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ABSTRACT

THE MAKING OF SULTAN SULEYMAN:
A STUDY OF PROCESS/ES OF IMAGE-MAKING AND REPUTATION
MANAGEMENT
Yelge, Nevin Zeynep

Ph.D., History
Supervisor: Metin Kunt

June 2009, xv+558 pages

This dissertation is a study of the processes involved in the making of Sultan
Siileyman’s image and reputation within the two decades preceding and following his
accession, delineating the various phases and aspects involved in the making of the
multi-layered image of the Sultan. Handling these processes within the framework of
Sultan Siileyman’s deeds and choices, the main argument of this study is that the
reputation of Sultan Siileyman in the 1520s was the result of the convergence of his
actions and his projected image. In the course of this study, main events of the first ten
years of Sultan Siileyman’s reign are conceptualized in order to understand the elements
employed first in making a Sultan out of a Prince, then in maintaining and enhancing
the sultanic image and authority. As such, this dissertation examines the rhetorical,
ceremonial, and symbolic devices which came together to build up a public image for
the Sultan. Contextualized within a larger framework in terms of both time and space,
not only the meaning and role of each device but the way they are combined to create an
image becomes clearer. This dissertation argues that Siileyman started his sultanic
career with the inherited elements of dynastic and divine legitimation. He took over an
already established model, and put deliberate effort in the actualization of this model

through pursuing an active and visible mode of sovereignty in the 1520s.

Keywords: Siileyman I, Ottoman History, 16™ Century, Kingship, Legitimation



OZET

SULTAN SULEYMAN OLMAK:
IMAJ YARATIMI VE ITIBAR YONETIMI SURECLERI UZERINE BiR

INCELEME
Yelge, Nevin Zeynep
Doktora, Tarih
Danigsman: Metin Kunt

Haziran 2009, xv+558 sayfa

Bu doktora tezi Sultan Siileyman’in tahta ¢ikmasindan dnceki ve sonraki onar yil i¢inde
imajimi ve itibarini olusturan siirecleri ve Sultan’in ¢ok katmanli imajmin olusumunda
etkili olan asamalar1 ve unsurlar1 incelemektedir. S6z konusu siireclerin Sultan
Siileyman’m eylemleri ve kararlar1 cercevesinde incelendigi bu c¢alismanm temel
arglimani Sultan Siileyman’in 1520’lerdeki itibarinin eylemleri ile yansitilan imajin
birlesmesinden kaynaklandigidir. Bu calismada Oncelikle sehzadenin Sultan’a
doniisiimiinde, ardindan sultanin imajinin  ve otoritesinin muhafazas1  ve
gelistirilmesinde rol oynayan unsurlarin anlasilmasi agisindan Sultan Siileyman’in
saltanatinin ilk on yilinda meydana gelen temel olaylar kavramsal cerceveye
yerlestirilmektedir. Bu baglamda, bu doktora tezi Sultan’in kamusal imajin1 olusturmak
lizere bir araya getirilen retorik, torensel ve sembolik araclar1 incelemektedir. Bu araclar
zaman ve cografya cercevesinde daha genis bir baglama yerlestirildiginde, her aracin
anlami ve rolii kadar imaji1 olusturmak {izere ne sekilde bir araya getirildikleri de
aydilanmaktadir. Bu calisma 1s181inda, Sultan Siileyman’in kariyerine hanedana ve ilahi
destege dayali mesruiyet unsurlarim1 miras alarak basladigi, 1520’ler boyunca aktif ve
goriiniir bir hiikiimdarlik bicimi izleyerek devir almig oldugu mevcut modeli

gerceklestirmeye bilingli bir caba gosterdigi anlagilmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Siileyman I, Osmanl Tarihi, 16. Yiizyil, Hiikkiimdarlik, Mesruiyet
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NOTE ON TRANSLITERATION AND TRANSLATION

Turkish orthography are used to transliterate Ottoman Turkish words, regardless
of their origin. Diacritical marks are used to indicate long vowels, ayns (‘) and hemzes
(’). For well-known place names, English versions are used in spellings (such as
‘Aleppo’ ‘Egypt’) and the like, though there are exceptions to the usage. For the names
of institutions, titles, and concepts both the English and Ottoman Turkish equivalents
are given. Translations of quotes belong to the author of this dissertation, unless

otherwise stated.
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INTRODUCTION

Think of Tinkerbell; fairies do not exist if children don’t clap their hands.’

The main purpose of this dissertation is to uncover the process/es of image-
making and reputation management for Sultan Siileyman within the two decades
preceding and following his accession. Through delineating a contemporary “public
relations”” program, a second purpose is to investigate how the image/s of the Sultan, as
projected to the contemporary target audience, corresponded to his actions. The main
argument of this study is that the reputation of Sultan Siileyman was the result of the
convergence of these two aspects of his reign.

In the course of this study, main events of the first ten years of Sultan Siileyman’s
reign are conceptualized in order to understand the elements employed first in making a
Sultan out of a Prince, then in maintaining and enhancing the sultanic image created.
This task requires an examination of rhetorical, ceremonial, and symbolic devices which
came together to build up a public image for the Sultan. When seen in isolation most of
these devices may be viewed as mere pomp or flattery. The deeper and wider meanings
concealed as a consequence often leave the impression of the “magnificence” associated
with Sultan Siileyman to be a unique case. However, when contextualized within a
larger framework in terms of both time and space, not only the meaning and role of each
device but the way they are combined to create an image becomes clearer.

Sultan Siileyman’s reign lasted forty six years witnessing numerous campaigns
directed to both West and East, the relative fixation of the natural borders of the
Ottoman realm, two major uprising as well as minor ones, two major scandalous

assassinations sponsored by the sultan, an open internal struggle for succession and the

'Salman Rushdie, The Satanic Verses (Dover: The Consortium Inc., 1992), p.49.

* The concept “public” is intended to mean “audience”, in other words those
people or parties whom the projected image meant to influence and/or impress. In the
context of the sixteenth century this would be the ruling elite and their clients, non-
Ottoman representatives, non-Ottoman rulers whether they be hostile or friendly,
tributary rulers, the soldiery in general, and only then, if at all, the ordinary subjects of
the Sultan.



assassination of yet another heir to the throne as well the rise of orthodoxy both in terms
of religion and law, increasing complexity of loyalties, networks and factionalism and
the expansion of bureaucracy. Throughout the forty six years, various people and
attitudes passed through the story, and only one remained from the beginning to the end,
namely Siileyman. Acknowledging the fact that history did not happen solely by his
agency, however, does not overshadow the fact that the story of these forty six years
was largely related to what he represented, and that not as Siilleyman but Sultan
Siileyman. Therefore, I believe in the need to re-construct the image of Sultan
Siileyman, the dynamics and the strategies underlying the image-making and
management process. The unrealistic approach viewing Sultan Siileyman’s 46-year
reign as a fixed, non-mutable, massive block is gradually fading away. Rhoads Murphey
has recently argued that “the early part of Siilleyman’s reign represents an era not of
immutability, but of exploration, consolidation, and evolving imperatives formulated in
response to pressures (both domestic and international) whose character changed and
whose intensity fluctuated over time.”

Furthermore, although a surface reading of contemporary sources gives one the
impression of a just and omnipotent ruler whose almost autocratic power is deeply felt
by those around him, it is not possible to assume that things always went as smoothly
and orderly as chronicles generally tend to reflect. A closer reading of these sources
along with other documents such as imperial edicts and accounts of “others” brings
forth an insight also about what was not running smoothly. Once put under question in
this manner, it becomes possible to underline the main problems facing Sultan
Siileyman and his closer circle, as well as identify the strategies they employed for
dealing with them. The orderly appearance of a not-so-orderly world seems to have
impressed, and at times misled, many generations of historians and I believe that
observing the process/es of image-making and management contributes to our
understanding of Sultan Siileyman’s reign as well as to conceptions of change and

transformation in later times.

? Rhoads Murphey, “Siileyman I and the Conquest of Hungary: Ottoman Manifest
Destiny or a Delayed Reaction to Charles V’s Universalist Vision,” Journal of Early
Modern History, vol.5, no.3 (2001), p.197.



Literature Review

It was only in late 1980s that any serious thought was given to the image of Sultan
Siileyman, with individual focus on the various components producing the overall
image. In 1987 two conferences focusing on the Ottoman Empire in the sixteenth
century were held at the University of Chicago and at Princeton University, coinciding
with the large-scale exhibition “The Age of Siileyman the Magnificent” held at the
National Gallery of Art. In 1990 a similar conference focusing on Siileyman the
Magnificent and his times was organized at L’Ecole du Louvre in Paris accompanying
an exhibition at the Galeries Nationales du Grand Palais. The proceedings of these
conferences were then published as Siileyman the Second and His Time® (1993) and
Soliman Le Magnifique et Son Temps  (1992) respectively. Both volumes besides
approaching the reign of Sultan Siilleyman from a variety of angles ranging from
personal aspects and foreign policies to trade, literature and architecture pay
considerable attention to the image of Sultan Siileyman. Another edited volume,
Siileyman the Magnificent and His Age: the Ottoman Empire in the Early Modern
World, appeared in 1995. Inspired by another exhibition, namely “Siileyman the
Magnificent” held at the British Museum in 1988, this volume brought together the
proceedings of a seminar, organized by the University of Cambridge Centre of Middle
Eastern and Islamic Studies, focusing on Ottoman state and society; and of another
seminar, organized by University of London School of Oriental and African Studies, on
“The ‘golden age’ of Siilleyman: myth and reality”. This volume is the first scholarly
study to deliberately devote full attention on the process of image-making and idealism,
strictly pronouncing the need for a re-evaluation of the period which has been regarded

”6

conventionally as a “golden age.”” What these three volumes share is the

* Halil inalcik and Cemal Kafadar (eds), Siileyman the Second and His Time
(Istanbul: The Isis Press, 1993).

> Gilles Veinstein (ed.), Soliman Le Magnifique et Son Temps (Paris: Ecole de
Louvre, 1992).

® Metin Kunt and Christine Woodhead (eds), Siileyman the Magnificent and His
Age: the Ottoman Empire in the Early Modern World (London and New York:
Longman, 1995). Published in Turkish as: Kanuni ve Cagi: Yenicagda Osmanli
Diinyast, Metin Kunt and Christine Woodhead (eds), Sermet Yalcin (trans) (Istanbul:
Tiirkiye Ekonomik ve Toplumsal Tarih Vakfi Yayinlari, 2002).
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interdisciplinary and critical approach directed to the understanding of the reign of
Sultan Siileyman, and through this approach they have heralded a re-orientation from
the more empirical, document-based, and narrowly political approach which can be
observed, for instance, in an earlier collection of articles like Kanuni Armagam,7 which

too aimed at analyzing the reign of Sultan Siileyman.

The path-breaking study regarding the process of image-making, as far as Sultan
Siileyman is concerned, is Giilru Necipoglu’s “Siileyman the Magnificent and the
Representation of Power in the Context of Ottoman-Hapsburg-Papal Rivalry”.
Necipoglu presented a shorter version at the 1987 Princeton conference, and the article
was first published in The Art Bulletin in 1989 before appearing in Siileyman the Second
and His Time. The immediate impact of this study can be discerned from the fact that in
1991 this article won Necipoglu the Omer Liitfi Barkan best article prize awarded by
the Turkish Studies Association. The article is actually about a Venetian-made helmet-
crown commissioned by Ibrahim Pasa for Sultan Siileyman, which was then taken along
to the 1532 “German” campaign. Necipoglu analyzes artistic policies, patronage
networks, the relationship between art and power, change and transformation of artistic
policies with the change of political focus and ideology. She suggests that around
1540’s and 1550’s cultural policies changed as to exclude internationalism with the
deliberate intention to “attempt its unique identity”. The article also introduces the
phenomenon of cultural orientation at the time of Ibrahim and thereafter.® Necipoglu’s
method is not conventional either. Although she draws solidly on documentary and
empirical information, she adopts a problem-oriented approach addressing questions
about the audience and the sources underlying the helmet-crown. She also dwells on the
iconography of the helmet-crown, thus she manages to place the item into a clearer
context. She contextualizes the whole issue so accurately that she builds a theory of

change and orientation around one single item.

Necipoglu pursues the matter of representation and ideology in other works as

well. “A Kanun for the State, A Canon for the Arts: Conceptualizing the Classical

7 Kanuni Armagani (Ankara: TTK, 1970). Although this volume follows the
former approach, it has useful information to offer on the reign of Sultan Siileyman.

® Giilru Necipoglu, “Siileyman the Magnificent and the Representation of Power
in the Context of Ottoman-Hapsburg-Papal Rivalry,” in Inalcik and Kafadar (eds),
pp-163-194.



Synthesis of Ottoman Arts and Architecture,” brings into this picture architecture and
decorative arts as sources through which identities and ideologies can be expressed. She
traces the changes in the number and composition of court artists and the employment
of artistic patterns in various media to track change in expression of ideology. In this
article Necipoglu also examines the dissemination of artistic change as it contributed to
centralization and a unique and unified Ottoman style and a distinctive artistic
vocabulary. She firmly comes to the conclusion that through a process of state
formation and self-imaging by the ruling elite a transformation was on the go in mid-
sixteenth century as fluid borders gave way to rigid borders and universalism to
orthodoxy, so did the eclectic style in arts and architecture gave way to standardized
form.” As the title suggests, the article made a main contribution to the area by
introducing a firm conceptualization of artistic policies. Necipoglu’s perspective, further
demonstrated by other indispensible works,'* has definitely contributed a lot to Ottoman

image studies — if there is yet anything as such.

If one thread of thought stems from historians with a more artistic bent, a second
thread is found in historians more concerned with ideology and mentality. This line of
investigation stems from arguments about the so-called “decline” paradigm and the
concept of the “golden age”. Late sixteenth and seventeenth century writers such as
Mustafa Ali, Ko¢i Bey and Katip Celebi generally believed that going back to the old
way and doing things as they used to be done in the past would provide the solution to
their problems. The ideas of these Ottoman writers, though not ignoring the problems
faced especially during the later part of Siileyman’s reign, tended to promote his
example as well as that of Selim I. In a way this literature can be taken as a reception of
the image created during the reign of Sultan Siilleyman. An authoritative representative
of this thread would be Cemal Kafadar. In his article “The Myth of the Golden Age”,

Kafadar challenges the application of the concept of “golden age” to the reign of Sultan

? Giilru Necipoglu, “A Kanun for the State, A Canon for the Arts:

Conceptualizing the Classical Synthesis of Ottoman Arts and Architecture,” in
Veinstein (ed.) (Paris: Ecole du Louvre, 1992).

1% Some examples would be: Dynastic Imprints on the Cityscape: The Collective
Message of Imperial Mosque Complexes in Istanbul (Ankara: TTK, 1996);
Architecture, Ceremonial, and Power: The Topkapt Palace in the Fifteenth and
Sixteenth Centuries (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1991); The Age of Sinan:
Architectural Culture in the Ottoman Empire (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
2005).



Siileyman and discusses where the image of Siileyman stood in contemporary “decline”
literature. And he arrives at the dual nature of Siilleyman’s reign: “the paradigmatic
balancing at between imperial magnificence and law-abiding justice vis-a-vis the
subject” and the gradual breaking of that balance.'' Kafadar’s article is enlightening
with regards to the reception and re-creation of the image of Sultan Siileyman in later

times.

Barbara Fleming’s “Public Opinion under Siileyman” may be considered a text-
based “reception” study and it too has been presented at the Princeton Conference.
Fleming warns against the temptation to idealize Sultan Siileyman’s reign as “a golden
age” and suggests that his popularity declined in the 1540’s. She takes as her subject the
Cami u’l-mekniindt dated 1543 of Mevlana Isa, an unofficial voice. Fleming finds that
the age of Selim I was hailed as a golden age in Isa’s work. A striking example was
what Isa saw as the reason for the “first tribal disturbance”. Whereas official historians
blamed Safavi disruption for the unrest in certain provinces, Isa thought the actual
reason was “deportation and forced settlement”.'” Such an example suggests that the
projection or reflection of an image or message did not guarantee its reception as
desired. This relatively brief article, though not exclusively on the image of Sultan
Siileyman, helps pave the way for at least trying our hand at “reception” of the projected

image.

Soliman Le Magnifique et Son Temps features at least three contributions to the
study of the image of Sultan Siileyman, besides Giilru Necipoglu’s article “A Kanun for
the State, A Canon for the Arts.” Cornell Fleischer’s “The Lawgiver as Messiah: The
Making of the Imperial Image in the Reign of Siilleyman” directly addresses the
dynamics of the image-making process. Aiming to re-evaluate the reign based on
analysis of ideological and bureaucratic change, Fleischer challenges descriptions of
Siileyman’s reign as “unified”, “unitary” and ‘“coherent”. Instead of characterizing the

period by “consistency of system or orderliness of actual process”, he argues for the

" Cemal Kafadar, “The Myth of the Golden Age: Ottoman Historical

Consciousness in the Post Siileymanic Era,” in Inalcik and Kafadar (eds.), pp.37-48.

"2 Barbara Fleming, “Public Opinion Under Sultan Siileyman,” in inalcik and
Kafadar (eds.), pp.49-58.



validity of rapid change, innovation and experimentation."” He contextualizes the issue
through comparing strategies and legitimation processes of competitors Siileyman had
in his claims on universal rulership. In this sense, Fleischer also draws on the messianic
literature of the time which helped create an image of the sultan as a sacred and
universal ruler. Fleischer’s study presents a breaking point regarding the image of the
Sultan. According to the author, this breaking point has to do with a change of policy
after the death of Ibrahim Pasa, suggesting to try looking at Ibrahim as Siileyman’s
alter-ego. Tracing the use of titles, Fleischer puts forth the transformation of the image
from that of the conqueror to that of the protector as the title s@hibkirdn [conqueror of

the world] lends its popularity to ‘4lempendh [refuge of the world]."

Another important contribution in the same volume is Alberto Tenenti’s “la
Formation de I’image de Soliman a Venise”. Emphasizing the continuous cultural and
commercial exchange between the Muslim and the Christian worlds in the sixteenth
century, Tenenti draws on Venetian accounts to understand how an image for Sultan
Siileyman in the Christian premises of Venice was built."”” “Sultan Siileyman: The Man
and the Statesman” by Halil Inalcik in Soliman Le Magnifique et Son Temps is not
directly engaged with the image of Sultan Siileyman, but is an attempt to compare
Siileyman the man with Siileyman the sultan. “Siileyman gave the impression, or
created the myth of, a perfect ruler,” says Inalcik.'® Although introducing the main
administrative elements and factions under Sultan Siileyman for most part, this article is

worth mentioning.

Siileyman the Magnificent and His Age is a study divided into two parts, one

focusing on state policies and problems faced, and the second on ideal rulership and its

"3 Cornell H. Fleischer, “The Lawgiver as Messiah: The Making of the Imperial
Image in the Reign of Siileyman,” in Veinstein (ed.), pp.159.

14 Fleischer, “The Lawgiver as Messiah,” pp.159-177. The title sahibkiran, which
is often employed to signify world conqueror, means “master of the happy
conjunction.”

15" Alberto Tenenti, “La formation de I'image de Soliman a Venise (1520-1530),”
in Veinstein (ed.), pp.39-49. Unfortunately, due to lack of sufficient knowledge of
French on my side, I have not been able to make an accurate interpretation of the article
yet.

16 Halil Inalcik, “Sultan Siileyman: The Man and the Statesman,” in Veinstein
(ed.), 89-103.



reflections. The second part seems to be a confirmation of the need to understand the
appearance of the era and the dynamics of the process/es of idealization. The
contributions of P.M. Holt, Colin Imber and Peter Burke provide models and critical
approaches to the matter through examination of the Ayyubid and Mamluk models, the
case of legitimation and ideals regarding the early Ottomans, and Renaissance
perceptions of “golden age”. Through such a comparative approach the whole section
aims to arrive at a more accurate approach to the image of Sultan Siileyman and his
time. In the introduction to the second part, Christine Woodhead poses important
questions as to when and how perceptions about the reign of Siileyman changed, why
the age was perceived to be a “golden age” and the general discourse of the time.'” In
her concluding article “Perspectives on Siileyman”, Woodhead examines both the
process/es through which an image for the sultan was tailored and the resulting image.
She also emphasizes Siileyman’s personal involvement and interest in his own image-
making process. Woodhead suggests a multi-media approach to the issue by juxtaposing
visual and verbal sources. In the second part of the article, the author investigates the
representation of the image in the seventeenth century as reflected by Ottoman writers
critical of their own times. She also underlines the impact of these reflections in the
formation of the concept of a ‘“classical” system, as well as the “rise, decline, fall”
paradigm dominating Ottoman historiography in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.
In conclusion, Woodhead proposes a different perception of Sultan Siileyman as the
first of those who lead the way to a new order of things rather than as one with whom a
classical era came to an end.'® Through her statements Christine Woodhead opens the
way for the search of a new paradigm regarding not only the way Siileyman’s reign is
viewed but also the conventional periodization of Ottoman history following the reigns

of individual sultans.

These studies seem to have provided an impetus for several PhD dissertations in
the last few years, focusing on the various aspects of Sultan Siileyman’s reign. In his
dissertation The Sultan and the Sultanate: Envisioning Rulership in the Age of Suleyman
the Lawgiver (1520-1566), Hiiseyin Yilmaz analyzes the formation of Ottoman political

theory of the period, and traces the shift of focus from the person of the ruler to the

17 Christine Woodhead, “Giris,” in Kunt and Woodhead (eds), pp.117-121.

18 Christine Woodhead, “Siileyman Uzerine Goriigler,” in Kunt and Woodhead
(eds), pp.165-192.



governmental institutions and procedures. Yilmaz’s study covers a wide range of
contemporary works, and elements of legitimation put forth in these works."” Sjezana
Buzov’s The Lawgiver and His Lawmakers: The Role of Legal Discourse in the Change
of Ottoman Imperial Culture appears as one among a series of dissertations written at
the University of Chicago. Through in-depth examination of specific legal documents,
Buzov investigates the role of law, and its formation within the context of political
discourse during the reign of Sultan Siileyman.”® Another contribution from the same
institution, Ebru Turan’s The Sultan’s Favorite: Ibrahim Pasa and the Making of the
Ottoman Universal Sovereignty explores perhaps the most influential figure of Sultan
Siileyman’s reign.”' Yet another contribution from Chicago is ibrahim Kaya Sahin’s In
the Service of the Ottoman Empire: Celalzade Mustafa (ca. 1490-1567), Bureaucrat
and Historian, which examines yet another influential figure in the making of Sultan
Siileyman’s reign.”> As one of the major policy makers of Siileyman’s era, Celalzade
Mustafa Celebi is also analyzed in Mehmet Sakir Yilmaz’s ‘Koca Nisanct’ of Kanuni:
Celalzade Mustafa Celebi, Bureaucracy and ‘Kanun’ in the Reign of Siileyman the
Magnificent (1520-1566). Yilmaz examines Ottoman bureaucracy during the reign of
Sultan Siileyman through the life of Celalzade, in the context of the development of a
new political discourse strongly emphasizing justice and law.* It is not a coincidence

that at least four out of these five recent studies share the twin concepts of law and

19 Hiiseyin Yilmaz, The Sultan and the Sultanate: Envisioning Rulership in the
Age of Suleyman the Lawgiver (1520-1566), Unpublished PhD Dissertation (Harvard:
Harvard University, March 2005).

20 Sjezana Buzov, The Lawgiver and His Lawmakers: The Role of Legal
Discourse in the Change of Ottoman Imperial Culture, Unpublished PhD Dissertation,
(Chicago: University of Chicago, 2005).

2l Ebru Turan, The Sultan’s Favorite: Ibrahim Pasa and the Making of the
Ottoman Universal Sovereignty, Unpublished PhD Dissertation (Chicago: University of
Chicago, 2007). I could not have access to this study.

*2 fbrahim Kaya Sahin, In the Service of the Ottoman Empire: Celalzade Mustafa
(ca. 1490-1567), Bureaucrat and Historian, Unpublished PhD Dissertation (Chicago:
University of Chicago, 2007). I could not have full access to this study, either; however
I thank Kaya Sahin for sharing his abstract and introduction.

» Mehmet Sakir Yilmaz, ‘Koca Nisanci’ of Kanuni: Celalzade Mustafa Celebi,
Bureaucracy and ‘Kanun’ in the Reign of Siileyman the Magnificent (1520-1566),
Unpublished PhD Dissertation (Ankara: Bilkent University, 2006).



justice as a main point of focus. By contextualizing and tracing the transformation of
these concepts, both in terms of discourse and bureaucracy, these studies help move
beyond the monolith view of Sultan Siileyman’s reign as a static “golden age”

empowered and identified with the almost extra-human “strong sultan.” **

Chapters on the reign of Sultan Siileyman in general histories tend to present the
period as an apex. Stanford Shaw, for example, confirms the mystique of magnificence
and lawfulness surrounding the time of Sultan Siileyman in his History of the Ottoman
Empire and Modern Turkey. The chapter title is “The Apogee of Ottoman Power,” and
the subtitle of the part talking about the reign of Siileyman is “The Peak of Grandeur:
Siileyman I the Magnificent 1520-1566.” The titles also suggest a sense of stability and
continuity disregarding change and transformation. Shaw tells, for example, how Sultan
Siileyman compiled and organized laws which were to put an end to arbitrary behavior
as had been observed with his father Selim I and Mehmet II; how he spent most of his
time in campaigns in order to pursue his father’s efforts of establishing universal rule;
how he proved his primacy in the Islamic world by defeating the Safavis in 1535 and
how he re-established in some areas the “Sunni” institutions which the Safavis had
destroyed. His account reads almost like a contemporary chronicle with the same
discourse, and in conclusion he gets into the decline issue in a few words saying that
although Sultan Siileyman’s reign was the peak of Ottoman institutions and cultural
achievement; the devshirme grew in power as to leave the sultan out of state affairs; the
harem got involved in politics; financial and social troubles pressed hard, and could not
be dealt with.> This book is apparently not intended for a scholarly audience, thus to
expect a balanced account of Sultan Siileyman’s reign in thirty pages would probably
not be fair to the author. This example is cited not out of disrespect to a very respectable
historian, but only to point out the general attitude toward the reign of Sultan Siileyman

until 1990’s.

One of the problems observed with modern secondary literature on Sultan

Siileyman is posed by the epithets “Kéan{ini” and ‘“Magnificent”. A general search for

** A similar approach regarding the opposite paradigm of “decline” due to a
“weak sultan” can be observed in an ongoing dissertation by Giinhan Borek¢i on
Ahmed I.

» Stanford Shaw, Osmanli Imparatorlugu ve Modern Tiirkiye I, (Istanbul: E
Yayinlari, 1982). First published by Cambridge University Press in 1976.
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Sultan Siileyman in any well-known bookstore or library would result in approximately
twenty to thirty books featuring an aspect or a full account of the reign of Siileyman the
Magnificent or Siileyman the Lawgiver.”® Some titles even do not seem to need giving
the Sultan’s name and leave it at “Lawgiver.””’ Although it is not the intention of this
dissertation to suggest that Sultan Siilleyman was neither magnificent in many aspects
nor uninterested in law; it seems that these two epithets have been so much taken for
granted that the complex dynamics which led to their formation are not given the
attention they deserve, if we expect to have an accurate understanding of the reign of
Sultan Siileyman. Another problem posed by the epithets is the inter-changeable use
they seem to have acquired in our day. One gets the impression that, in some instances
at least, the use of these epithets is designated by the country or language in which a
study is published. Thus, Siileyman the Magnificent and His Age, published in English
originally, appeared as Kanuni ve Cagi in Turkish translation, without a deliberate
decision or approval by the editors. Therefore, this study proposes to set aside for a
moment these two titles, which have not been used widely by the contemporaries, if
used at all,*® and start anew by trying to make sense of the reign through the eyes of the
contemporaries. In other words, this study proposes re-building the image-making
program of Sultan Siilleyman step by step as contemporaries did as circumstances

required, and only then decide on which epithet to use, if any.

*® For example, a general search for “Sultan Siileyman” in the catalog of Bilkent
Library, which is reputed to be one of the best in Turkey, brings 79 results of which 50
contain either Magnificent or Lawgiver in the title. Eleven of these titles are not about
Sultan Siileyman; four are general histories, and six are primary sources thus have their
original titles. Three are Siileyman’s collection of poems, the so called Muhibbi Divani.
Two are fiction works. One is the foundation deed of Siileymaniye. This leaves us with
only Yasar Yiicel and Mehdi lhan’s Siileyman the Grand Tiirk (Ankara: TTK, 1991).

%7 An interesting example would be: Hiiseyin G. Yurdaydin’s Kanuni'nin Ciilusu
ve Ilk Seferleri, (Ankara: Ankara Universitesi Ilahiyat Fakiiltesi, 1961). I do not suppose
that a scholar as meticulous as Yurdaydin would deliberately define Sultan Siileyman as
“lawgiver” while still in the very beginning of his reign. Such cases strengthen the
impression of “hollowification” of the epithet Kanuni.

*% The closest I came to Kanuni till now is the terminology used at the inscription
of Siileymaniye: “Ndsir el-kavanin es-Sultaniye” as stated in C. Culpan, “Istanbul
Siileymaniye Camii kitabesi,” in Kanuni Armagani. Cemal Kafadar, for example, has
spotted the earliest popular use of the epithet “Kanuni” in Cantemir’s work in the
eighteenth century, see his “The Myth of the Golden Age,” in Inalcik and Kafadar (eds),
pp-37-48.
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Sources

Contemporary Ottoman chronicles form the backbone of this study. As this
dissertation aims to understand the current dynamics, values, and opinions that shaped
Sultan Siileyman’s image, sources have been deliberately limited to Siileyman’s exact
contemporaries. In other words, it was imperative that the authors employed in this
study lived in the same world; as to have similar life experiences, access to similar
circles of knowledge, and a shared vocabulary, as well as the opportunity of first-hand
evaluation of the events. Such a view of a presumably shared mentality does not mean
that the authors employed in this study were uniform in their views, evaluations, and
opportunities. They were individuals from different backgrounds; they had different
personal experiences; they pursued different life paths. However, each personally
experienced Sultan Siileyman’s reign along with Siileyman himself, as it happened.*
While the authors employed in this study were insiders and often eyewitnesses, they
were also semi-official voices with an agenda.’® Therefore, caution is imperative when
interpreting what they say, if one is trying to reach the historical “truth.” However, for
the purposes of this study, their somewhat restricted identities are for the better since
they are more likely to present us the “image” of the Sultan. In other words, in their
writings we shall be able to see what they wanted others/us to see, as well as the

elements shaping the aspired ideal.”’

* Later chronicles have been used in exceptional instances, whereby the author
may have had a family member in the intimate circle of the Sultan, such as the case with
Sadeddin [d.1599] whose father was a companion of Selim I. Feridun Ahmed Beg
[d.1583] has been referred to in a few instances although he only witnessed the later
part of Sultan Siileyman’s reign, he was in close contact with first-hand witnesses to the
earlier years, and he had access to a wealth of documents.

% As Jeroen Duindam neatly puts it: “A dynastic history, often written at the
sovereign’s order, depicts the facade of court and kingship as impressively as possible:
a never-ending tale of the monarch’s glorious deeds and virtues. These writings were
intended to prove and fortify the legitimacy of the sovereign and the dynasty, and this
goal dictated both their content and appearance.” Jeroen Duindam, Myths of Power:
Norbert Elias and the Early Modern European Court (Amsterdam: Amsterdam
University Press, 1994), pp.2-3.

! Ibid, p.2.
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Kemalpasazade’s [d.1534] Tevarih-i Al-i ‘Osmadn, constituent of ten books, is one
of the most frequently cited sources in this study. Born in 1468, Kemalpasazade
[Semseddin Ahmed b. Siileyman] came from a family of military career. Although the
author started his own career in the military, he changed paths and pursued a career in
the learned establishment. Serving under Bayezid II, Selim I, and Siileyman,
Kemalpasazade was a first-hand witness to major events. Not only his own experience
and observations at the Ottoman court, but his influence in the education — and works —
of many other authors employed in this study make him an invaluable source on
sixteenth-century Ottoman mentality. Furthermore, in his capacity as chief-judge
[kadiasker] and mufti, and as a member of the closer circle of the sultans, he was one of
the major figures shaping both the policy and the image of Sultan Siileyman. His history
of the Ottoman House was initially commissioned by Bayezid II. Covering the period
until 1508 [914], the initial commission includes seven books. The last three books were
commissioned by Sultan Siilleyman. While the seventh and eighth books relate the
events starting from four years before Selim I’s accession and covers his reign, the tenth
book is an account of Siilleyman’s deeds starting from his accession. However, the tenth
book is more like a compilation of individual campaign chronicles rather than a single

history of the reign of Sultan Siileyman.>®

Another policy and image-maker whose work is intensively used this study is
Celalzade Mustafa [d.1567]. Born around 1490, he was the son of a middle ranking
judge. Starting his career as a protégée of Piri Mehmed Pasa, the author was appointed
as court scribe [divdn katibi] in 1516. He served as private secretary [tezkireci] first to
Piri Mehmed Pasa, then Ibrahim Pasa, as each became grand vizier. In his capacity as
private secretary, he accompanied Ibrahim Pasa to Egypt in 1524, and was appointed
chief scribe [re’isii’l-kiittab] on the return to Istanbul. In 1534, he was appointed to the

post Nisanci, which he kept until his retirement in 1557.>> Celalzade Mustafa’s

32 The manuscript of Book IX used in this study: Tdrih-i Ibn Kemal, Tstanbul
Millet Kiitiiphanesi Ali Emiri Tarih 29. For the published copies of the other books used
in this study, please refer to the Bibliography.

3 Published copy used in this study: Celalzade Mustafa, Tabakdt iil-Memalik ve
Derecat iil-Mesalik (Geschichte Sultan Siileyman Kanunis von 1520 bis 1557), Petra
Kappert (ed) (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner Verlag GmbH, 1981). For his life, see, [smail
Hakki Uzuncarsili, “Onaltinct Asir Ortalarinda Yasamis Olan iki Biiyiik Sahsiyet:
Celalzade Mustafa ve Salih Celebiler,” Belleten, vol.22, no.87 (July 1958), pp.391-422;
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Tabakatii’l-Memdalik ve Derecatii’l-Mesalik covers the major events of Sultan
Siileyman’s reign from his accession to 1557. Although the author seems to have
composed the work after his retirement, his inclusion of certain documents, which were
originally written by him, implies that the Tabakdt was based on life-long experience.
Furthermore, Sehi Beg’s biographical dictionary mentions his composition of a “book
relating the ghazas directed to the East and the West and to Hind and ‘Arab, as well as
campaigns, in the beginning of the reign of His Majesty Sultan Siileyman Sah, in order

to express his glory and power.”**

His career provided the author a high degree of
proximity to the Sultan and the highest levels of imperial administration as a confidante.
In this sense, he not only had the opportunity to witness and evaluate critical moments,
but also to shape them. Yet a third feature of the author’s role in Siileyman’s story is his
reflecting the Sultan in an idealized manner. Thus, Celalzade’s triple role as observer-
maker-reflector has made Tabakat an indispensible source for many generations of

historians.

Another chronicle on Siileyman’s reign used in this study was written by Bostan
Mehmed Celebi [d.1569], a member of the religious establishment. Born in 1498,
Bostan first entered the service of Kemalpasazade in 1519, and then transferred to that
of the Sultan’s teacher Hoca Hayreddin. He served as instructor [miiderris] in various
institutions, and he eventually promoted to the post of chief judge of Rumelia in 1547.%

The extant copies of Bostan’s work with different timeframes and completion dates

Yilmaz, ‘Koca Nisanct’ of Kanuni: Celalzade Mustafa Celebi. Celalzade has served a
second tenure at the post of Nisanct during 1566-1567.

* Edirneli Sehi, Tezkire-i Sehi (Kitabhane-i Amed, 1325), p.33: “Sultdn Siileyman
Sah hazretlerinin taht-1 saltanata vaki* olan ibtida-y: ciiliislarinda Sark ii Garb ve Hind
ii ‘Arab caniblerine itdikleri gazalart ve her diydra itdikleri seferleri ve kendilerinin
‘azametin ve kudretin beyan itmek iciin bir kitdb te’lif idiib ve yazub, tarih tasnif
eyleyiib ‘Tabakatii’l-memdlik ve derecadtii’l-mesalik’ diyii tesmiye olimir.” Sehi Beg
composed his work in 1538 [945], and presented it to Sultan Siileyman. The author died
in 1548 [955], before Celalzade even retired.

* The manuscripts used in this study: Bostan Mehmed Celebi, Tdrih-i Sultdn
Siileyman Hén, Milli Kiitiiphane, Afyon Gedik Ahmet Pasa II Halk Kiitiiphanesi
Collection, 03 Gedik 18350; Bostan-zade Mustafa Efendi Tirevi, Ciiliis-ndme-i Sultdn
Siileyman, TSK, R.1283. For his life and various copies of his work, see, Hiiseyin Gazi
Yurdaydin, “Bostan’in Siileymannamesi,” Belleten, vol.19, no.74 (April 1955), pp.137-
202. In this article, Yurdaydin clarifies the attribution of the various extant copies of
Bostan’s histories of Sultan Siileyman, which were formerly attributed to authors as
Ferdi and Sehzade Mustafa.
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imply that the author composed the work as he lived through the events. Although he
was not positioned in the intimate circle of the Sultan, his education with
Kemalpasazade and Hayreddin, as well as his being an almost exact contemporary of
Siileyman, deems his account on the reign of Siilleyman a useful source. One of the
chronicles of Siileyman’s reign used in this study was written by a military man,
Matrakc¢it Nasuh [d.1563]. Nasuh’s work, which was probably completed in 1538,
covers the years 1520-1537. The author was educated in the Palace School [Enderiin],
which he probably entered in the last years of Bayezid II. He started writing activities
during Selim I’s reign with a treatise on mathematics. Nasuh was a man of many
capabilities; he was a swordsman, a writer, a translator, and a painter.36 His wide-
ranging interests and his court attendance throughout the period makes him a suitable
source for the purposes of this study, although in some parts of his account he draws
much from Kemalpasazade. Another source extensively used in this study is the
dynastic history by Liitfi Pasa [d.1564], another man of military origin who climbed up
to the grand vizierate. Probably born in late 1480s, Liitfi Pasa, like Nasuh, was educated
in the Inner Palace during the later years of Bayezid II. He served Selim I under various
palace offices such as head-taster, master of the banner and the like. His provincial
appointments started with governorship of Kastamonu. His first-hand experience and
observations at the Palace, at the provinces, and at the campaigns make his work
indispensible for our research.”’” Lastly, a quite detailed Selimname by an obscure author
Sa‘di b. Abd el-Mute‘al has been used extensively in this study.”® The work which was
completed in 1548 covers the period 1512-1524. Although the text starts with the
accession of Selim I, it dwells on his succession struggle through flashback. This work

provides detailed accounts regarding various ceremonial events, and is noteworthy

%® The manuscript used in this study: Matrak¢i Nastih Silahi b. Karagoz Bosnavi,
Dastan-1 Sultan Siileyman, TSK, R.1286. For his life, see, Nasuhii's Silahi (Matrak¢i),
Beyan-1 menazil-i sefer-i ‘Irakeyn-i Sultan Siileyman Han, Hiiseyin G. Yurdaydin (ed.)
(Ankara: TTK, 1976), pp.1-30.

37 Published edition used in this study: Liitfi Pasa, Tevdrih-i Al-i ‘Osman, Kayhan
Atik (ed) (Ankara: Kiiltiir Bakanligi, 2001). For his life, see, ibid.

38 The manuscript used in this study: Sa‘di b. Abd el-Mute‘al, Selimndame, TSK,
R.1277, Muharrem b. Ramazan Hanefi Kadir? (copyist), 1055 [1645], Halep. Based on
the father’s name, Franz Babinger suggests that the author was of non-Muslim origin,
probably from Rumelia. Franz Babinger, Osmanli Tarih Yazarlari ve Eserleri, Coskun
Ugok (trans.) (Ankara: Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanlig1, 1982), pp.67-8.
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especially in providing some information on Siileyman’s princehood. The official
history of Sultan Siileyman, namely the Siileymdnname of Arifi [d.1561/2], the first
official sehnameci of the Ottoman sultans, was not an appropriate source for this study,
because it was composed at a much later point of Sultan Siileyman’s reign when his
priorities seem to have changed. In this sense, it does not represent Siilleyman’s image

in-the-making during the 1520s.

Due to their communicational nature official documents such as imperial edicts,
law codes, proclamations, and diplomatic correspondence have proved useful in
identifying the main elements making up the image of the Sultan. A huge corpus of
documents pertaining to Sultan Siileyman’s reign is available in print. Archival research
undertaken for this study, in the Topkap: Palace Archives and the Prime Ministry
Ottoman Archives, has not produced additional documents which could have
considerable contribution to the arguments presented in this dissertation.”® A major
compilation of Ottoman diplomatic correspondence by Feridun Ahmed Beg dates back
to the time of Orhan Beg. Although the authenticity of earlier documents cannot be
taken for granted, the compilation known as Miingse ‘at contains copies of many of the
important documents pertaining to the reign of Sultan Siilleyman. Among these are the
proclamation of accession, official proclamations of victory, campaign diaries, and
various decrees.”” Ottoman correspondence found in the Venetian archives has been
published in Arabic alphabet by Tayyip Gokbilgin in two parts.*' Habsburg domestic
and diplomatic correspondence relating to the Ottomans has been compiled by Antal
Gevay [d.1845] in the nineteenth century. The compilation contains letters between

Charles V and Ferdinand I, as well those with their sister and aunt, in addition to

% The inefficiency of archival research stemmed partly because a long list of
documents which looked promising on the catalogue of the Topkap1 Palace Archives
was inaccessible, except for a few items. While the collection at the Prime Ministry
Ottoman Archives have much to offer to a student of economic or institutional history,
documents which might have contributed to this study, both in terms of type and date,
have not yet been transferred from the Topkap1 Palace.

0 Feridun Ahmed Bey, Miinse ‘atii's-seldtin (Istanbul : Dariittibaati’l-amire, 1858)

o Tayyib Gokbilgin, “Venedik Devlet Arsivindeki Vesikalar Kiilliyatinda Kanuni
Sultan Siileyman Devri Belgeleri,” Belgeler, vol.1, nos.1-2 (1964); and “Venedik

Devlet Arsivindeki Bazi Tiirkce Belgeler Koleksiyonu ve Bizimle Ilgili Diger
Belgeler,” Belgeler, vols.5-8, n0.9-12, (1968-1971).
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correspondence with various officials as well as letters of instruction.”* A similar work
in French is Charriere’s Négociations de la France dans le Levant, which also includes
comments and evaluations by the author.*’ Legal and administrative regulations, and
law codes, have been published by Ahmet Akgiindiiz. These volumes contain
simultaneously the transcriptions and facsimiles of a wide range of documents related to
legal and administrative issues.**Among the literary sources poetry also offers insight to

the ultimate reflection of the sultanic ideal and contemporary values.*

Sultan Siileyman’s reign is also rich in accounts by ambassadors and travelers.
Venetian correspondence provides valuable insight to the contemporary perceptions of
Sultan Siileyman and his actions. Regular reports by the resident Venetian bailos in
Istanbul, and of envoys to the Ottoman court offer very detailed accounts.*® Many of
these accounts have fortunately been either summarized or recorded in full by a
contemporary Venetian official Marino Sanuto [d.1536]. The author’s meticulous
recording activity from 1496 to 1533, not only Ottoman affairs but everything going on
in the world day by day, renders the fifty-eight volumes of I Diarii an indispensible
source for any study on early sixteenth century. The information found in Sanuto’s
entries range from diplomatic correspondence and treaties between states to current

gossip and friendly conversations, from festivities to funerals. Sanuto’s sources of

*2 Antal Gevay, Urkunden und Actenstiicke zur Geschichte der Verhdltnisse
zwischen Oesterreich, Ungern und der Pforte im XVI. und XVII. Jahrhunderte. Erster
Band. Gesandtschaft Konig Ferdinands I. an Sultan Suleiman 1. 1527-1532 (Wien, 1840
[1838]-42).

* Charriere, E.; Négociations de la France dans le Levant, (New York: Burt
Franklin, 1965).

“ Ahmet Akgiindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri, vols.3-6 (Istanbul: FEY Vakfi,
1990).

* For poetry as a tool in politics, see Bernard Lewis, The Political Language of
Islam (Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Press, 1991), p.10: “In the days
before the advent of media, the poet had an important role in the field of propaganda
and of what we nowadays call public relations, and poetry could often be an important
weapon of political warfare.” One major limitation on the use of poetry as primary
source is the difficulty involved in dating, thus this kind of source has been used only in
cases whereby the date of composition was predictable.

% See Appendix 1, for the list of bailos and envoys in Istanbul within the
timeframe of this study.
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information were as wide ranging as his interests. Venetian resident ambassadors and
envoys to major courts of Europe, officials and merchants abroad, friends and families
of foreigners living in Venice, passers-by from all over were sources for Sanuto. While
such a variety of sources no doubt increased his information flow, it also introduced
ambiguity and inconsistency to his records, thereby reducing their credibility. As Sanuto
himself occasionally complained about the inconsistency about the various accounts he
laid eyes on,*’ the reports in his entries may not reflect the whole truth. However, they
do provide invaluable insight to contemporary opinions, attitudes and feelings.*®
Another important source, in this sense, is the compilation of English correspondence
under the title Letter and Papers, covering the reigns of individual kings and queens of
England. However, this is a compilation of copies or summaries of documents, thus
does not have the personal tone of Sanuto’s diaries. Yet, the range of the documents in
terms of subject-matter, authorship, and locality makes Letters and Papers

indispensible.*

A major compilation of Western narrative sources on the Ottomans written during
the reign of Siileyman is Francesco Sansovino’s [d.1586] Dell’Historia Universale
dell’Origine et Imperio de’ Turchi, published in 1560. Sansovino was an amazed
observer of the Ottomans who found the need understand their expansion, as he

explains in the beginning of his work.”® Works by contemporary European observers

" See, for example, an entry dated 8 November 1529, Sanuto, 52:201: “Letters
come from many; I will have copies of some of them, because some write one thing and
other another.”

8 Marino Sanuto, I Diarii di Marino Sanudo (Bologna: Forni Editore, 1969). For
a discussion on Sanuto, see, Robert Finlay, “Politics and History in the Diary of Marino
Sanuto,” Renaissance Quarterly, vol.33, no.4 (Winter, 1980), pp.585-598.

*°1.S. Brewer (ed.), Letters and Papers, Foreign and Domestic, of the Reign of
Henry VIII, vols.3-4 (London: Longman, 1867-1875).

% Francesco Sansovino, Dell Historia Universale dell’Origine et Imperio de
Turchi I (Venetia: 1560-1), n.p: “Tra i Principati del Mondo de quali noi habbiamo
qualche notitia, ho sempre stimato degno di molta considerazione quello del Signor
Turco, percioche la sua infinita grandezza, la somma obedienza del popolo, e la felice
fortuna di tutta la nation Turchesca e cosa mirabile a dice in che maniera et come
facilmente sia venuta crescendo in poco spatio tempo a tanta altezza di gloria e di
nome. Et se cominciando noi dall’origine sua verremo di scorrendo con diligenza le
cose loro fatte cosi in casa come fuori, diremo et forse con verita, che la disciplina
della milittia et la obedienza et la fortuna de Romani dopo la rovina di quella
Repubblica sia trapassata a questa generatione.”

18



referred to in this study are included in Sansovino’s compilation. Benedetto Ramberti’s
[d.1546] Libri Tre delle Cose de Turchi is based on his observations during his journey
to Istanbul in 1534, as he accompanied Venetian envoy Daniele Ludovici. The author
describes Istanbul, Sultan Siileyman’s court, and his administration. The work was first
published in Venice, and printed many times in Italian in 1540s, as well in German in
1543.>" Theodore Spandounes [Thédoro Spandugino Cantacusino], who claimed blood
ties with the famous Byzantine family of Cantacusini, came to Istanbul in 1499 in
pursuit of his heritage, and stayed until 1509. His work is an attempt at explaining the
origins and customs of the Turks. His treatise on the Turks was reproduced several times
from 1519 onwards in various European languages. The author’s own last revision is
dated 1530. Although he was not a first hand witness to Siileyman’s reign, he does
provide interesting information. The treatise was also included in Sansovino’s
compilation.”® Luigi Bassano was another traveler to Istanbul, his journey lasting from
1537 to 1540. Bassano wrote his impressions in I Costumi et i Modi Particolari de la
Vita de’ Turchi. The work was published in Rome in 1545. Sansovino included the
work in his compilation. Bassano’s work was published several times in Venice during
the second half of the sixteenth century.” Giovanantonio Menavino’s I Cinque Libri
della Legge, Religione, et vita de’ Turchi is another Italian work which was widely
circulated in German and Latin as well as Italian, especially in the second half of the
sixteenth century. This treatise, too, eventually found its way into Sansovino’s

compilation.”*

>! Benedetto Ramberti [d.1546], Libri Tre delle Cose de Turchi, (Vinegia: 1539).
For Ramberti’s journey, see, Stephane Yerasimos, Les Voyageurs Dans L'empire
Ottoman (XIVe - XVle siecles) Bibliographie, Itineraires Et Inventaire Des Lieux
Habites (Ankara: TTK, 1991), p.181.

> Theodore Spandounes, Dell’origine de Principi Turchi, e de’costumi di quella
natione in Dell’Historia Universale dell’Origine et Imperio de Turchi, Francesco
Sansovino, parte prima, Venetia, 1560, pp.82-106; On the origin of the Ottoman
Emperors, Donald M. Nicol (trans) (Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1997);
Yerasimos, Les Voyageurs, pp.124-5.

33 Luigi Bassano, I Costumi et i Modi Particolari de la Vita de’ Turchi, (Roma:
J.A.Dossena, 1545); Francesco Sansovino, Dell’Historia Universale dell’origine et
imperio de’Turchi parte prima (Venetia: 1560-1561), pp.19-52; Yerasimos, Les
Voyageurs, p.193.

>* Giovanantonio Menavino, I Cinque Libri della Legge, Religione, et vita de’
Turchi in Dell’Historia Universale dell’origine et imperio de’Turchi parte terza,
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Paolo Giovio [d.1552] was a major figure who observed Ottomans from afar, yet
with great concern. “Giovio was ahead of most Europeans in his knowledge of the
Turks, gained from extensive reading and questioning of travelers and merchants,” says
his modern biographer Price Zimmermann.”> While he tried to understand the strengths
of the Ottomans, as well their weakness, as a detached historian, he nevertheless
propagated unification between Christian rulers to oppose them.”® Giovio composed
Commentario de le Cose de’ Turchi at a time when talks of a crusade gained impetus,
and presented the work to Charles V on January 22, 1531. He aimed to keep his text as
simple as possible to present Charles the reality as it appeared to him. The Ferrarese
envoy is reported to have remarked, upon reading the treatise: “Your Excellency will
learn in a short time what he would not perhaps learn even in a very long time without
the book.”’ The work was printed and in circulation by August 1532, and being
circulated. Commentario was printed several times during the course of the sixteenth
century. Other than Italian editions, a Latin translation by Francesco Negri was printed
in Wittemberg, Antwerp, and Paris in the second half of 1530s. It was also published in
German in 1537.%% Eventually, Giovio’s Commentario, too, found its way into
Sansovino’s compilation.

Ceremonial and ritual events can also be regarded as a sort of primary source with
a dual nature. While they are visual representations for contemporary audiences, they
are also converted into verbal representation for they were recorded in histories and

embassy reports thus being transmitted even to those who were not actually there to

Francesco Sansovino (Venetia: 1560-1561), pp.17-64; Yerasimos, Les Voyageurs,
p.125-6.

> T. Price, Zimmermann, Paolo Giovio: The Historian and the Crisis of

Sixteenth-Century Italy (Ewing, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1995), p.29.
Zimmermann also notes a relative engaged in trade in Istanbul as one of Giovio’s
sources. Giovio’s career placed him in the center of the contemporary network of high
politics. Giovio studied medicine and liberal arts at Pavia. In 1523, he became resident
papal physician, which meant he became a member of the Pope’s official household.
More importantly, this office gained him access to the intimate circle of the Pope. He
was in Rome at critical times, such as the fall of Rhodes in 1522, and the sack of Rome
in 1527.

> Ibid.
37 Zimmermann, Paolo Giovio, p 121.

8 Ibid.
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witness and perceive the image and the message/s for themselves. We can learn about
ceremonial only through written accounts and relatively few miniatures depicting
scenes from festivals. Such limited or even guided access has its disadvantages. At best,
we find ourselves reading an eyewitness account, yet the eyewitness is also a “text-
maker.”’ Therefore, evaluating ceremonial instances to understand their contribution to
the image of the Sultan requires a dual task of interpretation of ritual through
interpretation of text. The various ceremonial occasions such as weddings, circumcision
festivals, royal entries, campaign processions, religious holiday celebrations, Friday
prayer processions, festivities upon victories appear as tools for legitimation, display of
sultanic power and majesty, demonstration of the continuity of the dynasty and the
established order, as well as the dynastic claim on authority. In a sense, the festivals and
ceremonies can be considered as the visualization of “state” and “power” with its
various components and aspects. The festivals also serve to confirm the silent contract
between the sultan and his officials, as well as integrating them once again into the
dynastic system. The repetition and recurrence observed in individual ceremonies and

the festivals as a whole mark the values and messages transmitted through these events.

The reader shall notice the limited use of visual sources such as illustrations in
illuminated manuscripts, Western visual representations, and architectural
demonstrations of the Sultan’s image. This limitation is posed by the scope of this study
in terms of time. Major projects involving visual demonstrations of power such as the
building of the Siileymaniye Mosque [1550-1558] and the commissioning of illustrated
Siileymanname [1555] of Arifi remain beyond the timeframe of this study. These
projects reflect a different phase of the image making process, therefore not evaluated in
this study. However, the absence of large scale architectural and artistic activity during
the first ten years of Sultan Siileyman’s reign should be regarded as a contemporary
statement on its own. During the timeframe examined in this study, Sultan Siilleyman

and his image-makers seem to have been more concerned about military success and

> The scholarly debate of Roger Chartier and Robert Darnton woven around
Darnton’s “The Great Cat Massacre” makes a stimulating discussion on the author as
text-maker//eye-witness and the larger methodological debate on ritual as text: Robert
Darnton, The Great Cat Massacre and Other Episodes in French Cultural History (New
York: Basic Books, 1994); Roger Chartier, “Texts, Symbols, Frenchness,” The Journal
of Modern History, Vol. 57, No. 4 (Dec., 1985), pp. 682-695; Robert Darnton, ‘“The
Symbolic Element in History,” The Journal of Modern History, Vol. 58, No. 1 (Mar.,
1986), pp. 218-234.
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administration of justice as main elements of reputation. Various scholars have pointed
out a breaking point after 1540s through which Sultan Siileyman’s imperial display
found a new expression which was marked by visual elements.”” The reasons
underlying the absence of large scale artistic activity to support the Sultan’s image in
the 1520s still remains to be uncovered. Various trophies of war and ceremonial

artifacts, on the other hand, have been evaluated through the course of this study.

Approach

The task attempted in this dissertation requires a chronological journey through
contemporary texts and visual sources we have access to. In this respect, a combination
of perspectives applied by scholars such as Peter Burke, Quentin Skinner, Roger
Chartier, Robert Darnton, Natalie Zemon Davis, Stephen Greenblatt in their various
works provided the theoretical framework to formulate some of the main questions of
this study — some aspects of the theories of Clifford Geertz and Norbert Elias have also
been inspiring. My approach has been largely inspired by Peter Burke’s total history
approach. In his Fabrication of Louis XIV Burke argues for the necessity of bringing
visual and textual representations in order to “see the royal picture as a whole” and to
render change more visible. Burke regards his work as a contribution to the “history of
communication, production, circulation and reception of symbolic forms” and as a case-

study of the relations between art and power, and more specifically of the “making of

% Rhoads Murphey, for example, attributes conscious effort on Siileyman’s part
to build an image of greatness for the posterity to the last third of his reign. Murphey,
“Siileyman I and the Conquest of Hungary,” pp.200-1. For cultural re-orientation after
1540s, also see, Necipoglu, “Siilleyman the Magnificent and the Representation of
Power,” pp.163-194; and Necipoglu, “A Kanun for the State,” p. 195: “Commissioned
by Siileyman when he was already an old man, the Siilleymaniye projects a confident
self-image expressed through a distinctive Ottoman visual vocabulary that was very
different from the eclectic syncretism characteristic of artistic expression in the early
years of the sultan’s reign.” Christine Woodhead attributes the large scale project of the
Siileymanname, by an official court sehndmeci and court artists, to the troubled position
Siileyman found himself in the 1550s, with the pausing of impressive victories of his
youth and dynastic struggle already surfacing. Christine Woodhead, “An Experiment in
Official Historiography: The Post of Sehnameci in the Ottoman Empire, ¢.1555-1605,”
pp-172-3.
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great men.” The chronological approach, he argues, gives the opportunity to see
whether change takes place at the same time in different media. If we put it in another
way, any simultaneous change would imply a deliberate change in the image as a
whole. °' Burke’s insistence on the concept of “representation” also provides different
angles of inquiry and interpretation.®” Burke admits drawing on Erving Goffman,* and
one can get the sense of the Geertzian perspective in Burke’s application of the
dramaturgical perspective. I would not go so far as to apply the Geertzian “theatre-
state” model to Siileyman’s state, but I still believe that although the “power” of a
“king” may be taken for granted by modern observers, we need to keep in mind that
power consists and consisted of various components, and it was necessary to
demonstrate this compilation from time to time. As Geertz puts it, “At the political
center of any complexly organized society, there is both a governing elite and a set of
symbolic forms expressing the fact that it is in truth governing.” Symbolic expressions
were one of the means of “marking the center as the center” and a means for the center

to justify its claims and existence.®*

There are two levels of inquiry and interpretation involved in this journey. The
first has to do with understanding what various concepts meant for the contemporaries.
The second level of interpretation involves due care to the motives and intentions of the
contemporary authors, as well as the overall “performance” of their messages. In this
level of inquiry, applying some of the principles of Quentin Skinner’s contextualization
theory would be very helpful. Skinner’s method can be briefly defined as

13

contextualizing conceptions: “... what a writer may have been doing in using some
particular concept or argument, we need first to grasp the nature and range of things that

could recognizably have been done by using that particular concept, in the treatment of

®! Peter Burke, The Fabrication of Louis XIV (New Haven and London: Yale
University Press, 1992), pp.2-3.

%2 Ibid, pp.8-9.
% Ibid, pp.7-8.

% Clifford Geertz, “Centers, Kings and Charisma: Reflections on the Symbolics
of Power,” in Rites of Power: Symbolism, Ritual and Politics Since the Middle Ages,
Sean Wilentz (ed) (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania University Press, 1985),
pp-13-38.
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that particular theme, at that particular time.”® Skinner mainly argues that texts are not
written in a vacuum and without purpose, so the historian — if s/he wishes to arrive at a
relatively sound interpretation — should be able to see the contexts they were written in
and the uses they were put into.®® Skinner’s main idea lies in his belief that “all serious
utterances are characteristically intended as acts of communication.” In this respect, it
becomes important why something is said if we want to understand what it means. This
also requires us to presume an existing or ongoing argument in the context of which a
particular remark has been made. Thus intentions become an inevitable issue to trace
when trying to make sense of contemporary accounts.”’ In this sense, this dissertation
argues that statements about Sultan Siileyman did not merely reflect his authority, but
helped construct and maintain it.

At this point, we probably should make it clear that we are faced with a dual
process of image-making. There is the Ottoman side trying project a viable omnipotent
image for the Sultan. There is the “others” like ambassadors, rival rulers, accidental
passers by trying to transmit how they perceive what is presented to them and thus
getting engaged in another process of image-making. In this respect, Roger Chartier’s
appropriation theory provides a suitable model for investigation. Although he means his
method for reading practices in general, overall principle of reception is aspiring
regarding other sorts of sources as well. Chartier’s theory re-orients meaning production
from a passive process to an active one which requires the participation of various
parties, or factors, involved in meaning production. Following his lead, this study takes
into consideration the audience toward which the image is intended with their diverse
characters and dispositions, their multiple abilities and expectations and thus tries to

approach the issue from the point of view of meaning production, t00.”®

% Quentin Skinner, “Motives, intentions and interpretations,” in Visions of
Politics, vol. I: Regarding Method (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2002),
p.102.

% Quentin Skinner, “Meaning and understanding in the history of ideas,” in ibid,
pp-57-89.

%7 Quentin Skinner, “Interpretation and the understanding of speech acts,” Visions
of Politics I, pp.103-127.

% Roger Chartier, “Texts, Printings and Readings,” The New Cultural History,
Lynn Hunt (ed) (California: University of California Press, 1989), pp.154-175; for a
similar argument of meaning production as an active process applied to a visual source:
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A wide range of approaches from various disciplines have been consulted
throughout this study. Theoretical frameworks from political science, international
relations, conflict resolution, and psychology provided useful conceptual tools in
discussing individual issues related especially to war-making and rebellion. Classical
theories of war, as delineated in the works of Machiavelli [d.1527]% and in the writings
of nineteenth-century strategists such as Clausewitz [d.1831] and Jomini [d.1869],70
provided a general understanding of the strategies involved in various phases of war
making from the decision to wage war to termination. Rationalist — or Neorealist —
explanations of war added to my understanding of possible origins of war. Such
explanations attribute conflict to a lack of an overarching hegemonic power to arbitrate
between states, which gives rise to competition and conflict between individual political
identities. In such an environment, each actor must provide for its own security and
interest. An actor amassing instruments of war to defend its territory and/or power soon
becomes a perceived threat itself to the security of another.”' The role of the perception
of threat, even when there was none, has been one of the questions underlying my
examination of wars throughout this study. Approaches combining anthropological and
psychological perspectives on war have provided conceptual tools to understand the

symbolic significance of certain types of behavior and discourse related to the different

Randolph Starn, “Seeing Culture in a Room for a Renaissance Prince,” in ibid., pp.205-
232.

% Machiavelli, Niccolo; Art of War, Christopher Lynch (trans) (Chicago: Chicago
University Press, 2005); and Discourses on Livy, Julia Conaway Bondanella and Peter
Bondanella (trans.) (Oxford New York: Oxford University Press, 1997).

7% Presented in comparative perspective in Michael I. Handel, Masters of War:
Classical Strategic Thought, 3 edition (London: Frank Cass Publications, 2001).

"I The “anarchy” approach was systemized by Kenneth N. Waltz in Man, The
State and War: A Theoretical Analysis (New York: Columbia University Press, 1959).
For a brief summary, see Kenneth N. Waltz, The Origins of War in Neorealist Theory,”
Journal of Interdisciplinary History, vol. 18, no. 4, The Origin and Prevention of Major
Wars (Spring, 1988), pp. 618-9. Also see, Jeremy Black, “Introduction,” in European
Warfare, p.3,11; James D. Fearon, “Rationalist Explanations for War,” International
Organization, vol.49, no.3 (Summer, 1995), pp.384-5, 401.
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phases of the campaigns investigated in this study.’> Conflict theories, on the other

hand, was consulted to conceptualize the rebellions and their representations.”

While following a chronological event-based approach for uncovering the
dynamics of the image-making and reputation management process/es, a few sets of
questions were applied to the material/event under examination at each step of the way
in order to contextualize the issue as well as to offer different view points. By bringing
out the details which might not seem particularly significant on their own, and fitting
them in the bigger picture, recognizable patterns can be observed. In this sense, the first
set of questions involves the issue in question: What is the issue at its face value? What
was at stake? How did the contemporaries regard the issue? If a problem, how did they
plan to solve it? This will give us a picture of what the contemporaries thought to face.
Then we can try our hand at interpretation at various levels through other questions and
try to figure out any ideological and/or symbolic meaning possibly attached to the
matter.

A second set of questions investigates the relevance of timing: When is a certain
event happening? Does it have former history? If so, do contemporary sources dwell on
that former history and how? What is happening elsewhere? What kind of a context
does this provide? Such an investigation illuminates the context, possible motives, and
possible advantages.

A third set of questions involve the people around the Sultan: Who are the main
actors appearing at a specific time/event/period of the Sultan’s life? What are their
functions? Do their functions change over time, if so how and why? How are they
related to the Sultan? Do their relations change, if so how and why? How are they
represented? Do their representations change over time, if so how and why? These
questions help gain an insight about issues related to how networks function, about

general appointment and dismissal policies as well as an overview about the people

"2 LIN. Thorpe, “Anthropology, Archaeology, and the Origin of Warfare,” World
Archaeology, vol. 35, no. 1, The Social Commemoration of Warfare, (Jun.,2003), pp.
145-165, Simon Harrison, “The Symbolic Construction of Aggression and War in a
Sepik River Society,” Man, New Series, vol. 24, no. 4 (Dec., 1989).

3 Collier, Paul; “Rebellion as a Quasi-Criminal Activity,” The Journal of Conflict

Resolution, vol.44, no.6 (Dec. 2000) pp.839-853; Gurr, Ted Robert; Why Men Rebel,
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1971).
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around the Sultan, and their capability to influence him. Furthermore, the
representations of major figures contribute to the general image of the Sultan.

The fourth set of questions dwells on “precedence”: Are there repetitions in the
handling of similar situations? Are these repetitions a matter of legitimation through
referral to ancient custom, or are they practical solutions to deal with a given task or
situation? If there are repeated patterns, are there deviations at specific instances? Are
these deviations specific to the situation, or do they imply any signs of deliberate
change of strategy? Does what appears to be a deviation at a specific instance repeat
itself in later episodes? These questions help identify recognizable patterns of behavior,
as well as established elements of legitimation. The fifth set of questions investigates
the significance attributed to analogies and honorifics: Which analogies and honorifics
are used at different times? Do they follow a pattern, or are they randomly chosen from
an already available repertoire? Are new elements added to the repertoire? If so, when?
What do they imply? What kind of judgment values are attached to them? Such
questions shed light on the aims and claims as well as value judgments; not only about
the Sultan but also about value judgments directed at his opponents, as often times
Siileyman’s image and reputation is reflected in opposition to his adversaries.

The last set of questions, but not the least, aims at a comparative perspective: How
did previous rulers or other contemporary monarchs react in similar circumstances?
How were they represented in similar events? Does the image/s of Sultan Siileyman, at
a certain phase, possess stability regardless of the identity of the audience in terms of
reflection and perception? Or is it possible to trace different representations directed to
or produced by different parties? The quest for the formation and reception of meaning
requires an understanding of the contemporary significance of the concepts employed in
the image of Sultan Siileyman. For a concept to function in the image, it had to be
legible to all parties involved. Thus, a major component in the making of an image is
communication. Even a basic text book definition of “communication” would clarify
the point: “Communication is the act of transmitting information, ideas, and attitudes
from one person to another. Communication can take place, however, only if the
speaker and the listener (called the sender and the receiver) have a common

understanding of the symbols being used.”’* In order to understand the process, I had to

"* Dennis L. Wilcox, Philip H. Ault, and Warren K. Agee, Public Relations:
Strategies and Tactics, 3" edition (New York: HarperCollins, 1992), p.188.
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understand, to some degree at least, what various concepts meant to the contemporaries
and what concepts were available to them.” Ottoman political culture drew from
various sources. It was a Persian-Islamic synthesis, on one hand. On the other hand, it
claimed to inherit the Roman Empire. These in return often appeared in the texts as
references to a legendary world of Hellenic and Sassanid origin, idealizing its subjects
as heroes from the Shahnama. Sultan Siileyman acquired his power from God, and
achieved his deeds through God’s favor. But so did Charles V, for instance. In this
respect, this study traces certain practices, concepts, and symbols through various
cultures and periods. The aim is not to make comparisons to see who was influenced by
whom, but to see under what context similar concepts have been employed. Similarities
shed light on the functions of particular elements making up the image, while
differences or absences led to the question whether such a function was not necessary or
was fulfilled through other means. Furthermore, lately, more and more scholars have
voiced the need for proper knowledge of the Ottoman-Habsburg-Valois confrontation to
understand sixteenth-century European history.”® Likewise, I believe that it is necessary
to view the reign of Sultan Siileyman in the context of this confrontation as well as in

comparison to other contemporary court cultures.

This study examines the making of Sultan Siileyman and his contemporary image
chronologically in six parts. Chapter 1 dwells on the period up to Siileyman’s accession.
This chapter aims to demonstrate the various aspects of his princehood in relation to his
membership of the Ottoman dynasty. Siileyman started his dynastic careers as one of
the many potential claimants to the throne, and eventually found the way to the throne
through a shared struggle alongside his father Selim I. As his father ascended the

Ottoman throne, his dynastic role and his image related to this role changed, too. As

" My approach has been very much influenced by the approach of Quentin
Skinner’s approach to interpretation of texts and Roger Chartier’ approach to reception
of texts; and many concepts of Pierre Bourdieu esp. habitus. Roger Chartier, “Texts,
Printings and Readings,” in The New Cultural History, Lynn Hunt (ed), California:
University of California Press, 1989. Quentin Skinner, Visions of Politics, vol. I:
Regarding Method (Cambridge University Press, New York, 2002).

6 Gabor Agoston, “Ottoman Warfare in Europe, 1453-1826,” in War in the Early

Modern World, 1450-1815, Jeremy Black (ed.) (Florence, KY, USA: Taylor & Francis,
Incorporated, 1998), p.118.
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such, this chapter argues that the process of the “making” of the Sultan was one which

started long before his accession.

Chapter 2 examines the process of transformation of Siileyman from a prince to a
Sultan. This transformation consists of two consecutive processes. Firstly, he inherits
sovereign authority, as wells as the royal prerogatives and titles, from his father. This is
marked by the accession, which is evaluated as a process in itself. While accession
ritually marks the transference of sovereign power, the issues investigated in the second
part of this chapter, consolidates the authority vested in the title of sultan in the person
of Siilleyman. If accession marks the short-term transference of power, the following
acts related to the twin concepts of ‘addlet and siydset, which are considered to be the
main building blocks of sovereign authority, establish Sultan Siileyman’s authority on

his own right.

Chapter 3 discusses the first two large scale projects of Sultan Siileyman after his
accession, namely the campaigns of 1521 and 1522. With their aggressive and
ambitious nature, these two campaigns are investigated as strong statements made in the
beginning of the process of the “making” of Sultan Siilleyman. This investigation
involves an understanding of the significance of military skills, as part of contemporary
political culture. These campaigns are also investigated in relation to Siilleyman’s self-
positioning within the dynastic tradition. In this respect, the specific targets chose for
initial action demonstrate the dual nature of Siileyman’s relationship with the dynasty.
On one hand, these targets imply an attempt to complete the unfinished business of his
forefathers to glorify the dynasty. On the other hand, they imply the ambition to surpass
his predecessors. This chapter also takes the opportunity to explore current conceptions
of warfare, and how Sultan Siileyman’s actions corresponded to them. At the end of the
two years investigated in this chapter, the image of the almighty Sultan Siileyman

emerges.

Chapter 4 investigates the power relations at the highest levels of Ottoman
imperial administration, and traces the significance of Ibrahim Pasa in the process. The
appointment of Ibrahim Pasa as grand vizier is evaluated within the context of
Siileyman’s building himself a household with his own ranks. This chapter also explores
the rise of Ibrahim Pasa in relation to its contribution to the overall image of Sultan

Siileyman.
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Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 are related to the maintenance and enhancing of the
image Sultan Siileyman. Chapter 5 is an examination of the 1526 campaign, through
which the dynamics and rules of war-making are analyzed. Through this analysis,
Siileyman emerges not only as a proud victor, but as a “law-abiding” commander.
Chapter 6 investigates the campaign of 1529 as an enterprise aimed at ‘“restoring
Hungary to her legitimate King.” This investigation involves the contemporary care
devoted to the legitimation of Janos Szapolyai through the process. As such, Siileyman

emerges as the “refuge of the world”.
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CHAPTER 1
THE FELICITOUS PRINCE: SEHZADE-i CIVANBAHT

1.1. Defining the Problem: The Role and Functions of the Princely Courts at

Caffa and Manisa on the Way to Become a Sultan

This chapter aims to trace the career of prince Siileyman as a potential candidate
to the Ottoman throne. The period under examination covers the years between his birth
in 1494 [900] and the death of his father in 1520 [926]. Throughout this period
Siileyman served as district governor in two different posts and assisted his father’s
campaigns by guarding Rumelia while stationed in Edirne. These tasks were standard
procedure applied to all Ottoman princes up to the late sixteenth century. In this sense,
this chapter focuses to some extent on the institutional character of princehood within
the concept of dynastic monarchy. On the other hand, since Siileyman was a member of
the third generation of the dynasty at the time, his princely career was inevitably linked
to that of his father. In this respect, this chapter focuses on those elements, concepts and
events which paved the way to the making of Sultan Siileyman through the agency of
his father Selim. Such an approach is also provoked by the way contemporary sources
reflect Siileyman as a prince. While the Selimname literature pays considerable attention
to the deeds Selim I accomplished as a prince, the Siileymanname literature starts with
the accession of Siilleyman. More general chronicles on the history of the House of
Osman mention certain points of Siileyman’s princehood but only in relation or tied to
Selim’s story. The fact that the main body of Selimname literature dates back to the
reign of Sultan Siileyman himself’’ suggests that this mode of projection and perception

was deliberate on the part of Siileyman and his contemporaries.

" Hakki Erdem Cipa, The Centrality of Periphery: The Rise to Power of Selim I,
1487-1512, Unpublished PhD Dissertation (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University,
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It is a universally acknowledged fact that Ottoman succession was based on the
dynastic principle. As far as Ottoman tradition goes, sovereignty was heralded not only
to Osman but to his whole house through a dream.”® Following a practice that can be
traced back to many Turco-Mongolian states, the worthiest son of a deceased ruler
would be recognized as his legitimate successor. This would usually entail a fierce fight
between the candidates but whoever gained supremacy would be considered to have
God’s blessings and be regarded as legitimate sovereign.”” Despite the seemingly
smooth succession of Sultan Siileyman to the throne,* he was the key figure in his
father’s succession struggle which can be regarded as his own way to the throne. The
first two sections of this chapter examine the first two phases of Siilleyman’s
princehood, namely his childhood in Trabzon and his first post in Caffa [Feodosiya,
Kefe] as a third generation Ottoman prince among many. Whether in Trabzon or Caffa,
Siileyman’s story in these years of his life is inseparable from his father’s.

The third section dwells on an intermediary phase when Siileyman transforms into
the sole heir of the Ottoman throne. This transformation is reflected in his reception in
Istanbul following his father’s enthronement in 1512 and his departure for a new post
after his father eliminated the remaining claimants. The fourth section examines the
Manisa post in more institutional terms. As such it demonstrates not only the

subordinate but also the complementary status of the princely court as far as the duties

2007), p.126. Cipa excludes the works of Ishak Celebi, Ad4’i and Idris-i Bidlisi based
on the possible dates of completion.

8 KPZ, X:92. For an earlier account, see Asikpasaoglu, Tevarih-i Al-i Osman, in
Osmanly Tarihleri I, N. Atsiz Cift¢ioglu (ed), (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Yayinevi, 1947), p.95:
“Ogul, Osman! Sana mustuluk olsun kim Hak Ta‘ala sana ve nesliine padisahlik verdi.
Miibarek olsun.”

" For a detailed discussion on succession methods see Halil Inalcik, “The
Ottoman Succession and Its Relation to the Turkish Concept of Sovereignty” in The
Middle East and the Balkans under the Ottoman Empire: Essays on Economy and
Society, (Bloomington: Indiana University Turkish Studies, 1993), pp.37-69; Joseph
Fletcher, "Turco-Mongolian Monarchic Tradition in the Ottoman Empire," Harvard
Ukrainian Studies, 3—4 (1979-1980), pp.236-251. On the dynastic concept see Metin
Kunt, “Sultan, Dynasty and State in the Ottoman Empire: Political Institutions in the
Sixteenth Century,” The Medieval History Journal, vol.6, no.2 (2003), pp.217-230.

% The peaceful accession of Sultan Siileyman in 1520 created the impression that
Siileyman’s succession did not involve a war of succession because he was an only son.
See, for example, Joseph Fletcher, "Turco-Mongolian Monarchic Tradition in the
Ottoman Empire," p.249. For contemporary impressions, see Chapter 2, p.172.
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and actions of Siileyman as the sole heir until his father’s demise are concerned. This
last section also points at the function of the princely post as as a base where the prince
started forming a household for his possible future career,®’ altough the Ottoman

princely court was not allowed to be a “government-in-waiting.”**

1.2. Trabzon: A Prince is Born

Siileyman was born in Trabzon, where his father was governor, in 1494 [AH 900].
His birth does not seem to have caused any extraordinary occasion. Contemporary
narrative sources do not mention his day of birth. Neither do they attribute any

“auspicious omens” related to his birth,* unlike the attribution of a legendary prophecy

81 Leslie Peirce, The Imperial Harem: Women and Sovereignty in the Ottoman
Empire, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993), p.46; Rhoads Murphey, Exploring
Ottoman Sovereignty: Tradition, Image and Practice in the Ottoman Imperial
Household, 1400-1800, (London and New York: Continuum, 2008), p.111, 118.

82 Metin Kunt, “A Prince Goes Forth (Perchance to Return),” International
Journal of Turkish Studies, vol.12, nos.1-2 (Fall 2007), p.70.

%3 His year of birth year would come to carry important associations for his image
later on. Writing after the death of Siileyman, Mustafa Ali points out that his birth date
in the beginning of a century was a sign to the soldiers of Islam and that it was a proof
that the religion of Muhammad would strengthen and many conquests would be
realized. Gelibolulu Ali Mustafa Efendi, Kitabii’t-tarih-i kiinhii’l-ahbar: Kayseri Rasid
Efendi Kiitiiphanesindeki 901 ve 920 No. lu niishalara gore, 1008/1600, Ahmet Ugurlu
(ed), (Kayseri: Erciyes Universitesi, 1997), p.1058: “Ve re’s-i miede viicida gelmeleri
‘asdkir-i Islam’a bir dyet-i kiibrd olub, ‘inna’lldhe yeb’asii li-hdzihi’l-iimmeti bir-re’si
kiilli mietin men yiiceddidii leha dinehd’ hadis-i serifinin mazmiimina mazhar-i
mutahhar idiikleri tuyildi ve bu delil-i celil-i nusret-sebilin miiceddeden takviyet-i din-i
Muhammed kilub nice fiitiihdata ba’is olmalart taayyiin buldi.” Ottoman writers usually
underline the importance of his year of birth in relation to hayru’l-kuruni karni. This
concept refers to one hundred year intervals. According to this theory, one great figure
is sent to earth every hundred years to reinforce and vitalize the religion. For a
contemporary explanation, see Liitfi Pasa, pp.145-7, whereby the author introduces
Selim as the “one”. A mainstream expectation during the reign of Sultan Siileyman was
that the end of the world would come in the tenth century A.H. with the arrival of the
Mahdi. In this case, Siileyman would be the last universal ruler or even the Mahdi
himself. Fleischer, “The Lawgiver as Messiah,” pp.159-177 (especially pp.169-171).
However, these apocalyptic or messianic views of Sultan Siileyman were not based on
his year of birth.
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surrounding the birth of his father Selim.® On the other hand, the “auspicious” element
of Siilleyman’s birth was in his name, which was one of the “given” aspects of his
existence. The second “given” in this sense was his mother. It is probably a posthumous
legend-making process that caused Princess Hafsa to be regarded often as “the last
noble bride to the Ottoman court, daughter of the Crimean Khan Mengli Giray.”®
However, just like the contemporary disinterest in the year of birth, the identity of
Siileyman’s mother seems not to have occasioned any excitement for his
contemporaries. The third “given” is the city of Trabzon where Siileyman spent his
childhood in his father’s court. Contemporary chroniclers seem to have been interested
in Trabzon, though not for the sake of Siilleyman’s childhood. The city was relevant to
the advancement of Selim and his branch of the dynasty due to its frontier nature. This
brief introduction to Siileyman’s childhood demonstrates that he mattered only in two
instances: first when he was named by his father and second when his father requested a
sancak appointment for him. In other words, until that point, his dynastic identity was

one with his father’s.

1.2.1. The Name

The name chosen by Sultan Selim for his son seems to have provided the main
building block of the image of Sultan Siileyman. As Siileyman ascended to the throne,
his name gave occasion to numerous associations. According to tradition, as Siileyman
[Uwiu] also reads Seliman, Selim meant “the little Selim”. In other words, Selim named
the newborn Selimén, as a diminutive of his own name. According to Sa‘di, this

decision of the Sultan reflected tenderness, while also implying a pun.®® According to

% According to Kemalpasazade, on the day Selim was to be born, a dervish
prophesized that a son would be born to the Ottoman House. He would ascend to the
throne of his father. He would have seven moles, heralding Selim I’s victories over
seven “glorious lords” [‘dli-san begler]. KPZ, X:28-9. Celalzade reproduces the legend
in his Selimname through quoting Kemalpasazade’s story. Celalzade (SN), pp.35-6.

% {lber Ortayli, “Siileyman and Ivdn: Two Autocrats of Eastern Europe,” in
Inalcik and Kafadar (eds), p.203.

% Sa‘di (SN), 115b: “Rivayet olimr ki nir i nihdl-i viicidlar actlub, hadika-i
‘omr-i ndzeninleri darayis itdikde, ya‘ni ogullart hazret-i padisah viiciida gelicek, ism-i
miibdreklerine kur‘a-i ihtiyar salmak istida ‘st olicak, ani kendi ndm-1 miibareklerinin
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the seventeenth-century writer Taskoprizade Kemal, when asked how he would name
his son, Selim said “Seliman from Selim.” Upon this, the humorous Murad Pasa
explained the name as being a diminutive [tasgir] version of the Sultan’s name;
signifying the prince, it meant: “He is my miniature [kiiciigiim].”®’ Such an account
supports Siileyman’s admirable qualities by making him a replica of his much-adored
father. It also reflects an expectation that the son would inherit the glory of the father,
rule the realm as well, and conquer as many lands. Relating the accession of Siileyman,
Kemalpasazade employs the pun to imply both Selim and Solomon as models for the
new Sultan.®® A later historian Hasan Beyzade has employed the pun as to include
Sultan Siileyman’s son Selim as well, using the dual significance of the word Selimdan:
“Both the father is Selim and the son is Selim, between the two Selims is Siileyman.”®
Another tradition refers to the legendary king Solomon. The association of the
prince with the most ideal king of all times implies yet another expectation, if not
glorification. One of the foreigners dwelling on this analogy is Giovio, the Italian
observer. According to him, all “sophisticated Turks” attributed the name of the Sultan
to the prediction of the felicity he would bring. Giovio goes on to make a comparison of
the names of father and son. He finds it ironic that while his name meant docile,
peaceful and a maker of peace; Selim himself was a terrible man who was inclined to
cruelty and who turned out to be the most warlike of all Ottoman rulers. To prove his
point, the author emphasizes that more blood was shed in the eight years of Selim’s
reign than that of the thirty years of Siileyman up to the time of writing. He points out
that the name Siileyman [Solimano] signifies “King Solomon of the history of Moses

who was known for his wisdom.” However, assessing by the number and importance of

tasgiri birle miisfikane Seliman lafzin buyurub, san‘at-1 tecnis miirekkebinde Siileymdn
ism-i hiimdyinina igaret itmigler idi.”

87 Taskoprizade Kemal, Tarih-i Saf, (Istanbul: Terakki Matbaasi, 1287), p.70.

8 KPZ, X:31: “Owde dur ¢ii terkib-i g / ki denlii oliser bu sultan”

% Hasan Beyzade Ahmed Pasa, Hasan Beyzade Tarihi, Sevki Nezihi Aykut (ed),
(Ankara: TTK, 2004), v.2, p.1: “Hem peder[i] Selim, hem ogul[u] Selim / Iki Selim

arasinda da Siileymdn” 1 would like to thank Hadi Hosainy for helping with the
translation of the couplet from Persian.
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Siileyman’s victories, Giovio comes to the conclusion that Siileyman’s deeds would be

more compatible with the “fame of his father” than those of the sage king. %0

1.2.2. The Mother

The identity or the ethnic and religious affiliation of Siilleyman’s mother Hafsa
Sultan has always been controversial.”' One tradition claims that she was the daughter
of the Crimean Khan.””> Challenging conventional views, based mainly on Hammer’s
belief that Hafsa Hatun or another one of Selim I’s women was the daughter of the
Crimean Khan, Cagatay Ulucay refutes the royal origin of Siileyman’s mother. Based
on the absence of relevant documentation, Ulugay finds it unlikely that Siileyman’s
mother was a Crimean princess. Uzungarsili’s findings of a record naming her “Hafsa

bintii Abdiilmiin” strengthen Ulucay’s argument, for the paternal name indicates slave

0 Paolo Giovio, Gli Elogi: Vite brevemente scritte d’huomini illustri di guerra,
antichi et moderni (Vinegia: appresso Giovanni de’ Rossi, 1557), p.336: “I pii eleganti
Turchi dicono, ch’a Solimano fu posto questo nome, per l'impresa felicemente
preveduta, la quale hebbe felice riuscita altrimenti di quel che intervenne al padre, il
quale dal contrario senso fit chiamato Selim, cioé, mansueto e piacevole, e autore della
pace; il quale fu il piu terribile ingegno, e piu inclinato alla crudelta, e finalmente il piu
bellicoso di tutti i Principi Othomanni. Percioche se noi vorremo ritornarci a memoria i
fatti dell’'uomo, e dell’altre, i quali habbiamo raccontati nell’historie, certo noi
confesseremo, che si sparse piu sangue in otto anni che regno Selim, che in questi
trenta che Solimano é stato Signore. Et questo nome vuol dire Salomone Re
nell’historia di Mose, famoso per la gloria della sua sapienza, mutando le sillabe. Ma
se noi vogliamo paragonare i fatti di Solimano, si puo giudicare ch’habbiano
pareggiato il nome della fama del padre, quando giustamente vogliamo misurare i
numeri e I'importanza delle vittorie.”

°! For a short biography of Hafsa Sultan, see Necdet Sakaoglu, “Hafsa Sultan,”
Osmanlilar Ansiklopedisi I, Ekrem Cakiroglu (ed), 2™ ed., (Istanbul: Yap: Kredi
Yayinlari, 2008), pp.506-7. Sakaoglu points out the controversial nature of the issue.
Alan Fisher also brings forth the discussion and favors Cagatay Ulucay’s argument that
Hafsa Sultan was not a Crimean princess. Alan Fisher, “The Life and Family of
Siileyman 1,” in Inalcik and Kafadar (eds.), p.9.

92 See, for example, Nicolae Jorga, Osmanli fmparatorlugu Tarihi 11, Niliifer
Epceli (trans.) Kemal Beydilli (trans. ed.) (Istanbul: Yeditepe Yayinevi, 2005), p.262;
and Ortayl, “Siileyman and Ivan,” p.203.
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origin.”> In a later work, Ulucay establishes her slave origin based on a document
recording her name as “Hat{in binti ‘Abdii’l-hay”.”*

Contemporary accounts do not provide grounds for assuming royal Crieman
origin, nor has a document supporting this assertion been uncovered yet. Apparently,
the origin of Siileyman’s mother did not have much relevance in the eyes of the
contemporaries. Although Siileyman is not referred to as being related to the Crimean
Khan in any way, there a few implications which point vaguely at a marriage of an
Ottoman prince to a daughter of the Crimean Khan, in other words an ally and tributary
of the Ottoman Sultan. When Selim is taken to be the prince in question, the issue
becomes relevant in terms of a kinship power group within the ensuing succession
struggle.

Accounts suggest that inter-dynastic marriages were already regarded as highly
unfavorable by the sixteenth century. Leslie Peirce argues that as the Ottoman claims to
being a world empire became stronger, they did not see other powers worthy of a bond
as intimate as marriage. Peirce associates this stance with the “consolidation of empire”
and with it to the claim of “a preeminence that dictated a disdain for alliances with
lesser powers.”™” Peirce traces the same trend in both male and female marriages; in
other words, Ottoman princesses were neither taken nor given in marriage.”® Seen in
this perspective, a marital arrangement involving a daughter of the Crimean Khan and
the reproduction of an offspring seems unlikely.

Ulucay argues that another son of Bayezid II, namely Mehmed who was governor
in Caffa, was married to a daughter of the Khan.”” A contemporary Venetian observer

Jacopo Contarini mentions that Bayezid’s son in Caffa was related to the Crimean Khan

> Cagatay Ulucay, Padisahlarin Kadinlari ve Kizlar, 4™ ed. (Ankara: TTK,
2001), pp.29-30; Ulucay, “Bayezid II'nin Ailesi”, Tarih Dergisi, vol.10, no.14 (1959)
p-105.

** Cagatay Ulugay, “Kanuni Sultan Siileyman ve Ailesi ile ilgili Baz1 Notlar ve
Vesikalar,” in Kanuni Armagani, (Ankara: TTK, 1970), p.230, 253. Ulucay published
the transcription of the relevant document dated [BA, Tapu Defteri, no.398, fol.31].

95 Peirce, The Imperial Harem, p.30.

% For the marriage of princesses with high ranking officials and not other dynasts,
see Peirce, Imperial Harem, p.66.

°" Ulugay, Bayezid II'nin Ailesi, p. 105.
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through marriage.”® Kemalpasazade reports that a marriage between Bayezid’s son
Mehmed and a daughter of Mengli Giray Khan was indeed planned to cement the
“affectionate association” between the prince and the Khan. However, the plan never
materialized because the pair was “incompatible” and the marriage “inappropriate”.”” It
is possible to trace the reasons of the “inappropriateness” of such unions in
contemporary sources. According to a Venetian account, while in Trabzon, Selim
wished to arrange a marriage between one of his sisters and Shah Ismail [Ardevelli] so
that he could make use of the latter’s forces for his own purposes. Thus, Selim
convinced Ismail to send a messenger to his father to ask for the hand of the princess.
However, Sultan Bayezid was far from pleased and declined the proposal, saying that it
was against their custom to give their daughters to foreigners, that the daughters could
only be wed to his own subjects and slaves. According to this report, Bayezid’s refusal
gave rise to a political crisis, although the marriage was initially intended for political
alliance. Probably to prevent a crisis, a suitable bride from among the daughters of those
nobles loyal to Bayezid was found for Ismail. As far as we can understand from various
Italian accounts, the chosen bride was the daughter of Alaiiddevle.'®

An inter-dynastic marriage is still implied in some sources. Andrea Foscolo, the
Venetian bailo in Istanbul, wrote in a letter dated 18 June 1511 that Selim had sons and
that one of these sons was a valiant man. Moreover, he said that the imperador di tartari

1 11 late

has given him one of his daughters as wife and that this was a great favor.
August 1511, Foscolo’s letters mention Selim being with “his brother-in-law, the son of

the Crimean Khan.”'®> An anonymous chronicle reports that Selim’s intention was to
y p

%8 Sanuto, 7:13.

% KPZ, VIII:240: “... Emma siirle siriin imtizdci ve melik-i melek-siiretle Mogol-1
gul-siiretiin izdivact makbiil ii ma ‘kiil olmamagin ol tertib ii terkib olan mevadd-i ittihad
siret-i intdca girmedi.”

190 Sanuto, 7:14-5. His name is given as Abdula, Haludil, Anadulli, etc. in
different accounts or even in the same account. This inconsistency makes it hard to
identify the man in the first instance. The marriage, however, was never realized. In his
history of Trabzon, Mahmut Gologlu mentions Shah Ismail’s intention to marry one of
Alaiiddevle’s daughters. The author argues that Ismail attacked Anatolia when his offer
was declined. Mahmut Gologlu, Trabzon Tarihi (Trabzon: Serander Yayinlari, 2000),
p.33.

" Sanuto, 12:508.
192 Ibid, 13:47: ... et [Selim] & con suo cugnado fiol dil gran Tartaro.”
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103

engage Siileyman and a daughter of the Khan at Caffa. ™~ According to an anonymous

Greek chronicle, written in late sixteenth century, Selim took the Khan’s daughter as
wife when he was in Caffa.'®

These references demonstrate the rumors circulating at a time when Sultan
Bayezid’s sons were already competing for the throne, and probably reflect the
impression of the contemporaries regarding the nature of the relationship between the
Khan and Selim. The only remote documentary clues that can be put forth as to a “wife”
of Selim of Crimean origin are a few letters from Selim I to the Khan where the former
addresses the latter as “my father [babam].” One such letter is the one Selim sent the
Khan upon his enthronement, whereby he informed Mengli Giray of his accession and

requested that Siileyman be sent to Istanbul.'®

Another example is the proclamation of
victory sent after Caldiran, Selim’s first major victory against another ruler. In this
letter, too, Selim addresses the Khan as “my father [babam] Mengli Giray Han.”'%
Since none of the later letters to the Khan refer to him as such,'”” it is more likely that
Selim meant the address more as a show of respect than a familial title. Considering the
Khan’s support of Selim’s acquisition of the Ottoman throne, Selim’s tone of address

seems to stem from a sense of sincere gratitude rather than kinship.

1% Richard F. Kreutel, Haniwaldanus Anonimi’ne Gore Sultan Bayezid-i Veli

(1481-1512), (Istanbul: Tiirk Diinyas1 Arastirmalar1 Vakfi Yayinlari, 1997), p.47.

104 Serif Bastav, 16. Asirda Yazilmig Grekge Anonim Osmanly Tarihi (1373-1512),
(Ankara: Ankara Universitesi Basimevi, 1973), p.185.

105 For partial transcription of the letter [TSA, E.6185] see Ulucay, “Yavuz Sultan

Selim Nasil Padisah Oldu?” 7/10, p.127. He also refers to Siilleyman as “your son”
[oglunuz], definitely not implying that Siileyman was literally Mengli Giray’s son.

106 Miinse ‘at, 1:388.

97 1n the later Kemah proclamation of victory, for example, Selim does not

address the Khan as “my father”. Ibid, 1:410.
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1.2.3. The Town

Selim was appointed to Trabzon in 1481 [886]. He was the second prince to be
appointed to the recently acquired district following his older brother Abdullah.'®®
Although Selim’s appointment to Trabzon can be regarded as a sign of unpopularity at

court because it was very distant to the throne,'”

it was not contradictory with the early
Ottoman practice of stationing princes in newly conquered or troubled regions.''
Selim’s princely sancak was on the Georgian border. Trabzon was also the border first
to Akkoyunlu, then to Safavi territory. The frontier nature of the district of Trabzon is
worth dwelling upon for it made it possible for Selim to gather enough funds, men and
prestige to pursue the long road to the throne. Such a critical location presented Selim
with both an advantage and a disadvantage. While the prospect of raid and booty
offered an opportunity to establish a firm powerbase, the location of Trabzon signified
constant threat from the newly prospering Ismail the Safavi. With the rise of Shah
Ismail and the fall of the Akkoyunlu, the triple border around Trabzon was in a chaotic
state. In 1501, Selim offered refuge to Akkoyunlu commanders who survived Safavi
attacks. At around this time, Selim directed raids into Georgia, moving as far as Kutaisi
[Kiitayis], conquered Rize in 1509 and moved on to Batum. He also moved against
Ismail to Bayburd and Erzincan.'"!

Selim’s location at a critical frontier at a critical time gave him the opportunity to
carry on raids and earn prestige as well as material gains. Along with these gains came
local alliances which strengthened his powerbase. The opportunity of ghaza, offered by

the local frontier circumstances, provided Selim with the warrior-hero image

1% Fahrettin Kirzioglu, Osmanlilarin Kafkas Ellerini Fethi (1451-1590), (Ankara:
TTK, 1993), p.83. Cipa establishes the appointment date as 1487. Cipa, Centrality of
Periphery, p.20

109 Cipa, The Centrality of Periphery, p.20.

"% Haldun Eroglu, Osmanli Devletinde Sehzadelik Kurumu, (Ankara: Akcagd
Yaymevi, 2004), p.104.

" Kirzioglu, Osmanlilarin Kafkas Ellerini Fethi, pp.84-6; Gologlu, Trabzon

Tarihi, p.36.
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encountered in various accounts. Ottoman sources often praise his raids against the
Georgians and the prosperity such activity brought to the region. When talking about
Selim’s deeds at Trabzon, Kemalpasazade notes that Trabzon was a stronghold of Islam
on the border of Georgia. The author further emphasizes that when the “prince of good
fortune” entered the land of the Georgians, “a sea-full of booty poured” to Trabzon.''
Kemalpasazade emphasizes not only Selim’s raids into Georgia but also his seizure of
former Akkoyunlu castles — some peacefully and some by force — to add to his land
[miilk]. The author mentions the local commanders of these regions joined Selim as he
captured Bayburd and Kemah.'"?

At this point, Selim’s conflict with Shah Ismail seems to have been a competition
for the former Akkoyunlu castles. Selim saw the growing power of Ismail as a threat,
especially with the association of unrest in Anatolia with the followers of Ismail.
According the Venetian bailo Contarini, Ismail started his recurrent excursions into
Ottoman lands with the excuse of chasing the man who wronged him, namely
Alaiiddevle. According to what Contarini heard from one of Selim’s men, Ismail got as
close to Trabzon as 1.5 days distance. Suspecting Ismail would attack him, Selim
arranged a raid to Ismail’s camp, causing him to retreat. Upon this, Bayezid II sent a
messenger to Selim to say that he could leave Trabzon and go wherever he chose. Selim
declined the proposal on the grounds that he wished to live and die there. According to
Contarini, at one point, Alaiiddevle even sought refuge in Trabzon with Selim.!'* On the
other hand, while mentioning the excursions of Ismail chasing Alaiiddevle, Ottoman
sources emphasize that he did not violate Ottoman soil. While Kemalpasazade reports
that Alaiiddevle insulted Ismail’s messenger, Liitfi Pasa does not provide a specific
reason for the animosity.'"

Selim’s actions against Georgian and Safavi territories also seem to have
displeased Bayezid II. Following the Georgian raids of 1508, Shah Ismail sent an envoy
to Bayezid II to complain about the destruction caused by Selim around Erzincan and

Bayburd. Upon this complaint, Bayezid II forbade further raids. Furthermore, he warned

12 KP7Z, IX:7a. Also see, Celalzade (SN), p.61.
13 Kp7, IX:4b-5a.
14 Sanuto, 7:22. For another threat by Ismail to Trabzon, see ibid, 166-7.

5 KPZ, VIII:251; Liitfi Pasa, p.195.
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against taking in former Akkoyunlu commanders because their integration caused
scarcity of fiefs. Another reason put forth by the Sultan was the provocation of envy on

the part of other princes.' "

While the accounts of Kemalpasazade and Celalzade praise
the deeds of Selim and reflect the raids as a device to increase prospering, contemporary
correspondence shows otherwise. In an undated letter of complaint to his father, Selim
expressed his wish to conquer and destroy “the enemy”, as well as complaining of the
constant enemy attacks which hindered agricultural growth. He wrote that even basic
subsistence items such as barley were scarce. He compared his precarious condition and
his ghaza efforts with the peace and prosperity his brothers enjoyed in inner parts of the
realm.""”

It was within this frontier environment that Siileyman grew up and spent his
childhood, while his father pursued activities which served to build a powerbase. While
Siileyman was too young to join his father’s military enterprise or administrative
function, with its recently acquired status, the city of Trabzon probably offered the
young prince a natural understanding of the composite nature of the Ottoman realm, as
discussed by Heath Lowry. Lowry points to the frontier nature of the city and its
influence on Siileyman, and argues that the multi-cultural characteristic of the city
endowed the young prince with an “awareness of the multi-national, polyglot nature of

the state which one day he would rule.”''®

In 1509, as his father decided that Siileyman
should step into the imperial administrative system through a post of his own,

Siileyman’s succession struggle began.

1.3. Caffa: The Long Road to the Throne

Siileyman’s appointment to Caffa signifies his political coming of age and can be

regarded as the first instance of Siileyman being officially incorporated to the imperial

"6 Kirzioglu, Osmanlilarin Kafkas Ellerini Fethi, pp.94-5.

"7 TSA, E.5437. The document has been partly published in transcription in
Ulucay. Ulugay, “Yavuz Sultan Selim Nasil Padisah Oldu?” 6/9, pp.75-6.

18 Heath W. Lowry, “Siileyman’s Formative Years in the City of Trabzon: Their
Impact on the Future Sultan and the City,” in Inalcik and Kafadar (eds), p.33.
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administration. It also signifies his active involvement in the succession struggles.
Ottoman princes were appointed to districts when they reached the appropriate age. The
average age of sancak appointment for an Ottoman prince ranged between 12 and 15.""
This practice had various purposes. First of all, sancak posting was part of the training
of a prince through which he acquired administrative experience. Secondly, the
administration of a district, especially in newly acquired or troublesome regions, by a
member of the Ottoman house was regarded to enhance the security of the realm.
Thirdly, the presence of a prince in a provincial post strengthened the dynastic presence
in the region in question.'*

It is generally assumed that Siileyman came to the throne without a succession
struggle and fratricide because he was an only son. However, his appointment to Caffa
and the years he spent there prove otherwise. Siileyman’s struggle for the throne was
fought long before his succession. The period between 1509 and 1512 is actually the
time when he fought his succession struggle, as part of that of his father’s. Selim’s
competition for the throne and following elimination of the rival claimants signified a
familial struggle rather than a personal one. It is this process that shall be covered under
this section. In 1509, Siileyman had several uncles and numerous cousins with
theoretically similar chances to acquire the throne after the death of Sultan Bayezid. In
this sense, his father’s struggle was actually Siileyman’s own road to the throne.'”'
Throughout the succession struggle of Selim,'** Siileyman appears to have been a
valuable asset to his father. Firstly, his sancak appointment gave Selim the opportunity
to step into succession struggle. Secondly, his son’s presence at Caffa gave Selim the

opportunity to acquire the support of the Crimean Khan to strengthen his powerbase.

"% {smail Hakki Uzungarsili, “Sancaga Cikarilan Osmanli Sehzadeleri,” Belleten,
vol.39 (1975), p.667; Inalcik, “State, Sovereignty, and Law,” p.78; Eroglu, Sehzadelik
Kurumu, p.104.

120 Eroglu, Sehzadelik Kurumu, p.104. Eroglu emphasizes a fourth reason: taking
financial weight off the imperial treasury through princely fiefs.
121

pp-50-1.

122

For a similar discussion see, Kirzioglu, Osmanlilarin Kafkas Ellerini Fethi,

For a detailed account of Selim I's struggle for the throne based on
documentary evidence, see the series of articles by Cagatay Ulucay. Cagatay Ulucay,
“Yavuz Sultan Selim Nasil Padisah Oldu?” LU.E.F. Tarih Dergisi, vol.6, n0.9, (March
1954), pp.53-90; vol.7, no.10, (Sept 1954), pp.117-142; vol.7, nos.11-12, pp.185-200;
and Cipa, The Centrality of Periphery, 2007.
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The distant location of Caffa signified a safe refuge both for himself and for his son

during the process. We shall now consider the main issues involved in this process.

1.3.1. First Appointment

The issue of Siileyman’s appointment figures as a pretext for the surfacing of the
conflict between Bayezid II’s sons Ahmed and Selim. Contemporary sources reflect a
premeditated plan on the part of Selim as he requested a sancak for his son who was old
enough for appointment. According to Siikri, Selim presented the sancak request
without anyone being aware of his intentions. Selim’s request, as Siikri has it, was based
on the argument that his son Siilleyman was a servant [bende] of the Sultan. Since he
grew to be not only a young man [civdn] but also a strong one [pehlivin], the Sultan
was expected to grant him a sancak.'*® Sa‘di says that “with the help of God” the viziers
could not realize Selim’s intentions and Siileyman was granted Caffa. Moreover, they
were convinced that since Selim got his son land on the Russian border [Uriis], though
he might have plans to make himself a state to rule, he did not have his eye on the

124
throne.

Later correspondence demonstrates that this was actually among the rumors at
the time. When Mevlana Nureddin [d.1522] was sent to negotiate with Selim at Caffa,
he reported back to the Sultan that as far as he could understand, Selim’s intention was
to acquire the castles between the land of the Crimeans and the Russians with the help
of the Khan. He would then gather more men from the vicinity and reside there.'>

In his Selimname, Celalzade summarizes the episode, taking the opportunity to

praise Siileyman as a young man and to emphasize how lucky Selim was to have been

123 Siikri (SN), 20b.

124 'Sa‘di (SN), 18b: “... dhir bunlarin bahdnesiyle valid-i biiziirgvarlart ‘Uriis’a
devlet-kenar idiib kendiiye devlet-i saltanat yaratsa gerek, ‘Omrleri payidar ve ugurlart
iistiivar ola. Dad ii rahs Hakkindir. Bunda padisahlik dahli olmadug zahirdir...”

12 TSA, E.5490: “Ve kendii Kefe'ye gecdiikde fikrin boyle anladuk ki Kefe’ye
gelicek Ham kendiiye muvdfik kilub ve mabeynlerinde kardbet iimid idiib, bildhere ol
cdnibde Han ile vildayet-i Riis arasinda Cerkes Kermdn ve Man Kermdn nam hisarlar
vardur ki Riis’a tabi‘dir, anlari Han kuvvetiyle varub feth idiib ve etrdfdan buldigi
levendi cem* idiib ol yerde temekkiin ide.” The document has been published in
transcription in Ulucay, “Yavuz Sultan Selim Nasil Padisah Oldu?” 6/9, pp.81-2.
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granted by God a son like him.'*

He starts his account by telling that the greatest gift
God could bestow on a man was a son. And He definitely had given Selim a superior
one. Finally, he grew up and it was time for him to get a sancak of his own. Selim sent a
request to Bayezid. The first two requests were rejected because of proximity to Ahmed.
As Celalzade has it, Caffa came to be the ultimate solution. Meanwhile, the “cruel”
viziers had their minds set on making Ahmed sultan. When their intentions came to
surface, Selim left Trabzon and set sail to Caffa.'*” Although Celalzade does not go into
as much detail as Sa‘di and Siikri do, he gives us enough clues to assume that the
appointment of Siileyman was the first major incident to trigger an open succession
struggle between Selim and Ahmed.

Siileyman was appointed to Caffa on 6 August 1509 [18 Rabi I 915]. According a
document written after his accession, Siilleyman was given flag staff and some

textiles.'?

The list of the items given to Siilleyman’s cousin Osman b. Alemsah upon his
sancak appointment in 1507 [912], on the other hand, included more items. Likewise,
an undated and unidentified list of items given to princes on their first appointment
consisted of not only more items but specifically of various horse gear.'”

An account book partly published in transcription by Ulugay gives the names and
numbers of the people making up Siileyman’s retinue at Caffa in September 1511
[Rajab 917]. The list demonstrates a full household with the presence of key officials
organized in regiments. Among these were four eunuchs [favasiydn] and 24 pages of the
inner palace [guldm-1 enderiin] of Albanian, Circassian, Georgian and Russian origin.
There were also those whose salaries were paid monthly [miisdherehordn] among
whom were Siileyman’s teacher Mevlana Hayreddin, head gate-keeper [ser-bevvabin],

head-taster [ser-zevvadkin], master of the horse [mirahur], head falconer [ser-sdhinciyan]

and others. The prince had a group of men of “distinguished” status [miiteferrikal

126 Celalzade (SN), p.63.

7 Ibid, p.64

128 TSA, E.98 as quoted in Ulucay, “Yavuz Sultan Selim Nasil Padisah Oldu?”
6/9, p.77: “Sa’ddetlii padisah-1 ‘dlem-pendh hazretleri sa‘ddet ii ifstiJkbdlle Kefe
sancagi olduklarinda (?) bir kit‘a ‘alembasi ve yirmi zira“ ¢ifte nafte virilmis. El-vaki® fi

on sekiz Rebiiildhir sene 915.”

' For the facsimiles of these documents, see, Uzungarsili, “Sancaga Cikarilan
Osmanl Sehzadeleri,” figs.12-13 [TSA, 6510] and fig.1 [TSA, 5892], respectively.
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including an imam, a muezzin and scribes. The prince also had a regiment of artisans,
tent-tenders, guards and the like among his household."*

Sa‘di’s account regarding the reception of Siilleyman in Caffa gives a sense of the
dynastic claim. Although the author does not mention anything about the dynasty,
Siileyman’s arrival in Caffa “with the help of God,” his being likened to “Simurg of the
Mount Qaf,” the beautiful textiles spread on his way reflect previous accounts on royal
entries in various cities on various occasions. According to Sa‘di, the people of Caffa
were joyful because “that eminent favored bird of heaven” was to provide his shadow
over them. So he was expected to protect the city and guard the realm; he not only met
the expectations but also spread justice."”'

Selim’s choice of camping in the country rather than entering the town as he came
back to Caffa after being chased from Edirne by the imperial army might suggest the
exclusive nature of sancak administration. According to Sa‘di, Selim met his son at
Caffa but did not enter the town. He felt relieved to see his son in good health and
thanked God. Meanwhile, his surviving followers who were scattered around started to

. 132
gather around him once more.

Whether Selim camped outside the town for practical
reasons, such as keeping the soldiers out of the town, or because he respected his son’s
authority is hard to say. Contemporary sources are silent on the reasons Selim might
have had.

Selim’s keeping his distance may be taken as a superficial demonstration of the
institutional and administrative nature of Siileyman’s first post as a prince. The registry
of the retinue provides documental evidence in this respect. Sa‘di’s comments on the
“shadow” and good administration of the prince, on the other hand, imply the
contemporary perception of the princely sancak as an individual administrative unit for
which the prince was personally responsible. At a deeper level, this seemingly regular

administrative and educational post appears as a base for factional power-building with

Siileyman’s presence as the keystone.

0 Ulugay, “Kanuni Sultan Siileyman ve Ailesi ile Ilgili Bazi Notlar ve

Vesikalar,” pp.237-9.
Bl Sa‘di (SN), 22b.

B2 1bid, 37a.
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1.3.2. Factions at Work

A court is not a single identity. It functions with the involvement of other
households."*® This definition of the court can be regarded as the main dynamic which
gave direction to the struggle between Ahmed and Selim. The enmity between the two
princes from 1509 to 1512 was not only rivalry acted out by two princely households in
the narrower sense of the term. Each of these princely courts had their “subsidiary
courts” primarily in their son’s courts. As such, it would be possible to talk about not
only princes but familial factions competing for the throne. Each of these kinship
factions was supported by various other households and/or groups of influence.

Siileyman appears as an accessory to Selim’s motives throughout the 1509-1512
period. His participation in the episode, as related by contemporary chroniclers, remains
largely passive. Actually, he seems like an asset on Selim’s side to support him in his
struggle. Contemporary accounts emphasize the significance of having a son. In other
words, having an heir to take over the throne when the time comes seems to have been a
serious advantage in the claims of succession. Kemalpasazade, for example, not only
praises Bayezid II for the abundance of his sons upon his accession but also tries to
demonstrate that each of them was perfectly fit to rule."** Sa‘di underlines the fact that
Ahmed had many offspring, all of whom ruled their own districts."*” In contrast, Sa‘di
explains, prince Korkud — though perfectly fit to rule — was sterile and did not have a
son to succeed him. Therefore, since succession to the throne was by heredity, Korkud

did not think the army would prefer him. So he tended towards peaceful seclusion.'*

133 Adamson, “Introduction,” p.7.

3% KPZ, VIII:54-6. In the beginning of his ninth book, the author once again

praises the three sons of Bayezid II, who outlived him. KPZ, 1X:3a-5b.

338a4di (SN), 13a: “[Ahmed] mahriise-i Amasya’da sehzade-i bahtiyar olub
kesret-i evldd ve vefret-i isbdt ibtildsina dahi miibteld idi, ki her biri bir merzbiime
tdacdar idi.” Also see KPZ, IX:2b.

136 Sadi (SN), 13a: “Sultan Korkud hazretlerinin dahi ger¢i kdrgah-i aferinisleri
miirettib-i idrdk ve vefret-i kiydsetle mu‘allim idi, dsman-1 viiciid-1 ‘ali-agiyani tuhm-
tabddrdan mu‘arrd olub, ‘akim olmagin kendiilerden sonra yddigar olicak bir halef-i
nam-zadi olmadigi ecilden saltanat-1 Riim irsle intikdl idegeldigi kdanuni leskerinin
hiicitim-1 cem ‘iyyet iimidin turgurub gayr ihvani var iken kendii hakkinda hildf-1 ma’hiid
bir vaz’1 mesdiide siiliik idiceklerin ihtimali ba‘id eglerdi. Ld-cerem mizdc-1 ndazikleri
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While praising Korkud for his high moral and intellectual qualities, Kemalpasazade too

37 The echoes of

dwells on his lack of an heir and the disadvantages of not having a son.
concern about the availability of a son to succeed the father can be found, for example,
in the stories of Book of Dede Korkud. In the first story of the book, we witness a
banquet given by Bayindir Khan whereby he ordered three different tents to be set: the
white one for those who had sons, the red one for those who had daughters and a black
one for those who did not have any children. Dirse Khan, a notable who had neither son
nor daughter, was placed in the black tent and was very much offended by this."*® This
episode clearly suggests that offspring, and preferably male offspring, may be regarded
as an asset for the ruler or any man of importance.

As the only son of the youngest of Bayezid’s sons, Siileyman was in a delicate
position before his father succeeded to the throne. The appointment to Caffa marked the
beginning of his involvement in his father’s succession struggle which actually turned
out to be his own. Theoretically, he had an equal claim and opportunity to the throne
with all other contestants of his generation. While Selim struggled to eliminate his rivals
and clear the path to the throne, his son’s future was inevitably linked to his own. In this
respect, we can view the princely household as a faction with a political claim. From
1509 on, two generations were involved in the succession struggle. The first generation,
in other words the immediate stakeholders, consisted of Bayezid’s sons Ahmed
[Amasya], Korkud [Manisa], Sehinsah [Konya], and Selim [Trabzon]. The second
generation consisted of Ahmed’s three sons, namely Murad [Bolu], Alaeddin and
Siileyman; Sehinsah’s [d.1511] sons Mahmud [d.1510] and Mehmedsah, Alemsah’s
[d.1502] son Osmansah [Cankiri]; Mahmud’s [d.1507] sons Orhan [Sinop] and Musa
[Kastamonu]."”® After Siileyman’s appointment to Caffa, Ahmed’s sons were re-

140

positioned with Alaeddin in Bolu, Siileyman in Corum and Osman in Osmancik. ™ We

can even talk about a fourth generation involved in the conflict; Murad’s sons, in other

ferdgat tarafina artuk ma’il olub ekser evkdtin kesb-i feza’il ve iktisab-1 ma‘arif nahvina
sarf eylerdi.”
BT KPZ, IX:3b.

B8 Dede Korkut Oguznameleri, Semih Tezcan and Hendrik Boeschoten (eds),

(Istanbul: Yap1 Kredi Yayinlari, 2001), p.35 and p.201.
139 Ulucay, “Bayezid II'nin Ailesi”. Also see KPZ, VIII:276; and KPZ, IX:8.

140 Cipa, Centrality of Periphery, p.20.
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words Ahmed’s grandsons Mehmed and Mustafa were in Amasya on behalf of their
grandfather in 1512-13."" Although Korkud did not have sons, he did have sons-in-law
who could have assisted him. Two of his daughters were married in 1506 [912]. One of
the sons-in-law was Malkogogh Ali Bey, a member of an influential family. The other
was Mustanserogl Ali Bey who was the governor of Karesi, which was on the way to
Istanbul if Korkud decided to pass through Gallipoli [Gelibolu].'**

During the later years of his reign, Bayezid’s deteriorating health seems to have
become a serious issue. According to Kemalpasazade, Bayezid’s declining health meant
the end of his conquering days. The author asserts that the sedition in Anatolia was

because of the decline of the personal military prowess of the Sultan.'®

As early as
1507, rumors circulated on how the viziers sent for his oldest son Ahmed in Amasya
because of the death of Bayezid II. In his entry dated 14 August 1507, Sanuto
emphasized the expectation of such an event although nobody knew for certain what

144
d.

happene In 1508, there was already speculation on who the new sultan would be.

An Italian report brought forth “the second son” as the favorite candidate and claimed

that he would be the next sultan.'®

Venetian ambassador Jacopo Contarini, who left
Istanbul in August 1506, reported that the two sons of Bayezid were at war with each
other. He mentioned that one of them was “the one at Caffa”."*® Although he does not
provide a name, he must be talking about Mehmed. However, Mehmed was already
dead in 1506. Since no princely governor was assigned to Caffa between Mehmed and

Siileyman, Contarini probably referred to a situation pertaining to earlier than 1504

! Nabil Al-Tikriti, Sehzade Korkud (ca. 1468-1513) and the Articulation of 16th
Century Ottoman Religious Identity, PhD Dissertation, (University of Chicago, 2004),
p-316. Tikriti also offers a framework on the “geographical concentration” of the
princely sancak posts which makes the family-factions more apparent, see ibid, 323-
327. For rather comprehensive information on the posts of individual princes, see
Uzungarsili, “Sancaga Cikarillan Osmanli Sehzadeleri,” p.663. See Appendix 2 for a
geographical sketch and genealogical chart.

142 For Korkud’s sons-in-law, see Ulugay, “Bayezid II'nin Ailesi”, p.114.
' KPZ, IX:14b-16a.

144 Sanuto, 7:130.

' Ibid, 7:569. The writer should be referring to Ahmed.

8 1bid, 7:13.
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when Mehmed died. The next son Contarini mentioned is the one in Trabzon; the
ambassador, however, does not refer to the mortal war between the princes again.147
According to Sa‘di, in 1509 [917] Sultan Bayezid had already made up his mind
to abdicate in favor of one of his sons. When the clients of the princes present with the
Sultan in Edirne learned of his plans, each warned his patron. This was how the
competition for the throne began, according to the author, as each prince started to
prepare for military action wondering whom “fortune would favor.”'** Sa‘di’s account
continues with Selim’s plans and the involvement of Siileyman as part of them. As
such, when Selim realized that the highest officials favored his brother Ahmed, he
determined that their intentions could not be changed except by the sword. He knew that
he had to get access to Rumelia in order to pursue his struggle. Conveniently, his son
Siileyman was not yet assigned a sancak; Selim made a plan to request Caffa for his son
so that he himself could pass on to Rumelia by using this post as cover. According to
Sa‘di, his aim was to reach his father’s palace in Edirne so that he could inform his
father of the intentions of his “enemies”. He also planned to tell his father that the land
was being destroyed and something had to be done to stop it. However, before asking

for Caffa, he asked for Sivrihisar [sic]149

or Bolu, both of which were between Amasya
and Istanbul. In other words, they were both on Ahmed’s way to the throne, and Selim
knew his brother would oppose this proposal. When the request was communicated to
Bayezid, officials supporting Ahmed told the Sultan of the necessity to inform Ahmed
before making the appointment. They thought that doing otherwise would cause conflict
since both districts were located on areas of importance to Ahmed. When Ahmed was
informed of the situation, he got very angry. He thought Selim’s purpose was to hold
the road to the throne and keep imperial correspondence from him.'”* When Selim’s
initial request was denied as planned, he sent another request without delay, this time

asking for Caffa."'

Y7 Ibid, 7:22.
148 Sa‘di (SN), 14b.

199 The actual sancak in question is Sebin Karahisar, there was no sancak as
Sivrihisar. See, for example, Siikri (SN), 21a; Celalzade (SN), p.63.

150 Sa¢di (SN), 15b-17b.

ST Ibid, 17b-18a.
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The process involving the designation of Siilleyman’s post clarifies the role and
function of princely households as competing factions. Siileyman’s appointment to
Caffa triggered the surfacing of the succession conflict between Selim and Ahmed.
According to Siikri-i Bidlisi, when Ahmed heard that Siilleyman was given a sancak
close to his own, he objected strongly, wondering whether Sultan Bayezid was not
aware of the mutual dislike between them. Since being neighbors required friendship
and affection, having an enemy as neighbor would not bring any good.'”* His vizier
Yular Kasdi Sinan Pasa [d.1514], on the other hand, tried to warn Ahmed about the
danger of rejecting this appointment. He told that having the enemy close by would be
much better for observing his motives and actions, thus allowing him to take
precaution.'> Although Siikri wrote his Selim-ndme when Siileyman was already on the
throne, the enmity is strongly felt and articulated. Regardless of whether Ahmed
expressed such feelings or not, such enmity seems to justify the path taken by Selim.
Other than Ahmed’s expression of the “mutual dislike”, Siikri’s Sinan Pasa repeatedly
refers to the “enemy” [‘adii, diismen]. Moreover, he clearly identifies the sides: “Two
rams are two enemies / One is you, one is Siileyman son of Selim”."* In Siikri’s
account, Ahmed appears quite confident in terms of the possession of the throne: “I am

shah after the Shah; I merit the crown and the throne.”'>

Kemalpasazade attributes
Ahmed’s conception to his “devilish and ill-intentioned” advisors. According to the
author, Ahmed aspired for the sultanate believing that the “state/fortune” [devlet] was
his and his sons.'*°

Siikri relates that Ahmed welcomed the Caffa appointment with confidence. His
vizier Sinan Pasa, on the other hand, was wise enough to see the consequences. He told
Ahmed that he now destroyed his own house by giving “them” access to Riim. Now that

Siileyman was to have Caffa, Selim would be able to gather armies, cross the sea,

conquer the world and take the throne of Riéim. And then Ahmed would have no choice

152 Siikri (SN), 21a-b: “Bilmedi mi sah-1 bahr ii berr ani / Anlart men sevimezem
onlar meni / Kongilik mihr ii mahdbetden geliir / Kongst kim bed-hah ola andan n’olur”.

"3 Ibid, 21b.
% Ibid.
95 Ibid, 22a: “Sahdan sonra menem sah / Téc ii tahta men sezdvdrim.”

156 KpZ, IX:16a.
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but to obey."”’

Siikri employs a similar rhetoric as he tells about Siileyman’s journey to
Caffa, this time from Selim’s point of view. Those to whom Ahmed referred to as
“them” now become “us” as he puts the lines in Selim’s mouth. It is now “us” who
would bring order to the world and challenge the enemies of the religion as the “pride of

the House of Osman.”!®

These verses emphasizing “us” versus “them” reinforce the
idea of a faction formed by the “House of Ahmed” in opposition to Selim and
Siileyman.

Kemalpasazade, on the other hand, does not comment on the triggering effects of
the appointment. Kemalpasazade probably regarded the appointment as a regular one
since he goes on telling that the sons of the other princes were given posts in various
parts of the realm and lists where each young man ruled.'” He reflects the Caffa
appointment merely as a consequence of Selim’s success against the Georgians.
According to the author, Selim was so successful in his raids to the bordering Georgians
that, as a token of his appreciation, Bayezid granted Selim’s son [ferzend-i
erciimendine] Caffa as was his wish.'® In this respect, the father is rewarded through
the son, thus suggesting once again a sort of unity formed by the father and son. Again,
we can clearly see that father and son are viewed together, almost as a single will and
entity. In many Venetian accounts, Selim is referred to as the governor of Caffa and
Siileyman only as his son. "'

Sa‘di provides a detailed account of the events that followed Siileyman’s
appointment. According to the author, as Selim started to become more active, Ahmed
realized that he had not foreseen the consequences of his approval of Siileyman’s
appointment to Caffa. He was furious when he heard of Selim’s movement. Relying on
the support of the viziers, he gathered troops and planned to go to his father. Observing
all of these developments, the other brother Korkud assembled his troops and waited to

see how events would fold out, only to get on the move if opportunity arose. All men of

7 Siikri (SN), 22b.
158 Ibid, 23a-b.
159 KpZ, VIII:276.

190 1pid, 275; KPZ, IX:7. However, in the second manuscript the age of Siileyman

is given as ten, although he was actually around 15 years old.

1ol Sanuto, 12:507-512.
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some influence and power had sided with one of the princes. The Rumelian
commanders, their sons, their town commanders and cavalry sided with Selim.'®* At
this point, Sa‘di tells that both Selim and Ahmed headed for Sultan Bayezid. Grandees
accused Selim of rebelling against his father. Arguments followed about whether to
have Bayezid abdicate or not and, if so, who to have on the throne got more ardent.
Selim won over the Rumelian commanders while Ahmed started losing followers.
According Sa‘di, ultimately Selim came face to face with the imperial army and was
forced to flee, whereas Ahmed was told to go back to his district.'®? According to
Celalzade’s version of the story, Ahmed came to the capital to meet with his father. The
intention of the viziers was to have him kiss his father’s hand, to proclaim him ser‘asker
[general commander of the army] and send him after Selim. '**

The course of events brought forth heated discussions about the abilities of each
prince as to which one was more capable of taking over the throne. Ahmed’s failure to
cope with the rebellion in Anatolia, known as the Sahkulu rebellion, became an
important argument. His inability to get rid of “a handful of Turks” who threatened his
land caused the Janissaries to redirect their loyalties towards Selim.'® According to
Celalzade, since janissaries were influential in matters pertaining to the state, it was
only natural for them to express their standpoint. They supported Selim because when
he was in Trabzon, “his good fortune and sense of justice had become clear to all”. On
the other hand, Ahmed “indulged in eating and drinking day and night” and was
notorious for his injustice. Their displeasure rose to the degree of a revolt whereby they
attacked and pillaged the houses of Ahmed’s supporters.'® Celdlzade uses this
argument various times in his Selimname. He reproaches Ahmed for having talked over

ambitiously for the sake of winning the throne, being obsessed with the love of

12 Sa“di (SN), 23a-b.

' Ibid, 29a-36a.

164 Celalzade (SN), pp.89-90.

15 5adi (SN), 35b; Celalzade (SN), p.91.

19 Celalzade (SN), pp.89-90. Reflection of rivals as idle men doing nothing but
making merry often appears in especially earlier chronicles. Such a device is often used
to legitimize the claim of the winning side. A vivid example can be found in the
succession struggle of Mehmed I, whereby Emir Siileyman was reflected as such. See,
for example, Nesri, [:461.
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sultanate, gathering around him a “sky-full” of soldiers but yet not being able to
extinguish “the fire kindled by a few feeble-minded Turks.” For Celalzade, this was
enough for the Muslim folk to realize that Ahmed was not fit to rule.'®’

Interestingly, documentary evidence shows that Ahmed actually tried his hand at
suppressing the rebellion. He was stopped by Vizier Ali Pasa, who told him not to
pursue the rebels any farther for he himself would go after them. It seems that though
Ali Pasa stopped Ahmed, he took along his son Alaeddin. An undated letter reports that
Alaeddin tried his hand at battle but his banner fell and he had to flee.'®® On the other
hand, no attempt to ease the unrest on this occasion can be observed on the part of
Selim, who was famous for chasing kizilbas during his governorship in Trabzon. While
the Sahkuli rebellion shattered Anatolia in 1511, Selim seems to have been busy
pursuing his own future. Curiously, sources seem to ignore the absence of Selim in
Anatolia during the rebellions. In the first instance, such almost self-centered inactivity
on Selim’s part makes one wonder why his reputation did not suffer from his non-
action. However, when we think about the sancak system, Selim had already dealt with
similar problems around Trabzon. The immediate problem posed by the Sahkuli
rebellion stretched from Teke to Sivas through Kiitahya and Ankara.'® In other words,
the rebellion started around Korkud’s district, i.e. Antalya and affected the areas closer
to the districts of Ahmed and his sons. Furthermore, the task of suppressing the
rebellion was given to Ahmed as governor of Amasya and Mehmed as governor of
Nigde, along with the governor-general of Anatolia Karagoz Ahmed Pasa.'”’ Ahmed
already had trouble accepting Selim’s son in his vicinity; having Selim himself suppress
a major revolt right in the middle of his jurisdiction would probably be out of the
question. Though this is only speculation, if remotely true, it provides an example for

how the princely household and sancak networks functioned.

17 Celalzade (SN), p.75.

18 For partial transcriptions of the report [TSA, E.6352] see: Ulucay, “Yavuz

Sultan Selim Nasil Padisah Oldu?” v.6/9, p.73.

' For the range and scope of the rebellion, see Cipa, Centrality of Periphery,
pp.24-35.

170 Ulugay, “Yavuz Sultan Selim Nasil Padisah Oldu?” 6/9, p.66.
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The persistence of princely factions is observed after the accession of Selim.

While Selim stationed his son in Istanbul in his albsence,171

Ahmed employed his sons
as well. According to Kemalpasazade, he first sent his son Alaeddin to Bursa with
troops. Invading Bursa, Alaeddin had the hutbe called in the name of his father, issued

coins, and “administered law as the custom of sultanate required.”'”?

1.3.3. Location

Caffa provided Selim a convenient departure point and a promising base for
putting together a considerable military force before he set on the road to challenge the
status quo. It also provided a safe refuge when things did not turn out exactly in his

17
favor.!”

It seems that Selim found an asylum to heal his wounds and regain his strength
in Caffa. Although sources are silent about the matter, we can probably assume that
Siileyman had a role in keeping that asylum/base safe and available during his father’s
absence. We could also say that Caffa provided a safe shelter to leave an inexperienced
heir in his absence.

Caffa was conquered in 1475. The Ottoman-Crimean alliance dated back to 1454
when the Crimean Khans became tributaries of the Ottoman Sultan. Mengli Giray Han,
who was Khan at the time of Siileyman’s appointment to Caffa, was put on the throne
with the support of Mehmed II.'"* Siileyman was the second Ottoman prince to be
appointed to Caffa, following his uncle Mehmed [d.1504]. Although princes were not
appointed to districts out of Anatolia, Caffa was probably a special case. Oztiirk argues
that the main function of the district was to monitor the Crimean Khanate. Secondly, it
was a regulating post to pursue diplomatic relations between the Ottoman court and

Russia, which began during the princehood of Mehmed at Caffa.'”

71 See section 1.4.1. below.

172 KpPZ, IX:26b-27a.

173 For a similar discussion see, Cipa, Centrality of Periphery, p.149.

7 Yiicel Oztiick, Osmanli Hakimiyetinde Kefe, 1475-1600, (Ankara: Kiiltiir
Bakanligi, 2000), p.3, 21, 40.

' Ibid, p.49.
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In addition, Siileyman was an asset to his father who had the claim to the throne.
It seems like he served as instrument in acquiring Selim a stepping stone to Rumelia. If
the location of Siilleyman’s first provincial post triggered the open struggle between
Selim and Ahmed for succession, his appointment to Caffa provided Selim the
opportunity to build a power base to pursue his own interest. Caffa was remote enough
from the core lands of the imperial administration and far enough from Ahmed’s
control. It provided access to Rumelian provinces without having to cross either
Ahmed’s or his sons’ districts; therefore, Selim could go to Istanbul and avoid possible

176 In Caffa, Selim would also be able to find allies for his cause as his

intervention.
association with the Crimean Khan following his arrival demonstrates. As we can see
from Sa‘di’s account, he finds a legitimate excuse through Siileyman to go to Caffa on
his own and probe for himself the opportunities which Caffa and the Khan could offer.
We shall again follow Sa‘di’s account as he offers a detailed story which allows
an understanding of the significance of Caffa in Selim’s struggle. Sa‘di’s account is also
noteworthy because it offers slightly more clues to Siileyman’s presence at Caffa.
Although this is not to say that all that he mentions is absolutely true, it is an indicator
of contemporary perception. According to the author, Selim was very happy when he
received the approval of Caffa for his son. He immediately sent some of his men to
Caffa for an initial inspection. He stayed in Trabzon until a thorough inspection was
completed. Then he sent a request to the capital to go to Caffa and see things personally
before he sent his son there. He said that he wanted to make sure that it was a suitable
place for his son. Sa‘di emphasizes Selim’s insistence that “it was not fit to let his future
on the sea only to be drawn into trouble.” Leaving Siileyman in Trabzon, he left for
Caffa without waiting for the approval.'”’ According to the author, Selim found Caffa to
be a beautiful place and he was greeted enthusiastically by the people of Caffa on his
arrival. Many people gathered on shore to meet him and they were happy to have him
there. He was well aware that if he intended to pass to Rumelia, he would need the

support of the Khan. Therefore, he sent gifts to Mengli Giray Khan to which the Khan

176 According to letters from Edirne and Istanbul to Venice, dated February 1511,
the son who was governor of Trabzon was in Caffa and had no intention to leave
because it was close to Constantinople. Sanuto, 12:71.

77 Sa‘di (SN), 19a-b. Such an explanation seems to be an excuse on the part of
Selim for Caffa was already a princely sancak as his brother kept the post until his
death.
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reciprocated.'”® However, neither seems to have dared to arrange an open meeting. The
Khan made the first move by “incidentally” chancing upon Selim on the hunt. Forming
“immediate mutual friendship”, Selim opened up to the Khan to reveal his intentions.
The Khan promised to do his best to help him.'” Selim stayed in Caffa for a while to
make preparations for the journey. When he was ready to leave, he sent for his son to
come and take over the district as soon as possible, informing him of his departure for
Edirne."” According to Sa‘di, Siileyman he left for Caffa as soon as he received the
news. On his arrival, he was greeted by the people of Caffa waiting on the shore. They
spread beautiful textiles under the feet of his horse as he went directly to the palace.
Busying himself with “the protection of the city and the realm”, he made everyone talk
about his justice. Meanwhile, he was waiting for his father, wondering what the events
would bring.'®!

Selim, at some point, was worried that the Khan might have changed his mind
about helping him. Upon receiving the Khan’s letter which stated that he would help
Selim in any way he could, Selim left Caffa for Istanbul. The son of the Crimean Khan

Saadet Giray accompanied him.'®

According to Celalzade’s version of the story, the
second departure of Selim was a response to Bayezid’s order for him to come and take
over. In this version, the opinions and actions of the janissaries force Bayezid to take
such action.'® However, we should keep in mind that Celalzade’s Selimndme has an
apologetic tone in general. His task, as he states in the beginning of his work, was to
write about the truths about the accession and reign of Selim I. His aim was to challenge
the accounts on how Selim rebelled against his father and how he was defeated by his

father’s army.'® On the contrary, he sets out to prove that Selim did not have the

8 Ibid, 20b-21a.
' Ibid, 21b.
0 1bid, 22a.
81 Ibid, 21b-22b.
52 Ibid, 37b-38a.

183 Celalzade (SN), pp.92-93.

'8 1t is not possible to identify which works Celalzide refers to. Surviving

Ottoman works do not actually identify Selim’s struggle as outright rebellion, which is
not surprising. Erdem Cipa, points out that in the Selimndme literature, efforts to reflect
Selim I as the obedient son are observable. On the other hand, Cipa cites several
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slightest intention to revolt against his father, and that if he did, he could easily have
overcome his father with so many able followers under his command.'® Thus,
Celalzade’s account on how Bayezid sent messengers to call Selim to Istanbul could be
regarded as an attempt to legitimize Selim’s second journey from Caffa. Nonetheless,
what matters for our purposes is Selim’s employment of his son’s sancak as a quasi-
permanent power base.

Documents show that the Khan did support Selim. According to reports sent to
Bayezid II, the youngest son of the Khan accompanied Selim in his move to Rumelia in
May-June 1511 [Rabi I 917]. The number of troops provided by the Khan ranges

between 300 and 1,000 in the reports.186

The Khan seems to have supported Selim not
only with troops but also with his influence in Bayezid II’s court. In an undated letter to
Sultan Bayezid, he seems to have intervened on behalf of Selim whom he referred to as
his son [oglum Sultdn Selim Sah]. In this letter, The Khan informed the Sultan that
Selim left Caffa for Rumelia upon hearing that “Sultan Ahmed had Anatolia under his
command.” He requested that Selim be given the Rumelian districts previously offered

as to prevent sedition in the realm.'”’

1.3.4. Legitimizing the Line

As Selim’s struggle for the throne was Siileyman’s own succession struggle, the
body of histories of Selim written during the reign of Siilleyman to legitimize Selim’s
way of acquiring the throne can also be considered as a device to legitimizing

Siileyman’s succession. Erdem Cipa asserts that “the corpus of Selimndme literature can

anonymous chronicles which define Selim’s departure from Trabzon as huriic,
signifying “a political bid”, and which emphasize the forceful nature of his succession
as cebren [foercefully]. Cipa, Centrality of Periphery, p.65, 62, 71.

'8 Celalzade (SN), pp.24-27.

'8 For partial transcriptions of the reports [TSA, E.8917 and TSA, E.6329] see,
Ulucay, Ulucay, “Yavuz Sultan Selim Nasil Padisdh Oldu?”’ 6/9, p.83. For such
documents, also see Cipa, Centrality of Periphery, p.39. Crimean support to Selim is
often mentioned in Venetian correspondence; for such examples, see Sanuto, 12: 293,
509, 511; 13:47, 357-8, 521.

87 TSA, E.6691/7.
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be considered a conscientious project of early-modern Ottoman revisionist
historiography initiated and supported by Siileyman I in order to clear his father’s name
and, by extension to further emphasize his own legitimacy.”'™ A brief look at Selim’s
entry to Istanbul to be enthroned demonstrates the pain taken to reflect Selim’s
accession as legitimate and just.

According to Sa‘di, when Ahmed heard of Selim’s departure, leaving his oldest
son Murad in Amasya and sending his other son Alaeddin to Bursa with some of his
men, he left for Istanbul and stopped in Ankara. On the other hand, worried about what
was going on, Korkud left his Manisa seat and went to Istanbul. Keeping silent up to
this point, Korkud decided to try his hand at the race and claimed that it was he who
gave the throne to his father; therefore, he would not let any other have it if his father
decided to abdicate. His claim was based on the fact that he guarded the throne until his

father came to assume it on the death of Mehmed I1.'*

Meanwhile, janissaries were on
the road and expecting the arrival of Selim. It was clear now that Selim was to acquire
the throne. Although Selim himself did not care for worldly dominion, he had to accept
the throne to preserve the order of the realm.' Selim’s entry into the capital reads like
a royal entry. From the textiles spread on the roads and the canopies prepared, we can
sense that this was a pre-planned welcoming. Even Korkud was there to greet his
brother on horseback. Sa‘di emphasizes that they greeted each other and showed their
mutual affection on horseback, whereby they resembled “two dragons mounted on
lions, and like the Twins they went towards the city side by side.”"”' Sa‘di probably
refers here to the famous astrological twins Castor and Pollux, or the Gemini, who were

192

known as tamers of horses. "~ With this analogy Sa‘di emphasizes the brotherly

188 Cipa, Centrality of Periphery, p.126. Cipa excludes the works of ishak Celebi,

Ada’i and Idris-i Bidlisi based on the possible dates of completion.
"% Sa‘di (SN), 39b-40b.
" Ibid), 39a-b.

P Ibid, 41b-42b: “Sultan Korkud hazretleri dahi istikbal idiib ol kamereyn-i
ezhereyn at iizerinde birbiriyle miilaki olub, felek-zeyn iizere siivar iken musdfaha
itdiler, giiyd ki iki ejder-i sir-siivarlar idi ki tev’emdn gibi hem- ‘indn olub sehr canibine
dogrt revane oldilar.”

2 David Leeming, “Castor and Polydeuces,” The Oxford Companion to World

Mythology, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004) through Oxford Reference Online.
Oxford University Press. Date of access: 5 March 2007.
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affection between Selim and Korkud, which is somewhat ironic since he and his readers
already knew what happened later on. His aim was probably to imply that there was no
enmity between the two brothers until Korkud misbehaved. This analogy also serves the
purpose of exaltation, for what Sa‘di makes is a very relevant celestial reference.'”?
Sa‘di’s account continues with Selim’s entery in the city from Topkap: and a
ceremony held at Yeni[kapu]bagce. The janissaries encircled Selim’s tent “as the
custom of Ottoman sultans required.” Then came the hand kissing ceremony, followed
by Selim distributing rewards.'”* All this, according to Sa‘di, was done before Selim
went to the Palace and paid his respects to his father. After Selim’s visit, Korkud visited
his father and kissed his hand. At this point, Sa‘di likens Bayezid to Jacob and Korkud
to Joseph.'”” Then followed a conflict between Selim and those who still secretly
supported Ahmed. They suggested that Selim be proclaimed ser‘asker. However, Selim
protested and asserted that the realm needed a pddisah. He also told them to bring in
Ahmed and make him pddisah if they so wished, and that he would strive to help under
his command, too, because the realm suffered because of their struggle. He reproached
them for ignoring the inactivity of Ahmed when he sat idle in Anatolia and now they
were asking him to go and clean up his mess.'”® Celalzade, on the other hand, turns the

story round. According to his version, Selim accepted to be ser‘asker since his father

http://www.oxfordreference.com/views/ENTRY .html?subview=Main&entry=t208.e292
Such divine twins are also found in other Indo-European cultures, such as the twin horse
gods Ashvins who are the sons of the sun and a mare in the Hindu epic Mahabarata in
India, the children of the goddess Macha in Ireland, Horsa and Hengist in Britain. David
Leeming, “Ashvins,” The Oxford Companion to World Mythology, (Oxford, Oxford
University Press, 2004) through Oxford Reference Online. Oxford University Press.
Date of access: 5 March 2007

http://www.oxfordreference.com/views/ENTRY .html?subview=Main&entry=t208.e155

'3 For some remarks on astrology in the Islamicate/Persianate world and on some

references to the Gemini, see for example: David Pingree, “Classical and Byzantine
Astrology in Sassanian Persia,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers, vol. 43, 1998, pp.227-239,
esp. p-233; David A. King, “The Astronomy of the Mamluks: A Brief Overview,”
Mugarnas, vol.2, 1984, pp.73-84; and Joseph M. Upton, “A Manuscript of The Book of
the Fixed Stars by ‘Abd Ar-Rahman As-Stfi,” Metropolitan Museum Studies, vol.4,
no.2 (Mar. 1933), pp.179-197, especially pp.192-3.

194 Sa‘di (SN), 42b. Also see Celalzade (SN), p.96.
199 5adi (SN), 43a.

% Ibid, 43b.
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commanded so. However, the janissaries did not consent to this, insisting that they

7 This climatic moment

would offer their services only if Selim ascended the throne.
culminates on the agreement between all on the need of a new sultan; the only one fit
for the job would be Selim. Sa‘di tells us that although Sultan Bayezid felt the same
way from the beginning, he had to postpone his plans to ease the unrest of the other
princes. Thus, Bayezid immediately proclaimed Selim pddisah to the land of Riim in his
stead on 7 Safar 918 [24 April 1512] which happened to be an “auspicious Friday.”'"®
Celalzade’s Bayezid is not so light of heart, though. First he rejects the idea on the
grounds that he himself was still healthy enough to hold the throne. He only gives in
when the viziers express their concern about the possible consequences of rejecting the

.. .1
janissaries. 9

1.4. Istanbul: Waiting to be the Only Heir

Selim’s accession marks the end of Siileyman’s days in Caffa. Having secured the
seat of the throne along with its main influence group, Selim probably did not need such
a strong hold on Caffa any more. The Khan’s friendship would suffice from then on.
Caffa seems to have served its purpose for the time being, so has Siileyman’s presence
there. Now his father needed him elsewhere. So he was called to Istanbul where he was
welcomed festively.

The ceremonial reception of Siileyman in the capital seems to be his first imperial
public appearance. Although a solemn reception was held on the young prince’s arrival
in Caffa three years earlier, the imperial quality of the reception is highly questionable
since it was a local greeting and his father was only one of the candidates to the throne.
Before elaborating on the significance of this initial reception for the various parties
concerned, it would be useful to have a brief look at the background against which it
took place. After a long struggle Siileyman’s father Selim finally acquired the Ottoman

throne with the abdication of his father Sultan Bayezid. He was officially, or rather

7 Also see Celalzade (SN), pp.97-98.
198 Sa‘di (SN), 44b-45b.

199 Celalzade (SN), p.98.
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semi-officially, enthroned in Istanbul on 24 April 1512 [7 Safar 918]. With his father
out of the way, Selim was ready to confront his brothers who also aspired for the throne.
The most serious threat to Selim’s claims was posed by his brother Ahmed and his sons
who held a power base in Anatolia. Selim’s throne was not safe until his rivals were
eliminated; his claims were not fully legitimate either. Set on securing his claims on
ultimate power, Selim called for his son Siilleyman from Caffa. In the letter Selim sent
to the Crimean Khan, he informed the Khan that he was enthroned with the blessings of
his father and requested his son Siileyman be sent to Istanbul to guard the city if the
need to go on campaign arose.”” It is upon this order that Siileyman rushed to Istanbul

as an heir to the throne.

1.4.1. Arrival

Upon the arrival of a messenger, Sultan Selim ordered urgent preparations to be
made for a grand welcome for his son. All dignitaries were to be present as the prince
was greeted on the shores of Uskiidar. Ships, boats and galleys, big and small filled the
sea. Following the order of the Sultan, all were there to welcome the prince as he
reached the shore. They greeted him with thunderous cannon fires, making it known to
all that the felicitous prince arrived. As the prince came out of the ship and let his face
be seen by all those gathered, they were impressed by the handsome countenance and
the comely stature of the young man. Dignitaries saluted the prince as ancient custom
required, kissing his hand before he was taken aboard another galley which would take
him to the abode of his father. On the other side of the sea, yet other servants of the
Sultan, the cavalry and the infantry, were ready to welcome the prince on shore. They
greeted him on his debarkation and had him mount an elegant horse bedecked with a
silver saddle. As he marched to his place of accommodation, people of the capital filled
the roads spreading beautiful textiles under the feet of his horse. The whole city was in a

festive mood. Thus, the eighteen year old prince, Siileyman, was welcomed at the

29 For a partial transcription of [TSA, E.6185] see Ulugay, “Yavuz Sultan Selim

Nasil Padisah Oldu?” 7/10, p.127. A Venetian letter dated 18 June 1512 from Ragusa
reported the departure of the armada kept at Caffa to Istanbul. Sanuto, 14:464.
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capital in the summer of 1512 as the only son of the newly enthroned Sultan of the
Ottoman realm.*’

This reception can be approached in various ways. This is the first glimpse
imperial dignitaries have of the young prince; it is also the first glimpse Siileyman
himself has of the imperial world. Therefore, the significance of this event must have
been great for Siilleyman and for his later career. Although he already held a sancak
[district] of his own for three years, it is hard to assume that he was really an important
part of imperial administration or imperial protocol. Furthermore, during his Caffa
years, his father was not the only heir to the throne. With as many uncles and male
cousins as Siileyman had, the road to the throne probably seemed quite long in 1509.%%

On his arrival in the capital in the summer of 1512, things were different. His
father had started to clear the way and his prospects were now definitely brighter. He
was in this struggle with his father and now he was called to assist him further. If his
father managed to succeed, Siilleyman would remain the sole heir to the throne of the
House of Osman. If his father failed, he too would be destroyed. The appearance on the
shores of Uskiidar reflected this mutual destiny in a way. More solidly, it reflected a
strong faction with a strong claim. Taking hold of Istanbul, “the abode of the throne”

[tahtgdh)], was a vital phase in acquiring the throne.””

In this sense, leaving the city
under his son’s protection was both a practical and symbolic act on the part of Sultan
Selim. Even if Selim’s reason to bring his son to Istanbul seems to be more practical
than symbolical, this show-off displayed Selim’s dynastic potential and capability.
There was the ruler adored by the janissaries because of his courage to fight the
“heretics” and “trouble makers” and here was his “auspicious son” who would ensure
the continuity of the dynasty and the order of the world associated with it. The reception

also seems to signify the acceptance and confirmation of Selim I’s claims by the

imperial establishment.

%1 Sa‘di (SN), 51b-52b; ishak (SN), 94b-95b; Celalzade (SN), p.105; Sadeddin,
IV:145-46; Ali (KA), p.105.

2 Dwelling on the issue years later in his Tacii’t-Tevarih, Hoca Sadeddin said

that Siilleyman found consolation in the administration of Caffa and, although he
anticipated his future destiny, he did not dare think about it. Sadeddin, I'V:9.

293 On the significance of Istanbul in this respect, please see the relevant section in
Chapter 2.
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In Sa‘di’s account, the main focus is on the meriting physical appearance of the
prince, along with his resemblance to his father. Such a description is employed to

204
In Ishak’s account, a more

prove that the prince merited the throne as did his father.
celestial aura surrounds the arrival of the prince which has more to do with a sort of
divine favor upon the prince. Ishak likens the arrival of the prince to a herald from the
“invisible world” [gad’ib]. Furthermore, the author likens the ship bringing Siileyman to
the throne of Solomon with “winged feet” which brought about miracles.*”’

On the other hand, the reception of Siileyman in Istanbul is also a public
demonstration of the re-confirmation of loyalty to Sultan Selim, just like any other
figure in the Ottoman military/administrative system. Ishak, for example, mentions the

invitation sent to Siileyman ordering him to come from Caffa while relating the decrees

sent to Rumelian commanders to come to pay their respects.**®

1.4.2. Departure

In mid-April 1513, Selim was on the verge of eliminating all his rivals and
securing the throne once and for all. In late March 1513 [Muharram 919], he wrote a
letter to Siileyman who was guarding Istanbul. He asked his son to go to the location he
designated on the outskirts of Istanbul without delay. Siileyman was required to inform
his father of his arrival at the designated location and wait for his instructions.
Meanwhile, Selim left Bursa in chase of his brother Ahmed for a final settling of
accounts.”” Eleven days later, Selim and Ahmed came up against each other in
Yenisehir. Ahmed was trapped and caught on flight to Izmit. Although he asked to be
allowed to see his brother, he was executed without being given the opportunity. His
body was brought to Bursa to be buried. Meanwhile, his son Osman who was in

Amasya was captured by Selim’s forces. Both Osman and Murad’s son Mustafa were

294 5a“di (SN), 52a-b.

295 Ishak (SN), 95a-b.

2% 1bid, 91b-92a. Both the commanders and Siileyman were “invited” [da ‘vet]

through a “decree” [hiikm].

297 TSA, E.6185/18. See Appendix 3. For the transcription of the document, see,

Ulucay, “Yavuz Sultan Selim Nasil Padisah Oldu?” 7/11-12, p.197.
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strangled on 14 May 1513 [8 Rabi I 919]. Their possessions were confiscated along
with those of Ahmed.*"®

All his rivals finally eliminated, Selim was now the sole possessor of the throne
and his son the only rightful heir. A report from Nicolo Giustiniani, the Venetian bailo
in Istanbul, dated 15 May, informs that Selim arrived in Gallipoli and feasted with
Hersekzade Ahmed Pasa. Giustiniani reported that some of the troops were sent towards
Edirne with the purpose of preparing an attack on Hungary. It was expected that the
Sultan would move on to Edirne after meeting his eighteen year-old son who was in
Istanbul and he would grant his son a sancak.*” Ottoman sources tell a similar story
about Selim’s return from Bursa through Gallipoli [Geliboli]. There, he was greeted by
the grand vizier Hersekzade Ahmed Pasa who possessed a farm in a nearby village and
enjoyed a feast given in his honor by the grand vizier on his property. After sending
some of the troops to Edirne and staying for a few days himself, he moved on to
Istanbul, hunting on the way. These accounts note that meanwhile his son Siileyman
was stationed in Istanbul to guard the Rumelian provinces in the absence of his father.
Thus, he set off from Vize, where he had spent the winter, to meet his father on the way
and paid his respects.*'

Siileyman was ready to leave for his new post after another hand-kissing
ceremony where his father gave him precious advice. Then the son left for Manisa
through Gallipoli and the father for Istanbul in the opposite direction.”'' However,

Kemalpasazade contradicts Sa‘di’s story and says that the prince set off from Istanbul

2% Ulugay, “Yavuz Sultan Selim Nasil Padisah Oldu?” 7/11-12, p.198-9.
209 Sanuto, 16:375.
210°5a“di (SN), 61a-b; and KPZ, IX:34b-35b.

2 Sacdi (SN), fol.6la-b: “...hazret-i sehzdde-i civan-baht ol kisi sa‘ddetle
Vize'de kislamuig idi. Yol iizere geliib dest-i seriflerin bils idicek cemi’ kemalatin rami-i
merdki goriib hakkinda mezid ‘indyetlerin zuhura getiirdiler. Mahruse-i Magnisa
sancagin ihsan idiib ol sir-i pise-i ikbali ... mirsad ii hdne-i merzban eylediler. Tekrar
miibdrek ellerin biis idiib sancaklarina ‘azm itmelii olicak, hazd’in-i nesa’ih ii pendlerin
meftith buyurub sehzdde-i kamrdamin giis-1 hilsina bu gevher-i giran-mdye-yi takub
ardayis-i cihdn eylediler... Andan ciiybdar-1 bag-1 ‘Omrinin serv-i dzddin hiiddya
ismarlayub kendiiler devletle Istanbul’a, anlar sa‘ddetle Geliboli’dan Magnisa’ya dogri
revdn oldilar.”
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and that Selim went to Edirne, his favorite location because of hunting opportunities.*'?
Celalzade does not give details on where the meeting took place or from where
Siileyman set off for his new post; however, he says that Selim came to “ddrii’s-

23 From this

saltanatii’l- ‘aliyye” after he eliminated his brothers and nephews.
statement, we can assume that Selim did come to Istanbul before sending his son to his
provincial post. The above-mentioned letter ordering Siileyman to go to the appointed
place and wait for Selim shows that Siileyman was not actually in Istanbul at the time,
nor did his father order him to go in the city: “When my royal decree reaches,” wrote
Selim, “go to a healthy place near Istanbul and get close to Istanbul without delaying an
hour, important things have happened and write to me when you arrive in the appointed

214 . .
7" The reference to Vize, as mentioned

place and do whatever I order you thereafter.
above, also suggests that Siileyman did not remain in Istanbul proper.
“A prince’s departure for his provincial capital was the occasion of a ceremonial

marking his political coming of age,” says Leslie Peirce.*"

In the case of Siilleyman’s
departure for Manisa, sources do not provide elaborate accounts of the ceremonial. This
lack of detail may result from a number of reasons. The number of the audience could
have been very limited to allow eye witness accounts or even hearsay. However, the
sources I have consulted have been written during Siilleyman’s reign and at least two of

the authors knew Siileyman closely and had the opportunity to hear about the occasion

212 KP7Z, 1X:35b: “Sehzdde-i erciimend mahrise-i Istanbul’dan ¢cikub sancagina
gitdikden sonra Sultan Selim dahi Edirne canibine geciib, sardy-i1 semd-simdsinda karar
itdi. Ol diyarin kenarlar sayd ii sikdra miilayim olmagn ziyade severlerdi.”

213 Celalzade (SN), p.110: “Ciimle sehzddeler ahvali ber-taraf olub husus-i
saltanatda miizahim i miinazi’ kalmayub... Sa’ddet ii ikbadl ile gociib, daru’s-
saltanati’l- ‘aliyyede taht-1 ikbal-baht-1 hiimdyinu tesrif itdiler.”

1% See Appendix 3. TSA, E.6185/18: “... hiikm-i hiimayunum vusul buldugi gibi
kat‘a bir an ve bir sd‘at te’hir itmeyiib Istanbula karibbir tendiiriist mahal goriib
Istanbula yakin gelesin ki miihim maslahat diismiisdir. Emrim iizere Istanbul’a yakin
geldigiin yazub sa‘ddet-me’abima bildiiresin. Sonra yine emr-i celilii’l-kadrim ne vechle
sadir olur ise miicibi ile ‘amel idesin. Isbu Muharremii’l-hardmatin yigirmi yedinci giini
ki diisenbih giinidir ben dahi yiimn ii ikballe mahriise-i Brusadan gociib Allahin ‘indyeti
ile Sultan Ahmediin iizerine miiteveccih oldum. Soyle bilesin. ‘Alamet-i serife i’timad
kilasin. Tahriren fi evahir-i Muharremii’l-haram 919.”

215 Peirce, The Imperial Harem, p.46
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from him personally.*'® We know that the prince kissed his father’s hand, an act of filial
reverence for one’s father as well as of confirmation of submission at the political level.
When it comes to other ceremonial elements such as the identity of participants in the
procession, if there was one at all, behavior of participating individuals or groups, the
location and hierarchical relationships of these elements are absent in these accounts.
Comparing the accounts of this departure with those on his initial arrival in Istanbul —
and to the departures of those after him — the ceremonial aspect appears to be rather
faint. We hear of no viziers, no servants of the sultan, no beautiful textiles spread on the
roads. Speculatively, if Siileyman’s departure for Manisa was not celebrated with as big
a ceremony as his arrival in Istanbul or even if a possibly larger event was slighted in
the accounts, perhaps the contemporaries attributed less significance to this particular
departure. Siileyman’s Manisa appointment and his departure were somewhat different
from previous and future cases. He belonged to the third generation when he had his
first provincial posting. In other words, he had already “come of age” politically. His
departure to Caffa, his first sancak, was from Trabzon, thus not a ceremonial event in
the imperial scale, but one at the provincial level if at all. Since his father — yet a prince
himself — had already left Trabzon, it would have been impossible for Siileyman’s first
departure to follow the appropriate course of ceremonial. However, his ceremonial
arrival in Istanbul in 1512 seems to have covered the void and probably signifies his
“political coming of age” at the political and imperial level. In this respect, the 1513
departure might not have posed a more elaborate ceremonial occasion since it might

have been regarded as a change of post rather than a political change of status.

1.5. Manisa: Heir to the Ottoman Throne

Manisa was Siileyman’s first post in terms of imperial significance and in terms of
his being on his own to the extent that a member of the second generation would be

allowed. More significantly, this was his first post as the only heir to the throne, which

*1® There is no mention of the departure even in Tacii’t-Tevdrih of Hoca Sadeddin

although he likes to tell all sorts of anecdotes that he has heard. Sa‘di, who describes
Siileyman’s entry in Istanbul in 1512 in detail, is also silent when it comes to the
departure.
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seems to be reflected in the items given to him on his departure. The list contains one
million aspers in cash, various robes, garments and textiles, a ceremonial sword and
dagger, a gold-plated knife. The list also contains ten servants [gilmdn], five of them
with diskiiflii kece. The Prince was also given fifteen horses and two seals.?"’

Manisa functioned as a princely sancak from the beginning of its Ottoman past
after the conquest around 1390. The first prince to be appointed to the city was the son
of Bayezid I, Ertugrul. After the governorship of Mehmed II, the district hosted princes
without interruption. Feridun Emecen argues that in the earlier periods, princes were
stationed in Manisa according to ancient Turkic custom which involved increased
security and easier adaptation by the local population. This theory is also supported by
the earlier frontier natures of cities such as Amasya, Sivas, Konya, Kastamonu and
Trabzon. By the second half of the sixteenth century, the importance of Manisa
increased because of its proximity to Istanbul.”'® Whatever Selim’s thoughts were when
he sent the afore-mentioned letter to his son, he was by then ready to send Siileyman to
a sancak of his own. The Sultan’s choice rested on Manisa [Saruhan]. Kemalpasazade,
who mentions that the province had always hosted great rulers, emphasizes the princely
status of Manisa.>"

The news of Siileyman’s new appointment was soon heard. Francesco Arimondo,
the commander of Napoli di Romania, wrote on 24 July that “the son of the Signor has
gone to Magnesia, where his father gave him the governorship”.**’ Letters from Chios
[Syo], dated 2 and 3 July, stated that the son of the Signor went to reside in

Mengrisia.”*' Siileyman had officially become a subject of international reporting by

now.

2T TSA, 9706/4 as quoted Uzungarsili, “Sancaga Cikarilan Osmanli Sehzadeleri,”
p-684, figs.16-17. The list includes the items given for the use of his mother.

218 Feridun Emecen, XVI. Asirda Manisa Kazasi, (Ankara: TTK, 1989), p.26. For
information on Ottoman princes who served at Manisa until Siileyman, see ibid, 22-31.

29 KPZ, 1X: 35a: “Saruhan vilayeti kadimden icinde miiliik-1 ‘azimii’s-gan tura
gelmigdi, ferzend-i erciimendi olan sultdn-i seldtinii’l- ‘Arab ve’l-‘Acem, kahirii’l-miilitk
ve kahramanii’r-Riim, mefahir-i diidmdn-1 Al-i ‘Osman Sultdn Siileymdn’a erzdni
gorildi.”

*2% Sanuto, 16:651.

21 Ibid, 658.
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1.5.1. Household

A separate household was prepared by the Sultan to accompany Siileyman in
Manisa. This attests to the dependent status of the princely court in relation to the
imperial court. The main officials such as the lala who acted both as a political advisor
and tutor to the prince, the defterdar [treasurer] and the nisanci [head of chancery] were
supposed to be trusted men of the sultan. Their duty was two-fold: while they served as
officials of the newly-formed princely household, they would also keep an eye on the
prince in the interest of the sultan. Such a practice signified a control mechanism
implying dependence and connection.*> Ottoman princely sancak appointments were
modeled on the practices of earlier Persio-Islamic/Turco-Islamic states. The lala, in this
respect, mirrors the Saljuqid practice of “atabegate”. The attachment of an atabeg to a
prince on his provincial appointment served both a social and a political function. The
atabeg would be responsible for the education of the prince and prevent his potential

rebellion.”?

The same functions seem to have continued in the lala. The lala designated
by Sultan Selim for Siileyman, Kasim Pasa, was an experienced member of Ottoman
bureaucracy. He descended from an established family of bureaucrats of Arab origin.
He served as nisanct and vizier under Bayezid. For a while he was governor of Caffa.***
According to Celalzade, when it came to appointing a lala to send along with his son,
there were two prospects for the job: Piri Pasa and Kasim Pasa, who were both “most
superior and wise.” Finally, Kasim Pasa was appointed along with a defterdar. A
household consisting of agas, cavus and guards was brought together for the prince. All
necessary equipment was prepared according to “Ottoman custom”. A treasury and

.. 225
munitions were added.

222 petra Kappert, Die Osmanischen Prinzen und Ihre Residenz Amasya im 15 und

16. Jahrhundert, (Istanbul : Nederlands Historisch-Archaelogisch Instituut, 1976), p.11.

2 AK.S. Lambton, “The Internal Structure of the Saljuq Empire” The
Cambridge History of Iran, vol.5, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1968),
p-239. For the lala as a monitoring figure, also see, Eroglu, Sehzadelik Kurumu, p.131.

% Tnalcik, “State, Sovereignty, and Law,” p.78.

2 Celalzade (SN), pp.110-1.
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The pay registers pertaining to Siileyman’s governorship in Manisa demonstrate
that his court as a prince was a miniature version of the imperial court and household.**
While Siileyman’s household consisted of 458 persons in Caffa, the number rose to 746

in Manisa.”?’

A comparison of the pay registers pertaining to Caffa dated
September/October 1511 [Rajab 917]**® and pertaining to Manisa dated March-April-
May 1513 [Muharram-Safar-Rabi I 919]** demonstrates that the princely court was
transferred to Manisa with additional staff. A comparison of the registers also
demonstrates a raise in the allowance of the prince. While he was allocated 600 aspers
per diem in Caffa, in Manisa this amount rose to 1,000 aspers. The same holds true for
the various members of his court. His teacher Mevlana Hayreddin’s salary, for instance
rose from 20 aspers to 60 aspers. Similarly, the salary of the master of the horse rose
from 10 to 35 aspers.

In Manisa, Siileyman probably had the opportunity to start building a courtly
circle of his own, including various sorts of people who would accompany him in
Istanbul after he ascended the throne.* One such person was the Halveti sheikh Musa
Muslihiddin, known as Merkez Efendi [d.1552]. Siileyman is said to have frequented

his convent during the years he spent at Manisa. After his accession, Siileyman

appointed him preacher to Hagia Sophia.”>' An analysis of the registers of court artisans

26 Cagatay Ulucay has published partial transcriptions of two registers pertaining

to Siileyman’s governorship in Manisa: TSA, D.10052, and TSA, D.8030. “Kanuni
Sultan Siilleyman ve Ailesi ile Ilgili Baz1 Notlar ve Vesikalar,” in Kanuni Armaganz,
pp-243-5 and pp.245-9 respectively.

**7 Eroglu, Sehzadelik Kurumu, p.134.

228 For a partial transcription of the document [TSA, D.743] see Ulucay, “Kanuni

Sultan Siileyman ve Ailesi ile Ilgili Baz1 Notlar ve Vesikalar,” pp.237-9.

22 TSA, D.10052. See Appendix 4. For a partial transcription of the document,
see Ulucay, “Kanuni Sultan Siileyman ve Ailesi ile Ilgili Baz1 Notlar ve Vesikalar,”
pp.243-5.

2% In Selimndme, Celalzide dwells on this issue in the context of Bayezid II,

though rather critically. According to him, Bayezid II had prematurely promoted some
of his men who had served him when he was prince in Amasya. He had even promoted
some to vizierate. However, they were not clever men and lacked the level of
knowledge to take part in administration. This, according to Celalzide, was a major
fault on Bayezid’s part. Celalzade (SN), p.55.

231 Inalcik, “State, Sovereignty, and Law,” pp.71-2.
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dated 1526 [932] demonstrates that at least thirty one members of this group came to
Istanbul from Manisa with Siileyman.”** A cross-examination of Palace registers dating
to late 1530s or early 1540s published by Barkan suggests the possibility of tracing
some men who came from Manisa with Siilleyman and continued to serve him in
Istanbul in late 1530s.>” Despite the absence of family names or other such indicators,
one could suggest the continuing service of for example an Iskender. In the Caffa
register, there is an Iskender who is the chief of a regiment [ser-sildhddr] with a salary
of 9 aspers. In the first Manisa register, there is an Iskender who is the “commander” of
the sons of the cavalry [aga-y1 ebnd-yr sipdhiyan] with a wage of 33 aspers; in the
imperial register, there is an Iskender with a wage of 68 aspers who is defined as ser-
silahdaran-1 kohne. This Iskender is also recorded to have come from Trabzon with the
Sultan.”** One obvious example would be the physician Mevlana Ramazan who appears

>3 In the

with a daily wage of 40 aspers in the undated register pertaining to Manisa.
later imperial register, published by Barkan, the wage of Mevlana Ramazan the
physician is 120 aspers. The entry includes the explanation of “he came together with
his Majesty” [Hiinkdr hazretleriyle bile gelmisdir]. This explanation is provided for four

236
1.

more medical personne Barkan’s list also includes musicians, scribes and a

messenger.

2 For a list of the names and occupations of these artisans, see Appendix 5.

Calculation is based on the transcription of the register [TSA, D.9306/03] in Ismail
Hakk1 Uzungarsily, “Osmanli Sarayr’nda Ehl-1 Hiref (Sanatkarlar) Defterleri,” Belgeler,
vol.15 (1986).

~ ? Omer Liitfi Barkan, “H.933-934 (M.1527-1528) Mali Yilina Ait Bir Biitge
Ornegi,” Iktisat Fakiiltesi Mecmuasi, vol.15, no.1-4, (1955), pp.314-329.

2% Ulugay, “Kanuni Sultan Siileyman ve Ailesi,” p.238 and p.244; Barkan, “Biitce

Ornegi,” p.320.
3 For a partial transcription of the document [TSA, D.8030] see Ulucay, “Kanuni

Sultan Siileyman ve Ailesi ile Ilgili Baz1 Notlar ve Vesikalar,” pp.245-9.

2 Barkan, “Biitce Ornegi,” p.321.
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1.5.2. Administrative Duties

Exactly what Siileyman did during his residence in Manisa is hard to say;
however, he seems to have been involved in administrative routine. Tayyip Gokbilgin
mentions that Siilleyman gave Kapu Agasi Ali Aga a farm as property and issued a
charter [berdat] exempting the sheikh of the convent of Bozkdy from charge
payments.”>’ However, as Emecen demonstrates based on documentary evidence,
Siileyman had to inform the imperial court of such distributive actions and get
approval.>*®

An administrative regulation was sent to Siileyman in Manisa upon his request.
The document opens with a titular address where Selim confirms that he has granted the
sancak of Saruhan to his son Siileyman Sah. The text indicates that Siileyman requested
recommendations regarding the discipline and punishment of the criminals in the
district. Among the crimes and punishments were abduction and forceful marriage,
unlawful affairs with women, murder punishable with death, numerous thefts
punishable by execution, selling women punishable by scorching the forehead,
maintaining stolen property, pick-pocketing and wounding with a knife punishable by
amputation of the hand, murdering of parents, arson punishable by execution by
hanging if intentional. The text also includes a clause on the inn-keeper. He should be
someone trustworthy. The gates of the inn should only be opened after he makes sure
that everyone’s belongings are safe and secure. If anyone was released before this was
done, the inn-keeper would be responsible for the compensation of any losses. There is
also a separate clause regarding theft committed by a cavalry man, in which case the
thief should be imprisoned and the Sultan informed. If someone was murdered in public
and the murderer not found, the crowd would be imprisoned and Sultan informed.
Another clause on theft requires the judge to handover the thief to military authorities

for execution either by hanging or by amputation of hand at the crime scene.*”

#7 Tayyip Gokbilgin, “Siileyman L Islam Ansiklopedisi, v.11, p.100.

2% Emecen, XVI. Asirda Manisa Kazast, p.40.

239 Ahmet Akgiindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri, v.3, (Istanbul: FEY Vakfi, 1990),
pp-192-3; Enver Ziya Karal, “Yavuz Sultan Selim’in Oglu Sehzade Siileyman’a Manisa
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Though this text reads like an ordinary law code, the initial request of such a
document seems interesting. By the time Siileyman established his administrative unit
in Manisa, he had already served for three years in Caffa in a similar administrative
position. He had even stayed for almost a year in Istanbul where he presumably had
access to all necessary information on sancak management. Moreover, Manisa was a
princely sancak before his arrival, thus a system must have existed already. With his
experience and the district’s past, it is hard to say why he needed instructions from the
center. This was probably some kind of a renewal process occasioned by the
appointment of a new prince to the district. Considering that the previous princely
governor of the district Korkud was also involved in the succession struggles, it might
be speculated that the district had been neglected. According Kemalpasazade, the area
was troubled ever since Korkud’s demise. With the arrival of the prince, the province
would be safe and prosperous again.**” Kemalpasazade’s rather cliché praise stating that
the roads were free of criminals after the arrival of the prince may not be an ordinary
cliché considering the regulations cited above.**!

The image of the just ruler which was constantly projected after Siileyman
ascended the throne appears in the descriptions of his princely administration at Manisa
as well. Sa‘di says that when Siileyman arrived in Manisa, the people of the district
gathered to welcome him in joy. As he set foot before them, they all bent down to put
their faces on the ground his horse stepped on. They had seen the “glowing star of
fortune” in him and offered him their full obedience.**> Accounts emphasize that the
district flourished in safety and security under Siileyman’s just administration.>*’

During his princehood in Manisa, Siileyman fathered three sons between 1515 and

1520. Now another function was added to his dynastic duties: procuring the future of

Sancagini Idare Etmesi icin Gonderdigi Siyasetname,” Belleten, vol.6, (1942), pp.37-
44,

20 KPZ, IX:35a: “Merhiim Sultan Korkud feteratindan berii ol vildyet bir kag giin
karwsub ciiybdr-1 piir-dsiib ve sir ii serr tasub bulanmisdi, yine turildi.” Korkud was
executed on 9 March 1513. Emecen, XVI. Asirda Manisa Kazasi, p.31.

21 RP7, 1X:35a: “Hardmi kalmadi réh-1 revanda.”
2 Sa‘di (SN), 62a.

23 KPZ, IX:35a; Sa‘di (SN), 62a.
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the dynasty. Leslie Peirce argues that once a prince got reproductively active, the duty
of dynastic reproduction became his duty:

The prince’s political/reproductive maturation initiated a change not only in
his mother’s role — to the onset of her public political career — but in one of his
father’s as well. From the reign of Mehmed the Conqueror on, and perhaps
earlier, the sultan’s reproductive function ceased when that of the sons began.
Whereas earlier sultans tended to continue producing offspring even after their
first sons were well grown, Mehmed and his descendants ceased fathering

children after a healthy number of sons had survived childhood and could
themselves assume the function of reproducing the dynasty.***

Siileyman’s first son was born in 1515. The news of the royal birth reached
Istanbul on 19 October [11 Ramadan], that is shortly after Siileyman’s departure from
Istanbul. The baby was named Murad according to the wish of Sultan Selim. Two days
later a congratulations letter was sent to Siileyman.**> However, either this first boy did
not live long or the author is confusing the baby with Mustafa who was also born in
1515 [921].246 On the other hand, Siileyman did have a son named Murad who died in
1521 when he was only two years old. Another son, Mahmud, also died in 1521 when
he was nine.**’

On 7 February 1514, Antonio Giustiniani, who was in Istanbul on an
ambassadorial mission, reported that Sultan Selim had a seventeen year-old son named
Selim [sic]. He also mentioned that the Sultan did not wish to have any more children so
he did not engage with women.*** Alvise Mocenigo in his audience in Venice on 4 June

1518 said that Selim had only one son who was 20 years old and was residing in Edirne

244 Peirce, The Imperial Harem, p.53

5 Miinse‘at, 1:470: “Onbirinci giiniinde sehzdde-i civanbahtin ogl dogdug
haberi geldi. Kapucilar kethiiddstyla murdd-1 hdn olmagin Sultan Murdd tesmiyye
olundi.”

246 For the birth of Mustafa, see Serafettin Turan, Kanuni Siileyman Donemi Taht

Kavgalart, pnd edition, (Ankara: Bilgi Yaymevi, 1997), p.22; and Mehmed Siireyya,
Sicill-i Osmani 1, Nuri Akbayar (ed), (Istanbul: Kiiltiir Bakanlig1 and Tiirkiye Ekonomik
ve Toplumsal Tarih Vakfi, 1996), p.30.

** Turan, Kanuni Siileyman Donemi Taht Kavgalari, p.22.

248 ‘ . . . . .
Sanuto, 17:537: “... et ha uno fio di anni 17, qual é nominato Selim, e non vuol
aver piu fioli, zoe non se impaza piut con done.”
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at the time. Mocenigo, too, emphasized that Selim did not want any more children.**
Although the references are rather brief, it is apparent that there was an impression that
Selim did not care about reproducing the dynasty anymore. Considering that Siileyman
had fathered at least two sons by this time, the duty of reproducing the dynasty was

probably his job now.

1.5.3. Guardianship

It was customary for the princes to assume the role of Rumili Muhafizi [Guard of
Rumelia] when the sultan was away on war. The prince would assume administrative
and diplomatic charges such as correspondence with foreign authorities and the sultan
himself.*" Other than administrative duties, this procedure was intended to prevent
enemy attacks during the absence of the sultan and the imperial army. It was Murad I
who first employed the method, when he left his son Bayezid in his tent to protect
Anatolia when he went on to Gallipoli in 1375. In 1385, as Murad I led a Rumelian
campaign, Bayezid was stationed in Kiitahya, Yakub in Karesi, and Savci in Bursa for
protection. When Mehmed II went against the Akkoyunlu in 1473, he left his son Cem
in Edirne for the task.”' As we shall see, the prince’s main function at this post appears
to be being the eyes and ears of the sultan in the Western part of the realm. The duty of
guardianship also provided the prince with an understanding of the situation at the
borders and the relations with other rulers. The prince’s sojourn in Edirne must have
provided an opportunity to get a thorough understanding of the imperial administrative
mechanisms, as well as a familiarity with various administrative figures.

In such circumstances, princes were not stationed in Istanbul for fear of a

252

possible scheme to depose the father in favor of the son.”” This view has been

challenged recently by Haldun Eroglu who suggests that princes would be stationed in

* Ibid, 25:440: “... non vuol pii fioli, & uno solo di anni 20 nominato Soliman,
sta in Andernopoli.”

2% KRappert, Die Osmanischen Prinzen und Ihre Residenz Amasya, p.13.

> Eroglu, Sehzadelik Kurumu, pp.159-160.

2 Kappert, Die Osmanischen Prinzen und Ihre Residenz Amasya, p.14
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Edirne to guard Rumelia if the Sultan marched east, and in Istanbul if the Sultan
marched West to protect Anatolia. According to Eroglu, “the ruler would not leave a
prince either in Edirne in Rumelia or in Istanbul in Anatolia if he suspected any act
against himself.”*>> This proposition can easily be invalidated, for sixteenth century
Istanbul can not be regarded as Anatolia. More importantly, the one example of a prince
stationed in Istanbul for guardianship, on which Eroglu builds his theory, is
anachronistically Mehmed II. Misreading the relevant source, Eroglu asserts that Murad

IT “advised his son to stay in Istanbul and protect the throne.”**

The relevant part of the
source, however, has Murad II tell his son Mehmed to stay at Edirne to “protect this
throne from the infidels of Istanbul.”* Siileyman’s placement in Istanbul when Selim I
marched into Anatolia in 1512 also contradicts Eroglu’s theory. If the prince was
supposed to guard Rumelia, he should have been stationed in Edirne according to this
theory. Furthermore, Siileyman’s guardianship in Istanbul was a unique case, required
by circumstance and not by choice as discussed above.

Siileyman’s princehood lacked one duty that his prdecessors had. Ottoman princes
often joined imperial campaigns and engaged in military activities. In the Battle of
Kosovo in 1389, the sons of Murad I, namely Bayezid and Yakub, commanded the right
and the left wings of the army, respectively. In 1473, when Mehmed II fought against
Uzun Hasan, prince Bayezid commanded the right wing and prince Mustafa the left
wing. The practice of such command was abandoned during the reign of Bayezid II,

initially due to the young age of his sons. When his sons were old enough, Bayezid had

already stopped leading campaigns personally. Being an only son, Siilleyman did not

>3 Eroglu, Sehzadelik Kurumu, p.159, fn.98.

24 Eroglu, Sehzadelik Kurumu, p.160: “... Istanbul’da kalip tahti kafirlere karst
korumast 6giidiinii vermigti.” This argument is probably an unfortunate slip of the mind
on the part of Eroglu or his editors, as his article on the pre-1453 Ottoman sieges of the
city does not include such an error. Haldun Eroglu, “Osmanlilarin 1453 Oncesi Osmanli
Kusatmalar1” Ankara Universitesi Dil ve Tarih-Cografya Fakiiltesi Tarih Boliimii Tarih
Arasgtirmalart Dergisi, vol.22, no.35, (2004), pp.89-101.

23 Anon.; Gazavat-1 Sultan Murad b. Mehemmed Han, H. Inalcik and M. Oguz
(eds) (Ankara: TTK, 1978), p.50 [facsimile, 45b]: ... sen bu tahti Istanbul keferesinden
hifz ide gor...”
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attend any campaigns with this father. However, he took his sons along various times,
though they were not given large scale military command.*°

Unlike his predecessors, Siileyman never engaged in military action before he
came to the throne. Throughout the sources used in this study, only one reference of
Siileyman actually fighting on the border was found. In the letters he wrote in May
1515, Nicolo Giustiniani reported that Siileyman was in Edirne with his court and was
expected to go on campaign against Hungary. Then Giustiniani reported that Siileyman
defeated Hungarians around Smederevo [Semendire]. Four captured Hungarian captains

257
However,

were being transported to Constantinopoli to be presented to the Sultan.
this is probably not Siileyman himself fighting but the Rumelian frontier commanders.
Siileyman was probably involved in coordinating the frontier activity and keeping an
eye on developments as he did in 1517.

In 1514, Siileyman was ordered to go to Edirne as his father decided to lead a
campaign to fight the Safavis. According to Celalzade, heeding the vital importance of
guarding Rumelia which was adjacent to the “lands of the infidel,” Selim ordered his

son to go to Edirne to protect Rumelia.>>®

When Sultan Selim decided to pursue another
eastern campaign in 1516, Siileyman was called to guard Edirne once again. According
to the campaign diary, in the council meeting summoned in Edirne on 3 April 1516 [29
Safar 922], it was decided that the household as well as Ahmed Pasa, Rumelian chief
judge and Anatolian defterdar and nisanct should stay in Edirne with the prince. Selim
and his dignitaries probably wanted to make sure that the borders would be safe while
they were away so establishing peace with Hungary was already decided in this

meeting. A few days later, news of the death of the Hungarian king arrived.”” On 20

% Uzungarsili, “Sancaga Cikarlan Osmanli Sehzadeleri,” p.676. In 1538,

Siileyman’s sons Mehmed and Selim went along. In 1541, Selim and Bayezid
accompanied Siileyman. In 1553, Selim joined the army as Bayezid guarded Edirne.

257 Sanuto, 20:385.

28 Celalzade (SN), p.132: “Vildyet-i Ramili ki kiiffar-1 haksar ile miildsik, ‘abede-
i esndm-1 ndr-kdarla hem-civar u ulasikdur, ldcerem muhdfazast miihimm ii lazim
olmagmin sehzdde-i cihdn-pendh, giizide-i havakini sa‘dadet-destgah sultan Siileyman Sah
— e’azze’llah ensarahu — vilayet-i Saruhan’dan kalkub mahmiye-i Edirne caniblerine
geliib, Riimili’nin hifz ii hirasetinde olalar, deyii anlar canibine emr-i ‘ali sudiir ii biiriiz
eyledi.”

259 Vladislas II died on 13 March 1516.
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April [7 Rabi II], Selim left Edirne for Istanbul. One week later, a new command was
issued: the prince was to move towards Edirne together with his defterdar and Mustafa
Pasa, the district governor of Bosnia, was to accompany him. The judge and treasurer of
Rumelia were also to stay with the prince. These commands seem to have been revoked
at a council meeting ten days later with the decision that the prince should stay put in

. 260
his sancak Saruhan.

However, later correspondence shows that the initial decision
was implemented and Siileyman actually stayed in Edirne during Selim’s absence. In
order to understand the purpose of such a temporary re-positioning, we should take a
brief look at what kind of activity Siileyman undertook during his stay in Rumelia.
There are no sources directly giving an account of the days he spent there. However, it
is possible to acquire a few clues from accounts talking about the deeds of Selim and
the campaign in general. We shall now try to isolate these few instances before going on
to analyze the role of the prince as the guard of Edirne.

On 25 July 1517 [6 Rajab 923], messengers from Siileyman informed the council
that the voivode of Moldavia was dead. The messengers also conveyed the news that
Siileyman had detained the Hungarian ambassador who had come to Edirne.”®'
According to a letter dated 18 June 1517 by Leonardo Bembo, the Venetian bailo in
Istanbul, the Hungarian ambassador was placed in a caravasera and closely watched by
guards. He was not allowed to speak with another Hungarian ambassador who had been
in detention for four years.”®*

On 9 August 1517 [21 Rajab 923], Mesih Beg received a command from
Siileyman which ordered him to stay put in his post at Vidin. Four days later,
Siileyman’s chief of guards [solakbast] set off by sea to convey a message to the Sultan.

On 7 September [10 Shaban], the messenger was given a reply, ordering Mihalogh

260 Miinse ‘at, 1:.475-7.
*%! Ibid, 1:491. Bogdan III died on 20 April 1517.

292 Sanuto, 24:505. According to a letter from the Venetian ambassador at Buda,
Alvise Bon, dated 11 September 1517, the person taken into custody in Edirne was not
an ambassador of the Hungarian king but a servant of the Cardinal Istrigonience
[probably Ippolito d’Este] sent to the Hungarian ambassador who had been detained
there for years. See, ibid, 700.
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Mehmed Beg and governor of Inebaht1 Hiiseyin Beg to remain in their districts. The
reason was to have them lead the akinct in case of an attack by the “infidel.”**

On 6 December 1517 [22 Dhu’l-Qada 923], we encounter yet another messenger
from Siileyman in the camp of Selim. This time, he conveyed the news of the death of
the governor of Zvornik [Izvornik] in a battle with the “infidel.” Upon this news, it was
decided that the governor of Cirmen Mahmud Beg of the Mihalogh family should
replace the deceased. Siilleyman’s lala Sinan Beg was ordered to go Istanbul and stay
there.”®* On 12 February 1518 [1 Safar 924], a messenger of Siileyman brought news of
the death of the above-mentioned Mesih Beg and the discord among the infidel. Upon
this news, replacements were made and the district of the deceased Mesih Beg was
given to Mustafa Beg, son of Davud Palsal.265 On 25 March 1518 [13 Rabi I 924], a new
defterdar was appointed to Siileyman, he was also ordered to examine the situation at
the borders and let the Sultan know.**® According to Spandounes, while Selim was in
Cairo, he got news from his son that Pope Leo X had preached a crusade in Rome
“inciting all Christian princes. Upon hearing this Selim appointed a viceroy in Egypt
and left for Constantinople”.*’

We also find references about the armada and the involvement of Siileyman with
its transfer. According to Siikri, Selim sent a messenger to Siileyman telling him to
prepare the ships and send them to Egypt fully equipped together with district governors
and the captain [kapudan]. Receiving the order, Siileyman commanded the designated
governors to leave their districts, meet with the kapudan, prepare munitions for their

ships and set off.**® According to a letter from Corfu dated 5 May, Siileyman, who was

263 Miinse ‘at, 1:491. For the Hungarian attack on the border where the mentioned

governor died, see Celalzade (SN), p.208.
% Miinge ‘at, 1:494; Celalzade (SN), p.208.
265 Miinse ‘at, 1:495.

266 Ibid, 497.

7 Theodore Spandounes, On the origin of the Ottoman Emperors, Donald M.

Nicol [trans], (Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1997), pp.64-5. An entry recorded by
Sanuto on 7 December 1517 confirms this. According to the oral report of Tomaso
Venier, who had returned from Alexandria where he stayed for five years as consul,
Siileyman has written to Selim to inform him that after he had acquired Cairo,
Christians had united. See Sanuto, 25:124.

298 Siikri (SN), 202b-203a.
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in Edirne, had received news from his father in Cairo which informed on the large
number of casualties on each side. The letter also mentions that the armada had just left
Constantinople.*®’

Selim sent at least two proclamations of victory to Siileyman during the first
Eastern campaign; one following the battle of Caldiran and the other one following
Kemah.””® They were both detailed accounts of the battles. They both ordered the prince
to make celebrations for the victory. The second one also informed Siileyman that Selim
was on his way back to Istanbul. In reply to the first letter, Siilleyman summarized the
content of his father’s letter and informed him that the victory was celebrated for a
week. In reply to the second letter, he did not repeat the content of the received
proclamation to the extent he did before. He informed his father that alms were
distributed as ordered. This letter also indicates that the master of the horse was sent to
present his gifts along with a detailed letter.

Selim sent his son a proclamation of his victory from Cairo in February 1517
[Muharram 923]. The letter is a lengthy account of the second phase of the campaign
starting with the death of Qansuh al-Ghuri. Selim informed his son of the victory
achieved by “the soldiers of Islam” and the defeat suffered by “the Circassian gang.””""
The wording suggests a legitimization process at work: the victory was granted by God
[bi- ‘inayetullah-1 te‘dla] to the soldiers of Islam [lesker-i Islam], whereas the defeated
party was referred to as the Circassian gang [giirith-1 Cerdkese]. As a cliché, such a
phrase legitimated both the initial attempt to go against a Muslim ruler — who is not an
outright “heretic” as the Safavi Ismail, and who held the honorable service of Mecca
and Medina — and the victory itself. Thus, it is not surprising to read on to find that al-
Ghuri’s head was brought to Selim and hung upside down before him. This is followed
by the episode regarding the successor of al-Ghuri, namely Tumanbay. We also learn
how this new so-called Sultan “gave” Damascus to Gazali, how Sinan Pasa was sent to
fight Gazali and how he managed to escape to Egypt in order to unite with Tumanbay.

Meanwhile, Selim himself came close to Cairo. The letter provides details about the

order of the battle fought on 23 January 1517 [29 Dhu’l-Hijja 922]. Among the

269 Sanuto, 24:331-2.

1 For the Caldiran proclamation and reply, see Miinse‘at, 1:387-8; For the

Kemah proclamation and reply, see ibid, 409-10.

2V Ibid, 427.

80



commanders were Hayrbay and Sehsuvaroglu Ali Beg of Dulkadir. The letter continues
with the ending of the battle to the advantage of the Ottomans and the flight of the
enemy. On 9 February [7 Muharram], Tumanbay returned at night and entered Cairo in
secret. The letter also gives details about the nocturnal street fighting between Ottomans
and Circassians. When Tumanbay attempted to escape, Rumelian governor-general
Mustafa Pasa, the newly crossed-over Gazali and Sehsuvaroglu Ali Beg were sent after
him. Tomanbay was finally captured and brought to Selim in bonds. Although he was
offered the chance to repent, he insisted on his old ways and was executed. Thus,
according to the letter, in longitude Egypt, Aleppo, Damascus, Cairo, Upper Egypt,
Abyssinia, Yemen till Morocco and in latitude the Hejaz, Mecca, Medina and Jerusalem
entered the domain of the Ottomans. We also learn that the son of the serif of Mecca
was on the way to pay his respects, while Arabian sheikhs already came to present
themselves to affirm their loyalty. They were granted robes and gifts. Saying that he
was sending this “fortunate proclamation of victory” with his taster [¢asnigir], Selim
ordered his son to spread this “good news” all around as well as to make joy and
festivity. They were instructed to fire guns and cannons from the castles, decorate the
streets and have the people pray for Selim in celebration of this event. Siileyman was
also expected to inform Selim about the situation in Rumelia and to expect his arrival.>”?

In all three reply letters, Siileyman’s choice of words shows submissiveness and
loyalty to a sovereign. In the first letter, he refers to himself as bende-i kemter [feeble
servant], in the second as bende-i bi-irtiyab [indubitably (your) servant] and in the third

as bende-i bi-istibah [doubtlessly (your) servant].*’

While announcing and glorifying
the victory of the Sultan, these proclamations could have served as teaching devices as
well — intentionally or not. For a prince who has not been on the battle field himself,
these detailed accounts probably had instructive value.

Another purpose of sending the proclamation to the prince is apparently to have
him officially spread the news. A letter from Ragusa to Venice, dated 28 September

1516, gave information about the arrival of a messenger from Signor Sultan Suliman,

son of Signor turcho. The messenger brought letters which had his seal on them. These

272 Ibid, 427-30.

23 For the Caldiran proclamation and reply, see ibid, 387-8; For the Kemah

proclamation and reply, see Ibid, 409-10; for the proclamation from Cairo and reply, see
ibid, 427-30.
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letters conveyed news about his father’s victory against Signor Soldan on 27 August on
the outskirts of Aleppo. Festivities were to be organized as the letters ordered. The
writer noted that festivities were already under way all the way to Albania.”’* According
to Sanuto’s entry, the letter from Ragusa reached Venice on 24 October. The contents
were the talk of the day on 25 October, with Sultan Selim being a second Alexandro
Magno as the conqueror of Syria. The Venetian government immediately started to plan
a diplomatic mission.””

When he received the victory proclamation regarding Egypt in 1517, Siileyman
again sent letters all around spreading the word, just like his father told him to. Sanuto

has reproduced the copy of the letter sent by Siileyman to Chios:

To the lords [signori] of Chios! I have received a commandment from the
Gran Signor in Cairo, the commandment is as follows: With the grace and
favor of God I have acquired sovereignty of Arabia; then in Aleppo, I have
engaged in a great battle with the moors, and I have won, and I have beheaded
their sultan, named Tomon bei, and we have fought with him five or six times,
and then we have fought with the mamluchs for three days and three nights,
and their sultan Tomonbei fled to Sayto. And then I announced around Cairo
that “should anyone know where this sultan, or the mamluchs indeed, escaped
and did not bring them to me, I would burn down their houses, their sons and
their farms”. The sultan was not found, and 2,040 mamluchs were brought in
with their hands tied; these did not know where the sultan or others were; I
beheaded all 2,040 of them. Then I sent the governor of Aleppo, Canberdi
Gazali who was always with me; those I have sent to Upper Egypt have taken
the sultan with some his close men. I beheaded some of the men; I had the
sultan tortured so that he revealed the location of his treasury and he did. Then
I had him paraded around Cairo, then I had him hung from his neck on a gate
in Cairo. Then, all the land, all the Arabs, 12-13 thousand men, came and
offered fidelity. I have restored all places acquired, presented them with robes,
since we have in our power Aden and all provinces of Mecca and Bagilari and
the provinces acquired in Calcutta. I have sent word to all the lords about these
things so that they are informed, and also to my son, who will send
messengers to all lands of the Ottomans [Otomangli] and the Europeans
[Franchi] to inform them. And for this reason, I Sultan Soliman write this and
send my man Mehmed, so that you who are our friends, will make joy and
festivity, and send back my man soon and pay him respect.”’®

27 Sanuto, 23:109.
215 Ibid, 110.

7% Ibid, 24:645-6. The letter is dated 15 July.
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Looking at these activities, we could cite Siileyman’s guardianship tasks in three
categories as monitoring, informing, and coordinating, whereby he not only supported
his father’s enterprise but had the opportunity to acquaint himself with issues and

people at the imperial level.

1.5.4. Meetings with the Father

Rumelian guardianships seem to have provided Siileyman with an opportunity to
meet his father and his household, including the highest ranking officers. These
meetings also seem to have served to enhance the image of dynastic coherence since
Siileyman’s ceremonial behavior re-confirmed his loyalty to his father.

Siileyman came to Istanbul and spent time with his father following Selim I’s
return from the campaign in 1515. According to the diary recorded by Haydar Celebi
and reproduced by Feridun Ahmed Beg,*’’ Siileyman arrived in Istanbul on 26 July
1515 [14 Jumada II 921]. He was greeted by the viziers, chief judges, treasurers, other
troop commanders, council members, household troops and janissaries. He was taken to
the residence of Iskender Pasa who left the premises so that the prince could stay

there.”’

While everyone was busy welcoming the prince, Sultan Selim had gone to
Eyiib with his standard-bearer and master of the horse, taking only a few people along.
As Siileyman passed through the Silivri Gate, one of his flagstaffs hit the gate and

broke. A temporary solution was found, they tied the broken pieces back together with

2T For the whole text see Miinse ‘at, 1:458-500. The work covers Selim I’s reign

starting with his Persian campaign and ending with his death. The reference to the
authorship of the work is based on the entry for Rabi II 922: “... ravi-yi kitab ki, divian
katibi olan Haydar Celebi’dir,” Ibid, 477. However, the term rdvi denotes not
necessarily the actual author but may imply the source of information. The work has
been published in modern Turkish by Yavuz Senemoglu who attributes authorship to
Haydar Celebi, the court scribe. Senemoglu’s edition includes additional letters and
individual diaries of the campaigns which can be found in the Miingse‘at as separate
entries. Haydar Celebi Ruzndmesi, Yavuz Senemoglu (ed.) (Terciiman 1001 Temel
Eser, n.d.).

%78 Miinge ‘at, 1:466. The author also calls the residence “Yahya Pasa evleri”. TSA,

E.5805: Yahya Pasa Evleri. Iskender Pasa was executed either shortly before or shortly
after Siileyman was there. Bailo Alvise d’Armer’s letter from Corphu dated 7
September reports the execution of Iskender Pasa. Sanuto, 21:143
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whatever rope they could find on the spot.*”

How this was perceived we do not know
but the author does not imply any bad omen. Three days later, there was a council
gathering. Siileyman came over to present his gifts and kiss the Sultan’s hand. His gifts
consisted of various textiles, silver cups and nine horses. On the next day, his lala
Kasim Celebi, his treasurer Sinan Beg and his teacher Hayreddin attended the council to
kiss the Sultan’s hand. They were followed by others who came to pay their respects to
the Sultan such as the envoy of the Crimean Khan and Ramazanogli Mahmid Beg. The
rest of the day was reserved for the Sultan’s hunting. Similar ceremonies were held on
the following days with various people attending. On 19 August [9 Rajab], Siileyman

. .. . P 280
once again visited the council to ask for permission to leave.

Three days later,
Siileyman was ordered to stay for a few more days in the council meeting. His lala and
treasurer were summoned to the council and were asked to present the account books.
On 26 August [16 Rajab], Siileyman’s lala and treasurer attended the council meeting

and read the account books to the Sultan.”®!

Following the council meeting and lunch,
on 4 September [25 Rajab], Siileyman was escorted to the boat to cross to Uskiidar,
through the Hippodrome [A¢ Meydani], accompanied by the viziers and troop
commanders. >

Apparently, Siileyman stayed in Istanbul for more than a month in 1515 while his
father was also in the city. Siileyman’s presence in the city reflects the dual character of
his relation with his father, the Sultan. He was greeted with due pomp on his arrival as a
prince and potential heir to the throne. Special accommodation arrangements were made

for the prince at the premises of a vizier.” The fact that the palace reserved for the

prince was the palace of not only a vizier but a royal groom suggests that a residence

279 Miinse ‘at, 1:466.

20 Miinge‘at, 1:466-7: “... Dokuzinci giiniinde divan oldi. Sehzdde-i civan-baht
icdzet igiin ve hem virgiisii iciin geliib el opdi.”

21 Ibid, 468

2 Ibid: “Yigirmibesinci giinde divan oldi. Ol yimekden sonra heman kalkub ve
sehzade devletle iskeleden kadirgaya biniib At Meydani’ndan getiriiliib cemi’ viizerd ve
agalarla gonderdi. Kadirgaya bile giriib Uskiidar’a bile gitdiler.”

%3 Though such visits were rare, accommodating the prince in a vizieral residence

seems to be the conventional procedure. When Korkud guarded Istanbul following
Mehmed II’s death until the arrival of his father, he stayed at the palace of Ishak Pasa.
Uzungarsili, “Sancaga Cikarilan Osmanli Sehzadeleri,” p.680.
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that was already dynastic property was allocated to the accommodation of the prince. In
other words, Siileyman’s household was regarded to be different than that of his
father’s, yet inseparable from the dynastic sphere. Contemporary sources do not
mention whether Siilleyman spent any casual time with his father but he surely
performed his role in the ceremonial occasions. If his first role was that of the son of the
Sultan, an equally important role was the loyal servant of the Sultan.”® Like a good
subject of the Sultan, we see him kissing hands. Once again we are face to face with
what might be regarded as a public display of submission. If Selim, or anyone else for
that matter, had suspicions regarding Siileyman’s intentions, these acts of loyalty
probably also served to appease such concerns.

When Sultan Selim was on the way back from the Egyptian campaign, he sent for
his son who was on guard in Edirne. They met near Kirklareli [Kirk Kilisa]. Siileyman
presented gifts to his father, kissed his hand, and paid his respects. As Liitfi Pasa has it,
the Sultan observed and appreciated the countenance of his son.**> Considering that they
have not seen each other for a couple of years, Selim probably saw that his son had
grown into a fine man during these years. According to Liitfi Pasa, Selim was
convinced immediately that his son was fit not only to rule but also to become a world
ruler [sahib-kirdan].**® According to the campaign chronicle, the meeting of father and
son resembled the “meeting of the sun and the moon” [cem* el-sems ve’l—kamer].287
After this meeting on 23 August 1518 [6 Shaban 924], Siileyman was sent back to his

district with gifts and a promotion of 500,000 aspers to his annual income.**®

% The conception of the prince as the loyal servant of the Sultan finds clear

expression, for example, in Siikri’s Selimndme; the author has Selim challenge those
who warn him against visiting the Sultan without permission. Selim puts forth the
argument that he [Bayezid II] was the Sultan and Selim his servant. As such, Selim
sustained himself through his benefaction. He argues that there was nothing
extraordinary in a servant submitting himself to the court of the Sultan: “Dahi kim ol
vad / Yok ‘aceb kim ey hakim pak-zat / Yiiz siirii us varam ol dergdha men / Bendeem
[sic] ¢iin can-1 dilden saha men.” Siikri (SN), 25b.

%% Liitfi Pasa, p.241.
286 Ibid.
287 Miinse ‘at, 1:498.

88 Celalzade (SN), p.210. Venetian sources indicate the rise in 1515 as 20,000
ducats. See Sanuto, 21:161.
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However, being away from Istanbul and acting out the part of the “loyal
servant” does not seem to have spared Siileyman of suspicion at all times. Having a
father figure as powerful as Selim must have had some influence on the young prince.
An anecdote provided by Giovio suggests that there were times when Selim was jealous
of even his own son due to the throne. Once he was offended by his son’s bitter words
and attempted to kill the young prince by a poisonous gown. However, the mother
shrewdly saved the life of the prince by offering the gown to a servant.”® Although
Giovio provides this anecdote as proof of the degree of cruelty Selim was capable of - a
cruelty that reaches the point of not even sparing his own kin — it may be seen as a
reflection of the fierce image Selim I had in the perception of Western audiences.
Giovio talks about the poisoned gown and the danger Siileyman went through in the
Commentario de le Cose de Turchi as well. According to Giovio, Selim was actually

290 The Venetian bailo in

afraid that his son would do to him what he did to his father.
Istanbul, Nicolo Giustiniani referred to the poisoned gown in his letters dated 5 and 10
April 1515. In his account, it is not the mother but Siileyman himself who suspects the
trick and has one of his men wear it.””' A letter dated 7 September 1515 by Alvise
d’Armer, bailo in Corphu, confirms that Selim’s suspicions — regardless of whether he
actually had them or not — were in public circulation at that time. Selim was suspicious
because he suspected that Siileyman could scheme against him together with the
janissaries.””

Another anecdote recorded by Sanuto sheds light on what might have angered

Selim so much. According to a letter from Cyprus dated 25 April 1515, Selim asked his

29 Giovio, Elogi, p.222: “Ancora che alcuna volta egli invidiasse a costui la
ragion della successione e dell’heredita sua. Percioche si dice, ch’egli volle una volta
far morire il figliuolo, con una veste avvelenata d’un crudelissimo veleno; per
vendicare certe parole di lui troppo pungenti; ma che la madre con astuta misericordia
rifiutando il dono di quella pericolosa veste, e in cambio di Solimano dandolo a un suo
cameriere, prestamente salvo la vita al figliuolo.”

«

Y Giovi, Commentario, n.p.: “... gionse Soltan Selim a Constantinopoli ove
havea lasciato Soliman sou unico figliuolo sotto il governo de Piri bassa huomo di gran
fede, e di singular prudentia, e furno molti che dissero Solimano essere stato a pericolo
grande di essere attosicato con una veste tinta di veleno quale il padre li mando
temendo che il figliuolo non facessi a lui quello che esse fece a Soltan Bayazetto.”

21 Sanuto, 20:225.

292 Ibid, 21:143.
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son for help against the Sophi. However, Siilleyman did not consent to this and sent a
reply to his father saying:
You have ruined our realm, you have perished the warriors we had, and you
have lost them in defeat; there is neither a fortress nor a castle left that you
have not destroyed; and now all this harm you have done does not suffice and

you ask for the people who are protecting our borders, do you wish to lose all
of our realm? **

According to this report, when Selim heard this reply, he supposedly said to his
lords: “How true are my son’s words!”** It is quite unlikely that Siileyman refused his
father his own soldiers; however, Siileyman emerges as a sensible young man in this
anecdote. He serves as a counter-balancing figure as opposed to his fierce father who is
a man of his own mind. Both anecdotes are stories based on hearsay. Although it does
not mean that Selim thought of killing his son, it does demonstrate the ambiguous
contemporary perception regarding the relationship between the royal father and son.
With such public concerns in circulation, the public demonstration of coherence
between Sultan Selim and his only son Siileyman through the meetings appear to be

vital devices for the dynastic image.

1.5.5. End of Princehood

Siileyman’s princehood in Manisa came to an end with his father’s death in 1520.
Accounts on his reception of the news of the death of Sultan Selim dwell on three main
issues: the vacancy of the throne, chaotic grief versus sensible order, and haste in
relation to responsibility.

The news of his father’s death reached Siileyman as he was hunting. According to

Nasuh, he was contemplating at a miirgzar [shooting ground].**

The letter sent by the
viziers to Siileyman consists of three parts. Firstly, the death of Sultan Selim was
announced. Secondly, Siilleyman was informed that it was now his turn to succeed his

father. Thirdly, he was informed on what he should do next. Each of these parts can be

3 Ibid, 20:272. The account mistakenly places Siileyman in Istanbul.

24 Ibid.

295 Nasuh, 5b-6a; Sa‘di (SN), 108a.
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regarded as individual messages. According to Sa‘di’s account, the letter informed
Siileyman of the death of the Sultan, expressing that the throne was left vacant. With
this piece of information comes the announcement of Siileyman’s succession as the
“hope of the world”. Thirdly, he is told to ride to Istanbul for enthronement in haste and
discretion, as to prevent mischief until then.””° According to Ada’i, the letter addressed
Siileyman as the “possessor of the crown and the throne” and informed him that the
throne was left to him, coins struck in his name, the “drum of state” [devlet] sounded for
him. He was told to keep the secret. And he was asked to “renew” the world with the
“fortune” of his foot. He should ride immediately because the throne was “vacant.” He
was warned that if he delayed on the chaotic road, the head of the realm would
“disintegrate.”””

Chronicles describe the extreme shock and pain Siileyman experienced as he
heard his father’s death. According to Nasuh, he tore his clothes and beat himself. The
two main emotions leading these acts are defined as “shock™ [hayret] and “yearning”

298

[hasret].”” The author expresses that the witnesses could not help but fall apart before

such an “exemplary situation” [hdlet-i ‘ibret-var]. Nasuh describes the violent crying

and self-beating of the witnesses as well.”

According to Ada’1, Siilleyman was so sad
about his father’s death that he shed “tears of blood”.”” According to Sa‘di, upon
hearing the news, Siileyman let out a painful cry, which was beyond his control [bi-
ihtiydri]. Sa‘di makes use of figures of speech rather than actual violent behavior when
he says that Siilleyman “bit the cheek of separation [firkat yanagin] with the teeth of

yearning [denddn-1 hasret].”"!

26 Sa‘di (SN), 106b-107a.

27 Abdiisselam Bilgen, Ada'i-yi Sirazi ve Selim-Namesi, Namesi (Inceleme-Metin-
Ceviri), (Ankara: TTK, 2007), pp.187-8.

298 N - (A I N

Nasuh, 6a: “...derimina velvele ve ‘uyiimina zelzele diisiib camesinin
giryebanmin damenine varinca dest-i hayretle pdre pdre ve sinesini miist-i hasretle kdra
kara eyledi.”

*° Ibid, 6b-Ta. The ritual significance of such violent mourning is discussed in

Chapter 2.
39 Bilgen, Ada'i-yi Sirazi ve Selim-Namesi, p.220 [Persian text, p.188].

391 Sa“di (SN), 107a.
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Such over-emotional description of the reaction of both Siileyman and the
witnesses to the moment of awareness of Selim’s death suggests deliberate exaggeration
of emotions on the part of the writers. The chaotic scene reflecting an exaggerated
expression of grief immediately turns into a scene of resignation to the will of God
which leads to Siilleyman’s full control over his emotions, and consequently over the
situation. According the Nasuh, once he digested the news, Siileyman acted according
to God’s command of “forbearance” [sabir], and rode in haste to Istanbul.**

The sudden change of mood observed in the chronicles also implies a sense of a
transformative process in the persona of Siileyman. This implication is first provided by
the information that the news caught Siileyman while he was out in the country side
either hunting or contemplating, in other words under relaxed and carefree
circumstances. Passages describing violent grief are followed by expressions of the
responsibility that fell on his shoulders with the death of his father. Nasuh, for example,
expresses the transformative process quite clearly by saying that “he bid farewell to
merriment and comfort, broke of his relation to tranquility and repose.”**?

Uninterrupted continuity of dynastic rule is another issue stressed in the accounts
at this point. Nasuh explains Siileyman’s haste to get to Istanbul with the purpose of the
continuity of the sultanate.® Sa‘di employs the Solomon analogy to the haste and
swiftness of Siileyman’s journey: “He is the Solomon of the dayj, it is the storming horse
that carried his golden throne.””® Although Sa‘di describes the haste once Siileyman
decided to go to Istanbul, he also reports a reluctance on the part of the prince to make
this decision. As the author has it, Siileyman had to be convinced by his advisors to go
Istanbul to take over the throne. Sa‘di attributes this reluctance to Siilleyman’s lack of

greed regarding worldly power, especially after contemplating on the lesson of the death

of his father.’® Siileyman’s hesitation to ride to Istanbul upon receiving the news also

392 Nasuh, 7a. For Siileyman riding “like a storm” and reaching Istanbul in seven

days, see Bilgen, Ada'i-yi Sirazi ve Selim-Namesi, p.221 [Persian text, p.188].

393 Nasuh, 7b: “siiriir ii rahata veda“ idiib ve huziir ii istirahatden ‘aldkayr inkitd*
idiib...”

9% Ibid: “istidamet-i saltanat ve istimrar-1 hilafet iciin”

395 Sa‘di (SN), 108a: “Siileymdn-1 zamdandir; taht-1 zerrinin gétiiren esb-i bad-
riftardir.”

39 Ibid, 107b.
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found echoes in Western works. Andrea Cambini, for example, notes that when
Siileyman was informed of his father’s death and of his being the ruler, he had a hard

307 The sort of

time believing it. He would not move until he was assured by Piri Pasa.
reluctance exemplified in Cambini’s account is different than that implied by Sa‘di.
While Sadi meant to appraise Siilleyman for the virtue of not being greedy, the
reluctance mentioned by Cambini is a rather practical matter related to unauthorized
entry in Istanbul by a prince. In this sense, Siileyman probably wished to make sure that
this news was not some kind of a scheme to eliminate him through having him perform
an inappropriate action. The impression of reluctance in either case carries on the

impression of the “obedient son” who would turn out to be a Sultan acting by the book,

. ¢ s 1 308
in other words a “law-abiding” monarch.

1.6. Conclusion

The experience of Siileyman as a prince appears to be quite different from that of
his father’s. Selim’s princehood was spent at the borders [uc], providing him the
opportunity to build a name for himself as a warrior. Siileyman, on the other hand, was
on more neutral ground. When in Caffa, he was monitored by his father and the
Crimeans. The situation was too complicated to pursue his own glory. His second post
in Manisa was in the core perimeter of the realm, not at all a suitable region for
individual ghaza activity. Moreover, Siileyman spent most of his Manisa princehood in
Edirne, “guarding” Rumelia. Though he served in coordinating some border activity, he
was in no situation to actively pursue any attacks. His being an only heir to the Ottoman
throne was probably one of the reasons of avoiding battle fields. While lack of military
experience might have been a drawback, the administrative and diplomatic experience
acquired during his princehood seems to have made up for his military inexperience.

On a physical level, Siilleyman did not need to fight fiercely for his princely

future. His father, on the other hand, had to fight his way for survival. For this end, he

397 Andrea Cambini, Libro d’Andrea Cambini fiorentino della Origine de Turchi
et Imperio delli Ottomani (Firenze, 1537), p.75.

% 1 would like to thank Metin Kunt for suggesting the term “law-abiding”.
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employed his son’s career to push his way out, extend his possible living space and
build a powerbase. As a kinship faction competing for the throne, while Selim pursued
actively the succession struggle, Siilleyman supported his father through the way and
from behind the scenes. After Sultan Selim’s accession, Siileyman continued to support
his father’s endeavors by serving as guardian of Rumelia.

When compared with his father Selim I, who appears very dynamic and active,
Siileyman emerges as a more passive young man in terms of physical action. This
impression also holds true when the two men are compared as sons of a ruler; Selim
creates the impression of a well-intentioned son with a rebellious spirit while Siileyman
is the always obedient son. Whereas Selim seems to be in almost constant rage and
excitement, Siileyman seems more sensible and down to earth. In a way, one sees the

warrior in the father and the administrator in the son.
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CHAPTER 2
“THE BLESSED SOVEREIGN”’: HUDAVENDIGAR-1 KAM-KAR

A man becomes a king because he comes to be treated as a king.””

2.1. Defining the Problem: Transference and Establishment of Sovereign

Authority

This chapter examines the transference of sovereign authority from the deceased
ruler to his successor and the consolidation of sovereignty in the person of the new
ruler. In other words, this chapter tries to define when and how Siileyman the young
prince became Sultan Siileyman. Contemporary evidence shows that it is impossible to
define a single moment or a single ceremony which inaugurates the reign of Sultan
Siileyman. Unlike his European counterparts, Sultan Siilleyman did not ascend the
throne with a coronation rite; he was not vested with a sacred and/or dynastic object by
a single religious and/or temporal authority. Yet his accession to sovereignty was
unchallenged and legitimized through a number of symbolic and ritual elements. This
chapter is an attempt to uncover the dynamics underlying this process of legitimate
succession of power whereby the new ruler personifies the state through various “state

ceremonials.”>!°

3% David 1. Kertzer, Ritual, Politics, and Power (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1989), p.25.

319 For “state ceremonials” personifying the Crown/State, see Ralph Giesey,

“Inaugural Aspects of French Royal Ceremonials,” in Coronations: Medieval and Early
Modern Monarchic Ritual, J.M. Bak (ed.) (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1990), p.36.
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An examination of any legitimized transfer of sovereignty involves three main
questions: Who, when and how.’'' Based on the principle of dynastic continuity, the
absence other candidates to the throne after Selim I’s death leads one to assume that
Siileyman — as the only living male member of the dynasty — automatically became
sultan the moment his father died. However, the events following Selim’s death show
otherwise. Contemporary accounts show that Siileyman first had to come to Istanbul to
take over the throne. The discretion on the part of the viziers regarding the death of
Sultan Selim and their efforts to keep things in their normal course until Siileyman’s
arrival in Istanbul suggest that sovereign authority still rested with Sultan Selim, at least
in appearance. Neither was coming to Istanbul sufficient, the deceased ruler’s funeral
rites had to be completed before Siileyman could perform the basic acts of sovereignty
such as receiving the obedience of the household and other subjects, having the Friday
prayer [hutbe] called in his name, issuing coins [sikke], distributing promotions,
renewing offices and pacts. These acts of sovereignty themselves also appear to be
constituent parts of the accession process.

Accession marks the transference of sovereign authority, but the process as
narrated by contemporary sources seems to be a generic process more or less applicable
to any Ottoman ruler. Contemporary mentality required a monarch to rule and watch
over the people. According to the political wisdom of the time, society would fall into
chaos in the lack of a ruler. Thus, kingship was a divinely sanctioned status to ensure
the persistence of “world order” [nizdm-1 ‘dlem]. The absolute necessity of the monarch
was a well established belief for centuries, with arguments supported by verses in the

312

Quran and by examples from histories of various states.” ~ Thus, in the course of his

I For a discussion of these three critical aspects of rulership embodied in the

coronation, see Giesey, “Inaugural Aspects of French Royal Ceremonials,” p.35

12 Gottfried Hagen, “Legitimacy and World Order,” in Legitimizing the Order:
The Ottoman Rhetoric of State Power, Hakan T. Karateke and Maurus Reinkowski
(eds.) (Leiden: Brill, 2005), pp.60-1. The late fifteenth century Ottoman chronicler
Tursun Beg, for example, starts his work with explaining the nature of mankind as
living in society and thus the need for a single ruler. According to Tursun Beg, by
nature people need each other so that they can cooperate. Therefore they have to live
together. However, if they are left to their own devices or to their inherent nature to do
this, conflicts would arise. They would not be able to cooperate, but would incite
treason and destroy each other. Therefore, it had been necessary to give each a
status/place so that each would be satisfied with his lot and not attack that of others’.
Thus customary law [‘0rf] had emerged. And there a king [pddisah] was needed at all
times so that the order of things could be preserved: “Thus, the king’s person was
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accession, Siileyman seems to have fulfilled a generic role: a legitimate monarch from
the house of Osman. Although chronicles provide us with ample praise on the person of
the new sultan, what we actually see is the power of a sultan from the house of Osman.
As such, he also ensured the continuity of the dynastic chain by becoming the next
link.’"® In this sense, one of the most important aspects of Siileyman’s accession would
be the emphasis made on the continuity of the dynasty as well as its reconfirmation and
glorification. Promoting the sense of dynastic continuity on one hand, the accession
process simultaneously reflects the beginning of a new era. While Selim’s death is
conveyed as an end, Siileyman’s accession is hailed as a new beginning. This effect is
heightened by binary oppositions looming large in Ottoman accounts. The use of
contrasting concepts such as setting sun/rising moon, night/day, grief/joy helps create
the atmosphere of an era ending and a new one beginning. However, this opposition
does not appear as an absolute break with the previous reign — or reigns for that matter.
The initial sense of an abrupt end and beginning gradually turns into a renewal
throughout the process of transference of power. The dynastic concept, along with the
concept of ancient custom, is perhaps the most important element in this transformation.
These two closely related concepts appear to be the most important factors in what
Ernst H. Kantorowicz calls “the perpetuity of the head of the realm.” I would not take it
as far as the concept of a “king that never dies” as seen especially in the case of French
kings, but I tend to find Kantorowicz’s assertion of the interplay between three factors

applicable to the case at hand: namely dynastic continuity, corporate character of the

necessary for the desired order to be attained, without him the conditions for an
honorable order would be impossible.” Tursun Bey; Tdrih-i Ebu’l-Feth, Mertol Tulum
(ed.) (Istanbul Fetih Cemiyeti, Istanbul, 1977), p.-12-13. For some comments of
Siileyman’s contemporaries see: Bostan (TSK), 2b-3a; Nasuh, 5a; KPZ, X:6-7. For a
discussion on the requirement of kingship in Perso-Islamic political thought, see A.K.S.
Lambton, “Quis Custodiet Custoides: Some Reflections on the Persian Theory of
Government,” Studia Islamica, No.5 (1956), pp.125-148.

33 For the concept of “a link in the dynastic chain” see Kunt, “Sultan, Dynasty

and State,” p.222. For a treatment of the concept in the context of English kings see
Jennifer Loach, “The Function of Ceremonial in the Reign of Henry VIII,” Past and
Present, No.142 (Feb. 1994), pp.51-2.
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Crown, and immortality of the Royal Dignity as factors in the formation of the concept
of perpetuity.’'*

Considering accession as a process of transference of sovereign authority to the
legitimate successor, the enthronement of Siileyman marks the first phase of this
transfer in the short term. This phase delineated the main elements of Ottoman
“normative legitimacy” as inherited from his predecessor. The second phase was to
consolidate the inherited legitimation and the image of the Sultan in the person of
Sultan Siileyman through his own actions. This phase involves the actualization of

315 . . .
Two issues can be underlined which

legitimacy and image in the medium term.
helped mark Siileyman’s — not a sultan’s but his — sovereign power or image of power
following his accession. The first issue is his acts related to the administration of justice
right after his accession. Justice being the foremost quality expected of a ruler,
contemporary accounts give an almost identical list of the first deeds of Sultan
Siileyman: sending those back home whom his father had brought in Istanbul after the
conquest of Egypt, lifting the ban on Persian trade, inspection and execution of Captain
Cafer Beg due to complaints of oppression.’'® These “acts of justice” also suggest a
reversal of some of Selim’s policies. If true, we can consider these acts as an attempt to
mark a distinction with the previous reign. The second issue is the revolt of Canberdi
Gazali, which I argue turned out to be an opportunity to confirm authority and ability
rather than a threat to authority. Thus, we shall have examined the first four months of
Siileyman’s rule which I believe transformed the prince into sultan in his own right. The

last part of this chapter will provide an overview of the first impressions Siileyman left

both domestically and externally.

1% Ernst H. Kantorowicz, The King's Two Bodies: A Study in Mediaeval Political

Theology (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1997), p.31. In the Ottoman
context, the Crown could be translated into the Throne.

315 . . ¢ . .. . ¢ .. . .
For a discussion on “normative legitimation” and “factual legitimation” in the

context of Ottoman dynastic monarchy, see Hakan T. Karateke, “Legitimizing the
Ottoman Sultanate: A Framework for Historical Analysis,” in Karateke and
Reinkowski, pp.13-52.

318 Tabakat, 27a-28b; KPZ, X:37-44; Bostan (TSK), 5b-6a.
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2.2. Transference of Sovereign Authority: Accession

The accession marks the transference of sovereign authority in the short term as a
generic process. The ceremonial accession of Siileyman lasted two days, starting with
his arrival in Istanbul and ending with the divan presumably held next day after his
father’s funeral. The ceremonial observed signified not only the taking over of the
ruling authority, but also the symbolic meanings and the titles attached to that authority.
As can be argued for any other ceremonial transference of power, Siileyman’s accession
should be considered a rite of passage whereby through a series of rituals he is
“conveyed from one social status to another.” This process transforms both the
perception the society has of the individual and also the individual’s self perception.’"’

The following events shall be examined in this respect to understand how
sovereign power attached to Selim was transferred to Siilleyman. Such an exercise
displays the means and elements involved in what is customarily called “accession”
[ciiliis], as well as providing a clear view of the transformation of the “feliticious
prince” into the “blessed sovereign.” Although one assumes that the principle of
hereditary succession by default makes the heir the new ruler — especially when there
are no legitimate competitors — the actual accession itself was not a momentary
happening. Based on the action flow provided by contemporary accounts, we can
categorize three phases toward the full transfer of authority in the short term. The first
phase would be the new ruler’s entry in Istanbul whereby as heir to the throne he claims
the sovereign authority. The second phase would be the funeral of the deceased Sultan
Selim whereby the previous authority leaves the scene. The third phase would be the
actual hold on sovereignty through holding court and accepting obedience. Agreeing
with Kertzer on the use of ritual in constituting power rather than just reflecting what
already exists,”'® we shall now take a closer look at these three phases and try to see

how the process as a whole endows the heir with actual ruling power and authority.

37 For the transformative function of rites of passages see, Robbie E. Davis-

Floyd, “Ritual in the Hospital: Giving Birth the American Way,” in Grimes (ed), p.148.

318 Kertzer, Ritual, Politics, and Power, p.25.
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2.2.1 The Entry

If stripped off its symbolic and ideological content, a typical factual contemporary
account of Siilleyman’s entry in Istanbul would read as follows: Siileyman arrived at
Uskiidar on 30 September 1520 [17 Shawwal 926]. Boarding the galley prepared for
him, he came ashore near the Palace around noon. He was greeted by the janissaries and
other servitors along with the religious groups and inhabitants of Istanbul. This was the
first instance that the death of Sultan Selim was made public. Surrounded by the
janissaries Siileyman was taken to the Palace. The procession passed through the
spectators who came to see him. He entered the Palace.’"”

Looking at this flow, we can focus on three subsequent stages which can be
considered as constituting the first ceremonial phase of accession: revelation of the
death of the ruler, acceptance of the dynastic successor, appropriation of the abode of
power. These stages can be identified with the arrival of the prince, the procession and
the entry into the palace. This initial phase of the accession is characterized by
movement from one place to another. If we are to take this phase as part of a rite of
passage, we can see that Siileyman comes out of the separation phase as he arrives by
boat and disembarks, goes through a transformation phase with the procession and
finally enters the Palace where he assumes power.>”’

In contemporary mentality, the death of a sultan seems to be revealed to the public
not verbally, but visually through the arrival of the successor. Kemalpasazade’s account
of Siilleyman’s entry in Istanbul confirms the idea. Kemalpasazade says that the
household troops in Istanbul became aware of the death of Sultan Selim only when

Siileyman reached the shore. It was only then that it became apparent that the life of the

319 For contemporary accounts see: Tabakat, 25a-25b; Bostan (TSK), 3b-4a;
Nasuh, 8b-9b; Sa‘di (SN), 108a-b; Sanuto, 29:368-9. Celalzade gives the date as 11
Shawwal, but this is impossible given that the same author places the death of Selim on
9 Shawwal. Tabakat, 24a. This is probably a scribal error. Bostan and Nasuh give the
date of accession [ciilus] as 18 Shawwal. The decree sent to the Crimean Khan places
the enthronement on 17 Shawwal. Miinse ‘at, 1:502

320 For the phases of “rites of passage” see, Arnold Van Gennep, “The Rites of

Passage,” in Death, Mourning, and Burial: A Cross-Cultural Reader, Antonius C.G.M.
Robben (ed) (Malden, MA: Blackwell Pub., 2004), pp.213-223.For the loci of a rite of
passage and movement see, Jacques LeGoff, “A Coronation Program for the Age of
Saint Louis: The Ordo of 1250,” in Bak (ed.), pp.52.
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deceased ruler had come to an end and that “the new holder of the crown [tdc-ddr-i
cedid] became his successor at the throne of hildfer.”**' Sa‘di reports that nobody knew
about the situation when Siileyman appeared at Uskudar.’** Contarini, the Venetian
bailo in Istanbul, immediately after learning about the death of Sultan Selim wrote his
first impression of the arrival as such:

This morning [September 30] at one o’clock his son arrived with three
vessels from Anatolia. He disembarked near the Palace and accompanied by
the aga of the janissaries entered the Palace. There he heard the cries of the
women and the populace because they had been informed of the death of his
father signor Selim Sach. These people were worried about the possibility of
being looted, but by the grace of God nothing happened for the good

government of the viziers and the above-mentioned commander of the
janissaries.

Earlier chronicles also confirm that the death of the sultan was revealed with the
arrival of the successor in the seat of government. For example, Nesri says that Mehmed
I’s death was kept secret for forty days. When Murad II came to Bursa and sat on the
throne, Mehmed I's death became obvious instantly.3 24 When Murad 11 died, his death
was concealed for sixteen days and people became aware only when Mehmed II came
to Edirne.””

Although the death of Sultan Selim was kept secret until the arrival of Siileyman,
accounts imply that some kind of preparation was made in Istanbul for the latter’s
arrival. Sa‘di reports instant preparations by the commander of the janissaries on his
own initiative. According to the author, nobody was aware of the death of the Sultan
until Siileyman’s ship appeared on the shores of Uskiidar. As the people tried to make
sense of the arrival of the ship, the commander of the janissaries, who was cautious,

understood that it was the Prince arriving. Thus, he prepared the janissaries along with

2L gpz, X:21.
322 Sa“di (SN), 108a.

323 Sanuto, 29:357; also see ibid, 368-9. Contarini’s timing matches that of
Kemalpasazade’s timing mentioned above. Therefore, he means noon and not morning
in the modern sense of the word.

324 Nesri, I1:555.

325 Ibid, 683.
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‘ulemd and sadat for the greeting.’*® According to Celalzade, orders were sent to the
Palace to clean up and prepare it for the arrival of the Sultan.’”” Since no name was
mentioned, those who were to proceed with the preparations probably thought it was
meant for Sultan Selim. Selaniki provides insight on how the preparation mechanism
worked in the case of Selim II’s entry in Istanbul upon Sultan Siilleyman’s death.
According to his account, a letter was sent to the Chief Gardner [Bostancibast] ordering
cleaning and preparations at the Imperial Palace. The letter commanded that the Palace
should be handed over to its owner in good shape when he arrived [... hidmetinde kusiir
itmeyiib sahibi geldiikde teslim eyleyesiz]. The letter also ordered to make sure that
everything was in order at the other side [Uskiidar] because the Sultan wished to cross
to his gardens when he came back. It was upon these preparations that Selim II arrived,
and crossed to the Imperial Palace by boat. Although cannons were fired, and heralds
announced that it was “the era of Sultan Selim” [Devr-i Sultdn Selim Hdandir], Selim
had a difficult time entering the Palace because the guards were still not aware of the

death of Sultan Siileyman.**®

In this respect, the alertness of the janissary commander in
Sa‘di’s account seems to have had vital contribution to the smoothness and ceremonial
nature of Siileyman’s entry in Istanbul.

Accounts on Siileyman’s arrival convey a simultaneous feeling of grief and joy.
Upon seeing the prince approaching the city, the on-lookers must have realized that
something was wrong because princes did not enter Istanbul on their own under normal
circumstances; this would be either outright rebellion or else it signified the death of the
reigning sultan. So their grief must have been for the deceased sultan and the
expectation of chaos related to the death of the ruler; on the other hand, their joy was
over the new sultan and the expectation of order related to accession. Sa‘di mentions
that people felt pain upon seeing Siilleyman and they were lost in thought imagining

what this arrival entailed. Talking about the reaction of the janissaries in Istanbul upon

hearing the news, the author tells that they were so shocked that “they could not

326 Sa‘di (SN), 108a: ... Uskiidar’dan dide-i halka ‘ayan oldi. Heniiz ol hddise-i
‘azmi agah degillerdi. Nagdh sdye salicak halka bir mikdar 1zdirdb irisdi. Bunlar
deryd-yt fikre diisiib girdab-1 tevehhiimde ser-gerdan iken yeniceri agasi miitenebbih
olub seref-i kiidiim ve sahis-i viiriid-1 hiimayin idigi ittillda* idicek...”

%7 Celalzade (SN), p.221.

328 Selaniki, 1:41-2.
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differentiate between night and day.” They started wailing since they felt the grief of a
“dark night” [seb-i deyciir] and the joy of a “holiday” [riiz-1 ‘iyd] at the same time. Yet
they knew that this “heavy grief” [gdm-1 diigvar] had no remedy other than this
“digestive bottle” [cdm-1 hosgiivar].”” Kemalpasazade describes the complex and
conflicting feelings of the people as such:
The gloom of sorrow and the misery of misfortune rushed in, from the other
side came the splendor of a wedding. Now their eyes were filled with tears like
the tip of the decanter and now their faces glowed [with happiness] like the

surface of a goblet. At this instance was seen a depression which was to
combine with joy, an anguish which was to excite cheer.”*

While Ottoman writers poetize the situation and accord a more enduring sense of
felicity following an event “as misfortunate as the death of the sultan”, the Venetian
bailo has a more practical view of the situation. Contarini tells that the women and the
people [femene e populi] started crying when the death of Sultan Selim was revealed.
These lamenters, according to the bailo, were worried that they would be sacked.*!

It is tempting to view this course of events as a typical royal entry. It fits the two
phases of rendering homage described by Lawrence M. Bryant regarding French royal
entries. In the first phase the king would be static and the people mobile, while in the
second phase the king would be mobile and the people static.”* The coming to power of
a Mamluk Sultan, too, involved a state procession During this procession he rode
through Cairo to the Citadel. He was accompanied by the commanders and preceded by
the insignia.” The greeting on shore renders Siileyman static while the janissaries and
other servitors of the household pay their condolences and respect [takdim-i merdsim-i

ta‘zim ii iclal].®* Sa‘di’s account confirms an initial obedience ritual at this point.

32 Sa‘di (SN), 108a.
30 Kpz, X:21.

331 Sanuto, 29:357.

332 Lawrence M. Bryant, The King and The City in the Parisian Royal Entry

Ceremony: Politics, Ritual, and Art in the Renaissance (Geneve: Librairie Droz, 1986),
p-99.

333 For Mamluk state processions, see P.M.Holt, “The Position and Power of the

Mamluk Sultan,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, University of
London, Vol. 38, No. 2. (1975), p. 242.

3 KPZ, X:123; Sa‘di (SN), 109a.
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According to the author, those who were worthy of kissing hands came up to Siileyman
and kissed hands while he replied appropriately.” Likewise, Contarini reports that the
“janissaries and his slaves” were there to meet Siilleyman, and that they promised him

their services and obedience.

This may be taken to signify the initial public
acceptance of the ruler, as does the procession to the Palace with the accompaniment of
the household troops.3 37 The procession, on the other hand, renders Siileyman mobile.
The procession can be considered both as the appropriation of the city (the seat of
government in this case) by the new ruler and as the acceptance of the subjects of this
appropriation,®*®

At least two elements are missing define Siilleyman’s arrival in Istanbul as a
typical royal entry, though. The first element is the regalia. Some of the signifiers of
sovereignty observed in Western courts were not applicable to the Ottoman court. The

® The second absent

most obvious examples to these are the crown and scepter.’
element is a full household. At this point, we should keep in mind that Siileyman came

to Istanbul in a hurry and discreetly. He came with as few servitors as possible to ensure

35 Sa‘di (SN), 108b-109a: “Evveld layik-1 rikdb-biis-1 hiimdyi-1 olan esrdf-i
halayikdan a‘zam-1 iimerd ve efdzil-1 sadat ii ‘ulema seref-i miilakdtina iriib katina
vardilar, du‘d-y1 devlet-i riiz-efziinla ba-serhum miibdrek ellerin biis idiib gozlerine
stirdiler. Sah-1 biiziirgvadr ve yegane-i riizgdr dahi adab-1 hiisrevine ve erkdn-1 sahdnesi
iizerii kadrlii kadrince merdsimi ta‘zim ii tekrimlerin yerine getirdi.” The protocol
involving hand kissing was strictly determined in the 33" article of the second part of
Mehmed II’s law code. For the article itself, see Akgiindiiz, Kanunnameler, 1:327.

336 Sanuto, 29:368-9 and 29:357-9.

37 An anonymous chronicle relates the frustration of the janissaries when Selim I
went to the Palace upon his accession while the janissaries were busy escorting the
deposed Sultan Bayezid out of the city. According to the author, what Selim I did was
contrary to the ancient custom of the new Sultan being escorted to the Palace and seated
on the throne by the janissaries. Kreutel, Haniwaldanus Anonimi, p.69.

% H. Maxwell, “Uno Elephante Grandissimo con uno Castello di sopra: il
Trionfo Aragonese nel 1423,” Archivio Storico Italiano, no.150 (1992), pp.854-5.
Maxwell interprets Alfonso’s riding along the streets of Napoli through the ceremonial
route as signifying a true and proper taking possession of the city. Similar to Siileyman,
Alfonso was greeted on shore as he disembarked and people were gathered on the
streets to see him proceed.

¥ For the regalia in European courts see: Bryant, The King and the City, pp.101-
115. For regalia in Mamluk state processions, see Holt, “The Position and Power of the
Mamluk Sultan,” p. 242.
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a fast and safe journey, leaving his household back in Manisa. As for the existing
imperial household, many of them were still outside the city in camp. They were still
unaware of the situation. Thus, they were not yet considered his household. We are
informed by contemporary accounts that Siileyman sent for his family, which still
resided in Manisa, after his accession was complete in ceremonial terms. According to
Bostan, Siileyman’s family arrived in Istanbul through Gallipoli in mid-November 1520
[beginning of Dhu’l-Hijja 926] and they were greeted ceremonially.>*

Siileyman’s arrival at the Palace is generally identified with ascending the throne.
Kemalpasazade ends the day saying “he ascended the sky-like throne, enlightened the
East and the West like world-illuminating sun.”**' Sa‘di ends the day in a similar
manner by saying he entered the Palace and “on the 17 Shawwal, which was Saturday,
he went on the throne of state and thanks be to God became blessed sovereign.”**
Nasuh talks about a gathering at the Palace on the day of arrival consisting of high
officials, household troops and other men of valor in ceremonial order to present their
dependability and loyalty.**

Ottoman accounts on Siilleyman’s first day in Istanbul make use of analogies to
define him and what is going on. These analogies serve not only to glorify the new
Sultan, but also to shape the public’s perception. Associating him with already familiar
and well known figures or phenomenon, people are provided with a ready-made image.
In this respect, associating a new ruler with an already familiar one and the
transformation with an already familiar natural phenomenon eases the transformation
and acceptance process. During the process the unknown is replaced with the known. In
this sense, the analogies constitute a tool of political communication as well as
reflecting a set of expectations.

An inevitable analogy reflecting the transfer of sovereignty from Sultan Selim to

Sultan Siileyman is the one referring to the biblical kings David and Solomon. In the

340 Bostan (TSK), 5b-6b.
M gpz, X:23.

32 Sa‘di (SN), 108b: “Sehr-i Sevval’in onyidinci giini ki yevmii’l-ahad idi, taht-i
devlete geciib bihamdullah padisah-1 kamran oldi.”

343 YA ‘n N A . N A
Nasuh, 9a-b: “Darii’s-sa‘ddeye vusiil bulicak, a‘yan-1 erkdn ve sudiir-1 divin

ve kapuhalki, sa’ir dilaverdn saflar ve alaylar baglayub ‘arz-i istikdmet ii sadakat iciin
silk-i intizdmda rdsit turmislardi.”
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Perso-Islamic heroic tradition, King David often figures as the archetype of the royal
adventurer and the initial owner of the coat of mail of the Prophet. His son Solomon, on
the other hand, represents ultimate valor and splendor as the chief of monarchs
presiding over prophets, kings and warriors.’** Being the father and son endowed with
kingship by God, this couple would be a perfect way to associate dynastic succession
and legitimate sovereignty in the case of Selim and Siileyman. Bostan, for example,
refers to a Quranic reference as he relates the succession. The quote reads: “And

. . 345
Solomon was David's heir.”

This reference not only creates a parallel between
Siileyman and the exemplary king/prophet Solomon but also a parallel between Selim I
and David, thus mirroring the current situation to a legendary succession which is
assumed to have been conferred by God. Although Siileyman had the advantage of the
name, the David-Solomon reference seems to be part of the common vocabulary of the
sixteenth century political scene. During the progress of Prince Philip of Spain in 1548-
1549 in the Low Countries, among the classical and biblical references employed we
see Solomon crowned King of Israel at the behest of his father David.”*® Again an
appropriate and convenient analogy taking into consideration the aims of Charles V in
having his son proceed around the realm.

The most favorite analogy employed by contemporary writers seems to be the
“sun” analogy. The analogy of the “world-illuminating sun” can be viewed in two
perspectives; first, in terms of a cosmological view of worldly order and secondly, in
terms of “divine light” conferring divine kingship. Anthropologically speaking, royal
rituals in many cultures involve association of society, royalty and astronomy. Such an
association of cosmic and political order helps render royal authority “as a thing beyond

challenge,” making it “an aspect of a whole which is beyond the mere creation of

3% John Renard, Islam and the Heroic Image: Themes in Literature and the Visual

Arts (Georgia: Mercer University Press, 1999), pp.100-1.

3 Bostan (TSK), 4b: “Bu tdli‘-i es‘ad ve sitdre-i erciimend ile serir-i saltanata ve
karargah-u hilafete ciiliis-1 himdyin gosteriib, masdiika-i kerime-i ‘ve varis- Siileyman
Daviid’ zuhiir buldi.” The relevant Quranic verse is from “al-Naml” (The Ants), 27:16.

% Roy Strong, Art and Power: Renaissance Festivals, 1450-1650 (Woodbridge,

Suffolk: Boydell Press, 1984), p.88. Associating the ruler with Solomon was a common
device in sixteenth-century monarchies. When the Treaty of London was signed on 3
October 1518, secretary Richard Pace lauded Henry VIII as a new Solomon. Glenn
Richardson, Renaissance Monarchy: The Reigns of Henry VIII, Francis I and Charles V
(London: Arnold Publishers, 2002), p.74.

103



3 Influential writers like al-Ghazali and Nizam al-Mulk considered that the ruler

man
was bestowed with kingship and the divine light by God.**® In the mystic sphere, too,
the imagery of light was formulated in terms of illumination. Suhrawardi’s philosophy
had already well-systematized the concept of divine glory and divine light in the twelfth
century.’® Thus, the analogy was already there for the Ottomans of the sixteenth
century to employ. The same concept would also be observed elsewhere in the sixteenth
century: “The shamsa [image of the sun]... is a divine light, which God directly
transfers to kings, without the assistance of men; and kings are fond of external
splendor, because they consider it an image of the Divine glory” Abu'l-Fazl would write
in A‘in-i Akbari™ An interesting reference to the sun is found in the first book
Kemalpasazade as he relates an episode from the first days of the Ottoman dynasty.
According to the episode, when Osman Beg conquered Karacahisar he was told that the
permission of the Saljuq sultan was necessary to say the first Friday prayer [hutbe] in
his name. Osman Beg defied the sultan and appropriated the right of hutbe for himself,
basing his argument on superiority of descent. In this instance we see Osman Beg
arguing that his origin is the “sun” while that of the sultan is the “moon”, thus making

his claim superior.™"

%7 Maurice Bloch, “The Ritual of the Royal Bath in Madagascar: the Dissolution

of Death, Birth and Fertility into Authority,” in Rituals of Royalty: Power and
Ceremonial in Traditional Societies, David Cannadine and Simon Price (eds),
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987), p.283-4.

348 Yimaz, The Sultan and the Sultanate, p.223; Lambton, “Justice in the

Medieval Persian Theory of Kingship,” p.105.
** Yilmaz, The Sultan and the Sultanate, p.224.

39 As quoted in Milo Cleveland Beach and Ebba Koch, King of the World: The
Padshahnama (London: Thames&Hudson, 1997), p.24. Chandarbhan Brahman, the
Hindu court historian of Shah Jahan in the seventeenth century would address Shah
Jahan as “the sun of the heaven of good fortune and the caliphate.” See ibid. p.113

PLKPZ, 1:112: “Sultdn-1 zaman didiginiz Melik-i Yunan ise benim miilkimde anin
ne tasarruft var? Ol kimdir, ana ne, ol kim halkimin ihtiydclart ve ne hod benim
miilkimin tevekkufi var, nesebde andan eksik degilim. Benim ashim giinesdir, amin ay,
haseb hesdbi arayageliirse hod maslahat gerekmez, is kolay. Anin nesli Selcuk’a irerse
ger / benim dahi aslim Gok Alp’e cikar. Gok Alp’i bilmeyen bilmez, bilen Selgcuk’a
nisbet kilmaz.” Compare Asikpasaoglu, Tevdrih-i Al-i Osman p.103: “Ve ger ol Al-i
Selcitkvan der ise, ben hod Gok Alp ogliyin derin.” 1 thank Hakan Erdem for the
reference to Asikpasazade.
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When describing the arrival of Siileyman and the procession to the Palace,
Celalzade stresses the analogy by employing both the sun and the moon to refer to the
Sultan. The author refers to Siileyman as “the sun illuminating the world” [dfitdb-1
cihan-1ab”** and the greeters as “the gracious servants of the threshold which is
magnificent like the skies.” These greeters, then, encircle “the moon” like a halo.*?
Kemalpasazade describes the moment of enthronement in a similar manner: “He
ascended the sky-like throne and illuminated the East and the West like the world-
illuminating sun.” While the new ruler was the ascending sun for Kemalpasazade, the
coffin of the deceased sultan was associated with the “decline of the sun of sovereignty”

354

[magrib-i afitab-1 saltanat] Kemalpasazade also presented a panegyric on the

355 . .
Likewise,

occasion of the accession which revolved around the theme of the sun.
Sa‘di describes the first appearance of Siileyman on the shore of Uskudar as “the sun
coming out of a curtain of clouds.” He likens the prince to the rays of the sun which
“leave the candle light dim in broad day light.” He also says that while preparing the
janissary troops for the royal greeting the commander of the janissaries informed the
men about the “setting of the father and the rising of the new moon.” Upon hearing the
news the janissaries were so shocked that “they could not differentiate between night
and day.”**°

Sadi’s choice of words is interesting as he describes Siileyman’s arrival. The
author tells that a boat was prepared and sent to serve the “prince who is the refuge of
the world” [sehzdde-i ‘dlem-pendh]. As the town people and others [sehiirlii ve sd’ir

tavdif-i endm] saw the boat approaching, they realized that aboard was a “sa’ddetlii

32 This is a very conventional analogy employed by contemporary writers when

referring to the sultan. It becomes/is almost a synonym for the sultan. For a Persian use
of the concept in the context of Siileyman’s accession see, for example, Bilgen, Ada'i-yi
Sirazi ve Selim-Namesi, p.221 [Persian text, p.118]: “hiirsid-i giti-firiz”

33 Tabakat, 25a. The moon and halo reference implies that Siileyman was
positioned in the middle. This position also brings to mind the underlying intention of a
procession “to show which of the gloriously arrayed persons involved was, in fact, the
king.” See Loach, “The Function of Ceremonial in the Reign of Henry VIIL,” p.50.

34 KPZ, X:23.

33 Ibid, 32-36. For example: “Oldur ol Seh kim kiilahi kisesidir mah-1 nev / Oldur
ol Han kim ana taht asuman efser giines.”

3% Sa‘di (SN), 108a-b.
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padisah.”’" Whether Sadi used the two titles deliberately is questionable, but it sure
adds to the sense of a transformation taking place. Siileyman gradually turns from
prince to sovereign ruler as he approaches closer to the seat of government. In
Selimname Celalzade employs similar wording. According to the author, the news of
Sultan Selim’s death was written to the “hazret-i sehzdade-i ‘Glem-pendh.” Similarly the
news of Siileyman’s approaching Istanbul was brought to the camp by a messenger of
“sehzdde-i civan-baht.” On the other hand, on the day Siileyman arrived in Istanbul it

was no more a prince but the “pddisdh-1 ‘alem-pendh” who ascended the throne.*”®

2.2.2 The Announcement at the Camp: Shift in Authority

In an imperial monarchy heavily based on the military establishment, transference
of authority without the integration of any part of the imperial army could never be
complete. Some of the household troops were not present in Istanbul when Siileyman
made his entry and appropriated the city. As such, they were not aware of the situation;
and neither were they Siileyman’s men yet. Therefore, the announcement at the camp
figures as an important part of the accession process of Sultan Siilleyman. Although
current mentality and circumstances probably did not allow for an alternative, the
announcement leads to the transformation of the ‘“servants” of Sultan Selim into those
of Sultan Siileyman. In order to trace the logic beneath this transformation, we shall try
to analyze the rather detailed account of Sa‘di.*

The mood of end versus beginning is conveyed in Sa‘di’s account of the reception
of the news in the military camp where Sultan Selim passed away. According to this
account, as Siilleyman arrived in Istanbul to ascend the throne, a decree was sent to the
camp to have the deceased Sultan’s body along with the equipment and treasury brought
to the city. The camp dwellers were not yet aware of either the death of Selim or the
accession of Siileyman. The soldiers were assembled around the imperial tent and the

news was announced first to the troop of imperial guards [solaklar]. The announcement

37 Ibid, 108b.
8 Celalzade (SN), p.221.

3% Sa‘di (SN), 109b-110a.
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can be read in three parts, like the announcement to Siileyman discussed in Chapter 1.
While the first part of the announcement focuses on death and thus an end, the second
part heralds a new beginning. The third part of the announcement introduces what is to
be done by the soldiers in the face of this transition:

Comrades, let it be known to you that the Padisah, the refuge of the world,
passed away a while ago leaving us orphans; from this temporal seat he is
gone to that place of prosperity; his conquering soul departed gone on the
campaign of the hereafter to reign over the army of souls. Currently, the
felicitous prince [sehzdde-i civan-baht] has reached Istanbul and has become
blesses sovereign [pddisdh-1 kdm-rdn] in his stead. It is required that his

servants [kullari] report to his stately abode [dsitdne-i devlet-pendh] and fulfill
the service of congratulation of his long-to-be reign, hence the need to go.*®

The first part of the announcement, which announces the death of the ruler,
emphasizes three messages. Firstly, the deceased has passed from the temporal world to
a better place, which neutralizes the death of the ruler as a matter of course. It also
seems to be a reminder of the destiny all mortals are to witness someday. It reflects a
contrast between the mortal world and the eternal one, yet with an association between
death and resurrection. In this sense, the divine nature of death gets on the scene.
Regardless of the “stage of religious evolution”, death signifies the passage to another
realm of being. This realm is often associated with the heavenly, usually a place where
the “glorious fore-fathers” of the deceased have already gone. Death in this sense is to

be followed by “resurrection into a superior life.”*'

Being the warrior sultan he was, in
the author’s words Selim has not just passed away, but he has gone on a campaign
involving the welfare of the hereafter. Thus, the warrior image of the deceased sultan is

once more reminded. Thirdly, it conveys a sense of a familiar realm in which the Sultan

0 1pid, 109b-110a: “Yoldaslar, dgdh olin ki hayliden padisah-1 ‘dlem-pendh bizi
vetim idiib bu nigsimen-i faniden ol mekan-1 bakiye ulagsmusdir, sizin tarafinizdan kdza-yi
.. idiib rith-1 piir-fiitiht ‘asker-i ervdh icre saltanatlik arzusina sefer-i ahiret itmisdir.
Haliya giilbin-i bag-1 ikbal ve serv-i citybar-1 celdl sehzdde-i civan-baht Istanbul’a
geliib yerine padisdh-1 kam-ran olmus, kullart dsitane-i devlet-pendhina varub
miibdrek-bdd-1 saltanat-1 riiz-efziint hedemdti yerine konulmak lazim olmusdir, gidilmek
gerekdir.”

%% Robert Hertz, “A Contribution to the Study of the Collective Representation of

Death,” Death, Mourning, and Burial: A Cross-Cultural Reader, Antonius C.G.M.
Robben (ed.) (Malden, MA: Blackwell Pub., 2004), pp.207-10. The letter sent to the
Crimean Khan, for example, informs him that Sultan Selim passed from this temporal
world to a better place; he has gone from the soil to the sky. Miinse ‘at, 1:502.
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has gone. It offers the audience an opportunity to cope with the loss by presenting a
“world analogous to ours... and of a society organized in the same way as it is here.
Thus everyone re-enters again the categories of that he had on earth.”*®

The loss reflected in the first part is compensated for in the second part of the
announcement. The fact that the ruler’s death has left the army orphan reminds the role
of the ruler as the father of his people. Actually, we can argue that this is the most
immediate message for the intended audience since it directly involves their relation to
the situation and vice versa. If we interpret this state of orphanage as remaining without
a head of family or in a more general sense without a leading figure of authority, the
next sentence informs that this authority has already been appropriately replaced
suggesting that there is no reason to worry. This part of the announcement, as conveyed
by Sa‘di, is also noteworthy since it expresses Siilleyman’s transition from a prince
[sehzade] to a sovereign ruler [pddisdh] on his own. Sa‘di’s account makes it clear that
Siileyman became sultan in his father’s stead after he came to Istanbul. The specific
mention of the name of the city strongly suggests that he was not considered as having
taken over at the moment his father died, or even when he got the news at Manisa; but
that he was required to present himself in Istanbul.*® According to Celalzade ’s
narrative in Selimname, when Piri Pasa called the troop of imperial guards [solaklar]
and announced the death of Sultan Selim, he made it clear that “Pddisah-1 ‘alem-pendh

hazretleri has fortunately ascended the throne in Istanbul.”*®* Liitfi Pasa tells that

%2 Van Gennep, “Rites of Passage,” p.215.

5 This issue would create major problems on Siileyman’s death when his

successor Selim, or those around him for that matter, could not agree on the manner or
moment of actual succession. For a contemporary account of Selim II’s accession
controversies, see Feridun Ahmed Bey, Niizhet el-esrar el-ahbar der sefer-i Sigetvar,
TSM, H.1339, and Selaniki Mustafa Efendi, Tarihi Selaniki I (971-1003/153-1595),
Mehmet Ipsirli (ed.), vol.1 (Ankara: TTK, 1999), pp.40-58.

%% Celalzade (SN), p.221. However, Celalzade’s choice of wording is interesting
when he talks about the letter sent by Piri Pasa to Siileyman in Manisa. The letter is sent
to “hazret-i sehzade-i cihan-pendh”, informing him of the passing away of Sultan Selim
by the will of God. The letter then goes on to wish for the perpetuity of the reign of
“padisah-1 ‘alem-pendh hazretleri.” Then comes almost an order asking Siileyman to
lose no time and go as quickly as possible to the throne. Even the mode of traveling is
imposed: “go as a messenger.” This narrative suggests that the moment of the transition
from a prince to a sovereign ruler is the moment when the prince is aware of his father’s
death. Further more, it implies the principle of “the king is dead, long live the king.”
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Siileyman came to Islambol from Manisa and ascended his father’s throne.*® Such an
expression again suggests that taking hold of Istanbul was a pre-requisite of
accession.”®

The third part of the announcement deals with what is to be done. They should go
to congratulate as regular course of action. With this message comes the transformation.
The mood of ending versus beginning is further observed in Sa‘di’s account of the
soldiers’ reaction to the announcement, as well as the transformation process. The first
reaction we see in this account is a collective lamentation demonstrated by the throwing
of headgear on the ground and crying out loud. After crying a while “their burning
[ates-siiz] bosoms found some tranquility with the downpour of tears [bdran-i1 esk]” and
only then they realized that there was no use in crying because what happened was
“destiny.” They also realized that the same destiny provided them with a fortunate
padisah in place of the one they lost. Sa‘di emphasizes that although Selim’s death was
a disaster, the soldiers would survive through “this dark night” with “the rising of the
sun.” With this realization also came the realization of the requirement to go to the new
ruler to pay respects and present obedience.’®” The contrasting concepts of fire/water
and dark night/rising sun imply recovering from a troublesome situation. In addition to
the sense of acceptance of destiny, there is the sense of hope of a new and bright
beginning. And this beginning is implied to be occasioned through the agency of the
new ruler. Once the new ruler comes to be seen as part of the destiny which brought
along the death of Sultan Selim, in other words the destiny which brought an end,
Siileyman seems to have become the Sultan in the eyes of the soldiers. Through this
acceptance, the soldiers have been transformed from being the ‘“‘servants of Sultan

Selim” to being “servants of Sultan Siileyman.”

395 1 iitfi Pasa, p.243.

%% The confusion surrounding the accession of Selim II gives considerable insight

into the pre-requisite of Istanbul for attainment of sovereign power. An incident related
by Selaniki is rather interesting in this sense. As Selim II was still on the way to
Istanbul upon the news of his father’s death, some of his men ask for appointments and
Selim II replies: “Have I yet arrived and ascended the throne, have I yet discussed with
the officials of the state and learned about our condition? Has the House of Osman ever
ignored anyone’s labor till now? Is there amongst you no man who is familiar with
proper conduct?” Selaniki, 1:41

7 Sa‘di (SN), 110a.
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This tranformation is not only a symbolic element underlying the process of
accession, but is integral to the process of succession. In most of the accounts, the
possibility of an insurrection of the soldiers upon being left without an acknowledged
head figures as a serious concern. Cemal Kafadar explains this as janissaries
considering the ‘“original contract of allegiance” invalid, since all contracts are to be
renewed with each ruler. Thus they find it a right “to go wild” in the lapse between the

. 368
death of a ruler and the accession of a new one.

This concern leads those in charge to
conceal the death of the sultan until they are assured that the new figure of authority has
taken matters in hand.’*® For example, Kemalpasazade asserts that since the death of the
sultan was not known among the enemies no mischief occurred.’” Celalzade’s version
of the events as narrated in his Selimndme starts even earlier, that is to say before the
death of Selim. Celalzade expresses the concern through Selim’s last words. When
Selim got ill on the way to Edirne, measures were immediately taken to prevent any
mischief. “Because,” explains Celalzade , “from time immemorial in the realm of Rim
there has been the disapproved tendency during a change of reign [tebdil-i saltanat], in
the time of the absence of the shadow of God, to plunder the properties and possessions
of Jews and Christians that were detested by the people.””!

The significance of this concern is apparent in foreign sources as well. A letter
dated October 11 from Ragusa to Venice informs that the death of Selim has been kept
secret by the viziers in order to prevent trouble.”’* Cardinal Compeggio, writing to

Wolsey in November about the death of Selim and accession of Siileyman, tells that

janissaries plundered all Jews, Christians and others living at Constantinople.’”> This

368 Cemal Kafadar, “Janissaries and Other Rifraff of Ottoman Istanbul: Rebels
without a Cause?” International Journal of Turkish Studies, vol.13, nos.1-2 (Fall, 2007),
pp-113-134.

369 See, for example, Nasuh, 4a; Sa‘di (SN), 106b-107a.

70 KPZ, X:19.

3 Celalzade (SN), p.220: “Zird tebdil-i saltanat esndsinda kadimden ka‘ide-i
namerziyye diyar-1 Riom’da meslitk olub, zamdn-1 huliivv-1 zill-i ildhide mebgiiz-1 endm
ii halk olan memliik ii emval-i Yahiida ve Nasdrd menhiib ola gelmislerdi.”

372 Sanuto, 29:306.

373 Letters and Papers, 111:388.
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piece of information seems to be the projection of the above mentioned expectation
rather than what actually happened.
Concern about strife upon the death of a ruler is a general phenomenon not unique

to the Ottomans.>”*

In England, for example, the matter extended into the seventeenth
century. The concern over plunder and violence led to arguments about whether the
king was actually a king before coronation. If not, then any act of violence against him
would not be treason and thus not be charged. The contrary view was that coronation
was only a “royal ornament and outward solemnization of the descent.” Sovereignty
being transferred momentarily through descent would solve the problem of possible
strife in the absence of a ruler.””” Already back in the thirteenth century there had been
attempts at the principle of “full government begins with the day of a ruler’s accession”
with monarchs like Philip III and Edward I1.°7® These concerns emphasized not only
internal strife, but also foreign aggression. After the death of the Holy Roman Emperor
Maximilian I, Henry VIII raised the issue in connection to the urgency of electing a new
emperor: “The Holy Roman Empire, in consequence of the death of Maximilian, having
been deprived of its governor, unless the Electors supply the vacancy, the peace of
Christendom may possibly be endangered, especially as the sole object of the Turk is to
enlarge his dominions, now dearly doubled by the acquisition of those of the Sultan.””’

Regardless of period or geography, there are many examples of disorder following
a royal death. In his The King's Body Sergio Bertelli describes the disorder experienced
in Cairo following Qayitbay’s death in 1496 whereby the streets were blocked, bazaars

were locked down, and people robbed and devastated the town. Bertelli’s assertion

regarding the urban violence during the election period following the death of a Pope is

374 Political scientist Harold D. Lasswell has pointed out in his Psychopathology

and Politics (1930) that during a political crisis, “the unconscious triumphantly
interprets [the fall of a leader] as a release from all constraint, and the individuals in the
community who also possess the least solidified personality structures are compulsively
driven to acts of theft and violence.” Quoted in Ted Robert Gurr, Why Men Rebel
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1971), p.163-4. For the “alarm of interregnal
disorder” on the death of a king, see Ralph E. Giesey, The Royal Funeral Ceremony in
Renaissance France (Geneve: E. Droz, 1960), p.41-2.

375 Kantorowicz, The King's Two Bodies, p.317.

7% Ibid, p.329. Since coronation was a ceremonial event involving the presence of
the Church, accession and coronation were two different rites in many European courts.

37 Letters and Papers, 111:30.
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similar: “No chronicle of a conclave fails to call this [the interregnum between death
and burial] a period of turbulence and riot, which made Rome a no man’s land where
criminals roamed at will at the expense of the peaceful inhabitants.””’® An early
eighteenth century traveler to Guinea tells that “as soon as the death of the king
becomes public knowledge, everyone hastens to rob his neighbor without there being
any means of punishment, as if with the death of the king justice also died.” But the
violence came to an end as soon as the successor was proclaimed.”” Even more tragic
was the situation at the death of William the Conqueror in 1087. It has been recorded
that attendants of lower ranks looted his belongings and took all they could such as
weapons, linen and furnishings. As the twelfth century chronicler Ordericus Vitalis
reports: “So when the just ruler fell, lawlessness broke loose, and first showed itself in
the plunder of him who had been the avenger of plunder.””® As the urban disorder
associated with the death of a ruler was not unique to the Ottomans, neither was
violence being directed particularly to the Jews. On the coronation of Richard I in 1189
Londoners committed atrocities against the Jews for two days. In 1590, when Pope
Sixtus V died, the synagogue and property of Jews were sacked in Bologna.™®"

Concern about possible strife at the death of a sultan looms large in earlier
Ottoman chronicles as well. According to the late fifteenth century chronicler Nesri,
Mehmed I called his viziers when he fell ill. He told them not to announce his death
before his son Murad arrived. He was worried that the realm would be harmed
otherwise. Upon his death, viziers faked a campaign in order to keep the troops
occupied. They also held regular council meetings and continued to issue promotions.
Soon some of the aghas grew suspicious and wanted to see the sultan. Although the
viziers managed to distract them for a while, they were worried that if the death of the

sultan was heard the “household troops would loot the city, rebels would rise.”*** A

8 Sergio Bertelli, The King’s Body, (University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State
University, 2001), p.41.

37 Ibid, p.46.
30 Ibid, p.44.
1 Ibid, p.45.

382 Nesri, I1:551-3: “... kil taifesi sehri yagma idiib, memleketimize harici huriic
ider.”
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closer example in time was the disorder that broke out following the death of Mehmed
IT in 1481. Although officials had done their best to keep Sultan Mehmed’s death a
secret, news spread anyway. The janissaries began to get uneasy and urged to see their
ruler. When no leave was given, they broke the gate and entered the Palace. Upon
seeing the corpse of the Sultan, they killed the grand vizier Karamani Mehmed Pasa.
Putting his head on a lance they paraded on the streets of the city. This was followed by
a collective uprising of mobs attacking the houses and shops of especially the Jews and
Christians. Venetian and Florentine warehouses were sacked. The violence could only
be stopped when the commander of the janissaries promised them that once on the
throne Bayezid would double their wages. With this proclamation they started shouting
“Long live Bayezid!” Although the proclamation was made and violence appeased,
officials still put Bayezid’s son Korkud on the throne as regent until his father
arrived.”® Kemalpasazade, in his earlier work on Bayezid II’s reign, mentions that the
violence following Mehmed II's death was dated [886/1481] with the verse “Janissaries
severe the head” [yenigeri basin keser]. The author attributes the chaos in this occasion
to the incapability of the grand vizier Karamani Mehmed Pasa. Yet, in this account, it is
another vizier, Ishak Pasa, who tranquillized the mood through “proper” measures.”®*
The violence is clearly linked with the janissaries as Kemalpasazade’s above-
mentioned account of the succession of Bayezid II demonstrates, hence the urgent need
to re-integrate them into the system. Kemalpasazade’s holding the grand vizier
accountable for such chaos also indicates the established role of the viziers in the
transformation phase, hence the praises for Piri Mehmed Pasa following Selim I’s
death. Such collective memories must have made an impression in the minds of the
contemporaries. As such, it is not surprising that the people expected trouble. On the
other hand, they also expected the ending of this temporary disorder with the arrival of

the new ruler. Celalzdde’s emphasis that the Sultan ascended the throne and people

%3 Franz Babinger, Mehmed the Conqueror and His Time, William C. Hickman

(ed.) Ralph Manheim (trans.), (Princeton: Princeton University Press 1992), p.406; also
see KPZ, VII:531-4. Korkud would later try to use this incident as a legitimating factor
in claiming Bayezid II’s throne. But his efforts would be in futile.

384 KPZ, VII:531-2.
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385 However, the fact

were protected from mischief appears to be a conventional phrase.
that such trouble did not occur was to be one of the first building blocks of Sultan
Siileyman’s image as demonstrated by the impressions of his accession which shall be

discussed at the end of this chapter.

2.2.3 The Funeral

The funeral of Sultan Selim, as part of Siileyman’s accession, consists of four
subsequent stages: receiving of the corpse, the funeral prayer, the burial, the return to
the Palace. All of these stages are linked to each other through public processions which
bring together various sectors of Ottoman society and imperial administration. All are
marked with a sense of grief and mourning which disappears right after the funeral
services are completed. The change of mood makes itself manifest with the accounts of
piety and largesse of Siileyman after the burial. Metaphorical or actual change of attire
and ending of uncontrolled forms of mourning behavior also figure as elements which
emphasize the transformation. A funeral, after all, is a principal “rite of passage” in the
sense that it a crucial event for the transformation of the perception society had of the
deceased. Through the ceremonial, Selim was transformed into an ancestor from being
the ruler and Siileyman into his legitimate successor.”*® As a “transition rite”, the
funeral is also a way to incorporate the deceased into the world of the dead, whereas the
mourning involved is a transitional period for those left behind.”™’

In order to understand this process of transformation both for the deceased and for
those left behind, we need to emphasize that the funeral is a kind of public spectacle.
Accounts relating the various stages of the funeral resemble royal entries or other ritual
processions where visibility and participation are important elements. A typical account

of Selim I’s funeral would start with Siileyman going out from the Palace, ride through

385 Celalzade (SN), p.221: “... padisdh-1 ‘alem-pendh hazretleri irigiib, serir-i
sa‘ddete ciilils idiib, taht-1 hiimdyin-bahtlarini tesrif itdiler. ‘Amme-i re‘daya vii berdyd
fesdd ii fitneden masiin ii mahfiiz oldilar.”

% For an anthropological/sociological approach see, Hertz, “Collective
Representation of Death,” p.210.

7 Van Gennep, “Rites of Passage,” p.213.
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the city and go out of Edirnekap1 to receive the corpse of his father. There the corpse is
taken out of the cart and placed in a coffin. The procession enters the city back through
Edirnekap1 marching to the Mosque of Mehmed II where the funeral services are
performed. Once the prayers are said, the procession heads to the place of burial which
has been designated beforehand. There burial services are completed and more prayers
are said. Siileyman orders a mausoleum and a mosque complex to be built around the
grave. Food and alms are distributed to the poor and the needy. Once the burial service

is over, the new Sultan rides back to the Palace.’®

Throughout the event authors
emphasize the great amount of crying and lamenting by the participants.

An anthropological/sociological approach which interprets the ceremonial aspect
of death as “a collective representation of death” might provide a useful perspective to
view the funeral. Robert Hertz argues that actions related to death can not be interpreted
if death is seen only as a physical event. He also states that the death of an individual
who is “attributed great dignity and importance” affects the collective conscience of a
society. The death of a person who is regarded as the embodiment of a society suggests
in the collective mind of that society its own death/demise. The society, then, tries to
cope with the loss and the possibility of its own demise. Since society aspires to be
immortal, it envisions its embodiments to be so too. When a figure thus loaded dies, the
society needs a certain period of time to get over the shock, to adjust and to regain
balance.’®

One of the important elements of funerals is participation as in other ceremonial
public events. Participation in a funeral is “one of the rights the deceased has over other

Muslims”, as well as an opportunity for the participant to merit a reward for his own

388 Celalzade (SN), p.222; KPZ, X:23-4. For a Venetian account of the funeral see
Sanuto, 29:385.

% Hertz, “Collective Representation of Death,” pp.207-10. Similar arguments
have been made by Malinowski and Radcliffe-Brown. Malinowski as he argues that
funerary ceremonial functions to remove feelings of fear and dismay, helping re-
establish group solidarity and morale. Radcliffe-Brown’s argument is that death brings
about a “partial destruction of social cohesion” until an equilibrium is reached again.
The concerns of riot associated with the “interregnum” between death and accession can
be considered in this respect. See, Phyllis Palgi and Henry Abramovitch, “Death: A
Cross-Cultural Perspective,” Annual Review of Anthropology, vol.13, (1984), p.389-90.
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afterlife.’”® Participation also has to do with the way the deceased is remembered by the
community. Various traditions of the Prophet demonstrate the connection between the
public’s view of the deceased and his salvation. In other words, “if four people testify to
the goodness of a Muslim, Allah has him enter Paradise.” Thus, funerals become
markers of both public reverence and of divine approbation.”®' The divine approbation
and public duty aspects of the funeral is apparent in declarations sent to provincial
officials and other Muslim rulers. Hayrbay, the governor of Egypt, for example, was
commanded to assemble as many people as possible from each sector of the society and
have them perform the ritual prayer [namaz]. “In return,” says the document, “God will
bestow upon him [Selim] His benefaction.” Furthermore, Hayrbay was ordered to send

the news and the order to the regions under his power to do the same.™>

Hayrbay, in his
reply, assured Sultan Siileyman that the ritual prayer was performed for the deceased in
the mosques of Egypt and people testified to his meriting heaven.”” A similar request
for a ritual prayer in the name of Sultan Selim was addressed to the Crimean Khan

Mehmed Giray.>*

3% Muhammad Qasim Zaman, “Death, Funeral Processions, and the Articulation

of Religious Authority in Early Islam,” Studia Islamica, n0.93, 2001, p.28. For the right
over other Muslims see the hadith narrated Abu Huraira in Sahih Bukhari, Translator:
M. Mubhsin Khan, Volume 2, Book 23, Number 332: heard Allah's Apostle saying, "The
rights of a Muslim on the Muslims are to follow the funeral processions, to accept
invitation and to reply the sneezer.” Also see the hadith narrated Abu Huraira in Sahih
Bukhari, Translator: M. Muhsin Khan, Volume 1, Book 2, Number 45: “Allah's
Apostle said, "(A believer) who accompanies the funeral procession of a Muslim out of
sincere faith and hoping to attain Allah's reward and remains with it till the funeral
prayer is offered and the burial ceremonies are over, he will return with a reward of two
Qirats. Each Qirat is like the size of the (Mount) Uhud. He who offers the funeral prayer
only and returns before the burial, will return with the reward of one Qirat only."”
http://www.usc.edu/dept/MS A/fundamentals/hadithsunnah/bukhari/002.sbt.html#001.00
2.045 For a general summary of Islamic funeral requirements and customs see,
Hayreddin Karaman, “Oliim, Olii, Defin ve Merasimler,” in Cimetiéres et traditions
funéraires dans le monde islamique / Islam diinyasinda mezarliklar ve defin gelenekleri,
Jean-Louis Bacqué-Grammont and Aksel Tibet (eds.) (Ankara: TTK, 1996), pp.1-15.

31 Zaman, “Death, Funeral Processions,” pp.46-7. The number of witnesses may

vary according to the scholar, “four” is the number given by Bukhari.
392 Miinse ‘at, 1:505.
3 Ibid, 506.

394 Ibid, 502.
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The funeral also served to teach a lesson to the faithful that life is ephemeral and
that all shall die one day.”® People were moved to contemplate on their own destinies
upon seeing even the most powerful man of their world dead. Liitfi Pasa says that after
the body was buried, everyone took a lesson for himself through self-contemplation.*®
Kemalpasazade stresses this point by saying that those who witnessed the funeral
procession took a lesson. They were astonished to see that “the Sultan had changed his
throne with a piece of wood.” Hence, they understood that even the lives of the most

397
1.%

fortunate must come to an end and that the body was not eterna Nasuh expresses

this as such: “Those who made the people obey their orders have left behind the crown
and throne and possessions, they descended under the earth.”*®

The lesson taken by death is not unique to Ottoman or Islamic society; it is a
universal notion independent of time or geography. Georges Duby, for example,

describes the notion through the voice of an archbishop of the 13" century:

At the end of the funeral ceremonies, laid out on the bier before the open
grave, the earl’s mute body spoke still. It instructed all those present, a
countless horde, as had been expected. Before their eyes, this body offered
itself as the image of what each of them would one day be. Inevitably.
“Mirror” — that is how the archbishop defined it in the sermon he delivered for
the edification of the crowd. “See, my lords, what the world comes to. Each
man, when he has reached this point, no longer signifies anything but this: he
is no more than a lump of earth. Consider this man who raised himself to the
pinnacle of human values. We too shall come to this. You and I. One day we
shall die.” Such is the way of all flesh. Here on earth, all is vanity.*”

3 See Quran, 3:185, 21:35, 29:57: “Every soul shall have a taste of death.”

3% Liitfi Pasa, p.243: “Ve herkes kendiisin 0z nefsine pend ii nasihat idiib...”

¥ KPZ, X:23-4: “Ciimmdze-i cendze iizerinde gérenler ‘ibret aldilar. Sultdn-i

dsumdn-serir tahtin tahtaya degismis goriib hayran kaldilar. Bildiler ki, murddatina
siivar olub muraddtina iren sehriyarlar dhir semend-i zerrin-zeynden inse ve merkeb-i
ciibine binse gerek. Giiy-i arziltya ¢evgdn urub meydan-i safada bir zamdn ceveldn iden
kam-ranlarin son evc-i devrdni tamam olsa ve peymdne-i omri tolsa gerek. Nebdt-1
viicitdin sebati ve kaba-yi haydtin bakast yoktur. Riiz-gdrin ‘ahdi iistiivar degil, cihan-i
plir-naks u nigarin vefast yokdur.”

3% Nasuh, 10b.

3% Georges Duby, William Marshall: The Flower of Chivalry, Richard Howard
(trans.) (New York: Pantheon Books, 1985), p.23.
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Contemporary Ottoman chronicles convey a sense of heavy grief and mourning
through uncontrolled behavior. Laments, wailing and violent acts of grief such as
tearing one’s clothes, beating one’s chest, throwing soil on one’s head is a way to cope
with the transient stage of death in various cultures. Extreme manifestations of grief in
funerals, extending even to communal suicide as in the case of a few Roman emperors,
points at the “hiatus in the order of things”, those left behind feeling “diminished.”*"’
Such acts are practices that “suggest the dangers of crossing the threshold between the
spaces of death and life” and mark “the reentry of a mourner into the world of ordinary
life.”*! 1t is possible to trace exaggerated modes of mourning in various times and
places. The public reaction in Nicomedia to the death of Constantine’s death could be
an example. As the corpse was on its way to Constantinople, people gathering on the
piazzas and the roads are accounted to have broken into tears and screams, beating their
chests.*”® Such accounts of violent grief are also seen in the Book of Dede Korkud. As
legend goes when Beyrek’s death was heard, a lament [sivdn] broke in his house. His
companions tossed their headgear on the ground and cried.*”> According to a French
report, soldiers reacted in a similar manner at the funeral of Mehmed 1II, they were
“lamenting his death by crying, smearing their faces with dust, beating their breasts, and

29404

chanting songs about the chivalric exploits of their defunct master. The legendary

Anushirvan, exemplary Sassanian king of the Shahnama, mentioned in his will that “it
would be right if all who are noble and benevolent would weep for the death of their

29405

king.

400 Simon Price, “From Noble Funerals to Divine Cult: The Consecration of
Roman Emperors,” in Cannadine and Price (eds.), pp.62-3.

1 Lila Abu-Lughod, “Islam and the Gendered Discourses of Death,”
International Journal of Middle East Studies, vol.25, no.2 (May 1993), p.190.

402 Franchi de Cavalieri, “I Funerali ed il Sepolcro di Constantino

Magno,”Melanges d’Archeologie et d’Histoire, vol.36 (1916), pp.208-9. Giilru
Necipoglu points out the similarity between the funeral of Constantine and Mehmed 11
in Dynastic Imprints on the Cityscape, p.27.

93 Dede Korkut Oguznameleri, p.192.
104 As quoted in Necipoglu, Dynastic Imprints on the Cityscape, p.26.

95 Abolqasem Ferdowsi, Shahnameh: The Persian Book of Kings, Dick Davis
(trans) (New York: Penguin Books, 2007), p.716.
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Such acts of extreme grief are related by contemporary writers. According to
Nasuh, the crowd threw soil on their faces and beat their breasts upon seeing the
coffin.**® Sa‘di relates the lamenting people scratching their chests crying their livers

407
out.

According to Celalzade, the people participating in the funeral in Istanbul “cried
a river.”*”® Celalzade tells that when the guards at the camp learned about the death of
Sultan Selim, they tossed their headgear on the ground and started wailing and
lamenting. Moreover, the tents in the camp were turned upside down.*”

Unlike the inappropriateness of heavy mourning behavior by the successor in
some other courtly cultures,*'® Ottoman accounts demonstrate that it is perfectly normal
for the successor not only to attend the funeral but to grieve. Contemporary accounts
also give an impression of Siilleyman’s conduct during the funeral. However, his
mourning behavior is different from the violent demonstration of grief of others.
Siileyman is never seen lamenting, wailing, beating his chest or in any other violent
behavior. Having accepted his father’s death as the will of God, thus as something to be

accepted and endured,411 he cries in a noble manner. The chaotic wailing of lamenters

creates a contrast to the calm tears of Siilleyman which suggests a contrast between

406 Nasuh, 9b.

7 Sa‘di (SN), 112a: “... ol rendneler nglar ¢ekiib bagirlarin pare pare,
cigerlerin serha serha eylediler.”

408 Tabakat, 25b: “ménend-i Nil”

409 1bid, 24b.

*19 The reason for this principle would be to disassociate the ruler from the idea of

death. For example, Romans thought that the new emperor as representative of the state
should be protected from the taint of death. Price, “From Noble Funerals to Divine
Cult,” pp.66-8. Also see Bryant, The King and the City, p.86. Writing in 1594, Jacques
de la Guesle, avocat du roi, argued: “The presence of kings must be accompanied with
joy and happiness; for this reason they are not accustomed to be at the obsequies of their
predecessors, not even the son of those of his father, it is not being fitting to their sacred
persons to associate themselves with things funeral.” Giesey, The Royal Funeral
Ceremony, p.49. In Francis I's funeral, for example, the new king watched the
ceremonies hidden at a distance. In the French case, this resulted mainly from the
conception that until burial the deceased king was considered alive. Thus, the new king
needed to be invisible because the presence of two kings would create confusion.
Edward Muir, Ritual in Early Modern Europe (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1997), p.45.

4l See, for example, Nasuh, 10a.
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chaos and order. His behavior seems to be more in accordance with tradition of the

Prophet*'

compared to the violent mourning of others — though contemporary
chronicles make no comments about this. Nasuh mentions that Siileyman “cried a river”
as he met his father’s body.*"> Sa‘di also mentions Siileyman’s crying in a very poetical
way using the conventional “pearl” metaphor for tears.*'* However sincere these tears
were, they should also be seen as “performative tears” meaning that they were shed at a

“ritualized social situation” and had a discursive effect.*"”

In this context, Siileyman’s
tears places him in a social position where as a son he cries for the loss of his father.
This serves as a way of marking dynastic succession emphasizing the father-son
relationship. The nobility of his weeping as opposed to the violent grieving of others
places him in a political position where as a ruler he is in control of himself. This
contrast serves as a way of differentiating him from the common people who are unable
to control themselves.

The transformative nature of the funeral can be traced through the timing of

416 The formal ceremonial

participants’ putting on and taking off of “mourning attire.
nature of the funeral is stressed with the uniformity of costume. Black appears to be the
symbol of mourning as this color is generally associated with sadness, fear,
helplessness, death and total passivity in various cultures.*'” Analyzing the funeral

representations in Shahnamas produced at various locations and times between the

12 As the tradition goes, when a son of the Prophet died, he cried. When people
asked him “You, too?” he replied by saying that it was mercy and compassion, (upon
death) the eye cries and the heart is sad, God tolerates that. See, Karaman, “Oliim, Olii,
Defin ve Merasimler,” p.5. This article provides a useful summary of Islamic rules
about funerals and mourning based on the Quran and the traditions of the Prophet.

413 Nasuh, 10b.

4 Sa‘di (SN), 112a: “Hazret-i padisah-1 ‘4lem-pendh yamina inicek, kulzum-1
cesm-i zahdrindan bi-hadd alay-1 abddr dokiib, ser-i tabiitina esk-i hasretden akgeler
nisar itdiler.”

15 On the discursive function of tears, see Gary L. Ebersole, “The Function of
Weeping Revisited: Affective Expression and Moral Discourse,” History of Religions,
Vol. 39, no.3 (Feb., 2000), p.214.

*® The change in attire as a signifier of change of mood or status is also

commonly employed in accounts of war. See, Chapter 5, pp.375, 407.

47 Hiilya Tafli, “Number, Color and Animal Mysticism in Beowulf and The

Book of Dedem Korkut,” Turkish Studies, vol.3, no.1 (Winter 2008), p.107.
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fourteenth and sixteenth centuries, Serpil Bagci has come up with three colors of
mourning: blue, purple and black. Bagci demonstrates that although the colors of
mourning are not necessarily mentioned in the texts of these works, the miniatures
display consistency regarding color of mourning attire. She points to the clarity of the
association of these colors with mourning in the common tradition and visual memory

% 1t is possible to trace the association of black with

of the painters and readers alike.
mourning in former Turkic customs as well. The famous Book of Dede Korkud provides
such instances; for example, when Uruz the son of Kazan fell prisoner and people took
him for dead, Kazan told that his friends wore black as well as his wife.*" Likewise,
when the news of Beyrek’s death reached his home, his wife and his companions wore
black and blue.**’

As far as the funeral of Selim I is concerned, Nasuh mentions that the ranking
officers of the household troops wore black during the funeral. Nasuh also states that
Siileyman also wore mourning attire. In the poem that follows, the author mentions that
the Sultan was dressed in black.**! Celalzade, too, describes Siileyman as “dressed in

mourning  attire.”**

Kemalpasazade describes Siileyman’s attire employing
conventional literary motifs like the tulip and the daffodil. The author tells that when

Siileyman received the news of his father’s corpse approaching the city, he changed

418 Serpil Bagc1, “Islam Toplumlarinda Matemi Simgeleyen Renkler: Mavi, Mor,
Siyah,” in Bacqué-Grammont and Tibet (eds.), vol.2, p.163-8. Accounts on the funeral
of Constantine the Great mention that his son Costanzo attended the funeral in
mourning attire, without the diadem or any other insignia except for a soldier’s cloak,
Cavalieri, “I Funerali ed il Sepolcro di Constantino Magno,” p.231.

9 Dede Korkut Oguznameleri, p.269: “[Seni bilen] beg ogullari / Ag ¢ikard,
kara geydi [seniin icin] / Kaza benzer kiz geliniim / Ag ¢cikardi, kara geydi seniin igcin.”

20 Ibid, p-192: “Kaza benzer kiz gelini / Ag ¢ikardi, kara geydi... / Kirk elli yigit
kara geyiib gok sarindilar.”

21 Nasuh, 10a-b: “... ve mdtem libaslarin hemciin leyl giyiib durdi... ‘azd-yi siah
iciin giymis siyehler....” The word ‘azd (s!)=) seems to function in two ways.
According to Redhouse, the word means mourning and patience under a loss of death.
Another meaning of the word implies the assertion of the relationship of a son to a
person.

422 Tabakat, 25b: “... libas-1 métem ile miilebbes...”
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both his outfit and his countenance.**’ Putting on mourning attire or wearing black is
also employed in the metaphorical sense to emphasize the sense of sorrow and grief.
Ada‘i, for example, mentions that “the golden-attired sun turned black.”***

While accounts focus on grief and sorrow caused by loss and the implication of
partial destruction of the social equilibrium, this sense of grief had to be removed to
give way to the sense of a new beginning, or restoring of order. This has to do with
asserting the belief of continuity which Maurice Bloch describes as “a reassertion of the
vanquishing and victorious order where authority has its legitimate place.”** The
removal of grief after the funeral is reflected in Celalzade’s account, for example,
through the change in attire: “they took off the mourning garments and were rewarded
with kingly robes.”**°

This change of mood is observed after the burial. Accounts tell that a temporary
tent was erected above the grave until a mausoleum was constructed.*”’ The domed tent
is an ancient emblem of royalty. Temporary burial in a tent is a Turco-Mongolian

3.8 It was also

custom, earliest known reference relating to the funeral of Attila in 45
an Arabic custom. According to tradition, this was applied for the first time during the
Prophet’s daughter Zainab’s funeral. It was so hot that they felt the need to protect the
grave diggers from the sun. The practice followed on, for example, the widow of a
grandson of Ali kept a tent over his deceased husband’s grave for a year. When
Abdullah b. Abbas was buried in the mosque at Taif, a tent was put over his grave.**

In dynastic monarchies, royal tombs function to commemorate, exalt, and

legitimize the dynasty. Examples of huge edifices as such can be observed in various

453 KPZ, X:23: “... tagyir-i hey’et ve tebdil-i kisvet idiib, seb-i deycir icinde mah-
1 piir-nir gibi libds-1 mdtemle lale-ves-i sine-i piir-diid ve nergis-var-1 dide-i piir-
nemle...”

24 Bilgen, Ada'i-yi Sirazi ve Selim-Namesi, p.222 [Persian text, p.189].

2 Palgi and Abramovitch, “Death: A Cross-Cultural Perspective”, p.392.
% Tabakat, 26a.

421 See, for example, Celalzade (SN), p.222.

428 Necipoglu, Dynastic Imprints on the Cityscape, p.29.

429 A. S. Tritton, “Muslim Funeral Customs,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental
Studies, University of London, vol. 9, no. 3 (1938), p. 658.
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dynastic traditions both in the West and the East; however modes of representation
vary. A major difference concerning the burial space between the Ottomans and the
French, for example, highlights distinct approaches to the manifestation of dynastic
continuity through ancestral tombs. St. Denis was the dynastic burial monument of the
French kings. When Philip I [d.1108] chose to be buried at the Abbey of St. Benoit-sur-
Loire, his decision was taken as a token of modesty. Abbot Suger, on the other hand,
associated this preference not with modesty, but with the fear of being obscured among
so many illustrious kings.**" Having one single dynastic burial monument may have
been a way to emphasize the continuity of the dynasty,”' but Ottomans resorted to a
different practice. Tombs of Ottoman sultans have generally been built by their
successors in the proximity of the mosque complexes they have founded during their
lifetime. When we look at those built in Istanbul prior to the death of Sultan Siilleyman,

h.**? In other words, the

it is possible to see that they are lined up as to form an arc
message of dynastic continuity is not embodied in one single monument, but extends
into a sequential group of monuments. As such they are considered proclamations of
Ottoman dynastic legitimacy in architectural and ceremonial terms. Pointing out to the
dissimilarity of this practice to other Islamic societies, Giilru Necipoglu asserts that
“unlike other Islamic tombs, often built by living monarchs to glorify their self-image,
these tombs erected by reigning sons to commemorate the dead fathers served to
accentuate a continuous chain of dynastic succession.”**> Ottoman sultanic tombs have
also been interpreted as reinforcing the “commemorative character of the mosque” as a
device to ensure that the memory of its founder lived on. Howard Crane argues that
these imperial mosque complexes served as “settings for the expression of a set of
legitimizing values.” Crane lists religious zeal, charity, justice, permanence, learning
and wisdom among these values which he finds central to the political ideology of the

Ottoman dynasty, pointing out that these values were also central to the Perso-Islamic

430 Giesey, The Royal Funeral Ceremony, p.30.
1 Bertelli, The King’s Body, p.215.

2 See Appendix 6.

433 Necipoglu, Dynastic Imprints on the Cityscape, p.33. In the Shahnama,

Anushirvan instructs his so to “build [him] a tomb like a palace.” Ferdowsi,
Shahnameh, p.716.
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ideals with “which the Ottomans sought to associate themselves.” ***

Bringing together
mosque, tomb and social complex also linked the deceased sultans with institutionalized
Islam.* Discussing the traditional proximity of the sultanic tomb to the imperial mosqe
complex, Crane asserts that this association reinforced “the appearance of the founder’s
piety as well as make explicit the commemorative aspect of these ensembles.”**°

In previous cases, all deceased sultans already founded their mosque complexes
themselves. At this point, things get complicated regarding the founder of the mosque
complex of Sultan Selim. Some modern scholars tend to agree that Selim I already
begun the construction of the mosque.””’ Stephan Yerasimos, on the other hand,
qualifies the mosque as the first architectural work of Siileyman.*® While the

inscription of the mosque implies that construction was begun with the order of Selim

#* Howard Crane, “The Sultan’s Mosques: Icons of Imperial Legitimacy,” in The

Ottoman City and Its Parts: Urban Structure and Social Order, 1.A. Bierman, R. A.
Abou-el-Haj and D. Preziosi (eds.) (New Rochelle, N.Y.: A.D. Caratzas, 1991), p.227.

3 Ibid, p.208, 225.
¢ Ibid, p.208.

7 According to Crane, construction of the mosque was begun by Selim I perhaps
with the intention to commemorate his conquest of Egypt and with the intention of a
larger scale complex. Ibid, p.181. Dogan Kuban agrees with this view saying that Selim
I started the construction of his mosque himself, the mosque being completed by his son
Siileyman in 1522. Dogan Kuban, Istanbul Bir Kent Tarihi: Bizantion,
Konstantinopolis, Istanbul, Zeynep Rona (trans.) (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi, 1996), p.237.
Modern literature seems to have followed Evliya Celebi on the matter. According to
Evliya, Siileyman on his accession completed the unfinished mosque of his father,
doing this in the name of his father. Evliya Celebi, 1:61: “Ba‘dehu Islambol’a
geliib[Selim] sene 926 tarihinde ‘Omr kemdnin yasdi esdsa miibdseret olunub nda-tamam
kalan cdmi‘in mihrab1 oOnindeki kubbe-i mahbit-1 piir-envdar icinde medfiindur...
[Siileyman] validi mdcidinin esasinda na-tamam kalan cami’in itmamina bezli ihtimam
itdi... pederi ‘azizinin kabri piir-envarimin kurbinda pederi namiyla sene seb‘a ve isrin
ve tisa-mi ‘ede siiril itdi ve sene seldse ve seldsin ve tis ‘a-miede itmdm olindi.”

38 Stefanos Yerasimos, Istanbul: Imparatorluklar Baskenti, Ela Giintekin and
Aysegiil Sonmezay (trans) (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yaynlari, 2000), p.250. Perhaps
in line with this second line of thought, Hadikatii’l-Cevami states that the tomb was
built along with the mosque, that the founder was Sultan Siileyman and that the mosque
was completed in Muharram 929. Hadikatii’l-Cevami, p.54. According to this account,
the complex included a soup kitchen [imdret], a kitchen [tabhdne], a school [mekteb]
and a college [medrese].
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1" contemporary chronicles agree and even stress that it was Siileyman who ordered

the construction of both the tomb and the mosque complex. If we agree with Crane that
imperial mosques were significant settings for various functions and values that the

Ottoman sultans wished to associate themselves with,**

who gets the credit in this
case? Judging by the accounts of the contemporaries, the credit was given to Siileyman
at the time. Celalzade simply informs that Siileyman later had a large dome, a mosque
and a soup kitchen made at this father’s burial place.**' According to the account of
Kemalpasazade, over the burial place construction of a large dome was ordered, as well
as a mosque, a soup kitchen, and a guesthouse nearby. Architects and builders were
appointed for the job, materials were gathered and an “auspicious” hour was designated
for the beginning of construction.*** Bostan provides a similar account, placing the

beginning of construction before the 1521 campaign.**’

The author dates the completion
and inauguration of the mosque of Selim I after Sultan Siileyman’s return from the 1526
campaign. According to Bostan, on the first Friday of Ramadan the first prayer was
called and the first public feast at the imaret given. The hutbe was also called in the
name of the Sultan.*** Sa‘di notes that the construction was still going on as he was
writing. Although the completion date of Sa‘di’s manuscript is not known, it should be
later than 1522 since his account continues till Ibrahim Pagsa’s return from Egypt in

1525 and Hayrbay is mentioned as deceased [merhiim] in various places.**’

% Tahsin Oz, Istanbul Camileri I-II, vol.1, 3" edition (Ankara: TTK, 1997),
p-129: “Emere bi-ingai hazel cami 2’g-serif Sultanii’l- ‘Gzam elekrem Seyyid-i selatinii’l-
‘Arab ve’l-‘Acem, mdalikii’l-berreyn ve’l-bahreyn, hadimii’l-haremeynii’s-serifeyn es-
sultan ibnii’s-sultan Sultdn Selim Han ibnii’s Sultdn Bayezid Han ibnii’s Sultan Ebu’l-
feth Sultan Mehmed Han — halledaalahu miilkehu ve Sultdnehu — ve temme zaliki’l-
imaretii’l-miibareket fi gurre-i sehr-i Muharremii’l-haram liseneti tis’a ve ‘isrin ve
tis ‘amiye.”

440 Crane, “The Sultan’s Mosques,” p.206

M1 Celalzade (SN), p.222: “Sonradan hazreti Padigah[-1] sa‘ddet-intizim
iizerlerine kubbe-i ‘dli ve cami’-i cennet-makdm ve ‘imdret-i giizin-i hayr-encam
yvapdilar.”

2 Kp7, X:24-5.
3 Bostan (TSK), 12a-b.

444 Bostan (MK), 79b.
3 For the continuing construction, see Sa‘di (SN), 113a: “haliya yapilmaktadir
insallah.” For Hayrbay as “deceased” see for example, ibid, 119b.
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Some modern scholars have argued that the mosque and mausoleum of Sultan
Selim is far away from the center of the city. In this respect, the location isolates the
complex from the main axis stretching from the imperial palace through the Divanyolu

to Edirnekap1.**°

This ceremonial route passes along the major imperial mosques,
namely Hagia Sophia, Bayezid I, Mehmed II and the later Sehzade. Although this
assertion may seem reasonable, when seen in relation to the previous complexes along
the route from the Palace, the location of the complex of Selim I completes an arch in
the middle of which the later Siileymaniye stands. Furthermore, the complex is less than
a kilometer far from the complex of Mehmed II; and it is clearly visible from the
Golden Horn. Contemporary chronicles also place the location of the complex in the

447 Later chronicles show that the so-called “isolation” of the mausoleum did not

City.
hinder new sultans visiting the tomb on special occasions such as the ancestral tomb
visits on accession. Murad III, for example, first visited the tomb of Ayyub and then re-
entered the city from Edirnekapi. He first visited the tomb of Selim I, followed by those
of Mehmed II, Sehzade Mehmed, Siilleyman, Bayezid and lastly his father Selim II’s

tomb in Hagia Sophia.**®

The Safavi ambassador who arrived in Istanbul following the
death of Sultan Siileyman was kept in the city for three days before being transferred to
Edirne to greet the new sultan. He was deliberately taken to see the mosques of Sultan

Siileyman and Sultan Selim 1.*** Such visits involving the mosque and the mausoleum

446 See, for example, Yerasimos, Istanbul, p.250.

7 Celalzade (SN), p.222: “... derin-1 Kostantiniyye'de olan...”; Sa‘di (SN),
111a: “miydn-1 sehirde olan...” The location of the mosque may also be significant in a
symbolic sense, as the mosque and the mausoleum stand where the Byzantine Bonos
Palace used to stand. Oz, Istanbul Camileri, v.1, p-130. Some contemporary chronicles
name the palace Mirza Saray:. See, Celalzade (SN), p.222; Sa‘di, 111a.

48 Selaniki, 1:106. The new sultan’s ritual visitation of the tombs of his ancestors
following his accession was a ritual aimed at legitimating the deceased sultan’s
successor by stressing his noble royal lineage “that turned the whole empire into the
inherited legacy of a single family.” See, Necipoglu, Dynastic Imprints on the
Cityscape, p.33. In this sense, the mosque and mausoleum of Selim I was an inalienable
part of this legitimation ritual. Among the contemporary sources I have consulted, only
Sa‘di talks about Siileyman visiting the tombs of his ancestors. This visit took place on
the day he arrived when he also went to inspect the burial place of his father. Sa‘di
(SN), 11a-b. Accounts on the accession of Selim II, which was far more complicated
than Siileyman’s, mention the tomb visits. See, for example, Selaniki, 1:43.

49 Selaniki, 1:69.
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of Selim I confirm the significance attached to the complex as an inevitable link in the
architectural and ceremonial visualization of the dynastic chain.

If we regard the burial as a “rite of separation” with the markers of separation
such as the coffin and the grave, the alms and meals offered after the funeral can be
regarded as a “rite of incorporation.” Following Arnold van Gennep’s definition, the
purpose would be “to re-unite all surviving members of the group with each other... in
the same way that a chain which has been broken by the disappearance of one of its
links must be rejoined.”*" The funeral is also associated with feeding the poor. In a
universal sense, it is the duty of a ruler to make sure his subjects are fed properly. Thus,
the meal after the funeral signifies one last attempt to provide for the needs of the

451

people.™ " In return for the meal, prayers are ensured for the deceased. I shall once again

to Georges Duby and the funeral of William Marshall:

The body is no longer seen. It has disappeared under the earth to rot there in
peace, carefully boxed. However, though invisible it still manifests its power
once again, and sumptuously so. In the most earthly manner — nourishing,
presenting food and drink, giving others occasion to rejoice. According to
custom, it presides over a final banquet, as the master of the house, the
seigneur who is never better loved than when he distributes bread and wine.
He has told his heir that he desires that one hundred poor men be present, and
be fed. Let them eat and drink with him. Or rather, from him. For such indeed
is the function of these posthumous agapes: the dead man’s soul requires that
the living pray for it, and the food distributed after the burial can be regarded
as the payment for these prayers, perhaps even more profoundly, as their
equivalent.”?

Public meals and distribution of alms following Selim I’s burial can be seen in
this respect. These acts not only publicize the piety of the Sultan, but also suggest an
implication of wealth and abundance at the beginning of a reign. All contemporary
accounts emphasize the sense of prosperity after the distribution of alms. For example,

according to Sa'di, so much was distributed by the Sultan that day that no sign of

0 Van Gennep, “Rites of Passage,” p.220.

451 During the funeral of Charles VIII of France in 1498, for example, as the

procession of the king’s body marched to Paris, stewards served food to people on the
way, “even as hitherto by the king in his life-time.” Giesey, The Royal Funeral
Ceremony, p.166.

*2 Duby, William Marshall, p.23-4.
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poverty was left.*>® Kemalpasazade also underlines that after the alms and meals, there

were no more hungry or needy people.**
Accession was generally legitimized only after the funeral of the deceased

455

ruler.”” In this sense, the ultimate transference of sovereign power occurred thereafter.

The Shahnama, for example, provides such an instance as “Dara grieved for his father’s

29456

death, and exalted the royal crown of Persia above the sun. Following the Shahnama

manner, Ada‘i asserts that “after Siileyman grieved for his father, he made the throne

29457

his seat. There are implications in some chronicles about the transference of ruling

458
1.

power following the funera Liitfi Pasa, for example, after offering their condolences

the people congratulated Sultan Siileyman on his acquiring sovereignty.”’ Celalzade’s

account, too, reflects the actual transfer of sovereign power only after the funeral:

After the burial was completed and that sun was placed under ground, the
considerations of his majesty and valor reached the end, the universe turned
into paradise with the joy-giving face of the young Shah and Konstantiniyye
turned into a display of beauties with the smile-generating face of the blessed
monarch [Hiidavendigar-1 kam-kar]. With the help of God, without any harm
coming to peace and security, with everyone at peace, at the time of changing
of the sultanate and transference of caliphate, with the eyes of mischief and
strife asleep, the people were overcome by a festive mood and the people of
the world rejoiced.*®

3 Sa‘di (SN), 113a.

BKPZ, X:24

3 Eroglu, Sehzadelik Kurumu, p.99.
¢ Ferdowsi, Shahnameh, p.456.

7 Abdiisselam Bilgen, Ada'i-yi Sirazi ve Selim-Namesi, p.223 [Persian text, 189].

458 . . . . .
For a general discussion of sovereign power being actualized after the funeral,

see Eroglu, Sehzadelik Kurumu, p.99.

9 Liitfi Pasa, p.243: “Sultan Siileyman’a babasi iciin ‘azd serdyitin yerine
getiiriib pddisahlik miibdrek olsun didiler.”

40 Tabakat, 26a: “Tedfin emri tamam olub ol afitdbi zir-i zemine pinhdn
itdiklerinden sonra, sevket ii sehametleri nihdyet ii encama mii’eddi olub, ‘arsa-i cihdn
cemal-i meserret-efzd-yt Sdh-1 nev-civdan ile cennet-dyin, giilizdr-1 cennet-etvar-1
Kostantiniyye diddr-1 behcet-asar-1 Hiidavendigar-1 kamkar ile manend-i nigaristan
ceyn oldi. ‘Inayetullah ile emn ii dmana fiitur gelmeyiib, herkes kemal-i huziirda tebdil-i
saltanat ve tahvil-i hildfet eyyanunda ‘ayin-i fitne vii fesid nd’im oldugindan kalub
endma siiriir-1 tam miistevli olub, halk-1 cihdn handan ii sadmdn oldr.”
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A eulogy written on the death of Sultan Selim and accession of Sultan Siileyman
demonstrates the simultaneous grief and joy, occasioned by the demise of one and the
accession of the other respectively. The poem starts by asking “where has Sultan Selim
gone” and ends by saying “it is the era of Sultan Siileyman.” The first part of the poem
is a praised remembrance of Sultan Selim whereby the poet lists especially the military
qualities of the deceased sultan. Seeing Sultan Selim as a remedy to every trouble, the
poet is apparently trying to cope with the loss, emphasizing this loss by repeating the
phrase “Kani Sultan Selim kani” several times. As the poem moves on, we are
introduced with a new hope; the poet states his good wishes for the son of the deceased
sultan. At this point, he wishes a long life for the successor though not abandoning the
sense of grief over the loss: “Sultan Siileyman sag olsun, kani Sultan Selim kani.” Only
in the last third of the poem does the poet leave the loss behind and hail the new era.
Unlike the first two parts where Sultan Selim is appraised, the third part concentrates on
expectations from the new sultan. These expectations are focused on the generosity of
the new sultan, which can easily be associated with the accession. The eulogy comes to
an end with the decisive phrase: “It is the era of Sultan Siilleyman” [Sultan Siileyman

devridir]. Thus, the transformation in the mind of the poet is complete.*'

2.2.4 The Enthronement

Enthronement marks the last ritual phase of Siileyman’s accession. The
enthronement consists of two main stages. The first stage is when the various office
holders and household members present their loyalty through kissing the hand of the
sultan, the ritual ceremony of the bi‘dt. The second stage is the issuing of the official
proclamation to provinces and other interested parties, which registers the sovereign
rights of the sultan.

A ritual ceremony is by default a formal event. As such the enthronement
incorporates certain actions “performed by authorized people with respect to eligible

persons or entities under proper -circumstances in accordance with proper

1 TSA, E.845/19, see Appendix 7. The author appears to be a member of the

military who previously held a post in Rumelia, but was out of the office at the time. He
takes the opportunity to ask for an office through the poem.
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462
procedures.”

Besides being repetitive and stereotyped, a ritual is likely to occur at a
special place*® which is the Palace in our case. Rituals also involve special objects. The
main object defining the bi‘at as a ritual is the throne in our case. A scrutinizing reading
of the narratives of the Ottoman chronicles brings to mind another question. So far we
have dwelled upon the urgency to attain the throne which happened to be in Istanbul in
order to attain the sovereign authority. This sounds pretty much as if the throne was the
essence. On the other hand, the statements of contemporary authors reflect a valuation
of the throne with the presence of its possessor. Celalzade, for instance, talks of
Siileyman’s “honoring with his fortune-augmenting shade the throne which remained
without soul” upon the death of Sultan Selim and “adorning the world-protecting throne
and the felicitous Ottoman seat with his world-beautifying face.”*** Sa‘di describes the
situation as “like his [Selim’s] body without soul and his figure without life, his throne
and realm were left desolate.”*®

We have mentioned previously that Siileyman did not ascend on the throne with a
coronation or investiture rite. Contemporary Ottoman accounts do not provide a solid
day for the enthronement. Defining and timing a single obedience ceremony is also
rather difficult. However, it is possible to find a ceremonial moment of obedience in an
enthronement event related by the chronicles. Although no exact date is provided for
this event, the accounts of the enthronement follow that of the funeral; therefore it
should have been taken place right after the funeral or on the next day. There seems to

have been some kind of obedience ritual on the day of arrival.*® Sa‘di, for example,

places the enthronement on the day of arrival. According to the author, Siilleyman

492 Rappaport, “The Obvious Aspects of Ritual,” in Grimes (ed), p.431. See also,

Goffman, “Interaction Ritual: Deference and Demeanor,” in Grimes (ed.), p.269.

93 Ibid, p.428. For ritual space also see, Gregor T. Goethals, “Ritual Ceremony

and Super-Sunday,” in Grimes (ed.), p.258.
% Tabakat, 25a.

495 Sa‘di (SN), 107a: “Taht ii miilki beden-i bi-rith ve cism-i bi-cam gibi hali
kalmisdir.”

¢ Ertug refers to the gathering in the first day as spontaneous. Based on the

Hiinername, she places the actual “enthronement” ceremony on the day after the arrival.
Zeynep Tarmm Ertug, XVI. Yiizyil Osmanli Devleti'nde Ciiliis ve Cenaze Torenleri
(Ankara: Kiiltiir Bakanligi, 1999), p.49.
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ascended a pulpit [kiirsi] and showed himself to the public.*”’ Celdlzdde mentions
Siileyman being seated on the throne as he arrived in Istanbul, as well. According to the
author, as Siileyman ascended the throne, Piri Pasa gave orders for the ‘ulemd and the
soldiers to be ready to kiss the sultan’s hand at the imperial divdn next day. The next
day, according to the author, after the prayer at dawn, the Sultan got out and sat on the

9 <

exalted throne [taht-1 mu‘alla]. Following “ancient custom” ‘ulemd, miiderrisin, fuzdala

468

and servants kissed his hand to salute his reign.”~ Nasuh mentions that Siileyman

“ascended the throne in his father’s stead on 18 Shawwal”*®

signifying the day after his
arrival. A letter from Ragusa dated 21 October to Venice, states that Selim’s son
Suliman came to Constantinople peacefully and on the first day of October assumed the
crown of the Imperio without anyone being harmed.”” A letter dated 4 October from
Constantinople by the Venetian bailo Contarini confirmed the trouble-free accession
Siileyman.*’! Contarini reports that Sileyman went to the Palace upon his arrival
accompanied by his slaves and the janissaries. He rode between the Agha and the Kadi.
He was presented with the obedience of those present, as well as that of the viziers who
dismounted to present fealty. This, according to Contarini, was the day before the
funeral.*"?

The ceremonial aspects involved in the event emphasize a renewal of the pre-
existing political status quo as well as a reconfirmation of previous obligations and
privileges. In other words, the “state” is renewed with the accession of each ruler, also
implying a contractual mechanism. With the phase of the enthronement ceremony of

Siileyman we witness the culmination of the accession process whereby the “cosmic

order that the death of the previous monarch had broke was renewed.”*”” A

%7 Sa‘di (SN), 110b.
48 Celalzade (SN), p.221; Tabakat, 25a-26a.
469 Nasuh, 11a.

470 Sanuto, 29:342. Also see, Cambini, p.75.: “... coronato senza opposzione
alcuna Imperatore pacificamente con gratia grandissima, et universal di tutti popoli...”

47! Sanuto, 29:353.
Y72 Ibid, 384-5.

473 For the renewal concept see, Bertelli, The King’s Body, p.36. For the Ottoman

conception, see Murphey, Exploring Ottoman Sovereignty, pp.100-1.
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contemporary expression of the dual concept of disruption and renewal of “state” in
each period of succession exemplified clearly by Ada‘i. The author states that Selim’s
person was the life of the realm, and the continuity of the contract of the realm
depended on his presence. Thus, when he [Selim] was gone, “the body of the realm
remained lifeless.*’* Ada‘i stresses that “throne of the sultanate remained without a
ruler” upon Selim’s death,*’”” he immediately informs that although “the father is gone;
the world is left to the son, the rose garden left to the productive branch.”*"® Then, Ada‘i
expresses that “the state acquired validity when Siileyman sat on the throne.”*”’

Contracts often accompany rites of passage.*’® According to Cemal Kafadar, bi‘at
is not merely a matter of kissing hands, but the expression of a contract involving the
higher ranks of the ruling elite.””” Ertug defines the homage as subjects approving the
ruler individually.*® The bi‘ar [bay‘a] in Islamic monarchical tradition can be regarded
as the counter part of the oath in Western coronations. On the accession of Mamluk
sultans, for example, amirs and others would take an oath of allegiance to the ruler as
sovereign after which the sultan would be enthroned.*®'

The ‘bi‘dat involves a very specific act of deference, namely hand-kissing. This is
a bodily act which requires the participant to kneel down before the recipient. The
participant is not merely stating his subordination, but physically displaying/visualizing

it without leaving room for ambiguity. In other words, “[he] identifies his inseparable,

14 Bilgen, Ada'i-yi Sirazi ve Selim-Namesi, p.219 [Persian text, p.186-7]: “Viiciidi

ki biid-1 himme can-1 miilk / Bidii biid payende peyman-1 miilk / Bereft ii ten-i miilk ez
can be-mdned.”

73 Ibid, p.220 [Persian text, p.187]: “Bi-sah siid taht-1 sehin-sahi.”

Y6 Ibid, p-221 [Persian text, p.188]: “Peder reft ve giti be-ferzend maned /
Giilistan be-sdh-1 beriimend maned.”

17 Ibid, p-221 [Persian text, p.188]: “Neset ii ez ii did devlet-revac.”
78 Le Goff, “A Coronation Program for the Age of Saint Louis,” p.48.

9 Cemal Kafadar, “Eyiip’te Kili¢ Kusanma Térenleri,” in Eyiip: Diin/Bugiin,
Tiilay Artan (ed.) (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi, 1994), p.53.
*0 Ertug, Ciiliis ve Cenaze Torenleri, p.145.

1 Holt, “The Position and Power of the Mamluk Sultan,” p.238 and p.241.
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indispensable and enduring body with his subordination.”*** Acts of deference, by
definition:
contain a kind of promise, expressing in truncated form the actor’s avowal
and pledge to treat the recipient in a particular way in the on-going activity.
The pledge affirms that the expectations and obligations of the recipient, both
substantive and ceremonial will be allowed and supported by the actor. Actors

thus promise to maintain the conception of self that the recipient has built up
from the rules he is involved in.**’

An obedience ceremony dramatizes the transference of authority. As
organizations can be represented symbolically, a person’s allegiance to an organization
can be represented symbolically.*® Along with establishing who has the ultimate
authority, this ceremony also defines the degrees of authority along the political and
social hierarchy. In other words, it ritually defines and manifests the power relations
between people.*® Participants in such a ceremony through acting as expected transmit
two levels of messages, one ‘“concerning their own current physical, psychic, or
sometimes social states to themselves and to other participants” and one referring to

“86 In this

“processes or entities outside the ritual” which reflects an enduring state.
respect, when an official kisses the hand of the new sultan he demonstrates his
allegiance to the new sultan as well as his acceptance of the set of ties and values the
sultan represents. He demonstrates this allegiance not only to the sultan, but also to
other participants. Thus, while on the first level the bi‘dr indicates the confirmation of
Sultan Siileyman’s right to rule, on the second level it is the confirmation and
reproduction of the current political system and world view. The whole process is a
public act of acceptance of a public order visible both to the witnesses and to the

performer himself, which is not to be confused with the participants’ private states of

belief. Ritual, in this sense shows the rule and the norm upon which public order is

82 Rappaport, “The Obvious Aspects of Ritual,” p.434-5.

3 Goffman, “Interaction Ritual: Deference and Demeanor,” pp.271

484 Kertzer, Ritual, Politics and Power, p.16.

"5 Ibid, p.104. The repetition of phrases such as yerli yerinde in Ottoman

accounts attests to this fact beneath the surface reading of order.

486 3 . ¢ : ¢ .
For “idexical message” and ‘“canonical message” see Rappaport, “The Obvious

Aspects of Ritual,” p.429-30.
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based. Theoretically, refusal to participate is always an option — participation resting to
some degree upon choice.*® On the other hand, sixteenth century Ottoman politics
would probably not leave much space for opting non-participation.

An indispensable part of the enthronement was the distribution of money, gifts
and promotions which marked the renewal of the contract between the Sultan and his
“servants.” As standard procedure, such distribution is exemplified in the Shahnama,
for instance at the enthronement of Dara: “Then he opened his father’s treasuries,
summoned his warrior, and distributed their pay. He raised the stipend of those who had
received four coins to eight, paying one man with a goblet full of coins, another with a
bowlful.”**

Modern research on gift-giving, in the very different context of consumerism,
agrees that gifts are “agents of social exchange and communication” and are “used to
establish or maintain social roles” as well as “help strengthen social ties.”*** Gift-giving
in the context of pre-modern societies, furthermore function as a mode of

redistribution*™” and as a bonding device*' to create moral obligation.*”* Being public

7 Ibid, p.433-4.
8 Ferdowsi, Shahnameh, p.456.

9 Tina M. Lowrey, Cele Otnes and Kevin Robbins, “Values Influencing
Christmas Gift Giving: An Interpretive Study,” in Gift Giving: A Research Anthology,
Cele Otnes and Richard F. Beltramini (eds.) (Ohio: Bowling Green State University
Popular Press, 1996), p.37; David Cheal, “Gifts in Contemporary North America”, in
ibid, p.86 (pp.85-97); Mary Ann McGrath and Basil Englis, “Intergenerational Gift
Giving in Subcultural Wedding Celebrations: The Ritual Audience as Cash Cow,” in
ibid, p.123.

40 pierre Bourdieu, “Selections from the Logic of Practice,” in The Logic of the
Gift: Toward an Ethic of Generosity, Alan A. Schrift (ed.) (New York and London:
Routledge, 1997), p.217; Cheal, “Gifts in Contemporary North America”, p.92.

491 Cheal, “Gifts in Contemporary North America,” p.92; Marc Bloch, Feudal
Society, L.A. Manyon (trans.), vol.1 (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1961),
p.163: “The liberality of the chief towards his war-companions seemed so essential a
part of the bond between them that frequently, in the Carolingian age, the bestowal of a
few gifts — a horse, arms, jewels — was an almost invariable complement to the gesture
of personal submission. One of the capitularies forbids the breaking of the tie by the
vassal if he has already received from his lord the value of golden solidus. The only true
master was he who had given presents to his dependants.”

2 Bourdieu, “Selections from the Logic of Practice,” p.219: “They cannot
appropriate the labor, services, goods, homage and respect of others without “winning”
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and visible, gifts in this context also legitimize self-assertion. The basic dynamic
underlying these functions is that gift giving is a reciprocal practice. In our case, the
reciprocity is not symmetrical. In other words, the Sultan offers something with an
economical value whereas the recipient reciprocates with a moral obligation. This
asymmetry, it has been argued, forms the basis of political authority. As the counter gift
moves away from reciprocity, the proportion of counter-services offered by the
recipient increase. Counter services figure as symbolic forms of gratitude like homage,
respect, obligations, moral debt.*

The accession gratuity paid to the household troops signified “the renewal of the
contract based on mutuality of ‘benefaction and service’ between the dynasty and the
household.”*** We witness the virtue of such acts of largesse as a bonding device in
former chronicles. Fifteenth century chronicler Nesri, for example, has Osman Beg
advise his son Orhan “never to neglect gifts [in‘@m] and favors [ihsdn] to his servants

[noker], because man is the slave of gifts.”495

In this sense, we are reminded that the
virtue of liberality has been one of the building blocks of the Ottoman enterprise from
the earliest times of its existence. Writing the earlier parts of his history during the reign
of Bayezid II, Kemalpasazade dwells on the matter in a similar manner. According to
the author, when Bayezid arrived in Istanbul to succeed to the throne, he rewarded
2,000 aspers to each member of the household troops. Kemalpasazade states that “the

new ruler bonded the servants to himself through gifts” and “the gifts of the ruler tied

them personally, “tying” them, in short, creating a bond between persons. The
transformation of any given kind of capital into symbolic capital, a legitimate
possession grounded in the nature of its possessor, is the fundamental operation of
social alchemy (the paradigm of which is gift exchange). It always presupposes a form
of labor, a visible (if not necessarily conspicuous) expenditure of time, money and
energy, a redistribution, in the form of the recognition granted by the person who
receives to the person, who being better placed in the distribution, is in a position to
give, a recognition of a debt which is also a recognition of value.”

3 Bourdieu, “Selections from the Logic of Practice,” p-215. For the “norm of
reciprocity” in gift-giving see also, Cheal, “Gifts in Contemporary North America”,
p-87-8.

% Kafadar, “Eyiip’te Kilic Kusanma Térenleri,” p.54.

495 . . .. . . n A . . . A
Nesri, 1:147: “... ve dahi nokerine in‘dmi, ihsdnt eksik itmeyesiin ki el-insdn
‘abidii’l-ihsandir.”
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the hearts of the soldiery to the throne.”**® According to Kemalpasazade, when
Siileyman ascended the throne, he distributed 2,000 dirhem to each member of the
household. Ironically, the actual payment was made with coins issued in his father’s

name [Selimhani].*’

This should come as no surprise since the right to issue coins is
part of the accession process and it would have been impossible to prepare coins in
Siileyman’s name both in terms of time and perhaps “political correctness.” Other than
the gratuity, the cavalry were given a rise of five dirhems and the infantry a rise of two
dirhems. Office and fief holders also got raises.*”®

The amounts paid to the household troops and the raises they received were
carefully recorded in Venetians reports, moreover these reports were sent from Venice
to other “Christian princes.” According to these reports, 607 sacs were taken out of the
treasury on 22 October for the purpose of these extra payments. Each of the sacs
contained 50,000 aspers. In the report one ducat is calculated as 50 aspers, which results
in a sum of 607,000 ducats.*” Contarini also mentions a quasi-negotiation in
designating the amounts to be paid between the janissaries and the Sultan as the latter
disembarked when he arrived in Istanbul.””

Gifts offered by the Sultan on accession have an economic value, thus can be
viewed in the sense of redistribution. However, the occasion, the form and manner of
giving separates it from economic exchange and creates a moral obligation rather than

an economic one.”"!

While the gifts — both given to and received from the Sultan — are
a way of accumulating wealth in an economical sense, within the formal context of

presentation they also create symbolic capital or rather symbolic power. Being public

Y6 KPZ, VII:533: “In‘dm ii ikramla Sehriydr-1 cedid ahrdr-1 hiidddmu kendiiye
‘abid eyledi... ihsan-1 sahi kulitb-1 sipahiyi tahtgaha merbiit kilub ol havali mazbiit
oldr.””

YT KpZ, X:31-2.

8 Ibid, 31; Sa‘di, 119b. The figures given by Celalzade are different. According
to Celalzade, the gratuity per person was 1,000 aspers. Household cavalry [sipdhiler and
silahdarlar] received five aspers raise, whereas the gurebd received four aspers raise,
and ulufeciler three aspers raise. Tabakat, 26b-27a.

9 Sanuto, 29:369. For releasing of prisoners at the time of coronations and royal
entries see Bertelli, The King’s Body, pp.93-4.

3% Sanuto, 29:359.

91 Bourdieu, “Selections from the Logic of Practice,” p.217.
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and visible gifts, in our case, they can be regarded as ‘“demonstrative expenditure”
which Pierre Bourdieu defines a kind of “legitimizing self-affirmation.” In other words
power and status becomes recognized and officialized through gifts.”** Actually, this is
“conversion of economic capital into symbolic capital, which produces relations of
dependence that have an economic basis but are disguised under a veil of moral
relations.” Through transforming “arbitrary relations into legitimate relations, de facto
differences into officially recognized distinctions,” Symbolic capital contributes to the
reproduction and legitimation of the prevailing hierarchies.™”

The function of gift giving as a redistributive mechanism in Ottoman political life
is exemplified in an account by Luigi Bassano as he talks about the giving of gifts
regarding the ambassadors. The author emphasized that this was also a custom among
Ottomans themselves. He listed the chain:

... this custom of gift giving is also current between themselves. The gran

Turco often gives gifts to his viziers, and the viziers give to governors-general.

These [give] to the aghas, aghas to governors, governors to the sergeants,

sergeants to the voivodes, and the voivodes to the cavalry, and the cavalry to
their inferiors, and like this it goes from hand to hand.”**

Accession did not only have to do with giving but also receiving once again we

%> While members of the household “gave” their

are dealing with a universal notion.
obedience in return for the gifts and favors; higher ranking members of the system and

representatives of foreign rulers presented gifts to the new ruler as they came to pay

92 Ibid, p.221.

9 Ibid, pp.216-221.

504 Luigi Bassano, I Costumi et i Modi Particolari de la Vita de’ Turchi in

Sansovino III, 48a.: “... questa usanza di donare e anchora tra essi. Peroche il gran
Turco dona spesso a suoi Bassa, et i Bassa donano a Beghlerbegh. Questi all’Agha, gli
Agha a Sangiacchi, i Sangiacchi a Ciaussi, i Ciaussi a Vaivode, et i Vaivode a Spacchi,
et I Spacchi a loro inferiori, e cosi se ne va di mano in mano.” Bassano follows a
hierarchy which need not be so, however the passage gives an idea of the redistributive
function of gift giving.

> T awrence Bryant examining Parisian royal entry ceremonies says: “The king’s
national advent gift came as a kind of recognition of a new ruler’s legal right to confirm,
recognize and renew the offices and privileges granted by his predecessor.” Bryant, The

King and the City, p.37.
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homage and to reconfirm their status.”

The presentation of obedience by officials of
various ranks or visits of the representatives of tributaries and other states can not be
regarded only as a ritual of homage. Nor can they be defined as a single ceremony. In
one respect, these also seem to function as a fund raising method. Contarini’s report,
dated 3 November, sheds light on the contemporary perception. According to the bailo,
Siileyman was troubled about his financial situation after drawing out a substantial
amount of money from the treasury to pay for the gratuities. When he shared his trouble
with the grand vizier Piri Mehmed Pasa, the vizier’s reply was: “Signor, do not be
unhappy. All provincial governors will now come to make reverence and they will
present you gifts. Thus you will have new income and this way the treasury will be full

. 507
again.”

First of all, these words show that not everyone came on the day of the
enthronement. This is hardly surprising since many of the high ranking officials were
stationed in the provinces. Considering the time it took to communicate the news and
the time it took for an official to travel to Istanbul, it would days or weeks before an
official came or sent a proxy to pay his respects. Although the ceremonial in Istanbul
marked the transfer of authority immediately the day after the funeral, the same was not
actually true for the provinces; and they were informed only after the enthronement.
The traveling time and conditions in the sixteenth century taken into consideration, a
subject in Anatolia learned of this transfer after a few weeks. For example, Carlo Prioli,
the Venetian consul in Damascus, reports having received the news of Selim I’s death
on 23 October and having confirmed the news four days later.’”® Once the official came

to pay homage, kissed the sultan’s hand and presented his gifts, it would be his turn to

receive some kind of recognition. This would be the renewal of his contract/license

2% Ag the Shahnama has it, at Dara’s accession: “Representatives bearing presents
and tribute from all countries and kings, from India, China, Greece, and other lands,
since no one felt able to stand against him.” Ferdowsi, Shahnameh, p.456. For agents
and ambassadors bringing accession gifts to Sultan Siileyman, see KPZ, X:32; Sa‘di
(SN), 119b.

97 Sanuto, 29:490. Although such a lively anecdote demonstrates the almost
novelistic nature of Venetian reporting, the expectation of income at the beginning of a
reign should not be dismissed either. Liitfi Pasa, in his Asafname, points out that on the
accession of Siileyman the amount of income and expenditure were equal, whereas he
emphasizes that income should have exceed expenditure. Akgiindiiz, Kanunnameler,
4:272 [for the facsimile see p.287].

3% Sanuto, 29:508.
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[berat], usually accompanied by a ceremonial gown. This solemnly marked the
transference of the individual official to the Sultan’s service from that of his deceased
father and secured the individual’s place in the system.””

As we have mentioned above, the second stage of the enthronement is the issuing
of the official proclamation of accession. According to the chronicles, the day continued
with the dispatch of decrees to the “well-protected domains” to inform the subjects of
the painful news of the death of Sultan Selim and the joyful news of the accession of
Sultan Siileyman in order to “mend the ruined hearts of the people.” The same decree
also ordered the hutbe and sikke in the name of the new sultan. This order would be
valid all around Riim, ‘Arab and ‘Acem. The subjects were also asked to pray for the

“reign” [eyydm-1 devler).>"’

The hutbe signified the formal declaration of accession as
well as the legitimization of authority in the sacred sphere. The calling of the Friday
prayer and the order to issue coins in the name of Sultan Siileyman along with the

letters officially registered the full transference of sovereignty and power.”"!

2.2.5 Declaration of Accession:

The phases of accession analyzed so far took place in a specific place, namely
Istanbul as the seat of the throne. No matter how discursive, the ritual elements which
marked the transference of sovereignty were visible to a limited audience. For the
accession process to be complete in the universal sense, it had to be declared to the
wider world in a controlled manner. This was done through the official proclamations.
Although the proclamation seems to be an imposition of an already materialized claim,
the replies from the officials and the agreement confirmation requests from foreign
states resemble a kind of contractual mechanism similar to that observed in the

enthronement, at least on a theoretical basis.

% For a discussion see Ertug, Ciilis ve Cenaze Torenleri, pp.78-9. For a
contemporary treating of tecdid-i beravat, see Sa‘di (SN), 119b.

>19 Sa‘di (SN), 111a. Here, Sa‘di employs the term Riim to signify Anatolia and
Rumelia.
511

Ertug, Ciiliis ve Cenaze Torenleri, p.79; for khutba see, P.M. Holt, “The
Position and Power of the Mamluk Sultan,” p.245.
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While some accounts just mention that proclamations were sent all around, others
carefully list the various regions. Such an example can be found in Bostan’s account
where the author emphasizes that the proclamation reached as far as the limit of the
“civilized world” [nihdyet-i ma‘miire]. Bostan’s list includes Anatolia [Rim], Arabia
and Persia [‘Acem] which he explains as comprising Hijaz, Yemen, the Arabian
peninsula, the Red Sea, the Persian Gulf, Indian Ocean, Egypt, Damascus, Upper Egypt
[Sa‘id], Ethiopia, Diyarbekr, Kurdistan, Iraq, Armenia, Caramania, Anatolia, Rumelia,
Greek lands [arz-1 Yunan]. Finally he mentions the lands [diydr] of Europeans [Efrenc],
Slavs [Sakalib], Russians [Riis] and the steppes [dest-i szgak].512 The wide spectrum of
geographic locations point at the wide claim of influence, if not of actual ruling power.
Such listings are found as legitimizing factors and manifestations of claim in previous
political traditions as well.”"

The proclamation of accession issued right after the enthronement have a dual
character. On the one hand, it is a declaration of accession; on the other hand it is a
confirmation of the recipient’s office. In order to understand the significance of the
official proclamation of accession, we shall now try to analyze that sent to Hayrbay, the

governor of Egypt.”'*

The declaration of accession has a legitimizing nature whereby
the main tenets of Siileyman’s legitimate claim are introduced through the declaration
of succession. The following confirmation of office reflects especially two aspects in
terms of the renewal/confirmation process we are dealing with. Both these aspects of
the decree can then be regarded as comprising two parts in themselves.

The declaration of succession contains two closely related, or rather sequential,
messages: the death of Sultan Selim and the accession of Sultan Siileyman. These two
messages convey a personal transition on one hand and a political transition on the

other. First, Hayrbay is informed that Sultan Selim has died, in conventional words

“passed from the temporal land to the eternal garden” [arsa-yi fenddan ravza-yt

312 Bostan (TSK), 4b.

13 For example, when Caliph al-Muntasir delegated power to al-Zahir Baybars, a

list of territories was conferred on the sultan, including those he did not possess. P.M.
Holt argues that the listing was not purely rhetorical, but aimed “to outline and publicize
a programme of expansion.” Another implication was demonstrating that he was not
sultan in Egypt and Syria only, but was “the universal sultan of Islam.” P.M. Holt, “The
Position and Power of the Mamluk Sultan,” p.244.

34 For the text see, Miinse ‘at, 1:503-6.
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bekdya]. Then comes the consequence of this death: Siileyman’s accession.””> This part
of the announcement declares what has been entrusted to Siilleyman by the “will” of
God: keys to the administration of the land and the people, keys to the expansion of the
religion and the state, reins of the affairs of the realm. According to the document, these
responsibilities were entrusted to Siileyman’s “sword of power” [kabza-i iktidar] and
his “domain of will” [havza-i ihtiydr]. The divine legitimation provided in the document
through these elements are then further enforced by stating that the title of “caliph” was
bestowed on him by God as well as the title of “the shadow of God on earth” [ ‘umiim-1
‘dlemde es-sultan zillullah fi’l-arz]. This part ends with the date of the enthronement
and a request for all to thank God for this favor.

Before listing the orders to Hayrbay, the letter refers to a verse from the Quran.
This verse is related to the letter sent by Solomon to the Queen of Sheba asking for
obedience. The quoted part refers to the letter being from Siilleyman: “It is from
Solomon, and is (as follows): 'In the name of Allah, the Compassionate, the Merciful’.”
The next verse asks for obedience: “Be ye not arrogant against me, but come to me in
submission (to the true Religion).”'® Although this second verse was not included in
the decree, the implication was probably quite obvious for the addressee. Rest of the
decree, relating Siileyman’s orders to Hayrbay, reads almost like a manifesto of Sultan
Siileyman’s understanding of good administration. The first order, in this sense, is to act
justly and protect everyone. Hayrbay is reminded to respect all people with kindness
without any discrimination of rank. He should make sure that all subjects are righteous
and they do good deeds; he should employ cheerful manners and eloquent speech while
doing this. Furthermore, he should “reinforce the regions of the nation” and “put in
order the troops of the religion”, thereby removing treacherous and hostile cliques.
Hayrbay is warned that negligence would not be tolerated regarding the protection of
the realm and the men, due attention to righteousness and mischief, advise on the urgent
affairs of the realm and the “nation” and attainment of the good will of all ranks of

“religion and state.” Hayrbay is to take care in all matters regarding the high and the

315 The letter to Venice dated 10 October also reflects the same notion of Sultan

Selim passing on to “an eternal place”: “Sia noto a la Vostra Serenita, come el beato
nostro padre é morto, et e fatto beato, et ha lassato questo temporaneo mondo e andato
in lo eterno, per il che nui con la misericordia di Dio celeste et cum la oratione di mei
beati maggiori siamo sentadi ne la sedia de I’Imperio...”

516 Quran, 27:30.
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low. It is stated that all people should be at rest under Hayrbay’s “shadow of favor and
benignty.” Hayrbay should always be alert in improving justice and mercy, removing
oppression. The last sentence summarizes what is expected: “Your caring eye and
elevated favor should be on reinforcing the good/divine, and on ordering the garden of
the Muslims, entering the righteous path and removing mischief.”"”

Hayrbay replied to the official proclamation by sending a man along with his gifts
and letter. In the letter, he first confirmed his knowledge of the accession with the grace
of God. This statement can be taken as the acceptance of the legitimate transference of
authority. Then he went on to list the consequences of Siileyman’s accession, namely
justice prevailing all around the realm and enemies distraught by his thrust. He
confirmed that the Friday prayer and the issuing of coins were appropriately performed
in the name of Sultan Siileyman. Furthermore, he informs that the proclamation was
read on the day it was received and was announced all around Cairo and Upper Egypt.
He then reports that Arabian sheikhs have sent their gifts to Cairo and that he sent these
gifts along with his own.”'®

A formal greeting and congratulation either personally or through proxy upon
receiving the proclamation meant good will and peace, if not subordination.”'” Accounts
mention ambassadors of various countries coming to present condolences for the death
of Sultan Selim and congratulations for the accession. They presented gifts and kissed
Siileyman’s hand.”® We encounter various ambassadors received on the way to the

Hungarian campaign in summer 1521. For example, the Florentine ambassador was

' Miinge ‘at, 1:503-6. The text resembles the proclamation sent by Alexander as

he succeeded Dara as the Shahnama has it. See, Ferdowsi, Shahnameh, pp.470-1.
>'% Ibid, 506.

> For basic accounts on the reception of ambassadors and proxies, see for
example, KPZ, X:32; Sa‘di (SN), 119b where Sadi says all ambassadors were well
received except for non-Muslim ones, they were vexed: “kiiffdra inkisdar virildi.”
Neglecting to send an ambassador or messenger, on the other hand, could be regarded
as defiance and cause a lot of trouble. One such victim would be Sehsuvaroglu Ali Beg
a few years later. Though he had sent a proxy, his failure to show up personally to
present his obedience would be used as an excuse by an ambitious Ferhad Pasa to kill
him. See, for example, Nasuh, 52b.

20 KPZ, X:32; Sa‘di (SN), 119b. The dual aspect of the accession involving
simultaneous and/or subsequent grief and joy is once again reflected.
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received in the camp at Sofia.”*'

Those who could not come themselves sent their gifts
through “trustworthy” agents. Mehmed Giray Khan, for example, expressed his
apologies in the letter he sent along with his gifts. In the same letter he also declared his
servitude to Siileyman mentioning that the Ottoman court had always been a shelter for

322 The Venetian ambassador at the

himself and his father from the time of Mehmed II.
court of Henry VIII had to face accusations of “allying with Sultan Solyman to the
annihilation of the Emperor” when the ‘ahdname was renewed. Ambassador Antonio
Surian had to explain to Cardinal Wolsey that “the mission of a Venetian ambassador to
the Turk, it has always been the custom of the State to send one to every new sultan, to
congratulate him, and confirm ancient treaties, and Sultan Solyman had sent an
ambassador to Venice, announcing his accession.”?

The renewal of contracts with foreign powers also happened upon the reception of
the proclamation. The whole process of the confirmation of peace with Venice upon
Siileyman’s accession can be traced in detail from contemporary Venetian reports. This
case is especially interesting because it involves a dual process of change of
government. The process started with the accession of Siileyman as the agreement had
to be renewed with each new reign. However, even before the Venetian ambassador had
a chance to make his case before the Sultan, the Doge of Venice died. Under these
circumstances, the documents in the ambassador’s possession became invalid; and new
documents had to be produced for the ambassador to present the Sultan. The
confirmation/renewal of the peace with Venice could only be realized in December
1521, more than a year after Siileyman’s accession.

The first on-site response to Sultan Siileyman’s accession in the name of Venice
came from the Venetian bailo Tomasso Contarini who was stationed in Istanbul. In his
report dated 15 October, Contarini wrote that he was asked by the viziers to come and

kiss the hand of Signor Suliman on a given date. He went to the Palace on 6 October as

required. He reported that he went “to congratulate His Majesty on his peacefully

21 Sanuto, 31:239.
522 Miinse ‘at, 1:503.

23 'Wenice: April 1522', Calendar of State Papers Relating to English Affairs in
the Archives of Venice, Volume 3: 1520-1526 (1869), pp. 218-224. URL:
http://www.british-history.ac.uk/report.aspx?compid=94346 &strquery=Turk
Date accessed: 07 January 2009.
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becoming Signor in place of his father with whom the Signoria had been in peace.” He
also extended his wishes to keep the peace. Contarini wrote that Siileyman did not
respond, but he kissed the Sultan’s hand congratulating him in the name of the Signoria.
That day the Ottoman ambassador to Venice was designated. Contarini admits to having
dinner with this person who seemed to be wise and prudent. He told Contarini that the
purpose of his mission was to confirm the peace.’**

The reception of the Ottoman ambassador in Venice is worth noting, for he was
the first official contact Siileyman had with the outside world as reigning Sultan. The
ambassador with his train of eight people seems to have reached Venice on 12
November 1520 without prior notification of arrival. Next morning twenty gentlemen
were assigned to visit him and make excuses for not having known about his arrival.
Otherwise they would have sent a suitable delegation to greet and honor him. They were
also to pay for the expenses of the previous day. Thus the gentlemen, among whom
Sanuto himself, visited the Ottoman ambassador and made arrangements to take him to
Collegio the next day. On 14 November, twenty four gentlemen went to accompany the
ambassador to the Collegio and to conduct him to the Doge. When he arrived, the Doge
rose from his seat with the help of the pages, approached a little and reached the
ambassador’s hand receiving him cheerfully.’>> On November 14, the ambassador sent
by Sultan Siileyman presented the Doge his letter dated October 10. The letter
announced the death of his father and his entry in the “imperial seat” on September 29.
In the letter, Siileyman stated that he sent his slave for maintaining the peace that was
with his blessed father, so that merchants and subjects could live in pealce.526 Venetians
do not seem to be satisfied with this explanation. They send Andrea Gritti to the
ambassador to inquire any disguised purposes. Sanuto emphasizes that Gritti was
chosen for the job because he was experienced on Constantinople and the Turks.
However, Gritti was unable to spot any other motive on the part of the ambassador. His

mission was only to bring the letter to Venice, receive the reply and take it back.’*’

324 Ibid, 29:390-2.
32 Ibid, 384-5.
326 Ibid, 394.

27 Ibid, 397-8.
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While Contarini’s visit following the enthronement was acceptable as a first
response, the tension caused by the delay of the Venetian ambassador attests to the
significance of the process. Although the bailo paid the necessary visits of good will
during the first days of his reign, Sultan Siileyman required an official envoy from
Venice specifically sent to congratulate his accession and confirm peace. Venice,
surely, did not wish to lose the Sultan’s favor. Rumors had already started to spread that
the Venetian peace was no more in effect because Venetians neglected to re-affirm it.
When the expected envoy did not arrive for more than a year, Ottoman administration
became more and more suspicious. In March 1521, Contarini wrote to Marco Minio that
people were using “strange words” regarding the delay of the ambassador.”*® The
designated ambassador Marco Minio could not make it Constantinople before Siileyman
left for the Hungarian campaign in May 1521. In his letter dated June 14, Contarini
related the annoyance of the viziers due to the delay of the ambassador. He also drew
attention to the fact that many started to believe that “the Signoria was not in peace with
the Sultan anymore since nobody was sent to re-affirm it.”>>* In his letter dated 8 July,
Contarini again warned the Signoria that many things were being murmured about the
delay of the ambassador.’*” There were even rumors that the Venetians were waiting for
the result of the campaign.”' Chasing after the Sultan, Minio still had not succeeded to
find him by the end of July. In the meanwhile, Doge Loredan died in June; and Antonio
Grimani was elected as his successor. On 28 July, the new Doge wrote Sultan Siileyman
another letter to congratulate his accession anew. He apologized for not being able to
deliver this earlier due to the death of the former Doge, Leonardo Loredan. He
explained that the letter by the former Doge had to be renewed and thus the letter was
delayed. He also begged that Siileyman believed his loyalty.”** On 28 October 1521,
after more than a year following Siileyman’s accession, the Ottoman ambassador

expressed that his master was much surprised that after his accession and his re-

328 Ibid, 31:240.

2 Ibid, 86: “... molti dicono la Signoria non ha pii pace col Signor per non
averla mandata a refermar.”

30 Ibid, 238.
31 Ibid, 86.

332 Ibid, 105.
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acquiring Syria the Signoria had been so late to send an ambassador. The Doge had to
explain that it was not negligence that caused the delay, and that they had assigned
someone immediately after Siileyman’s accession. However, the ambassador was sick
for a long while already in Venice and did not get any better either in Corphu or in
Candia.’”

Venice wrote a congratulatory letter to Siileyman and an envoy was assigned, as
soon as the news was received. The letter addressed “the most serene and excellent lord

»334 The letter starts with words of sorrow in the face Selim’s death, who is

Solimano.
referred to as a valiant, wise and just lord — and one who was on good and peaceful
terms with Venice. The mourning mood suddenly changes in the next sentence which
refers to the news of Siilleyman’s accession. This accession is defined as “happy” and
“glorious” and as one which was met with satisfaction and joy by all signori and popoli.
The letter goes on to say that the joy Venice felt on his accession was the more since the
letters of the bailo confirmed the justness, goodness, wisdom, and valiance of “His
Majesty.” These virtues, believes the Doge, shall cause him reign for long years with
prosperity regarding all his dominions and with content of his friends. The letter ends
with words of congratulation and wishes of sincere and long enduring peace and
friendship as in the time of Siileyman’s father, informing on the mission of an
ambassador for this end.’*

Even though the above mentioned letter was written instantly, in early 1521
Venetians were still trying to designate the ambassador, and the nature and worth of

536

gifts to be sent.” Marco Minio, the ambassador in question, left Venice on 21 May

1521.%7 By that time Siileyman had already marched off for the campaign. He reached

>3 Ibid, 32:68. Marco Minio was elected for the mission immediately on 7

Novemer 1520. He left on 21 May 1521, arrived Istanbul on 21 September, and left on
13 January 1522. Yerasimos, Les Voyageurs Dans L'empire Ottoman, p.149-50.

334 . .. . . .
Sanuto, 29:369: “Serenessimo et excellentissimo domino Sulimano maximo
regi et invictissimo utriusque continentis Asice et Europce, Arabiam, Persarum
imperatori plurimum honorando...”

33 Ibid, 369.
36 Ibid, 654-6.

37 Ibid, 30:231.
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Istanbul on 27 September;53 8 but he had to wait until Sultan Siileyman returned from the

campaign. His first audience took place in the beginning of November.”” Minio’s
report demonstrates reluctance on where he should have found the Sultan. He seems to
have planned to find him on the way; but then he waited in Istanbul. The ambassador’s

report also provides details of the reactions to his delay.”*

It was only then that the
agreement negotiations speeded up.

Although the text of the agreement closely resembles those of the former
treaties,”*' Minio’s accounts show that many rounds of negotiation preceded the final
text. While the final agreement is considered to be a “renewal” of peace, earlier practice
regarding the peace agreements [‘ahdname] demonstrates that these were not mere
renewals or confirmations, but carefully negotiated documents. In the case of the 1503
treaty, for example, at least three documents were prepared through 20 months of
negotiations: a preliminary Ottoman text, a Venetian text sealed by the Doge and the
final Ottoman ‘ahdname.”*

The similarity of the texts both in terms of wording and content imply a strong

sense of continuity and stability.”* Another factor providing the sense of continuity is

>3 Eugenio Alberi, Relazione degli Ambasciatori Veneti al Senato Durante il

Secolo Decimosesto (Firenze: Societa Editrice Fiorentina, 1855), 3:III, p.70.

¥ Marco Minio, Relazione di Costantinopoli di Messer Marco Minio anno
MDXXI, (Venezia: Tipografia di Alvisopoli, 1845), pp.8-9.

> Ibid, pp.21. Also in Sanuto, 33:314-6.

>*! Three texts have been compared. These texts have been published by Tayyib

Gokbilgin in “Venedik Devlet Arsivindeki Bazi Tiirkce Belgeler Kolleksiyonu ve
Bizimle Ilgili Diger Belgeler,” Belgeler, vols.5-8, n0.9-12 (1968-1971), pp.39-50. These
are: The agreement by Bayezid II, dated January 1482 [Dhu’l-Qada 886]; by Selim I,
dated October 1513 [Shaban 919]; by Siileyman, dated December 1521 [Muharram
928]. There is also fourth text by Selim I, dated September 1517[Shaban 923] (pp.47-
50), which is a confirmation of the 1513 text. It is referred when necessary. For Minio’s
discussion of the articles see, Minio, Relazione, pp.28-31.

2 Darjusz Kolodziejczyk, Ottoman-Polish Diplomatic Relations (15th-18th

Century): An Annotated Edition of Ahdnames and Other Documents (Boston, Mass.:
Brill, 1999), p.69.

> Hans Theunissen argues that until 1567 each Ottoman-Venetian treaty had

been a completely new text prepared specifically for the occasion. Hans Theunissen,
“Ottoman-Venetian Diplomatics: the Ahd-names. The Historical Background and the
Development of a Category of Political-Commercial Instruments together with an
Annotated Edition of a Corpus of Relevant Documents,” EJOS, vol.1, no.2 (1998),
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the reference all texts make to the peaceful relations during the reign of the previous
ruler. Although there are only slight differences in wording, each document contains
some unique articles not found in the previous one. This is hardly surprising since
particular situations of the moment must have had some effect. On the other hand,
Siileyman’s text seems to possess a firmer stance compared to that of Bayezid II and the
origin of this change of stance can be traced back to Selim I’s text.

Selim’s and Siileyman’s texts begin with the same expression.”** Both Selim and
Siileyman introduce themselves as “sultdnii’s-seldtin, burhanii’l-hdavakin Sultan ... Sah
bin Sultan ...”, whereas Bayezid introduces himself only as Sultan Bayezid bin Sultan
Selim Sah. Bayezid’s text informs about his accession and tells how rulers from all
around came to him for treaties of peace. Bayezid mentions his father’s friendship with
the Doge of Venice and says that he himself saw that being in peace with Venice would

be effectual in keeping the order of the realm.’*’

Neither Selim’s nor Siileyman’s text
contain such an explanation or justification. Both texts directly mention that the
Venetian Doge has sent an ambassador to the sultan’s court to request “a renewal of
peace” [tecdid-i ‘ahd] based on the friendship of the deceased father and that they

346 The vow

(Selim and Siileyman respectively) accept the offer of friendship and peace.
which follows is quite simple in both texts: “I swear by God...” In the 1482 text,
however, Bayezid swears on “[his] sword, the souls of his father and ancestors, the
heads of [his] sons, [his] head and life, the reverence of the 124,000 prophets, the soul
of the Prophet, the power of the Quran, [his] religion and the God.” The numerous
tokens put forth for a persuasive pledge in the 1482 text are absent in the latter two
texts. This absence along with the lack of pre-meditation as to the usefulness of the

agreement suggests two things. Firstly, the renewal agreement seems to have become a

quasi-automatic device in the regular course of relations. Secondly, neither Selim nor

p-249. However, if we disregard the specific additions what remains is almost an
identical text.

544 n7r A AL C CATS A A e - AA A AT A e
“Nisan-1 serif-i ‘ali-san-1 sultdni, tugra-yi gurra-yv giti-sitan-1 hdakani, nasr
bi’l-‘avnii’l-rabbani hiikmi oldur ki...”

> Gokbilgin, “Venedik Devlet Arsivindeki Bazi Tiirkce Belgeler,” p.39.

% We need to note that an ‘ahdname is by definition given upon request, thus

conceptually a form of unilateral grant. See, Theunissen, “Ottoman-Venetian
Diplomatics” and Kolodziejczyk, Ottoman-Polish Diplomatic Relations.

148



Siileyman felt the need to fortify their credibility through putting forward almost
everything they valued. An oath by God seems to be assurance enough. It is also worth
noting that the oath binds the Ottoman sultan before God and not before a Christian
ruler.”*’

There are a few differences between the 1482 text and the later two. The 1482 text
refers to the current Doge and the one who shall succeed him, while the 1513 and 1521
texts specifically mention the Doge by name and do not refer to successors. Thus,
neither Selim I nor Siilleyman bound their successors. This feature of the texts
emphasizes the principle of renewal with each new sultan, and reinforces the idea that
each reign is a new beginning.”*® There is an article in all three texts pertaining to the
inviolability of places Venice might acquire in the future. The 1482 text does not bring
any limitations as to the nature of these possible conquests. The 1513 and 1521 texts, on
the other hand, specifically mention that these possible conquests should not be Muslim
lands, should not be within Ottoman borders and should not be Ottoman tributaries. The
addition of such a warning demonstrates not only a precaution to avoid a possible casus
belli, but also a demanding and authoritative stance by the Ottoman sultan. This
demanding and authoritative tone becomes more and more apparent in the 1521 text,
whereby it is stated that when Venetian ships chance upon any ship authorized by
Sultan Siilleyman, they should fold their sails to demonstrate their friendship and
obedience. Another article in the 1521 text — but not in the former ones — requires that
any prisoners taken from pirate ships should not be executed but sent to Siileyman alive.
Another addition to the 1521 text relates to conflicts the bailo himself might be involved
in while in Istanbul. According to this article, if somebody has a conflict with the bailo,
the case shall be heard at the imperial council. If the sultan is away in campaign, the
case shall be heard by the judge with the presence of the guardian of Istanbul. Such

seemingly small details gradually add up to convey a more sophisticated and superior

> Kolodziejczyk, Ottoman-Polish Diplomatic Relations, p.4.

> In 1533, the Polish envoy to Istanbul brought with him two documents

prepared by the royal chancery. One version extended the treaty on Siileyman’s son
[filio imperatoris]. In case this extension was not approved, the envoy had another
document without the extension. Sultan Siileyman did not accept the extension as
expected, stating in the ‘ahdname that they [Siileyman and Sigismund I] would be
friends as long as they were alive, but that their sons would find the right path if they
chose to follow the footsteps of their fathers. Ibid, p.71, 231.

149



image of the Sultan while the general content and wording keep the appearance of

dynastic continuity.

2.3. Marking of Sovereign Authority

So far we have seen a generic accession process. At this point, it would be proper
to talk about the medium-term consolidation of sovereign authority through which
things start getting personalized. In other words, the generic transference of sovereignty
from the deceased ruler to his legitimate successor is theoretically completed. From this
point on, Siileyman takes over the authority as an individual person. This process, in the
medium-term, is marked by two issues. Firstly, he demonstrates his capability of good
government through the administration of justice. Secondly, he eliminates a major
challenge to his authority. This section examines how these two issues contribute to his
image in the medium-term.

Contemporary chronicles examined in this study all start with an account of the
first deeds of Siileyman right after the accounts on the enthronement. Without exception
these deeds are related to justice. Three of these deeds are conveyed in all accounts: the
removal of the ban on Persian trade, permission for exiles to return, the execution of an
oppressive officer. Accounts start with a generic explanation of how justice prevailed
after the accession of Sultan Siileyman and then go into detail about the three deeds
mentioned above. Thus, the new sultan moves gradually from being the new link in the
dynastic chain to being an individual ruler.

The revolt in Syria following Siileyman’s accession, at a time when he was yet to
establish a firm standing of his own, may appear as unfortunate at first sight. This
revolt, however, may also be viewed as a vital step in the process of consolidation and
integration of a newly conquered region and a newly acquired authority. Selim I
acquired the land of the Mamluks by military force, but apparently did not have time to
establish firm Ottoman hold on the area. In other words, securing a firm Ottoman
standing in the region was a task yet to be completed when Siileyman ascended the
throne. This situation posed threat and an opportunity for Sultan Siileyman. The threat
posed by the subsequent revolt was possible territorial loss and a blow on authority,

which was fought back through military might. Looking back retrospectively, the revolt

150



provided an opportunity to strengthen Siileyman’s authority through transformation of a
political challenge to a political crime. Thus, once the rebels were suppressed through
established means of violence, their actions would come to signify a crime against the
political norm. Through the “order” brought by the Sultan as opposed to the “chaos”
caused by the rebels, this political norm, namely the rule of the Sultan, would be

confirmed and emphasized.

2.3.1 Making Things Right: Promoting Justice and Removing Oppression

Ottoman chronicles from earlier times onward begin to relate the reign of a Sultan
with his administration of justice as soon he ascends the throne. Accordingly, it is
possible to arrive at an understanding of contemporary meaning of justice. When
sources talk about justice being the prime virtue, for instance, what do they actually
mean and are they consistent about the meaning they reflect? The first deeds of
Siileyman provide an interesting exercise, both in terms of defining justice and the way
Siileyman appropriated it as a legitimating virtue. Justice [ ‘adl] is generally defined in
relation to impartiality and in opposition to oppression [zulm]. Cafer Pasa was accused
of cruelty and oppression towards the people, as justice required the removal of cruelty
and oppression. The same justification holds for the execution of some household
cavalry regimental officers [sildhdar agalart]. These incidents help define justice as the
antithesis of oppression. The removal of the ban on Persian trade was also linked to
justice because it caused a group of subjects, in other words some portion of the people
whose welfare the ruler was responsible for, to suffer. This incidence brings to mind the
concept of justice often emphasized by the ‘“circle of equity” in “Islamic” texts as
influenced by Persian tradition. According to this formulation, the world is perceived as
a garden and the ruler as the fence defending the garden: “The ruler is supported by
soldiers; soldiers are maintained by money; money is acquired from the subjects; the

subjects are protected by justice and justice is maintained by the ruler.”>*’ Justice taken

>* For the circle of equity and other concepts related to justice in Perso-Islamic
political thought see A.K.S. Lambton, “Changing Concepts of Justice and Injustice from
the 5"/11" Century to the 8"/14™ Century in Persia: The Saljuq Empire and the
Ilkhanate,” Studia Islamica, no.68 (1988), pp.27-60 and A.K.S. Lambton, “Justice in the
Medieval Persian Theory of Kingship,” Studia Islamica, no.17 (1962), pp.91-119. For a
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out of this equation, we shall realize that subjects would not be protected, thus damaged
subjects would not be able to produce income, such an outcome would disable the ruler
to maintain soldiers and if there are no soldiers the ruler would not be able to defend the
country and the whole order would collapse. These instances reflect a sense of
collectivity involved with the concept of justice.”™ All three instances have another
common aspect which helps define the notion of justice. In all three cases, it is the
common people who come up to the new Sultan with a complaint. Sultan Siileyman in
return lends an ear to these complaints with impartiality, disregarding any notion of
rank.

Kemalpasazade’s title for this section of his work clearly announces that the
“Siileyman [Solomon] of the Age” abolished the unjust oppression and made the world
prosperous through justice.”' Starting with a reference from the Quran regarding

. . 552
justice,

the first few sentences of the account seem to be quite conventional.
Kemalpasazade says that the Sultan executed the orders of justice and thus made all
places prosperous. According to the author, Siileyman removed and abolished
oppression and cruelty from the regions under his protection through the light of justice
and thus raised the banner of the religion of Muhammad up to the skies. Kemalpasazade
also refers to a very conventional phrase in the following couplet, expressing that noone

remembered the name of Anushirvan in Siileyman’s reign of justice.’> Numerous

examples of reference to Anushirvan who was famous for his justice can be found in

discussion on Ottoman conception of the “circle of equity” and its relevance on “world
order” see Gottfried Hagen, “Legitimacy and World Order,” pp.65-7.

»% For a comparative discussion of the concept of justice in late medieval

European and Islamic thought, see: Zeynep Yelce, Ideal Kingship in the Late Medieval
World: The Ottoman Case, Unpublished MA thesis (Istanbul: Sabanci University,
2003), pp.72-80.

> KPZ, X:36: “Bu dasitan sultdn-1 cihdn-ban, hazreti sGhib-kiran-1 Siileyman-i
zamanin cevr i bi-dadi ref* idiib, ‘adl ii dad ile ‘alemi abad itdiigin bildiirir.”

2 Quran, 38:26: “... judge thou between men in truth (and justice)...” The
beginning of the verse which the author does not include in his text reads: “O David!
We did indeed make thee a vicegerent on earth.” Contemporaries surely knew the whole
verse and the selection would allude to divine kingship exemplified by David in their
minds.

553 ATA A e
KPZ, X:37: “Nam-1 Niisirevan anilmaz devr-i ‘adlinde anin”

152



earlier chronicles as well.”>* The fifteenth century chronicler Kemal in Selatin-ndme, for
example, praised Bayezid II saying he was so just that the fame of Anushirvan was
forgotten. He also related how the troubles of the people had been cleared and the realm
prospered through justice.”>

Sixteenth century writer Eyyubi dedicates a whole section to Sultan Siileyman’s
justice. According to Eyyubi, it is justice that gives order to the realm whereas
oppression brings much harm to the world ultimately causing the demise of the
realm.”® Sa‘di emphasizes that the first thing Siileyman did was to ensure order in the
realm. The author starts by a general praise of the Sultan’s attention on justice and law,
then goes on explaining the specific deeds. First of these deeds in Sa‘di’s account is the
license granted to exiles Selim I brought back from the Egyptian campaign. The episode
as conveyed by Sa‘di does not really blame Selim for the suffering of the exiles, but
puts the blame on the violation of an imperial order. In any case, according to the
author, when Siilleyman ascended the throne he saw how much these people suffered
and let them go back to their homeland. People appreciated this merciful and fair act,
showing their gratitude through prayers.”’ Thus we are faced with not only a just ruler,
but a merciful one as well. Sa‘di’s use of the word “specifically” [husiisen] before each
particular act of justice contributes to the individualization process of Siileyman as the

Sultan.

% The analogy is based on the Shahnama. As Ottoman chronicles were often

modeled on the Shahnama, so were the rulers they were praising. A famous passage in
the Shahnama on the advice of Anushirvan to his son brings forth justice as a cardinal
virtue: “If you make men secure by your justice, you will also ensure your own security,
and heaven will be your reward: great is the man who saws the seeds of righteousness...
When a powerful man acts justly and from the heart, the world is happy in his reign, and
he toois made happy.” Ferdowsi, Shahnameh, p.715.

33 xv. Yiizyul Tarihgilerinden Kemal: Seldtin-Name (1299-1490), Necdet Oztiirk
(ed) (Ankara: TTK, 2001), p.12: “Olali ‘adli ol sdah-1 cihdnun / Unudild: adt
Nisirrevan’un / Cihanda ‘adli su resme kilur han / Hi¢ azdirmazidi insant seytan /
Ciham ‘adlile ol kildi ma’miir / Kamu gamdan bu halk olumusidr diir.”

336 Eyyubi, Menakib-1 Sultan Siileyman: (Risale-i Padisahname), Mehmet Akkus

(ed) (Ankara: Kiiltiir Bakanligi, 1991), p.116.

37 Sa‘di (SN), 118a-119a.
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Bostan ties Siileyman’s sense of justice to a Quranic reference.’”® He then goes on
with a generic description of the effects of Siileyman’s justice on the realm. According
to Bostan, through justice and care the realm attained such a level of security and order
that the only danger left was the “dimples of the lover.” As a result all classes were in
good terms with each other, peace reigned so supreme that “the wolf and the sheep were
friends.”>’

In May 1518 [Jumada II 924], Selim I had issued decrees to ban trade with Persia,
effective especially on silk. Through another decree Persian merchants residing in

560
L

Aleppo were exiled to Istanbu On his death bed Selim is attributed to have said to

Piri Pasa:

During the last years of my reign I have caused some oppression. My
intention was the prosperity of the Muslims, my aim was the peace of the
believers. God is a witness to this. Our inherited lands, which have been under
our holding from the times of our forbearers and ancestors, were protected

from the enemy. All circumstances related to saltanat are within our grasp.
Inform my son about all.”®’

Here we are faced with an admittance of a wrong-doing and regret. Whether
Selim meant the confiscation of silk, we do not know. However, Celalzade’s insertion
of such a passage of remorse can probably be seen in the context of Siileyman’s reversal

of his father’s policies.’®* Absence of references to the Safavis in Ottoman accounts

% Bostan (TSK), 5b; Quran, 4:58: “[Allah doth command you to render back
your Trusts to those to whom they are due;] And when ye judge between man and man,
that ye judge with justice.”

>3 Bostan (TSK), 5b.
260 Miinse ‘at, 1:498.

01 Celalzade (SN), p.220: “Saltanat-i kamile-i miilikdne ve hildfet-i samile-i
hiisrevdane husiislarinda dhir-i ‘6mriimde ba‘z1 mezdlime sebeb ii ba‘is oldum. Maksiid
ii murddim refdahiyyet-i miislimin, netice ve makdsid ii amalim huziir-1 mii’minin idi.
Hiida-y1 miite’al ol husiisa sahid-i haldir. Memalik-i mevriisemiz ki aba vii ecdadimiz
zamanlarindan berii mazbiitumiz olub, dest-i diismenden mahfiz idi. Ciimle haladt-1
saltanata vukifu ii 1ttila’in derece-i kemaldedir. Oglum — tavveld’lldhu bekd-hu — nun
zamir-i miinirini habir ii dgah eyle.”

%2 Such a reversal of policies can be observed on the accession of Bayezid II.
When Bayezid II renewed the peace with Venice in 1482, one of the articles referred to
the commissions which the Venetian bailo was supposed to pay for commercial activity
of Venetians in Ottoman cities. This article states that Bayezid II nullified this
application which his father put into practice, basing his own decision on the fact that
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regarding the accession of Siileyman and its aftermath is also noteworthy in this respect.
J.L. Bacque-Grammont sees the issue as the “totally different stand taken by Siileyman
the moment he acceded to the throne,” in contrast to his father’s policy of open

conflict.>®

In Bacque-Grammont’s view, not being able to solve the problem through
military means due to the resistance of the janissaries, Selim I was able to block
possible conflict in Anatolia by a fatwa and closing the traffic. The embargo also meant
cutting off Persia from the West.’® On the other hand, Siileyman paid care to the
smooth operation of Mediterranean trade, as some of his later actions also indicate. The
ban on Persian trade and confiscation of goods seem to have affected Venetian
merchants as well. In his letter 4 October, Tomasso Contarini mentioned the matter of
silk confiscated from Venetian merchants in Aleppo, reporting that the Sultan would
release it.”® In his letter dated 30 April 1521, Contarini reported that the Signor ordered
payments for the silk of the Persians, which his father had previously taken away to be
put in his Treasury. Contarini also wrote that Siilleyman gave license to return to many
that were detained.’®

Kemalpasazade explains the silk ban in terms of an economical embargo.
According to the author, Sultan Selim banned all kind of trade and travel between
Anatolia and Persia with the aim of cutting Ismail’s resources. The ban would have two
consequences; firstly it would block the flow of weapons to Safavid land. Secondly,
Safavid finances would decline since their income depended on trade dues.
Kemalpasazade says that the ban grew more and more strict, thus creating many

misunderstandings resulting in confiscation of even unrelated goods. Thus,

Kemalpasazade emphasizes, when the ban was reversed workshops started working

Venetians wished to be friends. See, Gokbilgin “Venedik Devlet Arsivindeki Bazi
Tiirkge Belgeler Kolleksiyonu ve Bizimle Ilgili Diger Belgeler,” p.41. Another such
reversal of policy by Bayezid II can be found in his dealing with the “rents” which put
in effect by Mehmed II because of his “ill-intentioned viziers.” As such, Bayezid II is
attributed with the intention of making things right for the sake of justice. See, KPZ,
VIIL:3.

% Jean-Louis Bacque-Grammont, “The Eastern Policy of Siileyman the

Magnificent, 1520-1533,” in Inalcik and Kafadar (eds), p-219.
%% Ibid, p.220.
> Sanuto, 29:358.

36 Ibid, 30:321.
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again, shops were back in business and merchants satisfied. He is actually talking about
a revival of trade.”®’

Celalzade explains that in the days of Selim I, Persians acquired their weapons
and other military needs from Anatolia. The author argues that the only solution Selim
could find to wipe out the Safavis from Anatolia was to ban all kinds of trade and
communication. However, not everyone obeyed the orders regarding the ban. Those
who defied the order would be punished through confiscation of goods caught.
According to the author, the orders remained susceptible to abuse around the border
regions. Thus some officials seized the goods of innocent people, thus bringing about an
oppressive practice. Those who suffered from these practices, the innocents as well as
the merchants kept complaining but “the late Sultan would not lend them an ear, saying
that they should be patient because this was a caution taken in the name of religion.”
Celalzade then goes on to narrate how these aggrieved subjects came to Siileyman’s
threshold and begged for mercy, how through clemency he ordered their goods to be
returned, how the distribution was performed by the treasurers in full in a strictly
equitable fashion and how these subjects prayed for the sultan in gratitude.”®®

While informing his readers about the removal of the Persian silk ban, Sa‘di
admits that a great amount of the goods of the Persian merchants were seized by the
order of Selim I, although these merchants had documents entitling their trade which
was supposed to protect their goods. The author attributes such action to the abuse of
officials acting contrary to the orders of the sultan. However, he also says that such an
act was brought about by the conditions of the time [muktezd-y: hal ii miisted‘d-yt
zaman]. Nonetheless, these merchants had become needy and troublesome. Siileyman
returned the goods to their owners, thus ensured himself fame for forever, according to
Sa‘di. Regarding the exiles from Cairo, the author attributes the forced exile to the
abuse of certain officials acting contrary to the orders of Sultan Selim.’®
Kemalpasazade also attributes the suffering of the exiles to the wrong-doing of officials.

Although those who were brought to Istanbul were the descendents of the Abbasids

caliphs, according to the author, Sultan Selim’s orders did not target them but the

7 KPZ, X:40-4.
568 Tabakat, 27a.

2% Sa‘di (SN), 118b-119a.
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trouble-makers. However, officials misapplied the order. Kemalpasazade claims that
though Selim realized the mistake afterwards, he chose to ignore the situation because
he was embarrassed to admit that officials performed a deed contrary to his will. It was
only upon his father’s death that Siileyman became aware of the situation and remedied
it by sending these people back. According to the author, it was clear to Siileyman that
they should be sent back. Kemalpasazade justifies his point by reference to a Quranic
verse relating to the divine wisdom of Solomon.””

Hoca Sadeddin reports from his father’s memories an interesting conversation
between his father Hasan Can, Sultan Siileyman and ibrahim Pasa. As the anecdote
goes, Ibrahim told Hasan Can that Sultan Siileyman contradicted some of the deeds of
his father and that he wished to learn about the reasons for these deeds. Siileyman
interfered by saying: “It is not my place to oppose the acts of the deceased. You ask
about your own doubts.” Upon this remark Ibrahim went on to ask whether a few of his
deeds were not contrary to the customs of sultans: his imprisonment and execution of
the envoys of the Shah, his marrying off Taclu Hanim to Taczade, his confiscating and
transferring the property of the merchants, his imprisonment of a genuine seyyid like
Mir ‘Abdu’l-Vahhab. Hasan Can clarified the justification of each act. Siileyman

571 . .
This anecdote is

appreciated the explanations and awarded Hasan Can with a robe.
perhaps one of the clearest indications of a policy change; yet the avoidance of
Siileyman to directly challenge the decisions of his father indicates the subtle handling
of the reversal. As the above-mentioned explanations of contemporary authors show,
Sultan Selim was not blamed for his decisions, although the acts themselves were
criticized. In this sense, it is possible to see Sultan Siileyman challenging his father’s
decision but not his father. In other words, distancing himself and blaming corrupted
officials for the misapplication of orders, Siileyman emerges as a just ruler who

removes oppression, yet does not tarnish the reputation of the main source of his

legitimacy, namely his father.

370 KPZ, X:39-40. Quran, 21:79: “To Solomon We inspired the (right)
understanding of the matter: to each (of them) We gave Judgment and Knowledge....”
The notion of the ruler being bestowed with justice and knowledge by God was an
already well-established principle of Perso-Islamic political thought by the time
Kemalpasazade was writing. Thus, the concept of justice associated with Sultan
Siileyman on his accession also confirms his “natural” divine right to rule.

"1 Sadeddin, TV:212-4; Ali [KA], p.1103-4.
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Chronicles place oppression as an anti-thesis to justice. Thus, it should come as no
surprise that one of the first deeds of Sultan Siileyman was the execution of an
oppressive officer. In contemporary accounts, the execution of Cafer Beg figures as an
example employed to demonstrate the justice of the Sultan through removal of
oppression. Cafer Beg was the governor of Gelibolu, and the admiral of the Ottoman
fleet.’”> All chronicles agree that he was a cruel and greedy man who hurt subjects
without justification. All accounts report that he took away people’s possessions and
killed men for no reason. Upon complaints he was first inspected, and then when his
guilt was proved he was executed.’”> Celalzide introduces Cafer Beg as a man
“infamous for his oppressive ways, known for blood-shed and looting.” According to
Celalzade’s version of the story, it was one of his own agents [kethiida] who came to the
Palace to inform about the misdeeds of his lord. Upon this information, Cafer Beg was
put under inspection. Once his illegimate activity and oppressive behavior was proved
contrary to common law [kaniin-1 mukarrer], Sultan Siileyman ordered his execution
based on religious law [ser‘-i kavim]. This according to the author, the execution

574
1.

signified a warning for those prone to oppression, as wel Nasuh dates the execution

in November 1521 [Dhul-Hijja 927]. He defines the captain’s guilt as “having bothered

the subjects with his coveting hands whereas he should have been protecting the honor

99575

of the law of the Prophet. The execution of the admiral of the fleet seems to have

meant to serve as an example to other high ranking officers. “Seeing this execution,”

says Kemalpasazade, “the officers were filled with fear, the poor subjects were filled

59576

with peace and joy. Bostan also gives this as an example of “oppression being

372 Tabakat, 28a: “Geliboli sancag ile kapudanlik hizmetinde olan Ca'fer Beg”;

KPZ, X:37: “Mirliva-y1 Geliboli olan Ca‘fer Aga”; Bostan (TSK), 6a: “Geliboli begi
olan Ca'fer Beg”.

373 KPZ, X:37; Bostan (TSK), 6a; Nasuh, 12b.

374 Tabakat, 27a.

"> Nasuh, 12b: “... siydnet-i ndmiis-1 ser‘-i nebevi serhaddinden tecaviiz idiib,
dest-i ta‘addi ve tasallutin re’dyad-yi vildyete ve ahdli-yi memlekete diraz itmegin....”
Contarini’s letter dated 16 December emphasizes that the Sultan an able administrator
and just, and that he did not want any income entering his treasury through indirect
ways. Sanuto, 29:577.

376 Kp7, X:38.
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removed from the face of the world.”””’ According to Nasuh, Siileyman’s aim in
ordering the inspection and the following execution [siydset] was to remove oppression
through justice.”’® Cafer’s execution was also regarded as a sign of the fairness of the
Sultan, in other words it was an indication that the Sultan did not favor his magnates

over the common people and treated everyone on equal bases.””

2.3.2 Challenge Turns into Opportunity: The Challenge of Canberdi Gazali

“Just as purity requires dirt for its very existence, so do political ideas of national
interest require those that would undermine them to periodically dramatize their very
meaning,” argues Albert Bergesen.”®” Extending Bergesen’s theory on the creation of
subversives in order to reaffirm the position of the prevailing authority in the national
state to include other types of regime, we may conceptualize more clearly the
transformation of threat into opportunity posed by the revolt of Gazali. Bergesen argues
that “the modern nation state manufactures subversives to create a ritual contrast with
its set of collective representations. The function of creating this symbolic contrast with
images of collective political purposes is precisely to dramatize and reaffirm the very
meaning of the images of the corporate state.” While arguing that “subversives can be
undermining the people, the nation or a particular ideology”, Bergesen defines some
ways of creating opposition to the nation and to all that it stands for. One of the ways
Bergesen defines of creating opposition to the nation and to all that it stands for is
“ideological opposition”, whereby the deviants are, by definition, in opposition to the

central ideology of their countries and this provides the necessary contrast with the

77 Bostan (TSK), 6a.

>’ Nasuh, 12b. This follows the notion of the necessity and legitimacy of

punishment in maintaining justice and order, as established by Islamic scholars.

3" See, for example, KPZ, X:37: “Ra‘iyyete ve leskere, nikere ve beglere ‘ayn-i
‘adlile yer vyiiziinden nazar eyleyiib iimerdyr ve fukardyt insdf ii intisdfda berdber
gordi.” And ibid, 38: “Fukara-y: zelil-i bi-i‘tibar timerd-yu celil-kadr-i ‘ali-mikdar ile
tarik-i intisdafda hemvar olub, azad ii kul bay-1 biihiil bab-1 insdf ii intisafda yeksan
oldilar.”

380 Albert Bergesen, “Political Witch-Hunt Rituals,” in Grimes (ed.), p.53.
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nation’s collective purposes. A second way is through attacking or undermining
national security through use of traitors, spies and the like. >*!

Seen in this context, the revoltees in our case are conflicting figures with the
central Ottoman ideology and sovereignty. From the Ottoman point of view, as reflected
in contemporary chronicle the “rebels” challenged the Ottoman sultan who was the
representative of God on earth, who inherited the right of sword in the region
concerned. Furthermore, they insulted the religion either by killing Muslims or looking
up to the “kizilbas” for help. They put the safety of the realm and the subjects, by both
inviting the major political and ideological rival of the Sultan to meddle with their
issues. Furthermore, they oppressed the people through exacting unjustified large sums
of money thus ruining the land. Thirdly, although they earned their living through the
Sultan, they betrayed him. This betrayal involved an attempt on the territorial
sovereignty of the Sultan, as well as attacks on his soldiers, his treasury and his
people.”®* Such charges transform the revoltees into villains and their actions to political
crime which required severe punishment.

Canberdi Gazali was the governor of Damascus. After conquering Syria and
Egypt, Selim I had appointed him governor of Damascus, placing Jerusalem and Gazza
under his administration. A freed slave of the Mamluke sultan Qaytbay, Gazali was an
influential lord of Qansuh al-Ghuri and Tumanbay. Upon Selim I’s death, he defied
Ottoman rule and announced his sovereignty in the region, marking his claim with the
traditional signs of sovereignty, namely having his name called in the Friday prayer
[hutbe] and minting coins in his name [sikke]. He also invited Shah Ismail and Hayrbay,
governor-general of Egypt to join his scheme. Hayrbay not only declined the offer, but
informed the Sultan about the situation sending along the letters written by Gazali. As
Gazali laid siege to Aleppo, vizier Ferhad Pasa was sent to take the situation under
control. The provincial troops of Anatolia, Caramania and Riim were assigned to help
Ferhad Pasa along with 4,000 janissaries and the troops of Sehsuvaroglu Ali Beg of
Dulkadir. Before Ferhad Pasa arrived, Sehsuvaroglu Ali Beg defeated Gazali and
removed the siege of Aleppo. Together with Karaca Pasa, the governor of Aleppo, he

3 Ibid, p.54.

82 Ottoman perceptions of the revolt and the charges directed at the revoltees
shall be discussed below through individual accounts.
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chased Gazali and defeated him once again. Gazali was ultimately defeated in February
1521 after the arrival of Ferhad Paga.”®

Ottoman sources evaluate Gazali’s action as outright rebellion [isydn].”** Ottoman
chronicles also regard Gazali as a man who awaited an opportunity to rebel. According
to Nasuh, Gazali believed he found the opportunity when Selim died because he thought
that there would be a power vacuum. According to Nasuh, Gazali either killed the
Sultan’s men or converted them to his cause.”® According to Liitfi Pasa, upon hearing
Selim I's death Gazali broke his pact [‘ahd] and openly rebelled.’® Bostan argues that
Gazali suffered from pride and lost his capacity to think, thus he made manifest his
rebellion. The words Bostan uses for Gazali’s actions all have to do with oppression as
well as rebellion.”® Chronicles also define his actions as “treason” [hiyanet] 88
Chronicles often emphasize Selim I’'s employment of Gazali instead of executing him;
thereby stressing the villainy of Gazali through not only revolt but betrayal as well.”®
Sa‘di’s moves forth the issue of divine kingship to imply that Gazali’s revolt not only
targeted political authority but also God’s will. The author argues that since God

appointed one of His servants to the position of pddisah, thus making this select servant

superior to others; Gazali rebelled against the authority of God.”” Referring to a

% Uzuncarsil, Osmanli Tarihi 1I, pp.296-7; Jorga, Osmanli Imparatorlugu

Tarihi, pp.300-1; Hammer, v.3, p. 6-8. For Venetian reports on Hayrbay’s role, see esp.
Sanuto: 29:586-9.

384 Bostan (TSK), 7a; Nasuh, 13a and 15a; Liitfi Pasa, p.244-5.

% Nasuh, 14b: “... eyydm-1 fursata nazir ve hengdm-1 kudrete muntazir olub
durnuslardi ...” and 15a: “eyyam-1 fetret ve hengdm-1 fursattir diyii...”

% 1 iitfi Pasa, p.244.

% Bostan (TSK), 7a: tagallub, istiklal, bagy, ‘udvan. Nasuh uses the word tugyan
as well as ‘isydn. Nasuh, 15a. Damascene historian Ibn lyas also says that Gazali
“became light headed and thoughtless.” However, one needs to keep in mind that Ibn
Iyas, though not an official historian, was writing in Ottoman Damascus. See, David
Ayalon, “The End of the Mamluk Sultanate: Why did the Ottomans Spare the Mamluks
of Egypt and Wipe out the Mamluks of Syria?” Studia Islamica, no.65 (1987), p.137.

> Sa‘di (SN), 120a; Nasuh, 15a.

> Nasuh, 13b-14a. The author argues that Selim spared Gazali in the first place
because he was a brave man.

%0 Sa‘di (SN), 120a.
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Quranic verse relating the insistence of the Pharaoh on keeping Egypt for himself and
his ill-behavior towards Moses, the author draws a parallel between Gazali and the
Pharaoh. He then goes on with the message Gazali sent to Hayrbay whereby he claims
right of inheritance with regard to Egypt. Through first reminding the Pharaoh, the
author nullifies what might otherwise be a legitimate claim based on ancient custom.”"
Similarly, Nasuh states that one who adhered to religion would resort to treason
whereby the author associates the revolt with a breach of religion. Nasuh also mentions
the role of pride in the “deviance” of Gazali.>®? The author likens Gazali to Dimna, the
treacherous jackal in Khalila wa Dimna.”” Nasuh also refers to Gazali as “ill-natured

demon-humored” [div-nijad-i bed—nihdd].594

Through such literary devices chronicles
not only villainize but also demonize Gazali to some extent.

The effort toward the suppression of Gazali’s challenge is viewed as a campaign
[sefer] and his defeat as a conquest [feth] in chronicles. Nasuh, for example, defines the
suppression of the revolt not only as a conquest, but as the beginning of the great feats
of the Sultan and as a manifestation of the legitimate sovereignty of the Sultan >
Although Siilleyman was not active in the feat, the success is regarded to be his anyway.
Nasuh, for example, comments that the Sultan while himself sat on his throne like a lion
succeeded to make the enemies suffer and change their ways through moving his troops

against them. Thus, he succeeded in bringing peace and quiet to the subjects under his

protection.””® All chronicles emphasize the fact that all this happened under harsh

I Sa‘di (SN), 121b. See Quran, 43:51: “And Pharaoh proclaimed among his
people, saying: "O my people! Does not the dominion of Egypt belong to me, (witness)
these streams flowing underneath my (palace)? What! see ye not then?” Sa‘di quotes the
part in italics. Message to Hayrbay: “Ma ‘llimunuzdir ki memalik-i ‘Arab kadimi miilk-i
mevrisimiz iken ndgah elimizden ¢ikdi, haliya avan-i fursat olub miilk yine bize intikal
etdi.”

392 Nasuh, 33a.

> Ibid, 15a, and 28b: “Ol Gazali ki mekr ii alle Dimne misal idi.”

>** Ibid, 15b and 32b.

3 Ibid, 22a, and 33a-b: “Bu fethi miibin ki hazret-i sahib-kirdan-1 nusret-karinin
fatiha-y1 asar-1 devleti olub, hdatem-i risdletin hicreti tarihinin dokuz yiiz yigirmi yedi
Saferinin on yedisinde vaki‘ olan dyet-i bahire-i hildafet-i hakan-1 ‘asr zdhir olub,

mehdbet-i saltanat-1 kGhire-i kahramdn-1 zamdnla cihdn-1 Misr doldi.”

% Ibid, 36a: “Sultdn-1 zaman, rahsdn-1 cihdn-bahs-1 civin-baht — ‘izz nasruhu —
hazretleri serir-i hiimdyin-i1 gerdiin-nazirinde katb-var karar idiib, mevakib-i kevakib-
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weather conditions.””’ This, again, seems to be a reminder on how determined
Siileyman was to remove any trouble or wrong-doing from the beginning of his reign
on.

The vast territorial expansion achieved within a couple of years brought with it
the immediate need of manpower to administer and control the area. Selim I’s decision
to solve this problem had been to letting the Mamluks survive and appointing a local
governor rather than an Ottoman one.””® Although this decision was in keeping with
former Ottoman conquests,599 it was not free of risk. The surviving Mamluks could still
form a power base and attempt to re-establish Mamluk rule in their former territories

overthrowing Ottoman rule.*”

David Ayalon argues that the vast territory given to the
jurisdiction of one single magnate was a very dangerous departure from the Mamluk
policy toward the region. Under the Mamluks Syria consisted of seven provinces, each
with its own governor or viceroy accountable to Cairo. Such an administrative
organization made it almost impossible for any one of these men to get powerful
enough to manifest any ambition to possess the whole region by eliminating all
others.®”" According to Ayalon, the revolt was a direct consequence of Selim I’s policy.

He goes on to say that this was a fortunate event for the Ottomans as Gazali “gave the

siimdri harekete getiirmek ile etrdf ii ekndfda olan a‘dda-yr bed-raya derya-yu piir-asub
gibi 1zdirab ii inkilab viriib, hiimd-yi himdyetinde olan ‘amme-i re‘dydya siikiin ii aram
virdi.” The lion analogy re-emphasizes the Khalila wa Dimna reference Nasuh
employed in the earlier part of his account. Thus, he draws on a long-known tradition
making a parallel between Sultan Siileyman/Lion and Gazali/Dimna.

7 Bostan (TSK), 8a-b; Nasuh, 21b; Sa‘di (SN), 122b.
398 Ayalon, “The End of the Mamluk Sultanate,” p.126-7.

' % For Ottoman policy of employing local magnates after conquest, see Halil
Inalcik, “Ottoman Methods of Conquest,” Studia Islamica, 2 (1954), pp.103-129.

%9 Ayalon, “The End of the Mamluk Sultanate,” p.132. Ayalon describes Selim
I’s decision as “utter folly” for which Ottomans had to pay dearly soon after.

1 Ibid, p.135. Ayalon attributes the decision to Selim I’s lack of understanding

about the region, without probing into similar practices following conquests elsewhere
around the realm: “Now Sultan Selim with complete lack of knowledge of the
circumstances in Syria, destroyed this well-tried pattern in one stroke, merging six of
the old provinces into one, thus leaving in Syria only two provinces instead of the
earlier seven, and handling over the by far bigger of the two to a Mamluk.”
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opportunity to put an end to their Mamluk experiment in that country.”%"*

Bacque-
Grammont links the revolt of Canberdi Gazali to Selim I's policy toward the Safavis
rather than Siileyman’s accession. The author argues that Selim must have known about
Canberdi’s communication with Shah Ismail or that Selim could even have schemed for
the communication for a definite purpose. According to this proposition, if Canberdi
appeared inclined to revolt, this would give Selim the opportunity to allure Ismail in to
Syria to help the rebel. Ismail’s movement would then be considered as attack on
Ottoman soil. In this case, the army would not feel the same way about attacking him.
But, Bacque-Grammont argues, Selim’s sudden death complicated the scheme and
Canberdi had to continue on his own.®”> Selim I seems to have trusted Gazali with the
safe-guarding of the Syrian territories against Safavid transgression.

Damascene historian Ibn Tulun [d.1546] reports that in February 1518 [Muharram
924] Selim I instructed the newly appointed governor Gazali to watch the Safavis and
gather information about them. This was the first and only instruction by the Sultan to
Gazali.®® According to one report, Gazali let Selim I know that any demonstration of
his disobedience in the region would be just to make the Sophi believe so. Once Ismail
came to believe in his fake rebellious intentions, Gazali would catch him.®® With or
without the aim of drawing Ismail into conflict, it seems very probable that Gazali
planned the insurrection with the intention of restoring Mamluk rule in the region before
Selim I's death. According to Sadi, for example, Sultan Selim was aware of the ill-

intentions of Gazali but did not live long enough to eliminate him.*%

92 Ibid, p.134.

%93 Bacque-Grammont, “Eastern Policy of Siileyman,” p.222.

604 Ayalon, “The End of the Mamluk Sultanate,” p.130. The instruction to inform
about the developments on the borders should not be regarded as an instruction
specifically required of Gazali. Ottoman administrative strategy required such
informative reports by governors in the border zones and tributaries. For a discussion of
the issue, see Viorel Panaite, “The Voivodes of the Danubian Principalities — As
Hardcgiizarlar of the Ottoman Sultans,” International Journal of Turkish Studies,
vol.19, nos.1-2 (Summer, 2003), pp.59-78.

05 Sanuto, 29:151: “... el ditto Gazelli fa intender al Signor che tal
demonstrazion che’l fa di non obedirlo in qualche parte, e per dar credulita al Sophi,
azio fidandose de lui el possi averlo vivo o morto a beneficio di lui Signor turco.”

696 Sa‘di (SN), 121a-b.
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Nasuh’s account on the revolt emphasizes that former mamluks, who were

dispersed around the region after Selim I's conquest, kept gathering around Gazali.*”’

Damascene accounts also confirm the local popularity and support Gazali enjoyed.

Local historian Ibn Iyas relates the issue as such:

When al-Ghazali revolted the people of Syria [ahl al-Shdm], including the
commanders, the army, the bedouins and the semi-nomads joined him and said
to him: ‘get up and proclaim yourself Sultan. For there is none in front of you
whom you have to fear. As for us, we shall fight by your side to death.” He
was enticed by their words and proclaimed himself Sultan, and he became
light headed and thoughtless. And how many a time haste was followed by
regret! Thus he became Sultan in Syria, giving himself the title al-Malik al-
Ashraf Abl al-Fut(ihat. People kissed the ground in his presence, and his name
was mentioned in the Friday sermon in the Umayyad mosque and in the other
pulpits of Damascus. When he became Sultan people told him: ‘Go to Egypt,
fight Khayrbak and take possession of Egypt, to which he answered: ‘Egypt is
in my grasp [fi gabdat yadi]. 1 shall [first] go to Aleppo®® and liberate it from
the hands of the Ottomans, so that I shall not have to worry about my rear.
Than I shall go to Egypt’. Had he marched on Egypt before having marched
on Aleppo, it would have been better for him, for the army of the Circassion
mamluks and the people of Egypt [ahl Misr] and all the bedouins would have
risen against Khayrbak and would have joined him [i.e. al-Ghazali], for he was
well-liked by the people [fa-innahu kdna muhabbaban lil-ra ‘iyya].t”

Venetian reports prior to Selim I’s death attest to the fact that Gazali was already
well-liked and obeyed all over Syria “like a sultan.” A contemporary Venetian observer
believed that Gazali has much power, resembling that of a sultan. He reported that all
the merchants were on good terms with Gazali, except for the governor of Tripoli.®"
Captain Bartolomeo da Mosto wrote from the east coast of Cyprus, Famagusta, as early
as June 1520 that in Damascus Gazali could well be believed to be “sultan.” Along with
the fact that “slaves” continued to gather around him, the popularity of Gazali led the

captain to guess that one day Gazali would bring about a change in Syria.®'' A letter by

%07 Nasuh, 14a-15a.

%98 Aleppo had a major defensive function in the Mamluk defense system against
both Ottomans and Safavis. Its role as defensive key point would continue after the
conquest of Selim I who fortified the walls, towers and gates during his stay in the city
in 1518. See Ayalon, “The End of the Mamluk Sultanate,” p.129, fn.7 and p.131.

%9 As quoted in ibid, p.138.
%1% Sanuto, 29:151.

o 1bid, 154.
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Bartolomeo da Mosto, captain of Cyprus, dated 15 September 1520, gives signals of
unrest in the newly acquired eastern provinces. The borders of the troubled region are
clearly defined in the letter:
In all parts, starting from the Greater India and Lower Egypt at the mounts of
Syria and over the Euphrates, Caramania, Anatolia, Persia and then in the
Black Sea, this Signor Turco is feared, despised by all neighboring signori. If
any opportunity comes up they shall rebel, likewise in the land he has acquired

in Syria. Everyone is on the edge, even if a major war does not break out, they
wish to keep on raiding until a better opportunity comes up.®"?

Captain Bartolomeo’s letter conveys the rumors in Cairo that Gazali would march
against the Signor Turco because the Sultan was already aware of his schemes. Captain
Bartolomeo stated that Gazali is well-liked by the Mamluks.®"? It is worth underlining
that this is before Siileyman’s accession. It is also unlikely that anyone in the eastern
provinces would yet suspect the death of Selim L.

If Captain Bartolomeo was right in his observations, Gazali seems to have thought
he found the “better opportunity” with the death of Selim I, as a letter dated 27 October
by Carlo Prioli from Damascus demonstrates. Prioli says that the news of Selim’s death
reached the city four days before. He reports that Gazali called on him and said:
“Consul, he who made everyone suffer and wished to make himself Emperor of the
universe is dead. Now is the time to awaken and to assail these Turks.” Gazali is also
reported to have wanted to be lord of Syria and asked the consul what the Signoria
would think about it. According to this report, Gazali sent messengers to Shah Ismail
and to Hayrbay to tell them that it was time to act. Prioli also reports that Siileyman’s
letter of proclamation reached Gazali whereby he was informed about the accession of
Sultan Siileyman and the renewal of his license as governor of Damascus.®'* By 6
November, the news Gazali’s ambitions were the talk of the people in Beirut. A
Venetian wrote to his father that “when the news of the death of the Signor turco
reached Damascus on 14 October, it occurred to signor Gazelli, of slave origin, who
held Damascus in the name of Signor Turco, to occupy the lordship of Syria for

himself.” He then tells about how Gazali’s men took hold of Beirut and how the

12 Ibid, 366.
13 Ibid, 367-8.

1% Ibid, 509.
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5 Damascene historian Ibn Tulun

inhabitants were forced to cooperate with him.
provides a slightly different timeline. According to Ibn Tulun two messengers arrived in
Damascus on 24 October [12 Dhu’l-Qada] and broke the news of Selim I’s death and
Siileyman’s accession. Gazali was in Beirut at this time. Three days later, on 27 October
[15 Dhu’l-Qada], he returned to Damascus and declared revolt. Two days later he
besieged the citadel. Ibn Tulun tells that once Gazali took hold of the citadel, he put on
the Circassian dress and abolished the Ottoman dress, which conveyed that he wished to
return to the “old ways” as soon as possible.®'®

The Venetian bailo in Istanbul wrote to Venice about the revolt on 18 November,
reporting that Gazali proclaimed himself “sultan” in Aleppo where he was situated with
a huge number of people.®’” An uneasiness regarding Gazali was already murmured in
Venice in the beginning of November 1520. Rumor had it that Gagzelli Signor di
Damasco who had many followers defied an order from the Porte concerning the
minting of coins.®'® Although Ottoman accounts are silent on any such event, the timing
of the rumors corresponds to Siileyman’s accession. One wonders whether the defied
order has anything to do with minting coins in Siileyman’s name.

Various Venetian reports confirm that upon receiving the news of Siileyman’s
accession, festivities were held for three days in Damascus, Tripoli and Aleppo.®”
According to Zacharia Loredan, the general provider in Famagusta, at Tripoli the death
of Selim I and the accession of his son Siileyman was announced on 21 October.
Loredan confirms having heard that after performing three days of festivities, Gazali
took hold of the castle of Damascus and killed all the Turks in the city, thus proclaimed
himself Soldan.®*® Refusal to participate in such an act of deference would be “a way of

99621

being told that open insurrection has begun. Thus, through executing the

%13 Ibid, 523-4.

616 Ayalon, “The End of the Mamluk Sultanate,” p.137.
%17 Sanuto, 29:5009.

°18 Ibid, 365.

o9 See, for example, ibid, 520-1, 524-5, and 528. Both letters confirm that Gazali
left Damascus on 2 November for Aleppo.

620 1pid, 526.

621 Goffman, “Interaction Ritual,” p.271.
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celebrations Gazali performed the ritual act of “public acceptance” required of him and
demonstrated that he knew the rules, which is not necessarily the same thing with “the
invisible, ambiguous, private sentiment that is socially and morally binding.”622
Theoretically, not acting up to the set of rules embodied in the celebrations, the
rebellion becomes even sharper. On the other hand, if Ibn Tulun is right in saying that
Gazali was not present in Damascus when the news came, the celebrations were
performed without him thus do not have any demonstrative value on the part of Gazali.
Ibn Tulun’s account brings Gazali in Damascus three days after the initial receipt of the
imperial proclamation, by that time the celebrations would be over.

The revolt in Syria was not only an outright challenge to the authority of
Siileyman, but also a threat to financial and commercial life in a vital area. If the
rebellion had to be suppressed immediately to save damage to the Sultan’s prestige and
authority, it had to be dealt with as soon as possible to eliminate insecurity in the region
and revitalize trade. The concern with trade is especially apparent in Venetian accounts.
In a letter dated 12 November 1520, Alvise d’ Armer, the lieutenant of Cyprus, reported
from Nicosia, that Francesco Zacharia left to bring the tribute due to the Sultan.
However, because of the disturbances which occurred in Syria after the death of the
sultan, he could not go beyond Tripoli. Thus he forsook handing the tribute and came

back to Cyprus.®”

The Venetian consul in Damascus reported more than once that
Ferhad Pasa assured him that news would be sent to Cyprus informing that trade was
safe and merchants could resume their trade without worrying about being harmed.®**
Venetian merchants seem to have put on hold all their trading activity on the eastern
Mediterranean. On 6 February, the governor of Tripoli lamented to the authorities in
Cyprus over the exigency of robes which they needed to give to Arab magnates and
others. The governor asked the authorities in Cyprus to convince merchants to come

back to Tripoli. He assured them that it was safe and merchants would not be

offended.®” Next day, the judge of Tripoli also wrote a letter confirming the words of

622 Rappaport, “Obvious Aspects of Ritual,” pp.434-5.

623 Sanuto, 29:507.
24 Ibid, 30:78-9.

625 Sanuto, 30:82-3.
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the governor.”®® A Venetian in Aleppo expresses his concern about a possible attack by
Gazali on the caravan to Mecca, which he thinks would bring great ruin.®’

The letter of the Venetian consul, dated 15 February, confirmed that Ottoman
forces defeated and killed Gazali on 5 February, and entered Damascus without any
obstacles. Once the Ottoman troops were in the city, the consul reported, they started
pillaging the city. The consul’s house was also attacked; however he and his family
were saved by an esteemed janissary. According to the report, once the pillaging was
over the consul was summoned by Ferhad Pasa. When he went to the vizier together
with some merchants, Ferhad Pasa related his misery over the unfortunate occurrence
and promised to make up for the loss. The consulate also notes that the vizier stated that
what was done against the Venetians was contrary to the wishes of the Sultan.®® Some
Ottoman accounts reflect some trouble following the entry of imperial troops in
Damascus. Nasuh reports that Ferhad Pasa executed an officer of a household cavalry
regiment [sildhddr] who behaved oppressively towards the inhabitants of the city.
According to Nasuh’s version of the events, the rest of the troops were so angry at this
execution that they attacked the tent of the vizier to kill him. They were only stopped by
the intervention of Sehsuvaroglu Ali Beg.629 Bostan, on the other hand, defies any act of
violence in Damascus. He says that on Ferhad Pasa’s orders guards were sent in the city
before hand. The city was so well protected that the soldiers never a touched a thing

belonging to the inhabitants.**

Through such accounts of remittal or smooth occupation
demonstrating opposition against any kind of arbitrary act of violence, the Sultan’s
reputation of being “just” remains intact.

The head of Gazali was sent to Istanbul along with a proclamation of victory.*'

Italian reports sent to Venice about the incident suggest that the head was first displayed

%2 Ibid, 83-4.

%7 Ibid, 80.

%% Ibid, 79, 89.

%2% Nasuh, 33b-34a.
639 Bostan (TSK), 10a.

31 Ibid, 33b. In a letter dated 3 March, Contarini informs that on 26 February two

messengers arrived from Syria and brought the head of Gazali to the Sultan along with
the heads of two other captains. Sanuto, 30:137.
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on a lance in Damascus for three days before being sent to Istanbul.®** Through such an
exhibition not only a lesson was given, but also the death of the “traitor” was made
known to all for sure. This instance also served as an example of what happened to
traitors, as a conventional maxim said: “Do not assume that a traitor can be successful /
He is either decapitated or hung”®>

While Gazali was executed as a “rebel” and a “traitor”, Hayrbay who refused to
participate in the movement was rewarded. Venetian reports tell that the Sultan sent
Hayrbay a richly embroidered robe along with a sword allegedly belonging to Sultan
Bayezid. According to Venetian perception, these gifts signified the love Siileyman had
for Hayrbay and meant that he regarded the latter as a father while offering himself as a

634
son.

By communicating Gazali’s invitation to rebellion to the court and thus
obstructing Gazali’s intentions, Hayrbay was actually following Siileyman’s orders in
the proclamation. Through advising on the “urgent affairs of the state,” paying due
attention to “mischief” and thus helping “remove treacherous and hostile cliques” as
well as “oppression” Hayrbay proves to be a loyal subject of the Sultan in this story.
Sultan Siileyman, on the other hand, emerges as the overseeing ruler who brought order

to the realm.

2.4 First Impressions

Many of the accounts stress the concept of “merit” in Siileyman’s accession,™
thus introducing his individuality. Merit, in this case, is based both on the divine grace

involved in Siileyman’s sovereignty, and on his dynastic qualities. The emphasis on

%32 Sanuto, 30:308.

%33 Liitfi Pasa, p.245: “Hayini sanma ki ber-hurdar olur / Ya kesiliir bast ya ber-
dar olur” This reminds one the old wisdom on the decreasing life and livelihood of a
rebel, see Emre, Terceme-i Pendname-i Attar, Azmi Bilgin (ed.) (Istanbul: Enderun
Kitabevi, 1998), p.114. For an earlier use of the exact same couplet by an Ottoman
writer see, Tursun Beg, Tarih-i Ebu’l-Feth, p.118.

634 Sanuto, 30:308.

635 See, for example, KPZ, X:36-7: “...liyakat ii istihkdk ile yer yiizinde hildfet
hil‘atini ve saltanat libdsini giydi...”
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merit, especially in earlier accounts, implies a legitimizing tone, or even a confirmation.
According to Sadi, as the crowd gathered to welcome Siileyman on the day of his
arrival into Istanbul they saw that he was a “Shadow of God” [sdye-i Allah]. He
emphasizes this point by stating that “on his royal face, the blaze of state [envdr-1
devlet] and marks of sovereignty [dsdr-i1 saltanat] were so apparent that the brightness

of the rays of the sun appeared dim as a candle light in day light.”®*

Describing the
enthronement, Sadi mentions that looking at Siilleyman’s face the onlookers saw “a
youth with the mind of an old sage.” They also realized his likeness to Sultan Selim in
terms of valor and magnificence [sehdmet ii mehdbet]. They liked and appreciated what
they saw.*’

The celestial signs inaugurating Siileyman’s sovereignty can also be observed in
contemproary accounts. A featured aspect of Siilleyman’s succession, in this respect, is

his being the tenth “caesar” and sultan from the Ottoman dynasty.®*®

In the beginning of
his account, Bostan makes astronomical/astrological designations. Looking at the
location of the planets on the day of Siileyman’s arrival, he interprets the signs
regarding the coming reign and states how auspicious it was to be. According to the
author, Scorpio was on the rise and there was a conjunction of Jupiter, Venus and the
Sun. Jupiter attested to the stability and endurance of fortune [devlet] and felicity
[sa‘ddet]. According to Bostan’s “astronomical” interpretation, the position of the
planets attested to huge campaigns, as well as signifying that the new sultan would
defeat the enemies of din ii devlet and all nations [tavad’if-i milel]. The sun signified
power and majesty, the moon meant that all people would reach prosperity. The
ascending and descending nodes signified that his army would get stronger by the day
and his enemies would fall. Through this cosmological reading, Bostan remains assured

that Siileyman ascended the throne under a very auspicious sky.**

636 Sa“di (SN), 108b.
7 Ibid, 110b-111a.

638 Nasuh, 12b: “... Ominct kayseriyim miilk-i Rim’in...”; KPZ, X:31: “karn-1
saltanat-1 hiimayumi ‘dsir-i kuriin olmagin karnuhu ‘agir [926] ciiliis-1 hiimdyiinina
tarih oldi. Eyyam-i devletinde ve hengam-i saltanatinda ahkdam-1 seri‘dt temadm-i
ihkamda ve metd-1 mdrifet ii kemdl tamam-1 revndk ii revdcda olmasina deldlet itdigii
iciin revndk-1 ser‘ [926] dahi muvdfik-1 hal ve mutabik-1 sal tarih olmusdir.”

63 Bostan (TSK), 3b-4b. In the first two chapters of Akbarnama Mughal court
historian Abu'l-Fazl employs a similar device and relates the beginning of Akbar’s reign
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Many of the contemporary accounts emphasize the peaceful succession in
Siileyman’s case. This was the first peaceful succession case Ottomans witnessed after
that of Murad II in 1451. Nasuh underlines the fact that Siileyman became sultan
without having to shed blood; he neither had to hurt his father nor fight and kill
brothers. It was Sultan Selim who worked hard and suffered the troubles of the world
without being able to enjoy the results. Sultan Siilleyman, on the other hand, took over
his throne and attained fortune.®*” Although Sa‘di remains silent about absence of effort
or trouble on Siilleyman’s part, he emphasizes that the deceased sultan having crushed
the enemy and having taken all kinds of trouble to correct the world, died without
finding peace for himself.”*' Another author of the same conviction is Liitfi Pasa. He

asserts that Siileyman ascended the throne without strife in the realm.®**

Liitfi Pasa goes
on to state that Sultan Selim suffered the troubles of this world, turning it into an
orchard by removing its mud and garbage. According to the author “Sultan Siileyman
took possession of that orchard without effort and hardship, and enjoyed its fruits.”**
The theme of enjoying the fruits of the efforts of the father appears to be part of the
political vocabulary. Liitfi Pasa’s phrase brings to mind Machiavelli’s comments on

succession following an extraordinarily successful father are noteworthy in this respect:

based on astrological signs: “Various delightful points arise from the consideration of
this auspicious horoscope. The first is that in the tenth Angle, which is the house of
sovereignty, the sun is showing increase of light. Now the main point for consideration
with regard to the hour of an Accession is the propitiousness of the tenth house, viz.,
that there should be a propitiousness befitting the approach of a world-adorner. Imam-
Ab(i--Muhammad of Ghazni, who was one of the great masters of astronomical
prognostication, has laid it down that it is good to have the Ascendant in Scorpio so that
the tenth Angle may be Leo, the house of the sun. God be praised! Here we have the sun
come of his own accord into the tenth house and diffusing the rays of auspiciousness
and fortune!” The Akbarnama of Abu’l-Fazl, H. Beveridge (trans) (Calcutta: The Asiatic
Society, 1902).

%40 Nasuh, 11a-b.

641 Sa“di (SN), 113b.

642 Liitfi Pasa, p.243. Liitfi Pasa uses the word “rdygdn’ to describe the accession.

The word can be translated either as “gratis” or as “abundant.” Either way, it seems to
be a heavily charged expression.

3 Ibid, p.243: Ve memleketinde cenk ii cidal olmadin, rdygan tahta gecip oturdi.

Giiya ki, Sultdn Selim bu diinydmin zahmetiin cekiib ve hdar u hdgakin gideriib bag u
bostan eyledi. Ve Sultan Siileymdn zahmetsiz ve mesakkatsiz ol bag u bostanin
yvemigslerin tasarruf idiib, miitenavil eyledi.”
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David was undoubtedly a man of the greatest excellence in arms, religion,
and judgment; his ability was so exceptional that after he had conquered and
overcome all his neighbors, he left to his son Solomon a peaceful kingdom,
which Solomon was able to preserve with the arts of peace and not those of
war, and Solomon was happily able to enjoy the fruits of his father’s ability.
But he was unable to leave the kingdom to his son Rehoboam, who, lacking
his grandfather’s ability and his father’s good fortune, remained heir to a sixth
part of the kingdom only with great effort. Bajazet, sultan of the Turks,
although a man who was more a lover of peace than of war, was able to enjoy
the fruits of his father Mahomet’s labors; his father, like David, having beaten
down his neighbors, left his son a secure kingdom that could easily be
maintained with the arts of peace. But if the present ruler, his son Selim, had
resembled his father and not his grandfather, that kingdom would have come
to ruin, and it is evident that Selim is about to surpass the glory of his
grandfather.***

Giovio explains that Selim killed his two brothers and many of his nephews so
that he could leave the Ottoman throne to his son Siileyman without competition.**
Writing later, Mustafa Ali evaluates the absence of conflict on Siileyman’s accession as
a benefaction granted from God.**®

As Selim I was perceived with awe in foreign political circles, the news of his
death was well-received in the West. Actually it seems to have caused great joy among
the rulers of Christendom. According to Paolo Giovio, Pope Leo was the happiest
among all. Upon hearing the death of the Soldano, the Pope celebrated the letanie
earlier, organizing processions in Rome. Leo X sent word all over Europe for
organizing a campaign against the common enemy. “It was apparent to all,” wrote
Giovio, “that a fierce lion had left behind a mild lamb as successor, for Solimano was
young, inexperienced and of very quiet disposition.” But he also stated that later on

many were to be deceived by this false appearance.®”’ According to Venetian reports,

644 Niccolo Machiavelli, Discourses on Livy, Julia Conaway Bondanella and Peter

Bondanella (trans.) (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 1997), p.72-3.

%45 Giovio, Elogi, p.222: “... percio che egli haveva fatto morire Acomath e
Corcuth, suoi fratelli carnali, e tanti figliuoli di suoi fratelli giovenetti di real presenza,
per apparecchiare a Solimano suo figliuolo il seggio dell’imperio Othomanno libero da
ognii concorrenza.”

64 Ali [KAJ, p.1058

7 Giovio, Commentario, p.Diii. A sixteenth-century English translation of
Giovo’s episode reads: “Neverthelesse as to wchyge Soliman, it seemed to al men that a
gentle lambe, succeded a fierce Lyon: seyng that Soliman hymslefe was but younge,
and of no experience, and that he was besyde even of nature (as men did hym reporte)
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Pope Leo X received the news while he was out hunting. Confirming what he heard
with the letters from Venice, he is said to have congratulated the Venetian ambassador
for such good news. He is attributed to have said: “He [Selim I] was a wicked man, we

shall now be in peace and Christianity will be able remain secure.”®*®

Papal reaction to
Selim’s death seems to be very similar to that of Mehmed II’s. When Pope Sixtus IV
confirmed the death of Mehmed II through Venice, he organized a mass at the church of
Santa Maria del Popolo to thank God with the attendance of all cardinals and
ambassadors. The “happy news” was announced to the inhabitants of Rome with
gunfires and bells and was celebrated with fireworks at night.**

On 11 November, Cardinal Campeggio wrote to Wolsey from Rome saying that
he received news that the “sultan of the Turks is dead. Selim, the dread of the whole
world has been cut off by pestilence, and Solyman his son has succeeded.”®" Another
hopeful reaction came from Hungary. Venetian ambassador in Buda, Lorenzo Orio
wrote on 18 November that “the death of the Turco has been confirmed there, as well as
his son’s taking over the state.” Orio mentioned the general opinion on the new Sultan:
“He’s peaceful and he will not be against Christians.” He also notes that this letter was
written the day after Hungary received the “news of the coronation of Cesarea

Maesta.”®!

The news reached France via Venice on 5 November. Badoer, the
ambassador of Venice in France, wrote in a letter dated November 6 about the reception
of the news in France. When Badoer gave Francis I the news, the king had already
heard it but Badoer’s statement confirmed the ambiguous news. Present in the room
were also the ambassador of the Pope and the admiral [Armirajo]. The admiral
suggested that it was the best time to chase the Turk out of Europe.” Francis replied: “If

the Pope permits that the other Christian princes do the same, I will be the first to start,

altogether geven to rest and quietnes. But this false opinion begyled manye, and among
theym Gazelles chefely.” Paulus Jovius, A Short Treatise upon the Turkes Chronicles,
compyled by Paulus Jovius byshop of Nucerue, and dedicated to Charles the V.
Emperour. Pater Ashton (trans) (London: Fletestrete, 1547), fol.ci.

%% Sanuto, 29:342-3.
%4 Babinger, Mehmed the Conqueror and His Time, p.407-8.

0 [ etters and Papers, 111:388. As Selim I did not die of pestilence, the report is
also demonstration of how information often circulated in distorted forms.

1 Sanuto, 29:452.
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and if need be I shall go in person.” Badoer says that the king did not argue any further,
but only asked about the qualities of the “son of the Turk.”*>
The news of Selim’s death and Siileyman’s accession spread mainly from

%3 The news seems to have reached reached Venice on 21 October.”* On 2

Venice.
November it was confirmed through a letter from Ragusa, dated 23 October, that “the
son of the signor Turco, named Sulaiman peacefully became Signor in

0% The first piece of information to the world about the qualities of

Constantinople.
signor Suliman was from Tomasso Contarini in his letter dated September 30. Since the
letter was written on the day Siileyman arrived in Istanbul, the bailo could not have seen
or heard much about him yet. Nevertheless, he informed Venice that Siileyman was 25
years old, just and of perfect ability [qualita perfeta]. He also conveyed his hope that

63 His letter, dated October 4,

the new ruler would keep the peace with the Signoria.
containing pretty much the same description was sent to other Christian rulers by the
Signoria.®”” His report dated 15 October provides further information since he had an
audience with Sultan Siileyman by then. He was better informed. According to this
report, the Signor was 25 years old. He was tall and lean. He had a delicate complexion.
His neck was a little too long. He had a small face, a hooked nose, a thin mustache and
little beard. He had a very agreeable face. His skin was white, but pale. Contarini
reported the general opinion of the people that Siileyman was wise, prudent and liked to
study. Contarini also heard people saying that he was a peaceful man who wanted to
attend to his pleasure and thus wished that Piri Mehmed Pasa govern. The report also
mentions Siileyman’s three sons. According to Contarini, everyone was hopeful of his

658 o :
good government.”" Contarini’s remark seems to reflect the general mood occasioned

by Siileyman’s accession both domestically and in the foreign political arena.

%2 Ibid, 403.

%3 Ibid, 313, 368.
% Ibid, 303.

%3 Ibid, 339.

%% 1bid, 357.

%7 Ibid, 368-9.

58 Ibid, 391-2.
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2.5. Conclusion

In this chapter, we have examined the issue of transference and marking of
sovereign authority. In this context, we have tried to trace the transformation of Prince
Siileyman into Sultan Siileyman through a process involving a set of ceremonial and
symbolic devices rather than a single moment of accession. As we have seen, the
process started with his arrival in Istanbul which has a dual significance. Revealing the
death of Sultan Selim on one hand, the arrival manifests Siileyman’s claim on and
appropriation of the “throne.” In this sense, we have interpreted the arrival as the initial
phase of transference of sovereignty. In this initial phase, we have seen that
appropriation of the seat of government along with the imperial household formed the
basic elements of the transformation in question. This seemingly smooth appropriation
was based on established norms emphasizing dynastic right and divine right of kingship.
Yet the dominance of the sense of an end versus a beginning in contemporary accounts
hinders an absolute perception of total transference of sovereignty. This takes us to the
second phase of accession whereby the defunct sultan is transformed into a valued
ancestor, giving way to the new ruler. Marked by the funeral of Sultan Selim, we have
argued that this phase to signify the transition between the end and the beginning. The
funeral ceremonial complete with the reception, the procession and the service at an
imperial mosque served as elements of dynastic continuity in this transition. So did
Siileyman’s presence as a dominating figure helped break the sense of an abrupt end
and beginning. The construction of a mosque and tomb complex further reinforced the
point. Now that Siileyman was left as the sole claimant of sovereignty, we have
identified the third phase with the quite ambiguous term of “enthronement.” This phase
marked the transference of sovereignty through presentations of obedience. While
subjects, or dependents, of various ranks presented their loyalty through acts of
deference, they also confirmed their acceptance of the transformation. When an official
kisses the hand of the new sultan he demonstrates his allegiance to the new sultan as
well as his acceptance of the set of ties and values the sultan represents. The ritual
[bi‘at] figures both as ‘“symbolic representation of social contract” and as

3 . . 65 . . . .
“consummation of social contract.”®> This silent contract was confirmed by Siileyman

659 Rappaport, “Obvious Aspects of Ritual,” p.434.
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through bestowal of gifts and promotions, as well as renewal of offices. The
transference of sovereignty was registered by yet other means in this phase; namely the
official proclamations sent to interested parties emphasizing once again dynastic and
divine right to rule along with the right of hutbe and sikke. With this the transference
was complete and sovereignty now rested with Sultan Siilleyman.

In the second part of this chapter, we have examined how Sultan Siileyman
marked and established his sovereignty as an individual ruler in the first few months of
his reign. As we have seen, the main notion employed in this sense appears to be justice.
Justice as understood by contemporaries in opposition to oppression and in relation to
impartiality is perceived as the main building block of “social order” in sixteenth
century mentality. It is not only a virtue expected of the ruler, but a God-given
characteristic of kingship. In other words, by performing deeds of virtue, Sultan
Siileyman not only proves that he is an able ruler but also the divine sanction related to
his rule is confirmed. We have also argued that a major rebellion turned out to be an
opportunity to strengthen his newly acquired sovereignty rather than proving to be a
threat to his authority. Through criminalizing an “independence” attempt, Sultan

Siileyman was able to emerge as a liberator removing oppression.
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CHAPTER 3
“THE WORLD-CONQUERING RULER”: SULTAN-I CIHAN-GIR

Power easily acquires titles but titles do not acquire power.*”

3.1. Defining the Problem: Consolidation of Sovereign Power and Building a

Reputation for Sultan Siileyman

Having discussed acquisition of sovereign authority through ceremonial and
conceptual means of in Chapter 2, this chapter examines consolidation of power vis-a-
vis the person of Siileyman, most specifically through building a personal reputation
based on military prowess and values attached to it. Sixteenth century was a time when
the association between glory and military success was at the peak. Such an association
in collective mentality required bold expansionist policies. The campaigns Sultan
Siileyman personally led in 1521 and 1522 indicate how war making became a tool in
consolidating his sovereign power and building a reputation at the beginning of a new

reign. The underlying motives of the respective conquests of Belgrade®®' and Rhodes**

660 Machiavelli, Discourses, p.94.

%! For a factual summary of the 1521 campaign see: Resimli-haritali Mufassal

Osmanli Tarihi, v.2, (Istanbul: Iskit Yaymni,1957) pp.794-8; Nicolae Jorga, Osmanli
fmparatorlugu Tarihi, vol.2, Niliifer Epceli (trans), Kemal Beydilli (trans. ed.),
(Istanbul: Yeditepe Yaymevi, 2005), pp.312-5; Ismail Hakki Uzuncarsili, Osmanli
Tarihi 11, (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1949), pp.298-300. For contemporary Ottoman
accounts of the 1521 campaign: KPZ, X:47-122; Liitfi Pasa, pp.245-8; Sa‘di (SN),
123b-143b; Tabakat, 41a-65a; Bostan (TSK), 13a-27b; Nasuh, 36b-47a.

%2 For a factual summary of the 1522 campaign, see: Resimli-haritali Mufassal

Osmanly Tarihi, v.2, pp.800-8; Jorga, Osmanli Imparatorlugu Tarihi, vol.2, pp.312-5;
Uzuncarsili, Osmanlt Tarihi 11, pp.301-4. For contemporary Ottoman accounts of the
1522 campaign, see Necati Avci, Tabib Ramazan: Er-Risale el-fethiyye er-rodossiye es-
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and were made compatible with justifying motifs, in other words legitimized. Codes of
political behavior, military strategy, and ritual instances reveal how actions and
processes were legitimized and rationalized. Lastly, we shall take a look at the official
presentations of the two campaigns which themselves project the desired image.
Comparison of domestic and foreign reception of the two campaigns provides at least
some insight to the compatibility or incompatibility between projection and its reception
as well as any differences or similarities between domestic and foreign perceptions.
Much of the manner in which Sultan Siileyman achieved his reputation in the
medium term seems to be in line with Machiavelli’s rhetorical, though also pragmatic,
remarks on reputation building. According to Machiavelli, a man can build himself a
reputation in three ways. Firstly, from his father, as people expect the son to resemble
the father. However, this kind of reputation is risky because if the man does not live up
to the expectations, it will soon collapse. Secondly, he can keep worthy company
around him and people would think that a man who keeps such good company should
be reputable. However, he still needs to prove himself or the goodwill will cancel out.
Thirdly, one can perform some extraordinary deed to prove himself, which Machiavelli
praises as the most effective and lasting method.’® Siileyman had the advantage of not
only royal birth but that of being the unchallenged heir to throne and titles of an already
acknowledged ruler, Sultan Selim. Furthermore, he inherited not only the realm and
titles of his father, but his father’s reputable men as well. In this sense, as we have
discussed in the previous chapter, he already had a generic image before him which he
could, or rather was expected to, appropriate. The enthronement, pledges, proclamations
and even the suppression of a major rebellion on his account in the first few months
following his accession completed the ceremonial and conceptual appropriation of this
image in the short term. In the medium term, how was the image to be actively
appropriated, maintained and enhanced? How was it to be transformed from the generic
image into a tailor-made one? Retrospectively speaking, the most obvious device in

transforming the generic image of a newly enthroned sultan of the House of Osman into

Siileymaniyye, Unpublished PhD Dissertation (Kayseri: Erciyes Universitesi, 1993);
KPZ, X:127-88; Liitfi Pasa, pp.248-51; Tabakat, 74b-104a; Miinse ‘at, 1:529-40; Sa‘di
(SN), 143b-159a; Bostan (TSK), 34b-42a; Nasuh, 63a-87a.

663 Machiavelli, Discourses, p.335.
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a tailor-made image of Sultan Siileyman in the medium term seems to have been war-
making.%%*

Utilizing the benefit of time, such an approach allows understanding how the
underlying motives, norms and consequences of these campaigns function as constituent

elements of the reputation and image of Sultan Siileyman.

3.2. Waging War in Early Sixteenth Century

War was an integral part of sixteenth-century mentality which inevitably brought
with it the assumption that all princes should be skillful war leaders. Another current
assumption was that all states must be prepared to fight at any time due to jealous and
ambitious neighbors. Belief in cycles, whether fatalistic or moralizing, meant that total
absence of war was not natural; it was either too good to be true or it meant luxurious
degeneration.®® War in the sixteenth century was also a way to advance one’s position
in peace negotiations. If one could sufficiently damage the enemy or acquire some

territory, he would have an upper hand at negotiations.®®®

Early modern states were
military institutions to a large extent. In this sense, the capability to master military
activity was a major expectation from the ruler. The honor and reputation gained

therewith was vital. As Frank Tallett puts it:

%% This was true for Ottoman rulers in general as Halil inalcik asserts: “It had

been the custom of every Ottoman Sultan to begin his reign with a major victory or
conquest, which was considered as a sign of his ability and good fortune.” Inalcik,
“State, Sovereignty, and Law,” p.67.

%5 Hale, “Sixteenth-Century Explanations of War and Violence,” p.22.

666 - . . . . .
Richardson, Renaissance Monarchies, p.3. In this sense, war itself is a means

of negotiation. Modern political science is quite in agreement with such an approach,
exemplified for instance by R. Harrison Wagner: “Although war and negotiation are
usually presented as alternatives to each other, I shall claim that war is best understood
as a process of negotiation. Thus, while adversaries can certainly choose to negotiate
rather than fight; if they fight, it is because each sees fighting as a way to influence the
outcome of negotiations.” R. Harrison Wagner, ‘Peace, War, and the Balance of
Power,” The American Political Science Review, vol.88, no.3 (Sept. 1994), p.595. In
this sense, military victory is not enough by itself, but needs to be consolidated by
political and diplomatic means acceptable to the defeated party. Handel, Masters of
War, pp.xviii-xix, 16.
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Moreover, although monarchs saw it as their duty to maintain social
harmony, promote trade and industry and see to the welfare of their subjects,
their chief concern was with the pursuit of gloire which was attained chiefly
through the waging of war; while the major task of their bureaucratic and
fiscal apparatus was to procure the resources of men, money and supplies,
which were the essential prerequisite of this pursuit.®”’

It is not surprising to see Siileyman waging war to a neighbor as one of the first
actions of his reign. Not only did Islam impose the duty of jihad, but also the prevailing
ideology of kingship required engagement in war. As was the case with his
contemporaries,®®® the power newly acquired by Siileyman required that the credentials
be set right at the beginning of his reign, or else he would risk seeming weak and
becoming victim to a neighbor. A keen observer of early sixteenth-century politics,
Machiavelli not only emphasized that “nothing brings a prince more prestige than great
campaigns and striking demonstrations of his personal abilities”®® but defined weak

. . . 670
rulers as “those who are not engaged in preparing for war.”

The honor and reputation
obtained through war was the keystone of Charles Vs grand strategy, for instance.®’"
Islamic theory regarded war to be a natural phenomenon in the context of the
relations of Muslims to non-Muslims. This conception of war was based on the Islamic
claim of universality. In other words, perpetual warfare was deemed inevitable until the
entire world subdued to Islam. The division of the world as the Abode of Islam [ddrii’l-
Islam] and the Abode of War [ddrii’l-harb] is perhaps the most evident expression of

672

the conception of war in Islamic political thought.”"* Fourteenth-century historian Ibn

Khaldun [d.1406] was perhaps the first Muslim writer, other than jurists shaping Islamic

%7 Frank Tallett, War and Society in Early Modern Europe 1495-1715 (London:
Routledge, 1997), p.188, p.241-2.

%98 Rodriquez-Salgado, “Obeying the Ten Commandments,” p.17.

%9 Niccolo Machiavelli, I/ Principe, Vittore Branca (ed) (Milano: Arnoldo
Mondadori Editore S.p.A., 1994), p.98.

670 Machiavelli, Discourses, p.72.

71 James D. Tracy, Emperor Charles V, Impresario of War (Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press, 2002), p.38.
672 Ann K.S. Lambton, State and Government in Medieval Islam (London and

New York: RoutledgeCurzon, 2006), p.200-2; W. Montgomery Watt, Islamic Political
Thought (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1999), pp.91-2.
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theory, who maintained that war was a natural social phenomenon caused by the self
interest or emotional motives of men. He categorized war into four types: tribal wars,
feuds and raids, jihad and wars against rebels and dissenters. While the first two types
were not just, the last two were legitimate.®”

Warfare was believed to be essential to leave a strong kingdom to successors. War
also meant asserting personal power and demonstrating military prowess. In this
respect, especially the first campaign a new ruler engaged in meant a lot in building and
fostering a reputation. A monarch was expected to demonstrate his potential for both
defense and aggression in the early years of his reign.®’* Such expectations were further
reinforced by works dedicated to monarchs at the beginning of their reigns or as they
were about to embark on campaign. In England, for example, on the eve of Henry
VIII’s first war against France, Richard Pynson published a new edition of a chivalric
treatise by Guido della Colonne, The hystorye, syge and destrucyon of Troye. The
treatise was initially published in translation back in 1420 and dedicated to Henry V
who was praised to be worthy of ancient heroes. The two supreme virtues praised in the

Likewise, a treatise on

treatise were success in battle and ruling justly in peace.
martial arts was written by Nasuh el-Matraki in 1529, and was copied with additions in
1532. Both dates relate to two major campaigns undertook by Sultan Siileyman. In
Tuhfetii’l-Guzat, Nasuh dwells on the necessity to excel in the art of war, as well
describing various weapons and their use along with historical explanations.®’® Thus,
war-making was promoted for and employed by sixteenth-century monarchs as a tool

for consolidation and advancement of sovereign authority both internally and externally.

%73 Michael Bonner, Jihad in Islamic History: Doctrines and Practices (Princeton

and Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2006), p.6; Majid Khadduri, “The Law of War:
The Jihad,” in The Legacy of Jihad: Islamic Holy War and the Fate of Non-Muslims,
Andrew G. Bostom (ed.) (New York: Prometheus Books, 2005), p.314. For legitimate
warfare in Islamic political thought, also see, “Muslim Theologians and Jurists on Jihad:
Classical Writings,” in ibid, pp.141-249; and Ebu'l-Hasan El-Maverdi, Siyaset Sanati :
Nasihatii'l-Miilk, Mustafa Saribiyik (trans.) (Istanbul: Ark yaymevi, 2004), pp.112-120.

674 Richardson, Renaissance Monarchy, p.27; Mia Rodriquez-Salgado, “Charles V

and the Dynasty,” in Charles V 1500-1558, H. Soly (ed.) (Antwerp: Mercatorfonds,
1999), p.78.

%75 Richardson, Renaissance Monarchy, p.27.

67 Matrak¢1 Nastth Silahi b. Karagoz Bosnavi, Tuhfetii’l-Guzar, 1532 [939],
Siileymaniye, Esad Efendi, 2206.

182



It is possible to view motives, or rather origins, of sixteenth-century wars in three
loose categories under glory, religion, and security of the realm. Although voiced
frequently by contemporary rulers and writers, these motives were not necessarily the
actual or the only reasons of war. These categories often functioned as legitimating
guises. Now we shall try to define these categories in comparative perspective and see

how these motives functioned in the “making” of Sultan Siileyman.

3.2.1. For the Sake of Glory

Dynastic or personal aggrandizement through warfare constituted a large part of
the reputation package in the sixteenth century, no doubt. As we have seen above, glory
mattered in the political world. The glory part of our problem reflects two sets of binary
oppositions influent on the image of Siileyman: House of Osman versus others, and past
versus present. These two sets of oppositions are intricately interrelated. On one hand,
Siileyman’s efforts and skill are taken for granted as a member of the House of Osman.
Thus, his success is linked to ‘the glorious past of the dynasty’ so that his success
aggrandizes not only himself but the dynasty. In this sense, the glory of Siileyman re-
legitimizes the dynastic claim and places the whole dynasty as superior to other ruling
dynasties. On the other hand, Siilleyman’s ability to acquire Belgrade and Rhodes, two
targets attempted but not acquired by ‘his illustrious forefathers’, presents him as
superior to them.

His contemporaries considered, Siilleyman was not unique in hurrying to build
himself a reputation through war. Ascending the throne in 1509, Henry VIII attempted
to lead a campaign into France. As he saw it, he had to pursue glory on the battlefield to

achieve “true majesty.”®’’

Though he sent some troops, he was not able to march in
person for a few years. When in 1513 he pledged himself in a Holy League with the
Pope, Ferdinand of Aragon and Margaret of Savoy on behalf of Maximilian I against
King Louis XII of France, his intention was to invade Aquitaine, Picardy and Normandy

in two months. Henry argued that his subjects would fight more willingly and

%77 James Raymond, Henry VIII’s Military Revolution: The Armies of Sixteenth-

Century Britain and Europe (London and New York: Tauris Academic Studies, 2007),
p.-17.
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successfully if they fought under their king. He was convinced that by embarking on his
first military exploit in such an important war, he would be able to ‘“create such fine
opinion about his valor among all men that they would clearly understand that his
ambition was not merely equal but indeed to exceed the glorious deeds of his
ancestors.”’® As the memories of English victories over the French were still fresh in
the minds of the people, Henry VIII was “determined to re-create the glorious exploits
of the Black Prince and Henry V.”%" Martial ability of Henry VIII was promoted by a
laudatory speech given by the royal secretary Richard Pace during the English-French
peace talks in 1518.%%°

In the declaration against Luther, issued on 19 April 1521, Charles V undertook to
defend the Church and faith against heresy. He reminded that his ancestors were loyal
sons of the Holy Roman Church who have defended and augmented the Catholic faith.
He now saw it as his duty to inherit the task of these illustrious ancestors among whom
were the “most Christian emperors of the noble nation of Alemania,” the Catholic kings
of Spain, archdukes of Austria and Burgundy. He argued that it was his duty to imitate
them both by nature and heredity.®®*'

When Francis I invaded Italy in 1515, it was the first year of his reign. This move
was a sort of continuation of the Italian wars begun by Charles VIII in 1494 with the
intention of affirming territorial and dynastic rights. Through attempting to recover the
lost territory and complete what had been prepared by Louis XII, Francis I would not
only regain the land lost by his predecessors but also avenge their defeats as well as

satisfying the expectations of the commanders and nobles.***

%78 Polydore Vergil as quoted in Richardson, Renaissance Monarchy, p.63. Also

see, Raymond, Henry VIII's Military Revolution, p.17.

679 Raymond, Henry VIII’s Military Revolution, p.14; Glenn Richardson,
“Entertainments for the French Ambassadors at the Court of Henry VIIL,” Renaissance
Studies, vol.9, no.4 (December 1995), p.404.

680 Richardson, “Entertainments for the French Ambassadors,” p.406-7.

%81 Sanuto, 30:214-5. Also see, Karl Brandi, The Emperor Charles V: Growth and
Destiny of a Man and a World-Empire, C.V. Wedgewood (trans) (London: Jonathan
Cape, 1960), pp.131-2.

682 R.J. Knecht, Renaissance Warrior and Patron: The Reign of Francis I,

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 61-3. Also see, Tracy, Emperor
Charles V, pp.41-2.
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When we take a look at Siileyman’s major eastern counterparts, we see that they
not only embarked their careers with war, but built themselves kingdoms with their
swords. Departing from his hide-out at Lahidjan in 1499, Ismail assembled an army at
Erzincan a year later and lead a campaign into Shirvan. Defeating the Akkoyunlu army
at Sharur and attaining control over Azerbaijan, Ismail was crowned in Tabriz in 1501.
By 1503, he was ready move against the “enemies of state and religion” to destroy

them.®®

In India, on the other hand, Babur defeated Ibrahim Lodi in 1526 gaining
control of a large part of India. His next move was against the Hindu Rana Sanga in
1527. After this victory over the kafir at the Battle of Khanwa, Babur took the title of
Ghazi. The narratives relating the battle are replete with references to the Quran.®*
Siileyman’s hunger for glory has often been emphasized by contemporary
sources. An on-site observer of the siege of Rhodes, Fontanus, for example, pointed this
out many times. In a speech supposedly made by Siileyman announcing the decision to
attack Rhodes, Fontanus had him say: “I seek nothing for myself other than glory; to

you [soldiers] I give the benefits.”®

In his account, Fontanus had Siileyman declare to
Philippe Villiers de I'Isle-Adam, Grand Master of Rhodes: “I do not make war to
acquire gold, or riches; but for glory, for fame, for immortality, and to enlarge my
. . 95686
imperio.

It seems as if Siileyman has deliberately chosen Belgrade and Rhodes for this
purpose. These targets implied a total change of direction. Whereas Selim I
concentrated on Eastern borders, Siilleyman turned to the opposite direction. If we

remind ourselves the reversal of Selim I’s other policies as discussed in the first chapter,

%3 Hasan Rumlu, Ahsenii’t-Tevarih, p.77.

08¢ K.S. Lal, “Jihad Under the Mughals,” in Bostom (ed.), pp.458-9.

%85 Jacobus Fontanus, “Del Discorso della Guerra di Rhodi di Iacopo Fontano,” in

Francesco Sansovino, Dell’Historia Universale dell’Origine et Imperio de Turchi, parte
seconda (Venetia, 1560), 95a: “lo per me non cerco altro che gloria, a vuoi soli o
compagni dono la utilita.” Fontanus’s [Jacques Fontaine] De Bello Rhodio was a widely
circulated first-hand account of the siege and fall of Rhodes. For information on the
editions of the work, see, Arthur Freeman, “Editions of Fontanus, De Bello Rhodio,”
The Library, vol.24, no.4 (1969), pp.333-6.

%% Fontanus, “Guerra di Rhodi,” 122a. Fontanus emphasizes the point when he

has Kurtoglu make a provocative speech to Siileyman to convince him to capture
Rhodes. The captain says that they are ready to put their lives at stake to raise “our
religion, your imperio and your name.” Ibid, 94a.
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this change of direction might bring to mind the possibility of the son challenging the
policy of an over-powerful father. Though such an argument seems quite attractive,
proof is impossible.®®’ If we approach the issue not as a change of direction, but as a
deliberation of direction, supportable arguments do exist. Capturing these castles was a
bold enough move in the general sense which would bring Ottoman dynasty glory.
Ottoman chroniclers emphasize the strength of both fortresses both technically and
historically.®®® Such impregnability®® seems to make the ultimate conquest the more
praiseworthy. Yet it was even a bolder move on the part of Siileyman’s person because
such an action implicitly challenged Mehmed II, already the epitome of Ottoman
monarchy. Although Ottoman narratives do not specifically phrase the issue as such,
references to previous failures clearly imply the point. As Kaldy-Nagy argues, people
expected new conquests from the new Sultan, not only the keys to a few castles. The
conquest of Belgrade meant a great triumph in the minds of people who still have not
forgotten the unsuccessful siege performed by Mehmed I1.°° Thus, targeting Belgrade
as the first feat would contribute immensely to a starter’s reputation. Mehmed II seems
to have remained a terrifying memory in the minds of the Europeans during the first half
of the sixteenth century. Even an aloof observer such Guicciardini paralleled Selim I
and Mehmed I1I:
... he [Selim] was incited by the memory of his grandfather Mohammed, who

with much weaker forces and a little navy sent to the kingdom of Naples, had
by an improvised attack conquered the city of Otranto, and opened a door and

%7 One rational motive of the change of direction toward the West would be the
uneasiness of the army about fighting against other Muslim powers and the hardships
endured during Selim’s campaigns. See, Pal Fodor, “Ottoman Policy Towards Hungary,
1520-1541,” Acta Orientalia Academiae Scentiarum Hungaricae, vol.45 (1991), p.286.
In this sense, a less problematic direction would have better suited the purpose of
building solidarity and appropriation of the army.

%% Liitfi Pasa, p.247, 249-50.

%9 The proclamation of victory makes it very clear that Belgrade was a target very
hard to obtain, however Siilleyman was able to capture it because he had God’s favor
and grace [himmet-i gehriydr-1 sa‘ddet-si‘dra ‘avn-i rabbani destgir olub]. See,
Miinge‘at 1:518.

%0 Gyula Kaldy-Nagy, "Suleiman’s Angriff auf Europa," Acta Orientalia
Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae, vol.28, no.2 (1974)

186



fixed a position from which he continuously vex the Italians (if death had not
intervened).®!

According to Lopez de Gomera, sixteenth-century Spanish historian, Siileyman
attacked the most important bastions of Christendom — Belgrade and Rhodes — to prove

that he was the strongest and most important ghazi of the dynasty.692

Jacques de
Bourbon, who actively participated in the defense of Rhodes, was convinced that
Siileyman engaged in the siege of island not only to secure the seaway to Syria, but also
to continue the tradition of bravery set forth by his forefathers Mehmed II, Bayezid II

and Selim 1.9

A very experienced observer of sixteenth-century political arena, Sanuto
himself was impressed by Siileyman’s deeds. In a conversation among friends, he
emphasized that Siileyman had taken Rhodes when neither his father nor grandfather
could.”* An anonymous French account of Rhodes, translated into English soon after
the conquest, expressed one of the motives that led Siileyman to attack Rhodes as

follows:

He might followe the doings of his noble predecessours, and shewe himselfe
very heire of the mightie and victorious lord Sultan Selim his father, willing to
put in execution the enterprise by him left the yeere one thousand five hundred
twentie and one.*”

%1 Francesco Guicciardini, The History of Italy, Sidney Alexander (trans)

(Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1984), p.300. Venetian ambassador
to the Ottoman court, Antonio Giustiani, in his relazione dated 7 February 1514,
emphasized that Selim I wished to imitate his grandfather Mehmed II. Sanuto, 17:539.

%2 Mia Rodriguez-Salgado, “La Cruzada sin Cruzado: Carlos V y el Turco a

Principios de su Reinado,” Archivio Storico per le Province Napoletane, (Napoli:
Societa Napoletana di Storia Patria, 2001), p.229. Siileyman was not alone in his desire
to equal or surpass his ancestors. His European counterparts often invoked the
memories of those such as Charlemagne, Saint-Louise or Henry V of England.
Richardson, Renaissance Monarchy, p.36

3 Nicolas Vatin, Rodos Sovalyeleri ve Osmanlilar: Dogu Akdeniz’de Savas,

Diplomasi ve Korsanlik, Tiilin Altinova (trans.) (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi, 2000), p.327,
n.37.

694 Sanuto, 34:7.

%95 «A Briefe Relation of the Siege and Taking of the Citie of Rhodes by Sultan
Soliman the Great Turke,” in Richard Hakluyt, The Principal Navigations, Voyages,
Traffiques, and Discoveries of the English Nation, vol.2 (London: 1599), p.180. This
work has been identified with the eyewitness account of Jacques de Bourbon, Le
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Capturing Belgrade was thus not a novel idea when Siileyman ascended the
Ottoman throne. The aspirations can be traced back to 1440 when Murad II wished God
grant it to his offspring, seeing that the fortress was unattainable.®”® Contemporary
Ottoman sources usually draw a parallel between Mehmed II’s unsuccessful siege and
Siileyman’s conquest of Belgrade. Similar comparisons abound in earlier Ottoman
chronicles, though not necessarily on the basis of individual Ottoman rulers but Islamic
rulers in general. Similar arguments can be seen for Mehmed II upon capturing Istanbul
which was attacked by many rulers before him but would not surrender to anyone.
Similarly, Oru¢ Beg credits Bayezid II who captured Moton, an area never before

d.%®" In this sense, reference to an earlier ruler to exalt the current Sultan

capture
constitutes neither novelty nor an unusual commendation. What empowers this
comparison is the identity of the compared ancestor, since Mehmed II was seen by his
contemporaries as the epitome of the Ottoman dynasty. Thus, challenging Mehmed II
above all rulers further enhanced Siileyman’s claim. Bostan, for example, reminds his
readers that the conquest of this castle was not granted to any ruler before; not even
Mehmed was able to capture it though he had fought hard.*”® According to
Kemalpasazade, one of the driving motives for Siileyman to capture Belgrade was to
wash away the embarrassment of Mehmed II's unsuccessful siege of 1456. The author

first praises Mehmed II for acquiring various territories. However, the conquest of

Belgrade had not been granted even to so “superior a ruler who had moved ships on

Grande et Marveilleuse et tres cruelle oppugnation de la noble cite de Rodes, initially
printed at Paris in 1525. See, Freeman, “Editions of Fontanus,” pp.333-6.

%% Orug Beg, p.61. Orug Beg also relates a legend referring to the recovery of the
sword of Seddad. Legend has it that the sword was transferred to Yanko bin Madyan,
the legendary founder of Constantinople, and from him to Buzantin [Byzas]. By
coincidence it was found in Hungary during the reign of Bayezid II and put in his
treasury. Bayezid II took this as an omen that either he or his sons were destined to
conquer Hungary with this sword. Ibid, pp.98-100. For the siege of Belgrade in 1440,
see K. DeVries, “Lack of a Western European Military Response to the Ottoman
Invasions of Eastern Europe from Nicopolis (1396) to Mohacs (1526),” The Journal of
Military History, vol.63, no.3 (Jul., 1999), p.556. For the significance of such heirlooms
in heroic tradition see Renard, Islam and the Heroic Image, p.141: “Usually the hero
comes into possession of such an emblem by sheer serendipity. He either practically
stumbles over it, or wrests it from a rival, or simply inherits it from an earlier hero.”

%7 See Tursun Beg, p.43, 50; and Orug Beg, p.198, respectively.

%8 Bostan (TSK), 21a; also see, Sa‘di (SN), 137a.
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land to conquer Kostantiniyye.” He had tried nevertheless, and now it was mandatory
for Siilleyman to eradicate unbelief from this fortress and wash away the
embarrassment.””” Celdlzdde does not miss the opportunity to praise Siileyman moving
the failure of Mehmed II to the fore. He reminds his readers that the “infidels” prided
themselves with the cannons Mehmed II had to leave behind at Belgrade. The author
argues that restoring the cannons and saving Belgrade was a task reserved for Sultan
Siileyman.”” Spandounes also dwells on the “embarrassment” saying that the “Turks
were beaten off and their sultan withdrew in disgrace and with heavy losses.””""!

An examination of the reflections of Mehmed II’s siege of Belgrade in earlier
chronicles demonstrates that the siege was not regarded as a major failure. This is not
surprising, of course. Many of these earlier chronicles were presented to Mehmed 1I’s
son Bayezid II. Even if some authors did see the 1456 siege as a failure or
embarrassment, saying so in a work that was supposed to glorify the dynasty and
impress the current ruler would not be very appropriate. Just as these authors had felt
the need to glorify Mehmed II, Siileyman’s contemporaries needed to do the same for
their monarch. To this end, they seem to have employed the 1456 siege as a failure
which would exalt Siileyman over the most exalted member of the dynasty. Tursun Beg,
exemplifies a contemporary projection of Mehmed II's siege of Belgrade. According to
Tursun Beg, for example, it was because of the greed of the soldiers for booty that the
army had to abandon the castle, although the simulated retreat tricked the enemy to the
open field. The author describes the result of the battle as “a holiday for the Muslims”
lehl-i Islama bayram)]. Emphasizing that the castle was “almost” conquered, Tursun
Beg goes on to explain that the “merciful pddisah was satisfied with this clear victory”
[padisah-1 anfet-si‘ar bu fethi miibin ile iktifa itti] because his soldiers were tired and
wounded. The author justifies the return with the maxim “return is the best,” although
he mentions that the Sultan intended to come back because he regarded Belgrade as his
legitimate prey [av kilinmug sikdrumdur]. Tursun Beg also projects the reaction of the
Hungarian king to Mehmed II’s retreat. Allegedly, the “king” believed that “the Turk

retreated in shame” [terk-i namiis idiib sindi]. A few days later, he died because of a

099 Kpz, X:55-7.
790 Tabakat, 48b-49a.

7ot Spandounes, On the origin of the Ottoman Emperors, p.45.
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wound caused by a ‘ghazi’. Tursun Beg describes the death of Hunyadi as God’s
punishment upon the oppressors. He also states that with the “king’s” death Mehmed’s
primary intention, namely “the death of the rival” [karl-i rakib] was realized.””* The
whole account shows that Tursun Beg, a contemporary of Mehmed II who attended
many of his campaigns, regarded the result not as a failure but victory, let alone as an
embarrassment. On the other hand, the projected perception of the “Hungarian king”
demonstrates that contemporary mentality considered retreat as embarrassment. In this
sense, once the 1456 episode comes to be perceived as ‘retreat’ the abandoned siege is
transformed not only into failure, but also ‘embarrassment’.

The conquest of Sabacz [Sabac, Bogiirdelen] can be seen in a similar perspective.
The fortress was built during the reign of Mehmed II by Ishak Beg and his son Isa Beg.
As Ottoman chronicles saw it, although the castle fell into Christian hands later on, it
was actually part of Siilleyman’s inheritance. Ottoman sources regard the capture of
Sabacz as “liberation” [istihlds] rather than conquest. In other words, Siileyman
captured what was already his. Furthermore, in Christian hands Sabacz was transformed
into “a nest of rebellion and sedition.” Here we find a second justification for the

conquest. Thirdly, Siileyman acquired it with his sword.””® Although Siileyman is

"2 Tursun Beg, Tarih-i Ebu’l-Feth, pp.79-83. Kritovulos states that Mehmed II's
actually conquered Belgrade, but lost it instantly due to the arrival of Hunyadi’s army as
the Ottoman soldiers were busy plundering the city. Kritovulos, /stanbul’un Fethi, M.
Gokman (trans.) (Istanbul: Toplumsal Déniisim Yaynlari, 1999), p.144-5. Kivami
justifies the failure to capture Belgrade in the beginning of his account through a pre-
battle speech he makes Mehmed II utter. This speech emphasizes that it is not in the
people’s hands to conquer a place, but it depends on God’s will. The argument is
reinforced through a Quranic verse which says God gives the possession of a realm to
whomever He wishes [3:26]. Although the author talks mentions defeat a few times as
he recounts action, he declares the final result to be victory. Kivami, Fetihname,
Ceyhun Vedat Uygur (ed.), (Istanbul: Yapi Kredi Yaymlari, 2007), p.207-15.
Asikpasazade, however, attributes the failure to capture the castle to the “deception” of
the Rumelian commanders who supposedly thought acquiring the castle would hinder
their future raiding expeditions. Asikpasaoglu, Tevdrih-i Al-i Osman; in Osmanl
Tarihleri I, N. Atsiz Ciftgioglu (ed) (Tiirkiye Yayinevi, Istanbul, 1947).

793 For the conquest of Sabacz see, Sa‘di (SN), 131b-133a: “... agydr eline
diismiis miilk-i mevriis idi, devlet-i kahiresiyle feth ii istihlas olundi”; KPZ, X:72-4;
Tabakat, 46a follows the muslim-infidel-saved cycle. For the initial building and loss of
Sabacz, see Babinger, Mehmed the Conqueror and His Time, p.323, 326 and 346-7
respectively.
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59704 the

reported to have remarked: “this is the first castle I conquered, it should prosper,
fame acquired through more famous targets as Belgrade and Rhodes seems to have
overshadowed the conquest of Sabacz.””

The conquest of Rhodes functions similarly for building Sultan Siileyman’s
reputation. Contemporary chronicles approach the conquest as great success because

59706

“the island never gave in to a ruler before. Kemalpasazade reinforces his argument

further saying that “the hand of no groom of jihad has ever touched the skirt of the bride

of conquest.””"’

Rhodes also poses another challenge to Mehmed II. In 1480, an
Ottoman armada unsuccessfully laid siege on the island for three months. The memory
of Mesih Pasa’s unsuccessful attempt poses an opportunity for Kemalpasazade, for
example, to emphasize the intention on Siilleyman’s part “to wash away the stain of

embarrassment” of yet another failure.””

Writing in late sixteenth-century, Sadeddin
relates his father’s testimony to a speech by Selim I in opposition to another attempt on
the island. In this speech, Selim I allegedly scolded his viziers that he had not yet
forgotten the “shame of Rhodes at the time of my great forefather Sultan Mehmed Han
Gazi” and asked them whether they intended to “double that gloom.”’” The origins of
Sadeddin’s anecdote can perhaps be traced back to the conception of the court physician
Ramazan as he expresses some of the general opinions of his time, regarding why
Ottomans before Siileyman did not capture the island through the speech he has

Siileyman recite. According to this passage, although Ottoman sultans had conquered

much farther lands, they did attempt on Rhodes because it was too strongly protected.

704 KPSZ X:84, Bostan (TSK), 17b, Miinse ‘at, 1:508.

705 T owe this view to Metin Kunt.

79 For comments on previous attempts see, KPSZ, X:131; Nasuh, 56a, 67b-69a.

T KPSZ, X:153; comp. Tabakat, 66b; Ramazan, p.98.

98 KPZ, X:128: “Ol bar-1 ndmist ve ‘Gri da ydri-yi Bari ile ortadan gotiirmege
Hazret-i Hiidavendigdr-i1 gerdin-iktiddr ‘azm-i cezm eyledi.” For Mehmed’s attempt see
p-155. According to the author, Mehmed had wished to take the island from the religion
of Christ and hand it over to Muhammad. See also ibid, 57 on Belgrade. Nasuh, 54b is
an exact replica of Kemalpasazade’s expression. Mehmed II’s contemporary Tursun
Beg, on the other hand, does not see the 1480 siege as an embarrassment at all.
According to him, Mesih Pasa hit and destroyed Rhodes and returned with plenty of
booty. Tursun Beg, Tdrih-i Ebu’l-Feth, p.180.

799 Sadeddin, TV:353.
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Rhodians possessed much defense equipment and knowledge of how to use it.
Furthermore, their knowledge of the sea surpassed that of the Ottomans, and their united
stance with no discord amongst themselves discouraged the Ottomans from attacking
the island.”'® Seen in the light of Ramazan’s comments, the perception of the late
sixteenth-century writer Sadeddin confirms an established view of Siileyman’s image in
connection to the conquest of Rhodes. By the late sixteenth century, then, Siileyman
was regarded as so successful a sultan that he could capture an island that even his most
daring father would not dare to attack. Furthermore, “washing away the embarrassment”
through this seemingly impossible feat, he was exalted over all the previous members of
the dynasty.

Giovio informs his readers that Siileyman, a year after acquiring Belgrade,
decided to capture Rhodes against the advice of Piri Pasa and other commanders who
reminded him of the hardship suffered by Mehmed II when he undertook the task.”"'
Fontanus, on the other hand, claims that Siileyman did not expect the same outcome
because he believed that Mehmed II was misadvised in calling Mesih Pasa back too
soon.’? Siileyman, however, did not ignore the risks involved either. According to
Fontanus, Siileyman [Il Turco] was described as a young man with excellent ability,
whose wisdom seemed to be more than his years. Thus, the young Sultan saw the ability
of Rhodians to oppose force with force, and was convinced that they would not be
forced to obey as easily as did the Albanians. According to Fontanus, Sultan Siileyman
did not rule out the possibility that what happened to his great-grandfather Mehmed
could happen to him, that fortune and war could be deceitful.”"® In the same speech,
Fontanus has the notorious Ottoman captain Kurtoglu refer to the possible concern of

the Sultan regarding the failure faced by his predecessors. However, the captain

1% Ramazan, p-134. Tabib [physician] Ramazan wrote individual campaign

chronicles of the campaigns in 1521 and 1522 in Arabic. He seems to have been present
in both campaigns. He is probably the same physician Ramazan who was a member of
Siileyman’s household both during his princehood in Manisa and after his accession.
See, Chapter 1, p.71.

i Giovio, Commentario, p.Diii. For Piri Pasa also see, Fontanus, “Guerra di
Rhodi,” 95a.

12 Fontanus, “Guerra di Rhodi,” 95a. The fact that it took Siileyman six months to
capture the island, Fontanus’s judgment may be worth noting.

3 Ibid, 93b. Albanians, in this context, refers to the inhabitants of Belgrade.
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encouraged him by reminding him of his predecessors’ failure in capturing Belgrade,
and his success in conquering the castle “regardless of the fact that it was stronger than
ever.”’*

There is also evidence of Selim I's planning a campaign on Rhodes, although
never actualized.””” According to the so-called Haydar Celebi Diary, although
preparations were completed for the siege of Rhodes in 1519 [926], the plans were
abandoned. The diary provides two reasons for the change in plans. Firstly after a
consultation, the affairs with Shah Ismail were considered more important than the
conquest of Rhodes. Secondly, campaign season was over.'® Some foreign accounts
mention an expected attack on the island by Sultan Selim. According to Venetian
correspondence, Francis I sent help to Rhodes for they believed that Selim would attack

the island in June 1520. However, the armada never set sail.”!’

Liitfi Pasa mentions that
for Rhodes Siileyman made use of the ships his father prepared for a ghaza to Europe
[Frengistan].”'® Ramazan provides a parallel between Siileyman and his father in that
through the conquest of Rhodes Siileyman opened the sea route for pilgrimage, as the
latter had done for the land route.”” According to a poem in Nasuh’s account, the duty
of capturing Rhodes passed on to Bayezid after Mehmed II, then Selim and finally
Siileyman.”*” The anonymous chronicler of the siege of Rhodes also mentions Selim’s
preparations and his death interfering with the plan. This author has supposedly seen

Selim I's last will whereby he urged his son to capture Belgrade first and then

Rhodes.”*!

"% Ibid, 94a. Through the words of Kurtoglu, Fontanus also emphasized that

Rhodes should have been dealt with years ago.

s Uzuncarsili, Osmanli Tarihi 1I, p.286; Vatin, Rodos Sovalyeleri ve

Osmanlilar, pp.322-5. Also see, Miinse ‘at, 1:499.
716 Miinse ‘at, 1:499.
" Sanuto, 29:483. Also see, Knecht, Renaissance Warrior and Patron, p.104.
T8 iitfi Pasa, p.248.
o Ramazan, p.173
720 Nasuh, 55b.

721 «A Briefe Relation of the Siege and Taking of the Citie of Rhodes,” p.180.
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Tabib Ramazan, as he thanks God at the end of his account of the siege of
Rhodes, clearly expresses the superiority of Sultan Siileyman over his predecessors:
“Thanks be to God who granted these two conquests [Belgrade and Rhodes] not to prior
caliphs like Selim, Halim [Bayezid II] and Sultan Mehmed Han but to Sultan Siileyman
Han.”’** These words add another dimension to the superiority of Siileyman in terms of
military prowess and ability as the author underlines throughout his account; such an
expression poses Sultan Siileyman to be specially favored by God. Since Ramazan
wrote his work to impress Siileyman and was not commissioned to do so by anyone. As
such, he probably thought that this was what the Sultan would like to hear. Regardless
of the author’s motive, the phrase demonstrates clearly that the concern for surpassing
predecessors factored in Siileyman’s and/or his contemporaries’ minds, and that the

motif was used to enforce his image.

3.2.2. For the Sake of Religion

Religion often appears as a causal factor in sixteenth-century wars; however it is
actually a means of legitimizing pre-existing conflicts.”* In terms of the 1521 and 1522
campaigns, religion provides the most crucial binary opposition, namely Muslims
versus “infidels”, employed in justifying warfare and enmity. The main tenets of the
justification of warfare, in this respect, are found in Quranic verses and traditions of the
Prophet. The most well known and most frequently used verse says:

Fight those who do not believe in Allah, nor in the latter day, nor do they
prohibit what Allah and His Messenger have prohibited, nor follow the

religion of truth, out of those who have been given the Book, until they pay the
tax in acknowledgment of superiority and they are in a state of subjection.”**

722 Ramazan, p.196.

2 John F. Guilmartin, Jr., “Ideology and Conflict: The Wars of the Ottoman
Empire, 1453-1606,” Journal of Interdisciplinary History, vol. 18, no. 4, The Origin

and Prevention of Major Wars (Spring, 1988), p.743.

24 Quran, 9:29.
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Siileyman was not alone in imposing himself as the “protector of the religion”

either. His eastern counterparts Ismail and Babur also claimed the title.”*

The early
Safavi conception of ghaza seems to be similar to that of the Ottoman’s. In discussing a
victory of Shah Ismail against Shirvan Shah, Hasan Rumlu explains how “the wind of
victory and conquest blew toward the flag of the exalted Hdkdn through the assistance
of God and strong fortune” and how the possessions of the defeated were left on battle

726

ground as booty.”” When Ismail decided to attack Azerbaijan, he “put on his priceless

body the armor of Godly assistance” and aimed at “fighting those who were on the

wrong path.”’*’

While it is very hard to come by instances of Ottomans praising or even
acknowledging ghaza efforts of the Safavis,”*® Ottoman claims to ghaza and glory find
recognition in Ahsenii’t-Tevdrih. Bayezid Il and his army, for example, are praised for
fighting the “infidels.” The size of Bayezid’s army is described as more numerous than
the sand in the desert and coined as “distinguished for success”, while his ships deemed
excellent. Hasan Rumlu’s details on the ships assert that such ships were so expensive
that they could only be built by padisdhs.”* On the other hand, in conflict between the
Ottomans and the Safavids, Hasan Rumlu denotes the Safavis ghazis whereas he refers

to the Ottomans as “Rim.””*°

In his Memoirs, for example, Babur mentions leaving
Agra against Rana Sanga for the “Holy War.””*' Babur’s claim to ghaza was recognized
by the Safavids as long as the effort suited their interests. For example, when Ismail sent

support to Babur against the Uzbeks, Babur and his soldiers are referred to as ghazis.’*?

2 In Ahsenii’t-Tevarih Ismail is continuously called as such while his followers
and soldiers are called ghazi.

726 Hasan Rumlu, Ahsenii’t-Tevarih, p.55

7 Ibid, p.71

78 Actually, Safavi claims to ghaza are often delegitimized in Ottoman sources.
Liitfi Pasa, for example, demonstrates an awareness of Safavi claims; however, he
argues that they oppressed Muslims under the disguise of ghaza: “Gazileriz ideriiz diyii
gazd / Ehl-i Islama iderlerdi ezd.” Liitfi Pasa, p.148.

2 Hasan Rumlu, Ahsenii’t-Tevarih, p.46-8

730 Ibid, p.153-5, 165. Such is the case, for example, as he relates the events of
1511-12.

73 Babur-nama, p.547.

732 Hasan Rumlu, Ahsenii’t-Tevarih, p.156.
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Such accounts demonstrate the relevance of the ghaza in the reputation of a Muslim
monarch. Through playing the ghaza card as he ascends the throne, Siileyman not only
fulfills domestic expectations, but excels as a superior monarch committed to the duties
imposed by Islam within the Muslim world.

Muslim monarchs were not the only ones to promote religion as a motive for war
in the sixteenth-century. Their counterparts in Europe employed the concept of a “holy”
war for their own ends. In the western world holy war, in other words crusade was
generally defined as “a military expedition against infidels” who were enemies of the

faith or the enemies of the Papacy.”’

The ideal of a crusade against the Ottomans was
not a new idea in the 1520s. With the Ottoman expansion in the fifteenth century,
various crusading projects had been proposed. On one hand, Christian rulers of Europe
wanted to stop the Ottoman invasion; on the other hand, some rulers dreamed of
recovering Jerusalem. The conquest of Constantinople and rapid territorial loss in the

Balkans further provoked such projects.””*

Pope Leo X declared a universal peace
among Christian princes on 6 March 15 18.7% Apparently, the recent acquisitions of
Selim I had intimidated the Pope who feared an Ottoman attack in Italy. The plan was to
approach from three directions, the capital being the ultimate goal.”®

Among contemporary monarchs, Charles V was perhaps the most insistent to
employ the ideal of a crusade to further his reputation. Charles V constantly uttered his

intention to fight the Turk — though never made a step toward its realization — in the first

73 Mia Rodriguez-Salgado, “La Cruzada sin Cruzado,” p.203.

734 Ibid, p.204; Robert H. Schwoebel, “Coexistence, Conversion, and the Crusade
against the Turks,” Studies in the Renaissance, vol. 12 (1965), pp. 164-187.

73 At this point we need to keep in mind that Siileyman probably knew about the
plan of Leo X. As mentioned earlier, he was in Edirne on Rumelian guard at the time
and he informed his father who was in Egypt. See, Spandounes, On the origin of the
Ottoman Emperors, p.65-6. See Sanuto, 25:124 for earlier suspicions. For Siileyman’s
guardianship at Edirne during 1517 and his correspondence with his father, see,
Miinse ‘at, 1:491, 494, 498

3® Guicciardini, History of Italy, pp.300-1. For Leo X’s plan and memorandum to
Christian princes, also see Geza Perjes, The Fall of the Medieval Kingdom of Hungary:
Mohacs 1526-Buda 1541, Maria D. Fenyo (trans.) (Colorado: Boulder, 1989), pp.46-8.
Leo’s plan involved voluntary financial contribution from all princes and a universal tax
from all Christian peoples. As for the campaign itself, the Emperor along with
Hungarian and Polish cavalry, German infantry; France, Venetians, other Italians, Swiss
foot soldiers, Spain, Portugal, England would participate.
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years of his reign, as a propaganda tool “to raise his reputation and diminish that of his
rival.”">” Charles V himself grew up in an environment which cherished crusader ideals
along with knightly values. Believing strongly that the crusade was an ideal that brought
his ancestors great honor and reputation, Charles often emphasized his commitment to

fighting the ‘infidels’.”® Pope Leo’s declaration gave Charles the opportunity along

with others to prove his hand in the competition between princes to realize a crusade.”
During 1517-1520 Charles was trying to establish his authority in Spain. Pursuing
aggressive policies towards the Muslims in the Mediterranean was already a popular
approach. Charles’s advisors knew that associating the young king with a hero leading a
holy war would strengthen his authority and reputation. Thus the projected discourse
claimed that Charles wished to conserve peace with Christian rulers so that he would be
able to fight the infidels, more accurately “enemies of [our] Catholic faith.” As far as
this narrative went, he intended to move against the enemy employing all his kingdoms.
Charles took it as his obligation to participate in this war for various reasons. Firstly,
this was an opportunity to gain the “honor of God” and to defend his “holy Catholic
faith.” Secondly, he was required by the Pope to participate. Thirdly, he would prove
the world that he is a truly “Christian king.” Fourthly, he would show the world that he
merited the heritage of “kings who had many and glorious victories against the
infidels.” The claims and phrases employed reflected the “habitual vocabulary” of all
Christian princes of the era.’*’

The approach of Francis I toward the idea of crusade was similar. In December
1515, Francis had already made up his mind to go on a crusade in person with all his
might. Such a project would not only earn him honor and reputation, but would
strengthen his hand in the future competition for emperorship. He also thought the

timing to be convenient to pursue his ambition since France was in peace with most of

7 Rodriquez-Salgado, “La Cruzado sin Cruzado,” p.236.

78 Ibid, pp.212-3. In the Burgundian court where Charles was raised, the chivalric

ethos prevailed. The ceremonies of the Order of the Golden Fleece involved the
association between sword and honor. Before knights swore the Crusader’s oath and the
Duke himself vowed to challenge the Sultan in single combat, the master would recite
the same command to each: “Dear son, draw thou thy sword / For the glory of God and
for thine own honour.” Brandi, The Emperor Charles V, p.30-1.

7 Rodriguez-Salgado, “La Cruzada sin Cruzado,” p.212.

"0 Ibid, pp.218-21.

197



the Christian princes and Ottomans were busy fighting in the east.”*! After Pope Leo
X’s declaration of universal peace and call for crusade, Francis organized a spectacular
ceremony in December 1518. He told the papal legate that he would participate in the

742
crusade.

Leo X had given absolution to France for a crusade which already
announced on 4 January 1517. In March 1518, solemn processions were realized in
Rome to invoke God’s assistance against the Turks. Such demonstrations of intention
posed Francis as the “Most Christian King” indeed.”* Even by early 1520, rumors still
circulated that Francis would join the expedition against the 7urk in person and that the
Pope had sent money for the defense of Belgrade.”**

Truth was, the death of Emperor Maximilian in January 1519 had put an end to
immediate crusade plans. Competition for the title of emperor replaced the competition
for the glory of the crusade. The election of Charles in June 1519 did not break the
inactivity. Everyone was aware of the accumulation of great power in the hands of one
monarch, but no one was sure whether he would be able to maintain it. The resistance in
Spain, religious and social divisions in the imperial lands and the vulnerable situation of
Italian lands were seen to cloud his capacity. Thus, all plans for a major crusade were
suspended.”*

Contemporary Ottoman chronicles all attribute the campaigns in 1521 and 1522
firstly to Siilleyman’s commitment to ghaza.”*® Kemalpasazade’s almost romanticized
introduction to his account of the 1521 campaign introduces serious contemplation on

Siileyman’s part. According to the author, Siileyman gave much thought to what made

™ Ibid, p-214. “Desde el momento que, por gracia de Dios gané la corona de

Francia y aiin antes, mi verdadera y natural inclinacion era y seguendo, y lo digo sin
mentir ni disimular, el emplear mis fuerzas y mi juventud en una guerra por el honor 'y
reverencia de Dios nuestro salvador, contra los enemigos de la fede.”

"2 Ibid, p.222.

743 Knecht, Renaissance Warrior and Patron, p.103-4. When Jean Thenaud

dedicated the second volume of Triumphes and Vertuz to Francis, he referred to him as
“the very great and very good, king of France, future Emperor and destroyer of the
Turkish empire, invincible.”

" Letters and Papers, TI1:206. Campeggio to Wolsey [dated 1 February 1520,
from Rome].

™ Rodriguez-Salgado, “La Cruzada sin Cruzado,” pp.223.

746 Tabakat, 41b-42a.
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the Ottomans superior than other rulers. After much contemplation, he realized that the
answer lay in their efforts of jihad and ghaza, as well as the fame of success acquired by
word-of-mouth.”*” This line of thought is consistent with Machiavelli’s argument that
fear engendered by past victories help break the determination of the enemy.’*
Kemalpasazade legitimizes the attack on Hungary by the Quranic verse commanding
fighting against unbelievers who are close by.’*

Kemalpasazade’s use of jihad and ghaza in the same sentence may not be just
another Ottoman rhetorical device. As various scholars have discussed in relation to the
early Ottomans, although the terms have often been interchanged in modern
scholarship, jihad is not the same as ghaza. Early frontier lore as well as canonical
works makes this distinction. Recent scholarship emphasizes that jihad as a word does
not mean “holy war” or “just war”, but “striving.” Classical Islamic theory identifies
four types of jihad: by heart, by tongue, by hands, by the sword. By heart means
fighting the devil against temptation; this is the greater jihad. Second and third types
have to with supporting the right and correcting the wrong. The fourth is actual war
1,750

with unbelievers and enemies of the fait

followed by the phrase “in the path of God” [fi sabil Allah]. Thus even when this phrase

In sources the term “jihad” is usually

is not used, by association jihad comes to denote fighting for the sake of God. On the

"7 KPZ, X:48-9. For Siileyman’s wish for ghaza would and his decision to target

to Rhodes, see p.127. Siileyman’s commitment to ghaza as soon as he ascends the
throne reminds of Mehmed II’s commitment as related by Tursun Beg. As he ascended
the throne Mehmed Il “lillah fi sebilillah kili¢ kusandi. Hink-1 azimet arkasina zin-i
himmet sahip, indn-1 zafer-iyant nahv-1 gazdya sarf eylemegi kendiiye farz-1 ayn bildi.”
Tursun Beg, Tarih-i Ebu’l-Feth, p.37.

748 Machiavelli, Discourses, p.61.

" KPZ, X:53. Quran, 9:123. This Qurabic sura is on fighting pagan groups,
breachers of agreements, etc.

7Y Majid Khadduri, “The Law of War: The Jihad,” pp.307-8; Tibbi, “War and
Peace in Islam,” in Bostom, pp.329-30. A clear distinction between the two kinds of
jihad is observed in Tursun Beg’s account of Mahmud Pasa’s activities during a month
of Ramadan. The author claims that while the vizier engaged in fighting his nefs in
looks, he was fighting the infidels. Tursun Beg, Téarih-i Ebu’l-Feth, p.98: “Bu ayda
egerci hazret-i Paga siiretd miichede-i nefse miibagsir idi, ammd zimnen miicdhede-i
kiiffar ile calismakta idi.”
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other hand, the term “ghaza” comes from the Arabic ghazw which denotes pre-Islamic
booty attacks. Thus the association of the term with raiding and plunder is inevitable.”"
Scholars have also suggested that jihad had a defensive quality whereas ghaza had
a proactive nature. In other words, jihad is understood to be a military undertaking, in
the narrower sense of the word, when the whole community [umma] of Islam is under
threat. Ghaza, on the contrary, is raiding activity which requires no immediate or
potential threat to the community although the ultimate aim is associated with the

expansion of Islam.’”?

The Ottoman conception of ghaza evolved against the
background of the earlier frontier conditions in Anatolia in late thirteenth and fourteenth
centuries. The late thirteenth and early fourteenth centuries witnessed the weakening
and gradual collapse of central authority as well as the struggle of principalities which
initially served as frontier forces of the weakening central authority. In this respect,
ghaza as a frontier activity combined religious motive with the prospect of booty
through raiding. It is not within the scope of this study to dwell on how the Ottoman
enterprise turned out to eliminate all major and minor competitors in the struggle of
becoming the power in Anatolia; suffice it to say that ghaza as a unifying force in the
earlier phases was a major factor.””’ Defining ghaza as a “powerful and unifying device
available to conquerors on the frontier, more so than tribalism, origin, religion,

language, or culture,” Linda Darling emphasizes that as an ideology ghaza was “flexible

enough to be represented as an orthodox Islamic activity to the ‘ulemd, an unorthodox

51 Michael Bonner, Jihad in Islamic History, p.2; T.M. Johnstone, “Ghazw,” EI,

I1:1055a. Cemal Kafadar, Between Two Worlds: The Construction of the Ottoman State
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995), p.81. Kafadar refuses to equate ghaza
with holy war: “Even if it may have been a major force in the ideological matrix of
medieval western Asian and eastern European frontier regions, the “championing of
one’s faith” could never function as the sole concern of historical actors in that stage or
as a single-minded zeal.”

72 Linda T. Darling, “Contested Territory: Ottoman Holy War in Comparative

Context,” Studia Islamica, No. 91 (2000), p.140; Kafadar, Between Two Worlds, p.79-
80.

753 Darling, “Contested Territory,” pp. 133-163; Kafadar, Between Two Worlds,

p.79-80; Inalcik, The Classical Age, pp.6-7.
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activity to the antinomian Sufis, an economic activity to the tribesmen, and a political
activity to the aspiring rulers.””>*

Sixteenth-century political realities were different than those of the fourteenth and
fifteenth centuries, of course. Thus, one would expect a transformation of the ghaza
concept as employed by the sixteenth-century Sultan contemplating on how to proceed
with his reign. Speculatively speaking, Siileyman's conception of ghaza must have been
quite different than that of Murad I, for instance. Siileyman was not the ruler of a
promising  frontier principality —competing with others like itself for
territorial/ideological supremacy. Nor was he the head of a newly flourishing dynasty
which needed to attract similar ones. He was the sultan ruling over a vast realm with a
highly organized administrative and military system, which were inextricably linked.
His rivals were not relatively petty frontier principalities or weakened kingdoms, but
full-fledged and relatively powerful princes with well-organized administrative systems.

55 1n this

His commanders were his subjects and slaves rather than powerful magnates.
sense, his stake in ghaza differed from that of Murad I who had to employ ghaza for
more practical purposes such as a unifying element for various parties, acquiring
financial gain to re-distribute among his followers, and standing out among similar
power holders. The Safavi conflict also required a different stance which brought
religious argumentations of war to the fore. Siileyman was actually employing the claim
made by Mehmed II when he wrote to the Mamluk Sultan that he was chosen by God to
be the leader of Muslims in ghaza. When Selim I destroyed the Mamluks, he added yet
one more claim Mehmed II’s claim of leadership in ghaza, namely that of being the

protector of the holy cities and the pilgrimage route.””® Thus, Siileyman inherited a very

powerful ideological tool to build a reputation on and to justify his aggressive expansion

% Darling, “Contested Territory,” p.157, see also p.142. Besides being a unifying

factor, Darling demonstrates that ghaza was a legitimizing and organizing force for not
only individual caliphs but for entire regimes. /bid, pp.151-2.

73 The process of curbing down the potential resistance groups with influential

power was already put into effect by Mehmed II. See, Halil Inalcik, “How to Read
Ashik Pasha-zade’s History,” in Essays in Ottoman History, (Istanbul: Eren, 1998),
p.37.

7 Halil inalcik, “Periods in Ottoman History,” in Essays in Ottoman History,
(Istanbul: Eren, 1998), p.19; Inalcik, “How to Read Ashik Pasha-zade’s History,” p.45.
For the changing conception of ghaza, see also Colin Imber, “Erken Osmanli Tarihinde
Idealler ve Mesruiyet,” in Kunt and Woodhead (eds.), pp.149-50.
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policy. On the other hand, whether the concept went through such a transformation in
the minds of lesser individuals who were actually to do the fighting is less clear.””’
As emphasized above, ghaza involved not only spiritual, but temporal rewards as

well.”8

Earlier Ottoman narratives emphasize the financial rewards of ghaza quite
strikingly. Nesri, for example, explains that Osman had two motives when he decided to
pursue the ghaza as his father did. He would thus “earn his bread” without having to
depend on any sultan for his sustenance, and acquire both the temporal world and the
eternal one.””” The Gazavatname of Murad II depicts incentives offered to the
individual participants of a ghaza. Those who come and fight for the sake of Islam were

760

to have whatever they want.” While talking about one of the sieges of Mehmed II,

Tursun Beg mentions that the soldiers of the sultan were moved by the idea of spiritual

77 For an illuminating discussion on personal motivation of Ottoman troops in

regard to ghaza see, Rhoads Murphey, Ottoman Warfare 1500-1700 (London and New
York: Routledge, 2005), pp.133-168.

7% This is true of any war of the early modern era. For example, writing in the
fourteenth century Froissart relates that in one of the campaigns of the Black Prince
aimed at the French, the English were so successful that those who participated all got
rich. The prisoners they had taken were considered their own property, they could either
free these prisoners or ransom them. They had also captured other possessions such as
gold, silver and jewels. On the way back, “they were so encumbered by booty and
valuable prisoners that they had no time or inclination to attack fortresses on their way
home.” Froissart, Chronicles, Geoffrey Brereton (trans.) (London: Penguin, 1978),
p-143-5. Timur also gave two reasons for his invasion of India: “My principal object in
coming to Hindustan... has been to accomplish two things. The first was to war with the
infidels, the enemies of the Mohammadan religion; and by this religious warfare to
acquire some claim to reward in the life to come. The other was... that the army of
Islam might gain something by plundering the wealth and valuables of the infidels;
plunder in war is as lawful as their mother’s milk to Musalmans who wasr for their
faith.” As quoted in K.S. Lal, “Muslims Invade India,” in Bostom (ed), p.433. Lal
emphasizes that all Muslim invaders of India were led by these motives.

7% Nesri, 11:53: “Mahzd etmegi gazddan ¢ikaraymn ve hi¢c bir melike ihtiyac
gostermiyeyin; hem diinya ve hem dhiret eliime girsin.”

0 Gazavat-1 Sultan Murad b. Mehemmed Han, p-14 [facsimile, 13a]: “Soyle
ma’lum oluna kim, bu sefer-i nusret-me’dbima geliib din-i Islam askina imdad idiib
bizimle ma‘an sefere varanlarin her ne miirdca‘atlart var ise, katimda makbiil-i
hiimaytinumdur, eger tumdr isteyene ve eger ze‘amet isteyene ve eger yenicerilik
isteyene ve eger sipdhilik isteyene ve eger yoriikliikten cikmak isteyene her birinin
murdd(u) maksiidlart makbiilumdiir.” Orug Beg also dwells on the concept as he relates
Murad II’s campaign on Thessalonici: “‘fi-sebilillah Hak yolina yagma.” Oru¢ Beg,
p.57.
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reward of the ghaza and the hope of share of the booty.”"’

While the overall emphasis
on Siilleyman’s conception of ghaza is generally framed in a religious and ideological
perspective, the material rewards attached to ghaza are by no means neglected; this dual
significance of ghaza finds expression in contemporary accounts. Celalzade, for
example, tells about the material incentives offered to the soldiers during the Belgrade
siege. A sancak was promised to the first ghazi who succeeded in erecting the flag on
the castle as the leave for plunder was announced. Only then do we hear of the soldiers
rushing to offer their lives in the name of religion.”®> The proclamation of victory also
testifies to the relevance of material rewards as well as spiritual ones. The proclamation
mentions that the soldiers headed for Belgrade only after acquiring goods in Syrmia
[Sirem]. As for those who died fighting at Belgrade, the proclamation underlines that
they went to heaven.”®

Tabib Ramazan, a contemporary of Siilleyman, explains his views of the concept
of ghaza in his account of the conquest of Rhodes. He emphasizes that the spiritual
reward of ghaza is similar to a holy day. If a man dies in action, his sins will be
forgiven. Furthermore, he will be spared the interrogation on the bridge to Paradise and
directly go to heaven to be accompanied by the holy creatures there. The author
supports his views through well known verses of the Quran.’** Apparently, not even
Ramazan, who appears to be a very devoted Muslim, was confident enough of the
sufficiency of spiritual reward to secure the courage and efforts of men. He goes on to
mention the material rewards promised by the Sultan. The first man to get to the castle

would receive a sancak. Once in the city, soldiers were given leave to take anything

7®! Tursun Beg, Tdrih-i Ebu’l-Feth, p.140.

2 Tabakat, 60a. Mesih Paga’s failure at Rhodes was often attributed to his

banning plunder. Babinger, Mehmed the Conqueror and His Time, p.399; Mustafa Ali,
Kiinhii'l-ahbar: Fatih Sultdn Mehmed Devri, p.176. The driving force of promise of
booty and plunder was not a uniquely Ottoman phenomenon either. For the significance
of booty and plunder of early-modern European armies, see Tallett, War and Society,
p-49.

763 Miinse ‘at, 1:.517.

76* Ramazan, p.152. Ramazan asserts that his views are confirmed in verses of the

Quran and traditions of the Prophet.
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they could; including goods, children and women, except for weapons.”® Speeches of
encouragement constructed by Ramazan demonstrate that ghaza promised something
for everyone. For the religious, there was the hope of spiritual ghaza; for the brave and
ambitious the promise of glory. For the poor, there was the prospect of goods and
slaves; for the rich, the promise of virgins to satisfy their desires.’®® During Siileyman’s
siege of Belgrade, on the other hand, we witness specific instances of official
declaration of plunder. One example is on 4 October [2 Dhu’l-Qada] when Siileyman
commanded plunder and ‘ulemd encouraged the soldiers for jihad.”®” At a call for
plunder during the siege of Rhodes, the announcement stressed that the rocks and the
soil belonged to the Sultan, while the rest to the ghazis. In other words, everything was
open for pillage, but the land itself.”*®

The perception of ghaza as a religious duty of the ruler is demonstrated clearly
through various proclamations. According to the proclamation of victory sent to the
judges of the realm following the conquest of Belgrade, when Siileyman ascended the
throne he knew that he had to direct his efforts to jihad and ghaza. Therefore, he
investigated those who were in error [erbdb-1 daldl] and found that the “desperate
Hungarians” [Engiiriis-i meyis] were such.”® The proclamation of victory following the
conquest of Rhodes to the same recipients about a year later elaborated the issue further
with the God-given duty to “conquer and remove the signs of unbelief [kiifr]” and “to
remove and restrain the oppression of oppressors.” As far the document goes, it was for
this reason that he continuously put “his sword to ghaza and jihad against the infidels.”

11113

Thus he set out to “save” Rhodes as was his ““pious kingly custom and accepted royal
convention” [adet-i hasene-i sahane ve siinnet-i merziyye-i hiisrevane].”” According to

Sa‘di, Siilleyman wished to attack the infidel every year so that he could wipe away

76> Ramazan, p.153. Along with Celalzide’s mention of the promise of a sancak

during the siege of Belgrade, Ramazan’s report demonstrates that the promise of a
sancak was a general mode of motivation.

7% Ibid, p.154.

787 Tabakat, 94b.
768 Miinse ‘at, 1:533.
7% Ibid, 515.

1 Ibid, 522.
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unbelief from the face of the earth. Rhodes was chosen, according to Sa‘di, because it

stood on the way of Islam.””!

Nasuh also dwells on the theme of jihad as a religious
duty. His wording demonstrates not only a duty, but also the grace and spiritual
guidance of God in the performance of this duty. According to the author, Hungary was
chosen as the target of jihad because it was hostile to Islam and engaged in unbelief
[kiifr].””* Celalzade’s emphasis on the desire of the soldiers to pursue jihad’” reinforces
Siileyman as the “rightful caliph” who should order and command the collective duty
jihad. In such efforts, Siileyman was following the examples of previous Muslim rulers.
For example, Mahmud of Ghazni (d.1030), as told by his court historian Utbi, saw his
expeditions to India as “a jihad to propagate Islam and extirpate idolatry”: “The chief of
Thanesar was... obstinate in his infidelity and denial of Allah, so the Sultan marched
against him with his valiant warriors for the purpose of planting the standards of Islam
and extirpating idolatry.”””*

Reading the chronicles and correspondences, one can clearly trace how an issue of
territorial and political supremacy translates into a matter of religion at stake. That the
ghaza ideology is strongly emphasized in Ottoman sources is hardly surprising. In this
context, religious motives provide a pretext to reinforce political power.””” Non-
Ottoman sources reflect a similar effort on the part of King Louis II of Hungary, the
adversary of Sultan Siileyman. Although it may not be appropriate to call these efforts
as a call for crusade per se, we see that when King Louis approached European rulers,
he did so by moving forth the “extreme danger Christendom faces.” We meet many

such instances in Venetian accounts. According to Lorenzo Orio’s report dated 6 July,

the King said that “this is a matter of great importance and Christendom should unite

"M Sa‘di (SN), 143b-144a.

72 Nasuh, 36b-37b: “indyet-i ezeli rehniimd ve hiddyet-i lem-yezelf pisva olub”

773 Tabakat, 66a. For piracy as reason, see also, Bostan (TSK), 31a.

77 Andrew G. Bostom, “Jihad Conquests and the Imposition of Dhimmitude,” in
Bostom (ed.), p.82-3.

"5 For how classical war theory handles the matter see Handel, Masters of War,

p-121. For the deployment of religious ideology to legitimize warfare and territorial
acquisition in the thirteenth-century Balkans and western Anatolia see Darling,
“Contested Territory,” p.138.
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against this Turco.”’’®

The argument put forth to the Pope by the ambassador of King
Louis in July 1521 is not much different: “You need to attend to moving the Christian
princes to action, to make peace among themselves and to attend to the eminent danger
to Christendom [Christianita].” Moreover he adds that it is the Pope’s duty as the head
of Christendom to find a remedy to the discord and to direct their forces against the
Turco.””’ European power-holders, though not neglecting to employ the “Turkish
threat” for their own purposes, were not keen on sending the help King Louis demanded
for the “protection of Christendom.” The Pope blamed the French for being hostile and
rejecting the possibility of peace in Italy so that Europe could attend to the “Turkish

matter.”” "

The news of Siileyman’s march into Hungary caught the European monarchs
at Calais as Henry VIII was mediating peace talks between Charles and Francis. Charles
and Francis reacted similarly to the news; both expressed his desire for peace and
crusade, accusing the other of inciting and continuing the conflict.””” The Venetian
ambassador in France wrote on 23 June 1521 that “the person of the Turco is belligerent
and a great enemy of the Christians, he wants to make a campaign against Christians.
The French king said he would soon see his end.”’® Charles V sent an ambassador,
already too late, to inform King Louis that the king should not doubt that next time he
would come to help in person.”®' In some sense, the European response to the threat
posed by Siileyman confirms his claims to ghaza. In other words, as Siileyman reflects
his military plans in relation to a religious duty, Western monarchs perceive the threat in
religious terms as well. Thus both parties benefit from an ideological cover instead of
appearing greedy in terms of territorial and/or political concerns.

We have argued that ghaza, or rather, associating warfare with a religious motive,
brought forth a crucial binary opposition: Muslim versus the “infidel.” The projected
conflict between the Muslim and the “infidel” easily becomes the struggle between

good and evil, or right and wrong. A striking example of such an inversion can be found

776 Sanuto, 31:76.

"7 Ibid, 106.

778 Ibid, 185.

" Rodriquez-Salgado, “La Cruzado sin Cruzado,” p.225.
780 Sanuto, 30:469.

8L Ibid, 31:132.
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in Tabib Ramazan’s account of Rhodes. Ramazan attributes the Rhodes campaign to
the will of God. According to the author Siileyman went on this campaign because God
answered the prayers of the prisoners at Rhodes. Otherwise, Ramazan thought that it

was not appropriate to go on campaign every year.”>

In stark contrast to the godly
intentions of Siileyman, Ramazan introduces the Devil as the moving force of Rhodians.
According to the author, the islanders prayed for the graces of the Devil to survive the
siege.”®® As Ramazan’s account moves further, the Devil speaks to them from within the
idols, addressing the Rhodians as his “servants.” According to the author, seeing that
they were crying, the Devil told them to amend their ways if their crying was the result
too much sin, rebellion and defiance of his orders. The devil added that he knew what
has been happening and told them that they would be safe with him. Mimicking literary
conventions as to make the argument more credible, he referred to the biblical story of
Egypt and Joseph. Then he promised the islanders that when Turks entered the city, they
would receive help. He assured them that his soldiers were more numerous than those of
the Turks, even more numerous than those of Solomon. After explaining himself as
such, the Devil went on:
Oh, those who worship none but me! Rejoice, oh those who wish to be with
us in Hell and oh those who avoid mingling with Muslims in Heaven! Rejoice
with complete happiness at all times and hours; do not grieve as do the

residents of Heaven, and do not surrender the castle to Sultan Siilleyman
Han.”®*

Ramazan, then, announces the real aim of the Devil which was to have all the
islanders killed so that he could torture them in Hell. Because, Ramazan asserts, if the
islanders surrendered, many of them would come to believe in Muhammad and thus be
saved from Hell. Furthermore, according to the author, “infidel” women would bear

Muslim children who would curse the Devil.”®

782 Ramazan, p.97.

783 Ibid, p.109-10. On the other hand, such inversions were mutual in
contemporary texts. Erasmus, for example, mentions rumors which accused Turks of
sacrificing to demons, current in Europe as he wrote “A complaint of Peace” in 1517.
Erasmus, “A Complaint of Peace,” in Rummel (ed.), The Erasmus Reader, p.304.

784 Ramazan, p.184.

8 Ibid, p.185.
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The episode constructed by Ramazan regarding the association of the people of
Rhodes and the Devil is worth examining for the inversion of conception. The actions of
the people are actually in accordance with common belief. They pray for salvation.
However, the target and agent of salvation are inversed. In other words, a Muslim or a
Christian would normally aim Heaven through worshiping God; whereas this
conception is inversed in Ramazan’s account as he defines the aim as Hell and the
object of devotion as the Devil. According to Ramazan’s construction, losing hope of
saving the island as they see Siileyman re-building old Rhodes, the people go to the
Grand Master to request that he kill them all because they were now desperate.
According to Ramazan, Rhodians believed that they would not be able to go to Hell,
join their ancestors and the Devil if they were killed by the Turks. Since they had no
other option but death or enslavement, they were doomed to lose their chance to Hell.
They saw as their only way to salvation death in the hands of the Grand Master.”*® A
similar narrative device of inversion can be found in Liitfi Pasa’s account whereby he
describes the people of Rhodes praying to St. Jean for salvation. The author evaluates
the situation as the people hoping for help from an idol.” Such narrative inversions
pose Islam as the true religion of God while devaluing Christianity and thus moving
Siileyman forth as striving in the name of the “true religion.”

Ramazan’s construction was probably not pure fiction, but an inversion of the
actual Rhodian deliberation or their assessment of the current situation. An eye witness
report from Rhodes, dated 16 March 1523, relates a Rhodian council deliberating on
surrender. According to this account, seeing that things are going from bad to worse, on
8 December the Grand Master and the Council assembled to evaluate the current
situation and to take measures. They dwelled on the impossibility to fight back any
longer due to the lack of munitions, victuals, and men. Furthermore, some walls were

already compromised making it possible for individual attackers to enter the city.

78 Ibid, p.178. A similar narrative of self-destruction whereby the natives burning

down their city and killing their own families so that they are not made Turk or be
enslaved is found in Oruc Beg’s account of Bayezid II’s conquest of Moton. Oru¢ Beg,
p-202.

787 Liitfi Paga, p.251. Eyewitness accounts confirm that as the siege neared its end,

Rhodians have actually saw prayers to St. Jean as a hope. Gabriel Tarragon thought it
was a miracle of St. Jean that they were spared in body and possessions just as they
thought everything was over. Sanuto, 34:15.
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External help, on the other hand, was nowhere in sight. Given these circumstances, they
expected only the worst consequences: they would all be killed by the sword; women
and children would be enslaved; many would be made Turk in which case the blame
would fall on the administrators. Thus they decide to send an envoy for negotiation:
The great Turke would not oppresse us to forsake our faith, but only would
have the towne, it were much better then, and tending to greater wealth to save
all the iewels above sayde, that should be defiled and lost if they came in the
handes of the enemies of the faith. And so to keepe so much small people, as
women and children, that they would torment and cut some in pieces, others
take, and perforce cause them to forsake their faith, with innumerable
violences, and shamefull sinnes that should be committed and done, if the
town were put to the sword, as was done at Modon, and lately at Bellegrado.
Whereby they did conclude that it were better, and more agrreable to God, for

to take the treaty, if it were proferred, then for to die as people desperate and
without hope’™®

The state-of-mind reflected in Tabib Ramazan’s account of the Rhodes campaign
confirms fears of the people at the regions under attack in the face of expected atrocities
by Ottoman soldiers. The author gives an account of the intentions of the soldiers on a
night right before an attack on the city. According to Ramazan, those soldiers who were
already rich were in a state of arousal; they did not sleep until the morning “entertaining
themselves with the prospect of joys they were to have the next night together with the
families and virgins of the infidels.” Ramazan’s description of the soldiers’ entry to the
castle next day maintains this state of mind:

Ghazis who were filled with joy over the thought of uniting with the female
slaves and women of Rhodes upon conquest, came to the castle with a swift

move reminiscent of that of Ferhad who cut through the Mount of Bistun
thinking of uniting with Sirin.”*

788 Sanuto, 34:87-8. Also see, “A Briefe Relation of the Siege and Taking of the
Citie of Rhodes by Sultan Soliman the Great Turke,” pp.198-9.

78 Ramazan, p.154-5. Expectation of such atrocity was not new either. Various
accounts circulated in Europe since Ottoman advancement in the Balkans began. In the
Fifth Lateran Council in 1512, for example, the archbishop of Spalato [Split], listed the
atrocities allegedly committed by the Turks. Among these were the snatching children
from their parents’ arms and babies from their mothers’ breasts, violating wives in front
of their husbands, abducting virgins, cutting down aged parents in front of their
children, yoking young people to the plough, etc. DeVries, “Lack of a Western
European Military Response,” p.553.
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3.2.3. For the Sake of the Realm

Territory was a dominant concern in the figurings of rulers in the sixteenth
century: whether defense of land already held, or the acquisition of more land for its

790 . . .
»190 Territorial motives were not

own sake or of land of perceived “vital interest.
projected as such but linked with some sort of threat or insult against the realm. Causes
related to the safety of the realm and the order of the world figure as another major
motive, or legitimating guise. Such causes — regardless of being actual, perceived or
projected — introduce yet another crucial binary opposition: justice and oppression. By
sixteenth century standards, whether Christian or Muslim, war had to be justified. War
for the sake of expansion or mere glory was not acceptable and would not do well for
one’s reputation. The European idea of “just war” had to do with a lawfully instituted
government defending land, faith, goods, and liberty. War was only to be waged at the
command of a legitimate authority, with moderate means and for the right intentions. In
this respect war was legitimate not only in the case of direct threat but also several
offenses such as reprisal for acts of piracy, avenging insults to ambassadors, defending
allies or friends, reaction to a broken treaty by another party and stopping another
supplying enemy with men, munitions or food.””! The theory of “just war” had one
fundamental purpose: “to examine all the possibilities and avenues whereby war could
be controlled and turned into an ethically satisfactory means of justly settling the

differences of the contending parties.”’””

Rulers took care to use a “universally
recognized principle to justify aggression”: the defense of patrimony or faith; revenge
for a wrong done to the dynasty or an individual; redress of breaches of peace; non-
compliance of treaties. However, the idea of a “just war” was stretched as to include

almost everything by the early sixteenth century.793 Erasmus criticized this elasticity,

70 Tallett, War and Society, p.19.

1 Hale, “War and Public Opinion,” pp.19-20; Hale, ‘“Sixteenth-Century

Explanations of War and Violence,” p.7.

2 José A. Ferndndez, “Erasmus on the Just War,” Journal of the History of Ideas,

Vol. 34, No. 2. (Apr. - Jun., 1973), p.220.

73 Rodriquez-Salgado, “Obeying the Ten Commandments,” p.17; Peter Wilson,

“Buropean Warfare 1450-1815,” in War in the Early Modern World, 1450-1815,
Jeremy Black (ed) (Florence, KY, USA: Taylor & Francis, Incorporated, 1998). p 183;
Tallett, War and Society, p.239.

210



saying “Today if a neighboring kingdom is rather more prosperous throughout, it seems

9794

almost a just cause for starting war. In The Education of a Christian Prince,

Erasmus saw war only as the last resort: “The good prince will never start war at all
unless, after everything has been tried, it cannot by any means be avoided.””” Luther,
on the other hand, admitted that it was a “Christian act and an act of love confidently to

kill, rob and pillage the enemy, and to do everything that can injure him until one has

conquered him according to the methods of war.””*®

Thinking of Kemalpasazade’s narrative on Siileyman contemplating, there is no
evidence that either Kemalpasazade or Siileyman ever read Machiavelli’s ideas on
political and military power building. Yet, Siileyman knew that he had to keep up the
military reputation. It would probably be safe to assume that sixteenth-century mentality

and imperial logic brought similar conclusions:

Thus, anyone explaining the cause of such good fortune would find it quite
easily, because it is certainly true that when a prince or a people achieves such
a reputation that every other prince or people nearby is afraid to mount an
attack alone and remains in a state of fear, it will always happen that none of
them will ever attack unless driven by necessity, so that a powerful prince or
people will have, as it were, the choice of waging war upon whichever of its
neighbors it chooses, while holding the others at bay with its diligence. Such
neighbors will easily be kept at bay, partly because they respect this power and
partly because they are deceived by the means used to lull them to sleep.
Other, more distant powers which have no dealings with them will consider
these matters too remote to concern them; they will continue in this error until
the fire reaches them, and when this occurs they will have no means of

794 Erasmus, “A Complaint of Peace,” in The Erasmus Reader, Erika Rummel

(ed) (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2003), p.301.

795 Ibid, p.281. Also see, “On the War Against the Turks,” in Rummel (ed.),
p-319: “War is no more than judicial retribution meted out on a large scale, if there is no
other way of punishing the crime... I also think that all other expedients must be tried
before war is begun between Christians; no matter how serious nor how just the cause,
war must not be undertaken unless all possible remedies have been exhausted and it has
become inevitable. And, of course, if the war is inspired by such motives as the lust for
power, ambition, private grievances, or the desire for revenge, it is clearly not a war, but
mere brigandage.”

796 Martin Luther, “Secular Authority: To What Extent It Should Be Obeyed,” in
Martin Luther: Selections from his Writings, John Dillenberger (ed.) (New York:
Anchor Books, 1992), p.398. However, this is a course of action to be taken only after
an offer of peace has been refused by the enemy.
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extinguishing it, unless they employ their own forces, and their own forces
will be insufficient, since this one will have become extremely powerful.”’

Islamic jihad did not imply limitless violence, either. The Quranic messages
regarding fighting unbelievers are rather ambiguous. While some verses limit fighting
with aggression from the other party, some imply direct attack. In the Islamic sense,
expansion had a different significance as well. Since the ultimate aim of Islam was to
have all people in a single community [umma], expansion through war was regarded as
a way of reaching eternal peace rather than aggression. In this respect, it was also
obligatory to invite the adversary to accept Islam before attempting aggression. Military
coercion was justified only if the invitation was declined. The frequent employment of
the term fiitithdt, which denotes “opening”, rather than victory in contemporary

. . 798
accounts demonstrates this point. ’

An Ottoman military officer himself Nasuh, in his
Tuhfetii’l-Guzat, identified the origin of the concept of ‘ghaza’ as the second year of the
Hegira. According to Nasuh, the first ghaza of Islam was that of Bedr. Even in this case,
the aggression was caused by infidels attacking Hamza with no reason,”” rather than a
direct attempt at Islamic expansion. Accounts relating to the causes of the 1521 and
1522 campaigns as seen through the eyes of the contemporaries demonstrate that neither
King Louis of Hungary nor the Knights of Rhodes were targets of Siileyman’s
aggression simply because they were “infidels” who had to be exterminated in the name
of Islam.

As far as the 1521 campaign is concerned, Ottoman chronicles emphasize the
“insurrection and rebellion” [isydn ii tugydn] of the Hungarian king as a major factor in
the designation of the target.*™ According to Sa‘di, Siileyman’s purpose was to achieve
“victory in the conquest of the gate of jihad” [nusret-i feth-i cihdd itmegiciin] by
conquering Belgrade. Sa‘di explains further that Belgrade was not a random choice
merely for the sake of jihad, but that the decision was based on the fact that they were

attacking Islam and creating unrest. As Sa‘di’s story goes, Siilleyman’s ancestors had

1 Machiavelli, Discourses, p.154.

798 See, Bassam Tibi, “War and Peace in Islam,” in Bostom (ed.), p.328-9;
Lambton, State and Government in Medieval Islam, p.214.

9 Nasuh, Tuhfetii’l-Guzat, Siileymaniye, Esad Efendi, 2206, 8a.

890 Tabakat, 41b-42a.
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tried to deal with it, but neither Bayezid II nor Selim I had the opportunity. Thus, those
lands had found the chance to prosper. Belgrade was the key of the infidel lands [miilk-i
kiiffarin miftah-1 payidart]; by capturing the city Siileyman would cause great misery to
the “infidel” [kiiffarin bagrina dag-1 hasret ve hasaret].*®" As Celalzade has it, while
Selim wished to take Persia and Egypt under his dominion, Siileyman longed for ghaza.
He had heard about the “insurrection and rebellion” of the Hungarian king. According
to the author, King Louis of Hungary was one of the two people who sided with the
Devil on Siileyman’s accession.®” Liitfi Pasa explains the choice by referring to the
breach of peace by the Hungarian king.*”> According to Nasuh, not only was the
Hungarian king an unbeliever but also physically hostile to Islam.***

Establishing the main motivation of the 1521 campaign as ghaza, Kemalpasazade
goes on to provide more solid reasons for attacking Hungary. The main purpose of the
Sultan, according to the author, is to eradicate [istisdl] “infidel” presence around
Rumelia. The most likely target in this respect was Hungary since it shared borders
along many directions with Ottoman territory. However, geographic proximity was not
the only factor. According to Kemalpasazade, after the crushing defeats of Varna and
Kosovo at the hands of the Ottomans, no further war was waged on them and their kings
were not put to such tests. Growing too proud, they came to be quite unruly. After citing
the general faults of the Hungarians against the Ottomans, Kemalpasazade goes into
specifics. The Hungarian king, whom the author describes as famous for his strength
among the Christians, not only neglected to send ambassadors and gifts on Siileyman’s
accession but would not agree to pay tribute, either. Siilleyman had no choice but to

attack as required by the rules of sovereignty.®” The passage suggests two main issues.

801 Sa“di (SN), 123b-124b.

802 Tabakat, 29a-b. The other was Gazali. Treating Gazali, a notorious rebel, and
the King of Hungary as a pair reinforces the notion of “insurrection” by Louis. Thus,
Siileyman’s superiority is once more established rhetorically.

803 Liitfi Pasa, p.245: “Ungiiriis krali dahi Sultan Selim’e olan ‘ahdini nakz idiib
muhdlefet itdi.”

804 Nasuh, 37b.

805 KPZ, X:52: “... ne dsitdn-1 sa‘ddet-dsiyana resil irsal idiib iysal-i mal iderdi
ve ne kabiil-i bdc ii hardca ikbal iderdi. Biinydn-1 eyvan-1 sevketini virdn itmege samim-
i balden ‘azmi tasmim kildi.” Liitfi Pasa attributes Siileyman’s decision to Louis II's
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Firstly, on the border of the Ottoman lands, Hungary may be seen as a perceived threat.
Leaving territorial and political motives aside, one sideline view of the 1521 campaign
would be the notion of encirclement. In other words, curbing down the power of a
hostile neighbor would be a matter concerning the security of the realm.**® Positioned as
guardian of Rumelia during his father’s reign, Siileyman already had an opinion about
possible hostile intentions of Hungary. He had not only imprisoned a Hungarian envoy
during that time, but sent warnings to his father regarding Hungarian plans of
aggression.”” Secondly, in the minds of the contemporaries the fact that the Hungarian
king did not send an ambassador or gifts, or refused to renew an agreement, signified a
slighting of the authority and power of the Ottoman sultan as they wished to conceive it.

Contemporary non-Ottoman correspondence reflects two main causes regarding
the Hungarian campaign of 1521. The political instability and dissension among the
lords of Hungary figure as a factor motivating Siileyman for action, rather than an
opportunity. The trigger is given as the ill-treatment of Ottoman envoys in Hungary.
The Venetian bailo in Istanbul, Tomasso Contarini, informed that the Sultan marched
off to the campaign with all his forces and related the two opinions current among the
residents regarding the motives beneath the campaign: “They say he went because of
the dissension in the Kingdom of Hungary. Others say he went to avenge the two

»808

messengers he sent to the King who were not well-received and ill-treated.”™ In this

expression, we can find both opportunity and motive.

breach of the agreement with Selim I: “Ungiiriis krali dahi Sultan Selim’e olan ‘ahdini
nakz idiib muhdlefet itdi.” Liitfi Pasa, p.245.

The notion of encirclement has been used as an excuse many times by many

rulers. For example, Francis threatened by Charles’s power, employed the notion as an
excuse for frequent attacks. Rodriquez-Salgado, “Obeying the Ten Commandments,”
p-18

807 Celalzade (SN), p.208. Andras Kubinyi suggests that Ottoman attacks on
Hungary after the accession of Siilleyman may have been provoked by Hungarian
leadership based on the evidence of planned action by the lesser nobility against the
Ottomans before 1519. Andras Kubinyi, “The Road to Defeat: Hungarian Politics and
Defense in the Jagiellonian Period,” in Bak and Kiraly (eds.), p.171.

%% Sanuto, 31:58 (29.05.1521) and 31:86 (14.06.1521). Andras Kubinyi argues
that the ill-treatment of the Ottoman envoy as a cause of war was mere propaganda
because “King Louis II had already informed the towns as early as 5 November 1520,
that with the death of the sultan, the truce had expired and Ottoman attacks increased.”
Kubinyi, “The Road to Defeat,” p.171.

214



The ill treatment of envoys as triggering aggression seems to be a universal
excuse employed by many a ruler throughout history.*” Hungarian scholarship has
designated that the Ottoman ambassador Behram Cavus was already at Buda in
December 1520.*'° Two strands of thought can be found regarding the visit of Behram
Cavus. The first argument is that Behram Cavus was in Buda for the renewal of peace.
According to Pal Fodor, the peace agreement involved either tribute or right of transit.
In both cases, the Hungarian reaction would be to take the offer as injury to sovereignty
and incompatible with external relations. A Ragusian historian mentions that an
agreement dated 28 March 1519 containing the right of transit under certain conditions
meant that the offer simply involved the renewal of the existing agreement.®'' This
assumption does not seem unreasonable since we know that a new accession rendered
prior agreements invalid and that they had to be renewed. The second argument is that
the envoy was only a trick by the Ottomans to buy time. The campaign decision was
already made. The purpose of the envoy was to mislead if not provoke the Hungarians.
Thus, the detention of the envoy was rather the pretext than cause. This argument is
supported by the fact of the absence of the issue in the proclamation of victory.®
Neither do contemporary Ottoman chronicles mention the presence or ill-treatment of

an Ottoman envoy at Buda. The involvement of the envoy becomes an issue in later

%% History and legend abound with examples of ill-treatment of ambassadors and
consequences. One such example is Alexander the Great’s invasion of Tyre. When
Alexander offered the city terms for peaceful surrender, the city replied by saying that
they were not ready to surrender. Alexander besieged for four months, then thought it
was not worth his effort, decided to leave by making some kind of agreement. The
envoy he sent for negotiation was murdered: “Indignant at this, Alexander turned to the
assault with such force that he took the city and destroyed it and killed and enslaved its
people.” Machiavelli, Discourses, p.230. Ill-treatment of envoys was a major offense by
Turco-Mongolian standards. Judging by empirical examples, Vernadsky suggests that
the inviolability of ambassadors was an important principle of Mongol law Geroge
Vernadsky, “The Scope and Contents of Chingis Khan's Yasa,” Harvard Journal of
Asiatic Studies, vol.3, no.3/4, (Dec., 1938), p.346. For the 1521 instance see, Fodor,
"Ottoman Policy Towards Hungary,” p.287.

819 Fodor, "Ottoman Policy Towards Hungary,” p.287-8; Kaldy-Nagy, “Angriff”
p-163.

811 Fodor, "Ottoman Policy Towards Hungary,” p.288.

812 Ibid, p.290.
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accounts such as Ali’s and Pegevi’s.*"> On the other hand, the Venetian envoy in Buda
Lorenzo Orio’s letter in April confirms some kind of detention of the Ottoman
ambassador. Orio informs Venice that the lords and barons were assembled in Buda to
discuss the options of peace or war with Signor Turco. He mentions that they were
armed. He also reports that the ambassador of the sultan is there and kept in custody as
customary.®'*

Accounts on Rhodes also dwell on the security and defense of the interests of the
realm and the people. According to Celalzade, although Siileyman had his mind set on
Buda, he was directed by the unrest caused by the Efrenc on the seas. Thus he decided
on Rhodes to prevent them from hurting the merchants.*"> Among the reasons of the
Rhodes campaign Kemalpasazade mentions that Rhodes was home to the “infidel
robbers who did not give in to anyone,” and yet they harmed everyone.®'® Ramazan
gives the motives as conquering the island, freeing the prisoners and clearing the way
for the pilgrimage.*'” An anonymous account circulating in England by 1524 saw the
security of Levant for his subjects as one motive of Siilleyman. According to this
account, his subjects complained about the damages caused by Christian “men of war
received into Rhodes.” Therefore: “He tooke conclusion in himselfe, that if he might put
the seyde town in his power and subjection, that then he should be peaceful lord of all
Levant, and that his subjects should complain no more to him.”®'®

Fontanus puts the justification of the Rhodes campaign in the mouth of a naval
captain, Kurdoglu. Being a “man of war and fierce nature” Kurdoglu was one of the few

men who supported Siileyman’s intention of capturing Rhodes. According to Fontanus,

813 Kemalpasazade, Nasuh, Sa‘di, Bostan, Liitfi Pasa and Celalzdde do not

mention any involvement of an Ottoman envoy. Also see the comparison in KPZ, X:52,
n.2.

%14 Sanuto, 30:196.
813 Tabakat, 66a. Sanuto’s observation is in keeping with Celalzade’s view. On 21
October 1521, Halil Cavus visited the Collegio as ambassador of Siileyman. He told the
Venetians that the sultan would return with his army to avenge his greatest enemy

Hungary because the damage he received from them was not little. Sanuto, 32:68. For
piracy as reason, see also, Bostan (TSK), 31a.

816 kp7, X:129.

817 Ramazan, p.99.

818 « A Briefe Relation of the Siege and Taking of the Citie of Rhodes,” p.179-80.
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it was this notorious captain who brought to the attention of the Sultan the sufferings of
the people through the hands of Rhodians. As the account goes, he told the Sultan that
people complained of being robbed, towns plundered, and animals slaughtered.
Furthermore, they could not fight back those “Rhodian corsairs and segnati of the
Cross” on their own. Fontanus reveals that the captain was not merely speaking his own
mind, but he was asked by these people to ask the Sultan for help. Thus, it was on their
behalf that he begged the Sultan “in the name of the Prophet” to free his people from the
“cruel enemy” and slavery. Then comes the punch line: “Do not forget that it is not only
people suffering, but your public honor and your name. Will you let some thieves and
murderers destroy your camps, plunder your lands, kill your people and harass the
whole of our sea?”®"

As Fontanus puts two speeches in the mouths of Kurdoglu and Siileyman
respectively, to justify the campaign, an Ottoman source Tabib Ramazan expresses his
arguments through the alleged speech of the Sultan at Rhodes. The first argument he
puts forth is that of proximity, causing concern to Siileyman because the island stands
“in the middle of the conquests” of his forefathers. The second argument is the superior
knowledge of the islanders the sea, which gave them the opportunity to get in the way
of pilgrims and merchants, to take them prisoners, to exploit and abuse them under

520 The third argument introduces the issue of Cem Sultan.

miserable conditions.
According to the speech, Rhodians imprisoned Siileyman’s great-uncle without fearing

his grandfather Bayezid, causing his predecessors to suffer for not being able to save

*' Pontanus, “Guerra di Rhodi,” 93b-94a; Miinse‘at, 1:523: “madde-i 1zrdr-1
misdfiran-1 behar ve illet-i sefk-i dima-i tacdvuzvar olub...” but nobody could dream of
capturing it for it was very strong. Documentary evidence, put forth by Nicolas Vatin,
confirms the harm given to Ottoman subjects and enslavement by corsairs much earlier
than the accession of Siileyman. Vatin, Rodos Sovalyeleri ve Osmanlilar, e.g. pp.437-
40, for the facsimile and transcription of a letter to the Palace in December 1518-
January 1519 [TSM, E.6637].

520 Ramazan, p.133-5. Siileyman acting on the the suffering and prayers of the

prisoners at Rhodes, on the other hand, is reminiscent of Asikpasazade’s account of
Mehmed II going to capture Mora on hearing the sufferings of Muslim women there.
Asikpasaoglu, Tevdrih-i Al-i Osman, p.199: “Ol kisi dogri Edreneye gelmis. Dahi
padisaha bulisdi. Bu avratlarun habarlarin bildiirdi. Bu gordiigi hallart ona da aslyile
habar Verdi. Padisah bu habar: isidicek gayret-i islam galebe etdi. Heman dem cemi’
leskerini cem’etdi. Niyyet-i gazd ediib Mora vildyetine yiiriidi.”

217



him. This suffering made them think that this was the one place that the infidels hit hard
on the Ottomans.*'

Another projected motive of the Rhodes campaign was the freeing of Muslim
prisoners on the island. The motif of liberating captives seems to be an important
element in sixteenth-century image-making. Charles V’s releasing of the captives in the
Tunis campaign, for example, was depicted in the tapestries. The Latin inscriptions on
the tapestry expressed the gratitude of these prisoners. The effect of this liberation
reached as far away as Nuremberg, as demonstrated by a poem written by the
shoemaker Hans Sachs. The poem emphasized that the Emperor had gone to Africa “in
person”, that he released Christian captives and that he “converted many heathen.”***
According to Tabib Ramazan’s version of the Rhodes story, these prisoners prayed to
God to send Sultan Siileyman to their rescue, just as He did in the case of Belgrade.*”
An Ebu Bekir ed-Darani, who paid his way out of the island around 1503, expressed his
amazement at the lack of reaction by the Sultan as far as Rhodes was concerned while
saving the prisoners was a “duty of his just like praying and fasting.”*** A letter to
Selim I, probably dated March 1513, by a run-away Ottoman prisoner from Rhodes
confirms the presence of Muslim slaves on the island as well as their hope of rescue by

the Ottoman Sultan. The writer of the letter also informs the Sultan of the opportunity

presented by the death of the grand master and the absence of the new one.**

821 Ramazan, p-134. This is an interesting conception of Cem’s captivity as it

reinforces an almost romantic view of the affair; as if Bayezid did ever wish to save his
brother. On the other hand, it introduces the impression of a dynastic feud into the
picture.

822 Peter Burke, “Presenting and Re-presenting Charles V,” in Charles V 1500-

1558, H. Soly (ed) (Antwerp: Mercatorfonds, 1999), p.434.

823 Ramazan, p.97. Also see KPZ, X:129 for the prisoners; Liitfi Pasa, p.250 also

prayer heard by the sultan; Bostan (TSK), 40a; Nasuh, 86a.

824 Vatin, Rodos Sévalyeleri ve Osmanlilar, p.321.

523 For the facsimile and transcription of the report on Muslim slaves at Rhodes

dated March 1513 [TSM, E.5799], see Vatin, Rodos Sovalyeleri ve Osmanlilar, pp.419-
22. For another incident of taking prisoners taken by Rhodians, see Palmira Brummett,
“The Overrated Adversary: Rhodes and Ottoman Naval Power,” The Historical
Journal, vol.36, no.3 (Sept. 1993), p.526. Brummett dwells on the bargaining value of
prisoners as Rhodians lack the power to exert political and/or military force on the
Ottomans.
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Although a minor consequence rather than a major motive in contemporary
sources, as far as Rhodes is concerned, a potential pretender to the throne is an issue
that also seems to have preoccupied Siileyman: Cem’s son.**® According to a foreign
observer who left the island with the Grand Master, through his viziers, Siileyman asked
the Grand Master for the deliverance of Cem’s son upon entering the city. Although the
Grand Master tried to hide him, he was finally forced to submit. Piri Pasa had told him
that “the Signor wanted him above anything else.” When Adam requested the grand
vizier to spare his life, Piri Pasa said that it was impossible.**” The campaign diary notes
without comment that a son of Sultan Cem was found in Christian disguise and
executed along with his son. His wife and daughters were sent to Istanbul.**® The

proclamation of victory, on the other hand, remains silent on the issue.

3.3. Making War

So far we have tried to analyze the legitimating motives of the decision to wage
war on specific targets. Now we shall try to understand the constituent elements
involved in warfare as a rational and a ritual activity. As such we shall look at the
strategic elements involved in specifying the targets, the significance of Siileyman
commanding the campaigns in person, the ritual instances involved during various
stages of the campaigns, the mode of appropriation of the towns concerned and the
mode of termination of the campaigns. Since war-making is not violent action without
any rules, each of these elements contributes to the overall image of a warrior monarch

when played by the book, as Siileyman is projected to have done.

3.3.1. Weighing the Opportunity

826 Spandounes, p.67; Sanuto, 34:61; KPZ, X:179-80: “siiret-i fesada maddedir.”

827 Sanuto, 34: 61: “siche il Signor si ha cavd etiam questo stecho di I’ochio cum
farli morir." For the death of Cem’s son, see ibid, 67.

828 Miinse ‘at, 1:538.
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Some scholars have moved forth the argument that until 1526 there was a lack of
unified and organized Christian attempt to check Ottoman advance. Among internal
strife and fear, an equally important factor in this lack of response was the belief in the
ability of Hungary to defend itself. As long as it continued to serve as a buffer zone,
European princes found no reason to engage militarily.** It has also been argued that

Hungary took pride in this role over a couple of centuries.®*’

Both modern scholarship
and contemporary views agree that struggles within and among European states
diminished their ability to compete with Ottomans. Especially the struggle between
Charles V and Francis I seems to have directly helped Ottoman frontier advance.
Religious dissention and strife also moved the focus away from the “Turkish threat.”**'
In 1520, Hungary was instable politically. The young king Louis II did not enjoy
much authority among the nobles. The great lords were competing for power and
tightening control over the peasants who as a result seem to have been indifferent to

defending their land. Thus, the Hungarian army lacked the variety of participants

Hunyadi had when defending Belgrade in 1456. Hunyadi’s army had students, peasants,

52 DeVries, “Lack of a Western European Military Response,” p.544-5, 555, 559.
The author asserts: “The crusade of Nicopolis was the last crusade. After its failure, the
western princes found that they were too busy with conflicts against their Christian
neighbors or their own people, that the Turks as an army and as individual soldiers were
too frightening and ‘evil’ to contend with, and that, at least for the short term, the
Hungarians were doing a fine job of keeping the Turks out of the rest of Europe.”

839 Pal Fodor, “View of the Turk in Hungary: The Apocalyptic Tradition and the
Legend of the Red Apple in Ottoman-Hungarian Context,” in In Quest of the Golden
Apple, (Istanbul: Isis Press, 2000), pp.71-103.

1 Andrew C. Hess, “The Ottoman Conquest of Egypt (1517) and the Beginning
of the Sixteenth-Century World War,” International Journal of Middle East Studies,
vol.4, no.l (Jan., 1973), p.72-3. Hess argues that with Egypt in Ottoman hands,
Siileyman ruled over a relatively uniform Muslim block, whereas the Papacy was not
able to keep Christians unified. He argues that whereas in Europe rulers and urban
classes clashed over the basics of faith, Ottomans were able to affect unified expansion
against the “infidels.” However, as the rebellions of first Canberdi Gazali, then Ahmed
Pasa demonstrate, Egypt was far from being integrated in the Ottoman system, and
religious sects far from being crushed when Siileyman inherited 1520; and Siileyman
had to work on this issue for several years to come.
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832
craftsmen, and vagabonds.

It may be speculated that the popular support enjoyed by
Hunyadi was not present.

The alleged indifference of Hungarian peasantry resulted also from a perceptional
element. In the 1520s, Hungarian peasants believed that Ottomans were made of iron
and hence invincible. The common belief was that resistance was useless because God
had turned his back and the God of the conquerors was stronger for the time being.*”
The economic depression followed by the death of Corvinus hindered the development
of cities and caused an unfavorable balance of trade. This caused Hungary to be defined
as “a rich land, poor country.” The Ottoman advance and threat required the
maintenance of border castles which took almost all annual income for decades. With
the collapse of economy, Corvinus’s reforms were abandoned. The Hungarian King was
in dire straits. To solve immediate problems, feudal arrangements were re-introduced
causing aristocracy to gain the upper hand. The authority of the crown declined along

with coordinated defense efforts and centralized command.®**

Many modern scholars
put the blame of the loss of Belgrade on the King and his inefficient military machine.
Ferenc Szakaly, for instance, charges “the unpreparedness of the king of Hungary’s
military machine” regarding Ottoman success in Belgrade which he defines as a
“strategically misguided and completely improvised campaign.”®” Another Hungarian
scholar Andras Kubinyi blames the lords who did not respond to the call-to-arms

because they would not give up harvest.**°

832 J. Held, “Peasants in Arms,” in Bak and Karaly (eds.), p.90, 95; Babinger,
Mehmed the Conqueror and His Time, p.140; Schwoebel, “Coexistence, Conversion,
and the Crusade Against the Turks,” p.171.

833 Fodor, “View of the Turk in Hungary,” pp.87-8. Such fatalistic perception
should be considered within the framework of apocalyptic thought.

83% Perjes, Fall of the Medieval Kingdom of Hungary, pp.60-2; Kaldy-Nagy,
“Angriff,” p.167

53 Ferenc Szakaly, “The Hungarian-Croatian Border Defense System and Its
Collapse,” in Bak and Karaly (eds.), p.152. Geza Perjes, on the other hand, establishes
that Belgrade was the main objective of the campaign. Perjes, Fall of the Medieval
Kingdom of Hungary, p.99

53¢ Kubinyi, “The Road to Defeat,” p.171. It would not be quite accurate to

attribute the unwillingness of the lords to compromise harvest only to greed, since they
relied on the harvest for the maintenance of their forces.
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Not only the weakened authority of the King, but the general decline in the
border defense system, developed by Corvinus in the fifteenth century, seems to have
reduced Hungary’s military ability. The castles at the border were in bad repair.
Unfavorable political, social and economic conditions did not permit renovation. No
sign of change was apparent until 1521, there was not money anyway. Croatian-Bosnian
border fortresses were mostly in decay. Hungarian garrison soldiers had already
devastated the border areas in the beginning of the century.**’ Around 1520, in a speech
to the Diet, Istvan Werboczy described the situation as such:

... these confines have been destroyed due to the constant attacks by the

Ottomans, peasants have been expelled from the estates of the castles; in many

places, especially in Bosnia and Croatia, only desolate fortresses have
remained, only desolate walls...**®

The situation in Hungary did not improve much even after Siileyman left Istanbul.
On June 28, the Venetian ambassador in Buda Lorenzo Orio wrote that the King
requested help from the Pope, the Emperor and Venice, as well as King Ferdinand and
the Wallachian king. Orio believed that even though soldiers and money were gathered
at Buda, it was impossible for the Hungarians to defend themselves alone.**” Orio’s
observation probably echoed the common concern. In August, Sir Richard Wingfield
wrote to Wolsey informing him of the visit made by a Hungarian ambassador to the
Emperor. The ambassador had asked for help admitting that they would not be able to

handle the situation on their own.**

By October the situation seems to have grown even
worse. Luca Corvato, sent by the Venetian deputy of Friuli to explore the situation in
the Hungarian camp reported that the Hungarian army was in no shape to pursue the
enemy. They lacked order and were not united. Corvato pointed out to the discord
between the people and the rulers stating that the king enjoyed little obedience.®"!

Lorenzo Orio, who stayed there for 55 months and witnessed the Hungarian reaction to

837 Kubiny, “The Battle of Szavaszentdemeter-Nagyolaszi,” p.78-81; Geza Palffy,

“The Origins and the Development of the Border Defence System Against the Ottoman
Empire in Hungary,” in David and Fodor (eds), p.13.

838 As quoted in Kubiny, “The Battle of Szavaszentdemeter-Nagyolaszi,” p.78.

839 Sanuto, 31:72.

840 [ etters and Papers, 111:631-2.

84l Sanuto, 32:57-8.
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the 1521 campaign at Buda, paints a rather gloomy picture of the situation. Relating his
overall mission in December 1523, Orio reports that the King had no understanding of
administrative issues and left the handling of finances in the hands of others. Although
he tried to prepare an army to meet the Ottoman challenge in 1521, it was no use
because Hungarian leaders [capi] let the case be lost for neglect and discord among
themselves. Orio believed that if there were even one commander, Hungarians could
have harmed the Ottomans.®** Orio’s secretary, Francesco Massaro, confirmed Orio’s
observations in a letter dated 5 October 1523 to the Doge. He reported that the Sultan
saw much discord in Transylvania and Croatia, thus decided on a campaign to Hungary.
Hungarians, on the other hand, preferred to flee rather than fight back because of the
dissension among the nobles.** Italian writer Guicciardini expressed that the Ottomans
would eventually find an opportunity in attacking Hungary which was “weakened in the
hands of a child-king governed by prelates and barons of the realm, who were in

. 844
disaccord among themselves.”

Louis II seems to have tried everything he could to
counter an expected Ottoman attack on Hungary. Venetian ambassador in Buda,
Lorenzo Orio, reported in his letter dated July 16 that King Louis made the ultimate call
for war:
He sent an unsheathed sword to all barons and others for them to come to
camp with the people they are obliged to bring, and this is the ultimate

authoritative command: a rare thing, nobody remembers this being done in this
kingdom before.**’

%+ Sanuto, 35:295-6.
53 Ibid, 99-100. Such comments on Ottoman attacks on Hungary were not novel.
An earlier reference to internal dissension almost bringing a kingdom into ruin can be
traced in the Chronicle of the Hungarians, for example. Concerns about the dangers
facing a divided kingdom are expressed through the assumed plans of the Ottoman
Sultan Murad II about Hungary: “When he heard that all the people of the kingdom of
Hungary were devouring each other in civil wars, he reckoned that a divided people
could do nothing to defend itself. He therefore decided to invade the kingdom of
Hungary.” Janos Thuroczy, Chronicle of the Hungarians, Frank Mantello (ed)
(Bloomington: Indiana University Research Institute for Inner Asian Studies, 1991),
p-121.

% Guicciardini, History of Italy, p.300.

845 Sanuto, 31:195. Also see, ibid, 35:100.
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King Louis’s efforts did not escape Ottoman attention either. On 4 August [29
Shaban], Bali Beg is reported have brought news about the preparations of an army by
Hungarian King, upon which Siileyman ordered boats to go about the Danube to face
the challenge if necessary.®*® He also sent for help to every major court in Europe.
Hungarian envoys were sent even to the Diet of Worms in April 1521. Basing their
argument on being a buffer-zone between the Ottomans and the Germans, they asked
for preventive help from German princes to repel the enemy if need be. However,
German estates were not to be convinced. They only promised that they would not let
Hungary stand alone if and when it was actually attacked.**” Interestingly, we find an
abundance of accounts on how each wrote to another asking for support on behalf of the
Hungarian king rather than directly providing military or financial help. The King of
Poland, for example, wrote to the cardinals requesting that “they persuade the Pope to

848 Nevertheless

help Hungary against the Turks who have already entered the country.
European rulers were hesitant to take action. Although all seemed very enthusiastic
about an attack on the Turk two years earlier, the balance was now disturbed and
everyone had his own issues to resolve. As Guicciardini put it:

Now, although these preliminaries were set in motion with great hopes, and
although everyone accepted the truce, and everyone declared himself, with
ostentatious and magnificent speeches, to be against the Turk and to be ready
(if the others concurred) to lend all their strength to so just a cause,
nevertheless, since each of them considered the danger uncertain and very far
off, and relating more to one state than to another, and since it was very

difficult, and required a long time to introduce such a sense of zeal and
universal a union, private interests and advantages prevailed.**

The most likely candidates to support Louis II, namely Charles V and Ferdinand
were engaged with their own issues. Charles V still had to consolidate his authority in
his lands. He was in trouble with the French. In 1518, the Castilian Cortes had given

him a demand list of composed of eighty-eight articles. He had even received a plea

846 Miinge ‘at, 1:511. Siileyman was already before Belgrade for a couple of days.

%47 Stephen A. Fisher-Galati, “Ottoman Imperialism and the Lutheran Struggle for
Recognition in Germany, 1520-1529,” Church History, vol.23, no.1, (Mar., 1954), p.51.

5% Sanuto, 31:316. The Hungarian ambassador was already in Rome when the
letter was read.

89 Guicciardini, History of Italy, p.301.
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from the Cortes that he should learn Spalnish.850 However, he received the ambassador
sent to him by Louis II. Although he did not do much to relieve the concerns of his
brother-in-law, he sent the ambassador to England to ask for support:

The bearer, the ambassador of my brother-in-law, the king of Hungary, has
told me of the distress in which his country is, from the invasion of the Turk.
Many towns have been taken, and the rest will be soon subdued, if aid is not
given by other Christian princes. I have done what I can, considering the war
which Francis has so unjustly commensed against me, and am determined to
do more when my affairs will allow of it. The said ambassador has a
commission to the King and yourself and has asked me to write to you in his

favor. His petition is reasonable and necessary for the preservation of
Christendom.®'

On 11 August 1520, Charles officially declared that Ferdinand would be the ruler
of the Austrian territories. The settlement was negotiated throughout the following two
years. The first settlement was signed at Worms on 23 April 1521. Leaving Austria,
Styria, Carinthia and Carniola under Ferdinand’s control, Charles distanced himself
from the Ottoman threat. The arrangement met with resistance in Carniola and Carinthia
which threatened to suspend “Turkish aid.” In 1521, Ferdinand married the sister of

King Louis, Anna, at Linz.®>

Ferdinand was perhaps the most likely prince to provide
King Louis with help, not only because of his marriage to the sister of the Hungarian
king; but also if Hungary fell, Ferdinand’s territory would be the next target for the
Ottoman army. However, when he arrived in Austria in 1521, Ferdinand had to face his
own problems. The legal and administrative structures established by Maximilian were
about to collapse. Being raised up in Spain, Ferdinand himself was not acquainted with
local customs and organization. He was not even able to speak the language, when he
had to talk at a meeting of the estates he had to use a translator. Furthermore, he had to
face a hostile population and the growing challenge of Lutheranism with no firm

financial base. Hostility was also directed to his advisors and his reliance on them.>> A

letter dated 15 October 1523 by secretary Masaro, who accompanied the Venetian

839 Brandi, The Emperor Charles V, p.38, 136-7.

81 [ etters and Papers, 111:661.

832 Fichtner, Ferdinand I of Austria, pp.18-20; Rodriguez-Salgado, “La Cruzada

sin Cruzado,” pp.224; Brandi, The Emperor Charles V, pp.136-42.

853 Fichtner, Ferdinand I of Austria, pp.23-7. For the reforms of Maximilian, see

Brandi, The Emperor Charles V, p.98.
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ambassador Lorenzo Orio in his long Hungarian mission, reported Ferdinand’s
unpopularity among his subjects as well as among the Germans. According to Masaro,
Ferdinand owed this strong unpopularity to his “tyrannical actions” such as the
execution of several German barons and unusually high taxing. Furthermore, he was

vindictive and not as liberal as he ought to be.**

In short, in the beginning of 1520s
Ferdinand still had to establish himself as an independent ruler.

The crisis of Rhodes, too, came up at an unfortunate moment for European
monarchs. Charles V and Francis I had newly begun to fight. Henry VIII had decided be
involved in this war in favor of Charles. Pope Leo X died on 1 December 1521 and his
successor Adrian VI did not arrive in Rome until 29 August 1522. In other words, the
new Pope had neither time nor opportunity to organize Christian forces. The whole
affair once again turned into a rhetorical demonstration of mutual accusations, each

blaming the other for being unable to help Rhodes.*”

The death of the grand master of
Rhodes posed yet another opportunity. Allegedly, a knight named Andrew Merall, who
aspired to be Grand Master himself, was so disappointed when not elected that he
informed Siileyman of the opportunity at hand. According to his report, there was never
a better time to capture Rhodes because the grand master was new, part of the walls
were taken down, some Italian knights had rebelled against the new grand master, and

. .. . . . 856
“all Christian princes were busie warring upon each other.”

Whether such a report
was ever sent to Siileyman is doubtful, however the arguments set forth seem to
summarize the current situation quite accurately.

After the siege of 1480, the possibility of an Ottoman attack remained a major
issue at Rhodian council meetings, putting the knights in a defensive position until the
final conquest in 1522. Following grand master d’ Aubussone’s [d.1503] pleas to the
Pope and various Christian rulers in 1501 for concerted action, many such attempts can
be observed by the Rhodians who warned Europe of the risk and asked for assistance.

Their pleas usually found rhetoric support, but assistance on military resources never

actualized. Each change of reign seems to have triggered new fear of an Ottoman attack

854 Sanuto, 35:115.

593 Rodriquez-Salgado, “La Cruzado sin Cruzado,” p.230-1.

836 «A Briefe Relation of the Siege and Taking of the Citie of Rhodes,” p.181.
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on the island.*”’ Rhodes prepared for defense, for example, when grand master
D’Amboise died in 1512, the same year Selim I acquired the Ottoman throne;
fortunately for the Rhodians, Selim was busy elsewhere.*”® In the case of the 1522
siege, rumors of a possible Ottoman attack were current in European courtly circles
long before Siileyman set sail. Writing to Wolsey on 1 February 1520 from Rome,
Campeggio mentioned that the Turk was preparing an attack against Rhodes.*” In a
letter dated 24 July 1522, Charles de Lannoy warned Charles saying that Rhodes was
the bulwark between the Turco and Christendom. If Charles did not help the island,
warned Lannoy, it would be lost exposing Sicily to worse danger.*® These rumors were
no doubt kindled by the communications of the Grand Master who was as sure of an
attack as he was sure of Ottoman preparations. He requested help even from as far away
as England. On 19 March 1522, he wrote to Wolsey for support, expressing his certainty
of an Ottoman on Rhodes.*®' On 17 June, he wrote to Henry VIII sending the French
translation of a letter by Siileyman and said that the Ottoman fleet was already in
sight.*%?

Siileyman’s stake at the internal conflict in Europe seems to have loomed large in
the minds of foreign observers in both cases. Spandounes mentions that Siileyman was
well aware that Christian princes were divided and fought among themselves as he
seized the opportunity to attack Belgrade. He also emphasizes that the physical vacancy
of the papal seat as Siilleyman laid siege on Rhodes and the lack of French help to the

857 Rhodians feared an Ottoman attack when Grand Master d’ Aubussone died in

1503. Furthermore, the next two grand masters, Ammerigo d’Amboise [d.1512] and
Guido di Blanchefort [d.1513] were resident in France, thus absent rulers. Brummett,
“The Overrated Adversary,” pp.519-24. For renewed attempts at securing international
help in 1515-1516, see ibid, p.539.

838 For the preparations in Rhodes for defense in 1512, see ibid, pp.536-7.

89 Letters and Papers, 111:206.

860 Rodriquez-Salgado, “La Cruzado sin Cruzado,” p.230.

861 I etters and Papers, 1I1:904.

%62 Ibid, 984. The English translation of a French account of the Rhodes campaign

provides a copy of a letter to the Grand Master by Siilleyman dated 1 June. Perhaps this
is the letter Wolsey is talking about. The same account mentions that the Grand Master
sent for help from the Pope and Christian princes on June 24. See, “A Briefe Relation of
the Siege and Taking of the Citie of Rhodes,” pp.185-6.
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island due to “harassment of other Christian princes” provided the Ottomans with
opportunity.®® Venetian gossip reports a conversation between some Venetians and the
viziers at Rhodes regarding the lack of external help to the island. The Venetians
supposedly told the viziers that such a campaign could never be realized if Venice

864
d.”™ Fontanus’s

intervened in support of Rhodes. Rumor has it that the viziers concurre
account brings forth the divided situation and the improbability of Christian help to
Rhodes again in the alleged words of Kurdoglu to Siileyman:
And if you consider well, you will see that the Prophet Muhammad looking
out for you, has given you a divine occasion; that is Christians are occupied

among themselves in civil war, they have the mood for everything else other
than you.865

Ottoman chroniclers do not suggest any such seizing of opportunity. However,
Siileyman was already well aware of what went on in the West of the Ottoman realm
long before his accession. It has been mentioned in the first chapter of this study that he
served as guard of Rumelia during the Egyptian campaign of his father. Venetian
intelligence shows that Siileyman was very interested in the condition of his Western
neighbors and counterparts. Venetian accounts abound with conversations between the
viziers, the bailos and the ambassadors on European affairs. Minio’s report, dated 28
February 1522, demonstrates careful deliberation on the destination of the next Ottoman
target. The Venetian ambassador informs that the viziers kept asking him questions
about the power of the Pope, his financial means, and the potential manpower of the
Emperor and the French king. They were also interested in their mode of relations with
Venice. Furthermore, they inquired about Rome specifically asking Minio how many
days it would take to get to Rome from Constantinople and the easiest way to get there.
They also wished to know whether Minio thought the Pope would help the

: 866
Hungarians.

863 Spandounes, pp.65-6. Leo X died in 1522, it took several months for his
successor Adrian VI to arrive in Rome from Spain where he served in the name of
Charles V. Though Adrian tired to procure help for the island when he came to Rome, it
was already too late.

864 Sanuto, 34:16-7.
865 Fontanus, “Guerra di Rhodi,” 94a. Fontanus then puts the same conviction in
Siileyman’s mouth on 94b.

866 Minio, Relazione, pp.20-1.
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3.3.2. Strategic Targeting

Modern scholarship has still not reached a consensus on whether Siileyman
intended to occupy Buda and annex Hungary as he embarked on the 1521 campaign.
The confusion is caused by two factors. The first factor is the inconsistency of
contemporary Ottoman sources about the target of operation. While they leave no doubt
as to targeting Hungary, Buda appears as a possible target along with Sabacz and

Belgrade.®’

This inconsistency keeps us from determining the intention for sure. The
second factor detaining from a clear judgment on the matter is the fact that Buda was
not occupied for the next twenty years, although Siileyman had the chance more than
once. This ambiguity has resulted in two strands of thought explaining the choice of
Hungary as Siileyman’s first target, especially in Hungarian scholarship.®®®

The first strand, best represented by Pal Fodor, revolves around the theme of
gradual occupation as the aim from the beginning in 1521.%° Fodor attributes the
decision to march into Hungary on the onset of Siileyman’s reign to the “one step

eastward, one step westward” policy of the Ottomans. According to this argument, the

East was already exhausted as a result of Selim I’s campaigns when Siileyman ascended

%67 The campaign diary mentions rumors in the Ottoman camp of heading to Buda

during the siege of Belgrade, following a divan gathering on 13 August [9 Ramadan].
The campaign diary also demonstrates that Siileyman lingered at and around Belgrade
for several days after the conquest holding court and hunting. The castle was captured
three weeks later on 26 Ramazan and the Ottoman army left Belgrade on 16 Shawwal.
On the other hand, the proclamation of victory of Belgrade to the judges of the realm
explain that even though the target of the campaign was to destroy the King, based on
the commanders’ counsel the campaign was ended because of time restrictions. Such an
explanation suggests the possibility of Buda being the initial target. See Miinse ‘at,
[:512, 514 and 518, respectively. Pal Fodor emphasizes the ambiguity about the
specific target and evaluates the discussions on the way not as discussions about
whether to enter Hungary or not, but about the specific castles to be targeted and the
route to take. Fodor, "Ottoman Policy Towards Hungary,” p.290. Judging by the
competing targets of Belgrade and Sabacz as insisted on by Piri Pasa and Ahmed Pasa
along with the simultaneous raiding going on in Srymia, Perjes asserts that the target
was definitely neither Buda nor a decisive blow. Perjes, Fall of the Medieval Kingdom
of Hungary, p.98.

868 Perjes, Fall of the Medieval Kingdom of Hungary; Fodor, “Ottoman Policy
Towards Hungary,” p.272. For a brief summary of these approaches and their adherents,
see ibid, pp.274-9.

89 Ibid, p.272.
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the throne. Heading westward would give the East some breathing space. On the other
hand, the ruling elite and especially the janissaries were discontent with warfare among
Muslims. Based on this argument, Fodor concludes that “Siilleyman, intent on
consolidating his power, had practically no other alternative, but to turn his back on his
father’s political ‘testament’ that passed on to him the assignment of solving the Persian
problem.”®”° Seen through this perspective, Siilleyman’s attempt on Hungary seems like
the natural response to the current situation. Some scholars have defined Siileyman’s
Hungarian policy in terms of gradual occupation. In keeping with Halil Inalcik’s thesis
of methods of conquest, the process consists of four subsequent phases. The first
involves devastation of borderlands which serves a dual purpose of wearing down the
enemy and reconnaissance of territory. These raids are followed by a concentrated
attack in the best possible opportunity after which the imperial army leaves the region to
a pro-Ottoman administration. Ultimately, when the time is right, the region is annexed
with a final campaign.?’' Following this strand, the 1521 campaign can be viewed as a
performance of the first of these phases.

Whereas the second strand, led by Geza Perjes, argues that the occupation of
Hungary was a gradual process due to the Habsburg threat. This line of thought
concludes that Siileyman had no intention to occupy Hungary, but to preserve its
territorial and political integrity as a buffer-zone as an anti-Habsburg measure.*’> When
viewed in this perspective, the 1521 campaign may be viewed as coercive action to
consolidate the borders and to gain an upper hand in relations with Hungary.

Pal Fodor dwells on the effect of the wishes of the political elite on Siileyman’s

decision to attack Hungary. Fodor argues that from the start on the aim was to defeat

870 Ibid, p.286.

71 Ferenc Szakaly, Ludovico Gritti in Hungary: 1529-1534 (Budapest: Akademiai
Klado, 1995), p.101; Inalcik, “Ottoman Methods of Conquest,” pp.103-129. Feridun
Emecen also argues that Siilleyman opted for a gradual conquest policy in Hungary
keeping it as a buffer-zone rather than claiming absolute sovereignty. It was only when
Szapolyai died that occupying Buda and claiming Hungarian territory became
necessary. Feridun Emecen, “Biiyiik Tiirk’e Pannonia Diizliiklerini Acan Savas Mohag,
1526,” in Muhtesem Siileyman, Ozlem Kumrular (ed) (Istanbul: Kitap Yaymevi, 2007),
p-47.

872 Perjes, Fall of the Medieval Kingdom of Hungary, p.83 Perjes provides a brief

literature survey on the matter, pp.84-5. For a brief summary of the competing strands
of thought also see Emecen, “Biiyiik Tiirk’e Pannonia Diizliiklerini Acan Savas Mohac,
1526,” pp.48-9.
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Hungary and occupy Buda, simply because Hungary was the neighbor.*”> Tayyip
Gokbilgin, on the other hand, dwells on the influence of wishes of a different sector of
the political elite, that of the Rumelian commanders. According to this perspective, they
were aware of the opportunity offered by the chaotic political and economical situation
of Hungalry.874

All these views are a result of knowledge of what happened in the next decades.
As Feridun Emecen has warned,®” the benefit of time might cloud our judgment.
Therefore, we shall go back to the contemporaries to understand how they perceived the
situation — although some of them also knew what ultimately happened. The key to the
ambiguity of target in the 1521 campaign perhaps crystallizes at the divan of Sofia
where we find two competing views as to where to proceed. Each party during this
meeting tries to reinforce his argument through presenting the safest way to acquire
Buda eventually. Sa‘di says that Siilleyman’s initial target was Buda because he meant
to end the rule of the King with his sword by aiming his capital directly; but he was
convinced to take Belgrade first because such a stronghold should not be left behind.
According to Sa‘di’s version of the story, the viziers were also concerned about the risk
involved in going too far. They were worried about possible unrest at the other end of
the realm. Through the words of the viziers, the author emphasizes that the Sultan had
newly ascended the throne.®’® Sa‘di’s expression suggests that Siileyman had yet to
consolidate his power. According to Celalzade, it was Piri Pasa who proposed to capture

Belgrade at the council of Sofia. In the opinion of the grand vizier, Belgrade was the

873 Fodor, "Ottoman Policy Towards Hungary," pp. 271.

7% Tayyib Gokbilgin, “Kanuni Sultan Siileyman'n Macaristan ve Avrupa
siyasetinin sebep ve amilleri, gecirdigi sathalar,” Kanuni Armagani (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu Basimevi, 1970), p.6.

875

p-49.

Emecen, “Biiyiik Tiirk’e Pannonia Diizliikklerini Acan Savas Mohag, 1526,

876 Sa‘di (SN), 136b-137a: .”.. kendisi ziibde-i ‘asdkir-i gerdin-me’dsirle Tuna
suyundan geciib ‘indn-1 zafer-kirdmin dogri Kral-1 bed-fi‘alin tahtgdh-1 nuhset-nigahi
olan belde-i Buduna tevecciih eyleye, varub ddr ii diyar ve siiriir ii emsdarin mevakib-1
gerdiin-mendkibin semm-i ahenin mutdyasiyla lice-i deryaya vire, dest-i tig-1 suybarla
defter-i sevketin diiriib tomar-1 saltanatin tayy idecek bi’z-zariri ciimle husiin ii kila ‘yi
dest-i tasarruf-1 hiisrevanisine dahil ola... Heniiz ibtida-yt ciiliis-1 hiimayiiniz zamandtr,
deva’ir-i memleket ‘imaret-karininizde iken dahi ba’id olmayalim, mebdd obiir tarafdan
neva’ir-i fitne vii fesdd istigdl ide td def ‘ine dest-res miiyesser ola.” On the other hand,
Sa‘di has the target of Belgrade announced at Edirne. 1bid, 130a.
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key to Hungary and the “obstructing barrier of the rebel and the corrupt” [erbdb-i
tugyan ii zelalin sedd-i sedidi]. He foresaw that once Belgrade was captured, it would

lead to many other conquests. But if they passed on to Buda before securing Belgrade,

the enemy would have the chance to assemble there and pursue the Ottoman army.®”’

Nasuh is of the same opinion; it is not reasonable to go for the king before taking

Belgrade.®’®

Belgrade was a stronghold of vital strategic importance. It stood on one of the two

lines of the Hungarian-Croatian defense system going from Szoreny to Klis [Clissa] and

879

Skradin [Scardona] at the Adriatic coast.””” While the possible fall of Belgrade was sure

to create a huge breach in the defense system, it was a pre-requisite for a decisive attack

880

on Hungary. By-passing would be impossible.”™ Whether European or Ottoman,

contemporary sources emphasize the key position of Belgrade. The significance of
Belgrade as the “key to Hungary” reflects in Venetian correspondence numerous

881

times.” Writing from Buda on 6 July 1521, Venetian ambassador Lorenzo Orio says

that Belgrade is “the gate of this Kingdom” and asserts that once the Ottomans take it,

they could go over the plains to “wherever they pleased.”*

Writing almost two decades
after the conquest, Giovio describes Belgrade as a stronghold of not only Hungary, but

of all Christendom.® According to the late fifteenth-century Ottoman chronicler Nesri,

877 Tabakat, 46b.
878 Nasuh, 43a.

879 Szakaly, “The Hungarian-Croatian Border Defense System and Its Collapse,”
p.142-3. This line passed through Szoreny, Orsova, the lower Danube, Belgrade,
southern Sava, Szabac, Tesanj, Sokol, Banja Luka, Jayce, Knin, Klis and Skradin. Also
see, Kubinyi, “The Road to Defeat,” p.171.

880 Perjes, Fall of the Medieval Kingdom of Hungary, p.48.

881 For example, Sanuto, 31:72: “la porta di questa regno”; ibid, 73: “pol venir

per pianura dove li piace”; ibid, 315: “scudo dil reame de I’hongaria et de queste altre
provintie superiore’; ibid, 480: “chiave de I’Hongaria’; ibid, 33:315: “chiave di la
Christianita”; ibid, 35:286: “chiave d’il regno di Hongaria”

882 Ibid, 31:72.

883 Giovio, Commentario, p.Diii. As early as 1459, Pope Pius II expressed the
wide ranging opinion that: “If Hungary surrendered to the Turks, the door was wide
upon into Germany and Italy.” DeVries, “Lack of a Western European Military
Response,” p.555
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when Mehmed IT saw Hungary, he realized that Belgrade was the key. Therefore, he set
his mind on “opening that gate.”*** Sa‘di identified the castle as a “throne on the way of
ghaza” [reh-giizdar-1 gazanin hdri] and the “strong key to the infidel lands” [miilk-1
kiiffar-1 nd-bikarin miftah-1 payidari).*® It has been argued that Mehmed ITI’s siege of
Belgrade in 1456 was aimed at subduing Hungary so that the Empire could extend into
Eastern Europe. This aim has been considered as part of Mehmed II’s claim to universal
rulership which involves the idea of One God, One Emperor. In this line of argument,
Mehmed is believed to have considered that once he won Belgrade, he would have little
trouble with the Hungarians later on. As Hungarian sources have it, “He would be in
Buda, eating his evening meals in peace in two months.”*

Contemporary accounts suggest that this key role of Belgrade was the logic
behind Piri Pasa’s insistence on the conquest of Belgrade. Ahmed Pasa, as the opposing
party, insisted on capturing Sabacz because it was a Muslim castle which had fallen to
Christians. He was appointed to ensure its “salvation” [istihlds]. According to Ahmed
Pasa’s plan, once Sabacz was acquired, they would go on to Buda, the seat of the throne
of Hungary. Although contemporary chronicles seem to side with Piri Pasa in favor of
Belgrade as the initial target, Ahmed Pasa’s insistence on Sabacz might not have been
in vain, either. Some Ottoman sources mention that Sabacz was originally built in order

887 When Corvinus took the fortress in 1476, he believed that his

to capture Belgrade.
realm would not be safe as long as this stronghold was in the hands of the Ottomans.
Corvinus’s conquest of the castle was celebrated festively in European cities.*®® In this
sense, Ahmed Pasa’s initiative may be seen as a strategic move since re-capturing

Sabacz would strengthen the hand of the Ottomans in attempts of further expansion.

8% Nesri, I1:627. Tursun Beg also regarded Belgrade as the “key to the opening

[feth] of Hungary” referring his explanation to a Quranic verse stating that each house
has a door. Tursun Beg, Tdarih-i Ebu’l-Feth, p.79, Quran, 2:189: “li-kiillin diriin
babiin.”

885 Sa‘di (SN), 125a. He identifies the castle as “sani-yi bind-yt Seddad.”

886 Held, “Peasants in Arms,” p.88; Perjes, Fall of the Medieval Kingdom of
Hungary, p.45.

887 See, for example, Sa‘di (SN), 131a-b.

888 Babinger, Mehmed the Conqueror and His Time, p.348. For celebrations in

Florence, Venice, Bologna and Rome when Mehmed II failed to capture Belgrade, see
ibid, p.144.
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Ultimately, with both strongholds acquired, Siilleyman’s chances for further expansion
in Hungary were strengthened.

Rhodes was a place of both strategic and symbolic significance. Besides lying on
the naval pilgrimage route to Mecca, corsair activity supported by Rhodes posed a
threat to Ottoman commerce on the Mediterranean after the conquest of Syria and
Egypt.*® Andrew Hess has pointed out the vulnerability to influence from Christian
rulers that Arab provinces were exposed to after the Gazali incident. The Portuguese
navy was also close by. So Siilleyman’s decision of Rhodes probably had to with
consolidation of his father’s conquests. Furthermore, the revenue of Egypt, as well as
the tribute of Cyprus, needed to be secured.®” Nicolas Vatin provides evidence of
Rhodian involvement in the Gazali incident and communication with Ismail for anti-
Ottoman initiatives. Such actions, as Vatin sees it, were a way to produce confusion in

the Ottoman realm.®”!

Even by the beginning of the sixteenth century, the strategic role
of Rhodes was precarious. As Palmira Brummett expresses, “in 1503 Rhodes and
Cyprus were the two easternmost bastions of Christian power in the Mediterranean.
They served as centres of intelligence gathering, transit ports and military bases.”*”
While talking about the Rhodes campaign Ottoman chronicles emphasize
protection of the sea routes for trade and pilgrimage as a duty, the conquest of Rhodes
imply three main objectives: securing Mediterranean trade, consolidation of Syria and
Egypt, preparing conditions for safer expansion. An eyewitness account relating the
siege of Rhodes and the aftermath attests to the point. Gabriel Taragon, a merchant, tells
about Ahmed Pasa’s attempt to persuade him to stay. According to Taragon, Ahmed
Pasa emphasized the convenient location of the island being situated between Syria,
Cyprus, Constantinople, Candia and others. The vizier also mentions that the Sultan

intends to make campaigns to Candia and Cyprus because he does not want to have

%9 Rodriquez-Salgado, “La Cruzado sin Cruzado,” p.228-9; Vatin, Rodos
Sovalyeleri ve Osmanlilar, p.289; Brummett, “The Overrated Adversary,” p.518.

%0 Andrew C. Hess, “The Evolution of the Ottoman Seaborne Empire in the Age
of the Oceanic Discoveries, 1453-1525,” The American Historical Review, vol.75, no.7
(Dec., 1970) pp.1912-14. Hess argues that the agricultural and tax sources of Syria and
Egypt were vital for the maintenance of Ottoman expansion throughout the sixteenth
century. Also see Hess, “Ottoman Conquest of Egypt,” pp.71-2, 75.

%1 Vatin, Rodos Sévalyeleri ve Osmanlilar, p.314.

%92 Brummett, “The Overrated Adversary,” p.518
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anyone else in this sea. “When this happens,” says Ahmed Pasa, “Rhodes will be very
comfortable and appropriate place for merchants.”*”?

Guicciardini defined Rhodes as “a bulwark of Christian religion in those seas,
although they were notorious for the fact that, spending all their days in piracy against

894 Venice itself

the ships of the infidels, they also at times pillaged Christian vessels.
seems to have suffered major damage from corsair activity sponsored or hosted by
Rhodes, through direct pillaging or causing misinterpretation of culpability. When two
Venetian vessels were captured by Rhodian ships in 1506, Venice retaliated by sending
four galleys to attack Rhodian vessels. They did not necessarily have to pillage
Christian vessels to cause harm to European trade. When Rhodian vessels seized a
Genoese ship carrying 150 Muslims and valuable merchandise on the account of the
Mamluk Sultan Qansuh al-Ghuri, the sultan reacted by confiscating all European goods
and detaining the Venetians, French and the Catalans. As evidence put forth by
Brummett shows that although these raids were not planned and carried out by the

official navy, but through the efforts of individual Rhodians, they were regulated by the

Order.®”

3.3.3. Strategic Command

Following on the lead of Durkheimian theory, besides territorial gain, the
campaigns of 1521 and 1522 have functioned to recreate a bond and a sense of renewed
solidarity as the new Sultan ascended the throne. In the previous chapter, we have
discussed the transformation of the “servants” of Sultan Selim into those of Sultan
Siileyman in a rather conceptual and ritualistic manner. Throughout these two

campaigns, these “servants” did serve their new master and were actually rewarded in

893 Sanuto, 34:15.

9% Guicciardini, History of Italy, p.334. For corsair activity related to Rhodes in
the first two decades of the sixteenth century, see Vatin, Rodos Sovalyeleri ve
Osmanlilar, pp.282-297. Vatin draws attention to Venetians, Ragusians and Florentines
being victims to such activity from 1517 to 1520.

895 Brummett, “The Overrated Adversary,” p.527-9.
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return. Thus, mutual ritual pledges were transformed into solid reality and became part
of the regular flow of the bond between Sultan Siileyman and his army.**°

Siileyman stayed at and around Belgrade several days after the conquest, holding
court and hunting. During the courtly gatherings many officials were rewarded and
promoted. Among the most prominent is Bali Beg, who seems to be figure as a key
actor during the whole campaign in contemporary accounts. First he was awarded a
robe of honor along with 30,000 aspers on 2 September [29 Ramadan]; two weeks later
he was appointed governor to Smederevo [Semendire] and Belgrade with a revenue of
900.000 aspers. Although the campaign diary does not mention any bayram ceremonial
and leaves the entries of the first three days of Shawwal almost empty, we witness
consequent promotions on the divan of 13 September [10 Shawwal]. A janissary officer
[sekbanbasi] was given a sancak, the janissary colonel [kethiida] was promoted in his
place, and the almoner filled the vacant post. Several janissaries, imperial guards, and
stable staff were either appointed to household cavalry regiments or given fiefs.*”’

Siileyman’s presence in the 1521 and 1522 campaigns was significant in the sense
that they were also instruments for him to appropriate the army.*® Although he served
administrative roles during his princehood, unlike many of the previous princes-turned-
sultans, he lacked firsthand experience in the battle field. The 1521 campaign was his
first direct experience in warfare; even more importantly, it was his first experience

with the army which was now his. Trust is a mutual issue; in this respect, this was the

%% Simon Harrison, “The Symbolic Construction of Aggression and War in a
Sepik River Society,” Man, New Series, Vol. 24, No. 4 (Dec., 1989), p.585. Although
Harrison’s argument is based on tribal warfare, his assertion that warfare “is a purposive
attempt by men to establish and maintain groups” seems quite valid in our case. In this
sense, the idealization of aggression in contemporary sources appear to be quite natural
and to the point. The idea that war promoted solidarity was systemized by Adam
Ferguson in the eighteenth-century. Dawson, “The Origins of War,” p.4-5. Another
issue to be emphasized would be the need for new fiefs to be distributed. Guilmartin, for
example, has questioned contemporary awareness of the economic factor, in the sense
of procuring new land for fiefs. Guilmartin, “Wars of the Ottomans,” p.743. Ferenc
Szakaly emphasizes the military nature of the Ottoman state with stability being based
on land acquisition. Szakaly, Ludovico Gritti in Hungary, p.99.

897 Miinse ‘at, 1:514.
%% My assessment is based to some extent on the strand of thought usually labeled
the “reproductive theory” that argues that war enables group formation. I. J. N. Thorpe,
“Anthropology, Archaeology, and the Origin of Warfare,” World Archaeology, vol. 35,
no. 1, The Social Commemoration of Warfare, (June, 2003), pp. 145-165.
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first experience of the commanders and the soldiers with Siileyman. Hence, the mutual
need for demonstration of capability. Venetian gossip refers to Siilleyman’s anger as the
siege of Belgrade continued without improvement. The prolongation of the siege period
seems to have upset Siileyman; at least that is the impression Venetians had. Writing
from Ragusa, Lorenzo Gritti communicated what he heard from a bread-seller who just
returned from the Ottoman camp. According to this rumor, the Sultan had told his men
that in the time of his father they had done great things; now they were being counter-
attacked and achieved little honor in battle. This was perceived by another Venetian
from Ragusa as Siileyman scolding his army for not knowing how to fight.*”

Siileyman attended both campaigns in person, although we do not find him
actually fighting with sword in hand. However, contemporary sources make sure to
delineate his commanding and coordinating presence. We find platforms built at
appropriate places for him to observe what goes on in the field and to command
accordingly. In the 1521 campaign, according to the campaign diary, the Sultan
personally oversaw the bridge preparations on the Sava after the conquest of Sabacz. He
observed work done and gave orders accordingly, standing on a platform built for him,

every day from the dawn to dusk.””

Likewise, he observed Belgrade from a hilltop as
he arrived and, after examining the possible sites of battle, he ordered action. The
campaign diary mentions him doing the same every day fighting takes place.”' The
campaign diary of Rhodes also presents Siileyman on horseback surveying the various
parts of the island frequently and holding court to shape strategy.””

Tomasso Contarini wrote to Marco Minio on 8 May 1521 that the governor-

general of Rumelia [Ahmed Pasa] did not want the Sultan to progress on campaign in

%99 Sanuto, 31:394. Two reports dated 31 August 1521. “... il Signor disse a li soi,
che al tempo di suo padre fevano gran cosse, e che adesso vien rebatudi, et che a la
bataglie li dete ave poco honor.” The rumors may have some gist of truth in them, for
the campaign diary relates an instance when Ahmed Pasa had to face all the enemy
soldiers alone when two wings of the Ottoman army would not move due to confusing
commands. According to the campaign diary, the castle was almost captured when this
happened on, thus this turned out to be a lost opportunity. Miingse ‘at, 1:511, 512.

29 1bid, 508-10.

P 1bid, 511.

%92 Ibid, 529-40. For the pavilion prepared for Siileyman at a hill-top at Rhodes for

the purpose of observation, also see, “A Briefe Relation of the Siege and Taking of the
Citie of Rhodes,” p.188.
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person, but that the viziers wished his presence to “provide reputation to the

campaign.”*”?

If this a