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[bookmark: _Toc132531060]1. Codicology
[bookmark: _Toc132531061]1.1 Physical Description
The manuscript, TR-Iüne 214-12, is currently being preserved in the Nadir Eserler Kütüphanesi at Istanbul University. The notebook is in landscape format (opens from the shorter side) and thus the pages allow for more characters to be written out horizontally. It has a hard cover made of brown/purple paper and there are pastedowns of black paper on both front and back covers. The measurements of the binding are 24 x 15 cm. There is a white sticker adhered to the cover spine with the numbering of ‘Y/2’ which also could be read as ‘Y12’ due to overall worn condition of the binding. Since the other Hampartsum mss. in the same library also have similar stickers featuring Y, slash (/), and a numbering respectively, it is more likely to be read as ‘Y/2’. The manuscript has a sewn spine and so the pages are folded and stitched with a red yarn, while a few of the pages (pp. [vi], 57, 134) appear to be pastedowns on the original leaves. The manuscript also has green front and back flyleaves, which seem to have been glued to the inner sides of the front and back covers.
[bookmark: _Toc132531062]1.2 Layout, Ink and Script
There are a total of 75 leaves in the manuscript. It seems that the scribe originally left the first two leaves and recto of the third leaf empty and that the manuscript was initially written with an index on pp. [vi–v]. Probably after the notebook was filled (pp. 1–[143]), the scribe(s) chose to use the pages that had earlier been intentionally left blank and notated a saz semâî (no. 53) on the verso of the first leaf (p. [i]) and a peşrev (no. 54) starting on p. [iv] accordingly.  The peşrev lasts through p. [ii] since it was notated upside-down due to holding the manuscript in the opposite rotation. In contrast to these later additions, at first the manuscript seems to have been written meticulously. In the first piece, the page layout for the notation starts in a standardized form where the scribe set equal page margins both on the left side for the pages on the left and on the right side for the pages on the right. This left room for the scribe to write the titles and hâne numbers. The musical pieces are notated consecutively and the notation fits into nine lines on almost every page. However, it can be said that the number of deviations in the page layout increases along the manuscript and that the handwriting gets more disorganized. Accordingly, the manuscript can be separated into two main sections due to visible scribal deviations in handwriting, stroke width and formatting. In the first section (pp. 1–51), the use of black ink for the Hampartsum pitch and duration signs in standard, whereas all the other elements such as performance instructions, tie signs, division signs, titles and hâne numbers are in red ink. This practice seems to have been applied to the first 15 pieces almost without exception by the scribe. Additional interventions are minimal and it seems that the scribe usually preferred to correct mistakes by erasing rather than scribbling. The stroke width and handwriting style in the notation also suggest that this part was notated by one particular scribe. However, p. 52 marks the beginning of another section. The stroke width becomes thinner and there is a visible increase in the number of scribblings due to later corrections. The heading of the first piece (no. 16) of this new section is centered on the first line, instead of in the page margins as the scribe had done previously. Additionally, the shape of the Arabic numeral ‘3’ used to refer to the hânes and used in the pagination differs to the one used in the first part. These changes may indicate a new scribe as supported by the other findings as explained in detail under 1.3. However, there are still a few minor deviations in the later part of this second section. Starting from p. 89 the red ink no longer features in the original layer. There are also many blank pages caused by incomplete pieces. This indicates that the scribe(s) probably planned to add the missing hânes later. Other than that, it is possible to say that the handwriting and page layout become much more disorganized and it is hard to identify any consistency in the shape of the Arabic numeral ‘3’. Later, regarding the partial use of HNER together with HNIR, the section starting on p. 117 reflects another convention of Hampartsum notation. Also, the index supplied on pp. [vi–v] does not include the pieces found in this latter part.
[bookmark: _Toc132531063]1.3 Relations
There are important findings supporting that ‘TR-Iboa 355, img. 214–344’ which is among the Muallim İsmâîl Hakkı Bey collection at Devlet Osmanlı Arşivi (Ottoman State Archives), is the main source for at least 29 of 54 pieces found in TR-Iüne 214-12.[footnoteRef:1] In other words, a remarkable number of pieces in TR-Iüne 214-12 seem to have been copied from this manuscript found in the archive. Furthermore, it turns out that TR-Iboa 355 has also a similar relationship to TR-Iüne 211-9. The most important finding supporting these relations is that 13 pieces in TR-Iboa 355 contain markings corresponding to the page breaks in TR-Iüne 214-12 and similar markings in another five pieces correspond to the page breaks in TR-Iüne 211-9 (see Figure 1 & Table 1). This indicates that the scribe(s) probably used those markings to remember where they left off or that they made calculations to design a better page layout while copying. [1:  Since TR-Iboa 355 is compiled of mixed loose sheets, only a part of it (img. 214–344) is included in this study. This part probably makes up the main source where many pieces in both TR-Iüne 214-12 and TR-Iüne 211-9 were copied from. However, the pages are in an irregular order. Some of the sheets belonging to this series are even mingled with the loose sheets of another manuscript (TR-Iboa 353) in the archive. In this regard, the original pagination of the loose sheets is provided in the Appendix for a better understanding regarding the relations between the mss. ] 
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Also, the texts (as seen in Figure 1: 59 Rehāvī, 57 Ṣabā, 54 ʿIrāḳ) which seem to have been added later at ‘TR-Iboa 355, img. 319’ match the page numbers and corresponding makâms in TR-Iüne 214-12.

[image: ]
[bookmark: _Hlk110329856]Figure 1. Marking in TR-Iboa 355, img. 318–9 which corresponds to the page break at TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 60–1.
[image: ]Another indicator of this relationship is the ‘Ḳayd şüd [registration completed]’ text next to the headings in TR-Iboa 355, probably indicating that the copying of a piece to another manuscript had been completed. Accordingly, 64 of 84 pieces feature this statement.[footnoteRef:2] These pieces usually appear to be the identical versions of the ones found in two other manuscripts, in which case TR-Iboa 355 was most likely to be the main source. On the other hand, in order to better understand the direction of dependence, the pieces were compared one by one. On the basis of transmission of the later additions and deletions, it seems most likely that there was a one-way relationship between TR-Iüne 214-12 and TR-Iboa 355. However, the case with TR-Iüne 211-9 seems slightly different. There are indicators suggesting that the scribe(s) of TR-Iüne 211-9 benefited from two other manuscripts. On the other hand, the available evidence suggests that TR-Iüne 211-9 has bidirectional dependence on TR-Iboa 355 as explained in detail below. Therefore, when considering TR-Iüne 214-12 from a historical perspective, it is necessary to evaluate it together with two other manuscripts. However, such relations based on the hints that manuscripts contain, are insufficient to ascertain how many scribes were involved (they might even have all been written by a single person, as the Hampartsum scripts are very similar). So, in order to provide a better understanding, the differences in the handwriting were also examined subjectively by looking at all kinds of texts that vary both within the manuscripts and among the three manuscripts, as well as the Hampartsum script. It was observed that the deviations in the layout and stroke width of pen mentioned under 1.2, in most cases coincide with the differentiation in writing of the letters and words such as ‘-kâ-’, ‘-gâ-’, ‘fâhte’ and ‘tâhir’. [2:  7 out of 64 pieces fully or partially are availbale in TR-Iboa 353. See Appendix for the list.] 
[bookmark: _Hlk110329893]Figure 2. Direction of the copying relationship between three mss.

TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 01-51:
Accordingly, based on the similarities in the handwriting, the first part (pp. 1–51) including 15 pieces might have been notated by the same person who wrote out a huge part of TR-Iboa 355 (orig. pp. 1–127). The transmission of the additions / corrections in the notation supports that at least 9 (nos. 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 14) out of 15 pieces might have been copied from TR-Iboa 355.[footnoteRef:3] As an interesting aside, this first part of TR-Iüne 214-12 comprises only peşrevs. The scribe might have wanted to create a repertoire of peşrevs for TR-Iüne 214-12. However, it would have been possible only after notating a huge part (until p. 127) of TR-Iboa 355, when considering the order of the pieces in both mss. (see the original paginations of TR-Iboa 355 that are provided in the Appendix).  [3:  Since TR-Iboa 355 is compiled of loose sheets, there are missing sheets when considering the original pagination, e.g. TR-Iboa 355b, pp. [58–79], TR-Iboa 355b, pp. [111–4]. In this regard, those lost sheets may contain the pieces which the remaining 6 pieces in the first part of TR-Iüne 214-12 were copied from.] 

The handwriting in TR-Iboa 355 seems to change at p. 127. The makâm name ‘tâhir’ appears to be stylistically different after this point.[footnoteRef:4] Accordingly, on the basis of the similarities in the handwriting, there is a possibility that this part, starting at p. 127, might have been written by the (first) scribe of TR-Iüne 211-9. If so, this scribe must also have completed TR-Iboa 355 prior to start the writing of TR-Iüne 211-9. Furthermore, there are indicators suggesting that this scribe afterwards copied many pieces to TR-Iüne 211-9 while benefiting from two other manuscripts. Apparently, he mostly copied the corrected versions found in TR-Iüne 214-12, and this may indicate that he considered them more up-to-date. According to the possible scenario that can be imagined as a result of examining all the evidence regarding the interrelations and handwritings, both TR-Iboa 355 and TR-Iüne 214-12 might have passed into the possession of the first scribe of TR-Iüne 211-9 after the first 15 pieces in TR-Iüne 214-12 were notated.  [4:  Cf. ‘TR-Iboa 355, img. 264’, ‘TR-Iboa 355, img. 228’, ‘TR-Iboa 355, img. 230’ and ‘TR-Iboa 355, img. 333’.] 

TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 52-116:
With this part, there is a noticeable, significant change regarding the stroke width. There is also a sudden change in the shape of the Arabic numeral ‘3’ used in hâne and page numbers. What is interesting is that the handwriting in this section is very similar to that in the section starting at p.109 in ‘TR-Iüne 211-9’. As a matter of fact, the shape of the Arabic numeral ‘3’ and the stroke width in TR-Iüne 211-9 also change abruptly, as in TR-Iüne 214-12. Thus, it is probable that both these manuscripts passed into the hands of another, common scribe. The pieces with the page break markings in TR-Iboa 355, match the pieces only in these sections of two other manuscripts, i.e. ‘TR-Iüne 211-9, pp. 109–[262]’ and ‘TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 52–116’ (see Table 1). This implies that this second scribe made markings on the sheets of TR-Iboa 355 related to the page layouts of TR-Iüne 214-12 and TR-Iüne 211-9, while copying.
[bookmark: _Hlk110329079]Table 1. Locations of the pieces believed to be copied from TR-Iboa 355 on the basis of the markings corresponding to the page breaks in TR-Iüne 214-12 and TR-Iüne 211-9.
	From 
	To
	To 

	TR-Iboa 355, img. 290–91
	–––
	TR-Iüne 211-9, pp. 109–11

	TR-Iboa 355, img. 299–300
	–––
	TR-Iüne 211-9, pp. 113–4

	TR-Iboa 355, img. 332–3
	TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 54–6
	–––

	TR-Iboa 355, img. 318–9
	TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 59–61
	–––

	TR-Iboa 355, img. 245–4
	TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 113–5
	–––

	TR-Iboa 355, img. 278–9
	TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 78–80
	–––

	TR-Iboa 355, img. 301, 246
	TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 107–9
	–––

	TR-Iboa 355, img. 249, 236–7
	–––
	TR-Iüne 211-9, pp. 175–8

	TR-Iboa 355, img. 238–40
	TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 95–9
	–––

	TR-Iboa 355, img. 243, 285
	TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 99–102
	–––

	TR-Iboa 355, img. 285–6
	TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 109–11
	–––

	TR-Iboa 355, img. 255–7
	TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 83–7
	–––

	TR-Iboa 355, img. 263–4
	TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 69–71
	–––

	TR-Iboa 353, img. 730; 
TR-Iboa 355, img. 234–5
	TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 71–4
	–––

	TR-Iboa 355, img. 306–7
	TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 74–6
	–––

	TR-Iboa 355, img. 221–2
	–––
	TR-Iüne 211-9, pp. 126–8

	TR-Iboa 355, img. 226–8
	–––
	TR-Iüne 211-9, pp. 119–20

	TR-Iboa 355, img. 228–9
	TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 88–91
	–––
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Another point which may support the argument that the same scribe wrote out those particular sections of two manuscripts, is the fact that the use of red ink was abandoned at a certain point in all of the mentioned manuscripts. Accordingly, it is seen that this scribe stopped using red ink while he was notating the piece no. 32 (pp. 88–91) in TR-Iüne 214-12. When looking at the corresponding piece at ‘TR-Iboa 355, img. 228–9’, it is apparent that the use of red ink was also abandoned at the same point and it is evident in the change in the ink color of the markings related to page breaks. Moreover, the color of the ‘Ḳayd şüd’ texts in further pieces copied, appears to be black instead of red. In a similar manner, the red ink was also not used for a while starting from p. 129 in TR-Iüne 211-9. 
[bookmark: _Hlk98145808]All of the ‘Ḳayd şüd’ texts might have been added by this scribe even if the pieces in the first sections (‘TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 1–51’ & ‘TR-Iüne 211-9, pp. 1–108’) were likely notated/copied by different scribe(s). This second scribe might have wanted to mark also the afore-copied pieces so as not to notate them twice into both TR-Iüne 214-12 and TR-Iüne 211-9. However, when considering that the pieces starting at ‘TR-Iüne 211-9, p. 130’ are notated in HNER, one could assume that the second scribe completed the writing of ‘TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 51–116’ prior to writing this part (TR-Iüne 211-9, p. 130–[262]). Considering a chronological hierarchy regarding the development of the notation requires such an assumption since the original layer of TR-Iüne 214-12 starts to feature elements from HNER only starting with piece no. 41 on p. 117. However, there is a conflict in this scenario. Because, the source for the piece no. 32 (pp. 88–91) in TR-Iüne 214-12, appears to be ‘TR-Iüne 211-9, pp. 145–[7]’ based on the transmission of later additions from TR-Iüne 211-9 to TR-Iboa 355. Moreover, the pages probably including the first two hânes of the next piece in TR-Iüne 211-9 (pp. [147–8]), seem to have been torn out of the manuscript. When looking at TR-Iüne 214-12 and TR-Iboa 355, it seems that only the first two hânes of this particular piece are notated. This probably indicates that those pages were torn out to be used as a source for TR-Iboa 355, when the scribe was unable to access the entire manuscript (TR-Iüne 211-9). But the interesting thing is that the piece, in both TR-Iboa 355 and TR-Iüne 214-12, is notated in HNIR despite the fact that it is notated in HNER in TR-Iüne 211-9. It is not clear why the same scribe might have done such a thing. There, of course, might be another scribe who used HNER starting at ‘TR-Iüne 211-9, p. 130’. In this case, the change in the ink color indicates that the same pen(s) might have been used by different scribes probably in the same place. This also reveals that the implicit or explicit use of durational signs cannot be assigned with certainty to chronologically separate time periods.
In the remaining part of TR-Iüne 214-12 (especially starting on p. 117), there seems to be a transition to HNER where the duration signs such as ‘’ and ‘’ are introduced in the original layer as mentioned before. Also, the index on pp. [vi–v] does not include the pieces found in this section. Another remark is that the pieces are no longer copied from TR-Iboa 355 and it does not seem possible to claim anything about the scribe based on the handwriting alone. Despite the fact that it is not possible to know exactly what happened, the reading above provides a possible scenario based on the tiny details that could be found. Nevertheless, the only thing that can be safely claimed is that TR-Iüne 214-12 is a product of multiple scribes on the basis of complex relationships between the manuscripts. Also, the web of relations cannot be restricted to these three manuscripts. As stated in the CR, the findings suggest that the manuscripts such as TR-Iütae 107 and TR-Iam 1537 might also have benefited from TR-Iüne 214-12 in a few particular pieces. These relationships are mostly observed in the frame of the transmission of identical and specific scribal mistakes. To conclude, all these examples highlight that some of the Hampartsum manuscripts reflect a compiled repertoire as a result of collective work.
[bookmark: _Toc132531064]1.4 Scribe(s) and Dates
[image: ]Based on the findings explained above, it can be claimed that there was more than one scribe (at least two) who notated the musical pieces in TR-Iüne 214-12. On the basis of the finding that the first two scribes (involved in pp. 1–51 and presumably pp. 52–116) continued copying from TR-Iboa 355, it is likely that these two different scribes knew each other or that they inhabited the same environment.  However, in the manuscript there is no information - such as text or seal - to help identify the scribes. The relationship between TR-Iüne 214-12 and TR-Iüne 211-9 could provide some indication since TR-Iüne 211-9 has a seal containing the name ‘Mehmed Râşid’ and the date ‘1285 [1868] (or 1280 [1863])’ on p. 83 (see Figure 3).[footnoteRef:5] This seal may indicate either that this manuscript (probably the latter part) was written by Mehmed Râşid, or that it was in his possession for a period of time. As Jäger mentions, the pieces attributed to Râşid Efendi in the latter part of TR-Iüne 211-9 could indicate that at least the part containing those pieces might have been notated by the composer himself.[footnoteRef:6] The same seal is also encountered in another compiled manuscript (TR-Iboa 356) in DOA,[footnoteRef:7] where a statement refers to the seal. There, Mehmed Râşid confirms that he willingly received the loose sheets of Hampartsum notation in lieu of his salary on December 1286 [1869], and refers to the seal as a standing proof of this exchange: [5:  The same seal also appears next to the usûl table at TR-Iüne 211-9, p. [261], and this could indicate that the usûl table might have been transcribed by Mehmed Râşid himself.]  [6:  See JÄGER 1995, p. xlv.]  [7:  See TR-Iboa 356, img. 204.] 
[bookmark: _Hlk110329917]Figure 3. Seal at TR-Iüne 211-9, p. 83.


‘166
muhassas olan ber-vech-i bâlâ yalnız yüz altmış altı maaş-ı acizânemi 
işbu seksen altı senesi şehr-i kanun-ı evveline mahsuben [ber-vech-i bâlâ muhassas olan maaş-ı acizânemi] bu kalemden satıldığına ahz olunduğunu eylediğimi müş’ir işbu memhûr senedim takdîm kılındı.’[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Translit. by Dr. Neslihan Demirkol.] 

We can deduce that Mehmed Râşid was a collector and probably used the same seal (dated to 1868) to indicate his possession of manuscripts that he acquired. Considering that he received the Hampartsum sheets instead of his salary from an official department, we can suggest that he was working in an entity such as Sâzendegân-ı Hâssa or Mûzıka-yı Hümâyûn, which were the main music institutions affiliated with the court at that time (1868). But there is an ambiguity about the exact identity of Mehmed Râşid, since the only name associated with any of these music institutions in the archive documents was a mülâzım (lieutenant) in 1904.[footnoteRef:9] However, there are more documents referring to Râşid without the first name ‘Mehmed’ between 1861-1900. In this regard, Râşid Ağa, who became kolağası (senior captain) in 1861 and retired in 1874 with the rank of Mîralay (colonel) in Mûzıka-yı Hümâyûn, seems to be a more plausible candidate regarding the dates.[footnoteRef:10] Additionally, it seems that the same Râşid Ağa was hired again in the follwing year (1875), which may support Veli Kanık’s statement that Râşid Efendi was still employed at Mûzıka-yı Hümâyûn in 1896.[footnoteRef:11] However, Veli Kanik might also have been referring to another person - Râşid Bey who died in ca. 1900 with the rank of Binbaşı (major) in Mûzıka-yı Hümâyûn.[footnoteRef:12] [9:  See ‘HR.TH. 302/67 (M-04.05.1904)’]  [10:  See ‘İ.DH. 475-31920 (H-23.01.1278)’, ‘A.}MKT.MHM 474/42 (H-02.01.1291)’ and ‘İ.DH. 696-48691 (H-14.01.1292)’.]  [11:  CEMIL 2002, p. 114.]  [12:  See ‘ML.EEM. 416/58’.] 

Beside all these suggestions, there is an orally transmitted tradition suggesting that some of the Hampartsum manuscripts found in the conservatory library of Istanbul University today, belonged to Neyzen Râşid Efendi (known as Nâyi Baba Râşid). Suphi Ezgi (1869–1962) refers to the same person and states that he was older than 70 years when Ezgi himself was 17 (in ca. 1886).[footnoteRef:13] On the other hand, Maraqa claims that Neyzen Râşid Efendi was still alive in 1901 and that he must have died before 1905.[footnoteRef:14] Nonetheless, there is no evidence proving that Mehmed Râşid and Neyzen Râşid Efendi are the same person.  [13:  NATM/[I], p. 235.]  [14:  See the introduction of the edition of TR-Iüne 207-5 by Salah Eddin Maraqa.] 

TR-Iüne 214-12 could have been used as a teaching material among musicians of sâzendegân-ı hâssa,[footnoteRef:15] which is the name of the institution that was performing classics from the makâm music repertoire in the Ottoman court. Many of the composers found in the manuscript, were either members of this institution or at least were taught in Enderûn to be official musicians of the court. Based on the fact that Mûzıka-yı Hümâyûn was teaching western staff notation, denying its connection to other institutions such as Sâzendegân-ı Hâssa and Müezzinân-i Hâssa would not be realistic. Two pieces in makâm Hicâz aşîrân [Râhatfezâ] found in Ottoman archives show that İsmet Ağa[footnoteRef:16] and Neyzen Sâlih Dede, as members of Sâzendegân-ı Hâssa, also knew western staff notation. According to Toker and Aydemir, there are statements such as ‘İsmet kulları [your servant İsmet]’ and ‘Neyzen Sâlih kulları [your servant Neyzen Sâlih]’ in the headings of the music sheets and hence this proves that these pieces were transcribed by these composers to be presented to Sultan Abdülhamid II (1842-1918). The use of western staff notation by musicians who were associated with the makâm music tradition supports the claim of possible exchange between musicians in the court. They might have learned the conventions of western music from other colleagues in the Mûzıka-yı Hümâyûn. However, this does not mean that these musicians didn’t know Hampartsum notation. Considering the reign date (1876-1909) of Abdülhamid II, they might have used Hampartsum notation before the use of staff notation became widespread. We also know that Giuseppe Donizetti (1788–1856), the head of Mûzıka-yı Hümâyûn between 1828–1856, learned Hampartsum notation, and this suggests that it was used widely in the court at that time. [15:  Sâzendegân-ı Hâssâ is called by various names, including ‘İnce Saz Heyeti’ or ‘Saray Sâzendeleri,’ in many other sources. However, it is mostly referred to as Sâzendegân-I Hâssâ in the archive documents (AYDEMIR & TOKER 2013, p. 107).]  [16:  Aydemir and Toker claim that Tanbûrî İsmet Ağa and Santûrî İsmet Ağa refer to the same person, since most of the musicians in the court were multi-instrumentalists at that time (see AYDEMIR & TOKER 2013, p. 110). They also claim that Tanbûrî İsmet Ağa was still alive in 1878-79, based on another document in the archive.] 

On the other hand, the writing of TR-Iüne 214-12 seems to have been spread over time, based on the findings explained under 1.3. When considered together with the living dates of the composers attributed in the ms., the part including pp. 1–116 is more likely to have been written in 1840s. In this regard, the remaining part might have been completed in the following decades, considering that Mehmed Raşid presumably bought TR-Iüne 211-9 and the loose sheets in TR-Iboa 356 around 1868.
[bookmark: _Toc132531065]1.5 Index and Pagination
When looking at the index given on pp. [vi–v], it is apparent that the deviations in the handwriting and stroke width (possibly depending on the use of different pens) may support the idea that there are different scribes suggested under 1.3. Accordingly, it is possible that the index information for the first 15 pieces seems to have been written by the same hand

who notated the musical pieces making up the same section. Likewise, the index information starting from piece no. 16 might have been written by the second scribe involved in the notation. Afterwards, just like in the notation, the red ink is also no longer used in the index information for the section starting with p. 88 (piece no. 32), and the handwriting becomes more disorganized. However, up to this point (pp. 52-87), there are some irregularities in the order of the pieces provided in the index. For example, after piece no. 20, there are nos. 24, 28, 29, 30, 32, 22, 27, 25, 26 and 31 given respectively along with p. [vi]. Two pieces (nos. 21 and 23) are not even included in the index. Interestingly, these two pieces are in makâm yegâh and the composer of both is Neyzen Sâlih Dede (d. ca. 1885). On the other hand, it is unclear whether this was a deliberate choice of the scribe or not.
The index information starting with p. 88 is likely to also have been written by another hand. We see this because the makâm and usûl information for the piece no. 32 appears to have been erroneously re-written by this third hand taking over the index entry. The difference in the handwriting (cf. the makâm name tâhir) also supports this idea. Although there are minor deviations in the order of the pieces in this part, the most important point is that the page numbers provided are different than the pagination inside the notebook (see Table 2). However, it is noticeable that the pagination between pp. 90–116 in the notation had been rubbed out. As far as can be deduced from the blurry ink stains, the old pagination corresponds to the page numbers given in the index. This confusion was probably due to the erroneous writing of 98 for p. 90. 
[bookmark: _Hlk110329162]Table 2. Paginations given in the index and notation.
	Piece no.
	Pagination in the Index
	Pagination in the Notation

	34
	p. 103
	p. 95

	35
	p. 107
	p. 99

	36
	p. 111
	p. 103

	37
	p. 115
	p. 107

	38
	p. 117
	p. 109

	39
	p. 119
	p. 111

	40
	p. 121
	p. 113



The section starting with piece no. 41 (p. 117) is not included in the index. Accordingly, the correction of the earlier page numbers could have been done by the same hand who took over the notation and pagination in this section. However, the pagination only continues until p. 137, while the additional pages number till page 143.
[bookmark: _Toc132531066]2. Contents
TR-Iüne 214-12 contains 54 instrumental pieces. There are 37 peşrevs, 16 saz semâîs and one
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piece titled as ‘Çoban’ in which there is no makâm nor usûl given, hence the genre cannot be identified clearly.[footnoteRef:17] In general, the order of the pieces does not seem to follow the standard fasıl format where one peşrev and one semâî are written out consecutively in the same makâm. But the latter part of the ms. seems to exhibit this format in parts, with some interruptions by other makâms, and therefore it could be claimed that 10 pieces / 5 makâms (nos. 32–3, 38–9, 43–4, 45–6, 47–8) are written out according to this convention. [17:  The title and divisions of the usûl cycle suggest that it may belong to Turkish Folk Music repertoire.] 

Some of the pieces - especially after p. 89 - seem to have been left incomplete; hence only a few hânes (between one and three) are given while there are concordances including all hânes (usually four hânes).
[bookmark: _Hlk110329185]Table 3. Available hânes of incomplete pieces in TR-Iüne 214-12.
	Hânes
	Piece no.

	H1
	48

	H1, H2
	33, 40[footnoteRef:18], 49, 51 [18:  Only two divisions of H3 are available.] 


	H1, H2, H3
	35, 36, 42, 53

	H1, H2, H4
	43



[bookmark: _Toc132531067]2.1 Makâms
There are 37 different makâms in the ms. as shown in alphabetical order in Table 4 and the saz semâîs are marked with an asterisk. Accordingly, the most frequently used makâm appears to be Yegâh with 2 peşrevs and 1 saz semâî. 14 makâms supply 2 pieces each and 10 out of 14 include 1 peşrev and 1 saz semâî. On the other hand, the makâm Nevâ provides two different versions of the same piece. The remaining 22 makâms only include one musical piece each accordingly.
The pieces in makâm Segâh mâye are indicated in makâm Mâye in some of other manuscript sources such as TR-Iütae 107 and TR-Iütae 249. The piece in makâm Gülizâr is indicated in makâm Baytâr sabâ, especially in earlier sources. This confirms the statement of Olley based on the handwritten addition of Subhi Ezgi in TR-Iüne 203-1: 
‘The two pieces assigned to this makâm [Baytâr sabâ] in NE203 (nos. 62 and 63) are annotated by Ezgi to indicate that the makâm is rather Gülizâr, which is the designation given in some other sources.’[footnoteRef:19]  [19:  OLLEY 2020, p. 33.] 

Additionally, we see that Nihâvend and Nihâvend-i kebîr are treated as different makâms in TR-Iüne 214-12. On the other hand, the same piece which is indicated in makâm Nihâvend-i kebîr in TR-Iüne 211-9 seems to have been copied as Nihâvend to TR-Iüne 207-5; thus it may indicate that they were treated as the same makâm in the later sources.
[bookmark: _Hlk110329265]Table 4. Distribution of makâms.
	Makâm
	Piece no.
	Makâm
	Piece no.

	Bestenigâr
	16, 35
	Neveser
	7

	Bûselik
	10
	Nihâvend
	54

	Bûselik aşîrân
	13, 36
	Nihâvend-i kebîr
	5

	Büzürg
	2
	Nühüft
	43, 44*

	Dügâh
	14
	Râst
	1, 28

	Evc
	37*, 40
	Rehâvî
	3, 19*

	Evcârâ
	41*
	Revnaknümâ
	38, 39*

	Ferahfezâ
	12
	Sabâ
	18, 22*

	Gülizâr
	26*, 34
	Sâzkâr
	4

	Hicâz
	31*
	Segâh mâye
	20, 27*

	Hicâzkâr
	45, 46*
	Şedd-i arabân
	30

	Hicâz zengûle
	49
	Şehnâz bûselik
	53*

	Hûzî
	9
	Sûz-ı dilârâ
	47, 48*

	Hüseynî
	24
	Tâhir
	32, 33*

	Hüzzâm
	15
	Tarz-ı cedîd
	11

	Irâk
	17
	Uşşâk
	29

	Isfahân
	25*
	Yegâh
	8, 21*, 23

	Karcığar
	51*
	Zâvil
	6

	Nevâ
	42, 50
	
	



[bookmark: _Toc132531068]2.2 Usûls
There are 14 different types of usûl structures described in TR-Iüne 214-12. For one piece (no. 54), the usûl structure could not be assigned since it possibly belongs to the Folk Music repertoire. Accordingly, there are 37 peşrevs varying in 11 different usûls as shown in alphabetical order in Table 5. Although one piece (no. 29) is indicated in usûl Düyek in the heading, the placement of the division signs (end cycle signs) every two divisions suggests Çifte düyek. In a similar manner, one piece (no. 36) is indicated in usûl Lenk fâhte but it features the designation of Fâhte based on the distribution of the division signs.
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[bookmark: _Hlk110329284]Table 5. Distribution of usûls in peşrevs.
	Usûl
	Piece no.

	Berefşân
	8, 42, 50

	Çifte düyek
	29

	Darbeyn
	4

	Darb-ı fetih
	49

	Devr-i kebîr
	5, 7, 9, 16, 17, 18, 24, 28, 30, 35, 43, 45, 54

	Düyek
	12, 47

	Fâhte
	14, 15, 20, 36

	Hafîf
	6, 11, 34, 38

	Muhammes
	2, 10

	Sakîl
	1, 3, 13, 23, 40

	Zencîr
	32



16 pieces that belong to the saz semâî genre vary between 3 different usûl structures. These are Aksak, Sengîn and Yürük semâî and they usually appear as a combination of two of them (see Table 6). However, these structures are usually not stated in the headings for the pieces starting in Aksak semâi, which is also the most frequently used. In other words, the saz semâîs starting in the Aksak semâi form are usually indicated as only semâî rather than Aksak semâî in the headings. In this regard, the saz semâî genre usually follows the order in which the piece starts in Aksak semâî (10/4) and then may switch to Yürük (6/8) or Sengîn semâî (6/4) in the later hânes (usually in H4, sometimes in H3). However, 7 pieces are entirely in Aksak semâî and 4 out of 7 (nos. 33, 48, 51, 53) appear to be incomplete when compared to the concordances and hence the missing hânes may supply different usûl structures. One piece is indicated as Sengîn semâî in the heading but it modulates to Yürük semâî in H4. 
[bookmark: _Hlk110329317]Table 6. Distribution of usûls in saz semâîs. 
	Usûl
	Piece no.

	Aksak semâî
	21, 26, 27, 33, 48, 51, 53

	Aksak+Sengîn semâî
	19, 22, 37, 41, 44

	Sengîn+Yürük semâî
	31

	Aksak+Yürük semâî
	25, 39, 46




[bookmark: _Toc132531069]2.3 Composers
38 out of 54 pieces are attributed to a composer, either in their headings or in the index. The pieces that have attribution only in the index are marked with an asterisk in Table 7.[footnoteRef:20] The most popular composer seems to be Tanbûrî İsak, to whom 8 pieces are attributed. Büyük Osmân Bey takes second place with 5 pieces. [20:  The first piece in the ms. is attributed to the composer only via his nickname ‘Beñli’ in the heading, while the index supplies also the name: ‘Beñli Ḥasan Aġa’.  One piece (no. 35) has only the attribution of ‘Dede’ in both the heading and index.  However, we can deduce that the scribe meant ‘İsmâîl Dede Efendi’ based on the information that concordances provide. In this regard, it is assumed that these pieces have composer attributions in their headings.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk110329340]Table 7. Distribution of composers.
	Composer
	Dates
	Piece no.

	Kânûnî Edhem Efendi 
	d. 1918?
	46

	Kemânî Corci 
	d. ca. 1785
	9*, 14, 37

	Benli Hasan Ağa 
	1607–1662
	1

	Tanbûrî İsak 
	d.after 1807
	8, 20, 26, 32, 33*, 34, 42, 50

	İsmâîl Dede Efendi
	1778–1846
	7*, 24, 35

	Tanbûrî Musi 
	fl. ca. 1750
	4*

	Mustafâ İzzet Efendi 
	1801–1876
	11*

	Tanbûrî Nu’mân Ağa 
	d. after 1830
	16

	Büyük Osmân Bey 
	1816–1885
	18, 38, 43, 45, 54

	Nâyî Osmân Dede
	1652–1729
	2*, 28

	Neyzen Sâlih Dede
	d. ca. 1885
	21, 23, 39

	Neyzen Sâlim Bey
	d. 1885
	41, 44

	Selîm III
	1761–1808
	47

	Tatar
	unknown
	15, 30

	Zâkir
	unknown
	40

	Zekî Mehmed Ağa
	1776–1846
	6*, 12, 17



[bookmark: _Toc132531070]2.4 Notation
41 out of 54 pieces (nos. 1–40, 50) are notated in HNIR, while the remaining 13 pieces (nos. 41–49, 51–54) feature elements from both HNIR and HNER.
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[bookmark: _Toc132531071]2.4.1 Pitch Signs
There are 7 primary Hampartsum pitch signs used to symbolize the perdes in an octave. The remaining perdes are usually indicated with the addition of an alteration sign, called kisver, above these pitch signs. Accordingly, the function of kisver is to sharpen the pitch sign which it is placed above. However, the usage of kisver or any other form of alteration sign may vary between the Hampartsum mss., most likely depending on the scribal school or the time period they were written in. The earliest examples of Hampartsum sources, which are in Arm.-Tr. Script, feature also şûri[footnoteRef:21] perdes (tertiary degrees) where the kisvers are placed below the pitch signs to show the differentiation in the value of sharpening (for intervals less than one bakîye). The mss. such as TR-Iüne 211-9 and TR-Iüne 214-12 on the other hand, which represent the earliest examples in Arabic-Turkish (Ottoman) script, reflect a differentiated convention where the tertiary degrees are not indicated anymore. Instead, the kisver underneath the pitch signs are simply used to lower the pitch one octave accordingly. A huge part of TR-Iüne 214-12 reflects this understanding, where the interpretation of the values of sharpening is left to performers. Only a few pieces recorded in the latter part of the ms. include perhaps the first examples of the representation of a tertiary degree but in a different way than the earliest sources supply (see Fig. 4).  [21:  Asdik Ağa (d. ca. 1913) uses the term ‘şûri’ to indicate tertiary degrees in his unpublished theory book ‘Mētōd. Usulların zarb hēsabı üzērinē. [Translit. by J. Olley]’ dated to 1890 (see TR-Iboa 490, p. 14). ] 


[image: ]
Figure 4. Use of a tertiary degree at TR-Iüne 214-12, p. 126.
However, this type of visualization with a curved tile ( ) appears to be applied to only a particular register range between  and  in the ms. Therefore,  most probably corresponds to the pitch ‘dik hisâr’ in this context.
[bookmark: _Toc132531072]2.4.2 Duration signs
A huge part of TR-Iüne 214-12 features the limited use of durational signs, as Subhî Ezgi (1869–1962) uses the term ‘işaretsiz [without signs]’ to describe the first form of the notation

when it was invented by Limonciyan.[footnoteRef:22] Accordingly, besides the limited usage, the symbols that have been used also indicate relative values rather than fixed. However, it is commonly thought that the proportional duration signs were available in the first form of the notation in the early nineteenth century, based on the treatise written by Minas Pıjışkyan (Minas Bžškean) in 1812.[footnoteRef:23] Kerovpyan and Yılmaz claim that Hampartsum notation originally includes those duration signs as well.[footnoteRef:24] If so, there is still great ambiguity about why the use of well-known sets of proportional duration signs are not seen in the earliest mss. such as TR-Iüne 203-1, which is even believed to be a Hampartsum autograph, while almost all of the later sources written after a certain date, supply consistently proportional duration values. To be able to shed more light on this issue, it is preferable to consider all possibilities. According to Olley, the treatise of Pıjışkyan was intended for publication in 1815 but remained in manuscript until an edition was published by Aram Kerovpyan; and the original mss., comprising a draft and a fair copy, are housed in the archive of the monastery of San Lazzaro, Venice.[footnoteRef:25] As seen in the table originally given by Pıjışkyan, there are a few symbols related to durational purposes, which are pointed out with red arrows in Figure 5.[footnoteRef:26] The remaining are mostly related to performance instruction or embellishment purposes. [22:  NATM/V [Nazarî, Amelî Türk Musikisi (cilt 5)], p. 530.]  [23:  Eražštut‘iwn or ē hamaṙōt tełekut‘iwn eražštakan skzbanc‘ elewēǰut‘eanc‘ ełanakac‘ ew nšanagrac‘ xazic‘ [Translit. by J. Olley] (Brief Information on Principles of Music, Melodic Lines and Khaz Notation). The original ms. of Bžškean’ treatise was edited and published with addition of a preface and annotations by Aram Kerovpyan in 1997. ]  [24:  KEROVPYAN & YILMAZ 2010, p. 100.]  [25:  OLLEY 2020, p. 5.]  [26:  The image is taken from KEROVPYAN & YILMAZ 2010, p. 99.] 


[image: ]
[bookmark: _Hlk110330027]Figure 5. Hampartsum symbols and names given in the treatise of Pıjışkyan, 1815.

Accordingly, we see that the definition of the axis sign () in Arm.-Tr. script has been changed from ‘artmak (increasing or increased)’ to ‘bir buçuk zarb (one and a half beat stroke)’. This probably indicates that the correction was made at a later stage. But the most important point is that the durational value it refers to was changed from relative to fixed. The case with the hook sign () also suggests that it was added later in regards to its smaller font size squeezed between two rows ( and ). The thinner stroke width, which is noticeably visible and specific to these corrective additions, is another indicator supporting this argument. When considering the limited use of duration signs with relative reference values in early sources[footnoteRef:27] and that the circle sign - () that is used to indicate the sixteenth note value in many other late sources does not even find a place, neither in early Hampartsum mss. nor in the table given by Pıjışkyan - an alternative hypothesis that the durational signs such as hook () and circle () indicating fixed values were developed later seems to be much more plausible. Accordingly, Öztuna wrote that the Hampartsum notation became more sophisticated with additions of ‘Dzunk [circle→ ]’, ‘Dzınger [double circle→ ]’, ‘Gısatav [Hook→ ]’ and ‘Karatav [tick→ ]’ by Aristakes Şalcıyan [or Aris Hovannesyan] (1812–1878).[footnoteRef:28] In this regard it seems possible to claim that the axis sign has gained a fixed value with the development of new signs. [27:  As an example of the use of  in an early source such as TR-Iüne 203-1, Olley writes that it indicates the prolongation of a pitch. He then gives further possible interpretations of  in a table, hence emphasizing its relative equivalence depending on the context. See OLLEY 2020, pp. 65–6.]  [28:  TMAS I, p. 111. Öztuna then states that this information was taken from ‘Ermeni Yıllığı [Armenian Annual], İstanbul 1931, pp. 202–3’ with the help of K. Pamukcıyan for translation.] 

[bookmark: _Toc132531073]3. Editorial Approach
[bookmark: _Toc132531074]3.1 Layers
I have tried to ensure that the transcriptions represent the original layer of the manuscript as far as possible, since the majority of the pieces contain many additions and corrections made anonymously over the original layer. In most cases, those additions feature the explicit practices in Hampartsum notation regarding the durational signs where fixed values are supplied. However, as stated under 1.4, it seems that the original layer of the ms. was probably notated by more than one scribe, so that a later hand addition in a piece may belong to another scribe involved especially in the latter part of the ms., where also elements from HNER were used in the original layer. In this case, the term ‘scribe’ here and in the CR refers to the person who notated the particular piece. In most cases, the original layer was taken for the transcription if any addition made by a later hand indicates different values to the original layer. This is providing that no scribal mistake is identified that could validate the later correction. Such cases were described under ‘Notes on Transcription’ in the CR. On the other hand, to be able to discern a scribal error it is necessary to consult concordances and / or to conduct an internal analysis as mentioned below in detail. In cases where the original layer does not supply any durational value while a later hand addition does, and where this differs to what concordances suggest, then it is up to the editor to base the transcription on either concordances or the later hand version. Accordingly, such cases are also commented on in the CR. 
In short, the editorial approach for the later additions is to consider them as if they were made by other hand(s), if there is insufficient evidence supporting that they were done by the scribe. If there is sufficient evidence to prove that any correction was made by the scribe, the corrected version was transcribed and this was also stated in the commentary. For instance, erasing and rewriting of a pitch sign is accepted as if this was done by the scribe, since this could supposedly have been done before the ink dried. 
[bookmark: _Toc132531075]3.2 Pitch and Duration Signs
As stated before under 2.4.1, while the tertiary degrees are not indicated in the majority of the pieces, the latter part of the ms., which was possibly notated later in time, displays a few examples of  . Given that in a large part of the manuscript the tertiary degrees are not represented by any extra marking, it is possible to conclude that the scribe could have meant more than one pitch by only one pitch sign, depending on the context in a piece. A concrete example of such a case is given below (see Figure 6). 

[image: ]
[bookmark: _Hlk110330084]Figure 6. TR-Iüne 214-12, p. 7.
Almost all of the çargâh () pitch signs in H4 of the piece no. 3 in TR-Iüne 214-12 are indicated as bûselik () in the consulted concordances, i.e. TR-Iüne 211-9, TR-Iüne 207-5:  .[footnoteRef:29] Accordingly, it is possible that the scribe might have implied dik bûselik with the çargâh pitch sign, since there was no extra marking or sign used to represent this tertiary degree. On the other hand,  can also be interpreted as a bûselik as it is supplied in the concordances. Since it does not seem editorially possible to represent the original intention of the scribe accurately on the tertiary degrees, it was opted to transcribe only the semantic values of the pitch signs without any further interpretation in the edition. [29:  See TR-Iüne 211-9, p. 157 and TR-Iüne 207-5, pp. 21–2.] 

It was already mentioned that the majority of the pieces feature implicit Hampartsum conventions regarding durational indicators in the original layer of the ms. and that the usage 

of those signs is limited. This indicates that only a performer who is familiar with any particular musical piece in the ms. can read the notation fluently, since there are even completely unmarked (in terms of duration signs) groups. While the durational values are usually assumed to be equally distributed within the unmarked groups including two or four pitch signs (in peşrevs), the case with the other groups requiring uneven distribution is different. The main strategy employed in such cases is usually to consult concordances. However, in cases where the consulted concordances supply differing values, it is up to the editor to either adopt one of them or to interpret according to the values they supply. Therefore, every case that required consultation of the concordances regarding uneven distribution of durational values is given in the CR. Additionally, there are two more methods that were used to be able to transcribe the durational signs accurately, in order to understand the original intention of the scribe as far as possible: 
1) Internal analysis:
Internal analysis involves looking up and comparing the repetitive passages, such as teslîm, in a piece. It allows us to check if an unmarked group has any durational value when it is repeated for the second time. This method also lets the editor see possible scribal mistakes and transcribe them in the correct way. However, the ms. may contain scribal deviations which look like mistakes and thus require editorial caution. Just because the cases seem like scribal errors, they may not be errors at all, rather they may represent the conscious choice of the scribe depending on the context or any variation in a melody. 
2) Using a datapool:
Especially when there are more than four pitch signs in a group, deciphering the durational values gets more complicated due to the increasing number of possibilities. For example, when transcribing a group such as  where the only data given by the scribe is that the fifth pitch sign has a relatively greater durational value, it is evident that the group can be transcribed with many combinations of durational values. If there is no concordance in such a situation or available concordances do not supply useful data for the durational values, then consulting the similar melodic patterns in other pieces may play a key role. This is because we discovered during editing that the melodic patterns used frequently in the ms. and also in the related mss. suggested that the pitch durations and the melodic line are interrelated within a group. In the case described above, we see that the different transpositions of the same melodic pattern such as ,  etc. appear many times in the ms. and that the concordances mostly supply four eighth and two quarter note values respectively. Therefore, it is plausible to transcribe it as  (if the total durational value equals to one half note as in peşrevs). It is even applicable if the same melodic pattern also appears without any durational marking as . With the help of the data collected from other pieces, sometimes it may be possible to interpret even an unmarked group in a way that correctly reflects the scribe’s understanding.

[bookmark: _Toc132531076]3.2.1 Axis ()
The axis sign is placed only above the pitch signs for durational purposes. The pitch sign with an axis sign above, in this case, should be durationally longer compared to other pitch signs in the same group. However,  indicates a fixed value of dotted quarter note in HNER. Since TR-Iüne 214-12 hugely features the conventions of HNIR, the meaning of  mostly varies depending on the context. The value it refers to may also change depending on other variables such as the number of the pitch signs or existence of any rest sign in the same group.
In one-pitch sign groups it is not so common to find the axis above a pitch sign, especially in peşrevs where a group rhythmically equals to a half note (two beats). This is because the scribe(s) usually prefers to employ the dot sign to indicate this durational value ( → ). However,  or  (with a rest sign) appears frequently in the semâî genre. Therefore, the axis sign is mostly used to refer to a half note value ( → ) in the usûl aksak semâî. As an interesting aside, this type of usage is mostly seen in the first group of the aksak semâî usûl cycle and in some cases, it is noticeable that there are attempts to convert this sign into a dot sign (see Figure 7). 
[image: ]Although the possibilities given in Table 8 represent the majority of the cases in the manuscript, there are still some exceptional uses of the axis as such where it is transcribed as a dotted half note value (e.g. div. 23.4 in CMO1-I/11.39). Only the cases featuring this kind of exceptional use of the axis sign are commented on in the CR.Figure 7. Transformation of the axis into the dot sign at TR-Iüne 214-12, p. 59.


[bookmark: _Hlk110329381]Table 8. Possible interpretations of  in groups including one pitch sign.
	Total Rhythmic Value of Group
	Group
	Transcription
	Example

	2 beats
	
	
	See div. 1.1 in CMO1-I/11.19

	
	
	 
	See div. 21.1 in CMO1-I/11.22

	3 beats
	
	 
	See div. 17.4 in CMO1-I/11.39

	1,5 beats
	
	
	See div. 28 in CMO1-I/11.46



In groups including two pitch signs, the axis usually refers to a dotted quarter note in cases where a group rhythmically equals to two beats (see Table 9). The axis occurs above the second pitch sign in only one case, i.e. div. 20.1 in CMO1-I/11.44, hence the rhythmic structure of   is mostly derived from groups such as  and  . In cases where the axis is

used in groups featuring three beats as are seen in the usûl aksak semâi, the durational value it refers to is usually a half note value. In the usûl yürük semâî, the axis may even signify a durational value smaller than a quarter note depending on other variables in the same group.
	Total Rhythmic Value of Group
	Group
	Transcription
	Example

	2 beats
	
	 
	See div. 1.3 in CMO1-I/11.1

	
	
	  
	See div. 77.1 in CMO1-I/11.1

	
	
	  
	See div. 11.2 in CMO1-I/11.31

	3 beats
	
	 
	See div. 3.4 in CMO1-I/11.22

	
	
	  
	See div. 10.4 in CMO1-I/11.53

	1,5 beats
	
	 
	See div. 28.1 in CMO1-I/11.39


[bookmark: _Hlk110329417] Table 9. Possible interpretations of  in groups including two pitch signs.

In groups including three pitch signs, the interpretation of the axis sign may change in the range between an eighth and dotted half note value. It rarely occurs above the third pitch sign (e.g. div. 66.3 in CMO1-I/11.30). Accordingly, most of the rhythmic structures featuring   in the transcriptions are derived from the unmarked groups that were deciphered based on the concordances, while some of them are derived from the groups such as  and . The possible readings varying according to the total rhythmic value or existence of any rest sign in a group are given in Table 10 below, with the examples from the manuscript.
[bookmark: _Hlk110329451]Table 10. Possible interpretations of  in groups including three pitch signs.
	Total Rhythmic Value of Group
	Group
	Transcription
	Example

	2 beats
	
	 
	See div. 24.3 in CMO1-I/11.1

	
	
	 
	See div. 79.1 in CMO1-I/11.4

	
	
	  
	See div. 50.1 in CMO1-I/11.7

	
	
	 
	See div. 41.1 in CMO1-I/11.8

	
	
	  
	See div. 51.1 in CMO1-I/11.6

	
	
	  
	See div. 51.4 in CMO1-I/11.18

	
	
	  
	See div. 69.4 in CMO1-I/11.8

	3 beats
	
	  
	See div. 30.2 in CMO1-I/11.25

	
	
	   
	See div. 4.2 in CMO1-I/11.19

	1,5 beats
	
	  
	See div. 66.2 in CMO1-I/11.25


The manuscript contains numerous groups including three pitch signs with an axis. The axis sign is therefore more frequently transcribed as a quarter note indicator in the peşrevs. In this regard, each case where it is transcribed as a dotted eighth note value is commented on in the CR. 
In groups including four pitch signs, the possible readings are given below in Table 11. The axis sign seems to occur rarely in these groups. Accordingly, the scribe usually employs the thin stroke sign () above a pitch sign or leaves the groups unmarked rather than using the axis sign. There are no cases where the axis occurs above the last pitch sign in these groups. Although the given possibilities in Table 11 represent the majority of cases in the manuscript, further combinations and interpretations are also possible.
Table 11. Possible interpretations of  in groups including four pitch signs.
	Total Rhythmic Value of Group
	Group
	Transcription
	Example

	2 beats
	
	  
	See div. 87.3 in CMO1-I/11.5

	
	
	  
	See div. 22.3 in CMO1-I/11.21

	
	
	  
	See div. 17.3 in CMO1-I/11.10

	3 beats
	
	   
	See div. 19.2 in CMO1-I/11.25

	
	
	   
	See div. 10.2 in CMO1-I/11.19

	
	
	    
	See div. 21.2 in CMO1-I/11.22



In groups including five or more pitch signs, the axis is rarely seen. Instead the scribe uses the thin stroke sign or simply does not use any durational marking as is the case in the four-notes groups. Only in one case does the axis sign occur above the last pitch sign (e.g. div. 5.4 in CMO1-I/11.20) 
[bookmark: _Toc132531077]3.2.2 Dotted axis ()
The dotted axis sign occurs in the four-beats groups in which the total durational value is equal to a whole note. Similar to the other duration signs used in HNIR, it indicates the prolongation of a pitch sign that it occurs above. Hence, the value it indicates may change depending on other variables such as the number of the pitch signs or existence of any rest sign in the same group. For example, the dotted axis is more frequently transcribed as a half note value if there are three pitch signs in a group ( →   ). However different interpretations are also possible depending on the context (see Figure 8).


[image: ]
[bookmark: _Hlk110330289]Figure 8. Dissolving of a combined group at TR-Iüne 214-12, p. 19.
In the excerpt given above, we see that the group with the dotted axis sign is part of the repetitive passage in which it first appears in a way that it is dissolved into two separate groups (  →     ) by a division sign. In this case, it is possible to transcribe the dotted axis as a dotted half note ( →   ) value even if the consulted concordances supply another reading as a half note (  →   ). Additionally, it can also be seen that the scribe(s) sometimes uses the dotted axis instead of the double dot sign, especially in one pitch sign groups combined with a rest sign ( →   , e.g. div. 45.3 in CMO1-I/11.4).[footnoteRef:30] [30:  The scribe(s) usually does not consider the durational value of any rest sign in a group when notating them, hence the total value is attributed only to the pitch sign(s), e.g.  →   .] 

[bookmark: _Toc132531078]3.2.3 Single Strokes () , () 
There are two versions of the single stroke sign that appear in the manuscript. The first one is the thin stroke sign () and in most cases it appears in the original layer of the manuscript. The thin stroke is usually written by the scribe(s) in such a way that it slants to the right. It can occur both above the pitch signs and at base level. When it occurs at base level, it mostly indicates an eighth note rest value as explained in detail under 3.3. The thin stroke above a pitch sign, as is the case in most of the duration signs in HNIR, indicates the prolongation of a pitch sign in relation to others in the same group. In this regard, it is not clear why the same scribe uses two different symbols for the same function in a piece (see Figure 9).


[image: ]
[bookmark: _Hlk110330306]Figure 9. Repetitive passage at TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 29–30.
In the excerpt given above, the repetitive passage underlined in red appears again in another hâne. Accordingly, it is evident that the thin stroke is used for the indication of the same durational value as the axis sign.
We also see that the thin stroke more frequently occurs where the scribe(s)’ preference is not to use the axis sign, for instance, above the last pitch sign of a group. Furthermore, for the groups including five or more pitch signs, the duration sign that is used to refer to a prolonged pitch is usually the thin stroke sign. Since many of the pieces have probably been copied from TR-Iboa 355, it can be seen that both the stroke and axis signs are also available in TR-Iboa 355 and that the durational signs, in most cases, were copied to TR-Iüne 214-12 as they were. This adds credibility to another possibility, that TR-Iboa 355 was also copied from another source which didn’t contain the thin stroke sign and that the thin strokes were added by the scribe(s) himself in TR-Iboa 355 (as markings to remind himself the durational hierarchy where the axis does not exist).
[image: ]The second type of single stroke appearing in the manuscript is the normal stroke sign () which is an element of HNER. It mostly occurs in the further layers of the manuscript as an addition of a later hand. It indicates a fixed value of quarter note and usually slants to the left. The stroke width mostly appears to be comparatively thicker (see Figure 10).Figure 10. Two types of single strokes at TR-Iüne 214-12, p. 54.



[bookmark: _Toc132531079]3.2.4 Double Strokes () , ()
[bookmark: _Hlk94321218]There are two versions of the double stroke sign regarding the meaning it refers to. Since it is not possible to make a distinction between two types of double stroke regarding their visuals in the manuscript, we opted to show them as different symbols ( and ) in the CR to emphasize the differentiated meanings. The first one () indicates the repetition of the pitch sign that it occurs above and it appears in the original layer of the manuscript as an element of HNIR. Accordingly, it is usually transcribed as two eighth notes ( →  ). However, there are some cases that require different interpretations depending on the context. For example the group given as  in the piece no. 10 is transcribed as     .[footnoteRef:31]  [31:  See divs. 49.1, 50.1 at CMO1-I/11.10.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk94315884]The second version of the double stroke sign () is rarely encountered in the original layer. It usually occurs as an addition of a later hand and refers to a fixed value of eighth note as an [image: ]element of HNER. Accordingly, in the pieces written in HNIR, it can be seen that a later hand has occasionally transformed the single strokes into double strokes with extra stroke additions (see Figure 11). According to the excerpt given, it can be claimed that a later hand transformed the group from  to        . There are a few examples of  which supposedly appear in the original layer starting from piece no. 47 (see TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 132–7) where the transition from HNIR to HNER is visible. However, the cases in which it occurs at base level in the original layer are more frequent, starting from piece no. 41. Accordingly, it may indicate an eighth note rest when it occurs at base level as explained under 3.3. Additionally, it is also possible to see that a later hand transformed the base level single strokes into double strokes in the manuscript.Figure 11. Transformation of the single stroke into the double stroke sign by a later hand at TR-Iüne 214-12, p. 58.

[bookmark: _Toc132531080]3.2.5 Single Dot () 
The single dot sign () is frequently encountered in the manuscript since it is used in both HNIR and HNER. It indicates a fixed value of half note in HNER. However, the value it indicates may change depending on the context in HNIR. Accordingly, the dot sign can refer to a dotted half note value if a group in which it is used has a total rhythmic value of three beats as is possible in the aksak semâî form, i.e.  →  . In two-beats groups, the durational value it indicates may also change depending on the presence of any rest sign in the same group, as is the case with the other duration signs in HNIR.

[bookmark: _Toc132531081]3.2.6 Double Dot ()
The double dot sign () usually indicates a whole note value ( → ). However, in HNIR, interpretation of the value it refers to may change subject to other variables in the same group; i.e.   →   . Other than its common usage, there is an exceptional case where the double dot is substituted for the dotted axis sign (i.e. div. 30.3 in CMO1-I/11.42).
[bookmark: _Toc132531082]3.2.7 Hook ()
The hook sign which is used to indicate a fixed value of dotted eighth note in HNER, is used by the scribe for the first time in piece no. 43. It is not encountered at base level in the manuscript. Previous to piece no. 43, the hook sign does not occur in the original layer although it may appear in further layers as a result of later additions.
[bookmark: _Toc132531083]3.2.8 Circle ()
Although the circle sign sometimes appears as a semicircle () due to the handwriting of the scribe, they both indicate a sixteenth note value as a convention of HNER in the manuscript. We see that the circle sign is employed in piece no. 43 for the first time in the original layer. However, in many pieces it is evident that this sign appears as a later hand addition. On the other hand, the transition to the use of the circle sign in the manuscript is not abrupt, in which case there is another sign () used previously in pieces nos. 41 and 42 for the same function as the circle sign. As an interesting aside, this tie-like sign () is always used in a way that it can include two consecutive pitch signs (see Figure 12).
[image: ][image: ]Also, by considering its use in piece no 47, we deduce that in some cases the circle sign was also treated as though it functions for only two consecutive pitch signs in a group, (see Figure 13) unlike its different use in HNER. In this respect, it can presumably be said that there were other attempts at alternatives to the conventions of HNER.Figure 12. Use of the tie-like sign at TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 117–9.


[image: ]
Figure 13. Use of the circle sign at TR-Iüne 214-12, pp. 131–3.

[bookmark: _Toc132531084]3.3 Rest Signs
There are two main types of rest signs in terms of the value they refer to in the manuscript. One of them is ‘’ which can be called an s shaped sign and usually indicates a quarter note rest. A remarkable feature in the use of this sign by the scribe is that it is never placed between pitch signs in a group. For the rest values greater than a quarter note, the scribe places duration signs above  even if such cases are rarely encountered, i.e.  is for the half note rest (see div. 95.4 in CMO1-I/11.3). In a few cases, the scribe notated the s shape sign () instead of the base level stroke () to indicate an eighth note rest, i.e.  is transcribed as  (see div. 55.2 in CMO1-I/11.8). However, such cases require editorial caution since the scribe might have originally implied a quarter note rest by , e.g. , even if it may seem possible to interpret it as an eighth note rest. As a concrete example, the structure  is usually transcribed as  or   instead of   rhythmically, based on the concordances which are taken to indicate the right durational values since the group is a sort of stereotyped melodic pattern which may frequently appear in different keys, e.g.  ,  or  .

The second type of rest sign is the single stroke at base level () which is usually transcribed as an eighth note rest. It is occasionally transcribed as a quarter note rest in four-beats groups, e.g.  →   . The base level stroke as a rest sign is only seen in HNIR and as an interesting aside, it never occurs at the beginning of a group. As can be concluded from the Hampartsum method written by Asdik Ağa (d. ca. 1913) in 1890, this sign also requires the pitch sign appearing just before it, to be read as an eighth note, e.g.  →   instead of  .[footnoteRef:32] [32:  See TR-Iboa 490, p. 27.] 

In some cases, the base level stroke is thought to indicate a rhythmic change in the same group. For example,  (e.g. div. 38.2 in CMO1-I/11.23) is transcribed as   based on the fact that it is a frequently used melodic pattern which usually appears as  ,  or  as explained under 3.2. Furthermore, any attempt to transcribe the base level stroke as an eighth note rest, in this example, would be cumbersome since this requires distributing unequal and smaller durational values to the other pitch signs in the group. As an interesting aside, this usage might have come from the conventions of usûl aksak semâî according to Asdik Ağa.[footnoteRef:33] In short, the single stroke at base level is usually transcribed as an eighth note rest though there might be different readings which are always stated in the CR. [33:  He gives the old usage [eskiden böyle imiş] as  and then states that it is being used [yeniden böyledir] as   at present, under the titel ‘Peşrev semâîsi usûlîn nasıl yazılacağını baba (hampartsum) pîrimizden’ (TR-Iboa 490, p. 27).] 

In HNER, an eighth note rest value is indicated with a double stroke at base level () as also briefly mentioned under 3.2.4. It is possible to see this sign in the original layer of the manuscript starting from piece no. 41. 

Contrary to the use of single stroke at base level, the double stroke can be seen at the beginning of a group (e.g. div. 7.3, 22.1, 27.3 in CMO1-I/11.45).
[bookmark: _Toc132531085]3.4 Superscript Pitch Signs
[bookmark: _Hlk94480072]Most of the pitch signs written in superscript are supposed to indicate comparatively smaller durational values. However, this usually does not require them to be interpreted as a grace note. The number of the pitch signs in superscript is an important factor supporting this opinion. Accordingly, there are a few examples featuring five or six superscript pitch signs in a group, e.g.  at div. 40.3 in CMO1-I/11.2. Judging by the group given in the example, it is evident that the scribe didn’t mean any grace note by , since this is a frequently used melodic pattern that is mostly found at base level in TR-Iüne 214-12 and transcribed as         . Additionally, the examples of superscript pitch signs in the ms. are usually found at base level in later concordances in HNER, although some of those concordances feature pitch signs in superscript that need be transcribed as grace notes. In his Hampartsum method, Asdik Ağa also suggests a similar reading where  and  are deciphered as  and  respectively.[footnoteRef:34] Accordingly, these types of groups in TR-Iüne 214-12 are also interpreted in a similar manner. However, since the scribe(s) supposedly uses other visualisations as  or  for the rhythmic structure of  ( ), it is more likely that another rhythmic structure such as  ( ) is implied by  , e.g.  at div. 45.4 in CMO1-I/11.2, even if the consulted concordances supply a different interpretation as  . Nevertheless, it cannot be claimed that  refers to  with certainty since there are many dualities regarding visualisation of a particular rhythmic structure in the manuscript. Furthermore, it is apparent that the scribe(s) avoided using the axis sign above the last pitch sign in a group. This is may be due to the fact that the rhythmic structure of   (or  ) was preferably shown as  instead of  by the scribe(s). On the other hand, the only superscript pitch sign transcribed as a grace note in TR-Iüne 214-12 is in piece no. 50 (see div. 47.1), which contradictorily is notated in HNIR. In this regard, every single case in which a pitch sign appears in superscript is commented on in the CR. [34:  See TR-Iboa 490, p. 27.] 

[bookmark: _Toc132531086]3.5 Other Signs and Instructions
[bookmark: _Toc132531087]3.5.1 Division signs (, , )
It is apparent that  is usually employed to indicate the subdivisions of an usûl cycle while  or  is used to indicate the end of an usûl cycle. However, it is hard to identify any standardization in the use of these signs. For example, in the piece in usûl düyek (no. 12) the 

scribe preferred to employ  at the end of the usûl cycles while he occasionally preferred  only at the end of hânes. Moreover, in some pieces (e.g. no. 39)  and  are randomly employed and in a few cases, they are assumed to indicate a repetition so that these are commented on in the CR. However, the cases in which the repetition is already evident by the first and second endings given in parentheses (as mentioned under 3.5.2) by the scribe, are not commented on even if there are division signs inside the parentheses which may also potentially indicate a repetition (e.g. nos. 1, 2, 3).
[bookmark: _Toc132531088]3.5.2 Repeat signs ( م, ,  , կ )
As briefly mentioned above, the parentheses are usually employed to indicate the first and second endings so that they signal a kind of repetition. However, we occasionally see that some divisions are given in parentheses even if there is not any second ending confirming the repetition. In such cases, the parentheses are also assumed to indicate the reprise of the present hâne (or a part of it). 
Another and frequently used repeat sign in the manuscript is the letter mîm (م) in Arabic script and it is employed as an abbreviation of ‘mükerrer (repetitive)’ by the scribe(s). In many cases, م is placed above the division signs. However, it is also possible to see that this sign is placed under the titles to indicate that a musical piece is repeated in another source(s). Accordingly, the letter mîm (م) under the titles which can also be seen in the index, were supposedly added by a later hand while م occurring in the notation is accepted as an element of the original layer. In this regard, all the mîm letters occurring in the notation, are commented on in the CR according to their possible functions.
On the other hand, the loop sign () is less frequently encountered in relation to the letter mîm but it is supposed to have the same function as م (e.g. nos. 31, 50). However, in two pieces (i.e. nos. 6, 14) the loop sign is employed to indicate the reprise of H2 following H4.[footnoteRef:35] In only one case, i.e. no. 52, there is a different sign which looks like the letter ken (կ) in Arm. script and accepted as a repeat sign based on its use in other manuscripts such as TR-Iüne 203-1 and TR-Iütae 110. [35:  In piece no. 14, the scribe omitted the loop sign in H2. This is evident from TR-Iboa 355, which is believed to be the source that the piece was copied from, as explained in 1.3.] 

[bookmark: _Toc132531089]3.5.3 Teslîm signs (, )
The most frequently employed sign to indicate the teslîm in a piece is the asterisk sign (), though the visualisation of it may differ depending on the handwriting. Accordingly, it is possible to see different versions even in the same piece written by the same scribe. On the other hand, we occasionally see that a different type of teslîm sign, which looks like a hash (), is also employed by the scribe(s) especially in the latter part of the manuscript.

[bookmark: _Toc132531090]3.5.4 Texts
Beside the signs and markings, there are also small amounts of text which are mostly related to performance instruction. One of them is ‘ilā-āḫirihi’ which is employed to indicate that a section should be completed on the basis of the same passage appearing before (e.g. nos. 17, 21, 24). It usually appears at the end of a piece. The second one is ‘tamām [تم]’ which also appears at the end of a piece to indicate the final (e.g. nos. 1, 22, 41). 
[bookmark: _Toc132531091]3.6 Usûls
The usûl staff in transcriptions are added by the editor. In this regard, most of the usûls are transcribed from the usûl table found at TR-Iüne 211-9, p. [261]. It is thought that these usûl structures can best represent the conventional understanding of the pieces in TR-Iüne 214-12, since both manuscripts were potentially written in a common time period and, as mentioned earlier, there is a dependent relationship between them. However, not all of the usûls indicated in TR-Iüne 214-12 are available in this usûl table, hence Dârb-ı fetih and Yürük semâî are outsourced. Accordingly, the notation for these usûls are supplied from BŽŠKEAN 1997.[footnoteRef:36] Additionally, the usûl Darbeyn, which is encountered only in piece no. 4, is also not given under a separate title in TR-Iüne 211-9. However, based on the fact that it is comprised of two different usûls, Devr-i kebîr and Berefşân, which are supplied in TR-Iüne 211-9, are assumed to be the substructures that constitute this entire usûl. [36:  See p. 165 for Darb-ı fetih, p. 60 for Yürük semâî.] 

The usûl Aksak semâî is given with only the name ‘aksak’ in the usûl table that TR-Iüne 211-9 provides. But, the usûl pattern, i.e. düm[1] teke[2] düm[1] tek[2], does not correspond to the needs of the pieces in Aksak semâî regarding the durational values of the strokes to match the total timing of an usûl cycle in TR-Iüne 214-12. In this regard, the stroke durations for the usûl Aksak semâî are based on NÂSIR ABDÜLBÂKÎ DEDE 2006 which supplies the same stroke pattern, i.e. düm[2] teke[3] düm[2] tek[3]. In the sengîn semâî pattern found in TR-Iüne 211-9, the duration related numbers added in pencil above the strokes (darbs) are quite faint due to aging, hence they are assumed to be 1+1+1+1+2 based on similar stroke patterns in RAÛF YEKTÂ 1922 and BŽŠKEAN 1997. Other than that, the stroke durations of usûl Sakîl given in TR-Iüne 211-9 also mistakenly supplies a total value of 47 beats instead of 48. In this regard, the twelfth stroke given as tek[1] in the table, is readjusted as tek[2] in the transcription.
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[bookmark: _Toc132531094]Original Pagination and Corresponding File Numbers of the Pieces in TR-Iboa 355
	
	RISM Library Sigla of TR-Iboa 355[footnoteRef:37] [37:  RISM library sigla of the sheets mingled with the loose sheets of TR-Iboa 353 are indicated in bold.] 

	

	Piece
No
	According to Orig. Pagination
	According to File Nos.
	Ḳayd şüd

	1
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 2–3
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 287–8
	unknown

	2
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 4–5
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 289–90
	––

	3
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 5–6
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 290–91
	🗸

	4
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 6–8
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 291–3
	🗸

	5
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 8–10
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 293–5
	🗸

	6
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 10–11
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 295–6
	🗸

	7
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 12–13
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 297–8
	🗸

	8
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 13–14
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 298–9
	––

	9
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 14–15;
TR-Iboa 353, p. 16
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 299–300;
TR-Iboa 353, img. 206
	🗸

	10
	TR-Iboa 353b, pp. 16–7
	TR-Iboa 353, img. 206–7
	🗸

	11
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. [18–9]
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 344–3
	🗸

	12
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. [19]–21
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 343–1
	🗸

	13
	TR-Iboa 355b, p. 21
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 341
	🗸

	14
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 23–5
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 330–32
	🗸

	15
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 25–6
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 332–3
	🗸

	16
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 26–8
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 333–5
	🗸

	17
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 28–9;
TR-Iboa 353, p. 30
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 335–6; 
TR-Iboa 353, img. 204
	🗸

	18
	TR-Iboa 353, pp. 30–32
	TR-Iboa 353, img. 204–5–3
	🗸

	19
	TR-Iboa 353, pp. 32–3; 
TR-Iboa 355b, p. 34
	TR-Iboa 353, img. 203–2; 
TR-Iboa 355, img. 337
	🗸

	20
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 34–6
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 337–9
	🗸

	21
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 36–[8]
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 339–40, img. 328
	🗸

	22
	TR-Iboa 355b, p. [38], pp. 40–41
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 328, img. 304–3
	🗸

	23
	TR-Iboa 355b, p. 41, pp. 44–5
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 303, img. 317–8
	🗸

	24
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 45–6
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 318–9
	🗸

	25
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 46–9
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 319–22
	🗸

	26
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 49–50
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 322–3
	🗸

	27
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 50–51
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 323–4
	🗸

	28
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 51–3
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 324–6
	🗸

	29
	TR-Iboa 355b, p. 53
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 326
	🗸

	30
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 56–7
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 245–4
	🗸

	31
	TR-Iboa 355b, p. 80
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 266
	🗸

	32
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 81–2
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 267–8
	🗸

	33
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 82–4
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 268–70
	🗸

	34
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 84–5
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 270–1
	🗸

	35
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 85–7
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 271–3
	🗸

	36
	TR-Iboa 355b, p. 87
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 273
	––

	37
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 88–9
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 274–5
	––

	38
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 89–91
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 275–7
	––

	39
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 91–3
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 277, img. 281–2
	––

	40
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 93
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 282
	🗸

	41
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 93–5
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 282–4
	🗸

	42
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 95–[6]
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 284, img. 278
	🗸

	43
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. [96–7], p. 98
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 278–9, img. 302
	🗸

	44
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 98–9
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 302–1
	🗸

	45
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 99–100
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 301, img. 246
	🗸

	46
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 100–102
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 246–8
	🗸

	47
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 102–3
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 248–9
	🗸

	48
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 103–5
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 249, img. 236–7
	🗸

	49
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 106–8
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 238–40
	🗸

	50
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 108–110
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 240–42
	––

	51
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 115–6
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 243, img. 285
	unknown

	52
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 116–7
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 285–6
	––

	53
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 124–5
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 254–5
	🗸

	54
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 125–7
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 255–7
	🗸

	55
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 127–9
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 257–9
	🗸

	56
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 129–30
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 259–60
	🗸

	57
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 130–31
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 260–61
	🗸

	58
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 131–2
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 261–2
	🗸

	59
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 132–3
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 262–3
	🗸

	60
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 133–4
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 263–4
	🗸

	61
	TR-Iboa 355b, p. 134
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 264
	🗸

	62
	TR-Iboa 353, pp. 136–7
	TR-Iboa 353, img. 729–30
	🗸

	63
	TR-Iboa 353, p. 137; 
TR-Iboa 355b, pp. [138–9]
	TR-Iboa 353, img. 730; 
TR-Iboa 355, img. 234–5
	🗸

	64
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. [139]–40
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 235, img. 305
	🗸







A-2
A-1
	65
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 140–41
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 305–6
	🗸

	66
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 141–2
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 306–7
	🗸

	67
	TR-Iboa 355b, p. 142
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 307
	––

	68
	TR-Iboa 355b, pp. 144–7
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 308–11
	🗸

	69
	TR-Iboa 355b, p. 148
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 312
	🗸

	70
	TR-Iboa 355b, p. 149
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 313
	unknown

	71
	TR-Iboa 355b, p. 150
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 314
	unknown

	72
	TR-Iboa 355b, p. 155
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 315
	––

	73
	TR-Iboa 355c, pp. 2–3
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 214–5
	unknown

	74
	TR-Iboa 355c, pp. 3–4
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 215–6
	––

	75
	TR-Iboa 355c, pp. 4–5
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 216–7
	🗸

	76
	TR-Iboa 355c, pp. 5–7
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 217–9
	––

	77
	TR-Iboa 355c, p. 8
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 220
	🗸

	78
	TR-Iboa 355c, pp. 9–10
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 221–2
	🗸

	79
	TR-Iboa 355c, p. 11
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 223
	––

	80
	TR-Iboa 355c, pp. 11–[4]
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 223–6
	🗸

	81
	TR-Iboa 355c, pp. [14–5]
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 226–8
	🗸

	82
	TR-Iboa 355c, pp. 15–6
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 228–9
	🗸

	83
	TR-Iboa 355c, pp. 17–8
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 230–1
	––

	84
	TR-Iboa 355c, pp. 18–9
	TR-Iboa 355, img. 231–2
	––




A-3




























CRITICAL REPORT




image1.tmp
it e e, 15 o
5 PSP VL P
VUit pes A AL oo bt B P i it e i it et

L s P S RS 1 b s

RO AR08 O e ekt Bl S 1





image2.tmp
TR-Iboa 355

7\

TR-liine 214-12 —» TR-liine 211-9




image3.tmp




image4.emf

image5.emf

image6.tmp
« e dodt Ly w1 B 0 b T




image7.tmp




image8.tmp
Gk ap b ol wls i 25 9B B e f
v P’

,3»»5&.&.4'. FOSE NP P LT Ay L

ks o BB RE K e b




image9.jpg
O S 2 X . L S

|t B et St e S 1 Y e 5

R R

P ot i GO AR /MM

m B s ot -pen B 4 25





image10.tmp
\ L
Pt ol Al ML e NS ~/:./




image11.tmp




image12.tmp
g i3 :f" e T 1
W7 Vel O




image13.tmp




image14.tmp
£ £ TR o &
(RS W IV SR INNCEPE o N SELLWXY Y,




