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h.860/1456 yilinda ilk 6nce yegeni Cafer’i éldurip, pesinden de Kemah'
kusatarak ele gecirmistir®.

Kemah darpl sikkenin lizerinde tarih olmamasi ve Yakub ile oglu Cafer
arasindaki iligkinin belirsizligi sikkenin dénemi hakkinda kesin bir yorum
yapmayi zorlastirmaktadir. Cafer Bey'e ait Erzincan'da darp edilmis
diger bir sikke yine mechul olarak 154 sira numarasi®' ile kitapta yer
almaktadir. Ayrica Cafer’'e ait Erzincan darpli bakir bir sikkenin varligi da
Album tarafindan kaydedilmistir’’. Yapilan aciklamalardan bu sikkenin
de tarihsiz oldugunu anlamaktayiz. Dolayisiyla bu sikkelerden Erzincan
darph olanlar Kara Osman'in 6ldigu ve Cafer'in babasina ve ailenin
diger uUyelerine karsi ilk isyan ettigi tarih olarak kabul edilebilecek
h.839'dan sehrin Hamza tarafindan alindigi h.844 veya 845’e kadar olan
dénemde darp edilmis olmalidirlar. Kemah darpl olan sikke ise yine
h.839'dan Cafer'in 6ldiagid h.860 tarihine kadar darp edilmis olabilir. Tabi
ki arada Cafer’in iktidarinin kesintiye ugradigi dénemler vardir. Yine de
buluntudaki tarihli sikkelerden ve iktidar sireleri bilinen kisilerden yola
cikarak h.860 tarihinin oldukga iddiali olacagini kabul etmek gerekir. Bu
sikkenin darp edilebilecedi en gec tarih kanimizca h.854 olmaldir.

Ayni buluntudan cgiktigi anlasilan ve uUzerlerinde Kemah Darplhi Cafer
sikkesinde oldugu gibi her bir kalb dinde yiisera akgesi ibaresi olan bir
grup Erzincan darpli sikke (no.111-141) daha vardir®. Bu ibareden yola
cikarak bu sikkelerin de Yakup ve/veya Cafer tarafindan Erzincan’'da
darp ettirildigini séylemek yanlis olmayacaktir. Tarih olarak da Kara
Osman’in éldaga tarih olan h.839'dan sehrin Hamza tarafindan alindigi
h.844 veya 845’e kadar olan zaman araligini rahatcga verebiliriz. Sikkeler
Uzerindeki ibareler arasindaki iliskileri gbzeterek daha da ileriye gidersek
1 ila 110 sira numarasi ile kitapta yer alan sikkeleri** de ayni gruba
rahatca dahil edebiliriz. Aradaki fark ilk gruptaki sikkeler o dénem
bélgede gecerli olan Timuri tanka standardinda darp edilmis iken ikinci
gruptakiler % tanka olarak darp edilmislerdir. Kitabin yazarlarinin da
degindigi gibi Uizerlerinde yer alan Mustafa el-Hiiseyin®® veya Mustafa
el-Haydar ibareleri dinsel icerikli olmalidirlar. Aslinda bu sikkelerdeki
ibarelerin manalarinin ve o dénem olduk¢ca yaygin olan Hurufilikle bir
iligkilerinin olup olmadiklarinin ayrica ¢alisiimasinda fayda vardir.

*% Woods 1993, 5.144.

*! Entiirk ve Eriireten 2005, s.229. Siiphesiz bu sikke de Akkoyunlu Cafer b.Yakub tarafindan
darp ettirilmigtir. Aym kisi tarafindan darp edilen diger bir sikkenin farkli bir yvere konulmus
olmasi kitabin yazarlarimin hakikaten bu paralarin ne olduklarimi ¢ézemediklerini gistermektedir.

2 Album 1998, s.124. 2505 sira numarasiyla atifta bulunulan bakir sikkenin h.839-840 yillarinda
Cafer’in Erzincan’da isyan ettigi donemde darp edildigi yazilmaktadir.

4 Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, 5.168-213.

=" Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, 5.40-166.,

** Bkz.Ertirk ve Eriireten 2005, s.33. Sikkeler iizerlerindeki bu ibareden dolay: 1379'da
Erzincan'da &len Pir Hisevin veva onun ardindan sehre hakim olan Mutahharten’e ait olarak
degerlendirilmislerdir. Bu da yaklasik 60 yilhik bir yamlgiya sebebiyet vermistir.
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“THE UNIDENTIFIED COINS OF ERZINCAN”
ARE THEY REALLY UNIDENTIFIED?

In our study about the coinage of Eretnid, Burhanid and Amirate of
Erzincan (Mutahharten), the topic about the coins struck at Erzincan
after Mutahharten' was also briefly touched on and some incorrect
considerations on this matter in other publications were stated. We gave
also place to some assertions from the book named “The Unidentified
Coins of Erzincan’ published by Kazim Ertirk and Metin Eriireten in
2005. These assertions were especially related to the coins considered
as belonging to Ja'far of the Eretnids and Shaykh Hasan, the grandson
of Mutahharten.

Because of ongoing discussions about the coins which are considered
unidentified in the book, we approve to prepare a separate article about
the subject. The state of belonging of the coins could not be put forth,
and majority of the considerations in the book are unfortunately
incorrect. Numismatics and history are undoubtedly inseparable parts of
each other. When a coin is published, it is quite important to put forth
the state of belonging as well as to specify the legend of the coin.
Numismatic works which are published without taking into consideration
historical events or without providing necessary historical sources,
unfortunately involve deficient and erroneous considerations. This
determination -in some cases as we realize subsequently- is also valid
for our works.

When the historical events are considered, it will be seen that the coins
published under the title “The Unidentified Coins of Erzincan” belong to
Aqgqoyunlus. There are a few works on Aqqoyunlu coins — especially
those that were struck in Anatolia. Even all the works are brought
together, they are not sufficient for Aqqoyunlu coins. Of these works, the
most important one, named as “Sikkeha-ye Aqqoyuniu™, express
opinion about Agqoyunlu coins. However, there are too few coins struck
in Anatolia in this work. The coins of the dynasty that ruled in East
Anatolia, Iraq and Iran for approximately 300 years are needed to be
thoroughly researched.

Erzincan city was at the centre of power struggles in East Anatolia, and
from middle of the 14" century to the middle of the 15" century, the
sovereignty of the city changed hands continuously. Following the
llkhanids, the city was ruled by the Eretnids, Mutahharten, Qaraqoyunlus
and Aqgqoyunius. After the death of Aqqoyuniu Qara ‘Uthman, the city
changed hands many times in the power struggle between Qara

' Perk ve Oztiirk 2008.
* Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2003,
* Tabatabai 1976,
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“MEGHUL ERZINCAN SIKKELERI”
HAKIKATEN MEGCHUL MU?

Eretna, Kadi Burhanettin ve Erzincan (Mutahharten) Emirligi sikkeleri
uzerine yaptigimiz galismada Mutahharten’den sonra Erzincan’'da darp
edilen sikkeler' konusuna da kisaca deginilmis ve bu konuda diger
yayinlarda karsilastigimiz bazi yanlhis degerlendirmeler tarafimizdan
ifade edilmisti. Kazim Ertirk ve Metin Erlireten tarafindan 2005 yilinda
“Mechul Erzincan Paralari” ismiyle yayinlanan kitapta® yer alan bazi
iddialara da calismamizda yer vermistik. Bunlar 6zellikle Eretnalilar'dan
Cafer ve Mutahharten’in torunu $Seyh Hasan’a ait oldugu iddia edilen
sikkeler tizerineydi.

Mechul oldugu &éne surilerek yayinlanan kitaptaki sikkeler Gzerinde
halen bazi tartismalar olmasi dolayisiyla ayri bir makale hazirlamayi
uygun bulduk. S6z konusu sikkelerin aidiyetleri ortaya konulamadig! gibi
kitapta yer alan birgcok degerlendirme de maalesef yanhstir. Hi¢ stiphesiz
numismatik wve tarih Dbirbirinin aynimaz parcalandir. Bir sikke
yayinlandiginda tizerinde ne yazdigini belitrmek kadar o sikkenin kime
ait oldugunu ortaya koymak da oldukca énemlidir. Tarihi gelismeler gz
ardi edilerek veya gerekli tarihi kaynaklara ulasiimadan yapilan
numismatik yayinlar maalesef eksik ve yanlis degerlendirmeler
icermektedirler. Bazi durumlarda sonradan fark ettigimiz gibi bu tespit
kendi yaptigimiz yayinlar icin de gecerlidir.

“Mechul Erzincan Paralar” bashd: altinda yayinlanan sikkeler tarihi
gelismeler 1siginda degerlendirildiginde Akkoyunlular'a ait olduklari
gorllecektir. Akkoyunlu sikkeleri, 6zellikle de Anadolu darph olanlar
uzerine yapilmig pek az calisma vardir. Bu calismalarin tamami bir
araya geldiginde dahi Akkoyunlu sikkeleri hakkinda yine de yeterli
olmamaktadirlar. Bunlardan en &énemlisi olan “Sikkeha-yi Akkoyunlu”
isimli calisma® Akkoyunlu sikkeleri hakkinda fikir vermekle birlikte igcinde
Anadolu darpli ¢ok az sayida sikke yer almaktadir. Genel olarak
baktigimizda yaklasik 300 yil Dodu Anadolu, Irak ve iran'da hikim
sirmis bu hanedanin sikkelerinin daha fazla incelenmesine ihtiyag
vardir.

Erzincan sehri Dogu Anadolu'da ortaya c¢ikan iktidar micadelelerinin
merkezinde yer almis ve 14.ylzyilin ortasindan ve 15.yuzyilin ortalarina
kadar siirekli olarak el degistirmistir. Sehirde Ilhanlilarin ardindan
Eretnalilar, Mutahharten, Karakoyunlular ve Akkoyunlular hakim
olmuslardir. Akkoyunlu Kara Osman’in éliminden sonra ogullan ve
torunlari arasinda cikan iktidar mucadelesinde Mardin ve Amid’in de

' Perk ve Oztiirk 2008.
& Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005,
3 Tabatabai 1976.
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‘Uthman’s sons and grandsons, like some other important Aqqoyuniu
cities including Mardin and Amid.

After a battle against Qaraqoyunlu Iskandar in AH 839/1435, Qara
‘Uthman died due to his wounds. After his death the power struggle
lasted following 22 years. On his death his son and heir ‘Ali —chosen by
Qara ‘Uthman— ascended the throne in Amid, but he faced intense
opposition in the interior and exterior®. The person who put an end to this
chaotic atmosphere was Uzun Hasan himself, the most important ruler
of the Agqoyunlus. Uzun Hasan, the grandson of Qara ‘Uthman and son
of ‘Ali, ended this problem by beating Jahangir, who is his brother and
the most important rival of the rest in AH 861/1457°. The Erzincan coins
specified as unidentified were struck precisely in this chaotic period®.

In the work named as “The Unidentified Coins of Erzincan”, among the
coins, of which state of belonging could not be determined, the most
prominent and according to our opinion the most important one is no.
142", The coin inscribed as al-Sultan al-a’zam Ja’'far, was struck at
Kemah and has no date. Authors of the book could not solve the coin.
When we look at the text part of the book, it is mentioned that the coin
might belong to Aqqoyunlu Ja'far®; though it will be seen in the long
explanation at the previous page, the authors consider the possibility
that the coin might actually belong to Ja'far Beg of the Eretnids®. This
coin has a key role for the rest of the coins specified as unidentified due
to the phrase her bir kalb dinde yiisera akg¢esi on it.

In history, there are two Ja'far Begs possibly ruled in Erzincan and
Kemah. The former is the son of ‘Ala al-Din Eretna and his laqab is ‘Izz
al-Din. According to historical sources, he was on the Eretnid throne
between AH 755-756/1354-1355. His total sovereignty is less than a
year. His sovereignty is very doubtful not only in Kemah where the coin
was struck, but also in Sivas, the Eretnid capital. There is no determined
coin that was struck in the name of him during his sovereignty. All of the
coins known to be belonging to these years have a legend Sultan Adil
in Uighur, and except the dates, they are completely identical with the
coins used in ‘Ala al-Din Eretna period'. In the light of this information,
we accept that, during his short sovereignty, Ja'far Beg did not strike

Y Woods 1993, p.123-124.

* Woods (993, p.83, 99.

® For Aggoyunlu coins that were struck in Amid and Mardin in this period see Perk and Oztiirk
2007, p.200-225.

! Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, p.216.

® Ertiirk ve Erfireten 2005, p.35.

Y Ertiirk ve Ertireten 2003, p.34.

" Oztiirk ve Perk 2008, p.44-47.
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iclerinde oldugu diger bazi énemli Akkoyunlu sehirleri gibi birgok kez el
degistirmistir.

Kara Osman h.839/1435 tarihinde Karakoyunlu iskenderle yaptii bir
muharebenin sonrasinda aldigi yaralar yuzinden hayatini kaybetmis ve
ardindan ortaya c¢ikan iktidar micadelesi takip eden 22 yil boyunca
stirmastir. Kara Osman’in 6liumu tGzerine kendi sectigi varisi olan oglu
Ali, Amid'de tahta c¢ikmis, ancak iceride ve disarida siddetli bir
muhalefetle karsi karsiya kalmistir®. Bu sekilde baslayan kargasa
ortamina son veren isim ise Akkoyunlular'in en énemli hikiimdar olan
Uzun Hasan'in bizzat kendisidir. Kara Osman’in torunu ve Ali'nin de oglu
olan Uzun Hasan h.861/1457 tarihinde geriye kalan en énemli rakibi olan
kardesi Cihangiri alt ederek bu meseleye son noktayl koymustur®.
Mechul olarak adlandirilan Erzincan sikkeleri iste tam da bu devam eden
kargasa dénemi icinde darp edilmislerdir®.

“Mechul Erzincan Paralan” isimli ¢alismada aidiyeti tam olarak tespit
edilemeyen sikkelerden ilk gdzimize carpani ve bizce en énemli olani
142 sira numarasi ile yayinlanan sikkedir’. Uzerinde es-Sultanu’l-a’zam
Cafer yazan sikke Kemah'ta darp edilmis olup, tarihsizdir. Kitabin
yazarlari bu paray! tam olarak bir yere oturtamamiglardir. Kitabin metin
kismina baktigimizda paranin Akkoyunlu Cafer'e ait olabilecegi
kaydediliyorsa da® bir 6nceki sayfada yapilan uzun agiklamadan esasen
Eretnalilardan Cafer Bey'e ait olma olasihigi Uzerinde durduklari
gérilecektir’. Bu sikke Uzerindeki her bir kalb dinde yiisera akgesi
ibaresi nedeniyle de kitaptaki mechul oldugu ileri suriilen sikkelerin
tamaminin anahtari olma 6zelligi tagimaktadir.

Tarihte Erzincan ve Kemah’'ta hakim olmalari muhtemel iki adet Cafer
Bey bulunmaktadir. Bunlardan ilkinin lakabi Izzeddin olup, Alaeddin
Eretna’nin ogludur. Tarihi kaynaklara goére h.755-756/1354-1355
yillarinda Eretna tahtini isgal etmistir. Toplam iktidari bir yildan daha
kisadir ve degil sézkonusu sikkenin darp edildigi Kemah'ta, Eretnalilar’in
baskenti olan Sivas’ta bile hakimiyeti gok stphelidir. Iktidari esnasinda
kendi adina darp edilmis herhangi bir sikkeye rastlanmamistir. Bu yillara
ait bilinen sikkelerin tamami (zerinde Uygurca Sultan Adil yazmakta
olup, tarihleri disinda Alaeddin Eretna doneminde kullanilan sikkelerin
tamamen aynidirlar’®. Bu bilgiler i1siginda Cafer Bey'in kisa siren
iktidarinda kendi adina sikke kestirmedigini kabul etmekteyiz. Dolayisiyla
142 sira numarall sikke bu Cafer Bey'e ait olamaz.

4 Woods 1993, 5.123-124.

* Woods 1993, s.85,99.

¢ Yine bu dénem i¢inde Amid ve Mardin’de darp edilen bazi Akkoyunlu sikkeleri igin bkz. Perk
ve Oztiirk 2007, s. 200-225.

7 Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, s.216.

* Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, s.35.

? Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2003, s.34, -

" Oztiirk ve Perk 2008, s.44-47.
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coins in his name. Consequently, coin no.142 can not belong to this
Ja'far Beg.

Of the Ja'far Begs above mentioned, the latter is the son of Aqqoyuniu
Ya'kub Beg''. It is known that when Qara ‘Uthman died, Ya’kub and his
son Ja'far ruled in Erzincan and Kemah'?. Erzincan was conquered by
Qara ‘Uthman in AH 832/1429 and given at the same date to Ya'kub as
fief®. As for Kemabh, it is known that it was among the possessions of
Ya'kub before'. The relation between Ya'kub and his son Ja'far is
indefinite and quite changeable. Ja'far did not hesitate to rebel against
his father and the other members of the family from time to time. It is
known that despite his father, Ja'far ruled in Erzincan in AH 840/1436. At
that date the city was besieged by the Aqqgoyuniu army, Ja'far was
somehow convinced by his uncle Shaykh Hasan to go out the city and
was arrested there. Following a short siege, Ya'kub could take the city
back again'®.

It is known that Ya'kub sent his son Ja'far to negotiate with the Mamluks
and withdrew to Kemah due to a campaign by the Mamluks in the aim of
supporting Jahangir b.’Ali and also besieging Erzincan in AH 841/1438.
After the negotiations it was agreed that Ja'far was to rule in Erzincan in
the name of the Mamluks and Ya'kub was to withdraw to Kemah. In the
meantime, on learning the death news of Barsbay, the campaign was
not completed and the results did not last long'®. After that, Ya'kub did
not support his son Ja'far's preparations against his uncle Hamza and
withdrew back to Kemah again. In the light of occurring events, it can be
thought that not to support Ja'far was a mistake for Ya'kub. Erzincan
was besieged by Hamza in AH 844 or 845/1440 or 1441 and given to
Shaykh Hasan as fief'".

Kemah was ruled by Ya'kub until his death in AH 850/1446. After his
death, although Shaykh Hasan made a campaign to Kemabh, failed and
was taken prisoner'®. After that, probably Ja'far took Kemah. In AH
855/1451, the city under Ja'far's rule was taken by Qilij Arslan
b.Ahmad'®, nephew of Qara ‘Uthman. Later the city must have been

"' This Ya kub Beg should be discriminated from Sultan Ya 'kub, the son of Uzun Hasan the future
ruler of Aqgoyvunius. The Ya'kub Beg that is mentioned in our work is the son of Qara 'Uthman
and uncle of Uzun Hasan.

2 Woods 1993, p.126.

3 Woods 1993, p.99

" Woods 1993, p.91.

"> Woods 1993, p.128.

' Woods 1993, p.131-132.

"7 Woods 1993, p. 1535, footnote 32.

" Woods 1993, pl37

" Woods 1993 pldl.
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Cafer Bey'lerden ikincisi ise Akkoyunlu Yakub Bey'in'' ogludur. Kara
Osman’in 6ldugu tarihte Yakub ve oglu Cafer'in Erzincan ve Kemah'ta
hakim olduklari bilinmektedir'?. Erzincan h.832/1429 yilinda Kara Osman
tarafindan fethedilmis ve ayni tarihnte Yakub’a dirlik olarak verilmistir'®.
Kemah'in ise daha o©ncesinde Yakub’un milkleri arasinda oldugu
bilinmektedir'. Yakub ve oglu Cafer arasindaki iliski ise son derece
belirsiz ve oldukga inigli gikishdir. Cafer babasina ve ailenin diger
dyelerine kargsi zaman zaman isyan etmekte tereddit etmemistir.
Cafer'in h.840/1436 tarihinde Erzincan'da babasina ragmen hikim
surdigu bilinmektedir. Bu tarihte sehir Akkoyunlu ordusu tarafindan
kusatilmig, Cafer amcasi Seyh Hasan tarafindan bir sekilde kandirilarak
sehrin digina ¢ikartilmis ve orada tutuklanmistir. Pesinden kisa siren bir
kusatmadan sonra Yakub tekrar sehre hakim olabilmistir'®.

Memldkler'in Cihangir b.Ali'yi desteklemek icin h.841/1438 tarihinde
yaptiklari ve hedefinde Erzincan’'in da oldugu bir sefer lizerine Yakub'un,
oglu Cafer’'i Memldkler'le gérismeye goénderdigi ve kendisinin Kemah'a
cekildigi bilinmektedir. Yapilan goérisme sonucu Memlikler adina
Erzincan’da Cihangirin hiukim slUrmesi ve Yakub’'un da Kemah'a
cekilmesi konusunda anlasilir. Ancak tam bu esnada Barsbay'in élim
haberinin gelmesi lzerine sefer yarida kalmis ve sonuclari itibariyle de
kalici olamamistir'®. Hemen sonrasinda Cafer'in amcasi Hamza'ya kars!
yaptigi hazirliklara babasi Yakub destek vermeyerek tekrar Kemah'a
cekilmistir. Bundan sonra gelisen olaylara bakilirsa Yakub'un Cafer'e
destek vermemekle hata ettigi dastnilebilir. Erzincan h.844 veya
845/1440 veya 1441 tarihinde Hamza tarafindan kusatilarak ele
gegcirilmis, sonrasinda da Seyh Hasan'a ikta olarak verilmistir'”.

Kemah ise Yakub'un h.850/1446 yilindaki olimine dek onun elinde
kalmistir. Yakub’'un éliminden sonra Seyh Hasan Kemah (izerine bir
sefer yaptiysa da basarisiz olarak tutsak edilmistir'®>. Bundan sonra
Kemah Cafer'in eline ge¢cmis olmalidir. Cafer’in yénetimindeki sehir
h.855/1451 tarihinde ayni zamanda Kara Osman’in yedeni olan Kilig
Aslan b.Ahmed tarafindan ele gegirilmistir'®. Daha sonra Kemah tekrar
Cafer tarafindan ele gecirilmis olmali ki, Kasim b.Kara Osman

"' Bu Yakub Bey’i daha sonra Akkoyunlu hiikiimdar1 olan Uzun Hasan’in oglu olan Sultan

Yakub'la (h.883-896/1478-1490) kanstirmamak gerekmektedir. Yazimizda bahsettigimiz Yakub
Bey Kara Osman’in oglu, Uzun Hasan™in da amcasidir.

'> Woods 1993, 5.126.

" Woods 1993, 5.99.

'* Woods 1993, 5.91.

'* Woods 1993, 5.128.

'* Woods 1993, 5.131-132,

' Woods 1993, s.155, dipnot.32.

'"* Woods 1993, 5.137.

" Woods 1993, 5.141.
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taken by Ja'far again; because Qasim b. Qara ‘Uthman first killed his
nephew Ja'far, then took Kemah by besieging in AH 860/1456°°.

Absence of date on the coin struck at Kemah and the indefinite relations
between Ya'kub and his son Ja'far makes it difficult to make a specific
interpretation about the date of the coin. Another coin belonging to Ja'far
Beg and struck at Erzincan, is described in the book as unknown with
no.154*'. In addition, existence of a copper coin, belonging to Ja'far and
struck at Erzincan was recorded by Album?®. We understand from the
statements that this coin has no date on it either. Consequently those
that were struck at Erzincan must have been struck in the period from
839, the date that Qara ‘Uthman died and Ja'far first rebelled to his
father and the other members of the family, to 844 or 845, the date the
city was taken by Hamza. The coin struck at Kemah might have been
struck in the period from 839 to 860, the year Ja'far died. Surely there
were interruptions during the rule of Ja'far. Considering the dated coins
and the people whose reign periods are known, it must be accepted that
the date 860 is quite assertive. According to our opinion, the latest date
for the striking of this coin must be 854.

There is a group of coins (no.111-141) struck at Erzincan and recovered
from the same find. All bear the phrase her bir kalb dinde yiisera
akcgesi like the Ja'far coin struck in Kemah®. Considering this statement,
it would not be incorrect to affirm that these coins were also struck by
Ya'kub and/or Ja'far at Erzincan. For dating, we can suggest the period
from 839, the date that Qara ‘Uthman died, to 844 or 845, the date that
the city was taken by Hamza. By considering the relations between the
statements on the coins, we can easily include the coins that were placed
in the book between no. 1 and 110?* in this group. The only difference is
that the coins from the first group were struck according to Timurid tanka
standard which was effective in the region at that time, while the coins
from the second group were struck according to “ tanka standard. As the
authors of the book stated, the phrases Mustafa al-Husayn®® or Mustafa
al-Haydar on the coins must have a religious content. It would be
actually worth to study the meanings of the phrases on these coins and

* Woods 1993, p.144.

*V Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, p. 229 Undoubtedly, this coin was also struck by Aggovunlu Ja 'far
b.Ya'kub. The classification of another coin (which was struck by the same person) in a different
place within the book. actually demonstrates that the authors of the book could not understand
what these coins were.

** Album 1998, pA24. It is written that the copper coin (no. 2505) was struck in the period that
Ja far rebelled in Erzincan between AH 839-840).

** Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2003, p.168-213.

** Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, p40-166.

* See Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, p.33. Because of this statement on the coins, they were
considered as belonging to Pir Husayn, who died in Erzincan in 1379, or to Mutahharten, who
ruled the city after him. This consideration caused an error of 60 years.
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to search for a connection with Hurufism, which was very common
during that period.

As it was mentioned above, Erzincan was besieged by Hamza in 844 or
845/1440 or 1441 and after that given to Shaykh Hasan as fief. The
coins struck at Bayburt in the name of Hamza in 845 (no.149-150)%
have completely the same typology with the coins struck at Erzincan
without any names of a sultan at the same date (no.147-148)*". As we
look at the historical events, it will be seen that the city was already
taken by Hamza at this date. After he took the city, he struck these coins
in his name.

There is another group of coins, of which one was erroneously thought
to be belonging to Mutahharten’s grandson Shaykh Hasan®® and has no
mint (no.143)*, while the others (no.144-146)* were struck at Erzincan,
and were interpreted to be belonging to 804 by the authors of the book.
Unfortunately the dates on these coins were read erroneously. The ones
digit on the coins is written in divani style and it should be read as nine.
The numeral read as 4 belong to tenths digit. Consequently, the coins
belong to 849, and considering historical events it is consistent. After
Sultan Hamza’s death, without leaving a son for the throne in Amid, his
brother Shaykh Hasan®, who was already in Erzincan, declared his
independence and struck these coins.

There is another coin (no.151) struck at Erzincan in the book without any
explanations®. The coin has no date and al-Malik al-‘adil Mahmud is
inscribed on it. There is a similar coin in Ashmolean Museum
collection™. It is mentioned in the relevant work that the coin, considered
to be struck in a period of 10 years beginning from the middle of 820s to
the middle of 830s, is thought to be similar typologically to those struck
in Erzincan in the name of Timurid Shahrukh in 845. It is classified as
Mahmud’s, an unknown ruler. However, it is known that after Shaykh
Hasan made a campaign to Kemah and was taken prisoner, his brother
Mahmud took advantage of the chaotic atmosphere of Erzincan and took
the city. Aqqoyunlu Jahangir failed in his Erzincan campaign against his
uncle Mahmud in Rabi’ al-awwal-Jumada al-awwal 850/ the summer of
1446*. Consequently, Erzincan must have been under Mahmud's rule
Just before this date. Alvand b.Iskandar, nephew of Qaragoyunlu
Jahanshah, rebelled against him and took refuge in Aqqoyuniu Jahangir.

*® Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, p.224-225.
*7 Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, p.222-223
** Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, p.34-33.

* Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, p.218

" Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, p.219-221.
N Woods 1993, p.135,137.

32 Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, p.226.

3 Album 2001, coin no. 13 7, plate 7.

* Woods 1993, p A3z
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Yukarida da deginildigi gibi Erzincan h.844 veya 845/1440 veya 1441
tarihinde Hamza tarafindan kusatilarak ele gecirilmis, sonrasinda da
Seyh Hasan’a ikta olarak verilmigtir. Bayburt'ta Hamza adina darp
edilmis 845 tarihli sikkeler (no.149-150)*° Erzincan'da yine ayni tarihte
darp edilmis ancak Uzerinde sultan adi gérilmeyen sikkelerle (no.147-
148)*" tamamen ayni tipolojidedir. Tarihi gelismelere baktigimizda ise bu
tarinte sehrin zaten Hamza tarafindan ele gegcirildigi goérulecektir. Hamza
sehri ele gecirdikten sonra kendi adina bu sikkeleri darp ettirmigtir.

Yine yanlis olarak Mutahharten’in torunu S$eyh Hasan'a ait oldugu
dustinulen®® darp yersiz (no.143)* ve Erzincan darph (no.144-146)*
olup, kitabin yazarlar tarafindan tarihleri h.804 olarak okunmus bir grup
sikke daha vardir. Maalesef bu sikkelerin Uzerindeki tarih yanlis
okunmustur. Sikkeler Uzerinde birler hanesi divani yaziimistir ve dokuz
olarak okunmasi yerindedir. 4 olarak okunan rakam ise onlar hanesine
aittir. Dolayisiyla sikkelerin tarihleri h.849 olup, bu durum tarihi bilgilerle
de uyumludur. Sultan Hamza'nin h.848/1444 tarihinde ardinda erkek
cocuk birakmadan Amid’'de 6lmesi Uzerine, zaten Erzincan'da bulunan
kardesi Seyh Hasan®' bagimsiziigini ilan ederek bu sikkeleri darp
ettirmistir.

Kitapta hakkinda hi¢bir agiklama olmayan diger bir Erzincan darph sikke
de 151 sira numarasiyla yer almaktadir®®’. Sikke tarihsiz olup, izerinde
el-Melik el-adil Mahmud yazmaktadir. Benzeri bir sikke Ashmolean
Muizesi koleksiyonunda da bulunmaktadir®. ligili yayinda h.820'li yillarin
ortasindan baslayarak h.830'lu yillarin ortasina kadar olan 10 yilik bir
slrec icinde darp edildigi dastnilen bu sikkenin tip olarak Timuri Sahruh
adina h.845 tarihinde Erzincan'da darp edilen sikkelerle benzerlik
gosterdigi belirtiimektedir. Mahmud isimli bilinmeyen bir hikimdara ait
olarak tasnif edilmistir. Halbuki Akkoyunlu S$eyh Hasan'in Kemah’a
yapti§i bir sefer neticesinde esir dismesinden sonra Erzincan’'da g¢ikan
karisikliktan faydalanan kardesi Mahmud’'un burayr ele gecirdigi
bilinmektedir. Rebillevvel-Cemaziyilevvel h.850/1446 yazinda
Akkoyunlu Cihangir amcasi olan Mahmud'a karsi yaptigi Erzincan
seferinde basarisiz olmustur®. Dolayisiyla Erzincan bu tarihten hemen
6nce Mahmud'un hakimiyetine girmis olmalidir. Kendisine karsi isyan
ederek Akkoyunlu Cihangir'e siginan yegeni Elvend b.iskender’in teslim
ediimemesi Uzerine h.854/1450 tarihinde Karakoyunlu Cihansgah

*® Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, 5.224-225.
*7 Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, s.222-223.
*® Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, s.34-35.

** Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, s.218.

3 Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, 5.219-221.
3 Woods 1993, 5.135,137.

32 Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, 5.226.

3 Album 2001, sikke no.137, levha 7.
3 Woods 1993, 5.137.
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After they refused to give him his nephew, Qaraqoyunlu Jahanshah
made a campaign against the Agqoyunlus in AH 854/1450 and beseiged
Mahmud in Erzincan. Mahmud surrendered the city due to lack of
support’®. This information reveals that Aqqoyunlu Mahmud b.Qara
‘Uthman ruled in Erzincan between 850-854 and this coin was struck by
him in these years. Jahanshah, who took the city, removed Mahmud
from the city and appointed Shaykh Hasan b.Qara ‘Uthman the former
administrator of the city.

Finally the coin (no.152)%, struck in the name of Shahrukh at Erzincan
without any date, naturally can not belong to a date after Shahrukh’s
death in 850/1447. This coin was undoubtedly struck in the name of
Shahrukh by the Aqqoyunius. We do not think it is necessary to mention
about the coin (no. 153)%" struck at Amid and has no date. Because,
there is sufficient information about Hamza’s reign in Amid. This coin
can not belong to a date after Hamza's death in AH 848/1444.
Consequently, the latest dated coins in the context are the ones struck
by Mahmud b.Qara ‘Uthman at Erzincan. As it is mentioned above, they
could not be struck after AH 854/1450.

To conclude, “The Unidentified Coins of Erzincan” were completely
struck by the Aqqgoyunlus between 839-854. We were unable to
determine any coins, struck by Ja'far of the Eretnids or by Mutahharten
at Erzincan and by the amirs, who were members of this family, before
or after him, as the authors of the book mentioned.

* Woods 1993, p.138-139.
* Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, p.227.
T Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, p228.
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Akkoyunlulara karsi baslattigi seferde Mahmud'u Erzincan'da
kusatmistir. Yardim alamayan Mahmud sonunda sehri teslim etmistir®.
Bu bilgiler Akkoyunlu Mahmud b.Kara Osman’in Erzincan'da h.850-854
yillar arasinda hakim oldugunu ve stz konusu sikkenin bu tarihlerde
onun tarafindan darp ettirilmis oldugunu ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir. Erzincan’i
ele geciren Cihansah Mahmud’'u uzaklastirarak yerine sehrin esKki
yoneticisi Seyh Hasan b.Kara Osman’l atamistir.

Son Dlarakagah Ruh adina tarihsiz olarak Erzincan'da darp edilmis 152
no'lu sikke™ de dogal olarak $ahruh’un 6lum tarihi olan h.850/1447
tarihinden daha sonraya ait olamaz. Bu sikke hi¢ suphesiz ki
Akkoyunlular tarafindan Sahruh adina darp ettirilmisti. Hamza'nin
Amid’'deki iktidari konusunda bilinmeyen fazlaca birsey olmadigindan
dolayr Amid darph tarihsiz 153 no'lu sikkeye® fazlaca deginmek geregi
duymamaktayiz. Bu sikke de Hamza'nin 6lum tarihi olan h.848/1444
tarihinden ileriye gidemez. Dolayisiyla buluntudaki en geg tarihli sikkeler
Mahmud b.Kara Osman tarafindan Erzincan’da darp edilmis olanlardir
ve yukarida bahsedildigi gibi en gec h.854/1450 tarihinde darp edilmis
olmaldirlar.

Sonug olarak “Mechul Erzincan Sikkeleri” h.839-854 yillan arasinda
tamamiyla Akkoyunlular tarafindan darp edilmislerdir. Kitabin yazarlari
tarafindan ifade edildigi gibi Eretnalilardan Cafer veya Erzincan'da
Mutahharten ve onun oncesinde veya sonrasinda bu aileye mensup
emirler tarafindan darp edilmis herhangi bir sikke tarafimizdan tespit
edilememistir.

3 Woods 1993, 5.138-139.
3 Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2003, 5.227.
37 Ertiirk ve Eriireten 2005, s.228.
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