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ABSTRACT

THE OTTOMAN COURT ON THE ROAD: ROYAL MOBILITY AND THE
IMPERIAL RESIDENCES BETWEEN EDIRNE AND ISTANBUL, 1657-1703

AYŞE KAPLAN

HISTORY Ph.D DISSERTATION, JULY 2023

Dissertation Supervisor: Prof. TÜLAY ARTAN

Keywords: Ottoman court, Ottoman Edirne, Edirne palace, Ottoman royal
palaces, Mehmed IV, palaces between Edirne-Istanbul

This dissertation, while focusing on the itinerant character and rule of the court
of Mehmed IV on the one hand, takes as its subject matter the Ottoman palaces,
gardens, estates and pavilions that were built, renovated and/or repaired and used
around Edirne and particularly between Edirne and Istanbul between 1657 and 1703.
It introduces to scholarship, through the use of a vast body of primarily expense-
related archival documents, a number of such royal residences for the first time.
While doing this, rather than focusing on the formal and architectural natures of
these edifices, it contextualizes them through the perspective of early modern court
studies.

Known as “the hunter” in classical Turkish historiography, Sultan Mehmed IV is
acclaimed for his mobility foremost for this reason, while this mobility manifests itself
most clearly in the court’s relocation to Edirne in the second half of the seventeenth
century. This study acknowledges itinerancy as an essential characteristic of the
Ottoman court in a comparable manner to their contemporary European, Safavid
and Mughal courts, and analyses the royal residences it is concerned with in this
context. It argues that, beyond simply being hunting lodges, the royal residences in
question were built as a result of the court’s needs –foremost of which was that of
accommodation while on the road– and thus were a direct and organic outcome of
the court’s peripatetic lifestyle.
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On the other hand, analysis of the court’s itinerancy at this period also uncov-
ers underlying patterns of mobility that hinge on the year 1676, before and after
which the court’s movements display differing trajectories. Finally, the dissertation
demonstrates further that the construction activities around Edirne at this time dis-
play a strong geographical and temporal parallel with the court’s mobility patterns
between the two cities, thus underscoring the close relationship between the two
phenomena.
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ÖZET

OSMANLI SARAYI YOLLARDA: SARAY HALKININ HAREKETLILIĞI VE
EDIRNE-İSTANBUL ARASINDAKI PADIŞAH SARAYLARI, 1657-1703

AYŞE KAPLAN

TARİH DOKTORA TEZİ, TEMMUZ 2023

Tez Danışmanı: Prof. Dr. TÜLAY ARTAN

Anahtar Kelimeler: Osmanlı saray halkı, Edirne, Edirne Sarayı, Osmanlı sarayları,
IV.Mehmed, Edirne-İstanbul arası saraylar

Bu tez, bir yandan IV.Mehmed’in “hareket halinde olma özelliği” ile hükümdarlık
tarzına odaklanırken, diğer yandan Edirne çevresi ve özellikle Edirne ile İstanbul
arasında 1657-1703 yılları arasında inşa veya tamir edilerek hanedan tarafından kul-
lanılan saray, bahçe, çiftlik ve kasırları konu alır. Bu hanedan saraylarından bazıları,
başta masraflarla ilgili belgeler olmak üzere geniş bir arşiv belgesi kaynağına daya-
narak ilk kez literatüre tanıtılmaktadır. Bunu yaparken, tez, yapıların mimari ve
formal doğalarına odaklanmak yerine onları “erken modern dönem saray çalışmaları”
alanının perspektifiyle bağlamlandırır.

IV. Mehmed, klasik Türk tarihyazımında ‘avcı’ olarak adlandırılır ve daha çok bu
özelliği yüzünden sık sık hareket halinde olan bir sultan olarak bilinir; bunun kendini
en bariz gösterdiği durum ise 17. yüzyılın ikinci yarısında sarayın Edirne’ye taşın-
masıdır. Bu tez, hareket halinde olma durumunu, tıpkı dönemdaşları olan Avrupalı,
Safavi ve Babür saray halkları için olduğu gibi, Osmanlı saray halkı için de temel bir
karakteristik olarak kabul eder ve konu aldığı yapıları bu doğrultuda değerlendirir.
Söz konusu yapıların, şimdiye dek genellikle kabul edilegeldiği üzere yalnızca birer
av köşkü olmaktan öte, temelde hareket durumunda olan bir sarayın, başta yol-
dayken konaklama olmak üzere temel ihtiyaçları doğrultusunda inşa edildiklerini
ve dolayısıyla da bu hükümdarlık tarzının doğrudan ve doğal bir sonucu ve getirisi
olduklarını savunmaktadır.
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Öte yandan, IV.Mehmed döneminde saray halkının hareketliliğini incelemek, 1676
yılının köşe taşı olduğu belli bir düzeni de göz önüne serer. Bu yıldan önce ve
sonra farklı hareketlilik örüntüleri gözlemlenmiştir. Nihayet, bu tez, bu dönemde
Edirne çevresindeki saray inşa faaliyetlerinin, hem coğrafî hem de zamansal açıdan,
sarayın iki şehir arasında gidip gelme düzeniyle paralel olduğunu ortaya koyarak bu
iki hadise arasındaki yakın ilişkiyi görünür hale getirir.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

In the second half of the seventeenth century, the Ottoman seat of government,

located in the capital Istanbul since the city's capture in 1453, shifted, gradually

and in practical capacity, to Edirne, the empire's previous capital before Istanbul.

Although from the 1660s on until the early eighteenth century, Istanbul lost its

function as the empire's primary administrative center, it was never o�cially de-

prived of its status, and the sultans continued to visit the city for conducting various

matters of state and for spending time at its royal gardens, thus maintaining the

imperial link, however strenuous, between Edirne and Istanbul for nearly �fty years.

Responsible for this shift and dominating the period with his thirty-nine year long

rule was Sultan Mehmed IV, whose reign was marked as a highly mobile one not

only on account of the wars with Venice and the Habsburgs in which he personally

participated to di�erent degrees, but also by the sultan's infamous passion for the

hunt. The regions around Edirne were imperial hunting grounds of old, and leaving

matters of state into the capable hands of the Köprülü grand viziers, the sultan, in-

creasingly along with his harem, roamed the regions as far west as Belgrade until his

�nal return to Istanbul in 1686, one year before his eventual dethronement. Earning

him the moniker "the hunter", Mehmed IV's hunting parties would be condemned in

the chronicles and other narrative accounts of the time �and later, in the traditional

historiography of the period1� as a personal �aw with disastrous consequences.

This thesis takes as its subject matter, on the one hand, the itinerant character and

mode of rule of Mehmed IV. On the other hand, it is anchored not by the mobile, but

the stationary aspect of this itinerancy, namely the Ottoman royal palaces, estates,

gardens, pavilions and kiosks that hosted the sultan and the royal family as they

traversed the regions between Istanbul and Edirne. During the Ottoman court's

1For instance, M. Cavid Baysun, �Mehmed IV�, •slam Ansiklopedisi, VII, 547-557.
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Edirne sojourn - which would come to an abrupt end with the �Edirne incident� in

17032 - the city and its environs witnessed a considerable and near-continuous royal

construction activity in part due to the sultan's taste for hunting. Whilst the court

was in residence, its primary seat was the Edirne imperial palace3 (last accessed

23.11.2022). The �Edirne palace� or the "Edirne imperial palace", used as such in

this thesis, refers to the "new" palace known as thesarây-� cedîd-i 'âmire., begun

to be built during the reign of Murad II and expanded upon by Mehmed II (Fig.1);

as Edirne continued to retain its importance after the conquest of Istanbul both

as the former seat of government and for its strategic location as the launchpad

for the army on west-bound military campaigns, the imperial palace, much like

the Topkap� in Istanbul4, was gradually expanded, modi�ed and added on by the

succeeding sultans. During the reign of Mehmed IV, who resided in Edirne for

the better part of his reign5, the imperial palace is reputed to have had a "golden

age" as the sultan had the palace extensively renovated and the grounds built over

with numerous garden pavilions and kiosks6. Prior to this period, aside from the

imperial palace, Edirne had also had a small number of royal gardens and lodges in

its environs7, but as this thesis will demonstrate, the court's relocation to the city

in the 1660s would result in a near-constant construction activity that would last

throughout Mehmed IV's reign, and extend over to those of his brothers and son

until 1703.

2Rifa'at Ali Abou-El-Haj, The 1703 Rebellion and the Structure of Ottoman Politics (Leiden: Nederlands
Historisch-Archaeologisch Instituut De Istanbul, 1984).

3Chronologically, the �rst Ottoman palace in Edirne was built in the 14th century within the old city:
see Satoshi Kawamoto, �Edirne Eski Saray�,� in Uluslararas� Edirne'nin Fethinin 650. Y�l� Sempozyumu
(4-6 May�s 2011) Bildiriler Kitab�, ed. •brahim Sezgin, Cengiz Fedakar, and Hasan Demiro§lu (Edirne:
Trakya Üniversitesi Edebiyat Fakültesi Yay�nlar�, 2012), 43�47, and idem, �On the Eve of Empire: Early
Ottoman Palaces in Edirne and Istanbul� (Harvard University, November 2, 2017), https://www.youtube.
com/watch?v=OeEmSL8I24k

4For the Topkap� Palace, see Gülru Necipo§lu, Architecture, Ceremonial, and Power: The Topkap� Palace
in the Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries (New York; Cambridge (Mass.): The Architectural History Foun-
dation: MIT Press, 1991).

5See Appendix A for the dates and durations of Mehmed IV's stays in Edirne.

6Rifat Osman, Edirne Saray� , 2nd ed. (Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu, 1989).

7See Chapter 2.
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Figure 1.1 Edirne and the Edirne Palace (marked in red). Image from Google Earth.

This construction activity, however, has attracted little to no scholarly attention

so far. On the one hand, despite the existence of a considerable body of literature

related to the Edirne Palace, the only monograph on the subject remains R�fat

Osman's seminal Edirne Saray�, which, while still the canon of research related to the

subject, is not of an academic nature, and as this study will suggest, a problematic

source8.

8See below for a literature review on the Edirne palace. On R�fat Osman Tosyevizâde, see: Ratip Kazanc�gil,
ed., �Hayat�m ve Hat�rât�m�: Dr. R�fat Osman'�n Ö§rencilik ve Gülhane An�lar� (Ankara: GATA, 1998);
Beril Sar�sakal, �Edirne'de Bir Maziperest: Tosyevizâde Doktor R�fat Osman� (Unpublished M.A. Thesis,
•stanbul Teknik Üniversitesi Fen Bilimleri Enstitüsü, 2019).
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Figure 1.2 Engraving of a 19th century view of Edirne from the Cihannümâ pavilion

at the Edirne palace. Reproduced from C. Sayger and Auguste Joseph Desarnod,

Album d'un Voyage En Turquie Fait Par Ordre de Sa Majesté l'empereur Nicolas

Ier En 1829 et 1830(Paris: Imprimérie de Firmin Didot Frères, 1834).

On the other hand, on the royal gardens, hunting lodges, estates and palaces in

Edirne and on the road between Edirne and Istanbul -such as those in Çatalca,

Silivri and Kar�³t�ran-, scholarly literature is practically non-existent. Arguably,

this dearth of studies on Mehmed IV's architectural activities can be construed on

a wider scale as a dearth of studies on the sultan's architectural patronage in the

line of his ancestors, the foremost reason for which, in that case, stands out as

its lack thereof in terms of public monuments9. Moreover, with the exception of

the remains of the Edirne palace, not only has no royal pavilion, garden or palace

built as part of the above-mentioned construction activity has survived, but neither

are they highlighted or even mentioned at length in the narrative accounts of the

period10. Ottoman chronicles and non-Ottoman accounts of the period rarely -and

9Aside from the conversion of churches into mosques in the newly conquered lands, representing the dynasty
in the sultan's absence in Istanbul was the architectural patronage of his mother, Hadice Turhan Sultan.
See: Lucienne Thys-“enocak, Hatice Turhan Sultan. Osmanl� •mparatorlu§u'nda Kad�n Bânîler, trans.
Ayla Ortaç (•stanbul: Kitap Yay�nevi, 2009). Similarly, during the reigns on Mustafa II (r.1695-1703) and
Ahmed III (r.1703-1730), Rabia Emetullah Gülnu³ Sultan, the former haseki of Mehmed IV, would take
on numerous architectural projects as the valide sultan: see, Betül •p³irli Arg�t, Rabia Gülnu³ Emetullah
Sultan, 1640-1715 (•stanbul: Kitap Yay�nevi, 2014), 171-199, and Muza�er Özgüle³, The Women Who
Built the Ottoman World: Female Patronage and the Architectural Legacy of Gülnu³ Sultan (London; New
York: I.B. Tauris, 2017).

10The main land route between Edirne and Istanbul ran through Küçük Çekmece, Büyük Çekmece, Silivri
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only selectively- mention the sultans' building e�orts, while some adopt the same

critical note used when writing of the sultan's hunting habits11. In stark contrast,

however, archival documents from the period brim with records of expenses related

to the royal residences12 built or renovated at this time.

Figure 1.3 The main route between Edirne and Istanbul in the 17th century

This thesis, therefore, focuses on the Ottoman royal palaces, estates, gardens, pavil-

ions and kiosks that were built, renovated, repaired and used in Edirne, and partic-

ularly between Edirne and Istanbul in the second half of the seventeenth century.

On the one hand, it introduces to scholarship a number of Ottoman royal palaces,

estates, pavilions and kiosks for the �rst time. While doing this, rather than focus-

ing on the formal and the architectural natures of these edi�ces, it contextualizes

Mehmed IV's construction activities directly within the frame of the sultan's and

the royal family's rate of mobility in the region, and regards these residences as a

direct and organic outcome of the sultan and his harem's active lifestyle.

and/or Çatalca, Çorlu, Kar�³d�ran, Babaeski and Havsa [Fig.1.3.]. While both Ottoman and non-Ottoman
witnesses of the period took the same route as the sultan and the harem while traveling between the two
cities, and while there is ample mention in non-Ottoman accounts of the journeys through the region, on
the royal palaces and stops, the sources are almost entirely silent.

11In particular: Ramazan Aktemur, �Anonim Osmanl� Vekayinâmesi (H.1058-1106 / M.1648-1694) (Metin ve
De§erlendirme)� (M.A. Thesis, •stanbul, •stanbul Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü, Akdeniz Dünyas�
Ara³t�rmalar� Anabilim Dal�, 2019), 145-147.

12In the archival documents, the terms sarây, çiftlik, bâ§çe, kasr and kö³k are used loosely and usually
interchangeably. In this thesis, �royal residence� is used as an umbrella term that covers the buildings and
building complexes denoted with all �ve terms, therefore including both long-term residence and transitory
stays, and short visits.
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In terms of historiography, it may be argued that the period under study comprises

mainly of two interlocked themes: the court's relocation to Edirne in the 1660s on

the one hand and Mehmed IV's classical reputation as �rst and foremost a hunter-

sultan on the other. The former comprised a large part of the background upon

which the political transformations of the late-17th century would play out13, and,

I contend, the political history of the period as underlined by the tensions born out

of the relocation to Edirne, in turn, informed and shaped scholars' understanding of

Mehmed IV's building e�orts. One of the foremost markers of the transformation

of the Ottoman state in the course of the seventeenth century was the changing

expectations from the sultan as the ruler. While traditionally, the sultan's primary

legitimizing role was as the head of the army, in a process of gradual sultanic `seden-

tarization', starting from the end of the sixteenth century, the sultans were more

and more expected to remain in the capital while the grand viziers took on the role

of leading the military campaigns14. The complex reasons giving rise to this process

included the changing rules of succession from fratricide to primogeniture at the

end of the sixteenth century, and the growing challenges of administering a vast and

centralized empire15. The shifting of the power balances between the sultan, the

grand vizier, and the palace circles -the royal women and the chief black eunuch-

in the �rst half of the seventeenth century would take a new turn with the tenure

of Grand Vizier Köprülü Mehmed Pa³a, which would mark the emergence of the

vizierial households as an alternative to the graduates of the palace school. Köprülü

Mehmed Pa³a would be the one to encourage the young Mehmed IV to remove to

Edirne at the head of the army for the �rst time in October 1657, and during the

long tenure of his son Faz�l Ahmed Pa³a, the court would fully settle in the old

capital, not returning to Istanbul once between 1666 and 1676.

From a political perspective, throughout the second half of the seventeenth century,

Edirne and Istanbul, as imperial cities, are thus situated as two opposing poles.

The period is marked by a deep underlying tension caused �rst and foremost by the

centrality of Istanbul as the capital of the empire; the sultan and court's absence from

13Abou-El-Haj, The 1703 Rebellion; idem, Formation of the Modern State: The Ottoman Empire, Sixteenth
to Eighteenth Centuries, 2nd ed. (New York: Syracuse University Press, 2005).

14Colin Imber, �Frozen Legitimacy,� in Legitimizing the Order: The Ottoman Rhetoric of State Power (Lei-
den: Brill, 2005), 99; Hakan T. Karateke, �`On the Tranquillity and Repose of the Sultan': The Construc-
tion of a Topos,� in The Ottoman World , ed. Christine Woodhead (Oxon; New York: Routledge, 2012),
116�29.

15Leslie P. Peirce, The Imperial Harem: Women and Sovereignty in the Ottoman Empire (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1994), 97-104. For the transformations in the early-seventeenth century, also see: Baki
Tezcan, The Second Ottoman Empire: Political and Social Transformation in the Early Modern World
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2012); Günhan Börekçi, �Factions and Favorites at the Court of
Sultan Ahmed I and His Immediate Predecessors� (Unpublished PhD. Diss., Ohio State University, 2010),
and Gabriel Piterberg, An Ottoman Tragedy: History and Historiography at Play (Los Angeles: University
of California Press, 2003).
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the city for long stretches of time, with the exception of its justi�cation by ongoing

military expeditions, was not approved. A political polarization between the two

cities was not happening for the �rst time in Ottoman history: in the �fteenth

century, after the conquest of Istanbul, the two cities would come to symbolize rival

ideologies of statehood between the centralizing bureaucracy in Istanbul and the

ak�nc� / gazis in Edirne - the 'abode of gaza' - who were in favor of retaining the

conquest-oriented strategy of expansion. According to Cemal Kafadar, the motif of

'Istanbul versus another city' as capital would continue to play out across di�erent

periods in Ottoman history until the empire's demise16.

A certain anxiety thus underscores the second half of the seventeenth century, in

which the main cause appears to have been not the whereabouts of the court -or

even, its residence in Edirne-, but rather, its absence from Istanbul. This anxiety

would �nd its release in the Edirne revolt in 1703, which, while primarily caused by

Mustafa II's attempt to reinstate sultanic authority and, as a result, the nepotism of

his ³eyhülislamFeyzullah Efendi, would mark the end of the court's Edirne residence,

as Mehmed IV's younger son Ahmed III would be enthroned with the condition that

the court would immediately return to Istanbul.

As mentioned above, in traditional historiography, between the �sultanate of

women� in the earlier part of the seventeenth century and the �Köprülü period�

in the later17, Mehmed IV is generally relegated to a politically non-existent �g-

ure, portrayed instead as a self-indulgent ruler whose obsession with the hunt and

neglect of state a�airs by turning them over to his grand viziers were the direct

reasons behind the downturn in the empire's fortunes, particularly after the disas-

trous siege of Vienna in 1683. While this unfavorable image no longer circulates

as such in more recent readings of the period, the political landscape in the second

half of the seventeenth century was indeed dominated not by Mehmed IV and his

immediate successors, but by the Köprülü grand-viziers18. While a number of schol-

16Cemal Kafadar, Between Two Worlds: The Construction of the Ottoman State (Berkeley, Los Angeles,
London: University of California Press, 1996).148-149.

17The classical periodization of the seventeenth century as such stems from Ahmet Re�k Alt�nay: Ahmet
Re�k, Kad�nlar Saltanat�, 4 vols. (•stanbul: Kitabhane-i Hilmi, 1332/1923). For classical texts on the
�Köprülü period�, see: •smail Hakk� Uzuncar³�l�, Osmanl� Tarihi, 4 vols. (Ankara, 1947 - 59), Halil
•nalc�k, Devlet-i Aliyye III, Osmanl� •mparatorlu§u üzerine ara³t�rmalar, Köprülüler Devri (•stanbul, 2016),
Norman Itzkowitz, Ottoman Empire and Islamic Tradition (Chicago, 1972) and Stanford Shaw, History
of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey, 2 vols. Vol.1: Empire of the Gazis: The Rise and Decline of
the Ottoman Empire (New York, 1976).

18Research in various aspects of the Köprülü dynasty is still vibrant: Cumhur Bekar, �`The Ottoman Rev-
olution of 1661': The Recon�guration of Political Power under Mehmed IV and Köprülü Grand Viziers,�
Journal of Early Modern History 27 , no. 3 (2023): 224�53; idem, �The Rise of the Köprülü Household:
The Transformation of Patronage in the Ottoman Empire in the Seventeenth Century,� Turkish Historical
Review 11 (2020): 229�56; Yasir Y�lmaz, �The Road to Vienna: Habsburg and Ottoman Statecraft Dur-
ing the Time of Grand Vizier Kara Mustafa Pa³a (1676-1683)� (Unpublished PhD Diss., West Lafayette,
Indiana, Purdue University, 2015); Fatih Çal�³�r, �A Virtous Grand Vizier: Politics and Patronage in the
Ottoman Empire During the Grand Vizierite of Faz�l Ahmed Pasha (1661-1676)� (Unpublished PhD. Diss.,
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ars have recently sought to redeem Mehmed IV's image by focusing on his political

involvement19, the image of the "hunter-sultan", perhaps not wholly unjustly, still

persists.

I contend that this political perspective, de�ned neatly by the dominance of the

Köprülü viziers, the political irrelevance of Mehmed IV, and the Edirne-•stanbul

dichotomy, is a restrictive one. On the one hand, concerned as it is with the court's

absence from Istanbul and residence in Edirne, the focus remains �xed on these two

cities as the empire's political bases, and is not interested in the processes of the

relocations, hunts, and the generally peripatetic character of Mehmed IV. Only a

handful of studies have so far been devoted to examining the e�ects of the court's

long residence in Edirne in its diverse aspects20, while, as mentioned above, its

architectural output remains focused singularly on the Edirne imperial palace21.

Furthermore, I contend that the sultan's persistent image in Turkish historiography

as a hunter has caused his building e�orts to be primarily associated with the hunt

-as hunting lodges-, and to be overlooked as such.

In contrast, this study approaches the mobility and construction activities in

Mehmed IV's reign from the perspective of early modern court studies, which, I

argue, o�ers a more expansive viewpoint. Recognizing mobility as an inherent char-

acteristic of pre-modern courts, court studies entail that in order to accommodate

this itinerancy, royal and imperial courts retained networks of royal residences across

their realms which were kept in readiness to receive the courts for long or short-

term stays. Adopting such a perspective for Ottoman studies liberates the subject

of Mehmed IV's constructions from the restrictive lenses of the Edirne-Istanbul di-

Washington, D.C., Georgetown University, 2016).

19Cumhur Bekar, �The Rise of the Köprülü Family: The Recon�guration of Vizierial Power in the Sev-
enteenth Century� (Doctoral Thesis, Leiden University, 2019), https://openaccess.leidenuniv.nl/handle/
1887/69483; Marc David Baer, Honored by the Glory of Islam: Conversion and Conquest in Ottoman
Europe (New York; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008); also see a thorough critique of Baer: Metin
Kunt, review of Honored by the Glory of Islam: Conversion and Conquest in Ottoman Europe by Marc
David Baer, Journal of Islamic Studies 19, no.3 (September 2008), 410-411.

20Furthermore, the majority of these studies remain as unpublished theses: Gürer Karagedikli, �A Study
on Rural Space, Land and Socio-Agrarian Structure in Ottoman Edirne, 1613-1670� (Unpublished PhD
Diss., Middle East Technical University, 2017); idem, �Bir Payitaht� Yeniden Dü³ünmek: 18. Yüzy�l
Ba³lar�nda Edirne “ehrinin Sosyal ve Mekansal Yap�s� Üzerine Baz� Gözlemler,� in Prof. Dr. Özer Ergenç'e
Arma§an, ed. Ümit Ekin (•stanbul: Bilge Kültür Sanat Yay�n Da§�t�m San. ve Tic. Ltd. Sti., 2013),
221�31; Yunus U§ur, �The Historical Interaction of the City with Its Mahalles: Ottoman Edirne in the
Late Seventeenth and Early Eighteenth Centuries� (Unpublished PhD Diss., Bo§aziçi University, 2014);
idem, �Making a Socio-Spatial Analysis in a Balkan City: Edirne in the 1700s,� in Turkey&Bulgaria:
A Contribution to Balkan Heritage (International Balkan Annual Conferance, Istanbul: Yeni Anadolu
Yay�nc�l�k, 2017), 193�216; M. Fatif Torun, �Revisiting and Ottoman Dynastic Celebration: Princely
Weddings and Circumcisions in Edirne, 1675� (M.A. Thesis, •stanbul Bilgi University, 2019); Özgün Deniz
Yolda³lar, �The Realization of Mehmed IV's Ghazi Title at the Campaign of Kamaniçe� (M.A. Thesis,
Istanbul, Sabanc� University, 2013).

21The literature on the Edirne palace, however considerable in size, remains a scattered and fragmented one.
See below, and Chapter 3.
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chotomy and the sultan's hunting habits. On the one hand, a wider understanding

of royal mobility that includes the various reasons and motivations that entailed it,

that is not de�ned by but includes the royal hunt, and on the other hand, beyond

seeing the constructions particularly between Edirne and Istanbul at this time as

merely hunting lodges, it allows them to be studied in relation to the demands and

requirements of a peripatetic court.

1.2 The Theoretical Framework

�All courts therefore travelled. They were essentially mobile, mov-
ing from one location to another. This did not end with the Middle
Ages. . . This tendency to move from residence to residence, sometimes
at very short notice, remained a characteristic of European court soci-
eties for a very long time."22

"'Do not become sedentary, for sovereignty resides in those who practice
the nomadic Türkmen way of life.'"23

Itinerancy was an integral part of courtly life throughout not only Europe, but for

all Eurasian courts throughout the pre-modern period. It accommodated a vari-

ety of needs and requirements including warfare, hunting, inspections, �the royal

progress�, seasonal relocations between winter and summer residences (and pas-

tures), and avoidance of disease24. The �eld of early modern court studies, �rst and

foremost, takes the court as the main subject of analysis; considered its founding

father, Norbert Elias's seminalThe Court Society was �rst published in German

22Malcolm Vale, The Princely Court: Medieval Courts and Culture in North-West Europe, 1270-1380 (Ox-
ford; New York: Oxford University Press, 2001), 140, 141.

23Yaz�c�o§lu Ali, Târih-i Âl-i Selcuk , MS. Istanbul, Topkap� Saray�, Revan 1390, fol.17a, quoted by David
Durand-Guédy, �Introduction. Location of Rule in a Context of Turko-Mongol Domination,� in Turko-
Mongol Rulers, ed. David Durand-Guédy, 1.

24Jeroen Duindam, �Versailles, Vienna and Beyond: Changing Views of Household and Government in Early
Modern Europe,� in Royal Courts in Dynastic States and Empires: A Global Perspective (Leiden; Boston:
Brill, 2011), 405-406; idem, �Royal Courts,� in The Oxford Handbook of Early Modern European History,
1350-1750. Volume II: Cultures&Power, ed. Hamish Scott (Oxford University Press, 2015), 440; Erin
Gri�ey, �Introduction,� in Early Modern Court Culture, ed. Erin Gri�ey (London; New York: Routledge,
2022), 3.

9



in 1969 and translated to English in 198325, but long before that, in 1939, Grace

Stretton had noted the mobility of early modern (European) courts as an essential

characteristic, although going so far as calling them �truly nomadic as the accepted

nomads, and very much for the same reason�26. Since then, the �eld has expanded

considerably27 around the court as the nucleus with its diverse social, political, eco-

nomic, architectural, ceremonial and art-historical aspects28.The de�nition of `the

court', however, de�es any single phrase or sentence29. Above all, the term itself

directly stems from and echoes its architectural connotation, signifying the court

residence, the palace, as its main hub30.

While a vast body of literature exists in Ottoman history on royal and elite palaces

and gardens, studies that take a court-historical perspective are relatively rare, with

most scholars focusing descriptively on the palaces and gardens' architectural, formal

and material aspects instead. Studying pre-modern Ottoman palaces is particularly

a challenge as hardly any royal or elite palaces even partially survive before 1699.

The most notable exception is the Topkap� Palace, which preserved the main char-

acteristics of its layout since its foundation in the �fteenth century. In that sense,

both because of its importance and because it survives, Topkap� remains the most

25Norbert Elias, The Court Society, trans. Edmund Jephcott (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 1983). For a
thorough critique of Elias, see: Jeroen Duindam, Myths of Power: Norbert Elias and the Early Modern
European Court (Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 1997).

26Grace Stretton, �The Traveling Household in the Middle Ages,� The Journal of the British Archaeological
Association 40 (1935), 75.

27For an historiographic overview of the state of the �eld, see: Marcello Fantoni, �`Europe of the Courts' and
Court Studies,� The Court Historian 2, no. 2 (1997): 20�29; Hannah Smith, �Review: Court Studies and
the Courts of Early Modern Europe,� The Historical Journal 49, no. 4 (2006): 1229�38; Jeroen Duindam,
�Early Modern Court Studies: An Overview and a Proposal,� in Historiographie an Europäischen Höfen
(16.�18. Jahrhundert):Studien Zum Hof Als Produktionsort von Geschichtsschreibung Und Historischer
Repräsentation, ed. Markus Völkel and Arno Stroymeyer (Berlin: Duncker & Humblot, 2009), 37�60;
Marcello Fantoni, �The Future of Court Studies: The Evolution, Present Successes and Prospects of a
Discipline,� The Court Historian 16, no. 1 (June 1, 2011): 1�6. Fabian Persson, �Emerging Themes in
Court Studies in Boston and in Plymouth,� The Court Historian 21, no. 2 (2016): 178�80. Also see:
Albrecht Fuess and Jan-Peter Hartung, �Introduction,� in Court Cultures in the Muslim World: Seventh
to Nineteenth Centuries (London; New York: Routledge, 2011), 1�18, and Gri�ey, �Introduction,� 1�14.

28A. G. Dickens, ed., The Courts of Europe: Politics, Patronage, and Royalty, 1400-1800 (New York: Green-
wich House: Distributed by Crown Publishers, 1984); John Adamson, ed., The Princely Courts of Europe:
Ritual, Politics and Culture under the Ancien Régime, 1500-1750 (London: New York: Weidenfeld &
Nicolson, 1999); Malcolm Vale, The Princely Court: Medieval Courts and Culture in North-West Europe,
1270-1380 (Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press, 2001); Jeroen Duindam, �Palace, City, Domin-
ions: The Spatial Dimension of Habsburg Rule,� in The Politics of Space: European Courts ca.1500-1750,
ed. Marcello Fantoni, George Gorse, and Malcolm Smuts (Roma: Bulzoini Editore, 2009), 59�87; idem,
Vienna and Versail les: The Courts of Europe's Major Dynastic Rivals, 1550-1780 (Cambridge; New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2003); Jeroen Duindam, Metin Kunt, and Tülay Artan, eds., Royal Courts
in Dynastic States and Empires: A Global Perspective (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2011); Birgitte Bøggild Jo-
hannsen and Koen Ottenheym, eds.,Beyond Scylla and Charybdis: European Courts and Court Residences
Outside Habsburg and Valois/Bourbon Territories, 1500-1700 (Copenhagen: University Press of Southern
Denmark, 2015); Dries Raeymaekers and Sebastiaan Derks, eds.,The Key to Power?: The Culture of
Access in Princely Courts, 1400-1750 (Brill, 2016); Dries Raeymaekers, �Access,� in Early Modern Court
Culture , ed. Erin Gri�ey (London; New York: Routledge, 2022), 125�38.

29Duindam, Myths of Power, 1, fn.1.

30 ibid.
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well-studied of Ottoman palaces31.

For most European monarchies as well as for the Safavid and Mughal empires,

a comparably central imperial palace was not in question for most of the early

modern period. As Duindam states, most European monarchies developed a main

winter residence only throughout the course of the seventeenth century in cities

that increasingly acted as capitals32, whereas the spring and summer months were

spent on the road, lodging in a network of royal residences that are today widely

termed �satellites� 33. A similar situation was the case for the Safavid34 and the

Mughal rulers35, who maintained a peripatetic existence within a network of urban

or rural residences spread out across their realms in the form of palaces, hunting

lodges, gardens, and estates. While such itinerant courts retained this characteristic

throughout much of their existence36, despite the existence of a string of suburban

31The de�nitive study on the Topkap� palace in the 15th and 16th centuries is Necipo§lu, Architecture,
Ceremonial, and Power. On early modern Ottoman royal and elite palaces that do not survive today, see:
Gülru Necipo§lu-Kafadar, �The Account Book of a Fifteenth-Century Ottoman Royal Kiosk,� Journal of
Turkish Studies. Raiyyet Rüsûmu: Essays Presented to Halil •nalc�k on His Seventieth Birthday by His
Colleagues and Students. 11 (1987), 31�44; Tülay Artan, �The Kad�rga Palace Shrouded by the Mists
of Time,� Turcica XXI (1994): 55�124; idem, �The Kad�rga Palace: An Architectural Reconstruction,�
Muqarnas: An Annual on the Visual Culture of the Islamic World X, no. Essays in Honor of Oleg Grabar
(1993): 201�11; idem, �The Politics of Ottoman Imperial Palaces: Waqfs and Architecture from the
16th to the 18th Centuries,� in The Emperor's House: Palaces from Augustus to the Age of Absolutism,
ed. Michael Featherstone et al. (Berlin: Walter de Gruyte, 2015), 365�408; Mustafa Ça§han Keskin,
�Bursa'da IV.Mehmed Saray�,� Belleten 84, no. 300 (August 2020), 585�622.

32For a discussion on the meaning and connotations of the term `capital city', see: Elisabeth Narkin, �Princely
Residences,� in Early Modern Court Culture , ed. Erin Gri�ey (London; New York: Routledge, 2022), 141-
142.

33Narkin, �Princely Residences�, 139-155. Also see: Marcus Jeitler, �Hunt, Amusement and Representation:
The Viennese Hofburg and Its `Satellites'in the Seventeenth Century,� in Early Modern Court Culture ,
ed. Erin Gri�ey (London; New York: Routledge, 2022), 258�74, and Jaroslava Hausenblasova, �A New
Monarch and a New System of Residences: Ferdinand I Habsburg as the Founder of the Network of Main
and Occasional Residences in the Habsburg Empire,� in ibid., 46�61.

34On royal mobility across the Iranian lands, see: Bernard O'Kane, �From Tents to Pavilions: Royal Mobility
and Persian Palace Design,� Ars Orientalis 23 (1993), 249�68; Nobuaki Kondo, �Between Tehran and
Sultaniyya: Early Qajar Rulers and Their Itineraries,� in Turco-Mongol Rulers, Cities and City-Life , ed.
David Durand-Guédy (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2013), 385�416. Charles Melville, �From Qars to Qandahar:
The Itineraries of Shah 'Abbas I (995-1038/1587-1629),� in Etudes Safavides,ed. Jean Calmard (Tehran;
Paris: Institut Français de Recherche En Iran, 1993), 195�224. On Iranian rulers becoming only gradually
�urbanized� and sedentarized: idem, �The Itineraries of Sultan Oljeitii, 1304-16,� Iran 28 (1990): 55�70.
For the same argument reached through a di�erent approach: Rudi Mathee, �A Safe Space for the Shah
and His Women: The Practice of Quruq in the Safavid Period,� Studia Litteraria Universitatis Iagellonicae
Cracoviensis, Special Issue: Volume in Honor of Professor Anna Krasnowolska (2019): 113�33.

35On the subject of mobility of the Mughal emperors, see: Carla M. Sinopoli,�Monumentality and Mobility in
Mughal Capitals,� Asian Perspectives 33, no.2 (1994), 293-308; Zirwat Chowdhury, �An Imperial Mughal
Tent and Mobile Sovereignity in Eighteenth-Century Johhpur�, Art History 38, No.4 (2015), 668-81; Lisa
Balabanlilar, The Emperor Jahangir: Power and Kingship in Mughal India (London: I.B. Tauris, 2020),
esp. Chapter 9 �The Peripathetic Court� and Chapter 10 �The Itinerant King�. Also see: David Durand-
Guédy, ed., Turko-Mongol Rulers, Cities and City Life .

36Some studies on the medieval and early modern itinerant courts across the globe are: Audrey M. Thorstad,
�Royal and Elite Households in Medieval and Early Modern Europe,� in Royal and Elite Households in Me-
dieval and Early Modern Europe: More than Just a Castle, ed. Theresa Earen�ght (Leiden; Boston: Brill,
2018), 357�77; Rosamund McKitterick, Charlemagne: The Formation of a European Identity (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2008); idem, �A King on the Move: The Place of an Itinerant Court in Charle-
magne's Government,� in Royal Courts in Dynastic States and Empires, ed. Jeroen Duindam, Artan, and
Kunt, 145�70; John W. Bernhardt, Itinerant Kingship and Royal Monasteries in Early Medieval Germany,
c.936-1075 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993); Mary Hill Cole, The Portable Queen: Elizabeth
I and the Politics of Ceremony (Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 1999); Michael G. Chang, A
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gardens and palaces in Istanbul, can the same be said for the Ottomans?

While, as an isolated case, this is the approach Rhoads Murphey seems to favor37,

on the whole, the Ottoman sultans did not retain the peripatetic mode of rule

that characterized their counterparts in the early modern era. While in theory,

the �topography of power�38 dictated that power ultimately lay in the person of

the sultan and his whereabouts thus comprised the main center of rule39, after the

conquest of Istanbul, the city became the ultimate, though not uncontested,pâyitaht
40. The Ottoman sultans retained some degree of mobility primarily for leading and

participating in military campaigns, for hunting, for recreation and change of air,

seasonal relocations to avoid the summer heat, and for avoiding epidemics �much the

same reasons as their counterparts- but despite the sixteenth-century sultans who

spent the winter months in Edirne41 -with or without the harem, usually for hunting

and launching campaigns in the spring- after 1453, aside from military campaigns

and hunting, the mobility of the Ottoman family remained within the con�nes of

Istanbul. Furthermore, both because of the centrality of Istanbul and the Topkap�

palace, and the above-mentioned "sedentarization" of the sultans starting at the end

of the sixteenth century, the Ottoman sultans' "network" of gardens and palaces

remained largely concentrated along the Bosphorus and the Golden Horn.

I would argue that this is also the reason why studies on Ottoman palaces and

gardens are also concerned �rst and foremost with Istanbul gardens. Between studies

on the sixteenth-century imperial gardens along the Bosphorus on the one hand42

and literature on subjects revolving around the seashore palaces and gardens in

Court on Horseback: Imperial Touring & the Construction of Qing Rule, 1680-1785 (Cambridge, Mass.,
and London: Harvard University Press, 2007); R.J.Horvath, "The Wandering Capitals of Ethiophia", in
Journal of African History X/2 (1969), 205-219; R. Pankhurst, "Ethiophian medieval and post-medieval
capitals: their development and principle features", Azania XIV (1979), 1-19.

37Rhoads Murphey, Exploring Ottoman Sovereignty: Tradition, Image and Practice in the Ottoman Imperial
Household, 1400-1800(London; New York: Continuum International Publishing Group, 2008), esp. 207-
251.

38For a discussion of the subject, see Durand-Guédy, �Introduction. Location of Rule in a Context of
Turko-Mongol Domination.�, 1-20.

39Murphey, Exploring Ottoman Sovereignty, 208, 218.

40For a concise overview, though ultimately from a strict political perspective, see Günhan Börekçi and “e�k
Peksevgen, �Court and Favorites,� in Encyclopedia of the Ottoman Empire, ed. Gabor A. Ágoston and
Bruce Alan Masters (New York, N.Y.: Facts on File, 2009), 151-154.

41“enol Çelik, �Osmanl� Padi³ahlar�n�n Av Gelene§inde Edirne'nin Yeri ve Edirne Kazas�ndaki Av Alanlar�
(Hassa “ikâr-Gâh�),� in XIII. Türk Tarih Kongresi, Ankara, 4-8 Ekim 1999. Kongreye Sunulan Bildiriler,
vol. 3, Part III. (Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu, 2002), 3-4.

42Gülru Necipo§lu, �The Suburban Landscape of Sixteenth-Century Istanbul as a Mirror of Classical Ot-
toman Garden Culture,� in Gardens in the Time of the Great Muslim Empires: Theory and Design, ed.
Attilio Petruccioli (London; New York; Köln: Brill, 1997), 32�71.
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the eighteenth century43 on the other, there are few studies on royal gardens and

palaces outside of the capital in the seventeenth century, when the court was mostly

out of Istanbul. I suggest that the centrality of Istanbul both in Ottoman history

and historiography, and the above-mentioned preoccupation with the court's absence

from Istanbul may have curtailed studies that focus on Edirne in the late-seventeenth

century. And yet, the sultans' and royal family's accustomed traditions as well as

needs, such as relocation to other palaces for change of air, cannot have simply

disappeared in this period.

Therefore, this thesis, before all else, acknowledges royal mobility as an organic and

integral aspect of Ottoman courtly life, and I contend that the reign of Mehmed

IV lends itself particularly well to a comparative investigation of courtly mobility

in a wider context. While we do not have sources that are comparable to some

available for certain courts (such as royal itineraries44) that allow us to minutely

trace Mehmed IV's travels, chronicles and narrative accounts, with the support of

archival documents, enable us to gain a sense of the general outline of the sultan

and royal family's mobility patterns as they centered on the Edirne-Istanbul axis.

Such an investigation of Mehmed IV's travels will reveal distinct patterns of mobility

between Edirne and Istanbul that hinge on the year 1676, when the sultan returned

to Istanbul for the �rst time after his decade-long residence in Edirne. Focusing on

the dates and durations of the relocations helps to identify the underlying seasonal

patterns, whereas analyzing this mobility with the apparent, possible, and multiple

reasons behind each instance of relocation, in turn, allows us to situate Mehmed IV

and his court within a larger early modern context.

When one considers the volume and durations of sultanic mobility during this pe-

riod, the intensity of royal construction activities in a geography outside of Istanbul

comes as no surprise. A particularity of Mehmed IV that sets him apart from his

predecessors was his preference to take the core of the royal family with him on his

travels. Ottomans sultans had hunted around Edirne since the fourteenth century,

and while we know that some hunting lodges existed in the region at least since

the sixteenth century, royal lodgings on the way between Edirne and Istanbul seem

to have been sporadic, while the sultans made do with the imperial tents. Yet,

generally, prior to Mehmed IV, the sultans' hunting expeditions did not involve the

harem, and none seems to have lasted for as long and sustained periods of time as

43Artan, �The Politics of Ottoman Imperial Palaces,�; Tülay Artan, �Bo§aziçi'nin Çehresini De§i³tiren
Soylu Kad�nlar ve Sultanefendi Saraylar�,� •stanbul Dergisi 3 (1992): 109�18; Shirine Hamadeh, The City's
Pleasures: Istanbul in the Eighteenth Century (Seattle and London: University of Washington Press, 2008).

44See, for intance, Christophe Levantal, Louis XIV Voyageur (Paris: CNRS Editions, 2019).
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those of Mehmed IV45. That Mehmed IV for the most part traveled with a familial

unit including the haseki sultan, the princes, and sometimes his other women as well,

must have created new challenges and demands for the reality of being on the road,

and in response, caused the implementation of new practices and/or adjustment of

existing ones to meet such demands. As such, this thesis interprets Mehmed IV's

constructions not as exclusively but primarily related to the issue of accommoda-

tion. The temporal and geographical parallels between the constructions and the

court's mobility patterns during Mehmed IV's reign also support this thesis as well.

1.3 Literature Review

As there are no studies speci�cally devoted to either the theme of itinerancy in

the Ottoman court or the individual Ottoman palaces and gardens between Edirne

and Istanbul that are studied in this thesis, how must we approach the subject in

light of related secondary literature? The answer to this question is manifold: on

the one hand, we may consider the body of literature on the Ottoman palaces and

gardens in the 17th century in their diverse aspects, including their formal design,

their architectural elements46, their �ora 47 and fauna48, and as social space49. This

literature, as suggested above, overwhelmingly focuses on the Istanbul gardens and

particularly the Ottoman royal gardens and palaces along the Bosphorus. While

such studies will serve as guides in this study in terms of the identi�cation of speci�c

terminology with its associated meanings and in terms of structural and spatial

aspects of the royal residences under study, as will be seen, the general picture

gained of them as yet prevents the more thorough analyses, such as the formal

45See Chapter 2.

46For instance: Murat Y�ld�z, �Padi³ahlar�n Dinlenme ve E§lenme Mekanlar�: •stanbul Bahçeleri,� in II.
Uluslararas� Osmanl� •stanbulu Sempozyumu Bidiriler, ed. Feridun M. Emecen, Ali Aky�ld�z, and Emrah
Safa Gürkan (•stanbul: •stanbul 29 May�s Üniversitesi Yay�nlar�, 2014), 637�73; idem, �Bahçeden K�³laya
Üsküdar Bahçesi,� in Osmanl� •stanbulu III , ed. Ali Aky�ld�z, Feridun M. Emecen, and Emrah Safa Gürkan
(•stanbul: •stanbul 29 May�s Üniversitesi Yay�nlar�, 2015), 379�442; idem, �Osmanl� Hasbahçelerinin Sul-
tan�: Sultaniye Bahçesi,� Belleten 78, no. 282 (August 2014): 547�98; Volkan Ertürk, �XVII. ve XVIII.
Yüzy�llarda Osmanl� Sultanlar�n�n Bir E§lenme ve Dinlenme Mekân� Olarak Tersane Bahçesi,� Tarih Okulu
Dergisi 6, no. 15 (September 2013): 91�125.

47Ines A²£eri¢-Todd et al., eds., Travellers in Ottoman Lands: The Botanical Legacy (Oxford: ASTENE:
Archaeopress Publishing Ltd, 2018).

48B. Deniz Çal�³, �Wildness and Wilderness in Ottoman Gardens and Landscape,� in Designing Wildlife
Habitats Dumbarton Oaks Colloquium on the History of Landscape Architecture XXXIV , ed. John Beard-
sley (Washington, D.C.: Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection, 2013), 29�46.

49Hamadeh, The City's Pleasures. Also see Tülay Artan, �I. Mahmûd Saltanat�nda Bo§aziçi E§lenceleri:
Temâ³â, Tefekkür, Tevakkuf ve `“ehr-i Sefa,'� in Gölgelenen Sultan, Unutulan Y�llar: I. Mahmûd ve
Dönemi (1730-1754), ed. Hatice Aynur (•stanbul: Dergâh Yay�nlar�, 2020), 92�159.
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design of gardens or as social space, that have been possible for Istanbul gardens.

In contrast, scholarly literature on the Edirne palaces and gardens in the same time

period, one may argue, remains singularly focused on the Edirne imperial palace and

the pavilions and kiosks considered to be its outlying elements across the cityscape.

A vast body of literature originally stemming from studies on early modern Edirne

in general has today accumulated into a considerable, if highly fragmented and

scattered literature on the Edirne palace.

Studies on the history of Edirne begin withEnîsü'l-Müsâmirîn, the earliest known

history of the city written by Abdurrahman Hibrî 50. Finished in 1636/1637, it is

considered the �rst systematic treatment of the city's history and has been a critical

source for others who followed in Hibrî's footsteps. Consisting of fourteen sections,

the book not only compiles information on the architectural heritage of Edirne but

also of certain towns and villages in its environs. Örfî Mahmud A§a'sBerâ-y� ³ehr-i

Edirne (written between 1757/1758 and 1762/1763) largely copies Hibrî's text with

the addition of observations and information obtained in its author's own lifetime51,

whereas Ahmed Bâdî Efendi'sRiyâz-� Belde-i Edirneutilizes both works with similar

intent52. In the twentieth century, studies by R�fat Osman Tosyevizâde53, Osman

Nuri Peremeci54, Tayyip Gökbilgin55, Ratip Kazanc�gil56, Oktay Aslanapa57, and

Süheyl Ünver58 constitute the main body of literature that today serve largely as

50Abdurrahman Hibrî, Abdurrahman Hibrî ve Enîsü'l Müsâmirîn , ed. Sevim •lgürel (Edirne: Trakya Üniver-
sitesi, 2019).

51Örfî Mahmuh A§a Tarihçesi (berây-� ³ehr-i Edirne) , Istanbul University Library, T.Y.3612.

52For a thorough survey of works written on the history of Edirne up to the 20th century, see Abdurrahman
Hibrî, Enîsü'l Müsâmirîn, XVII-XXIII, by Sevim •lgürel.

53Tosyevîzâde Doktor R�fat Osman, Edirne Rehnümas�: Edirne “ehir Klavuzu , ed. Ratip Kazanc�gil (•stan-
bul: Edirne Valili§i Kültür Yay�nlar�, 2013); Tosyavizade Doktor R�fat Osman, Milli Mecmua'daki Edirne
Abideleri Yaz�lar�: Evleri, Konaklar�, Bahçeleri, Nehirleri, Köprüleri, ed. Yüksel Topalo§lu and Recep Y�l-
maz (Edirne: Trakya Üniversitesi, 2015); Rifat Osman, Edirne Evkaf-� Islâmiyye Tarihi, ed. Ülkü Özsoy
(Ankara: T.C. Ba³bakanl�k Vak��ar Genel Müdürlü§ü Yay�nlar�, 1999); Rifat Osman, Dr. R�fat Osman'a
Göre Edirne Evleri ve Konaklar� , ed. A. Süheyl Ünver (•stanbul: Türkiye Turing ve Otomobil Kurumu,
1976).

54Osman Nuri Peremeci, Edirne Tarihi (•stanbul: Resimli Ay Matbaas�, 1940).

55See: M. Altay Gökbilgin et al., eds., Prof. M. Tayyib Gökbilgin'in Edirne Makaleleri (Edirne: Trakya
Üniversitesi, 2015); R�dvan Can�m, �M. Tayyib Gökbilgin ve Edirne “ehir Tarihçileri ve Tarihçili§i,� in
Prof. M. Tayyib Gökbilgin ve Edirne Sempozyumu 15 Nisan 2015 Bildiriler, ed. •brahim Sezgin and Veysi
Ak�n (Edirne: Trakya Üniversitesi, 2016), 79�91.

56Ratip Kazanc�gil, Edirne Saray� ve Yerle³im Plan�, (Edirne: Edirne Valili§i, 1999); Ratip Kazanc�gil
and Nilüfer Gökçe, �Edirne Saray� ve Hekim Be³ir Çelebi,� in I. Edirne Saray� Sempozyumu Bildirileri:
25-27 Kas�m 1995, Edirne (Trakya Üniversitesi Rektörlü§ü Yay�nlar�, 1999), 76�79; Ratip Kazanc�gil,
�Bostanc�ba³� A³�k Ali A§a'n�n Edirne Saray� Risalesi,� Yöre Ayl�k Kültür Dergisi 98 (2008): 31�35. Also
see: Ender Bilar, Dr. Ratip Kazanc�gil ve Edirnesi (•stanbul: Hiperyay�n, 2018).

57Oktay Aslanapa, Edirne'de Osmanl� Devri Âbideleri, 3rd ed. (•stanbul: Edirne Valili§i Kültür Yay�nlar�,
2014), 116-145.

58See below, fn.68.
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reference works on Edirne59.

Alongside these studies that compile information on the history of the city, the

number of academic studies on early modern Edirne in its various aspects is more

limited. Amy Singer's studies shed light on the early history of Edirne60. Two re-

cent studies that approach the subject from the perspective of festival studies are

by M. Fatih Torun 61 and Lydia Soo62, who study the 1675 circumcision and mar-

riage festival of Mehmed IV's sons and daughter63. A 2020 volume brings together

scholars on various aspects of the history of Edirne across di�erent time periods64:

detecting the "sketchy, super�cial and outdated" nature of scholarly literature in

Edirne in both Turkish and Western languages, the editors present the volume as

a contribution that approaches the city in a relational manner, treating it with a

mind to its "connectivities", most particularly with Istanbul65. With an emphasis

on connectivity, continuity and discontinuity, rather than focusing on a particularly

de�ned historical period, the volume brings together studies that range from the

early Ottoman period through the 20th century. However, while the editors note

that they consider it a �merit� to draw attention to certain gaps in literature related

to Edirne, the absence of chapters in the volume on the early modern period stands

out as testament to the ongoing scarcity of interest in the city in the 17th and 18th

centuries.

59The body of literature on the history of Edirne has in fact grown so large and diverse that a bibliographic
compilation was published in 2009: Cemil Cahit Can and Ender Bilar, Edirne Bibliyografyas� (Edirne:
Trakya Üniversitesi Rektörlü§ü Yay�nlar�, 2009).

60Amy Singer, �In Search of Early Ottoman Edirne,� in The Heritage of Edirne in Ottoman and Turkish
Times: Continuities, Disruptions and Reconnections , ed. Birgit Krawiets and Florian Riedler (Berlin,
Boston: De Gruyter, 2020), 25�43; idem, �"Enter, Riding on an Elephant": One Approach to Early
Ottoman Edirne,� Journal of the Ottoman and Turkish Studies Association 3, no. 1 (2016): 89�109.Also
see: Amy Singer, �Edirne, Not Istanbul: The Invention of an Ottoman Capital City,� https://www.
youtube.com/watch?v=fsPBFVE0WGk.

61M. Fatif Torun, �Revisiting and Ottoman Dynastic Celebration: Princely Weddings and Circumcisions in
Edirne, 1675� (M.A. Thesis, •stanbul Bilgi University, 2019); idem, �Space and Time in Ottoman Dynastic
Celebration of 1675,� Near East Historical Review 11, no. 4 (October 2021): 1�17.

62Lydia M. Soo, �The Architectural Setting of `Empire': The English Experience of Ottoman Spectacle in
the Late Seventeenth Century and Its Consequences,� in The Dialectics of Orientalism in Early Modern
Europe, ed. Javier Irigoyen-García and Marcus Keller (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2018), 217�45,
https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-46236-7_13.

63On the 1675 festival, also see Salih Zorlutuna, XVII. Yüzy�l�n •kinci Yar�s�nda Edirne'nin Sahne Oldu§u
“ahane Sünnet ve Evlenme Dü§ünleri (Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu Bas�mevi, 1963), and Merve Çak�r,
�Edirne'de Saltanat Dü§ünü: “ehzâdelerin Sünnet Merasimi ve Hatice Sultân'�n •zdivâc Töreni,� in Ulus-
lararas� Edirne'nin Fethinin 650. Y�l� Sempozyumu 4-6 May�s 2011 Bildiriler Kitab�, ed. •brahim Sezgin,
Cengiz Fedakar, and Hasan Demiro§lu (Edirne: Trakya Üniversitesi Edebiyat Fakültesi Yay�nlar�, 2012).

64Birgit Krawiets and Florian Riedler, eds., The Heritage of Edirne in Ottoman and Turkish Times. Conti-
nuities, Connections and Disruptions (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2020).

65Birgit Krawiets and Florian Riedler, �Approaching Edirne. Dis-/Connections and Attractions,� in The
Heritage of Edirne in Ottoman and Turkish Times. Continuities, Connections and Disruptions, ed. Birgit
Krawiets and Florian Riedler (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2020), 13.
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In the studies on the history of Edirne mentioned above, the Edirne imperial palace

is described �in varying length and detail- as one of the city's landmarks. Since the

1957 publication of R�fat Osman'sEdirne Saray� 66, literature on the palace has

grown considerably. This literature can be grouped under two categories. Firstly,

studies on the architectural history of the palace represent the more crowded group.

Throughout the 20th century Ekrem Hakk� Ayverdi67 and Süheyl Ünver have pub-

lished extensively on the architecture of several di�erent sections and components

of the palace68, while Sedad Hakk� Eldem's studies on the pavilions and kiosks of

the palace perhaps make use of the most amount of diverse primary sources69, in-

cluding architectural surveys of the 18th and 19th centuries and photographs of the

various parts of the palace taken throughout the 19th century before and after its

destruction. Secondly, modern studies on the palace in the form of theses and arti-

cles tend to make use of either an individual archival document or a speci�c primary

source. Completed in 1999, Önder Demir's unpublished master's thesis o�ers less a

study of the palace through archival documents and more a documentation of the

related archival material70. •brahim Sezgin's article on the construction and repairs

at the palace in 1529, to my knowledge, remains the only publication that utilizes

an archival document from the 16th century71. While Said Öztürk has written on

66The original manuscripts are today in the Türk Tarih Kurumu library: Tosyavizâde R�fat Osman, �Edirne
Saray-� Hümayunu ve Kas�rlar� (Türk Tarih Kurumu Kütüphanesi, n.d.), Y/732. The manuscripts were
published in book form by Süheyl Ünver in 1957: Rifat Osman, Edirne Saray�, (Ankara: Türk Tarih
Kurumu, 1957). In this thesis, the 2nd edition of the book is used: Rifat Osman, Edirne Saray�, 2nd ed.
(Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu, 1989).

67Ekrem Hakk� Ayverdi, �Edirne Saray� - Saray-� Cedid-i 'Âmire,� in Osmanl� Mi'mârîsinde Fâtih Devri
855-886 (1451-1481), III (•stanbul: •stanbul Fetih Cemiyeti, 1973), 234�67; Ekrem Hakk� Ayverdi and
•. Ayd�n Yüksel, �Edirne Saray� ve Cihannümâ Kasr�,� in •lk 250 Seninin Osmanl� Mimârîsi (•stanbul:
•stanbul Fetih Cemiyeti, 1976), 136�39.

68A. Süheyl Ünver, �Adalet Kasr�,� Hayat Tarih Mecmuas� 11 (1966): 30�31; idem, Edirne Saray�nda Kum
Kasr� (•stanbul, 1940); idem, �Edirne Saray�,� Yeni Mecmua 86 (1923): 409�11; idem, �Edirne Saray�
Cedid-i Amiresi,� Yeni Mecmua 85 (1923): 389�91; idem, �Edirne Saray�nda Hamamlar,� Yücel 26 (1937):
55�59; idem �Edirne Saray�nda Kum Kasr�,� Arkitekt Ayl�k Mimarl�k, “ehircilik ve Süsleme Sanatlar�
Dergisi 9 (1940): 11�12; idem, Edirne'de Fatih'in Cihannümâ Kasr�, 2 (•stanbul: •stanbul Fetih Derne§i
Yay�nlar�, •smail Akgün Matbaas�, 1953); idem, Edirne'de Cihannüma Kasr� (•stanbul: •stanbul Fetih
Derne§i Yay�nlar�, 1953); idem , Edirne Saray�'nda Kum Kasr� (•stanbul, 1940). R�fat Osman and Ahmet
Süheyl Ünver, �Edirne Saray� Hakk�nda,� Yeni Türk Mecmuas� 5, no. 57 (1937): 1114�27.

69Sedad Hakk� Eldem, Kö³kler ve Kas�rlar, 2 vols. (Ankara: Devlet Güzel Sanatlar Akademisi, 1964).

70Önder Demir, �Belgelerle Saray-� Cedîd-i Âmire-i Edirne� (•stanbul Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü,
1999.

71•brahim Sezgin, �1529 Y�l�nda Edirne Saray�'nda Gerçekle³tirilen •n³a ve Tamir Faaliyetleri,� in •zzet Gün-
da§ Kayao§lu Hat�ra Kitab� Makaleler (•stanbul: Taç Vakf� Yay�nevi, 2005), 397�407. Also see: idem,
�Edirne Saray� ile •lgili Osmanl� Ar³iv Belgeleri,� in Balkan Ülkeleri Ar³iv Kaynaklar�nda Edirne, Ulus-
lararas� Sempozyum (Bildiriler) , ed. Tuba Karatepe and Bahattin Demirelli (Edirne, 2010), 147�57.
Necipo§lu also suggests a certain 15th-century royal kiosk might have been at the Edirne palace: see:
Gülru Necipo§lu-Kafadar, �The Account Book of a Fifteenth-Century Ottoman Royal Kiosk,� Journal of
Turkish Studies. Raiyyet Rüsûmu: Essays Presented to Halil •nalc�k on His Seventieth Birthday by His
Colleagues and Students. 11 (1987): 36.

17



the palace during the reign of Ahmed I72, Kocaaslan and Arslantürk have published

two articles that make use of two separate documents from the reigns of Mehmed IV

and Mustafa II73. In 2016, Panagiotis Kontolaimos o�ered a study of the Cihannümâ

pavilion from the perspective of landscape studies74, while more recently, Kocaaslan

has published a string of articles utilizing the 1757/1758 architectural survey of the

palace that describes its di�erent sections75. Besides a group of further studies on

various di�erent aspects of the palace76, Susan Scollay's two publications on the

Edirne palace and speci�cally its gardens also merit mention77.

Vast as it is, this literature, as Krawietz and Riedler suggest for the whole of the

literature on Edirne, remains a fragmented one. As mentioned above, since R�fat

Osman's Edirne Saray�, no attempt has yet been made to write a monograph on

the palace that complies and makes use of the critical scholarship accumulated so

72Said Öztürk, �I. Ahmed Döneminde Edirne Saray� Tamiri,� in Osmanl�, vol. 10 (Ankara, 1999), 435�39;
Said Öztürk, �Sultan I. Ahmed Döneminde Edirne Saray� Tamiri,� in Edirne Saray� Sempozyumu (I: 1995:
Edirne) (Edirne, 1999).

73Murat Kocaaslan and H Ahmet Arslantürk, �Sultan II. Mustafa Saltanat�nda Edirne Saray�: 1696-1698
Harem Tamirâtlar�,� Turkish Studies 9 (2014): 271�312; idem, �Padi³ah •çin Haz�rl�k: 1067-1068 (1656-58)
Y�llar�nda Edirne Saray�'nda Onar�mlar ve Yeni Mekânlar,� Journal of Academic Studies 14 (November
2012-January 2013), no. 55: 1�27.

74Panagiotis Kontolaimos, �A Landscape for the Sultan, an Architecture for the Eye: Edirne and Its
Fifteenth-Century Royal Tower,� Landscape History 37, no. 2 (2016): 19�33, https://doi.org/10.1080/
01433768.2016.1249720.

75Murat Kocaaslan, �Edirne Sarây-� Cedîd-i Âmire'nin Cihânnümâ Kasr� ve 1171/1757-58 Y�l� Tamirat
Kay�tlar�,� Osmanl� Miras� Ara³t�rmalar� Dergisi 7, no. 18 (2020): 359�84; idem, �Edirne Sarây-� Cedîd-
i Âmire'de IV. Mehmed Kasr� (Dolmabahçe Kasr�),� Turkish Studies 15, no. 3 (2020): 1941�63; idem,
�Edirne Yeni Saray'daki Dârüssaâde ve Enderun A§alar�n�n Daireleri,� Trakya Üniversitesi Edebiyat Fakül-
tesi Dergisi 10, no. 20 (July 2020): 277�305; idem, �Edirne Yeni Saray'�n Harem Bölümünde H.1171
(M.1757-58) Y�l�nda Yap�lan Onar�mlar,� Sanat Tarihi Dergisi 29, no. 1 (April 2020): 133�51; idem,
�Edirne Yeni Saray'�n Arz Odas� ve Kum Kasr�'n�n 1171/1757-58 Y�l� Onar�mlar�,� History Studies XII,
no. 5 (2020): 1177�1204.

76Mustafa Özer and Mesut Dündar, �Edirne Saray� Su Yap�lar�,� Belleten 85, no. 303 (2021): 615�44;
Re�k Fidan, �Edirne Saray� Bahçeleri,� in I. Edirne Saray� Sempozyumu Bildirileri: 25-27 Kas�m 1995 ,
Edirne , ed. Ender Bilar (Edirne: Trakya Üniversitesi Rektörlü§ü, 1999), 148�51; “azuman Sazak, �Türk
Bahçe Sanat�na Bir Örnek: Edirne Saray� Bahçesi,� Trakya Universitesi Fen Bilimleri Dergisi 6, no. 2
(2005): 9�16; Osman Ümit Sirel and Ay³e Sirel, �Yeni Saray ve Edirne Kenti •li³kilerinin Geçmi³i ve
Gelece§i Üzerine,� in Saraylar. I. Uluslararas� Osmanl� •zleri Sempozyumu Bildiri Kitab� 01-02 Kas�m
2018 Edirne, Türkiye (Edirne: Trakya Üniversitesi, 2018), 377�88; Mümün Tahir, �Saray Kültürü ve
Osmanl�'n�n Ba³kenti Edirne'de Saray,� in Saraylar. I. Uluslararas� Osmanl� •zleri Sempozyumu Bildiri
Kitab� 01-02 Kas�m 2018 Edirne, Türkiye (Edirne: Trakya Üniversitesi, 2018), 341�48; Ça§layan Balkaya et
al., �Kültürel Miraslar�n Korunmas�nda Jeo�zik Uygulamalar: Edirne Yeni Saray (Tunca Kenar�) Örne§i,�
in Saraylar. I. Uluslararas� Osmanl� •zleri Sempozyumu Bildiri Kitab� 01-02 Kas�m 2018 Edirne, Türkiye
(Edirne: Trakya Üniversitesi, 2018), 361�70; Nil Sar�, Gülten Dinç, and Ar�n Namal, �Edirne Saray�'nda
T�p Tarihi •le •lgili Yap�lar,� in I. Edirne Saray� Sempozyumu Bildirileri: 25-27 Kas�m 1995, Edirne
(Edirne: Trakya Üniversitesi Rektörlü§ü Yay�nlar�, 1999), 80�86; Ülkü Varl�k, �Edirne Saray�'nda Yer
Alan Adalet Kasr�'n�n (Kasr-� Adl) Osmanl� Kamu Yönetimindeki Yeri ve Önemi,� in I. Edirne Kültür
Ara³t�rmalar� Sempozyum Bildirileri: 23-25 Ekim 2003 (Edirne: Edirne Valili§i, n.d.), 15�28.

77Susan Scollay, �'Ilm and the `Architecture of Happiness': The Ottoman Imperial Palace at
Edirne/Adrianople, 1451-1877,� in 'Ilm: Science, Religion and Art in Islam , ed. Samer Akkach (Adelaide:
University of Adelaide Press, 2019), 141�56; idem, �Presenting and Re-Presenting Ottoman Imperial Gar-
dens in Manuscript Illustrations: The Case of the Oxford Dils	uzn	amah, Dated AH 860/AD 1455�1456,
Edirne,� in Travellers in Ottoman Lands: The Botanical Legacy , ed. Ines A²£eri¢-Todd et al. (Oxford:
ASTENE: Archaeopress Publishing Ltd., 2018), 25�41. Scollay's articles depend heavily on the conjectural
or unsubstantiated claims of R�fat Osman about the �cultural� milieu in the Edirne palace gardens.
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far. Archaeological excavations begun at the palace site in 1963 and continued

up to day with irregular intermissions have yielded a long series of reports on the

�ndings 78, yet, attempts to incorporate these �ndings into a critical history of the

palace haven't yet been made either79.

On the Edirne palace, extant literature also su�ers from a condition of timelessness.

Studies from the 20th century mentioned above, as they tended to be descriptive

rather than analytical, also tend to make use of available sources without respect to

the speci�c time periods they were concerned with, projecting the �ndings o�ered

to form images of the various parts of the palace as if suspended in time. One un-

derlying reason for this appears to be �rst and foremost the nature of the available

sources, which, so far, seem to have been more abundant in the 18th and 19th cen-

turies. On the one hand, while the information provided by R�fat Osman through

primarily two main sources � a �treatise� written by a certain Bostanc�ba³� Â³�k Ali

A§a in 1674/1675 that details the many architectural components of the imperial

palace80, and secondly, a series of drawings copied from photographs taken of origi-

nal etchings made in 1677 depicting some of the pavilions and kiosks of the palace81�

still constitutes the main canon of research on the palace, few studies, such as those

by Kocaaslan and Aslantürk, have made use archival documents from the 17th cen-

tury in conjunction with the information provided by R�fat Osman. Arguably, the

78Tahsin Öz, �Edirne Yeni Saray�nda Kaz� ve Ara³t�rmalar,� in Edirne: Edirne'nin 600. Fethi Y�ldönümü
Arma§an Kitab�, 2nd ed. (Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu Yay�nlar�, 1965), 217�22; Gönül Cantay, �Edirne
Saray� Kaz�s� 1999 (Matbah-� Amire Yemek Salonlar�),� in Ortaça§ ve Türk Dönemi Kaz�lar� ve Ara³t�r-
malar� Sempozyumu Bildirileri (4: 2000 Van) (Van, 2000), 65�76; idem, �Edirne Yeni Saray� 2002 Y�l�
Buluntular�n�n De§erlendirilmesi,� in Ortaça§ ve Türk Dönemi Kaz� ve Sanat Tarihi Ara³t�rmalar� Sem-
pozyumu Bildirileri (•stanbul, 2006), 57�61, 202�8; idem, �Edirne Yeni Saray� Kaz�lar� 2001,� Yeni Ozan
A§ac� Kültür-Sanat-Edebiyat Dergisi 3, no. 27 (2001); idem, �Edirne Yeni Saray� Kaz�lar� 2001 Bu-
luntular�,� in Ortaça§ ve Türk Dönemi Kaz� Sonuçlar� ve Sanat Tarihi Sempozyumu Bildirileri (Kay-
seri, 2002), 229�38; idem, �Edirne Yeni Saray� Kaz�s� (1999-2000) Keramik Buluntular�,� in Ortaça§
ve Türk Dönemi Kaz� ve Ara³t�rma Sempozyumu Bildirileri (5: 2001 Ankara) (Ankara, 2001), 145�60;
idem, �Edirne Yeni Saray� Kaz�s�, 2000,� in Kaz� Sonuçlar� Toplant�s� (XXIII: 2001 Ankara), vol. 1
(Ankara, 2002), 29�40; idem, �Edirne Yeni Saray� Kaz�s�, 2001,� in Kaz� Sonuçlar� Toplant�s� (XXIII:
2001 Ankara), vol. 1 (Ankara, 2003), 29�40; idem, �Edirne Yeni Saray� Kaz�s�nda Bulunan Figürlü
Keramikler,� in Uluslararas� Sanat Tarihi Sempozyumu (Prof. Dr. Gönül Öney'e Arma§an) Bildirileri
(•zmir, 2002), 175�79; Gönül Cantay, �Edirne Yeni Saray� 2002 Y�l� Buluntular�n�n De§erlendirilmesi,� in
Ortaça§ ve Türk Dönemi Kaz� ve Sanat Tarihi Ara³t�rmalar� Sempozyumu Bildirileri 7 (2003) (•stanbul,
2006), 202�8; Mustafa Özer, �Edirne Yeni Saray�'n�n (Saray-� Cedid-i Amire) Mevcut Durumu, Sorun-
lar� ve Yap�lmas� Gerekenler,� Trakya Üniversitesi Edebiyat Fakültesi Dergisi 1, no. 2 (2011): 37�56;
Mustafa Özer et al., �Edirne Yeni Saray Kaz�s� (Saray-� Cedîd-i Âmire),� Sanat Tarihi Dergisi 24, no. 1
(2015), http://dergipark.ulakbim.gov.tr/std/article/view/5000183678; Mustafa Özer et al., �Edirne Yeni
Saray Kaz�s� (Saray-� Cedîd-i Âmire) 2011 Y�l� Çal�³malar�,� Sanat Tarihi Dergisi 24, no. 1 (March 2016):
73�106; Mustafa Özer et al., �Edirne Saray� (Saray-� Cedid-i Amire) Kaz�s� 2014 Y�l� Çal�³malar�,� in 37.
Kaz� Sonuçlar� Toplant�s� , vol. 3 (Ankara, 2016), 595�622. Also see: Hasan Uçar, �Edirne Yeni Saray
Kaz�s� Seramikleri� (Unpublished PhD Diss., •zmir, Ege Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü, 2014).

79The reports also seem to be more concerned with archaeological �nds such as ceramics and pipes found
especially during the excavations in the imperial kitchens of the palace, rather than being suggestive of its
architectural aspect.

80Rifat Osman, Edirne Saray�, 115.

81According to R�fat Osman, the original drawings were kept by a certain �Monseiur Li³in� at the Russian
consulate in Edirne, which were photographed by Avadis Benliyan, from which, in turn, R�fat Osman
copied the drawings. Rifat Osman, Edirne Saray� , 113-114.
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relative ease of working on the palace with 18th and 19th-century sources has to do

with the existence of a long series of reconnaissance surveys (ke³if defteri) kept with

a determined intention for the upkeep of the palace beyond its gradual desertion by

the court in the early-18th century, sustained until the palace's �nal destruction in

1877/187882. In contrast, as this thesis will demonstrate, long and detailed surveys

that covered large parts of the palace must not have been needed while the court was

in continual residence in the later part of the seventeenth century, and surveys and

account registers concerning repairs, renovations and new constructions remain con-

cerned with the individual structures or limited sections they were concerned with,

such as a single pavilion or apartment. As such, any future monograph or critical

study of the palace would need to approach the primary material both historically

and analytically.

1.4 Sources and Methodology

The foremost challenge in studying pre-modern Ottoman palaces is, as stated above,

that one is often forced to work in the absence of the very structure their study is

concerned with. The Topkap� palace serves as the prime exemption, as its centrality

has enabled that since its foundation in the �fteenth century, a vast array of pri-

mary sources -including archival, narrative and visual- have accumulated, which, in

turn, enabled the writing of a de�nitive monograph on the palace in the �fteenth

and sixteenth centuries by Gülru Necipo§lu83. A similar case is also valid for the

Edirne palace, whose history and historiography are arguably just as, if not more,

complicated than those of the Topkap�. While the Edirne palace, in contrast to the

Topkap�, has survived only in�nitesimally, both because of its historical importance

and because it wasn'tmentally entirely abandoned until the late-19th century84,

a considerable array of primary sources related to it - be it archival, visual, and

archaeological - are likewise available for study. Unlike the case for the Topkap� and

Edirne palaces, on the other hand, for the Ottoman royal residences studied in this

82Miraç Tosun, �“an-� Devlet-i Aliyye'yi Korumak ya da Edirne Saray�'n� Tamir Etmek,� History Stud-
ies: International Journal of History 6, no. 6 (2014): 183�183; Murat Kocaaslan, �Dü³mânlar�m�za
Bâ'is-i Helecân Vermek: Edirne Yeni Saray� Tamir Etmek,� Belleten (Türk Tarih Kurumu) 78 (2014):
149�65; Florian Riedler, �The Resurrection of Edirne's New Imperial Palace as National Heritage,�
in The Heritage of Edirne in Ottoman and Turkish Times: Continuities, Disruptions and Reconnec-
tions, ed. Birgit Krawiets and Florian Riedler (Berlin, Boston: De Gruyter, 2020), 207�32, https:
//doi.org/10.1515/9783110639087-007.

83Necipoglu, Architecture, Ceremonial, and Power. Methodologically, Necipo§lu's monograph on the Top-
kap� palace has served as the main guide for the individual chapters of this thesis.

84See fn.82 above.
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thesis, a similarly vast base of primary sources, including visual and physical ma-

terial, is not in question. First of all, as mentioned above, narrative accounts from

the period, both Ottoman and non-Ottoman, are generally silent on the matter.

Unlike the imperial palaces, these royal residences, as will be argued, did not serve

in a public capacity, and therefore, a source base consisting of eyewitness accounts

of Western visitors is not available. As such, since plans or any other kind of visual

depiction have not been uncovered, the primary source base of this thesis necessarily

consists of archival documents.

Methodologically, the challenges of such an archival �excavation� are manifold.

Firstly, documents related to the Ottoman royal palaces are found in an extremely

scattered manner in the Ottoman archives across several di�erent categories and

sub-subcategories. Neither is this scatteredness limited to the archival catalog: gen-

erally it is a rare case to �nd individual documents that give information on a royal

residence in a wholistic manner, with information in an extremely fragmented nature

needing to be collected from across either several singular documents and/or pulled

out of large account books that tend to cover royal expenses across one or several

years. Only some of the problems complicating matters are instances where di�er-

ent copies of the documents with the same date contain di�erences � such as two

or more copies of an architectural survey o�ering di�erent or sometimes con�icting

information on the same royal palace, or instances where expenses related to more

than one royal palace are recorded collectively under general headings, making it

impossible to distinguish particular expenses made at the same date across di�erent

royal residences.

Constituting the backbone of the study are expense-related documents, which con-

sist of a vast array of documents concerning various expenses made from the inner or

the imperial treasury for the construction, renovation, repair and furnishing of royal

palaces, pavilions, kiosks, lodges, gardens and estates. Chief among this group are

royal account books. The account books contain lists of expenses made for the con-

struction materials, objects and furnishings purchased or had made for construction,

repair or renovations at the royal residences as well as payments made to persons

involved in the processes. These lists generally contain information on item prices

per unit and cumulative cost, locations of people and locales from which these items

were procured, and cost of transportation; this kind of information, while o�ering

insight into the processes involved on the other hand, one the other, constitute in-

valuable sources for the choices and preferences made in the material environment

of the palaces in terms of architecture, furnishing and decoration.

Other expense-related documents are summary account books (muhâsebe icmal def-
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teri ), which list the total costs of repair, construction or furnishings in royal resi-

dences in a given time period, and expense registers kept on di�erent occasions by

various state o�cials either in charge of or involved in the projects, such as the chief

architect, the chief royal gardener or the city commissioner. In the account books of

the inner treasury, we �nd expenses made from the privy purse such as purchases of

precious objects and textiles for the refurbishing of royal palaces and pavilions, and

amounts allocated to the members of the harem on occasion of relocations between

di�erent royal residences. Aside from these, occasionally it's also possible to �nd

expenses for the royal palaces within the imperial treasury account books85. When

used alongside documents of individual nature such as correspondences between

di�erent branches of the treasury, bills and draft notes, these various documents

sometimes serve to complement one another, whereas comparison of various di�er-

ent types of documents related to a single construction activity tends to be a very

productive method.

A second group of documents that shed light on the royal residences are the archi-

tectural reconnaissance surveys (ke³if defteri). In cases of both small repairs and

entirely new constructions, architectural surveys were ideally kept before the work

for estimating the cost of the work to be done, and afterwards for the calculation of

the �nal costs. The surveys can be found as individual books, single-page documents

or groups of individual documents, or as entire sections within large account books.

In the �rst case, they can o�er extremely detailed and wholistic information on the

palaces, including the measurements of walls, �oors and roofs; names of di�erent

rooms and sections; number and sometimes the location of doors and windows, lofts,

�replaces and storage areas, and provide invaluable clues as to the relative locations

or sizes of di�erent architectural elements, as well as the spatial organizations of

the buildings they're concerned with. Surveys in the form of sub-sections within

large account registers are usually more concerned with the expenses made for the

proposed or completed work than the nature of the work itself, and as such can be

more informative as to the building's material nature than the architectural. One

challenge of using architectural surveys is that they don't always specify where or

for what kind of work the materials given in list form were used for. In the cases

where both a separate architectural survey and a corresponding copy within an ac-

count register are found, they can either complement one another, reveal details

that elaborate on or clarify information in one another, and/or contain signi�cant

di�erences. While in certain cases, architectural surveys can be detailed enough to

encourage one to draw hypothetical plans, I have chosen to forgo this for the present

study which only purports to be an initial venture into the residences dealt with.

85These are generally found in the Kamil Kepeci (KK.) font.

22



While, as Lady Montague writes to a friend, it can be very �unintelligible� to try

to convey in words a Turkish palace without having been in it86, I have taken that

latter risk rather than the former.

Other documents used for this study include payroll registers (mevâcib defterleri)

and registers of income from royal gardens and estates87, which help to identify

and trace royal gardens in and around Edirne in di�erent periods. Inventories of

furnishings in royal residences not only identify names of rooms and sections but

also provide clues as to size and function by the values of the objects found in each

room. Imperial orders and decrees recorded inmühimme and ahkam registers can

shed light not only on the related processes of construction work but also to the

degree of sultanic interest and involvement in them. Finally, in the speci�c case of

the Yapa§c� estate, two detailed waqf endowment deeds enabled the identi�cation

of the estate's exact location and possible borders.

One of the biggest challenges of this type of archival �excavation� is that in the

absence of narrative descriptions, plans, or visual depictions, there is a lack of a

meaningful framework in which this fragmentary information, like pieces of a jigsaw

puzzle, can be assembled. Our most general knowledge on the blueprint of Ottoman

royal palaces informs us that, in their simplest form, they consisted of outer and inner

courtyards becoming progressively less public and more private in nature. In each

palace under study in this thesis, we can thus easily identify three distinct areas, as

the harem, the garden and grounds, and what we will call the "outer" palace�88, but

drawing conclusions about the directions or expanses of these sections, or the layout

and the spatial relationship of the buildings within them in relation to one another,

can depend on a precarious succession of inferences. On the other hand, information

encountered very frequently in the documents regarding the repair and furbishing

of the menzil or konakson the road between Edirne and Istanbul can remain largely

null in the cases when we have no information on structural layout, such as in

Babaeski, Bergos and Havsa, yet can be very informative for the material aspect

of a mobile royal court's accommodation on the road, as such records, especially

when it has been possible to cross-check them with information in di�erent types of

documents and sources, are helpful in establishing chronologies of the sultan's and

86Lady Mary Wortley Montague, Letters of Lady Mary Wortley Montague: Written During Her Travels in
Europe, Asia, and Africa, to Which Are Added Poems by the Same Author (Paris: L'Imprimerie de Firmin
Didot, 1822), 183.

87These documents are generally single-page, kept for Istanbul and Edirne separately for the period under
study, and also include incomes from royal mills, woods, and �sheries.

88While the translated meaning in the same, I have chosen here not to use the more common Ottoman term
birûn , simple because even thoughenderûn and harem are commonly found in the documents, I have never
encountered the term birûn in the documents I've consulted for this study. See the Conclusion chapter for
more on palace typologies.
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the queen mothers' travels, as they reveal instances of visits to gardens and palaces

that are sometimes not found in the narrative accounts.

Problems related to terminology are also manifold. First and foremost, one is

plagued by a transience of the terms. As mentioned above, in the archival docu-

ments, we see that the terms kiosk (kö³k) and pavilion (kasr) are used interchange-

ably, whereas the royal residences used less frequently than the imperial palaces of

Topkap� and Edirne are usually termed either as palace (sarây) or garden (bâ§çe).

In this thesis, I have termed the royal residences as they are frequently termed in the

documents: accordingly, the residences in Akp�nar, Çatalca and Kar�³d�ran are con-

sistently termed as palace or garden, while Çorlu is generally termed a stop (menzil)

and less frequently, askonak, and the Yapa§c� estate is almost always termed estate

(çiftlik ). On the other hand, another challenge is that the royal residences we have a

speci�c name for as gained from narrative sources, such as the Sâdâbâd pavilion at

the Edirne palace, are rarely, if ever, referred to by these names in the documents.

It may be argued that the scribes who kept the documents � arguably to a lesser

extent in the surveys than in account books � were not primarily concerned with

the speci�c identi�cation of the structures by the reader. This, in turn, makes it

particularly problematic to study the documents in search of speci�c structures we

know the names of, as the documents tend to employ a series of generic terms such

as "royal pavilion" or "imperial pavilion" usually with little or no means to distin-

guish one from the other. While this makes it di�cult to identify in the documents

the buildings that do have given speci�c names, it also becomes nearly impossible

to trace any given "royal pavilion" either within one or across di�erent documents.

Thirdly and lastly, an inherent ambivalence of certain terms, such ashasodawhich

is employed both to indicate the royal pavilion and the section of the palace that

contained the royal pavilion, also tends to make precision di�cult.

A more particular problem related to terminology as one studies residences of which

we have no prior knowledge has to do with a key term used in the documents.

Generally, the Arabic termsbinâ and in³â' are used to indicate construction in the

documents. Yet we encounter just as frequently the Persian termnev-sahtenpartic-

ularly in the account books. This term is normally translated as �re-construction�,

as in sixteenth-century documents the termsahten is used for (new) construction

and nev-sahtenas re-construction89. However, in the documents used for this thesis

which date from the second half of the seventeenth century, the term employed both

for new and re-constructions is uniformlynev-sahten90. On the other hand, this

89Necipoglu, Architecture, Ceremonial, and Power , 277, fn.56.

90This is understood when certain structures we know the construction date of, such as the Saraçhane
pavilion, are denoted with the term nev-sahten to indicate reconstructions at later dates.
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becomes particularly problematic in instances where the �rst construction date of a

structure is not known, as it becomes impossible to distinguish whether the earliest

date we encountered that structure in the documents denoted with the termnev-

sahtennecessarily indicates its initial construction or a later-dated reconstruction.

A similar problem also occurs with the Arabic termmüceddeden, which similarly

seems to be used both for new and re-constructions. Therefore, in such cases, using

some degree of personal discretion has been inevitable.

In terms of the geographical scope of the thesis, two things have determined its

limits between Edirne and Istanbul. Firstly, the intensity of Mehmed IV's travels

between 1657 and 1687 concentrates on this axis, and secondly, the archival docu-

ments uncovered are heavily oriented, as I argue, in conjunction with the intensity

of travels, in this area as well. The structures I focus on, therefore, have come

to the fore with the availability of archival documents that contained substantial

information on them. As such, documents indicate repairs, renovations, new con-

structions and the regular preparation of furnishings in royal residences also visited

by Mehmed IV and the harem � such as the palaces in Larissa (Yeni³ehir), Didy-

moteicho (Dimetoka), Plovdiv (Filibe) and Salonica � but have been left out of the

scope of this study both for a more concentrated geographical focus and because

archival research has yielded little workable data on them. All things considered,

this thesis does not purport to be either a minute itinerary of Mehmed IV's trav-

els, nor a complete building and construction chronology - but rather, it o�ers a

��rst venture� into several royal residences across a geography intensely traversed,

highlighted by the guidance of the available archival documents. Particularly while

tracing Mehmed IV and the harem across the two imperial cities, I have employed

the use of contemporary Ottoman chronicles, most particularly Abdurrahman Abdî'

Pa³a91, Silahdâr F�nd�kl�l� Mehmed A§a92, Defterdâr Sar� Mehmed Pa³a93, and the

Anonymous chronicles made available by Abdülkadir Özcan94 and Ramazan Akte-

mur95 respectively. These have been complemented and used in conjunction with

91Abdurrahmân 'Abdî Pa³a, Abdurrahman Abdi Pa³a Vekâyi'nâmesi (•stanbul Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler
Enstitüsü, 1993). From here on, Abdurrahmân 'Abdî Pa³a, Vekâyi'nâme.

92Nazire Karaçay Türkal, �Silahdar F�nd�kl�l� Mehmed A§a, Zeyl-i Fezleke (1065-22 Ca.1106 / 1654-7 “ubat
1695)� (Unpublished PhD. Diss., •stanbul, Marmara Üniversitesi Türkiyat Ara³t�rmalar� Enstitüsü, 2012);
Silahdar F�nd�kl�l� Mehmed A§a, Nusretnâme, ed. Muza�er Do§an (Ankara: Türkiye Bilimler Akademisi,
2018).

93Defterdar Sar� Mehmet Pa³a, Zübde-i Vekayiât: Tahlil ve Metin, ed. Abdülkadir Özcan (Ankara: Türk
Tarih Kurumu Yay�nlar�, 1995). From here on, Defterdâr , Zübde-i Vekayiât.

94Abdülkadir Özcan, ed., Anonim Osmanl� Tarihi (1099-1116/1688-1704) (Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu
Bas�mevi, 2000).

95Ramazan Aktemur, �Anonim Osmanl� Vekayinâmesi (H.1058-1106 / M.1648-1694) (Metin ve De§er-
lendirme)� (M.A. Thesis, •stanbul, •stanbul Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü, Akdeniz Dünyas�
Ara³t�rmalar� Anabilim Dal�, 2019).
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eyewitness accounts of non-Ottoman visitors to the Ottoman lands.

1.5 Thesis Outline

The second chapter of the thesis focuses on the issue of royal itinerancy during the

reign of Mehmed IV. Starting with an analysis of the sultan's hunting habits, it

establishes certain distinctive mobility patterns that were developed through the

course of Mehmed IV's reign, and analyses the hunting pavilions that were built

around Edirne in the 1660s.

The thesis comprises of two main parts. Beginning with Chapter 3, the chapters and

sections are organized according to the construction chronology of the buildings and

building complexes dealt with. This chronological focus, not incidentally, also follows

a general geographical course from west to east, beginning in Edirne and ending

in Çatalca, as the parallel between the chronological and geographical patterns of

constructions and royal mobility constitutes one of the core arguments of this thesis.

Chapter 3 covers the period between 1657 and 1685, and begins the introduction

to scholarship the royal residences analyzed in the study. It focuses on the garden

pavilions and kiosks of the Edirne Palace rather than tackling the history of the

palace in its entirety, for reasons explained in its introduction section. It introduces

several pavilions and kiosks that have hitherto been unknown, as well as questioning

some of the information already available on certain structures of the Edirne palace.

The fourth and �fth chapters, through the use of a vast array of archival documents,

introduce the H�d�rl�k pavilion and the Akp�nar palace respectively. Chapter 6

focuses on the complex issue of the royal construction project undertaken in Edirne

in 1676, introduced here for the �rst time. While suggesting that along with the

reconstruction of the Edirne palace's harem, a new and separate palace was also built

in the city, it focuses on the manifold ways such an undertaking can be interpreted.

Chapter 7 marks the beginning of the second main part of the thesis. Covering the

period between 1676 and 1703, its sections introduce the estate of Yapa§c� at Silivri,

the royal lodges at Kar�³d�ran and Çorlu, and the Çatalca Palace. In each of the

chapters, I suggest that the common strand that ties them together is the marked

attempt, after 1676, to either build new structures or to expand the living areas of

the existing ones in order to accommodate the growing demands and necessities of

the harem being more frequently on the road between Istanbul and Edirne.
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2. THE MOBILITY PATTERNS OF THE OTTOMAN COURT IN

THE LATE-17TH CENTURY

2.1 Introduction

Figure 2.1 The road between Silivri and Çorlu, c.1790. Luigi Mayer. Reproduced

from Luigi Mayer, Views in the Ottoman Empire, Chie�y in Caramania, a Part of

Asia Minor Hitherto Unexplored; with Some Curious Selections from the Islands of

Rhodes and Cyprus...(London: R.Bowyer, 1803).

The constructions in Edirne and on the road between Edirne and Istanbul were a

direct consequence of the sultan and royal family's presence, travel, and residence

in the region. On one hand, that these constructions and building complexes have

not been studied with reference to the sultan or the dynasty so far must have to do

with their lack of � or lack of concern with � monumentality or dynastic symbolism.

In the regions westward from Istanbul to Edirne and beyond, the Ottoman sultans
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in the seventeenth century would not have the same concerns with some of their

eastern or western neighbors who built palaces or forts in order to leave their mark

on newly-conquered territories or to give symbolic messages to real or potential

rival forces or players; until 1683 and the fall of Belgrade, the regions Mehmed IV

roamed were securely Ottoman land and not under serious outside threat. On the

other hand, any symbolic value that would have been inherent in these Ottoman

residences would be expected to �nd its re�ection in the Ottoman chronicles of the

time instead of the silence they're left in. Instead, the royal building and building

complexes that comprise the focus of this thesis largely emerge out of a plethora of

archival documents directly in relation with the court's mobility in this geography

at the time. This, in turn, forces us to study these two subjects hand in hand, as

it would not be possible to analyze meaningfully the construction activities and the

building and building complexes with their real and possible functions and intents

without also examining the royal mobility at the time with its diverse reasons and

durations.

Within his thirty-nine years of rule, Mehmed IV roamed across a large geography

including the lands from Istanbul in the east to Belgrade in the west, and Yeni³e-

hir in the south to Kamaniçe (Kamianets-Podilskyi) in the north - a region that

included such stops as Bursa, Gelibolu (Gallipoli), Salonica, Dimetoka and Silistra

among numerous others (Fig.2.2.) for familiarizing himself with the land, attend-

ing campaigns, hunting, and summer relocations. From 28 October 1657 �when he

departed from Istanbul for the �rst time for Edirne- until the end of his reign on

8 November 1687, the periods when Mehmed IV was on the road instead of being

based in Edirne or Istanbul comprises at least %10,5 of his 10.968 days of reign:

at least %25 of the remaining %89,5 of his reign was based in Istanbul and %64,5

in Edirne, while %13 of this period was spent hunting (including hunting parties

whilst in Edirne)96. The consistent wanderings of the sultan were noted as a spe-

ci�c personal characteristic by both Ottoman and non-Ottoman observers of the

time97, however the percentages do not suggest an exceptionally high mobility rate.

Outside of this classical characterization in modern historiography, arguably, what

de�nes Mehmed IV's mobility is the theme of intermingled objectives of hunting and

participating in the frequent military campaigns at the time.

96See the appendices. As the data available is less than exact, more precision about the ratios is not possible.
For instance, Mehmed IV's hunts are frequently described as having lasted �a few days�, or without any
precise duration when he hunted intermittently during a particular journey.

97For instance, Rycaut's comments of Mehmed IV's hunting habits echo those of the Anonymous author
particularly closely: �. . . never was a Prince so great a Nimrod, so unwearied a Hunstman as this, never
was he at quiet, but continually in the Fields on Horseback...not only were his Huntings tedious to his Court,
but troublesome and expensive to the whole Country... [The hunt] though lawful in itself, and commendable
enough in so great a Prince, yet the frequent use of it, was a burden and an oppression to his people..."Sir
Paul Rycaut, The History of the Turkish Empire, from the Year 1623, to the Year 1677; Containing the
Reigns of the Three Last Emperours... (London: Printed J.M. for John Starkey, 1680), 89.
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