. Sol
alt kdsede yer alan revakli dikdértgen bina ile ontindeki yiiksek girisli, pencereleri
tepede olan tek bina tasviri ise oniinde saman yigili olmast dolayisiyla ahirlari isaret et-
mektedir (bk. E. Ugbaylar, “Saray-1 4mire (Manisa Saray1), Manisa, 1 (1982), s. 39-46;
I. Bilgin, “Manisa Saray1”, 9. Milletleraras: Tiirk Sanatlarr Kongresi, Bildiriler, Ankara
1983, s. 41-54).

17 Bk. E M. Emecen, Manisa Kazasi, s. 104; TSMA, nr. E. 6058/1.
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Haci Mustafa b. Mehmed idi (s. 48). Bu bilgiler Manisa Saray1 hakkinda sadece
mimari agidan degil bir ikametgah olarak ihtiyaglar cercevesinde nasil tevsi edilmis
bulundugunun gostergesidir. Ayrica Manisa sarayinda esasli mimari degisiklikle-
rin bu donemde gerceklestirilmis oldugunu da ortaya koyar. Merkezdeki bu saray
disinda sehzadenin yazin ¢ikugi Bozdagda Goleiik adli mevkide de bir sarayin
bulundugunu bu defterdeki kayitlar acik sekilde gosterir (s. 37). Bugiin bu sarayin
kalinulari tizerinde bir arkeolojik yiizey ¢alismasi yapilmaktadir'®. Burast Birgi
kadiligina yakin oldugu icin sehzade yaylaga ¢ikuginda kad: onu kargilamis ve
hediyeler sunmustu. Sehzade Selim yaylaga ¢ikmadan ti¢ ay 6nce buradaki sarayin
elden gegirilmesini emretmisti.

Defterde bunlar diginda bazi miiteferrik konular arasinda sunlara deginilebilir.
Sehzade bilhassa duaci olarak nitelendirilen bazi dini sahsiyetlere verilen paralarla
dua istimdad etmistir. Bunlar arasinda Konyada Mevlana Tiirbesi’nde ciiz tilavet
eden Mevlana Suca Efendi dikkat ceker (s. 46). Ayrica Sart Isik adli bir azizin,
Manisada ilim ehli olup dini nasihatlarda bulunan Mehmed adli bir sahsin ve bir
hatibin adi geger (s. 44). Yine [zmir taraflarinda ava gikildiginda ugradigi Samed
Baba Tekkesi’ne bir mescit ilave edilmesi i¢in 2000 akge tahsis edilmis, bunun
1000 akgesi ingaat, geri kalani ise orada gorev yapacaklar i¢in ayrilmisur (s. 44).
Defterdeki kayitlar iginde bir diger dikkat ¢ekici husus, bazi saray gérevlilerinin
silalarina gitmek icin izin istemeleri keyfiyetidir. Divan ruznamecisi, memleketi
olan Edirne’ye gitmek icin iki aylik bir izin talebinde bulunmus; vezzan olan bir
digeri ise yine Konya'ya izine gitmek i¢in icazet almigtr (s. 43) . Bunlarin yani
stra Menemen’e bagli Alayuntlu adli kéyden Selime adli bir kadinin da babast
olan Saruhanogullar’ndan Abdurrahman’in evinde hazine/define sakladigini ihbar
ettigine dair arz dikkati ¢eker. Sehzade birinin yollanip durumun tahkik edilmesini
istemistir (s. 43). Bu sonuncu kayit aradan uzun bir siire ge¢mis olmasina ragmen
Saruhanogullar’'na mensup bazi aile tiyelerinin degisik yerlerde yasadiklarint gos-
terir. Ayrica aile fertlerinin hauri sayilir dl¢tide mal biriktirdikleri de ortaya ¢ikar.

Netice olarak bu kayitlar, diger sehzade divan defterlerinin disinda, tamamen
sehzadenin kendi insiyatifindeki konulari; onun merkez digt idari tasarrufunu gos-
terir. Aynit zamanda sehzadenin idari yetkilerinin adem-i merkeziyet derecesinde
oldugu yolundaki eski tartismayi ilk anda dogrular”. Fakat hemen hemen ayni

18 Prof. Dr. Veli Sevin ve Prof. Dr. Necla Arslan Sevin tarafindan Bozdag /Golciik’te bazi
kalintlarin varlig1 tesbit edilmistir: Ilk tesbitler i¢in bk. Necla A. Sevin, “Bozdag ve
Golciik'teki Yok Olan Osmanli Yayla Saraylari”, Kiigiikmenderes Harman, 1/5 (Odemis,
Mayis 2012), s. 14-15.

19 Bk. E M. Emecen, Manisa Kazasi, s. 40.
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yillardan itibaren baglayan Sehzade divanindan ¢ikan kayitlart havi defterler, keza
merkezdeki sehzade tekliflerini ihtiva eden bagvurular ve araciliklar, bunun iddia
edildigi ol¢iide “merkezka¢” bir yapiy1 dngormedigini agik sekilde ortaya koyar.
Ayrica defterden sehzade kapisindaki personelin mengeini anlamak ve bunlarin
nasil ve ne sekilde hizmete alindiklarini tesbit etmek de miimkiindiir. Bunlarin bir
boliimiiniin yakin gorevlilerin akrabalari, hizmetlileri ve tanidiklari olmasi, “ne-
potizmin” acik yansimalari olarak yorumlanabilir. Fakat bunun 6tesinde mahalli
unsurlarin gehzade kapisi vasitasiyla ileride merkezdeki saraya kadar uzanacak
bir yol ve firsat1 da saglamis oldugunu da gézden kacirmamak gerekir. Klasik
cag boyunca sehzadeler vasitasiyla tagra-merkez iligkisinin ve kargilikli etkisinin,
sadece kiiltiirel degil, biirokratik ve siyasi geleneklerin olusmasindaki rolii bu
anlamda 6nemlidir. Patrimonyal devlet olusumu teorilerine hevesle sarilmadan
once, en azindan tagranin bu etkisinin durumu dikkatle yeniden diistintilmelidir.
Tagradan gelerek payitahtta ciilus eden ve maiyetindekileri kilit gorevlere getiren
padisahin iktidarini gii¢lendirmede bu tasra giiglerin 6nemli bir fakt6r oldugu,
XVILI. yiizyilda tasrayla iliskisi kesilmis bir sekilde tahta ¢ikan padisahlarin durumu
distiniildiigiinde, tizerinde durulmasi gereken 6nemli bir teorik zemin saglar. Bu
cercevede de s6z konusu sehzade divanina ve sarayina ait defter kiilliyatini, klasik
cag Osmanli idari yapisinin mahiyetini belirlemede g6z ard: edilemeyecek 6l¢iide
onemli bir hale getirir.

Biitiin bunlarin disinda s6z konusu defter diplomatika 6zellikleri ile farkls
bir tiirii ortaya koyar ve tagra biirokrasisinin mahiyeti hakkinda hayli erken
sayilabilecek ipuclarint aksettirir. Sehzadenin varliginin yerel 6lcekteki sosyal ve
iktisadi etkileri hakkinda da dikkate deger verilere ulasmak miimkiin goriiniir.
Yine Manisa sehir tarihi temelli bir aragtirma bakimindan defterin 6nemli bilgileri
haiz bulundugunu belirtmek yanlis olmaz. Bu bakimdan merkezi biirokrasinin
benzeri defter serileri agisindan hayli farkl bir tiirii olmast hasebiyle defterin tam
bir metnini desifre ederek buraya eklemenin uygun olacagin diisiindiik. Metni
hazirlarken defterdeki ciltleme hatasindan kaynaklanan sahife karigikligin diizel-
terek verdik. Orijinal metinde s. 2'deki kayut, tarih sirast itibariyla s. 35’in 6niine;
s. 4-5’teki kayitlar da yine s. 7’nin oniine getirildi. Boylece defterdeki tarih sirasina
gore diizenleme yapilmis oldu, sahifeler dogru yerini buldu. Sunulan arzlar, kaziye
veya tafsil vb. bagliklar altindaki kayitlarin tizerinde yer alan 6nemli bir boliimii
sehzadenin olurunu ve fikrini temsil eden buyruldular ve hatlar metinde kogeli
parantez i¢inde koyu hurufatla verildi. Defterin orijinal sayfalar: da yine metinde
gosterildi. Metin yeni harflere aktarilirken mutedil bir geviri yazi sistemi tercih
edildi. Okunamayan veya defterde tahribat sebebiyle silik ¢ikan kelimeler de yine
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parantez icinde (...) seklinde belirtildi. Ayrica defterdeki iptal edilen kayitlar:
ifade etmek {izere metnin tizerine ¢ekilen “terkin” ifadesi, yine parantez iginde
metnin yanina italik olarak eklendi. Metinde bazen sayfa kenarina eklenen ve
genellikle yapilan tayinler dolayisiyla o gorevin daha onceki hizmetli sayist ve
aldiklari yevmiyeleri gosteren kayitlar da yine koseli parantez iginde ilgili ibarenin
yaninda gosterildi. Burada kullanilan kisaltmalarin agilimi kégeli parantez iginde
tamamlandi. Ayrica kesideli bagliklar tizerinde yer alan yatay sekildeki ta’yin,
nakluhu, baki ve sahh ifadeleri ilgili bagligin yanina italik olarak eklendi.
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Metin: BA, D.BSM, nr. 23.

(s.3)*  [bos]

(s.6) Tafsil oldur ki, mahriise-i Konyadan Manisa'ya gelince hizmet eden
sarag sAgirdlerinden sarag olmak murad edenin ve ultfesiz hizmet
ediip sarag olmak murad edenin ve mezkir sagirdlerin yerine
sagird olmak isteyen ve nalband 14zim olup nalbandlik isteyen ve
nalbandlarin sagirdleri az kalup sagird olmak isteyen ve hassa atlara
bir seyis dahi lazim olup hassa seyisler sagirdlerinden seyis olmak
isteyen bunlardir ki zikrolunur.

Ulafeli sagirdlerdir ki sarag olmak murad edinirler [iiger akga uléife
ile sara¢ olmak buyruldu, el-vaki‘ fi-gurre-i Safer sene 951] 74 yin

Cafer b. Nazar, sigird, 1; Ferhad b. Kethud, sigird 1; Hiiseyin
his-i Sinan, 1; Hyas b. Yusuf, 1; Hasan b. Hizir, 1; Mehmed
b. Ismail, 5, Cavus sud, becayis-i Mustafa b. Hamza (terkin);
Hamza his-i Kemer Ali, 1; Pervane, Morai, 1; Mehmed Se-
mendire, 1

Yek@in neferen 8, fi 3.
[cemA‘at-i sarracin, neferen 35. MevAcib-i mezbaran, i 5, fi 4, fi 3]

Uldfesiz hizmet ediip sara¢ olmak isteyen bunlardir
[iiger akge uldife ile sara¢ buyruldu, fi tirihin minhu] 72 yin
Mehmed b. Esedullah; Kurd b. Yusuf
Ultfesiz sagirdlerdir ki hizmet ediip sara¢ sigirdi olmak isteyen
bunlardir [birer akg¢a sarag sagirdi buyruldu, fi tirihin minhu]
tayin
Cafer b. Abdullah; Mustafa b. Abdullah; Mustafa b. Mehmed,
sagird; Mehmed b. Abdullah; Ibrahim b. Abdullah

[cem#at-i sAgirdan-1 sarracin, neferen 14]

Ulafesiz hizmet ediip bargirlere nalband olmak isterler [iiger akge
ile na‘l olmak buyruldu, fi trihin m.] 2 in

* Defterin orijinalinin sonradan yapilan hatali sayfa numaralandirilmasi, burada diizel-
tilmistir. .2 ileride s.35ten sonraya, s. 4-5 ise 6 ile 7. sayfa arasina alinmistir.
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Mehmed b. Omer; Ahmed b. Uveys
[cemA‘at-i nalbandan-1 bérgirén—x tavila, neferen 2, i 3]

Ultifesiz hizmet ediip nalband sagirdi olmak isterler [birer akge
ile sigird buyruldu, fi tarihin m.] 72 yin

Alagéz b. Abdullah; Pervane b. Abdullah
Yusuf b. Abdullah (zerkin)
[§ﬁgirdén—1 nalbandin-1 kadim, 1 nefer, fi 1]

Ulafeli seyis sagirdidir, tistdd olmak ister [dért akge ile seyis
buyruldu, fi tarihin m.] 72 yin

Hiiseyin b. Haydar, sagird, 1; héssa atlara seyis olur

[cemé‘at—i seyisan {istdd-1 hassa, neferen 17, fi 4]

(s.4) Defter-i tezkire-i arz ki der-mahriise-i Manisa vaki‘ sude el-vaki‘ fi
12 Cemaziyelahir sene 951

Tafsil oldur ki Anadolu Beylerbeyisi Ibrahim Pasa Hazretleri’nin
hizmetkarlarin ve saraglarin ve seyislerin ve devecilerin ve harben-

delerin ve sagirdlerin beyan eder ki zikrolunur

Ser-bevvabin, 1 nefer, nakdiye: 5000. Cime-i ¢atma,
a‘la seriser, 1 sevb.

Altibin akce timara mutasarrif imis, dort bin akce terakki
inayet vech goriilir, kendii zedmet murad ediniir, pasa
bendeniiziin ogullugu imis.

Cema‘at-i hizmetkeran ve gayrihu, 24 neferen. z'yin
Sarricin, neferen 6, fi 500: 3000
Katib, 1 nefer, 500
Ser-béliik, 1 nefer, 500
Na4l, 1 nefer, 400
Uldfeciyan, neferen 9, fi 300: 2700
Bevvabin, neferen 6, fi 200: 1200
Yekiin: 8300
Cema‘at-i seyisin, neferen 6, fi 200, yekiin 1200. 72 yin
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Sagirdan-1 mezkirin, 1 nefer, 50, yekan: 1250
Cema‘at-i harbendegan, neferen 9. 74 yin
Ser-harbende, 1 nefer, cAme-i benek, edn3, 1 sevb
Harbendegan, neferen 7, fi 200: 1400
Sagirdan-1 mezkirin, 1 nefer, 50
Yekiin: 1450
Cema‘at-i stitiirbanén, neferen 80. 74 yin
Sarban 1 nefer: cAme-i benek, evsat, 1 sevb, nakdiye: 500
Ser-bevvib neferen 2: cAme-i benek, edni, 2 sevb
Siitiirbanan, neferen 44, fi 200: 8800
S4girdan-1 mezkirin, neferen 33, fi 50: 1650
Yekiin siitiirbanan: 10950
Yekan nakdiye: 26950, cAme: 5 sevb

[Bu ta‘yin olunanlar makbl olup verilmek emr olundu, fi 12 Cemaziyelahir
sene 951]

(s.5) Kazuyye oldur ki calict mehterlerine besbin akge in4m ve mehterba-
sina bir hilat buyrulmus, emr-i serifiniz ne ise indyet buyrula
[mezkiirlara inAm buyruldu] 7z yin

Ser-mehteran, 1 nefer
Mehteran-1 iistad, neferen 14
Sagirdan-1 mezbliran neferen, 3

Kazzyye oldur ki, mahrise-i Bursada emr-i serif ile emanet konulan
otak-1 serifin gelmesi hustisunda emr-i gerifiniz neyse iniyet buy-
rula [getiiriilmek buyruldu]

Mezbiir otak-1 humaytnu getiirmeye sekiz katar deve lazimdir
Kazzyye oldur ki, agalarin mevacibinin miisterekasi hustisu arz oluna

(s.7) Tafsil oldur ki sehzide-i civin-baht -tile bekahu- hazretleriniin
kadimden héssa arabalar alt kit‘a olup ve mahriise-i Konyadan
dahi bes kit‘a araba diiziiliip ve hazret-i padisah-1 Alem-penih
-hullide miilkuhu- cinibinden iki kit‘a araba veriliip ve ctimle
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on ti¢ araba olup ve ba‘z1 kimesnelerden dahi Bursada dért kit‘a
araba alinup cem‘an on yedi kit‘a araba olup mezbtr dort arabalara
arabaci l4zim olunu gelip mezbr kimesneler mahrise-i Bursadan
Manisa’ya gelince hizmet ediip arabact olmak murad edinirler [iig
akga uliife ile arabaci olmak buyruldu. Fi 18 C sene 951] 74 yin

Cafer Pristine; Hact Hiiseyin Ilica; Hizir b. Mustafa, kul;
birAder-i Mustafa, kul; Yusuf Trabzoni; Mehmed Kastamoni;
Hiirrem Edirne; Timur Uskiidar

[CemA‘at-i arabaciyan ve neccirin ve haddadén, neferen 30, fi 4, fi 3.

Arabaciyan neferen 26, neccirin neferen 3, haddad neferen 1; S4girdan-1

mezkdrin, neferen 5, fi1]
Cema‘at-i sarricin
Mehmed b. Ismail, 5

Asitane-i sa4detten gelen Casnigir bast Sinan Aga iltimas
ediip cavusluk sadaka olunup mezkiirun gedigi Mustafa b.
Hamza'ya tevcih olunmak ricisin eder, emir-i 4hur bende-
leri [iig akge uliife ile sarag buyruldu, fi 18 C sene 951] 74 yin

(s.8) Kazyye oldur ki kilerci bast kulunuz (yzrz2k) hassa-i huméyin icin ikiser
ylz dirhemden iki kit‘a sem-i kafuri ve ikiser yliz dirhemden ti¢
kit‘a bal mumu ve hadis olan has odaya bir kit‘a ¢iraglar iciin yiiz
elliser dirhemden dort kit‘a bal mumu isterler, emr-i serifiniz nedir
indyet buyrula ki sabikda hissa-i humaytin ictin ikiger yiiz dirhem-
den iki kit‘a bal mumu verilirdi, haliy4 bu uslb itizere olmasi. [iki
kit'a gem‘-i kafuri 100 dirhemden bey hazretlerine bir dahi kendiiler
hizmetine bir nefer, 100 dirhem biri kethudi hatuna ve dért dahi
bir nefer agalara iki dahi birer nefer bostancilara ciimle on kit‘a bal
mumu oldu, ii¢ kit'a (?), ii¢yiiz dithem olup arz olundukda béylece
buyruldu, fi 25 C sene 951]

Ve Saray-1 Amire i¢in dort himl kar isterler ki her himli yirmibeger
akee olur, emr-i serifiniz nedir [yevmi iki yiik himl buyruldu, fi 26
C sene 951]

Kazayye oldur ki merhtim ve magfar Sultan Mehmed -tibe serhu- lalast
Halil Pasa’ya hil‘at-i seraser mi emr olunur veya agir kadife catma

mi buyrulur. /bajki
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Ve Sakizdan gelen elci kafirine emr-i serifiniz tizerine hilat ne
cinsden verilmek buyrulur. /bajki

Kazuyye oldur ki sibikan Saray-1 amire saraydérina iki sahan as ve iki
pare et ve iki zevc fodula ve Saray-1 4mire meremmetgisine iki sahan
as ve iki pare et ve iki zevc fodula ve alti nefer bostan oglanina dért
sahan ag ve dort pare et ve alt1 zeve fodula verilirmis, haliya girti rica
ederler [adet iizre bunlara ta%am buyruldu, fi 25 C sene 951]

Kazayye oldur ki bostan oglanlarindan Nigbolulu Davud ultfesiyle
baltact olmak rica eder

Fi yevm 1

Kazzyye oldur ki bostan oglanlarindan mahrise-i Konyadan Manisa’ya
gelince baltacilik hizmetin ediip hliy4 baltact olmasin rici ederler
[alt1 nefer gilman ikiser akge ile baltaci ta‘yin olundu, fi 26 C sene
951]

Haydar Yanbolu, 1; Mehmed Nigbolu, 1; Nasuh Siroz, 1; Nasuh
Manastr 1; Mustafa Dimetoka, 1; Davud Nigbolu, 1

Mevicib-i sagirdan, fi sene 3

(s.9)  Izdiyad ve ibtida-i mevAcib-i mezkarin an-cemi‘at-i dariissa‘dde-i
Ender(ini [buyruldu, fi 26 C sene 951] 74 yin

Kethuda Hatun, 20. y[evm] 15, terakki 5
Ferrasan, an-cevari: neferen 5
an-kadim, neferen 3, fi 5, k[adim] fi 4; fi 1
an-sizendegin-1 kadim, 1 nefer, 5; k[adim] 2, k. 3
an-cedid ibtida kerde, 1 nefer, 5
Sazendegan, neferen 3
an-kadim, neferen 2, fi 4, k[adim] 2, k. fi 2
an-cedid ibtid4 kerde, 1 nefer, 4
Vilide-i sehzidegan, neferen 2, fi 8: k[adim]. fi 4, k[adim] fi 4.

an-ferrasin
Camegsliyan, an-kadim, neferen 2, fi 3: k[adim]. fi 2, k[adim] fi 1
Déye-i sehzddegan, 1 nefer, ibtida, fi 2
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KiilhanbAin, 1 nefer, ibtida, fi 2

Kazayye oldur ki Seydi Ahmed nim kimesne sabika ti¢ akea ultife ile
nakkas olup hizmetten ferigat edip yerine bir nakkas dahi lazim
ve chem olmagin Ali b. Abdullah iistdd nakkas olup san‘atinda
tamAm méhir olmagin mezbirun yerine terakkiyle nakkas olmasin
ricA eder [bes akge uliife ile nakkas buyruldu, fi 3 Receb sene 951]
nakluhu

Kaziyye oldur ki kapucu cemi‘atinden ¢avusluk sadaka buyrulan
mes‘aleci Mehmed’in mes‘alesin bevvablar bolitk basilarindan
Yusuf bélitkbagina indyet olup mezbar Yusuf bsliikbaginin yerine
bevvablardan Mustafa birader-i Ali’ye indyet olmasin kapucubast
bendeleriniz rica eder ve mezbtir Mustafa bevvabin gedigine Ali b.
Mehmed bevvab olmasin Riistem Pasa Hazretleri sibika iltimas
eylemislerdir [meg‘aleci bes akge ile kapuculara dért akge ile buy-
ruldu, fi 3 Receb sene m. ve Yusuf boliikbag1 yerine béliikbasi olan
Kapucu Mustafa birdder-i Ali’ye bir akge ziyAde buyruldu, fi tirihin
m.] naklubu

Mevacib-i mezbiirin, bevvabin, fi 4; mes‘aleciyan, fi 5

Kazzyye oldur ki cihdz mithimmatiyciin yirmibin akge verile deyii
ferméan olunmagn yirmibin akge der-kise olup Hiisrev, Dariissa‘ade
agasit Hiisrev Aga’ya teslim olundu

Kazyye oldur ki Hazinedarbagi Mercan Aga bendentiz bevvablardan
Mehmed Bosna’nin mes‘aleci olmasin rica eder. [yevmi bes akge ile
meg‘aleci buyruldu, fi rabi‘-i Receb sene 951] nakluhu

Mes‘aleciyan-1 kadim, neferen 7; Mevacib-i mes‘aleciyan fi yevm 5

Kazyye oldur ki Dartissaide agasi Hiisrev Aga bendentiiz ultifesine te-
rakki olmasin ric eder, fl yevm 15. [bes akge ziyade olmak buyruldu,
f 4 m.] rayin

Kazwyye oldur ki, mezbtr cema‘atlerin (yzrz2k) ba‘z1 girihte olup ve
ba‘zinin hizmeti kesir olmagin mezbirlarin sigird olmas: rici
ederler.

Sagirdan-1 tabbahin

Yahya b. Abdullah, beciy-1 Yusuf ki girihte sud; Mehmed b.
Abdullah, ibtid4; Behram b. Abdullah; Yusuf b. Abdullah [bu
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dért nefere yevmi buguk akge ile buyruldu, fi 4 Receb sene 951]
nakluhu

[Sagird-i tabbéhin-i kadim neferen 25. Minh4 girihte neferen 1; baki
mevcid neferen 24, fi 2 ve 1,5]
Sagirdan-1 habbézin

Malkog b. Abdullah, beciy-1 Kasim b. Abdullah ki girihte
sud; Mehmed b. Abdullah, beci-y1 Hamza b. Abdullah ki
girihte sud; Yusuf b. Abdullah beciy-1 Mehmed b. Abdullah
ki girihte sud; Hizir b. Abdullah; Mustafa b. Abdullah [bes
nefere birer buguk akge ile buyruldu, fi tarihin minhu] naklubu

[Sﬁgirdén—l habbazin-i kadim, neferen 13. Minh4, girihte neferen 3; baki
mevcid neferen 10, fi 2 ve 1,5]
Sagirdan-1 helvaciydn

Hiseyin b. Abdullah, becay-1 Mahmud ki gaybet kerde; Cafer
b. Abdullah, beciy-1t Mehmed ki girihte; Mustafa b. Abdullah,
becay-1 Mehmed-i diger ki girihte sud [iig¢ nefere birer buguk
akge ile buyruldu, fi tirihin minhu] 7aklubu

[Sﬁgirdén—l helvactyan-1 kadim, neferen 7. Minh4 girihte neferen 3; baki

mevcid neferen 4, fi 1,5]
Ségird-i kilar
Hasan b. Abdullah, Bosna [bir buguk akge ile buyruldu]
nakluhu
[Sagirdan-1 kilar an-kadim neferen 4, fi1,5]
Sagird-i cAmeslly
Hizir b. Abdullah, becay-1 Mustafa ki gaybet kerde [bir buguk
akge ile buyruldu] nakluhu

[Sﬁgirdén—l [kadim]-i cAmesliyan, neferen 4; minha, girihte 1 nefer; baki

mevchd neferen 3, fi 1,5]

Kazyye oldur ki Saray-1 Amire agalarindan kapu agasi ve hazinedarbag: ve

kilarcibagi ve Dariissadde agas: Hiisrev Aga bendeleriniize simdiye degin

asell htigab verilirdi, haliya siikkeri olmasin rica ederler [iki giinde hasab
iciin bir kiyye siikker mezbirlara buyruldu, fi 4 (Receb) sene 951]
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Kazyye oldur ki schzidelere onar akge ultfe ibtidden ve sehzade
vélidesine dort akge ultfesin tizerine (yzrzzk) akge izdiyad ve
dayesine iki akge ultife ibtidien buyrulmasin emr-i serifiniz ne ise

indyet buyrula [vech-i megriih iizere buyruldu, fi 10 Receb sene 951]
nakluhu

Sehzidegin, 3 nefer; valide-i sehzade, 1 nefer, fi yevm 4; déye-i
sehzade, 1 nefer

Kazyye oldur ki tezkere-i serife varid olup sipahi oglanlar agast Yahya
Bey’e yirmi bin akge karz verilsin deyti ferman olunmus, emr-i
serifiniz ne ise indyet buyrula [yirmibin akge bi-tariki’l-karz veril-
mek buyruldu] nakluhu

Kazyye oldur ki, alt nefer baltact oglanina birer akge ziydde buyrulmus,
emr-i serifiniz ne ise indyet buyrula [ziyade birer ak¢e olmak buyrul-
du, alts nefer [o]glanlara, fi 10 Receb sene 951] nakluhu

[mevacib-i mezbtirin, 6 nefer, fi 2]

Kazyye oldur ki, mahriise-i [stanbul'dan on kit‘a seraser gelsin deyii
ferman olunmus, a‘ld m1 evsat m1 emr olunur iniyet buyrula
[istanbul’dan gelmek buyruldu, fi 10 Receb sene 951]

Kazayye oldur ki, kafuri mum islensin deyii ferman olunmus idi, haliya
bu yerlerde kifuri mum killet tizerine bulunur, amma iki akge
ultfe ile mumculuk hizmetin ediip ve dért akge ultife ile arabacilik
hizmetin eden Hasan bendeniiz ol hizmetin uhdesinden geliir
kimesneler olup amma sol sartla ki alt1 akge ultifesi mumculuktan
olup ve bir akge ultfe ile bir sigird dahi veriliip bu tarik tizere ihsan
buyrulursa kafuri mum isleyiip yetiistiirmesine uhdesine alur, bu
babda emr-i serifiniz ne ise iniyet buyrula [dért akge harglik ref
olunup yevmi alt1 ak¢e uliife ile mumcu olmak ve bir akgelik bir
sagird verilmek buyruldu, fi tirihin minhu] naklubu

Ségird Yusuf, mu‘tak-1 Hasan el-mezbir

Kazayye oldur ki kasabbagi olan Mehmed bendeniiz mahrise-i Konyada
ve Konyadan Manisa’ya gelince hizmet ediip ve héliya gerii koyun
getirmek iciin Konya'ya gitmek murid edinir, mezbtra bir hil‘at
verilmek miinasib gibi emr-i serifiniz ne ise iniyet buyrula [emr-i
serif buyruldu ki bir benek kaftan verilmek buyruldu, fi 10 minhu]
nakluhu
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(s.12)  Kazzyye oldur ki Tarhaniyatta viki‘ olan Saray-1 4mirede bundan
akdem saraydar olan Hizir b. Hact bendeleri yevmi iki akge ile
haliy4 saraydar olmak rici eder, emr-i serifiniz ne ise iniyet buyrula
[gurre-i muharremden berii uléifesi mukarrer olundu, yevmi iki akge
ulifeleriyle, fi 11 Receb sene 951] nakluhu

Kazayye oldur ki, Konyada otuz re’s davar alinip {ig seyis tutulup bi’l-fiil
hizmet ederler ve mahrise-i Bursada bargirler ziyide olup dort
nefer seyis dahi Bursadan hizmet ediip bi’l-fiil dahi hizmet ederler
ve devlet ve sa4detle Manisa’ya gelindikde bérgirler bir yere cem’
olup mevctd dért yiiz on bes re’s bargir olup zikrolunan bargirlerin
yliz on bes re’si cemi‘at-i miiteferrikada olup andan ma‘da ii¢
yiiz re’s tavilada mevciid olup mezkir bargirlere otuz nefer seyis
lazimdir derler, simdi mevctd on dokuz nefer seyis vardir, on bir
nefer dahi lAzimdir ki otuz nefer tamim ola, emr-i serifiniz ne ise
iniyet buyrula

Konyadan gelen bunlardir
Cepni-i Konya; Ahmed sipah Konya; Bilal Arap
Bursadan gelen bunlardir

Mustafa-i Beysehir; Hasan b. Piri; Ismail b. Mustafa; Mustafa,
sagird-i Mehter

Manisa’ya geleliden berii hizmet ederler

Yakut Arab; Hasan Yalvac; Yusuf b. Yunus, sigird; Abdullah
Arap

Yektin: 11 nefer fi 4 [buyruldu, hizmetleri gurre-i Cuma-
delahirdan berii imis, ultifeleri verile, fi 17 Receb sene 951]
naklubu

[Mcvécib—i seyisn-1 bargirdn-1 tavila, fi 4. Asil bargirdn-1 tavila: 415
re’s. Minha der-cemA‘at-i miiteferrika, 115. El-baki mevctd der-tavila:
300 re’s, beher 10 re’s fi 1 seyisden neferen 30; mevc(d seyis neferen 19;

lazim olan seyis neferen 11]

Kazzyye oldur ki, devlet i saddetle Manisa’ya gelindikde hassa estar
bir yere cem* olup yiiz elli yedi re’s davar olup her dokuz davara
bir seyis lazim olmagin on yedi nefer seyisten dort re’s ziyade
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olur bi’l-fiil on bes nefer mevciid seyis olup iki nefer dahi ziyade
olmasin rica ederler, emr-i serifiniz ne ise indyet buyrula

Lazim olan bunlardir
Yusuf b. Mustafa, sigird, 1,5; Haydar b. Mehmed, sagird, 1

Yek@n neferen, fi 4 [buyruldu fi-gurre-i Cumadelahirdan
ultifeleri verile, el-vaki‘ fi 17 Receb 951] naklubu

[Mevﬁcib—i sayisin-1 estire-i kadim, fl 4. Asil estire-1 hassa: 157 re’s
beher 9 re’s fi 1 seyisden neferen 17. Mevcld seyis neferen 15; lazim

olan seyis neferen 2]

(s.13)  Kazayye oldur ki, on ti¢ katar katira palan ve hassa estara yiiz elli kit‘a
kebe rici ederler, emr-i serifiniz ne ise indyet buyrula. Ber-vech-i
tahmin beher palan fi altmisardan 3900, kebe beher kita fi 50,
7500, ctimle bah4-i palan ve kebe 11400 akge olur

Kazyye oldur ki, Istabl-1 Amirede olan hiiddam i¢iin mahlal bugugu
ricA ederler, emr-i serifiniz ne ise iniyet buyrula ki Asitine-i
sa‘4dette kanundur [yevmi ii¢ ak¢a mahlil bugugu buyruldu, fi 17
Receb sene 951] 1 yin

[Cema‘at-1 Istabl-1 Amire neferen 25]

Kazayye oldur ki, divin-1 li sakalarindan Ibrahim birader-i Karagoz
nam saka fevt olup mezblr miiteveffAnin yerine matbah-1 4mire
sakalarindan Mustafa birdder-i Ferhad ti¢ akge ultfesiyle divan sa-
kasi olup ve mezbiirun yerine ascilardan iki ak¢e ultife ile Mustafa
birdder-i Yakub bir akee ziyade ile matbah sakasi olmasin rica eder
[buyruldu, fi tirihin minhu, ii¢ ak¢e ultifesiyle ve bir akge terakkiyle
as¢1 saka oldu] naklubu

Kazyye oldur ki, on ii¢ katar katurin raht tecdid olup ber-vech-i
tahmin her katira ne denlii ak¢e oldugun beyan eder ve yiiz elli
kita kebe his estar iciin ber-vech-i tahmin 50 akceden ne denlii
oldugun beyan eder [katirlarin raht1 goriiliip gemiler Istanbul'dan
alup getiirmek buyruldu, fi 17 Receb sene 951]

Beher katar, fi 1200: 15.600
Bahé-i kebe bery-1 estire-i héssa, 150 kit‘a, fi 50: 7500

Yekiin: bah4-i rahthé-i esterAn-1 sayisin ve bah4-i kebe: 23.100
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(s.14) Kazuyye oldur ki yogurtcu sagirdlerinden (zerkin)
Sgirdan-1 mastgerin
Hamza b. Abdullah, 1,5; gaybet kerde

Talib: Yusuf b. Abdullah, Avlonya [bir buguk akge ile buyruldu,
fi 17 minhu] naklubu

Kazyye oldur ki, Karamanda sugla mahstliinden emr-i serif miicebince
satun alinan develeri beyan eder

Stitlirin-1 made ve ner: 230 mehar fi 1406 ve 2: 323437

Made: 175 mehar; ner 55 mehar
be-hesib-1 katar: 32 katar ve 2 mehar

MaAde 29 katar, 1 mehir; ner 9 katar, 1 mehar
Mevciid siitiirAn der-istabl: 34 katar ve 4 mehar

Made 27 katar; ner 7 katar, 4 mehar

Cem‘an, siitlirAn-1 made ve ner
Made katar 56, mehar 1: ner 16 katar, 5 mehar

[altmug katar1 kalip z4yidi Karacalari ve sakatlari ihric olunmagin
satilmak buyruldu, fi 17 minhu]

Ve atlarda [ve] bargirlerde dahi ba‘z1 sakat olup amele
yaramayip emr-i serif olursa anlardan dahi yoklana, ame-
le yaramayan ihric ola [bunlarin sakatlar1 ihrac olmagin
sattlmak buyruldu, fi 18 minhu]

(s.15) Saraydari ve meremmeti-i yaylak-1 Bozdag der-uhde-i Haci b. Ismail,
fi yevm, 2

Talib: Haci Ismail el-mezbiir

Mezbtr Hact b. Ismail kadimii'z-zamandan saraydar ve me-
remmetci olup gerii saraydir ve meremmetgi olmasin rici eder
[sene 951 Muharreminin gurresinden berii yevmi iki akge uliifesi

hizineden verilmek buyruldu, fi 24 Receb 951] nakluhu

Kazzyye oldur ki agalar oturdugu sundurma iciin cedid ve yiiksek ya-
pilsun deyii ferman olunmug emr-i serifiniz ne ise indyet buyrula

[miibarek bayrama dek tamAm olmasi emr olundu, fi tirihin minhul]
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Mevacib-i Abraham Yahudi, tabib, fi yevm 20. Iki akee terakki
olmasi ferman olunmus [iki akge terakki buyruldu, fi 25 Receb
sene 951] naklubu

Ségirdan-1 ehl-i hiref
Kemil, sAgird-i ser-zergeran, 1; arabai-i hassa sud

Talib: Memi b. Hizir an-mahriise-i Bursa [bir akge uliifesiyle
sagird buyruldu, fi 25 Receb sene 951] nakluhu

Yusuf b. Abdullah sigird-i simsirger. Mezbr simsirgerin
bir akge ile bir sagirdi olup hizmeti kesir olmagin mezbir
Yusuf’un dahi sigird olmasin ricA eder [buyruldu bir akge ile,
fi tarihin minhu)] naklubhu

Ali, sagird-i postindiiz, 1. Mezbtirun hizmeti kesir olup buguk
terakki olmasin ricA eder [buguk akge ziyide buyruldu, fi
tarihin minhu] naklubu

Kazayye oldur ki, matbah-1 dmire iciin ihd4s olunan bugday degirme-
nine bugday pék edip dglitmeye bir degirmenci lazim ve ehem
olmagin Hamza nim kimesne bu hizmetin uhdesinden gelir
kimesne olup yevmi iki ak¢e ulife ile bir as ile degirmenci olmasin
rica eder, emr-i serif ne ise indyet buyrula [buyruldu, fi 9 Saban sene
951] nakluhu

An-cemi‘at-i gilman-1 bagge-i Amire, Davud Vidin, 1

Mezbir terakki ile kiilhanct olmasin ricA eder [buguk akge
ziyade ile kiilhanci buyruldu, fi 9 minhu] nakluhu

(s.16)  Kazzyye oldur ki, Asitine-i saidete gelen piskes meyve ahvali hak-i
pay-i seriflerine arz (yzreik)

Kal’aygeri-i evini-i nithas-1 matbah-1 4mire der-uhde-i Dede Bali
ki be-ihtiyar-hod, farig sud, fi yevm 2

Talib: Mustafa, kal’ayger

[iki akge uliife ve bir asla kalayci olmak buyruldu, fi 15 Saban
sene 951] nakluhu

Kazuyye-i kar [Bozdag'da goriiliip bulunmazsa Bursadan gelmek
buyruldu]

239



SEHZADE SELIM’IN KAZAYA DEFTERI

Kazuyye oldur ki, muhisebe hizmetini rliznimeci bendeniz gozetiip
haliyAd mezbr rizndmeci bendeniiziin hizmeti kesir olup miistakil
bir muhasebeci lazim olmagin Sipahi oglanlar1 kétibi Hiiseyin
bendeniiz mahal ve miinisib olmagin hik-i pay-1 serife arz olundu

Mevacib-i Hiiseyin katib-i ebn-i sipahiy4n, fi yevm 8

[Matbah-14amire ve 1stabl-1 Amire ve ihracat-1 hassa muhasebelerin
gormegi ve ii¢ ayda bir mevacibat-1 huddim mukabili yevmi
on akge ulife ile muhasebeci buyruldu, fi 16 Saban sene 951]
nakluhu

Kazyye oldur ki Asitine-i sa4dette bes akge uliife ile hizmet eden
neyzen kulunuza Hazinedarbagi Mercan Aga bendeniiz matbah-1
Amireden ag olmasin ricA eder [mezkiira bir as verilmek buyruldu,
fi 16 minhu]

(s.17) Kazyye oldur ki mahriase-i Istanbul'da mesalih-i miri goren Hoca
Kemal nAm tacir iclin hizmetinden ferigat eyledi deyi Mehmed
Pasa (yzrtzk) bildiriip Syle olsa mahrise-i Bursa ticirlerinden Ali
Celebi b. Mustafa Celebi mesalih-i miriyi eger akmiseden ve eger
sir nesneden her ne ise gormegi iltizim ediip mezbtirun yerine
tAcir olmak rica eder [buyruldu, fi 22 Saban sene 951]

Kitdbet-i cema‘at-i ebni-i sipahiyan der-uhde-i Hiiseyin Celebi
ki muhésebel ve mukabelei sud, fi yevm 8
Talib: Osman Celebi, divitdar an-ebna-i sipahiyan, fi yevm 8.
Mezk(ir Osman’a mezbir kitabet verilmekiciin emr serif
varid olmugtur [Divitdar Osman’a sipahi oglani kitabeti sekiz
akge ile buyruldu, fi 22 minhu] 74 yin
Divitdari der-uhde-i Osman an-ebna-i sipahiyan, fi yevm 8
Talib: Hiisrev an- ebna-i sipahiyan kitib-i ahkidm, fi yevm
8 [mezkiir Hiisrev kitabetiyle divitdar olmak buyruldu, fi 22

minhu]

Kitibet-i cema‘at-i gureba der-uhde-i Hamza b. Omer katib ki
miiteveffa sud, fi yevm 6

Talib: Yunus b. Seyh Hasan an-cemi‘at-i gureba, fi yevm
6 [ultfesiyle katib olmak buyruldu, fi 6 Ramazan sene 951]
nakluhu
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Kazzyye-i camehi-i Miifti Efendi ve hatib ve nusts-glyen-i biiziirg
[Mevlana Miifti Efendi’ye bir ak sof kaftan genber atlas sancak ile ve
bir ak sof kaftan mevlana cAmi-i Sultaniye hatibine idiyye iciin ihzar
oluna deyii buyruldu, fi 13 Ramazan sene 951]

(s.18) Kazzyye oldur ki héssa atlar1 (yzrz2k) eden ti¢ nefer yarakgilara emr-i
serifiniz ne ise indyet buyrula. Sah Kulu, Bali, Sah Bende (zerkin)

Kazzyye oldur ki, merhiim ve magfir mevlind Yahsi Halife'nin
kadimden hizmetkari ve emekdar: olan Yusuf iciin {i¢ akce uliife
ile kapici olsun deyti Hiisrev Aga bendeniiz elinden tezkere-i serife
varid olup gerii kap1 agast bendeniiz ti¢ akge ile buyrulmus imis
dértakee ile buyurdular deyii haber vermegin Asitine-i hak-i pay-i
serife arz olundu [yevmi dért akge uliife ile kapici olmak buyruldu,
fi 20 Ramazan sene 951] nakluhu

An-cemia‘at-i bevvabin. Yusuf b. Abdullah. 3

Mezbrun uliifesine bir akce terakki olmasin rica eder, sair
kapicilar dérder akee iledir [bir akge terakki olmak buyruldu,
fi 20 Ramazan sene 951] nakluhu

Kazayye oldur ki, sabika mahruse-i Istanbul'dan revgan-1 sade getirilmek
ictin hitkm-i serif irsal olunmusdu [doksan iki kantar yag imis,
seksen kantar1 miri ictin ve alti kantar paga hazretlerine ve alti kantar

bu bendelerine ta‘yin oluna. Fi 20 Ramazan sene 951]

Kazayye oldur ki Kuyumcubagt Mustafa bendeniiziin hizmeti kesir olup
matbah-1 4mireden bir agt olup, kendiiye vefd etmemegin bir ag
dahi ricA eder [sabika bir ag1 var imis bir as dahi verilmek buyruldu,
fi 20 Ramazan sene 951]

Ta'am be-cihet-i hayyatin. 20 neferen. Sahan 14. giist pare-i kiigek,
14. Fodula-i harci 9 cift [ii¢ as dahi tayin olundu ki yevmi on as
olur, biri terzibas1 ve kethudésina ve bélitkbagina, yedisi terzilerine
ve miilizimlarina birer ¢ift fodula buyruldu, fi 27 N sene 951]

(s.19)  Kazzyye oldur ki cihiz mithimmauygiin giimriik ve hizine-i 4mireden
onbesbin akge verilsin deyii ferman olunmus [igerii Hiisrev Aga’ya
verilmek buyruldu, fi 11 Sevval 951] 7z yin

Be-cihet-i cihaz-1 zevce-i Yahya Bey aga-y1 ebna-y: sipahiyan-1
sa‘4det [satun alip Hiisrev Aga’ya verilmek buyruldu, fi 11 Sevval
sene 951]
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Baha-i kadife-i catma-i kirmizi evsat, Bursa, 1 tak, 1205
Baha-i kadife-i catma-i sermai, evsat, 1 tak, 1105

Bah4-i kadife-i benek siirh, evsat, Bursa, 1 tak, 655
Bahi-i kedife-i benek sermat, edna, 1 tak, 555

Baha-i kadife-i benek-i sebz, edni, 1 tak, 575

Baha-i kadife-i riste-i Bursa, 2 tak, 704

Baha-i kadife-i rigte-i dii-havi, goynek, 2 tak, 545
Baha-i kadife goynek, 3 tak, siirh 1, sebz 2, 569

Baha-i kadife-i miinakkas-1 Bursa, 1 tak, 665, 1 tak, 565, 1
tak, 565.

Yekan 15 tak, sermaye: 7725
Cema‘at-i tabbahin

Ibrahim Premedi, fi yevm 4, el-baki mahlal 1. An-gilman-1
kiler-i Amire be- Enderun sud. Fi gurre-i N sene 951, fi yevm
3. ta’yin
Pervane Bosna, halife-i tabbahin, fi yevm 3. Mezbar
Ibrahim’in mahldl kalan bir akcesin kendiiye terakki olma-
sin ricA eder [bir akge ziyade buyruldu mahlilden, fi 11 Sevval
sene 951] nakluhu
Sagird Mustafa-i Kastamonu, zerger [yevmi bir akge uléife buyrul-
du, fi 11 Sevval sene 951]

Ferhad, fi yevim 3. Mezbtir akdemden gaybet ediip haliya bulu-
nup gelmisdir, emr-i serifiniz ne ise indyet buyrula, kuyumcubagt
bendeniiziin sigirde ihtiyact varmug

Sagirdan-1 ehl-i hiref, beher nefer, fi 1
An-hizmetkaran-1 solakan, Mustafa b. Ibrahim, 1,5. feragat kerde

Talib: Davud Sofya [bir buguk akge ultife buyruldu, fi 18 Sevval
sene 951] nakluhu

An gigirdan-1 cAmeslly, Mustafa b. Abdullah, 2, ferigat kerde

Talib: Hamza b. Abdullah [iki akge uliife buyruldu, fi 18 Sevval
sene 951] nakluhu
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Kazayye oldur ki, saddetle mahriise-i Konya'ya varildigi zamanda héssa
saraglar olmagiciin onaltubin akeeye bir kervansaray satin alinmis-
di, haliy4 pasa hazretlerine ihsdn buyrulmus, miilknimesin rici
ederler.[muafnime verilmek buyruldu, fi 28 L sene 951]

Kazayye oldur ki, Asitane-i sa4detde defter emininden sa‘4detlii sulta-
nim hazretlerinin havass-1 humayGnlarinin vilayet defterinin stireti
ihrac olunmak lazimdir, dyle olsa sibika olan sehzidelerden dahi
defter ihrac olundukda mezbtirdn defter eminine ve katiblerine bir
mikdar inAm olurmus, devletlii ve saAdetlii sultanimin dahi bu
hustisda emr-i serifleri ne ise indyet buyrula [defter eminine bir a'la
déseme ¢atma olup kaftan ve kitiblere bin akge in‘am Cavug Mustafa
ile gonderilmek buyruldu, fi 3 Za sene 951] 7 yin

Kazayye oldur ki, Istabl-1 4mire iciin iki re’s ester alinip mezbir alinan
esterlere harbende l4zim olmagin mirahurbagsi bendeniiz mezktiru
harbende olmasin rica eder

Memi-i Edirne [yevmi bes akge uliife ile harbende olmak buyruldu,
yeni kayitla, fi 3 Za sene 951] naklubhu

(s.21)  Kazayye oldur ki hazret-i padisih-1 4lem-penah -hullide mulkuhu-
canibinden sahin getiiren kimesnelere emr-i serif ne ise indyet
buyrula [Dogancibag: Siileyman’a bir miinakkas kaftan ve dokuz
nefere altigar yiiz akce verilmek buyruldu, fi 3 Za sene 951]

Bazdaran 10 neferen
An-cemi‘at-i bahce-i Amire
Ahmed Manastir, 1

Mezbtirun kiirk¢iibast bendeniiz sagird olmasin rica eder
[mezkiir Ahmed sagird verilmek buyruldu, fi 3 Za sene 951]
nakluhu

An-sagirdan Mustafa b. Ali, ser-kazzaz

Hiiseyin b. Abdullah, 1, mezbtir Hiiseyin san‘atinda tamam
méahir olup ultfesine terakki olmasin rica eder [buguk akge
ziyAde olmak buyruldu, fi 10 Za sene 951] 7 yin

Mevacib-i Mevlana merhtim Yahsi Halife, fi yevm 70
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Mevlana Sems Efendi. HaliyA Hoca hazretleri i¢lin emr-i
serifiniz ne ise indyet buyrula [yevmi yetmis akge uliife ta‘yin
buyruldu, medrese[ye] gittigii tirihden berii, ve matbah-1
imireden merhiim Yahsi Halife’ye verdigi as ve ekmek verile ve
bir kile arpa 1stabl-1 Amireden davarlarina verilmek buyruldu, fi
11 Za sene 951] naklubhu

an-matbah-1 Amire, giist ¢aryek, 1; ta'dm bakrag 4; fodula 7
zevc; fodula-i has zeve

Kazzyye oldur ki divitdar ile kigid emininin zemistinisi hustsu arz
oluna [beger yiiz akge Adet-i zemistani verile, amma kimesneden akge

alinmaya deyii buyruldu, fi 24 Za sene minhu] 72 yin
(s.22)  Ceméi‘at-i gilméin-1 Enderuni

Yusuf kethuda-i hizine-i Amire, fi yevm 3

Yunus, kethuda-i kilar-1 Amire, fi yevm 3

Mezbirlara birer akce terakki fermin olunmus emr-i serifiniz
ne ise indyet buyrula [birer akge terakki buyruldu, fi 24 Za sene
minhu] naklubu

Kazyye oldur ki dariissadette olan oglanlara kitabet ta‘lim eden Katib
Muhyiddin kendiiye dirli[k]cik olmasin rici eder [yevmi dért akge
ultife buyruldu, fi 24 Za sene 951] 2 yin

An-cema‘at-i sAgirdan-1 tabbahin ki mevacib isan kat* sudend fi
22 Saban sene 951. zayin

Abdi birader-i Solak, 1,5. Beciyes-i Mahmud b. Abdullah,
Arnavud [bir buguk akge uliife buyruldu, fi 24 minhu] naklubu

Hiiseyin b. Abdullah, 1,5. Becayes-i Mahmud b. Abdi
(kezalik] nakluhu

Hasan birader-i Hizir, 2. Mezbirun mevacibi mahlal kalir
Ali-i Goélliikesri, sagird-i tabbah, 2. nakluhu

Mevécibi kat® olan Hasan birdder-i Hizi'in mahldl kalan
iki akgesinin bir akeesi kendiiye terakki olup ti¢ akee ile
kapict olmasin rica eder [yevmi ii¢ akge ulife ile kapict olmak
buyruldu, fi 24 Za sene minhul]
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Kazyye oldur ki kiiciik mirdhur bendeniiz kara ¢ulda olan has atlar-
dan birkag tavila at ricA eder, emr-i serifiniz ne ise iniyet buyrula
[iki tavila siyah ¢uldan at verilmek buyruldu, fi 24 minhu]

An-cemA‘at-i seyisin-isin-1 hissa, seyis-i merhtim Mevlan4 Yahsi Halife
Hamza-i Bursa, miiteveffa sud, 4
Talib: Ilyas sigird-i Mehmed, an-sigirdan-1 seyisin-isin-1 hassa,
fi yevm 1,5

Mezbiir Ilyas gerii Mevlini Sems Efendi’nin seyisi olmasin
ric eder [yevmi dért akge uliife buyruldu, fi 24 minhu] 72 yin

Kazzyye oldur ki, merhiim miiteveffA olan Miralem Hasan Bey’in
zimmetinde bugday bah4sindan bin ak¢e ve mevacibi kustirundan
ikiytizon ak¢e cem‘an binikiyiiz on akge olur, emr-i serifiniz ne
ise indyet buyrula [eytam[1] olmagn, yetimlerinden alinmasin deyii
buyruldu, fi 24 minhu] 72 %in

Kazayye oldur ki, mezblir cemi‘ate inAm buyrulmus emr-i serif ne ise
iniyet buyrula
be-cihet-i cemA‘at-i solakan, beher nefer fi 100

be-cihet-i cema‘at-i sekbanan, beher nefer fi 50

be-cihet-i cema‘at-i teberdaran, beher nefer fi 50 [buyruldu, fi 24

minhu]

Kazyye oldur ki, hissa saraglar cemi‘atinden Omer birader-i Mehmed
bir zevc ve ¢izme (?) dikiip mahruse-i Usak'ta igeriiye teslim eyle-
mis, héliya ulGfesine bir akge terakki oluna deyii ferman olunmus,
emr-i serif ne ise indyet buyrula [bir akge terakki olmak buyruldu,
fi 24 minhu] 74 yin

Mevacib-i Omer birdder-i Mehmed an sarracin-i hassa, fi yevm 4
Mevacib-i Mustafa, sgird-i ser-kazgani, fi yevm 1

Mezbtr Mustafa san‘atinda méhir olup bir zeve kapagiyla
bedenli sahan isleylip Hiisrev Aga’ya teslim ediip ultifesine
bucuk terakki olmasin rici eder [buguk ziyide olmak buyrul-
du, fi 24 Za sene minhu] #2yin
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(s.24) Kitabet-i cev der-uhde-i Pir Mehmed ki miiteveffa sud, fi 27 Zilkade
sene 951. Fi yevm 4

Talib: Piri, an-cemA‘at-i ebna-i sipahiyin, fi yevm 8. [yevmi dokuz
akge ulife ile arpa katibi olmak buyruldu, fi gurre-i Z Sene 951]
ta'’yin

Kazayye oldur ki, hizine-i Amireden onbin akge ¢ikarup igeriiye teslim
olunsun deyii buyrulmus, emr-i serifiniz ne ise iniyet buyrula

[buyruldu] 7z yin

Kazzyye oldur ki alem mehterleri cema‘atinden Hamza-i zilce-zen
biraderi Yahya Pehlivan nakkare-zen olup fenninde tamam mahir
ve san‘atina kadir kimesnedir deyii miralem aga bendeniz ve alem
mehterleri bagt mezk(iru nakkare-zen olmasin rici ederler [yevmi
bes akge uliife ile nakkare-zen buyruldu, fi 2 Z sene 951] 74 yin

Mevacib-i nakkare-zen, fi 6

Ve hem alaybeyi bendeniiz divan-1 iliye geliip soyle arz eylediler
ki simdiki sancag-1 hiimiyndan m&’ada bir sancak bast dahi
islensiin ki sefer-i hiitmaytin vaki’ oldukda hézir buluna [bir
alembagi ta’yinatiyla ihzar olmak buyruldu, fi 2 minhul]

Kazayye oldur ki hazinedarbast kulunuz sarayda in‘amigiin ikiser bin
akge alurlar, simdiye degin ii¢ defa ikiger bin akge verildi [her ay
ikiger bin akge verilmek buyruldu, fi 2 minhul]

Kazyye oldur ki, biiyiik mirdhur bendeniiziin yevmi iki keyl yemi olup
kiiciik mirdhur bendeniiz dahi iniyet umar [bir kile arpa buyruldu, fi
16 Zilhicce sene 951]

Kazuyye oldur ki has ahur kethudasinin yevmi iki yemi olup, bargir
ahuru kethudési dahi, iniyet umar, hadisdir [bir keyl arpa buyrul-
du, fi 16 minhu]

(s.25)  Kazayye-i Yaylak-1 Bozdag [Birgi kadisina ve eminine hiikiim yazilip teftis

oluna]

An-gilmén-1 piskes ki an-Ulama Bey 4med ve be-ehl-i hiref sagird
dadend

[skender Bosna, be-simsirger

Hiiseyin Bosna, be-zerger
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Saban Bosna, be-mataract
Siileyman Bosna, be-zerkiilah-dz

Ferhad Bosna, be-uncu [birer buguk akge uliife buyruldu, fi 16 Z
sene 951] zayin

Kazayye oldur ki, Asitane-i sa4detten gelen arabacilar hustisunda emr-i
serifiniz ne ise iniyet buyrula [giinde bir kirde et verile, kendiiler
ala (?), fi 16 minhu]

Kazayye oldur ki, cadir mehterleri cema‘atinden sibika zemistani verildi
ise gerii verile deyii fermin olunmus, sibika bir kere yiizer akce
came baha veriliip haliy4 ultfeleri birer akee ziyade olup ol ziyade
ana bedel olmustur, sibika gelen sehzideler asitinelerinde meh-
terleri ikiser akge ultfe ile olmustur, emr-i serifiniz ne ise indyet
buyrula

Kazyye oldur ki Mahmud nim kimesne sibika Sogucakkoru nim
koruya korucu olup gegen yil ve hem bu yil koruya sabikda gelen
sehzidelerden doért akge ultifem var idi deyii cevab ediip amma
elinde berati olmayip haliya iki akge ultfe ile korucu olmasin rici
eder [yevmi iki akge uléfe ile korucu olmak buyruldu, fi 22 Muhar-
rem sene 952] tdj/iﬂ

Kazayye oldur ki kiiciik mirdhur bendeniiziin saraglarina bir sarachane
lazim olmagin hék-i pay-1 serife arz olundu [saraghine islenmek
buyruldu, fi 22 Muharrem sene 952]

Kazuyye oldur ki cihaz igiin beg bin nakd akge ve bir kit‘a kirmizi frengi
atlas [ve] dort kit‘a gatma ve {i¢ kit'a miinakkas ve bes kit‘a eyinlik
kadife ferman olunmus, emr ne ise indyet buyrula [verilmek buy-
ruldu, fi 22 Muharrem sene 952]

Kazyye oldur ki, cadir mehterleri cema‘atinden boliige ¢ikanlara
kanunmus ki kiireden(?) bir bargir verilirmis, haliyA ¢adir meh-
terler boliikbagiligindan ultifeciler ziimresine ihric olunan Murad
kendiiye bir bargir sadaka olunmasin rica eder [bir bargir verilmek
buyruldu, fi 23 minhu]

Kazyye oldur ki istabl-1 4mire 6niinde olan meydan i¢iin hemvér ola
deyii buyrulmus, emr-i serifiniz ne ise buyrula [yaylak vaktinde
goriile deyii buyruldu]
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[n4m-1 hazret-i padisah-1 4lem-penih [arz olundu]
Gilmanan: neferen 3
Minh4: InAm be-agayan-1 Enderuni, neferen 4; miiteveffi, nefer 1

be-Hiiseyin Aga, aga-y1 der, 1 nefer; be-Mercan Aga, ser-hazin,
nefer 1; be-Hiisrev Aga, aga-y1 dariissaade, 1 nefer; be-Murad
Aga, ser-kilari, nefer 1

be- cema‘t-i ehl-i huref, sAgird dddend: be-hayy4tin neferen 4;
be-kazzaz, 1 nefer; be-miicellid, 1 nefer; be-savaniyan 1 nefer.
Yek(in neferen 7

El-baki be-cihet-i Enderun, neferen 18. be-hizine-i Amire
nihidend, neferen 5; be-kilar-1 Amire, neferen 3; be-oda-i
kiicek, neferen 10

Mevicib-i Mevlanid Muhyiddin hattat-1 mu‘allim-i gilmén-1
Enderuni, fi yevm, 4. Sabika katib olup ferigat eden Sinan’in
mevAcibinden bir akge terakki olmasin rici eder [Katib Sinan’in
ultifesi inkitd® yazilip ultifesinden Mevlana Muhyiddin’e iki akge
terakki buyruldu, fi 23 minhu] 72 yin
(s.27)  Kazyye oldur ki dergih-1 4liden gelen bevvablara yirmibes filori ki
iki keseye ii¢ bin olur ve Asitane-i sa‘4detten dergih-1 aliye giden
bevvablara beger yiiz akge verilir imis, bu bibda emr-i serifiniz ne
ise in4yet buyrula
Mevécib-i Yusuf rah-abi, fi yevm 2. Mezbtr Yusuf’un mevAcibi
killet ve hizmeti kesir olup ulfesine bir akge terakki olmasin
ricA eder [bir akge uléfesi terakki buyruldu, fi-sidis-i Safer sene
952] ta'yin
Mevacib-i Mehmed b. Abdullah sagird-i méstger ki miiteveffa
sud, fl yevm 1,5 ta’yin
Talib: Yusuf b. Abdullah [bir buguk akge uliife ile sagird olmak
buyruldu, fi 6 minhu] 72 in
Mevicib-i Bayezid b. Abdullah sagird-i sebzei, fi yevm 1.
Mezbiirun mevacibine bir akge terakki olmasin rici eder [buguk
akge ziyade buyruldu, fi 6 minhu]
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Kazzyye oldur ki hissa atlar iciin otuzbes sereke ve iki katar katira ve
bes katar deveye raht sereki taleb ederler, emr ne ise iniyet buy-
rula [otuzbes sereki elli olmak bakisi ber-karar olmak buyruldu, fi

6 minhu]

(s.28)  Kazzyye oldur ki mehterler cemé‘atinden ulfeciler ziimresine ilhak
olunan Murad nim kimesne tirkes bah4 taleb eder emr-i serifiniz
ne ise indyet buyrula [heman igeriiden ¢ikan gilmana verilmek adet
ola deyii buyruldu, fi 13 Safer 952]

Kazzyye oldur ki matbah-1 4mirede vekil-harc olan Yahya b. Veli’nin
hizmetinde ihmal ve miisihelesi olmagin silahdarlar cemé‘4tinden
alt akge ultfeye mutasarrif olan Arab Hasan mahal ve miinasib
olup ve mezbtr hizmetin tamim uhdesinden gelir kimesne olma-
gin hak-i pay-1 serife arz olundu [mezkir Yahya ultfesiyle silahdar
olmak buyruldu ve yerine mezkiir Hasan yevmi yedi akge ulife ile
vekil-harc olmak buyruldu, fi 13 minhu] 72 yin

Mevacib-i Dervis, kethuda-i teberdaran ki be-cema‘at-i cavusin
fermade, fi yevm 4. ta’yin

Talib: Firuz, Hersek an-teberdaran, fi yevm 3 [yevmi dért akge
uliife ile kethuda-i teberdaran olmak buyruldu, fi 13 minhu] 72 yin

Talib: becay-1 Firuz
Mezbir Firuz'un gediigiine kapicilar cema‘ati katibi olan
Hamza'nin birdderi Kurd teberdir olmasin ricd eder
[mezkir Firuz yerine ii¢ akge ile teberdar buyruldu, fi 13
minhu] 74 in
Mevacib-i Orug birdder-i Nasuh an-bevvabin ki miiteveffa sud,
fi yevm 4
Talib: Hiseyin birdder-i Siilleyman an-sigirdan-1 tabbéhin,
fl yevm 2 [yevmi dért akge ile bevvab olmak buyruldu, fi 13

minhu]
Mevacib-i Yusuf ciillah, fi yevm 3

Mezbtr Yusuf ultfesine bir akce terakki olmasin ricA eder
[bir akge uliifesine ziydde olmak buyruldu, fi 13 minhu] 72 yin
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(s.29) An-gagirdan-1 cAmestiyan ki gaybet kerdend
Hiiseyin, 1,5
Hamza, 2

Talib: Yusuf beciy-1 Hiiseyin [bir buguk akge ulife ile buy-
ruldu, fi 20 Safer sene 952] 74 yin

Mehmed b. Abdullah, beciy-1 Hamza [iki akge uldfe ile
buyruldu, fi 20 Safer sene 952]

Asil sarracin-i hissa neferen 44, sdgirdan neferen 20: yekiin 64.
be-cihet-i mithimmat-1 mirdhur-1 biiziirg

be-cihet-i esban-1 hazret-i mir -tale bekahu-, neferen 7, fi 2;
neferen 14

be-cihet-i esban-1 Aga-i Dervis Dede ve ser-kiler, neferen 3,
fi 1; neferen 3

be-cihet-i esban-1 silahdar ve cukadar ve irkebdar, neferen 3,
fi 1; neferen 3

be-cihet-i esbAn-1 Mevlana Semseddin Hoca, nefer 1
be-cihet-i esbAn-1 mirdhur ma‘a veledes, neferen 4
be-cihet-i hizmet-i anbar-1 cev, nefer 1

be-cihet-i hazine-i sarracin, 1 nefer

be-cihet-i &vurden-i cev ve kiyah ve kih, neferen 5
be-cihet-i kethuda-i Istabl-1 Amire, 1 nefer, veledes

Yekiin: neferen 33, an-gagirdan neferen 17; yek(in neferen
50

El-baki neferen 11, an-sagirdan neferen 3; yek(in neferen 14
Be-cihet-i mithimmat-1 mirdhur-1 kiicek
be-cihet-i esban-1 Hiisrev Aga an-dariissaade, 1 nefer, (kadim)

be-cihet-i gilman, der-dariissa‘dde-i enderuni neferen 6 beher
2 neferen, fi 1, neferen 2 (kadim)

be-cihet-i gilman der-dariissadde-i biruni, neferen 4, beher 2
neferen fi 1, neferen 2 (kadim)
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be-cihet-i gilmin-1 enderunt, neferen 120, ba-tahmin, beher 5
neferen, fi 1, neferen 24, kezalik neferen 18 (hadis)

be-cihet-i esban-1 bazdarAn an-gilméin-1 hassa, neferen 4,
beher 2 neferen, fi 1, neferen 2: der-nezd-i hazret-i mir tale
bekahu, neferAn 1 nefer; der-nezd-i hazret-i pasa -dimet

ma‘alihu-, neferan 1 nefer (kadim)
be-cihet-i vurden-i cev ve kiyah ve kah, neferen 2 (kadim)
be-cihet-i kitib, nefer 1 (hadis)
be-cihet-i mirihur, neferen 2 (kadim)
Yek{in: neferen 30; an-kadim neferen 11; [Azim olan neferen 19

(s. 30) L4azim olan on dokuz nefer saraglar iciin bedel bunlardir ki

zikrolunur. za‘yin
an-cema‘at-i arabactyan-1 hassa
Bekir birader-i Kul, 3,5
Hact Mehmed, Mora 3
Hasan b. Sadik, 3
Kemal b. Hact Mustafa, 3.
an-cema‘at-i seyisin
Turgud birader-i Davud, 4
Yekiin neferen 4, fi yevm 12,5
an-cema‘at-i sakayan
Hiiseyin Arnavut, 4
an-gigirdan-1 sarracin
Hiisrev b. Abdullah, 1
Yekiin: neferen 7
Yeni ultfe ile yazilacak on iki nefer bunlardir ki zikrolunur. z‘yin

Hasan b. Mustafa; Hasan b. Abdullah; Ali b. Devlet; Ali-i
Engiirf; Ali b. Kul; Ali b. Ahmed; Hiiseyin b. Ali; Hamza b. Ali;
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Hasan b. Ibrahim*; Emirze b. Yusuf: Bali birader-i Stileyman
Celebi; Hasan Yitik**. Yekan: neferen 12, fi 3: 36
Mahldl sagirdan-1 sarracin #a'yin
Ahmed birdder-i Behram Cavus. Beciy-1 Hiisrev b. Abdullah ki
sagird ki sarac sud. Dervis b. Murad, ibtida; Veli b. Abdullah,
ibtida
Yek{in neferen 3, fil: 3

an-cema‘at-i arabaciyan ma‘a sagirdan: neferen 44

Ser-bolitkin: Mustafa birader-i Kul, 5 [bir akge ziyade buy-
ruldu]; Haci Ivaz b. Ali, 5,5 [bir akge ziyade buyruldu, fi 27

sene minhul]

Naccaran-1 arabah4-i hassa: Mehmed Konya, 3; Hasan b. Abdullah,
4; Mustafa naccar.

HaddAdAn: Muharrem b. Ishak, 3
be-cemA‘at-i sarracin-1 raht: neferen 4
Sarrac-1 arabaciyAn: Mehmed b. Mustafa, 3
Fi yevm 12,5: yekdin neferen 11
El-baki neferen 33

(s.31) Haliya yirmi araba olup her arabaya ikiser neferden kirk nefer ve bes
nefer dahi ziyAde hastalar: i¢iin ve gayri iclin ve dort nefer asc1 ve saka
sagird dahi lazim olup ciimle kirk dokuz nefer kimesne mirahur aga
bendeniiz lazimdir demegin otuz ii¢ nefer mevcidumuz olup baki on
alt1 nefer arabact dahi ldzim geldi. [buyruldu, fi 27 minhu] 7z yin

Ridvan b. Abdullah; Hamza b. Abdullah, tibi‘-i Hoca; Mehmed
b. Abdullah; Hiisrev b. Abdullah; Mustafa b. Abdullah; Piri b.
Abdullah: Nasuh b. Saraydar; Mehmed b. Isa; Yahsi sagird-i Ivaz;
Kasim b. Abdullah; Hasan b Mahmud; Pir Hasan b. Seyh Hasan;

* “Terkin” kayd: diisiilerek Osman b. Emirhan isminin yerine Hasan b. Ibrahim yazil-
mistir.

** “Terkin” kaydi distilerek Nasuh b. Hiiseyin isminin yerine Hasan Yitik yazilmustir.
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Mahmud b. Abdullah; Mehmed b. Hayreddin; Abdi b. Ali; Veli
b. Ayas*

Yekiin: neferen 16, fi 2: 32

Hissa dortyiiz bargitlerin {i¢ nefer nalbandi olup bir nalband dahi
lazimdir za'yin

Hiiseyin b. Hamza, 3

Kazzyye oldur ki, haliya alinan esterlere dahi harbende ve nalband 1azim
olmagin mirahur aga bendeniiz mezkirlar1 harbende olmasin rici
eder

Cema‘at-i harbendegan: Seydi-i Karamani; Iskender Trabzon;
Mehmed Yanbolu [bes akge uliife ile buyruldu fi 27 minhu]

Ciimle katirlarun bir nalbandi olup vefa eylemez deyii bir nal-

band dahi rica ederler; Ali-i Azizlii, nalband (terkin)

Kazyye oldur ki asci sagirdlerinden kimi girihte ve kimi saka ve
kimi bevvab olup gediiklerine birer kimesne dahi 1azim olmagin
mezbirlarin kilarbagi kulunuz sigird olmasin ricA eder [bes nefere
ikiger akge ultife buyruldu, fi 27 minhu] 72 yin

Mehmed b. Abdullah, beciy-1 Mustafa birdder-i Yakub ki saka
sud; Yusuf b. Abdullah, becay-1 Hiiseyin birder-i Hizir ki kat‘
sud; Hasan b. Abdullah, becay-1 Ali b. Golliikesri ki bevvab sud;
Mahmud b. Abdullah, beciy-1 Hiiseyin b. Abdullah ki bevvab
sud; Siileyman b. Yusuf, beciy-1 Mehmed b. Abdullah ki girihte
sud; Mehmed birader-i Kul, ibtida (zerkin)

(s.32)  Kazayye oldur ki, cadir mehterleri cemé‘ati cem‘an elli dort nefer olup
mehterbagt bendeniz hizmetleri agirdir bu mikdar ademle kifayet
etmez dahi ddem gerekdir demegin hik-i pay-i serife arz olundu
[alts1 nefer dahi ziyade buyruldu, fi 27 Safer sene 952] 74 yin

Kazzyye oldur ki mehterler cemé‘atinden Murad nim kimesne bélige
cikip yerine Behram nim kimesne mehter olmak rica eder emr-i
serif neyse indyet buyrula [bir ak¢e bélikbasilik buyruldu, fi 27
minhu] 72 yin

* “Terkin” kayd: diistilerek Hasan Yitik isminin yerine Veli b. Ayas yazilmistir.
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Mevacib-i Murad ki be-béliik ilhak sud, fi yevm 5
Mevécib-i Behram, fi yevm 4

Kazayye oldur ki, hastalara timar eden Mezid nim kimesnenin tig akge
vazifesi olup vazifesi harcina ve cihet-i ma‘isetine vefa eylemedigi
sebebden terakki ricA eder emr-i serif ne ise indyet buyrula [bir akge
ziyade buyruldu, fi 27 minhu]

Kazayye oldur ki bes nefer divan sakalari olup sakabagsi bendeniiz hiz-
metleri agirdir bu mikdar Ademle kifayet etmez bir kimesne dahi
lazimdir dedigi hak-i pay-i serife arz olunur emr-i serif neyse iniyet
buyrula [ii¢ akge uliife ile buyruldu] 7z yin

Mesih birdder-i Mehmed b. Mahmud, 3.
Kazayye oldur ki, yeniden alinan katirlar1 beyan eder
an-kaza-i Demirci an-yed-i Kurd ve Haci Abdi, 20 re’s, 19060
an-kaza-i Adala, an-yed-i Ebulmiislim b. Alem, 5 re’s: 4480
an-kaza-i Lazkiye, 5 re’s: 4800
Yekiin: 30 re’s: 28340 (beher fi 944)

Cem‘an atik ve cedid yiiz re’s katir olup harbendemiz vefa eylemez
ti¢ nefer harbende ve bir nefer nalband ve bes nefer sagird lazimdir
deyii mirdhurbagi bendeniiz arz eder

L4zim olan harbende bunlardir: Mehmed Amasya; Hizir
Uzeyirlii, Ali Uzeyirlii [bes akge ii¢ harbendeye uliife buyruldu,
fi 12 Ra sene 952] tayin
Nalband, Ali Uzeyirlii [iig akge uliife ile na’al buyruldu] 22 %in
Sagirdan: neferen 10 [iig nefer sagird buyruldu, fi yevm 3]
ta'’yin
(s.33)  Kazyye oldur ki dariissaddede cevariden on nefer kimesneye birer akge

terakki ferman olunmus [birer akge on nefere terakki buyruldu, fi
12 Ra sene 952] ta yin

Kazayye oldur ki kazzizbaginin hizmeti kesir olup bir sigird dahi taleb
eylemegin Hasan b. Abdullah mahal ve miinasibdir deyti kazzazbast
kulunuz arz eder [bir akge uléife buyruldu] 7z ‘yin
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Kazzyye oldur ki, cemé‘at-i hayyitinden mezkirlarin ultfesi kalil
olmagin terakki rici ederler [birer akge uliifeleri ziyade buyruldu,
fi 24 R sene 952] tayin

Sehsuvar b. Stica Pasa, 3; Ali Arnavud, 3; Mustafa Arnavud
birader-i Kul, 3; Ahmed b. Mustafa, 3; Pervane tiiger 3

Kazyye oldur ki ¢adir mehterleri cema‘ati cem‘an elli dért nefer olup
mehterbast bendeniiz hizmetleri agirdir, bu mikdar ademle kifayet
etmez, dahi adem gerekdir demegin hak-i pay-i serife arz olundu

(terkin)

Kazyye oldur ki yirmi nefer solak ve alt nefer hizmetkar bendelerintiz
Asitane-i sa4dete geliip soyle arz eylediler ki dergih-1 4lide olan
solaklara her senede otuzar akce keman baha verilir kanundur ve
sair sehzideler kapisinda verile gelmistir deyii taleb eyledikleri
ecilden hik-i pay-i kimy4-tabiniza arz olundu [otuzar akge adet-i
keman baha buyruldu, fi 24 R sene 952] tayin

Kazyye oldur ki hissa arabacilar cema‘atinden ba'z1 miiteveffa olup ve
ba‘z1 feragat edip gediklerine birer kimesne dahi lazim ve ehemm
olmagin mezkarlar ta'yin olundu [yevmi ikiser akge ulife ile alts
nefer kimesne arabacilara buyruldu, fi tirihin minhu] 72 yin

Hiiseyin Mora, fi yevm 4, miiteveffa sud ve beciyes-i Abdi b. Ali

Piri b. Abdullah, fi yevm 3, sarac sud ve beciyes-i Mustafa b.
Hiiseyin

Ali-i Nis, fi yevm 3, gaybet kerde ve beciyes-i Emirze birader-i
Kul

Mustafa-i Bosna, fi yevm, 3, miiteveffa sud ve beciyes-i Yusuf

Uskiidar
Veli b. Ayas, fi yevm 3, gaybet kerde ve beciyes-i Hasan

Hiiseyin b. Mustafa, an-cemé‘at-i nalbandén, fi yevm 4, sarac
sud ve becyes-i Yusuf Giizelhisar [na‘4l iig akge uléife ile buyruldu,
fi tarihin minhu] 74 yin

Mezbfirlar evce (?) eder ki hizmet ederler

Kazayye oldur ki merhtim Kapicibagt Ridvan Aga kulunuzun muhalle-
faundan alinan gulamlardir ki mezbarlar sgirdlige verilmistir [iig
nefer gulama birer akge ultife buyruldu, fi 24 minhu] 72 yin
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Yusuf Bosna, 1, be-Memi an-matarai an-sarricin-i hassa-dide
Murad Bosna, 1, be-Hayreddin eyerci-dade
Behram Bosna, 1, be-Hasan nakkas-dade

An-cemé‘at-i nalbandin-1 héssa [ii¢ akge ulife ile na‘4l olmak buy-
ruldu, fi tarihin minhu]

Mehmed b. Omer, 3, kat‘ sud becéyes-i Hizir Elbasan

Kazyye oldur ki Asitine-i saddetten gulamlar getiiren ¢avusa cimeden
gayri bir mikdar nakdiye verilmek ciiz midir, emr-i serifiniz ne ise
indyet buyrula (zerkin)

(s.2)*
Defter-i tezkire-i arz el-vaki‘ fi gurre-i Ca sene 952
Cema‘at-i katiban-1 hizine-i Amire za‘yin

Ibrahim, riznimcel, 20 [yevmi dért akge ziyide buyruldu,fi
gurre-i Ca sene 952]

Kurd, mukata‘ai, 15 [iki akge ziyade buyruldu, fi tirihin m.]
Stileyman, tezkiret, 10 [iki akge ziyAde buyruldu, fi-tarih]

Mezbtr bendeleriniiziin hizmeti kesir olup bir vechile
miistahikk-1 indyet olan bendeleriiniizden olup héliya hak-i
pay-i saidet-bahgda terakki olmasin rica ederler

Kazzyye oldur ki Asitine-i sadetten gulamlar getiiren ¢avusa ciizeden
gayri bir mikdar nafaka verilmek ciz midir emr-i serifiniz ne ise
indyet buyrula [iki bin akge har¢lik buyruldu] 7z yin

Kaziyye oldur ki Mehmed nim kimesne ii¢ yildan berii tezkire
sakirdligine hizmet ediip emekdar ve maslahat-giizar olup haliya
hayme mehterlerine ve sekbinlara ve solaklara ve cema‘at-i ehl-i
hirefe miistakil katib lazim olmagin hik-i piy-i sa4det-bahsdan
indyet rica eder (terkin)

Kazyye oldur ki, hassa atlarin otlart kifdyet etmeyiip Manisa’ya

gonderilmek hustisunda emr-i serif ne ise iniyet buyrula [Manisa
canibine gonderilmek buyruldu, fi 8 sene 952] naklubu

* Orijinal defterdeki sonradan verilen yanlis sayfa numarasi olup burada ilgili yere eklendi.
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Kazyye oldur ki, solaklar kethudasinin yoldaslari ile kadimden bir sofra
taamui olup simdilik verilmeyiip haliy ricA ederler emr-i serif ne
ise indyet buyrula [solaklar kethudalarina bir sofra ta4m buyruldu,
fi 8 minhul]

(s.35) Cema‘at-i matbah-1 amire

Mezkfirlarin ba‘zisinin birer ve ba‘zisinin birer bucuk akce
ultfeleri olup bugukar akee terakki rici ederler: neferen 35;
izdiyAd an-hizine-i Amire 18 [otuz alt1 nefer sagirdlere bugukar
akge ziyade buyruldu, fi 8 Ca sene 952] 1 yin

Sagirdan-1 kiler ve gayrihu
Hasan b. Abdullah, 1,5 mezbr bir akge terakki infyet umar;
Ahmed b. Abdullah, 1,5; Mustafa b. Abdullah, 1,5; Ibrahim
b. Abdullah, 1,5; Hasan b. Abdullah-1 diger, 1,5; Yusuf b.
Abdullah, 1,5 sagird-i mékiyani; Bayezid b. Abdullah, 1,5
sagird-i sebzel; Karagdz b. Abdullah, 1,5 sigird-i makiyani;
Yusuf b. Abdullah, 1,5 sigird-i méstger; Yusuf b. Abdullah-1
diger, 1 sagird-i sem‘ger

Cemai‘at-i kiler

Hasan b. Abdullah, 1,5 miiteveffa sud; Nasuh b. Abdullah, 1,
beciy-1 Hasan, an-mahltl Hasan b. Abdullah ki miiteveffa
sud; Ahmed b. Abdullah, 1 an-mahltil Hasan b. Abdullah,

miiteveffi sud, 0,5 an-hizine-i amire, 0,5 beciy-1 Hasan
Cema‘at-i sagirdan-1 tabbihin

Piri b. Abdullah, 1,5; Yahsi b. Abdullah, 1,5; Mehmed b. Ab-

dullah, 1,5; Mehmed b. Abdullah, 1,5; Behram b. Abdullah,

1,5; Mehmed b. Abdullah, 1,5; Veli b. Abdullah, 1,5; Yusuf b.
Abdullah, 1,5; Mahmud b. Abdullah, 1,5

Cemé‘at-i helvaciyan

Mustafa b. Abdullah, 1,5; Hamza b.Abdullah, 1,5; Iskender b.
Abdullah, 1,5; Hizir b. Abdullah, 1,5; Hiiseyin b. Abdullah,
1,5; Mustafa b. Abdullah, 1,5; Sefer b. Abdullah, 1,5

An-cemi‘at-i habbazin [buyruldu, fi 8 Ca sene 952]
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Stileyman Serfice, 4, miiteveffa sud; Abdi Halife, 4, becay-1
Siileyman tistdd sud; Mehmed Halife, 2 ziyade 1, becay-1 Abdi
Halife sud; Ali b. Abdullah, beciy-1 Mehmed Halife sud, an-
mahldl Abdi Halife, 2 ziyAde 1, an-mahlal-i Abdi.

An-cema‘at-i sagird-i habbazin

Mustafa b. Abdullah, 1,5; Pervane b. Abdullah,1,5; Mahmud
b. Abdullah, 1,5; Ahmed b. Abdullah, 1,5; Turhan b. Abdul-
lah, 1,5; Yusuf b. Abdullah, 1,5; Mehmed b. Abdullah, 1,5;
Mustafa b. Abdullah, 1,5.

(s.36)  Kazuyye bu bendelerine mukaddem Manisa’ya gitmek buyrulmus emir
nedir [cemaziyelevvelin yirmisinde Manisa’ya gidilmek buyruldu, fi
8 Ca sene 952] 1ayin
Mevacib-i Abdi, mu‘allim-i esbin-1 hissa, fi yevm 0,5; mezbira
bir akge terakki buyrulmus emr-i serif ne ise iniyet buyrula

[ziyAde bir akge uliife buyruldu, fi 8 minhu]

Kazayye tacir Ali Celebi’nin Bursada alinan avériz ecr i¢iin hitkm-i serif

inayet umar [Riistem Pasa Hazretleri’ne mektiib-1 serif verilmek

buyruldu]
[nAm-1 hazret-i padisah-1 ilem-penah -hullide hilafetuhu-:
neferen 12 za'yin
Minh4: inAm neferen 2

Der-oda-i kiigek nihade: neferen 5. Haydar, Karagoz, Isfen-
diyar, Idris, Muzaffer

Be-cemi‘at-i teberdarin ferm(ide: Hasan Cerkes, Hiiseyin
Cerkes, Ferruh Cerkes, Hiirrem Cerkes [yevmt iiger akge ulfife
ile teberdar buyruldu, fi gurre-i Ca sene 952]

Be- miintakil-dide, 1 nefer, be ser-mézeddz, fi yevm 1: fi 15
Ca sene 952. tayin

Kazayye oldur ki Saray-1 4mirede emr olunan bin4y1 beyin eder [bu
zikrolan hustislar bu bendeleri varinca yapilmak buyruldu, fi 15
minhu] 72 yin

Kiiciik odanin vasi’ olmasi
¢

ve Saray-1 Amirenin orta kapist yapilip {izerine bir kasr olmak
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ve Istabl-1 Amire kurbunda olan hali yere havlu olmak
ve sekbanlar odast yapilmak*
Mehterhane yapilmak [buyruldu]

(s.37) Mevécib-i Mustafa b. Hasan neyzen, fi yevm 5. Mezbiira bir akee
terakki ferman olunmus [bir akga ziyade buyruldu, fi 15 Ca sene
952] ta'yin

Kazayye oldur ki neyzen Mustafa’ya baride olan Miskali Hiiseyin’e dort
akge ultfe ferman olunmus emr-i serifiniz ne ise indyet buyrula
[dért akge uliife buyruldu, fi 15 minhu]

Kitdbet-i cemi‘at-i silahdarAn der-uhde-i Ali, fi yevm, 7.
Mezbtrun agasiyla zindeginesi olmayup ve hem ehl-i kalem
olmamagin agasi bir ahar katib rici eder. Talib: Yahya b. Veli,
an-silahdaran, vekiliharc-1 sabik, fi yevm 7 [vekiliharc Yahya’ya
uliifesiyle silahdar olmak buyruldu, fi 15 Ca sene 952]

Mevécib-i Ali sAgird-i mukata‘al, fi yevm 7. Mezbtr Ali maslahat-
giizar ve ehl-i kalem ve usliib-1 defterin tamim uhdesinden gelir
kimesne olup ve mukata‘anin ekser hizmetin mezktr goriip hak-i
pay-i sa4detlerinden ultfesine bir akge terakki olmasin rica eder
[bir akge uliifesi ziyAde olmak buyruldu, fi 15 Ca sene 952] 74 yin

Kazzyye-i buguk-1 emirhoran, fi yevm, 3 [bir akge dahi ziyade buyrulup
her agaya ikiser akce bozula, buguk emr olundu, fi 15 Ca sene 952]
ta'’yin

Kazuyye oldur ki Ferhad nim kimesne divin-1 dlide ve dergih-1 4lide
hizmetkar olup bir akge ultfe ile cellad sigirdi olmak rica eder [bir
akge sagird uliifesi buyruldu, fi 15 Ca sene 952] 4 yin

Kazayye oldur ki Hizir b. Bahsayis nAm kimesne kadimii'z-zamé4ndan
bir akge ultfe ile Golciik saraydar: imis, haliya gerii bir akge ultfe
ile saraydar olmasin rici eder [bir akge uléife ile saraydar buyruldu,
fi 15 Ca sene 952] tayin

(s.38) Kazyye oldur ki héssa arabacilar cema‘atinden ba‘i ferigat edip gedikle-
rine birer kimesne dahi l4zim ve ehemm olmagin mezkdrlar ta'yin

* Bu kaydin tizeri ¢izilmistir.
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olundu [bu iki nefer kimesne ikiger akce ulife ile arabact olmak
buyruldu, fi 15 Ca sene 952] 2 yin

Yusuf Trabzoni, 3. Gaybet kerd beciyes-i Muzaffer b. Ali
Abdi b. Ali, 2. Gaybet kerd becayes-i Hasan Arnavud

Pasa hazretleri -dimet-ma ‘dlibu- arz ettigi kazdyi bunlardir ki
zikrolunur

Mevacib-i Musluhiddin cerrdh, fi yevm 5. Mezktra iki akee
terakki fermin olunmus emr-i serifiniz ne ise iniyet buyrula
[buyruldu, fi 22 Cemaziyelevvel sene 952] 4 yin

Mevacib-i Hasan kehhal, fi yevm, 9. Mezbr kehhale bir akce
terakki fermin olunmus emr-i serifiniz ne ise iniyet buyrula
[buyruldu, fi 22 Cemaziyelevvel sene 952] 2 yin

Kazzyye oldur ki pehlivanlarin duAcist olan Hizir b. Abdullah nim
kimesneye giinde iki akge ultfe fermé4n olunmug emr-i serifiniz ne
ise indyet buyrula [buyruldu, fi 22 Cemaziyelevvel sene 952] 7a yin

Kazayye oldur ki dergah-1 lide sekbanlarin otuzar keméan baha verilmek
kanunlari olmagin bunlar dahi rici ederler emr-i serif ne ise inayet
buyrula [buyruldu, fi 22 Cemaziyelevvel sene 952] 7z yin

(s.39)  Kazzyye oldur ki devlet i saddetle yaylaka miiteveccih olundukda
hizine-i 4mire ile hazine oglanlar1 ve kiiciik oda oglanlar1 mukad-
dem irsal olunmuslaridi, haliya gerii tislib-1 sibik tizere génderil-
mek cliz goriilmegin hak-i pay-i sa4det-bahsa arz olundu.

Haliya Birgi kadist olan Muhyiddin duagtiylarinin piskesidir

Mahal (?) kaur, 1 re’s; destir-1 Kandehari, 2 kit‘a; sereng-i
Bursa, 2 tik; kemha-i Bursa, 2 tik; kutnu-i Bursa, 2 tik.

Mahrise-i Tire'de Liitfi Pasa Medresesi miiderrisi olan Mevlana

Cafer duAgliylarina dahi bir hil‘at 1azzim olmagin anlara dahi bir

beyaz sof miinasib goriiltip hak-i pay-i serife arz olundu.
Mezbra hil‘at bir beyaz sof miinisib goriliip hak-i pay-i
serife arz olundu.
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Defterdar Efendi hazretleri arz eyledikleridir

Kazayye oldur ki his atlar Istabl-1 4mireye sigmayip bes tavila at alir
bir ahir dahi lazimdir deyti mirdhurbast kulunuz arz eder, emr-i
serif ne ise indyet buyrula [alt1 bin ak¢aya arpa emini yapalim deyii
cevab vermegin her kimesnenin uliifesi bagina birer yiik otluk veril-
mek buyruldu, fi sidis Receb sene 952. Meblag-1 mezkiir mezbiira
verilmek buyruldu, fi 6 Receb sene 952]

Kazayye oldur ki aga kullarinizin ve ba‘zi kimesnelerin dahi her senede
ddet-i otluklart olup haliy4 divan-1 lide gelip taleb eyledikleri
ecilden hak-i pay-i saadet-bahsa arz olundu [her kimesneye otluk
verilmek lazim olanlara uliifesinin bir ak¢e bagina birer yiik otluk
verilmek buyruldu, fi 6 Receb sene 952]

Kazyye oldur ki meg‘alecilerden {i¢ nefer kimesne ¢avus olup mes‘alelerin
ve bargirlerin vermezler bize in4m oldu derler emr-i serifiniz ne ise
indyet buyrula [bargirleri ve meg‘aleleri yerlerine gelen meg‘alecilere

verilmek buyruldu, fi 6 Receb sene 952]

Kazuyye oldur ki ascilardan ve kapicilardan ¢avus olan ve béltge ¢ikanlar
at ve bargir ve yelek akgesin isterler, emr-i serifiniz ne ise iniyet
buyrula [igeriden ¢ikan i¢ oglanlarina verilip ma‘4da kimesneye
verilmek cdiz buyrulmads, fi 6 Receb sene 952]

Kazzyye oldur ki iki akge ultfe ile helvact sigirdlerinden Mustafa alt
akee ultfe ile ulGfeciler cema‘atine ilhik olunup mezbtr bolugi
kabtl etmeyiip dort akge uldfe ile tursucu olmasin rici eder [dért
akge uliife ile helvaci ve tursucu olmak buyruldu, fi 6 minhu] 22 yin

Kazayye oldur ki, sibika olan bes nefer enamcilardan ziyade alt nefer
kimesne dahi ferman olunmus emr-i serif miicebince ta‘yin olunan
bunlardir ki zikrolunur, emr-i gerifiniz ne ise iniyet buyrula [yevmi
ikiger akge uliife ile alt1 nefer kimesne en4mci ta‘yin olunup ve imam
hoca en4m du‘4sin okumak iciin bir akge terakki buyruldu, fi 13
Receb sene 952] ayin

An-danismendan-1 Mevlani Hoca Efendi: Abdurrahman Halife;
Sinan Halife; Ishak Halife; Hiisam Halife

Katib Mehmed; Sinan Halife
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Ve bu ciimleye bir du‘dct lazim olup Mevlana Imam Hoca
sair enAmcilardan bir akge ziyAde ile du‘aci olmasin rici eder

Mevécib-i cemA‘at-i ehl-i hiref
An-cemA‘at-i hayyatin z'yin

Sinan ser-hayyatin, 10 [iig akge ziyade buyruldu, fi 13 Receb
sene 952]

Hiiseyin Macar, kethuda-i hayyatin, 7 [iki akge ziyade
buyruldu, fi tirihin minhu]

Behram Cerkes ser-boliik-i hayyatin, 5 [bir akge ziyade
buyruldu, fi tirihin minhu]

Ali ttiger, 4 [bir akge ziyade buyruldu, fi silis-i Saban sene
952]

An-cemi‘at-i sire tayin

Mustafa Kastamoni ser-zergeran, 7 [iig akge ziyAde buyruldu,

fi tarihin minhu]

[brahim ser-simsirgeran, 7 [ziyade buyruldu,fi tarihin minhu,
fi yevm 2]

Mustafa ser-miizeduzan, 5 [ziyade buyruldu,fi tirihin minhu,
fi yevm 2]

Mustafa ser-kazzaz, 6 [bir akge ziydde buyruldu, fi tirihin

minhu]
Ali kazgani, 5 [bir akge ziyade buyruldu, fi tirihin minhu]
Ser-kemangeran, 3 [iki ak¢a ziyade buyuruldu, fi tarihin

minhu]
Mevécib-i mezkrin  yin

Mevacib-i sehzddegin neferen 3, fi 10, fi yevm 3. Ziyade
fermtde beher nefer fi 5: yek(in 15 [buyruldu, fi tirihin minhu]

Mevécib-i validegin-1 sechzidegin, neferen 3, fi 8, i yevmm 24,
ziyAde fermade beher nefer fi 6: yekan fi yevm 6 [buyruldu,

fi tarihin minhu]

Bes nefer arslancilar hustisunda emr-i serifiniz ne ise indyet
buyrula [kiigiik arslan alinmak buyruldu]

262



FERIDUN M. EMECEN

(s.41) Mevacib-i cema‘at-i tabbahin. #'yin

Fi'l-asl mevctid neferen 31. Bu ciimle vef4 eylemez bir sagird
dahi rici ederler

Mahmud Halife, 4. An-ebné-i sipahiyan sud. Becayes-i Mus-
tafa an-sigirdin-1 matbah, fi yevm 2 [buyruldu fi 13 Receb
sene 952, fi yevm 4] nakluhu

[brahim Halife, 4. An-endertin reft. Becayes-i [brahim an-
sagirdan-1 tabbahin, i yevm 3 [ziyAde sud, fi yevm 1] naklubu

Mustafa birdder-i Yahya, 2. Halife sud. Becayes-i Hiiseyin
birdder-i Mehmed Kul [buyruldu] /ba/ki

Ibrahim b. Hiiseyin, 3. Halife sud. Beciyes-i Hasan b. Ahmed
Bosna [buyruldu, fi yevm 5] /bajki

Mustafa b. Abdullah, 2. Kat® sud. Beciyes-i Ali b. Hizir
Arnavud [buyruldu fi yevm 2] [ba/ki

Mehmed b. Abdullah, 2. An-ultfeciyan sud. Beciyes-i Salih
b. Ibrahim [buyruldu, i yevm 7] [ba/ki

Hiiseyin birdder-i Stileyman, 2. Bevvab sud. Becayes-i Mus-
tafa b. Yusuf Arnavud [buyruldu, fi yevm 7] [ba/ki

Yusuf b. Abdullah, 2 bevvab sud. Beciyes-i Receb b. Hasan
Kul [buyruldu fi yevm 2] [bajki

Bu sekiz nefer kimesnelere ziyadeleri mukarrer olundu.
Cafer b. Abdullah, tabi‘-i ser- kilari, ibtida (terkin, sahh)
Mevécib-i habbazin

Fi’l-asl mevctd neferen 14. On dort neferden ziyade ti¢ sagird
dahi rica ederler

Hizir b. Abdullah, 1,5. Miiteveffd sud. Beciyes-i Mustafa b.
Osman [buyruldu, fi yevm 2]

Malkog b. Abdullah, 1,5. Girihte sud. Beciyes-i Isa b. Yusuf

[buyruldu fi yevm 2]
Yusuf b. Abdullah, 1,5. Girihte sud. Beciyes-i Halil b. Behram
[buyruldu, fi yevm 2]
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Ali b. Abdullah, 2. Halife sud. Beciyes-i Budak b. Ibrahim
[buyruldu fi yevm 2]

Ahmed b. Abdullah, tabi‘-i ser-kilari [bir buguk akge ile
buyruldu] (sahh)

Mahmud b. Abdullah, tabi‘-i m. [kezalik] (szhh)
Hamza b. Abdullah, tabi‘-i m [kezalik] (szhh)
An-cema‘at-i sagirdan-1 kiler

Mustafa-i Bosna, 2. Bevvab sud. Becyes-i Veli b. Abdullah,
fl yevm 2 [buyruldu, fi 13 Receb 952]

Kazayye oldur ki riiznimeci kulunuzun mahrése-i Edirnede silast olup
altt yilmug ki varmamuig icizet-i serifinizle gitmek murad ederler,
emr-i serif ne ise indyet buyrula, gurre-i Ramazana dek gelmek
tizere. Mezbr rGznimeci kulunuzun hizmetin gormege pasa
hazretleri cAnibinden riiznidme yazan Fazlullah bendentize ve bu
bendeniiz canibinden rtznime yazan Ismail kulunuz ta'yin olun-
magiciin hik-i pay-i saddet-bahsa arz olundu. Ve sipahi oglanlar:
cemé‘atinden Emrullah bendeniz mezbtrun sagirdi olup bile
gitmegin murad eder [icAzet verildi, sigirdiyle, fi 20 Receb sene 952]

Kazyye oldur ki aga kullarinizin 4det-i otluklar1 olup kirist husisunda
inid ederler kadimden kir&sini dahi avarizla buyurdurlarmis derler,
amma veriliirdii deyii ta'yin eden kimesne yok, emr-i serif ne ise
iniyet buyrula [kadimden aligeldikleri eger (?) agayan ve sair ehl-i
divan otlugu buyurulup devesiyle taginu gelmis ise gerii 4det-i kadim
iizere otluklarin tagitasiz deyii emr olundu, fi 20 Receb sene 952]

Kazyye oldur ki vezzan kulunuzun mahriise-i Konyada silast olup
icAzet ricA eder, emr-i serif ne ise indyet oluna [icazet verildi]

(s.42)  Kazzyye oldur ki héssa cadirlardan ikiser kapili yirmi dorder hazineli
miinakkas iki adet divinhane ¢adir1 kdhne olup amelden kalmustir,
emr-i gerif ne ise iniyet buyrula [der-i devlete arz olunup taleb
olunmak emr olundu, fi 27 Receb sene 952]

Ve otuzar hazinelii iki aded hazine ¢adirlart kohne olup amel-
den kalmigtir, emr-i serif ne ise indyet buyrula [bunda islemek

buyruldu]
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Ve yirmi ikiser hazineli iki aded kiler ¢adirlari dahi kohne olup
amelden kalmigtir emr-i serif ne ise iniyet buyrula [bunda igle-
mek buyruldu]

Kazzyye oldur ki sekbanlardan solak olup gaybet edip ve miiteveffa
olanlarin yerlerine yazilacak bunlardir ki zikrolunur, emr-i serif ne
ise indyet buyrula [on alt1 nefer kimesnelere ikiser uliife buyruldu, fi
27 Receb sene 952] rayin

Ahmed b. Abdullah Rodos. Tabi‘-i Haydar Aga, becayes-i Ahmed
ki gaybet- kerde; Yusuf b. Abdullah Arnavud. Tabi‘-i Haydar Aga,
beciyes-i Muharrem ki gaybet-kerde; Mustafa b. Abdullah Av-
lonya, beciyes-i Memi ki solak sud; Bostan b. Abdullah Istanbuli,
beciyes-i Hasan ki solak sud; Ali b. Abdullah Mora, beciyes-i
Mahmud ki solak sud; Yusuf b. Abdullah Vidin, beciyes-i Mus-
tafa ki miiteveffa sud; Mustafa b. Abdullah, becayes-i Dervis ki
solak sud; Hamza veled-i Kul, becyes-i Memi-i Manastir ki gay-
bet-kerde; Yusuf b. Abdullah Mora, beciyes-i Mehmed ki solak
sud; Mustafa b. Sirmerd Istanbuli, tabi*-i Cafer Aga beciyes-i
Muharrem ki miiteveffd sud; Aydin b. Abdullah Istanbuli ki
tabi‘-i Kétib-i matbah, becayes-i Nasuh ki gaybet-kerde; Hizir b.
Pir Ahmed Istanbuli, tabi‘-i Cafer Aga, beciyes-i Bali ki gaybet-
kerde; Memi veled-i Kul Istanbuli, tabi‘-i Hizir Aga mirahur-1
biiziirg, becayes-i Husrev Cerkes ki miiteveffa sud

Emr olan elli kisiden ti¢ nefer eksikdiir ol {i¢ neferiin yerine
zikrolanlar tezkire olundu: Hamza b. Abdullah Avlonya;
Ramazan b. Abdullah Vidin; Hiiseyin Bosna

An-cemé‘at-i gilméan-1 kiler zayin

Hasan silahdar sud, fi yevm 2, beciyes-i Ahmed bevvab [bir
akge uliife buyruldu, fi 27 minhu]

Davud kiilhanan, teberdér sud, fi yevm 1,5, beciyes-i Yusuf
Arnavud [bir buguk akge ultife buyruldu, fi 27 minhu]

An-cemi‘at-i teberdarin zayin

Pervane, silahdar sud beciyes-i Hasan teberdar sud; Ali
beciyes-i Davud teberdér sud [ii¢ akge ile buyruldu bu iki

nefer|
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An-cemi‘at-i ehl-i hiref

Mustafa Arnavud, ser-postindiiz, fi yevim 6 [bir akge terakki
buyruldu, fi- silis-i Saban sene 952]

Kazayye oldur ki cema‘at-i bevvabinden Hact Ahmed mes‘alei fevt olup
elinde olan miri bargiri hatunu icertiden ¢ikmis olmagin bargir
taleb olundukda inAm olundu deyii cevab ediip vermezler, emr-i
serif ne ise indyet oluna [hatuna bargir bahasi nafaka buyruldu, fi
tarihin minhu]

Kazzyye oldur ki igeriiden ¢ikan on ii¢ nefer oglanlarin on {i¢ aded
tiskiifleri ki bin yiiz bes miskal olup her miskali elli ak¢eden el-
libesbinikiytizelli akge eder haliy4 taleb ederler, emr-i serif ne ise
indyet buyrula. Ve bundan gayri tiger yiiz ak¢e dahi tirkes bahés:
taleb ederler [elliger ak¢e miskaline bahalar: verilmek buyruldu, fi
tarihin minhu. Adet-i keman bahas1 iicer yiizden]

Kazzyye oldur ki Sair sipahi kulunuza on iki akge ile miiteferrikalik
buyrulmus, emr-i serif ne ise iniyet buyrula [yevmi on iki akge

ulife ile miiteferrika cema‘atine buyruldu, fi-salis-i minh]

Ve gliyende Baba Haydar Acem’e sekiz akge buyrulmus, emr-i
serif ne ise indyet buyrula [sazende cema‘atine yevmi sekiz akge ile
buyruldu, fi-tirih-i minh]

An-cemi‘at-i bevvabin

Haci Ahmed mes‘alei, fi yevm 5, miiteveffa sud, beciyes-i
Iskender bevvib [buyruldu]. Iskender bevvib mes‘alei, fi
yevim 4, beciyes-i Mezid, [hiliy4 hassa(?) timardan buyruldu]

Kazyye oldur ki Istabl-1 Amire kurbunda olan mescidde bundan akdem
Mevlana Bali imam olup haliy4 gene iki ak¢e imamet rica eder,
emr-i serif ne ise indyet buyrula [yevmi iki akge uliife ile imam
olmak buyruldu, fi-slis-i minh] 7z yin

Mirahur-1 kiigek yoldaslartyla varip hissa develere otluk yiikledip
bargirlere verilmek buyruldu, fi tirihin minhu]

Kazzyye oldur ki igeriiden ¢ikan oglanlar bargir taleb ederler emr-i serif
ne ise indyet buyrula [kiigiik mirahurdan her bir bargiri getiirmek
buyruldu, fi Saban sene 952]
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Kazzyye oldur ki Marmara kazisina tabi® Alayundlu nim karye

kurbunda Saruhanogullar’ndan Abdurrahman’in definesi vardir
deyii Selime nam hatun i‘lam eder. Is bu mezkdre Selime mezkiir
Abdurrahman’in kizidir [Ramazan Kethudi’ya varup gériilmek
buyruldu, fi Saban sene 952]

Diriissa‘dde kethudasinin kiglags bin akge ziydde buyrulmus, emr-i
serif ne ise indyet buyrula [buyruldu, yazlik dahi bin ola] 2500; k.
1500, baki 1000

Kazayye oldur ki Misir’a gonderilen Seydi Gazi bendeleri Misirdan bu

canibe avdet etditkde bes cenih sahin ve zaganosa istihdam igiin
bir doganci kosulup ve mahriise-i Antalya’ya geldikde dért nefer
hisar erleri kosulup bu cinibe getiirdiiler, hiliyd mezkarlar icazet
taleb ederler, emr-i serif ne ise indyet buyrula [Dogancrya bin akge
ve hisar erlerine altiyiiz akge verilmek buyruldu, fi 10 minhu] 7z yin

Mehmed, bazdar an-Misir Amed
An-cemA‘at-i mustahfizin-1 kal‘a-i Antalya
Haci llyas, Ali, Lutfi, Ahmed
[n‘4m-1 hazret-i pAdisah-1 4lem-penih -hullide miilkuhu-
Gilman neferen 4

Haydar Cerkes, fi yevm 3, oda-i kiigek nihade; Cafer Cerkes,
fl yevm 3, teberdar; Silleyman Cerkes, fi yevm 2, an-cema‘at-i
tabbahin; Nasuh Cerkes, mu‘allim-i esban-1 hassa dade, fi
yevm 2 [buyruldu, fi 17 Saban sene 952]
Nakkag Ferruh, an-ebna-i sipahiyan-1 dergih-1 ali; gulam 1 nefer
[buyruldu, fi 17 minhu]

Yusuf bin Hasan, fi yevm 3, yerine nihade

Mezbtrlarin ultfeleri hustisunda emr-i serif ne ise indyet
buyrula

Kazyye oldur ki bundan akdem sa‘det ile [zmir caniblerine sikira

¢ikildikda Samed Baba Tekkesi’'ne mescid bin4 olunmak iciin iki
bin ak¢e inAm olunup mezkr ikibiniin bin ak¢esi mescid bin4sina
konulup binin dahi muribahaya veriliip vezayifine verilmek buy-
rulup héliy4 kadidan arz getiiriip yalniz binasina ikibin sekizyiiz
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akee har¢ olunmus [begyiiz akge za[vi]yedara verilmek buyruldu, fi
17 minhu]

Kazayye oldur ki dariissadde kethudasina bes akge terakki buyrulmus
emr-i serif ne ise inyet buyrula, fi yevm 25, k. 20,5 [Buyruldu, fi
10 minhu]

Kazzyye oldur ki cadir mehterleri bagisi Hamza bendentiiziin on dort
akee ultfesi olup bundan akdem iki akg¢e terakki buyrulmusdu,
kethudésinin dahi sekiz akge ultifesi olup ol dahi terakki rici eder,
emr-i serif ne ise indyet buyrula [mehterler kethudisina yevmi iki
akge terakki buyruldu, fi 2 N sene minhu] 72 yin

Kazayye oldur ki hassa atlardan alu re’s yedek atlarin sikarlat cukadan
olan gullari kohne oldu deyti mirdhur bendeleri yenicek olmak
murid edinirler emr-i serif ne ise indyet buyrula [evvel baharda

hazir ola deyii emr olundu, fi 2 N sene 952]

Cultar 6, beher cultar fi 6 zird', 36 zird', beher zird‘ fi 150: 5400.
Seksen ¢ulu kirmizi sof isterler

Cultar 6, fi 6 zirA'dan 36 zird‘ beher zira® i 150: 3780. Kirmizt
samuirset gukast isterler

Mezkir gultarlara bitAne olmak i¢iin yetmis iki zird® ¢uka-i
gazzaziye isterler: 2000

Kazzyye oldur ki Mirdhurbagt Hiiseyin Aga kulunuz adet-i otluk rici
eder, emr-i serif ne ise indyet buyrula [ii¢ bin akge buyruldu, fi 2

minhu]

Kazwyye oldur ki mahriise-i Manisa'da Mehmed b. Abdiilkerim
du‘agliyunuz ehl-i ilm viz hayr dusin alacak kimesne olup el-an
cAmi‘-i serifde nasihat eder, bin akce sadaka olunmak i¢iin emr-i
serif ne ise indyet buyrula [bin akce sadaka buyruldu, fi 9 N sene
952] ta'yin

Kazayye oldur ki Kirovasi’'nda Sart Isik demekle ma‘raf aziz dahi hayr
du‘4sin alacak azizdir bin akge sadaka olunmak iciin emr-i serif ne
ise indyet buyrula [bin akge sadaka buyruldu, fi 9 N sene 952] 74 yin

Kazyye oldur ki miifti efendi du4gliyunuza ve hatibe id-i miibarekde
birer sof kaftan verilmek adetdir emr-i serif ne ise iniyet buyrula
[birer sof kaftan verilmek buyruldu]
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Kazuyye oldur ki Misirdan gelen kapr oglanlarina dorder akge ultfe
buyrulmus emr-i serif ne ise indyet buyrula [dérder akga uliife
buyruldu, fi 9 N sene 952] 74 yin

Kazzyye oldur ki gecen yil at yarakeisina dort yiiz akeelik bir benek
kaftan ve oglanlarin yiizer akeelik ve tizerlerine duran boliikbasi-
sina {iger yliz akge verilip bu yil dahi rici ederler, emr-i serif ne ise
iniyet buyrula [Sahkulu’na dértyiiz akge béliikbagisina ikiyiiz akge
iki oglana yiizer akge inayet buyruldu, fi 9 N sene 952] 72 yin

Kazzyye oldur ki bundan akdem ahrete intikal eden Ridvan Aga
bendelerinin Hiirmiiz nAm hizmetkarina bir saraclik diisdiikde
tevcih olunmak buyruldu, haliya bir deveci gediigii diisiip deveci
ultifesinden mezkiir Hiirmiiz bendeleri sarac olmak ricA eder emr-i
serif ne ise indyet buyrula [yevmt ii¢ akge uléife ile sarac buyruldu, fi
10 N sene 952] tayin

Kazuyye oldur ki dis kapt oglanlarina ddet-i kadime tizere birer hil‘at
veriliip dariissaidede olan bes nefer kap1 oglanlarina dahi yediser
yiiz akge hil‘at bah4 buyrulmus emr-i serif ne ise iniyet buyrula
[bes nefere 700 akgeden ii¢ bin bes yiiz akce verilmek buyruldu, fi
12 minhu] tayin

Kazzyye oldur ki icertiden ¢ikan agalara tiger bin akge ester baha ve-
rilmek 4det olup héliy4 casnigirbasi olan Ali Aga bendeleri dahi
indyet umar, emr-i serif ne ise inayet buyrula

Kazzyye oldur ki bundan akdem icerden agaliga ¢ikan Ridvan Aga
bendelerine ticbin akge ester baha verilip haliya casnigirbast olan
Ali Aga bendeleri dahi iniyet umar emr-i serif ne ise indyet buyrula
ii¢ bin akge ester baha buyruldu, fi 16 minhu] 72 yin

Kazayye oldur ki haliya iki ak¢e mevAcib ile olan kimesne esbab kalay-
landikda mu‘4venet iciin 1rgad tutulurdu, Cafer b. Ahmed nim
sagirdime bir akge ultfe olursa ciimle hizmeti edi edeyin deyii
cevab eder, emr-i gerif ne ise indyet buyrula [bir akge uléfe ile sagird
buyruldu, fi 23 N sene 952] 74 yin

An-cemé‘at-i §agirdan-1 tabbahin

Kasim b. Hayreddin, 2. Miiteveffa sud, beciyes-i Memi b.
Abdullah; Hiiseyin b. Abdullah, 2, girihte sud beciyes-i Veli
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b. Abdullah [ikiger akge ulife ile iki nefer sagird buyruldu, fi
23 minhu] 2 yin

Kazyye oldur ki mirdhur bendeleri bir yem rici eder, emr-i serif ne ise
indyet buyrula [bir at yemi buyruldu, fi tirihin minhu]

Kazayye oldur ki, hassa altun eyerlerden biri bozulup tekrar islenme*

Kazzyye oldur ki bes yiiz altmig dithem héssa altin eyerlerden biri bo-
zulup tekrar islenmekgiin mahriise-i Istanbul’a gondericek lazim
geldi, ne tavir iizre buyurulur ise indyet oluna [arabi islenmek
buyruldu, fi-sabi‘-i Sevval sene 952]

An-gagirdan-1 habbazin
Ali b. Abdullah, 1,5.girihte sud, beciyes-i Mehmed birader-i
Sinan [buyruldu fi 7 minhu] 22 yin

An-cemi‘at-i ¢akirciydn

Hasan b. Yahya, 3 miiteveffd sud becéyes-i Cafer an-
atmacactyan; Cafer an-atmacaciyén, 2 an-cakirciyan becayes-i
Eymir [buyruldu, fi-sabi‘-i minh] 74 yin

(s.46) An-cemi‘at-i sagirdan-1 sarricin-i bargirin

Dervis b. Murad, 1. Gaybet-kerde, becayes-i Abdi b. Abdul-
lah; Veli b. Abdullah, 1. Gaybet-kerde, beciyes-i Mehmed b.
Abdullah; Ahmed birader-i Kul, 1. Gaybet-kerde, becayes-i
Mehmed b. Hiiseyin [buyuruldu, fi-sabi-i minh, 1 akga ile]
ta’yin
Kazayye oldur ki Riistem Pasa Hazretleri’nden atlar getiiren ademlerin
bey4n eder, mezbtirlara emr-i serifiniz ne ise indyet buyrula

Davud, mezbirlara re’is konulmustur [mezkira bir seraser kaftan
ve dértbin akge harglik buyruldu, fi 14 Sevval sene 952]

Iki nefer sarac, fi 300, 600 akce in4Am. Bir nefer seyis, yliz
akce
Mevécib-i bagilik an-cema‘at-i kiistirdn, fi yevm 4. Mezbar peh-
livan bagilik sa‘adetlii sultanim hazretlerinin huziir-1 seriflerinde

Pehlivan Ahmed ile giiresip Pehlivan Ahmed’e terakki inAm

* Gerisi eksik birakilmig agagida devam edilmis.
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buyrulup mezbur bagilik dahi uhdelerine terakki olunmasin rica
eder [bir akge ziyAde buyruldu, fi 14 minhu] 7 in

Tafsil oldur ki padisah hazretlerinden ultfesi olup bu canibe gelen
saraclart beyan eder [on iki nefer saraca birer akge terakki buyruldu,
fi 14 Sevval sene 952] tayin

Ramazan b. Hudaverdi, 7,5; Nazar ser-béliik, 6,5; Memi-i
mataraci, 7; Ferhad Sigla, 5,5; Ferhad Diindar, 6,5; Mustafa-i
[skenderiye, 5; Ilyas b. Musa, 5,5; Musa b. Kul, 5,5; Hasan
Trabzoni, 5,5; Sadi b. Silleyman, 5; Mahmud b. Ahmed, 6; Hizir
b. Kethuda, 4

Kaziyye oldur ki mahrise-i Konyada sultini’’l-arifin seyhi’l-
miidekkikin Mevlana Celaleddin-i Rumi Hazretleri’nin tiirbe-i
seriflerinde sa‘4detlii sultanim hazretleri cAnibinden yevmi iki akge
vazife ile ciiz’ tilavet eden Mevlan4 SiicA duagliyunuza bir inAm
sadaka buyrulmus ki mezbar tiirbede tilavet kila emr-i serifiniz
ne ise indyet buyrula [mezar-1 serif iizerinde ciiz’ okunduktan sonra
izdiyad olmak igiin bir indm olmak i¢iin hizine-i Amireden Mevlana
Siica’a yevmi iki akge cihet buyruldu, fi 21 Sevval sene 952] 7z yin

Kazyye oldur ki mahriise-i Konyada Seyh Kadi b. Izzeddin Cami‘i
evkafi yerinde miri cAnibinden bir ekmekgi firini ve bir tavukhine
bind olunmustur [mezkiir tavukhine ve firin tevabi‘iyle cAmi‘-i
mezbire hademesiyle vakf olmak buyruldu, ki her cum‘a gecesi hayr
dua edeler]

(s.47) Mevacib-i Yusufb. Abdullah sigird-i mastgiran, girihte sud becayes-i
Hiiseyin b. Abdullah, sagird-i méstgiran, fi yevm 1,5 (terkin)
an-cema‘at-i sagirdin-1 méstgir
Yusuf b. Abdullah, girihte sud, beciyes-i Hiiseyin b. Abdul-
lah, 1,5 [buyruldu, fi 6 Za sene 952] nakluhu

Kazayye oldur ki Hasan nam kimesne pehlivan nefirzen olup Asitine-i
sa‘4det-bahgdan dirlik olmasin rici eder [yevmi yedi akge ulife ile
boruzen olmak buyruldu, fi 6 minhu] nakluhu

Mevicib-i cem&’at-i nefirzenin fi 6 ve 8

Kazayye oldur ki Sefer b. Ahmed ndm kimesne yevmi ti¢ akge ultfe ile
gliyende olsun deyii ferméin olunmus, emr-i serifiniz ne ise indyet
buyrula [ii¢ akge ulife buyruldu, fi 13 Za sene 952] nakluhu
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Kazzyye oldur ki Miskali Hiisam ve kemankes bendeleriniiziin adet-i
aslart olup rica ederler, emr-i serif ne ise iniyet buyrula [ikisine

birer ag buyruldu, fi tirihin minhu]

Mevécib-i Ahmed b. Pir, sagird-i postindiz, fi yevm 1. Mezbar
ultfesine buguk terakki olmasin rici eder [buguk ziyade buyruldu,
fi tarihin minhu]

An-gagirdan-1 tabbahin

Mustafa b. Yusuf Arnavud, 2. Girihte sud, beciyes-i Mehmed
b. Abdi birider-i Devlethan bevvib [buyruldu, fi tirihin
minhu] 74 in

Kazyye oldur ki hizane-i Amire ve divan-1 4li kitiblerinin ddet-i idiyeleri
olup kadimden verili gelmis imis haliyd bunlar dahi ric ederler,
emr-i gerif ne ise inyet buyrula [buyruldu, fi tarihin minhu]

Mehmed Bey, tevki‘i: 1000; Mehmed Bey, kethuda-i bevvab: 500;
Mahmud Celebi, katib-i divan: 500; Mehmed Celebi, katib-i
divan: 500; Hiisrev Bey divitdar ve katib-i hitkkAm: 500; Nesimi
Bey, katib-i divan: 500; Ibrahim Celebi riiznamei: 500; Kurd
Celebi mukata‘ai: 500; Siileyman Celebi tezkirei: 500; Hiiseyin
Celebi, muhasebei: 500; Fazlullah. Katib-i hazret-i Paga: 500;
[smail Bey, katib-i defterdar efendi: 500; Ali sigird-i mukata‘ai,
200; Musluhiddin vezzan: 400; Hamza-i Nigde, ser-mehterdn-1
hayme: 200. Yekan: 7300

Kazayye oldur ki katib-i kiitiib Muhyiddin du‘Aciniz bir as rica ederler,
emr-i gerif ne ise iniyet buyrula [bir ag verilmek buyruldu, fi 4
Zilhicce sene 952] tayin

Cema‘at-i sekbanan
Yusuf b. Abdullah, Arnavud.

Mezkiir gaybet ediip yerine Hiisrev Cerkes sekban olmak
ricA eder, emr-i serif ne ise indyet buyrula [buyruldu, fi 4

minhu], i 5 Z sene 952, kayd sud tayin

(s.48)  Kazayye oldur ki sirban Nasuh’un oglu Ivaz bes akge ultfe ile deveci
iken yine kendii ultfesiyle sarac olmasin rici eyler ve mezkarun
elinde olan katara mezbtir sarbAn Nasuh ultfesiz kendii hizmetin

eylemegi uhdesine almigdir [sarac béliigiine ulifesiyle buyruldu ve
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devesin dahi babasi hizmet ettirmek buyruldu fi 4 Zilhicce sene 952]
ta'’yin
Kazzyye oldur ki emr-i serif ile miiceddeden bini olunan kasr-1
humaytina hizmet ediip inyet rica eden bendeleridir ki zikrolunur.
ta'yin
Mehmed b. Piri, sipahioglan: emin-i bina fi yevm 8 [bir akge
ziyide buyruldu, fi 4 Z Sene 952]

Yusuf b. Velid katib-i harc-1 hissa ve katib-i bin4-y1 mezbar, fi
yevm 7 [bir akge ziyade buyruldu]

Behram b. Musa Cavus, fi yevm 3 [bir akge ziyade buyruldu, fi
tarihin minhu]

Haci Mustafa b. Mehmed saraydar, fi yevm 3 [bir akge ziyade
buyruldu, fi tirihin minhu]

Kazzyye oldur ki sibika olan sehzadeler hocasina idiye bir hil‘at veri-
lirmis emr-i serifiniz ne ise indyet buyrula [bir sof kaftan verilmek
buyruldu, fi 18 minhu] 72 yin

Kazyye oldur ki sultan hazretleri -ddmet ismetuh4- devlet i sa4detle
bu canibe miiteveccih olduklarinda saadetle istikbale buyurmaga
ba‘zi matbah t¥ifesinden ve mehterden ba‘z1 sigirdlere bargir vefa
etmeyilip semerlii kird davarina binmek lazim geliir, binmege
ta‘alliil ederler, emr-i serif ne ise indyet buyrula

[n4m-1 hazret-i padisih-1 dlem-penah -hullide hilafetuhu- an-
yed-i Seydi Cavus an-merdiimén-1 hazret-i Riistem Paga -ddmet
mealihu-. Gilmén-1 acemiyan neferen 12. za’yin

Minha: be-tabbahin dade, neferen 5, [birer buguk akge uliife
buyruldu, fi 18 minhu]; be-habbizin dide, neferen 3 [birer
buguk akge ultife buyruldu, fi 18 minhu]; be-1stabl dade, ne-
feren 4, be-seyisan-1 esban-1 hassa dade. $agirdan-1 kadim fi
1, sagirdan-1 kadim an-habbézin fi 2 ve 1,5. An-tabbahin fi
2vel,>5

Mezbtrlara mevacib emr-i serifinizle ne tayin olunur iniyet
buyrula
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Kazayye oldur ki kazziz bast bendelerinden bir buguk akge ultife ile Hii-
seyin nim bir oglan sigirdi olup san‘atini tekmil ediip bir ibrisim
oyan baghg isleyiip iceriiye vermis bu hustsda emr-i serifiniz ne
ise indyet buyrula [ultfesi iizre buguk ziyade buyruldu, fi 18 minhu]
ta'’yin

Kazyye oldur ki haliya edviye alinan Davit'e (?) emr-i serifiniz ne ise
indyet buyrula [yevmi iki akge uliife buyruldu, fi 18 minhu] 72 yin

Kazyye oldur ki Asitine-i sa4detten oglanlar getiiren Seydi Bey’e iki
bin akge ile bir déseme ¢atma hil‘at verilmek miinasib gibi
emr-i serifiniz ne ise indyet buyrula [buyruldu, fi 18 minhu]
ta'’yin

Kazzyye oldur ki Yahudi Abraham tabibe bir yem ihsin olunmus emr-i

serifiniz ne ise indyet buyrula [buyruldu, fi-gurre-i Muharrem sene
953]

Kazzyye oldur ki sefer-i humaytin vaki‘ oldukda bir sancak bagt dahi
lazimdir deyii alaybeyi ve miralem bendeniiz arz edertler [islenmek
buyruldu, fi 12 M]

Cami‘-i Hatuniye hatibi arz oluna [bir sof kaftan verilmek
buyruldu]

Kazzyye oldur ki Asitine-i saddetten inAm olup gelen cebehine-i
amireye hizmet etmek iciin 14zim olan bunlardir ki zikrolunur

[brahim ser-simsirger, fi yevm 9; Yusuf mes‘alei, tabi*-i Haydar
Aga ser-bevvabin, fi yevm 5; Yusuf b. topgu Siileyman, mehter-i
sibik-1 merhttim Sultan Mehmed -tibe serdhu- der-cebehine-i

Istanbul bude, 4. Haliya iki akge ile kabtll eder; Abdi
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Osmanly Tagrasinda Saray Biirokrasisi: Sehzade Selim’in Kazayi Defteri

Abstract m Osmanli klasik ¢aginda XVI. yiizyil sonlarina kadar hanedana men-
sup sehzadelerin, tecriibe kazanmak tizere gonderildikleri sancaklardaki idari
uygulamalari konusunda ciddi bir kaynak eksikligi s6z konusudur. Bununla beraber
tarafimdan Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi'nde sehzade divaninda tutulan bazi defter-
ler ilk defa teshis edilmis ve bunlarin hem sekil hem de mahiyetleri {izerine bazi
degerlendirmeler yapilmistir. Burada yayimlanan defter de sehzade divanina ait olup
daha ¢ok tayin, terfi ve mali konulari ihtiva eden kiiciik tezkirelerden ve iizerinde yer
alan kararlardan olugmaktadir. Kanuni'nin oglu Sehzade Selim’in (II.) Manisadaki
idareciliginin ilk yillarini (1544-1546) icine alan ve onun goriisiine sunulan tezkire-
leri ihtiva eden bu kayitlar “kaziyye” seklinde sunuldugu icin “kazaya defteri” adiyla
tarafimdan tanimlanmustir. Defterdeki konular Osmanli tagrasinda hanedan men-
subu bir idarecinin kars1 kargtya kaldigi meseleler ve ilgilendigi hususlari anlamak
bakimindan 6nemli oldugu kadar, biirokratik olarak tagradaki sehzade divaninin
isleyisi hakkinda da fikir vermektedir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Kazay4 defteri, Sehzade Selim, Sehzade divani, tagra biirokrasisi,
Manisa saray1
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DEGERLENDIRME / REVIEW ARTICLE

Tenkidli Olmayan Yeni Bir Nesrin Tenkidi
Giines Isiksel*

Osmanli dis iligkilerine degin kaynaklarin yayininin, diplomatika gibi tarihin

yan-bilimleri ve Osmanli diplomasisinin anlagilmasi i¢in 6nemli oldugunu soy-
lemek siradan goriinse de, ilk yiizyillar 8lgeginde kalindiginda bile, diplomatik

yazismalarin elegtirel yayinlarinin sayisinin iki elin parmagini gegmedigini belirtir

ve bu tiir yayinlarin, yukarida deginilen alanlar diginda, Osmanli nesri ve ingainin

gelisimi, soz varliginin déniisiimii, hat sanatinin evrimi vb. konularda arastirmaci-

lara bir y1gin veri sagladigini animsatrsak, belki, 6nemden kastumizin ne oldugu

belirginlesir.!

*

College de France, Paris. gunes.isiksel@college-de-france.fr.

1 Tayyib Gokbilgin, « Venedik Devlet Arsivindeki Vesikalar Kiilliyatinda Kanuni Sul-

tan Siileyman Devri Belgeleri », Belgeler 1/2 (1964), s. 1-120; agy., « Venedik Devlet
Arsivindeki Tiirkce Belgeler Kolleksiyonu ve Bizimle Ilgili Diger Belgeler », Belgeler
V-VIII/9-12 (1968-1971), s. 1-151; Anton C. Schaendlinger (ve Claudia Rémer), Die
Schreiben Sitleymans des Prichtigen an Karl V., Ferdinand I. und Maximilian II. aus dem
Haus-, Hof~ und Staatsarchive zu Wien, Wien, 1983 ; Botko Bojovic, Raguse (Dubrov-
nik) et 'Empire Ottoman (1430-1520). Les actes impériaux ottomans en vieux-serbe de
Murad 11 & Selim I, Paris, 1998; Hans Theunissen, « Ottoman-Venetian Diplomatics:
The Ahd-names. The Historical Background and the Development of a Category of
Political-Commercial Instruments together with an Annoted Edition of a Corpus of
Relevant Documents », Electronic Journal of Oriental Studies, 1 (1998) n° 2, s. 1-698;
Dariusz Kolodziejezyk, Ottoman-Polish Diplomatic Relations (15th - 18th century) : an
Annotated Edition of Ahdnames and Other Documents, Leiden, 2000; Sandor Papp, Die

Osmanly Arastirmalar:/ The Journal of Ottoman Studies, XLVI (2015), 303-318 303



TENKIDLI OLMAYAN YENI BiR NESRIN TENKIDI

Bu yazinin konusunu olugturan, Hacer Topaktas ve H. Ahmet Arslantiirk’iin
derledigi Kanuni Sultan Siileyman Dénemi Osmanli-Leb lliskilerine Dair Belgeler
(1520-15606) adli yayin tizerinde uzunca durmak gerekiyor ¢iinki emek verilerek
ortaya konmus bu yayinda kayda deger eksikler ve de kolaylikla diizeltilebilecek
bazi yanliglar var.? On yedi sayfalik giris ile dort sayfalik kaynak¢anin® ardindan
Topaktas ve Arslantiirk (buradan itibaren T & A, yazarlarin soyadlari), Varsova
Eski Vesikalar Arsivi'nin (AGAD) Tiirkce ve Tatarca fonlarinda saklanan Kanuni
Sultan Siileyman doneminde yazilmig 122 adet name, mektup vb.nin ¢evriya-
zilarini vermigler. Metnin en sonunda, yine ayni fonlarda korunan alt defteri

yayinlamuglar. Son iki sayfada da “Belge Listesi ve Tarihleri” ¢izelgesi sunulmus.

Verleihungs-, Bekriftigungs- und Ertragsurkunden der Osmanen fiir Ungarn und Sieben-
biirgen: eine Quellenkritische Untersuchung, Wien, 2003. Osmanl: diplomatikast tizerine
bir bibliyografya vermeyecek olsak da, konuyla ilgili 6nemli bir girisi iceren su yapit 6r-
nek gosterilebilir: Gisela Prochdzka-Eisl, Claudia Romer, Osmanische Beamtenschreiben
und Privatbriefe der Zeit Siileymans des Priichtigen aus dem Haus-, Hof> und Staatsarchiv
zu Wien, Wien, 2007.

2 Hacer Topaktas ve H. Ahmet Arslantiirk (eds.), Kanuni Sultan Siileyman Dinemi
Osmanly — Leb Iliskilerine Dair Belgeler (1520-1566) (Istanbul: Okur Kitaplig1, 2014),
326s., ISBN 978-605-4877-08-9.

3 Bu kaynak¢anin belgelerin icerigiyle biiyiik 6lciide ilgisiz XVIIL. ve XVIII. ytizyillara
degin bagliklar1 kapsadigint ve XV1. yiizyillda Osmanli-Lehistan iliskileri ile ilgili nemli
pek ¢ok birincil kaynak yayinini —bunlar, yayinlanan belgelerin 6nemli bir kisminin
Latince veya [talyanca gevirisini sunar — ve galismay1 icermedigini belirtelim. Ozellikle :
M. Dogiel, Codex Diplomaticus Regni Poloniae et Magni Ducatus Lituanie, Vilna, 1758 ;
Stanistaw Gérski (der.), Acta Tomiciana, : epistole, legationes, responsa, actiones, res geste
Sigismundi I Regis, Poznan, 1852-1951 ; Eudoxiu de Hurmuzaki, Documente privitoare
la istoria romanilor, vol. 1/ supplement 1- vol I1/1 -3, Bucuresci, 1891; Edmund Winkler,
Elementa ad Fontium Editiones, Romae, 1960-1992 ; Mihail Guboglu, Caralogul
documentelor turcesti, Bucuresti, 1965 ; llie Corfus, Documente privitoare la istoria
Romédniei culese din arhivele polone, secolul al XVI-lea, Bucuresti, 1979. Yine, T & A'nin
yayinladig bazi belge ve defterlerin tizerlerinde daha 6nce ¢alisildigini animsatalim:
Gilles Veinstein, « Loccupation ottomane d’Ocakov et le probléme de la frontiére
lithuano-tatare (1538-1542) » Passé turco-tatar, présent soviétique, Mélanges en I'honneur
d’Alexandre Bennigsen, Ch. Lemercier-Quelquejay, G. Veinstein et E.S. Wimbush (der.),
Paris, 1986, s. 221-237 ; agy., « Prélude au probleme cosaque », Cahiers du monde
russe et soviétique, XXX, 1989, s. 329-362 ; agy., « Marchands ottomans en Pologne-
Lituanie et en Moscovie sous le régne de Soliman le Magnifique », Cahiers du monde
russe et soviétique, vol. XXXV (1994), s. 713-738 ; agy., « La politique hongroise du
sultan Siileymén et d’Ibrahim pacha a travers deux lettres de 1534 au roi Sigismond
de Pologne », Actes du VIle symposium du CIEPO, Ankara, 1994, s. 333-380 ; Yiicel
Outiirk, Oziiden Tuna’ya Kazaklar, Istanbul, 2004.
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GUNES ISIKSEL

Kisi ve yer adlar diziniyle en azindan bir tane ayrinuli haritanin derlemenin
icinde bulunmamasinin yalniz bigimsel diizlemde degil, ierigin anlagilmasiyla
da ilgili zorluklar ¢ikardigint diisiiniiyorum. Dizin ve harita(lar) olsa idi, belge-
lerde Liyopoli, Lov veya Lovo bi¢iminde belirtilmis ve bazen de hi¢ okunamamis
(6rn. Belge 72) yer adinin Lwéw; Mankirman’in Kiev, Aksu’'nun Bug nehri veya
Turlnin —derlemede bu irmagin adu siklikla yanlis okunup Torlu, bazen Tuzlu ve
Tuzla olarak da verilmis— Dinyester oldugu goriiliirdii. Kisi adlari dizini de, her
halde, ilk kozaklardan Bernard Pretwicz (1500-1562) ve Dimitri Vychnevetsky nin
(1516-1563) veya hassa tiiccart Andriya Kalkokondil’in etkinliklerini izleyebilme-
mize yardimct olacaktr. Bigim ve sunuma degin kuskusuz en 6nemli eksiklik, -bu
tiir yayinlar igin olmazsa olmaz- belgelerin 6n ve arka yiizlerinin tipkibasimlarinin
cilde eklenmemis olmasi. Bu tipkibasimlar, arastiricilarin ¢evriyazilart denetleme-
lerini ve belgelerin bi¢imsel-gorsel 6zelliklerini tanimalarini saglayacakti.

T & A, harf ¢evirisi yerine ¢evriyazi yapmis olmalarini bildirseler de —“me-
tinlerin ingasinda basit transkripsiyon yontemi tercih edilmistir’(s.33)— uygu-
lamalarinin ne oldugunu yeteri kadar anlatmamiglar. “Calismada takip edilen
yontem” isimli basligin besinci maddesinde, belgelerin “¢ok farkli zamanlarda
ve farklr ellerden ¢ikuigr iin bir yazim birligine” sahip olmadig iddia edilmis ve
“[b]u ytizden bazi kisimlarda yazim birligi de saglanmamistir” (4. 3.), denmis. Her
ne kadar konu Osmanl: dilinin tarihi gelisimi olmasa da, bu énermenin pek bir
gecerliligi olmadigini distiniiyorum. Belgelerin “cok farkli zamanlarda ve farkls
ellerden” ¢ikmast neden bir “yazim birligine” engel olsun? Belgelerin hepsi Arabi
harfle ve ¢ok biiyiik cogunlugu Osmanli Tiirkgesiyle yazilmig. Kaldi ki, bunlarin
“cok farkli zamanlarda” yazildigini savlamak — ilk belgenin 1525, sonuncusunun da
1565 yilindan oldugu goz 6niinde tutulursa — gergekten giic. Derleyicilerin basit
transkripsiyonlarinda bir yazim birligine ulasamamus olduklart durumlar ise hig
de az degil: Kral Zygmunt II'nin nimi belgelerde ayni harflerle yazildiginda bile
August, Ogust veya Ogiist ya da Agust veya Agiist olarak verilmis. Tahrir mahalli
de, sozkonusu Istanbul oldugunda, kah be-makim: Konstantiniyye, kih bi-makim:
Konstantiniyye olmus. Bu sehrin sifat1 da ya (Konstantiniyye)tir'l-mahrtise ya da
(Konstantiniyye) el-Mahrise olarak ayr1 bigimlerde yazilmus.

4 llkinin soyadinin degiskenleri : Pretficz, Pretwic, Pretwitz, Prethwicz, Prettwicz.
Dénemin Osmanli belgelerinde (Mihimme Defteri 111, 3, 79, 83, 961 5 Miihimme
Defteri 1V, ° 517) Dimitras olarak gecen diger tinlii Ko/azak’in ad1 farkli Dogu Avrupa
tarihyazimlarinda Wisniowiecki (ukr), Wyszneweckyj (leh) ; Bat Avrupadakilerde ise
Dmytro Vyshnevetsky bigminde sesletilir.
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TENKIDLI OLMAYAN YENI BiR NESRIN TENKIDI

Kitabin giris yazisi, derleyenlerin ellerindeki belgelere ilgilerinin diplomati-
kadan ¢ok olaylar tarihi oldugunu disiindiiriiyor. Derleyiciler, iki devlet arasinda
baslangicindan XIX. ylizyila kadarki iliskileri ele aldiktan —bu noktada, XVI. yiiz-
yilla ilgili icerigin sonraki ytizyillarla ilgili olana gore nedense daha az oldugunu
belirtmeliyiz— ve Polonyada bulunan Osmanlilarla ilgili fonlar: tanittiktan sonra,
girisin son bir buguk sayfasinda belgelerin “cinsi, muhtevasi ve AGAD i¢indeki
yeri’ne degin bilgi veriyorlar. Bu bir buguk sayfalik tanitimin, 6zellikle belgelerin
hem tiiri, hem de igerigi ile ilgili kisimlarin daha fazla gelistirilebilecegi diistince-
sindeyim. C)rnegin, belgelerin icerigi altbasliginda bolge cografyasinin 1540’lardan
baslayarak yiizyillarca vazgecilmez unsuru olacak Zoparog Kozak/Kazaklarinin
eylemlerinden; Macaristan-Erdel sorununun Lehistan ile ilintisinden; Osmanli
ticaret tarihinin en az bilinen konularindan hassa tiiccarlarinin tecim ve diplomasi
alanindaki etkinliklerinden veya Osmanlt Devleti’nin ilk kestigi sinirlardan biri
olan Leh hududu ve bununla ilgili sinir diplomasisinden daha fazla soz edilebilirdi.

Benzer saptamalar yazarlarin neredeyse hi¢ tizerinde durmadiklart belge tiir-
leri konusunda da yapilmali. Yazarlar, ellerindeki belgeleri name, mektup, hiikiim,
‘arz, hiiccet vs. diye tasnif etmedikleri gibi her birinin hangi sinifa girdigini de
belirtmemisler. Rasgele bir 6rneklendirme yapacak olursak: Yazarlarin, “Kanuni
Sultan Siileymandan Kral Zygmunt August’a” (n° 65) olarak sunduklar: belge
bir name; bir diger belge fethname (n® 40 veya n° 95); “Kaymakam Ibrahim
Pasadan Kral Zygmunt August’a” biciminde adlandirdiklart yazi bir mektup (n°
55); “Tiiccar Miislihiddinden Kral Zygmunt August’a” diye eksik tanimladiklart
ileti bir ‘arz (n° 54); “Kanuni Sultan Siileyman'dan Ozi Kadist ve Nigbolu Sancak
Bey’'i Ahmed Bey’e” olarak sunduklart metin bir hitkiim (n° 67) ve “Aydos Kadist
Huzurunda Verilen Ifade” ise, belli ki, bir hiiccet (n° 69).

Belgelerin diplomatik ozelliklerine iligskin tizerinde durulmas: ve bunlarin
bu yayinda aldiklar: bicimle ilgili deginilmesi gereken daha bir¢ok nokta var.
Asagidaki yanlig-dogru izelgesinde bunlarin bir kismina degin yorumlarimizi ge-
tirsek de yazarlarin, belgelerin boyutlarini bildirmemeleri, temhid ve irsl (fussio)
ritkiinlerini atlamalari, ve bunlardan da 6nemlisi penge ve miihiirlerle belgelerin
arka yiiziindeki ibareleri tiimiiyle gdrmezden gelmeleri yayindaki ciddi eksikler.
Bu ¢ercevede son bir saptama, derleyecilerin metin (contexte) i¢inde bir-iki istisna
disinda —bu ise bir tutarsizlik 6rnegi— kullanmadiklart noktalama isaretlerinden
noktay1 israrla belgenin tarihinden (datatio) sonra koymalari. Mahall-i tahrir
ritkntinden (locatio) sonra belgenin sona erdigini bildiren tetimme mimlerine

dikkat edilirse, noktanin metnin en sonuna konulmasi gerektigi goriiliir.
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Yanlig-Dogru Cizelgesi®
1. Belge. Leh kralinin adi belgede Sincirmendos bi¢iminde yazilmis iken

Sigismundos olarak okunmus. El¢i Istanislavi ise Stanistaw Odrowazdir. Der-
leyicilerin eyydm-1 vélidim zamanlarinda diye okuduklart ibare atam ve dedem
zamanlarinda biciminde okunmali.

2. Belge. Derleyiciler, ‘ahdnimenin gevriyazisinda KolodziejczyK'in yayinin-
dan yararlanmus olsalardi, tahmid riikniinden baglayan bir dizi okuma yanlisini
yapmamus olacaklardi (Kolodziejezyk, Ottoman-Polish Diplomatic Relations, s. 222-
224). Ornegin, elcinin adi Izaslavafi [?] degil, ilk belgede oldugu gibi Istanislavmi.
Ancak, en biiyiik sorun, belgenin tarihlendirilmesinde: T & A, belgenin tarihini
isne ve selasin yerine isne ve sittin olarak okusalar veya en azindan Abrahamowicz’in
katalogunu dogru kullanmus olsalard: bu fahis hatayr yapmayacaklardi. Metinden
once verdikleri bilgi kism1 ve kitabin sonundaki “Belge Listesi ve Tarihleri” bolii-

miinde de bu tarihlendirme yanlisi diizeltilmeli.

3. Belge. Leh kralinin adi belgede Sicizmundos. 11. satir Kral Yanos (Janos
Szapolyai/Z4polya) mutemed ademini génderiyor.® 23. satur: sultan, iki devlet
arasindaki barigin uzatilmas: baglaminda “eger bes yildir ve eger on yildir té siidde-i
sa adetime agir elgin gelib” anlasma diizenlenene dek sinir sorunlari ¢ikmaz diye
belirtiyor; “Eger bes yildir ve eger on yildir mabeynde sa adet-babsime ‘eazz elgin gelib”
ifadesi diizeltilmeli. 27. satirda “Budun tahu ... ferhimiz ile alinip feth olunmustur”
biciminde bir ¢evriyazi var: Fethimiz degil kilicimiz diye okunmalr.

4. Belge. Kralin ismi Osmanlica belgede Sizmondos, Sigismundos degil. 13.
satir: Leh Kraly, elcisi “Yovan divanceye” (1) degil ama “Yovani Dadange’yi” [Jan
Teczynski] Istanbul’a yollamus. 17. satirda faizii n-niirunda degil faiziis-siirurumda.
T & A tarihlendirmede yine bir yanlis yapmuglar: 935 Muharremi’nin evahiri, mi-
ladi 5-14 Ekim 1528’¢ tekabiil eder, 28 Ekim-6 Kasim’a degil. Tahrir mahallinde
Konstantiniyye'nin ilk vasfi mahmiyye atlanmus.

5. Belge. Leh kralinin adi belgede adi Sicizmundos. Sézkonusu Yoronimo,
Hieronimo taskidir. 13. satirda sultan, “[...] memleketlerinin yer gok gétiirmez
leskerimiz” degil leskerlerini cem’ ediyor. Yazarlarin tereddiitte kaldiklart deniz
yiizleri [?] ibaresini ben de dyle okudum. Ancak gelen elcilerin kral adina yap-
tiklart iletiden s6z edilirken, divanhane “istida eylediklerin” bildirip degil “istida

s Bu gizelgenin elimde bulunan belgelerin okunmasi sonucunda olustugunu ; dolayisiyla,
T&A'nin yayminin tiim belgelerini kapsamadigini belirtmem gerekir.
6 Satrdan kasdolunan T&A’nin yayinindaki satir sirast.
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eylediginizi” bildirip diye yazmis olmali. Belgenin sonunda sultan, muhatabina
ordusunu Erdel’e dogru siirmeyecegini taahhiit ettigi yerde orduya “bild-visik
emr” ettigini degil durmak emr ettigini bildirmis.

6. Belge. Bahsi gecen Bogdan voyvodasi Petru IV Raresdir. Tarihlendirmede
yine hata var: Rebiyiilevvel'in evésitt detleyicilerin sehven yazdiklar: gibi ayin 21.
il 30’u arasi degil, 11.den 20. giiniinedir. Dolayisiyla dogru tarih 23 Ekim-1 Ka-
stm 1531 olarak diizeltilmeli. Bunlardan 6nemlisi, T & A, Ibrahim Pasa’nin mii-
hiir ve pengesinden soz etmiyorlar. Ancak bu pence ve miihiirler, Uzuncarsil’nin
1930’lu yillarda isaret ettigi gibi hem siyasi tarih hem de diplomatika a¢isindan
pek 6nemlidir. Miihriin ¢evriyazist igin bkz. Abrahamowicz, Katalog Dokumentow
Tureckich, Warszawa, 1959, s. 23.

7. Belge. 18. satr: Insallahiy’l-aziz degil, ¢azz. En sonda, Leh tarafindan olan
layih ve samih ahbar, degil layih ve sanib dsar:.

8. Belge. [brahim Paga kendi vasiflarini sayarken, kendinin sultanin serasker-i
sami-miirettibi degil, sami-mertebeti oldugunu bildiriyor. Kralin adi, belgede, Si-
gismund degil, Sicizmundo olarak geciyor. S6z konusu edilen elgi ise Petri Plaski
(Piotr Opalinski). Koseli parantezde okunamamis uzun ibire — okunamayan yer
bu kadar uzun oldugunda bagka bir isaret bulunmali idi veya not edilmeliydi
—: “vildyet-i Tatar hin: olan cendb-1 emaret meab eyilet nisab Sahib Girdy Hin
edamallabii tedld mealiyehu hazretleri”. Hemen sonraki satirda Sahib Girdy
“padisahimiz hazretlerinin ogullart menzilesinde” bigiminde tanitilmis olamaz,
Kirim han, sultanin “....ogullarr mertebesinde”dir. Onceki belgedeki yanlis yine-
lenmis: Insallahii’l-zziz degil, ezzz. Metnin sonunda bir dizgi hatast var: “ridyet
etmelir”igin degil “ri’dyet etmeleri”igin. Derleyiciler, yine, Ibrahim Pasa'nin pence

ve mithriinii es ge¢misler.

9. Belge. Divanhane bu kez kralin adini Siyizmundo yazmis. Sultanin kapi-
stnin vasiflari arasinda celilt’l-mikdir yok mizdr var. Leh kralinin elgisi, “Andriya
nam el¢i”, Krakovi kastellani (kasztelan) — yani beyi — Andrzej Teczyniskidir. Tarih
kisminda Cemdziyelevvel diye yazdiklari ay belgede evvelii’l-cumadeyn.

10. Belge. 27. satirda sultan, Zapolya'ya ayinleri tizere kronasini —yani tacini—
giydiriyor; Ferendusu gidermiyor ve Erdel beyini boylelikle Macar krali nasbediyor.
31. satirda Sarlken “Tiirk ile miibtela” degil, mukabil olurum diyor. 35. satirda,
okunamayani ifade eden koseli parantezin az 6ncesindeki szciikler de sanki yanlig
okunmus. Dogrusu : “ahiriil-emr, lesker-i derya [misil] ile kendi taht:”. 53. satirda
“padisahlar arasinda olan dsikiriniz” degil “ddetiniz” tizere; 55. satirda, {brahim
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Pasa bahsettigi bilgileri sultanin “izz-i huzlr-1 f@izun-nura” degil fa ‘izi’l-hubiiruna
sunmustur. Diger okuma yanliglarina da isaret edelim: 57. satirda dostlugun degil
dostluk; 63. satr aramizda degil aralarini; 65. satr kendiisiine degil Engiiriise; 67.
satirdaki Jeskeriyle degil lesker-ile. Bu belge aslinda sultanin, ikbalindeki Ibrahim
Pasa’y1 nasil tanimladigini gosterdigi icin pek 6nemli. Okunamadi anlamindaki ilk
koseli parantezinin i¢ine bu uzun ibare yerlesiyor: paleng-i intikim, asifii’z-zamian,
meldz-1 ehl-i imin, biiccetii’l-hdmi alel-insin, masdar-1 eltif-1 bi-intiha, mazhir-1
evitif-1 Allahii 1e4ld, ez-zeviil-ald-i zemin vel-cendb, devlet-i nurii’l-Hiida be-ufiik-1
saddet, semsii’l-ald, el-gizi fi sebilillah, el-miicahid li vechiillah, miibariziid-devlet
ved-diinya ved-din, nizdmii'l-miilk, kaimmakim-1 saltanas, serasker-i sémi-mertebet
ve vezir-i dzam-1 cendb-1 hilafet meibim Ibrahim Paga.

11. Belge. Bazi okuma yanlislarina isaret edelim: 19. satr isen degil iseniz;
idiyse degil idegiin. 29. saurdaki firsat degil fursat. Mohac livasinda degil ova-
sinda (aynu satwr). 30. saurda, halis-1 helik degil, hilis-1 helik. 44. satirda Hakk
subhdnehii ve te4ld ve pesi sira da inayeti atlanmig . Sultana gore, Ferendus ve
agabeyi Sarlken, hile ve hiida ile Hiristiyanlarin ellerinden alup degil mallarin:
aldugu (52. satir). Osmanlilar “Engiiriis serhaddat” degil serbaddin geciyorlar (54.
satir). Bir sonraki climlede de “cesarlik dav’a edenlerin” nice olduklari Osmanli-
larca “malum olub” degil olmayub diye okunmaliydi. Ayni satirda, [brahim Pasa
yiiriisen leskerleri degil yiiz bin leskeri cem ediyor! 75. satirda 1slah olasiniz degil
islah ederse. Mektubunun sonunda, Ibrahim Pasa, hazir ve miitheyya oluveririz
diyor (84. satir): oldururuz degil. Pasa mektubunun en sonunda da Ferendus'u
diinyanin (ber degil) bir bucagina kagacak olsa bile ¢u/a degil ¢gpe muhtag etme
tehdidini savuruyor (86. satir). Derleyeciler, gene, penge ve miihriin ¢evriyazisini
vermeyi ihmal etmisler.

12. Belge. 12. satirda bezirginlar konup degil doniip gelirken baskina ug-
ruyorlar. On dérdiincii saturda sultan, Kamanige'de bezirganlarinin mezburlar
degil hirsizlar tarafindan basilip katledilmelerinden miisteki. 21. satirda bi’l-fiil
hryanet degil hayatta. Okunamadi anlamindaki koseli parantezden 6nce deyiirdiib
okunuyor — itiraf ettirip anlaminda. En sonda da, suglularin cezalandirilmasi
talep edilirken siyasetleri ne ise “ddetinizi icra eyleyesiz” denmiyor; bunun yerine
adetiniz iizere icra eyleyesiz kolaylikla okunabiliyor. Miladi tarihe gegirmede yanlis
var: 941 Muharrem’inin evasitt 23 Temmuz-1 Agustos 1534 arasidir, bunlarin on
giin oncesi degil.

13. Belge. Kralin ismi Osmanlica belgede Sizmizendos, Sigismundos degil.
13. saurda aslinda Vidin'in beyi oglu gibi birinden degil de, daha taninmus bir
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kisiden s6z ediliyor. Bu isim dogru okunamayinca ciimlenin geri kalaninda
yanliglar birbirini kovaliyor. Dogrusu: Venedik Beyi oglu Lovizeyi [Alvise Gritti]
baz’s miifsidlerin katl eylediklerin...Ote yandan, Ibrahim Pasa sultana tabiiyetlerini
bildiren Kizilbaslari sayarken bunlarin misdli tevibi ve levahikdan bahsediyor, es-
yast tevzi ve levahikdan degil. Acem seferinde alinan tilkeleri siraladiktan sonra da
vekilin-1 padisahiden degil de “ve Gildn padiséhi"ndan séz ediyor. Mektubun yazil-
dig1 miladi ay Mayis degil Yanarus (Ocak). Vezirin penge ve miihrii bildirilmemis.

14. Belge. Derleyiciler divanhane’nin namenin arkasindaki “Leh vilayeti
beylerine ve vezirlerine” ibaresini yani irsal ritkniinti atlamis. 11. satirda 7se degil
isiiz [iseniz]; 14. satirda onun degil ol pirin; 17. saurda isitdim ki degil iste kims;
20. satrda evvelinden degil ol yonden 21. saurda gece degil gibi.; 27. satirda: ogul
ogluna kiz kiza degil: ogul ogluna kiz kizina diye okunmali. Sultan, 38. satirda
Leh ayanina giiven vermek i¢in “nizdm ve inayetim” degil “nazdrim ve inayetim”
tstiintizde diyor. Ote yandan, T & A, Ibrahim Pasa’nin unvanlarini, yine, eksik
okumus (bkz 10. belgeyle ilgili diizeltme). En sonda da belgenin kaleme alindigt
yer ve pesi sira mimler atlanmis: be yurd-1 Goktepe, mim.

15. Belge. Bu belgenin negri de sorunlu. Oncelikle bu bir name degil, mek-
tup. Dolayiyla, metinde yazarlarin belirttiginin aksine tugra yok. Buna kargin,
mektubun saginda, [brahim Pasa’nin pengesi ve miihrii var — ancak, gene, at-
lanmis. 3. satirda okunamayan ancak kogeli parantezle gegistirilen uzun ibare:
inhd olunan oldur ki hiliyi sahib-kirin-1 zemin i zaméan hazretlerinin asitdne-i
sa ‘ddet nisanlarmda. 8. satirda ikinci bir imdi yok, ancak idi var:. Sonraki sayfada
okunamayan ve koseli parantez icinde bild-darb (?) olmasi tahmin edilen ibarenin
dogrusu: dogru dostlarmmn.

16. Belge. Hassa tacirleri — ancak aralarinda bir Yahudi yok — Lehistan’a var-
diklarinda Danye nam Yahudi fevt olmuyor, Vilne [Vilnius] nim sehirde dliyorlar.

17. Belge. 9. satirda Kral “biz beriiden siz ona ridan” ilerleyelim degil, diger
yandan anlaminda anarudan diyor. 12.saurda yiiriiriim degil, yiriidiim okunmali.
Koseli parantez dncesi hani diye tahmin edilen ibare galiba hem-an. Ayni saturda
miifside degil miifsid. 18. satirda bahsedilen vilayet Polye degil Pulya (Puglia).
Sayfanin sonunda elgiden bahsederken Celalzade’nin ikinci ¢ogul sahsa gegmesi
anlamsiz: dolayisiyla, eylemeniz degil eylemegin. Elginin faaliyeti tanimlanirken
kullanilan “merasim-i risalet-ebedi hiisn-i 4dabla kema yenbagi nereye getiriib” ise
yanlis. El¢i Erasmo Kratkowski, “merasim-i risilet edip ... kema yenbagi mektubu”

getirmistir.
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18. Belge. Sultan, Leh kralina iltifat ederken veldyer degil deldil sahibi oldu-
gunu soylilyor. Namenin konusu kéfirler ise Breglav [Breslau] mengeli olsa gerek
ve sultan “Praglo kafirlerini dahi kim katl eylemis” diye degil bu “kafirler dahi kimi
katl eylemis” diye baglayarak muhatabindan hesap soruyor.

19. Belge. Fesad ¢ikran “Leh Begi Soroji” degil Horoji (chorazego). Bu ise
bir 6zel ad degil; Lehce bayraktar demek. Kastedilen kisi ise diger belgelerde Pan
Horos diye de anilacak meshur Kozaklardan Mikolaj Sieniawski. Adt gegen Ozi
irmag;, bilindigi tizere, Dinyeperdir. Mektubunun sonunda sultan, “mezbur sici/
akgesin kimin” aldigini degil yesimin akgesini kimin aldigini kraldan soruyor. Bu
belge ise be yurd-1 Secav'da kaleme alinmis. Mahall-i tahrir ritknii gibi tetimme

mimleri de atlanmus.

20. Belge. Belgede ilk okunamayan ibare elgin ile bile; ikincisi ise burkulab
[kale komutani]. Sonraki tiimcede firar eden Todor, ehl-i iyalini kralin {ilkesindeki
ad1 belirtilmemis bir “4alanda kapmiyor”, bunlari bir kaleye koyuyor ve sonrasinda
incd degil iltica ediyor. Bahsi gegen Cetine isimli yeni Bogdan voyvodast ise Cekir-
ge (Lacusta) lakabli Stefan V. Sultan, ndmenin sonunda, krala “fukara senden havf
edip” kaciyor diye yazdirmamus: dogrusu, fukaranin fezret sebebinden kagmasi. Bu

namenin de be yurd-1 Purud suyw’'nda yazildig: belirtilmemis.

21. Belge. Mallarina el konulan ancak adi okunamamig hassa tiiccar: : Andri-
ya (Andria Kalkokondil). Ancak, 10. satirda, Andriya’ya bu kétiiliigii yapanlardan
sultan “zyi komgsular” diye bahsetmeyecegine gore, ibarenin dogrusu “ol husus
icin alikomuglar ise” olsa gerek. 14. satirda yanlis bir “basit transkripsiyon” 6rnegi:
anda (yer belirler) onda (iyelik belirler) diye yazilinca ciimle, yok yere, anlamsiz-
lagtyor. Leh eskiyanin “kimi sudan ve kimi 4#74” tarafindan degil kara tarafindan
geliyorlar. En sonda sultan ehl-i yaramazlarin sekidilmesini degil sindirilmesini

talep ediyor.
22. Belge. Kralin elgisinin adi Veled-i Mosli [?] degil Vilamouvski (Jakub Wi-

lamowski). Hassa tiiccart Andriya — bu kez ismi dogru okunmus — Monsu [?]
kal'asina degil Mosku vildyetine [carin tlkesine, belki de Moskova'ya] gonderiliyor.
9. satirda olunacak husiisu degil, olunmak husisun. 11.saurda ise husiisu degil husis.
Mektubun sonunda “el¢iniz ile agir [?] ciddi her ne denilmis’ten degil “agiz
haberi”nden bahsediliyor. Elgilerin sozlii olarak verdigi bilgileri Osmanlilar agiz
haberi olarak nitelendirirlerdi. Ondan bir satir 6nce de “yerine getirilip” yazilmus,

getirilir olmall.
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23. Belge. 7. satirdaki Todoros, Fiodor Adaszew. 13. satirda “dostluk mukte-
zasindan olan oldur” degil “umulan oldur” diye okunmali.

24. Belge. Leh prensinin adi belgede Agustos Zismondus bi¢iminde gegiyor,
August Azmundos degil. Belge ise Konstantiniye'de degil, diger baskent Edirne'de

hazirlanmus.

25. Belge. Kralin unvanlart arasinda sahibii’l veliyet yok sahibiil deld’il var.
Bahsi gegen Ermeni’nin ismi Odrik [?] degil Avedik. Istanbul kadist nakl-i sert
(?) degil nay-i ser‘ verse gerek.

26. Belge. Elcinin ad1 Yakob veled-i Moyiki Sakarnar degil, Yakob Vilamovski
(bkz belge 22) ve sonra gelen de unvani, Sekreter. Okunamayan ibare miilk ka-
leleriniz. Sultan iade edilecek esirlerin “milletini” saydiktan sonra bi’l-ciimle Leh
reayasindan her ne kadar kimesne a/mugslar yazdirmis, imigler degil. Tarihlemede
yine hata var. Belge evdsit-1 Cemaziyelahirde yazilmis — ve bu dogru okunmus—
ancak sonra belge, her nedense, ayin evdhiri olarak tarihlendirilmis ve miladi

tarihe cevirilirken de hata olusmus. .

27. Belge. 19. satirda Bogdanlilar arasindan fesdd-: tdmlari olanlardan degil
Jesadbaglarindan bahis var. Namenin sonlarina dogru sultan diyor ki “her memle-

ketde egerci ehl-i fesid eksik olmaz”.

28. Belge. 7. saurdaki ibare el¢i “gelip soyle arz eyledigi” degil “eyledi ki” diye
okunursa ctimle diisiik olmayacagi gibi anlamsizligin: da yitirir.

30. Belge. Bu belge Abrahamowicz katalogunda 60 degil 61 numarada kayztli.

31. Belge. 3. satr “maslahatiz gérmek™; 4. satir “ilam etmemizi isaret ezmig-
siz”. S.saur “Cemaziyelevvelinin” degil “ Cemaziyelahir aymin’; 4. saur bizler degil

sizler. Mektubun sonunda Osman Sah’in pengesi atlanmis.

32. Belge. El¢inin ad1 Yakimo Velafonski degil, Yakomo Vilamouvski (bkz belge
22). Okunamayan, daha dogrusu, yanlis okunan bir diger isim: Yanos Kral'in
oglu Istefan. Pesi sira Istefan’in dbdsz degil annesi (Izabela Jagiellonka) s6z konusu.
20. satirda da ayni kelime azast degil anasi okunursa metin anlam kazanir. Ancak
Izabela Jagiellonka sultanin simiivv-i dtifet mealine degil miismire-i “atifeti-ile
mubassiliil-amel olsa gerek. Bir sonraki satirda Istefan ve Izabela’nin dergiha
« ita'at ve istimaleminden degil « it 4t ve istikdmeri »nden soz ediliyor. Ayni sayfada
okunamadig i¢in bog birakilan yerlerin ilkine « memleketimize giriib » ikincisinde

ise « aciz » sozciikleri yerlesiyor. Sonraki sayfada okunamayan ve koseli parantezle
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gegistirilen ibare ise: bir haberiniz zahir olmads. Imdi zikr olunan. Ayni sayfada
yine okunamayan yerde yazan dostluk ve [musilaha] degil dostlugumuz kemakin.

33. Belge. Ik satir da dergihy kamyib; ikincide de turuk’u turef, meveddet
zisan’y meveddet-resin ve gayb-1 meveddeti ayin-i mevedder olarak diizeltelim.

Mektubun sonunda Osman Sah’in pengesi yine atlanmus.
34. Belge. Okunamayan il, Ginezno degil Kedmen (Kodymy).

35. Belge. Belgede Aksu olarak gegen irmagin bugiinkii adi Bug'dur. Belgede
okunamayan ve koseli parantez i¢inde birakilan kelime bilesince. Hemen alt satirda
gonderilen ademler ve Karayls ...diye devam eden ibare ademlerimizle biciminde
okunursa ciimle anlam kazanir; ad1 Bedleyoz ve Algak (!) olarak okunan Leh beyi
ise Borvaleciki (Przewalski). Okunamayan mevziin ad: Germis veya Germeze degil
yine 34. Belgedeki gibi Kedmen.

37. Belge. 10. saturda adi Prosdomonska olarak okunan Leh elgisi Yaros
Domangki (Jarosz Domarniski) 12. satirda hddise bid’is Tatar taifesinde yonelme eki
atlanmus: hadiseye bid'is Tatar. Tki satir sonra iml4 hatast ciimleyi anlamsiz kiliyor:
Cankirmén Kalesi’nin “hakimi ne haber gondermisler” degil “hakimine haber”
gondermigler. Bundan bir satir sonra Tatar taifesi “yokdur hakaret etmis iken” iba-
resinde yokdur aslinda bu kadar diye okunuyor ve ciimle aciklik kazaniyor. Ancak,
bu belgede eksik okumalarin ardi arkas: kesilmiyor: 25. satirda edesiniz ki degil
edeydiniz ki. Okunamadig; icin bog birakilan ilk kelime kulundan ; ikincisi ayin-i
saltandt. Hemen onun ardindan gelen kelime muktezasinca degil mucibince. Ertesi
satirda mezbur ademiniz Hasan icizetimizle gonderildi degil hiisn-i icdzetimizle.
Iki satir sonra olunup gonderilds nin arasindaki bile atlanmis. Sonra okunamayan
ibarenin tiimiinii ben de okuyamadim ancak zakrir ve kismi okunuyor. Ancak
bundan sonra okunamayan yere zimiddir ki yerlesiyor. Her ne kadar bir sonra
okunamayan kelime gercekten pek okunaksiz olsa da, ondan sonra ki 4od; onun

ardindan gelen « kata anlamamigdir » degil, anilmamasdir olsa gerek.

41. Belge. 9. satirda Istanbul kadist nakl-i ser'i degil na’-i serl yani liim

ilAm1 veriyor.
42, Belge. Okunamayan 6zel isim Mikola.
43. Belge. Okunamayan ve kumlukda oldugu tahmin edilen yer ad: Kamanis

(Kam’ianets, Kamanicge).

45. Belge. Bu belgedeki koseli parantezlerde okunamayan 6zel isimler oldukea
fazla. Ilkinde Yagko, Manlu ve Cerkeskirman. Bir sonraki satirda soz edilen kale ise
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Cankirman degil Mankirman (Kiev). Ondan sonra okumadig i¢in bos birakilan
yerde ise su uzun ibare var : boy beylerinden Presbit [Pretwicz], Viadomirski, Bruski
[Pronsky] ve Ban Horos Bayraktar (bkz belge 19). Bir sonraki saturda yukarida
ad1 gecenler bas: degil bas olup fesad ediyorlar. 13. satirda “Miisliimanlardan
olan avretden 32 nefer kimesne esir....ibaresinde olan yerine erden okunmali :
erkeklerden ve kadinlardan anlaminda. Metnin sonuna dogru gdibineden sonra

temkin i¢in soru isareti konmus; ben de gdibine okudum.

49. Belge. Belgenin bagindaki Hiive atlanmig. Soru isareti ile imlenen iba-
re « dizere Bozala geldikde » (1) degil, “iizereyiz. Ele geldikde”. Metnin sonunda
kralin alacag: tedbirler zimmetimize degil, zimmetinize lazim gelir diye okundu-
gunda, anlamli oluyor.

51. Belge. 9. saurda sirkat edilen garbi degil ‘arabi at. Baga diye tahmin edilen
ve soru isaretiyle imlenen misk tiirii zdfe. Hemen ardindan calinanlar arasinda

drfiyye yok ancak arakiyye var.

52. Belge. T & A sonraki belgelerde dogru okuduklari koyun odasini burada
koyun édleri diye okumuslar; Pesi sira, « kiiffir zabt eden Ademlerinizden » ibare-
sinde kiiffar yerine kendr okunmali.

53. Belge. Ugiincii satirda elgi Istanislav Lapka, sanki iki kisiden s6z ediliyor-
mus gibi, Istanisla ve Libka olarak yanlis okunmus. Ayni saturda buyrugu, buyur-
dugu diye okunmus. Okunamayan ilk yer ismi Kiev yakinlarindaki Demidovic.
Pretwicz dolaysiz anlatiminda « Onlar i¢in bende degildir » demiyor olsa gerek,
« and igin » diyor. Sonra da meghur Kozak, « geleyim gondereyim » degil « Kili ye
gondereyim » diyor.

54. Belge. T & A belgeleri karigtirmiglar : AGAD k. 68 t. 107 nr 215 olarak
verdikleri belge aslinda t. 108 nr 216. Bu belgede 1srarla, ti¢ kez, libekleri ( ?) diye
okunan ibare Lov [yani, Lwéw] Beyleri.

60. Belge. T & A, 9. satirda ayztmigi etmis diye okumuslar. 16. satirda okun-

masi gereken ziri degil zird ve magrur degil mazur.

62. Belge. 6. satr: “ben Moskov vilayetine giderken” yerine “bu Moskov
vilayetine giderken”; 7. satur: “Lih vilayetine tAbi® Akkerman” yerine pek tabii ki
Mankerman (Kiev) — Akkirman bir Osmanli sancagi—; 12. satr: “iki kusak Bursa
benegin” yerine “iki donluk Bursa benegin”. 13. satr: “Buyurdum ki” ibaresinden
once imdi atlanmug; 16. satr: “rencgberlere kazden bi-vechin min-el viicth hayf
olmaga” ibaresinde kazden yerine kata okunmali.
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63. Belge. 7. satir: “Raim padisahisin [re kadar] diismana vardin”. Koseli
parantez icindeki ibare atlanmis; 12. satr: “bu bizim demezsin” yerine “bunda
durmazsin’; 14. saur: “barigmak istersen” degil “istersin”; 15. saur: oglugu yerine
ogullugu; 17. satr: “Piri Ahmed Pasa” degil “zind Ahmed Pasa’; 33. saur: segirdip

yerine sindirip.

65. Belge. 12. satir: “vilayetinizin zidelerinden”de ey sehven atlanmug; sonra
okunamayan yer adi Lubla (Lublin) ; 20. satr: “nevveralalahtt merkadehum”da,

aradaki tedls unutulmus.

67. Belge. Tanimda hata. Belge Kanuni Sultan Siileyman'dan Ozi Kadist ve
Nigbolu Sancak Bey’i Ahmed Bey’e Kral Zygmunt August’a diye tanimlanmus.
Opysa, hiikiim ilk ikisine yonelik.

68. Belge. 8. satir: “belinde olan yiiz yigirmi aded gayr-1 sof” da belinde degil
bile; pesinden gelen “ve yetmis aded mubayyer” atlanmis; 14. saur: “kulum ¢avus”
ibaresinde Mustafa arada kaybolmus (bkz. Belge 70).

69. Belge. T & A'nin Aydos kadist huzurunda verilen ifade olarak sunduklari
belge bir hiiccet. 13. satirda mesuldiim diye okuduklart ibare mugtuladim. 1ki satir

sonra mugtuladim, mijjdeledim diye okunmus.

70. Belge. 5. saturda “berhlrunuza [?]” yerine “piirbubiirunuza; 9. satur so-
nunda “her kisinin dahi varip” yerine “hakk: verilip” ve 11. satirda okunamayan

ibare, konak olmali.

72. Belge. 7. satur: “Leh beylerinden” degil, Lov [yani, Lwéw] beylerinden; 11.
satir yavsagr degil banosu (ban=bey); 16. satrdaki “Lumo nam sehir”, yine Lov; bir
sonraki satirda sehirlide degil sehr-i Lovda; 19. satirda “tiiccar gotiirti bdrms” degil
bahdrini bazar ediyor; 20. satirda otuz miskal iczi herhilde dizim hatasi, yerine
inci.

73. Belge. 35. saur: Manyas tevakkuf ederse “aliverile katilanmaz ise” de

katlanmaz diye diizeltelim, bogun egmez anlaminda.
74. Belge. 14. saur: “bunun kulunu #hzilal edip” degil, idlil edip.

75. Belge. 10. satir “makbiizu onat vechile hak tizere teftis. ..edip”, ibaresinde

makbuzu bu husiisu ile ikime edince tiimce anlam kazaniyor.

76. Belge. 7. satr: kullansp yerine katlansp (bkz Belge 73); 8. satirda, ederse
degil etdiyse; 14. satirda konu edilen el¢i Oganski (Andrzej Ocieski).
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79. Belge T & A metnin Kipcakga-Tatarca 6zelliklerine dikkat etmediklerin-
den, sitk¢a okuma yanlist yapip, okuyamadiklar: kelimelerin sonunda bolca soru
isareti koymak zorunda kalmiglar. Basit bir yanlis: tim niginler ni¢ik okunmali.
[lk satirda hatalar basliyor; ciimlenin dogrusu: Padisih birle kendii beyleri birle
kengeriib yiberligen bitikdir. Leh Kralina malum ola ki. 3. saur Beylerimizden
ki Bolu sancagr beyi degil, Nigbolu sancagr beyi. 7. saur gelmeye degil gelince. 10.
satirda okunamayan kelime zakgeygi. 18. satirda okunamayan kelime kalaba. Pesi
sira bulugluk degil bulusarak ve gonderseniz degil gore durasiniz. Sonraki satirda
istenilen degil distiinden, tekemmiiliigii degil tekmekligi (deymekligi); yine ayni
satirda bendegindan degil yanadan. 21 saurda, okunamayan kelime zznglayals
yani dinleyeli. 23. satir yararimiz degil yiiriirmiiz; saurin sonunda olayin degil
olurdu. Sonraki satirda bu kula revadir ki degil bu kadar var ki. Sonraki satirda
okunamayan kelime kolundan. ..

84. Belge. 11. saur: “vezl[ir]leri[?] ademleri” yerine “varan ademleri”; 14.
satirda: “tayfalik” degil dalgalik; 31 saur olanlara degil olmuglar.

87. Belge. 5. saur: “el¢i gonderirim” degil “gonderdim”; 9. satir: aliverin degil
urin; 20. satur: “iglerinde bir iki” degil iglerinden.

93. Belge. 9. satrda: Torludan Ozii suya varinca: her ne kadar ilkinin Turla
oldugunu énceden belirttiysek de bir daha altini gizelim. Ozii suya degil suyuna.

95. Belge. 109. saur: “size dahi” degil, “siz dahi” ve 110. satr: sezdfar degil
serefriz

96. Belge. 6. satir: “Lemsum nam nebrin beyi” degil, sehrin beyi; 17. saur:
“benim ilime ve kiinime ve kal‘alarima” da giiniime diye okumak daha dogru ola-
cakur; “iki canibin giizeste ayaklars” yerine “erisen ziyanlar:”; 54. saur: simdilerin
degil simdiye dek; esirlerini kralin ddemleri Memalik-i Mahrasemde kan-bahi
taleb etmeye” de kan yerine bulicak diye okununca ciimle manukli hale gelir
ve belgenin ‘ahdnamelerin 6nemli bir maddesine atifta bulundugu kolaylikla
goriilecektir.

98. Belge. 4. satir “yarar ve mu‘temed ademiniz bir nev* saki ile padisahimiz”
ibaresindeki adem bir tiir eskiya degil Bronoski [Stanistaw Bronicki]; 13. satir
Tuzla suyu degil Turla; 24. satur “ba‘is-i hempa ihtimali”nde hempa heba okunursa
cimle agiklik kazanacak; 30. satir “bakarlart ve okiizleri’nde bakarlar: degil bak-
raglars; 33. satr: “Nemge beyinin” degil nice beyin; 37. satr: “iktidar itdirmeyiib”
degil edemeyiib; 38. satrdaki ise ol degil eyle olsa biciminde okunmali.
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99.Belge. 19. saur: “emr-i serif olunmagin” degil olmamagin; 51. saur, rara-
findan degil tarafeynden; 52. saur “miisahade etmekle” degil, ermegimle; 57. satr
“hakkindan gelinip” degil gelinmege.

100. Belge. 36. satirdaki “Levahalska [?]” Novacelska olmaly; iki satir sonraki
Velesav Bey de Visnevik [Vychnevetsky].

101. Belge. 19. saur : “tecdid etdiklers” degil etdiigiiniiz 5 “silsile-i ittihddlar:
kat etmeytip” de istihddii olarak okunmali.

102. Belge. 6. satir “selatin-1 gerdtin-karar’da sifat gerdun-medar okunmali ki
sec’ ile keyvan-iktidar ile ses uyumu tam olsun. Herhalde kemd yenaegi bir dizim
hatasi.

103. Belge. 2. satirda Leh kralinin elgisi tilkesine giderken Bagdaddan degil
Bogdan'dan gegse gerek. T & A, namenin arka yiiziindeki kolaylikla okunan
“Bogdan'a varinca yol iizerindeki kadilara” ibaresini de— diplomatikada bu ibarelere
iussio denir— es ge¢misler.

104. Belge. 2. satirda sozii edilen kisi Menlik degil Filek sancakbeyi.

110. Belge. 10. saturda “bu canibe gelire ruhsat verilmez” ibaresi hi¢bir sey
ifade etmez, hal bu ki canibden tecaviize biciminde okunursa bir anlam kazanir.
Yazarlar yine namenin arkasindaki Leh kralina ibaresini atlamiglar.

111. Belge. T & A’nin okuyamadiklari ibare ve i//a. Yazarlar gene namenin
arkasindaki Leh kralina ibaresini atlamislar.

113. Belge. Leh Kraly, isyanct Bogdan boyarlarint Alanlu [?] ndm kalede degil
ancak e/an Lov [Lwéw] kalesinde hapsetmis olsa gerek.

115. Belge. Isyanci Bogdanlilar hakkinda sultan semsir-i sehib tesir-i mer-
hukundan gayber ettiler degil simgir-i sehdb tesirimiz havfinden gayber ediyorlar
diye yazdirmus olsa gerek. Metnin sonlarina dogru da Leh sinirindaki Osmanl
cobanlarindan bahsederken Kanuni bunlarin @det-i agnamdan kacar bud maballe-
ri olmamalarini degil; onun yerine kagmaga mecalleri olmamasini temenni ediyor.
Namenin en sonunda sultan Leh el¢isinin serayit-i el¢iligi yerine getirdikten sonra
Hasan isareti ile degil hiisn-i icizer ile gdnderildigini bildirmis.

116. Belge. Yazarlar yine namenin arkasindaki Vildyet-i Leh krilina yazisint
atlaywvermisler. Sulb u salabl, sulh u salih olsa gerek.

119. Belge. Sultanin uzun uzadiya adlarini saydigs zimmi tiiccarlardan biri-
nin ad1 Averik degil Avedik ve digerinin ki de Nuhtames [?] degil Tohtam:s. Hact
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Mehmed’in mallar: arasinda elli pare zs/ik yok ama aslak (agik renk sincap kiirkii)
var. Hemen ardindan okunamayan kelimeler ise Kanev nam kasabadan. Yazarlarin
yerine biz belirtelim bu hiikiim 6 Numarali Mithimme defterinde de kayitlidur.

120. Belge. Bu belgede ad: gecen irmaklar 7or/u ve Mors degil, Turla ve Mures.
Metnin sonlarina dogru okunamayan ibareler /.../ zikr Tatarlarin degil ve zikr
olunan Tatarlarm. Ikincisi ile miimd-ileyh [...] miimkin degil mima-ileyh-ile be-
gayet miimkin.

121. Belge. Bu belgede adi gegen irmaklar yine 7urla ve Mures. Osmanlilar
15. satirda segirdim edinmiyor ediyorlar. Sehzade Selim bu mektubu Amasyadan
degil sancag olan Kiitahyadan yolluyor.

123. Belge [Defter]. Hiristiyan esirlerden ikincisinin adi Odaki [?] degil
Evdokya; ardindan gelen Istasye de Astaysa olsa gerek. T & A, Nikola, Kostadin
ve Todori’nin mesleklerini kéirk¢ii yazmakla hakli da olabilirler haksiz da zira
bunlarin meslegi kiirek¢ilik de olabilir.

124. Belge [Defter]. An yed-i Mehmed alt basliginda ilk sozciik orfiyye degil
arakiyye; okunamayan ise gu-i kendiirek.

127. Belge [Defter]. Bu belgede ¢ogu zaman, 314. sayfadan itibaren, kzymet
ber vech-i tahmin ibaresi kes yapistir islemi yiiziinden yeksin olarak sunulmus.
Ayrica, An yed-i Mihail alt baghigindan 6nceki ciimle oldukga eksik okunmus: Bu
zikr olan esbablar ve tutsaklar Cankermdn begindedir yerine “Bu zikr olan esbib
ve tutsaklar Ozi iskelesinde sayka ile alinub el'an Mankirman begindedir olarak”
diizeltilmeli. Daha sonraki altbagliklarda okuma yanliglar1 da var: Seyyid Yusuf
Bin Mehmed'in esb borkii (\) degil esb-i Tiirkisi galinmug. Ayni kisinin ¢ukalarinin
saydag1 (numeratif) aded degil arsin. T & A Ahmet Aga ve Radik alt bagliklarini
hepten atlamuglar.
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Seyfi Kenan (ed.),
ISAM Konusmalars: Osmanly Diisiincesi, Ablik, Hukuk, Felsefe, Kelim,
[stanbul: ISAM Yaynlar1, 2010, 285 s., ISBN 978-605-4829-07-1

[SAM Konugmalari, 2010-2011 yillart arasinda Islam Arastirma Merkezi
(ISAM) tarafindan seri halinde diizenlenen konferanslarin yaziya gegirilerek bir
araya getirilmesinden olusmaktadir. Eserde yer alan yazilar, farkli cografya ve
kiilttirlere mensup bilim adamlarinin, tarihten siyasete, ahlaktan hukuka ve felse-
feden kelima, genis bir yelpazede verdikleri konugmalari ihtiva ediyor. Kitap, bu
konferanslar ve sonrasindaki kitaplagma siirecini yoneten editorii Seyfi Kenan'in,
oturumlarin diisiinsel arka planini, hazirlik siirecini, iceriklerini ve hedeflerini
agikladig1 bir 6nsozle baglamaktadir (s. 13-21). “Osmanls, Islam ve Beseri Bilimler
Calismalarinda Aciklik ve Disiplinlerarasilik” baglikli bu yazi, heniiz giriste oku-
yucuya, muhtevaya yonelik bir bakis acist kazandirmakeadir.

[SAM Konusmalar1 toplamda on konusmaya yer veren iki ayri boliim halinde
diizenlenmigtir. Bunlardan, “Osmanli Distincesi, Ahlak ve Hukuk” basligini
tastyan ilk boliim, Metin Kunt'un “XVI. Yiizyll Osmanli Siyasasinda Saltanat
ve Hiikiimet Ayrigmasi” konusmasina yer veriyor (s. 25-33). Burada Kunt, sii-
lale devleti olarak niteledigi Osmanli’nin yénetim bi¢imini ve kurumsal yapisini
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siyaset sosyolojisi agisindan ele almaktadir. Bu dogrultuda devlet yonetimine
kimlerin girdigini ve nasil yiikseldiklerini tespit eden yazi, kurumsal degisim ve
olusumlarin niteligini belirlemeye ¢alismaktadir. Osmanlr’yr yap: ve isleyis baki-
mindan Habsburg hanedani ile kiyaslayan Kunt, her siilale devleti gibi hitkiimdar
ve ailesinin yticeltildigini, gii¢c ve egemenligin ise Divain-1 Hiimayun {izerinden
yiiriitiildigiinii kaydeder. Osmanli devlet yapisinin Fatih zamaninda diger Islam
devletlerinden ayrilarak 6zgiin bir yapi1 olusturdugunu da dile getiren Kunt, bey-
lerbeyliginin bolgesellestirilmesini ve vezirligin niteligindeki degisiklikleri buna
ornek gostermekeedir.

[lk boliimiin ikinci basligi olan “Istanbul Kiiltiirii ve Estetigi”, Besir Ayva-
zoglu tarafindan verilen bir konferansa dayanmaktadir (s. 35-50). Kiiltiirlerin
kesistigi onemli bir sehir olan Istanbul’u, diinii ve bugiinii ile mukayese eden yazt,
sehrin farkli devirlerde yasadig: terkipleri gesitli agilardan irdelemektedir. Buna
gore Osmanli devri Istanbul’u, yani Tiirk Istanbul, biitiin 6nceki Istanbul’lart
temsil ettiginden, bu kiltiirleri ayrisurmaya calismak, 6ncekileri ortaya ¢ikarmak
icin sonrakini tahrip etmek veya edilmesine goz yummak yanlis ve son derece teh-
likelidir. Ayvazoglu bu terkibi Yahya Kemal'in ifadesiyle soylece 6zetlemektedir:
“Istanbul’da kendisinden 6nceki kiiltiirleri de 6ziimseyerek en yetkin ifadesine ve
ince dlciilerine ulasan Turk kiiltiirii, benzersiz bir sentez ve modeldir. Nitekim
Mimar Sinan’in ekledigi payandalar kaldirilirsa Ayasofya ¢oker”. Yazida Istanbul
mimarisinin fikri temelleri hakkinda da carpici bilgiler verilmektedir. Mesela,
seddadi ve devasi binalar yapmaktan kaginmanin ve mesken mimarisindeki mii-
tevaziligin sebebini, Osmanli’'nin medeniyet perspektifinde, diinyaya ve tabiata
bakisinda aramak gerektigini soylemekte, mimari ve estetigi, inancin ve diinya
goriisiiniin bir sonucu olarak gostermektedir. Ona gore Istanbul’un sehir estetigini
belirleyen hususlar ise sunlardir: Tepeler, abideler ve ¢evreleri, tas, ahsap ve yesilin
miithis uyumu, yesil dokunun sirri, cadde ve sokaklar, evler, manzaray1 boliismek
ve beseri doku. Bu 6l¢iiler, XVIIL. asrin baglarindan itibaren kaybedilmis, sadece
abideleri 6rtmekle kalmayip sehrin sonsuz mekanla irtibatint da kesen kégir ve
betonarme binalar ile birlikte, dinamik bir siire¢ halindeki sehir anlayisindan
donmus bir sehir anlayisina gegilmistir. Ayvazoglu'nun Istanbul anlatist ister
istemez giiniimiizde her giin dikine yiikselen binalarin istila ettigi, belli bir plan
ve estetikten yoksun, kontrolsiiz bi¢cimde biiyiiyen sehir hakkinda aci bir tebesstiim

duyulmasina sebebiyet vermektedir.

Bu kismin {i¢iincii yazist Martha Mundy’ye ait olan “Ethics and Politics in the
Law: On the Forcible Return of the Cultivator” bagligini tasimaktadir (s. 51-75).
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Mundy, Osmanlt hukuk sisteminde (kdnun) ahlak ve siyasetin birlestigi bir hu-
susu; kullanim hakki baglaminda, topragini islemeyen ciftginin toprak yoneticisi
tarafindan buna zorlanmasini, sosyal adalet ve insan haklari iliskisi acisindan,
tarihi sitireci dikkate alarak inceliyor. Kitabin dérdiincii yazist Colin Imber tara-
findan verilen “How Islamic was Ottoman Law” adli konferansa dayanmaktadir
(s. 77-90). Osmanli hukuk sisteminin ser? hukuka uygunlugunu sorgulayan yaz,
hocast Omer Liitfi Barkan'dan sonra bu alandaki diisiinceleri sekillendiren Halil
Inalcik’in tezlerini de elestirmektedir. Siradaki konusmada Viorel Panaite, Fransa
Milli Kiitiiphanesinde bulunan bir belgeden hareketle Batili tiiccarlarin Osmanls
tilkesindeki hukuki statiilerini kavramaya odaklanmaktadir (s. 91-135). Mezkir
belge Francois Savary de Bréves tarafindan Akdenizdeki Fransiz konsoloslart i¢in
bir rehber olarak kaleme alinmigtir. Cesitli dokiimanlar ihtiva eden bu yazma,
yabancilarin Osmanli devletindeki yasal statiisii, sultanin Fransa kralina verdigi
kapitiilasyonlar, Batili tiiccarlara Dogu Akdeniz {ilkelerinde, konsoloslara ise Ak-
deniz limanlarinda verilen imtiyazlar, Hiristiyan esirlerin Darirl-Islam'da korun-

malar1 ve Akdenizdeki korsanlik faaliyetleri hakkinda 6nemli bilgiler sunmaktadir.

Kitabin ilk bélimiiniin son konusmasinda Hedda Reindl-Keil, oldukga ilgi
cekici ve bir o kadar da az bilinen bir konuyu; Osmanl: yoneticilerinin 16. ve
17. ytizyillardaki yasam tarzlarin, litks titketim aligkanliklarint ve hediye (piskey)
alig-veris usullerini, arsiv belgeleri ve seyahat notlar: etrafinda ortaya koymaktadir
(s. 137-151). Hediyelerin donemlere gore degistigini belirten konusmaci, yiiksek
riitbeliler, esit statiiliiler ve alt kademe arasinda bir ag olusturmalar: diginda sahsin
kariyerine ve yilikselmesine de yardimci olduklarini belirtir. Alicinin toplumsal
konumunu pekistiren bir unsur olarak armagan, Osmanli hediye sisteminde
gosteris amagli litks titketimin en 6nemli kismini tegkil eder. Bu ddnemde minder
ve yastiklar da liiks titketim malzemesi sayilmakta, bunlarin sayssi, kalitesi ve otu-
rulan yerin yiiksekligi, sahsin kalitesini simgelemektedir. Biiyiik aynanin seckinlik
alameti say1lmast, porselenin hediye olarak dini bakimdan sakincali olan altin kap
ve tabaklarin yerine ge¢cmesi de yazida deginilen ilging detaylardir.

[SAM Konugmalart'nin ikinci boliimii, “Felsefe ve Kelim” {ist basligini
tastmakta olup baslica dort konusmadan meydana gelmektedir. Bu kismin ilk
yazisinda John Edmund Hare, ahlikin temeline dair 6nemli izahlardan olan
ve “bir sey tanri emrettigi icin iyi ya da kotii olabilir”, seklinde 6zetlenen ilahi
buyruk teorisini (divine command theory) ve buna yoneltilen {i¢ itirazi gézden
gecirmekeedir (s. 153-163). Teoloji ile ahlak felsefesinin kesisim noktalarini analiz
eden yazilariyla taninan Hare, ilahi yardim ihtiyacini, “Allal’in ahlaki talepleri ile
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birlesme” seklinde izah etmektedir. O, ahlaki boslugu (moral gap) izah icin cesitli
filozoflarin yaptiklart yorumlarin altini ¢izmekte ve dinin yardimi olmadan bunu

agmanin miimkiin olmadigini belirtmektedir.

Bu béliimiin diger yazilari ise Islim keliminin ilk déneminde teoloji ve
toplum iligkisini prosogorafya tarzinda inceledigi ¢alismalari ile taninan Josef
van Ess'in farkli zamanlarda verdigi ti¢ ayr1 konferanstan olugsmaktadir. Mehmet
Bulgen tarafindan gevrilen konugmalarin orijinal metinlerinin de eserde yer almasi,
okuyucuya mukayese imkan: sunmaktadir (bk. s. 167-225). “Teoloji ve Toplum”
baglikls ilk konusma, van Ess’in alt cilt olarak yayinladig “Hicri I ve II1. Asirda
Teoloji ve Toplum” adli eserinin yéntemi ve siireci hakkinda aciklamalar yap-
maktadir. Giriste, kendisini oryantalist degil “bir medeniyetle ugrasan kisi” ya da
“Islam arastirmacist” olarak tanimlayan van Ess, hayatindan kesitler egliginde, aka-
demik kariyerinin baslangici, bagta H. Ritter olmak {izere hocalari, oryantalistlerin
[slam’a bakist ve Mu‘tezile’ye olan ilgisi hakkinda bilgiler vermektedir. Bahsi gegen
eserde, ilk iki asrin rahi evrenini insa etmeye calisugini kaydeden konugmaci,
diisiince tarihi aragtirmalarinin yontemine dair ufuk agic tespitler yapmaktadir.
Ona gore tarih¢inin gorevi rivayetlerden ve metin parcalarindan hareketle bir
kontekst inga ederek -yani hermendtik yaparak- tizerinde ¢alistigs fragmani hayata
dondiirmektir. Bir metni yorumlamak onunla diyaloga girmektir; her metnin
kendine gore bir konusma yolu ve her insanin da kendine gore bir okuma sekli
vardir. Bu karsilasmadan ortaya ¢ikan seyse meshur “ufuklarin kaynasmasi” dir. Bu
dogrultuda Islam’in ne olduguna dair etrafli gériisler ortaya koyan ilk toplulugun
Mu'tezile oldugunu kaydeden van Ess, farkli egilimleri birlestiren bu grubu, erken
dénemin 6nemli teologlart olarak niteler. Mu'‘tezile’nin sapkin olmadigint da
vurgulayan konugmaci, onlarin Hiristiyanlikta ortodoksi diye bilinen yeni bir sey

kurmaya calistiklarint ancak bagarili olamadiklarint belirtir.

Van Ess “Nigin Kelam” baslikli konusmasinda, ¢ok kiiltiirlii ve dinli bir yapida
nasil ve nigin sorularina cevap verebilmek i¢in vahyin yaninda aklin da bulunmast
gerektiginden hareketle, kelAmin ortaya ¢ikist ve seriiveni tizerinde durmaktadir
(s. 248-266). Ona gore mezhepleri anlamak icin aligildik kaliplarin digina ¢ikmak,
kisi ya da akimlar bir siireligine birakip kavramlara yogunlagmak gerekir. Mesel4;

“i‘tizal” kavramy, aslinda dini bir firka ile degil kendisini dini terimlerle ifade eden
ve i‘tizali bir slogan haline getiren politik bir hareketle karsi karsiya oldugumuzu
bildirmektedir. Buradan hareketle Mu'tezile’yi olusturan siyasi, tarihi ve kiiltiirel
sartlara deginen van Ess, ilk temsilcileri ve 6nemli fikirlerine yogunlasirken, bu

alandaki kaynak problemine de isaret eder. Onlarin sadece zat-sifat iligkisine
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odaklanan teologlar degil kozmoloji ve doga bilimine ilgi duyan bilim adamlar:
olduklarini da vurgular. Bu dogrultuda Dirar, Ebu’l-Huzeyl, Nazzam, Cahiz,
Kadi Abdiilcebbar, Ebu’l-Hiiseyn el-Basri gibi isimlere yer veren van Ess, sonugta
“Nigin Kelam” sorusunu s6yle cevaplar: “Kelam ilging, distinceyi proveke edici,
Islim’in disina ihrag edilebilen perspektifler agtig1 igin asirt tutuculuktan ayrilir
ve gegmisi canli tutmak gerekir”.

Josef van Ess’in ve kitabin son konusmasi; “Islim ve Aydinlanma” basligi-
ni tagimaktadir (s. 267-285). Giriste aydinlanmanin bir metafor oldugunu ve
muhataba; “siz karanliklar i¢indesiniz ve muhtag oldugunuz 1181 biz veririz”
anlamina geldigini ifade eden konugmaci, Avrupada kutsal metin ve gelenek
elestirisi baglaminda ortaya ¢ikuigini belirtir. Islim'da devrimsel bir hareket veya
kolektif bir his olarak aydinlanma olmadigini séyleyen van Ess, Ismailileri ya da
Alevileri Islam’in aydinlanmis versiyonu olarak gérmenin yanlisligint dile getirir.
Ona gbre bireysel bir tecriibe olarak Islimda aydinlanmadan bahsedilebilirse de
bunu ateizmle karigrmamak gerekir; zira [slAmda herkes tanrinin varligina inanir.
Ona gore Ibnirl-Mukaffa gibi yeni dinin kurucu metni olan Kur'an's elestirenler,
aydinlanma kavrami i¢inde degerlendirilebilir. O, erken dénemde insan ozgiirlii-
gii, kotiilitk ve niibiivvet meselelerini tartisan Ibni'r-Ravend?’yi de bu cergevede
ele alir. Bu baglamda stifiyyetiil-Mu'tezile adinda pek de bilinmeyen bir gruba da
yer veren van Ess, ticaret ve siyasetle ilgilenmeyen bu kisilerin peygamberi bile
fazla diinyevi bulup elestirdiklerini kaydeder. Hz. Muhammed’i degil Sokrat’s
ideal edinen Eb( Bekir er-Razi de akideye aykur: fikirler ileri siirmiis, sozgelimi;
tanrinin bes ezeli ilkeden biri oldugunu séylemis, peygamberlere ise giivenme-
mistir. Van Ess, Batt aydinlanmasinin radikal fikirleri sevdigini belirtirken, bahsi
gecen bu kimselerin ise miilhid, zindik ya da en azindan bid‘atci olarak nitelenerek
itibarsizlagtirildiklarini ifade etmekeedir.

[SAM Konusmalari, ihtiva ettigi konu yelpazesinin genisligine ragmen oku-
yucuyu bir noktada birlestirerek mesajint iletmeyi basartyor. Buna gore sosyal
ve beseri bilimlerde nitelikli sonuglara ulagmak icin disiplinler arast ¢aligmalar
yapmak ve gecmisi ¢ok yonlii estetik ve kiiltiirel bir birikim icinde ele almak
gerekir. Belli bir muhatap kitle diisiiniilerek tertip edilen konferanslarin kitap
haline getirilmesi ise soziin kaliciligini ve daha genis kesimlere ulagmasini sagliyor.
Ayrica diinyanin dért bir yanindan alaninda uzman akademisyenlerin ISAM catisi
altinda bulugmast ise bu kurumun 6nemini ve bilgi ile varolugsal baginin uzun

yillar devam edecegini gosteriyor.

Osman Demir
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Emilio Sola Castano,
Uchali: el Calabrés Tinoso, o el mito del corsario muladi en la frontera,

Barcelona: Edicions Bellaterra, 2011, 512 pp., ISBN 978-847-2905-19-1

Due to the dearth of personal narratives and the lack of printing press in the
Ottoman Empire, it is extremely difficult to reconstruct the lives of Ottoman
grandees. Emilio Sola’s Uchali is extremely valuable in this regard, because it
provides minute details on the life of enigmatic Ottoman Grand Admiral, Uluc
Ali, a.k.a. Dionisio Galea, a Calabrian renegade whose unfortunate capture by
corsairs when he was a young boy paved the way for an exceptional success story
in Mediterranean borderlands. Quickly rising through corsair ranks, this son of a
poor fisherman would first be Governor-General of Tripolitania, then of Algeria,
reaching the zenith of Ottoman naval establishment with his appointment as the

Kapudan Paga in 1572.

A product of the author’s life-long engagement with testimonies from bor-
derlands (not only those of the Mediterranean, but also those of the Far East), the
book is the result of an extensive archival research in Simancas, Venice, Florence
and Naples. Sola’s meticulous handling of documentation in such geographically
dispersed archives is remarkable. He does not merely list the data gathered from
these sources. By closely following the editorial style in numerous spy reports,
merchant letters and official correspondence at his disposal, he reproduces the
language of the time, thus creating in the end a work of as much literature as
history. This reproduction makes a very enjoyable read; however, extracting facts
from his book proves extremely difficult. His choice to vaguely cite documents
altogether at the end of each subchapter, rather than using footnotes for each fact
mentioned in the text, makes it even harder to clarify the imprecise points in his
text, to deal with the ambiguities that are the result of his literary style.

Moreover, although his work includes detailed information on Uluc Ali, this
book is not a biography sensu stricto. It deals with the Calabrian corsair through
the letters and testimonies of a variety of intermediaries who were straddling
cultural, religious and linguistic boundaries and through official correspondence
that rely on the testimonies of these intermediaries. Based on these intermediaries’
reports, Sola could not help delve into the activities of each of these go-betweens,

whom he labelled in his previous work as “los que van y vienen,” those who come
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and go, and follow their itineraries along the Mediterranean littoral. The end
product is a panoramic sketch of sixteenth-century Mediterranean borderlands
with all their chaotic cosmopolitanism which defies every categorization that the
authorities of the era established, and following them, contemporary historians
are inclined to take for granted.

The book is something of a culmination of Sola’s life-long research on Med-
iterranean go-betweens. In his comprehensive narrative, one finds spies gathering
information, saboteurs trying to torch enemy arsenals, agents undertaking secret
negotiations between renegade Ottoman pashas and the Habsburg government,
corsairs ravaging enemy coasts, merchants tying imperial capitals through trade
and finance, ransom agents negotiating the liberation of prisoners-of-war, slaves
plotting for their freedom, mercenaries frequenting Mediterranean ports for
lucrative contracts, turncoats working for several masters, exiles looking for a
possibility to return, rebels seeking military help in foreign capitals, engineers
peeping at enemy fortifications, moles compromising state secrets, couriers selling
official letters entrusted to them, and pilgrims and clerics pursuing extracurricular

missions of diplomacy and espionage.

Most importantly, one finds several renegades. By closely studying their testi-
monies, Sola aptly demonstrates these converts’ vacillation between their past and
present, their ongoing connections with their families, friends and compatriots;
he shows how these homines ceconomici used such connections in order to further
their interests. I believe his work will gain further meaning if read within the
theoretical framework put forth in Natalie Rothman’s Brokering Empire (Ithaca,
2011). Rothman’s argument that such “trans-imperial subjects” had a vested in-
terest in consolidating boundaries, articulating imperial categories of difference,
and refashioning themselves as indispensable intermediaries between empires is
extremely relevant with the data contained in the book.

While relying on handwritten reports on the Ottoman Empire, avvisi, Sola
does not leave any detail out; he rather gives us a complete picture of what was on
the news market about the Ottomans in Europe at the time. This comprehensive
approach to what he termed vox-pop (rumors) led him to deal with a wide range
of issues such as frontier negotiations between the Ottomans and the Venetians,
random corsair raids in the Mediterranean, fire, plague epidemic or grain shortage
in Istanbul, etc. Moreover, his reliance on diplomatic correspondence, mainly of
the Venetian baili in Istanbul, allowed him to reconstruct interesting diplomatic
encounters in sixteenth-century Ottoman capital. Long descriptions of diplomatic
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quarrels and ceremonies, myriad diplomatic problems arising from corsair raids,
trade-related conflicts between the baili and the Jewish community in Istanbul
and several other issues are covered in detail even though most of the time these
are only tangentially connected to the main plot.

In spite of its literary value and the original style, the book is not easy to
read. It has a confusing language and a complex syntax that often switch between
Spanish and Italian while quoting a primary source. Moreover, there are too many
details for a non-specialist. Sola includes every bit of information he lays his hands
on; and he does this justly because all this information is highly valuable and
original for students of sixteenth-century Mediterranean. However, it makes the
text hard to read from cover to cover.

In an effort to reconstruct what he calls literatura de avisos (or literatura de la
frontera), Sola reproduces the language of the time through the pen of Mediterranean
go-betweens. It is sort of a pastime for him to transcribe long documents in full, al-
ways in Spanish, sometimes translated from French or some variant of Italian. Apart
from including full-length documents in this work, he has moreover published them
on his website archivodelafrontera.com, a treasure trove of primary sources where
researchers can find hundreds of similar archival documents. However, it should
be noted that Sola has an unorthodox method of reproducing these documents.
Instead of transcribing them as a normal text, he divides them into verses, making
each unity of meaning, each sub-sentence that refers to a specific data, a separate
verse. This could at first be a little bit confusing, but once one gets used to it, it
proves extremely useful in quickly deciphering the meaning of the text. Moreover,
he adds headlines on the side informing the reader of what comes next in the text.

Sola’s work is a magnum opus not only because it is one of the few detailed
biographies of an Ottoman pasha. Even though the biographical aspect of the
book merits applause, I believe its strength lies rather in that it allows us a glimpse
through the daily realities of Mediterranean borderlands. It moreover carefully
scrutinizes the vernacular diplomacy that took place at the hands of small-scale
go-betweens as well as Mediterranean-wide epistolary networks and flows of
information in sixteenth-century Mediterranean. Finally, it shows us the Zeizgeist
of sixteenth-century Mediterranean borderlands where conflict is coupled with
cooperation, enmity with amity, religious fervor with careful calculation of mate-
rial interests, and most importantly, rhetoric with reality.

Emrah Safa Giirkan
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Hatice Aynur-Asli Niyazioglu (eds.),
Agsik Celebi ve Sairler Tezkiresi Uzerine Yazilar,
Istanbul: Ko¢ Universitesi Yayinlari, 2011, 191 s., ISBN 978-605-6141-14-0

Kitdber hizmetin emr it miikitib kulun olayin

Cihanun begliiginden yeg biliirem Hak biliir ani
Asik Celebi

Asik Celebi (6. 979/1572), klasik edebiyatgilar beyninde daha gok tezkiresiyle
adindan soz ettirir. Bununla beraber, bir de onun unutulmamasi gereken ‘sairlik’
ozelligi de vardir. Bundan bir kag yil 6nce meshur Aszk Celebi ve Mesd'iriis-Su'ard’st
tizerine, onun tezkiresini goriinen ve bilinenden 6teye gotiiren ve daha da 6nemlisi
sairligini de igine alan derinlikte edit bir kitap yayimlandi: Astk Celebi ve Sairler
Tezkiresi Uzerine Yazilar.

Son dénemlerde bir konu tizerindeki ¢alismalart derleyen edite kitaplarin
sayisinda artig oldugu gozlemlenmektedir. Bu, akademik toplanularda sunulan
bildirilerle temaytiz eden degerli bilgi ve tespitlerin makaleye dontstiiriip ya-
yimlama fikri, bu toplanularda ortaya ¢ikan birikimlerin daha sonra kaybolup
gitmemeleri i¢in belki de en giizel metotlardan biri olarak karsimiza ¢ikmakeadir.
Bati akademiyasindaki ‘publish or perish’ (yayimla veya yok ol) séylemini bu
noktada haurlamak, Agik Celebi ve Sairler Tezkiresi Uzerine Yazilar't ortaya koyan
bu metodun 6nemi agisindan gereklidir.

Eser, eski edebiyat sahasindaki mutat yillik toplanular dizisinden birinin,
Haziran 2009°da yapilan “16. Yiizyll Osmanli Kiiltiir Diinyasinda Bir Biyografi
Yazari: Asik Celebi ve Tezkiresi: Asik Celebi Sempozyumu” bildirilerinin makaleye
cevrilerek kitaplastirilimis halidir. Hollanda Arastirma Enstitiisii, Kog Universitesi
ve Yildiz Teknik Universitesi isbirligi ile 2009 yilinda Istanbul'da Asik Celebi ve
tezkiresinin ele alindigt bu sempozyumda konuyu farkli yonleriyle degerlendiren

on bildiriden sekizi bu kitapta yer almaktadir (s. 7).

Eski Tiirk Edebiyati sahasinda ¢alisanlarin hemen hepsinin vazgecilmez kay-
naklarindan bir olan Mesdiriis-Suard, Asik Celebi’yi Divanindan nce meshur
etmis 6nemli bir kaynaktir. Bir Osmanli biyografi yazari ve ayni zamanda sair olan
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Asik Celebi’nin bu eseri, Hatice Aynur ve Asli Niyazioglu tarafindan Asik Celebi
ile ayni metotla, hem sair hayati, hem de eserinin tanitlip incelenmesi noktasinda
hazirlanmug ve ilim diinyasinin istifadesine sunulmustur. Bu eser sayesinde Asik
Celebi ve eseri, tamamen yeterli olmasa da gerekli 6l¢iide mercek altina yatirilmis
ve giin yliziine ¢ikarilmugtir. Bu degerli eser i¢in zihnen ve bedenen uzun soluklu
gayretlerde bulunan editdrlere tesekkiir ederiz.

Asik Celebi Kimdir? Mesa'iriis-Su'ari neden 6nemlidir? Asil adi Pir Mehmet
olan Asik Celebi 926/1520'de Kosovada dogmustur. 976/1568 yilinda tamamla-
nan eser, II. Selim’e sunulmustur. $iir tarihine iligkin degerli bilgiler sunan uzun
mukaddimesinden bagka, edebiyat tarihinin biyografik kaynaklar: agisindan ol-
duk¢a mithim olan eserde, I. Murat’tan itibaren 1568’e kadar yasamis 426 sairin
hayat1 ele alinmisur. Kisa biyografilerde verilen bilgiler diger tezkirelerdekilerden
pek farkli degildir. Eserin asil 6nemli tarafi, Asik Celebi’nin bizzat sairinden
ogrendigi veya yakinlarindan duydugu saglam bilgiyi genis baglamda vermesi,
ki bunu 6nsoziinde belirtmistir, ve deta bir psikolog edasiyla sairleri ve olaylart
tahlil etmek suretiyle anlatmasidir. Mesdiriis-Suard’ nin bir bagka orijinalligi onun
‘ebeced’e gore dizilmis ve secinin hem sanatkirane hem de sade ifadeler, hatta
Tiirkge kelimelerde bile basariyla kullanilmak suretiyle kendine has bir yaz: dili
biittinliighi gdstermis olmasidir.

Asik Celebi’nin biyografisi ile meshur eseri Mesd’iriis-Suard’s: iizerine olan
bu kitap, 6nsdz ve girisin kurdugu 6nem cercevesi ve mahiyet isareti 15181nda
tic ana boliimden miitesekkildir. Eserin 6nsozii, bu kitabin sebeb-i viicudunu
ortaya koymak ve kitaba bakigt biitiinciillestirmek agisindan énem tagimaktadir.
Buna gore, bu ¢alisma, tezkire yazari A§1k Celebi ve eseri tizerinden hareketle
onlari, ‘daha ulasili’, ‘daha anlagilir’ ve ‘daha bilindik’ kilmay: hedeflemektedir.
Onsbzde, boyle bir kitabin yazilmasinin arkasinda yatan nedenin, “Asik Celebi’nin
tezkiresinde ele aldig1 konulara ve dolayisiyla Osmanli kiiltiirel ve edebiyat alanina
yakin okuma yapmak, aktardigi meseleleri goriintiilemek ve bu zor ve ulagilmaz
tezkireye bir adim daha yaklasmak” oldugunun alu ¢izilir (s. 9).

Onsbzde ayrica, Asik Celebi ve eserinin 6neminden ve ayirt edici 6zellikle-
rinden bahsedilir. Buna gore Asik Celebi’nin Mesdiriis-Su'ard’st iginde yer alan
ayrintli bilgiler eseri, arastirmacilar nezdinde ‘daha 6nemli’ kilmistir. Aynur,
Osmanlr'da Tiirkge yazan sairlere dair biyografik ilk eserler arasinda Asik Celebi
tezkiresinin “bilgi yogunlugu” ve “cesitliligi” bakimindan “daha muteber” olarak
goriilmesinin eserin alamet-i farikalarindan biri oldugunu vurgulamistr (s. 8).
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Kitabin Girig'i Hatice Aynur ve Asli Niyazioglu'nun (s. 11-16) birlikte
kaleme aldiklari “Asik Celebi ve Tezkiresine Niifuz Etme Denemesi” baslikls
yazidan olusur. Bu makalede 6ncelikle Cumhuriyet déneminden bu giine aras-
urmacilarin tezkirelerle kurduklarr iliskiler baglaminda ti¢ ana egilimin ortaya
ctktigt vurgulanir. Birinci grupta Fuad Kopriilii, Ali Nihad Tarlan, Agah Sirri
Levend, Sadettin Niizhet Ergun gibi tezkireleri anlamakta ve yorumlamakta
zorluk ¢ekmeyen isimler yer alir. Bu gruptakilerin ortak niteligi tezkirelerde
yer alan bilgiye ve tezkirelerin diline vakif olmalari ve birikimleri sayesinde
soru sormakta ve konu yaratmakta giiglitk gekmemeleridir. Tkinci grupta Asik
Celebi ve digerlerinin yazdig: tezkire metinlerini anlayip, onlardan hareketle
yeni bir seyler soylemeyi isteyen Harun Tolasa, Mehmet Cavusoglu, Amil
Celebioglu, Haluk Ipekten gibi cogu geng yasta hayata veda eden ikinci nesil
arastirmacilar bulunur. Ugiincii grupta ise s6z konusu metinlerle kiiltiirel me-
safesi iyice a¢ilmis, dolayisiyla bu metinleri anlayabilme, yorumlayabilme ve
onlara ulasabilme konusunda ¢ok zorlanan arastirmacilar bulunmaktadir. Bu
noktada Asik Celebi tezkiresine ulasma konusundaki séz konusu zorluk, 1971
yilinda yapilan Meredith-Owens baskistyla nispeten asilmis ve Filiz Kili¢'in tez-
kire tizerinde yaptg: doktora tez ¢alismasinin 2010 yilinda basilmasiyla metne
yapilan atflar artmus, bir bagka deyisle kaynagin kullanilabilirligi genislemistir.
Aynur ve Niyazioglu, kitabin icinde yer alan yazilar hakkinda verdikleri kisa
bilgilerle “Giris”i sonlandirirlar.

Birinci boliimde, “A§1k Celebi ve Mesa'iriis-Suard”, “Riiyalar, Dervisler ve
Ask”, “Sairler ve Edebiyat Diinyasi” konulu ti¢ yazidan ibarettir. Eserin tiiriine
iliskin olan ilk makale, Hatice Aynur tarafindan kaleme alinmistr (s. 19-55):
“Kurgusu ve Vurgusuyla Kendi Kaleminden Agik Celebi'nin Yasamoykiisii”.
‘Osmanli geleneginde kendi hayatindan bahsetme’ konusu yeterince ele alinmug
degildir. Bu nedenle Asik Celebi’nin tezkiresine kendi ismini madde basi olarak
almadigi halde, hayatina ait parcalara eser boyunca yer verdigini belirten maka-
le, bu yéniiyle bir 6rnekligi isaret etmektedir. Makalede, tezkirede ve divanda
yer alan Asik Celebi’ye ait pargalar, Aynur tarafindan bir araya getirilerek Asik
Celebi portresi yazilmugtir ki bu, hayat hikayesini farkl: bir sekilde kaleme almak,
demektir. Bu yazi ayrica, Asik Celebi’nin kendisini nasil gérdiigiinii, hayatindaki
hangi noktalar1 6ne ¢ikardigini ortaya koyan bu yazi, diger tezkire yazarlarinin

biyografilerinin yazilmasinda sundugu yontem bakimindan da 6nem tagimaktadir.

Birinci bolimiin ikinci yazisi, eser tizerine biiytik bir ¢calismaya sahip olan
Filiz Kili¢’a aittir (s. 57- 68), “Mesd’iriis-Su'ard’nin Nishalar1, Niishalarin
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Seceresi Olusturulurken Izlenen Yontem ve Karsilasilan Zorluklar” baslikls
yazisinda Kili¢ 2010 yilinda yayimlanan doktora tezinden hareketle tezkirenin
tenkitli metnini olusturma siirecine, bu siirecte kargilastigi sorunlara deginmek-
te ve eserin ¢esitli kiitiiphanelerde kayitlt olan niishalarini tanitmakeadir. Bu
yazi, tenkitli negirlerde izlenen yola giizel bir 6rnek teskil etmesi bakimindan

6nemlidir.

“Riyalar, Dervisler ve Agk” isimli ikinci boliimiinde farkli konularda yazilmis

tic makale yer alir. Yazilardan ilki Asli Niyazioglu'na aittir (s. 71-84). Niyazioglu,
“Riiyalarin Soyledikleri” baslikli bu makalede Mesd’iriis-Suardda Osmanlilarin
hayat anlayislari ile riiya anlaular: arasindaki iliskiyi ele alinir ve riiya anlatilarinin
dénemlerin kaygi, ozlem ve korkularini dile getirdigi belirtilir. Yazar, tezkirede
on iki riiyaya yer verildigini, bunlar arasinda dérdiintin gaybdan haber verdigini,
béylece gelecegin riiyay: gorene malum olduguna isaret edildigini syler ve bunlar
arasindan sectigi biri ‘iyi’ digeri ‘koti'yli haber veren iki riiyay: inceler. Niyazioglu
siir-ritya-hayat hikayesi anlatiminin bizim i¢in ayna islevi gordiigiinii, ama bu
aynanin, goriiniirii ayniyla yansitan modern dénemin aynalar degil, sakli olani
gosteren erken modern donemin ideal aynalari oldugunu sdylemekte, bunlardan
hareketle Osmanli toplumunun korku ve beklentilerinin haritasinin ¢ikarilabi-
lecegi tizerinde durmaktadir. Bu yazi, degerlendirmede kullanilan yontem ve
varilan sonuglar noktasinda dikkat ¢ekici olmakla birlikte, yine bir erken donem
dinamigi olarak riiya anlatimi ve tasavvuf iliskisi bakimindan degerlendirilmis

goriinmemektedir.

“Mesd’iriis-Suward da Toplum-Tanimaz Sapkin Dervigler”, Helga Anhetshofer’in
“151k” terimi tizerinden kurdugu bir makaledir (s. 85-101). Yazar, ¢aligmasinda
toplumda sapkin dervigler olarak bilinen grup hakkinda Asik Celebi’nin ne
diisiindiigiinii ortaya koymak amaciyla tezkirede 1stk teriminin kag kez ve hangi
baglamlarda gectigini belirleyerek kullanilan ilgili ifadelere de deginmistir. Isik te-
riminin eski edebiyat baglami tizerinde durmak, bu makaleyi zenginlestirebilecek
bir yon olarak burada vurgulanabilir.

Ikinci boliimdeki “Ask, Asiklar ve Mastiklar: Mesdiriis-Su'ari’da Ask Iliskileri”
baslikli son yazi Jan Schmidt'e ait olup Berat A¢il tarafindan Tiirkgeye ¢evrilmistir
(s. 103-113). Schmidt makalede, ‘yetiskin erkeklerle oglanlar arasindaki agk iliskisi’
gibi tartigmali ve tabu olan bir konunun modern 6ncesi Osmanli toplumundaki
durumunu, Batrda yapilan calismalara da deginerek Asik Celebi tezkiresinden
hareketle degerlendirmektedir.
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Kitabin “Sairler ve Edebiyat Diinyasi” isimli {i¢iincii bélimiinde de {i¢
makale yer almaktadir. Buradaki ilkyazi Zeynep Altok'un “Asik Celebi ve Edebi
Kanon” baglikli ¢alismasidir (s. 117-132). Altok bu makalede Asik Celebi'de ve
cagdaslarinda bir edebi kanon kurgusu olup olmadigi sorusuna Asik Celebi tezki-
resinden yola gikarak cevap aramaktadir. Sonugta bu metinlerde bir edebi kanon
kurgusu bulundugunu sdylemenin zor oldugunu, Osmanlida ancak on yedinci
ylizy1l ve sonrasinda kanon benzeri hegemonik yapilarin, baska bir deyisle bir
tiir edebi kanonun varligindan s6z edilebilecegini belirtmektedir. Tezkirede edebi
kanonun goriinmeyisi yiizyilla alakali olmakla beraber, eserin ‘tiir olarak’ da buna
miisait olmayacag: diisiiniilebilir.

Ttib4 Isen-Durmus “Edebi Hamilik Iligkileri: Kaynak olarak Agik Celebi
Tezkiresi” makalesinde (s. 133-145) Osmanli edebiyatindaki patronaj (hamilik)
sistemini degerlendirmektedir. Yazar, Osmanlidaki himaye sistemi termino-
lojisi, bunlarin farkli kullanimlari, siirin hamilere sunulma sekli ve ritiieli ve
suaranin hamilik iligkileri tizerinde durarak doyurucu érneklerle makaleyi
tamamlamuistir.

Uciincii boliimiin son makalesi Ali Emre Ozyildirim’a ait (s. 147-165) olan
“Garib Ma’nalar, Acib Hayaller Latifi ve A§1k Celebi Tezkirelerinden Hareketle
Belagat Terimi olarak ‘Garib’ Sifat1” baglikli makaledir. Yazar, burada 16. yiizyilin
iki tezkiresinde “garib” ve bu sifata es ve onu tamamlayici olan “acib” kelimesinin
kullanimlari izerinde durmaktadir ve tezkirelerin Osmanli edebiyatina ait terimler
konusunda 6nemli ipuglari barindirdigini ve bu yénleri ihmal edilmemesi gereken

kaynaklar olduguna isaretle semantik yaklagim sergilemektedir.

Agik Celebi ve Sairler Tezkiresi Uzerine Yazilar, Hatice Aynur tarafindan hazir-
lanan “Mes¥iri’s-Su'ard ve Had&'tku'l-Hak#'ik'e Gére Asik Celebi’nin Yagaminin
Kronolojisi” ve “Asik Celebi Tezkiresiyle Ilgili Yayinlar Kaynakgast” baslikl iki
eki takiben “Kaynakga” ve “Yazarlarin Ozge¢misleri” ile tamamlanmakeadir (s.

167-191).

Bizatihi Mesd’iriis-Su'ard’ nin kendi metodolojisiyle (tezkire) ve yeni ve
modern bakislarla Osmanl: kiiltiir tarih ve edebiyatinin farkli pencerelerini agan
ve bu vesileyle yine Mesd’iriis-Suard’y: ‘daha ulagilir’, ‘daha anlagilir’ ve ‘daha
bilindik’ kilmis oldugu muhakkak olan bu kitap oldukg¢a takdire sayandir. Eser,
ayni zamanda, eski edebiyat sahasindaki bircok konuya disiplinlerarast yaklagim-
larla deginmis olma 6zelligi tasimaktadir. Eserde, metinsel ve baglamsal yonden
bititinliik goze carpmakta, kronoloji ve bibliyografya, konu tizerinde ¢alismak
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isteyenler icin Mesdiriis-Suard nin giincellenmis yol haritasi islevini gormektedir.
Fikrimizce, eserde A§1k Celebi’nin eserinin kendi i¢yapisi, dinamikleri, kapsadig
alan, 6z-anlati teknikleri, edebiyat tarihi bakimindan 6nemi, metodolojisi, biyog-
rafi galigmalarindaki yeri, diger tezkirelerden farki ve edebi degerinin bahsedilen
biittinsellikte agirlik merkezini olusturmast oldukea yerinde olurdu. Takdire sayan
bu ¢alisma, bahsedilen konular tizerindeki birinci el ¢alismalara yol agacak birinci

el yorumlama ¢esitlemeleri olarak degerlendirilebilir.

Vildan S. Coskun

Marwa Elshakry,
Reading Darwin in Arabic, 1860-1950,

Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 2013, 440 pp.,
ISBN 978-022-6001-30-2

Marwa Elshakry'nin bashigint Darvin’i Arap¢a Okumak olarak cevirebile-
cegimiz kitabi, baghiginin ima ettigi gibi sadece evrim teorisiyle ilgili Arapcada
yapilan tartismalardan ibaret degildir. Esasinda Elshakry kitabinda Arapga basin
ve yayinda Darvin'in fikirleriyle ilgili tartigmalar: takip etmekle birlikte, soz ko-
nusu tartismalarin icerisinde olustugu ve sekillendigi genel siyasi, dini ve kiiltiirel
gelismelere de genisce yer vermektedir. Elshakry’nin kitabt bu ozellikleriyle hem
metinlerle yiizlesen hem de metinlerin icerisinde iiretildikleri baglami esas alan
1860’lardan 1950’lere kadar yaklasik yiizyillik modern Arap diisiince tarihine 1gtk
tutmakeadir.

Elshakry, Arapgadaki Darvin okumalarini geviri ¢alismalari, bilim tarihi ve
diisiince tarihinde mevcut teorileri ve yaklagimlari kullanarak incelemektedir. Bu
yaklagimlar cercevesinde Arapga Darvin okumalarini Darvin'in kendi metinleriyle
karsilastirarak okumaktan ziyade, Arap diistiniirlerinin Darvin’in fikirlerini nasil
islediklerini ve kendi siyasi, kiiltiirel ve dini kaygilari dogrultusunda evrim hakkin-
daki fikirleri nasil dontistiirdiiklerini gstermeye ¢alismaktadir. Burada Darvin’in
orijinal eserlerinin ¢aligmanin bir parcasi yapilmamasinin bir nedeni, Elshakry’nin

yazar merkezli yaklasimdan ziyade okuyucu merkezli yaklagimi 6nemsemesidir.
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Kisacast, yazar merkezli yaklagimlarda bir diisincenin yayilmasinda genellikle
yazarin niyetinin ne kadar anlagildig1 ve sonraki yorumcularin metnin aslina ne
kadar sadik kalip kalmadiklar: tizerinde yogunlagilmaktadir. Dolayisiyla okuyu-
cunun, veya fikirleri alimlayanlarin s6z konusu esere ne kadar katk: yaptiklari,
onu nasil doniistiirdiikleri pek dikkate alinmaz. Dikkate alindigi zamanlarda da,
yaygin olan yazar merkezli yaklasgtmdan dolay1 s6z konusu katkilar genelde sapma
veya yanlis anlama olarak arz edilmektedir. Gittikge kohnelesen modern diisiince
tarihi yaziminda daha ¢ok yazar merkezli yaklasim esas alinarak, Batida tiretilen
fikirlerin Bat-dis1 toplumlara nasil yayildig aragtirilmakeadir. Son zamanlarda
post-modern, post-yapisalct veya post-kolonyal gibi farkli isimlendirmelerle teza-
hiir eden yaklagimlarda ise Bat: dist toplumlardaki diisiiniirlere Batidaki meseleleri
pasifce alimlayan taklitciler olarak, ya da Batr’'daki orijinallerinden farklilagan
sapmalar olarak degil de kendi sartlarinda bu tartigmalara 6zgiin katkilarda bulu-
nan treticiler olarak goriilmektedir. Bu minvalde, her okumanin metni yeniden
inga etmeden ibaret oldugunu okuyucuya hatirlatan Elshakry, Arap distiniirlerin
Darvin okumalari veya evrim teorisiyle ilgili diisiinceleri kendi baglamlar: esas
alindiginda daha anlaml:i bir ¢alisma ortaya ¢ikabilecegine inanmaktadir. Bu
yaklagimla Elshakry kitabinda Darvinci fikirlerinin farkli donemlerde nasil ifade
edildiklerini arastirmaktadir.

Bilim tarihi ¢aligmalarindan da faydalanan Elshakry, evrim diisiincesinin
yayilmasini pozitivist yaklasimdan ziyade bilimin sosyal insact teorilerini temel
alarak aragtirmaktadir. Dolayisiyla yazar, evrim teorileriyle ilgili tartismalarin
seriiveninin genel olarak dini ve siyasi soylemlerden bagimsiz olarak anlagila-
mayacagina vurgu yapmaktadir. Kisacast bilimsel fikirlerin alimlanmasinda ve
doéntstiirilmesinde bilimle toplum arasindaki iliskinin belirleyici oldugunu ve
bilimsel diisiincenin mevcut toplumsal ve siyasi gelismelerden bagimsiz olarak
kavranamayacagini evrim diisiincesinin modern Arap tarihindeki izlerine bakarak

gostermektedir.

Bir biitiin olarak kitapta son zamanlarda giderek 6ne ¢ikan global tarih ya-
ziminin etkileri de goriilmektedir. Dolayisiyla yerel tarih yaziminin 6tesinde bir
cabaya rastlanmakradir. Arapga evrim tartigmalarinin Misir ve Suriye yogunluklu
takip etmekle birlikte, Elshakry ilgili tarusmalart anlatirken déneme damgasint
vuran teknolojik gelismeler, emperyalizm ve kolonyalizm, misyonerlik faaliyetleri,
dogu sorunu, oryantalizm gibi siyasi ve sosyal gelismelerin tabii olarak Misir ve
Suriye’yi ¢okea asan boyutlarina isaret etmektedir. Ayrica, Elshakry zaman zaman
Cin ve Hindistan gibi tilkelerde evrimle ilgili gelismelere de atifta bulunarak
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Arapga evrimle ilgili gelismelerin diinyanin diger bolgeleriyle gosterdigi benzer-
liklere isaret etmektedir.

Kitaptaki genel yaklagimlari ve metodolojiyi bu sekilde degerlendirdikten
sonra simdi de kitabin icerigine bir gdz atabiliriz. Kitap bir giris, yedi boliim
ve bir son sézden olusmakrtadir. Ilk iki boliimde misyonerlerin faaliyetlerine ve
matbaanin evrim disiincesinin yayilmasindaki etkisine agirlik veren Elshakry, bu
cercevede 1870’lerden itibaren basimaya baslanan e/-Muktataf isimli popiiler
bilim dergisinin Darvir'in fikirlerinin Arapcaya aktarilmasindaki roliinii incele-
mektedir. S6z konusu dergi, Suriye Protestan kolejinden mezun olan Yakup Sarruf
ve Faris Nimr adli Hristiyanlar tarafindan ¢ikarilmisur. Kolej de Amerikali mis-
yonerlerin Beyrut'taki misyonerlik faaliyetlerinin sonucu olarak ortaya ¢ikmustir.
Yazar, misyonerlerin bilime, Dogulularin dinini degistirmenin stratejik bir aract
olarak ilgi gosterdiklerini belirtmektedir. Bir bagka deyisle, misyonerler bolgedeki
insanlarin bilime gosterdigi ilgiyi goriince, kendileri de bilimi bir ara¢ olarak
kullanmaya baslamislardir. Bu amagla 6nceleri ortadgretim diizeyinde okul acan
misyonerler, daha sonra agtiklart okulu yiiksekdgretim diizeyinde egitim veren
Suriye Protestan Koleji'ne doniistiirmiiglerdir. Kolejde Amerikada ve Avrupada
basilan bir¢cok dergiyi okuma imkani bulan Sarruf ve Nimr, s6z konusu popiiler
bilim dergilerinde ¢ikan yazilardan sectikleri parcalari Arapgaya aktararak faydal
bilimleri yaymak istemekredirler. Onceleri Beyrut'ta yayinlanan dergi, Protestan
Koleji’'nde Darvinci bir hocanin diistincelerinin dergide yayinlanmasi gerginlige
neden olunca, bu durumdan duyulan rahatsizlik sebebiyle bir siire sonra dergi
Kahirede yaymlanmaya baglanmistir. S6z konusu gerginlik Darvin tizerinden
gliniimiize dek siire gelen din ile bilim arasindaki iligkinin tabiat hakkindadir.

Evrim distincesinin yaratug rahatsizligi goz oniine alan Sarruf ve Nimr'in
evrim fikirlerini secici bir sekilde islediklerini ve dini diisiinceye uygun olarak
yansitmaya calistiklarini gérilmektedir. Bu bilimsel bilginin genel olarak top-
lumdan ve kiiltiirden bagimsiz bir sekilde anlagilmayacagini géstermektedir.
Buna gore bilimsel teoriler yayildiklari bolgelerde meveut geleneklerle uyusarak
doénistiiriilmektedir. Dolayistyla Darvin’in fikirlerinin ¢ok hizli yayilmasinin
arkasindaki nedenlerden biri de Elshakry’ye gore geleneksel diisiinceyle rahatlikla
uyusabilmesidir.

“Materyalizm ve Kargitlari” baglikli tigtincti boliimde, Elshakry e/-Muktataftta
Avrupadaki bakteriler ve mikroplarla ilgili aragtirmalara dayanarak yaratma fikrini
savunan yazilara karst, doktor $ibli Stimeyyil’in hayatin kendiliginden ortaya ¢ik-
ugi seklinde materyalizmi savunmastyla ortaya ¢ikan tartgmalari incelemekeedir.
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Katolik olan Siimeyyil Beyrut'taki egitiminden sonra Fransa'ya gitmis ve daha
sonra uzmanlik sinavlari igin Istanbul’a ugramistir. Elshakry’ye gore Istanbul'da
gen¢ Osmanlilarla kargilagmasi Stimeyyil'in materyalist fikirlerini artturmus, onu
Alman materyalizmiyle tanistirmustir (s. 104). Bilim tarihi ¢aligmalarinda tarts-
malt deneylerin profesyonel, sosyal ve ahlaki normlar kullanilarak ikna yoluyla
sonlandirildigy fikrini hatirlatan Elshakry, Avrupadaki hayatn baglangiciyla ilgili
deneylerin de tartgmali oldugunu, dolayisiyla Sarruf, Nimr ve Stimeyyil 6rnekle-
rinde goriildiigii gibi bu tartismalarin kesinlik arz eden delillerden ziyade mevcut
egilimlerden alimlandiklarini belirtmektedir (s. 106-7). Suriye Protestan Koleji
hocalarindan Ibrahim el-Hurani de Siimeyyil’e reddiyeler yazmis, ayn1 zamanda
evrim teorisinin dini inanca arz ettigi tehlikelere dikkat ¢ekmistir. Elshakry’ye gore
Stimeyyil'in materyalizmine kargt en etkili reddiye de Cemaleddin Afgani’nin ilk
olarak Hindistan'daki tabiatgilara karst yazdigs risalenin Muhammed Abduh’un
gozetiminde Arapcaya cevrilmesiyle saglanmigtir. Aslinda kitap boyunca degisik
dillerden yapilan terciimeler, Kalkiitadan Iskenderiye’ye, New York'tan Beyrut'a,
Paristen Istanbul ve Kahire’ye kadar uzanabilen entelektiiel tartismalar gittikce
globallesen diisiince diinyasinin en 6nemli gostergesidir.

Sarruf, Nimr ve Stimeyyil gibi Hristiyan Araplarin yani sira, Elshakry, dérdiin-
cli ve besinci boliimlerde, Hiiseyin el-Cisr ve Muhammed Abduh gibi Miisliiman
distiniirlerin ¢aligmalarint da ele almaktadir. Sosyal bilimciler arasinda yaygin
olan goriise gore modern bilim, dini diistincenin zayiflamasina neden olmustur.
Bu yaygin kanaatin aksine bilim tarih¢ilerinin revizyonist tarih yazimina gore as-
linda dini diistincenin zayiflamas: sdyle dursun, evrim diisiincesiyle birlikte dogal
teolojinin yeniden canlandigs belirtilmektedir. Dolayisiyla Cisr ve Abduh gibi bazi
Misliman distintirler e/-Muktataf gibi popiiler bilim dergilerini okumakta ve s6z
konusu dergilerde yayinlanan modern bilimin argiimanlarini, misyonerlere ve
kolonyal giiglere karsi Islam’t savunmaya galisirken kullanmaktadirlar. Ayrica bu
savunma esnasinda gelenekteki bazi tartigmalar yeniden giin yiiziine ¢tkmaktadir.
Ornek olarak, Gazali’nin filozoflara elestirisi ve Ibn Riigd’iin savunmasi giindeme
gelmis, bunun tizerine Ferah Antun ile Abduh arasinda konuyla ilgili tartgmalar

yasanmistir.

Kitabin son iki boliimiinde yirminci yiizyilin ilk yarisinda Arap diinyasinda
evrimle ilgili gelismelerin kaderine yer verilmektedir. Elshakry daha ¢ok Seleme
Musa ve Ismail Mazhar iizerinden evrim diisiincesinin yeni yorumlarina ve yan-
stmalarina vurgu yapmakrtadir. Daha dnce de not ettigim gibi, bu béliimlerde de

Darvin’in Arapga okumalari tizerinden siyasi ve sosyal dontisiimiin tarihine yer
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veren Elshakry, genel olarak diinyada ve 6zellikle Misirdaki siyasi gelismeleri ve
bunlarin evrim diistincesine yansimasini ele almaktadir. Burada Sad Zaglul ve
partisinin Misir’t bagimsizlagtirma gabalari, yine tek parti dénemi Tirkiye’sin-
deki gelismelerin kisa da olsa Misirdaki yankilarini gdrmekteyiz. Ayrica evrimci
sosyalizm ve transendental evrim anlayisinin zamanla Arap distiniirler arasinda

yayginlastugini okumaktayiz.

Elshakry’nin eseri genel olarak kargilagtirmali tarih yazimina yer vermekle
birlikle, kisaca isaret edilen baz iligkiler derinlemesine incelenememistir. Ornegin
Arap distincesinin Tiirk diistincesiyle irtibatli olarak gelisimine bir ka¢ defa isaret
edilmistir. Son dénem Osmanlrda Ahmed Midhat gibi diistiniirlerin ¢aligmalar:
Sarruf ve Nimr gibi Arap yazarlarin ¢aligmalariyla paralellik arz etmektedir. Yine
o donemde kendisi de Stimeyyil gibi doktorluk egitimi alan ve degisik yayinlarla
bilimi popiilerlestirmeye calisanlardan Abdullah Cevdet'in ¢alismalari Stimey-
yil'inkilerle genel olarak 6rtiismektedir. Ayrica Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti kurulduktan
sonra Misir gibi Arap tilkelerinde yasamak zorunda kalan Mustafa Sabri, Mehmed
Akif, Zahid Kevseri gibi diisiiniirlerin s6z konusu tartismalarla ne derece iligki
kurduklart merak edilmektedir. Bu nedenle gerek Darvinci fikirleri ¢alisan ge-
rekse Tiirk-Arap diisiince tarihine yogunlasan akademisyenleri bu konularda yeni
arastirmalar beklemektedir.

Son olarak bu degerli ¢alismanin siyah beyaz gorsel materyalle zenginlesti-
rildigini belirtilmelidir. Ayrica kitabin sonunda genis bir bibliyografi ve indeksin
oldugunu haturlatlmalidir.

Elsahkry kitabinda Albert Hourani gibi ¢agdas Arap diistincesini reformistler
ve muhafazakarlarin ¢atismasi ya da Hristiyan ve Miislimanlarin kavgasi olarak
sunan yaklasimlart daha sofistike bir anlatimla elestirmektedir. Bu baglamda eser,
cagdas Arap tarihini sosyo-kiiltiirel ve ekonomik yonden derinlemesine inceleyen
Timothy Mitchell ve Khaled Fahmy’nin ¢alismalarina, diisiince yoniine yapilan
katkilarla tamamlamaktadir. Elshakry, hem kargilastirmali hem de global bilim
ve diisiince tarihi ¢aliganlara Arapca Darvin okumalarini zengin bir materyal
siginda sunmaktadir. Dolayisiyla kitap bilim tarihi, entelektiiel tarih, ve cagdas
Arap diisiincesi konularini galisanlarin ilgisini ¢ekecektir. Ozellikle de Suriye ve
Misirda evrim diisiincesi, egitimin yayginlasmasi, matbaanin etkileri gibi konular
tizerinde galisanlarin gézden kagirmamalari gereken bir kitaptur.

Kenan Tekin
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Ismail E. Eriinsal,

Osmanlilarda Sahaflik ve Sahaflar,
[stanbul: Timas Yayinlari, 2013, 584 s., ISBN 978-605-08-1180-3

Temelde arsiv belgelerine dayanarak hazirlanan Osmanlilarda Sahaflik ve
Sahaflar, Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nda sahafligin ekonomik ve sosyal tarihine 151k
tutmak {izere hazirlanmis. Eriinsal’in kendi tabiriyle, “bu ¢alisma Tiirkcede bir
meslek grubu igin yapilan ilk indeks denemesidir” (s.26).

Osmanlilarda sahafligin, kitap¢iligin ve baglantli bir konu olarak matba-
aciligin tarihine dair yayinlari igeren literatiiriin kisitli oldugunu soyleyebiliriz.
Bu alanda Server Iskit ve Selim Niizhet Gergek’in basin-yayin iizerine yazdigs ilk
donem eserlerden baslamak iizere!, Osmanlilarin kitapla iliskisinin zayif oldugu,
kitap telifinin ve satisinin yeterli olmadig1 séylenegelmistir.

Bunun yaninda Osmanlilarin kitap ile iligkisi ve dolayistyla sahaflik meslegi
ya romantik bir nesne olarak, yahut da Osmanli modernlesmesi bahsi altinda
incelenmis, bu meslegin bidayeti, Osmanlilarin kitapla iligkileri az sayida ¢aligma-
ya konu olmustur. Kemal Beydilli'nin Mithendishane’nin kurulusunu ve burada
yer alan matbaanin faaliyetlerini ele alan 7iirk Bilim ve Matbaacilik Taribinde
Miihendishane, Miihendishane Matbaas: ve Kiitiiphanesi adli eseri ve Orlin Sabev’in
Ibrahim Miiteferrika ve ilk Osmanli matbaasina dair incelemesinin (/brahim
Miiteferrika ya da Il Osmanls Matbaa Seriiveni: Yeniden Degerlendirme) yanisira,
bazi irili ufakli makale ¢aligmalart olmakla beraber, Osmanlilarin kitapla iliskisi,
Osmanlilarda sahaflik, sahaflik meslegi gibi konularda mufassal bir eserden bah-
sedememekteyiz

[smail E. Eriinsal tarafindan genis kapsamli bir indeks olarak hazirlanan
Osmanlilarda Sahaflik ve Sahaflar, pek ¢ok detayi icerdigi kadar mecburen bazi
konulari disarida birakmistir. Ornegin yazar yabanct literatiirii yeri geldiginde
cok yerinde kullanmasinin yaninda, yapilmast muhtemel bazi karsilagtirmalari da
yapmaktan geri durmustur. Bu vesile ile kitabin ¢ok genis bir zaman araliginda
bir meslek kolunun arsiv belgelerine dayanarak, nasil goziikttigiinii resmettigini
soyleyebiliriz. Yazar belgeler arasinda rastladigi pek ¢ok detay, incelikle islemis

1 Server Iskit, Tiirkiyede Nesriyat Hareketleri Tarihine Bakis, Devlet Basimevi 1939;
Selim Niizhet Gergek Tiirk Matbuati, Devlet Basimevi, 1939.
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ve belirli bagliklar, paragraflar halinde ele almig; her baglik tizerine belgelerde
rastladig bilgilerin tamamina yakinini zikretmistir.

Aragtirmasina Islim diinyasinda verraklarin tarihini kisa bir sekilde 6zet-
leyerek baglayan yazar sonrasinda imparatorluk icinde sahafligin nasil bir seyir
izledigini isliyor. Edirne, Bursa ve imparatorlugun diger sehirlerindeki sahaflarin
durumuna degindikten sonra kitabin ana konusu olan Istanbul sahaflarini, muh-
telif alt bagliklar altinda incelemeye bagliyor.

Once sahaflar’in bulundugu carsi(lar)in nereler oldugunu, miisterilerini, ilim
ve kiiltiir hayatina katkilarini inceliyor. Sonrasinda sahaflar ile ilgili diizenlemeleri
ele aliyor. Sonrasinda ise sahaflara gelen kitaplar, sahaflarin sattiklari kitaplar, sahaf
miizayedeleri gibi alt bagliklara egiliyor.

Sahaflarin ekonomik durumlarini ve kitap fiyatlari ile bu fiyatlarin zaman
icinde nasil degistigini kitabin ikinci yarisindan itibaren isliyor.

Belgelerde rastladigt mevzular izerinden kitabr gekillendiren yazar, pek ¢ok
alt baglik-tist baglik iceren kitapta, belgelerin cevap verdigi sorulart da biiyiik bir
titizlikle daima zikretmis. Bu sayede okuyanin meseleyi yerli yerine koymasina
yardimei olmus.

Toplamda 580 sayfalik bir hacme sahip kitabin son 200 sayfasi ise dizin,
kaynakea, ek belgeler ve tablolardan olusuyor.

[smail E. Eriinsal, 6zellikle kismet-i askeriyye, miilga beledi kassamlig1 ve
beytiilmal kassamligina ait defterlerde yer alan sahhaflara dair belgelerin tamamint
incelemis ve bu incelemelerinin neticesinde olusan sorulari cevaplamis, ortaya
ctkan gergekleri aktarmaya calismis. Bir arastirma sorusunun cevabini aramaktan
ziyade, bir arastirma alanina dair, 6zellikle ilgili arsivler icinde neler bulundugu,
bunlarin nasil bir seyir izledigini aktarmaya ¢alismis diyebiliriz. Ama bundan daha
ileride, kitabin ele aldigi zaman dilimi olan 16. yiizyil ile 20. yiizyil baslar: arasin-
daki degisimleri, farkli kiyaslamalara da tabi tutarak anlamlandirmaya caligmus.
Dénemsel olarak sahaflarin nasil degismeler yasadigi, ekonomik olarak nasil bir
seyir izledikleri, kitap satiglarinin, kitap fiyatlarinin hangi kistaslara gére degistigi
gibi ekonomik sorulara cevap bulmaya calistig1 gibi, sosyal hayatta sahaflarin nasil
bir yere sahip olduklari, hangi kokenden geldikleri, meslek olarak nasil bir yapilari
oldugu gibi bu meslek koluna dair pek ¢ok detay1 da incelemeye calismis.

Kitabin temelde Istanbul iizerine yogunlastigint soyleyebiliriz. Fakat bu
yazarin bir tercihi degil, belgelerin kendisini gotiirdiigii nokta olmus. Kitabin
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ilk kisimlarinda ve ilgili yerlerde, Bursa ve Edirne gibi imparatorlugun 6nceki
baskentlerine dair mevzulara deginilse de, kitabin ele aldig1 zaman araliginda
genel yargilar ortaya koymaya yardimei olacak kadar fazla belgeye rastlayamamis.
Bu nedenle galismanin genel planinin Istanbul sahaflari iizerine oturdugunu,
hatta yine belge eksikliginden 6tiirii yeterli malumat elde edemedigi ilk dénem
Istanbul’'unun degil, Istanbul’un 16. ylizyilin ortalarindan sonrasini inceledigini
soyleyebiliriz.

Yazarin bu nevi bulgular neticesinde, konunun muhtevasini belirlemis ve
cercevesini ¢izmis olmasindan rahatlikla, kitabi hazirlarken konuya dair 6nyargilar
ve hipotezlerin kisitlayiciligindan uzak bir bakisla belgelere egildigini ve belgele-
rin verdigi imkanlar 6l¢iisiinde, onlarin temsil imkanlarina gore yargilar ortaya

koydugunu soyleyebiliriz.

Kitap, tarih disiplini tizerinden ekonomik tarih ve sosyal tarih alanlarina dair
fazlastyla malumat igeriyor. Bunun yaninda, daha kavramsal-olgusal bir ¢izgide,
meslek gruplarinin yapist, ekonomik buhranlarin bir esnaf grubuna etkisi, mat-
baanin dogusu ve egitim kurumlarinin sektére sosyal-ekonomik etkileri gibi farkls
sorular1 tiretmemize ve kismen baglangi¢ noktalarina dair, sorularin cevaplarina

dair mithim detaylar igeriyor.

Kitabin temelde ekonomik degerlendirmeler yapugi kisimlar (kitap fiyatlari,
sahaflarin ekonomik durumlari) bol bol grafik ve sema ile desteklenmis. Bu sayede
degisen ekonomik yapinin, esnaf grubunun ekonomik degisiminin daha rahat
goriilmesini sagliyor. Bu noktada yazarin salt sahaflarin verilerine dayanmayip,
aynt siire icinde Osmanli Devleti’nin yasadigi ekonomik sikintilari, paranin
degisen degeri gibi konulari da ayni ciddiyetle ele alip, ilgili kargilagtirmalar
yapmis olmasini kitabin bu noktadaki en dikkat ¢ekici 6zelliklerinden biri olarak
zikredebiliriz. Zira ilgili genis donem acisindan salt belgeler tizerinden yapilacak
bir aragtirmada ozellikle 18. yiizyilin ortalarindan itibaren akge tizerinden kitap
fiyatlarinda anormal degisikler yasandigi ve diizenli bir artis oldugu seklinde bir
tablo goriilmektedir. Fakat ayni donemde Osmanli parasinin dalgali yapisi ile ki-
yasladigimizda fiyatlarin degerinin aslinda neredeyse sabit kaldigini fakat paradaki
degismelerin akge tizerinden fiyatlara yansidigini goriiyoruz. Bu durumu yazarin
ifadesiyle aktarirsak; “1740-1910 yillart arasinda akge bazinda kitap fiyatlar: sii-
rekli aremugtir, fakat bunun sebebi akgenin giimiis oraninin diigmesidir. Ekonomik
sartlarin da alim giictinii etkilemesi dolayisiyla donem dénem kitap fiyatlarinda
onemli dalgalanmalarin meydana geldigi tespit edilmistir” (s.339).
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Yazar sahaf terekelerinin sayisindan hareketle inceledigi belgeler ile gercek
yasamdaki sayisal oranin nasil bir miitekabiliyeti olduguna dair olusabilecek
soruyu kabaca su sekilde cevapliyor: $evket Pamuk’un incelemelerine gore
tereke kayitlarinin yaklagik 1/10 gibi bir temsiliyeti oldugunu, fakat sahaf
gediginin izin verdigi sahaf sayisi ile karsisina ¢ikan belgelerin sayisini kargi-
lagtirdiginda, kendi aragtirma alani acisindan belgelerin gercek miktara oranla
yaklasik 40/100 gibi bir temsiliyete ulastugini, bu nedenle bu belgeler 1s1g1nda,
Osmanlida sahaflik ve sahaflara dair genele samil olabilecek yorumlar yapila-
bilecegini soyliiyor.

Kitabin ortaya koydugu 6nemli noktalardan biri de sahaflarin matbaanin
ve matbu kitabin yayginlasmasindan sonra yasadig1 degisimleri izlememize im-
kan vermesidir.Daha evvel Jale Baysal'in yapug: indeksleme calismasi vesilesi ile
Osmanli'da (her ne kadar ilk matbaa 1729 yilinda kurulsa da) matbaalarin ve
kitap basiminin yayginlasmasinin 1820’li yillarda basladigini biliyoruz?. Bu kitap
basiminin ilgili esnaf grubuna nasil yansidigini ise ilk kez bu kitap sayesinde
gorebiliyoruz. Eriinsal, 19. ytizyilin ortalarindan itibaren sahafligin sekil degis-
tirmeye bagladigini, sahaf-kitapei, sahaf-yayinci gibi ayri dallarin ortaya ¢ikugini,
hatta sadece matbu kitap satan kitap¢ilarin agildigini, ayni zamanda Anadoluda
(egitimin de Anadolu’ya yayilmasi ile beraber) hem Istanbul'da bastlmis kitaplar:
satan, hem de kendileri kitaplar basan sahaf-kitapgilarin ortaya ¢ikuigini ifade
ediyor.

Kitabin, kitapgilarin ve sahaflarin yavas yavas degismesinin tek basina ve bir
anda gerceklesmedigini, bunun zaman icinde, farkli siyasal ve sosyal olaylarin da
etkisiyle oldugunu soyleyebiliriz. Yazar, hakkinda ¢ok genis bir literatiir bulunan
bu mevzuya dair yorum getirmekten ziyade, meselenin sahaf terekeleri tizerinden
nasil izlenebilecegini gostermeye ¢alismis ki, bu noktada hem bir meta olarak
kitabin muhtevasinin degismesi, hem bir esnaf grubunun mahiyetinin degismeye
baslamasini bu nevi ilk elden belgelere dayanarak gostermistir. Kitap bu ozelligi
ile, literatiirde 6nemli bir boslugu dolduracakur.

Kitaptaki incelemeleri dikkate aldigimizda sahaf terekelerinden ¢ikan kitap-
larin hem fiyatlari hem de nitelikleri sebebiyle daha mahdut bir ¢evreye hitap
ettigini, sahaflarda genellikle ulemanin veya maddi giicii kuvvetli bir kesimin
alabilecegi kitaplar sauldigini gérmekteyiz. Bu durumun istisnast ise destanlar,

2 Jale Baysal, Miiteferrikadan birinci mesrutiyete kadar Osmanls Tiirklerinin bastiklar:
kitaplar, Istanbul: Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, 1968.

340



KITABIYAT / BOOK REVIEWS

halk hikayeleri ve Kur’an ciizleridir. Matbaanin yayginlagmas: ve egitim siste-
minin degismeye baglamast sonrasinda ise kitaplarin durumunu yazar su sekilde
ozetlemektedir; “Gyle goziikiiyor ki matbaa kendi okuyucusunu yaratmis sahaf
kitapgilar da okuyucu kitlesine yeni basilan eserleri ulastirmada énemli bir rol
iistlenmislerdir” (s.143).

Kitap, Batuda yasanan gelismelerle karsilagtirmaya fazla girmiyor diyebiliriz.
Fakat bunu bilingli bir tavir olarak anlamamizi saglayacak seyler meveut; 6zellikle
ilk kissmda yaptig1 varraklar incelemesi ve sonrasinda yer yer gosterdigi referanslar,
Ingilizce, Almanca ve Fransizca literatiirde konuya dair kapsamli bir alisma yap-
ugint gosteriyor. Fakat tiim bu birikime ragmen yazar, kitabin temel amaci olan
indekslemeden &teye gitmeyi tercih etmemis. Yine de, su kargilagtirmanin dikkat
cekici oldugunu distiniiyorum; “15.-16. Asirlarda batrda matbaanin yayginlas-
mastyla ortaya ¢ikan yazma-basma eser fiyatlar: arasindaki 1/5 ve 1/15 oranindaki
farklilik Osmanli kitap pazarinda da olusmus mudur? Maalesef 6nce Miiteferrika,
Uskiidar, Miithendishane ve Takvimhane-i Amire matbaalarinin daha sonra da 19.
asrin ortalarina dogru yayginlasan matbaalarin bastiklar kitaplarin fiyatlarinda
Batrdaki oranlarda bir ucuzlama goriilmez” (s.191).

Osmanlilarda Sahaflik ve Sahaflar kitabinin, bir esnaf grubunun Osmanl
imparatorlugundaki tarihini ele alan ilk eser olmast dolayistyla bagli basina dikkate
deger bir yeri oldugunu soyleyebiliriz. Sadece bir ekonomik sektdr olmasinin
yaninda egitim ile dogrudan iligkisi olan bir sektor olarak sahaflar, sadece bir
esnaf biriminden 6te, sosyal hayatin ve ilim hayatinin da 6nemli bir parcasi
olduklarindan, haklarindaki bu ¢alismanin ¢ok yénlii etkileri oldugu simdiden
rahatlikla s6ylenebilir.

Kitabin ele aldig1 donemin fazlasiyla uzun olmasi ve bu sektoriin pek ¢ok
detayina deginmeye caligmasi yer yer belgeler ve isimler arasinda kaybolmaya
sebep olabiliyor. Fakat, kitabin pek ¢ok farkli alanda yeni soru isaretleri agici ve
hatta bunu tegvik edici bir niteligi oldugunu rahatlikla soyleyebiliriz. Bu nedenle
literatiirde ¢ok biiyiik bir boslugu doldurmasinin yaninda, simdiye degin nostaljik
bir 6ge olarak ele alinan yahut, ezberler tizerinden hareket edilen bir alanda daha

ciddi ¢aligmalarin 6niinii agacagina inantyorum.

Mehmet Erken
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Pascal W. Firges, Tobias P. Graf, Christian Roth, and Giilay Tulasoglu (eds.),
Well-Connected Domains: Towards an Entangled Ottoman History,
Leiden: Brill, 2014, 307 pp., ISBN 978-9004-274-68-6

This edited volume is a collection of 14 essays, all but two penned by young
academicians with a fresh look and innovative approach to Ottoman history. It
grew out of a series of workshops in Heidelberg, Princeton, Istanbul and Camb-
ridge as well as a three-day international conference in Heidelberg, all part of a
research project entitled “Dynamic Asymmetries in Transcultural Flows at the
Intersection of Asia and Europe: The Case of the Early Modern Ottoman Em-
pire” under the umbrella of Heidelberg University’s Cluster of Excellence “Asian
and Europe in a Global Context”. The main paradigm of the book is the well-
connectedness of the Ottoman Empire, i.e., “the interconnectedness of various
regions, groups, and ideas, across several continents and centuries.” Under the
influence of new methodological approaches such as connected history, entangled
history, histoire croisée and transcultural history, this work openly criticizes the
Eurocentric historiography that takes Europe as the standard field and relegates
non-European fields to mere “area studies.” Moreover, by studying Ottoman
Empire not only as a European, but also a “world” empire which had political,
economic and religious interests beyond its borders and which participated in and
helped shape major historical trends and developments, it accentuates the obso-
leteness of the civilizational approach, or in editors’ terms, “the bloc paradigm,”
i.e., a Pirennian approach to trans-regional history with an unbridgeable divide
between a Christian-European and an Islamic-Ottoman bloc.

Part I points out to the interconnectedness of war, trade and diplomacy. The
doyenne of Ottoman socio-economic history, Suraiya Faroghi, opens this part
with a concise but informative overview, a panorama one shall say, of Ottoman
Empire’s trade relations beyond their borders, pointing out the linkages which,
managed by Muslim and non-Muslim merchants of the empire, connected the
Sultan’s realm with the world around it.

By focusing on two raids undertaken in 1624 and 1625 by Ottoman corsairs
who not only seized European ships but also attacked the Ottoman port of Isken-
derun, Joshua M. White demonstrates how this act of maritime violence resulted

in a round of diplomatic negotiations between Ottomans and Europeans and, at
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the failure of the former to force their vassals to uphold the obligations set forth
by the @hdnames, between Europeans and North African regencies.

We know how European jurists developed an international maritime law;
but our knowledge of how Ottomans perceived their sovereignty on the sea is
rather limited. In another article that deals with privateering and maritime law,
Michael Talbot analyzes how Ottomans perceived and reacted to British violati-
ons of their territorial waters during the numerous British-French wars between
1690 and 1790. According to this, Ottomans espoused a mare clausum approach
and extended their maritime boundaries into the open sea with the intention of
acquiring a stronger legal basis for the prosecution of privateers and compensation
for their merchants.

In the last article of Part I, Viorel Panaite analyzes unpublished documents
related to French consulates in the Ottoman Empire and located in the Manusc-
rit Turc 130 at Bibliothéque Nationale de France. By providing us with details
regarding the appointment, status, privileges, functions and the jurisdiction of
French consuls, these documents help us bridge the divergence between theory
and practice in Ottoman diplomatic history. This is no small feat given that
most works in this area repeat the same theoretical information deriving from
the formulaic @hdnames and shy away from a systematic study of how diplomacy
was actually practiced, especially so when it comes to that conducted in provincial

capitals.

Part I deals with the construction and management of identity. Nur
Sobers-Khan delves into the social language of slavery and attempt to recreate
the “penetrating gaze” of the slave owner, i.e., how he articulated the category of
“slave” in early modern Istanbul. Searching for a common language and a shared
lexicon across various genres of texts (‘ztkname, seriyye sicils, siirut/siikuk as well
as contemporary works of physiognomy, love poetry and advice literature), she
seeks to reconstruct the social meaning of urban Ottoman slavery and illuminate
the complex social and psychological relationship between the slave owner and

the slave.

In the next article, Gdbor Kdrman seeks to explain the divergence of the
image of the “Turk” in Jakab Harsdnyi Nagy’s writings. While this Transylva-
nian diplomat and author presented a dark picture of Turks in his diplomatic
correspondence between Istanbul and Transylvania, fifteen years later he made a
volte-face and depicted the Turks with a more positive light, as reliable, credible
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and pious people in his Colloguia Familiaria Turcico Latina seu Status Turcicus
Loquens.

Tobias Graf aptly argues that conversion, an act that entailed the convert’s
“civil death,” did not necessarily bring a “social death.” A diligent archival research
enabled him to shed light on ethnic/geographical solidarity among the renegades
in sixteenth-century Istanbul. The new Ottoman/Muslim identity of these con-
verts converged with the former one and they did not completely broke off ties
with their past; they instead lived ambiguous “half-lives”.

Christian Roth concentrates on the sultan’s duty to guarantee justice for all
his subjects and tries to account for the imbalance between the frequency with
which non-Muslims resorted to sharia courts in Salonica, a port city with a mixed
urban population and in Patmos, one of the islands in the Aegean Archipelago
with homogenous Orthodox rural communities. According to him, this twenty-
to-one difference attests to a difference in the levels of juridical integration of
non-Muslims in two regions in the eighteenth century. While in Salonica non-
Muslims appealed to the Islamic court in much greater absolute numbers than
those in Patmos did, they were still underrepresented in relation to their share of
the city’s population.

Part IIT suggests a new approach to the issue of Ottoman modernization
efforts in the long nineteenth century, one between Eurocentric teleology that
refuses “extra-European” agency and the revisionist extremism that denies global
influences and sees the reform process as strictly driven by and a reaction to in-
ternal problems of the empire. This approach accentuates the well-connectedness
of the challenge brought the Ottomans by the long nineteenth century and the

reformist responses to it.

Pascal W. Firges makes an important corrective to the prevalent assumption
that it was the Ottoman demand that brought several French military missions to
Istanbul in the 1790s. The Revolutionary governments also had a stake in those
missions as well; they not only tried to strengthen the military of the Ottomans
who were fighting with Austria and Russia until 1791-2, but also sought to form
a defensive and offensive alliance with the Sultan against France’s many enemies.

Giilay Tulasoglu rejects the top-down view of modernizing reforms and puts
the provinces at the center by arguing that fiscal pressures imposed by the capital
compelled the local authorities to implement reforms in order to increase tax re-
venues. By a case study on the quarantine in 1830s Salonica, a reform undertaken
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without the intervention of the center and some years before it was executed in
Istanbul, Tulasoglu also accentuates the role played in the reform process by the
British consul Charles Blunt who resorted to a variety of strategies ranging from
friendly advice to open threats in order to force the introduction of land-based

quarantine in Salonica.

In another article that deals with nineteenth-century Salonica, Sotirios Di-
mitriadis sheds light on the interplay between the Ottoman administration and
local elites regarding the transformation of the urban landscape between 1870s
and 1912. He highlights how rigid communal and social barriers eroded in the
nineteenth century and gave way to a growing sense of recognition and inter-class
solidarity between different urban elites who negotiated the modernization of
their city with the imperial center.

Another corrective to centralist approaches to Ottoman modernization is
Maximilian Hartmuth’s study of a civic initiative for the systematic collection of
antiquities and the attempt of founding a museum by a Bosnian Franciscan friar
named Ivano Frano Juki¢. This far-sighted yet failed project is a testament to the
relative openness of the Ottoman-Habsburg border and the centrality of frontier
regions for cross-cultural exchanges and the Ottoman adaptation of Western ins-
titutions and ideas. Moreover, Juki¢’s activities as a literary person and a cultural
entrepreneur show that not all of empire’s Slav intellectuals were secessionists as
has long been presumed by Balkan historiography. There were also those who
strove for change within the existing system; in short, all civic actions are not

necessarily anti-state or nationalist.

In the final article of the book, Aylin Kocunyan contextualizes the First Otto-
man Constitution within the framework of earlier legal reforms in 1839 and 1856
which initiated a constitutional debate in the Empire. Drawing attention to the
plurality of agents with different ethnic, religious, cultural, ideological and legal
backgrounds, she emphasizes how the creation of communal constitutions served
as laboratories for Ottoman constitutionalism and how empire’s non-Muslim sub-
jects and their constitutional legacy played an important part in shaping Ottoman
constitutional discourse and drafting the Kanun-i Esasi. Moreover, she states that
foreign agency in the making of Ottoman legal reforms should not be reduced to
British impact alone; these reforms incorporated elements from a wide range of
foreign legal systems, not exclusively Western European, but also including states
that were founded on former Ottoman territories.
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Two common problems in edited volumes, especially those that spring from
conferences, are the lack of coherence between the articles and the problems
with scholarly standards. This book suffers from neither. In spite of the fact that
fourteen articles deal with different time periods spanning from sixteenth to
nineteenth centuries and with different subsections of Ottoman history (political,
diplomatic, social, economic, cultural, legal, military, urban), all of them are
“well-connected” with the general theme of the book and each is a scientifically
solid work based on diligent archival research and offering alternative vistas
to studying Ottoman history. It seems like the three-year-long research project

achieved a meaningful end.

Emrah Safa Giirkan
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ve konferans degerlendirmelerini yayimlar. Makalelerde daha énce baska bir yerde yayinlanmamug
veya bagka bir yere s6z verilmemis olma sarti aranir. Dergide hangi yazilarin yayimlanacagina hakem
usuliine gdre Yayin Kurulu karar verir. Tercih edilen dil Tiirk¢e olmakla birlikte 1ngilizce, Arapga,
Fransizca ve Almanca makalelere de yer verilir. Makaleler A4 kagidinin bir yiizii kullanilmak sureti-
yle cift aralikli olarak yazilmalidir. Miimkiinse makaleler 10.000 kelime, kitap degerlendirmeleri
2.500, kitap tanitimlart ise 1.500 kelime civarinda olmalidir. Makale teslim edilmeden 6nce gerekli
dipnotlar, bibliyografya, tablolar vb. tamamlanmis olmalidir. Ayrica makalelere 150 kelimelik ayr

ayr Tiirkge ve Ingilizce 6zetleri anahtar kelimeleriyle eklenmelidir.

Tiirkce ve Ingilizce makalelerde uyulmasi gereken transkripsiyon ve dipnot sistemi igin
bk. www.isam.org.tr Dergiye gonderilen yazilar iade edilmez. Yazist yayimlanan makale sahi-
plerine derginin yayimindan sonra 20 adet ayri basim gonderilir. Bagvurular, CD’yle birlikte bir
niisha halinde, Osmanii Arastirmalar: Yayin Kurulu, TDV ISAM, Altunizade, 1cadiye Baglarbast
Cad. 40, Baglarbagt 34662 Uskiidar-Istanbul adresine postalanmak veya ek dosya halinde

dergi.osmanli@isam.org.tr e-posta adresine gonderilmek suretiyle yapilir.
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maximum size for book reviews is 1,500 words. A brief abstract of 150 words in both Turkish and

English along with keywords should also accompany all submitted articles.

Articles written in English should follow the English reference and transliteration style of the /-
ternational Journal of Middle East Studlies which is accessible online at http://web.gc.cuny.edu/ijmes/
pages/authorresources.html Manuscripts submitted for publication cannot be returned. Contribu-
tors of articles will be sent 20 reprints. All postal submissions, with an electronic copy (preferably
in Microsoft Word format) and a hard copy of the manuscript should be made to the editor, The
Journal of Ottoman Studies, TDV ISAM, Altunizade, icadiye Baglarbagt Cad. 40, Baglarbasi, 34662
Uskiidar-Istanbul, Turkey. Alternatively, submissions may be sent as an attachment via e-mail to

dergi.osmanli@isam.org.tr



YAZIM KURALLARI / MANUSCRIPT STYLE

KITAP / BOOK
Tlk gegtigi yerde: yazar(lar)in adi ve soyadi, eserin tam ismi, (varsa) terciime edenin, hazirlayanin veya

editoriin ad1 ve soyadi, basim yeri, yayinevi, basim yili, sayfa numaras.

Tkinci gegtigi yerde: ayn1 yazarin birden fazla eseri kullanilmiyorsa yazarin soyadi ve sayfa numarast;
bir yazarin miiteaddit calismalarina atifta bulunuluyorsa yazarin soyadi, kisaltilmis eser adi, sayfa
numarasi; ayni soyadli birden fazla yazarin eseri kullaniliyorsa her biri i¢in 6n ismin kisaltmalari ve

soyadi, sayfa numarasi.

First citation: author(s) first name and last name, title, (if applicable) first and last name of translator

or editor, place of publication, publisher, date of publication, page number.

Subsequent citations: author’s last name and the page number are sufficient; if the work cited is the
only work from the author. If the article cites multiple works written or edited by the author, the last
name, the short title, and the page number should be indicated in all subsequent citations. Footnote

citations should conform to the following examples.

Tek Yazarli / Single Author
1. Halil Inalcik, Zanzimat ve Bulgar Meselesi, (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Yayinlari, 1943), s./ p. 98.
2. Halil Inalcik, Osmanlida Devlet, Hukuk, Adalet (Istanbul: Eren Yayincilik, 2000), s./ p. 94.
3. Inalcik, Bulgar Meselesi, s./ p. 39.
4. Inalcik, Osmanlida Devlet, s.! p. 65.

iki Yazarl1 / Two Authors
1. Omer Liitfi Barkan ve Ekrem Hakki Ayverdi, Lranbul Vakflar: Tahrir Defteri 953 (1546) Taribli
(Istanbul: Istanbul Fetih Cemiyeti, 1973), s./ pp. 520-26.
2. Barkan ve Ayverdi, Istanbul Vakiflar: Tabrir Defteri, s/ p. 159.

Ug ve Daha Cok Yazarli / Three or More Authors
1. Bekir Topaloglu v.dgr./and others, Islinida Inang Esaslars, (Istanbul: Marmara Universitesi [lahiyat
Fakiiltesi Vakfi Yayinlari, 1998), s./ p. 25.
2. Topaloglu v.dgr./and others, [slimda Inang Esaslart, s./ p. 36.

Osmanlica / Ottoman Turkish
1. Neviizade Atl, Hadiikul-hakiik fi tekmiletis-Sekaik, nsr. Abdilkadir Ozcan (Istanbul: Cagri
Yayinlari, 1989), s./ pp. 600-1.
2. Nev'izide, Haddiku'l-hakdik, s./ pp. 607-8.

Bat1 Dilleri / Western Languages
1. Daniel Jeremy Silver and Bernard Martin, A History of Judaism (New York: Basic Books, 1974),
L 39.
2. Baruch Spinoza, Ethic, trans. W. Hale White (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1930), s./ pp.
15-19.
3. Jeremy and Martin, A History of Judaism, 1, 39.
4. Spinoza, Ethic, s./ pp. 25-31.



Arapga Eserler / Arabic Works
1. Imamirl-Harameyn el-Ciiveyni, e/~frsid ili kavitii'l-edille fi usili’l-i tikad, ngr. M. Yasuf Masa ve
A. Abdiilhamid (Kahire: Mektebetirl-Hanci, 1369/1950), s./ pp. 181-83.
2. Ciiveyni, el-Irsid, s./ pp. 112-36.
3. Muhammed b. Omer er-Razi, Mefitihul-gayb (Tefsirul-kebir), nst. M. Muhyiddin Abdiilhamid
(Kahire, y.y./no dates, 1934-62), I, 45.
4. Fahreddin er-Réazi, Mefitihu'l-gayb, 11, 35.

MAKALE / ARTICLE
flk getigi yerde: yazar(lar)in adi ve soyadi, makalenin tam adi, derginin adi, (varsa) cilt numarast
(romen rakamu ile), (varsa) say1 numarast, basim yili, sayfa numarasi.

Tkinci gectigi yerde: yazar(lar)in soyadi, makalenin kisaltilmis adi, sayfa numarast.

First Citation: author(s) first name and last name, title, journal title, (if applicable) volume number

(in Roman numerals), (if applicable) issue number, date of publication, page number.

Subsequent citations: author(s) last name, short title, page number.

1. Ahmet Kavas, “Dogu Afrika Sahilinde Osmanli Hakimiyeti: Kuzey Somalide Zeyla Iskelesi’nin
Konumu (1265-1334/1849-1916),” Islam Arastirmalar: Dergisi, 5 (2001), s./ pp. 109-20.

2. Orhan Saik Gokyay, “Tokatli Molla Lutfi'nin Harname’si,” Tiirk Folkloru Belleten, 1 (1986),
s./ p. 155.

3. Kavas, “Dogu Afrika Sahilinde Osmanli Hakimiyeti,” s./ p. 125.

4. Gokyay, “Tokatlt Molla Liitfi’'nin Harname’si,” s./ p. 173.

5. Paul Mendes-Flohr, “Mendelssohn and Rosenzweig,” Journal of Jewish Studies, XXIII, 2 (1987),
s./ p. 204.

6. Mendes-Flohr, “Mendelssohn and Rosenzweig,” s./ p. 210.

ANSIKLOPEDI MADDESI / ENCYCLOPEDIA ENTRIES
1. Omer Faruk Akiin, “Ali Mustafa Efendi,” Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islim Ansiklopedisi (DIA), 1989,
11, 416.
2. Akiin, “Ali Mustafa Efendi,” s./ p. 417.

ARSIV BELGESI / ARCHIVAL DOCUMENTS
1. Basbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi (BOA), Irade Mesail-i Mithimme (I. Mes. Miih), 2079.
2. BOA, 1. Mes. Miih., 2079.

TEZ /| DISSERTATION
1. Sedat Sensoy, “Abdiilkahir el-Ciircanide Anlam Problemi” (doktora tezi/doctoral dissertation),

Marmara Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, 2001, s./ p. 122.

ONLINE KAYNAK / ONLINE RESOURCES
1. Alane D. Oestreicher, “Worldwide Traditions of a Primordial Paradise” no. 192, Vital Articles on

Science/Creation;

(Erisim 27 Mart 2003/ Accessed in March 27, 2003).



BiBLIYOGRAFYA / BIBLIOGRAPHY

Osmanli Aragtirmalart dergisine makale gonderen her yazarin, calismasina asagidaki Srnekte

gosterildigi gibi bir bibliyografya ekleyerek gondermesi zorunludur.

The Journal of Ottoman Studies requires authors to submit a bibliography along with their articles.
The following sample bibliography illustrates the citation styles for different types of material.

Yayinlanmuis Eserler / Published Works

Akarly, Engin D.: Belgelerle Tanzimat: Osmanly Sadrazamlarindan Ali ve Fuad Pasalarin Siyasi Vasiyet-

nameleri, Istanbul: Bogazigi Universitesi Yayinlar1 1978.
M. M. Sharif (Ed.): History of Islamic Philosophy, Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz 1966.
Berkes, Niyazi: Tiirkiyede Cagdaglasma, haz. Ahmet Kuyas, Istanbul: Yapt Kredi Yayinlart 2002.

Artuk, Ibrahim: “Osmanlilarda Veraset-i Saltanat ve Bununla [lgili Sikkeler”, Ltanbul Universitesi
Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Tarih Dergisi, 32 (Istanbul 1979), s./ pp. 255-80.

Beydilli, Kemal: “III. Selim: Aydinlanmg Hiikiimdar”, Seyfi Kenan (ed.), Nizam-1 Kadimden Nizam-1
Cedid’e III. Selim ve Dinemi/Selim III and His Era from Ancien Régime to New Order, Istanbul:
ISAM Yayinlari 2010, s./ pp. 27-59.

Oestreich, Gerhard: Neostoicism and the Early Modern State, trans. David McLintock, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press 2002.

Crone, Patricia: Ortagag Islam Diinyasinda Siyasi Diigiince, gev. Hakan Kéni, Istanbul: Kapi Yayinlart
2007.

Ogrctcn, Ahmet: Nizdm-1 Cedid'e Diir Ilihit Liyihalar:, (Yayimlanmamus Yiiksek Lisans Tezi)
Istanbul: Istanbul Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, 1989.

Ozen, Siikrii: “Hilaf>, TDV Lslim Ansiklopedisi, XVII (Ankara 2004), s./ pp. 527-38.

Yazma Eserler / Manuscripts

Icizetnime, Silleymaniye/Resid Ef. 1017, vr. 266a.
Mecmu a-i Vekayi ve Nizamit, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Esad Efendi, no. 3381.
Nuri Efendi, 7drih-i Nuri, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Asir Efendi, no. 239.

TSMA, Arifi, Siileymanndme, Hazine, 1517.

Arsiv Belgeleri / Archival Documents
BOA, Babiili Evrak Odast (BEO), 3200-239969; 4162-312084; 4314-323498.
BOA, Bab-1 Asafi Amedi Defteri (A. AMD), 26/61.

BOA, Dahiliye Emniyet-i Umumiye Levazim Kalemi (DH.EUM.LVZ.), 16A-34.



