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With the conquest of Constantinople and the extinguishing of
the Byzantine Empire in 1453, the Ottoman Empire moved into
a new phase of expansion during which it emerged in the six-
teenth century as a dominant political player on the world scene.
With territory stretching around the Mediterranean from the
Adriatic Sea to Morocco, and from the Caucasus to the Caspian
Sea, the Ottomans reached the apogee of their military might in
a period seen by many later Ottomans, and much later historians,
as a golden age in which the state was strong, the sultan’s might
unquestionable, and intellectual life and the arts flourishing.

Volume 2 of The Cambridge History of Turkey examines this
period from the conquest of Constantinople in 1453 to the acces-
sion of Ahmed Iin 1603. The essays, written by leading scholars in
the field, assess the considerable expansion of Ottoman power and
the effervescence of the Ottoman intellectual and cultural world
through literature, art and architecture. They also investigate the
challenges that faced the Ottoman state, particularly in the later
period, as the empire experienced economic crises, revolts and
long, drawn-out wars.
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A note on transliteration

Ottoman Turkish has been transliterated using modern Turkish orthogra-
phy, and diacritical marking of long vowels has not been used for Arabic and
Persian terms or names. Names have been given in their Turkish form except
when in common usage in English. Where figures are more familiar under a
different form, both forms are given.
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Introduction

SURAIYA N. FAROQHI

Of the Ottoman Empire we can say what Friedrich Schiller (1750-1805) once
wrote about the seventeenth-century military commander and entrepreneur
Albrecht von Wallenstein (in Czech, Albrecht Vaclav Eusebius z Valdstejna,
1583-1634). According to Schiller’s verse, the favour and hate of [conflict-
ing] parties had caused confusion, producing a highly variable image of
Wallenstein’s character in history. Put differently, it was the diverging per-
spectives of the beholders that gave rise to this instability. Admittedly, being
a poet, Schiller made his point far more concisely than the present author is
able to do.’

In certain traditions of historiography in the Balkans and elsewhere as
well, denigrating the Ottoman Empire and making it responsible for all man-
ner of “backwardness” is still widespread, although challenges to this view
have been mounting during the last 30 years. On the other hand, romanti-
cising the images of Mehmed the Conqueror (r. 1451-81) or Siileyman the
Magnificent (r. 1520-66) is also quite a popular enterprise: witness the statue
of Mehmed II in downtown Istanbul — a new one is in the planning stage —
and the double monument to Zrinyi Miklés and Sultan Siileyman in a park
of Szigetvar, Hungary.

To claim “objectivity” means to deceive oneself and others, but the authors
of the present volume, whatever their views, have all clearly tried to distin-
guish the points made by the primary sources from the interpretations that
they propose as historians of the twenty-first century. Readers will notice that
in spite of wide areas of consensus on certain topics specialists do not nec-
essarily agree, and indeed it has been a major concern of the present edi-
tors to demonstrate the variety of approaches current among Ottomanist
historians.

1 ‘Von der Parteien Hass und Gunst verwirrt, schwankt sein Charakterbild in der Geschichte’.
See Wallensteins Lager, Prologue, in Friedrich Schiller, Samtliche Werke, 3 vols. (Munich, 1962),
vol. 2, pp. 2705 (Internet version).
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Paradoxically, this book, the second of the four-volume series The Cambridge
History of Turkey, is the last to appear in print. While nobody had planned
such an outcome, it is perhaps appropriate, for we will be dealing with what
an eminent Ottomanist historian has called the “classical age”, a period of
significance if ever there was one. Thus we are in the happy position of pre-
senting, at the end of our project, what many readers will consider the most
interesting part of our story.* Certainly most contributors to this series believe
that it is a mistake to subsume everything that happened after 1600 under the
blanket term “decline”. Yet during the period between the 1450s and 1600,
more than before or afterwards, the Ottoman elite and its subjects made their
mark in a variety of different fields, achievements which the contributors to
this volume will discuss.

Ottoman writing about the Ottoman world

To the historian, sources are primordial, and the period between the mid-
fifteenth and the early seventeenth century is special not only because of the
significance of the events that occurred and the more long-term processes
that played themselves out but also because for the first time Ottoman sources
become reasonably abundant. Under the early sultans, before the reign of
Mehmed the Congqueror, both Ottoman chronicles and archival documents
were extremely rare. As a result, we can approach the image of Ottoman his-
tory as it may have appeared to contemporaries of Sultan Murad I (r. 1362-89)
or Bayezid I (r. 1389-1402) only in an indirect fashion: by the study of build-
ings and inscriptions, which, however, survive in their original shapes only in
exceptional cases, or by a careful analysis of later narrative and documentary
sources.

With the 1450s, however, matters begin to change: there survives the work
of an Ottoman author who has written about the battle for Constantinople,
and we also possess fragments of a tax register of newly conquered Istanbul
(1455). When Mehmed II finally incorporated the Karaman principality into
his domain, his officials produced a careful list of the pious foundations of
Konya, including the rich and precious library of Sadreddin-i Konevi (1207-74),
son-in-law to the mystic Muhyi al-Din Ibn “Arabi (1165-1240) and an impor-
tant intellectual figure in his own right. Moreover, under the Conqueror’s
son Bayezid II (r. 1481-1512), we encounter what may well have been the first

2 Halil Inalcik, The Ottoman Empire: The Classical Age, 1300—1600, trans. Norman Itzkowitz and
Colin Imber (London, 1973). This work has been reprinted several times.
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dissenting voices from the Ottoman world that have come down to us, in the
shape of certain anonymous texts describing the calamities that had befallen
pre-Islamic Constantinople. Probably this fifteenth-century Cassandra, if
indeed the author was a single person, intended to warn Bayezid II against
making this accursed site into the seat of his sultanate.?

About the background of this author — or these authors — we know
nothing. But they were by no means the only writers active at this time,
for Mehmed the Conqueror and Bayezid II sponsored scholarly and liter-
ary activity, filling the palace libraries with books and sending largesse to
poets. Certain works produced by these men — and women, for a few female
poets were also active — have survived, and after 1520, when Siileyman the
Lawgiver, also known as the Magnificent, had ascended the throne, the
number of works preserved increased exponentially. During the second
half of the sixteenth century, Ottoman divan poetry developed its own spe-
cial character and was no longer just an offshoot of the Iranian tradition,
Timurid style. An encyclopaedia of Ottoman poets, which contained short
biographies and poetry samples, also appeared for the first time in 1538;
afterwards the genre became popular, and some of these texts had claims
to literary merit.

During the same period, Ottoman chronicles, which before 1450 had
mostly consisted of brief sketches, emerged as a genre in their own right.
One of the most interesting is surely the collection of heroic stories put
together by Asikpasazade, the descendant of a line of dervish seyhs and
authors from Central Anatolia. An old man in the 1470s and 1480s, he cel-
ebrated the conquests of the sultans from Osman I (d. ca. 1324) and Orhan
(r. ca. 1324-62) down to his contemporary Mehmed the Conqueror. The works
of Asikpagazade and his colleagues have caused some disagreement among
modern scholars. Very few historians have accepted the legends recounted in
them just as they stand, but there is a real dispute between people who prefer
to ignore these tales as so many meaningless inventions and those who ever
since the days of Fuat Kopriilii have tried to interpret them with the help of
the social anthropology and literary theories current in the researchers’ own

3 Halil Inalcik and Rhoads Murphey, Tursun Bey’s History of Mehmed the Conqueror (Chicago and
Minneapolis, 1978); Halil Inalcik, ‘Ottoman Galata 1453-1553", in Premiére rencontre interna-
tionale sur Uempire Ottoman et la Turquie moderne: Institut National des Langues et Civilisations
Orientales, Maison des Sciences de 'Homme, 18—22 janvier 1985, ed. Edhem Eldem (Istanbul and
Paris, 1991), pp. 17-116; Halil Inalcik, “The Ottoman Survey of Istanbul, 1455’, 1453, Istanbul
Kiiltiir ve Sanat Dergisi 3 (2008), 19—27; Feridun Nafiz Uzluk, Fatih Devrinde Karaman Eyaleti
Vakiflar: Fihristi (Ankara, 1958); Stéphane Yérasimos, La fondation de Constantinople et de
Sainte-Sophie dans les traditions turques: légendes d’empire (Istanbul and Paris, 1990).
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time.* Whichever approach a given historian may favour, it is quite obvious
that sixteenth-century authors tried hard to collect information about the ear-
lier years of the Ottoman principality yet had a great deal of trouble in doing
so. One of them, the chancery head (nisanci) Feridun Ahmed (d. 1583), appar-
ently was so frustrated at not being able to find any documents issued by the
earliest Ottoman sultans that he simply invented them; his deception was
only discovered in the early twentieth century and has much damaged the
reputation of his otherwise very valuable writings.>

In the sixteenth century, a number of high officials wrote historical works
which are of special interest because these men had access not only to oral
information current in the palaces of sultans and vezirs but also to archival
documents. Thus Celalzade Mustafa (ca. 1490-1567), another head of the
sixteenth-century Ottoman chancery, produced what is still regarded as the
standard Ottoman source on Siileyman the Magnificent.® Slightly later,
the historian and litterateur Mustafa Ali (1541-1600) set the standard that many
chroniclers working in the sultans’ realm were to follow down to the 1800s.
But as the author could not know about his posthumous fame, he spent much
of his energy during his later years lamenting the injustices of a system that
had failed to promote him according to his merits.”

Ottoman officials and literary men — who often played both roles simul-
taneously — from the late fifteenth century onwards also created a novel lan-
guage. While the grammatical base remained Turkish, authors of the time
imported Arabic and especially Persian words, and to some extent Persian
grammatical constructions as well, to the point that in some works only
the sentence endings indicate that we are not dealing with a Persian text.
Unintelligible to the uninitiated, this language served only in written and not
in oral communication. While it has fallen from favour during the last 150
years, and certain authors of earlier periods also preferred to write in a lan-
guage closer to educated speech, the historian does need to keep in mind
that many sophisticated subjects of the Ottoman sultans regarded this hybrid
language as a major cultural achievement.

4 Fuat Kopriilii, Tiirk Edebiyatinda Ik Mutasavviflar, 2nd ed. (Ankara, 1966); Cemal Kafadar,
Between Two Worlds: The Construction of the Ottoman State (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1995).

5 Miikrimin Halil [Yinang], ‘Feridin Beg Miinshe’at1”, in Tarih-i Osmani Enciimeni Mecmuast,
XI-XIIL, 771336-9/1920-3, pp. 161-8, XIV n.s. 1 (78) (1340/1924), 3746, XIV n.s. 2 (79) (1340/1924),
95-104, XIV n.s. 4 (81), 216—26.

6 [Koca Nisanci], Geschichte Siileyman Kaniinis von 1520 bis 1556 oder Tabakat iil-Memalik ve Derecat
iil-Mesalik von Celalzade Mustafa genannt Koca Niganci, facsimile edition with introduction by
Petra Kappert (Wiesbaden, 1981).

7 Cornell H. Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual in the Ottoman Empire: The Historian Mustafd
Ali (1541-1600) (Princeton, N J., 1986).
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Furthermore, the sixteenth century was the period in which Ottoman
geographers came into their own: Piri Reis (ca. 1465-1554/55) produced two
world maps remarkable for the accuracy with which he had calculated the
distances between continents. Dealing with realms closer to home, this schol-
arly admiral produced a collection of maps showing the Mediterranean, and
especially its eastern sections, which by his time were a possession of the
sultans. The author had intended his work as a handbook for sailors; however,
many scribes rather seem to have produced richly decorated copies meant for
the libraries of Ottoman gentlemen.® Piri Reis’s work thus served as a vehicle
of elite geographical education as well.

Quantitatively speaking, however, the sultans’ administration was the
greatest producer of written texts. The activities of this bureaucracy, which
had begun in the mid-1400s but gathered speed a century later, necessitated the
institution of government archives, which are still our major source in spite
of losses due to accidents, neglect and also malice aforethought. Especially
the great tax registers of this period, which contain the names of taxpayers
and the dues payable by villagers and townsmen while listing also pious foun-
dations and their beneficiaries, allow us to write social histories at least of cer-
tain towns and regions. Or, to be exact, this enterprise becomes fruitful if we
can compare the information contained in the tax registers with documents
recorded by the scribes of urban judges, for since the late fifteenth century in
the Bursa case and since the 1500s in many other Ottoman towns, a number
of scribes recorded not only court cases but also sultanic commands ema-
nating from Istanbul. In addition, these men served as notaries. Since having
one’s writing preserved was very much an elite privilege, even with this mate-
rial at hand we cannot claim to write “history from below”. But at least these
works do convey an image of society as it appeared to Ottoman elites.

The taxpaying subjects: Peasants and nomads

Like the governing classes of other empires from the Ancient Near East to the
nineteenth century, the Ottoman elite drew its resources largely from peasant
taxes. The vast majority of the Ottoman population in the Balkans as well
as Anatolia and the Arab provinces tilled the land; in certain regions, such as
the dry steppe of Inner Anatolia and Syria, nomads and semi-nomads also
were common. Due to the population increase which occurred in the entire

8 Svat Soucek, Piri Reis and Turkish Mapmaking after Columbus: The Khalili Portolan Atlas
(London, 1992).
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Mediterranean world during the 1500s, a certain number of former nomads
settled down, and the Ottoman administration, which generally preferred
villagers because they were better taxpayers and did not pose any military
threat, was more than eager to record them as settled folk. In reality, people
in some regions seem to have had a foot in both worlds: peasants pastured
their animals on summer pastures, where they might move with their entire
households for the duration, while certain Anatolian nomads practiced small-
scale agriculture in their winter quarters. Presumably such people could be
villagers or nomads according to circumstances, especially if they had rela-
tives among the migrant population.

About the lives of Ottoman villagers we know very little, as the tax reg-
isters of the time only record the names of adult men and the villages or
tribal units to which they belonged. Due to the lack of surnames, we cannot
say anything about the number of families that remained on a given site for
generations compared to those who left and settled elsewhere. Certainly the
Ottoman administration ordered peasants to stay put unless they could get
permission from their local administrators to move away, or unless the sultan
decided on wholesale resettlement of certain groups of the population to
consolidate new conquests. But the government’s power of enforcement in
the more outlying regions must surely have been limited.

Yields from dry-field agriculture tended to be low, and villagers were vul-
nerable to droughts, which were especially disastrous during the 1590s. At
least in Anatolia, where navigable rivers were few, the authorities probably
could enforce the rule that every administrative district should only feed the
local town, and any reserves should be at the disposal of armies that might
cross the area on their way to the front. The only exception was the coastal
regions, from which the owners of surpluses could export grain. Down to
the mid-1500s, the sultans in peacetime permitted sales to Venice, but once
the population increase of the sixteenth century had become obvious, they
strictly forbade such exportation. However, since merchants from outside the
realm often paid better prices, there always was a certain amount of smug-
gling not only of grain but also of raw materials such as cotton.

Trade and artisan production

At the same time, urbanisation was an ongoing process: cities such as Bursa,
Aleppo, Damascus and Cairo expanded in the sixteenth century as the popu-
lation gradually recovered from the plague epidemics of the 1300s and 1400s.
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Istanbul newly emerged as a major centre with a population of several hun-
dred thousand in the sixteenth century. Inter-empire trade focused on these
cities: although the Genoese withdrew from the eastern Mediterranean dur-
ing the reign of Mehmed the Conqueror, Florentines and especially Venetians
frequented Istanbul and Bursa, while Muslim, Christian and Jewish subjects
of the sultan all traded in Venice. French commerce by contrast remained
limited: the often discussed ahidname (capitulations) of 1536 remained a draft
and were never implemented, and while the sultan did grant such a docu-
ment to the king of France in 1569, the French civil wars of the period pre-
vented merchants from making full use of them. By contrast, during the last
quarter of the sixteenth century, English merchants began to import woollen
cloth into Ottoman ports and exported Iranian raw silk that they purchased
in the same venues.®

However, the Ottomans traded with Eastern as well as Western countries.
Iran was a major source of raw silk, converted into cloth by weavers in Bursa
and Istanbul; however, Selim I briefly interrupted the trade in the early 1500s
when he attempted to reduce the revenues of his Safavid rival by declaring an
embargo on silk.* Spices from India and South-east Asia found avid consum-
ers in the Ottoman Empire, too, with pepper a special favourite. Moreover, in
this period the products of certain manufacturers found outlets beyond the
borders of the empire, traders from Poland and Venice for instance purchas-
ing camlets in Ankara.” During the years covered by this volume, for a brief
period it seemed as if members of the Ottoman elite might find the gains
from interregional and inter-empire trade so attractive that they would be
willing to allow long-distance traders a certain amount of leeway and loosen
the constraints of the “command economy”. Attractive possibilities opened
up especially in Aleppo and Cairo, where traders with India typically estab-
lished their businesses.’* However, around 1600, economic and financial diffi-
culties, doubtless in part due to war on both the western and eastern fronts,
tended to make life far more difficult for aspiring merchants.

9 Gilles Veinstein, ‘Les capitulations franco-ottomanes de 1536 sont-elles encore controvers-
ables?’, in Living in the Ottoman Ecumenical Community: Essays in Honor of Suraiya Faroghi,
ed. Vera Costantini and Markus Koller (Leiden, 2008), pp. 71-88; Susan Skilliter, William
Harborne and the Trade with Turkey, 1578—1582 (London and Oxford, 1977).

10 Fahri Dalsar, Tiirk Sanayi ve Ticaret Tarihinde Bursa’da Ipekgilik (Istanbul, 1960).

11 Ozer Ergeng, ‘1600-1615 Yillar1 Arasinda Ankara iktisadi Tarihine Ait Arastirmalar’, in Tiirkiye
Iktisat Tarihi Semineri, Metinler-Tartismalar, 8—10 Haziran 1973, ed. Osman Okyar and Unal
Nalbantoglu (Ankara, 1975), pp. 145—68.

12 Nelly Hanna, Making Big Money in 1600: The Life and Times of Isma’il Abu Taqiyya, Egyptian
Merchant (Syracuse, N.Y., 1998).
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Florescence of the arts

In art and architecture as well, it is the period covered by this volume that
stands out, for the 1400s and 1500s were the time when Mehmed the Conqueror,
Bayezid II, Stileyman the Magnificent and Selim II (r. 1566—75) had great foun-
dation complexes built, usually in Istanbul but sometimes also in cities like
Damascus or Edirne. Moreover, vezirs also founded more modest but still
impressive complexes, and by the second half of the sixteenth century there
came the time when female members of the Ottoman dynasty were able to
sponsor major charities as well. The town of Uskiidar, opposite Istanbul on
the other side of the Bosporus, owed its growth and development at least
in part to the religious and charitable constructions of Siileyman’s daughter
Mihrimah (d. 1578) and the latter’s sister-in-law Nurbanu (ca. 1530-83), mother
of Murad III (r. 1574—95). Although claiming to be of noble Venetian descent,
Nurbanu had entered the imperial harem as a slave; yet, contrary to Ottoman
dynastic tradition, she ultimately became the lawful wedded wife of Selim II
and used her position to become a major patroness.”

In many of these projects, the architect Sinan (ca. 1490-1588) had a hand,
either because he had designed them and later supervised their construction
on site or because he approved — and perhaps revised — the projects of his
students. While Sinan outlived Sultan Siileyman by over 20 years and his rela-
tionship to this ruler had often been tense, in death the two were united: as a
gesture unique in the history of Ottoman building, Sinan’s mausoleum was
set close to an outer wall of the Siileymaniye complex.™

While architecture was the art form for which the Ottoman world has
become famous, the history of miniature painting was also significant, albeit
much shorter; to a very significant extent, major achievements occurred dur-
ing the period under review. As for the potters of Iznik (Nicaea), in the period
covered by our volume, they produced splendid examples of faience as deco-
rative panels for mosques and palaces but also as tableware for the well-to-do.”

13 Leslie Peirce, The Imperial Harem: Women and Sovereignty in the Ottoman Empire (New York
and Oxford, 1993); Leslie Peirce, ‘Gender and Sexual Propriety in Ottoman Royal Women'’s
Patronage’, in Women, Patronage and Self-representation in Islamic Societies, ed. D. Fairchild
Ruggles (Albany, N.Y., 2000), pp. 53-68; Amy Singer, Constructing Ottoman Beneficence: An
Imperial Soup Kitchen in Jerusalem (Albany, N.Y., 2002); Maria Pia Pedani, ‘Safiye’s Household
and Venetian Diplomacy’, Turcica 32 (2000), 9-32; Benjamin Arbel, ‘Nurbanu Sultan (c. 1530
1583): A Venetian Sultana?’ Turcica 24 (1992), 241-59.

14 Aptullah Kuran, Sinan, the Grand Old Master of Ottoman Architecture (Washington, D. C.,
and Istanbul, 1987); Giilru Necipoglu, The Age of Sinan: Architectural Culture in the Ottoman
Empire (London, 2005).

15 Nurhan Atasoy and Julian Raby, Iznik: The Pottery of Ottoman Turkey, ed. Yanni Petsopoulos
(Istanbul and London, 1989).
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While today’s connoisseurs have learned to appreciate the art of the painter
Levni (d. 1730) and eighteenth-century architecture as well, it remains true that
some of the most memorable items that a visitor to Istanbul will retain are
the work of artists and architects who flourished in the sixteenth century.

Military and political successes

For us denizens of the 2000s, the Ottoman legacy in art and architecture
tends to take centre stage. But for contemporaries both within and outside
the sultans’ realm, the rapid expansion of the latter was far more important.
Reactions varied according to time, place and the social position of the people
concerned. As a result, contemporary texts reflect fear and rejection, but also
acceptance and even anticipation.”

Our period begins with the Ottoman conquest of Constantinople and the
small principalities into which the Byzantine Empire had split after the “Latin”
campaign of 1204, also known as the Fourth Crusade. Venice had become a
major power in the eastern Mediterranean due to its territorial acquisitions
upon that occasion, which for about half a century even included a share
of formerly Byzantine Constantinople. However, in the reign of Mehmed II,
Venice lost Euboa (Negroponte) as well as the ports which the Signoria had
held on the Peloponnese. In the early 1500s, when Venice and the Ottoman
Empire were once again at war, the terrified inhabitants of the lagoon could
see the smoke rising from villages in Friuli, in today’s north-eastern Italy,
which had been burned by the advance guards of Sultan Bayezid’s army.”

With the occupation of Akkerman and Kilia (1484), today in Ukraine, the
Black Sea became an Ottoman lake, closed to Genoese and Venetian mer-
chants. As for the hanate of Crimea, in 1475 Mehmed the Conqueror made
it into a dependent principality. While the established dynasty remained in
place, the sultan could now depose a han and place one of the latter’s relatives
on the throne. This arrangement remained in place until the late eighteenth
century.

In the Balkans, Mehmed the Conqueror repressed the uprising of
Skanderbeg (1405-68) in Albania.”® At the same time, the Bosnian kingdom

16 Nevra Necipoglu, Byzantium between the Ottomans and the Latins: Politics and Society in the
Late Empire (Cambridge, 2009).

17 Maria Pia Pedani, “Turkish Raids in Friuli at the End of the Fifteenth Century’, in Acta
Viennensia Ottomanica, Akten des 13. CIEPO-Symposiums vom 21 bis 25. September 1998, ed.
Markus Kohbach, Gisela Prochaska-Eisl and Claudia Romer (Vienna, 1999), pp. 287-91.

18 One of the most recent additions to the long bibliography on this subject is Oliver Jens
Schmitt, Skanderbeg: Der neue Alexander auf dem Balkan (Ratisbon, 2009).
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also came to an end, and Saraybosna (Sarajevo), previously an insignificant
village, became an important Islamic town and a showcase of Ottoman
power. In 1480, the forces of Mehmed II also took Otranto in southern Italy;
probably it was due only to the Conqueror’s death the next year and the long,
drawn-out struggle for the throne between his sons Bayezid and Cem that the
Ottomans attempted no further Italian campaigns.

With the — not altogether peaceful — accession of Selim I (r. 1512—20), the
empire expanded to the east and south. In a campaign against the newly
formed polity of the Safavids, whose founder Shah Isma’il I (r. 1501—24) had
taken over the defunct empire of the Akkoyunlu, Sultan Selim conquered
eastern Anatolia, including the cities of Erzurum and Erzincan in 1514. In
1516-17, there followed a victorious campaign against the Mamluk sultanate
of Syria and Egypt, which Selim I incorporated into his territory as a set of
directly ruled provinces. Given the dependence of the holy cities of Mecca
and Medina on Egyptian food supplies, the serif of Mecca voluntarily submit-
ted to the Ottoman ruler. From 1517 to the end of the empire, the serifs were
to form a subordinate princely dynasty.

With the conquest of the Mamluk Empire, the character and composition
of the Ottoman polity changed dramatically. Until 1517, it had been first a prin-
cipality and then a regional empire on the margins of the Islamic world, albeit
with considerable prestige for having conquered Constantinople. But with the
acquisition of Egypt, Syria and — after a campaign in 1533—4 — Iraq as well, the
sultans no longer governed a largely non-Muslim population but controlled
the historic heartlands of the Islamic world, which had been largely Muslim
for centuries. In addition, the Ottoman rulers became the protectors of the
pilgrimage to Mecca, an essential requirement for all Muslims who can afford
the expense. But at the same time the sultans also came under considerable
pressure to legitimise their rule, for now they needed to compete, in terms of
“magnificence” and good government, with the Mamluk sultans, who after
all had been the only rulers capable of keeping the Mongol armies at bay.” As
the Mamluk sultans were Sunni Muslims, scholar officials called upon to legit-
imise the Ottoman conquest in religious terms were in a delicate position,
and it is impossible to say how many people were willing to accept Sultan
Selim’s claim that the Mamluks had deserved deposition because of the sup-
port they had given to the “heretic” Shah Isma’il. Be that as it may, through-
out the sixteenth century, Istanbul’s control over Cairo, Aleppo, Damascus
and Mecca remained on the whole quite solid.

19 Doris Behrens-Abouseif, Egypt’s Adjustment to Ottoman Rule: Institutions, Waqf and
Architecture in Cairo, 16th and 17th Centuries (Leiden, 1994).
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By contrast, Sultan Selim’s defeat of Shah Isma’il in 1514 meant not the
end but the beginning of a long series of Ottoman-Iranian confrontations.
While the armies of the sultans repeatedly conquered the long-standing
Safavid capital of Tabriz, causing the shahs to move their royal seat to Qazvin,
and at the very end of our period even to Isfahan, Ottoman conquests in the
Caucasus and Azerbaijan proved to be quite ephemeral. In addition, the con-
flict between sultans and shahs had a significant religious component, and in
the 15005 both sides began to define their Islamic character in opposition to
that of their respective opponent. The early Ottoman sultans had accommo-
dated quite a few holy men, seemingly without worrying very much about
whether the practices of these personages were acceptable to religious schol-
ars. But from the time of Bayezid II, sometimes called “the Pious” or even
“the Saintly”, Ottoman sultans began to define their role as defenders of
Sunni right belief vis-a-vis the “heretic” shahs of Iran. Under Bayezid’s suc-
cessors Selim and Siileyman, this tendency was even more marked. In similar
fashion, the shahs of Iran and the religious scholars working in the realm of
the latter regarded their polity as representing the pure community of the
Prophet’s descendants. They upheld this claim even though, especially under
Shah Isma’il I, the warriors that had brought him to power and venerated him
as their almost-divine leader espoused a set of syncretistic beliefs that did not
endear them to Shi’ite men of religion. Both Ottoman and Safavid religious
scholars upon occasion declared that their opponents had lost any claim to
being regarded as Muslims.

Further Ottoman expansion took place in conflict not with Muslim but
with Christian powers. During the years preceding the conquest of Egypt, the
Mamluk sultans, who did not possess a navy, had asked for Ottoman support
against the Portuguese, who threatened the Red Sea and thereby Mecca and
Medina. The resulting disputes between the two sultanates contributed to
the deterioration of relations that led to the war of 1516-17. Once the Mamluk
Empire had become part of the Ottoman domain, the protection of the two
holy cities against Portuguese attack became a major responsibility of the
sultans. In addition, the latter also were concerned about keeping Muslim
maritime traffic through the Indian Ocean viable, so as to ensure that spices
reached the Ottoman realm and customs officials could collect dues from this
valuable commodity just like their Mamluk predecessors had done.>

20 Giancarlo Casale, "The Ottoman Administration of the Spice Trade in the Sixteenth-Century
Red Sea and Persian Gulf”, Journal of the Economic and Social History of the Orient 49, 2 (May
2006), 170—98.

II



SURAIYA N. FAROQHI

From the South-east Asian and Indian perspective as well, the Portuguese
appeared as a major threat. Especially the princes of Acheh on northern
Sumatra sought and obtained Ottoman aid against their Christian enemies,
in the form of guns and gunners. However, the Ottoman navy was unable to
make decisive conquests in the Indian Ocean region and in the second half
of the sixteenth century largely withdrew from the scene. However, once
again in the context of this Ottoman—-Portuguese conflict, the sultans’ forces
in eastern Africa established the province of Habes, which was the respon-
sibility of the governors of Jeddah.* Presumably holding this province also
permitted Ottoman governors to tax the local slave trade.

In the western Mediterranean and North Africa, freebooters who were
Ottoman subjects and later on official representatives of the empire confronted
the Spanish attempt to take the struggle against Muslim princes into Africa after
the emirate of Granada had fallen in 1492. Hayreddin (ca. 1466-1546), known
in European sources and also in modern Turkish as Barbarossa or Barbaros,
together with his brother, had been leading troops that he had brought from the
sultans’ domains, in addition to local warriors, in the fight against the Spaniards.
His stronghold was Algiers, which first came to prominence at this time. In 1519,
Hayreddin submitted to Sultan Selim, later becoming Sultan Siileyman’s gov-
ernor in North Africa and ultimately the grand admiral of the Ottoman navy,
which he led to victory over a combined Christian fleet at Prevesa in 1538.

In Tunis, the confrontation with Spanish power represented by Charles
V (1500—58) was even more direct: after Hayreddin had taken the city from
a local ruler in 1534, the latter persuaded Charles V to reinstate him, prom-
ising to become his vassal. As a result, between 1535 and the Ottoman con-
quest of 1574, Tunis was a Spanish possession. In the mid-1500s, the sultans
also acquired Tripoli in North Africa and thus controlled the entire southern
Mediterranean littoral all the way to the Moroccan border. However, as these
provinces were accessible from Istanbul only by ship, already by the late 1500s
local garrisons and sea captains came to run Algiers, Tunis and Tripoli more
or less autonomously. However, these military men always declared their alle-
giance to the sultan and found acceptance in Istanbul.>

Furthermore, the Ottomans took the dismantling of what remained of the
Venetian trade empire yet one step further when in the 1570s the vezir Lala
Mustafa Pasa conquered Cyprus. Thereafter Venice controlled no more than

21 Cengiz Orhonlu, Osmanl Imparatorlugunun Giiney Siyaseti, Habes Eyaleti (Istanbul, 1974).

22 Soumaya Louhichi, Das Verhdltnis zwischen der osmanischen Zentralgewalt und der Provinz
Tunesien: Versuch einer zusammenhdngenden Deutung der osmanischen Herrschaft in Tunesien
wiahrend des 16. und 17. Jahrhunderts (Saarbriicken, 2008).
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Introduction

a stretch of Dalmatian coastline and the island of Crete, which the Ottomans
were to take in the mid-1600s, shortly after the end of the period that con-
cerns us here.

Given this record of almost constant expansion, Ottoman sultans and vezirs
of the time placed only limited importance on established borders. Certainly
they occasionally agreed on such delimitations, for instance in negotiations
with Venice or the king of Poland.? However, according to Islamic law,
Muslim rulers could make treaties with “unbelievers” for only a limited time,
and thus such border agreements also were temporary. Once a major prize
such as Constantinople was in the sultans’ hands, the next “Kizil elma” (“red
apple”), the term that Ottoman authors sometimes used for projected con-
quests, might be Rome or Vienna. Only after 1606, when even a long and
exhausting war against the Habsburgs had only led to minor gains, do we
encounter a border that both sides recognised, albeit with a great deal of raid-
ing even in peacetime, for almost 60 years.

Ordinary people: The struggle for survival

For sultans and vezirs of the period, war was legitimate in religious terms
because in this way they expanded the rule of Sunni Islam; it was also of
practical importance because warfare kept the soldiers busy at the frontiers,
where hopefully they would acquire booty and not challenge the central gov-
ernment. Nobody has recorded the opinions of artisans, merchants, peasants,
slaves and women of all social groups on these matters, and it is a truism yet
bears repeating that the mass of sources which we do possess were written by
a small number of elite men.

However, we should at least briefly refer to the costs of war and conquest.
To begin with an example beyond the Ottoman borders, campaigns against
the Safavids and the earthquakes so frequent in this part of the world com-
bined to destroy most of the historical monuments that in the time of the
Ilkhanids and Akkoyunlu had adorned the city of Tabriz. As for Ottoman
territories, already in the time of Mehmed the Conqueror, armies did not
finance themselves and taxes increased accordingly* Even though quite a few

23 Maria Pia Pedani (ed.), Inventory of the Lettere e Scritture Turchesche in the Venetian State
Archives, Based on the Materials Compiled by Alessio Bombaci (Leiden, 2010), p. 5; Dariusz
Kolodziejczyk, Ottoman-Polish Diplomatic Relations (15th—18th Century): An Annotated Edition
of ‘Ahdnames and Other Documents’ (Leiden, 2000).

24 Heath Lowry, ‘Changes in Fifteenth-Century Ottoman Peasant Taxation: The Case Study of
Radilofo (Radolibos)’, in Continuity and Change in Late Byzantine and Early Ottoman Society,
ed. Anthony Bryer and Heath Lowry (Birmingham and Washington, D. C., 1986), pp. 23-38.
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border fighters subsisted largely on booty and — if they were lucky — ran-
som, the famously efficient Ottoman supply system needed large deliveries of
grain and other foodstuffs, and these had to come from the sultans” subjects.
Draught animals and camels being expensive to feed and breed, when the
army demanded that these animals be used to supply the soldiers on campaign,
peasants and townsmen must have suffered severely, particularly since many
of these creatures probably perished while providing campaign services. We
may also conjecture that the avariz, which implied not only cash payments
but also deliveries in kind and corvée, for instance in building and repairing
fortifications, must have made survival in wartime difficult for Ottoman sub-
jects. This observation especially applies to the late 1500s, when the avariz,
originally demanded only in wartime, became an annual tax. In addition, the
Ottoman government often forced its subjects to migrate in order to secure
control of newly conquered territories or enhance the capital city of Istanbul,
which in 1453 was but a shadow of its former self. We know more about the
migrations that resulted from the Ottoman conquest of Cyprus in 1570-3: the
composition of the local population changed significantly as large numbers
of enslaved captives were taken away from the island and immigrants from
Anatolia were brought in to fill the gaps, often against their will.»

Ottoman commanders routinely drafted artisans, who had to show up in
the camp with their tools and materials ready for service. If they adhered
to sultanic law, these craftsmen made very small profits, and outfitting one
of their number to follow the army must have been a major sacrifice, to say
nothing of the risk to the family of the mobilised artisan: what happened to
his wife and children if he succumbed to illness while in the army camp or
was taken prisoner?

Other Ottoman subjects also risked captivity; while it is well known that
the sultans and their subjects enslaved their prisoners, we read less often
about the fates of Ottoman subjects taken in wartime or else by pirates, even
in times of peace.*® Yet such captives were numerous: a historian working on
early modern Italy has estimated that there were over ten thousand Muslim
slaves in Italy, and the overwhelming majority had started life as Ottoman
subjects. When the sultans and Venice were at war, their number should have

25 Vera Costantini, ‘Destini di guerra. L'inventario ottomano dei prigionieri di Nicosia (set-
tembre 1570)°, Studi Veneziani n. s. 45 (2003), 229—41; Senol Celik, “Tiirk Fethi Sonrasinda
Kibris Adasina Yonelik Iskan Cahsmalart’, in Kaf Dagimin Otesine Varmak: Festschrift in
Honor of Giinay Kut. Essays Presented by Her Colleagues and Students, ed. Zehra Toska, 3 vols.
(Cambridge, Mass., 2003), vol. 1, pp. 263—304 (Journal of Turkish Studies 27:1-3).

26 Nicolas Vatin, ‘Une affaire interne: le sort et la libération de personnes de condition libre
illégalement retenues en esclavage’, Turcica 33 (2001), 149—90.
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been even greater, for the Venetian government only held Ottoman prison-
ers as long as hostilities continued. At the conclusion of peace, the Signoria
normally sent these men home, apart from those considered too dangerous,
who were quietly executed.” In addition, the knights of Malta, who consid-
ered themselves permanently at war with the sultan, took numerous prison-
ers; many of them wound up rowing the galleys of the order or those of
the pope. By the early 1500s, the kingdom of Naples had become a Spanish
possession, and given the Ottoman—Spanish conflict, quite a few Ottoman
subjects must have rowed on Spanish galleys as well. In the second half of
the sixteenth century, moreover, the Austrian Habsburgs sponsored a pirate
community established in Senj (today in Croatia) on a cliff overlooking the
Adriatic. These Uskoks, who also claimed to be permanently at war with the
sultan preyed on peaceful Ottoman merchants on their way to Venice. As
the complaints surviving in the Venetian archives amply testify, there were
numerous victims, to say nothing of the material damage.*®

On the land borders of the empire as well, Ottoman subjects, belliger-
ents or not, risked captivity and enslavement. Given pay that was typically in
arrears on the Hungarian frontier, both sides had established a peculiar form
of “violent business”: captives that were able to find ransom money could
avoid enslavement, but securing the money was a risky as well as a costly
affair.® In a cash-poor environment, material goods, including valuable tex-
tiles, might make up part of the ransom; presumably the Ottoman captives
who needed to supply these goods turned to traders who could find them
in Istanbul or elsewhere in the Ottoman core lands. It is not easy to imagine
the cost and effort involved in such transactions, but they all feature among
the costs of war, paid by military men and especially by members of the
Ottoman subject population.

Conclusion

Many if not most of the questions concerning the costs of war and expan-
sion which easily occur to present-day historians and their readers still are
impossible to answer, for even if we contextualise our sources and use them
creatively, we cannot produce documentary evidence which just is not there.

27 Salvatore Bono, Schiavi musulmani nell’ Italia moderna, Galeotti, vu’ cumprd, domestici
(Naples, 1999).

28 Idris Bostan, Adriyatik’te Korsanlik — Osmanlilar, Uskoklar, Venedikliler, 1575-1620 (Istanbul,
2000).

29 Géza David and Pal Fodor (eds.), Ransom Slavery along the Ottoman Borders (Early Fifteenth—
Early Eighteenth Centuries) (Leiden, 2007).
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However, there is some hope for the future: once archaeology and the atten-
dant scientific discipline now known as archaeometry become better known
among Ottomanists, we will be able to say something about health and nutri-
tion, the age at death or the continuities and discontinuities of rural settle-
ment and link these matters to the economic conjunctures determined by
warfare and peace.

Needless to say, in many cases archaeology is also our only hope of access-
ing the general layouts of Ottoman building complexes, of which only scanty
remainders have survived to our day. Salvage excavations of Istanbul sites
in preparation for the underground railway have already yielded a mass of
material for archaeological investigation.*® We hope that these finds will
encourage further studies on Ottoman society and its links to the material
environment.

30 From Byzantion to Istanbul: 8ooo Years of a Capital, exhibition catalogue, coordinated by Koray
Durak (Istanbul, 2010).
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The Ottomans, 1451-1603: A political
history introduction

KATE FLEET

The period from the second accession of Mehmed II in 1451 to the accession
of Ahmed III in 1603 was one in which the Ottoman Empire was to reach the
limits of its territorial expansion, stretching from Iran in the east to Hungary
in the west, from the Crimea in the north to the borders of Morocco in the
south. The empire truly became a world power, one of the major players in
the politics of Europe (see Brummett, Chapter 3, this volume) and a domi-
nant naval power in the Mediterranean (see Fleet, Chapter 5, this volume).
With the conquest of Egypt and Syria, the Ottomans took control of the Red
Sea and entered the Indian Ocean, where they clashed with the Portuguese
for control of the lucrative trade routes from the east (see Ozbaran, Chapter
6, this volume). From the early sixteenth century onwards, the Ottomans
were constantly challenged by the Safavid state of Iran, which effectively
undermined the Ottomans’ ability to control their territory and secure the
loyalty of their population in eastern Anatolia, and with whom warfare was
particularly exacting as, after the calamity of Caldiran in 1514, they avoided
direct military confrontation, preferring retreat and scorched-earth tactics.
Ottoman victories against the Safavids were thus often pyrrhic ones (see
Boyar, Chapter 4, this volume).

The reigns of Mehmed II, Bayezid II and Selim I and the first half of the
reign of Siileyman I represent a period of rapid conquest with an expanding
state pursuing generally lucrative wars. By the middle of the sixteenth century,
however, warfare had become more demanding and less rewarding, and the
state became increasingly faced with the need to secure borders rather than
extend them. The period was thus one in which the empire, as Géza David
(Chapter o, this volume) notes, “reached the apogee of its military potential”
but also one in which its effective military strength, although still formidable,
began to decline. In part as a result of the greater military demands of war-
fare towards the end of the sixteenth century, and the increasing failure of
military campaigns to produce lucrative returns, the empire faced, from the
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mid-sixteenth century onwards, and particularly from the 1580s, increasing
financial difficulties, the influx of silver from the New World, the difficulty of
stabilising the currency and chronic financial deficits (for the economy of the
period, see Cizakc¢a, Chapter 8, this volume).

The period was also one of great transformation, in which the makeup
of the population changed dramatically (Faroghi, Chapter 11, this volume),
and, in the words of Gilles Veinstein (Chapter 10, this volume), the sultan
“unambiguously appeared as the champion of Sunni Islam”. These were
transformations to which, “despite its apparent conservatism”, the govern-
ment of the empire responded (Imber, Chapter 7, this volume), and the legal
and administrative innovations of this period “provided the solid foundation
to Ottoman government which allowed the Empire, first to absorb and sta-
bilise the territories conquered during the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries,
and later to survive the multiple political, fiscal and social crises which were
to beset it in the decades after the 1580s”.

An age for Cigdem Kafescioglu (Chapter 13, this volume), unified by “visual
articulations of an imperial identity, as well as its dynamic encounters and
reformulations beyond the imperial locus”, the later fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries also constituted, in the words of Selim Kuru (Chapter 14, this vol-
ume), “the moment of origin of a literary tradition” which saw “the cre-
ation of a distinct written language of Anatolian Turkish, the appearance of
new forms, genres and themes based on this language, the development of
a literary archive and literary tools that defined norms and conventions, and
finally the genesis of a biographical and an autobiographical tradition that
made models available for literary production”. It was in this period, too, that
“Ottoman intellectual life gain[ed] breadth and splendour as well as regularity
and order” (Hagen, Chapter 12, this volume), with the birth of “a new, coher-
ent system of knowledge production and dissemination” and an Ottoman
canon of knowledge, which, Gottfried Hagen argues, “fully deserves to be
called classical in itself”.

While thus an intellectually productive period and often regarded as a
golden age, and certainly one which Ottomans from the late sixteenth cen-
tury on held up as the epitome of excellence, an age to which return would
secure escape from all the ills of the modern declining and decadent world,
the period was not one of consistent splendour. The first years of Stileyman’s
rule continued the expansion and triumph of the previous decades. He took
Rhodes, marched successfully into Hungary and reached the gates of Vienna
in 1529. The latter part of his reign, however, was less triumphal, and the
campaigns against the Safavids and the Habsburgs both showed the limits of
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Ottoman military ability. Stileyman’s final campaign, in which he died while
besieging Sigetvar, has been described as “a foolish venture”.!

Any attempt to divide the long sixteenth century, which can be taken to
have run from 1453, with the conquest of Constantinople, to 1606 and the
treaty of Zsitvatorok which ended the long war with Hungary, is dependent,
not surprisingly, on what one is focusing on, as Palmira Brummett shows
in her discussion of periodisation (Brummett, Chapter 3, this volume). In
the Mediterranean, 1574 can be taken as the date marking the turn from an
aggressive to a defensive policy, although the seeds of this change can per-
haps be seen in the Ottoman failure to take Malta in 1565 (Fleet, Chapter s,
this volume). When looking at the campaigns against the Safavids, the second
campaign of 1548 was much more defensive than offensive (Boyar, Chapter 4,
this volume), and, in Europe, the campaigns against the Habsburgs took on
a defensive quality from the 15505 and were not the success of the campaigns
earlier in Siileyman’s reign. In economic terms, the problems facing the state
were clear from the 1580s, but the seeds of economic concern were evident
in the middle of the century, when campaigns began to be less productive, or
even, Akdag has argued, in the early decades of the 1500s.> The middle of the
sixteenth century thus can be seen in many ways as marking a shift in fortune.
Indeed, Colin Imber (Chapter 7, this volume) divides the period into two, the
first period running from 1453 to about 1540 and the second from about 1540
to 1603, arguing that before around 1540 the Ottoman government had to
deal with problems “attendant on conquest” but that from the mid-sixteenth
century the problems it faced were “those of how to maintain intact vastly
expanded territories within stable borders, and how to manage periods of
prolonged and no longer profitable warfare”.

For the purposes of a general overview therefore, this chapter will take
the period in two parts, the first, from 1451 to the mid-sixteenth century, in
which the empire was on the rise, becoming a world power, conquering and
dealing with the effects of success, and the second period, the mid-sixteenth
century to 1603, in which the empire had rather to deal with the consequences
of its earlier successes, to fight to defend rather than conquer, to establish,
and keep, frontiers, and to grapple with the economic and social effects of
a decline in conquest and of the impact of the outside world. However one
divides the period, it is important to remember that although it is commonly

1 Alan Fisher, “The Life and Family of Siileyman I’, in Siileymdn the Second and His Time, ed.
Halil Inalcik and Cemal Kafadar (Istanbul, 1993), p. 14.

2 Mustafa Akdag, Tiirkiye'nin fktisadi ve Ictimai Tarihi (Istanbul, 2010), pp. 687-8; Mustafa
Akdag, Tiirk Halkinin Dirlik ve Diizenlik Kavgast Celali Isyanlar (Ankara, 1999), p. 123.
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called the classical age, it does not contain the cohesion or continuity that
such an epithet implies but is far more complex, shifting and fluid.

1451 to the mid-sixteenth century

Mehmed 11 (1. 1444-1446, 1451—1481)

In February 1451, Mehmed II ascended the throne for the second time, for
he had occupied it briefly, and unsuccessfully, between 1444 and 1446, after
his father’s abdication. His second reign was to be a very different affair and
was to see considerable expansion of Ottoman territory, the conquest of
Constantinople and the end of the Byzantine Empire, the rising power of the
Ottomans as a naval force in the Aegean and the landing of Ottoman troops
in southern Italy with Gedik Ahmed Pasa’s capture of Otranto in 1480. One
of the best known of Ottoman sultans, Mehmed II ran his state both effec-
tively and firmly, indeed with a firmness which was to leave his successor,
Bayezid II, certain difficulties as he faced discontent over his father’s fiscal
and land policies and found himself forced to backpeddle somewhat over the
more unpopular of Mehmed’s methods.

In the first couple of years of his reign, Mehmed stabilised his position,
having perhaps learned from his previous experience on the throne, and his
initial actions were peaceful and reassuring. Constantine XI, the Byzantine
emperor who had received the throne, a rather poisoned chalice, in 1448, was
assured of continued Ottoman friendship; the emissary from Venice was well
received, as were the various representatives of the Latin-held Aegean islands.
Mehmed made treaties with John Hunyadi of Transylvania and George
Brankovi¢ of Serbia and established cordial relations with the representatives
from Wallachia. The loathed grand vezir Candarl Halil, who had apparently
been instrumental in his removal from the throne in 1446, remained in place.

Other areas required a more forceful approach, and in autumn 1452
Mehmed despatched a force to the Peloponnese (the Morea, Mora) under
Turahan against Constantine XI's obstreperous brothers, the despots Thomas
and Demetrios. To the east, in Anatolia, Mehmed faced a far more annoying
problem, that of Karaman, the unruly and powerful Turkish state centred
on Konya. On his accession, [brahim, the ruler of Karaman, instigated upris-
ings in the regions of Mentese, Aydin and Germiyan, in western Anatolia,
while he himself attacked Antalya on the southern coast. Initially unsuc-
cessful, Mehmed then defeated Ibrahim, forcing him to sue for peace. With
Karaman now back under control, and having secured peaceful relations with
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his neighbours in the west, Mehmed was free to turn his attention to the
conquest of the Byzantine capital, Constantinople, an ambition which occu-
pied his every moment and “never left his tongue”.? The motivation for the
conquest was both strategic and economic,* and after the fall of the city, “an
island in the midst of an Ottoman ocean”,’ in May 1453, he invested much
time and energy in restoring the prosperity of his new capital. He began the
building of a great imperial palace, Topkap1, which was to be the palace of
the sultans until it was replaced by Dolmabahge in the nineteenth century.
Mehmed also divested himself of his grand vezir, Candarhh Halil, whom he
executed in 1453 after the capture of Constantinople, which Candarli Halil
had opposed, replacing him with Zaganos Pasa, who had not. Istanbul would
remain the capital of the empire until the creation of the Turkish Republic
in 1923.

From his new capital, Mehmed turned his attention to the west, where
a string of military expeditions would lead to the conquest of Serbia, the
Peloponnese, Bosnia, where King Stefan Tomasevi¢ was defeated in 1463,
Herzegovina and much of Albania. In 1462, the revolt of Vlad III Drakul, the
voyvoda of Wallachia who had come to power in 1456 and had switched alle-
giance to the Hungarians, was put down, Vlad being replaced by his brother
Radu, and the vassal status of Wallachia was restored. Moldavia, too, was a
vassal state, though not always an obedient one.

Mehmed’s main enemy in Rumeli, the European section of Ottoman ter-
ritory, was Hungary, with whom the initial bone of contention was Serbia.
In 1454 and 1455, Mehmed campaigned there, taking in 1455 the important
region of Novo Brdo, whose rich silver mines made it a prime target. By the
summer of that year, George Brankovi¢, the despot of Serbia, was forced
to come to an arrangement with Mehmed under which he paid tribute and
ceded Novo Brdo. Mehmed’s siege of Belgrade the following year, however,
was unsuccessful.

In December 1456, several months after the abortive siege of Belgrade, the
elderly George Brankovi¢ died. His son and successor, Lazar, died shortly
afterwards, in January 1458, without leaving a male heir, a situation which
resulted in a succession problem. Two factions emerged, one pro-Hungarian

3 Tursun Bey, The History of Mehmed the Conqueror by Tursun Beg, ed. Halil Inalcik and Rhoads
Murphey (Minneapolis and Chicago, 1978), fol. 31a.

4 Ebru Boyar and Kate Fleet, A Social History of Ottoman Istanbul (Cambridge, 2010), pp. 6-27.

5 Julian Chrysostomides, “The Byzantine Empire from the Eleventh to the Fifteenth Century’, in
The Cambridge History of Turkey, vol. 1: From Byzantium to Turkey, ed. Kate Fleet (Cambridge,
2008), p. 33.
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and one pro-Ottoman. The latter was headed by Mikhail Angelovi¢, the
brother of the grand vezir Mahmud Pasa, who had replaced Zaganos Pasa in
1457. In March 1458, Mahmud Pasa marched towards Smederevo (Semendire),
but a revolt there in the same month saw the fall of Angelovi¢ and the rise
of the pro-Hungarian faction. Mahmud Pasa decided against a long siege of
Smederevo but forced the surrender of Goluba¢ (Golubats) on the Danube
in summer 1458 by cutting off its water supply. With Hungarian backing, the
despotate of Serbia went to Stefan Tomasevi¢, the son of the king of Bosnia,
who, in return, recognised Hungarian sovereignty. He ascended the throne
in March 1459 and the following month married Jelena, the daughter of the
now dead Lazar Brankovi¢, George Brankovi¢’s son and heir, thus giving his
position legitimacy. This was not a situation which Mehmed was likely to
find acceptable. Smederevo fell to the Ottomans in June 1459, “as crushing
a blow to the spirits of the Hungarians as the loss of Constantinople had
been” according to Pope Pius I1.° Stefan Tomasevi¢ fled, and Serbia became
an Ottoman province.

At the beginning of Mehmed’s reign, the Peloponnese was under the
somewhat ineffective control of the Byzantine despots Thomas, based
at Patras, and Demetrios, at Mistra. In 1453, there had been revolts against
them during which both the despots and the rebels had appealed to the
Ottomans for help. Mehmed backed the despots, despatching a force into
the Peloponnese at the end of 1453. Putting down the revolt, he re-established
the despots, who, already tribute-paying, were now obliged to pay a higher
tribute to Istanbul for their positions.

The Ottoman policy of conquest was what a later European observer was
to call “progression by degrees”,” whereby Mehmed, as had his predeces-
sors, advanced by stages, first through vassalage and then, when the moment
was right, to outright conquest. Here, for the moment, the Byzantine des-
pots remained in place, as did, for example, the various Latin rulers in the
Aegean islands or the voyvoda of Wallachia. In 1458, however, Mehmed, most
unwilling to see any Latin power extending control in the region, invaded the
Peloponnese, taking much of the region, including Corinth and Athens. While
Demetrios was prepared to accept the loss of territory and to seek accom-
modation with the Ottomans, his brother Thomas was not. After launching
an attack on Patras, Thomas then turned his attention to his brother, who

6 Quoted in John Fine, The Late Medieval Balkans: A Critical Survey from the Late Twelfth Century
to the Ottoman Conquest (Ann Arbor, Mich., 1987), p. 575.

7 Castlemaine, Earl of, An Account of the Present War between the Venetians and Turk; with the
State of Candie (in a Letter to the King of Venice) (London, 1666), p. 75.

24



The Ottomans, 1451-1603

promptly appealed to Mehmed for help. Realising at this point the danger
of the situation, the brothers patched up their relations, but only temporar-
ily, for by the end of 1459 they were once again fighting each other. As the
Peloponnese spiralled into anarchy, the Ottomans moved in and Mehmed
conquered it in 1460.

Farther to the west, Mehmed sought control of Albania, then under the
rule of the wily and efficient Scanderbeg (George Kastriote). Conquest here
would give him an outlet to the Adriatic and position him very close to Italy.
For the same reasons, Ottoman success in Albania was extremely unwelcome
to Venice, positioned at the top of the Adriatic, a sea which they regarded as
their own domain. Despite Mehmed’s tactics of “terror and deportation”,?
Scanderbeg survived undefeated until he died in January 1468, leaving Krujé
to Venice and Albania disunited. Several years later, in 1474, Mehmed initi-
ated a campaign against Venetian possessions in Albania, but his assault on
Shkodér (Scutari) failed.

By this time, the Ottomans were at war with Venice, war having broken out
in 1463. In its relations with the Ottoman state, Venice had always sought to
balance with difficulty on a tightrope suspended between commercial realism
and political expediency. Its ability to forestall conflict, however, was limited,
as both sides were in direct competition for economic and strategic control
in the eastern Mediterranean. Mehmed’s conquests in the Aegean early in his
reign were not encouraging signs for Venice. With the Ottomans now threat-
ening the Venetians in the Aegean, in the Peloponnese, where its possessions
of Coron and Modon were surrounded by a sea of Ottoman territory, and in
Albania, war became inevitable. In 1464, the Venetians pillaged the island of
Lesbos but failed to take it; they did, however, capture Lemnos and Imbros.
As a result of the devastating plundering of the Ottoman port of Enez by
Nicolo da Canale, Mehmed launched an attack on Venetian-held Negroponte
(Eubeoa), an essential possession for Venetian commerce, and captured it in
1470. In 1477, the Ottomans laid siege to Lepanto (Navpaktos, Inebaht1) and
to Krujé, which fell the following year, as did Zhabljak, Drisht (Drivasto) and
Lezhé (Alessio). The war came to an end in 1479 when Venice sued for peace.
It had not been a good war for Venice, which now lost Shkodér, Lemnos
and lands in the Peloponnese and was forced to pay an annual sum of 10,000
florins.

Mehmed’s success in the west was mirrored by his progress in the east,
where he extended his control along the southern shores of the Black Sea,

8 Colin Imber, The Ottoman Empire, 13001481 (Istanbul, 1990), p. 195.
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taking the Genoese trading colony of Amasra in 1459 and Sinop in 1461.
Trabzon (Trebizond), the last remaining Byzantine state, tributary to the
Ottomans since 1456, fell in 1461. With almost the entire Black Sea coast of
Anatolia under his control, Mehmed now shifted his sights across the water,
and in 1475 he despatched a fleet under Gedik Ahmed Pasa, which took the
major Genoese trading settlement of Caffa (Feodosiya, Kefe) in the Crimea.
The han of the Crimea, Mengli Girey, who had called on Ottoman supportina
family feud, was restored to his position, but as an Ottoman vassal. Mehmed’s
dominant position in the Black Sea was thus confirmed.

While Mehmed controlled much of northern Anatolia, his position in the
southeast was less secure, for here he was faced with two powerful enemies,
the Akkoyunlu under Uzun Hasan, who had built up a powerful state in south-
eastern Anatolia, Iraq and Iran, and the Mamluks, who either controlled or
were influential in areas of Anatolia bordering their own state in Syria and
Egypt. The bone of contention between Mehmed and the Mamluk sultan
Quaytbay was the state of Dulgadir, which both sought to control by backing
various contenders for the throne, and that between Mehmed and Uzun Hasan
was the state of Karaman, centred round Konya. In 1465, Mehmed removed
Ishak, the ruler of Karaman, who had come to the throne the year before
with Akkoyunlu backing, replacing him with Pir Ahmed, whose mother was
Mehmed’s aunt. In 1468, after Pir Ahmed had failed to provide troops for an
Ottoman campaign, Mehmed attacked Karaman, occupied much of its terri-
tory, and put in his son Mustafa as governor. The position was by no means
secure, however, and it was only after Uzun Hasan was crushingly defeated
at the battle of Otlukbeli, near Baskent, in August 1473 that Ottoman control
was assured. With the campaign the following year under Gedik Ahmed Pasa,
now grand vezir, the state of Karaman was extinguished.

At the end of his reign, Mehmed undertook two naval campaigns. In 1480,
Mesih Pasa attacked Rhodes, the Hospitaller stronghold which lay on the
route between Egypt and Istanbul, but was unsuccessful and withdrew after a
long and gruelling siege. Mehmed’s other naval campaign that year, however,
was a triumph. Ottoman forces under Gedik Ahmed Paga, who had taken
the islands of Levkas, Cephalonia and Zante the year before, sailed across
the Adriatic from Albania and took Otranto in southern Italy. The Ottomans
now had a base on Italian soil and seemed poised for expansion across the
peninsula.

In 1481, Mehmed set out eastwards on yet another campaign, possibly
directed against the Mamluks, on which, shortly after its departure from
Istanbul, he died.
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Bayezid II (. 1481—1512)
Bayezid Il was credited with being a very different man from his father, peace-
loving and religiously inclined. Not a man of action for Marino Sanudo,’® he
had, according to Alvixe Sagudino, a peaceful nature.” This may, however,
have owed more to political necessity than to natural inclination: for almost
half his reign, he was to be handicapped by the existence of his brother
Cem.

On his death, Mehmed had left two sons, Cem, the younger, favoured by
the grand vezir Nisanct Mehmed Pasa and, according to some, his father,
and Bayezid, the older, who was reputed to have loathed his father and was
favoured by the janissaries. While Bayezid emerged successfully onto the
throne, Cem proclaimed himself sultan in Bursa. Defeated by Bayezid’s forces
at Yenisehir in June 1481, he fled to the Mamluks. The following year he reap-
peared in Anatolia but was once more forced to flee, this time into the willing
arms of the grand master of the Hospitallers, who welcomed him “with joy™™
and promptly whisked him off to the distant, and safer, France. For the rest of
his life, Cem remained a useful hostage, first in the hands of the Hospitallers
and then of the popes Innocent VIII and his successor, Alexander VI, until he
was handed over in January 1495 to the French king Charles VIII on his way to
Naples to begin his anti-Ottoman crusade. A month later, Cem was dead (his
body finally returned to Bayezid in 1499), and the crusade foundered.

For the first 15 years of his reign, Bayezid’s political horizon was circum-
scribed by Cem’s captivity, and his relations with the states to the west were
initially more cautious and less aggressive than those of his father. While
Mehmed seemed poised for expansion in Italy, one of Bayezid’s first acts as
sultan was to withdraw Ottoman forces from southern Italy, leaving the small
Ottoman garrison in Otranto to its fate. In November 1481, he made a truce
with the Hospitallers, and in 1485 presented the grand master with the hand
of John the Baptist and assured him that the Ottoman fleet would not sail out
into the Mediterranean. In January 1482, he confirmed the peace with Venice,
renewed in 1485, and in 1483 made a five-year treaty with Matthias Corvinus
of Hungary, which was then extended to 1491.

Although cautious, Bayezid was not completely inactive. In 1484, he set out
against the important commercial cities of Kilia, “Moldavia’s gateway to the

9 Marino Sanudo, I diarii di Marino Sanudo, 25 vols. (Bologna, 1969—70), vol. 1, p. 823.
10 Ibid,, p. 398.
11 Vakiat-1 Sultan Cem, in Nicolas Vatin, Sultan Djem: Un prince ottoman dans UEurope du xve
siecle daprés deux sources contemporaines: Vaki'dt-1 Sultdn Cem, (Euvres de Guillaume Caoursin
(Ankara, 1997), p. 145.

27



KATE FLEET

Black Sea”,”> and Akkerman (Cetatea Alba), at the mouth of the Dniester on
the Black Sea coast. Kilia surrendered in July, and Akkerman, where Ottoman
forces were joined by the Crimean han, Mengli Giray, fell in August. These
losses were keenly felt by the ruler of Moldavia, Stefan III, who, however, was
forced to flee before an Ottoman army under Hadim Ali Pasa which advanced
into Moldavia in July 1485, and took refuge with the Polish king Kazimierz IV.
After another failed attempt to retake Kilia and Akkerman, which prompted
another Ottoman strike, this time under Malkoc¢oglu Bali Bey, Stefan submit-
ted, paying an annual tribute until his death in 1504. With the conquest of
Akkerman and the submission of Moldavia and the Crimean hanate, Poland
opted for peaceful relations with its Ottoman neighbour, signing a peace in
March 1489, renewed in 1492 by Kazimierz’s son and successor Jan Olbracht,
and renewed again in 1494 for three years.

In 1490, the Hungarian king Matthias Corvinus died, resulting in a dis-
pute among the Hungarians over the choice of a new king. This dissension
was viewed as an opportunity by the Ottomans, and in spring 1492 Bayezid
set out on campaign. The succession dispute was, however, settled by the
selection of the son of the king of Poland as the new king of Hungary, and
Bayezid turned his attention instead to Albania, where he took various castles
in Venetian hands. At the same time, raids were conducted against Hungary
and Transylvania. Peace was restored in 1495 for three years, when Charles
VIII's advance, accompanied by Cem, seemed threatening.

Although Bayezid did conduct some campaigns in the west, his most seri-
ous encounter in the first years of his reign was in the east. Here he had
the perennial problem of controlling the territories in Anatolia, where he
was faced with unruly Turcomans, the vacillating allegiance of the state of
Dulgadir, the smouldering disloyalty of members of the Karaman dynasty
and the dangerous presence of the Mamluk state, which offered a refuge to
opponents of the Ottoman sultan, Cem having fled to Egypt in 1481. In 1485,
war with the Mamluks broke out, and in May Karag6z Pasa, the beylerbeyi of
Karaman, captured Tarsus and Adana, prompting the Mamluk sultan to des-
patch a force which inflicted a major defeat on the Ottoman army in spring
1486, in which the beylerbeyi of Anatolia, Hersekzade Ahmed Paga, was cap-
tured. In response, the grand vezir Davud Pasa repelled the Mamluks and then
moved against the Turgutogullar and Varsak Turcomans. The following year,
in August 1488, a large Ottoman force under Ali Pasa suffered a humiliating

12 Ismail Hakkl_ Uzungarsih, Osmanh Tarihi, II. Cilt, Istanbul’'un Fethinden Kanuni Sultan
Siileymann Oliimiine Kadar (Ankara, 2006), p. 182.
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defeat at the hands of the Mamluks at Aga Cayir1, near Adana, and Alatiddevle,
the ruler of Dulgadir, calculating that the Ottomans were not the force to
ally with, now defected to the Mamluks. Bayezid transferred his support to
Alaiiddevle’s brother, Sahbudak, who took refuge at the Ottoman court. In
1489, supported by Ottoman troops, Sahbudak attempted to take the throne
but was defeated, captured and despatched to Cairo. In 1490, Alatiddevle,
supported by Mamluk forces, attacked and besieged Kayseri but was unable
to take it, contenting himself with extensive ravaging of the region instead.
Bayezid began to prepare a large army to march into Anatolia.

By this time, both sides were running out of steam, both ground down by
an inconclusive war in which the Mamluks, though victorious, were unable
to achieve a decisive victory or to profit from their successes in a conflict
which was costing them dearly. For the Ottomans, peace was attractive, both
because of the losses they were sustaining and because of the opportunity
which had presented itself in Hungary with the death of Matthias Corvinus.
Peace was therefore concluded in May 1401, with the Ottomans giving up
claims to Cukurova (Cilicia) and losing Tarsus and Adana.

For the rest of Bayezid’s reign, Ottoman-Mamluk relations improved.
When Bayezid’s son Korkud fled to Cairo in 1509, Qansuh al-Ghuri, who had
come to the throne in 1501, was very careful in his handling of the situation,
eventually sending Korkud back to Istanbul. By this time, the Mamluks had
their own problems and were in need of Ottoman help rather than enmity. As
the sixteenth-century historian Abdiissamed Diyarbekri expressed it, “there
is a famous saying that to speak you need lips, and so to fight you need arms
and munitions suitable for your enemy”.” For this the Mamluks turned to the
Ottomans, who contributed towards the construction of a Mamluk navy in
the Red Sea for operations against the Portuguese.

Shortly after the end of the war with the Mamluks and immediately after
the peace concluded with Hungary, Cem died and the political game changed.
Bayezid was at last free to pursue a more aggressive policy in the west. His
target was Venice. In May 1499, the Ottoman fleet set sail from Istanbul under
Davud Pasa, thought by many, including the Venetians, who were presumably
misled by Bayezid’s letter assuring them that the “good peace” between them
would be maintained,™ to be headed for Rhodes, Corfu or Apulia. In fact, the
target was Lepanto, which fell to Bayezid in August. The next to fall were
Modon (Methone), taken by siege, Navarino (Navarin) and Coron (Korone),

13 Abdiissamed Diyarbekri, Tarih, in Benjamin Lellouch, Les Ottomans en Egypte: Historiens et
conquérants au X Vle siécle (Paris and Louvain, 2006), p. 294.
14 Sanudo, Diarii, vol. 2, p. 702.
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which surrendered shortly afterwards. Durrés (Durazzo) fell in 1501. By 1502,
Venice, having sued unsuccessfully for peace in 1500, had had enough. Under
the peace concluded in May 1503, Venice lost Modon, Coron, Lepanto, Durrés
and Lefkas. It was a singular success for Bayezid. The Ottomans now domi-
nated the eastern Mediterranean, their position as a significant naval power
was established, and their control of the commerce of the region assured.
With the conclusion of the war with Venice, Vladislas II, king of Bohemia
and Hungary and son of the Polish king Kazimierz IV, concluded a seven-year
treaty with Bayezid in February 1503, to be renewed in 1510 and 1511.

While the beginning of the sixteenth century saw Ottoman victory over
Venice, it also saw the rise to power of a very threatening new state, that
of the Safavids in Iran. In spring 1501, Shah Isma‘il I, who had come to the
head of the Safavi order in 1494, captured Tabriz and made it his capital. In
1508, he took Baghdad. The state Isma‘il founded rested to a great extent on
the support of the Turcoman tribes in Anatolia, over whom the Ottomans
struggled to impose their authority. The Varsaklar and the Turgutogullari,
for example, had supported Cem and in 1500 backed a claimant to descent
from the Karamanogullan in a revolt which was only put down with diffi-
culty by the grand vezir Mesih Pasa in 1501. In 1511, a serious revolt broke out
in Teke in south-western Anatolia led by $Sah Kulu, whose allegiance lay with
the Safavids. He took Antalya, marched on Kiitahya, defeating the troops of
the beylerbeyi Karagoz Pasa en route, and reached Bursa. The Ottoman army
under the grand vezir Hadim Ali Pasa and $ehzade Ahmed forced Sah Kulu
into retreat. Shortly afterwards, both Hadim Ali Paga and $ah Kulu lost their
lives in an encounter near Sivas. Now leaderless, the followers of Sah Kulu
fled into Iran.

By this time, the Ottoman Empire was embroiled in a power struggle
between Bayezid’s three sons: Ahmed, the eldest and apparently Bayezid’s
choice, Korkud, and the youngest, Selim. This instability within the Ottoman
Empire was clearly advantageous to Shah Isma‘il, who, at the beginning of
1512, instigated another rebellion, supported by Ahmed’s son, Murad. Selim,
backed by the janissaries, emerged victorious from the succession struggle,
and Bayezid was forced to abdicate, dying shortly afterwards on his way into
exile in Dimoteka (Didymoteichon).

Selim I (. 1512—1520)
Having come to the throne in a power struggle, Selim’s first move as sultan

was to eliminate his brothers. Korkud was disposed of in 1512 and Ahmed,
after defeat in battle at Yenisehir, in 1513. Selim’s reign, one of rapid expansion
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in which the territory of the empire was to double, was dominated by con-
flict with the Safavids and the Mamluks. His first target was the Safavids.
Announcing, according to the contemporary Arab chronicler Ibn Iyas, that
“nothing could deter him from wiping off Isma‘ll Shah from the face of the
earth”,” Selim marched against him and in August 1514 inflicted a crushing
defeat on Isma‘il’s forces at the battle of Caldiran, to the north-east of Lake
Van. As the shah fled, the Ottomans moved on to take Tabriz. Conquest was
a comparatively easy matter. To keep possession of the city, however, was
not, and shortly afterwards Selim withdrew to winter in Amasya. This set
the pattern for future Ottoman-Safavid encounters, in which the Safavids,
having learnt the bitter lesson of Caldiran, avoided direct confrontation with
Ottoman forces, choosing instead to employ scorched-earth tactics which left
the Ottomans without supplies in enemy terrain. Ottoman advance and vic-
tory were thus generally followed by retreat and Safavid return, and it was
to become increasingly difficult later on in the century to turn conquest into
permanent control.

For the moment, however, the Safavids had been satisfactorily dealt with
at Caldiran, and Selim now turned his attention to south-eastern Anatolia.
In November 1514, he appointed as governor of Kayseri Sehsuvaroglu Ali,
nephew of Alatiddevle, the ruler of Dulgadir, and sent him off to raid into
his uncle’s territories, Alatiddevle having failed to provide whole-hearted sup-
port to the Ottomans at the time of Caldiran. In June 1515, the grand vezir
Sinan Pasa defeated and killed Alaiiddevle and his four sons in battle, and
Dulgadir was put under Sehsuvaroglu Ali, who ruled as an Ottoman vassal.
Selim also actively sought the alliance of Kurdish lords disgruntled with the
Safavid shah, and by 1516 Ottoman forces under Mehmed Pasa, the gover-
nor of Erzincan, had driven the Safavids out of south-eastern Anatolia. The
Ottomans now controlled Urfa, Mardin and Mosul.

The other factor undermining Ottoman authority in south-eastern
Anatolia was the Mamluks, who regarded Dulgadir as their own domain.
In 1516, Selim set off on campaign against them, careful to conceal its true
target and to persuade the Mamluks that the destination was Iran. That the
campaign was in fact aimed at the Mamluks became clear with the Ottoman
arrest and humiliation of an envoy from Qansuh al-Ghawri and the conquest
of Malatya. Advancing into Syria, the Ottomans defeated the Mamluks in
August 1516 at Marj Dabiq, near Aleppo, a catastrophe such as “to turn an

15 Ibn Iyas, An Account of the Ottoman Conquest of Egypt in the Year A.H. 922 (A.D. 1516), trans. W.
H. Salmon (London, 1921), p. 33.
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infant’s hair white, and to melt iron in its fury”.” With Qansuh al-Ghawri
dead and the Mamluks put to flight, Selim entered Aleppo unopposed. By
September, he was in Damascus. Advancing into Egypt, a logistically chal-
lenging operation, he defeated the Mamluks under the new sultan Tumanbay
at al-Raydaniyya in January 1517 in an encounter at which the grand vezir
Sinan Pasa was killed. Despite continued resistance, Tumanbay was eventu-
ally defeated, captured and executed in Cairo in April. The Mamluk sultan-
ate was at an end. The conquest brought religious prestige, the Ottoman
sultan now master of Mecca, Medina and Jerusalem, and great economic
gain, the region being both productive in its own right and a major, lucrative
transit market for luxury goods, in particular spices, from the east. The way
was now open for Ottoman expansion into the Red Sea and beyond into the
Indian Ocean, leading to an inevitable clash with the Portuguese for control
of trade routes.

Siileyman I (1. 1520-1566)

Siileyman began his reign at breakneck speed, putting down revolts in Egypt
and Anatolia, capturing Rhodes and invading Hungary three times, all in the
first decade of his rule.

Although Selim had taken Egypt and Syria, the territory was not entirely
secure. On Selim’s death, the governor of Syria, Janbirdi al-Ghazali, revolted
and declared himself sultan at the beginning of 1521. Further unrest occurred
on the death of Khayrbay, the governor of Egypt, in 1522, to be followed by
a serious rebellion in 1524 when the new governor of Egypt, Ahmed Pasa,
revolted and proclaimed himself sultan. After the elimination of Ahmed
Pasa, Siileyman despatched Ibrahim Pasa, his grand vezir and brother-in-law,
who left Istanbul in September 1524, reaching Cairo at the beginning of April
1525, where he stayed until June, establishing Ottoman authority.

While Egypt and Syria were being brought under control, Siileyman himself
set off in 1521 on a campaign against Hungary during which he took Belgrade,
thus opening up Hungary to further Ottoman penetration. The following year
he took Rhodes, and the Hospitallers were expelled to the west. Four years
later, Siileyman again invaded Hungary, defeated and killed Lajos II, king of
Hungary and Bohemia, at the battle of Mohacs at the end of August, and in
September entered the Hungarian capital, Buda. Further Ottoman advance
was prevented by a serious rebellion which broke out in Anatolia, forcing
Siileyman to withdraw from the west in order to deal with it.

16 Ibid,, p. 45.
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With Siileyman engaged in his eastern territories, the Hungarians occu-
pied themselves with the succession to the Hungarian throne, for King Lajos
had died at Mohacs without leaving an heir. Lajos’s wife was Maria, the sister
of the Habsburg Charles V, Holy Roman Emperor and king of Spain, while
his brother-in-law twice over was Maria’s other brother, Ferdinand, the arch-
duke of Austria, who had married Lajos’s sister Anna. The Hungarian estates
elected John (Janos) Szapolyai as king in November 1526, and he was crowned
at Székesféhervar. Ferdinand, however, laid claim to Hungary and Bohemia
through his wife and had himself elected in December and crowned the fol-
lowing year. Fleeing to the Polish border, Szapolyai appealed to the Ottomans.
Siileyman backed John Szapolyai, and Ferdinand occupied Buda.

The struggle with the Habsburgs, with Ferdinand for control of Hungary
and Charles in the western Mediterranean, dominated much of Stileyman’s
reign and resulted in a series of anti-Habsburg Ottoman-French alliances,
the first of which was signed in 1536. The Ottomans became intricately
involved in European politics, well informed about the complex web of
matrimonial and political alliances and acting as astute puppet masters or
shrewd and calculating allies, sought after by the major powers of the day.
The next Ottoman campaign to Hungary, the third in less than a decade,
began in 1529 in response to Ferdinand’s occupation of Buda and removal
of the newly elected Hungarian king, John Szapolyai. Stileyman reoccupied
Buda in September and re-established Szapolyai back on the throne. He then
moved on to lay siege to Vienna before withdrawing, unsuccessful, in mid-
October. Undaunted by his earlier failure, Ferdinand again attacked Buda
in 1530, without success, but did manage to occupy the western part of the
kingdom of Hungary, prompting yet another Ottoman-Hungarian cam-
paign. The sultan left Istanbul in April 1532, but the campaign did not achieve
any notable success. In June 1533, an agreement was reached under which
Szapolyai remained in place but the kingdom was divided between him and
Ferdinand, both of whom ruled as Ottoman vassals. This opportune truce
left Siileyman free to deal with the east.

Several years later, Siileyman was back campaigning in the west. In 1538,
he removed Petru Rares, the voyvoda of Moldavia, suspected of entering into
relations with the Habsburgs, and annexed south-east Moldavia. Two years
later, the situation in Hungary deteriorated when, in July 1540, Szapolyai died.
Under the terms of an agreement between Szépolyai and Ferdinand con-
cluded in 1538, the pact of Nagyvarad (Grosswardein, Oradea), one of whose
architects was George Martinuzzi, then bishop of Nagyvarad, John Szapolyai,
who was in a weak position sandwiched between the Ottomans on the one
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hand and the Habsburgs on the other, or “between the victim and the knife”,”
had agreed that on his death his lands would pass to Ferdinand. One year later,
Szapolyai married Isabella, daughter of King Sigismond of Poland, and, at the
time of his death in 1540, had an infant son, John Sigismund (Janos Zsigmond
Szapolyai). Siileyman recognised John Sigismund as king of Hungary, John
paying tribute to Istanbul. Ferdinand, in pursuit of his claims to Hungary,
attacked. Stileyman invaded Hungary in summer 1541 and took Buda. John
Sigismund was despatched to Transylvania with George Martinuzzi as regent.
In 1542, Ferdinand launched yet another attack on Buda, and the following
year Siileyman marched again into Hungary, taking Esztergom (Gran) and
Székesféhervar. There were further conquests under the beylerbeyi of Buda
in 1544. By now peace was becoming an attractive option to both Ferdinand
and Charles, who sued for peace in 1545. An agreement was concluded in 1547
under which Ferdinand paid tribute for the Hungarian lands he held. Once
again, this peace was opportune for the Ottomans, for Stileyman was again
faced with problems in the east.

As was the case with all sultans, Siileyman’s expansion was conducted
on a see-saw swaying between the eastern and western sections of his large
empire. This was a situation which the western states were keen to exploit,
seeking alliances with powers such as Uzun Hasan or the Safavids, who could
be encouraged into joint military action aimed at crushing the Ottomans
between two fronts, a policy which in fact never effectively materialised. For
the Ottomans, the regions to the east were in many ways far more threaten-
ing than their enemies to the west ever were. The Safavids and the unruly
and largely uncontrollable Anatolian Turcomans not merely threatened the
Ottomans militarily but also challenged Ottoman political and religious legit-
imacy and forced the Ottomans constantly onto the back foot. In comparison
to the dangerous and undermining influence of the Safavids, the encounter
with the west was much more straightforward, devoid as it was of any chal-
lenge to the legitimacy of Ottoman existence.

In 1526, Siileyman had been forced to cut short his campaigning in the west
because of a rebellion in Anatolia. In 1533, too, having settled the situation
in the west with the signing of a truce in that year, he again turned towards
the east and to the Safavids. In 1524, Shah Isma‘il had died. His successor
was his very young son Tahmasp, the first years of whose reign were very
unstable. Regardless of any internal upheavals, Safavid influence in Anatolia

17 Kenneth Setton, The Papacy and the Levant (1204—1571), 4 vols. (Philadelphia, 1976-84), vol. 3,
p. 434.
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continued. In 1526, a serious revolt had broken out in Anatolia, followed by a
major rebellion under Kalenderoglu. Both were thought to have been insti-
gated or encouraged by the Safavids. Having been unable to benefit directly
from the defection of the Safavid governor of Baghdad in 1528 or that of
the Safavid governor of Azerbaijan two years later, due to the Hungarian
campaign, Siileyman now, in 1533, launched a campaign against Iran. The fol-
lowing year, in July 1534, the grand vezir, Ibrahim Pasa, occupied the Safavid
capital Tabriz, which offered no resistance, and at the end of November the
sultan entered Baghdad. Once again, the problem for the Ottomans was less
the taking of Tabriz than the holding of it, and, in 1535, they again withdrew
from the Safavid capital. The campaign had, however, led to the formation
of the new province of Erzurum and the conquest of Iraq, a conquest which
gave the Ottomans an outlet onto the Persian Gulf, an asset with considerable
commercial advantages.

It was also a conquest which created a further area of conflict with the
Portuguese, who were out to control the entrance to and exit from the Red
Sea and to redirect the lucrative trade from the east round the Cape of Good
Hope off southern Africa and away from the traditional route through Egypt
and Syria to the ports of the Mediterranean. In the Persian Gulf, they con-
trolled Hormuz, captured in 1515, Maskat and Bahrain. In 1538, an expedition
was sent from Suez under Hadim Siileyman Pasa, the beylerbeyi of Egypt,
against the Portuguese. In August, Hadim Siileyman Pasa took Aden and
then set sail across the Indian Ocean. In September, together with forces of
Guyjarat, he tried to take Diu, but abandoned the siege in November and with-
drew to Yemen, where he concentrated on organising Ottoman administra-
tion. The Portuguese attack on Suez in 1541 was unsuccessful. Five years later,
the Ottomans conquered Basra, and in 1552 Piri Reis took Muscat from the
Portuguese and laid siege, unsuccessfully, to Hormuz. On the African coast
of the Red Sea, the Ottomans, who already held Sawakin, occupied Massawa
and conquered Ethiopia in 1554-5.

While Siileyman had been occupied with the Safavids, Charles V had been
busy in the western Mediterranean and in 1535 had captured Tunis, a con-
quest which was most advantageous for Habsburg prestige and strategically
annoying for the Ottomans. The Ottomans had, at least nominally, controlled
Algiers and Tunis since 1519, when Hayreddin, known as Barbarossa in the
west, had submitted to Selim I. In 1533, realising the need to improve his
navy, Stileyman had summoned Hayreddin from the Maghreb and made him
admiral of the Ottoman fleet. Hayreddin promptly set about business, raid-
ing the Italian coastline in 1537 and attacking Corfu. With the Ottomans now
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at war with Venice, he took the Venetian islands of Naxos, Andros, Paros and
Santorini in 1538 and, in the same year, defeated the forces of the Holy League
of Venice, Pope Paul III, Charles V and Ferdinand of Austria in the famous
battle of Prevesa. In 1540, the war with Venice ended, yet another triumph for
the Ottomans and a costly failure for Venice, which this time lost Monemvasia
and Nafplio (Nauplia, Napoli di Romania) and ceded the Aegean islands it had
lost to Hayreddin as well as paying a considerable indemnity.

In 1541, Charles V attacked Algiers, this time with less success, for almost
his entire fleet was wiped out in a dramatic storm, a disaster which encour-
aged Francois I and Siileyman into another alliance, concluded in 1543. As a
result of this alliance, Hayreddin took part in an attack on Nice in 1543 and
wintered his fleet in 1543—4 at Toulon, a city “without parallel among the
Franks™ according to an anonymous sixteenth-century Ottoman account of
Hayreddin’s exploits.”® In 1550, Charles V’s admiral Andrea Doria attacked
Mahdia and Monastir on the North African coast, and, in the following year,
Jerba, prompting an unsuccessful Ottoman attack on Malta. In 1551, Ottoman
forces scored a significant victory with the capture of Tripoli, held by the
Hospitallers since 1530. In the same year, they concluded another alliance with
the French and, in 1555, conducted a joint naval attack on Naples. In 1556, they
took the Spanish fortress of Wahran (Oran), west of Algiers, and Bizerta,
near Tunis, in 1557. Malta, however, continued to elude them, and despite bit-
ter fighting they failed to capture the island in 1565, though they did take the
Genoese island of Chios in the following year.

The mid-sixteenth century to 1603

Siileyman I (7. 1520-1566)

While the first part of Stileyman’s reign was marked by military success, both
in the west against the Habsburgs and in the east against the Safavids, the
latter part of his reign was less spectacular; his successes declined and cam-
paigns resulted in less conquest, less booty and more expense.

In 1548, Siileyman was once more campaigning against Shah Tahmasp,
whose brother, Alkas Mirza, had revolted against him and fled the year before
to Istanbul. Once again the Ottomans occupied Tabriz, and once again,

18 From an anonymous account of Hayreddin’s voyage, in J. Deny and J. Laroche, ‘L’expedition
en Provence de I'armée de mer du sultan Suleyman sous le commandement de I"amiral
Hayreddin Pacha dit Barberousse (1543-1544)", Turcica 1 (1969), 161211 at p. 171. Laroche dates
the manuscript to the second half of the sixteenth or perhaps the beginning of the seven-
teenth century (p. 163).
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following a by now familiar pattern, they withdrew. Having wintered in
Aleppo, Siileyman took Van, which he had taken in 1534 but lost to the Safavids
in 1535, in August 1549. Stymied by the Safavid scorched-earth tactics and frus-
trated by Tahmasp’s persistent refusal to come out and fight, Stileyman with-
drew in December 1549 without a great deal achieved. Two years later, the
Safavids laid waste to the region around the northern shores of Lake Van and
defeated the troops of iskender Pasa, the beylerbeyi of Erzurum. Siileyman
ordered the grand vezir, Rustem Paga, and Mehmed Sokollu, the beylerbeyi
of Rumeli, to recover the lost territory. The campaign was planned for 1552,
but before it could occur a crisis broke out between Siileyman and his son
Mustafa.

While the Safavids were raiding round Lake Van, intrigues erupted over
the Transylvanian throne. Martinuzzi, hostile to Isabella and her minister
Peter Petrovi¢, who were “thorns in Martinuzzi’s flesh”, was in contact
with Ferdinand but anxious not to have a total break with Siileyman, at least
not until he could be sure of Habsburg backing. Isabella, whose hostility to
Martinuzzi stemmed from the agreement of 1538 which excluded her son’s
accession, turned, if somewhat indecisively, to the Ottomans. In July 1551,
Martinuzzi forced Isabella to accept the treaty of Alba Iulia under which, in
accordance with the 1538 treaty and acting on behalf of her son, Isabella gave
up the throne of Transylvania, which then went to Ferdinand. Throughout
this period, Martinuzzi was in communication with both Ferdinand and
Siileyman, a dangerous double game which was likely to win him no friends.
Indeed, Sokollu Mehmed Pasa described him in August 1551 as “mendacious™.*
Isabella, who heartily detested him, even suspected that he had personal
ambitions to be king of Hungary, while Ferdinand’s commander Giovan
Battista Castaldo, also no fan of Martinuzzi’s, was convinced that he was out
for the rule of Transylvania. Siileyman was distinctly annoyed by the treaty
of Alba Iulia, and Ottoman troops under Sokollu Mehmed Pasa advanced
into Hungary in autumn 1551, took Lippa (Lipova), and laid siege to Temesvar
(Timisoara) in October. By December, however, Lippa was under siege by
Castaldo and Martinuzzi. By this time, Castaldo’s mistrust of Martinuzzi was
total and, with Ferdinand, too, wanting him removed, Castaldo had him mur-
dered at the end of December. Fighting continued in 1552. The Ottomans
took Temesvar and re-occupied Lippa in spring 1552, and in August inflicted
a major defeat on Ferdinand’s forces. In September, they took the fortress of

19 Setton, The Papacy and the Levant, vol. 4, p. 566.
20 Ibid., p. 568.
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Szolnok but failed to take Eger (Erlau). Ferdinand continued to pursue his
claims to Transylvania until, with the Ottoman siege of Szigetvar in 1556, he
was finally forced to abandon them. John Sigismund and Isabella were put
back on the throne. Although the struggle between Ferdinand and Siileyman
continued until 1562, there was no real change in the situation, for Ferdinand
did not have the means to conduct a sustained offensive and Siileyman could
not do so because of the situation with the Safavids and a dangerous conflict
among his sons.

Siileyman’s eldest son, Mustafa, held the sancak of Amasya. Strongly
opposed by Hiirrem Sultan, Siileyman’s extremely influential wife, who
wanted the succession for one of her own sons, and by Riistem Pasa, mar-
ried to her daughter Mihrimah and grand vezir almost without interruption
from 1544 until his death in 1561, Mustafa set out to build up his own power
base and to garner support. His success fed into Siileyman'’s suspicion of him,
encouraged by Hiirrem Sultan and Riistem Pasa. His concern was height-
ened by the discontent among the soldiers when, in 1552, Riistem Pasa set
out with the army for a campaign against the Safavids. Claiming that the sul-
tan was too old for active military service, the soldiers muttered ominously
about the need to put a young and vigorous sultan on the throne. Forced to
assume command of the army himself, Stileyman set out in August 1553, sum-
moning Mustafa to join him. When Mustafa appeared before him in October
near Eregli, he was instantly put to death. Mustafa’s execution, described by
the Habsburg ambassador Busbecq as a “somewhat precipitate action”,* pro-
duced a very hostile reaction, forcing Siileyman to remove Riistem Pasa, seen
as being behind the execution, from his position as grand vezir.

With Mustafa removed, Siilleyman pursued his campaign, destroying Persian
border defences, particularly at Erivan (Yerevan) and Nakhchivan, and devas-
tating the rich lands round Karabakh. Siileyman could not get at the Safavid
army, which retreated, leaving him with only one option, that of destroying
the forward zone which Safavid forces used for raids into Anatolia. Siileyman
then withdrew to Erzurum. In September, he agreed to a truce with the shah,
and a formal peace, the peace of Amasya, was signed in May 1555. Under this
treaty, Siileyman abandoned all claim to Tabriz, Erivan and Nakhchivan but
kept Iraq and regions in eastern Anatolia. The frontier between the two states
was now, at least theoretically, fixed.

21 Ogier Ghiselin de Busbecq, The Turkish Letters of Ogier Ghiselin de Busbecq, trans. Edward S.
Forster (Oxford, 1927), p. 65.
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No sooner had the situation with the Safavids been stabilised than a sec-
ond succession struggle broke out between Siileyman’s two remaining sons,
Selim, the elder, and Bayezid. After a period of jostling in which the broth-
ers intrigued against each other and tracked each other’s moves by means of
spies,** Bayezid, not disposed to wait for his father’s death before making his
move, went into open revolt, thus propelling his father into backing his non-
revolting son, Selim. Defeated in battle near Konya in 1559, Bayezid fled to
Iran. In an earlier period, the arrival of such an advantageous hostage might
have led to open conflict, but the situation had now changed and neither
Tahmasp nor Siileyman were keen to go to war over the issue. Instead, in
1562, after much diplomatic to and fro, money changed hands, the treaty of
Amasya was renewed and Tahmasp handed Bayezid over to Ottoman offi-
cials, who promptly strangled him.

In the same year, Stileyman signed an agreement with Ferdinand, in essence
a renewal of that of 1547. By this time, the international scene had changed,
for in 1559 Philip II, who had become king of Spain on his father Charles V’s
abdication in 1556 though not Holy Roman Emperor, and the French king
Henri I had signed the peace of Cateau-Cambrésis, which signalled the end
of the period of Ottoman-French political alliance.

The peace signed between the Ottomans and the Habsburgs in 1562 was
not destined to last long, for in 1564 Ferdinand, Holy Roman Emperor since
1558, died and hostilities broke out between his son and successor, the new
emperor Maximillian II, and John Sigismund of Transylvania. In 1566, an
elderly and infirm Siileyman set out on what was to be his final campaign.
The Ottoman army encamped before Szigetvar, where, two days before its
fall, Siileyman died.

Selim II (1. 1566—1574)

Selim II, Siileyman’s only surviving son, was faced in the first years of his
reign by a war and two rebellions. The war, that with Hungary during which
his father had died, was brought to a conclusion in 1568 by an eight-year peace
treaty with the emperor Maximillian under which Maximillian agreed to pay
an annual tribute of 30,000 ducats. The revolts were in the south of his terri-
tories, one among the Arabs in Iraq under Ibn ‘Ulayyan, which resulted in the
cutting of communications between Baghdad and Basra, and the other, the
Zaydi revolt in Yemen, which had resulted in the loss of Ottoman control of
the province and of the entrance to the Red Sea. The revolt of the Arabs was

22 Serafettin Turan, Kanuni Siilleyman Donemi Taht Kavgalan (Ankara, 1997), p. 54.
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put down in 1567 by a river campaign, and Yemen was brought back under
Ottoman control after a difficult campaign between 1569 and 1571 under the
command of Sinan Paga, the beylerbeyi of Egypt.

The great military success of Selim’s reign took place in the Mediterranean
with the conquest of the Venetian island of Cyprus, whose loss was offi-
cially recognised by Venice under the treaty of 1573, and the capture of La
Goletta and Tunis in 1574. Cyprus was one of the only two island strong-
holds left to Venice in the eastern Mediterranean. Strategically located on
the route between Egypt and Istanbul and in the midst of Ottoman terri-
tory, its conquest by the Ottomans was only a matter of time. Selim, sup-
ported by Piyale Pasa and Lala Mustafa Pasa but opposed by the grand vezir
Sokollu Mehmed Pasa, decided on an attack, despite the existing peace with
Venice. Nicosia fell in 1570, Famagusta in 1571. The Ottoman assault pro-
voked a response from the Holy League, whose naval force encountered
the Ottoman fleet in the famous battle of Lepanto. A resounding defeat for
the Ottomans, who lost most of their ships and the majority of their com-
manders, the battle was noisily heralded as a great victory by the European
states. It was not, however, the crushing blow the West would have wished,
and a new, large Ottoman fleet was constructed in time to sail out into the
Mediterranean the next spring. In summer 1574, an Ottoman naval expe-
dition under Kili¢ Ali Paga and Koca Sinan Pasa captured La Goletta and
Tunis. Much of the North African coast to the east of Wahran was now
under Ottoman control.

One of the interesting, if unsuccessful, projects of Selim’s reign was the
planned construction of two canals, one to link Suez to the Mediterranean
and one to connect the Don with the Volga. In both cases, the aim was
to facilitate Ottoman military operations. The Suez-Mediterranean canal,
ordered by Sokollu Mehmed Pasa in 1568, was to facilitate Ottoman opera-
tions in Yemen and against the Portuguese, for the canal would have allowed
the transportation of men and munitions directly from the Mediterranean
to the Red Sea. The Don—Volga canal would have given direct access from
the Black Sea to the Caspian Sea and facilitated the movement of men and
munitions into the Caucasus and northern Iran. In the end, neither of these
constructions was successful, though concerted work on the Don-Volga
canal, whose attempted construction was prompted by the Russian occupa-
tion of Astrakhan, was begun in August 1569. However, cold weather and
the failure of Ottoman forces under Kasim Pasa to take Astrakhan forced
the Ottomans to abandon the canal after only one-third of it had been
excavated.
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Murad III (. 1574—1595)

By the time of Murad III’s reign, the strains in the economic fabric of the state
were becoming apparent. From the 1580s onwards, the empire suffered the
effects of severe inflation, and the constant warfare of the period drained the
state’s resources. Lawlessness and brigandage increased, and the deficit in
the treasury became chronic. The response of the government was to debase
the coinage. In 1589, the janissaries, who, as the contemporary historian
Selaniki noted, were given to getting what they wanted,” revolted when they
received their pay in the new, debased currency, and in 1592 the sipahis of the
Porte rebelled because their pay was not issued to them in full. Later, in 1603,
there would be a more serious revolt of the sipahis of the Porte, which was
crushed by the janissaries.

One of the factors contributing to the economic difficulties was the long
war with Iran, which was to dominate most of Murad III's reign, breaking
out in 1578 and ending in 1590. The opportunity for an Ottoman attack was
provided by the descent of the Safavid state into intertribal and internecine
feuding following the death of Shah Tahmasp in 1576 and the Uzbek inva-
sion from the east which this instability provoked. Claiming that continued
Safavid propaganda activities within Ottoman territories and the defection to
the Safavids of Kurdish leaders on the Ottoman frontier constituted a breach
of the Amasya treaty of 1555, Murad declared war in 1578. The Ottoman army
under Lala Mustafa Pasa set out to subjugate Georgia and conquer Shirvan.
In August, Ottoman forces occupied Tbilisi and had, by the end of the year,
taken Shirvan. As always, however, the problem that faced the Ottomans in
their campaigns against the Safavids was less conquest than retention, and on
this occasion, too, although they had conquered the region, they had prob-
lems holding it. In 1578—9, Lala Mustafa Pasa withdrew, with great difficulty,
to Erzurum. For the next couple of years, the Ottoman position was under
severe pressure from Safavid counter-attacks, but with the major Ottoman
victory at the battle of Mesale, the situation improved. In 1583, Ferhad Pasa
occupied Erivan, followed two years later by Ozdemiroglu Osman Pasa’s
occupation of Tabriz. By 1587, Georgia had become effectively an Ottoman
dependency.

In the same year, the Safavid ruler Khudabanda had been forced to abdicate,
and was succeeded by Shah Abbas I (1587-1629). Abbas soon found himself

23 Selaniki Mustafa Efendi, Tarih-i Selaniki, ed. Mehmet Ipsirli, 2 vols. (Ankara, 1999), vol. 1,
p. 60.
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facing war on two fronts, the Ottomans on one side and the Uzbeks, who
invaded from the east, took Herat in 1589 and advanced to Mashhad, on the
other. Threatened also by internal strife, Abbas was forced to sue for peace
with the Ottomans. Under the treaty concluded between them in 1590, the
Ottomans retained their conquests in Azerbaijan and the Caucasus, together
with Luhristan, Nihavend, and Shehrizor in western Iran. These territorial
gains were only temporary, however, for between 1603 and 1606 Abbas was to
take them all back.

No sooner had Murad emerged from war with the Safavids than he plunged
into one with the Habsburgs. Although officially at peace since 1568, there
had been much tension, with raiding and counter-raiding in the border zones
between Ottoman and Habsburg territory, and in 1593 war with Hungary
broke out. Although initially successful, Koca Sinan Pasa capturing Veszprem
and Paluta in 1593, the campaign was soon struggling. The Ottoman conquest
in 1504 of Tata and Gyor (Yanik), whose fall was more down to luck than mil-
itary ability, Pegevi describing the conquest of Gyor as “nothing other than a
miracle”,* were more important for boosting morale than symbolic of any
effective Ottoman victory. In 1595, the situation deteriorated even further with
the defection of Stephen Bathori, king of Transylvania, who transferred his
allegiance to the Habsburgs, and the revolt of the voyvodas of Moldavia and
Wallachia. Defeated by both Wallachian and Moldavian forces, and struggling
to defeat the voyvoda Michael of Wallachia, the Ottomans lost Esztergom to
the Habsburgs in August 1595.

Mehmed III (v. 1595-1603)

By this time, Mehmed IIl had come to the throne, in the midst of a Hungarian
campaign that was going badly. In response to the deteriorating situation, the
new sultan himself set out for Hungary in 1596 at the head of the army. In
October, he took Eger, and in the same month the Ottomans, rather fortu-
itously, won a major victory at the battle of Mezd-Keresztes, to the west of the
Tisza River, when the Ottoman troops, who had initially fled, returned to the
attack against Austrian forces distracted by plundering the Ottoman encamp-
ment. The campaign in the following year under Satirct Mehmed Pasa did
not, however, meet with success, and in 1598 Habsburg forces besieged Buda,
though unsuccessfully. In 1600, Ottoman fortunes changed when Mehmed
Pasa, the governor-general of Buda, captured Kanizsa in south-western
Hungary, a rather fortuitous conquest which owed much to the descent of

24 Pecevi, Pecevi Tarihi, ed. Bekir Sitki Baykal, 2 vols. (Ankara, 1982), vol. 2, p. 142.
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an all-enveloping mist.” In reply, the Austrians laid siege, unsuccessfully, to
Kanizsa in 1601, but did take Pest, opposite Buda, in 1602 and laid siege to
Buda, but were repelled by Lala Mehmed Pasa, who later re-conquered Pest.
This war eventually ended inconclusively in 1606 with the conclusion of the
peace of Zsitvatorok during the reign of Mehmed’s successor, Ahmed I (r.
1603—17).

The increasing economic difficulties of the later sixteenth century contrib-
uted to a wave of social unrest which was expressed in a series of revolts,
known as the celali revolts, which broke out in Anatolia in 1596. Sipahis dispos-
sessed after their poor performance at the battle of Mez6-Keresztes and land-
less or dispossessed peasants gathered under the leadership of Kara Yazici,
who, in 1596, defeated the beylerbeyi of Karaman, sent by Mehmed III to put
down the rebellion. Having failed to crush Kara Yazici militarily, Mehmed
changed tactics, making him governor first of Amasya and then Corum.
This new position made no difference, for Kara Yazic1 continued to plunder
Anatolia as he had before. He was finally defeated by Sokollu Mehmed Pasa’s
son Hasan Pasa in 1601 and died the following year.

Kara Yazicr’s death did not, however, mean the end of the revolt, for com-
mand of the rebellion was taken up by his brother Deli Hasan, who killed
Hasan Paga at Tokat in 1602 before defeating an Ottoman force in August and
besieging Ankara. Mehmed’s response to Deli Hasan was the same as it had
been to his brother, and Hasan was made beylerbeyi of Bosnia. His departure
from Anatolia did not result in the end of the revolts, which continued on into
the reign of Mehmed’s successor, Ahmed I.

By the beginning of the seventeenth century, the Ottoman state had
reached its territorial limits and had established itself as a world power. It was
now, however, faced with economic challenges with the influx of silver from
the new world and the difficulties of maintaining the value of its currency, a
warfare which was less for lucrative conquest than expensive defence, new
commercial competitors in the form of the Dutch and the English, who were
to dominate maritime trade, and an increasing wave of smouldering social dis-
content, which exploded in the violent and uncontrollable celali rebellions.

25 Ibid,, p. 220.
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PALMIRA BRUMMETT

The Ottoman Empire is often imagined in terms of major conquests and
major reigns, those that are expansive.” Thus, the sixteenth century, in the
context of Ottoman “activity” in Europe, tends to be framed by the conquest
of Constantinople in 1453 and by the conclusion of the “long” Ottoman-—
Habsburg war of 1593-1606, respectively, or by the reigns of Mehmed II
(r. 14446, 1451-81) and Murad III (r. 1574-95), with that of Siileyman the
Lawgiver (1520-66) as a focal point of consolidation and triumph. The six-
teenth century is also circumscribed by the emergence of the Shi’ite Shah
Isma‘il Safavi in Iran in 1501 and by the launching of the “long” Ottoman
war of 160318 against the Safavid regime. That state problematised Ottoman
expansion in Europe through the creation of an aggressive enemy on the
Ottoman eastern borders, one which actively recruited Ottoman subordi-
nates, especially in the mountainous areas of eastern Anatolia, fought the
Ottomans for control of Iraq and the outlets to the Persian Gulf, and rhetori-
cally challenged the sultans’ claims to sacred hegemony in the Islamic world.
The existence of a powerful Muslim challenger in Iran meant that Ottoman
military investment in Europe was always subject to the demands of the
eastern frontier. Another important idea affecting the conceptualisation of
the sixteenth century is the notion of a resurgence and re-configuration of
European powers in the Mediterranean associated with the Christian forces’
victory at the naval battle of Lepanto in 1571 and the emergence of the English
as a rising commercial force in the Levant. That re-configuration in the last
three decades of the century presented both limitations and opportunities for
the Ottomans. While such periods and events suggest an outline of Ottoman
expansion in Europe, as with all such historical markers, they do not suffice
to convey the continuities, processes and universal rhetorics which transcend
the constraints of reigns, state-formation, battles and periods of war.

1 Halil inalak and Donald Quataert (eds.), An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman
Empire, 1300-1914, vol. 1: 13001600 (Cambridge, 1994), pp. xv—xvii.
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In many ways, the long sixteenth century (the time period comprising
roughly the years 1453 to 1606) is the century in which the Ottoman polity and
its governing classes articulated the state as empire. It is the period in which
the Ottomans secured and developed two imperial capitals, Constantinople
and Cairo, symbolising their power in the west (Rum) and in the east, an
arena which encompassed the three holy Islamic cities, Mecca, Medina and
Jerusalem. Each of these “ends” of empire is associated with a series of trading
spheres over which the Ottomans achieved dominance, as well as with a series
of rich, taxable lands. The Ottomans, in this era, defined themselves militarily
and ideologically in confrontation with the Catholic Habsburg Empire to the
north and west and the Shi‘ite Muslim Safavid Empire to the east. This was the
century of the Muslim millennium, a millennium which for Sultan Siileyman
certified his own long reign as the embodiment of Islamic kingly and spiritual
might.> In the Afro/Asian sphere, the conquest of Cairo and its attendant ter-
ritories gave the Ottomans control over the access points to the eastern trade
and avenues for sea-borne incursions into the Indian Ocean. In Europe, the
conquest of Constantinople and the development of expansive Ottoman ter-
ritories (and claims), along with expansive military and commercial agendas,
meant that the Ottomans became invested in a complex set of political, eco-
nomic and religious relationships. The nature of those relationships changed
significantly over the course of the century, one in which European familiarity
with the Ottomans broadened significantly. At the beginning of the period,
the captivity of Cem Sultan, Sultan Bayezid II's (r. 1481-1512) brother and a
pretender to the throne, under various Christian powers, and the Ottoman
attempts to retrieve him, signified an extended endeavour by rulers on both
sides of the European frontier to assess the relative power of their rivals.? By
the end of the period under consideration here, that understanding of rela-
tive power was well advanced; it was embodied in a set of treaty agreements,
tested in warfare, and enhanced through the activities of a vast network of
commercial, political and intellectual intermediaries.*

2 Cornell Fleischer, ‘Shadows of Shadows: Prophecy in Politics in 1530s Istanbul’, International
Journal of Turkish Studies 13, 1-2 (2007), 51-62; see also Norman Housley, “The Eschatological
Imperative: Messianism and Holy War in Europe, 1250-1556’, in Norman Housley, Crusading
and Warfare in Medieval and Renaissance Europe (Aldershot, 2001), sec. III, pp. 123-50.

3 Nicolas Vatin, Sultan Djem: Un prince ottoman dans UEurope du xve siécle d’aprés deux sources
contemporaines: Viki'dt-1 Sultdn Cem, (Euvres de Guillaume Caoursin (Ankara, 1997).

4 Jan Schmidt, ‘French-Ottoman Relations in the Early Modern Period and the John Rylands
Library MSS Turkish 45 & 46’, in Jan Schmidt, The Joys of Philology: Studies in Ottoman
Literature, History and Orientalism (1500-1923), vol. II: Orientalists, Travellers and Merchants in
the Ottoman Empire, Political Relations between Europe and the Porte (Istanbul, 2002), pp. 375-436
at p. 419; Alexander De Groot, “The Historical Development of the Capitulatory Regime in
the Ottoman Middle East from the Fifteenth to the Nineteenth Centuries’, in The Ottoman
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Defining “Europe” and “expansion”

Before one determines the relative significance of battles, sovereigns, ideolo-
gies and entrepdts, it is worthwhile to examine the concepts of “Europe” and
“expansion”. The Ottoman Empire, after all, was inextricably European. Its
capital, Istanbul, spanned the two continents of Europe and Asia. Rumeli, in
the Graeco-Balkan peninsula, constituted a central core of Ottoman land,
one-half of the two major provinces (beylerbeyliks) of the empire (the other
being Anatolia) and the homeland of many of those taken in the devsirme
(state levy of non-Muslim subject boys), who served the empire as its elite
military/administrative class. Also, as Sevket Pamuk has pointed out, “The
Balkans, together with western and central Anatolia including the capital and
its environs, constituted the core region of the Ottoman monetary system”.’
That notion of a Eurasian fiscal core helps transcend the notion of an empire
divided into continental “halves”. The Ottomans ruled what in the seven-
teenth century was labelled, on European maps, “Turkey in Europe” and
“Turkey in Asia”. But despite either contemporary or Ptolemaic notions of
a continental divide, in the sixteenth century the boundaries of Europe were
ideologically and visually negotiable.® For some observers, the boundaries
of “Europe” were those circumscribing the land ruled by Christian kings;
for others the boundaries of Europe extended well east of Istanbul. Indeed,
the sixteenth century is particularly notable for its explorations, in text and
image, of the boundaries of Europe. However the “limits” of Europe were
imagined, a basic premise of this chapter is that the Ottoman Empire was a
European empire — its identity, ethos and ambitions defined by its possession
of European capitals and its investment in European economies and affairs.
Well before the conquest of Constantinople, the Ottomans had occupied
Europe and established their rule at Edirne. Thus the division of the empire
into continental western and eastern, or “Christian” and “Muslim” halves,
while roughly reflective of administrative divisions and general demographic
realities, is not reflective of the nature of Ottoman sovereign identity. That

Capitulations: Text and Context, ed. Maurits H. van den Boogert and Kate Fleet, Oriente
Moderno 22, 3 (2003), 575-604; Hans Theunissen, ‘Ottoman-Venetian Diplomatics: the Ahd-
Names’, Electronic Journal of Oriental Studies 1, 2 (1998), 1-698, on Venetian treaties; Maria
Pia Pedani-Fabris, Relazioni di ambasciatori veneti al Senato, vol. 14: Costantinopoli. Relazioni
inedite (1512—1789) (Padova, 1996).

5 Sevket Pamuk, “The Ottoman Monetary System and Frontier Territories in Europe, 1500—
1700°, in Ottoman Borderlands: Issues, Personalities, and Political Changes, ed. Kemal Karpat
with Robert Zens (Madison, Wis., 2003), pp. 175-82 at pp. 177, 179.

6 Norman Davies, Europe: A History (New York, 1996), pp. 1-46.
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identity combined “the two lands and the two seas” into one imperial real-
ity which exploited the layers and evolution of regional geographic, politi-
cal, religious and “national” identities rather than enforcing their “essential”
differences. In order to understand the sixteenth-century Ottoman Empire,
one must appreciate both its location in Europe and its participation in what
one scholar has called the “shared discourse” and “shared rhythms” of the
Ottoman and European worlds.”

Expansion is also a term which encompasses an array of meanings and
interpretations. In its simplest sense, “expansion” often means the movement
of conquering armies into neutral or enemy territory. But true “expansion”
requires some level of political, economic and socio-cultural occupation, inte-
gration and control over time, something which the Ottomans achieved in
Europe. How that control worked and its nature in any given area of conquered
territory are the subject of considerable debate in contemporary historiogra-
phies. Ottoman expansion has been read, historiographically, as the Ottoman
“yoke”, an occupation by a foreign, heretical and despotic power whose rule
constituted a dark era in the history of eastern Europe (what one scholar has
called “catastrophe” or “coercion” theory).® In other readings, the Ottomans
provided their European territories with a period of multi-cultural, tolerant,
coherent and prosperous rule from Istanbul which was replaced, beginning
in the seventeenth century, by a long process of violent ethno-national and
religious factionalism that ultimately forced the expulsion of the Ottomans
from the Graeco-Balkan peninsula. In Ottomanist historiography, expansion
into Europe is often presented as a logical step in the process through which
the Ottomans established themselves as an imperial power, supplanting the
Byzantines, and gaining access to important agricultural, timber, mining and
commercial resources. “Europe” in this paradigm constitutes one end of an
uneven tripartite division of the empire into European, Anatolian and Arab
provinces, with island territories such as Cyprus occupying a separate and
somewhat undefined fourth category. World historical models provide an
alternative vision, with the Ottoman Empire serving as one in a succession of
exploitative, trans-regional, imperial entities that survived into the modern

~N

Cemal Kafadar, “The Ottomans and Europe’, in Handbook of European History 1400-1600,
Late Middle Ages, Renaissance and Reformation, vol. 1: Structures and Assertions, ed. Thomas
Brady, Heiko Oberman and James D. Tracy (Leiden, 1994), pp. 589—635, esp. pp. 620-1. See
also Walter G. Andrews and Mehmet Kalpakli, The Age of Beloveds: Love and Beloved in Early-
Modern Ottoman and European Culture and Society (Durham, N.C., 2005).

Anton Minkov, Conversion to Islam in the Balkans: Kisve Bahasi Petitions and Ottoman Social
Life, 1670—1730 (Leiden, 2004), p. 65; Fikret Adanir and Suraiya Faroghi (eds.), The Ottomans and
the Balkans: A Discussion of Historiography (Leiden, 2002).

oo

47



PALMIRA BRUMMETT

era. The Ottoman Empire controlled so much territory that, like Rome, it
does not fit readily into regional and civilisational paradigms. Such models
highlight the dilemma of what to do with “Europe” when it becomes Ottoman
space. Part of this dilemma derives from the fact that the sixteenth century,
historiographically, often serves as a prelude to spatial divisions based on the
nation-states of the modern world. The Ottoman Empire, however, echoes in
its expansiveness both the trans-continental, multi-cultural, imperial entities
of the medieval world and the blue-water, Western European imperial pow-
ers of the early modern age. None of the available characterisations provide
a full and nuanced image of Ottoman expansion in Europe, which proceeded
in surges and lulls; operated differently for coastal and inland areas; engaged a
diverse set of socio-political, legal, economic and institutional structures; and
met with greater or lesser resistance depending on the hierarchies of power
and culture in each conquered or partially conquered area.

While expansion cannot be comprehended through conquest alone, con-
quest itself is a vexed notion. Generally, conquest in the sixteenth century
took place along a limited number of routes and affected a limited number
of settlement centres. Any given segment of a conquered region might not
know or accept that it had been conquered. Conversely, the idea of Ottoman
conquest could serve to manipulate the sensibilities of communities that
anticipated its effects and ramifications and shaped their behaviours accord-
ingly. Certainly the “news” of Ottoman advances in Europe spread quickly,
and Ottoman successes and failures were commemorated in broad-sheets and
embedded in the maps and sermon literature of Europe within days, weeks
or months after individual acts of conquest. Yet beyond the image of con-
quest and the physical marching of armies along routes and into or past cities
and fortresses, it took time for territory, that is urban settlements and their
surrounding (revenue producing, mostly agricultural) lands, to be recognised
and acknowledged as “conquered” and moving from the “possession” of one
sovereign to another — from the possession of “Christian princes”, as they
were often deemed in the source materials, to the possession of the “padisah”
or “Grand Turk”.

Conquest could, and often did, mean that designated local or regional lead-
ers were compelled to perform acts of submission to recognise publicly the
authority of the sultan and to commit themselves to providing taxes, goods
and sometimes men to the Ottomans to certify their obedience, however
long that obedience might or might not last. Viorel Panaite has referred to
such submission as a measure of “collective homage”, which the Ottomans
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demanded and then acknowledged.® That collective homage was more or less
enduring and representative. The Ottomans certified their conquests through
the garrisoning of troops, the taking of censuses, the inscribing of tax regis-
ters, the creation of sancaks (sub-provinces), the assignment of judges (kadus),
the levying of tribute, the taking of hostages, the granting of treaties and the
allocation of offices to local notables. Yet sancaks could be altered, treaties
broken, hostages absorbed into the Ottoman government and householders
flee the land, thereby escaping levies of taxes and goods. Some areas achieved
a modus vivendi with the conquerors, and others remained fractious, their
documents of “incorporation” requiring chronic negotiation and re-negoti-
ation. Taxpayers in frontier areas might find themselves counted on the tax
rolls of two masters.” Some conquests were tenuous, some temporary and
periodic; others endured throughout the period in question. Some societies,
especially on the edges of the frontier, endured conditions of chronic war-
fare; others settled into Ottoman rule, absorbed Muslim migrants and experi-
enced significant levels of conversion and inter-marriage. So expansion must
be measured in terms of tranquillity, conversions or settled tax status as much
as in terms of force of arms.

Events and periodisation: The long sixteenth century

The aftermath of 1453

To begin the long sixteenth century, Ottoman expansion into European
territory combined the conquest of the de-populated imperial capital of
Constantinople with campaigns against Serbia in 1454-5 and, in 1456, the failed
siege of Belgrade, a crucial step in the Danubian march to Vienna. By 1460,
the Ottomans had made significant advances on both land and sea salients,
conquering the Peloponnese and incorporating the kingdom of Serbia into
the empire. In 1463, the Ottomans invaded Bosnia, a key segment of the con-
tested trans-imperial zone shared with Venice and the Habsburgs, and became
embroiled in a naval war with Venice that would last for 16 years. In 1475, they
annexed the long-established Genoese colony of Caffa on the Black Sea. The

9 Viorel Panaite, ‘Ottoman Expansion to the North of Danube: Wallachia and Moldavia
(14th—16th Century)’, in The Turks, vol. 3: The Ottomans, ed. Hasan Giizel, C. Cem Oguz and
Osman Karatay (Ankara, 2002), pp. I11—22 at p. II5.

10 Géza David, Administration in Ottoman Europe’, in Siileyman the Magnificent and His Age:
The Ottoman Empire in the Early Modern World, ed. Metin Kunt and Christine Woodhead
(London, 1995), pp. 71-90, esp. p. 84; Gustav Bayerle, Ottoman Tributes in Hungary According
to Sixteenth Century Tapu Registers of Novigrad (The Hague, 1973).
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Ottomans had declared their intentions as a sea power, determined to seize
basesin the Aegean and Adriatic and challenge Venetian hegemony in the east-
ern Mediterranean. They briefly took Otranto, on the eastern Italian coast, in
1480, sending shock waves of alarm throughout the peninsula, and launched a
failed attack on the island fortress of Rhodes, just off the Anatolian coast. By
the death of Mehmed the Conqueror in 1481, the Porte had taken the territo-
ries of the Graeco-Balkan peninsula, including Wallachia (in 1476), up to the
borders of Hungary, except for a set of coastal enclaves controlled by Venice.
Croatia and Transylvania remained autonomous, key areas of opportunity
and resistance on the western and east-central sides of the frontier.” Before
the turn of the sixteenth century, the Ottomans had not only revived the
ancient imperial capital of Byzantium but had pushed Ottoman armies, claims
and administration well into a broad land- and sea-based European frontier
zone stretching from the Adriatic to the Black Sea. That expansion enhanced
the Ottoman reputation for power, wealth and imperial patronage, attracting
mercenaries, entrepreneurs, technicians and artists like Gentile Bellini to the
newly flourishing imperial capital at Istanbul.” From 1492 on, in the aftermath
of the expulsion of the Jews from Spain, the empire also became a haven
for the displaced of Europe, granting refuge and tax breaks to these desir-
able, commercially oriented “settlers” from the west. The empire thus drew
“Europe” in at the same time as it ventured into European territory.

Bayezid I, Selim I and Siileyman I: 1481-1566

When Bayezid II ascended the throne in 1481, his authority was compromised
by factional politics and by the machinations of a pretender to the throne,
his brother Cem Sultan. Cem mobilised a revolt in Anatolia in 1482 but was
defeated and forced to flee to Rhodes; Bayezid paid the Knights Hospitallers
annually to keep him there under wraps. The sultan then launched a mili-
tary campaign (in conjunction with his Crimean vassals) against Moldavia in
1484, establishing his reputation by taking Kilia and Akkerman in the corridor
of conquest along the north-western coast of the Black Sea. These victories
were followed by an extended war, from 1485 to 1491, with the Mamluks who
ruled Egypt and Syria. In 1497, Ottoman forces were once again drawn to
Moldavia to ward off a Polish invasion; the army of the Porte was victorious,
and Ottoman control over the region was consolidated.”

11 Gunther Rothenberg, The Austrian Military Border in Croatia, 15221747 (Urbana, Ill., 1960).

12 Caroline Campbell and Alan Chong, Bellini and the East (London and Boston, 2005).

13 Stanford Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey, vol. 1: The Empire of the
Gazis (Cambridge, 1976), pp. 72-5.
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Cem Sultan died in 1495 after sojourns in Rhodes, France and Italy. His
body, however, was returned to Istanbul only in 1499. This posthumous return
coincided with the Ottoman Porte’s renewing its naval war (1499-1502) against
the Signoria of Venice, and it signalled a new era in Ottoman-European rela-
tions. For the duration of the ensuing century, the Ottoman, Venetian and
Habsburg empires would confront each other in a long and intermittent
struggle to assert territorial and commercial dominance and to establish a
mode of co-existence in the Aegean, the Adriatic and the Graeco-Balkan pen-
insula. That adjustment was necessitated by the emergence of the Ottomans
as a world power. Their claims to that status were based on a combination of
Islamic, Byzantine, Persian and Turkish traditions of imperial grandeur, freely
adapted to the exigencies of day-to-day rule. The historian Kemalpasazade
(d. 1536), writing for Bayezid II, proclaimed the Ottoman polity “superior”
to those of all the previous Muslim dynasties; it was more powerful, rich,
authoritative and, unlike its predecessors, was established through the con-
quest of the territories of the “infidel world”.** The imperial ethos of the
empire was thus well advanced by the beginning of the sixteenth century.

While Bayezid’s reign was marked by consolidation and reorganisation,
that of his son Selim was marked by dramatic conquest on the Ottomans’
eastern frontier. Selim II did not wait until the death of his ailing father to
seize the throne; after defeating his brothers in a protracted succession strug-
gle, in 1512 he forced Bayezid II to abdicate. Once in power, he devoted him-
self to defeating Shah Isma’il, the newly emergent Safavid ruler in Iran (1514),
overwhelming the Mamluk kingdoms in Syria, Palestine and Egypt (1516-17),
and gaining control of the holy cities (Mecca, Medina and Jerusalem). Those
conquests cemented Ottoman hegemony in the Muslim world. But with
Selim’s energies during his short reign focused in the east, Ottoman expan-
sion in Europe stalled.

That period of containment on the western frontier, however, would end
with the reign of Stileyman I, who turned his attention to consolidating power
over a more expansive European empire. Charles V was elected Holy Roman
Emperor in 1521, and in that same year Stileyman launched a new campaign
against Belgrade. It fell to the armies of the new sultan, and the following
year Rhodes, too, succumbed, displacing the Knights Hospitallers, who had
plagued Ottoman shipping in the eastern Mediterranean. The sultan then
pressed hisadvantage, allying with the French (at their request) and confronting

14 Halil inalcik, ‘Periods in Ottoman History’, in Giizel, Oguz and Karatay, The Turks, III, pp.
I5—2I at p. Is.
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the Habsburgs on their south-eastern frontier. The battle of Mohacs in 1526
opened Hungary to the Ottomans, placing them in direct confrontation with
the Habsburg kingdom, with Buda serving as the focal point of the struggle.
By 1541, Siileyman had annexed Buda and could claim sovereignty over most
of Croatia and Hungary, leaving the narrow crescent of “Royal Hungary” as
a buffer between Ottoman lands and the Habsburg stronghold of Vienna, a
European outpost which remained beyond the Ottoman grasp despite deter-
mined sieges in 1529 and, later, in 1683. For roughly four decades, Siileyman
faced off against Charles V’s brother, Ferdinand I (r. 1526-64, archduke of
Austria, king of Hungary, and later emperor), along the shifting border of
Hungary, which was marked by a landscape of defensive fortresses.” There
were intermittent armistices, but notable among them was that of August
1547, which included France and the Habsburg realm and obligated Ferdinand
to pay the Ottomans an annual tribute of the princely sum of 30,000 ducats.

In the second half of the century, the Ottomans expanded their European
territories marginally while waging an off-again, on-again struggle against
the Cossacks on the Black Sea salient and launching campaigns against the
Habsburgs in 15512 and 1566—7. Responding to renewed Habsburg aggres-
sion, in 1552 Siileyman incorporated Temesvar, part of Transylvania, into the
territories governed directly by the Ottoman Porte. On the Black Sea side of
the Balkans, the Ottomans held sway over Wallachia and Moldavia, which
served as dependent though not always quiescent principalities. The Crimean
hanate remained a vassal state. Other coastal territories of the western end
of the Black Sea were part of the great province of Rumeli, much of which
was already under Ottoman control by the turn of the sixteenth century.”
During Stileyman’s long reign, the limits of Ottoman sea-based expansion
were also explored and defined (see Fleet, Chapter 2, this volume). Ottoman
bases in the Aegean and Adriatic multiplied, plans to acquire similar bases
in the Indian Ocean seem to have been relinquished, and Siileyman’s fleets
played an episodic but opportunistic role in the struggle for ports and trade in
the western Mediterranean. Perhaps emblematic of this definition of limits is
the fact that while Siilleyman’s reign began with the conquest of Rhodes, an
Ottoman attempt to expel the Hospitallers from Malta failed in 1565, near the
end of the Lawgiver’s reign.

15 Géza Perjés, The Fall of the Medieval Kingdom of Hungary: Mohdcs 1526 — Buda 1541, trans. Mario
Feny6 (Boulder, Colo., 1989), p. 83.

16 Donald Pitcher, An Historical Geography of the Ottoman Empire (Leiden, 1972), with the rel-
evant maps for this era shown in plates 16-24 and 26—29; Paul Magocsi, Historical Atlas of
Central Europe, rev. ed. (Seattle, 2002), esp. plates 9, 10, 14 and 19.
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Selim II, Murad III and Mehmed III (1595-1603): 1566—1603

Siileyman’s death in 1566 while on campaign in Hungary brought his less able
son Selim II to the Ottoman throne. Although the 1566 campaign was suc-
cessful in its conquest of Szigetvar, the loss of the long-reigning Siilleyman
signalled possibilities (both naval and military) for the Christian princes of
Europe. The Ottomans had to keep a wary eye on the Russian tsar Ivan IV
(r. 1547-84), who had an expansionist agenda of his own in Europe. During
the reign of Siileyman, the tsar had advanced his armies into the northern
Caucasus and had meddled in the affairs of Moldavia (an Ottoman vassal
state). Under Selim II, in order to address the Russian threat on their north-
eastern frontier, the Ottomans launched a plan to construct a Don—Volga
canal that would enable a joint naval and military attack on the Russians; but
that endeavour failed in 1569.” While the tsar negotiated with the Safavids
in Iran to promote an alliance against the Porte, the Ottomans engaged in
extensive diplomacy with Poland and Lithuania (joined in a commonwealth
in 1569) in order to contain Russian expansion. In 1572, when the tsar stood
for election to the Polish throne, the Ottomans thwarted his designs, ulti-
mately succeeding in having their Transylvanian vassal, Stephen Bathori, ele-
vated to the Polish kingship (r. 1575-86)." Such negotiations and machinations
illustrate the complex matrix of Euro-Asian alliances which in the sixteenth
century linked powers from western Europe to Central Asia in a set of rela-
tionships that were determined, at least in part, by the expansive agenda of
the Ottoman state.

A direct threat to Selim’s rule also emerged on the Ottomans’ western
frontier. A “Holy League” allying Venice to Don Juan of Austria and other
European contenders was formed and accomplished its signal naval victory
over the Ottoman fleet at Lepanto (off western Greece) in 1571. This vic-
tory was celebrated across Christian Europe as a sign of divine favour in the
context of the many portents of doom and destruction that characterised
the Reformation era. Indeed, the successes of the Ottomans and their rapid
expansion into European territory were viewed as a sign of divine displea-
sure and the need for Christians and their rulers to repent and prepare for the

17 Halil inalcik, “The Origin of the Ottoman-Russian Rivalry and the Don-Volga Canal
(1569)’, Ankara Universitesi Yilligr (1947), 47-110. See also Mykhailo Hrushevsky, History of the
Ukraine-Rus, vol. 7: The Cossack Age to 1625, trans. Bohdan Struminski (Edmonton, 1999), pp.
88-138, and p. 58 on the origins of Cossackdom.

18 Dariusz Kolodziejczyk, Ottoman-Polish Diplomatic Relations (15th—18th Century): An Annotated
Edition of ‘Ahdnames and Other Documents (Leiden, 2000), pp. 269-78.
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Last Days.” But, despite the stunning victory at Lepanto, the Holy League
was ephemeral, and in the same year that their fleet was decimated and their
banners dragged through the sea, the Ottomans finished the conquest of the
Venetian stronghold of Cyprus, thus consolidating their control over the ter-
ritories of the eastern Mediterranean.

When Murad III came to the throne in 1574, the Ottomans were at peace
with both Venice and the Habsburgs. The sultan was thus free to embark, in
1578, on a series of Persian campaigns in a war which would last until 1590.
Once that conflict ended and a truce was secured on their eastern frontier,
the Ottomans reopened hostilities with the Habsburgs. In the broad Balkan
frontier zone, negotiation, accommodation and intimidation of local war-
lords substituted for warfare in the periods of formal peace. But raiding
activities continued on both sides, and in 1501 Ottoman forces took offensive
action in Bosnia. During the subsequent long war of 1593-1606, the Ottomans
lost control of the principalities of Wallachia, Moldavia and Transylvania,
which were returned to the Ottoman fold only through a combination of
force, brokered negotiation and circumstance.* This long war spanned the
reigns of Murad III and Mehmed III and sputtered into the reign of Ahmed I
(r. 1603-17). Mehmed III won a dramatic victory at Mesz4-Keresztes (just west
of the Tisza River, near the western border of Transylvania in October 1596,
the last major battle directed by the sultan himself at a time when Ottoman
monarchs were preparing to withdraw into the palace. Although the sul-
tan marched back to Istanbul in triumph and his victory was celebrated in
Ottoman chronicles, the results of the long war were inconclusive. The bur-
dens of the war and an attack by the Safavid shah Abbas I (r. 1588-1629) in 1603
made the Ottomans anxious to secure peace with the Habsburgs. That peace,
of Zsitvatorok, in November 1606, which included a lump sum payment to
the Ottomans of 200,000 florins, brought to an end half a century of annual
“tribute” payments which the Habsburg ruler had undertaken as part of the
1547 armistice with Sultan Siileyman.>

19 Kenneth Setton, Western Hostility to Islam and Prophecies of Turkish Doom (Philadelphia,
1992); Margaret Meserve, Empires of Islam in Renaissance Historical Thought (Cambridge,
Mass., 2008).

20 Caroline Finkel, The Administration of Warfare: The Ottoman Military Campaigns in Hungary,
1593—1606 (Vienna, 1988), pp. 7—20.

21 Ferenc Szakaly, “The Early Ottoman Period, Including Royal Hungary, 1526-1606’, in A
History of Hungary, ed. Peter Sugar, Péter Hanék and Tibor Frank (Bloomington, Ind., 1994),
Pp. 86, 99; and Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey, vol. 1, pp. 186-8.
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Periodisation

Ottomanist historians have dealt with the periodisation of the sixteenth cen-
tury in a variety of ways.** Halil Inalcik argues that the conquests of Belgrade
in 1521 and Rhodes in 1522 signalled a “new stage in East-West relations” and
a new attitude towards cihad (“holy” war) as the Ottoman state acted “as
the protector of the Moslem world”.? But he emphasises that the role of
protector also extended to the conquered territories in Europe.>* There the
Ottomans administered a system in which “land tenure, the tax system and
the military organization formed an integrated whole”.* For Inalcik, this inte-
grated system was broken at the end of the sixteenth century by a combina-
tion of factors, including the flow of cheap silver from the New World after
1580, the halting of the tide of conquest which disrupted the timar system of
land tenure, and the celali rebellions, which peaked in the years 1595-1610, all
contributing to a period of crisis.* That experience of crisis, with its inter-
nal disorders and desertions, was shared by the Habsburg administration,
which ruled from a distance and never managed firmly to secure the alle-
giance of the Hungarian estates and the notables of Transylvania.” There
seems to be general historiographic agreement regarding the coincidence of
this apparently era-ending crisis and the 1593-1606 Ottoman—Habsburg war.*®
Interpretations of this periodisation, however, vary according to the factors
emphasised. Suraiya Faroghi, for example, examines the concept of “crisis”
but offers a periodisation oriented towards Ottoman relationships with the
major trading partners of the empire.”

22 Halil Inalcik, The Ottoman Empire: The Classical Age, 1300-1600, trans. Norman Itzkowitz and
Colin Imber (London, 1973; reprint, 2001); Colin Imber, The Ottoman Empire, 1300—1650: The
Structure of Power (Basingstoke, 2002), p. 66. Caroline Finkel, Osman’s Dream: The Story of the
Ottoman Empire, 1300—1923 (New York, 2005), p. 114, points to the reign of Selim I as pivotal in
the establishment and securing of empire; see also pp. 195-6.

23 Inalcik, ‘Periods in Ottoman History’, p. 17.

24 See also Viorel Panaite, “The Re‘ayas of the Tributary-Protected Principalities: The Sixteenth
through Eighteenth Centuries’, in Karpat and Zens, Ottoman Borderlands, p. 84, on processes
of incorporation for the tributary principalities of Wallachia, Moldavia and Transylvania.

25 Inalcik, ‘Periods in Ottoman History’, pp. 19-21; also Inalcik and Quataert, An Economic and
Social History of the Ottoman Empire, pp. 15-31.

26 Ibid., pp. 20-1.

27 Szakaly, “The Early Ottoman Period’, pp. 97-8.

28 Finkel, The Administration of Warfare; also Josef Kelenik, “The Military Revolution in Hungary’,
in Ottomans, Hungarians, and Habsburgs in Central Europe: The Military Confines in the Era of
Ottoman Conquest, ed. Géza David and Pal Fodor (Leiden, 2000), pp. 117—59 at p. 146.

29 Suraiya Faroghi, ‘Understandings of History: Political and Economic Crisis in the Beginning
of the New Age’, in Giizel, Oguz and Karatay, The Turks, III, pp. 22-30, esp. pp. 24, 26-7.
Suraiya Faroghi, ‘Crisis and Change, 1500-1699", in Inalcik and Quataert, An Economic and
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It is clear that the long Ottoman-Habsburg war had significant impacts
on the military-administrative castes on both sides, their armies, the fron-
tier populations who directly bore the brunt of the conflict and the imperial
governments faced with maintaining order at home while mobilising money
and supplies to support the war. Yet, if one focuses on trans-Adriatic trade, for
example, or on Ottoman investment in European commercial sectors, the last
quarter of the sixteenth century represents the augmentation of opportunity
rather than a set of territorial stopping points to expansion. The conquest of
towns and the levying of taxes on agriculture are part of the imperial project,
the spoils over which empires struggle. Trade, however, is a force that tran-
scends empires and their wars. Thus, one might imagine Ottoman expansion
in Europe as a measure of the Ottoman polity’s success in exploiting networks
of trade that functioned both within and beyond the reach of imperial centres.
In fact, the sixteenth century is critical for the Ottoman polity’s simultaneous
investment in a wider set of European trans-national relationships and in the
exploitation of a broader and more highly developed network of commercial
operations.” Ottoman capitulations with England in 1580 signalled a new set
of trading relationships just at a time when the economies of the Balkans
were being transformed.”” Ottoman expansion is also measured by the pen-
etration of Ottoman goods into the Graeco-Balkan peninsula and the lands
beyond and the extent to which the Ottomans became an essential part of the
Afro-Eurasian commercial system, both inheriting the mechanisms of trade
utilised by their predecessors, like the Byzantines, the Serbs, and the Genoese,
and devising and implementing their own contributions (for example, in the
silk trade).?* Thus the Ottomans incorporated commercial personnel, space
and goods into their empire and sent their own goods and personnel into the
conquered European territories, where Ottoman commodities, luxury items
and literary and artistic conventions and motifs were integrated into broader

Social History of the Ottoman Empire, p. 467, points out that the long war led to “economic
contraction”. Leslie Peirce, ‘Changing Perceptions of the Ottoman Empire: The Early
Centuries’, Mediterranean Historical Review 19, 1 (June 2004), 6-28, emphasises the reorgani-
sation “of the eastern Mediterranean by the Ottomans between 1453 and 1555~ (p. 23).

30 Mihnea Berindei, ‘L’Empire ottoman et la ‘route moldave’ avant la conquéte de Chilia et de
Cetatea-Alba (1484)", Journal of Turkish Studies 10 (Essays Presented to Halil Inalcik) (1986),
47-72.

31 See Gerald MacLean, The Rise of Oriental Travel: English Visitors to the Ottoman Empire, 1580—
1720 (Basingstoke, 2004), pp. 1—47; Daniel Goffman, Izmir and the Levantine World, 1550—1650
(Seattle, 1990); Gabor Agoston, “The Costs of the Ottoman Fortress-System in Hungary in
the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries’, in David and Fodor, Ottomans, Hungarians, and
Habsburgs in Central Europe, pp. 195228, esp. pp. 221-2.

32 Nurhan Atasoy, Walter Denny, Louise Mackie and Hiilya Tezcan, pek, the Crescent and the
Rose: Imperial Ottoman Silks and Velvets (London, 2001).
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networks and habits of consumption. The Ottoman linking of European and
Asian commercial centres provided an infrastructure within which commer-
cial opportunities could flourish.

The zones, stages and contexts of Ottoman expansion

The historiographic approach to Ottoman space in Europe tends to follow
three general conventions. Beyond the generic categories of Christendom and
Islam, territories are characterised either by their ethno-linguistic identities
(Greek, Hungarian, Albanian), their imperial affiliations (Venetian, Habsburg,
Ottoman), or their degree of incorporation into the Ottoman state (sancaks,
principalities, contested borderlands). These are all useful and important cat-
egories, particularly when they do not anticipate the national identities of a
later era, and yet they do not fully comprise the geographic, logistic and repre-
sentational realities of the sixteenth century. Ottoman Europe can be viewed
as consisting of a set of land and sea salients approached on the basis of their
degree of accessibility. These, in turn, were marked by an enduring set of
routes which linked urban commercial nodes (much like those described by
Janet Abu-Lughod in her version of the thirteenth-century world system) and
defensive fortresses.”? The land part of this region consisted of a broad pen-
insula transected by a formidable riverine system which drew the sea salients
into the land, impeded the march of armies, facilitated communication
and loomed large in the geographic and historic imagination of sixteenth-
century peoples. This land was imagined as attached indelibly to the history
of Christendom and to the imperial ambitions of prospective Eurasian lords.
It was a central core of the commercial (and cultural) pathways connecting
the Mediterranean to the systems of north-south and east-west trade. To
understand Ottoman expansion in Europe, one must thus consider this land
and sea space not only in terms of its ethno-political zones but in terms of its
geographic constraints, its role in early modern conceptualisations of space
and its evolutionary patterns of imperial and extra-imperial identities.

Geographic configurations and zones of operation

Ottoman ambitions and presence in Europe tend to be divided politi-
cally and geographically into discrete but overlapping territories: a zone of
islands and port bases spanning the Aegean and Adriatic coasts; the southern

33 Janet Abu-Lughod, Before European Hegemony: The World System, A.D. 1250—-1350 (New York,
1989).
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Graeco-Balkan peninsula (Rumeli and Greece); the north-western Balkan
peninsula (Hungary, Bosnia, Croatia); the principalities of the north-east
(Transylvania, Wallachia, Moldavia); and a strip of Black Sea coast (Silistre)
that was incorporated into the Ottoman system early on. Rule in these zones
took several major forms: direct incorporation into the Ottoman sancak sys-
tem; rule by acknowledged princes who had considerable leeway in running
the internal affairs of their principalities as long as they submitted militarily
and conceded to demands for money and goods; autonomous tributaries
such as Ragusa (Dubrovnik), a city-state on the Adriatic; a mixed combination
of governance by tribute-paying warlords and Ottoman garrison command-
ers; and lawlessness in the frontier zones (and in many territories not directly
accessible to local or imperial security forces). Banditry (including raiding by
regular military forces and piracy) must be considered one element of gov-
ernance, as it conditioned the relations between imperial powers and those
between local and regional lords and their subjects.

Ottoman expansion can also be divided into inland and coastal forms. Thus
the Ottomans achieved dominance over an island-coast zone in which territo-
ries were not contiguous and access might be interrupted or periodic. A map
of the Adriatic region in 1570, for example, shows a series of Venetian bases
(islands and city-state ports) embedded in a large body of Balkan territory that
had already been incorporated directly into Ottoman sancaks.* Zara, Sebenico,
Cattaro, the Ionian islands and, to the south and east of the Morea, Candia
(Crete) suggest the distinctive nature of islands and coastal spaces, particularly
those separated from inland provinces by mountainous terrain. Such places
were contested space; they required consistent seaborne support and defence.
They might change hands as naval forces approached or withdrew. They reveal
the limits that geography and sea power place on expansion. They also reveal
the limitations of the notion of Europe as a coherent continental space. This
latter point is clearly illustrated by the case of Cyprus, which despite its loca-
tion and incorporation into the Ottoman Empire is often counted as the east-
ernmost outpost of “Europe”. The Black Sea presents a somewhat different
type of sea space. Along its coasts, Ottoman expansion could not be complete
because the empire was never able to control the highly mobile Cossacks and
other peoples whose livelihood was rooted in the river tributaries and the occu-
pations of coastal raiding. And because regular “supervision” of the coasts was
not possible, pirates (and colluding notables) tended to create autonomous
zones of authority that were resistant to Ottoman (or any imperial) control.

34 Magocsi, Historical Atlas of Central Europe, map 14.
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Such a zone was created by the Uskoks in the upper Adriatic.* A different type
of autonomous zone was created by established city-state ports like Ragusa,
which made use of their coastal positions, thick walls, commercial successes
and trans-cultural expertise to ward off incorporation (though not tributary
status) by the big states in this trans-imperial zone >

Another delimiter of expansion, and perhaps the most significant measur-
able boundary between the Ottomans and their primary imperial rivals in
Europe, is the Danube River and its tributaries. The Danube served both to
facilitate and to impede (but more often the latter) the movement of armies
of expansion. Military conflicts were decided on the banks and in the waters
of these rivers, where animals and equipment became mired and stranded,
fleeing armies were trapped and slaughtered by their pursuers, and inven-
tive commanders became expert in the arts of bridge building and the com-
mandeering of boats. Managing the Danubian space was a primary element
of conquest and control. To the east, the Danube separated the incorpo-
rated sancaks of Rumeli from the tributary principalities of Wallachia and
Moldavia. To the north and west, the Danube led to Buda, the Ottomans’
frontier command post, and to Vienna, the enemy capital that their armies
approached but could not seize. The Danube was thus a primary yardstick
by which Ottoman expansion and the movement of peoples and goods were
measured out. Narrating space meant narrating which side of the Danube one
was on. This mighty river also served as a unique type of intermediate river-
ine space that functioned differently from either coastal or inland territories.
It required boats for navigation, provisioning and the transport of troops. In
the Ottoman system, it had its own “admiral”, the “Tuna kapudani”, who was
in charge of the river’s flexible fleet of transports, ferries and armed vessels
(which were built, restored, commandeered and staffed as need required).”

Empires and frontiers

Beyond the physical intersections and divisions of land and sea, Ottoman expan-
sion functioned in a trans-imperial zone, one in which three major contenders

35 See Victor Ostapchuk, “The Human Landscape of the Ottoman Black Sea in the Face of
the Cossack Naval Raids’, in The Ottomans and the Sea, ed. Kate Fleet, Oriente Moderno 20, 1
(2001), 23-95; Catherine Wendy Bracewell, The Uskoks of Senj: Piracy, Banditry, and Holy War
in the Sixteenth Century Adriatic (Ithaca, N.Y., 1992).

36 Inalcik, An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire, pp. 256-70; Nicolaas Biegman,
The Turco-Ragusan Relationship According to the Firmans of Murad III (1575—1595) Extant in the
State Archives of Dubrovnik (The Hague, 1967).

37 Gilles Veinstein, ‘Some Views of Provisioning in the Hungarian Campaigns of Siileyman
the Magnificent’, in Osmanistische Studien zur Wirschafts und Sozialgeschichte in memoriam
Vanco Boskov, ed. H. G. Majer (Wiesbaden, 1986), pp. 177-85 at p. 182.
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strove for territory, influence and control of commerce. As the Ottomans
extended their reach into Europe, they encountered the claims, armies and
sovereign institutions of the Habsburg and Venetian empires in a tripartite
zone sometimes called the Triplex Confinium (Triple Border) region.?® Those
empires, in turn, were embedded in a complex system of rivalries which
linked and divided the powerful states of Europe and Asia. One might argue
that Venice was not a large territorial empire armed with military capabili-
ties equivalent to those of the Ottomans and Habsburgs. Yet Venice was a
prominent naval and commercial power in the sixteenth century, one with far-
flung bases and clients in the eastern Mediterranean, an old hegemon in the
region, whose authority and power extended well beyond that of an autono-
mous city-state. * Venice served as a primary mediator between the Ottoman
Porte and the royal powers of Europe, and it functioned as a European model
for interaction, diplomacy and trade with the sovereign powerhouse that was
the House of Osman. The designation Triplex Confinium thus captures the
nature of both the European zone into which the Ottomans expanded and
the diverse and complex matrix of state relations which affected that expan-
sion.* Beyond the frontier, the empire became a determining factor in the
rivalries of France, England and the Habsburgs to the west and of Russia,
Poland and Lithuania to the north; it was one among the kingdoms in Europe
competing for dominance, territory, religious authority and control of the
flow of goods.

Fortresses

Within this trans-imperial zone, one must focus on fortresses as points of con-
quest and administration. The Ottoman expansion into Europe moved along
specific routes linking those fortress points, both in the interior of the Balkan
peninsula and along the coasts. Such urban-military-commercial nodes faced
off against each other, changed hands periodically and acted as centres for
the establishment of new elites and the diffusion of information and culture.
There, garrison commanders established themselves as local notables and

38 This designation applies to a project of Professors Drago Roksandi¢ and Karl Kaser in
cooperation with the Institute for Croatian History at the University of Zagreb, Abteilung
fiir Stidost-Europdische Geschichte, University of Graz, and the Institute for Southeastern
Europe at Central European University, Budapest.

39 Palmira Brummett, “The Ottoman Empire, Venice, and the Question of Enduring Rivalries’,
in The Evolution of Great Power Rivalries, ed. William Thompson (Columbia, S.C., 1999), pp.
225-53.

40 M. Tayyib Gokbilgin, ‘Kanuni Sultan Siileyman’in Macaristan ve Avrupa Siyasetinin Sebep
ve Amilleri, Gegirdigi Safhalar’, in Kanuni Armagam (Ankara, 1970), Pp- 5-39.
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garrison troops were integrated into the surrounding communities.* If one
visualises Ottoman expansion in terms of such fortress points, the notion of
imperial borders is problematised. Fortresses might be in the hands of local
warlords who submitted to the Ottomans or Habsburgs when it was expedi-
ent to do so but who otherwise acted autonomously. The situation of indi-
vidual frontier fortresses also evolved over the course of the century.* For
example, “in the 1570s, the revenue of the province of Buda covered 89 per
cent of the payments made to the salaried troops in the Ottoman fortresses as
opposed to 28 per cent in 1558-9 and 38 per cent in 1559-60".% Such variations
could affect deeply both the nature of imperial relationships and the ways in
which an individual fortress functioned in the Triplex Confinium. The critical
point, however, is that fortresses, ranging in size from major cities to much
less complex structures, were the stopping and staging points for Ottoman
expansion. They linked the pathways of military mobilisation and communi-
cation. They sheltered subjects, migrants and occupation forces. They were
the focal points of imperial strategy formation. And, in the texts and images
of the early modern era, they served as icons of possessed space.**

Intermediaries

While the physical structures of routes and fortresses delineated the fron-
tier, so too did the activities of intermediaries and the transmission of infor-
mation. The trans-national zone of expansion was one that was crafted and
occupied by an intriguing set of intermediaries whose operational fields,
identities and allegiances were also trans-national. These intermediaries were
of two major types: soldiers of fortune, merchants and entrepreneurs who
moved from one region of opportunity to another, serving multiple masters
in order to advance their own wealth and station, and those who were caught

41 See Szakaly, “The Early Ottoman Period’, pp. 83-92; Rhoads Murphey, Ottoman Warfare,
1500—1700 (New Brunswick, N.J., 1999); Gabor Agoston, Guns for the Sultan: Military Power
and the Weapons Industry in the Ottoman Empire (Cambridge, 2005); Mark Stein, Guarding the
Frontier: Ottoman Border Forts and Garrisons in Europe (London, 2007).

42 Géza Palfty, “The Origins and Development of the Border Defence System against the
Ottoman Empire in Hungary (Up to the Early Eighteenth Century)’, in David and Fodor,
Ottomans, Hungarians, and Habsburgs in Central Europe, pp. 54-6; Géza David, An Ottoman
Military Career on the Hungarian Borders: Kasim Voyvoda, Bey, and Pasha’, in David and
Fodor, Ottomans, Hungarians, and Habsburgs in Central Europe, pp. 265-97; Metin Kunt, The
Sultan’s Servants: The Transformation of Ottoman Provincial Government, 1550—1650 (New York,
1,983), Pp. 88-93, 104—6.

43 Agoston, “The Costs of the Ottoman Fortress-System’, pp. 216-17.

44 Palmira Brummett, “The Fortress: Defining and Mapping the Ottoman Frontier in the 16th—
17th Centuries’, in Frontiers of the Ottoman World: Proceedings of the British Academy, ed.
Andrew Peacock (Oxford, 2009), pp. 30-55.
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up in the processes of conquest and accepted a new master under whose
patronage they could exercise their linguistic, military, administrative or com-
mercial abilities. Military, transport and communication technologies flowed
in multiple directions across the porous boundaries among empires, just as
did the techniques and tropes of literature, art and material culture.”* As the
Ottomans expanded their rule into Europe, they capitalised upon the exper-
tise of artisans, mercenaries, technicians, clergymen, physicians, merchants,
diplomats and dragomen, who in turn benefited from Ottoman wealth, pres-
tige and power. The scope of their operations cannot be examined here, but,
particularly given the early modern and contemporary rhetorics of unbend-
ing religious devotion and divide, it is crucial to keep in mind the complex sys-
tem of individuals who moved between state capitals, conversed in multiple
tongues and participated in multicultural, cross-communal and inter-ethnic
networks of exchange. Despite their conflicts, sovereign states that aspired to
rule in the region shared these networks of exchange and the personnel that
served them. Bishop Antal Verancsics, the Habsburg envoy and a Dalmatian,
for example, could communicate directly in Slavonic with the grand vezir
Sokollu Mehmed Pasa when they were negotiating the Ottoman—Habsburg
peace treaty of 1567.4° Such communications were not unusual, but when a
common language could not be found, translation was a standard of the day —
an important mode of interaction and existence in Ottoman Europe, where
Venetians and Ragusans, in particular, served as expert translators of ways
and things Ottoman, and where multi-lingualism, at least in commercial cen-
tres, had become a way of life.#” The translated word, text and image served
to bridge and violate the physical, imperial, religious and ethno-linguistic bar-
riers of the trans-imperial zone.

The nature of expansion

The effects of Ottoman expansion on the populations and prosperity of
European territories are the subject of considerable historiographic debate.
What can be clearly stated is that the nature and form of Ottoman expansion

45 Rhoads Murphey, "The Ottoman Attitude Towards the Adoption of Western Technology:
The Role of the Efrenci Technicians in Civil and Military Applications’, in Contributions d
Uhistoire économique et sociale de UEmpire ottoman, ed. Jean-Louis Bacqué-Grammont and
Paul Dumont (Louvain, 1983), pp. 217-63.

46 Gustav Bayerle, Ottoman Diplomacy in Hungary: Letters from the Pashas of Buda, 1590—1593
(Bloomington, Ind., 1972), p. 3.

47 Bronwen Wilson, The World in Venice: Print, the City, and Early Modern Identity (Toronto,
2005), pp- 133-255.
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were manifested differently from region to region and within regions. The
factors which affected that differential nature included the longevity and sta-
bility of occupation; status as incorporated, tributary or frontier territory;
proximity to the frontier; the extent of flight, migration, settlement and con-
version of populations; the success of local (and imported) leaders in securing
relative autonomy and privileges; and variations in customary and Ottoman-
imposed administrative practice. Warfare and the machinations of surround-
ing states provided a basic frame within which these factors operated.*®

Conquest and administration

Halil inalcik has delineated the basic stages of Ottoman conquest (physical
conquest, institutional penetration, reorganisation, resistance, assimilation
and legitimation) and the attempts to standardise imperial rule, particularly
under Sultan Stileyman.® As the conquered territories were surveyed (for
example, Rumeli in 1528 and Hungary in 1545-6), sancak beys (sub-province
governors) and kadis (judges) assigned, and sources of revenue recorded, the
Ottoman government attempted to identify, visualise and gain control over
lands and their occupants. It was an onerous process. Ottoman policy was
thus conscious of circumstance and conditions when making the decision
to incorporate territories.>® In the broad frontier zone, Ottoman adminis-
trative practice was flexible and opportunistic, responding to economic and
military exigency as well as to the evolving demands and personalities of its
imperial rivals and the local leaders on the ground to whom the Ottomans
ceded power. Much of the conquered European territory was already accus-
tomed to evolving rule, with a combination of local strongmen, assemblies
of notables, and larger princes ruling from a distance and launching periodic
invasions.” The Ottomans did not break that mode of existence; rather they
adapted it to their own system, manipulating local rule through backing or
withdrawing support from notables and princes. It can be argued, at least

48 See David, Administration in Ottoman Europe’, pp. 83-9.

49 Halil Inalcik, ‘Ottoman Methods of Conquest’, Studia Islamica 2 (1954), 104—29; Halil Inalcik,
“The Turks and the Balkans’, Turkish Review of Balkan Studies 1 (1993), 9—41; Halil Inalcik,
‘State, Sovereignty, and Law during the Reign of Siileyman’, in Siileymdn the Second and His
Time, ed. Halil Inalcik and Cemal Kafadar (Istanbul, 1993), pp. 59-92 at pp. 78, 82—6.

50 Gilles Veinstein, ‘La politique hongroise du Sultan Siileyman et d’'Ibrahim Pacha, 1534’,
CIEPO Osmanl Oncesi ve Osmanli Arastirmalart Uluslararasi Komitesi, VIL. Sempozyumu
Bildirileri, Pe¢: 7-11 Eyliil, 1986, ed. Jean-Louis Bacqué-Grammont, ilber Ortayh and Emeri
van Donzel (Ankara, 1994), pp. 335-80 at pp. 335, 354-5.

51 See Nora Berend, ‘Hungary, “the Gate of Christendom™, in Medieval Frontiers: Concepts
and Practices, ed. David Abulafia and Nora Berend (Aldershot, 2002), pp. 195-215, along with
her introduction in the same volume; Gabor Agoston, ‘A Flexible Empire: Authority and Its
Limits on the Ottoman Frontiers’, in Karpat and Zens, Ottoman Borderlands, pp. 15-29.
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for the sixteenth century, that the Ottomans were more adept than their
Habsburg rivals at enticing, threatening and mollifying the warlords. There
is no irony in the fact that Stephen Bocskai, the Calvinist magnate who was
elected prince of Transylvania and Hungary in 1605, joined the Ottomans in
their war against the Habsburg monarchy to advance his own political and
religious agendas and served as a mediator between the two imperial adver-
saries when the peace of 1606 was negotiated.” In the trans-imperial zone,
the threat of an Ottoman alliance secured important leverage for regional
warlords, who could rescind those affinities once the situation altered.

Moving people

Both sixteenth-century witnesses and modern historians differ significantly
on the extent to which certain areas of Europe were de-populated and devas-
tated by the Ottoman conquests. Certainly some of the reports by contempo-
rary Christian observers are motivated by the desire to show the destructive
nature of the Ottoman regime, but Ottoman documents, too, confirm some
areas of de-population.”* In Ottoman Hungary, the cadre of ruling elites fled
the occupied territories, along with many of the priests.”® Economic and social
structures were radically altered by the flight of the nobility and wealthier
citizens, shifts in the nature of agricultural production and the ascent of the
cattle merchants of the prairie towns to elite status under Ottoman rule.”®
That outcome distinguishes Hungary from many of the Graeco-Balkan ter-
ritories, where local power brokers preserved their positions under Ottoman
rule, populations remained stable or even increased, and gradual or precip-
itous conversion bolstered the Muslim population of garrison troops and
immigrants. Ottoman expansion also entailed the movement of significant
numbers of people in the form of prisoners taken in battle.”” Such prison-
ers might become slaves, freemen or hostages in territories not their own.
Captives constituted part of the booty permitted to soldiers after battle, a

52 Szakaly, “The Early Ottoman Period, Including Royal Hungary, 1526-1606, pp. 98-9.

53 See Géza David, “The Mithimme Defteri as a Source for Ottoman-Habsburg Rivalry in the
Sixteenth Century’, Archivum Ottomanicum 20 (2002), 167—209, esp. pp. 194-5; M. Tayyib
Gokbilgin, ‘Yeni Belgelerin Isig1 Altinda Kanuni Sultan Siileyman Devrinde Osmanli-Venedik
Miinasebetleri’, in Kanuni Armagam, pp. 172-86, esp. 175—7.

54 Inalcik, ‘State, Sovereignty, and Law during the Reign of Siileyman’, p. 86; Barbara Flemming,
‘Public Opinion under Sultan Siileyman’, in inalcik and Kafadar, Siileymdn the Second and His
Time, pp. 49-58, esp. p. 57.

55 David, Administration in Ottoman Europe’, pp. 89—90; also pp. 76, 87-8.

56 Szakaly, “The Early Ottoman Period, Including Royal Hungary, 1526-1606", pp. 88, 92—4.

57 Kritoboulos, History of Mehmed the Conqueror, trans. Charles T. Riggs (Westport, Conn.,
1970), pp. 218—22.
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potentially rich source of money, although, as Barbara Flemming has pointed
out, the price of slaves could fall dramatically after major military operations
which flooded the market.”® This forced “migration” was complemented by
semi-voluntary and voluntary forms of migration, those in which migrants
responded grudgingly or opportunistically to changes in ground-level polit-
ical, commercial and social realities effected by the Ottoman conquests.
Expansion, in terms of its impacts, was thus a relative term. And, as new
scholarship on specific locales and situations reveals variations in the causes
(forced or voluntary migration, economic hardship, political pressure, conver-
sion) and timing of the transformation of populations under Ottoman rule,
the differential effects of expansion are becoming increasingly apparent.®

Islamisation

This region of intensive rivalries included a component of religious struggle
that transcends the notion of confrontation between Christianity and Islam.
There is no conclusive answer to the question of the scope of religious moti-
vation for Ottoman expansion in Europe. The terms “cihad” or “holy war”
often mask a complex set of objectives and rationales for conquest or con-
version.® Yet the sixteenth century does seem to have been an era marked
by an intensive confrontation of apocalyptic religious ideologies and their
accompanying rhetorics and structural changes.” While the Reformation is
not a subject that will be treated here, it is important to keep in mind that
the Islamisation of Ottoman Europe in the sixteenth century took place
in the context of that ferocious ideological struggle.®> The Ottomans were
aware of both the political and rhetorical opportunities contingent upon the
Reformation, a confrontation which affected the ordering of alliances, the

58 Flemming, ‘Public Opinion under Sultan Siileyman’, p. s5.

59 For example, Nenad Moacanin, Town and Country on the Middle Danube, 1526—1690 (Leiden,
2006).

60 Cemal Kafadar, Between Two Worlds: The Construction of the Ottoman State (Berkeley, 1995),
pp- 55-8, 7981, 109—20.

61 See Tijana Krstic, ‘[luminated by the Light of Islam and the Glory of the Ottoman
Sultanate: Self-Narratives of Conversion to Islam in the Age of Confessionalization’,
Comparative Studies on Society and History 51 (2009), 35-63; Fleischer, ‘Shadows of Shadows:
Prophecy in Politics in 1530s Istanbul’; Pal Fodor, “The View of the Turk in Hungary: The
Apocalyptic Tradition and the Legend of the Red Apple in Ottoman-Hungarian Context’,
in Les Traditions Apocalyptiques au Tournant de la Chute de Constantinople, Actes de la Table
Ronde d’Istanbul (13—14 avril 1996), ed. Benjamin Lellouch and Stéphane Yérasimos (Istanbul,
1999), pp. 99-131.

62 Ferenc Szakaly, “The Early Ottoman Period, Including Royal Hungary, 1526-1606°, notes
that the population of Hungary was 9o per cent Protestant by 1600. See also Peter Sugar,
Southeastern Europe under Ottoman Rule, 1354—1804 (Seattle, 1977), pp. 153-5.
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movement of peoples and the interpretation of their own role in European
history. In the context of the Reformation, the Ottoman conquests made the
possibilities for religious identity in Europe even more expansive.

The Christian identity of Ottoman Europe is something that was taken for
granted in early modern sermon literature and literary sources from the lands
ruled by Christian kings. Such sources often viewed the Ottoman occupation
as temporary, even after a hundred years. But with Ottoman expansion came
Islamisation, a process which challenged the presumption of Christian iden-
tity for this part of Europe.® In the fifteenth century, members of the military
gentry and warrior castes in the conquered European territories were assimi-
lated into the Ottoman military administrative class (askeri).** The Ottomans
also used forced deportation and settlement to consolidate their power over
newly conquered lands. Muslim immigrants (besides garrison troops) arrived
with the conquerors, making their presence felt in the cities and along the
routes where Ottoman administration was most direct and consistent. Recent
scholarship has illuminated the complex processes by which European pop-
ulations in the sixteenth century were made “Ottoman”, including the dif-
ferential, temporary, tangential and gendered nature of many conversions.®
Islamisation took place in part through the “diffusion of Islamic institutions”
such as pious endowments (vakif) and dervish convents.® It included trans-
formations of political, national, local, occupational and ethno-linguistic as
well as religious identity. “Conversion”, literally the process of “turning”,
might reflect conviction, secure financial advantage, be an attendant effect of
marriage, indicate a change of masters or follow upon enslavement, captivity
and hostage taking (as was the case with the Ottoman devsirme, the state levy

63 See Ronald Jennings, Christians and Muslims in Ottoman Cyprus and the Mediterranean World,
1571-1640 (New York, 1993); Machiel Kiel, ‘Ottoman Sources for the Demographic History and
the Process of Islamisation of Bosnia-Hercegovina and Bulgaria in the Fifteenth-Seventeenth
Centuries: Old Sources, New Methodology’, International Journal of Turkish Studies 10 (2004),
93-119. Halil Inalcik, ‘State, Sovereignty, and Law During the Reign of Siileyman’, pp. 85-6,
using the work of Barkan, estimates the Muslim population of the Balkans between 1520 and
1535 as approximately one-fifth of the population. See also Sugar, Southeastern Europe under
Ottoman Rule, pp. 50-2; David, Administration in Ottoman Europe’, p. 76.

64 Inalcik, ‘Ottoman Methods of Conquest’, pp. 113-15.

65 Rossitsa Gradeva, ‘On Kadis of Sofia, 16th—-17th centuries’, in Rossitsa Gradeva, Rumeli under

the Ottomans, 15th—18th Centuries: Institutions and Communities (Istanbul, 2004), pp. 67-106 at

p. 103; Antonina Zhelyazkova, ‘Islamization in the Balkans as an Historiographical Problem:

The Southeast-European Perspective’, in Adanir and Faroghi, The Ottomans and the Balkans,

pp. 223-65; Natalie Rothman, ‘Becoming Venetian: Conversion and Transformation in the

Seventeenth-Century Mediterranean’, Mediterranean Historical Review 21, 1 (2006), 39—75.

Rossitsa Gradeva, ‘Researching the Past and the Present of Muslim Culture in Bulgaria:

The “Popular” and “High” Layers’, in Gradeva, Rumeli under the Ottomans, pp. 13362, esp.

Pp. 142, 145.

6

[

66



Ottoman expansion in Europe, ca. 1453-1606

of non-Muslim subject boys).” Through such variant forms of conversion,
the long sixteenth century served as an era of singular transformation, at least
for some of the conquered territories of Europe.®®

Despite the climate of religious transformation and Ottoman policies
of settlement, however, Islamisation was hardly the primary motive for
Ottoman expansion in Europe. Rhoads Murphey has noted, for example,
that the Ottoman annexation of Hungary in 1541 was “fully intelligible ...
as a case-specific adjustment to the new realities that had begun to typify the
changing political order of sixteenth-century Europe”. Murphey character-
ises Siileyman’s reign as a time of both “change and changing perspectives”
spurred on, after the Habsburg emperor Charles V’s 1535 expedition against
Tunis, by the increasingly pressing need to confront “the new European
Habsburg superpower”.® That change was rooted in an appreciation for the
rhetorics of religious legitimation, but it was forged in the context of imperial
competition. The historian Alfonso Ulloa, in his Le Historie di Europa, pub-
lished in Venice in 1570, explained Siileyman’s 1566 invasion of Hungary in
terms similar to Murphey’s. Ulloa notes that the sultan had pondered the
conquest of Hungary for many years. More specifically, he cites the following
reasons for the invasion: Stileyman had lost at sea by failing to take Malta and
thus turned his attention to the land; the emperor, Maximilian II (r. 1564-76),
had both denied the sultan the tribute that was due him and occupied cer-
tain territories of Hungary and Transylvania; and finally, Siileyman was not
accustomed to abandoning those to whom he had commitments, like his trib-
utary John Sigismund Zapolya (r. 1540—71) in Transylvania. Thus, the situation
compelled military action; the sultan’s “dignity and grandeur” were at stake.”
Ulloa does not dispense with the language of religion in his history, but, for

67 Anton Minkov, Conversion to Islam in the Balkans, pp. 37-56, 66-109, suggests enhanced rural

conversion beginning in the later sixteenth century. See also Klara Hegyi, ‘Freed Slaves as

Soldiers in the Ottoman Fortresses in Hungary’, in Ransom Slavery along the Ottoman Borders

(Early Fifteenth—Early Eighteenth Centuries), ed. Géza David and Pal Fodor (Leiden, 2007), pp.

85—91.

Rossitsa Gradeva, ‘Orthodox Christians in the Kadi Courts: The Practice of the Sofia Sheriat

Court, Seventeenth Century’, in Gradeva, Rumeli under the Ottomans, pp. 165-94 at pp.

170-1.

69 Rhoads Murphey, ‘Siilleyman I and the Conquest of Hungary: Ottoman Manifest Destiny or
a Delayed Reaction to Charles V’s Universalist Vision?’, Journal of Early Modern History s, 3
(2001), 197221 at pp. 219—20. See also Giilru Necipoglu, ‘Siilleyman the Magnificent and the
Representation of Power in a Context of Ottoman-Habsburg-Papal Rivalry’, Art Bulletin 71
(1989), 401-27.

70 Alfonso Ulloa, Le Historie di Europa (Venice, 1570), pp. 3—4; Pietro Bizari, Historia di Pietro
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Turchi: Con la narratione di tutte cose che sono avvenute in Europa, dall anno 1564, infino all’anno
1568 (Lyon, 1569), p. 2.
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him, honour, loyalty and the urge to conquest sufficed to explain Ottoman
expansion under Stileyman.

Certainly the ideology of religious confrontation cannot be ignored as a
significant factor in the legitimation of empire. The language of dariilislam
versus dariilharb (the realm of Islam versus the realm of war) was consis-
tently present in Ottoman rhetorical constructions and celebrations of self, as
the chronicler Nesri (d. ca. 1520) illustrated for the conquests of Smederevo
(Semendire) and Lesbos (Midilli) in 1460 and 1462, respectively. Nesri wrote
that: “the churches were turned into mosques” and “the deserted houses of
the infidels were shared out among the Muslims”.”* But eastern Europe did
not fit neatly into that polarised division of space. In fact, in the sixteenth cen-
tury one might even suggest that the Ottomans in Europe were an inherent
political and cultural element of “Christendom”. Ottoman expansion in the
Balkans was a measure of the economic imperative to secure more and better
resources (cities, customs posts, agricultural lands, mines, forests) and of the
imperial imperative (enshrined in Ottoman origin myths) to acquire for the
dynasty and its peoples a rich and determinedly Islamic empire embracing
many lands and peoples. The success of that imperial endeavour was sup-
ported by powerful religious institutions and by the actions of individuals
and groups whose piety, communal allegiance and sophistication of religious
belief are often difficult to measure. More readily apprehensible are the ways
in which the Ottomans articulated and deployed the rhetorics of Islamic glory
to intimidate their enemies, inspire their armies and mobilise support among
the empire’s Muslim subjects.

Rhetorics: The narratives and visuals of expansion

One critical element of Ottoman expansion is its narration and reception —
the ways in which conquering, settling and integrating (or not integrating)
were told and visualised. This is an area of study which still requires much
elaboration, but there exist a set of what one might call artefacts of expan-
sion that tell, read and translate the process for victors, vanquished and those
viewing at a distance. Such artefacts include campaign chronicles and other
celebrations of sovereignty, appeals for conversion, treaties, sermons, maps,
broadsheets, “news” pamphlets and other ephemera.”> Such sources reflect

71 Mehmed Nesri, Kitdb-1 Cihan-Niimd: Nesri Tarihi, ed. Faik Resit Unat and Mehmed Kéymen,
2 vols. (Ankara, 1995), vol. 2, pp. 737, 761.

72 See Palmira Brummett, “The Lepanto Paradigm Revisited: Knowing the Ottomans in the
Sixteenth Century’, in Cultural Encounters: Europe, the Ottomans, and the Mediterranean World,
ed. A. Contadini and C. Norton (Farnham, Surrey, forthcoming) on maps and ‘news’.
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the perspectives of a set of interested audiences for whom narratives of the
Ottoman conquest, occupation and incorporation were shaped to fit a series
of objectives or ideological positions. They convey the “memory” and the
“experience”, direct or indirect, of Ottoman expansion.

Memory, reputation and the projection of power

In a 1493 letter to Pope Alexander VI, the bishop of Nin (in Croatia, near
Zadar), Juraj Divni¢, wrote of the nature of Ottoman expansion:

Thus the first and chief reason for the Turks’ sorties into the region, in my opinion,
is this: an insatiable appetite for the slaughter of the faithful and the avid desire to
seize power over the entire world. And then, the abundance of estates and men
nurtured and fed by fertile Bosnia. Bosnia, I say, is the best of all regions and can be
measured against any in human memory, a rich country with an abundance of all
that human life requires.”

Divni¢’s ordering of Ottoman motives is in line with European rhetorics of
the time, stressing cihad over ambitions for world power and the desire to con-
trol economically prosperous regions. The bishop employed fear, citing the
“appetite for slaughter”, to catch the imagination of his audience as Christian
Europe confronted the Ottoman advance.

Divni¢ also invoked “human memory”, an essential element of the
“telling” of Ottoman expansion in Europe which was linked to the depreda-
tions of earlier conquerors like the “Scythians”. For the historians and spir-
itual advisors of the Christian kings, the territories the Ottomans seized in
Europe were an indelible part of the Christendom of both recent and dis-
tant memory and of a “classical” history which they claimed as their own.
These were the lands where Alexander set his gaze towards Persia and where
the church took shape. European texts and images stamped the memories of
Christendom (and of Greece and Rome) onto their maps of eastern Europe,
insisting that the conquests of the Ottomans were temporary or disregarding
them entirely.™

For the Ottomans, the projection of power was also rooted in the claims
of history and memory. The conquest of Rumeli and its hinterlands was part
of a prophetic vision of Islamic conquest reaching for the “golden apples”

73 Quoted in Snjezana Buzov, ‘Ottoman Perceptions of Bosnia as Reflected in the Works of
Ottoman Authors Who Visited or Lived in Bosnia’, in Ottoman Bosnia: A History in Peril, ed.
Marcus Koller and Kemal Karpat (Madison, Wis., 2004), p. 85.

74 Palmira Brummett, ““Turks” and “Christians”: The Iconography of Possession in the
Depiction of the Ottoman-Venetian-Habsburg Frontiers, 1550-1689°, in The Religions of
the Book: Christian Perceptions, 1400-1660, ed. Matthew Dimmock and Andrew Hadfield
(Basingstoke, 2008), pp. 110-39 at pp. 118—24.

69



PALMIRA BRUMMETT

of Vienna and Rome. The Greek chronicler turned servant of the sultan,
Kritoboulos, began the dedication of his history of Mehmed the Conqueror
by invoking human memory and the “everlasting remembrance” that accrued
to kings through the writing of histories. He proposed to address the injustice
done to his Ottoman master’s name by the fact that:

.... the deeds of others, petty as they are in comparison to yours, should be better
known and more famed before men because done by Greeks and in Greek history,
while your accomplishments, vast as they are, and in no way inferior to those of
Alexander the Macedonian ... should not be set forth in Greek to the Greeks, nor
passed on to posterity for the undying praise and glory of your deeds.”

Kritoboulos here refers to the ongoing Eurasian competition for place in
the memories of the people, the sagas of the poets and the chronicles of
the historians. He goes on to point out different kinds of expansion, accom-
plished through new territory taken in battle (Istanbul), through peace-
ful transfer (the islands of Imbros, Lemnos and Thasos, formerly subject
to the Byzantine emperor) or through the forced submission of rebellious
tributaries.” In the latter case, conciliation might be accepted or retribution
demanded, depending on the recalcitrance of the tributary. While the forms
of conquest might differ, Kritoboulos’s ultimate message, unsurprisingly, is
that expansion is the prerogative of emperors; it aggrandizes their empires
and guarantees, or should guarantee, their place in the recorded histories of
the world.

Spheres of operation and imagination

One can thus view Ottoman expansion in terms of spheres of operation
and spheres of imagination. For Ottoman chroniclers, the spheres of oper-
ation are the realms of foreign kings (outside the empire), regional lords,
and local authorities. Expansion is counted fortress by fortress.”” And while
territory is often crafted in terms of generic religious blocks, such as the
land of the infidels (diyar-1 kiiffar), within that broad classification there are
many designations, including the land of the Franks (diyar-1 Firenc) or the
Venetian land (diyar-1 Venedik).”® Chroniclers also emphasise the divisions

75 Kritoboulos, History of Mehmed the Conqueror, p. 3.

76 Ibid., pp. 71-80, 86, 98-104, 145—7 and 21115 (Illyria). See also Heath Lowry, Fifteenth Century
Ottoman Realities: Christian Peasant Life on the Aegean Island of Limnos (Istanbul, 2002).

77 Ibrahim Pegevi (ca. 1572-1650), Pecevi Tarihi, ed. and transcription Bekir Sitki Baykal, 2 vols.
(Ankara, 1981-82), for example vol. 1, pp. 178-91.

78 Kemalpasazade (Ibn Kemal), Tevarih-i Al-i Osman, VIII Defter, ed. Ahmet Ugur, (Ankara,
1997), Pp- 143, 214.
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between land and sea, with the land as the default and the sea as a separate
category.””

The Ottomans, like other conquerors before them, participated in the
rhetorics of intimidation. They wished, as the chronicler Celalzade Mustafa
(ca. 1490-1567) put it, to inspire “fear and awe” (korku ve dehset) among the
“kings of Europe and the Christian countries” (Avrupa kirallari ve hiristiyan
iilkeleri).®> Celalzade, who served the Ottoman regime for over half of the
sixteenth century, does not simply incorporate these tropes of dominance
into his history of Sultan Selim I but provides a glimpse into the Ottoman
conception of Europe and its categories of territorial space. When Selim con-
quered his archenemy, the Safavid Shah Isma‘il, the news of conquest had to
be delivered to all the relevant rulers. Letters were written:

... to the kadis of the capital cities (hiikumet merkezi), Constantinople, Edirne and
prosperous Bursa and to other governors (hakimleri) of the Muslims; to the sancaks
of Mora, Bosna, Semendire and Hersek, on the borders (serhad) of Islam; to the
attendant tributaries (mayyet hizmetlileri) who pay the hara¢, the Wallachian and
Moldavian beys; and among the mighty and fortunate sovereigns (sultanlardan), to
the fortunate han of the Tatar country; and among the Christian kings, to those of
the Polish, Czech, Russian and Hungarian countries (vilayetleri); and among the
island kingdoms of Europe, to the beys of Chios and Venice.*

This passage places those who wield power in Europe in a hierarchy defined
first and foremost by their relationship to the Ottoman Porte, then by their
faith, their functioning as border territories and, finally, their island nature.
Celalzade neatly summarised the possibilities for articulating space and status.
Edirne, notably, is one of the “capital cities of Islam”; its location in Europe
does not differentiate it from Bursa in Anatolia or the continent-spanning
Istanbul. The Tatar Han enjoys special status as a Muslim, separate from that
of other tributaries, while Hungary is just one among several Christian king-
doms, undistinguished by its role as pre-eminent rival in the west or by its

79 For example, ibid., pp. 205, 144-45; Kemalpasazade, Tevarih-i Ali Osman, X Defter, ed.
Sefaettin Severcan (Ankara, 1996), p. 247.

80 Celalzade Mustafa, Selim-name, ed. Ahmet Ugur and Mustafa Cuhadar (Ankara, 1990), p. 444.
See also Christine Woodhead, Ta'liki-zade’s sehname-i hiimayin: A History of the Ottoman
Campaign into Hungary, 1593—94 (Berlin, 1983), pp. 39, 197-9.

81 Celalzade Mustafa, Selim-name, p. 382. See also Jan Schmidt, ‘Mustafd ‘Ali of Gallipoli, a
Moralistic Littérateur on History and the Contemporary Ottoman World’, in Jan Schmidt,
The Joys of Philology: Studies in Ottoman Literature, History and Orientalism (1500-1923), vol. I:
Poetry, Historiography, Biography, and Autobiography (Istanbul, 2002), pp. 130-1; David, “The
Miihimme Defteri as a Source for Ottoman-Habsburg Rivalry’, pp. 167209, esp. 191—2; Viorel
Panaite, The Ottoman Law of War and Peace: The Ottoman Empire and Tribute Payers (New
York, 2000).
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proximity to the Ottoman frontier. Interestingly, Chios and Venice are both
mentioned as significant island territories despite the radical differences in
their power and location vis-a-vis the imperial centre. Addressing events of
the early sixteenth century but crafted at a time when the Ottomans had con-
solidated their hold over the Graeco-Balkan peninsula, Celalzade’s history
reinforces the notion that religion-of-state was only one category among sev-
eral employed for the classification of space. It also reinforces the notion that
the sea salient was a category inherently distinct from the default category of
inland space (or space approached from the land).*

Proclaiming conquest was an official act, designed to consolidate alle-
giances, moderate resistance, legitimise rule, confirm the hierarchy of status
and secure one’s coveted place in historical consciousness and memory. To
accomplish the latter task, such proclamations had to be set down and illus-
trated in text and image. Thus, for example, the famous Hiinername (Book of
Accomplishments) of Lokman ibn Seyyid Hiiseyin (d. 1601 or 1602) may be
viewed as an elaborate and celebratory presentation of conquest and its atten-
dant chain of submission rituals, from “accession ceremonies to battlefield
acts of fidelity”.® But elaborate books took time to compose and decorate,
so in the aftermath of conquest more expeditious notifications were sent out,
as Celalzade suggests, to friend and foe alike. The historian Kemalpasazade
notes that in 1526 concise and detailed conquest announcements (fethnames)
were written and couriers were sent far and wide with the good news “to
Bogdan, Eflak, Desti-Kipcak, East and West, to the people of Islam, the Arabs,
the Persians and the Turks”.®* The news, of course, might be construed as
good or bad, depending on the audience. Beyond such official missives, how-
ever, news travelled even more swiftly through informal channels, borne on

82 Imber, The Ottoman Empire, 1300-1650, pp. 287-308; Ismail Hakki Uzungarsih, Osmanh
Devletinin Merkez ve Bahriye Teskilati (Ankara, 1984), pp. 389-546, esp. 420—36.

83 Palmira Brummett, “The Early Modern Ottoman Campaign: Containing Violence,
Commemorating Allegiance, and Securing Submission’, Eurasian Studies 3, 1 (2004), 1-24;
Palmira Brummett, A Kiss Is Just a Kiss: Rituals of Submission along the East—-West Divide’,
in Cultural Encounters between East and West, 1453-1699, ed. Matthew Birchwood and Matthew
Dimmock (Newcastle-Upon-Tyne, 2005), pp. 107-31; Nicolas Vatin and Gilles Veinstein, Le
Sérail ébranlé: Essai sur les morts, dépositions et avénements des sultans ottomans XIVe-XIXe
siécle (Paris, 2003).

84 Kemalpasazade, Tevarih-i Al-i Osman, X Defter, p. cxv (summary); Veinstein, ‘La politique
hongroise du Sultan Siileymén et d’Ibrahim Pacha, 1534’, p. 373. See also Cafer Iyani, Tevdrih-i
Cedid-i Vildyet-i Ungiiriis (Osmanli-Macar Miicadelesi Tarihi, 1585-1595), ed. Mehmet Kiriscioglu
(Istanbul, 2001), p. 9; Faik Resit Unat, Osmanl Sefirleri ve Sefaretnameleri (Ankara, 1968), pp.
221-38; Christine Woodhead, ‘Ottoman Historiography on the Hungarian Campaigns: 1596,
the Eger Fethnamesi’, in Bacqué-Grammont, Ortayli and van Donzel, CIEPO Osmanh Oncesi
ve Osmanli Arastirmalari Uluslararasi Komitesi, pp. 469-77.
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the lips of merchants, spies, clergymen and other travellers. News signalled
the approach of armies and conditioned the conduct of diplomacy® And
once news arrived, via whatever source, people talked, and new versions of
the Ottoman expansion were created.

Conclusion

The end of the sixteenth century does not signal the end of Ottoman expan-
sion but rather an advanced integration of the Ottoman Empire into a
European state system that had itself undergone intense political and ideolog-
ical transformation. That integration must be understood in the context of
contemporary conceptualisations of territory. Just as sixteenth-century texts
visualised regional spaces, both coastal and inland, as a system of routes and
city-nodes negotiated through stages of travel, conquest and legitimation, so
must historiographic approaches take into account those rhetorical and ref-
erential frames. The Ottomans and their rivals envisioned the trans-imperial
zone as one crafted in terms of accessibility, resources and opportunities for
optimal glory achieved preferably at containable costs. The documentation
for this Ottoman imperial venture may focus primarily on the mundane (cen-
sus and tax records) and the thrilling (accounts of battle confrontation and
holy war), but expansion was a process of negotiation populated by some-
times remote rulers, local wielders of power, and trans-imperial subjects, all
of whom had to exercise flexibility in order to ensure success. Islamisation
in this context must be considered not only as a question of communal or
“national” allegiance but as a question of spatial identity, conditioned by the
nature of cross-cultural contacts, levels of imperial and institutional interven-
tion, and access to mobility. Ottoman expansion is also a question of trans-
lation: the modes by which imperial power was projected, allegiances forged
and news disseminated.

85 David, “The Mithimme Defteri as a Source for Ottoman-Habsburg Rivalry’, pp. 189, 199.
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In contrast to the lands to the west, what surrounded the Ottoman state to
the north, south and east were political structures which had the same reli-
gious, ethnic and/ or cultural roots. Thus eastward expansion was not for the
Ottomans merely a territorial or economic matter but was, more importantly,
a struggle to establish and strengthen their own existence and legitimacy.

Expansion and control in Anatolia

Once he became master of Istanbul, Mehmed II turned his eyes to the pros-
perous regions of Anatolia, whose production and wealth were described
by his contemporary Tursun Bey as beyond calculation.” Motivated by the
need to ensure the security of his newly conquered capital and the desire to
control the trade routes, as well as other economic resources of the region,*
Mehmed’s initial target was the Black Sea coast, and in 1460 he attacked
the strongly fortified Genoese colony of Amasra. Surprised, according to
Asikpasazade, that neither his father nor grandfather had taken it before, for
the town was a refuge for runaway slaves and a centre for piracy which caused
much damage to the surrounding population, he laid siege to it by land and
sea.’ Realising that if they were to resist, the Ottomans would “enslave our
wives and daughters, possess them, crumble our arrows in their hands, flatten
our bows, cut off our heads with our own swords, and hang their own swords
round our necks”, the Genoese acknowledged the wisdom of handing over
the castle before any of this happened to them.*

1 Tursun Bey, Tdrih-i Ebii’l-Feth, ed. Mertol Tulum (Istanbul, 1977), p. 41.

2 Selahattin Tansel, Osmanlh Kaynaklarina Gore Fatih Sultan Mehmed’in Siyasi ve Askeri Faaliyeti
(Ankara, 1999), p. 249.

3 Tursun Bey, Fatih’in Tarihi, Tarih-i Ebul Feth, ed. Ahmet Tezbasar (Istanbul, n.d.), p. 83;
Asikpasazade, Agik Pasazade Osmanogullar’mn Tarihi, ed. Kemal Yavuz and M. A. Yekta Sara¢
(Istanbul, 2003), bab 131, p. 502.

4 Asikpasazade, Osmanogullar’nin Tarihi, bab 131, p. 503.
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After the conquest of Amasra, Mehmed informed his grand vezir Mahmud
Pasa that he had three aims in mind, the fulfilment of which he hoped that God
would grant him: the conquest of territory of the Isfendiyarogullar, which
included Kastamonu and Sinop; of Koylu Hisar; and of Trabzon (Trebizond).
These aims, he explained, “really trouble me, their image is always before my
eyes and they remain engraved on my heart”.> Quite when Mehmed intended
to attack these territories is not, however, clear, for he was not given to reveal-
ing such details, replying on one occasion when asked about the destination
of his land and sea forces, “if I knew that one of the hairs of my beard had
learned my secret [i.e., this information], I would pull it out and consign it to
the flames”.

“Secretive and irascible”” in Doukas’s words, Mehmed in fact launched
his next campaign eastwards in 1461 against ismail Bey, the ruler of the
Isfendiyarogullari, whose lands included the rich copper mines of Sinop
and Kastamonu.® Although Ismail assumed that the campaign’s target was
Trabzon, the last remaining Byzantine state ruled by the Komnenos fam-
ily, Mehmed'’s aim, before attacking Trabzon, was in fact Sinop. Situated, as
Kritoboulos noted, “at the favorable point on the Asiatic coast of the Euxine
Sea”, it had secure harbours that would form a good base for his fleet for the
projected attack on Trabzon and the eastern Black Sea coast. Further, its posi-
tion “in the midst of the territory of the Sultan” but not under Ottoman con-
trol was, in Mehmed’s estimation, dangerous “from many standpoints”.®

Mahmud Pasa thus despatched a fleet of 100 ships to Sinop.” While the
fleet was en route, he sent a letter to Ismail Bey informing him that the fleet’s
destination was Trabzon and requesting troops. [smail, unaware of the dan-
ger to his own territory, sent soldiers under the command of his son Hasan
Bey, who, on his arrival at the Ottoman camp, was seized and his sancak of
Kastamonu granted to Kizil Ahmed Bey, [smail’s brother, who had fled to the
Ottomans when Ismail had become bey of Isfendiyar and had received Bolu

5 Ibid., bab 132, p. 504. Mehmed’s intention of conquering Koylu Hisar before the campaign
against Trabzon, as related by Asikpasazade, has been questioned by Yasar Yiicel, who argues
that Mehmed II made his decision to attack the Akkoyunlu territories while en route to
Trabzon. See Yasar Yiicel, ‘Fatih’in Trabzon'u Fethi Oncesinde Osmanli-Trabzon-Akkoyunlu
lliskileri’, Belleten 49, 194 (1986), 287311 at Pp. 304-9.

Doukas, Decline and Fall of Byzantium to the Ottoman Turks, ed. and trans. Harry J. Magoulias
(Detroit, 1975), p. 258.

7 Ibid., p. 258.

8 Kritoboulos, History of Mehmed the Conqueror, trans. Charles T. Riggs (Westport, Conn.,
1954), p. 166; Kate Fleet, European and Islamic Trade in the Early Ottoman State: The Merchants
of Genoa and Turkey (Cambridge, 1999), pp. 115-16.

Kritoboulos, History, p. 168.

10 Asikpasazade, Osmanogullar’mn Tarihi, bab 132, p. 505.
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as his sancak.” Kizil Ahmed Bey was not, however, to remain in this position
for long, for Mehmed, wanting direct control of these strategically important
lands, removed him and appointed him instead as sancak beyi of Mora, thus
effectively distancing him from Anatolia. Kizil Ahmed did not comply with
this arrangement and instead took refuge with Uzun Hasan, the ruler of the
Akkoyunlu state and the main Ottoman rival in Anatolia.” With the Ottoman
seizure of Kastamonu, [smail escaped to Sinop but was forced to surrender to
Ottoman forces which laid siege to the city by land and sea” and was granted,
on his request, the sancak of Yenisehir, inegol and Yarhisar in the vilayet of
Bursa. After the defection of Kizil Ahmed to Uzun Hasan, Mehmed, wishing
to ensure that Ismail would not behave as his brother had, moved him from
Yenisehir to Filibe (Plovdiv), in modern Bulgaria, where he died of natural
causes.™

With the economically and strategically important Isfendiyar territory
under his direct control, Mehmed moved on towards Trabzon, taking the
strategically important castle of Koylu Hisar, near Sivas, en route. The
Ottomans had earlier attempted to take the castle from the Akkoyunlu and,
having failed to do so, had, following Mehmed’s orders, plundered the lands
around, devastating the region and burning the villages in order “to prevent
any productivity for many years to come”."

In October 1461, Mehmed laid siege to Trabzon, the capital city of the
Komnenoi, whose state stretched from Giresun to Batum and its hinterland.
This was not the first Ottoman attempt to take Trabzon, that during the reign
of Murad IT having failed when a storm at sea forced the fleet to abandon the
attempt. As a result of an Ottoman attack under Hizir Bey, the lala (tutor)
of Bayezid II, in 1456 the emperor John IV was forced to pay tribute of 2,000
gold pieces to the Ottomans, a sum increased to 3,000 in 1458. At the same
time, John married his daughter Katherine, later known as Despina Hatun,
to Uzun Hasan, with the expectation of using his new son-in-law against the
Ottomans if necessary.*

John’s brother and successor, David, who came to power in 1458, ceased
paying the tribute in 1460, relying on the support of Uzun Hasan, who saw

1 Ibid., bab 132, pp. 505-6.

12 Ibid., bab 135, p. 511.

13 Ibid., bab 132, pp. 504-8; Ismail Hakki Uzungcarsili, Osmanh Tarihi, II. Cilt (Ankara, 2006), pp.
49-50.

14 Asikpasazade, Osmanogullar’mn Tarihi, bab 132, pp. 506—7; bab 135, pp. 511-12.

15 Ibid., bab 134, pp. 509-10.

16 Uzungarsili, Osmanh Tarihi, II, p. 52; William Miller, Trebizond — The Last Greek Empire of the
Byzantine Era, 1204-1461 (Chicago, 1969), pp. 87—9.
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Trabzon as part of his sphere of influence, and even, using Uzun Hasan as his
spokesman, went as far as to demand that Mehmed return what had previ-
ously been paid.” In this period when David was attempting to build a for-
midable block against the Ottomans, Ludovico da Bologna was sent by Pope
Pius II to Trabzon and Georgia in search of an alliance against the Ottomans
in the east.” In a letter dated 22 April 1459 to the Duke of Burgundy, Philip the
Good, Uzun Hasan and the lords of Karaman and Sinop, as well as David of
Trabzon, who was said to be willing to provide 30 biremes and 20,000 men,
appear together in a list of Christian princes of the region who were ready to
form a bloc against the Ottomans.” Although purported to have been written
by David, the letter was probably not in fact by him.>* Nevertheless, negotia-
tions of some sort clearly were taking place, for Kritoboulos noted that as
long as the rulers of Trabzon remained peaceful and paid tribute, they had
no problem with the sultan. Once they became rebellious, however, refusing
to pay tribute and allying themselves with other rulers of the region, such as
the Armenians, the Akkoyunlu and the Georgians, and began plotting against
the Ottomans, then the sultan determined to forestall them and gain mastery
over them before they could start a rebellion.>

For the Komnenoi, the outcome was disastrous, and David surrendered
Trabzon to Mehmed after a short siege, other territory east of Trabzon fall-
ing at the same time. David and his family were transferred® to lands granted
them by Mehmed in Rumeli.?» Two years later, David, his sons and his nephew
were executed for intriguing, an accusation supported by a letter attributed to
Uzun Hasan’s wife, David’s niece Despina Hatun.*

Mehmed, praised by Asikpasazade as the sultan who had conquered three
vilayets in one campaign,® had thus, by placing the Black Sea coast of Anatolia
under Ottoman control, gained a dominant position in Black Sea trade. As a
continuation of his policy of controlling the Black Sea, Mehmed, who had
made Caffa a tribute-paying city in 1454, took the city from the Genoese in

17 Uzungarsili, Osmanl Tarihi, II, p. 53; Miller, Trebizond, pp. 99-100.

18 Anthony A. M. Bryer, ‘Ludovico da Bologna and the Georgian and Anatolian Embassy of
1460-1461, in Anthony A. M. Bryer, Empire of Trebizond and the Pontos (London, 1980), chap.
10, p. 180.

19 Jacob Philipp Fallmerayer, Geschichte des Kaiserthums von Trapezunt (Munich, 1827), pp.
266—7.

20 Bryer, ‘Ludovico da Bologna’, appendix, pp. 196-7.

21 Kritoboulos, History, pp. 164—s.

22 Asikpasazade, Osmanogullar’mn Tarihi, bab 135, pp. 510-12; Tursun Bey, Tdrih-i Ebii’l-Feth, p.
I10.

23 Uzungarsili, Osmanh Tarihi, II, p. 56.

24 Miller, Trebizond, pp. 108-9.

25 Asikpasazade, Osmanogullar’mn Tarihi, bab 136, p. 512.
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1475, conquered the Genoese castles of Azov (Azak) and Mangub (Menkiib)*¢
and placed the Crimean hanate under Ottoman vassalage,” thus achieving
both strategic control of the northern shores of the Black Sea and economic
dominance of the trade routes of the region.*® The Crimean hans were to
have a vital role in Ottoman expansion in the Caucasus at the expense of
Muscovy and Iran at the end of the following century.

Mehmed was also interested in control of the eastern Black Sea region
and had, as early as 1451, conducted operations against the Georgian petty
state of Mingreli (Dadyan) and Abkhazia (Apkaz-eli). In 1454, he took the
important coastal city of Sukhumi (Sokum), under Mingrelian control,
where there was a strong Genoese presence.” Later in his reign, Mehmed
sought to extend Ottoman control in the region, and in 1479 Ottoman forces
conquered the Circassian lands of Anapa and Kuban (Kuba), whose people
occupied themselves “day and night with hatred and enmity” of the Muslim
Tatars,*® and these lands were annexed to the Crimean hanate. In the same
year, three castles in today’s Giimiishane in Anatolia were taken from local
Georgian rulers who threatened the security of the merchants trading with
Iran

With the Black Sea coast of Anatolia securely under his control, Mehmed
had now to deal with his main obstacle in Anatolia, Uzun Hasan, whose
removal was necessary both for the consolidation of Ottoman control in
the newly conquered Anatolian lands and for further Ottoman conquests in
the region. For those who opposed a strong Ottoman presence in Anatolia —
Turcoman beys, who perceived him as a second Timur who would return to
them the territory they had lost to the Ottomans, as well as the Christians,
who saw him as a potential ally in a pincer movement against Mehmed —
Uzun Hasan was a figure of hope.** For Mehmed, however, he was “a little
snake” to be hunted down before he grew into a dragon.”

26 Mehmed Nesri, Kitdb-1 Cihan-niimd: Nesri Tarihi, ed. Faik Resit Unat and Mehmed A.
Kéymen (Ankara, 1995), vol. 2, pp. 826—9.

27 Ibid., pp. 822-7; Halil Inalcik, “Yeni Vesikalara Gére Kirrm Hanliginin Osmanli Tabiligine
Girmesi ve Ahidname Meselesi’, Belleten 8 (1944), 185229 at p. 197, pp. 193-6; Yiicel Oztiirk,
Osmanl Hakimiyetinde Kefe (1475-1600) (Ankara, 2000), pp. 19-30.

28 Inalcik, “Yeni’, p. 195; Tansel, Fatih Sultan Mehmed, p. 271.

29 M. Fahrettin Kirzioglu, Osmanhlarin Kafkas-Elleri’ni Fethi (1451-1590) (Ankara, 1998), pp. 1-7.

30 Kemalpasazade (Ibn Kemal), Tevdrih-i Al-i Osman VII. Defter, ed. Serafettin Turan (Ankara,
1991), p. 468.

31 Ibid., p. 465; Kirzioglu, Kafkas, pp. 33—41.

32 Bekir Sitki Baykal, ‘Uzun Hasan'n Osmanlilara Kars1 Kati Miicadeleye Hazirhklar1 ve
Osmanli-Akkoyunlu Harbinin Baglamasi1’, Belleten 21, 81—4 (1957), 261-84 at p. 270.

33 Asikpasazade, Osmanogullar’min Tarihi, bab 142, p. 523.
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By accepting Kizil Ahmed when he fled from Mehmed to the Akkoyunlu
court, Uzun Hasan clearly allied himself with the Tsfendiyarogullarl, and was
known by Mehmed to be plotting to take Sinop.?* At the same time, he laid
claim to Trabzon through his marriage to the Komnenain princess Despina
Hatun, sending his mother, Sara Hatun, as an envoy to Mehmed both to
inform him that Trabzon was his legitimate territory and to attempt to pre-
vent an Ottoman attack on his lands.”

The main bone of contention between the Ottomans and the Akkoyunlu
was Karaman. The ruler of Karaman, ibrahim Bey, who was married to
the sister of Murad II, came to the throne with Murad’s assistance in 1424.
[brahim Bey was not, however, a loyal ally, for at every opportunity, when the
Ottomans were occupied in the European section of their territory, [brahim
campaigned against Ottoman possessions in Anatolia. While Murad was
engaged in a campaign against Hungary, ibrahim once more went into action
and attacked Ottoman cities, forcing Murad to despatch troops against him.
Having signed a peace treaty with Hungary in 1444, Murad organised a cam-
paign designed to settle the matter of Karaman permanently. The result was
an agreement under which ibrahim, well and truly beaten, agreed to cease
entirely from hostile action against Murad or his son Mehmed and to send
one of his sons every year together with troops to serve Murad.’ The agree-
ment did not last long, for in 1451 ibrahim seized the opportunity of Murad’s
death to organise an uprising in the beyliks which had recently come under
Ottoman control. In retaliation, the new sultan Mehmed II campaigned
against Karaman. As Mehmed reached Aksehir, ibrahim Bey sent him “coins
[filori] inside parrots”, asking for his forgiveness, agreeing to marry his daugh-
ter to him and to provide soldiers for his campaigns.”” For Ibrahim such an
agreement was clearly not considered binding, for he was soon searching for
allies against his new overlord.’® In 1454, he signed an agreement with Venice.
Although the agreement itself was entirely related to trade, Ibrahim refers
in the letter accompanying it to “the affection between us” and states that
he is ready “to act against your enemy over matters that will be useful to

34 Kritoboulos, History, p. 168.

35 Asikpasazade, Osmanogullari’min Tarihi, bab 135, pp. 510-11. See also Bekir Sitki Baykal, ‘Fatih
Sultan Mehmet-Uzun Hasan Rekabetinde Trabzon Meselesi’, Tarih Arastirmalar Dergisi 2,
2-3 (1964), 67-81.

36 Ismail Hakki Uzuncarsihoglu, ‘Karamanogullari Devri Vesikalarindan ibrahim Beyin
Karaman Imareti Vakfiyesi’, Belleten 1, 1 (1937), 56-127 at pp. I17-22.

37 Asikpasazade, Osmanogullar’nin Tarihi, bab 121, pp. 484-5; Uzungarsihoglu, ‘Karamanogullari
Devri’, pp. 123—4.

38 Kenneth M. Setton, The Papacy and the Levant (1204-1571), vol. 2: The Fifteenth Century
(Philadelphia, 1978), pp. 76, 108-9.
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us and to you” . Although he sent soldiers under the command of his son
to join the Ottoman campaigns against the Isfendiyarogullar and Trabzon,*
his name appears at the same time in the 1459 letter to Philip of Burgundy
listing potential allies against the Ottomans.* For Asikpasazade, the “devil-
ishness of Karaman” was evident in Ibrahim’s attempt to incite Ismail Bey
not to go to Yenisehir, as ordered by Mehmed, but instead to join an alliance
of Karaman and Uzun Hasan in order to catch Mehmed, then on campaign
against Trabzon, in a pincer movement. Ismail Bey rejected this offer and
accused Ibrahim of irreligious behaviour and double-dealing.*

During the last years of his reign, Ibrahim Bey favoured Ishak, his eldest
son by a concubine, who became the de facto ruler of the beylik during
Ibrahim’s illness. His six other sons, whose mother was Mehmed II's aunt
and were thus regarded by ibrahim as being “stained by Ottoman blood”,*
revolted. Attacking Konya, they forced Ishak and Ibrahim to flee to the castle
of Gevele, where Ibrahim died.* ishak initially appealed to the Mamluks for
help, sending an ambassador to Cairo from his headquarters in Silifke. For
the Mamluks, Karaman’s strategic position as a buffer zone on the borders
of Mamluk-controlled territory meant that it was in Mamluk interests to pre-
vent any move by the Ottomans, who supported ishak’s brothers, to gain con-
trol of the beylik. The Mamluk sultan thus responded favourably to Ishak’s
appeal for help.”” When the promised help failed, however, to materialise,
Ishak sent an embassy to Uzun Hasan. According to Ottoman sources, it was
as a result of this embassy that Uzun Hasan attacked Karaman,* although it
has also been argued that Uzun Hasan actually initiated his campaign before
the arrival of ishak’s envoy* since possession of Karaman, regardless of any
provocation by ishak, would have facilitated his progress westwards and given
him the possibility of extending his control to the Mediterranean coastline.*

39 Diplomatarium Veneto-Levantinum sive acta et diplomata res venetas graecas atque Levantis
illustrantia, ed. G. M. Thomas and R. Predelli, 2 vols. (Venice, 1880-99), vol. 2, doc. 210, p. 387
(12 February 1454).
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41 Fallmerayer, Geschichte, p. 267.

42 Asikpasazade, Osmanogullar’mn Tarihi, bab 133, p. 508; Nesri, Kitdb-1 Cihan-niimd, vol. 2, pp.
746-9.

43 Nesri, Kitdb-1 Cihan-niimd, vol. 2, pp. 772-3.

44 1bid., pp. 770-3.

45 Adnan Sadik Erzi, Akkoyunlu ve Karakoyunlu Tarihi Hakkinda Arastirmalar. II. Uzun
Hasan'in Birinci Karaman Seferi’, Belleten 18, 70 (1954), 179221 at pp. 210-1I.

46 Asikpasazade, Osmanogullar’mn Tarihi, bab 140, p. 520; Nesri, Kitdb-1 Cihan-niimd, vol. 2, pp.
772-3.
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48 Colin Imber, The Ottoman Empire, 13001481 (Istanbul, 1990), p. 193.
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Whether or not as a direct result of Ishak’s appeal, Uzun Hasan did attack
Karaman, expel Ishak’s brothers and return ishak to the Karaman throne, Pir
Ahmed, the eldest of the rebelling brothers, fleeing to Ottoman protection in
Istanbul.# Despite this, it is clear that Ishak was not entirely trusting of Uzun
Hasan, for he sent an envoy to Mehmed offering him Aksehir and Beysehir
in return for Mehmed'’s not releasing Pir Ahmed. Mehmed, however, found
this offer insufficient and instead released Pir Ahmed, who, with Ottoman
military assistance, retook Karaman and surrendered Siklanhisar, Kayseri,*
Aksehir, Beysehir and Ilgin to Mehmed.” Leaving his wife and son in Silifke,
Ishak took refuge with Uzun Hasan, where he died.

According to Ottoman sources, Pir Ahmed had, in return for Ottoman sup-
port, promised not to oppose Mehmed and to send him troops whenever
and wherever requested to do so.”> However, in 1468, when Mehmed reached
Afyonkarahisar on a campaign against Egypt, according to Tursun Bey and
Kemalpasazade, or against Uzun Hasan, according to Asikpasazade and
Nesri, or even the Hexamillion, the defensive wall built across the isthmus of
Corinth, according to Angiolello, Pir Ahmed failed, despite Mehmed’s order,
to join the army with his troops® and to act as a guide for Ottoman forces.>*

Well aware of the level of Pir Ahmed’s trust in him, Mehmed expected such
disobedience,” for Pir Ahmed was known to have no intention of waiting on
Mehmed with presents as was the custom for all Mehmed’s “barons”.* The
fickleness of Karaman was well known to Asikpasazade, who wrote, “if you
go to Karaman and say let’s abide by our treaty, they will either kill you or expel
you from their land”.” Pir Ahmed, more Karamani than Ottoman according
to Hoca Sadeddin,”® plundered Ottoman land and showed his insolence by

49 Ebu Bekr-i Tihrani, Kitab-1 Diyarbekriyye, trans. Miirsel Oztiirk (Ankara, 2001), pp. 223—4;
Nesri, Kitdb-1 Cihan-niimd, vol. 2, pp. 772-3; Astkpasazade, Osmanogullar’mn Tarihi, bab 140,
p. 520.

50 Tursun Bey, Fatih’in Tarihi, pp. 105-6; Tursun Bey, Tdrih-i Ebii’l-Feth, p. 129; Nesri, Kitdb-1
Cihan-niimd, vol. 2, pp. 774—5.

51 Hoca Sadettin Efendi, Tacii’t-Tevarih, ed. ismet Parmaksizoglu (Ankara, 1999), vol. 3, p. 80;
Tansel, Fatih Sultan Mehmed, p. 286.

52 Asikpasazade, Osmanogullar’mn Tarihi, bab 142, pp. 522—3; Nesri, Kitdb-1 Cihan-niimd, vol. 2,
780—1; Tursun Bey, Tarth-i Ebii’l-Feth, p. 145; Kemalpasazade, Tevdrih VII, pp. 273—4.

53 Tansel, Fatih Sultan Mehmed, p. 288.

54 Tursun Bey, Tdrih-i Ebii’l-Feth, p. 145.

55 Tursun Bey notes that Mehmed repeatedly asked Mahmud Pasa whether Pir Ahmed would
or would not abide by the agreement, thus implying that Mehmed did not trust Pir Ahmed.
See Tursun Bey, Tdrih-i Ebii’l-Feth, p. 146.

56 Giovan Maria Angiolello [Donado da Lezze], Historia Turchesca (1300-1514), ed. I. Ursu
(Bucharest, 1909), p. 40.

57 Asikpasazade, Osmanogullar’nin Tarihi, bab 140, p. 521.

58 Hoca Sadettin Efendi, Tacii’t-Tevarih, vol. 3, p. 94.
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demanding from Mehmed Ilgin and the natural springs of the region.” While
Mehmed was on campaign in Albania, Pir Ahmed’s campaign of pillage and
rape against the Ottoman subjects of Anatolia was so vicious, according to
Nesri, that the people appealed to their “just” sultan, Mehmed, complaining
that the constant plundering had turned them into poverty-stricken beggars
and threatening that if he did not expel the Karamanogullar1 and take control
of the territory, they would leave, taking their “shitty infants” with them, and
settle elsewhere.®

In consequence, Mehmed embarked on a crushing campaign against
Karaman, taking Konya, Larende, Gevele and Eregli, and despatching troops
against the Turgutogullari Turcomans, driving them into the region of the
plain of Tarsus, which was under Mamluk control.® With these lands in his
possession, Mehmed next ordered the forced expulsion of the population,
a task which Mahmud Pasa failed to carry out to Mehmed’s satisfaction.
Mahmud Pasa was replaced by Rum Mehmed Paga, who oversaw a destruc-
tive operation involving wholesale plunder and the forced transfer of much
of the population to Istanbul.®* Thus, in the words of the fifteenth-century
Ottoman historian Kemal, “the han [Mehmed II] razed Karaman to the
ground, and took and placed [its population] in Istanbul”.®

The result of this harsh campaign was not, as might have been expected,
the removal of any tie between the population and the beys of Karaman but
rather the strengthening of such ties, and Mehmed proved unable completely
to remove the Karamanogullari. Using I¢el and Taseli as a base, and with sup-
port from the Varsaklar, Turgutogullar1 and other tribes of the region, Pir
Ahmed and his brother Kasim conducted damaging operations against the
newly acquired Ottoman territory, while another bey of Karaman, the son of
Ishak Bey, had control of the castle of Silifke.*

In order to prevent the continued influence of the Karamanogullar in
Karaman and to destroy the loyalty of the population to them, Rum Mehmed
Pasa plundered Larende and Eregli. A campaign was also organised against

59 Ibid., pp. 80o-1; Asikpasazade, Osmanogullar’mn Tarihi, bab 140, p. 521.

60 Nesri, Kitdb-1 Cihan-niimd, vol. 2, pp. 778-81.

61 Tansel, Fatih Sultan Mehmed, p. 288.

62 Asikpasazade, Osmanogullar’mn Tarihi, bab 142, pp. 523—4; Nesri, Kitdb-1 Cihan-niimd, vol. 2,
pp. 782—3; Kemalpasazade, Tevdrih VII, p. 276.

63 Kemal, Seldtin-ndme (1299-1490), ed. Necdet Oztiirk (Ankara, 2001), p. 176.

64 M. C. Sehabeddin Tekindag, ‘Son Osmanli Karaman Miinasebetleri Hakkinda Aragtirmalar’,
Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Tarih Dergisi 13, 17-18 (1962-3), 57—63; Tansel, Fatih
Sultan Mehmed, pp. 288—90.
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Karaman’s most important supporters, the Varsaklar, but without success,”
thus propelling Mehmed into a new campaign against Karaman in 1471 when
he despatched the army under the command of Ishak Paga.’® As a result of
this campaign, Ottoman control was once more established in the territories
and Silifke was surrendered to them.” Gedik Ahmed Pasa also took Alanya,
which had been held by Liitfi Beyoglu Kili¢ Arslan and was under Mamluk
influence.®® Kili¢ Arslan was known to have supported the Karamanogullar
in their struggle against the Ottomans and had cooperated with the Venetians
on Cyprus.®

As a result of these Ottoman operations, both Pir Ahmed and Kasim fled
to Uzun Hasan. While, on the one hand, Uzun Hasan’s mother, Sara Hatun,
wrote to Mehmed requesting him to forgive his cousins, Pir Ahmed and
Kasim,” Uzun Hasan himself, prey to “an ignorant anger” and “stupid mis-
take”,”" dreamed of seizing Mehmed’s lands and, feeling stronger due to the
arrival of Pir Ahmed and Kasim, believed that now was the right moment to
confront Mehmed, whom he regarded as “a good warrior”.”> Uzun Hasan sent
Pir Ahmed and Kasim, together with Akkoyunlu soldiers, to take Karaman. En
route this force plundered Tokat and acted “in an infidel manner”.” According
to Nesri, these forces were more tyrannical than Timur had been in Sivas.”
Taking a large portion of Karamanid territory, they forced Mehmed’s son
Sehzade Mustafa, who had ruled the territory since the Ottoman conquest,
to flee Konya.”” In response, Mehmed despatched reinforcements which
defeated the Akkoyunlu forces, whose commander, Yusufca Mirza, was taken
prisoner and, a rope tied round his neck, “was led around like a dog”.”® Pir
Ahmed and 1sfendiyarog1u Kizil Ahmed, who had joined the campaign, fled

65 Asikpasazade, Osmanogullar’mn Tarihi, bab 144, pp. 526—7; Nesri, Kitdb-1 Cihan-niimd, vol. 2,
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to Uzun Hasan, only Kasim Bey withdrawing to icel’” and being able to hold
Silifke, which he took with the help of a fleet under the command of Pietro
Mocenigo and made up of Venetian, Neapolitan, Papal, Rhodian and Cypriot
ships.”®

While Uzun Hasan represented a dangerous enemy for Mehmed, he was,
precisely because of this, a most attractive ally for the states to the west.
Pope Pius II apparently had high hopes of Uzun Hasan, whom he described
in a letter he sent in January 1460 to Philip the Good, a most ardent supporter
of crusade, as one of the “friends of the Christians”,”® and whom he counted
among those powers “expressing support for the destruction of the most
arrogant Turk™.?° Although Pius, who relied entirely on the dubious infor-
mation given by Ludovico concerning the possibility of a ready and strong
eastern alliance against the Ottomans, was probably misled, this did not
deter the Venetians from seeking an alliance with Uzun Hasan. Following a
decision to this effect taken in the Venetian Senate in 1463, various missions
were sent to Uzun Hasan,* who was himself clearly much attracted by this
possibility.

In 1473, Giosafatte Barbaro was sent as ambassador to Uzun Hasan, together
with men and munitions, which according to Barbaro were worth 4,000
ducats®™ but which actually never reached him. While the Venetian weapons
and munitions were sitting in Cyprus,” Mehmed sent a large force, recruited
from every part of the empire,* against Uzun Hasan and the two armies met
at Otlukbeli (or Bagkent), near Tercan, in August 1473. Despite his initial victo-
ries, Uzun Hasan, deprived of these firearms, lost the battle to the Ottoman
army, which was technologically superior to that of the Akkoyunlu, Uzun
Hasan having, as Nesri noted, “not seen battle with guns and cannon”.*
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With the effective removal of Uzun Hasan, who, after the defeat at Otlukbeli,
undertook not to attack Ottoman territory,** Mehmed’s son Sehzade Mustafa
and Gedik Ahmed Pasa strengthened the Ottoman presence in Karaman. The
castles of Minan, the residence of Pir Ahmed’s family, Silifke and Liile (Liilve)
were captured and Pir Ahmed, who had fallen ill during the hostilities and
fled after Otlukbeli, died while his brother Kasim, unable to resist further, had
taken refuge with the Mamluk sultan by 1476.

Despite this crushing defeat of Uzun Hasan, which, according to Nesri,
left him so dispirited that he instructed that those who succeeded him should
never go to war with the Ottomans, an injunction which they apparently
took to heart,*® Venice nevertheless remained hopeful of concluding an anti-
Ottoman alliance with him.* This search for an alliance, however, never
produced a concrete result.”® For the remaining five years of his life, Uzun
Hasan was occupied with the revolts of his sons and brother and consumed
his remaining energy on a campaign against Georgia.”

Mehmed, who, according to Nesri, could have conquered Uzun Hasan’s
territory and reduced Uzun Hasan himself to nothing had he so wished,*
remained wary of the Akkoyunlu ruler and refrained from continued con-
quest of Akkoyunlu territories. However, he did not miss any opportunity to
interfere in the internal affairs of the Akkoyunlu state. In this he was helped
by the revolt of Uzun Hasan’s very able and popular son, Ugurlu Mehmed,
who had shown great courage and success at Otlukbeli. Uzun Hasan was
under the influence of his favourite wife, Selguksah Hanim, described unflat-
teringly as a “hyena” by the Akkoyunlu historian Tihrani®, who wished to
put her own son Halil on the Akkoyunlu throne. Ugurlu Mehmed fled to the
Ottoman court, where Mehmed welcomed him as his “son”, married him to
his daughter and granted him the vilayet of Sivas near the Akkoyunlu bor-
der. Receiving from his father’s beys the false news of his father’s death, a

86 Tekindag, ‘Son Osmanli Karaman’, p. 68; Serafettin Turan, ‘Fatih Mehmet-Uzun Hasan
Miicadelesi ve Venedik’, Tarih Aragtirmalan Dergisi 3, 3-5 (1965), 65-138 at p. 128.
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Dynasties’, in The Cambridge History of Iran, vol. 6: The Timurid and Safavid Periods, ed. Peter
Jackson and Laurence Lockhart (Cambridge, 2006), p. 180.

92 Nesri, Kitdb-1 Cihan-niimd, vol. 2, pp. 820-1. For a discussion of the reasons for Mehmed’s not
wishing to follow the Akkoyunlu forces, see Tansel, Fatih Sultan Mehmed, pp. 325—7.

o3 Tihrani, Kitab-1 Diyarbekriyye, p. 348.
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fabrication intended to lure him back, Ugurlu Mehmed, without the sultan’s
permission, returned to Akkoyunlu territory, where he was killed in a battle
with his father’s forces a short time before Uzun Hasan’s own death in 1478.94
Ugurlu Mehmed'’s son, Géde Ahmed Bey, escaped to Mehmed II's court after
the murder of his father and there married Bayezid II's daughter in 1490.%

Several years later, in 1496, envoys from leading Akkoyunlu arrived at the
Ottoman court requesting the return of Géde Ahmed in order to oppose the
current ruler, Riistem, who had arrived on the throne by murdering the pre-
vious incumbent, Baysungur, who had succeeded Uzun Hasan’s son Yakub
(r. 1478—90). What exactly happened at this point is not clear. While some
sources present Bayezid as unsure of how to respond to this request, others
state that he rejected it. Ahmed either fled from Istanbul, joined those who
had come to collect him, defeated Riistem and took the throne®® or, according
to Rumlu Hasan, was despatched by Bayezid with Ottoman troops, since this
suited Bayezid’s purpose, Bayezid apparently thinking that he would be able
easily to take Azerbaijan and Iraq, which were in internal chaos.””

On the night that the news arrived that Ahmed had taken the Akkoyunlu
throne, his wife, Bayezid’s daughter, produced a son, two events which
brought much joy to Bayezid. Giving “great thanks to almighty God” for
now “the Persian vilayet, too, is ours”, he sent the news to “all states”, and
the cities were accordingly decked out in celebration.”® He also despatched a
messenger to Venice, which had long sought an anti-Ottoman alliance with
the Akkoyunlu, to pass on the good news of his son-in-law’s accession to the
Akkoyunlu throne.” Bayezid’s joy was short lived, for Ahmed was unable to
remain long on the throne and was killed in 1497 during a power struggle with
Hibe Sultan.”°

Although Ottoman-Akkoyunlu relations in the aftermath of Otlukbeli
were calm on a diplomatic level, with the despatch to the Akkoyunlu court
of Ottoman ambassadors bearing costly gifts,” such relations were not
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grounded on any secure feeling of trust, and whenever the opportunity
arose, the Ottomans endeavoured to provoke internal agitation within the
Akkoyunlu state. The Akkoyunlu, too, sought to utilise any Ottoman weak-
ness and adopted a pro-Mamluk, rather than a pro-Ottoman, stance during
the Ottoman—-Mamluk war of 1485—91. According to an intelligence report
received by Bayezid, the Ottoman defeat in this war was seen by at least one
member of the entourage of the Akkoyunlu ruler Yakub as a golden opportu-
nity not to be missed. This individual proposed that Yakub should attack the
Ottomans, and not merely retake Sebinkarahisar, captured by Mehmed en
route to Otlukbeli,* but, most ambitiously, even conquer Anatolia up to the
straits at Gelibolu, a suggestion oddly not dismissed by Yakub, who enquired
“Tand] how many days will it take us to arrive there?”™ Such ambitions, or
even more modest ones, were in reality unrealisable due to the internal insta-
bility in the Akkoyunlu state.™*

The removal of the Akkoyunlu threat did not mean that the Ottoman posi-
tionin the east was now secure, for the region of eastern Anatolia was regarded
by the rulers of the Mamluk sultanate of Egypt and Syria, too, as their sphere
of influence. During Mehmed II's campaigns against Karaman, the Mamluks
had indirectly supported Ishak Bey and aided Pir Ahmed.”> When a power
struggle broke out among the sons of Siileyman Bey (1442—54), the ruler of
the principality of Dulgadiroglu, which controlled territory in the region of
Maras and Elbistan, the Mamluks and the Ottomans conducted a proxy war
by backing rival claimants to the throne. In 1465, Siileyman’s son and suc-
cessor, Melik Arslan, was murdered. The Mamluks promptly despatched his
brother, Sahbudak, who was in Cairo, with a document of appointment to
assume the throne of the beylik, which had in fact been established under
Mamluk protection.”® However, according to Ottoman sources, Sahbudak
was not accepted by the beys of Dulgadir, who wanted Melik Arslan’s other
brother, Sehsuvar, then at the Ottoman court, as ruler.”” Mehmed was related
to the Dulgadirogullar1 through his marriage in 1450 to Siileyman Bey’s daugh-
ter Sitti Hatun,® Murad II calculating that, although the Dulgadir ruler was
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not his equal in either power or wealth, the location of his state between
Karaman and Iran made him a potentially useful ally worth securing through
a marriage alliance.”® For Mehmed, this turmoil in the Dulgadir state pre-
sented him with the opportunity of taking a region which posed a threat to
Karaman, now an Ottoman vassal. It had been Dulgadiroglu plundering of
Karaman during the power struggle among Ibrahim’s sons which had pro-
vided a pretext for Uzun Hasan’s intervention.”® Control of Dulgadir was fur-
ther made attractive because of its location on the route for any southward
Ottoman expansion against the Mamluks.™

Backed by the Ottoman sultan and provided with Ottoman troops,
Sehsuvar Bey defeated his brother and took the Dulgadir throne,™ a posi-
tion he owed to Mehmed’s “grace and favour”.”™ Once in power, $ehsuvar
adopted an openly aggressive stance towards the Mamluks, occupying various
Mamluk towns on his borders, attacking the beylik of the Ramazanogullari,
which included Adana, Sis, Misis, Ayas and Payas™ and was under Mamluk
influence, and defeating a Mamluk force sent against him."”s

Boosted by these successes, $ehsuvar, who had “a brain full of intrigue”
and was “filled with the passion of pride”, “entrusted himself to the devil,
put aside the path of righteousness, and gave himself over to the occupa-
tion of deadly revolt”,”® a revolt which led him into collision not just with
the Mamluks but, perhaps more dangerously given his position, also with the
Ottomans. Arrogantly announcing, according to Kemalpasazade, “like the
Ottomans, I, too, have my sultanate, my land, my tribe, my country is pros-
perous and my army victorious, what have I to fear from anyone and to
whom should I feel inferior?”, Sehsuvar destroyed the drum and standard pre-
sented to him by the Ottomans, an act of treachery for which Kemalpasazade
presents him as being punished by God, his defiance of the Ottomans being
in effect a defiance of the Almighty. Kemalpasazade recounts how, after his
destruction of the drum and standard, Sehsuvar had a vision in which a man
appeared before him and put a chain around his, Sehsuvar’s, neck. For the
next three years, $ehsuvar was accompanied wherever he went by the man
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who held the end of the chain in his hands, a clear allusion to the fate which
was to befall him in 1472."7

Sehsuvar’s failure to send troops to join Mehmed’s Karaman campaign as
promised, together with the negative impact on this campaign of Sehsuvar’s
attacks on territory under Mamluk influence and his cooperation with Pir
Ahmed, who fled to Dulgadir after his defeat by the Ottomans,” were suf-
ficient reasons for Mehmed to accept the Mamluk proposal in 1471 that
Mehmed, while retaining his influence over the beylik, should withdraw his
support from Sehsuvar.”® With this guarantee secured, the Mamluks moved
against Sehsuvar, sending a force against him and detaching the Turcoman
beys” support from him by a combination of bribery and reference to their
agreement with the Ottoman sultan.”™ In 1472, Sehsuvar was captured and
taken to Cairo, where, with a chain round his neck, he was paraded before
the populace.™

Not content merely with the removal of Sehsuvar, the Mamluks, who per-
ceived Mehmed’s support for Sehsuvar as a direct sign of hostility,** now put
their own man, $ahbudak, back on the throne, provoking Mehmed to com-
plain to the Mamluk sultan Quaytbay that the Mamluks had not kept their
word that the beylik was to remain under Ottoman control. The Mamluk
response did nothing to improve relations between the two states, for
Quaytbay simply pointed out that what had been said had only been for prag-
matic necessity, laconically commenting “whatever we said, we said, and we
tricked the enemy”.™

Mehmed had no intention of abandoning his control over Dulgadir, and
for this purpose he made use of Sahbudak’s brother Alatiddevle, who had,
after Sehsuvar’s execution in Cairo, taken refuge at the court in Amasya of
Mehmed’s son, and Alaiiddevle’s son-in-law, Bayezid, the future Bayezid II,
who had married Alaiiddevle’s daughter Ayse Hatun, mother of the future
Selim 1.+ Alaiiddevle was initially unsuccessful in his attack on Dulgadir, for
he was defeated by Sahbudak’s forces, and the heads of the Ottoman soldiers
fighting with him were sent to Egypt, where, on the sultan’s order, they were
used in games of polo, news which, when it reached Mehmed, was most
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displeasing to him.” Alatiddevle’s second attack, however, this time with
increased Ottoman military support, was a success. Sahbudak fled to Egypt,
and Alatiddevle took over the beylik."

The confrontation between the Ottomans and the Mamluks over Dulgadir
was only one of the fault lines between the two states, and given Mehmed’s
determination to stamp his control over Anatolia, demanding the instant
appearance before him at the beginning of his reign of representatives from
all in his territories, from the “Arabs, Persians, Bulgars and Indians”," conflict
with the Mamluks, despite initial cordial relations,*® was inevitable. The cool-
ing of relations was clear in the failure of the Mamluks to send an envoy to con-
gratulate Mehmed on his successful campaign against the Isfendiyarogullar:
and Trabzon, something other states did not neglect to do and which Mehmed
interpreted as a breach of etiquette among allies. In response, Mehmed did not
send an envoy to congratulate Khushqadam when he ascended the Mamluk
throne in 1461. Mehmed’s perceived interference over the pilgrimage route
further served to sour relations. Responding to a report that the wells on the
road to Mecca were in a total state of collapse, Mehmed sent men and money
for their repair together with letters addressed to Mamluk officials in which
he demanded that assistance be given to his men,” an approach not received
well by the Mamluks, who, regarding Mehmed’s offer as a “trick”, replied
“are we powerless that he [Mehmed] should repair our wells?”*" Although
Asikpasazade reported that the Mamluks were influenced by the claim of the
ruler of Karaman that Mehmed was simply using the issue of the wells as a
pretext for inciting the emir of Mecca against them,” they were in any case
touchy over any perceived infringement of their control of the holy places, a
source of considerable prestige for them, and responded later in a similar vein
to Uzun Hasan’s attempt to gain influence in the same region.”

Despite the increasing hostility caused by the struggle for influence in
Karaman and Dulgadir, diplomatic contacts and exchanges of ambassadors
continued between the Ottomans and the Mamluks, but rather than serving
to normalise relations, they fed into further tension. Mehmed addressed the
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Mamluk sultan as “my brother” rather than “my father” in a letter he sent
him, and his envoy refused to kiss the ground before the sultan; the Mamluk
sultan in turn insulted Mehmed by sending a mere low-level official to his
court. Such strained relations continued until Mehmed’s death in 1481.%

In view of such rifts between the two states, some Ottoman sources
argued that the initial destination of Mehmed’s campaign which resulted in
the expulsion of Pir Ahmed from Karaman was in fact Egypt. Tursun Bey
describes Mehmed’s aim as being the forcible removal of the Circassians, that
is the Mamluks, from the sultanate of Egypt and the taking of “the throne of
the prophet Joseph”.” In 1481, Mehmed prepared another long-distance cam-
paign, the destination of which was unclear, for although its general direction
was known, whether it was aimed at the Iranians or the Arabs was not,3¢
it being Mehmed’s custom that “when he organised a campaign he would
tell no one where he was going”.”” Tursun Bey implies that its target was
the Mamluks, for he states that Mehmed Pasa, in seeking to comfort the ill
Mehmed, who was to die shortly into this campaign, said, “All bounteous
God willing, you will be sultan of Egypt”.”®

Upon his death, Mehmed was succeeded by his son Bayezid, who imme-
diately found himself in a power struggle wth his brother Cem, a struggle
from which the Mamluks sought to benefit. Defeated by Bayezid, Cem fled to
the protection of the Mamluk sultan Quaytbay, who received him with great
enthusiasm, saying, “you are my son, do not be sad”,* and gave him per-
mission to go on pilgrimage.™ This was not the first time the Mamluks had
received members of the Ottoman royal family. In the first years of Murad
II's reign, the grandchildren of Siileyman Celebi, one of the unsuccessful
contenders for the throne in the succession struggle after 1402 and brother
of Mehmed I, took refuge with the Mamluk sultan, who refused to hand
them over to Murad.” In 1482, Cem returned to Anatolia, supported by the
Mamluk sultan, who provided troops according to Cam-1 Cem Ayin, and again
attacked his brother. Defeated in battle near Ankara, Cem fled and boarded
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a boat at Antalya. Unable to reach Egypt, he landed instead at Rhodes and
disappeared into the hands of the Hospitallers."** Bayezid was not to forget
this Mamluk support of Cem,* which he perceived as evidence of continued
Mamluk hostility, commenting, in Asikpasazade’s account, “how strange are
these Egyptians. They did not conclude a friendship with my father, and with
me, too, they began with enmity. And what is more, my brother became a
prisoner of the infidel because of them”."

The hostility occasioned by Mamluk support of Cem was increased by
Mamluk seizures of envoys on their way to Istanbul from the Bahmani ruler
of the Deccan in India."® This increasing rift in relations was perceived by
Alatiddevle, who had shown his loyalty to his son-in-law during the Cem
affair,”® as an opportunity to attack and, in 1483, he beseiged the Mamluk-
held castle of Malatya. In response, Quaytbay despatched troops against him.
Realising that he would be unable to resist, Alatiddevle appealed to Bayezid
in 1484 for military aid, saying, “give me troops, let me conquer the Arab
vilayet and let it be my sultan’s [i.e., Bayezid’s]”.”¥ Ottoman military support
was despatched, but despite initial success, the Ottoman-Dulgadiroglu forces
were defeated.””® The warning, however, was clear, and the threat of a direct
conflict with the Ottomans caused Quaytbay, for whom covert operations
were desirable but not open warfare, to backpeddle. Adding “inestimable
gifts” to those he had seized from the Bahmani envoys, he despatched both
his own ambassador and the Bahmanis to Istanbul.’# But, in the words of
Kemalpasazade, “the matter of enmity was not removed”,” and Bayezid pre-
pared to take the offensive in Cukurova (Cilicia) against the Mamluks.

Bayezid's determination to attack was encouraged by an intelligence
report that the Mamluks were occupied with a Bedouin revolt and that the
Turcomans were ravaging the Syrian countryside.” He therefore sent forces
under Karagoz Pasa, then in Konya, to Cukurova. Asikpasazade justifies this

142 Bayath Mahmud Oglu Hasan, Cdm-1 Cem Ayin, in Osmanl Tarihleri I, ed. Fahrettin Kirzioglu
(Istanbul, 1949), p. 397.

143 Kemalpasazade (ibn Kemal), Tevarih-i Al-i Osman, VIIL. Defter, ed. Ahmet Ugur (Ankara,
1997), Pp- 84-5.

144 Asikpasazade, Osmanogullar’min Tarihi, bab 179, p. 581.

145 M. C. Sehabeddin Tekindag, ‘Tkinci Bayezid Devrinde Cukur-Ova’da Niifuz Miicadelesi.
flk Osmanli-Memliiklu Savaslart (1485-1491)°, Belleten 31, 123 (1967), 345-73 at p. 348;
Kemalpasazade, Tevdrih VIII, pp. 83—4.

146 Kemalpasazade, Tevdrih VIII, pp. 35—7.

147 Asikpasazade, Osmanogullar’mn Tarihi, bab 177, p. 580.

148 Kemalpasazade, Tevdrijy VIII, pp. 82—3; Yinang, Dulkadir Beyligi, pp. 8o—2.

149 Kemalpasazade, Tevdrih VIII, p. 85; Orug, Tarihi, p. 136, facsimile o4b.

150 Kemalpasazade, Tevdrip VIII, p. 85.

151 Har-el, Struggle, pp. 133—4.

92



Ottoman expansion in the East

attack by claiming that the inhabitants of Cukurova requested Ottoman help
against the tyranny of the Mamluks and because of continuous Mamluk sup-
port for the Varsaklar and Turgutogullari, who were constantly attacking the
Ottoman vilayet of Karaman.”* During this successful attack, the Ottomans
occupied the castles of Tarsus, Adana and Giilek.™ Responding immediately,
the Mamluks inflicted a humiliating defeat on the Ottomans at Adana in 1486,
and the beylerbeyi of Anadolu, Hersekoglu Ahmed Pasa, was captured.”
Although the climate of the region had proved a problem for the Ottoman
soldiers™ and, in an attempt to rescue the honour of the defeated troops,
Orug had described the Ottomans as “left powerless” before the unstoppable
might of the “Arab bandits”,”® the humiliation was clear. The Mamluks, in the
words of Asikpasazade,

took them prisoner, they lined them up, hungry, barefoot, naked, and some they
sent to Aleppo, some to Damascus and some to Egypt. In every city they reached
they had an infidel cross hung insultingly round their necks, those who could not
walk and who remained on the road, they decapitated, they martyered them ...
they drove Hersekoglu with insults to Egypt, and they made him kiss the feet of the
throne of the sultan of Egypt.”

The day on which the Ottoman captives were brought into the presence of
the Mamluk sultan was defined in a Mamluk inscription from 1496 as “a day
the like of which had not been seen in the history of the kings”.”®

The Mamluks were busy not merely on the military front, for Quaytbay,
according to a rumour in a letter received by Bayezid II in 1487, was in pursuit
of Cem, offering the grand master of Rhodes, Pierre d’Aubusson, money to
secure possession of the Ottoman sultan’s brother™ while at the same time
investigating the possibility of an anti-Ottoman alliance with the West.
Faced with military defeat and political intrigue, Bayezid once more sent
Ottoman forces with “cannons, guns and a great quantity of equipment™
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under the command of Davud Pasa against the Varsaklar and Turgutogullar,
whom the Ottomans had been unable to subjugate and who had supported
Cem against Bayezid, collaborating with the Mamluks and choosing “the
route of rebellion”.*** Although inflicting a severe defeat on the Varsaklar and
the Turgutogullari, Davud Pasa, following the orders of the sultan, did not
extend the campaign but withdrew.”* A few months later, the Ottoman army
entered Cukurova to capture various castles.

In despatching troops against the Varsaklar and the Turgutogullari, the
Ottomans had been aware of the possibility of a clash with Mamluk forces
and had even despatched an Ottoman fleet into the Mediterranean with this
in mind. When they entered Mamluk-controlled territory, they were defeated
by the Mamluks in battle in 1488 at Aga Cayiri, near Adana."™ Davud Pasa
had earlier, during the Varsak campaign, called for a widening of operations
and for a direct war with the Mamluks, arguing that all eyes were focused on
events in the region and if the Ottomans did not go for war then all their ene-
mies there would revolt." The observing eyes were not merely those of their
enemies but also of friends who were made uneasy by the poor Ottoman per-
formance. The defeat at Aga Cayir1 led Alaiiddevle, who had until this point-
given open support to the Ottomans, to change sides. In reality, Alatiddevle
had, since his ascent to the throne, tried to play both sides, displaying an
attachment also to the Mamluks,® but the Mamluks had not trusted him,
regarding him as hostile because of his connection with the Ottomans.”
Wishing to prove his loyalty to the Mamluks, Alatiddevle sent one of his sons
as a hostage to Quaytbay and married his daughter to the son of Ozbey, the
commander of the Mamluk army. The Ottoman response to this shift in alle-
giance was to support Alaiiddevle’s brother S$ahbudak, who had fled from
the Mamluks to Ottoman protection.”® With Ottoman support, Sahbudak
attacked in 1489 but was defeated by Alatiddevle, and during the encounter
the sancak beyi of Kayseri, Mihailoglu iskender Bey, was captured.

Despite these setbacks, the Ottomans managed to hold various castles,
including Sis (Kozan) and Tarsus. Quaytbay sent an ambassador to Bayezid,
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who demanded, “Give back the castles that you have taken in Cukurova,
otherwise be it on your own head.”™ Bayezid, already greatly enraged by
the Mamluks, rejected the ambassador’s proposal and imprisoned him.7°
In response, Mamluk forces, together with troops from Dulgadir, laid
siege to Kayseri but, upon hearing that an Ottoman force was approach-
ing, abandoned the siege and instead plundered the surrounding region.”"
Although Ottoman control was thus far from secure, Bayezid did not him-
self set out on campaign. According to Tursun Bey, the reason for this was
Bayezid’s perception of his own superiority over the Mamluks, who were
“slaves [kul]”, and thus he despatched his own “slaves” against them."”>
Haniwaldanus, however, explained this failure as being due to the rumour
that Cem would come to Istanbul, Bayezid therefore not wishing to leave
the capital.”? That Haniwaldanus may well have been correct is indicated
by Quaytbay’s request to the pope for Cem. Intending to lead a campaign
with Cem against Bayezid, Quaytbay promised that he would return the
cities which had previously been in Christian hands, including Istanbul, to
the Christians.”*

By 1491, Bayezid was preparing for a campaign against the Mamluks under
his own command,” but both sides were by this time exhausted and both
were inclined to come to a settlement. The Ottomans had been defeated in
most of the encounters of the war, their resources drained and their prestige
severely dented. The Mamluks had expended much manpower and money
in order to secure the existing status quo but were not in a position to pur-
sue the war further. This mutual exhaustion forced peace on both, and, after
an exchange of ambassadors, peace was arranged.”® The Ottomans returned
Tarsus, Adana and their other conquests to the Mamluks and accepted the
former frontier between them.””” This was in reality a humiliating conclusion
to the war for the Ottomans, and one which Ottoman sources sought to jus-
tify. Thus, Bayezid, the “gazi sultan”, was presented as agreeing to these terms
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because the income of the region of Cukurova, which he was returning to
the Mamluks, was in any case used for Mecca and Medina, holy sites for both
states, thus making the ownership of the area, from a religious point of view,
immaterial.”® Further, the war had closed the pilgrimage route, which would
now be open, while the end of the conflict would free Bayezid to devote his
energies to fighting the Christian infidels.”> Regardless of any justification,
“the world found peace and security”, in the words of Orug¢, and communica-
tion and travel between the two states recommenced.’°

From this period on, there was no direct clash between the Ottomans and
Mamluks, but nor was there an environment of total security.” However,
there were apparently attempts to cement a sound relationship. After
Quaytbay’s death in 1496, his son Mansur requested Bayezid’s daughter in
marriage in 1498. This request was accepted in order, according to Orug,
to create a kinship between them.™ The relations, which were in any case
improving, were made tighter because of the Safavid threat.”® In 1502, the
Ottomans sent an envoy to Cairo to propose joint cooperation against the
Safavids.™® In this climate, although no actual agreement was reached,
the Ottomans and the Mamluks were very careful over their relations, to
the extent that when Bayezid's son, Korkud, fled in 1509 to the Mamluk
court, the sultan Qansuh al-Ghawri was most cautious in his handling of the
situation and refused to grant him permission to go on pilgrimage without
Bayezid’s consent, stressing “there is no division between us and the sultan of
.® Upon Bayezid’s not agreeing to Korkud’s pilgrimage, Korkud was
returned to Ottoman territory.™ In 1511, Bayezid, on the request of Qansuh
al-Ghawri, sent both men and construction material for the building of ships
to be used against the Portuguese in the Indian Ocean.”®”

>
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The rise of the Safavids

While Bayezid, freed of Cem, who died in 1495, and of the Mamluks, the war
with whom had ended in 1491, occupied himself with affairs in the west, a new
political power centre was rising beyond the eastern borders of the Ottoman
Empire. The turmoil round the Akkoyunlu throne created a power vacuum
in the region which was filled not by the Ottomans but by Isma‘il, the son of
Haydar, the seyh of the Safavids of Ardabil, a Sufi order which was established
in Ardabil in Azerbaijan at the beginning of the fourteenth century and came
to attract followers in Azerbaijan, Syria and Anatolia,”® where the order had
many followers in Teke, Hamit and among the Karamanogullar1.™

The Safavid order’s popularity was not limited to the common people, for
the seyhs of the order had established close connections with the political
powers of the region in which they functioned. The reputation of the order
reached the Ottoman sultans in Bursa and every year they sent “cerag akgesi”
(money given by a miirid to a seyh) to Ardabil.®° With the coming to the head
of the order of Ciineyd in 1447, its political nature became more pronounced.
Ciineyd’s political ambition, together with his growing number of followers,
alarmed the Karakoyunlu ruler, Sah Cihan, then ruler of Azerbaijan. Pressured
by Sah Cihan and with the consent of his uncle Seyh Cafer, Ciineyd, accom-
panied by his closest followers, left Ardabil for Ottoman territory. Presenting
prayer beads, a prayer mat and a Qur’an to Murad II, Ciineyd requested permis-
sion to settle in Ottoman territory in order “to occupy himself with prayer”.
After consultation with his vezir Halil Pasa, Murad, suspicious that Ciineyd’s
aims were political, not religious, rejected his request, commenting that “there
cannot be two sultans on one throne”. Presenting Ciineyd with 200 florins,
he expelled him from Ottoman territory.® Wandering through Anatolia and
Syria, Clineyd sought a location in which to settle, even undertaking a gaza
from Canik against Trabzon in 1456, but without success.” Finally Ciineyd
found protection in 1456 at the court of the Karakoyunlus’ main rival, the
Akkoyunlu Uzun Hasan. Uzun Hasan’s motivation for his support of Ciineyd
was political rather than religious and, “hoping to catch from his shirt the aura
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Atsiz (Istanbul, 1949), pp. 79-318 at p. 249.
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of sanctity of his ancestors,” he married him to his sister.* This matrimonial
connection strengthened Ciineyd’s hand. News of his marriage reached “even
... the farthest corners of Rim and Syria” and attracted halifes of other seyhs
to him.*> Ciineyd’s connection with Uzun Hasan was not satisfactory from an
Ottoman point of view and, according to Haniwaldanus, it was at this time
that Mehmed II, in contrast to the practice of his father, ceased sending the
“cerag akcesi” to the Safavid order.”*

After only three years in Akkoyunlu territory, Ciineyd returned to Ardabil,
where he was, however, unable to settle. From then on until his death in 1460,
he became involved in various conflicts until he was killed fighting Sultan
Halil, the ruler of Shirvan. His position was later taken up by his son Haydar,
who was brought up by his uncle Uzun Hasan and then married to his cousin,
the daughter of Uzun Hasan and Despina Hatun, a marriage which produced
Isma‘il, the future founder of the Safavid state.’”

Haydar’s ambition when he assumed leadership of the order in Ardabil
was, according to Fadullah b. Ruzbihan Khunji, to change “the (dervish) cap
of poverty for a crown of world domination”.”® Putting religious consider-
ations to one side, he focused his energies on the capture of Shirvan. Haydar’s
campaigns against Shirvan and against the Circassians greatly concerned the
Akkoyunlu ruler Yakub,® as well as Bayezid, for, as Khunji pointed out in
1487, the Ottoman sultan, “despite all his army and dominions, was afraid
of the turbulence of the subjects of the shaykh”.>* Haydar’s success would
have had serious implications for the Ottomans as it would have attracted and
incited trouble among his followers within Ottoman territory. The Ottomans
were, however, rescued from this possibility by the removal of Haydar from
the scene by Sultan Halil’s son, who had secured assistance from Yakub, dur-
ing a campaign against Shirvan in 1488. Under Haydar, the order had thus
gained a more military outlook, and it was during the period of Haydar’s
leadership that the order’s followers had adopted the distinctive 12-pleated red
headgear> from which they, and later Safavid subjects and Ottoman subjects
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195 Minorsky, Persia, p. 64.

196 Kreutel, Haniwaldanus, pp. 35-6.
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loyal to the Safavid state, got their name “red crowned”, “red-headed” and
“red head” >

In 1494, Haydar’s young son Isma‘il became head of the Safavid order in
place of his older brother Sultan Ali, who had been killed by the Akkoyunlu.
Following his father and grandfather, Isma‘il set out to establish a state. As
a result of a rapid series of military successes, the initially limited number
of Isma‘il’s followers quickly increased and were joined by the Ustacalu,
Samlu and Rumlu populations of Sivas, Amasya and Tokat, the Tekeli from
Antalya, and the Turgutogullar1 and Varsaklar from the Karaman region.>*
In 1500, Isma‘il appeared on the Ottoman frontier at Erzincan to be joined
by his followers who were Ottoman reaya*** and who “began to sell up lock,
stock and barrel, to leave [their homeland] and to help their seyhs”.** The dra-
matic nature of this migration of Turcomans from Teke is graphically illus-
trated by Kemalpasazade’s account: “[A]ll was in turmoil and they all wanted
to leave. The Turks left their territories, selling their houses for nothing”.>¢
These Anatolian Turcoman tribes provided the military force upon which
Isma‘il’s state largely relied for its power,*” and it was with their support that
he took the Akkoyunlu capital, Tabriz, in 1501 and made it the capital of his
own state.

The regions in Anatolia where Isma‘il was popular were territories in
which the Ottomans had so far been unable to consolidate their hold. Apart
from the perennial problem of the Turcoman tribes such as the Varsaklar and
the Turgutogullari, the Ottomans had still to contend with descendants of
the Karamanogullari, even though the state itself had been extinguished by
Mehmed II in 1474. In 1501, @ Karamani pretender, Mustafa Bey, attracted the
support of the Varsaklar in Taseli and pillaged Larende. Although defeated by
the Ottomans, the pretender escaped.>® According to Asikpasazade, corrup-
tion in the system of registering timars drove the sipahis in Karaman to sup-
port Mustafa.>*® Allouche has argued that the main reason for Isma‘il coming
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in person to Erzincan at this date was to ally with this pretender, whose sup-
port was considerable, and to infiltrate Ottoman territory.>

Ottoman structural reforms aimed at strengthening the state’s control and
imposing firm authority alienated large elements of the population, and even
if Bayezid II reversed some of his father’s more unpopular land reforms, exist-
ing structures had sustained considerable damage.*" An administrative crisis
which had made itself felt at the beginning of the sixteenth century deepened
as a result of rising financial problems. There were complaints of Bayezid’s
withdrawal from the day-to-day running of the state, leaving the administra-
tion in the hands of incompetent vezirs, and of the subsequent bribery and
corruption, timars which had previously been distributed according to mili-
tary competence now being sold for money. Many sipahis were thus driven
into opposing the state, while the state itself, unable to increase income
through campaigns, sought to raise revenue by means of high taxation.>"

In such an environment, Isma‘il became, according to Celalzade, author
of a eulogy for Selim I, a source of salvation for the Anatolian population.
Those who had earlier left Anatolia to join Isma‘il and who now heard about
the “tyranny and terror” there sent news to their relations telling them that
Isma‘il “is just to the reaya and gives dirliks to useful and courageous men”.
Much of the Ottoman population thus turned to the Safavids,*” for their pros-
pects in Iran, where Isma‘il promised them a central role in the construction
of his state, were good, something that was not the case in the Ottoman
Empire >4

Apart from word-of-mouth reports among family members, friends and
acquitances, Isma‘il used his representatives, known as halife (khulafa),”™ to
spread propaganda among his followers in Ottoman territory, or, as the six-
teenth-century historian Hadidi expressed it, to commit “treachery and deceit
in Rum and the Arab lands”, where they “led astray the ignorant populace”.>¢
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Unable to prevent such propaganda, the Ottomans further failed to secure the
loyalty of their population in these regions by use either of political or eco-
nomic means, and although the Ottomans were militarily stronger, “Persian
propaganda was more subtle and penetrating”.*” The order, which was in
tune with a folk understanding of Islam and appealed in particular to the
nomadic Turcomans,*® secured an even stronger allegiance during the leader-
ship of Ciineyd and Haydar.** Seyfi Celebi, writing at the end of the sixteenth
century, relates a conversation between Seyh Ciineyd and the Karakoyunlu
Sah Cihan during which Sah Cihan asked if it was his army which was greater
or the followers of Ciineyd, to which Ciineyd replied, “both your army and
the Iranian reaya are my followers”.>>° This conversation, according to Seyfi
Celebi, resulted in Ciineyd’s expulsion. Isma‘il now further strengthened
loyalty to him by the use of poems which he wrote in Turkmen Turkish
under the pseudonym Hatayi/Khatai.** Even when Isma‘il moved to a more
Orthodox Twelver Imam understanding as the state religion, this close link
between him and the population of Anatolia was not weakened.*** The
seyhiilislam, Hoca Sadeddin, whose father was a member of the ulema and
who came to Istanbul after the taking of Tabriz by Selim I, condemned this
excessive devotion of Isma'‘il’s followers who “on merely hearing his name,
prostrate themselves”.>*

For the Ottomans, the Safavid threat went far beyond the economic one of
Ottoman reaya abandoning their land and migrating to Safavid territory, for
Isma‘il stated his intentions clearly in a line in the Mathnavi, written probably
in his youth, in which he stated, “I shall conquer Anatolia and Syria, and then
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think of conquering the Franks”.>** While he looked for an opportunity to
enter Ottoman territory, ** the Ottoman reaya transferred their allegiance to
him, “wave[ing] their swords on every side, being traitors to the sultan and
committing treason”.>*

As Marino Sanudo noted in his diary, the rising power of Isma‘il had for
years “given much thought” to Bayezid, who followed Isma‘il’s every
movement closely.>*® In 1501, aware that Isma‘il’s strength came from his
Anatolian followers, he forbade their movement from his own territory to
Iran, orders he later renewed, instructing that those who disobeyed were
to be hanged and their goods seized,** their names registered and the sul-
tan informed.»° These measures failed to staunch the flow of followers to
Isma‘il, and Bayezid therefore ordered the enforced migration of all Sufis
and “red crowned” in Anatolia and Rumeli, together with their children, to
the vilayet of Mora and the castles of Coron and Modon,*" and according to
the consul on Chios, to Inebahti (Lepanto, Nafpaktos) and Albania.?®* The
pitiful condition of those who were the victims of these enforced migrations
is clear from the consul’s letter of 27 July 1502, where he notes, “It is moving
to see the exhausted condition of these people and their wives and children”,
adding that “there is never a day in which 100 or 200 families do not pass
from Anatolia to Greece”.*” In an attempt to legitimise such measures, Orug
commented that this was “the command of the sultan, it is the policy of the
sultan, this enforced migration was imposed before. It is the custom of the
sultans”.»

Bayezid’s attempt to isolate Isma‘il from his followers is also evident in his
conduct of diplomatic relations, where again he was at pains to minimise
any potential Safavid influence among his own population. Thus, while he
received Isma‘il’s envoys as envoys of a sultan,” he forbade their approaching
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the people along their routes.®® Isma‘il, in turn, was at pains to reassure
Bayezid that he had no territorial ambitions over Ottoman lands,*” request-
ing that permission be granted for his followers to join him.?® Not all his
messages were of reassurance, however. In 1510, he informed Istanbul of his
victory over the Uzbeks by sending Bayezid the straw-filled skin of the head
of Muhammad Shaybani Han, the han of the Sunni Uzbek state.>

Although Venetian observers, from the moment they became aware
of the rising power of Isma‘il, had been expecting a clash between the
Ottomans and the Safavids,° neither Bayezid nor Isma‘il were yet ready
for war, and Bayezid contented himself with following Isma‘il’s struggle
with the Dulgadiroglu and the Kurdish beys of the region.** In 1507, when
Isma‘il advanced as far as Sivas within Ottoman territory in order to attack
the Dulgadirogullari, Bayezid assembled a large army which, in the end,
remained idle in Ankara, observing the movements of Isma‘il’s forces.>
Sehzade Ahmed’s control of the routes between Tokat and Amasya effec-
tively prevented Isma‘il’s followers in Ottoman territory from joining him
on this occasion.*# Bayezid’s other son, Sehzade Selim, based at Trabzon,
conducted raids around Bayburt and Erzincan, both under Isma‘il’s control,
and campaigns against Georgia.*** Selim, convinced of the danger posed by
the Safavids, adopted a more aggressive response than his father, who was
anxious about Selim’s activities. Warning him that “I will not consent to
increasing our enemies”,* he ordered him to withdraw from Isma‘il’s terri-
tory, the result, according to some sources, of complaints from Isma‘il about
Selim’s activities.>*

Towards the end of his reign, the elderly Bayezid, who supported his son
Ahmed, was unable to prevent a succession struggle among his sons which
was fought out in Anatolia, where they held their governorships, and which
further deepened the power vacuum in the region, Hadidi commenting that
“Anatolia remained under foot, if there is no head, does the foot walk the
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road?”*¥ In 1511, a major revolt broke out under the leadership of a dervish
known as Sah Kulu Baba Tekeli, the son of Hasan Halife, who was in the ser-
vice of Seyh Haydar.>#® Bayezid had sent an annual sum as a gift both to the
leader of the revolt, described in Ottoman sources as “Seytan Kulu” (Devil's
Slave), and to his father.># Thousands of sipahis, caught up in the power vac-
uum and the general collapse of authority in Anatolia, joined the movement
and gathered round $ah Kulu,*® who was convinced that “now an opportu-
nity has come for us”.*»" The revolt was immensely destructive; according
to one contemporary source, even if “the Kizilbag [i.e., Isma‘il] had come
himself, there would not have been this much disaster”.** It exploded as a
result of internal Ottoman problems, there being no proof of direct Safavid
involvement, but when the Ottomans ultimately began to put it down, the
followers of Sah Kulu, who died in battle with the Ottomans, fled to Isma‘il.
Isma‘il’s reception was not entirely warm, for he punished the commanders
of Sah Kulu’s followers, who had killed 500 merchants going from Tabriz
to Ottoman territory and pillaged their goods, and divided the followers
among his emirs.*? Amidst this confusion and chaos, Sehzade Selim seized
the throne.

Eastern expansion and consolidation

Instructed by Bayezid to “take revenge for the Ottomans on the Mamluks
and on the Kizilbas for the people of Islam”,”* according to Siileyman I’s
grand vezir Liitfi Pasa, Selim first turned his sights on Isma‘il, who had rap-
idly extended the borders of his state from the Euphrates to Herat and to
Iraq, taken control of the regions of Erzurum, Erzincan and Kemah on the
Ottoman frontier, and reached the shores of the eastern Black Sea, where
only Rize and Hopa remained Ottoman possessions. “How”, Selim asked,
“can I turn a blind eye to that tyrant, for otherwise the lands of Rum will be
engulfed in sedition”.>”
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Although not directly involved in the $ah Kulu rebellion, Isma‘il had nev-
ertheless exploited the ensuing chaos, in 1512 sending his halife Nur Ali Rumlu
to the region, where he gathered many followers.® Sehzade Ahmed’s son
Murad even “girded the Kizilbas crown”” and joined this revolt, unswayed
by his father’s efforts to dissuade him.>®* Murad took refuge with Isma‘il,
thus providing him with a useful royal Ottoman pawn against Selim,** while
Nur Ali’s successes mounted, Nur Ali even having the hutbe (sermon) read
in Isma‘il’s name in Tokat.>® According to intelligence which Selim received
from spies in December 1512 or January 1513, Isma‘il’s aim was to conquer
Anatolia with the help of Rumlu Dev Ali, to give the Rum beylerbeylik to
Murad and to divide the remaining territory among the Kizilbag.>*"

Before his accession, Selim had been well aware of the major challenges
posed to Ottoman authority and legitimacy by the Safavids. The basic aim of
the campaigns organised by Selim against Georgia in 1508—9 and 1511 Was to
prevent the movement from Ottoman territory to Isma‘il. Selim conducted
propaganda among his Anatolian troops, whom he had collected for these
campaigns and who returned home content with the booty gained, promis-
ing them that when he became sultan dirliks (land holdings) and high offices
would be given to those who deserved them, and instructing that this message
should be spread among the “brave and courageous” in the home regions to
which the soldiers were returning, thus encouraging the Anatolian popula-
tion to “abandon their inclination for friendship towards the Kizilbag”.2¢>

The Safavid threat was not confined to the eastern part of the empire, for
a section of the population in Rumeli, some of whom were there as a result
of the forced transfer under Bayezid, was sympathetic to Isma‘il. The states
in the west, too, were interested in Isma‘il. As early as 1502, Venice, at war
with the Ottomans, had established contact with Isma‘il and attempted to
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257 Cagatay Ulugay, “Yavuz Sultan Selim Nasil Padisah Oldu?’, Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat
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incite him to support the revolt of the Karamani pretender.*® The constant
failure of the policy pursued by Bayezid against Isma‘il led the West to over-
estimate Isma‘il and underestimate the Ottomans. The situation towards the
end of Bayezid's reign, with the succession struggle among Bayezid’s sons,
the Sah Kulu revolt and, in the middle of 1511, the circulation of rumours
of Bayezid’s severe illness, seemed to confirm their views. In May, the grand
master of Rhodes, Emery d’Amboise, wrote to the English king Henry VIII
that, according to intelligence he had received, “last winter the Sophi [Isma‘il]
cut to pieces a whole army of the Turks” and concluded that Isma‘il “is able
to drive the Turks and Sultan from their dominions” 2%

A conflict between Isma‘il and Selim was, at least from Selim’s point of
view, inevitable. Although presented in religious terms as a Sunni-Shii clash,
it was in reality a struggle for political supremacy, as shrewdly noted by the
Protestant priest Schweigger, at the Habsburg embassy in Istanbul from 1578
to 1581, who commented that the two states concealed the hatred they felt
for each other “in a very masterly way behind problems of religion”.>> If one
accepts Mazzaoui's explanation of the Safavid order’s leaning to Shii practices
as “religious change for political ends”,**® the same must be said of Selim’s
appropriation of a more orthodox Sunniism. Defining the religious belief of
the Turcomans, who remained outside the orthodox Sunni belief and iden-
tified themselves with a heterodox belief system, as Shiism and “Rafizilik”
(heresy) prepared the ground for a counter-propaganda campaign against the
Safavids,*” while the war against the Safavids was legitimised by designating
it a “cihad”.>**

Before the Caldiran campaign of 1514, Selim mobilised backing. He
requested support from the leading military men, explaining the Safavid
threat not merely as one undermining the allegiance of the population but
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as being behind sedition in the Ottoman army.** Despite hesistancy among
some of the men of state about the wisdom of such a campaign, Selim was
determined,?° and sought support also among the religious scholars.”* Miiftii
Hamza Saru Gorez, one of the eminent religious scholars of the period,
issued a fetva defining the supporters of Isma‘il as “infidels and heretics”, a
description also applied to those who supported them, declaring it a duty and
an obligatory act “to destroy and disperse them”. This fetva permitted the kill-
ing of such men and the division of their goods, women and children “among
the gazis of Islam”.”*> Kemalpasazade, another leading religious scholar,
expressed a similar viewpoint and described the war against the Safavids as
a “cihad”.”* Armed with such religious pronouncements, Selim set out on
a campaign, justified by the desire of Sunnis in Iranian territory for his help
and by Isma‘il’s ruination of mosques and mescits, oppression and murder of
Sunnis, contempt for religious books, and the Safavid practice of denigrating
the first three rightly guided caliphs and the companions of the Prophet.*

Apart from providing justification for the campaign against the Safavids,
Hamza Saru Gorez’s fetva also created legitimacy for Selim’s actions against
his own subjects in Anatolia. According to the fetva, “if there is someone in this
vilayet [i.e., Ottoman territory] who is known as one of them [i.e., a Kizilbas]
and/or is captured when going to Kizilbas territory, let him be killed. This
entire group consists of people who are both infidels and heretics, and people
of sedition. Their killing is legitimate on both counts”.?”” Before setting out
on campaign, Selim ordered the registration of known Safavid sympathisers
in Anatolia and had a large number of Turcomans killed. Various Ottoman
sources give the number of those registered and killed as 40,000, a figure
some historians have argued is improbably high in view of the total popula-
tion of Anatolia at that time, although, given the circumstances, it is probable
that Selim would have neutralised known and active supporters of Isma‘il
within Ottoman territory.*””
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According to Rumlu Hasan, there were two immediate causes for the out-
break of the war: the insulting letter sent to Selim by Ustajalu Muhammad
Han, Isma‘il’s governor of Diyarbakir, and halife Nur Ali’s destructive cam-
paign in Anatolia.”® Added to this were the continuing relations between the
Safavids and groups of the Anatolian population, such as the Turgutogullar,
whom the Ottomans were unable to control, and Isma‘il’s failure to congrat-
ulate Selim on his assumption of the Ottoman throne.”® In March 1514, Selim
set out from Edirne. His advance was hampered by problems over provision-
ing, increased considerably by Alaiiddevle’s announcement that he would
not join the campaign. Instead, Selim secured provisions from the Georgian
Mirza Cabuk, the atabeg of Samtskhe-Saataboga, a buffer state between the
Ottomans and Safavids, although these were insufficient. Isma‘il’s policy of
destruction along Selim’s route and forcible migration of the population cre-
ated major problems over feeding a very large Ottoman army on the march
and forced Selim to bring provisions from Trabzon. Conscious of the inse-
curity in Anatolia, Selim left a reserve force behind him as he advanced east-
wards to ensure that any uprising would be put down.>*

The difficulties of terrain, the problem over provisioning and the failure
of Isma'il’s army to face the Ottomans in battle led to discontent among the
janissaries, whose tie to Bektasi belief created suspicion about their attitude
towards Selim.*® With the support of some of their commanders, they began
to demand that the campaign be abandoned. Selim, not of the same opinion,
had the bearer of this demand, the beylerbeyi of Karaman, Hemden Pasa,
killed. The demands, however, continued, the janissaries even attempting to
force the sultan’s hand by firing on his imperial tent.*®* Incensed, Selim com-
pared their loyalty to that of Isma‘il’s soldiers, who went willingly to meet
death, happy “to slice their own children to pieces with their own hands” for
their shah. The janissaries, showing no similar inclination, were even hinder-
ing their sultan in the conduct of the campaign.*®

Selim’s campaign was further undermined by Isma‘il’s failure to engage in
battle, leading to an exchange of increasingly insulting letters between them.

278 Rumlu Hasan, Ahsenii’t Tevdrih, p. 177.

279 Tansel, Yavuz, p. 32.

280 Tekindag, ‘Yeni Kaynak’, pp. 59-60; Liitfi Pasa, Tevdrih, pp. 204-s5; Idris-i Bidlisi, Selim Sah-
Ndme, p. 147; Hoca Sadettin Efendi, Tacii’t-Tevarih, vol. 4, pp. 183-91.

281 Tansel, Yavuz, 33; Tekindag, “Yeni Kaynak’, p. 65.

282 Hoca Sadettin Efendi, Tacii’t-Tevarih, vol. 4, pp. 187-94.

283 Ibid., pp. 192-3. See another version of the same speech related by Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali
in Uzungarsili, Osmanh Tarihi, II, pp. 2645, note 3.

108



Ottoman expansion in the East

In language similar to that used by his grandfather to Uzun Hasan,*** Selim
sent letters and gifts, including a dervish cloak, a staft and a cloak, symbols of
dervishness, and even wine barrels, implying that “it more becomes the son of
the Sufi to sit in the tekke”.2® In response, Isma‘il despatched a letter together
with opium paste and a golden opium pot, commenting that Selim’s letters
could only have been written by scribes lost in the oblivion of opium.*** Some
historians have argued that the opium and opium pot were sent in order to
imply that Selim, like his father, was an opium addict.*® Stressing his own
friendship with the Ottomans, Isma‘il made it clear that if Selim did not wish
such friendship, then he was ready for war.*®® Enraged by these gifts and the
tone of the letter, Selim had Isma‘il’s envoy killed*®* and sent a return missive
accusing Isma‘il of cowardice for failing to enter battle. The letter, accompa-
nied by a set of female garments, including a veil, advised Isma‘il to dress in
women’s clothing for “masculinity is illegitimate [haram] for you”.>°

What eventually lured Isma‘il into battle was, according to some Ottoman
sources, a trick perpetrated by Selim’s spy, Seyh Ahmed, who informed
Isma‘il that various Turcoman, Kurdish beys loyal to the Ottomans and men
of Rumeli would change sides during the battle. Relying on this false intel-
ligence, Isma‘il decided to fight*" In August 1514, the two armies met in
the plain of Caldiran, 8o kilometres to the south-east of Dogubeyazit. The
Safavids were defeated, and Isma‘il, deserting his wife, or favourite, Taclu
Hanim, and his treasury, fled from the battlefield. Selim’s army entered the
Safavid capital, Tabriz, without opposition, and there the hutbe was read
in the name of the Ottoman sultan. Apparently met with joy, Selim, who
adopted a merciful policy towards its inhabitants, only remained in Tabriz a
few days** for, despite his joyful reception, he did not feel secure surrounded
by Kizilbas.?? His intention was to winter in Karabakh, but the commanders
and the janissaries wanted to return to Amasya, where they argued provisions
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were both more plentiful and cheaper. Left with no choice, Selim was forced
to pass the winter in Amasya.** A short while after Selim had left Tabriz,
Isma‘il returned to the city.>>

Despite the victory of Caldiran, Selim’s work in the east remained unfin-
ished, and Isma‘il’s capital, although captured, did not stay in Ottoman hands.
The lands on the western borders of the state did, however, pass under
Ottoman control. Taking Erzincan en route to Caldiran, the Ottomans also
took Bayburt (1514) and Kemah (1515), and, after hard fighting, Diyarbakir,
Mardin and the surrounding area were added to Ottoman territory.>° Selim
was also successful in winning over some local Kurdish, Turcoman and Arab
rulers with the help of idris-i Bitlisi, a respected member of the ulema and a
man of high standing among the Kurdish tribes. Regarding “the protected
lands of Rum” as the only place among the lands of Islam where there was
security, he had moved from Tabriz to Istanbul after Isma‘il’s conquest of
Tabriz in 1501 and had entered Bayezid’s service.*” In return for the loyalty
and collaboration of these tribes, Selim permitted them to continue to rule
their traditional lands, which included Bitlis, Hasan-Keyf and Imadiyye.>*

In the aftermath of Caldiran, Selim also campaigned against the beylik of
Dulgadir, a region the Mamluks considered under their own authority. In 1514,
Selim ordered Sehsuvaroglu Ali, son of Sehsuvar, the brother of Alaiiddevle,
to attack the sancak of Bozok, which was under the Dulgadirogullar.
Sehsuvaroglu Ali had taken refuge with the Ottomans during Bayezid’s reign
and had been made sancak beyi of Kayseri by Selim, whom he had served well
during the Caldiran campaign. Sehsuvaroglu Ali now attacked Bozok and
killed Alatiddevle’s son Stileyman, sending his head to Selim.* In response,
Alatddevle attacked the Ottoman supply lines during Selim’s campaign
against Kemah. After the taking of Kemabh, Selim despatched the beylerbeyi of
Rumeli, Sinan Pasa, against Elbistan. The beylik of Dulgadir was conquered in
June 1515 and Sehsuvaroglu Ali put in as ruler under Ottoman control.*°

According to the Fetihname of the beylik of Dulgadiroglu and of Kemah
which Selim presented to his son, the reason for the attack on Alaiiddevle
was his failure to join the Ottomans during the Caldiran campaign and, more
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significantly, his agreement to give help to the Safavids.** Alatiddevle, who had
earlier stabilised his relations with Shah Isma‘il, had not joined the Caldiran
campaign, using his advanced age as an excuse, had forbidden the selling of
foodstuffs and animal fodder to the Ottoman forces in his territories and even,
according to some sources, plundered Ottoman provisions and supplies.*>
According to Kemalpasazade, Alatiddevle was inconsistent in his allegiance,
floating like the wind between the Ottomans and the Mamluks, and it was
his incitement which had brought the two sultans into conflict.** Selim was
credited with claiming, when still a prince in Trabzon, that Alatiddevle had
profited from the rift in relations between the Ottomans and the Mamluks,**
a view supported by Alaiiddevle’s remark about the two states: “I have two
hens, one lays gold, the other silver”.?*

Unhappy with the Ottoman conquest of Dulgadir, which he had sought
through diplomatic channels to prevent, Qansuh al-Ghawri, the Mamluk sul-
tan, now came under intense pressure. Sending him the decapitated head of
Alaiiddevle’s son and vezir,**¢ Selim announced, according to Liitfi Pasa, that,
in effect, his head was next.” Such a threat was not unexpected, for Qansuh
al-Ghawri thought that whoever emerged victorious from Caldiran would
then invade Egypt.*®

Selim was in fact merely waiting for an opportunity to invade. Bayezid’s
defeat had not been forgotten, and Selim’s countenance “was etched by the
lines of revenge”2* The chance for revenge, according to Ottoman sources,
came with Shah Isma‘il’s anti-Ottoman agreement with Qansuh al-Ghawri
after his rout at Caldiran.’® The existence of such an agreement is disput-
able, for although it is known that after his defeat Isma‘il approached the
Mamluks for an anti-Ottoman alliance, as he did with states in Europe, there
is no convincing proof that Qansuh al-Ghawri accepted this.*" In any case,
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this claim gave Selim the necessary legitimacy for his campaign, a campaign
justified, according to Hoca Sadeddin, because “those who help the enemy,
are enemies” "

Concealing the true destination of the campaign, Selim acted as though
the assault was aimed at Iran. When the advance force under Sinan Pasa,
bypassing the Mamluk city of Malatya on Selim’s orders, requested permis-
sion to proceed to Diyarbakir, the Mamluk governor of Malatya refused.’”
This suited Selim well and was interpreted as proof of an agreement between
the Mamluks and the Safavids.?"* Still concealing his intentions, however, Selim
sent an envoy with a letter and valuable presents to Qansuh al-Ghawri.?* The
tone of this letter was misleading, for he addressed him as “my father” and
explained that he had conducted his campaign against Alatiddevle with his,
Qansuh al-Ghawri’s, permission .’ If the Mamluks wanted, he assured him, he
would remove Sehsuvaroglu Ali. Selim also noted that he had put no impedi-
ment in the way of merchants bringing slaves to Qansuh al-Ghawr#*7 and
that the Arabic, Iranian and Ottoman merchants who did not have Safavid
goods on them had not been touched.””® Despite such reassuring words, Selim
had in fact, a few months earlier, forbidden merchants and slave traders from
entering Mamluk territory?*® Qansuh al-Ghawri, who did not believe in the
genuineness of the friendly tone of Selim’s letter, which Ibn Iyas described
as “a piece of trickery and deception”,?** advanced into Syria. Sending a fur-
ther letter to the sultan, now at Aleppo, and requesting sugar and sweetmeats
from him, Selim made it clear once again that his target was the Safavids.*’
Qansuh al-Ghawri, however, remained unconvinced. In August 1516, the two
armies met at Marj Dabiq in Syria. The battle left the Mamluks defeated and
Qansuh al-Ghawri dead. The Ottomans took over control of greater Syria
and of the territory of the Ramazanogullari, previously under the Mamluks
but who now switched to the Ottomans. At first considering leaving the new
sultan Tumanbay in place in Egypt as an Ottoman vassal, an offer in any

312 Hoca Sadettin Efendi, Tacii’t-Tevarih, vol. 4, p. 278.
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case rejected by the Mamluk ruler,””> Ottoman forces defeated the Mamluks
under Janbirdi al-Ghazali, who had been governor of Hamah under Qansuh
al-Ghawri and was now Tumanbay’s governor of Damascus at Khan Yunus,
near Gaza, which was followed by the defeat of the Mamluk army by Selim
at al-Ridaniyya, near Cairo, in January 1517. Tumanbay fled, Selim entered
Cairo and the hutbe was read in his name. Permission was granted for three
days of pillaging and “Not a horse, nor mule, nor clothing, not anything great
or small was left untouched” *» Tumanbay, however, continued to resist, and
there was fighting between Mamluk and Ottoman forces in the streets of
Cairo. Although the Ottomans put down such conflicts, Tumanbay escaped,
and so long as he remained alive, the total submission of Cairo proved impos-
sible. After a concerted pursuit, he was eventually captured and was handed
over to Sehsuvaroglu Ali Bey, who hanged him at the Zuwayla Gate, the place
at which the Mamluks had hanged his father, Sehsuvar.>*

With the surrender of the keys of Mecca and Medina, brought by the son of
the serif of these cities to Selim in Cairo,® Asikpasazade’s prayer for Bayezid
I that “May God grant that his hutbe be read at the Kabe [Ka"aba]"*** was now
realised by Selim. Selim, who remained in Egypt for eight months, appointed
Khayrbak to the governorship of Egypt. Former governor of Aleppo, his bad
relations with Qansuh al-Ghawri had led him to provide intelligence to Selim,
and after Selim’s victory he had openly sworn allegiance to the Ottoman
sultan. Passing from Egypt through Syria on his return to Istanbul, Selim
appointed another Mamluk, Janbirdi al-Ghazali, whom he had pardoned, to
the governorship of Syria.

The conquests of Selim’s reign had turned the Ottoman state into a large
Asian empire. The fall of the Mamluks had brought the Ottomans control
over important trade routes and had, even if only temporarily, weakened the
contacts between Iran and the West. After Selim’s death in 1520, his son and
successor Siileyman set out both to consolidate Ottoman control in the areas
his father had captured in the east and, following in his father’s footsteps, to
expand Ottoman territory still further.

One of Stileyman’s first moves once on the throne was to dismantle vari-
ous of his father’s measures which had had negative economic and political
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effects. He gave permission for the return to Cairo of families whom Selim
had forced to move to Istanbul, where they had been living under misera-
ble conditions.?” He also reversed his father’s policy on trade with Iran and
normalised trade relations between the two states.’*® Before the Caldiran
campaign, Selim had banned Ottoman trade with the Safavid state. In conse-
quence, merchants had had their goods seized, and some had received harsh
punishment.®® After Caldiran, Selim ordered that those who ignored this
prohibition should be put to death and all their goods and possessions, their
provisions and their slaves seized for the state.” In compliance with Selim'’s
order, the seized goods were included in the imperial treasury and kept in
Bursa and other places.”” As Ottoman territory expanded, so did the area to
which this strictly enforced trade ban applied.”* What lay behind this ban was,
according to Celalzade Mustafa, the fact that the Kizilbas owed their power to
Anatolia, for it was from here that all their arms and equipment came.? The
effect, however, was economically damaging for the Ottomans, the famous
Gelincik market of Bursa, for example, being turned into “the ruined abode
of the destitute”, and, because silk could not be found and cloth not pro-
duced, the workshops became “withered rose gardens, water mills without
water”.»4 Application of the ban also resulted in the punishment of innocent
merchants, whose goods were unjustly seized. Complaints to Selim had no
effect, for he merely advised patience.’ Siileyman, in contrast, both over-
turned the ban and, in cases where Ottoman or Iranian merchants proved
that goods seized were theirs, the goods were either returned or the mer-
chants compensated.?*® While this policy was an important step in his drive to
consolidate his power within his territories, it also represented the restoration
of an important source of income for Siileyman, who needed money.
Siileyman’s task was initially made more difficult due to suspicions that
he would be unable to fill the place of a sultan as powerful as his father. At
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the head of such doubters was Janbirdi al-Ghazali, who sprang into action as
soon as he heard of Selim’s death. Janbirdi al-Ghazali, who had a considerable
level of support among the Mamluks and the populace, was defeated by the
Ottomans in February 1521.2 Despite Janbirdi al-Ghazali’s invitation to join the
revolt,?® Khayrbak, the governor of Egypt, remained loyal to the Ottomans.
Further revolts broke out after his death, in 1523 and 1524. A series of revolts
erupted among local Mamluk office holders on the arrival from Istanbul of
Mustafa Paga, who had been appointed as governor on Khayrbak’s death in
1522, but were put down without difficulty?* Mustafa Paga was replaced by
Kasim Pasa, and in 1523 the second vezir Ahmed Pasa became governor. He
promptly revolted, relying on the local forces he had gathered round him,
and proclaimed himself sultan. Remembered as a “traitor”, Ahmed Pasa was
finally captured and executed in 1524.>* Siileyman then despatched his grand
vezir Ibrahim Pasa to Egypt.* Ibrahim established firm Ottoman control,
hanging the Arab seyhs who had supported Ahmed Pasa and bringing in a
new law code, the Kanunname-i Misir.?+

While revolts broke out in the new, and distant, province of Egypt, revolts
also occurred nearer to the centre, in Anatolia. At the beginning of 1520, a
major revolt broke out under $ah Veli bin Celal** in the region of Tokat. The
Ottomans successfully put down the revolt, killing Sah Veli and massacring
many of his followers, but suffered heavy casualties in the process.*** The
revolt had been provoked among followers of Isma‘il who wished to prevent
another campaign against the Safavids by keeping Ottoman forces occupied
in Anatolia. Even if one accepts that Safavid provocation played a part in the
revolt, Selim’s oppression and exclusion of the non-Sunni population, together
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with the increasing economic difficulties in the region brought about by his
policies, alienated the population from the state and created an environment
ripe for rebellion.

According to Akdag, whose argument is contrary to the normally accepted
view, the Ottoman treasury on Selim’s death was almost empty. Revenue was
thus needed for new campaigns. Siileyman’s response was to order new land
surveys, with the intention of increasing the income from the land. Officials
were sent to the provinces, where they re-registered certain sipahi holdings
and increased the registered yield of certain lands. They thus both ensured
a large income for the treasury*® and, by registering the population, further
strengthened central authority in these regions.*** However much the aim of
this new registration was said to be “to register completely and to protect the
possessions of the sultan and to bind the reaya and the sipahis together” >’ the
result was a breakdown in social order. In 1526, widespread agitation among
the Bozok Turcomans against the increased tax registered by the officials
turned into a revolt, followed by the outbreak of revolts one after the other
across south and inner Anatolia. One of these was led by Kalender, a descen-
dant of Hac1 Bektasg-1 Veli, in the Ankara-Kirgehir region, which erupted in
1528. Kalender attracted an enormous following, including sipahis who had
been dispossessed of their timars. Although ultimately successful in suppress-
ing these revolts, the Ottoman state did so only with great difficulty and with
much loss of life.**® Even if the Safavid state was not directly involved in these
revolts, it offered an attractive alternative power centre, and it is highly likely
that the Safavids were influential in these events.** Indeed, the rebels’ turning
frequently towards “the eastern country”,*® meaning “the Kizilbas”,*" shows
clearly the indirect influence of the Safavid state in these events.

These revolts once more highlighted the dangerous influence of the
Safavids within Ottoman territory. As the Sah Veli revolt clearly showed,
Isma‘il, even after his defeat at Caldiran, still held high prestige in Anatolia,
and even his death did not bring any decrease in his spiritual power. Even
30 years on, Stileyman was still worried about Isma‘il’s influence among the
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populace, ordering the pursuit of a man who claimed that a leather shoe
which had once belonged to Shah Isma‘il cured barren women and the sei-
zure of the shoe itself.** The belief in, and loyalty to, the spiritual power of
the Safavid leader was evident also with Isma‘il’s son and successor Tahmasp.
Michele Membré, the Venetian envoy sent to Iran in search of an alliance
with Tahmasp against the Ottomans during the Ottoman—Venetian war of
1537—40, recounted how a Turcoman from Adana had managed with great
difficulty to obtain one of the shah’s kerchiefs, giving a horse in exchange.
He believed that his sick father, who had seen the shah in a dream and had
wanted a cloth belonging to him, would recover when he received it.*

Siileyman thus, like his father and grandfather before him, regarded the
Safavid state as a major threat to order in his own territories. Like his father,
Siileyman, too, from the time he ascended the throne, gave great importance
to intelligence about the Safavid state and sought to follow Isma‘il’s move-
ments closely* The intelligence that Isma‘il had ordered the Sah Veli revolt,
together with that which showed Isma‘il’s direct involvement in the revolt
of Janbirdi al-Ghazali, made these events more than mere internal affairs.>
Although Ayalon has argued that there is no proof of a connection between
Isma‘il and Janbirdi al-Ghazali,»* intelligence had earlier reached Selim that
Janbirdi al-Ghazali was in contact with Isma‘il.*” It was the suspicion that he
was working with Isma‘il that in 1522 cost Sehsuvaroglu Ali, prominent in the
suppression of both the Sah Veli and Janbirdi al-Ghazali revolts,*® his head.
Gossip that he wanted independence® and had thus entered into relations
with Isma‘il reached Siileyman,*** who had Sehsuvaroglu Ali and his sons
killed and his territory turned into an eyalet (province).

For Stileyman, peace in the east was essential for the success of his cam-
paigning in the west, which was undermined by problems in Anatolia. This
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was the case, for example, in 1526, when Siileyman hastily returned from
his campaign in Hungary on the outbreak of a major revolt in Anatolia.**"
Receiving an envoy from Isma‘il*** Siileyman was not entirely inclined to
making peace but was also not attracted by the idea of immediately entering
into a campaign against him > In 1525, however, after the death of Isma‘il and
the accession of his ten-year-old son Tahmasp, who was caught up in a power
struggle with dissident Kizilbag elements whom he finally brought under con-
trol in 1533,%* Siileyman sent a letter to the new Safavid ruler threatening that
he would set up his “imperial tent” in Safavid territory, and if Tahmasp did
not become a geyh like his forefathers, then he would find him “even if you
became an ant and burrowed into the ground, even if you became a bird and
flew up into the sky” and would destroy him >®

Despite such belligerent language, Siileyman in fact did not campaign in
the east, unable to fight on two fronts simultaneously, and focused instead
on the west. It was thus not the Ottomans but the Uzbeks who benefited
from the internal confusion within the Safavid state. Nor was Siileyman,
occupied in Hungary, able to use the opportunity offered by the anti-Safavid
revolt of the ruler of Baghdad, Ziilfikar (Zu’l-Faqar Sultan Mausillu), who
presented Siileyman with the keys of the city and had the hutbe read in his
name. Without Ottoman support, Ziilfikar was killed by his brothers, who
supported Tahmasp.>

In 1530, Siileyman gave permission for the governor of Azerbaijan, Ulama
Han, one of the leading figures in the Safavid government, to take refuge
with the Ottomans. Ulama Han was a member of the Tekelid tribe from
Anatolia, which had played a major role in the establishment of Isma‘il’s
state. As a result of the confiscation of his dirlik, he had joined the Sah Kulu
revolt and had then been among those who had fled to Isma‘il**” The rea-
son for Ulama Han’s flight now to the Ottomans was the devastating attack
launched by other tribes against the Tekelii, the most powerful tribe in the
Safavid state, and the subsequent loss of the Tekelii tribe’s influence in the
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Safavid administration.”®® By giving him a “useful” sancak in Diyarbakir on
the Safavid border* Siileyman made his intentions towards the Safavids
plain. While Ulama Han defected to the Ottomans, Seref Han (IV), the
head of the hanate of Bitlis, who had accepted Ottoman authority during
the reign of Selim, defected to the Safavids. According to Liitfi Pasa, Seref
Han’s loyalty was always questionable.”® The grandson of Seref Han and
writer of the Serefname, however, blames Seref Han’s defection not on any
lack of loyalty to the Ottomans, as implied by Liitfi Pasa, but on Ulama
Pasa’s intrigues against him. According to the Serefname, Ulama Han, on his
arrival in Istanbul, claimed that Seref Han had pro-Safavid sympathies. In
consequence, orders were given for the direct incorporation of the hanate
of Bitlis into the Ottoman state, leaving the han without any option but to
request help from Tahmasp.”” Tahmasp then took Bitlis under his protection.
In 1532, Stileyman appointed Ulama Pasa to the beylerbeylik of Bitlis and sent
him, together with the beylerbeyi of Diyarbakir Fil Yakup Pasa, against Seref
Han, who, with Safavid help, survived this first attack.”> Claiming that other
Kizilbas emirs would join the Ottomans, Ulama Han worked to persuade
Siileyman to send a campaign against Tahmasp.”? He constantly sent news
to Siileyman that Tahmasp was busy with the Uzbeks, Mongols and Tatars,
and claimed that "Azerbaijan and Persian Iraq lie undefended”.?* Once again
despatched against Seref Han, Ulama Han and Fil Yakub were this time suc-
cessful. Seref Han was killed and Bitlis taken in September 1532.7% Instead of
incorporating the hanate directly into the Ottoman state, Stileyman gave the
sancak as an ocaklik to Semseddin III, the son of Seref Han, who submitted
to the Ottomans.”

With the end of yet another Hungarian campaign in June 1533, Siileyman
decided on an eastern campaign. While Tahmasp was still involved in clashes
with the Uzbeks,”” the Ottoman army marched eastwards in October 1533

368 Ibid., pp. 60—2; Roemer, “The Safavid Period’, p. 241.

369 Liitfi Pasa, Tevdrih, p. 270.

370 Ibid.

371 Seref Han, Serefname: Osmanl-fran Tarihi, trans. Mehmet Emin Bozarslan (Istanbul, 1971),
p- 180; Kirzioglu, Kafkas, pp. 128—9.

372 Eskandar Beg Monshi, History of Shah ‘Abbas the Great, trans. R. M. Savory, 2 vols. (Boulder,
Colo., 1978), vol. 1, p. 110; Kirzioglu, Kafkas, p. 129.

373 Siimer, Safevi Devletinin Kurulusu, p. 62.

374 Eskandar Beg Monshi, History of Shah ‘Abbas, vol. 1, p. 110.

375 Kirzioglu, Kafkas, pp. 131—2; Seref Han, Serefname, p. 182.

376 Kurzioglu, Kafkas, p. 132.

377 M. Tayyib Gokbilgin, Arz ve Raporlarina Gore Ibrahim Pasa’nin Irakeyn Seferindeki ilk
Tedbirleri ve Fiituhatt’, Belleten 21, 81-84 (1957), 449-81, docs. I-II, pp. 463-5.

119



EBRU BOYAR

under the command of the grand vezir Ibrahim Pasa, taking the castles of
Adilcevaz, Ercig, Van and Ahlat, and passed the winter of 15334 at Aleppo.
[brahim gathered intelligence about Tahmasp which he forwarded to
Stileyman in Istanbul.”® The presence of Siileyman in Istanbul rather than
at the head of the army caused mutterings among the soldiers, who wanted
Siileyman to lead them, for “a shah was necessary for a shah”.” [brahim
reported this disquiet to Siileyman but, without waiting for him, set off in the
spring to Tabriz, and, without encountering Tahmasp’s forces, entered the
city in July 1534. Azerbaijan was added to the empire as a province.

In the autumn of 1534, Siileyman joined the army under Ibrahim Pasa but,
since the Safavid forces persistently avoided any direct conflict, finally left for
Baghdad, which he reached after an extremely difficult march in December
1534. Offering no resistance, the city fell.”*° Producing an adaletname as the basis
for Ottoman administration of the new province of Iraq, Siilleyman revoked
the heavy taxation imposed by the Safavids. During his stay in the city, he
visited the tombs of various figures holy both for Sunnis and Shiis, both in
Baghdad and elsewhere, had such sites repaired and alms given to the poor.?*"

While Siileyman was in Baghdad, news arrived that Tahmasp had re-taken
Tabriz and that Ulama Pasa, who was responsible for the protection of Tabriz
and the Van region, had taken refuge in the castle of Van. Tahmasp, who saw
Ulama as “a mortal foe”,*® besieged the castle. Stileyman sent relief forces,
but, hampered by the winter weather, the campaign ended without any
engagement.’® In 1538, the ruler of Basra, Rasid ibn Makamis, sent his son to
Edirne and announced his acceptance of Ottoman overlordship. Appointing
him as beylerbeyi, Stileyman recognised the local administration.?® Stileyman’s
campaign in the east ended without any decisive victory over Tahmasp,
despite Ibrahim Pasa’s letter to Sehzade Mustafa announcing that Iran “had
been completely conquered and subjugated” **> However, by taking Baghdad,
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the Ottomans had extended their control southwards, and by conquering
Georgian territory, they had established the beylerbeylik of Erzurum.

The Iranian campaigns had cost the Ottomans dearly, particularly in eco-
nomic terms, and even if the Ottoman army remained undefeated, it had
gained very little from the war. The climatic conditions and difficult ter-
rain had created major problems,*® soldiers freezing to death and equip-
ment destroyed, for example, when the army was caught in a snowstorm at
Sultaniyya on the way to Baghdad, an event described in a couplet quoted by
Eskandar Beg Monshi:

When I went to Soltaniya, that splendid pasturage /I saw two thousand corpses lay-
ing there without grave or burial shroud/I said, “Who slew all these Ottomans?”/
The morning breeze replied, “It was I”.3%”

What did most damage to the Ottomans, however, were the scorched-earth
tactics employed by Tahmasp, adopted also to great advantage by his father.
For Tahmasp, the best way to render the Ottomans ineffective was to prevent
them obtaining provisions,”*® a tactic he was to use with success in later wars.
Thus, in the campaign of 1548—9, Tahmasp instructed men to lay waste to
the land between Tabriz and the Ottoman borders “so that no trace of grain
or grass remained”’* Aware of this, the Ottomans set off on the Iranian
campaigns having made extensive preparations beforehand. In the middle of
the sixteenth century, the Habsburg ambassador, Busbecq, noting that in the
campaign that the Ottomans conducted in Iran, in contrast to other cam-
paigns, beasts of burden were loaded with “cereals of every kind, especially
rice”, commented that the reason for this, apart from being that the coun-
try of the Safavids was less productive than Busbecq’s own, was related to
the fact that “it is the custom of the inhabitants, when their land is invaded,
to lay waste and burn everything, and so force the enemy to retire through
lack of food”.*° This need to transport all food supplies imposed a costly
burden on the campaign, and on the population: in 1534, a niizil (collection)
was imposed on the population of Larende to pay for the hiring of the many
camels necessary for the campaign.*
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After the campaign of 1533-5, relations between the two states remained
tense. Clashes occurred throughout the border zone,** and even though
Ottoman-Safavid trade continued, it did so under very difficult conditions.**
While the Safavids conducted a successful war of attrition, Siileyman sought
to avoid needlessly exhausting his troops and ordered commanders along the
frontier to avoid unnecessary clashes.”* Siileyman, however, was aware of the
limits of Ottoman power on the borders but was still irritated by his com-
manders’ failure to cope effectively with the situation. Annoyed at the insuf-
ficient response of the beylerbeyi of Diyarbakir to a Safavid attack on a castle
under construction at Ahtamar, whose stones the Safavid troops had thrown
into “the sea”, meaning Lake Van, Siileyman demanded, “[I]s this any way to
protect the frontier?”*%

Despite all Stileyman’s attempts to seal the frontier, it remained totally
porous: smuggling and the flight of the population continued regard-
less. Michele Membré speaks of a group of 8oo households of Turcoman
families who, in 1539, migrated together with their animals from Erzincan
to Tahmasp’s territory and swore allegiance to him.** When news reached
Siileyman of the movement of “useful” horses and mules from Ottoman ter-
ritory to “the defeated enemy”, as the Safavids were, rather hopefully, known,
he instructed the beylerbeyi of Baghdad that this must be prevented.”” If one
accepts the account of Liitfi Pasa, Tahmasp’s threat to the Ottomans had an
international dimension. Before the Hungarian campaigns of 1541, according
to Liitfi Pasa, the Hungarian king John Szapolyai, under Ottoman protec-
tion, had contacted Tahmasp, who had proposed an attack on the Ottomans
on two fronts. Upon hearing this, Siileyman had sent soldiers to both fronts
and had himself waited ready in Istanbul. When Tahmasp remained inactive
and the situation became more pressing in Hungary, Siileyman had turned his
attention to the west.»®

With the situation stabilised in the west, Siileyman now planned a new
campaign against the Safavids. In March 1545, he wrote to leading figures
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in Shirvan, which had been taken by the Safavids in 1538, claiming that the
“Kizilbasg ... were being more treacherous than before and were conduct-
ing oppression and seizing goods”*? in Shirvan, informing them that he was
resolved on a campaign against the Safavids and requesting that the necessary
aid be given to the Ottoman official Maksud Ali Bey.**° The opportunity for
which Siileyman was waiting occurred when in 1547 Alkas Mirza, Tahmasp’s
brother and, since the Safavid conquest, the governor of Shirvan and thus,
ironically, the figure responsible for the oppression referred to by Stileyman,**
fled to the Ottomans after the failure of his revolt against his brother.> Alkas
Mirza’s arrival gave “much delight and joy”+* to Siileyman, who received him
so well** that, according to Liitfi Pasa, "Alkas could not have seen in the vilayet
of Persia such a high and honourable position even in his dreams”.*>> Alkas
Mirza was not merely received in splendour but also drowned in very valuable
gifts.«*¢ Siileyman’s display of such great interest in Alkas Mirza did not please
everyone. In a letter which he sent to the grand vezir and Stileyman’s son-in-
law, Riistem Pasa, Seyh Bali Efendi, one of the leading religious scholars of
the period, openly criticised Stileyman’s behaviour. Asking “if on our part,
we shower honours and favours on Alqas, or someone else, what will be the
profit?” Seyh Bali Efendi added that “they [the Kizilbas] are the seeds of error
and sparks ... of the infernal fire.... Alive or dead, in the Islamic territory
they are nothing but harm, and their removal from it is very happiness”.*”
The people of Istanbul, too, criticised such expense lavished by the sultan on
someone like Alkas Mirza, who was a traitor and an infidel in origin and who
had taken refuge with the Ottomans in order to save his own skin. Siileyman
was forced to defend himself from such criticism by saying that he had done
this for the honour of the state.**

Alkas Mirza’s taking refuge with the Ottomans was for Siileyman “an
invaluable piece of good fortune as presenting him with the means of sub-
jugating Iran”.+° Siileyman calculated that, using Alkas Mirza, it would be
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possible to remove Tahmasp and put Alkas Mirza on the throne as an Ottoman
puppet.*® According to a Venetian ambassador’s report, Alkas Mirza’s aim
was to persuade Siilleyman to undertake a campaign against his brother
Tahmasp,*" which he in fact succeeded in doing,** although Siileyman had
had such a campaign in mind for some time. Having sent Alkas Mirza and
Ulama Pasa off with an advance force, Siileyman set off in haste at the head
of the army, even before the campaign season had started.* In summer 1548,
he reached Tabriz and entered the city unopposed, the shah’s army having
retreated. It was impossible to stay in Tabriz for more than four days, how-
ever, as the city had been plundered and the Ottomans “could find nothing
edible for either man or beast”, resulting in the death from hunger of several
thousand Ottoman horses and mules.** Withdrawing from Tabriz, the army
took the castle of Van, defined as “the frontier and castle of the kingdom of
Tahmasp”,*> whose possession had been constantly in dispute between the
two states.

Adopting their usual tactics of devastation, the Safavids raided extensively
in the border regions round Adilcevaz, Mus, Erzurum, Erzincan, Bayburt
and Kars**® and set out to reduce the zone to a wasteland in which survival
would be impossible, thus preventing Ottoman movement eastwards.*”
Although Stileyman wished to pursue Tahmasp, this scorched-earth tactic
and Siileyman’s desire to preserve the strength of his troops left him with no
option but to remain in Diyarbakir while Tahmasp continued to devastate
Ottoman territory.*®

In revenge for Tahmasp’s actions, Stileyman ordered Alkas Mirza to plun-
der Iranian territory. Siileyman accepted Alkas Mirza’s claims that the major-
ity of beys on the Iranian border and the sipahis would rise in his support, but
this did not in fact happen.#® Alkas Mirza’s repeated assurances that “in their
hearts [the Kizilbas tribes] support me. I have only to set foot on Persian soil,
and they will flock to me”, together with his promise to return with large
quantities of booty, encouraged Siileyman to despatch him to raid Tahmasp’s
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territory.**° Alkas Mirza returned from Isfahan, Kum and Kasan with, if not
the support of the Kizilbag as he had promised, much booty, which was
greatly pleasing to Stileyman.** Having gone to Diyabakir and then Aleppo,
Stileyman himself returned to Istanbul when the soldiers objected to remain-
ing in Aleppo.+**

Alkas Mirza did not prove the asset Siileyman had hoped. Escaping from
Ottoman anger, he fled back to Iran and begged for Tahmasp’s forgiveness.**
With Siileyman back in Istanbul, the war of attrition continued, and in 1551
the Safavids took the castles of Adilcevaz, Ercis and Ahlat.“*4 The forces under
the command of Iskender Pasa, the beylerbeyi of Erzurum, were defeated by
the forces of Tahmasp’s son Isma‘il,*”> and the region was “plundered and
burned” by the Safavids, who returned “laden with booty™.+* In response,
Siileyman sent the grand vezir Riistem Paga with an army to the east. Riistem’s
target was Sehzade Mustafa rather than Tahmasp. Mustafa, Stileyman’s eldest
son and considered heir apparent, whose court was at Amasya, was much
in favour of a new campaign against Iran.* In the politics of the capital, he
was opposed by Riistem Pasa and Siileyman’s wife Hiirrem Sultan, whose
ambition was for one of her own sons to ascend the throne. Riistem spread
rumours that Mustafa was preparing to revolt against his father and that he
was even in contact with Shah Tahmasp. In consequence, Siilleyman became
suspicious of his son. He recalled Riistem and prepared to set out on cam-
paign himself.4*® His initial aim was to solve the problem of Mustafa, whom
he had strangled when he joined the campaign near Eregli.+* After wintering
in Aleppo, he set off once more on campaign in the spring of 1554. From Kars
he sent Tahmasp a letter in an attempt to provoke him into battle, some-
thing which Tahmasp had no intention of doing. Stileyman plundered Revan,
Nakhchivan and Karabakh, seizing much booty and many slaves, but was
forced to withdraw without encountering the Safavid ruler.+°
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The treaty of Amasya (1555): A precarious peace

Although the last two Iranian campaigns may have been planned as campaigns
of expansion, they can, in view of their outcome, be defined as defensive
wars. Gaining very little, the Ottomans had instead exhausted their military
at a time of breakdown in the socio-economic order of the empire, evident
particularly in the revolts of the levends and softas (theological students).*
The unattractiveness of service in the east and the inability of the state to
control this region were highlighted by janissary complaints about being sent
to Erzurum, a location they did not wish to go to and from where they fled,
with their weapons, to the Safavids.#* Discontent was felt even in the most
remote corners of the empire, the representative of the serif of Mecca com-
plaining to Sehzade Bayezid, then governor of Kiitahya, that the Arab regions
“had become a wasteland” .+

In these circumstances, concluding a treaty with the Safavids was imperative
for the Ottomans. Thus, when Tahmasp sent envoys to Siileyman, then winter-
ing in Amasya, with an offer of peace, discussions were begun and in June 1555
peace was agreed.”* Under this agreement, the region of Lake Van and $ehrizor
remained Ottoman and the frontier was fixed at Arpacay.** Both sides undertook
to refrain from attack and to ensure the security of the frontier, the Ottomans
thus securing their border and Tahmasp rescuing his territory from continuous
attack and ensuring that Azerbaijan would be safe from further Ottoman aggres-
sion. Siileyman also demanded that the Safavids desist from their traditional den-
igration of the first three rightly guided caliphs and Muhammad’s wife Aysha
but was reassured by the Safavid ambassador that this tradition had already been
banned. Stileyman gave permission for Iranian subjects to visit the Ka‘aba in
Mecca, the tomb of the prophet Muhammad in Medina and various other holy
sites in Iraq, such as the shrines of Ali in Najaf and Husayn in Karbala, and prom-
ised that these visits would be undertaken in safety.#*
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The result of realpolitik rather than any genuine desire for enduring peace,
the Ottomans were nevertheless anxious to display the treaty as a strong and
lasting one. Busbecq, the Habsburg ambassador, who was in Amasya at the
same time as the Persian ambassador, commented that, “No possible honour
towards the Persian was omitted, that we might have no doubt about the gen-
uineness of the peace which had been made with him”.#” In the period fol-
lowing the conclusion of the treaty, both Siileyman and his successor, Selim
II, took care to conform to its terms.®® Tahmasp’s desire, as expressed in a
letter he wrote to Stileyman, that there should be open exchange of informa-
tion between the two states** was put in place, and requests and complaints
coming from Iran were dealt with carefully by the Ottomans.*° Ottoman
border officials were repeatedly ordered to be vigilant over the application of
the clause**' requiring that “anyone from either side who might seek sanctu-
ary with the other side should be returned and not given any support”,**
regardless of Safavid contravention in accepting, for example, Ottoman sub-
jects from Erzurum in 1557.4% The Ottomans also abided by the agreement
over permitting entry to those from Iran who wished to go on pilgrimage
and to visit the holy sites in Iraq.** This applied equally to Iranians who were
no longer alive, for the dead, too, were accepted into Ottoman territory for
burial in the holy places.*#

An event which occurred only four years after the signing of the Amasya
peace proved a serious test for the relations between the two states. In 1559,
a succession struggle broke out between Siileyman’s sons Bayezid and
Selim. Defeated, Bayezid, together with his sons and a large, armed group
of supporters, fled to Iran.**® Tahmasp, thus presented with the opportu-
nity to take revenge for the reverse flight of his own brother some years
before, received Bayezid with great honour, as Siileyman had Alkas Mirza.*”
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Although Tahmasp’s receiving of Bayezid in contravention of the Amasya
treaty was a reason for war, Ottoman territories were in a state of near com-
plete disorder** and Siileyman therefore sought to solve the crisis through
diplomatic channels. He immediately despatched a letter to Tahmasp, before
Bayezid had reached the frontier, pointing out that if Tahmasp were to accept
Bayezid, he would be obliged, in accordance with the treaty, to send him back.
Siileyman also noted that Ottoman forces were massed on the border to inter-
cept him.** Tahmasp was unmoved. Next, Siileyman, in a move to get Bayezid
and his sons back, sent ambassadors with expensive gifts, as did Selim, the one
remaining son and now clear heir to the throne, who also had a vested inter-
estin Bayezid’s return.®° In 1560, Iranian ambassadors to Siileyman and Selim,
sent to conduct negotiations over Bayezid’s release, were lavishly received
with their expenses, and those of their entourage, in Ottoman territory paid
by the Ottomans, down to those for clothes and fees for the public baths.*"
Tahmasp, aware that Siilleyman was prepared to make enormous concessions
to secure Bayezid, was keen to use his uninvited guest to the best possible
advantage and drew out the negotiations. With the bargaining dragging on,
Siileyman threatened Tahmasp with war. Tahmasp, aware that this was not
possible, promptly threatened Siileyman with sending Bayezid to Anatolia.
Tahmasp, whose demands included the castle of Kars and Baghdad, eventu-
ally agreed in 1562 to hand Bayezid and his sons over to Ottoman representa-
tives in return for a large quantity of valuable gifts and the renewal of the
Amasya treaty. Bayezid and his sons were immediately strangled and their
bodies brought to Sivas for burial.**

Despite this major crisis, peace was preserved between the two states. This
did not mean, however, that there was any great trust in relations with the
Safavids or sense of security among the Ottoman population in the border
zones. The mere phrase “the Kizilbas have come” was sufficient to cause the

448 Akdag, Dirlik ve Diizenlik, pp. 163—71; Turan, Taht Kavgalar, pp. 145-9; 3 Numaral Miihimme
Defteri (966—968/ 1558—1560), Ozet ve Transkripsiyon; Tipkibasim, 2 vols. (Ankara, 1993), no. 36
(17 Ramazan 966/ 23 June 1559).

449 3 Miihimme, no. 144 (18 Sevval 966/24 July 1559).

450 Seref Han, Serefname, pp. 216-7; Pegevi, Tarih, vol. 1, pp. 309—412; Ismail Hakk: Uzungcarsils,
‘fran Sahina Iltica Etmis Olan Sehzade Bayezid'in Teslimi i¢in Sultan Siileyman ve Oglu
Selim Taraflarindan Saha Gonderilen Altinlar ve Kiymetli Hediyeler”, Belleten 24, 93 (1960),
103—T10 at pp. 106-T10.

451 Serafettin Turan, ‘1560 Tarihinde Anadolu’da Yiyecek Maddeleri Fiyatlarin1 Gosteren Bir
fran Elgilik Hey’eti Masraf Defteri’, Ankara Universitesi Dil ve Tarih-Cografya Fakiiltesi
Dergisi 22, 3—4 (1964), 273-94 at pp. 276—7, 281-92..

452 Turan, Taht Kavgalan, pp. 125-36; Eskandar Beg Monshi, History of Shah ‘Abbas, vol. 1, pp.
171-2, 192.

128



Ottoman expansion in the East

reaya to descend into “agitation and terror”.** While the Ottomans abided by
the terms of the treaty, they did so keeping their own interests firmly in mind.
Although permission was granted for Safavid subjects to enter Ottoman ter-
ritory in order to visit the holy places, their movements were closely moni-
tored, they were forbidden to move away from fixed routes and not permitted
to stay any longer than necessary. Any contacts with Ottoman subjects were
strictly controlled.”* Although permission was granted for burial, the exact
location was decided by the Ottomans.*> Flight of population into Ottoman
territory continued, and these people were not necessarily immediately
returned to Iran.”® While trade between the two states continued, the export
of war materials, horses, silver, copper and iron to Iran was banned,*” a ban
which the Ottomans wished to be strictly enforced,*® and goods in contraven-
tion of the prohibition were seized,* but smuggling went on.** Continuing
to collect intelligence on the Safavid state, the Ottomans closely observed
Safavid internal and external affairs,*® for as Selim II commented, “it is not
permissible to be heedless of the upper lands [i.e., Iran]”.*** He ordered the
beylerbeyi of Erzurum to remain on guard regardless of the peace, to be in
a constant state of military preparedness, to keep a very tight watch on the
region and to provide Istanbul with a constant flow of reliable intelligence.**

Ever anxious to know what was happening in Iran, the Ottomans also
made sure that the Safavids should be very well aware of the might of the
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Ottoman state, missing no opportunity to display magnificence and power.
In 1567, when Sah Kulu Han, the ruler of Revan and Nakhchivan and Safavid
ambassador, came to congratulate Selim on his accession to the throne, he
was received with great pomp and circumstance. Before leaving for Edirne,
where Selim was in residence, he was first taken round Istanbul to see all the
important sites of the city.** Selim personally interested himself in the prepa-
rations for the visit and gave instructions about everything, from the number
of boats to be used for the ambassador’s crossing of the Bosphorus to the
quantity of sugar and wax he was to be given.*> However, when it came to
the letter which was to be sent back to Tahmasp, Selim simply ordered Piyale
Pasa to write whatever was suitable, it thus being clear that what was impor-
tant was the pomp of the reception rather than the words on paper.+

In this insecure environment, the reception of Shah Tahmasp’s “great
favourite”*” and vezir Masum Sultan Safavi, who wished to enter Ottoman
territory to go on pilgrimage, was an important issue for Selim. He ordered
the beylerbeyi of Van “to adorn his men and troops with weapons and armour
so that [Masum] should be conquered by fear and terror and so that it should
be made clear that the soldiers of victory ... were always present and ready
on the frontier”.*®* Ottoman concern in this matter did not stem merely from
a desire to display power but was also connected to the Ottoman belief that
Masum Sultan’s aim in entering Ottoman territory was not an innocent one
and that he in fact had a secret mission to stir up revolt in Anatolia.*® As
Masum Sultan and his son advanced with the pilgrimage caravan, dressed as
pilgrims, they were attacked by Bedouin and killed. According to Abbas I's
historian, Eskandar Beg Monshi, even if the Ottomans denied it, the Ottoman
administration lay behind this attack and the attackers of Masum Sultan’s
caravan were Ottoman soldiers dressed as Bedouin.*°

Immediately before Masum Sultan set off on pilgrimage, news reached
Selim that Gilan, whose population was Sunni and was under Safavid influ-
ence, had been taken over by Tahmasp and a Safavid governor appointed.
Selim ordered the beylerbeyi of Erzurum to ensure that any military deficien-
cies were made up and preparations for a campaign begun. This was to be
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done without alerting the Safavids to what was going on.””* Despite any peace
that might exist, the Ottomans were thus not prepared to back away from any
direct conflict with the Safavids if they considered it necessary.+>

While using every opportunity to display their own strength, both Siileyman
and Selim did everything possible to prevent any similar display of prestige by
the Safavids within Ottoman territory. When the Siileymaniye mosque was
completed, Tahmasp sent an ambassador with a letter of congratulation and
three Qur’ans to Stileyman, and requested the measurements of the mosque
so that he might present a suitably sized Iranian carpet. Not wishing any such
carpets to ornament his mosque, Stileyman rejected the offer, saying that all
the needs of the mosque had already been met.# Likewise, Selim ordered the
removal of the Iranian carpets, decorated with writing, from the shrines of
Ali and Husayn in Iraq, and their replacement with carpets from Anatolia.”
Selim’s response to Tahmasp’s proposal that alms be distributed to the poor
throughout Ottoman territories for the soul of Stileyman was equally firm:
“if they [the Safavids] have money to be given as alms to the poor, then let it
be distributed to the poor of their own lands™.+>

Despite all Ottoman precautions, however, it proved impossible to pre-
vent Safavid influence seeping into Ottoman territories. As the Venetian bailo
Giovanni Correr noted in 1578, the sultan could make very little progress
against the shah, who, in contrast, was in a position easily to stir up “very
great revolutions” in Ottoman territory due to the hostility of the population,
the majority of whom “even within sight of Constantinople” shared the reli-
gion of the shah.#* Fully aware of this, the Ottoman sultans kept the relations
of their own population with Iran under strict surveillance.#” Even in times
of official peace, the Ottoman administration, from the very beginnings of
the Safavid state onwards, always regarded their own subjects in Anatolia as a
potential fifth column for the Safavid state. Views outside the understanding
of Islam imposed by the state were perceived as a threat to central authority
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and thus to “the order of the world”.#® One aspect of such Safavid influence
among the Ottoman population had economic implications for the state:
the halifes collected alms and donations among the followers of Isma‘il in
Anatolia, and these were sent to Iran.#”> Even though the Safavid shah was
not the leader of a tarikat but rather a head of state, this practice continued
and the treaty of Amasya was unable to put a stop to it.** Ottoman sources
show that this practice continued on into the new period of war under Murad
I1I, the sultan being informed in 1579, for example, of the collection of 1,500
florins being handed to Emir Ali Halife, who had arrived from Iran.+*

From the reign of Selim II, the methods of control imposed on sections of
the population in suspect locations from the time of Bayezid II began to be
inserted into a legal framework, further elaborated between 1545 and 1574 by
the seyhiilislam Ebussuud Efendi.*** Ruling that “the killing of this group [i.e.,
the kizilbas] is more important than the killing of other infidels”, Ebussuud
stipulated that it was unlawful to try anyone who “was righteous” or punish
them without evidence.** To what extent such dictates were put into practice
is not known, but it is clear that in both times of peace and war with Iran,
the Ottomans continued to persecute their own subjects who were defined as
Kizilbag,*® even exiling them to Cyprus.“® Particularly in times of campaigns
to the east, before the 1569 Ejderhan (Astrakhan) campaign and in particular
in 1577, and during the preparations for the campaign which Murad III con-
ducted against Iran, surveillance, punishment and persecution increased.**

Long Iranian wars and Pyrrhic victories

In 1576, Tahmasp sent an ambassador to Istanbul to congratulate Murad III
on his accession to the throne. The ambassador was Tokmak Han, the ruler
of Erivan (Yerevan) and Nakhchivan and son of Sah Kulu, who had previ-
ously been sent as ambassador to congratulate Selim on his accession. The
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ambassadorial party was denied permission to enter the towns and villages on
its route and was forced to make stops out in the open and to pass the nights
in tents, measures designed to prevent any exchange of information with the
local population.*” The group’s reception in the capital, in contrast, was one
full of pomp and circumstance, intended to dazzle the Iranians with Ottoman
magnificence and power.**® According to Murad’s doctor, Domenico, the sul-
tan’s crossing the city accompanied by a magnificently dressed company of
10,000 to 12,000 men*® was an act intended “to terrify” the Iranian ambas-
sador, Murad instructing one of his pasas to say to Tokmak Han that “all
this cavalry which he had seen were only the chickens in the coop and that
he should consider how infinite a number remained (outside) in so many
fields”.#° Before Tokmak Han had left Ottoman territory, however, he had
other things on his mind, for news arrived that Tahmasp had died, his son
Haydar had been murdered and his other son, Isma‘il, described as “mad” by
Selaniki, had come to the throne. A massacre had followed and, renouncing
Shi’ism, Isma‘il had become Sunni.*"

At the beginning of 1578, the Ottoman state, always attentive to intelli-
gence gathering, redoubled its efforts, instructing the beylerbeyis and emirs on
the Iranian border to be even more attentive over providing information to
the centre.** Forwarding the news that Isma‘il had died and been succeeded
by his nearly blind brother Muhammad Hudabanda, Hiisrev Pasa, the beyler-
beyi of Van, stressed that this was an opportunity for attacking Iran.** Murad
was in fact in no need of such encouragement, for “following his natural
instinct to occupy that of others”, in the words of Soranzo, he had already
perceived the Iranian situation as an opportunity for occupying Shirvan and
thus Iran.*

From the beginning of his reign, Murad had displayed an approach to
the Safavids which was not entirely friendly. On his accession, he had sent
ambassadors in all directions to announce the good news of his assumption
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of the Ottoman throne. The one ruler to whom an ambassador was not sent
was Tahmasp, for Murad wished to see how the Safavid ruler would react.*
Tahmasp had thus received the news not from Murad but from merchants
and travellers, and had then despatched a large ambassadorial party with very
valuable goods to Istanbul, thus denying Murad the opportunity to exploit any
failure to offer congratulations to make a hostile move against the Safavids.
Murad’s father, Selim, had, at the time of Bayezid’s revolt, promised that he
and his descendants would abide by the Amasya treaty,*° and had not under-
taken any direct military attack against the Safavid state. This had not, how-
ever, prevented him from using other means to attack Safavid interests. While
the 1569 Ejderhan campaign was directed at curbing the rising Russian power
to the south of the Black Sea, it was also aimed at weakening the Safavid state.
The Ottomans claimed rights over Kazan and Astrakhan through the Crimean
hanate. The Kazan hanate had been occupied in 1552 and Astrakhan in the
mid-1550s by the Russians, and thus these hanates, important for north-south
trade, had passed into Russian hands.*” Although the Ottomans had wished
from 1562 on to campaign against Astrakhan, this had proved impossible in
the last years of Siileyman’s reign.*® But in 1569 Selim decided on an offen-
sive. The architect of the campaign, Sokollu Mehmed Pasa, advocated the
construction of a canal between the Don and the Volga which would allow
the Ottomans to transport grain directly from the Black Sea into Georgia
and from there to Shirvan, Karabakh and Azerbaijan, thus solving one of the
main obstacles to Ottoman military penetration, lack of food supplies. The
canal would further allow transportation of men and munitions directly into
the Caucasus, thus facilitating and consolidating Ottoman control.*® Selim’s
positive response to a letter from the han of Khorasan, requesting the rescue
of Khorasanian pilgrims imprisoned in Iran on their return from pilgrimage,
concerning the opening of an alternative route through Astrakhan for pil-
grims and merchants clearly indicates that the basic target of Selim’s cam-
paign was the Safavids.”® Selim’s intention was to control Iranian trade, his
ambassador threatening the shah that the Ottomans “would not permit any
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cloth to be brought into his country” > regardless of any apparent “policy
of friendship” or “father-son relationship™ between the two states. The
campaign was not, however, successful, the Ottomans instead suffering con-
siderable hardship and expense,” while the aim of preventing Iranian trade
finding alternative routes out of Ottoman control was undermined by the
development of closer relations between the Russians and the Safavids during
the reign of Abbas I.5¢

When in 1578 Murad took the decision to launch a campaign against the
Safavids, the grand vezir Sokollu Mehmed Pasa, according to Pecevi, sought
to dissuade him, pointing out that if war was declared on Iran, the soldiers
would be obstreperous, salaries and expenses would increase, the reaya would
be crushed by taxes and ravages of the troops, and provincial income would
not be sufficient to cover the campaign expenses. Even if Iran were conquered,
the reaya would not accept Ottoman overlordship. In short, Sokollu Mehmed
Pasa argued, those who were pushing for the campaign had no experience
of fighting against the Safavids>® Soranzo confirms Pegevi’s account, for he
informed the Venetian Senate in 1584 that Murad, despite the pasas’ warnings,
had decided on war.>*¢

Claiming that Isma‘il was conducting activities in contravention of the
peace, the Ottomans began raiding within the Iranian borders in the period
immediately after Isma‘il’s death. Emirs on the border, who had been unable
to change allegiance to the Ottomans due to the Amasya peace terms, were
now told by the Ottomans that their allegiance would be accepted and their
help requested.>” While an army was being prepared under the command of
Lala Mustafa Paga, who had been appointed serdar (commander) at the begin-
ning of 1578, for a campaign via Georgia against Shirvan, conquest of which,
in the sultan’s estimation, would “open a major route for the acquisition of the
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whole of the kingdom of Persia”,**® Lala Mustafa Pasa himself sent letters to
various beys in the Caucasus and even to rulers of regions under Safavid influ-
ence, ordering them to provide assistance to the Ottomans.> Setting out in
the spring, the army’s first target was Georgia, an object of campaigns under
both Selim and Siileyman. In 1546, defeating an army made up of soldiers from
the small Georgian kingdoms of Imereti, Kartli and Meskheti (Samtskhe),
Siileyman had succeeded in establishing control over the Caucasian moun-
tains in the north and as far as Kakheti in the east. As a result of Ottoman
raids there in 1550 and 1552, Stileyman had established his influence over
Guria on the Black Sea coast. Under the Amasya peace, these territories, a
natural region for Safavid expansion, had been split into spheres of influence,
Meskheti, Kartli (Gori and Tbilisi) and Kakheti being left to the Safavid state
and Imereti (Basiaguk), Guria (Giiriyan), Mingreli (Dadyan) and the lands of
Ardahan, Ardanug, Tortum and Oltu (Dav-Eli) to the Ottomans.>™ When, at
the beginning of 1578, the Ottoman army had crossed over the border from
Ardahan into Georgian territory, Tokmak Han, governor of Cukur-Saad, the
commander of the Safavid forces, immediately went into action, clearly unin-
terested in the Rumeli beylerbeyi’s letter warning him that any assistance to
the “infidel” Georgians would be contrary to the peace treaty”" Defeating
the Safavids and the Georgian forces with them in August 1578 on the plain
of Cildir, the Ottomans advanced on as far as Tbilisi and added this impor-
tant city to Ottoman territory. In September 1578, the Ottomans advanced
to Shirvan, where they again defeated the Safavids in battle at Koyun-Gegidi
(near the river Kur). Having taken the area of Sheki, the army moved on,
capturing the cities of Shirvan one by one and turning the region into an
eyalet with Demirkapi (Derbent) on the Caspian Sea as its capital. Before the
onset of winter, Lala Mustafa Pasa led the army under very difficult circum-
stances to Erzurum, leaving behind a force under Ozdemiroglu Osman Pasa,
who had been made a vezir. Faced with the perennial Ottoman problem of
holding the territory they had captured, Ozdemiroglu Osman Pasa was soon
under severe pressure from Safavid attack and was saved only by the arrival of
Crimean forces under Kalgay Adil Giray, who then fell prisoner to the Safavids
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and was later put to death.””> The Crimean han Mehmed Giray now came to
the Ottomans’ aid.

Despite such reinforcements and the subsequent improvement of the
Ottoman position, the Safavids refused to abandon the territory. In 1583,
Ozdemiroglu Osman Pasa defeated the troops of the governor of Gence,
Imam Kulu, at Bastepe, outside Derbent, in a battle which continued into the
night and was fought under torch light, for which it became known as the bat-
tle of Mesale (lantern, torch). Two years later, in 1585, Ozdemiroglu Osman
Pasa, now grand vezir, was once more in Iran. In command of the Ottoman
forces, he took Tabriz but died in subsequent fighting. Tabriz, now under
great pressure, was rescued by the newly arrived commander, Ferhad Pasa,
who also took Gence and Karabakh. In the same period, Cigalazade Sinan
Pasa entered Iran from Iraq and took Nihavand.>*

Having achieved these military victories through the mobilisation of
large military forces, the Ottomans were most anxious to secure the alle-
giance of local rulers in order to be able to sustain their hold on these areas,
a strategy they had adopted earlier, particularly in their relations with
petty Sunni states, and had seen as useful in their military strategy against
Iran. Although Ottoman success did win over some Georgian rulers, the
Ottomans had to work both to ensure continued success and to keep such
rulers allied to them. In 1583, Murad III thus sent 21 hilats (robes of honour)
to the Circassian beys and rulers of Daghistan.”* The need to prove power-
ful enough to attract and maintain the support of local rulers had been
graphically demonstrated in an earlier period. During the campaign of
1533-5, the han of Gilan Mozaffar and the han of Khorasan Gazi had sworn
allegiance to the Ottomans.” When the Ottomans had proved unable to
hold the region, the han of Khorasan had returned again to the Safavids,
but Mozaffar Han had paid for his changing sides in the most appalling way,
strung up between two minarets and set on fire.>” The Ottomans estab-
lished relations with the Uzbeks, another important competitor and enemy
of the Safavids, encouraging them to attack the Safavids at times when the
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Ottomans themselves were at war with Iran and on occasion providing
them with men and arms.>™®

From the beginning of the Ottoman campaign, the Safavids had sought to
make peace through diplomatic channels and had several times despatched
ambassadors with peace overtures.”® The Ottoman troops, too, were inclined
to peace, for, according to Selaniki, the soldiers taking part in the eastern
campaign in 1581—2 were unwilling to continue fighting and, muttering “peace
is a blessing”, wanted the Iranian offer of peace accepted.”> According to the
Venetian bailo Soranzo, the Ottomans suffered considerably during this cam-
paign, losing “150,000 people, a huge quantity of horses, of goods, of soldiers
and spend[ing] a vast amount of money”.>*" Despite this, however, Murad was
not interested in the peace offered by the Safavids, for he desired “to make
himself at least equal to the glory of his ancestors”.>** In this he was to be
helped not by the Ottomans but by Iranian military difficulties, for when Shah
Abbas came to the throne in 1588 he was faced by war on two fronts, with the
Ottomans and the Uzbeks, a situation which forced him to seek peace with
the Ottomans at almost any cost. In 1590, he sent an embassy to Istanbul and
accepted Murad’s crushing peace terms.> Under the treaty between Murad
and Abbas, the Ottomans took the important states of Georgia, Shirvan,
Gence, Tabriz, Revan and Nihavand; the frontier now reached the Caspian.
As in the Amasya treaty, the Ottomans here, too, demanded the cessation of
the denigration of the first three rightly guided caliphs and the Prophet’s wife
Aysha, as well as the retention of Shah Abbas’s nephew Haydar Mirza as a
hostage in Istanbul.*** With this long war, the Ottomans had extended their
territories, but, according to Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali, who had taken part in
the campaigns,™ they paid heavily for this: “Rich became poor. The powerful
fell into the ranks of the weak and endless blood flowed on both sides. . .. Full
treasuries became empty. The land of Rum ... changed from one of justice
and fairness into a land of tyranny and oppression and many thousands of
towns and villages were deserted by the reaya.”>** This costly and exhaust-
ing expansion did not mean that the Ottomans were the effective rulers of
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these newly conquered regions. War between the two states would begin
again in 1603, and Shah Abbas would not merely recapture the lands which
the Ottomans had now taken but would also occupy Baghdad.

Conclusion

From the beginning of the sixteenth century, the Ottoman position in the east
was dominated by the Ottoman-Safavid clash. This vicious conflict cost the
Ottomans as dearly as it did the Safavids. With the foundation of the Safavid
state by Isma‘il, the West had sought to establish relations with it and had sent
ambassadors proposing anti-Ottoman alliances.”” Even if no official agree-
ment materialised, the Ottoman-Iranian wars caused the Ottomans to divert
their energy and attention from the West, and Western observers who visited
Ottoman territory all carefully followed Ottoman relations with Iran.>*® For
Schweigger, the Ottoman-Iranian wars benefited only the Christians, God
ensuring a balance by “caus[ing] the Turks to clash with the Iranians.... In
order for the poor innocent Christians not to be completely destroyed and for
them to be able to take a few peaceful breaths, the community of Muhammad
must fight amongst itself” .5

By the end of the century, the Iranian campaigns had brought the empire
greatexpense and very little gain. This constant warfare, the increasing expense
and the failure of the state’s income to meet it was, Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali
noted, a major factor in the increasing economic and social chaos,”® epito-
mised by the celali revolts which broke out in Anatolia in 1596.%" Ottoman
state policy towards its own population further contributed to this deteriorat-
ing situation, and the pressure applied to sections of its own population as a
result of this ongoing conflict with the Safavids alienated such people, who
in turn saw the Safavid state, as long as the Safavids themselves wished to
preserve their close connection with the Anatolian population, as an alterna-
tive power centre. This pressure and alienation within a section of Ottoman
Anatolian society was graphically captured by the famous sixteenth-century
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Anatolian poet Pir Sultan Abdal, who openly proclaimed that “the religion of
Muhammad is our religion”** and complained that, although Muslims, they
were not accepted as such by the rulers of the state:

If they [the Ottoman rulers] make me do ablutions which I have already done
If they make me say prayers which I have already said

If you Ottomans kill those who pronounce the name Shah

Then this year we will go from the summer pastures to the Shah.’»

532 Sadettin Niizhet, XVII inci Asir Sazsairlerinden Pir Sultan Abdal (Istanbul, 1929), p. 65.
533 Pir Sultan Abdal, Biitiin Siirleri, ed. Cahit Oztelli (Istanbul, 1974), 72, p. 149.
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Although traditionally considered more of a land than a sea power, maritime
affairs, in the words of Katip Celebi, mattered to the Ottomans," and by the
later sixteenth century, they had become a major power in the Mediterranean,
dominating the east, active in the west and with at least a level of authority
over the North African coast to Morocco.

1451-1481: Expansion in the eastern Mediterranean

For Mehmed II, sea power was “a great thing”, domination of the sea
“essential” and naval operations “of the first importance”.> Without control
of the Aegean, his territories, and his ships, remained vulnerable to attack
from the sea. Latin-controlled islands such as Rhodes, a “source of evil and
sedition and a gathering point for the people of immorality”,’ represented
hostile bases within Ottoman territory from where effective enemies such
as the Hospitallers, so skilful that they could attack a galley with a row-
boat,* and the hordes of pirates and corsairs who infested the waters of the
Aegean, could operate. Certain territories represented strategic locations for
Ottoman advance, the Peloponnese being conquered in 1460 in part because
of its situation on the route of Mehmed’s planned expedition against Italy,’
and Rhodes being attacked unsuccessfully in 1480 because of the island’s

1 Katib Celebi, Deniz Savaslar Hakkinda Biiyiiklere Armagan (Tuhfetii’l-Kibdr fi Esfdri’l-Bihdr)
(Istanbul, 2007), p. 372 (facsimile), p. 191.

2 Kritoboulos, History of Mehmed the Conqueror. By Kritovoulos, trans. Charles T. Riggs (Westport,
Conn.,, 1954), pp. 141—2.

3 Kemalpasazade (ibn Kemal), Tevdrih-i Al-i Osman VIL. Defter, ed. Serafettin Turan (Ankara,
1991), p. 501.

4 Kemalpasazade, Tevdrih, VII, p. 5o1.

5 Kritoboulos, History, p. 126.
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location, which made it an ideal naval base from which to attack, and con-
trol, lands to the east.®

Apart from any strategic considerations, Mehmed also had economic con-
siderations in mind in his plans for maritime conquest. The Aegean was a rich
trading zone, linking the West to the luxury markets of Cairo and Istanbul,
and beyond to the northern commerce via the Black Sea. Istanbul, captured
in 1453, was a major market, whose economic importance had been a moti-
vating factor in its conquest.” Continually served by the encircling sea,® mari-
time commerce was vital for its wealth and prosperity, just as ensuring regular
shipments of food provisions, in particular grain, was essential for the sur-
vival and contentment of its population, and thus for the political stability of
the state. Mehmed was keen to control trade routes through the Aegean, to
capture the lucrative mainland and island ports rich in customs revenue and
to secure the safety of commercial shipping. The prosperity of coastal ports
such as Enez, with its harbour and rich salt mines,® the major alum mines
and customs revenues of Old and New Phokaea (Fo¢a and Yeni Foga) and the
major market of Negroponte (Agriboz, Eubea),” made such locations targets
for Ottoman acquisition. Not content merely with conquest, Mehmed was
also anxious to ensure the economic prosperity of the islands once he had
conquered them, offering tax exemptions, for example, to those wishing to
settle on Samos (Sisam),”” Lemnos (Limnos, Limni) or Bozcaada (Tenedos);
on the latter, he also built a castle to protect Ottoman commercial vessels.”*

Early in his reign, Mehmed set out on a campaign of maritime conquest.
Despatching two expeditions in 1455, one under the “conscientious” Hamza®

6 Guglielmo Caoursin, Lassedio della citta di Rodi, trans. Francesco Rappini (Genoa, 1992),
p. 23. See also Selahattin Tansel, Osmanl Kaynaklanina Gére Fatih Sultan Mehmed’in Siyasi ve
Askeri Faaliyeti (Ankara, 1999), p. 232.

7 Ebru Boyar and Kate Fleet, A Social History of Ottoman Istanbul (Cambridge, 2010),

pp. 11-14.

Abdiisselam Bilgen (ed. and trans.), Ada’yi Sirazi ve Selim-Namesi (Ankara, 2007), p. 25.

Kemalpasazade, Tevdrih, VII, p. 105; Kritoboulos, History, pp. 107, 108, 159. There were also

other economic reasons for the conquest: the seizing of Muslim slaves, attacks on surrounding

villages and the selling of salt to foreigners that was supposed to be sent to the Ottomans. See

Asikpasazade, Agik Pasazade Osmanogullar’mn Tarihi, ed. Kemal Yavuz and M. A. Yekta Sara¢

(Istanbul, 2003), pp. 490-1, 221-2; Asikpasazade, Die Altosmanische Chronik des Asikpasazade,

ed. Fredrich Giese (Leipzig, 1929, reprinted Osnabriick, 1972), pp. 135-6; Tursun Bey, Tdrih-i
Ebii’l-Feth, ed. Mertol Tulum (Istanbul, 1977), pp. 76—7; Tansel, Mehmed, p. 232.
10 Tursun Bey, Tdrih, p. 148; Kemalpasazade, Tevdrih, VII, p. 291.
11 Ismail Hakki Uzuncgarsil, Osmanh Tarihi, II. Cilt, Istanbul’un Fethinden Kanuni Sultan
Siileyman’in Oliimiine Kadar (Ankara, 2006), p- 41-2.

12 Katip Celebi, Tuhfetii’l-Kibar, p. 244 (facsimile), p. 34; Piri Reis, Kitab1 Bahriye (Istanbul, 1935),
p. 89.

13 Doukas, Decline and Fall of Byzantium to the Ottoman Turks, trans. and ed. Harry J. Magoulias
(Detroit, 1975), p. 246.
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and the other led by the “handsome” Yunus, Mehmed attacked various
islands, including Kos, clashed with the Genoese on Chios and took the
Genoese settlements of Old and New Phokaea. Lemnos was captured in 1456
and Enez, where “fire fell on the soul of the Tekfur [local ruler] ... and the
power of fear dried his blood”,” in the same year, the inhabitants suing for
peace “before the explosion of cannon had even had time to deafen the ears
of the effete infidels”.*

Mehmed’s aggressive policy resulted in the despatch of a papal fleet,
which took Lemnos, Samothrace and Thasos in 1457. Although temporarily
disruptive, the impact of the papal intervention was negligible, and, largely
undisturbed, Mehmed turned his attention to the Peloponnese, where
Ottoman forces had already taken Athens and conquered it in 1460; Lesbos
fell in 1462, its ruler, Nicolo Gattilusio, “drawn into the chain of subjec-
tion”"” and “the clanging and echoing of bells rendered silent by the call to
prayer”.™®

Ottoman success in the Aegean and the Peloponnese was viewed with alarm
from Venice, whose commercial interests in the region were threatened by
these developments. In 1463, the Senate declared war, which was to last for the
next 16 years. While some in the Peloponnese supported the Venetians, who
had occupied the isthmus of Corinth, many were more cautious, waiting to
see what would happen,” an approach justified by the rapid re-establishment
of Ottoman control over the isthmus and the successful defence of Corinth.
The following summer, the Venetians attacked Lesbos, pillaging the island
(though not excessively so, as they hoped to gain possession of it)>° but fail-
ing to take the city. They were, however, more successful with Lemnos and
Imbros, both of which fell to them. In December 1466, perhaps alarmed by
their recent failure at Patras,” the Venetians sued for peace on the basis of
the status quo, an offer rejected by the Ottomans, who demanded the return
of Imbros and Lemnos and annual tribute. The war therefore continued.
The Venetians attacked and plundered Enez, taking many of the popula-
tion, including the kad: and the hatib, back to “their nest”, as Kemalpasazade

14 Doukas, Decline and Fall, p. 252; Kritoboulos, History, p. 96.

15 Kemalpasazade, Tevdrih, p. 108. The ruler himself was actually in Samothrace for the winter
at the time. See Kritoboulos, History, p. 110; Doukas, Decline and Fall, p. 254.

16 Tursun Bey, Tdrih, p. 77.

17 Kemalpasazade, Tevdrih, VII, p. 222.

18 Tursun Bey, Tdrih, p. 120.

19 Kritoboulos, History, pp. 189-91, quotation at p. 191.

20 Ibid., pp. 204-6.

21 Colin Imber, The Ottoman Empire, 13001481 (Istanbul, 1990), p. 196.
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described Negroponte.>* In response,” Mehmed attacked Negroponte, the
“country of the evil one [i.e., the Venetians]”,* where the hand-to-hand fight-
ing was so close that Muslim and infidel were “hair to hair, beard to beard”.”
Negroponte fell in 1470, the Ottomans killing the “boorish infidels”, leaving
no male alive*® and enslaving their wives and daughters.” Venice had thus lost
one of its possessions which, together with Coron, Modon and Crete, it had
described a century before as places which “can well be called the right eye
and hand of the Venetian commune” >

The year after the fall of Negroponte, Mehmed took Alanya during his
campaign against Karaman in Anatolia, followed in 1472 by the capture of
Silifke, giving him control of the Mediterranean coastline of Anatolia. It
was on this coast where the Venetians next struck when in 1472 the Venetian
captain-general Piero Mocenigo, together with forces from King Ferrante of
Naples, the Hospitallers and the pope, attacked Antalya, “the greatest and
most famous seaport in Asia”.? Although unsuccessful, the attack was very
lucrative in terms of spoils. Next, Mocenigo attacked [zmir, inflicting damage
and sailing away with a considerable quantity of booty.

By 1475, however, the Venetians were again seeking peace, an offer again
rejected by the Ottomans. For the next couple of years, Ottoman atten-
tion was not on the war with Venice but on the Black Sea campaign, which
resulted in the capture of the Genoese trading settlement of Caffa (Kefe)
and attacks against Moldavia and Hungary. Two years later, their focus had
shifted and they were attacking Lepanto (Navpaktos, inebaht), laying siege
to Krujé and even raiding Venetian territory close to Venice itself. In the fol-
lowing year, Venice opened negotiations for peace, unsuccessfully, while the
Ottomans took Krujé, Drisht and Lezhé and laid siege to Shkodér. Finally,
in 1479, the Venetians, “showing inferiority and shame” in the words of the

22 Kemalpasazade, Tevdrih, VII, p. 284; Giovan Maria Angiolello [Donado da Lezze], Historia
Turchesca (1300-1514), ed. I. Ursu (Bucharest, 1909), p. 34.

23 According to Giovan Maria Angiolello, who was himself captured at the fall of Negroponte,
Mehmed’s attack was in revenge for Nicolo da Canale’s sacking and burning of Enez. See
Giovan Maria Angiolello, Viaggio di Negroponte (Vicenza, 1982), pp. 1-2.

24 Kemalpasazade, Tevdrih, VII, p. 284.

25 Tursun Bey, Tdrih, p. 148.

26 Anonim Osmanl Kronigi (1299-1512), ed. Necdet Oztiirk (Istanbul, 2000), p. 127.

27 Liitfi Pasa, Liitfi Pasa ve Tevdrih-i Al-i Osman, ed. Kayhan Atik (Ankara, 200r1), p. 187; Liitfi
Pasa, Tevarih-i Al-i Osman (Istanbul, 1341/1922-3), p. 187.

28 Spiridonos M. Theotoke, Iotopikd kpytikd éyypapa exdiddueva ek tov apyeiov e Bevetias
amopaoeic peilovos avfviiov Bevetiag 1255-1669 (Athens, 1933), p. 145, 4 March 1369.

29 Domenico Malipiero, Annali veneti dal MCCCCLVII ad MD, in Archivio Storico Italiano
(Florence, 1843), vol. 7, pt. 1, p. 74
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Ottoman grand vezir Karamanl Nisanct Mehmed Pasa, sent an ambassador
to Istanbul and “threw themselves on the mercy of the sultan”.* Venice lost
Shkodér, Lemnos and lands in the Peloponnese,** and was forced to pay an
annual sum of 10,000 florins, the significance of which was not, according
to Mehmed Pasa, the money itself, for the sum was “less than a simple, salty
drop in the great sweet water oceans”, but the fact of forcing the Venetians
“to bow their heads” before the might of the sultan.”* The new bailo, Battista
Gritti, duly handed over the “gift” of money, which Mehmed “graciously and
with great pleasure” accepted.”® The outcome of the war with Venice was
thus, for the Ottomans, a most satisfactory victory over the pre-eminent naval
power of the region.

The year after the defeat of Venice, Mehmed despatched two naval expe-
ditions, one to Italy, which was successful, and one against Rhodes, which
was not. Despite the use of spies, propaganda campaigns, threats of sack-
ing, slaughter and enslavement, and a cannon which produced smoke like a
great cloud and a huge roar like a clap of thunder heard 100 miles away* the
Ottoman siege of Rhodes failed. The Ottoman fleet sailed away after 89 days,
taking with it “defeat and shame”,” the failure, according to Tursun Bey, due
to Mesih Paga’s hesitant and mistaken strategy,’® an estimation supported by
another contemporary, Angiolello, who commented that in everyone’s opin-
ion the enterprise would have been a success had it been led not by Mesih
Pasa but by Gedik Ahmed Pasa, the commander of the successful siege of
Otranto.” Katip Celebi, too, blamed Mesih Pasa, whose meanness in prohibit-
ing plundering, as well as the soldiers” greed for booty, lay behind the failure
of the siege.®®

The other major expedition of that year was much more successful. Having
earlier taken the Ionian islands of Lefkas (Lefkada, Santa Maura, Ayamavra),
Cephalonia and Zakynthos (Zante), Gedik Ahmed Pasa was now despatched
with a “magnificent” fleet which looked like “a 1000-handed giant”.?* Crossing

30 Karamanl Nisanc Mehmed Pasa, Osmanli Sultanlan Tarihi, trans. Konyali Ibrahim Hakki,
in Osmanli Tarihleri, ed. Nihal Atsiz (Istanbul, 1949), vol. 1, pp. 321-69 at pp. 359—60.

31 Diana Gilliand Wright and Pierre A. MacKay, “When the Serenissima and the Gran Turco
Made Love: the Peace Treaty of 1478’, Studi Veneziani 53 (2007), 26177 at pp. 276—7.

32 Karamanli Nisanct Mehmed Pasa, Osmanh Sultanlan Tarihi, p. 360.

33 Archivio di Stato di Venezia, Documenti Turchi, Busta 1, doc. 9 b, letter from Mehmed to
Giovanni Mocenigo, doge of Venice, 17 September 6988 [1479].

34 Caoursin, Lassedio, pp. 26—7, 30, 32, 33—4, 42, 44—6.

35 Ibid., p. 56.

36 Tursun Bey, Fatilh’in Tarihi, Tarih-i Ebul Feth, ed. Ahmet Tezbasar (Istanbul, n.d.), p. 158.

37 Angiolello, Historia, p. 114.

38 Katip Celebi, Tuhfetii’l-Kibar, p. 244 (facsimile), p. 35.

39 Kemalpasazade, Tevdrih, VII, p. 507.
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over from the Albanian coast to southern Italy, he captured Otranto,* quickly
re-fortifying it.#" For some, the Ottoman attack had been instigated or encour-
aged by the Venetians, Sigismondo de’Conti noting that while he could not him-
self confirm this suspicion, it was certainly true that the Ottomans would never
have attempted this had they not been at peace with Venice.*> From Otranto, the
Ottomans conducted raids against Brindisi, Lecce and Taranto. They imposed
a 1 ducat tax on every family, melted down the church bells to make cannon,
and sent 8,000 captives off to Albania,¥ measures, as Tansel remarks, that
were “inconvenient” from the point of view of winning over the population.#
As people began to migrate away, the Ottoman policy changed to one more
adapted to appeasement, offering a ten-year tax break and religious freedom in
an attempt to defuse the situation and ensure a calm and settled population.*

The fall of Otranto was seen as merely the first step in a wider campaign of
conquest, and many now feared for the fate of Italy.** Gedik Ahmed Paga was
regarded as seeking to enflame Mehmed’s desire to conquer Italy,* and it was
generally felt that it was only Mehmed’s death which prevented the spread of
“that plague” over Italian territory.** Had Otranto not been re-captured, in the
words of the humanist Galateo, “we would not be in Bari today, nor the Pope
in Rome, nor would this kingdom [i.e., Calabria] be in the Christian faith, nor
Sicily, nor Lombardy” .#

By 1480, therefore, Mehmed had not only captured many of the Aegean
islands and the Peloponnese but had also established a base in Italy, believed
to presage the conquest of a far greater area of Italian territory. Various fac-
tors account for his success. Apart from access to the considerable manpower
and resources of his ever-expanding territories, Mehmed was also served by
expert seamen such as the grand vezir Mahmud Pasa, “an intelligent and skil-
ful sea bey”, whose construction and organisation of the fleet sent against
Negroponte in 1470 was such as to have drawn the sound of congratulation

40 According to Angiolello, his original target had been Brindisi, but a contrary wind had blown
the Ottoman ships to the west. See Angiolello, Historia, p. 110.

41 Ilarione da Verona, ‘Copia Idruntine expugnationis’, in Gli Umanisti e la guerra Otrantina.
Testi dei secoli XV e XVI, ed. Lucia Gualdo Rosa, Isabella Nuovo and Domenico Defilippis
(Bari, 1982), pp. 36, 37; Giovanni Albino Lucano, ‘De bello hydruntino’, in ibid., pp. 60, 61;
Antonio De Ferrariis Galateo, ‘De Situ lapygiae’, in ibid., pp. 236, 237.

42 Sigismondo de’ Conti, ‘Historiarum sui temporis Libri XVIT', in ibid., pp. 226, 268, 227, 229.

43 Antonio De Ferrariis Galateo, ‘De Situ lapygiae’, in ibid., pp. 236, 237.

44 Tansel, Mehmed, p. 133.

45 Ibid.

46 Ilarione da Verona, ‘Copia Idruntine expugnationis’, pp. 36, 37.

47 Lucano, ‘De bello hydruntino’, pp. 62, 63.

48 Marcantonio Sabellico, ‘Enneades sive Rhapsodia historiarum’, in Rosa, Nuovo and
Defilippis, Gli Umanisti, pp. 214, 215.

49 Antonio De Ferrariis Galateo, ‘Esposizione del Pater Noster’, in ibid., p. 233.
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from the soul of the legendary naval hero Gazi Umur Bey** Mehmed also
benefited from foreign expertise, for the Ottoman arsenal and fleet offered
an alternative source of employment for skilled mariners from the West, and
Venetian master mariners such as Georgio de Tragurio could move from the
Venetian navy to Ottoman service.”” Corsairs, too, could change sides, for
example, Zuan Monaco Corsaro falling out in 1467 with the Venetians with
whom he had been cooperating in harassing the Ottomans in the archipelago.
Insulted by the “strange words” the Venetian captain-general had addressed
to him, he promptly moved over to the Ottomans.>*

Mehmed’s tactics also played a considerable role in his success. He adopted
what might be called a policy of progressive conquest, attaching the Aegean
islands and the coastal regions to the empire in stages, first through tribute
and then outright conquest, Dorino Gattilusio for example holding Enez by
paying tax and two-tenths of the annual salt production to the Ottomans,”
and the Gattilusio of Lesbos paying tribute until finally, after a rather up-and-
down relationship, Mehmed conquered the island in 1462.

Mehmed also sought to use inter-Latin rivalry or Latin—-Greek divisionsamong
the inhabitants of the Aegean islands. Lemnos fell as a result of the Lemnians’
request that the Ottomans take the island from its ruler, Nicolo Gattilusio,
and in a dispute between Dorino Gattilusio and his brother’s widow in Enez,
the widow appealed through her uncle to Mehmed.” That Mehmed attempted
to exploit Greek-Latin hostility is indicated by the speech of the nuncio of the
grand master of the Hospitallers during the unsuccessful siege of Rhodes, in
which he replied to the Ottoman ambassador that, “We are not frightened
by your threats. We are in agreement and there is no discord between the
Greeks and the Latins. We adore Christ with a single faith and sound spirit” >
Interestingly, there had been a disturbance in the city at the beginning of 1477
related to difficulties between the Latin and the Orthodox populations,” and

50 Tursun Bey, Tdrih, p. 147.

51 Victor Lamansky, ed., Secrets d’état de Venise, documents extraits, notices et études servant d
eclaircir les rapports de la Seigneurie avec les Grecs, les Slaves et la Porte Ottomane d la fin du
XVe et au XVle siécle (St. Petersburg, 1884), doc. 14, pp. 16-17 (16 March 1463). Condemned and
imprisoned for transporting forbidden goods to the infidels, Georgio de Tragurio escaped
and fled to Istanbul.

52 Angiolello, Historia, p. 35.

53 Kritoboulos, History, p. 109; Asikpasazade, Osmanogullar’min Tarihi, pp. 490-1, 221-2;
Asikpasazade, Chronik, pp. 135-6.

54 Doukas, Decline and Fall, p. 255.

55 Kritoboulos, History, pp. 105—7.

56 Caoursin, Lassedio, p. 47.

57 Zacharias N. Tsirpanlis, ‘Il decreto fiorentino di unione e la sua applicazione nell’arcipelago
Greco. Il case di Creta e di Rodi, @noavpiouara 21 (1991), 43-88 at p. 55, note I.
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a year before the Hospitallers had decreed that all non-Orthodox priests were
to be expelled and no Greek priest who was not a subject of the Order was
to be allowed onto the island, for such priests had been “spreading false reli-
gious views” and “deceiving the simple people”.*® This Greek-Latin discord is
alluded to later in a letter sent in 1503 to Bayezid II's son Korkud by a captive in
Rhodes, Abu Bakir Darani, who urged the ease with which the Ottomans could
take the island, drawing attention to the Hospitallers” “tyranny” over the Greek
Orthodox population.®

In 1481, shortly after his troops landed in Otranto and before any further
advance in Italy could be undertaken, Mehmed II died, a death “opportune
for the Christian world” in the words of Galateo and one much welcomed by
Caoursin, the vicecancilliere of the Hospitallers, who commented that “God
has not conceded us any blessing . .. more important, better or more appreci-
ated than the death of Mehmed II”.° Mehmed’s departure from the scene
was certainly opportune for many, for the role played by Bayezid in the east-
ern Mediterranean was, at least initially, to differ considerably from that of
his father. Otranto was abandoned, despite Gedik Ahmed Pasa’s efforts to
prevent this,” and the Ottoman soldiers there were left to their fate,® their
wells poisoned, decimated by attacks and disease and reduced to eating cats
and dogs® until they surrendered on 10 September 1481.%

1481-1533: Consolidation in the eastern Mediterranean

Two factors in the first part of Bayezid’s reign served to curtail any expansion-
ist maritime ambitions he might have had: the revolt and subsequent flight of

58 Tsirpanlis, ‘Decreto’, doc. 3, p. 79 (10 June 1476).

59 Ismail Hakki Uzungarsili, ‘Rodos Sovalyeleri Hakkinda Antalya Valisi Sultan Korkud'a
Gonderilmis Bir Mektup’, Belleten 18, 91 (1954), 34755 at pp. 352—4. According to Gerlach, a
Protestant priest attached to the Habsburg embassy between 1573 and 1578, Chios fell in 1566
because the locals did not like the Genoese and asked the Ottomans to take it, while noting
that the Venetians treated their subjects on Cyprus very badly. See Stephan Gerlach, Tiirkiye
Giinliigii, 1573—1576, ed. Kemal Beydilli, trans. Tiirkis Noyan, 2 vols. (Istanbul, 2007), vol. 1, pp.
127, 240-1. He later states that the Ottomans took Chios on the pretext that the Chians had
in the past given refuge to fleeing slaves (ibid., vol. 2, p. 603).

60 Caoursin, Lassedio, p. 67.

61 Angiollello, Historia, pp. 170-1.

62 Giovanni Michele Marziano, ‘Successi dell’armata turchesca nella citta d’Otranto nell’anno
MCCCCLXXX’, in Rosa, Nuovo and Defilippis, Gli Umanisti, p. 168.

63 Lucano, ‘De bello hydruntino’, pp. 74, 75, 86, 87; Kemalpasazade, Tevdrih, VII, p. 519.

64 According to Giovanni Albino Lucano, there were on the ships leaving after the surren-
der very many Pugliesi girls “who had in two years easily learnt the religion and barbarian
language” and had been hidden away during the loading of the ships. See Lucano, ‘De bello
hydruntino’, pp. 86, 87. Of the Turks who survived the fighting, many went to Macedonia
and many went to fight for Alfonso II, duca di Calabria (ibid., pp. 88, 89).
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his brother Cem into the willing arms of the Hospitallers in July 1482 and his
war with the Mamluks, which broke out in 1485 and ended in 1491, four years
before the death of Cem.

From 1495, however, with the Mamluk war behind him and having now
“freed himself from the fear of Cem”,” as one Ottoman chronicler put it,
Bayezid turned his attention to the sea. In fact, even before this date Bayezid
had not been entirely inactive in the Mediterranean. Venice complained of
attacks on its possessions in the Peloponnese from Ottoman ships,® and in
1492 Bayezid had apparently contemplated taking Corfu but found it too well
defended.” Now, in 1496, he began major naval preparations. Alarmed, Venice
inquired as to the purpose of these preparations, only to be told that the fleet
was being fitted out for an expedition against corsairs in the Mediterranean.
In 1498, Bayezid was again preparing a large fleet, and by 1499 the Ottomans
were at war with Venice.

Venice had throughout the period of Cem’s captivity remained cautious in
its dealings with Bayezid, assuring him in 1482 that Cem would not be given
refuge in any Venetian port and despatching instructions to Venetian officials
that no assistance was to be provided to him. They even went as far as assur-
ing Bayezid that if they received any information about Cem, they would
pass it on to him.® However, in 1487 Venice did refuse Bayezid permission
to use the port of Famagusta during the war with the Mamluks, prompting
the Ottomans to attempt to seize it, prevented only by the swift arrival of
Francesco di Prioli, sent there post haste to defend the city.%

In the period leading up to the outbreak of hostilities, Bayezid had taken steps
to improve his navy, increasing its size and, importantly, recruiting the corsairs
Piri Reis, Burak Reis and Kemal Reis as navy commanders. These men were
highly experienced in the waters of the eastern Mediterranean and brought
with them not only their skill but also their ships and men. Kemal Reis’s fame
was such that his name was celebrated “throughout the world”. Infidels in the

65 Richard F. Kreutel (ed.), Haniwaldanus Anonimi’ne Gore Sultan Bayezid-i Veli (1481—1512), trans.
Necdet Oztiirk (Istanbul, 1997), p. 29.

66 Jacques Lefort (ed.), Documents grecs dans les archives de Topkapr Sarayi. Contribution d
Uhistoire de Cem Sultan. Topkapr Saray Arsivlerinin Yunanca Belgeleri. Cem Sultan’in Tarihine
Katks, trans. Hatice Gonnet (Ankara, 1981), letter 1, Giovanni Mocenigo, doge of Venice, to
Bayezid, September 1480, pp. 33, 35.

67 Angiolello, Historia, pp. 191—2; Piri Reis, Kitabi Bahriye, p. 330. Piri Reis refers to the lateness
of the season and contrary winds.

68 Lefort, Documents, letter 1, Giovanni Mocenigo, doge of Venice, to Bayezid, September 1480,
Pp. 32, 34. According to Angiolello, Cem tried to go to the Venetians, but they did not want
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Maghreb frightened their children into submission by threatening them with
him: “if the infidels saw him, they died of fright, if they heard him, they became
powerless .. ., if his name was mentioned, they lost control”.”> The Hospitallers
were more afraid of Kemal Reis “than [of] the angel of death”.”*

The use of corsairs, a rather slippery term, for one man’s corsair was
another man’s pirate, but who in essence were men who operated under the
aegis of a state, was not new. Mehmed II used them, for example, in the cap-
ture of Otranto.”> But Bayezid’s initiative involved a greater, institutionalised
corsair involvement within the naval structure. Clearly such a policy was not
without risk, Nicolas Vatin arguing that by using pirates to re-construct his
fleet Bayezid “opened Pandora’s box”.”? Certainly some observers were not
over-impressed by Ottoman corsairs, the Venetian bailo Danielle de” Ludovisi
dismissing them in 1534 as “confused and unruly people”.”* Nevertheless, the
advantage of using highly skilled, highly experienced mariners who knew the
eastern Mediterranean backwards, there being, for example, “no island in that
sea on which his [Kemal Reis]'s foot has not stepped”, 7> was evident in the
subsequent performance of the fleet. It was after all Kemal Reis’s nephew Piri
Reis, a man who had gained his extensive knowledge of the Mediterranean
from sailing with his uncle and other “sea gazis”, who was to present his
world map, which he completed in 1513, to Selim in 1517 and his portolan on
“the climate of the sea and the art of ships”, containing detailed descriptions
and charts of the Mediterranean, to Siileyman in 1526.

As it had under Mehmed II, the navy continued to benefit from the pres-
ence of skilled foreign labour. The designer of the two large goke (cocca) built
for the fleet and used in the siege of Lepanto was, according to some reports,
a man called Yani, who had gained his skill in Venice.” The Serenissima was
by no means pleased with Venetians serving the Ottoman fleet, and in 1495 the
Senate even considered a proposition by a certain Jacobo de Venetis to poison
Benedicto Barbera, a Venetian and “most expert master of the maritime art”,
who had gone into Ottoman service and converted. If successful, Jacobo was
to receive 5 ducats per month for life.””
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With Venice with his new, improved navy, whose sailors moved their ships
with a skill that no cavalryman could match,”® and whose speed was such
that if an arrow was fired ahead of the ship it would still fall on deck, Bayezid
entered war with Venice.”” At the end of May 1499, the fleet sailed into the
Mediterranean, its progress observed from Modon (Methone) by the com-
mander of the Venetian fleet, Antonio Grimani. Thought to be headed for
Corfu, its target was in fact Lepanto. In a major sea battle off Lepanto, Burak
Reis was killed, his galley together with two Venetian galleys going down in
flames.® After further fighting during which “God blew out the candle of
their wind”, leaving the French ships becalmed,® and “the face of the sea
was entirely painted with men’s blood”,** the Ottomans entered Lepanto
harbour and the defenders surrendered, victims, according to one contem-
porary, of Venice’s failure to defend them. The fall caused consternation in
Modon, where a stunned population feared that they, too, would be aban-
doned by Venice.® By 1500, the Venetians were suing for peace, to no effect,
for the Ottomans wanted Coron (Korone) and Modon, referred to earlier
by the Venetians as “the right eye of Venice”,* Nafplio (Nauplia, Napoli di
Romania), Monemvasia and an annual payment of 10,000 ducats.®

In the same year, Bayezid assembled his forces for an attack on Modon,
described by Andrea Balastero, who survived the siege and was taken captive
to Istanbul, as being as dear to Venice as the heart is to the body of a man,®
and by Kemal Reis as one of the two eyes of Venice, the other being Corfu.”
Despite the propaganda tactic of firing letters attached to arrows into the city,
urging the population to surrender and explaining the dire consequences of
resistance,® the defenders held out until the city finally fell, its male popula-
tion put to the sword and the women and children enslaved.®
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From Modon, the fleet set sail for Coron, their ships flying like the wind
on the face of the sea and speeding along like birds.®* Having taken Navarino
(Navarin), the fleet arrived at Coron, where, as an encouragement to surren-
der, the Ottoman commanders referred to their recent success at Modon,
whose infidels they had despatched “into the fires of hell”. Resistance would
result in a cruel destruction, surrender, a “joyful celebration in the stronghold
of the protection of the sultan of the world”.*" Coron surrendered.

Despite losing Coron and Modon, Venice did have some success that year.
In conjunction with French, Spanish and papal forces, the Venetians cap-
tured Cephalonia and retook Navarino, only to lose it again to Kemal Reis in
May 1501 when, confronted by Ottoman forces who “raised their heads like
a crowd of excited crocodiles coming to the surface of water”,* it surren-
dered. Active in the Aegean, the Venetians attacked various islands,* landed
on the Anatolian coast, attacking Cesme, where many, including the kads,
were killed,* and later plundering Megri.> Franco-Venetian forces attacked
Lesbos, unsuccessfully, where, by the time the Ottoman fleet arrived, the
Venetians had, according to one anonymous Ottoman history, attacked the
castle of Mytilene 18 times without success.” Venetian forces plundered
Thessaloniki, and, together with papal, French and Rhodian ships, attacked
and took Lefkas,” thus, at least temporarily, establishing control over the
Ionian islands of Corfu, Lefkas, Cephalonia and Zakynthos. However, they
lost Durrés (Durazzo) on the Adriatic, taken by the Ottomans in 1501.

By 1502, Venice was once more desirous of peace, bereft of money and
strength, according to Kemalpasazade, who went on to explain that as a trad-
ing nation Venice did not produce anything but relied on commerce for the
wealth with which to pay its soldiers. The war had thus “eaten its soul. The
knife had bitten to the bone and its strength was gone”.*® While Angiolello
stressed that the Ottomans needed peace because of the Safavids,” the
Ottomans were in fact in no pressing need for peace at this point. Under the
treaty concluded in May 1503, Venice lost Modon, Coron, Lepanto (Nafpaktos),
Durrés and Lefkas. The Venetian position in the eastern Mediterranean was
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considerably weakened, while that of the Ottomans, in contrast, was strength-
ened, thus, Tansel has argued, assisting Selim’s subsequent conquest of Egypt
and Syria. According to Tansel, had Venice been able to remain a force in the
eastern Mediterranean, Siileyman’s siege of Rhodes in 1522 would not have
been an Ottoman victory. Bayezid’s victory over Venice both signalled the
emergence of the Ottomans as a major naval power and delivered control of
maritime trade in the region into Ottoman hands.

For the rest of Bayezid’s reign and for that of his successor, Selim I, naval
conquest took second place. The main concerns for the Ottomans were the
Safavids in Iran, defeated by the Ottomans in 1514, and the Mamluk sultan-
ate in Egypt and Syria, ended by Selim in 1517. At sea, the main concern was
coastal defence and the drive against piracy, a perennial problem for all. Pirates
and corsairs raided indiscriminately from their island bases, Piri Reis noting
that the monks of Mount Athos did not reveal the whereabouts of Turkish
pirates to Christian pirates or vice versa.” Bayezid’'s son Korkud sponsored
corsairs, including Hayreddin, known in European sources as Barbarossa,
who plundered ships in the Aegean before sailing off to the west.* The
Venetians complained to the Ottomans about the seizure of Venetian ships.
In 1507, corsairs captured two Venetian vessels from Crete headed for Istanbul
loaded with grain,” and in 1508 another Venetian ship fell prey to a certain
Fra Bernardino, a corsair from Rhodes.” Several years later, the Venetian
bailo Andrea Foscolo was forced to pay a considerable sum of money in a case
involving an Ottoman ship sailing from Alexandria carrying merchandise and
janissaries which was seized by corsairs at Mykonos.™ In 1512, Foscolo was
discussing with Ottoman officials the necessity of punishing corsairs.™®

Although sea campaigns were not of foremost importance in Selim’s reign,
the navy remained significant, the fleet taking part in the conquest of Egypt
and Syria. Towards the end of his reign, Selim was planning an extension to the
naval arsenal at Istanbul™” and preparing a large naval force, thought by many to
be intended for an attack on Rhodes, an attack urged by his vezirs, who “tried to
turn the eyes of the sultan ... to contemplating the destruction of the castle of
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Rhodes”.”*® Selim, however, did not attack, due, apparently, to the insufficiency
of resources for the lengthy siege he foresaw would be necessary.

After only seven years on the throne, Selim died in 1520. The news was
well received in the West, it being felt that “an enraged lion had left a docile
lamb as successor”.™ Much less of a lamb than expected, one of Siileyman’s
first acts was the conquest of Rhodes, “the refuge of the vile Franks ... the
place of residence of those condemned to hell”. ™ This “great business house
of the wealth of the Franks”* seethed, at least according to Liitfi Pasa, with
hundreds of Muslim slaves kept in shackles in dungeons by night and used for
hard manual labour by day."* Strategically placed on the route between the
newly acquired Egyptian territory and Istanbul, Rhodes was the ideal base
for Hospitaller attacks on Ottoman commercial shipping, complained of by
Liitfi Pasa, and for their seizure of Muslim pilgrims, whom they “dishon-
oured ... with shackles and chains”."™

Having observed the castle, Siileyman adopted a festina lente approach
to the conquest, commenting that “you do not destroy your enemy by
speed because by using caution the problem of the matter will be easy, and
with speed easy work will be difficult”.” After five months, Rhodes fell.
“Innumerable Muslims [including] sayyid and seyh and ulema and many men
addicted to asceticism, of all communities and sects, whose necks had been
dishonoured by a chain of pain, whose feet had been bent by the shackles of
the people of error” were rescued, “their sad days transformed into joy, their
destiny converted, through the power of the victorious emperor Padisah,
into happiness”."® Having taken Bodrum and Istankéy (Kos), replete with a
fortress “whose walls reached to the heavens and whose base touched the
fishes”,”” the sultan boarded his galley, which “ploughed the sea with the
speed of a flash of lightening”, and set sail with his fleet for Marmaris, “the
vast plane of the sea, full of ships high like mountains, . .. strewn with sails of
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various colours and resembl[ing] the multi-coloured face of the heavens™.
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The fall of Rhodes was a very satisfactory outcome for the Ottomans, but
“all of Frengistan mourned and grieved for Rhodes and St. John because it
was the talisman of the Franks”.”> According to Liitfi Pasa, the Hospitallers
reproached the European leaders whom they regarded as having neglected
them, saying “what shameless people you are that you did not send us troops
and did not help us that the Turk came and despised and insulted St. John and
the religion of Jesus and us”, something which, at least according to Luitfi
Pasa, the “great men of Frengistan” accepted.”™

Having captured Rhodes, Siilleyman turned his attention away from the
sea to the Hungarian campaign. When he returned to maritime affairs, he
found that the navy he had was not sufficient to combat his opponents in
the Mediterranean, in particular the Hospitallers, now based in Malta, and
the Spanish fleet based at Messina. According to Venetian reports, it suffered
from a lack of skilled personnel,” and many of the galleys were in poor
condition.”* Liitfi Pasa blamed the failure of the Ottoman naval expedition
against Coron, which had been recaptured from the Ottomans by Andrea
Doria in September 1532, on maritime incompetence, commenting that “the
commanders were frequenters of taverns and wine drinkers and were unable
to provision the ships and the ships were destroyed because of their folly”. If
the navy had not fallen into the hands of incompetent commanders, then, in
Liitfi Pasa’s estimation, the infidels would not have been able even to contem-
plate plundering.”

1533-1574: The western Mediterranean

Faced with the need for a more effective naval force, Siileyman turned to
an expert in the waters of the western Mediterranean, the renowned corsair
Hayreddin, summoning him from the Maghreb in 1533 and making him admi-
ral of the imperial fleet. Hayreddin Reis now became Hayreddin Paga.™
Originally from the Aegean, where he had traded grain before turning to
piracy,” Hayreddin had fled to the west with his brother Urug in 1513, after
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Korkud’s murder by Selim. There they set themselves up as rulers respec-
tively of Algiers and Tunis. In 1519, Hayreddin, under threat in Algiers from
local political opposition and from the Spanish at sea, had submitted to Selim,
after which Algiers and Tunis became nominally Ottoman territory.

Corsairs were something of a two-edged weapon whose loyalty was flexible,
for, as Piri Reis had pointed out in response to Venetian complaints against the
well-known corsair Kurdoglu, “he is a corsair, he attacks us too”.” From their
various “nests”, such as Algiers, Durrés (Durazzo) and Velona,”” Ottoman
corsairs attacked commercial shipping, Ottoman territory and Ottoman sub-
jects, seizing livestock, goods and people.”® There were constant reports of
corsair attacks, and streams of instructions to take precautions against corsairs
and to investigate complaints of corsair activity. Orders were issued for the
arrest of known corsairs,” and protection promised to those on the Aegean
islands such as Andros.”" In 976/1568—9, orders were issued that corsair ships
coming to over-winter in the harbour of Lefkas were not to be allowed to do
so unless they had a guarantor (kefil), and the corsairs were to be scattered
around to avoid concentration of numbers and to prevent harm coming to
the population.” In short, corsairs were useful but only when controlled, as
reflected in the judgement of the bailo Marino Cavalli, who commented that
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the Ottomans used the corsairs “like doctors do poisonous things, that is in
little quantity and accompanied by all the rest of the navy”.™

However, the knowledge of the corsairs was invaluable, their ships being
“the backbone of the entire fleet”,* for which they also acted as an advance
guard and gathered intelligence.” Hayreddin's appointment underlined the
importance of the corsairs to the Ottoman navy. Katip Celebi, writing in the
first half of the following century, advised that “if a kapudan [admiral] is not
himself a corsair, let him take advice from and listen to corsairs on maritime
matters and naval warfare”,? while for Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali, only a corsair
should be a kapudan.” Selaniki frequently referred to the skill and talent of
the corsairs and their great expertise in the art of seamanship,”® relating on
one occasion how corsairs had saved the imperial fleet when it was caught
in a severe gale near Gelibolu.” That Siileyman certainly had great faith in
at least some of the corsairs is evident. In a ferman issued on 24 March 1555,
he instructed Piyale Pasa, who was to undertake a joint naval action with
the French, that he should consult and take advice from Turgud Reis, a man
who “knows all the conditions and work of the sea”.™ Siileyman was equally
impressed by Turgud’s knowledge of Malta, regarding him as knowing the
location of the fortifications there and how the island should be besieged, and
instructing his commanders that they were without fail to take his advice on
the strategy to be adopted in the campaign.™"

Apart from corsairs, there was another component of the Ottoman navy
which also showed the fluidity of loyalties. As in the past, the Venetian sub-
jects in this period, too, worked, apparently in significant numbers, in the
Ottoman marine. For many Venetians, Istanbul, far from being the lair of
infidel corruption, was a very attractive job market for master builders in the
shipyards, captains in the navy, and oarsmen on the corsair ships, all of whom
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had received their training on the galleys of the Serenissima.™ The number
of Venetians crewing Ottoman ships was so great that in 1562, at least accord-
ing to the bailo Marcantonio Donini, the Ottomans could fit out 15 galleys
almost entirely with Venetian subjects.”# Many of these Venetian subjects,
called marioti, came from Crete, Zakynthos, Cephalonia and Corfu.™* What
attracted Venetians, and other Christians, to work in the Ottoman navy, apart
from escaping Venetian justice in the case of bandits, was money, for they
were able to earn in four months working for the Ottomans what it would
take them with great difficulty an entire year to earn on a Venetian galley."®
Very well paid and well treated,* those already in Ottoman service sent for
their relatives and friends, who then also came to work in Istanbul.’¥ The
problem of Venetian subjects leaving Venetian service and moving over to
the Ottomans was sufficiently serious for the bailo Domenico Trevisano to
suggest in 1554 various ways to combat it."*

Serving in the navy was apparently attractive to many, Marcantonio
Donini reporting that people in Istanbul shut up their stalls in order to serve
on the galleys.” When the Malta campaign was announced in the markets
of the capital in order to attract volunteers,” many people “from every
class with eagerness and delight” joined up.”" Successful campaigns brought
riches, Donini noting that many of those who went to Jerba “did not have
a shirt on their back which was their own, but now they find themselves
owners of 15, 20 or 25 slaves, as well as money and goods, earned in this
enterprise” .’
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The Ottoman navy which now sailed out under Hayreddin, the dangerous
and “evil natured” enemy of the Spanish,” was to become a serious con-
tender in the Mediterranean, even apparently gaining a reputation for being
unbeatable, for Antonio Doria was to claim in his report of 1572 that the les-
son to be drawn from the battle of Lepanto was that the Ottoman navy was
not in fact invincible.™

Ottoman policy in the Mediterranean over the following decades was dom-
inated by the conflict with the Habsburgs, whose capture of Tunis in 1535
was both a considerable irritation for the Ottomans and a prestigious victory
for Charles V. Allied by their shared hostility to the Habsburgs, the French
king Francois I and Siileyman signed the first of a series of Ottoman—French
alliances in February 1536. For the Ottomans, although under no illusions
over the sincerity of French commitment, an alliance with the French would
secure useful support in their war with Spain and offered the prospect of the
use of French ports, while for the French such an arrangement gave them
Ottoman naval support against the naval forces of Spain, Genoa and Naples,
all under Habsburg control, as well as, at least from the French point of view,
assisting in their ambitions of territorial conquest in Italy.

In June 1537, the Ottoman navy appeared off the Italian coast, causing great
consternation to Pope Paul III, who wrote to Charles V about the Ottoman
armada “which you know is very large”, adding anxiously, “may it not be that
by the time your Majesty reads this letter we are getting the news that it has
set sail and landed in Italy”,” which indeed it did and raided Apulia. This was
followed by an Ottoman attack on Corfu, “the right eye of Venice” (the left
being Modon) according to Kemal Reis, who several times urged Siileyman
to take it because of its strategic location.”® According to Liitfi Paga, who was
in command of the expedition in 1537, he and Hayreddin Pasa were ordered
to attack Corfu because the Venetians, “that abject crowd of infidels cease-
lessly employed in commerce, amassing wealth, and pursuing profit through
cheating and treachery”,”” had broken their agreement with the sultan and
joined the Spanish infidel, “committing many abominable acts and causing
much trouble at sea”.”® The war with Venice was to continue until 1540. The
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following year, Hayreddin captured the Venetian islands of Naxos, Andros,
Paros and Santorini, prompting the formation of the Holy League consisting
of Venice, Pope Paul III, Charles V (Holy Roman Emperor and king of Spain)
and his brother Ferdinand of Austria. Exhibiting great naval skill, Hayreddin
scored a major naval victory over the fleet of the Holy League under the
command of Andrea Doria at the Gulf of Prevesa in a hard-fought battle
during which cannon smoke was so thick that neither side could see the
other.™ The war with Venice ended two years later, with Venice agreeing to
pay a hefty indemnity, handing over Monemvasia and Nafplio and ceding the
Aegean islands already taken by Hayreddin, an outcome hardly satisfactory
for Venice, which was several years later contemplating the re-conquest of
Mykonos.™°

It was not just the Venetians who were perturbed by the Ottoman pres-
ence in the Mediterranean. Ottoman possession of the North African coast
was threatening for the Habsburgs, for it was close to the Spanish kingdom
of Naples and Sicily, also under Spanish control, as well as Spain itself. The
Moriscos, the Muslim population of Granada, looked to the Ottomans for
help, apparently, at least at one point, with the support of the miiftii, who in
1570 was to tell the sultan that if he abandoned those believers, his population
would have just cause for complaint against him. Orations were also made in
all the mosques of Istanbul about the Muslims of Granada.™®

Having captured Tunis in 1535, the Habsburgs moved against Algiers,
Charles V launching an attack in late 1541. This attack, however, met with
disaster when a violent storm, which raged for three days, destroyed most
of the Spanish fleet. This Habsburg reversal encouraged the French, who
renewed their alliance with the Ottomans in 1543. In this year, Hayreddin
raided Sicily and southern Italy and anchored off Ostia, an appearance which
“left all Rome ... topsy-turvy” according to one contemporary.> Hayreddin
next took part in the joint French—Ottoman attack on Nice, then under the
duke of Savoy, who was allied to Charles V, and the Ottoman navy wintered
at Toulon in 1543—4. This access to a winter base for their naval forces in the
western Mediterranean, plus the support of the French in the region, was
a major advantage for the Ottomans, as the Spanish well knew.® Leaving
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Toulon in May 1544, Hayreddin raided southern Italy on his way home to
Istanbul.

This period of cooperation ended shortly afterwards, with the signing in
September 1544 of the peace of Crépy between Charles V and Francois I,
followed soon afterwards by a Habsburg-Ottoman peace of 1545, renewed
in 1547. Neither of these arrangements, however, was to prove long-lasting,
for in 1550 Andrea Doria attacked Mahdia and Monastir, the strongholds of
the corsair Turgud Reis, attacking Jerba the following year, almost seizing
Turgud himself and prompting an unsuccessful Ottoman offensive against
Malta. Seeking to justify the assault on Mahdia and Monastir, Charles V
claimed that it was a legitimate response to corsair activity and thus not in
contravention of the 1547 agreement.” While the Ottomans demanded the
cities back, a request rejected by Charles V, who assured the sultan in a letter
of 8 March 1551 that both would remain in Habsburg hands,™ they were not
immediately anxious to enter into hostilities with the Spanish over the issue.
The French ambassador, d’Aramon, however, perceived a break in Ottoman-—
Spanish relations as being to French advantage and thus covertly worked to
bring one about.” As ambassador to Istanbul from 1547 to 1551, d’Aramon
had been an active proponent of a new Ottoman-French alliance in pursuit
of “the common enemy”."

While demanding the return of Mahdia and Monastir, the Ottomans
attacked and took Tripoli in 1551, held since 1530 by the Hospitallers, whose
constant aggression, as Sinan Pasa explained to the French ambassador dur-

168

ing the siege, was irritating the sultan,”® who was determined to take it.* It

was, as d’Aramon noted in a letter to Henri II written from Malta in August
1551, a very good conquest for the Ottomans, who he felt sure would be quite
content to have Tripoli rather than Mahdia, for Tripoli was the best location
in the Maghreb, a port which could accommodate “the largest army that the
sultan could construct™. 7 In d’Aramon’s estimation, its fall was likely to be
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of great advantage to the sultan and very damaging to the Habsburgs, in
particular since the “nest of corsairs” which would presumably be established
there would represent a constant problem for Sicily, the kingdom of Naples
and indeed for the rest of Italy.”* While the fall of Tripoli was a source of con-
sternation to the Hospitallers, it was an outcome not entirely unsatisfactory
to the French, who could see distinct advantages in an Ottoman rather than a
Hospitaller stronghold on the North African coast. Rumours abounded about
French involvement in the affair, fuelled by the fact that the Hospitaller com-
mander who had surrendered Tripoli was in fact French. Some Hospitallers
accused the French ambassador, when he arrived in Malta on his way to
Istanbul from Tripoli after the fall, of being in league with the Ottomans, in
Malta merely to spy out the land and hand the island over to the sultan.”

In the same year as the fall of Tripoli, the French king, now Henri II, made
another alliance with Siileyman, both rulers being “one and the same” for
Pope Paul IV, a similarity which did not apparently disturb him, as Setton
points out,”” the pope also referring to them as having “a very good mutual
understanding together”.”*In July 1552, the Ottoman fleet appeared off Naples,
having done much damage to Venetian possessions en route, and in August
Ottoman ships attacked Andrea Doria, taking seven of his galleys. They then
landed at Gaeta and ravaged the area around the city.””> In 1555, a joint French—
Ottoman naval force descended on Naples, Pietro Pacheco, archbishop of
Siguenza, writing to Giovanna, princess of Portugal, in March 1555 that every-
one thought that the Ottoman fleet would without doubt attack that year.”*
Citizens of Naples complained to Philip II in February of the same year that
the Ottoman fleet had over the past years sacked much of the kingdom’s ter-
ritory and abducted a great number of the population.”” Indeed, in August
1551, d’Aramon had reported that Turgud Reis and others were about to set
out corsairing with the intention of destroying as much as possible in Sicily,
Calabria and Apulia.”® Pope Julius III was also clearly concerned in this period
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at the pressing Ottoman danger to Italian coastal regions.” At the beginning
of 1559, Philip issued instructions about the necessity of guarding the coasts
and keeping well informed about Ottoman movements in the waters of the
Levant, the Ottoman fleet being very familiar with the seas of Italy.® The
Ottomans, too, adopted a similar approach to Spanish shipping.™

Not merely active against the Spanish in southern Italy, the Ottomans were
also busy in North Africa, taking the Spanish fortress of Wahran (Oran),
west of Algiers, in 1556 and Bizerta, near Tunis, in 1557. The French were at
this point most anxious to secure Ottoman naval assistance in their struggle
with Spain. The French ambassador, the “blunt and overbearing”®* Jean de
la Vigne, tackled Riistem Pasa, who remained unmoved. The pope was, he
said, “a tyrant and a fool”, and it was better to leave him, Philip and Henri to

»

“exhaust and consume each other”.” Despite all his efforts, de la Vigne was
unable to extract Ottoman naval support, leaving him to exclaim in exaspera-
tion that the sultan was “barbarously opinionated”.”

In 1558, an Ottoman fleet sacked Sorrento, seizing a large number of cap-
tives and in general “amusing themselves”.™ The Ottomans then plundered
Ciudadela on Minorca, prompting the Spanish to take Jerba, temporarily,
for Piyale Pasa re-occupied it in 1560. The arrival of the victorious Ottoman
fleet in Istanbul, replete with prisoners and spoils and captured ships in tow,
was “a sight as joyful to the Turks as it was mournful and deplorable to us
Christians”, according to the Habsburg ambassador Busbecq, who also suf-
fered the attentions of the happy crowds who “congregated ... round my
door and mockingly asked my people whether they had a brother or relation

5
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or friend in the Spanish fleet; for, if so, they would have the pleasure of seeing
them shortly”.”*¢ By this time, the Spanish had a freer hand in dealing with the
Ottomans, for in 1559 they had signed the peace of Cateau-Cambrésis with
France and the period of Ottoman-French political alliance was over.

The next major Ottoman campaign was not in North Africa, for in 1565
the Ottomans attacked Malta. Held by the Hospitallers since 1530, the island
was situated in the narrowest stretch between the northern and southern
shores of the Mediterranean and dominated the passage between east and
west. Its strategic location, as well as its occupants, made an Ottoman assault
inevitable. The siege was ultimately unsuccessful, the result apparently of a
dispute among the leadership. Strategy was decided upon without the input
of Turgud Reis, in direction contravention of the sultan’s wishes, and there
was a division between Mustafa Pasa, who mistreated his troops, and Piyale
Pasa, who ignored the corsairs.” All these difficulties were well known to
the defenders on Malta, who were kept informed by deserters who reported
on the divisions in the Ottoman leadership and discontent in the army and
navy."® According to Balbi da Correggio, it was Piyale’s opposition to Mustafa
Pasa’s plan to attack simultaneously Mdina (Citta Vecchia), Birgu (Vittoriosa)
and San Michele that led to the decision to attack San Elmo. If Mustafa’s plan
had been put into operation, then Malta would have been lost, “But God
almighty did not wish for our defeat and through his will the two Pasas, jeal-
ous of each other, were not in agreement; the result of their errors is evi-

>

dent and, for us, so favourable”.™ Although San Elmo was taken, it was at

great cost, many “drink[ing] the sherbet of martyrdom”,* and the remain-
ing soldiers left exhausted. Turgud was killed, an event which gave “great
happiness” to all the defenders on Malta,”" and much gunpowder and other
equipment was used up.”* Piyale Paga and Mustafa Paga blamed each other
for the failure of the enterprise, the soldiers blamed the serdar (commander)
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and the serdar blamed the vezirs.”* “Burning with shame”, they returned to
Istanbul blaming each other.”

The failure at Malta was perhaps somewhat made up for by the easy cap-
ture of the Genoese island of Chios in 1566, taken “without the striking of
a sword”™° in an attack in which, according to one contemporary Genoese
account, Piyale Pasa took great care not to harm the local population.”
The offensive was launched, according to Katip Celebi, because of the
Chiotes’ attacks on Muslim vessels and their good relations with the Franks,
to whom they constantly gave information on the movement and makeup
of the imperial fleet.”® Such information was apparently not limited to the
Ottoman fleet, for according to one Genoese source they “rendered great
services ... by affectionately and carefully keeping our princes informed of
every event, every intrigue, and every movement that occurred amongst
the Turks in their neighbourhood”.”® According to Gieronimo Giustiniani,
the son of the last podestd of Chios, Piyale Pasa accused the Maonesi of
maintaining spies who dressed in “Turkish costume” and, pretending to
be Muslims, infiltrated government circles and spied on the movements
and actions of the sultan, their ears ever open to receive the secrets of the
state.* A further source of considerable irritation was the assistance they
gave to runaway slaves, to the extent of maintaining an “ufficio de’schiavi”,
a clearinghouse for slaves,** a complaint reiterated by Piyale Pasa.?** The
Ottomans also complained of the arrears in tribute paid by the Chiots,>*
and of their constant support of corsairs, those “thieves and assassins” who
descended on the lands of the sultan, sacking and pillaging.>** The Genoese
government regarded the French as being behind the Ottoman attack on
Chios,* while for some the hostility of the new grand vezir Mehmed Pasa
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was also a factor, Mehmed Paga having announced at one point that he
wished to reduce all the houses in Chios to rubble.>*¢

With Chios captured, the Ottomans had total domination of the Aegean,
and only two major islands in the eastern Mediterranean remained out of
Ottoman hands: Crete and Cyprus. The Ottomans now turned their atten-
tion to the Venetian island of Cyprus. While the two states might have been
at peace, there were always tensions, the Venetians complaining of Ottoman
corsair attacks against their subjects and commercial shipping,*” or of attacks
by Ottoman state officials,*® and the Ottomans accusing the Venetians of
being in league with the Uskoks, the rising pirate force based in the Adriatic,
who were to become an increasing problem for the Ottomans.>*® There were,
however, occasions of cooperation, such as that in 1552 when a group of
Ottoman merchants thanked a Venetian captain, Nicolo Balbi, for rescuing
them from Uskoks.>™ Venice, however, was by no means well intentioned. For
example, in 1568, the Senate issued instructions to the commander of the fleet
in the Adriatic that, while making a great public display of good treatment,
he was very secretly to arrange for the murder of the captain of an Ottoman
fusta whom he had captured. This should be done in such a way that his death
should appear natural, the result of a head wound he had earlier received or
due to some other accident.*"

For Venice, Cyprus was a strategically vital location for its trade in the east-
ern Mediterranean. It was its location, apart from any economic consider-
ations, which made it a prime target for the Ottomans. Situated on the route
between Egypt and Istanbul, its survival was dependent on Ottoman calcula-
tion, the Venetian bailo Pietro Zen noting as early as 1524 that the Ottomans
were not at that moment contemplating attacks on either Crete or Cyprus,
however attractive as targets, because of the expense in maintaining control
there.>”> Now, irritated by attacks on pilgrims and merchant shipping which
emanated from Cyprus, an accusation vehemently denied by Venice, which
maintained that such attacks came from Malta and Messina, and particularly
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incensed by the seizure and plunder of the ship of the defterdar of Egypt,
the sultan turned to the seyhiilislam Ebussuud Efendi for a fetva justifying the
attack and the consequent breaking of the treaty with Venice. Accepting the
argument that Cyprus had once been Muslim territory, thus necessitating its
recapture, Ebussuud’s fetva stated in essence that such treaties were only to
be observed so long as they served Muslim interests. Once they ceased to do
so, it was imperative to break them.>” The sultan then informed Venice that
he wanted the island handed over, the grand vezir responding to the protesta-
tions of the Venetian bailo Alvise Buonrizzo by asking “what do you want
with that island so far away [from Venice] which is no use to you and is the
cause of such discord? Leave it to us, because it will be much better in our
hands.... In any case, the Signor [the sultan] is resolute about wanting it”.>™

Although not all the vezirs were in agreement, and despite Venetian pro-
testations that Cyprus did not give refuge to corsairs nor had it ever been a
Muslim possession,*” the attack on Cyprus was launched in 1570. Nicosia fell
in September, the Ottomans taking more booty and captives “than had ever
been seen or heard of in history”.>® Famagusta, after a long and difficult siege
during which Mustafa Pasa sent an urgent request for naval assistance,*” fell
in 1571.

One of the reasons the grand vezir Sokollu Mehmed Pasa had opposed the
campaign had been fear that it would provoke a united European response.
This was indeed what happened, the Holy League emerging as a result of the
Ottoman attack on the island. In October 1571, the fleet of the Holy League
under Don Juan of Austria met the Ottoman fleet off Lepanto. The Ottoman
decision to fight was taken on the insistence of the kapudan pasa Ali Pasa, who
apparently regarded the enemy as contemptible.>”® His decision faced strong
opposition from Ulug Ali Pasa, who argued that the ships, having been at sea
for six months, were not fit for battle, and from Pertev Pasa, concerned over
the deficiencies in crew numbers. This latter objection was swept aside by Ali
Pasa, who considered the shortage of five or ten men per ship of no matter.
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Ulug Ali’s suggestions over tactics were similarly dismissed, and Pertev Pasa,
a man by nature suspicious and fearful,* gave way.>*°

The ensuing battle was a disaster for the Ottomans, indeed so great for
some Ottomans that no such catastrophe at sea had occurred since Noah'’s
flood.>*" For Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali, this defeat was inevitable given that the
kapudan pasa, a man “useful and assiduous” but with “no experience of sea
battles and ignorant of the art of corsairing”,*** suffered from misplaced
boldness, the ships had insufficient rowers and the crews were made up of
press-ganged poor and men with no experience, shackled to prevent them
from escaping.*® Katip Celebi’s summation was that commanders should
not rush headlong into battle and that, even if sufficient force were avail-
able, peace where possible was always preferable. It was, he noted, a skill to
withdraw as soon as it became apparent that there was no hope of victory,
and he cautioned that commanders should not think of sea battles as land
battles but should learn the rules of engagement from the works written by
the wise.?>

Although a shattering defeat, Lepanto was not the crushing blow the
Europeans initially took it to be, for it was “a battle without strategic con-
sequences”.”” A new dockyard was built and a large, new fleet constructed,
perhaps greater than before.>*® This was an achievement which startled the
Europeans, and even perhaps Ulu¢ Ali himself, now kapudan pasa with the
new lakab of Kilig, for he had pointed out to Mehmed Pasa that while “it is
easy to make vessels, it is difficult to complete 500-600 anchors and ropes,
sails and other necessary things for 200 ships”. The grand vezir had famously
replied that the power of the state was such that were the sultan to com-
mand that the anchors for the entire fleet be made from silver, the ropes from
silk and the sails from satin, it would be done.*” By 1573, the Venetian bailo
Costantino Garzoni reported that Ulug¢ Ali had put the navy back on its feet

219 Pegevi, Tarihi, vol. 1, p. 350. This opinion was echoed by Gerolamo Diedo, who said that
Pertev Pasa gave in either because he was persuaded to or because he was afraid. See Onorato
Caetani, Gerolamo Diedo. La bataglia di Lepanto (1571), ed. Salvatore Mazzarella (Palermo,
1995), p. 192.
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after Lepanto,”*® and it was a result of his great experience and skill, according

to the Venetian bailo Paolo Contarini, that the Ottoman navy was extremely

well organised.>

Only one year after Lepanto, Antonio Doria wrote in his report urging
the necessity of maintaining the Holy League and pursuing the war in the
Levant that if the Ottomans were allowed to regain their power at sea, the
Venetians would inevitably lose their islands and fortresses in Dalmatia, while
Naples, Sicily, Sardinia, Maiorca, Minorca and Ibiza would be prey to the
enemy, involving a crushing burden of expense for their protection.?* Venice
in this period was openly encouraging Venetian subjects to engage in corsair-
ing against the Ottomans, even issuing instructions to the captain of the gulf
to hand over captured Ottoman vessels to any who wished to arm them, at
their own expense, for such corsairing operations.”

In 1573, Venice once more sued for peace, apologising for its past behav-
iour, according to the Ottomans. The sultan, for the sake of the population,
chose to “consign the past to the past” and, regarding peace as auspicious,
agreed. Ottoman forces, he announced, should now expend their energies on
attacking and destroying Spanish territory.?* For Venice, the war had been an
expensive enterprise, for as Giovanni Francesco Morosini, Venetian ambassa-
dor to France, pointed out to the English ambassador in November 1574, the
Republic had “spent fourteen millions in gold and wasted its people”.? The
Republic now paid a hefty indemnity, an increased tribute for Zante, and lost
Cyprus.

In 1574, in response to Don Juan’s re-conquest of Tunis in 1573, the grand
vezir Mehmed Pasa “tucked his skirts into his waist”*4 and fitted out a fleet
which, setting sail for North Africa, took La Goletta and Tunis that sum-
mer. Much of the North African coast to the east of Wahran was now under
Ottoman control, and the position of the Spanish increasingly threatened. In
October, Don Juan wrote to the duca di Terranova in Sicily advising in detail
on the measures necessary to protect the island against the Ottoman fleet in
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229 Relazione di Paolo Contarini, in Albéri, Relazioni, vol. 3, pt. 3, p. 221.
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the aftermath of the Ottoman conquest of La Goletta and Tunis, a victory by
the Ottoman navy which had increased the “haughtiness” of the sultan.”

The post-1574 Mediterranean

Ottoman arrogance might have been boosted by the victory in North Africa,
but Ottoman pragmatism remained unaffected. The period from 1574 marked
a shift in Ottoman strategy in the Mediterranean from aggression to defence,
necessitated by the more immediate pressure of the land wars with Hungary
and Iran and the increasing economic difficulties of the state, which clearly
had an impact on the provisioning of the navy. According to Katip Celebi,
from the taking of Tunis in 1574 until the beginning of the Crete campaign
in 1645, the imperial fleet was not despatched on major voyages of conquest
or employed in major sea battles but was active in the Mediterranean mainly
for defensive purposes.® Gerlach noted in 1578 that the Ottomans had under-
taken to send their fleets into the archipelago with defensive, not aggressive,
aims, a policy adopted also by the Spanish, who, occupied with their enemies
in northern Europe, were by now wanting peace and who signed a truce with
the Ottomans in 1580, renewed in 1581.%7

Such a shift in strategy and any downsizing of ambitions and activities
in the western Mediterranean did not, of course, mean the total abandon-
ment of maritime aggression. Although charged with “the defence of the
sea” in the words of Selaniki, Cigalazade Sinan Pasa, for example, returned in
1002/1593—4 from a tour of sea protection complete with booty that included
seven ships which, contrary to the agreement with Venice, were transporting
war materials and Spanish soldiers, “behaviour contrary to the peace [which]
these accursed polytheists were constantly adopting”.?® The Venetians com-
plained that their ships coming and going from Alexandria, Iskenderun
(Alexandretta) and Cyprus were seized by Ottomans when they called at
Rhodes on the pretext that they were “thieves and corsairs™* and of the dan-
ger of corsairs suffered by the merchants of Crete.*** That defence could also
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