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[g.v.] corps was dissolved and Kabakdji-oghlu, the
leader of the Yamaks, was made commander of the
Bosphorus fortresses. Turkey was at that time at war
with Russia and England, but peace negotiations had
already begun and, moreover, the foreign affairs of
the empire were really governed by general European
politics. A secret article annexed to the peace treaty of
Tilsit (7 July 1807) had in view —already at that
time— a conditional partition of Turkey. Turkey’s
ally, France, tried to urge a peace with Russia and
obtained a Russo-Turkish armistice at Slobosia (near
Ginrgewo), by the terms of which the Danube prin-
cipalities were to be evacuated. When, in the end,
Russia was unwilling to put into effect the terms of the
armistice, relations with France became strained
(departure of Sebastiani in April 1808) and new
preparations for war followed, while overtures were
made to England; the English admiral Codrington
had already entered into negotiations with ‘All Pasha
[g.v.] of Yanina.

Meanwhile, the ka’m-makam and the mufti were the
real rulers in Istanbul; the grand vizier Celebi
Mustafa Pagha remained with the army in Edirne and
had no influence. The Janissaries and Yamaks, how-
ever, continued to be rebellious; measures had to be
taken against them and the sultan himself went so far
as to favour secret plans for restoring the nizam-: diedid
under another name. In December 1807 Miisa Pasha
was dismissed from the office of kda’m-makam —on
account of dissension with the mufti— and was suc-
ceeded by Tayyar Pagsha. The latter, dismissed in his
turn, fled to Bayrakdar Mustafd Pasha [¢.v.], an
acknowledged friend of the reform party, in Ruséuk.
From here began the action against the régime in the
capital. Bayrakdar went first to Edirne and joined
forces with the grand vizier in June 1808. They
arrived in July before the gates of Istanbul at Dawud
Pasha. Sultan Mustafa came there on July 23 to
accept their terms, which for the moment were only
the destruction of the ruling party and of the Yamaks.
On 28 July, Bayrakdar, after having seized the
sultan’s seal from the grand vizier, began to act on his
own account. He went with his troops to the palace,
where the sultan, —who had left shortly before for an
excursion— returned in haste. He had only the time
to order the execution of Selim III, but was deposed
immediately afterwards by the intruders, who put his
younger brother Mahmid on the throne. After
having passed some months in confinement, he was
killed by order of the new sultan on 16 November in
the days of the general revolt against Bayrakdar’s
régime, when the existence of the former sultan had
become a real danger for Mahmud’s position.
Mustafa was buried in the tirbe of his father ‘Abd al-
Hamid I, near the Yefii Djami‘.

Bibliography: Djewdet Pasha, Ta’rikh, 2nd ed.,
viii, Istanbul 1303, 145 ff.; “Asim, Ta’rikh, ii (where
extensive use has been made of Sa‘id Efendi’s
Ta’rikhce; cf. F. Babinger, GOW, 338); A. de
Juchereau de St. Denis, Révolutions de Constantinople
de 1807 et 1808, new ed., Paris 1823; Zinkeisen,
Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches, vii; A.D. Alder-
son, The structure of the Ottoman dynasty, Oxford 1956,
index s.v.; S.]. Shaw, History of the Ottoman empire
and modern Turkey, i, Cambridge 1976, 274-7; R.
Mantran (ed.), Hisioire de empire ottoman, Paris
1989, index; I4, art. s.v. (M. Cavid Baysun).

(J.H. KraMERS)

MUSTAFA, the name of several princes belong-
ing to the Ottoman dynasty.

1. MustarA CeLesr, Dizme, eldest son of Bayezid
I[g.0.], counter-sultan or pretender (?-804/1402, 825/
1422, or ca. 1430).

The date of birth of Mustafa, a son of the Ottoman -
sultan Bayezid I [¢.2.], is unknown. Shiikr Allah (ed.
Atsiz, 58), lists Mustafa as the last of his six [male]
children, all of whom were born of slave-women (£ir-
nak). It is probable that Bdyezid had appointed
Mustafa governor of Hamid and Tekke {g.v0.];
indubitably it was at the head of troops from these
provinces that he fought alongside his father at the
battle of Ankara (16 Dhu ’I-Hidjdja 804/28 July
1402). Thereafter the fog of uncertainty descends on
the career of Mustafa—or of the resourceful and
plausible pretender who later took his name.

Shitkr Allah (loc. cit.) states simply that Mustafa
was taken prisoner with his father and was never seen
again. The general view is that he was taken by Timir
into captivity in Central Asia, but a reading of Ibn
‘Arabshah (Cairo, 1310, 133; tr. Sanders, 187) would
seem to suggest that Timiirid agents, having failed to
locate him after the battle, contented themselves with
putting to death a large number (‘‘nearly thirty’’) of
his namesakes. Some Ottoman sources, however,
indicate clearly that Mustafd was taken captive by
Timir, returning home after ‘‘some years’’ (Enwer,
Diistarndme, ed. Yinané, 91; cf. Medhal, 97); he may
have been liberated, together with other princely
hostages, after the death of Timir (Feb. 1405).

Thus at least three major historical problems must
be faced in any treatment of Mustafa’s career; the
authenticity of his claim to be a son of Bayezid I; his
whereabouts during the years following 1402, if, as
seems almost certain, he was a son of Bayezid, or,
alternatively, the origins of the pretender (‘‘diizme’’);
and, finally, the serious discrepancies which exist
between the Byzantine, Ottoman and Latin sources
concerning the real or pretended Mustafa’s activities.
None of these problems has yet been provided with a .
totally watertight solution.

The Ottoman view, that the post-1415 Mustafa was
an imposton, may be traced back to the remark—
possibly apocryphal—attributed to Mehemmed I in -
the context of the events of 1415-16, that the real
Mustafa had died in childhood (Chalcocondyles, tr.
B. de Vigentre, Paris 1662, 97). The -earliest
Ottoman literary reference to Mustafa, in the takwim
for 835/1431-2 (C.N. Atsiz, Osmanli tarthine ait
takvimler, Istanbul 1961, 70) also describes him as an
impostor (djai), as do both ‘Ashikpashazade and the
Anonymous chronicles, which employ what came to
be the generally adopted sobriquet of diizme. Con-
versely, in the later tafwims published by Turan, in
Enwerl and, (probably as a consequence) in the con-
flation of “‘Ashikpashazade and the Anonymous made
by Neshri, the authenticity of Mustafa is recognised
(cf. ML.H. Yinang, Medhal, 96; V.L. Ménage, Begin-
nings of Ottoman historiography, 175-6).

The reappearance of Mustafa in 1415 is also
historically problematical. On the one hand, Venetian
sources report the arrival there in January 1415 of a
galley from Trebizond, bearing a ““Turkish’’ agent
charged with negotiations ‘‘with the basileus’’ on
behalf of Mustafa. This may also be connected with a
report (Chalcocondyles, loc. cit.) that he had taken
refuge at Sinop in the territory of the Isfendiyar-
oghullari {g.0.], and with further Venetian reports
that Mustafa was ““in Asia’’, looking for a galley to
transport him to Europe, where he claimed to have
many partisans. Equally, Ragusan sources reported
that in mid-June 1415 Mustafa was [still] in Trebi-
zond, gathering support (but from whom?) against
Mehemmed. By August 1415 he was in Wallachia
under the protection of the soivod Mircea, attracting
support from the b¢gs of Rameli, and raiding into the
Ottoman-held lands south of the Danube (F. Thirtet,
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824/8224> = 1421:
THE ‘FALSE’ (DUZME) MUSTAFA AND HIS EPHEMERAL
COINAGE

Colin HEYWOQOOD
School of Oriental and African Studies,
University of London

I - Introduction :

Ottoman historical studies are canonical and referential : one makes
progress by going back to the canon of scholarship with the consequent
need to ‘reformat’ the entire ‘text’ of perceived Ottoman history while
adding to it. Thus, every year, the corpus becomes a heavier burden, yet
any attempt to free oneself from its crushing weight leads inevitably to the
reinvention of the wheel. Such reinventions in fact occur with a certain
regularity (1).

Conversely, there are problems - specific historical cruxes and certain
episodes - which gave trouble to the earliest scholars in the field and which
still give trouble : individuals and episodes regarding which the jury is still
out or on which it has rcturned thec ambiguous Scottish verdict of ‘not
proven’.

One such individual is the so-called Diizme or ‘False’ Mustafa, a son of
the Ottoman sultan Bayezid I, who ‘disappeared’ in the fog of battle at
Ankara (2). One such episode (or, rather, series of episodes) is his
reduplicative appearances (or pseudo-appearances) in Ottoman history as a
contender for the sultanate between the years 1415 and (if we accept
western sources) 1430. In actuality a series of failed attempts on the throne
cost him his life at the hands of Murad II’s agents in the late winter of
824-5/1421-2, leaving him, in most official Ottoman historiography, with
the undeserved reputation of an impostor (3).

The Ottoman historian and self-styled polymath, Hiiseyn Hezarfenn (d.
(1) An earlier version of this paper was delivered at a seminar at Princeton University in April 1993.
(2) For a more extended discussion of Mustafa b. Bayezid's career, see my article in The
Encyclopaedia of Islam, new edition (Leiden, 1954-), vii (1992), 710-2 (s.v. Mustafa (1)
Mustafa Celebi, Diizme).

(3) Who then was the ‘Diizmece’ Mustafa, who had found shelter in Thessaloniki and who in 1425
when the town was under siege by Murad II and narrowly escaped capture just outside the town .
(Vasilis Dimitriades, ‘Ottoman Chalkidiki: an area in transition’ in : Anthony Bryer and Heath Lowry
(ed)), Continuity and Change in late Byzantine and early Ottoman society. Papers
given at a Symposium at Dumbarton Oaks in May 1982. (Birmingham[England] and
Washington, D.C., 1986, 42, citing K.D. Mertzios, Mnimeia Makedonikis Istorias
(Thessaloniki, 1947), 63. Thessaloniki, of course, was under Venetian occupation from 1423 until
its conquest by Murad II in 1430 : was this protégé of Venice - when almost captured in the incident
mentioned above, was in the company of the Venetian admiral - in fact a genuinely false ‘False’
Mustafa? Professor Dimitriades, in the course of a recent conversation, offered the ingenious
suggestion that Ottoman knowledge of the false ‘False’ Mustafa, as a ‘back-formation’ from this
episode, might have precipitated their attribution of ‘Diizme’ to the genuine Mustafa b. Bayezid.




