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Halil Inalctk

Sultan Siilleymin : The Man and the Statesman

Sultan Silleyman (1520-1566) is described by his contemporaries in the
East as well as in the West as a pious, compassionate, kind, generous,
humane and modest man and a discreet, far-sighted, balanced, law-abiding
and just ruler. Marco Minio, (1) the Venetian bailo in Istanbul in 1527,
made the particular remark that he was an independent decision-maker. All
these qualities correspond to those of a perfect ruler enumerated in the
mediaeval mirror-for-princes literature. His most important quality is that he
was just and to this effect law-abiding. He was praised as bcing uncom-
promising against all illegal, oppressive acts committed by the powerful
against the powerless. Laws and regulations had to be based on the
protection of the re‘dyd, a powerless class, and on a just government with
impartial and full administration of the laws. According to his contem-
poraries and to later generations, Siileyman was idealized as a promulgator
of such kdnins and as a strict administrator of his kdniins. He succeeded in
promoting such an image for himself.

Siileyman gave the impression, or created the myth of, a perfect
ruler. (2) One can find in Sileyman's life acts which confirm such exalted
dispositions. For example, his first deeds immediately after his accession to
the throne were the execution of the governors who were hated for their
irresponsible and cruel abuses against people ; and he released the depor-
tees from Tabriz and Cairo and allowed them to return to their homes if
they so wished. (3) In gencral, such actions were designed to demonstrate
that the ruler’s reign was going to be an age of justice as described in the
mirror-for-princes literature. In fact, in the histories and miniature paintings
dealing with Siileyman’s reign, pains were taken to show him as concerned
for people and for justice.

One thing for certain is that he was not like his father Selim I or his
great-grandfather Mehmed the Conqueror, a man of impetuous naturc. In
describing him his contemporaries, including his wife Hurrem, noted his
soft, sweet, understanding note in his voice. Psychologically his father’s
tough, forceful character might have had a negative effect on his son. His
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mother Hafsa, apparently a slave girl in origin, was a woman of character
who always accompanied her son and had a strong influence on his life until
her death in 1534. Apparently another person who had a strong spiritual
influence on him was Merkez Efendi. In his youth in Manisa, Sileyman
joined ecstatic rituals of this great Halveti shaykh and continued to show
him a deep veneration when he became sultan. (4)

The question as far as Siileyman’s personality is concerned is to what
extent he was allowed to remain independent in his major political deci-
sions ; or whether he reached his decisions, as is often claimed, under the
influence of special interest groups, palace factions, or his wife Hurrem.

In cxamining these questions, we have to keep in mind that a
patrimonial autocratic ruler is expected to exercise total absolute authority.
As far as Ottoman sultans are concerned this fundamental principle found
its expression in the practice of every public action being brought to his
attention. Accordingly, every Ottoman document requiring government
action ends with the formula “baki emr u fermdn sultGdninmundir,” which can
be translated as “the final order belongs to the Sultan.” It was only in a
distant campaign that the sultan empowered a commander-in-chief (ser
‘asker) under a special diploma to issue “imperial” orders without first
consulting the sultan. Of course, in daily routine matters of administration
the sultan’s chanceries acted in his name without his approval for each case.
For example, when small town kddi were to be appointed, lists were drawn
up in the kddiasker’s bureau and were then submitted for the sultan’s
approval without discussing each individual appointment. (5) But any irregu-
larity which later on became the subject of complaint had to be submitted
to the sultan through the Imperial Council. On the other hand, it was
necessary to obtain the sultan’s personal approval whenever an appointment
for a cadiship of a major city was in question. As for the members of the
Imperial Council (divdn-i hiimdyin) it was believed that good government
depended on the sultan making the right choice in selecting his ministers.
Thus, the sultan had to have a close personal knowledge of the persons, the
current affairs and laws of the Empire, and arrive at his decisions independ-
ently. Bayezid II, ‘Osman II, Mustafa I, Ibrahim I, Selim Il and Murad V
were deposed or murdered on the grounds that they were incapable of
making independent decisions or neglected public affairs.

Likewise, Siileyman 1 in his old age was in danger of being deposed
by his sons whose supporters claimed that he was under the influence of ill-
intentioned factions and lacked sound judgement.

Since in wielding his imperial power and giving his decisions the ruler
was absolutely independent from any institutional check, any constitutional
rule or individual except God, the only check on his authority according to
political theoreticians was his own conscience. Therefore, to be a perfect
ruler ethical qualities were required and in the treatises dealing with
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political theory ethics was a central part of the theory. (6) In order to
restrain tyranny particular attention is given to the most significant ethical
qualities of a ruler including justice (‘adl), moderation (hilm), forgiveness
(afv), generosity and kindness (kerem). Above all, the ruler must be
conscious that his power is a favor of God and should always recognize that
(hamd u gukr). Also, it was considered of utmost importance that the vizier
to whom the ruler delegated his power should have the same ethical
qualities in addition to absolute loyalty to his master. A ruler’s scnse of
responsibility and wisdom or his statesmanship were judged on his appoint-
ments for this position. Ottoman memorialists and historians discussing the
causes of the Ottoman « decline » underlined this point as the cornerstone
of the whole political system and the precondition for good government. (7)

Let us first have a quick glance at the Ottoman governmental system
beforc discussing Siileyman’s administrative capacity. The Ottoman central
government or “Imperial Council” had four ministerial positions which were
autonomous vis-a-vis each other. (8) As the supreme minister the grand
vizier was the absolute deputy of the sultan and the general supervisor of
the administration. However, his particular area of responsibility consisted
of general political affairs (beglik) or anything concerning the sultan’s
authority. He was assisted by viziers ranked according to their seniority in
the position. The second position and in practice the most important one
after the vizirial post was the Finance ministry or bagdefterddr. Thirdly, the
administration of the Sari'a was the exclusive responsibility of the two
kadi‘asker of Rumelia and Anatolia who supervised the kddis of Rumeclia
and Anatolia respectively. The fourth minister nigdnct, the head of the
imperial chancery was responsible for all legal titles, in particular those
concerning landholding, timdrs as well as for the formulation of the state
laws, kdniin. These four ministers were all autonomous in their respective
departments but the grand vizier's overall supervision as the absolute dcputy
of the sultan provided unity in the government and a system of checks and
balances. The grand vizier’s attempt to interfere in nisdnc’s jurisdiction, for
example, was prevented by the rule that any change in the registers of
landholding and fimdrs had to be made directly by the nigdnci. However,
the nigdnci’s note had to be approved by the viziers who placed their
signature under the note. On the other hand, since the grand vizier’s
attempt to influence the religious appointments might “politicize™ the reli-
gious institutions and impair the $ari'a and justice, the appointment and
dismissal of the kddi were the exclusive responsibility of the kddi'askers
(later of the Seyh iil-islim) and were determined strictly on the basis of
knowledge in religious sciences. The ‘ulemd tried to reduce to a
minimum the risk of interference from the political authorities including the
sultan’s by codifying and obtaining the sultan’s approval for laws regulating
the appointment and dismissal of the kddi. Sileymén's attempt to bring
Baki, “the sultan of the poets” for whom he had a great admiration to the
position of kdadi'asker with total disregard for the existing rcgulations
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causcd a strong reaction from the ‘ulemd’. Of course, unlike other areas
in which the sultan’s authority was final the Sari‘a and its administration
were an exception enjoying absolute independence as far as religion was
concerned. It is interesting to note that in order to transcend the kddi as-
kers, Siileyman granted a special favor and place in the administration to
seyh dl-islim Eb@’s-Su‘ad.

The normal appointment procedure of ministers to the Imperial Coun-
cil followed the general rule applied to all appointments, namely, the
testimony of good service and recommendation by an immediate
superior. (9) Thus, for the appointment of a vizier or defterddr, the grand
vizier's recommendation to the sultan and/or direct consultation was
required. Although the principle of merit (ehliyyet), career service and
seniority (istihkdk) were always mentioned as necessary requirements, con-
sideration was also given to loyalty, family ties and clientship (intisdb) in
the Ottoman patrimonial system. The rise and fall of a man or family were
determined above all by loyalty to the sultan. To the credit of Sileyman, it
should be recognized that, in general, he did not dismiss the rule of service
and seniority solely in favor of personal loyalty. In this period the career
line of a vizier was in descending order, the governorship of Rumelia or
Egypt, the office of kapiaga (head of the Palace pages) or the commander
of the Janissary or the governorship of Anatolia. The sultan always had the
option of promoting or inviting a man to occupy one of the alternative
posts at each level.

Since Bayezid 11 was in fear of Cem’s return with the support of his
partisans in the realm he selected his grand viziers from among the
kapiagas, title of the chief eunuch of the imperial palace, the most powerful
and trusted man among his servants. (10) In their palace service at the
beginning of their careers almost all of the commanders and governors were
under the authority of the white eunuch kapiaga. At the beginning of his
sultanate, Stileyman followed the same practice but in a more personal
way. (11) Disregarding the well established rule which required that the
senior vizier, second in rank in the Imperial Council, then Ahmed Pasha
had to be appointed grand vizier, Silleymin made « Frenk » Ibrahim, the
chief of the imperial private room (hdss oda bas:) and his intimate friend
since the days of his governorship in Manisa, a grand vizier. The choice
caused a major crisis in the Empire and resulted in Ahmed’s rebellion in
Egypt where he had been sent as governor. Afterwards, Siileyman respected
the rule but still his grand viziers included one eunuch, Hadim Siileyman
(1541-1544) and two of his grand viziers belonged to the imperial family by
marriage, Lutfi (1539-1541), husband of Sileyméan’s aunt, and Riistem,
husband of Mihrumah, Sileyman’s daughter from Hurrem.

It appears that Hafsa, Siileyman’s mother, was a steady supporter of
the grand vizier Ibrahim so that Hurrem could not openly challenge him.
But after Hafsa’s death in 1534, Hurrem appears to have played a funda-
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mental role in influencing Siileyman in the selection of his grand viziers and
some of his governors, thus creating a powerful faction loyal to herself.
Because of her strong involvement in state politics historians consider her
the first in “Sultanate of the Seraglio ladies.” But as will be discussed later,
Hurrem assumed such a powerful position through influence over her
husband, while other sultanas exercised power directly as the mother of the
suitan who came to the throne in minority. It is believed that Siileyman’s
order for Ibrahim Pasha’s execution was given under pressure from Eurrem
who hated him because she believed he was favoring prince Mustafa from
another woman. In Ibrahim’s execution, however, the pressure on Siileyman
came actually from the partisans of Iskender Celebi (sec infra) who spread
all kinds of calumnies against the grand vizier including his so-called
ambition to share the sultanate with Sileyman. Hurrem appcars to have
exploited this propaganda and influenced Silleyman to sacrifice his old
friend Ibrahim after thirteen ycars of distinguished service in the grand
vizirate.

On the other hand, in selecting his grand viziers Silleyman scems to
consider also their usefulness for the Empire’s problems and policies at the
time. With his knowledge and connections “Frenk” Ibrahim Pasha proved
to be the right man for Siileymin’s active policy in the West during the
years 1523-1533.

Ibrahim’s reverses began in the Iranian campaign in the years 1533-
1535. Because of the vital logistical problems during the long eastern
campaign, Silleyman gave his Finance minister, Iskender Celebi, additional
responsibilities which unavoidably brought him into conflict with the grand
vizier Ibrdhim, commander-in-chief with extraordinary powers (ser‘asker).
Evidently, this particular arrangement brought these two rival office-holders
to open confrontation. In the end, the commander-in-chief obtained from
Siileyman the fatal order for the execution of his rival. But Iskender had a
large number of loyal clients and supporters in the administration who
ultimately brought ruin to the powerful ser‘asker.

The viziership of the eunuch Sileymin Pasha was evidently based
upon his extraordinary service in Ottoman Egypt, his success in expelling
the Portuguese from the Red Sea and Arabia, and in firmly establishing
Ottoman rule in Yemen and Aden during his long governorship of Egypt.
When in 1541 he brought this old timer into the position of grand vizier,
Sultan Siileyméan was preparing for his epoch-making campaign against the
Habsburgs in Hungary. Then, Hurrem’s favorite, Ristem, her daughter
Mihrumah’s husband, became the candidate for the grand vizirate by first
becoming the second vizier in the Imperial Council, he succeeded him three
years later.

Riistem, twice grand vizier in the periods 1544-1553 and 1555-1561,
together with his ambitious and authoritative wife Mihrumah and his
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mother-in-law Hurrem, formed an inner circle in the government which
evidently influenced the sultan’s decisions particularly in issues concerning
the succession and the future of the sultanate. In her plans to secure the
Ottoman throne for her own sons, Hurrem and her son-in-law Riistem were
accused of putting pressure on Siileymén to execute his eldest surviving son,
Mustafd. At that critical point when Silleyméan was faced with open protest
from the army and negative public opinion following the murder of Mus-
tafd, Silleymén was forced to replace his son-in-law in the position of grand
vizirate with Kara Ahmed Pasha, a war hero and favorite of the army. But
within two years under pressure from the inner circle under Hurrem, Kara
Ahmed was eliminated and Riistem resumed the grand vizirate, keeping the
officc until his death in 1561. Siileyman’s reputation suffered from these
schemes as illustrated by public opinion, but no one could deny or
challenge his absolute authority whether or not it was used by a faction
which included his wife, daughter and son-in-law.

Although hated by bureaucrats for being too liberal and unscrupu-
lously enterprising in his finance policies, and disliked by the populace at
large for becoming an active instrument in a government with the intrigues
and influence of the harem, Riistem’s extraordinary achievements in the
cmpire's economy and finances under his grand vizirate have been obscured
in historiography. Ristem was the first grand vizier who succeeded in
establishing a favorable peace with the Habsburgs including Emperor Char-
les V in 1547. The spectacular expansion of the agrarian economy and the
growing surplus of revenue from this sector, as well as the revival of
European and Indian trade and the settlement of the Mendes Marrano-
Jewish banking family in Istanbul, all occurred during Riistem’s grand
vizirate. He was particularly concerned with the protection and expansion of
the empire’s trade. Without the great expansion of state finances during his
two grand vizirates in the period 1544-1553 and 1555-1561, Siileyman’s
costly imperial campaigns and great construction works such as the Siiley-
maniye complex (1550-1557), the water works in Istanbul, Mecca, and
Jerusalem, bedestans and markets in various cities coupled with an extraor-
dinary urban growth and urbanization would not have been possible. Siiley-
man must have duly appreciated his son-in-law’s achievements. Of course,
in addition to the legendary wealth he and his wife Mihrumah left behind, a
great number of charitable and public buildings they built should be added
to this picture of prosperity. In fact, in the Ottoman patrimonial society the
empire and its finances appear to have been viewed as part of the imperial
household.

In imitation of the sultan’s vast palace-household, members of the
Imperial Council created large households. (12) The wealth and power of a
vizier or a defterddr are measured by the number of his clients, slave pages
(richly dressed and well-trained, the pages of Ibrahim, Iskender Celebi,
Hadim Sileyman, Kara Ahmed, and particularly Riistem are said to have
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exceeded one thousand). As a result of the Ottoman patronage system,
trained slaves had access to high offices under the protection of their
masters, thus forming strong factions within the government to retain
power.

Rivalries between such factions are the key to understanding the
Ottoman home politics and power struggles. The sultan’s success depended
on his wisdom and skill in supervising the various factions and in seeing
that the empire’s — or his own — interests were best served under such a
system. Besides not infrequently, such groups of slaves trained by the
sultan’s former slaves were incorporated into the imperial household when
their patron’s services were terminated. The sultan alone as the only person
not being of slave origin had the wald’, inheritance right, over the property
of his kuls. It is often asserted that unlike European patrimonialism, it was
this system that secured Ottoman centralist autocracy and prevented the rise
of a feudal aristocracy. (13) In judging Sileymén’'s position, wisdom and
acts, we have to keep in mind this basic traditional system in which he lived
and endeavored to live up to.

The “arbitrary” decisions of Siileyman must be interpreted within the
evolution of the Ottoman patrimonial autocracy. The logic of patrimonial-
ism demanded that the pddisah’s will should be absolute and above all
subject to no restrictions including traditions, customs and laws. While
Sileyman was conscious of, and publicly displayed his respect for kaniins.
hence his Turkish title Kdnini Law-maker or Law-abiding, it was under him
that Ottoman patrimonial absolutism found its ultimate form. The
memorialists of the seventeenth century would deplore its deterioration
under his successors. (14) If, with such an unlimited power, they argued,
the sultan let any other person or group influence his decisions that would
lead to an absolutely arbitrary, irresponsible rule. And the memorialists
criticizing Siileymén’s successors insisted exactly on this point. Some of
them even believed that Siileyméan himself opened the way by acting under
the influence of women. (15) As a matter of fact, Sileyméin’s drama
appeared to have resulted from this contradictory position. While as a
perfect ruler, pddigdh, autocrat, he should, on the one hand, be absolutely
independent and unrestricted in his decisions, he should, on the other hand,
act within the objective traditions and rules of the empire to achieve the
ideal of a just ruler. When Siileymén decided to act against his son Bayezid
he argued that he was obeying the sacred tradition and belief that it was
God and only God, that decides who would assume the supreme authority
after him. (16) At the same time, he believed that he could not allow
anyone, including his own son, to interfere with his decisions and impair the
integrity of the imperial power. Before Sileyméin the same issues had
dramatically emerged when Bayezid II had to face his son’s ambition to
succeed him.

In all periods, the Middle Eastern rulers had private counselors called
nadim, musahib or mukarreb. They were chosen by rulers from among
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expericnced statesmen, bureaucrats, ‘ulemd@ or palace favorites. As the
intimate and most trusted companion a nadim or musdhib sometimes
acquired unusual influence and power and became a real manipulator of
state affairs behind the ruler. (17) As they were not responsible in any way,
musdhib were always blamed for the bad course of state affairs. Persons
who became distinguished by being intimate advisors to Siileyman appear to
have been either personalities such as geyh il-islim, the head of the
‘ulem@’, Ebl’s Su‘dd and nigdnci Celdlzdde Mustafa, the head of the
Ottoman bureaucracy, both responsible for the basic organizational changes
and legislation under Sileyman, or his close family members in the Palace,
his mother Hafsa, his wife Hurrem or his daughter Mihrumah.

* % 3k

Here I will discuss the case of Hurrem’s influence which is believed to
have been responsible for Silleymén’s most dramatic decisions. It is claimed
that Hurrem managed to dominate Silleyman’s heart so completely that he
could not resist fulfilling her desires and becoming an instrument of her
plans. As a matter of fact, I believe we do have proof of his deep love for
Hurrem (for the poem he wrote for her see infra).

In one of the early letters possibly written in 1526 to Silleyman, (18)
Hurrem Hasseki Sultdn writes these touching words to her husband :

“O my Joseph face, my sugar talk, graceful, sensitive Sultan, the one
who knows how it is to be away from her sweetheart should read the
sire of Joseph [XII]. When your noble letter had been read your
slaves Mir Mehmed. your son, and Mihruméah, your daughter began to
weep. Their tears overwhelmed me as if there is something to mourn
about in the family. Your son Mir Mehmed, your daughter,
Mihrumah, Selim Khan and ‘Abdullah send you their greetings and
rub their faces to the dust of your feet. And now you inquire about
why I am hurt by Ibrdhim Pasha. You will hear about it when God
willing my meeting with you will be granted to me. For the moment
tell Pasha our greetings. We hope they accept.”

Here in this letter Hurrem’s subtle psychological approach to soften
her husband’s heart is too obvious. Next her mentioning Ibrdhim Pasha
must not be accidental.

In another letter she wrote (19) these words : “I wish that you should
follow nobody’s suggestions and not to forget your old servants.” She asked
his continuous favor for Ristem Pasha for her sake and his daughter
Mihrumah. She usually expresses her admiration for Siileyméan’s graceful
stature and sweet talk. Sometimes, in a special context, she allows herself
to express passionate feelings as follows : “I swear by God 1 am burning
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day and night by the fire of your longing. My only wish in this world is
you.” (20)

Incidentally, it becomes clear from the letters that Hurrem and her
husband believe in the supernatural powers of the holy men and scek their
blessing. She informs him that one of these holy men predicted that the
sultan should not have gone to campaign in that particular year (21) (the
year of the siege of Vienna in 1529 or the Iranian campaign in 1534). These
words were actually written in a high style by Hurrem’s private lady-
secretary and all the expressions used may not belong to Hurrem herself.
But obviously the secretary put in an elegant style the feclings and expres-
sions of the Hasseki. What was Siilleymén’s response to Hurrem’s display of
love and affection ? 1 cannot find a better answer to it than these verses of
passionate love which can be written only by a man in decp love (see the
text at the Appendix).
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APPENDIX
Siileyman’s gazel for Hurrem

Turkish text

Cclis-i halvetim vanm habibim mah-i tibanim
Emisim mahremim vanm giizeller sahi sultanim
Hayaum hasthm ‘6mr-i sarab-i kevserim "adnim
Bahanm behcetim rizum niganm verd-i handanim
Neg atim ‘isretim bezm-i geragim neyyirim sem’im
Turunc u nir u narencim benim sem’-i gebistamm
Nebaum sitkkerim gencim cibén iginde bi-rencim
‘Azizim Yosufum vanm goadl Misnnda key bamm
Stanbilum Karamamm diyar-i Kaysar-i Ramum
Badahsamm vii Kipgagim ve Bagdad u Hordsamm
Sagr tanm kagr yaymim gozo pir-fitne bimanm

Olarsem boynuna kamm meded hey na-miiseimamm

Kapunda ginki mecddalim seni medh iderim dayim
Yiirck pilr-gam gozim pir-nem Muhibbi'yim hos-halim

My intimate companion, my cverything, my love, my shining moon,

My close, confident friend. my everything. O queen of beauties, my master

My life. my support of life, the divine wine giving me cternal life,

My springtime, source of all joys, my day, my idol. my smiling rosc

My enjoyment, my drinking partner, the source of light in my company. my bright star. the light of
my night

M); hi%lcr and sweet orange. my pomegranate, my candle of dark nights )

The green of my garden, my sweet sugar, my treasure, my love who cares nothing in this world
My master of Egypt, my Joscph, my everything, the queen of my heart’s realm

My Stanbul, my Karaman, my land of thc Roman Ceasars,

My Badahshan, my Kipgak, my Baghdad and Khorasan

O my love of black hair with bowlike cyebrows. with languorous perfidious cycs

If 1 dic you are my killer, O merciless. infidel woman

Since I am a hired eulogist at your gate my work is to praise you all the time,

Though my heart is full of gricl, my eyes in tears this Muhibbi is happy with his life.
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EXCURSUS
Why Siileyman’s Reign was Considered a “Golden Age”

In order to illustrate the concept of “ideal government” as understood by
the Ottoman bureaucrats it is important to examine the concepts of the memorial-
ists in their analysis of the Ottoman “decline.” Memorialists scrutinized the
changes following the reign of Silleyméan I “which caused a deterioration (ihtilal) in
good order of the world and an outrage with the subjects, both unprivileged and
privileged.” They also gave advice on how to restore the good order of the things
which had prevailed under him. The author of Kitdb-i Mustetib (cité infra
K. Mustetab) (Y. Yiicel, ed., Osmanh Devlet Tegkilduna dair Kaynaklar, Ankara,
T'TK, 1988), addressing himself to Sultan ‘Osman I upon his accession to the
throne in 1620, detects the start of the “deterioration™ from the reign of Muriad 11
(1574-1595). In this period of disastrous wars, monetary disorders, financial chaos,
chronic rebellions among the military at the capital and depredations by the
unemployed Anatolian mercenaries, known as celdli in the provinces, everybody
recalled the period under Silleyman as a “Golden Age.” It was Selaniki Mustafa
(d.c. 1600) a Finance secretary at the Porte, who in his history provides a
particularly vivid picture of the profound deterioration of the classical Ottoman
regime after Sileyman [. Along with him, Mustafa ‘Ali (d. 1600), also a bureauc-
rat and sharp critic of his time (see C.H. Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual in
the Ouoman Empire, The Historian Mustafa Ali, 1541-1600, Princeton, PUP, 1986)
views the regulations of Sileyman's time as the embodiment of an ideal order and
he gives “advice™ on how to resurrect the rules which in the eyes of an Ottoman
burcaucrat were the established principles of good government (see in particular
his Nushat al Salatin (text published and_trans. by A. Tietze, Mustafa ‘Ali’s
Counsel for Sultans of 1581, 1-11, Vienna, OAW, 1979-1982). It appears that the
genre of advice-to-rulers literature, written mostly by bureaucrats, became particu-
larly popular during the period of crisis 1580-1656. Their authors, obviously, hoped
to attract the attention of the sultan and ultimately to become a counsellor,
musdhib. This is quite clear in the Nusha of Mustafda ‘Ali. Some of these
individuals appear to have become musdhib, such as Kogi Beg and most probably
the author of Kitdab-i Mustetab (op. cit., XVI, note 9 : for an analysis of the
memorials see B. Lewis, art. cit.,, p. 71-87 ; K. Réhrborn, Untersuchungen zur
osmanischen Verwaltungsgeschichte, Berlin, 1973. Three little known memorials,
Kitab-i Mustetab (written in 1620), Kirdbu Mesalihi’l Muslimin ve Mendafi'i’l-
Muw minin (before 1644), and Hirzul-Muliik, presented to Murad 1V, are published
by Y. Yiicel, Osmanh Deviet Teskilinna dair kaynakiari, op. cit.

Evidently, the criticisms and advice found in the memorials and the idea of
a "Golden Age” under Siilleyméan were widely held among the ruling elite. A view
on Sileymin's justice under law is expressed in a “Rescript of Justice” by
Mehmed I in 1595 (H. Inalcik, “Adaletnameler,” Belgeler, 11, 1965, p. 105) as
follows :

“Under the late Sultan Sileyman han — may God put him in the highest of
paradises — lawcodes were drawn up and placed at the kddi courts in every
city and town ; and since the distinguished judges of that time acted in
accordance with its provisions, no one suffered any injustice and all affairs
and cases were dealt with in the appropriate way ; so our subjects, both
privileged and underprivileged, who are placed by God in our custody, were
living a good life. But then because that lawcode has been forgotten all
kinds of unjust innovations came up...”.

As we have shown before (“The Ruznamdce Registers...,” art. cit.) most of

)

the complaints connected with the kadis, which were found in the works by the
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memorialists, were actually formulated in the official state papers 1§slued l;ymlel:c
bureaucrats prior to the “decline” period. Refefences in the mer;mn;l;vis t ey
man’s reign are not always favorable (K. Mustetdb, p. 17, 25, 28, 30. ‘f | 'llll )ng
p. 61-64, rather critical). The author of K. Mustetah criticized ‘hlm for n' (‘ h%
Riistem to be too zealous in filling the sultan’s treasury, becau‘se Ihl? mefn . <;
said, overtaxation and injustice, and ultimately the ruin of ’dgr‘l_cultuml I'LS(()’:{;):L).
(K. Mustetab, p.20-21; Kogi, p.21. 63). According to Kogi Beg (r;: Emni
Siileyman himself was responsible for the neglect and detcnomuvonv'o [u ~;|,
institutions which were fundamental for the good order in the state affairs. | |ry: V)f
he said, Siileyman abolished the rule of sultan’s being present at th(e m(]:e:!r:%» h(“
the imperial council. Second, he violated the rule of seniority by '(1pp(]){|p‘:|‘§;\ s
favorite page Ibrahim grand vizier. Third, he brought his son—m:la(}v ' ufsrféhold
grand vizirate and allowed him to appropriate large areas of state lan s‘ (;s 1@[ hold
properties. Fourth, he permitted Ristem to extend the farming out ITltII n;t_ l(h he
revenues of the state lands assigned to the central treasury, which resu l'e(i_mv ‘l;d
ruin. Fifth, Sileyman was the first sultan introducing CO"SPIQ'OL‘“{Sl"—’f;{“"(l'”&n‘hi\
extravagance. He added that although these did not show ‘l‘hcnr ‘t_nu' effects ilhn‘[ ”.
own time they became responsible for the subsequent “deterioration™ (hildl,
tagayyur). - .

All of the memorialist criticisms boil down to one point: f?‘“f“'m}ml“:
institutions of the classical Ottoman regime, which amfmed their ultm}«:;imt[v‘:}
under the great reign of Sileyman, in pamcular the guldm system (?cem;}u{rm‘;
art. cit) under which slaves were trained as loyal instruments o the u.fter‘hi;
absolute centralist power, began to disintegrate within thirty or forty year: S
death.

The ills of the age after Sileyméan | and Selim Il the chronic deficit in the
state budget (K. Mustet{g(ib, p. 4, 9. 11, 14, 18 ; Kogi. p. 32), the defeats ?fr;vd lo[s:
of the provinces in the east to Shah ‘Abbés were all attributed hy memorialists ‘;
the abandonment of the classical Ottoman kul or guldm system (K. M_us/e{alv)., hp. &
9). There occurred a structural change in the military organization with ‘:n
extraordinary growth in the Janissary army from 12 thousand ur}der Sl;lcy;:mnwl?
35-40 thousand by the end of the sixteenth century (K. Mzmewb, p- 7. 11’.‘;1 &
Kogi, p. 27-29, 44-46). They were spread all' over lhe{emplrc a.nd were invo \<.. in
mercantile occupations ; escapism from military service prevEuIed and thC‘lr_lt:ur}?-
mander had an unusual influence with the sultan (K. Mustetdb, p. 16). W)‘l't‘t e
increase entailed a financial crisis, the additional numbers were of no qse.hSLnf.L it
was generally believed that corruption and disregard for the old rules in t‘e' LQrp;
of Janissaries were the real cause of the military failure in the campaigns agau:’s
Shah ‘Abbas, Ahmed [ (1595-1617) ordered a spgcnal memonfil‘(r_mallp).‘m ,~C
written on the old regulations of the corps. Accordingly, a kawdnin-i }emng;"an
(facsimile publication with a Russian summary'and‘a}n.alyms by LY. ‘F"eitros)‘m%
under the title Mebde’-i Kanin, Yeniceri Ocagi Tarihi, M(‘),scow, Academy o
Sciences, 1987, Series of monuments in Oriental Languages n" 79, fol. 1b-2a) v\;}d?
compiled by a veteran of the corps to restore the old order of the coy}r[.\si t‘mi
author described the original rules and the diversions and corruptmnitv\ ]'llmq]’:ll(
set in over time (see for example, 18b-19a, 23b-24a, 37b-39a, 58b, 72a-74b, 8&3b.
109a).

The deterioration of the guldm system is explained by the failure of the
grand viziers and kapiaga, who were the two highest authorities aftcr. the :sullnnlljn
the Ottoman state organization. The first, they observe, was respunslr)l‘c to\r ?r(lu
among those servants outside the palace and the second, for the pzflamg serv ‘m’_[sh
They were required to see that their organizations functioned in accor al(ljge" \y:m
the established regulations and the kuls of the Pf)rtfe. Janissaries. cavalry msfu) S
and other regiments as well as sipdhis enjoying fimars in the provinces cfome t;e?;
the guldm system. People from re'dyd origin should strictly be barred from
ranks.

The timar-holding sipahi troops in the provinces which were the backbone
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of the Ottoman army under Siileyman also lost their importance because most
timars were taken from the active sipdhis and given to retinue, and even to “the
dogs™ of the viziers and powerful men (K. Mustetab, p. 15 ; Kogi, p. 24, 31, 38-39,
47, 53, 67-68). The bulk of the fighting army, they argue, now consisted of people
of re‘dyd origin, “mostly Turks, Kurds, Gypsies or sipdhis of celdli origin” who
obtained timdrs or salaries (‘ulilfe) through bribes (K. Mustetdb, p. 4, 16 ; Kogi,
p. 31). Under Sileyman and even before, K. Mustetdb asserts (p. 39), no one
outside of the active sipdhis was bestowed with timdr or zi‘dmet. The pashas and
governors met all the expenses of their large retinues from their own resources. As
was also the case in the sultan’s palace, memorialists stress the abandonment of
the gulam system in pashas’ retinue, too. In the past, they say, each vizier could
maintain seven or eight hundred slaves who were disciplined and well-trained for
military service without any servant in their retinue receiving government benefice,
timdr or zi'dmel. ’

There was indeed a shortage of rimdrs which resulted in thousands of
candidates who had obtained the sultan’s order (eli-emirlii) and had to wait for a
vacancy. This became a critical issue for the Ottoman Empire, especially when the
conquests stopped in Europe and Shah ‘Abbas expelled Ottoman soldiers from
the newly established provinces in Azerbaidjan. Under Sileyman prebends can-
didates were given fimdrs in the conquered lands. Modern historians are surprised
to find that most of the timdr-holders in Hungary were from Bosnia and in the
Zilkadriye province they were from Karaman. Shrinkage in the number of fimdrs
was explained by memorialists as being a consequence of the greed of the
grandees. Archival documents substantiate the claim that there was indeed wide-
spread seizure of timdrs by men in power for their own clients during this period.
In fact, without the favor of a patron or a bribe, it was practically impossible to
get a fmdr in spite of one having all the necessary documents (see Mustafa ‘Ali’s
experience in Aleppo, H. Inalcik, “Adaletnameler,” art. cit., p. 118). Thence, the
bitter attacks by memorialists against favoritism and bribery (K. Mustetdb, p. 3-4 ;
Kogi, p. 31, 73-74 ; for the same situation in the small town judgeships see H.
Inalcik, “The Riiznamcée Registers...,” art. cit.). This example shows that
memorialists underline the real historical issues, but they attempt to explain them
within the traditional ethical and political precepts without fully considering the
diverse realities and conditions under Siilleyman and his successors.

As far as the sultan himself was concerned memorialists stress (K. Mustetdb,
p. 17, 36 ; Kogi, p.20-21, 63) that it is of crucial importance that he remain
independent in his decisions and in supervising state affairs. The sultan himself
should lead his armies in campaigns as Siileyméan did with the imperial armies on
thirteen occasions in his lifetime (K. Mustetab, p. 17, 36). The reason for this was
that when the grand vizier acts as the commander-in-chief of the army, he is
inclined to misuse his authority, dismissing men of rank under him for the sake of
bribery and replacing them with his own men (K. Mustetdb, p. 3 ; Kogi, p. 50).
According to memorialists the basic fact leading to disregard of the regulations,
laws and established practices was the disintegration and weakening of sultanic
power and control. When they insist on the sultan being personally involved with
government appointments, and the application of laws, and not permitting anyone
to interfere with his decisions, they touch at the heart of the question.

The disregard in appointments and promotions for the experience and skills
acquired through long service (hidmet ve istihkak) and giving priority to clientship
(intisab) and bribery (rugvet) was stressed as one of the main causes of deteriora-
tion. Under Murad 111 the sale of services from the grand vizier down to provincial
governors became the rule. Bribery or the practice of the sale of offices is
attributed originally to Ristem, grand vizier of Siileyman. Memorialists argue (K.
Mustetab, p. 7-8 ; Kogi, p. 21, 31, 59-60, 73-74) that it was through bribery that
military and administrative positions, previously the exclusive privilege of the kuls,
now became available to anyone who could pay, and consequently, the kul-gulim
system collapsed. “Now there is no one,” the author of K. Mustetab asserts (p. 8),
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“among benefice-holders, sancakbegs or beglerbegs who had obtained his office
through service in the battle-field.” Now viziers are “like greyhounds chasing in
the streets for bribe money those people having business with the government” (K.
Mustetab, p. 29). Although repulsive for the old guard, the sale of offices should
be viewed in light of the conditions that the Ottoman Empire was undergoing in
the seventeenth century (see H. Inalcik, “Military and Fiscal Transformation in the
Ottoman Empire, 1600-1700,” Archivum Ottomanicum, VI, 1980, p. 283-337).

Actually, compared to Sileyman’s time, general conditions had changed to
such an extent that the adjustments and innovations in meeting the emerging needs
had become a necessity. The changes under the impact of the new war technology
in Central Europe and the Mediterranean, and the widespread use of money in the
market and public finances, as well as devaluation and inflation had superseded
the rigid Ottoman regulations of the classical age. The logic of the memorialists
was that since great things were accomplished under Sileyman, restoring the
regulations under him would produce the same positive results. A scrutiny of the
sources reveals that Ottoman society under Silleyman was not immune to the same
faults as those found in the period of “decline”. In earlier times. one also
witnesses the military’s involvement in mercantile pursuits, the abuse of authority
by officials, exactions and bribery, etc. Some of the Ottoman writers (C.H.
Fleischer, “Royal Authority, Dynastic Cyclism and Ibn Khalddnism in sixteenth-
century Ottoman Letters,” Journal of Asian and African studies, XVIII. 1983,
p- 198-220) following the cyclical theory of states believed that the Ottoman
centralist imperial system attained its most accomplished form under Siileymin the
Magnificent, so decline was inevitable after him. It was his neglect and cxtrava-
gance, materialism, greed and above all the disregard for justice and the laws by
dignitaries that are the principal arguments used to explain the deterioration and
reverses in the affairs of the empire. The old circle of justice maxim dating back to
the Indo-Iranian advice literature which says that there is no power without troops,
no troops without revenue, no revenue without the productive classes (re'dva)
and no re‘'dyd without justice, constitutes the basic logic and philosophy in their
argumentation (circle of justice mentioned by K. Mustetdb, p. 18 ; Kogi. p. 50). As
an example of Siileyman’s dutifulness and his concern for justice, the protection of
the peasantry is emphasized (K. Mustetab, p. 20-21, 25, 28 ; Kogi, p. 47-48, 104-
105, 121-122). Now because of the plunder of the undisciplined soldiery, the
memorialists say, the peasants are fleeing and abandoning their land uncultivated.
Under Siileymén, K. Mustetdb tells us (p. 17, 25), no one dared to pick up even a
single fruit hanging outside the backyard of a peasant.
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