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Abstract. To reconstruct the features of the epistolary culture of the Tatar khanates – suc-
cessors to the Golden Horde – based on a previously unknown document, and to introduce 
into scholarly circulation a unique letter from Crimean Khan Mengli Giray to Kazan Khan 
Muhammad Amin. 
Research materials: The study uses a copy of an original khan's letter recorded in an Ottoman 
manuscript in Istanbul. The original document, dating from the early 16th century, is lost; the 
surviving copy dates from the late 16th century. The letter is written in four languages (Tatar, 
Ottoman, Arabic, and Persian). The research draws on the publication by Bedriye Sabit, 
through which Halil İnalcık and Zeki Velidi Togan gained access to the copy. 
Scientific novelty and results. This document has not yet been introduced into scholarly 
circulation. It is now presented to the academic community for the first time, accompanied 
by detailed explanatory notes. The study fills a gap in the source studies of Eastern Europe-
an medieval history by demonstrating direct correspondence between khans, which has 
scarcely survived. The introduction of this new source confirms the existence of an episto-
lary tradition between the Crimean and Kazan khanates in the early 16th century. Despite 
the loss of the original, the late copy allows us to refine our understanding of diplomatic 
and cultural ties in the region. 
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Introduction. The relations among the Tatar khanates that emerged during the 
decline of the Golden Horde, as well as their interactions with Moscow, constitute 
an extraordinarily complex phase in general Turkic history. As is well known, the 
primary sources for this period are predominantly in Russian. However, there are 
also some documents and works written in Tatar, Ottoman, Arabic, Polish, Lithua-
nian, and various Western languages. While it is possible to shed light on Tatar-
Russian relations to a certain extent, primarily based on Russian records, the com-
plex web of relationships between the Tatar khanates themselves is relatively more 
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difficult to unravel. This is because the vast majority of diplomatic documents writ-
ten in Tatar from the period in question have been lost or destroyed, either inten-
tionally or unintentionally, and, unfortunately, apart from a limited number of 
khan’s decrees (yarliks), almost no documents from the chancelleries of these 
states have survived to the present day. 

However, the Ottomans, who reached the peak of their political and military 
power in the 16th century, establishing a robust administrative structure and bu-
reaucratic system and producing an incredibly diverse range of document types to 
create an imperial memory, also collected and archived some documents that did 
not belong to them in the regions where they had interests and activities, for vari-
ous reasons. They had also preserved these by classifying and reproducing them 
thematically. For example, the anthology titled Mekâtib-i Selâtîn (Letters of the 
Sultans), compiled by the Ottoman Sheikh al-Islam and author Hoca Sâdeddin 
Efendi1 (1536–1599), is one such example. This manuscript is a unique, sole extant 
copy, containing letters from sultans or khans who ruled in different periods and 
climes, especially a letter from the Crimean Khan Mengli Giray, as well as some 
letters from Gazi Giray II2. The only extant copy is preserved in the Nuruosmaniye 
Library in Istanbul. As the exact date of composition of the manuscript, comprising 
a total of 79 folios, is not known, it has been dated to 1599, the year of Hoca 
Sâdeddin Efendi’s death3. 

There are also letters in the collection that were written after the date men-
tioned. Whether these letters are genuine or apocryphal is a critical question, and 
each one should be subjected to internal critique by experts in the field. This manu-
script, whose bibliographic details and physical characteristics are given in the 
footnote, contains a copy of an undated letter written by the Crimean Khan Mengli 
Giray to the Kazan Khan Sayın Khan on folios 15, 16, 17, and 18. In fact, there 
was no ruler bearing the name Sayın Han amongst those who ascended the throne 
of the Khanate of Kazan between 1437 and 1552 [2, p. 261]. The khan referred to 

                                                           
1 The renowned Ottoman historian Hoca Sâdeddin Efendi was the son of Hasan Can 

Çelebi, who was a close confidant of Sultan Selim I. He received a good education because 
his father was part of the court circle. He rose to a high position at court during the reign of 
Sultan Murad III. Although he belonged to the scholarly class, he also played important 
roles in administrative and political affairs. His most significant work, which brought him 
great renown as a historian, is Tâcü’t-Tevârîh. In addition, the collection of letters called 
Mekâtib-i Selâtîn was also compiled by him. See [17, p. 196–198]. 

2 Gazi Giray II (1588–1607), also known by the epithet Bora Gazi Giray for his acts of 
heroism in battle, was, according to the sources, a lover of the fine arts and well-versed in 
literature. He had mastered the art of official drafting in particular. It is known that he wrote 
letters to the viziers and statesmen in Istanbul in his capacity as Khan of Crimea. He sent one 
letter to Hoca Sâdeddin Efendi, a member of the Ottoman ulema, and two letters to Hüseyin 
Kefevî. These are included in the Mekâtib-i Selâtîn. There is also a copy of the petition he 
wrote to Sultan Mehmed III. Three of his letters, both in verse and in prose, were published in 
1932. See [7, p. 118–122; 8, p. 159–166; 9, p. 249–252; 3; 5, p. 451–453]. 

3  Hoca Sâdeddin Efendi, Mekâtib-i Selâtîn, Nuruosmaniye Library, Collection 
No. 04292, Bibliographic Record No. 178798, manuscript. 79 foils. Sized, cream-colored, 
with horizontal and vertical watermarks. Dimensions: 205x149–145x85 mm. Binding fea-
tures: Brown morocco leather over paperboard with a recessed central medallion (şemse), 
guilloche bands, and medallion-style decoration. Script and typeface: Arabic script-Ta’liq. 
On the first page there is a waqf seal bearing the tughra (sultan’s signature) of Osman III. 
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by this name will be discussed in the explanatory notes below. Bedriye Sabit was 
the first person to mention this letter in Türkiye. This young historian, who married 
the renowned Turkish historian, novelist and poet Hüseyin Nihal Atsız, wrote a 
treatise in 1934 entitled The Question of the Annexation of Crimea to the Ottoman 
Empire (Kırım’ın Osmanlı İmparatorluğu’na Eklenmesi Meselesi). At the end of 
this 27-page treatise, she appended the aforementioned letter using Arabic script; 
that is, she converted the manuscript into a printed form but was unable to provide 
a transcription. Bedriye Sabit also added the following note at the beginning of the 
letter with complete candour: “A letter written by Mengli Giray to Sayın Han, the 
Khan of Kazan, is found in one of the manuscripts. I was unable to verify the iden-
tity of Sayın Khan. It is also unclear on what date this letter was written. Therefore, 
I found it useful to include the letter here as an attachment. The letter has been 
reproduced verbatim, including some of the errors” [13, p. 25]. 

Halil İnalcık, finding the short treatise she wrote extremely inadequate and se-
verely criticizing it, stated that Bedriye Sabit did not use the primary sources of the 
history of the Crimean Khanate, contributed nothing new to existing scholarship, 
and made mistakes on many points [4, p. 189–190]. However, despite his criti-
cisms, he did not fail to add the following footnote: “Nevertheless, a letter from 
Mengli Giray, which the author has appended to the end of the treatise, is particu-
larly noteworthy” [4, p. 190]. 

Furthermore, Zeki Velidi Togan, a true and competent expert on manuscripts, 
also referred to this letter in his monumental work Umumî Türk Tarihi’ne Giriş, 
published in 1946. According to him, the letter was written in 1513 by the Crimean 
Khan Mengli Giray to the Kazan Khan Muhammad Amin. The aging Crimean 
Khan, before his death, handed over state affairs to his son Mehmed Giray, who 
was known for his hostility towards Russia, and boasted of defeating the Golden 
Horde Khan Sheikh Ahmed [16, p. 362]. Although Zeki Velidi Togan had ex-
pressed his opinion regarding the dating of the letter, he felt it necessary to offer 
the following explanation in a footnote added at the end of the same sentence, 
adopting a cautious approach: “The letter is worthy of publication, provided that its 
date, the events described, and the individuals involved are determined and collat-
ed” [16, p. 494]. 

Although its significance was recognised by Bedriye Sabit, Halil İnalcık and 
Zeki Velidi Togan, the actual contents of this letter – which remained largely unana-
lyzed – were only briefly discussed within the Turkish academic community between 
1934 and 1946. However, since that date, it has not attracted the attention of any 
researchers, either in Türkiye or abroad, and has not been included in the literature. 

First and foremost, it must be pointed out that, contrary to Bedriye Sabit’s 
claim, there are no orthographic or spelling mistakes in the letter. On the contrary, 
this letter is a multilingual text written in four languages – Tatar, Ottoman, Arabic 
and Persian – and contains grandiloquent sentences, poems, verses and aphorisms. 
It is clear that Zeki Velidi Togan was the only person who truly understood the 
content of the letter, even if only in general terms. The renowned historian, proba-
bly due to lack of time or other reasons, was unable to publish this valuable letter, 
but merely stated that its transcription and analysis should be done and published in 
the future. We hereby present the facsimile, transcription, contents, commentary, 
and explanations of the letter, along with the conclusions we have reached, for the 
appreciation of the academic world. 
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THE OLD SCRIPT VERSION OF THE LETTER 
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TRANSCRIPTION 
 

F15-B 
KIRIM HANI MENGLİ GİRAY HAN KAZAN HANI SAYIN HAN’A 

GÖNDERDÜGİ NÂMENİÑ SURETİDİR 
(1) Saltanat-kıbâb, adâlet-menâb, eyâlet-ayâb, halâlet-nisâb, 
(2) devlet-intisâb, izzet-iktisâb, pâdişâh-ı Ferîdûn-fer, Hüsrev-i Keyhüsrev- 
F16-A 
(1) kadr, dürretü’t-tâc-efser-i selâtin-i şehr-yârî, mi’rât-ı kemâl-simât-ı hilâfet-i 
(2) cihân-dârî Beyt  
Sizge boldı müyesser şehâ bu devlet-i nev, 
Ne gördi anı (3) Ferîdûn ne tapdı Keyhüsrev  
el-Âyet ulâ-ike ‘alâ huden min rabbihim ve ulâ-ike 
(4) humu-l muflihûn 4  ve sâlâr-cüyûş-ı bâ-cûş, lâ ḣavfun ‘aleyhim ve lâ hum 

yahzenûn5, 
(5) kaid-i asâkiri’l-müslimin bi’t-tûl ve’l-arz, el-muhâtib, innâ ce’alnâke ḣalîfeten 
(6) fî-l-ardi 6 , el-emîrü’l-kebîrü’l-müdekkik, ve’l-imâmü’l-hümâmü’l-muhakkik, 

el-mümsik bi’l-emr 
(7) beyne-n nâsi bilhakki7 , selâm-ı muhâleset-fercâm, ve peyâm-ı mutâyebet-

encâm Nazm 
(8) 
Selâmı nesîm-i gül-istân kibik 
Selâmı gül-bağ-ı Rıdvân kibik (9) 
Sıluvlar saçı kibi anber-feşân 
Sanemler tişi kibi lü’lü’-nişân (10) 
Vusûlı anıñ inbâ-i izzet irür 
Kabûlı anıñ mahz-ı hullet irür Nesr 
(11) âsâr-ı muhabbet-îsâr kılgan soñ inhâ-i muzâfât-âmîz ve îmâ-i muvâlât- 
(12) engîz oldur ki Nazm 
Ger istifsâr îsâr bolsañ karındaşlık itüp hâlim, (13) 
Bi-hamd-Allâh ki hâsıl kıldı Teñri barça âmâlim, 
Karındaşlar senâsı bile (14) üsdi devlet ü bahtım, 
Karındaşlar duâsı birle artdı izz ü ikbâlim, (15) 
Diyâr-ı küfri feth itmek içün din gayreti üzre, 
Gazâ birle cihâd itmekdin F16-B (1) özge yokdur işgâlim, 
Menim şol han-ı Mengliş kim atâ-yı hak bile hâli, (2) 
Kamu ahbâb bolupturlar hulûsuyla senâ-hwãnım, 
Cemâlin iştiyâkı köñlüme (3) şol çaklı galibdir, 
Ki her kiçe hayâliñdir miniñ hâbımda hem hâlim. Nesr 
(4) Takı, kâtilû fî sebîl-Allâh8 fürât-ı mürûr ve şühûr u a’vâm ve ubûr u hubûr-ı 
(5) eyyâm birle tâife-i erbâb-ı tuğyân ve şerr-i ihrâb-ı hazelân ki ma-sadak, 
(6) ulâ-ike yel’anuhumu Allâhu veyel’anuhumu-l lâ’inûn9, tururlar, yani akvâm-ı 

Rus-ı lâîn 

                                                           
4 Luqman, 5: “These are on (true) guidance from their Lord: and these are the ones 

who will prosper”. 
5 Yunus, 62: “Verily on the friends of Allah there is no fear, nor shall they grieve”. 
6 Sad, 26: “We did indeed make thee a vicegerent on earth”. 
7 Sad, 26: “So judge thou between men in truth and justice”. 
8 Baqarah, 190: “Fight in the cause of Allah”. 
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(7) hazelehüm Allâhu el-melikü’l-muîn10 bile, lâ yetteḣiżi-l muminûne-l kâfirîne 
evliyâe11 fehvâsı 

(8) hükmünge mahkûm bolup mabeynimizde muâdât ibrâz idüp beyne’l-cânibeyne 
tenvir-i 

(9) mesâil-i kıtâl ve tâmir-i menâzil-i cidâl kılup gâh, kem min fi-etin kalîletin 
ġalebet  

(10) fi-eten keśîraten bi-iżni(A)llâhi12, mûcibi bile muzaffer ve mansûr ve gâh, min 
ba’di ġalebihim 

(11) seyaġlibûn13, mefhûmı bile mütesellî ve mesrûr bolur irdük, âhirü’l-emr 
(12) inâyet-i sâbıka-i sübhaniyye ve himâyet-i sâika-i rahmaniyye gûş-ı hûşımızga, 
(13) elâ inne nasrallâhi karîbun 14  nidâ-yı meserret ihtivâsın tigürüp kalbimizge 

ilhâm-ı cûy-bâr-ı 
(14) ummân-şiâr tigi ki Özü Suyı timek birle meşhûr ve mezkûr mevzide ve aşağa 
(15) deryaga mülhak ve mahlût bolgan tamağında Can Kirmân’da ve Or Ağzı timek 

birle 
F17-A 
(1) şehre-i âfâk bolgan menfez ve ma’berde bir nice kılâ’-i mûhkeme ve bika’-i 
(2) müstahkeme yasatıp ‘asker-i fitne-me’âsir küffârnı ve sipâh-mânend-i şeyâtîn-i  
(3) bî-iştibâh-ı füccârnı ki ve duribet ‘aleyhimu-ż żilletu vel-meskenetu15 Teñri 
(4) teâlâ avnı bile himmetnizde mağlûb kılupmız, ve takı malûmunuzdır ki bundan  
(5) burun Saray tahtının hanı bolgan Şeyh Ahmed atlığ bedbaht irdi, 
(6) kale’n-nebiyyi’l-mükerrem sallallâhu aleyhi vesellem, men eşâra ilâ ehîhi bi-

hadîdetin fe-inne’l- 
(7) melâ’ikete tel’nuhu hattâ ve in kâne ehâhu li-ebîhi ve ummihi16, bu inbâ-i nebevî 

ve ahbâr-ı 
(8) Muhammedîge muhâlif-evzâ’ kılup diyarımız eben-an-ceddin dârü’l-İslâm 

iken 
(9) kâffe-i kefere-i melâîn ve zümre-i fecere-i müşrikîn birle ittifâk itüp, 
(10) ve-iżâ ḣalev ilâ şeyâtînihim kâlû innâ me’akum 17  muktezasınca yaman 

sagışlar 
(11) iter irdük soñ, men hafere cübben, veka’a fîhi mütteki’en 18  manâsı 

müeddâsınca 
(12) Teñri teâlâ dârü’l-mülkîn bizge müyesser kıldı, Allâhe ‘azîzun żû-ntikâm19, 

                                                           
9 Baqarah, 159: “On them shall be Allah’s curse, and the curse of those entitled to 

curse”. 
10 May Allah, the King and the Helper, destroy them. 
11 Ali Imran, 28: “Let not the believers take for friends or helpers unbelievers”. 
12 Baqarah, 249: “How oft, by Allah's will, hath a small force vanquished a big 

one?”. 
13 Rum, 3: “After this defeat of theirs, will soon be victorious”. 
14 Baqarah, 214: “Ah! Verily, the help of Allah is always near!”. 
15 Baqarah, 61: “They were covered with humiliation and misery”. 
16 Hadith, Sahih Muslim, 2616: “Whoever points an iron weapon at his brother, the 

angels surely curse him until he backs down, even if they were brothers from the same 
parents”. 

17 Baqarah 14: “When they are alone with their evil ones, they say: We are really 
with you”. 

18 He who digs a pit for someone else, thinking he is safe, falls into that pit himself. 
19 Ibrahim, 47: “Allah is exalted in power, the lord of retribution”. 
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(13) ve biz takı fekâtilûhum hattâ lâ yekûne fitnetun20 tiyüci beklerimiz cıyup 
bünyân-ı 

(14) zulm u udvânların ve esâs-ı zulm u cevr u tuğyânların kal’ iter içün 
(15) muhârebe ve mukatele kılup bi’l-âhire vallâhu yu-eyyidu binasrihi men 

yeşâu21, 
F17-B 
(1) işâretince, vel-hakku ya’lû vela-yü’lâ22, beşaretince feth u nusret bizim, 
(2) cânibimizge rûzî bolıp leşker-i düşmen bir fitnege inhizâm vâki bolıp, 
(3) ke-ennehum humurun mustenfiratun ferrat min kasveratin23, mucebince eftân u 

hîzân 
(4) u girîzân bolıp vilâyet-i Rusga ilticâ kıldılar, alar takı Teñri teâlâ 
(5) lutfı birle bizde kuvvet ve özlerinde za’f bar irkende bilip havf 
(6) itüp müşârün-ileyh bî-saâdetni câhdan câha salup tururlar, 
(7) vemâ lizzâlimîne min ensâr24 ve sâir muâdiyan-ı etrâf ve gatiyân-ı  
(8) eknâf, kelferâşi-l mebśûś25 ve merâsim-i mesâkin-i me’lûfeleri ve müteennî-i  
(9) mevâtin-i meş’ufeleri, kel’ihni-l menfûş26 bolup tururlar, elhamdülillâhi’l 
(10) aliyyi’l-a’lâ âlâ hâzihi’n-ni’me,27 ve takı sene-i sâbıkada sahife-i safâ- 
(11) bahşuñuz ve ruk’a-i vefâ-nakşunuz Beyt  
Hâkim-i akl eğer harfî zi hüsn-i hatt-i (12) o hâned 
Be âb dîde mi sâzed çü hikmethây-i Yunanî28  
resûl-i ber-usûl 
(13) sultan-ı âlîyyi-fârî ianetullahu melikü’l bârî vesilesi ile ba-hüsn-i vusûl 
(14) ve ez-în u nüzul vâsıl u nâzil bolganda, yâ eyyuhâ-l meleu innî ulkiye  
(15) ileyye kitâbun kerîmun29  ve inne-l fadle biyedi Allâhi yutîhi men yeşâu 

vallâhu vâsi’un ‘alîmun30 
F18-A 
(1) gûyân-ı terâkîb-i terâgıb esâlîbinde selâmet-i zât-ı mekremet-simâtıñız 
(2) istifâde kılınup, ve bu yıl avâid-i eltaf-ı ilâhî ve mevâîd-i a’tâf-ı  
(3) nâ-mütenâhî ile diyâr-ı Horasan sânehallâhu ani'l-hâdisân sarı 
(4) atlanurıñuznı bildiripsiz, biz takı kemâl-i hüsn-i tevad ve fart-ı hulûs-ı  
(5) itikad birle şerâif-i saâtde ve letâif-i evkâtde dest-i  
(6) tazarru u niyâz be-dergâh-ı hüdâ-yı bende-nuvâz-ı ber-dâşte ve ilm-i himmet-i 

vâlâ 
(7) bir küngüre-i âlem-i bi’l-efrâşte kılup irdük, nâ-gâh beşîr-i beşâret-müşîr 
(8) sem’-i cânımızga ve gûş-ı hûş cânânımızga neşât-ı eser ve feth-i zafer-

peykeriñüz 

                                                           
20 Anfal, 39: “And fight them on until there is no more tumult”. 
21 Ali Imran, 13: “Allah doth support with his aid whom he pleaseth”. 
22 Justice always prevails; justice cannot be overcome. 
23 Muddaththir, 50–51: “As if they were affrighted asses, fleeing from a lion!”. 
24 Ali Imran, 192: “Never will wrong-doers find any helpers!”. 
25 Qari’ah, 4: “Whereon men will be like moths scattered about”. 
26 Qari’ah, 5: “[Mountains] will be like carded wool”. 
27 Praise be to Allah, the Most High, for this blessing. 
28 If a philosopher were to read a single letter from his beautiful handwriting, he 

would tearfully witness the downfall of Greek wisdom. 
29 Naml, 29: [The queen said:] “Ye chiefs! here is delivered to me – a letter worthy of 

respect”. 
30 Ali Imran, 73: “All bounties are in the hand of Allah. He granteth them to whom he 

pleaseth: And Allah careth for all, and He knoweth all things”. 



Acar S. On the letter sent by the Crimean Khan Mengli Giray to Kazan Khan Muhammad Amin 
Золотоордынское обозрение. 2026, 14(2): 368–384 

376 

(9) tigürüp mûceb-i şâd-mânî ve mûris-i kâm-rânî müşâhede kılındı, inşallâhu 
(10) inne’l-elfe yebde’u bi’l-ferd,31 müstedâsınca barça rikab-ı kerden-keşân 
(11) ve ser-muhâlifan-ı fermân-rân olub, men adele fî-hükmihî atâahu el-halku32 
(12) mefhûmı üzre tâvî ve hâzî’ bolgay, sizge takı vâcib ve lâzibdir ki 
(13) bu atiyye-i rabbâniyye şükrî içün sipeh-sâlâr-ı ferâine-i cihân ve serdâr-ı 
(14) cebâbire-i avân yani Şeyh İsmail hazelallâhi’l-meliki’l-celil ki 
(15) kâsıd-i hedm-i binâ-yı dîn ve âzim-i kal’-i bîh-i yakîn tururlar, vemen azlemu 
F18-B 
(1) mimmen mene’a mesâcidallâhi en yużkera fîhâ-smuhu vese’â fî ḣarâbihâ33, 

fehvâsınca 
(2) anı dahi meksûr ve makhûr itüp âyîn-i şerâyi-i resulallâhnı müceddid iter 
(3) içün cidd u cehd ite körgeysiz, tâ kim ol iklimi feth itken soñ  
(4) bizim bile sizin aranuzda kurbü’n-nebî bolıp mürâsele ve mekâtibe âsân 
(5) bolgay, ve takı şimdikihâlde mevsil-i varaka-i i’zâz ve mevrid-i müfâvaza-i 
(6) niyâz Sultan Ali Seyyid ve İşbulat atlığ kişilerimizni bizim ahbâr-ı 
(7) sıhhatimiz ve âsâr-ı selâmetimiz ahbâr kılıp ve siziñ nizâm-ı intizâm-ı umûr-ı 

devletiniz 
(8) istihbâr iterge yiberdük, inşallâh yitüp mezîd-tehâbb bolgay, 
(9) bâki âftâb-ı celâl-ı devlet yevmen-fe-yevmen mütezâyid-bâd bi-rebbi’l-ibâd fe 

hüve’l-murâd. 
 

CONTENTS OF THE LETTER 
 

The letter opens with the Crimean Khan Mengli Giray praising the Kazan 
Khan Sayın, that is, his stepson Muhammad Amin. Accordingly, the Khan of Ka-
zan possesses sovereignty, justice, statehood, and honor. He is elevated as a mon-
arch equal to -or even surpassing- Fereydun and Kay Khosrow in Persian mytholo-
gy. He is the wearer of the crown, almost like the caliph of Islam. It was thanks to 
him that the Khanate of Kazan rose to prominence. Muhammad Amin Khan has 
been praised through the refined art of epistolary composition, interspersed with 
verses, aphorisms, and poems in Tatar and Persian. He is a devout Muslim and will 
attain salvation. He is a friend of God and a khan who fears nothing. Mengli Giray 
Khan regarded him as a caliph. Kazan Khan is also a great commander and a su-
preme leader (imam). He is a person who resolves disputes between people justly. 
The Khan of Crimea conveyed his sincere greetings and, swearing an oath, ex-
pressed his affection. He described his situation to Muhammad Amin Khan in an 
Ottoman-Tatar poem, writing that with God’s help he had successfully completed 
all his endeavors. 

Mengli Giray Khan reminded Muhammad Amin, the Khan of Kazan, that they 
had corresponded prior to his capture of Saray and the subsequent dissolution of 
the Golden Horde. This last letter sent from Kazan to Crimea expresses great 
friendship and wisdom in a Persian couplet. The Crimean Khan stated that he 
learned a great deal from the letter sent to him, and also that Muhammad Amin 
                                                           

31 By the grace of God, a community of a thousand people undoubtedly begins with 
one individual. 

32 People obey those who are just in their judgment. 
33 Baqarah, 114: “And who is more unjust than he who forbids that in places for the 

worship of Allah, Allah’s name should be celebrated?-whose zeal is (in fact) to ruin 
them?”. 



Acar S. On the letter sent by the Crimean Khan Mengli Giray to Kazan Khan Muhammad Amin 
Zolotoordynskoe obozrenie = Golden Horde Review. 2026, 14(2): 368–384 

377 

Khan had made a name for himself even in Khorasan through his achievements. It 
was emphasized that there had been a long-standing friendship between the two 
Tatar khans. He said that the Khan of Kazan had achieved a great victory with 
God’s help, that he had received news of this, and that he was very happy about the 
victory. 

The Crimean Khan also included information about himself in his letter. He first 
wrote that God had been gracious to him and that he was engaged in holy war (gaza). 
He stated that he saw the Khan of Kazan in his dreams every night and that the Rus-
sians must be vanquished in the path of God. According to him, the Russians are a 
cursed nation, and that believers are prohibited from taking them as allies. He repor-
ted that, due to hostilities with the Russians, he had reinforced and repaired his bor-
ders and the battlefield. Although the Crimean Tatars are outnumbered by the Rus-
sians, they have no doubt that they will be the victorious side. The fundamental basis 
for this is found in the verses of the Quran. He wanted Muhammad Amin Khan to 
know that the Tatars would ultimately prevail and would soon emerge victorious. He 
reported that he had built castles and military structures at the crossing points near 
the Dnieper River, in Cankirman, and in Perekop, and had stationed troops there. He 
wrote that the Khan of Kazan also knew that the Russians had fallen into disgrace, 
that God was with them, and that they would be defeated. 

He claimed that he had defeated the miserable Khan of the Golden Horde, 
Sheikh Ahmed, for defying the sayings of the Prophet Muhammad and violating 
his traditions (hadiths). He stated that although their country had been an Islamic 
land for generations, he had allied himself with the infidels (the Poles) and acted 
hypocritically. For this reason, he wrote boastfully that, with God’s help, he had 
captured the city of Saray, which belonged to the former, and had taken his revenge 
on it. He proudly declared that the Golden Horde khan, who had stirred up strife, 
had fallen into the pit he had dug for himself, had fled, and that he must be killed, 
and that God had granted him victory. He explained that the last khan of the Gold-
en Horde had sought asylum in Russia and that, with no aides remaining, it was no 
longer possible for him to retake the city of Saray. Consequently, this letter is also 
a text that describes Mengli Giray Khan’s final victory over Sheikh Ahmed Khan. 

In the final section of the letter, Muhammad Amin Khan is warned against 
Shah Ismail, the founder of the Safavid Empire, who is disparagingly referred to 
merely as a sheikh. It has been emphasized that he was a cruel man who banned 
prayer in mosques, sought to abolish Islamic law, and demolished mosques. Shah 
Ismail was cursed, and the importance of fighting against the Shia was emphasized. 
Lastly, he stated that he had sent two Crimean envoys, Sultan Ali Seyyid and 
İşbulat, to Muhammad Amin Khan to provide information, and that he hoped they 
would reach Kazan, as the envoys had brought important information, expressing 
his hope that the Kazan Khanate would grow stronger day by day. 

 
COMMENTARIES AND EXPLANATIONS 

 
1 Date of the Letter: The place and date on which this letter was written are 

unknown. Furthermore, no chronogram has been inscribed anywhere using the 
abjad system. However, judging by the content of the letter, it was undoubtedly 
written between 1502 – the year the Golden Horde disappeared from the pages of 
history – and 1515, the year of the death of Crimean Khan Mengli Giray. The con-
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clusion we reached as a result of our investigation is as follows: This letter was 
most likely written in Crimea in 1505 or 1506. The reason will be explained below. 
As far as can be gathered from its contents, Muhammad Amin Khan wrote a letter 
to the Crimean Khan Mengli Giray to inform him of a politically significant event 
that had taken place in Kazan – an event that was welcome news for the Tatars. 
However, neither the original nor any copy of this document has survived to the 
present day. The document we are examining is a reply letter sent in response to 
the aforementioned letter. 

2 Type of Letter: The lost letter that Muhammad Amin Khan sent to Crimea 
was a Beşaretnâme (Letter of Good News)34. As is known, Muhammad Amin 
Khan, who had good relations with the Principality of Moscow in the early years of 
his reign but later fell out with the Russians, expelled Russian merchants from the 
city of Kazan in 1505, and slaughtered some of them. He reported the incident to 
Mengli Giray Khan as good news. While the Khan of Crimea had been allied with 
the Russians until 1502, relations between Crimea and Moscow deteriorated after 
the final blow was dealt to the Golden Horde, and tensions began to arise between 
the two sides. Although we have no definitive proof, Muhammad Amin Khan like-
ly sent a Beşaretnâme not only to Mengli Giray Khan but likely also to Muhammad 
Shaybani Khan (1500-1510). This is because the Divan of Shaybani Khan contains 
a poem that explicitly refers to the events in Kazan and praises Muhammad Amin 
Khan: 

May Islam be a crown upon your head 
May God bless you tomorrow, night and day 
You killed those Russian infidels, my son 
May your title of veteran be blessed [6, p. 298; 2, p. 155]. 
Muhammad Amin Khan’s breaking of Russian rule in Kazan in 1505 and his 

victory over Moscow made a sensation not only in the Volga region but throughout 
the entire Turkic World of the time. Indeed, as Zeki Velidi Togan put it: “The 
growing power of the Russian princes had already caught the attention of the khans 
in Transoxiana, just as it had in Crimea at the beginning of the 16th century. 
Shaybani Khan, the great hero of the Shaybanids of Transoxiana, was very pleased 
to learn that Muhammad Amin Khan, the Khan of Kazan, had triumphed in his 
battle against the Prince of Moscow in 1505, and congratulated him on his hero-
ism” [15, p. 133]. The reference to Khorasan in the letter we examined is directly 
related to the Shaybanids. In conclusion, this letter is a reply written in response to 
the Beşaretnâme sent from Kazan to Crimea. 

3 The Language and Structure of the Letter: As previously stated, the doc-
ument uses four languages: Tatar, Ottoman, Arabic, and Persian. Its language is 
extremely rhetorical and difficult to understand. It is evident that the inflectional 
suffixes (-nı/-ni, -ga/-ge, -gay/-gey, -ganda/-gende) in the sentences do not exhibit 
Ottoman characteristics. It seems certain that the scribe who wrote the text spoke 

                                                           
34 I learned about the Beşaretnâme, a type of diplomatic document often confused with 

the Fetihnâme, from Prof. Dr. Mehmet Akif Erdoğru. I would like to thank my esteemed 
professor, one of the leading scholars in Turkey on Ottoman diplomatic documents, for his 
invaluable contributions. 
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Northern Turkic (Kipchak-Tatar) as his native language35. It is similar to the lan-
guage of the Golden Horde, Crimean, and Kazan khan decrees and edicts, but is 
more ornate. It appears that the scribe possessed a thorough knowledge of Ottoman 
diplomatic writing, as well as Islamic sciences and Persian literature. It is clear that 
he was an extremely cultured and capable bureaucrat. 

The letter contains twenty-two references to Quranic verses or partial citations, 
which serve to legitimize the political activities undertaken. Mengli Giray Khan, 
while accusing Sheikh Ahmed, the last Khan of the Golden Horde, of turning his 
weapons against his Tatar brothers, relied on the words of the Islamic prophet, yet 
the letter contains only one hadith. In addition, six Arabic proverbs and one Persian 
couplet have been included. There is also a fourteen-syllable Ottoman-Tatar cou-
plet, a six-line Ottoman-Tatar poem with ten to twelve syllables, and yet another 
Ottoman-Tatar poem with ten lines and sixteen syllables. 

4 How Did the Letter Arrive in Istanbul? It is naturally a matter of curiosity 
how a letter – or a copy of one – written in Crimea in the first quarter of the 16th 
century and sent to Kazan came to end up in Istanbul and why it was archived 
there. At the time the letter was written, the Crimean Khanate had recognized Ot-
toman suzerainty for approximately thirty years. We do not know for certain 
whether the Ottoman Empire, which maintained its own balance of power in the 
northern Black Sea region, requested documents from the Crimean chancellery. It 
is also unclear whether Hoca Sâdeddin Efendi, who was both a bureaucrat and an 
author, ever assumed an intelligence-related role. Therefore, any comments on this 
matter are hypothetical and speculative. However, it is commendable that the Ot-
tomans copied and preserved such an original document without altering it. 

5 The Actors in Eastern European Politics According to the Letter: The 
letter mentions, directly or indirectly, seven distinct political entities that were in-
fluential in Eastern European and Eurasian politics at the beginning of the 16th 
century. In this correspondence between the Crimean Khanate and the Kazan 
Khanate, the main enemy is the Principality of Moscow. The city of Saray corre-
sponds to the Golden Horde, while Khorasan corresponds to the Shaybanids. In the 
same vein, Shah Ismail corresponds to the Safavid Empire, both being considered 
enemies of Sunni Islam. This emphasis should be seen as a reflection of Istanbul’s 
sensitivities in the north rather than those of Crimea. The infidels with whom 
Sheikh Ahmed Khan formed an alliance are the Poles. Although the Ottoman Em-
pire is not mentioned directly, its language and politics are reflected in the letter. 

6 Sayın Khan: Existing written sources of the Turkish language attest that 
personal names such as Sayïn Buka, Sayïn Tämür, Sayïn Batïr, and Sayïn Murza 
date back at least to the Uyghur period. The name Sayın is already used in many 
contemporary dialects of Turkish [21, p. 327; 19, p. 173; 12, p. 619; 18, p. 592]. In 
16th-century written sources, the term Sayın Yurdu (Юртъ Саиновъ=Land of 
Sayın) is encountered in reference to the city of Kazan, which was part of Batu 
Khan’s territories during the founding period of the Golden Horde36. Furthermore, 
we must not forget Sayın Bulat, who occupied the throne of the Qasim Khanate 

                                                           
35 I am grateful to my esteemed professor, Prof. Dr. Mustafa Öner, the most competent 

expert on the Tatar language in Turkey, for his valuable contributions in helping me read 
the Tatar elements in the letter. 

36 PSRL Vol. XIX, p. 13. 
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between 1567 and 1573 and subsequently converted to Christianity [1, p. 144]. 
This name was common among the Tatars, just as it was among the Uyghurs. 

As we noted above, there was no ruler among the Kazan khans who bore the 
name Sayın Han. The title Sayın, which essentially has Buddhist connotations and 
has been used as a sign of respect and prestige from the Uyghur era to the present 
day, refers to Muhammad Amin Khan. As is well known, this Khan of Kazan as-
cended the throne three times: in 1484–1485, 1487–1496, and 1502–1518. His 
mother, Nur Sultan Bike, had first married Khan Halil of Kazan (1461–1467); after 
his death, she became a widow and subsequently married the former khan’s broth-
er, Khan Ibrahim of Kazan (1467–1479), and Muhammad Amin Khan was born 
from this second marriage. After losing her second husband, Nur Sultan Bike mar-
ried the Crimean Khan in 1486. Therefore, Muhammad Amin Khan is also the 
stepson of Mengli Giray Khan [2, p. 262]. In short, it is clearly understood from the 
plot and content of the letter that Sayın Khan refers to Muhammad Amin, the Khan 
of Kazan. 

7 Fereydun ve Kay Khosrow: Fereydun is the greatest hero of Persian my-
thology and, according to belief, reigned for five hundred years. He is a mythologi-
cal figure frequently mentioned in the Avesta, the Shahnameh, and other Iranian 
religious texts. He is also one of the figures most frequently cited in post-Islamic 
Persian and Arabic sources. Kay Khosrow, who reigned for sixty years, is a pru-
dent hero embodying wisdom, intelligence, and courage [20, p. 307, 464]. Iran’s 
literary hegemony over the Ottoman Empire and its periphery naturally extended to 
the Crimean Khanate and its diplomatic writing traditions as well. This influence 
reached Crimea more via Istanbul than through Saray. 

8 Verses: The scribe who wrote the letter cited twenty-two verses from eleven 
different surahs of the Quran. Instead of taking most of the verses as a whole, he 
skillfully incorporated them into the text by quoting parts in a way that suited the 
content of the letter. The list of verses cited in order of surah is as follows. The 
numbers shown in parentheses at the beginning are the surah numbers. The num-
bers at the end are the verse numbers: 

(2)  Baqarah: (14, 61, 114, 159, 190, 214, 249) 
(3)  Ali Imran: (13, 28, 73, 192) 
(8)  Anfal:  (39) 
(10) Yunus:  (62) 
(14) Ibrahim: (47) 
(27) Naml  (29) 
(30) Rum:  (3) 
(31) Luqman: (5) 
(38) Sad:  (26) 
(74) Muddaththir (50, 51) 
(101) Qari’ah  (4, 5) 
In fact, the verses cited above, which are skillfully incorporated into this letter 

– which is essentially a political text – bear witness to the presence of competent 
scribes in the chancellery of the Crimean Khanate. 

9 The Hadith Selected to Accuse Sheikh Ahmed Khan: As stated above, on-
ly one hadith was used in the letter: “Whoever points an iron weapon at his brother, 
the angels surely curse him until he backs down, even if they were brothers from 
the same parents” (Sahih Muslim, 2616). By citing this hadith, Mengli Giray Khan 
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states that he is both a descendant of Sheikh Ahmed Khan and his brother in faith. 
Nevertheless, he accuses him of pointing a gun at the Crimean Tatars and of col-
laborating with the infidels – that is, the Poles. It is true that the Khan of the Gold-
en Horde formed an alliance with Poland. However, it should not be forgotten that 
until 1502, the Crimean Khan was allied with the Prince of Moscow. According to 
Islamic law, it is forbidden for a Muslim state to go to war with another Muslim 
state. However, it is well known that in many countries where Islamic law is ap-
plied in whole or in part, this rule is not followed when personal interests are at 
stake. Therefore, Mengli Giray Khan’s rhetoric in the letter is political rather than 
principled. 

10 The Spirit of Holy War and Jihad: As is clearly evident from the text, the 
letter is distinctly dominated by the spirit of holy war. The Ottoman-Tatar poem 
written by the scribe explicitly states that Mengli Giray Khan had no other business 
but to wage jihad to conquer the lands of the infidels in the name of his faith. In 
addition, Kazan Khan Muhammad Amin was also encouraged to follow this path. 
As mentioned earlier, Shaybani Muhammad Khan directly declared the Khan of 
Kazan a ghazi (warrior for Islam). As the footsteps of Russian expansionism began 
to be heard in the Volga region, Crimea, and Turkestan during this period, the 
Khanate of Kazan – caught between Moscow and Crimea – sought to rally itself in 
the spirit of holy war and jihad. 

11 The Image of Russia and Vilâyet-i Rus: In the letter, the Russians are de-
scribed as a cursed people (akvâm-ı Rus-ı lâîn), and it is stated that they will soon 
fall victim to God’s wrath. The common ground between the Crimean Khanate and 
the Kazan Khanate is their hostility toward Russia. Mengli Giray Khan had now 
parted ways with the Russians, his former allies, and the rivalry between Crimea 
and Moscow had begun. The term Vilâyet-i Rus (Russian Province) on the one 
hand describes the Principality of Moscow and the regions under its rule, while on 
the other hand it carries a pejorative connotation disparaging the Russians. 

12 Özi River, Cankirman and Or Ağzı: It is recorded both in Crimean his-
torical accounts and in Ottoman archival documents that Mengli Giray Khan had a 
military fortification built in the vicinity of the Özi River – that is, the Dnieper 
River – and that this place was known as Cankirman (Cankirman nâm-ı dîğer Özi). 
This region, located within the borders of Ukraine, was under Turkish rule for a 
period during the reign of Suleiman the Magnificent. For example, Seyyid 
Mehmed Rıza’s famous work titled Es-Sebü’s-Seyyâr fî Ahbâr-ı Mülûki’t-Tatar 
contains the following accounts regarding Mengli Giray Khan: “He blocked the 
infidels’ paths by building the redoubts of Ferahkirman at the Perekop and 
Cankirman and Karakirman along the banks of the Dnieper River” [14, p. 110; 11, 
p. 133–134]. Or Ağzı refers to the Perekop Isthmus, which connects the Crimean 
Peninsula to the mainland and which the Tatars generally call Or Kapı. 

13 The Lost Beşaretnâme Sent from Kazan to Crimea: As the text indi-
cates, Mengli Giray Khan had received a Beşaretnâme (Letter of Good News) from 
Muhammad Amin Khan a year before writing this letter. We mentioned above this 
letter of good news, which has not survived to the present day. This letter, sent 
from Kazan, was so well-received in Crimea that a Persian couplet was added to it 
as a response, and it was noted that the letter in question was of such quality as to 
make even Greek philosophers envious. It seems that by the beginning of the 16th 
century, there were already high-ranking scribes in both Crimea and Kazan. This 
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also indicates that Islamic-Ottoman diplomatic traditions gradually prevailed over 
Northern Turkic-Mongol writing styles. 

14 Diyâr-ı Horasan (The Land of Khorasan): Both the Volga region and 
Crimea have had political, commercial, and cultural ties with Khorasan and Turke-
stan since ancient times. During the reign of Mengli Giray Khan, the Shaybanids 
ruled here. The ruler of this region was Shaybani Muhammad Khan. The letter 
indicates that the struggle waged by Kazan Khan Muhammad Amin against the 
Russians had been heard of in Khorasan and was met with admiration. The fact that 
Shaybani Muhammad Khan wrote a poem about the victory achieved by the Khan 
of Kazan and bestowed upon him the title of ghazi is noteworthy in demonstrating 
the repercussions of this event in the Turkic World of the 16th century. 

15 Sheikh İsmail: The Safavid Dynasty was founded in 1501 and was still 
very new at the time this letter was written. The Crimean Khanate, recognizing the 
supreme authority of the Ottoman Empire and representing Sunni Islam, was natu-
rally anti-Iranian. In the final section of the letter, Shah Ismail was cursed, and the 
Khan of Kazan was warned against Shia propaganda. However, it is known that the 
Safavids never had any significant influence in the Volga region. 

16 Sultan Ali Seyyid and İşbulat: These are the envoys sent from Crimea to 
Kazan. In addition to administrative matters, they were also engaged in literary 
pursuits. Many of the envoys in the Golden Horde and the Crimean and Kazan 
khanates, which carried on its traditions, were bakshy. After the Islamic tradition 
had gradually erased the influences of Turkic-Mongol culture – though not entirely 
– these officials, who wrote in Turkish using the Arabic alphabet, also served on 
diplomatic missions. Among the envoys sent by the Crimean khans, there was al-
ways a bakshy [10, p. 235]. We were unable to find the names of these two Crime-
an envoys mentioned in the letter in Russian chronicles. 

Conclusion. This copy of the letter sent from the Crimean Khanate to the Ka-
zan Khanate is the sole extant copy, preserved within a manuscript kept in the 
Nuruosmaniye Library in Istanbul, and has survived to the present day. Consider-
ing that correspondence among the Tatar khanates is exceptionally rare, the im-
portance of this letter becomes clear. Vasily Dmitriyevich Smirnov, who wrote the 
most detailed history of the Crimean Khanate in the world, never saw this docu-
ment even though he worked in Istanbul libraries for a while. The true discoverer 
of the letter is Bedriye Sabit. In the 1940s, Zeki Velidi Togan and Halil İnalcık 
understood the importance of the document we are examining and merely confined 
themselves to noting its significance. 

The reason this letter has not been published until now is its extraordinarily 
ornate style and the use of four different languages in its writing. Textual analysis 
and the terminology used indicate that the letter is a copy of an original document 
written in the early 16th century. This document, which serves as an example of 
internal correspondence between Tatar khanates, distinctly reflects a staunch Sunni 
Islamic ideology. The unease caused in the 16th-century Turkic World by the 
gradual rise of the Principality of Moscow following the Golden Horde is clearly 
evident in the letter. To counteract this threat, and in keeping with the zeitgeist, 
emphasis was placed on the spirit of holy war rather than kinship. The fact that this 
document, which is introduced to historical literature for the first time in this study, 
is read and evaluated from various perspectives by scholars will contribute to our 
current understanding. 
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О ПИСЬМЕ, ОТПРАВЛЕННОМ КРЫМСКИМ ХАНОМ МЕНГЛИ ГИРЕЕМ 
КАЗАНСКОМУ ХАНУ МУХАММАД ЭМИНУ 
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Резюме. Цель исследования – реконструировать особенности эпистолярной культуры 
татарских ханств – наследников Золотой Орды – на основе ранее неизвестного доку-
мента, а также ввести в научный оборот уникальное письмо крымского хана Менгли 
Гирея казанскому хану Мухаммед-Амину. 
Материалы исследования. В работе используется копия подлинного ханского письма, 
зафиксированная в османской рукописи в Стамбуле. Оригинал документа, датиро-
ванный началом XVI в., утрачен; сохранившаяся копия относится к концу XVI в. 
Письмо составлено на четырёх языках (татарском, османском, арабском и персид-
ском). Исследование опирается на публикацию Бедрие Сабит, благодаря которой 
копия стала доступна Халилу Иналджику и Зеки Велиди Тогану. 
Научная новизна и результаты. Данный документ еще не был введен в научный обо-
рот. Впервые он представляется академическому сообществу с подробными поясни-
тельными примечаниями. Работа восполняет пробел в источниковедении восточно-
европейского средневековья, демонстрируя прямую переписку между ханами, кото-
рая почти не сохранилась. Введение в оборот нового источника подтверждает суще-
ствование эпистолярной традиции между Крымским и Казанским ханствами в начале 
XVI в. Несмотря на утрату оригинала, поздняя копия позволяет уточнить дипломати-
ческие и культурные связи в регионе.  
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