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ABSTRACT

“KOCA NISANCI” OF KANUNI: CELALZADE MUSTAFA CELEBI,
BUREAUCRACY AND “KANUN” IN THE REIGN OF SULEYMAN THE
MAGNIFICENT (1520-1566)

Mehmet Sakir Yilmaz
Ph. D., Department of History
Supervisor: Prof. Halil inalcik

September 2006

This dissertation analyzes the development of Ottoman administration and its
consequences in political reasoning under the reign of Sultan Siileyman in the light
of career and works of nisanct Celalzade Mustafa Celebi. It shows that Ottoman
bureaucracy did not only provide the tools for an effective administration of the state,
but it also played an important role in the production of genuine Ottoman political
understanding. It investigates expansion of Ottoman bureaucracy at the beginning of
Siileyman’s reign and its effects on the development of a new political discourse with
its emphasis on justice and kanun. It shows bureaucrats’ (kalemiyye) perception of
Ottoman rule and its articulation in the works composed by members of bureaucracy
on history and politics.

Celalzade Mustafa was a model bureaucrat, prose stylist and historian for late
16™ century Ottoman literati, who served in the Ottoman chancery as a divan scribe
(1517-1525), as reisiilkiittab (1525-1534) and nisanci (1534-1556, 1566-7). He

contributed to the formation of a genuine Ottoman political reasoning with his works

III



on history and ethics, as well as with his service in the chancery which undertook the
codification of Ottoman laws, kanun. He was an influential bureaucrat and his views
were representative for the members of Ottoman bureaucracy. A study of his life and
works will reveal the struggle between different branches of Ottoman administration
and the role of bureaucrats in the formation of genuine political literature which

emphasized on kanun for the legitimacy of Ottoman rule.

Key words: Ottoman bureaucracy, chancery, Celalzade Mustafa, 16™ century

Ottoman historiography, kanun, nisanci.
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OZET

KANUNI’NIN “KOCA NiSANCI”SI: KANUNI SULTAN SULEYMAN
DEVRINDE (1520-1566) CELALZADE MUSTAFA CELEBI, BUROKRASI VE
“KANUN”

Mehmet Sakir Yilmaz
Doktora, Tarih Béliimji
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Halil Inalcik
Eyliil 2006
Bu tez Sultan Siilleyman devrinde Osmanli yonetiminin gelisimini ve bunun
siyast algilayistaki etkilerini nisanc1 Celalzade Mustafa Celebinin hayat1 ve eserleri
151¢inda analiz etmektedir. Osmanli biirokrasisinin sadece devlet idaresine etkin
araclar saglamakla kalmadigimi aynm1 zamanda 6zgiin Osmanli siyasi algilayisinin
olusumunda da onemli bir rol oynadigimi gostermektedir. Sultan Siileyman devri
baslarinda Osmanli biirokrasisinde goriilen genisleme ve bunun kanun ve adalete
vurgu yapan yeni siyasi sOylemin gelisimindeki etkilerini aragtirmaktadir.
Biirokratlarin (kalemiyye) Osmanli idaresi hakkindaki algilayiglarin1 ve bu algilayisin
biirokrasi mensuplari tarafindan kaleme alinmig tarih ve politika kitaplarinda nasil
ifade edildigini gostermektedir.
Celalzade Mustafa 16. yiizy1l sonundaki okumus kesim tarafindan model
olarak kabul edilen bir biirokrat, yazar ve tarih¢idir. Osmanli yonetiminde divan
katibi (1517-1525), reisiilkiittab (1525-1534) ve nisanct (1534-1556, 1566-7) olarak

hizmet etmistir. Ozgiin Osmanl siyasi algilayisinin olusumuna ahlak ve tarih iistiine

olan kitaplar1 ile ve Osmanl kanunlarinin derlenmesi gorevinden de sorumlu olan



divandaki caligmalari ile katkida bulunmustur. Etkili bir biirokrat olan Celalzade nin
fikirleri Osmanli biirokrasisi mensubu kisilerce de paylasilmaktadir. Onun eserlerinin
ve hayatinin ele alinmasi Osmanli yonetiminin farkli birimleri arasinda yasayan
cekismeyi ve Osmanli idaresinin mesruiyet kaynagi olarak kanun’a vurgu yapan
Ozgiin Osmanli siyaset literatiiriiniin olusumunda biirokratlarin oynadigi rolii

aydinlatacaktir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Osmanl biirokrasisi, divan, Celalzade Mustafa, 16. yiizyil

Osmanl tarihgiligi, kanun, nisanci.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION: CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION AND
BUREAUCRACY IN THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE

16" century Ottoman history, and especially the reign of Sultan Siileyman
witnessed the consolidation of Ottoman central administration over vast lands of the
empire through effective functioning of an expanded bureaucracy. The sultanic legal
system, functioning of religious institution (‘ilmiyye), civil, administrative and
financial administration gained its final classical form under Siileyman the
Magnificent. “Through the laws and regulations enacted under the supervision of
Celalzade, the basic institutions of the Ottoman imperial system received their final
forms and were systematically applied throughout the empire”.! This “classical”
form of the Ottoman institutions differed from the earlier Near Eastern state
institutions and 15™ century administrative practices of the Ottoman Empire, and it

contributed to the consolidation of the Ottoman central administration as a legitimate

power. As Halil Inalcik indicated, most of the grand vezirs were chosen among the

! Halil inalcik, “State, Sovereignty and Law During the reign of Siileyman” in Siileyman the Second
and His Time, eds. Halil Inalcik and Cemal Kafadar, Istanbul, ISIS Press, 1993, p- 79.



“ulema class until the reign of Mehmed II.> Though Mehmed II put an end to this
tendency by ordering the execution of Candarli Halil in 1453, he and his successors
continued to recruit bureaucrats or ‘‘ulema with expertise on finance or chancery as
grand vezirs.” Whereas, Siileyman never appointed a grand vezir of ‘‘ulema origin in
his long reign (1520-1566), after he dismissed his father’s grand vezir Piri Mehmed
in 1523.

Celalzade Mustafa Celebi’s biography® is a perfect case to study the
bureaucratic expansion of the Ottoman Empire, the foundation of its classical
institutions and the state ideology. Great (Koca) Nisanct served in various offices
during his long career, first as private secretary to two grand vezirs (1517-1525), and
then as reisiilkiittab (head of the secretariat, 1525-1534) and nisanct (head of the
imperial chancery, 1534-1556). Sultan Siilleyman honored him with the title of

muteferrika bast (chief of the notables attached to the palace) in his retirement.

? Halil inalcik, “Wazir” Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2" Edition, v.11, p. 194.

3 ibid, p. 195.

* The earliest and most detailed account of Celalzade Mustafa Celebi’s biography was given by I. H.
Uzuncarsili in an article entitled “Onaltinci asir ortalarinda yasamig olan iki biiyiik sahsiyet: Celalzade
Mustafa ve Salih Celebiler” Belleten, XXII (1958) pp. 391-441. Celalzade entries in the Encyclopedia
of Islam, Islam Ansiklopedisi and TDV Islam Ansiklopedisi are very brief and largely depend on
Uzuncarsili’s article; V. L. Menage, “Djalalzade Mustafa Celebi” EI2, M. Tayyib Gokbilgin, “Celal-
zade”, MEB IA, Celia Kerslake, “Celalzade Mustafa Celebi”, TDV IA. Two works of Celalzade
Mustafa Celebi —Selimname and Mevahib- became subject for a master thesis and a dissertation,
however, these studies added nothing new to the given biography of Celalzade Mustafa Celebi in
Uzungarsili’s article; Mustafa Balci, Celalzade’nin Mevahibii’l-Hallak fi Meratibi’l-Ahlak Isimli
Eseri, unpublished MA thesis, Harran Universitesi, 1996, Celia Kerslake, A critical edition and
translation of the introductory sections and the first thirteen chapters of the “Selimname” of
Celalzade Mustafa Celebi, unpublished dissertation, University of Oxford, 1975. Celalzade’s Tabakat
was published in facsimile by Petra Kappert, which facilitated the use of Tabakat greatly by providing
a detailed list of contents and index; Geschichte Sultan Suleyman Kanunis von 1520 bis 1557,
oder,Tabakat ul-Memalik ve Derecat ul-Mesalik/ von Petra Kappert, Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner Verlag
GMBH, 1981. Kappert’s introduction provides a brief biography of Celalzade depending on
Uzuncarsili’s article. This study benefited from previous studies and also so far neglected primary
sources —narrative and archival- in illuminating Celalzade’s biography and views, and in evaluating
his role in the context of Ottoman polity. Celalzade’s family, social circle and political relations and
influence were emphasized in the light of archival sources such as Ruznamge, Ruus and Miihimme, as
well as narrative sources such as menakibnames, miingedats and Ottoman chronicles. Most importantly,
Celalzade’s views and motives were explained by comparing his works with other contemporary
sources and by interpreting them in the context of political environment of the period. This study also
aimed to contribute current level of research on Ottoman bureaucracy, political understanding and
kaniin by using archival sources and analyzing views and biographies of leading Ottoman bureaucrats,
such as Celalzade, Idris BitlisT, Ramazanzade, Kemalpashazade, Mustafa Alf and Selaniki.



Celalzade accompanied the sultan on his last military campaign with this title. After
Siileyman’s death in 1566, he became nisanct once more and remained in the service
of Selim II (1566-74) until his own death in 1567.

After presenting an outline of the Ottoman administration in this chapter, we
will examine the development of the Ottoman bureaucratic and legal institutions in

the next chapter in the light of Celalzade Mustafa’s biography.

1.1- Career path of Kuttab

Katib (pl. Kuttab) denotes a person whose function is to write or draft official
letters or administrative documents. Kuttab were recruited in the administration from
the beginning of the Islamic history but they were instrumental in reinforcing the
central administration after the establishment of capital at Damascus.’ Umayyads and
Abbasids relied on kuttab mostly among the local population in administrating
conquered lands. That was probably due to local kuttab’s familiarity with
administrative traditions and tax systems of the region. In the early years of the
Umayyads (661-750) most of the kuttab were non-muslim, local inhabitants who
speak the language of the conquered land: Greek in Syria and Pahlavi in Iraq and
Iran.® After the divans are arabicized at the time of Abd al-Malik (685-705) kuttab
continued to be recruited from the local population but the ratio of Muslim katib
increased gradually.” It was in the time of the Umayyads that kuttdb were divided
into at least five different categories in accordance with the functions they have
performed, such as katib-i resdil, harac, surta etc.® Besides, katib-i resail (chancery

scribe) include two types of scribes: those who are distinguished with literary skills

>R. Sellheim and D. Sourdel, “Katib” Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2" Edition, v.4, p.754. Mustafa Sabri
Kiigiikasc1, “Katib” TDV Islam Ansiklopedisi, Istanbul, 2002, v. 25, p. 49.

® R. Sellheim and D. Sourdel, “Katib” Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2" Edition, v.4, p.754

7 ibid, p. 754.

8 Mustafa Sabri Kiigiikasc, “Katib” TDV Islam Ansiklopedisi, Istanbul, 2002, v. 25, p. 49.



and with their expert knowledge of official documents, and those who further
improved their role as a counselor of the caliph in administrative affairs. Since the
Umayyads did not have the office of vezirate, head of the katib al-resdil also
performed the duties of a vezir. Early works on necessary qualities of a katib and on
statecraft are written in the time of the Umayyads by members of the kuttab class.
Eminent members of the kurtab usually produced works on statecraft, prose and
history writing in the following centuries, which demonstrated their literary skills
and expertise on statecraft.

The establishment of the Abbasid dynasty gave rise to the recruitment of
kuttab from the Persian population of the empire together with the incursion of
Persian elements into Abbasid government and culture.” Though kustab did not form
a closed corps during the Abbasid era, since they needed a solid training in the art of
letter writing and finance, families of kuttGb began to arise, such as Barmakids.
These secretaries of Iranian origin had a special interest in philosophical and literary
masterpieces of old Iranian and Indian culture and they had a special intellectual
orientation which was criticized by some writers such as famous theologian and
prose writer Djahiz (d.255/869)."° The establishment of nizamiyya medreses under
the rule of Saljukids, provided another source for the training of kuttab, and it
lessened the gap between the cultural and intellectual orientation of kuttab and
ulemd. Though there were slightly different preoccupations of two groups, both of
them belonged to the same social sphere as the men of religion. This tendency

towards unifying the two spheres was also noticeable at the time of the Mamluks,

R. Sellheim and D. Sourdel, “Katib” EI2, v.4, p.755, B. Lewis, “Abbasids” EI2, v. 1, p. 15.
"R, Sellheim and D. Sourdel, “Katib” EI2, v.4, p.755, W. Barthold, D. Sourdel “al-Baramika”, EI2,
v.1, p.1034, Ch. Pellat, “Djahiz” EI2, v.2, p.386.



where “the secretaries and men of religion constituted what were called ‘the men
wearing turbans’”!!

In the Abbasids and Saljukids, the highest ranking official, the vezir, were
usually chosen among the kuttab, and he was the head of the bureaucracy. Although
the vezir, as the deputy of the sultan or caliph, was responsible from the general
supervision of the civil administration, his most important duty was to oversee the
finances of the state. Though there were vezirs appointed as the highest authority
over civil and military units, usually vezirs had the authority only over civil
administration, and “tension between the vezir and the military was a perennial
feature of most reigns”.'> Ilkhans preferred to have two vezirs responsible for
military and civil administration. Under the Timurids, the status of the vezir declined
vis-a-vis the military power. Similarly, vezir was mainly responsible from the
financial affairs under the Akkoyunlu and Karakoyunlu dynasties. Mamluk
administration depended heavily on the predominance of military officials (erbab-i
seyf) over civil administration (erbab-i kalem). The position of the vezir gradually
declined in the administration and on several occasions mamluks were appointed to
the office. The office of vezir was even abolished in 1328, but it was restored after
the reign of al-Nasir Muhammad (1310-1341)."® The vezir was jointly responsible
with nazir al-dawla (controller of the treasury) from the treasury. Head of the
Mamluk chancery was called sahib diwan al-insha until Kalawun (r. 1279-1290), who
promoted the holder of the title to the confidential post of secretary (katib al-sirr)."*

There were two types of chancery scribes in Mamluks; kuttab al-dest and kuttab al-

"R, Sellheim and D. Sourdel, “Katib” EI2, v.4, p.756.
2 Ann K. S. Lambton, “Wazir”, EI2, v. 11, p. 193.

> P. M. Holt, “Mamluks”, EI2, v. 6, p. 326.

' P. M. Holt, “Mamluks”, EI2, v. 6, p. 326.



derc, and the Katib al-sirr was the head of kuttab al-dest."® Katib al-dast was a clerk
attending on the sultan during his audiences and he was superior to katib al-darc who
prepared official documents and letters. Egyptian scholar and kdatib al-Kalkashandi
(1355-1418), who is famous for his work on insa’, Subh al-A‘sha fi Sina‘at al-Insha’
(The Daybreak for the Sufferer of Night Blindness in Composing Official Documents)
became a katib al-dast in the Mamluk chancery after a short period of teaching.'® Al-
Kalkashandr’s work addresses his fellow-kurtab of the chancery and the work
contains a comprehensive scale of disciplines a katib should master. Those essential
disciplines include a profound knowledge of Qur’an and the prophetic traditions,
principles of government, Arabic literature, history, foreign languages and
calligraphy.'” Besides, al- Kalkashandi presented a list of complementary disciplines
recommended for kurtab, which include logic, the deciphering of codes, arithmetic,
optics, mechanics, astrology, medicine, engines of war and fallconry.18 Al-
Kalkashandt’s encyclopedic work aimed to present necessary qualities for an ideal
chancery scribe who was superior to financial scribes. According to al-Kalkashandi,
a chancery scribe should possess the qualities of a scholar and high moral values.
Like Celalzade, al-Kalkashandi states that “after a short period of teaching law I
decided that the only profession profitable for the mind of a scholar was that of
katib”."® 1t should be noted that Celalzade’s description of an ideal katib or debir

includes the knowledge of literary, religious and administrative sciences as well as

15 Halil Inalcik, “Reis-iil-Kiittab” MEB Islam Ansiklopedisi, v. 9, p. 671. Samira Kortantamer,
“Memluklarda Devlet Yonetimi ve Biirokrasi”, Tarih Incelemeleri Dergisi, no. 2 (1984), p. 41.

'® Maaike Van Berkel, “A Well-Mannered Man of Letters or A Cunning Accountant: Al-Qalgashandi
and the Historical Position of the Katib”, Al-Masaq: Islam and the Medieval Mediterranean, v. 13
(2001) p. 93, C. E. Bosworth, “al-Kalkashand1”, EI2, v. 4, p. 509.

"7 Maaike Van Berkel, “A Well-Mannered Man ...”, pp. 92-3.

"% ibid, p. 92.

' Al- Kalkashandi, Subh al-A‘sha fi Sin@‘at al-Inshd’, ed. Muhammad Husayn Shams al-Din, Leiden: E.
J. Brill, 1990, v. 1, p. 34, cited in Maaike Van Berkel, “A Well-Mannered Man ...”, p. 93. For
Celalzade’s expression see next chapter.



high moral standards. Another similarity between Celalzade and al-Kalkashandi is
that Celalzade described his post as katib-i esrar when he was referring to the years
he served as reisulkuttab (1525-1534).%°

Although there are similarities between Celalzade and al-Kalkashandt's
views, there are fundamental differences between the status and power of civil
administration in the Ottomans and Mamluks. The distinctive characteristic of the
Mamluk administration was the central role of the military households, and the
extension of mamluk control over the administration. Whereas, the Ottoman
chancery, religious and financial administration preserved their autonomous status
even after the reforms of Mehmed II and Siilleyman the Magnificent in favor of kul
system.”!

During the 14™ century, the Ottoman sultans have chosen their vezirs mostly
from among the ‘ulemd-bureaucrats or kadis.** Then, Candarli family members who
served as kadi in their earlier career, held the highest ranking posts in the Ottoman
administration during the period 1385-1453, becoming grand vezirs, vezirs and
kazaskers.” Mehmed II’s elimination of Candarli Halil after the conquest of Istanbul
in 1453 marked the beginning of a new era for the Ottoman vezirate: supremacy of
military men (kuls) over ‘ulema-bureaucrats. However, Mehmed II and his
successors continued to appoint grand vezirs from among the ‘ulema-bureaucrats
until Siilleyman the Magnificent, such as Karamani Mehmed (nisanci: 1464-1476

grand vezir: 1476-1481), Candarli Ibrahim (1498-1500) and Piri Mehmed (1518-

20 Celalzade Mustafa, Cevahiru’l-Ahbar fi Hasaili'l-Ahyar, manuscript, Nur-i Osmaniye Library, 2356,
cited in 1. Hakk1 Uzuncarsili, “Tosyal1 Celalzade Mustafa ve Salih Celebiler” Belleten, 85-88 (1958),
p. 414.

*! Halil inalcik, “Sultan Siileyman: The Man and The Statesman” in Soliman Le Magnifique et Son
Temps, Actes du Colloque de Paris Galeries Nationales du Grand Palais, 7-10 Mars 1990, ed. Gilles
Veinstein, p. 91, H. Inalcik, The Ottoman Empire The Classical Age 1300-1600, London: Phoenix,
1994, pp. 93-4, H. Inalcik, “Mehemmed I1” EI2, v. 6, p. 980, idem, “Wazir”, EI2, v. 11, p. 195.

** Halil Inalcik, “Wazir”, EI2, v. 11, p. 195.

# ibid, p. 195.



1523).24 Besides, there were ‘ulemd-bureaucrats who were promoted to the vezirate,
such as Cezer1 Kasim (d. 1485), Tacizade Cafer (d. 1515) and Hocazade Mehmed
(vezir: 1517). Sultan Siilleyman never promoted his servants of ‘ulemda origin to the
rank of vezirate, but as H. Inalcik pointed out:

“Persons who became distinguished by being intimate advisors to

Siileyman appear to have been either personalities such as seyh til-

islam, the head of the ‘ulema’, Ebu’s Suud and nigdnci Celalzade

Mustafa, the head of the Ottoman bureaucracy, both responsible

for the basic organizational changes and legislation under

Siileyman, or his close family members in the Palace, his mother

Hafsa, his wife Hurrem or his daughter Mihrumah.”?

As mentioned above, a chancery scribe should master a number of disciplines
in order to advance in his career, such as religious sciences, literature, history,
principles of administration, law, foreign languages and calligraphy. Therefore,
eminent bureaucrats of the Ottoman administration mostly came from the ‘ulema
families until the second half of the 16" century, and they became katib of the divan
after graduating from medreses. Another way of training for a scribe was to become
an apprentice (sakird) of an experienced katib in one of bureaus in financial
departments or in chancery. As the biographies of 16" century reisulkuttabs and
nigancts demonstrate, becoming a sakird in the chancery without a medrese
education did not promise a brilliant career for the gakird. But the case was different
for financial scribes who did not need to have superior literary skills necessary to

compose imperial letters. Therefore sakird system training was necessary and

* ibid, p. 195.
» H. Inalcik, “Sultan Siileyman: The Man and The Statesman” p. 96.



sufficient for the financial departments, but it was widely applied in the chancery
only after institutional development took its final form in the late 16" century.*®
Training of a sakird within the bureaucracy was similar to the training of an
apprentice in the other branches of handicraft (hirfe or sina‘at), because the
profession of a scribe (kitabet) is deemed within that category.”” A candidate for the
position of a sakird or katib needed to be a relative or a protégé of someone in the
Ottoman administration.” This principle was observed in other branches of sind‘at as
well, but it was especially important for the path of kitabet, which requires highest
degree of integrity and confidence.”’ When someone is accepted as sakird, he is left
into the hands of an experienced scribe or to the head of the department for training.
Sakirds are usually chosen among the 10-15 years old boys, and their training
continues about 10-15 years.”® A sdkird was not allowed to inscribe official
documents until the end of the training. Sakirds’ training included studying sciences
necessary for a katib, such as religion, law, history, philosophy and foreign
languages, making translations from foreign languages, and improving their skill in
the composition by imitating the writings of famous miingts.>’ There were a number
of insa’ works which contain letters of eminent authors, for the use of a sakird in his
training. The official and private letters composed by leading miinsis are preserved in
those insa’ works and they served as stylistic models to be followed by sakirds and
katibs. The earliest inga’ works copied in the Ottoman realm belong to the first half

of 14™ century and they demonstrate the influence of Ilkhanid and Saljukid

*% Erhan Afyoncu, Recep Ahiskali, “Katip” TDV Islam Ansiklopedisi, v. 25, p. 55.

*7 Halil inalcik, “Reis-iil-Kiittab” MEB Islam Ansiklopedisi, v. 9, p. 676.

* ibid, p. 676.

* ibid, p. 679.

30 Erhan Afyoncu, Recep Ahiskali, “Katip” TDV Islam Ansiklopedisi, v. 25, p. 53, Christine
Woodhead, “From Scribe to Litteratuer: The Career of a Sixteenth-Century Ottoman Katib” British
Society for Middle Eastern Studies Bulletin, v. 9 (1982), no. 1, p. 58.

3! Halil Inalcik, “Reis-iil-Kiittab” MEB Islam Ansiklopedisi, v. 9, p. 677, Christine Woodhead, “From
Scribe to Litteratuer ...” p. 59.



administrative tradition over the Ottomans: Hasan al-Hoyi’s Gunyat al-Katib ve
Munyat al-Talib, and Rustimu’r-resdil ve Nuctimu’l-fezdil, several anonymous insa’
collections are the examples of this kind.** The Ottoman insa’ literature flourished in
the early 16™ century and the Ottoman literati began to follow several works of
famous Ottoman authors such as Idrisi Bitlisi, Kemalpasazade, Tacizade Cafer and
his brother Sadi as stylistic models. A more detailed list of those works will be given
in the second chapter.

When a sakird comes to the end in his training, he is officially granted the
permission to write imperial orders (hitkm-i serif yazmaga icazet buyrulur).” But it
does not necessarily mean he is given the status of katib: becoming a katib depends
on the vacant posts (gedik) in the office. On the other hand, if a katib of the divan
wants to be transferred to the treasury department, he becomes sakird in the treasury
department.’® But this practice seems to be applied only to katibs with little
experience; there are a lot of cases where a divan katib is moved to the posts in the
treasury department.

The exact number of katibs and sakirds in the chancery and their income is
difficult to ascertain. Because, some of them received salary (‘uliife) and the others
were granted timar and zeamet. It seems that some sakirds did not receive regular
payment, but they were paid from the revenue called “orta akcesi’. Orta Akcesi was
the sum of fees collected from the documents that divan scribes prepared, such as
berat, tezkire etc. Moreover, not all of the kuttab with ‘uliife received their salary

from the chancery; there are scribes working in the financial departments, who are

32 H. Inalcik, “Reis-iil-Kiittab”, p. 672, 678. see also, A. S. Erzi, Selcukiler Devrine Ait Insa Eserleri,
Ankara, [lahiyat Fakiiltesi, 1963, Yahya b. Mehmed, Menahicii’-Insa, ed. Sinasi Tekin, Cambridge,
Orient Press, 1971, Sinasi Tekin, “Fatih Sultan Mehmed Dénemine Ait Bir Tnsa Mecmuas1”, Journal
of Turkish Studies, 11, (1996), Osman Ozgiidenli, “Ilhanl1 Devrine Ait Anonim Bir Miinseat
Mecmuast: Risdla al-Sahibiyye”, Belleten, LXII1/238, (Aralik 1999), s. 725-726,

3 BOA, Miihimme 4, p. 169.

*BOA, KK, 1863, p. 51.

% Erhan Afyoncu, Recep Ahiskali, “Katip” TDV Islam Ansiklopedisi, v. 25, p. 55.
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listed in the payroll registers of sipahi troops, for instance.*® The figure found in the
financial registers (riiznamge defterleri) shows only those kuttab who received ‘uliife,
or those who received in ‘@Gm (extra payment). Therefore, it must be noted that those
figures denote only the minimum number for the scribes recruited in the imperial
bureaucracy. The oldest registers belong to the reign of Bayezid II and they
demonstrate that there were “a small and relatively undifferentiated body of scribes,
nearly all of them concerned with finance, carried out the bureaucratic functions
essential to the central government”.”” The register of 900/1494 gives the figures for
the imperial chancellery under two titles; there were 25 scribes recorded as katiban-i
divan (5) and katiban-i1 hizane-i amire maa sakirdanes (20). The register of 909-
910/1503-4 includes katiban-i divan and other important officials under the general
title of sakirdan-1 katiban-i1 hizane-i amire, (i.e. assistant secretaries) which is
absolutely wrong. According to the register, there were 11 scribes for treasury, 3
secretary for vezirs (katiban-1 pasayan), 8 assistant scribe for treasury, 2 katib-i
divan, 3 scribe for niganct, and 10 other scribes with various missions, making the
total 37 scribes for the central administration. Later registers from the reign of Sultan
Siileyman gives more detailed figures; a register for the year 935/1529 classifies
scribes (of divan) under their office; scribes under the authority of defterdar or
niganct (katiban tabi-i defterdaran or tabi-i nisanct). According to this register, there
were 35 scribes for treasury, 3 scribes for vezirs, 23 assistant scribes (sakirdan), 7
scribes for defterdars, and 15 scribes for nisanci, 6 scribes under the service of defter

emini (who was also under the authority of nisanct) making a total of 90 scribes.™

% BOA, Miihimme 2, p. 158, MAD 559, p. 296, KK 1866, p. 59, Erhan Afyoncu, Recep Ahiskali,
“Katip” p. 54.

37 Cornell Fleischer, “Preliminaries to the Study of the Ottoman Bureaucracy” Journal of Turkish
Studies, 10 (1986), p. 140.

¥ BOA, KK, 1764, pp. 80-1. Celalzade Mustafa Celebi’s name is first among the scribes under the
authority of Nisanci, “reis” title is added to his name.
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Another record from the same register displayed the kuttab who received extra
payment (salyane) in Ramadan 937/April 1531. According to the register, there were
87 kuttab, sakird and translator working in the central administration. This number
includes the heads of the departments such as reisiilkiittab and defter emini, and it
indicates that 15 sakird out of 18 sakirds receive ‘uliife payment.” Next year’s record
for the same payment (Ramadan 938) states that 5 new sakird were added to the list
and the total number reached 93.%

Another financial register provides the names and salaries (‘uliife) of kuttab
working in 955/1548, which states that there were 61 kurtab who receive ‘uliife.*!
According to the register, there were 17 divan scribes whose salaries range between
53 and 9 akge, and 5 gakirds in the divan who received either 7 or 8 akge. It should
also be noted that none of the defterhane personnel and translators was included in
the list, which suggest that all of them were assigned timar or zeamet. As the records
of ru’iis registers demonstrate, most of the kuttab preferred to have timar or zeamet
instead of ‘uliife in the reign of Sultan Siileyman. Although only scribes of the divan
and defterhane were entitled to timar or zeamet, it seems that scribes working in
financial departments under the Defterdar also acquired fimars in some way.**

Another register for the year of 971/1563-4, records 87 scribes working in the
departments who received extra payment (salyane) in Ramadan 971/April 1564.%
But the salyane was paid to various officials in different occasions and the records
were scattered over the pages of the register. So this number is definitely lacking

some of the chancery officials and sakirds. Lastly, as Koci Bey stated, there were 99

' BOA, KK, 1764, pp.146-7.

“BOA, KK, 1764, pp.172-3.

‘' BOA, MAD 7118, pp. 9-11.

** Erhan Afyoncu, Recep Ahiskali, “Katip” p. 55.
“ BOA, KK, 1866, pp. 213-4, 217, 219-20, 223-4.
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scribes working in the bureaus in 982/1574, among whom there were 48 divan
scribes and 51 scribes of the treasury.*

To summarize, the Ottoman bureaucracy grown considerably during the reign
of Siileyman: there were 37 officials in the beginning of the 16™ century working in
the central departments, which increased to 90 officials -at least- in 1529. It seems
that the size of the bureaus remained stable after that date until the end of 16™
century, and official nomenclature, hierarchical structure and professional paths took
their “classical” form. The Ottoman administration was in need of more qualified
personnel after the conquests of Selim I, and this need was largely met by recruiting
medrese graduates in the Chancery, such as Celalzade and Ramazanzade. Most of
reisulkuttabs and nisancis of the 16™ century came from the ‘ulema families, and
they began to work as katib after medrese education. This tendency began to change
in the second half of the 16" century; there were many candidates (sons of kuttab)
competing to serve the Sultan and sakird system training provided the personnel
needed for bureaucracy. Then, scribes of the Chancery (kalemiyye) regarded medrese
graduates as outsiders, as members of another path (‘ilmiyye).” In late sixteenth
century, Mustafa Ali (d. 1600) complained that he had the same educational
background and merits with Celalzade and Ramazanzade, however he was deemed to
be ineligible for the post of mnisanci, due to lack of experience (kidem) in

46
bureaucracy.

* Cited in H. Inalcik, “Reis-iil-Kiittab”, p. 674.

“ H. Inalcik, “Reis-iil-Kiittab”, p. 677.

% See Cornell H. Fleischer, Tarih¢i Mustafa Ali, Bir Osmanli Aydin ve Biirokrat, Istanbul, Tarih
Vakfi Yurt Yayinlari, 1996, p. 96-9.
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1.2- Different branches in the bureaucracy: administrative and
financial

The Ottoman central bureaucracy consisted of two main departments:
chancery and financial department (defterdarlik). As stated above, there were about
90 scribes working in these departments under the authority of nisanct and
defterdars. Obviously, the Ottoman bureaucracy did not rely solely on the work of
two departments; there were many auxiliary institutions working in the fields of
collection of taxes and duties, payment of salaries, administration of evkaf and
municipal works. Unlike Celalzade who spent all his life working in the chancery,
most of the scribes were appointed to different branches of the bureaucracy in the
capital or in the provinces. For instance, like Celalzade, Ramazanzade Mehmed (d.
979/1571) was an assistant (danismend) in the sahn medrese before he was appointed
as katib of the chancery by Grand Vezir Piri Mehmed in 923/1517. He worked in the
central bureaus about 20 years, and then he served as defterdar of timars for
Rumelia. After becoming kethiida of timars for Rumelia in 944/1537, he served as
defter emini and reisiilkiittab in the chancery. Then, he was transferred to Haleb as
defterdar, and he became a sancak bey in Egypt in 960/ 1553.* When Nisanct Egri
Abdizade Mehmed was transferred to the post of defterdar in 964/1557, Sultan
Siileyman appointed Ramazanzade as nisanct disregarding his Grand Vezir Rustem’s
nominee.*® Ramazanzade served as nisanct until his retirement in 970/1562.
Ramazanzade Mehmed’s career may be considered representative of the typical katib
of the chancery who were promoted to the highest-ranks. Although we have very

little information on some reisiilkiittabs, we can say that most of the 16" century

“"BOA, KK 1766, p. 21.
* Mustafa Alf, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, manuscript, section on reign of Sultan Siileyman, entry of
Ramazanzade.
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reisiilkiittabs served in various posts in the center and in the provinces. Egri
Abdizade (d. 974/1566), Boyali Mehmed (d. 1001/1592), Abdurrahman Pasha (d.
after 971/1563), Lalezar Mehmed (d. 991/1583) and Feridun Ahmed (d. 991/1583)
have all served in both of the departments (chancery and treasury) and they were
appointed to provincial posts during their career.

The career of a lower or middle-ranking katib is more difficult to ascertain,
but it is safe to state that their career looked like high-ranking katibs in terms of
institutional mobility. There were middle-ranking katibs working in the same
position for more than 50 years, but that was most probably an exception, like
Celalzade’s case.” Celalzade’s own son, Mahmud may be accepted as a middle-
ranking katib, who never accomplished his dream of becoming reisulkuttab. He was
enlisted among the mutefferrika with 50 akge salary during his father’s lifetime.
Then, we do not know what happened exactly but it seems that he lost the status of
muteferrika. Mahmud served as timar defterdar: in insignificant provinces then he
became tezkireci of Siyavus Pasha (grand vezir between 1582-4, 1586-9 and 1592-3).
Then Mahmud served as the timar defterdar of Karaman. He joined Mehmed III's
Egri campaign in 1596, where he was wounded. One of Mahmud’s poems in his
Miinseat narrates the difficulties he had suffered after his father’s death, and he asks
for a source of income in his retirement: a sancak in Egypt or becoming defter
kethiidast in the province of Damascus.’® Unfortunately, we have no information of
his whereabouts after that date, but the positions he asked for were reserved for high-

ranking katibs of the chancery.

4 Erhan Afyoncu, Recep Ahiskali, “Katip” p. 54. A. Akgiindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri, v.7,
Istanbul, Fey Vakfi Yayinlari, 1993, pp. 607-13.

% Mahmud bin Celalzade Mustafa, Miinseat, manuscript, Siileymaniye Library, Hiisrev Pasa, 564, f.
39a-41a.
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The Ottoman central and provincial administration offered many positions for
a middle-ranking katib in the central bureaucracy (see Table 1). For instance, there
were offices created to regulate expenditures and revenues in a particular field:
emanets. Harc-i Hassa emini was mainly responsible from palace expenditures and
revenues among other things. Emanets of harc-i hassa, arpa, tersane and matbah etc.
were permanent offices which employed kuttab as the second-ranking official after
emin (head of the office).”’ In the hierarchy of emanets, harc-i hassa occupied the
highest-rank. And the head (emin) of harc-i hassa was a nominee for the post of
defterdar, or a prominent provincial defterdar such as Haleb or Egypt.’* The emin of
harc-i hassa is chosen from among emins of lesser ranks such as emin-i arpa, or,
katib of harc-i hassa is promoted to the office. So a middle-ranking katib in the
chancery or in the treasury would apply for the kitabet of middle ranking emanets in
order to follow a different path in bureaucratic hierarchy leading to the office of
defterdar. Some of emanets were created temporarily in order to supervise big
construction projects, for instance bina emini for the construction of Siileymaniye
Mosque supervised the construction (1550-1557) which cost 897,350 gold florins

(one-tenth of the budget of the empire in 1527-8).>

> These five Emanets received a total of 583.000 gold florins from the treasury in the financial year of
974/1566, which meant 15% of total expenditure of the treasury, see A. Akgiindiiz, Osmanli
Kanunnameleri, v. 7, pp. 384-402.

> BOA, Miihimme, 2, p. 175.

> G. Veinstein, “Siileyman” EI2, v. 9 p. 838.
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Table 1: Central Bureaucracy and Related Institutions:

Central Bureaucracy

(Departments and officials

Defterdars Nisanci Kazaskers
Office of Divan Divan Defterhane  ilmiye judiciary
Def
Ruznameci Ahkam Reisiilkiittab Defter Madrasas Kazas
Muhasebeci  Katibs, Berat Emini Emini
Mukataaci Sakirds (Kagid Emini) Katibs
Tezkireci Divitdar Sakirds
Mukabeleci Katib-i rusum-i
Mevkufatci berat,
Mevcudati Tezkirecis
Teslimati Katibs
Tesrifatcl Sakirds
Varidati
sakirds
Related Institutions
In the Center In the Provinces
Emanets, Tevliyets Kitabets Governor’s Financial Adm.
Retinue:
Emin-i Harc-i Hassa = Kitabet-i Arpa Nisanc1 Defterdar of treasury
Emin-i Arpa Kitabets in other Tezkireci Kethiida of timars
Emin-i Tersane emanets and = Katib Defterdar of timars
(Emin-i Galata) tevliyets, Defter Emini
Emin-i Matbah Kitabet-i Yeniceri
Emin-i Bina Kitabets for 6 boliiks Temporary officials:

Emin-i Glimriik
Emin-i Cuha
Tevliyet-i Ayasofya
Tevliyet-1 Bayezid
Tevliyet-i Muradiye
Emin-i Edirne
Emin-i Kefe

Etc.

Kitabet-i Kapucu
Kitabet for other
military and palace
troops (sahinciyan,
cebeciyan etc.)

Tahrir Emini
Tahrir Katibi
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It should be noted that emanets and other institutions of the Ottoman central
administration which will be dealt below, were not open only to kuttab of the central
bureaucracy; they also employed members of the ‘‘ulema and military as emins and
katibs. In that sense those institutions acted as intermediary institutions between four
branches of the Ottoman administration: military, financial, civil and religious
administration. Although it was possible, for instance, for a member of the military
to be enrolled in the chancery and vice versa, it was not a usual practice.54 Whereas,
institutions like emanets and kitabets for military troops were traditionally open to all
members of the Ottoman administration.

Another important position for a scribe was kitabet for military troops such as
silahdar, sipahi or yeniceri. Kitabet of the yeniceris was at the top of the hierarchy
and it was presiding over ruznamgeci —the highest scribe in the treasury after
defterdar- in the imperial ceremonies.”> Famous Ottoman historian Selaniki (d. ca.
1008/16007?) began his scribal career in the treasury department. Then, he served as
divitdar of nisanct Boyali Mehmed for four years until he was promoted to the
kitabet of silahdar troop. After two years of service, he was promoted to the kitabet
of sipahis but he was dismissed within a few months (997/1589). Selaniki severely
criticized the decision in his work stating that unlike him, his successor had no
experience in the burealucralcy.56 After a while, Selaniki was appointed to the treasury
department as muhasebeci-i Anadolu, only to be dismissed again after a year. He
became muteferrika in 1000/1592 with 45 akge revenue. He applied for the position

of kitabet-i matbah-i amire in 1002/1594, but an inexperienced, lower-ranking katib

> See for instance, BOA, Miihimme 2, p. 185, Miihimme 4, pp. 8, 183, KK, Ruus, 208, p.157, KK,
Ruus 212, p. 26, KK, Ruus 213, pp. 34, 47.

33 BOA, Miihimme, 2, p. 1, Liitfi Pasa, “Asafname” in A. Akgiindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri, v. 4, p.
266.

% Selaniki Mustafa Efendi, Tarih-i Selaniki, ed. Mehmet Ipsirli, Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1999,
pp- XV, 215.
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of the matbah was appointed to the post instead of him. Deeply disappointed by the
decision, Selaniki criticized the manner of appointments in his day claiming that it
would lead to the disaster of the state. According to Selaniki, matbah-i amire
expenditure doubled even tripled during the last 20 years due to inexperienced and
ignorant katibs appointed within the department. Selaniki provided figures from the
reign of Siileyman and Selim II to support his claim, and he stated that. “mukaddema
hakim-i mal olanlar hademe-i matbahdan kimesneyi getiiriib bas katib itmek
olmamisdir”.”" Selaniki was most probably right in his assertion; though emins and
katibs were appointed among the members of military in the reign of Siilleyman, they
were supported by professional scribes from the central bureaucracy. There seems to
be a balance between the number of professional scribes and other officials recruited
in these institutions under the reign of Siileyman. A detailed study of ruus registers is
needed to verify Selaniki’s statement for the reign of Siileyman.

The career of a typical Ottoman scribe included assignments in the provincial
posts, such as defterdar or kethiida of timars, or defterdar of provincial treasury. As
stated above, the most important provincial defterdars were the ones in the provinces
of Egypt and Haleb. Defterdars of Haleb and Egypt received 150.000 akce and
230.000 akge respectively in 1550s, while reisiilkiittab and defter emini were entitled

to 50.000 akge.58 On the other hand, provincial timar defterdars received about 40-50

thousand akce zeamet. Middle-ranking katibs in the central bureaucracy or members

%7 Selaniki Mustafa Efendi, Tarih-i Selaniki, p. 386.

38 BOA, KK Ruus, 209, p. 45, Seyyid Muhammed es-Seyyid Mahmud, /6. Asirda Misir Eyaleti,
Istanbul, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Basimevi, 1990, pp.230-1, Erhan Afyoncu, Osmanli Devlet Teskilatinda
Defterhane-i Amire (16-18. Yiizyllar), unpublished Dissertation, Istanbul, Marmara University, 1997,
p. 94, Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, p. 592.
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of the military such as casnigir, silahdar were appointed as provincial timar
defterdars or kethiidas in the 16™ century.”

The katibs employed in the imperial divan were required to have a wide range
of ability and their tenure in the provinces was regarded as a test proving their
competence. Another important assignment for the kuttdb was the preparation of
survey registers (tahrir defterleri) for the provinces. As Inalcik indicated, tahrir
emins (surveyor) were usually “chosen from among respectable ulema‘ or
bureaucrats with a reputation of being just and honest”.®® Tahrir emini usually
worked together with a katib in preparing survey registers and they were aided by
local kad: and other authorities. Tahrir registers are a comprehensive list of revenue
sources; land, population, vineyards etc. and “the emin was also charged with
reporting all particular local practices of taxation with special regard to differences in
rates”.®' So, it was not surprising that kuttab who worked in the department of
defterhane were mostly chosen for the task. After a successful survey, emin and katib
are usually rewarded with promotion.

Kuttab were also employed in the administration of religious foundations
(evkaf tevliyeti) together with members of ulema and military. The richest tevliyets

were Siileymaniye, Ayasofya, Bayezid, Edirne and Muradiye, but there were

tevliyets in almost all of the provinces.

Y BOA, KK Ruus, 210, p.252, BOA, KK Ruus, 211, p. 65, KK Ruus, 214, p. 48, KK 75 (Miihimme), p.
161.

% Halil inalcik, An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire, v. 1 1300-1600, Cambridge
University Press, 1997, p. 134. for the preparation of tahrir registers see also H. Inalcik, “Ottoman
Methods of Conquest” reprinted in The Ottoman Empire: Conquest, Organization and Economy,
Collected Studies, London, Variorum Reprints, 1978, pp. 107-112.

' H. inalcik, “Ottoman Methods of Conquest” p. 111.
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1.3- Sultan, Sadrazam, other high ranking statesmen and their
relations with chiefs of bureaucracy

As H. Inalcik stated, “The Ottoman central government or “Imperial Council”
had four ministerial positions which were autonomous vis-a-vis each other”.®> The
grand vezir, as the sultan’s absolute deputy, was the general supervisor of the
administration. But, the heads of the financial and judicial bodies and the chancery
were also direct representatives of the sultan, who had absolute control of
appointments to these posts.63 As stated above, though Siileyman the Magnificent
never promoted a high-ranking bureaucrat to the post of vezir, he guarded the
autonomy of the bureaucracy vis-a-vis grand vezir by personally appointing niganct,
defterdars and kazaskers and by maintaining close relations with them.

The most powerful grand vezir of Siileyman was Ibrahim Pasha (d. 1536)
who had acquired unprecedented status of ‘“permanent commander-in-chief”
(serasker). Nevertheless, Ibrahim Pasha’s power was checked by a senior and
influential bureaucrat, Defterdar Iskender Celebi. It is not surprising that after the
execution of Defterdar Iskender (941/1535) grand vezir Ibrahim remained in the
office only one year, and he was executed allegedly for coveting the sultanate.*!

Grand Vezirs wanted, understandably, to consolidate their power by
appointing chief bureaucrats from their circle. Riistem Pasha was perhaps the most
successful among grand vezirs of Siileyman, who appointed officials from his circle
to the posts of niganci, defterdar, and reisulkuttab. Mustafa Ali of Gelibolu presented
various examples displaying the grand vezir’s attitude, in his works: Kiinhii’l-Ahbar

and Nushatu’s-Selatin. For instance, nisanct Egri Abdizade Mehmed, Celalzade’s

62 Halil Inalcik, “Sultan Siileyman: The Man and The Statesman” p. 91.
SH. Inalcik, The Ottoman Empire The Classical Age 1300-1600, London: Phoenix, 1994, p. 95.
% H. inalcik, The Ottoman Empire, p. 95.
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successor, was among the Riistem Pasha’s favorite officials.® Similarly, Riistem
Pasha was very influential in the appointments of defterdars, he even appointed Kadi
Bayram as defterdar contrary to the bureaucratic tradition.®® When Riistem Pasha re-
appointed as grand vezir in 962/1555, he immediately ordered transfer of former
grand vezir’s trusted divan scribes, Memi Celebi and Lalezar Mehmed Celebi, to
insignificant provincial posts.”” According to Mustafa Ali, Celalzade’s voluntary
retirement was a result of Riistem Pasha’s promise about appointing Celalzade’s son
as his successor.®® Nevertheless, as stated above, sultan Siilleyman was well informed
about his grand vezir’s actions and he did not approve all of the appointments
suggested by Riistem.*’ For instance, Siileyman appointed Ramazanzade as nisanci
in 964/1557, rejecting his grand vezir Riistem’s nominee.”’ Celdlzade strongly
emphasizes that he was appointed as nisanct by Sultan’s order.”' Sultan Siileyman’s
successors in the 16™ century followed a similar policy in the appointments: for
instance, Murad III dismissed nisanct Feridun Bey, a protégé of Sokollu, and
Feridun’s banishment from the capital in 984/1576 was “the first of several measures

aimed at weakening Sokollu’s position”.”> Murad III even refused to appoint grand

5 Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, manuscript, reign of Sultan Siileyman, entry of Mehmed Celebi, Ata,
Hadaiku’l-Hakaik fi Tekmileti’s-Sakaik, [stanbul, Cagr1 Yaymlari, p. 58.

% Mustafa Ali, (Nushatu’s-Seldtin) Mustafa Ali’s Counsel for Sultans of 1581, ed. Andreas Tietze,
Wien, 1979, p. 165.

67 BOA, A. RSK. 1455, p. 20, Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar (I1. Selim, IIl. Murat ve IIl. Mehmet
Devirleri), v. 2, ed. Faris Cergi, Kayseri, Erciyes Universitesi, 2000, p. 103.

% For details see next chapter, Mustafa Alf, Kiinhiil-Ahbar, manuscript, Reign of Sultan Siileyman,
section on poets, entry of Nisani.

% See M. Tayyib Gokbilgin, “Riistem Pasa ve Hakkindaki ithamlar”, JUEF Tarih Dergisi, v. 8 (1956),
no. 11-12, pp. 11-51.

7 Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, manuscript, section on reign of Sultan Siileyman, entry of
Ramazanzade.

! Tabakdt, p. 260b.

3. H. Mordtmann [V. L. Menage], “Feridun Beg” EI2, v. 2, p. 881.
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vezir Hadim Mesih Pasha’s nominee as reisiilkiittab in 993/1585, which culminated
in the grand vezir’s resignation.”

On the other hand, members of kalemiyye were in favor of having bureaucrat
vezirs instead of military commanders. Grand Vezir of Selim I, Piri Mehmed, was
depicted as an ideal grand vezir in the works of Idris-i Bitlis1 (d. 926/1520),
Celalzade and Mustafa Ali of Gelibolu. Idris-i Bitlist discussed superiority of men of
pen over men of sword in his work Kanun-i Sehinsahi, and he advised sultan to
choose vezirs from among the men of pen. According to Bitlisi, the sultan also
needed a vezir from the military class, whose responsibility would be protection of
the military, preparations for war and conquering lands.”* So, Bitlisi suggested a dual
vezirate for the Ottoman administration, emphasizing the superiority of men of pen.

Celalzade Mustafa advocated a similar position in his Tabakat and especially
in Mevahib. According to Celalzade, though two groups (kalemiyye and seyfiyye) are
equal like twins, men of pen are superior to military because of two reasons: first,
pen aims to write i.e. production and development whereas sword means destruction.
Secondly, it is very rare to have well-educated men but there is abundance of men of
sword.” Celalzade’s criticism of executed grand vezirs (Ibrahim Pasha, Ahmed
Pasha) contained common elements which can be accepted as Celalzade’s criticism
of the men of sword. According to Celalzade, both of them lost common sense after
they reached great power under the influence of ignorant and unqualified people.

Though, both of them had good-manners in the beginning of their career.

3 Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar (Il. Selim, III. Murat ve III. Mehmet Devirleri), v. 3, ed. Faris Cerci,
Kayseri, Erciyes Universitesi, 2000, p. 493, A. H. De Groot, “Mesih Mehmed Pasha” EI2, v. 6 p.
1025.

"™ For a good discussion of Bitlisi’s views see Hiiseyin Yilmaz, The Sultan and the Sultanate:
Envisioning Rulership in the age of Siileyman the Lawgiver (1520-1566), unpublished Ph. D.
Dissertation, Harvar University, 2005, pp. 332-340.

7> Celalzade, Mevahib, manuscirpt, Siileymaniye Library, Fatih 3521, f. 197a-b.
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Celalzade Mustafa does not comment on removal of Lutfi Pasha from the
office, and his character. However, Mustafa Ali portrays Lutfi Pasha as an educated
man in comparison to other Pashas (of devshirme origin). But Mustafa Ali adds;

“Although he [Lutfi Pasha] has studied grammer (sarf u nahv) and some

books on Islamic law such as Kenz and Kuduri, he thought of himself at the

same level with Kadi Baydaw1 and al-Zamakhsheri. He used to ask meaning
of words to eminent ‘ulema of the time, like Ebussuud and Ascizade Hasan,
who preferred to stay silent in accordance with the saying “cevabu’l-ahmak-i

sukiitun”. But he [Lufti Pasha] interpreted that as a sign of their ignorance.””®

Mustafa Ali also narrates an incident to demonstrate Lutfi Pasha’s ignorance
and arrogance. According to Mustafa Ali, Ali bin Salih (Vasi Alisi, d. 950/1543)
presents his book Hiimayunname to Grand Vezir Lutfi Pasha, stating that he had
worked on it for the last 20 years. Ali bin Salih also informed the Grand Vezir about
the content of his work, indicating its significance for the art of government. When
Lutfi Pasha learned about the book, he commented; “It is a waste of time to spend 20
years for such a book, instead, you should have worked on a religious science”.”’

It is fair to assume that Mustafa Ali’s evaluation of Lutfi Pasha reflects a
general viewpoint shared by Ottoman secretarial class. Lutfi Pasha was distinguished
with his education among other Pashas but he was still “ignorant” in the eyes of
“well-educated” bureaucrats, like Celalzade, Ramazanzade and Mustafa Ali. Most

probably, Celalzade waited eagerly for the appointment of a vezir from the learned

class, someone like himself. Celalzade’s description of a good vezir makes it clear

7% Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, manuscript, reign of Sultan Siileyman, entry of Lufi Pasha.

" Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, manuscript, reign of Sultan Siileyman, entry of Ali bin Salih, and
Andreas Tietze, Mustafa Ali’s Counsel for Sultans of 1581, v. 2, Wien, Verlag der Osterreichischen
Akademie Der Wissenchaften, 1982, p. 202-3.
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that like Bitlisi, he was in favor of bureaucrat-vezirs. In fact, the chapter of Mevahib
on vezaret focuses on the qualities of a good katib, and it states that katib is the

commander of the learned circles (ehl-i irfdn).78

8 ibid, f. 197a-b.
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CHAPTER II:

LIFE OF CELALZADE MUSTAFA CELEBI

2.1- Celalzade’s Family History, origins, his education and
enrollment in imperial bureaucracy

Celalzade Mustafa was born probably in 896/1490. He was the first son of a
middle ranged kadi (“kasaba kadisi”), named Celal of Tosya’™. 16th century
Ottoman sources do not give much information about his father, except for his

occupation and birthplace.*® The author of the Amasya Tarihi -the most detailed

" Tosya is a town in Kastamonu province of modern Turkey. But in the early 16th century Tosya was
a kaza in the liva of Kankiri, which was a part of Rum eyaleti. Later on in 16th century, Tosya became
part of Ankara sancag1 hence in the Anadolu Eyaleti. Located on the road between Istanbul-Amasya
(Sol kol) Tosya is mentioned as the 4th konak (a day’s distance) from Amasya in menzilnames of 16th
century. See Kanunname-i Osmani, Esad Efendi 2362, Siileymaniye Ktb., f. 156b.

80 Sehi, Hatibzade Abdullatif, Asik Celebi, Kinalizade Hasan Celebi, Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali and
Beyani connect Celalzade’s family to Tosya. Taskopriizade does not mention Kad: Celal’s town,
indicating only that He was a student of Hac1 Hasanzade in Istanbul and then became muderris in the
same medrese, after becoming kadi in a number of towns he retired with 35 akge reveneu. He died in
934 or 935. Since Taskopriizade himself was muderris at Haci Hasanzade Medrese in 933/1527, his
account is especially important. The only contemporary source that relates Celalzade’s family to
Amasya is Muhammed bin Ibrahim Halebi, the author of Durr al-Habeb fi Tarih-i Ayan-1 Haleb.
According to the author, Celalzade’s family is from a town called Celede near Amasya, cited in I.
Hakki Uzuncarsili, “Tosyali Celalzade Mustafa ve Salih Celebiler” Belleten, 85-88 (1958), p. 391.
Oddly enough, no contemporary source gives Kadi Celal’s father’s name either, only Huseyin
Husameddin —without providing his sources, states full name of Mustafa Celebi’s father as
“Celaleddin Abdurrahman bin Hasan” see Hiiseyin Hiisameddin, Nisancilar Duragi, manuscript, Isam
Library, Istanbul, p. 82-3.
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history of Amasya- Hiiseyin Hiisameddin Amasi, asserts that Mustafa Celebi’s father
Kadi Celal was a native of Tosya, but he came to Amasya and settled there. Hiiseyin
Hiisameddin does not mention his sources and most probably, his assertion relies on
his deduction rather than information. Taking into account of the Mustafa Celebi’s
relations in his youth with people related with Amasya, it seems to me safe to assume
that Mustafa Celebi’s father settled in Amasya in his retirement. I will try to indicate
these relations in the following pages.

Early childhood of Mustafa Celebi must have been spent in different cities
because of his father’s occupation. As the sources state, his brother Salih was born in
899/1493 in Volcitrin, near Pristine/Kosovo. So we can infer that his father worked
in towns under the supervision of Rumeli Kadiaskerlik, since once a kadi was
appointed by one of the kadiaskerlik, he always works in kazas under the supervision
of that kadiaskerlik, unless an imperial degree granted, imposing the contrary.®’ We
know nothing about the towns and duration Kadi Celal worked, but we know that in
the 16th century, kadis were appointed usually for duration between 18 months and 3
year.? The term kasaba kadisi (kadi of town) used for Mustafa Celebi’s father,
Celal, is not very informative either. In fact, all of the kadis except for the six
mevleviyet are included within that category.® Until the conquest of Arab provinces
by Selim I (1512-1520), these six mevleviyets (highest ranking kadiliks) were
[stanbul, Edirne, Bursa, Filibe, Sofya and Selanik. We do not know the exact number
of kazas in the Rumeli province of the Ottoman Empire for the period, the earliest

studied records belongs to the 17th century, and they indicate there were 450 kazas

81 Mehmet Ipsirli, “Osmanli Devletinde Kazaskerlik (XVII. yiizyila kadar)” Belleten, LXI, 1997, p.
664.

%2 Turan Gékge, “Anadolu Vilayetine Dair 919 (1513) Tarihli Bir Kad1 Defteri” Tarih Incelemeleri
Dergisi, 1994, p.223. Gokge also states the exceptions to this rule, found in an appointment list dated
1528 for kadis in Ottoman Anatolia. )

% 1. Hakki Uzuncarsili, Osmanli Devletinin IImiye Teskilan, Ankara, TTK, 1988, pp.91-97.
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under the control of Rumeli Kadiaskerlik.®* However, we know the exact figures for
the Anatolian provinces before the Selim I’s conquests; in 919/1513, there were 235
kazas in Ottoman Anatolia.® Therefore, it is safe to assume that the Rumeli province
consisted of 200-300 kazas during the first quarter of 16th century. To describe a
little more the possible career options of an Ottoman learned man in the early 16th
century; there were 150 medreses in 934/1528 in Anatolia province.* Daily wage of
a muderris lecturing in one of those medreses varies between 10 and 60 akce,
whereas the wage range of a town kadi in the Ottoman Anatolia is between 4 and 150
akce per day.®” Ottoman law for the promotion of learned man was decreed by
Mehmed II (1451-1481) and it was applied in the early 16™ century by some
changes. The highest-ranking muderrises are appointed as kadis to mevleviyets (i.e.
300-500 akce revenue), and the muderrises with 50 akce salary were appointed to
kadiliks with 150 akce revenue.®™® Once a muderris chose to follow the path of
becoming a kadi, he can always turn back to medrese, he can be promoted to higher
posts in the judiciary, or he can be transferred to the other branches of bureaucracy,
like defterdarlik. Though Ottoman law enables the highest-ranking kadis (mevalis) to
be appointed as Beylerbeyi (Governor of a province), it is not a usual practice in the
Ottoman polity. On the other hand, if a muderris choose to stay in the medrese, it

usually means he is not pursuing the highest posts in the Ottoman administration,

$ 1. Hakki Uzuncarsili, Osmanli Devletinin I[Imiye Teskilan, Ankara, TTK, 1988, p. 91, M. Kemal
Ozergin, “Rumeli Kadiliklarinda 1078 Diizenlemesi” Ord. Prof. Ismail Hakk1 Uzuncarsili’ya
Armagan, Ankara, TTK, 1988, p.253.

% Turan Gokge, “Anadolu Vilayetine Dair 919 (1513) Tarihli Bir Kad1 Defteri” Tarih Incelemeleri
Dergisi, 1994, p. 226. Another source probably written between 915/1509 and 919/1513 gives the
number as 222 for Anatolian kazas. See Siileymaniye K. Kili¢c Ali Pasa, 509, folio. 166.

8 Turan Gokee, “934 (1528) Tarihli Bir Deftere Gore Anadolu Vilayeti Medreseleri Ve Miiderrisleri”
Tarih Incelemeleri Dergisi, 1996, p. 163.

8 Turan Gokge, “Anadolu Vilayetine Dair 919 (1513) Tarihli Bir Kad1 Defteri” Tarih Incelemeleri
Dergisi, 1994, p. 229, Turan Gokge, “934 (1528) Tarihli Bir Deftere Goére Anadolu Vilayeti
Medreseleri Ve Miiderrisleti” Tarih Incelemeleri Dergisi, 1996, p. 164.

% 1. Hakki Uzungarsili, Osmanli Devletinin IImiye Teskilan, Ankara, TTK, 1988, p. 89

28



though if he is a renowned writer he can be appointed as katib-i divan or even as
ni§an01.89

As mentioned before, Celalzade’s family has strong ties with Amasya.
Hiiseyin Hiisameddin asserts that Celalzade studied religious sciences in Istanbul
medreses under the supervision of leading ‘ulema of Amasya origin, such as
Tacizade Sadi, Kemalpasazade Ahmed and Salih Efendi.”® Contemporary sources
does not disclose any detail about Celalzade Mustafa’s education, except citing that
he was, like his father and brother, a pupil of famous hattat Sheyh Hamdullah in
Istanbul. Probably Huseyin Husameddin is right in assuming that Celalzade Mustafa,
like his brother Salih, studied under the supervision of eminent scholars from the
same social background, such as Tacizade Sadi and Kemalpasazade. As we know,
Mustafa Celebi’s brother Salih began his studies under Kemalpasazade and then
attained mulazemet degree (certificate of eligibility for office) upon the accession of
Sultan Siileyman to the throne in 926/1520 through Sultan’s teacher Hayreddin.”'
According to Atai, Hoca Hayreddin selected six best students studying under the
eminent scholars of his time; Malul Emir Efendi from Kadi of Istanbul Sar1 Gbrezgz,
Merhaba Efendi from Anadolu Kazasker Mirim Celebi, Muhyiddin Curcani from
former Anadolu Kazasker Seydi Celebi, Bostan Efendi and Salih Efendi from

Kemalpasazade and Sinaneddin Yusuf bin Husameddin from Mufti of Istanbul Ali

% Tacizade Cafer Celebi was miiderris in Mahmud Pasa Medrese when he was appointed nisanci by
Bayezid II in 903/1497-8, see V. L. Menage, “Djafar Celebi”, EI2, and Ramazanzade Mehmed,
Nisanct Tarihi, manuscript, Istanbul Siileymaniye Library, Hasan Hiisnii, 856, f. 74b.

* Hiiseyin Hiisameddin, Nisancilar Duragi, manuscript, Isam Library, p. 82-3.

°! Or upon Belgrad expedition in 927. see Atai, Hadaiku’l-Hakaik fi Tekmileti’s-Sakaik, Istanbul,
Cagr1 Yayinlari, p. 248, cf. Kinalizade Hasan and Asik Celebi. About 20 years later, Hoca
Hayreddin’s son Kurd Ahmed studied under his father’s best students; Arabzade Mehmed Efendi,
Celalzade Salih Efendi and Bostan Efendi. See Atai, p. 33-34. Celalzade Salih’s another student,
namely Husam, became mulazim of Hoca Hayreddin in 950, it seems Celalzade Salih always had
good relations with his tutor, until his death in 950. see Atai, p. 262-3.

%2 Or Sar1 “Giirz” for the explanation of the transliteration of his nickname see S. Tekindag, “Yeni
Kaynak ve Vesikalarin Isig1 Altinda Yavuz Sultan Selim’in fran Seferi” Tarih Dergisi, xvii/22 (1968),
p- 53, n. 20.
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Efendi. Later on, Malul Emir Efendi, Bostan Efendi and Sinaneddin Yusuf became
Kadiaskers, Merhaba Efendi and Celalzade Salih retired as kadi of Edirne and kadi
of Misir. It should be noted that Kemalpasazade, Mufti Ali Cemali, Sinaneddin
Yusuf and Celalzade Salih came to Istanbul from Amasya in different dates, and
probably have the same social circle.

Following Bayezid II’s enthronement, new horizons appeared for the skilled
people from Amasya where Prince Bayezid was governor for a long time until 1481.
Sufi leaders such as Celebi Halife or Cemal-i Halveti, eminent artists such as Sheyh
Hamdullah, jurists like Kemalpasazade and Zenbilli Ali Cemali and stylists (miinsi)
like Tacizade Cafer Celebi moved to Ottoman capital and recruited in the high posts
of Ottoman administration. Celebi Halife was an influential halveti sheyh in Amasya
and he is described as an enthusiastic adherent of Prince Bayezid’s cause against
Cem Sultan in 16™ century sources. Upon Bayezid’s accession, with the help of
Sultan and his Grand Vezir Mustafa Pasha, he founded the first halvetiye zaviye in
Istanbul. Named after its patron, zaviye of Mustafa Pasa was the biggest among
Istanbul zaviyes with its 40 chambers. Celebi Halife’s son Piri Mehmed Pasa later
became grand vezir of Selim I, and he continued to support Halveti order in
Istanbul.”® Celalzade Mustafa Celebi named Piri Mehmed Pasha as one of his two
masters together with Nisanct Seydi Bey. According to Celalzade Mustafa, Piri
Mehmed Pasha is an ideal grand vezir, he admires him and praises highly in his
works Tabakat and Selimname. Piri Mehmed Pasha is a cousin of Zenbilli Ali Cemali
Efendi. After Celebi Halife’s death in 903/1497-8, his son-in-law, Siimbiil Sinan

guided the followers of Halvetiye order, actually, he is accepted as the founder of

% For Cemali Family see Yusuf Kiiciikdag, Cemali Ailesi, Istanbul, Aksarayi Vakfi Yayinlari, 1995.
For zaviye of Kocamustafa Pasa and Bayezid II’s support see Nazif Velikahyaoglu, Siimbiiliyye
Tarikat1 ve Kocamustafapasa Kiilliyesi, Istanbul, Cagr1 Yayinlar1, 2000, and O. L. Barkan, “Istanbul
Saraylarina Ait Muhasebe Defterleri” Belgeler, Ankara, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1979, v. 9, 13, p. 307.
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new order named after him, Siimbiiliyye. Stimbiil Sinan was an influential man in
learned circles as well as in the Palace. He preached in the biggest mosques of
Istanbul; Ayasofya and Fatih, and upon the completion of Sultan Selim mosque,
Stimbiil Sinan inaugurated the religious ceremony. His close relation with Mufti
Kemalpasazade is described in the contemporary sources.”* After Siimbiil Sinan’s
death in 936/1529, Stimbiiliyye order sustained its significance in Sultan Siilleyman’s
reign under the guidence of Merkez Efendi (Musa Muslihiddin, d. 959/1551) and
Yakub-1 Germiyani (d. 979/1571).

Sheyh Hamdullah (d.926/1520) is another important figure worth to be
mentioned because of his role as tutor of Celalzade Mustafa, of his brother and
father. Sheyh Hamdullah, probably the greatest master of Ottoman calligraphy art, is
mentioned among the people whom Bayezid II met in Amasya, and upon his
succession to throne, commissioned to work in the Capital. Sheyh Hamdullah was
also a follower of Halvetiye-Zeyniyye order, like his father Mustafa and grandfather
Sarikadi Rukneddin. In a halvetiye silsilename (genealogy of halvatiyye masters)
written by Sheyh Hamdullah, he places his father’s and grandfather’s names after
well-known Halvetiyye leaders; Abdurrahman Erzincani and Pir ilyas Amasi.”” We
do not know exactly when and where Celalzade family became student of famous
Sheyh Hamdullah, but it should be in Istanbul since Sheyh Hamdullah spent last 30
years of his life in the Ottoman capital.

Tacizade Cafer Celebi and his brother Sadi Celebi are mentioned among the

famous miingis (stylist) of their time. Tacizade Cafer and Celalzade Mustafa’s father

% Cited in Nazif Velikahyaoglu, Siimbiiliyye Tarikati ve Kocamustafapasa Kiilliyesi, Istanbul, Cagr1
Yayinlari, 2000, p. 88.

%> Muhittin Serin, Hattat Seyh Hamdullah, Istanbul, Kubbealti Akademisi Kiiltiir ve Sanat Vakfi,
1992, p. 29-30.
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studied religious sciences under the same muderris; Hac1 Hasanzade.”® Cafer Celebi
was a professor in Istanbul Mahmud Pasha medrese, when he was appointed nisanci
in 903/1497.”7 Relying on Asik Celebi and Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali, Ismail Erunsal
asserts that: “On achieving this post he [Cafer Celebi] received the rank and style of
pasa, and enjoyed most of the privileges of a vezir. He was very conscious of his
own dignity, and it was because of a protest that he made to the Sultan that the
niganct was henceforth given precedence over the defterdar in the Divan, and
allowed a vezirial tent when on campaign™.’® Although Cafer Celebi was a very
influential statesman, probably with the rank of vezirate, it would be a mistake to
assume that his privileged position as a niganct survived with his successors.
Mehmed II's Kanunname makes it clear that “if Nisanci’s status is same with vezirs
and beglerbegis then he takes precedence over defterdars, if he is a nishanct with
sancak then he is placed below the defterdars.”” Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali narrates
another incident from Celalzade Mustafa Celebi’s tenure as nisanci, that causes
eventually a shift in the court protocol; when Nevbaharzade is promoted to be sikk-i
sani defterdar he refuses to sit above his former superior (Celalzade) in the court.
Upon hearing the issue, Sultan Siilleyman appreciates Nevbaharzade’s concern and
He orders experience (kidem) should be observed to determine the precedence
between nisanct and defterdars.loo Status of Nisanct will be dealt in the following

pages in detail.

% Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali, Kitabu’t-Tarih-i Kiinhii’lI-Ahbar, eds. A. Ugur, M. Cuhadar, A. Giil, I.H.
Cuhadar, Kayseri, 1997, p. 1226. Mecdi Mehmed Efendi, Hadaiku’s-Sakaik, ed. Abdulkadir Ozcan,
Istanbul, Cagr1 Yayinlari, 1989, p. 335.

°7 {smail E. Erunsal, The Life and Works of Taci-zade Cafer Celebi with a critical edition of his Divan,
Istanbul, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Basimevi, 1983, p. 31.

% ibid, p. 31.

% “Ve nisancinin mertebesi eger vezaret ve beglerbegilik ise defterdarlara tasaddur eder; ve sancak ile
nisanci ise defterdarlardan asaga oturur.” Abdulkadir Ozcan, ed., Kanunname-i Al-i Osman, Istanbul,
Kitabevi, 2003, p.6

1% cited in 1. Hakki Uzuncarsili, “Tosyali Celalzade Mustafa ve Salih Celebiler” Belleten, 85-88
(1958), p. 403. However, It should be noted that defterdars and nisanc: are not placed next to each
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Tacizade Cafer Celebi held the office of nigsanct until 917/1511, later on
Selim I restored him to office in late 919/1513, a year later he was appointed
Kadiasker of Anatolia. Cafer Celebi was executed by Selim’s order in 921/1515.'!
All of the contemporary sources agree about Cafer Celebi’s abilities as an eloquent
prose stylist. Mecdi reckons him among the nisancis who created new formulas and
phrases to be used in Ottoman official documents.'” Celalzade Mustafa was to
become the second to introduce innovative ways for the Ottoman chancellory.

As explained above, Celalzade Mustafa Celebi found himself in a suitable
environment to improve necessary skills to become a court secretary (divan katibi).
He learned calligraphy from Sheyh Hamdullah, literary and religious sciences from
Kemalpashazade and Tacizade Sadi Celebi. He probably attended the mystic circles
(halvetiyye or zeyniyye) close to the Ottoman Palace in Istanbul. When he was a
graduate student (danismend) there appeared to be two ways before him; to stay in
medrese, or to be a kadi. For Celalzade, becoming a muderris meant to be always in
poverty and need, on the other hand, becoming kadi provides revenues but with

doubtfull legality. So he wanted to pursue a career with his pen.'” Piri Mehmed

Pasha helped him to realize this dream.

other in divan, three defterdar sit on the opposite of Niganci, so it should not have been a problem at
all.

101 For possible reasons see [smail E. Erunsal, The Life and Works of Taci-zade Cafer Celebi with a
critical edition of his Divan, Istanbul, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Basimevi, 1983, p. 39-42.

102 “¢]-hakk bu zamanda divan-1 osmaniyede tersim ve terkim olunan menasir-i sultaniyye ve feramin-
i hakaniyye-i osmaniyyenin terkib ve tertib ve imla ve insasinda kavaid-i cedide-i sutude ihtira idiib,
ahkam-1 nafizu’l-kelam ve maktu’u’l-meram ve menasir-i kaza-ceryan ve kader-fercamda izhar-1 yed-i
beyza eyledi. Mecdi Mehmed Efendi, Hadaiku’s-Sakaik, ed. Abdulkadir Ozcan, Istanbul, Cagri
Yayinlari, 1989, p. 336

103 “eyvel-i nesv-ii-nema ve ibtida-i bulug-i belagat-intimada tahsil-i funun-u-adab ve tekmil-i ulum-i
maarif iktisaba talib-u-ragib olub, zamanede bais-i hayat-u-zindegani ve sebeb-i asayis-u-guzerani
olur menasib ki ebna-y1 cinse miinasib idi, tedris u kaza goriindii ki, biri fakr u ihtiyaca enis, biri
mahza kazadir. Birisinin netayic u fevayidi arf u izafet ki sonu afet, birisinin hall-i avayidi meskuk-1
mabhall-agub ve zarafet. Ol iki tarika sulukin saliki hemvare hevaya memluk olur. La-cerem pise-i
tahrir u kitabet ki mahz-1 vufur-1 rahat ve huzurdan kinayet olub fevayid-i semerat-1 kalem dafi-i enva-
i humum u elemdir.” Celalzade Mustafa, Selimname, A. Ugur, M. Cuhadar, eds., Ankara, Kiiltiir
Bakanlig, 1990, p.
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Asik Celebi states Celalzade’s enrollment in the Ottoman divan as katib was
in 922/1516. Celalzade himself does not give an exact date but he writes that after
the return of Selim from the conquest of Arab lands, Piri Pasha was the only vezir in
Istanbul. (...) he (Celalzade) was a katib of divan and he remained at his service for
six years.'™ Sultan Selim’s campaign againts Memluks lasted two years during
which vezir Piri Mehmed Pasha was left behind in Istanbul.'® On his way back
home, Sultan Selim summoned Piri Mehmed Pasha to Damascus and appointed him
grandvezir in 12 Muharram 924/24 January 1518. Piri Mehmed Pasha held the post
after Sultan Siileyman’s succession until he was dismissed in 13 Shaban 929/27 June
1523. Therefore, Celalzade Mustafa’s entry into the imperial bureaucracy occurred
probably in 923/1517, when Sultan Selim was still residing in Cairo. Certainly,
conquest of Arab lands required the expansion of Ottoman imperial bureaucracy and
Piri Mehmed Pasha was the highest statesmen in the imperial capital to deal with this
issue. Another protégé of Piri Pasha, Ramazanzade Mehmed Celebi states that “he
was a graduate student of Seyyidi Karamani in Sahn medrese, upon Seyyidi
Karamani’s death [in 923] he was assigned to divan by grand vezir Piri Pasha”.'"
Ramazanzade’s education and career path was similar to Celalzade’s in many
respects; both of them learned calligraphy from Sheyh Hamdullah and literary-
religious sciences from Tacizade Sadi Celebi (d. 923)."7 Later on, both of them
became reisiilkiittab and nisanci, and both of them authored Ottoman history. It is
probably because of these similarities that Celalzade nicknamed Koca (Great)

Nisanci and Ramazanzade is known as Kucuk (Little) Nisanci. Their reputation must

104 Celalzade Mustafa, Selimname, A. Ugur, M. Cuhadar, eds., Ankara, Kiiltiir Bakanlig1, 1990, p.44.
19 Selim’s departure for Egyptian conquest is 4 Cumadel ula 922/5 June 1516, and his return 17
Receb 924/ 25 July 1518.

106 Ramazanzade Mehmed, Tarih-i Niganc, Silleymaniye Library, Hasan Husnu, 856, f.74

17 Ramazanzade Mehmed, Tarih-i Nigsanci, Silleymaniye Library, Hasan Husnu, 856, f.74, Ugur
Derman, “Kanuni Devrinde Yazi Sanattmiz” Kanuni Armagani, Ankara, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 2001, p.
283
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have been long-lasting; three decades later well-known historian Gelibolulu Mustafa
Ali places himself as their successor in history writing in his Kunhu’l-Ahbar (written
between 1000-6/1591-8).'"

Selim I's reign witnessed rapid expansion of borders as well as the quick
promotion and dismissal of state officials. Elite circles from Amasya province were
especially under suspicion because of their links with possible contenders. For
instance, Grand Vezir Koca Mustafa Pasha was executed in Ramadan 918/
December 1512 for being a supporter of Sehzdde Ahmed who was governor of
Amasya. Tacizade Cafer Celebi was first re-appointed as Nisanci, then he was
executed as well after Yeniceri aprising in Amasya in 921/1515. Yenigeris had raided
and plundered houses of third vezir Piri Mehmed and Sultan Selim’s tutor Halimi
Celebi in Amasya, being held responsible, grand vezir Dukakinzade Ahmed was
immediately executed in Amasya, and upon Sultan’s return to capital city, second
vezir Iskender Pasha and Tacizade Cafer were executed in Istanbul. Sultan Selim’s
eastern policy required the supression of religious and social groups close to Shah
Ismail’s sect, kizilbas. For this reason, “Selim conducted a purge of suspected

Kizilbag and 40.000 kizilbas were jailed or executed”'?”

especially in the eastern
provinces of Ottoman realm.

Amasya region was also hosting significant Halvetiyye centers; as explained
above, Halvetiyye order flourished in Amasya region when it was governed by

Bayezid II, and upon Bayezid’s accession to throne, Halvetiyye spread in Istanbul.'"

But during the reign of Sultan Selim, Halvetiyye order suffered a setback because of

1% “by hakir yani miiellif-i kesirii’t-taksir gerek bunlar ile [Ramazanzade] ve gerek Celalzade ile nice
nice ihtilat etmisiz hiisn-i iltifatlarindan veled-i manevi edindikleri ragbete yetmisiz hikmet
Hiidanindir tevarih-i al-i Osman yazmada anlara salis olduk akibet Ramazanzade merhumun
saadethanesini istira idiib giiya ki muhallefatina varis olduk™ Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali, Kunhu’l-Ahbar,
manuscript, section on Sultan Siileyman’s defterdars and nigancis.

'% Halil Inalcik, “Selim I” EI2, v. 9, p. 128..

"OF. De Jong, “Khalwatiyya”, EI2, v. 4, p. 991.
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Selim’s uncompromising sunni policy against shii-influenced Persia. During Selim’s
reign, Halvetiyya order emphasized its sunni orientation and the names of five Shia
Imams were dropped from the silsila.""" Celalzade Mustafa Celebi’s first encounter
with Sultan Selim reflects this confrontation. As Mustafa Ali of Gelibolu pointed,
famous halvetiyye master from Amasya, Muhammed b. Husameddin b. Pir Ilyas''?
was arrested in Amasya and transferred to Istanbul. He was a descendant of leading
Halvetiyye master, Pir Ilyas and he had numerous followers. He was accused of
gathering men claiming Sehzdde Korkud’s survival. Grand Vezir Piri Mehmed Pasha
tried to persuade furious Sultan that Sheyh Muhammad was not a threat to the State.
Then Sultan asks him to bring someone knowing the secrets of Sheyh Muhammad.
Grand Vezir selects Celalzade Mustafa, a young divan scribe at the time, to persuade
Sultan. Upon questioning Celalzade, Sultan seems to be persuaded, and sends
Celalzade to prison to inform Sheyh Muhammad that he will soon be released. But
Sultan dies before the release of Sheyh Muhammad.

Mustafa Ali of Gelibolu narrates the incident as he heard from Molla Sidki
Muslihiddin. According to Mustafa Ali, when Celalzade Mustafa entered Sultan’s
chamber, he sees Sultan;

“Padisahi burnunda gézliikle kitab miitala’asinda gérmiis ve ri'ayet-i adabla
tapu kilmis, Han-i Selim-i Gazab ki katib-i mezbtru gérmis Celal oglu
Mustafa sen misin diyu sormus. Ben kuluti padisahim diyu cevab virdikde

Glimusliioglunu nice biliirsiin, cevher veya meder midir yoksa halis zer

"'F. De Jong, “Khalwatiyya”, EI2, v. 4, p. 991

"2 Mustafa Ali gives his name in two differen forms; Giimiisliioglu Sheyh Muhammad b. Sheyh
Husameddin b. Pir Ilyas and Giimiisliioglu Sheyh Muhyiddin b. Celal b. Husameddin b. Pir Ilyas.
Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali, Kitabu t-tarih-i Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, eds. A. Ugur et al. Kayseri, 1997,
p-1194,1243. Taskopriizade presents biography of a certain Sheyh Muhyiddin Muhammad Amasi
without giving much detail, Taskopriilii-zade, Es-Sakaiku’n-Numaniye fi ulemai’d-Devleti’l-
Osmaniye, ed. A. S. Furat, Istanbul, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Basimevi, 1985, p. 419. Glimisliioglu’s son-
in-law Mehmed Celebi is mentioned in a register recording Bayezid II's expenditures (inamat defteri)
for the year 909/1503. According to the register he received 3000 aspers from Sultan, see O. L.
Barkan, “Istanbul Saraylarina Ait Muhasebe Defterleri” Belgeler, Ankara, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1979,
v. 9, 13, p.296.
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midir nice idrak kilursin didikde, velayet ma’deniniti cevheri ve riyazat
putasiniti halis zeri bir ulu kisi biliirin didikde ol mu, ol mu diyu ti¢ kere
tekrar idiib hiddet ve gaZab atesini nevan inkar etmis. Amma katib-i
mezbir Celalzade aldirmayub asla cevab-i sehriyariden tisenmez ve lisanina
cari olan kelimatdan dénmez, beli padisahim ulu kisidir enva’t keramat ve
miikasefat anini edna isidir didtigii gibi nev’an gazabi sakin olub gitmis, bir
mikdar rifkla tekelliim etmis. (...) [Sultan] katib-i mesfiirdan bu ciireti ki
gormiis, daht berii gel diyii iltifat idiib "ulifesin sormus ol dahi ondan ne
ziyade ve ne diindur, ancak ondur didikde, on mu, on mu diyii istigrab itmis,
ben seni vezir ideyim diyli va'de-i hasene buyurub ba'dehu mahbese
gondermis, var seyhe bizden selam sdyle hatirin hos tutsun dimis. Anlar ki
zindana varmislar seyh-i mezbtru kemal-i Zacret ve 12tirabda gérmiisler
evvelden asinasi ve kable’l-habs muhibb-i bi-riyasi olmagla bir mikdar
hatir-sazlikdan sorira teselliyete baslamis yani ki padisah-1 ‘alem size bi-
»113

hadd selam eyledi, her ne olduysa a’da tahrikiyle oldu diyu séylemis.

Mustafa Ali’s account of the incident aims to provide another reason for the
death of Sultan Selim. According to this account, Celalzade Mustafa tries to persuade
Sheyh Muhammad that Sultan Selim was not responsible for what happened to the
sheyh. But Celalzade was late to convince Sheyh Muhammad; he had already prayed
God for the punishment of Sultan Selim. Sheyh foretells Sultan Selim’s death,
explaining Celalzade that he had seen Ali, the fourth Caliph, in his dream punishing
Sultan Selim in return for Sheyh’s suffering. Eventually Sultan Selim dies within a
month. So, Mustafa Ali implies that according to Celalzade, Sultan Selim’s cause of
death was his wrongdoings that caused suffering of a holy man. Actually this attitude
is typical to Celalzade Mustafa, as we will see later on, he usually refers to sins
committed by state officials when explaining their fall and eventual execution, in his
history, Tabakatu’l-Memalik ve Derecatu’l-Mesalik. The more important aspect of this

account is to clarify Celalzade’s relation towards Halvetiyye order, as Mustafa Ali

3 Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, manuscript, section on Selim’s Death
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puts it “Celalzade knew sheyh before his imprisonment and he was a true lover of
him” (evvelden asinasi ve kable’l-habs muhibb-i bi-riyasi olmagla). Huseyin
Husameddin asserts that one of Celalzade’s father’s hatt works is hanging on the
wall of famous halvetiyye sheyh Pir Abdurrahman.''* Since Pir Abdurrahman was
also the master of aforementioned Sheyh Muhammad, it is possible that Celalzade
was close to that branch of Halvetiyye order.

Celalzade Mustafa’s own account of the aforementioned incident blames
Ferhad Pasha for what happened to Giimiigliioglu (Sheyh Muhammad) and it also
provides clues about Celalzade’s links with elite circles from Amasya. According to
Celalzade Mustafa, the contender was not Sehzade Korkud, it was Sehzade Murad,
son of Sehzade Ahmed. When the threat emerged, Piri Mehmed Pasha was grand
vezir and his son-in-law Mustafa Pasha was second vezir. Sultan Selim appointed
Ferhad Pasha (then Beglerbey of Rumeli) as third vezir and he was entrusted with
dealing with this issue. According to Celalzade; “no other vezir were aware of that
issue and Sultan was giving orders directly to Ferhad Pasha”.'" According to
Celalzade, Ferhad Pasha was an ignorant and unjust vezir and he applied excessive
harshness to supress a possible uprising in support of Sehzade Murad’s cause.
Celalzade’s emphasis on other vezirs’ unawareness of the incident implies that
Sultan Selim did not trust Piri Pasha and his son-in-law in taking necessary measures
which will inevitably discomfort elite circles from Amasya region. Celalzade
criticizes Ferhad Pasha for benefiting the opportunity to seize possessions of all
wealthy people from Amasya. As he says;

“Bu bahane ile ol diyarda olan miisliimanlari ki mal-u-menale kadir ve

tivana ve kuvvet ve servet ehli ola her birine bir diirlii isnad eyleytib

" Hiiseyin Hiisameddin, Nisancilar Durag, manuscript, Isam Library, p. 83.
'3 Celalzade Mustafa, Selimname, A. Ugur, M. Cuhadar, eds., Ankara, Kiiltiir Bakanligi, 1990, p. 219
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tutub mal-u-menallerin alub ve kendiileri katl eyleyiib bi-giindh ¢ok
kimesneleri zayT ve tebah eyledi.”**

Celalzade does not state his acquaintance with Sheyh Muhammad or his visit
of him in the prison, but he praises him saying “he was a noble man whose pray is
valued” and narrates Sheyh’s pray and forecast about the fate of Sultan. But
Celalzade eloquently puts it without mentioning Sultan. As Celalzade states, Sheyh
Muhammad told some people that “Cenab-1

Though it is difficult to infer from the above statement that Sultan Selim’s
death is implied, if it is read together with Mustafa Ali’s aforementioned account, it
certainly links Sultan Selim’s death with this incident. This vagueness 1is
characteristic to Celalzade’s works; because of his mission as nisanci, he aims to
defend Ottoman sultanate. After narrating aforementioned event, Celalzade’s
Selimname ends with chapter on Sultan Selim’s death. Just before his death, Sultan
Selim confesses to his grand vezir Piri Mehmed that “he caused some injustices in
his last days, but his goal was to secure the welfare and safety of all Muslims™.!'®
Celalzade emphasizes strongly on importance of having good vezirs in his
concluding poems at the end of last two chapters.

As Celalzade clearly put in the beginning of his Selimname, he aimed to
demonstrate the real history of Sultan Selim, since it was usually misrepresented by
some people. He claims that Sultan Selim never aimed to rise against his father, but

some ignorant people interpreted the war between Sultan Bayezid and his son in

Corlu as a sign of uprising. According to Celalzade, it was actually a conspiracy of

16 Celalzade Mustafa, Selimname, A. Ugur, M. Cuhadar, eds., Ankara, Kiiltiir Bakanligi, 1990, p.
218.

7 Celalzade Mustafa, Selimname, A. Ugur, M. Cuhadar, eds., Ankara, Kiiltiir Bakanligi, 1990, p.
218.
"8 <3hir-i‘ Smriimde ba‘21 mezalime sebeb u ba‘is oldum. Maksiid u muradim refahiyyet-i miislimin
netice ve maksad-i amalim huZir-i miiminin idi.” Celalzade Mustafa, Selimname, A. Ugur, M.
Cuhadar, eds., Ankara, Kiiltiir Bakanligi, 1990, p. 220.
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corrupted high ranking officials who are afraid of Selim. Celalzade states that some
people wrote Sultan Selim’s history, but their work relies on their weak speculation
and false reports. Whereas it was a time that no one except Vezir, nisanct and divan
scribe was aware of state functioning. “Secrets of sultanate and manners of caliphate
were extremely secret and protected”.!” That's why Celalzade, as an insider, feels
that it is his responsibility to present the real history of Sultan Selim.

As explained above, Celalzade Mustafa had necessary intellectual, artistic
and literary qualifications to be a divan scribe, and he was close to influential social
circles. Moreover, he was a reliable, discreet and diplomatic person, which was an
important quality for a scribe.'”” Therefore Celalzade ascended quickly in the
Ottoman bureaucracy; he became private secretary (tezkireci) of grand vezir Piri
Mehmed Pasha. We can not ascertain exactly when he was promoted, but he was
probably tezkireci when he was introduced to Sultan Selim. According to Mustafa
Ali’s account, even Sultan Selim astonished that someone with qualifications of
Celalzade has that little salary; 10 aspers daily. Though we do not have salary
records of the time, salary registers from the first half of 16™ century display
tezkireci’s daily revenue (ulufe) as 23 aspers.'*! According to the same register, there
were 11 scribes under Nisanci’s athority and their salaries were varying between 7
and 33 aspers, average salary being 19 aspers. An earlier source dating back to

900/1494 demonstrates that there were 5 divan scribes and their salaries totaled 2290

119 «esrar-1 saltanat ve etvar-1 hilafet nihayet mertebede mahfiiz ve mazbut idi” Celalzade Mustafa,

Selimname, A. Ugur, M. Cuhadar, eds., Ankara, Kiiltiir Bakanligi, 1990, p. 24.

120 When narrating the aforementioned conversation between Celalzade and Sultan Selim, Mustafa Ali
comments that “it was Sultan’s custom to ask same questions again and again, by getting angrier
every time, if the person interrogated changes his first statement, Sultan decides that he is a liar. That
is why Sultan knew Celalzade was not lying” Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, manuscript, section on
Selim’s Death.

121 Topkapi Palace Archive, D.7843, cited in O. L. Barkan, “H. 933-934 (1527-1528) Mali Yilma Ait
Biitge Ornegi” Iktisat Fakiiltesi Mecmuast, 15 (1953-4), no. 1-4, p. 314,323. The register has no date
on it, but it must belong to years 940-950 (1533-1543).
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aspers per month, making average salary 15,26 aspers per day.'** Therefore, Mustafa
Ali’s account of 10 aspers is either wrong, or Celalzade was still an ordinary divan
scribe, instead of tezkireci, in the end of Sultan Selim’s reign.

As mentioned above, Celalzade chose the path of kalemiyye (bureaucracy)
largely because it promised wealtier prospects. As he indicated, the path of ilmiyye
means choosing the poverty, and kaza promised revenues but with doubtful legality.
Celalzade Mustafa’s brother Salih graduated from the same medrese, Sahn, and he
became muderris with 25 aspers revenue in 926/1520. Celalzade Salih’s case was not
unique, his fellow colleagues who became mulazim from Sultan’s teacher Hoca
Hayreddin, were appointed to medreses with same salary.'” Then why Celalzade
Mustafa asserts that the path of kalemiyye is superior to the path of ilmiye and kaza,
because it provides legitimate revenues? Because a scribe in the Ottoman divan has
revenues other than his salary, he gets extra payments (salyane), he receives benefits
(incam) in some occasions, and he gets promotions as he is experienced. As an
inamat register from Bayezid II's reign demonstrates, divan scribes recieved two
extra payments for the year 909/1503-4. Among them, there were two scribes with
the title katib-i divan, who received a total of 4,000 aspers in two occasions. There
were also 3 scribes with the title katib-i tevkir, one of them Mevlana Omer recieved
6,000 aspers for regular inamat and another 3,000 aspers for the kaside he composed.

Other two katib-i tevkiis received 1,000 aspers in total.'** According to the

122 And there were 20 treasury scribes (katiban-1 hizane-i amire maa sakirdanes) with average salary
of 21,25 aspers. These numbers of course refer only to scribes receiving salary, in addition to them
there were scribes holding fiefs (timar), whose number cannot be ascertained. Topkapi Palace
Archive, 9587, cited in O. L. Barkan, “H. 933-934 (1527-1528) Mali Yilia Ait Biitge Ornegi” Iktisat
Fakiiltesi Mecmuasi, 15 (1953-4), no. 1-4, p.308-9.

123 For Malul Emir and Merhaba Efendi see Mecdi, 484, 485. For Bostan Efendi and Muhassi
Sinaneddin Yusuf see Atai, p. 129-132 and 248-251. It should be noted since they were Hoca
Hayreddin’s mulazims, they were appointed to the highest posts. Other graduates normally begin their
career in medreses with 20 akge per day or less.

0. L. Barkan, “Istanbul Saraylarina Ait Muhasebe Defterleri” Belgeler, Ankara, Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu, 1979, v. 9, 13, pp. 307-8, 351-2, 364.
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aforementioned register, scribes received only one bonus payment in the following
year and katib-i tevkii Omer received another 3,000 aspers for the mersiyye he
composed for the death of Sultan’s son, Sehzade Mehmed.'? However, it is
impossible to ascertain how much a divan scribe earns, as we know, scribes are also
paid in accordance with their rank from the revenue called “orta akcesi’. Orta Akgesi
was the sum of fees collected from the documents that divan scribes prepared, such
as berat, tezkire etc.'?®

When Celalzade Mustafa Celebi entered the imperial service, the institutional
organization of Ottoman chancellery was still moderate in terms of size and
functionary bodies. Celalzade Mustafa Celebi’s career witnessed the development of
Ottoman chancellery in the direction of administrative requirements. As we see in the
registers from the reign of Bayezid II, there was “a small and relatively
undifferentiated body of scribes, nearly all of them concerned with finance, carried
out the bureaucratic functions essential to the central government”.'”’ As mentioned
before, the register of 900/1494 gives the figures for the imperial chancellery under
two titles; there were 25 scribes recorded as katiban-i divan (5) and katiban-i1 hizane-
i amire maa sakirdanes (20). The register of 909-910/1503-4, includes katiban-i
divan and other important officials under the general title of sakirdan-i katiban-i
hizane-i amire,(i.e. assistant secretaries) which is absolutely wrong. According to the
register, there were 11 scribes for treasury, 3 secretary for vezirs (katiban-1 pasayan),
8 assistant scribe for treasury, 2 katib-i divan, 3 scribe for nigancit, and 10 other
scribes with various missions, making the total 37 scribes for central administration.

Later registers from the reign of Sultan Siileyman gives more detailed figures; a

12 Mustafa A¢ikgdz, I1. Bayezid Devri Inamat Defteri, unpublished Master Thesis, istanbul, Marmara

Universitesi, 1996, p. 54, 80-1.

126 Erhan Afyoncu, Recep Ahiskali, “Katip” TDV Islam Ansiklopedisi, v. 25, p. 55.

'?" Cornell Fleischer, “Preliminaries to the Study of the Ottoman Bureaucracy” Journal of Turkish
Studies, 10 (1986), p. 140.
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register for the year 935/1529 classifies scribes (of divan) under their office; scribes
under the authority of defterdar or nisanci (katiban tabi-i defterdaran or tabi-i
niganct). According to this register, there were 35 scribes for treasury, 3 scribes for
vezirs, 23 assistant scribes (sakirdan), 7 scribes for defterdars, and 15 scribes for
niganct, 6 scribes under the service of defter emini (who was also under the authority
of niganct) making a total of 90 scribes.'*® As stated before, the imperial chancellery
developed greatly in size and in terms of organizational structure beginning with the
reign of Sultan Selim. As we learn from the contemporary sources, although posts of
reisiilkiittab and defter emini existed before Celalzade Mustafa entered the imperial
service, their offices were not distinguished from the scribes. The earliest use of the
term reisiilkiittab in the archival documents dates back to Selim’s reign, 921/ 1515.'%°
Comparing the amount distributed to scribes in the registers of 909/1503 and
935/1529, it is possible to assert that a scribe with the title katib-i tevkii was acting
like reisiilkiittab in 909/1503. In 935/1529, Celalzade Mustafa received the same
allowance with katib Omer who received 3,000 aspers in 909/1503, though
Celalzade’s title was reis."”” Another record from the same register describes
Celalzade Mustafa as follows; katib-i divan, reis-i kiittab-1 tevkii. This phrase reflects
that the post of reisiilkiittab was still not fully differentiated from other divan scribes,

and that he was acting as assistant of nisanci."! Similarly, defterhane, the office of

' BOA, KK, 1764, p. 80-1. Celalzade Mustafa Celebi’s name is first among the scribes under the
authority of Nisanci, “reis” title is added to his name.

129 Haydar Celebi Ruznamesi cited in Feridun Ahmed Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, v. 1, Istanbul, 1274,
p. 465, 470-471. Alternative views on the origin of Reisu’l-Kuttab will be discussed in the following
chapter. See also, Recep Ahishali, Osmanlt Devlet Teskilatinda Reisiilkiittablik (18. Yiizyil), Istanbul,
Tarih ve Tabiat Vakfi, 2001.

BOBOA, KK, 1764, p. 81, O. L. Barkan, “Istanbul Saraylarma Ait Muhasebe Defterleri” Belgeler,
Ankara, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1979, v. 9, 13, p. 308.

BIBOA, KK, 1764, p.135.
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defter emini, was established in the second half of 15" century, but there were only 2
scribes working in this office in 909/1503.'%

Rapid expansion of borders necessitated rapid expansion of Ottoman
Chancellery and its re-organization. Victory over Persian Safawids and the conquest
of Mamluk lands gained the Ottomans a clear supremacy over their rivals. As
Celalzade Mustafa pointed out; “if all the people living under the government of
world conquering and justice abiding Sultan is elaborated, if Sultan’s servants,
armies, weapons, lands, seas, treasures, castles, mines, jewels, ethnic groups,
learned men and artists are listed, it would have been a miraculous work” !
Ottoman central government faced the challenge to control all these lands under their
banner in the reign of Sultan Selim. Sultan Selim’s unexpected death and Siileyman’s
succession was an opportunity for governors of newly conquered lands, such as
Damascus and Egypt, to declare their independence and to establish their own
kingdom.

As usual, the new Sultan came with his own personnel (ma’iyyet) of
governorship and made a number of appointments to central administration.
Siileyman’s advisor (lala) Kasim Pasha (Cezeri) became fourth vezir, after Piri
Mehmed, Mustafa and Ferhad Pashas. His niganct Mehmed of Amasya succeeded
niganct Abdi Bey in the capital. Sources does not provide much information on

Mehmed Bey, except stating that he was dismissed after a while and he died as

32 Erhan Afyoncu, Osmanli Devlet Teskilatinda Defterhane-i Amire (16-18. Yiizyillar), unpublished
Dissertation, Istanbul, Marmara University, 1997, pp. 4-6,69-70, 99.

3 bu padisah-1 memalik-sitan ve sahib-kiran-1 sehingah-1 melayik-san ve madelet-nisanin zir-i nikin-i
huk@imetlerinde ram olan tavayif-i enamdan ziimre-i fuzala-y1 kiram firka-i ulema-i 1zam ile erbab-1
fazl u irfan ashab-1 kesf u 1kan, esnaf-1 sipah ve asker, enva-1 cuniid ve lesker, esbab-1 futtih u nusret,
alat-1 hagmet u sevket, guruh-1 etba’ ve ensar, ctimle-i huddam-1 encum-giar, amme-i redya ve
memleket, kaffe-i beraya ve vilayet, memalik ve ekalim-i mamdre, kila ve bihar-1 mevfure, hazayin ve
cihaz-1 na-mahdiide, cevahir ve emval ve maadin-i na-madud, rakam-1 tafsil ile merkum, kalem-i
tavsif ile mersum olunsa actibe-i zaman ve nadire-i devran olurdu.Celalzade Mustafa, Geschichte
Sultan Siileyman Kanunis von 1520 bis 1557, Tabakat ul-Memalik ve Derecat ul-Mesalik, Petra
Kappert, ed., Wiesbaden, Franz Steiner Verlag, 1981, p.9a.
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“Pasha” of Sivas in 948/1541."** Celalzade Mustafa was at the service of Grand
Vezir Piri Mehmed Pasha, ie. he was Grand Vezir’s tezkireci (private secretary). As
stated above, Celalzade was a protégé of Piri Mehmed Pasha and niganct Seydi Bey.
We do not have much information on Seydi Bey’s personality but sources are rich
about Piri Mehmed Pasha of famous Cemali family. Celalzade’s Tabakat and
Selimname describes him as a responsible, hard-working, honest and noble person.
Celalzade Mustafa participated in Sultan Siileyman’s first campaign (Belgrade) in
the retinue of Grand Vezir. As it will be seen below, his Tabakat clearly favors Piri
Mehmed Pasha’s views when narrating the discussions of war council on the military
strategy to be applied in aforementioned campaigns.

Kemalpashazade135 and Celalzade'*® begin their work on Sultan Siileyman’s
reign by providing examples illustrating the Sultan’s justice. For instance, the
Sultan’s release of the merchants who had been arrested in Selim’s reign because of
their inobservance of trade ban with Iran, or Sultan’s punishment of a usurper,
Sancakbey of Gelibolu Cafer. Nisanci Ramazanzade does not provide concrete
examples of Sultan’s justice but he emphasizes Sultan’s respect for justice, his care
for the people and his esteem for religious duties, like ban on wine and persecution

137

of heterodoxy. °' Lutfi Pasha, like most of other sources focusing on military

campaigns, begins with the uprising of Canberdi Gazali in Damascus.'*®

Upon enthronement, Sultan Siileyman’s biggest challenge was to sustain

order and he responded Canberdi’s revolt by sending an army under the command of

'3 Atai, Hadaiku’l-Hakaik fi Tekmileti’s-Sakaik, manuscript, Siileymaniye Library, Esad Ef. 2309, f.
62. Atai’s work in print misses a few lines in the section on nigancis of Sultan Siileyman (p. 105).

135 Kemal Pasa-zade, Tevarih-i Al-i Osman, ed. Sefaettin Severcan, Ankara, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, pp.
36-44.

136 Celalzade Mustafa, Geschichte Sultan Siileyman Kanunis von 1520 bis 1557, Tabakat ul-Memalik
ve Derecat ul-Mesalik, Petra Kappert, ed., Wiesbaden, Franz Steiner Verlag, 1981, pp. 27b-28a.

137 Ramazanzade Mehmed, Tarih-i Nigsanci, Silleymaniye Library, Hasan Husnu, 856, f. 64-66.

138 Kayhan Atik, Liitfi Pasa ve Tevarih-i Al-i Osman, Ankara, Kiiltiir Bakanligi, 2001, p. 244, Mustafa
Karazeybek, Tarih-i Al-i Osman, Topkapt Palace, Revan, 1099, unpublished Master thesis, Istanbul
University, 1994, pp. 306-307.

45



third vezir Ferhad Pasha. Like Sultan Selim, Siileyman entrusted his brother-in-law,
Ferhad Pasha, to restore order in Damascus and to prevent a similar revolt in East
Anatolia. Ferhad Pasha succeeded in defeating Canberdi with the help of powerful
governor of Zulkadir province, Sehsuvaroglu Ali. Eventually, Ferhad Pasha ordered
the execution of Sehsuvaroglu Ali and his three sons as well, to prevent any uprising
in the future.”® Loyalty of Hayir Bey, governor of Egypt with Mamluk origin, had
been guaranteed with installment of powerful janissary garrison in the city and with
appointment of loyal, high ranking officials from center like defterdar. In addition,
Hayir Bey’s son was detained in the capital as a preventive measure. Annexation of
Arab lands (memalik-i Arab) necessitated the trial of new principles or titles in
administrative structure. Damascus and Egypt were important provinces, and they
required senior governors. After the defeat of Canberdi, Ayas Pasha, the governor of
Anatolia had been appointed as governor of Damascus. Normally, it would not have
meant a promotion, since after Anatolia, governorship of Rumelia is expected. But it
is obvious that Ayas Pasha was appointed because he was considered loyal and a
talented governor, eventually he became governor of Rumelia upon Ahmed Pasha’s
promotion to vezirate.'*" Similarly, governors with the rank of vezirate were
appointed to Egypt after Hayir Bey, like Mustafa Pasha, Ahmed Pasha and Giizelce
Kasim Pasha. In short, Siileyman the Magnificent’s reign necessitated the
establishment of new measures, laws or kanuns, and it also provided the opportunity

for creative people to prove themselves. Celalzade Mustafa was lucky in that respect

" Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, istanbul, 1274/1858, v.1 p. 530. Celalzade, Kemalpasazade,
Ramazanzade and Lutfi Pasha do not provide a clear reason for Sehsuvaroglu’s execution, but all of
them agree that Sehsuvaroglu was secretly aspiring for independence. As Celalzade states,
Sehsuvaroglu was privileged an autonomous government (alda vech’i-istiklal) by Selim I, and he was
blinded by the power he enjoyed. Tabakat, p. 68a. Kemalpasazade compares Sehsuvaroglu’s status
with Han of Crimea, Tevarih-i Al-i Osman, p. 144-146.

140 Ayas Pasha was governor of Damascus between 15 Rebi al-ahir 927-3 Muharrem 928. see Henri
Laoust, Les Gouverneurs de Damas sous Les Mamlouks et Les Premiers Ottomans (658-1156/1260-
1744) traduction des annales d’ibn Tulun et d’ibn Cuma, Damas, 1952, and V. J. Parry, “Ayas
Pasha”, EI2, v. 1, p. 779.
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and, as we will see below, he proved himself in several occasions. Especially the first
half of the Siileyman’s reign can be characterized as a time of search and innovation
in state organization and in fine arts as well. With Gulru Necipoglu’s words; “the
long reign of Siileyman can be divided into two parts, each with its own distinctive
artistic as well as broader cultural-political orientation: the first was characterized
by an eclectic syncretism and the second by a homogenous classical synthesis
constituting a maturation of earlier experiments”.141

As stated above, Celalzade Mustafa was tezkireci of Grand Vezir Piri
Mehmed Pasha when Sultan Siileyman set out for his first campaign on Belgrade in
927/1521. Celalzade Mustafa’s account of the campaign contains details no other
contemporary source covers. According to Tabakat, war council is summoned in
Sofia and members of Ottoman divan (court) discussed the strategy to be followed.
Grand Vezir’s view to besiege Belgrade was opposed especially by Governor
(Beylerbey) of Rumelia, Ahmed Pasha. Ahmed Pasha proposed to lay siege to
Bogiirdelen castle (Sabac) on Sava, his view is supported by other vezirs and it is
accepted by war council. Nevertheless, Sultan decided to send Ahmed Pasha on
Bogiirdelen and Piri Pasha on Belgrade, Sultan himself set out for Bogiirdelen.
Celalzade Mustafa criticizes Ahmed Pasha severely, saying “ill-tempered, irascible,

brainless, bad-mannered, ignorant and Georgian in origin”'*>. On the other hand Piri

Mehmed Pasha is praised for his foresight, noble-mindedness, wisdom and

! Giilru Necipoglu, “A Kanun for the State, A Canon for the Arts: Conceptualizing the Classical
Synthesis of Ottoman Art and Architecture” Soliman le Magnifique et Son Temps, Actes du Colloque
de Paris, Galeries Nationales du Grand Palais, 7-10 Mars 1990, ed. Gilles Veinstein, p. 203. see also,
G. Necipoglu, “Siileyman the Magnificent and the Representation of Power in the Context of
Ottoman-Habsburg-Papal Rivalry” The Art Bulletin, 71, sept. 1989, p. 401-427.

2 “Miitehevvir ve miitehettik, bi-akl u bi-edeb, cahil ve giirci-neseb” Celalzade Mustafa, Tabakat, p-
46b. According to Mustafa Ali, Ahmed Pasha is Albanian; “Ahmed Pasa-y1 hayindir ki cins-i
Arnavud-i leciic ve aniid ve miifsid ve zeban-1 dirdz ve kiifranu’n-ni’me ve hile-perdaz bed-asl idiigiine
bindaen ...” Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, manuscript, section on Sultan Siileyman’s vezirs. However, Mustafa Ali
also cites Ahmed Pasa as Georgian in another instance, see Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, 2nd vakia, reign of Sultan
Siileyman.
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comprehensiveness. According to Celalzade, Piri Mehmed Pasha is equal to Asaf in
vezirate, Aristotle and Lokman in wisdom and foresight.'* After conquering
Bogiirdelen, Sultan came to Belgrade and it was captured in Ramadan 927/August
1521. After the campaign, Governor of Rumelia Ahmed Pasha is promoted to 4"
vezirate and his post is granted to Damascus governor Ayas Pasha. Sultan arrived in
Istanbul in October 1521.

Sultan’s second campaign aimed to secure the sea route to Egypt, by
conquering Rhodes. Second vezir Mustafa Pasha was entrusted with the command of
fleet and “all the servants of his royal highness who volunteer to accompany Mustafa
Pasha were allowed to join him by Sultan’s order”. Celalzade Mustafa Celebi was
enlisted as katib-i divan among vezir’s retinue and he departed from Istanbul on 10
Racab 928/5 June 1522."** Sultan and his grand vezir Piri Mehmed preferred land
route and they departed from Istanbul a week later. As Celalzade stated, Sultan’s
wish was actually to continue conquest in the west, aiming at Buda. But he says, the
infidels were very powerful in the sea and they were attacking merchants and
pilgrims. He cites that Sultan Mehmed II assigned his vezir Mesih Pasha to conquer
Rhodes, but he failed. Afterwards, Piri Mehmed urged Sultan Selim to embark on a
campaign against Rhodes, Sultan accepted the idea and ordered to begin preparations
for campaign, but he did not survive.'*’ Celalzade Mustafa provides a vivid
description of campaign beginning with the departure of Ottoman fleet and ending

with the capture of castle. His account of the campaign mostly coincides with the

143 Celalzade Mustafa, Tabakat, p. 45a-46b.

14 Celalzade Mustafa, Tabakat, manuscript, Siileymaniye Library, Fatih, 4422, f.54b, and 4423 f. 49a.
Note that facsimile edition of Tabakdt by Petra Kappert gives the date as 3 Racab 928/30 May 1522
for Mustafa Pasha’s departure, p.69a-b. It must be a mistake since Kemalpashazade also gives the date
as 10 Racab, and journal of Rodos campaign (ruzname-i feth-i Rodos) states it was 9 Racab 928. see
Kemalpasazade, Tevarih-i Al-i Osman, X. Defter, ed. Sefaettin Severcan, Ankara, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu,
1996, p. 134, and M. Akif Erdogru, “Kanuni Sultan Siileyman’in Rodos Seferi Ruznamesi” Tarih
Incelemeleri Dergisi, [zmir, v. XIX (July 2004), no. 1, p. 57.

' yusuf Kiigiikdag, Piri Mehmed Pasa, Konya, 1994, p. 82-85.
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account given in journal (ruzname) of Rhodes campaign found in Feridun Bey’s
Miingeat. Celalzade emphasizes the strength of castle and presents reasons explaining
long and unsuccessful siege. According to Celalzade, greedy and jealous vezir
Ahmed Pasha demonstrated his ill-manners even before the siege began, while
accompanying Sultan on the road to Marmaris. Ahmed Pasha persuaded Sultan that
Mustafa Pasha was not able to lead such a campaign and he succeeded to attain a

146

berat ordering Ahmed Pasha as general commander (serasker). ™ As we learn from

147, Rumelia

the journal of Rhodes campaign, Sultan awarded 3™ vezir Ahmed Pasha
Governor Ayas Pasha and Commander of Janissaries Bali Aga with a kaftan (robe of
honor) on 29 Shawwal 928/20 September 1522,148 whereas Piri Mehmed Pasha and
Mustafa Pasha were not rewarded during the campaign. It seems that military skills
of Piri Mehmed Pasha and Mustafa Pasha were not appreciated by Sultan. Again,
Celalzade portrays Piri Mehmed as a humble, experienced statesman working for the
benefit of the Sultanate; uninterested in Ahmed Pasha’s conspiracies. However, Piri
Mehmed Pasha’s wise suggestions about siege strategy were not accepted by the
imperial divan under the influence of Ahmed Pasha.'* During the siege, death of
Hayir Bey, governor of Egypt, necessitated the appointment of a new governor;

Sultan Siilleyman decided to send Mustafa Pasha. Rhodes were captured on 6 Safer

929/25 December 1522. During the campaign, Ahmed Pasha’s manners angered

1 “Ahmed Paga ki rezalet-i san ile sahib-i nisan, sirret ve sekavet-i tab’ ile miisarun ileyhi bi’l-benan
idi kamet-i bi-dirdayetine libas-i cehl miinasib hil’at olmusd, .... Ahval-i kal’ay kendiiye tefviz itdiiriib
min ba’d Ahmed Paga miibasir ola diyii hiikm-i hiimayunla cumhiir-i guzata ser’asker ta’yin olunub
mukaddem irsal olundu”, Tabakat, p. 83a.

147 Celalzade cites Ahmed Pasha as third vezir, though he does not explain when third vezir Ferhad
Pasha was relieved of the post, probably it is because Ferhad Pasha was sent away and Ahmed Pasha
was at Sultan’s service. See Tabakat, p. 85a. Kemalpagazade, on the other hand, states Ahmed Pasha
as fourth vezir, Tevarih-i Al-i Osman, X. Defter, p-159 and 175.

'8 Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, istanbul, 1274/1858, v.1 p. 533.

14 Celalzade, Tabakat, p. 86a.
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many seniour officials like Piri Mehmed, Mustafa and Ayas Pashalso, but he
achieved to get an important position in the center; Mustafa Pasha was sent to Egypt
and Ferhad Pasha was reduced to province governor."”’ Though Piri Mehmed,
Celalzade’s protector, was still grand vezir when Sultan returned his capital in Rabi I
929/January 1523, he certainly lost Sultan’s favour.

Palace circles and especially second vezir Ahmed Pasha were expecting a
new appointment for grand vezirate. As Celalzade stated, Ahmed Pasha accused Piri
Mehmed Pasha of accepting bribes from notables of Egypt, who were exiled by
Sultan Selim. Sultan Siileyman entrusted Muhyiddin Fenarizade, kazasker of
Anatolia, to investigate the charges. Celalzade implies that Muhyiddin Fenarizade
was a member of rival faction; his investigation was affected by partisanship and his
relations (san-1 ser'a tesvis virdi, tarik-i hakdan ¢ikub ta‘assub ve nisbet yollarina siiliik
itdi)."* Consequently, Muhyiddin Fenari, presented false reports in compliance with
Ahmed Pasha’s accusations.

Sultan Siileyman did not hesitate to make changes in state protocol or to set
new rules to strengthen his absolute power.153 As stated above, Sultan Siilleyman
faced the challenge to control newly acquired lands that doubled the Ottoman realm
in size. When Hayir Bey died during the Rhodes campaign, imperial divan was

summoned and it is decided that “since the stability of illustrious Egypt was

'3 Upon Ahmed Pasha’s accusations, Ayas Pasha was arrested and prisoned for one day during the
siege (5 Zilkade 928/26 September 1522). Then Sultan realized Ayas Pasha’s innocence, he was
released and ordered to join Piri Mehmed Pasha’s troops together with his own troops. Celalzade
Mustafa, Tabakat, p. 95b. According to Kemalpasazade, Ibrahim Pasha, then agha of privy chamber,
persuaded Sultan about Ayas Pasha’s innocence, see Tevarih-i Al-i Osman, X. Defter, p.162.

'3 Ferhad Pasha became governor of Semendire upon Sultan’s return to capital. Lutfi Pasa, Tevarih-i
Al-i Osman, Istanbul, Matbaa-i Amire, 1341 (1922), p. 314.

12 Celalzade, Tabakat, p. 110a.

133 For an excellent discussion of Siileyman’s legislative personality see Halil inalcik, “State,
Sovereignty and Law During the Reign of Siileyman” Siileyman the Second and His Time, eds. Halil
Inalcik and Cemal Kafadar, Istanbul, ISIS Press, 1993, 59-92.
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essential, it is better to send a vezir”.">* Mustafa Ali presents a brief description of
Sultan Siileyman’s reign in the beginning of related chapter of his Kiinhii’l-Ahbar.
As Mustafa Ali indicated; “viizerayr daimad idinmek ve viikelay: ekseriya haremden ¢ikan
nuvvab-1 kamyabdan intihab itmek asilda anlardan [Sultan Siileyman] oldu”.

Sultan Siileyman had changed the hierarchy of palace servants in the Rhodes
campaign; the status of emir-i ahur (head of imperial stables) was heightened vis-a-
vis other palace officials."> But Sultan’s most unexpected deed occurred in the
appointment of his new grand vezir upon his return from Rhodes campaign. Second
vezir Ahmed Pasha’s expectations did not realize, Sultan appointed the head of privy
chamber (hasodabasi) Ibrahim as the governor of Rumelia and Grand Vezir, on 13
Shaban 929/27 June 1523."°

Piri Mehmed Pasha’s release of the office deprived Celalzade Mustafa of the
support of a powerful master. However, appointment of Ibrahim Pasha, instead of
Ahmed Pasha, comforted Celalzade Mustafa’s status as fezkireci. Usually, all vezirs
have their own tezkirecis, kethudas etc. and when a vezir is promoted to Grand
Vezirate, it means also a promotion of his retinue. Because Ibrahim Pasha became
Grand Vezir with no experience in state administration and with no retinue, he
needed to have experienced officials. Celalzade Mustafa was the perfect candidate
for the job; he had served former Grand Vezir for six years. Eventually Celalzade

Mustafa became tezkireci of new grand vezir Ibrahim Pasha.

134 «“diyar-1 celilii’l-i’tibar Misir’in intizami ciimle-i vacibatdan olduguna binden viizeradan birisi ol
canibe gonderilmek enseb ve evla goriildiigii ecilden ...” Tabakat, 97b.

155 “ye emir-i ahur Mustafa Aga divan-1 alide min ba’d kapucibasilart ve emir-i alemi tasaddur itmek
buyuruldu”, Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, p. 536. However, previous protocol was restored later
on; circumcision ceremony of 946 Racab/1539 December is a reference event setting Ottoman
imperial protocol, see Mecmua-i Humayun, manuscript, Siileymaniye Library, Esad, 3343, f. 391a and
Insa Mecmuast, manuscript, Stileymaniye Library, Esad, 3363, f. 22a.

13 Celalzade, Tabakat, p. 111a.
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Contemporary sources agree that Ibrahim Pasha’s ignorance of state
administration was balanced by Celalzade Mustafa’s experience. Beyani (Mustafa b.
Carullah, d. 1006/1597-8) narrates with Celalzade Mustafa’s words; “when Ibrahim
Pasha suddenly became Grand Vezir, he asked for a qualified katib among divan
scribes and he appointed me [i.e. Celalzade] as his tezkireci. He [Ibrahim Pasha]
was not educated about world affairs and many petitioners flooded divan. Secretly,
we had an agreement that if it is a matter of law, in accordance with my signal, he
will send the petitioner to Kazasker; if it is a matter of finance, he will send the
petitioner to Defterdar. If it is a matter of vezirate that he should deal with, then [
will grab pen and ink holder and he will say “write my order”."’

Kinalizade Hasan (d. 1012/1603) indicates that Celalzade was Ibrahim
Pasha’s katib-i sirr, and also his advisor and supporter in matters dealing with state
affairs.””® Sehi (d. 955/1548) cites the prestige Celalzade enjoyed in the court of
Sultan Siilleyman and Agsik Celebi (d.979/1571) names Celalzade as advisor and
helper of every vezir.'”

Another important source of the 16™ century, Mustafa Ali (d. 1008/1600) had
acquaintance with Celalzade Mustafa Celebi and he quoted Celalzade very often in

his work Kiinhii’l-Ahbar. Actually, it is not an exaggeration to say that Kiinhii’l-

Ahbar mostly relies on Tabakdat in chapters on Sultan Siileyman. As Mustafa Ali

157 “Ibrahim Pasa harem-i padisahiden def’aten vezir-i azamliga ¢ikdikda kiittabdan bir gayetle ehl-i

vukif kimesne isteyiib hakiri getiiriib tezkireci edindi. Kendiiniin ahval-i aleme vukiifu yok sikayetci
ise izdiham ider. Ma-beynimizde, tenhada ittifak olunmusdur ki eger sertata miiteallik nesne ise
beniim isaretimle Kadiaskere sala, e§er mal-i padisahiye miiteallik ise defterdara gondere, eger
kendiiye, vezarete miiteallik ise ben devata kaleme yapisurum ol dahi hiikkm yazilsun buyururdu.”
Beyani, Mustafa bin Carullah, Tezkiretu’s-Suara, ed. [brahim Kutluk, Ankara, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu,
1997, p. 293.

138 “vezir-i mezbirun [Ibrahim Pasa] ma-bih’i-istizhari, ve kar-11slah-1 memalik-i islamda mu’temen ve
miistesar: idi.” Kinalizade Hasan Celebi, Tezkiretu’s-Suara, ed. Ibrahim Kutluk, Ankara, Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu, 1981, v. 2, p.989. However Kinalizade is mistaken in assuming that it was Celalzade’s
earliest appointment.

9 “hazret-i Padisah-1 sahib-kiran huzur-1 serifinde bunlara [Celalzade] olan itibar nesl-i Osmani’de
bir nisanciya olmamisdir.” Sehi, Hest Bihist, ed. Giinay Kut, Harvard University Press, 1978, p. 135.
“her vezire zahir ve her miisire miistesar idi.” Asik Celebi, Mesairu’s-Suara, ed. Filiz Kilig, unpublished
dissertation, Ankara, Gazi University, 1994, p. 462.
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expresses in his entry on Grand Vezir Ibrahim Pasha, he reports mostly what he
heard from Celalzade Mustafa. He adds; “when Ibrahim Pasha was appointed Grand
Vezir, he had great difficulty to govern as good as his predecessor Piri Mehmed did.
Eventually he decided to get away from capital and he found the excuse in instability
of Egypt.”'®

Certainly Celalzade Mustafa enjoyed greater prestige as tezkireci of Ibrahim
Pasha than he enjoyed before. Firstly, Piri Mehmed Pasha did not succeed in
acquiring Sultan’s confidence, which undermined his status and caused to be
criticized by other vezirs. Secondly, Ibrahim Pasha was more powerful and he
needed the guidance of skilled servants, like Celalzade. And thirdly, Sultan and his
new grand vezir represented the new generation who would like to establish their
own way of government. Sultan Siilleyman, Ibrahim Pasha and Celalzade Mustafa
were about the same age, early 30s. As stated before, especially the first half of
Siileyman’s reign can be characterized by an eclectic syncretism. New era offered
proper environment for the presentation of new rules, regulations and styles, and it
gave the opportunity to those who would like to display their skills.

Celalzade Mustafa’s brother, Salih benefited the new political environment as
well, he composed a kaside praising new Grand Vezir. He was rewarded with
medrese of Murad Pasha in Istanbul, and an increase of 5 aspers in his revenue, later
on, another 5 aspers is added.

New Grand Vezir Ibrahim Pasha married Sultan’s sister Hatice in Racab
930/May 1524. Ibrahim Pasha was Sultan Siileyman’s close associate and now, his

brother-in-law, but Grand Vezir was still obliged to prove his competence in state

190 “miisir-i miisarun ileyh ki sadr-1 vezarete ge¢misler icra-y1 ahkam idiib PirT Pasa gibi alub

virmede hayli mihnet ve elem ¢cekmisler, akibet bir bahane ile tasra gitmegi miindsib gormiisler
vilayet-i Mistrin bazi umiru muhtell olmus...” Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbdr, manuscript, entry of
Ibrahim Pasha.
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administration. New Grand Vezir faced the challenge to overcome administrative
problems originating from expansion of the Empire. Moreover, military dynamism of
the Empire required a thorough knowledge of international situation. As Celalzade
stated in chapter on Rhodes campaign, Sultan wanted to conclude struggle over
Hungary. On the other hand, Shah Ismail’s death (19 Racab 930/23 May 1524)
weakened the Safavid state and presented new opportunities in the east.'®' Ibrahim
Pasha was not qualified enough to deal with these issues. Therefore, Mustafa Ali’s
account explaining Ibrahim Pasha’s real motives to depart for Egypt is quite
reasonable. Ibrahim Pasha had the opportunity to assess contemporary situation of
the Empire with help of Egyptian mission.

Second vezir Ahmed Pasha had been offended by Ibrahim Pasha’s promotion.
He insisted for an appointment in the provinces. Agreeing to Ahmed Pasha’s wish,
Sultan approved him as Governor of Egypt. Ahmed Pasha tried to ally with local
military class; Mamluks, and allowed janissaries to return to Istanbul while he was
governing Egypt. Suspecting Ahmed Pasha’s actions, Ottoman capital sent a secret
ferman addressing Musa Bey, a military official, to execute Ahmed Pasha and to
assume governorship.'® But Ahmed Pasha discovered plans and executed all of the
senior military commanders loyal to the Ottoman capital. Claiming independence,
Ahmed Pasha established his sultanate in the Ottoman model.'® Ahmed Pasha

persuaded defterdar of Egypt, Kadizade Mehmed Bey, to join his government.

1! Shah Ismail sent an emissary (Hasan Bey) to Ottoman Capital to congratulate Sultan’s accession to
throne in Muharram 930, see, BOA, KK 1766, p.116. It seems that Shah’s delayed emissary was not
welcomed warmly by Ottoman Sultan. Sultan Siileyman’s letter addressing Shah Ismail mentions that
since Sultan was busy with campaigns on Belgrade and Rhodes, he did not punish Shah Ismail, but
soon Ismail will be punished. See, Munseat Mecmuasi, manuscript, Siileymaniye Library, Esad, 3879,
f. 70b. Contemporary Ottoman sources does not give much information on Shah Ismail’s emissary;
Ramazanzade’s Tarih-i Nisanct states that “Sah Isma'il'den elgi geliib saltanat mubarek olsun diyu ve
ta‘ziye iciin name ile der-i devlete mulakt oldi, fi sene 930.” Manuscript, Siilleymaniye Library, Esad,
2362, f. 124a.

12 Halil Inalcik, “Ahmad Pasha Khain”, EI2, v. 1, p. 293.

1% Seyyid Muhammed es-Seyyid Mahmud, 16. Asirda Misir Eyaleti, Istanbul, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi
Basimevi, 1990, p. 79-81.
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Kadizade Mehmed was a former nisanct and defterdar in the reign of Sultan

Selim.'®*

He pretended to accept Ahmed Pasha’s offer, secretly organizing a coup
d’etat against him. Ahmed Pasha was captured and killed after 12 days of sultanate,
in Racab 930/April 1524. Former Governor of Anatolia Kasim Pasha, then probably
third vezir, replaced him as governor of Egypt and Kadizade Mehmed Bey served as
Defterdar.

New governor Kasim Pasha and defterdar Mehmed Bey did not work together
in harmony. It seems that Kasim Pasha accused the Defterdar of misconduct and
corruption. Moreover, there were rumors that a new uprising led by Ibrahim Giilsent,
famous mystic leader, is on the way.'®® When Ibrahim Pasha decided to depart for
Egypt, the obvious reason was to investigate the accusations and to establish a
system pleasing local people, military units and central administration.

Ibrahim Pasha departed for Egypt on 1 Zilhicce 930/30 September 1524. He
was accompanied by Defterdar of Rumelia Iskender, tezkireci Celalzade, scribes of
imperial treasury and palace servants. Ibrahim Pasha’s intention to go by sea route
did not realize because of bad weather. He was forced to follow land route through
Marmaris, Karaman, Haleb and Damascus. After a 5 months journey, Ibrahim Pasha
reached Cairo on 8 Cumada II 931/2 April 1525.'° Celalzade Mustafa narrates
journey in detail, emphasizing Grand Vezir’s investigation and punishment of
governors and other state officials on the road. As Celalzade states; “[Ibrahim Pasha]
her menzilde divan idiib ‘adl u insaf kapulari agdi, ser*-i kavime ve kanin-i kadime bi’l-
ciimle sirat-i miistakime muhalif olan mezalim ve mehayifi bi’z-zat teftts idiib mazlamlara

i‘anet ve ri‘ayet zalimlere enva'-i recz u kahr ve siyasetler kildi.”'”

1% Celalzade, Tabakat, p. 114a.

165 Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, manuscript, entry of Ibrahim Pasha.
1 Celalzade, Tabakat, p. 121a-125b.

17 Celalzade, Tabakat, p. 123b.
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Preparation of a kanunname for Egypt was the most important part of Ibrahim
Pasha’s mission in Egypt. Like all of provincial kanunnames, kanunname of Egypt
contain articles about the rights and responsibilities of military classes as well as
financial responsibilities of the local people. But kanunname of Egypt distinguishes
itself from other kanunnames by giving priority to the organization and size of
military classes. Kanunname begins with articles on the military classes, which
reflects central administration’s primary concern; the safety and obedience of Egypt.
Ottoman administrative tradition was to incorporate local military class of conquered
lands into Ottoman military-administrative system. This tradition worked well in
relatively small and nearby lands to the Ottoman capital, like Balkans. Whereas
Egypt’s size, distance and state tradition created some complications. Unfortunately
there is no comprehensive study examining effects of annexation of Mamluks in the
Ottoman state tradition. Contents of Kanunname for Egypt will be analyzed in
following chapter.

Celalzade Mustafa do not strongly emphasize his role in the codification of
kanunname, but he was the primary aide of Grand Vezir in its preparation process.
As stated above, Celalzade describes his master in the imperial divan, Seydi Bey as
kanun-sinds (expert in law). No doubt Celalzade Mustafa learned a lot about
Ottoman laws during six years he worked with Seydi Bey and Piri Mehmed Pasha.
Actually, Kanunname of Misir can be regarded as a work authored by Celalzade
Mustafa Celebi. Long and ornate introduction (mukaddime) of kanunname contains
statements about the necessity of Sultan’s legislative duties, people’s need for laws
and praise of Ottoman family. Here Celalzade compares Sultan with prophets and

saints (evliya) and he narrates events led to the codification of kanunname by
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Ibrahim Pasha.'® In Tabakat, Celalzade states that upon complaints “/Ibrahim]
Pasha handled the issue with utmost care, making found the oldest registers from the
time of Mamluks, the just laws from the time of late Kayitbay —may the paradise be
his resting place- of Kansu Guri and Hayir Bey are examined, (...) consequently a
moderate law was prepared in a way that do not cause any loss for Sultan’s treasury
and do not harm tax-paying subjects.”'®® Celalzade adds that after the codification of
kanunname, it was sent to capital and approved by Sultan.

In addition to issuing a “just” kanunname, Ibrahim Pasha carried out
charitable works like creating foundations for the orphans of city, repairing mosques,
and releasing prisoners convicted for unpaid debts. Celalzade emphasizes that Pasha
used mostly his own income to carry out these works and He encouraged Celalzade
as well to do the same. Celalzade regards these deeds as the assurance serving to the
maintenance of Ottoman rule. According to Celalzade, Circassions is loyal only in
appearance, their nature is inclined to establish their own rule; “even if a Circassion
is in miserable condition, he aspires to establish his own kingdom”170 Therefore, it is
important to gain allegiance of other segments of the local population by istimalet
(conciliatory) policies. Celalzade concludes that as long as deeds of Ibrahim Pasha
are remembered, there will be stability in Egypt.

In Egypt, Ibrahim Pasha, like his predecessors, accepted visitors among local

notables. Ibrahim GiilsenT was a notable religious leader with a number of followers

168 . . . .. . . .
For Mukaddime of Kanunname see Terciime-i Kavanin-i Cevahir-Nizam, manuscript,

Siileymaniye Library, Esad, 1827, f. 1b-12a. After a long section on praise of Sultan, Celalzade
concludes with these words; “NebT degildi veli ol giizide-i hulka /Cemi-i hulkini virmis nebilerin
Halik / Velayet ehli kamu gordiiler kerametini / Veli denilse o sah-1 vilayete layik”, f. 5b.

199 «pasa-y1 sa'd-encam bu babda ziyade ihtimamlar idiib sinin-i sabikada vaki‘ olan defatir-i
kadimeyi buldurub selatin-i Cerakiseden merhiim Kayitbay-i cennet-cay ve bihist-me’va
zamanlarinda ma‘'malun bih olan kavanin-i ‘adl-ayini getiiriib sorira Kansu Giiri devrinde ba‘deha
Hayir Bey eyyaminda icra olunan umiiru ma‘lim idiniib (...) hazine-i Sultana ne kusir ve taksir ve
ne re‘aya-y1 memlekete ‘6zr ve zulme tevfir olunsun diyii i‘'tidal tizere miyane bir kanin-i ‘adl-
makriin koyub”, Tabakat, p. 127a.

170 “kande bir Cerkes gérsen ag ve miiflis, rii-siyah / varis-i miilk u diyar talib-i taht u kiilah”
Tabakat, p. 104b.
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especially among soldiers, who did not come to welcome Grand Vezir. Giilseni was
born in Amid (Diyarbekir) and spent most of the time in the region between Amid
and Tabriz, taking part in political struggles in the region. His lineage is claimed to
reach legendary ancestor of Turks, Oguz Han.'”' Besides, Sheyh’s son was married
to widow of Tomanbay who led the resistance against Ottoman conquest after Kansu
Guri’s death. It seems that Ibrahim Pasha was disturbed by Sheyh’s popularity
among military men in Egypt, he suspected latter’s political ambitions.'’* Mendkib-1
Ibrahim Giilsent portrays Ibrahim Pasha as an arrogant statesman who slandered
Sheyh because Sheyh did not visit him. However Celalzade and Defterdar Iskender
are mentioned among those who respected Sheyh and valued his advises.'”
Receiving Sultan’s order, Ibrahim Pasha appointed Governor of Damascus,
Hadim Siileyman Pasha, as Governor of Egypt'’* and made preparations to depart for
Istanbul. While Ibrahim Pasha was still in Egypt, an uprising broke out in Istanbul,
and rebels sacked the palace of Ibrahim Pasha, vezir Ayas Pasha and Defterdar
Abdusselam. According to Celalzade, it was a rebellion of levends and mufsidin who
claimed to act in the name of janissaries. Celalzade adds, some people who hate
Grand Vezir had been silenced by latter’s departure for Egypt. They hoped that
Ibrahim Pasha would stay in Egypt permanently. When they realized that they are
mistaken, they rebelled in 23 Racab 931/16 May 1525. Then, however, janissaries
gathered in front of the gate of their leader, denouncing the rebels and asking for

punishment of those responsible. Eventually, Agha of Janissaries Mustafa,

! For Ibrahim Giilseni see, Muhyi-yi Giilseni, Mendakib-1 Ibrahim Giilgent, ed. Tahsin Yazici,
Ankara, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1982, and Himmet Konur, [brahim Giilseni, Hayati, Eserleri, Tarikatt,
Istanbul, Insan Yayinlari, 2000.

'72 As Mustafa Ali reports, Sheyh had thirty thousand followers, see Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, manuscript, entry
of Ibrahim Pasha.

173 Muhyi-yi Giilsen1, Menakib-1 Ibrahim Giilgeni, ed. Tahsin Yazici, Ankara, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu,
1982, p. 397, 431.

' Unlike Mustafa Pasha and Ahmed Pasha, Hadim Siileyman was appointed “beylerbeyilik tarikiyla”
not as a vezir, Celalzade, Tabakat, p. 129a.
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reisulkiittab Haydar and kethuda of Mustafa Pasha are executed because of their
involvement in the incident.'”

Ibrahim Pasha, together with his retinue, left Egypt for Istanbul in 22 Shaban
931/14 June 1525. He chose land route again probably because he carried the salyane
(annual tax) of Egypt with him. When Grand Vezir arrived in Kayseri, he was
informed that former timar holders of Dulkadir province were gathering together to
attack Grand Vezir’s company and seize the treasury. Learning that sipahis of
Dulkadir were deprived of their timars, Grand Vezir ordered the return of their lands
and he gained their loyalty back. It seems that former vezir Ferhad Pasha was held
responsible for the uneasiness prevalent in the region. Therefore, Ferhad Pasha was
executed in Muharrem 931/November 1524 after he was dismissed from Semendire
province. Celalzade states that Ferhad Pasha’s sins committed in the province of Rum
ultimately caught him.'’® Celalzade is either referring to the incident of Halveti
Sheyh Muhammad, as mentioned above, or the confiscation of timars after

Sehsuvaroglu Ali’s execution.

2.2- Celalzade As Reisu’l-Kiittab under Sadrazam ibrahim
Pasha (1525-1534)

Upon Grand Vezir Ibrahim Pasha’s arrival in Istanbul on 18 Zilkade 931/6
September 1525, Celalzade Mustafa was promoted to the post of Reisiilkiittab.

Celalzade’s master Seydi Bey was probably Nisanci at that date.'”” As mentioned

'3 Celalzade, Tabakat, p. 129a-b. Celalzade does not state the exact date of their execution, saying
only that “later on they have been found guilty”. A ferman found in Feridun Bey’s Munseat is dated
10-20 Ramadan 931 and it is composed by Haydar Celebi. Therefore, execution of Reisiilkiittab must
have been after that date. See, Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, p.543-4.

17 Celalzade, Tabakat, p. 130a-131a.

"7 Contemporary narrative sources do not indicate Seydi Bey’s appointment date, but AtaT states that
Seydi Bey was appointed after Amasyali Mehmed Pasha who served as niganct very short time at the
early years of Siilleyman’s reign, see Atai, Hadaiku’l-Hakaik fi Tekmileti’s-Sakaik, manuscript,
Siileymaniye Library, Esad, 2309, f. 62a. A court register records Seydi Bey (bin Hayreddin) as
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above, Seydi Bey was an expert in Ottoman law, but he is not a renowned miinsr; as
far as we know from Ottoman munseat works. Ottoman mungedat works contains
copies of important documents and sometimes names of the authors. Unsurprisingly,
important official documents such as Sultan’s letters to other sovereigns were
authored by Nisanci of the time. Tacizade Cafer, Hocazade Mehmed were famous
nigancts, and samples of their work can be found in mungseat works. Whereas, most
of the official letters from Sultan Siileyman’s reign were attributed to Reisiilkiittab
Celalzade Mustafa, instead of Nisanc1 Seydi Bey. Letter to Shah Tahmasb,
Fetihname of Mohac Campaign, Berat for Grand Vezir Ibrahim Pasha were all
composed by Celalzade Mustafa, when he was still Reisiilkiittab.'™

Celalzade Mustafa’s competence in Ottoman law was also appreciated when
he was only a Reisiilkiittab or even before. Celalzade’s role in the codification of
kanunname of Egypt was mentioned above. Besides, an important reference work for
Ottoman protocol is dated 932/1525-6 is also attributed to Celalzade. Protocol of
Imperial Ceremony (sitr-i humayiin) can be found in various mungseat-kanun works,
and it presents the protocol applied in wedding ceremony of Ibrahim Pasha. One of
the copies states explicitly that “Bu kanun ibrahim Pasa zamaninda olub Nisanc
Beyin hidmetleri reis-i kiittab iken emrile miicelled hazineye kayd ve sebt
eylemisler, fT sene 932717

It seems that Celalzade Mustafa’s first year (932/1525-6) as Reisiilkiittab was
especially busy because of international politics and bureaucratic expansion. Sultan

Siileyman’s famous letter to French King Francis I who was captured at Pavia and

prisoned in Madrid, is dated Rebiulahir 932/January 1526. It was probably composed

Nisanct in Shawwal 933/July 1527, see Istanbul Miiftiiliikk Archives, Evkaf-i Hiimayun Miifettisligi, 1,
f. 168b-170a.

'8 For these three letters see Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Seldtin, p. 541-551.

' Kanunname-i Osmani ba-hatt-i Divanf, manuscript, Siilleymaniye Library, Esad, 2362, f. 80b.
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by Celalzade. Sultan’s letter (tehdidname) to Shah Tahmasb has no date but it was
probably written in 932 as well, because it mentions only campaigns of Belgrade and
Rhodes and not Mohac."®® Long fetihname of Mohac campaign was written in
Zilkade 932/September 1526. Though its composer is not expressed in contemporary
sources, its style and content suggest that it was prepared by Celalzade. Actually,
Tabakdat’ s section on Mohac campaign is a detailed version of the fetihname.

Expansion of Ottoman bureaucracy must have necessitated new and larger
buildings; as we learn from Tarih-i Niganci, divanhane and imperial treasure were
renovated and decorated in 932/1525-6."%!

Without doubt, the most important event of 932/1525-6 was Sultan’s
campaign on Hungary. Sultan’s aim was to conquer and annex the lands south of
Drava river and to invade Buda. Celalzade’s account of the campaign mostly

182 Tabakat’s

coincides with the account given in journal (ruzname) of campaign.
section on Mohac campaign was surely first composed as a separate work, with its
own introduction. When Celalzade incorporated it into Tabakat, he chose not to omit
the introductory phrases. So it begins with praise of God, Prophet and his
companions, continues with the praise of Sultan. Unlike chapters on Belgrade and
Rhodes campaigns, Celalzade focuses on Sultan’s actions; other figures, even Grand

Vezir Ibrahim Pasha, are only superficially mentioned.'"® Of course, it is not

Celalzade’s aim to underestimate contributions of Grand Vezir and other leading

"% Sultan’s letter to Francis I can be found in E. Charriere, Negociations de la France dans le Levant
ou correspondances, memoires et actes diplomatiques des ambassadeurs de France a Constantinople
et des ambassadeurs, envoyes ou residents a divers titres a Venise, Raguse, Rome, Malte et
Jerusalem, en Turquie, Perse, Georgie, Crimee, Syria, Egypte, etc, et dans les Etats de Tunis, d’Alger,
et de Maroc, I, Paris, 1848, p. 116, for Sultan’s letter to Tahmasb, see Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-
Selatin, p. 541-543.

'8! “{stanbulda olan divanhane ve hizane-i amire tecdid ve tezyin olmak buyruldu, 9327,
Tarih-i Nisanci, manuscript, Stileymaniye Library, Reisulkuttap, 619, f. 68b

132 Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, p. 553-566.

183 As it is understood from the poems, Celalzade authored work after he became Nisanci (i.e.
941/1534), i.e. probably after Ibrahim Pasha’s death in 942/1536. That would be another reason for
not to attribute Ibrahim Pasha a central role.
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statesman, Tabakat acknowledge and appreciates their role, but they are portrayed as
simple servants of Sultan, carrying out Sultan’s order. If we compare Mohac with
earlier two campaigns i.e. Belgrade and Rhodes, difference in Celalzade’s style
becomes obvious. Earlier campaigns are shadowed by the struggle between Grand
Vezir Piri Mehmed Pasha and other statesmen, especially the vicious Ahmed Pasha.
Sultan was not dictating the strategy to be followed, he was listening advises of war
council and choosing between sound suggestions. Unfortunately, he was influenced
by ill-mannered suggestions of Ahmed Pasha. Whereas, Mohac campaign was
accomplished in harmony from beginning to end, by skilled and virtuous servants of
Sultan who followed orders. Celalzade does not include events harming this harmony
in his account of the campaign. For instance, he does not mention of the soldiers
executed by Sultan’s order for not obeying discipline, or soldiers’ burning of the
church in Pest contrary to Sultan’s wish.'® On the other hand, Celalzade provides a
detailed description of Ottoman soldiers’s zeal for gaza, especially after the crossing
of Drava river which has cut Ottoman troops’ way back to diyar-i islam. Celalzade
describes the scene of Ottoman camp on the night before battle on Mohac; delis of
Rumeli reads stories of Oguz gazas, ‘ulema preach soldiers reading and explaining
passages from Holy Book.'® According to Celalzade, it was a sacred night and on
the morning, army moved after Sultan prayed for all of his brave soldiers. Celalzade
emphasizes Sultan’s “sacred” personality; he is the shadow of God on earth, his
personality and wisdom is a reflection of divine inspiration (zill'u-llahi fi’l-arz,
dyine-i Z2amir-i munir-i husrevani ki medar-i ilhamat-i Rabbanidir).'*

Consequently, after reading Celalzade’s account of the Mohac Battle, it is not hard to

184 Ruzname of Campaign, Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, p. 553, 563

185 Tabakat, p. 143b.

18 Tabakat, p. 143a. Celalzade also describes Sultan as “mehdi-i ahiru’z-zaman” in p. 134b and
434b.
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believe that “there is no doubt army of islam was aided by secret soldiers and sacred
souls. Some good people narrates that even Prophet and his companions was with
Ottoman army.”" As stated above, Tabakdt’s section on Mohac campaign is a
detailed fetihname of Sultan, aiming to promulgate Sultan’s victorious actions and to
exalt his name.

After visiting tomb of Eyub Ensart and his ancestors, Sultan departed from
Istanbul on 11 Racab 932/23 April 1526, together with 12.000 janissaries and other
soldiers. Celalzade describes ceremony of departure in detail, mentioning all servants
of Sultan. Grand Vezir and Governor of Rumelia Ibrahim Pasha, second vezir
Mustafa Pasha and third vezir Ayas Pasha participated in the campaign. Governor of
Anatolia Behram Pasha joined in the army in Edirne, where Grand Vezir left with his
soldiers in advance. Reisiilkiittab Celalzade Mustafa does not express it but probably
he accompanied Grand Vezir, together with Defterdar Iskender. After crossing Sava
river on 3 Shawwal 932/13 July 1526, Grand Vezir laid siege to Varadin
(Petrovaradin). Besieged by land and by river with 800 vessels, Varadin was taken
on 17 Shawwal 932/27 July 1526. Ottoman army lost about 1.000 soldiers.'®®
Conquering other castles on the southern bank of Danube, like Ilok, Grand Vezir
advanced till Osijek on the river Drava. To cross the river, Ibrahim Pasha ordered the
construction of a bridge, which was accomplished in 4 days. Ottoman army crossed

Ar =L

river on newly built, 284 Zira" long (215 meters) bridge, on 12 Zilkade/20 August. As

Celalzade states, upon crossing river “kaprii kesiliib diyar-1 iskamdan ‘alaka kat* oldu”."**’

187

“Ceys-i Islam-penah ile cuntid-i gaybiyye ve ervah-i mukaddese bile idiigiine istibah yog
idi. ... baZ1 sulehay-i ebrardan nakl u rivayet olundu ki HaZreti Risalet-penah salavatullahi
‘aleyhi ve selamuhu ciimle-i ervah-i mukaddese sahabe-i kibar ile ridvanullahi te‘ala
‘aleyhim ecma‘in bu gaza-y1 garrada bile imisler.” Tabakat, p. 150a.

188 Celalzade’s account mostly coincides with ruzname of campaign in dates and numbers,
differences, if there is, will be noted, Tabakat, p. 140a, Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, p. 557-8.

1% Tabakat, p. 142a.
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Tabakat is especially rich in describing situation just before Mohac Battle.
Celalzade points out that Hungarian King Lajos managed to get reinforcements from
other Christian lords, such as Germans, Russians, Polish, Czechs, Spaniards, Franks,
Herseks, Sicilians, Portuguese, Venetians, Genoese and Romans. As Celalzade
indicates, Ottoman army was informed about size and location of the enemy forces
when crossing Drava river. Celalzade estimates total number for Lajos’ allied forces
as 150.000. Therefore, Grand Vezir Ibrahim needed to consult with experienced
commanders of the army. As an experienced soldier, Governor of Semendire Bali
Bey informed Grand Vezir about the manners of Hungarians and explained their
tactics. According to Bali Bey, it was impossible to confront Hungarians when they
attack, Ottoman army should have avoid confrontation with Hungarian forces. If
Ottoman forces manage to get behind Hungarian forces, they will succeed, but to do
that, all auxiliary units should stay behind the army and Ottoman forces should have
an empty space right behind them. According to Celalzade, Ibrahim Pasha was
astonished when he heard Bali Bey’s suggestion. After a moment of silence, Grand
Vezir acknowledged Bali Bey’s point.'”® Ottoman army proceeded in an order to
enable such a tactic, keeping a long distance with auxiliary units.

As stated above, Celalzade presents a detailed description of Ottoman camp
during the night before battle on Mohac valley. Eventually, two armies met in 20
Zilkade 932/29 August 1526, Ottomans succeeded to implement agreed tactics and
they won an illustrious victory. According to Celalzade, more than 200.000 men fell
on the ground in less than 2-3 hours, whereas muslims lost only 150 men. Amazed

by the great victory, Celalzade concludes; “no one among Sultans and Hakans of

1% “pasaya hayret miistevli olub bir mikdar miitefekkir oldular. Ahiru’l-emr ‘akl-i kudsi-

... Tabakat, 146a.
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past have ever gained such a great victory. From the time of Prophet Adam until
today, it is not known that two great ruler have ever met with armies of that size”.""
Ruzname of campaign first estimates the loss of Hungarians as 50.000 infantry and
4.000 cavalry, then it corrects the number as 20.000 and 4.000. According to
ruzname, Ottomans lost only 50-60 men. After the victory, Sultan Siilleyman’s new
golden throne was placed in the battlefield, divan was held and commanders paid
their respect. A Fetihname was immediately prepared —most probably by Celalzade-
and it was sent to Rumelia, Anatolia, Egypt, Damascus, Diyarbekir, Kurdistan,
Walachia, Moldova, Harameyn, Yemen, Said, Zengibar, Crimea, Algeria and
Loristan.

Fetihname stresses on Sultan’s zeal for gaza, on his “sacred” personality;
aided by God and Prophet, and on other religious motives such as conversion of
churches into mosques and call for pray. Fetihname also mentions that Hungarian
king called for and received support from other Christian lords and he had an army of
150.000 men. After a long description of campaign, Fetihname ends with informing
victory at Mohac, stating that it was an unprecedented victory, no one before Sultan
Siileyman ever gained. Fetihname does not include numbers on loss of both sides,
and it informs that King Lajos disappeared, whether he is dead or alive is unknown.
Celalzade’s Fetihname will be examined in terms of style and language and it will be
compared with previous examples in the following chapter.

Sultan Siileyman headed for Buda after the victory, and he spent 10 days in
King Lajos’ palace. Celalzade, like others, watched pictures and statues of palace in
admiration. Author of ruzname narrates that city of Buda and Hungarian royal family

have a history of 4700 years. Celalzade mentions Lajos’ ancestors who had defeated

1 Tabakat, p. 150a.
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Tatars in the same place (Mohac) many years ago, in the age of Zulkarneyn. Sultan
Siileyman entertained himself with feasts and hunting in Buda. Eventually, statues
are carried to Ottoman fleet to be transferred to Istanbul and Sultan left city on 13
Zilhicce 932/20 September 1526 for Pest. After Pest, Sultan and his Grand Vezir
headed back for Varadin, following separate routes; Sultan followed Danube,
whereas Grand Vezir chose Tisza river. When Sultan and Grand Vezir arrived in
Varadin, i.e. Ottoman lands, on 3 Muharram 933/10 October 1526, they were
informed of the uprising in Anatolia. Governor of Anatolia, Behram Pasha set out
immediately to deal with the issue. Sultan and Grand Vezir followed him arriving in
Istanbul on 8 Safar 933/14 November 1526."

Interestingly, Celalzade does not attempt to provide an explanation for
leaving Hungarian capital after the conquest. Annexation of Hungary was probably
not a realistic strategy for Ottoman administration. Another noteworthy anecdote of
the campaign is the status of Defterdar Iskender; he always accompanied Grand
Vezir with his own retinue during the campaign. Though Defterdars were not
expected to lead their troops into battle, it seems that Iskender Celebi had a
remarkable garrison. Besides, he seems to be the head of imperial bureaucracy (ehl-i
kalem); since Tabakat and Ruzname never mentions the name of the Nisanct during
the campaign, and ehl-i kalem moves together with Iskender Celebi’s retinue.
Ruzname of campaign states that when army captured a lot of stocks after a period of
scarcity, 50.000 sheep were sent to Grand Vezir and 20.000 sheep were sent to
Defterdar Iskender.'”> Undoubtedly, Iskender Celebi represents another exceptional

case in Ottoman way of administration, which, institutional structure was not firmly

192 Tabakat, p. 156a, according to ruzname Sultan arrived on 7 Safar 933, Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-

Seldtin, p.566.
193 Feridun Bey, Miingeatu’s-Selatin, p.564.
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established and personal skills and charisma would be more important than the post
one occupies.

Back in Istanbul, Sultan learned that Turkman population in Bozok province
once again rebelled when he was at Mohac battle. Celalzade describes rebels as
“mountain people, champions of ignorance” and states that they have killed province
governor Mustafa Bey and Kadi Muslihiddin who was entrusted with registering
province revenues (vilayet kitabeti emr olunan). Governor of Karaman
Iskenderpasazade Hurrem immediately acted to suppress rebellion but since he was

an “ignorant and unintelligent”'**

person, Ottoman army was defeated near Kayseri
on 20 Zilkade 932/28 August 1526. Hurrem Pasha and other province governors
were killed in the battle. Rebels led by Baba Zunnun acquired more power and
wealth after their victory and three weeks later they won another victory over
Governor of Rum, Huseyin Pasha. Finally Governor of Haleb Husrev Pasha defeated
rebels and killed Baba Zunnun on 22 Zilhicce, but success of rebels had incited
discontented population. People in Tarsus and Adana rebelled but they were
immediately suppressed by province governor Ramazanoglu Piri Bey.

Upon rebellion of Kalender in Karaman province, Grand Vezir Ibrahim Pasha
set out to deal with issue on 28 Racab 933/30 April 1527, Celalzade Mustafa was
accompanying Grand Vezir. Assured of victory, Grand Vezir took measures to
blockade Kalender’s escape route to Safavids, sending army under the command of
Governor of Anatolia Behram Pasha. A descendant of famous Sufi Haci Bektas,
Kalender is described as a renegade (mulhid) by Celalzade, who “rebelled with the

hope of sultanate”.'® Surprisingly, Kalender and his dervishes defeated Ottoman

forces and killed notable commanders including Governor of Karaman, Mahmud

19 Tabakat, p. 159b.
195 Tabakat, p. 165a.
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Pasha, on 8 Ramadan. Behram Pasha managed to escape and when he was
questioned by Grand Vezir for the defeat, he accused other commanders of not
fighting with Kalender. According to Celalzade, Grand Vezir had an army of 5.000
men under his command and Kalender’s forces are estimated as 30.000. As
Celalzade states, “Grand Vezir was a compassionate, kind and good-mannered man
who listens other people, at the beginning of his vezirate”'°. First, Grand Vezir
applied to diplomatic measures to divide Kalender’s forces. Learning that most of
Kalender’s forces are from Dulkadir province, Ibrahim Pasha secured allegiance of
Dulkadir notables with rewards, and he promised to grant timars to Dulkadir sipahis
after the victory. Ibrahim Pasha’s plan worked, within a week, Kalender lost most of
his soldiers and he was killed in the battle on 22 Ramadan 933/21 June 1527.
Celalzade indicates that after the victory Ibrahim Pasha’s prestige augmented greatly
and his income increased to 2 million akce.

After the victory, Ibrahim Pasha decided to investigate Behram Pasha’s
accusations. For him, it was a shame for imperial forces to be defeated by miserable
dervishes (151k), and responsible people should be punished to prevent its occurrence
again. Ibrahim Pasha summoned a divan to interrogate Behram Pasha and other
commanders of army. Celalzade was entrusted with keeping register of interrogation.
Almost 40 commanders were present at divan, Ibrahim Pasha started with
questioning Behram Pasha. Scared of Grand Vezir’s manner, Behram Pasha could
not utter a word. Other commanders mostly accused each other for the failure, some
of them defended themselves resorting to Destiny. Angered Grand Vezir was about

to order executioner (pasaya hiddet galib olub cellada isaret esnasinda iken) when

1% Tabakat, p. 168b.
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one of them confessed their ignorance and conceit. Grand Vezir was persuaded that
their crime was not treason, he renounced punishment.

Celalzade Mustafa Celebi returned Istanbul with Grand Vezir on 13 Zilkade
933/11 August 1527. A few months later, an incident showed that even Ottoman
capital and ‘ulema circles were not immune to religious disputes. A member of
‘ulema, Kabiz caused turmoil among learned circles because he claimed that Prophet

d."” Tabakat’s chapter on case of Kabiz is

Jesus was superior to Prophet Mohamma
the only contemporary account, and it provides an opportunity for Celalzade to
demonstrate Kazasker Fenarizade’s deficiencies. As stated above, Kazasker
Fenarizade was entrusted with investigating charges on Grand Vezir Piri Mehmed,
Celalzade’s master. Upon his report, Celalzade’s master had been dismissed.
According to Celalzade, case of Kabiz proved Kazasker’s ignorance and wisdom of
Celalzade’s teacher, Mufti Kemalpashazade.

Tabakat indicates that Molla Kabiz was brought to imperial divan with
aforementioned accusation on 8 Safer 934/3 November 1527. Grand Vezir Ibrahim
Pasha accepted case as a religious matter and transferred it to kazaskers; Fenarizade
Muhyiddin and Kadiri Celebi. Celalzade describes both of them as ignorant, but he
especially criticizes Muhyiddin saying he became kazasker due to his relations.
Kabiz defended his case in divan referring to verses from Koran and Kazaskers could
not refute Kabiz’s assertions. They could not silence Kabiz according to sharia, but
they insisted that he must be punished according to orf."® Grand Vezir Ibrahim

Pasha refused to punish Kabiz by orfi law, as Kazaskers demanded. He insisted that

Kazaskers are obliged to refute Kabiz’s assertions in front of sharia. Eventually

"7 For a thorough evaluation of Kabiz see A. Yasar Ocak, Osmanli Toplumunda Zindiklar ve
Miilhidler, Istanbul, Tarih Vakf1 Yurt Yayinlari, 1998, p. 230-238 and R. C. Repp, The Miifti of
Istanbul, London, Ithaca Press, 1986, p. 185, 234-236.

% «“mezkiir mulhidin miidde‘as1 babinda ser‘ile iskata kadir olmayub ga2ab-amiz evza' ile
‘orft hitkiimler eylediler” Tabakat, p. 173a.
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Kabiz escaped punishment, but after the divan, Sultan Siileyman intervened and
ordered re-trial of Kabiz in front of Mufti Kemalpashazade and kadi of Istanbul
Sadeddin. As Sultan ordered, case was listened again in the presence of Mufti and
Kadi. All of Kabiz’s assertions were refuted by Mufti’s wise statements. Then as
sharia imposes, Kabiz was asked to renounce his misbelief, to be saved from
punishment. Whereas, Kabiz maintained his position, and he was executed by sharia
199

Another incident of the year 934/1528 is a good example to understand sharia
and siyasat distinction in Celalzade’s perception. One night, as Celalzade narrates, a
muslim’s house in Istanbul was broken in and all of household were killed. After a
long investigation, state officials were unable to find out offenders. Though there
was not any proof to blame anyone, unemployed, non-muslim levend gangs were
held responsible. They had committed such crimes before, and they were only
suspects. Consequently, all levends of the city were gathered from streets, markets,
taverns and bozahanes. About 800 levend in total were executed in crowded public
places. Celalzade emphasizes that they were executed because of administrative
necessity (siyaseten katl eylediler). He clarifies; “At first sight, such a punishment
was an exaggeration and unfortunate. It is apparent that most of them had nothing to
do with aforementioned crime. God’s will occurred in that way and it has made an
example for wrongdoers. Potential criminals were scared to death. After the

. ) . . 200
incident, no such crime has ever been committed in Istanbul”.

1% «“mukteZa-y1 ser'-i kavim iizere miilhid-i mezbiir seyf-i ser‘-i mansir ile makhiir oldu.”

Tabakat, p. 175b.

20 «ggerci bi-hasebi’z-zahir bu hustisun vukii‘u nev'-i tekelliif ve kiidtretden hali olmayub
hustis-i mezbiirda ekserinin vukaifu ve su‘Gru olmadugi bedihidir. Mesiyyet-i ilahi bu
ytizden zuhiir idiib erbab-i fesada miicib-i ‘ibret ve ashab-i ciirm i ‘inada miistevcib-i
dehset olub ol zamandan sonra mahriise-i istanbulda anun emsali sena‘at olmadi1”, Tabakat,
p. 176a.
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Celalzade’s perception of urf and sharia is clarified in the light of last two
accounts, i.e. case of Molla Kabiz and punishment of levends. It becomes clear that
Celalzade’s mind does not include urf as a branch of sharia, as some specialists in
Islamic law, like A. Akgunduz, asserted.””! According to Akgunduz, Islamic law
grants legislative power to sovereign in some areas of law, and Ottoman kanun
practices should be regarded within that capacity. Apparently, legislative power
bestowed to the ruler can be used within the limits of general principles of sharia.
Though Celalzade Mustafa was a learned man in religious sciences and he
sometimes uses kanun and sharia as synonyms, it is apparent that Celalzade accepts
urf (Sultan’s legislative - administrative power) as an independent, autonomous field,
not as a concept within sharia (Islamic law). As Halil Inalcik put it “Kanin, or
sultanic law, meant a general ruling emanated from the will of the ruler.”™"
Celalzade’s use of the words kanun, urf and siyasat coincides with Inalcik’s
conviction. This subject will be discussed further in following chapters.

Celalzade Mustafa was still reisiilkiittab when Sultan Siilleyman entrusted him
preparation of a berat assigning Ibrahim Pasha as general commander. Celalzade
narrates the occasion in detail without giving much clue why he was chosen instead
of nisanci. Sultan granted Ibrahim Pasha extraordinary powers, no grand vezir has
ever had. Meanwhile Sultan aimed to elevate his own status vis-a-vis Grand

Vezirate. As Celalzade pointed out, Ottoman Sultans used to have 4 flags since the

beginning of dynasty. By Sultan’s order, number of flags (rayat or a’lam) was

21 Ahmet Akgiindiiz discusses Ottoman law in the first volume of his Osmanli Kanunnameleri, 9 v.,
Istanbul, Fey Vakfi Yayinlari, 1992.

202 Halil Inalcik, “State, Sovereignty and Law During the reign of Siileyman” in Siileyman the Second
and His Time, eds. Halil Inalcik and Cemal Kafadar, Istanbul, ISIS Press, 1993, p. 76, Inalcik
elaborated kanun and Ottoman law in many articles, see also; “Kanun” EI2, “Suleiman the Lawgiver
and Ottoman Law” Archivum Ottomanicum, 1 (1969), 105-138, “Osmanli Hukukuna Giris: Orfi-
Sultani Hukuk ve Fatih’in Kanunar1” AU. SBF Dergisi, v. XIII, (1958), 102-126, “Kutadgu Biligde
Tiirk ve Iran Siyaset Nazariye ve Gelenekleri” in Resit Rahmeti Arat Igin, Ankara, TKAE, 1966, p.
259-275.
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increased to 7, and Ibrahim Pasha was granted with tug (horse tail) flag and drum
(tabl u ‘alem) which was emblem of royal authority.”” Celalzade provides an
explanation for this novelty, using Sultan’s own words; “One day after the divan,
vezirs had departed for their home. Sultan called for this humble servant [Celalzade]
to His royal presence. He said; “By God’s will, our empire enlarged greatly and
there is no limit for affairs of Muslims. It is impossible for me to deal with all these
issues in person. To administer significant affairs of empire and of religion, prepare
a berat which appoints Ibrahim Pasha as serasker and ensures the obedience of all
our servants to him”” >

Celalzade drafted berar”” as ordered and submitted it to Sultan on 18 Racab
935/28 March 1529. Upon Sultan’s approval, berat was issued with nishan and it
was read in front of all janissaries and servants. It seems that Celalzade was not
comfortable with this novelty, as a phrase he used indicates “el-memuru ma'zarun”
(servant is excused). Actually, quoting Sultan in Tabakat and emphasizing his order,
probably aimed to demonstrate that Celalzade did not approve this novelty.
Celalzade presents a lengthy section on heavy burden of sovereignty (emanet-i
hukiimet) in the beginning of the chapter.””® As he states, one should have a perfect

character and moral standing to carry out such a great responsibility. Whereas,

majority people has some defects in their nature; some people are corrupted in

25 Tabakat, 179b, 181b. C. E. Bosworth, “Tugh” EI2, v. 10, p. 590.

** “Bir giin divan-i hilmayunda viizera devlethanelerine gitdiklerinden sotira haZret-i
Hudaygan-i ‘atifet-nisan -ebbede Allahu’l-meliku’l-mennan- bu kemine bendelerini ‘izz-i
huZiir-i mevfiru’l-hubirlarina da‘vet idiib kelam-i diirer-bar cevahir-nizam ile tesrif-i
hitab erzani kildilar. Mesiyyet-i ilahi birle eknaf-i memleketimiz uzayub mesalih-i
miislimin i¢lin mithimmatimiza nihayet yok. Her hustisda bi'z-zat kendiimiiz miibaseret
iclin itmek miinasib olmayub miithimmat-i din u devletiti tenfiz u icras i¢iin ibrahim Pasa
ser‘asker adina olub climle kullarimiz ana mutaba‘at ve inkiyad itmek igiin bir berat-i serif
stretin tesvid idiib getiir diyii buyurdular.” Tabakat, p. 179a.

25 A copy of Berat is included in Tabakat, p. 179b-182b, but it has no date and there are slight
differences with the copy found in Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, p. 544-546, for the text see
Appendix 1.

2% Tabakat, p. 178a-b.
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financial matters, some are blinded by their status, ignorance or greed. That’s why,
apart from Shadow of God, who is supported by God (mueyyed min ‘indi Allah) there
would be only one person among thousands, who can accomplish such a task.
Celalzade indicates that Ibrahim Pasha was trained up by Sultan and he was the most
suitable person for such a task. Nevertheless, Celalzade adds that until the campaign
on Baghdad, Tbrahim Pasha had a number of virtues that ensured him a status above
others, like strict observance of justice and consulting with other people.

Apart from flag and drum (tabl u ‘alem), Ibrahim Pasha was awarded with a
bejeweled sword, 500.000 akge, 9 horses and 4 hil‘at (robe of honor). Besides, his

207
He was

annual revenue was increased to 3 million akce with a rise of 1 million.
appointed permanent serasker (her zamanda ‘umiimen ser‘asker). Ibrahim Pasha was
entrusted with the appointment of every government official including the
Beglerbegs. Most probably, Celalzade Mustafa’s status and revenue was also
affected by his master’s new status. It seems that Ibrahim Pasha ceded to be
Governor of Rumelia as well, Kasim Pasha was appointed as Governor. However,
upon death of vezir Mustafa Pasha on 18 Shaban, Kasim Pasha was promoted to
vezirate and Rumelia was again left to Grand Vezir’s hands.

Sultan Siileyman set out for his 4™ campaign on 2 Ramadan 935/10 May
1529. Grand Vezir Ibrahim Pasha, vezirs Ayas and Kasim, Sultan’s teacher
Hayreddin, Kazaskers Muhyiddin and Kadiri, Defterdars Iskender, Mahmud and
Ahmed, Nisanci Seydi Bey and Reisiilkiittab Celalzade Mustafa accompanied

208

Sultan.”™ A financial register (ruznamce) kept during the campaign, provides list of

27 Until Ibrahim Pasha, Grand Vezirs’ annual income (hass) was 1,2 million akge and Ibrahim
Pasha’s predecessor Piri Mehmed Pasha used to have that amount, see I. H. Uzungarsili, Osmanli
Devletinin Merkez ve Bahriye Teskilati, Ankara, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1988, p. 164. According to
Mehmed II’s Kanunname, vezirs had an allowance of 1,2 millian akce, see Abdulkadir Ozcan, ed.,
Kanunname-i Al-i Osman, Istanbul, Kitabevi, 2003, p.20.

2% BOA, Kamil Kepeci, Biiyiikk Ruznamge Kalemi, 1764, p. 96, 102.
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the scribes (kuttab) who were entitled to receive annual payment (salyane).
According to register, only 17 out of 90 were left in Istanbul, others joined the
campaign. Celalzade Mustafa, as reisiilkiittab, received the highest payment (3.000
akge).*”

Celalzade Mustafa’s account of the campaign is not as detailed as the
Tabakat’s section on Mohac campaign. It usually coincides with the Ruzname of
campaign preserved in Feridun Bey’s Mungseat, but fails to provide detailed, vivid
description of events.?'”

Like other contemporary sources, Tabakat indicates that aim of the campaign
was to support King Yanos for the throne of Hungary by re-conquering Buda.
Celalzade adds that King Ferdinand gained reputation among Christian lords and he
was brother of Spanish ¢esar (Caesar). If Ferdinand is not stopped, he can even try to
attack Ottoman domains and claim to be sahib-kiran (world conquerorm) or ¢esar.

After a very difficult expedition because of bad weather, Ottoman army
reached Mohac plain on 13 Zilhicca 935/18 August 1529, where Sultan accepted
King Yanos’s obedience. Ruzname describes the ceremony in detail and indicates
that Sultan stood up when King Yanos entered the imperial tent (otag-i hiimayun),
then King Yanos and Ibrahim Pasha were seated while other vezirs were standing.
Celalzade emphasizes on the magnificence of military parade and mentions that King
was honored with kissing Sultan’s hand.

When Ottoman army attacked Buda on 4 Muharram 936/8 September 1529,

Ferdinand’s soldiers negotiated surrender on condition of safe return to their country.

209 BOA, Kamil Kepeci, Biiyiik Ruznamg¢e Kalemi, 1764, p.80-81.

219 Tabakat, p. 182b-193b, Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, p. 566-577.

2 “Sahib-kiran” literally means “lord of the auspicious conjuction” the term was used to signify “the
universal sovereign undefeated in battle”, see Cornell Fleischer, “Seer to the Sultan: Haydar-i Remmal
and Sultan Siileyman” in Cultural Horizons, a Festschrift in honor of Talat S. Halman, ed. Jayne L.
Warner, New York, Syracuse University Press, 2001, p. 291.
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Sultan accepted the terms but janissaries were disappointed to see that they were
deprived of spoils. As compensation, they demanded for a general reward (in‘am)
from Grand Vezir. Ruzname states that they uttered “unwise” words to Ibrahim Pasha
and they attacked other prominent people with stones.”'? Lutfi Pasha indicates that
Grand Vezir took shelter in a church and janissaries allowed him to pass only after he
promised them with rewards.’’> Unsurprisingly, Celdlzade omits to narrate
janissaries’ undisciplined, shameful actions targeting Grand Vezir Ibrahim Pasha. As
Celalzade states, Tabakat was a sehname-i hiimayun, that aims to record great actions
and magnificence of Sultan Siileyman.214 Apparently, failures and shameful actions
of Sultan’s servants are not meant to be included in it.

After the conquest of Buda, Ottoman army headed for Vienna (Be¢) and laid
siege to the city on 23 Muharram 936/27 September 1529. Celalzade admires the
strength of city walls and mentions lack of heavy artillery in the Ottoman army.
Besides, he adds, being in distant lands from diyar-i islam, Ottoman soldiers were
quite uncomfortable. Eventually, Ottoman army abandoned siege and headed for
Buda on 13 Safer/17 October. Vezirs and other prominent state officials were
awarded with gifts in Vienna and janissaries acquired their prize, 1.000 akce.

When Ottoman army captured Buda, ancient crown of Hungary had been
confiscated for treasury. King Yanos requested return of the crown while Sultan was
passing through Pest on his way back home. Celalzade states that according to
Hungarian custom, one should possess the crown to claim sovereignty over the
country. Therefore Sultan granted the crown to King Yanos, sending it with Prince’s

Son (Alvise Gritti), Perin Petri (Peter Perenyi) and the head of Hungarian priests

212 Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, p. 571.

213 Kayhan Atik, Liitfi Pasa ve Tevarih-i Al-i Osman, Ankara, Kiiltiir Bakanligi, 2001, p.267-8.

214 Celalzade Mustafa, Tercume-i Zehru’l-Kimam, manuscript, Nuruosmaniye Library, 2356, f. 7a,
Tabakat, f. 8a-10b.
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Ar§ik.215 As ruzname indicates, before returning it, Grand Vezir Ibrahim Pasha
convened all the Begs to see the ancient crown which was “produced in the time of
Nusirevan”, legendary Persian king.”'® Giilru Necipoglu demonstrated Sultan
Siilleyman’s attempts aiming to gain respect and admiration of Christian west.”"’
Grand Vezir Ibrahim Pasha’s project of producing a magnificent helmet with four
crowns for Sultan Siileyman might have been a result of this experience in Hungary.
As Necipoglu states, magnificent 115.000 ducats worth helmet was exhibited
together with other bejeweled objects when Sultan received the Austrian delegation
at Nish in 1532.>'®

Sultan had accomplished to prevent Ferdinand’s intervention into Hungary in
the campaign, and he victoriously returned Istanbul on 14 Rebiiilahir 936/16
December 1529.%" But, Charles V’s coronation as Holy Roman Emperor by Pope in
Bologna (February 1530) marked that struggle over the title of sahib-kiran was not
over yet.

Ottoman capital witnessed a magnificent sur-i hiimayun (imperial
celebration) in the summer of 936/ 1530*%°. Sultan and his Grand Vezir wanted to
stage a celebration appropriate to Sultan’s magnificence. Celalzade recorded a
detailed description of festivities stressing on Sultan’s unprecedented glory. As

Celalzade repeats on every occasion, “no one among former Sultans and Hakans

13 Tabakat, p. 193a.

*1% Feridun Bey, Miingeatu’s-Selatin, p. 576.

7 Giilru Necipoglu, “Siileyman the Magnificent and the Representation of Power in the context of
Ottoman-Hapsburg-Papal Rivalry” in Siileyman the Second and His Time, eds. Halil Inalcik and
Cemal Kafadar, Istanbul, ISIS Press, 1993, p. 163-194.

*!¥ Giilru Necipoglu, “Siileyman the Magnificent ...”, p. 173.

219 Celalzade is mistaken in month; Tabakat gives the date as 14 Rebiulevvel. Ruzname provides both
hijri and semsi date, stating it was Thursday see, Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, p. 577.

*021 Zilkade 936-20 Zilhicce 936/17 July-15 August 1530, Tabakat, p. 194a-200b.
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have ever achieved so many conquests and glory”.”*! By God’s favor, Sultan had
three sons at the age of circumcision. Governor of Anatolia was called to Capital to
help preparations and all governors and notables of the Ottoman realm were invited
to festivities. As Celalzade noted, visitors from Arabia and eastern Anatolia arrived
in Istanbul with their gifts to be present at festivities. Soldiers and riders
demonstrated their skills in various plays and races. An Arab rider won the races; a
cavalryman of mamluk origin (cerkes) fascinated spectators with his horse riding
skills. Eminent ‘ulemd discussed religious subjects in front of the Sultan; cooks and
candy makers served fancy products. Whole capital witnessed the splendor of Sultan
and all Ottoman subjects heard of the festivities.”*> Like Sultan’s campaigns, such
events were described and eternalized in various works of Ottoman authors and
poets. Their works and poems served to spread Sultan’s reputation as well as to
establish Ottoman rule in the hearts of subjects in distant provinces of the Empire. As

223 and “Sultans are

Celalzade stated, “a katib is Sultan’s eyes, his ears and his hands
the soul for the body of justice, They are the eternal life of the country”.”** As a head
of katibs, Celalzade have deeply felt the necessity to spread and eternalize Sultan’s
deeds and magnificence among Ottoman subjects.

Demonstration of Ottoman glory was also a tool to influence foreign envoys.

Ottoman palace received Ferdinand’s emissary in 17 November 1530. Entering into

the first gate of Topkap1 Palace, Ferdinand’s emissary passed through two elephants,

221 « Selatin-i cihan-teshir-i evvelin havakin-i ‘dlem-gir-i sabikinden kimesneye mukadder
olmayan futiihat-i garibe-i nadire ve te’yidat-i ‘acibe-i fahireyi cenabi saltanat-meablarina
nasib etdi.” Tabakat, p. 194b.

2 For instance, there is an entry on festivities in Manisa court records, see Cagatay Ulugay, “Kanuni
Sultan Siileyman ve Ailesi ile Ilgili Bazi Notlar ve Vesikalar” in Kanuni Armagani, Ankara, Tiirk
Tarih Kurumu, 2001, p. 249.

22 «gatib Padisahiti goriir gozii, isidir kulagi ve tutar elidir” Mevahib, manuscirpt,
Siileymaniye Library, Fatih 3521, f. 197a.

¢ «padisahlar ‘adalet bedenleriniti rith-i revanlari, memleket tenleriniti hayat-i
cavidanlari, canlaridir”, Mevahib, manuscirpt, Siileymaniye Library, Fatih 3521, f. 162a.
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lions, leopards, 3.000 janissaries and solaks to reach Ottoman divan, where Grand
Vezir and other divan members waited. After the divan, Nisanci and head of cavuss
accompanied emissary to Sultan’s chamber.”*

As a frontier country of Islamic world, Ottoman dynasty was always under
the threat of a joint attack of Christian states. To counter such a threat, Ottoman
statesmen have often used diplomatic moves to avoid an alliance of western states for
a crusade against Ottomans. Conquest of Belgrade and subjugation of Hungary
incited Christian west once more to form an alliance against Ottomans. Against the
alliance of Charles V, Ferdinand and Pope, Ottomans sided with France and Venice.
Grand Vezir Ibrahim Pasha were aided by Christian subjects of the empire like
Alvise Gritti in matters about Western world, and Persian renegades like Ulama
Pasha in matters about Eastern policy. Whereas, Ottoman diplomatic tradition and
language was preserved and developed by divan scribes led by Nisanci. As
mentioned above, mostly, Nisancis personally prepared important documents and
diplomatic letters of Sultan, but because of Celalzade Mustafa’s inga’ skills and his
good relations with Grand Vezir, it would be safe to assume that Celalzade Mustafa
was actively participated in the formation of diplomatic letters of the period as
reisiilkiittab. There are a number of novelties seen in the imperial documents of this
period. Most noticeable of them are related with Sultan’s intitulatio found in
ahdnames. Proportionate to the Empire’s expansion, new provinces were added to
the intitulatio section of the documents. Besides, “tac-bahs-i hiisrevan-i riy-i zemin”
(the distributor of the crowns of the Khusraws of the world) became an integral part
of the intitulatio. A more detailed examination of novelties in official language

(insa’) will be dealt in third chapter.

* Joseph Von Hammer Purgstall, Osmanli Devleti Tarihi, v.5, tr. Mehmed Ata, eds. Miimin Cevik
and Erol Kilig, Istanbul, U¢dal Nesriyat, 1984, p. 1365-1368.
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Failure of diplomatic undertakings and Ferdinand’s attack on Buda,
necessitated a new campaign in the west. Sultan and his Serasker embarked on
campaign in 19 Ramazan 938/25 April 1532. Celalzade describes the campaign as
“campaign on Alaman”, ruzname indicates it was a “campaign against king of
Spain”.**® According to Celalzade, Ferdinand (Ferendos) was trying to ensure a joint
attack of Christian forces from land and sea to Ottoman Empire. Besides, Charles V
(Karlo), king of Spain, had acquired a crown named korona and he was endeavoring
for the title of “sahib-kiran” (world conqueror). Celalzade adds that korona was
preserved in the province of Alaman, implying that the aim of the campaign was to
capture korona.**’ He also points out that Sultan’s aim was not to conquer castles but
to meet allied kings in the battle.””® Therefore Ottoman army did not carry heavy
artillery to be used in the sieges.

Tabakat’s section on campaign of Alaman is notably differs from the earlier
sections in style and content. Celalzade prefers to use more stylish language and
provides less detail on the objects and strategy of campaign. Unlike earlier sections,
he praises Grand Vezir Ibrahim Pasha and vezirs Ayas and Kasim Pashas with long
and elegant statements. Rhetoric of the section suggests that it was written as an
independent work probably during the lifetime of Grand Vezir.

Like earlier campaigns, Grand Vezir proceeded in front of the Sultan when
Ottoman army entered into the enemy lands. Ruzname of campaign, which presents
daily reports, mostly indicates dates and places Sultan and Grand Vezir have met.
Celalzade does not provide such a detailed report but the dates given in Tabakat
usually coincides with Grand Vezir’s schedule. Therefore, it is safe to assume that

Celalzade accompanied Grand Vezir during the campaign.

226 Tabakat, p. 206a, Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, p. 577.

7 Tabakat, p. 209b-210a.
8 Tabakat, p.224b.
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Ferdinand had sent an emissary to conclude an armistice with Ottomans.
Hapsburg envoys waited for Ottoman army in Nish, where they were received by
Sultan. Celalzade describes the scene in detail, mentioning the beauty and greatness
of Sultan’s imperial tent, decoration of court with jewels, order of soldiers outside of
the tent and the richness of their costumes. Celalzade concludes that “they saw the
ceremony and they lost their mind, as if they have drunken wine”.*” It seems that
Celalzade was right, emissary reports reflects their admiration for the treasure of
Ottoman Sultan, which they guessed the worth of what they have seen was more than
1,2 million ducats.?*°

Ferdinand’s emissaries were received twice, first in Nish and then together
with French emissary in Sirem near Belgrade. Ceremony held in Sirem (3 Zilhicca
938/7 July 1532) must have been even more brilliant since Han of Crimea with his
10.000 cavalry joined the Ottoman forces. As Celalzade narrates, French emissary
was received well because French king was a true friend of the Porte, whereas, “the
others” were not. Therefore, French emissary was allowed to leave in peace, but the
others were not allowed to leave.

Ottoman army waited two days in Sirem for akincis (frontier forces) and for
the arrival of Tuna fleet. With the arrival of 50.000 akincis, Grand Vezir headed for
Vienna. Crossing over Drava in Osijek, Grand Vezir advanced in western Hungary.
More than a dozen of castles surrendered without resistance until Ottoman army
reached Koszeg (Giins) in 8 Muharram 939/10 August 1532, which surrendered after

a resistance of 20 days. Then, Ottoman army turned west, instead of north to reach
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“Gordiiler ayini bi-has oldular / Mey i¢iib giiya ki sarhos oldular / mest ve 1a-yu‘kal olub
hayran-var / sakit ve dem-beste hamds oldilar.” Tabakat, p. 217b.

30 Giilru Necipoglu, “Siileyman the Magnificent ...”, p. 173. Note that annual revenue of Ottoman
treasury for the year 933-934/1527-1528 was about 9,1 million ducats (if the revenues of timar, hass
and evkaf are excluded, it is 4,7 million ducats (1 ducat=59 akge)). See 0. L. Barkan, “H. 933-934
(1527-1528) Mali Yilina Ait Biitge Ornegi” Iktisat Fakiiltesi Mecmuast, 15 (1953-4), no. 1-4, p. 280.
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Vienna, and advanced into Steiermark (Styria). Grand Vezir arrived in Gracas (Graz,
capital of Styria province) which “belongs to the King of Spain”, in 11 Safar/12
September. On his way back, Grand Vezir continued to advance towards south,
receiving the submission of castles on his route. Ottoman army crossed over Drava
near Maribor, then Sultan and Grand Vezir followed different routes towards
Belgrade. Sultan reached Osijek through Pozega, whereas Grand Vezir headed for
further south to ensure the submission of more castles. Two army met in Belgrade on
12 Rebiulevvel 939/12 October 1532, where grand vezir, vezirs, Han of Crimea,
defterdars and nisanci1 were awarded with hil'ats (robe of honor).

Sultan and Grand Vezir arrived in Istanbul on 23 Rebiulahir/22 November.
Ottoman capital celebrated victory for five days, during which Sultan joined
celebrations disguising himself (tebdil-i suret).”"

Celalzade omits to mention Andrea Doria’s attack on Morea, his capture of
Koron (Koroni), Paria, and two castles on the gulf of Lepanto, while Sultan was on
campaign in Austria. Andrea Doria, the admiral of Charles V, had installed 2.000
Spanish soldiers to guard Koron castle.”* As Celalzade states, Sultan appointed
Governor of Semendire Mehmed Bey for Morea to recapture Koron. Mehmed Bey
managed to save the castle from “Franks” by using wise policies towards local
population on 18 Ramadan 940/2 April 1534.%*

Celalzade Mustafa also neglects to include ahidnames given to Ferdinand and

Leh™ in 939/1532-3, before Iranian campaign. Safavid Shah Thahmasb had

consolidated his mandate in the region by capturing Baghdad (935/1529) and

2! Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, p. 584.

232 Joseph Von Hammer Purgstall, Osmanli Devleti Tarihi, v.5, tr. Mehmed Ata, eds. Miimin Cevik
and Erol Kilig, Istanbul, Ugdal Nesriyat, 1984, p. 1385.

3 Tabakat, p. 240a.

34 Original text of the ahidname given to Polish King, is missing, for Italian (dated January 1533) and
Latin (May 1533) translations see, Dariusz Kolodziejczyk, Ottoman-Polish Diplomatic Relations,
15th- 18th Century, Leiden, Brill, 2000, p. 230-233.

81



defeating rebellious governor of Azerbaijan, Ulama. Ulama was a former timar
holder from Teke province and when Ulama managed to flee from battleground, he
re-entered Ottoman service in 938/1532. Sultan was obliged to embark on a
campaign in the east, which he postponed for several years. Therefore, peace in the
western border was a necessity for Ottoman administration.

Hammer provides a detailed description of negotiations relying on emissary
reports. Ferdinand’s emissaries met with Grand Vezir 7 times in May-June 1533,
Reisiilkiittab Celalzade Mustafa, Nisanc1 Seydi Bey, Gritti and translator Yunus were
present at Grand Vezir's court.”> Ferdinand’s emissary has also brought a letter from
Charles V, addressing Sultan. In his speech, Ibrahim Pasha emphasized on Sultan’s
power and mentioned Charles’ failure to unite Catholic faith, proving his knowledge
of European affairs. Eventually, Ferdinand acquired an ahidname of Sultan, granting
him Hungarian lands that are already under his control for a yearly payment of
30.000 ducats.”*® Ferdinand’s emissaries also received a letter from Grand Vezir
answering Charles V’s letter. Ibrahim Pasha’s letter (dated evail-i Zilhicca 939/24
June-3 July 1533%") was most probably written by Celalzade Mustafa Celebi.
Charles V is described as “the king of Spain and provinces attached to it” and
Ibrahim Pasha uses the title of “kaim-makam-i saltanat ve ser‘asker-i sami-mertebet,
vezir-i a‘zam-i cenab-i hilafet-menkibet”.>*® Charles V is severely criticized in the letter
for using the title of “king of Jerusalem”. Ibrahim Pasha also mentions the treaty

signed between Porte and Ferdinand, and he points out the friendly relations between

235 Joseph Von Hammer Purgstall, Osmanli Devleti Tarihi, v.5, tr. Mehmed Ata, eds. Miimin Cevik

and Erol Kilig, Istanbul, Ugdal Nesriyat, 1984, p.1391.

B[ H. Uzungarsili, Osmanli Tarihi, v. 2, Ankara, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1998, p. 489.

27 Jean-Louis Bacque-Grammont, “Une Lettre D’Ibrahim Pasa a Charles-Quint” Comité International
D’etudes Pré-Ottomanes et Ottomanes, VIth Symposium, Cambridge, 1-4 July 1984, proceedings, eds.
Jean-Luis Bacque-Grammont and Emeri van Donzel, Istanbul, 1987, p. 65-88.

¥ Jean-Louis Bacque-Grammont, “Une Lettre D’Ibrahim Pasa ...”, p. 72.
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the Sultan and King of France. The letter ends with statements on “Sultan’s
generosity and compassion for those who would like to have friendly relations”.

After concluding peace with Ferdinand, Ottoman Palace invited Barbaros
Hayreddin Pasha in 1533, as a measure to counteract Andrea Doria’s predominance
over the sea. Then, Grand Vezir and commander in chief Ibrahim Pasha set out for
the eastern campaign (sefer-i ‘irakeyn) on 2 Rebiulahir 940/21 October 1533. Sultan
stayed in the capital, together with vezirs Ayas and Kasim Pashas, Governor of
Rumelia Yakub Pasha, Defterdar Mahmud and Nisanci Seydi Bey.”’ Celalzade
Mustafa Celebi accompanied Grand Vezir together with Defterdar Iskender Celebi.
Defterdar Iskender and Grand Vezir Ibrahim had developed good relations; they
were like father and son, as Ali described, until this campaign.

Celalzade Mustafa’s account of the campaign is full of conspiracies against
Ibrahim Pasha and accusations of Ulama Beg and Iskender Celebi. According to
Celalzade, Ulama was Muslim only in appearance, he was not loyal to the Ottoman
throne and he was trying to serve Shah’s cause. On the other hand, Iskender Celebi
had some merits that made him a close associate of Ibrahim Pasha. Whereas, he was
a disciple of Ahmed Pasha who had rebelled in Egypt, and he was promoted to
Defterdar by Ahmed Pasha’s support. Besides, Iskender was a corrupted official
accepting bribes.”*” According to Celalzade, Ibrahim Pasha learned about Iskender’s

corruption while he was residing in Haleb for winter. A man of foresight (ehl-i

9 BOA, KK, 1863, Ruznamge register, p. 141-2.

40 «[iskender Celebi] ibtida-i neg’etinde erbab-i kalem ve ashab-i rakamdan hizane-i ‘amire
katibleri ziimresinden olub Misir’da hiyanet iden Ahmed Pasa ile celis ve hem-dem
musahabetinde sirin-zeban ve hos-dem kimesne idi. Fi'l-hakika ba‘Z1 ahlak-i hamide ile
mevsif husn-i mu‘aseret ve tilfetde kerem-i nefs ile me’liif hadd-i zatinda vufar-i lutfa
mecbill ‘inde’l-enam mu‘azzez ve makbiil idi. Ahmed Pasa terbiyeti ile Defterdarlik
payesine kadem basub cumhiir-i nass icinde muhterem [Ibrahim] Pasa yaninda daht
takarrub-i hass tahsil idiib ehass-i havasdan olub ciimletu’l-miilk idi, bi-nihaye mala malik
amma irtisa ve sayd-i kalb ve sebil-i ahz u celbe salik olmagla miittehem idi” Tabakat, p.
247b-248a.
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basiret), Nakkas Ali knew everything about Iskender Pasha’s affairs and he informed
Grand Vezir Ibrahim Pasha about Iskender Celebi’s unlawful actions. Then, Pasha
abandoned companionship with Iskender and the latter was desperate for his life
(iimid-i hayatdan me’yis oldu). Therefore, Iskender strived to undermine Grand
Vezir’s authority together with renegades from Safavids by suggesting dangerous

undertakings, like campaign into the heartlands of Iran.”*!

According to Celalzade,
the aim of the campaign was to conquer lands near Ottoman realm, like Van, Ercis,
Adilcevaz and Baghdad. But conspirators, hoping for a great failure, persuaded
Ibrahim Pasha to advance into Tabriz.**

Ibrahim Pasha arrived in Haleb on 10 Cumadelahire 940/27 December 1533,
to make preparations for the campaign. His plan was to gain submission of Safavid
governors and local chiefs to Ottoman sovereignty by using diplomatic means (husn-i
tedbir ile), such as gifts, bribes and promises. Grand Vezir’s wisdom and wealth of
Ottoman treasury assured the submission of castles like Adilcevaz, Ercis and Van in
a short time. As Celalzade states; Ibrahim Pasha spent “too much, unlimited money
to capture those castles”.*® Meanwhile, Barbaros Hayreddin had arrived in Haleb,
after received by Sultan in Istanbul, to meet with Grand Vezir. With Celalzade’s
words; “[Hayreddin] was an independent ruler of Algeria, he wanted to acquire
prestige, honor and eternal fortune by becoming a servant of Sultan”.*** Eventually,
Hayreddin was appointed as Governor of Algeria on 22 Ramadan 940/6 April 1534

in Haleb by Grand Vezir Ibrahim Pasha. At the same time, Grand Vezir headed for

Diyarbekir sending a report to the Sultan on Safavids and asking for Sultan’s

! “Muradlari Pasay1 ele vermek ve yahud bir nekbete miibtela etmek idi.” Tabakdt, p. 248a.

“miifsidinin igvas: ve Ulamaniti seytaneti galib oldu”, Tabakat, p. 248b.

“hadden efzlin bi-nihaye vafir altun harc u sarf itdiler”, Tabakat, p. 247a.
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... Tabakat, p. 245a.

84



departure for campaign in Zilkade 940/May 1534.** Celalzade’s description of
trakeyn seferi does not envisage Sultan’s personal participation in the campaign at
the beginning. According to Celalzade, Grand Vezir was supposed to capture
Baghdad, but he changed his mind in Diyarbekir under the influence of mischief-
makers (miifsidin) to advance into Persia. Possibility of a battle with Shah Tahmasb
necessitated change of plans and Sultan’s personal participation. In the light of
Ibrahim Pasha’s reports, we can say that from the very beginning, aim of the
campaign was not limited with the annexation of Baghdad and it included a
confrontation with Shah. Actually, Grand Vezir was pretty sure to defeat Tahmasb if
Shah dares to attack. Therefore, Celalzade’s account misrepresented events to blame
mischief-makers, namely Iskender Celebi, Ulama Bey and their retinue.

Grand Vezir stayed in Amid (Diyarbekir) for almost two months before
moving towards Tabriz. In the meantime, castles of Adilcevaz, Ercis and Van
surrendered without struggle, former Safavid governors and local leaders submitted
their obedience. When Grand Vezir arrived in Tabriz on 26 Muharram 941/7 August
1534, Ottoman army got stronger with reinforcements from local forces. Grand Vezir
appointed Ulama as Governor (Beylerbeyi) of Azerbaycan and his retinue as
sancakbeys in the region. Sultan of Geylan Muzaffer Shah joined the Ottoman army
with 10.000 soldiers. Murad of Bayindirs who was promised of Tabriz after the
victory, led Akkoyunlu soldiers. Grand Vezir also promised provinces of Persia to
some princes from the line of Timur in exchange of their support. On the other hand,
Ibrahim Pasha was in contact with Ubeydullah Han of Ozbeks, who was threatening

Horasan province. Therefore, assured of his power, Grand Vezir was trying to meet

3 Tbrahim Pasha’s report informs Sultan of the submission of Safavid governors in Geylan and

Sirvan and obedience of Kurdish tribal leaders in the region, see M. Tayyib Gokbilgin, “Arz ve
Raporlarina Gore Ibrahim Pasanin Irakeyn Seferindeki ilk Tedbirleri ve Fiitthat1”, Belleten, v. 21
(1957) no. 81-84, p. 452, 466.
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missing Shah on the battleground.”*® However, Shah’s appearance changed the
atmosphere in the Ottoman army, making necessary another berat of Sultan
Siileyman, which insists on obedience of all Ottoman soldiers to Serasker’s orders.”"’

Celalzade Mustafa claims that “those mischief-makers (miifsidin) who incited
Ibrahim Pasha for Persia, secretly informed Shah about Ottoman army. They
encouraged Shah not to miss the opportunity of defeating Ottomans”.**® In addition,
Ulama tried to weaken and divide Ottoman army by sending forces into unreachable
places like Kizilcadag, and by requesting divisions for different purposes.

Advent of Shah Tahmasb changed the optimistic mood prevalent in the
Ottoman army into suspicion and anxiety. For Celalzade, this change was visible
even before, beginning with army’s entrance to Persian lands. He provides a vivid
description of environment and links it with absence of Sultan’s unique
magnificence;

“ [ibrahim] Pasada miisahede olunan a$ar-i sevket ve sehamet, etvar-i ‘izzet
ve mehabet herkese ma‘lim ve zahir oldu ki sehriyar-i Cem-cahii asitan-i
hilafet-asiyanlarinda, hazreti Zillullah-i ‘alem-penahiti siidde-i sa‘adet-
‘uddelerinde imis. Bende her ne denlii miisa‘ade-i devlet ile kamran olub
dest-yari-i kuvvet ve tuvan ile nam u nisan bulur ise gerii bende imis. Varlik
Zillullah-i ‘alem-penahda, vuctd Padisah-i sa‘adet-destgahda olub, halet-i
Zillullaht gayra virilmez, enciim ne denilii firavan ve taban olursa tab-i
afitaba irilmezmis. Heman ki haric-i vilayete kadem basilub hak-i ‘acemlik
degiib siitiir-i sitare-hasem vaki* oldu, Pasa gerii ol Pasa ‘asker yine ol ‘asker
amma ‘uyln-i nassdan bir nazar dahi peyda, Zamayir-i enamda bir fikr u

mahulya daht hiiveyda oldu; Saha Sah gerek imis diyti halkiri zebam diraz olub,

%6 See Ibrahim Pasha’s letter to Mentesa Sultan (Tahmasb’s commander of Azerbaycan) in M. Tayyib
Gokbilgin, “Arz ve Raporlarina Gore Ibrahim Pasanin Irakeyn Seferindeki ilk Tedbirleri ve FiitGihat:”,
Belleten, v. 21 (1957) no. 81-84, p.457, 477.

247 Berat is dated evail-i Safer 941/12-22 August 1534, Sultan was in the vicinity of Sivas, for berat
see, M. Tayyib Gokbilgin, “Arz ve Raporlaria Gore ...”, p. 471-473.

8 Tabakat, p. 251b.

86



her taife firara cezm idiib, biri biriyle ittifak idiib hem-raz olmaga basladilar. Kadr

u kiymet-i Sahi giin gibi risen [...] oldu.” (Tabakat, p. 249a).

Fortunately for the Ottomans, Sultan arrived in Tabriz on 19 Rebiulevvel
941/28 September 1534 before Shah Tahmasb’s attack on Ottoman army. “Sultan’s
presence gave life to dead bodies, unlimited stability to the world”.*** Eventually,
Shah of Safavids retreated, Sultan tried to catch Shah in vain going as far as the
border of Isfahan. But limited supplies and harsh environment impeded Ottoman
army. Sultan decided to proceed towards Baghdad, sending forces to protect Tabriz
and granting permission to auxiliary divisions on 12 Rebiulahir/21 October. A few
days later Defterdar Iskender Celebi was dismissed and deprived of lands he held,
together with his relative (kayin) Huseyin Celebi. As Celalzade states; “it was time
for Iskender Celebi to harvest the crops he planted on this transitory garden; his
granary was full with seeds of sins and iniquities.””" Interestingly, Celalzade
Mustafa does not mention his master’s death on the way of Baghdah; Nisanc1 Seydi
Bey died because of “supply distress” (zahire zahmetinden) on 3 Cumadelula
941/10 November 1534.%'

Safavid guards of Baghdad had fled towards Persia and Ottoman army
entered the city without fight on 22 Cumadelula/28 November. Sultan’s first act was
the visit of the tomb of Imam Azam Abu Hanife, which had been destroyed by
Safavids. Celalzade provides a lengthy section on Abu Hanife’s life and genealogy.
Then he mentions on Sultan’s visit to other important religious places.

Celalzade Mustafa Celebi was promoted to the post of Nisanct on 28

Cumadelula 941/5 December 1534 in Baghdad and he held the post until his first

* Tabakat, p. 253b-254a.

»0 «fskender Celebi gest-zar-i a‘malinde tahsil itdiigii amali mahstlatiniti zaman erisiib
tohm-i evzar ve vebal ile ahvali anbari doldurub ...”, Tabakat, p. 257a.

»! Feridun Bey, Miingeatu’s-Selatin, p. 590.
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retirement on 21 Zilhicce 963/26 October 1556. Fortunately, journal of campaign
(ruzname) preserves an entry on this appointment and other related promotions.
Nisanci Celalzade Mustafa Celebi was granted a hass of 180.000 akce revenue. His
former post, reisiilkiittab was granted to katib-i divan Receb Celebi with revenue of
50.000 akce. In addition, two other scribes of the divan gained promotions;
Ramazanzade Mehmed’s revenue was increased to 30.000 akce from 18.000 akce,
and Kara Memi Celebi’s daily payment (ulufe) rised to 50 akce from 38 akge.”
Unfortunately, we do not have enough information on new Reisiilkiittab Receb
Celebi, a register of Ramazan 938/April 1532 shows him among divan scribes of
lower rank. According to register, Receb Celebi recieved 1.000 akce payment
whereas, Ramazanzade Mehmed and Memi Celebi received 2.000 and 1.500 akces
respectively.”® According to the same register, Receb Celebi was not divitdar,
tezkireci or private secretary of Vezirs either, so it remains a mystery why he was
chosen for the post instead of senior scribes. As a rule, reisiilkiittab is nominated by
Grand Vezir and appointed by Sultan, usually among tezkirecis or among Grand
Vezir’s retinue.”* But reisiilkiittab was working under the authority of Nisanci, so,
perhaps Celalzade Mustafa was influential in the appointment of Receb Celebi.

Receb Celebi served as reisiilkiittab for 13 years until his death in 954/1547.%

2.3- Celalzade as Nisanci (15634-1556)

252 Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, p. 592.

3 BOA, KK, 1764, p.173.

4 Halil inalcik, “Reis-iil-kiittab”, Islam Ansiklopedisi, p. 679, I. Hakki Uzuncarsili, Osmanli
Devletinin Merkez ve Bahriye Teskilati, Ankara, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1988, p. 242

255 Recep Ahiskali states 28 Rebiulahir 954/17 June 1547 as Receb Celebi’s death, see Osmanli Devlet
Teskilatinda Reisiilkiittablik (18. Yiizydl), Istanbul, Tarih ve Tabiat Vakfi, 2001, p. 103, whereas M.
Kemal Ozergin gives the date as 28 Cumadalahir 954/15 July 1547, see Sultan Kanuni Siileyman Han
Cagina Ait Tarih Kayitlari, Erzurum, 1971, p. 17.
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Celalzade Mustafa Celebi served 23 years as nisanci, the longest tenure
among all nisancis of the Ottoman Empire. As contemporary sources and his
retirement revenue (300.000 akce) demonstrate, Celalzade enjoyed Sultan’s favor
during his tenure. He could have requested for a higher post like defterdar or even
vezirate, there are many examples from 16th century, of vezirs with nisanci
backgrand. Cezeri Kasim Pasa (d. after 927/1520), Tacizade Cafer Celebi (d.
921/1515) and Boyali Mehmed (d. 1001/1593) would be counted among vezirs with
nisanct background. Besides, Ramazanzade Mehmed (d. 979/1571) and Egri
Abdizade Mehmed (d. 974/1566) became defterdars in their career after they served
as nisanci. Apparently, Celalzade Mustafa preferred the post of Nisanci to other
ranks. He enumerates the reasons in a long and elegant paragraph in his Tabakat, to
summarize;

“Office of drawing noble, world-adorning signature [i.e. office of nigsanci] is
the greatest among all offices and the noblest among all services. Supremacy
of nisanci’s office over other offices (...) is obvious, in many respects. First of
all, all great sultans (...) needed two types of servants to rule over vast lands;
man of pen and man of sword. As a matter of fact, sword and pen are twins,
one of them is the soul and the other is body. But pen [i.e. administrative
units] is above the sword [i.e. military]. That is because sword aims to
destroy whereas pen aims to produce. (...) Rule of sword devastates a country
whereas rule of pen causes prosperity. (...) Besides, a lot of people are
appropriate to be recruited in the military, but good scribes (debir) are very
rare. If there is a good scribe in the administration, all other servants can
easily be found. (...) Secondly, nisancis are always busy with drawing noble
signature (tughra) and they always pray for the permanency of State, writing
“muzaffer daima” in every tughra. Thirdly, all of the servants of the Porte
receive their salaries from the royal treasury, causing expenditure. Whereas

nigancts collect revenues from outside, every year they realize 5-6 million

89



akce revenue.”® Fourthly, mischief-makers usually depend on Sultanic orders
to exploit tax paying subjects (reaya). If nigsanci is careful and cautious, he
foresees undesirable results of a Sultanic order and he prevents it. (...)
Justice is the cause of long life and good reputation in this world; it will be
rewarded in the other world as well. (...) Therefore, it is obvious that post of

niganct is the most important rank in the administration.” (p. 259b-260b)

Being nisanct, Celalzade Mustafa Bey”’ became one of the ministers of State
(erkan-i Devlet); he was entitled to sit on the center (sadr) at divan-i hiimayin
together with vezirs, kazaskers and defterdars. He was also granted the priviledge of
being present at Sultan’s chamber (arz odast) when Grand Vezir briefs Sultan.”®® In
addition to duties he performed as reisiilkiittab, Celalzade was now responsible for
the department of defterhane as well. Reisiilkiittab was the head of divan scribes and
defter emini was presiding over defterhane where all timar (land) registers are
preserved with utmost care. Both of them worked under the command of Nisanci.

Therefore, Celalzade Mustafa is quite right in asserting that Nisanc1 performed the

2 Probably, Celalzade refers to sum of fees, such as resm-i berat, tezkire and kitabet charged for
documents prepared by the defterhane and reisiilkiittab departments of imperial secretariat, excluding
departments of defterdarlik and kazaskers. Some of this revenue is preserved for the expenditures of
the departments and the remaining amount is transferred to the imperial treasury. Resm-i Berat and
Tezkire was 1.797.625 akce in 933-4/1527-8, 3.641.242 akge in 954-5/1547-8, and 16.686.029 akce in
974-5/1566-7. see O. L. Barkan, “Hicri 933-934 (M. 1527-1528) Mali yilina ait bir Biitce Ornegi”
TUIFM 15 (1953-1954), p. 286,. “954-955 (1547-48) Mali Yilina Ait bir Osmanli Biitgesi” /UIFM 19
(1957-58), p.238-240, “H. 974-975 (M. 1567-1568) Mali Yilina Ait bir Osmanli Biitgesi” /[UIFM 19
(1957-1958), p. 300-302. Erhan Afyoncu provides some figures for defterhane department relying on
archival documents; Defterhane’s net revenue during a period of 6.5 months in 1568 was 243.597
akge, which was transferred to the imperial treasury. This figure excludes resm-i berat, which was
collected by Reisiilkiittab’s department. Total net revenue of defterhane and divan reached to
4.563.988 akce in 1607-1608, (this figure covers a period of 1.5 year). Besides, there was a 503.812
akce revenue from maliye departments. See Erhan Afyoncu, Osmanli Devlet Teskilatinda Defterhane-
i Amire (16-18. Yiizyllar), unpublished Dissertation, Istanbul, Marmara University, 1997, p. 10. For
Ottoman tax system see Halil Inalcik, “Resm”, EI2, v. 8, p. 486-7.

»7 “Koca” Nisanc1 Celalzade Mustafa never gained the rank of Beglerbegilik or Pasha during this
tenure. Being Nisanci, Celalzade acquired the title of “Bey” like a provincial governor (sancak beyi or
umerd). Celalzade accepted the mahlas (pseudonym) of Nisani and composed poems with that
pseudonym. “Mustafa bin Celal al-Tevkit” shows the date of Celalzade’s appointment, in abjad
calculation, i.e. 941 hicri.

% Halil inalcik, , “Reis-iil-kiittab”, Islam Ansiklopedisi, p. 673, 681.
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most important function, i.e. observance of justice, in a state.””” In that respect, it is
not an exaggeration to assert that Celalzade regarded himself as Sultan’s deputy, who
is responsible for exalting Sultan’s reputation and preserving justice in Sultan’s
name, by observing other state official’s actions. As Celalzade states, men of sword
would devastate a country if they are not checked by men of pen. As Tabakat
demonstrates, Celalzade was very suspicious of other state officials, even if they are
from the men of pen, like Iskender Celebi.

Iskender Celebi was hanged (salb u siyaset) at a square in Baghdad on 8
Ramadan 941/13 March 1535 and his relative (kayin) Huseyin was be-headed after
two weeks.”® As mentioned above, Celalzade had accused him of being a part of
conspiracy against Grand Vezir. For Celalzade, Iskender Celebi was working with
Safavid renegades for the disaster of Grand Vezir and Ottoman army to cover his
crimes and save his life. Celalzade’s accusations might not reflect the historical
reality, still Tabakat mirrors signifant historical information. Celalzade was an actor
of the events as well as a historian; what he recorded in Tabakat, bears witness to
highly competitive struggle among high ranking officials. For Celalzade, it was
possible for a wicked official to risk whole Ottoman army just to destroy a political
opponent, in this case Grand Vezir. Mustafa Al of Gelibolu who has a deep respect
for Celalzade, finds Celalzade’s accusations unbelievable and connects it to
Celalzade’s partisanship. As Mustafa Al1 says; “Celdlzdde Mustafa’s account of the

incident reveals partisanship of Ibrahim Pasha and Celalzdade’s enmity towards

»? For the central role of the concept of “justice” in Near Eastern State tradition see Halil inalcik,
“State, Sovereignty and Law During the reign of Siileyman” in Siileyman the Second and His Time,
eds. Halil inalcik and Cemal Kafadar, Istanbul, ISIS Press, 1993, p. 59-92, and Inalcik’s other works;
“Kanun” EI2, “Suleiman the Lawgiver and Ottoman Law” Archivum Ottomanicum, 1 (1969), 105-
138, “Osmanli Hukukuna Giris: Orfi-Sultani Hukuk ve Fatih’in Kanunar1” AU. SBF Dergisi, v. X1II,
(1958), 102-126, “Kutadgu Biligde Tiirk ve iran Siyaset Nazariye ve Gelenekleri” in Resit Rahmeti
Arat Igin, Ankara, TKAE, 1966, p. 259-275.

260 Tabakat, p. 272b, Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, p. 592-3, Liitfi Pasa, Tevdrih-i Al-i Osman, ed.
Ali Bey, Istanbul, Matbaa-i Amire, 1341 (1922), p. 351.

91



Defterdar, so we will go into detail in this matter.”*®" According to Mustafa Al’s
report, Iskender Celebi and Ibrahim Pasha were like father and son at the beginning.
Some people, who envied Iskender Celebi, informed Grand Vezir about Iskender
Celebi’s elite soldiers. They incited Grand Vezir to ask for some troops among
Iskender Celebi’s retinue before campaign on Iran. Grand Vezir asked for 110 elite
soldiers among Iskender Celebi’s retinue, sending a list of names. Iskender Celebi
responded Grand Vezir’s wish by delivering 110 soldiers, but only 30 of them were
included in Grand Vezir’s list. Grand Vezir was offended by Iskender Celebi’s
behavior (Iskender’s fortune consisted of 6.200 servants and 1200 of them were
soldiers). Then Nakkas Ali’s accusations of Iskender Celebi increased Grand Vezir’s
distrust of the Defterdar. After the execution of Iskender Celebi, his fortune was
confiscated by state and some of it was distributed among vezirs.***

Elimination of Iskender Celebi strengthened Grand Vezir’s authority as well
as Celalzade Mustafa’s status. As Mustafa Ali reports, Celalzade Mustafa disliked
defterdar Iskender. Celalzade’s statements in Tabakat show that Celalzade was not
friendly with kazaskers Fenarizade Muhyiddin and Kadiri Celebi either. Celalzade
Mustafa’s brother Salih could not get a promotion for a long time since 930/1524,
probably because of kazaskers. Following years witnessed a rapid promotion of
Celalzade Salih Celebi.

While Sultan Siileyman was still in Baghdad, Shah Tahmasb had defeated
Ottoman garrison in Tabriz and attacked to Van. Sultan Siileyman set out for Tabriz
on 28 Ramadan 941/2 April 1535 and recaptured the city without meeting any

opposition on 29 Zilhicce 941/1 July 1535. Sultan awarded all janissaries with 1.000

20! “Tabakatu’l-Memalikde Celalzade merhiim yazdug iislibda ibrahim Pasa cenabina
miitaba‘at ve defterdar-i mezbiira kendii canibinden ‘adavet mukarrer olmagin, bu babda
bir mikdar tafsil irtikab olunmusdur”, Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, manuscript, section on
reign of Sultan Siileyman, 32th incident.

262 Mustafa All, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, manuscript, section on reign of Sultan Siileyman, 32th incident.
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akce, timar holders also received a rise of 20% in their revenue. According to
Celalzade, Grand Vezir’s manners have changed after that date because of the great
power and prestige he reached. Ibrahim Pasha lost his common sense listening to
insincere and inferior people.”*® Ulama Pasha had seduced Ibrahim Pasha on the way
of Baghdad, saying “Although Shah of Persia has a limited sultanate; he has a
number of servants using the title of “Sultan”?®**. Our Sultan of the world is envied by
other great rulers because of the greatness of his sultanate and power. Is it not
reasonable, that one of Sultan’s slaves use the same title [i.e. Sultan]. Convinced by
Ulama’s arguments, Ibrahim Pasha started to use title of “Serasker Sultan” in the
official documents”.®>

Execution of Iskender Celebi had amplified Grand Vezir’s power, but he
could not enjoy it for a long time. Whereas Celalzade gained Sultan Siileyman’s
confidence and he enjoyed being nisanci for more than two decades.

Sultan Siileyman tried to pursue Shah Tahmasb but it was obvious that Shah
would never risk a pitched battle. Then Sultan renounced chasing Shah and decided
to turn back at Derguzin and reached Tabriz at 21 Safer 942/21 August 1537. After

residing a week in Tabriz, Ottoman army came back to Istanbul through Hoy, Ercis,

Amid and Haleb on 14 Racab 942/8 January 1536.%%°

3 “Paganini tabi‘ati diger-giin kesret-i iltifat ve takarrubden kuvvet-i havsalasi zebiin oldu,

erbab-i heva ile tilfet ashab-i agraZz ve mezellet ile musahabet itdi.” Tabakat, p. 274b.

264 Tahmasb’s leading military-administrative officials used the title “Sultan”. For instance, holders of
the office of “Muhrdar” Amir Sultan Musullu, Ibrahim Sultan Musullu or “amir al-umaras” like Div
Sultan and K&pek Sultan Ustaclu, see Colin Paul Mitchell, The Sword and The Pen, Diplomacy in
Early Safavid Iran 1501-1555, unpublished dissertation, University of Toronto, 2002, p. 205-206.

2% «Ulama-i seytanet-asa [{brahim] Pasaya igva viriib ‘Acem Sahiniti edna saltanat ile bu
denlii Sultan adina begleri ve hanlari vardir, haZreti Padisah-i rily-i zemin kemal-i kudret
ve sevketleri ile magbut-i sahan-i ‘alisan-i felek-temkin olmuslardir, bir kullar1 sultan
adina olsa ‘aceb midiir diyii anun delalet ve reh-niimaligi ile menasir-i hakaniyyede vaki*
olan elkabina ser‘asker sultan lafzini ihtira“ idiib kayd itdirdi.” Tabakat, p. 274b-275a.
Celalzade also adds a poem criticizing that practice; “Yarasmaz bendeye ism ola sultan /Melek ol
nam ile olmusdu seytan /Kulun fahri ‘ubidiyyet gerekdir / sah olmaz bendeye hidmet
gerekdir / Egerci Misira sultan oldu Cerkes /Hiima olmaz hakikat biim u kerkes ...”

% Tabakat, p. 276a, Feridun Bey, Miingeatu’s-Selatin, p. 598.
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As Celalzade states, Sultan was not pleased with the outcome of Irakeyn
campaign; though Baghdad and surroundings had been conquered, Shah Tahmasb
could not have been captured or defeated. That was because of Grandivezir’s
inadequacy of taking necessary measures. Mustafa Al1 reports that Grand Vezir had
spent 80.000 ducats before the campaing to gain loyalty of regional leaders, which
Sultan did not approve when he learned.”®’ As mentioned above, Celdlzade was
critical of those expenditures as well. Besides, Grand Vezir’s character had been
totally changed after the conquest of Baghdad under the influence of ignorant,
insincere and inferior people. At first, Ibrahim Pasha was respectful to the traditions
and laws of Ottoman Empire, he always sought advice of experienced officials
before entering into any undertaking. As a calligrapher himself, Celalzade adds; in
the beginning, Grand Vezir was used to accept the mushafs (Koran) presented to him
showing great respect and he was used to reward calligraphers. After the conquest of
Baghdad, Grand Vezir did not accept calligraphers who would like to present their
gifts, i.e. mushafs. Eventually Grand Vezir began to disregard laws and traditions,
allowed unjust executions and became a source of injustice. As usual Celalzade
stresses on Divine punishment, he quotes “if it is God’s will, He paves the way for its
happening”. Sultan was informed about Ibrahim Pasha’s unfair, unlawful deeds and
“Ibrahim Pasha’s circle of life was sealed with the word of death on the night of 22
Ramadan 942/15 March 1536.7%%

Obviously, Ibrahim Pasha did not have the support and sympathy of religious

269 270

circles™” and Sultan’s wife, Hiirrem.”"™ After Iskender Celebi’s execution, Ibrahim

267 Mustafa All, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, manuscript, section on reign of Sultan Siileyman, 34th incident.

208 “Ramazaninl 22. gecesi dayire-i hayatina rakam-i memat cekiliib” Tabakdt, p. 278b.

2% Tbrahim Pasha had ordered the transfer of statues from Buda to Istanbul, statues were placed in
front of Ibrahim Pasha’s palace. A popular poem composed by Figani severely criticized Ibrahim
Pasha for statues. Figani was executed by Ibrahim Pasha’s order in 938/1532. Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-
Ahbar, manuscript, section on Poets in the reign of Sultan Siileyman, entry of Figani. Besides, famous
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Pasha had become the target of officials in the Ottoman bureaucracy, who were in
the circle of late Defterdar. When the head of Ottoman chancellery, Nisanci
Celalzade, ceased to support Grand Vezir because of his manners after the conquest
of Baghdad, Grand Vezir’s mistakes became more visible to the eyes of Sultan.
Celalzade only mentiones Sultan’s dissatisfaction with the results of Irakeyn
campaign and omits latest developments in western frontier; Grand Vezir’s advisor
Alvise Gritti had been killed in a rebellion supported by rulers of Wallachia and
Moldova in September 1534. Rulers of Moldova, Wallachia and Transylvania had
signed agreements with each other against Ottoman Empire in April-May 1535.
Besides, Hungarian king Zapolya had reached an agreement with Ferdinand in May
1535.7"! Barbaros Hayreddin had conquered Tunus in August 1534 with Ottoman
fleet but Charles V took offensive, defeated Ottoman army and captured Tunus in
June 1535. In brief, Ibrahim Pasha’s western policy was not very effective either.
Upon Ibrahim Pasha’s death, Ayas Pasha became Grand Vezir. Ayas Pasha
has served as Governor of Damascus, Governor of Rumelia and vezir since
927/1521. Celalzade Salih presented a kaside celebrating this appointment and he
was rewarded with a promotion to Atik Ali medrese with 40 akgce revenue, in
942/1536. As mentioned above, Celalzade Salih had not been promoted for the last
12 years. Celalzade Salih had also presented a kaside for late Grand Vezir Ibrahim
Pasha upon latter’s return from irakeyn campaign, which had not been rewarded.

Celalzade Salih’s divan contains three more kasides for Ayas Pasha, composed to

Halveti Sheyh Ibrahim Giilsent was temporarily exiled from Egypt to Istanbul in 934-5/1528-9 by
Grand Vezir’s order. Upon inspection, Ibrahim Gulsent and his son were released. Himmet Konur,
Ibrahim Giilseni, Hayati, Eserleri, Tarikati, Istanbul, Insan Yayinlari, 2000, p. 126-128.

70 Tgnoring Ottoman tradition, Sultan Siileyman had married Hiirrem just before campaign of irakeyn,
in 940/1534. Hurrem’s letter to Sultan Siileyman testifies Hurrem’s feelings about Ibrahim Pasha, see
Leslie Peirce, The Imperial Harem, New York, Oxford University Press, 1993, p. 64, and Cagatay
Ulugay, Osmanlt Sultanlarina Ask Mektublari, Istanbul, 1950.

! Mihail Guboglu, “Kanuni Sultan Siileymamn Bogdan Seferi ve Zaferi” Belleten, v. L (1986) no.
198, Ankara, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, p. 754.
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celebrate circumcision festival of latter’s sons and Ayas Pasha’s return from
campaign. One of those kasides enabled Celalzade Salih to be appointed as muderris
in Sahn medrese, the highest institution among medreses of the Capital in
943/1537.27 So, after a long wait, Celalzade Salih was promoted twice within 2 year,
probably because of good relations between his brother and grand vezir. It should be
noted that Nisanc1 Celalzade Mustafa and Grand Vezir Ayas Pasha had sympathy for
the same mystic order, halvetiyye.””

Governor of Rumelia, Lutfi Pasha was promoted to 3" vezirate upon Ayas
Pasha’s promotion. Unlike Celalzade who only narrates Barbaros’s attack to the
coasts of Calabria, Lutfi Pasha severely criticizes Hayreddin Pasha’s failure in
Tunus. Lutfi Pasha also discloses the reasons of Pulya (Apulia) campaign and
campaign against Portugal in Indian Ocean.””* According to the agreement signed in
February 1536, Francis I of France and Ottoman Sultan planned a joint attack against
Charles V’s possessions in Italy.””” In addition, Ottoman administration decided to
help Sultan of Gujarat Bahadur Shah (932-943/1526-1537) who had requested
military support of Ottomans against Portugal. Lutfi Pasha notes that Bahadur Han
had also sent important amount of money to be used in military expenditures.”’®
Vezir Hadim Siilleyman Pasha was entrusted with making preparations in Egypt for

an expedition to India. He was appointed as Governor of Egypt on 10 Rebiulahir

*7* Celalzade Salih Celebi, Divan — Miinseat, manuscript, Siileymaniye Library, Kadizade Mehmed,
557, f. 23a.

7 See below for a discussion of mystic orders’ influence over Ottoman administration. Resat
Ongoren, Osmanlilarda Tasavvuf, Anadolu’da Sufiler Devlet ve Ulema, 16. yiizyil, Istanbul, Iz
Yayincilik, 2003, p. 320.

™ Liitfi Pasa, Tevarih-i Al-i Osman, ed. Ali Bey, Istanbul, Matbaa-i Amire, 1341 (1922), p. 357-259.
*” fsmail Soysal, “Tiirk — Fransiz Diplomasi Miinasebetlerinin Ilk Devresi” JUEF Tarih Dergisi,
(1951-1952), v. 3, no. 5-6, Istanbul, p. 77-81.

276 According to archival sources Bahadur had sent 13.986 ducats, see Halil Sahillioglu, Topkapt
Sarayi Arsivi H. 951-952 Tarihli ve E12321 Numarali Miihimme Defteri, Istanbul, IRCICA, 2002, p.
8. The figure given in Lutfi Pasa’s Tevarih is misleading, see p. 358.
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943/26 September 1536 with revenue of 4 million akce.”’’ But Bahadur Shah was
killed by Portuguese on 3 Ramadan 943/13 February 1537, before getting help from
Ottomans.”"®

As planned, Sultan and his new Grand Vezir Ayas Pasha set out for Pulya or
Corfu campaing on 7 Zilhicca 943/17 May 1537. Ottoman fleet consisted of 280
ships and it was commanded by Vezir Lutfi Pasha and Barbaros Hayreddin. Sultan’s
sons Mehmed and Selim had also participated in the campaign and Ottoman army
reached Avlonya (Valona) on 5 Safer 944/13 July 1537. Lutfi Pasha raided the coasts
of Apulia with 4.000 janissaries and cavalries of Rumelia but Ottoman army was
disappointed with the defeat of Gelibolu fleet by Andrea Doria near Corfu. 12 ships
from Ottoman fleet were destroyed by Charles’ Admiral who commanded 28 ships.
Moreover, Francis could not have succeeded in invasion of northern Italy, as
planned.”” Eventually, Sultan decided to attack Corfu Island which was under
Venetian possession. But Ottoman fleet was late to lay siege on the castle when it
reached there on 1 Rebiulahir 944/6 September 1537. A few days later Sultan
ordered for the return journey.

For Celalzade, Corfu campaign was successful in many respects. First, the
region of Valona was full of Albanian bandits who have relatives or friends among
high ranking Ottoman administration. Because of their good relations with Ottoman
capital, those Albanian bandits (esirra) were never punished and they have gradually
grown stronger. Grand Vezir Ayas Pasha was Albanian in origin as well, who

persuaded Sultan to stay a long term in Valona. Because Ayas Pasha knew the region

7 For Siileyman Pasha’s berdt see Miinseat Mecmuasi, manuscript, Siileymaniye Library, Ayasofya,

3831, f. 20a.
278 p_Hardy, “Bahadur Shah Gujarat™” EI2, v. 1, p. 914.

7 fsmail Soysal, “Tiirk — Fransiz Diplomasi ...”, p. 80-81.
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very well, he succeeded in bringing those bandits into submission.*’ Secondly,
people of Valona were used to enlist as pirates in Christian vessels. They used to raid
on Muslim lands and cause great damage. Upon witnessing Sultan’s power, they
were terrified of punishment and ceased to join enemy forces. Lastly, Delvine
province was conquered and Ottoman soldiers who raided Apulia returned with
unlimited booty.

As usual, Sultan granted rewards to soldiers and bureaucrats after the
victorious campaign, and some officials were promoted. Divan scribe Ramazanzade
Mehmed had been appointed to Timar Defterdar of Rumelia province after the
campaign of rakeyn.”®' He was promoted to Kethiida of Rumelia on the way back to
Istanbul in Rebiulahir 944/September 1537.%%2 As mentioned before, like Celalzade,
Ramazanzade Mehmed (Kiiciik Nisanct) was recruited in imperial chancellery by
Grand Vezir Piri Mehmed. Celalzade Mustafa and Ramazanzade have similar
educational background and both of them authored Ottoman histories. After serving
in financial and administrative posts, Ramazanzade became Nisanci as well during
Celalzade’s retirement.

Another significant novelty was Sultan’s dismissal of kazaskers Muhyiddin
Fenarizade and Kadiri Celebis. Kazaskers were removed from office because they

have dared to ask Sultan about the execution of Grand Vezir Ibrahim Pasha.

20 Tabakat, p. 287b.

1 Probably in Zilhicce 942, since there are a number of new recruits to divan secretariat during that
period, see, BOA, KK, 1863, p. 108-9, 148-9.

*%2 Feridun Bey, Miingeatu’s-Selatin, p. 601. Journal of campaign has an entry stating that “Defterdar
of Rumelia” Yesilce Mehmed was appointed as “Kethiida of Rumelia”, without specifying “timar
defterdar1”. Archival sources makes it clear that Alauddin Celebi was the Defterdar of Rumelia in the
period. Besides, it is highly unusual to be appointed as Defterdar of Rumelia after serving as katib-i
divan. Narrative sources and archival sources sometimes ignore to specify “timar defterdar1”. Ismail
H. Danismend mistakenly accepts Ramazanzade Mehmed as Hazine Defterdar: or Bas Defterdar
relying on Feridun Bey’s Miinseat, see [zahli Osmanli Tarihi Kronolojisi, v. 5, Istanbul, Turkiye
Yaymevi, 1971, p. 250.
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“Angered by the impertinence of their questions, Siilleyman dismissed them™** on 15
Rabiulahir 944/21 September 1537. Sources also indicate Ayas Pasha’s role in the
dismissal of Muhyiddin Fenarizade, adding that Muhyiddin Fenarizade’s relatives
too were removed from offices in the following days because of Ayas Pasha’s

enmity.”

Kadi of Istanbul Ebussuud was appointed as Rumeli Kazasker and kadi of
Cairo Civizade (Muhyiddin Mehmed) replaced Kadiri Celebi as Anadolu Kazasker.
Celalzade brothers were probably delighted with Sultan’s decision. As mentioned
above, Celalzade Mustafa uses a very unfavorable language against both of
kazaskers in Tabakat whereas Ebussuud is highly praised for his wisdom and
character. On the other hand, Celalzade Mustafa never mentiones Civizade who was
very unpopular among religious circles because of his views on Sufi Sheyhs, like
Ibrahim Gulshani, Ibn al-Arabi, Imam Ghazali and Jalal al-Din Rumi.’® In that
respect, Ebussuud was on the opposite side of Civizade and he “repudiates a fetva of
Civizade’s which declares Seyh Ibrahim and his followers to be impious and
heretical”.*®® Sources agree that Civizade was dismissed from the post of fetwa
because of those unpopular views.?® Celalzade Mustafa, too, was not on the side of
Civizade, but Civizade was disliked by former kazasker Muhyiddin Fenarizade as
well, which would make him an ally of Celalzade Mustafa, at least in the
beginning.”®® An anecdote found in Afai, implies that Ebussuud was not friendly with
Muhyiddin Fenarizade either. According to the anecdote, Muhyiddin Fenarizade was

supported by Haci Efendi (Abdurrahim Mueyyedi d.944/1537), who was successor

of Ebussuud’s father Sheyh Yavsi (Muhyiddin Iskilibi, d. 9201514) at the zaviye of

283 Atai, p. 186, cited in R. C. Repp, The Miifti of Istanbul, London, Ithaca Press, 1986, p.260.

28 Mecdi and Atai, cited in R. C. Repp, The Miifti of Istanbul, London, Ithaca Press, 1986, p.260.

5 R. C. Repp, The Miifti of Istanbul, London, Ithaca Press, 1986, p.251-253.

286 Ertugrul Diizdag, Seyhiilislam Ebussuud Efendi Fetvalar: Isiginda 16. Aswr Tiirk Hayati, Istanbul,
1972, no. 968, cited in R. C. Repp, The Miifti of Istanbul, London, Ithaca Press, 1986, p. 252.

287 Civizade served as Mufti between 945 and 949/1539-1542, R. C. Repp, The Miifti of Istanbul,
London, Ithaca Press, 1986, p.251-253.

8 R. C. Repp, The Miifti of Istanbul, London, Ithaca Press, 1986, p.246, 249.
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Yavsi Baba in Istanbul.*®*’ Ebussuud’s father Sheyh Yavsi had gained favor of
Bayezid II while the latter was governing Amasya province, who built a zaviye in
Istanbul for Sheyh Yavsi after accession to throne. If the anecdote of Atai Bey is
believed, Ebussuud holds Haci Efendi responsible for Muhyiddin Fenarizade’s long
tenure. Ebussuud explains his appointment as kazasker, using a symbolic language,
linking it with the death of Haci Efendi who always supported Muhyiddin
Fenarizade. Sources also indicate good relations between Ebussuud and Haci
Efendi’s successor (halife) Bahaeddinzade (Muhyiddin Mehmed bin Bahaeddin, d.
952/1545). The last Bayramiyye Sheyh of the Yavsi Baba zaviye was Ebussuud’s
brother Nasrullah (d. 974/1567), after him zaviye was inherited by Halvetiyye
order.””

Although we cannot certainly link Celalzade Mustafa with a Sufi sheyh, as
mentioned above, he was close to Halvetiyye order, which had a lot of
representatives and branches in the capital and other cities of the Empire. Atai states
that Celalzade built a zaviye for Halvatiyye order near his mosque in Eyup. He adds,
Sheyh Ahmed, a halife of Merkez Efendi (Halvetiyye-Siimbiiliyye order) used to
preach in the mosque of Celalzade on Fridays.””' Celalzade’s respect for prominent
Halvatiyye leaders like Ibrahim Giilsen1 and Sheyh Muhammad was mentioned
above. Celalzade’s respect for Ibrahim Giilsent is also supported by a letter of
Celalzade addressing kadi of Edrene and requesting help (sefaatname) for Ibrahim

292

Giilsent’s follower Hamza Dede.”” " It is not an exaggeration to assert that most of the

Ottoman statesmen had sympathy for mystic orders and they have taken into account

%9 Atai, Hadaiku'l-Hakaik fi Tekmileti’s-Sakaik, ed. Abdiilkadir Ozcan, Istanbul, Cagr1 Yayinlari,
1989, p. 351, Resat Ongéren, Osmanlilarda Tasavvuf, Anadolu’da Sufiler Devlet ve Ulema, 16. yiizyl,
Istanbul, iz Yayincilik, 2003, p. 158-161.

290 Resat C)ngéren, Osmanlidarda Tasavvuf..., p. 159,163.

#! Atai, Hadaik, p. 114, 203.

22 Miingeat Mecmuasi, manuscript, Siileymaniye Library, Esad, 3879, f. 65a.
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sefaatname letters of Sufi leaders when choosing between candidates for a post.
Miingeat works record a lot of examples of sefaatname genre but most of them omit
the names proposed. Grand Vezir Piri Mehmed Pasha (d. 939/1532), Ayas Pasha (d.
946/1539), Riistem Pasha (d.968/1561), Semiz Ali Pasha (d. 972/1565) and Sokollu
Mehmed Pasha (d. 987/1579) are reckoned to be among eminent statesmen who
supported Halvetiyye order. Vezir Mustafa Pasha (Coban, d. 935/1529), tercuman
(court translator) Yunus (958/1551) and chief architect Acem Ali (d. 944/1537,
Mimar Sinan’s predecessor) supported Halvetiyye order by building zaviyes for
them.”” As Atai states, his great grandfather, Nisanc1 Egri Abdizade Mehmed was a
member of Halvetiyye order as well, a follower (murid) of Miifti Sheyh.”*
Undoubtedly, there were many followers of Halvetiyye, like Nisanci Mehmed, in the
Ottoman bureaucracy; unfortunately contemporary sources rarely indicate those
relations.

A systematic study of Ottoman mystic orders and biographic sources would
contribute greatly to reveal political-social factions of leading Ottoman statesmen.
Unfortunately it is not possible to ascertain those social links with current level of
study on Ottoman prosopography.

Sultan Siileyman returned from Pulya campaign to Istanbul on 18
Cumadelahira 944/22 November 1537. Ottoman capital started to make preparations
for next year’s campaign on land and on sea. Ottoman imperial arsenal built ships for
Hayreddin Pasha’s navy and forged cannons for Siilleyman Pasha’s fleet in Red sea.
Financial departments coordinated extraordinary tax (nzizul) collection and
administrative departments composed imperial orders to arrange army organization.

In Europe, Habsburgs acquiered some diplomatic achievements at the expense of

3 Resat Ongoren, Osmanlilarda Tasavvuf ....,p. 320-331.
% Atai, Hadaik, p. 63, see also, Resat Ongoren, Osmanlilarda Tasavvuf ....,p. 111-114.
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Ottomans; Zapolya and Ferdinand signed a secret agreement in February 1538,
which hands over Hungary to Ferdinand after Zapolya’s death. Papacy, Venice and
Habsburgs formed an anti-Ottoman alliance in February 1538. Lastly, King of France
and Charles V agreed on a truce for 10 years in June 1538, which yielded Savoy to
Francis.

For Celalzade, campaigns of 945/1538 are proofs of Ottoman Sultan’s
unquestionable supremacy over all the other rulers of past and present. He describes
the campaign in detail, emphasizing the uniqueness of events. For Tabakat,
Campaigns of 945/1538 (i.e. Sultan’s Moldova (Karabogdan) campaign, Hayreddin
and Siileyman Pashas’ campaigns) are so distinguished even from the earlier
campaigns of Sultan that they mark the beginning of a new era. Number of soldiers
and ships, construction of bridges over rivers (Danube and Prut), arrival of Crimean
soldiers and news from the distant parts of the empire distinguishes this year’s
campaigns from the earlier ones.

Siileyman Pasha set out for India in 15 Muharram 945/13 June 1538 and
Barbaros Hayreddin departed for Preveze in 9 Safer 945/7 July 1538. Sultan left the
Capital at the head of Ottoman army with his two sons, Grand Vezir Ayas Pasha, 2nd
vezir Lutfi Pasha and all the other officials on 10 Safer/14 June. Ottoman army was
carrying the 7 flags (sancak) that symbolize the rule over 7 climates, and 4 horse tail
(tug) to signify rulership over the 4 corners of the world.””> In Edirne, Ottoman
Sultan recieved the emissary from the ruler of Basrah, who has sent his son with
many gifts and a submission letter. Arriving in Isakca on 22 Rebiulevvel/18 August,

Ottoman army crossed the Danube on a bridge so strong that “10.000 cavalry can

3 Tabakat, p. 301b.
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pass over it at the same time without causing any damage”.**® Celalzade admires the
work greatly and compares it with previous bridges that were built on Danube by
Sultan’s order. For Celalzade, none of the earlier bridges can compete with this one
in size and strength. Though Celalzade does not provide the name of the architect, as
we know from Mustafa Sat’s Tezkiretu’l-Bunyan, Mimar Sinan had participated in
the Karabogdan campaign but the chief architect was still Acem Ali. Tezkiretu’l-
Bunyan does not mention the bridge over Danube, but it indicates that Mimar Sinan
was entrusted with the construction of a bridge over Prut, which is praised by
Celalzade as well. When Acem Ali died after the campaign, Mimar Sinan was
appointed as chief architect largely because of his success in building a strong bridge

over Prut River.?’

After crossing Prut, Ottoman army headed for Sucav (Suceava)
through Yas (Iasi). Celalzade describes various divisions of the Ottoman army;
akincis, delis, janissaries, Anatolian and Rumelian sipahis, as he described them in
the Mohac campaign. But he does not provide the number for all Ottoman forces,
because, he states, “if it is recorded, (...) most of the readers will not believe it. They
would probably think it is an exaggeration; a habit of historians (...) and the author
will be accused of lying”. So, Celalzade adds, “it was not recorded on purpose”.>*®
However, Celalzade emphasizes;

“bu uslub-i garib, tertib-i ‘acib padisahan-i cihan, hiisrevan-i zemin u

zamandan ta ibtida-i nes’e-i ‘alem ve zuhtr-i devr-i beni Ademden ila

yevmina haza ne sark ve ne garbda ne ceniib ve simalde ne Hita ve Kesmir

Hoten’de ne Cin ve Magin’de ne Hindiistan ve Zengibar ve Habes'de daht bir

padisah-i cihan-penaha nasib olmus degildir.” (Tabakat, 310b)

2% Tabakat, p. 308b.

27 931 Mustafa Celebi, Yapilar Kitabi, Tezkiretii’l-Biinyan ve Tezkiretii’l-Ebniye, ed. Hayati Develi,
Istanbul, Kocbank, 2002, p. 136-138.

% Tabakat, p. 310b.
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As Nisanci, Celalzade Mustafa should have known almost exact figure for the
Ottoman army. In the beginning of chapter on Karabogdan campaign, Celalzade
enumaretes provinces that are assigned to navy under Hayreddin Pasha’s command,
and provinces that are entrusted with the protection of eastern border. A quarter of
the Janissaries and half of the Anatolian soldiers were assigned to Hayreddin Pasha’s
command.””’ Besides, some forces from Rumelia province were entrusted with the
protection of western borders which were under the threat of Venice, Papacy and
Spain. Therefore, Ottoman army was reduced in size. I think, the real reason for not
recording the figure of Ottoman army was to protect the image that Sultan has the
greatest army in the world. Therefore, Celalzade avoided lying about the army
size.*® On the other hand, Celalzade provides a figure for Crimean army and for the
enemy forces based on his estimate; almost 200.000 soldiers and 70.000
respectively.’’ Mihail Guboglu discusses the figure given in various sources and
concludes that Crimean army cannot exceed 20.000 men.*”  To conclude,
exaggeration was a habit of Celalzade Mustafa Celebi.

Unsurprisingly, Moldovian ruler Petru Rares did not confront Ottoman army,
Sultan appointed new ruler (voyvoda) from the old Moldovian dynasty and departed
for home. When Ottoman army arrived in Isak¢a on 8 Cumadelula 945/2 October
1538, they have learned about other expeditions. As Celalzade indicates, Ottoman

army could not get any news for more than a month since they entered Moldovia.

*° Tabakat, p. 293a-294a.

% Relying on archival sources dating 933-4/1527-8, O. L. Barkan indicates that there were 27.868
timars in the Ottoman Empire, who were obliged to participate campaigns. Therefore Barkan
estimates the total figure for sipahis (provincial cavalry) as 70-80.000. In addition, there were 27.000
janissaries and other divisions in the standing army. See O. L. Barkan, “Timar” IA, p. 287. About
50.000 Akincis (irregular cavalry) must be added to these figures, though their number reduced greatly
in the 2™ half of the 16" century. A. Decei, “Akindji” EI2, v. 1, p. 340.

' Tabakat, p. 315a, 315b.

%2 Mihail Guboglu, “Kanuni Sultan Siileymamn ...”, p. 781.
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Meanwhile, messengers (ulak) from all over the world had arrived in Isakc¢a and they
have waited for the return of Ottoman army. Ottoman officials were informed about
news from “India, Yemen, Tayif, Hicaz, Said, Aden, Egypt, Baghdad, Basrah,
Musa’sa, Bahreyn, Loristan, Kurdistan, Soran, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Damascus,
Haleb, Karaman, Rum, Lands Of Turkman and Circassians and Ejder Han,
Alexandria, Resid, Dimyat, Algeria, Saruhan, Germiyan, Aydin, Isfendiyar, Spain,
Papacy, France, Portugal, Bosnia, Semendire, Herzegovina, Izvornik and Avlonya”
when they arrived in Isakca.’” Undoubtedly, Celalzade overstates again, but he has a
ground to exaggerate; Ottomans successfully launched three major campaigns at the
same time against allied forces. Ottoman officials learned about the victory of
Ottoman navy at Preveze, and the treaty between France and Spain.

As usual, Fetihnames were prepared to inform the rest of the country and
other states about unprecedented victories. Unfortunately, Feridun Bey’s Miinsedat
does not provide a copy of fetihnames, but it is certain that different Fetihnames were

prepared by different authors to be sent over kadis™, beys™™

and foreign rulers.
Nasuh Matraki was one of the authors of Fetihname which was converted into an
independent work, Fetihname-i Kara Bogdan, immediately after the campaign.’*

Similarly, Celalzade Mustafa probably authored a fetihname at first, and then he

extended the work to be included into his Tabakdat. There are various reasons

% Tabakat, p. 319a.

3% A fetihname sent to the Kadi of Bursa was preserved in seriyye sicil (court register) and it was
published by Tayyib Gokbilgin, “Kanuni Sultan Siileyman Devri Miiesseseler ve Teskilatina Isik
Tutan Bursa Ser’iye Sicillerinden Ornekler” in fsmail Hakki Uzuncarsili’ya Armagan, Ankara, TTK,
1988, p. 108-9. Fetihname orders the announcement of victory to the city residents and organization
of celebration activities.

35 A fetihname sent to the governor of Amasya province, Bali Bey, was preserved in a manuscript,
Siileymaniye Library, Yahya Efendi, 6335, f. 43b-44b, cited in Mihail Guboglu, “Kanuni Sultan
Stileymanin ...” p. 797.

39 Nasuh Matraki’s work was written on 23 Cumadelahire 945, see Mihail Guboglu, “Kanuni Sultan
Stileymanin ...” p. 798, A. Decei, “Un Fetihname-i Karabogdan (1538) de Nasuh Matraki” Fuad
Kopriilii Armagani, Istanbul, 1953, sh. 113-124, Hiiseyin Gazi Yurdaydin, Matrak¢i Nasuh, Ankara,
Ankara Universitesi Basimevi, 1963, p- 39.
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supporting this assumption; first, Tabakdt’s section on Mohac campaign is an
extended version of Fetihname of Mohac which was preserved in Feridun Bey’s
Miingeat. There is no reason to believe that same procedure was not followed again.
Secondly, as Nisanci, it was Celalzade’s responsibility to compose eloquent
fetihnames to be sent over friendly nations. Thirdly, Celalzade, like Nasuh Matraki,
authored the section of Karabogdan immediately after the campaign; he did not
amend some phrases that needed to be corrected, like the date given for Siilleyman
Pasha’s departure from Egypt, or the re-capture of Nova castle.’”” To conclude,
Tabakat’s section on Karabogdan campaign (291a-333a) was written in 945/1538,
and it was an extended version of fetihname authored by Celalzade Mustafa Celebi.
Ottoman army arrived in Edirne on 29 Cumadelula 945/23 October 1538 and
Sultan stayed there during the winter, returning to Istanbul on 24 Zilkade 945/13
April 1539. Tabakat does not mention the death of Grand Vezir Ayas Pasha on 26
Safer 946/13 July 1539, or plague and fire that greatly damaged the Capital in the

08
same month.’

It was because Celalzade had aimed to exalt Sultan’s reputation, not
to present historical events in his work. As mentioned above, Celalzade and Ayas

Pasha had worked together in harmony and I think Mustafa Ali’s comment on Ayas

Pasha also reflects Celalzade’s thoughts about Grand Vezir; “Pirt Pasa ve sdyir viikela-i

7 Celalzade provides two different dates for Siileyman Pasha’s departure; 15 Muharram and 30
Muharram. 15 Muharram was stated at the beginning of the chapter, then it was corrected as 30
Muharram probably in accordance with the report of Siileyman Pasha about campaign. Celalzade’s
comments on the capture of Nova castle by enemy forces reflect that it had not been re-captured by
Hayreddin Pasha yet while the section was written. Finally, report of Siilleyman Pasha’s campaign was
not fully covered by Celalzade, which suggests that Celalzade could not edit the first draft of the
section later on.

% Lutfi Pasa, Tevarih-i Al-i Osman, Istanbul, Matbaa-i Amire, 1341 (1922), p. 370, Kemal Ozergin,
Sultan Kanuni Siileyman Han Cagina Ait Tarih Kayitlari, Erzurum, 1971, p. 13.
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dana gibi hiisn-i tedbir ile engiist-niima degil idi, her nice bulduysa dylece kollardi, ahval-i
devletiri tezelziiliine bais ve badi olacak evia‘a miirtekib olmadu.”*”

Though Huseyin Husameddin asserts removal of Celalzade Mustafa from
office of Nisanci after the death of Ayas Pasha, apparently he is mistaken; no other
source confirms Huseyin Husameddin’s assertion, which also includes chronological
errors.” "

Second vezir Lutfi Pasha was promoted to Grand Vezirate upon Ayas Pasha’s
death. Celalzade Mustafa does not comment on Lutfi Pasha’s character. However,
Mustafa Ali portrays Lutfi Pasha as an educated man in comparison to other Pashas
(of devshirme origin). But Mustafa Ali adds;

“Although he [Lutfi Pasha] has studied grammer (sarf u nahv) and some

books on Islamic law such as Kenz and Kuduri, he thought of himself at the

same level with Kad1 Baydawt and al-Zamakhsher1. He used to ask meaning
of words to eminent ‘ulema of the time like Ebussuud and Ascizade Hasan,
who preferred to stay silent in accordance with the saying “cevabu’l-ahmak-i

sukiitun”. But he [Lufti Pasha] interpreted that as a sign of their ignoralnce.”3 H

Mustafa Ali also narrates an incident to demonstrate Lutfi Pasha’s ignorance
and arrogance. According to Mustafa Ali, Ali bin Salih (Vasi Alisi, d. 950/1543)
presents his book Hiimayunname to Grand Vezir Lutfi Pasha, stating that he had

worked on it for the last 20 years. Ali bin Salih also informs Grand Vezir about the

% Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii'l-Ahbar, manuscript, reign of Sultan Siileyman, entry of Ayas Pasha. As
mentioned above, Mustafa Ali mostly relies on Tabakat and what he heard from Celalzade himself, for
the reign of Sultan Siileyman.

319 Without explaining his source, Hiiseyin Hiisameddin states that “944 senesi Recebinde Sadrazam
Ayas Pasanmin vefati iizerine azl edildiyse de 945 senesi sabaninda saniyen nisanct oldu”. As
mentioned above, Ayas Pasha died on 26 Safer 946. Hiiseyin Hiisameddin, Nisancilar Durag,
manuscript, Isam Library, Istanbul, p. 83.

' Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, manuscript, reign of Sultan Siileyman, entry of Lufi Pasha.
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content of his work, indicating its significance for the art of government. When Lutfi
Pasha learned about the book, he comments; “It is a waste of time to spend 20 years
for such a book, instead, you should have worked on a religious science”.
Disappointed with Grand Vezir’s manner, Ali bin Salih turns back in despair leaving
two copy of his book at the hands of Grand Vezir’s servants. Grand Vezir allows one
of the copies to be offered to Sultan, the other one is left at the hands of the servant.
Defter emini Ramazanzade Mehmed witnesses the scene and he buys the other copy
from the servant for 50 ducats. Mustafa Ali records that he heard the incident from
Nisanc1 Ramazanzade Mehmed who was deffer emini at the time.*"?

It is fair to assume that Mustafa Ali’s evaluation of Lutfi Pasha and Ayas
Pasha reflects a general viewpoint shared by Ottoman secretariat. Mustafa Ali
mentions Piri Mehmed as an ideal grand vezir and compares Ayas Pasha with him.
Lutfi Pasha was distinguished with his education among other Pashas but he was still
“ignorant” in the eyes of “well-educated” bureaucrats, like Celalzade, Ramazanzade
and Mustafa Ali. Most probably, Celalzade waited eagerly for the appointment of a
vezir from the learned class, someone like Piri Mehmed, or himself. However, Sultan
Siileyman never promoted bureaucrats to the rank of vezirate, all of Sultan’s vezirs
were from devshirme origin, and most of them were his son-in-laws.*"® Sultan
preferred to depend on his loyal slaves who were grown up in the imperial palace, to
strengthen his rule over the vast lands of the empire. Sultan’s slaves had no relatives

or very few relatives and they were a part of huge imperial family called Osmani, or

312 Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, manuscript, reign of Sultan Siileyman, entry of Ali bin Salih, and
Andreas Tietze, Mustafa Ali’s Counsel for Sultans of 1581, v. 2, Wien, Verlag der Osterreichischen
Akademie Der Wissenchaften, 1982, p. 202-3.

313 «Siileyman made the damad grand vezir a standard feature of his reign” see Leslie Peirce, The
Imperial Harem, New York, Oxford University Press, 1993, p. 66-7. Vezirs Ferhad (d. 931), Coban
Mustafa (d. 936), Mustafa (d. 945) and Grand Vezirs Ibrahim (d. 942), Lutfi (d. 970) and Kara Ahmed
(d. 962) was Sultan’s brother-in-law, Riistem Pasha (d. 968) married Sultan’s daughter. Grand Vezirs
Semiz Ali (d. 972) and Sokollu Mehmed (d. 987) married Sultan’s granddaughters. Admiral Piyale
and vezir Ferhad also married Sultan’s granddaughters.
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Osmanli.®"™ They were the real representatives of the Ottoman central administration
in the provinces. Sultan controlled their actions by codification of Ottoman law
(kaniin-i Osmani) and by representatives of imperial bureaucracy and judicial
officials like defterdar and kadi. Sultan usually personally chose the head of Ottoman
bureaucracy, i.e. Nisanci. Celalzade strongly emphasizes that he was appointed as
nisanci by Sultan’s order.’’> As Mustafa Ali records, Ramazanzade Mehmed was
promoted to the rank of nisanci contrary to Grand Vezir's will by Sultan’s order.*'®
In addition to monitoring consistency of Governors’ actions with Ottoman law,
Nisanc1 Celalzade also served to the legitimation of Ottoman rule by his works. He
represented Sultan as an abstract figure, namely “soul of the country” in his works.
This aspect will be further discussed in third chapter.

Victories of Barbaros Hayreddin had forced Venice to seek for peace.
Ottoman Sultan granted permission for peace negotiations and stayed in the capital to
celebrate his sons’ circumcision festival. Celalzade Mustafa describes festivities in
detail, which were held between 15-28 Racab 946/26 November-9 December 1539.
He mentions only Sehzade Bayezid’s circumcision; ignoring Sultan’s disabled child
317

Cihangir and Riistem Pasha’s wedding with Sultan’s daughter on 23 Racab

Celalzade indicates the presence of emissaries from Ferdinand, France and Venice®'®

314 Por Celalzade’s use of the term see, Tabakat, 34b, 105b, 107a.

315 Tabakat, p. 260b.

319 Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, manuscript, reign of Sultan Siileyman, entry of Ramazanzade
Mehmed.

37 A court register preserves the record of Riistem Pasha’s marriage with Mihrimah Sultan, for which
Riistem Pasha was obliged to pay 100.000 ducats (mihr-i miieccel) to Sultan’s daughter, see Istanbul
Miiftiiliikk Archives, Evkaf-i Hiimayun Miifettisligi, 7, p. 89.

*!% Venice enjoyed the support of France to conclude peace with Ottoman Empire. First Venetian
Ambassador was appointed in April 1539 and third Venetian ambassador concluded negotiations with
the Porte, succeeding to obtain an ahidname dated 1 Cumadelahir 947/2 October 1540, for the text of
ahidname see T. Gokbilgin, “Venedik Devlet Arsivindeki Vesikalar Kiilliyatinda Kanuni Sultan
Siileyman Devri Belgeleri” Belgeler, v. 1 (1964) no. 2, p. 121-128. For negotiations and ahidnames
given to Venice, see Hans Peter Alexander Theunissen, “Ottoman-Venetian Diplomatics: The
Ahdnames. The Historical Background and the Development of a Category of Political-Commercial
Instruments together with an Annotated Edition of a Corpus of Relevant Documents”, EJOS, 1(1998),
no. 2, p. 1-698.
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without refering to the negotiations. Instead, Tabakat emphasizes on the prestige
enjoyed by Hoca Hayreddin, Sultan’s teacher, in the imperial protocol. As mentioned
above, Celalzade Salih Celebi started his career as an assistant (mulazim) of Hoca
Hayreddin. In the following years, Hoca Hayreddin also accepted Celalzade Salih’s
students as his assistant and Hoca Hayreddin’s son Kurd Ahmed studied religious
sciences from Celalzade Salih.>" Tabakat reveals a deep respect for Hoca Hayreddin,
who was probably the most esteemed person for Celalzade Mustafa, especially after
the death of Piri Mehmed (d. 939/1532) and Kemalpashazade (d. 940/1534).

According to state protocol, Celalzade Mustafa was seated on the right side,
after governors of Rumelia and Karaman and prior to sancakbeys, whereas
Defterdars were seated on the left side above other sancakbeys and muteferrikas, at
the first banquet, which was organized by Grand Vezir.”** Hoca Hayreddin attended
second and third banquets, which were honored by Sultan’s presence. Interestingly,
Mufti of the time, Civizade, did not attend at the third banquet given for ‘ulema,
whereas late Mufti Kemalpashazade had been seated at Sultan’s left side at the
banquet of 936/1530.**!

Though Celalzade Mustafa does not mention, he must have taken place in
peace negotiations with Venetian emissaries, together with Grand Vezir and
translator Yunus Bey. Venice succeeded in getting an ahidname (dated 1
Cumadelahir 947/2 October 1540) only after surrendering all of the castles Ottomans
demanded, and accepting to pay a compensation of 300.000 ducats. In return,
Venetians continued to enjoy trade privileges they had acquired with earlier

ahidnames. Celalzade Mustafa introduced new formulas to reflect Ottoman Sultan’s

319 .
Atai, p. 34.

320 Tabakat, p. 338b, a list of attendant guests and applied protocol was preserved in Mecmua-i

Humayun, manuscript, Stileymaniye Library, Esad, 3343, f. 392a.

321 ¢f. Tabakat, p. 201a, 340a. Mecmua-i Humayun, manuscript, Siileymaniye Library, Esad, 3343, f.

392a.
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elevated status vis-a-vis Venetian Doge in the new ahidname; “tac-bahs-i hiisrevan-i
riy-i zemin” was added to intitulatio section, “‘arz-i ‘ubudiyyet” was used for the
Doge, and the locatio was described as “daru’l-hilafetil-aliyye” instead of “daru’s-
saltanatil-aliyye”.**

While Ottomans negotiating peace with Venice, they have learned about
Safavid Shah Tahmasb’s alliance with Ferdinand. As Grand Vezir Lutfi indicates in
his work, Tahmasb and Ferdinand had agreed to help each other by attacking
Ottomans simultaneously.’” Death of Zapolya (July 1540) signaled the revival of
struggle for Hungaria. As Celalzade describes, “king of Ceh and Alaman, brainless
Ferdinand had gone crazy due to his ambition to rule over Hungary. (...) Though
Ferdinand suffered from defeat everytime he attacked Hungary, he did not learn
from mistakes. Once more he had been subjugated to his ambition to rule over
Hungary”.324

Upon Ferdinand’s attack on Hungary in October 1540, Ottoman divan
decided to launch another campaign to save Hungary. Second Vezir Sofu Mehmed
has set out in advance at the head of Rumelian forces and a division of janissaries.
New Grand Vezir Hadim Siilleyman Pasha moved to the Eastern border to confront
expected attack of Safavids in Muharrem 948/April 1541. Celalzade Mustafa
accompanied Sultan who departed from Istanbul at the head of remaining soldiers on
25 Safer 948/20 June 1541.%* Barbaros Hayreddin Pasha had been ordered to protect
Adriatic coasts, later on he was sent to Algeria which has been under siege of

Charles V since August 1541. Fortunately for Ottomans, Charles’ navy suffered

greatly from storm and after four month’s siege Charles retreated.

322 Hans Peter Alexander Theunissen, “Ottoman-Venetian Diplomatics ...”, p. 273-302.
323 Liitfi Pasa, Tevarih-i Al-i Osman, p. 384-385.

24 Tabakat, p. 341a.

% Tabakat, p. 342a.
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Mehmed Pasha arrived in Buda at the end of Rabiulevvel 948/July 1541 and
began to harass enemy troops who laid siege to Buda. When Sultan Siileyman
reached environs of Buda, forces of Ferdinand lifted the siege and began to retreat in
disorder. Mehmed Pasha took advantage of the situation, attacking enemy who try to
retreat by way of Danube. Mehmed Pasha’s attack inflicted heavy causalties on
Ferdinand’s forces. When Sultan’s army reached at Buda on 4 Cumadelula 948/26
August 1541, war was already over.

Sultan decided to appoint an Ottoman Governor for Buda until Zapolya’s
infant son reaches the age to rule. Meanwhile, infant son was granted with a sancak
(province) in Erdel (Transilvania). As Celalzade states;

“oglunia Erdel vilayetinde sancak-i hiimayiin ‘inayet olunub sotira irisiib

yarar oldukda gerti babasi yerine Engiiris kralligi tevcih olunmak

mu‘ahede-i hiimayun-i seref-sudiir buldu”. (Tabakat, 344b)

Celalzade emphasizes that late Zapolya’s widow was the daughter of Polish
(Leh) King. However, Celalzade does not mention his meeting with her; Nisanc1 was
entrusted to inform the queen about Sultan’s decision. Together with translator,
Nisanc1 Celalzade carried the berat ornamented with golden and dark blue lines, to
the queen.**®

Unlike Celalzade’s Tabakat, Fetihname of the campaign does not include
Sultan’s promise to Zapolya’s widow. But most of its content and style coincides
with Celalzade’s account of the campaign, which suggests that it was composed by

Celalzade. Unfortunately, Feridun Bey does not reveal the name of the author for the

320 pecevi ibrahim Efendi, Tarih-i Pecevi, eds. Fahri C. Derin and Vahit Cabuk, Istanbul, Enderun
Kitabevi, 1980, p. 232, Hammer, v. 5, p. 1477.
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fetihname, which was sent to Grand Vezir to inform about the latest victories.’?’ As
fetihname informs, the province of Hungary was annexed and converted into dar al-
islam, and Sultan awarded Zapolya’s son with his father’s possessions in Erdel. At
the beginning of fetihname, Sultan reminds Grand Vezir about the first conquest of
Hungary (932/1526) and appointment of Zapolya as king. As Sultan indicates, at
earlier times; “the province was far away from dar al-islam and it was hard to control
it (feth itdiigiim Engtiriis vilayetinirt daru’l-miilkii olan Budin taht1 ki ol zamanda memalik-i
islamiyyeden ba‘td ve Zabt1 ‘asir olub)”. Therefore, Sultan had conferred the control of
Hungary on Zapolya in return of a yearly payment (harac), and now it is annexed to
other protected domains (memalik-i mahriise).

Annexation of Hungary after 15 years from the first conquest can be
explained with Ottoman traditional conquest strategy observable from the beginning
of Ottoman history.”*® It also reflects the beginning of a new period in the reign of
Sultan Siileyman; a period of consolidation and institutional establishment. As
mentioned above, Sultan Siilleyman has faced challenges from west, east and within
the imperial domains in the early years of his reign; relative weakness of Ottoman
naval forces vis-a-vis western powers, Safavids influence in the eastern Anatolia and
quick annexation of Mamluk lands were sources of challenges threatening
Siileyman’s rule. Whereas Siileyman succeeded to suppress rebellions of Canberdi
Gazali, Hain Ahmed Pasha and kizilbas uprisings, and he consolidated his power in
the east by eliminating governor of Zulkadir province, Sehsuvaroglu Ali, and by
conquering Baghdad in the Irakeyn campaign. Hoping to maintain her dominance on

the Mediterranean, Venice had joined the alliance of Habsburgs, but she accepted

327 Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, p. 551-554. _
328 For a detailed examination of this strategy see, Halil inalcik, “Ottoman Methods of Conquest”
reprinted in The Ottoman Empire: Conquest, Organization and Economy, Londan, Variorum Reprints,

1978, p. 104-129.
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Ottoman naval supremacy after Barbaros Hayreddin’s victory at Preveze. Sultan of
the two continents and two seas (sultanu’l-berreyn ve hakanu’l-bahreyn) had
successfully demonstrated his power to confront all his enemies in land and sea
especially with his last campaigns on Moldovia and Buda.

When Sultan decided to annex Hungary in 948/1541, Ottoman statesmen and
officials were confident that no foreign enemy was capable of threatening Ottoman
power. As Celalzade Mustafa always prays in his work (hallade Allahu mulkehi),
Ottoman Empire seemed to sustain forever. Former Grand Vezir Lutfi Pasha’s
treatise on governance (Asafname) focuses on the observance of law (kanun) and
some administrative-financial principles to ensure the stability of the Empire. For
Lutfi Pasha current number of the Ottoman forces (12.000 janissaries and 15.000
cavalry and artillary) was adequate to defend the empire in land and sea. But some
administrative and financial practices would ruin Ottoman Empire such as
extraordinary taxes (avariz), ulak system (state couriers) and unjust, illegal revenues
collected from tax-paying people.329

Consequently, Sultan focused on consolidation of the foundations for an
“eternal” government, which means the establishment and elucidation of Ottoman
laws and traditions. Expansion of imperial bureaucracy and military-administrative
offices had also contributed greatly to the development of kanun consciousness
among Ottoman officials and public. Undoubtedly, codification of Ottoman laws had
begun before the reign of Sultan Siilleyman, but he was largely credited with the

330 Ebussuud described Ottoman Sultan as “the

establishment of Ottoman law.
propagator of the Sultanic laws” (nasiru’l-kavanini’s-Sultaniyye) among other things,

in the inscription on the main gate of Sultan’s mosque in Istanbul (completed in

3 Lutfi Pasa, Asafname, in A. Akgiindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri, v. 4, p. 258-290.
330 Halil Inalcik, “Suleiman the Lawgiver and Ottoman Law” Archivum Ottomanicum, 1 (1969), p.
126.
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964/1557).%*" There are a lot of reasons to explain Sultan Siileyman’s reputation as
kanuni (“law-abiding” or “lawgiver”), which will be discussed in chapter four, here it
is enough to indicate that Sultan’s second term i.e. the years after 948/1541 is
especially influential in establishing that reputation. According to Giilru Necipoglu,
first term ends with the death of Ibrahim Pasha (942/1536) and after a transitional
period, grand vezirate of Riistem Pasha (951/1544) marks the beginning of second
term, which was characterized by “a homogenous classical synthesis constituting a
maturation of earlier experiments” in terms of cultural-political orientation.*** I
think, annexation of Hungary and victories of Ottoman navy mark the consolidation
of Ottoman rule in the region from Buda to Baghdad, and it enabled Ottoman
statesmen to focus on internal affairs i.e. administrative practices which were
regulated by kanun (law). Nisanc1 Celalzade Mustafa and Mufti Ebussuud played a
significant role in the codification and conceptualization of Ottoman laws.*** Oldest
manuscript of Sultan Siilleyman’s famous code is dated Shawwal 952/December
1545.** In the light of his studies on kanunname manuscripts and contemporary
sources, Uriel Heyd concludes that Sultan Siilleyman’s new criminal code was
compiled by Celalzade Mustafa under the grand vezirate of Lutfi Pasha, i.e. between
Safer 946/July 1539 and Muharrem 948/April 1541.%

Administration of Buda was entrusted to the experienced governor of

Anatolia, Siilleyman Pasha. Sultan appointed Siilleyman Pasha with the rank of

3! Halil inalcik, “State, Sovereignty and Law ...”, p. 67. For the inscription see also Cevdet Culpan,
“Istanbul Siileymaniye Camii Kitabesi” in Kanuni Armagani, Ankara, TTK, 2001, p. 291-299.

332 Giilru Necipoglu, “A Kanun for the State ..” p. 203.

333 For Ebussuud’s contribution to the conceptualization of Ottoman law within the context of Islamic
law, see Halil Inalcik, “Islamization of Ottoman Laws on Land and Land tax” in F estgabe an Josef
Matuz : Osmanistik — Turkologie — Diplomatik, eds., C. Fragner and K. Schwarz, Berlin: Klaus
Schwarz Verlag, 1992, pp. 101-118.

34 Urile Heyd, Studies in Old Ottoman Criminal Law, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1973, p. 25.

3 Urile Heyd, Studies..., p. 27.
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vezirate, and returned home. Sultan and Ottoman army arrived in Istanbul on 8
Shaban 948/ 27 November 1541.

Celalzade Mustafa’s brother Salih had assumed the translation of Persian
work; kissa-i Firuz Shah by Sultan’s order under the grand vezirate of Ayas Pasha. It
seems that though Celalzade Salih concluded the eight-volume translation in a very
short time, death of Ayas Pasha delayed the presentation of the work to Sultan
Siileyman. Eventually, Sultan awarded Celalzade Salih Celebi with Bayezid medrese
in Edirne appreciating his work in 949/1542.%%

Ottoman Capital was hosting Ferdinand’s emissaries, when Ferdinand’s
forces attacked Buda again in Shaban 949/November 1542. On the other hand,
French emissary persuaded Ottoman administration for a joint attack on Charles V’s
domains. Sultan decided to launch another campaign on Hungary and ordered the
construction of new ships for imperial navy. Besides, eastern borders of the Empire
were under the threat of Shah Tahmasb. Nevertheless, Ottoman administration was
experienced enough to coordinate measures in three fronts; west, east and sea.
Celalzade Mustafa describes preparations and campaign in a long section of Tabakat
without providing much detail on facts. Instead, Celalzade aims to demonstrate
Sultan’s magnificence and obedience to God. Celalzade always reminds his readers
that Sultan seeks refuge in God’s support (‘indyet) and Prophet’s miracles (mu‘cizat)
in his actions, repeating the same statements used in ahidnames and fetihnames.
Within that context, Celalzade indicates God’s support upon Sultan and Ottoman
army. Tabakdt emphasizes on Sultan’s and Ottoman subjects’ zeal for gaza using
very elegant language. Celalzade does not ignore revealing the support of heterodox

movements as well as the traditional representatives of the religious circles.

330 [, Hakki Uzungarsili, “Tosyali Celalzade ...”, p. 424.
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Heterodox orders such as Bektasi, Baba Yusifi, Haydariyan, Cavlaki, Edhemi,
Kalenderiyan, Bayrami, Nimetullahi and Cami greeted Sultan at the gates of
Edirne.””’ Tabakat’s section of 10™ campaign is also distinguished with its style;
though Celalzade aims to prove his inga’ skills in most of the Tabakat, he uses more
embellished style and focuses on Sultan. For instance, Grand Vezir’s name was not
even mentioned once in that section.

Contrary to the custom, Sultan decided to launch his 10" campaign from
Edirne instead of Istanbul. So, Ottoman administration accompanied Sultan when he
left for Edirne on 8 Shaban 949/17 November 1542. According to a ruznamge
register, Celalzade Mustafa Celebi participated in campaign at the head of 19 scribes
and officials, including reisiilkiittab and emin-i defter. Besides, there were 4 katib for
Grand Vezir and other vezirs, 3 translator and 9 scribes under the Defterdar’s
command.’”®

Ottoman administration had made arrangements for a major campaign against
Ferdinand by raising extra-ordinary taxes (avariz), sending orders for the
provisioning of the army and giving directions to the frontier forces for preemptive
strikes. However, Ottoman army did not leave Hungarian lands; Sultan aimed to “re-
conquer” cities with strategic and symbolic significance for the province Buda; like
the ancient capital of Hungary, Estergon (Gran, Esztergom) and the coronation city
of Hungarian Kings Istolni Belgrad (Szekesfehervar, Stuhlweisenburg). Estergon and
Istolni Belgrad had been subjugated before by late Grand Vezir Ibrahim Pasha’s
peacefull, diplomatic efforts, but it was largely a symbolic submission. Sultan aimed

. .. . . th .
permanent annexation of these cities in his 10™ campaign.

337 Tabakat, p. 348b.
3B BOA, KK, 1765, f. 26b-28a.
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Departing from Edirne on 18 Muharrem 950/23 April 1543, Sultan proceeded
towards Estergon after capturing castles in south Hungary like Valpovo, Siklos and
Pecs in Rebiulevvel-Rebiulahir/June-July. Ottoman army besieged Estergon on 22
Rebiulahir/ 25 July and waited 4 days for the arrival of artillery coming from Buda.
After conquering Estergon on 6 Cumadelula/7 August, Sultan instructed the
rebuilding of city fortifications and installation of a powerful garrison to defend the
city. Ottoman Sultan also received Polish (Leh) emissary in Estergon. As Celalzade
states, Polish King was a powerful ruler, who used to refer himself as the ruler of
rub*i meskun (quarter of the world) in his letters. He was scared by movement of
Sultan’s army and sent an emissary with many gifts to pay his respects to Sultan’s
threshold.*

After Estergon, Ottoman army moved south-west to besiege Istolni Belgrad.
The city was captured after a fierce struggle, on 4 Cumadeluhra/4 September. As
Celalzade indicates;

“Hudaygan-i Huda-penah ve ser-mahfafun -hallede Allahu zilale-ma‘deletihi-

bu sefer-i ferhunde-eSerde vaki‘ olan futiihat-i cemilede Hakka tevecciih-i

du‘alar1 ve berekat-i meymenet-ayat-i ed‘iyye-i miibarekelerinin kemal-i

te$iri miisahede ve ‘ayan idi.” (Tabakat, p. 370a.)

Sultan prohibited destruction of the tombs for old Hungarian Kings that are
preserved in a great church of Istolni Belgrad. Another big church was transformed
into Mosque, and after praying on Friday, Sultan awarded all his servants for their

courage. As usual, fetihnames were sent to the distant lands from Algeria to Aden,

¥ «Leh vilayetinin krali Sicizmundu [Sigismund] ki miiltk-i kiiffarda azim-i san ile
fayiku’l-akran [...] yazdugu namelerde kendiiye isnad-i hukiimet-i rub‘-i meskiin iderdi [...]
el¢i gonderiib geliib ordi-yi hiimaytina vasil olmusdu [...] asitan-i hilafet-asiyana izhar-i
‘ubtidiyyet ve ihlas eyledi.” Tabakat, p. 364b.
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including Cyprus and Venice.**® Then Sultan returned Istanbul through Buda and
Belgrad and arrived capital on 18 Shaban 950/16 November 1543. According to the
ruznamge register, about 15.000 soldiers had participated in the campaign, and total
expenditure for 7 months had reached 61,6 million akce or 1 million ducats.**!

Unfortunately, Ottoman capital could not celebrate Sultan’s victory because
Sultan’s son, Sehzade Mehmed passed away on 8 Shaban 950/5 November 1543 in
Manisa. Late Sehzade’s body was transferred to Istanbul, “all Muslims” and Sultan
attended his funeral on 18 Shaban/15 November.’** Celalzade Mustafa refers to the
temporariness of the world and regrets that Sehzade died at a young age. Celalzade
admires Sultan’s submission to the will of God, indicating once more that the Caliph
is endowed by divine support (haZreti hilafet-penah mazhar-i te’yidat-i ilahdir.)

Sultan decided to immortalize memory of his son by building a complex
(kiilliye) on his name, consisting of shehzade’s tomb, a mosque, a medrese and an
imaret. Architects presented to the Sultan eccentric plans and designs for the
complex, among which Sultan favored a well balanced, beautiful one.*?
Construction began immediately and it took five years and 250.000 ducats to finish
all of the buildings.***

Celalzade brothers lost an important protector in the same year; Sultan’s
teacher, Hoca Hayreddin passed away on 13 Ramazan 950/ 10 December 1543.

Celalzade Salih was teaching at Bayezid medrese in Edirne, as we learn from his

30 Tabakat, p. 373b.

#115.000 soldiers include only janissaries, artillerymen and imperial cavalry divisions, i.e. soldiers
with salary from central government. It should be noted that figure for expenditures contain regular
salary payments of officials and soldiers, as well as war expenses. See, Mehmet Ipgioglu, “Kanuni
Siileyman’in Estergon (Esztergom) Seferi, 1543 Osmanli Arastirmalari, X (1990), p. 137-159.

2 Tabakat, p. 376b.

* “mijessisan-i Aristo-semayil miictemi’ olub etvar-i garibede resimler ve tarhlar biinyad
idiib getirdiler, ‘izz-i huZar-i saltanata ‘arZ olunub matbii‘ ve mevziin olan tislub ihtiyar
olundu.” Tabakat, p. 377b.

34 Mustafa Alf, Kiinhii’'l-Ahbar, manuscript, section on reign of Sultan Siileyman, 43th incident.
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miinseat, he was satisfied with teaching and reading, he had declined offers of
promotion to kaza of Bursa and Edirne.”* However, Celdlzade Salih changed his
mind in 951/1544, in a petition addressing directly to the Sultan, Celalzade quotes
Prophet’s words “Sultan is the protector (veli) of those who have no protector” and
he requests for a post in kaZa.” Celalzade Salih had asked for one of two provinces;
Edirne or Bursa, but he was granted kaZa of Haleb in Ramadan 951/November 1544.
As mentioned above, path of kaZa promised revenues; Celalzade Salih’s income
increased to 500 akce from 50 akce. But he lost the tranquility he enjoyed while he
was muderris in Edirne. As Celalzade Salih confesses in the introduction of his work
Cevamiu’l-Hikayat;, “while 1 was serving as kadi in Arap provinces I have not
departed from the path of justice. I have never acquired an illegal income, but it was
hard to deal with the oppressors in these lands. I could not prevent them and they
could not change my manners. Eventually, they have prevailed by their injustice; |
was defeated, with justice”.”” Celalzade Salih served only two months as kadi of
Haleb, then he was transferred to Egypt to carry out investigation of former
governors; Siilleyman Pasha and Husrev Pasha.

As mentioned above, Grand Vezir Siileyman Pasha and 4™ vezir Husrev
Pasha had served as governors of Egypt before. They have accused each other in the
imperial divan of usurpation committed in Egypt. Consequently, Sultan dismissed
both of them, 2™ vezir Riistem Pasha was granted with grand vezirate on 25
Ramadan 951/10 December 1544. A commission was established consisting of
Celalzade Salih, kad1 of Egypt Emir Celebi, Defterdar of Egypt and Governor of

Egypt to investigate financial registers of Egypt belonging to the tenure of Siileyman

3 See Celalzade Salih’s letter to his brother Atayi in Celalzade Salih Celebi, Divan — Miingedt,
manuscript, Siileymaniye Library, Kadizade Mehmed, 557, f. 17b.

36 “as-sultanu veliyyun men la-veliyye leh” Celalzade Salih Celebi, Divan — Miinseat, f. 1a.
**7 Cited in I. Hakki Uzungarsili, “Tosyal: Celalzade ...”, p. 424.
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Pasha (931-941/1525-1535 and 943-945/1536-1538) and Husrev Pasha (941-
943/1535-6).>*° Celalzade Salih left Haleb on 28 Zilkade 951/10 February 1545 for
Egypt, where he was entitled 200 akce from Egyptian treasury.’* During the
investigation, Celalzade Salih had the opportunity to compose a history of Egypt,
which he finished in Zilkade 953/December 1546.%° Then, Celalzades Salih returned
Istanbul and he was appointed to Sahn medrese for a short time, until he was
transferred to the kazd of Damascus on 2 Rebiulahir 954/22 May 1547.%"

As we learn from the miihimme records, Ottoman administration was busy
with making preparations for new campaigns in west and east, constructing new
ships for the navy and acquiring knowledge of rival powers; Spain, Portuegese and
Safavids during the winter of 951-2/1544-5.%% Like other high-ranking state
officials, Nisanci Celalzade followed Sultan in war as well as in peace; for instance,
when Sultan decided to spend the winter in Edirne. Notes on the margins of
miihimme records indicate that Nisanci ratified most of the orders written by divan
scribes, whereas some of them were submitted to Grand Vezir.>® New grand vezir
Riistem Pasha was an experienced statesman and son-in-law of Sultan. Unlike former
grand vezirs, Ayas, Lutfi and Siileyman, Riistem Pasha is renowned with intervening
financial-administrative bureaucracy by appointing his retinue to high posts and with
financial measures introduced to ensure an increase in state budget.”>* As will be
mentioned below, Riistem Pasha also tried to appoint a Nisanci from his circle to

strengthen his authority, which Sultan did not approve.

*$ Halil Sahillioglu, Miihimme Defteri, p. 7-11.

91, Hakki Uzungarsili, “Tosyali Celalzade ...”, p. 424, Halil Sahillioglu, Miihimme Defteri, p. 82.

%0 Celalzade Salih, Tarih-i Misir, manuscript, Siileymaniye Library, Halet Efendi ilavesi, 190, f. 86b,
181b.

1 BOA, KK, Ruus, 208, p. 87.

352 Halil Sahillioglu, Miihimme Defteri.

353 Halil Sahillioglu, Miihimme Defteri, p. 131, 161.

34 M. Tayyib Gokbilgin, “Riistem Pasa ve Hakkindaki ithamlar”, [UEF Tarih Dergisi, v. 8 (1956),
no. 11-12, p. 16-20, 34-8. Mustafa Ali, Mustafa Ali’s Counsel for Sultans of 1581, ed. Andreas Tietze,
Wien, Verlag Der Osterreichischen Akademie Der Wissenschaften, 1979, p- 165
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Unlike expectations, Sultan has called off the campaign in 952/1545 and
peace negotiations with Ferdinand’s emissaries continued. Ottoman administration
concluded peace with Ferdinand and Charles V in Cumadelula 954/June 1547.%%
According to the ahidname, Ottoman Sultan “granted” peace (aman-i serifim ihsan
olunub) to Ferdinand and Charles for five years on the condition that they will not
attack Muslim lands in northern Africa or friends of Ottoman Porte, i.e. France and
Venice. Besides, Ferdinand was obliged to pay a yearly tribute (kesim) of 30.000
ducats, for the Hungarian lands under his control.>*®

After concluding peace with Habsburgs, Ottoman administration began
preparations for a campaign in the east. A new oppurtunity had arised for Ottomans
when Elkas Mirza, Shah Tahmasb’s brother had rebelled and took refuge to the
Ottomans in Rebiulevvel 954/April 1547. Celalzade Mustafa Celebi does not hide his
dislike of Safavids (kizilbags) even renegades that can be useful for Ottoman power.
As mentioned above, Celalzade accused Ulama Pasha of hypocracy in the first
campaign on Iran (irakeyn). But Ulama Pasha served well in the Ottoman army and
he was the governor of Bosna when Elkas arrived in Istanbul. For Celalzade, Elkas
Mirza was an “ungrateful man, a member of the corrupted family of Safavids and a
companion of mischief and trouble. He had joined the Ottomans for his own sake and
it was fair to remove his corrupted existence from the surface of earth”.>’ Tabakat

makes it clear that Celalzade opposed campaing against Safavids but it does not

explain real reasons other than the “hypocracy” of Safavid renegades. As Celalzade

3% Final draft of ahidname (dated evail-i Cumadelula 954) was sent to Ferdinand and Charles to be
signed. Upon their approval, ahidname was granted in evahir-i Shaban 954/5-15 November 1547. For
the final draft of ahidname see Anton C. Schaendlinger, Die Schreiben Siileymans Des Priichtigen An
Karl V, Ferdinand I, und Maximilian II, Wien, Verlag Der Osterreichischen Akademie Der
Wissenschaften, 1983, p. 11-20.

336 Charles V and Ferdinand signed the agreement on 1 August and 29 August 1547, respectively.
Hammer, v. 5, p.1510-1512.

37 Tabakat, p. 382b.
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states, Sultan was already inclined for a new campaign in the east and Elkas has been
instrumental in Sultan’s decision by his various tricks and deceits.*”®

Elkas had arrived in Ottoman Capital with a number of followers and he was
receieved like a sultan. Elkas, his administrative and military officials were added to
the payroll registers of Ottoman administration, with important amount of salaries.
For instance, Celalzade’s office (katiban-i divan) contained 22 salaried scribes and

359
8

assistant scribes between the years of 943-955/1536-1548"", whose salaries varied

3%0 With the arrival of Elkas, his scribe, Dervis was

between 20 akce and 7 akce.
included among divan scribes’ payroll register with a salary of 40 akce.”®'

Celalzade Mustafa’s son, Mahmud was granted the status of miiteferrika with
40 akge income and he participated in Sultan’s 11" campaign together with his

father.>®?

Miitefferrikas of the imperial palace mostly consisted of the sons and
brothers of high-ranking state officials such as vezirs, kazaskers, defterdars and
nisanci. Besides, some retired officials and descendants of dependant dynasties such
as Moldova and Crimea were included in this category. It was possible to be
recruited as muteferrika and katib at the same time; for instance, Nisanc1 Egri
Abdizade Mehmed’s son Ahmed and famous miinsi Feridun Bey was a muteferrika
and katib.>® However, Celalzade Mustafa’s son, Mahmud was not included in the

imperial secretariat at the beginning, later on, after Celalzade Mustafa’s death, he

served as fezkireci for Siyavus Pasha (1010/1602) and as a defterdar of Karaman

38 Tabakat, p. 383a.

39 It should be remembered that most of the scribes were granted timar or zeamet for their livelihood,
unfortunately it is very difficult to ascertain their exact number. BOA, MAD, 559, p. 148-149, BOA,
MAD, 7118, p. 9-10.

3% With the exception of Mevlana Muhyiddin who received 53 akce. He was a veteran in the office of
divan, serving more than 20 years in the same position. Normally, he should have been granted zeamet
by then but he was not, for reasons unknown to us. BOA, MAD, 7118, p. 9-10.

361 Military officials of Elkas also received high salaries, see BOA, MAD, 7118, p. 9-10, BOA, KK,
Ruus, 208, p. 149-150.

362 BOA, MAD, 7118, p. 39 and Mahmud bin Mustafa bin Celal, Divan, manuscript, Siileymaniye
Library, Hiisrev Pasa, 564, f. 24b.

% Atai, p. 58, 336. J. H. Mordtmann [V. L. Menage], “Feridun Beg” EI2, v. 2, p. 881.

123



(timar deftedart).”®* Mahmud’s divan testifies that he participated in every campaign
for fifty years, beginning with the campaign of 955/1548 until Mehmed III’s Egri
campaign in 1004/1596. Mahmud regrets that those who had served him were
appointed to higher posts such as reisiilkiittab and nisanct whereas he was not.
Mahmud’s divan contains at least two poems composed after 1004/1596 to request
an appointment to the financial administration of Damascus. Mahmud makes it clear
that he had consumed all of his property and had nothing left for livelihood in his
retirement.”®

Although Celalzade Mustafa’s son could not reach higher posts, Koca
Nisanci’s other disciples acquired important positions. Boyali Mehmed Pasha (d.
1001?/1593) was nephew of Celalzade, who became vezir in 988/1580 after serving
as nisanci for 9 years.’®® Nevbaharzade was a disciple and divitdar of Celalzade
Mustafa, who later served as 2" defterdar. Unfortunately, contemporary sources
does not provide much information on Nevbaharzade, except stating that he refused
to obey traditional state protocol due to his respect for his master, Celalzade Mustafa
Celebi.*®” Likewise, we do not have much information on Sarhos Abdi Bey who was
divitdar of Celalzade Mustafa and later served as nisanci in 1601.°°® As sources
indicate, Feridun Ahmed Bey (d. 991/1583) learned calligraphy and probably insa’
from Celalzade Mustafa, since his master Civizade Abdi was not a renowned

miingt.>® Lastly, Abdurrahman Celebi came from Tosya and became a scribe in the

3% Mahmud bin Mustafa bin Celal, Divan, f. 39a.

3% Mahmud bin Mustafa bin Celal, Divan, f. 25a, 41a.

366 Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar (II. Selim, IIl. Murat ve III. Mehmet Devirleri), v. 2, ed. Faris Cerci,
Kayseri, Erciyes Universitesi, 2000, p. 106. Atat, p. 337. Ahmed Resmi Efendi, Halifetii'r-Riiesa
(Halikatii’r-Riiesa), ed. with introduction, Miicteba Ilgiirel and Receb Ahiskali, Istanbul, 1992, p. 11-
12.

367 pecevi Ibrahim Efendi, Tarih-i Pecev, p. 46.

368 Ata, p. 114.

% Ugur Derman, “Kanuni Devrinde Yazi Sanatimiz” Kanuni Armaganu, p. 278, J. H. Mordtmann [V.
L. Menage], “Feridun Beg” EI2, v. 2, p. 881.
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imperial divan, later on, he served as reisiilkiittab and governor of Baghdad.’”®
Abdurrahman Celebi (Pasha) was probably a protégé of Celalzade Mustafa, since
sources does not indicate another reason to explain his entry into divan service
except for his birthplace.

Celalzade Mustafa accompanied Sultan when he departed from Istanbul on
18 Safar 955/29 March 1548 for the campaign against Safavids.”' As usual,

Celalzade provides a vivid description of Sultan’s 11"

campaign using the same
ornamented style of Tabakat. However, Tabakat’s section on 11"™ campaign differs
from other sections that depict Sultan’s gazas against “infidels”. In other sections,
Celalzade prefers to stress on Islamic zeal of Sultan and his soldiers, and he
frequently uses terms such as “soldiers of islam” or “flags of islam” to indicate
Ottoman army. Celalzade also expresses proudly the abundance of the spoils
(ganimet) gained by victorious soldiers of Islam in their war against infidels.
Interestingly, Celalzade does not use the same terminology for campaigns against
Safavids, who were certainly infidels as well, in the eyes of Celalzade. Celalzade’s
account of the campaign prefers to use “army of Ottoman dynasty” (ceys-i Osmani),
or “soldiers of Siilleymani” instead of “soldiers of islam”. Similarly, Celalzade
prefers to employ “flags of Ottoman dynasty” or “country of Ottomans” instead of
dar al-islam. He emphasizes that Ottoman soldiers never plundered Safavid lands
whereas Safavids pillaged and massacred civilians in Ahlat, Mus, Adilcevaz and
Kars. To sum up, according to Celalzade, Safavids were infidels as well, but fighting
with them was not included in the concept of gaza.

As Celalzade states, Sultan’s main goal was to re-capture the castle of Van

which belongs to the Ottoman realm. However, “Elkas —the leader of satan and the

70 Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar (II. Selim, III. Murat ve III. Mehmet Devirleri), v. 2, ed. Faris Cergi, p.
100 and Ahmed Resmi Efendi, Halifetii’r-Riiesa, p. 9.
7! Tabakat, p. 384b.
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companion of devil- incited Sultan to go to Tabriz”.>’* Therefore Sultan proceeded
towards Tabriz and the city surrendered without struggle on 20 Cumadel ahir 955/27
July 1548. Elkas was enthroned as the Shah of Persia in Tabriz and Sultan supported
him with soldiers and treasury. When Elkas wanted to raise income from the
population of Tabriz by use of violence and torture, Sultan did not allow him.*”
Then, Sultan turned back to Van and recaptured the castle on 19 Racab/24 August.
When Sultan arrived in Diyarbekir on 25 Shaban 955/29 September 1548, Ottoman
army learned that infidel (bi-din) kizilbas attacked Erzincan and massacred innocent
people. Sultan sent vezir Ahmed Pasha in advance and the main Ottoman army led
by Sultan followed them, towards north. After the victory of the Ottoman advance
forces over kizilbas, Sultan returned Amid in late Ramadan/November. Meanwhile,
Elkas requested permission to raid into the heartlands of Persia. According to
Celalzade, Sultan granted permission “to be safe from inauspicious existence of
Elkas” but Sultan did not allow Ottoman soldiers to participate in Elkas’ raid.*”*
Elkas raided Kashan and Isfahan and returned to Baghdad with a lot of booty. Sultan
received precious gifts from Elkas in his winter quarter, Haleb. Ottoman
administration had expected submission of kizilbas leaders to Elkas Mirza, they were
disappointed by Elkas’ performance.’”” Imperial bureaucracy sent letters to Crimean

Han and rulers of Horasan region to get ready for an attack on Safavids in Racab

7 «Elkas-i vesvas-imam ve hannas-iltiyamti vasita-i tahriki ile ‘inan-i ‘azm-i cihanbani
gerii Tebriz caniblerine munsarif buyruldu.” Tabakat, p. 389a.

373 Tabakat, p. 389b-390a.

74 «Asitan-i sa‘adet-asiyana kudiimunde seamet olub, ‘asakir-i miislimin arasinda olmasi
nev'-i kerahiyyetden hali olmayub ahval-i hasr-ittisal ef'al-i mefasid-mealinden cuntid-i
muvahhidin miiteneffirler idi. [Elkas’in] mestilu mahall-i kabtlde makbal olub” Tabakdt, p.
396b.

7 Liitfi Pasa, Tevarih-i Al-i Osman, p. 437.
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956/JTuly 1549.7® Ottoman Sultan also received emissary of Ferdinand, who had
submitted yearly tribute in Haleb.?"’

Celalzade asserts that Elkas Mirza renounced his faith once more; becoming a
rafizi he escaped to mountains and took shelter in Kurdish tribes.>”® For Lutfi Pasha,
“some people who envied Elkas and his kethuda, charged kethuda with unreasonable
things. Elkas’ kethuda was executed by Sultan’s order. Elkas escaped after being
informed by the fate of his kethuda”.*”® Sultan sent orders to vezir Mehmed Pasha
and Kurdish commanders for the arrest and execution of Elkas in Cumadelahire
956/July 1549. Pursued by Ottomans and Safavids, Elkas could not find a shelter and
he was captured by Safavids after he had escaped from vezir Mehmed Pasha’s attack
on 17 Shaban 956/10 September 1549.%*

Instead of attacking Safavids, Sultan decided to punish Georgian rulers who
had attacked Erzurum and killed Musa Pasha, governor of Erzurum, in the second
year of Iranian campaign. Celalzade reminds the readers that Georgians were
Christians and Oguznames narrate gazas of Oguz leaders with Georgian soldiers.*
Vezir Ahmed Pasha was entrusted with the campaign on Georgia and he managed to
conquer a number of castles with efficient use of artillary. Sultan waited in
Diyarbekir for the return of Ahmed Pasha, i.e. until 2 Shawwal/24 October. Then,
Ottoman army moved towards west and reached Ulukisla on 11 Zilkade 956/1

December 1549, where Sultan sent a fetihname to Ferdinand, “since it is a good

376 Tarih-i Al-i Osman (TSMK, Revan, 1099), ed. Mustafa Karazeybek, Unpublished Master Thesis,
Istanbul University, 1994, p. 441-445.

377 For Sultan’s letter to Ferdinand see, Anton C. Schaendlinger, Die Schreiben Siileymans.. p. 20-22.
7 Tabakat, p. 399b-401b.

7 “Amma ba‘21 hastidlar Elkas’in kethudasina hased idiib ve ba‘21 na-ma‘kil nesneler isnad
idiib ve Sultan Siileyman’a gamz idiib ¢cengele urdular. Elkas dahi bu hali isidicek can
basina sigrayub Rum Padisahi Sultan Siileyman 3sitanesine gelmek sadedinde iken
dembeste olub durdugu yerde ne yana gidecegin bilmedi.” Liitfi Pasa, Tevarih-i Al-i Osman, p.
443,

30 Colin Paul Mitchell, The Sword and The Pen , p. 319.

3 Tabakat, p. 401.
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custom to inform friends about happy news”.”®* Content and style of fetihname
coincides with Tabakdt’s section on 11™ campaign; i.e. most probably Celalzade
Mustafa authored it. Fetihname informs Ferdinand about the conquest of Van, of 35
castles in Georgia and most of Azerbaijan province, it also mentions Elkas’ raids into
Kum, Kasan, Isfahan and Kazvin. Same fetihname was sent to Francis 1 with a
different inscriptio (elkab), which will be mentioned in the following chapter.*®®
Ottoman army arrived in Istanbul on 1 Zilhicce 956/21 December 1549.
Celalzade Mustafa Bey has been away from Istanbul most of the time during his
tenure as scribe, reisiilkiittab and nisanci. In addition to accompanying all campaigns
of Sultan Siileyman, Celalzade had also participated in late Grand Vezir Piri
Mehmed and Ibrahim Pashas’ expeditions. In other words, Celalzade Mustafa had
spent 10 years out of 33 years of his tenure traveling across the empire when he was
back in Istanbul after Sultan’s 11" campaign. Remaining years of Celalzade’s career
elapsed in a relatively more restful way; residing in Istanbul and Edirne except for
two more campaigns. Following Sultan’s example, Celalzade Mustafa commissioned
the construction of a kulliye (complex) consisting of a mosque, a hamam (public
bath) and zaviye near his mansion in Eyub district.”® The neighborhood of the
Kulliye was named after him: Nisanca. Chief Architect Sinan designed Nisanci’s
Mosque and hamam, probably while he was supervising the construction of

Siileymaniye Mosque, i.e. after 27 Cumadelula 957/12 June 1550.%*

2 «ahbar-i meserret-asarin dostlarumuza i‘lam u is‘ar1 ‘adet-i hasene-i kadime olmagin ...”,

Anton C. Schaendlinger, Die Schreiben Siileymans.. p. 27.

% Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Seldtin, p. 603-606.

384 Atai, p. 114, Asik Celebi, Mesairu’s-Suard, p. 463.

385 Archival sources testify that Nigsanc1 Mosque has been constructed before 963/1556, BOA,
Miihimme, 2, p. 43. Mustafa Ali reported on poet Kand1’s death and burial in Nisanct Mosque’s
graveyard in 961/1554. Though we cannot ascertain the date of construction, it was built probably
after 957/1550, more precisely; sometime between 950-961/1543-1554. see Mehmet N. Haskan, Eyiip
Tarihi, Istanbul, 1993, p. 76, T. Oz, Istanbul Camileri, v.1, Ankara, 1962, p. 111, Ayvansarayi
Hiiseyin Efendi, Hadikatu’l-Cevami, ed. A. N. Galitekin, Istanbul, Isaret, 2001, p. 375-7, Tarkan
Okguoglu, “Nisanct Mustafa Pasa Camii” Istanbul Ansiklopedisi, p. 87.
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It was no longer necessary for the Sultan to participate in campaings
personally; there was no major threat to the Ottoman army in the world and within
the boundaries of the Empire. Sultan has appointed mostly his slaves (bende, kul),
who were trained in the imperial palace, to high-ranking posts in the center and in the
provinces. No one among the subjects of Ottoman Empire would doubt the power of
the Sultan. Within that context, the Sultan and high-ranking officials focused on
improving infrastructure in the Capital and provinces by building aquedects, bridges,
mosques and medreses. Unlike his predecessors, the grand vezir Riistem Pasha
considered it useless to sponsor poets to increase Ottoman court’s prestige among
other Islamic rulers.’®® Traditionally, Ottoman court had endeavored to attract
renowned poets and intellectuals from all over the Islamic world to contribute
Sultanic image as the protector of artists. Unquestionable supremacy of Ottoman
power had a negative effect on “inclusiveness” of Ottoman administration; there
were many candidates competing to serve the Sultan and new generation of Ottoman
officials tried to restrict entry into Sultan’s service, instead of attracting. Many years
later, Mustafa Alf (d. 1600) complained that he has the same educational background
and merits with Celalzade and Ramazanzade, however he was deemed to be
ineligible for the post of Nisanci, due to lack of experience (kidem) in bureaucracy.”’
Sultan commissioned monumental projects after his 11™ campaign to make his
heritage permanent, such as Siileymaniye kulliye (1550-1557), a set of aquedects for
the capital, known as kirkcesmeler (1554-1564), a kulliye in Damascus (1555), an
imaret (soup kitchen) in Makka and Madina, and mosques in al-Quds (1552), Konya

(1550), Kefe (1550), Belgrade and Baghdad. New vakifs (foundations) were

386 S. Altundag and S. Turan, “Riistem Pasa”, IA,v. 9, p- 800-2, C. Woodhead, “Riistem Pasha” EI2,
v. 8, p.640.

*¥7 Cited in Cornell H. Fleischer, Tarih¢ci Mustafa Ali, Bir Osmanli Aydin ve Biirokrati, Istanbul, Tarih
Vakfi Yurt Yayinlari, 1996, p. 96-9.
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established for the administration of those projects, which contributed to the
expansion of Ottoman central and provincial bureaucracy, creating new posts for
kalemiyye. However, Ottoman bureaucracy has become more restricted to insiders as
long as it has grown bigger, mainly due to two reasons: increased need for
specialization, and employment of current officers’ sons.

Celalzade Mustafa’s brother Salih retired in Receb 957/July 1550 with a 90
akce revenue, his house was placed next to his brother’s mansion.”®® Celalzade
Mustafa’s mansion was a gathering place for poets and intellectuals from all over the
empire. Nisanci’s generosity to poets and especially to “Arab” intellectuals is praised
in contemporary sources, such as Kunhu’l-Ahbar and Megsdairu’s-Suara of Asik
Celebi.*® According to Atai, Celalzade Mustafa has awarded poets for kasides
presented to him with 45.000 ducats in total, excluding the value of presents given to
poets.**

When the governor of Buda, Kasim informed the Ottoman administration of
the agreement between Ferdinand and the former Queen of Hungary that enables the
inheritance of Transylvania by Ferdinand, the Ottoman administration entrusted the
Governor of Rumelia, Mehmed (Sokollu) to conquer major castles in the region that
were strategically important for the safety of Buda province. Sokollu Mehmed
successfully invaded Transylvania and captured a number of castles in the summer of
1551, but when he returned to Belgrade, Ferdinand’s divisions have re-occupied the
region. The Ottoman Sultan, again, preferred to stay in the capital, sending his
second vezir Ahmed at the head of the Ottoman army. Celalzade probably stayed in

the Capital at the service of the Sultan. While second vezir Ahmed was besieging the

¥ BOA, KK, Ruus 209, p. 88.

% Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, “Kandt” and “Fuzuli”, Asik Celebi, Mesairu’s-Suard, “Nisani”, p.
461-3. I. H. Uzungarsili, “Tosyali Celalzade ...”, p. 401-3.

%0 Or 2,7 million akge, Atai, p. 114.

130



castle of Temesvar in the summer of 1552, which was defended by joint forces of
Spain, Germany and Hungary, Ottoman admiral of Red Sea, Piri Reis attacked
Muscat and Portuguese-held Hormuz and Shah Tahmasb raided into eastern
Anatolia. The second vezir was successful in the conquest of Transylvania and a new
province, Temesvar, was established after the campaign. Piri Reis had captured
Muscat but he lifted the siege of Hormuz upon the arrival of Portuguese fleet, which
caused him to be executed by the order of sultan when he arrived in Cairo in
961/1553-4. As for the Safavids, Siileyman decided to send his grand vezir Rustem at
the head of the Ottoman army. Rustem proceeded to Aksaray where he secretly
informed the sultan of the janissaries’s sympathy for Sehzade Mustafa and the
latter’s plans for the Ottoman throne.”' Eventually, the sultan recalled Rustem and
he decided to lead the Ottoman army in person for a campaign against Persia in the
summer of 1553.

Celalzade provides detailed account of the “infidel” (bi-din, mulhid)
Safavids’ attacks on “Muslims” of eastern Anatolia. He emphasizes the atrocities
committed by Safavids in the region and relates how they massacred the innocent
people and pillaged their properties.” Celalzade’s account displays the contrast
between the attitude of Ottomans and Safavids towards their respective people.
Though the Safavids were infidels in Celalzade’s view, it seems that there was
significant opposition to the idea of fighting with the Safavids among the Ottoman
subjects.

As Celalzade states, the Ottoman army was about to set out when the Safavid
embassy arrived in Istanbul to negotiate peace. Therefore, the Ottoman

administration refused to start negotiations and the Sultan left Istanbul at the head of

91 Tabakat, 432a, Hammer, v.6, p. 1676.
%2 Tabakat, p. 426b-430a.
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his army on 18 Ramadan 960/28 August 1553. After receiving Sehzade Bayezid in
Bursa and Selim in Bolvadin, the sultan proceeded to Eregli to meet his eldest son
and the governor of Amasya, Sehzade Mustafa. When Mustafa arrived at the
Ottoman camp he was welcomed by vezirs before the divanhane pavilion and he was
invited inside to meet his father. After he entered the pavilion, as Celalzade put it,
“preordained destiny marked it to be the last moment of his life”.*>> Sehzade’s two
leading officials (aga) shared the same destiny, they were beheaded at the meydan-i
siyaset. The Grand Vezir Rustem and third vezir Haydar were dismissed from office
and second vezir Ahmed was appointed to grand vezirate.

In Celalzade’s view, everybody was upset because of shehzade’s execution
and ordinary people blamed Riistem Pasha for what happened to Sehzade. Unaware
of the essence of affairs, everybody interpreted the event in accordance with their
temperament. But those who are distinguished with intelligence, knew that it was the
preordained destiny and the just Sultan ordered nothing but what is essential for the
safety and welfare of his subjects. As Celalzade relates:

“Hakikat-i hale kimsenin vukaifu ve ittila‘t olmayub her kes mukteZa-yi tab‘t
tizere kil u kal iderlerdi. Sunlar ki cevahir-i ‘azizu’l-vuctd ‘akl ile ser-efrazlardir
kaZaya ri2a viriib mecari-i umiru takdir-i Hakka tefviz ve havale eylediler. HaZreti
Padisah-i safi-Zamir ve pak-i‘tikad evamir-i ser’-i ilahiye muti’ ve miinkad ve
tabTat-i sa‘adet-menkabetleri rah-i sedada salik olub ser-i pake muhalif umara
irtikabdan bi-hasebi’z-zahir mu‘arra olub mah2a r2a-yi zii'l-celal i¢in cah-i diinya
ve ma-fiha nazar-i i'tibarlarinda dane-i hardelden asgar nizam ve intizam-i bilad ve
refahiyyet ve asayis-i ‘ibad emrinde yad ile ferzenditi farki olmayub evlad ile bi-

ganenitl yanlarinda nisbeti beraber idiigiinde istibah olmayub ...” (p. 437a-b)

3 “Takdir-i Hakkda zaman-i hayati ol demde ahir olub eyyam-i 6mriiniiti devam-i sebat1 ol sa‘atde

nihayete irismek mukadder imis.” Tabakat, p. 436b.
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Unlike other Ottoman historians who thought Sehzade was innocent,
Celalzade went further claiming that people of Amasya suffered greatly from the
oppression of Sehzade’s officials. Therefore, for Celalzade, merciful God removed
the obstacle (i.e., Sehzade Mustafa) to justice. Celalzade frequently relates “God’s
will” to the Sultan’s siyaset punishments as we have seen before in the cases of
Istanbul levends, Ferhad Pasha and Ibrahim Pasha. But Celalzade never tries to
reconcile siyaset with basic principles of seriat, which suggests that he accepts ‘orf
(the Sultan’s legislative - administrative power) as an independent, autonomous field,
and not as a concept within seri‘ar (Islamic law).”** As Halil Inalcik has put it,
“Kaniin, or sultanic law, meant a general ruling emanated from the will of the
ruler.”® Celalzade’s use of the words kanun, ‘Grf and siyaset coincides with
Inalcik’s description. Celalzade’s emphasis on God’s will aimed to to indicate that

the Sultan, who was mehdi-yi ahiru’z—zaman,396

acted according to ‘“divine
inspiration” and his primary aim was the provision of justice, stability and order.
Certainly, The Ottoman-Safavid competition was another important reason for
Celalzade’s emphasis on God’s support and guidance to the Ottoman Sultan.
Siileyman decided to stay in Haleb during the winter and prepare for the

campaign against the Safavids. As usual, Celalzade accompanied the Sultan and the

Ottoman army arrived in Haleb on 1 Zilhicca 960/8 November 1553.%% According to

3% Unlike some scholars who consider siyaset as a punishment within the category of tazir
punishments prescribed by Islamic penal law. For instance see Ahmet Mumcu, Osmanli Devletinde
Siyaseten Katl, Ankara, Birey ve Toplum, 1985, p. 205.

% Halil Inalcik, “State, Sovereignty and Law During the reign of Siileyman” in Siileyman the Second
and His Time, eds. Halil Inalcik and Cemal Kafadar, Istanbul, ISIS Press, 1993, p- 76, Inalcik
elaborated kanun and Ottoman law in many articles, see also; “Kanun” Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2"
Edition, v.4, p. 556, “Suleiman the Lawgiver and Ottoman Law” Archivum Ottomanicum, 1 (1969),
105-138, “Osmanli Hukukuna Giris: Orfi-Sultani Hukuk ve Fatih’in Kanunar1” AU. SBF Dergisi, v.
XIII, (1958), 102-126, “Kutadgu Biligde Tiirk ve Iran Siyaset Nazariye ve Gelenekleri” in Regit
Rahmeti Arat I¢in, Ankara, TKAE, 1966, pp. 259-275.

3% Tabakat, p. 134b and 434b. For apocalyptic interpretations seen in the reign of Siileyman see
Cornell Fleischer, “Seer to the Sultan: Haydar-i Remmal ...”.

7 Tabakat, p. 438b.
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Celalzade, the Sultan exhibited his justice once more by his actions in Haleb, and the
historians’ record of those actions secured him an eternal reputation as an exemplary,
just sultan. Celalzade used the occasion to criticize unnamed state officials who
undertook the task of increasing state revenues by using illegal (nd-megsru‘) means.
His criticism resembles the typical accusations for the grand vezirate of Riistem
Pasha, though Celalzade never displayed a clear sign of disapproval for Rustem’s
policies.”®® As Celalzade enumareted, the sultan abolished the illegal taxes imposed
on foundations (evkaf) and on city dwellers who built their houses on state property.
Besides, the sultan ordered the strict observance of vakif deeds prohibiting state
officials’ interference in the financial administration of vakifs.

As mentioned above, Sultan Siileyman had dismissed the grand vezir and
third vezir after the death of Sehzade to keep disappointed janissaries in control. He
had also pleased servants of the late Sehzade by assigning them fimars (istimalet).”’
Siileyman continued to make new appointments for high-ranking posts in the
administrative and financial bureaucracy while he was residing in Haleb. Some of
those appointments were most probably due to the same purpose: pleasing
disappointed circles who disapprove Rustem and his policies. Unfortunately, we do
not have adequate information to identify trusted officials of Riistem Pasha in the
Ottoman bureaucracy.

Ramazanzade Mehmed was the defterdar of Haleb and he was retired as a
sancakbey of a sub-province in Egypt with a revenue of 320.000 akce in Zilhicca
960/November 1553. Ramazanzade’s former post was given to the defterdar of
Diyarbekir Murad, and the reisiilkiittab Egri Abdizade Mehmed became the

defterdar of Diyarbekir. Abdurrahman Celebi of Tosya was the tezkireci of Riistem

3% For those accusations see T. Gokbilgin, “Riistem Paga ve Hakkindaki [thamlar”, Tarih Dergisi, v. 8
(1955), 11, pp. 11-50.
3% See Tabakdt, p. 437a, BOA, KK, Ruus, 210, p. 255.
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Pasha and most probably a protégé of Celalzade, replaced Egri Abdizade Mehmed.**
The Defter Emini Cafer retired with revenue of 40.000 ak¢e and the muteferrika
Dervis b. Baba Nakkas replaced him with the same revenue.*’! Five months later, the
defterdar of Rumelia Ebulfazl and the third defterdar Ishak retired with revenue of
40.000 akce and the defterdar of Anatolia Mehmed (Serifezade) was promoted to the
defterdarlik of Rumelia.*””Egri Abdizade Mehmed, the Defterdar of Diyarbekir,
became the third defterdar and Defterdar of Bagdad, Ibrahim was promoted to the
defterdarlik of Anatolia. Celalzade remained in the office with a rise of 30.000 akce
in his revenue and his eldest son, muteferrika Mahmud’s salary increased from 40 to
50 akge.*"”

It seems that when the Sultan departed from Haleb for eastern campaign on 6
Cumadelula 961/9 April 1554, he was still unconvinced of the janissaries’ loyalty.
As Celalzade indicated, Siileyman convened a divan (war council) near Amid on 12
Cumadeluhra/15 May, inviting all of janissary commanders and old janissaries.
Then, the Sultan addressed them:

“HaZreti Hilafet-medar sa‘adet-si‘ar elfaz-i diirer-bar gevahir-asar kelam-i
abdar-i lali-si‘arlarindan diirerler nisar idiib kullarina hitab-i miistetab ve
iltifat-i behcet-nikab ile kadirlerin eflaka irisdiriib cihad fT sebilillah babinda
anlar1 gazaya tahriz idiib dilaverlikleri ve yoldasliklar: zahir olanlara enva‘-i
meva'id ve istimalet ile ol giinii riiz-i ‘id-i sa'ld eylediler. Bendegan-i siidde-i
vala ¢akeran-i ‘atebe-i ‘ulya bi-esrihim ‘arz-i ‘ubtudiyyet ve ita‘at-i emr-i
lazimu’l-imtisal gostertib ctimle canimiz basimiz malimiz hiidavendigar-i
sa‘adet-medar yoluna fedadir sark ve garba her ne memlekete giderlerse

tabi' ve mutT'yiiz ddnmeziiz didiler” (p. 448b.)

Y0 BOA, KK 1766 p. 27 and KK, Ruus 210 p. 255. Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, v. 2, ed. Faris Cerci,
p. 100, Atat, p. 58.

401 BOA, KK, Ruus 210, p. 266, see also Erhan Afyoncu, Defterhane-i Amire, pp. 127-138.

“2BOA, KK, Ruus 211, p. 83, 57.

%3 21 Cumadelula 961/24 April 1554, BOA, KK, Ruus 211, p.84.
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Furthermore, the Ottoman Sultan decided to grant extra payment (bahsis) for
janissaries and sipahis when the Ottoman arsenal distributed weapons to the army in
Karga Dagi near Erzurum on 29 Cumadeluhra/l June. Needless to say, Sultan’s
address to janissaries and the bahgsis payment before the campaign were both
contrary to the custom. As the archival documents published by Tayyib Gokbilgin
also demonstrate the janissaries’ dislike of Riistem Pasha and their symphaty for late
Sehzade Mustafa was strong enough to be remembered three years after the
shehzade’s death. The janissaries had even threatened the Sultan in their petition
demanding the dismissal of their commander (aga), and they expressed their regret
for Mustafa’s death.*”* To conclude, Siileyman the Magnificent followed a good
strategy to secure his absolute rule by using both strict measures (execution of
shehzade) and conciliatory policies towards janissaries and the people. Celalzade
puts a special emphasis on Sultan’s obedience to Islamic law and the Prophet’s
traditions (sunnah) in sections dealing with the events following the execution of
Sehzade Mustafa. In that respect, the change seen in the last sections of the Tabakat
coincides with Siileyman’s attitude in his old age, whose “religious feelings began to
turn to a strict austerity which bordered on Puritanism”.**

As we know, Ebussuud’s attempts to reconcile Ottoman laws with Islamic
legal tradition by producing treatises (risale) and fetvas that explain the Ottoman
practice with Islamic concepts began in the last years of Siilleyman’s reign and

continued in the reign of Selim IL**® It seems that Islamization of the Ottoman laws

was an administrative necessity resulted from rivalry with Safavids and bureaucratic

404 <«

LEIT3

senden dahi ve ogullarindan dahi ve pasalarindan dahi bizar olduk bir fesad ideriz ki ...” “vay bize
ne devletsiiz bagimiz var imis ki Sultan Mustafa gidiib biz kalmak bari ol sag imisse is bir diirli dahi
olurdu” T. Gokbilgin, “Riistem Paga ve Hakkindaki [thamlar”, p- 49, see also pp. 29-32, 46-50.

405 G, Veinstein, “Siilleyman” EI2, v. 9, p. 837.

406 See Halil Inalcik, Halil Inalcik, “Islamization of Ottoman Laws on Land and Land tax” in F estgabe
an Josef Matuz : Osmanistik — Turkologie — Diplomatik, eds., C. Fragner and K. Schwarz, Berlin:
Klaus Schwarz Verlag, 1992, pp. 101-118.

136



expansion as well as Siilleyman’s personal preference. As Linda Darling pointed out,
the political changes that mark the transition from medieval to early modern can be
observed in the entire Mediterranean region after 1500.*”" “The Mughal, Safavid and
expanded Ottoman empires were more highly centralized and much longer lasting
than their predecessors [i.e., The Timurid, Akkoyunlu and Mamluk]”.**® Although
impersonal, absolute and indivisible authority of the sultan was not a new concept for
the Ottoman state tradition, it can be argued that Siileyman was more successful than
his predecessors in establishing a highly centralized administration thanks to the
Ottoman bureaucracy. Increased size of state machinery necessitated codified laws
regulating Sultan’s servants’ relations with each other and with tax-paying subjects.
It also contributed to the production and elaboration of the Ottoman state ideology by
works of leading state officials such as Celalzade and Ebussuud. Like other state
officials, Celalzade aimed to contribute to the consolidation of Ottoman rule in the
vast region stretching from Buda to Baghdad. He portrayed the Ottoman Sultan as a
semi-divine figure who assures the protection of true faith (sunni Islam) and justice.
It is interesting that Shah Tahmasb pursued a similar policy aiming to demonstrate
the legitimacy of Safavid rule by employing concepts of Twelver Shiism and older
political, ideological and cultural traditions, in the same period.*” As Colin P.
Mitchell expressed “the Safavid empire began, in many ways, to show an
unprecedented degree of cultural sophistication during the period 1541-1555”41°
And Shah Tahmasb’s policy included “the slow and delibarete reduction of Qizilbas

power and, along with that, a rejection of their original ethos as a provincial

“7 Linda Darling, “The Prince, the Just Sultan and the Coming of the Early Modern Era in the
Mediterranean” in The Mediterranean World, The Idea, The Past and Present, eds. E. Ozveren, O.
Ozel, S. Unsal, K. Emiroglu, Istanbul, {letisim, pp. 49-60.

408 Linda Darling, “The Prince, the Just Sultan ...” p. 57.

%% Colin Paul Mitchell, The Sword and The Pen , p. 258.

19 fbid. p. 256.
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» Y1 1t seems that the political rivalry between the

Azarbaijani mystical movement
Ottomans and the Safavids contributed to the production of literary, artistic and
historical works following the traditional features of urban Islamic civilization in
both of the countries.

After waiting for the arrival of Rumelian and Anatolian sipahis in Karga
Dagi, Siileyman slowly advanced northeast and arrived in Kars on 5 Shaban 961/6
July 1554. Then, as Celalzade relates, the Ottoman sultan sent a letter to Shah
Tahmasb stating that the Ottoman army had never pillaged the Safavid lands before,
showing mercy for innocent people and hoping for Shah’s repentance. However, the
letter reads, the Safavids killed innocent Muslim subjects and plundered their
properties last year. Besides, all of the Muslim scholars agreed that the Safavids’
belief could not be accepted within the borders of Islam. Therefore, the Ottoman
army would act in a different manner this time, pillaging Safavid lands. Celalzade
inserts the text of the latter in Tabakat without mentioning that he was the author.*'?

In addition to the imperial letter, Celalzade also included the letters of Grand
Vezir Ahmed and Governor Ayas. Although Shah Tahmasb’s response was not
included in the Tabakat, the Ottoman letters included in the Tabakat presented a brief
summary of Shah’s response. Besides, we have a lengthy missive of Shah Tahmasb
recorded in Persian sources and a short Persian letter was preserved in Miingeatu’s-
Selatin.*"?

First of all, it should be noted that insertion of a whole letter into Tabakat was
not typical of Celalzade’s style. On the contrary, he only inserted a few very

important official documents such as imperial document (berat) of the Grand Vezir

1 fbid. p. 258.

12 Tabakat, p. 459a-460b.

13 For a good analysis of Shah Tahmasb’s missive see Colin Paul Mitchell, The Sword and The Pen ,
pp. 321-363, Feridun Bey, Miinseat, pp. 630-3.
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Ibrahim Pasha in the Tabakat. Therefore, it can be safely argued that aforementioned
four letters had an important historical and literary value for Celalzade.

The four letters recorded in the Tabakat were written in 961/1554 and they
reflect the environment before the peace treaty was signed between the two parties.
The Ottoman letters mostly focus on the illegitimacy of the Safavid rule and their
blasphemous behaviours (rafaza ve ilhad). For the Ottomans, Kizilbas belief
represented a deviation from the true path of Islam; it was an aberration, a wicked
innovation of last fifty years, with no roots in the Islamic history. The imperial letter
makes it clear that the Sultan never aimed to expand his domains by attacking the
Safavids. Since he had already acquired enourmous wealth by God’s support, the
Ottoman Sultan was not in need of more wealth and power. His only intention was to
protect the honour of the first caliphs whom the Safavids used to curse. Though the
imperial letter recorded in the Tabakat did not include statements rejecting Shah
Tahmasb’s claim to sayyidship, as we learn from Tahmasb’s letter, the Ottoman
chancery had also criticized Tahmasb’s forged pedigree in a previous imperial
letter.'* In short, it seems that the Ottomans did not consider annexing Tabriz and
Azerbaijan as a realist ambition but the Safavids was a real threat for the Ottoman
claim to the supremacy in the Islamic world. As Celalzade made it clear in the
Tabakat, he never believed that the Ottomans could establish permenant rule over
Tabriz though they had easily conquered the city more than once.

Shah Tahmasb responded with a long missive reflecting cultural and
ideological sophistication of the Safavid administration. As Mitchell pointed out,

Tahmasb’s letter reveals the development of Safavid identity as a Twelwer Shiite

14 Colin Paul Mitchell, The Sword and The Pen , p. 333.
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polity, and of the Safavid chancery as an inheritor of Timurid literary tradition.*"”
Unkown author of the letter was well versed in religious sciences and history and he
was familiar with both Sunni and Shiite sources. The Safavid letter attempted to
refute point by point each of the Ottoman doctrinal attacks. It portrayed the Ottoman
— Safavid struggle as a continuation of centuries old sunni — shii enmity; the Safavids
representing the side of Ali, the fourth caliph, and the Ottomans representing the side
of Muaviya, Merwan and Yazid. According to the letter, it was the Ottomans who
deviated from the true path of Islam and the Safavids were the protector of true
religion. Furthermore, it was clear for Tahmasb that the Ottoman sultans “are mixed
with an unclean nature and dirty lineage”.*'® The most of the Ottoman soldiers came
from non-muslim countries and the Ottoman ‘ulemd “... in a number of ways, are
kafirs, idiots, ill-fortuned, and untrustworthy ... each of them are the worst of the
tribe of Lot and these ‘ulema fraternize with kafirs, from among the Europeans,
Jews, Christians and heretics”.*!” However, Tahmasb asserted, the Kizilbas soldiers
(gazis) have entirely absorbed sharia, observing canonical rules regarding prayer,
zekat, hajj and jihad. They do not drink wine, spill blood or commit rape, which “is
permitted all the time in your mazhab”.*'® In addition to condemning the Ottoman
practice, the letter is severily critical of entire sunni interpretation of the sacred texts
(i.e. tafsir and hadis) and the Islamic history. The letter discusses in detail the
development of the sunni tradition and it disapproves of sunni ‘ulema working with
oppressive rulers such as Umayyads and Abbasids who were enemies of ahl al-bayt
(family of the Prophet). According to the letter, the Islamic history justifies Shiite

doctrine since it prevailed over sunnism in spite of the fact that it never attained the

13 Ibid, p. 257-8, 324, 340.
416 Ibid, p. 333.
7 Ibid, p. 348.
18 Ibid, p. 347.
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support of the political authority. Tahmasb also mentioned the spread of shia over

(X3

regions like India, Central Asia and Anatolia. As the letter reads, . soon, God
willing, all of the people of the world will be wholly devoted to this path and
mazhab, and there will be no more enemies of this blessed group [i.e. shia].”419 Then,
Tahmasb portrays himself as the supreme ruler of the Islamic world informing the
Ottoman Sultan that Khan of Uzbeks and the great ruler Humayun were among his
vassals.*?

Although it can be argued that ideological conflict played a little role in
determining the foreign policy of a 16" century state**', Celalzade was persuasive in
asserting that the Ottomans did not aim to conquer Tabriz and Azerbaijan in the last
campaign. As mentioned above, Celalzade states that the Ottomans began to plunder
Safavid lands contrary to their custom just to take revenge for atrocities committed
by kizilbas in eastern Anatolia. As Tabakat relates, the Ottoman Sultan wanted to
reach one of the two targets: to enforce Shah Tahmasb for a pitched battle, or to
enforce him for peace negotiations. However, the Ottoman administration insisted
that the Safavids should initiate peace negotiations. Therefore, the Ottomans strongly
rejected the Safavid peace proposal when it included a statement implying that the
Ottomans asked for peace. As the letter of Grand Vezir to the Safavids indicate:

“... [mektubunuzda] sulh haberlerine intizardayuz denilmis, bu
intizarunuz hiiddam-i asitan-i melayik-asiyan caniblerin sizin ile
sulh u saldha talib olmak rica idersiniiz. Ol kapi mukaffel ve
mesdiddur. Taleb-i sulh nagar ve zebiin olan gayretsiizlerindir. El-
hamdu lillah ve’l-minne hazreti Hilafet-penah biitiin ‘asker-i zafer-
rehber ile hudtd-i memalik-i mahriiseye karib yerde miista ta'yin

olunub kislamak buyrulmusdur. Insaallahu’l-‘aziz evvel bahar-i

19 Ibid, p. 349.

20 Ibid, p. 350.

! See Rhoads Murphey, “Siileyman’s Eastern Policy” in Siileyman the Second and His Time, eds. H.
Inalcik and C. Kafadar, Istanbul, ISIS Press, 1993, p. 241.
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huceste-asarda ‘asker-i sir-fen birle sad hezar bennayan-i biinyan-
ken bisyar iistadan-i esas-efken ihzar olunub sevket-i gazanferan-i
ziir-averan ile memalik-i ‘Acem gubar-engiz olub Erdebil ve Tebriziti
eskali “fe-ce‘alna ‘aliyeha safileha” mukte2asinca vaz'-i ahara tebdil

olunur.” (p. 470a)

The Ottoman army and the auxiliary forces such as Kurdish tribes carried out
raids in the regions of Nahcuvan, Revan and Tabriz immediately after the letter. As
Celalzade narrates, the Safavids were extremely worried about the Ottomans’ threat
of destroying Erdebil and Tabriz. Eventually, they have responded with a letter
asking for peace. The Safavid emissary arrived in the Ottoman camp in the vicinity
of Erzurum on 28 Shawwal 961/26 September 1554. Sultan Siilleyman accepted the
Safavids’s peace proposal in principle and he demobilized the Ottoman army after

. . 422
rewarding soldiers and commanders as usual.

Then, Sultan went back to Amasya
to reside until the peace negotiations with Safavids are concluded (3 Zilhicca 961/30
October 1554).

Both sides have shifted the style used in diplomatic correspondence after the
peace agreement. But the Safavids were more generous than the Ottomans in
eulogizing the Ottoman Sultan, which confirms Celalzade’s account that the Safavids
were in need of peace. Altough the Ottoman chancery praised Shah Tahmasb in
accordance with diplomatic rules, they were cautious not to describe him as an ideal
“Muslim” ruler. Instead, he was described with reference to his political power and

noble lineage. For instance, the Ottoman chancery praised Shah’s nobility linking it

with ancient Persian kings: siilale-i selatin-i Kisra-asil (essence of kings from ancient

2 Governor of Rumelia, Mehmed Pasha (Sokollu) was appointed third vezir, for other appointmenst
see A. RSK, 1453, p. 16.
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Persian lineage).*”® The Safavid Shah was depicted as “the supporter of the beautiful
state” (zahiru’d-devleti’l-behiyye), instead of more frequently used expression: “the
supporter of the state and religion” (zahiru’d-devleti ve’d-din).***

On the other hand, the Safavids had no difficulty in lauding Sultan Siilleyman
with Islamic and pre-islamic notions. Previous letter of Shah Tahmasb had addressed
Sultan Siileyman as “the most evil of the great, great grandchildren of the Damned”
(badtarin avlad-i buzurgtarin-i ahl-i jahannam).** After the peace agreement, Sultan
Siileyman became “the protector of the frontiers of Islam and Muslims, who plants
the banners of kingship and faith” (hafiz-i Sugiiru’l-islam ve’l-miislimin, nasib-i a'lamu’l-
mulk ve din).**® Shah Tahmasb’s missive has a long intitulatio where Siileyman is
extolled as “the most powerful sultan of sultans and great caesars, the sign of the
most imposing of kings and Persian rulers with most excellent rank and power”.**’
The Safavid chancery also praised Sultan Siilleyman in verse and prose by comparing
him to ancient rulers such as Jamshid, Solomon, Dara Shikuh, Alexander and
Khusrau in the intitulatio. Among other things, Sultan Siilleyman was extolled as “he
who carries the banners of justice and decency” and “he who strikes off the heads of
infidels and adulterers”.**®

Celalzade contributed to the formation of Sultanic image as a supreme ruler
by emphasizing on arrival of foreign emissaries in his Tabakat. As mentioned above,

Celalzade and the Ottoman administration considered sending an emissary —

especially to conclude a peace treaty- as a sign of weakness or inferiority. Therefore,

3 Tabakat, p. 495a and Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Seldtin, istanbul, 1274/1858, v.1, p. 633.

“* Tabakat, p. 495a and Feridun Bey, p. 633. note that “devleti’l-behiyye” (the beautiful state) can
also be translated as “the kingdom of Persia”.

2 Colin Paul Mitchell, The Sword and The Pen , p. 329.

26 Ibid, p. 356. Although Celalzade criticized Shah’s letter due to lack of respect for the first three
caliphs (Abubakr, Omar, Osman), he praised the style of the letter and he included it in the Tabakat,
pp- 491a-495a.

*7 Ibid, p. 356.

¥ Ibid, p. 356.
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the Ottoman ahidnames makes it clear that the Sultan “has no fear of enemies and he
was not in need of peace treaty. However, he will observe the terms of peace treaty
unless it was broken by the other party.”** Within that context, Celalzade described
the arrival of French, German, Polish and Venetian emissaries in the Ottoman camp
in Amasya. He related a detailed account of joint French-Ottoman attacks on the
Spanish territories and activities of Admiral Seydi Ali in the Indian Ocean aiming to
prevent Portuguese expansion. Undoubtedly, Celalzade’s account aimed to prove that
the Sultan was the supreme ruler not only in the Islamic world but also in the Europe.
However, it also hints that the Ottoman administration was satisfied with their status
within the existing world order and they aimed to preserve that status instead of
further expansion. In that sense, the Ottoman administration saw no harm in
accepting the Safavids as a legitimate power contrary to their attitude for the last 50
years. For the Ottomans, the Safavids had accepted the Ottoman supremacy in return.
Besides, if we rely on Celalzade’s account, the Ottoman administration considered
France as a reliable ally in the west, and Ferdinand had also accepted the Ottoman
supremacy. There was no major threat to the Ottoman supremacy in the international
level. And the Ottoman administrative, financial, political and diplomatic rules and
procedures was established firmly thanks to the efforts of eminent officials like
Celalzade, Ebussuud and Riistem Pasha. In short, Celalzade’s account of the events
after the peace negotiations with the Safavids reflects that conclusion of peace treaty
with the Safavids signified not only the end of 50 years old enmity between the two
powers but also the end of dynamic, formative period of Siileyman’s reign.

Unsurprisingly, Tabakat narrates only a few years more after the peace treaty with the

429 See for example ahidnames granted to Venice: T. Gokbilgin, “Venedik Devlet Arsivindeki
Vesikalar Kiilliyatinda Kanuni Sultan Siilleyman Devri Belgeleri” Belgeler, v. 1 (1964) no. 2, and
Hans Peter Alexander Theunissen, “Ottoman-Venetian Diplomatics: The Ahdnames. The Historical
Background and the Development of a Category of Political-Commercial Instruments together with an
Annotated Edition of a Corpus of Relevant Documents”, EJOS, 1(1998), no. 2, p. 1-698.
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Safavids and then it concludes with the construction Siilleymaniye mosque. Though
Celalzade continued to produce works relating to the Ottoman history (Selimname)
and ethics (Mevahib) in his retirement, he did not add new chapters to his magnum
opus Tabakat in order to cover last ten years of Siileyman’s reign. The last chapters
of Tabakat already gives the reader feeling that the Ottoman empire reached a
perfect, unchanging status. Therefore, the last ten years of Siileyman’s reign is only a
continuation of this perfection, and it does not need to be repeated in the Tabakdt. On
the other hand, as Kinalizade Ali criticizes, Celalzade’s style includes reiteration of
the same descriptive phrases and that monotonous style is defective in terms of
rnealning.43 ° However, for Celalzade, these reiterated descriptions served the purpose
of creating an image of the Ottoman rule which is just, magnificent, all-powerful and
eternal. For instance, Celalzade never ignores to pray for the continuation of the
Ottoman rule after he mentiones sultan’s name: “ebbede (or hallede) Allahu mulkehu ila
yevmi'l-kiyamet” (may God make his rule eternal). Or, he is never tired of expressing
his conviction that the Ottoman sultan is the most powerful and wealty ruler in the
history of mankind. In short, Tabakat succeeds in creating a persuasive image of the
Ottoman rule in readers’ mind with the help of these repetitions.

After receiving emissaries of Habsburgs and Safawids in Amasya, the
Ottoman sultan set out for Istanbul on 1 Shaban 962/21 June 1555 and he arrived in
Istanbul on 12 Ramadan/31 July.431 On his way back to Istanbul, the sultan was
informed about the uprising of a person in Nigbolu and Silistre, who claimed to be
late sehzade Mustafa. According to Celalzade, he had attracted a rabble (evbas) of

supporters, together with some rich people (maldar umenda) and dervishes of

#0« . valid-i firdevs-mekan bu giine gevher-efsan olurlar idi ki: ek3eriya tumturak-1 elfaz

ile mukayyed oldugundan canib-i ma‘na ri‘ayet olunmakdan kalur idi” Kinalizade Hasan
Celebi, Tezkiretu’s-Suara, v. 2, p. 990.
! Tabakat, p. 497a, 499b.
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Simavna. Sultan Siileyman immediately sent forces under the command of vizir
Mehmed (Sokollu) to suppress the rebellion. As Celalzade relates, rebels began to
scatter when they heard of vizir’s movement and the rebel leaders were captured by
the forces of Nigbolu governor and sehzade Bayezid before the arrival of vizir
Mehmed. Celalzade indicated that the administration of Rumelia was entrusted to
sehzade Bayezid when sultan left for Persian campaign but he does not openly
criticize sehzade for not taking the necessary measures to suppress the rebellion
immediately. Although Busbecq’s conviction that Bayezid actually wanted to
manipulate the uprising to serve for his own plans of enthronement seems an
exaggeration™2, this event probably shaken sultan’s belief in administrative abilities
of Bayezid. Nevertheless, sehzade Bayezid regained support of the central
administration after a few monts: when Riistem Pasha was re-appointed grand vezir
on 11 Zilkade 962/27 September 1555, one of his first actions was to give an

increase of 400.000 akce to sehzade Bayezid’s annual income.**

Sehzade Bayezid
enjoyed a privileged status vis-a-vis his brother Selim in designating candidates for
various posts as well.”** Celalzade’s brother, Salih benefited from the competition
between two sehzades: Bayezid ordered him to translate a six volume work,
Cevami ‘u’l-Hikayat, from Persian. Unfortunately, we do not know exactly what
Celalzade Salih received from the sehzade upon completion of the work. As for
Celalzade Mustafa, he praises Riistem Pasha’s skills and merits in the Tabakat, but it

seems that Celalzade was never a member of the palace factions. He was a senior

official assigned by the sultan himself. His experience, loyalty and skills enabled him

432 Ogier Ghiselin de Busbecq, The Turkish Letters of Ogier Ghiselin de Busbecq, tr. Edward S.
Forster, Oxford, University Press, 1968, pp. 8§0-83

3 According to a ruus register Riistem Pasha was re-appointed grand vezir on 11 Zilkade and
Bayezid received an increase of 400.000 ak¢e on 12 Zilkade, see BOA. A. RSK. 1455, p. 7-8.
Celalzade gives the date as 13 Zilkade for Rustem’s grand vezirate, Tabakat, p. 502a.

434 See for instance BOA. Miihimme, 2, p. 40.
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a privileged status near the sultan and he probably had his own circle in the
bureaucracy. Especially after the last campaign, we encounter several records that
“Nisanct’s men” (kullar: or adamlart) are granted timars.*> Celalzade Mustafa had
already been influential in selecting new recruits to the imperial chancery for a long
time and his two sons were included miiteferrika troops. After the Nahcuvan
campaign of 960-2/1553-5, six people from the Nisanci’s retinue gained timars and
they became sipahis.**

Celalzade’s view on the dismissal and execution of grand vezir Ahmed Pasha
was not so different from his views on the previous cases, such as Ibrahim Pasha’s
dismissal. Similarly, Celalzade asserts that Grand Vezir Ahmed’s attitude and
character changed after he became grand vezir, under the influence of ignorant and
inferior people. For Celalzade, holding the post of grand vezirate manifests the true
personality of a person and if he has some defects, they become more visible. Grand
Vezir Ahmed was a man of modest skills and intelligence and his personal qualities
did not meet the high standards of grand vezirate. Therefore, for instance, Celalzade
adds, the greatest army in the history of the mankind (i.e. the Ottoman army) could
not conclude the last campaign with an absolute victory over the Safavids. For
Celalzade, the grand vezir’s inability to make quick decisions relating to the strategy
of the Ottoman forces caused wasting an oppurtunity to defeat the Safavid army and
to capture the Shah. Moreover, for Celalzade, Grand Vezir Ahmed was not a just
person; he did not even know the difference between the justice and oppression:

“zulme irtikabdan asla ictinabi yok idi, zulm nedir ‘adl ne ile olur
bilmezdi. Kendiintiti ‘adl tasavvur etdiigi hustslar ve erazil-i nasin
ta'limi, cahilan miifsidlerin irsad ve tefhimi ile ma‘limu olan

maddeler mahz-i Zalal ve zulm idi. La-cerem “men zaleme heleke”

3 See for example BOA, Mithimme, 1, p. 291, Miithimme, 2, p. 146.
% BOA, Miihimme, 1, p. 291, Miihimme, 2, p. 146.
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mukteZasinca saki-i ma-sana‘at felek elinden cam-i mevt-encami niis

eyledi” (Tabakat, 502a)

Unfortunately Tabakdt does not present more specific examples explaining
Celalzade’s assertion that the Grand Vezir did not actually know the difference
between justice and oppression (‘adl and zulm). But, it is certain that as the highest
official responsible from the observance of justice, Celalzade’s criticism implies that
the Grandivizir did not seek the counsel of niganct in matters relating to the
administration of justice. As stated above, Celalzade presented Piri Mehmet Pasha
who was a member of ‘ulema, as an ideal figure for grand vezirate in the Tabakat and
he criticized other grand vezirs of devsirme origin for their ignorance and weak
personalities. Apparently Celalzade expected grand vezirs to act in accordance with
laws as he interpreted them. And grand vezirs were reluctant to make compromises
which will undermine their authority. This tension between the “learned” officials of
the bureaucracy and vizirs served well to the sultan’s control over central
administration. It was a method also used in the administration of distant provinces
such as Egypt; the highest officials of financial (defterdar), judicial (kadi) and
political (vali) fields were not in a hierarchical relation and they often informed the
center about wrongdoings of each other. Siilleyman’s preoccupation with control of
state officials is also reflected in his policy of choosing son-in-law grand vezirs. As
Leslie Peirce put it “Siileyman made the damad grand vezir a standard feature of his
reign”.**" Tayyib Gokbilgin’s article on Riistem Pasha also demonstrate that there
were many people who dared to complain the sultan about his powerful grand vezir

and son-in-law Riistem Pasha.*® In short, though Siileyman preferred to have strong

7 Leslie Peirce, The Imperial Harem, New York, Oxford University Press, 1993, p. 66-7.
B8, Gokbilgin, “Riistem Pasa ve Hakkindaki Ithamlar”, Tarih Dergisi, v. 8 (1955), no. 11-12.
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grand vezirs such as Ibrahim Pasha and Riistem Pasha, he scrutinized their actions
very closely thanks to his information sources from other high-ranking state officials
and women of the dynasty.

The nature of the relationship between Celalzade Mustafa and Riistem Pasha
is not easy to ascertain. If we believe the Tabakat, Celalzade admired the grand
vezir’s personality and administration. But it should be noted that the related sections
of the Tabakat were written during the grand vezirate of Riistem Pasha and Celalzade
did not revise those sections after Riistem Pasha’s death in 968/1561. If we take into
consideration, for instance, Celalzade’s statements about Grand Vezir Ibrahim Pasha,
there are great differences between two portraits of Ibrahim Pasha in the Tabakat,
before and after the Iranian campaign. Besides, Riistem Pasha was known to be
intolerant of criticism and an unforgiving man for his political rivals.** Moreover,
Mustata Ali implies that Celalzade asked for retirement due to the grand vezir’s
request and the latter’s false promise of appointing Celalzade’s son as nisanct.**’
Therefore, Celalzade’s praise of Riistem Pasha most probably does not reflect his
real feelings about the grand vezir. Nevertheless, they are helpful to understand
Celalzade’s notion of a good grand vezir. According to the Tabakdt, Riistem Pasha
had six virtues that made him a good grand vezir: first, he observed religious law in
his daily life and he was a practicing Muslim. Second, he enjoyed listening to the
Koran. Third, he was a gentle, soft-spoken man. Fourth, he observed religious law

(evamir-i ser‘-i pak-i rasul) in state administration. Fifth, he was a philanthropist

439 See Mustafa Alf, Kiinhii'l-Ahbar, manuscript, Reign of Sultan Siileyman, section on poets, entry of
Yahya, Mustafa Al1, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, ed. Faris Cergi, p. 103 and Atai, p. 249.

#0 Mustafa Alf, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, manuscript, Reign of Sultan Siileyman, section on poets, entry of
Nisant.
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who sponsored every kind of charitable actions. And lastly, he was an energetic,
enthusiastic man who dealt with every aspect of state affairs all the time.**!

After relating victories of the Ottoman forces in four distant provinces;
Hungary, Crimea, Algeria and the western Mediterranean Sea, Tabakat concludes
with the section on the completion of Siilleymaniye mosque. As stated above, the
Tabakat aimed to bear witness to the magnificence of Siilleyman’s reign and the
construction of Siilleymaniye Mosque represented a perfect scene to conclude such a
monumental work. After asserting once more that Siilleyman’s power was unrivaled
in the history of mankind —including the kingdom of Prophet Siilleyman and
Zulkarneyn- Celalzade related Sultan’s aim to leave charitable works that make his
heritage eternal. Then, he described the complex (mosque, medrese, soup-kitchen
(imaret) and hospital) in detail, emphasizing the sultan’s respect and care for the
protection of true faith: sunni Islam. Unlike the contemporary interpretation that ten
serefe (gallery of a minaret) of Siilleymaniye Mosque represent the tenth sultan of the
Ottomans, Celalzade states that four minarets stand for the four caliphs and ten
serefes symbolize ten companions of the Prophet (‘asere-i miibessere). In addition,
building of a daru’l-hadis signified the sultan’s respect for the traditions of the
Prophet (sunnah) and sunni Islam. Therefore, for Celalzade, Siileymaniye complex
was a second ka ‘be of the Muslim world.*** According to the Tabakat, construction
of the mosque finished on 9 Shawwal 963/15 August 1556*", but other

contemporary sources accept the date of opening ceremony (14 Zilhicca 964/8

“! Tabakat, p. 502b-503a.

#2 <0l makam-i behist-ara cami‘-i firdevs-haram ve mescid-i Aksa-mial rav2a-i daru’s-
selam ve numiine-i beytullahi’l-haram olmagla §ani ka‘be-i ‘ulya vaki‘ oldu.” Tabakdt, p.
522a.

3 Tabakat, p. 521a.
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October 1557) for the completion of the construction.*** As Giilru Necipoglu stated,
“ The Siileymaniye complex presented a public statement of power and
legitimacy”.**> And it addressed not only the Ottoman subjects but also the whole

Muslim world: Shah Tahmasb sent an emissary to improve friendly relations and to

congratulate the Ottoman sultan for the completion of the Siileymaniye.**°

2.4- His Retirement and works (1556-1566)

The “Great” (Koca) Nisanc1 Celalzade Mustafa Celebi retired from the office
of chancery on 21 Zilhicca 963/26 October 1556, at the age of 66. Contemporary
sources such as Kinalizade (written in 1586) and Asik Celebi (w. 1566) state that he

retired voluntaurily.447

But Agsik Celebi quotes a couplet of Celalzade reflecting
repentance:

“ ‘Aceb mi goklere irse figanum

Eliimden ugdi sahin-i nisanum”

On the other hand, Mustafa Ali of Gelibolu states that Grand Vezir Riistem
persuaded Celalzade to resign with a false promise of making Celalzade’s son

nisanci after him:

“Ba‘zilar kavlince Riistem Pasa kendilyi sevmemegin yiriifiizi oglufiiza ‘arz

idelim diyu evvela ‘azline irza eyledi, ba'dehti ahar kimesneye viriip

4 M. Kemal Ozergin, Sultan Kanuni Siileyman Han Cagina Ait Tarih Kayitlarr, Erzurum, 1971, p.
20. Ayvansarayi Hiiseyin Efendi, Hadikatu’l-Cevami, ed. A. N. Galitekin, Istanbul, Isaret, 2001, p.56-
7.

3 Giilru Necipoglu, “A Kanun for the State ..” p. 212.

6 Shah’s emissary arrived in Istanbul on 13 Shawwal 964/9 August 1557, M. Kemal Ozergin, Sultan
Kanuni.., p. 20. For diplomatic correspondence see Feridun Bey, v. II, p. 14-18, and Remzi Kilig, /6.
ve 17. Yiizyllarda Osmanli-Iran Siyasi Antlagsmalari, Istanbul, Tez Yaynlari, 2001, p. 82-84.

#7 Kinalizade Hasan Celebi, Tezkiretu’s-Suara, ed. Ibrahim Kutluk, Ankara, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu,
1981, v. 2, p. 989, Asik Celebi, Mesairu’s-Suarda, ed. Filiz Kili¢, unpublished dissertation, Ankara,
Gazi University, 1994, p. 462.
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kendiiyi bir mikdar teka‘iidle miitesellt kilmak istedi. Hala ki kadr-sinas-1
devran ya'ni ki padisah-1 ‘alemiyan ri‘ayetinde ciill-i himmet kildi. Mansibi
halinde mutasarrif oldugi haslari cemtan ber-vech-i teka‘iid virilmesini emr
itdi.”**®

Mustafa Ali’s report is not much reliable due to two reasons: first, the
statement “Ba‘zilar kavlince” undermines the credibility of the argument. Secondly,
Celalzade had two sons, Mahmud and Hiiseyin, both of them were miiteferrika with
50 and 25 akge revenue respectively and they were not scribes of the chancery.**
Therefore, in accordance with bureaucratic practices, Riistem Pasha should not have
promised such an appointment. But, Riistem Pasha’s former tezkireci and
reisulkiittab of the time, Abdurrahman Celebi, was probably a protégé of Celalzade,
and he would have been a candidate for the post of nisanci. In short, though Mustafa
Ali’s account is not much reliable, it is probably true that Riistem Pasha did not want
to keep Celalzade as nisanci.

Archival sources confirm the contemporary narrative sources in that
Celalzade’s retirement did not bring about a change in his income: he continued to
receive 300.000 akce with the title of miiteferrika basi. Whereas, the new nisanci,
Egri Abdizade Mehmet who was the second defterdar (sikk-i $ani) before, entitled

only 200.000 akge in his new post.450

“® Mustafa Alf, Kiinhii'l-Ahbar, manuscript, Reign of Sultan Siileyman, section on poets, entry of

Nisant.

9 See BOA, KK, Ruus, 211, p. 84 and Miihimme, 2, p. 179. Celia Kerslake is mistaken in asserting
that Celalzade’s son was a divan scribe, see “Celalzade Mustafa Celebi”, TDV Islam Ansiklopedisi, p.
261.

430 BOA, Miihimme, 2, p. 175. Note that vezir [brahim retired in Safer 963/December 1555 with a
pension of 200.000 akce, see BOA, KK, Ruus, 214, p.38. Another retired vezir, Lutfi Pasha’s pension
was increased to 200.000 akge (from 100.000 akge) in the same period. BOA, KK, Ruus, 214, p. 38.
Former Grand Vezir Siileyman Pasha had retired with 150.000 akce in 954/1547, BOA, KK, Ruus,
208, p. 10. Defterdars of Treasury, Ebulfazl and Ishak retired in 961/1554 with only 40.000 akge,
BOA, KK, Ruus, 211, p. 57. According to Liitfi Pasha’s Asafname, vezirs were entitled 120.000 and
defterdars were entitled 60.000 akge in their retirement, see Asafname in A. Akgiindiiz, Osmanli
Kanunnameleri, v. 4, p. 274.
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Miiteferrika bas1 Celalzade Mustafa had authored two works during his long
career as Nisanci; Tabakat and Me'‘aricu’n-Niibiivve. He spent most of his time in his
retirement authoring more works on history and ethics. As stated above, Celalzade
Mustafa’s and his brother’s mansion was a gathering place for eminent poets and
intellectuals from all over the empire. He protected poets from the beginning of his
career as Nisanci until his death. As Halil Inalcik demonstrated, even Fuzuli sought
for patronage of the Ottoman authorities and he composed two kasides for Nisanci
Celalzade.”' Though we do not know exactly Celalzade’s response to Fuzuli,
Celalzade’s generosity to poets and especially to “Arab” intellectuals is praised in
contemporary sources, such as Kunhu’l-Ahbar and Mesdiru’s-Suara of Asik
Celebi.*? According to Atai, Celalzade Mustafa has awarded poets for kasides
presented to him with 45.000 ducats in total, excluding the value of presents given to

poets:

“Sarhos ‘Abdi Celebiden mesma*-i fakir olmusdur ki: Nisanci-yi Merhiima
virilen kasideleri ben hifz idiib virilen caizeleri isaret iderdim ba‘dehu hesab
itdim cins-i e§vab ve sair re’s mal-i $evabdan gayri nukid ve mebalig yirmi

yedi yiik akceye (2.700.000 akge) balig olmusdu.” ***

“! Halil inalcik, “Sen Olasan Kaleme itibar iciin Hami: Fuzuli ve Patronaj” in Cultural Horizons, ed.
Jayne L. Warner, Syracuse University, 2001, pp. 308-315.

2 Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii'l-Ahbar, “Kandi” and “Fuzuli”, Asik Celebi, Mesairu’s-Suara, “Nisani”, p.
461-3. I. H. Uzungarsili, “Tosyali Celalzade ...”, p. 401-3.

3 Or 2,7 million akge, Atal, p. 114.
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As Mustafa Ali reports, when Riistem Pasha became grand vezir he abolished
the regular payments for poets and Celalzade’s patronage became vitally
important.**

Undoubtedly, the most important work of Celalzade is Tabakatu’l-Memalik
ve Derecatu’l-Mesalik (Layers of Kingdoms and Levels of Routes).*> It covers the
period between 1520 and 1556. As stated above, at first, Celalzade Mustafa authored
separate works such as Mohagcname, Fetihname-i Rodos and Fetihname-i

® on Sultan Sileyman’s campaigns, which were modeled on

Karabogdan™
fetihnames, i.e., imperial letters sent to provincial officers to inform them of military
victories. Then, he decided to create a monumental work, Tabakat, by combining his
previous works in a single volume and adding new chapters describing the Ottoman
domains. We do not know exactly when he decided to compose the Tabakat, but it
was written gradually over a long period, probably between 1526 and 1557.%7
Celalzade’s original plan for the Tabakat consisted of 30 chapters; the last chapter
concerned Siileyman’s campaigns, and the remaining 29 were to comprise a
description of the Ottoman realm. He may never have compiled the first 29 chapters.
Traces of them survive only in the contents page and in the title of the work, “layers
of kingdoms and levels of routes”, a frequently used title in Arabic works of

geographical literature.*®

4 Mustafa Alf, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, manuscript, Reign of Sultan Siileyman, section on poets, entries of

Kandi, Fuzili, and Fikr1.

* Celalzade Mustafa, Geschichte Sultan Siileyman Kanunis von 1520 bis 1557, Tabakat ul-Memalik
ve Derecat ul-Mesalik, Petra Kappert, ed., Wiesbaden, Franz Steiner Verlag, 1981. For a review of
this edition see V. L. Menage, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, v. 47, (1984) no.
1, pp. 154-157 and Rhoads Murphey, Journal of the American Oriental Society, v. 106 (1986) no. 4,
pp- 805-807.

8 For a description of these works see I. H. Uzungarsili, “Onaltinct Asir Ortalarinda Yasamis Olan
Iki Biiyiik Sahsiyet: Celalzade Mustafa ve Salih Celebiler” Belleten, v. 22 (1958) 85-88, pp. 408-9.
“7 The earliest date that Celalzade mentioned about compiling Tabakat is 941/1534 when Celalzade
showed some parts of Tabakat to men of letters from Tabriz. See Tabakat, p. 250b-251a.

¥ Ch. Pellat, “al-Masalik wa’l-Mamalik” Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2nd ed., v. 6, p. 639.
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Celalzade clarifies his aim at the beginning of the work: to exalt the sultan’s
name and to make his memory everlasting.*” For Celalzade, no other ruler deserved
more to be remembered because no one had ever achieved so many great victories.
He criticizes other contemporary histories without naming their authors. In
Celalzade’s view, they did not know the real concerns of Ottoman administration and
so depended on what they had imagined or what they had heard from unreliable
sources. He excludes only Fethullah Arifi’s (d. 1561) work Siileymanname which
was the official history of the sultan’s reign written in Persian. Celalzade claims for
his work a status similar to that of the Siileymanname, indicating that the Tabakat is a
sehname (‘king’s book’) written in Ottoman. In brief, as an official history, the
Tabakdt focuses on events that reflect the sultan’s magnificence and justice.

Although the Tabakat is a very important primary source for the reign of
Siileyman, it has been relatively little used by modern scholars. Probably because of
its highly ornamented style, later scholars preferred to use the works of two eminent
Ottoman historians from the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, who summarized
the contents of the Tabakat in their works: Mustafa ‘Ali’s Kiinh’iil-Ahbar (written
between 1592-9) and Pecevi’s History (written in 1641).*° In terms of literary
tradition, Celalzade’s work developes the style of earlier Ottoman historians such as
Tursun Bey (d. after 1491), Idris-i Bitlisi (d. 1520) and Kemalpasazade (d. 1534),

who themselves emulated the style of Ilkhanid and Timurid histories such as

9 Celalzade Mustafa, Tabakat, pp. 8b-9a.

460 Style of the Tabakat was difficult to understand even for Ottomans, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar and Pecevi’s
History were printed in 1860s but Tabakat was not printed in Ottoman script, a “simplified” Turkish
version of it was prepared by Sadettin Tokdemir and it was published in modern Turkish script in
1937; see Celal oglu Mustafa, Tiirk Ordusunun Savaglari ve Devletin Kurumu, fg ve Dis Siyasasi, ed.,
Sadettin Tokdemir, Istanbul, Askeri Matbaa, 1937, Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar,5 v., Istanbul, 1862-
1869. Pecevi, Tarih-i Pecevi, 2 v., Istanbul, 1864-1866.
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Ciiveyni’s (d. 1283) History of the World Conqueror (Tarih-i Cihangiisd) and
Serefiiddin Yazdi’s (d. 1454) Serefname.*®!

Since the content of the Tabakat coincides with Celalzade’s tenure at the
service of the sultan, it was exposed above in the light of Celalzade’s biography. For
the manuscripts of the work, see Appendix 2.

The second work that Celalzade authored during his tenure is a translation of
Me ‘aricu’n-Niibiivve fi Medarici’l-Fiitiivve of Mu‘in al-Miskin (Mu‘in al-Din
Muhammad Amin b. Haci Muhammad al-Farahi al-Harawi, d. 907/ 1501—2).462 Mu‘In
al-Miskin’s work was very popular in the East and “it contains a very full account of
the life of the Prophet consisting of a mukaddime, four books and a bdtime”.463 As
Celalzade stated, he began to translate the work in 959/1552 in Edirne, and he
preferred to present a summary translation of the work since it contains many
different rivayets (traditions) about the same subject.464 Celalzade gave the title of
Deldil-i Niibiivvet-i Muhammedi ve Semail-i Fiitiivvet-i Ahmedi to his work. A more
popular translation of the same work was carried out by Altiparmak Muhammad b.
Muhammad (d. 1033/1623-4). His translation bears the same title, Deldil-i Niibiivvet-
i Muhammedi ve Semail-i Fiitiivvet-i Ahmedi, and it was published twice in Istanbul

(1257/1841) and Bulak (1271/1854).%%

%! For an evaluation of Tursun Bey’s history see H. Inalcik, “Tursun Beg, Historian of Mehmed the
Conqueror’s Time” Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde des Morgenlandes, v. 69 (1977), pp. 55-71 and
Kenan Inan, “The Incorporation of Writings on Periphery in Ottoman Historiography: Tursun Bey’s
Comparison of Mehmed II and Bayezid II”” International Journal of Turkish Studies, v. 9 (2003), no.
1-2, pp. 105-117. V. L. Menage, “Bidlisi, Idris” Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2nd ed., v.1, p. 1208.
i:i E. Berthels, “Mu‘In al-Miskin” Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2nd ed., v.7, p. 481.

* Ibid.
464 Celalzade Mustafa, Deldil-i Niibiivvet-i Muhammedi ve Semdil-i Fiitiivvet-i Ahmedi, manuscript,
Siileymaniye Library, Fatih, 4110. cited in I.H. Uzungarsili, “Onaltinct Asir Ortalarinda Yasamis ...”
pp. 412-413.
% J. Schacht, “Altiparmak” Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2nd ed.,v. 1, p. 423.
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Upon finishing Tabakat, Celalzade decided to compile history of Selim I,
Selimname or Measir-i Selim Hdnz‘.466 It is most probably the first work that Celalzade
wrote in his retirement. Selimname narrates the reign of Selim (1512-1520) and his
struggle to ascend the throne. In the introduction, Celalzade criticized other
selimnames of being speculative works. As he claimed in the Tabakat, Celalzade
maintained that most of the state affairs were unknown to outsiders and the authors
of selimnames did not have reliable information sources essential to write those
works. For Celalzade, state administration necessitates strict observance of
confidentiality and no one except the grand vezir, the nisanci and scribe is aware of
those secrets:

“... anlarin hakayikina bir vezir-i a’zam ve bir tugra-yi garra-yi ‘alem-

ara hizmetine mibasir olan Nisanc ile katib-i divandan gayri ferdin

1tt1la‘t olmazdi. (...) Sahlar umiru asikar ve ma‘lim olursa diisman

tedarik eder, makstd hasil olmaz.”*"

Therefore, Celalzade felt the need to write “true” history of Selim I after he
completed Tabakat. Unlike other selimnames, Celalzade’s work argues that Selim did
not rebel against his father’s rule but the villain vizirs of Bayezid II conspired against
Selim to eliminate him. Selim’s father is portrayed as a decent but feeble sultan who
cannot control his vizirs. Whereas dissolute vizirs of Bayezid II foresaw the
problems if Selim succeeded his father, therefore they tried to eliminate him by

conspiracies and calumnies.*®®

46 Celalzade Mustafa, Selimname, A. Ugur, M. Cuhadar, eds., Ankara, Kiiltiir Bakanligi, 1990. Celia
J. Kerslake prepared a critical edition of Selimname; A Critical Edition and Translation of the
Introductory Sections and the first Thirteen Chapters of the Selimname of Celalzade Mustafa Celebi,
unpublished Ph. D. dissertation, University of Oxford, 1975.

%7 Celalzade Mustafa, Selimname, A. Ugur, M. Cuhadar, eds., Ankara, Kiiltiir Bakanlig1, 1990, p. 24.
4% ibid, pp. 25-29.
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Like the Tabakat, the Selimname is written in highly embellished style. The
first thirteen chapter of the Selimname deal with the history of Selim and the
following long chapter is a discourse on moral values. For the manuscripts of the
work see Appendix 2.

Another work of Celalzade on ethics is Mevahibu'l-Hallak fi Meratibi’l-Ahlak
(Talents bestowed by the Creator in the levels of ethics). Celalzade composed the
Mevdahib in his retirement probably after the Selimndame. The Mevahib is comprised
of 56 chapters on moral values and principles of administration such as honesty
(sidk), courage (seca‘at), consultation (megveret), justice (‘adalet) and sovereignty
(saltanat). The author quotes the tradition “tehallakii bi-ahlakillah” (be shaped by
the ethics of God) and he correlates moral qualities with names of God (esmau’l-
husna). In that sense, it differs from the works of philosophical ethics such as Nasir
al-Din Tusi’s (1201-1274) Ahlak-i Nasiri or Kinalizade Ali Celebi’s (1510-1572)
Ahlak-i Alai.*® Although the influence of philosphical ethics is traceable in the
Mevahib, it does not follow systematically for instance platonic definition of four
cardinal virtues (wisdom, valour, temperance and justice) or Aristotalian definition
of virtue as the mean between two extremes. Celalzade mentiones some Arab works

470 Most of the ethical stories of the

as his sources but he does not name them.
Mevdhib can be found in the works of mirror-for-princes genre. Therefore it is
difficult to ascertain Celalzade’s sources, but the style and content of the Mevahib
resembles most Ghazali’ s (1058-1111) Nasihat al-Muluk.*”'

In the Mevahib, principles of good administration were laid down in

accordance with traditional teachings of mirror-for-princes genre; the concept of

4% Nasir al-Din Tusi, The Nasirean Ethics, tr. G. M. Wickens, London: George Allen & Unwin Ltd.
1964, Kinalizade Ali Celebi, Ahlak-i Alat, Bulak, 1833.

70 Celalzade, Mevahibu'l-Hallak fi Meratibi’l-Ahlak Manuscript, Siilleymaniye Library, Fatih, 3521, 5a.
' Al-Ghazali, Counsel for Kings (Nasihat al-Muluk), tr. F. R. C. Bagley, London: Oxford University
Press, 1964.
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justice was emphasized as the most important constituent of the good government. In
addition, Celalzade presented his views on the qualities that a grand vezir or scribes
should have, or on the importance of respect for rights (ridyet-i hukik). But unlike
Liitfi Pasha’s Asafname, Celalzade’s Mevahib did not examine the Ottoman case; it
only presented historical or legendary figures as examples of justice or injustice.

The central role of justice was emphasized in the Mevahib with those words:

“miilk ‘adl ile kayim olur sahibi kafir ise dahi, amma zulm ile durmaz
viran olur sahibi miimin olursa dahi (..) melik ‘askersiz, asker
malsuz, mal sehirlersiiz, sehirler re‘ayasuz, reaya ‘adlsiiz olmaz ‘adl

ctimleden miithim ve lazim imis.” (233a)

As stated above, for Celalzade, sultans are the source of stability, security and
welfare; they “are the soul for the body of justice, they are the eternal life of the
country”.*”> On the other hand, the grand vezir and the divan scribes are largely
responsible for the administration of a just government. Unsurprisingly, Celalzade
placed the divan scribe (debir) next to the grand vezir: both of them are equally

important for a just administration.*’?

In fact, the chapter of Mevahib on vezaret
focuses on the qualities of a good katib, and it implies that the grand vezir should be
a man of pen (ehl-i kalem) instead of a member of military class (ehl-i seyf).
Because, the katib is “Padisahin goriir gozii ve isidir kulagi ve tutar elidir’ and he is

474 It should be noted that

the commander of the learned circles (ehl-i irfan).
Celalzade’s views on the balance of power between the men of pen and men of

sword were largely shared by the famous miinst of the previous generation, Idrisi

Bitlisi who had proposed a different solution for the problem: having two vizirs of

72 «padisahlar ‘adalet bedenleriniti rith-i revanlari, memleket tenleriniti hayat-i
cavidanlari, canlaridir”, Mevahib, manuscirpt, Silleymaniye Library, Fatih 3521, f. 162a.
7 ibid, f. 197a.

4 ibid, f. 197a-b.
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equal power from each class.*”” In short, the Mevahib also reflects Celalzade’s
perception of the role of Nisanci and his unsatisfied ambitions of being a vizir or
even the grand vezir like Piri Mehmed Pasha.

Another work of Celalzade is a translation of Abu Hafs Sirac al-Din Umar’s
Zehru’l-Kimam and it is entitled Cevahirul-Ahbar fi Hasail'i-l Ahyar (jewels of
narratives about the merits of virtuos people). Cevahir tells the story of Prophet
Yusuf in 17 chapters. Celalzade finished the work on 23 Ramazan 972/24 April
1565, at the age of 75 476 1t was dedicated to sehzade Selim, for the manuscripts of
the work see Appendix 2.

Celalzade also wrote a short treatise entitled Hediyyetu’l-Muminin, which is a
discourse on basic principles of religion and ethics.*”’

As stated above, Celalzade contributed greatly to the codification of laws for
the province of Egypt while he was private secretary of Grand Vezir Ibrahim Pasha
in 931/1525. After the death of Nisanc1 Seydi Bey in 941/1534, Celalzade was the
highest-ranking official responsible for the codification of the Ottoman laws until
963/1556. Thanks to his efforts in the codification of the Ottoman laws, Celalzade is
credited with having a kanunname named after him; Celalzade Kanunnamesi. As
Halil inalcik stated, “in the Ottoman empire kanunname was occasionally extended
to refer to regulations which vizirs and pashas had enacted (Kasim Pasha
Kanunnamesi), laws which a competent authority had formulated (e.g., the
kanunname of the nishanci1 Celalzade) or to reform projects (e.g., the kanunname of

Ibshir Pasha).”*"® Many manuscripts of the Celalzade Kanunnamesi can be found in

475 Hiiseyin Yilmaz, The Sultan and the Sultanate: Envisioning Rulership in the age of Siileyman the

Lawgiver (1520-1566), unpublished Ph. D. Dissertation, Harvar University, 2005, pp. 333-341.
Y01 H. Uzungarsili, “Onaltinct Asir Ortalarinda Yasamis Olan iki Biiyiik Sahsiyet: Celalzade
Mustafa ve Salih Celebiler” Belleten, v. 22 (1958) 85-88, pp. 413-415.

77 ibid,p. 413.

% Halil inalcik, “Kanunname” Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2nd ed.,v.4, p. 562.
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the Istanbul libraries.*’” Although there are differences between the size and content
of those manuscripts, Celalzade Kanunnamesi contains rulings about yaya and
miisellem troops, yoriiks, celtiik (rice cultivation) and various rulings on timar and
sipahis.

Although Celalzade was a famous miingi and poet of the time, his poems are
incorporated into his works such as Tabakat and Selimname, and he does not have
divan in a separate volume. Likewise, there are copies of official letters composed by
Celalzade in various miinsedt (collection of literary writings) works, but Celalzade’s

own miingeat is extinct.*®

2.5- Celalzade’s second tenure as Niganci (1566-1567)

When Celalzade Mustafa retired from the office of the nisanci at the age of
sixty-six (963/1556), he held the revenues assigned to him on the condition that he

81 Therefore, Celalzade

will accompany the sultan at military calmpaigns.4
accompanied the sultan in his last campaign in Hungary. Nisanci of the time, Egri
Abdizade Mehmed also accompanied the sultan until his death en route to Szigetvar.
A few weeks later, Sultan Siileyman died in his tent under the walls of the castle of

Szigetvar on the night of the 20-1 Safer 974/6 September 1566. Grand Vezir Sokollu

Mehmed (d.1579) took a set of measures to keep the sultan’s death secret until the

™ For a list of manucripts see Appendix 2, three Celalzade Kanunnamesi were published by Ahmet
Akgiindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri ve Hukuki Tahlilleri, v. 7, Istanbul: Osmanli Arastirmalar1 Vakfi,
1994, pp. 221-359.

0 For the work (Tarih-i Kale-i Istanbul ve Mabed-i Ayasofya) mistakenly attributed to Celalzade see
I. H. Uzungarsili, “Onaltinct Asir Ortalarinda Yasanus ...”, p. 416.

1« oturak: Nisanci Bey dirligi ile miiteferrika itmek, elinde olan timari ile ve kagid emininden
mutasarrif oldugu vazifesiyle miteferrika olub sefer-i padisahi vaki‘ oldukda esmek buyruldu.”
BOA, Miihimme, 2, p. 175.
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succession of Selim II and return of the army in order.*®” One of those measures was
making an appointment for the post of nisanci; an appointment made by the sultan.
The Grand Vezir would rather appointing nisanci among his own retinue, but such an
act would have caused criticism of his opponents and disapproval of the new sultan.
As stated above, Sultan Siilleyman had rejected his Grand Vezir Riistem’s suggestion
(‘arz) for the post of nisanci and appointed Ramazanzade Mehmed in 964/1557.
Years later, Murad III dismissed nisanci Feridun Bey, a protégé of Sokollu, and
Feridun’s banishment from the capital in 984/1576 was “the first of several measures
aimed at weakening Sokollu’s position”.**®> Therefore, Celalzade Mustafa was the
perfect candidate for the post of nisanct when the sultan died: no one would have
criticized the ‘“great” nisanci’s re-appointment. Besides, Celalzade’s age (76)
promised that it would not be a long-term appointment. Feridun Bey’s Niizhetii'l-
esrdri'l-ahbar der-sefer-i Zigetvar and Selaniki Mustafa Efendi’s Tarih reflect the
struggle between the new sultan’s retinue and the old state officials. As Selaniki
reported, even the grand vezir was not sure about his status after the death of
Sl'ileyman.484

As Selaniki Tarihi reports, the grand vezir’s decision to keep the sultan’s
death secret was not immediately accepted by all vizirs who were later persuaded by
the grand vezir's private secretary (katib-i esrdr) Feridun Bey.*® Probably,
Celalzade Mustafa Celebi’s re-appointment strengthened the grand vezir’s position
since Celalzade had witnessed arrangements carried out in the previous

enthronement: Piri Mehmed Pasha had kept Sultan Selim’s death secret until

2 The Ottoman army learned the sultan’s death after 48 days, see A. Siiheyl Unver, “Kanuni Sultan
Siileymanin Son Avusturya Seferinde Hastaligy, Oliimii, Cenazesi ve Defni” Kanuni Armagani,
Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 2001, p. 304. Selanikt Mustafa Efendi, Tarih-i Selaniki, ed. Mehmet
1p$irli, Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1999, p. 47.

483 7. H. Mordtmann [V. L. Menage], “Feridun Beg” EI2, v. 2, p. 881.

% Selaniki Mustafa Efendi, Tarih-i Selaniki, pp. 49-50.

* ibid, pp. 36-38.
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Siileyman’s accession to throne in 1520. As sources report, Celalzade was invited to
the sultan’s tent to be honoured with a robe (hil‘at) due to his re-appointment. He was
unaware of the sultan’s death, and his eyes filled with tears when he learned the fact.
Then, the grand vezir warned him not to reveal his grief outside of the tent, and he
appreciated the grand vezir’s decision of keeping sultan’s death secret. When he
walked out of the tent smiling and cheerful, the outsiders believed that the sultan was
still alive.*

Celalzade Mustafa’s second term lasted for thirteen months until his death in
Rabiu’l-ahir 975/October 1567. Celalzade was preparing the imperial letter (na@me-i
hiimayun) to be given to the emissary of Alauddin (Ri‘ayet Shah, r. 1537-1571), the
sultan of Atjeh, when he passed away.”*’The imperial letter states that sultan
Alauddin’s ask for help against the Portuguese was accepted by the Ottoman sultan,
and an Ottoman navy consisting of 17 ships, soldiers and artillerymen will sail soon
under the command of Kurdoglu Hizir.*®®

Celalzade’s protégé and nephew Reisulkiittab Mehmed (Kara or Boyali, d.
1001/1593) replaced him, and he served as nisanct until 3 Ramazan 981/27
December 1573.*® Then, Boyali Mehmed Pasha served as the governor of Maras
(1574) and Haleb (1575-1577). He became nisanct once more in 1577, and then he
was promoted to the vizirate in 1580.

Celalzade had two sons and at least one daughter. As stated above, his sons

Mahmud and Hiiseyin gained the miiteferrika status. Celalzade’s elder son, Mahmud,

% Cited in I. H. Uzuncarsili, “Onaltinct Asir Ortalarinda Yagamis ...”7, p.399.

“TBOA, 7 Numarali Miihimme Defteri, Ankara: Devlet Arsivleri Genel Md. Yayinlari, 1998, pp. 124-
6. see also Razaulhak Sah, “Aci Padisaht Sultan Alaeddin’in Kanuni Sultan Siileyman’a Mektubu”
Tarih Arastirmalar: Dergisi, v. 5 (1967) no. 8-9, pp. 373-409.

“8 BOA, 7 Numarali Miihimme Defteri, p. 125, Razaulhak Sah, “Aci Padisah1 ..” pp. 375-377.

9 Atai, p. 337, Selaniki, p. 318, I. H. Danismend, [zahli Osmanli Tarihi Kronolojisi, v. 5, istanbul:
Tirkiye Yaymnevi, 1971, p. 323. Mustafa Al1 states that Firuz Bey, Sultan Selim II's former nisanci,
served as nisanci very short time after the death of Celalzade, see Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, ed. Faris Cerci, v. 2,
p. 106.
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served as defterdar in the provinces then he became tezkireci of Siyavus Pasha
(grand vezir between 1582-4,1586-9 and 1592-3). Then Mahmud served as the timar
defterdar of Karaman. He joined Mehmed III’s Egri campaign in 1596, where he was
wounded. One of Mahmud’s poems in his Miingeat narrates the difficulties he had
suffered after his father’s death, and he asks for a source of income in his retirement:
a sancak in Egypt or becoming defter kethiidas: in the province of Damascus.*”
Unfortunately, we have no information of his whereabouts after that date. Likewise,
we know nothing about Hiiseyin’ life and the only thing that we know about
Celalzade’s daughter is that she was married to Giirez Seyyidi’s (d.923/1517) son,
Mehmed. Giirez Seyyidi was kadiasker of Anatolia in the reign of Selim I, his son,
Mehmed became kadi of Baghdad and Medine and he died in 996/1587.%"
Celalzade Mustafa was buried in the graveyard of his mosque in
Eyup/Nisanca district. His tombstone reads:
Celal oglu Nisant ki cihaniti
Fenasin gordii ‘azm itdi bekaya
Ten-i haki olub aslina raci’
Karigdi rith-i paki asfiyaya
Yeri cennet ola deyu melekler
Feleklerden el acdilar du‘aya

Isidib Ruh-i kudst didi tarih
ilahi rahmet eyle Mustafaya, 975.

40 Mahmud bin Celalzade Mustafa, Miinseat, manuscript, Siileymaniye Library, Hiisrev Pasa, 564, f.
39a-41a.
1 Atai, p. 301.
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CHAPTER llI:

INSA’, OFFICIAL LANGUAGE USED AT THE STATE

BUREAUS

3.1- Ingéa’ literature before 1500

The author of an invaluable source for the first two centuries of the Ottoman
history, Asikpasazade, criticizes the introduction of new taxes and administrative
practices in the Ottoman realm and he blames ‘ulema-bureaucrats from Persia and
Karaman for these unjust innovations.*> For instance, a scholar, Fazlullah who came
from Acem and became vezir in the reign of Murad (1362-1389), had advised the sultan
to raise revenue by confiscating zakat payments of rich muslims, which was reserved for

the benefit of the poor. According to Asikpasazade’s account, sultan Murad was enraged

492 Asikpasazade (Ahmed Asiki) “Tevarih-i Al-i Osman”, in Osmanli Tarihleri, ed. Nihal Atsiz, Istanbul,
Tirkiye Yaymevi, 1949, pp. 139, 232, 240. For Asikpasazade and his work see Halil inalcik, “How to
Read ‘Ashik Pasha-zade’s History” reprinted in H. Inalcik, Essays in Ottoman History, Istanbul, Eren,
1998, pp.31-55.
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by Fazlullah’s proposal and he immediately dismissed the vezir.*”> In another occasion,
Asikpasazade concludes “Elhasili Al-i Osmanun giinah etmesine sebeb [vezir] Ali Pasa
olmus idi. Zira anun yanina hile eder Acem danismendleri ¢ok geliirler idi”.***

The oldest authentic document bearing Orhan’s fugra (1326-1362) confirms
Asikpasazade in that early scribes or ‘ulema-bureaucrats were familier with Ilkhanid-
Saljukid administrative practices: Orhan’s vakfiye is dated 724/1324, and it is written in
Persian though most of the documents of this kind was written in Arabic or in Turkish in
the following Century.495 As Halil Inalcik stated, an analysis of the official documents
belonging to the reigns of Osman and Orhan demonstrate Ilkhanid and Saljukid
influence over the Ottoman Chancery.496 Besides, the oldest books copied in the Ottoman
realm on administration are Persian works describing the administrative and economic
structure of the Ilkhanids, such as Sa ‘Gdetname and Risale-i Felekiyye.*’

As stated in the first chapter, Ottoman administration relied on ‘ulema-
bureaucrats in financial, civil and judicial matters, and vezirs were mostly chosen from
among the ‘ulemda-bureaucrats until the reign of Mehmed II. Madrasa curriculum

included also the study of ilmu’l-belaga, the Arabic science of literary rhetoric, since it

was important for the study of religious sciences such as fafsir (Commantary of Kur’an).

93 Asikpasazade, Tevarih-i Al-i Osman, pp. 232-3.

% Asikpasazade, Tevarih-i Al-i Osman, p. 139.

3 1. H. Uzuncarsih, “Gazi Orhan Beyin Vakfiyesi” Belleten, v. 19 (1941) pp. 277-288. Murad Is and
Emir Siileyman’s vakfiyes is written in Turkish in 767/1366 and in 807/1404 respectively. See Tahsin Oz,
“Murad I ile Emir Siileyman’a ait iki Vakfiye” Tarih Vesikalari, v. 1 (1941), no. 4, pp. 241-245. Whereas,
early vakfiyyes were mostly prepared in Arabic, see M. N. Sahin, 1. Keten and S. Calik, Selcuklu ve
Beyliklerde Vakfiye Tugralari, Ankara, Vakiflar Genel Mudiirliigii Yayinlari, 2005.

0 H, Inalcik, “Reis-iil-Kiittab” /A, p. 672.

7 Sinasi Tekin, Yahya b. Mehmed al-Katib, Menahicu’l-Insa, Cambridge, 1971, p. 11, O. L. Barkan, 15
ve 16. Asirlarda Osmanl fmpratorlug'unda Zirai Ekonominin Hukuki ve Malt Esaslari, Kanunlar,
Istanbul, 1943, pp. LXXI-LXXII, Walter Hintz, Die Resala-ye Falakiyya des Abdollah ibn Mohammad
ibn Kiya al-Mazandarani. Ein Persischer Leitfaden des Staatlichen Rechnungswesens (um 1363),
Wiesbaden, 1952. For a description of works on Ilkhanid administration see also, Osman G. Ozgﬁdenli,
“Ilhanlilar Devrine Ait Anonim Bir Miinge’at Mecmuast: Risale el-Sahibiyye” reprinted in Ortacag Tiirk-
Iran Tarihi Arastirmalar, Istanbul, Kakniis, 2006, p. 235.
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Besides, ilmu’l-beldga was essential for the education of a good Ottoman scribe who is
supposed to compose eloquent Arabic letters of the Ottoman sultan addressing to
muslim rulers, such as Mamluks. So, Arabic ilmu’l-belaga works such as Telhisu’l-
Miftah of Kazvini (d. 739/1338) was already in the reading list of an Ottoman scribe.*”®

In addition to ilmu’l-belaga works, insha’ works were composed for the use of
scribes beginning with Umayyads. The first representative of the literature for
secretaries (insha’) is Abd al-Hamid b. Yahya’s (d. 132/750) Risale ila’l-Kuttab, and it
was inspired by the tradition of Sasanid secretariat.*® Abd al-Hamid’s Risale addressed
to the scribes and described their responsibilities and the dignity of their office.

Insha’ works can be divided into three categories; first group of works include
Abd al-Hamid’s Risale and they deal with essential qualities of a scribe together with a
description of tools and methods of writing.’* Arabic adab al-katib literature falls into
this category. Ibn Kutayba’s (d. 276/889) Adab al-katib is an example of this genre and
it is a manual of philology for the use of secretaries.””’ Abu Bakr Muhammad b. Yahya
al-Sult’s (d. 335/947) Adab al-kuttab is another example, which covers topics such as
appropriate writing tools, the right formulae of address, some administrative expertise
and orthography, and aspects of etiquette.”> Ibn Durustawayh’s (d. 346/957) Kitab al-
Kuttab, similarly, deals with all the materail side of the art of writing such as

calligraphy, orthography, the dating of letters and the formula of protocol.’” Aba

Hayyan al-Tawhidi’s (d. ca. 414/1023) Risale ft ilm al-Kuttab, and al-Cahshiyari’s (d.

498 Christopher Ferrard, “The Development of an Ottoman Rhetoric up to 1882, Part I, The Medrese
Tradition” Osmanli Arastirmalari, v. 3 (1982), pp. 165-7.

“9 H. A. R. Gibb, “Abd al-Hamid b. Yahya” EI2, v.1, p. 66, H. R. Roemer, “insha’ ”EI2, v.3, p. 1242, R.
Sellheim and D. Sourdel, “Katib” EI2, v.4, p.756.

% Y. inalcik, “Reis-iil-Kiittab” /A, v. 9, p. 677.

"' G. Lecomte, “Ibn Kutayba” EI2, v. 3, p. 845.

02§, Leder, “al-Sali” EI2, v. 9, p. 847.

%3 7. C. Vadet “Ibn Durustawayh” EI2, v. 3, p. 758, R. Sellheim and D. Sourdel, “Katib” EI2, v.4, p.756.
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331/942) Kitab al-wuzara wa’l-kuttab are other important examples of the first category
written in Arabic.”*

With the rise of Saljukids, Persian insha’ works began to appear after the second
half of 6/12 century, under Arabic influence.’® The earliest work of this kind is
Muhammad b. ‘Abd al-Halik al-Mayhan1’s Dustir-i Debirt, and Kitab al-Resdail bi’l-
Farisiyye.”® Muhammad b. Hindusah Nahcuvani’s monumental work, Dastiir al-katib fi
ta‘yin al-mardtib belong to the second half of the 8/14™ century, and it includes model
letters for different purposes addressing to various officials, the right formulae of

507 = .
Nahcuvani's comprehensive work

address (hitab), and epistolary formulae (elkab).
illustrates the development of Persian insha’ literature, but the author emphasized the
originality of his work, stating that “the style of Rashid al-Din Vatvat, Baha’1 al-Din,
Nir al-Din Munshi, and Razi al-Din Khashshab had become antiquated and were no
more suitable to the liking and trend of the people of the time”.® Hasan al-Hoyi’s
Gunyat al-Katib ve Munyat al-Talib and Rusiimu’r-resdil ve Nuciimu’l-fezdil, can also
be included in this category.’” The earliest Ottoman insha’ work of this kind is Yahya b.

Mehmed al-Katib’s Menahicu’l-Insa (written before 884/1479). It consisted of three

chapters dealing with the rules of epistology (kava‘id al- insha’), titles (ta‘rifat) and

%S, M. Stern, “Abt Hayyan al-Tawhidi” EI2, v. 1, p. 126-7, D. Sourdel, “Al-Djahshiyari” EI2, v.2,
p-388, R. Sellheim and D. Sourdel, “Katib” EI2, v.4, p.756.

°% H. R. Roemer, “insha’ ”EI2, v.3, p. 1243.

%06 H. nalcik, “Reis-iil-Kiittab” /A, v. 9, p. 677, H. R. Roemer, “insha’ ”EI2, v.3, p. 1243, Muhammed b.
‘Abdi’l-Halik el-Meyheni, Destir-i Debiri, ed. A. S. Erzi, Ankara, 1962.

7 Muhammad b. Hindusah Nahcuvani, Dastiir al-katib fi ta‘yin al-maratib, ed. Abdulkarim Alioglu
Alizade, Moscow, 1964, H. R. Roemer, “insha’ "EI2, v.3, p. 1243.

% Cited in Colin Mitchell, “Safavid Imperial Tarassul and the Persian Insha’ Tradition” Studia Iranica,
26 (1997), p. 189.

% H. inalcik, “Reis-iil-Kiittab”, v. 9, p. 672, 678. see also, A. S. Erzi, Selcukiler Devrine Ait Insa Eserleri,
Ankara, Hahiyat Fakiiltesi, 1963. For al-Hoyi and his works see also Muhammed Emin Riyahi, Osmanl:
Topraklarinda Fars Dili ve Edebiyati, Istanbul, Insan Yayinlari, 1995, pp. 128-130.

168



compositions (terkz'bdt).510 Menahicu’l-Inga’ also includes eleven copies of official
documents from the reigns of Murad II and Mehmed II. Mahmud b. Edhem al-Amast’s
(d. after 897/1492) Giilsen-i Ingsa’ was probably the second oldest Ottoman work within
this category. Unfortunately we do not know much about its author whose two works
were preserved in the libraries; a Persian-Ottoman dictionary, Miftahu’l-Luga (written in
897/1492) and Giilsen-i Insa’. The oldest manuscript of Giilsen-i Inga’ was copied in
1510, so it must have been written before the reign of Selim.>!"! Giilsen-i Insa’ consisted
of three chapters: chapter on letters (name), on titles (muhatabat), and on examples of
Sultanic edicts (mendsir).

The second category of insha’ literature includes works presenting copies of
official and/or private letters composed by renowned munshis (munsha’ar).’"
Munsha’at of renowned munshis served as stylistic models for professional scribes and
trainees as well as for literati who emulated those letters in their correspondence.
Unsurprisingly, most celebrated munshis were among the highest-ranking officials of the
Saljukid, Khvarazmian, Ilkhanid and Timurid chancellery. The chief secretary (sahib-i
divan al- insha’) of the Khvarazmshah Atsiz (1127-56), Rashid al-Din Vatvat (d.
578/1182) was among the most respected munshis of his time. His highly ornate letters
were preserved in various collections, in Arabic and in Persian, to serve as models for
chancery scribes. Rashid al-Din’s munsheat contains the official letters composed on
behalf of his master, Khvarazmshah Atsiz, as well as his private letters in both

languages. “Two bilingual collections of epistles were compiled by Rashid al-Din

>!%yahya b. Mehmed al-Katib, Menahicu’l-Insd, ed. Sinasi Tekin, Cambridge, 1971, p. 14.

>!! Sinasi Tekin argues that Giilsen-i Insa’ was composed in the reign of Selim (1512-1520), but the
manuscript found in fzmir Milli Kiitiiphanesi, 1901, was copied in 916/1510. For Miftahu’l-Luga ‘s date of
composition see Ankara Milli Kiitiiphane, 06 Ceb 141/1.

> H. Inalcik, “Reis-iil-Kiittab” /A, v. 9, p. 677.
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himself, Abkar al-afkar fi 'l-rasa’il wa 'l-as‘ar and ‘Ara’is al-Hawatir wa nafa’is al-
nawdadir, and others are preserved elsewhere”.”"> Rashid al-Din’s contemporary and the
chief secretary of Saljuk Sancar (1118-57), Muntajab al-din Juvaini (the uncle of famous
historian, Juvaini) is another eminent miinsi who contributed significantly to the
development of insha’ literature. Baha’1 al-Din Baghdadi also served as the chief
secretary under the reign of Khvarazmshah Takish (1172-1200), and his two works can
be included in this category: al-Tawassul ila al-tarassul and Atabat al-Kataba. As
Miikrimin Halil demonstrated, several of the documents purporting to belong to the
reigns of Osman Gazi and Orhan Gazi found in the Miingeat of Feridun Bey, are
spurious, being modeled on documents in Baha’1 al-Din Baghdad1’s al-Tawassul ila al-
tarassul.”"*

The most distinguished works of this kind were compiled by munshis of Timurid
chancellery; Nasr Allah Samarkandi’s Munsha’at, sahib-i resail Nizam al-Din ‘Abd al-
Vasi‘ Nizam1’s Manshd al-insha’, ‘Abd al-Rahman Jam1’s (d. 1492) Munsha’at, Husain
Va‘iz Kashift’s (d. 1504-5) Mahzan al-insha’ are among the major works of this kind.’"3
In addition to insha’ works, scholars, historians, mystics and men of letters authored
works in Arabic, Persian and Turkish using the same insha’ style under the patronage of
Timurids. Hafiz-i Abru (d. 1430), Sharaf al-Din Yazdi (d. 1454), Mirhand (d. 1498) and
Handemir (d. 1535) authored histories with highly refined style using rhetorical analogy,

rhymed prose and poetry. ‘Abd al-Rahman Jam1 (Molla Jam1), ‘Ali Sir Neva’1 (d. 1501),

Sa‘d al-Din Taftazani (d. 1390) and Sayyid Sharif Curcani (d. 1413) are among the

>3 F. C. De Blois, “Rashid al-Din Watwat” EI2, v. 8, p. 444.

514 Miikrimin Khalil [Yinanc], “Feridun Beg Miinshe’at1”, Tarih-i Osmani Enciimeni Mecmuast, no. 77,
pp. 161-8, no. 78, pp. 37-46, no. 79, pp. 95-104, no. 81, pp. 2 16-26.

315 Colin Mitchell, “Safavid Imperial Tarassul and the Persian Insha’ Tradition” Studia Iranica, 26 (1997),
p. 189.
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authors whose works were influential over the Ottoman literati.”'® Concurrent with the
Timurid period, Mahmud Gavan (d. 1481) produced Manazir al-Insha’ and Riyaz al-
insha’ while serving as the grand vezir (Hace-i Cihan) to the Bahmanid dynasty of the

517
Deccan.

Many manuscripts of his works can be found in the Istanbul libraries, and he
was praised as the best munshi together with historian Wassaf (d. 1330) by some 16
century Ottoman literati, such as tezkire writer Latifi and historian Mustafa Ali.>"® The
earliest Ottoman insha’ work of this category is Ahmed Dar’s (d. c. 1427) Teressiil,
unfortunately, all but four pages from the beginning of the work is missing. According
to Sehi, Teressiil remained a popular hand-book for a long time, but Latift describes the
work as outdated and states that it is no longer useful for the literati.”"

The third category of insha’ literature comprises encyclopedic works collecting
every kind of information that a scribe needs.”® As stated in the first chapter, according
to Al-Kalkashandi, a karib should be equipped with a profound knowledge of Qur’an and
the prophetic traditions, principles of government, Arabic literature, history, foreign
languages and calligraphy.’*' Besides, al- Kalkashandi presented a list of complementary
disciplines recommended for kuttab, which include logic, the deciphering of codes,

522 41

arithmetic, optics, mechanics, astrology, medicine, engines of war and falconry.
Kalkashandi’s (1355-1418) work on insa’, Subh al-A'sha fi Sina‘at al-Insha’ (The Daybreak

for the Sufferer of Night Blindness in Composing Official Documents) is the best

S16 W, M. Thackston, D. J. Roxburgh, et al. “Timurids”, EI2, v. 10, pp. 515-518.

317 Colin Mitchell, “Safavid Imperial Tarassul.., p. 190.

S8 1 afifi, Tezkireru’s-Su‘ara, ed. Ridvan Camim, pp. 402, 487, Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, manuscript,
reign of Sultan Siilleyman, entry of Kinalizade Ali Celebi.

Y Latifi, Tezkiretu’s-Su‘ard, ed. Ridvan Canim, p. 165, Fahir Iz, “Ahmad Da‘T” EI2, v. 2, p. 98.

0 H. Inalcik, “Reis-iil-Kiittab” /A, v. 9, p. 678.

32! Maaike Van Berkel, “A Well-Mannered Man of Letters or A Cunning Accountant: Al-Qalgashandf and
the Historical Position of the Katib”, Al-Masaq: Islam and the Medieval Mediterranean, v. 13 (2001), pp.
92-3.

>*2 ibid, p. 92.
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representative of encyclopedic insha’ works. It contains an introduction, ten discourses
(makalat) and a conclusion, and it aims to provide all the information necessary for
chancery kuttab.’*> Subh al-A‘shd also contains a large number of original documents
going back to the earliest years of Islam. Another Mamluk chancery scribe, Shihab al-
Din Ahmad ibn Fadlallah al-‘Umart (d. 1349) authored two works for the use of scribes,
which can be included in this category: al-ta‘rif bi'l-mustalah al-sharif, and masalik al-absar
fi mamalik al-amsar. Al-ta‘rif is a manual of administration describing the Mamluk
organization and explaining the manner of correspondence. And Masalik is an
encyclopedic work dealing with history, literature, administration, geography, religion
and law.”**

As stated above, the insha’ tradition reached its peak under the Timurids as an art
of letter-writing and as a form of literature. The Ottoman literati admired the works of
‘Abd al-Rahman Jami, Husain Va‘iz Kashifi, Wassaf, Hafiz-i Abrii, Sharaf al-Din
Yazdi, Mirhand and Handemir, which were written in Persian and widely read by the
Ottoman literati. As a study on Istanbul manuscript libraries demonstrate, those Persian
works occupied the highest ranks in the list of 130 different Persian works in terms of
manuscript number, and autographs of Wassaf and ‘Abd al-Rahman Jam1 are preserved

5 As we know, Mehmed II tried to attract ‘Abd al-Rahman Jami to

in Istanbul libraries.
Istanbul, and Bayezid II sent two letters to the famous munshi and sifi of Harat.”*® As

stated above, 16 century Ottoman literary critics, such as LatifT and Mustafa Alf, stated

>3 Al- Kalkashandi, Subh al-A‘sha fi Sind‘at al-Insha’, ed. Muhammad Husayn Shams al-Din, Leiden: E. J.
Brill, 1990, C. E. Bosworth, “al-Kalkashandi”, EI2, v. 4, p. 509.

32 K. S. Salibi, “ibn Fadlallah al-‘Umari” EI2, v. 3, p. 758.

> Osman Ozgiidenli, “Istanbul Kiitiiphaneleri Farsca Tarih Yazmalari Hakkinda Bazi Miilahazalar”
reprinted in Ortagag Tiirk-Iran Tarihi Arastirmalart, Istanbul, Kakniis, 2006, pp. 389-405.

2% C1. Huart, H. Masse, “Djami” EI2, v. 2, p. 422.
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Wassaf and Hace-i Cihan as the best representatives of elegant prose-poetry authors, and
they regarded most of the 15" century Ottoman poets and prose writers as inferior,
outdated and simple. For Latifi, the Ottoman poetry and prose became noteworthy only
in the beginning of 16™ century: the founder of “real” Ottoman poetry was Necati (d.
914/1509), and Latif1, himself, introduced a new style in the Ottoman prose by adorning
the text with proverbs, parables and phrases.527

The Ottoman chancery at the time of Mehmed II employed scribes from different
nations, and they produced documents in various languages such as Arabic, Persian,
Greek, Slavonic, Latin and Italian.’®® The Ottoman ahidnames given to the western
states (Venice, Genoa, Hungary, Ragusa etc.) were mostly composed in the language of
receiving country or in both languages in the 14™ and 15™ centuries. For instance, 5 out
of 12 ahidnames given to Venice between the years 1403-1517 were written in both of
the languages: the Ottoman Turkish and Italian, 6 of them were written either in Italian
or in Greek and only one of them were written in Turkish.”® Similarly, two Ottoman
ahidnames addressing to the king of Poland were written in Latin in 1489 and 1494, and

two of them were written in Italian in 1502 and 1519.°*° Murad II's ahidname to Ragusa

was written in Slavonic in 1442 and it was re-issued in the reign of Mehmed IL>*' One

T Latifi, Tezkiretu’s-Su‘ard, ed. Ridvan Canim, pp. 487, 515-521, Th. Menzel, “Nedjati Bey”, EI2, v. 8,
p. 2, Nihad M. Cetin, “Latifi”, EI2, v. 5, p. 693.

>2 Halil inalcik, “Mehemmed 117, EI2, v. 6, p. 980.

32 Hans Peter Alexander Theunissen, “Ottoman-Venetian Diplomatics: The Ahdnames. ..” p. 191.

330 For the text of ahidnames see, Dariusz Kolodziejczyk, Ottoman-Polish Diplomatic Relations, 15th-
18th Century, Leiden, Brill, 2000, pp. 197-221.

331 By, Miklosich and J. Muller, Acta et diplomata graeca medii aevi sacra 6 vols., Vindobonae (Vienna)
1860-1890, III, Vindobonae 1865, v. 3, 286-7, 290, 295, 313, 318. cited in V. L. Ménage, “Seven Ottoman
Documents From the Reign of Mehemmed II” in S. M. Stern and R. Walzer (eds.), Documents From
Islamic Chanceries, Oxford, Cassirer, 1966, p. 94.
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of the earliest Ottoman treaties, the treaty of 1387 between Murad I and Comune of
Genoa was drawn up in Greek and it was translated into Latin.”*

The Ottoman chancery abandoned to produce ahidnames in the language of
receiving country under the reign of Siileyman the magnificent, and the ahidnames were
exclusively written in Ottoman after 1525. There seems to be two main reasons for this
novelty, first, it was part of modifications introduced by nisancit to ahidname type
documents, aiming to reflect supremacy of the Ottoman sultan over other rulers. Within
that context, phrases were added to the text of ahidnames stating that receiving party had
asked for peace, and the ottoman sultan had no fear of enemies. Additionally, as Menage
indicated, in the inscriptio section where the name of the addressee and his title is
expressed, the Ottoman chancery began to use deliberately derogatory words for the
addressee.”™ The second reason for the “Ottomanization” of the ahidnames was the
level Ottoman insa’ tradition: as we will see below, the Ottoman insa’ works flourished
in the 16™ century and the Ottoman littérateur began to accept those Ottoman insha’

works as equal to the most eloquent and elegant insha’ works in Persian and Arabic.

3.2- Otftoman Insha literature in the 16th Century and Celalzade
The Ottoman insha’ tradition developed considerably in the 16™ century thanks

to the works of ‘‘ulema-bureaucrats, scribes and litterateur such as Mesihi, Tacizade

Cafer and Sadi, Lamii Celebi, Kemalpasazade, Celalzade brothers, Kinalizade Ali and

332 Kate Fleet, “The Treaty of 1387 between Murad I and the Genoese” Bulletin of the School of Oriental
and African Studies, v. 56 (1993), no. 1, p. 31

>3 V. L. Ménage, “On the Constituent Elements of Certain Sixteenth-Century Ottoman Documents”
Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, v. 48, (1985), no. 2, p. 290.
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Latifi. They succeeded in the creation of an Ottoman literary style by incorporating into
Turkish the matter borrowed and translated from Persian literature, and by domesticating
Persian and Arabic words. Concomitant with the development of the Ottoman prose
literature, we see a rapid increase in the production of Ottoman miinge’at (collection of
epistles) works which combine letters of aforementioned renowned authors. Therefore,
though Kemalpasazade’s history or Celalzade’s Tabakat are not within the category of
insha’ works in the strict sense of the term, they served as literary models for next
generations and they must be included within this category. Besides, as explained in the
previous chapter, Celalzade’s Tabakat was written gradually over a long period, between
1526 and 1557, and its nucleus was the fetihnames, i.e., imperial letters sent to
provincial officers to inform them of military victories. Celalzade was not the only
historian who enlarged a fetihname into a book, as we know Nasuh Matraki was one of
the authors of Fetihnames prepared after Sultan Siileyman’s Karabogdan campaign of
945/1538. Then, Nasuh Matraki transformed the official fetihname into an independent
work, Fetihname-i Kara Bogdan, immediately after the Campaign.534 In short, there was
a close relation between the formation of a literary style for the Ottoman chancery and
the style of imperial historiography. And the development of Ottoman official language
cannot be examined independent of the development of Ottoman prose literature.

Mesthi (d. after 918/1512) was one of the distinguished Ottoman miingis who
lived in late 15" and early 16™ century. He was a divan scribe at the service of Grand

Vezir Hadim Ali Pasha (d. 1511), then he became secretary to the governor (sancakbey)

53 Nasuh Matraki’s work was written on 23 Cumadelahire 945, see Mihail Guboglu, “Kanuni Sultan

Stileymanin ...” p. 798, A. Decei, “Un Fetihname-i Karabogdan (1538) de Nasuh Matraki” Fuad Kopriilii
érmagam, Istanbul, 1953, sh. 113-124, Hiiseyin Gazi Yurdaydin, Matrak¢t Nasuh, Ankara, Ankara
Universitesi Basimevi, 1963, p. 39.
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of Bosnia, Firuz.”* He gained reputation as a creative and original poet and as an
elegant stylist. His munsheat, Giil-i Sad-berg (the many-petalled rose) containes about
hundred epistles and describes different forms of address and answer providing
examples of rhymed and unrhymed prose (nesr-i miisecca‘ ve gayr-i miisecca‘). For
Latift, Giil-i Sad-berg was composed in the style of Mahmud b. Edhem al-AmasT’s
Giilgen-i Insa’, and it gained popularity among the learned circles.”

Tacizade Cafer (d. 921/1515) was among the most influential miinsis (stylist) of
the early 16" century. He received classical medrese education under the prominent
“‘ulema of the time, such as el-Kastallan1 (d. 901/1505-6), Hatibzade (d. 901/1495-6),
Hacezade (d. 893/1488) and Haci1 Hasanzade (d. 911/1505-6). As stated in the previous
chapter, Hac1 Hasanzade was teacher of Celalzade Mustafa’s father, Celal, as well. There
are other striking similarities between Tacizades and Celalzades that indicate close ties
between two family: both of the families had close ties with Amasya based religious-
literary circles (Halvetiye order), and both family members were distinguished
calligraphers and munshis of the time.””’ According to Tuhfe-i Hattatin, Cafer Celebi
studied calligraphy along with famous calligrapher from Amasya : Seyh Hamdullah.538
Cafer Celebi was a professor in Istanbul Mahmud Pasha medrese, when he was
appointed nisanct in 903/1497. Relying on Asik Celebi and Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali,

Ismail Erunsal asserts that: “On achieving this post he [Cafer Celebi] received the rank

335 Th. Menzel, E. G. Ambros, “Mesihi” EI2, v. 6, p. 1026, V. L. Menage, “An Ottoman Manual of
Provincial Correspondence” Wiener Zeitschrift Fiir Die Kunde Des Morgenlandes, v. 68, (1976), pp. 40-
41.
536 Latifi, Tezkiretu’s-Su‘ara, ed. Ridvan Canim, p. 499.

> fsmail E. Erunsal, The Life and Works of Taci-zade Cafer Celebi with a critical edition of his Divan,
Istanbul, Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Basimevi, 1983, p. XX VI, Taskopriiliizade, Es-Sekaiku’'n-Numaniye fi
Ulemad-devleti’l-Osmaniye, A. S. Firat (ed.), Istanbul, 1985, p. 487, .Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali, Kitabu't-
Tarih-i Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, eds. A. Ugur, M. Cuhadar, A. Giil, I. H. Cuhadar, Kayseri, 1997, p. 1226. Mecdi
Mehmed Efendi, Hadaiku’s-Sakaik, ed. Abdulkadir Ozcan, Istanbul, Cagn Yayinlari, 1989, p. 335.

538 Cited in Ismail E. Erunsal, The Life and Works ... p- XXV.
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and style of pasa, and enjoyed most of the privileges of a vezir. He was very conscious
of his own dignity, and it was because of a protest that he made to the Sultan that the
nisanct was henceforth given precedence over the defterdar in the Divan, and allowed a
vezirial tent when on campaign”.’** Although Cafer Celebi was a very influential
statesman, probably with the rank of vezirate, it would be a mistake to assume that his
privileged position as a nisanct survived with his successors. Mehmed II's Kanunname
makes it clear that “if Nisanct’s status is same with vezirs and beglerbegis then he takes
precedence over defterdars, if he is a nishanct with sancak then he is placed below the
defterdars.”540 Tacizade Cafer Celebi held the office of niganct until 917/1511, later on
Selim I restored him to office in late 919/1513, a year later he was appointed Kadiasker
of Anatolia. Cafer Celebi was executed by Selim’s order in 921/1515.°*" All of the
contemporary sources agree about Cafer Celebi’s abilities as an eloquent prose stylist.
Mecdi reckons him among the nisancis who created new formulas and phrases to be
used in the Ottoman official documents.’** RiyazI states that “he was Hace-i Cihan of his
time in the field of insha “>*> Cafer Celebi was able to compose eloquent letters in three
languages, Ottoman, Persian and Arabic, but his munshe’at is not extant; only six

. . _ . . _ 544 .
official letters (name) were preserved in various munshe’at works.”  Cafer Celebi’s

style is also reflected in his Mahriise-i Istanbul Fetihnamesi, which “may be considered

> ibid, p. XXXI.

40 «ye nigancimin mertebesi eger vezaret ve beglerbegilik ise defterdarlara tasaddur eder; ve sancak ile
nisanci ise defterdarlardan asaga oturur.” Abdulkadir Ozcan, ed., Kanunname-i Al-i Osman, Istanbul,
Kitabevi, 2003, p.6

>*! For possible reasons see ismail E. Erunsal, The Life and Works ... p. 39-42.

342 «¢]-hakk bu zamanda divan-1 osmaniyede tersim ve terkim olunan menasir-i sultaniyye ve feramin-i
hakaniyye-i osmaniyyenin terkib ve tertib ve imla ve ingasinda kavaid-i cedide-i sutude ihtira idiib,
ahkam-1 nafizu’l-kelam ve maktu’u’l-meram ve menasir-i kaza-ceryan ve kader-fercamda izhar-1 yed-i
beyza eyledi. Mecdi Mehmed Efendi, Hadaiku’s-Sakaik, ed. Abdulkadir Ozcan, Istanbul, Cagn Yayinlari,
1989, p. 336

>3 Cited in Ismail E. Erunsal, The Life and Works ... p. LXVIIL

> For a list of these epistles see Ismail E. Erunsal, The Life and Works ... p. LXVIL
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one of the finest examples of sixteenth century Ottoman prose writing”’, according to
Eriinsal.”*’

Tacizade Cafer Celebi’s brother Sa‘di (d. 922/1516) was also famous as a munshi
and poet. His educational background is similar to his brother: he studied under
Kadizade and Haci1 Hasanzade. Then, he was appointed muderris to medreses in Bursa

1.°*¢ According to Mecdi, he was especially gifted in Arabic prose, though he

and Istanbu
composed elegant letters in three languages. It is reported that after his brother’s death,
he composed the sultanic missive addressing to the Mamluk Sultan, and he was
rewarded with 30.000 akce in return.’*’ His munshe’at is extant and it was partially
published.548 Among his students, there are leading munshis of 16" century, such as
Celalzade Salih, Ramazanzade and most probably Celalzade Mustafa Celebi.

Idris-i Bitlist (d. 926/1520) was among the most esteemed miinsis of 16" century.
His history Hagst Bihist (“Eight Paradises”) was written in the most elaborate style of
Persian insha’ following the histories of Juwayni, Wassaf and Sharaf al-Din Yazdi as
model. However, Idris-i Bitlisi’s contribution to the Ottoman insha’ literature is limited
with his Persian works; he has no works in Ottoman insha’ style.549

Lami‘1 Celebi (d. 938/1531-2) gained a reputation as ‘Abd al-Rahman Jami of
Anatolia (Cami-i Riim) due to his translations from ‘Abd al-Rahman Jam1’s works as

well as his elegance and originality.” Lami‘T Celebi’s grandfather was a famous nakkas

(painter-carver) who had been taken by Timur to Samarkand, and his father was

> ibid, p. LXI.

%46 Mecdi Mehmed Efendi, Hadaiku’s-Sakaik, p. 337.

>7 Asik Celebi, cited in ismail E. Erunsal, The Life and Works ... p. XLV.

38 Tacizade Sa‘di Celebi, Mecmua, manuscript, Istanbul Bayezid Library, Veliyyiiddin Efendi, 3258,
Sa‘di Celebi Miinse’at:, Necati Lugal, Adnan Erzi (eds.), Istanbul, 1956.

>V, L. Menage, “Idris BidIist” EI2, v. 1, p. 1208.

>0 B. Flemming, “Lami‘T” EI2, v. 5, p. 650.
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defterdar in the reign of Bayezid II. Lami ‘7 studied at medrese under Ahavayn and Haci
Hasanzade. He was a follower of Naksibendl master Emir Ahmed Buhart (d. 922/1516),
and he took as his model in literary activities another famous Naksibendi master from
Harat: ‘Abd al-Rahman Jami. Lami‘T was a prolific writer; he authored more then 40
works. The best known work of him is his translation of ‘Abd al-Rahman Jam1’s
Nafahat al-uns, which is a collection of Suff biographies. Lami‘T’s munshe’at contains
23 author’s private letters addressing to Grand Vezir Ibrahim, Emir Ahmed Buhari and
other notable persons. According to Asik Celebi, Lami‘T’s style was a perfect
combination of poetry and prose, and most of other tezkire authors agree with Asik
Celebi.™' However, Latifi states that “though he was highly educated and skillful
person, his style is not imaginative: “egerci zii-funtin u miitefennindiir 1akin nazm u
inga’sinda reng u rah yokdur kelimatinun hayide ve rtiz-merre elfaz u ‘ibarati ¢okdur,
musannefatinun ekSer u aglebi miiellefat-i ekabir-i selefden me’hiiz u menkildiir (...)
vufiir-i te’lifat: cihetinden ashab-i fiinéin u ‘uliim atia Cami-i Riim 1tlak itmislerdiir”.>>

Kemalpasazade (d. 940/1534) was probably the most prolific scholar, historian
and munshi of the 16™ century. Contemporary sources are unanimous in praising the
profundity and extant of his knowledge. He authored more than 200 works in three
languages on various subjects ranging from religion to history and literature. His ten
volume history (Tevarih-i Al-i Osman) was written in a very eloquent and ornate
Ottoman, in this respect, it is the first of its kind.”>* He was commissioned by Bayezid 11

to compile a comprehensive Ottoman history in Turkish in parallel to Idris-1 BitlisT’s

! «Si‘r u ingdy: sir u seker gibi cem itdi” cited in Sadettin Egri, Bir Bursa Efsanesi (Lami ‘T Celebi’s

Miinaraza-i Sultan-i Bahar Ba-sehriyar-i Sita), Istanbul, Kitabevi, 2001, pp. 42-43.

2 Latifi, Tezkiretu’s-Su‘ard, ed. Ridvan Canim, pp. 476-7.

> For Kemalpasazade and his work see, Halil inalcik, “The Rise of Ottoman Historiography” in
Historians of the Middle East, B. Lewis and M. Holt (eds.), London, 1962, pp. 152-67.
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Persian work. Though his Tevarih was richly decorated with the use of Turkish
proverbs, sayings and idioms in prose and poetry, Arabic and Persian expressions are
dominant in his literary style. Ironically, he is the author of a treatise which aims to
demonstrate supremacy of Persian over all other languages except Arabic: Risale fi
maziyyat al-lisan al-Farisi. On the other hand, he also authored Manzum Darb-i Mesel,
which is a collection of Turkish proverbs and idioms in verse.”>*

Vasi Alisi (d. 950/1543-4) is another famous miingi, whose reputation largely rest
on his Humayunname. Like aforementioned miingi-scholars, Vasi Alisi received a
classical medrese education including the study of calligraphy. According to Mustafa
Ali’s account, the author worked on his Humayunname for twenty years but his effort
was not appreciated by Grand Vezir Lutfi (1539-41) who did not even glance at the
work when it was presented to him. Mustafa Ali severily criticized the Grand Vezir’s
arrogance and ignorance.”> Humdyunname is a translation of Husain Va‘iz Kashifi’s
Persian Anwar-i Suhayli which is a translation of Arabic Kalila wa-Dimna.”® According
to Latifi, “sive-i suhanveri ve ‘igve-i letafet-perveri anda tamam olmis ve fenn-i san‘at-i
insada yed-i beyZa gostermek dayiresin bulmigdur. (...) elhasil bir inga-i celilii’s-san ve
cemilii’l-beyandur ki aksam-i insada kism-i sihr-efsiin ve Miinge’at-i Vassafdan vasfi
efzandur”.>’

Celalzade Salih (d. 973/1565), like his brother Mustafa, studied religious

sciences from leading miinsi-‘‘ulema, such as Tacizade Sa‘dt and Kemalpasazade. Both

By L. Menage, “Kemal Pashazade” EI2, v. 4, p. 880, Abdurrahman Giizel, “Kemal Pasazade’nin
Eserlerinde Tiirk Halk Edebiyatina Ait Bazi Motifler” in Seyhiilislam Ibn Kemal, H. Bolay, B. Yediyildiz,
M. S. Yazicioglu (eds.) Ankara, 1989, pp. 175-189.

555 Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, manuscript, reign of Sultan Siileyman, entry of Ali bin Salih, and
Andreas Tietze, Mustafa Ali’s Counsel for Sultans of 1581, v. 2, Wien, Verlag der Osterreichischen
Akademie Der Wissenchaften, 1982, p. 202-3.

6 [ atifi, Tezkiretu’s-Su‘ard, p. 401, Kathleen R. F. Burrill, “Wasi Alisi” EI2, v. 11, p. 162.

37 L atifi, Tezkiretu 's-Su‘ara, pp. 401-2.
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of them learned calligraphy from Seyh Hamdullah. And both of them mastered three
languages: Arabic, Persian and Ottoman. Like Celalzade Mustafa, Salih authored several
fetihnames describing Sultan Siilleyman’s campaigns on Belgrade, Rhodes and Buda. He
compiled a history of Egypt (Tarth-i Misr-i Cedid) and translated several works from
Persian, such as Kissa-i firuz sah and Cevami ‘u’l-hikayat, which are representative works
of elegant Ottoman prose style.”® Celalzade Salih’s munshe’at consists of his letters
addressing to Sultan, Pashas, Han of Crimea, Kemalpasazade, Hoca Hayreddin, an
unnamed reisulkuttab and other eminent people. His letters are written for different
purposes, such as ta‘ziye (letter of condolence), tehniye (letter of congratulation),
muhabbetname (letter of friendship), arZ-i hal or istid‘a (petition) and sefa ‘atname
(letter of intercession).559

Kinalizade Ali (d. 979/1572) is another esteemed scholar of 16" century, whose
works on various subjects served as model for the Ottoman literati. After a classical
medrese education, he taught at several medreses, served as kadi of Damascus, Egypt,
Bursa and Edirne. Then, he became kadiasker of Anatolia in 1571 and held the post until
his death. Two of his works, Ahlak-i ‘ala‘i (a nasithatname work on ethics and
government) and miinge’at is especially important in terms of insha’ style. His miinge’at
consists of mostly tehniye, sefa‘atname and ta‘ziye type letters written for unnamed
people.560 According to Mustafa Ali, Kinalizade Ali was versed in most of sciences,

religious and literary, and he was a modest, well-mannered scholar. As Mustafa Ali

states, he met with Kinalizade Ali in Damascus, while the latter was composing Ahlak-i

58 | Hakka Uzungarsili, “Tosyali Celalzade ..., pp. 428-37, J. R. Walsh, “Djalalzade Salih Celebi”, EI2, v.
2, p. 401.

> Celalzade Salih Celebi, Miinse at, manuscript, Istanbul Siileymaniye Library, Kadizade Mehmed, 557.
>% Kinalhzade Ali Celebi, Miinse’at, manuscript, Istanbul Siileymaniye Library, Esad Efendi, 3331.
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‘ala‘t. Then, Mustafa Ali and Kinalizade came together every week and discussed the
parts of Ahlak-i ‘ala‘t as the work proceeded. But, Mustafa Ali adds: “... insada ise
Hacei Cihan riitbesinde asar1 diirer-nisari mukarrerdiir. Ancak edalarinda elfaz-1
‘Arabiyye galib olmagla ¢endan sth u ‘alem-gir olmadugi beyne'n-nas ezher u

esherdiir”.561

3.3- Celalzade’s Insha as found in his works

As Beyani (d. 1006/1597-8) indicated in his fezkire, Celalzade Mustafa
resolutely defended his insha’ style even against the sultan:

“rakimu’s-sutlir kendiiden istima* itdim: “Sultan Selim Han-i kadim viizeradan

mahft etrafa ba‘z1 ahkam ve evamir géndermelii oldukda bana yazdirirdi. Ba‘zi

‘umiirda muhalefet seklin gostertib miinasib olan béyle eylemekdir padisahim

der idim. Bir iki def'a ibrak ve ir‘ad idiib 1zhar-i gazab iderdi ben musirr olub

sa‘adetlu padisahim ferman senindir amma sa‘adetlu sahib-kirana miinasib

olan budur dedigim gibi miinbasit olub imdi dyle yaz dir idi.”**

Beyan1’s account may contain some degree of exaggeration or mistakes, but it is
almost certain that for Celalzade Mustafa, insha’ style and the post of nisanct was
crucially important to reflect the sultan’s magnificence and dignity. As stated before,

Celalzade regarded the post of nisancit as the most important rank in the Ottoman

3! Mustafa Ali, Kiinhii’l-Ahbar, manuscript, reign of Siilleyman, section on Poets, Mevlana Ali Celebi.
362 Beyani, Tezkiretii’s-Suara, p. 293.
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administration. He enumerated a number of reasons to defend his claim, which can be
summarized as: 1) ahl-i kalem is more important than ahl-i sayf because they seek for
the prosperity of country, which is the basis for state revenues whereas, ahl-i sayf looks
for destruction. And nisanct is the head of ahl-i kalem. 2) justice is the most important
element of good government, and the nisanct is responsible for the observance of justice
in the Ottoman realm. As Celalzade states, “mischief-makers usually depend on Sultanic
orders to exploit tax paying subjects (re‘aya). If nisanci is careful and cautious, he
foresees undesirable results of a Sultanic order and he prevents it. (...) Justice is the
cause of long life and good reputation in this world; it will be rewarded in the other
world as well. (...) Therefore, it is obvious that post of nisancit is the most important
rank in the administration.” °%

Therefore, Celalzade Mustafa endeavored to protect the sultan’s reputation as a
just ruler by using mainly two instruments: codification of Ottoman laws and
improvement of Ottoman insha’ style. As stated before, Celalzade Mustafa was accepted
as the second most influential nisanci after Tacizade Cafer, who introduced new literary
formulas to be used in the official documents issued by the Ottoman chancery. In this
section, we will focus on the insha’ style used in two types of official documents:
‘ahidnames and fetihnames. ‘Ahidnames are especially important to reflect sultan’s
power and prestige in the eyes of friendly or hostile rulers, with its content and form i.e.
calligraphy, style, elegance etc. And fetihnames were mostly sent to provinces to
announce the victory, in other words their target was mostly Ottoman subjects, though

fetihnames were also composed to be sent to friendly rulers.

%63 Tabakat, p. 260b.
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It should be noted that one should not expect great differences in the style of
Ottoman official documents, especially in ‘ahidnames, due to two reasons: first, the
Ottoman chancery had long established practices of bureaucratic administration which
had been established under the reign of Mehmed I1.°** Preceding documents of the same
kind were the primary guide of a chancery scribe. Secondly, ‘ahidnames were
instruments at the international level, and the receiver country sought to renew an
‘ahidname under the same conditions. For instance, the Ottoman chancery issued
‘ahidnames in mainly two type: nisan-type ‘ahidnames begins with the nigan formula:
nisan-i serif-i ‘alisan (...) hiikmii oldurki:” and name-type ‘ahidname which begins with
“Ben ki sultanu’s-selatin ...”. The style used in nigan-type ‘ahidnames approaches to the
style of a ferman which conveys a command to an inferior. The Ottoman chancery
issued nisan-type ‘ahidnames for Venice since the second half of the 15 century,
whereas Polish kings received name-type ‘ahidnames. As we will see below, Ottoman
chancery preferred to issue nisan-type ahidnames in the reign of Siileyman, but
‘ahidnames issued for the Polish king continued to be name-type after a nigan-type
‘ahidname in 1554.°%

The most important change in the style of Ottoman official documents is the
change of the language; the Ottoman chancery began to use exclusively Turkish in the
‘ahidnames and names after 1525. That change is most probably was initiated by
reistilkiittab Celalzade Mustafa. As explained in the previous chapter, the most
important official documents such as Sultan’s letters to other sovereigns (name) were

authored by nisanci of the time. Tacizade Cafer, Hocazade Mehmed were famous

> Halil inalcik, “Mehemmed 117, EI2, v. 6, p. 980.
>% For the text of ‘ahidnames issued for Polish King see, Dariusz Kolodziejczyk, Ottoman-Polish
Diplomatic Relations, 15th- 18th Century, Leiden, Brill, 2000, pp. 197-265.
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nisancis, and samples of their work can be found in munseat works. However, most of
the official letters from the reign of Sultan Siileyman were attributed to Reisiilkiittab
Celalzade Mustafa, instead of Nisanci1 Seydi Bey: imperial missive to Shah Tahmasb,
fetihname of Mohac Campaign, berat for Grand Vezir Ibrahim Pasha were all composed
by Celdlzade Mustafa, when he was still Reisiilkiittab.”®® Evidently, nisanct Seydi Bey
was an expert in Ottoman law, but he was not a renowned miinsi; as we know from
Ottoman mungeat works which contain no sample of his writings.

Another important change in the text of ‘ahidnames is appeared in the intitulatio
(‘unvan) section: an elaborate formula devotionis was added before the name of the
sultan. The Polish ahidname of 932/1525 has the following formula devotionis: “HaZret-
i ‘izzet cellet kudretuhu ve ‘alet kelimetuhunuri ‘indyeti ve mihr-i sipehr-i niibiivvet ahter-i
burc-i fiitlivvet pisva-yi ziimre-i enbiya ve mukteda-yi firka-i asfiya Muhammed Mustafaniri -
salla’llahu ‘aleyhi ve sellem- mu'cizat-i kesiretu’l-berekati ve dért yariniri ki Ebu Bekr ve ‘Omer
ve ‘Osman ve ‘Alidir -riZvanullahi ‘aleyhim ecma‘tn anlarii ervah-i mukaddesesi
murdfakatiyla”.>®” As Menage pointed out, formula devotionis was placed above the
tugra as sign of respect for God, Prophet and caliphs, and it was a practice applied by
post-Mongol Islamic chanceries such as Akkoyunlu and Crimean Khanate.”®®
Furthermore, older Ottoman ‘ahidnames had a very short formula devotionis, which was
consisting of the phrase: “by the grace of God”. Whereas, this elaborate formula
devotionis which was introduced by Celalzade Mustafa, was consisting of three
elements, namely “by the grace of God (1), miracles of the Prophet (2), and

companionship of the four caliphs (3)”. As Menage argued, first two element of this

3% For these three letters see Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, p. 541-551.
*7 Dariusz Kolodziejczyk, Ottoman-Polish...p. 222.
%8V, L. Ménage, “On the Constituent Elements ..”, pp. 291-299.
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formula devotionis was introduced in imitation of post-Mongol Islamic chanceries, and
the third one was an Ottoman innovation, “a declaration of Sunni orthodoxy and a
riposte to Shah Isma‘il’s practice of introducing his decrees with a prominent Ya ‘Ali.”®

Another novelty was seen in the intitulatio of the ‘ahidnames: more elaborate
description of the Ottoman domains was inserted into intifulatio. That novelty was a
reaction to Hungarian king’s missive at first, then it was repeated by Charles who
claimed to be the king of Jerusalem in his letter of 1533.”"° The Ottoman chancery
replied by adding an elaborate description of the Ottoman realm in the intitulatio, and
proportionate to the Empire’s expansion, new provinces were added to the intitulatio
section of the documents. The imperial letter of 954/1547 addressed to the “king Charles
in the province of Spain”, and it enumerated 22 provinces and 2 seas of sultan Siileyman
in the intitulatio.”” Besides, “tac-bahs-i hiisrevan-i riiy-i zemin” (the distributor of the
crowns of the Khusraws of the world) became an integral part of the intitulatio, after the
victory at Mohac.

Another novelty can be observed especially in the Venetian ahidnames, since
they include commercial privileges. Earlier Venetian ‘ahidnames included statements
emphasizing on the reciprocity of the commercial privileges, and an elaborate oath
formula. Furthermore, ‘ahidname was validated upon the confirmation of both parties by
swearing an oath in the presence of the representatives of the other party. However, this

practice was abandoned after the ahidname of 1540, and later Venetian ahidnames

>% ibid, p. 300-1.

370 ibid, p. 289. Charles V was severely criticized in Grand Vezir Ibrahim Pasha’s letter for using the title
of “king of Jerusalem”. This letter (dated evail-i Zilhicca 939/24 June-3 July 1533) was most probably
composed by Celalzade, see, Jean-Louis Bacque-Grammont, “Une Lettre D’Ibrahim Paga a Charles-
Quint” Comité International D’etudes Pré-Ottomanes et Ottomanes, VIth Symposium, Cambridge, 1-4
July 1984, proceedings, eds. Jean-Luis Bacque-Grammont and Emeri van Donzel, Istanbul, 1987, p. 65-
88.

> Anton C. Schaendlinger, Die Schreiben Siileymans Des Priichtigen ... p. 12.
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became much more similar to the form of nigan. Oath section of the ahidname was not
removed but it was shortened. With Theunissen’s words: ‘“an increasing
unilateralization of the articles of the treaty (dispositio), as well as for a further
nisanization of the form of the ‘ahd-name” can be observed during the reign of Sultan
Siileyman.”’ It should also be noted that Venice acquired the ‘ahidnames of 947/1540
only after she accepted to surrender all of the castles Ottomans demanded, and to pay a
compensation of 300.000 ducats. In return, Venetians continued to enjoy trade privileges
they had acquired with earlier ahidnames. In the ‘ahidnames, “‘arz-i ‘ubudiyyet” was
used for the Doge, instead of “‘arz-i ihlas ve muhabbet” and the locatio was described as
“daru’l-hilafetil-aliyye” instead of “daru’s-saltanatil-aliyye”.””

Ottoman fetihnames exhibited a set of changes similar to the development of
‘ahidname during the 16" century. Like ‘ahidnames, fetihnames had been composed in
Arabic or in Persian in the 15™ century. The earliest fetihnames belonging to the reign of
Murad IT and Mehmed II were written in Arabic if they were addressed to Mamluks or
Sharif of Hicaz, or they were written in Persian if they were addressed to Timurids or
Karaman.’™* After the annexation of Mamluks, Fefihnames were exclusively composed
in Ottoman Turkish, and they were mostly written for the governors of the Ottoman
provinces. The fetihname of Van (956/1549) was sent to the King of France and

Ferdinand, and it was not much different from the fetihnames addressing to Ottoman

governors. The King of France was honored with the title of “iftiharu’l-umerai’l-

572

Hans Peter Alexander Theunissen, “Ottoman-Venetian Diplomatics ...”, p. 240.
513 Cf. with earlier ahidnames in Hans Peter Alexander Theunissen, “Ottoman-Venetian Diplomatics ...”,
p. 283.

" Feridun Bey, Miingseat, pp. 198, 208, 221-228, see also Ahmet Ates, “Istanbul’un Fethine Dair Fatih
Sultan Mehmed Tarafindan Gonderilen Mektublar ve Bunlara Gelen Cevablar”, Tarih Dergisi, v. 4
(1952), no. 7, pp. 11-50, Adnan Sadik Erzi, “Turkiye Kiitiiphanelerinden Notlar ve Vesikalar II”, Belleten,
v. 14 (1950), no. 53-56, pp. 612-631.

187



‘izami’l-‘tseviyye” whereas Ferdinand was addressed as “kidvetu umeraill-1zami’l-
‘Tseviyye”. And both of them were described as the “king of province” (Vildyet-i Beg
kirali, and Vilayet-i Fransa kirali). The fetihname of Van informed aforementioned
kings of the conquest of Van, of 35 castles in Georgia and most of Azerbaijan province,
and it concluded with a statement explaining purpose of the letter: “since it is a good
custom to inform friends about happy news”.””

Unsurprisingly, Fetihnames addressing to Ottoman subjects focused on the
sultan’s zeal for gaza, on his “sacred” personality, and on other religious motives such
as conversion of churches into mosques and initiation of call for pray (eZan). Fetihname
of Moha¢ begins with a statement similar to the formula devotionis of ‘ahidnames,
which mentiones that the sultan launched the campaign by seeking refuge in the grace of

God and miracles of the Prophet.”’

Fetihnames aim to reflect greatness of the glory, so
they usually give exagerated numbers for the Ottoman army and enemy forces. For
instance, Fetihname of Moha¢ indicates that Hungarian king has called for help and
received support from other Christian lords, and he had an army of 150.000 men. After a
long description of the campaign, Fetihname of Moha¢ ends with informing victory at
Mohag, stating that it was an unprecedented victory, no one before Sultan Siilleyman
ever gained: “selatin-i namdar ve havakin-i 2u’l-iktidar belki ashab-i guzin-i hayru’l-
ahyardan kimesneye miiyesser olmayan futtihat-i cemile Hakkini ‘inayeti ile cenab-i
celalet-meabima nasib oldu.””” As we will see below, these notions are repeatedly

stated in Celalzade Mustafa’s History.

°7 “ahbar-i meserret-asarin dostlarumuza i‘lam u is‘ar1 ‘adet-i hasene-i kadime olmagin ...”,
Anton C. Schaendlinger, Die Schreiben Siileymans.. p. 27. Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, p. 603-606.
>70 Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatm, p. 547.

77 ibid, p. 551.
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3.4- Celalzade as a Historian
As stated above, Tabakat can be described as a detailed fetihname of the sultan’s

campaigns. Celalzade provides more detailed description of the Ottoman army, sultan
and the administration etc. in the Tabakat, using the same style found in fetihnames. For
instance, in the chapter on Mohag¢ campaign, Celalzade provides a detailed description
of Ottoman soldiers’s zeal for gaza, especially after the crossing of Drava river which
has cut Ottoman troops’ way back to diyar-i islam. According to Celalzade description
of the Ottoman camp on the night before battle on Mohac; delis of Rumeli read stories
of Oguz gazas, ‘ulema preached soldiers reading and explaining passages from Holy

Book.”"®

According to Celalzade, it was a sacred night and, in the morning, army moved
after Sultan prayed for all of his brave soldiers. Celalzade emphasizes Sultan’s “sacred”
personality; he is the shadow of God on earth, his personality and wisdom is a reflection
of divine inspiration (zill'u-llahi fi'l-arz, ayine-i Zamir-i munir-i husrevani ki medar-i
ilhamat-i Rabbanidir).”” Within that context, Celalzade did not need to record some
disturbing events in the Tabakat, which were recorded in other Ottoman sources.
According to Celalzade, Mohac campaign was accomplished in harmony from
beginning to end, by skilled and virtuous servants of Sultan who followed orders. For
instance, Tabakat does not mention of the soldiers executed by Sultan’s order due to

undisciplined actions, or soldiers’ burning of the church in Pest contrary to Sultan’s

wish.”® On the other hand, Tabakat recorded everything that supports the idea of gaza:

7 Tabakat, p. 143b.
> Tabakat, p. 143a. Celalzade also describes Sultan as “mehdi-i ahiru’z-zaman” in p. 134b and 434b.
% Ruzname of Campaign, Feridun Bey, Miingeatu’s-Selatin, p. 553, 563
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“there is no doubt that, army of Islam was aided by secret soldiers and sacred souls.
Some good people narrates that even Prophet and his companions was with the Ottoman
army.”8!

Unsurprisingly, Celalzade’s style of exposition in Tabakat reflects the style and
precision used in official documents and law codes. Celalzade’s early years in the
imperial divan coincided with Selim I’s conquests and the expansion of the Ottoman
bureaucracy. As a young divan scribe, Celalzade contributed greatly to the codification
of laws for Egypt (1525). He introduced new literary formulas to be used in official
documents during the time he held the post of reisiilkiittab. Sultan Siileyman’s early
years were a period of innovation, when new methods and administrative practices were
introduced in every field.>® As stated above, reisiilkiittab Celalzade was the chief
architect of innovations introduced in bureaucratic language, rather than the nisanc: of
the time, Seydi Bey (d. 1534), who was supposed to compose significant imperial

33 ke other state officials, Celalzade aimed to contribute to the

documents.
consolidation of Ottoman rule in the vast region stretching from Buda to Baghdad. He
contributed to the development of an official language highlighting the Sultan’s power
and prestige and serving to strengthen the legitimacy of Ottoman rule. Ottoman official

documents such as fetihname, ahidname, berat and ferman underlined the legitimacy of

Ottoman rule by highlighting notions of justice, stability and divine support in the

1 «“Ceys-i Islam-penah ile cuniid-i gaybiyye ve ervah-i mukaddese bile idiigiine istibah yog idi.
... ba'21 sulehay-i ebrardan nakl u rivayet olundu ki HaZreti Risalet-penah salavatullahi ‘aleyhi
ve selamuhu climle-i ervah-i mukaddese sahabe-i kibar ile ridvanullahi te‘ala ‘aleyhim ecma‘in
bu gaza-y1 garrada bile imisler.” Tabakat, p. 150a.

*%2 Giilru Necipoglu, “A Kanun for the State ...”, p. 203. see also, G. Necipoglu, “Siileyman the
Magnificent and the Representation of Power ...” pp. 401-427.

>%3 Exemplary documents of this period such as letter to Shah Tahmasb (1526), berat of GrandVezir
Ibrahim Pasha (1529), fetihname of Mohac campaign (1526) were composed by Celalzade. See Feridun
Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, pp. 541-546.
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intitulatio section. However, the formulas used in intitulatio do not provide an elaborate
description of justice as understood by Ottoman officials. The Tabakat is an extension of
Celalzade’s efforts to portray Ottoman rule as an ideal system that will survive forever,
and the Ottoman sultan as an abstract figure representing the impersonal, absolute and
indivisible authority.

The Tabakat is not a comprehensive history of Siileyman’s reign; it highlights
events demonstrating the sultan’s power and justice. However, this does not undermine
significance of Tabakat as a historical source, it is one of the most detailed sources for
the reign of Siilleyman. Besides, Tabakat reflects considerations of Ottoman
administration which can not be found in other histories written by “outsiders”, as
Celalzade indicated.

Lastly, Celalzade’s style of exposition in Tabakat certainly contributed to the
consolidation of insha’ style he introduced in the Ottoman chancery. According to
Hasan Celebi, his father, Kinalizade Ali, used to criticize Celalzade’s style stating that it
includes reiteration of same descriptive phrases, and that monotonous style is defective
in terms of meaning.584 However, for Celalzade, these reiterated descriptions served the
purpose of creating an image of the Ottoman rule which is just, magnificent, all-
powerful and eternal. For instance, Celalzade never ignores to pray for the continuation
of the Ottoman rule after he mentiones sultan’s name: “ebbede (or hallede) Allahu mulkehu
ila yevmi’l-kiyamet” (may God make his rule eternal). Or, he is never tired of expressing
his conviction that the Ottoman sultan is the most powerful and wealty ruler in the

history of mankind. When Celalzade describes a campaign of Grand Vezir or a naval

%« . valid-i firdevs-mekan bu giine gevher-efsan olurlar idi ki: ekSeriya tumturak-1 elfaz ile

mukayyed oldugundan canib-i ma'na ri‘ayet olunmakdan kalur idi” Kinalizade Hasan Celebi,
Tezkiretu’s-Suarda, v. 2, p. 990.
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battle of Barbaros Hayreddin, he states that the army of Islam attacked by seeking refuge
in the grace of God, the miracles of the Prophet and the protecting influence of the sultan
(Allalun ‘indyeti, peygamberin mu‘cizatt ve sultamin himmetiyle). In short, Tabakat
succeeds in creating a persuasive image of the Ottoman rule in readers’ mind with the
help of these repetitions, and it also supports the consolidation of insha’ style introduced

by Celalzade.
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CHAPTER IV:

KANUN AND ITS FUNCTION IN THE AGE OF SULTAN
SULEYMAN THE MAGNIFICENT AND CELALZADE’S

CONTRIBUTION

4.1- The Term Kanun and its evolution in the 16th Century Ottoman
Empire

The term kaniin originally denoted to “registers and lists recording land-taxes”
and it was used in the administrations of Abbasids, Saljukids, Ilkhanids and Mamluks. %
Ottomans preferred to use defter for land registers but they continued to use the term

kaniin with the meaning of “tax” and kaniinname to refer to the list of land taxes and the

methods of raising them. The Ilkhanid administration called the office responsible from

%% Halil Inalcik, “Kanan” EI2, v. 4, p. 558.
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the land registers as “bayt al-kanin”, which is equivalent of Ottoman “defterhane”.”*®
The earliest Ottoman kaniinnames were probably preserved in the defterhane following
the Ilkhanid tradition. Sancak kaninnames, showing taxes and regulations for each
province, were inserted to the first pages of land registers (tahrir defteri) in the reign of
Bayezid II. The oldest surviving sancak kaniinname was composed for Bursa province
in 892/1487.>"

As Inalcik stated: “As a development from the meaning “financial regulations”,
kanuin came to mean legal prescriptions independent of the shari‘a laid down by the
sultan by virtue of his authority as ruler”.”®® A limited legislative power was already
recognized by the shari‘a for the ruler of Islamic community to issue decrees relating to
the fields not covered by shar‘7 orders, but legislative activities of the early Ottoman
sultans were not within the limits of shari‘a. Mehmed the Conqueror’s extensive
legislative activities was legitimized with reference to ‘urf, ruler’s independent law-
making power.589 The Ottoman understanding of ‘urf in the 15™ and 16" centuries was
different from the ‘urf prescribed by shari ‘a>® it was largely a continuation of Turko-

Mongol state tradition which was pursued by Ilkhanids, Golden Horde and Timurids.””’

This understanding of ‘urf was expressed in the works of some 15™ century Ottoman

%% ibid, p. 558.

*%7 Halil inalcik, “Kaniinname” EI2, v. 4, p. 562, O. L. Barkan, 15 ve 16. Asirlarda Osmanl
fmpratorlug'unda Zirai Ekonominin Hukukt ve Malf Esaslari, Kanunlar, {stanbul, 1943, pp- 1-6. A.
Akgiindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri, v. 2, pp. 179-187.

>% Halil inalcik, “Kaniin” EI2, v. 4, p. 558.

>% Halil inalcik, “Mehemmed I1” EI2, v. 6, p. 980.

% For a discussion of Ibn Taymiya’s and Dede Efendi’s views on ‘urf and siydsa al-shar‘iyya see Uriel
Heyd, Studies in Old Ottoman Criminal Law, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1973, pp.199-203.

1 Halil Inalcik, “Mehemmed II” EI2, v. 6, p- 980, idem, “Kantinname” EI2, v. 4, p. 562. For Ottoman
state tradition see also H. Inalcik, “State, Sovereignty and Law During the reign of Siileyman” in
Siileyman the Second and His Time, eds. Halil Inalcik and Cemal Kafadar, Istanbul, ISIS Press, 1993, p.
76, “Suleiman the Lawgiver and Ottoman Law” Archivum Ottomanicum, 1 (1969), 105-138, “Osmanl
Hukukuna Giris, Orfi-Sultani Hukuk ve Fatih’in Kanunlari” AU. SBF Dergisi, v. X111, (1958), 102-126,
“Kutadgu Biligde Tiirk ve Iran Siyaset Nazariye ve Gelenekleri” in Resit Rahmeti Arat I¢in, Ankara,
TKAE, 1966, pp. 259-275.
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writers, such as Tursun Bey’s Tarith-i Ebu’l-Feth, and Ahmedi’s (d. 815/1413)
Iskendername.””

Mehmed II was probably the most influential Ottoman ruler who contributed to
the development of kaniin from the meaning of “financial regulations” to “legal
prescriptions independent of the shari‘a”, by his decrees on various subjects and by
codification of his general kaniinname on state organization. Mehmed II had issued
several kaniinnames or kanuin-hukms reforming financial administration and increasing

593 But, his real achievement was the

revenue sources for his centralized empire.
introduction of a kaniinname regulating basic administration of the empire: hierarchy of
officials and departments in the center and in the provinces, state protocol, palace
organization, medrese education etc. were all covered in Mehmed II's kdniinname.”**
Though the earliest surviving copy of Mehmed II's kaniinname belong to the 17th
century and there are some anachronistic elements in the text, it is certain that Mehmed
I issued a general kaninndme probably in the last years of his reign.””’Mehmed II’s
innovation strengthened the understanding of kanun as a body of laws regulating every
aspect of state organization, which is not restricted with the financial matters.

Bayezid II’s reign (1481-1512) witnessed codification of the Ottoman general

kanunname in a more elaborate and systematized way. The earliest surviving copy of

*%2 Tursun Beg, The History of Mehmed the Conqueror, (eds.) Halil inalcik and Rhoads Murphey,
Chicago, American Research Institute, 1978, pp. 12-3. Nihad Sami Banarli “Ahmedi ve Dasitan-i Tevarih-
i Al-i Osman”, Tiirkiyat Mecmuast, v. 6 (1936-39), pp. 49-135.

%% For those kaniin-hukms see Halil Inalcik, Robert Anhegger, Kaninname-i Sultani ber Miiceb-i ‘Orf-i
‘Osmani, Ankara, TTK, 1956, Halil Inalcik, Fatih Devri Uzerine Tetkikler ve Vesikalar, Ankara, TTK,
1954.

%% For a new critical edition of Mehmed 1I’s kaniinname see, Abdiilkadir Ozcan, ed., Kanunname-i Al-i
Osman, Istanbul, Kitabevi, 2003.

%5 Halil Inalcik, “Mehemmed 117, p- 980, and “Suleiman The Lawgiver ...”, p. 109. For a discussion of
views on the authenticity of Mehmed II’s law see Abdiilkadir Ozcan, Kanunname-i Al-i Osman, pp. XI-
XIX.
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Bayezid II’s kaniinname is dated 907/1501, so it must have been promulgated before this

date.””®

Bayezid II's kaniunname includes Mehmed II's penal law with some additions
but it does not include Mehmed II's kaniinname on state organization. In addition to
penal law, Bayezid II's kaniinname contains two chapters on laws regulating rights and
obligations of sipahi soldiers, and re ‘aya, which were mostly not found in Mehmed II’s
kaniinname. As Halil Inalcik indicated, kdninnames of Anatolia (especially
Hudavendigar), Karaman and Semendre were sources of the general kaninname of
Bayezid 11.°%7 As a result of conciliatory policy followed by the Ottomans since the early
years, pre-conquest taxes and practices of a province were not immediately abolished by
the Ottoman administration. They took their place in the general kaninname as local
practices. But the Ottoman law as it is expressed in Bayezid II's ka@niinname has become
the main source for the typical laws to be introduced in newly conquered provinces.
Bayezid II's kaniinname formed the model for later kaniinnames during the 16™ century,
and Siileyman’s celebrated kaniinname was not much different from his grandfather’s
lcdnﬁnndme.sgg

The development of the Ottoman kaniin under the reign of Bayezid I was not
limited with the codification of general kaninname. Bayezid Il issued kaniinnames
regulating various fields of central and provincial administration, such as kaninname of
ihtisab (regulations on crafts and prices), kaninname of devsirme, kaninname of

pengik, and kaniinname of nisanct rusumu etc.”” As stated in previous chapter, the

insha’ style of official documents issued by Ottoman chancery was reformed during

5% For Bayezid II's kaninname see, A. Akgiindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri, v. 2, pp. 39-111.

*7 Halil inalcik, “Suleiman The Lawgiver ...”, pp. 124-5.

38 See Halil inalcik, “Suleiman The Lawgiver ...”, pp. 117-125, and Halil [nalcik, “Kantinname” v. 4, p.
562.

3 For these kaniinnames see, A. Akgiindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri, v. 2.
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Bayezid II’s reign by influential nisanci Tacizade Cafer (nisanci: 1497-1511). Bayezid
IT’s reign is also accepted as the formation period of classical Ottoman poetry and prose.
It is not an exaggeration to state that codification of the Ottoman kaniinnames gained
momentum under the reign of Bayezid II, and it contributed greatly to the image of the
Ottoman Empire as a kaniin-regulated state.

After the conquests of Sultan Selim (1512-1520), naturally, we see a rapid
increase in the number of provincial kaniinnames: new Ottoman provincial kaniinnames
were prepared for the provinces of Damascus, Diyarbekir, Erzurum, Erzincan, Harput,
Trablus, Tarsus, Sis, Bayburd, Ruha etc.%° Those kaninnames were mostly compiled in
accordance with the local customs, but some taxes were abolished since they were

601 .
Most kaninnames of southeastern

regarded as contrary to shari‘a and Ottoman law.
Anatolian provinces were compiled in 924/1518, and the compiler of these kanitnnames
explicitly stated that these laws were taken from Hasan Padisah’s kaniin (i.e. Akkoyunlu

602
ruler; Uzun Hasan).

It is interesting that the title and explanatory note were written in
Persian, and the same manner was repeated in Selim I's general kaniinname. The oldest
copy of Selim I's kaniinname is dated June 1520, only three months before Selim’s
death.®® The compiler of the kaninname did not follow Bayezid IU's kaniinndme as a
model; articles were given under 22 topics (fasil), and they were not recorded in a
systematic order. Bayezid II's kaniinname, however, had organized topics under three

chapters (bab) in following way: Penal Law (chapter 1) with 4 topics, sipahi related laws

(2) with 7 topics and re‘aya related laws (3) with 7 topics. And unlike Selim’s

90 For Selim I's kaniunnames see, A. Akgiindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri, v. 3.

01 Halil Inalcik, “Suleiman The Lawgiver ...”, p. 127. O. L. Barkan, Kanunlar, pp- 154, 156, 170, 172.
602 See kanuinnames of Harput, Ergani, Ruha, Cirmik, Mardin, Diyarbekir, Arabgir and Siverek in O.L.
Barkan, Kanunlar, pp. 145-173.

%3 Yasar Yiicel, Selami Pulaha (eds.), I. Selim Kanunnameleri, Ankara, TTK, 1995, p. 146.
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kanunname, Bayezid II's kaniinname was written exclusively in Turkish, and it followed
a systematic order, for instance descriptive or defining articles were placed at the
beginning, exceptions, and regional differences were placed at the end of each topic.
Whereas, first three topics of Selim’s kaniinname contain articles about penal law, and it
largely follows Bayezid’s kaniinname. The remaining part of Selim’s kaniinname has no
discernible pattern; topics on re‘aya and sipahi related laws are followed by topics on
penal law and financial regulations.

For the Ottoman central bureaucracy, Selim I's conquests meant preparation of
new provincial kaniinnames, creation of new economic and administrative institutions
and incorporation of new military classes (such as mamluks) into Ottoman system. In
short, Ottoman kaniin collection increased considerably in the reign of Selim, and it
contributed to legitimizing Ottoman rule by abolishing some of the old taxes. But it was
in the reign of Sultan Siilleyman that Ottoman kaniin collection reached a degree of
standardization and it was enforced in the Ottoman domains including Eastern Anatolia,
Syria and Iraq. Moreover, Ottoman kaniin extended to every field of administration and
it regulated organization and hierarchy of offices, rights and obligations of different
status groups such as military, kalemiyye and ilmiyye. With that capacity, Ottoman
kanuin gained the status of the most important institution controlling and limiting powers
of highest state authorities: grand vezir in the center and governors in the provinces.

Observance of justice was the most important principle of good administration
according to traditional Islamic and Ottoman political philosophy. When Siileyman the
Magnificent ascended to throne, his first actions aimed to demonstrate his justice by

ordering release of imprisoned merchants, and execution (siyaset) of a sancakbey who
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was oppressing people.®” Celalzade presented in his Tabakat many incidents that
demonstrate sultan’s concern for his subjects (re‘aya), such as abolition of excessive
taxation, charitable works, construction of bridges and aqueducts etc. But, the most
important tool for the sultan to exercise justice was siyaset (discretionary punishments).
In the Tabakat, justice is depicted as a joint product of seri‘at kaniin and the sultan’s
discretionary punishments. The term siyaset was originally used to refer to the state
administration; classical works for the art of government (mirrors for princes genre)
formulate siyaset as government in accordance with justice. Later on, siyaset acquired
the meaning of “physical punishments for offences against the state”.®” The Ottomans
used the term in both senses but they mostly preferred to use “tedbir-i umiir” for regular
administrative practices. Siileyman conferred tedbir-i umur on his grand vezirs but he
was cautious about controlling their power by personally appointing other high-ranking
officials responsible for the administration of justice such as niganci, and kazasker.
When high-ranking officials failed to comply with laws, the sultan intervened in state
administration with the second meaning of siyaset.

The sultanic authority was the source of Ottoman kaniins, and sultan himself was
above the 1law.®® In Celalzade’s formulation, unlimited power would eventually cause
oppression (zulm) if it is bestowed on ordinary man who does not have a perfect

character and moral standing. Whereas, the Ottoman sultan, as “God’s shadow on earth”

has a unique position among human beings; he is distinguished with being supported by

64 Halil inalcik, “Suleiman The Lawgiver ...”, p. 110, Tabakat, pp. 27b-28a.
€5 C. E. Bosworth, “siyasa” EI2, v. 9, p. 694.
6% See, Halil Inalcik, “State, Sovereignty and Law ...”, pp. 78-81.
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God (mueyyed min ‘indi Allah) and recipient of “divine inspiration”.®”” To conclude,

Siileyman succeeded in establishing a sultanic image which combined two contradictory
images: a law-abiding ruler and an omnipotent sovereign whose will was not limited.®®
And the Ottoman bureaucracy served as a control apparatus for the observance of

justice, and at the same time as a tool enabling sultan’s absolute power.

4.2- Codification of Ottoman Laws under the reign of Sultan
Slleyman

Sultan Siileyman issued two general kaniinnames in his long reign. Siileyman’s
first general kaniinname belongs to the early years of his reign and it is modeled on
Selim I's kaniinname.® It consisted of 21 topics (fasil), and they were not categorized
under chapters (bab). It is largely a reproduction of Selim’s kaniinname, but it includes
copies of two imperial edicts (a ferman and a berat) issued in the form of kaninname.®"°
One of them was issued in Racab 929/June 1523, the other has no date but it was issued
apparently in the early years of Siileyman’s reign. First lines of kaninname explains
purpose of compilation with Siilleyman’s words:

“... atam ve dedem (...) nazar kilmislar ve gormiisler kim zalimler

mazlumlara zulm kilub, hadden tecaviiz ediib re‘dyanin hali miikedder

olub ve ol sebebden Kaniin-i Osmani vaz‘ etmisler imis. Yine ben dahi

807 «z1'u-llahi fi’'l-arz, ayine-i Zamir-i munir-i husrevani ki medar-i ilhamat-i Rabbanidir” Celalzade
Mustafa, Tabakat, p. 143a, 178a-b. Celalzade also describes Sultan as “mehdi-i ahiru’z-zaman” in p.
134b.

5% Halil Inalcik, “State, Sovereignty and Law ...”, pp. 79.

99 For Siileyman’s kaniinname see, A. Akgiindiiz, Osmanlt Kanunnameleri, v.4, pp. 294-360.

610 ibid, pp- 320, 323. Their form also looks like ‘adaletnames of late 16th century, for ‘adaletnames see
Halil inalcik, “Adaletnameler” Belgeler, v. 2 (1965), no. 3-4, pp. 49-145.
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buyurdum ki beglerbegiler ve sancak begiler ve c¢eribasilar ve subasilar
ve sipahiler bu Kantin-i Osmani iizere re‘ayadan hukuk ve riisim taleb
edeler, ziyade zulm ederler ise ‘itab-i elimime miistahak olurlar, soyle
bileler, itimad kilalar.”®""

As the introductory note and aforementioned two imperial edicts indicate,
Stileyman’s first kaniinname was probably issued and sent to provinces in the early years
of Siileyman’s reign to demonstrate his adherence to justice. So, Siileyman’s kaniinname
resembles ‘adaletnames of later sultans. As Halil Inalcik stated: “The Ottoman sultans
after Suleiman I published ‘adaletnames instead of kaninnames and their content
became more and more elaborate”.®'?

Sultan Siileyman’s second general kaniinname was issued probably between the
years 1539-1541. The oldest manuscript of Sultan Siilleyman’s famous code is dated
Shawwal 952/December 1545.°" In the light of his studies on kdninname manuscripts
and contemporary sources, Uriel Heyd concludes that Sultan Siilleyman’s new criminal
code was compiled by Celalzade Mustafa under the grand vezirate of Lutfi Pasha, i.e.
between Safer 946/July 1539 and Muharrem 948/April 1541.°" Siileyman’s new
kanunname was almost identical with Bayezid II’s kaniinname in terms of content and
form: only three articles out of 252 were amended in Siileyman’s kaniinname.*”> One of
the amendments deals with yaya troops (auxiliary military forces) and it states that

though they were obliged to pay a fixed amount (40 akce) under the name of arpa and

bugday akgesi according to previous kaninname, it was decided that they would pay

611 A, Akgtindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri, v.4, p. 296.

12 Y Inalcik, , “Suleiman The Lawgiver ...”, p.136.

13 Urile Heyd, Studies in Old Ottoman Criminal Law, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1973, p. 25.

614 Urile Heyd, Studies..., p. 27.

%15 Of course article numbers were added hypothetically in modern editions, there are no numbered articles
in original kaninname-i Osmani. See A. Akgiindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri, v.4, pp. 294-360.
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16 Other two

aforementioned tax in kind, namely half miidd arpa and bugday.
amendments deal with the collection of tax revenues known as resm-i nikah (marriage
tax) of military class and resm-i ganem (sheep tax), and it concludes that they were
collected by kazasker and sancak beg respectively.®'’ Siileyman’s new kaninname did
not bring about a change in the amount of fixed taxes and fines such as resm-i ¢ift and
cerdim.%'® Similarly, new articles were not inserted into kaniinname to reveal tax ratios
of recently conquered provinces. For instance, Bayezid II's kaniinname presented
various amounts collected as ¢ift-resmi in different provinces: regular ¢ift resmi was 36
akge, but it was 42 in Hamid province and 30 in Antalya etc. After a period of transition,
cift resmi was introduced in Syria and in the eastern Anatolian provinces under
Siileyman with a rate of 40 akge and 50 akge respectively, which was not reflected in
Siileyman’s kaninname.®"

Although Siileyman the Magnificent’s general kaniinname did not provide an
updated and enlarged collection of Ottoman kaniins, they were preserved in provincial
kanunnames issued under Siileyman. In fact, it can be asserted that Siileyman’s fame as
Kaniini originated from his achievement in establishing kaniin-i osmani as a standard
work of reference, rather than the originality of his kaniinname. As stated above, Selim
I’s provincial kaninnames for newly conquered lands (eastern Anatolia, Syria, Egypt)

were largely compilation of previous laws applied under Akkoyunlu and Mamluks. New

provincial kaniinnames were issued for these regions in accordance with Ottoman tax

816 ibid, p. 389.

%17 ibid, pp. 384-5.

%1% Under Bayezid II’s reign, gold-akge ratio was 1/52, which increased to 1/59 in 1526, see Sevket
Pamuk, “Money in the Ottoman Empire” in An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire, v. 2,
Cambridge, 1997, pp. 947-960.

' For ¢ift resmi see, H. Inalcik, “Osmanlilarda Raiyyet Rusimu” Belleten, XXVIII (1959), pp. 575-610,
and idem, “Cift Resmi” EI2, v. 2, p. 32..
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system under the reign of Siileyman. As a result of replacing many local taxes with a
few composite ottoman tax (for instance resm-i ¢ift), these provincial kaniinnames were
prepared using relatively simple Ottoman tax terminology and they merely referred to
kaniin-i osmani in some sections. For instance, Selim I's kaniinname of Diyarbekir
(1518) enumerated five taxes imposed on a farmer, which amounted to 46 akce in total.
Whereas, Siileyman’s kaniinname (dated 1540) mentions only resm-i ¢ift (50 akge) and
irgadiye (6 akce) as taxes imposed on a giftlik.62° Besides, the compiler of the
kaniinname merely referred to the kaniin-i osmani in some sections, stating that “in this
matter the Ottoman law will be applied”.®*!

Like his predecessor, Sultan Siileyman also issued kaniinnames relating to
specific groups (yaya, miisellem, eflak), state organization and protocol, financial
administration and ‘ilmiyye. One of the sultan’s kaniinnames in the form of imperial
decree is particularly interesting to reveal reproduction of kaniinnames in the Ottoman
chancery: Siileyman’s kaniin-i rusiim-i berevat which pronounces fees of official
documents to be paid by the recipient, state that those who receive a copy of kaniinname
will pay 120 akce: “ve iimerdaya verilen yasaknamelerden ve re‘dya iciin yazilan
kaniinnamelerden ve mu‘afnamelerden yiiz yirmiser akce alina” **

Another important development of the period relating to the Ottoman laws can be
described as ‘islamization’ of kaniinnames: as H. Inalcik demonstrated, Ebussuud

attempts to reconcile Ottoman laws with Islamic legal tradition by producing treatises

(risale) and fetvas that explain the Ottoman practice with Islamic concepts began in the

620 (3. L. Barkan, Kanunlar, pp. 132, 145. )

621 “kaniin-i Osmaniye miiraca‘at olunub ziyade alinmaya”, O. L. Barkan, Kanunlar, pp. 117, 136, 207,
216.

622 A, Akgtindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri, v.4, p. 674.
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last years of Siileyman’s reign and continued in the reign of Selim I1.°** As Uriel Heyd
indicated, some manuscripts of Siilleyman’s kaniinname include numerous ‘corrections’
in the form of marginal notes added in the late sixteenth century. “Most of the marginal
notes abrogate or correct statutes of the criminal code because they contradict the
shari‘a. ‘“The injunction of the holy law is valid; there is no kaniin [in this matter] (emr-i
ser' mu‘teberdir, kanun(1) yokdur) is the most comman note.”®* 1t seems that
Islamization of the Ottoman laws was an administrative necessity resulted from
opposition with Safavids, and bureaucratic expansion as well as Siileyman’s personal
preference: as stated above (in the first chapter), as a reaction to Safavids’ shi ‘i ideology
Ottomans emphasized on sunni Islam. Kaniin and seri‘at were accepted by the civil
bureaucracy as the most important elements of good administration, that prevents
oppression of military officials (grand vezir, vezirs and governors). Therefore, ‘ulema-

bureaucrats endeavored to improve Ottoman laws by reconciling kaniin and seri‘at.

4.3- Celalzade’s contribution to the codification of Ottoman Laws

Celalzade Mustafa Celebi occupied the post of Nisanct (Chancellor) which

625 and his share in designating Siileyman by honorary title

means Mufti of Kanun,
Kaniini is undeniable. Sultan Siilleyman was described as the propagator of the Sultanic

laws (ndsiru’l-kavanini’s-sultaniyye) in the inscription of Siileymaniye Mosque

623 See Halil inalcik, “Islamization of Ottoman Laws on Land and Land tax” in Festgabe an Josef Matuz :
Osmanistik — Turkologie — Diplomatik, eds., C. Fragner and K. Schwarz, Berlin: Klaus Schwarz Verlag,
1992, pp. 101-118, and H. Inalcik, , “Suleiman The Lawgiver ...”, p. 132.

624 Urile Heyd, Studies..., p. 149.

623 Halil Inalcik, “Osmanli Hukukuna Giris: Orfi-Sultani Hukuk ve Fatih’in Kanunarr” AU. SBF Dergisi,
v. XIII, (1958), p. 112.
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composed by Mufti Ebussuud.®® As stated above, real achievement of Siileyman was
the expansion and standardization of the ottoman laws rather than issuing new kaniins.
Celalzade Mustafa took a leading role in this project from the beginning of Siilleyman’s
reign.

It seems that Selim I did not issue a kaniinname for Egypt after the conquest, he
conferred the administration of Egypt on an ex-mamluk governor, Hayir Bey with the
title of naibu’s-saltana (deputy of the sultan).®*” First kaninname of Egypt was issued
by Sultan Siileyman and it was largely compiled by Celalzade Mustafa Celebi when he
was serving as tezkireci for the grand vezir. Like all of provincial kanannames,
kaninname of Egypt contain articles about the rights and responsibilities of military
classes as well as financial responsibilities of the local people. But kanunname of Egypt
differed from other kaniinnames by giving priority to the organization and size of
military classes. Kaniinname begins with articles on the military classes, which reflects
central administration’s primary concern: the stability and security in Egypt.

Celalzade Mustafa do not emphasize his role in the codification of kaniinname,
he narrates the compilation process as an achievement of grand vezir Ibrahim Pasha. The
long and ornate introduction (mukaddime) of the kaniinname which is authored by
Celalzade, contains statements about the necessity of Sultan’s legislative duties, people’s
need for laws and praise of Ottoman family. Here Celalzade compares Sultan with
prophets and saints (evliya) and he narrates events that led to the codification of

kaninname by Ibrahim Pasha.®”® In Tabakat, Celalzade states that upon complaints

626 Halil Inalcik, “State, Sovereignty and Law ...”, p. 67

027 A, Akgtindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri, v.4, p. 434.

628 . .. . L. . . . . .
For Mukaddime of Kanunname see Terciime-i Kavanin-i Cevahir-Nizam, manuscript, Siileymaniye

Library, Esad, 1827, f. 1b-12a. After a long section on praise of Sultan, Celalzade concludes with these
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“[Ibrahim] Pasha handled the issue with utmost care, making found the oldest registers
from the time of Mamluks, the just laws from the time of late Kayitbay —may the paradise
be his resting place- of Kansu Guri and Haywr Bey are examined, (...) consequently a
moderate law was prepared in a way that do not cause any loss for Sultan’s treasury
and do not harm tax-paying subjects.”629 Celalzade adds that after the codification of
kaniinname, it was sent to the capital and approved by the sultan.

Sultan Siileyman’s kaninname of Egypt was the first and only kaniinname issued
for the province, and it included articles on the basic organization of provincial
administration, military troops, financial and administrative officials and institutions,
rights and obligations of re‘adya and definition of taxes.® It is quite different from a
typical Ottoman provincial kaniinname and it largely maintains Mamluk institutions of
tax collecting in rural areas, such as kasifs, suyih al-‘rab and ‘ummal ' On the other
hand, the kaniinname abolished some taxes and dues such as resm-i kesr-i vezn or der-

632

amed, which were described as unjust innovations (bid‘at).””~ An important section of

the Kaniinname on taxes ends with these words: “‘@mme-i memlekete i‘lam ve i‘lan
oluna ki Kayitbay zamanindan [i.e. 1468-1496] sonra miitezayid olan riisunu ‘ummale

o 633
ve miibasirine vermeyeler”.

words; ‘“Nebi degildi veli ol giizide-i hulka /Cemi-i hulkini virmis nebilerin Halik / Velayet ehli kamu
gordiiler kerametini / Veli denilse o sah-1 vilayete layik”, f. 5b.

629 “paga-y1 sa'd-encam bu babda ziyade ihtimamlar idiib sinin-i sabikada vaki‘ olan defatir-i kadimeyi
buldurub selatin-i Cerakiseden merhiim Kayitbay-i cennet-cay ve bihist-me’va zamanlarinda ma'milun
bih olan kavanin-i ‘adl-ayini getiiriib sotira Kansu Giri devrinde ba‘deht Hayir Bey eyyaminda icra
olunan umiru ma‘lim idiniib (...) hazine-i Sultana ne kusiir ve taksir ve ne re‘aya-y1 memlekete ‘6zr ve
zulme tevfir olunsun diyii i'tidal {izere miyane bir kantin-i ‘adl-makriin koyub”, Tabakat, p. 127a.

% For kaniinname of Egypt see A. Akgiindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri, v.6, pp. 86-140, O. L. Barkan,
Kanunlar, pp. 355-387.

%! Seyyid Muhammed es-Seyyid Mahmud, 16. Asirda Misir Eyaleti, pp. 88-9.

632 A, Akgtindiiz, Osmanl Kanunnameleri, v.6, pp. 124-6.

633 ibid, p. 125.
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According to the kaniinname, five military divisions were created to defend
Egypt and to secure the Ottoman rule. The kaninname described the size,
administration, salary (‘uliife) and training of these troops in detail, and it signified that
four of these divisions will be recruited among Ottoman soldiers and the fifth one
(cemd‘at-i gerakise) will be commanded by Ottoman officials (agast ve kethiidasi ve
katibi Rumlu taifesinden ola).*** These military divisions and their size were given in the
kaninname : goniilliiyan (cavalry force, 1100), tifenk¢iyan-i siivari (cavalry, 900),
mustahfizan (infantry, 1000), ‘azeban (infantry, 1000) and cerakise (cavalry, 1000).
According to the kaninname, three divisions (tiifenkciyan-i siivari, mustahfizan and
‘azeban) were armed with muskets and the production and possession of fire arms were
strictly forbidden for the rest of the population: “ve hisar eriyle ‘azebden veya atlu
tiifenkciden gayri kimesneye tiifenk satilmaya, ahar kimesnede tiifenk olsa getiiriib
beglerbegiye ve nazir-i emvale ‘arZ oluna ki deger bahdsiyla beglige alina. Soyle ki
ba‘de’t-tenbih getiirmeyiib elinde bulunursa girift oldukdan sonra sahibini salb
edeler.”®”
The kaninname of Egypt emphasized sultan’s respect for justice and holy law in
the introduction (mukaddime) and throughout the text. One of the articles is interesting
to demonstrate sultan’s respect for holy law: kaniinname of Egypt made it clear that the
sultan banned consumption of alcoholic beverages, and no revenue was recorded in the
kaninname, that comes from mukata‘a of meyhanes and bozahanes. Moreover, “a

shameful custom” (‘a@det-i kabitha) of Egyptians that is practiced in wedding ceremonies

was abolished as well: “... gelin olacak kiz yedi def‘a, her def‘ada bir tiirlii va‘zla ve

4 ibid, p. 107.
%33 ibid, p. 103.
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libasla yedi diirlii sirete giriib ol meclise geliib nice diirlii lu‘b ve lehv ve raks eyleyiib
cemi‘ ehl-i meclis suratina akge yapisdirurlarmis, bu dahi hilaf-i mukteZa-yi ser‘-i

mutahhar olmagin ref* olunds.”®*

As stated above, Celalzade is credited with having a kaninname named after
him: Celalzade Kaniinnamesi. As Halil Inalcik stated, “in the Ottoman empire
kaniinname was occasionally extended to refer to regulations which vezirs and pashas
had enacted (Kasim Pasha kaninnamesi), laws which a competent authority had
formulated (e.g., the kaninname of the nishanci Celalzade) or to reform projects (e.g.,
the kaninndame of Ibshir Pasha).”®’ Many manuscripts of the Celalzdde Kaniinnamesi
can be found in the Istanbul libraries.®*® Although there are differences between the size
and content of those manuscripts, Celalzade Kanunnamesi contains rulings about yaya
and miisellem troops, yoriiks, ¢eltiik (rice cultivation) and various rulings and definitions
on timar, sipahis and land taxes. In fact, only articles of criminal law were not included
in the kaninname of Celalzade. Contents of Celalzade’s kaniinname can be classified
into three category: first, some articles are the exact copy of the articles found in the
general kaninname of Sultan Siilleyman. Second, some articles give a detailed definition
of the terms used in the Ottoman tax system and briefly explained in the general
kaniinname. Third, this group includes articles on subjects not covered by the general
kaniinname, or they explain various complicated cases. Moreover, Celalzade’s

kaninname contains articles slightly different from the general kaninname. For

%3 ibid, p. 130.

537 Halil Inalcik, “Kanunname” Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2nd ed.,v.4, p. 562.

%3 For a list of manucripts see Appendix 2, three Celdlzade Kanunnamesi were published by Ahmet
Akgiindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri ve Hukuki Tahlilleri, v. 7, [stanbul: Osmanli Aragtirmalart Vakfi,
1994, pp. 221-359.
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instance, Siileyman’s kaniinname gives the size of a ciftlik (basic land unit) as 60 doniim
in fertile soil, or as 80-90 doniim and 120-130 doniim in less fertile soil. Whereas
Celalzade’s kaniinname gives the size as 70-80 doniim in fertile soil, and 100 doniim and
130-150 déniim in less fertile soil.**

Celalzade’s kanunname is very detailed in topics relating to amount and
definitions of various taxes. For instance, it gives a detailed list of people who are
exempt from resm-i ra‘iyyet or ispenge (for non-Muslims): imams, priests, descendants
of the Prophet (seyyids), disabled persons, members of ilmiyye (kadi, muderris and
danismend), and janissaries.640 Similarly, it presents elaborate description of various
taxes, dues and method and time of tax collection, which cannot be found in the general
kaniinname. Some of the articles deal with issues which were not covered by any
kanunname, but they were subject of imperial decrees, such as the list of goods which

641

are forbidden to trade with the infidels.”” Or, legal fee of a miibasir (who collects

money on behalf of someone in distant provinces) was given in Celalzade’s kaniinname
in a range between 0,5% and 2,5%.642

Celalzade’s kaniinname also contains verdicts on frequently seen disputes, and
most of them are related with the allocation of tax revenues between the old and new
beneficiaries. An interesting case which contrasts with the image of Sultan Siileyman as
depicted in the kaniinname of Egypt, deals with the problem of revenues from

meyhanes: “bir sancakda ya bir ze ‘ametde meyhane hasil yazilub bad-i hevast bir yila

ya iki ii¢ yila satilsa ‘amil-i meyhane eshiir-i hurumda [i.e. sacred months] tutulmadi

% One doniim equals approximately 1000 sq. m., see H. inalcik, “Ciftlik” EI2, v. 2, p. 33. A. Akgiindiiz,
Osmanlit Kanunnameleri, v.4, p. 307 and v. 6 pp. 295, 323.

0 A. Akgiindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri, v.6, pp. 286, 292, 293, 329, 330.

1 ibid, p. 322.

2 ibid, p. 284.
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deyii niza“ ediib kistint asaga teklif etse kaniin budur ki bir ‘amile ki bir ig satilir eshiir-i
hurum miistesna olmaz ...”*"

Celalzade’s kaniinname was probably compiled from the imperial edicts (ferman,
berat) which were issued either as an ‘addletname or as a response to governors’
questions. A few of them were preserved in kaniin collections, such as the ferman of
937/1530 on timar addressing to governor of Rumelia Behram Pasha, and the nisan of
943/1536.°** Celalzade Mustafa explained kdnin-related issues in his private letters

addressing to province governors as well, and these letters are another proof of his

contribution to the codification of Ottoman laws.**’

643 o1
ibid, p. 331.

4 For the text of ferman and nisan see A. Akgiindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri, v.4, pp. 563-585, for

similar fermans see idem, v.6, pp. 177-182.

845 For Celalzade’s letter to the governor of Karaman see, A. Akgiindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri, v.6, pp.

55-9.
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CHAPTER V:

CONCLUSION

16th century Ottoman history reveals the realization of one of the greatest
examples of Near Eastern empires founded according to the traditional concepts of
statecraft and under the spirit of gaza. As expressed by many middle age thinkers of the
Muslim world, such as Miskawayh, Ghazali, Tusi and Amasi of early Ottoman period,
the traditional formulation of statecraft centers on the concept of “justice”. When the
Ottoman Empire acquired the leading position in Islamic world in the 16th century, it is
not suprising that Muslim world witnessed the reproduction and articulation of the same
ideas in the works of Ottoman ‘ulema-bureaucrats, scholars and litterati. The realization
of the traditional political ideals under the reign of Sultan Siileyman, and the appraisal
and reproduction of classical Islamic political literature rewarded Siileyman with the title
Kanuni “the Lawgiver or Lawabiding”. Siileyman was regarded as the third greatest
Ottoman Sultan after his great grandfather Mehmed II “the Conqueror” and his father
Selim “the Grim”. Though Siileyman’s military achievements were in no way less than
those of his ancestors, in fact he earned more brilliant victories, but his fame as a soldier
was shadowed by his image as a “law-abiding” and “just” sultan. Without doubt, age of

Siileyman the Magnificent can better be described by administrative, cultural and artistic
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developments commissioned by Sultan rather than the military achievements of him.
This study set out to explore effects of bureaucratic expansion by focusing on the career
and works of an influential 16th century bureuacrat and intellectual, Celalzade Mustafa.
Among the findings of this study, the major developments that came about in the field of
administration and political thought in the reign of Siileyman can be summarized as
follows:

After Selim I’s conquests, the Ottoman administration was in need of more
qualified personnel, and this need was largely met by recruiting medrese graduates
especially in the Chancery. Most of reisulkuttabs and nisancis of the 16" century came
from the ‘ulema families, and they began to work as katib in the Ottoman chancery after
medrese education. This tendency began to change in the second half of the 16" century,
and sakird system training provided the personnel needed for bureaucracy. Eventually,
scribes of the Chancery (kalemiyye) regarded medrese graduates as outsiders, as
members of another path (‘ilmiyye). In parallel to the expansion of central bureaucracy,
its ranks became restricted to the kurtab who began their career as sakird in the central
bureaus or, as katib in low-ranking posts of various administrative units in the center and
in provinces, such as emanets, kitabets and tevliyets. In addition to their administrative
and financial services, these institutions served as transitional places for members of
military who wanted to pursue scribal career. On the other hand, chancery and treasury
scribes began to be enlisted in the elite military divisions in the reign of Siileyman, such
as silahdar, sipahi and miiteferrika, as a result of promotion. The practice of recruiting
members of elite military corps in the civil administration -especially in financial

departments- continued after the reign of Siileyman with an increasing momentum.
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Military achievements and geographic expansion of early 16™ century led
Ottoman officials to regard themselves as the members of the most powerful
administration. This belief in the supremacy of Ottoman rule had an important effect on
the administrative innovations and political discourse of the period. Concomitant with
the development of classical Ottoman poetry and prose, Ottoman Chancery ceased to
issue ‘ahidnames and fetihnames in Arabic, Persian, Greek or Latin, and the Ottoman
Turkish became the exclusive language of the chancery. Similarly, Ottoman chancery
introduced new formulas to be used in the imperial documents reflecting the supremacy
of the Ottoman sultan. Central administration’s concern for keeping the distant
provinces such as Egypt under the Ottoman rule was another important factor shaping
administrative innovations of early 16" century. Some of these novelties proved
unsuccessful such as the delegation of sultanic power to the grand vezir. Whereas, some
of them were quite useful, such as the expansion of an autonomous bureaucracy
responsible from the observance of Ottoman laws vis-a-vis powerful grand vezirs in the
center and governors in the provinces. Sultan Siileyman observed a balance of power
between men of pen and men of sword by appointing vezirs exclusively from among his
kuls and chief bureaucrats from among men of pen.

The conflict between the men of pen and men of sword is visible in the works
of 16" century bureaucrat intellectuals, such as Idris-i Bitlisi, Celalzade and Mustafa
Ali. Men of sword were usually depicted as ignorant and oppressive figures in these
works. Celalzade portrayed grand vezir Ahmed as a man who did not even know the
difference between justice and injustice. Chiefs of central bureaucracy enjoyed
autonomy granted by Sultan Siileyman and they assumed responsibility of codification

and observance of Ottoman laws. As the epithet “Kanini” signifies, most important

213



achievement of Siilleyman’s reign was in the field of law: thanks to the efforts of eminent
bureaucrats, the Ottoman kaniin acquired a degree of standardization and it became the
most important element in the political discourse supporting legitimacy of Ottoman rule.

The Ottoman bureaucracy did not only provide the tools for an effective
administration of the state, but it also played an important role in the production of
genuine Ottoman political understanding. The consolidation of Ottoman dynasty is a
result of this genuine Ottoman political understanding articulated by members of
bureaucracy. Eminent bureaucrats, like Celalzade, regarded themselves as the guardians
of Ottoman law and they served to the legitimation of the Ottoman Empire by describing
it as a kanun-regulated state in their works. Besides, the Ottoman sultan was described
as an abstract figure representing the source of just laws, stability, security and welfare
of the country in histories composed by eminent bureaucrats. It is not a coincidence that
16™ century Ottoman historiography and political literature was largely composed of
works authored by ‘ulema-bureaucrats. These works were mostly written in the elegant
style of Ottoman chancery (insha’) and they -elaborated ‘ulema-bureaucrats’
conceptualization of the Ottoman polity.

The success of the Ottoman sultans —and especially Siileyman- in establishing
effective and loyal administrative units, gifted the Ottoman dynasty with a long-lasting
survival and gave it a unique place in the history of Muslim Near Eastern dynasties. The
consolidation of Ottoman dynasty was a result of this genuine Ottoman administrative
system and political culture promoted by the bureaucracy. However, it depended on
active intervention of the sultan and autonomy of the bureaucracy vis-a-vis grand vezirs.
It is not suprising that after Siileyman, charismatic sultans are only an exception like

Murad IV, instead there are powerful vezirs who control bureaucracy. Therefore, study
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of the Ottoman bureaucratic system in the reign of Siilleyman is especially important to
understand the state organization, ideology, and unique place of Ottoman history among

other Near Eastern states.
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APPENDIX 1:

Tevki Celalzade insastyla Ibrahim Pasamifi ser‘askerlik berati suretidir.**®
[Nisan-i serif-i ‘alisan-i sami-mekan-i sultant

ve tugra-yi garra-yi giti-sitan-i hakant hiikkmii oldur ki]*

¢ciin bi-hamdillahi tebareke ve te‘ala ve hiisn-i tevfikihi

bargah-i ehadiyyet ve dergah-i samediyyetden ki masdar-i menstir-i piir-niir-i sa‘adet-
mevfir-i [tuti’l-mulke men tesa]**®

ve matla'’-i afitab-i yarlig ve tugra-yi [ma yeftehillahu linnasi min rahmetin fela-miimsike
leha]®® dir

kemal-i kudret ve mesiyyet-i ilaht

ve vuftir-i mevhibet-i iradet-i na-miitenahiden

ebvab-i hazain-i lutf

mefatih-i ahkam-i miilk ve millet

cehre-i eyyam-i devlet-i riz-efziin

ve gurre-i garra-yi sa‘adet-makrunumdan®®

meftih olub

enamil-i saltanat-ihtiyar

646 There are differences between the two copies of berat, which are preserved in Feridun Bey (hereafter

F) and Tabakat (hereafter T). Here, text of (F) was followed and differences found in (T) were indicated in
footnotes. Feridun Bey, Miinseatu’s-Selatin, Istanbul, 1274/1858, v.1 p.544-546, and Celalzade Mustafa,
Geschichte Sultan Siileyman Kanunis von 1520 bis 1557, Tabakat ul-Memalik ve Derecat ul-Mesalik,
Petra Kappert, ed., Wiesbaden, Franz Steiner Verlag, 1981, p.179b-182b.

7 nishan formula is lacking in T. it begins with “ciin”

% Suratu Al-i Imran, 26, “Thou givest Power to whom Thou pleasest” the ayat is lacking in (F)

649 Suratu Al-Fatir, 2, “What Allah out of His Mercy doth bestow on mankind there is none can withhold”
the ayat is lacking in (F)

50 T . “makrunuma”
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=651

ve eyadi-i hilafet-iktidarima teslim olundi, yuhtassu bi-rahmetihi men yesa™ [el-ayet]***

Her riz zuhtr-i ‘avatif-i bedayi‘-i rabbani®’

ve berlz-i letaif-i sanayi'-i subhaniden®* -celle celaluhu ve ‘amme nevaluhu-

t656

pay-i*° rayat-i zafer-simat®® nusret-karin saltanatim

ve rafa'nahu mekanan * aliyya® muktezasinca

meyamin-i feth-miibin ile*®

evc-i ‘illiyyne

ve sahbaz-i getr-i hiimayiin-i hiima-pervaz hilafetimi
destyari-i ve yensuruke Allahu® nasran azizen™ ile
kiingtire-i tarem-i eflaka irisdiriib

evamir ve nevahi-i padisahanemi

766! miisted‘asinca

“ati‘u-llahe ve ati‘u’r-resule ve uli’l-emri minkum
yiimn-i hidayet-i lem-yezelisi murafiki ile
basit-i zemine samil ve cari

ve merasim-i dad-giister ve ‘adl-perveride

[$Tt u] 662

sada-yi sahanemi
aktar ve emsar-i bahr u berrde

nefehat-i nesaim-i saba ve ceniiba hem-‘inan kilub

6! Suratu al-Bakara, 105. “Allah will choose for His special Mercy whom He will”
62 It is lacking in T.

653 T “bedayi*i ‘avatif-i rabbani”

sanayii letaif-i subhaniden”

695 T “kadr-i”

656 Simat is lacking in T.

7 Suratu Meryem, 57. “we raised him to a lofty station”

658 «Jle” is lacking in T.

69 It is lacking in T.

660 Suratu al-Fetih, 3. “And that Allah may help thee with powerful help”

%! Suratu’n-Nisa: 59. “obey Allah, and obey the Messenger, and those charged with authority among
you.”

662 «s7t” s lacking in F.

654 T: <
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muglakat-i beyyinat-i cihandari

ve muhkemat-i miitesabihat-i kisver-giisayinin fethini®®
vuftr-i fazilet-i bi-nihayesinden

elsine-i suytf-i abdar

ve aklam-i niivvab-i kam-karime***

mukayyed ve merbit eyledi.

zalike fazlu’l-lahi yu’tihi men yesa'u vallahu zu’l-fazli’l ‘azim.*®
Ve makalid-i takalliid-i umar-i cihan ve cihanbani

ve mefatih-i intizam-i ahval-i** ‘alem ve ‘alemiyani

keft-i kifayet ve kabza-i iktidar-i vilayetime miifevvez kilub
bisat-i meratib-i sevket ve ikbalimi

zirve-i ‘ulya-yi es-sultan zillullahi fi'l-arz da basit*’ eyleytib,
stiradikat-i ‘azamet ve iclal-i**® ferhunde-falimi

evc-i mu‘alla-yi ve rafa ‘na ba‘zakum fevka bazin derecat tizere derc eyledi®”
Misbah-i necah-i hilafet ve kamkart

ve sirac-i vehhac-i ‘azamet ve sehriyarimi®

ki kandil-i abdar-i envar-i sa‘adet®”’,

ve miskat-i a§ar-i devlet ve siyadetdir,

ziya-yi ‘alem-ara ve riisena-yi cihan-binasi ile

663 T feth u hallini

664 7. kam-karimde

665 Suratu’l-Hadid: 21. “that is the Grace of Allah, which He bestows on whom He pleases: and Allah is
the Lord of Grace abounding.” T: zalike min fazli’l-llahi aleyna ve ale’n-nds, Suratu Yusuf, 38.

666 T Ahval-i

57 T: bast.

668 . ikbal-i

% T {izerine ref eyledi.

70 T: sehriyart ki

7! T: kandil-i envar-i tabdar-i sa‘adet

236



‘arsa-i miilk-i zemini riisen ve miinevver kilub
fevehat-i ‘abher-nekehat-i nasafet ve ‘adalet
ve nefehat-i ‘anber-semmat®” re’fet ve ‘inayetim ile

673

mesamm [ve] dimag-i ka’inat1*”® mu‘attar eyledi.

el-hamdulillahillezi hedana li-haza [ve ma-kiinna lenehtediye levla en- hedana Allah]™.
Ki ‘arsa-i saltanat ve cihandari

temam-i fiishatde

ve da’ire-i miilk ve hitta-i iklim

kemal-i viis‘atdedir.

Fe-la cerm meyamin-i tevfikat-i ilahi

ve mahasin-i te’yidat-i na-miitenahi

riz-be-riiz ma‘raz-i burtizda cilveger olmagla

bu ala’-i vala-yi subhant

ve na‘'ma-yi bi-intiha-yi®’ rabbaninin

ki ve in te‘addii ni‘'metallahi la- tuhsaha®®

eda-i merasim-i siikr ve 1fa-yi levazim-i hamdi
zimmet-i himmet-i biilend-rutbetime

vacib ve lazim olmusdur

ki innallahe yuhibbu ma‘aliye’l-umir miisted asinca

ihya-yi kavanin-i ‘adalet

672 T: simat

673 T: berayay1

It is missing in T.

675 T bi-miinteha-yi

676 Suratu Ibrahim, 34 and al-Nahl, 18, “if you count the favors of Allah never will you be able to number
them”

674
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ve ikza-yi®”’ ayin-i re’fet ve nasafet

ve tanzim-i umir-i etraf-i memalik

ve tertib ve tesyld-i mebani-i hudid ve mesalik
ve kabz ve bast-i ahval-i miilk ii millet

ve ‘akd ve rabt-i kazaya-yi memleket

ve inzibat-i mehamm-i hilafet

ve inhitat-i riisim-u zulm ve dalalet iciin ;

]678

bir [vezir-i]”® kar-dan ve sa’ib-i rey

ve bir miisir-i [kamran]®”

adl-ferma-yi

nasb olunub

zimam-i hal ve ‘akd-i ahval-i saltanat

aniti efkar-i sa’ibesine teslim olunsa®®

zira esalib-i zevabit-i cihanbani

ve kavanin-i menahic-i kigver-sitanide

sol ziimreki tac-i ibtihac-i

“ve le-kad astafaynahu fi'd-diinya”**" ile miistes‘ad [olub]***

ve sirac-i vehhac-i “ve atahu Allahu el-mulke ve’l-hikmete ve ‘allemehu mimma yesa”** ile

miiserref oldular,

da’ima hadem-i sa‘adet-hasemden®

77 T: im23-yi

Vezir is lacking in F.

67 Karman is lacking in F.

6807 oluna

81 Suratu al-Bakara, 130, “Him we chose and rendered pure in this world”

582 Olub is missing in F.

%3 Suratu al-Bakara, 251, “and Allah gave him power and wisdom and taught him whatever (else) He
willed”

684 T: rakamdan

678
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nasiye-i emani ve amallerine

levam'i-i israkat-i “innellezine sebekat lehiim minne’l-husna”*®

lami‘ ve rahsan olub®

yiimn-i ‘avatif-i hiisrevane

ve mekarim-i 1stina‘at-i padisahaneleriyle

evc-i medaric-i seniyyeye erisdiriib

ve ma minna illa lehu makamun ma‘Tam®

derecatina 1sal eylediler

ben dahi bu ma‘'na-yi sa‘adet-mebnaniri sudiru

ve bu kaziyye-i marziyye-i devlet-intimanin zuhtiru igin

her bar ki ‘akl-i dar-bin

ve feraset-i ‘adalet-ayinime miiraca‘at eyledim®,

bu emanetiti tahmilini

rafi*-i tevki-i refr-i ‘alem-muta‘-i hiisrevant

ve darende-i mensiir-i meshtir-i®® macibii’s-stirtir-i giti-sitan,
cenab-i vezaret-meab, sadaret-nisab, devlet-iktisab, sa‘adet-intisab,
vasita-i ‘akdu’d-devleti’l-ebediyye

rabita-i ‘akdu’s-sa‘adeti’s-sermediyye,

kaidu cuydsi’l-islam

sahibu’l-izz ve’l-ihtisam,

es-sarimu’s-samsam,

6% Suratu al-Anbiya, 101, “Those for whom the Good (Record) from us has gone before ...”
6% T dirahsan ola.

%7 Suratu al-Saffat, 164, “not one of us but has a place appointed”

%55 T: etdikde

5% meshiir-i is lacking in T.
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dirgam-i pelenk-intikam,

asafii’z-zaman,

melaz-i ehl-i iman,

huccetii’r-rahmani ‘ale’l-insan

mazhar-i ‘avatifu’llah-i te'ala masdar-i eltaf-i bi-intiha®®

ellezi tele’le’e min vecenat-i devletihi niiri’l-hiida ve tebeyyene min ufk-i sa‘adetihi semsii’l-
i‘tila,

[el-gazi fi-sebili’llah el-miicahid li-vechi’llah]*,

el-mahfuf bi-sunif-i letaif-i ‘avatifi’'l-meliki’l-ala,

miibarizii’'d-devleti ve’d-din®* ve’d-diiny3,

nizamii’l-milk

vezir-i a'zam fbrahim Pasa -edame Allahii te‘ala iclalehu ve zade ikbalehu’ya-

elyak ve evla ve mahall ve ahra goriib

aninl hiisn-i hidemat-i sabika ve lahikasi

miicib-i feyezan-i kulziim-i zehhar-i ‘avatif-i miilikane

ve kemal-i takarriib [ve]*” riitbet-i faika ile

ve’s-sabikiine’s-sabikiin ulaike’ l-mukarrabiin®

sa‘adeti ile miimtaz ve ser-efraz olub asitane-i saadet-asiyanimda

seref-i iltifat ve hiisn-i kabl [ve]* terbiyet-i kimya-asarim ile miirebbi ve makbdl

oldugundan gayri

6% T: masdar-i eltaf-i bi-intiha mazhar-i ‘avatifu’llah-i teala

%' It is lacking in T.

%2 ye’d-din is lacking in T.

5% It is lacking in F.

4 ylaike’l-mukarrabiin is lacking in T. suratu al-Vakia, 10-11 “And those Foremost (in Faith) will be
Foremost (in the Hereafter). These will be those Nearest to Allah.”
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rezanet-i ‘akl ve fehm ile araste

697

ve®® viifiir-i sehamet ve seca‘at [ve]*” hazm ile piraste,

mekarim-i ‘adatla mevsaf

1% zat ile ma‘ruf

ve styanet-i cibillet [ve
rey-i s3’ibi miftah-i miigkilat

ve tab*-i vekkadi misbah-i mu‘dilat olub

ikbal ve devlet-var ve zafer-girdar miilazim-i hidemat-i seniyye-i padisahanem

699

olmagla® ma-sadak-i fehva-yi kelam-i sa‘adet-fercam

izd erade Allahu bi-melikin hayran ce‘ale lehu veziran salihan iza nesiye zekkerahu el-hadis’®
vaki olmagin

anim hakkinda harsid-i taban-i ‘inayatim’ mesarik-i ‘izzet ve iclalden sarik ve talt

ve afitab-i niir-nevid-i dirahsan himayatim

afak-i himmet ve ‘atifetimden barik ve lami‘ olub

evvelden tasarrufatinda’ olan yigirmi kere yiiz biti akcalik haslar1 iizerine on kere yiiz
bin akcalik haslar dahi’” ilhak ve izafe eyleyiib

ctimle haslar1 otuz kere yiiz biti ak¢aliga yetisdiriliib™

kalem-rev iklim-i saltanatimda vak'i olan memalik ve mesalikiri

hifz u hiraseti ve zabt u siyaneti i¢iin

vezir-i azamlik tizerine ser‘askerlik ta‘yin eyleyiib’®

695
696

It is lacking in F.

It is lacking in T.

%7 It is lacking in F.

5% It is lacking in F.

T olub.

7% «E]_hadis” is lacking in T.
"L T: “inayetim

27! tasarruflarinda

73T akga dahi.

: irigdiriliib.
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706

mezid-i ‘avatifimdan’ tug-i sa‘adet-i furig ile tabl ve ‘alem erzani kilub

bu berat-i saadet-ayat ve devlet-emarat1’” virdim

ve buyurdum ki

ba‘de’l-yevm dahi [cemT'-i evkat ve ezman ve climle-i sa‘at ve ahyanda]’®
kema-kan’ vezir-i a'zam ve kaffe-i memalik-i mahrisemde cenab-i celalet-meabim
kibelinden ser‘askerim olub

1 Rumili beylerbeyisi ve kadi‘askerlerim ve

viizera-i asaf-nisan-i mesned-nisin ve
‘amme-i ‘ulema ve fuzala ve kuzat ve sadat ve mesayih’' ve sa'ir beylerbeyilerim ve
‘umimen erkan-i devlet-i kahire ve a'yan-i saltanat-i bahire’" ve sancak beyleri’” ve
bab-i sa‘adet-meabimda hidmet eden béliik agalar™

[ve hiiccab-i sera-perde-i ‘azamet ve kamrani ve niivvab-i kargah-i hasmet ve
kisversitani ve miiteferrikalarim ve boliik kethiidalar: ve kapum kullari ciimlesi]’*
ve cemT-i""® memalik-i mahmiyyemde vaki‘ olan alay begleri ve subasilar’”’ ve
ceribasilari

ve mecmii-i’*® ‘asakir-i nusret-me’asirim halki

ve sa'ir zlimre-i ekabir ve efazil

ve climle-i e‘ali ve esafil ve erbab-i menasib ve cihat

7 T: vezir-i a’zamlig1 iizere ser‘asker ta'yin idiib
706 7. “atifetimden

07 “ye devlet-emarat1” is lacking in T.

7% It is lacking in F.

" It is lacking in T.

7107 “ile”

"' T: mesayih-i kiibera

72 T: “ve kiilliyen erkan-i devlet ve a’yan-i saltanat-i zahire”
"8 T: ve sancak beyleri kullarim

74 T: bliiklerim agalar

15T “ye kapum kullarmii atlusi ve yayasi”

7 T: mecmii‘u

"'7T: alay beglerim ve subasgilari

8T ciimle-i

242



ve cumhiir-i enamdan katinan-i siidde-i ‘ars-asa’"’
ve sakinan-i ‘atebe-i giti-feza

ve kuttan-i memleket ve vuttan-i vilayet

ve ehl-i veber i meder

ve ciimle’

sagir Ui kebir, gani vii fakir

muhassalan havass u ‘avam kaffe-i enam

mima-ileyhi vezir-i a'zam

ve her zamanda ‘umiimen ser‘askerim biliib

kemal-i ta'zim ve ikram ile mu‘azzez ii miikerrem’

ve vufiir-i tebcil i tefhim ile miibeccel i mufahham tutub’

miisarun ileyhini huztrunda’ ikbal i istikbal[inde]** dakika fevt itmeyiib

her ne ki derse ve her ne vech goriirse benim lisan-i diirer-barimdan sadir olmus
kelam-i saadet-encam ve emr-i vacibii’l-ihtiramim biliib

"]725

[sdziin sem'-i tahkik ile 1sga ve hiisn-i kabil ile telakk eyleytib
devlet-i kahire-i sahib-kiraniye miite‘allik olan

ctimle-i mithimmat-i umdar ve kaffe-i mesalih-i cumhiirda

emrinden ve sdziinden tecaviiz ve ‘udil ve inhiraf ve zithil eylemeyeler.

Eger asitane-i sa‘adet-asiyanimda ve eger sa’ir memalik-i mahriisemde vaki‘ olan

beylerbeyileriti ve sancakbeyileriti ve baki a‘'la ve edna ve’* erbab-i menasib ve

"9 T: sa‘adet-intima

7207 bi’l-ciimle

21T miibeccel

The line is lacking in T.

73 T: huziiruna iyab u zehabda
" It is lacking in F.

7 It is lacking in F.

76 It is lacking in T.

722
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7 olan

meratib ve ashab-i cihat ve menaziliti ve bi’l-ciimle havme-i saltanatimda
kiilliyen kullarimini ‘azl u nasbi aniti rey-i sa’ibine ve fikr-i safisine’” miifevvez olub
solki merasim-i kavanin-i vezaret ve ser‘askert

ve levazim-i esalib-i sadaret ve dad-giisteridir mii’edda kilub

salik-i mesalik-i ‘adalet ve nasafet

ve zahib-i mezahib-i ser’ ve diyanet olub

tabakat-i mahlakati ‘ala tefaviiti'd-derecat menaziline tenzil eylemekde’ dakika fevt
eylemeye™,

ve her bar ki sefer-i hiimayiin vaki‘ olub

t731

sa‘adet ve ikbal ve ‘izzet™ ve iclal ile cenab-i celalet-meabim tevecciih etmelii olub

veyahud ‘asker-i zafer-peykerim irsal olunmak 1azim gele

ol vakit dahi ser‘askerlige miite‘allik olan hustsat™? her ne ise kiilliyen miima ileyhin
ara-yi sa'ibe-i isabet-karin

ve efkar-i safiye-i”’ metanet-rehinine miifevvez olub

evamirine imtiSal ve nevahisinden ictinab eyleyiib

734

emrine muhalefet [ve hitkmiine mu‘anedet]”™ itmeyeler

yoldaslig1 ve merdaneligi zuhir idenler babinda™

ve miistehakk-i ‘atifet {i ‘inayet olanlar hakkinda™*

737

eger beylerbeyilik tevcih itmekdir

77 T: hukiimetimde

728 T efkar-i §akibesine meniit

79 T: etmekde

T: etmeye

BUT: devlet

72 T: hustisiyyat

33 T $akibesine

It is lacking in F.

7357 “yoldaslig1 zahir olanlar babinda
736 The line is lacking in T.
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ve eger a’'la ve ednaya timar ve ‘ulafe virmekdir”®
bi’l-climle enva'-i menasib ve cihatdan

muhassalan”™’ her ne tevcih ve ta'yin™ ve tefviz ve taklid iderse

[terakki-i ‘@mm vmiicib-i ‘ibret ve ‘umiim {izere bahsTs ve ihsan-i kiilliden gayrisi]™
benim ‘izz-i huzir-i saadet-mevfir-i miistelzimu’l-hubtrumda’
mahall-i kabiilde ve menzile-i irtizada biline™*

ve kezalik™* zikr olunan firka-i ‘asakir-i nusret-measirimden’

el-‘iyazu billah ferman-i serife’*

muhalif musarun ileyhiti emrine ve séziine muhalefet
ve ‘inad idenler kim gerekse olsun ve yahtd™’

hilaf-i ser’-i mutahhar ve mugayir-i kaniin-i mukarrer

redayaya’® zulm (i ta'addi idenler’ kag nefer olur ise olsun

7% stidde-i saadetim canibine ‘arz” ve i‘lam itmege tevakkuf itmeyiib

asla
enva'-i ‘ukubat ve siyasatdan her neye miistehakk ve seza-var olur ise
mukteza-yi ser’ ti kantin’ iizere te’hir itmeyiib”

siyaset idiib geregi gibi haklarindan geldiire ki

sd irlerine mticib-i ‘ibret ve nasihat ola™

7T: eylemektir

78 T: eylemektir

™ 1t is lacking in T.

T: her ne tevcih iderse

™!t is lacking in F.

™2 T: benim ‘izz-i sa‘adet-huziir-i -mevfiir ve miistelzimu’l-hubfirumda
™3 T+ irtizadadr

™ 1t is lacking in T.

: meaSirden

: beniim ferman-i serifime

: ‘inad idenleri ve yahud

: redya ve berayaya

: idenleri her kim gerekse olsun
: asla ve kat‘a

P!t is lacking in T.

27 ser-i kavim

™3 It is lacking in T.

740

745
746
747
748
749

= === =4

750
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Ol babda hi¢ ahad mani‘ ve dafi‘ olmaya™

soyle bileler”

‘alamet-i serife i‘timad kilalar.

tahriran fi eva’il-i sehr-i sa'bani’l- mu‘azzam lisene-i hams ve Selasin ve tis‘ami’e be-makam-i
kostantiniyye.

(Saban 935/April 1529)

% T: miicib-i ‘{bret vaki‘ ola.
7 The line is lacking in T.
36 T ends.
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APPENDIX 2:

Manuscripts of Celalzade’s Works

1- Tabakatu’l-Memalik ve Derecatu’l-Mesalik,
Petra Kappert’s edition (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner Verlag GMBH, 1981)
is a facsimile of
Berlin Manuscript: Staatsbibliothek, Ms. Or. Quart. 1961.
And it shows variants of those manuscripts:
Siileymaniye, Fatih, 4423
Siileymaniye, Ayasofya, 3296 (miistensih: Mahmud b. Mustafa)
Istanbul Universitesi Ktb., TY. 5997.
Vienna, Nationalbibliothek, H. O. 41.

Other manuscripts of Tabakat;

Siileymaniye, Hiisrev Pasa, 427 and 428 (2 volume),

Siileymaniye, Fatih, 4422,

Topkapi1 Sarayi, Bagdad, 298,

Topkap1 Sarayi, Emanet Hazinesi, 1427,

Kopenhag, Konigliche Bibliothek, cod. Turc. XI,

Upsala, Universitatsbibliothek, Cels. 22,

London, British Museum, Add. 7855,

London, British Museum, Add. 24959,

London, British Museum, Or. 1590,

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale, Suppl. Turc 165,

Siileymaniye, Hekimoglu Ali Pasa, 778, (miistensih: Mahmud b. Mustafa)
Siileymaniye, Hekimoglu Ali Pasa, 779, (miistensih: Mahmud b. Mustafa)
Istanbul Universitesi, TY. 1584,

Kopriilii Ktb. Ahmet Pasa, 245,

Atf Efendi Ktb. Atif Efendi, 1910,

Siileymaniye, Esat Ef. 2315

Siileymaniye, Ayasofya, 3319.

Fragments of Tabakat::
Mohacname : Istanbul Universitesi Ktb., TY. 2623.
Fetihname-i Rodos:
Istanbul Universitesi Ktb., TY. 501.
Istanbul Universitesi Ktb., TY. 833.
Istanbul Universitesi Ktb. T2519,
Istanbul Universitesi Ktb., TY. 2599.
Istanbul Universitesi Ktb., TY. 2628.
Nur-1 Osmaniye Ktb., 3170.
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Selim Aga Ktb., 757.
Fetihname-i Karabogdan: Siileymaniye Ktb., Ayasofya, 3319,
Siileymaniye Ktb., Esad Efendi, 2315.

2- Selim-name or Measir-i Selim Han
Edited by A. Ugur, M. Cuhadar, (Ankara: Kultur Bakanligi, 1990)
It is a transliteration of the manuscript:
The British Museum, Add. 7848,
Celia J. Kerslake prepared a critical edition of the Selimname. (unpublished dissertation,
University of Oxford, 1975)
It is based on those six manuscripts:
Istanbul Arkeoloji Miizeleri Kiitiiphanesi, nr.362. (miistensih: Mahmud b.
Mustafa)
Manchester, John Rylands University Library, Turkish MSS. 158,159,
Topkap1 Sarayi Kiitiiphanesi, Revan, 1274.
Topkap1 Sarayi Kiitiiphanesi, Hazine, 1415.
Dresden, Sachsische Landesbibliothek, E 350 (formerly Konigliche Bibliothek,
350).
The British Museum, Add. 7848

Topkap1 Sarayi Kiitiiphanesi, Bagdad Koskii, 196.
3- Mevahibu’l-Hallak fi Meratibi’l-Ahlak

Siileymaniye Ktb., Hamidiye, 706. (miistensih: Hasan b. Hiiseyin, dated
994/1586),

Siileymaniye Ktb., Asir Efendi, 174. (miistensih: Ali b. Omer, Receb 1079/Dec.
1668)

Siileymaniye Ktb., Mihrigsah Sultan, 275,

Siileymaniye Ktb., Bagdatli Vehbi, 763,

Siileymaniye Ktb., Laleli, 1612,

Siileymaniye Ktb., Ziihdii Bey, 639,

Siileymaniye Ktb., Fatih, 3521,

Siileymaniye Ktb., Hact Mahmud Efendi, 1605,
Siileymaniye Ktb., Hact Mahmud Efendi, 1578,
Siileymaniye Ktb., Ali N. Tarlan, 155,

Topkap1 Saray1 Ktb., Ahmet III Kitapligi, 3068,

Topkapi1 Saray1 Ktb., Ahmet III Kitaplig1, 3069,

Topkap1 Saray1 Ktb., Revan, 396,

Topkap1 Saray1 Ktb., Revan, 410,

Topkap1 Saray1 Ktb., Hirka-i Saadet, 370,

Istanbul Universitesi Ktb., Universite Kitapligi, TY, 006,
Istanbul Universitesi Ktb., Universite Kitapligi, TY, 5664,
Istanbul Universitesi Ktb., Universite Kitapligi, TY, 598,
Nur-i Osmaniye Ktb., 2205,

Nur-i Osmaniye Ktb., 2206,
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Istanbul B. Belediyesi Atatiirk Kitaplig1, Osman Ergin, 20,
Istanbul B. Belediyesi Atatiirk Kitapligi, Muallim Cevdet, 159 (K. 31/1).

4- Delail-i Niibiivvet-i Muhammedt ve Semail-i Fiitiivvet-i Ahmedt

Istanbul Universitesi Ktb., TY. 4110.
Siileymaniye Ktb., Fatih, 4289.
Siileymaniye Ktb., Serez, 1813.

5- Cevahiru'l-Ahbar fi Hasaili’'l-Ahyar
Nur-1 Osmaniye Ktb., 2356. (bearing the seal of Siilleyman the Magnificent).
Istanbul Universitesi Ktb., TY. 787. (entitled “Terciime-i Zehrii’l-Kimam” dated
23 Ramazan 972/ 24 April 1565)
Siileymaniye Ktb., Resid Efendi, 1029/15 (2 volume).
Nur-1 Osmaniye Ktb., 1941.

6- Kanunname, or Celalzade Kanunnamesi
Ahmet Akgiindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri ve Hukuki Tahlilleri, v. 7, Istanbul,
Osmanl Arastirmalar1 Vakfi, 1994.
First Group:
Siileymaniye Ktb., Reisiilkiittab Mustata Efendi, 1004. (published by A.
Akgiindiiz)
Siileymaniye Ktb., Esat Efendi, 851,
Siileymaniye Ktb. Esat Efendi, 3812,
Siileymaniye Ktb. Ayasofya, 2894,
Siileymaniye Ktb. Erzincan, 144,
Siileymaniye Ktb., Hact Mahmud Efendi, 913./2
Siileymaniye Ktb., Harput, 283,
Siileymaniye Ktb., Yazma Bagislar, 1202.

Second Group:
Siileymaniye Ktb., Esat Efendi, 851 (published by A. Akgiindiiz)
Siileymaniye Ktb., Esat Efendi, 3812
Siileymaniye Ktb. Erzincan, 144.
Siileymaniye Ktb., Harput, 283/2.

Third Group:
Siileymaniye Ktb., Yazma Bagislar, 1202. (published by A. Akgiindiiz)
Siileymaniye Ktb. Ayasofya, 2894.
Siileymaniye Ktb., Esat Efendi, 851.
Siileymaniye Ktb., Hacl Mahmud Efendi, 913.
Uncategorized:
Siileymaniye Ktb., Fatih, 3507.
Siileymaniye Ktb., Sehid Ali Pasa, 2884.
Millet Ktb., Molla Murad, 1165.
Millet Ktb., Yazma Kanunnameler, 76.
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Millet Ktb., Yazma Kanunnameler, 80.
Siileymaniye Ktb., Laleli, 3735/2. (“Kita mine’l-Kavanini’s-Sultaniyye”)
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APPENDIX 3:

Celalzade Mustafa Celebi; extract from Mesairu's-Su‘ara

Ali Emiri, TR 772, p. 365
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APPENDIX 4:

Selections from Archival Documents
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