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Abstract: Today, many Alevis believe that the central teachings of their religious
tradition are represented in a book called Buyruk, or Command. In the last dec-
ades, some twenty books have been published to make the relevant texts, origi-
nally written in the Perso-Arabic alphabet of Ottoman Turkish, available for
readers familiar only with the Latin-based alphabet of modern Turkish. However,
too little is known about the manuscripts that served as exemplars for these
printed works. The Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu is such a manuscript, however, through
its last owner Mehmet Yaman Dede, a religious specialist of the tradition, it can
now be understood how variously he adapted its contents for presentation in a
published version for community members eager to become acquainted with
these writings. It is suggested here that his work on both text and manuscript
reflects earlier practices, partly rearranged, however, and that his endeavours
must be reflected in light of his life story, and his educational history in particular.

Buyruk is a living document. There is no single definitive version agreed upon by all Alevis.
Numerous versions of the text exist in manuscript form. It is readily available in a variety of
inexpensive published versions. Although these versions differ both in length and content,
they generally contain a similar collection of narratives, descriptions of ritual, poetry, and
explanations of theology.!

This definition of Buyruk, as presented by Vernon Schubel, alludes to major ques-
tions that are to be raised in the following. In the absence of a definitive version
of Buyruk, can we assume that some scribes, compilers and others involved in the
production of such manuscripts were free to make changes in order to adapt the
texts to certain needs? Moreover, are there adaptations that can be linked to
requirements in teaching and learning? And last but not least, how do recent
print versions relate to the previously handwritten collections of texts?

1 Schubel 2010, 331.
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Given the different text versions in Buyruk manuscripts, it is apparent that
they have been subject to adaptation from the outset.? Indeed, it is probably fair
to admit there has been a generally unstable transmission of Buyruk texts. But
some manuscripts known to us thus far, display massive textual parallels. When
cursorily comparing the latter, we observe a number of recurring modifications —
among them abbreviated or expanded text versions, but also differences in
spelling or word choice.? An ideal case, however, enabling an understanding of
which scribe departed from his exemplar when copying and which copyist tried
to faithfully reproduce the texts before him, is a rarity. For this reason, we have
decided to focus here on an individual case in which we can compare the manu-
script exemplar with the resultant adaptations, albeit in print.

Following an overview on Buyruk manuscripts and printed versions, we will
introduce the Alevi religious specialist Mehmet Yaman Dede (1940-2014)%, who
worked intensively with written sources of his tradition. Then, we will zoom in
on the Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu, the manuscript which served Mehmet Yaman
Dede as an exemplar for his printed Buyruk publications. Finally, we will analyse
his adaptation strategies, which, as proposed, can be interpreted to some extent
as continuations and rearrangements of practices that were already commonly
employed with manuscripts.

1 Buyruk books: From manuscripts to prints

The Alevis are members of a marginalised religious tradition from Anatolia and
other neighbouring regions, often referred to as Alevilik, or Alevism.’ In their
private book collections so-called Buyruks or Buyruk manuscripts are often

2 See e.g. Karakaya-Stump 2010, 279; Kehl-Bodrogi 1997, 135; Otter-Beaujean 1997, 224; Yildiz
2017, 80.

3 The first critical Buyruk edition was accomplished by Riza Yildirim only after the submission
of the present paper (see Yildirim 2020). We thank him for sharing parts of his, at that time, still
unpublished book with us.

4 We feel deeply indebted to the late Mehmet Yaman Dede and his son Prof. Dr. Ali Yaman,
Abant izzet Universitesi, Bolu, Turkey, for their boundless confidence through all the years. Our
research would not have been possible in this form without their support. We also express our
thanks for giving the authorisation for publishing all images reproduced here.

5 For a short introduction to the Alevi tradition see Dressler 2008; and for a special focus on
teaching and learning in Alevi communities, see the contribution by Janina Karolewski in the
present volume (Section ‘Educational Setting’, pp. 151-184).
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found.® The designation Buyruk, translated as ‘command’, can be understood as
a label that Alevis used to apply to books belonging to a corpus or set of texts. It
is said that this corpus or set contains the central religious and social teachings
of Alevi communities. It seems to have been a rare exception to indicate this label
within the manuscripts, either as a heading or on the cover. Buyruks, therefore,
can have both identical or non-identical titles, if at all, and they can comprise
similar texts, display textual differences, vary in extent and order, and so forth.
The earliest copies are said to date back to the first quarter of the 17" century?,
but most of the recently documented manuscripts were copied between the late
eighteenth and early twentieth century.” Buyruk texts are usually composed in
Ottoman Turkish, i.e. Turkish written in Perso-Arabic characters', with occa-
sional use of short phrases in Arabic.

Alevi religious specialists educated in the Arabic alphabet made use of these
text collections to acquire knowledge themselves and disseminate it among their
community members and followers. The specialists were not allowed, however,
to disclose the texts to outsiders, and it is even said that access to Buyruks had
been restricted to chosen, presumably male-only members of the ocaks, or holy
lineages. Such esoteric codes of conduct, in part at least, are present in many
Buyruks" and are a common feature regarding mystic interpretations of Islam.

The common use of Buyruks and many other manuscript books came to an
almost absolute end by the mid-twentieth century approximately. Following the
establishment of the Republic of Turkey in 1923, several reforms and modernisa-
tion programmes took hold in Turkish society, severely affecting the educational
practices of Alevi communities. The most significant and obvious repercussion
was the conversion to the Latin alphabet, which was implemented by means of

6 For short overviews on Buyruks see e.g. Otter-Beaujean 1997; Karakaya-Stump 2010; for com-
prehensive analysis, see Kaplan 2010; Yildirim 2020.

7 We suggest this understanding of Buyruk (Karolewski 2018, 81-82), which is based on the con-
cept of multiple-text manuscripts as ‘corpus organisers’ (see Bausi 2010). See also Ayfer
Karakaya-Stump 2010, 279.

8 On these copies see e.g. Yildirim 2012, 178, n. 5. The earliest occurrence of the label Buyruk,
however, has been attested as 1857, when the protestant missionary Dunmore reported on Alevis
in larger Dersim (see e.g. Karakaya-Stump 2010, 278). It remains unclear when the label Buyruk
came into being.

9 See e.g. Kaplan 2010, 43-58; Yildirim 2020.

10 Also referred to as Arabo-Persian characters or alphabet.

11 See e.g. Kaplan 2010, 92; Karakaya-Stump 2010, 282; and the text sample in Appendix 1and 2.
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various literacy campaigns and the introduction of public schooling.” Further-
more, social changes such as secularisation, industrialisation and urbanisation
led to an abandoning of Ottoman Turkish manuscripts for the transmission of
Alevi practices and beliefs. Many young Alevis opted for state school and univer-
sity education, paving the way for well-paid jobs, especially in the civil service,
thus supporting social mobilisation in manifold ways. Not only did education
shift to other domains of knowledge, but Alevis left their villages for fast-growing
provincial capitals and urban centres such as Ankara and Istanbul, some even
migrating abroad.”

In 1958, Sefer Aytekin was the first to publish texts from several Buyruk
manuscripts in the form of a small book (Aytekin 1958), which was well-received
by many Alevis, interested in what they assumed to be their written tradition. In
the following years, other popular Buyruk publications in the Latin alphabet were
published." The editors, frequently Alevis themselves, often published their own
books or worked with small publishing houses specialised in such publications.
Towards the late 1980s in particular, these publishing houses began to meet the
demand of many young Alevis who felt the need to engage with their tradition,
from which they felt they had become estranged from over the previous decades.”

Aside from the numerous popular editions and compilations that still appear
to this day, growing academic interest in Buyruks has spurred further publica-
tions and editions from the early 2000s.'® The most outstanding among them,
nevertheless, were those appearing in the series titled Alevi-Bektasi Klasikleri,
that is to say Alevi-Bektasi Classics. The series was established by Tiirkiye Diyanet
Vakfi, or Religious Foundation of Turkey, which is a subordinate to Diyanet isleri
Baskanligi, the Presidency of Religious Affairs.” The presidency had previously
turned down requests by Alevis to receive recognition of their own religious
authorities or forms of religious practice. But the situation purportedly changed
in 2007, when the government initiated the so-called ‘Alevi Opening’ for the pur-
pose of bringing together state officials, Alevi functionaries and specialists on the
issue.’”® While this process ended without any real political outcome around 2015,

12 On the Turkish language reform, see Lewis 1999, esp. chap. 2 and 3.

13 For these social transformations see e.g. Massicard 2005; Shankland 2003; Yildirim 2017.

14 On these publications see e.g. Kaplan 2010, 95-98.

15 Vorhoff 1998, 34-36.

16 See e.g. Bisati 2003; Kaplan 2010.

17 Alevi-Bektasi Klasikleri, 15 vols, Ankara: Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi, 2007-2015. For an overview
on the volumes see Kaplan 2019.

18 See e.g. Borovali and Boyraz 2014; Ozkul 2015.
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the Alevi-Bektasi Klasikleri volumes remain its tangible product, which was both
supported and criticised by Alevis.”

In the past, Buyruk manuscripts had been embedded in an educational envi-
ronment that strongly depended on unwritten forms of knowledge adaptation
such as oral interpretations and explanations, most probably supplied by the
dedes, or religious specialists.” As David Shankland observed in the village
where he conducted fieldwork in the late 1980s, these practices were also
employed using printed Buyruk books:

[...] dedes absorb those aspects [from the Buyruk] they find interesting in their own time and
recount them in the course of commentaries, yorums, on songs and poetry first sung by
minstrels. The Buyruk would therefore appear to be a rich source of ideas, one that shapes
the villagers’ thoughts within the overall, mostly oral, traditions [...].”!

But a different situation arises when Alevis who have not yet acquired profound
background knowledge consult such print editions for self-study. The language
is in parts quite difficult to understand and the content too dense for many read-
ers to digest alone, without help.

Already in the late 1990s, it was suggested that the function of such print
versions is beyond that of mere reading material for knowledge acquisition: ‘The
book and its title, in the bookstore and in the bookshelf at home [...] demonstrate
and define the presence of an identity.” This use of printed books resembles in
some ways what was at times reported by Alevis about manuscripts. The dedes
are said to have exhibited books and documents to the large number of illiterate
lay followers as well as ocak members or have read from them on rare occasions,
and the community members related objects to their tradition and its teachings®.

2 Mehmet Yaman Dede’s education and the role
of manuscript books

Unlike many editors of Buyruk texts before him, Mehmet Yaman Dede (see Fig. 1)
represents the dedes, or religious specialists, of the Alevi tradition, hence the title

19 Seee.g. Weineck and Zimmermann 2019; A. Yaman 2016.
20 Olsson 1998, 200-201.

21 Shankland 2005, 312.

22 Olsson 1998, 206. See also Vorhoff 1998, 35.

23 See e.g. Karolewski 2020.
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‘dede’ after his name.* Ocak Koyii, the village in Erzincan Province in Eastern
Turkey, where Mehmet Yaman Dede was born in 1940, is not only home to several
families with a long dede tradition, but is the centre of the Hidir Abdal Sultan
Ocagi, an Alevi holy lineage®. For the ocaks, or holy lineages, becoming a dede
was the prerogative of male members only. In Ocak K&yii, as Mehmet Yaman
Dede writes in his own memories, religious specialists had plenty of books at
hand:

The shelves and chests in each house of our village had been full of manuscript books that
had come down from earlier centuries, were preserved as holy and read as well as inter-
preted by our dedes in village assembly rooms and during cem [called] worship services.
Many Alevi villages, especially the villages where pirs® stayed, were not any different from
that.”

It comes as no surprise that Mehmet Yaman Dede remembers how, at an early
age, he felt inclined to read the books in Ottoman Turkish left by his ancestors.
Already before he was sent to ilkokul, or primary school, in 1947 where he would
be trained in the Latin script of modern Turkish, a male relative taught him the
Arabic alphabet.” As his father Hayri Dede had died when Mehmet Yaman Dede
was only a few years old, he initially stayed with his mother and sister in the vil-
lage after finishing primary school in Ocak K6yii and the neighbouring Dutluca
(formerly Asutka, or ASotka in Armenian).

When he left his village for Istanbul in 1954, at the tender age of fourteen, he
first worked in a shop selling grains and similar wares. In his spare time, how-
ever, he learnt Ottoman Turkish vocabulary, continued reading a variety of sub-
jects and began to compile his own book on the Alevi tradition®. Only two years

24 In this subchapter, we make intensive use of the following published autobiographical accounts
by Mehmet Yaman Dede: M. Yaman 2018; Aydin 2014a and 2014b; and <https://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=NfPGwmziwvk> (accessed on 1 Aug. 2019).

25 On Hidir Abdal Sultan Ocagi and Ocak K&yii see e.g. M. Yaman 2014; Simsek 1993.

26 Piris a rank in the hierarchy of Alevi specialists as well as holy lineages (A. Yaman 2004,
81-82).

27 ‘Koyiimiiziin her evinde raflar, sandiklar yiizyillar 6ncesinden kalan, kutsal olarak korunan,
kdy odalarinda ve Cem ibadetlerinde dedelerimiz tarafindan cemaate okunup yorumlanan el
yazmasi kitaplarla dolu idi. Bir¢ok Alevi koyleri 6zellikle de Pirlerin bulundugu kéyler bundan
farkli degildi.” (M. Yaman 2018, 188). Throughout the article we do not mark peculiarities of
orthography or interpunctuation in both Ottoman Turkish and modern Turkish quotes as long
as understanding is guaranteed.

28 M. Yaman 2018, 56.

29 M. Yaman 2018, 61; and <https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NfPGwmziwvk> (accessed on
1 Aug. 2019), see video sequence 05:07-05:44. This compilation is yet unpublished.
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later, in 1956, he was permitted to attend an imam-Hatip Okulu, or vocational
high school for prayer leaders and preachers, and went on to continue his studies
at Istanbul Yiiksek Islam Enstitiisii, or Istanbul Higher Islam Institute, till 1967.
As with many graduates from the same institute, Mehmet Yaman Dede worked
most of his life as a teacher of religious education, but also taught classes such
as Arabic, English and German. He served as a religion teacher at the famous
Pertevniyal Lisesi in Istanbul, one of Turkey’s oldest and most successful public
educational institutions, and as school director and teacher at the ortaokul, or
secondary school, in Dutluca.*®

His higher education was initially enabled by various seniors from his village
and its surroundings who lived in Istanbul. Prominent among them were Abbas
Erturan (1901-1962) and his wife Giillii Ana, in whose garden house Mehmet
Yaman Dede lived for eleven years.” Abbas Erturan had left Ocak Koyii at an early
age for Istanbul, and had established his business as a trader.” Giillii Ana was a
very respected woman from the village, whose words carried weight. On her ini-
tiative, Abbas Erturan sent Mehmet Yaman Dede to an imam-Hatip Okulu.® As
Mehmet Yaman Dede narrated once in an interview, published on YouTube,
enrolment at this school was closely related to his obligations as dede, namely to
study the writings of the Alevi tradition and to teach them to his following:

Abbas Erturan, the late, said, ‘Will you study? You show interest in this matter’. I said,
‘Uncle, I will study, of course’. He took me away from there [, from the shop I worked at in
Istanbul], [and] he enrolled me in a school. I [went and] saw, it is a imam-Hatip Okulu in
Carsamba. What do I know? I came from the village. What means imam-Hatip Okulu and
imam and so on ...? Yet, his [, Abbas Erturan’s] idea was this: There, they used to teach the
old script [, that is the Arabic alphabet], they used to teach Arabic and so on. Also in our
village, in Ocak Kdyii, with tons, I say, in each house ... There is even a house of ours there,
a neighbour of ours, a house that they call ‘pasha house’. It is a mansion with four floors.
On each of its floors, wheresoever, there is, um, a library, a bookcase, shelf, shelf, shelves
full of volumes, manuscript books. He, Uncle Abbas, said to me ... I actually called him
‘Uncle Abbas’. I loved him a lot. Well, he was a very generous man. For eleven years, he
made me study. [So] he said, ‘I want you to study here [at the Imam-Hatip Okulu]. Our hocas
[, or religious teachers,] [and] dedes, one by one, they pass away. You at least may be
educated in the future, you may help and read to us from these books and so on in the years

30 M. Yaman 2018, 129, 257 and 271.

31 M. Yaman 2018, 78 and 146.

32 Seee.g. Simsek 1993, 239-240.

33 Ali Yaman, personal communication, 26.12.2020; Aydin 2014a and M. Yaman 2018, 66-67.
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to come, you may share knowledge [with us]’. This is what he thought. He was a forward-
looking man.>

This case illustrates how parts of the Alevi community from Ocak Koyii — them-
selves no longer residing in the village, but in Istanbul — sensed the effects of
recent social transformations and reacted to them. The financial support given by
Abbas Erturan and others was vital as it secured Mehmet Yaman Dede’s livelihood,
for he had no family in Istanbul. Aside from which, however, the hemsehrilik
networks, or networks of fellow countrymen, played another important role in
Mehmet Yaman Dede’s education, ensuring he was able to continue taking part
in Alevi community life.

The assemblies which Mehmet Yaman Dede had attended during his years in
the village and now attended in Istanbul® were crucial for his religious training.
As the son of a dede, he was allowed to be present during rituals from an early
age, although usually only married couples were authorised for full attendance.
Mehmet Yaman Dede recalled that the affiliated layman communities in
neighbouring villages asked him to conduct their rituals, as a mere ten-years-
old.* By then, however, he had already experienced how oral and aural
transmission, combined in part with reading from books and singing poetry to
instrumental accompaniment, was employed during rituals and social

34 ‘Abbas Erturan, rahmetli, “Sen okur musun?” dedi, “Meraklisin bu ise.”. Dedim “Dayi,
okurum, tabii ki.”. Oradan gétiirdii beni, bir okula yazdird1. Baktim, Garsamba’da bir imam-
Hatip Okulw’dur. Ne bileyim ben? Kéyden gelmisim. imam-Hatip Okulu, imam ne demek
filan ...? Oysa onun derdi suymus, orada eski yaz1 dgretilirmis, Arapca filan 6gretilirmis. Bizim
koyiimiizde de, Ocak Koyii’'nde, tonlarla diyeyim ben, her evde ... Hatta bir evimiz orada, bir
komsumuz, ev vardir ki pasa evi derler. Dort kath bir konaktir. Her katinda, neredeyse, sey
vardir, kiitiiphane, kitaplik, raf raf raflar dolusu ciltlerle, el yazmasi kitaplar. O bana soyledi,
Abbas dayy, ... Zaten Abbas day1 derdim ben ona. Cok severdim. Yani ¢cok cémert bir insandi. On
bir sene beni okuttu. Dedi ki, “Ben senin burada okumani istiyorum ki, o hocalarimiz,
dedelerimiz teker teker gidiyorlar, bari sen gelecekte yetismis olasin, gelecek yillarda o kitaplardan
filan bize yardim edesin, okuyasin, bilgiler veresin” diye. fleri goriislii bir adamd.’
(<https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NfPGwmziwvk> (accessed on 1 Aug. 2019), see video
sequence 06:59-08:05). We thank Aysel Ozdilek, Universitit Hamburg, for her careful proof-
reading of our interview transcript and translation. For the sake of authenticity, we decided
against polishing his speech in Turkish, but inserted additions in the translation. The punctua-
tion, both in Turkish and the translation, is ours, added to ease understanding (an ellipsis
without square brackets indicates a pause, not an omission).

35 M. Yaman 2018, 73 and 78.

36 Aydin2014a. The case of Mehmet Yaman Dede has to be considered in the knowledge of his
father’s early death and how the young boy, felt it his responsibility to succeed him (see
e.g. M. Yaman 2018, 56).
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gatherings.” On these occasions, he became not only familiar with the fixed
textual lore of his tradition, but also gained access to the unfixed interpretations
of both written and oral texts, and learnt how dedes imparted knowledge to the
community.

The educational career of Mehmet Yaman Dede reads quite extraordinarily
for a member of the Alevi tradition, most of all because he attended schools spe-
cialised in Sunni Islam, the dominant interpretation of Islam in the Republic of
Turkey. Many Sunnis in Turkey, especially religious authorities, do not accept
several Alevi beliefs and practices as ‘Islamic’.?® Therefore, it is not surprising that
Mehmet Yaman Dede had to face all sorts of discrimination, during his school
days as well as his years as religion teacher.” For him, however, as for many
Alevis, his tradition constitutes a form of Islam,* and, therefore, he did not see
any contradiction in his Islamic theological education, as he stated in an inter-
view: ‘There must be ilahiyat¢is, or theologians, among Alevis, but under the con-
dition of remaining Alevi.”" Additionally, Mehmet Yaman Dede emphasised how
much he had benefited from extensive language training at schools and in private
classes.” He learnt the Arabic alphabet to enable him to read Ottoman Turkish,
the language of most of the written texts that circulated in Alevi communities,
and, he had excellent knowledge of Arabic and Persian.

3 Mehmet Yaman Dede’s Buyruk publications

When Mehmet Yaman Dede began publishing Buyruk texts in the early 1990s,*
several similar publications had already appeared. Nonetheless, he had good
reason for publishing his own articles and books. For instance, the Buyruk
manuscripts he had access to contained texts never previously published.

37 M. Yaman 2018, 52 and 58. As a five-year old Mehmet Yaman Dede started to play the long-
necked lute saz and memorized poetry and liturgical songs (M. Yaman 2018, 47).

38 Seee.g. Pehlivan 1993; A. Yaman 2015. On the historical background see e.g. Dressler 2005.
39 M. Yaman 2018, passim.

40 Alevis have different understandings of their tradition today. Among the many differences
some see it as a form of Islam, others interpret it as an independent religion or a non-religious
lifestyle.

41 ‘Aleviler’den de ilahiyat¢i olmaliydi, Fakat Alevi kalmak sartiyla.” (Aydin 2014a).

42 Seee.g. Aydin 2014a.

43 See e.g. MAAKMDK 2000; M. Yaman 1994; and Mehmet Yaman Dede’s series of articles in
CEM: Aylk Siyasi Kiiltiirel Dergi from 1991 till 1993.
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Furthermore, he was not overly happy with the work of previous editors;* a mat-
ter clearly related to his own curriculum vitae and occupation as teacher. And
last but not least, Mehmet Yaman Dede was able to reach a wide Alevi readership
with his publications both in Turkey and abroad.

From early on, Mehmet Yaman Dede was heavily involved in defining and
negotiating how Alevis could maintain their tradition amidst rapid social trans-
formations. According to him, the Alevi tradition performed an adaptation
(adaptasyon) to the urban setting, and publications on Alevism, including
Buyruks, were part of this process.” As Refika Sarionder underlines regarding
Alevilik’te Cem (‘The Cem Ritual in Alevism’),** a manual Mehmet Yaman Dede
had compiled, the hope was for his publication to enable Alevis (re)acquire their
ritual practices by reading before they could return to mimetic forms of transmis-
sion.” For the purpose of mediating or imparting knowledge, Mehmet Yaman
Dede did not rely purely on printed publications, but strongly advocated attend-
ing courses at Alevi associations. He himself led countless of these courses, which
had their beginnings in Turkey, but then also took place in Alevi communities
abroad, such as in Germany, France, the Netherlands and England. After his
retirement, Mehmet Yaman Dede devoted even more time than before to these
educational initiatives, which he considered his duty to the Alevi community.*®
The opening statement in his last Buyruk book from 2000, which was published
in Mannheim, Germany, reads accordingly:

This book, which is a classic work of the Alevi belief and culture, is been presented in order
tobe used in Alevism courses or in schools that are to be opened in all Alevi cultural centres,
[dervish convents, called] dergahs, associations, foundations, and [houses of worship,
called] cemevis.”

Mehmet Yaman Dede persistently encouraged the Alevi community as a whole to
start schooling their members. He saw it as necessary for Alevis to compensate
for the loss of former educational institutions and practices or at least partly
revive them.”® The Alevi courses and schools Mehmet Yaman Dede had in mind,

44 See e.g. M. Yaman 1994, 38; MAAKMDK 2000, XIV—-XV.

45 MAAKMDK 2000, X.

46 M. Yaman 2003.

47 Saridnder 2005, 169-172.

48 See e.g. M. Yaman 2018, 286—303.

49 ‘Aleviinanc ve kiiltiiriiniin klasik bir yapiti olan bu kitap, tiim ALEVI KULTUR MERKEZLERI,
DERGAHLARI, DERNEKLERI, VAKIFLARI ve CEMEVLERI’nde acilacak ALEVILIK KURSLARI ya
da okullarinda yararlanilmak i¢in sunulmustur.” (MAAKMDK 2000, inside title page).

50 Seee.g. M. Yaman 2018, 206—207.
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may be understood as new forms of previously common educational settings
such as social and ritualised gatherings.

It appears that when Mehmet Yaman Dede published Buyruk texts he
never questioned the Alevi religious hierarchy or worried about its diminu-
tion, and made them accessible to a wide audience. The laymen who had been
present at regular reading sessions from Buyruks in the past had indeed also
acquired considerable insights into such text collections. Nevertheless, they
relied on dedes to interpret and contextualize the text passages when read to
them; this necessity persists, even though laymen are literate and can read the
printed Buyruks.

Among the possible readership of Buyruk prints are undoubtedly a number
of Alevi religious specialists lacking access to the written texts of their tradition —
largely because their families did not possess the relevant manuscripts or they
were unable to read the Perso-Arabic alphabet. Precisely this loss of knowledge
was of major concern to Mehmet Yaman Dede, and he openly expressed his wor-
ries that numerous Buyruk texts had not been transferred from Ottoman Turkish
to modern Turkish.” Indeed, it is claimed here that Mehmet Yaman Dede — as well
as other editors before him — focused mainly on adapting Buyruk texts to modern
Turkish and its Latin alphabet. Clearly these adaptations were greatly needed for
the transmission of the textual knowledge preserved in Buyruks and many other
manuscript books. A note left by Mehmet Yaman Dede in one of his Buyruk man-
uscripts emphasizes this very significance:

When Adile Baci, the wife of dear (Uncle) ismet Taner from Cimen, died, I recited the
Qur’an. In the talk following my recitation, he [i.e. ismet Taner] gave me [this manu-
script] and said: ‘The Buyruk of Safi is the Alevi foundation; there is everything [in it]. I
give it to you as a gift. I grew old. It should be yours. But may you translate all of it [into
Turkish]’.”

51 M. Yaman 1994, 38; and 2018, 184-190.

52 ‘Cimenli Sn. ismet Erdan (amca), esi Adile bacinin éliimiinde okudugum Kur’an sonundaki
sohbette “Safi Buyrugu sl [sic] temelidir, hersey vardir. Bunu sana armagan ediyorum. Ben
ihtiyarladim, senin olsun. Amma, tiimiinii ¢eviresin” diye bana verdi.” (handwritten note on a
card inserted in MS 1, signed by M. Yaman, dated 7 Aug. 1995). By mistake, Mehmet Yaman Dede
confused the family name of the owner; it is ‘Taner’ and not ‘Erdan’. Later, he repeated the wrong
family name occasionally (see e.g., Aydin 2014b). Thanks to Ali Yaman, this lapse has been ex-
plained (personal communication, 27 Feb. 2020) and the correct name has been used in the trans-
lation above.
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3.1 The Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu

Mehmet Yaman Dede received this manuscript in August 1995, and it was crucial
for his editorial work on Buyruk texts. Already in June 1991, he had acquired a
photocopy of the manuscript, indicated by a note he signed and dated: ‘This pho-
tocopy was made from the manuscript copy of Ismet Taner from Cimen.>.

Cimen is an Alevi village, located approximately fifteen kilometres to the
South-East of Ocak Koyii as the crow flies.” When Dogan Kaplan wrote about the
same manuscript in 2010, he named it Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu, arguing that its
owner Ismet Taner was from Cimen.” The Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu is a copy of sev-
eral texts with a final colophon, dated 11 Rebiiilahir 1241 Az (22 November 1825 CE)
on fol. 118". Although the names of the scribe and the possessor appear in the col-
ophon, there is no mention of their descent or the place of copying. The collection
of texts includes, among others, a lengthy work that begins on fol. 9". In the
Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu, this work is titled ‘Kitab-i Makam-i Menakib-i Serif-i
Kutbu 1-‘Arifin Hazret-i Seyh Seyyid Safi’ (‘The Book of the Place of the Sacred
Deeds of the Chief of the Knowledgeables, the Exalted Seyh Seyyid Safi’), but
appears under different, yet similar titles in other manuscripts®. In the following,
it will be referred in short as ‘The Book of Sacred Deeds’.

As mentioned in the quote above, Ismet Taner is said to have referred to the
manuscript copy or its text collection as ‘Buyruk of Safi’. Indeed, as we have
observed, it is very common today to apply short titles such as ‘Safi Buyrugu’ or
‘Seyh Safi Buyrugu’ for the work in question; and some use such titles as labels
for manuscript books containing this work. It is commonly agreed that the core
of ‘Seyh Safi Buyrugu’ is a dialogue between Seyh Safiyyiiddin Erdebili, the
founder of the Safavid Order, and his son Seyh Sadreddin. This conversation
between father and son — as well as master and disciple — serves as a model for
tuition on the central teachings of the mystical path.

53 ‘Bu fotokopi Gimenli ismet Taner’in niishasindan alinmistir.” (MS 1-XEROX, fol. 1%).

54 At an administrative level, Cimen is a mahalle (‘neighbourhood’) of the Arapgir district,
Malatya province since several years. The village comprises of its main settlement and a small
hamlet named Ballica. For these and all following details on Cimen, we are highly indebted to
Ali Yaman, Bolu, Turkey, who obtained this information and shared it with us (personal
communication, 14 and 27 Feb. 2020).

55 Kaplan 2010, 51. Ayfer Karakaya-Stump names the same manuscript Buyruk-Erzincan,
explaining that it comes from an Alevi dede family from Erzincan (Karakaya-Stump 2012, 371).
She probably refers to the Yaman family and Ocak Koyii. Karakaya-Stump as well as Kaplan
accessed the copy when it was in Mehmet Yaman Dede’s hands.

56 For several title versions see e.g. Kaplan 2010, 43-54.
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Before Mehmet Yaman Dede acquired the Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu in 1995, the
book may have remained for several years within a circle of owners all connected
to the same village, namely Cimen. Ismet Taner put his ownership note under the
original colophon of the copy, presenting himself as the second owner of the
manuscript”. However, Ismet Taner must surely have been aware he was not the
second owner. He left other notes directly above an older and partly erased own-
ership note (see Fig.2), informing that the manuscript was in possession of
another individual from Cimen in the 1910s°®. Hence it is possible that this Buyruk
copy circulated for a minimum of eighty years among owners of the same village.

This is intriguing, for the inhabitants of Cimen are Alevi laymen related to the
holy lineage of Seyh Hasan from the village Onar, located circa ten kilometres
South as the crow flies.” As is already known from other Alevi communities, older
villagers from Cimen can still recall today how family members had received
education for the purpose of reading the Qur’an and reciting prayers in Arabic.®®
It is possible these literate lay followers obtained access to Buyruk copies, alt-
hough it is usually believed to have only been the prerogative of dedes. As reli-
gious specialists came to Cimen from the nearby village Onar, it may be
discounted, for now, that laymen in Cimen took on duties normally reserved for
dedes.

Unfortunately, we have no information from contemporaries or their
descendants telling how its owners from Cimen used the Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu.
The manuscript itself hosts four ‘guest texts’,” but discloses only one piece of

57 ‘Its second owner, your humble servant ismet Taner from Cimen Kéyii, [sig.:] ismet Taner’
(“ikinci sahibi Cimen Kéyiinden el-fakir ‘ismet Taner [sig.:] ismet Taner’) (MS 1, fol. 118").

58 ‘The humble owner, Cimen village, ..., son of ..., my sovereign ..., in 21 ... year 1331.” (‘Sahibii
1-fakir Cimen karyesi ... zade hiinkarim ... fi 21 ... sene 1331°) (MS 1, fol. 118"). It is not possible to
fully decipher the date; thus, it could be 1331 AH (1912/1913 CE) or 1331 maliye (1915/1916 CE). In
addition, another documentary note on the front flyleaf relates to Cimen Koyii; although it
appears someone has tried to erase the note, it is still partly legible: ‘Cimen village ... Mehmed
Efendi’s ...” (‘Cimen karyesi ... Mehmed Efendiniii ...”) (MS 1, fol. I).

59 InBallica, however, a hamlet of Cimen, families settled there that belong to the imam Zeynel
Abidin Ocag1. They are said to have migrated from the village Mineyik (today Kurudere), the cen-
tre of their holy lineage, located some 35 kilometres as the crow flies to the South-West. (Ali
Yaman, personal communication, 14 Feb. 2020).

60 Ali Yaman, personal communication, 14 Feb. 2020.

61 The four Ottoman Turkish ‘guest texts’ appear to be by three different hands. So far, it can
only be posited that they were added before 1994, as all are present in Mehmet Yaman Dede’s
photocopy. On the front flyleaf are a poem with the opening line ‘Cok fikir etdim hayale daldim /
Hakka adam da evladimiz bildim gaziler’, which is presumably attributed to Divli (MS 1, fol. I'),
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evidence directly related to the use of its text collection by someone from Cimen.
On fol. 1", reads the following: ‘The punishments for ill-treatment are explained
on page 81 and 82°.%2 The person who left this note may have been particularly
interested in the sentences and fines for acting against the rules of the mystical
path. To conveniently consult this text section again, the person may have found
it useful to note down the relevant page numbers. Similarities in handwriting
indicate that [smet Taner wrote this note and added page numbers to the book.®?
This, however, and the other few additions to the manuscript are the only traces
of its users and owners before Mehmet Yaman Dede worked upon it himself.

3.2 The work with the manuscript

The lack of users’ notes in the Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu is not an exception but
something quite common when researching the Buyruk manuscripts. Users’
additions providing hints on how the books were used are rare. Mehmet Yaman
Dede, however, left numerous notes; he summarized text sections in a few words,
marked names and terms, or documented his own work and involvement with
the original volume (see e.g., Fig. 3) and its photocopy (see e.g., Fig. 4). In addi-
tion, he marked text sections that he published later in the magazine CEM Dergisi
and his book Erdebili Seyh Safi ve Buyrugu. In the latter, Mehmet Yaman Dede
utters his intent to publish the entire text of the consulted manuscript copy in the
very near future.** After having received the original volume in August 1995, he
finally began his task of rendering all texts from the Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu to
Turkish, leaving a note on the last folio of the manuscript, dated 22 June 1996:
‘NOTE: First, I have finished carefully reading it once from beginning to end in

and two poems of the Diivazdeh Imam kind (MS 1, fol. I¥). The first Diivazdeh Imam with the open-
ing line ‘Hakk Muhammed °Ali geldi dilime / kalma giinahima miiriivvet ya ‘Al?’ is attributed
here to Kul Himmet, and the second one with the opening line ‘Ey Hoca-i Hizir sigindim safia /
birligin hakkiciin bagisla bizi’ misses the last lines, which may have been on the now missing
first folio (see note 63 in this contribution). The fourth ‘guest text’ is a short note about a ritual
sequence on fol. 30, a blank page, which the scribe skipped for unknown reasons.

62 ‘81sahife 82’de sitam [read here: sitem] hakki: ta‘rif edilir’ (MS 1, fol. 17).

63 It is assumed ismet Taner added the second set of page numbers, all written with a lead pen.
He may have considered it necessary, since the previously inserted set of page numbers in the
utmost outer corner on the top of the pages are barely legible due to creases and fading. Further,
the page number on fol. 1" is ‘2, with which ismet Taner did not agree, thus began with ‘1. The
manuscript most likely had a ‘frontispiece folio’, but this folio was already missing when ismet
Taner renumbered the pages.

64 M. Yaman 1994, 152, n. 1.
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order to translate it all into Turkish. Now it is time to translate it into Turkish. In
the village [Ocak].’ (see Fig. 2).*

From June 1996 onwards, Mehmet Yaman Dede left at least twenty-eight
notes in the margins of the Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu and marked how far he had
proceeded each day he translated the text. After he had worked intensively dur-
ing his stay in Ocak K&yii that summer, he returned to Istanbul in September 1996
and continued almost a year later, in May 1997 (see fols 62" and 63). As he placed
his last dated mark on fol. 74", in the second third of the manuscript, in June 1997,
it is not known when he finished translating the last third, but the publication in
which he finally presented his translation appeared in 2000 with the title Buyruk:
Alevi Inang, Ibadet ve Ahlak Ilkeleri (Buyruk: The Principles of the Alevi Belief,
Worship and Ethics)®.

In his publications, Mehmet Yaman Dede does not discuss how he proceeded
when adapting Buyruk manuscripts to print, regarding script, language, or lay-
out. Before he published Buyruk texts, however, he had already had years of
experience with such kind of work. In 1965, he prepared a modern Turkish version
of ‘Giilzar-i Haseneyn’ (‘The Rose Garden of imam Hasan and imam Hiiseyin’),
which remained unpublished®, and in 1976, his translation of the Ottoman Turk-
ish divan by the famous Sufi poet Seyyid Nizamoglu (d. 1601) appeared®. Moreo-
ver, although it is known he used other Buyruk manuscripts available to him,
there is but little knowledge of them.® One copy belonged to Yamakzade Seyyid
Mehmed Dede (d. 1930), his great-grandfather, who copied the text collection
during his visit in 1880 to the Bektasi convent in what is today Hacibektas.”
Another copy belonged to the Babagil family from Ocak Koyii, also members of
the Hidir Abdal Sultan Ocag1. In an interview Mehmet Yaman Dede estimated the
manuscript age to be 250 years.”

65 ‘NOT: Komple Tiirkceye cevirmek i¢in énceden bir kez bastanbasa dikkatle okuyup bitirdim.
Simdi sira Tiirkgeye ¢evirmede. Koyde.” (MS 1, fol. 118Y).

66 MAAKMDK 2000.

67 M. Yaman 2018, 119.

68 Seyyid Nizamoglu 1976.

69 See the following note by Mehmet Yaman Dede in MS 1-XEROX, fol. 1": ‘Note: Pages one to two
that must have preceded are missing. For the entirety see the Buyruks that are with M.Y.” (‘Not:
Bundan 6nce olmasi gereken 1-2 sh. yok. Tamamui i¢in bk. M.Y. deki Buyruklar.’).

70 Aydin 2014b; MAAKMDK 2000, 203; M. Yaman 2018, 35-36.

71 Aydin 2014b. It is assumed that this copy is the manuscript labelled ‘Y3, Kemaliye-Ocak,
Mustafa Kizilkaya Niishast’ in Yildirim 2020, 269-273. On the copy by Mustafa Kizilkaya, see
M. Yaman 2018, 190.
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As we have no access to these other Buyruk manuscripts, great care is to be
taken in assessing the changes occurring between the texts from Arapgir-Cimen
Buyrugu and Mehmet Yaman Dede’s translation. Although he stated that the
Buyruk texts he published were derived from Ismet Taner’s book, one can see how
Mehmet Yaman Dede noted textual parallels between the Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu,
his great-grandfather’s copy, and a second copy from the Babagil family’>. There-
fore, it is quite probable Mehmet Yaman Dede occasionally used wording from
other manuscripts. Furthermore, it must be remembered here that Mehmet
Yaman Dede wrote by hand his entire life and prepared his several translations
of Buyruk texts in the form of manuscripts, to which we have no access. Mehmet
Yaman Dede certainly had his own ideas on how to adapt the manuscript for
print, whether in terms of book layout, text structuring, or paratexts, as he had
long been involved in publishing. Nonetheless, some of these adaptations may
also be referred back to the respective publishers.

3.3 The adaptation strategies

In the notes left in Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu, Mehmet Yaman Dede refers to his
work as ceviri®, a term usually denoting interlingual translations, but also com-
monly used for the more unique instance of intralingual translations from
Ottoman Turkish to modern Turkish’. The rewording of Ottoman Turkish texts
into modern Turkish, which includes changes in vocabulary, grammar, syntax or
style, is often termed ‘translation into today’s language’ (‘bugiiniin diline ¢eviri’)
or ‘translation into today’s Turkish’ (‘giiniimiiz Tiirkcesine ceviri’)”. Accordingly,
Mehmet Yaman Dede appears on the inside title page of his 2000 Buyruk publica-
tion as ‘the translator into the Turkish of our days’ (literal translation of
‘glintimiiz Tiirk¢esine ceviren’). Indeed, ceviri also refers to the transfer of a text
from one writing system to another, which Mehmet Yaman Dede also accom-
plished when exchanging the Perso-Arabic for Latin characters. But he did not
limit his work to mere transcription, for here and there he made linguistic, lexical
and content-related adjustments.

72 ‘See Yamak Copy p. 43’ (‘bk. Yamak Niishasi sh. 43’) (MS 1, fol. 32"); and ‘See at Babagil p. 22’
(‘bk. Babagil’de sh. 22) (MS 1-XEROX, fol. 9¥). The second Babagil copy is most probably ‘Y2,
Mehmet Yaman Niishas1’ in Yildirim 2020, 265-268.

73 See MS 1, fols 19Y, 20", and 58".

74 See Berk Albachten 2015.

75 Konar 2019, 30.
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The most obvious difference between the Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu and
Mehmet Yaman Dede’s various print publications is the layout. The prose text in
the manuscript is written consecutively without punctuation marks with the
poems arranged in columns; for emphasis, orientation or decoration purposes
some words, phrases, and bullet point-like graphic symbols are written in red ink
(cf. Fig. 5). For the print publications, Mehmet Yaman Dede decided to arrange
the text in paragraphs, but did not only implement the text divisions as present
in the manuscript; but at some other junctures in the text also inserted para-
graphs (cf. Fig. 6). Particularly regarding long passages written in continuous
text, he splits the text into several paragraphs. Noteworthy also, is how Mehmet
Yaman Dede uses punctuation marks to divide phrases or mark indirect speech.
We believe all this was done to make for a clearly arranged text, suitable for read-
ers accustomed to the layout conventions and text structuring of printed books.

In addition, Mehmet Yaman Dede introduced headings for prose passages
and poems, which had not existed previously in the Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu. The
choice for new paratexts clearly relates to his overall aim to add more structure
to the text and to facilitate orientation. His notes on the photocopy and in the
margins of the original manuscript make it clear how Mehmet Yaman Dede gave
short key words to text passages, which partly turned into headings in his trans-
lation. For those parts of the text collection in which Seyh Sadreddin poses ques-
tions to his father and master Seyh Safiyyiiddin, Mehmet Yaman Dede usually
extracts the heading from the opening interrogative sentence of a passage. In cre-
ating poem headings, he usually picked a line or a part of a line from the relevant
poem, either from the first, last or any other couplet (cf. Fig. 6). Most probably,
he appreciated those lines or perceived them as a central message of the poems,
which in turn relate to the prose text. As the poems in question did not have titles
nor were handed down with titles, Mehmet Yaman Dede was not able to use titles
as templates for the headings. The scribes or compilers of manuscripts that came
before him were in the same situation. A few poems from Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu
also have headings, but only mention the poet’s name, e.g., ‘Poem by Teslim
Abdal’ (‘Deyisat-i Teslim Abdal’) (MS 1, fol. 114").

The matter of titles is indeed intricate, for only a few of the headings in the
Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu are titles easily perceived as inseparable parts of the
accompanying text units. These are, first of all, the headings presenting book
titles: “The Book of the Sermon of the Twelve Imams’ (fol. 1') and ‘The Book of the
Place of the Sacred Deeds of the Chief of the Knowledgeables, the Exalted Seyh
Seyyid Safi’ (MS 1, fol. 9"). From fol. 70" onwards we find several headings and
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phrases, usually written in red ink, which could be titles to shorter independent
text units, and some may still belong to the previous text units.”

The phrase written in red ink on fol. 70" reads as follows: ‘and after this, it
should be known that this is the letter that Seyyid Abdiilbaki Efendi of the Sub-
lime Lodge sent to the believers of pure faith, who are friends of the saints,” (‘dahi
bundan sofira ma‘liim ola ki dergah-i ‘alide Seyyid ‘Abdiilbaki Efendinifi evliyaya
muhib olan mii’min-i pak i‘tikadlara gonderdiigi mektibdur’). Mehmet Yaman
Dede not only recognised this phrase as start of a new text unit but named it
‘Small Buyruk’ (‘Kii¢iik Buyruk’), with a footnote explaining that all previous text
parts belong to the ‘Great Buyruk’ (‘Biiyiik Buyruk’).”

In 1963, Abdiilbaki Golpiarli first claimed that Alevis distinguish between
the ‘Great Buyruk’, (the ‘Book of Sacred Deeds’), and the ‘Small Buyruk’, (the ‘Let-
ter by Seyyid Abdiilbaki’ for short).”® Nowadays, all scholars working on Buyruks
question this claim, for which Gélpinarli provides no substantiation.”” Karakaya-
Stump also refutes it, for ‘there is nothing in the manuscript or in Alevi oral cul-
ture to warrant such an identification’.®® Mehmet Yaman Dede, however, used
both denominations on several occasions,® and it cannot be decided to what
extent his wording was influenced by Golpinarli. It is remarkable, however, that
Mehmet Yaman Dede also mentions the Buyruk books being referred to as ‘Great
Buyruk’ in Ocak Koyii.*

Regarding other changes Mehmet Yaman Dede made, we can say that they
often relate to language, grammar, lexis, or even content, all very common to
intralingual translations. To illustrate these changes, we have chosen a short pas-
sage from Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu, juxtaposed it with the relevant part by Mehmet
Yaman Dede and added our English translation (see Appendix 1 and 2 at the end

76 Inunderstanding Buyruk manuscripts to be evolving text collections, titles, headings, or sub-
headings are considered dynamic in terms of each individual copy. For further comment see
Karakaya-Stump 2010, 279.

77 M. Yaman 1994, 118; MAAKMDK 2000, 148.

78 Golpinarli 1963, 86.

79 Kaplan 2010, 101; Karakaya-Stump 2010, 281; Yildirim 2019, 466 n. 65. As with Yildirim, it is
suggested here that the ‘Book of Sacred Deeds’ ends only after the ‘Letter by Seyyid Abdiilbaki’
with the short passage on fol. 72" (see Appendix 1). This passage resembles texts that usually
precede colophons or merge into them, and indeed, a scribe’s colophon is present after the
respective passage in another Buyruk copy (MS 2, fol. 158"). Interestingly enough, this colophon
includes an older date of copying, most probably copied by the scribe from the exemplar, before
adding his own. For a similar instance in a different manuscript, see Yildirim 2019, 480.

80 Karakaya-Stump 2010, 281.

81 Seee.g. Aydin 2014a; M. Yaman 2018, passim.

82 Aydin 2014b.
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of this contribution, and see also Figs 5 and 6). In the following, all line numbers
given refer to the appendices, if not marked differently.

As Mehmet Yaman Dede aimed at rewording the Ottoman Turkish texts into
modern Turkish, he was able to avoid some problems that scholars usually face
when preparing transliterations. On the one hand, Ottoman Turkish texts in
Perso-Arabic characters are often ‘under-specific’ in regard to several sounds,
and many vowels can even remain unrecorded if vocalisation signs are missing,
as is usually the case. On the other hand, some Ottoman Turkish texts, although
copied at a later period, preserve earlier common vocalisation or spelling habits.®
Without bothering to reconstruct the outdated phonetics of the texts, Mehmet
Yaman Dede almost always used the written standard of modern Turkish as
defined by the Turkish Language Society, or Tiirk Dil Kurumu.

He employed, for instance, the labial vowel harmony in cases such as the
genitive (e.g., menakibinusi > menakibimun,® ‘ilminiifi > ilminin, see 11. 10, 11) and
the definite past participle (e.g., oldig1 > oldugu, bilmediigin > bilmedigini, see
11. 11, 19). In other cases, he updated the vocalisation of words to their present
spelling (e.g., defilii > denli, iciin > igin, see 11. 11, 12).

Mehmet Yaman Dede also adapted peculiarities of Ottoman Turkish grammar
to modern Turkish grammar. One such peculiarity is the abbreviated accusative
after the third person possessive suffix (e.g., edebin ve erkanin > edeb ve erkanin,
bilmediigin > bilmedigini, see 11. 7, 19). The abbreviate accusative is not too com-
mon anymore, and as the texts in Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu are in parts quite dense,
we assume that Mehmet Yaman Dede intended to facilitate understanding by dis-
solving this form. Another peculiarity of Ottoman Turkish grammar Mehmet
Yaman Dede partly removed from the text is the izafet construction, used to create
genitive compounds or attributive connections. As the izafet construction was
almost exclusively employed with loanwords from Arabic and Persian, Mehmet
Yaman Dede not only dissolved these compounds, but also introduced Turkish
words in their place (e.g., muhibb-i evliya > erenlere [read here: evliyaya] muhib,
and kitab-i menakib-i serif > kutsal buyruk [read here: serif menakib] kitabi, see
11. 7-8, 20-21). In modern Turkish, a considerable number of fixed izafet expres-
sions still exist, and therefore Mehmet Yaman Dede kept phrases, which are par-
ticularly common in the religious register of Turkish (e.g., Masum-i Paklar, see
1. 15; and Hazret-i [...], Ehl-i Beyt, miirsid-i kamil, see MS 1, passim).

83 See e.g. Boeschoten 1988; Schmidt 2019.

84 The first mentioning before >’ is from the manuscript, the one afterwards is from Mehmet
Yaman Dede’s translation. Where suitable, italics have been implemented to highlight the
relevant alteration.
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A very obvious adaptation, of course, is the exchange of Ottoman Turkish
words and expressions with equivalents from modern Turkish. On the one hand,
Mehmet Yaman Dede often replaced loanwords from Arabic and Persian with
synonyms of Turkish origin (e.g., evliya > erenler, gayet > son, ta‘am > yemek, see
11. 7, 11, 16), but sometimes also with other Arabic or Persian loanwords (e.g.,
itmam > tamam, zira ki > ¢iinkii, amma > fakat, see 1. 10, 19). On the other hand,
Mehmet Yaman Dede replaced Turkish words that are not in general use today
(e.g., isideler > dinleyeler, degme > rastgele, see 1. 17, 20). In some cases, he also
transferred idiomatic expressions from Ottoman Turkish into modern Turkish
(e.g., kadir oldigi/olduklar1 defilii > giicii yettigi kadar/giicleri yettigince, see
11. 13-14, 17-18).

Most of the above adaptations made by Mehmet Yaman Dede can be observed
among several Buyruk manuscripts in Ottoman Turkish, in which similar innova-
tions already appear. In this regard, Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu exhibits vocalisa-
tions, spellings and linguistic peculiarities that predate its time of copying,
namely the early 19" century. By preparing a faithful copy of the exemplar, its
scribe preserved all these features, which indicates the period in which the text
was composed. Analysing the same passage as our text sample from another
Buyruk manuscript (MS 2, fol. 158"), copied in Ocak Koyii in the 1890s, we find
several changes similar to those made by Mehmet Yaman Dede: By writing the
respective vowels, the labial vowel harmony is employed (e.g., ‘ilminiifi > ilminir,
bilmediigin > bilmedigini) and the vocalisation of some words is updated (e.g.,
defilii > defili, iciin > icin). Furthermore, the abbreviated accusative is partly
dissolved (e.g., edebin ve erkanin > edebini ve erkani, bilmediigin > bilmedigini),
and though rarely, some rewording occurs (e.g., za‘if > fakir, defilii > kadar).

Even regarding layout and text structure, we observe differences between
Buyruk manuscripts. For instance, in some copies the poems are arranged in con-
tinuous text and the interrogative sentences of the dialogue between Seyh
Safiyyiiddin and Seyh Sadreddin are not highlighted in red ink. Thus, we see such
adaptations by Mehmet Yaman Dede as partly rooted in the manuscript culture
he experienced in his early years and continued to study. He must have been
aware of the differences between Buyruk manuscripts, in terms of text arrange-
ment, language form or vocabulary, and he obviously saw no contradiction in
making further adjustments in his publications. Mehmet Yaman Dede touched on
this issue in an interview: ‘In short, [Buyruk] is a fundamental book for Alevism.
But, of course, some adjustments must be made to the Buyruk, it must be adapted
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to the time. Or better said, it must be reworked in a form appropriate to the times,
without destroying its essence.®’

From this general statement it is hard to understand which adaptations
Mehmet Yaman Dede had in mind. Judging from his translation work, however, he
also included changes that went beyond general linguistic rewording. One could
say that he aimed at harmonizing the Alevi written tradition with Alevi oral lore and
cultural practices. In our text sample, we find an excellent example to illustrate
how he attempted this. The selected passage finalizes the long text unit titled ‘The
Book of the Place of the Sacred Deeds [...]" and makes reference to exactly this text
by phrases such as ‘this book’, ‘these “Sacred Deeds™, ‘these “Deeds of the Saints™’,
or ‘this “Book of Sacred Deeds™ (see Appendix 1, 11. 7, 10, 17, 19-20). At one point
in the passage, Mehmet Yaman Dede added ‘Buyruk’ in parenthesis next to ‘this
book’ and at other points he replaced ‘Deeds’ with ‘Buyruk’ (Appendix 2, 11. 7, 17,
19-20). He most probably did so, in order to finally introduce, or better inscribe, the
orally prevalent title ‘Buyruk’ into these text collections, which have other titles in
the respective manuscripts. Throughout his Buyruk publications, we see how he
put ‘Buyruk’ next to the other titles or replaced the latter with ‘Buyruk’.

Last but not least, Mehmet Yaman Dede made use of paratextual elements
that had not been part of Buyruk manuscripts. Among other things, there are the
table of contents, which lists the headings that he had assigned to passages of
the prose text, and the two indices at the end of his last Buyruk publication. While
the table of content facilitates navigation for readers who are interested in partic-
ular topics, the indices collect words and phrases with their meaning, which is in
part peculiar to the Alevi tradition, and give brief information on the religious
figures appearing in the text. For the latter, we can imagine how a dede would
have made similar short explanatory excurses during his readings from a Buyruk,
to supply additional or necessary information on the text.

Conclusion

The writings in Buyruks or other fixed texts such as the frequent orally transmit-
ted songs and hymns existed side by side with, as yet textually unfixed
knowledge that circulated within and among Alevi communities. A major part of

85 ‘Yani Alevilik’le ilgili temel bir kitap oluyor. Ama tabii Buyrugun {izerinde bazi diizen-
lemelerin yapilmasi gerekiyor. Caga uydurulmasi, daha dogrusu ¢aga uygun bir sekilde, aslini
bozmadan yeniden uyarlamak gerekiyor.” (Ayhan 2014b).

86 Cf. MS 1, fol. 20", with MAAKMDK 2000, 39. For another example, see Karolewski 2018, 85-86.
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the latter constitutes the interpretations of fixed texts, which had to be acquired
in a non-written way, namely by attending educational meetings or rituals. For
several centuries, at least, these interpretative, and also commentative, practices
must have belonged almost exclusively to the domain of oral transmission. Thus,
it is not surprising at all that there are no written interpretations or commentaries
for Buyruk texts so far.

Mehmet Yaman Dede realised the need to fix the orally transmitted knowl-
edge of his tradition in writing, which becomes most apparent in his textual
additions to the Buyruk texts and content-related changes. His modifications in
layout and text structuring, however, are clearly inspired by conventions of print
publications, and the numerous adaptations to modern Turkish also mirror the
long-term impact of the Turkish Language Reform, from its beginnings in the
1930s. Many strategies, however, that Mehmet Yaman Dede applied when adapt-
ing Buyruk copies to book publications are continuations and rearrangements of
practices from the respective manuscript tradition. Other copyists and compilers
before him adjusted texts while copying from one or more exemplars and they
made both conscious and unconscious changes, whether in text structure, lan-
guage or word choice. Thus, the textual transmission allowed for adaptations,
and Mehmet Yaman Dede continued these practices to make the teachings from
Buyruks understandable to Alevis of today.
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Appendix 1: Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu

Source: MS 1, fol. 72°.%

{7} imdi evliyanifi edebin ve erkanin biz bu kitab icinde yazdik-kim muhibb-i {8} evliya olan
talibler okuyub ‘amel édeler ve her okudukca bu za‘ifi {9} hayir du‘adan unutmayalar bir
kisiniin ‘6mri Nah peygamber ‘Gmrince olsa {10} bu menakib-i serifi yazub itmam
édemeyeler e zira ki evliya menakibinuii {11} gayeti ve batin ‘ilminiifi nihayeti yokdur bu
defilii oldig1 dahi taliblere {12} heman bir irsad ecli¢iindiir her seyhe ve halif[e]ye ve pireye
lazim olan {13} oldur ki azine géceleri oldukda ceragin uyarub kadir oldig1 {14} deifilii Allah
nizasiciin ve Muhammed ‘Ali ve On iki Imam Cehardeh {15} Ma‘stim-i Pakler ve gecmis pirler
ve beskademler [sic] rithigiin atas1 {16} ve anasi caniciin ta‘am yediire ve ta‘amdan-sofira
cema‘at {17} tagilmadan bu evliyanifi menakib1 okuna talibler ve muhibbler isideler kadir
{18} olduklar1 defilii edebinden ve erkanindan tutub ‘amel édeler {19} kisi bilmed{igin bilmek
lazimdur ¢ amma erkan erenleri bu kitab-i {20} menakib-i serifi her kimiifi 6iitinde gerekse
okumayalar ve degme kisilere {21} vérmeyeler ve gostermeyeler evliya muhibbleri okuyalar

Thus {imdi}*®, we wrote down the rules and customs of the saints {evliya} in this book, so
that the disciples who are friends of the saints {evliya} should read it and act in accordance
with it, and whenever they read it, they should not forget to ask blessings for this weak one
[i.e. the author or scribe of the book]. Even if someone has the age of Prophet Noah, they
could not have written and finished {itmam édemeyeler} these ‘Sacred Deeds’, ® since {zira
ki} the ‘Saints’ Deeds’ have no finish {gayet} and the inner knowledge has no end. Even
being [only] this much, [the book] is just {heman} a teaching for the disciples. What is
necessary for each seyh, each halife and each pire is this: They should wake their lamp on
Friday {azine} nights, according to their capabilities {kadir oldig1 deiilii} they should spend
a meal {ta‘am} for God’s approval, for the souls of Muhammad-Ali, the Twelve Imams, the
Forty {Cehardeh} Innocent as well as the passed away pirs and piskadems and for the souls
of their father and mother. And after the meal {ta‘am}, before the community falls apart,
these ‘Deeds of the Saints’ should be read. The disciples and friends should listen {isideler}
to it, according to their capabilities {kadir olduklari defilii} they should learn their rules and
customs and they should act in accordance with them. It is necessary {lazim} that someone
knows what they do not know. e But {amma} the masters of the rules [of the mystical path,
or only its rituals] should not read this ‘Book of Sacred Deeds’ in front of anyone, they
should not give it to as well as show it to random {degme} people and the friends of the
saint(s) should read it.

87 Transliteration and translation are ours. For better comparison with the Turkish original, we
prefer a quite literal translation. For a literary translation into English, cf. Yildirim 2019, 467.

88 Here and in Appendix 2, these braces indicate, when different wordings in Turkish translate
to the same English words or expressions.
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Appendix 2: Version of Mehmet Yaman Dede

Source: M. Yaman 1994, 124; and MAAKMDK 2000, 151.%

{7} Bunun i¢in, erenlerin edeb ve erkdnini biz bu kitabin (Buyrugun) icinde yazdik ki,
erenlere {8} muhib olan talibler okuyup, geregince amel edeler ve her okuduke¢a bu zaifi
{9} hayir duadan unutmayalar. Bir kisinin 6mrii Nuh Peygamberin 6mrii kadar olsa, {10} bu
MENAKIB-I SERIF’i yazip, tamam edemezler. Giinkii, Evliya Menakibr'nin {11} sonu ve
BATIN ILMi’nin nihayeti yoktur. Bu denli oldugu da taliblere {12} ancak bir irsad icindir.
Her miirside ve halifeye ve Pir’e lazim olan {13} sudur ki:

Cuma geceleri geldikte ceragini uyarip, giicii yettigi {14} kadar ALLAH rizas1 icin ve
MUHAMMED-ALI ve ONiKi IMAM ve ONDORT {15} MASUM-I PAK’ler ve gecmis pirler ve bes
kademler ruhu icin, atasi {16} ve anasinin canticin yemek yedire ve yemekten sonra cemaat
{17} dagilmadan bu evliya’nin buyrugu okuna, tilibler ve muhibler dinleyeler, giicleri
{18} yettigince edebinden ve erkdnindan O6grenip amel edeler. {19}Kisi bilmedigini
O6grenmek gerektir. Fakat, erkdn erenleri bu {20} kutsal BUYRUK Kitabr’n1 her 6niine
gelenin yaninda okumayalar ve rastgele kisilere {21} vermeyeler, géstermeyeler, yalnizca
Erenlere muhib olanlarin yaninda okuyalar.

Thus {bunun i¢in}, we wrote down the rules and customs of the saints {erenler} in this book
(Buyruk), so that the disciples who love the saints {erenler} should read it and act in
accordance with it, and whenever they read it, they should not forget to ask blessings for
this weak one [i.e. the author or scribe of the book]. Even if someone has the age of Prophet
Noabh, they could not have written and finished {tamam edemezler} these ‘Sacred Deeds’.
Since {¢linkii} the ‘Saints’ Deeds’ have no finish {son} and the inner knowledge has no end.
Even being [only] this much, [the book] is just {ancak} a teaching for the disciples. What is
necessary for each seyh, each halife and each pir is this:

They should wake their lamp on Friday {cuma} nights, according to their capabilities {giicii
yettigi kadar} they should spend a meal {yemek} for God’s approval, for the souls of
Muhammad-Ali, the Twelve Imams, the Forty {Ondort} Innocent as well as the passed away
pirs and five feet {bes kademler} and for the souls of their father and mother, and after the
meal {yemek}, before the community falls apart, this ‘Command of the Saint(s)’ should be
read, the disciples and friends should listen {dinleyeler} to it, according to their capabilities
{glicleri yettigince} they should learn their rules and customs and they should act in
accordance with them. It is necessary {gerek} that someone knows what they do not know.
But {fakat} the master of the rules [of the mystical path, or only its rituals] should not read
this sacred ‘Buyruk Book’ in the presence of everybody and they should not give it to random
{rastgele} people, they should not show it, they should read it only in the presence of those
who love the saint(s).

89 The respective line numbers of the manuscript have been inserted here to better facilitate
comparison between both text versions.
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Fig. 1: Mehmet Yaman Dede, in front of his bookshelves. Istanbul, August 1976; © Ali Yaman.
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Fig. 2: MS 1, Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu, fols 118'-119"; © Ali Yaman. Photograph by Janina
Karolewski.

Fig. 3: MS 1, Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu, fols 11'-12"; © Ali Yaman. Photograph by Janina
Karolewski.
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Fig. 4: Photocopy of MS 1-XEROX, Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu, fol. 9"; © Ali Yaman.
Photograph by Janina Karolewski.

W4

Fig.5: MS 1, Arapgir-Cimen Buyrugu, fols 71'-72"; © Ali Yaman. Photograph by Janina
Karolewski.
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150 BUYRUK

MUSAHIBLERIN KARSILIKLI GOREVLERI

$u halde musGhiblik dévost (iddiasi) da boyledir:

Bir t8lib bir kimse ile mUsahib olsalar, gerektir ki, marsidlerin buyru-
gunca yola gidip, birbirleri arasinda bog ve canlanni esiigemeyeler.
Eger rs iblige 1ayk deg Masahib sudur ki, yola gi-
de,.Ersn!erin izini izZleye, mursidinin raziigini gdzleye. Ve de bir kisinin ma-
{ambl yoldan giksa onun birakip, yolda olanla yola gitmesi uygundur,
Ustad nutkundan bdyle buyurmugtur. -

Miséhib olanlar, birbirinir derdiyle dertienmeli, iigilenmelidir.

“MUsahib olanlar hem-dert gerexktir.
Garimin gdrince kalmaya céna.”

Miséhibin masahibden dalda (gizli) yeri olsa, maséhib degildir; mar-
sidlerin kavii boyledir. Boyle olan mdsahibin yolu murtad (yoldt.:nﬂr-
konqon Gikmug)tr. Boyleleri ne pir, ne mrebbi ne de mUsahib olurlar,
10libi egitemezler, yolsuz ve arkansizdirar. $urast iyi bilinmelidir ki: 4

3 Egmjlsal:‘iirbk;n::.é IMUHAMI;AED-ALT kavliyle, 620nG bir kémil marebbiye
layip. yolc gitmese, i u
bl gitmese, o kisinin yedigi ve igtigi timayle
Mursici kamil sudur ki:

Talibin &yinesini (gdNIaNG) sili
( ip temizieye ve pinl pinl eyleye: her ne
:or:lnu valsp yo.l icinde (Buyruga. erkéna uygun olarak) gézamleye,
(:: ‘ezla ‘(:qmm) ile onu Hakk a (ve gergege) eristire: talibe, matiubunu
ooy g' a{ b‘:e;:::le;‘ yolund.o istedig seyleri, bilgileri) gdstere; yetenegi
ede..'. igine erigtie; gonlindeki muradini ve dileginl hésil
Vi
- ;] :Yézfd:u dedigimiz glb’ olmazsa, Hakk'a talib olup, yola gelmez-
mc’:hsev e v::e Ogl;‘slslel m karadrr, Erenler zimresinden degildir,
EFENDILERIMIZ'In huzurunda mah
(utanms. hacl) olur ve HAKK'in DIDARI'ni gérmekten mahrum kolu.cup

BUYRUK 161

HAK REHBERIYIM

*Adim Ismail-Gbni Hayderiyem
Aliyyel-Mirtez&'nin gakeriyem
Hiseyni megrebim ben din iginde
Mevalii olanin Hck rehberiyem
Benim gézilerime hirmet eyle
Gellip anda olanin minberiyem
Beni ayn onlardan sanmanuz siz
Yakin bilin onlarn serveriyem

Benim hem pir ve hem sultén-1 dlem
HATAYI'yem ALl nin gakeriyem.”

Hozret-i Emir-el-MU'minin ve mam-Gk-Mattekin, Esedullah-G-Galio
All b. EbG Talib Kerrem-AllahG veche buyurur ki:

“Her bir kigide yedi kal'a vararr. Her bir kal'a dort kat hisar burcuyla
Geviilidir ve oniki burcu vardrr, hepsi EBED Gzerinedir. Eger o burgloraib-
Iis (seytan) glrerse, elbette gondl tohtinda ofurursa, o kisi cehennem
ategine mastahak olur. Gok sakinmak gerek. bu edeplere sahip gikmo-
I, Iblise uymamalidir.”

Bunun igin, erenlerin edeb ve erkanini bizbu Kitabin (Buyrugun) igin-
ce yazdik K, erenlere muhib olan talibler okuyup. geregince amel
edeler ve her okudukga bu zaifi hayir duadon unutmayalar. Bir Kiginin
&mia Nuh Peygamberin émra kadar olsa, bu MENAKIB-| SERIF'i yazip.
tamam edemezler. Gnkd, Eviiza Mendkibi'nin sonu ve BATIN iLMI'nin
nihayeti yoktur. Bu denli oldug da taliblere ancok bir irgad igindir. Her
margide ve haififeye ve Pir'e 16zm olan sudur Ki:

Cuma geceleri geldikte Geragini uyanp. guca yettigi kadar AL.LAH
nzdsi igin ve MUHAMMED-ALI ve ONIKI IMAM ve ONDORT MASOM-|
PAK'ler ve gegmis piler ve beg kademler ruhu igin, atasi ve anasinin
cani igin yemek yedire ve yemekten sonra cemaat dagimadan bu
eviiya'nin buyrugu okuna. talbler ve muhibler dinleyeler. gugleri yetti-
gince edebinden ve erkanindan dgrenip omel edeler. Kl bilmedigini
bgrenmek gerexktir. Fakat, erkén erenleri bu Kkutsal BUYRUK Kitabi'ni her
onane gelenin yoninda okumayalar ve rastgele Kiilere vermeyeler.
gostermeyeler, yalnzca Erenlere muhib olanlann yaninda okuyalar.

Fig. 6: MAAKMDK (2000), Buyruk, pp. 150-151; © Janina Karolewski.
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