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Abstract: Research objectives: This study aims to analyze the reasons, development, 

and consequences of Şahin Giray Sultan’s Rebellion in the history of the Crimean Khanate, 
based on data retrieved from Ottoman archival sources. 

Research materials: The main sources of data for this research are documents held in 
the Archive of the Topkapı Palace Museum and the Department of Ottoman Archives of the 
Presidency of the Republic of Turkey Directorate of State. These documents have been 
compared with the Ottoman-Tatar chronicles of the period (İzzi Tarihi, Çelebî Akay Tarihi, 
Tarih-i Said Giray Sultan). 

Results and novelty of the research: The most detailed evaluation of the rebellion of 
Şahin Giray Sultan can be found in Smirnov's book on the Crimean Khanate which echoes 
the information given in the Ottoman chronicle, İzzi Tarihi. In the present study, Topkapı 
Palace Museum Archive documents numbered TSMA-E 408-55, TSMA-E 569-58, and 
TSMA-E 751-49, as well as the Mühimme Defters and Kalebend Defters held by the De-
partment of Ottoman Archives of the Presidency of the Republic of Turkey Directorate of 
State Archives, are compared with statements in different sources. In the light of these 
documents, the rise and progress of the rebellion headed by Şahin Giray Sultan are subject-
ed to a new evaluation. Documents considered important and providing details of the life of 
Şahin Giray Sultan and the course of the rebellion have been transliterated and presented 
for the use of researchers. 

The Noghays residing in the Bucak region constituted the social base of the Şahin 
Giray rebellion. The rebellion broke out due to the Porte’s desire to deploy Tatar forces on 
the Iranian front, the increasing centralization efforts of the Ottoman Empire on the Rus-
sian-Polish and Ukrainian borders, and the pressure put on Tatar society for the return of 
Russian captives of 1736-39 War. The rebellion broke out prematurely after the Porte and 
Selim Giray Khan conspired to neutralize Şahin Giray Sultan. The extreme measures taken 
by the Ottoman Empire and the Crimean Khanate prevented the revolt from spreading, and 
the rebels led by the Şahin Giray Sultan were easily defeated, thus causing the suppression 
of the rebellion. 
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Introduction: Collective Violence in the History of the Crimean Khanate 
Collective violence used within a political organization to change the regime, 

rulers of the political community, constitution, or the structure of the administra-
tion is defined as political violence or civil strife. Civil wars, rebellions, revolts, 
mutinies and uprisings are all considered acts of political violence. [1, p. 1107; 2, 
p. 3–4; 3, p. 133–136] 

The historiography of the Crimean Khanate includes studies of the rebellions 
that can be defined as political violence, and with a few exceptions, they were gen-
erally written to document the political history of the Crimean Khanate or the 
Noghay Tatars [4, 125–146; 5, p.74–113]. Evaluating the rebellions in the history 
of the Crimean Khanate, which endured for over 300 years as a political entity, can 
be problematic. Although the Crimean Khanate became a vassal of the Ottoman 
Empire after 1475, it remained a political structure with its own state organization, 
ideological legitimacy and ethnic base. Towards the end of the first half of the 17th 
century, following the dismantling of the Great Noghay Horde, the Noghay tribes 
began to migrate to the Crimean Khanate and the Ottoman lands, which continued 
into the first quarter of the 18th century. As a result of the migrations, the tribes and 
their beys became involved in the political and ethnic structure of the Crimean 
Khanate as new political actors, and these intertwined facts make it difficult to 
evaluate the rebellions in the history of the khanate. 

The period from 1441 to 1783 saw many outbreaks of political violence in the 
Crimean Khanate, from major civil wars to small-scale uprisings. Taking into ac-
count these examples of political violence as a whole, they reveal two basic forms 
of rebellion. In the first, the Crimean Khans rose against the Ottoman Porte and 
rejected the authority of the sultan, while in the second, the Crimean elite, dissatis-
fied with the administration of the current khan, rebelled to have him changed. The 
first form of rebellion saw a hostile attitude being taken against the Ottoman Porte, 
characterized by separatist tendencies. The rebellion of Mehmed Giray II in 1583–
15841; the rebellion of brothers Mehmed and Şahin Giray in 1624 and 1627–1628 
[7, p.49–91, 149–164; 8, p. 101–116] and the rebellion of İnayet Giray Khan in 
1637 [9, p. 209–224; 8, p. 122–125] serve as examples of this form of rebellion, 
and all can be considered as part of the phenomenon referred to by Alan Fisher as 
“Crimean separatism” [10, p.79–92]. In the second category – political violence 
within the Crimean Khanate – two separate tendencies can be noticed. The first 
involved members of the Giray dynasty fighting with each other for the throne, 
which was seen most often at the time of the establishment of the Crimean Khan-
ate, when Ottoman interventions were less obvious than in the later centuries. The 
struggles between Mengli Giray Khan I and his brother, and Sahip Giray Khan I 
and İslam Giray Khan I can be given as examples of such conflicts. [11, p.47–68; 
12, p.8–14; 13, p. 21–25.] 

Within the Crimean Khanate, aside from the struggles for the throne within the 
Giray dynasty, the second form of political violence that came to prominence sur-
rounded the problems in the internal structure of the Crimean Khanate in which the 
tribal leaders, who were part of the feudal structure of the khanate, rebelled against 
the authority of the Crimean Khans. The rebellions of the Karaçi Beys – especially 
                                                           

1 II. Mehmed Giray emphasized the independent character of the Crimean Khans with these 
words, “…Ben sâhib-i sikke ve hutbe pâdişâh iken beni azl u nasba kim kâdir olur …ve ben 
başlı başına pâdişâhım ma’zûl olmam ...”, [6, p. 90–91]. 
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the Şirin and Mangıt tribes – and those of the tribes of the Great Noghay Horde 
who became a component of khanate after 1640, can be included in this group. The 
conflict of the Şirin tribe with the Crimean Khan Adil Giray [16, s.144–145], the 
rebellion of the Bucak Tatars under the leadership of Gazi Giray Sultan in 1699 [8, 
p.161–168] and Adil Giray Sultan in 1728 [14, p. 1589–1591], the Baht Giray Sul-
tan rebellion [14, p. 1602–1603] that flared intermittently in the Kuban region in 
the first quarter of the 18th century, and the Yedisan Noghay Rebellion of 1756–
1758 [5, 84–108; 29, p. 151–157] were examples of the political violence that 
broke out within the khanate. 

It should be clarified here that classification of the political violence in the 
Crimean Khanate is no easy task, as the rebellions that took place in the history of 
the khanate were all intertwined in some way. 

 
Who was Şahin Giray Sultan? 
Şahin Giray Sultan was the son of Adil Giray Sultan, himself one of the sons 

of the famous Hacı Selim Giray Khan. During the reign of Saadet Giray Khan II, 
he was assigned the post of nureddin, and kalgay under the reign of Mengli Giray 
Khan II. Shortly after being removed from the post of kalgay, he assumed the lead-
ership of the Bucak Noghays rebellion against the Saadet Giray Khan in 1724–
1725. After the rebellion was quashed, he was pardoned and resided in the Rumelia 
for a while. In the third reign of Kaplan Giray Khan I, he was once again appointed 
as kalgay. Adil Giray Sultan died when Russian forces launched an invasion of the 
Crimean Peninsula, following the arrival in Crimea of the new khan Feth Giray 
Khan II [15, p. 81, 83, 87, 89; 17, p. 426–427, 432–440]. 

The first mention of Şahin Giray Sultan – the son of a dynamic and active fa-
ther – can be found in the records of French consul A. Yavorka, who served in 
Crimea for some time, until 1736. A. Yavorka placed Şahin Giray Sultan in sixth 
place among the members of the Giray family in the order of importance [18, 
p. 137]. In the Ottoman sources, he is first recorded in 1737 due to a problem with 
his annual salary (salyane)2. Then there are two different documents, one from 
1740 and the other from 1741, describing him as the serasker of Bucak3. Şahin 
Giray Sultan, who was appointed to the post of nureddin after 1741, and as kalgay 
on January 28, 17444, thus becoming the second in command in the Crimean 
Khanate. In the 18th century, the male members of the Giray dynasty could hold the 
posts of kalgay, nureddin, and the seraskerliks of the Bucak, Yedisan, and Kuban 
regions within the Crimean Khanate. Thus, Şahin Giray Sultan held all the highest-
ranking offices in the Crimean Khanate and served at all career levels of a 
Chinggisid prince. 

According to Hurremi Abdullah Efendi, the most important act of Şahin Giray 
Sultan in his role as kalgay was the Circassian Campaign. During this successful 
expedition, 600–700 slaves were captured, to the great satisfaction of the Ottoman 
Porte [19, folio 111b]. That said, another chronicler of the period, Said Giray Sul-
tan, put forward a different description of the event, claiming that the chief of the 
                                                           

2 Department of Ottoman Archives of the Turkish Presidency State Archives of the Repub-
lic of Turkey henceafter BOA. BOA, Ali Emiri, SMHD I (Sultan Mahmud I) 773. 

3 BOA, Divan-ı Hümayun Sicilatı Mühimme Defterleri henceafter, A.DVNS.MHM 147, 
p. 246/ 905; p. 329/1157. 

4 BOA, Cevdet Eyalet-i Mümtaze henceafter C. MTZ 198. 
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Kömürköy tribe was invited to Crimea and was arrested upon his arrival to the 
peninsula. In a subsequent message to the Kömürköy tribe, they were told that their 
chief would be released on the condition that a thousand captives would be given to 
the Crimean Khanate. In the ongoing negotiations, it was agreed that the Circassian 
chief would be released in exchange for 800 slaves. After this agreement was 
struck, Şahin Giray Sultan went to the Caucasus with his retinue and a military 
force of 5000 men, and after accepting the captives, he returned the Circassian 
chief to his tribe. Another important event in this campaign involved the relocation 
of the Kasay and Kaspulat Noghay tribes. Upon the order of Selim Giray Khan, 
parts of these tribes were brought to the Crimean Peninsula, where they were set-
tled in the villages devastated by the war [20, 105a-b, 114b]. 

 
The Causes and Expansion of the Şahin Giray Rebellion 
Literature on the rebellion of Şahin Giray Sultan is very limited, with the most 

elaborate account being found in Smirnov’s book on the history of the Crimean 
Khanate. Smirnov’s account of the rebellion of Şahin Giray Sultan is a summary of 
the section of the chronicle Tarih-i İzzî [21, p. 503]. Aside from the work of 
Smirnov, İsmail Hakkı Uzunçarşılı also provides a concise account of the rebellion. 
[22, p. 21, footnote 1]. 

The first events contributing to Şahin Giray Sultan’s decision to launch a re-
bellion began with the enthronement of Selim Giray II to the Crimean Khanate. 
Selim Giray Khan II inflicted violent punishments against his opposition in Crimea 
as a means of strengthening his authority. Even the governors of cities such as 
Hotin, Bender, and Akkerman on the Black Sea were informed about this policy of 
the Khan. The Porte issued orders that no Tatars fleeing Crimea to the Ottoman 
territory should be granted asylum and no one would be allowed to come without 
the “yarlıg” of khan.5 

The problem in the khanate dated back to the reign of Selamet Giray Khan II. 
The 1736–1739 Ottoman-Russian War concluded with the signing of the Treaty of 
Belgrade, under which captives taken from Russians were to be returned. Selamet 
Giray Khan II, however, failed to return the captives and was dethroned. The new 
khan, Selim Giray Khan II, carried out this task vigorously, leading the Tatars to 
refer to him as “Katı”, meaning severe and harsh [15, p. 92]. The primary reason 
for the opposition to the khan was his violent behavior and the issue of returning 
the captives. It is likely that Şahin Giray Sultan got closer to the opposition groups 
during this period and became their leader. 

What was the motivation behind the rebellion of Şahin Giray Sultan? Accord-
ing to İzzi Süleyman Efendi -the official chronicler of the period- Şahin Giray Sul-
tan had been removed from the post of kalgay and was ordered to return to his 
manor in the town of Enez. After being notified of the decision, Şahin Giray Sul-
tan, with unfounded fears for his life, opted not to return to Enez, and left his farm 
stating his intention to visit Selim Giray Khan II, but fled to Poland. Misleading 
and provocations of his followers and friends and disobeying the orders of the Ot-
toman administration and the Crimean Khan fueled the fears of Şahin Giray Sultan, 

                                                           
5 BOA, A.DVNS.MHM 150, p. 201/738. The date of the document is 6–15 January 1. 
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leading up to the rebellion [23, p. 526–527]. The statements of İzzi Süleyman 
Efendi were almost found in the same way in the mühimme defters of the period.6  

Were Şahin Giray Sultan's fears groundless, being only empty delusions? Was 
he really in no danger? The Topkapı Palace Archives contain three documents re-
lating to these events7, among which is the correspondence of Selim Giray Khan II 
with the Ottoman administration which makes no mention of Şahin Giray Sultan’s 
name, although there is no doubt that he is the person referred to as "şahs-ı mâhud” 
(known person) in the document. All of these documents bear the seal of Selim 
Giray Khan II. In three of these documents, the date is not indicated although one 
document in the Topkapı Palace Archive (numbered 408/55), gives an exact date of 
November 5, 1746, which helps us understand the chronological order of the 
events. The decision to take action against Şahin Giray Sultan in 1746 before Selim 
Giray Khan II’s visit to Istanbul is clearly stated in these documents, in which it 
can be further understood that in the first phase of this conspiracy, Şahin Giray 
Sultan was ordered to go to the Bender. In Bender, in cooperation with Serasker of 
Bucak Hacı Giray Sultan, Bender Muhafızı Muhsinzade Mehmed Paşa and the 
commander of the volunteers İbrahim Ağa, the plan was to capture and eliminate 
Şahin Giray Sultan (ahz u istisali), although state officials close to Şahin Giray 
Sultan warned the former kalgay about the plan, compelling him not go to Bender, 
but instead into hiding in the steppe surrounding the Bender.8 

Despite the failure of the plan to eliminate Şahin Giray Sultan, at the begin-
ning of 1747, Selim Giray Khan II removed him from the post of kalgay, and the 
Porte ordered Şahin Giray Sultan to return to the town of Enez. In an edict 
(ferman), sent by the Porte to the officials on the border of Lehistan (Poland), and 
to the hospodars of Boğdan (Moldavia) and Eflak (Wallachia), Şahin Giray Sultan 
was ordered to be taken into custody, but with respect. The edict also stated that if 
the sultan was captured, he was not be released until a new order came from the 
Crimean Khan.9 On June 30, 1747, a new edict (ferman) was issued, addressed to 
Şahin Giray Sultan, stating that he had been dismissed from the post of kalgay, but 
that his crimes up to that time had been pardoned. Şahin Giray Sultan was remind-
ed that when the descendants of Chinggis Khan were dismissed from their posts, 
they returned to their farms in the Ottoman Rumelia, where they continued their 
lives in their manors, and the Porte stated that the same attitude was expected from 
him, ordering him to go to Yanbolu and to reside on his farm.10 

It can be understood from the archival records that Şahin Giray Sultan diso-
beyed the orders of the Porte, and fled to Poland in the earliest days of November 
1747. Thereupon, the Ottoman Porte ordered the state officials in Bender and 
Hotin, and the hospodars of Boğdan and Eflak, not to allow anyone from the Tatar 
                                                           

6 BOA, A.DVNS.MHM 153, p.67/205. 
7 TSMA-E 408/55; 569/58 and 751/49. In the book Le Khanat de Crimée dans les Archives 

du Musée du Palais de Topkapı provides a summary of these documents and presents further 
information. However, these documents were not evaluated in the context of the Şahin Giray 
Sultan rebellion. [30, p. 217–220] 

8 Topkapı Sarayı Müzesi Arşivi-Evrak henceafter TSMA-E 408-55; TSMA-E 569-58, 
TSMA-E 751-49. 

9 BOA, A.DVNS.MHM 153, p. 67, h.205. 
10 BOA, A.DVNS.MHM 153, p. 69–70/218. 
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communities to cross the border into Poland to communicate with or visit the Şahin 
Giray Sultan.11 The Porte’s intentions in this regard were to isolate Şahin Giray 
Sultan by cutting his ties with the Tatar Hordes in Bucak and Yedisan, although it 
became apparent that the Porte was unable to achieve this goal, as, despite the ef-
forts of the Ottoman administration, the rebellion broke out. 

In December 1747, vizier Numan Pasha, who was serving in Bender, reported the 
developments surrounding the Şahin Giray Sultan situation to Istanbul. The report 
stated that Şahin Giray Sultan, together with his accompanying Tatars, had been able 
to cross the frozen Turla (Dniester) River on the border, and had arrived in Hotin. 
From here, he entered Bucak territory and established his headquarters in the village 
of Şeklak, where he began gathering people around him. The Serasker of Bucak Hacı 
Giray Sultan and vizier Numan Pasha in Bender sent messengers to Şahin Giray Sul-
tan to admonish him and suggest he give up the rebellion. After seeing Şahin Giray 
Sultan continue with the rebellion unabated, Hacı Giray Sultan took action with his 
forces and defeated the rebels. However, Şahin Giray Sultan together with his retinue, 
was able to escape to a heavily forested area in Moldavia. Dealing with the captured 
supporters of Şahin Giray Sultan, The Porte ordered to the local officials to hand the 
Ottoman-oriented supporters over to Ottoman officials, while the Tatar supporters 
handed over to the Serasker of Bucak Hacı Giray Sultan [23, p.527].12  

Şahin Giray Sultan managed to escape the pursuing Ottoman-Tatar forces and 
once again took up refuge in Poland. Thereupon, the governor of Özi, Numan Pa-
sha, wrote a letter to the Polish Hetman, demanding that Şahin Giray Sultan and his 
retinue be resettled in a region far from the Ottoman border. [23, p. 528]. After 
fleeing the Ottoman lands, Şahin Giray Sultan took up residence in Gorodets in the 
Kingdom of Poland-Lithuania. According to the information given by the Ottoman 
authorities to the Crimean Khan, Şahin Giray Sultan, who was not wanted in the 
country by the Polish rulers, was seeking to continue the rebellion and planned to 
go to the Caucasus with his 18 men, and amass an army of Noghays and 
Circassians. Selim Giray Khan II, in his letter to the Zaporog Hetman, stated that, 
in line with the signed treaties, Şahin Giray Sultan and his companions were to be 
prevented from crossing the Bug River and should be stopped, dead or alive [24, 
p. 413–414]. The harsh measures taken by Selim Giray Khan II and the Ottoman 
Porte against the rebellion forced Şahin Giray Sultan to come to terms with the 
Crimean Khan. Şahin Giray Sultan whose negotiations with Selim Giray Khan II 
seem to have begun before March 1748, was permitted at the request of the Crime-
an Khan to return from Poland on the condition that he would be exiled as 
“kalebend” on the island of Rhodes13. Soon after, however, upon the intervention 
of Crimean Khan Selim Giray Khan II, the exile location was moved from Rhodes 
to Chios. Şahin Giray Sultan’s brother, Mahmud Giray Sultan, who had been by his 
side throughout the rebellion, was permitted to reside in their manor in Yanbolu.14 
Upon the death of Selim Giray Khan II on April 17, 1748 [15, p. 92], Arslan Giray 
Khan was appointed Khan in Crimea. As a result of the endeavors of Arslan Giray 
                                                           

11 BOA, A.DVNS.MHM 153, p. 154/588. 
12 BOA, A.DVNS.MHM 153, p. 176/670. 
13 BOA, Divan (Beylikçi) Kalemi Kalebend Defterleri henceafter A.DVNS.KLBd.10, p.23. 
14 A.DVNS.KLBd.10, p. 20. 
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Khan at the Porte, Şahin Giray Sultan was pardoned in August 1749 and was al-
lowed to return to his manor, named Çapakçın, in the town of Zağra-i Atik.15 

Was Şahin Giray Sultan's rebellion merely a response to his dismissal from the 
post of kalgay, or was there a more widespread social base? According to Izzi 
Süleyman Efendi, aside from his retinue, the gypsy population of Rumelia, and 
low-class people, nobody acted in support of Şahin Giray Sultan. Information giv-
en by Izzi Süleyman Efendi reflected the point of view of the Ottoman administra-
tion aimed to play down the importance of the rebellion. Said Giray Sultan, another 
witness of the period, provided a different perspective of the rebellion. Having 
assumed the post of Seraskerlik of Bucak 10 years after the rebellion of Şahin 
Giray Sultan, Said Giray Sultan had a good knowledge of the region's recent histo-
ry, and wrote that while the Bucak Tatars supported Şahin Giray Sultan, the 
Yedisan Noghays did not. [20, f. 117a]. In addition to this information, the fact that 
Şahin Giray Sultan wanted to leave for the Kuban steppes suggests that the rebel 
sultan also had support from the tribes living in the Kuban region, aside from 
Bucak Tatars, and Şahin Giray Sultan may have established close relations with the 
local powers during his Caucasus campaign in his kalgay period. It can thus be 
understood that Şahin Giray Sultan had support from both the Tatars in the Bucak 
region and the Noghay communities in the Caucasus, revealing a serious social 
base to Şahin Giray Sultan's rebellion. 

To understand the root causes of Şahin Giray Sultan’s rebellion, it is necessary 
to look at developments in the Crimean Khanate at that time. First, the Porte con-
stantly made use of, or sought the participation of the Crimean forces on the Irani-
an front in the ongoing war with Nadir Shah, who ruled in Iran between 1730 and 
1745 [25, p. 87–88, 91–92, 97–100]. The main reasons for the 1583–84 rebellion of 
Mehmed Giray Khan II and that of Inayet Giray Khan in 1637 were the consistent 
Ottoman demands for the Crimean forces on the Iranian front and their use in this 
protracted war. In the Ottoman chronicles, the reason given for the enthronement of 
Mehmed Giray II was his unwillingness to go to the Iranian front16. After his ac-
cession to the throne, strict orders were sent to Inayet Giray Khan regarding his 
participation in the Iran Campaign, and especially after 1636, these orders became 
more definite. Although Inayet Giray Khan was keen to join the Iran campaign, he 
was dissuaded by the Crimean aristocracy, who along with people from different 
classes, spoke with a unified voice about the difficulties on the Iranian front. The 
consensus was that the involvement would place Crimea in danger and leave it 
defenseless, and so they opposed the demands of the Ottoman administration for 
the participation of Tatar forces in the campaign. It was this attitude of the Crimean 
aristocracy that led Inayet Giray Khan to rebel [26, p.264–265]. As can be seen, the 
root cause of these rebellions was the Ottoman Porte’s desire to use the Crimean 

                                                           
15 A.DVNS.KLBd.10, p. 253. 
16 Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali narrated this event as this, “…Ammâ han-ı mezbûr  gâh Cengiz’e 

müntehi olan nesebine mağrur olub edâ-i hizmetde cüst ü çalak deprenmemişdi. Gâh ben 
Osmanlı’nun ümerâsında mıyım ki bana böyle teklifât iderler diyü Şirvan’a gitmeyüb ta’allül 
tar’ikina gitmişdi…Pes üçcünci senede ki tekrâr Şirvan’a teveccühi emr olunmuşdı. Bu kerre 
inâd u muhâlefet dâyiresinde sâbit-kadem bulundı. Hatta edâ-i hizmetteki kusûrundan mâadâ 
bâis-i gayret ve fütur bazı sözler söylediği nakl olundı…” [34, p. 1037–38]. 
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Tatars on the Iranian front, and the Ottoman Porte’s demands in the reign of Selim 
Giray Khan II, to use the Tatar forces in the war against Nadir Shah led to great 
unrest in the Crimean Tatar society. It was from this unrest that the social base of 
the Şahin Giray Sultan Rebellion emerged. 

In the 18th century rebellions that occurred in the Crimean Khanate, the ending 
of the raids intensified during the times of war, the efforts of the Ottoman Empire 
to increase its control over its borders and over the nomadic Tatars, and its de-
mands for the return of the captives after the war were other factors leading to the 
rebellions, including those of Gazi Giray Sultan in 1699 and the Devlet Giray Khan 
in 1702 following the signing of the Treaty of Karlowitz (1699) and the Istanbul 
Treaty (1700). The strict control of the borders and the return of the captives were 
addressed in the Treaty of Karlowitz in the following way:  

 
“The fourth article: None of the troops dependent on the high state, and espe-

cially the Tatars, should attack Polish subjects and transgress the Polish borders 
under any kind of excuse, pretext, or title, nor should they drive any captives or 
animals nor should they cause any other damage. And it will be clearly command-
ed and confirmed by noble orders. To the viziers and beylerbeyis, to the felicitous 
Crimean khan, kalga, nureddin, and the other princes and to the hospodar of 
Moldovia that they should respect and preserve with the utmost care the order on 
the frontiers and the provisions of this peace…The ninth article: The prisoners 
taken during the war from among the Poles will be set free after the price of their 
purchase, confirmed legally or revealed by their owners with an oath, is repaid in 
the manner described in the ahdnames given in the past.” [27, p. 587–593; 595, 
597] and brought about events that led to the rebellions of both Gazi Giray Sultan 
and Devlet Giray Khan. 

 
After the end of the Ottoman-Russian War of 1736–39, the Crimean Khan, and 

the Porte sought to increase their control over the border regions with the Russian 
Tsardom (such as the Caucasus-Kuban Line and the Özi/Dnieper area) [25, p.79–80] 
and to bring about the return of the captives of war by putting pressure on the Tatar 
society.17 These developments led to a severe loss of income and gradual centraliza-
tion, especially along the Russian border, and could have been a secondary motiva-
tion for the Şahin Giray Sultan Rebellion. The Tatar communities suffered significant 
losses, both human and economic, at the hands of the Russian forces on the Crimean 
Peninsula, the Kuban region, and even around Özi [28, p. 90–92], and this was an-
other cause of unrest that led to the rebellion of Tatar society. 

A final reason for the rebellions in the Crimean Khanate in the last days of the 
17th century is related to the Noghays. Since the second half of the 17th century, the 
Noghay population within the Crimean Khanate had gradually been increasing, and 
in parallel to this population increase, the importance of the Noghays [politically 
and militarily] gained ground within the Crimean Khanate [29, p. 115–131]. The 
Crimean Khans developed a system named “seraskerlik” to keep the Noghay 
                                                           

17 II. Selim Giray Han II's predecessor, II. Selamet Giray Khan II was dethroned due to his 
failure to return the captives of war taken in the 1736–1739 Ottoman-Russian War. In contrast, 
Selim Giray Khan II was rewarded for his success in this matter. [15, p. 91–92]. 
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groups under control, and the Seraskerliks of Yedisan, Bucak and Kuban subse-
quently emerged. In this system, a male member of the Giray family was appointed 
serasker, that is, governor, of the Noghay Hordes [8, p.198–200; 31, p.18; 33, 
p. 114; 32, p.14].18 Despite the establishment of the Seraskerlik system, the 
Noghays could not be fully controlled, and rebelled under the leadership of the 
Giray Sultans, whom they considered close to them, and reacted strongly against 
the Crimean Khans and to the Porte. The rebellions in the Crimean Khanate, from 
the rebellion of Gazi Giray Sultan in 1699 to the 1756–1758 Yedisan Noghay Re-
bellion, all emerged as a result of the Noghays’ search for political influence within 
the khanate, or in their reaction to the khanate or the Ottoman Porte [33, 114–115]. 
In a way, the Rebellion of Şahin Giray Sultan can be considered a reaction of the 
Bucak Noghays to the khanate’s administration. Consequently, all these combined 
reasons contributed to the social basis of the rebellion. 

One last question remains about the rebellion of Şahin Giray Sultan, and that is 
"Why did the rebellion fail?". Taking a general overview, the main reason was 
Şahin Giray Sultan’s inability to gain the support of the Yedisan Noghays, which 
limited the military strength of the rebels considerably, as well as their geograph-
ical depth. In addition, the Zaporog Cossacks, acting in accordance with the wishes 
of the Crimean Khan, prevented Şahin Giray Sultan from uniting with the Tatar 
communities in the Kuban and the Caucasus, thus preventing the continuation and 
spread of the rebellion. Upon this, because of the conspiracy of the Porte and Cri-
mean Khan toward the Şahin Giray Sultan, the rebellion occurred prematurely. 
Şahin Giray Sultan could not focus the support of all the dissidents in the organiza-
tion of a rebellion. The strict attitude and uncompromising acts of the Porte can be 
given as the final reason for the failure of the rebellion. While this rebellion, lim-
ited to the Bucak area, was quelled, the tensions in the socio-economic structure of 
the khanate continued, culminating in Yedisan Nogay Rebellion in 1756–1758, on 
a much larger scale. 
  

                                                           
18 BOA, Ali Emiri, (Sultan Mustafa III) SMST III 29050, a sample document adressed to 

the serasker of Yedisan; BOA, Ali Emiri, (Sultan Mahmud I) SMHD I 6461, a sample document 
adressed to the serasker of Kuban]. 
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Facsimile and Transliteration of Selected Documents  
on the Life and Rebellion of Şahin Giray Sultan 

 
 

Document I: C.MTZ. 4/198: 13 Zilhicce 1156/28 Ocak 1744. 
 
Sahh 
Buyruldu 
Nişân-ı hümâyûn oldur ki 
Çûn mâlik-i memâlik-i kudret ve hüdâvend-i ekâlîm-fıtrat celle şânühû'l alâ ve 

âmme nevâlühû ve tevâlî kemâl-i inâyet-ulyâ ve nihâyet-i mevhibet-uzmâsıyla selâtin-i 
nasafet-medârı teşrif ve ceʻalnâküm halâife fi'l-arz ile ser-firâz ve havâkîn-i zevi'l-
iktidâr vallâhu yûti mülkühû men yeşâʼ efser-i übbühet-eseri ile muʻazzez ve mümtâz 
eyleyüb lâ-siyyemâ benim şân-ı vâlâ-nişân-ı saltanat-ı aliyyemi ber-muktezâ-yı fehvâ-
yı ve in-teʻadde ve nimetu'llâhi lâ-tuhsuhâ tevâli-i atâyâ-yı bî-intihâ ve tetâbiʻ-i avâtıf-ı 
adîmü'l-ihsâ ile muʻallâ ve refiʻu'l mürtefâ eyledi. Felâ-cerem şükrân alâ-zâlike'n-ni’am 
zimmet-i ulyâyı şâhânem ve himmet-i simyâ-yı padişâhâneme lâzım ve lâbüd oldı ki 
esnâf-ı eltâf-ı mülûkâne ve envâʻı eʻtâf-ı padişâhânem âmme-i enâma şâmil husûs-ı 
hulûs-ı taviyyet ve sıdk-ı niyyet ile dergâh-ı felek-rütbetime izhâr-ı ubûdiyyet eden 
selâtin-i sadâkat-âyîne mütevârid ve mütevâsıl ola binâen-alâ-zâlik işbu râfiʻ-i tevkîʻ-i 
refîʻ-i ferhunde-fâl-i hakanî ve nâkil-i yarlığ-ı belîğ-i meserret-me’al-i cihân-bânî 
helefü's-selâtini'l-izâm şerefü'l-havâkîni'l-kirâm el-muhtâs bî-mezîd-i inâyeti'l-meliki'l 
müsteân bundan akdem Nureddin olan Şahin Giray Sultân dâme ulüvvühu akrân ve 
emsâli meyânında rüşd ü sedâd ile maʻrûf ve celâdet ve kıyâset ile mevsûf ve sinnen 
dahi istihkâkı olub şecâat-şiâr ve inâyet-i aliyyeme sezâvâr olmağla vilâyet-i Kırım 
Kalgaylığı mûmâileyhe tevcîh ve taklîd olunmak bâbında cenâb-ı emâret-meâb eyâlet-
nisâb saâdet-iktisâb bi'l-fiʻil Kırım Hanı olan Selim Giray Han dâmet me’âliyehûnun 
taraf-ı ilhânilerinden kâimeleriyle iltimâs olunmağın hâliyâ hakkında bihâr-ı zahhâr-ı 
âtıfet-i şâhânem mevc-zen ve âfitâb-ı reʼfet-i pâdişâhânem pertev-efken olub Han-ı 
müşârünileyhin iltimâsları mucebince Kefe İskelesi mahsûlâtından beş yüz kırk bir bin 
akçe salyâne ile vilâyet-i Kırım Kalgaylığı sene sitte ve hamsin ve miʼete ve elf 
zilhiccesinin on üçüncü (13 Z. 1156 / 28 Ocak 1744) gününden mûmâileyhe tevcîh ve 
inâyet idüb işbu berât-ı saâdet-âyât-ı inâyet-makrûn ve bu misâl-i bî misâl-i mekremet-
meşhûnı virdüm ve buyurdum ki; baʻde'l-yevm mûmâileyh vilâyet-i mezbûrede Kalgay 
olub tevâif-i Tatar beyninde kadîmden cârî olan âdet ve kanûn-ı eslâfların icrâ ve 
kalgaylığa müteʻallik ve müterettib olan umûr ve hususların küllisinde cidd-i beliğ ve 
saʻy-ı evfâ eyleye ve tâife-i Tatarın mirzâları ve beyleri ve askerîsi ve erkân ve 
ahâlisinden sagîr ve kebîri mûmâileyhi kalgay bilüb hizmet-i mezbûrede mûmâileyhe 
mürâcaat ideler ve mûmâileyh dahi hâlâ Kırım Hanı olan müşârünileyhin vech-i 
münâsib gördüğü üzere hareket ve emrine mütâbaât idüb sözüne muhâlif ve emrine 
muânedetden hazer eyleye ve taʻyîn olunan beş yüz kırk bir bin akçe salyâneye bundan 
akdem kalgay olanlar ne vechile mutasarrıf ola gelmişler ise mûmâileyh dahi Kefe 
İskelesinden alub o vechile mutasarrıf ola. 

Ol bâbda ferd mâniʻ ve müzâhim olmaya, şöyle bileler alâmet-i şerîfe iʻtimâd 
kılalar. 

Tahrîren fî evâsıt-ı Z. 1156 / 26 January-3 February 1744 
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Document 2: A.DVNS.MHM. d.153, Page: 177, Edict: 673. 
 
Buyruldu sûreti Han-ı âlişân tarafına tesyîr kılınmışdır. 
5 M. [1]161 
Bender Muhâfızı Vezir Numan Paşa'ya hüküm ki, 
Kalgay-ı sâbık Şahin Giray Sultân bundan akdem baʻzı efkâr-ı fâsideye tebaʻiyyet 

ile Leh cânibine firâr eyledikden sonra Hotin cânibinden memâlik-i mahrûsem 
toprağına duhûl idüb rızâ-yı hümâyûnuma mugâyir tavr u harekete ictisâr ve Bucak 
Seraskeri Hacı Giray Sultân ile muhârebe ve cidâle ibtidar ve esnâ-yı bî-kârda birkaç 
nefer adem ile münhezimen Boğdan toprağında vâkiʻ Mişe-zâr tarafına firâr eylediği 
sen ki vezîr-i müşârünileyhsin tarafından ve Kırım Hanı cenâb-ı emâret-meʼâb eyâlet-
nisâb saâdet-iktisâb Selim Giray Han dâmet me’âliyehu cânibinden Dersaâdetime iʻlâm 
ve işʻâr olunmuş öteden beru rızâ-yı hümâyûnuma muhâlif vazʻ u harekete cesâret 
idenlerin keder ve vehâmeti yine kendülere âid ve râciʻ olageldiği maʻlûm ve bâ-husûs 
Sultân-ı mûmâileyh şâh-ı dûdmân-ı Cengizîye'ye irâs-ı kesr u taʻyis edecek böyle bir 
emr-i nâ-mülâhiye mukadder olmak hasebiyle cümle beyninde maʻlûm ve mezmûm 
olmağla bundan sonra bir ferd kendüye sâhip çıkmayacağı bir dürlü yardım ve i’ânet 
itmeyeceği zâhir ve husûsan bundan mukaddemce sâdır olan evâmir-i âliyyem 
muceblerince tarafına bir kimse varmak ve anın etbâ’ından berü cânibe ferd-i vâhid 
gelmemek üzere sedd-i bendi iktizâ iden mahaller tahassun ve teşdîd olunduğu eğerçi 
meczûm ve bâhirdir lakin sultân-ı mezbûr ber-minvâl-ı mestûr hem Devlet-i Aliyyeme 
ve hem Kırım Hanına ve hanedân-ı Cengizîye’ye bir gûne habâset ve adem-i itâat 
itdikleri içün tecessüs ve tefahhus olunarak Memâlik-i Mahrûsem hudûdu dahilinde bir 
yerde olduğu haber alunur ise derhâl bulunduğu mahalde kendüsü ve yanında ma’iyyeti 
olan hâinler yakalatdurulub alâ eyyi hâl ahz ve ele getürülmek ve sultân-ı merkûm ve 
yanında bulunan Tatar taifesi ahz olunduklarında Bucak Seraskerine teslîm ve 
Osmanludan olan ma’iyyetleri maʻrifetiniz ile muhkem habs ve tazyîk ve keyfiyetleri 
iʻlâm ve tefhîm olunmak fermânım olub ve husûs-ı mezbûr Hotin ve Özi muhâfızlarına 
ve Boğdan Voyvodasına başka başka evâmir-i alîşânımla tenbîh olunmağla sana dahi 
işbu emr-i şerifim ısdâr ve (             ) ile irsâl olunmuşdur. İmdi vusûlünde sultân-ı 
mezbûra dâhil-i hudûd-ı Memâlik-i hüsrevânemde olanlardan bundan böyle herkim 
i’ânet ider ise ol dahi âsî ve bâğî olacağını ifhâmı iktizâ idenlere izhâr ve ve işâat ve ele 
girdiklerinde bilâ-eman haklarından gelineceğini derhâl iʻlâm ve işâret iderek Bender 
hudûdı dâhilinde olan memer ve mu’berleri mukâddema sâdır olan emr-i şerîfim 
mantûki üzere muhkem sed u bend ve Memâlik-i Mahrûsem hudûdı dâhillerinde 
kendüsüni ve mai’yetlerini dâima tecessüs ve tefahhusdan bir an halî olmayarak ve 
memûr olan mumâileyhüm ile haberleşerek ve Han-ı müşârünileyh tarafından dahi eğer 
bir haber vârid olur ise muktezâsıyla hareket eyleyerek dâhil-i hudûd-ı Memâlik-i 
Mahrûsemde bir yerde olduğı haber alunur ise bağteten cümlesini ahz ve sultân-ı 
mûmâileyhi ve ele giren Tatar tâ’ifesini serasker sultâna teslîm olundukdan sonra 
Osmanlu makûlesini tarafından muhkem habs ve keyfiyeti arz idüb lakin bu bâbda 
ziyade taharrî ve basîret ve kemâl-i ihtiyât ve dikkat üzere hareket ve nâ-mülâyim bir 
nesne hudûsundan be-gayet tehâşî mübâadet eylemen bâbında fermân-ı alîşânım sâdır 
olmuşdur. 

Fî Evahir-i Z 1160/24 December 1747-1 January 1748 
Bir sûreti Özi kalesi Muhâfızına ve Yeniçeri Zâbitine 
Bir sureti Hotin Muhâfızına ve Alaybeğisine ve Yeniçeri zabitine 
Bir sûreti Boğdan Voyvodasına, 
Bir sûreti Bender Muhâfızı Beyi Yunus Beye ve Yeniçeri Zâbitine 
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Document 3: TSMA. E. 569/58. 
 
Benim saâdetlü mekremetlü semâhatlü birâder-i celîlü'ş-şânım düstûr-ı âli-unvân 

hazretleri 
Hemvâre masûn vikâyetü'l-avn-i samedâni olmakda deymûmiyetleri duâsından 

sonra şahs-ı maʻhûda tarafımızdan reʼy verilmek musammem idüğü bundan 
mukaddemce Divân efendileri bendeleri vürudunda kendüye tefhîmen cânib-i şeref-i 
câlib-i vezîrânelerine ifâde olunmuşdu.  

Hâlâ merkûm-ı maʻhûda tasmîm olunduğu üzere reʼy virilüb tarafımıza vürûd 
eylediğinden fîmâba’d Bender’e duhûlden teneffür ve tevahhuş eylememesi zâhir ve 
bedîhi olmağla baʻd-ezin muhlis-i bi-müberrâları Devlet-i Aliyye’ye varub avdet idince 
merkûmın hakkında menvî ve derkâr olan emrin infâz ve icrâsı taʻvîk ve fîmabaʻd 
muhlisiniz ile meyânede tekrâr muhâbere oluncaya dek teennî ve tehîr buyurub ol 
taraflara vardıkça kendüden def’i-vahşete bâdî ve min külli'l vücûh selâmet ve 
emniyyeti müʼeddî muâmeleleri müşâhedesine ve bu misüllü istimâlet haline himmet-i 
aliyyeleri derkâr buyurulmak muktezâ-yı halden olmağla bu husûs maʻlûm-ı saâdetleri 
buyurulub ve keyfiyet şimdilik iktizâ-yı hale göre cenâb-ı saâdete bu siyâkda tavsiye 
olunduğı inşâllahu teâlâ Devlet-i Aliyyeye vusûlümüzde irâd ve ifâde olunacağı dahi 
karîn-i ilm-i şerif buyurulmak içün kâime-i muhabbet-hitâm tahrîrine ibtidâr olundı. Bi 
avnillahi teâlâ ahvâl muhât-ı ilm-i saâdetleri oldukda merkûm ol caniblere vardıkca 
kendüye tahsil-i emniyeti müʼeddî muâmele olunarak hakkında bundan evvel derkâr 
olan husûs icrâsı muhlisiniz Devlet-i Aliyyeye varup avdet idinceye dek te’hîr ve tekrâr 
cenâb-ı saâdetleriyle meyânede muhâbere olunmasına taʻlik buyurulması meʼmûldür. 
Şimdilik iktizâ-yı hal bu vech üzere olmağla İnşallah bundan sonra lâzıme-i ahvâl yine 
savb-ı pür-şerefe ifâde olunur 

Selim Giray Han 
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Document 4. A.DVNS.KLB. d.10,  Page: 20. 
 
Kalgay-ı sâbık Şahin Giray Sultâna ve dergâh-ı mu‘allâm gedüklülerinden olub 

mukaddemâ mûmâileyhi Rodos’a isâle mübâşir taʻyîn olunan Abdurrahman zide 
mecduhûya hüküm ki;  

Sen ki sultân-ı mûmâileyhsin dûdmân-ı Cengizye’nin ulüvvü kadr u şân semmû-
rifʻat ünvânı ne derecede idiği maʻlûm ve hanedân-ı merkûmeye müntesib olanlar dahi 
Devlet-i Aliyyemin kulluğunda ve Kırım Hanlarının itâʻetlerinde ne rütbede sebât-
kadem üzere oldukları meczûm olmakdan naşi sen dahi ol hanedân-ı alîşân ve ol 
dûdmân-ı meâli-unvânın keşîde rişte-i silsilelerinden olman hasebiyle tabiʻiyet-i 
asliyenin pâk ve mücellâ ve şîme-i himmetin nâ-hemvâr vazʻ u hareket irtikâbından 
beri ve mukarrer hod be hod senden na-marzî hâlet zuhûr değil belki zelle sudûru bile 
vukûʻ bulmak emr-i muhâl ad olunub ve hatta mukaddemâ tarafından hudûs iden baʻzı 
gûne nâ-münâsib vazʻ-ı mücerred sû-i karîn beliyyesi idüği vâzıh ve aşikâr olduğunı ve 
sen zâtında asil ve nesîb olmağla her halde ribka-ı itâati zîver-kerden rızâ ve ubûdiyet 
ideceğini bi'l-fiil Kırım Hanı cenâb-ı emâret-meâb eyâlet-nisâb saâdet-iktisâb Selim 
Giray Han dâmet me’âliyehû cenâbları mukaddemâ tahrîr ve inhâ ve afvın husûsu 
iltimâs ve ricâ eylediklerine binâen ta’yîn olunan salyânen ile gelüb Rodos Cezîresinde 
ikâmet eylemen bâbında Han-ı alîşân -ı müşârünileyhin iltimâsları karîn-i kabûl ve bu 
vechile emr-i şerîfim ısdârıyla mübâşir-i mûmâileyh me’mûr olmuş idi. El hâletü 
hâzihi vârid olan tahrîrât muktezâsınca zâtında olan rüşd ü kiyâset ve asâlet ve necâbeti 
icrâ ve dûdmânınızın revnak ve izzeti olan madde-i itâat ve inkıyâdı ibkâ ve niʻam-ı 
afv ü inâyet-i hüsrevânem teşekkürüni icrâ zımnında bilâ-tehîr emr-i şerîfime itâat ve 
mübâşir-i mûmâileyh maiyyeti ile savb-ı memûre azîmet eylediğin semʻ-i 
hümâyûnuma vâsıl olmak hasebiyle bu gûne vaki olan hüsn-i hareket ve emr-i şerîfime 
sür’at-ı imtisâl ve mutâvaatın hakkında olan gerdûn-ı dûn ve iğbibârı bi'l-külliye izâle 
idüb karîben müsâade-i hümâyûnum zuhûru ile yine çiftliğinde gelüb ikâmete sühûlet 
ve medâr olmak için Rodos’a olan memûriyetin Sakız Cezîresine sarf ve tahvîl ve 
sebkat iden afv ve inâyet-i mülûkânem şimdilik bu vechile tezyîl olunduğundan mâadâ 
sana vesîle-i mahzûziyet ve bâis-i teselliyet olmak için yanında olan karındaşın 
Mahmud Giray zîde mecdühû gelüb Yanbolu’da senin çiftliğinde ikâmet eylemek 
üzere izn-i hümâyûnum erzânî kılınmağla işbu emr-i şerifim isdâr ve (              ) ile 
irsâl olunmuşdur. İmdi taraf-ı hümâyûnuma olan mutâvaat ve inkıyâdın ıcâletü'l-vakt 
bu vechile semere ve fâidesi zuhûr eylediği maʻlûmın oldukda bundan böyle dahi hüsn-
ü hareket ve etvârın mesmû’ oldukça hakkında olan mekârim-i mülûkânem müterakki 
ve müzdâd ve müddet-i kalîle zarfında çiftliğinde gelüb ikâmete müsâade-i 
hümâyûnum sudûruyla mesrûru'l-fuad olacağını fikr ve mülâhaza iderek şimdilik doğrı 
Sakız'a gelüb anda ikâmet ve ta’yîn olunan salyâneyi ahz birle devâm-ı ömr-i devlet-i 
şâhânem deʻavâtına muvâzabet eyleyüb ve karındaşın Mahmud Giray’ı Yanbolu'da 
olan çiftliğine gönderüb ol dahi anda meks itmesi tavsîye ve tenbîh eyleyesin ve sen ki 
mübâşir-i mûmâileyhsin bervech-i muharrer sultân-ı mûmâileyhi doğru Sakız’a isâl ve 
vusûlünü müşʻir senedât ile Dersaâdetime avdet eylemen bâbında fermân-ı alîşân sâdır 
olmuşdır. 

Fî Evâhir Rebiülahir sene [1]161/20-28 April 1748 
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ВОССТАНИЕ СУЛТАНА ШАХИН-ГИРЕЯ (1746–1747) 
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Цель исследования: анализ причин, развития и последствий восстания султана 

Шахин-Гирея в истории Крымского ханства. 
Материалы исследования: документы, хранящиеся в архиве дворца-музея Топ-

капы и в Департаменте османских архивов Государственного управления при Прези-
денте Турецкой Республики. Эти документы сопоставляются с османско-татарскими 
хрониками того периода (Иззи Тарихи, Челеби Акай Тарихи, Тарих-и Саид-Гирей 
Султан). 

Результаты и научная новизна: наиболее подробную оценку восстания Шахин-
Гирея Султана можно найти в книге В.Д. Смирнова о Крымском ханстве, которая 
перекликается со сведениями, приведенными в османской хронике Иззи Тарихи. В 
настоящем исследовании архивные документы дворца-музея Топкапы под номерами 
TSMA-E 408-55, TSMA-E 569-58 и TSMA-E 751-49, а также дефтеры (Mühimme и 
Kalebend), хранящиеся в Департаменте османских архивов Управления государ-
ственных архивов при Президенте Турецкой Республики, сравниваются с другими 
источниками. В свете этих документов дается новая оценка восстанию под предводи-
тельством султана Шахин-Гирея. Документы, считающиеся важными и содержащие 
подробности жизни Шахин-Гирея и хода восстания, были транслитерированы и 
представлены к публикации. 

Ногайцы, проживающие в Буджакском районе, составляли социальную базу вос-
стания Шахин-Гирея. Восстание вспыхнуло из-за желания Порты развернуть татар-
ские силы на иранском фронте, нарастающих усилий Османской империи по центра-
лизации на русско-польской и украинской границах, а также давления на татарское 
общество с целью возвращения русских пленников войны 1736-1739 гг. Восстание 
вспыхнуло преждевременно после того, как Порта и Селим-Гирей-хан сговорились 
нейтрализовать Шахин-Гирея. Крайние меры, предпринятые Османской империей и 
Крымским ханством, предотвратили распространение восстания, и повстанцы во 
главе с султаном Шахин-Гиреем были легко разбиты, что привело к подавлению 
восстания. 
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