
UDK: 94(567Bagdad+560)(044)
Izvorni znanstveni rad

Prihvaćeno za tisak: 8. siječnja 2022.

Elements of Türkī-yi ʿacemī in an eyewitness report  
on the Ottoman siege of Baghdad (1034-35/1625-26) 

preserved in Iskandar Munşī’s ʿĀlam-ārā-yi ʿAbbāsī 

Claudia Römer
Institut für Orientalistik der Universität Wien (retired)

claudia.roemer@univie.ac.at

Abstract
The present contribution on the one hand is a sequel to Römer (1989), inasmuch as it 
deals with a second Ottoman eyewitness report of the Ottoman siege of Baghdad in 
1625-1626 under grand vizier h. āfız.  Ah. med Pasha. This report, together with a Persian 
introductory paragraph, is included in Iskandar Beg Munşī’s (1561/2 – ca. 1633/34) 
Tārīḫ-i ʿĀlam-ārā-yi ʿAbbāsī. On the other hand, this letter is linguistically more inte-
resting than the previous one. Although it is Ottoman, it features a number of elements 
of Türkī-yi ʿacemī, the use of which probably goes back to Iskandar Beg himself. It is 
these elements that the present article focusses on. The letter is given in transcription 
and translation on the basis of ms. ÖNB cod. Mixt. 325: 320v-322r along with a re-wor-
ked version of the same letter to be found in Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955: 3, 
1053-1057), which contains many mistakes and differs in wording.

Keywords: Ottoman siege of Baghdad, h. āfız.  Ah. med Paşa, Ottoman private correspon-
dence, Iskandar Beg Munşī, türkī-yi ʿacemī

1. Introduction

More than thirty years ago, I published a letter written as a report to a friend at 
home by a t. urnacıbaşı taking part in the disastrous siege of Baghdad by the Ot-
tomans under grand vizier h. āfız.  Ah. med Pasha in 1625-16261. This letter is part of 
a collection of twenty original Ottoman documents, which very probably are war 
booty2. Where and how it was acquired and put into this collection is unknown. It 
could have been an isolated letter or one of the two letters mentioned by lambeck 
(1766: 378-379) when he talks about single sheets extant in an Ottoman transla-

1 Römer (1989).
2 ÖNB, cod. A.f. 2 (68): fol. 1r-v.
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3 ÖNB, cod. A.f. 12, flügel (1865: II, 85-87, no. 853). On al-Cannābī, see Brockelmann (1949: 
387 (300)) and (1938: 411). 

4 “At the end of the book two turkish letters are found about the siege of Baghdad by the turks, 
A.D. 1626. With an Italian translation by the renowned interpreter d’Asquier”, cf. lambeck 
(1766: 378–379); Michel d’Asquier (d. 1664), an interpreter and at the same time a citizen of 
the Republic of letters, an antiquarian and book collector, was born in 1598 in Marseille. he 
served at the habsburg court, and took part in a number of Ottoman-habsburg peace negotia-
tions. he died in 1664 and was buried in Vienna in st. stephen’s Cathedral. On him, see hamil-
ton (2009), for the above quotation: 239.

5 On him and his work, see savory (1985). The version which is used here is ÖNB, cod. Mixt. 325, 
320v–322r, http://data.onb.ac.at/rep/1002f0A2, cf. flügel (1867: III, 174-175, no. 953). I am 
grateful to Dr Andreas fingernagel (ÖNB) for the permisssion to publish the photos and to 
Dr Walter scheithauer (Vienna) for sharing the letter. subsequently, we read and discussed it in 
one of my reading seminars on Ottoman inedited documents. – A note on transcription: In the 
present article, I will use the system of İslam Ansiklopedisi throughout, i.e., also for Persian and 
Arabic, in order not to have too many different systems in one text. however, the pronunciation 
of vowels will be those of Classical New Persian and Arabic respectively.

6 flügel (1865: 248, no. 256).
7 johanson (1997: 89).
8 The term was coined by Raphaël du Mans (1613-1696), the prior of the Capuchin hospice in 

Isfahan. Besides a description of Persia, he wrote a turkish grammar, cf., johanson (1997: 87); 
see also Richard (1996).

tion of the history of al-Cannābī (d. 1590)3: In fine Libri reperiuntur duae Episto-
lae Turcicae de obsidione Bagdadensi a Turcis facta A.C. 1626. Cum versione Italica 
memorati Interpretis d’ASQUIER4. In the manuscript ÖNB cod. A.f. 12, however, 
there is no trace of these letters. 

Another copy of a similar description of the Baghdad campaign is included in 
Iskandar Beg Munşī’s (ca.1560–ca.1632) ʿĀlam-ārāy-i ʿAbbāsī.5 The letter written 
by an unnamed soldier of the Ottoman army to a friend in Istanbul called Mus. lī 
Çelebi is embedded into the Persian text and contains a number of mistakes and 
misspellings. 

As we shall see below from Iskandar Beg Munşī’s Persian introduction to the 
topic, there seem to have been many similar letters, which, together with official 
Ottoman correspondence, and differently from the letter I published earlier, were 
all intercepted by the safavid authorities even before getting on their way. Only one 
item of the batch was copied by Iskandar Beg. 

2. Türkī-yi ʿAcemī

furthermore, the letter presented here is much more interesting on a linguistic 
level than the purely Ottoman letter in ÖNB cod. A.f. 26 published by Römer 
(1989), as it contains many elements which can only be interpreted as Türkī-yi 
ʿacemī, i.e., the Oghuz turkic koiné of the safavids. It functioned as a lingua franca 
and was widespread in the safavid army and at the court7. Middle Azerbaidjanian, 
called Turc Agemi by Europeans8, hence the designation Türkī-yi ʿacemī, is likely to 

http://data.onb.ac.at/rep/1002F0A2
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have been widespread also in Caucasian and transcaucasian areas, which changed 
between Ottoman and safavid rule until 1606. Its linguistic and geographical li-
mitations are not yet clear and it could well have been a mixed language between 
Ottoman and Azerbaidjanian9. The author of the letter may have spoken an Eastern 
Anatolian dialect closely related to Türkī-yi ʿacemī, as it is assumed that there was 
a gradual East-West change in Anatolia between Türkī-yi ʿacemī and Ottoman10. 
Also, “during the Is. fahān phase of [the] s. afavids”, it was called K. ızılbaşī in contrast 
to Rūmī (Ottoman) and Çaġatā’ī11. Türkī-yi ʿ acemī is closely related to dialects spo-
ken by the K. ızılbaş12.

3. Iskandar Beg Munşī and the Tārīḫ-i ʿĀlam-ārā-yi ʿAbbāsī

however, Iskandar Beg Munşī (1561/2 – ca. 1633/34)13 himself was of turkic 
origin himself14, more precisely, he belonged to the turkmen clan of the K. ızılbaş15. 
Most K. ızılbaş were from turkmen tribes, but some were also non-Oghuzic16. 
Therefore, it is a more convincing idea that he inadvertently, instead of copying 
what was in front of him, partly changed it into the Oghuz turkic language he was 
more familiar with. Iskandar Beg Munşī’s work is all the more precious as a histori-
cal source, because he was an eyewitness of many events he relates, and whenever 
he was not, he tried to find reliable sources17. his position as munşī or court scribe 
not only gave him access to shāh ʿAbbās personally18, but he was also able to make 
use of documents. Moreover, he had not only taken part in the safavid siege of 
Baghdad in 1623, but also accompanied the shah in the subsequent fighting against 
the Ottomans at Necef, Kerbelā, and Baghdad in 1625-2619. Thus, he may even 
have been present when the letters were seized.

savory (1978) is a complete translation of the Tārīḫ-i ʿĀlam-ārā-yi ʿAbbāsī. 
Concerning this translation, Ehsan yarshater, when talking in his foreword to 
the translation about the difficulties encountered by savory, states that “its style 
would make an exact translation tedious reading … By paring away the verbal su-
perfluities of the original he has furnished the reader with a fluent and attractive 

9 stein (2005: 228).
10 stein (2005: 228).
11 gandjeï (1986: 124).
12 Bellér-hann (1992: 124).
13 ghereghlou (2018).
14 he belonged to the “Azerbaycan türkmenleri”, cf. Bala (1988b: 1082), yazıcı (2000: 563). 
15 ghereghlou (2018).
16 Bellér-hann (1992: 124).
17 savory (1978: vol. I, XXVII).
18 ghereghlou (2018).
19 ghereghlou (2018).
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translation”20. savory himself says that he simplified the text, omitted poems and 
quotations, as well as the description of spring at the beginning of each year21. sa-
vory used “the tehrān printed edition of the Tārīk-e ʿĀlam-ārā-ye ʿAbbāsī edited 
by Īraj Afşār22, filling in the numerous lacunae in this text by reference to three 
other manuscripts”23. glyn M. Meredith-Owens translated the text of the letter for 
him into English24.

The letter as it is given in Īraj Afşār’s printed version not only contains many 
mistakes which ÖNB cod. Mixt. 325 does not have. some of the mistakes may 
be modern misprints. The letter was apparently re-worked in other manuscripts 
and made “more elegant”25. Parts of the text come in places different from ÖNB 
cod. Mixt. 325. some of the wording also shows considerable differences. As an 
example for comparison, I will just give the introductory formula of this letter here 
(Iskandar Beg turkmān, 1334h.ş./1955: vol. 3, 1053-1054): Cenāb-i ʿizzet-me’āb 
rūh. um-i (!) pür-fütūh. um Mus. lī Çelebi kāmyāb h. ażretlerine dürer-i daʿvāt-i s.āfīyāt-i  
mah. abbet-āyāt ve ġurer-i teslīmāt-i vāfīyāt-i meveddet-ġāyāt ith. āfından s.ongra 
iʿlām-i muh. ibbāne budur ki lut.f idüb bu dāʿīleri t.arafından zerre vu şemme su’āl-i 
şerīf tecvīz buyurılur iser bi-h. amdi llāhi ve-l-minne h. ālā vücūd-i nā-būdumuz s. ıh. h. at 
dāyiresinde mevcūd olub leyl u nehār duʿā-yi devām-i devletüñüze müdāvīm (!) ve 
dīdār-i şerīfingüze müştāk. -i ʿaz. īm olduġumuza iştibāh buyurılmaya “After having 
offered pearls of pure blessings, signs of love and ornaments of manifold greetings, 
the purpose of affection to his highness, the mighty excellence, my spirit full of 
conquest, fortunate Mus. lī Çelebi, the friendly communication is the following: 
if you are kind enough to grant an atom and a particle of a noble question about 
this supplicant of yours, praise and thanks be to god, our non-existing body is still 
circling in health, and there may be no doubt that we are constantly praying for 
the continuation of your fortune and that we are strongly longing for your noble 
appearance”. savory’s translation is indeed a very fluent one, although he leaves out 
the translation of stylistic refinery. Thus, his translation of the letter begins with 
“[After the customary compliments to Mos. lī Čelebī, the letter reads:] ‘to proceed: 

20 savory (1978: vol. I, XVIII-XIX).
21 savory (1978: vol. I, XXVII). This is not what I will do here. I believe that stylistic peculiarities 

of a text ought not to be left out in favour of making the content more visible. The beauty of 
texts written in a more intricate style, in the Ottoman case, in dīvān nesri, ought somehow to be 
transferred to the target language. 

22 Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955).
23 savory (1978: vol. I, XXVII).
24 savory (1978: vol. I, XV). The translation of the letter is to be found in savory (1978: vol. III, 

1275-1280).
25 It is known that Iskandar Beg wrote a draft of the Tārīkh-i ʿālam-ārā-yi ʿAbbāsī before putting it 

into its final form, see ghereghlou (2018). ÖNB cod. Mixt. 325 could be derived from this early 
draft.
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if you inquire about what took place on this regrettable expedition and about cruel 
Baghdad, the abode of affliction, what can we say?’”

In ÖNB cod. Mixt. 325: 320v-321r, however, the introductory formula runs 
like this, ʿizzetlü saʿādetlü birāder be-cān-i berāber Mus.lī Çelebi h. ażretleri zīde 
k. adruhū selām-i firāvān k. ılduk. diñ (!) s.ongra re’y-i nemīr ve żamīr-i ḫabīrlerine  
mes.tūr olunmayub maʿlūm-i mah. fil-i lat.īfleri olan oldur ki eger bu cānib ah. vālinden 
su’āl olunursa bi-feyż-i fażl-i lā yezāl vücūd-i nā-būdumuz dāyire-i s. ıh. h. atda mevcūd 
olduk. ı (!) muʿayyen u muk. arrerdür ve eger fī l-cümle ḫ ̮aber-i mih. net-eser-i sefer-i 
Baġdāddın su’āl olunursa ümīd ki hīç Tengri bendesine nas. īb bolmayub şöyle tehli-
keye giriftār bolmayalar “Mighty and fortunate brother of kindred spirit, his high-
ness Mus. lī Çelebi, may his rank increase. After manifold greetings – may it not be 
hidden to your pure wisdom and well-informed mind and may the following be 
known to your pleasant place: If you inquire about the situation on this side here, 
by the abundant grace of the Eternal it is obvious and certain that our non-existing 
body is still circling in health. And if you inquire wholly about the affliction of the 
news of the Baghdad campaign, it is hoped that it may not be the destiny of any 
slave of god. They may not be exposed to such danger”26.

Clearly, the text was changed, as the addressee’s name is the same in both cases, 
Mus. lī Çelebi. 

Another, shorter example is, e.g., ÖNB Mixt. 325: 321r Paşa h. ażretleri yitgen 
zemānda üc ming K. ızılbaş ol kāfir-i bed-maʿāş Şat.t.dın giçürüb ceng u cidāl şürūʿ idüb 
çün ricālü l-ġayb atlarunung (!) ʿak. abında idi ʿasker-i islām muḫtallü l-ah. vāl olub

“When his highness the Pasha arrived, 3000 K. ızılbaş brought this unbeliever of 
bad lifestyle over the river. The battle began. When the ricālu l-ġayb came behind 
their horses, the troops of Islam were afflicted”.

Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955: 1054) bu t.arafdan Murād Paşa [yi]-
tişüb t.ob ve tüfeng ile mevcūd bulunan K. ızılbaşung üzerine hücūm idince anlarūḫı27 
bi-ż-żarūre cenge şürūʿ idüb mā beyn de bir iki h. amle gicdi h. ikmet-i ilāhī ricālü 
l-ġayb K. ızılbaşdan yaña olub ḫāk u bād ve tīġ-i bārān birle leşker-i islāmung yüzin 
döndürüb el-h. ās. ıl inhizāma ʿillet-i müstak. ille olmaġın

“On this side, Murād Pasha arrived. When he attacked the K. ızılbaş who were 
present with cannons and rifles, they willy nilly started to fight. several attacks 
were performed between them. Through god’s wisdom, the ricālü l-ġayb were on 
the side of the K. ızılbaş. With soil and wind and rain-like swords they made the 
troops of Islam turn around. In a nutshell, it was a separate reason for defeat”.

26 Both introductory formulas conform to the standard of private letters, cf., e.g., Procházka-Eisl 
– Römer (2007), as does the introductory formula of the letter in Römer (1989). Especially 
the phrase vücūd-i bī-vücūdumuz “our non-existing body” in bi-h. amdi llāhi taʿālā vücūd-i bī-
vücūdumuz s. ıh. h. at u selāmet üzere olub “Praise be to god, our non-existing body is healthy and 
unharmed” seems to have been current at the time, cf. Römer (1989: 120).
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4. The 1625-1626 siege of Baghdad in the light of the two letters

Ever since süleymān the Magnificent’s 1534 Iraq campaign, the city had be-
longed to the Ottomans. But in 1623, Bekir subaşı led a janissary revolt, in the 
course of which Baghdad was promised to shah ʿAbbās. h. āfiz.  Ah. med Pasha was 
sent against Baghdad, made Bekir subaşı beylerbeyi of Baghdad, so that the latter 
became loyal to the Ottomans again. however, shah ʿAbbās laid siege on Bagh-
dad and conquered it in November 1623. In 1625, h. āfız.  Ah. med Pasha became 
grand Vizier and serdār of the troops early in 1625. he set out for Baghdad from 
Diyarbakır in May 1625 and arrived in November 1625. The grand vizier had mis-
calculated the difficulties of the siege and thought that it would be an easy task to 
take the city from the safavids28.

If we compare the content of the letter in question here with the letter in Römer 
(1989), we see that apparently the t. urnacıbaşı relates more facts about the whole 
campaign and the chronology of the siege. Although his, too, is not a completely 
accurate account of the details, and although he equally complains bitterly about 
the catastrophic situation and describes the heavy blows the Ottomans received 
from shah ʿAbbās and his army, he seems to be better informed about what went 
on and how the campaign was organised. The letter dealt with in this present article 
is less informative content-wise and focusses more on giving a picturesque lament 
on the circumstances of the nine-month siege and the difficulty that the Otto-
man troops were caught between the safavid troops inside Baghdad and the relief 
troops of shah ʿAbbās circling the besiegers, a fact that was not described by the 
t. urnacıbaşı29. 

5. Linguistic Aspects

In this article, we are going to discuss a few grammatical items found in the let-
ter that are noteworthy inasmuch as they are either typical for Türkī-yi ʿ acemī or for 
texts with mixed Ottoman and Türkī-yi ʿacemī features. however, the text sample 
is far too small to give a complete overview of its grammar.

5.1. Phonology and spelling

The orthography of ÖNB cod. Mixt. 325, and to a certain extent, but not as 
strongly, also the version of Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955) show a num-
ber of spellings, which are also encountered in Old Ottoman texts and represent 

27 Instead of anlardaḫı.
28 for a more detailed account and references to secondary literature on this campaign, see Römer 

(1989: 119-120).
29 Römer (1989: 126).
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the Uighur or Karakhanid writing tradition. The most striking example in ÖNB 
cod. Mixt. 325 is the absence of s.ād or t.ā’ in some cases to distinguish between 
words with front and back vowels. Thus, although it is always s.ongra ‘after’, in oth-
er words, sīn or te are used consistently, e.g., orta ‘middle’, toplar ‘cannons’, bizüm 
cānibümüze salub ‘they attacked our side’30.

Plene vs. defective spelling is inconsistent. The copula suffix for the 3rd person 
-DUr is written with vāv31; in Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955), bir ‘one’ 
and şimdi ‘now’ are spelled with yā’, but oġlan ‘boy’ without a vāv. 

ik. dām itmekde ‘when endeavouring’ is written with an elif at the end instead of the 
he, as we know from Old Anatolian texts. Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955) 
has bunga ‘to this’ with an elif.

With the closed e, there is more regularity to be seen. The words well known 
from Ottoman usage are spelled with yā’, e.g., biş ‘five’, giç- ∼ geç- ‘to cross’, but we 
also encounter biglerbigi ‘beylerbey’, which is not common in Ottoman.

The spelling of ik. dām ittiler ‘they endeavoured’ suggests that the devoicing of 
syllable-initial d with suffixes after unvoiced consonants had already taken place32. 
Initial d- vs. t- appears in bir daşına ‘to one of its stones’, töküb ‘spilling’.

The loss of r in k. utar- ‘to save’ is a widespread phenomenon, just as the loss of 
initial y- in igid ∼ yigit ‘young man’  33.

Devoicing of -b in -UB apparently already was current: idübdürler ∼ idüpdürler 
‘they have done’.

In Türkī-yi ʿacemī, ng is still extant34, e.g., tengri ‘god’, but in our text we see a 
change to the more modern form of n as well35, especially ming ∼ min ‘one thousand’, 
Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955): bing. The genitive and the possessive suf-
fixes of the 2nd persons nearly always have -ng, ense vs. engse (Iskandar Beg turkmān 
(1334h.ş./1955), dostum gendü mah. abbet-nāmeni k. omayub ‘my friend, do not 
leave this friendly letter [lying around]’ (Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955), 
leşker-i islāmın ‘of the Islamic troops’ Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955), the 
ablative suffix in -dIn appears sometimes hypercorrectly as -dIng, which also sug-
gests that the development towards -n was well under way (for an example, see 
below). With the exception of öñ ‘before’, ng is always written with nūn and kef, 
differently from Ottoman usage. Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955) has ng 
sometimes with a gāf after the nūn (yengiçeri, devletüngüze), gāf occurs also several 
times in degüldür, tüfenge, gemiler, biglerbigi.

30 gandjeï (1986: 120).
31 Bellér-hann (1995: 60).
32 Cf. Bellér-hann (1995: 99).
33 Cf. Caferoğlu – Doerfer (1959: 286, §2223 and 296: §232.10).
34 Bellér hann (1992: 115, note 2).
35 johanson (1997: 90-91) says that in his text, all occurrences of ng > n.



110 Turkologu u čast! Zbornik povodom 70. rođendana Ekrema Čauševića

We witness the well-known correspondence of v-/b- in a single example, 
şükrümüz bardur ‘we are thankful’. On the other hand, the correspondence of b-/
m- is attested regularly in men ‘I’, ming ∼ min, mundan ak. dem ‘before that’. how-
ever, Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955) has bing throughout. 

The change of ç to ş is attested in şorbacılar ‘the çorbacıs’. however, according to 
Caferoğlu – Doerfer (1954): 295, § 2327 this change occurs only in syllable final 
position.

The verb bol- ‘to become’ in its form with b- is prevailing, but it also occurs as 
ol-, especially in the introductory formula. This is obvious, as both versions of this 
formula are purely and typically Ottoman, and therefore were probably copied by 
Iskandar Beg Munşī with special care. 

labial harmony in non-first syllables is inconsistent in our letter. Not only do we 
encounter the usual occurrence of U ∼ I in the possessive suffixes of the 1st and 2nd 
persons of the plural, e.g., t.arafımuza ∼ t.arafumuza, which is widespread in Mid-
dle Ottoman, but Pietro della Valle in his unpublished grammar of 1620 written 
in Isfahan36 observes “confused” sounds in suffixes and suggests pronouncing them 
“unclearly, neither u nor i”37. This corresponds well to the unrounded neutralized 
vowel postulated by johanson (1979)38. similarly, forms like unutmayacekdürler 
‘they will not forget’, k. ullanmek ‘to use’, Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955): 
kesmak. da ‘when cutting’, eyleduk.  ‘we did’, ümīdvārluk.  ‘hopefulness’39 as well as 
some hypercorrect instances like atlarunung ‘of their horses’, tilküning ‘of the fox’ 
Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955) reflect the same fact, i.e., the “Indifference 
stage” of labial harmony40. This is a situation similar to the one in the West Bal-
kan dialects, with, e.g., evëm ‘my house’ besides evüm. What is rendered as ë corre-
sponds to a phoneme near to ı41. Moreover, we find a mixture of the forms attested 
by Bellér-hann (1995: 54-60) and those mostly to be encountered in Middle Ot-
toman texts. Türkī-yi ʿacemī was slower in its development of labial harmony than 
Ottoman42. johanson (1988a) attributes this phenomenon to Iranian influence, 
nevertheless saying, “however, not all deviations from the vowel harmony rules of 
standard turkish can be attributed to external factors”.

Cases like bak. lamak. a ‘in order to bind’, ak. a ‘agha’ may be a reflex of the Persian 
identical pronunciation of ġayn and k. āf.

36 cf. stein (2005); on Pietro della Valle, see, e.g., Petrolini (2020). 
37 stein (2005: 234, 235).
38 cf. johanson (1979: 100) cited by stein (2005: 235).
39 for similar forms, see Bellér-hann (1995: 53).
40 johanson (1978-1979), (1986), (2016).
41 see Čaušević (2014: 95).
42 Bellér-hann (1995: 59-60).
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5.2. Morphology

The personal pronoun of the 3rd person plural is anlar ∼ olar. According to jo-
hanson (1997: 91), olar is a south Oghuz feature, but it does occur as well in Old 
Ottoman and Azerbaidjanian dialects43.

The ablative suffix regularly is -dIn, sometimes hypercorrectly (see above) -dIng: 
k.alʿe tas.arrufındıng nā-ümīd oldılar ‘They lost hope that they would seize the fortress’.

We find some old forms, yazılġaylar ‘they should be written’, although in this 
instance there is a misspelling and the plural together with the possessive suffix is 
not correct; fātih. a ile yazılġaylarlar (!) ‘May they be written with the Fātih. a (?)’44; 
Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955): bilmezven ‘I do not know’, buyurılur iser 
‘if one deigns to…’, although the latter may also be due to a simple misspelling, as 
the form in -IsAr usually designates the future tense in Old Ottoman45.

Besides the coordinative converb in -UB, there also occurs -UbAn, which can 
also have an instrumental function46, e.g., Diyāle çayı geçüben ehl-i islām olan t.arafa 
gelüb ‘they crossed the river Diyāle and came to the side where the Islamic troops 
were’, or ‘by crossing the river Diyāle, they came to the side where the Islamic troops 
were’. The -UbAn converb is also current in modern Azerbaidjanian and Oghuz 
dialects of Iran47.

Postterminal items in -UB/-UBDUr are very widespread in modern varieties of 
Azerbaidjanian and function as -mIşDUr in Ottoman48, e.g., dört cānibümüzi bī-
dīn cemāʿat şöyle ih. āt.a idübdürler ki ‘the unbelieving group had surrounded all four 
sides around us in a way that…’. There may have been some Persian influence from 
the “Persian perfect type āmada (ast) ‘he has come’”49.

The optative of the 1st person plural in -AK, which has developed as an analogy 
to the preterite of the same person in -DIK50, is well-known from Eastern Anato-
lian dialects and Azerbaidjanian51,  e.g., necāt bulak.  ‘so that we might be saved’.

The impossibilitative construction with the negation of the verb bil- ‘to know’ is 
attested in Azerbaidjanian52 but also for Old Ottoman53, ki murġ pervāz k. ıla bilmez 
‘so that no bird could fly’.

43 Mansuroğlu (1959: 171, § 3218); Caferoğlu – Doerfer (1959: 301, § 3218).
44 -GAy is attested for some 13th-century Old Ottoman texts, see Mansuroğlu (1959: 178, § 32242).
45 see, e.g., Kerslake (1998: 193).
46 johanson (1988b: 139, 141).
47 Bellér-hann (1995: 107).
48 johanson (1997: 95); Bellér-hann (1995: 101).
49 johanson (1988a).
50 johanson (1997: 92), citing Adamović (1985: 38, 57).
51 johanson (1997: 92), schönig (1998: 253).
52 Caferoğlu – Doerfer (1959: 304, §3223.4).
53 Kerslake (1998: 191).
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5.3. Syntax

The temporal converb construction with the participle in -An and the locative 
case in -AndA is a typical feature of Azerbaidjanian54 and of Türkī-yi ʿacemī55, e.g., 
yarın bolanda ‘when it became morning’, Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955): 
görende ‘when they saw’.

Attributive temporal converb constructions with zemān(da) occur with the 
widespread -DUK, but also with -GAn, e.g., paşa h. ażretleri yitgen zemānda ‘when 
his highness the pasha arrived’, gice ortaya geldügi zemānda ‘when night set in’.

Persian-type subordinate clauses are frequent, especially those with ki ‘that’. 
Very probably this is due to the fact that the letter is embedded into a Persian text. 
Moreover, there definitely is a certain “replica syntax”/ “replica hypotaxis” based 
on the Indo-European model of subordinate clauses56. sometimes several ki clauses 
are accumulated one after the other, e.g., ve h. īle vu tezvīr ki şīveleridür ik. dām it-
mekde idi ki şāh-i ʿacem ʿubūrı müteʿāk. ıb gelüb as. lā bize mültefit olmayub ol ʿasker 
ki k. apuçı başı Meh. med Ak. a Cisānlu ve Mus.t.afā Paşa Mandalī k. alʿesini muh. ās.ara 
idüb… ‘Ruse and cunning, which are their way were spreading. Thus, the shah of 
the Persians came after his crossing and paid no attention to us. Those troops that 
besieged the fortress of Mandalī under the k. apucıbaşı Meh. med Ak. a Cisānlu and 
Mus.t.afā Pasha…’.

The Persian iżāfet construction combined with rhymed prose plays a relatively 
important part, although we cannot call the style of the letter belonging to divan 
nesri to the extent it is present in some Ottoman sultan’s decrees57, except perhaps 
the introductory formulas e.g., ḫaber-i mih. net-eser-i sefer-i Baġdād ‘the affliction of 
the news of the Baghdad campaign’.

5.4. Vocabulary  

The vocabulary of the present letter does not seem to differ much from other 
texts of the same period. just two items seem worth mentioning here. 

The word narsa ‘thing’ known from modern Uzbek occurs once. 
Şiş min ‘6000’ is an interesting mix of Persian and turkic numerals58.

6. Conclusion

The analysis of this unique Ottoman/Türkī-yi ‘acemī letter, apart from its his-
torical interest, which is not the subject of this article, has shown that in both ver-

54 Caferoğlu – Doerfer (1959: 303 §3223.2).
55 Bellér-hann (1995: 104-105) with further literature in note 308.
56 johanson (1988a); johanson (1975: 105).
57 see, e.g., Römer (2017).
58 I have not been able to find any other example in the secondary literature.
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sions the language basis is typically Middle Ottoman on an intermediate stylis-
tic level. The document dealt with here is interspersed with elements of Türkī-yi 
‘acemī. The use of none of these elements, however, is consistent, neither as far as 
the spelling and phonological aspects are concerned, nor regarding morphological 
and syntactical phenomena. Quite evidently, the letter was stylistically re-worked 
in those manuscripts that were used for the printed edition of Tārīḫ-i ʿĀlam-ārā-yi 
ʿAbbāsī. Also, the spelling and the order of items told of the printed version differs 
from the text in ÖNB cod. Mixt. 325. finding out the exact stemma of the manu-
scripts unfortunately is beyond the scope of the present article.

7. Appendix

7.1. ÖNB cod. Mixt. 325: 320v-322r
7.1.1. Transcription

Yakī az çavuşān-i rūmīya ki az ordūy-i sardār ba-Istanbūl mī-rafta ʿarāyiż va 
makātīb-i umarāyī burda dar rāh giriftār-i ʿasākir-i z. afar-şiʿār şuda būd makātīb ki 
mas.h. ūb-i ū būd bā h. āmil-i ānhā āvarda ba-naz. ar-i aşraf rasānīdand har yak59 az  
vak. āyiʿ u h. ālāt-rā ba-ʿibārāt-i muḫtalifa mark. ūm namūda būdand ānçi pāşāyān u 
umarā’ u aʿyān u arbāb-i davlat navişta būdand ba-maz. anna-i ānki şāyad h. usn u 
saʿy u ḫidmat u mih. nat u muşak. k. at-i ḫvud-rā z. āhir sāḫta ḫālī az aġrāż-i dunyavī 
na-būda bāşad pīrāmūn na-kardand60 az ān cumla maktūbī ki yakī az ʿuz. amā ba-
Mus. lī Çalabī nām dūst-i ḫvud ba-turkī navaşta h. ak. āyik. -i h. ālāt bī-ġarażāna iʿlām 
namūda būd ba-naz. ar-i kamtarīn rasīd baḫs61 dar-īn s.ah. īfa sabt uftād ki mut.ālaʿa 
kunandagān-rā bar dak. āyik. -i ah. vāl-i t.arafayn62 h. ās. il şuda rāk. im-i h. urūf-rā binā’an 
bar rābit.a-i mulāzamat az mak. ūla-i ḫoş-āmad-gūyān va ḫidmat-furūşān ki dar 
bāzār-i māya dar gar u sūd u ziyān va s. idk.  u kazb-i ak. vāl-and na-şumarand va agar 
dar imlā’ u rasmu l-ḫat.t.-i fārsī vu turkī ġalat.ī va nā-marbūt.ī ba-naz. ar rasad çūn 
nak. l-hā al-mast.ar63 şuda har āyina arbāb-i istiʿdād h. aml bar ḫat.ā-yi rāk. im-i h. urūf 
na-namūda az ān maʿzūr ḫvāhand dāştʿizzetlü64 saʿādetlü birāder be-cān-i berāber 
Mus. lī Çelebi h. ażretleri zīde k. adruhū selām-i firāvān k. ılduk. dıñ (!) s.ongra re’y-i nemīr 
ve żamīr-i ḫabīrlerine mestūr olunmayub maʿlūm-i mah. fil-i lat.īfleri olan oldur ki 

59 Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955: 1053): correctly has baʿżī.
60 Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955: 1053): na-gardīd
61 Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955: 1053): ba-ʿayn
62 Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955: 1053): it.t.ilāʿ-i tāmm
63 Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955: 1053): nak. l bi-l-mast.ar
64 Until here, the degree of the differences between the text of ÖNB Mixt. 325 will have become 

clear. In order to give a complete picture of the version in Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955), 
including all the misspellings, mistakes, and problems, its transcription is added below. for its 
translation, see savory (1985: 2, 1275-1280). 
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eger bu cānib ah. vālinden su’āl olunursa bi-feyż-i fażl-i lā yezāl vücūd-i nā-būdumuz 
dāyire-i s. ıh. h. atda mevcūd olduk. ı (!) muʿayyen u muk. arrerdür ve eger fī l-cümle 
ḫaber-i mih. net-eser-i 321r sefer-i Baġdāddın su’āl olunursa ümīd ki hīç Tengri 
bendesine nas. īb bolmayub şöyle tehlikeye giriftār bolmayalar şimdi t.ok. uz aydur ki  
mih. net-ābād-i k. alʿe muh. ās.aradur ve ʿ asker-i z. afer-rehber ki ʿ adū-yi mūr u malaḫdan 
efzūndur dāyire-i kirdār ortaya alub pervāş65 atınuñ h. is.ārından żāyıʿ bolmayub mun-
dan ak. dem ki leşker-i K. ızılbaş-i evbāş-i bed-maʿāş-i mezheb-tirāş eseri z. āhir degüldi 
niçe kerre k. alʿeniñ et.rāf u cevānibinden meterisler k. azub yarışlar olundı ve her kerre-
de min (!) k. apuk. ulı ve yeñiçeri ve şorbacı telef olub ġayr ez helāk-i ʿasker-i islām ve 
celādet-i ehl-i k. alʿe hīç narsa müyesser oldı (!) şu esnāda şāh-i ʿacem Zeynel Ḫan 
diyen fitne-engīzi k. ırk.  min ʿasker ile gönderüb Diyāle çayı geçüben ehl-i islām olan  
t.arafa gelüb her cānibden k. ırā (?) gösterdiler ve h. īle vu tezvīr ki şīveleridür ik. dām it-
mekde idi ki şāh-i ʿacem ʿubūrı müteʿāk. ıb gelüb as. lā bize mültefit olmayub ol ʿasker 
ki k. apuçı başı Meh. med Ak. a Cisānlu ve Mus.t.afā Paşa Mandalī k. alʿesini muh. ās.ara 
idüb k. uvvet-i bāzūy-i celādet ile tas.arrufa getürüb ve baʿżı t.uʿme-i şemşīr ve bir k. acın 
esīr ve k. alanın gendüleri kimi K. ızılbaş-i bī-dīn idüb Meh. med Big66 diyen k. alʿesi daḫı 
tas.arrufa getürüb gendü cānumuza müteveccih olub ol taġallub tas.arrufından leşker 
bi-ġāyet endūhnāk olub defʿu l-vak. t serleri ve te’ḫīr u tedbīrleri içün ilçi gönderüb 
irāde-i s.āh. ib saʿādet şöyle idi ki Diyāle cānibine cisr muk. adder ide ki ser-i fitne olan 
Zeynel-i bī-dīn celādet idüb şat.t.-i mezkūra ne (!) cisr bak. lamak. a (!) sürʿat gösterüb 
ʿasker-i z. afer-medār vāk. ıf olunca müretteb itmişdi Diyār-i Bekr biglerbigisi Murād 
Paşa ile şiş min süvār-i nāmdār ve yedi zarbzen (!) gö gönderildi ki mānıʿ olub 
k. oymayalar ki Diyāle Deylen ʿubūr idüb cānib-i ʿaskere teveccüh k. ılalar Paşa h. ażret-
leri yitgen zemānda üc ming K. ızılbaş ol kāfir-i bed-maʿāş Şat.t.dın giçürüb ceng u 
cidāl şürūʿ idüb çün ricālü l-ġayb atlarunung (!) ʿak. abında idi ʿasker-i islām muḫ-
tallü l-ah. vāl olub ā’ibī igidler ki sancak.  ve K. aramā(n) ve Marġaş (!) ve Anat.olı ve 
Diyār-i Bekr ilinden idi şerbet-i şehādet içürüb gice ortaya geldügi zemānda Murād 
Paşa mecrūh.  ʿarābaya dāḫıl olub yarın (?) şāh-i ʿacem h. ażretleri fırs.at bulub gendüsi 
ile olan ʿasker ile gelüb Diyāle ve Şat.t. cemīʿ olan beyninde Medāyin diyen yirde cisr 
baġlayub leşkerinüng bir k. açın Baġdād-i köhne t.arafına geçürüb bāk. īsin bizüm  
t.arafımuza giçürüb qurd av yolı bizüm cānibümüze salub her yandan k. ırā (?) göster-
diler ʿasker-i 321v islām şöyle qiyāmeti gendü naz. arlar ile müşāhede idüb lā ʿilāc 
ordu t.arafına cisr u ḫandak.  h. afr idüb toplar tertīb idüb ʿarābalar çekmege ik. dām itti-
ler (!) mā h. as. ıl ki biz Baġdādı ve ve (!)K. ızılbaş bizi muh. ās.ara k. ılub ʿarāba ve cisre 
mült.efit (!) olmayub dört biş kerre s.ufūf ārāste idüb hücūm iderlerdi ʿasker-i islām 
muh. ārebe idüb k. arār (u) firāra muh. āl olur idi eger k. alʿe as.h. ābı ilen ceng iderdük 

65 Instead of pervās?
66 Iskandar Beg turkmān (1334h.ş./1955: 1054) has Lak k. alʿesi dimikle (!) meşhūr bir k. alʿe daḫı 

içinde olan ehl-i islām tesḫīr idince “when he conquered the fortress named lak and the Muslims 
in it”.
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(lacuna) k. at.ʿ-i ʿömrümüz iderlerdi ve eger K. ızılbaş ile mücādeleye rāġıb olur idük 
k. alʿeding (!) nihāyet āzād yitmege tevahhüm idi mā h. as. ıl ki devr-i Ādemden şimdiye 
dik şöyle girdāba hīç kimse düşmemiş idi ümīdvārluk.  ki var idi k. alʿe cemʿinüñ k. ah. t. u 
LM kökine idi ki şāyed bu nevʿiyle tas.arruf müyesser ola şāh-i ʿacem żaʿf-i leşker-i 
islāmı istimāʿ idüb bī-mülāh. az. a Baġdād-i köhne cānibinden on biş min ādem taʿyīn 
idüb üç min belki efzūn yük zaḫīre yükleyüb k. alʿe civārından gemi ve ʿarābaya h. aml 
idüb k. alʿeye dāḫıl itdiler şol ḫaberüng istimāʿından bir k. atla leşker-i islāmung beyni 
şikest bolub k. alʿe tas.arrufındıng (!) nā-ümīd oldılar netīce-i tedbīrāt-i şāh-i ʿacem  
tak. dīrāt-i ḫālık. -i lem yezel ile müvāfık.  olub dest-i velāyet-i h. ażret-i ʿAlī ibn-i Abī  
T. ālib ʿ-m kār-gerdür meger rūh. -i h. ażret-i imām-i aʿz. am bā-kerem-i h. ażret-i emīrü 
l-mü’minīn merh. amet baġışlayub necāt bulak.  ʿazīzüm dostum gendü mah. abbet-nā-
meni (!) k. omayub nihān mut.ālaʿa itdükden s.ongra nihān idüb iz. hār k. ılma mā h. as. ıl 
şöyle et.rāf u cevānibi żabt. idüpdürler ki murġ pervāz k. ıla bilmez ve bir k. aç müddet-
dür ki ordumuzda bir vuk. īye zaḫīre hīç t.arafdan gelmek mümkin degüldür ve orduda 
kemyāb bolub birinc ve un ve ḫurmā bir vuk. īye bir ġurūş ve bir vuk. īye yaġ iki ġurūş ve 
bir kīle arpa sekiz ġurūş ve ot ve odun bir ġurūş at eti bir vuk. īye k. ırk.  aġçe ele girmez 
z. urefā-yi Rūm ki t.abīʿat nāziklüginden pak. lavunı (?) nezāketler meyl iderlerdi nādir 
at eti eger görecek olsalar s.alavāt gönderüb taʿaccub iderlerdi ve lat.īf-endām çelebiler 
ki ketān göynük bedenlerine āzār (!) iderdi şımdi eger köhne ḫaymedin pirāhen elle-
rine girse ġanīmet bilürler ve bir k. aç sipāhī ki kümeyt-i mıs.rī altun yarak.  k. ullanmek 
(!) ʿār bilürlerdi el-h. āl ulaġa muh. tāc bolub h. asret çekerler ol niçe dāne yigitler ki  
k. ahveḫānede cins-i K. ızılbaş masḫara cak. layub lak. ırtı çalarlar idi 322r şimdi KRKÇ 
Rüstem tas.avvur iderler ve t.āyife-i levend ki doyumluk.  laf iderlerdi ḫayme ve esbābı 
salub baş k. urtarmak.  içün Allāhdın ricā iderler mücmilen eger üç baḫşdın bir baḫş at 
bolsa mā bak. ā piyāde ve perīşān k. alub gice vü gündüz necāt istidʿā iderler ve K. ızıl-
baş-i z. ālim şöyle leşker-i islāmı h. ak. īr u zebūn idüpdurlar ki mānend-i ʿAzrā’īl cān 
almaġa h. arīs.  alub (olub?) ʿarāba içinde gice ḫırsızluk.  ve gündüz żarb-i tīġ ile girüb fi 
l-mesel eger kimse uyarken oların istimāʿ itse sersām olsa gerekdür gice ve gündüz al u 
sitārdın ve aslih. adın fārıġ bolmayub fānūslar yak. ub növbet birle beklerüz ve yarın 
bolanda şükr iderüz menüm rūh. um evāyil-i Ramażān-i şerīfde üç ming ādem cānib-i 
H. ille ve Kerbelāya irsāl itmiş k. ażādın şikest As. lan Paşaya aşub bir k. aç aʿrāb levend ile 
ki bak. īyetü s-seyf k. almışlar idi H. aleb ü Şām t.arafına gürīzān olub gendü başların  
k. utardılar mā h. as. ıl kelām dört cānibümizi bī-dīn cemāʿat şöyle ih. āt.a idübdürler ki 
tereddüd mesdūd olub çık. anı destgīr k. ılurlar ve s.āh. ib saʿādet gendüsi ʿak. l-i nāk. ıs.  ile 
her ümmetini bile tehlikeye salmak. dan nādim olub bir k. at ile h. ażret-i pādişāh-i islām 
k. apusına gelüb ve ḫazīne ʿarż idüb hīç eser z. āhir olmadı bislenmedi ki şol kāfir eline 
düşüb sālim ü s.ah. īh.  dergāha irişmediler bā ānki h. ażret-i ḫūndkār daḫı k. at.ʿ-i naz. ar 
idüb ḫazīne anlar (?) ki diler Türkī mesellerindin h. āli merk. ūm olundı ne Baġdād ve 
ne Bas.radan gelen var ne gendü ḫūndkārumdan yardım var evāyil-i h. ālde eger kūmek 
ve ḫazīne irsāl olunaydı eli bolurdı şimdi eger ḫūndkār nefs nefs ile gelmek itse bu 
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cemʿüng mededine yitmese gerekdür bir yanumuz Diyāle suyı bir yanumuz Şat.t. ense-
de (!) Şāh-i ʿacem öñümüz Baġdād meger bize Tengriden ola imdād leşker-i islām 
arasında bīmārluk.  bir mertebeye yitübdür ki şerh.  itmek mümkin degüldür bu 
vilāyetüng hevā vu suyı K. ızılbaşung egri k. ılıcından bedterdür zah. met-i istisk. ā ve  
k. arın aġrısı ve nezle ve müfācāt-i k. ula/u/k. dan ḫālī degüldürler devletlü baş ki bir 
daḫı ol vilāyete çık. a yārān-i vefā ve iḫvān-i s.afāya bizden selāmlar eyleyüb duʿādın 
unutmayacekdürler (!) ve h. elāl idüb fātih. a ile yazılġaylarlar (!) el-h. amdü li-llāhi  
vāh. idi (!) l-k. ahhār şükrümüz bardur ki ḫāk-i murādda berāber merk. ad-i imām-i  
aʿz. amda meşak. k. at çeküb eger rūh. ı meded itse fīhā ve-illā ferāmūş k. ılmayalar Ra-
mażān-i şerīfüng müntas.af tārīḫde yazıldı sene 13567

7.1.2. Translation

Fol. 320v One of the chaushes of Rūm, who had been going from the army of 
the commander to Istanbul had been taken prisoner by the victorious troops while 
on his way, carrying petitions and letters of the emirs. The letters that he had on 
him, together with their bearer were brought and submitted to the most noble 
view. Each of them told some of the events and circumstances with different expres-
sions. What the pashas, emirs, notables, and statesmen had written was [because] 
they could not come around to show their good endeavour, service, affliction, and 
pains with the thought that they might have had worldly motives. Among all these, 
a letter that a great one named Mus. lī Çalabī had written to his friend in turkish, 
telling the true circumstances without any motives came to [my] lowly sight. It is 
being rendered completely on the present page, in order for the readers to gain total 
knowledge about the details of the conditions of both sides. On the basis of [his] 
bond of service, they ought not to count this writer of the text among the kind of 
flatterers and sellers of their services, who at the bazaar of capital seek gain and 
profit, are untrustful, and utter lies. If a mistake or an inconsistency in Persian and 
turkish orthography and writing is seen – as the copy was made line-by-line – skil-
ful persons may not attribute this to a mistake by the writer of the text and excuse 
him. 

Mighty and fortunate brother of kindred spirit, his highness Mus. lī Çelebi, may 
his rank increase. After manifold greetings – may it not be hidden to your pure 
wisdom and well-informed mind and may the following be known to your pleasant 
place: fol. 321r If you inquire about the situation on this side here, by the abun-

67 The date is definitely wrong: It must of course be 1035 and not 1135. It is not clear what the 
“middle” date of a month is, perhaps the 15th day? 15 Ramażān 1035 is 10 june 1626. It could 
also be the second decade, which is 6-15 june 1626.  The t. urnacıbaşı’s letter is dated 28 Şevvāl 
1035/23 july 1626, cf. Römer (1989: 127). As it was written later than the letter dealt with here, 
we also are informed about the withdrawal of the Ottoman troops, which seems to have been 
rather chaotic.
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dant grace of the Eternal it is obvious and certain that our non-existing body is still 
circling in health. And if you inquire wholly about the affliction of the news of the 
Baghdad campaign, it is hoped that it may not be the destiny of any slave of god. 
They may not be exposed to such danger. Now it is nine months that the place of 
affliction, the fortress is being besieged. The army led by victory, which is greater 
than the ant- and locust-like enemy, has taken action. The horse of fear never left 
the fortress. Earlier, when there was no trace of the K. ızılbaş, the badly behaving 
ruffians, the destroyers of religion, trenches were dug several times in the vicinity of 
the fortress, and there was fighting. Each time one thousand k. apuk. ulı and janissar-
ies and çorbacı perished. Nothing was accomplished except the death of the troops 
of Islam and the bravery of the people in the fortress. 

Meanwhile, the shah of the Persians sent a troublemaker called Zeynel ḫan 
with 40.000 troops. They crossed the Diyāle river and came to the side where the 
Muslims were. from all sides they used catapults (?). Ruse and cunning, which are 
their way were spreading. Thus, the shah of the Persians came after his crossing 
and paid no attention to us. Those troops that besieged the fortress of Mandalī 
under the k. apucıbaşı Meh. med Ak. a Cisānlu and Mus.t.afā Pasha he brought into his 
possession forcibly. some were killed, some were taken prisoner, and the rest were 
made faithless K. ızılbaş like themselves. Meh. med Big conquered the fortress called 
[lak] as well. he wanted our lives and because of this defeat the troops became 
most anxious. In order to gain time and for their heads, for a delay and for [taking] 
measures, they sent an envoy. The fortunate lord’s will was to build a bridge towards 
the Diyāle. The head of the trouble, the faithless Zeynel started to act and was 
quick to build a bridge over the aforementioned river. When the victorious troops 
found this out, it had been made ready. The beylerbeyi of Diyār-i Bekr Murād Pasha 
was sent with 6000 renowned troops on horseback and seven cannons in order to 
hinder them and not to let them cross the [river] called Diyāle and move towards 
the troops. When his highness the Pasha arrived, 3000 K. ızılbaş brought this un-
believer of bad lifestyle over the river. The battle began. When the ricālu l-ġayb 
came behind their horses, the troops of Islam were afflicted, and penitent heroes 
who were from the sancak. , from K. araman, Marʿaş, Anatolia, and Diyār-i Bekr were 
made drink the drink of death. When the night set in, Murād Pasha was wounded 
and got into a wagon. The next day, his highness the shah of the Persians found a 
possibility to come with the troops that were with him. At a place called Medāyin, 
which was where the rivers Diyāle and Şat.t. came together, he built a bridge and 
brought some of his troops over to the side of Old Baghdad. The rest were brought 
in our direction. They rushed towards us like hunting wolves and used catapults 
(?) from all sides. The troops of Islam fol. 321v witnessed such a tragedy with their 
own eyes. helplessly they [built] a bridge towards the troops, dug trenches, in-
stalled cannons, and endeavoured to pull the wagons. In a word, we besieged Bagh-
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dad and the K. ızılbaş besieged us. They did not bother about the wagons and the 
bridge, but put up the lines of battle four, five times and made assaults. The troops 
of Islam fought, and both staying and fleeing were impossible. When we fought 
against the people in the fortress [lacuna], they would take our lives, and when we 
wanted to fight the K. ızılbaş, the idea would arise that eventually there would come 
relief from the fortress. In a word, ever since the time of Adam, nobody had fallen 
in such an abyss. There was some hope that [within] the assembly of the fortress 
hunger and … would spread, so that perhaps acquiring it would be feasible in this 
way. The shah of the Persians heard of the weakness of the troops of Islam, but 
heedless of it, he selected 15.000 men from Old Baghdad, and they carried 3.000 
or more loads of provisions, loaded them onto boats and wagons from the vicinity 
of the fortress and brought them into the fortress. When the troops of Islam heard 
this news, their morale was devastated again and they despaired of acquiring the 
fortress. The outcome of the shah of the Persians’ measures was congruent with 
the eternal Creator’s decisions, and the sanctity of his eminence ʿAlī b. Abī t. ālib 
– peace be upon him – has been active. May the greatest Imam’s spirit by the emir 
of the believers’ grace grant mercy [so that] we may be saved. My dear friend, do 
not yourself let the friendly letter become known. When you have read it, do not 
make it known and do not show it around68. In a nutshell, they seized all the sur-
roundings in such a way that not even a bird could fly [through]. It has been some 
time that in our army not an ok. k. a of provisions can come in from any side, and it 
is difficult to find in the army. One ok. k. a of rice, flour, and dates costs one ġurūş, 
one ok. k. a of fat costs two ġurūş, one kīle of barley costs eight ġurūş, hay and wood 
cost one ġurūş69. An ok. k. a of horse meat is not to be had at forty ak. çe. The elegant 
ones of Rūm who, by their elegance tended to [dislike?] beans, if they saw any rare 
horse meat, they would thank god and be astonished. The çelebis with their beauti-
ful stature, whose poor bodies were irritated by cotton, now think themselves rich 
when they can lay their hands on a shirt made of an old tent. some spahis who were 
ashamed of using an Egyptian horse with golden bridles now need and yearn for 
an ass. Those refined youths who in the coffeehouse made fun of the K. ızılbaş and 
slandered them, 322r now think of them as Rüstem the …. The levends, who talked 
about booty, now throw their tents and belongings away and beg god to save their 

68 The t. urnacıbaşı is just as afraid that his report may become known, and he gives an obvious 
reason, lut.f idüb bu mektūbı çok. lık.  t.aşra çık. armayasız cāyiz ki bir yirde ok. unduk. da t.urnacıbaşı āl-i 
ʿOsmānuñʿırżına müteʿallık.  baʿż-i ah. vāl yazmış diyü bizi k. inamayalar “Be so kind not to circu-
late this letter much. Possibly, if it is read anywhere, they might reproach us of having written 
about some circumstances in connection with the honour of the Dynasty of ʿOsmān”, cf. Römer 
(1989: 122, 126).

69 The t. urnacıbaşı also gives prices for barley and biscuit, which differ between the time of the 
siege and during the withdrawal of the troops. for a comparison between his account and Otto-
man historians, cf. Römer (1989: 129-130). 
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lives. If of a total of three lots one lot of horses is there, the remainder (of the men) 
stay on foot and are dispersed. Day and night they pray for salvation. The cruel 
K. ızılbaş have made the troops of Islam so low and weak that they are eager to take 
the souls like ʿAzrā’īl. By night, they steal [from] the wagons, and by day, they enter 
by the force of the sword. for example, if somebody is asleep and hears them, he 
naturally will be dizzy. Day and night they do not refrain from cunning, torment, 
and fighting. We light lanterns and watch in turns. At daybreak we give thanks. 
My spirit, in the first decade of the noble Ramażān 3.000 men were sent to h. ille 
and Kerbelā, they were broken by fate. They passed to As. lan Pasha. some Arab lev-
ends who had been spared the sword fled towards h. aleb and Şām and [thus] saved 
their lives. In a word, the faithless community surrounded us on all four sides in a 
way that the return was cut off and they seized those who came out. The fortunate 
lord was sorry for having stupidly endangered each of his groups. he went another 
time to the threshold of his Majesty the padishah of Islam and made a petition 
for money, but no trace of it was seen. There was no support for it, because he fell 
into the hands of these unbelievers and did not arrive safe and sound at the Porte. 
his Majesty the sultan stopped watching. Those who want money – their condi-
tion was rendered by the turkish proverbs, “Neither from Baghdad nor from Basra 
anyone is coming, nor is there any help from my sultan”70. If at the beginning help 
and money had been sent, it would have been possible. Now, however, even if the 
sultan came himself, he would certainly not be able to help this assembly. On one 
side there is the Diyāle river, on the other side the Şat.t., in our neck there is the shah 
of the Persians, in front of us there is Baghdad. Perhaps there will come help for us 
from god. Illnesses have reached such a degree among the troops of Islam that it is 
impossible to describe them. The climate of this country is worse than the curved 
sabre of the K. ızılbaş. Dropsy and stomach aches, having a cold and sudden diseases 
of the ears (?) are continuous. fortunate is the person who will again get out to that 
country (= home?). greet the faithful friends and the pure brethren from us. They 
shall not forget to pray [for us]. May they be written with the Fātih. a (?). Praise be 
to god the One the victorious. We are thankful that we live difficulties on the soil 
of our wish next to the mausoleum of the greatest Imam. If his spirit helps, they 
ought certainly not to forget it. Written in the middle date of the noble Ramażān 
of the year 135. 

7.2. Transcription of Iskandar Beg Turkmān (1334h.ş./1955):

Vol. 3, 1053 Cenāb-i ʿizzet-me’āb rūh. um (!) pür-fütūh. um Mus. lī Çelebi kām -yāb 
h. ażretlerine dürer-i daʿvāt-i s.āfīyāt-i mah. abbet-āyāt ve ġurar-i teslīmāt-i vāfīyāt-i 
meveddet-ġāyāt ith. āfındans.ongra iʿlām-i muh. ibbāne nudur (!) 1054 ki eger lut.f idüb 

70 I have not been able to identify this proverb so far.
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bu dāʿīleri t.arafından zerre vü şemme su’āl-i şerīf tecvīz buyurılur iser bi-h. amdi llāhi 
ve-l-minne h. ālā vücūd-i nā-būdumuz s. ıh. h. at dāyiresinde mevcūd olub leyl ü nahār 
duʿā-yi devām-i devletüngüze müdāvīm (!) ve dīdār-i şerīfüngüze müştāk. -i ʿaz. īm 
olduġumuza iştibāh buyurılmaya hemān cenāb-i müsebbebü l-esbābdan ricā olunur 
ki bir daḫıça dīdār-i şerīfüngüz ile müşerref olmak.  müyesser k. ıbla (!) āmīn bi-  
h. ürmeti seyyidi l-mürselīn fī-mā baʿd bu sefer-i nedāmet-eser ve Baġdād-i bī-dād-i 
mih. net-ābād h. avādisin istifsār buyursangız dileyüm böyle sefer dūşmātumuz (!) 
idilenlere71 nas. īb olmasun t.ok. uz aydur ki k. alʿe muh. ās.ara olalı bir daşına raḫne 
virilmeyüb ol muh. ās.aramuz dere ḫalvet-i tilkünitg72 misālinde K. ızılbaş-i baʿd-
maʿāşung (!) eseri as. lā z. āhir olmamış iken meterisler k. urılub ve nak. ablar sürilüb  
h. avāleler k. alk. ub pence73 defʿa yorışlar olub her yorışda yince74 biñ nüfūs k. apuk. ulı ve 
serdengicdiden helāk olub günden güne k. alʿede olan melʿūnlar ġālib ve leşker-i islām 
maġlūb olmak. dan ġayrı nesbe-i75 başarmayub bu esnāda şāh-i ʿacem t.arafından 
serdār olan Zeynel ḫān dimekle maʿrūf bir fitne-engīz ġālibā k. ırk.  bing mik. dārı  
K. ızılbaş-i bed-maʿāş-i h. īlekār-i nā-be-kār ile peydā olub ol Diyāle s.uyında ʿubūr 
bolub bizüm t.arafımuza giçüb pence76 defʿa alaylar yaġlayub (!) k. ır altı göster[ür?] 
iken üzere iken şāh-i ʿacem kendiD V ile ’VKN leşker77-i ḫūn-rīz ile ayak.  bayak.  gelüb 
hīç bizüm t.arafımuza mültefit olmayub bir mik. dār leşker k. alʿe-i Mandalī üzerine 
taʿyīn idüb s.āh. ib saʿādet h. ażretlerining k. apuçı başını Meh. med Āk. ā ve Cestānlu 
Mus.t.afā Paşa ve sāyir maʿan olan leşker-i islāmı k. uvvet-i bāzū ile k. alʿe-i mezkūrdan 
cık. ardub (!) kimin mah. būs kimin t.uʿme-i şemşīr ve kimin gendüsi kipi K. ızılbaş-i  
bī-dīn eyledi baʿdehū Lek k. alʿesi dimikle (!) meşhūr bir k. alʿe daḫı içinde olan ehl-i 
islām tesh. īr idince bu aḫbārlardan leşker-i islām üzerine mehm-i78 ʿaz. īm müstevlī 
olub ābā79 çık. ub muk. ābele olmaġa olamıdur diyü tedpīr (!) üzere80 iken bu mah. all 
şāh-i ʿacem ḫadem ü h. aşemi ile bizüm t.arafımıza teveccüh-i tāmm idinçe serdārı olan 
nā-be-kār mezkūr sebk. -i ḫidmet içün pīş-rev-i Lek idüb Diyāle s.u’ı üzere cisr k. urmak. 
şürūʿında iken s.āh. ib saʿādet menʿ u defʿine Diyār-i Bekr biglerbigi Murād Paşa ile on 
biş bing mik. dārı k. oçak.  ve yigitler biş ilāhī81 pāre t.ob ile gömzerüb82 k. ażāyā ol maʿlūn-i 
(!) h. īle-kār bizden çüst ü pür-TVB cisri k. urub üç dörūt (!) bing mik. dārı K. ızılbaş ve 

71 Instead of düşmānumuz olanlara.
72 Instead of tilküning.
73 Instead of niçe.
74 Instead of niçe.
75 Instead of nesne-i.
76 Instead of niçe.
77 Perhaps for kendileri ile olan leşker? 
78 Instead of vehm-i.
79 Instead of āyā.
80 With elif and he at the end.
81 Instead of altı.
82 Instead of gönderüb.
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LF’MH nüzūl itimiş (!) iken bu t.arafdan Murād Paşa [yi]tişüb t.ob ve tüfeng ile 
mevcūd bulunan K. ızılbaşung üzerine hücūm idince anlarūḫı83 bi-ż-żarūre cenge 
şürūʿ idüb mā beyn de bir iki h. amle gicdi h. ikmet-i ilāhī ricālü l-ġayb K. ızılbaşdan 
yaña olub ḫāk u bād ve tīġ-i bārān birle leşker-i islāmung yüzin döndürüb el-h. ās. ıl 
inhizāma ʿillet-i müstak. ille olmaġın ceng-i mezkūrda Diyār-i Bekr ve K. araman ve 
H. aleb ve Anat.olı sancak. larından ḫande bir güzīde yigit var ise şehādet şerbeti nūş 
idüb mā bak. āsı tīġ-i zehr-ālūda bīş alub84 gice araya girmekle Murād Paşa bir yince85 
tevābiʿiyle yaralu yaralu cān k. urtarub geldi andans.ongra pādişāh-i ʿacem gelüb 
Diyāle s.u’ı ile Şāt.t. (!) k. adışan86 yirde cisr k. urub leşker bing bir mik. dārı bizüm  
t.arafımıza ve bir mik. dārı köhne Baġdād t.arafa geçürüb et.rāfumuza k. urd adını  
s.alub gāh bu t.arafd[a] gāh o t.arafda bas (!) gösterüb el-h. ās. ıl biz Baġdādı ve K. ızılbaş 
bizi muh. ās.ara idüb yaʿnī t.opa dutulmuş meymūna döndük k. alʿe ile ceng eylesek bu 
yanumuzdan K. ızılbaş H. Vlar87 ve K. ızılbaş ile ceng eylesek engsemüzden k. alʿe ḫalk. ı 
ümmetümüzi keser āḫiru l-emr lā-iʿlāc et.rāfumuza ḫandak.  kesüb t.apur eyleduk.  (!) 
t.apura daḫı mültefit  olmayub pence (!) defʿa 1055 t.apurumuz üzerine gelüb alaylar 
baġlayub māh-i Şaʿbānung yigirmi yedinci güni t.apurumuz üzerine yorış itmek niti-
yle88 geldükde s.āh. ib saʿādet daḫı leşker-i islām arasında nidā s.alub s.aġīr u kebīr atlu 
piyādesi ʿumūmen nefīr-i ʿāmm üslūbı yeñiçeriden ġayrı ki meterislerde k. alʿeye  
muk. ābil durmışlar idi k. arşu çık. ub muk. ābil olduk.  k. uşluk. dan ikindüye degin t.ob ve 
tüfeng altında ceng olunub serdārları olan Zeynel Ḫān şiddet idüb hemān t.ob altında 
sāyebān k. urduġda melāʿīn-i mezkūr bu işāreden bişāret nak. k. ārelerini dögüb s.aġīr u 
kebīri göz k. araldub t.ob u tüfenge muk. ayyed olmayub bir h. amle żarb eylediler ki eger 
kūh-i Elburz olsa öñlerinde tār u mār olurdı muh. as. s.al bu h. amle ile leşker-i islāmın 
k. albını k. ola urub medeñlü (!) segbānumuz t.apurdan vışaru (!) çık. dınsa89 ekseri at 
ayaġı altında pāymāl olub ispāhī t.āyifesi meydānı dār gördükde s.āh. ib saʿādet alayında 
daḫı durmayub k. arārlarını firāra tebdīl ve başlarumla (!) s.ah. rā vu bīyābāna düşüb 
t.apur yolın azub ekseri ol günden berü nā-peydā olub filāncamız menkūb u maʿkūs 
pervāne-i bī-per gibi t.apura penāh getürüb qorınmaʿ90 k. arār virdük bu maʿrekeden 
s.ongra s.āh. ib saʿādet ümerā’-i ʿiz. ām ve küberā’-i zevī l-k. adri ve-l-ih. tirām ile müşāvere 
idüb k. arār virdiler ki bi-z-zāt bir daḫı t.apurdan dışara cık. maġa s.arfumuz yok. dur 
hemān k. alʿe muh. ās.arasına berk yapuşub şāyed ki k. alʿeying (!) k. ah. t.lık.  ile tükeldüb 
emāna getüreyüz diyü bu ümīd ile k. alʿenüng dört yanını ih. āt.a itdürüb şāh-i ʿacem bu 

83 Instead of anlardaḫı.
84 Yimiş olub?
85 Instead of niçe.
86 Instead of k. arışan.
87 Instead of durlar?
88 Instead of nīyetiyle.
89 Instead of çık. dıysa.
90 Instead of k. orınmaġa.
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tedbīrümüze vāk. ıf olunca bī-pervā öte gice köhne Baġdād t.arafına on biş bing mik. dārı 
K. ızılbaş gicürüb üç bing belki artun zaḫīre dive ve k. at.ır ile K. uş k. alʿesi civārında 
yitürüb leşker-i islām k. arşularına ġulüvv itdügince devletümüz yār olmayub anda 
dah. ı ḫaylı segbānumuzı Şāt.t. (!) s.uyına töküb ve pençesi (!) t.uʿme-i şemşīr olub  
mu h. as. s.al k. uşluk.  vak. ti idi ki dīde-i bas. īrümüz ile müşāhede iderdük bu ʿaz. īm zaḫīre 
ve k. oyun tā yaġ ve t.avuġa degin gemiler ile k. alʿebe (!) k. ondı ol ecilden leşker-i islāmung 
bili yükülüb91 bir uġurda k. alʿeden nā-ümīd olduk.  ilāhī gendü h. ālümüz yine müte - 
h. ayyır ola diyü bu āferide (!) fikirlerde iken şāh-i ʿacem bu h. avādisden ḫāt.ır-i cem 
ʿ h. ās. ıl idüb K. ızılbaş dört yanumuzung yolların kesüb diyü bi-z-zāt Şāt.t. (!) ve Fırātdan 
h. ak. k. ā ki berü bah. irdan k. uş uçurmayub z. ālim K. ızılbaşung atı ayaġı altı Şāt.t. (!) ve 
Fırāt gibi s.ular ki her biri T. ūna s.u’ı t.uġyānındadur bir çay gibi görünmeyüb H. ille ve 
Kerbelā ve MSYB t.araflarına āfetin s.alub mah. all-i mezkūrlarda leşker-i islāmung 
seg92 ve paşa māmında93 at ve it oġlanı nāmında olan cümle yeksān94 görünüb H. illede 
olan As. lan Paşa ve k. apuk. ulı ve ʿarabī bir t.arīk. le teḫīr eylediler ki tak. rīdinden95 
vīlger96 k. ās. ır ve k. alemler müddetlerdür (?) ki ordu-yi hümāyūna bir vuk. īye zaḫīre 
gelmeyüb her kim evvelden bir zaḫīre çok.  tedārük itdiyse h. ālā kemin tatub kesen s.atar 
ordumuzung ucuzluġı bu minvāl üzere olubdur ki zikr iderüz bir vuk. īye un bir ġurūşa 
bir vuk. īye baġ (!) iki ġurūşa bir vuk. īye ḫurmā bir ġurūşa bir kīle arpa sekiz ġurūşa 
etmeküng üç dirhemi bir ak. çe ve etting (!) bir vuk. īyesi k. ırk.  aġçe şatılur ol nāzik-t.ab 
ʿ cānlar ki bi-ġilvā’i nezāket ile yirlerdi şimdi at etin görende s.alavāt getürür oldılar ol 
ḫvud-pesend dilāverler ki k. ahve-h ̮ānelerde  K. ızılbaşdan duymak.  almak.  (?) ümīd ile 
gelürler idi şimdi  gendü çādır ve esbāblarını k. oyub ancak cānların furtamaġ (!) min-
net bilür oldılar ol münaʿʿım ekābirler ki gümiş raḫtlu atlara binüb foci97 ile 
h. ammāma giderlerdi şimdi semerlü işek görende tah. assür98 1056 çeker oldılar ol 
ecilden ki ordumuzung dört h. ıs. s.adan bir h. ıs. s.ası ancak.  atludur mā bak. ā leşker-i islām 
yabak. 99 ve perīşān k. alubdur100 eger BBRNDV101 bir ayla102 göçmelü ola’uñ103 YH 
yengiçerining ’VR nāsāyis-ḫānesini götürür ve ardına cebe-ḫāne ve t.op-ḫānemizüng 
bir ferdine iyelık.  iden ez hemīn bu fikre k. almışuz ki sult.ān Süleymān devrinden Bire-

91 Instead of beli bükülüb.
92 Instead of big.
93 Instead of nāmında.
94 Instead of yigitān?
95 Instead of takrīrinden.
96 Instead of diller.
97 Instead of k. oçı.
98 Instead of tah. ayyür.
99 Instead of yayak. . 
100 k. alu-bdur.
101 yirinden?
102 Instead of atla?
103 Instead of olanuñ.
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cikde ve Bas.rada intik. āl iden balyimez ve seng-endāz t.opları k. alʿe dögmek içün 
getürmişler idi böyle yurtda k. oymaġdan āl-i ʿOsmāna nām nengdür diyü s.āh. ib 
saʿādet bu endīşe ile helāk olu bdur (!) niçe defʿa yardum ve ḫazīne içün müstak. illen 
ādemler gönderilmişdür birining eseri olmadı bilmenüz104 K. ızılbaş eline giriftār 
oldılar boḫsa (!) saʿādetlü ḫūndgār h. ażretleri bi-z-zāt leşker-i islāmung t.ūmārı bir 
yüzitden105 götürilmek ister hemān maʿnādur ki türkīlerde söylenür ki şiʿr ne 
Baġdāddan ne Bas.radan gelür var ne kidi106 ʿOsmānludan bize yardum var hele bu 
aya dek ḫazīne ve yardum gelse ulaşıcaġ (!) ih. timāli dar107 imdi fe-ammā bundan 
böyle ḫūndgār h. ażretleri bi-z-zāt gelse imdādumuza yitmez niçün (!) ki k. ażīye bu 
mażmūn üzeredür bir yanumuz Diyāle s.u’ı bir yanumur (!) Şāt.t. (!) ’MKNHFR108 
şāh ʿAbbās öñümüz Baġdād meger bize Ḫudādan ola imdād muh. as. s.al-i kelām ve 
der109 Ādemden berü lu110 nedāmetlü girdāba kimse düşmemiş vegüldür (!) ki bizüm 
bu ah. vālümüze mut.t.aliʿ ola  hem rūh. um böyle fehm iderüz ki şāh-i ʿacem her tedbīr 
ki eylediyse tak. dīr u müvāfık.  geldügi mah. żā h. ażret-i ʿAlī kerreme llāhu vechehū 
kerāmeti eserinden oldügi (!) şübhe yok. dur bilmenüz111 imām-i aʿz. am h. ażretleri bi-
züm cihetümüzden himmeti süst olduġı ne sebebdendür boḫsa (!) ancak.  gendü  
merk. ad-i şerīfi ve rūh. -i lat.īfi içün ol h. ażretüng dergāhına penāha teveccüh idübdür 
benüm rūh. um bu nükte-i zāra tidükde112 bu ʿaceb kelimātı cehren ok. umayub hemān 
şīve-i sirr eyle ki ma benyümüzde (!) mah. fīdür güzārīdesiz113 ki ḫvud-bīnler 
desvāsından114 selāmet olasız āmīn yā muʿīn maḫfī buyuruYLSH115 ki ordumuzda 
bir ḫastalık.  müstevlīdür ki bu vilāyetüng āb u hevāsı K. ızılbaşung egri k. ılıcı gibi kes-
mak. dadur (!) iç aġrısı ve istisk. ā rah. meti ve nezle ve merg-i mefācā ve bād-i semūm 
böyle derd u belālardan gibi saʿādetlü baş gerekdür kim bir daḫıça ol cānibe çık. a 
hemān yārān-i bā-s.afāya selāmumuzı tiyürüb116 h. elāllık.  dileyesiz āḫiret h. ak. k. ı h. elāl 
itsünler el-h. ükmü li-llāhi l-vāh. idi l-k. ahhār hemān bu ki şükrümüz vardur ki bak. īye-i 
ʿömrümüzi imām-i aʿz. am turābında s.arf eyledük yārān-i bā-s.afāya daḫı bā-sirr hem 
mektūblar yazub göründermişüz (!) k. us.ūr birlerine117 naz. ar itmesünler ancak.  oldı 

104 Instead of bilmeyüz.
105 Instead of yir yüzinden.
106 Instead of kendi.
107 Instead of var.
108 Probably a misspelling of eñsemüz.
109 Instead of devr-i.
110 Instead of bu.
111 Instead of bilmeyüz.
112 Instead of yitdükde.
113 Instead of güzār idesiz.
114 Instead of vesvāsından.
115 Misspelling for buyurulmaya?
116 Instead of yitirüb.
117 Instead of yirlerine.
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zīrā bir sat.ır yazınca düşmen geldi diyü üç dört defʿa ürkündülık.  (!) vāk. ıʿ olur z. ālim 
K. ızılbaşung ise gözi leşker-i islāmı şöyle alubdur k. urd k. oyuna segirdür gibi t.apuru-
muz üzerine segirdüb tā ḫanda k. umuzung et.rāfında kese kes[e]dür (?) çi gīnceler118 
oġrısı ve çi gündüzler oġrısı119 müddetlerdür ki giceler fānūslar ile ordumuzung 1057 
arasını kesüb rūzigārumuz bile giçer ne bilmezven k. urşaġumuzı çizebilürüz ve ne 
elümüzden bırak. mazı120 iki elümüz bir başk. a k. alubdur h. ālümüz Allāhdan ġayrı 
kimse bilmez meşrūh. en tah. rīr olunsa yüz böyle mektūbda żıġmaz (!) h. ak. k. ā ki  
mus. ībet-i rūz-i mah. şer bu günlerümüzüng birisinki (?) olmaz daḫı seni bunga k. ıyās 
idesiz ve-s-selām
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