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ABSTRACT
Ilyas Arabi’s Risale-yi Istanbul:

Perceptions of Architecture and Legend Through a Sixteenth-Century Ottoman Text

This study investigates the perception of Istanbul’s legendary past and Hagia Sophia
by early modern Ottoman authors. In doing so, the main source of this study is a
mid- 16" century text that is about the legends of Istanbul and the construction
narrative of Hagia Sophia and written by Ali el-Arabi Ilyas. In particular, the
construction narrative of Hagia Sophia has a long literary history that goes back all
the way to the Byzantine era. Therefore, the purpose of this study is two-fold; the
first is to diagnose certain connections of these early modern Ottoman texts with
Byzantine literary traditions and medieval Islamic traditions. And secondly, by
focusing on Ilyas Arabi’s work, it tries to unearth the textual and conceptual
convergences and divergences from within the early modern Ottoman text. Since,
this study focuses on Ilyas Arabi’s text, it will also pay specific attention of the
historical context in which Ilyas wrote this work. Finally, it endeavours to assert and
prove the development of a specific pattern of thought pertaining to
Constantinopolitan legends and Hagia Sophian narrative by early modern Ottoman

authors.
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OZET
Ilyas Arabi’nin Risale-yi Istanbul’u:

Bir onaltinc yiizy1l Osmanli metninde mimari ve efsanenin algilar

Bu c¢aligma erken modern Osmanli yazarlarinin sehrin efsanevi gegmisini ve Aya
Sofya’y1 nasil algiladiklarini arasgtirmaktadir. Bunu yaparken de Ilyas Arabi adl
yazarin Onaltinci ylizyilin ortalarinda Istanbul efsaneleri ve Aya Sofya’nin insasi
anlatisin1 yazdig1 eseri merkeze almaktadir. Bilhassa, Aya Sofya’nin ingasi
anlatisinin metinsel temeli Bizans donemine gitmektedir. Boylelikle, bu ¢alismanin
amaci iki yonliidiir; birinci kism1 bu erken modern Osmanli metinlerinin orta ¢ag
Islam kiiltiir gelenekleri ve Bizans edebi gelenekleriyle olan baglantisi. ikinci olarak
da Ilyas Arabi’nin metnini odak noktasi olarak alip diger benzer Osmanli
metinleriyle bulustugu ve ayristig1 noktalari tespit etmektir. Bu ¢alisma, Ilyas
Arabi’nin metnine odaklanacagi i¢in, Ilyas Arabi’nin bu metni yazdig: tarihsel
baglam da dikkatli bir bi¢imde ele alinacaktir. En nihayetinde, bu ¢alismanin temel
sav1 erken modern Osmanli yazarlari tarafindan Istanbul efsaneleri ve Aya Sofya

anlatilar1 hususunda nev-i sahsina miinhasir bir diisiince bigimi gelistirildigidir.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 The scope and the main objectives of the study

The main aim of this study is to analyse the construction narratives of Hagia Sophia
and its perception by early modern Ottoman authors who had read, translated,
copied, and altered a text which is mainly adopted from Byzantine literary traditions.
In particular, I will take a mid-sixteenth century text on Hagia Sophia and
Constantinopolitan narratives as my focus. The text written by a certain Ilyas Arabi,
and he claims at the beginning of his text that he is a teacher (el-mu‘allim) who is in
the service of the Grand Vizier Ali Pasa (in office 1561-1565).! As it will be
apparent during the course of this study, Grand Vizier Ali Pasa was an important
actor during the construction of Siileymaniye mosque complex. As the governor of
Egypt, he supervised the transportation of specific ancient columns to the Ottoman
capital, to be used in the construction of Siileymaniye.? Considering the fact that
Ilyas inscribes the date 15623 for the completion of his text, this study tries to
contextualize this text in its historical condition, which is the aftermath of
Siileymaniye’s construction. In this vein, the main question of this study would be
first how these authors contemplated the legendary narratives surrounding Hagia

Sophia, narratives that delineated the city’s history staring from its construction in

! Ali el-Arabi ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, Bibliothéque nationale de France, Département des manuscrits,
Turc 147, 2r.

2 Omer Liitfi Barkan, Siileymaniye Cami ve imareti insaatt (1550-1557), Vol.2(Ankara: Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu, 1972), 14-18.

* ”ve bu zamanda ki hazret-i resiilullah ‘aleyhisselamifi hicret-i serifelerinden tokuz yiiz yetmis yil
munkazz olmus idi” Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 2r.
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562 by the Byzantine emperor Justinian I (d.565). Furthermore, this study will
question how these early modern Ottoman authors, in particular Ilyas Arabi,
experienced the Hagia Sophia and related it to the other dynastic mosque complexes
in Constantinopolitan cityscape like Siileymaniye. The other main question this
thesis will explore will be the transmission of a particular Byzantine text into a
particular early modern Ottoman idiom starting with the mid-15" century and
accelerating after the takeover of Constantinople. The narrative (diegesis) of Hagia
Sophia’s construction is part of a late tenth century Byzantine compilation, namely
the Patria which is a textual tradition that consists of the city’s legendary past, its
statues and monumental columns and finally, the construction narrative (diegesis) of
the Hagia Sophia.*

Commencing from the mid-fifteenth to the mid-seventeenth centuries, one
observes the translation, and circulation of different versions of the
Constantinopolitan legends and of the construction narratives of Hagia Sophia,
written in Ottoman Turkish. As we shall see during the course of this study, this
Byzantine literary tradition i.e. Constantinopolitan legends and Hagia Sophia
narratives, gained distinctive Ottoman overtones during the process in consideration.
Hagia Sophia was converted into a congregational mosque by Mehmed II after the
takeover of 1453 and served as the primary congregational mosque of the city until it
was transformed into a national museum in 1935. As it will become manifest during
the course of this study, the appropriation of the monument by Ottomans extended
into its construction narratives. It is viable to think that the early modern Ottoman
authors who wrote about the Hagia Sophia and continued the above-mentioned

Byzantine literary tradition, also experienced the monument tangibly and added to its

4 Albrecht Berger, ed., Accounts of Medieval Constantinople: The Patria, Dumbarton Oaks Medieval
Library 24 (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 2013).
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lore and legends that probably circulated among the inhabitants of the city orally and
to some extend textually on the part of the literate segment of the society. One of the
objectives of this study is to demonstrate that during the period at hand, i.e. the
period between the mid-fifteenth and the mid-seventeenth centuries, these narratives
evolved into and gained a particular Ottoman idiom within the urban and intellectual
cultures of Istanbul, while at the same time continuing to use partially the Byzantine
literary tropes and aspects of the Byzantine discourse on the city and the monument.
In the works of Ilyas Arabi and the other early modern Ottoman authors this study
will look into, one observes the theme of commemoration of the monument along
with its narratives. That is to say, even though the way in which this commemoration
of the monument i.e. the Hagia Sophia changes according to the historical conditions
of these Ottoman authors, the practice of commemorating and narrating the primary
monument of the city in histories, geographies, cosmographies, and travelogues
written by earl modern Ottoman authors was a common phenomenon. Thus, as Giilru
Necipoglu discusses in her seminal article on the issue, the Hagia Sophia could be
seen as a specific “site of memory” for these Ottoman authors who wrote on the

subjects and as well as for the inhabitants of Kostantiniyye in general.’

1.2 The emergence of Turkish literary production during the forteenth and fifteenth

centuries

Since Ilyas Arabi’s Risale-yi Istanbul and the other Ottoman texts that this study will

analyse were all written in Turkish, it is crucial to discuss the historical and

5 Necipoglu takes this concept from French scholar Pierre Nora, see, Pierre Nora, “Between Memory
and History: Les Lieux de Mémoire,” Representations, no. 26 (1989): 7-24, see Giilru Necipoglu,
“The Life of An Imperial Monument: Hagia Sophia After Byzantium” in Hagia Sophia from the Age
of Justinian to the Present ed.by Robert Mark and Ahmet S.Cakmak, (Cambridge University Press,
1992), 225.



intellectual background during which Turkish first as the ‘Old Anatolian Turkish’
and then as the ‘Ottoman Turkish’ emerged and started to be used in literary
production, a realm that predominantly belong to the Persian and Arabic languages
before. During the late thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, there was a politically
fragmented Anatolia; different polities, often discussed under the rubric of ‘beyliks’,
meaning ‘principalities’, dominated the political scene. As Sara Nur Yildiz and
Andrew Peacock discuss in their introduction to the edited book on the intellectual
and cultural life in Anatolia during the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, there was
an upsurge in Turkish literary production in the petty courts of these principalities.
Turkish was a spoken language up until then, among sedentary and nomadic, urban
and provincial, and popular and elite Turkic populations. According to these two
historians, one can compare the emergence of written Turkish texts particularly in the
petty courts of Beyliks like Aydinids in the Aegean region’ and in the Sufi convents
(zaviye) which delineated the religio-political and religio-social landscape of the
lands of the Rum from which a lucrative genre of Hagiography (menakibname)
emerged, with the ‘vernacularization’ process that started to take place in
Mediterranean polities during the late medieval era.® Nonetheless, Yildiz and
Peacock suggest that the ‘vernacularization’ process that took place during late
thirteenth and fourteenth centuries does not mean that the Arabic and Persian, the
primary languages of medieval and early modern Islamicate societies, lost its
importance. On the contrary, the utilization of Turkish in courtly commissioned texts

and the texts produced by Sufi-Dervish groups indicates the integration of Turkish

6 Sara Nur Yildiz and Andrew C.S. Peacock, “Introduction”, in Sara Nur Yildiz and Andrew C.S.
Peacock, eds., Islamic Literature and Intellectual Life in Fourteenth- And Fifteenth-Century Anatolia
(Wiirzburg: Ergon Verlag, 2016).

7 For a novel study on the courtly literary production in Aydinid court, see, Sara Nur Yildiz, “Aydinid
Court Literatur in the Formation of an Islamic Identity”, in Sara and Peacock, Islamic Literature and
Intellectual Life in Fourteenth- And Fifteenth-Century Anatolia, 197-243.

8 Y1ldiz and Peacock, “Introduction”, in Sara and Peacock, Islamic Literature and Intellectual Life in
Fourteenth- And Fifteenth-Century Anatolia, 31-3.
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into the ‘Perso-Islamicate cultural discourses’. Therefore, it could be said that
vernacularization took place within a multi-lingual context in fourteenth century
Anatolia. The integration of Perso-Islamicate cultural discourses as formulated by
Yildiz and Peacock also implies the translation of important texts from this cultural
milieu, in particular the adab literature which is a textual tradition according to
Y1ildiz and Peacock that consists of texts with didactic overtones stretching various
genres of Perso-Islamicate textual productions since the medieval era.’ Yildiz and
Peacock further suggest that the translation of adab literature into vernacular Turkish
was critical in the constitution of Rumi identity at least for the elite circles.!”
Another important term, Rumi identity, its constitution and its implications
throughout the early modern era for Ottomans and in particular Ottoman intellectual
circles is an important concept for the general framework and premises of this study.
In his seminal article, Cemal Kafadar tries to trace back the perception of the word
‘Rumi’ and how the meaning of the word changed starting with the medieval period
into its perception by Ottoman intellectuals.!! According to Kafadar, the word
‘Rumi’ started to be used for the Muslims who lived in the lands of Rum i.e. today’s
Anatolia.'?> The uses of Rum which means basically ‘Rome’ and Rumi ‘Roman’ were
somewhat related with the Turks who began to inhabit the lands of Rum since the
eleventh century. As Kafadar points out, although Rumi identity differs from Turkish
identity, they are related to each other.!* Moreover, the lands of Rum (Diyar-1 Rum)

meaning ‘lands of Rome’, was not a part of the official Ottoman parlance. That is to

? Yildiz and Peacock, “Introduction”, in Sara and Peacock, Islamic Literature and Intellectual Life in
Fourteenth- And Fifteenth-Century Anatolia, 34-5.

19Y11diz and Peacock, “Introduction”, in Sara and Peacock, Islamic Literature and Intellectual Life in
Fourteenth- And Fifteenth-Century Anatolia, 35.

! Cemal Kafadar, “Introduction: A Rome of One’s Own: Reflections on Cultural Geography and
Identity in the Lands of Rum,” Mugarnas 24 (2007): 7-25, for another important study see, Salih
Ozbaran, Bir Osmanl Kimligi: 14.-17. Yiizyillarda Rim/Rimi Aidiyet ve Imgeleri, (Kitap Yaynevi,
2004).

12 Kafadar, “Introduction.”, 10.

13 Kafadar, “Introduction.”, 11.



say, this concept emerged from within the people who lived in the lands of Rum
albeit their diverse ethnicities.!* For the Rumi identity, apart from its relative
connotation with Turkic ethnicity because of the importance of Turkish language in
the constitution of Ruminess, it is a new socio-cultural conception and in Kafadar’s

words, Rumi identity was delineated through ‘linguistic’ and ‘geographic’ criteria.

Rum was a cultural space inhabited by a community that shared a literary language,
Turkish; it included a few Armenian poets who used that language (Mesihi of
Diyarbakir, for instance).!®

Thus, beyond ethnicities, the language and the geography are much more
crucial for the explanation of Rumi identity according to Kafadar. The discussion of
Rumi identity and the geographical concept of the lands of Rum are made due to
their relevance to the topic and the main source that this study analyses. Ilyas Arabi,
although his name suggests something other than Rumi, writes in Turkish and the
language he uses and the topics he narrate i.e. Constantinopolitan legends and the
construction of Hagia Sophia hints that he can be considered within this cultural
framework of Rumi identity and its implications. Also, the other early modern
Ottoman texts that this study looks into such as Evliya Celebi’s Istanbul volume of
his Seyahatname, a late fifteenth century Anonymous text about Constantinopolitan
and Hagia Sophian legends, Dervish Semseddin Karamani’s late fifteenth century
text on Hagia Sophia and the chief architect Sinan’s (d.1588) autobiographies are all
compatible with the concept of Rumi as well. To conclude the discussion of Rumi
identity, Kafadar designates Rumi identity as a socio-cultural category stretching

from thirteenth into the seventeenth centuries.!® Throughout this study, I will utilize

14 Kafadar, “Introduction.” ,12.
15 Kafadar, “Introduction.”, 15.
16 Kafadar, “Introduction.”, 16.



the concepts of Rumi and the lands of Rum whose historiographical and conceptual

framework I have discussed briefly.

1.3 A brief overview of Ottoman intellectual life and literary production in the

fifteenth and seventeenth centuries

In his survey article on Ottoman intellectual life during early modern period,
Gottfried Hagen suggests that the production of knowledge in Ottoman lands started
to be canonized and systemized especially after the takeover of Constantinople in
1453. He continues and asserts that these attempts at canonization ripened during the
early seventeenth century.!” Indeed, the people who produced knowledge in the core
Ottoman lands, that is to say, Rumelia and Anatolia provinces, were related loosely
or strictly with the learned class, ilmiyye, of the Ottoman imperial apparatus. The
other avenue in which early modern Ottoman intellectuals gathered and produced
knowledge were Sufi groups that flourished especially during the post-Mongol and
the so-called ‘Beylik period’ of late thirteenth and fourteenth centuries.!8
Nonetheless, concomitant with the consolidation of Ottoman state power during the
course of the fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries, these various Sufi groups came
under the strict surveillance of the state. It could thus be asserted that although these
Sufi orders could act independently in previous centuries, during the above

mentioned later periods, especially ever increasingly during the Ottoman-Safavid

17 Gottfried Hagen, “The order of knowledge, the knowledge of order: Intellectual life”in Suraiya N.
Faroqghi and Kate Fleet, eds., The Cambridge History of Turkey, 1 edition (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2012), 407.

18 For detailed account of the expansion of Sufi orders and convents see, Ahmet Yasar Ocak,  Social,
Cultural, and Intellectual Life, 1071-1453”, in Kate Fleet, ed., The Cambridge History of Turkey, 1
edition (Cambridge ; New York: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 353-423, For the establishment
of the Ottoman Principality and its role during the 14" century see, Cemal Kafadar, Between Two
Worlds: The Construction of the Ottoman State (Berkeley, Calif.: University of California Press,
1996).



conflict which culminated first in the Battle of Caldiran (1514) and then the period of
intermittent wars up until the late seventeenth century, the Sufi orders which marked
as ‘dangerous’ to the Ottoman imperial authority and its accepted Hanafi-Sunni creed
were persecuted and Sufi orders tentatively acted in harmony with the Ottoman
state.! This historical condition also demonstrates that the second branch of early
modern Ottoman intellectual circles is also related, in certain respects, with the
Ottoman imperial ideology. Furthermore, these two branches are not completely
separate social groups; a madrasa educated person could be associated with one of
the Sufi orders or he could be Sufi-minded scholar.

As the institution of madrasa was being formulated as an imperial one during
the course of fifteenth century, the people who were educated in these institutions
became inevitably associated with the Ottoman imperial apparatus. As such, these
Ottoman madrasas like the semaniye as one of the components Mehmet II mosque
complex (completed in 1470) became the crucial establishment for not only the
education of religious officials and judicial cadres, but also it provided human source
for the bureaucratic cadres of the imperial state apparatus.?°
Apart from their official duties, the members of Ottoman ilmiyye also were
intellectuals who produced works in literary genres such as historiography,
geography, cosmography and poetry.?! For instance, the famous historians of
sixteenth century such as Mustafa Ali and Celalzade Mustafa were part of the

Ottoman imperial apparatus; moreover, these two figures, especially Celalzade

19 For detailed information of this transformation in the historical condition of Sufi orders see, Derin
Terzioglu, “Sufis in the age of state-building and confessionalization” in Christine Woodhead, ed.,
The Ottoman World, 1 edition (Routledge, 2013), 86-103.

20 For the detailed account of the emergence of imperial judicial and bureaucratic cadres see,
Abdurrahman Atcil, “The Formation of the Ottoman Learned Class and Legal Scholarship (1300-
1600)” (PhD Diss., University of Chicago, 2010).

2! In his essay, Hagen thematically divides the production of knowledge primarily among
historiography, geography, and cosmography see, Hagen, “The order of knowledge, the knowledge of
order”.



Mustafa, spoke from within the Ottoman imperial discourse, in whose formulation
they partook.?? That is to say, as the head of imperial chancery (the office of nisanci);
Celalzade was responsible for the formulation of the various imperial titles that
Ottoman sultans consistently used for different audiences.>*Due to their similar
educational background, what we observe is i/miyye’s self-awareness as a socio-
cultural group that experienced and worked through the same body of religious and
cultural knowledge, such as medieval Islamicate knowledge and Persianate forms of
prose. In this vein, Hagen suggests that with regards to Ottoman knowledge
production, there is an element of ‘philosophical and epistemological
interconnectedness’ across different genres.?* Along with this remark, certain literary
genres of medieval Islamicate intellectual production such as thirteenth century
geographer and cosmographer Zakariya al-Qazwini’s ‘Acdibii’l Mahlukat, ‘book of
wonders’, were widely used, translated, and its themes adopted by early modern
Ottoman intellectual circles in various other literary genres up until the late
seventeenth century.?® This genre as an encyclopaedic compendium of the universe
in general, stretches from the description of cities, mountains, rivers to the discussion
of demons and talismans. As such, the wide circulation of this genre hints at the
partial continuation of Aristotelian-Ptolemiac knowledge complexes which
dominated the medieval Islamicate perceptions of cosmos in the early modern

Ottoman intellectual scene.?® I say partial due to the fact that as this study will try to

22 See, Cornell H. Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual in the Ottoman Empire: The Historian
Mustafa Ali (1541-1600), Princeton Studies on the Near East (Princeton, N.J: Princeton University
Press, 1986), Kaya Sahin, Empire and Power in the Reign of Siileyman: Narrating The Sixteenth-
Century Ottoman World, Cambridge Studies in Islamic Civilization (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2013).

23 See, Christine Woodhead, “Celalzade Mustafa Celebi,” Encyclopaedia of Islam, THREE, eds. Kate
Fleet, Gudrun Krimer, Denis Matringe, John Nawas, Everett Rowson,(Brill, 2017-2018)

24 Hagen, “The order of knowledge, the knowledge of order”, 411.

25 Hagen, “The order of knowledge, the knowledge of order”, 412-14.

26 For the discussion of Ottoman versions of book of wonders see, Marinos Sariyannis, “Aja’ib ve
Ghara’ib: Ottoman Collections of Mirabilia and Perceptions of the Supernatural,” Der Islam 92, no. 2

9



unearth, within the context of early modern Eurasian geography, cultural exchange
between different geographies and the takeover of Constantinople in 1453 had
crucial implications on the intellectual production and exchange in Ottoman realms.
In particular during the reign of Mehmed II, it could be observed that there is a
considerable increase in cultural exchange between Italian city-states and Mehmed
II’s recently conquered capital, Kostantiniyye.>’

For the historical writing in the early modern Ottoman realm, Hagen’s remark
on the conceptualization of time by Ottoman intellectuals is important for the
purpose of the study. I’ve mentioned that the majority of early modern Ottoman
intellectuals one way or another were associated with Ottoman imperial power
structures. In this manner, Hagen suggests that, as these Ottoman chroniclers recount
the history of the dynasty they swore allegiance to or the events surrounding their
empire, there emerges an inevitable impact of their personal experience on these
events.?® In some cases, they are even present in the scene, as in the case of Mustafa
Ali’s Nusretname which he wrote as a participant in the long Safavid campaign of
1578-1590.%° Moreover, another important remark of Gottfried Hagen is that early
modern Ottoman historians have different conceptions of time in the sense that their
conceptualization contains the present and mythical pasts.’® This study, too, pursues
and defines these varies notions of the past, albeit in a slightly different
conceptualization. For the process of canonization and standardization, Hagen

suggests that since the late 1400s, the utilization of Persianate literary models largely

(2015): 442-467, Giinay Kut, “Tiirk Edebiyatinda Acibii’l Mahliikat Terciimleri Uzerine”, in Besinci
Milletleraras: Tiirkoloji Kongresi Bildiriler (Istabul:Istanbul Universitesi Tiirkiyat Arastirma Merkezi,
1985), 183-93.

27 Giilru Necipoglu, “Visual Cosmopolitanism and Creative Translation: Artistic Conversations with
Renaissance Italy in Mehmed II’s Constantinople,” Mugarnas 29, no. 1 (March 27, 2012): 1-81.

28 Hagen defines this phenomenon as ‘historiography as individual memory’ see, Hagen, “The order
of knowledge, the knowledge of order”, 444.

29 Mustafa bin Ahmet Ali, H. Mustafa Eravci, and Mehmet Seker, Nusret-ndme, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu
Yaynlari III-2. Dizi - Say1 7 (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 2014).

30 Hagen, “The order of knowledge, the knowledge of order”, 440-43.
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appropriated from Timurid historical writings*! had a huge impact on both the
dynastic histories i.e. tevarih-i al-i Osman and world histories one of the most crucial
examples being Mustafa Ali’s universal history, Kiinhii'l-Ahbar.>

The emergence and development of early modern Ottoman intellectual
production may be traced to the first writings in Ottoman Turkish such as Ahmedi’s
Iskendername which includes a history of the Ottoman dynasty>* and Ahmed Bican’s
Diirr-i Mekniin®* which is an eschatological and cosmographical work™, from early
and mid-fifteenth century. If we narrow down our scope into the branch of historical
writing, one can observe that the chronicles of Ottoman dynasty (tevarih-i al-i
Osman), most of them being anonymous, that began to emerge during the mid and
late-15' century, have various ideological stances and they are far from having
spoken from within the newly emerging Ottoman imperial discourse. However, the
emergence of such chronicles, as Halil Inalcik points out rightfully in his seminal
article, is somewhat related with the imperial project that was initiated by Mehmed II
following the takeover of Constantinople and the specific historical consciousness
that emerged as a way of perceiving this grandiose imperial project.*® In a recent
study, Dimitris Kastritsis also discusses the emergence of specific historical
consciousness especially during the reign of Bayezid II. The late fifteenth century,

thus, was a period during which the oral and written narratives were compiled and

31 For the detailed discussion of the development of specific forms of historical prose during the
Mongol and Timurid periods see, Charles Melville, “The Mongol and the Timurid Periods, 1250-
15007, in Charles Melville, ed., Persian Historiography: A History of Persian Literature (London ;
New York: I.B. Tauris, 2012), 155-206 .

32 Hagen, “The order of knowledge, the knowledge of order”, 448-49.

33 Hagen, “The order of knowledge, the knowledge of order”, 446, also see, Kemal Silay, “Ahmedi’s
History of the Ottoman Dynasty”, Journal of Turkish Studies 16 (1992),129-200.

34 Ahmet Bican, Diirr-i Mekniin: inceleme, ¢evriyazi, dizin, tipkibasim ed.Ahmet Demirtas, 1. baski,
Yayin sira, no. 8 (istanbul: Akademik Kitaplar, 2009).

35 For the eschatological aspects of Ahmed Bican’s work see, Kaya Sahin, “Constantinople and the
End Time: The Ottoman Conquest as a Portent of the Last Hour,” Journal of Early Modern History
14, no. 4 (January 1, 2010): 317-54.

36 Halil Inalcik, “The Rise of Ottoman Historiography”, in Bernard Lewis and P. M. Holt, eds.,
Historians of the Middle East, (London: Oxford University Press, 1962), 152.
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developed in the genre of tevarih.’” Besides, prior to the emergence of a historical
consciousness especially during the reign of Bayezid II, Cemal Kafadar discusses the
Ottoman self-perception of ghazi and ghaza identity in the context of the
development of literary production in Ottoman Turkish during the course of
fiffteenth century. In his seminal book, Kafadar suggests that this identity was a
cultural construct of fifteenth century chronicles, conquest narratives, and
hagiographies.*® Burgeoning Ottoman historical consciousness of which we observe
its upstarts especially after the catastrophic defeat of Ottomans at the hand of
Timurids triggered the early fifteenth century Ottoman authors to contemplate the
possible errors of Bayezid I’s emirate. During this period, one observes the transition
from oral culture to a written one.>® The reason for the explanation of the
development of first historical accounts and the ‘chronicles of Ottoman dynasty’ in
fifteenth century is that one of the sources this study analyses, namely, a late
fifteenth century anonymous text about Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian
legends, is located in an anonymous chronicle of Ottoman dynasty dated back 1491.
Moreover, most of these chronicles of Ottoman dynasty establish a foundational
myth of the dynasty like relating Osman’s tribe to the glorious Kayis of Oghuz Turks
genealogically. According to the Halil Inalcik, the above mentioned example is a 15
century invention in order to claim Ottoman’s supremacy over other Turkic
emirates*’ that were still active especially after their restoration due to the Timur’s
victory in 1402. Therefore, we observe foundation myths of Constantinople and

legendary narratives of Hagia Sophia’s construction are related somewhat to the

37 Dimitris J. Kastritsis, eds., An Early Ottoman History: The Oxford Anonymous Chronicle(Bodleian
Library, Ms Marsh 313), (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2017), 5-6.

38 Cemal Kafadar, Between Two Worlds: The Construction of the Ottoman State (Berkeley, Calif :
University of California Press, 1996), 94.

39 Kafadar, Between Two Worlds, 95.

40 Inalcik, “The Rise of Ottoman Historiography”, 156.
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ethos of the chronicles of Ottoman dynasty which is a genre that establishes the
foundation myths of the house of Osman. Another important point with regard to
tevarih genre is that as Kafadar and Inalcik demonstrate some of these texts written
during Bayezid II’s reign were highly critical towards the imperial project of
Mehmed I1.*! The people who mostly belong to ghazi-dervish milieu were
marginalized and some of their hereditary properties confiscated by newly emerging
centralized imperialized apparatus of Mehmed II.*> Unfortunately, we do not know
the social and cultural backgrounds of the author of the anonymous chronicle of
Ottoman dynasty written in 1491, one of the texts this study takes into consideration.
Nonetheless, one of the authors of zevarih, Asikpasazade (d. after 1484)*, gives us a
great example the diversity within the textual tradition of tevarih. Coming from a
prominent ghazi-dervish family, Asikpasazade’s chronicle of Ottoman dynasty
shows us the diverse perceptions of different social groups, ghazi-dervish milieu,
towards Mehmed II’s centralizing imperial enterprise. Also his incorporation of
alleged menakib of Yahsi Fakih whom Asikpasazade introduces as the son of
Ottoman Sultan Orhan’s imam is important because it demonstrates to us the tangible
connections of Asikpasazade with ghazi-dervish milieu.** Turning back to the
anonymous chronicle of 1491, since it has similar critical voice towards Mehmed II’s
imperial project and it includes the Hagia Sophian narrative within the text, this

whole discussion of the particular textual tradition of tevarih is I think important for

the purposes of this study. Furthermore, It will also help during the course of this

4! Tnalcik, “The Rise of Ottoman Historiography”, 165-66.

42 Kafadar, Between Two Worlds, 97.

43 For preliminary information see, Gabriel Piterberg, “Asikpasazade”, in, Encyclopaedia of Islam,
third edition, eds.Kate Fleet, Gudrun Kridmer, Denis Matringe, John Nawas, Everett Rowson, Brill,
2012.

4 For the detailed explanation of Yahsi Fakih and importance of his menakib in the context of
Ottoman historiography see, Kafadar, Between Two Worlds, 96, Inalcik, “The Rise of Ottoman
Historiography™.
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study to evaluate the main source i.e. Illyas Arabi’s work on the foundation of

Istanbul and the narrative of Hagia Sophia’s construction.

1.4 Tlyas Arabi’s Risale and introduction to the sources

Within this general framework, how could we locate the main source I will discuss
i.e. Ilyas Arabi’s work on the Constantinople legends and the construction narrative
of Hagia Sophia? Unfortunately, the author does not have any known work other
than his history of Istanbul; the only clue about his professional life is that he refers
himself as a teacher (mu ‘allim) in the service of the Grand Vizier Ali Pasa (in office
1561-1566)*. Conjecturing from this short remark, it could be surmised that Ilyas
Arabi was a member of Ali Pasa’s household and it could tentatively be stated that
Ali Pasa is the possible commissioner of the work. Along with the connection
between Ilyas Arabi and Ali Pasa, as it was explained at the beginning, it is important
to bear in mind that Ali Pasa was the governor of Egypt in 1549-1553 and he played
a pivotal role in bringing the two huge granite marbles from Egypt to Istanbul for the
construction of Siileymaniye mosque complex.*® As it will become clear from the
outset of the in-depth textual analysis of Ilyas Arabi’s work, his prose is by no means
comparable to the top quality authors of sixteenth century Ottoman intellectual
circles such as Celalzade Mustafa and Mustafa Ali. Nonetheless, one should discuss
Ilyas Arabi in the context of transformation of Ottoman historical writing into a

different level during the reign of Siileyman I (d.1566). As Kaya Sahin suggests, as

45 Ali el-Arabi ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, Bibliothéque nationale de France, Département des manuscrits,
Turc 147, 2r, also for brief information on Ali Pasa see, Erhan Afyoncu, ‘Semiz Ali Pasa’ in TDV
Islam Ansiklopedisi.

46 The transliterated correspondence between Ali Pasa and the capital demonstrates the apparent role
Ali Pasa played in providing the materials for Siileymaniye,Omer Liitfi Barkan, Siileymaniye Cami ve
imareti insaati (1550-1557) vol.2, (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1972), 13-15.
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the Ottoman imperial identity reached its maturation both in the dynastic and in the
elite mindset, the historical works written by the members of Ottoman imperial
apparatus reflected the general intellectual mindset pertaining to the empire, the
sultan, and the realm in general.*’

As for Ilyas Arabi’s place in the context of early modern Ottoman intellectual
life, this study claims that in terms of the literary patterns and idioms he utilizes, he
is a part of the process of canonization and standardization outlined above.
Nonetheless, two disclaimers need to be put forth; firstly, although Hagen’s remarks
on ‘standardization’ and ‘canonization’ are compatible with the literary and
intellectual development during the course of fifteenth, sixteenth, and seventeenth
centuries, there was indeed no monolithic canonized and standardized pattern of
thought in early modern Ottoman intellectual circles, although these people might
have conjoined on similar discourses at particular points. Secondly, when we look
into to the general literary expressions of Ilyas Arabi, we may note that he does not
exhibit the degree of literary sophistication as we observe for instance in Mustafa
Ali’s works. Does this make Ilyas’ text a peripheral one? Or could one suggest that
this is a work that is connected rather to the popular culture of the era? If we answer
this question from the point of view of popular/elite culture binaries the answer
would be no due to the fact that this study methodologically denies utilizing such
binaries in the analysis of early modern culture and early modern Ottoman culture in
particular.*® However, if we look into this question in accordance with the genre in
which Ilyas Arabi writes, i.e. Ottoman versions of Byzantine narratives about the

construction of Hagia Sophia, the incorporation of popular oral traditions are highly

47 Sahin, Empire and Power in the Reign of Siileyman, 161-5.

48 For the problematization of this binary opposition and a brief historiographical survey see, Peter
Burke, Popular Culture in Early Modern Europe, 3 edition (Farnham, England ; Burlington, VT:
Routledge, 2009), Bob Scribner, “Is a History of Popular Culture Possible?,” History of European
Ideas 10, no. 2 (January 1, 1989): 175-91.
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possible. Furthermore, the lore of Hagia Sophian and Constantinopolitan legends
most of which were filtered from medieval Islamicate and Byzantine sources were
part of the early modern Ottoman intellectual canon that included dynastic
chronicles, world histories, and works of geography. That being said, we observe that
this lore was narrated in these texts in manners that differed from the Islamicate and
Byzantine predecessors, although they had some thematic patterns in common. It is
one of the purposes of this study to discuss and explain at least some aspects of the
Constantinopolitan lore, which were incorporated into a considerable number of
early modern Ottoman works belonging to a variety of genres. In the end, the Hagia
Sophian and Constantinopolitan narratives may be regarded as a part of an urban
collective memory and at the same time, as representations of the city’s legendary
past and its primary monument at the intellectual level. In her seminal book on
Istanbul, Cigdem Kafescioglu suggests that when the Ottomans took over the city
they appropriated and adopted the city’s ancient heritage, its monumental landscape,
and its past. Nonetheless, they did that selectively, example is given how Hagia
Sophia converted into an imperial congregational mosque, and the equestrian statue
of Justinian I of which our sources mention, was torn down.*® Thus, Ilyas Arabi’s
contemplation on Kostantiniyye, ‘the city of Constantine’ as it is was frequently
named in official imperial orders®’, alongside historical and literary works, presents
an interesting example within a distinctive genre and intellectual practice within the
context of early modern Ottoman intellectual circles, whereby the legend and the
monument were commemorated.

As it has been noted, the main source that I have analysed for this study is

Ilyas Arabi’s Risale-yi Istanbul or Tarih-i Kostantiniyye. Not much is known about

4 Cigdem Kafescioglu, Constantinopolis/Istanbul: Cultural Encounter, Imperial Vision, and the
Construction of the Ottoman Capital, (Penn State University Press, 2010), 4.
501t is mention commonly as Mahruse-i Kostantiniyye, ‘the protected city of Constantine’.
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him except his self-professed service to Ali Pasa (d.1565) as discussed above. I have
particularly looked into two copies of Ilyas Arabi’s work; one is from French
National Library>!, the other is from the Topkapi Museum Library.>? Both copies are
from the mid-seventeenth century, which indicates a preliminary circulation of the
text due to the fact that the author mentions the date hijra 970 for the completion of
his text which corresponds to 1562-63, hence there is almost a century between these
two copies and the original date of Ilyas Arabi’s work. The text starts with the
presentation of seven hills of the city each of which was marked by a particular
monument, which seems an apparent digression from the earlier versions of
Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian legends; and it continues with the narratives
of the prophet Solomon. After that Ilyas Arabi recounts the legendary founder of the
city Yanko bin Madyan. This character has enigmatic roots and within textual
framework of Ilyas Arabi and other texts of the genre. His very act of building the
city, and the building projects of which Ilyas Arabi denotes as accursed and
blasphemous because of Yanko’s desire to be worshipped by his people. Following
Yanko bin Madyan, Ilyas Arabi recounts another builder of the city Buzantin, the son
of Yanko, and then Constantine, the Christian founder of the city. Throughout the
text, one would observe that perhaps the most important trait of being a ruler comes
with being a builder of great monuments. Therefore, when we speak of the way Ilyas
Arabi discusses these rulers, they will be occasionally mentioned as ‘builder-rulers’
due to their inseparable presentation throughout Ilyas Arabi’s work. From
Constantine, Ilyas Arabi finally recounts the construction narrative of Hagia Sophia
which he narrates along with his representation of Justinian I as an honourable

‘builder-ruler’ before giving a short commentary on Ottoman dynastic edifices up

51 Al el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, Bibliothéque nationale de France, Département des manuscrits,
Turc 147 . )
52 Al el-Arabi llyas, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, Topkapi Palace Museum, H.1640.
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until his times. What perhaps renders Ilyas Arabi’s text as captivating is his
incorporation of the Ottoman dynastic edifices into the textual tradition he performs.
In other words, he incorporates and makes short commentaries on these Ottoman
dynastic edifices as an appendix to the legendary narratives of Hagia Sophia and
Constantinople. Ilyas Arabi’s ‘presentism’ in this issue gives us a valuable insight
into the work of an Ottoman author who contemplates the legendary and Byzantine
pasts of the cityscape in terms his own present. Furthermore, one should also bear in
mind that he writes his work several years after completion of Siileymaniye mosque
(1557).

In comparison with Ilyas Arabi’s book on Istanbul, I have perused into
Semseddin Karamani’s narrative of Hagia Sophia.>® The copy I have analysed is the
Turkish translation of Semseddin’s original Persian text which he wrote in 1480.
Moreover, the comparison between Semseddin and Ilyas Arabi’s text proves to be
fruitful due to their obvious textual liaison. It is also telling that Semseddin’s text
seems more of a direct translation of the original Byzantine text of the narrative of
Hagia Sophia written somewhere between eighth and tenth centuries according to
Gilbert Dagron.>* As a third crucial component, I have looked into the text that was
incorporated into the anonymous Tevarih-i al-i ‘Osman written in 1491; for this text,
I have used the transliteration made by Freidrich Giese in Stephanos Yerasimos’
comprehensive study of the Constantinopolitan legends and Hagia Sophian
narratives.>®

An important remark on these different texts is about their political stance.

We have discussed before that during the reign of Bayezid II, a considerable amount

53 Semseddin Karamani, Ha-za Tarih beyan-i bina-i Ayasofya-i Kebir, Istanbul Universitesi
Kiittiphanesi, T.259.

54 Gilbert Dagron, Constantinople Imaginaire : Etudes sur le recueil des Patria, (Presses
Universitaires de France, 1984), 22.

53 Stefanos Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, trans.Sirin Tekeli(iletisim, 2012).
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of histories criticized the policies of Mehmed II and his urban and centralizing
imperial project. The Anonymous text of 1491 which will be termed as such during
the course of this study is one of the examples of this anti-imperial attitude as it is
discussed by Stephanos Yerasimos. Nonetheless, Dervis Semseddin’s text, contrary
to the Anonymous text of 1491, has a pro-imperial attitude.’® As for the Ilyas Arabi’s
political attitude, I offer a middle ground between Semseddin and the Anonymous
text of 1491. That is to say, as an author who apparently used Semseddin and the
Anonymous text of 1491 in his work?”, his political concerns are less than the two
former texts. As Yerasimos noticed, his narrative is politically mild and without
much political or religious problematizations.>®

The last category of primary sources is from outside the genre of
Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian legends. The first one is Evliya Celebi’s first
volume of Seyahatname, which is much of a book of Istanbul with its diverse
aspects. The second one is the chief architect Sinan’s autobiographies co-authored
with the painter/poet Sai Celebi. Although these two sources are very different in
terms of historical and literary contexts, they are viable sources that are comparable
with the main primary sources which are categorized under the rubric of Ottoman
versions of Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian legends.

As for the secondary literature, several works needs to be underlined for the
purposes of clarification for the following sections of this study. The first and
foremost secondary source that this study has constantly used as a quasi-guidebook is

Stefanos Yerasimos’ comprehensive work on the Constantinopolitan and Hagia

36 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 193-94

57 See Yerasimos short section on Ilyas Arabi, Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 325-
38.

8 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 328.
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Sophian legends.>® Yerasimos’ study gives a massive background of
Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian legends which began during late antiquity and
continued to circulated and read throughout the eastern Mediterranean cultural
universe. Filtered both from medieval Islamicate literary production and Byzantine
cultural heritage that began to be inherited since the early Ottomans, this study
reveals the preliminary paths in which Ottoman versions of legends burgeoned and
produced its own texts with novel features. Furthermore, Yerasimos work is the first
one to analyse these analyse these texts according to their political attitudes towards
Ottoman dynasty, by dividing them into pro and anti imperial ones. Related with
Yerasimos’ work, Gilbert Dagron’s comprehensive study on late tenth century Patria
text, Constantinople Imaginaires is yet another important source for the purposes of
this study. In this work, Dagron traces back the origins of Patria text to the late
antiquity and compares it to the other Byzantine literary traditions pertaining to the
city and its architecture. The most important element in the Byzantine Patria is the
Hagia Sophia section of the work which bears many similarities with the Ottoman
versions of Hagia Sophian narratives. Last but not least, Glilru Necipoglu’s article on
the Hagia Sophia contributed greatly to the evolution of this study and it is referred
consistently. In this article, Giilru Necipoglu pursues to Hagia Sophia’s
transformation all the way from its conversion into a congregational mosque and
later additions to it that changed both the interior and the exterior of the monument.
All in all, what is conveyed in this article is that Hagia Sophia is a monument that
lived and transformed not only in an architectural sense but also with its narratives

and legends surrounding it.

% Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri.
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1.5 The importance of the spolia in the context of the study

One of the main topics of this study is the issue and the perception of spolia
in the early modern Ottoman text that I have looked into. In relation with the practice
of spolia, this particular perception of spolia and of monument, I propose the
presence of a peculiar aesthetic outlook for the early modern Ottoman authors. That
being said, this particular early modern Ottoman aesthetics also goes hand in hand
with a broader early modern Ottoman patterns of thought that is beyond the scope of
this study.

The issue of spolia in the context of late medieval and early modern
Islamicate societies has been studied by a number of important scholars up until now.
For instance, Scott Redford study on the practice of spolia in thirteenth century
building activities of the Seljukid rulers of gives us clues for the later practices and
continuation of the spolia practices in the lands of Rum. In this concise article, Scott
Redford points out the issue the Seljuks of Rum admired the architectural remnants
of ancient societies. Furthermore, there was an apparent abundance in ancient
edifices and material from these edifices. Somewhat in accordance with the
widespread Byzantine use of ancient materials, Seljukid practice of spolia was
widespread as well.®° Tt is also interesting to note that Byzantine mentality with
regard to talismanic and apotropaic powers of the marbles and ancient materials
continued in the Seljukid practices of spolia in Konya, Sinop and Alanya citadels.®!

Indeed, references to ancient past in Seljukid case are two-fold. While appropriating

60 Scott Redford, “The Seljugs of Rum and the Antique,” Mugarnas 10 (1993), 148, for a recent and
comprehensive book on the issue of spolia in the context of Anatolia see, Suzan Yalman and Ivana
Jevtic, eds., Spolia Reincarnated: Afterlives of Objects, Materials, and Spaces in Anatolia from
Antiquity to the Ottoman Era, (Istanbul: Anamed, 2018).

6l Redford, “The Seljugs of Rum and the Antique,” 149-50.
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the Greco-Roman past, one observes the references to the Persianate mythical
elements from Firdawsi’s eleventh century epic work Shahname.®?

As for the Ottoman period Robert Ousterhout’s article on the early Ottoman
and late Byzantine architectural practices are telling. Ousterhout asserts an ‘overlap’
between the two by stating that how the early Ottoman architecture differs from the
other Anatolian principalities and how the early Ottoman architecture bears
resemblance with that of local Byzantine craftsmanship.5® In addition, Ousterhout’s
remark on the early Ottoman architecture as the reflection of the intricate early
Ottoman socio-cultural universe is crucial. The utilization of spolia was not an act of
domination of triumph. On the contrary, it was an act of integration, incorporation
and continuation of a Byzantine architectural practice. Moreover, the fact that the
Byzantine craftsmen and workshops were possibly used by early Ottoman builders
means that they were not outsiders. They comprised a considerable part of the early
Ottoman society. Nevertheless, in an another article, Ousterhout claims that
conversion of the main churches of Byzantine cities like Hagia Sophia at Iznik and
ultimately the great church of Hagia Sophia in Constantinople were definitely the
acts of domination and triumph. Be that as it may, according to Ousterhout, these
acts still acknowledged the Christian past of these monuments.%*

Another recent important study on the utilization of ancient materials and cultural
implications is Zeynep Yiirekli’s study on the two Bektashi shrines, namely, Seyyid

Gazi in Eskisehir, and Hac1 Bektas Veli in Nevsehir. Through giving evidence from

62 Redford, “The Seljugs of Rum and the Antique,” 154-55.

63 Robert Ousterhout, “Ethnic Identity and Cultural Appropriation in Early Ottoman Architecture,”
Mugarnas 12 (1995): 50-53.

64 Robert Ousterhout, “The East, the West, and the Appropriation of the Past in Early Ottoman
Architecture,” Gesta 43, no. 2 (2004): 168-69, for a detailed architectural and multi-cultural aspects
of early Ottoman building activity see, Zeynep Yiirekli, “ Architectural Patronage and the Rise of the
Ottomans”, in Finbarr Barry Flood and Giilru Necipoglu, eds., 4 Companion to Islamic Art and
Architecture, Wiley-Blackwell Companions to Art History 12 (Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons, Inc,
2017), 733-50.
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the Byzantine spolia especially in Seyyid Gazi shrine®, Yiirekli suggests that firstly,
the practice of spolia is a shared architectural practice since late antiquity in the
Mediterranean context.®® Secondly, by pointing out the conspicuous use of spolia in
Seyyid Gazi and Hac1 Bektas shrines which is not the case for the standard spolia
practice for the sixteenth century Ottoman architecture, Yiirekli suggests that the
patrons of these two shrines, who belonged to ghazi-dervish milieu, try to challenge
their disaffected position of their community through a practice of spolia that is in
odds with the common practice of the time.S” That is to say, use of spolia is not about
only the appropriating and embracing the ancient past. It has socio-political
implications as well. Furthermore, throughout this study, we will observe the diverse

implications of spolia both on textual and architectural levels.

1.6 Outline of the study

The first chapter titled “Narratives of Distant Past: of Monumental and Material
Genealogies”, will look at the narratives pertaining to the foundation of Istanbul or in
Ottoman idiom also Sehr-i Konstantiniyye (Constantinople). We will look into the
attitudes of above-mentioned Ottoman intellectuals with regards to the Christian and
pagan past of the city. Nonetheless, the main body of this chapter will consist of a
discussion of Ilyas Ali’s attitude towards the city’s legendary past. Ilyas conceives
the city as a part of wondrous history (‘acibii’l acaib riizgardir)®® and continues that

along with the use of other chronicles/histories and oral traditions, he also claims that

85 Zeynep Yiirekli, Architecture and Hagiography in the Ottoman Empire: The Politics of Bektashi
Shrines in the Classical Age, Birmingham Byzantine and Ottoman Studies (Farnham, Surrey :
Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2012), 79.

% Yiirekli, Architecture and Hagiography in the Ottoman Empire, 96.

67 Yiirekli, Architecture and Hagiography in the Ottoman Empire, 139-40.

%8 Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 2r.
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he has written some parts of his book through observation (kimi miisahededen)®; this
becomes a crucial point within the narrative due to the fact that while narrating some
of these distant stories, Ilyas makes comparisons with the present conditions and
places within the city’s landscape. The narration of legendary and prophetic pasts of
the city consistently invokes the present topography of the city within Ilyas’ text.
The second chapter, “Narratives of a Monument; Hagia Sophia between materiality
and narrativity” will investigate in depth the narrative of construction of Hagia
Sophia in Ilyas Ali’s manuscript. As the main method suggests, Ilyas Ali’s narrative
of Hagia Sophia will be put in a cross-reading with the different versions of the
Hagia Sophia narrative written by Ottoman intellectuals that are mentioned above.
To give an example, Ilyas’ narrative with regard to the materiality of Hagia Sophia
implies that his depiction of Angels at the four sides of the dome and his
astonishment’® could be gleaned from his point of view as an ‘observer’. Comments
on the materiality of the building are juxtaposed with the distant narratives from
Byzantine past, which had considerable importance for the early modern Ottoman
intellectuals and thus, for their understanding of the histories of the urban topography
itself. As such, the same modes of narrative appear in Evliya’s description of Hagia
Sophia in the Seyahatname. Evliya demonstrates his astonishment and admiration
pertaining to the materials, icons, and decorations in Hagia Sophia. His discussion of
ehl-i nazar, masters of looking/gazing, reveals the crucial place of peculiar mode of
looking at a monument within the context of early modern Ottoman mentalities that
this study will discuss. In a recent article, Giilru Necipoglu traces back this issue of
different modes of looking to medieval Islamicate knowledge, speaks of the

‘scrutinizing gaze’ (iman-1 nazar) as an emergent aesthetic idiom during this

% Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 2v.
70 Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 35v.
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period.”! Necipoglu argues that this mode of looking that emerged from medieval
Islamicate cultural milieu had an impact on the mentalities, aesthetics, and
intellectual outlook of early modern Islamicate empires such as Ottomans and
Safavids. Therefore, this mode of looking and the ‘subjectivity of gaze’ that is argued
by Necipoglu proves to be beneficial for the premises of this study.”*These diverse
perspectives directed at monuments and visual arts combined with the memory of
legendary pasts is in line with what this study tries to unravel when we look into
Ilyas’ perception of Hagia Sophia through its legendary narrative of construction.
Considering this argument with the expressions and idioms of Evliya and Ilyas, one
would encounter a similar disposition. Both authors, describe Hagia Sophia as if they
are strolling within the monument. Hagia Sophia, for them, remains as a monument
that delineates the city’s distant and multi-layered past. Therefore the term
monumental and material genealogy in this study serves as a viable concept that one
could utilize in relation with the representation of the imperial capital by early
modern Ottoman intellectuals. Tracing city’s origins back to the mythical figures
such as the prophet Solomon and Yanko bin Madyan, these authors give us a
representation of Kostantiniyye with its ancient builder-rulers and monuments. In the
case of builder-rulers, llyas emphasizes how they rendered the city as constructed
(ma‘mir) and prosperous (abadan). In line with Ilyas Efendi, Evliya narrates the
history of Istanbul through the compilation of the builder-rulers (bani) from the first-
builder being the prophet Solomon’? to the ninth builder Constantine the Great.”
Thus, according to these two Ottoman writers, the idea of rulership goes hand in

hand with that of being builder.

"L Giilru Necipoglu, “The Scrutinizing Gaze in the Aesthetics of Islamic Visual Cultures: Sight,
Insight, Desire”, Mugarnas 32, 2015, 24-61.

2 Necipoglu, “The Scrutinizing Gaze in the Aesthetics of Islamic Visual Cultures”, 51-3.

73 Orhan s. Gokyay. ,Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, vol.1, (Istanbul:Yap1 Kredi Yayinlari, 1996) , 11.
4 Evliya Celebi, Eviiya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 18.
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The importance of the juxtaposition of narrativity and materiality manifests
itself when looking at the autobiographies of the chief architect Sinan. This
juxtaposition opens up a new conceptual plane that this study will try to discuss and
establish. That is to say, through textual analysis of architectural idioms that denotes
these monumental spaces, one can explain and contextualize an early modern
Ottoman aesthetics. Thus, the third chapter of this study is titled “Narratives of an
Aesthetic mindset; Hagia Sophia as an Aesthetic Topos in the Context of Early
Modern Ottoman Mentalities”. In Tiihfetii’l Mimarin the author speaks of Hagia
Sophia as unprecedented (ayasofya gibi imaret ki bi-nazur-i alem olub)’ .
Throughout the text, we observe that Hagia Sophia serves as a monumental threshold
from Sinan’s perspective. And he compares his works with that of Hagia Sophia; he
claims that he achieved the style of Hagia Sophia with refinement (nezaket). This is a
point that has been suggested by Giilru Necipoglu. She claims that Sinan’s form does
not entail a mere novelty but it is an attempt of revision, refinement, and distillation
of the older architectural forms’®, Hagia Sophia being at the top of references. For
instance, she states that the domical structure of Siileymaniye mosque complex
(central dome flanked by two half-dome) is a direct reference and challenge to the
Hagia Sophia. It can be seen from this point that references also imply the
challenges. While Sinan takes Hagia Sophia as an architectural/monumental
threshold, he also aims to surpass that architectural threshold. Considering the fact
that Sinan also gives references to Ottoman imperial monuments, a kind of
intertextuality of monuments can be seen at least for Sinan’s aesthetics of

architecture. Necipoglu also points out that even though Sinan’s magnum opuses, the

5 Sinan’s autobiographies: five sixteenth century texts, ed. and tr. H. Crane and E. Akin, preface by
G. Necipoglu (Leiden, 2006), 78.

78 Giilru Necipoglu, “Challenging the Past: Sinan and the Competitive Discourse of Early Modern
Islamic Architecture”, Mugarnas, Vol. 10, (1993), 173.
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Stileymaniye and Selimiye mosque complexes are in a competitive and referential
conversation with the Hagia Sophia, they transform themselves into a fresh idiom.””
In Tezkiret il Biinyan, when Sai Celebi and Sinan (the author of Sinan’s
autobiographies, it could be seen that at certain points Sinan intervenes into the text
and the subject turns into ‘I’) speak of the construction process of the Siilleymaniye
mosque complex, a parallel could be detected with regards to Ilyas’ narrative of
Hagia Sophia.

Last but not least, Evliya’s narrative method of evsaf, meaning qualities in
Ottoman Turkish, will be discussed in line with both the discourse of Ottoman
aesthetics and Hagia Sophia. This study terms Evliya’s textual method as “evsaf’
narrative pattern”.”® This method becomes more visible and hierarchized when one
looks at Evliya’s narrative of three Ottoman capitals, most important them being
Istanbul. In the first chapter of the Istanbul volume of Seyahatname, Evliya starts to
describe the evsaf of the mosques of Istanbul with that of Hagia Sophia’. Thus, one
can discern that Hagia Sophia as the architectural and monumental threshold operates
within Evliya’s extensive evsaf narrative patterns.

To sum up, starting with the Hagia Sophia, or in Evliya’s words cami i
Ayasoyfa-y1 Kebir, this study will trace the representations of this monument
between the mid-sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Representing a monument with
a considerably loaded past always implies particular sets of mentalities and the
historical conditions in which these mentalities emerged and operated. Furthermore,
if one would carry out a genealogy of Hagia Sophia in the realm of early modern

Ottoman mentalities, one would also have to discuss the narratives of the foundation

7 Giilru Necipoglu, “Challenging the Past”, 176.

8 For a comprehensive survey of Evliya see. Robert Dankoff, An Ottoman Mentality: The World of
Evliya Celebi,( Leiden:Brill, 2004).

7 Evliya Celebi, Eviiya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 49.
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of the Istanbul, which constitutes a representation of a rooted and distant past within
this textual framework. Therefore, this study aims to discuss these three-fold
conceptual planes (material and monumental genealogy, materiality/narrativity, and
early modern Ottoman aesthetics) by focusing on the Hagia Sophia as either a
monument or as representation. When Sai/Sinan speaks of the ornaments within the
Siileymaniye mosque, they state that it was left to world/time for model/example
(...dehre niimun kalmus...7)°. The word, dehr, means both the world and the time.
Architecture for early modern Ottoman mentalities signifies a sort of demarcation of
history (riizgar) and time (dehr) whether it is a mythical or recent one. This study
will also discuss some of the words/idioms used within this set of sources for the
materiality of the monuments and buildings located within the urban topography.
This study will thus try to reach an understanding of early modern Ottoman
aesthetics, alongside its main research questions pertaining to early modern Ottoman
mentalities as gleaned through a particular genre of writing and contemplating on the
city and its past.

As a last remark, on the appendix, there is the transliteration of Ilyas Arabi’s
work which is based on the Paris copy. This appendix aims to provide the reader the
whole text so that they can compare it with the main arguments in the study as well

as to be used in further studies.

80H. Crane and E. Akin, Sinan’s autobiographies, 150.
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CHAPTER 2
OF MONUMENTAL AND MATERIAL GENEALOGIES:

NARRATIVES OF DISTANT PAST(S)

2.1 Setting up the parameters

Even from an unassuming perspective, narrating a history of a city which has a
loaded past is a very versatile undertaking. And if we are speaking for the early
modern period, narrating the history of the city and the city itself resembles an
escaping from a labyrinth. The city of Istanbul/Islambol/Kostantiniyye®! in its variety
of idioms and all the written documents pertaining to it proves the intricacy of such
an enterprise. When the Ottomans took over the city, they also inherited the
monumental topography of the city which had been amalgamated since antiquity, the
‘wondrous’ and ‘marvellous’ columns®?, and eventually its Romano-Byzantine
legacy. Most of the time these different layers of legacy intersected with one other;
columns had various stories that at least a considerable part of the city’s denizens
knew. The monuments were constructed and within a context of urban culture
legendary narratives emerged surrounding its building process. The /iterati of the
Ottoman imperial machine and the rulers, starting with the conqueror of the city

Mehmed II, were all well aware of these peculiarities of the city. When Mehmed I1

8! The interchangeable perceptions of the city is well demonstrated on the title of Cigdem
Kafescioglu’s pioneering book see, Cigdem Kafescioglu, Constantinopolis/Istanbul: Cultural
Encounter, Imperial Vision, and the Construction of the Ottoman Capital, Penn State Univesity Press,
20009.

82 The wondrous and marvellous, ‘acdib and garaib, are idioms that are widely used by early modern
Ottoman authors in relation to aesthetical notions and perceptions. For the detailed account of the
medieval Islamicate background of these idioms see, Persis Berlekamp, Wonder, Image, and Cosmos
in Medieval Islam, Yale University Press, 2011.
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ordered for the translation of 10th century Byzantine compilation Patria, he also
incorporated the overall Constantinopolitan cultural baggage.®’

This chapter attempts briefly at reviewing the narratives with regards to the
foundation of Istanbul or Kostantiniyye, the Arabicized version of Constantinople,
focusing on Ilyas Arabi’s account on the legends. I will compare Ilyas’ version on
the foundation of the city with that of anonymous text that is incorporated into
anonymous chronicle of Ottoman dynasty (Tevarih-i al-i osman) dated 149184 and of
Evliya Celebi’s brief commentary at the beginning of his travelogue. It would be
apparent during the course of subsequent chapters that even though the founding
fathers of the city and their legendary narratives may seem irrelevant to the modern
audience at a first glance, the narratives of legendary monuments in the above-
mentioned sources would be interwoven with the present times of the authors. That is
to say, as it will be apparent during the course of this chapter, while narrating these
legendary monuments of Yanko bin Madyan and the prophet Solomon, most of them
feel the urge to indicate the place of such legendary edifices within their present
cityscape i.e. Kostantiniyye. The initial sections of this chapter will reflect primarily
Ilyas Arabi’s perception towards history and legends. This perception will also
establish a path for us within the course of Ilyas’ narratives to the culminating point,
namely, the construction of Hagia Sophia, and as a continuation of Hagia Sophia’s

monumentality, Ottoman dynastic mosque complexes.?®

8 Giilru Necipoglu, “The Life of An Imperial Monument: Hagia Sophia After Byzantium” in Hagia
Sophia from the Age of Justinian to the Present ed.by Robert Mark and Ahmet S.Cakmak,
(Cambridge University Press, 1992)198.

8 For this thesis I will use the transcription Yerasimos uses in his book, see Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye
ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri.

8 For the brief discussion with regards to mosque complexes see. Giilru Necipoglu “Dynastic
Imprints on the Cityscape: The Collective Message of Funerary Imperial Mosque Complexes in
Istanbul”. Ed. Jean-Louis Bacqué-Grammont. Colloque Internationale: Cimetieres et traditions
funéraires dans le monde islamique , 1996, 23-36.
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Before commencing a full-fledged comparative textual analysis, it is essential for the
purposes of this study to introduce the quite enigmatic author of Risale-i Istanbul,
namely, ilyas Arabi or ‘Ali el-Arabi Ilyas’ as he mentions himself at the outset of his
work. Through the course of this study, I will mention him as ilyas Arabi. Not much
is known about him. Nonetheless, we could trace some clues about Ilyas Arabi while
he briefly mentions himself in the introductiory sections of his book. He states that
he is a teacher in the service of the vizier (Bu hakir-i mu terifii’[-taksir ‘alt el-‘arabt
ilyas el-fakir el-mu‘allim fi-hidmet-i hazretii’l-vezir); the vizier being the Grand
Vizier Ali Pasa who was in office during 1561-1565 following the death of Riistem
Pasa (d.1561). While ilyas Efendi mentions his service to Ali Pasa he uses an
intricate panegyric idiom interwoven with Persian and Arabic phrases, and at the end
of this part he mentions that he attempts at constructing a gift (muhassar bir tuhfe
bina idiib).%

It is not clear whether Grand Vizier Ali Pasa commissioned the writing of the
work or not, but it is apparent that this certain Ilyas was related with the grand
vizier’s household. According to Stephanos Yerasimos, ilyas Arabi’s Risale has a
number of copies in Paris, Berlin, and Vienna.?” In this study I will follow mainly the
Paris copy, but for the purposes of the critical assessment of the work, I will also
look into one Topkapi Palace library copy of ilyas Arabi, a copy that was apparently
omitted by Yerasimos.®® The biographical information pertaining to the life and the
profession of ilyas Efendi is unknown, except for his self-definition as a teacher (e/-
mu‘allim). Due to this hindrance, aspects of the possible social and cultural context in
which Ilyas Efendi had written this work will be briefly touched upon. ilyas states

that 970 years had passed since the hijra of the Prophet Muhammad when he

86 Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 2r.
87 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 371.
88 Ali el-Arabi llyas, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, Topkap1 Palace Museum, H.1640.
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completed this work.®* When this date is translated into Common Era it corresponds
to 1562-3, right in the middle of Ali Pasa’s term as grand vizier. The scribe of the
Paris copy is Ridvan Abdii’l-Mannan and the date is Cumada 1043, corresponding to
November 1633.% The scribe of the Topkap1 manuscript is Mes‘ud bin Ibrahim bin
Emrullah who copied this work in 14 seferii’l-hayr 1046°!, 18 July 1636. Therefore,
within a time span of about seventy years, ilyas Efendi’s work was copied and
circulated. The Paris copy has a distorted neshi script whereas the Topkapi1 copy has
a more readable one. To reiterate my argument, although Ilyas Efendi and these two
copyists of his work remain relatively obscure to the current audience, at least we can
state that the text as a part of large component of the Byzantine narratives pertaining
to Hagia Sophia and the foundation of Constantinople was circulated to a degree.
Regarding the sources of ilyas Efendi, unfortunately, he does not mention any
specific work or author. Curiously, without any certain specification, ilyas Efendi
explains that he has narrated and analyzed the history of Istanbul and its monuments
through utilizing the histories (kimi tevarihden), the oral stories (kimi agizdan), and
observations (kimi miisahededen).”® Ilyas Arabi does not specify his sources but it
becomes apparent that these lines written right at the beginning of his work
demonstrate to us that he utilizes written works and orally transmitted narratives as
well as his own critical observations. Therefore, he has a certain methodology and
his emphasis on observation is worth mentioning due to the fact that especially
during the section in which Ilyas Efendi narrates the construction story of Hagia

Sophia, he follows more or less original Byzantine patriographies which includes the

8 “ve bu zamanda ki hazret restilullah ‘aleyhisselamifi hicret-i serifelerinden tokiiz yiiz yetmis yil

munkazz olmisd1.” Ali el-Arabi ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 2.
% Ali el-Arabi llyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 45r.

1 Ali el-Arabi llyas, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 55v.

92 Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 2v.
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construction narrative of Hagia Sophia®®. Consequentially, it would be viable to
suggest his incorporation of personal observation can render this work more than a

rewriting or translation of the medieval Byzantine Patria texts.

2.2 A Tale of Seven Hills

Before Ilyas Arabi starts to narrate the the foundation and the early history of the city
of Constantine, in his own idiom, he establishes a topographical layout of the city.
This topographical setup is demarcated by certain monuments and edifices that are
located within the city space with a particular reference to the materials utilized in
their construction. Thinking in line with the title of this chapter and the conception I
propose i.e. ‘monumental and material genealogy’, this initial topographical and
monumental narration fits the conceptual framework I aim to follow.

According to Ilyas, the narrators of events (raviyan-1 ahbar) and the tellers of
histories of time (hakiyan-1 tevarih-i riizgar) state that 5072 years passed after Adam
fell to this world and the place of the city was a triangular island.”* Ilyas states that
the sea passes through Eyiib Ensari side®”, an extramural settlement named after the
famous companion of the Prophet Muhammad Eyyub el-Ensari due to the miraculous
discovery of his burial at the vicinity of this place during the takeover of 1453. He

died during an early Umayyad expedition towards the city. Around 1459, Mehmed II

%3 The Patria genre and its relationship with Ilyas’ work will be discussed in the second chapter but at
this point suffice it to refer the seminal book of Gilbert Dagron, see, Gilbert Dagron, Constantinople
Imaginaire : Etudes sur le recueil des Patria, (Presses Universitaires de France, 1984), also see the
introduction section of Albrect Berger’s translation of Patria of 995, Accounts of medieval
Constantinople: the Patria, trans. by Albrecht Berger, Harvard University Press, 2013, vii-xxi.

%5 Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 2v; The Topkapi palace copy also has exactly same line in this
section, see. Ali el-Arabi llyas, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 3r.
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built a tomb and mosque complex at the recently discovered burial site.”® The
digression from the main text is pivotal for the purposes of the subsequent narratives
in Ilyas Arabi’s work because throughout the initial sections of his work, until we
proceed to the narrative of Hagia Sophia’s construction (and there too to some
extent), it could be observed that Ilyas Arabi fluctuates between the present and the
past; and he does this through a sort of spatial discourse. For instance, in this specific
beginning he is speaking of the very geographical beginnings of the city but he is
utilizing religio-cultural, religio-political and religio-historical signifiers that are
related to the ‘conquest’ and a recent past of the city. In this manner, the other two
angles of the city’s main topography are presented to the reader through edifices. On
the one side is the cape of the imperial palace (saray-1 ‘Gmire); on the other side the
north-western edge of the triangle, is signified by the Tekfur Palace, the only
remaining compound from Blachernia Palace after the takeover. The third side of the
triangle is the side of Yedikule. After this brief overture, Ilyas Efendi mentions seven
hills (vedi tag) through which they are demarcated by a certain monument or edifice
that is in connection with the city’s past.

Within this narrative of the spatial layout of the city, we encounter the
interplay between the topography, the past, and monumentality. Moreover, it is
visible that among this assemblage of the seven hills, there is a certain topographical-
cum-hierarchical correlation. Accordingly, the first hill is the site of the sui generis
monument of the city, Hagia Sophia. The second hill is located in the Dikilitas, at the
environs of Tavuk Pazar1 neighbourhood, that is, the ancient Forum of Constantine.

The third hill is the place of the Old Palace that is located nearby today’s Bayezid

% Cigdem Kafescioglu, “Eyiip”, in: Encyclopaedia of Islam, Third Edition, Edited by: Kate Fleet,
Gudrun Kriamer, Denis Matringe, John Nawas, Everett Rowson, 2016, for another assesment on the
construction of this funerary mosque mosque complexe see, Kafescioglu, Constantinopolis/Istanbul,
45-51.
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square. The fourth hill takes the reader to the mosque complex of Mehmed II. The
fifth hill is the place of Sultan Selim mosque which is located uphill from today’s
Balat district. The sixth hill is in the place of Turcoman Convent ( Tiirkmen
Tekyesi).”” Actual location of this lodge is unknown but it is probably somewhere
between Yavuz Selim mosque complex and Edirnekapi, the last plateau that is
mentioned by Ilyas Efendi. Furthermore, if we inspect Ilyas Arabi’s taxonomy
closely, it would be visible that he denotes monuments or place along ‘Divan axis’ a
term Maurice Cerasi uses in his article on the city’s main ceremonial artery.”®
Although some places such as Turcoman Convent remain marginal or ambiguous,
Ilyas Arabi still utilizes this ‘Divan axis’ i.e. the route connecting Hagia Sophia to
Edirnekap1 by invoking what Cerasi defines as the “urban collective memory’ and the
diverse functions of this multifaceted urban identity.”® That is to say, by the time
Ilyas Arabi was writing his work i.e. circa 1560, the Divan axis or the former
Byzantine mese, most of the primary imperial edifices and funerary mosque
complexes such as the Bayezid Mosque complex, the Old Palace, Mehmed II
mosque complex!'?’ and Siileymaniye Mosque complex!®! were already built; hence,
they already became the denominators of urban commemoration and imperial

ceremonials in their Ottoman idioms.!02

97 Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 3r, Ali el-Arabi llyas, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 3r-v

%8 Maurice Cerasi, “ The Urban and Architectural Evolution of the Istanbul Divanyolu: Urban
Aesthetics and Ideology in Ottoman Town Building”, Mugarnas, vol.22, (2005), 191.

9 Also it is worth to mention Cerasi’s remarks on the narrative aspect of the Divanyolu in paralel with
the aforementioned ‘urban collective memory’ since this study is about a particular or particular
branches of the plane of ‘urban collective memory’ with respect to the monumentality of cityscape,
see. Cerasi, “ The Urban and Architectural Evolution of the Istanbul Divanyolu”, 193.

100 For the construction of Mehmed II mosque complex and Mehmed II’s building activities in
Constantinople see, Kafescioglu, Constantinopolis/Istanbul, 53-85.

191 For a wide range architectural and historiographical analysis of Siileymaniye Mosque Complex
see. Giilru Necipoglu, The Age of Sinan: Architectural culture in the Ottoman Empire, London:
Reaktion Books, 2005, 209-222, also see. Giilru Necipoglu, “The Siileymaniye Complex in
Istanbul: An Interpretation”, in Mugarnas vol.3, 1985, 92-117.

102 For a recent survey pertaining to the urban development of Ottoman Kostantiniyye see. Cigdem
Kafescioglu and Susan Babaie “Istanbul, Isfahan, and Delhi: Imperial and Urban Experiences in the
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Last but not least, one encounters such hierarchical treatment of the urban-cum-
imperial space around a century after Ilyas Efendi. Evliya Celebi’s treatment of
Ottoman cities, especially the three capitals of the empire, namely Bursa, Edirne, and
Istanbul presents an all encompassing hierarchical description of the qualities (evsdf)

of these cities.!?

Therefore, Ilyas Efendi’s quite sketchy hierarchical introduction to
the seven hills of the city could be related to a certain textual lineage and
development that culminated in Evliya Celebi’s perfection of evsaf narratives

pertaining especially to the three important imperial centres of Ottomans located in

the lands of Rum.

2.3 Solomonic Narratives in the Context of ‘Monumental and Material Genealogies’

Ilyas Arabi begins his series of narratives about the prophet Solomon, whose
importance for the three Abrahamic religions is an undeniable fact albeit with
different representations of Solomon in Judeo-Christian and Muslim religious
traditions. The beginning narrative line is suitably about the construction of a city.
Solomon, with his demon masters and human experts, builds an exalted city (‘azim
sehir yapdilar) in Aydincik, which is the Kyzikos ancient site situated near today’s
Balikesir. Yerasimos states that the remnants of the great temple constructed by the
Roman emperor Hadrian (d.138) were attributed to the Solomon in Turkish versions
of the Solomonic narratives. Parallel to this information, Stephanos Yerasimos
points out the fact that during the reign of Hadrian, a new pagan city, Aelia

Capitolina, was built on the ruins of the second temple which was destroyed during

Early Modern Era” in 4 Companion to Islamic Art and Architecture eds. Finbar Barry Flood and
Giilru Necipoglu, Wiley-Blackwell, 2017, 854-57.
103 Robert Dankoff, An Ottoman Mentality: The World of Evliya Celebi, (Leiden:Brill, 2004), 17.
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the Jewish War (66-73 CE) in 70 CE.!** Moreover, the alleged Solomonic edifices
in Kyzikos in the early modern Ottoman narratives are predictably related to the
narrative concerning the prophet Solomon and his idolater wife Semsiyye.!% At this
juncture, one encounters yet another thread that connects this place with that of
Constantinopolitan space. ilyas remarks that even now the greatness of Aydincik’s
materials that are brought to Istanbul and the other cities is observable.!’® Moreover,
it could well be suggested that the element of spolia is inserted into the narrative; and
as one will observe during the course of Ilyas’ work, the case of spolia, starting with
the narratives pertaining to precious marbles from the Prophet Solomon’s era, would
be elaborated and disseminated into the narratives of other ‘wondrous’ and
‘marvellous’ monuments, in particular to that of Hagia Sophia.

Solomon’s relationship with Istanbul in the foundation narratives of
Constantinople is an intriguing one. In the Anonymous text of 1491, we see that

eight somaki'®’

stones (a precious stone that has green and red colours) brought from
legendary Kaf mountain for construction of Solomon’s edifice in Aydincik are
associated with that of Hagia Sophia.!’® Nonetheless, there is no indication or
elaboration as to Solomon’s building activities, to the Solomon Kiosk and Gardens
which according to the anonymous text of 1491 are located at the site of Topkapi.

While Ilyas renders him as a builder-ruler who is touched upon only briefly in the

context of Constantinopolitan topography, the other authors such as Evliya Celebi

104 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 102, For the detailed first hand account of the
Jewish War see, Flavius Josephus, The Jewish War, trans. G.A. Williamson, (Penguin, 1984).

105 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 79.

106 «“y¢ haliya andan istanbila ve gayriya siiriiliib gelen mermerlerini ve mahya taslarmi/ ve alatlarmi
gdren kimesne ezelden ne mertebede idugini istidlal ider”, Ali el-Arabi ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 5r, Ali
el-Arabi ilyas, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 6v.

197 Somaki stone would have crucial implications for the narratives of Hagia Sophia, but its discussion
will take place in the succeeding sections of this study.

108 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 17.
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name him as first among the builders (bani) of the city.!” Turning to Ilyas Arabi’s
narrative of Solomon, he conveys that after he built palatial edifices in Aydincik
Solomon discovers Istanbul; he wishes to move his throne there but since God lets
him know that he will die soon, he is not able to do so. Instead, he constructs a
splendid kiosk in the place of the Imperial Palace and establishes various gardens
around the kiosk.!'? Therefore, although there are convergences or similar lines
between Ilyas’ and the Anonymous text of 1491, Ilyas’ strong emphasis on the
connections between present edifices and places with those of the remote past
suggest divergences that hint at the later development of the narratives pertaining to
the foundation of Istanbul and Hagia Sophia to be authored by early modern Ottoman
authors. As we proceed through this chapter and the following, this textual evolution
that involves the amalgamation, accumulation, and forking of the themes, figures and
narrative paths will be exhibited more vividly.

I have briefly mentioned that Ilyas Efendi’s narrative strategy is a non-linear
one. That is to say, at one point he could go back and forth in his temporal scheme or
he could present the diverse narratives pertaining to these builder-rulers that do not
necessarily coincide with each other. In particular, with respect to the narrative of
Prophet Solomon, Ilyas’ approach is as such.

After a sketchy narrative pertaining to Solomon and his kiosk at the vicinity
of Topkapi Palace, Ilyas mentions that a ruler called ‘Yanko’ fulfils the desire of

Solomon, and constructs the city. There, ilyas mentions Yanko bin Madyan, an

199 Evliya Celebi, Eviiya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 11-12.

0«sofira/ siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selam/ bu istanbiil yerini gordii gayetle begendi/ ve kasd eyledi ki/
tahtin1 aydincikdan buna nakl eyleye/ amma vahy ile bilmisdi ki eceli yakindir ol sebebden/ mukayyed
olmadi amma haliya saray-1 ‘@amirenifi/ yerinde bir ala kosk yapdirdi/ ve etrafinda vafir bag ve
bagceler/ eylediler”, Ali el-Arabi llyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 5r, “sofira hazret-i silleyman peygamberim
bu istanbilun yerin gordi gayetle begendi ve kasd eyledi ki tahtin1 aydincikdan yerinden nakl eyleye
amma vahy ile bilmisdi ki eceli yakindadir ol sebebden mukayyed olmadi amma haliyad saray-1
‘@mireniifi yerinde bir a2 kosk yapdi ve anufi etrafinda vafir bag baggeler eyleye”, Ali el-Arabi Ilyas,
Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 6v.
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important component of his narrative, briefly by recounting his lineage and his fights
against the Babylonian king Nebuchadnezzar, Buht-nasr in its Ottoman idiom. ilyas
states that Yanko is the progeny of Seddad bin ‘Ad and Amalekites, an idolater ruler
in Yemen in the Islamicate tradition.'!! Seddad bin ‘Ad is also an important figure
for the pre-Islamic Arabic literary tradition. Moreover, Amalekites are Biblical
people who fought against Israel and perished eventually. In this manner, one may
suggest that the Abrahamic narratives, whether through Islamicate or Biblical
sources, operated as an umbrella framework for Ilyas’ overall textual representations.
The ‘Ad tribe to which Seddad belonged to is mentioned in the Quran as an
idolatrous tribe; dismissing the message of prophet Hud they eventually perished by
the wrath of God.!!'? Their demise via divine intervention is important for the
sequence of events that would connect the Solomonic narrative to Yanko’s reign.
The remark on Yanko’s lineage will later on affect the narratives of Ilyas with regard
to the perception of the city and its genealogical relationship with its rulers.
According to Ilyas, Yanko had seen Seddad bin Ad and more importantly he was
enthroned and girded by Seddad himself.!!* This remark also puts emphasis on
Yanko’s textual representation as an idolater ruler, which also connects his kingship
to the figure of Seddad bin ‘Ad figure, if one bears in mind that gestures such as
girding and enthroning are two crucial themes of kingship in pre-modern mindset.

In a similar vein, Ilyas’ recounting of Yanko’s war against invading Nebuchadnezzar
is related to Evliya’s version of the foundation narratives during which he includes

Nebuchadnezzar as one of the four universal rulers. These four universal rulers were

1 Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 5v, Ali el-Arabi ilyas, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 7Tr.

112 For a brief knowledge for ‘Ad tribe see, F.Buhl, “‘Ad”, in Encyclopaedia of Islam, Second Edition,
eds. P. Bearman, Th. Bianquis, C.E. Bosworth, E. van Donzel, W.P. Heinrichs.

113 “ye seddad bin ‘ad1 gormiis ve tac1 andan giymisdii kilict andan kusanmus idi”, Risale-i Istanbul,
5v, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 7Tr.
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divided into two sections; those who had rightly guided beliefs and those who had
false beliefs. The former category includes Alexander the Great (Iskender-i Kiibra,
Iskender-i Ziilkarneyn) and the prophet Solomon. The latter category includes
Nebuchadnezzar (Buhtunnasr-1 Kiirdi) and Yanko bin Madyan.!!*The notions of
universal kingship in relation with these builder-rulers are visible both in ilyas’ and
Evliya’s texts, underlining the connection between the two authors with regard to the
topic. For instance, Ilyas mentions a certain time span during which the rulers
succeeding Solomon ruled over Solomon’s domain. The lineage of kingship that
commenced with the reign of Solomon is associated spatially and monumentally to
his capital city and the exalted edifices in Aydincik. Ilyas mentions that succeeding
universal rulers stayed in Solomon’s palatial edifices and kiosk. Incidentally, during
Yanko’s reign an earthquake stroke the edifices damaging some compounds of
Solomon’s palace at Aydincik.!!® In the Anonymous text of 1491 we see that the
earthquake element is not present. The author only gives us the scene during which
Yanko’s discovery of the notorious idol of the island king ‘Ankur hidden by
Semsiyye in Aydincik.!'® This may suggest that the later additions could connote the
recent events in the urban memory of the city dwellers such as the earthquake of

1509 which was remembered as ‘little apocalypse’.!!”

114 Evliya Celebi, Eviiya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 12.

115 Al el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 6r, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 7v.

116 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 18.

7 Even though it is not solely about the earthquake this mention taken from Giilru Necipoglu’s article
see, Giilru Necipoglu, ““Virtual Archaeology’ in Light of a New Document on the Topkap1 Palace’s
Waterworks and Earliest Buildings, Circa 1509,” Mugarnas 30 (2013), 315.
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2.4 Semsiyye and Her Embellished Idol

While Yanko’s men are repairing the edifice at Kyzikos, they incidentally find an
idol. Ilyas states that the idol (puf) is ornamented with various crafts and precious
stones. After seeing the idol, Yanko marvels at it and subsequently interrogated his
scholars about the origins of the object. Thereafter, we move into the story of
Solomon and his idolater wife Semsiyye who is the daughter of the rebel island-king
‘Ankur. That is to say, it is revealed by Ilyas that the idol was carved to answer the
wishes of Solomon’s wife.!!® The discovery also paves the way to the narrative of
Solomon and Semsiyye in ilyas’ text. Nonetheless, when we look at the anonymous
text of 1491, without delving into any detail, the text proceeds to Yanko’s
amazement by the artfulness of the idol and Yanko’s desire to build a city that would
inscribe his name to the world and history.!!® The idol of ‘Ankur operates in different
manners in the Anonymous text of 1491 and in Ilyas’ text. Yanko’s amazement by
the artfulness of the ancient artefact arouses jealousy towards the prophet Solomon.
This discovery triggers him to build a great city that would remain as a memento of
his universal kingship throughout the history. It appears quite discernibly that the
metaphor of being the ‘Solomon of the time’ or ‘the second Solomon’ becomes one
of the crucial topoi. This remark is also touched upon by Yerasimos. He asserts the
demonic and accursed affect of ‘Ankur’s idol on Yanko bin Madyan.!°
Consequentially, the memento (yadigar) in the form of establishing a city is bound

textually by another ‘devilish’ yadigar textually.

118 “ve hads ve kiyasetle bildiler ki siileyman peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selam hatanunii diizdiirdiigii

putdir”, Ali el-Arabi ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 6r, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye,8t.
119 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri,18-19.
120 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 102-103.
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Apart from its good old misogynistic tendencies, as we observe above, a
discovery of an object and idol (puf) is connected to another layer within Ilyas’ text.
That discovery serves as an inciting incident as other elements such as dreams would
serve later in the text. In addition, such utilizations within the text enables a mobility
between the temporal layers of Ilyas’ narratives; these layers could be summarized in
three categories; the first one is the Solomonic and prophetic past, second is the
legendary past i.e. Yanko bin Madyan’s times; lastly and in particular the Romano-
Byzantine past which by and large demarcates the monumental and cultural
topography of pre-Ottoman Kostantiniyye. Henceforth, we observe that these layers
are connected to each other via spatial, monumental, and material connotations. In
Ilyas Arabi’s narrative this is observed in the association of Solomon’s edifices in
Aydincik and Constantinople with Yanko bin Madyan’s monuments and their later
evocation in the construction narrative of Hagia Sophia which inevitably resonates
with the Romano-Byzantine past.

Considering all these preliminary elements within the textual framework Ilyas
and other early modern Ottoman authors that this study looks into, what is the
significance of Semsiyye’s story for Ilyas’ text? What are the textual implications of
her idol that is carved after his father’s representation? Stephanos Yerasimos
discusses the rebel island-king’s narrative in the context of the character
development of Hiram who is known as the chief architect of the great temple at
Jerusalem and Yerasimos discusses how it transformed in the island-king narratives
in Ottoman versions of Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian legends.!?! Moreover,
Yerasimos, by referring to the biblical accounts, suggests that the name of the Island

king i.e. ‘Ankiir is among the names of the prophet Solomon.!?? Thus, the persona of

121 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri,75-77.
122 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 103.
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the island-king in a way resonates with a mirror element regarding the dark side of
the prophet Solomon and his depictions all the way from antiquity into early
modernity. Accordingly, Yerasimos claims that if one follows this evolution, it
would become apparent that the medieval Islamicate tradition pertaining to the
subject associates the narrative of the island-king with that of Solomon’s fall from
the grace of God.!?*

This narrative commences with Solomon’s campaign against a dissident
island king called ‘Ankiir . llyas mentions him as a Frankish ruler (‘Ankiir nam freng
padisahi var idi)'** who rules an island in the lands of Franks. Having subjugated the
island-king and his household, Solomon encounters the Island king’s daughter,
Semsiyye who submits to Solomon and converts into the rightful religion because of
her fear of the sword. Paradoxically, due to Solomon’s amity towards Semsiyye, he
more and more becomes submissive to her. Here, ilyas immediately incorporates the
point that Semsiyye in fact did not give up her false religion and she continued her
beliefs in dissimulation.'?> When Solomon finds Semsiyye in the mood of
melancholia, he asks her how he could remedy her sorrow and she reveals that she
wishes to see her father’s face. Afterwards, Solomon orders his servants demons and
men alike to concoct a representation of Semsiyye’s father. As has been noticed in the
beginning of this narrative section, the surrogate is made and embellished with
precious stones such as ruby. Due to Solomon’s submissiveness towards Semsiyye,

he lets his craftsmen to create the face of his enemy.!?® Obviously, the object is an

123 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 79.

124 Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 6v.

125 “megkdir ‘ankiirufi mihr u mahtaban semsiyye nam kizi var idi kilic havfindan i‘mana geldi amma
kiifr niyetini ve ‘adavet-i dinlyyesini izhar itmeyiib gofiliinde baki kalmigdi ve hazret-i siileyman
‘aleyhi’s-selam mezkire kiz1 ziyade begendi ve ser® buyurugunca nikahla aldi1 giderek afia muhabbeti
ziyade old1 hatta cemi® hasekilerifi iizerine geciirdi” Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 6v-Tr, Tarih-i
Kostantiniyye, 8v-9r.

126 Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 7-8t, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 9r-10v.
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idol and Ilyas remarks on how Semsiyye retained and kept this artefact in an
obsessive manner because of the fact that she actually worshipped the object.
Evliya’s version of the island king, on the other hand, is quite distinct from that of
the Anonymous text of 1491 and Ilyas Arabi. Evliya names the island, which is
located in the lands of west (magrib-i zeminde), as Ferendlz. Instead of the name
‘Ankr, the island king’s name is Saydiin. Although the main course of the events
resembles those in the Anonymous text of 1491 and Ilyas Arabi, the changes in the
names of the island king and his daughter are telling. His daughter is named Aline
and while Evliya conveys this narrative, he mentions the daughter of the ruler of
Seba city (Seba sehri padisahiniii kizi Belkis) who passes away in Aydincik-cum-
Kyzikos. In the biblical narratological tradition, the queen of Sheba i.e. Belqis in
Islamicate literary tradition is an important element within the Solomonic narratives.
In the Turkish literary tradition, one of the earliest narratives pertaining to the issue is
found in Diirr-i Meknun which is written by Ahmed Bican during the second half of
the fifteenth century. As Yerasimos points out briefly, Diirr-i Meknun is one of the
textual roots of Ottoman versions of Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian
narratives.'?” For instance, one observes the presence of sommaki marbles in the
temple of Solomon and the sacrifices performed during the opening ceremony in a
similar manner with that of the construction narrative of Hagia Sophia.'8
Furthermore, Ahmed Bican discusses the Solomonic edifice in Aydincik-cum-
Kyzikos and its precious marbles.!?” As one of the roots of the Ottoman textual
traditions pertaining to the Constantinopolitan legends, it could be said that

Aydmcik-cum-Kyzikos, as an ancient space interwoven with Solomonic narratives,

127 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 83.

128 Yazicioglu Ahmed Bican, Diirr-i Mekniin : inceleme, ¢evriyazi, dizin, tipkibasim, ed. Ahmet
Demirtas, Istanbul, Akademi Kitaplar, 2009, 158.

129 Ahmed Bican, Diirr-i Mekniin, 161
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genealogically demarcates materiality and monumentality in early modern Ottoman
mentalities. Part of the textual framework of the aforementioned narratives, sommaki
with its green and red surfaces would even insert itself into the narratives (and the
architectural textures) of Ottoman imperial mosques

Turning to the story of Belkis, she is a queen, who worships the sun!3’, but
eventually she returns to the rightful religion of Solomon and together they are
among the most famous signifiers of universal and divine rule. In the Judeo-Christian
literary tradition the equivalent of Belkis and Semsiyye to some extent is the Queen
of Sheba.!3! The name Semsiyye, nonetheless, curiously coincides with the word
sems which means sun in Arabic. As such, it could be suggested that for the
Anonymous text 1491 and Ilyas Arabi’s narratives of island-king, the sun worshipper
image of Belkis is transposed in to the persona of Semsiyye via the meaning of the
word, sems.!3? As a deracinated projection of its archetype, Semsiyye, thus, operates
as the trigger for the downfall of the prophet Solomon, the construction of the
edifices situated in Kyzikos-cum-Aydincik which would provide spolia for Hagia
Sophia later.

The description of Semsiyye’s idol by Ilyas Arabi also resonates with his later
aesthetical descriptions and narratives pertaining to the monuments and precious
artifacts. Ilyas states that the object is concocted and ornamented with precious
metals. Moreover, he points out that anyone who gazes at the object is delighted by

its beauty and elegance (letafet) and consequently, they admire it.!** During the

130 Ahmed Bican, Diirr-i Mekniin, 169.

131 For the discussion of the Queen of Sheba in the context of gender roles see, Jacob Lassner,
Demonizing the Queen of Sheba, Boundaries of Gender and Culture in Postbiblical Judaism and
Medieval Islam, The University of Chicago Press, 1993, also in one chapter Lassner discusses the
narrative of Island King and his idolatrous daughter in the Jewish and medieval Islamic traditions,
141-146.

132 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 101.

133 “afia nazar eyleyen kimesne hiisn ve letafetden medhos ve iizerinde murassa‘ olan cevahir
ma‘adini/ miisgahede eyleyenler hayran veya hos olurlardr” Ali el-Arabi ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 8,
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course of Ilyas’ narrative, it is observed that such idioms and representations are
incessantly reiterated; in particular, such monuments and artifacts are usually from
the prophetic and legendary layers of past which are explained earlier in this chapter.
To continue with Semsiyye’s story, she again approaches Solomon to express that
she wants a place that would be exclusive to her. Due to Solomon’s passion for her,
he accepts Semsiyye’s desire, and orders the construction of an edifice in Aydincik
that would be exclusive to Semsiyye’s use. Thus, Semsiyye establishes herself in
Aydincik, and worships her father’s representation perpetually. As a consequence,
Solomon’s kingship is revoked by God due to Solomon’s negligence of Semsiyye’s
idolatry and of his duties as a prophet.!** In Evliya’s narrative, one would not
observe such divine punishment exerted on Solomon. Evliya shortly tells the reader
that after having learned the idolatrous behaviour of Aline, Semsiyye’s replica in
Evliya’s textual framework, Solomon executes her as he had done to her rebellious
father.!3°

We have observed in Ilyas’ narrative that an idol which is buried under an
ancient building has the property of inciting incidents. During the course of Ilyas
narrative, we also get a grasp of his perception of the prophetic and legendary pasts.
Ilyas Arabi has a non-linear approach to the stories he recounted; after he narrates a
story during which the prophet Solomon is bewitched by a demon, he returns to
Semsiyye’s story and depicts the final scenery.'** When Solomon rescues himself
from the enchantment and bewitchment from a certain devil, Semsiyye buries his

father’s idol and escapes from Aydincik. Thence, Ilyas Arabi carries Solomonic

“afia nazar eyleyen kimesne hiisn u letafetinden med-hos olurdu iizerinde olan cevahir ve ma‘adin
miisahede eyleyenler hayran ve bi-hos olurdu”, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 10v.

134 Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 8v-9r, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 11r-v.

135 Evliya Celebi, Eviiya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 12.

136 The narrative with regards to Solomon ‘s overthrowing by the devil hasn’t been discussed in this
chapter due to its irrelevance to the monuments or monumental space we are talking about, Ali el-
Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 9v-10v, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye , 12v-17r.
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narratives through and takes the reader to the event in which Yanko bin Madyan
asked stories concerning the ‘wondrous’ and ‘elegant’ idol that was found in
Aydincik. It can be stated that Ilyas draws a circle that encompasses the themes,
characters and more crucially edifices-cum-monuments pertaining to the Prophet
Solomon and his relationship with certain sites such as Aydincik, Istanbul, and
Jerusalem.

To conclude, Solomon’s wives, edifices, and his immense wealth has been a
common theme in representations of universal kingship that connotes both divinity
and worldliness throughout the intellectual production from antiquity into the early
modern era. For instance, the first century historian and intellectual Josephus Flavius,
speaks of the construction of Solomon’s temple and palace in a detailed way in his
Jewish Antiquities.'3” Also as observed by Yerasimos in connection to the
Anonymous text of 1491, the sections such as the opening ceremony of the
Temple!3® thematically resembles that of the construction narrative of Hagia Sophia
in such details as the singing of hymns and offering of sacrifices. One could observe
that more than a few times, Ilyas Arabi explains that god has given Solomon both
kingship and the propethood (fe amma ki kendisi hem peygamber ve hem padisah
idi"*® amma hakk te‘ala aia hem peygamberlik ve hem padisahlik virdi'*?). If we
compare Ilyas Efendi’s idioms with that of Josephus, we find similar themes
pertaining to the divine and profane. While Josephus is depicting the palatial
complex of Solomon, he clearly states the hierarchical inferiority of the palace vis-a-

vis the temple.!*! The palace and the temple were understood as the manifestations of

137 Josephus Flavius, Jewish Antiquities;Books V-VIII, (Loeb Classical Library; Harvard University
Press, 1950), 603-643.

138 Flavius, Jewish Antiquities;Books V-VIII, 625-29.

139 Risale-i Istanbul, Or.

140 Risale-i Istanbul,13v.

Y1 Jewish Antiquities, 641-43.
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divine and temporal authority within a specific literary tradition that goes all the way
back to the antiquity.'** Nonetheless, it is also crucial to bear in mind that Solomon,
as well as other figures from these remote and near pasts have interwoven and
fluctuating cultural signifiers which go back and forth between Islamicate,
Persianate, Byzantine, and overall Mediterranean and Eurasian cultural geographies

as it is elaborately demonstrated in the grand survey of Stephanos Yerasimos.

2.5 Yanko bin Madyan’s Life and Times

As for the second layer of legendary past(s), the enigmatic Yanko bin Madyan who
has the ancestry from idolatrous ‘Ad people, and his edifices/monuments are the
main themes in Ilyas Arabi’s text. In this section, we will try to detect how Yanko’s
monuments relate to and connote Solomon’s works in terms of spatiality and
depiction. Later, it will become apparent in the study that in the textual context of
Ilyas narratives, Yanko’s edifices operate as intermediaries which would weave the
remotest to the near past and then to Ilyas’ present in a spatio-temporal sense.

To return to the scheme of events narrated by Ilyas Efendi, after the repair of
Solomon’s palatial edifices in Aydincik, Yanko celebrates Solomon as a builder-ruler
who built many monuments or mementos (yadigar).'** Thereafter, Ilyas Efendi
mentions one of the viziers of Yanko bin Madyan who is a knowledgeable person in
history and who has seen Jerusalem.!** At this juncture, it is inserted in the narrative
that the vizier of Yanko, Kantur who knows Solomon’s buildings and history,

recounts these events to Yanko and urges him as the Solomon of his time; he claims

142 For the significance of temple in Solomon’s overall image of kingship see. Yerasimos,
Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 66.

43 Risale-i Istanbul, 13v.

144 “ye megkiir/ kantor/ ¢ok tevarih biliirdi ve kudiis-i serifi gormiisdi”, Risale-i Istanbul 13v, Tarih-i
Kostantiniyye , 17r-v.
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that Yanko should establish a monument and place of memorial to be remembered
like Solomon.!** There, the decision to build a great city is made by Yanko and his
council.'*® Curiously but in accordance with the textual patterns of ilyas, the
following lines depict how Yanko detects his capital-to-be via his dream. This dream
sequence has two versions according to Ilyas Arabi. In the first version, it is revealed
to Yanko in his dream that the city would be in a place where the Black sea flows
towards the Mediterranean. The second version of Ilyas narrates that Yanko is
miraculously brought to the place of Istanbul together with his throne; having seen
the remnants of Solomon’s kiosk which is at the site of the Topkap1 palace, a spatio-
temporal connection which is punctuated by Ilyas before, he likes the place and starts
to stroll around.'#” Thereafter, some men who are on a hunt see Yanko wandering
around and inform their lord, supposing that Yanko was a monster. Recognizing the
man as Yanko, the lord of the place gives him a horse and they circumvent the
peninsula.'#?

Two important elements emerge within this section related with the former
connotations to the past; monumentality and the spatial connection. Firstly, we
observe that through a quasi-intercessional dream sequence, Yanko finds himself in a
desolate space where the remnants of Solomon’s kiosk are present. The desolateness
of the space in fact echoes with that of the desolateness and remoteness of the past.
Henceforth, this brings us a rediscovery that would add yet another monumental
layer to the city’s past within its topographical context. Second important element is
in relation to the archetype of builder-ruler figure Solomon; Yanko is presented as a

ruler who discovers, and eventually denotes the topography in which he would build

145 Risale-i Istanbul 13v, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 17v.

146 Risale-i Istanbul 14r, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 18r.

47 Risale-i Istanbul 14r-v, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 18r-v.

148 Risale-i Istanbul, 14v-15r, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 18v-19r.
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his city and his monuments. Moreover, this resonates with the phenomenon of being
remembered together with Solomon. He decides that the place in his dream is here.
And although Yanko consults his viziers, through a textual rendering, the viziers
bequeath and denominate the ruler as a sole decision-maker. Yanko’s viziers
celebrate Yanko bin Madyan, for the great place of Solomon has been bequeathed to
him 1%

The next section of Ilyas Efendi’s narratives pertaining to Yanko bin Madyan
is the gigantic act of constructing the city. Throughout this part, we observe the
universality of the construction process. Yanko bin Madyan immediately sends word
to his vassals throughout the world in order to invite them to contribute to the
construction of his new capital. Subsequently, the lords from Russia, Bulgaria,
Hungary, China, Maghreb, Egypt, and Damasucs, basically the provinces of the
known-world in the mindset of the text, send workers, materials, and craftsmen to
Yanko.!*?

During this process of the establishment of the foundations of the city
Yanko’s men encounter with an ancient edifice. As they dig the ground more and
more a dome appears and at the edge of the dome they see a representation of six
Egyptian vultures (kerkes) ornamented with rubies and diamonds.!*! And it is stated
in the text that the sixth one remains incomplete. When they are unable to read the
script that is carved on a wooden plate which is in front of the golden door, they
brought couple of pupils of Plato who could read them in detail.!>? This narrative of

vultured dome is also mentioned in the anonymous 1491 text; its narrative path more

149 “siileyman peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selamin begendiigi makam-1 ‘azim safia nasib old1” Risale-i

Istanbul, 15t, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 19v.

150 Risale-i Istanbul, 15v, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 20r.

151 Risale-i Istanbul, 161, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 20v.

152 “ye ol tahtada bir ‘acaib yazi yazilmigdir bu halden ziyade ta‘acciib itdiler ve ol kerkeslerifi
hikmetini bilemediler ve ol tahtada ki yazun1 okuyamadilar ve ol zamanda eflatiin hektmifl
sakirdlerinden ve andan okumus ademlerden ba‘z1 kimesneler var idi anlarifi bir kacini getiirdiib
kerkesleri ve yazuy1 gosterdiler” Risale-i Istanbul, 161-v, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 21r.
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or less similar with that of Tlyas Arabi.!>3 Stephanos Yerasimos discusses vultured
dome as a theme that was transmitted from Eastern culture, mainly the Ismaili
tradition in which the universe is created repeatedly.!>* Putting aside the reasonable
conclusions of Yerasimos pertaining to the vultured dome, if one zooms in ilyas text
or his mindset apart from his apparent appropriation of themes and cultural signifiers
that float around the previous Ottoman variations of Constantinopolitan legends, it
could become discernible that the Egyptian vultures are also related with the layered
understanding of time that this study has discussed earlier. When the pupils of Plato
have read the wooden plate they learn that due to the thousand years old lifespan of
Egyptian vultures the rulers who passed through the world since the prophet Adam
put precious stones for every year on these representations of Egyptian vultures.
Then one day a great earthquake occurred, burying the edifice of vultured dome to
the ground.!>>

Having been told about this edifice and its story, Yanko is amazed by it but
interestingly he utilizes the precious stones that are put on the representations of the
Egyptian vultures.!>® They are appropriated as spolia that would be injected into the
novel foundation of the city. On the one hand, right at the beginning of Yanko’s
miraculous journey to Istanbul, the topography is perceived as a wilderness and as a
desolate space where the remnants of monuments were present. On the other hand, it
is seen that Ilyas Efendi conveys an image where there is a deeper and multilayered
past buried under the ground. Furthermore, the remotest past(s) manifests

themselves, as Yanko and his entourage starts the enterprise of construction.

153 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 21-3.
154 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 109-11.
155 Risale-i Istanbul, 16v, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 21r-21v.

156 Risale-i Istanbul, 17r, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 21v.
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Another theme that is inserted at this juncture is the representation of the past(s) of
the city in a series of destruction and construction cycles. After every period of
destruction, apocalypse, and plague, there emerges a builder-ruler like Yanko, and
engages in an arduous construction process.!>” While this element of multilayered
configuration of remote past(s) below the desolate space is with the reader
throughout Ilyas’ text, it could be stated that an apocalyptic element is introduced
into the narrative with the vultured dome.

The construction also connotes the universality of the city. Ilyas narrates that
Yanko constructed and encircled the city with walls; then he also constructed public
baths, churches, houses, and caravanserais within the city.!*® The exaggeration of the
number of these edifices shows us the representation of Yanko’s endeavour as
monumental. Furthermore, forced migration of people from various provinces to
Yanko’s newly built city refers to the policies of Ilyas’ near past i.e. Mehmed II
project of forced migration to his newly taken-over city.!>® Nonetheless, bringing
together the people from various provinces also hints at cosmopolitanism and
universality under Yanko’s kingdom.

Concomitant with the construction process, the other important element is the
construction of a great temple within the city. Ilyas Efendi conveys an image of
temple in which scholars from various provinces and beliefs gathered; they read and

prayed there according to their creed.!®® Yanko then brings a man of knowledge who

157 For the detailed discussion of apocalyptic themes see, Benjamin Lellouch and Stefanos
Yerasimos, eds., Les traditions apocalyptiques au tournant de la chute de Constantinople: actes de la
Table Ronde d’Istanbul (13-14 avril 1996), Varia Turcica 33 (Paris, France: Harmattan, 1999),
Cornell Fleischer, “Ancient wisdom and new sciences: prophecies at the Ottoman court in the
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries” in Massumeh Farhad, Serpil Bagci, and Maria V. Mavroudi, eds.,
Falnama: The Book of Omens (London: Thames & Hudson, 2009), 231-45.

158 Risale-i Istanbul, 18r, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye,23t-v.

159 For the detailed discussion of forced migration see. Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 118-120.
160 «“ekseri hiid peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selam dininde olub sahif okurlard: ve kimi davud nebi ‘aleyhi’s-
selam dininde olub zebiir okurlard: ve kimi yildiza ‘ibadet iderdi ve kimi aya ve giinese ve kimi puta
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is a follower of Prophet Hiid (in Old Testament equated with Eber) and makes him
the head of his “Temple of Knowledge”. This remark is quite interesting due to the
fact that the Prophet HGid was sent as a messenger to the idolatrous ‘Ad people from
whom Yanko bin Madyan derives his ancestry and kingship according to Ilyas’
narrative.'®! As can be seen from the depiction of Ilyas, it is visible that this temple
has a positive image within the text. Nonetheless, when we come to the construction
of another temple or monastery (the Ottoman word deyr can mean both), the author
conveys to us a narrative of heresy or corruption of the builder-ruler and his subjects.
Eventually, within the cyclical framework within which Ilyas Efendi operates, this
heresy leads to the inevitable destruction of the city through a divine intervention.!6?
Interestingly, Yanko builds this monestary-cum-temple at the vicinity of Hagia
Sophia and in front of the monestary-cum-temple he erects an obelisk (mil) and puts
the aforementioned idol (puf) of Semsiyye at the top of obelisk. Thereafter, Yanko
starts to worship the idol and his subjects follows him;'®* more sacrilegiously, he
claims prophethood; in a reverse intercessional manner, because the devil intervenes

in the scheme of events!®

, Yanko makes the idol speak, and the idol urges the people
to worship Yanko himself. In a different manner, the anonymous 1491 also narrates

how Yanko erects an obelisk with the representation of a seven headed dragon on top
of it'%,

The temptation that is first urged by the devil and then Yanko bin Madyan

leads to the heretical rendering of the urban and monumental space. As a culmination

ve kimi atese tapard: ve’l-hasil cok mezheb var idi” Risale-i Istanbul,18v, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 23v-
24r.

161 Risale-i Istanbul 18v, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye,24r.

162 Fort a wider overview of the ‘apocalyptic’ theme in Yanko’s story, see. Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye
ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 132-137.

163 Risale-i Istanbul 20r, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 25v-26r.

164 «e]-iyagii bi’llah seytan gaddar ve tab‘-i gadaar kendiiye boyle sevk eyledi ki” Risale-i

Istanbul 20v, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 26r.

165 “Yanko bin Madyan bu dahi ol suretde etdirdi ol mil iizerinde yedi bash bir ejderha
etdirdi”,Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 25.
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point, during a ‘the new day’ (nev-riiz) celebration which is commonly recognized
in the Ottoman world as weel, the crowd is perished. On this ceremonial date, while
Yanko’s vassals commenced to worship him, a great earthquake occurs and buries
the heretical space and the people with it to the ground.!%® Thus, what we observe is
the completion of one of the cycles of destruction/construction pertaining to the
remote past of Istanbul. From the image of wise king, Yanko’s image gradually
transformed into one that of a heretical figure in Ilyas’ narrative. At this juncture, it is
important to mention that as Yerasimos discussed in detail, Yanko bin Madyan’s
image as a universal ruler coincides with that of Nimrud.!®” According to Yerasimos
, this theme comes from a medieval book of wonders written by Ibrahim bin Vasif
Sah or al-Wasifi who probably lived during eleventh century.'®® In relation with the
transmutation of legendary narratives, Yerasimos remarks on how the destructive
desert winds in the case of Nimrud are transformed into horrendous rains in the
apocalyptic demise of Yanko and his subjects. Moreover, amidst all these events, the
role Semsiyye’s father’s idol played is worth mentioning. It not only operates as an
intermediary between the remotest past i.e. Solomonic narratives and the remote past
of Yanko, but also a textual theme that relates the edifices and narratives spatially all
the way from Solomon to Yanko and to the figures of near past such as Constantine

the Great and Justinian.

166 «jttifak bir nevriizda bu defilii adem ve begler ve sehzadeler kilisede cem* olub kiifr u delaletde

humk u cehaletde iken bir ‘azim bad-1 sarsar kopd1 ve harab idici seyller ve miihlik yagmurlar ve
tolular yagdi ve bir hail zelzele vaki® old1 ki mezkiir kilise hep yikildi ve taslari topraklari igindeki
emlerifi 2‘izzalar1 karis ve katig old1 ve diigeli sehrifi binasi ve hisar1 ve tiirab1 ve ehcari tarimar old1”
Risale-i Istanbul 21t, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye, 26v-27r.

167 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 133.

168 Ursula Sezgin, “al-Wasifi”, in: Encyclopaedia of Islam, Second Edition, Edited by: P. Bearman,
Th. Bianquis, C.E. Bosworth, E. van Donzel, W.P. Heinrichs.
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2.6 Conclusion

In conclusion, the urban memory and oral tradition that circulated first within the
Constantinopolitan city and then the larger Mediterranean framework since late
antiquity accumulate in Ilyas’ narrative with regards to Solomon and Yanko bin
Madyan. Since this study accepts the grandiose intertextual aspect of this literary
genre and since it is impossible to get a full grasp of this intertextuality in one study,
one can argue that Ilyas’ case is one of the ramifications of this culmination. The
most critical point is that Ilyas as a man of letters, even in an act of rewriting this
well-circulated body of texts, commemorates these figures from the remote past.

In particular, his mentioning of the mythical spaces such as Shepherd King’s palace
in juxtaposition with that of Haseki sultan bath, or Solomon’s kiosk with that of
Topkap1 palace demonstrates to us a specific mode of thinking and of narration
themes which are not encountered in the Anonymous text of 1491. On the whole, it
could be stated that along with the appropriation of older cultural signifiers, we
observe the development of this genre in Ottoman manner. To illustrate, if we look at
Evliya’s section with regards to the foundation narrative we see more a hierarchized
and qualified form of narrative. We observe the same manner of commemorating and
remembrance pertaining to the mythical figures and edifices from the legendary and
the prophetic pasts. In certain instances, Evliya mentions structures that are from
Yanko’s epoch (Yanko b. Madyan asrinda)'®® or he mentions an edifice as the edifice
of Kantur (Kal’a-1 Kantur vezir binasidir)'’’, the legendary vizier of Yanko.
Therefore, at least for a period of one century and half, these themes were discussed,

processed, and eventually adopted into Ottoman patterns of thought.

169 Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 22.
170 Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 23.
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In this manner, one can term this time-span as the Ottomanization and domestication
of the foundation narratives by Ottoman /iterati. What I have identified as the
legendary, the prophetic, and the remote past(s) of the narrative were an important
component of this Ottomanization. However, the more crucial component was the
Romano-Byzantine past, the construction narrative of Hagia Sophia and its
interconnection with contemporary Ottoman monuments. The following chapter of
this study will explore the perception of the monumentality of the Hagia Sophia

through the looking glass of Ilyas Arabi.
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CHAPTER 3
NARRATIVES OF A MONUMENT:

HAGIA SOPHIA BETWEEN MATERIALITY AND NARRATIVITY

3.1 Introduction

For the purpose of this study, to understand the way in which the Byzantine literary
tradition of Hagia Sophian and Constantinopolitan narratives was transmitted into
and appropriated by early modern Ottomans who wrote in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries is a very crucial task. As such, this chapter’s aims are
manifold; firstly, I will discuss briefly the architectural layout of Hagia Sophia, as
this would give a basis for the narratives I aim to survey, compare, and analyse. For
this purpose I will mention some of the architectural aspects of Hagia Sophia by
using prominent secondary studies, and in particular, Rowland J. Mainstone’s
general architectural survey of the monument.!”! Since concomitant with the
construction of the monument a literary tradition was established during late
antiquity, I will discuss the genre of Patria and its implications for later Islamicate
and Ottoman traditions. One of the most prominent studies pertaining to this
particular Byzantine literary genre is Gilbert Dagron’s grand survey on the origins of
the Patria. The genre in itself is a unique one that emerged out of dispersed folklore,
history, and myth that reached all the way back to late antiquity, one of the

culmination points being the Patria of 995.!72

171 Rowland J.Mainstone, Hagia Sophia; Architecture, Structure, and Liturgy of Justinian’s Great
Church, (Thames and Hudson, 1988).

172 Gilbert Dagron, Constantinople Imaginaire : Etudes sur le recueil des Patria, (Presses
Universitaires de France, 1984), 53.
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While explaining the textual and cultural inner dynamics of patriographies according
to Gilbert Dagron, I will discuss the question of the genre via early modern Ottoman
mentalities. Do the Byzantine literary traditions like Patria matter for the Ottoman
versions of Hagia Sophian narratives? Are Dagron’s remarks pertaining to the textual
dynamics of Patria such as the ambiguous interplay between time and space!”?
compatible with Ilyas Arabi’s narrative of Hagia Sophia? In this manner, this
discussion of genre attempts to contribute to Dagron’s discussion on patriography as
a unique Byzantine literary genre. I’ve suggested ‘monumental and material
genealogy’ in the previous chapter for Ilyas Arabi’s representation of the Solomonic
narratives and Yanko bin Madyan’s legendary narrative but even though there were
some parallels with Dagron’s conceptualization of Patriographies, Solomonic
narratives and Yanko bin Madyan are basically Islamicate or Ottoman additions to
the narrative. Besides, the first three parts of the Patria of Constantinople preceding
the narrative (diegesis) of Hagia Sophia’s construction are not related with the
foundation narratives of Ilyas Arabi or the Anonymous text of 1491 due to the fact
that they have enormous cultural baggage that derived from Greco-Roman
antiquity.!’* Despite all these challenges and contradictions, the discussion of the
early modern Ottoman versions of Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian narratives
as a literary tradition that is influenced by and benefitted from the Byzantine genres
such as patriography, I think is the most suitable way to tackle the issues that are
discussed in this chapter and this study in general.

The discussion of ‘genre’ will be followed by yet another textual comparison

among various sources pertaining to Hagia Sophia and the legendary foundations of

173 Dagron, Constantinople Imaginaire, 54.
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Kostantiniyye. The first and foremost among these will be Ilyas Arabi’s version.
Throughout this chapter, the focus would be Ilyas text and Ilyas’ perception of Hagia
Sophia as a monument in the context of his times i.e. mid-sixteenth century. This will
pursue Dervis Semseddin’s version of the narrative which is one of the earliest
Ottoman versions pertaining to Hagia Sophia. Semseddin Karamani originally had
written the work in Persian in 1480 but later it was translated to Ottoman Turkish.
This study will use the copy that is situated in the rare book collection of Istanbul

University!”

which according to Stephanos Yerasimos is almost the same with the
translation of Nimetullah bin Ahmed (d.1561) at the bequest of the Ayas Pasa
(d.1539).!76 The other works which would involve this multi-faceted textual
comparison will be the Anonymous text of 149177, a text which is also used in the
previous chapter, and Evliya Celebi’s narrative concerning Hagia Sophia’s
construction.!”®

Through the comparative textual analysis of the above-mentioned sources,
this chapter also will explore early modern Ottoman notions of monumentality and
materiality pertaining to the top monument of the Imperial capital i.e. the Hagia
Sophia. This endeavour will also connect this chapter with the next one which will
discuss the narratives of Siileymaniye mosque complex, in order to highlight its
aesthetical relationship to the Ottoman narratives of Hagia Sophia. Considering the
fact that these discourses on the monuments are also related with the political outlook
of these early modern Ottoman authors, this chapter will finally look into the

perceptions of universal sovereignty via various depictions of Justinian (and to a

lesser extent Constantine) as the great and just padisahs in its Ottoman Turkish

175 Semseddin Karamani, Ha-za Tarih beyan-i bina-i Ayasofya-i Kebir, Istanbul Universitesi
Kiittiphanesi, T.259.

176 Stefanos Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, iletisim, 1993, 370-71

177 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri,15-63.

'8 Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 49-56.
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idiom, engaging ardently in building activities and bringing prosperity to their
subjects. As we shall observe in the above-mentioned section, such representations of
the late antique Byzantine emperors also suggest the Ottoman appropriation and

domestication of Byzantine past within the Ottoman triumphalistic discourse.

3.2 Architectural layout: An overview

It is indeed impossible to give every detail of the architectural intricacies of Hagia
Sophia in this thesis. Nonetheless, since this study will delve into the narratives that
surround the monument and its construction story, it is reasonable to discuss briefly
some of the architectural elements of Hagia Sophia that would later establish a
concrete basis while I discuss the relationship between the prominent architectural
elements of the monument and their descriptions in early modern Ottoman narratives
pertaining to its construction. Ilyas Arabi claims that the site has a long history, and
he recounts the episodes including Yanko bin Madyan’ s construction of his
monastery (deyr) at the site of Hagia Sophia and his erection of the blasphemous
obelisk (mil)!”? Nonetheless, the first monument we come across on this is the Hagia
Sophia of Constantius (d.361) which was built in 360. Repaired during the reign of
Theodosius II (d.450) in 415, it was irretrievably damaged during the Nika Riot!*? in
532 during the reign of Justinian I (d.565). There, Justinian initiates a novel building

project that would result in the present Hagia Sophia.!8! It was opened in 562'%? and

179 Ali el-Arabi ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, Bibliothéque nationale de France, Département des
manuscrits, Turc 147,20r.

130 For brief historical information about the Nika Riot see, Geoffrey Greatrex, “The Nika Riot: A
Reappraisal” in The Journal of Hellenic Studies, vol.117, 1997, 60-86.

181 Mainstone, Hagia Sophia, 9.

132 Mainstone, Hagia Sophia;, 10.
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even though lots of additions, repairs, and alterations took place, the main
architectural bone of the monument remained intact.

As Mainstone explains, when one gazes at the exterior of the monument, the
great dome and the gigantic horizontal spreading of the building that exposes its
grandiosity right from the first glance. Carrying influences of the common basilica-
type architectural configurations of late antiquity, we observe a significant
deportation from earlier models, namely the great dome of the monument that is
supported by semi-domes.!®> When one enters into the building, the immediate
attention would lead to the great dome which is supported by four arches. Thereafter,
the second important architectural component of the interior space is the eastern apse
section of building. This eastern section of the edifice is also where the mihrab is
situated due to its orientation towards Mecca.

The different characteristics of the buttresses in each four sides of the
monument are also worth to mention. For instance, Mainstone suggests that the
buttresses at the western side of the church resemble those of the Gothic cathedrals
of late medieval Europe.'®* The tall and grandiose buttress pier at the northern and
southern sides of the monument also make a visual contrast with western-eastern axis
of the monument. Entering into the inner narthex through the outer, we observe
firstly a series of doors that open to the interior of the monument, that is to say the
nave and the aisles, in which their surroundings are embellished with coloured
marbles. To the southern side of the inner narthex we see the porch at which the

famous mosaic of Justinian and Constantine presenting their own miniature models

183 Mainstone Hagia Sophia, 21, also Thomas F.Mathews’ photographic narration of the monument is
instrumental to get a grasp the overall aspects of Hagia Sophia see, Thomas F. Mathews The
Byzantine Churches of Istanbul; a Photographic Survey, (The Pennysylvania State University
Press,1976), 262-313.

134 Mainstone, Hagia Sophia, 24.
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of Hagia Sophia and Constantinople to Virgin Mary.!3> Mainstone also mentions the
walls of inner narthex embellished with various types of marbles;' this is also a
feature that we observe predominantly for the interior of the monument. Of the seven
doors within the interior narthex there is a great door in the middle which is the

Imperial door, at the top of it there is also another mosaic depiction.

This shows a prostrate emperor at the feet of an enthroned Christ, to either side of
whom are busts of the Virgin and the Archangel Gabriel set in circular frames.'®’

When one proceeds into the main interior space of the monument, the nave, we
observe the great dome dominating the interior space which is a two storey structure
designed orthogonally and supported with series of arcaded colonnades which are
made of various coloured marbles.!3® These marble columns also are of different size
and shape; for instance, there are rectangular white marbles situated at the south-
western end of the interior space. The floor revetments is of marble particularly gray
Proconnesian stone as it is stated in Bissera Pentcheva’s article on the aesthetical
implications of the Hagia Sophia.!®® Mainstone also emphasizes the unique spatial
character of the monument’s interior. The unity that is constituted in the nave, which
is the primary component of the interior space, is contradicted with the presences of
upper galleries and the aisles beyond the arcaded colonnades that disrupt the
homogeneity of the interior.!”® Furthermore, the uneven size and colours between

columns supporting the upper galleries and the arcaded colonnade on the ground in a

135 Mainstone, Hagia Sophia, 29.
186 Mainstone, Hagia Sophia, 32.
187 Mainstone, Hagia Sophia, 32.
138 Mainstone, Hagia Sophia, 36.
139 Bissera V.Pentcheva, “Hagia Sophia and Multisensory Aesthetics” in Gesta 50/2, (2011), 93-111.
190 Mainstone, Hagia Sophia, 37.
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way disrupts the geometrical consistency that is asserted at the domical level. The
decorative texture of the walls also contributes to such disruption.

Mainstone also states that the groups of arcaded colonnades also have
differences even on the surface level. For instance, the columns situated at the
exedraes have the greatest divergence from the other groups of arcaded
colonnades.!! As such, Mainstone continues that the decorative framework presents
a degree of discontinuity. Parallel to that, he mentions the ambiguous relationship
between the decorative texture of the walls and the arcaded colonnades, along with
the free standing columns. 2 For the aisles, Mainstone asserts the point that aisles
situated along the north and south axis of the monument differentiate themselves
spatiality from the central nave space. !> Nonetheless, although the aisle space of
Hagia Sophia differentiates itself spatially from that of nave space, some of the
decorative and architectural properties continue, such as the multi-coloured marble
textures of the walls, columns with different features situated in an irregular way.
According to Mainstone the presence of arches and vaults with different
configurations contribute to the unique expression of aisle spaces of Hagia Sophia.!**
At this juncture, it is also important to mention Slobodan Curcic’s work which
questions the ‘innovativeness’ and ‘originality’ of Anthemius of Tralles and Isidore
of Miletus’ monument.!* Since this brief section with regards to the basic
architectural tenets of Hagia Sophia has mainly discussed its architecturally
innovative aspects and expressions, | think it would be viable to speak of this article

which meaningfully seeks for the precedents of the experimentation and innovation

%1 Mainstone, Hagia Sophia, 42.

192 Mainstone, Hagia Sophia, 45.

193 Mainstone, Hagia Sophia, 46.

194 Mainstone, Hagia Sophia, 49.

195 Slobodan Curcic, “Design and Structural Innovation in Byzantine Architecture before Hagia
Sophia”, in Hagia Sophia from the Age of Justinian to the Present eds. Robert Mark and Ahmet
S.Cakmak, (Cambridge University Press, 1992), 16.
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that took place during the construction process of Hagia Sophia. In this article,
Curcic claims that the creativity of Hagia Sophia’s architectural framework, all the
way from its great dome to its interior configuration did not emerge from out of
nowhere.!® On the contrary, he analyses several fifth century Byzantine structures
and suggests that the innovations in Hagia Sophia actually results from a gradual and
great experimentation that took place during fifth and early sixth century Byzantine
architectural activities, Hagia Sophia being the culmination of these.!®’

All these irregularities, regularities, and to some extent experimentation
within the interior and exterior spaces of Hagia Sophia would have implications for
the writings of the early modern Ottoman authors of which this study is looking into.
We will see how the very materiality of the monument, both the materials and the
structural aspects of the exterior and the interior, are reflected in diverse narrative
patterns and layers. Moreover, the question pertaining to the cultural and textual
transmission of the description of these materials and their construction process will

be one of the pursuits for the rest of the chapter.

3.3 Patria: An overview

To elaborate on the cultural and textual transmission of the Hagia Sophia’s
description and its construction narratives within the mental orbit of the early modern
Ottoman authors, we must peruse into its origins located within Byzantine textual
traditions. In his seminal book on the Patria genre, Gilbert Dagron at the very outset

states that this genre is a complete ‘reassemblage’, based on copying, and

196 Curcic, “Design and Structural Innovation in Byzantine Architecture before Hagia Sophia”,17.
197 Curcic, “Design and Structural Innovation in Byzantine Architecture before Hagia Sophia”,38.
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rewriting.!”® Although there had been a large tradition of describing the city’s
marvels, legendary founders, and Hagia Sophia, the Patria tradition, or patriography
in Dagron’s terminology, diverges from its precedents. It is a reorganization of
basically three texts regarding the legendary founders of the city, the columns and
statues situated within the cityscape, and the narrative concerning the construction of
Hagia Sophia. Explaining the genesis of the genre and texts, Dagron puts emphasis
on the gradual transformation whereby the themes and the patterns are established.
As such, this transformation took place slowly between the sixth and eleventh
centuries during which one encounters the evolution of the patriography genre as
termed by Dagron. Furthermore, according to Dagron it is also crucial to bear in
mind the issues of the reorganization and rewriting for patriographies.'®’

What are these three texts then? The first one is the history of Hesychios of Miletos
on the origins of Constantinople known as Palatines 398 whose copy dates back to
tenth century. The second one is a text on the monuments and the marvels of the city
known as Parisinus gr.1336 dating roughly to eighth century. The last and the most
relevant one for the purpose of this study is that of the construction narrative of
Hagia Sophia. Gilbert Dagron suggests that the date of the work is somewhere
between the eighth and the tenth centuries; he continues that it is also found in other
chronicles.?* Through the emperors that are mentioned and calculating the years
mentioned in the works, Dagron reaches the conclusion that the Patria of
Constantinople must have been compiled circa 995.2°!  This date also marks the
culminating point in the constitution of the genre and the tradition of patriography.

Be that as it may, for patriography genre, Dagron deems crucial to point out its

198 Dagron, Constantinople Imaginaire, 1.

199 Dagron, Constantinople Imaginaire, 21.

200 Dagron, Constantinople Imaginaire, 21-22.
20! Dagron, Constantinople Imaginaire, 48.

65



obscure features; he asserts that this tradition or genre emerged out of the
interpenetration of written and oral traditions, in the /ongue durée between the sixth
and tenth centuries.?? Since four centuries passed during the course of the
development of the genre, even though all the components of patriographies had
more or less the same cultural genealogy, that is to say the late antique and the
Greco-Roman legacy, it is important to state that they come from diverse literary
traditions.?*?

At this point, two remarks of Gilbert Dagron on the Byzantine patriographies
appear as important for the Ottoman versions or variations of the genre. The first one
is Dagron’s emphasis on the impact of urban culture on this genre?*4; the second one
is about the problem of identity presented in these texts. Indeed, the problem of
‘Roman’ identity in patriographies cannot be the subject matter of this study.
Nevertheless, these two problematizations for the patriographies are I think well
applicable for the Ottoman variations of this literary tradition and early modern
Ottoman mentalities or perceptions pertaining to the city of Constantinople,
particularly on their sections on the times prior to the appearance of Yanko bin
Madyan in the Ottoman texts. Was the city represented in the Ottoman text a
Christian city? Was it a pagan city? Was it a blasphemous city with a blasphemous
ruler i.e. Yanko bin Madyan, and doomed to be destroyed by God’s wrath?

The other important methodological and conceptual contribution of Gilbert Dagron’s
study is the ambiguous conveyance of time and space in Patriographies. He states
that the diachronicity of past gives way to the synchronicity of the monuments during

which the past is narrated and shown through monuments and statues in the

202 Dagron, Constantinople Imaginaire, 50.
203 Dagron, Constantinople Imaginaire, 51.
204 Dagron, Constantinople Imaginaire, 60.
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Constantinopolitan cityscape.?’®> Therefore, Dagron suggests that Patria offers space
and time simultaneously. The conjunction of synchronicity of monumentalities and
diachronicity of temporalities>*® in some ways resembles spatio-temporal textual
strategies of Ilyas Arabi. Nevertheless, for our purposes, it is important to consider
that the texts Dagron discusses and conceptualizes have loaded a Greco-Roman
legacy pertaining to the mythological and the ancient past. For an early modern
Ottoman author it must have been another formulation of textual strategies. It is
apparent that the notions such as ‘presenting the city within a temporal continuum’
and demarcating ‘the marvels of the city’?°7 (‘acaib ve garaib in its Ottoman Turkish
idioms) are predominant elements in the early modern Ottoman versions of
Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian narratives. Nonetheless, one should question
the manners in which they operated within different literary traditions, in terms of
their historicity and cultural implication. This becomes apparent when Dagron
mentions the ruins of monuments or the talismans of the city. He asserts that all these
figures within patriography’s textual affect constitutes a sort of ‘spectacle of the past’
for the inhabitants of city.?’® We have observed that Ilyas Arabi mentioned several
talismans from the reign of Yanko bin Madyan and of Constantine the Great. As
such, although it could be said that Constantine’s talismans which are made to defy
the snakes, dragons and enemy soldiers could be considered within this above-
mentioned context, since there is no Yanko bin Madyan in medieval Byzantine
patriographies, how it is appropriate to discuss them in the context of ‘spectacle of
the past’? If so how could one contextualize Dagron’s ‘spectacles of past’ through

the perspective of early modern Ottoman mentalities? Besides, since the focus of this

205 Dagron, Constantinople Imaginaire, 54.
206 Dagron, Constantinople Imaginaire, 10.
207 Dagron, Constantinople Imaginaire, 13.
208 Dagron, Constantinople Imaginaire, 16.
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chapter is the perception of Hagia Sophia’s monumentality and its construction
narrative by Ilyas Arabi and other related Ottoman authors, the ‘spectacles of the
past’ approach simply does not fit thoroughly. Hagia Sophia could only be
considered as a ‘spectacle of past’ alongside with its present ‘spectacle of the
present’ within the framework of Ottoman imperial and dynastic gestures.

In sum, the patriography genre, as Dagron explained and discussed in detail, consists
of a complex set of traditions, and it presents a unique perception of past and present,
time and place, and the marvels of the cityscape. I have already contented that these
elements belong to the Byzantine cultural universe and to relate these implications of
patriographies with that of Ottoman versions of Constantinopolitan and Hagia
Sophian narratives, one has to delve into a wide scale textual comparison, and
pinpoint every themes that could reveal such connection. Nevertheless, suffice it to
say that this study also aims to tackle to a considerable degree the perception of
Byzantine past and of Justinian I and Constantine the Great in the texts it discusses,
in particular that of Ilyas Arabi. The next section will be such an endeavour to detect
the textual and mental liaisons between medieval Patrias and the Ottoman variations
with particular focus on the construction narrative of Hagia Sophia, and on Ilyas

Arabi’s rendering of this narrative.

3.4 A Short Summary of Themes and Story Lines of the Hagia Sophia Narrative in

the Patria

Before delving into the Ottoman narratives of Hagia Sophia, I think it would be
plausible to discuss the main narrative paths of the narrative i.e. diegesis of Hagia

Sophia that is located in the Patria of 995. By way of explaining basic tenets of the
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Byzantine antecedent of the text, the connections and alteration could become more
visible.

The narrative of Hagia Sophia in Patria is the fourth and the last book within
the work. Right at the beginning of the text, we observe the text’s loose commitment
to the historical realities. That is to say, the text states that the first Hagia Sophia was
built by Constantine the Great (d.337) but in fact, it was built by Constantius I1.2%°
This is one of the examples that are commonly encountered in this text. In parallel to
this phenomenon, considering the issue we have looked into so far in the previous
chapter, the confusion among the characters, places, and incident are among the
common characteristics of Ottoman texts too.

Then we observe how Justinian initiates re-building of the church after a
‘massacre’, i.e. Nika Riot took place. In accordance with the Ottoman texts, we
observe that Justinian, initiating the building activity organizes his realm to bring the
necessary materials for his construction project. The bringing of coloured marbles
from various provinces of the world also play important role in the text. One tangible
connection with the Ottoman texts is the mentioning of Kyzikos (i.e. Aydincik) in the
Byzantine text.2!® As I have tried to discuss, Aydincik as ancient place that played an
important role in the Solomonic narratives and subsequently in Yanko bin Madyan’s
part.

The agency of Justinian as builder ruler par excellence is also a crucial theme
in this Byzantine text. We observe, as it is the case in the Ottoman versions, Justinian
actually participates in the building activity. For instance, as we will see in the

Ottoman versions of the narrative, in the Byzantine text too, Justinian works in the

209 4ccounts of medieval Constantinople: the Patria, trans. by Albrecht Berger, (Harvard University
Press, 2013), 231.
20 gecounts of medieval Constantinople: the Patria, 233.
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foundation of the building.?!! Also after the completion of the construction, the text
states that Justinian started and finished this church alone.?!? Yet another textual
connection is the narrative of an angel manifests itself to one of the apprentices at the
construction site and urges them to finish the building quickly. Indeed, the presence
of angels is replaced by old saintly figures or the prophet Hizir in the Ottoman text
but the thematical conjunction here is undeniable. As such, we also see in the
Byzantine text that in a dream the architectural plan of the monument is revealed to
Justinian and his architect Ignatius at the same night. Except the replacement of the
angel figure (in the guise of an eunuch with a white garment) with a saintly one, the
procession of this story line is also bears resemblance to the Ottoman versions. The
story concerning the bankruptcy of the emperor and the divine intervention of the
angel figure is worth to mention due to the fact that similar story was also found in
Ottoman text. 213

As we turn our attention to the construction process, we see the lightest brick
in the world, bricks from Rhodes were brought and used for the construction of the
four arches that carry the great dome.?!*Rhodes Island also has an important place in
the Ottoman narratives. Moreover, the discussion of precious marbles, marble
revetments, golden and silver materials, 2!%is also a conjunction between the
Byzantine and Ottoman texts.

To sum up this brief section, as we will discuss in the proceeding parts of this
chapter, the above-mentioned themes and story lines will appear in the Ottoman texts

in a different manner and within particular Ottoman idiom.

U Accounts of medieval Constantinople: the Patria, 239.
22 Accounts of medieval Constantinople: the Patria, 265.
23 Accounts of medieval Constantinople: the Patria, 249.
24 Accounts of medieval Constantinople: the Patria, 253.
25 Accounts of medieval Constantinople: the Patria, 255.
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3.5 The Portayal of Constantine in the Ottoman versions of Patria

Before going over the narrative of Hagia Sophia, I think it is viable to speak of the
depiction of Constantine the Great in the works that this study focuses on.
Constantine the Great who historically established the city of Constantinople naming
it after his name, is depicted in Ilyas Arabi’s narrative in a different but pragmatic
manner, in line with the purpose of his work. He is presented as the progeny of
Yanko bin Madyan and therefore, he is in fact the rightful heir to the city. However,
since the persona of Yanko reflected the notions of blasphemy and corruption within
the context of the Ottoman versions of the city’s legends, the people refuse
Constantine and his father ‘Ala’iye to rebuild the city. For that reason, they approach
the ruler of Rome, Herakl, to prevent them to take the city. Then, Ilyas narrates the
wars occurring between Herakl and Alai’ye; there one observes the intermediary role
that Saint Peter 2!¢ played at this point. When ‘Ala’Tye accepts Saint Peter’s invitation
to Christianity, he accepts and converts into Christianity but he dies on the road.?!”
His son Constantine, by the help of Saint Peter, comes to an agreement with Herakl,
also marries Herakl’s daughter Safiyye, establishing himself in his forebears’ city. At
this juncture, the advice of Saint Peter to Herakl is worth mentioning due to Peter’s
reflections on the city and its former founders. Peter points out the building activities
of Constantine’s progeny and does not forget to put emphasis on the edifices that

remain within the city as the signifiers of Yanko’s times. Peter also adds that such

216 «qs3 peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selam havariyyiindan sem‘iin adlu bir ‘aziz var idi”, Ali el-Arabi Ilyas,

Risale-i I'stanbu{, Bibliothéque .nationale de France, Département des manuscrits, Turc 147, 23r.
27 Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 23v.
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cities should not remain in a state of wilderness.?!® What we see is that despite its
accursed past and idolatrous rulers, the presence of monuments and edifices within
the cityscape demonstrates that the city’s ancient past and monuments are praised
and commemorated by a crucial figure for the Christianity, Saint Peter.

When one compares Ilyas’ account of this story with the Anonymous text of
1491, one observes a sort of abbreviated version of it. There, Kir Mihal’s, and

219 and Constantine is named as

‘Ala’1ye’s stories are bypassed or narrated obscurely,
Kostantin bin Alanya. There, Constantine defeats the armies of Herakl (the text
refers him as Herkil), but again Saint Peter acts as an intermediary. Furthermore, one
would observe a difference in the naming of Constantine’s wife, daughter of Herakl;
the text names her as Asafiyya, not Safiyye. On this issue, Yerasimos suggests that
this naming is the confluence of two cultural elements; in Ibn Battuta’s travelogue, it
is stated that the legendary vizier of prophet Solomon, Asaf bin Barahiyya built
Hagia Sophia; therefore, the two figures, the wife of Constantine and the legendary
vizier of Solomon, Asaf, are conjoined in the anonymous 1491.22° Nonetheless, at
this juncture, one should ask a precarious question as to whether the anonymous
author has read Ibn Battuta or not. Since one cannot know the answer due to the fact
that we do not have the sources of the Anonymous text of 1491, the difference
between Asafiyya and Safiyye is at least fruitful to contemplate on.

The common point among the main four sources that this study peruses into is the

depiction of Constantine as a builder of the city and its main public components. For

instance, Semseddin Karamani praises Constantine as a great ruler who conquered

218 “ye amifl bir ogl var idi ki afia kostantin dirlerdi ve ol dahi bdyle idi sem‘Gin an1 bilince gétiiriib

herakle bulusdurdi ve babasmifi kissasini takrir itdi ve eyitdi istanbal bunufi babalarinifi ve dedelerinifi
ta‘miri ile olmusdur ve afia nige hazain ve emval ¢evirteler ve haliya binasi yerinde turur amma iginde
adem yokdur ve anifi gibi ‘azim sehir $8yle 1ssuz kalmak miinasib degildir” Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i
Istanbul, 23v.

219 Although the name Alanya mentioned couple of times, his untimely death on the road to the lands
of Romans is not mention in the text, Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 34-5.

220 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 184.
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and established himself in the city. The emphasis on universal kingship is at play
because Semseddin’s remarks on the rulers all over the world submit themselves to
the authority of Constantine??!. Along with this remark, Semseddin puts emphasis on
how Constantine is diligent in the construction of the city??2. Semseddin also points
out the establishment of the Hippodrome At Meydani in its Ottoman idiom, and the
variety of marbles, the wondrous and marvellous features of edifices situated there.
He continues by saying that the wondrous and marvellous features of the edifices in
Hippodrome are still testified to in Semseddin’s present®?3. Unlike Ilyas and the
Anonymous text of 1491, Semseddin’s short narrative on Constantine does not
mention his wife and Hagia Sophia. As the builder-ruler or Padisah, his building
projects rendered the city as the city of Constantinople and the city became greater
than it was before. Ilyas also states that some of Constantine’s works within the
cityscape are still observed in the present.?>* From the perspective of 16" century
Ottoman author, Constantine legacy in Ottoman terms was still commemorated.

The other difference between the Constantine narrative of Semseddin, Ilyas
Arabi, and the Anonymous text of 1491 is the Serpent Column, which Ilyas and the
Anonymous text of 1491 mention as the three headed dragon ( ii¢ baslu ejderha*®, ol
tucdandir ki ejderha seklindedir’?®). Serpent column or three-headed dragon is an
important textual element for Ottoman versions of Constantinopolitan and Hagia
Sophian. Starting from Ilyas Arabi’s perception of the Serpent column, this short

section also gives us insight on the representation of ancient columns, statues,

221 “geliib vajendon kal‘asin feth idiib cemi‘ padisahlari kenditye mutt® kild1”, Karamani, Ha-za Tarih

beyan-1 bina-i Ayasofya-i Kebir, 2r.

222 “ye giinden giine amifi ‘imaretine ihtimam gosterdi”, Karamani, Ha-za Tarih beyan-1 bina-i
Ayasofya-i Kebir, 2r.

223 “mevcid olan binalar garaibane ve ‘acaibane delalet ider”, Karamani, Ha-za Tarih beyan-i bina-i
Ayasofya-i Kebir, 2r.

224 “ye simdi dahi ba‘z1 asarlar1 miisahededir”, Al el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 24v

225 Ali el-Arabi ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 23v.

226 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 35.
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edifices that goes back to the Greco-Roman antiquity and the legacy of Byzantine
past that is inherited inevitably by the Ottomans. Furthermore, the snake iconography
with its talismanic and apotropaic implications that goes back to the Greco-Roman
antiquity.??” Yerasimos explains the point that almost all the medieval Islamicate
texts on Constantinople mention the serpent column.??® Besides, as this study
ardently suggests right from the outset, the Ottoman authors whose works are
analysed in this study were the spectators of the Serpent column as they were for the
other monumental souvenirs of Christian, Roman, and Byzantine pasts within the
city’s topography. As it was shown in the previous chapter, the legendary past of the
city is demarcated by series of destruction/construction cycles; the destruction or the
apocalyptic occurrences renders the city in a state of wilderness where the wild
creatures, snakes, and dragons inhabit the city ???. The builder-ruler establishes the
representation of the three-headed dragon in the Hippodrome and various talismans
are bound that would defy and eventually protect Constantinopolitans from the
snakes, dragons, and wild creatures. While the erection of the Serpent column is
attributed to Constantine in the Anonymous text of 1491 and Ilyas Arabi, Evliya
Celebi’s version of it is different from the former ones. Evliya mentions the Serpent
column in the section where he recounts the talismans of the city; the serpent column
or three-headed dragon is the seventeenth talisman of the city. It is interesting that
Evliya utilizes the adjective Gbret-niima for this talisman. The word means both

exemplary and mysterious; given the use of this adjective, one can state that this

227 For a recent detailed survey on the cultural and historical roots and implications of the serpent
column all the way from antiquity to the Ottoman and contemporary eras see, Paul Stephenson, The
Serpent Column; a Cultural Biography, (Oxford University Press, 2016).

228 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 159.

229 «“ye ol esnada harab olub ejderhalara ve yirtic1 canavarlara mesken oldi1”, Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-
i Istanbul, 21v, “ol zamanlarda 1ssuz kalmisd: vafir yilanlar ve miizi hayvanlar icinde cem olub
mesken idinmisler idi” Ali el-Arabi ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 24r, “meger ol seklin hasiyeti oldur kim ol
sehir viran oldukda i¢inde yilanlar ve ejderhalar Adem ogullar1 yi1landan ve ejderhadan igine
giremezlerdi ve yiirilyemezlerdi”, Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 35.
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talisman has a particular place within the hierarchy of talismans according to Evliya.
For Evliya, the talisman is created by a certain sage called Surende during the times
of the king Pozantin who is juxtaposed with the legendary figure of Byzas in the
Byzantine patriographies. Interestingly, Evliya narrates how it was filled with mud
and earth during the construction of Ahmed I’s mosque complex and how Selim II
damaged one the dragon-heads of the talisman with his mace. Lastly, Evliya says that
the protective power of the talisman is still in effect.?3° Beyond the narrative and
legends, one certainly observes that although sometimes the figures and the
characters bifurcate such as the builder of the serpent column being Pozantin and not
Constantine in early modern Ottoman versions of Constantinopolitan legends, the
performance of remembering, commemorating, and narrating the city’s past and

present through monuments, talismans, marvels and wonders is a perpetual feature.

3.6 A general introduction to the Ottoman narratives of the Hagia Sophia:

Representing, devising, and designating the monument

The reason for why Constantine is narrated in such length in the section of Hagia
Sophian narratives is self-evident due to the fact that Constantine is regarded as the
first builder of the monument in the Patria of 995 and the Anonymous text of 1491.
Be that as it may, in Ilyas Arabi’s work Constantine is represented as one of the
founders of Kostantiniyye and as one of the rulers who made the city prosperous. Yet
another bifurcation emerges among the narrative paths; interestingly, the Anonymous
text of 1491 directly names Constantine as the builder of Hagia Sophia was seen and

experienced by him. Thus, the author erases Justinian, the actual builder, from the

230 Evliya Celebi, Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 25-6.
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narrative and employs Constantine in the Hagia Sophia’s construction. On the
contrary, Ilyas Arabi and Semseddin attributes Hagia Sophia’s construction to
Justinian whom they name as Ustiinyani, Ustiinyaniis.

Maybe one of the most important foci of remembering the city’s past would be the
primary imperial mosque of Kostantiniyye i.e. the Hagia Sophia or Aya sofyva-yi
kebir in its Ottoman idiom. As Giilru Necipoglu comprehensively explains in her
article, having taken over the city, the Ottomans also inherited some parts of urban
memory and culture regarding the monuments of the city that had been burgeoning
since the founding of the city by Constantine the Great.?3! As such, the narrative
concerning the construction of Hagia Sophia passed to the Ottoman urban culture or
‘lore’ in Necipoglu’s words, influencing the Constantinopolitan sociabilities of
newcomers as well as the intellectual production of the period. Necipoglu also
mentions a Greek copy of ninth century diegesis written for Mehmed 1T in 1474232
since this text is the textual root of the Ottoman narratives of Hagia Sophia of which
this study analyses, this information is crucial for pinpointing the commencement of
the tradition in the early modern Ottoman cultural context. Turkish and Persian
versions of the diegesis were written in 1479 and 1480 respectively, one by Yusuf
bin Musa which is a brief summary of the Byzantine text according to Stephanos
Yerasimos, the other by Semseddin in Persian in 1480.23% However, it is important to
bear in mind that Semseddin’s translation or adaptation of diegesis was translated
into Ottoman Turkish in a short period of time. Thus, it could be said that
Semseddin’s version of diegesis did not remain within a Persianate literary millieu; it

definitely influenced and operated as one of the principal textual and narratological

21 Giilru Necipoglu, “The Life of An Imperial Monument: Hagia Sophia After Byzantium” in Hagia
Sophia from the Age of Justinian to the Present ed.by Robert Mark and Ahmet S.Cakmak,
(Cambridge University Press, 1992), 201.

232 Necipoglu, “The Life of An Imperial Monument”,198.

233 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 164.
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roots of the succeeding Ottoman narratives of Hagia Sophia. This text is important
due to its pro-imperial attitude within the narrative, Semseddin’s depiction of
Justinian’s actions and universal kingship are almost in a positive and praising
manner; and if one ever compares Semseddin’s narrative with that of the Anonymous
text of 1491, it would become appear that within a short period of time i.e. a decade,
one indeed observes ruptures among the Ottoman narratives of Hagia Sophia. As
Yerasimos demonstrates, the Anonymous text of 1491 directly and openly criticizes
the imperial project of Mehmed II, contrary to Semseddin’s pro-imperial gestures in
his narrative.?3*

At this juncture, and before delving into the textual comparison among
Semseddin, Ilyas Arabi, the Anonymous text of 1491, and Evliya Celebi, it is viable
to discuss briefly the position of Ilyas Arabi as to whether it reflects a pro or anti-
imperial attitude. This will become apparent when I discuss the important points in
Ilyas Arabi’s narrative, but suffice it to say that since Ilyas Arabi wrote this work
during the last years of Siileyman’s reign during which the ‘imperial’ institutions, be
it a religious, bureaucratic, and military ones, reached their maturity within the
context of so-called ‘classical’ era, one hardly observes an anti-imperial or dissident
expression. Nonetheless, one does not detect staunch pro-imperial overtones in Ilyas
Arabi’s narrative either even though we encounter occasionally euologic phrases
towards the Ottoman dynasty and Ali Pasa. Therefore, it could be asserted that Ilyas
Arabi’s political gesture in his narrative, as we shall see, going over his narrative of
Hagia Sophia, stand in in a different historical context from that of pro-imperial

narrative of Semseddin and anti-imperial narrative of the Anonymous text of 1491.

234 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 193-4.
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In Ilyas Arabi’s and Semseddin’s narratives pertaining to the construction of Hagia
Sophia, Justinian or Ustiinyanu, emerges as yet another builder-ruler who erected a
monument for the grace of god and for his universal role. Indeed, this envisioning of
a Byzantine or Roman emperor has implications for the early modern Ottoman
mentalities. As it is mentioned earlier, Stephenos Yerasimos explains the anti-
imperial sentiments that are embedded in the Anonymous text of 1491; according to
Yerasimos, the text differentiates the divinity of the temple from the imperial project.
The imperial project of Constantine echoes with its negative replica during Mehmed
II’s era.?*> Furthermore, Yerasimos also claims that the erasure of Justinian in the
Anonymous text of 1491 is a deliberate choice by the authors to express anti-imperial
overtones.?*® Probably one of the most critical statements is the author’s claim that
the rulers of the past do not build through tyranny?*’Nonetheless, Ilyas Arabi’s
narrative does not contain such anti-imperial overtones; as Yerasimos analyses
succinctly, Ilyas’ are narratives in a way polished politically as well as religiously.?*8
Yerasimos suggests that Ilyas Arabi benefits both from the Anonymous text of 1491
and Semseddin’s narratives of Hagia Sophia. Ilyas firstly transforms the language of
Semseddin into a more popular one, and secondly, and he erases the anti-imperial
overtones of the Anonymous text of 1491. According to Yerasimos, this means the
neutralization of the harsh criticism of the Anonymous text of 1491 towards Mehmed
II’s urban policies.?3° By and large, Ilyas Arabi, as a man of 16" century, gives us a

smooth constellation of narrative that had been amalgamated until his times but not

25 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 192.

236 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 182.

237 Ol zaman padisahlar zuliimle nesne yapdirmazlardi”, Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya
Efsaneleri, 35, ol zamanda zuliimle bina yapdirmazlardi. Climle {icretin isledirlerdi, Yerasimos,
Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 46.

238 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 328.

239 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 333-38.
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without contributing to the Ottoman versions of Constantinopolitan and Hagia
Sophian legends.

In the section regarding architectural and historical preliminaries of Hagia
Sophia, I’ve mentioned that Justinian built Hagia Sophia after Nika Riot during
which the first Hagia Sophia was damaged irretrievably. One observes that in
Semseddin, the Anonymous text of 1491, and Ilyas Arabi, Nika Riot is not
mentioned; the only expection in this case being Evliya’s narrative. Instead, the
conflict between Arianists whom the authors define as ‘idolaters’ and the Christian
scholars (nasara ta’ifesiniii burhanlart)** is depicted and represented as the trigger
for the God-inspired construction of a new monumental church at the same site. The
Hagia Sophia narrative in the patria of 995 also mentions the riot initiated by
Arianists but in that case, only the roof of the first Hagia Sophia is burned and the
text recounts Theodosius II’s repairs.?*!

As one could observe in close analysis, the themes that are embedded in the
Byzantine literary traditions were transposed into different elements according to the
textual strategies of the authors. In the same vein, Yerasimos also mentions this
phenomenon; he suggests that the Ottoman versions of Constantinopolitan and Hagia

242 and as a result a different kind of

Sophian narratives obscure the textual paths
textuality emerges within a particular cultural and historical context. As such,
Yerasimos points out that especially after the takeover of Constantinople in 1453,
after which the Ottoman versions of Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian

narratives started to be written, there was a considerable break with medieval

Islamicate literary traditions.?*?

240 Ali el-Arabi ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 25t.

231 Accounts of medieval Constantinople, 231.

242 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 181.

243 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 159-160.
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At the beginning of the section on Hagia Sophia, Ilyas Arabi recounts the
quarrel between Arianist and Christian scholars that ends up with bloodshed. After
Arianists’ persecution, their monastery or church (deyr) at the site of Hagia Sophia is
eventually destroyed by Justinian. Nonetheless some elements within this section are
dissimilar between Semseddin and Ilyas’ narratives. In Ilyas’ narrative, after
Justinian persecutes and killes the Arianists he wishes to destroy their monastery
although he respects them before for the reasons that he respects their ancestors?*4.
Only after an intercessional dream sequence in which Justinian is urged by a saintly
figure to tear down the monastery of idolaters, he destroyed the church.?* In
Semseddin’s narrative, Justinian destroyed the church after the bloody incident;
during the dream sequence, the saintly figure orders him to spend all of Justinian’s
wealth to the building of a great church in accordance with the Jesus Christ’s
religion.?*® After Justinian wakes up from the dream, he thinks and gathers his
council for the preparations of the construction. This intercessional dream sequence
is the beginning of a cluster of dream sequences which serve as inciting-incidents for
the textual strategies of the authors in consideration. Although the narrative lines are
more or less in the same vein so far, one can detect that small additions, omissions,
and polishing reflect the appropriations of different texts from different authors in a
creative and selective manner. In this vein, Yerasimos expounds on these dream

sequences as the trigger of three distinct events; the first one the initiation of

244«dedelerinifi eyyamindan kalmisdi am goriib ‘ibret alurlard: ve anlarifi rithlari igiin incitmezdi”, Ali
el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 25v.

245 Ali el-Arabi llyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 25v-26r.

246 “{istiinyanos eger dilersefi ki hazret-i ‘Tsamifi dinine sohret viresin ve miilk-i muhtelifeye galib
gelesin gerekdir ki malini din yoluna sarf idesin ve hazret-i Tsaniii tariki {izere bir ali deyre bina
idesin $0yle kim nadirii’l-vuki® ola”, Karamani, Ha-za Tarih beyan-i bina-i Ayasofya-i Kebir, 4r-v

80



construction, the second is the revealing of the plan, and the last one is the

endowment of a treasury by divine intervention.?*’

3.7 The materials and the construction of the Hagia Sophia

The other important component of Ottoman narratives concerning Hagia Sophia’s
construction is the origins of materials that are endowed for the construction by the
rulers from almost every province of the world. This inevitably renders the
monument as universal and the builder-ruler of the monument, Justinian, as the
universal ruler who is able to send commands all over the world to bring necessary
materials for the construction of his church.?*® Among the precious stones and
marbles, narratives concerning sommaki marbles are the element that actually unifies
Semseddin, Ilyas Arabi, the Anonymous text of 1491 and Evliya Celebi. In all these
four narratives, eight sommaki columns which are situated at the exedraes is
perceived as one of the leitmotifs of the monument. Indeed, the genealogy of
sommapki differs in all these four narratives. In this issue, only Semseddin’s and Ilyas’
remarks on the issue are conjoined. In this vein, both Semseddin and Ilyas Arabi

recites that the eight sommaki marbles with its signature reddish texture, comes from

the city of madain, the ancient Persian urban and royal centre which is established

247 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 173.

248 “heman ol vaki‘a gondere her canibine elciler ta‘yin idiib hindiistan hatay hotan ve ‘arab ve ‘acem
ve rim ve deylem ve tiirkistan beglerine ve frengistan krallarma birer hilkm gonderdi ki her nerdeki
direk veya iistlivane mermer veya ehcar melevven veya fiisiis ma‘den buluna yerinde koparub karadan
‘arabalar ile ve defiizden gemiler ile gonderiib istanbiila yetistireler” Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i
Istanbul, 26v, “Oyle olsa buyurdum ki her birifizifi vilayetlerifiizde her ne diirlii mermer ma‘deni var
ise anda ali direkler garaib fersler kesdiriib her ne tarikle miimkiin ise Litf idiib benim ‘imaretime
gondermek ardinca olasiz”, Karamani, Ha-za Tarih beyan-i bina-i Ayasofya-i Kebir, 6r.

81



along the Tigris River.2* While their main narratives put emphasis on Madain and
the ancient temple (deyr) or house of worship (ibadethane)*>° built by a certain ruler
Urlayu who lived during the times of Prophet Abraham, both Semseddin and Ilyas
Arabi present the other versions on the provenance of sommaki marbles. Semseddin,
before narrating the ancient temple, states that the sommdaki comes from the land of
Ethiopia (habes vilayetinden bulub gonderdiler)*®'. Interestingly, after recounting the
Madain narrative, Ilyas starts to convey a different version during which sommaki
marble is made out of the mixture of different materials.?>> Then, he refers to the
legendary Qaf mountain by saying that sommdki could only be found there. This
statement also reflects the uniqueness of the material for Ilyas’ perception. When one
looks at the origins of other marbles such as the green ones from Ayasluk or the
white marbles from the province of Greece (Yunan vilayeti), it would become
noticeable that sommaki is perhaps the most enigmatic material feature of the
monument from the point of view of Ilyas Arabi and the other Ottoman authors this
study looks into.

The narratives of precious marbles and materials are also narratives of the
spolia that bind the monumentality of Hagia Sophia to the ancient edifices from
prophetic and legendary pasts. In particular, Aydincik where according to the

Ottoman literary tradition Prophet Solomon built palatial complexes and edifices for

2% For the brief history of the city see, Streck, M. and Morony, M., “al-Mada’in”, in: Encyclopaedia
of Islam, Second Edition, eds. P. Bearman, Th. Bianquis, C.E. Bosworth, E. van Donzel, W.P.
Heinrichs, 2012.

250 While Ilyas Arabi mentions the edifice as house of worship, Semseddin uses the word deyr which
means temple, monastery, and church all together.

25! Karamani, Ha-za Tarih beyan-i bina-i Ayasofya-i Kebir, 6v.

252 “ye ba‘z1 ‘akillar dirler ki somakT direkleri tas degildir belli ki eczadan terkib olunmus nesnedir ki
sircaya diiziiliir ve ol zaman hekimleri altundan ve glimiisden ve sir¢adan ve bir kac eczadan cem®
idiib kaynadirlard: kaynayub tamam miitehayyil oldug: gibi kum ile karigdirub ve istediikleri diregifi
veya gayr diirlii tagiii stiretinde ve endaminda balgikdan kalib diizdiiler ve mezkiir eczalart ol kalibiii
icine tiikriiliir ve tokiib su dokdiin sofira/ kalibi iistiinden bozub ¢ikarirlardi ve bu zamanda anifi
san‘atina kimesne kadir degildir ve esrarin dahi vakif olamaz” Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul,
27r-v.
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his wife Semsiyye, is also a place to be spoliated; as such, anonymous 1491 mentions
how, through commanding the demons (div) Solomon put various marbles into his

edifices.?>?

The ruins of Solomon’s monuments provided marbles that are used
during the construction of Hagia Sophia?**. Therefore, destroying an ancient
monument or edifice, extracting its marvellous and wondrous components, and
inserting them into a novel monument are common themes that are observed in Ilyas
Arabi and the other Ottoman versions of Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian
narratives. This issue of the emergence of novel narratives is also arguable for the
differences between the Byzantine Hagia Sophian narrative and early modern
Ottoman versions of it. For instance, the Patria of 995 states that eight columns sent
to Constantinople from Roma by a widow named Marcia; and the eight green
columns from Ephesus. Text continues, and mentions Kyzikos-cum-Aydincik where
noblemen sent columns for the construction of Hagia Sophia.?>> Yerasimos states
that since the columns that came from Rome were first brought there from Baalbek,
an ancient place which has strong Solomonic connotations, the Ottoman versions of
Hagia Sophia narratives, by eleminating the Roman elements and the figure of
Marcia the widow, highlights the of Justinian’s engagement with the East. This could
be defined as a sort of cultural transposition within the context of the early modern
Ottoman versions. On the one hand, it is apparent that some of the narrative paths
that are embedded in the patria of 995 adopted by these Ottoman texts. On the other
hand, one observes that these Ottoman authors who rewrote, translated, and

contemplated on both monument and its narratives transpose places, materials, and

the stories within their own textual strategies. Therefore, an ancient space like

253 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 38.

254 «“Andan sonra Siileyman peygamber divlere yaptirdigi koskleri ve binalart yikdirub anda olan
acayi1b ve garib mermerleri ve direkleri eksikleri kadar getiiriib Ayasofya’y1 yapdilar”, Yerasimos,
Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 39.

255 Accounts of medieval Constantinople, 233.
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Kyzikos-cum-Aydincik, represents a genealogical framework, with respect to the
materials of Hagia Sophia. Also in every case, both Byzantine and Ottoman
narratives incessantly deracinates the historical context of figures, places, and
eventually materials; at this juncture, Dagron’s remark on the uniqueness of
patriographies as something neither history nor mere descriptions of the monumental
topography of the city could be applied to the Ottoman versions of
Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian narratives.

The persona of Justinian as builder-ruler par excellence is yet again
highlighted when Ilyas Arabi mentions how Justinian worked during the digging of
the foundations of the monument.?*¢ He also continues to narrate how Justinian
ordered a secret tunnel to be constructed between his palace and the construction site;
at the vicinity of the site, a domed edifice is built for Justinian to supervise the
construction process and to gather his council there.?>” This edifice is actually the
church of Hagia Eirini and as Ilyas Arabi states in his work, during the Ottoman
times it was used as cebehane. Interestingly, in the patria of 995, both the domed
edifice which is defined as ‘round chapel with a golden roof” and the secret tunnel
narratives can be found albeit with different details.?>® Thus, the builder-ruler is both
active participant and the overseer within the textual framework of Ilyas and
Semseddin’s narratives of Hagia Sophia, even though the domed edifice is not
present in Semseddin. While Ilyas Arabi narrates the domed edifice, he still

continues his textual approach of thinking in line with the present monuments; he

256« andan sofira padisah kendiisi etegin beline sokub eline kazma ald1 ve temel kazmaga basladi ve

cem* halk an1 goriib can u dilden kazmaga basladilar” Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 29v

257 “istiinyand emr eyledi ki bir muhtasarca divanhane yapalar ta kendiisi anda divan eyleyiib mutassil
bina {izerine ola haliya sardy-1 ‘@mirenifi ig¢inde idi ki aya sofya kurbunda bir kubbe vardir ki afia
cebhehane dirler en evvel ani yapdilar ve padisahifi sarayindan ol kubbeye dek yeraltindan bir lagim
eylediler ve iistiinyand ol lagimdan sarayina varub geliib ve kimesne an1 tuymazdi/ ve her giin anda
divan iderdi ve divan tagildikdan sofira ahsama dek ¢ikub iskemlenifi {izerinde otururdu ve irgadlara
ve mi‘marlara bakarlardi” Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 29v-30r.

238 Accounts of medieval Constantinople, 239-40.
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does not forget to mention that this domed edifice is located in Topkap1 Palace in his
present. Be that as it may, the dichotomy of imperial grandeur and divine
intervention continues largely via dream sequences. Justinian and his chief architect
from the country of Franks (frengistan) who is described as a skilful and
knowledgeable person, Ignatius®>® while working on the most suitable plan for the
monument, see the same dream during which a saintly figure reveals the plan to them
and also utters its name. Semseddin’s and Ilyas’ narratives convey more or less the
same lines pertaining to the naming of the monument.?*° This dream sequence can
also be found in the Patria of 995.2°! Therefore, even though there are incessant
divergences and polishing in the Ottoman variations of Hagia Sophia narratives,
some of the basic narrative paths in the Patria of 995 are pursued.

These series of dream sequences closes with the story concerning the draining
of Justinian’s treasury. At this point, Yerasimos points out the two different versions
regarding the treasury narrative. In the first version, a version that is present in the
Anonymous text of 1491, during the times when the treasury is nearly empty, a
saintly figure approaches an apprentice who is guarding the construction site when
worker went on rest and mentions a site where there is plenty of gold.?®? In the
Anonymous text of 1491, the place and the treasury are not narrated in detail.
Semseddin’s account regarding the issue, actually demonstrates his pro-imperial
attitude which is observed throughout the text. Discarding the incident between the

saintly figure and apprentice; in this account, the saintly figure is revealed as Hizir, a

259 “ye {istiinyamfi bir mi‘mar bagis1 var idi ki dib frengistandan gelmisdi ve ziyade hiinermend kamil

ve fenni hendesede hazik ve fazil idi ve anifl ismi ignadyas idi” Ali el-Arabi Hyas, Risale-i Istanbul,
27v-28r, “meger bir behliivan mi‘mar idi anifi adina ignadyts dirlerdi” Karamani, Ha-za Tarih beyan-i
bina-i Ayasofya-i Kebir, 8v.

260 «“nadigah eyitdi aya sofya didigifi nedir pir eyitdi aya sofya didiigim bu yerde yapilagak
‘ibadethanedir” Ali el-Arabi ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 30v, “dya sofya ne dimek olur ve ne ma‘na
viresin pir eyitti aya sofya dimek ‘ibadethane dimekdir” Karamani, Ha-za Tarih beyan-1 bina-i
Ayasofya-i Kebir, 10r.

261 4ccounts of medieval Constantinople, 241.

262 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 37-8.
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prophetic figure in Islamicate lore with intercessional skills, who shows Justinian the
location of the treasury in detail. This alleged place is near Silivri, a settlement
outside the central Istanbul today, where there is a blue column?®®. After he wakes
up, Justinian gathers his men and goes to the alleged place; digging the ground they
really find an enourmous treasury that would suffice for the completion of the
monument. It is also interesting that both in Semseddin and Ilyas the incomplete
condition of the great dome which is the primary architectural element that renders
the monumentality is underlined.?* In Ilyas’ account, the two versions regarding the
treasury narrative is recounted; considering the date of Ilyas’ work that is mid-16™"
century, it could be suggested that Ilyas’ collected and inserted these two versions
into his work. Although the paths and ways from which Ilyas received these narrative
patterns are inevitably ambiguous, it could tentatively be asserted that there is a sort
of amalgamation of different versions of the Ottoman versions of Constantinopolitan
and Hagia Sophian narratives. Furthermore, like the vultured dome that is discussed
in the previous chapter, the ancient edifices buried beneath the ground demarcate the
city and its hinterland as a space where ancient beauties, wealth and ultimately a
grandiose past were situated.

The importance of precious materials in Hagia Sophian narratives indeed
continues with the completion of the great dome of Hagia Sophia. Connected to the
previous narratives, it is observed that in search of the lightest mud-brick, Justinian

and his architects find out that the soil of Rhodes Island is the lightest one?®. The

263 “anda bir gok rengi ma’il bir mermer direk vardir” Karamani, Ha-za Tarih beyan-1 bina-i

Ayasofya-i Kebir, 13v.

264 “ye ol demde emr eyledi ki maslahat iizerine olalar yine evvelki iistadlar ve irgadlar fevkaniyye
nim kubbeler ile ve direkler ile tamam yapub heman biiyiik kubbe kaldi” Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i
Istanbul, 31v, “simdiki hakde hazinemde harc i¢iin asla nesne kalmadi ve bu ‘ibadethanenifi asl olan
kubbesi na-tamam kald1” Karamani, Ha-za Tarih beyan-1 bina-i Ayasofya-i Kebir, 13v.

265 «ittifak Rodos atasinifi toprag: ciimlesinden hafif geldi” Ali el-Arabi ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 34r,
Karamani, Ha-za Tarih beyan-1 bina-i Ayasofya-i Kebir, 15t.
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main difference between Ilyas Arabi’s and Semseddin’s account of the great dome is
that in Semseddin, we detect a more detailed account of the construction process. For
instance, Semseddin mentions that the bones of the former prophets are added to the
mixture of the dome which is prepared by Ignatius?®¢; that is not a motif we
encounter in Ilyas’ account.Parallels with the patria of 995 continues in this section
too; a special ingredient in the mixture of the dome called arpacik suyu inevitably
corroborates with the barley prepared in the cauldrons in the patria of 995.2¢7 In this
vein, it could be asserted that even though he most of the time follows the narrative
paths of Semseddin in the case of Hagia Sophia, Ilyas’ narratives operates with its
own redactions, interpolations, and rediscoveries that also comes from the
Anonymous text of 1491 as one observes in the bifurcation of the treasury narrative.
As the great dome was constructed with light bricks coming from Rhodes Island,
both Semseddin and Ilyas Arabi turn their gaze towards the interior space of the
monument. At this juncture, the most striking element in their narrative is their
conveyance of the sense of amazement; and this amazement is rendered through the
presence of precious stones and the marbles. For instance, Ilyas mentions a domed
space built for the Patriarch; while depicting the cross put on the dome which was
embellished with emeralds, diamonds, and rubies, he mentions that those who gaze at
the cross admired by its impact.?® Adjacent to that remark, Ilyas underlines the
unprecedented and the unseen decorations carved on this dome?°. In a similar

manner, albeit with different words and syntax, Semseddin also does not omit to

266 “ her on iki devre ol zamanda diinyadan nakl iden peygamberlerifi 4Zasindan yemin igiin birer
bade kemik korlar idi anlarifi bereketiyle ol kubbeye zarar ve halel gelmeye bulmaya” Karamani, Ha-
za Tarih beyan-1 bina-i Ayasofya-i Kebir, 16r.

267 Accounts of medieval Constantinople, 241.

268 “ye dahi mihrabifi sag yaninda batrik i¢iin yedi giimiisliik direk iizerinde bir musanna‘ kubbe
yapdilar ki saff altindan eyleyiib birbirine tolasdirub kubbe gibi catdilar ve esfa direkden dir ki altin
miigsebbek eylediler ve mezkiir kubbenii iistiinde safi altindan bir salib kodilar ki anda yaktit rummant
ve elmas bedhosani ve la‘l ve cevahir murassa‘ olmusdi ki adem afia bakub hayran olurdi” Ali el-
Arabi llyas, Risale-i [stanbul, 35r.

269 «diirlii diirlii sekiller naks itdiler ki gdzler gérmiis degil”,Ali el-Arabi ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 35t.
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point out the amazement of people by the setting of the interior space. According to
Semseddin, the people who came to visit Hagia Sophia delved into contemplation

and were also thrilled by it.?”

3.8 The persona of Justinian I through the looking glass of early modern Ottoman

mentalities: The case of Justinian’s Column

The depiction of Justinian as a builder-ruler and as a universal emperor reaches its
culmination point when Semseddin and Ilyas narrate the opening ceremony of Hagia
Sophia and the ensuing construction of Justinian’s column by his nephew Justin II
(d.578). After the completion of the monument, Justinian organizes a feast for the
opening ceremony where plenty of food and alms are given to the poor people.?”!
The patriarch, after approaching Justinian with monks, enters into the monument
together with the emperor and hand in hand with the latter, proceeds to the east end
of the monument where the mihrab is situated.?’”> While this ceremonial procession
scene is not present in Semseddin’s narrative, we encounter with a detail that is
smoothly narrated in Ilyas. Justinian’s inscription of endowment deed of Hagia
Sophia is worth to mention due to its relation to the above mentioned ‘textual
transposition’; in Semseddin’s narrative, Justinian after the completion of the
monument orders his men for the writing of the endowment deed (vakf-name) of

Hagia Sophia.?” The issue of vakf'and vakfndme is a phenomenon that is embedded

in Islamicate societies and the utilization of the word is within this context actually.

270 “aya sofya taze tamam olmusdu anifi teferriiciine gelen kisi bir zaman tefekkiir ve dehsetinde ‘akl

za’1l olub bi-hos olurd1” Karamani, Ha-za Tarih beyan-i1 bina-i Ayasofya-i Kebir, 16v

271 Ali el-Arabi llyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 38v-39r.

272 « ye padisah dahi batrike istikbal idiib elini eline alub mihraba dek boyle yiiriidi” Ali el-Arabi
Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 39r.

273 « sebeb bir vakf yazasin ve bir nice sehirleri ve cezayirleri emlakdan ihrac idiib vakf-namede derc
idiib la‘netname ile idesiz ta ki bizden sofira bu diyara hakim olan padisahlar benim hayrima mani‘ ve
miizahim olmayalar” Karamani, Ha-za Tarih beyan-i bina-i Ayasofya-i Kebir, 23r.
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Nonetheless, Semseddin transposes and injects the word vakf into his narrative.
Although, it is known that Byzantine Empire had an endowment system called
typica, the concept of vakf at least in its Islamicate context is a textual appropriation
on the part of Semseddin. Yet another detail is that the Patriarchs (batrikler) gather to
write the endowment deed of Hagia Sophia. Among the endowed places, we see one
hundred and fifty cities in the lands of Arabia, one hundred fifty cities in the lands of
Iran and fifty units (elli bare) from the lands of Franks and Rum (diyar-1 Rim, diyar-
1 Frenk).?’* Universal connotations in this curious endowment deed is obvious;
Justinian, as the universal ruler has the power for endowing cities and plots of land
from all over the world, as he brought precious and ancient materials and skilled
craftsmen for the construction of his universal monument. Unlike Semseddin, Ilyas
Arabi only mentions the writing down of the endowment deed (vakf-namesini
yazdilar)*"?

The image of Justinian, in Semseddin and Ilyas’ narratives differs in certain
ways. Also, it is important to mention that although the author of the Anonymous
text of 1491 mentions such a column, the text attributes the statue to Constantine and
it describes the statue with two themes. The first one is to show that Constantine
deviated from rightful path; the second one defines the statue as a talisman that
protects the city from plague.?’® Therefore, not only the context and textual attitude is
very different than that of Semseddin and Ilyas but also the statue of Justinian is
transposed into the statue of Constantine in the Anonymous text of 1491 together

with the insertion of talismanic motifs.

274 Karamani, Ha-za Tarih beyan-i bina-i Ayasofya-i Kebir, 23r.

275 Ali el-Arabi llyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 39r.
276 Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri, 40.
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For Semseddin and Ilyas’ version of the narrative, it could be said that Semseddin
conveys an image of Justinian in a detailed manner whereas Ilyas’s version is just an
abbreviated narrative of Justinian’s death and the erection of his statue in front of
Hagia Sophia. Semseddin’s narrative pertaining to the subject matter starts with an
unusual overtone and the way in which Justinian is depicted is also quite different.
Furthermore, since one cannot observe such depiction in the Patria of 995, it could be
stated that this is probably Semseddin’s perception of Justinian within his textual
setting. According to Semseddin, after the completion of Hagia Sophia, Justinian
starts to disdain worldly power by mentioning the profane nature of crown and
throne.?’” Having designated the son of his brother Justin i.e. Ustinyiis in its Ottoman
idiom, Justinian orders his nephew to build a column with a bronze statue of himself
riding a horse as his testimony. The place Justinian chooses is in front of the Hagia
Sophia, a signifier that demonstrates the special relationship between the monument
and its builder.?”® Justinian also explains to his nephew how his gestures on the horse
would be; with his one hand he would hold a globe, the other one would remain
open. The explanation Semseddin conveys with regard to this gesture is very
interesting due to the fact that from a mighty builder-ruler, his image evolved into a
humble figure that does not care about this world. While the globe represents his
universal authority, Justinian states that he would die without having anything.?’” For
Semseddin’s depiction Cigdem Kafescioglu suggests in her seminal book that this is

an attempt at the neutralization of the actual implications of the statue.? When we

277 “ciinki kalmaz kimseye cihan derd u gamdir taht u tac hanman ciin bize bu demde yiikdiir bir ‘ilac

degmez imis bir fuliise taht u tac” Karamani, Ha-za Tarih beyan-i bina-i Ayasofya-i Kebir, 24r.
278 “ye dahi benim igiin aya sofya mukabelesinde bir ‘ali mil bina itdiiresin ve benim hey’etiimi ve
heykeliimi bakirdan diiziib ab-1 zerr ile miicella kilasin” Karamani, Ha-za Tarih beyan-i1 bina-i
Ayasofya-i Kebir, 25r.

27 “hey’etiime nazar kilanlar bileler ki ben ‘alemi bir top gibi avcuma alub ele getiirdim ve rab‘i
meskiine hakim eyledim ve ol bir elim acik oldugin bileler ki ‘akibet elimde nese bulunmadi
diinyadan gitdim” Ha-za Tarih beyan-i bina-i Ayasofya-i Kebir, 25rt.

280 Kafescioglu, Constantinopolis/Istanbul, 173.
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look at the Patria the equestrian statue of Justinian is interpreted differently. The text
claims that the empty-handed side of the statue which is faced towards the east is a
warning to the Persians. Of course for Justinian’s hand holding the globe, there is a
cross fixed on it which is not the case of for the Ottoman version of the narrative?®!
Indeed, this is an unusual depiction of Justinian that could even connote a Sufistic
attitude. Furthermore, while Ilyas Arabi conveys a sketchy narrative with regard to
Justinian’s column, for the denouement of the statue he states that it remained until
the time of Siileyman I and it was destroyed during an earthquake.?®*Yet again, one
could observe Ilyas’ contemplation of the statue in line with his present and he in fact
narrates this part as if he saw the statue in his present. At this juncture, it is
reasonable to remember his statement at the beginning of his work; he clearly
remarks that he would use observation (miisahede) namely his visual memory and
this remark could be the result of his desire to assert he he wrote based on his own
observation. Unlike Ilyas, Semseddin states that the snitchers informs Mehmed II
about the statue and it was first torn down and melted down for the purpose of
making cannons but he continues that the column survives from this incident.?*?
Nonetheless, historically the statue was taken down around 1455 and this actually
shows us that we should also approach the observation method of Ilyas

precariously.?®* From all these ramified imagery pertaining to Justinian, it could be

Bl 4ccounts of medieval Constantinople, 59.

282 “ye megkiir siret heniiz cemsid-i zaman ve iskender-i devran hazret-i sultan siileyman han
zamanina degin kalmigdi ve aya sofyanifi ¢arsh canibinde olan kapusi 6iilinde turirdi amma zelzeleden
diisdi ve ¢ok yerleri harab old1” Ali el-Arabi ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, 39v.

283 “Ta bizim zamammiza degin mevcid idi am1 gammazlar gamz idiib s6ziiyle mehmed yikdird: ve ol
stretlerifi bakirindan ‘ali toplar yapdirdi amma mil heniiz aya sofya mukabelesinde hali iizere
mevciddur” Ha-za Tarih beyan-i bina-i Ayasofya-i Kebir, 25v.

For the detailed discussion on the fate of the statue and Mehmed II’s attitudes towards Justinian’s
statue see, Julian Raby, “Mehmed the Conqueror and the Equestrian Statue of the Augustaion,”
Hllinois Classical Studies 12, no. 2 (1987): 305-13.

284 For the detailed discussion of Justinian’s column see, Cyril Mango “Justinian’s Equestrian Statue”,
in Cyril Mango Studies on Constantinople (Routledge, 1993), 1-16,.
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said that the process of deracination for the purpose of textual strategies can applied
for the depiction of Justinian in the Ottoman versions of Constantinopolitan and
Hagia Sophian narratives. Be that as it may, two important features, namely the
universal rulership and the emperor-builder remain as main tenets of the textualities

of [lyas Arabi and Semseddin, if not that of Anonymous text of 1491.

3.9 Conclusion

To sum up, in this chapter, I’ve first tried to discuss the problematic of genre through
tracing its Byzantine origins and to tackle the question of whether one can speak of
Ottoman Patria as a distinctive genre or not. Although these early modern Ottoman
texts bear some of the textual dynamics of patriographies as described by Gilbert
Dagron, they have their own particularities, their own agenda, and their own
approach towards the Byzantine past and the primary monument i.e. the Hagia
Sophia that remains as a souvenir from that era, but also operates as a primary
monument of the city in a novel imperial context.

Furthermore, I have tried to analyse different representations of Hagia Sophia
by early modern Ottoman authors, especially Ilyas Arabi’s perception and
representation of the monument. The focus also has been directed towards these
texts’ representation of materials such as the transportation of spolia, the interplay of
coloured marbles and light. This mode of representation also demonstrates to a
degree the aesthetic mindset of these early modern Ottoman authors in experiencing
Hagia Sophia monumentally and textually.

The next chapter will be about the possible implications of experiencing and

engaging with the monument textually and tangibly within the context of early
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modern Ottoman mentalities. The possible influence of the Ottoman versions of
Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian narratives and transmission of idioms into the

descriptions of Ottoman imperial mosques will be discussed.
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CHAPTER 4
NARRATIVES OF AN AESTHETIC MINDSET:
HAGIA SOPHIA AS AN AESTHETIC TOPOS IN THE CONTEXT OF EARLY

MODERN OTTOMAN MENTALITIES

4.1 Introduction

The chief architect Sinan’s autobiographies co-authored with painter-poet Sa’i Celebi
is instrumental in the sense that it confirms some of the preliminary suggestions of
this study. That is to say, the narratives of Hagia Sophia which is derived from
Byzantine literary traditions, especially the narrative of Hagia Sophia’s construction
situated in the Patria of 995 and the medieval Persianate-Islamicate literary traditions
were part of the early modern Ottoman mentalities with regard to architecture and
monumentality in particular between mid-fifteenth and mid-seventeenth centuries.
The commemoration of Ignatius in this unique late sixteenth century Ottoman text
indeed resonates with the self-representation of Sinan as ‘the chief architect’ in the
service of Ottoman dynasty. As Giilru Necipoglu suggests in her preface to the
English translations of the five autobiographies of Sinan, Ignatius, Justinian and the
construction narrative of Hagia Sophia are all elements of the Ottoman architectural
mindset. As such, she remarks on how Sinan claims to have surpassed the flaws of
the former architects through foregrounding his persona and monumental edifices
built under his supervision and occasionally his active participation in building

activity.? In this study, I have already discussed and tried to diagnose some of the

285 Giilru Necipoglu, “Sources, Themes, and Cultural Implications of Sinan’s Autobiographies” in
Crane and Akin, Sinan’s Autobiographies, X.
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implications of Ottoman versions of Constantinopolitan and Hagian Sophian
narratives on the patterns of thinking, writing, and contemplating of early modern
Ottoman authors. Through comparing such texts that stretch from the late fifteenth,
into mid seventeenth centuries, I’ve aimed to demonstrate some of the basic textual
and discursive liaisons among these texts.

That being said, one of the primary objectives of this last and brief chapter is
to relate this particular Ottoman literary tradition, through the particular example of
Ilyas Arabi’s text, to two important works from the sixteenth and seventeenth century
Ottoman cultural milieu. The first is Sinan’s autobiographies, a set of unique literary
works for not only the early modern Ottoman intellectual history but also for the
larger Perso-Islamicate intellectual circles.?®® The second work, I aim to engage with
is the Istanbul volume of the Evliya Celebi’s travelogue whose different sections
have been compared and contrasted in the previous chapters with Ottoman versions
of Patria of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. For the purposes of this chapter, I
will primarily focus on Evliya’s description of the Hagia Sophia and the
Siileymaniye mosque complex. Henceforth, the main objective of this chapter will be
to find literary connections of early modern Ottoman versions of Constantinopolitan
and Hagia Sophian narratives in the later writings on these two seminal sixteenth and
seventeenth century texts. Concomitant with Evliya Celebi’s narrative of
Siileymaniye complex, I will also try to incorporate Ilyas Arabi’s fragmentary entry
on Ottoman mosques and the Siileymaniye complex. By doing so, I will also try to
contextualize the historical conditions during which Ilyas Arabi completed his work.
Earlier, we stated that he completed his work in hijrah 970 which corresponds to

1562-3, since he does not specify any specific month for his dating. That is to say,

286 Necipoglu, “Sources”,vii, also see, Giilru Necipoglu, “Challenging the Past: Sinan and the
Competitive Discourse of Early Modern Islamic Architecture”, Mugarnas 10 (1993): 171.
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Ilyas’” work was written a few years after the completion of Siileymaniye complex
(1557) and this may hint at the initial impact of Stileymaniye as a monument on a
sixteenth century Ottoman author who claims to be in the service of the grand vizier
of his time. Earlier in this study, we have mentioned that Ali Pasa (in office 1561-
1565), during his governorship in Egypt played an important role in transferring
precious materials from ancient places such as Alexanderia. It is in this part that we
will try to find tangible connections with the narratives of ancient materials, of spolia
practices, and overall sixteenth century Ottoman architectural culture and practice. In
doing so, we will use the documents that Omer Liitfi Barkan provided for the
construction process of Siileymaniye, Giilsiim Tanyeli’s on Ottoman building
techniques?®’, and Giilru Necipoglu’s seminal work on the chief architect Sinan, a
work that not only analyses Sinan’s overall oeuvre, but also gives insights on the
Ottoman architectural culture and practice during the sixteenth century.?*8

This chapter then will discuss the self-representation of Sinan in his autobiographies
in comparison with the depiction of the fictional chief architect of the Hagia Sophia,
Ignatius. By doing so, it will also try to touch upon the perception or self-perception
of architect as a craftsman and an artist by the early modern Ottoman authors. At this
juncture, the ‘self-mythologizing’ persona of Sinan, highlighted by Giilru Necipoglu
will be discussed in line with the narrative of Ignatius’ escape from Constantinople
and his confrontation with the emperor Justin II in Ilyas Arabi’s work. Due to the
point that Sinan’s autobiographies mention Ignatius several times, it could be
suggested that Ignatius and his escape story are related themes in the context of the

intricate relationship between the ruler and the architect as well as the culture of

287 Giilsiin Tanyeli and Biilent Ekrem, Hi¢chir Ustad Béyle Kar Etmemisdir: Osmanh Insaat
Teknolojisi Tarihi, (Istanbul: Akin Nalca Kitaplari, 2017).

288 Necipoglu, The Age of Sinan, also see, Giilru Necipoglu-Kafadar, “The Siileymaniye Complex in
Istanbul: An Interpretation,” Mugarnas 3 (1985): 92—117.
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architecture in the early modern Ottoman world in line with Necipoglu’s argument.
That being said, similar relationship between Sinan and his patron Siileyman I
(d.1566) in diverse manners is observed in the fifth autobiography of Sinan,

Tezkiretii’l-Ebniye.

4.2 llyas Arabi, Evliya Celebi, and Sinan’s autobiographies in a comparative context

One of the main premises of this study is to explore connections and resonance
between early modern Ottoman texts that primarily dealt with the Constantinopolitan
legends and the construction narratives of Hagia Sophia, and their textual impact on
the works that deal with Ottoman monuments. In this section, I will start with Ilyas
fragmentary entry on Siileymaniye mosque, then continue with Sai Celebi/Sinan’s
narrative for the same monument. Lastly I will try discuss Evliya Celebi’s
description of Hagia Sophia and the Siileymaniye mosque complex.

To begin with, after Ilyas Arabi finishes his narrative of Hagia Sophia, he
further recounts the imperial mosque complexes and edifices in an abridged manner.
Not unexpectedly, the most punctuated one among Ilyas’ brief entries is that of
Siileymaniye.?®” One could tentatively observe that, Ilyas has a sort of hierarchical
assemblage pertaining to Ottoman imperial edifices in his textual framework as it is
observed in his narrative of seven hills at the beginning of his work. To illustrate this
argument, after Ilyas Efendi finishes his narrative concerning the construction of
Hagia Sophia, he briefly mentions the takeover of Istanbul and continues with the

construction of Mehmed II mosque and its adjacent edifices like the semaniye

289 Ali el-Arabi Ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, Bibliothéque nationale de France, Département des
manuscrits, Turc 147, 43v-43r.
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madrasa, the hospice, and the hospital.>*° Then Ilyas Arabi in sequence recounts the
mosque complexes of Bayezid II, Selim I, Sehzade Mehmed; moreover, Ilyas Arabi
also mentions the mosques of Siileyman’s daughter Mihrimah located at Uskiidar
shore and the mosque complex of Hiirrem in Avrat Pazar1 and his other son
Cihangir’s mosque at Tophane.?*! So, before the colossal Siileymaniye complex,
Ilyas Efendi, as a man of the sixteenth century recounts a century of
monumentalization of the cityscape through the works of the Ottoman dynasty. It is
curious to note that when Ilyas starts to recount the edifices from Siileyman’s time,
he pursues a numerical narrative such as ‘firstly’ (evvela), ‘secondly’ (saniyen); the
last one, the sixth building in Ilyas’ narratives being the Siileymaniye, as a
monumental apogee of his time.

On the Siileymaniye, Ilyas Arabi first mentions the four ‘unprecedented’ (bi-
nazir) minarets that are established in a ‘wondrous manner’ (‘acaib iislib ve
tertibiyle). In tandem with Evliya’s description, Ilyas again recites one of the
leitmotifs of his narrative; materials brought from various provinces. As a result, one
observes the presence of somakki in Ilyas Siileymaniye narrative; Ilyas states that the
somakki columns are mementoes (yadigar) of certain rulers; and in particular, some
of them are from the thrones of the prophet Solomon and of Alexander the great.?*?

Therefore, as the last section of this tripartite textual comparison will reveal, from

290 “emir eyledi ki sehrifi orta yerinde ve a‘la mekanda ol cami® serifi ve makam-1 miinifi yapdilar ve

cami‘iil havlinde cennet misal sekiz medrese ki semaniye dimekle meshiirdir ve her medreseniii
ardinda birer tetimme daht miikkemmel ve ma‘mirdir ve bir canibinde bimarhane ve bir canibinde
matvah ve misafirhaneler vaki‘ old1 ve anlariii tafsili ve cemali ve ciimle tertibati ve ahvali istanbulda
olanlara ve gozlere sahid ve miisahid ma‘lim ve miiekked olduguna miitekerririne ihtiyac yokdur”
Risale-i Istanbul, 42v.

1 Risale-i Istanbul, 42-43v.

292 «o] dort bi-nazir/ minaresiyle ve ol ‘acaib iislab ve tertibiyle/ degme padisaha miiyesser , belki riiy-1
zeminde kimesneye mukadder olmus degildir/ ve anda olan esbab ve alat ve ehcar ve tis‘tiivanat her
biri bir memleketifi haraci ve bir vilayetifi sem‘i saraci idi/ ve ol somaki ‘amiidlar1 birer/ padisahiii
yadigari idi/ ve bir kaci hazret-i siileyman peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selam tahtindan ve bir kaci iskender
zii’Ikarneynifi/ aynasi tahtindan idiler” Risale-i Istanbul, 44r , we observe the same lines in the
Topkapi copy of Ilyas Arabi’s work without alteration, see, Ali el-Arabi ilyas, Tarih-i Kostantiniyye,
Topkap1 Palace Museum, H.1640, 54r.

98



Ilyas Efendi to Evliya Celebi, the connotations with the very ancient and prophetic
materiality echoed textually within a specific pattern of thought; this pattern of
thought directs the reader eventually into the very monument itself through its
layered pasts and the tangible materials which also resonate with the very experience
of observation by these early modern Ottoman authors.

The five auto/biographies of the chief architect Sinan, as it is mentioned at the
beginning of this chapter, testify to a novelty for the early modern Ottoman literary
genres and for the larger early modern Islamicate cultural milieu. Its utilization of
“first-person point of view” as Giilru Necipoglu mentions®*? is quite remarkable when
one considers the interventions of the poet Sai Celebi in the text; in a way, one could
claim that the confluence of the first-person voice of Sinan with the poetic voice of
Sai Celebi further complicates the textual analysis of this unique work. It can be
discerned that some of the narratological and cultural tropes that emerged with the
Ottoman variations of patriographies resonate with the similar themes that are
situated in Sinan’s autobiographies. This part will particularly deal with Sinan’s and
Sai Celebi’s narrative of Siileymaniye mosque complex in Tezkiretii'I-Biinyan.
Before delving into the Siileymaniye narrative of Sai/Sinan, I think it is important to
mention a remark in Tuhfetii’l-Mi‘marin, one of the five autobiographies of Sinan. As
Giilru Necipoglu notes in her seminal book on Sinan, Sai/Sinan claims that the
edifices he built actually were for the purpose of leaving his mark to history;*** one
of his main drives thus, apart from serving the ruling dynasty and the sultan, was to
be commemorated throughout the ‘pages of history’ (sahife-i riizgar).>*®> Throughout
this study, I have endeavoured to demonstrate the importance of being a builder for

the concept of universal sovereignty and the idea of universal empire. However, what

293 Necipoglu, The Age of Sinan, 137.
294 Necipoglu, The Age of Sinan, 138.
295 Crane and Akin, Sinan’s Autobiographies, 78.
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is observed here is the self-representation of the chief architect of Ottoman Empire
who served three consecutive Ottoman rulers, as a builder of the monuments who has
undertaken these works in order to be remembered. In other words, if one sustains
Necipoglu’s argument, each edifice Sinan designed or actively engaged in the
building of, was perceived as a memento (yadigar).?*® Furthermore, since there are
references to Ignatius, the legendary architect of Hagia Sophia in Tuhfetii’l-Mi‘marin,
it could be tentatively claimed that Sai Celebi and Sinan were aware of the Ottoman
versions of Patria through textual or oral channels. 27

Turning to Siileymaniye narrative in Tezkiretii’[-Biinyan, the fifth dispatch in
the series of the auto/biographies, one sees firstly the voice of Sai Celebi. He claims
to have made a conversation with Sinan pertaining to the monument.?*® Following
this section, there is a poetic sequence during which the voice switches into that of

Sinan apparently and the subject turns into ‘I’;

That shah of auspicious fortune commanded

That I build for him a beautiful mosque.

Immediately, I tore down the Old Palace

And set about building the Siileymaniye.?*
It is clear from this quoted couplet that the voice belongs to Sinan. And in a boastful
manner he speaks of how he appropriated space from the Old Palace and commenced
the building of the mosque. However, more important than the fluctuation of

personalities, what is observed immediately is that the organization of the materials

that will be utilized for the construction of the edifice. Indeed, as it is encountered in

29 Necipoglu, The Age of Sinan, 127.

297 Necipoglu, “Sources”, x.

298 < by ‘abd-i hakir-i na-ttvan Mi‘mar Sinan bin ‘Abdii’l-Mennan bendesini davet idiib cami‘-i serif
hustisunda mesveret olunup resm-i bina ta‘yn ve makam-1 cami‘-i miinif tebyin olundu” Crane and
Akin, Sinan’s Autobiographies, 149.

29 Crane and Akin, Sinan’s Autobiographies, 122.
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the construction narrative of Hagia Sophia, the most crucial element is the precious
marbles of different colours. As it is observed in Ilyas’ narrative of the Siilleymaniye,
the issue and the presence of spolia is present in Sai/Sinan’s Siileymaniye narrative;
in the first place the text narrates the bringing of the Maiden’s column (kiztasi) in
Istanbul into the construction site of Siileymaniye. This first column is one of four
reddish granite columns that are highly visible within the interior space of the
Siileymaniye mosque.

Giilru Necipoglu discusses the transportation of the Maiden’s column with
the help of the constructions of a specific scaffold as a performative spectacle3?
which ends up with a feast during which sacrifices are made and distributed to the
poor. Such performative spectacles of sacrifices, feasts, and giving alms to the poor
can be observed in the Ottoman versions of Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian
narratives, hence, present yet another thematic and textual connection.

As it is discussed for Ottoman versions of Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian
narratives, in Sinan’s auto/biographies one can see references to the prophet
Solomon and his wife Belkis. The text mentions the marbles of various colours
coming from the palace of Belkis. Furthermore, the authors put emphasis on the
marbles brought from different provinces as mementoes (yadigar). Interestingly, the
mentioning of white marbles coming from Marmara Island, Proconnesus island,>"!
resonates with Semseddin’s and Ilyas Efendi’s narratives of Hagia Sophia, and
inevitably the diegesis of the eighth and ninth centuries. For instance, when one
looks into Semseddin’s text, one would observe the discussion of white marbles

found in Marmara Island.??? Another practical liaison between Semseddin’s text and

300 Necipoglu, The Age of Sinan, 142.

301 Crane and Akin, Sinan’s Autobiographies, 149-150.

302 ¢ ye ak mermer ma‘denin Marmara ceziresinde buldilar” Semseddin Karamani, Ha-za Tarih beyan-
1 bina-i Ayasofya-i Kebir, Istanbul Universitesi Kiitiiphanesi, T.259, 6v.
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Sinan Autobiographies is the origins of green marbles; both texts mention green
marbles coming from Arabia.’®® What does this similarity tell us? It could visibly be
observed that the same topic, that is to say, white marbles from Marmara Island is
utilized in these two texts that belong different eras and genres. Moreover, while
Semseddin mentions this particular marble during the construction narrative of Hagia
Sophia, Sai Celebi/Sinan utilizes this for the Siileymaniye mosque complex which
also hints at the continuation of an architectural practice. At this point it is important
to mention that along with representation of monuments in these Ottoman texts we
should also bear in mind that these materials and spolia that are used for the
construction of Siileymaniye are brought from distant places and their transportation
was highly organized. As Omer Liitfi Barkan explains in his work on the
construction registers of the Siileymaniye, a series of orders were sent to the
governors of provinces from which the materials and marbles from ancient ruins
such as Baalbek were transported.’** Judging from the very archival evidence, it
could be claimed that the textuality of Ottoman versions of Constantinopolitan and
Hagia Sophian narratives operated in different genres and for different monuments.
More crucially, on the one hand they superimpose the implications of their genre on
different texts. On the other hand, their narratives transmit to the other texts through
oral or textual circulation and sustain the phenomena of material and monumental
genealogies on a textual and representational level. This is also observed in the
connection between the texts of Evliya and Sai Celebi/Sinan. One would briefly

observe that the impact of Ottoman variations of patriographies persisted at least

303 “yesil mermerler ki ufak ez-nisalartyla mahliitdur ‘arabistan vilayetinden getirdiler” Karamani, Ha-

za T arih. beyan-i bina-i Ayasofya-i Kebir, 6v, Crane and Akin, Sinan’s Autobiographies, 150.
304 See Omer Liitfi Barkan, Siileymaniye Cami ve imareti ingaat: (1550-1557) vol.1, Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu yayinlarindan, 6. seri, sa. 10 (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1972), 331-350.
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until the mid-seventeenth century, during which Evliya was writing his grandiose
travelogue.

The title of Evliya for the description of Hagia Sophia apart from its
narrative is telling because he denotes the words such as form (eskal) and style of
plan (tarz-1 tarh).’® Thus, unlike Ilyas Arabi, Semseddin, and anonymous 1491, he
further highlights his attention to the architectural details of the building as they were
visible to him. Indeed, it could be said that Ilyas Arabi also claimed have used his
observation in his work and one could see this when Ilyas talks about the Justinian’
column and its fate according to his present observation. Nonetheless, such distinct
discussion of the plan and forms of the monument is not as established as it is in
Evliya’s narrative.

Unsurprisingly, Evliya commences his discussion with the great dome of the
monument by putting emphasis on its unsurpassed greatness (kim bu giinde eyle bir
kubbe-i ‘azim bina olunmamigdir). He then mentions the semi domes situated at the
mihrab and apse facet of the interior space. After he mentions the great semi dome
above the Byzantine imperial gate, which Evliya denotes as kible kapusi, a gate
showing the direction of Mecca, he describes the glass embellishments from Necef
and Moran surrounding the circle of the great dome (Necef ve Moran camlariyla
miizeyyendir).

The other element that draws attention of Evliya is the representation of
‘marvellous’ and ‘wondrous’ forms and images on the domes (tasavir ve eskal-i
garibe ve ‘acibe); in this manner, Evliya also describes the human figures (@demiyan
siuretleri) other than the above mentioned ones. He continues and states that those

who look at them with a ‘scrutinizing gaze’ with their forefinger on their mouth

305 “ma‘bed-i kadim Ayasofya-i Kebirifi eskali ve tarz-1 tarhin ve bina-y1 musanna‘at: ve til u ‘arzin

‘ayan u beyan ider” Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 51.
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(engtist ber-dehen idiib) suppose them to be alive.?°® In all the sources this study
excavates and discusses, the issue of looking towards artefacts and monuments have
a certain significance; parallel to this phenomenon, I have discussed particularly in
Ilyas Arabi and Semseddin Karamani’s text, the idioms such as ‘the eyes have not
seen such thing’ (gézler gormiis degil) are frequently utilized. In her seminal article,
in relation with these issues, Giilru Necipoglu discusses and analyzes the origins of
‘modalities of the gaze’ in early modern Islamicate cultural milieu with specific
reference to the works of eleventh century book of optics written by Ibn al-
Haytham 3?7 She states that a specific ‘visual aesthetics” emerged during tenth and
eleventh centuries during which the figural representation played a pivotal role; also,
it is important to state that Necipoglu’s remark on wonderment (fa‘acciib)®®® is
analogous to the same idioms that is encountered in the Ottoman variations of
patriographies such as Yanko bin Madyan’s wonderment or amazement with the idol
of Semsiyye’s father.>*

It is apparent that Evliya’s utilization of the idiom ‘scrutinizing gaze’ (im‘an
nazari) is inevitably related with Necipoglu’s remarks on the same idiom that is
derived from Ibn al-Haytham’s theorization of ‘contempletive gaze’; in this vein,
according to Necipoglu, Haytham’s theory or in her words ‘way of seeing’ were
utilized as ‘scrutinizing gaze’ within early modern Ottoman mentalities. This notion
also shapes Evliya’s description of Hagia Sophia.

At this juncture, analyzing the naming of the painter by Evliya Celebi can be

viable due to the fact that it is tentatively related with Necipoglu’s discussion of the

306 Evliya Celebi, Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 51.

307 Giilru Necipoglu, “The Scrutinizing Gaze in the Aesthetics of Islamic Visual Cultures: Sight,
Insight, and Desire,” Mugarnas 32 (2015): 23-24.

308 Necipoglu, “The Scrutinizing Gaze in the Aesthetics of Islamic Visual Cultures”, 32.

39 Ali el-Arabi ilyas, Risale-i Istanbul, Bibliothéque nationale de France, Département des
manuscrits, Turc 147, 6r.
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growing interest in the ‘Frankish manner’ throughout the eastern part of the
Islamicate cultural world since fourteenth century.®!° Evliya names the painter as
erjenk Freng Manr; the first word means the collection of paintings of the legendary
painter Mani*!! who also established his own religious cult. The second word means
Frank and the last one Mani, speaks for itself. What is interesting for this metaphor
of the painter for the figural representation on Hagia Sophia’s dome is that Evliya
concocts a metaphor of artist that connotes both with the east and the west.
Moreover, since Mani is an ancient figure, it can be argued that although Evliya
follows the description of the tangible architectural components of the monument,
one could observe the insertion of the ancient personalities and monuments that
function as synchronic signifiers and connote the legendary and prophetic layers of
past. That being said, one can read the depiction of the arches that supported the
great dome in this manner. All the four arches are named after ancient figures such as
havernak, an ancient palatial edifice near Euphrates, Kaydefa who is mentioned
earlier in Evliya’s foundation narratives as a dissident ruler during the times of
Alexander the Great.’!? The remaining two arches are named after the legendary Qaf
Mountain and Seddad, the legendary pre-Islamic Arabian personality who belongs to
the idolatrous ‘Ad people. Seddad bin ‘Ad character is also crucial in the

Constantinopolitan legends due to the point that Yanko bin Madyan, one of the

310 Necipoglu, “The Scrutinizing Gaze in the Aesthetics of Islamic Visual Cultures”, 41, For a detailed
discussion of ‘Frankish manner’, see, Giilru Necipoglu, “Persianate Images between Europe and
China: The ‘Frankish Manner’ in the Diez and Topkap1 Albums, c.1350-1450” The Diez Albums:
Context and Contents, (Leiden ; Boston: Brill, 2016), 531-592.

311 The meaning of the word is taken by Redhouse Ottoman Turkish dictionary and Steingass’ Persian
dictionary. The word also meand ‘the house of the painter Mani’ but probably this is utilized as an
allusion to his collection of paintings, also on the discussion of Mani in the aesthetic sense see,
Necipoglu, “The Scrutinizing Gaze in the Aesthetics of Islamic Visual Cultures”, 48-49.

312 Bvliya Celebi, Eviiya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 13.
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builder-rulers, comes from the ‘Ad people and he is actually girded with a sword and
crowned by the hands of Seddad bin ‘Ad.3!3

As for the marble columns, Evliya first and foremost mentions the red
sommaki marble columns (la’l-giin sommaki siitiin-1 miicellalar) which also have a
crucial place within the other texts like Ilyas Arabi and Semseddin Karamani that
recount the construction narrative of Hagia Sophia. When Evliya proceeds to
describe the doors of the monument, he speaks of 361 doors and 101 great doors; for
101 great doors (bab-1 ‘azim); he mentions their talismanic features. Earlier, I have
mentioned that Evliya denotes the Byzantine imperial gate as kible gate; for this gate,
he mentions that the wood of this kible gate actually contains wood from Noah’s ark.
There, he returns to the construction narrative of Hagia Sophia during which he
names the builder as the daughter of Vezondon, ayasofya, a name that inevitably
echoes with Byzantion. In this story, while the building activity is continuing,
through the urging of the prophet Hizir, Vezondon brings the wood from Noah’s Arc
that is located near the Cudi Mountain.?!# Last but not least, Evliya points out the
marble revetments that cover the interior walls of Hagia Sophia. According to Evliya
craftsmanship conducted on the marbled columns was still unmatched and
unsurpassed.’!3

What is observed in Evliya’s description of Hagia Sophia is the continuation
of the hybrid narrative that has been discussed since the first chapter of this study.
Even though Evliya discusses the very tangible materiality of the monument such as
the great somakki columns situated at the exedrae at which one could still gaze, he
does not hesitate to mention his own version of Hagia Sophia narrative in which the

legendary ruler Vezondon’s daughter Ayasofya brings wooden material from Noah’s

313 Risale-i Istanbul, 5v.
314 Evliya Celebi, Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 51.
315 Evliya Celebi, Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 52.
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Ark. As such, it could be argued that this is yet another example of hybridization of
names, places, and temporalities | have discussed in the case of Ottoman versions of
Patria.

In connection with the description of Siileymaniye mosque complex, when
one looks into Evliya’s description of the qualities (evsdaf) of the mosque, it would be
apparent that in tandem with Hagia Sophia, similar visual and aesthetic concepts are
utilized for Siileymaniye too. Nonetheless, the connection is not just with Evliya’s
description of Hagia Sophia, but also there is a palpable textual connection with
earlier Ottoman narratives concerning the construction of Hagia Sophia. For
instance, right at the beginning of Evliya’s narrative of Siileymaniye, one observes
the gathering of craftsmen, architects, and workers from all of the provinces that are
subjected to the Ottoman rule. The connotations with universal sovereignty that is
observed in Ottoman versions of Patria such as the narratives of the city’s foundation
by Yanko bin Madyan and the construction of the Hagia Sophia by Justinian could
also be discerned in Evliya’s narrative of Siileymaniye. Furthermore, the textual and
idiomatic connections are strengthened with Evliya’s mentioning of four sommaki
columns brought from Egypt; As it is shown during the course of this study, sommaki
stone is an important textual, material, and monumental signifier within the
narratological framework of Ottoman patriographic works that links the ancient and
Romano-Byzantine notions of monumentality to those of the present.

One of the captivating elements in Evliya’s narrative pertaining to Siileymaniye
mosque complex is that it speaks of a number of individual artists and craftsmen. The
first example is the chief architect Sinan; Evliya mentions him at the moment he
speaks of certain glass types that is scattered around the monument. The second

personality is a glass maker who worked on the glass revetments above the minbar
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and mihrab, called Ibrahim the Drunkard (serhos Ibrahim).’'¢ The third artist who is
specifically mentioned in Evliya’s narrative of Siileymaniye is Ahmed Karahisari
who applied the calligraphic programme of the complex in and around. Evliya
denotes him as a ‘skilful pen’ (kalem-i sikafidir).>!” What we understand from this
short section on artists who worked on the different parts of the Siileymaniye mosque
is that along with the perception of the monument, the representation of artists and

architects’ identity in Evliya’s text was also an important point.

4.3 The documentary evidence on the materials of Siileymaniye

In the previous section, we observe how the Siilleymaniye was represented by the
early modern Ottoman authors starting with Ilyas Arabi’s text. This section, as a
supplementary one to the formey will discuss the documentary evidence with regard
to the construction process of the Siileymaniye. In particular, we will discuss the
correspondence between the Imperial centre and Ali Paga, the governor of Egypt
back then, pertaining to the transportation of precious marbles and stones that is
published Omer Liitfi Barkan’s seminal study on the Siileymaniye. These
correspondences between the centre and the periphery demonstrate the meticulous
organization of the Imperial apparatus in order to bring marbles from different sizes
and features into to Imperial capital. Indeed, the most important among these stones
and marbles are two red granite columns from Alexandria which are gigantic in size.
Along with these two granite columns, there are two other granite columns that

support the main dome of the Siileymaniye.!® The first Imperial order was

316 Evliya Celebi, Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 62.
317 Evliya Celebi, Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 63.
318 Necipoglu, Age of Sinan, 215.
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0°! and it indicates the presence of

dispatched to Ali Pasa in August-September 155
four (dort kit‘a) red columns in Alexandria, which are called as ‘serge-gdzi’. Then
the Imperial centre orders Ali Pasa to find out the location of these aforementioned
columns and to estimate the adequate vessel for the transportation of the columns to
the capital.>?°Furthermore, the imperial order requires from Ali Paga the assessment
of green and sommaki columns with certain measures (bes-alt: arsun) and to be
reported back to the capital immediately. Our next document, is the report on various
marbles written by the architect Bali. In this list, we observe various kinds of marbles
such as sommaki, white, green (fistiki, sebz), and black which are classified by the
architect Bali and handed over to Ali Subasi who is a representative of the capital
and charged with the gathering of the precious marbles in the province of Egypt. Ali
Paga also gave another set of marbles to Ali Subas1 which was kept by the former
governor Davud Paga.??! So far, what we observe very patently is an effort by the
centre to bring ancient materials, especially granite columns, from Alexandria which
was an important centre of antiquity and had similar legendary foundation narratives
like Constantinople and Rome.

In addition, as can be gleaned from these documents, Ali Pasa as the governor
of Egypt had a crucial part in the transportation of two granite columns from
Alexandria to the Imperial capital. Why are these correspondences important for the
purpose of the story? By and large, it clearly demonstrates that what we have
discussed on the textual level i.e. the narratives of Hagia Sophia’s and Siileymaniye’s

construction actually also have a real aspect on the material level. One thing indeed

319 Since the date give no specific day only writes Shaban 970 of Hijrah, the date corresponds to these
two months.

320 “zikr olunan direkler ne mahalde ve berii gelmelii olicak ne mikdar nesne ile geliir ve ne asil
gemiye tahmil olinur, nigediir tamam ash ve tafsili ile ma‘liim idiniib mu‘accelen bildiresin” Barkan,
Stileymaniye Cami ve imareti insaat1 (1550-1557), 13.

321 “mukaddema Bender-i Iskenderiyye’de merhum ve magfuriinleh Davud Pasa zamaninda der-
mahzen olub...” Barkan, Siileymaniye Cami ve imareti ingsaati (1550-1557), 14.
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could be confusing for the actual feature of these materials. In Ilyas Arabi’s short
entry on the four granite columns, we see that all of them are depicted as sommaki
whereas in these documents, they are delineated as ser¢eg6zi. In her article on the
Siileymaniye, Giilru Necipoglu, while questioning the actual provenance of the four
granite columns that hold the main dome of the Siileymaniye, argues that the main
importance of all these efforts to bring precious stones from ancient locations such as
Alexandria, and Baalbek with its strong Solomonic connotations, is a symbolic one
and indicates Siileyman’s desire to connect himself ancient and prophetic figures
such as Alexandre and the prophet Solomon, hence the combination of myth and
history that this study consistently discuss in Ilyas Arabi’s and the other early
modern Ottoman texts’.>*2This effort is also related with Sinan’s endeavour to
compete and refer to the monumentality of Hagia Sophia in his edifices, most
apparent among them being Siileymaniye, with its main dome flanked by two semi
domes on a rectangular layout.

Organization of the procurement of materials also hints at a peculiar culture
and practice in the early modern Ottoman world. In a recent book, Giilsiin Tanyeli
discusses the techniques of building in Ottoman architecture. For the stones and
marbles that are used in buildings, while discussing the practice of spolia she
mentions important centres such as white marble quarries in Marmara island, and
spolia from the Kyzikos ancient settlement in Aydincik that were used constantly
during the construction of the Siileymaniye mosque.*?* That being said, these two

places, Marmara Island and Aydincik, are discussed in this study in the context of

322 Necipoglu-Kafadar, “The Siileymaniye Complex in Istanbul.”, 102-5.

323 For the use and collecting of materials during the construction of Siileymaniye complex see, ilknur
Aktug Kolay and Serpil Celik, “Ottoman Stone Acquisition in the Mid-Sixteenth Century: The
Siileymaniye Complex in Istanbul,” Mugarnas 23 (2006): 251-72.
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Ilyas and the other early modern Ottoman authors.>?* An important remark of Giinsiil
Tanyeli is that most of the time, early modern Ottomans utilized spolia only after
processing and molding these pieces according to the requirements of their
construction.’?

To conclude this section, what we observe in the documentats about the
transportation of the granite columns from Egypt under the supervision of the
governor Ali Pasa suggests that Ilyas Arabi, as a man at the service of Ali Pasa,
could have been involved or at least could have witnessed the process of this
transportation. In addition, if we presume that Ilyas was part of Ali Pasa’s household
he might have moved with Ali Pasa to Istanbul when the latter was appointed as the
grand vizier in 1561. And during this period he might have encountered Hagia
Sophia, Siileymaniye, and the cityscape in general. Considering the date of the

completion of his work i.e. 1562-63, this point could tentatively be presumed.

4.4 The Sultan and the architect/The Emperor and the architect: Sinan and Ignatius

As the last component of this chapter, I will briefly touch upon the textual renderings
pertaining to the relationship between the ruler and the architect through comparing
the intricate relationship between Ignatius, probably an erroneous use of Anthemius
one of the real architects of the Hagia Sophia, and Justin II and Siileyman I and
Sinan. Indeed, unlike the reality of the latter characters, the former figures are related
with the Ottoman narratives of Hagia Sophia and at least Ignatius is a fictional figure.
Nonetheless, as it is indicated in the previous sections, transitions between Ottoman

versions of Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian narratives, and the other early

324 Tanyeli, Hichir Ustad Béyle Kar Etmemisdir, 33.
325 Tanyeli, Hi¢hir Ustad Béyle Kar Etmemisdir, 38-40.
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modern Ottoman literary genres is quiet apparent. Furthermore, it is also important to
bear in mind that Sinan’s autobiographical work was a very unique one in itself that
bears some of the thematic echoes from Hagia Sophian legends.

As Giilru Necipolu suggests and as it is observed in Sinan’s autobiographies
there is a constant comparison, in aesthetical and monumental terms between Sinan’s
edifices and Hagia Sophia’s architectural configuration, most crucial component of
these comparisons being the Hagia Sophia’s great dome. The refined feature of
Sinan’s mosque complexes compared to Hagia Sophia is one of the most important
remarks in Evliya’s Siileymaniye narrative and in Sinan’s autobiography. According
Glilru Necipoglu, Sinan’s filtering of the Hagia Sophia’s architecture results in a
positive aesthetical response to its monumentality. As such, this ‘refinement’32¢ of
Hagia Sophia’s architectural configuration contributes to the making of a certain
Ottoman architectural idiom in the context of sixteenth century.*?” As Necipoglu
states also in her book on Sinan, experimentation in the making of the Ottoman
imperial image took place concurrently with the ‘institutionalization of royal
architects and centralizing bureaucratization of the imperial apparatus. Thus, one
could interpret the ever-increasing the spatial centralization of mosques as such.
According to Necipoglu, it could also be asserted that, Hagia Sophia’s monumental
grandeur remained in the cityscape but it remained as a memento of imperial
grandeur to be adopted and appropriated into the current Ottoman imperial
discourse.*?

By and large, Evliya Celebi underlines the issue of ‘refinement’ in his section

on the Siileymaniye. In an anecdotal narrative, Evliya recounts the amazement of

326 For Sai/Sinan’s emphasis on ‘refined’ feature of Sinan’s edifices see, Crane and Akin, Sinan’s
Autobiographies, 85-86.

327 Necipoglu, The Age of Sinan, 139-140.

328 Necipoglu, The Age of Sinan, 83-4.
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visitors from the west by the monumentality of Siileymaniye; in this narrative, Evliya
recurrently utilizes the idioms he does for the Hagia Sophia. That is to say, he
mentions how these Frankish ‘infidels’ (Frenk kefereleri) who are well-known in
their knowledge of engineering and architecture, are amazed by the monument and
bite their fingers in amazement (engiist ber-dehen).’?® During this short narrative,
Evliya’s reference to the arch of Chosroes (tak-i Kisra) is also worth to mention due
to the very patent connection with his description of Hagia Sophia in which one of
the arches in the Hagia Sophia that supports the great dome is described through its
resemblance to fak-i Kisra. In the following section, Evliya asks the visitors how
they find the building and the visitors praise the building for its technical and
architectural quality. When Evliya rhetorically asks them to compare Siileymaniye
with the Hagia Sophia, the visitors define Siileymaniye as more ‘beautiful’, ‘elegant’,
and ‘refined’ than the Hagia Sophia.>*® The issue of the utilization of words such as
‘beauty’ (letdfet), ‘elegance’ (zerdfet), and ‘refinement’ (nezaket) as aesthetical
idioms by Evliya Celebi is discussed by Cigdem Kafescioglu in her article ‘Itinerant
gaze’. 33! In this article, she compherensively analyzes the aesthetical implications of
the utilization of such idioms and its further implications for the architectural culture
of early modern Ottomans.33?

How is the relationship between Sinan and Siileyman I depicted in these
narratives then? In addition, how is the depiction of this relationship is associated

with the portrayal of the relationship between Ignatius and Justin II in Ottoman

329 Evliya Celebi, Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 65.

330 “Amma letafet ve zerafet ve nezafetde (nezaket) ve sirinkarlikda bu andan musanna® bina-y1 ‘ibret-
niimadir” ,Evliya Celebi, Eviiya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 66.

31K afescioglu mentions the story of westerner who visitSiileymaniye and asked by Evliya to compare
it with that of Hagia Sophia. see Cigdem Kafescioglu, “Itinerant Gaze: Ottoman and Medieval
Anatolian Architecture in the Book of Travels,” Evliya Celebi et al., Eviiya Celebi Studies and Essays
Commemorating the 400th Anniversary of His Birth, (Istanbul: Turkey Ministry of Culture and
Tourism Publications : The Banks Association of Turkey, 2012), 310-326.

332 Kafescioglu, “Itinerant Gaze”, 315-316.
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versions of Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian narratives? To recount Ilyas’
narrative briefly, when Justin II ascends the throne after his uncle Justinian, he
blames Ignatius for the cracking of the dome and he prepares a plan whereby
Ignatius would be stuck at the top of the column that Justin built for his uncle; with
the help of his wife Ignatius escapes from the column and leaves Constantinople.’?
As it is evident from the sharpness of the story, there is an antagonistic relationship
between the ruler and his architect. When one peruses into the anonymous text of
1491, it could be well observed that this antagonistic relationship gives way into a
more hostile one in the Ottoman context. The anonymous text of 1491 portrays the
brutal details of how the architect of Mehmed II mosque complex, Sinan-1 Atik was
killed*** because he had shortened the marble columns and therefore had built a less
monumental edifice than the Hagia Sophia. Having conveyed this antagonistic
relationship, Evliya recounts a different version of the story during which the
unfortunate architect’s hands were chopped off by the sultan himself.33?

How could we relate these two cases with that of Sinan the chief architect in his
auto/biographies? In a parable like narrative, when Siileyman finds out that Sinan is
neglecting the construction of his monument, he reminds the latter briefly of the fate
of his namesake.?*® Nonetheless, the relationship between Sinan and Siileyman I is
quite different than that of two abovementioned ones. Neither legendary nor an anti-
imperial text, Sinan’s autobiographies smoothly tackles this trope of hostile
relationship by attesting to the extraordinary talent of Sinan and his completion of the

Siileymaniye within a short time span after Siileyman’s admonishment. Sinan’s

333 Risale-i Istanbul, 40-41v.

334 Stefanos Yerasimos, Kostantiniyye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri trans. Sirin Tekeli (Istanbul: iletisim
Yaynlari, 2012), 46-47.

335 Evliya Celebi, Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 58-59, for a brief account of socio-political context of
the issue within the context of anonymous 1491 see, Yerasimos, Kostantiniye ve Ayasofya Efsaneleri,
208-231.

336 “Ceddiim Sultan Mehemmed han mi‘mar1 safia niimiine yitmez mi?”, Crane and Akin, Sinan’s
Autobiographies, 151.
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humbling in front of the Sultan with an unwavering loyalty towards him and his
family demonstrates to us both the pro-imperial attitude of Sinan and his self-
representation as the loyal servant of the dynasty. Thus, the narrative continues with
the opening ceremony of Siileymaniye during which the Sultan gives the keys of the
mosque to Sinan as an overt symbolic gesture that compromises the trope of the
belligerent relationship between the architect and the ruler that originates in the

‘distant’narrative of Ignatius and Justin II.

4.5 Conclusion

In this chapter, I have tried to relate my discussion on Ottoman versions of
Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian narratives with that of Sinan’s
autobiographies and Evliya Celebi’s descriptions regarding Hagia Sophia and the
Siileymaniye mosque, two important texts for the perception of architecture by early
modern Ottoman intellectuals. Owing to the comparison among Ottoman versions of
Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian narratives, Evliya’s travelogue, and Sinan’s
autobiographies, I have tried to unearth some of the preliminary textual and idiomatic
implications of Ottoman versions of Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian
narratives on other literary genres in the early modern Ottoman cultural milieu. In
doing so, I have tried to identify the idioms and expressions that were transmitted
and transposed all the way from the eight and ninth century Diegesis to Ottoman
versions of Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian narratives and to the other early
modern Ottoman texts. As a secondary aim, in tandem with the recent historiography

that investigates the identity of artists, architects, and engineers in broader early

115



modern Islamicate societies®’”, I have tried to delve into the textual expressions of
architect as an artist and as a craftsman vis-a-vis the ruler. Indeed, in the case of
Sinan, it is apparent that it is the case of self-expression and self-representation,
interwoven with that of Sai Celebi’s poetic interpolations into the text. In the final
analysis, what is observed is the prolongation of textual and aesthetic tropes
pertaining to the perception of the monumental structures by early modern Ottoman
authors. Parallel to this, one of the most important channels through which these
textual and aesthetic tropes were evolved is the narratives that circulated and were
read in Ottoman versions of Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian narratives. It
could be asserted that textual circulation was regular within the early modern
Ottoman intellectual milieus, but as Giilru Necipoglu suggests, one should not
neglect the phenomenon of oral transmission of knowledge and narrative among
these circles®3®. 1 think the perpetuity and the variety of such particular narratives
pertaining to the city’s legendary and contemporary histories and the similarity
between the narratives of past and present monuments derives from the accelerated
dissemination of these narratives, also via oral culture.

Last but not least, as an interesting appendix to this chapter, in the Topkap1
copy of Ilyas Arabi’s work there is a commentary in the last two pages of the text.
This commentary comprises of the proportions of the monuments (‘arzen, tilen)
starting from Noah’s arc to the Siileymaniye mosque. What is captivating in this

commentary is that the scribe claims to have taken these proportions from the

337 A recent example among them is the studies edited by Kishwar Rizvi that looks into the cultural
developments that took place in three early modern Islamicate empires, see, Kishwar Rizvi, ed.,
Affect, Emotion, and Subjectivity in Early Modern Muslim Empires: New Studies in Ottoman, Safavid,
and Mughal Artand Culture, (Leiden ; Boston: Brill, 2018).

338 Necipoglu speaks of this issue in the context of Ottoman architectural culture but I extend it to the
realms in this part, Necipoglu, The Age of Sinan, 147.
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biography of the chief architect Sinan.>3° From this short section in a mid-
seventeenth century copy of Ilyas Arabi’s work, one could assert that the circulation
of texts are not one-sided; Sinan and Sai Celebi’s late-sixteenth century
auto/biographies could find a place in the mid-seventeenth century copy of a mid-

sixteenth century text.

339 “merhlim koca mi‘mar basinifi tezkiresinde ber-vechile nakl ve ihrac olunmusdur” Tarih-i

Kostantiniyye, 56r.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

Although it is not possible to get an all-encompassing grasp of early modern
Ottoman attitudes towards Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian narratives, I have
tried to shed light on the patterns of thought of Ottoman authors I have chosen for
this study, the primary focus being on Ilyas Arabi’s mid-sixteenth text. Throughout
this study I have utilized the term ‘mentality’ to delineate patterns of thought;
nonetheless, most of the time I used the term in its plural form ‘mentalities’ to
implicate that there is no monolithic and homogenous early modern Ottoman
mentality. That being said, it has become visible during the course of this study that
even among the authors of the Ottoman versions of Constantinopolitan and Hagia
Sophian narratives, it is observed that the political and literary attitudes of the
authors varied according to their social, political, and intellectual leanings.

The preliminary conclusion pertaining to this study could be two-fold; in the
first instance, through demonstrating the tangible textual connections and attitudes, I
have tried to show how material and monumental genealogies operated between the
perceptions of different layers of pasts i.e. the legendary, the prophetic, and the
Greco-Roman past. Solomon who played a pivotal role within the prophetic past
prophetic past is a familiar figure to the Ottoman authors due to the medieval
Islamicate liaison of the narrative. Yanko bin Madyan, a literary figure from the
legendary past in these texts, also was a Ottoman addition to Constantinopolitan and
Hagia Sophian narratives, as we have discussed it with reference to Stephanos
Yerasimos’ work. Nonetheless, the narrative concerning the construction of Hagia

Sophia and the ancient columns such as the Serpent column or ii¢ baslu ejderha in its
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Ottoman idiom is in a way a different from the aforementioned themes in the sense
that the Ottoman authors’ grasp of these artefacts and monuments are inevitably
different from that of their Byzantine counterparts. When they encountered the
Serpent column, the Hippodrome, and even the Hagia Sophia I think they perceived
them as mementoes (yadigar) from an ancient and foreign culture even though these
monuments were partially domesticated and appropriated by Ottoman imperial
discourse during the time when Ilyas Arabi was writing his work.

Secondly, I have tried to unearth how these material and monumental
genealogies have an impact on the narratives of Ottoman dynastic edifices as I have
tried to discuss in particular in the narratives of Evliya Celebi and Sinan’s
autobiographies. The very materials such as sommaki stone and the green columns
constituted a material connection between the city’s ancient past and the Ottoman
present both materially and textually. The enunciation of such materials in the
legendary Byzantine and Ottoman texts is essential for the main premises of this
study. That is to say, these Ottoman texts starting from the main source of this study,
Ilyas Arabi’s history of Constantinople, present a textual and mental effort to think
about city’s past, its ancient topography and monumentality as well as experiencing
the monumentalities within the cityscape palpably. I have also tried to supplement
these material connections between the Hagia Sophia and the Siileymaniye by giving
the documentary evidence taken by Omer Liitfi Barkan’s work to demonstrate that
such connections do not take place only at the textual level.

Last but not least, although I have tried to unravel a glimpse towards the
perception of Hagia Sophia and its narratives by early modern Ottoman authors, the
overall picture will appear only insofar as further comprehensive in-depth reading of

early modern Ottoman sources along with their possible connection with that of
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Byzantine and medieval Islamicate textualities are carried on. Nonetheless, these
textual connections do not mean that Ottoman versions of Constantinopolitan and
Hagia Sophian narratives are mere translations and adoptions of earlier literary
traditions. On the contrary, Ilyas Arabi and the other early modern Ottoman authors
paraphrased and sometimes they made their own additions to the Constantinopolitan
and Hagia Sophian narratives. Moreover, as we have observed in Ilyas Arabi’s case,
they extended the idioms and themes that were present in earlier Constantinopolitan
and Hagia Sophian narratives to the narratives of Ottoman dynastic edifices. Thus,
they by and large Ottomanized the genre of Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian
narratives that were adopted from the Byzantine and Medieval Islamicate literary
traditions. As a result, they created yet another distinctive genre as one of the
manners in which early modern Ottoman authors imagined the city and its
architectural legacy. Moreover, we have endeavoured to analyse this topic by
focusing on a sixteenth century author, Ilyas Arabi, who wrote his book several years
after the completion of the Siileymaniye mosque, and added a fragmentary section on
the Siileymaniye in his text on the Constantinopolitan and Hagia Sophian narratives.
To reiterate my argument in the previous section, the fact that Ilyas Arabi was in the
service of the grand vizier of the time Ali Pasa who was also the governor of Egypt
at the time and who organized the transportation of two granite columns from
Alexandria to Istanbul to be used for the construction of Siileymaniye mosque is a
vivid connection that links the text to the monument and to its materials, as well as

Ilyas Arabi to the monument and the materials.
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APPENDIX

TRANSLITERATION OF THE ILYAS ARABI’S RISALE-YI ISTANBUL3

1v sepas-1 bediii’l-esas ve hamd-i bi-hadd-i kiyas ol a‘zm-i kerim hazretlrine olsun
ki/ blinyad-1 ‘alem pay-1 styet/ ve divar yitirdi/ ve kubbe-i felek a‘zamt hareket
tizerine/ ve kiirre-1 haki ber-karar etdi/ ve salavat tayyibat ve teslimat ve zakiyyat ol
hatime-i enbiya/ ve habib-i rabbi’l ‘alemin el-sark-be-sark/ ve ma (........... ) er-
rahmetii’l-‘alemin/ muhammed seyyidii’l miirselin/ ve akrebii’l karib {izerine olstin
ki/ al ve ikbal ve eshab ber-kemal birle bina-y1 sehr-I din/ ve hisar-1 iman ve ta‘yin
te’sis ve ‘imdret/ ve zabt ve ciir’et eyledi (s pead (e agie o)y 5 abu s ade Jaidl Joa
Ol 5 ol a g A Glas Lagad (e e agdl o gmma béad ¢lin miikteza-y1 feza-yi
‘ibretniima 8 aSwdi) &y 8 6ll Sl ()Y A 5 tebassurtin budur ki/ rah-1 diinyada
misafir olan evlad-1 adem/ ve menzil-i giin ve fesada nazil olan/ efrad-1 ‘alem
kendiilerden evvel konub/ go¢iib giden/ karbanlarii menazil-i haliyalarina/ ve asar-1
balyalaria ‘ayn-1 i‘tibar ve basar-1 iftikar birle/ tebassur ve tefekkiir ve tefehhiim ve
tezbir ideler/ JGY) I U any 5 ki B lide J5U B ols / ve ma‘lim

2r ve muhakkak ve meshitir ve musaddikdir ki/ haliya sehr-i kostantiniyye 40 lew s s
Dbl S 5 lllan Hed) 4l (e lgualia aés 5 Y e M3 ve iginde/ ve tisinda olan
binalar/ ve eski ve yeni ‘imaretler ‘acebii’l-‘acayib riizgardir/ ve bu zamanda ki hazret
restilullah ‘aleyhisselamifi/ hicret-i serifelerinden tokuz yiiz yetmis yil munkazz
olmigdi. Bu hakir-i mu‘terifii’l-taksir/ ‘ali el-‘arabi ilyas el-fakir el-mu‘allim fi-
hidmet-i hazretii’l-vezir/ a‘yni’d-destiir el-azam ve sahibii’l-efham ve’l-ekrem/ el-
kaim tebdirii’l memalik fi-tarikii’l-insaf/ a‘dil’iil-mesalik mazharii’l-fazl ve’l-

imtinan/ mazhar fehva-y1 anna allah yamara bi’l-‘adl ve’l-ihsan/ ‘ilmii’l-hedI kehfii’l-

340 Source see. Bibliothéque nationale de France, Département des manuscrits, Turc 147
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veri muhibbii’l fuzala/ miirebbiyii’l-ulema sahli’l seyf ve sahibii’l-kalem/ melazii’l-
halk ve melca-yii’l-emem didigim/ hazret-i ‘ali pasa sane rabbena ‘an el-fehsa ve
abdu’llah te‘ala eyyam-1 devletii’l-‘altyye/ ve sebet-i esas riftata ve sa‘atli’l-seniyye
ma imtida el-zaman/ ve ihtilaf el-ekvan bab-1 sa‘adet menab ve i‘tab-1 devlet
agiyanlarinifi/ ¢akeri adina olub Jiadl aepw o1 o laill (sl 5 SlY 5 longd elaie Js
muktezasinca/ bir muhassar tuhfe bina idub/ bu tiirki risalede

2v sehr-i istanbului ibtidasindan bu zamana gelince vaki‘ olan ahvalini ve aya
sofyaniii/ ve ba‘z1 meshiir ve zikri lazim/ olan/ binalarifi/ tafsilatini kimi tevarthden
ve kimi agizdan/ ve kimi miisahededen tenkih ve tahrir ve tebyin ve takrir idiib/
sahib-i sa‘adetiii cenab-1 na‘amii’l-maillerine/ hizmet-i hakirane eyledim emindir ki/
melalet-i nuzul ile bakmayub/ kirisme-yi liitf birle miitala‘a buyuralar/ kit‘a/

Gyl ol 8 Gl (5

Ay 4 )8 A (e

vl oa b o L

2 K G d ) e s s

pes simdi gerii matliibe silirt® idelim/ haliki i¢iin tevekkiil kilalim ve allahii’l-
miista‘an/ ve ‘aleyhii’l-tegelan ibtida-y1 bina-y1 sehr-i kostantiniyye JS oo 4 ales
add/ raviyan-1 ahbar ve hakiyan-1 tevarih-i riizgar/ sdyle rivayet iderler ki ebu el-
besir hazret-i adem peygamber/ sall’allahii te‘ala ‘aleyhi ve ‘ala nebiyinna/ yere hubtit
eyledikden sofira bes bifi yetmis iki y1l/ ge¢dikde bu istanbulufi yeri ada idi defiiz ebii
eyylib/ ensari canibinden gegiib yedi kule tarafindan akdefiize karisub/ ve sehir ii¢
koselii cezire idi ki/ bir kdsesi saray-1 ‘@mirenifi buruni/ ve bir kosesi/

3r tekfur sarayidir ki egrikapusi/ kurbindadir ve bir kdsesi/ yedi kule canibindedir/ ve
icinde yedi tag var idi ki/ biri aya sofya yerinde idi ve ikincisi/ tavuk bazarinda ki

dikili tas yerindedir ve {igiinciisii/ eski saray yerindedir ve dordiinciisii/ sultan
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muhammed cami‘i yerinde idi ve besincisi/ sultan selim cami‘inifi yerinde idi ve
altincist/ tiirkmen tekyesi dimekle ma‘riif mekanda idi/ ve yedincisi edirne kapusi
yerinde idi. ol sebebden ‘arab ve ‘acem vilayetinde cezire-i heft cebel/ dimekle
meshr idi/ ve tarth-i mezbiirda/ vazendii nam padisah bu cezireyi begeniib i¢inde bir
muhassarca hisar yapdi ki/ haliya saray-1 ‘@amirenifi yerinde idi/ ve ol hisara vazendi
deyti ad kodilar/ ve sehir yeri yapip ¢evre ta defiize varinca/ hep bag ve bagce idi ve
mezkir/ vazendi buni/ yapdikdan sofira/ gerii kalan memleketi terk idiib buni/ taht
idindi ve kendiisi vefat/ eyledikden sofira kendii neslinden alt1 yiiz bir y1l mikdar
vazendii evladl/ padisahlik siirlib/ bunda hakim oldular/ sofira anlarifi nesli kesildi
kaldi/ ve mezkiir padisahifi dort veziri var idi/ ve maraz-1 mevtinde kendiiye tanisub
3v senden sofira bize bir padisah/ ta‘yin eyle dediler padisah eyitti/ memleketifl
erkani/ sizlersiz ve cemi‘i emr u nehy ve hall ve ‘akd-i sat’re raci‘dir ol giinki ben
ahirete intikal eyliyem/ beni defn eyleytib erte temcid vaktinde/ Edirne kapusindan
tasra ¢ikasiz/ ve benim tacimi bile alasiz ve en evvel sehre gelen/ ademe diyesiz ki
padisahimiz fevt oldu/ ve biz anifi vezirleri idik bu taci olur ki / al ve her kangimize
gofiliifi diiserse/ bagina giylir, ol kimesne taci kime giydirirse/ an1 padisah eylesiz/ ve
can u dilden sami‘ ve muti‘ olasiz hasili/ mezkiir padisah fevt oldukdan sofira/
vezirleri anifi vasiyetini yerine getiirdiler ve tafi vaktinde tacini gotiiriib/ sehirden
tasra ¢ikdilar ve turub yollar gozettiler ittifak en evvel sehre gelen bir ¢oban imis ki
sehre siid gotiirlir imis aniii yolin/ aldilar ve maceray1 sdylediler/ meger ziyade
‘akillu adem imis/ kaziyye-i fehm eyledikden sofira vezirlere eyitti/ simdi bu taci her
kime giydirsem an1 padisah ider misiz?/ anlar dahi eyittiler/ bizim padisahimizii

vasiyeti boyledir/ elbette ana muhalefet etmeziz didik de/ heman ¢oban taci kaldirub/
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4r kendii bagina giydi ve eyitti/ her kangiiiza giydirse idim gerii kalanifiiz bi-huziir
olsafiiz gerek idi/ pes olas1 budur ki beni padisah yerine tutasiz/ giliya ki padisahifuz
olmamigdi/ ve sizler/ evvelki halifiiiz lizerine olasiz/ ve ben sizlere muhalefet
itmezim ve her ne muradifiz var ise/ anii iizerine olam anlar daht ¢ar na-¢ar/ kail
oldular ve mezkiir cobani tahta geciirdiler/ ve dimek isterler ki hayli zaman
padisahlik siiriib ve simdiki zamanda yefii haseki/ hammami kurbinda bir kadim bina
vardir ki/ ana cebe-hane dirler ve bir a‘la kubbesi vardir ve anin kemeri altindan
gegerler/ mezkiir coban padisahin sarayi idi/ sofira etraf padisahlar: bu hale vakif
oldular/ ne miinasib bir coban padisah ola deyii anii / memleketine géz dikdiler/ ve
istanbiili elinden almaga tevecciih itdiler/ ve ittifak ol zamanda ‘1sa peygamber
‘aleyhi’s-selam viiciida geldi ve kostantin/ nam padisah ki ol eyyamda roma-ii’l-
kiibra/ padisahi idi ve hazret-i ‘1sa peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selamiil ahbarini ve
mu‘cizatinifi asarini isidiib hiisn-i ihtiyar ile varub anifi dinine girdi/ ve ‘1sa nebi

‘aleyhi’s-selam afia haber-i du‘a kildi/ ve buyurd: kendii dinine tabi‘ olan/ padisahlar

4v kamiis1/ ana sami¢ ve muti® ve tabi‘ olalar/ ve andan sofira mezkir kostantin halk1
‘1sa peygamberifl/ dinine da‘vet eylemege basladi/ ol ki ihtiyar ile dine girdi kendii
memleketinde mukarrer eyledi/ ve ol ki ita‘at eyleyb temerriid eyledi/ ‘asker ¢ikub
nam ve nisani na-bedid eyledi/ ve tarih-i mezkiirda cobanin memleketinde/
putperestler ve gayri diirlii milel-muhalefe ¢ok idi/ ve kostantin/ anlar1 Tsa
peygamberifi/dinine koyundirird1 birbiriyle/ ittifak idiib ita‘at eylemedikleri i¢iin/
iizerlerine ‘asker cerrar ve mukatele-i bisumar ile/ megrikden ve magribden ve
karadan ve defizden ¢ikub hak te‘ala hazretlerinifi/ ‘inayinle ve dinii’llahif i‘anetle
zaman-1 kalilde istanbuli feth eyledi/ ve mezkir tevaifii reislerini/ kirdi ve

kalaillerini/ ciimleten ‘1sa peygamberin dinine kod1 ve kostantin buni aldikdan sofira
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yerini begendi/ ve cezire iken afia karadan nesne gelmek miimkiin degil idi/ heman
defiize mevkiif eydi vafir mal ve rical ve turab ve ahcar cem® idiib/ deiiizi ebii eyylb
canibinde toldird1 ve ani/ karaya yol eyledi ve hisarin1 biiyiittii/ ve min-b‘ad an1 taht
edindi/ ve ol zamandan bu hine gelince degin taht oldi/ ol sebebden kostantin/ adina
nisbet idiib/ kostantiniyye dirler amma gayr1 raviler

5r s0yle nakl iderler ki/ kacan hazret-i siileyman peygamber ‘aleyhu’s-salavat ve’s-
selam/ mesrik ve magribi alub cinne ve inse/ ve tayra ve rtha malik ve hakim oldukda
kasd eyledigi/ arazi-yi ma‘miirenifi bir yerinde sehr yapub taht eyleye ki/ berrden ve
bahrden ve cihanifi/ dort yanindan afia gelmek miimkiin oldi/ hikmetii’llahifi bu
istanbulif yerini gormezden evvel/ aydincik didikleri sehir ki akdefiiz kenarinda
mihali¢ canibinde deran1 goriib begendiler/ ve ol zaman i¢inde cin iistadlar ve ins
mabhirleri/ etraf-1 cihandan ve bulduklari/ mekandan kereste ve alat/ ve ahcar ve
‘imarat hazirlayub bir ‘azim sehir yapdilar/ ve haliya andan istanbula ve gayriya
stiriiliib gelen mermerlerini ve mahya taslarini/ ve alatlarin1 géren kimesne ezelden
gordii gayetle begendi/ ve kasd eyledi ki/ tahtin1 aydincikdan buna nakl eyleye/
amma vahy ile bilmisdi ki eceli yakindir ol sebebden/ mukayyed olmadi amma
haliya saray-1 ‘@mirenifi/ yerinde bir a‘la kosk yapdirdi/ ve etrafinda vafir bag ve
baggceler/ eylediler ve gahi sikare ¢ikub bunda geliib/ egleniirdi ve karsu/

5v yakada simal canibinde bir hisar yapdi ki/ haliya galata yerindedir ve galata/
istanbuldan evvel yapilmisdir/ amma istanbulufl galatadan/ evvel/ begenilmisdir/
sofira yanko nam padisah siileyman peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selamii)/ kavlini fi‘ile
gotiirlib istanbul1 yapdi/ ve taht1 bufia nakl eyledi/ ve mezkiir yanko seddad nejad/ ve
‘amlak asl-1 ‘imad idi ve seddad bin ‘ad1 gérmiis ve taci andan giymisdii kilici/ andan

kusanmais idi/ ve ¢cok yasadi/ buhtu’nnasr hindiistan tarafindan/ geliib kudiis-1 serife
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hiicim eyledi ve beni israil/ taifesini kirub helak eyledi/ ve beytii’l-mukkaddesi harab
1dab ve musiry/ dahi diirlii diirlii hilelerle/ ad1 mezkiir yankodan/ gayri kimesne afia
mukavemet eylemedi/ nige kizafla/ tutusiib ceng eyledi ‘akibet-i mezkiir yanko
buhtu’nnasrint saddi1 ve beytii’l-mukkaddesi/ elinden kurtardi ve misir ve sami/ ve
tegalliib eylediigi yerleri/ ¢ikub aldi ve hindiistana gerii kacurdi ve kudiis-1 serif ve
sam ve misir ve magrib zemini/ ve yunan ve freng/ ve rus ve rum ve lingiiriis/ ve
bulgar ve cerkes ve tiirkistan ve fars/ ve ¢in ve magin/ ve garb ve ‘acem ve hindiistan
defizine varinca/ ve’l-hasil arazi-yi ma‘miurenifi/ ekseri mezkir yankonuii
tasarrufunda/

6r idi ol sebeb ile/ kim hazret-i silleyman ‘aleyhi’s-selamdan sofira gelen padisahlariii
her biri siileyman gibi/ cemi‘ diinyaya hakim olurdi ve bu/ iisliib iizere hayli zaman
stiriildii amma seddad bin ‘ad/ bag kaldirub/ baska old1 ve mezkiir/ yanko ol zamana
yakin idi sofira giderek bu hale geldi/ ve mezkiir aydincik sehrinde siileyman
‘aleyhi’s-selam/ i¢ilin bir a‘la saray ve bir mu‘alla kosk/ yapmislardi ki yeryiiziinde
irem zatii’l-‘imad gibi ma‘diimii’l-misal idi/ ve her gelen padisah-1 tebarekan ve
temenna anda sakin olurdy/ ittifak mezkiir yanko zamaninda/ zelzele vaki oldi/ ve
mezkir koskiifi ba‘z1 yerleri miinhedim oldi/ an1 meremmet/ ider iken yerde
gdmiilmiis bir put buldular ki/ diirlii diirlii sana‘tlar/ ve enva‘ mahyalar birle
musanna®/ ve kiymetlii 1a‘l ve cevahir ve agir bahalu altun ve ma‘adenle murassa‘
olub/ an1 goren kimesne sanurdi ki/ heniiz listadanii naksindan farig olmus ola/ belki
ekser ru‘@a‘a(?) zan ider ki/ anda can vardir yanko andan ziyade ta‘cciib eyledi/ ve
yaninda olan efazilin ve ehl-i ma‘rifetifiden/ anifi asli sordy/ fikr G ferasetle/ ve hads
ve kiyasetle bildiler ki siileyman peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selam hattinufi diizdiirdiigii

putdir/ hazret-i silleyman anifi aveindan
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6v ‘itab-1 kiilli/ ve imtihan-1 aslt vaki‘ olmusdur/ ve hikayeti budur ki kacan siileyman
‘aleyhi’s-selam/ yer yiiziine malik oldu ve ¢_5 sS memalik/ padisahlarindan/ tavan ve
kerhan harac alurdi meger frengistanda bir cazire-i ata var idi ki anda ‘ankiir nam
freng padisahi/ var idi ki hasanet-i makarr ve metanet-i ‘askerine tayanub/ hazret-i
siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selama tabi‘ olmadi/ ol sebebden ana ins u cinden berr ve bahrden
birakalar/ ve ‘askerler ve periler ve ejderhalar gonderiib/ mezkir cezireyi deiiz gibi
kusatdilar ve tarafetii’l-‘ayn i¢inde alub feth etdiler ve mezkiir ‘ankiir padisahile
cemi* ehl ve ‘iyalin dutsak eyleyiib kayd 0 bend ile/ hazret-i siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-
selamifi/ nazar-1 serifine gotiirdiiler/ afia i‘man ‘arz eyledi kabiil etmedi/ tekrar ikdam/
idiib siileyman 6lmesine kasd itdi miifid olmadi/ ahirti’iil-emr basini/ kesdi ve nam
ve nisani na-bedid aldi/ ve anifi ehl ve ‘iyalinden ol ki i‘man kabtl eyledi hazret-i
siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selam/ kendii ehl-i ‘iyaline/ katdi/ ve ol ki sabika-y1 sakavet
hitkmiince kiifr Gizerine hasr oldi/ kendii re’islerine ilhak itdi/ ve mezkar ‘ankir bir
mihr @ rahsan ve mehtaban semsiyye/ nam kizi var idi kilic havfindan i‘mana geldi/
amma kiifr niyetini ve ‘adavet-i dinlyyesini/ izhar itmeyb goiliinde/ baki/

7r kalmigdl/ ve hazret-i siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selam/ mezkire kiz1 ziyade/ begendi ve
ser® buyurugunca nikahla aldi/ giderek afidamuhabbeti ziyade old1 hatta cem1
hasekilerifi/ lizerine gegiirdi ve ol sebebden ki el-nisa-y1 hibalii’s-seytan hadis-i sahth
beyt Oabaladll 15 Cpe b 3 5a3 L C8IA cplaled cLudll &l nakl-i sarThdir ve derler ki/ seytan is
bisdiremediigi yerde/ ‘avret bahanesiyle ikrar ider. hazret-i siileyman mezkr
semsiyyeye/ gayet muhabbeti ziyade old1/ ve cem1 dediigine/ sami‘ ve istediigine
ragib oldi/ ve hatirimi gézedirdi bir giin/ hazret-i siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selam hatr-1
mustakim ile an1 gérmege vardi/ ve hatirmi sordi/ ve semsiyye dahi ol firsati
gbzedirdi heman yiiziin yurtardive giizel hayurlu stretin gosterdi/ temaruz izhar

eyledi ve hazret-i siileyman/ ana merhamet yiiziinden biraz acindi ve ‘illetinifi/ aslini
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sord1/ ol dahi bahane ile hazret-i siileymana/ s0yle arz-1 hal eyledi ki bir/ maraz-1
sevda ve bir afet/-1 vesvas bana ‘ar1z olmusdur ve andan gofiliime/ ziyade gamm ve
‘izah gelmisdir hazret-i slileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selam/ eyitdi her marazii bir mense’i ve
her ‘arazifi bir mebde’i vardir/

7v eger bu hastaliginiii aslina vakif/ ve bu tesvisinl / sebebine ‘arif olursak makdiir
hayr sarf eyleyelim ve bu /ariza/ miimkiin oldudigi kadar ‘ilac bulalim/ semsiyye
eyitdi s0yle ma‘lim hazret/ ola ki kii¢iikden berii babam ile ziyade/ ulfet
baglamisdim/ ve ‘akil ve fikirde anifi hayalini tutmusdum/ ve anii sahs-1 nazarimdan
gaib olali/ cem1® havasim sasdi ve diigeli a‘zam/ sust oldu ve korkarim ki bu maraz
gitdikce ziyade ola/ ve ‘@kibet beni dldiire ve yahtd divane eyleye/ hazret-i siileyman
‘aleyhi’s-selam/ bu kaziyyeden ziyade miinkariz ve ol halden/ tamam te’essiif kildi
andan sofira biraz fikr eyledi/ semsiyyeye taltif birle eyitti/ bundan gamm ¢ekme ve
bu ardzi1 kimseye/ 4¢ma ins hekimleri ve cinn habirleri gorsiinler ve safia her/ ne
vechile miimkiin ise/ ‘ilac itsiinler semsiyye eyitdi ben kendii ‘ilacimi biliirim andan
gayri vechile/ kabl ve imkan degildir eger dediglim/ olursa feha valla bafia ‘ilac
etmesiin ve yok yere/ zahmet/ cekmesiin/ siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selam eyitti ‘ilacifi nedir
gorelim ve muradifi ne ise di idelim/ hatiin eyitti muradim budur ki cihan tistad-1
kamilleri ve mahir nakkaslar/ ve stiretgerleri benim babamiii stiretin/

8r ve sekil ve endamin ve naksini diiziib/ siiretini benimle bile koyarsiz/ ta ki bafia
miinis ola/ve anii fikri ve ve hevesi hayalimden gide ve ol zamanda/ anlarii dininde
stret/ dlizmek ve tasviri evde ve ‘ibadethanede komak caiz idi ve hazret-i siileyman
‘aleyhi’s-selam/ mezkiireye ziyade muhabbeti olmagla/ bir s6zii gibi/bir soziifii iki
eylemezdi ‘ale’t-te‘cil/ buyurdu ki/ cinn gavvaslari cerrden/ la‘l ve cevahir ve ins
sabbaglari/ berii ma‘adinden vafir ¢ikardilar semsiyyenifl/ babasi seklinde ve hey’et/

ve endaminda bir siiret diizeler/ anlar dah1 hazret-i siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selamifi
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buyrugin ganimet biltib/ bir a‘1a sekil ve siiret ve bir ra‘na tasvir ve hey’et diizdiler ki
afia nazar eyleyen/ kimesne hiisn ve letafetden medhos/ ve iizerinde murassa‘ olan
cevahir ma‘adini/ miisahede eyleyenler hayran veya hos olurlardi/ hasili hatiin-1
mezkiire bu/ sanlyi yanina alub/ gice ve gilindiiz afia nazar idiib/ egleniirdi/ ve ansiz
bir an olmazdi/ meger anifi muradi babasinii stretiyle eglenmek degil idi/ belki anifi
babalarmifi ve dedelerinifi/ dini put/ berestlik idi mezkir stireti/ bahane ile diizdiriib
anif ‘ibadetine mesgil olmak isterdi/ fe-amma siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selamiii
hasekileriyle/

8v sarayin i¢inde olurdu/ ve istediigi gibi ‘ibadet idemezdi/ ol sebebden/ siileyman
‘aleyhi’s-selama tazarru‘lar idiib kendiiye mahsiis baska bir yercegiz istedi/ hazret-i
stileymanifi/ afia muhabbeti ziyade olmagin/ bu s6z kendiiye miuivafik geldi/ zaman-1
kalilde kendiiye/ bir a‘la kosk yapdirdi ve mezkiir koskiifi/ haliya aydincikda
nisanlar1 vardr ki/ afia kasr-1 siilleyman dirler/ ve ‘avam galat idiib/ taht-1 siileyman
dirler ve mezkir kosk/ yapdikdan sonra semsiyyeyi hasekiler arasindan/¢ikarub anda/
koydi/ ve emr eyledi ki hatinini istediigi kimesneden/ gayri ol kdske girmeye ve
semsiyye-i mezkire/ kdskde tenha kalub gice/ ve giindiiz puta ‘ibadet itmege mesgil
ve miidavim old1/ ve hazret-i siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selam/ kendii ‘aleminde olub/ gahi
afia ziyarete varirdi ve ins i cinnif)/ ve tayr ve vahsiii ve cemi® ‘alem halkinii ahvalin
goriib miisalihini/gézetmekden hali olmazdi/ ve kendiinifi dahi/ ‘ibadeti var idi afia
miiteveccih olub/ mezkiire semsiyyenifi ahvalinden/ haberdar olmazdi ve puta
‘ibadet/ eylediiginden agah diismezdi/ fe-amma ki kendiisi hem peygamber ve hem/
9r padisah idi ve bu sifatlarii/ birisiyle mevsif olan kimesne/ lazimdir ki/ cemi
halkifi ahvalini gore ve hakk te‘alanifi ‘ibadetine/ kandira ve emre ita‘at
eylemeyenleri togr1 yola getiire/ hazret-i siilleyman ol ‘avrete meyl idib/ kendii

hevasina saltyurub ahvalini (...... ) ve tefekkud eylemege/ mukayyed olmadugigiin
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hakk te‘ala ana ‘itab savtinda/ bir mihnet-i ‘azim gumaste eyledi vesair peygamberan/
hadi-yi sebil ve enbiya-1 evveliyii’l-‘azm mine’l-resul/ kavmleri elinden ve iimmetleri
avcundan ¢ika geldikleri gibi sedaid ve mulimmat / ve beliyyat ve eziyyet gibi/ berr u
bahr ve ins 1 cinn ve tayr u vahs ve kaniyan lizerine hakim ve miite‘arrif ve kadir ve
malik iken/ ol mertebeden/ ma‘ziil olub/ imtihana dondii ziibde-i hikayeti ve ‘umde-i
rivayeti oldur ki ehl-i tefsirifi/ ekseri ve kisas-1 enbiyanifi ravileri/ takrir ve tahrir ve
tenkth ve tastir eylediler/ ve icmali dahi budur ki/ erbab-1 kemal ve fazl ve ehl-i ser*/
ve eshab-1 ‘akl katinda rlisen/ ve —inall Jgi & (maalllS Sb G yiis agikar ve
miibeyyendir ki/ hazret-i siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selamifi/ padisahligi1 vesair kail ins G
cinn/ ve cemi® esnaf tayr u vahs/ ve zeviyyii’l-‘ukal/

9v ve gayrithum iizerine hakim ve miite‘arrif oldugl/ miihr-i serififi hassa idi/ zira kim
ol miihr cennetden ¢ikmisdi/ ve i¢inde hakk te‘alanifi ism-i azami yazilmisdi/ ve
kacan hazret-i slileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selam/ an1 barmagina giyerdi ve ins u cinn ve tayr
u vahs / ve yel ve cem1 mahlukat ihtiyarsiz demur miknatisa mukterib ve cevr-i cevb
kahr-baye miincezib oldugu gibi ism-i azama musahhar ve munakkal/ ve hazret-i
siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selama tabi‘ mutlak bi-ta‘arruz ‘ibad olurlardi ve ol miihri/ daim
taharet iizerine giyerdi/ ve helaya girdiigi zamanda ve cima‘ eylediigi / kendiide
komazdi belki afia/ bir cariye ta‘yin eyledi ki ad1 amine idi/ ve mezkiir olan
zamanlarda amineye/ teslim iderdi ve amine miihri tururdi/ ta hazret-i sileyman
hacetinden farig olub/ taharet eyleyince/ andan sofira afia teslim iderdi ve ba‘zi
kisaslar rivayet iderler ki miihr-i serife kendiiden gayri/ kimesne yapismazdi amma
cevahirler/ murassa® diirr-i mekntindan/ hokka gibi zarfi var idi/ ve taharetsiz/ oldugi
zamanda ol zarfif i¢ine/ kord1 ve mezkiire amineyi an1 gozetmege ta‘yin eylemisdi/
ta ki taharetsiz olunca gozede tura/ valla amine kendiisi/ miihre yapismazdi ve ve

allah-1 alem/ QS8 &l ()
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10r ¢l 3aS) ve ‘akl-1 nev'-i ademiyane/ muhakkak ve ma‘lim ve miicerreb
methiimdur ki/ cin ta’ifesi ve peri heykelleri/ atesden olub/ ve atese hiikkm-i kahir ve
karr-1 kahir olmayinca/ hak iizerine serkes olur/ ve daima ana isti‘la ve sevab kasd
ider ve ol sebebden/ hazret-i siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selamiil hizmetinde olan cinniler/ ve
taht-1 hiikiimetinde olan periler egerci miihr kuvvetiyle/ iztirar ita‘at iderlerdi fe-
amma kendii tabi‘atlarina gore seytanliklarin1 komazlardi/ ve cinn ta’ifesinden bir
seytan azgun ve div-i melin/ var idi ki afia sahr bin kahirii’l-cinni dirlerdi/ ve
mezkiir sahr ol zamanda sair cinnileriii miirebbisi/ idi/ ve kendilyi siileyman
peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selamla/ beraber tutardi ve her husiisda tekebbiir ve ‘inad iderdi/
ve seytan ‘aleyhii’l-la‘net daht an1 kandirirdr ve ekser divler afia vesves iderlerdi/ ve
ol mel‘tin hazret-i siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selamifi/ firsatin1 gézedirdi amma miihiir
heybetinden havf iderdi/ ol sebebden zarar degirmege veyahiid bir reng itmege kadir
olmazdi sofira/ miihri ugurlamaga kasd eyledi ve muttasil afia ¢alisurd/ fe amma ki
hakk te‘alanifi kudreti yetisdi/ ve div-i mel‘Gnud firsati diisdi ve hazret-i siileyman/
kalb-i selim ve hatir-1 miistakim/

10v birle taharet-haneye girdi/ ve miihr-i serifi ‘adet iizerine amineye/ teslim eyledi/
allahu te‘alanin iradetiyle helada biraz eglendi ve sahr-1 la“in firsat1 ganimet biliib/
f1’1-hal helanifi icinden hasa hazret-i siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selamifi/ sekline girdi ve
anin giydiigi kaftanlar stiretin/ iizerine giydi ve anifi bagindaki diilbendini ve tacini
‘ayniyle befizetdi/ basina ald1 ve s6ziine ve kelimetine taklid iderdi/ aminenii lizerine
cika geldi ve amine ani1 siileyman sandi evvelki ‘adet iizerine/ hatemi afia teslim
eyledi ve ol mel“in miihri barmagina gegiiriib/ ol sekl ve endamla geciib/ taht
tizerinde oturd1/ ber-vechile ki asla kimesne sekk eylemezdi/ siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-
selam kendiisi ola/ ve daima hazret-i siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selamifl/ hidmetinde turub

cemi‘ hilkkm ve tasarrufati ve vus‘ ve tedbiratin1 goriirdi ve kuteri ahvalinden/
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haberdar idi/ yine ol iisliib iizerine hilkkm ve hiikiimete/ ve emr vahy itmege basladi/
ve cemi® ins u cinn/ ve tayr u vahs ve rih u bi’l-ciimle/ siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selama
ita‘at eyleyin/ esyaniii climlesi bu daht sami‘ ve muti® oldular ol sebeble ki miihr
anifi/ elinde idi ve anlar ism-i

11r a‘zime musahhar idiler ve hatemi gozedirlerdi/ ¢ar u na-¢ar miihr tutana/ tabi
olurlar idi/ ve ol zamanda mezkiir 1ain her ne istese/ idi iderdi amma hakk te‘alanii
hikmeti ve peygamberlik/ makaminifi heybeti sdyle iktiza eyledi ki/ siileyman
‘aleyhi’s-selam/ mihnete diisiib/ ol felaketden halas bulunca mezkiir sahrii’l-cinni
anifi tahtinda stiret-i cemal gibi tururdl/ ve hazret-i siileymanifi ser‘inden ve
buyrugundan/ haric bir zerre kadar tasarruf/ itmege kadir olmazdi/ hakk te‘alanii
hafz u hiraseti ve ‘avn @ himayetle bu canibde hazret-i siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selam ki/
taharet-haneden ¢ikub/ amineyi bulamadi ve miihrden ve macerasindan/ haberdar
olmadi sarayda arayub amineyi buldi ve andan miihri istedi/ amine eyitti sen kimsin
ve benden ne istersin miihri siileyman aldi/ ve saray halki bu hali tuyunca segirttiler
gordiler ki taht iizerinde/ siileyman turu turur/ ve buna kimi ‘ayyardir/ ve kimi
divanedir didiler hasili siilleyman/ ‘aleyhi’s-selam bu kaziyye goriince/ ziyade bi-
huzir oldu ve ne kadar/ sylediyse inanmadilar/ ol daht hal ne idiigin biliib

11v ¥ smie ST el & il miiktezasinca 1173 ve teslim ve asir ve ma sabridi illa
bi’llah/ methtimiyle ‘amil olub/ ¢ar-na-¢ar basin alub/ ¢ikub gitdi terk-i diyar eyledi/
bu cenabetde/ asaf duran mezkiir divifi ahvalini/ miisahede iderdi/ giderek ba‘z1 ser‘e
mubhalif/ nesneler islemege kasd ider oldu/ eger¢i elinden gelmezdi amma fikri ve
re’yi/ batil canibine nazir idi ve ekser cinn ta’ifesine/ ma’il olurdu ve gordi ki/
turmayub/ esini azdird1 ba-husiisan ki/ sabika amine/ kissasina ve siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-
selam/ sarayinda miihr avcunda vaki‘ olan ahvale vukuf bulmusdy/ fikr u ferasetle

bildigi/ tahtda oturan/ siileyman degildir ve muhifca saray halkindan/ istifsar-1 ahval
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eyledi/ ve anlar daht tuymuslardi ve ‘avretleri/ ve cariyeleri didiler ki ol hayz
gordiiglimiiz/ zamanda yanumuza/ ugramazdy/ simdi temiz oldugimiz vaktin bize
gelmez/ hayz gordiigiimiiz vaktin geliib/ bizimle yatmak ister biz dahi kacariz/ ve
daht gordiler ki/ yemek yemez ve’l-hasil cemi® ahvalini asafa didiler/ ve asaf ism-i
azimi biliirdi ve sihirde ve gayrda mahir

12r idi/ afia gbre tedarik idiib/ mezkir la‘nifi yikmasi kasdina ism-i azim okumaga/
baslad: ve bu niyetle ki/ eger siileyman degil ise hakk te‘ala bizi andan kurtara/ ve
eger siileyman kendiisi ise hakk te‘ala an1 islaha gotiire/ ve asaf ism-i a‘zim/
okuyunca mel‘in mezkir tahtifi yanina/ ugramaz oldi ve gordii ki cemi1* isleri
baglandi ve seytanligi tuyuld/ heman kacdi gitdi ve miihri derya-y1 muhitifi ¢ak orta
yerinde birakdi/ ve cinn ta’ifesine sizi siileymaniii hitkkmiinden kurtardim didi/ anlar
dahi tarumar oldular/ hakk te‘alanifi iradetiyle/ miihri balik yutdi/ yutdug: birle helak
oldy/ hakk te‘alanifi takdiriyle mevc ol balig1 defiiz kenarina atdi/ hazret-i siileyman
‘aleyhi’s-selam felaketle a¢/ ve zelil goriiniiyordr/ ahirii’l-emr defiz kenarina irigdi/
ve kasd eyledi ki bir kiyrya biniib/ irak memlekete bas alub gide ittifak gemi
bulunmady/ ve birkac giin defiiz yalisinda gezdi/ yiiriidi bir giin muhkem ac kalmisdi/
ve yaninda yiyecegi yog idi/ mecrihii’l-kalb miinkesir-i hatir gezindi/defiiz kenarinda
bir balik buldl/ ve cev® belasindan/ kasd eyledi ki ol baligi gida idine/ i¢ini
temizleyiib/ karnini yardugi/

12v birle miihr ¢ikageldi/ ve giin gibi goziine ve kalbine ziya verdi heman/ bildi ki
mihnet nihayetin buldi/ hakk te‘ala hazretine vafir siikiirler/ eyledi ve miihiir yuyub/
Opdii basina kod1/ barmagina geciirdi/ ve secde-i siikr i¢lin bagin yere kodi/ heniiz
basini yerden kaldirmadan cemi® ins u cinn ve tayr u vahs evvelki ‘adet iizerine/
istiine cem*/ oldu/ ve bagin1 secdeden kaldirub/ 6yle emr eyledi varub/ tahtini getiire

bir anifi i¢inde/ yaninda hazir eyledi ve asaf hazretleri ve cemi® ekabir a‘yan-1 insden

133



ve cinnden/ ta‘zim ve tekrim birle memleketi tonadub/ hazret-i siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-
selamy/ istikbal eyledi/ ve canina ‘avret eylediigi gibi/ girii evvelki haline riici
eyledi/ ve mel‘lin sahrii’l-cinni/ miihri derya-y1 muhite birdkdin sofira bas alub yedi
deryanifi 6te ucunda/ bir sarb mekana kacdi/ gitdi idi/ heman ol hinde cinn azgunlary/
ve seyatin/ tayyarlari aia yetisiib/ kayd @ bend ile tutub hazret-i siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-
selamifi/ hak-payine diirlii diirlii zecr U ‘ikab ile gotiirdiiler/ ol daht afia vafir hasm @
‘itab eyledikden sofira/ emr eyledi ki/ mezkiir la‘inifi sanina layik/ ve boynuna
muvfik bir biiyiik

13r tagdan yekpare tas kesdirdi/ve anifi i¢ini miicevvef eyleyiib me‘lini/ ol tasiii
icinde/ habs eylediler ve tasifi agzini kiirstin ile/ berkidiib muhkem eyledikden sofira
tizerine/ miihr-i siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selam urub/ ve cinn ve seyatin an1 gotiiriib/
derya-y1 muhitifi orta/ yerinde birakdilar/ ve hazret-i siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selam
mihnetde iken mezkiir/ semsiyye ‘ibadet eylediigi puti/ yere gomiib ¢ikdr gitdi idi/
bundan esbak hazret-i siileymandan kudiis-i serife/ icazet almisdi/ hatta dirler ki/
hazret-i siileymanifi mihneti ol putdan 6tiirii/ olmusdi ve hem kudiis-i serife/ icazet
isteyince hazret-i siileymana katt giic kildi/ zira ki ayrildugi makbiil degildi/ anifi¢iin
hakk te‘ala ana mihnet virdi/ ta ki minba‘d hazret-i hakkdan gayriya meyil eylemeye/
ve diinya-y1 faninifi algak nesnelerine/ goniil vermeye/ ve mihnet zamani geciib
mezkiire haline vakif olunca/ semsiyye gitmisdi/ heman fevri ardinca adem gonderdi
ki yoldan/ dondiireler ve hakk te‘alanin yoluna kandira/ veyahid hakkindan gele
amma allahu te‘alanin takdiri ile/ varan adem afia irismeden kendii eceliyle/ fevt
oldu/ ve zamm mezkiir aydincikda gomiilii kaldi/ ve kimesne/

13v andan haberdar olmadi/ ta ol zaman ki mezkiir yanko kasr-1 siileymant/
meremmet itdirdi yeri kazarken buldilar/ ve ol esnada yanko bundan ziyade ta‘acciib

eyledi ve vezirlerine/ eyitdi siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selam ki/ bu deiilii binalar yapdi ve
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bu kadar yadigarlar ‘alemde/ kod1 adem oglani idi/ yohsa firiste mi/ idi ne idi zira
eyitdi ol dahi bizceleyin adem idi/ amma hakk te‘ala afia hem peygamberlik ve hem
padisahlik virdi/ ve ol vezirlerifi arasinda/ bir ziyade uslu ve tamam ‘akillu bir vezir
var idi ki/ afa kantor dirlerdi ve mezkiir/ kantor/ ¢ok tevarih biliirdi ve kudiis-i sertfi
gormiigdi ve hazret-i siileyman ‘aleyhi’s-selamifi/ bina eylediigi mescid-i aksay1
billirdi/ anifi ahvalinden biraz sdyledi ve hazret-i silleyman ‘aleyhi’s-selamiiy/
hikayetini ve macerasiny/ tafsil ile takrir eyledi andan sofira eyitdi/ ey padisah-1 cihan
sen dahi zamanif siileymanisin/ senifl haritanifi ve memleketifi ve kudretifl ve
miknetifi/ andan kalmaz eger anifi gibi/ ‘alemde afiulmak istersen/ sen de bir yadigar
eyle ki senifi adifi/ daht siileymanlan zikr oluna/ yanko kantorufl boyle dediginden
ziyade hazz eyledi ve aferin ve tahsin kildi/ ve eyitdi ¢ak benim

14r gonliimdeki fikrimi soyledii/ ve gizlii Ziirremi asikare eyledin/ imdi simdi nekr @
fikr eyledifl ve hatrifizi/gayb canibine miiteveccih kilifi/ ve bu gice size/ hatira olursa
yarin bafia i1am eyleyif/ umarim ki hakk te‘ala bize bir hayirlu is gostere/ ve bu
diinyada hayirla yad olunacak ‘amel sevk idivere/ hasuli ol gice vezirlerin her birisi
bir diirlii fikr eyledi/ ve ‘aklina ve zannina ve idrakina ve himmetine gore bir re’y
hazirladi ve erte ciimlesi divana geldi/ ve her biri hallii halince ve makamlu
makaminca/ padisaha du‘a senalar kildilar ve cemi‘sinif fikri bunufi {izerine karar
eyledi ki/ bir ‘azim sehir bina eyleyliib/ an1 taht ideler/ ve girii kalan memalikden
hayli/ rical ve zehair ve emval getiireler padisah anlarifi/ togri fikirlerine tahsin ve
biilend himmetlerine aferan eyledi/ amma hig birisi yapilacak sehir ne yerde ola ve
ne canibde miinasib diise deyl/ fikr eylemedi ve padisah buni sii’al eyleyince bir
aguzdan cevab virdiler ki/ padisah hazretleri yek biliir/ buyruk senden ve hizmet
bizden didiler bir gice daht yanko/ diis ‘aleminde didiler ki/ senifi yapacagin sehir

karadenizden akdenize akub gelen halicifi kenarinda olur/ ve buni erte vezirlerine/
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14v agd1 ve simden gerii arayub/ tefahhus eylen dedi ve anlarifi her birisi kendii
maslahatlarina/ ve bildiigine gore bir yer kolavazdi / ve ikisi bir kol iizerine ittifak
idemediler bir gice/ padisah tahtindan ga’ib oldu/ bir rivayet de an1 tahtindan dosek
ile kapdilar/ ve simdiki istanbul yerinde birakdilar sabah uyandi/ gordii kendiisi
yapayaliiz bir sahrada yatur ki/ anda diyardan nam ve nisan yokdur/ miitehayyir
olub/ ayag tizerine kalkdi/ ve sagina ve soluna goz uctyla/ bakub iskeleye geldi ve
haliya saray-1 ‘@mirenifi yerinde ki/ sabika siileyman peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selam anda
bir kosk yapmisdi/ sofira virane olmusdu ve i¢inde/ kimesne/ olmazdy/ ittifak mezkiir
koskiin yerini begentiib cevre yanina/ gezerken galatadan bir kimesne meger av
avlamaga ¢ikub/ bu yerlerde gezerler idi/ mezkiir padisahi irakdan goriib/ canavar
sandilar segirderek yanina geldiler gordiiler ki/ yabayalfuz bir miikellef adem yayan
gezer/ vardilar beglerine haber virdiler ol dahT atina biniib/ bakub gorse ki memleket
padisahi/ yankodur hey/ sultanim bunda yalfiiz neden diisdiin deyiib/ atindan iniib
segirtdi padisahin ayagina diisdi/ ve ol garib halinden sordi/ padisah daht macerasini
‘11am eyledi/ ve anlarla/

151 bulusdugina ziyade iins bagladi/ ve fi’1-hal afa bir a‘1a at ¢ikdilar/ ve geregi gibi
hizmet etdiler/ ol daht ata biniib/ ve galata begini yanina alub cezireniii etrafini
tolasdl/ hasil-1 kelam gayet begendi ve diis ‘@aleminde/ bafia isaret olunan yer budur
didi/ ve ol hinde aydinciga ulak gonderdi ki/ tahtin1 ve rahtin1 getiireler ve viizera ve
erkani ¢agiralar anlar daht sabah kalkub/ padisahi tahtinda bulamadilar/ ve afia ne hal
old1 bilemediler/ her tarafa adem saldilar ve her nahiyeye haber gonderdiler/ nagah ol
varan ulak irigdi/ ve padisahdan haber virdi anlar dahi ziyade seviniib/ vafir nefais ve
rega’ib ve tertibat ve ‘aca’ib birle/ kalkub padisaha/ yetisdiler ve ta‘zim ve tekrim
sartlarin1 yerine getiirdiler/ ve taht ve hasm ve tabl ve ‘ilm geldikden sofira vezirlere

eyitdi/ diis ‘aleminde bize isaret olunan yer bu imig/ heman sehri bunda yapmak
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gerek/ viizera daht sehna ve iti‘na deyiib/ padisahifi/ fikr G ferasetine ve tali¢ ve
kiyasetine/ medh ve senalar itdiler/ ve bu yeri fevka’l‘ade begendiler/ ve eyitdiler ay
padisah-1 riiy-1 zemin senifi tali‘ifi isledi/ ve devletifl yekin geldi siileyman
peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selamin begendiigi makam-1 ‘azim/ safia nasib old1 ve ana
miiyesser olmayan/

15v kar-1 cesim safia el virdi/ andan sofira bina ahvaline mesgil oldilar/ ve ana gore
tedarik itmege basladilar/ ve yanko ol hinde diigeli etraf beglerine/ vesair memalik
padisahlarina elciler ve hiikiimler/ gonderiib/ sdyle i1am eyledi ki bafia sunun gibi
hal old1/ ve bu cezirede bir sehir ve makam-1 kerimi yapmaga isaret olundy/ sizler
daht dostluk/ muktezasinca/ himmet idesiz ve memleketinizde olan/ {istadlardan ve
ve alat ve levazim mithimmat/ ne kadar miimkiin olur ise/ bu canibe génderesiz/ ve
kalb-u-kalble himmet idiib bu hayirlu/ maslahatda bile bulunasiz/ ve bana yardim
eyleyesiz ve hindiistana/ ve hata ve hitay/ ve ¢in ve magine ve dest-i kibcak ve rus
ve/ bulgar ve {lingiiriis ve riim ve frenk/ ve magrib ve zengbar ve hicaz ve bahreyn ve
misr ve sam/ ve ‘irakeyn ve cemi® vilayetifi begleri/ ve diigeli etrafifi/ hakimleri hallii
halince ve mikdarlu mikdarinca iistadlar ve mi‘marlar ve 1irgadlar/ ve alat ve
zevadeler gonderiib/ temam kereste y18ildikdan sofira bina urmaga/ bagladilar yaft-1
kubbe-i der-zir-i zemin ve kerkesan ve ol zamanda i‘tikadlar1 bu idi ki/

16r diinya turali ol yere kimesne/ el urmamis ve ol mekana kimesne bina yapmamis
ola/ ve en evvel gevre hisar temelini kazdilar/ ba‘z1 yerde kaya cikardi ve ba‘z1 yerde
yumusak/ toprak olmagin kirk/ arsun mikdari temel kazdilar/ ta kim bina mithkem
ola ittifak bir yerde/ kirk arsun mikdar1/ kazilinca bir eski yapu bulundi/ ve anda/ bir
a‘la taslar ¢ikdr anifi ardinca oldilar/ ve dahi ziyade kazdilar afisizin yer altinda bir

kubbe peyda old1 ki/ devri kirk arsun/ ve boyu afia goredir/ ve etrafini ayirtladilar ve
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calisarak kapusini/ buldilar/ ve diirlii diirlii hileler ile ac¢dilar/ ve i¢ine girdiler/
gordiler ki kubbenid bir kosesinde/ alt1 kerkes kusunud stiretleri vardir ki hikmet
balgigindan diizlilmiis ve yiinleri/ ve kanadlar1 yerde la‘l ve elmas/ ve yakiit-1 bed-
hosandan her kerkesif iistiinde/ bifi dane tas fass gibi yapisdirilmisdi/ amma bes stret
tamam diiziilmiis/ ve altincisiniii endami heniiz na-tamam turur/ ve anify/ 6niinde bir
altun tahta vardir/ ve ol tahtada bir ‘acaib yazi yazilmisdir/ bu halden ziyade ta‘acciib
itdiler/ ve ol kerkeslerifi hikmetini bilemediler ve ol tahtada ki yazuy1/ okuyamadilar
ve ol zamanda/

16v eflatin hekimif sakirdlerinden ve andan okumus/ ademlerden ba‘z1 kimesneler/
var idi anlarfi bir kacini getiirdiib/ kerkesleri ve yazuy1 gosterdiler/ anlar dahi fikr u
‘akl u miisahede-yi nakl ile bildiler ki/ nice zamandan evvel bu yerde bir ‘azim sehir/
ve memleket var idi ve diinya turali ve hazret-i adem peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selam
mevcid olali/ ne kadar gelmis padisah var ise/ her biri ‘alemde bir nisan koyub
kerkes kusufl/ bin y1l yasadugi igiin/ anifi siiretinde timsal diiziib/ her y1l ge¢dikce
izerine bir fass yapisdirirlar/ imis bifi y1l temam olunca bir kerkes tamam olub/
andan sofira birin dah1/ diizerler imis/ ve bu ahvali tafsil {izerine ol altun tahtaniy/
icinde yazmislardi ve her gelen padisah/ ol kubbeyi zabt idiib/ tahtadaki yazuy1
okuyub/ ol serait iizerine ‘amel iderlerdi/ ta kim bir zaman muhkem zelzele geliib
gotiiri yerleri/ harab eyledi ve ol ademlerden kimesne kurtulmadi/ ve kubbe-i mezkiir
yer altinda olmagin bozulmadi kald: sofira gelen/ ademlere ‘ibret ola ve hakk
te‘alanifi kudretine/ ve ‘azmetine/ ve bu diinya-y1 kadimin ni¢e olduguna/ istidlal
eyleyeler/ ve yanko ol halden ziyade ta‘acciib eyledi/ hakk te‘alaya fevkii’l-hadd
stikiirler eyledi/ ve mezkiir kerkeslerin taslarini ve altununi bozub /

17r haylt hazine hasil oldu/ ve kubbenifi ehcarini ve alatini binaya sarf/ eyledi andan

sofira/ kirk bifi mi‘mar ile/ iki yiiz bifi irgad defter olundi ve bina urmaga basladilar/
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ve miineccimler ittifak eylemislerdi ki/ bir sa‘at vardir ki/ otuz yilda bir kez vaki*
olur/ ol sa‘at rasadii’l-tevb bina olunursa/ ol memleket asla harab olmaz/ ve afia
ziyan-1 ‘avarizdan/ zarar itmez ol sa‘ati gdzetmege basladilar/ ve hisarii cevresinde
minare sekillii miller yapdilar/ ve her birisinifi lizerine birer nakis kodilar ki sa‘at-i
mezkir/ irigdiigi gibi miineccimler haber vireler ve ol cafilar bir agizdan ¢aluni
mi‘marlara ve irgadlara/ icazet olub/ bir yerden biinyada el uralar/ amma hakk
tealanifi takdiriyle/ )3 405 2=l muktezasinca/ ¢afl bekleyen ademlerden biri
gayb eylemisken/ bir leglek yilan uliyub ol mil {izerinde koyd1/ ve yimege basladi
yilan can acisindan/ hareket idiib ¢afia tokindi ve gerii kalan bekciler ¢ani 6tdiigin
isidiib sandilar ki miineccimler/ desttr virdi/ climle bir aguzdan ¢aldilar ve mi‘marlar
ve irgadlar/ hazir tururlardi ¢af 6tdiigilin isidince/ bir yerden bina urdilar/ ve
miineccimler bu hali goriib/ feryad itdiler ve padisaha segirdiib/

17v gozetdiiginiz sa‘at heniiz irismeden/ bu asl-1 hal oldi/ padisah/ tuyub bu ahvale
vakif olunca degin/ hayli temel yapilmis ve ¢ok/ kereste sarf olunmusdu/ padisah fikr
eyledi ki hakk te‘alanii iradeti/ boyle ola/ hakk te‘alanifi takdiriyle/ ‘abdin tedbiri
faide eylemez/ hasili bu fikrde hayran kaldi/ ve ne eyleyegegini bilemedi ahrii’l-emr/
gordi ki bir isdir old1 tekrar an1 bozub/ kaldirmaga/ mukayyed olmadi/ ve eyitdi
boyle olsun nige idelim hakk te‘alanifi iradeti boyle olmus biz ¢aligdik/ bizim
didiigimiz olmadi allahu te‘alanifi istediigi/ oldy/ ittifak senbe giini {i¢iinci sa‘atde ki
mirrih/ sa‘atidir/ bina uruldi ve ol sa‘atiy/ tali‘yini gordiler ve ahkamini ¢ikardilar/
gordiler ki/ ta‘tn eksik olmaya ve anda sakin olan kimesne/ gamm u gussadan hali
olmaya/ ve af sof halki zelzeleden kirilub ve harab olmasi andan ola/ amma devlet
ve ‘izzet yeri ola ve climle diinyaniii mallar1 ve a‘la tuhfe ve yadigarlari/ afia celb

olunub/ toptolu mal ola/ hele bu haline nazar eylediler/ ve gayr1 belasindan bu
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mikdar ile tesellt buldilar/ ve yarinmiii tisti var deyub/ gelegege/ bakmayub/ ¢ar-na-
car kail oldilar ve bi’l-climle/ kirk bin mi‘mar ve iki yiiz/

18r bifi 1rgad sehrin blinyadint/ kirk giinde tamam eylediler/ ve hisarini/ cevirdiler/ ve
hisariii datresinde {i¢ yiiz altmis burgaz eylediler ve her/ burgazifi arasinda otuz
beden eylediler/ ve hisarda altmis kapu/ acdilar ve sehir i¢inde altmis bifi ev/ ve bin
kilise ve yliz hammam ve bes yiiz/ karban-saray yapdilar/ andan sofira etraf
memalikden/ ‘arabdan ve ‘acemden/ ve riimdan/ ve frenkden vesair yanko padisahii
hiikm eylediigi/ vilayetden ¢ok ehl u “iyal ve vafir erzak ve emval/ ve hagm ve rical
stirtib/ kimini malindan ve rizkindan/ ve kimini yerinden ve yurdundan/ ve kimini
kavminden ve hismindan ayirdilar zar-ii-zar aglatdilar/ ol sebebden her taife dilli
dilince ve hallii halince/ hakka tazarru® idiib bu sehre bed-du‘a itdiler anifigiin/ sofira
zelzeleden harab oldi/ nitekim zikr olunur/ gore inga-allahu te‘ala ve ¢ilin/ sehir
tamam old1 padisahiii adini/ aia kodilar yanko oldi/ andan sofira sehir etrafinda ve
dest/ U sahrasinda/ ii¢ yiiz altmis pare kal‘a yapdilar/ ta kim cemi‘ ‘asker anda sakin
olalar/ ve sefere gitdikleri zamanda/ etrafindan cem* olmaga/ ihtiyac olmaya ve hem
siirglin ademleri tagilmaga komayalar/ ve dahi sehrifi icinde bir ‘azim kilise yabdilar
ki/ asaga ve yukairnda rast bifi hiicresi vardir/

18v ve her bir hiicrede ol zamanii)/ din ve mezhebince okumus/ yedi bin talib-i ‘1lm
kimesne tururdi ve ol zamanda/ hazret-i ‘1sa peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selam/ heniiz
zuhiira gelmemisdi/ amma ekseri hiid peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selam dininde olub/ sahif
okurlardi/ ve kimi davud nebi ‘aleyhi’s-selam dininde olub zebuir/ okurlardi ve kimi
yildiza ‘ibadet iderdi/ ve kimi aya ve giinese ve kimi/ puta ve kimi atese tapardi/ ve’l-
hasil ¢ok mezheb var idi ve dimek isterler ki ol zamanda htid peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-
selam sahabesinden bir ehl-i fazl kimesne mevcid idi/ ve kudiis-i sertfde oltrdl/ ve

bes yiiz yil yasamis idi/ ve mezkiir ademi yanko kudiis-i serifden/ gotiiriib/ ve
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mezkir kiliseye re’1s eyledi/ ve her giin an1 ziyaret iderdi/ ve anifi meclisinde/
otururd1 ve ve icabet-i ‘ilmiyye/ ve kelimat hiikmiyyesinden istifade iderdi ve derler
ki/ mezkiir adem bu kadar yasamaga sebeb/ bu imis ki zeytiindan gayri1 yemek
yimezmis/ ve her giin bir kac dane/ zeytiin yiyiib anifila ge¢inlirmis/ ve daht magrib
vilayetinde bir kamil/ kimesne var idi/ ve ol dahi aristo sakirdlerinden/ ve magribde/
cok tilsimlar ve diirlii ve driilii mahyalar/ islemis idi/ ¢iinkim/

19r istanbulifi ahvalini isitdi/ ve mezkir kilisenii tertibatin1 haber/ aldi magribden/
hicret idiib istanbula geldi ve anda peyda eylemediigi ‘acayib ve garaibini gordi ve ol
dahi kasd eyledi ki/ bir mahya eyleye ve ‘alemde bir nisan koya/ padisaha bulusub
icazet/ aldikdan/ sofira altundan/ sigircik kusi endaminda bir tilsim diizdi ve aniii
gozlerini yakit-1 ahmerden eyledi/ ve daht elmas tagindan zeyttn/ kadar iic dane
diizdi ve birini mezkiir kis1f/ minkarinda ve birini/ sag ayaginda ve birini sol
ayaginda kodi/ andan sofira bir yiiksek mil/ minare gibi yapdi/ ve mezkir tilsim1 anifi
iistiinde kod1 ve ‘aynini diiziib iizerinde bildiigi/ esma ve tilsimati eyledi ve her yil
zeytin zamaninda mezkir kus sigircik gibi 6tmege baslardi/ ve her ne yerde ki
sigircik kust vardir gayri memleketden/ ve bulundugi yerden ii¢ dane zeytiini birin
agzinda/ birin sag ayaginda birin sol ayaginda getiiriib istanbula gotiiriib/ mezkir
tilsim {izerinde biragurlardi ve andan evvel istanbiilda/ ve gotiiri rim vilayetinde
zeyttin bulunmazdi/ ve mezkir tilsimdan her y1l bir anbar/ zeytiin cem® olub hayli
ziihre hasil olurd1 ve mezkdr kilisenif/ ekser harci1 andan olurdi/

19v ve dahi frengistan vilayetinde/ bir kamilii’l-viiciid hekim var idi ki/ afia argantis
hektm dirlerdi ol daht tilsim diizmekde/ gayet pehlivan/ idi mezkir sigircik/
mahyatin isidince frengistandan geliib seyr eyledi/ ve padisahdan icazet etdi/ ve kum
kapusi canibinde/ defiiz kenarinda bir mahya yapdi/ ve tevhidden havan gibi bir

miidevver/ legen esildi/ ve ani jive ile toldurdi/ ve altun ve ma‘adinden bir balik
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stretin diizdi ve ol jivenifl/ i¢ine saliverdi/ ve derya lizerinde/ minare sekillii bir mil
yapd1 ve mezkir tilsimi/ anifi tizerinde kod1 ve bildiigi/ efsiinlar1 ve teshirati {istiine/
okudi ve ol milii deyninde bir havz yapdi/ ve her giin giines/ togdugulin/ jive
harekete geliirdi ve i¢indeki/ altun balik/ oynamaga baslardi/ ve ol hinde zikir
baliklar1 biiylikden ve kiiclikden/ hep ol yakada cem® olurlardy/ giiya ki ‘ibadetgahlar
ol idi/ ve ciimle su yiiziinde turub ol mahyaya/ bakarlardi ve ol esnada biribirin
yemege baslardi/ ve uvaklari biiyiiklerinden kagub/ can acisindan sudan tasra atilub/
mezkir havzii i¢ine diiserlerdi/ ve her giin/ andan vafir balik hasil olurdi/ ve hayli
der-amed geliirdi/

20r ve climleten mezkiir kiliseye/ ve i¢inde olan ‘ulemaya sarf olunurdi/ kimin taze
ve kimin kurudub yerlerdi/ andan sofira mezkiir padisah ¢ok yasadi/ ve her giin ol
kiliseye varub/ mezkir ‘azizi/ ziyaret iderdi ve cem1 papaslar ve patrikler/ anifi
ontinde cem® olub/ bildikleri/ ‘ulim ve flintin okurlardi ve bi’l-climle/ ziyade mahir
oldi/ ve gotiirli okuduklarini 6grendi/ ve kendiisi ziyade ‘akilli kimesne idi sofira/
mezhebini azdird1 ve ve haliya aya sofyanifi oldugi yerde bir deyr yapdi/ ve aniii
ontinde mil kodi1 ve sabika mezkiir/ olan puti ol milin iizerinde kod1/ ve saraydan
cikub/ kiliseye varub geldiigi zamanda/ ol puta tapardi ve halk afa taklid idiib/ tapar
oldilar giderek halki igva itmege/ basladi evvela putifi yanina ¢ikub turirdi/ ve bir
reng ile yovt1 soyledirdi/ ve halka emr u nehy buyururdu hasili/ halki/ puta tapdirdi
ve kendiisi/ vasita gibi old1 ve kendiisi el-nebevvet da‘vasin eyledi/ ol sebeble ki iic
yliz y1l yasadi/ ve bu deiilii/ miiddetif i¢inde bir maraz ve bir ‘arz gérmedi/ ve her ne
murad idinse muradi hasil olurdi/ ve her memalik padisahlari afia miinkad ve muti*
20v olmuslardy/ el-‘iyazii bi’llah seytan gaddar/ ve tab‘-i gaddar kendiiye/ boyle sevk
eyledi ki/ tangrilik da‘vasin eyleye/ bir giin puta/ soyle sdylendi ki simden gayru/

yanko el-nebevvet mertebesine/ irigdi ve ben ani size/ halife eyledim bu giinden
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sofira ant/ ilah billifi ve afia ibadet idifi/ deyii andan sofira put1 giydirdi ve her giin
kendiisi/ evvelki ‘adet iizerine milifi {izerine ¢ikub/ halka karsu geliirdi ve istediigi
gibi/ emr u nehy iderdi/degs ¥ s Jeo (Gl L) 1508 T glas salldall J silac i Jlas
muktezasinca/ miiddet-i ‘6mrii nihayet buldi/ ve va‘de-i ceza O stae b IS Lo vakti
irisdi/ ittifak yilda bir kez nev-riz giiniinde bir ‘azim cem‘iyyet olub/ ii¢ yiiz altmis
kafir begleri/ ve begzadeler/ hazir olurlardi ve yildan yila yankonuf ahkamini ve
sera‘in1 ve ne esleyiib/ ve ne eslemeyeceklerini mezkir kilisede ki/ yedi bifi kesis
bunlara ta‘lim iderlerdi/ ta ki y1ldan yila anufila/ ‘amel ideler/ ve her yil anlar baska
ahkam ve tertibat/ buyurub/ kesislere ta‘lim iderdi/ ve anlar dahi cem‘iyyete hazir
olan ademlere / 6gredirlerdi/ ve bu hal lizerine her nevriizda/ soyle iderlerdi

21r mezkiir yanko kendiisi ¢ikub/ milifi {izerinde tururdi/ ve zikr olan begler/
kiliseden ana tapu kalurlardi/ ve seme‘na ve ete‘na deyiib gerii memleketlerine
giderlerdi/ ittifak bir nevruzda bu deilii adem ve begler ve sehzadeler/ kilisede cem*
olub/ kiifr 0 delaletde/ humk @ cehaletde iken/ bir ‘azim bad-1 sarsar kopdi/ ve harab
idici seyller ve miihlik yagmurlar ve tolular yagdi/ ve bir hail zelzele vaki® old1 ki/
mezkdr kilise hep yikildi/ ve taslar1 topraklari/ igindeki emlerin a‘izzalari/ karig ve
karis oldi/ ve diigeli sehrini binasi ve hisari/ ve tiirab1 ve ehcari tarimar oldi/ ve ba‘zi
emkine yere gecdi ve ba‘zisi rily-1 zemin ile/ birebir old1 ve ol etrafinda/ bulunan
ademden ve hayvanatdan/ bir can kurtulmadi/ ve yankodan ve gayridan bir savt ve
seda peyda olmadi ve bi’l-ciimle yabanda bulunan/ efraddan gayri/ hep yapu altinda
kirildilar/ ve tasrada bulunan kimesneler baslarin/ alub tartimar oldilar ve her biri/ bir
memlekete tagildilar ve bu zelzelede cok memleket harab oldi/ ve hayli arazi yere
geedi/ ve bu vaki‘a-y1 havadis-i ‘azam/ ve meshiir havas ‘avam ebedt ne‘iiz1 bi’llah

min/
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21v sahtu’llah ve bu bela-y1 ‘azim vaki‘ olunca/ sehir 1ssuz kaldi/ ve yaban
canavarlarina mesken oldi/ ve i¢inde bir ma‘mir yer/ kalmadi/ ve ba‘z1 rivayet de
gelmigdir ki mezkir zelzelede yalfiiz/ istanbul halkindan/ bellii baglu yiiz otuz bifi
adem/ helak/ oldy/ tiivvabi‘ ve levahikindan gayr1 fe amma ki tiflirtmegefi ademler ve
derme ve diisiirme olanlar hadden/ ve hesabdan haricdir/ ve mezkiir yankonufi bir
oglu/ var idi ki adina buzantin dirlerdi ol zamanda/ ‘asker ile iingiiriis vilayetine
gitmisdi/ meshiir zelzelede bulunmadi ve babasinifi tevabi‘ndan/ helak
olmayanlardan sundan bundan cem* olub/ buzantini padisah eylediler ve anifi emrine
muti ve sami‘ ve hitkkmiine tabi‘ oldilar/ ve hakk te‘ala afa taht ve ‘Omr-i devlet virdi/
ta linglirlis ve macar ve moskov ve bosna ve ba‘z1 frengistan vilayetini alub kirk y1l
beglik siirdil/ ve ol esnada istanbul harab olub ejderhalara/ ve ayartici canavarlara
mesken old1/ sofira buzantin kuvvetleniib ‘asker ve re‘aya ve halk @ beraya/ cem*
idiib/ yine istanbuli ta‘mir eyledi/ amma zelzele havfindan yeri kazub/ kiliseler ve
hammamlar ve karbansaraylar/ ve aniii gibi muhkem kargir binalar1/

22r 7ir-i zeminde yapub/ andan sofira yeryiiziinde/ ‘adetce olur ve mahalleler yapilir/
ta ki zelzele vaki‘ oldukda zir-i zemine kacub/ helak olmayalar/ ve simdi/ istanbulufi
neresinde kazilsa muhkem temeller ve diirlii binalar ki bulunur hep andan kalmisdir/
ve mezkiir buzantin gayet miicessem ve kuvvetlil/ adem idi hatta ki/ at an1
gotlirmezdi datma file binerdi/ sofira mezkiir babasinifi sabika yapdig: milifi/ evvelki
yerinde bir mil dah1/ yapdi ve kendii stiretin diizib/ milifi tistiinde dike kod1 ve /
halki afa tapdirdi/ ve ol kimesne ki imtina“ idiib ‘ibadet/ itmezdi/ milifi iizerinden/
atub helak iderdi giderek fitne ve fesadi ziyade old1 ve ziilm ve fiska basladi/ ve ol
sebebden/ hakk te‘ala anlara bir ‘azim ta‘tn gonderdi ki/ bir ugurdan hiicim eyledi/
ve halk ol denlii kirild1 ki/ bir ugurdan on boliigiinde yeri/ kalmadi/ ve andan

kurtulan ademler tagilub/ her biri bir memlekete gitdi ve sehir/ yine 1ssuz kaldi/
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andan sofira iskender rumi viictida geldi/ ve cem1‘ mesrik ve magribi alub zabt
eyledikden sofira/ buni ta‘mir eylemek istedi/ amma zamana miisai‘d olmadi ve ¢ok
yasamadi/ anifigiin/ sehir mu‘attal kaldi/ ve iskender zamaninda mezkiir buzantin
neslinden/

22v kir/ mihal adlu bir beg var idi/ iskenderifi yaninda mukarrib ve mu‘teber idi/
iskender fevt oldukdan sofira kir-mihal buni/ ta‘mir eylemek istedi amma etrafinda
olan memleket halki istemediler/ ol sebebden ki kendiilerin/ siiriib taginda/ ve
toprakinda kullanirlardi/ ve mallarin ve rizklarin ¢ikub zahire iderlerdi/ ve mezkiir
kir-mihal iingiiriis hakimi idi ve anda/ kuvvet old1 ve aniii ogl ‘ala’tye babasi/ yerine
beg oldi/ ve ol daht adem ve ‘asker siiriib/ bun1 yapmaga kasd eyledi lakin gerii
memleket halki/ istemediler ve ol zamanda riim padisahi herakl idi/ ve heraklifi tahti/
kaysariyye idi ve mezkir herakl zamaninda/ hazret-i ‘1sa peygamber ‘aleyhii’s-
salavat ve’s-selam/ viiciida geldi ve anifi dini ekser memalikde/ az zamanda/ sayi*
old1 ve mezkiir ‘ala’iye/ istanbuluf ta‘mirine ikdam idiib miibaseret etmisken/
memleket halki cem* olub herakla sikayet itdiler/ ve afia s0yle/ anlatdilar ki eger
‘ala’tye/ istanbuli ta‘mir idecek olursa/ senifi memleketiine kiill Zarar ve re‘aya
ta’tfesine/ ziyade suriis hasil olur belli ki anifila tahassun eyleyiib/ padisahligi elinden
ala/ herakl/ bundan ziyade miitefekkir old1 ve men‘ine el¢i génderdi/ bu dah1
mukayyed olmadi ve ta‘mirine musirr oldy/ tekrar herakla sikayet itdiler ve bir dahi/
23r men® eylemesine ‘asker gonderdi/ ve bu daht mukayyed olmadi lakin herakl
emiretti ki/ eger eliigele ve az gelse giicle komayalar/ hasili herakl ‘askeri geliib/
‘ala’tye ile/ hayli ceng i cidal vaki® old1 ahirii’l-emr/ ‘ala’1ye defiizden geciib misira
vardi/ ve misirda ol vaktin sa peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selam havariyytindan sem‘tin
adlu bir ‘aziz/ var idi ve cem1/ memalik/ padisahlar ve etraf hakimleri/ afia i‘tikad

iderlerdi ve du‘ayin iltimas iderlerdi/ ‘ala’tye varub/ anifi lizerine diisdi/ ve ahvalini
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‘ale’t-tafsil soyledi ve eyitdi ma‘lim-1 hazretdir ki/ istanbul benim babalarimiii ve
dedelerimifi ocagidir ve ana nige/ mal ve hazineler harac eylediler/ ve haliya binasi
yerinde turur amma i¢inde adem yokdur/ ve ben kasd eyledim ki ma‘miir eyliyim ve
evvelki/ gibi gerii acim/ fe amma ki herakl bafia mani® oldi ve benim niyetim/ hayrdir
ve muradim 1slahdir/ sizden ricam budur ki bu hayr-1 niyete miisa‘ade buyurasiz/ ve
sem‘lin ‘aleyhi’s-selam istanbulufi ahvalini/ ve yankonui ve evladinifi kabih eftalini
isitmis idi/ ‘ala’tyeye eyitdi bildim ki senifi muradii eyiidir/ ve niyetifi hayirdir amma
senden evvel vaki‘/ olan fitne ve fesadlar biliirsen/ ve putlara ‘ibadet itdiklerin
isitmigsen ve herakl ol sebeble anif ta‘mirine mani‘ oldi/ amma eger min-ba‘d ol
delaletden/

23v feragat idiib hazret-i ‘1sa peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selam/ dinini kabiil idersefi/ ben
daht sana mu‘avenet ideyin/ ve heraklden icazet aluvere ben/ dahif ‘ala’iye daht bu
sart1 kabil idiib bufia gore kavl @ ‘ahd eyledi sem‘tn daht misirdan bile ¢ikub
karadan/ herakl kasdina tevecctih itdiler ittifak yolda iken/ ‘ala’tye helak old1 ve anifi
bir ogli var idi ki/ afia kostantin dirlerdi/ ve ol dahi boyle idi sem‘n an1 bilince
gotiiriib herakle bulusdurd: ve babasinii/ kissasini takrir itdi ve eyitdi istanbul bunufi
babalarmifi/ ve dedelerinifi ta‘miri ile olmusdur/ ve afia nige hazain ve emval
cevirteler ve haliya binasi yerinde turur/ amma i¢inde adem yokdur ve anifi gibi/
‘azim sehir soyle 1ssuz kalmak miinasib degildir ve bunlar/ simdi hazret-i 1sa
peygamber dinine girdiler/ simdin gerii kendiilere mani‘ olmayasin ve
miiverrislerine/ ta‘arruz itmeyesin ta ki varub baba ve ecdadiniii ocagin1 ma‘miir
eyleye nikah-1 kostantin-i safiyye duhter-i herakl herakl sem‘inui dilegini kabiil
eyledi ve kendiinifi safiyye adlu bir kiz1 var idi/ an dahi sem‘n hatir i¢lin kostantine
virdi/ ve andan ma‘ada mal vafir ve ‘asker miitekasire birle/ istanbula gonderdi ve

kendii memleketinden/ hayli yerleri kimn kostantine
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24r zZimme eyledi ve kimin kizina bagisladi/ ve bi’l-climle mezkir kostantin/ kuvvet
buldi/ ve geldi istanbuli ma‘miir eyledi ve evvelki bina ve hisardan/ yikilmayan yeri
hali iizerine kodilar ve evvelki meremmete muhtacdir meremmet/ itdiler ve haliya
istanbuluifi ¢evresinde olan/ hisar mezkir kostantin meremmet idiib ta‘mir
eylediigiden/ anifi i¢lin afia nisbet idiib kostantiniyye didiler/ ol zamanlarda 1ssuz
kalmisd1 vafir yilanlar ve miizi hayvanlar/ i¢inde cem® olub/ mesken idinmisler idi/
ve sehir kati biiylik oldugundan/ mezkir olan hayvanati kirub ve yahid i¢inden/
stiriib ¢ikarmaga kadir olamadilar/ ol sebebden at meydaninda tucdan ol iic baglu
ejderha suretin diizdiler ve iizerine/ efstinlar ve du‘alar okudular ve yilanlar ve
ejdehalar/ def‘ine tilsim itdiler ve kalan miizi nesnelerifi zarar1 def‘ine yine at
meydaninda/ ol dort koselii /stir1 dikilil turan tas1 diiziib/ iizerinde ol miizilerifi
stretlerini ve gayr1 esma ve tilsimat naks itdiler/ ve dahi ol ‘avrat bazarinda ki/ tasi
diiziib iizerinde diismen ‘askerlerinin def‘ine ve kasd idici zararlari kal‘ine tilsimat
ve eskal rasad idiib/

24v naks itdiler hatta bundan sofira/ istanbulda yilan bulunmaz idi ve miizi hayvanat
ve muzur hageratdan zarar gelmez idi/ ve gayri yerden ‘asker geliib almasina kadir
olmadi ve simdi/ daht ba‘z1 asarlar1 miisahededir/ hasili mezkiir kostantin/ ihtimam
idiib bu sehri evvelkiden/ daht a‘la yapdi ve ani taht idiib i¢inde/ karar eyledi ve etraf
memalikden adem ve zahire siiriib/ bu hale gordi, ve allah-u a‘lem sofira mezkiir
safiyye hatiin ki heraklifi kizi/ ve mezkiir kostantinifi hatiinidir/ hasta oldi/ mali ve
menali ve rizk ve emlaki ¢cog idi/ kimi babasindan ve kimi kostantinden/ ve kimi
gayr1 yerden vafir emval ve hazaini var idi s0yle vasiyyet eyledi ki cem1/ malin1 ve
miilkiinii/ bir ‘ibadethanenifi biinyadina sarf ideler ve kendiiyi anify/ bir bucaginda
defn ideler vefat eyledikden sofira anifi malyla kiiciik aya sofyay1 yapdilar/ aniii

adina nisbet idiib aya sofya didiler iistiinyani sahib-i aya sofya-y1 kebir ve mezkiir
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kostantin fevt olub/ yiiz elli y1l ge¢dikden sofira anifi neslinden/ iistiinyanii nam
padisah/ hakim old1 ve mezkir kati taze imis amma “ilm ve hikmete/ ‘ibadet ve ta‘ate/
ziyade mayil idi ve babalar1/ ve dedeleri semti lizere/ ‘Tsa peygamber dinine tabi® idi
ve bunda kadimden/

25t putperest ta’ife var idi ki/ anlara aryano dirler idi ve bunlar/ sabika puta tapmaga
ogrenmis ta’ifelerii/bakayasindan idiler ve ba‘z1 anlariii nuhsend ademleri/ anlara bir
mehl vaz¢ komuslardi ki anlarifi climlesi ani ser® biliirlerdi sofira hazret-i ‘1sa
peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selam/ ve ‘alt beniyyeta ve sellem/ seri‘at1 zuhiir old1 ve nasara
ta’1fesi mutassil aryano ile ceng @ cidal iderlerdi/ ve ser® ahkamindan ve din
babindan/ bahs 1 niza‘ koparirlardi ol sebebden/ iistiinyant emr eyledi ki climlesinifi/
re’1sleri ve ‘ukalasi ve ehl-i fuzalasi cem® olub imtihan/ olalar bir giin ta‘yin idiib/
climlesi at meydaninda hazir oldilar/ bahs itmege basladilar ve aryanolariii delilleri
zalf muhabbetleri vahi/ ve nasara ta’ifesiniii burhanlari ser‘ ehli oldugundan/
aryanolar magliib ve miilzem oldilar/ ol hararetle gavga kopardilar ve birbirine dik
geliib/ muhkem niza“ @ cida itdiler/ ‘akibet iki canibden/ kilic kilica ve bigak bicaga
olub/ bir sa‘atifi icinde bes bifi adem helak oldi/ ve iistiinyani bu kaziyyeden/ ziyade
bi-huzur oldi/ ve ‘askerine ve havasina emr eyledi ki aryanolar1 hep tutub 6iiiine
getiireler/ bir bir ciimlesin baglayub getiirdiler/ ve/

25v soyletti gordi ki/ mu‘annidler ve kiifr iizerine musirr olub/ kabil degildir/ ol
damda putlarini/ defiize atdird1 ve ciimlesini kiligdan geciirdi meger birkaci ‘1sa
peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selam/ dinine tabi‘ oldilar ve/ kalanlar1 kimi kagub/ perakende
oldilar ve mezkiir aryanolar ta’ifesinin bir ‘ibadethaneleri var idi ki/ aya sofyanifi
yerinde idi ve {istiinyanii an1 yikmaga kiymazdi/ ol sebebden ki azlardan dedelerinifi/
eyyamindan kalmigdi an1 goriib “ibret alurlardi/ ve anlarii rahlar iciin incitmezdi/

belki ta‘zim ve tekrim iderdi ve ana virirdi/ amma mezkiir aryanolar1 kirdug giin/
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anlara ziyade bi-huzur oldi ve kasd eyledi ki/ol ta’1fefifi/ nam 1 nisanini na--bedid
eyleye ol gice diisiinde gordi ki/ bir miisekkel ak sakallu ve niirani bir pir/ bir giizel
ata biniib sarayifi tamlar1 lizerinde gezer ve iistiinyani bundan ziyade ta‘acciib eyledi/
ve sekline ve endamina bakub hayran kaldi/ ol pir tolasarak padisahifi 6filine vardi
selam virdi/ iistlinyani selamifi ald1 ve eyitdi/ ay ‘aziz bunda neylersin ve ne
maslahatifi vardir deyii sordi/ pir daht eyitdi safa bir hayirlu maslahat kulavizliga
geldim/ padisah eyitdi/ buyur hey ‘azizim/ senin didiigini canima minnet biliirim pir
eyitdi put/

26r perestlerifi dinini bi-blinyad/ ve mahz-1 kiifr ve ‘inaddir eyt vardifi ki anlar1
kirdifi/ amma tamam budur ki anlariil deyrini yikasin ve anifi yerine bir a‘la
‘ibadethane yapasin ki/ ‘alemde giin gibi meshiir/ ve sair/ memalikde irem zatii’l-
‘imad gibi mezkir ola ta ki/ hazret-i ‘1sa peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selam/ dini sayi‘ ve rai
olub anin tabi‘leri sair/ edyan lizerine galib olalar/ hemandem uyandi ne pir ve ne
gayr1 gordi/ amma didiigi soziifi streti sahife-yi dilde miinakkas kaldi/ ve ol demde
nezr eyledi ki/ eger hakk te‘ala ecelden aman ve ‘6Gmre zaman virirse/ elbette bu
vaki‘ay1 yerine getiire ve bu isiii hustliinde/ bagim {izerine segirdem didi/ ve ol
sabahda bir divan-1 ‘azim ve cem‘iyyet-i cesim eyleyiib/ viizeraya ve erkanina ve
ahba ve a‘vanina bu diis vaki‘asini sdyledi ve ol iizerine/ iltizam eylediigi nezri beyan
eyledi anlar daht gayet ma‘kuil gordiler/ ve padisahii biilend fikrine ve ‘ali nazirine
tahsin itdiler/ ve ol zamanda diigeli rub‘-1 mesktinufi padisahlari istanbul padisahina
muti’/ ve sami‘ ve nasir ve tabi‘ idiler/ nitekim yukaruda beyan olunmusdur/ ve ol
zamanda rum ili ve anatol yakasinda ne kadar/

26v padisah ve hakim var idi/ kostantin padisahina ya harac virirdi veya dostlasub/
hediye veya tuhfe gonderirlerdi/ mutassil {istlinyaniiya emva ve hazain ve erzak ve

ma‘adin/ akub geliirdi heman ol vaki‘a gondere/ her canibine elciler ta‘yin idiib
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hindiistan/ hatay hotan ve ‘arab ve ‘acem ve rim deylem/ ve tiirkistan beglerine ve
frengistan krallarina birer hilkkm gonderdi ki her nerdeki direk/ veya {istlivane mermer
veya ehcar melevven veya fiistis ma‘den buluna/ yerinde koparub karadan ‘arabalar
ile ve defiizden gemiler ile/ gonderiib istanbula yetistireler ve sevabda bulunalar/ ve
herkes kendii haline ve kudretine gore/ cidd @ thtimam ve sa‘y-1 ikdam ideler/ ve
memleket padisahlari/ dahi bu firsat1 ganimet biliib her birisi hizmeti/ ziyade ideyin/
ve sevabda articak bulunayin ve fevkii’l-had ve’s-sa‘ade-yi cidd @ cehd eylediler
evvela sekiz somaki direk ki/ haliya aya sofyanii igerii dort kdsesinde ikiser ikiser
vaki‘ olmuslardir/ kimi sag ve kimi hicranludir bunlari/ ¢ak medain canibinde bir
virane ‘ibadethane i¢inde bulmuslardir ve mezkiir virane/ harran nam terrasnii sehrin
icindedir/ ve an1 urlaytl nam padisah yapmisdi ki/ hazret-i ibrahim peygamber
‘aleyhi’s-selam/ zamaninda idi ve gartir la‘in helak/ oldukdan sofira mezkiir urlayi
ibrahim halil ‘aleyhi’s-selama/ ¢ok ri‘@yyetler eyledi

27r ve mezkir ‘ibadethaneyi/ hazret-i halilii’llah igiin yapdy/ sofira mezkir
‘ibadethane virane old1 ve zikr olan/ direkleri andan ¢ikarub bunda getiirdiler/ ve
dimek isterler ki direkler anda on dane idi/ amma sokiib ¢ikardiklar1 zamaninda/ ikisi
yerinde uvanub hurde hurde olmuslard: ve sekizini bundan getiirdiler/ ve bunlarii
daht ekseri sakat/ amma gayri yerde anda es bulunmadi/ anifigiin bakir ile kusadub
iizerine/ bina itdiler/ ve ba‘z1 kimesneler zu‘m iderler ki somaki tasin/ ma‘deni kaf
tagindan gayri yerde bulunmaz/ ve ba‘zilar dimek isterler ki ‘acem vilayetinde hicrat
sehriniii kurbunda/ bir irmak vardir ki afia ab-1 amii dirler mezkir irmagii garb
kenarinda somaki tag1 ma‘deni vardir/ ve anda geliirmis amma heniiz ma‘dende iken
biraz miilayim olur/ ve kesmege ve yonmaga el virir amma eskindige/ ziyade bek
olur ve sengtras aletleri andan ‘aciz kalur/ ve ba‘z1 kimesneler dirler ki sabika anif

ma‘deni var idi amma simdi hig bir yerde yokdur/ ve ba‘z1 ‘akillar dirler ki somaki
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direkleri tag degildir/ belli ki eczadan terkib olunmus nesnedir ki sir¢cay1 diiziiliir ve
ol zaman hekimleri/ altundan ve giimiisden ve sir¢adan ve bir kac eczadan cem® idiib
kaynadirlardi/ kaynayub tamam miitehayyil/

27v oldug1 gibi kum ile karigdirub/ ve istediikleri diregifi veya gayr diirlii tasiii
stiretinde/ ve endaminda balgikdan kalib diizdiiler/ ve mezkiir eczalari/ ol kalibifi
igine tlikriliir ve tokiib su dokdiin sonra/ kalibi listiinden bozub/ ¢ikarirlardi ve bu
zamanda anifi san‘atina/ kimesne kadir degildir ve esrarin dahi vakif olamaz/ ve bu
s0z ba‘id degildir ve kalan direkler ki ekseri yesile maillerifidir ve ba‘zisina/
sercegozi dirler ayasluk nahiyesinden kesmislerdir/ ve ak ve saru mermerler dahi
vardir ki/ kizila maildir/ ol dah1 mihalic canibinden gelmisdir ve seffaf mermerler ki
safl/ ak olub/ sufrete maildir yunan/ vilayetinden gelmisdir ve ol yesil mermerler ki
bileyuna befizer ve kiminif i¢inde diirlii diirlii/ nakslar ve ‘aca’ib ve garaib suretler/
goriiniir/ ¢cak habese vilayetinden kesmislerdir/ ve’l-hasil her kangi memleketde ki
a‘1a tas/ ve muhkem direk bulundiysa tav‘an ve kerhan istanbila siiriiliib aya sofya
iclin nakl olundi/ ve mezkiir ehcar ve re‘aya ve kereste ve liizum miithimmat ihzar
olunub cilimle olunca/ yedi y1l alt1 ay gecdi/ andan sofira binaya el urdilar ve
yapmakda dahi sekiz y1l on ay eylendiler ve tistiinyaniiy/ bir mi‘mar basis1 var idi ki/
dib frengistandan gelmisdi ve ziyade/ hiinermend kamil ve fenni hendesede/

28r hazik ve fazil idi/ ve anifi ismi ignadys idi ve anii taht-1 tasarrufunda yiiz tistad
benna ve mezkiir/ iistadlarii her birisinifi hidmetinde/ yiizer diilger ve irgad ve tasci
var idi ki/ climleten on bifl yiiz bir adem iderler/ andan sofira yapmaga basladilar ve
afi evvel/ mezkir putperestlerin deyrini yikdilar/zira ki iistadlan ittifakiyla ve
miihendislerifi re’yile direk yerini bakinub/ anifi yerinde temel birakmaga kasd
itmislerdi/ ve hem sabika diisiinde gordiigi vaki‘ayi yerine getiirmek istedi heman

basdan ayaga varinca yikdilar/ ve anifi ¢gevre yaninda olan mahallat ve buytt ve
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‘imarati/ eshabindan akge ile alub/ afia katalar ta ki bu deiilii yap1 yapmaga kabil ola/
ve mezkiir iistiinyani gayetle adil ve ‘ilmle ‘amil padisah idi ve soyle emr eyledi ki
hi¢ kimesnenifi/ evini ‘anfla miift eyleyeler ve ol ki/ ihtiyar ile evini veya miilkini
allah iciin bagisliya/ andan kabtl ideler valla istediigi kadar hazineden bahasin vireler
ol etrafda olan/ evler ve miilkler ciimle alindi/ meger kible canibinde/ bir fakire
‘aciizenifi eveegizi/ var idi ol kadar ¢alisub elinden alamadilar/ ve afa vafir mal ve
menal/ bezl itdiler kabtl eylemedi/ ve andan gayet ‘aciz kaldilar ‘akibet/

28v listiinyani varub tevazi‘lar eyledi/ mezkir kari ¢iin padisahiii bu mertebe goniil
alcakligini goricek/ ayagina diisdi/ ve 6iitinde yer 6pdi/ ve ¢cok du‘a eyledi ve ‘izzed
diledi/ ve eyitdi ay padisah-1 rily-1 zemin/ bu kadar tayandugim ve oy teslam
eylediigim ‘inad igiin degildir ve yahid diinyadan/ 6tiirii itmis olam bdyle degildir ve
benim/ padisahdan gayri varisim yokdur/ ve ol daht anifi ba‘z1 malindandir fe amma
senifi ‘adliini halka izhar eylemege kasd eyledim/ ta kiyamete dek seni afub/ diyeler
ki hakk te‘alaniii rizasigilin/ bir fakireniii ayagina vardi/ ve hem senden bir murad
vardir ve beni safia bulugdurmazlardi ki/ muradim safia/ deyim ¢iin ‘inayet itdiifiiz
vakdim/ rencide kildufiiz simdi mahalli geldi/ eger ihsan buyurulsa deyim padisah
eyitdi hey ‘azize muradifi her ne ise virelim/ ve go6iiliifi ne ile hos ise an1 idelim
pirezen eyitdi/ bu iideklige cem1‘ mal ve emlagim ve esbab ve alatim/ bu
‘ibadethaneye vakf olsun/ ve anifi ‘avasindan bir akg¢e ve bir habbe istemezim/ fe
amma ki muradim budur ki bu eviii bir kdsecegin/ bu fakireye ta‘yin eylesiz ki/
oldigim/

29r zamanda beni anda defn ideler/ umarim ki bu buhane ile hakk te‘alaniii
‘azabindan halas bulam sevaba/ miistehake olam/ {istiinyant boyle didiiginden
ziyade/ hazz eyledi ve emr eyledi ki karinifi begendiigi/ yeri kendiiye/ ta‘yin

eyleyelerve afia mertebe yapalar/ fevt oldugu zamanda anda gémeler/ sofira mezkiir
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pirezen evini ve emlagini/ cemi‘ alat ve esbabini hakk te‘alanii yoluna kodi/ ve
kendiisi bel baglayub rgadlarla aya sofyanii ta‘mirine evvelince ¢alisdi/ ve fevt
oldug1 zamanda ta‘zim ve ihtiramla/ ve tekrim ve ihtimam ile techiz ve tekfin
eylediler/ ve padisah ve afia bir cem1* halk anifi/ cenazesine hazir oldilar/ ve kendiiyi
ta‘yin idiib/ istediigi yerde defn eylediler andan sofira binaya el urdilar/ ve ol giinki
temel kazmaga/ basladilar padisah emr eyledi ki/ ne kadar batrik ve kesis var ise/ ol
yerde cem* olalar du‘alar ve senalar ideler/ ta ki hakk te‘ala ol isi asan eyleye/ ve dahi
emr eyledi ki bes bifi koyun/ ve iki yiliz s181r ve yiiz deve ve afia gore/ kaz ve tavuklar
bogazlayub bir ‘azam ziyafet eylediler/ ve ta‘@m yiyiib du‘adan farig olunca fukaraya
ve gurebaya/ ve miistehak olanlara bifi altun sadaka eyledi ve eyitdi can i dilden du‘a
okufl/ ve himmet ile yardim/

29v iden inga’llahu te‘ala/ eger ecelden aman bulursam/ nezrim olsun ki/ tamam
oldugu giin/ li¢ yiiz bifi altun sadaka idiib/ ve gétiiri esirleri ki benim memleketimde
vardir/ azad ideyim memleketlerine tuyum/ géndereyim bu niyetle du‘aya el
kaldirub/ her biri kendii haline ve bildiigine gore du‘a ve gina okudilar andan sofira
padisah kendiisi etegin beline sokub eline kazma aldi/ ve temel kazmaga basladi/ ve
cemi® halk an1 goriib/ can u dilden kazmaga basladilar temel tamam kazildikdan
sofird/ afia bir miinasib sa‘at gozediib/ kiregini ve tasini yine en evvel iistiinyana
kendii eliyle birakdl/ ve mi‘mar ve bennalar anifi ardinca/ bir yerden bagladilar ve
ittifak kible ve mesrik canibini som kaya imis ol tarafifi/ temelini ¢ak tasii iizerinde
yapdilar ve simal ve garb canibini yumusak toprak olmagla/ kirk arsun mikdar artik
eksik kazub ur tasindan/ ve biiyiik ‘azim kayalardan toksan iki sira yapdilar/ ta kible
tarafiyla birebir olunca temel ¢iin/ yeryiiziine/ ¢ikdi bu aralikda iistiinyant emr eyledi
ki/ bir muhtasarca divanhane yapalar ta kendiisi/ anda divan eyleyiib mutassil bina

tizerine ola/ haliya saray-1 ‘@mirenifl i¢inde idi ki/ aya sofya kurbunda bir kubbe/
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30r vardir ki afia cebhehane dirler/ afi evvel an1 yapdilar ve padisahiii/ sarayindan ol
kubbeye dek yeraltindan bir lagim eylediler/ ve iistiinyant ol lagimdan/ sarayina
varub geliib ve kimesne ani tuymazdi/ ve her giin anda divan iderdi/ ve divan
tagildikdan sofira ahsama dek ¢ikub/ iskemlenii tizerinde otururdu/ ve irgadlara ve
mi‘marlara bakarlardi/ ve is tizerine kindirird1 ve kagan birisinden/ artutcik hidmet
gorse/ afia bahsis virirdi ve ziyade in‘a@m ve ihsan iderdi ve bu vechile/ irgadlar can u
gofitilden ¢alisirlardi ve padisah daima ol kubbede oturub/ sarayina girdiigin kimesne
gérmezdi/ sOyle sanurlardi ki mutassil anda ola afia gore ¢alisub is islerdi/ ve ¢iin
temel olub/ bina yeryiiziine ¢ikdi {istadlarii/ her birisi bir vaz* ihtiyar idiib/mihrab ve
nim-kubbeler ve kdseler/ ve pengereler ve vasfinda birer karname diiziib/ padisaha
‘arz eylediler lakin/ hig¢ birisi gonliine makbiil gelmedi/ yine tekrar sun‘larin tagayytir
idiib/ iizge vechile resm eylediler hasili rast bir hafta mikdari bu hal iizerine/ oldilar
hi¢ birisi/ bir vaz* begendiremedi/ yedinci gice padisah bu fikr ile yatur gordiigii

30v vaki‘ada bir giizel ak sakallu/ yesil kaftanlu sekl-i adem bina yerini seyr ider ve
elinde bir giimiig/ levha vardir ve ol levhada/ bir karname tasviri olunmusdur
iistiinyanii eyitdi/ ay ‘aziz bunda neylersin/ ve bu elifideki levha nedir pir eyitdi/ bu
levha aya sofyanin karnamesidir/ padisah eyitdi/ aya sofya didigifi nedir pir eyitdi/
aya sofya didiigim bu yerde yapilagak ‘ibadethanedir ki/ anifi ezel-i azalda adi1 budur
ve siireti daht bu levhadaki stretdir/ ve ta kiyamete dek anifi ad1 ve siireti bu olsa
gerekdir/ listlinyant ol isimden ve resmden ziyade/ hazz eyledi/ ve ol levhayi eline
alub/ i¢indeki siireti gayet begendi/ ve hatirina aldi/ ve ziyade sevindiiginden
sigrayub uyani geldi ne pir ve ne levha buldi amma karnamenify/ siireti hatrinda kaldi/
ve endami ve heybeti fikrinde miinakkas old1 ve ittifak/ ol gice daht mi‘mar bas1
ignadyus/ ‘ayni ile ol vaki‘ay1 gordi ve ol naks-1 siiret/ hatrinda mahfiiz kaldi ve bir

levhanifi lizerine/ naks/ eyledi ve heniiz elinde iken/ padisahdan ¢avus geldi/ ve
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ignadyus istedi ta ki/ padisah diisiinde gordiigi/ vaki‘ay1 ana diye ve ol siiret
hesabinca bir karname peyda eyleye/ ol hod gérmiis ve stretin yazmisdi/

31r heman elindeki levha gotiiriib/ padisahin nazarina vardi/ padisah eyitdi seni
neden o6tiiri ¢agirdim biliir misin/ ignadys eyitdi/ biliiriim padisahim/ tistiinyant
eyitdi simdicik vaki‘ada soyle gérdiim/ ignadyis eyitdi ben dahi/ ‘ayniyle ol vaki‘ay1
gordiim ve ol karnameyi padisahifi nazaria gosterdi/ baksa gorse kendiinifi vaki‘ada
gordiigi/ naks ve sturetdir andan dahi ziyade hazz eyleyiib hazret-i hakka ¢ok siikiirler
eyledi/ ve ol ism @i resm hakk te‘ala canibinden oldugina/ sad-handan old1 ve ol streti
cemi‘ iistadlara gosterdi anlar teslim idiib/ ziyade begendiler ve afia/ gore yapu
tedarikin eyleyiib/ maslahat iizerine oldilar ve raviler soyle rivayet iderler ki aya
sofyanii agagiki divarlar ve direkleri ve nim kubbeleri/ ve’l-hasil fevkaniyeye
varinca yapilub/ fevkaniyeye/ ve biiyilik kubbeye heniiz siirii‘ itmeden mi‘mar basy/
ignadyus ki emr ii nehy ve hill G ‘akd/ anifi elinde idi/ ve emirsiz bir tas komazlardi/
bir gice ga’ib oldi ve kimesne andan haber bilmedi ve bina sdyle mu‘attal kaldi/ ve
bes yila degin gaib olub/ bina halt {izerine kaldi/ ve bir rivayet de on sekiz y1l ga’1b/
31v olmusdur/ sofira ¢ikageldi ve padisaha bulusdi/ ve ‘izzin beyan eyledi ki bunuii
gibi agir bina ta ki koruyub/ oturusmadan bir ugurdan fevkaniyesi ve kubbesi tistiine
yliklenegek olursa asaga duymaz/ belki zaman-1 kalilde bozulub/ harci zayi® olur ve
eger boyle gaybet eylemeseydim elbette padisahiii biilend heybetince hasil oldugin/
iktiza iderdi andan sofira binay1 6l¢di/ gordii ki dort arsun mikdar: eksik olmusdur/ ol
sebeble ki muhkem kurmus ve oturugsmus / padisah bundan yine hazz eyledi/ ve ol
demde emr eyledi ki maslahat iizerine olalar yine evvelki listadlar ve irgadlar/
fevkaniyye nim kubbeler ile ve direkler ile tamam yapub heman biiyiik kubbe kaldi/
bir giin yazicilar ve nazirlar ve defterdarlar muhasebe eylediler/ ve gordiler ki iki bifi

dort yiiz elli kendinar altun harc olunmus ve kendinar didikleri/ ol zamanifi
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hesabinca/ on bifi altun olurdi/ ve bu meblag yalfiiz iistiinyant hazinesinden
cikmigdir/ bu memalik padisahlariifi gonderdikleri/ direklerden ve taglardan ve
yadigarlardan/ ve tuhfelerden gayridir ve eger climle kendiiden/ ve gayridan olan
harc-1 hesab olsa kit1 ¢ok olur/ ve bu muhasebe tamam olunca hazinedar/ padisahiii
ontinde/

32r secde eyledi ve eyitdi/ padisah hazretleri sag olsun/ hazinede altun ve akge
cinsinden bir dane ve bir habbe kalmadi/ iistiinyani bundan miitesevvis oldi/ ve bas
asagi1 eyleyiib biraz fikr eyledi/ ve eyitdi bu ‘ibadethanenii ta‘miri/ canib-i hakkdan
old1 eger bizim hazinemiz afa vefa etmediyse/ allahu te‘alanifi hazineleri toptoludur/
umarim ki hakk te‘ala bunuii evvelin miiyesser eylediigi gibi/ ahirin daht asan eyleye
ve bu hale gelmisken/ sdyle mu‘attal koymaya andan sofira bir kac giin bina kursun
deyli ta hayr idiib/ hatrinda niyyet eyledi ki kacan harac mali gele/ yine miibaseret
idiib itmam eyleye bir iki giin binalar ve diilgerler ve irgadlar eslediler/ ii¢iinci giin
yapuci1 sakirdden birisi benna yaninda turub alat-1 binay1 beklerdi/ bir yiizi niirlu/
miigekkel fliriisteye befizer adem geliib binay1 seyr eyledi/ ve ol oglana eyitdi/ nigiin
buni tamam eylemezler oglan eyitdi/ padisahiii hazinesi/ dokiindi ve memleket haraci
gelince/ soyle mu‘attal kalsa gerek/ didi pir eyitdi var ustafi1 bafa ¢agirin afia/ bir
yerde mal gosterin ¢ikarsunlar ve bufia sarf eylesiinler/ ve bu kadar (.....) nesne i¢iin
sOyle mu‘attal kalmasun/ oglan vardi ustasina haber eyledi

32v ol daht bir iki ademle geliib gordiler ki/ oglanifi didiigi gibi bir adem turir/
heman bunlar1 gordiigi gibi irakdan/ barmagla bir yere isaret eyledi ve eyitdi/ bu yeri
kazifi ve her ne bulursafiiz bunifi ‘imaretine ve levazimina sarf eyleyifl/ ve bunlar ol
halden ta‘cciib idiib ‘acaba didiigi gercek mi ki/ yohsa efsane mi ki diytib isaret
eylediigi yere/ bakisdilar turdilar ve anlar bu halde iken mezkir adem ga’ib oldi/ ne

biliirler ki/ goge ¢ikd1 yohsa yer i¢ine yatdi/ eyle olsa bildiler ki hakk te‘ala
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canibinden olmusdir/ heman didiigi yeri kazmaga mesgil oldilar ve bi-nihaye mal
buldilar/ ve padisaha segirdib haber eylediler padisah/ daht nefse zikr olunan yerifi
tizerine geldi gordi ki kendiinif harac eylediigi maldan/ iz‘af-1 muza‘af var idi hakk
te‘alaya ziyade siikr eyledi ve mezktir mali/ hep zabt eyledi ve aya sofyaniii
‘imaretine harc eyledi ve bir rivayet de gelmisdir ki kagan ki iistiinyanifi/ hazinesi
dokiindi/ ol gice bi-huziirlugundan uyudi sabaha karsu biraz agir gitdi vaki‘asinda/ ol
mukaddema diistinde gordiigi piri gordi ki/ yesil kaftanlar giyiib/ bina iizerinde
geziib/

33r asag1 yukar seyr ider/ istiinyani 6fiiine segirdib eyitdi/ hay ‘aziz kanda ben seni
cokdan ederim/ ol tenkiri hakciin ki mevcud anifi/ ser¢esme-yi hayatini ‘adami-1
zulmetden viictid-1 sahrasina/ akitdi size kim dirler ve bunda niye geldifi/ deyii
tazarru‘ eyledi pir eyitdi ben hazretinde ve destgir ve fiirimendeyim/ ve bunda
anificlin gelim ki/ bu ‘ibadathane maslahatin1 gérem/ iistiinyanii ay ‘aziz hub seyret
ve ay kamil sahib-i kudret/ hazrete hod ma‘limdur ki bu ‘ibadethane/ bu hale gelince
climle hazineleriimi harc eyledim/ ve haliya benim miilkimde bir ak¢e ve bir habbe
kalmad1 ve zuliimle kimeanenii malin1 almak bana reva degildir/ ve bu hustisda
ziyade 1ztirabim vardir/ ve ne eylicegim bilemezim pir eyitdi gamm ¢ekme/ ve bu
cilizvi nesneden Otliri/ bi-huziir olma yarin silivri kapusindan tasra ¢ikub/ falan yerde
iic depecik vardir ve ol depelerifi garb canibinde gok mermerden/ bir direk vardir ol
diregi kopariii/ ve altinda her ne bulursafiiz buia harc eyleyii didi listlinyant/ ziyade
sevindiiginden/ uyan1 geldi gorse ki sabah olmusdir/ has ademlerinden bir kagini/ bile
alub silivri kapusindan ¢ikub/

33v zikr olunan yere varub/ gordi ki pirinl didiigi gibi lic depe/ vardir/ ve anlanfi gar
yaninda bir direk paresi dikiiliib/ turur/ padisah emr eyledi fevri kopardilar/ meger ki

ol direk kapu imis ve anifi altinda kehriz gibi bir serdab/ ¢ikageldi bal mumlarin

157



yakib i¢ine/ girdiler gordiler ki/ serdabifi dokiindiigi yerde bir demiir kapu vardir/ ve
tizerinde bir ‘azim kilid urmuslardir/ miftahi yaninda asilub/ turir/ bismi’llah deyii
kilidi agdilar ve icine giriib gordiler ki/ tucdan yedi kiib vardir ki/ altunla toptolu
tururlar/ hazret fevkii’l-hadd hamd {i siikiirler eyitdiler ve sehirden/ develer ve
katirlar getiirdiib bulunan altun1/ yiiklediib s6hret/ ve tarat birle alub sehre getiirdiler
ve padisahifi/ hazinesi bi’l-kiilliye harab olmusken/ ma‘miir ve memli itdiler andan
sofira at meydaninda bir ‘azim donanma itdiler/ ve limeraya ve ‘ulemaya ve fukaraya
ve gurebaya/ ve cemi® sehir olan/ ademlere ‘alt ta‘amlar ve nefais bisiiriib ziyafet
itdiler ve ol maldan/ elli bin filori olusdurdilar andan sofira ¢ilin bu kadar mal
bulundi/ ve hakk te‘ala canibinden aya sofyanifi itmamina isaret olund1 miihendisler/
ve mi‘marlar ciimle ittifak/

34r eylediler ki/ kubbenifi devrini gayet hafif toprakdan diizmek gerek/ zira kim
kubbe hem boldir ve hem yiiksekdir/ ve ne kadar yeni olsa afet ihtilalinden ba‘id
olur/ 6yleye her memleketifi topragindan gétiirdiler ve bir kalib diiziib/ ol kalibla her
toprakdan birer mikdar/ kerbi¢ kesdiler andan sofira baska baska bisiirdiler/ ve
birbiriyle tarttilar ittifak rodos atasinifi topragi/ ciimlesinden hafif geldi/ hatta dirler
ki rodos/ topraginiii tokaz kremidi istanbul topragimifi bir kiremidi agrinca geldi/ ol
icma‘y1 eylediler ki kubbeyi/ andan/ yapalar hemandem rodos begine hilkkm yazub/
bir kac kiremidci usta kar ile vafir/ irgadlar rodosa gonderdiler ta ki/ varub anda
kiremid isleyiib bunda gondereler/ rodos begi daht anlara ta‘zim ve tekrim eyleyiib/
begendikleri yerden toprak kazdilar ve firunlar diiziib bisiirmege basladilar/ ve her
giin rodos begi nefse varub/ irgadlar iizerine/ tururdi ve anlara kendii re‘ayasindan
ni¢e yardimcilar kosdi ve gemiler hazirlayub/ mutassil asladiklarini istanbula
gonderirlerdi/ ve bir rivayet de gelmisdir ki aya sofyaniii kubbesini somaki

mermerden yapmiglardir/ ve’l-hasil kubbenid kirecini/
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34v ve horasanin ve kiremidini/ tamam eyledikden sofira ignadyiis emr eyledi ki
biiylik kazganlar getiirdiler ve i¢lerin/ lisanii’l “Usfur adlu bir ma‘raf agacik
kopligiyle/ arpa suyla bisiirdiler tutkal gibi oldi/ andan sofira kireci anufi ile
yogurdilar/ ve kubbeyi andan biinyad etdiler/ ve evvela ol dort kiirstiiin ki kubbe
anlarifi izerinde yapilmisdir/ ol vechile yapdilar anifigiin muhkem olub kubbeyi
gotiirdi/ fe amma ki mihrabifi Gistiinde ki/ nim kubbeyi ve kemeri gayri/ toprakdan
yapmislar anifi¢iin tayanmadi ¢okdii/ nitekim beyan olunsa gerek/ insa‘allhu te‘ala ve
kubbe tamam olunca anifi dairesinde olan cam kemerlerini glimiisden eylediler/ ve
biiyiik kubbelerifi ve bi’l-ciimle haremii i¢ yiiziini esfadan eylediler/ ve ¢ok yerde
simdi goriiniir hustisan fevkaniyyede ba‘z1 yerler vardir heniiz islenmis gibi geliir/ ve
daht kandiller asmaggiin zincirler ve halkalari/ hep giimiisden eylediler ve ol
mermerler ki divarlar tistlinde konulmusdur taban tamam oldukdan sofira mermer
taslarini iki bicerlerdi/ ve i¢lerinden diirlii diirlii reng ve siiretler ¢ikardi ve ikisi
endama koyub bir bir yaninda/ ber-vechile korlardi aksinif ictima‘indan bir naks
veya bir siiret peyda olurdi/ ve dahi haremin désemesini melevven mermerlerden ve
mevaac taslardan itdiler ki adem bakub/ hayran olurdi/

35r ve esfa mermer icinde dort kosede dort sems fiistis kart eylediler ki/ ana nazar
iden kimesne letafetden/ ve hiisnetden bakamazdi/ ve haliya 4aa sofyanii mahfili
kurbinda/ hasir altindan niganlar1 vardir ve dahi mihrabifi / sag yaninda batrik i¢iin
yedi giimiisliik direk lizerinde bir musanna‘ kubbe yapdilar ki/ saft altundan/ eyleyiib
birbirine tolasdirub/ kubbe gibi ¢atdilar ve esfa direkden dir ki/ altun miisebbek
eylediler ve mezkir kubbenii {istiinde safi altundan/ bir salib kodilar ki anda yakit
rummani ve elmas bedhosani/ ve la‘l ve cevahir murassa® olmusdi ki adem ana bakub
hayran olurd1 ve kubbenifi orta yerinde/ ¢cepcevre cevahirden ve ma‘adinden elvan-1

miilevveneden ve ehcar-1 miitenevvi‘yeden/ meyveler ¢icekler ve diirlii diirlii/ sekiller
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naks itdiler ki gozler gérmiis degil/ ve dimek isterler ki mezkiir kubbe/ alt1 yiiz kere
bif altuna olmusidi/ ve dahi mihrabifi sol tarafinda saft yesim tagindan bir nerdban
diizdiler ve iistiini billdir safiden itdiler ve billirfi/ listiinde yine altundan cevahir ile
murassa‘ bir biiylik salib kodilar ve mihrabiii {istiinde hazret-i ‘1sa peygamber
‘aleyhi’s-selamin siiretin safi altundan bir glimiis hacid iistiinde yapisdirdilar/ ve anifi
gibi yaninda on iki havariyytniii

35v stiretlerini birer glimiis kiirs1 lizerinde/ yine saft altundan eyledilerve her/ bir
havariyylnii 6fitinde birer zer-nisan kiirs1/ ve her bir kiirsinifi tistiinde/ altn haliyla
yazilmis ve cildleri/ safi altun ve la‘l ve cevahirle murassa‘/ incil kodilar ve her
birisinifi {izerinde a‘la catma kiimas bir de kodilar/ ve daht mihrabii iki yaninda dort
samdan kodilar ki/ yukarulari billirdan ve asagilari/ altundan ve dort samdan dah1/
saft giimiisden climle mihrabifi saginda ve solunda sekiz samdan oldi/ ve mezkiir
samdanlarda kalem isiyle ra‘na naks olmus sekiller var idi ki/ adem bukdug1 vaktin
bi-hod olurdi/ ve her bir samdanifi i¢inde birer far-miide yaz kafurdi mmmlar kodilar
ki/ mutassil gice ve gilindiiz yanardi ve daht heniiz furuste siiretlerinifi ekserleri vardir
kubbenin dort tarafinda turur/ ve her birisinifi altinda saft giimiisden birer kiirst
kodilar ve her bir kiirsinin tizerinde birer incil kodilar ki cild ve kiirsileri la‘l ve
cevahir ile murassa‘ ve hatlar1 altun ve birtize cedvellerle musanna® idi/ ve her bir
incile on bir kesis ta‘yin olunub gice ve giindiiz ndbet ile mutassil/ okurlardi ve her
birisinif

36r oiilinde birer buhiirdan kodilar/ ve asag1 ve yukarisinda altun ve giimiis kandiller
ve tiib aynalar hadden ziyade idi/ ve mihrabifi karsusinda olan biiyiik kapunifi
suddesini hazret-i nih peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selam sefinesi agacindan eylediler ve bir
rivayet de gelmisdir ki/ medrese canibinde ki dis kapularinifi mesrik taradinda ki/

kapudir ve simdiki zamanda halk vafir yonmuslardir/ hatta {izerinde tuc kapladilar/
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yine kabil degildir tucifi altindan bile yunub ¢ikarlar/ ve mezkiir kapu altun ile sallis
ve la‘l ve cevahir ile murassa‘ idi/ hatta bir agir hazine degirdi amma merhiim/ sultan
mehemmed ‘aleyhii’r-rahmet min allahii’s-samed/ istanbuli feth idiib/ sabika i¢inde
olan kefere beglerine ¢ikub gitmege icazet virdiler yedi barca malla toptolu idiib/
denizden ¢ikdilar gitdiler ve ol zamanda/ mezkiir kapuy1 ve ekser aya sofyada olan
mahyalarifi/ goériilmege kabil olan1 hep bile alub gitdiler ve daht yukaru
fevkaniyyenini kenarinda/ (....... ) vard1 olan direklerifi arasinda direkden direge safi
giimiisden megebbekler diizmege kasd itmislerdi/ fe-amma erkan-1 devlet ve a‘yan-1
hazret afia razi olmayub eyitdiler ki/ bu deiilii harc gidiib ve bu kadar ziynet/

36v var iken glimiisden trabuzunlar/ islemek zaiddir/ ve padisah-1 mezkir biilend
himmet idi/ elbette olmak gerek didi ve ol esnada hindiistan miihendislerinden birisi
ki iistad-1 kamil/ ve feylesof-1 fazil ve nige diirlii kemalata ‘arif/ ve fiintin sana‘tlara
vakif idi/ ve ‘aca’ib ve garaib mahyalar islemege kadir/ ve padisah katinda makbiil
ve sana‘tinda mahir idi/ iistlinyaniiya eyitdi ay padisah-1 rily-1 zemin/ senif sanifia ve
‘azametifie 1ayikdir eger/ bu trabuzuni glimiisden ve altundan/ veya la‘l ve cevahirden
idesin/ fe-amma bir budur ki agagadan iken goériinmez/ ve bir bodur ki altuna ve
giimiigse tam* artucagdir/ elvere ki sofira yer tama‘kar kimesne padisah olub/ mal
tama‘indan 6tiiri kopara ve ihtimaldir ki/ andan bu ‘ibadethaneye zarar-1 kiilli ve
hayrifiiz zayi‘ ola/ ve fakir bir sana‘t biliyorum eger buyurulmakta bir kac diirlii
ma‘adinden halt idiib/ size bir a‘1a megsk-i trabzun ideyim ki/ harci ciiz1 ola ve
kimesne afa tam® itmeye zira ki bundan gayr ise yaramaz/ ve hem lim‘ani ve sefafi
ve endami sOyle latif ve makbiil ola ki/ giimiisden ve altundan daht ziyade mergtib
ola/ iistiinyanii bu mukavele s6zden ¢ikmadi/ ve ol

37r Gistada emr eyledi ki/ sana‘tin1 ve makdiirini sarf eyleyiib/ didiigifii yerine getiire

ol dahi bakirdan ve kalaydan/ kursundan bir mikdar alub/ ve anlara ciizt1 altun ve
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giimiis/ katd1 ve ba‘z1 cevahir halt itdi ve ocaga koyub/ eritdi ve mezkiir direklerifi/
arasinda direkden direge hikmet balcigindan mesebbek kaliblar diizdi ve mezkiir
kalibifi/ dis canibinden ba‘z1 1a‘l ve cevahir diirlii diirlii ma‘adin yapisdirdi ve mezkir
ugukda ki/ eczalar vardu ki birle te‘lif ve tazammunla mezkiir olan/ kaliblarini dokdi
ve kalibda olan cevahir tonidugulin/ yiliziinde murassa‘ kaldilar sofira mezkir kalibi
iistlinden bozub ¢ikard1 icinden/ ra‘na cevheri melevven trabzun ¢ikageldi ki/ gozler
gormiis degildir andan sofira mezkiir trabzunui yiizini bir raht eyledikden sofira/ bir
cevheri seffaf ve la‘l ve cevahir ile murassa® mahya/ old1 ki gézler afia bakdug: vaktin
kamasur tururdi ve andan bakmaga toymazdi/ belki safi glimiis veyahud altun olsa/ ol
kadar mergiib diismezdi sofira sabika mezkir olan putperestleri/ bundan ¢ikardikdan
sonra bir daht sundan bundan cem® olub biraz kuvvet buldilar/ ve istanbul

37v lizerine ‘asker ¢ikub geliib/ ‘Tseviler elinden alub nige zaman hakim oldilar/ ve
mezkir trabzuni kiymetlii nesne sanub/ ciimlesini kopardilar aldilar ve dahi her ne
yerde ki/ altun ve glimiis var ise bozub aldilar/ sofira ak mermerden eslediler nitekim
simdi goriiniiyor/ ve didiigimiz kaziyyeler ‘ale’t-tafsil aya sofyanifi i¢inde sark
tarafinda bulunan yazusiyla yazilmisdir bir kac mermer tahtalar1/ vardir anlariii
icinde kazilmisdir ve daht aya sofyanifi/ dort yaninda dort kapu var idi ki birbirine
mukabil vaki‘ olmuslardir/ ve her birisinifi yaninda yesil mermerden yonulmus birer
a‘la havz turir/ ve her birisinii iginde bir diirlii nesne vardir/ birinde su ve birinde
sarab ve birinde siid ve birinde seker serbeti mal-a-mal turird/ ve her kim gilinah
islese idi anlarii batriki haline gore/ ve giinahi hasebince bir ciirlimiye emr iderdi ol
dahi ciirtimiyesin getiiriib kilisenifl kadilarina virirdi anlar daht anii mukabelesinde
ol havzlardan/ i¢irirlerdi ve boyle itmekle giinahi ‘afv olur deyi/ i‘tikad iderlerdi ve
daht aya sofyanifi ¢ak orta yerinde/ bir kac somaki tasindan sekiz koselii yek pare

havz var idi ve sekiz yiiziinde/ sekiz dane ser i siiretleri kazilmis/
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38r kazilmis idi/ ve ol havzii iizerinde bir kubbe yapilmisdi/ ve ol kubbenifi/ ¢evre
yaninda 1sa peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selamif)/ ve on iki havariyiinifi siiretleri yazilmisdi/
ve dahi iistiinyant zamaninda degin/ ne kadar padisah ge¢diyse her birinif)/ stireti
mezkir kubbenii iistiinde naks olmusdi ve kubbe-yi mezkire ta islam zamanina
degin mevciid idi ve merhiim sultan mehemmed ‘aleyhiii’r-rahmet ali el-abd istanbuli
feth eyleylib/ aya sofyayi kiifr esrinden pak eyleyiib/ cami® eyline gordiler ki mezkir
kubbe orta yerinde/ muzayaka virir ve iistiinde ki naks ve suretler amedi giicile
yikdirub haziklarin/ ‘adam-1 husti‘na ba‘is oldugundan/ ortadan gétiirdiler ve mezkiir/
havz-1 somaki hala saray-1 ‘@mireniii i¢inde yatur/ ve daht simdi halde aya sofyanii
medresesi yerinde/ iki biiyiik havzlar var idi/ ve anlar ilcek suyla daima toptolu
iderlerdi/ ve yaz zamaninda ikindin sehrifi ekser halki anda cem olub/ kimi soyunub
havz i¢inde yiizer/ ve kimi ayag iistiinde turub seyr iderdi/ ta ahsam olunca seyran
iderlerdi ve dahi dirler ki/ aya sofyanifi cevre meyaninda iic yiiz hiicre var idi/
babaslara ve kesislere ta‘yin ve mesken/ kilinmigdi/

38v ve sabah ve ahsam yimekleri ¢ak/ ayaklarina geliirdi ve mutassil vakfini rah1 i¢lin
incil okurlard: ve sevabini afia hediye eylerlerdi ve fevkaniyye biitiin yalfuz ehl-i
‘llmlere/ mahsis idi ki mutassil anda mutala‘a-y1 ‘ulim ve mubahese-i fiintin
iderlerdi/ ve bi’l-climle eger aya sofyaniii cemi‘ ahvali ve tertibat1 zikr olunacak
olursa tatvil-i kelam/ ve tasdi‘-yi rus-1 feham olurlardi/ pes olas1 budur ki hayrii’l
kelam methuimiyle/ ‘@mel olub ihtimam bula/ ve ¢iin mezkiir ‘ibadethane-yi dilpezir
ve bina-y1 a‘la-y1 bi-nazir tamam oldy/ tistiinyant emr eyledi ki aya sofyanifi ¢ak orta
yerinde mezkiir somaki havzifi/ 6filinde tahti kurdilar/ ve kendiisi anii iizerine gegiib
oturd1 ve saginda/ ve solunda viizera ve umera ve a‘yan ve kiibera/ ve ‘ulema ve
fuzela ve a‘yan-1 devlet/ ve erkan-1 memleket/ yerlii yerinde ve makamlu makaminda

turub/ bir ‘azim divan eylediler/ ve hakk te‘ala hazretine hamd 1 siikr eylemege
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basladilar/ ve padisahifi say‘-1 cemiline aferin kildilar/ ve ol giin daht on biifi koytin/
ve dort yiiz s181r ve alt1 yiiz kebg ve iic bif kaz ve 6rdek ve bifi dane horos/ ve bes
bifi tavuk bogazladilar/ ve afia gore nefais ta‘amlar/ ve ra‘na sagir1 helvalar ve diirlii
diirli yemisler/

39r ve yemekler ve igmekler climle hazirlay(b/ hassa ve ‘amma ihsan samil ve
ziyafet-i ‘amm eylediler/ ve ii¢ yiiz bifi altun fukaraya ve gurebaya ve bi’l-ciimle
miistehakk olanlara nisar eyledi andan sofira/ zamanin batriki ii¢ yiiz kesis birle ki/
her birinif bir bliylik bal mum1 yanar/ bu vechile padisahiii takdisine geldiler/ ve
padisah dahi batrike istikbal idiib/ elini eline alub mihraba dek boyle yiiriidi ve ol
kesislerifi her birisine bir hizmet ta‘yin idiib/ u‘life buyurd: ve batrik/ daht mihrabiii
saginda ki/ kubbenif iizerine ¢okiib/ hakk te‘alaya hamd i siikiir eyledi ve ge¢mis
peygamberler/ ervaha salavat virdi/ ve andan sofira/ iistlinyaniiya vafir medh sdyledi/
ve ana ¢ok du‘a ve senalar okudi/ ve aya sofyanifi ta‘mirini zikr eyledi/ hasily/ yedi
giine degin bu hal {izerine oldilar/ andan sofira vakfnamesini yazdilar ve {izerine harc
eyledikleri/ mal hesab eylediler ciimle hedayadan/ ve biskeslerden ve etraf
padisahlarmifi gonderdikleri alatdan ve ma‘adinden gayri bu deiilii 12000000000
kerre altun harc olunmus buldilar/ andan sofira hakk te‘ala hazretlerinin takdiriyle/
alt1 ay mikdar1 yasadi ve afia afisizin hadimii’l-zat/

39v ve miiferrikii’l-cema‘at peki irigtib/ ahirete intikal eyledi ve ittifak kendiinin salt
ogl1 yogidi/ amma karindas1 ogl var idi ki/ iistinytis dirler/ ve diinyadan gociib
gitmegi mukarrer bildi/ afa berii a‘yan1 ve efazil ve erkani cem* idiib/ sdyle vasiyyet
eyledi ki kendiiden sofira listinyusi padisah eyleyeler/ ve dahi aya sofyanin 6iiinde
bir direk dike koyalar/ ve ol diregifi iistiinde kendiinifi stiretini/ tucdan ve atini
bakirdan tagvir idiib/atina bindiriib direk iistiinde koyalar ve bir elinde altun elma ve

bir elini/ s0yle aguk koyalar/ ve mezkiir stiret/ heniiz cemsid-i zaman ve iskender-i
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devran hazret-i sultan siileyman han/ zamanina degin kalmisdi/ ve aya sofyaniii ¢arsu
canibinde olan/ kapusi 6iiinde turirdi/ amma zelzeleden diisdi/ ve ¢ok yerleri harab
old1 hasil-1 kelam/ listlinyanii dar-1 ahirete intikal eyledi/ ve erkan-1 devlet ve a‘yan-1
memleket/ anifi vasiyyetini tutub {istinylisi/ padisah/ eylediler/ ve didiigi gibi diregi
ve siireti dike kodilar andan sofira iki yil mikdar gecince/ bir ‘azim zelzele vaki‘ old1
ve aya sofyaniii biiyiik kubbesi bir yerinden diisdi/ ve i¢inde olan mahyalarifi/

40r ekseri bozildi/ ve bu kadar emek ¢ekdikleri sanayi‘ zayi‘ oldi/ amma
fevkaniyesine asla zarar tokunmadi/ hikmetu’llahifi cemi® mahyalari sag kaldi ve
ignadyiis/ dah1 hayatda idi bir daht rodosa ademler gonderiib/ kiremid kesdirdiler ve
calisub kubbe yine tekrar yapdilar ve listinyus soyle fehm eyledi ki kubbenifi/
cokmesi/ ignadyiisufi taksirindan ola/ ol husiisdan ignadyusa muhkem gazab eyledi/
ve nefsinde sOyle niyet eyledi ki/ bir vechile oldura kimesne an1 tuymaya/ ve bu
fikrini kimesneye dimedi hele kubbe tamam olunca sabr eyledi andan sofira/
ignadyts emir eyledi ki koya ve ignadyts dahi/ bu maslahata miibaseret eyledi amma
biitiin direk bulunmadugi¢iin somaki direk pareleri var idi/ birbirine/ uydurub/
sana‘tla tavuk bazari kurbinda olan/ dikili tas1 yapdi ve tamam oldugindan
sofira/listinyusuii siiretini ve atini diizdikden sofira/ bir uzun nerdban eylediler ve
dikili tas tizerine tayandirdilar ve ignadyus/ ol nerdubaniii iizerine ¢ikub mezkir
streti/ diiziib turdugin iistinyus esmerlemisdi heman/

40v nerdubani yikdilar/ ve ignadyus tasifi depesinde kaldi ve ol zamanda mezkiir
dikili tasiii/ etrafinda ‘imaret ve mahalle yogundi/ heman sahra yeraydi hasil
ignadyiis/ bu halt miisahede eyleyince tuydi kaziyye nidiigin afiladi amma gayet
‘akil/ ve fazil ve cihandide merd-i kamil idi/ bu halden ceza‘ itmedi ve kazaya riza
gosterdi/ bas asagi eyleyiib tas lizerinde/ yatdi ve kendiinify/ bir ‘akila ehl-i tedbire

hatiini var idi/ ignadyusufi bu kaziyyesi isidince feryad iderek/ segirtdi tasifi altina
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geliib/ aglayub zadilik itmege basladi ignadyus kendii/ ‘avretinifi avazini isitdi/ ve
yakib afia isaret eyledi ki halk tagildugindan/ sofira yalfiiz gelesin/ sana
sOyliyecegim vardir deyii ‘avret dahi biraz eglendi/ ve halk yatdikdan sofira tasifi
altina geldi ignadyus yukaridan bakd1 gordi ki/ kimesne yokdir ‘avrete eyitdi yarin
bafia irismeden bir ip diizesin soyle ki/ yeni ve ince ola andan sofira bagsdan basa zift
ile/ tala idesin ve yarin gice halk yatdikdan sofira/ gotdiiriib gelesin ve bu razi
kimesne agmayasin ‘avret daht erte(....) didiigi gibi gece/ irismeden bir uzun inge
muhkem idib/

41r diizib ve ziftle yagladi/ ve ahsam halk yatdikdan sofira belince/ alub tasif altina
vardi gordi ki/ ignadyis afia katlanub/ turir ve anifi cebinde bir ingecik sicim var idi
ki/ mi‘marlar an1 gdtiiriib iistiine yapu yaptilar ol sicimi sarkitdi ve kar1 elindeki ipifi
ucuni ol sicime bagladi/ ve ignadyus cekdi/ ipifi ugun1 yanina adi/ ve yukari tas
basinda tolayub muhkem/ eyledi andan sofira iki eliyle karuyub/ siyrilub esenligle
asag1 indi/ ve yaninda cakmak hazir turirdy/ fi’1-hal od yakub mezkiir ibifi ugini
tutusdururdu bir aguzdan yandy/ gitdi ve ol sa‘atde/ tebdil-i siiret/ eyleyib sehirden
cikub gitdi/ ve nige oldugin kimesne tuymadi/ ve bir kac y1l ge¢dikden sofira kesis
stretinde yine istanbula geldi/ ve top kapusindan tasra bir ayazma var idi/ varub
icinde miicaveret aldi/ ve mezkir istinyus haftada bir giin/ varub mezkiir ayazmay1
ziyaret iderdi/ bir giin ‘adetince ayazmaniii i¢ine girdi ve ignadys firsatin1 gézediib
turird/ kesis stretinde degirdiib padisahifi/ etegin 6pdi ve ¢cok du‘a ve senalar

41v eyledi iistinyus eyitdi/ ne makile ademsin ve ne muradiil vardir ignadyis
tebesstim iderek eyitdi ben ol kimesneyim ki/beni helak itmege kasd eyledifi/ amma
hakk te‘ala beni kurtardi/ hasili kelam macerasini bir bir sdyledi ve ‘izz diledi padisah
bundan ziyade ta‘acciib eyledi/ ve itdiigine pismanlik itdi ve ignadyiisa/ ziyade ta‘zim

ve tekrim eyleylib evvelki ‘uliifesinden ve re‘ayatdan dahi ziyade eyleytib/ sofira
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ctimlesi ahirete intikal eylediler/ ve aya sofya ol hal {izerine kadi/ ve cemi*
memalikden afia (...... ) u sadakat cekiiliib geliirdi/ ve her yil etrafindan afia cem*
iderlerdi sofira/ niigtirvan-1 ‘adil ki arazi-yi ma‘mirenifi/ bilad-1 mu‘azzami anifi
hiikm-i tasarrufunda idi ve istanbul daht anii tevab‘indan idi/ her yil istanbula geliib
hac ve ziyaret iderdi/ ittifak ol y1l ki hazret-i risalet penah ve karinde-i halk e’s-
seyyid el-miirselin/ ve habib rabbii’l-‘alemin fahze’l-enbiya/ ve hatim-i esfaya
muhammed mustafa ‘aleyhii’s-salavat ve’s-selam min allah el-miilk el-‘allam/
viicuda geldi mezkiir niigirvan bunda aya sofya/ ziyaretine gelmis idi ol gice ki/ fahr-1
‘alem viladet olundi/ aya sofyanin kubbesinde salis mikdar1 ki kible canibindedir on
dort cam kemeri birle secde eyleylib yere diisdi ve aniisirvan-i

42r ‘adil bunda bulunmagla/ anifi harcini ve levazimini goriib/ gerii yapdirdi/ amma
evvelki iislibuna uydurmamislardir/ nitekim simdi aya sofyay1 gérene ma‘limdir/ ve
bu kaziyye mugcerat kitablarinda beyan olunmusdir/ ‘ale’t-tafsil ve bir rivayet de
nakl olunmigdir/ hazret-i resil salla’llahu ‘aleyhi vesellem/ viladet olundug gicede/
bikalan aniisirvanii eyvani idi ki/ ‘acem memleketindedir/ ve kizilbas evbas
memleketine viran gérmiislerdir/ ve allahu a‘lem bi’l-hal ve’leye el(....... ) el-mal/ ve
¢lin aya sofyanifi tarth-i binasindan bin tokuz yiiz/ otuz yil gecdi ki restilu’llah
hazretlerinifi hicret-i serifinden/ sekiz yiiz elli y1l ge¢gmisdi/ merhiim ve magfur ve
meciir ve mebriir/ sultan mehemmed hassa allah te‘ala bi’l-rahmet ve’l-fugran ve
ruh-a-ritha el-mukaddese {1 ‘arifii’l-hannan/ riimili canibinden ‘asker cerrad ve ciliniid
pismarla/ yliriiyiib istanbil iizerine geldi ve bunifi gibi mu‘azzam hisar1 ve muhkem
diyary/ feth eyledi ve karadan gemiler donadib kasim pasa ile/ haskoy arasinda
‘arabalar iizerinden yiiridiib/ ve tob ejderhalarla bahadir nihengler ile toldurub fenar
kapusina togri/ denize saldilar ve ol tarafifi hisari zir u zir itdiler ve ol rahneden/

sehre giriib yirtidiler/
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42v ve hakk te‘alaniii ‘avniyle/ ve din-i islamifi bereketiyle zaman-1 kalilde aldilar
sofira/ emr eyledi ki sehrifi orta yerinde/ ve a‘la mekanda ol cami® serifi ve makam-1
miinifi yapdilar/ ve cami‘iii havlinde cennet/ misal sekiz medrese ki semaniye
dimekle meshiuirdir/ ve her medresenin ardinda birer tetimme/ dah1 miikkemmel ve
ma‘mirdir ve bir canibinde bimarhane ve bir canibinde matvah ve misafirhaneler/
vaki‘ old1 ve anlarifi tafsili ve cemali ve ciimle tertibat1 ve ahvali istanbulda/ olanlara
ve gozlere sahid/ ve miisahid ma‘lim ve miiekked/ olduguna/ miitekerririne ihtiyac
yokdur/ ve ba‘dehu sa‘idii’l-hayat ve sehidii’l-memat/ sahibii’l-fazl el-mezid hazret-i
merhiim sultan bayezid/ eski sarayifi kible canibinde bir cami® mu‘alla ve medrese-i
a‘la/ bir matbah ve misafirhaneler ve ihsaniyat ve hayrat vafireler tecdid/ ve tebyid
eyledi ve anlarifi/ daht hala menztr ve ma‘limdur/ ve beyana ihtiyac yokdir ve
simdiki zamanda sultanii’l-islam ve’l-miislimin/ sahibii’l-‘izz ve’l-nasir ve’l-temkin
miilkli’l-sarkin ve’l-garbin ve malikii’l-berrin ve’l-bahrin halifetii’l-‘arab/ ve
kesrayii’l-‘acem ve hakanii’l-tlirk/ ve rajii’l-hind ve’l-deylem ve kayserii’l-rim/ ve
iskenderli’l-yunan ‘aziz- mehr/ ve sehdad

43r ‘iil-yemin ve necayisli’l habese ve’l-sadan/ ve siileymanii’l-zaman zabtii’l-akalim
e’s-seba‘a/ be-tarafii’l benan hazret-i sultan/ siileyman han 4ell Gaaluall e s dl ol
4ol 5 ) 9ed ) uallis i bu sehirde itdiigi/ hayrat yapdug cami‘ ve medaris/ ve
‘imarat/ izhar min es-sems ve esher min el-emsdir/ evvela merhiim ve magfur ve
mebrir ve miiskiir validlari hazret-i sultan selim han ‘aleyhii’r-rahmet ve’r-rizvan
min allahii’l ‘aziz el-‘alim rihiglin bir cami‘-1 mu‘azzam/ ve makam-1 miikerrem ve
tiirbe-yi ‘altye ve medrese-yi samiye ve ‘imarat-1 ‘azime ve hayrat-cesime/ blinyad ve
nihad buyurdilar/ ve saniyen kendiilerin veled-i ‘azizi sehzade sultan mehemmed
‘aleyhii’r-rahmet min el-ezel/ ile’l-ebed riihiclin dah1/ bir cami‘-i mu‘azzam €ali erkan

ve medrese-1 nefise-yi ‘azim’s-san ve ‘imarat-1 ‘amire ve hayrat-1 miitekasire/ ta‘mir
Y1 a7 g
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ve tevkir eylediler ve salisen duhter-i mu‘azzame ve bint-i miikerreleri meryem-i
‘iffet/ ve belkis-1 ‘azamet ve ‘Ayse-i keramet ve fatma-y1 hiirmet/ hazret-i hanim
sultan sevabi i¢iin/ karsu liskiidarda cami‘-i sami/ ve bir medrese-yi naft ta‘mir
eylediler/ ve rabi‘an handan-1 tahire/ sahibetii’l-hayrat el-vafire/

43v haseki sultan ta‘mir-ha allahu te‘ala/ bi’l-rahmet ve’r-rizvan hatirigiin/ ‘avret
bazar1 kurbunda bir cami serif/ ve medrese-yi miinif ve bimaristan-1 latif/ ta‘mir
buyurdilar ve hamisen merhtim ferzend ahyar ve sehzade-yi bi-nazir/ sultan cihangir
‘aleyhii’r-rahmetii’l-miilk el-kadir caniiciin/ tophane canibinde bir cami‘-yi a‘la/ ve
makam-i stmi yapdilar sadisen ol gurre-yi rily @ hiirrem/ ve harem-i ¢ehariim-i
miislimin ki ehl-i fazl ve i‘tibar ve eshab-1 ‘ilm ve ‘akl-1 vakardir ki ta‘zZimen ve
tekrimen ve temayyiizen ve tethimen/ stileymaniye dirler ve bu nisbet-i sevalif-i
selatin-i ‘azam ve sevabik-1 padisah/ zeviyyii’l-fazl ve’l ihtiram {islibi lizerine/ vaki*
olmigdir nitekim iskenderiyye ve kahire ve gayri-ha dirler ve mezkiir cami‘-i a‘zam/
ve ‘imaret-1 efham ve hayrat-1 dilpezir ve medaris-i bi-nazir ki biri tefsir-i ‘azim ve
hadis-i kerim i¢ilin/ ve dordi daht ‘uliim-1 usiil ve fiiri/ ve enva‘-1 fiiniin-1 ma‘kil ve
mesrii‘ iclin/ ve biri ‘ilm-i tibb ve hikmet ve kalan1/ fiiniin-1 adab ve kirat i¢giin ta‘yin
ve bina olunmigdir/ ve anlara tabi‘ olan viictih-1 hayrat/ ve esnaf-1 miiberrat ve

bimarhane-yi zi‘afe ve mesakin ve misafirhane hay a0 zar ve idrarat-1 ‘ulema ve erzak-

44r fukara ve ihsaniyyat-1 eramil/ ve sadakat-1 yetami ka sems {1 tenevviir-i neharan
zahir ve agikaredir/ ve ol bina-y1 ‘ale’l-erkan/ ve cami‘-yi bedi*-i el-vaz‘/ ve muhkem
el-benan ol dort bi-nazir/ minaresiyle ve ol ‘acaib iisliib ve tertibiyle/ degme padisaha
miiyesser , belki riy-1 zeminde kimesneye mukadder olmus degildir/ ve anda olan
esbab ve alat ve ehcar ve iis‘tlivanat her biri bir memleketifi haraci ve bir vilayetifi

sem‘i sarac1 idi/ ve ol somakt ‘amiidlar1 birer/ padisahifi yadigar: idi/ ve bir kaci
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hazret-i siileyman peygamber ‘aleyhi’s-selam tahtindan ve bir kaci iskender
zii’lkarneynifi/ aynasi tahtindan idiler/ 48lall 5osbe (e el (e e s 0 G () B
Jaaiill e Jlsal 3L 5 ofiall megkiir cami‘-i serif ve havlinde olan/ emakin-i miinifi
seyr eyleyen kimseniii liitf-i nazarina havale olundi/ ve anii ibtida-y1 binasina 957
cami‘i’l-ahyar vaki‘ oldi ve itmam-1 nihayetine 964 hayr-1 mecami* diisdi/ ve haliya
asaf-1 zaman ve sahib-kiran a‘zam-1 viizera-y1 el-enam efham halife-yi e’s-selatinii’l

‘azam/ hafizii’l-kalem ve hamilii’l-seyf ve nasirli’l-‘adl/ ve kahirii’l-hayf veli-yi ta‘m

44v ve mevli ihsanina/ ve el-mu‘arrif el-(.....) min gayr redd/ fi zamanina bu yigir
mabhalll-i ‘6mr-i ‘adalet-i osman < bl 5 & HLiall (6 e Q) il an) ae Culea e s
slalla Ul ey 5l ilKie lina 5 pd jle Wiy Lo agle i dl) axil L3 e & paa
GlBua 3al g bi-nihayetinden ma‘ada edirne kapusi/ canibinde ve gayet gerek olacak
mabhallinde/ ve yerinde bir medrese-yi ‘azim ve hayr-1 celil el-esam1 ta‘mir ve tevtid
ve tecdid buyurdilar ki/ anif binasi ‘acaib ve tisliib-1 latif garib ve rif‘at mekani ve
tertib-1 ‘azim elsani ve i¢inde vakf olan ‘uliim-1 ser‘iyyenifi kitablar1 ve fiintin-1
asliyye ve fer‘iyyenii alat ve esbablari bir yerde mevcud degildir/ belki diigeli
medarisde yokdur ve bu denlii/ fazilet ve keramet bir ferde miiyesser ve bir ahde
mukadder olmus degildir/ ferza-y1 talebe-yi ‘ilm gelme bilgi medreseleri bile senin
ve suhiir ve a‘vam-1 duhiir medreseden ¢ikmayalar ve asla bir nesneye ihtiyac
cekmeyeler/ ve kangi yerde bunifi gibi miknet ve esbab/ veya kangi sahib-i hayr bu
delii sevab kazanmaga kadir ola/ hasa ki sa‘adet-i ‘azime gayr1 yerde

451 buluna/ 4 45 o 5S e 4 sde 5 Linass 4By ¥ 5 oS 8 Les Wi, L bu Kata®-yn farsi-yi
layika vaki oldu tarthii’l muharrere fi-hakkii’l medrese asaf —1 sahib kiran-1 zaman/
G oy ) ple Gle Cl 23S 30y (padia (SLES 98 axa L3 e e ) dididbes Glea 530 48

it s aladl C 5 21eS) U2 alS dua (S L ey A 5 oS i lE Ga aily g Caal g el et 4S
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Aile 2 a7 ) 58S gene 967 hakk subhane te‘ala sahib-i sa‘adetimizifi zill-i raftinl
‘ibad tizerine memdiir/ ve bina-y1 zat-1 seriflerin/ g & s all Gull 5 ) sanll Cunll S idi
(cevnenn ) N CHTT )/ ol (e Yok palliial (L ) Dsed Ga Al I ) jaS e g jall 18y S8
Camaall pdl) 4 U g5 shall adle (il 5 jaa e ) 5 uma ) 5 Gl A I3V (g e el

A jie Ghallue G O seay Cadalll s e M sl (L, ) el 5 a5

ad e Cipa¥ly seia o La¥l e pall sisia pal)
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