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PREFACE

I~ the pages of this book an attempt has been made to present the
genealogy of the Ottoman Dynasty in as detailed a manner as possible
and to establish the principles which governed the mutual relations of
its various members. It is a study which has been prolonged by con-
tinual interruptions and which, because of inherent limitations can
never be complete; but it is felt that sufficient progress has been
made to justify publication. The way in which it came to be written
is told in the Introduction. Here I would like to set out the names
of those who, in many different ways, have helped in its writing.

My first debt is to the late Dr. J. Kingsley Birge who was always
ready with advice and encouragement. Then Professor Halil
Inalcik and Dr. Aurel Deei have kindly read the proofs and made
valuable suggestions. Bay Hallik $ehsuvaroglu, director of the Top-
Kap1 Saray1 Miizesi, has helped me in the checking of many names
and dates. Bay Faik Resit Unat very kindly gave me permission to
make use of one of his maps, while my colleague Bay Haydar Edis-
kun has readily answered my repeated inquiries as to the spelling of
Turkish names. None of these people must, however, be held re-
sponsible for any mistakes there may be.

My thanks are also due to the Librarians of the French Institute
of Archaeology, the American Bible House and Robert College, all
in Istanbul, and of the University Library of Cambridge, for the
many facilities for study. Lastly my thanks must go to the staff of
the Clarendon Press for their kindly advice and co-operation in deal-
ing with a very awkward manuscript—a task often rendered more
difficult by distance.

In conclusion, I would like to repeat the words of a great prede-
cessor, Stanley Lane-Poole: ‘In a work abounding in names and
figures it would be strange if misprints and mistakes did not
occur. I shall be grateful to any scholar who will convict me of error;
for those who “serve tables” know the danger and annoyance of

even slight inaccuracy.’
A. D. A

Collége St. Michel, Istanbul
31 December 1954
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INTRODUCTION

WHEN the author became interested in Turkish history, his atten-
tion was taken by the large number of foreign marriages contracted
by the Ottoman dynasty, particularly during the first half of its
history.' So he was drawn into a closer study of the genealogical
history of the sultans, and what had begun as disconnected notes to
facilitate his own reading, soon began to develop into the detailed
analysis here presented. Interest was further aroused by the strange
mixture of democracy and despotism which pervades the dynasty's
story.

In seeking to establish all the ramifications of the network of
marriages which linked the Ottoman with a dozen other more or
less powerful Muslim and Christian dynasties, many books have
been consulted, and this debt is clearly set out in the footnotes and
select bibliography.? Particular reference should, however, be made
to von Hammer's Histoire de I'Empire ottomane, the Almanach de
Gotha, the Encyclopedia of Islam (and its Turkish translation), Siir-
reya's Sicill-i Osmani, Zambaur's Manuel de Généalogie . . . de
P'Islam, and Damsmend's Osmanh Tarihi Kronolojisi. These six
works have formed the basis of the study, yet even works of such
repute present a mass of conflicting evidence and are far from com-
plete. From whichever angle one approaches, it is clear that the
saray of the sultans—and especially the harem—with all its occu-
pants and occupations, was shut off behind a curtain of taboo. Those
outside knew little of what went on within its walls, while those
who had served within almost always maintained a discreet silence
concerning what they had seen.’ So it was necessary to search for
additional and corroborative evidence in many different, and often
obscure, places: from the later Byzantine historians, through the
serried ranks of the writers of travel memoirs, to the detailed re-
search work of today presented in monographs and learned journals.

It is obvious, therefore, that this book is based almost entirely on

! Lybyer, 17, enlarges on this theme strikingly, but his mathematical calculations
are slightly exaggerated; see p. 92.

* [n the footnotes abbreviations and short titles are used, but they are all given in
full in the Bibliography.

3 Compare the comments made by Lybyer, B. Miller, and Penzer in their respec-
tive books on the organization of the Ottoman court.



o INTRODUCTION

the research of others. There is little in it that is strictly original,
although occasionally it has been possible to correct an error or give
proper emphasis to some little-known fact. But its chief aim, and
any claim to merit it may possess, is to act as a synthesis, bringing
together many related subjects which have so far never been con-
sidered in conjunction. The various genealogical tables, which form
the major part of the book, are the raw material which has been used
in preparing the different studies on the structure of the dynasty.'

The tables which follow the text are of two kinds. First comes the
strictly genealogical group, which covers in varying detail the Otto-
man dynasty and the related Muslim and Christian dynasties. The
second consists of tables which collect together the marriage alli-
ances of the Ottoman dynasty with certain other dynasties. Cross-
references throughout the book—both in text and tables—are
facilitated by a unified system of numbering. It will be noticed that
the numbers used are not fully consecutive; this was done inten-
tionally to allow of the addition of further material with the least
possible disturbance.

It is convenient at this stage to consider certain limitations to the
use of the tables. It is noticeable in all works relating to the genealogy
of Islamic dynasties that little or no importance is attached to the
female members; the marriages which figure so prominently in
the family trees of European ruling families are almost completely
absent, or are relegated to a footnote.* For some dynasties this may
reflect an actual inferiority and lack of importance, but the ladies of
the Ottoman family did often play a very important role, so that here
every attempt has been made to give them due prominence.

Dates are given fully, where possible, according to the Julian and
Gregorian Calendars (A.p.),* and by year only according to the
Muslim Calendar (a.1.). In converting from one to the other the
author has relied on the Tables of Faik Resit Unat, which are based
on those of Mahler-Wiistenfeld. Where only a year-date was known
in one system, it has been taken to correspond to the longer of the

! Note that the emphasiz in this book is on ‘institutions’ rather than ‘ceremonies’
for the latter see a book like Uzuncargili, Saray Tegkilde. 3

* In Siirreya's Sicifl-i Osmani the sultans” wives and daughters are considered in

the.j[;prst ninety pages; in all the rest of the four volumes women are hardly mentioned
at N

; The change from the Julian to the Gregorian Calendar is counted from 5 October
1582,
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two ‘part-years’ in the other system, unless there was sufficient
external evidence to warrant the contrary. The difficulties to be
faced in fixing any date exactly must always be borne in mind: lack
of records, conflicting records, and confusion in ‘calendar-conver-
sion’ have all combined to make strict accuracy almost impossible,
even in the later periods.’

In the tables both the wives (or husbands) and the children of the
sultans and other persons are given; but, unless specifically indi-
cated, there is no attempt to show who was the mother (or father)
of any particular child. The lists of wives and children are given in
purely alphabetical order, irrespective of dates of marriage or birth,
as the evidence available over the whole period is too scanty to
justify any other arrangement. One other point must be mentioned
with regard to wives and children. Quite often the records speak of
a wife, son, or daughter, without giving any names; to be able to
include such information two symbols—'S’ (son) for a male and
‘D’ (daughter) for a female—have been introduced. It is sometimes
possible, however, that the data given for such an anonymous per-
son should really be identified with a named individual, about whom
little or nothing is known.

Towards the end of the tables two limitations have been applied
to cope with the ever-increasing flow of relatively unimportant
information. From the reign of Abdiilmecid I only the most impor-
tant members of the second generation are shown and, with few
exceptions, no information has been provided subsequent to 3 March
1924—the date when the dynasty ceased to rule.

For simplicity, and to avoid confusion in the English text, certain
words have been given specific meanings. The word *Sultan’ (writ-
ten with a capital ‘S’) is reserved for a reigning Sultan, while
‘prince’ and ‘princess’ are used respectively for a sultan’s sons and
daughters. Unless otherwise stated, the two words ‘marriage’ and
‘wife’ are used loosely to cover any kind of union from concubine
to legal spouse, while ‘harem’ implies the whole female household.
Except in Chapter XI1I, ‘Marriages’, the term ‘Early, Earlier Period’
covers the history of the dynasty up to the end of the reign of
Mehmed 111, and the ‘Late, Later Period’ is held to begin with the
reign of Ahmed I.

! The difficulties involved in the conversion of one calendar to the other are
analysed in the introduction to Damsgmend’s Ormanlt Tariki Kroralofisi, 1. vii-xiv.
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To avoid possible ambiguities all Turkish personal and place
names, even when forming part of a quotation from another writer,
are spelt according to a uniform system, based on the latinized
Turkish alphabet. On the other hand, all non-Turkish names are
spelt as in English.

With so many names and dates to record it would have made the
book far too bulky to quote the authorities for each item. The details
given have been checked and rechecked over a period of fourteen
years and it is hoped that they are accurate; but footnotes have been
reserved as far as possible for dealing with controversial matters and
supplying additional information.
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WiTH the opening of the fourteenth century the Ottoman Turks
became a definite factor in Anatolian politics and from that time
forward we can be fairly certain of their history. Prior to 1300, how-
ever, little or nothing is known of them: a few names, an occasional
and rather doubtful date, and that is all. The rest is legendary, some
part actually going back to those early days, buta great deal invented
in later times to try to explain what had gone before—or even just
to enhance the prestige of the tribe among the other peoples of the
Orient.! With the elucidation of these legends, and with the kindred
problems of the ethnographic and historical origins of the Ottoman
Turks, this book is not concerned. Different theories have been
propounded, but they are limited by the comparative scarcity of
information as yet available concerning Anatolia during the declin-
ing years of the Seljuks of Rum.?

At some stage in the early thirteenth century a small band of
nomads, half shepherd and half warrior, arrived within the bounds
of the Seljuk Empire, which was already tottering to its fall under
the blows of the Mongols. These new-comers—‘adventurers, desir-
ous of finding pasturage for their sheep and cattle, and ready to sell
their services to any other tribe’>—were assigned to guard a small
sector of the western frontier against Byzantium and, once they had
settled down, soon began to take an active part in the life of the
Border. It was all experience which was to serve them well in the
future.

By the time this band of which we have been speaking emerged

' Wittek, R.O.E., 7 fi.

! Kibpriili, O.E.Q., passim, and ‘Emik Mengei' in Belleten, 28; Wittek, R.O.E.,
passim; Brockelmann, 256 fT. A neat summary of Wittek's ideas is to be found in Fisher,
g-13. See also Simer, ‘Kavmi Mengeleri’, in R.T.M. v. 3077.

! Cambridge Medieval History, iv. 655. Toynbee, 113, says: ‘In fact, the Ottomans
had received the leavings of the Seljuk estate because they were the latest comers and
had arrived in humble circumstances. Their eponym, Osman, was the son of one
Ertufrul, the leader of a nameless band of refugees, an insignificant fragment of the
human wreckage which had been hurled to the farthest extremities of *Dar-l lslim" by
the tremendous impact of the Mongol wave when it broke upon the North-East
marches of the Iranic Society from the heart of the Eurasian Steppe.”

5707 B



2 ORIGINS

into history as the Ottoman Turks, it had become a well-organized
‘marcher’ community.! There was some semblance of constitu-
tional government by a marcher-lord, subject—though only just,
for the Seljuk Empire was on the verge of disintegration—to the
suzerain in Konya.* There was a well-founded economy, based on
the summer and winter pasturage of flocks and herds and on control
of some of the main Anatolian trade-routes. Above all, to make the
tribe strongly aggressive for Islam, there was in its midst a very
active cell of ‘Ahiler’, led by 1500/Seyh Ede-bili and his family. But
it is to be noted that, as soon as possible, both ‘Alplar’ and ‘Ahiler’
were weaned of their power in favour of the sultans’ more immediate
relations.?

At some time during the first quarter of the fourteenth century*
the Ottoman rulers assumed the two prerogatives of independence:
they ordered their names to be read during the Friday prayers
(‘Hutba’) and they began to mint their own coins (‘Sikke’). Either
then, or perhaps earlier, they also set up their own flags (‘Sancak’)
and established the royal music (‘Mehterhine’), two further sym-
bols of sovereignty.s

Thus secure in the possession of a new home-land in Western
Anatolia, the Ottoman Turks looked around for spheres of expan-
sion. Their advance during the fourteenth century was due equally
to good fortune and to an ability to seize opportunities. The almost
simultaneous collapse of the Seljuk Empire in Anatolia and of the
Byzantine Empire in the Balkans made it possible for the Ottoman

' A picturesque, yet not unduly romanticized, description of the Ottoman Turks at
that time can be found in Tilbentgi's novel, Onmanofullar.

* The outward forms of submission were observed, but for all practical purposes the
peripheral emirates were independent. However, Seljuk domination was soon replaced
by that of the lihanlilar: “Turkish histories which point to 699 [1300] as the year when
the Ottoman State became independent are certainly wrong, Osman Bey, both at this
date and later, continued to be a marcher-lord under the suzerainty of the lhanlilar, . , .
There is no doubt that Osman Bey was among those invited to do homage to the
llhanlilar in 1317 by their governor, Emir (obanoglu Demirtag. There exists a record
according to which Orhan Bey had to deliver a fixed tribute every year to their Treasury,

which shows that both Osman Bey and his son recognized the suzerainty of the
llhanhlar.” Uzungargih, O.T. i. 27, 30, Complete independence came with the death
of lhan Bahadur in 1335,

1 See Taeschner, in Oriens, v1. i. 23, n. 1, and Uzungarsih, S.T. 40. The ‘Alplar’
were the comrades-in-arms from associated tribes,

* The time is fixed between the collapse of the Seljuk Empire and 1327, the date of
the first known Ottoman coins.

¥ ‘Sancak’ md_'Mtht:rhi.nc' were symbols of lesser authority and had probably
beer:igﬂ.nt:d during the suzerainty of the Seljuks. See Uzungarsili, S.T. 240 ff. and
273
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Turks to extend their power westwards against divided Christian
enemies and eastwards against divided Muslim successor-states.
Even the humiliation of defeat by Timur had little permanent
effect on their growth, because he left them in undisputed posses-
sion of their territories in Europe, which were to serve as a spring-
board for the reconquest of Anatolia.

It was, then, from the leaders of this small tribe, 44/Ertugrul and
Osman I, that there sprang the dynasty whose institutions are to be
examined in the following pages.



I1
SUCCESSION

Frow the time of 44/Ertugrul (died 1281), the father of Osman I,
down to the exile of Abdiilmecid (II) in 1g24—that is, for six and a
half centuries—the House of Osman ruled continuously over the
Ottoman Turks from five successive capitals: Sogiit, Yenisehir,
Bursa, Edirne, and Istanbul. “The domination of the Ottoman clan,
which should have been a mere passing phenomenon, like the
similar domination of another Tartar clan in Russia’, possessed
such powers of survival that even a disaster like the onslaught of
Timur and the Interregnum served only to strengthen it. But in
seeking an explanation for this dynastic longevity any glib reference
to polygamy must be avoided: at least in the House of Osman the
‘increasing’ influence of polygamy was more than offset by the ‘de-
creasing’ effects of the Law of Fratricide and the institution of the
‘Kafes'.

What is much more remarkable than the time-span, however, is
that the sultans ruled in unbroken succession in the male line, with-
out recourse to any relation more distant than brother, nephew or
first cousin, although on at least two occasions the danger of a com-
plete failure in the dynasty did arise. Moreover, the average length
of reign of the sultans, seventeen years, compares quite favourably
with those of other great dynasties,’ indicating that the sultanate
was a reasonably stable form of government. Discussion of the
succession in the House of Osman resolves itself, therefore, into
two parts: an analysis of actual practice, together with a study of the
provision made for any possible break in the line.

In the Orient, and particularly in ‘Dar-iil Islim’, the usual custom
was for tribal leadership to pass to the eldest male member of the
ruling family; thus the succession generally moved, not in the
vertical father-to-son line familiar to the Occident (*Amad-i-Nesebi"),
but in a zigzag through brothers and nephews (‘Ekber-i-Nesebi’).

! See Table XIX, p. 130. The Roman emperors averaged seven years, the Byzantine
emperors twelve, the Abassid caliphs twelve, the Russian czars eighteen, the French
kings twenty-one, and the English kings twenty-three years. These figures are based
on the tables in An Encyclopedia of World History,
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This may seem a rather sweeping generalization, but it is supported
by a perusal of the genealogical studies of Lane-Poole and Zambaur.
However, just at the point in time when the Ottoman Turks moved
into historical focus, an event took place which was to change this.
There are few details of 42/Diindar’s murder at the hands of his
nephew Osman I, even the date 1298 is doubtful; but the inference
to be drawn from the story is surely clear. It was the climax to the
struggle of Osman, asserting his claim to succeed his father Ertugrul,
against the customary rights of his uncle Diindar. This act, almost
one of usurpation, seems to have been acceptable to the tribe for
more than one reason. If, as appears likely, Ertugrul had renounced
his authority because of old age," it was hardly reasonable to allow
the power to pass to another octogenarian (the dates are traditional).
Moreover, Diindar represented the past; if the legend is true, he
also had come from central Asia with his father 40/Siileyman Sah.
But the tribe then established at Yenisehir and poised for action in
the west, was looking to the future; it needed a Joshua to lead it
into the Promised Land. It is not certain whether Osman was the
eldest son of Ertugrul—there was no attempt to assert the principle
of primogeniture—but he was a son and for the next three hundred
years the succession was to pass from father to son.

In fact, far from there being any theory of primogeniture at this
stage, the law of succession may well be described as a ‘free-for-all’,
in which the strongest of the sons inherited the throne, while the
others—according to the Law of Fratricide—suffered death.? The
stakes were indeed very high and the resulting struggles correspon-
dingly fierce, each prince being supported by those leaders and offi-
cials who thought that he would best serve their purpose, It clearly
rested with the officials in power to decide which of a dead sultan’s
sons was to be sent the message which would bring him to the

' See p. 54.

* ‘As there was no Law of Succession among the Ottomans, there was neither rule
nor custom to show whether a dead sultan should be replaced by an older or younger
son. In the early days this was in the hands of the "*Ahiler”, who played an important
part in state affairs, and the governors, and the chief thing was to choose the most cap-
able.' Uzungargih, 5.T. 45. In this respect notice the vagueness of Mehmed 11's Law
of Fratricide: *And to wHoMSOEVER of my sons the sultanate shall pass . . . ." Similarly,
‘among the Candarofullan there was no Law of Succession and so each ruler appointed
as his heir the son he wished, As a result there were sometimes bloady struggles among
the ruling family over the division of the state and appointment of an heir.” Ulkiitagr,
in T.T.A.E. v. 157. Ulucay, Ask Mektuplar:, 16, is wrong in saying, “There existed a
Law of Succession. The eldest son definitely took the place of the dead sultan.”
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throne. This was also one of the reasons why it was necessary to
conceal the death of a sultan until such time as his successor was in
a position to be proclaimed ; otherwise there would have been many
more civil wars.! This can best be seen in the struggles for the throne
among the sons of Bayezid I (1402-13), Mehmed II (1481-3),
Bayezid 11 (1509-12), and Siileyman I (1550-66).

When Timur had defeated Bayezid I at the Battle of Ankara in
1402, it seemed as if the Ottoman Empire must inevitably collapse
and be wiped out. But, for strategic reasons, Timur was content to
make the sons of Bayezid acknowledge his overlordship and then
leave them in effective control of their father’s lands.* Unfortunately
they could not agree among themselves as to the unity or division
of the inheritance and there followed eleven years of internecine
strife, ‘Devr-i Fetret'—during which 532/Isa, 540/Siileyman, and
537/Misa were in turn eliminated. Then, and only then, could
Mehmed I resurrect the title of sultan, which was reserved for the
ruler of the united empire. But it seems clear that these internal
dissensions had little effect on the external position of the Ottoman
Empire, otherwise it could easily have been swamped by a combina-
tion of neighbouring princes.’

With the death of Mehmed II in 1481 there opened another
period of civil war which was to last until Bayezid II had driven his
brother 570/Cem into permanent exile.* This struggle raised several
points of interest from the constitutional side. To begin with,
there was Cem’s claim to the throne on the specious ground of
being ‘porphyrogenitus’, a claim which was completely alien to
Islamic law, where every child is equal and legitimate. Then Cem
set himself up as a rival sultan, minting money and being named by

! Bee pp. 25 ff. and 107.

i Mehmed I and 532/Isa, being in Anatolia, were particularly subject to Timur’s
overlordship; on the former’s coins for 806 [1404] appears the inscription: ‘Demurhan
Girkin—Mehmed bin Bayezid Han"—see Uzuncarsih, O.T.. i. 174, n. 1. For the whole

period of the ‘Devr-i Fetret', see Dangmend, O.T.K. 1. 134-67, and Wittek, in Belleten,
27. 557.

3 ‘By this battle [Camurlu, July 1413] the unity of the Ottoman state was re-estab-
lished ; nevertheless, one gets the impression that even after the Battle of Ankara the
supremacy of the House of Osman over the other Mohammedan and Christian chiefs
in Anatolia and the Balkan Peninsula was never seriously questioned.’ J. H. Kramers in
E.I. iii. 658, On the other hand, Wittek, R.O.E. 4, says: “The Ottomans were, after
the disastrous defeat inflicted on them by Timur at Ankara, thrown into a most critical
situation which menaced even their political existence.' See Table I, p. 16.

* Fisher, passim, shows how the fear of Cem’s renewing the struggle dominated all
of Bayezid’s foreign policy until the former's death in 1495.
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the Faithful in the Friday prayers (‘Sikke’ and ‘Hutba’). He even
went further and proposed to divide the Empire with Bayezid; but
such things were more than personal attacks. They represented a
blow at the integrity of the Ottoman Empire and Bayezid rightly
refused to treat with Cem.'! The struggles among the sons of
Bayezid II came to a head some long time before his death and led
eventually to his deposition in 1512 and the accession of his
youngest son; but they are more conveniently discussed in a later
chapter.?

The conflict for power among the sons of Siileyman I lasted for
more than fifteen years; in fact, it may be said to have begun almost
as soon as he had two sons to be rivals, and behind the sons were
the rival mothers: 152/Mihidevran and 151/Hurrem. It does seem,
however, that as long as 141/Hafise Valide Sultan was alive, she
insisted on peaceful relations within the harem. Apart from other
deaths by natural causes, Selim II eventually reached the throne
over the bodies of four brothers and four nephews.

In this respect, it is interesting to note how many times the
succession, for a variety of reasons, did not pass to the eldest son
favoured by the father. Leaving aside the doubtful question of the
relative ages of Orhan and so1/Alieddin, there came first the tragic
death of 514/Siileyman Paga just at the moment when he was
assuming responsibility for the government of his father’s domin-
ions. Then it was Mehmed I, the youngest of Bayezid’s sons, who
emerged triumphant from the Interregnum, just as later Selim I
overcame his older brothers. To these one can add the early deaths
of 560/Ahmed and 562/Aldeddin Ali, sons of Murad II, and of
Siileyman I's 606/Mustafa.

These struggles were the symptoms of the disease of fragmenta-
tion which had so often brought about the collapse of dynasties,
such as the Carolingian in Europe and the Seljuk in Asia Minor.
Previous to Cem’s proposal to split the Empire with Bayezid II,
Chalcocondyles records that Mehmed I had intended to divide his

! *Itinvolved a direct violation of one of the fundamental canons of Islam: that there
shall be only one supreme Imam. Bayezid's decision accordingly influenced the history
of the world. He refused to accept Cem's offer. "“The empire”, he said, “'is the bride of
one lord"." Bury in Cam. Mod. Hist. i. 85. Similarly, Siileyman I tolerated almost every
sign of grandiose usurpation of rights by his brother-in-law, the Grand Vizir 2036/
Ibrahim Paga, until the latter dared to sign himself ‘Serasker Sultan’, and Buhara

Meliki Abdullah wrote to him as ‘Sultan Thrahim’,
# See the chapters on Abdication and Deposition, pp. 54 ff. and 59 fT.
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possessions between two sons, giving the European provinces to
Murad 11 and the Asiatic to his otherson, 554/Mustafa.’ Fortunately
nothing came of either of these plans; in general the Ottoman
sultans had an overruling conception of imperial unity. To combat
the danger of disruption, they introduced two safeguards: the first
was to grant the heir-presumptive the provincial governorate
nearest to the capital, which gave him a good chance of seizing the
throne at his father’s death before any other claimant. Secondly,
there was the Law of Fratricide by which a new sultan could remove
all his rivals.2

Many writers have blamed Osman and the later sultans for not
having proclaimed a definite and indisputable Law of Succession,
but presumably the latter judged this to be contrary to the best
interests of the dynasty. Loyalty to the House of Osman was un-
swerving throughout its history; as long as it continued to provide
rulers, whether satisfactory or not, there was never any suggestion
to displace it.> But, granted a succession within the framework of
that family, the sultans came up against the sentiment that the
people were at liberty to choose whom they would and also to
depose him freely.* This provided a safeguard against the appearance
of a weak sultan who, unfitted to rule, might otherwise have brought
about the destruction of the Ottoman Empire. It is true that the
‘people’ were generally represented in this matter by the Janis-
saries or a small palace clique, but the sultans never saw fit to
meddle openly with this ‘democratic spirit’. It was surely the
remains of the old tribal right to choose the chief and, when sultan
became also caliph, the theory of election was strengthened.s The
resulting system may well be described as a compromise between
the hereditary and elective principles.

! Chalcocondyles, 1oz, ? See pp. 17 ff. and 25 ff,

* *A weak or a vicious sultan may be deposed and strangled but his inheritance
devolves to an infant or an idiot.” Gibbon, vii. 78. It was only the flight of Mehmed VI
in 1922 which changed this attitude.

* 'In the Ottoman dynasty founded by Orhan, the head of the State was chosen—
until the time of Murad II—by the influential leaders and governors. This position
was never allowed to pass to any other family, Murad 1 and Yildinm Bayezid were
chosen as rulers by the decision of the governors.” Uzuncarsili, 5.7, 41; but he quotes
no authorities on this point of election. Fisher, 105 and n. 14, referring to the withered
leg of 586/3ahingah ibni Bayezid II, says that no one with a physical defect could
become sultan—but he also gives no authorities; one must consider 1555/ Kétiiriim
(paralytic) Bayezid Candaroflu and Timur-i Lenk (lame) before accepting this point.

# See Gibb and Bowen, i. 26—38.
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From this it follows that, in Ottoman minds, there could never
/ be any distinction between the sultan de facto and the sultan de jure;

whoever occupied the throne at any given moment was its rightful
possessor. For this reason there were few attempts made to replace
deposed sultans on their thrones, and all ended tragically for those
concerned. It follows that Western writers—thinking in terms of
Western constitutional theory—are at fault when they speak of one
prince as the ‘rightful’ sultan and of another as the ‘usurper’.

If there was no formal ceremony of election, at least the will of
the people was clearly expressed on many occasions and was em-
bodied in the ceremony known as ‘Biat’.' The circumstances of
Osman I’s succession have been discussed above, but those of later
sultans deserve some consideration. Orhan was probably the eldest
son of Osman I; in any case he had been the most prominent during
his father's last years, perhaps because of his connexions with the
‘Ahiler’. Murad I, however, was younger than either 514/Siileyman
Paga or 511/Ibrahim, yet on the former’s death he was appointed
to rule Rumelia and, when Orhan also died, Murad seized power
and executed Ibrahim. Neither is it certain that Bayezid I was older
than 522/Yakub, whom he caused to be executed at Kosova, but
the tribal leaders chose him for his military prowess.* When dying,
Mehmed I declared to the leaders of the state his wish that his eldest
son Murad II should succeed him; the majority accepted this and
loyally supported him, but Murad’s position was challenged both
by his uncle 538/Mustafa and by his brother 554/Mustafa. In the
end the latter were defeated and executed; but the claims of the
uncle suggest an attempt to revive the traditional line of succession.
In 1446 Mehmed IT was set aside and his father brought back by
the soldiery; yet a few years later,

‘Mehmed IT was by the same Janissaries and the other soldiers of the Court
with great triumph saluted king. Which approbation of these men of war is
unto the Turkish kings a greater assurance for the possession of their king-
dom than to be born the eldest son of the king . . . so great is the power of
these masterful slaves in promoting to the kingdom whichsoever of the king's
sons they most favour without much regard whether he be the eldest or not.”

! See p. 40.

* It is significant, though possibly without authority, that Cantemir, 43, in describ-
ing the Battle of Kosova wrote, ‘the great men assembled about the choice of a new
Emperor and Yildinm Bayezid, Murad's eldest son, is unanimously declared Sultan. . ..
By the consent of the chief men' Yakub Celebi was then executed. See Danigmend,
O.T.K. i. 83. ¥ Knolles, 337.
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Yet again, in spite of the Grand Vizir Mehmed Karamani’s lean-
ings towards 570/Cem, the Janissaries and the people of Istanbul
stuck out for Bayezid IT in 1481.

There were no further changes in the rules governing the succes-
sion until after the death of Siileyman I, when the next two sultans
carefully limited the appointments to the princely governorates,
sending only their eldest sons, who were thus singled out as the next
successors to the throne. With the turn of the century, however, a
combination of circumstances brought about a development which
was to have far-reaching results; but it must be emphasized that
the change was empirical, almost fortuitous.*

When Mehmed III came to the throne at the beginning of 1593,
he executed his nineteen remaining brothers according to custom.
Then he decided to keep all his own sons at court, rather than
appoint even one of them to a provincial governorate, probably
because he feared their intrigues. In spite of this he was later forced
to execute the princes 652/Selim and 651/Mahmud, while two other
sons died natural deaths before their father. As a result, when
Mehmed III died, his elder surviving son Ahmed I was only
thirteen and a half years old, while Mustafa I was about twelve.
Neither had ever held a governorate, so that their qualities were all
unknown; it would have been dangerous, therefore, to remove one
of them by Fratricide—particularly before an heir was born to the
dynasty.* Secondly, Ahmed and Mustafa were blood brothers and
it is more than likely that their mother, 180/Handan Valide Sultan,
may have insisted on Ahmed sparing Mustafa’s life. Thirdly,
Mehmed III's mass execution of his brothers had had a very dis-
turbing effect on public opinion. But, whatever the reason, Mustafa’s
life was not taken and he was transferred to the ‘Kafes’—a minia-
ture court with a sterilized harem inside the “Top-Kap: Sarayr’,
Thus it came about that, when Ahmed I died in 1617, there was in
existence—for the first time since the murder of 42/Diindar—an
uncle to take the place of the normal heir. The latter was ‘Geng’

! For the whole question of the change from ‘father-to-son’ to ‘eldest male’ descent,
see Giese, Dar Seniorat. He Aatly condemns the idea that ‘eldest male’ succession was
the rule in the Ottoman Empire or that it was consciously taken over from Old Turkish
and Mongolian custom. He also points out that the Ottoman historians hardly touch
on the subject.

* See Wittek, in Byzantion, xviii. 333; Giese misses this essential point., For a con-
temporary explanation, see the quotation from Coryates, P- 20.
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Osman 11, a boy of only thirteen, so the Ulema decided to revert to
oriental practice and Mustafa I, as eldest male, was chosen to be
Sultan. Here was a clear case of the elective principle at work, but
the deciding factor was the existence of the elder Mustafa I, rather
than Osman II’s youthfulness—he was only five months younger
than his father had been at the time of his accession.! The change is
expressed in a letter from Osman II to James I of England: “This
paternal empire and monarchical kingdom hath almost until this
present blessed time been always hereditary from grandfather to
father, from father to son and so cursively in that manner; but
having regard unto the age and years of our great and noble uncle
Sultan Mustafa, he was preferred and honoured to sit on the Otto-
man throne.”* Two other reasons may be suggested for the break
with custom; in the first place, Mustafa’s recurring madness was, in
the eyes of his oriental contemporaries, a sign of divine approval.
Secondly, thescheming ‘Haseki’, 191/Kosem Mihpeyker Sultan may
have seen more hope for the eventual succession of her own sons,
Murad IV and Ibrahim, if Mustafa I rather than Osman II came
to the throne at the death of Ahmed I; Osman would almost cer-
tainly have executed his brothers, at least as soon as he had children
of his own. But Mustafa had, and would have, no children of his
own to succeed him, and during his reign it might be possible to
eliminate Osman I1; so Kosem set herself to bribe officers and offi-
cials into arranging Mustafa’s accession—only his ensuing madness
ruined her plan.?

Once a precedent had been created the change soon became
permanent, though an element of chance—arising from the

! In this the author disagrees with the interpretation of Gibb and Bowen, i. 37; the
crux of the matter is not the succession of Mustafa I in 1617 but his survival after 1603.
While Gibb and Bowen speak of ‘Kanunlar’ and constitutional regulations, his feeling
is that the change, beginning as a purely practical arrangement in 1603, owed its con-
tinuation to the ill effects of the ‘Kafes’ system. This view is supported by Giese, 25 56,
where he declares that the iden of eldest-male succession first became law only in the
Constitution of 1876. Article 3 of the latter states that, “The Succession among the
Ottomans belongs by very ancient custom to the eldest member of the family’; see
also p. 110, “Velinhd’, Gibb and Bowen are also wrong in stating that before 1617 ‘no
minor had ever succeeded’; there was no legal obstacle to a minor's succession, Ahmed I
had been only thirteen at his accession in 1603, while Mehmed II was only twelve at
the time of his first accession.

% Purchas, 1612. But in a proclamation to the troops Osman insisted that his own
rights had been usurped, and he always bore a grudge against Grand Vizir Halil Pasa,
his deputy 2283/Giirei Mehmed Paga and the ‘Seyh-iil Islim’, 2260(Haci Mehmed
Esad, who had passed him over. See Uzungargily, S.T. 47, and O.T. . i. 133.

} See Damgmend, O.T.K. iii. 270, and Uzungargul, O.T. 1. i 540-8.
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uncertainty of life in the ‘Kafes’—which still remained in the suc-
cession ‘led to intense rivalry and intrigue among the mothers of
the various princes and to the consequent formation of different
factions which involved not only the harem but also the court and
the army”.* These were sometimes eliminated when, as in the case
of Mehmed IV, the eldest male of the family was also the eldest son
of the preceding sultan.

The change from Governorates and Fratricide to the ‘Kafes’, with
its rigid system of birth-control, helped to perpetuate the new order
of succession. It meant that until after his accession a sultan had no
children, so that when he died his sons were often still too young
to rule. It was not until the middle of the nineteenth century that
the ‘Kafes’ regulations in this matter were relaxed; the first to escape
was Abdiiliziz whose son, 844/Yusuf 1zzeddin, was born in 1857,
four years before his father’s accession. The results of this policy
can be seen most dramatically in the genealogical tables which show
that between the reigns of Selim IT and Abdiilmecid I—a period
of almost three hundred years—the princes who were confined in
the ‘Kafes’ and did not become sultans had no children at all.

The “rule’ of the eldest male (‘Ekberiyyet’) continued from 1617
until the fall of the dynasty in 1924, but on more than one occasion
attempts were made to revert to the father-to-son principle and
even to bring in a definite system of primogeniture, which is
further proof of the continued absence of a definite law. Ahmed 111
seems to have been desirous of ‘diverting the expectations of the
people from his nephew [Mahmud I] to his own son’.* When
Mustafa III lay dying, those around tried to persuade him to alter
the succession in favour of his own son Selim III—that is, away
from Abdiilhamid I—but he refused to do so. Abdiilmecid I was
always looking for an opportunity to ensure that he would be suc-
ceeded by his son Murad V, rather than by his brother Abdiilaziz,
but he could not arrange it.* For the same reason, the successful
demands of the Khedives of Egypt to be allowed to establish the

' B. Miller, Palace School, 176. Giese, 253, says that the various cliques found the
‘Kafes' system advantageous because it provided a wider choice of candidates for the
throne, But there was no wider choice after 1600 than before; fewer princes survived
and they had no children. On the contrary, the majority of occasions when the dynasty
almost died out were after 1600,

3 See Shay, 18. Also Mchmed IV: see Uzungarpli, O.T. iii. i. 506,

! Sehsuvaroflu, Sultan Axiz, 15. Giese, 255-6, says that both Sultans {Abdiillmecid
and Abdiiliziz) were inspired by a desire to emulate Western institutions,
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rule of primogeniture in that country were well received by
Abdiilaziz, because he hoped it would create a precedent by which
he could leave the throne to his son 844/Yusuf Izzeddin.! He was
unsuccessful because the spirit of conservatism was too strong in
Istanbul. So strong was it that in 1876 the Ulema insisted on en-
throning Murad V, rather than Abdiilhamid II, even though the
former had already given clear signs of the mental unbalance which
was to make necessary his deposition only three months later.

On several occasions the Ottoman dynasty was in danger of
collapse from internal failure. Apart from his own infant sons,
Siileyman I was the only male of the House of Osman at the time
of his accession and the same was true of Selim II, all of whose
brothers were already dead. When Ibrahim came to the throne in
1640 he was the only member of the family in the male line of
succession, but at his death he left six sons; some have commented
that this refounding of the dynasty was his one real achievement.
Again, in 1808, when Mustafa IV was executed, Mahmud II was
the only male representative of the family remaining; it was only
after another four years that a son was born to him. In fact, between
the years 1785 and 1812 (with the doubtful exception of a post-
humous son born to Mustafa IV) no sons were born to the dynasty
at all, while for many years after 1812 infantile mortality kept the
succession in a precarious position. A similar period of infertility
had occurred between 1728 and 1761. Apart from these natural
failures, several sultans tried to protect their own lives by killing
off all possible rivals. Early in his reign Mehmed IV, before he had
sons to follow him, attempted to kill off his brothers, but was
dissuaded. In 1808 Mustafa IV also tried ; Selim 111 he managed to

' About 1863 the Khedive lsmail, “who loathed his brother Mustafa Fadil, and
dreaded his uncle Abdiilhalim, both heirs-apparent after 1smail, wanted nothing short
of primofmimrc. In addition to the price that he was ready to pay to effect the desired
change, Ismail counted on the support of the Sultan himself, who welcomed the oppor-
tunity of creating a precedent before launching his own resolve of a similar change in
the Ottoman constitution.’ Rufaat, 111; of. Sehsuvaroflu, 45. In his turn 844/Yusuf
lzzeddin is said to have hoped, when he should become sultan, to divert the succession
to his own son, 2504/Mehmed Nizameddin; see Orik, in R.T.M. iv. 2387,

* Gibb and Bowen, i. 37, write: ‘The one exception was Mehmed IV, who in 1648
succeeded his father {brahim at the age of seven years because he was the sole Ottoman
prince alive. And the case is interesting because it follows that all the subsequent
Sultans were the descendants of Ibrahim, who, if not actually mad, was at least eccentric
to the verge of madness." The second part of this is true, but the first is patently false,
since lbrahim was outlived by at least six sons, three of whom eventually came to the
throne; it was, however, true of lbrahim himself, who alone survived Murad IV,
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kill, but Mahmud II escaped his clutches.! However, the gravest
threat of all to the House of Osman had been in 1640 when Murad IV
tried to commit dynastic suicide; on his death-bed he ordered the
execution of his brother Ibrahim, the only other male member of
the family alive. The latter was only saved by a trick of their mother,
191/Kdsem Mahpeyker Valide Sultan, who convinced Murad that
his orders had been obeyed.?

It remains now to deal with the hypothetical question, Who
would have succeeded to the Ottoman Empire had the House of
Osman ever died out completely ? From the middle of the eighteenth
century onwards the correct answer is probably that the Powers of
Europe, and Persia in the East, would have stepped in and annexed
the parts of the Empire each was most interested in, rather along
the lines of the dismemberment proposed in 1918. Having satisfied
their own territorial needs, they might then have given the subject
races an opportunity to become independent; in other words, suc-
cession would have meant partition and absorption. But for the
previous four centuries a rather different answer must be given. It
must be realized that first Fratricide and later the ‘Kafes’ effectively
limited the House of Osman to the direct male issue of the sultans,
together with descendants through the female line. Although there
was never anything approaching a Salic Law in Turkey, the ques-
tion posed here is only concerned with the failure of the first group.
At all times descendants through the female line were considered
too vaguely connected—within a couple of generations they sank
back into the commonalty of subjects. It is said, however, that
Siileyman I, grown tired of the continual quarrels between his sons
Bayezid and Selim, threatened to disinherit both in favour of their
cousin 2063/Osmangah Bey (son of 1096/D).* Then there was the
case of 2165/Ibrahim Han, son of 1110/Esmahan Sultan and the
Grand Vizir, 2162/Mehmed Sokollu Paga, who became a provincial
governor and whose descendants were quite influential.# But one feels

! See pp. 67-69.

2 ‘It may be doubted whether this mark of the ruling spirit—vengeance—strong in
death was caused by the delirium of fever, or from a desire that his favourite the
Silihdar Paga should succeed to the throne on the extinction of the House of Osman,
or whether Murad IV wished for the gloomy satisfaction of knowing that his house and
dynasty would descend to the grave with him." Historians® History, xxiv, 381,

¥ Uzungarply, O.T. ii. 395.

4 ‘About the decline of the seventeenth century the legend arose that the {brahim-
hanzadeler would succeed to the throne in case the Ottoman dynasty should die out,
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that the lbrahimhanzadeler would have found it very difficult
indeed to rise from the position of subject to that of sovereign; in
spite of the power of the Janissaries there was never any possibility
of a ‘Mameluke’ system in the Ottoman Empire. The Turks had
such a deep respect for the royal blood that they could not even
conceive of the throne passing to another family.

The only other possible claimants to the throne were the rulers of
some of the subject peoples or their descendants. But it must be
emphasized that their claims were purely legendary, had no legal
foundation whatsoever, and had probably been fabricated by dif-
ferent travellers out of local gossip. In the first place there were the
families, such as the Dulkadirlilar and the Candarofullan (Kizil
Ahmedliler), who could show close connexion with the House of
Osman in its early days through a series of dynastic marriages.' But
after their original subjugation none of these families were pre-
eminently powerful above the other great landowners of Anatolia.
Then there was the Giray Han family of Krim, which ‘occupied a
special position in Ottoman esteem, since it was an offshoot of the
Golden Horde and so descended from the redoubtable Mongol
Cingiz Han’.? To them, ‘for want of heirs-male in the Ottoman line,
the Empire is by ancient compact to descend’.? 1915/Sah Ismail of
Persia had also hoped to gain some lien on the succession to the
Ottoman Empire by the marriage of his daughter to 1913/Murad,
grandson of Bayezid 11, but it profited him nothing.

These, then, were the families whom in the seventeenth century
Sagredo described as being among the ‘Famiglie del Regio sangue’.*
But it cannot be repeated too often that there is no evidence for any
‘ancient compact’ with any of these families. Nor, one feels, could
any of them have successfully seized power had the opportunity
occurred—but it never did.

and for that reason the sultans were bound to respect the lives of all members of this
family." E.I. ii. 438.

! See pp. 87—94, and Tables LIV and LVI.

* Gibb and Bowen, i. 25.

* Rycaut, 58; Gibb and Bowen, i 25, say the same thing.
_ * Bagredo, 1068; and Uzungarph, O.T. 1 i. 520. In a letter to the Valide Sultan
in 1711, Baltac: Mehmed Paga mentions the various claims to the succession possible
In 1703; see a review in Belleten, g. 137. These various claims were still in the popular
mind as late as 1808: “When the rebels learnt of Mustafa IV's death, they began
to shout that they had lost confidence in Mahmud II. Some among them wanted to
proclaim as Sultan one of the descendants of Esma Sultan, or the [Mevlevi] Seyh of
Konya or the Krim Tatar Hans.” Karal, O.T. v. 100.
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When the dynasty was finally exiled in 1924, a rather delicate
situation arose as to who was the real head of the family and,
therefore, ‘Pretender’ to the throne should the Republic collapse
and there be a Restoration. Admittedly Abdiilmecid (I1) was the
last member of the family to have ruled in Istanbul, but he had
been only caliph and not sultan, and his power had been a mere
shadow. To challenge his position in exile there was his elder cousin
Mehmed VI, who had been both sultan and caliph, but had fled
the country. Itis clear that there was a certain rivalry between these
two, as to which was the unofficial caliph of the Muslim world and
head of the family. This was fostered by petty jealousies between
the descendants of Abdiilmecid I and those of Abdiildziz, but came
to an end with the death of Mehmed VI in 1926. Abdiilmecid (1I)
remained undisputed head of the family until his own death in
1944, when he was technically succeeded by the next eldest male,
861/Abdiilkadir. But by that time the whole issue had become
entirely academic, since it was quite clear that Turkey would
never again submit to the rule of the descendants of Osman.

TABLE 1. ‘Devr-i Fetret' (The Great Interregnum)

804 [28. 7. 1402]—816 [5. 7. 1413]

The period when the Ottoman Empire was divided among
the different sons of Bayezid 1.1

Anatolia.
{a) 5/Mehmed 1. 8os [8. 1492]-806 [1404] (Amasya),
(%) s32/lsa. 8os [8. 1402]-806 [1403] (Balikesir/Bursa).
() 537/Mosa, 806 [1403]-806 [1404] (Bursa).
(d) 5/Mehmed L. 806 [1404]-816 [5. 7. 1413] (Bursa/Amasya).
Rumelia.
(a) 540/Sileyman. 805 [8. 1402]-813 [17. 2. 1411] (Edirne).
(6) 537/Misa. 813 [17. 2. 1411]-816 [5. 7. 1413] (Edirne).

! See Uzuncarply, O.T. i. 173; Danigmend, O.T.K, i. 134; Wittek, in Belleten, 27,

557. It is clear that Bayezid's sons—particularly 532/1sa and Mehmed I—had to recog-
nize Timur's overlordship; on Mehmed 1's coins of Bob [1404] is the inscription
Demurhan Giirkin-Mchmed bin Bayezid Han'. Events in Anatolia during the for}
few years are particularly difficult to follow.
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THE PRINCELY GOVERNORATES

As new territories were added to the original patrimony of Osman I,
they were organized into provinces, each with its own governor;
while the continued expansion of the empire led gradually to a
more complex system of government, the general pattern soon
became clear. Under the sultan and the grand vizir the empire was
divided into two major parts: Anatolia and Rumelia, governed
respectively by the ‘Anadolu Beylerbeyi’ and the ‘Rumeli Beyler-
beyi’. Then came the ‘Sancakbeyler’, governors of provinces,
beneath whom were the actual tenants of the land, the ‘Zaimler’
and the ‘“Timarlar’. The whole was organized on the essentially
feudal basis of land and protection in return for service.!

The first two sultans relied directly upon their brothers and sons
for assistance in the government of their lands.? Osman’s brothers
45/Giindiiz Alp and 49/Sarubat: Saver and their sons were his chief
military aides;* he also used both Orhan and s01/Alideddin in the
administration. At some period before his death, probably in 1320,
Osman seems to have resigned the whole government into the hands
of Orhan.* The latter also looked to his brother and his sons for
help: so1/Alieddin,® 514/Siileyman Paga, and Murad I were all
‘Beylerbeyleri’. In fact this title was at first reserved for the family
of Osman but, when Murad I became sultan, he had no brothers or
sons of an age to help him and the title passed first to Lala Sahin
Pasa and then to the Candarlilar, who later combined it with the
grand vizirate.®

Murad I's reign, however, marks a definite change. The state was

! Gibb and Bowen, i. 137 ff.

* 'For in Turkey, even among the Turks themselves, no value is attached to any-
thing but personal merit. The house of Osman is the sole exception to this rule, being
the only family in which birth confers rank.’ Busbecq, 23.

. ! Sarubati died at the Battle of Domanig in 1287 and 48/Aydogdu at Koyunhisar
in 1302,
* Bee p. 54.
* Allleddin ibni Osman’s title was ‘Bey' and he must not be confused with the
in Paga who was grand vizir; Danigmend, i. 19.
® 1.4. 4. 283, and Gibb and Bowen, i. 139.
ETOT C
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no longer to be considered as a possession to be shared by the family
as a whole but was to exist only for the sultan and his sons; for this
the practical sanction was Fratricide. Henceforward the sultans
associated their sons with them in the government of the provinces
as a form of apprenticeship, during which their ability and prowess
could be studied with an eye to the succession.! Von Hammer?
suggests that Murad’s real aim was to set his sons at a distance from
the central government, where they might have become too power-
ful, but this is a rather over-suspicious interpretation; in any case,
even stronger objections could be raised against putting them in
control of a distant province.

Normally, when a prince reached the age of fourteen or fifteen,
he was sent to the chief town of a province and there he established
his ‘Beylik’, a miniature replica of the administration in the capital.
To advise him there was a senior vizir, usually the one who had
already acted as his ‘Lila’ (tutor); often the young prince’s mother
accompanied him to supervise his harem. Even his “Tugra’ (mono-
gram) was in exactly the same form as the reigning sultan’s, and to
him was reserved the title of *Celebi Sultan’.? Among other restric-
tions he was forbidden to leave his province without precise instruc-
tions from the Divan; it was the breach of this rule which led to the
death of 584/Mahmud ibni Bayezid II.#

As these princely governors formed the dynastic reserve there
was a certain order of precedence regarding appointments to the
various provinces. At first Amasya seems to have ranked highest, as
an outpost among the semi-independent ‘Beylikler’ of eastern
Anatolia. Karaman, too, was important for its size and historical
prestige as the capital-province of the old Seljuk Empire. But in
later times, as the race for the succession became more vital, the
most sought-after province was Manisa because of its proximity to
Istanbul; it was usually given to the heir-presumptive, although it

* For a list of the Princely Governorates, see Table 11, p. zz.

1 Von Hammer, i. 218.

* For details of the organization of the Princely Governorates, see Uzungarsily, 5.7,
122-30. For the ‘Tugra’, see Wittek, in Byzantion, xviii. 331. There was no rule about
the age-limit: Bayezid II and his brother 571/Mustafa were appointed even before their
circumcisions in 1457. For the ceremonies which took place on their leaving the capital
for the provinces, see Danigmend, iii. 72. The two sons of Mehmed 11, 571/Mustafa
(see Babinger, Sitt, 22q) and 570/Cem were both accompanied by their mothers, as
were the sons of Bayezid I1 and 606/Mustafa ibni Stileyman I, A list of the ‘Lala’ are
given in Sirreya, iv. 715.

4 Fisher, 104. Selim I did not see his father for twenty-six years.
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was the province of Bursa which had gained the title ‘Hiidaven-
digir’ (royal). Sometimes this matter of precedence was applied
inversely to indicate the disgrace of a prince, as when 151/Hurrem
Sultan persuaded Siileyman I to transfer his son 606/Mustafa from
Manisa to Amasya.!

There were various extensions to this system of governorates and
quite 2 number of the sultans’ grandsons in the male line were
granted ‘Sancaklar’; while Selim I ruled at Trabzond his son
Siileyman I was governor first of Bolu and then of Kefe in the
Crimea.? There were further grants in favour of grandsons in
the female line, by the marriages of a sultan’s daughters with the
vizirs;? but such grandsons did not normally rise above the rank of
‘Sancakbey’ or ‘Kapici-bagr’, ‘to the end that they may not be apt
for revolution. But their brothers, which their fathers beget by
slaves, may come to be pashas, for they are free from suspicion in
regard they are not of the blood-royal."

Only one major limitation was enforced; members of the Otto-
man dynasty could not be governors of any of the provinces in
Rumelia (Europe). This rule only came into force after the Great
Interregnum; prior to that Orhan’s son 514/Siileyman Paga had
been appointed ‘Rum Beylerbeyi’ c. 1354, and on his death Murad I
followed him in this position. There does not seem to have been
any specific reason for this prohibition, but perhaps it may be attri-
buted to a distinction between Anatolia as ‘Dar-iil Islim’ (House of
Islam) and Rumelia as ‘Dar-ul Harb’ (House of War). If so, the
implication is that, while sons could be used as rulers of settled
provinces inhabited by Muslims, it might be dangerous to leave
them in permanent command of large bodies of troops on active
service. Granted this was the reason, justification for it can be found
in the one exception: Selim I entirely misused his European com-
mand. Having forced Bayezid I1I to grant him the ‘Beylik’ of Semen-
dire (Smederovo), he immediately turned the soldiers under his
orders against his father.® On the other hand, princes from the

* See Dangmend, ii. 3.

! See p. g7.

* Withers, in Purchas, 1606. Any such brothers were generally elder brothers; on
marrying a princess, a vizir had to put awsy his other wives: see p. g8. These limita-
“ﬁ:ll&h:ﬂ been imposed by Mehmed 11 in his *Kanunname®,

p- 63.
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tributary dynasties in Anatolia were often appointed as ‘Sancak-
beyler’ in Rumelia, partly to keep them as far as possible from their
own subjects.’

Further, the princes were repeatedly put in command of military
forces attached to the armies of the sultans or their vizirs, both in
Anatolia and Rumelia. Sometimes they led into battle semi-feudal
contingents from their own provinces; at others they took command
of a complete wing of the imperial forces. As an alternative the sul-
tans occasionally chose to leave one of their sons as ‘Kaymakam’
(acting-regent) in the capital while they themselves went on cam-
paign.? In 1473 Mehmed II took his two eldest sons Bayezid IT
and 571/Mustafa to the wars, while leaving 570/Cem as regent in
Istanbul; this suggests that the latter post, given to a younger
son, was considered the less important. The rather different case
where 583/Korkud and 1778/Oguzhan acted as regents for their
respective fathers, Bayezid II and Cem, in 1481, is discussed
elsewhere.?

There was, of course, always the danger that a prince might abuse
his authority and stir up the provinces against the central govern-
ment. But on the occasions when this did happen, it seems to have
been due, not to the inherent weakness of the governorate system,
but rather to the lack of a definite Law of Succession and to the
influence of the Law of Fratricide.* The Interregnum, the distur-
bances at the end of Bayezid II's reign and those during the rule
of Siileyman I, were essentially aimed, not at overthrowing the
central administration, but at ensuring eventual succession to it,
With the one exception of 570/Cem’s proposal to divide the empire
with Bayezid II, the Ottoman Empire was never faced with the risk
of dismemberment by divided inheritance such as largely ruined
the Carolingian, Later Byzantine, and Seljuk Empires. Where, how-
ever, a sultan felt that any particular prince was likely to prove re-
fractory, he demanded that one of the latter’s sons should remain in
the capital as a hostage for his father’s good behaviour. So it was

! Murad IT appointed 1715/Ali Karamanoglu to Sofya, and his brother 1716/1sa
to another "Sancak’; princes of the Candarofullan received similar appointments,
: -1;:1 li:;uf Regencies and Military Commands, see Tables 111 and IV, PP 23, 24
p. 46,
* Jonquitre does not allow for this distinction when he writes: ‘Pour consolider son
autorité, Bayezid 11 avait partagé I'sdministration des provinces entre ses fils et ses
petits-fils : c'était une faute, et cette mesure n'amena que la guerre civile.' i. 135,
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that 583/Korkud ibni Bayezid II and 1778/Oguzhan ibni Cem were
in Istanbul at the time of Mehmed II’s death.! In passing, it may be
mentioned that this system of hostages was also applied to the semi-
subject ‘Beylikler’ of Anatolia and to the Tartar Hans of the Crimea,
each of whom had to provide a young prince as hostage; at various
times these youths were educated in the Top-Kap: Saray1 along
with the sons of the sultans.?

In spite of this, however, disturbances engendered by jealousies
between brothers only seemed to multiply. The sons of Mehmed IT,
Bayezid II, and Siileyman I in turn sought to tear each other down
in order to clear their own path to the throne; some solution had to
be found. First, Selim II decided to limit the number of princely
governorates and only sent out his eldest son Murad III. When
Murad himself came to the throne he also made only one appoint-
ment: his eldest son Mehmed III went to Manisa, while the other
princes remained in the Top-Kap1 Sarayi. This was the last of
the princely governorates ‘to be freely granted in preparation for the
vocation of ruler’.’ Mehmed III made no appointments and in the
next reign—that of Ahmed I—the whole position of the princes was
altered by the non-application of the Law of Fratricide and the
introduction of the ‘Kafes’.* It may well be argued that the cure
was worse than the disease; a youth mis-spent in the luxury of the
‘Selimhik’, followed by years of incarceration in the ‘Kafes’,’ was
the worst possible preparation for those who were to be sultans of
the Ottoman Empire.

The idea of princely governorates was mooted once again in the
nineteenth century, but nothing came of the proposal; Abdiil-
mecid I became so suspicious of his brother Abdiiliziz that he
suggested making him ‘Vali’ (governor) of Trablusgarp—where he
might well have met with a convenient accident!®

' See p. 46. If the suggestion in Fisher, 19, is true, that Mchmed IT's last un-

campaign was against a rebellious Bayezid, it is strange that 583/Korkud

survived at all. 1925/Osmansah ibni 58z2/Alemsah also had to live at the court of
his grandfather, Bayezid 11.

# B. Miller, Palace School, 22.

! Brockelmann, 329.

4 See p. 32. Uzungarsih, S.T. 120, says that the appointment of the eldest son to the
Eovernorate of Manisa continued for another fifty years, but that a deputy was sent to
l-dlhlnlsn:rthepmm:t The last case was that of Mehmed IV, who was nominated at
the age of five; after that the custom lapsed.

* See Table VI, p. 36.

&humuilu, As=iz, 15.
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TasLE I1. The Princely Governorates

Prince Governovate and probable dates*
1/Osman I. Karacahisar,
45/Giindliz Alp. Eskigehir (1301).
2/Orhan. Sultandnii.
sor/Allleddin Al Bilecik.
3/Murad L. tzmit (1329); Sultandnil (1330); Bursa; Gelibolu (1359).
s1o/Halil. amit (7).
s11/lbrahim. Eskisehir.
514/Siileyman, Bolu; lzmit (1330); Balikesir (1336); Bursa; Gelibolu (1356).
1547/ Melik-i Nasir.  Ankara (1365).
4/Bayezid I. Kitahya (1381—-9).7
s21/Sava. Bursa (1382-3).
s22/Yakub, Balikesir.
£/Mehmed 1. Amasya (1393-1403); Bursa (1403-13).
530/Ertugrul. Manisa; Balikesir.
53z,f1u (A). Antalya (1390); Balikesir (1402); Bursa (1403).
537/ Misa. Kiitahya; Bursa (1403—4); Edirne (1411-13).
538/ Mustafa. Antalya.
540/Silleyman, Sivas (1398); Manisa (1400); Edirmne (1402-11).
6/Murad 11, Amasya (1417=21); Manisa (1444-5).
sso/Ahmed. Amasya (1413).
551/ Kasim. Amasya (—1406).
g52/Mahmud. Amasya (1415).
g54/Mustafa, lsparta (1420).
7/Mehmed I1. Amasya (1437-9); Manisa (1430-44, 1446-51).
560/Ahmed (A). Amasya (¢. 1434-7).
shz/Alleddin Ali, Manisa (1437-9); Amasya (1439-43).
— Younger son. Wallachia.*
£/Bayezid 11. Amasya (1457-81).F
£70/Cem. Kastamonu (1468-74); Konya (1474-81).
571 /Mustafa. Manisa (1457); Konya (1466—74).
g/Selim 1. Trabzond (1494); Semendire (1511).
s8a/Abdullah. Manisa (-1481); Konya (1481-3).%
sB1/Ahmed. Amasya (1482=-1513).7

! The provinces are sometimes known by other names: Antalya—Teke, Balikesir—

Karesi, Bursa—Hildavendigir, Edirne—Rumeli, lsparta—Hamideli, lzmil:——Kocn:l.{.
Kefe—Kmnm, Konya—Karamania, Kitashya—Germiyan, Manisa—Saruhan, Sul-
tandnii—Karacadaf. Where only one date is shown, it is the earliest recorded for a
prince being in a particular province. This list agrees largely with that in Uzungarsili,
S.T. 117 f.; note that it only gives the princes of the male line.

* In this respect, it is strange to find Jonquitre writing: *Murad, jusqu'alors élevé,
selon les merurs orientales, dans une claustration absolue, et qui ne voyait d'autre
perspective & son avenir qu'une servitude perpétuelle ou une mort prématurée.’ i. 4.
Also, ‘In his youth Murad I was not allowed to take part in public affairs and was over-
shadowed by his brother Silleyman.’ Cam. Med. His. iv. 673. The ‘claustration absolue’
—presumably the *Kafes'—was an anachronism as applied to Murad I; moreover he
held the governorates above,

? Wittek, Byzantion, xviii. 333, says Bayezid 1 was the first prince to have a gover-
norate,

* Cantemir, 108; but no indication as to who it was—unlikely.

* Bayezid 11 and 571/Mustafa were at their posts before their circumcisions in 1457.

“ Fisher, 27, says 586/Sahingah went to Konya in 1482, but ibid. 103, suggests that
Abdullah was there till his death in 1483. * Fisher, 15, calls it “Masto®,
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Prince Governorate and probable dates
58zAlemsah, Mentege (c. 1481); Manisa (1507-10). -
583/ Korkud. Manisa (1491-1502); Antalya (1502-9, 1510-11); Manisa
(1511=-12)."
584/ Mahmud. Kastamonu (—1504); Manisa (1504-7).
585/Mechmed. Manisa (1504); Kefe (1505-7).
586/Sahingah. Manisa (1481~3); Konya (1483-1511).%
1925/Osman. Canlari,
1957/ Mehmed. Balikesir (1501); Konya (1511-12).
ro/Siileyman I. Bolu (1509); Kefe (1510—-12); Manisa (1512~20).
11/5elim II. Manisa (1543-58); Konya (1558—9); Kiltahya (1550-66).
bo1[Bayezid. Konya (1546); Kitahya (~1558); Amasya (1558-9).
6oz/Cihangir. Haleb.
604/Mehmed. Manisa (1542-3).
Go6/Mustafa, Manisa (1533-41); Amasya (1541-53).
2094/Orhan. Corum (1558~9).
12/Murad III. Aksehir (1558-61); Manisa (1561-74).%
13/Mehmed 1L Manisa (1583-95).

TaBLE I11. Temporary Regencies of Princes

Prince Date and place For
1/Osman [ —1281 44/Ertugrul*
2/Orhan €. 1320 1/Osman [
514/Siileyman €. 1355 2/Orhan
s21/Savar 1385—Bursa 3/Murad I*
7/Mehmed 11 6-11. 1444—Edime 6/Murad IT
570/Cem 3. 1473—Istanbul 7/Mehmed 11
583/Korkud 20, 5. 1481—lstanbul 8/Bayezid IT
1778/0fuzhan 26. 5. 1481—Bursa 570/Cem
10/Silleyman [ 3. 1514—Edirne g/Selim 1

6. 1516—Edime
11/Selim 11 1548—1Istanbul 10/Siileyman 1
o1 [Bayezid 1545—Istanbul 10/Siileyman [
1553—Edirne

' Between 1509 and 1510 Korkud fled to Egypt as the result of a rebellion, but was
reinstated. See ‘Korkud’, L.A4. vi. 855-9.
# See above, s80. Abdullah and note.

¥ Uzungarpli O.T. 1. i. 42, says he was not appointed until he was cighteen years

old—e. 1564.

* The first three were the taking over of all authority, consequent on the father’s

retirement. Those of Korkud and Ofuzhan in 1481 represent the d:mul:ir: struggle for
the succession at the death of Mehmed II—see the relevant passages in the chapters on
*Abdications” and 'Succession’, The others were purely military regencies, undertaken
in Istanbul or Edirne, while the sultan was on campaign.

# Savc: was appointed to Bursa while Murad I was fighting in the Balkans; he took
the opportunity to revolt and was executed. Cem also revolted, but was forgiven—see
PP. 49, 51.

N.B. Whilst Mchmed 111 was on campaign his mother 173/Safiye Valide Sultan was
leftin Istanbul with almost the full powers of a regent.
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TasLE IV. Military Commands of Princes'

Prince Battle or campaign Date
-Hoca Ermeni Beli 1284/5 (died)

ﬁ,ﬁg:ubm-s-m i 1286/8 (died)

48/Aydogdu i 13012 (died)

so5Pazarlu Pelekanon 1329

514/Shleyman Ankara 1354
Rumelia 1354-5

3/Murad I Rumelia I_';gg

Bayezid I Konya 13

giare Kosova 1380

522/ Yakub Konya 1386
Kosova 1389

s40fSileyman Bulgaria 1393
Sivas 1308
Ankara 1402

5/Mehmed I Amasya 1393
Ankara 1402

53a/lsa Ankara 1402

537/ Musd Ankara 1402

538 Mustafa Ankara 1402

7] Mehmed I1 Kosova (2nd) 1448
Albanian Campaign 1450

s71/Mustafa Kireli 1472
Otluk Beli 1473
Cilicia 1474 (died)

&/Bayezid II Otluk Beli 1473

5B1/Ahmed Morea 1500
Cilicia 1501

1957/ Mehmed Cilicia 1501

11/Selim 11 Danubian Campaign 1537
Buda 1541
MNahcivan 1553
Pursuit of Bayezid 1550

Gor [Bayezid Buda 1541

6oz(Cihangir MNahcivan 1553

Gog/Mehmed Danubian campaign 1537

! This list excludes rebellions and campaigns in own provinces.



1V
THE LAW OF FRATRICIDE

By literal interpretation ‘fratricide’ is the killing of brothers, but
when the word is associated with the history of the House of Osman
it is often used in a wider sense. It is extended to cover the execu-
tion of any male member of the family whose continued existence
constituted a possible threat to the reigning sultan or, in some cases,
to his heir-presumptive. It included the putting to death of fathers,
uncles, nephews, cousins, sons, and grandsons; in the case of the
last two categories, let it be said, it was usually the punishment well
merited by open rebellion. All female members of the family were
exempt from such a fate since the succession could not pass to, or
through, the female line; yet a number of them met violent deaths.!
Most frequently Fratricide was practised by sultans newly suc-
ceeding to the throne and wishing to strengthen their position
against all rivals; more rarely it was the work of an ageing sultan
preparing the way to the throne for a favourite son.? It arose from
a perhaps exaggerated instinct to protect the empire from frag-
mentation, a disease so prevalent among, and often fatal to, oriental
dynasties. The fundamental sanction for such ruthless killing was
the principle that there must be only one supreme ruler; it was the
betrayal of this principle by 570/Cem, in proposing to divide the
empire with Bayezid 11, which proved him unfit to be sultan.
There were isolated cases of Fratricide during the first 150 years
of Ottoman rule but it was only in the reign of Mehmed II that
custom was given legal sanction and promulgated in his famous
‘Kanunname’ as the Law of Fratricide.® The text was supported by
! For example: 85/Maria (B), 112/Anna (B), 118/Irene, 180/Handan, 182/D.,
191 /Kisem N[lhqug:r 244/Hadice, and 351/Peykidil ; all these were wives.
* Silleyman 1 is the typical example; but Bayezid I11's sons suspected his motives in
arranging a great circumcision feast in 1503 and declined the invitations. Fisher, 1o4.
! The Turkish text is given in Uzuncarpli, S.T. 45 (quoting T.0.E.M., 1913,
No. 14, App. 27): 'Her kimseye evlidimdan saltanat miiyesser ola kardeglerin nizam-i
dlem igiin katletmek minasiptir, ekser ulema dahi tecviz itmigtir, aninla dmil olalar.’
Gibb and Bowen, i. 36, give a slightly different version; their English version reads:
‘And to whomsoever of my sons the Sultanate shall pass, it is fitting that for the order

of 'he world he shall kill his brothers. Most of the Ulema allow it. So let them act
on Ly
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references to the Koran and the authority of the Ulema, but its
theme was simple: “The death of a prince is less regrettable than the
loss of a province.”! Mehmed’s successor Bayezid 11, being pacific
by nature, would probably have annulled the law had it not been
for Cem’s rebellion; but this latter showed the Sultan that his own
personal safety and the stability of the Empire alike depended on
the maintenance of the law in its fullest terms.

One result of the law can be traced in the genealogical tables. It
prevented the rise of an ‘aristocracy of blood’ by a severe limitation
of princely families running parallel to the direct line of descent
through the sultans. This was all part of a policy—none the less
effective because it was only implicit—for obliterating as quickly as
possible all traces of the royal family, apart from the reigning
sultan and his direct issue.?

Almost every traveller and historian, writing about Turkey, has
commented in terms of horror on the terrible end of those princes
subjected to the fate prescribed by this law. Is it not that the writers
have been shocked by the cold-blooded legalization of the execu-
tions rather than by the deaths themselves? When one comes to
examine the lists, there are at most eighty deaths which can be put
to the account of the Law of Fratricide.? The real justification for
the law lies in the 650 years of unbroken sovereignty which the
House of Osman enjoyed, and in the comparative freedom of the
Ottoman Empire from internal strife at a time when every country
in western Europe was suffering from repeated civil wars.

If further support be required, it is only necessary to point out
that the sultans were not alone in finding their relatives incon-
venient; in fact they were following the example of their contem-
poraries, both Christian and Muslim. ‘Pedro of Castile killed his

' ‘So often as they return to sedition, they shall be subverted therein; and if they
depart not from you, and offer you peace and restrain their hands from warring against
you, tuke them and kill them wheresoever ye find them.' From the Koran, quoted in
Gibbons, 180.

* *As another method of preventing the rise of an aristocracy of blood, measures
were devised for putting to death the scions of the ruling dynasty or of levelling the
descendants of royal princesses as quickly as possible into the masses. These were the
well-known Law of Fratricide of Mehmed 11, to which the numerous small coffins in
the royal mausoleumns bear tragic witness, and the Law of Sancakbey of the same ruler,
by which it was decreed that “the descendants of my daughters must not be appointed
as Beylerbeyleri, but only as Sancakbeyleri”.’ B. Miller, Palace School, 74. It is only
fair to point out that the high rate of infantile mortality was just as much responsible
for the ‘numerous small coffins’.

¥ See Table V, p. 30.
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brother Don Fadrique; Andronicus III Comnenus of Trabzond
killed his two brothers Michael and George; and Andronicus ITI
Paleologus assassinated his brother when his father was dying."
Fratricide was particularly common among Muslim dynasties because
the practice of polygamy on a large scale led to a dangerous profu-
sion of male heirs.* One need not go farther afield than Persia,
where 1915/Sah Ismail I brought to death most of his younger
brothers. Moreover, one may ask whether Fratricide was any more
cruel than the practice of the Byzantine emperors who blinded or
otherwise disfigured their rivals, thus rendering them technically
and practically unfit to rule, and condemning themtoa living death.?
As a matter of fact, blinding was used on at least three occasions
by the Ottoman sultans; in 1385 Murad I's son 521/5avc was
punished in this way for rebellion and subsequently died from its
effects; and 537/Emir Misa blinded 1644/Orhan, son of his rival
brother 540/Emir Siileyman, during the Interregnum. Murad II
also blinded three of his brothers: 550/Amed, 552/Mahmud, and
555/Yusuf.

The method of execution employed in Fratricide was almost
invariably the same. Just as in the West beheading was considered
the most honourable form of capital punishment and was reserved
to those of noble blood, so within the Ottoman Empire death by
strangulation with a silken bow-string (‘Keman-Kirigi’) was re-
stricted to those of high rank and particularly to members of the
royal family, to the end that blood should not be let.* Usually the
execution was carried out by the ‘Cellid-bags:’ (Chief Executioner),
assisted by mutes attached to the Inner Service of the Saray. In
many cases recourse was first had to the ‘Seyh-iil Islim’ to obtain

! Gibbons, 180.

* Uzuncargily, O.T. ii. 360, n. 1. A modern example of this fruitfulness may be seen
in the large family of Ibn Saud of Arabia.

' “By fear or conscience Michael Paleologus was restrained from dipping his hands
in innocent and royal blood; but the anxiety of an usurper and a parent urged him to
secure the throne by one of those imperfect crimes so familiar to the modern Greeks.
The loss of sight incapacitated the young prince—John IV Lascaris—for the active
business of the world; instead of the brutal violence of tearing out his eyes, the visual
nerve was destroyed by the intense glare of a red-hot bason, and John Lascaris was
removed to a distant castle, where he spent many years in privacy and oblivion.'
Gibbon, vi. 466.

* In Evliya, 1. ii. 11, however, it says, “Osman II . . . was put to death by the compres-
sion of the testicles, a mode of execution reserved by custom to the Ottoman Emperors’,
5;“ there is no corroborative evidence for either the particular or the general statements

us made,
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the issue of a ‘Fetva’ (opinion), which would convey the sanction
of the religious law to the execution.

This is not the place to relate the circumstances of every case of
Fratricide, but some are of more particular interest. The first may
more properly be described as ‘avunculicide’, for it was his uncle
42(Diindar whom Osman I got rid of in 1298; tradition has it that
Osman struck him down at a tribal council for obstructive behaviour
but the real cause was more fundamental.'! Bayezid I, in the hour
of victory after the Battle of Kosova, ordered the execution of his
brother 522/Yakub, for the latter had shown himself too popular
with the soldiers on account of his skill as a fighter. The murder of
his infant brother 561/Ahmed by Mehmed II at his accession so
shocked the Court that he had to put the blame on the officer who
had carried out his orders, and the latter was executed for treason.
Then there was the long struggle between Selim 11 and his brothers
whilst their father Siileyman I was still ruling; first 606/ Mustafa
was betrayed and executed; later 601/Bayezid and his sons escaped
to Persia only to be sold back to their death by Sah Tahmasp.*
Next came the ‘blood-bath’ with which Mehmed III announced
his accession—nineteen brothers and several pregnant ‘Hasekiler’
(favourites) were executed in one day.

Before Osman II left Istanbul on his Polish expedition he
decided that his brother 664/Mehmed had reached a dangerous age
and should be removed, but the ‘Seyh-iil Islim’ refused him a‘Fetva’;
however, the ‘Rumeli Kazaskeri’ (military judge), Tagkopriiliizade
Kemaleddin Efendi, granted one in the hope of winning favour
and promotion.® Murad IV executed three of his brothers during
his reign, as a result of the troubles of 1632;* on his death-bed he
tried unsuccessfully to commit dynastic suicide by having his last
surviving brother and sole heir, Ibrahim, assassinated but in this he
was thwarted by their mother, 191/Késem Mihpeyker Valide Sul-
tan.* The last case of Fratricide was when Mahmud 1T decided on
the execution of his brother Mustafa IV, who was becoming the

! See p. 5.

2 Bny-::i-.‘tj’s death was a tragedy for the Ottoman Empire as it left the sottish Selim 11
as sole heir—all hopes had been cast on Go1[Bayezid,

¥ Uzungarpb, O.T. uL. i. 135.

* Ibid. 190.
! Mehmed IV might have done the same thing—Uzuncargily, 0.7 1. i. 509, n. 1.

With regard to the events of 1640-8, Gibb and Bowen, i. 37, are a little confused:
see p. 13, note 2, :
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focal point for various rebellious movements; for a time this left
Mahmud the only male member of the family.

Equally interesting are some of the occasions when the Law of
Fratricide was not invoked. One wonders what it was that kept
Mehmed I from attempting to remove his brother 537/Misa during
the years they were together just after the Battle of Ankara; or,
alternatively, what restrained Miisa.! The reasons for Ahmed I
sparing his brother Mustafa I have been considered elsewhere,* but
here is an interesting contemporary explanation: ‘And at this day
the Grand Sultan hath a brother [Mustafa] of this Society [the
Mevlevi Dervishes] that liveth in the Seraglio, whom he hath often
intended to put to death . . . but he [Ahmed] hath happened to fall
into some bitter disease whensoever he hath thought upon any such
matter, which is the reason that he suffereth him to live."* Selim III
could have saved himself from deposition and death had he taken
the opportunity, when threatened, to kill his cousins Mustafa IV
and Mahmud II—just as the latter did actually kill Mustafa IV a
few months later. Lastly, one can hardly understand how Abdiil-
hamid II restrained himself from killing Murad V, when one con-
siders the three separate attempts made to replace the latter on the
throne;* perhaps he was moved by fear of public opinion and more
particularly of international repercussions through the influence of
the Masonic movement, for Murad was a member of the Grand
Orient Lodge.

! Wittek, in Belleten, 27. 578 and n. 30.

* See p. 10,

! Coryates in Purchas, 182z, WA

* "Among the archives can be seen several “Fetva"™ that Abdilhamid obtained in
order to kill Sultan Murad'—but he never acted on them; see Uzungarsili in Belleten,
38. 320, n. 3. The three attempts to replace Murad V were those organized by Stav-
rides, Ali Suavi, and Skaliveri-Aziz; they are dealt with by Uzungarsili in Belleten,
respectively 32. 589, 20. 71, and 30. 245, and in [.A. iii. 391. See also Melek, in R.T.M.
ii. 761, S.R., in R.T.M. iv. 2374, and Inal, Sadrazamlar, 766 fI., for Ali Suavi.
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TaBLe V. List of Fratricides
Sultan Princes executed Date Relationship
1/Osman 1 42/Diindar 1208 Unele
3/Murad 1 s11/Ibrahim 1360 Brother
1547/ Melik-i Nasir | 1365 Nephew, son of 514/
Siileyman
s21/Saver 1385 Son—rebellion
4/Bayezid 1 522/Yakub 6. 1389 Brother
‘Devr-i Fetret':
537/Miisa 53z/lsa 1404-5 Brother, (Or by Meh-
med I)
540/Siileyman 17. 2. 1411 Brother
5/Mechmed I 537/Midsa 5. 7. 1413 Brother
6/Murad 11* 538/ Mustafa 1422-3 Uncle—rebellion
554/Mustafa 12, 1433 Brother—rebellion
s62/Alleddin Ali (7)| 6. 1443 Son
1727/S8. (2) 6. 1443 Grandsons, sons of 562/
Alieddin Ali
=i{Mehmed 1T 561 /Ahmed 2. 1451 Brother
564/Orhan () 9. 2. 1451 Brother
B/Bayezid 11 1778/ Ofuz 12. 1482 Nephews, sons of 570/
1773/Eyiib 1484 Cem
584/ Mahmud 1507 Son—rebellion
585/ Mehmed 3. 1507 Son—rebellion
586/Sahingah Z. 7. 151K Son—rebellion
g/Selim 1 8/Bayezid 11 () 16, 5. 1512 Father
1925/Osmangah 16. 12. 1512 | Nephew, son of 582/
Alemsah
1936/Emir 16. 12. 1512 | Nephews, sons of 584/
1937/ Misa 16. 12, 1512] Mahmud
1940/ Crhan 16. 12, 1512
1955/Alleddin 16. 12, 15::] Nephews, sons of 586/
1957/ Mehmed 16. 12. 1512 Sahingah
583/ Korkud 2. 1513 Brother
581/Ahmed 24. 4. 1513 Brother
1917/Osman 24 4. 1513 Nephew, son of 581/
Ahmed
590/Abdullah 20. 11. 1514 | Son—rebellion
591 /Mahmud 20. 11. 1514 | Son—rebellion
5g2/Murad 20. 11. 1514 | Son—rebellion
1912/ Kasim 29. 1, 1518 MNephew, son of 581/
Ahmed
10/Sileyman I xwﬂg{::d' 24. 12. 1522 | Nephew, son of 570/Cem
1775 IZ. 1522
1776/S. i 1:22 Sons of 1774/Murad
Gob/Mustafa 6. 10. 1553 Son—rebellion
2118/ Mehmed 10. 1553 Grandson, son of 606/

! At his accession, Murad II also blinded his
Mahmud, and 555/Yusuf; they died of plague at B

Mustafa

il'iru:l brothers, 550/Ahmed, seaf
ursa in 1429,

» Ml.tﬂdl.ndhi:hmwmwmﬂpumdattheﬁirgcufﬂhndu.
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Sultan Princes executed Date Relationship
2095/0sman 1560 Grandson, son of 6or/
Bayezid
6o1/Bayezid 25. 9. 1561 Son—rebellion
zo00/Abdullah 25. 9. 1561
2001 /Mahmud 25. 9. 1561 Grandsons, sons of 6o/
2002 Mehmed 25. 9. 1561 Bayezid
2004/0Orhan 25. 9. 1561
12/Murad ITI 61o/Abdullah 21. 12. 1574 | Brother
611/Cihangir 21. 12. 1574 | Brother
613/Mustafa 2I. 12. 1574 | Brother
614/ 0Osman 21. 12. 1574 | Brother
615/Sileyman 21. 12. 1574 | Brother
13/Mehmed I1I' | 6zo/Abdullzh 28. 1. 1595 | Brother
6z21/Abdurrahman 28. 1. 1595 Brother
623/ Alfieddin 28, 1. 1595 Brother
6z4/Alemsah 28. 1. 1505 Brother
Gazs5/Ali 28B. 1. 1503 Brother
626/ Bayezid 28. 1. 1505 Brother
628/Cihangir 28. 1. 1595 | Brother
fizg/Hasan 28. 1. 1503 Brother
630/Hilseyin 28, 1. 1595 Brother
631/lshak 28. 1. 1505 | Brother
632/ Korkud 28. 1. 1595 Brother
633/ Mahmud 23. 1. 1505 Brother
634/ Murad 28. 1. 1595 Brother
635/Mustafa 28. 1. 1505 | Brother
616/ Osman 28. 1. 1595 Brother
637/Omer 28. 1. 1595 | Brother
618/ Selim 28. 1. 1595 Brother
640/ Yakub 28. 1. 1595 Brother
641/ Yusuf 28. 1. 1595 Brother
G52/Selim 20. 4. 1597 Son—rebellion
651/ Mahmud 7. 6. 1603 Son—rebellion
16/Osman 11 664/ Mehmed 12. 1. 1621 | Brother
15/Mustafa I 667/S. 1.6. Iﬁaz} MNephews—sons of 14/
(Reign B) 668/, 1.6, 1622 Ahmed I
17/Murad IV 660 Bayezid 26, 8. 1635 | Brother
666/5ileyman 26. 8. 1635 Brother
ﬁﬂ{mm 17. 2. 1638 Brother
19/Mehmed IV | 18/lbrahim 18. 8. 1648 | Father
25/Osman 111 =42/ Mehmed 2. 1. 1756 Cousin—son of 23/
Ahmed 111
29/Mustafa TV 28/Selim 111 28. 7. 1808 | Cousin
3o/Mahmud IT | 29/Mustafa IV 17. 11. 1808 | Brother

' Mehmed I11 is also said to have executed fifteen slave-women, pregnant by his
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THE ‘KAFES’

UNTIL the end of the sixteenth century the sons of a sultan used
to be transferred from the harem to the ‘Selimhk’ (men’s quar-
ters) of the Saray at about eight years of age; there a further period
of four to eight years was spent. After that, as we have seen, the
young princes were sent out to serve an apprenticeship as provin-
cial governors. On the death of the father, one of the sons succeeded
to the throne as sultan, while his brothers and nephews were put to
death as soon as possible. With the abolition of the princely gover-
norates and the almost complete suspension of the Law of Fratri-
cide at the end of the sixteenth century, revolutionary changes in
the internal organization of the ‘Selimlik’ became necessary.

To begin with, the sons remained in the men’s quarters of the
Saray during the lifetime of their fathers, though probably they
retained limited contacts with the harem through their mothers. At
a sultan’s death all his sons were transferred to the ‘Kafes’ (cage),
a kiosk or series of kiosks within the Fourth Court of the Top-Kap:
Sarayl.'! Presumably the very young sons—those under eight years
of age—accompanied their mothers into retirement in the Eski
Saray and stayed there until they reached that age, when they also
were taken to the ‘Kafes’. There the unfortunate princes remained
until their deaths; if, in the meantime, they inherited the throne,
they returned to the full life of the court. Those most to be pitied
are surely the half-dozen sultans who, having once escaped from
the rigours of life in the ‘Kafes’, were later deposed and returned to
spend the rest of their days in its grim surroundings.

Existence in the ‘Kafes’ was extremely miserable, although
Dallam? is mistaken in saying that it had been built with the special
intention of providing a place of secret execution. Sometimes, how-
ever, when the troops were in a rebellious mood, they would insist
on the sultan producing the princes from the ‘Kafes’ just to make

! Uzungarsili, S.T". 113-16. The ‘Kafes’ was also known as the *Simsirlik’, from the
box-trees growing there.
* Dallam, 62-63.
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sure they had not been disposed of.' Its inhabitants were treated
more like prisoners than princes; they had no liberty of movement,
and very little instruction was provided for them, when young,
which might fit them to rule over a great empire. As they grew older
some were allowed female companions, but extreme precautions
were taken to guard against the possibility of any children being
born in the ‘Kafes’.* Altogether, between the reigns of Selim IT and
Mahmud 1T (1566-1839) 115 sons of the sultans died without leav-
ing any children, because of their own early deaths or the rules of
the ‘Kafes’.

Expressed briefly, the contrast between the old system and the
new was this. Before 1600 a prince could grow up in his provincial
governorate, have a family and hope for the throne—or fear death
for himself and his sons; after 1600, unless he reached the throne,
he would never have a family, but there was little fear of his meeting
a violent death. The one clear point is that, had Fratricide and
‘collateral birth-control’ existed side by side, the dynasty itself would
very soon have been wiped out.?

As was the case with Fratricide, so also with regard to the ‘Kafes’,
writers of travel memoirs and history books have been so attracted
by the melancholy ‘romanticism’ of this institution that they have
tended to exaggerate the extent of its application. Apart from the
sixteen sultans from Mustafa I to Mahmud II—that is, including
Mehmed IV who directly succeeded his father but entered the
‘Kafes’ on his deposition—the tables show only seventeen clear
cases of princes confined in the ‘Kafes’.* The reason for this is to be

' In 1632 the Janissaries forced Murad IV to show them his brothers: “The princes
are our lord's sons; we have lost confidence in you, and just as you killed Hilsrev Paga,
80 you will destroy the princes: bring out the princes and show them to us now.’
When he refused, they threatened to depose him: ‘If you don't do as we say, you are no
further use to us as Sultan’, and he gave in—see Uzungargih, S5.T. 227, and O.T. un i.
tw, 104,

* D'Ohsson, i. 284 ff.: ‘On a soin de ne composer le harem des princes collatéraux que
de sept & huit jeunes filles esclaves auxquelles on fait avaler divers breuvages propres
1i tarir dans leurs flancs les sources de la fécondité, Si ces moyens dénaturés sont
"fllulﬁmu. si ces infortunées ont la malheur de concevoir, le jour de la naissance de
P'enfant est en méme temps celui de sa mort, la sage-fernme qui le recoit est tenue au
risque de sa téte de ne pas le laisser vivre, Elle n’ensanglante cependant jamais ses mains,
€& seroit un attentat contraire au respect dii au sang royal, mais elle s'interdit ses fone-
tions, elle ne noue pas le cordon ombilical. Tel est le genre de mort réservé & ces
tendres.’ Very occasionally a child was successfully smuggled out and reared by a foster-
mother; the best-known example is 1302/Diirruschvar, daughter of Abdiilhamid I,
known also as ‘Ahretlik Hanim' (Adopted Lady). 1 See Giese, 254.

* For the sultans, see Table VI, p. 36. The other princes were: Ahmed ['s sons:

5T07 D
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found in the effects of the system on the birth-rate. Confinement in
the ‘Kafes’ so weakened the virility of those princes who later became
sultans that either they were completely impotent or they fathered
such feeble children that the majority of the latter died in infancy.!

The ‘Kafes’ was thus a vicious spiral; a sultan, weakened by
years of virtual imprisonment, gave birth to weak sons, who in
turn were confined and further deteriorated. The surprising thing
is that occasionally a moderately successful sultan did emerge; for
the most part they were psycho-pathological cases, completely un-
fitted for the task of ruling an empire. It would be difficult to
separate the specific effects, but the final result was the product
of two distinct factors: the age of the prince when he entered the
‘Kafes’ and the length of his confinement.?

It is quite clear, however, that slight relaxations in the regulations
were sometimes permitted, usually in favour of a full brother of the
sultan, particularly if their mother was still alive. Proof of this can
be found in that Mehmed IV died at Edirne some five years after
his deposition® while Ahmed 1I, Mustafa 11, and Ahmed III were
all three acclaimed as sultans at Edirne. These three princes had
been sent to Edirne in 1691 when Siileyman II was preparing to go
on campaign,* but one is left to guess the reason for their absence
from the ‘Kafes’ in the Top-Kap: Saray1 in Istanbul. Nor is there
sufficient evidence to show whether these three, as heirs-presump-
tive, were the only princes so favoured. But it was not until the end
of the eighteenth century that the whole system was relaxed.

When Selim III's father died, his uncle Abdiilhamid I allowed
him complete liberty, so that he was even able to communicate with
Louis XVT of France. The immediate effects of this shone clearly
through Selim’s courageous efforts to reorganize the Ottoman
Empire when he himself came to the throne.* Mahmud 11, pre-

660/Bayezid, 66z{Hiseyin, 663/Kasim, 664/Mehmed, and 666/Sileyvman: Ibrahim’s
sons: 691/Cihangir, 693/Orhan, and 695/Selim; Ahmed II's son: 710/lbrahim;
Mustafa 11's sons: 726/Murad (B) and 727/Selim; Ahmed I11's sons: 734/Bayezid,
738/Mahmud, 742/Mehmed (D), 745/Nu‘'man, 748/Seyfeddin, and 749/Sileyman.

! See p. 102. ‘Some of the sultans, after being imprisoned for a very long time as
heirs in dank, sunless rooms, had no manly powers left when they came to the throne:
there was no hope of their producing children.' R.T.M. i. 203.

 See Table VI, p. 36. For example, Ibrahim was only two years old when he entered
the "Kafes', while Mustafa II was twenty-three and by that time had received a good
education at court.

3 Dansgmend, iii. 474. * Uzungargith, O.T. 1. L. 545.

¥ Karal, O.T. v, passim, and Uzuncarsili, in Belleten, 5-6, 191 .
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sumably, also received a measure of liberty which helped to make
him an enlightened and progressive sultan. With the passage of the
nineteenth century the ‘Kafes’ in its specific form gradually ceased
to exist. Abdiilmecid I directly succeeded his father at the age of
sixteen and he gave his only surviving brother Abdiiliziz a great
measure of liberty, though restricting him to living with his mother.!
In fact, Abdiilaziz’s first son, 844/Yusuf 1zzeddin, was born in 1857,
four years before his father became sultan; he thus achieved the
distinction of being the first child of a non-reigning male member
of the dynasty, since the reign of Siileyman I, to be acknowledged
and allowed to live. When Abdiiliziz came to the throne he insti-
tuted an even more progressive régime; under watchful supervision
his nephews were allowed almost complete freedom to take part in
the life of the capital and to maintain their own private households
outside the court,* though, underthe influenceof hismother, hewould
notallow them to have more than one child.? Abdiilaziz eventook two
of his nephews, Murad V and Abdiilhamid II, with him when he
went to visit Paris and London in 1867. Towards the end of his reign,
however, he received reports that his nephews, taking advantage of
their liberty, were beginning to indulge in politics, and Abdiiliziz
then took measures which restricted their freedom considerably.*

Abdiilhamid IT went a stage further in allowing the princes of
the dynasty to set up their own establishments, to marry and have
children—who were educated in the palace school.5 But with this
apparent liberty in private affairs went a complete ban—backed by
typical Hamidian police supervision—on anything resembling poli-
tical activity, and the same attitude was maintained, though with
steadily lessening vigour, by the last two sultans.®

In the nineteenth century the treatment meted out to a deposed
sultan also underwent a steady improvement. To begin with,
Abdiiliziz was transferred to the Top-Kap: Saray1, but he was so
miserable there and wrote such pathetic letters of appeal to Murad V,
that the latter arranged for his immediate transfer to the Feriye
Saray1 on the Bosphorus; however, even there the ex-Sultan was not

! Sehsuvaroglu, A=iz, 6, and Brockelmann, 368,

* Murad V, while prince, had a house at Kurbagalidere, Kadikay.

* See Uzungargili in Belleten, 30, 333, for the case of Murad V's child.

* See Sehsuvarofilu, Az, 54. These restrictions were largely responsible for Murad
V's mental disorders, since they increased his indulgence in alcohaol.

* See Hayder, <8 ff.

* A typical account of this is given by H. Amca, in T.D. iv. 1350.
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happy and within two days he had committed suicide." Following
on his deposition Murad V spent twenty-eight years in close con-
finement in the Ciragan Sarayi, but at least he was allowed to keep
his family around him. When Abdiilhamid’s turn came, the Young
Turks felt he was too dangerous to be kept in the capital and so he
was exiled to the Villa Allatini at Salonika. On the outbreak of the
Balkan Wars it was feared he might fall into enemy hands, so in
1912 he was brought back to the Beylerbeyi Saray1 in Istanbul;? in
both places he was permitted the company of his immediate family.
In 1922, when the last sultan, Mehmed VI, was demoted to caliph,
he fled the country; seventeen months later Caliph Abdiilmecid (IT)
was deposed and expelled from the country with all that remained
of the royal family.> Since then they have lived in exile in the south
of France and elsewhere.

TasLE V1. Sultans confined in the ‘Kafes'

Age at first Period spent in ‘ Kafes

Sultan entry  |Before reign|  After reign Total
15/Mustafa [ 12 ¥, 14 ¥. 4 y.and 15 y. 3y
16/0sman 11 14 ¥. 3m. o 3m.
17/ Murad IV 5. 6v. —_— 6 v.
[E"lhl'lhi.l:ll 2. 22 ¥. - 229
19/Mehmed IV 46 . = 5% 5¥.
20/Siileyman 11 6 y. 9y =— oY
21 [Ahmed 11 5Y. 43 ¥ = 43y
22 Mustafa 11 235 7% 4 m. TY. 4m.
23/Ahmed III 14 Y. 16 . 6y. 22 ¥,
24/Mahmud 1 7Y 27 ¥. = 27 ¥.
25/Osman 111 5 Y. 51 ¥. — 5L Y.
26/Mustafa 111 14 ¥. 27 Y- —_ 27 ¥v.
27/Abdilhamid I 5Y. 4317 — 43 Y.
28/Selim 111 12 ¥. 15 ¥- IY. 16 y
29/Mustafa IV 10 V. 18 v. 4 m. 18y, 4 m.
3o/Mahmud 11 4Y. 19 Y. - 19 y.
32/Abdiliziz 9Y. 22 y.* - 22 .
33/Murad V 21 ¥. 15 ¥. 28 v. 43 V.
34/Abdiithamid 1T 19 ¥. 15 ¥. 0Y. 24 Y.
35/ Mehmed V 17 ¥- 48 y. e 48 v
36/Mehmed VI 4 m. 57 ¥- Gy) 6o y.
37/Abdiilmecid (IT) By. 46 y. (20y.) 66 v.

' See Schsuvaroflu, d=iz, 114-25.

2 8, Lozan, in R.T.M. i. 1, describes the journey back to lstanbul,

1 See T.T.K. 141-57; and also below, p. 74, note 3.

* Numnbers 32 to 37 were comparatively free before their reigns began.
¥ Numbers 36 and 37 were in exile for the years after their reigns.
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ACCESSIONS

THE ideas implicit in ‘Le roi est mort. Viveleroi!’ cannot be trans-
ferred literally to the history of the Ottoman sultans. To begin
with, half the sultans reached the throne through the deposition
and not the death of their predecessors. Secondly, and of much
greater significance, there was often a slight interregnum following
the death of a sultan, at least during the Early Period.

In considering the first three centuries of the Ottoman dynasty,
it is 2 moot point exactly when a sultan did begin to reign. In all the
tables appended to this book the Date of Accession is given on the
assumption that there was no period of interregnum; but in actual
practice there was quite often an interval ranging from ten to fifty
days during which the throne was vacant and the demise of its
previous occupant was carefully concealed.' In dealing with the
succession it has been seen that, for the sake of public order, it was
essential for the death of a sultan to be kept secret until such time
as his successor could be recalled from his governorate and reach the
capital for his own proclamation. The nearest of the princely gover-
norates were Manisa and Kiitahya, at least four days’ journey from
Istanbul, so that concealment was necessary for a minimum of nine
to ten days. It sometimes happened, however, that the heir-pre-
sumptive had been appointed to a distant province in eastern Ana-
tolia, or that the sultan died on campaign, when a much longer
period had to elapse. Incidentally, the message received by a prince,
summoning him to assume the throne, was in itself a dangerous
instrument for, since its whole object was to maintain the secret of
the sultan’s death, there could be little or no circumstantial evidence
to support it. Many a prince must have hesitated before obeying its
summons, fearing lest it be a trap set by a still-living sultan to test
his loyalty.

The significance of this interregnum is not just that the new sul-
tan had not yet sat upon his throne but that—in a more strictly
constitutional sense—until he did sit upon that throne and receive

* See Table VII, p. 44
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the acclamation of his people, he was not properly sultan. This
stems from the idea expressed in a previous chapter! that all the sons
of a sultan had an equal right to the succession and that only when
one of them had been acclaimed could he place himself above his
brothers and arrange for their execution. Here, then, is further
evidence of the vaguely democratic nature of the sultanate.

The clearest example of this uncertainty in the succession, and
one which was unique because of the lapse of time involved, was
the Great Interregnum—'Devr-i Fetret'—from 1402 to 1413. The
Battle of Ankara and Timur’s subsequent campaign left the Otto-
man Empire in fragments, each one ruled over by a different son of
Bayezid I; in fact, one of the things which seem to have driven
Bayezid to suicide was the news that, while he was still alive and
a prisoner in the hands of Timur, his sons had already begun to
quarrel over the inheritance.? None was immediately strong enough
to assert himself over his brothers and reunite the Empire; nor,
presumably, would Timur and his lieutenants have countenanced
such a procedure; ‘divide et impera’. The four brothers—s32/lsa,
540/Siileyman, 537/Misa, and Mehmed I—fought each other, came
to terms, and fought again, but eleven years were to pass before the
youngest, Mehmed, stood alone in full and undisputed possession of
the Ottoman Empire. Then, and only then, did he take the title of
sultan; as long as the inheritance was divided the brothers had had
to be content with the rank of ‘Emir’ (prince), even though they
had enjoyed a sultan’s privileges of Prayer and Money. It is for this
reason that 540/Emir Siileyman is not listed among the sultans as
Siileyman I, although he is said to have been properly enthroned at
Bursa, when he passed through the town in 1402, escaping from
Timur.

The same thing can be seen in the story of events following on
the death of Mehmed II in 1481. There were two candidates for the
throne: Bayezid in Amasya and 570/Cem in Konya; it was a matter
of great uncertainty which would first get the news of his father's
death and be able to reach the capital before the other. Being the
elder by twelve years, Bayezid had for long been considered the
natural successor to Mehmed 11, and it was he that the vizirs sum-
moned to the throne. But Cem also had his supporters, chief among
them Grand Vizir Mehmed Karaméni Paga who represented the

! See p. 5. * See Koprill, in Belleten, 2. 501 and 27. sgr.
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‘Ulema’—the Muslim Institution—as distinct from the military
leaders, most of whom were related by marriage to Bayezid." Some
say, even, that Mehmed II—though he was powerless to fix the
succession—would have preferred Cem as his heir and that the
expedition the Sultan had been preparing at the time of his death
was aimed at the destruction of Bayezid.* Be that as it may, the
Grand Vizir sent secret messages to Cem and did everything to
forward his cause: but the Janissaries discovered what was afoot,
revolted, and assassinated Mehmed Paga. They then set up Baye-
zid’s son 583/Korkud to act as regent until such time as Bayezid
could reach Istanbul from Amasya. Cem’s son 1778/Oguzhan, who,
like Korkud, had been held in the capital by Mehmed II asa hostage
for his father's good behaviour, escaped to Bursa where in turn
Cem'’s supporters declared him regent.’ In the end Bayezid reached
Istanbul, was proclaimed sultan and set out to crush what he
naturally considered to be rebellion on Cem’s part; the campaign
ended with Cem fleeing into exile. But it is quite clear that had Cem
been able to reach the capital first or possessed the stronger army,
he would have become sultan instead of Bayezid. As it was, he had
been able to set up a rival sultanate at Bursa with all the symbols of
authority,* and maintain his position for eighteen days.

For the same reasons the sons of Bayezid II, and later those of
Siileyman I, began manceuvring for positions among the different
princely governorates. Each was trying to ensure that he would be
the first to receive news of his father's death and thus be able to
reach the capital before his brothers; until one of them did reach
the capital all had an equal claim to be sultan and none of them was
actually sultan. When Siileyman I eventually died only one son
remained and Selim II appears to have proceeded in more leisurely
fashion from his governorate to Istanbul where he was proclaimed.
Then he continued his journey on to Belgrade, where he encoun-
tered the army returning from Sigetvar and still in ignorance of
Siileyman’s death—thanks to the skilful concealment organized by
the Grand Vizir, 2162/Sokollu Mehmed Paga. The latter wished

! See Fisher, 17 and n. 33.

2 Tbid. 16~19. Bayezid vowed to build a mosque in Amasya if he did become sultan—
ibid. 15, n. 17. Damgmend, i. 356, suggests that Mehmed II actually appointed Cem
to be his heir, but Unver, Nichemedy, 13, says Mehmed nominated Bayezid as his
successor,

! See p. 47. * See E.IL i. 1034.
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Selim to submit to a second enthronement, but the Sultan refused.
He went further and tried to avoid payment of the usual bribes, but
on their return to Istanbul the troops refused to let Selim enter the
Saray until the normal disbursements and promotions had been
made.! In 1574, however, when news reached Murad III that his
father was dead, he rushed from Manisa to Mudanya and from
there crossed the Marmora to Istanbul in an open sixteen-oared
boat, in the teeth of a winter’s gale.* Such was the urgency he felt
to reach the capital and be acclaimed by the troops and governing
body, before they raised up one of his five brothers, who had never
left the Saray.?

After 1600, when the sultans practically ceased to go to war and
all the possible heirs to the throne were shut up in the ‘Kafes’, these
unseemly struggles ceased to take place and there was no longer any
interval before the proclamation of the new sultan. On the other
hand, there was certainly a great deal of intrigue within the harem
as to whose son was to succeed. On the death or deposition of a
sultan, his successor was brought from the gloom of the ‘Kafes’ by
the ‘Kizlar Agasi” (Master of the Women) and enthroned in the
‘Arz Odasi’ (Throne Room or Room of Petitions). It is said that
Ibrahim refused to leave his cell in the ‘Kafes’ until he had received
definite proof that his brother was dead; like doubting Thomas, he
wished to touch Murad’s corpse. Mahmud I1 slid down off the roof-
tops, where he was being chased by would-be assassins, directly
into the ‘Arz Odasi” when he saw his rescuers in the courtyard.*

There, or in front of the Third Gate of the Saray—‘Bab-es
Sa’adet’ (Gate of Felicity)—the new sultan sat to receive the homage
of the court; this was the ceremony known as ‘Biat’ (allegiance),
during which all the notables kissed the hem of the sultan’s robe
and swore fealty.® This was followed by a ceremonial assembly of

' A detailed account, based on Seliniki, is given in Uzuncargih, O.T. 1. i, 1-5.

3 This was a "kayik’ belonging to Tevkii Feridun Bey; Murad could not make con-
tact with the Kapudan Paga’s big ‘kadirga’ (galley).

! The replacement of the governorates by the 'Kafes' system was one of the main
reasons why the later sultans almost never went on campaign; they were afraid to leave
possible rivals in the capital. Hence Osman 11 executed his cldest brother 664/ Mchmed
before setting out against Poland in 1621,

* See p. 68. Siileyman 11 also showed great reluctance to put his trust in the ‘Kizlar
Afasi’; see Uzungargth, O.T. 1. i. 508,

* At least two sultans—Ahmed 11T and Selim ITl—accepted their depositions with
good grace and were the first to pay homage to their successors. 1100 Mihriméih Sultan
was the first to greet her brother Selim 11.
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the Divan, at which new appointments were announced and presents
were distributed. At the same time orders were given for the mint-
ing of a new coinage, which should bear the new sultan’s name,
titles, and accession date.’ Then the sultan, newly come from years
of confinement in the ‘Kafes’, retired to enjoy the freedom and
pleasures of his harem.

Some five to fifteen days later the sultan proceeded to the “Tiirbe’
(mausoleum) of Halid ibn Zayd Abu Ayyub al-Ansari at Eyiib on
the Golden Horn. There took place the ceremony of ‘Kilig Kugan-
mas:’ (Girding of the Sword), which corresponded to a European
coronation.? Usually the sultan went by boat to the landing-stage
at Eyiib and returned on horseback through the streets of Istanbul,
visiting the tombs of Mehmed 11, Bayezid 11, Selim I, and Siiley-
man I on the way. Sometimes the route was reversed, but always
it was an occasion for much pomp and circumstance.

The ceremony, as performed at Eyiib, was instituted by Meh-
med II just after the capture of Constantinople, but the girding
itself had probably been performed in earlier times both at Bursa
and Edirne. The sword to be used was chosen from among several
preserved in the Treasury, some sultans electing to be girded with
more than one,’ and the actual ceremony was performed in privacy,
almost secrecy. Many accounts, particularly Western, affirm that
the girding itself was always performed by the ‘Seyh’ of the Mev-
levi Dervishes, but careful examination shows that this was hardly
ever so. As with so many other institutions, there was no exact rule
—on several occasions advantage was taken of the presence of a
particularly holy man—but in normal circumstances there were
two participants: the ‘Seyh-iil-Islim’ (Mufti) representing the
Ulema, and the ‘Silihdar Agas’’ (Sword-bearer) representing the
imperial household. From the time of 1brahim, three further pro-
tagonists appear; this sultan had favoured the Mevlevi Dervishes

! In the case of some of the early sultans the minting was delayed until the return
to the capital: Bayezid I's first coins were dated 1390.

* The significance of this ceremony—also known by the Arabic name, “Taklid-i
Seyf'—is fully dealt with in Hasluck, 604—22. See also Sehsuvarogly, in R.T.M. i. z70.
Ahmed 11, Mustafa 11, and Ahmed I11 all came to the throne at Edirne and the cere-
monies were performed in the palace there; the first two were girded with the sword in
the Eski Cami—see Uzungarply, 5.7. 11 (where he calls it *Kiling Kuganmas1’).

! These were the swords of the Prophet Muhammed, of Halid ibn-i Velid, of the
Caliph Omar, of Osman I, and of Selim I. Mahmud I was girded with the Prophet’s
sword on his right side and Osman 1's on his left.
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and at Mehmed IV’s girding there was present Mevlevi Dervig
Mehmed Paga. He probably gained privileges for his Order, so that
the ‘Seyh’ of the Mevlevi should perform the girding; but this
intrusion of the Mevlevi was apparently resented both by the
Ulema and the Janissaries (who had strong associations with the
rival Bektashi sect). The participation of the ‘Yeni-geri Agast’ (Chief
of the Janissaries) was, however, equally resented in some quarters
and it was agreed that, as a compromise, the main role in the cere-
mony should be played by the ‘Nakib-iil Egraf’ (Chief of the
Descendants of the Prophet). If this arrangement was broken on
more than one occasion it was because of the temporary predomi-
nance of the Ulema, Mevlevi, or Janissary-Bektashi elements.!

In connexion with the girding, one or two details are of interest.
Ahmed I is said by. Naima to have insisted on girding himself, just
as he had announced his own accession to the acting grand vizir.
Murad V, during his three months’ reign, never recovered sufficient
use of his mental faculties to make the journey to Eyiib. Mehmed V
was so fat that the “Seyh-iil Islim’ Sahip Molla Efendi could not get
his arms round the Sultan to gird him properly and the sword
nearly fell to the ground; luckily 2618/Serif Ali Hayder, who was
standing close by, was able to prevent such an ill-omened
accident.” Abdiilmecid (II) being only caliph, it was not permitted
for him to be girded with the Sword.

Particularly during the Early Period of the dynasty, an accession
was announced to all the neighbouring rulers, who in return sent
letters of congratulation and rich presents. When the Ottoman
Empire came more into contact with western Europe this custom
was continued, with particular emphasis on the presents. Ambassa-
dors vied with each other as to the wonder and the value of the gifts
they brought; one of the most magnificent was the organ sent by
Elizabeth I of England for Mehmed III1.# But for those diplomats
like M. de Nointel and Sir John Finch who were in Istanbul during

! Notable exceptions were 1661/Emir Mehmed Buhari (Murad IT), Jeyh Ak Sem-
seddin (Mehmed 11), and Senusi Seyh Seyyid Ahmed (Mehmed VI), Eremya, 33, in
the seventeenth century writes: “Then the Sultan, taking the sword from the ‘Silahdar",
is girded and returns home.’ See Table VIII, p. 45.

* Ahmed I sent a "Hatt-1 Himdyun' to Kasim Paga: “Thou who art Kasim Pasa
my father has died at God's orders, and I have succeeded to the throne. Take ﬂ..;
-urvcr:{p‘pqwtr and rule. If any disorders arise I shall cut off thy head.' Danigmend,
0. T.K. iii. 230. ! Hayder, 109,

* Dallam, 57-71. It did not arrive until 1599 but was an accession gift,
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times of upheaval, it was very difficult to provide sufficient presents
of the right quality and their correspondence is full of complaints.*

Although the sultans conquered many dominions and incor-
porated their names in the royal titles, yet very little ceremonial
seems to have been attached to these acquisitions.?

It remains to deal with one unpleasant side of an accession. Once
the Janissaries had realized their own strength, they made many
importunate demands on the sultans' resources. The chief of these
was a special payment, known as the ‘Ciilis Akgasi’ (Accession
Money), which a sultan had to promise to pay before the troops
would approve his accession.* It was, of course, an act of stupendous
blackmail but shows just how dependent on the goodwill of his
troops was even the strongest of the sultans. In fact, the first to pay
had been Mehmed I1 and the demand was renewed with every acces-
sion, regardless of its effects on the country’s finances, until the
dissolution of the Janissaries in 1828.5 One sultan partly escaped
payment; when Murad IV came to the throne in 1623, his was the
fourth accession in six years and, the treasury being empty, the
troops for once agreed to forgo their extortions. Later, however,
they changed their minds and all the available gold and silver plate
in the Saray was sent to the Mint to be coined for their benefit.
The same measures had to be undertaken at the time of Siiley-
man II's accession. Payment was only excused when Ahmed II
came to the throne.

! See Abbott, Finch, passim, and Shay, 45-56.

* See pp. 111 M1,

! Don Juan, 125, speaks of Silleyman [ being ‘crowned Emperor of Mesopotamia
at the hands of the [Grand Mufti] of Bagdad".

* The payment generally consisted of a cash payment together with a rise in the daily
rates of pay; Fisher, 18, says that Bayezid 11 paid 1,000 ‘ak¢a’ to each ‘sipahi’ and 300
to each janissary and increased the daily pay by five and three ‘akea’ respectively. At
his accession Murad 11T paid out over a million gold pieces in bribes to the army and
senior officials, For the payments of Amed 111, in 1703, see Wright, 5-7.

* Uzungarply, S.T. 50, says it really came to an end with Abdilhamid I, for in 1774
the country was at war with Russia; after him no real exactions were made.
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TasLE VII. The Extent of the Interregnums
Date predecessor Date and place Extent of
Sultan died or deposed of acclamation frterresnum
1/Osman 1281 1281; Sogie (2) Nonet
2/Orhan 1324 1324; Yenigehir (7) None!
3/Murad [ 4. 1360 4.1360; Bursa (7) [
4/Bayezid I 6. 1389 6.1389: Kosova MNone
5/Mehmed [ 28, 7. 1402 5. 7. 1413; Edime 11 years
2b. 5. 1421 (5)° 5. 7. 1421; Bursa 40 days?
6/Murad 11 0. 1446 9. 1446; Edime None
IZ. 1444 12. 1444; Edirne None
7/Mehmed I1 3- 2. 1451 (S) 18. 2. :45:;IEdl'rne 15 days
. 4- 5. 1481 Istanbul 1 day*
8/Bayezid 11 3. 5 1481 (5) 21. 5. 1481; Istanbul 18 days
g/Selim I 24. 4. 1512 24. 4. 1512; Istanbul None
10/Siileyman 1 22. 9. 1520 (5) 30. 9. 1520; iatlnbu] 8 days
4 3o. 9. 1566; Istanbul 23 days?
18/Selim 11 7- 9+ 1566 (S) 25. 10, 1566; Belgrade 48 days
12/Murad I11 15. 12, 1574 (S) 21. 12. 1574; Istanbul 6 days
13/Mehmed T11 16. 1. 1595 (5) 27. 1. 1595; lstanbul 11 days
14/Ahmed [ 21. 12. 1603 21. 12, 1603; lstanbul None

' As explained on p. 54, both 44/Ertugrul and Osman I probably abdicated some
time before their actual deaths.
# (S) indicates that the previous sultan's death was kept secret during all or part of

the Interregnum.

} Uzuncarpl, S.T. 192, speaks of Murad 11 being girded in the Eski Cami at
Edirne, but he was proclaimed in Bursa; it was his rival, 538/Mustafa ibni Bayezid I,
who was proclaimed at Edirne—see Danismend, i. 184.

* The first date is the acclamation of 583/Korkud ibni Bayezid 11 as Regent, the
second that of Bayezid 11°s personal acclamation. Fisher, 18-19, says Bayezid reached
Istanbul on 20 May, buried his father on 21 May, and took over the government from

Korkud on 22 May.

§ See p. 30.
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TaABLE VI11. The Performance of the ‘Kilic Kusanmas:’

Sultan Persans performing Place'
1/Osman I
2/Orhan
3/Murad I
4/Bayezid I
5/Mehmed 1
6/Murad 11 Emir Sulten Seyh Mehmed Buhari? g::m

irne.?
7/Mehmed 11 Seyh Ak Semseddin Istanbul
8/Bayezid 11 ‘Nakib-iil Egraf’ (N/E Istanbul
9/Selim 1 ‘Seyh-iil lslam’ (S/1), NJE, ‘Silihder | Istanbul
Afast’ (S/A)
10/Sileyman I 5/1, NJE, /A tstanbul
11/Selim 11 s/1, NJE, S/A Tstanbul
12/Murad 111 si1, N/E, S/A tstanbul
13/Mehmed II1 sil, NJE, S/A tstanbul
14/Abmed 1 s/, NJE, S/A Istanbul
15/Mustafa I S/1, NJE, S/A Istanbul
16/Osman 11 s/, N/E, S/A lstanbul
17/Murad 1V h Aziz Mahmud Hudfi, §/1, N/E, S/A | lstanbul
18/Ibrahim sil, NIE, S/A fstanbul
19/Mehmed IV §/1, NJE, S/A and Mevlevi Dervis Meh- tstanbul
med Pasa

20/Siileyman I1 S/1 and “Yeni-geri Afast’ (Y/A) stanbul
21/Ahmed 11 §/1 end N/E Edime
23/Mustafa 11 5/1 and N[E Edime
23/Ahmed 111 N/E, Y/A, S5/A Edirne
24/Mahmud 1 N/E Istanbul
25/Osman 111 s/ stanbul
26/Mustafa 111 5/l, NJE 1stanbul
27/Abdiilhamid I s/t Istanbul
28/Selim I11 S/l and NJ/E 1stanbul
2g/Mustafa IV Y/A (1), NJE, 5/1 Istanbul
30/Mahmud 11 N/E, and ‘Mevlevi Seyhi’ (7) 1stanbul
31/Abdiilmecid 1 N/E Istanbul
32/Abdiliziz s/, NJE Istanbul
33/Murad V Mot performed (too ill) —
34/Abdiilhamid I1 §/1, and "Mevlevi Seyhi’ (?) Istanbul
35/Mchmed V S/1, and ‘Mevlevi Seyhi’ (7) Istanbul
36/Mehmed VI Senusi Seyh Seyyid Ahmed Istanbul
37/Abdilmecid (IT) Mot performed (only Caliph) ———

' With the exceptions of Murad II (Bursa) and Ahmed II, Mustafa IT, and Ahmed 111
(Edirne), these all took place at Eyilb, near lstanbul.

2 Hasluck, ii. 606, infers from the title ‘Emir Sultan’ that Seyh Bohara was the head
of the Mevlevi Dervishes,

! Presumnably Mehmed IT had been girded, either in 1444 or in 1451, at Edirne,
before he instituted the ceremony at Eyiib.



VII
REGENCIES

As a recognized part of what may be called constitutional theory,
the conception of a regency (‘Naiplik’), rendered necessary by the
incapacity of the ruler, was entirely foreign to the political structure
of the Ottoman Empire. The Orient only understood the rule of the
strong; if a sultan was not fit to govern, then he ceased to govern.

This can be seen clearly in the case of Mehmed I1; when he first
came to the throne he was an inexperienced lad of twelve, and it is
almost inconceivable that Murad II should have abdicated leaving
all the responsibility in his hands. Admittedly there were the vizirs,
including Grand Vizir Halil Paga of the traditionally powerful Can-
darh family, but they were only subjects and could not be raised
to a position which would make them demi-sultans. Natural death
or Fratricide had eliminated all senior males of the house, while
the ladies of the harem had not yet learned to manipulate political
power. There was no one, therefore, to become regent and the only
solution to the impasse was the recall of Murad IL! It is pertinent
to ask what would have happened if Murad had died and not just
abdicated in 1444; one can only presume that a long period of dis-
order would have ensued, resulting in the indefinite postponement
of the capture of Constantinople.

A unique case of regency has already been mentioned? when, in
1481, the Janissaries raised 583/Korkud to the throne to act as
regent until his father Bayzeid II could reach lstanbul from
Amasya. This action was so unprecedented that it seems to have
posed as many problems as it solved.? Although Korkud had
received the acclamation of the troops in the name of his father, yet
many believed that by the fact of being acclaimed he had in his own
person become de jure sultan and that, when Bayezid took over the
throne on his arrival, he was in fact usurping his son’s rights,

! See p. sh.

¥ See p. 19. See also Unver's Sultan Nichemedy, 14: *Ce Korkud Sultan, Ishak Pasa

fit monter sur le trne impérial, non pour régner, mais pour gouverner comme liey-

tenant de son pére Yildinm [5ic] Bayezid. . . ' Just previously he is spoken of as grand-
son of the Sultan. ? See Fisher, 17, 19 (n. 42), and 103,
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Korkud is said to have shared these views and this is given as an
explanation for his later disaffection and unqualified hatred of his
upstart younger brother, Selim I. This situation was paralleled in
the setting up of 1778/Oguzhan as regent for his father 570/Cem,
until the latter could reach Bursa and contest the imperial inheri-
tance with Bayezid.

There was another type of temporary regency by which sons of
various sultans were called in from their provincial governorates to
take over supreme control of the central government, while the
sultan himself was on campaign at the head of his invading armies.
But from the individuals appointed it would seem that this was
considered a minor office and never had any bearing on the suc-
cession. !

2162/Mehmed Sokollu Paga was presented with an opportunity
rather like Halil Candarly’s, but he seems to have made no attempt
to use it. Siileyman I had created him Grand Vizir and ‘Serasker’—
head of the civil and the military organization—and by marriage he
was closely united to the imperial house. On his master’s death he
might well have challenged the unpopularity of Selim II and made

- himself regent to one of the latter’s sons—or even aspired to the
throne itself. But he never did.

It was not until the seventeenth century that a series of minori-
ties rendered necessary some practical form of regency. By then the
Ottoman Empire had begun to decline and the centre of power
within the body politic had shifted from the sultan and his sons to
a cabal sprung from an identity of interests between the ladies of
the harem and the vizirs. So, strangely enough, the need found its
solution ready to hand; to watch over the affairs of state during
these minorities there came a number of extremely strong-minded
and politically developed ‘Valide Sultanlar’ (Princess-Mothers). It
was the period of palace intrigue, of backstairs politics, known to
history as the ‘Kadinlar Saltanat’’ (Rule of the Women).* Chief
among these ladies was the great 191/Kdésem Mihpeyker Valide
Sultan who in effect ruled the Ottoman Empire during the reigns
of her sons Murad IV and Ibrahim and that of her grandson

! See p. 20, and Table III, p. 23.

* See p. 81. But these were not regencies in the Western sense, for the “Valide
Sultanlar’ did not automatically cease to rule when their sons came of age. Theirs can

best be compared with the authority exercised by Catherine de Medici in sixteenth-
century France,
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Mehmed IV, from 1623 to her assassination in September 1651.
She was followed by her rival, 229/Turhan Hadice Valide Sultan,
the mother of Mehmed.

Once only was a subject legally appointed Regent of the Ottoman
Empire; when Abdiilaziz travelled to Paris and thence to London, on
the occasion of the Paris Exhibition of 1867, provision had to be made
for the maintenance of government. During the Sultan’s absence,
a period of almost two months and the only occasion when a reign-
ing sultan left his dominions, all affairs of state were left in the
hands of the Grand Vizir Ali Mehmed Paga. They were not, be it
noted, confided to any member of the House of Osman.!

The last occasion when a regency was proposed again reveals that
such an institution was really foreign to the structure of the Otto-
man Empire. This was when it became clear that Murad V's mental
disorders were likely to be of a prolonged nature, even though—as
was actually the case—there was some hope of an eventual recovery.
Some of the ministers proposed that Murad’s brother, Abdiil-
hamid II, should be invited to ascend the throne in a temporary
capacity, on the understanding that he would step down again
should Murad regain full possession of his faculties. But this solu-
tion was considered satisfactory to no one; it seemed to raise again
the possibility of a divided inheritance and to be contrary to the
principle that ‘there should be one supreme imam in Islam’. So
Murad V was deposed after a reign of only three months and his
place was taken permanently by Abdiilhamid 1.2

TaBLE IX. Minorities and ‘Regents’

Sultan Age at accession Person exercising power
7/Mehmed I 12 ¥. § M. Halil Candarh (G.V,)
14/Ahmed 1 137. 8 m. 180/Handan (V.5.)
16/0sman 11 13y. 3 m. 192{Mihfiruz (V.5.)
17/Murad IV 11 %. 2 m. 191/Kosem Mihpeyker (V.5.)

191/Ksem Mihpeyker (B.V.S.
19/Mehmed IV 6y.7m. ‘z:ﬂ,fTurhan Hadice (V.5.) )

" On his earlier visit to Egypt, April 1863, he had still been technically within his
own empire, but Grand Vizir Yusuf Kimil Pasa acted as regent.
* Sehsuvaroglu, Axiz, 164-9, and Inal, Sadrazamlar, 409 fF,



VIII
REBELLIONS AND PRETENDERS

THE peace of the Ottoman Empire was continually disturbed by
rebellions of its subjects, both in the most distant provinces and
within the capital. Where these directly affected the Succession,
they have been described in the appropriate chapters;' others—the
large majority—have no bearing at all on the subject of this book.
There remains, however, a third group: the unsuccessful challenges
to the throne led by, or in the name of, members of the imperial
family. With few exceptions, these are confined to the Early Period,
and mostly to the century prior to the capture of Constantinople.

As far as is known, the two long reigns of Osman I and Orhan
were without incident, but Murad I's son 521/Savelr gave him a
great deal of trouble. The records are confused and mutually con-
flicting, but it seems probable that he rebelled once in 1373 in
conjunction with Andronicus Paleologus and that both were for-
given by their respective fathers. In 1385 Savci was left in charge
at Bursa, while Murad I was on campaign in the Balkans; seizing
the opportunity, he had himself proclaimed sultan and the ‘Hutba’
was read in his name. This time there was no forgiveness, although
it is difficult to know whether the punishment meted out to Saver—
blinding which led to his subsequent death—was inspired more by
his father’s or his brother’s animosity, for Murad's authority and
Bayezid's inheritance had been equally challenged.?

The disruption of the Ottoman Empire consequent on the Battle
of Ankara in 1402 created an atmosphere particularly favourable to
rebellions and pretenders. Strictly speaking, however, no one of the
four sons of Bayezid I who contended for power during the Great
Interregnum could be accused of rebellion; as long as the inheri-
tance remained divided no one of them could lay claim to the

! See ‘Succession” and ‘Depositions’, passim.

* ‘It is claimed for Murad | that he was inexorably just and that he caused his “be-
loved son Sava to be executed for rebellion", von Hammer believes that he had long been
Jjealous of him, but the better opinion would appear to be that Bayezid [ intrigued to
have his brother condemned.’ Cam. Med. Hist. iv. 673. The conflicting records are dis-
cussed in Danismend, i. 68.

70T E
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sultanate. But there were several ‘hangovers’ from this period
which were to cause serious embarrassment to both Mehmed I and
Murad II.

Early in his reign Mehmed I had to face a rebellion led by 1644/
Orhan ibni 540/Siileyman and supported by the Byzantine Emperor.
Orhan was captured and sent to Bursa, where he died of plague in
1429. But the chief problem was that of Mustafa. There had been
present at the Battle of Ankara a fifth son of Bayezid, 538/Mustafa;
but when the fighting was over, he was nowhere to be found. There
was no sign of his corpse among those strewn across the battlefield,
although careful search was made; nor was he among the hordes of
prisoners that had been captured; nor did he show up later with any
of the groups that had escaped from the scene of fighting. The
manner of his disappearance has never been explained, nor his fate
during the ensuing years; was he killed during the battle or while
trying to make his escape? If not, then why did the Interregnum—
a heaven-sent opportunity for anyone wishing to make claims to the
throne—pass without a sign from the young Mustafa? Whatever
the explanation, suddenly in 1416 Mehmed I was faced with a
rebellion in Rumelia, led by a man who claimed to be his brother,
538/Mustafa Celebi. Some historians consider him to have been
genuine, others have labelled him ‘Diizme’ (False); in either case a
number of important points remain to be cleared up.! Mustafa was
defeated and fled to Byzantine protection and the Emperor agreed
to intern him on Limnos. When Mehmed I died, the Emperor
released Mustafa and helped to set him up as sultan and he was
actually proclaimed at Edirne and minted some coins. However, on
crossing into Anatolia he was defeated by Murad II, who pursued
him back into Rumelia, caught and executed him in 1423.

Then there was another Mustafa, this time the son of Mehmed I,
who caused trouble to Murad I1. No sooner had the latter disposed
of his ‘uncle’, than this brother 554/Mustafa rebelled in Anatolia,
supported by Germiyan, Karaman, and Byzantium. Again Murad

! Uzungargil, S.T. 134, relying on the ‘Enveri Distiirmame’, says Mustafa was
tuken prisoner to Samarkand by Timur and later stayed at Nigde with the Karaman-
offullan; then he joined with the Byzantine Emperor and the Candarofullan against

Mehmed I. But Arabshah, 187, says: ‘As for Mustafa, he was lost, and nearly thirty
men of that name were killed on his account.’

# Danigmend, i. 181, gives a different version suggesting that Mustafa maintained
his independence at Edirne from 1419 to 1422; but this is untrue since Mchmed 1
died there in 1421, See also Orik, in Y.T\D. i. 6, and Inci ,in R.T.M. iv. 26i45.
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was successful and this Mustafa, too, was executed in the same year.
Murad IT was also troubled by the presence in Egypt of 1645/
Siileyman and 1646/Hundi, grandchildren of 540/Emir Siileyman,
but he was never able to capture them and in fact they did not
constitute a real danger.*

The next case of rebellion was in 1473 when the fourteen-year-
old 570/Cem was left as regent in Istanbul while his father went on
campaign against 1795/Uzun Hasan. News from the front was long
overdue and the capital was flooded with rumours that Mehmed 11
was dead, so certain of the vizirs attempted to put Cem on the throne.
However, before their plans could be consummated—which would
have raised further constitutional problems, for his elder brother
Bayezid would certainly have contested the choice—news of the
campaign’s successful termination and of the Sultan’s imminent
return was received. This immediately broke up the conspiracy and
when Mehmed reached the capital he punished all those con-
cerned, with the exception of the young prince; perhaps he realized
that the latter was more sinned against than sinning.? Connected
with this there is also the story that when Mehmed II died outside
Uskiidar, he was about to embark on a campaign aimed at the
destruction of a rebellious Bayezid 11, but of this there is no proof.?

Apart from the early struggle against Cem and the final revolts
which overthrew the unfortunate Bayezid 11, that Sultan had to face
a long series of rebellions on the part of his sons 584/Mahmud,
585/Mehmed, and 586/Sahinsah.* But it was the revolts of his sur-
viving sons 581/Ahmed, 583/Korkud, and Selim I which caused him
the greatest trouble and led to his final downfall; each was struggling
for the succession and the continued existence of their father was
of little importance to them.s

Even after Selim I had asserted his superiority over his brothers
and had executed them, he was still troubled by two of his nephews.
1913/Murad ibni 581/Ahmed had escaped to Persia and the protec-
tion of 1915/Sah Ismail; it was partly to recapture him that Selim
embarked on the Caldiran campaign; Murad survived that but died
in 1517.¢ His brother, 1912/Kasim ibni Ahmed, fled to Egypt where

! Uzungargh, S.7. 137. i Babinger, Mehmed II, 372-6.

? Fisher, 16 and 103; Babinger, ibid. 334

* See Fisher, 103-%. ¥ See p. 6z.

* Hoca Sadeddin tells of a ‘Dizme’ Murad who arose and gave Selim I much
trouble.

15370



52 REBELLIONS AND PRETENDERS

the Mamelukes used him to good purpose. Selim I searched
eagerly for him while in Egypt, but it was not until a year later that
Kasim was found and executed. Selim I was also forced to execute
three of his own sons.!

Siileyman I had continual trouble with his sons, which arose
chiefly from the intrigues of 151/Hurrem Sultan. Supported by her
favourite son 6o1/Bayezid, her daughter 1100/Mihrimih and the
latter's husband, 2126/Grand Vizir Riistem Paga, Hurrem struck at
606/Mustafa, son of her rival 152/Mihidevran; she succeeded in
encompassing his death, but herself died soon after. Immediately
a bitter rivalry broke out between the blood-brothers, Bayezid and
Selim II; the latter was more cunning in gaining his father’s
support. Bayezid finally fled to Persia with his family, but $Sah
Tahmasp was persuaded to sell them to their death in 1561.

But while there were later cases of Fratricide, these were the out-
come rather of suspicion and jealousy than of overt rebellion; for
after 1600 all the princes were closely guarded in the “Selimlk’ or
the ‘Kafes’ of the saray. The princes in the ‘Kafes’ were mere tools
of those wishing to obtain power and took no active part in the
rebellions organized by the soldiery or the palace cliques.’ No
further outbreaks could be expected until the second half of the
nineteenth century, when the sultans began to grant more freedom
to the princes.*

As has been seen,® Abdiiliziz was very keen to change the Law
of Succession back to the old system with definite primogeniture.
Taking advantage of this, Fuad Paga plotted to overthrow the
dynasty by way of a regency over the young 844/Yusuf Izzeddin,
but nothing came of it.®

It is known, too, that Murad V was involved in a plot to dethrone
Abdiilaziz, but the only result was the placing of restrictions on his
own liberty.” Abdiilhamid IT also took an active, though more care-

! See Danigmend, . 5.

* See Dansmend, ii. 322; Uzuncargih, S.T. 140, gives 1550. Possibly Stleyman
favoured Bayezid, but he would do nothing to ensure his succession and the plot of
Lila Mustafa Paga went against him; Bayezid certainly forfeited the army’s support by

his flight. The unrest in the country is reflected in Busbecq: Riistem *anticipated that,
if Stileyman made an expedition into Hungary his sons were sure to seize the oppor-

tunity for some fresh attempt. . . . In view of the existing quarrels and civil war between
the royal princes, | do not despair of obtaining tolerable conditions of peace’ (pp. 87
and 1o3). ¥ See pp. 63 L.

* See p. 35. ¥ See p. 12,

¢ Sehsuvaroflu, A=is, 45. 7 Sehsuvaroflu, 54.
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fully concealed, part in the plans which led to the decision to depose
Murad V.* After the latter had been driven into retirement, three
successive plots were hatched to restore him to the throne, but in
each case they were foiled by Abdiilhamid’s efficient police system.?

During the World War I, the Russians are said to have worked
out a plan in 1915 to set up a rival sultan, ruling in Asiatic Turkey,
who would eventually overthrow the Ottoman dynasty. The man
they chose was Cemal Pasa (of the Young Turk Triumvirate), whom
they thought to be at odds with the government. But there is no
evidence that Cemal was even approached in the matter. In any
case, the plan ran counter to the interests of England and France
in the Middle East, and was stillborn.?

Finally in this section, mention must be made of the strange story
of ‘Padre Ottomano’, though in it there is no question of a threat to
the throne. The ‘Kizlar Agasi’, Siimbiil Aga, had a beautiful girl
in the harem, but she became pregnant and was chosen to be the
wet nurse of the infant Mehmed IV. The Sultan, Ibrahim, seemed
to prefer her child to his own to such an extent that zzgf
Turhan Hadice—the ‘Sultan Haseki’ concerned—became extremely
jealous. To prevent further trouble, the ‘Kizlar Agasi’ decided to
go to Mekka and took both the girl and her child with him. On the
voyage they were captured and taken to Malta, where the boy was
brought up as a Christian; to the Knights he was known as ‘Padre
Ottomano’ and they believed him to be a son of the Sultan.*

! Sehsuvaroflu, =iz, 164-70.

* See p. 29, n. 4.

! The story is told from the Russian documents in R.T.M. i. 12, by ‘M. Z., but
no sources are given, and it seems rather far-fetched.

* von Hammer, xi. 312, and Castellan, ii. 60. He was baptized as Dominique de
Saint Thomas; see Murat, "Osmanl Papaz’, in R.T.M. v. j101.



IX

ABDICATIONS

Tue history of the Ottoman Empire was punctuated by many
changes of rulers for reasons other than the death of a sultan, but
few of these could be described as an abdication, a voluntary with-
drawal and renunciation of power, such as was shown by Dio-
cletian or Charles V. For the most part the retiring sultans were
deposed by scheming officials, discontented Janissaries or usurping
relations, though on many occasions, let it be said, these appear to
have acted in the best interests of the state.

Of genuine abdications there seem to have been only two success-
ful examples: Osman I and Murad II; one which did not mature:
Bayezid 1I; and two doubtful cases: 44/Ertugrul and Orhan. In
each case the reason seems to have been the same: physical or mental
exhaustion resulting from overwork. As one considers the growth
of the Ottoman Empire in 250 years—from an insignificant clan of
marcher-warriors and semi-nomad shepherds in a secluded valley
of Western Anatolia to the far-flung dominion of Siileyman I—it
becomes clear that such a stupendous act of creation must have
made heavy demands upon the energies of those who accom-
plished it.

Ertugrul is traditionally said to have renounced all authority in
favour of his son Osman some years before his own death in 1281,
but there is no accurate information on this point. However, if the
date of Ertugrul's birth, given in some chronicles as 1198, is at all
correct then it would be only natural if the octogenarian had re-
nounced some or all of his powers before his death. This seems the
more reasonable when one considers that it was just at this time that
the Ottomans were preparing to embark on a policy of expansion
which would require a younger and more active leader.

Osman [ probably died in the early part of 1324, but for at least
five years before that little or nothing is heard of him; his son
Orhan was clearly the leading figure during the campaign which
reached its climax with the capture of Bursa. It is presumed, there-
fore, that formally or informally Osman handed over all effective
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power to Orhan about the year 1320—perhaps even a little earlier.’
In the case of Orhan’s abdication the evidence is again presumptive
but less tangible. There is the same lack of information regarding
the Sultan’s activities after about 1355, and the same prominence
of a son, 514/Siileyman Pasa, during Orhan’s last years—both
negative but rather suggestive points. Unfortunately for Orhan,
Siileyman met with a fatal accident near the Rumelian shores of the
Dardanelles in 1359, and his father had to resume the reins of
government. But not for long; the shock of his favourite son’s death
appears to have been too much for Orhan’s tired spirit and within
a year he, too, was dead.

Until recently accounts given of the events of 1444 have been con-
flicting and confused, but it is now possible to give a more coherent
explanation.? The story that Murad II abdicated in the middle of
1444 has always seemed contrary to reason; how could he have
turned over the administration of the whole empire to an admittedly
inexperienced boy just at the moment when enemies were massing
for the attack on both frontiers ? The truth seems to be that early in
June Murad left Mehmed as governor of Rumelia, whilst he him-
self crossed over to Anatolia to destroy the forces of Karaman be-
fore the East European powers could mobilize to strike in the west
and crush the Turkish forces between hammer and anvil. Events at
Edirne—the heretical preachings of the Hurufisheikh, the incendiary
activities of the Janissaries, and the imminent approach of the
Crusaders—made urgent the return of the Sultan. Luckily, the
campaign in Anatolia was soon ended and Murad was able to with-
draw most of his forces; checked by the Christian fleet in the Dar-
danelles, Murad had to cross the Bosphorus and only just reached
Varna in time to lead his troops to victory (10 November 1444).

Then suddenly, and contrary to the advice of his vizirs, Murad II
abdicated and retired to Manisa; the ‘Hutba’ was read in Mehmed II's
name and he ordered new coins to be struck at the various imperial
mints.? It is impossible to assess exactly the motives behind this

' *In truth, after that date [1320] the government was in the hands of Orhan. It is
not clear how long Osman lived after he handed over control to his son, nor whether
Orhan Bey became ruler after Osman’s death, or whether the latter died after giving
his son complete authority,' Uzungargul, O.T. i. 30; and in Belleten, 34. 207.

* For what follows the author is indebted to the account given in Babinger, Mefmed
I, 45-64, which is based on letters from various Itlian eyewitnesses, including
Pizzicolli.

* Artuk, 16,
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decision, though tentative suggestions can be made. Twenty years
of campaigning to east and west had clearly wearied Murad, while
his recent victories over Karaman and Crusaders made it certain
that the Ottoman Empire could not be threatened from without for
a long time; Manisa offered a pleasant retreat from worldly cares.
The deaths of his two sons, 560/Ahmed and 562/Alieddin Ali, must
have saddened Murad, particularly as he never seems to have had
much affection for Mehmed 1I; it is possible, therefore, that he
wished to follow a contemplative life among dervish companions.*
Perhaps, also, the tensions which had arisen within the Empire be-
tween the old Turkish ‘nobility’ and the upstart renegade vizirs had
reached such a pitch that Murad felt incapable of resolving them;
his own withdrawal and the presence of a new sultan might pour oil
on the troubled waters.?

Unfortunately, Murad’s retirement lasted little more than a year
and a half (December 1444-September 1446). Again, there is
little positive information; it may be assumed that the coup d'état
was engineered by the grand vizir, Candarli Halil Paga, and that the
story that Mehmed II himself summoned his father is apocryphal.?
Halil's course of action probably stemmed from inability to work
harmoniously with Mehmed, and a fear that the young Sultan was
about to dismiss him. The Janissaries, too, were restive, irked by the
ineffectiveness of their boy ruler, so that the vizirs feared for their
lives and property should the disaffection of the troops not be checked
immediately. Murad, however, did not rush back to the capital;
having left Manisa in May, in August he was still at Bursa, where
he made his will—fearful of the future? Not until September did
Murad reach Edirne and become sultan-regnant for a second time,
while Mehmed took his place amid the quiet surroundings of Manisa,
‘exiled’ from court so that he might gain more experience as a
provincial governor. So ended Murad II's ill-timed and short-
lived abdication.

The last voluntary abdication—or, rather, attempted abdication,

' Uzungarsib, O.T. i. 219, n. 1, speaks only of Murad enjoying himself but in S.T.,
82, the same writer gives as the main reason for Murad's abdication, his being dispirited
by the defeat he had suffered at the hands of John Hunyadi in 1443. Hasluck, ii. 492, n. 2,
quotes Phrantzes that Murad retired to Bursa as a dervish. The simple, almost ascetic
um:l‘h‘[umd*s will—see Babinger, Mefmed IT, 63—suggest some religious influence
at wWork.

2 This is the motive Babinger, ibid. 58, prefers.
1 See Cam. Med. Hist. iv. 6g2.
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[for it was completely frustrated—came in the next reign but one.
‘Bayezid I seems to have been of a contradictory nature, never really
content and never able to turn the tide of events in his own favour.
The Turks called him ‘Veli’ (Saint) or ‘Sofu’ (Devout), indicating
that side of his character which would much have preferred a quiet
studious life to all the strain and turmoil of imperial rule.” Yet it is
clear that public life also attracted him; long before he came to the
throne he had allied himself by marriages with the powerful cabal
of court vizirs;? equally, having once mounted the throne, he fought
doggedly against his brother 570/Cem with every available weapon
of war and diplomacy to preserve intact his inheritance.? The strain
of that struggle, lasting fourteen years, obviously tired Bayezid and,
when after a few more years his own sons began manceuvring for
positions from which to dispute the succession on their father’s
death, Bayezid felt that the time had come to retire to Dimetoka,
his birthplace. This was in 1511 and he offered to abdicate in favour
of his best-loved son, 581/Ahmed, but the troops would have none
of it and the vizirs, realizing that the youngest son, Selim I, might
eventually reach the throne, refused to endanger their own careers
by countenancing the Sultan’s proposals.* Possibly also this refusal
to allow Bayezid II to abdicate was due to a memory of the con-
fusion caused by Murad II's attempts. So Bayezid II’s desire to
abdicate remained unfulfilled; but a year later Selim I felt strong
enough to overthrow his father and Bayezid left Istanbul for retire-
ment in Dimetoka after all. Death, however, overtook him on the
road.

Some of the later sultans may have accepted their depositions
gracefully, but the only one who, in any sense, may be said to have
abdicated is Mehmed VI. After the National Assembly had abolished
the sultanate, he was allowed to remain as caliph, but he chose
rather to flee the country.®

' E.I i, 569: ‘Bayezid 1l is said to have intended after the death of his father
Mehmed I1 to renounce the throne and retire to lznik [Nicea].'
* Fisher, 19. ! Fisher, passim, * Fisher, 107-9. § See p. 72.
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Sultan Date Commenis
44/Ertugrul 7 To Osman; traditionally sa.
1/Osman I £ 1320 To Orhan; survived about five years.
2/Orhan & 1355 To 514/Siileyman Paga ; probable ; on latter’s
death five years later he took power
again for one year.
6/Murad 1T 12. 1444 To Mehmed 1I; re-ascended the throne
after two years and reigned for a further
five.
8/Bayezid 11 1511 To s81/Ahmed; not put into effect.
36/Mehmed VI 17. I1. 1921 Fled the country after the sultanate had

been abolished; caliphate passed to
Abdillmecid (1I).




X
DEPOSITIONS

I~ all the other cases where the throne changed hands, except by
the death of a sultan, we must apply the word ‘Deposition’, for on
each occasion there was a strong element of compulsion, if not of
actual violence. Altogether, from Bayezid I to Abdiilmecid (II),
there were seventeen depositions; that is, practically half of the sul-
tans suffered this indignity of deposition—in the case of Mustafa I,
twice over.

The general history books give the impression that all these de-
positions were the work of small but powerful groups working
entirely in their own interests, but a detailed analysis will show that
there was always present some sentiment for the well-being of the
state. There was enough of this feeling to suggest that the depositions
were an expression of the democratic spirit implicit in the dual
institution of sultanate and caliphate; there was enough, also, to
ensure popular neutrality in, if not active support for, the uprisings
which brought about the downfall of the sultans.’ At least the de-
positions prove that the sultans were limited in their absolutism to
a much greater extent than any other European monarch of the
same period.* Fear of the consequences, should they pursue any
particular policy too far, had a remarkably restraining effect on the
sultans; on only too many occasions popular outcry asserted itself
against the better judgement of those in power.* This is not to deny,

' Gibb and Bowen, i. 26-38.

* In this connexion it is interesting to recall that when Louis XIV asked 2360/
Grand Vizir Kipriilizade Mustafa to withhold recognition from William of Orange as
King of England, he is said to have been told that it would ill become the Turks, who
had so often dethroned their own sovereigns, to dispute the rights of other nations to
change their masters. Hirtorians' History, xxiv. 339.

! Gibb and Bowen, i. 38, say: “Their autocracy, limited in theory by the Sacred Law,
was also limited in practice by their liability to deposition. And in this respect the
weakening of their power during the second period [Selim 11 onwards] may be illus-
trated by a comparison.’ The authors point out that the majority of depositions
(fourteen out of seventeen by the reckoning here) took place in the period of the
Empire's decline, from the end of the sixteenth century. ‘Nor was it their successors
that were responsible for these depositions, which were oftenest brought about by the
soldiery of the capital.’ Zagelin, the Prussian Resident in lstanbul in 1768, said:
“Though the [Turkish] form of government is despotic, it is such that when the people
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however, that the decision to depose was generally taken by some
small and irresponsible group which felt strong enough to overthrow
the reigning sultan; it only suggests that the groups concerned were
successful because the action they took was felt to be necessary at
the moment and represented the will of the majority of the people.?
This should perhaps be qualified to read, ‘the majority of the people
in Istanbul’, for, as in France, revolutions were made largely in the
capital without any reference to the provinces.

The reasons for the overthrow of the different sultans are varied
but seldom complex: failures in military or economic policy, inability
to control the rebellious Janissaries and palace cliques, insanity,
and, finally, neglect to study—and comply with—the wishes of the
people.

An apparent exception to these is, of course, the first case of the
deposition of an Ottoman sultan, that of Bayezid I, immediately
after the Battle of Ankara in July 1402. This was the one occasion
on which the fate of a sultan depended on forces outside and foreign
to the Empire. Yet here, too, one senses something of the will of the
people, a revolt against the megalomania of Sultan Bayezid which
had rushed them into an unnecessary and—more important—un-
successful war against Timur. It seems probable that the latter had
had no wish to invade and conquer Anatolia, let alone to continue
farther into Bayezid's European dominions. The campaign Timur
embarked upon in the early part of 1402 was in origin purely
strategic, an attempt to safeguard his lines of communication with
Irak and Egypt against an unco-operative and truculent Bayezid.
Otherwise, why did Timur content himself with the submission of
Bayezid’s sons and allow them to continue as rulers of their father’s
dominions ? What was his intention in taking the captive Sultan to
Samarkand; to display him in a Roman triumph and then execute
him; or to release him later against a heavy ransom and let him
return to rule his people? Whatever the plan, Bayezid's suicide
eight months later put an end to it. But the really striking thing is
that, while, technically, Bayezid was deposed by his conqueror, he
had in reality been previously deposed by his own people on the
field of battle. First the tributary tribes of the ‘Kara Tatarlar’

is :thr:pd,smc Government is no longer master and must yield to the torrent’—quoted
in Shay, 28.

! For the unsuccessful ones, see pp. 49 ff.
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(Black Tartars) deserted to the enemy and were followed by the
‘Sipahiler’ (feudal cavalry) of Anatolia; then the subject Serbs fled
the field. As if this were not enough, Grand Vizir Candarhizade Ali
Paga and the Yenigeri Afas1 Hasan Afa escaped with the ‘crown-
prince’ 540/Siileyman Celebi to Bursa,! while Celebi Mehmed I
withdrew to Amasya. Furthermore, no substantial effort was ever
made to try to rescue Bayezid from his prison or even to negotiate
for his release; the realization that his sons and his people had
abandoned him was a potent influence in driving Bayezid I to
commit suicide.?

The next case of deposition was also marked by unusual circum-
stances. The ill-timed abdication of Murad II brought to power
Mehmed II, a youth of twelve, who had as yet, in the nature of
things, gained little experience in the government of a state; his
apprenticeship as provincial governor of Manisa had begun only a
short while before. Feeling the abnormality and insecurity of his
position the young Mehmed probably ‘threw his weight about’ too
much and as a result aroused the opposition of the vizirs. It is
remarkable that no one of the latter—not even Grand Vizir Can-
darhizade Halil Paga—felt himself strong enough to assume the posi-
tion of a ‘lord protector’ and become the power behind the throne.
The probable reason is that Murad II at Manisa was still too close
to the seat of government and would never have countenanced such
a blow to the authority of the dynasty. The only course for the vizirs
was to bide their time. Remembering the troubles® that had arisen
earlier in the year when Mehmed had been governor of Edirne
during his father's absence in Anatolia—the inflammatory sermons
of the Hurufi sheikh and the arson committed by the Janissaries—
they might reasonably expect that, now he was Sultan, Mehmed II
would not prove himself any more competent as a ruler. In fact,
however, it was eighteen months before the rising tension and sense

! 'Biileyman, when he saw the deeds of the Tatars, certain of the calamity which
threatened his father, took the rest of the flower of the army and withdrew from the
battlefield and turning his back, abandoned his father in the fierce stress of battle and
made his way with his men towards Bursa.' Arabshah, 183.

* Fisher, 11 (following Wittek), says: ‘Conquests of the older Muslim states and the
adoption by him of many ways common to Balkan aristocracy alienated many of the
“Gazi" who . . . seized the opportunity to redirect the energies of the state to former
“Gazi” practices.” Gibbons, 249 and 257, says: 'He had become a voluptuary, de-
bauched mentally and physically. . . . Bayezid died a victim not *‘to his destiny" as

the Ottoman historians put it, but to his vices and the abandonment of the policy of his
predecessors.” 1 See p. 55.
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of frustration on both sides reached a point where Halil Paga felt
justified—or at least secure—in making an appeal to Murad to resume
the reins of government. This was in May 1446, but having once
agreed to return Murad did not hurry back to Edirne; after a pro-
longed stop in Bursa he finally reached the capital in late September.
It is not clear whether the transfer took place without any incident,
but this seems probable for already the Janissaries held the balance of
power and it was they who wished to restore Murad. Possibly, even,
on the day his father was to arrive the young Mehmed was tricked
into leaving the city and so demonstrations were avoided.' Thus
after a reign of about two years, Mehmed II was driven back to
Manisa, there to complete his political apprenticeship as provincial
governor. The effects of this setback and humiliation were twofold.
In the first place Mehmed learned his lesson to such good effect
that when, after a further five years, he was recalled to the throne
at his father’s death, he became the greatest of Ottoman sultans.
Secondly, he never forgot or forgave the vizirs who had worked so
hard to engineer his deposition; one of his first acts after the cap-
ture of Constantinople was to order the execution of Grand Vizir
Halil Pasa, on the pretext of treasonable relations with the Greeks.

The next sultan to be deposed was Bayezid 11, whose attempts at
voluntary abdication have already been considered. Although he
fought many successful campaigns, Bayezid was never a military
type; his real inclinations were towards contemplation and the
studious life. So it was that he never inspired the soldiers by his
leadership and it was unfortunate, though only natural, that in seek-
ing to abdicate his thoughts should have turned to 581/Ahmed, the
son who most nearly resembled him. Bayezid failed to convince the
Janissaries that Ahmed would make a good ruler and the only result
of his well-intentioned plans was to stir up a hornet’s nest of opposi-
tion. The favour shown to one son was resented by both the others:
the youngest and most ambitious of Bayezid's surviving sons,
Selim I, set out to destroy all possible competition and was quite
prepared to crush his father, if necessary, in his fight for the throne.?

! Babinger, Mekmed II, 61-65. Uzuncargih, S.T. 41, says that this was the last
time until the seventeenth century that the vizirs influenced the choice of a sultan:
“With the conquest of Constantinople Mehmed 11 had grown strong and, escaping
from the influence of the high officials of state, took all affairs into his control’; but
what of the accessions of Bayezid II and Selim I?

* Uzuncaryih, O.T. ii. 229-39; Fisher, 103-12; and Ulugay, in Y.T.D. ii. 580,
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Over a period of more than three years the three sons—3581/Ahmed,
583/Korkud, and Selim—intrigued with each other, with their
father, with the vizirs and the army; there were bribes and threats,
military expeditions and reprisals. The upshot of it all was that by
24 April 1512 Selim had possessed himself of Istanbul and the
imperial garrison, and deposed his father. The Janissaries cried out,
‘Our Padigah is old and sick; we want Selim Sah in his place’.
Nothing less than total authority would satisfy Selim; the old Sul-
tan was forced into retirement and within a month he was dead.!
This is the one clear and authenticated case of usurpation in the long
history of the dynasty; on no other occasion did the eventual suc-
cessor to the throne work so deliberately to oust its actual occu-
pant.? It is an interesting commentary on all this that Mehmed II is
said to have wished to kill Bayezid and so enable his brother 570/
Cem to come to the throne, simply because Bayezid had too many
sons who, his father foresaw, would be a source of continual trouble.?

After this there were no further depositions in the Ottoman
dynasty for just over a hundred years, although the Janissaries did
propose in 1553 to depose Siileyman I on account of his age, retire
him to Dimetoka and replace him by his son 606/Mustafa.* On the
death of Ahmed I in 1617 the succession passed in special circum-
stances® to his brother Mustafa I, in spite of the fact that years of
close confinement had unhinged his mind.® Barely three months
had elapsed before the vizirs? were obliged pro bono publico to apply
for a “Fetva’ of Deposition. It is all the more surprising, therefore,
Ehat on the deposition of his young nephew and successor Osman 11
in 1622, Mustafa I—and not the latter’s other nephew Murad IV,
then aged ten—was again placed on the throne. But once more the

! There is nothing to prove whether Bayezid died a natural death, worn out by all
his troubles, or was put to death; considering the Law of Fratricide and Selim’s
character, the general assumption is that Bayezid met with a violent death.

* Some think that Selim was only the instrument, albeit very willing, of the Janis-
saries who, “had grown conscious of their power as the Sultan’s chief support and used
it to bring about the deposition of Bayezid I1 and the accession of Selim 1", Gibb and
Bowen, i. 179. For a long complaint of Bayezid against his son Selim, see Cig, in T.D.
i, 522, ? Fisher, 16, n. 23.

* Uzuncargily, O.T. ii. 392. * See p. 10. ’

* His survival in 1603 was necessary as there were no other heirs to Ahmed I, bu
soon the latter began to have sons. With the birth of each new nephew, Mustafa
became of less and less importance to the dynasty; so his fear of sudden death mounted
and, in proportion with it, his incipient madness.

? Grand Vizir Halil Paga was on campaign in Persia; action was taken by his deputy
2283/Giircii Mechmed Paga and the ‘Seyh-il Islim®,
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strain of public affairs proved too heavy for his enfeebled mind and
‘Deli’ (Mad) Mustafa retired into the ‘Kafes’ again, this time for
good.” Thus he attained to the rather dubious distinction of being
the only sultan to be twice deposed and, at the same time, took his
place in the line of unfortunate princes of the Ottoman dynasty for
whom the name ‘Mustafa’ was cursed.?

Between the two short reigns of Mustafa I there came the brief
and tragic episode of his nephew Osman I1. At his accession in 1618
he was a spirited youth of fourteen and something of an idealist.
‘Geng’ (Young) Osman set himself the task of reorganizing the armed
forces and particularly the all-powerful Janissaries; on campaigns
in Europe and in Asia their unruliness had cost him the victory on
more than one occasion. Concealing his plans under the pretence of
going to Mekka to perform the ‘Hac’ (Pilgrimage), Osman pre-
pared to bring up forces from Egypt for the destruction of the
Janissaries. But they saw through the trick and, joining with the
‘Sipahiler’ who were also threatened, they rose in rebellion.
19 May 1622 was long remembered in Istanbul for the wild and
bloody deeds which took place; the Grand Vizir, Diliver Pasa, and
the ‘Kizlar Agas)’, Siileyman Aga, were torn to pieces by the mob.
‘Deli’ Mustafa I was dragged from the ‘Kafes’ to the throne-room,?
while the rebellious horde seized and deposed Osman II. Distur-
bances continued all through the next day and other vizirs lost their
lives. As a last resort, Osman took refuge with the Janissaries, but
they only treated him as a prisoner and, on the orders of the new
Grand Vizir, 2212/Divud Pasa, the ex-sultan was transferred to
“Yedi Kule Hisan’ (Castle of the Seven Towers) and there strangled
by Kara Mezak Cavug.+

' See Uzungarmli, O.T. u1. i. 152—3. Purchas, Relation, 1372, says: ‘Mustafa was
esteemed rather holy (that is franticke) than wise and indeed fitter for a cell than a
scepter.’ Of the second deposition Purchas, Coryates, 1849, says: ‘Herecin consists the
wonder, that all this was done without any trouble, terror, shutting up of a shop, dis-
mrhisn;the Merchants, rifling a Jew or tumnult of the Janissaries.’

b . 131,

3 Th.e[:nnb had to break into Mustafa’s cell through the roof and take him out that
way. Uzungarmli, O.T, 1, i. 142-3.

* Purchas, Relation, 1372, says: ‘Diivud Paga [a brother-in-law of Mustafa 1] con-
sulted with some interested in Mustafa’s preferment and thereby obnoxious to Osman
to search how many of the royal blood were left alive and resolved if there remained
two, to make an end of Osman. T'wo of his brothers were found, the one about twelve
[I'flund IV] the other about seven years of age [Ibrahim] ; and therefore the Vizir went

h.uruclfrln the prison with a pack of hangmen and gave orders to strangle the unfortu-
nate prince,”
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As a result of the intrigues of 2247/Grand Vizir Receb Pasa,
there was a threat to depose Murad IV in 1632, but it came to
nothing. The only tangible effect was that the Sultan soon after
decided to execute three of his brothers and Receb Paga.*

Some twenty-five years later, at the age of thirty-three, Osman’s
younger brother Ibrahim was also deposed and assassinated. He had
hardly known even the limited freedom of a reigning sultan’s son,
for his father Ahmed I had died when he was only two years old.
For twenty-three years, until his accession in 1640, Ibrahim had
been kept a close prisoner in the ‘Kafes’, constantly in fear of his
life and completely under the influence of the palace women. The
result was only to be expected; Ibrahim came to the throne in a
state of mental perturbation, if not actual madness. With only one
aim in view, he used all the resources at his disposal for the gratifica-
tion of his sensual appetites.* Increasing financial oppression made
necessary by his excesses, and failure to bring the Cretan campaign
to a swift and successful termination, roused the people against
Ibrahim. A conspiracy was formed, in which the Sultan’s mother,
191/Kosem Mihpeyker Valide Sultan, took a prominent part and in
August 1648 Ibrahim was deposed in favour of his seven-year-old
son, Mehmed IV. Strangely enough, once deposed, Ibrahim began
to attract popular sympathy and support from the Janissaries; to
put an end to this the vizirs obtained a ‘Fetva’ for his execution.
So, ten days after his deposition, Ibrahim was strangled in his
prison by ‘Cellid’ (Executioner) Kara Ali.>

This was a step fraught with danger for the House of Osman,
for Ibrahim was the only adult member of the family alive. Admit-
tedly five, and possibly six, of his sons survived their father's death,
but the eldest, Mehmed IV, was only seven years old at the time,
and the rate of infantile mortality was extremely high (at least three
of Ibrahim’s sons had already died in infancy). There was thus a
grave risk of the dynasty dying out; in fact, however, Mehmed lived
for many years, as did four of his brothers, and he left several sons
to succeed him. In the end, after a reign of thirty-nine years,
Mehmed IV was deposed in November 1687, by decision of the

' Uzungargily, O.T. nr. i. 18792,

:_ Some writers have tried to explain away Ibrahim’s madness; see particularly a
series of articles in T.D., i. 242, &c., under the title ‘Sultan Ibrahim Deli mi, Hasta
miydi?' by C. Ulugay; but the title rather begs the question.

! Uzungarph, O.T. 1. i. 239-44.
5707 F
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vizirs. Always known as ‘Avcr’ (Hunter) Mehmed, he had through-
out his reign devoted himself to the pleasures of the chase, to the
almost complete neglect of affairs of state and military duties. So,
to satisfy popular demand and forestall further military uprisings,
Mehmed was made responsible for 2347/Kara Mustafa Paga’s
failure at Vienna in 1683 and for subsequent disasters. He is said
to have accepted the decision gracefully with a ‘Kismet’ (Fate) on
his lips.!

Mehmed IV’s two brothers, Siileyman II and Ahmed 11, both
died in possession of the throne after brief reigns; his son Mustafa IT
was the next sultan to be dethroned. Although he had begun his
reign energetically, the forces ranged against the Ottoman Empire
were too strong and in 1699 Mustafa had been forced to accept the
humiliating Peace of Karlowitz. The Sultan then retired to Edirne
and government was left in the hands of the ‘Seyh-iil Islim’, Fey-
zullah Efendi, who had engineered the dismissal of Grand Vizir
Amcazade Hiiseyin Kopriili. Feyzullah used his high office and
influence to amass a huge personal fortune and create an example
of nepotism almost unparalleled—by the extent of its ramifications
—in Ottoman history. Popular murmurings against the ‘Seyh’ soon
led to insurrections and he was cut to pieces at Edirne by an angry
mob of Janissaries. The troops were also mutinous because their pay
was heavily in arrears and so, to prevent further trouble, the vizirs
insisted on Mustafa II's deposition in August 1703; he died a few
months later in the ‘Kafes’.

A similar fate, for almost similar reasons, awaited Mustafa’s suc-
cessor Ahmed 111, whose reign of twenty-seven years falls into two
parts. The first from 1703 to 1718 was filled with military activity
which, though often successful, ended in the bitter terms of the
Treaty of Passarowitz. Ahmed managed to survive this disgrace and
then pursued a policy of peace at any price. In this he was aided by
his son-in-law, the new Grand Vizir, 2406/Nevsehirli Ibrahim Pasa,
and for twelve years the Ottoman Empire enjoyed comparative
tranquillity. But instead of using this breathing-space to rebuild
the Empire’s defences, Sultan and Vizir embarked on a life of luxury
and pleasure with a nonchalance which recalls aprés nous le déluge.

! Uzungarph O.T. 1w i. 545. In 1691 there was a proposal to replace Mehmed on
the throne.

* That there were religious reasons as well is shown by a popular poem; see Bayn,
in T.D, iii. 959.
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It was the famous ‘Lile Devri’ (Tulip Time), when a single bulb
could sell for a gold piece and new palaces shot up overnight to
provide settings for an eternal round of garden-fétes and sumptuous
entertainments. When, therefore, in 1730, Sah Tahmasp I1 of Persia
attacked the Ottoman possessions, the Empire was completely un-
prepared. Infuriated by the Grand Vizir's venality, by the Sultan’s
life of inordinate luxury—*‘which was rendered the more distasteful
to his subjects by its faintly European flavour’’—and by his hesita-
tion in taking up the Persian challenge, the people and troops in
Istanbul revolted. They were led by Patrona Halil, a second-hand
clothes dealer and ex-Janissary from Albania, who seems at first
to have been quite disinterested, but later fell a victim to the lust
for power.> The Sultan sacrificed 2406/Ibrahim Pasa and other
vizirs to the mob, but this did not save him; after three days of
wild rioting, Ahmed IIT was forced to accept his own deposition
in October 1730. He died six years later in the ‘Kafes’, during
which time his successor Mahmud I often consulted him on matters
of state.

The rest of the eighteenth century passed quietly, but the begin-
ning of the nineteenth brought two more depositions in quick succes-
sion. Selim IIT had been given a remarkably broad education by his
father Mustafa III and, during the reign of his uncle Abdiilhamid I,
Wwas in constant communication with the French court:® in Selim
the seeds of reform found fertile soil. He set himself the super-
human task of reforming the whole structure of the Ottoman
Empire; his energetic mind penetrated everywhere: the army, the
navy, defence, finance, law, and social reform.* But naturally a ruler
who sought to interfere so radically in the lives of his subjects—a
people noted for their conservatism—was bound to meet with
opposition; the more so as Selim’s reforms consisted largely in the
imposition of occidental customs and institutions. So, to the spirit
of reaction was added the spirit of chauvinism; however excellent

' Gibb and Bowen, i. 38 and n. 3: ‘He encouraged his courtiers, for instance, to build
pavilions on the hills round the “Kifdhane" (Sweet Waters of Europe) in imitation of
gutr: These, after his fall, were destroyed with gusto by the people—see de Tott,

emoiry, i, 5.

* For the political story, see Shay, 17-38. 1246/Fatma, widow of lbrahim Pasa,
plotted for the return of her father, Ahmed I11, and was imprisoned (in the ‘Eski
Saray'?). Ibid. 32. A contemporary account, by the Hungarian Kelemen Mikes, is
printed in ¥.T.D, i, 173,

* Uzungargily, in Belleten, 5-6, 191. 4 Karal, O.T. v. 57-79.
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and necessary might be the work of the renegade Bonneval and the
Baron de Tott, they themselves were foreigners and therefore to be
execrated. Thus the really surprising thing is not that Selim was
deposed, but that he was able to avoid that fate for so long. His
reforming zeal carried him forward year after year but at the same
time cut across more and more private interests; those most seri-
ously affected were of course the Janissaries who saw, in the newly
formed ‘Nizam-i Cedit’ (Troops of the New Order), a direct threat
to the monopoly of political and military power which they had held
almost since their creation four centuries earlier. Early in 1807 there
were serious risings in the Balkans and a conspiracy—led by the
‘Seyh-iil Islim’, the ‘Kaymakam’ of Istanbul, and Kabakgi Mustafa
Aga—between the Janissaries and the Bosphorus garrisons cul-
minated on 29 May in the slaughter of many leading reformers and
the deposition of the Sultan.

Selim IIl's successor was his cousin Mustafa IV—weak and
feeble-minded, if not actually mad—who was completely under the
thumb of the revolutionaries. However, Selim’s deposition was not
to go unavenged; from Ruschuk came Alemdar Mustafa Pasa, a great
military leader. When he marched on Istanbul in the summer of
1808, with the intention of restoring Selim to the throne, Sultan
Mustafa took the most drastic steps to ensure his own survival. For
many years the House of Osman had been remarkably unfruitful;
few children had been born and the majority of these had died in
their infancy.' Soit happened that on 28 July 1808 the lives of only
two princes—the ex-sultan Selim III and the future sultan Mah-
mud II—stood between Mustafa IV and the extinction of the
dynasty. Could he but kill these two, Mustafa would be safe, for
even his most convinced enemies would balk at the idea of putting
an end to the House of Osman; so he gave orders for their deaths,?
Selim was soon found in his prison and after a brave fight was cut
down and his body flung at the feet of Alemdar Mustafa Paga as he
invaded the Saray. Mahmud, however, had escaped with the help
of some of the harem-slaves and after an exciting chase round the
chimney-pots was rescued and brought down to sit on the throne.
Meanwhile Mustafa IV had been deposed and imprisoned; some
four months later he was executed during a rising of the Janis-

! See p. 102.
* Karal, O.T. v. 92-93; and T.D, bzel iii. 19-26.
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saries in his favour. So for a period of three or four years Mahmud I1
did become the sole male representative of his dynasty.!

With one exception all the last six rulers of the Ottoman Empire
(that is, including the Caliph, Abdiilmecid) were deposed, though
for very varying reasons. The strong reign of Mahmud II and the
progressive spirit of Abdiilmecid I both helped to re-establish the
dynasty in the people’s favour. The next sultan, however, was
Abdiiliziz; he was a very weak character living chiefly for the
pleasures of luxury and the harem, which led him to neglect affairs
of state and yet make intolerable demands on the Empire’s finances,
Fifteen years of his rule brought the Ottoman Empire to the brink
of financial disaster and in the end a group of ministers—which
included Grand Vizir Riigdii Paga, ‘Serasker’ Hiiseyin Avni Paga,
and the liberal Midhat Pasa—decided that Abdiiliziz must be de-
posed. On 30 May 1876 he was replaced by his nephew Murad V;
five days later Abdiiliziz committed suicide in circumstances which,
to many contemporaries, suggested murder—though for the latter
there is no corroborative evidence.?

Once more the system of eldest-male inheritance and the limita-
tions placed on the freedom of the heir combined together against
the fortunes of the Ottoman Empire. In his youth Mehmed Murad V
had been granted much freedom, had received a comparatively
broad education, and had shown signs that he would make a good
ruler; so much so that many of the liberal leaders, like Midhat Pasa,
were eagerly looking forward to his accession. But in the later years
of his uncle’s reign Murad had fallen under suspicion of plotting to
usurp the throne.? For this there may have been some grounds, for
he is known to have had relations with Namik Kemal and other
leaders of the Young Turk Society; in any case, it led to his being
kept under close surveillance and he often went in fear of his life.
In compensation for these troubles Murad became a confirmed
alcoholic, and the combined effect was to make him a nervous
wreck. So when Murad V became sultan his mind was, at least tem-
porarily, unbalanced; the excitement and stress of his accession
made necessary the indefinite postponement of the Girding Cere-
mony. Almost immediately afterwards came the shock of Abdiiliziz’s

' Including the father of the historian Ata Tayyar Efendi, and Cevri Kalfa; see B.
Miller, Palace School, 8. For Mustafa IV’s death, see Sehsuvarofly, in R.T.M. iv. 1964.

® All the relevant documents are in Sehsuvaroglu, As=iz, 134-43 and Inal,
Sadrazamlar, 516 f. 1 Sehsuvaroglu, ibid. sI.
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suicide, which not only increased his own nervous tension but served
also to emphasize the strain of abnormality in the family. Soon after
Murad received another blow with the assassination of the ‘Serasker’
Hiiseyin Avni Paga by Cerkes Hasan Bey, who was related to
Abdiiliziz through one of his wives.! The Sultan became more and
more depressed and the ministers arranged for him to be examined
by several doctors and even brought the famous mental specialist,
Dr. Leidesdorf, from Vienna. The consensus of medical opinion
was that, while there was some hope of an eventual cure—as in truth
happened—the prospect of any immediate improvement was very
doubtful.? In the circumstances Grand Vizir Riisdii Paga and the
other Ministers decided that the only safe course was to declare the
Sultan deposed, as there was no precedent for a regency.’ In any
case Abdiilhamid refused to accept only the shadow of power, pre-
ferring to wait, if need be, for the reality. So on 31 August 1876
Murad V passed to a retirement in the Ciragan Saray: which closely
resembled imprisonment* and lasted twenty-eight years. His place
on the throne was taken by his brother Abdiilhamid II, who had
been intriguing to that end for some time.5

When Abdiilhamid IT succeeded to the throne he gave guarantees
—some say written ones®—to proclaim a Constitution and this was
done in December of the same year. Three months later, having
dismissed Midhat Pasa and the other liberal leaders, Abdiilhamid
dissolved the Chamber which had just been elected and suspended
the Constitution; but it remained in people’s minds as the ideal of
government. For the next thirty years the Sultan ruled as an abso-
lute despot, with subservient ministers and an empire-wide system
of spies and denunciations.” In spite of this an underground opposi-
tion steadily grew; generically it was known as the Young Turk
movement and was spread throughout the Ottoman Empire and
among political exiles abroad; specifically there were various
organizations, the most important of which was the ‘Ittihad ve
Terakki Cemiyeti’ (Committee of Union and Progress—or CUR),

! Cerkes Hasan was a son of lsmail Bey and so a brother of 405/ Nesrin, who was in
the harem of Abdiiliziz,

* Sehsuvarofly, ibid, 163; Uzungarply, in Belleten, 38. 317. 1 See p. 48.

* Not unnaturally when one considers the attempts to restore him to the throne—
seC p. 29,

* Sehsuvaroglu, ibid. 164-73. ¢ Ibid. 171,

? A wivid picture of the effects of this system on the ordinary lives of the people is
given in H. Edib's novel, Sinekli Bakkal (in English, The Clotsn and his Daughter).
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centred in Macedonia. In 1908 the foreign relations of the Empire
were in a dangerous state, chiefly because of troubles in the Balkans
and consequent threats of interference by the Powers (the Anglo-
Russian meeting at Reval). The C.U.P., therefore, showed its hand
and various units of the Third Army Corps, stationed in Mace-
donia, revolted and demanded of the Sultan the restitution of the
Constitution of 1876. Abdiilhamid submitted to the limitation of
his powers and on 23 July the Constitution was brought into force
again. There was great popular rejoicing as the Young Turks took
over the government with Kimil Pasa as grand vizir, but they were
inexperienced in the art of administration and divided among them-
selves as to their aims and interests.

Outwardly the most correct of constitutional monarchs—so that
many observers believed him genuinely converted—Abdiilhamid
lost no time in planning the overthrow of the Constitution once
again; he disbursed large sums of money to finance subversive activi-
ties and secretly gave his support to such reactionary groups as the
‘Cemiyet-i Mehmediye’ (The Muhammedan League). On 13 April
1909 a counter-revolution broke out among the troops garrisoned
in the capital. Immediately Mahmud $evket Paga, commander of
the Third Army Corps, rallied the forces at his disposal and marched
on Istanbul without delay to re-establish the C.U.P. and the Con-
stitution; he arrived in the city on 24 April and crushed the mutiny
with little bloodshed. Two days later Abdiilhamid was a virtual
prisoner in Yildiz Saray1 and after a further twenty-four hours a
deputation from the National Assembly visited him. Headed by
General Esad Pasa, it announced tothe Sultan the ‘Fetva’ of Deposi-
tion.' The same evening a further deputation informed the Sultan
that he was to be transferred a prisoner to the Villa Allatini near
Salonika; he left by special train in the early hours of 28 April.
During the Balkan Wars, when Salonika was threatened by the
enemy, the ex-sultan was brought back to Istanbul (1.10.1912) and
spent the remaining years in Beylerbeyi Saray.?

It is clear that with the deposition of Abdiilhamid II the sultans
had moved into a new era, when they no longer had to deal with
secret palace intrigues or the revolts of disaffected sections of their

! See p. 75, 0. 1.
. * His return to Istanbul in the German Embassy boat Lorelei is described in R.T.M.
i. 1, by 8. Lozan; his last days at Beylerbeyi in R.T.M. i. 562 by Z. Sakir. For the
events of 19089 see the books of eyewitnesses like Abbott and McCullagh.
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troops, but were faced with the openly expressed will of political
parties—representative of large groups of the people—working
through parliamentary institutions and backed by responsible
military forces. Here at last was the rational fulfilment of the ‘demo-
cratic contract’ implicit in the dual institution of sultan-caliphate,

The last sultan to be deposed was the last of all the sultans,
Mehmed VI Vahdeddin. The World War of 191418 left the Otto-
man Empire crushed and dismembered but, for some at least of her
people, suffering had only served to strengthen their patriotism. The
Sultan and his government were cowed and completely submissive
to every dictate of the Occupying Powers, but in Anatolia there was
a rising wave of unrest, which might well prove a source of trouble
between conquered and conqueror. To assert his own authority and
at the same time satisfy the Allied demands, the Sultan on 15 May
1919 dispatched Mustafa Kemal Paga to Samsun with a mission for
the general pacification of Anatolia. Unwittingly Mehmed VI had
chosen the one person in Turkey most bitterly opposed to the
authorities in Istanbul and at the same time most capable of lead-
ing the Turkish people and binding them into a strong, compact
nation. By 11 October 1922 (Armistice of Mudanya) Mustafa Kemal
had united the country, fought a successful campaign against a
foreign invader, and was in a position to treat on more than equal
terms with the Sultan, his liege lord. Mehmed VI, on the other
hand, seemed ready to take advantage of all that the Nationalists
had gained and yet set them aside completely, with intent to retain
all power in the hands of his own palace-government. But Mustafa
Kemal was not the one to stand quietly by and watch the clock being
put back; his reply was immediate, characteristic, and unmistakable.
On 1 November 1922, under his directions, the Grand National
Assembly sitting in Ankara abolished the sultanate, took over the
government of the whole country—subject only to the controls of
the Occupying Powers in Istanbul—and left Mehmed VI with only
such shreds of power as attached to the caliphate. Thus checkmated
and fearing to be put in prison, Mehmed VI decided on flight; he
applied to the Powers for political asylum and escaped secretly on
H.M.S. Malaya, first to Malta and then the Riviera.’ As soon as the
news of his flight was learned in Ankara the ‘Seriye Vekili’ (Minister
for Religious Affairs) issued, at the request of the Grand National

! See Sehsuvarofilu, in R.T.M. i. 406, and Sertoflu, in T'.D. iv. 1342,
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Assembly, the ‘Fetva’ of Deposition, accusing him of collusion with,
and seeking the protection of, the enemy, and of abandoning the
caliphate.” In one sense Mehmed VI can be said to have abdicated,
since he left the country of his own volition; but he had certainly
been deposed from the position of sultan, and the conditions in
which he had been allowed to continue as caliph can at best be
described as ‘under duress’. Admittedly his flight was undignified
and served to increase the unpopularity of himself and his dynasty;
even such a friend as 2618/Serif Ali Hayder could write in his diary:
‘I was both amazed and disgusted at his action! May God preserve
us from such a weak-kneed Sultan.’? Yet it was only the recognition
of a fait accompli; had Mehmed VI chosen to remain and insist on
his rights, the manner of his going might have been much more
unpleasant.

This was the first step in Mustafa Kemal’s logical plan for creat-
ing the New Turkey. On 18 November 1922 Mehmed VI's cousin
Abdiilmecid (II) was designated caliph and he assumed office six
days later; but it was a ceremony shorn of all its glory and there
could, of course, be no Girding with the Sword at Eyiib. Within a
year the country had been proclaimed a Republic (29 October 1923)
and all the time Mustafa Kemal was preparing the way to abolish
the caliphate as well. Again Ali Hayder’s comments are illuminating:

‘I quite see that a Republic is more suitable under the changed conditions,
provided that everything is placed on a sound footing. A Republic should give
a better form of government to the people and enable them to progress. The
Caliph, however, should be retained as the head of all the Muslims and his
office respected; but I foresee that the trend of opinion in the government will
lead to the abolition of the caliphate with the consequent disintegration of
Muslims. This, to my mind, is bad; but the Turkish Imperial Family are
largely to blame,"

Abdiilmecid was not unpopular at first, but he failed to appreciate
the spirit of the times; by many little acts—from signing himself:
‘Abdiilmecid bin Abdiiliziz Hin’, to employing a veritable ‘royal’
language—he dug his own grave. ‘Abdiilmecid has tried to make

' Ibid. 4o7; the text is in Inal, Sadrazamlar, 1745.

! See Hayder, 250. There is a story that Talat Paga had planned to get rid of
Mehmed VI soon after his accession, because of incompatible policies; but it was
abortive, See Sazhdere, in R.T.M. iii. 1361.

_ ! Hayder, 266, Mustafa Kemal had, in 1920, invited Abdiilmecid to join the National-
ists, but the latter refused; see Ataker, in R.T.M. iii. 1498,
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himself both a caliph and a sultan, and he has not properly asso-
ciated himself with the National Party—neither has he tried to adapt
himself to the changed conditions. If he had adopted the simple life
of the caliphs of old, he might have saved himself and his position.’
These things made it all the easier for Mustafa Kemal to persuade
his followers—many of them conservative and deeply religious—to
his own way of thinking. His task was accomplished on 3 March
1924, when the Grand National Assembly voted the Abolition of the
Caliphate. The wider international aspects of this decision, which of
course directly affected the whole of ‘Sunni’ (Orthodox) Islam, have
no place in this book.?

At the same time it was decided to rid the country of the remain-
ing scions of the House of Osman; all members of the royal family
were declared exiled and forbidden to return to Turkey—a provi-
sion which has been relaxed since 1947. So it was a numerous con-
tingent which accompanied or prepared to follow the last Ottoman
ruler on the night of 4 March 1924 on his journey from Istanbul to
the frontier.?

It is thus possible to distinguish five separate groups in the list
of depositions.* The first consists of three cases, spaced out over
slightly more than a century and each one unique for the causes
which brought it about: military defeat, premature abdication, and
filial usurpation. The third and major group of eight depositions
were much of a muchness; sometimes the sultans were to blame,
but in every case action was taken by some small group aiming
to improve its own position at the expense of a change of sultan.
Only the last of these, the deposition of Abdiilaziz, reveals the same
feeling for the welfare of the state as marks the three depositions in
the fifth group. Curiously, the three main groups are marked off
from each other by depositions for madness, permanent and incur-
able in the case of Mustafa I, temporary in that of Murad V.

' Hayder, 268.

# These are discussed in Hayder, 270, &c.

1 All this is described in a series of articles in T.D. i. 24, &c., by Yalkin, who was
present during the negotiations with Abdillmecid. For the subsequent fate of these
princes and princesses, see A, R., in R.T.M. i, 480, and Orik, in R.T_M. iii. 1782. The
law imposing permanent exile on the House of Osman was modified in 1047 and 1951;
some members have since returned to Turkey and have reassumed Turkish nationality,
see newspaper reports (Cumfueriyet, &c.) for 22 Oct. 1953 and 17 March 1955; typical
of these are 1430/Fatma Ulviye and her husband 2723/Ali Haydar.

+ See Table XI, p. 76.
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Except for the depositions of the first group, the legal procedure
for deposition was always completed, application for a ‘Fetva’ being
made to the ‘Fetva Emini’, an officer under the ‘Seyh-iil Islim’.
Attributed to a fictitious person, the sultan’s faults were set out in
detail; the hypothetical question was then put whether such a per-
son, if sultan, would have merited deposition.! The ‘Fetva Emini’
and his superior were always sufficiently alive to the current poli-
tical issues—and the safety of their own skins—to give an affirma-
tive answer, but the due process of law was never neglected.

Once deposed, a sultan had to retire completely from the scene
of action, even if he avoided a more tragic fate. Young Mehmed 11
was sent back to his province, while the aged Bayezid sought to
retire to Dimetoka. From the seventeenth century to the early
nineteenth, the ex-sultans spent their remaining years in the ‘Kafes’.
But, beginning with Abdiiliziz, a more enlightened policy pre-
vailed and they were allowed to retire under close guard to some
smaller palace or were sent into exile.* The salient point is that
under Muslim Law there could not be two sultans—once one had
been effectively deposed by ‘Fetva' and replaced, he ceased to have
any rights to the throne. There was, therefore, never any question
as to who was the rightful sultan and who the usurper: de facto was
also de jure. As a result few attempts were ever made to replace a
deposed sultan and—excepting Mehmed I1 and Mustafa I—they
all ended tragically; Ibrahim, Selim I1I, and Mustafa IV lost their
lives and Murad V’s imprisonment became more strict.?

No dynasty in history, showing such a general record of per-
manence as the 650 years of the House of Osman, has at the same
time been so subject to individual upheavals, with its total of seven-
teen depositions shared among thirty-seven rulers.

! Typical is the ‘Fetva® of Abdiilhamid 11, quoted in Abbott, Turkey, 258. ‘Question:
If Zeid, Imam of all the Faithful, after having caused certain holy books to be burned,
appropriated public estates contrary to the Sacred Law, killed, imprisoned and banished
many of his subjects, and after having perpetrated all sorts of other abominations swore
to re-enter the path of righteousness, but broke his cath and raised a civil war; if from
many parts of the country came messages that they consider the aforesaid Zeid as
deposed; and if it were beyond doubt that his preservation would be prejudicial, while
his deposition might be beneficial—is it lawful either to ask him to abdicate his office of
[mam and Sultan, or to dethrone him according as men competent and wise may think
best ?—Answer: Yes."

* Abdiliziz to Feriye Sarays, Murad V to Cirafan Sarayi, Abdilhamid 11 to Villa
Allatini and Beylerbeyi Saray1; Mehmed VI and Abdiilmecid (II) to exile in the south

of France,
¥ See p. 52.
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TaerLe X1. Depositions
Sultan Date Comments

A. 4/Bayezid 1 28. 7. 1402 By Timur; military defeat; survived
for eight months.

=/Mehmed 11 0. 1446 By Vizirs and Janissaries; for incapa-
city; re-accession five years later,

8/Bayezid 11 24 4 1512 By Selim 1 and Janissaries; for in-
capacity; survived one month,

B. 15/Mustafa I 26. 2. 1618 By Vizirs; for madness; re-accession
four years later.

10. g. 1623 By Vizirs; for madness; survived six-
teen years.

C. 16/Osman 11 19. 5. 1622 By ]mumu for attacks on Janis-
saries; assassinated one day later.

18/1brahim B. 8. 1648 By popular ill will and palace intrigue:
for luxury and military failure;
assassinated after twenty days,

19/Mehmed IV 8. 11. 1687 By Vizirs; for military failures: sur-
vived five years.

23/ Mustafa 1T 23. 8. 1703 By Vizirs; for military failures and
Feyzullah scandal; survived four
months.

23/Ahmed 111 1. 10. 1730 By Patrona Halil and the Army: for
military weakness and luxury; sur-
vived six years.

28/Selim I11 20. 5. 1807 By Janissaries; for Western ideas and
attacks on Janissaries; assassinated
after fourteen maonths,

29/Mustafa IV 28. 7. 1Bo8 By Alemdar Musmfa Paga: for
revenge; sssassinated after four
maonths,

a2 /Abdildziz 3o. 5. 1876 By Vizirs; for luxury and financial
failures; committed suicide after
five days.

D. 33/Murad V a1. 8, 1876 By Vizirs; for presumed madness ; sur-
vived twenty-eight vears,

E. 34/Abdiilhamid 11 27. 4. 1909 By Young Turks; for unconstitu-
tional despotism; survived nine
years.

36/Mehmed VI 1. I1. 1922 By Turkish Nationalists; for reaction
and lr.lmg'l.'ll:ﬂ with l']‘ll: Gl:l.‘:ul:lm
Powers; survived three years.,

37/Abdlilmecid (IT) 3. 3. 1024 By Turkish Nationalists: ; for reaction;

only Caliph survived twenty years.




XI

THE HAREM

THERE exist many studies in greater or less detail of the harem as a
whole," but here we are concerned with it only in so far as it affected
members of the Ottoman dynasty. All the authorities, with one
accord, complain of the paucity of material available, and this is
even more true when we are considering the actual people who
inhabited it. The royal harem was the ‘holy of holies’ within the
Saray, protected from prying eyes by an impenetrable cloud of
taboos. Although in the course of time many did succeed in piecing
together a reasonably accurate account of its structure and per-
sonalities, this applies only to the post-1453 period, after the court
was established in Istanbul. Of its organization in the earlier capitals
of Yenisehir, Bursa, and Edirne almost nothing is known because,
one suspects, there was very little to be known. As long as the
Ottoman Turks retained their primitive tribal institutions, the
harem must have been of a very simple nature, little more elaborate
than the women’s quarters of any other tribal ruler.> However, the
expansion of the Ottoman Empire, the sultans’ increasing prestige
in the lands bordering the Aegean, coupled with the example of
luxurious ceremonial still surviving at the Byzantine court,’ must
all have combined to bring about a heightening of the dignity and
complexity of the harem of the Ottoman sultans, as a little ‘court
within a court’. This process probably began with the transfer from
Bursa to Edirne in Murad I's reign; admittedly its organization
must have suffered severely during the Interregnum, although 540/
Emir Siileyman did maintain some state at Edirne. It is clear, how-
ever, that its machinery was functioning steadily once more by
the time of Murad II, when we see the preparations made for the

! It figures largely in the accounts of the old travellers, there are special studies like
those of B, Miller and Penzer, and detailed references in Gibb and Bowen, i. 73 fi.,
and Lybyer, passim,

* An interesting, if imaginative, picture of Osman I's harem is to be found in
Tiilbentgi's novel Osmanafullari, passim.

* Which Orhan, for one, must have witnessed at the time of his relations with 1531/
John Canracuzenus,
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selection of a bride for Mehmed II and for the reception of the
chosen 120/Sitt Dulkadirl.?

When Mehmed IT had conquered Constantinople, he proceeded
to build a palace in the centre of the city (the site of the present
University) and after some time the harem was brought there from
Edirne. Later Mehmed II decided to build a second and more
magnificent palace, the one known to history as Top-Kap1 Saray
(Cannon-Gate Palace), on the site of the ancient Byzantium. At
first, this was kept entirely separate as an administrative building,
while the Sultan’s family remained in the earlier palace, which came
to be known as the Eski Saray (Old Palace). Gradually the harem
sought to infiltrate into the newer buildings, but it was not until a
fortunate fire destroyed her apartments, ¢. 1550, that 151/Hurrem
Sultan could persuade Siileyman I to grant her permanent quarters
in the Top-Kap: Sarayi. By 1585, however, all the principal ladies
had been transferred there,* the Eski Saray being reserved for
women who had lost their status in the harem. The harem was thus
established on the doorstep—or, more exactly, the back-doorstep—
of the ‘Divan’ (Council-chamber) and the way was open for expan-
sion into politics and so to the ‘Kadinlar Saltanat’.

There the harem remained, with minor excursions to Kagidhane,
Uskiidar, Biiyiikdere, and occasionally to Edirne, until the nine-
teenth century, when the sultans began building on an extensive
scale along the shores of the Bosphorus. Then the harem came to be
housed successively in Dolmabahge Saray and Yildiz Saray1; under
Mahmud II the Eski Saray was appropriated to the War Ministry
and so its female inmates were allowed to enjoy the faded glories of
the Top-Kap: Saray1.

Apart from the multitude of female slaves and eunuch-guards,
the harem contained a group of women chosen for their beauty and
destined for the pleasure and service of the sultan. They were
organized in pyramidal form, at the base of which were the ‘Sagir-
deler’ (Novices),* from which class, after wholesale eliminations,
the most talented in arts and beauty were promoted to be ‘Gedik-
liler” (Privileged Ones). It was at this stage that they first came into

! Sec Babinger, Sitt, 223. * Lybyer, 121; Z. Ergins in T.D. i. 36a.

* It must be remembered that the harem was organized in the same way as the
Palace School for men (zee B. Miller's book). There were two chambers for the recruits,

'Wh:rel they were taught housework, sewing, embroidery, manners and deportment,
Islamics, dancing, music, and culture—see Lybyer, 78.
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direct personal contact with the sultan and in accordance with his
desires, he chose those who were to share his bed.! A girl thus
honoured was known as ‘Gozde’ (In Favour) and if the relationship
showed any signs of permanence, she was promoted to the rank of
“‘Ikbal’ or ‘Hasodalik’ (Fortunate), envied by all for her good for-
tune and courted for the influence she might wield.

Should the relations of the ‘Ikbal’ with her master lead to the
birth of a child, she rose still higher in the harem hierarchy. The
mother of a son received the title of ‘Haseki Sultan’ (Princess
Favourite), the mother of a daughter that of “Haseki Kadin’ (Lady
Favourite). The four senior ‘Hasekiler’* formed an inner group,
who were in receipt of special incomes (‘Has’ or ‘Bagmakhk’—what
might be called ‘pin-money’);* they dominated the social activities
of the harem and were led by the ‘Bag Haseki Sultan’ (Chief),
mother of the Sultan’s eldest son.* But over all was the presiding
genius of the ‘Valide Sultan’ (Princess Mother).* Her day of triumph
came when her son ascended the throne and she succeeded as ‘the
first lady in the land’, above all the ‘Hasekiler’. Particularly during
the Later Period, when son did not succeed father directly, the
sultan’s wives were relegated to the ‘Eski Saray’ at his death or

! The old story of the sultan dropping his handkerchief at the feet of the favoured
girl is largely discredited.

2 Under Mahmud I there were six and under Abdillhamid I seven. Uzungarsil,
8.T. 152, and in I.A4. ‘Haseki’, says that the position of the ‘Hasekiler’ did not depend
on the birth of a child, but this is contrary to the opinion of most of the old writers
{such as von Hammer and d'Ohsson) whom he quotes,

3 Tt was the wild extravagance of these payments under Ibrahim which forced the
vizirs to embark on a wholesale scheme for the sale of offices to raise extra revenue;
this corruption gravely aggravated the decline of the Empire. Uzungarh, 0.7 . i.
23374

* ‘And if it happened that the first begotten son of the Queen (heir to the Emperor)
should die, and another of the Sultanas [sic] should have a second son, then her son
being to succeed the deceased heir, she is immediately made Queen, and the former
shall remain a Sultana only; so the title of Queen runneth from one Sultana to another
by virtue of the son's succession.” Source unknown.

 Chalcocondyles, 116: ‘Les Othomans ont d'ordinaire aussi peu d’amitié pour
leurs sceurs qu'ils ont beaucoup de respect pour leurs méres; lesquelles peuvent
facilement si elles ont tant soit peu d'adresse et de conduite, retenir I'empire que la
nature leur a donné sur cux et avoir bonne part au gouvernement, mais si elles en
abusent la milice ne le souffre pas, et contraint leurs fils & les renfermer au fonds d'un
sérail.' Deny, in E.I., “Valide Sultanlar’, points out that the title means ‘Sultan
Mother' and not ‘Maother of the Sultan’. In the Early Period they had been known by
the Seljuk title of ‘Hatun® (Lady), but from the reign of Selim I this was changed to
Valide Sultan"—Uzuncargili, S.T. 154, says from the time of Murad 111, Other titles
used were: ‘Mehd-i Ulylly-i Saltanat® (Cradle of the Great Sultan) and ‘Sedef-i Diirr-i
Hilafet' (Shell of the Pearl of the Caliphate). See p. 83, Table XII.
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deposition; so it was there that the new ‘Valide Sultan’ was to be
found, and she was brought back to the harem with great cere-
mony.* Should there be no ‘Valide Sultan’ living, or should she die
during her son’s reign, the office and sometimes the title devolved
on the Sultan’s wet-nurse? or on the ‘Hazinedar Usta’ (Chief of the
Harem Women), or occasionally on a stepmother of the new sultan.?

This is not the place to describe the ‘Kadinlar Saltanatr’; suffice
it to say that during the seventeenth century the ladies of the harem,
led by the ‘Valide Sultanlar’, exercised enormous influence over the
government of the Ottoman Empire. The most remarkable of these
ladies were 191/Késem Mahpeyker and 245/Rébia Giilnds, each of
whom filled the office for two of her sons; the former achieved the
greater distinction by virtue of the power she wielded. Even on
the deposition of her second son Ibrahim, she avoided relegation to
the Eski Saray and retained power during the first three years of the
reign of her grandson Mehmed IV, ruling with the title of ‘Biiyiik
Valide’ (Grandmother).* In the end, however, the young Sultan’s
mother, 229/Turhan Hadice Valide Sultan, asserted her own rights
and took part in the plot to assassinate Késem.

On the death of a sultan the social structure of the harem col-
lapsed. The “Valide Sultan’, if still alive, all his ‘Hasekiler’,’ and
any unmarried daughters were transferred to the Eski Saray.® The
position of the ‘Valide Sultan’ was then hopeless, unless she had
another son who might one day reach the throne. Similarly, the
mothers of sons were confined in perpetuo unless their sons should

! For the "Vilde Alay:' (Mother's Procession) see Uzungargly, S.T. 154—6. Deny,
ibid., quotes Andréossy to the effect that on this one occasion the “Valide Sultan’ might
appear in public unveiled.

* Deny, ibid., gives her title as “siit-valide”, ‘taya kadin’, or ‘daye hatun’,

¥ Abdilhamid IT's mother died while he was still a boy and he was adopted by his
stepmother 3g0/Perestu Harum, who also took the title. The same thing happened
to Mehmed VI,

_* On many occasions she seemns to have actually taken part in meetings of the Divan,
Uzungargilt, O.T. 1. i, 251. From the letters published by Ulucay, Haremden Mek-
tuplar, it is clear that from the earliest times the wives of the sultans interested them-
selves in political appointments, see Y.T.D. i. 162-3; and 361/Bezmidlem Valide
Sultan had quite a strong influence—see Sehsuvarofilu, in R.T.M. iv. 2008,

* If any of these then married outside the Saray and it subsequently transpired
that they were pregnant by the late sultan, any such children were not recognized.
593/Uveys P. is said to have been a son of Selim I, Grand Vizir Hekimoghs Ali Pasa
of Mustafa II, and Ziliflii lsmail Pasa of Abdiilmecid I, but there is no proof of
such parentage,

* The only exception was 430/Safinaz, whom Abdiilhamid II obtained from his
uncle’s harem while Abdiildziz was still ruling—see Nuri, quoted in T.D. i. 444.

o7 el
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one day succeed to the throne, when they automatically became
“Valide Sultanlar’. From this it followed that the mother of the heir-
presumptive was the person treated with the greatest deference in
the Eski Saray. Mothers of daughters only were, it seems, free to
leave the Saray and marry again, as were the late sultan’s ‘Gedik-
liler’. Daughters remained in the Eski Saray until such time as some
future sultan saw fit to marry them to his vizirs; their only consola-
tion was the annual visit of the sultan on the third day of ‘Seker
" Bayram® (Sugar Festival), when they also were allowed to present
their congratulations to him."

In spite of repeated attempts to limit the harem, it always tended
to reach enormous proportions and at peak periods must have con-
tained upwards of two thousand women. In 1861 Abdiiliziz made
heroic efforts at economy by disbanding his predecessor’s extensive
harem and by declaring that he would keep only one wife; but
he ended his reign with seven ‘Hasekiler’ and about two hundred
concubines of lesser rank.* It was not until after the dispersal of
Abdiilhamid II's harem that it was again reduced to reasonable
proportions.?

! An interesting case was that of 1392/Fehime and 1393/Hadice, both daughters of
Murad V, who were allowed to join Abdiilhamid's harem on condition they never saw
their father again. They repeatedly protested at not being married; finally their trous-
seaux were exposed at the palace and husbands were found,

2 Brockelmann, 369: ‘But all Istanbul had an interest in the expenditure connected
with the Harem ; consequently it was impossible for him to swim against the stream and

in a short time the new sultan developed into an arch-libertine.”

¥ McCullagh, 213, describes how relatives were summoned from the Caucasus and
elsewhere to reclaim the women—the emotions engendered and the subsequent

tragedies of maladjustment may be easily imagined.
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Tasre X11I. Mothers of the Sultans

Sultan Mother Origin
1/Osman | ? Ottoman ?
2{Orhan 56/Mal Hatun Ottoman
a/Murad I iz Niliifer Greek
4/Bayezid 1 7o/ Giilgicek Greek
5/Mehmed [ 82/ Devletyah Germiyanoglu
6/Murad 11 go/Emine Dulkadirl
7/Mehmed 11 roz/Hiimi '
8/Bayezid II 115/ Gillbakar Ottoman
9fSelim 1 130/Ayse Dulkadirh

10/Sdileyman I 141/Hafise (Hafsa) Ottoman/Circassian
11/Selim 11 151/Hurrem Slav?
12/Murad 11 161 | Nidrubdmi Venetian ?
13/Mehmed 111 173/ Safiye ?
14/Ahmed 1 180/ Handan ?
15/Mustafa [ 180/Handan 7
16/Osman 11 1g9z2/Mihfirtize (Hadice) Greek ?
17/Murad 1V 191/ Kdrem Mdhpeyker Greek
18/1brahim 191 [Kdsem Mdihpeyher Greek

19/ Mehmed IV 229 Turhan Hadice Russian ?
20/Sileyman II 225/ Saliha Dildpub ?
21/Ahmed 11 220/Hadice Muazzex ?
22/Mustafa 1T 245/ Ribia Gillmiy Cretan
23/Ahmed 111 245/ Ribia Giilmiy Cretan
24/Mahmud I 265/ Saliha ?
25/Osman 111 266 Sehnrrar Russian
26/Mustafa 111 276/Mihrigah ?
27/Abdilhamid I 278/Ribia Sermi ?
28/Selim 111 314/ Mihrigah Georgian
29/Mustafa IV 322/ Avye Semiyeperver ]
30/Mahmud 11 327 Nakyidil 4
irfAbdiilmecid I 361/ Bezmidlem Georgian
32/Abdiiliziz 373/ Pertevniyal 7
33/Murad V 396/ Sevkefza Circassian
34/Abdiilhamid 11 197/ Tirimiljgin Circassian
35/Mechmed V 382/ Gillcemal ?

36/ Mehmed V1 383/ Gilistii Circassian
37/Abdillmecid (II) 403/Hayranidil ?

Note. Only the mothers whose names are in italics were entitled to be called *Valide
Sultan’; as far as is known, all the others died before the accession of their sons.
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XII
MARRIAGES AND DIVORCE

THE key to the history of many dynasties lies in their marriage
policies. The pattern of marriages' in the House of Osman is
extremely complex, not only because of the influence of polygamy,
but more because there are variations on five different types of
marital union during four distinct periods. These periods® are:
‘Early’ (1280-1451), “Transition’ (1451-1520), ‘Middle’ (1520-
1870), and ‘Late’ (1870-1924). The types of marriages are: first,
with women of conquered peoples, Christian or Muslim, as a proof
of subjugation or because of personal attractions; second, with
women of Christian ruling families to cement alliances;? third, with
women or men of Muslim ruling families, also to cement alliances:
fourth, with women or men of Ottoman race; fifth, with female
slaves of varied and generally unknown origin.

During the Early Period it is a little difficult to distinguish among
marriages of the first three types. It often happened that, having
defeated and occupied a state, the Ottoman Turks withdrew accord-
ing to the terms of a treaty, which was to be guaranteed by a mar-
riage between the two ruling families.* It is a moot point whether
particular unions were arranged as a clear proof of subjugation or
to solidify an alliance. Clearly, the marriage of Orhan with 62/
Niliifer of Yarhisar in 1299 symbolized the annexation of her father’s
estates, though her personal qualities may have counted as well.s
But the series of marriages with the rulers of Serbia and Karamania
were border-line cases. 81/Despina married Bayezid I subsequent

! Unless specifically given other meanings, the following words are used only in the
general sense explained here: ‘marriage’ is any kind of union between the sultans or
their sons and women, or between the sultans’ daughters and men; the words ‘husband”®
and 'wife’ are used of the partners of any such union; ‘harem’ is the collection of a
man’s womenfolk,

* Itis only in this chapter that the terms 'Early Period’ and ‘Late Period” have these
particular meanings.

* There are no examples of the daughter of a sultan being given in marriage to a
Christian ruler, See Table XXIV, Bayezid I, note 25.

* For example, (Ta)mara Shishman's marriage to Murad I, 1370, was a pledge
of fealty to a new suzerain on the part of her brother, John Alexander 111,

* von Hammer, i. 186, gives a strange story that later Osman 1 took Niliifer from his
son and made her his own third wife—incredible.
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to the defeat of her father on the field of Kosova, 1389, but her
marriage was equally the guarantee for the presence of Serbian
troops at the Battle of Ankara in 1402." The marriage of 103/Mara
Brankovich to Murad II in 1435 was a continuation of this policy;
in fact her father’s ‘only safeguard was the Sultan’s belief that
tributary states were more profitable to Turkey than annexation’.?
Similarly, the marriage of 1020/Nefise, daughter of Murad I, with
1580/Aldeddin Karamanoglu in 1378 marked a pause in the long
struggle between these two rivals for power in Anatolia.

But this Early Period did see many purely diplomatic marriages,
made for specific political reasons; examples may be cited among
the numerous marriages with Byzantine princesses® and with mem-
bers of the Dulkadirh and Candaroglu families. Professor Wittek
has suggested that after the Interregnum Mehmed I followed a
definite policy to set himself up as the leader of a new Turkish
‘Millet’ (Nation) and recreate the Ottoman Empire; therefore, for
his own and his sons’ wives he looked deliberately to the other
Turkish ruling families and turned away from the demoralizing
influence of marriages with Christian women.* At least it is certain
that never again was a Christian wife to have such power as had
been wielded by 81/Despina over Bayezid 1.5

Apart from the two wives of Osman I—s5/Béld and 56/Mal—

! Gibbons, 182: ‘Bayezid took Despina, daughter of Lazar, as wife by a formal marriage
act, which was read in the mosque of Alacahisar, near Kruchevatz, at the foor of
Mount lastrebatz, twenty miles north-west of Nish. This was the last marriage ever
contracted by a sovereign of the House of Osman.’ The latter statement is clearly
false; all the sultans down to Sileyman I contracted legal marriages, as did Osman ]
and fbrahim,

* Cam. Med. Hist. iv. 469. 103/Mara’s marriage is notable for several features, First,
the actual ceremony had to be postponed until she reached puberty. Then, when
Mehmed I1 came to the throne in 1451, he sent his stepmother back to Serbin, out of
generosity or indifference; there she quarrelled with her brother Lazar and had to seek
sanctuary again with Mehmed. Thirdly, Mehmed 11 did lay claim to the Kingdom of
Serbia by reason of this marrisge—a most unusual procedure.

3 Orhan's marriage to 63/Theodora Cantacuzenus was made by the Sultan to give
him influence with the Byzantine Empire and also to free his hand in the West, whilst
he took action against the Turkoman states in Anatolia. Compare the marriage of
537/Emir Misa to the daughter of 1630/Mirchea of Wallachia.

* Wittek, in Belleten, 27. 582. Fisher, 13, makes a similar point: "Whereas Bayezid [
had conquered these areas and had come to live and act as the successor of Byzantine
and Balkan rulers, Mehmed I and Murad IT married Turkish ladies and thoroughly
identified themselves with the Turkish people. Thus, through marriage and a more
tempered pressure, they regained control of Western Anatolia.’

* Later wives, who reached influential positions, may have been born Christians, but
on entering the harem they were all converted to Islam. '
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there were not many cases of marriages with Ottoman women dur-
ing the Early Period. Nor were there as yet many examples of a
sultan’s daughters being given to his leading officials, although
1685/Karaca Celebi Pasa, 1701/Mahmud Candarh Paga, and 1731/
Zaganos Mehmed Pasa were thus honoured. As in later times, slaves
proper were taken into the harem during this period, but probably
on a small scale, and they are difficult to identify.

The Transition Period covers the three reigns of Mehmed 11,
Bayezid 11, and Selim I; during these seventy years there was a
steady change of emphasis in the marriage-policy pursued by the
sultans. Mehmed’s harem was full of Christian women and their
names are the record of his military conquests: 121/Tamara
Phrantzes of Constantinople, 112/Anna Erizzo of Negroponte, 117/
Helen Paleologus of the Morea, 119/Maria Gattilusio, and 111/Anna
Comnenus of Trabzond. But these were not official marriages, for
the sultans were beginning to feel too superior to have such formal
relations with conquered peoples.' Of conquered Muslim women
the chief representative was 142/Taclu, wife of 1915/Sah Ismail I,
who passed into Selim I's harem for a short time after the Battle of
Caldiran, 1514, but was later presented to Cafer Celebi.

There were no diplomatic marriages with Christians during this
period, because the Ottoman Empire was now too powerful to
require such instruments of policy. The only possible case was the
romantic union of 570/Cem with 1772/Héléne de Sassenage, during
his exile in France.? There were several marriage alliances with
Dulkadirhlar and Ak-Koyunlular during the Transition Period,
but these also were among the last of their kind.? The only other

' Whilst these women were all taken into the harem on the conquest of their coun-
tries, it is doubtful whether any of them achieved any degree of intimacy with Meh-
med I1. 112/Anna Erizzo is said to have been executed immediately for refusing his
advances—W. Miller, Latins, 477; 111/Anna Comnenus was soon after presented to
1731/ Zajfanos Mehmed Pasa and later to Evrenuz Paga.

* This is a convenient point to note that, in spite of repeated stories to the contrary,
there is no satisfactory evidence of there ever having been any marriage between the
sultans and the French royal family. Deny, E.I., ‘Valide Sultanlar’, says they were all
Turkish inventions to explain the favour shown to the French by the grant of the title
‘Padigah’ to the French king, &c. Equally, there is no evidence to substantiate the
identification of Aimée Dubuc de Rivéry (cousin of Josephine Beauhamnais) with
Naksidil Valide Sultan (mother of Mahmud 1I). Careful examination of Morton's
Veiled Empress reveals no tangible support for the theory, but only a gross misuse of
sources. See Table XLV, Abdiilhamid I, note 3.

! The fact that both Dulkadirhlar and Safeviler were of the unorthodox Shii sect
seems to have raised no obstacles to marnages with Sunni Ottomans.
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Muslim powers were the Mamelukes of Egypt! and the Safeviler
of Persia. With the latter one or two marriages did take place during
the reign of Bayezid I1, but they had no power to ward off the blows
of Selim I, or to bring 1915/Sah Ismail an accession of Turkish
territory.® Selim I also contracted a marriage with 140/Ayse,
daughter of 1950/Menkili Giray, Tartar Han of the Crimea, who
was the widow of his brother 585/Mehmed. It is remarkable, when
one considers the position traditionally occupied by the Krim Hans
as possible heirs to the Ottoman Empire,’ that this and the marriage
of Selim’s daughter, 1097/D., to 2065/Saadet Giray were the only
marriages between the two families.

It was during this Transition Period, however, that the policy of
marriages between the sultans’ daughters and their most influential
subjects began to develop on a broad scale. Bayezid 1T arranged a
whole series of such marriages for his daughters, a policy which he
had initiated while still only heir-presumptive; it paid excellent
dividends in the form of support received in his struggle against
570/Cem, and one of his most loyal subjects was his son-in-law,
1976/Grand Vizir Ahmed Hersekoglu. But even this type of mar-
riage was one-sided; the sultans generally refused to take any of
their own Turkish subjects into the harem and contented themselves
with slaves of obscure origin.

Throughout the Middle Period, marriages of the first three types
were non-existent, for there were no suitable dynasties with whom
marriage-alliances on a basis of equality could be arranged, while
the rulers of the subject states of the Ottoman Empire had already
been absorbed. The sultans continued to take only unknown slaves
into the harem,* while the princes were precluded from any form
of marriage by the restrictions of the ‘Kafes’. Thus marriages of the

! Fisher, 93, says that Bayezid II senta daughter, 1082/D., to Cairo in 1 501 to cement
friendship with Egypt. The only other marriages traced are those of 1646/Hundi, a
great-granddaughter of Bayezid I, and of 1779/D., a daughter of 570/Cem, but both
were devoid of political significance,

* Of these marriages Fisher, 03, writes: ‘It was mot the usual custom in Turkey to
give daughters of the Sultan in muarriage to foreign princes, but Bayezid 11 disregarded
this usage and married two daughters outside the empire.’ Surely the above paragraphs
nn’d ts.h: genealogical tables show that such a statement is unjustifinble.

e p. I5.

* There was one exception: in 1622 Osman II insisted on marrying 2o1/Ukayle,
daughter of 2260/Seyh-al lslim Haci Mehmed Es'adullah Efends. He claimed that his
intention was to purify the dynasty of debased slave blood, but the girl’s dowry—
reputed to be six hundred thousand ducats—was another potent reason.
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fourth type were the only outlet and from this time forward increas-
ing numbers of high officials married into the imperial family. Such
great vizirs as 2036/Makbil Ibrahim, 2126/Riistem, 2162/Mehmed
Sokollu, 2347/Merzifonlu Kara Mustafa, 2366/Corlulu Ali, and
2406/Nevsehirli Ibrahim were but a few of the important figures
who received the title ‘Damad’ (Son-in-law).

In the Late Period there were again no marriages of the first two
types, for the same reasons as before. There were, however, occa-
sional instances of members of the dynasty, both male and female,
marrying individual Christians of European and American origin;
but these had no dynastic significance and in more than one case
the Head of the Family withheld recognition of the union.! With the
reappearance of independent Muslim dynasties in the Near East—
Egypt in the nineteenth century and the Arab kingdoms after 1g18—
a new series of marriages began with the ruling families of those
countries, but these, too, were practically devoid of political impor-
tance. The only exception was the marriage of 1440/Diirriigehvar
Sultan, daughter of Caliph Abdiilmecid (II), to the Prince of Berar,
heir to the Nizam of Hyderabad. This took place in 1931, but it was
clearly only the consummation of a long-standing alliance between
the Caliph and the Nizam; the latter had been of great help to the
Caliph during his short reign.

In this connexion it is interesting to note that in 1866 Grand
Vizir Fuad Pasa insisted, for reasons of state, that Abdiilaziz should
not marry Tevhide, daughter of Khedive Ismail of Egypt, with
whom he was infatuated. Such an alliance would have given the
proposed father-in-law too much influence at court, and have
raised difficulties had Tevhide wished to visit her own country.
Fuad Pasa was dismissed, but his advice was respected.?

Marriages with the vizirs also continued until the downfall of
the dynasty; one of the last grand vizirs, 2559/Ferid Paga, was
generally known as ‘Damad’ Ferid. In this connexion it is inter-
esting to note the marriages of 2535/Enver Pasa to 2532/Emine
Sultan® and of 2616/Ismail Hakki Bey to 2615/Behiye Sultan. The

! Indicated in the Tables by ‘N. R.’; but these were mostly subsequent to 3 March
1924. 1 See Tilbentci, in R.T.M. ii. 1133

: ine Sultan was already engaged to a cousin, but Enver insisted on his choice.
On going into exile in 1918, Enver confided his wife and family to his brother 2536/
Kimil, with the request that should Enver die, Kimil would marry his widow. When
Enver was assassinated in 1922, his brother loyally fulfilled the promise, in spite of the
temporary scandal it caused. Z. Sakir, in R.T.M. i. 378.
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philosopher Ziya Gokalp is said to have suggested that the imperial
family needed strengthening by the infusion of new blood, which
could best be provided by marrying some of the princesses to lead-
ing officers. His proposal pleased the leaders of the C.U.P. and
Grand Vizir Hilmi Pasa advised Mehmed V to approve the
measure.’

Having considered all the different types of marriages, certain
more general matters, chiefly concerned with the diplomatic mar-
riages, require further elaboration. It is of importance to discover
whether there was any long-term policy behind the series of mar-
riages with the different Turkoman dynasties of Anatolia.? Those
with the Karamanogullan were an attempt to appease or neutralize
a power which the Ottoman Empire was not yet in a position to
destroy. With the Dulkadirhlar the aim was rather to check the
power of Karaman and Kara-Koyunlu, by establishing a force
friendly to the Ottomans on their farther borders and thus be in a
position to threaten them with war on both fronts.? Those with the
Candarogullar: were equally strategic in intention: to safeguard the
northern flank of the Empire and its lines of communication as it
advanced south and east. At the same time these marriages were of
value to the ‘other partner’ states, for Dulkadir and Karaman were
being menaced by the Mamelukes, while Candar was eager to
postpone the evil day of its own destruction. But, taking the Early
and Transition periods as a whole, one can discern no general
attempt to foster marriage-alliances with the intention of using
them to extend the boundaries of the Empire. In fact, except for
lands included in a dowry, the marriages were never made the
basis for a claim to territory or to justify subsequent conquests.4 It
is also interesting that the later Chronicles, for all their interest in

! Z. Sakir, R.T.M.i. 378. Dr. Heyd says that he has never heard of such ideas; in any
case they are based on false premises as such marriages of daughters could in no way
affect the subsequent history of the dynasty.

* Atiya, Crusade, 21: 'It was not until the fifteenth century that the process of
Turkish unification in Anatolia by means of marriages, intrigues and conquests was
complete,”

1 E.Li.gbo says: *As Dukas tells us, Sultan Murad IT wished this alliance—Mehmed
11 with Sitt Hatun—in order to have an ally in the prince of Dulkad:r against the
Karamanogullan and the Kara Yusuf.'

* D'Ohsson, 7. 88, says that dowries in land were never taken, but if this was the
general rule there were exceptions, the most notable being the extensive lands round
:lla{:iuhyalwhith formed the dowry of 8z2/Devletsah Germivanoglu on her marriage to

vezid 1.
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genealogy, never suggested that the Ottoman sultans were heirs by
marriage of the Seljuk sultans of Rum. The explanation, in both
cases, probably lies in the inferior status of women in Islam, so that
the idea of any succession or inheritance through the female line
was entirely foreign to their minds.’

The genealogical tables are also interesting for the marriages one
expects to, but does not, find. The paucity of marriages with the
Mamelukes, Safeviler, and Krim Hans has already been com-
mented upon. But equally there was only one with the rulers of
the Principalities of Wallachia and Moldavia, and none with the
early noble families of the Empire: Evrenuzogullari, Mihalogul-
lari, Malkogogullan, and Turhanogullari. In the Middle and Late
Periods also one can discern no system in the bestowal of a sul-
tan’s daughters on leading vizirs; the grand vizirs and the ‘Kapudan
Pagalar’ (Admirals of the Fleet) were often honoured, but a great
many important vizirs never reached the eminence of ‘Damad’.
Only one of the great Candarli family married a princess; Hiiseyin
Paga, conqueror of Crete, was passed over and likewise all but one
of the vizir-members of the Kopriilii family; Alemdar Mustafa
Pasa and the great reformers like Midhat Pasa were equally neglected.
Also, with one exception,* there were no marriages with the Ulema,
though there is no indication whether this was a matter of religious
or political principle or just coincidence.

In discussing the question of inter-marriage and its effects on the
Ottoman dynasty, Professor Lybyer makes calculations regarding
the amount of Turkish blood which remained to flow in the veins
of the last Sultan.

If Orhan be set down as of pure Mongolian descent, and if it be supposed, as
15 certainly near the truth, that all the mothers of succeeding sultans were not
?f Turkish blood, and if the mother be assumed to contribute to the child an
influence equal to the father's, the proportion of Mongolian blood in the veins

) of the reigning Sultan, who is of the twentieth generation from Orhan, can
readily be calculated, about one part in a million.

As the last four sultans and the last caliph were all of the nineteenth

' See p, 14.

* The one case is Osman [1's marriage to the daughter of 2260/ Mehmed Es'adullah—
see p. B8, n. 4. lbrahim also tried to marry the daughter of 22902/ Muid Ahmed Efendi.
1‘1“ Enh’ other connexion with the Ulema is the marriage of Abdiilhamid I's grand-

ughter, 2477/Atiyetullah, to 2479/Molla Mahmud; their son, 2480/Ahmed Muhtar
became ‘Seyh-(il 1slam’.
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—and not the twentieth—generation from Orhan, the figure should
be ‘one part in five hundred thousand’.' Whilst Lybyer’s general
thesis, that the mothers of the sultans were usually non-Turks, is
true, there were notable exceptions. Mehmed I's mother was 82/
Devletsah Germiyanoglu, Murad II’s was 9o/Emine Dulkadirl,
Bayezid II's was 115/Giilbahar (probably of Ottoman blood),
Selim I’s was 130/Ayse Dulkadirh, and Siileyman I's was 141/
Hafise (perhaps of Ottoman blood). These reduce the proportion to
one in sixteen thousand (1/16,384) and it is possible that the mothers
of some of the other sultans were also of Turkish blood, though this
is not so likely.?

From this follows a further question, whether the mothers had
any direct influence on their sons, in such matters as the formation
of character. In the period prior to 1600, when princes were often
accompanied by their mothers when they were appointed to pro-
vincial governorates, it is quite possible that the latter did have a
formative influence which would embody something of their own
upbringing, either Christian or Muslim. This may have been the
reason why Bayezid I, son of a Greek woman 70/Giilgicek, was so
ready to absorb the influence of his Serbian wife 81/Despina. But
the matter is one for speculation rather than historical record,’
Obviously, during the ‘Kadinlar Saltanaty’ the ‘Valide Sultanlar’
must have wielded immeasurable power over their sons, but one
gets the impression that it was rather by direct interference than by
the moulding of character. From the eighteenth century onwards
their influence slowly declined as they were elbowed out of politics;
then, perhaps, they went back to the more subtle way. At all times,

' Lybyer, 17. Actually 1/2 to the power 20 is 1/1,048,576 and not 1/1,148,576 as
Lybyer gives; so the correct figure for the power 19 is 1/524,288. Danygmend, O.T K. ii.
104, says the same thing: ‘Especially from the time of Kanuni Silleyman I the Ottoman
dynasty began to show a very strange fusion of sultans on the father's side with slaves
on the mother’s side. A special feature of this fusion was that for centuries the Turkish
blood coming from the husband was mixed only with the foreign blood of the wives.*

* See Table XII, p. 83. The origin of Bayezid II's mother is discussed in Babinger,
Sitt, 217. Possibly as a survival of exogamy, traditional among nomadic Turks, the
sultans of the Middle and Late Periods usually chose their wives from women of the
Circassian race,

* Pears, Cam. Med. Hist. iv. 673, says: ‘Murad I was the son of a Christian woman,
Nilafer. . . . It is a question which has been discussed, whether the influence of his
mother had any effect in moulding the character of her distinguished son, Murad seems
to have possessed traits quite unlike those of his father and grandfather; a singular
independence, a keen intelligence, a curious love of pleasure and luxury, and at the same
time a tendency towards cruelty which was without parallel in his ancestors,*
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however, the sultans seem to have bowed to their mothers’ decisions
in matters relating to the harem.

From the study of the people with whom the sultans and their
children married, we pass on to consider the marriages themselves.
Islamic Law allowed a man four wives, on condition that he main-
tained them all adequately, and an unspecified number of concu-
bines.! The earlier sultans usually had several of the latter attached
to their harem, but ranking above them were two or three wives of
full legal status. Concerning the weddings in those days there are
no records, but they presumably consisted of the simple religious
ceremony normal in Islam,? followed by a great public feast for the
leading members of the tribe. As the sultans became more powerful
and their brides were more frequently daughters of important
princes—both Muslim and Christian—whom it was politic to please,
so also the weddings became more elaborate.® They ceased to be
merely an occasion for public rejoicing and took on all the panoply
and splendour of court ceremonial, with receptions, offerings of
gifts and congratulations. Such was the marriage of Orhan with
63/Theodora Cantacuzenus. The fact that a new wife was a Chris-
tian did not affect the wedding ceremonies at all, although usually
she was allowed to keep and practise her religion in private.*

In 1389 Bayezid I married 81/Despina, a princess of Serbia.s
After her husband’s defeat at Ankara she, too, was taken prisoner;
it is said that Timur grossly insulted Despina by making her per-
form menial tasks and act as cup-bearer at table—all this in front of

' Brockelmann, 44. The essential proof of a legal marriage was the granting of a
dowry; Sileyman 1 gave 151 /Hurrem ‘the position of a legal wife and bestowed a
dowry upon her, an act which is the surest pledge of a legal marriage among the Turks.
- - - The dowry is the only thing which distinguishes a lawful wife from a concubine;
for no slave has a dowry.’ Busbecq, 28, 118,

* Of a wedding in later times, Withers, in Purchas, 1588, writes: *. . . celebrating the
nuptial rites; which is nothing else but in the presence of the Mufti to give each of them
their assent to matrimony of which the Mufti maketh “‘Hoget™ [ Hiiceet™], that is an
authentical writing or testification, not only of the consent of the two parties contracted,
but Illﬂ ﬂf the dowry which the King is to allow her (his daughter, being given in

* See Babinger, Sitt, 224. Compare, “This week took place in the city an event with-
out precedent in the annals of previous Sultans. The Grand Signior [ric] took to him-
self as Empress a slave woman from Russia called Roxelana and great feasting followed'
—records of Genoese Bank of St. George, quoted by G. Young in Constantinople,

i * Buch practice of Christianity ‘behind the lines” of Islam must have been compara-
;“‘11' easy; on the position of religion in the marcher lands, see Wittek, R.O.E. 28, and
; 258,
* See p. 86, n. 1.



04 MARRIAGES AND DIVORCE

the whole court and more particularly of her captive husband.!
This story was seized upon by later writers? as a convenient explana-
tion of why the succeeding sultans refused to contract legal mar-
riages: for fear that their wives might be subjected to similar
humiliations, a fate which would not be so shameful if it fell only
on a concubine. Pleasantly chivalrous as such reasoning may be, it
cannot be taken seriously.

To begin with, the explanation is more humiliating than the facts
it argues by; it suggests that the Ottoman Empire was likely to
suffer again and repeatedly, as it had just done at the hands of
Timur. Put thus baldly, the argument would be an insufferable
blow to Turkish pride; and, in fact, the Empire was at this time
entering upon two hundred years of unchallenged supremacy. More
to the point, however, there certainly were marriages subsequent
to 1402, It is difficult to imagine that the respective families of
90/Emine Dulkadirh (who married Mehmed I), 1o0/Hadice Can-
daroglu (Murad II), 120/Sitt Dulkadirh (Mehmed IT), and 130/
Ayse Dulkadirh (Bayezid II)—or, for that matter, of 103/Mara
Brankovich (Murad II}—would have allowed them to enter the
harem of an Ottoman sultan as mere concubines whose status would
be entirely dependent on their masters’ will and whim. In support
of this contention one has only to consider the elaborate embassies
which were sent out to fetch both 103/Mara and 120/Sitt—as previ-
ously for 82/Devletsah—and the magnificent reception which the
latter, at least, received on her arrival at court.’ In this respect, one
other case may be cited: that of 140/Ayse Giray who married
Selim I. Her previous marriage to his deceased brother 585/
Mehmed, added to her lineage, marked her as a free Muslim woman,
who could not be taken into the harem as a slave; here also there
must have been a legal marriage.

The actual change in policy in this matter of legal marriages
seems to have come about during the reign of Selim I, though no

* Arabshah, 188: “As soon as the cloud of veils were scattered from the sun of the
cup-bearers . . . Ibn Othman [Bayezid 1] saw that the cup-bearers were his consorts
and that all of them were his wives and concubines; then the world seemed black to
him."

* Busbecq, 28, says: "Those who followed Bayezid on the throne abstained from
marrying wives so that whatever fate befell them, they might not suffer a similar mis-
fortune, and only begat children by women occupying the position of slaves, upon
whom, as it was thought, disgrace would fall less heavily than upon legal wives.’

¥ von Hammer, iii. 255; Danigmend, i. 64, 191; Babinger, Site, 224,
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specific rules were made; it probably arose from two factors already
touched upon. Firstly, by 1520 there were no independent Christian
or Muslim dynasties surviving with which marriage alliances on a
basis of equality could be contracted.! Secondly, as a corollary of
this, the Ottoman sultans had by that time come to consider them-
selves too powerful to recognize any status of equality in the women
of another dynasty. The sultans became more and more aloof, while
marriage alliances, ceasing to be necessary to Ottoman diplomacy,
became abhorrent as likely sources of intrigue, whether among
foreign states or powerful subjects.? A third explanation lies in the
sudden expansion of the Slave Household and particularly of the
harem, consequent on the capture of Constantinople,® when legal
marriages would have laid too great a financial strain on the Empire.*

After 1520 only three legal marriages took place. The earliest was
that of Siileyman I to 151/Hurrem Sultan. She had entered the
harem as a slave-girl, probably when he was a provincial governor
in Kefe, had found favour with her master and borne him a child—
presumably 604 /Sehzade Mehmed.s Her new position as a mother
gave Hurrem her freedom and Busbecq tells that she then with-
held herself from Siileyman until he would agree to legalize their

! Gibbons, 183, n. 2, rather begs the question by saying: ‘At a time when family
alliances meant so much in Europe, the Ottoman Empire suffered greatly from this
disability.’ One can hardly imagine an Austrian Archduchess entering the haremof o
uvﬂqtﬂnih-::nmrf sultan, or the latter's daughter becoming wife of the czar of all the
Rusfm. There is, however, a rather fanciful story of Murad V and Abdilhamid 11
getting entangled with an English princess during their visit to London in 1867,
Sehsuvaroflu, A=iz, 40, and in R.T.M. i. 211.

* However, as Deny, in E.IL, ‘Valide Sultanlar’, points out, possible pressure from
a wife's family was occasionally replaced by that of the ‘patron’ and his political asso-
ciates. By ‘patron’ he presumably means the man who had presented a particular slave
to the sultan. Any such influence must have been very tenuous once the girl passed into
the harem. 3 Lybyer, 45f.

* Bycaut, 155, deals with both these ideas and points out that the ‘Bagmaklhk’ (Pin-
money) for a wife should have been equal to that of the Valide Sultan, “which is four or
five hundred thousand dollars [sic] yearly rent; so that were this custom in use, and
meeting with the disposition of some Princes that are Amorous and Prodigal, the chief
Revenue of the Empire would be expended in the Chambers of the Women. . . . Besides
were it the custom for the Sultans to take wives it would contract that main principle
of Policy amongst them, of avoiding Alliances and foreign Relations of the Grand
Signior abroad. And this was the principal reason of the murder of Sultan Osman, it
being objected that he had marryed a Soltana [sfc] whereby he had contracted Alliances,
contrary to the Fundamental Constitution of the Empire.’ Rycaut does not make it clear
that Osman's wife was one of his own subjects, but this does not invalidate his argu-
ment. The financial side is also mentioned by Withers, in Purchas, 1588; ‘Sometimes
f"* Quun wis wont to be wedded to the King, but now she passeth without the

Kebin", that is without an assignment of any jointure.’

* See Table XXX, Stleyman 1.
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marriage.” Then, as already seen, Osman II insisted on marrying
the daughter of the ‘Seyh-iil Islim’ in 1622, and in 1647 Ibrahim,
infatuated with his slave-woman 228/ Telli, went through a form of
marriage with her after which she took the name Hiimégah. Both
marriages were considered contrary to the best interests and the
customs of the Empire, and were among the causes for the subse-
quent depositions of the two sultans concerned. In later times, when
it was occasionally discovered that presumed slave-women were in
reality free-born Turks, the sultans did marry them quietly, but
this was a matter of conscience not politics.?

That there were normally no marriages is clear from the system
of promotion in the harem. The sultan had relations with his slave-
women at pleasure, but as soon as one gave birth to a child, she
advanced to the rank of ‘Haseki’; the chief of these, the mother of
the first male child, was second only to the ‘Valide Sultan’ within
the harem.3

From the sultans’ marriages we turn to those of his children.
Prior to 1600 those sons who were sent out to provincial gover-
norates and had reached puberty, set up their own miniature harem
of slave-girls under the eagle eye of their mothers, who usually
accompanied them. If they were to be partners in some more
brilliant marriage alliance, then the sons were recalled to the capital
for the occasion: this happened to Mehmed IT in 1449, when he was
brought from Manisa to Edirne for his marriage to 120/Sitt Hatun.
After 1600 the rule of the ‘Kafes’ shut the princes off from all normal
relations with women and this continued until after 1870, when
greater freedom was granted them to maintain private establishments.

With the daughters of the sultans it was a different story. In the
early days quite a number of these became instruments of foreign

! Busbecq, 118, says that concubines “obtain their freedom if they bear children.
Advantage was taken of this privilege by Roxolana [Hurrem], Stileyman’s wife, when she
had borne him a son while she was still a slave. Having thus obtained her freedom and
become her own mistress, she refused to have anything more to do with Siileyman,
who was deeply in love with her, unless he made her his lawful wife, thus vialating the
custom of the Ottoman sultans.’ This is supported by the Genoese Bank records—see
P- 93, n. 3—but the date given, 1546, is very late.

* D'Ohsson, vii. 64, writes: ‘S'il n'en a pas la preuve et qu'il veuille néanmoins vivre
avec elle, il doit pour le repos de sa conscience 'affranchir et I"épouser. Le Sultan
€pouse alors sans le moindre appareil son esclave affranchie, en présence du Mufti.'
Deny, E.I., “Valide Sultanlar’, instances Mustafa 11T and Abdiilhamid T as doing this,
but does not say with which wives. After the Restoration of the Constitution in 1908,
Abdilhamid I1 freed many of his slave-women.

2 Bee p. 8o.
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policy* and set off with their dowries for harem life in one or other
of the Turkish states in Anatolia. But these were a minority com-
pared with the number of princesses who were married to Ottoman
vizirs, from 1701/Candarli Mahmud Pasa in 1424 to 2559/Ferid
Paga in 1886 and 2535/Enver Pasa in 1912. In general the daughters
were not significant figures in the Ottoman body-politic; the most
famous was 1100/Mihrimih Sultan, wife of 2126/Riistem Pasa,
who, with her husband and mother, played an important part
in the reign of Siileyman I. 2162/Mehmed Sokollu’s wife 1110/
Esmahan Gevher Sultan was also influential. Further, one can see
the value to a sultan of his daughters as an aid in winning over the
support of his most powerful subjects; this was particularly true in
the case of Bayezid 11 who was allied by marriage to most of the
great vizirs. Another example of this is the way in which 191/
Késem Mahpeyker Valide Sultan maintained her position partly by
marrying her daughters to different vizirs.?

The position of the husbands of these princesses was an equi-
vocal one, often unenviable and almost unavoidable, though there is
the record of at least one vizir who refused the honour.? The title
‘Damad’ (Son-in-law) was within the reach of the humblest of the
sultan’s subjects but, whilst it might bring him power and influ-
ence,* it certainly did not in the least particle bridge the gap between
subject and sovereign.® The conditions under which a pasha married

' On several occasions in the Early Period, the princesses did act as definite ambas-
sadors; 1020/Nefise Sultan (daughter of Murad I) repeatedly acted as mediator between
Opunun and Karaman forces, while 1042/Selguk (A) Sultan (daughter of Mehmed 1)
tried to smooth over the difficulties between Bayezid I and Cem. In 1499 a sister of
Bayezid 11 was a member of an embassy to the new Mameluke Sultan, Kansu,

* Her three daughters, 1152/Ayse, 1153/Fatma, and 1154/Gevherhan, were all
married in infancy and, when a husband died or was executed, a new marriage was soon
arranged: Ayse probably had six husbands, Fatma six, and Gevherhan three,

* 2338/Sark¢: Mustafa Paga refused to marry a daughter of Ibrahim, but in 1675
was persuaded to marry 1202/Hadice, daughter of Mehmed IV,

* Mordtmann, in E.I., ‘Damad’, writes: ‘ Till the time of Siileyman I, the “Damad™
were usually sent into the provinces as governors to prevent their having any personal
influence on the affairs of the Sublime Porte.’ Should it not read ‘After the time . . .",
for there were comparatively few such marriages before the time of Siileyman I, and
they were all with men about the court?

* Knolles, Introduction: “Where the prize is for vertue and valour set up, and the
way laied open for every common person, be he never so meanly born, to aspire. . .
Even unto the nearest affinity of the Great Sultan himself, if his valour and other worth
shall so deserve.’ But Withers, in Purchas, tells us: *The pashas and other subjects,
though by marriage they become uncles, sons-in-law or cousins to the Grand Sultan,
may not by virtue of their affinity challenge any more familiarity or freedom with his
Majesty than if there were no such matter of kindred between them . . . they remaining

5707 H
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into the sultan’s family were arduous. First he had to put away all
the women already in his harem, even though they were mothers of
his children;' then he had to bring many costly presents (‘Agirhik’)
and pay a heavy dowry (‘Kebin’); he was subjected to many humilia-
tions, symbolized by the dagger (‘Hanger’) which his wife always
wore; finally he could be put away by his wife, in favour of another,
if she so wished. In return, the princess usually brought with her
some dowry from the sultan, together with her own personal pos-
sessions and up to twenty of her slaves; a furnished palace was often
provided for the couple and the wife received a stipend out of the
‘civil list’, of from 1,000 to 1,500 ‘ak¢a’ a day. Sometimes even a
measure of affection was shown by the wife, as when 1111/Fatma
Sultan pleaded for the life of 2175/Siyavug Paga from her brother
Murad ITI. Mehmed IV’s daughter 1202 /Hadice Sultan insisted on
joining 2339/Moral Hasan Paga in his province, just as 1176/Kaya
Sultan joined 2243/Melek Ahmed Pasa, although this was contrary
to custom.?

The ceremonies connected with the marriages of the sultans’
daughters were usually magnificent and consequently a great drain
on the resources of the Treasury.’ Doctor Covel gives a very fine
description of one such wedding in 1675, that of 2338/Sanke
Mustafa Pasa to 1202/Hadice Sultan.*

still slaves as the others do." One exception was zo36/Makbiil Ibrahim who, in his
letters to his wife 1og1/Hadice, speaks familiarly of the sultan as ‘Kardesim® (My
Brother), and of the latter's wives as *Abla’ (Elder Sister) and ‘Yenge' (Sister-in-law)—
see Ulugay, Agk Mektuplars, 52. In any case there were compensations: ‘All these
bargaynes (appointments of Vizirs, etc.) are made by the Sultanas [sic] that are married
to pashas.” Sherley, Dircours, 4.

! Again an exception, 2036/Makbdl Ibrahim seems to have been able to maintain
a second wife, Muhsine Hartun, alongside his princess, 1091/Hadice Sultan. Ulugay,
ibid. 61. Further, when 2497/Ahmed Fethi Paga married 1331/Atiye (dsughter of
Mahmud IT) she only discovered his previous marriage to 2498/Semsinur Hanim after-
wards and was very jealous indeed. If he did not come home at night, she would send
men to fetch him. Oz, in T.T.A.E. v. 5, n. 1.

* In the Early and Transition periods princesses had always accompanied their
husbands to the provinces they governed and—like a sultan’s sons—could not move
without the sultan’s express permission ; see the case of 1071/Fatma, given by Ulugay,
in ¥Y.T.D. i. 338 and ii. 456. All this was changed, probably about the time the ‘Kafes’
was introduced.

* When Abdiilmecid’s daughter 1355/Fatma was married to 2554/Ali Galib Paga in
1854, the Sultan spent more than forty million francs on the trousseau and wedding.
Jonquikre, i. 468,

* Covel, 227 fl. It covers: the bridegroom's present, the appointment of proxies,
the drawing-up of the marriage-contract, and the settling of the dowry by the husband
(equal to the annual revenue from Egypt—J 33,750 sterling at that period). Then comes
the procession of the dowry given by the sultan, the transfer of the bride from the Saray
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A complication was brought into these marriages by Ibrahim,
when he began the practice of marrying off the princesses while still
very young. As a result of the recently introduced ‘Kafes’ system,
there were neither sons ready for circumcision feasts, nor marriage-
able daughters whose weddings would add splendour to the life of
the court—and so distract popular attention from failures in govern-
mental affairs. Moreover, and this was a very dangerous precedent,
Ibrahim was looking round for political support among his chief
subjects. A third reason was purely financial : once the engagement
(‘Nigan’) had taken place the prospective husband (‘Namzet') was
held responsible for the young princess’s education and the main-
tenance of her household at a standard in accord with her position.
These child marriages often came to a sudden end with the death of
the husband, when the widow was married again to some other
deserving vizir; in extreme cases a daughter might be married four
or five times." As these child-marriages could not be consummated
until the bride reached puberty, it sometimes happened that after a
whole series of marriages the princess was still a virgin. It is notable
that, after the long break in royal births during the eighteenth cen-
tury, Mahmud II refused to be hurried into marrying his daughters
and patiently waited until they reached maturity before finding
them husbands.

The only really inexplicable marriage is that of Selim I’s daughter
1090/Fatma to her second husband 2266/1brahim, for his descriptive
names of ‘Hadim’ and “Tavasi’ indicate that he was a eunuch.?

Of Divorce there is little to write, for although it is a matter easily
arranged under Islamic Law, it hardly affected the marriages of the
sultans and their children. If a sultan lost interest in one of his legal
wives, married to him to cement some political alliance, he could not
very well divorce her, but she retired from active court life; 120/
Sitt Hatun is said to have spent most of her married life thus.? The

to her new home, and sports in celebration. In this connexion it should be noted that
it is not always clear whether the date given for a marriage is that of the day when the
h“'b!ﬂd'l candidature (‘namzet’) first received official approval, or when the actual
mirriage took place. There was often a long interval between them, during which death
sometimes intervened, Even when the marriage (“tezvig') had taken place, the consum-
mation (*zifaf gecesi') might be some weeks later.

' See p. 97, n. 3, and add 1194/Gevherhan Sultan (daughter of Ibrahim).

* For a more particular discussion of the marriage of eunuchs, see Penzer, 145.

! Babinger, Sitt, 228, Sometimes in the Early Period a sultan’s wife was conveniently
exiled by sending her to live with her son in his provincial governorate—see p. 18, n. 3.
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mothers of a sultan’s children, particularly of sons, could not be dis-
possessed either, but if out of favour they led a rather solitary life
in the harem. With the concubines it was much simpler: they could
be ignored, exiled to the Eski Saray, or married to some courtier.
The same remarks apply to the wives of the sons of the sultans, dur-
ing the period when they could maintain a harem. But neither for
the sultans nor their sons was divorce ever really necessary, for their
harem was sufficiently large to offer discreet asylum for the un-
wanted. For daughters of the sultans, the situation was even easier:
the princesses always retained a position of great superiority over
their husbands and could divorce them at will," though it is not un-
likely that on some occasions an embarrassing husband was re-
moved by more violent means. On the other hand, a princess could
only be repudiated by her husband with the express permission of
the sultan.

Brockelmann? describes divorce in the Muslim world as a ‘neces-
sary compensation for the separation of the sexes, which almost
excludes marriages of affection’, and it was certainly so considered
during the years after 1876. The princes of that period, newly freed
from the restraints of the ‘Kafes’ system, but still prevented from
taking an active part in the life of the Empire, indulged freely in the
pleasures of the harem, while their fundamental instability showed
itself in a disproportionate series of divorces. Moreover, their
example was soon followed by the princesses, so that the last years
of the dynasty were marked by a collapse in social morality which
the people were not slow to notice; it was the people’s repudiation
of this ‘amorality’ which largely facilitated the task of the Nationalists
in overthrowing the dynasty. It was some of these marriages which
failed to receive the recognition of the head of the family.

! Jonquikre, i. 177, says: ‘Un jour 2058/Lath Paga avait ordonné qu'une mahomé-
tane, surprise au milieu de ses débauches flit mutilée & coups de rasoir. La barbarie de
cet ordre révolta tous les esprits de sa femme 1094/Sahhuban, La princesse indignée
lui fit les reproches les plus vifs et les plus amers , . . 'accabla d'injures, le traita
d'impudent, de barbare, de tyran. Transporté de colére, le ministre met In main sur
une masse d’armes et se précipite sur elle. Aux cris de la sultane, les filles esclaves et les
eunuques préposés & Ia garde volent & son secours. Siileyman blima hautement la
conduite de Liitfi Paga, ordonna sa séparation de la sultane, le dépouilla de sa dignité,
et l'envoya en exil & Dimetoka’, where he wrote history.

2 Brockelmann, 44.



XIII
BIRTHS AND CIRCUMCISIONS'

T HE student of Ottoman history tends to gather the impression that
all the sultans had very large families; the hyper-virility of Murad
IIT, Ahmed IIT, and Abdiilmecid I—who each had more than forty
children—obscures the complete sterility of Mustafa I, Siileyman I1,
Osman III, and Selim III. In reality the families of the sultans
averaged only fourteen children, a figure which is not inordinately
large, considering the number of wives available. Further, the two
sexes were almost equally represented among the children, with an
average of seven sons and seven daughters. These figures apply
equally to the whole dynasty and to the two periods, Early and Late,
taken separately. To continue the statistical study, in a total of over
five hundred births, there appear to have been less than a dozen
cases of twins. It is of course possible that there had been others in
earlier times but, considering the celebrations which marked the birth
of Ahmed IT’s sons 710/Ibrahim and 711/Selim in 1692, it is unlikely
that any previous case of twins would have passed unrecorded.?
Reasons for the comparative smallness of the families are not
hard to find. In the Early Period, even though they contracted many
unions for diplomatic advantages, the sultans were generally faith-
ful to one or two wives; Osman I had his 55/Bala Hatun, Orhan his
62/Niliifer, Bayezid I his 82/Devletsah and 81/Despina, and Siiley-
man [ his 151/Hurrem Sultan. Moreover, these early sultans were
largely fighting men, engaged on protracted military operations. It
was only in the short intervals between campaigns that warriors
liked Mehmed II, Selim 1, and Siileyman I would partake of the
Pleasures of the harem. In this respect the sultans seldom tried to
mix pleasure with business; unlike 1915/Sah Ismail, the Turkish
. ' Throughout this chapter particularly, it is necessary to remember that the informa-
'on set out in the genealogical tables is incomplete. In spite of every effort it is almost
certain that, firstly, some births, especially those of daughters, have not been included,
because they were never recorded. Secondly, some of those given anonymously as ‘S’
or ‘D)’ should be identified with previously named children—but which ones? Thirdly,
many dates of births and deaths are missing, a fact which invalidates to some extent the
statistical calculations,
* See Cantemir, 386. For a list of twins, see Table XIV, p. 106.
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sultans were not accompanied by members of the harem while on
campaign. Nor did the latter normally travel with the sultans on
any of their journeys through the Empire.!

With the gradual demoralization of the sultans, which began with
Selim II and was brought about by the change to a life of ease and
luxury, there came for a short time a rapid increase in the size of the
sultans’ families, the crowning achievement being the reported one
hundred-odd children of Murad II1.? But very soon the devitalizing
effect of the ‘Kafes’,? instituted at about this time, began to act as
a strong counter-balance, so that on the average families were no
bigger, while cases of complete sterility occurred and the rate of
infantile mortality increased steadily.*

All children born in the harem, whether of legally married wives,
foreign princesses, or slave women, were legitimate and of equal
lineage in the eyes of Islam, on the one condition that they were
acknowledged by their fathers. In this respect it is notable that the
development of the harem ruled out any legal significance or family
pride in the maternal line of descent.® But the birth of a child, and
more particularly of a son, greatly influenced the position of the
mother within the harem hierarchy, so that the early deaths of many
infant sons must have ruined numberless dreams of greatness.”

In the Early Period children were often born to the sons of

! This only applies after the seclusion of the harem was established in 1453. Even
then 151/Hurrem Sultan seems to have enjoyed certain privileges, and travelled ta
Bursa. The only one who travelled widely was 245/Ribia Gillnis, who followed her
husband, Avar Mehmed [V, on many of his hunting expeditions in Thrace.

2 The figure generally given, 164, is almost certainly an exaggeration: in the tables
it has been possible to account for only 56, and then in a most arbitrary manner.

! See p. 34. Lamb, 268, strangely talks of ‘the disastrous inbreeding of the Harem’,
but there is no evidence at all for such a statement; the odd cases of marriages between
cousins did not affect the main line of the dynasty at all.

* It may be that the ‘increase’ in infantile mortality is illusory and results only from
more detailed records being available in the Later Period; but extensive study of the
genealogical tables, together with a consideration of the conditions of life in the harem
of the Saray, compared with the less inhibited existence of women and children in the
Early Period, will suggest that the ‘increase’ was real. At any rate the smooth flow of
the Succession was most in danger after the ‘Kafes’ had been substituted for Fratricide.
The figures are as follows: from Ahmed I (1603) to Abdillmecid (I1) (1924), 62 out of
147 sons and 46 out of 174 daughters died before reaching their tenth birthday, most
of them in early infancy. The difference in percentages, as between the sexes, 436 to
264, is normal and supports the figures. Comparable figures for the Earlier Period
cannot be given, since few dates of birth and death are known.

* Brockelmann, 44. Wittlin, 1 ff,, gives an over-dramatized account of how Abdil-
mecid [ withheld recognition of Abdiilhamid IT for a whole week, because of suspicions
regarding the circumstances of his birth, * Busbecq, 29.

7 See p. Bo. For the actual ceremonies see Uzuncarsil, 5.7, 106,
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sultans while they were still stationed in their provincial gover-
norates; Siileyman I was born at Trabzon and Ahmed I at Manisa.!
As a result, these births received comparatively little attention in
the capital, largely because—under the early Law of Succession—
there was nothing to indicate which of a sultan’s grandsons would
eventually inherit the throne. However, with the termination of the
system of governorates and the introduction of the ‘Kafes’, a sultan
had no sons—let alone grandsons—until after his accession and all
their births took place in the capital. It was thus easy to turn them
into occasions of popular rejoicing (‘Velidet-i hiimayun’), especially
if affairs of state happened to be going rather unfortunately at the
time. Ahmed 111 had so many offspring that, with the celebration
of the children’s births, the sons’ circumcisions, and the daughters’
marriages, there was a holiday atmosphere in the Saray throughout
his reign.?

Many authorities state that in order to limit the number of males
who could lay claim to the throne, the daughters of the sultans were
not allowed to have sons when they married; and if by any chance
boys were born, the umbilical cord was left untied.? But reference
to the genealogical tables makes it clear that, if this was the Law,
it was not closely observed. Taking the dynasty as a whole, 149
daughters contracted marriages and gave birth to 60 sons and 55
daughters. Even taking the ‘middle’ period from Selim II to
Abdiilaziz (1566-1876), when restrictions were most effective, 88
daughters married and gave birth to 21 sons and 28 daughters, all
of whom were apparently allowed to take the normal course of life.
If the restrictions did exist at all, then the figures suggest that
daughters were almost equally discouraged with sons.* There are
several explanations for these small families; in the first place,

! See Table XIII, p. 105, for the dates and places of birth of the sultans.

* Karal, . A. iii. 168, says: ‘Colour and perfume increased the atmosphere of festivity
with which all the Tulip Age passed.” Covel, 153, says: “The Turks at Bayram, and at
all vietories and births of the princes, make great mirth, It happened the Sultana [sic]
was delivered of a second son [Ahmed 111] this last Ramas, December 1673. The mirth
was put off till the Bayram, and then it was doubled. .. ." The length of the ceremonies de-
pended on which son it was: see Uzuncarsily, 8. T 167-71, and Sirer, in R.T.M. iv. 2433.

* D'Ohsson, vii, g3, says: ‘C'est & ces dispositions rigourcuses et cruelles que la
maison othomane doit sa stabilité,”

* The sons concerned are: 2163-5, 2176, 2213, 2334, 2281, 23403, 2371, 24080,
2419, 2430, and 24434, together with three grandsons of Abdiiliziz. Of these at least
two, 2164 and 2281, had children in their turn, the former's being the famous Ibrahim-
h-lf_w.ldnler, who were supposed to have a claim to the throne; see p. 15, and the
articles ‘Damad’ and *Ibrahim Hén' in 1.A4.
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sterility presumably affected the female line as much as the male.
Secondly, many of the daughters were married before they reached
puberty, or their marriages were of short duration because of their
husbands’ sudden deaths. These, combined with the rule that after
six months of married life in Istanbul a vizir or pasha had to return
to his post, wherever that might be, leaving his wife in the capital,’
all helped to reduce the birth-rate.

With Births, it is convenient to discuss the Feasts of Circum-
cision, which usually took place when the princes were between the
ages of eight and sixteen; once the ceremony had been performed,
they were given separate apartments in the ‘Selimhk’ (Men’s
Quarters). The word ‘s’ means a wedding-feast and is used equally
in speaking of the weddings of girls (‘siir-u cihaz’) and of the cir-
cumcisions of boys (‘slir-u hatan’).? In Islam the wedding-feast was
in honour of the bride, as the husband had already celebrated his
feast at the time of his circumcision; both were considered as com-
pensations for the suffering endured.

From the earliest times the Ottoman sultans celebrated the cir-
cumcisions of their sons and grandsons with great ceremonial and
distribution of largesse, which became ever more prodigal as time
passed. As early as 1457 Mehmed II held a four-day festival at
Edirne for Bayezid II and 571/Mustafa, after which they returned
to their governorates, but probably the most elaborate of all cir-
cumcision feasts was that given by Murad III for his son Meh-
med III in 1582, which lasted practically two months.? The actual
operation, the raison d’étre of the festivities, was usually though not
invariably performed during the first few days. Ahmed I, Murad IV,
and Mehmed IV were all circumcised after they came to the throne,
the operation taking place as soon as possible after the accession.

! The only exceptions were those husbands attached to the central administration,
but even then only during their tenure of office. A remarkable case was 1202/Hadice
Sultan, who insisted on accompanying her husband the ex-grand vizir 2 !
Hasan Paga, into provincial exile in 1704, S 35 ol

* See von Hammer, i. 271; and the various 'S{irname-ler’,

! There is a detailed day-by-day description in Fugger, 63 ff., and also in Damig-
mend, iii. 58. Describing another circumeision, Fugger’s correspondent wrote: "The
results of the Circumcision were presented to the mother of the Crown Prince in a
golden dish, and the blood-stained knife to the mother of the reigning Sultan." [hid.
261, n. A detailed account of the preparations for, and performance of, a much later
circumcision is given by Z. Sakar, in R.7.M. i. 613 and 650; the victim was 864/ Mehmed
Abid, youngest and favourite son of Abdiilhamid [1. The operation was performed—
after much religious discussion—with the aid of anaesthetics,
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TasLe XII1. Dates and Places of Birth of the Sultans
Sultan Date Place
1/Osman 1 1258 Sogt (7)
2(Orhan 1288 7
3/Murad 1 1326 Bursa ()
4/Bayezid I 1360 Edirne (7)
5/Mehmed 1 1380 Edirne ()
6/Murad 11 1404 Amasya
7/Mehmed 11 30. 3. 1432 Edirne
8/Bayezid 11 1. 1448 Dimetoka
q/Selim 1 1470 Amasya
10/Sileyman [ 6. 11. 1404 Trabzond
11/Selim 11 28. 5. 1524 {stanbul
12fMurad 111 4. 7. 1546 Manisa
13/ Mehmed 111 26. 5. 1566 Manisa
14/Ahmed T 18, 4. 1500 Manisa
15/Mustafa I 1592 Manisa
16/0sman 11 3. 11. 160y Istanbul
17/Murad IV 29. 8. 1609 lstanbul {(on Bosphorus)
18/Ibrahim 4. 11, 1615 lstanbul
19/Mehmed IV z. 1. 1642 Istanbul
zo/Siileyman 11 15. 4. 1642 Istanbul
21f{Ahmed II 25. 2. 1643 lstanbul
22[Mustafa 11 5. 6. 1664 Edirne
23(Ahmed III ir. 12. 1673 Hacioglu Pazan
24/Mahmud 1 2. 8. 1696 tstanbul
25/Osman 111 2. 1. 1609 1stanbul
26/Mustafa 111 28. 1. 1717 Istanbul
27/Abdilhamid I 20, 3. 1725 lstanbul
28/Selim 111 24. 12. 1761 Istanbul
2g{Mustafa [V 8. 9. 1779 Istanbul
3o/Mahmud 11 z0. 7. 1785 tstanbul
31/Abdilmecid I 23. 4. 1823 Istanbul
32/Abdiliziz 9. 2. 1830 Istanbul
33/Murad V 21. §. 1840 lstanbul
34/Abditlhamid 11 22. 9. 1842 tstanbul
35/Mehmed V 3. 11 1844 Istanbul
36/Mchmed VI 2, 2. 1861 lstanbul
37/Abdiilmecid (IT) 29. 5. 1868 Istanbul
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TaeLe X1IV. Twins Born to the Dynasty

Parents Treoins Date of birth
A, z21/Ahmed 11 710/ brahim 7. 10, 1602
250/Rilbia =11/Selim
B. 2z2/Mustafa II 721/Ahmed (B) 3. 3. 1703
26.4/Hafise 726/ Murad (B)
C. 23/Ahmed I11 1262 Ummilgitlstim 1. 2. 1708
1266/ Zeyneb (A)
D. 23/Ahmed 111 731/Abdiilmecid 12, 12. 1700
732/ Abdiilmelek
E. 23/Ahmed 111 747/Selim (B) 21. 3. 1715
1250/Saliha
F. 3o/Mahmud IT 81o0/Mahmud 18, 2. 1822
812/Mehmed (B)
G. 31/Abdiilmecid 1 1358/Hadice 8. 1. 1842
382/ Gilleermal 1366/ Refin
H. 31/Abdiilmecid 1 830/Mehmed Nizameddin 19, 4. 1850
820/Mehmed Vamuk
I. 34/Abdiithamid 11 862/Ahmed Nureddin 22. 6. 1gox
421/Behice 865/ Mehmed Bedreddin
J. 842/Mechmed Seyfeddin 2582/Ahmed Tevhid 2. 12. 1004
2581 /Nervaliter 2584 /Fatma Gevheri

It is curious that of the ten cases of twins, five should be the children of only
two sultans, though admittedly Ahmed 111 and Abdiilmecid I had two of the largest
families.

It seerns possible that 627/Cihangir (A) and 630/Stileyman, both barn to Murad III
in 2. 1585, were twins.

Some say that Mustafa ITI was a twin of 942/Mehmed (D), but von Hammer and
Siirreya give separate dates.



X1V
DEATHS AND FUNERALS

THE cause of death of each of the sultans, as far as is known, is
set out in Table XV.! Where death resulted from illness, it is often
difficult to make a clear diagnosis on the available evidence, parti-
cularly as there are sometimes conflicting reports. Some sultans,
however, died in a more dramatic way: Murad I was stabbed to
death by Milosh Kobilovich in the very hour of victory on the field
of Kosova. Two sultans committed suicide, although it was strictly
contrary to the tenets of Islam: Bavezid I, in despair over his defeat
and imprisonment at the hands of Timur, took poison; Abdiilaziz,
depressed by his deposition, cut his veins with a pair of scissors.?
It is not clear whether Bayezid II also took his own life or merely
died of depression; perhaps, even, his death on the road to Dime-
toka was arranged by his son Selim 1. Osman I1, Ibrahim, Selim III,
and Mustafa IV were all executed subsequent to their depositions.?
The only other remarkable death was that of Mahmud I, who
collapsed while on horseback returning from the ‘Cuma Selimhg’
(Friday Prayers); there is a completely unauthenticated tradition
that he did not actually die, and was accidentally buried alive.

It was, perhaps, in death that the sultans were best able to assert
their superiority over their subjects, by repeated contraventions of
the customs of Islam, which were tolerated by the Ulema. The
Prophet ordained that death and burial were to be occasions for
humility and simplicity, to be completed as soon as possible; but
the deaths of the sultans were often marked by prolonged display.
The reason for this became clear when considering the Succession;
to prevent disorder it was often essential to conceal the death of a
sultan until his successor could reach the capital.*

! See p. 110

* For Bayezid I's death see Koprilli's two articles, in Belleten, 2. 59t and 27. 501.
There has been much controversy over the manner of Abdiliziz's death; Mordtmann
in E.L ii. 342 and iii. 332 says suicide, but Siissheim, E.I. i. 36, says murder, as does
Giese, 256—'er wurde abgesetzt und bald darauf ermordet’, All the Turkish writers
in 1.4, and Sehsuvaroglu, A=iz, accept the theory of suicide; the latter sets out all
the contemporary documents and opinions. It is notable that Abdiiliziz's son Yusuf
lzzeddin also committed suicide in 1g16—sece Baykal, in T.D. i. 487, &c.

! See p. 64 T, 4 See p. 37-
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Such concealment could only be achieved by deliberate trickery,
which involved the immediate embalming of the sultan’s corpse
and the apparent maintenance of his normal daily routine. It can
best be seen in the account of the lengths to which 2162/Grand
Vizir Sokollu Mehmed Paga went to prevent the soldiers learning
of Siileyman I's death.! Grand Vizir Mehmed Karaméni Pasa, on
the other hand, took too many precautions over Mehmed II's
death, the suspicions of the Janissaries were aroused and the secret
discovered, with fatal results.> Murad III was the last sultan whose
death had to be concealed, for his son and successor Mehmed 111
was the last prince to be sent out to a provincial governorate ; thence-
forward the heir to the throne was always at hand in the ‘Kafes’.?

Delays in burial, embalming, and the transportation of corpses
over long distances were all alike forbidden to Muslims, exception
only being made in favour of the sultans.* It was probably these
general prohibitions which made the concealment of a particular
sultan’s death a comparatively easy task, as being something com-
pletely outside the experience of the ordinary Turk, and therefore
unsuspected.® Apart altogether from political necessity, embalming
must have been practised by the Ottoman dynasty to allow of the
transportation of corpses to the family mausoleums; prior to the

! See Uzungarpili, O.T., ii. 403 and Danismend, ii. 352,

2 See Unver, Nichemedy, 14.

* Similar cases can be quoted from other countries. In 1249 the death of the Eyubite
sultan of Egypt, Malek Salch, was concealed for three months whilst the struggle
against the Crusaders continued. The record is surely held by Tibet: ‘The sixth Dala;
Lama did not die until 1680. . . . When he did, the Chief Ministers wishing to keep the
power and to use the Dalai Lama’s authority to complete the massive pile of the Potala,
concealed his death for nine years, telling the people that he was in spiritual seclusion
and none must interrupt him." Bell, 32 and 262,

* Cantemir, 43, n.26: ‘Mahometan Law strictly forbids every person, besides the
Emperor, to keep a dead body in his house till the second day, or to remove them beyond
the space of three Italian miles. So, should the Prime Vizir die in a journey, he is to be
buried in the same place where he falls, or the next town if within distance. But the
corpse of the Emperor, should he die even upon the utmost bounds of India, is by his
successor to be embalmed and with the greatest speed conveyed to its sepulchre in the
Mosque built by himself or, for want of that, into some sepulchre of his ancestors.” The
two longest transportations were from Aksehir to Bursa (Bayezid I) and from Sigetvar
to Istanbul (Siileyman I). These privileges were extended to the sultan’s sons; in 1553
6oz |Cihangir's body was brought from Halep.

* ‘Mehmed I's corpse was embalmed according to ancient Turkish custom.’ Danis-
mend, i. 183. At the death of Selim II, the new “Valide Sultan’ took eontrol and
ordered his corpse to be put in ice. Thid. ii. 421, Silleyman 11 died at Edirne and his
body also was packed in ice and sent to Istanbul for burial; the body was brought as
far as Silivri by road and then Izam{ermdtnaupedﬂbmt—uuhuwu)ahmmdll’ H
see Refik, Irtanbul Hayan, 7 and 16.
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capture of Constantinople the sultans and their families were all
buried in Bursa, but after 1453 the graves of all the sultans and most
of their relatives were dug in Istanbul.* Only Mehmed VI and
Abdiilmecid (II) died in exile and were buried there.

The actual funeral of a sultan was not usually the occasion for a
great display, except in the Early Period; ceremonial and proces-
sions there were, but any atmosphere of public mourning and the
wearing of black robes was usually overshadowed by the general
rejoicing—or at least display—connected with the new sultan’s
accession.?

! 570/Cem, however, was buried in Bursa in 1499.

* For details see Uzungarsili, S.T. 53-56. For Mehmed II's funeral see Unver,

. Nichemedy, 14-17; for Murad III's see Rosedale, 26; and for Abdilhamid II's see
Refik, in T.D. i. g4, and Sakir, in R.T.M. ii. 754 and Sog.
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TaBLE XV. Causes of the Sultans’ Deaths
Sultan Date and place of death Cauze of death
1/Osman I 1324—S6f0t Apoplexy/gout
2/Orhan 4. 1360—7 Deepression/gout
3/Murad I 6. 138¢—Kosova Assassination
4/Bayezid 1 10. 3. 1403—Aksehir Suicide (poison)
s/Mehmed 1 26. 5. 1421—Edime Dwysentery/poison (7)
6/Murad I1 3. 2. 1451—Edirne Apoplexy (drink)
=Mehmed 1T 3. 5. 1481 —Maltepe Gout/peison (7)
&/Bayezid I1 26, 5. 1512—Dimetoka| Depression/suicide/assassina-
tion (7)
g/Selim I 22. 9. 1520—Corlu Cancer
10/Siileyman [ 7. 9. tsﬁG—Sn%nm’ Apoplexy
11/Selim 11 15. 12, 1574—Istanbul | Concussion/alcohol
12/Murad 111 16. 1. 1595—Istanbul Apoplexy/stone
13/Mehmed II1 22. 1. 1603—Istanbul | Depression/apoplexy
14/Ahmed 1 22. 11. 1b17—lstanbul | Typhus
15/Mustafa I z0. 1. 163g—Istanbul Mental, physical collapse
16/0sman 11 20. 5. 1622—Istanbul Execution
17/ Murad IV 9. 2. 16g0—Istanbul Cirosis
18/Ibrahim 18. 8. 1648—Istanbul | Execution
19/Mehmed IV 6. 1. 1693—Edirne Gout/depression[poison (7)
20/Silleyman 11 22. 6. 1691—Edime Dropsy
21/Ahmed 11 6. 2. 16g5—Edirne Dropsy, depression/apo-
pl
2a{Mustafa 11 29. 12. 1703—1stanbul Dm;:;f
23/Ahmed 111 1. 7. 1736—lstanbul General/poison (7)
od I 14. 12. 1754—Istanbul | Apoplexy
25/0sman 111 30. 10. 1757—lstanbul | Apoplexy
26/Mustafa 111 21 1. 1774—lstanbul | Heart failure
27/Abdilhamid 1 7. 4. 1780—Istanbul Apoplexy
28/Selim 111 28. 7. 1Bof—lsmnbul | Execution
29/Mustafa [V 16. 11. 1808—Istanbul | Execution
jo/Mahmud 11 1. 7. 1839—Istanbul Cirosis/anxiety /tuberculosis
a1/Abdillmecid 1 25. 6, 1861—lstanbul | Tuberculosis
32/Abdiiliziz 4 6. 1876—lstanbul Suicide (cutting veins)
33/Murad V 29. 8. 1904—lstanbul | Diabetes
34/Abdilhamid 11 10. 2. 1g18—lstanbul | Heart failure
35/Mehmed V 2 .7. 1918—lstanbul Heart failure
36/ Mehmed VI 15. 5. 1926—5an Remo  Heart failure
37/Abdillmecid (II) 8. 1944—Paris Heart failure

Note. Sultans 1-6 were buried at Bursa

Medina.

» 7-35 in Istanbul, 36 at Damascus, and 37 in



XV

TITLES USED BY THE OTTOMAN
DYNASTY

T HE titles assumed by, or given to, members of the House of Osman
may be separated into four classes, indicating respectively: personal
characteristics, personal achievements, personal rank, or the extent
of the Empire.

The first were in the nature of personal ‘Lakap’ (Nickname),
pointing to the interests, habits, or character of the sultan or his
family. They ranged from the ‘Veli’ or ‘Sofu’ of Bayezid II to the
‘Mest’ or ‘Sarhog’ of Selim II, from the ‘Deli’ of Mustafa I and
Ibrahim to the ‘Aver’ of Mehmed IV, from the ‘Adli’ of Mahmud II
to the ‘Kanly’ of Abdiilhamid II. Closely connected with these titles,
but looking rather to individual achievements, were others such as
“Gazi’, accorded to a sultan who led his troops victoriously into the
‘Dar-ul Harb'; or Murad I's ‘Sehid’, in memory of his martyr’s
death at Kosova; the ‘Fatih’ which recorded Mehmed II's capture
of Constantinople, or the ‘Kanuni’ given to Siileyman I in recogni-
tion of his work as a law-giver. It is these two classes of titles which
are shown in the genealogical tables, appended to this book.

Those titles indicating personal rank were much more widely
distributed and lacked the individuality of the two preceding groups.
There were the ‘Celebi’, ‘Sehzade’, and ‘Efendi’ which, at different
periods, distinguished a sultan’s sons; and the carefully graded titles
which marked the progress of a favoured lady through the harem
from “Ikbal’ to ‘Valide Sultan’. Then came the series of administra-
tive titles: ‘Sancak-bey’, ‘Beylerbey’, ‘Paga’, ‘Vizir’, and ‘Vizir-i
Azam’; only certain of these could be accorded to males of the
House of Osman but all were within the reach of the ‘Damad’ who
married into the family.!

These in turn lead on to the titles which marked the steady rise

' In the tables only the highest rank attained by an individual is given, although it
may be presumed that in the vast majority of cases such a person had passed through all
the luwclrﬂnho\fd:.:hi:mch}r;mﬂ. Miller, Palace School, 160 fI., and Gibb and
Bowen, i. 97-137 and 329-63.



112 TITLES USED BY THE OTTOMAN DYNASTY

in dignity of the Head of the Ottoman Tribe: from ‘Han' and
‘Emir’ through ‘Sultan’ to ‘Padigah’;' and those which indicated
the assumption of spiritual authority: ‘Halife’, ‘Hidim-iil Hare-
meyn’, and ‘Emir-iil Muminin.’* Combined with the above was the
long list of territories which owned the sultan’s sway. The whole
can best be seen in the official correspondence, where each separate
claim to distinction is set forth, like a jewel to dazzle the eye of the
beholder.? They can also be seen in the “Tugra’ which decorated so
many official documents;* so the prestige of the sultans was blazoned
to the four corners of the earth.’

TaBLE XVI. Titles used by the Ottomans (and Glossary)

Adli, “The Just." Given to Bayezid 1I, Mehmed III, and Mahmud IL

Aga. *Commander.’ Given to senior officers of the Army and the Household,
such as “Yeniceri Afas’ and 'Kizlar Afasi’,

Ahretlik. *Adopted.’ Given to 130z2/Diirriigehvar,

Ak-bagh. . "White-headed.” Given to 46/Aktimur.

Alp. *Companion in Arms." Frequently used in the Early Period, when the
close tribal organization still existed.®

! *Orhan had from his accession been conscious that he had succeeded to the rule
of a greatly increased number of subjects and of a larger extent of territory than his
father, and judged that he was entitled to abandon the title of “Emir" and to assume the
m:lnre ambitious one of *“Sultan of the Ottomans™.” Cam. Med. Hist. iv. 633 ; sec Sultan,
below.

2 *It is well-known that the Ottoman rulers, as they developed, took the titles of
“hin", “emir", “‘sultan" and—after the conquest of Byzantium—"lord of the lands
and seas’"; when Syria, Egypt and Arabia were added they took those of “protector of
the Holy Cities”’ and “Caliph". Of these titles “'caliph" appears on “fermanlar” and
in the Friday sermons, while we can read the others on coins.” Artuk, 6.

? The prelude of a letter from Siileyman [ to Franeis I in 1525, reads: ‘I who am the
Sultan of Sultans, the Sovereign of Sovereigns, the distributor of crowns to the monarchs
of the surface of the globe, the shadow of God upon Earth, the Sultan and Padishah of
the White Sea [Mediterranean], the Black Sea, Rumelia, Anatolia, Karamania, Rum,
Dulkadir, Diyarbekir, Kurdistan, Azarbaycan, Persia, Damascus, Aleppo, Cairo,
Mekka, Medina, Jerusalem, all Arabia, Yemen and the other countries which my noble
ancestors—may God brighten their tombs—conquered and which my august majesty
has likewise conquered with my flaming sword, Sultan Siileyman Hin, son of Sultan
Selim, son of Sultan Bayezid; you who are Francis, King of France, you have sent a
letter to my Porte, the refuge of sovereigns. . . ." Other examples may be found in von
Hammer, ii. 524, Danigmend, i. 169, and Valaf Dergisi, ii. 439.

* For interpretations of the various ‘Tufira’, see Orgun, in T.T.A.F. v. 263 fT,, and
Wittek, in Byzantion, xviii. 311 1T,

# In 1489 Yusuf Adilgah founded a dynasty in Bijapur, India, and to heighten his
dignity claimed that he was a son of Sultan Murad IT, who had been obliged to flee
with his mother and had subsequently been sold into slavery and taken into the army of
the Bahmanides. E.L i. 139. The idea and not the veracity of the claim is the significant
point. Under Siileyman I, the 'Kapudan Pasa’ Sidi Ali Paga visited India and found
that the name of the ‘Padigah’ had considerable influence at the Mogul capital,

® See Tankut, in Belleten, i. 26,
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Ameca. *Uncle’, on the father’s side,

Ameasade. *Uncle’s son’, and so ‘Cousin’.

Arslan. “The Lion’ or ‘Lion-hearted’. See 2009/ Mehmed.

Aver. “The Hunter," Given to Mehmed IV, whose chief interest in life was
hunting, which he indulged around Edirne.

Baliir, *‘Naval.” See 2472/ Mustafa,

Bahti. “The Fortunate.” Given to Ahmed I, and used by him as a nom-de-
plume for his poetry.

Bajg. *Head’, ‘Chief’. Generally used in conjunction with some other title, as
‘Bag-Cuhadar’ or ‘Kapici-bast".

Bedros. *Peter,” This is a common Armenian name and was given to Abdiil-
hamid II in reference to his supposedly Armenian features. Wittlin, 1,
gives a story that his father was not Abdiilmecid I, but an Armenian who
managed to have a liaison with his mother. The simpler explanation is
that his mother, 397/Tirimiijgin, was probably an Armenian.

Bey. “Lord’, ‘Prince’. In the course of time it lost its significance and became
a courtesy title, rather like the English ‘esquire’,

Beycegiz. ‘Little Lord.” Given to 2288/Mustafa.

Beylerbeyi. ‘Lord of Lords.” Given to the ruler of a great province.!

Beyzade. *Son of a Lord.” Given to the sons of a sultan’s daughters; it replaced
the earlier title ‘Sultanzade’ q.v.

Buyikl. "Whiskered.” Given to 2278/Mehmed.

Bognak. ‘Bosnian.' See 2052/ Mustafa.

Bityiik. ‘Big."

Cedd-ul Osman. ‘Father of the Ottomans.” Given to 40/Siileyman Sah.

Cemca. ‘Powerful as Cemsid.” One of the honorific titles of the sultan.?

Cerrah. ‘Surgeon.’ See 2187/Mehmed and 2327/Kasim.

Cihkandar. *Lord of the World.” Given to Selim III.

Civan. ‘Young.’ Given to 2138/Mchmed.

Cakirer. ‘Falconer.” See 2185/Hasan,

(avus. ‘Petty-officer’, ‘Messenger’. See 2320/Mehmed.

(elebi. ‘Gentleman’, ‘Gracious Lord’, ‘Young Master’. Up to the time of
Mehmed II this was given to the sons of a sultan. It was given personally
to Mehmed 1.

Celebi-Sultan. *Gentleman-prince.’ Up to 1594 it was the title given to those
of a sultan’s sons who governed provinces.

Celik. *Steel.” Given to 2455/Mustafa.

Cerkes. ‘Circassian.’ See 2440/Osman.

(uhadar. *Chamberlain.’

Damad-i Sehriyari. ‘Imperial son-in-law.’ Given to those who married
daughters of the sultans. Technically, it should only be applied to the

! See p. 17, and Gibb and Bowen, i. 130.
* See von Hammer, iii. 451.
BToy 1
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husbands of those daughters who married during their father's reigns.
It was only habitually used to distinguish among several vizirs of the
same name.

Daye. ‘Foster-mother.”

Days. *Uncle’, on the mother’s side.

Defterdar. *Treasurer.’

Deli. “Mad.’ Given to the two sultans, Mustafa I and {brahim, &c.

Divitdar. ‘Bearer of the Writing-case.” See 1549/S.

Doganci. ‘Keeper of the Hawks.' See 2224/Yusuf.

Diizme{ce). ‘False." Given to 538/Mustafa at the time of the rebellions in his
name, and indicating doubt as to his origin.

Eb'ul Feth. ‘Father of Conquests.” Given to Mehmed II.

Efendi. ‘Sir’, ‘Esquire’. From the time of Abdiilmecid I given to the sons
of the sultans. Also the recognized title for members of the spiritual
hierarchy.

Epri. *Crooked.” Given to 6oz/Cihangir, who was lame.

Epri-Fatihi. ‘Conqueror of Egir’ (Eger or Erlau). Given to Mehmed I11.

Emir. 'Ruler’, ‘Prince’. It applied to a semi-independent ruler and was used
by Osman I as long as he recognized the overlordship of the Seljuks.
It reappeared during the Great Interregnum to indicate that from
1402 to 1413 no one of Bayezid I's sons could claim to be supreme
ruler.

Emir-iil Muminin. *Commander of the Faithful." One of the attributes of the
caliph, which passed to the Ottoman sultans after Selim I's conquest of
Egypt (cf. ‘Halife’).

Eniste. ‘Brother-in-law.” See 2339/Hasan.

Ermeni. 'Armenian.” Used of 2265/Siileyman.

Fahreddin. *Glory of the Faith." Given to Osman I.

Fatih. “The conqueror.” Given to Mehmed 1T for his conquest of Constanti-
nople.

Fatih-i Bafdad. *Conqueror of Bagdad." Given to Murad 1V,

Frenk. ‘Frank.’ Used of those from France, and by extension loosely of any-
one of European origin. Given to 2036/Ibrahim.

Gazi. *Fighter for the True Faith’ (Islam). Given to those who carried the
sword into ‘Dar-ul Harb’ and were victorious against the Christians; it
was associated particularly with Osman I, Orhan, Murad I, Bayezid I,
Mehmed II, and Murad IV.!

Geng. *Young.' Given to Osman IT and 2408/Mehmed,

Gazde. 'In the eye—Favourite.’ For a sultan’s female slaves.

Giil. ‘Rose.” Given to 2389/Ahmed.

Giilec. ‘Laughing’, ‘merry’. Given to 2421/Ali.

! Wittek, Deux Chapitres, 05, quotes an inscription at Bursa (1337) which calls

Orhan, *Sultan, son of the Sultan of the Gazis, Gazi, son of Gazi, lard of the horizons,

hero of the world'. Siirreva, ii. 57, even uses it of Abdiilmecid 1.
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Giirgii, *Georgian.' See 2283/Mehmed, &c.

Giireggi. “The Wrestler.” Given to Mehmed [ for his strength; there is some
doubt whether this or ‘Kiiriiggii’ (q.v.) was the correct form as applied
to this sultan,

Giivey. *Bride-groom’, ‘son-in-law’. Given to 1959/Sinan.

Giizelce. ‘Handsome.’ Given to 2070/Mahmud and 200z2/Riistem.

Hace, Haci. ‘Pilgrim.” The feminine and masculine forms respectively, of the
title given to those who completed the Pilgrimage to Mekka.!

Hédim-iil Haremeyn-is Serifeyn. ‘Protector of the Two Holy Cities’ (Mekka
and Medina). Given to Selim I in 1517 by the Sherif of Mekka, who sent
him the keys of these cities (see ‘Halife’).

Hadim. *Eunuch.’ Used of 2032/Ibrahim.

Héfiz. ‘Guardian’, and, by extension, one who knows the Koran by heart.
Given to 2228/Ahmed, 2416/Ahmed, &c.

Hakani. ‘Imperial.’ Given to 2132/Mehmed.,

Hakan-iil Berreyn vel Bahreyn. ‘Lord of the Lands and Seas.’ One of the
sultan’s honorific titles, expressive of his grandiose claims to power.
Halife. ‘Caliph.’ The transfer of this title to Selim I and his heirs in 1517—
though some think it was retained by the last Abassid Caliph until his
death in 1538—has ever since given rise to a great deal of acrimonious
discussion in Islam. . .. Cam. Mod. Hist. i. g1, says: ‘It is one of the funda-
mental principles of Islam that all Muslims shall be governed by a single
Imam, and that Imam must be a member of the “Koreis”, the tribe of the
Prophet. At this time, 1517, the Imamship was in the hands of a shadow,
Mehmed Abu Cafer, of the race of Hasim, who kept up the semblance
of a Court at Cairo. The last of the Caliphs of the Abassid line, he resigned
the Caliphate to the Sultan Selim. This formal transference is the basis
of the claims of the Sultans of Turkey to be the Imams or supreme rulers
of Islam, though they have not a drop of “Koreis” blood in their veins. The
translation of the Caliphate was confirmed by the recognition which Selim
received at the same time from the “Serif" of Mekka, who sent him the keys
of the Kaaba, thus designating him as the Protector of the Holy Places.’
8. Lane-Poole, Egypt, 265, 355, says: ‘The second or Egyptian dynasty
of Abassid Caliphs were restricted to such spiritual functions as the ritual
of the mosque afforded. They formed, however, the technical centre of
Islam and served to connect the old Caliphate of Bagdad with the modern
Sultans of Turkey, to whom they bequeathed such rights as they were
able to bestow. . . . The legality of the inheritance is repudiated not only
by the Shiah, but by the majority of learnéd Sunni, who are aware that
a caliph must belong to the Prophet's tribe of the “Koreis”; but whatever
they may be ““de jure”, the Sultans of Turkey have been *“de facto” caliphs
of the greater part of orthodox Islam ever since the death of Miitevekil.’

! See p. 125.
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Note also the position of Abdiilmecid (II), who was allowed to assume
the position of caliph in 1922, without being sultan.!

Hiin. ‘Lord’, ‘Prince’. As used by the rulers of Krim. Given by Selim II to
his grandson, 2165/1brahim.

Hangerli. ‘With a Dagger.” Given to 1945/Fatma.

Hanim. ‘Lady.’

Hanim Sultan. ‘Princess Lady.” Given to the granddaughters of the sultans in
the female line.

Hantal. ‘Clumsy.” Given to 2392/Hafaf.

Haseki Sultan. ‘Princess Favourite." Given to those favourites of the sultan
who bore him sons; generally limited to the first four or six to become
mothers.

Haseki Kadm. ‘Lady Favourite." Given to the mothers of the sultan’s
daughters.

Hatun. ‘Lady.’ Used in the Early Period for the sultan’s legal wives, and
instead of the later *Valide Sultan’.

Helvac, 'Seller of Sweetmeats.” Given to 2321/Yusuf,

Hezdrpdre, ‘A Thousand Pieces.” Given posthumously to 2311/Ahmed, in
reference to his assassination.

Humayun. ‘Royal.’ From ‘Humay’, the royal vulture.

Hunkdr. *Sovereign.” Given to Murad I and Mehmed I1.2

Hiidavendigdr. ‘Dominator’, *Lord’. Given to Murad I, and then transferred
to his ‘sancak’ of Bursa. Also applied to Orhan and Murad I1.3

1kbal. ‘Fortunate.” The first rank of advancement in the harem.

lihami. *Inspired.’ Given to Selim IIL.

Kadmn. *Lady.’

Kalaylikoz. ‘Blanched Nut." Given to 2160/Ali.*

Kanbur, *Hunch-backed.” Given to Mahmud I and 2239/Mustafa.

Kanh. ‘Bloody.” Given to Abdiilhamid II, for his repressive policies.

Kanuni. “The Law-giver." Given to Mehmed II* and more particularly to
Siileyman 1.

Kapics-Bagt, '‘Head Door-keeper.’

Kapudan Pasa. *Admiral.” Title held by the head of the Ottoman Navy.

Kara. ‘Black.’ Given to Osman I and many others,

Karacehennem. ‘Black Hell." Given to 26zo0/Faik.

Karakas. ‘Black-browed." Given to 2230/Mehmed.

Kehle-i 1kbal. “The Louse of Fortune.’ Given to 2126/Riistem.$

Kel. ‘Bald.’ Given to 2381/Ahmed.

Kethiida. *Steward.’

! See Gibb and Bowen, i. 31-34; [.A4., "Halife"; Hayder, 17, 270; Danismend, ii. 29,
36, 43.
* See [.A. v. 578. ? Thid.
* For another explanation see Danigmend, iii. 560,
$ See Cam. Med. Hist, iv. 705. % See Danismend, ii. 248,



TITLES USED BY THE OTTOMAN DYNASTY 117

Kis. ‘Daughter.’

Kizl. ‘Red.’ See . 693/Ahmed.

Koca. ‘Big.

Kozbeyei, ‘Nut-seller.’ Given to 2241/Yusuf.

Kimiireii. ‘Coke-seller.” Given to 2404/Ali.

Kise. ‘Beardless.” Given to 2472/Mustafa.

Kral. *King." A Serbian title,

Kul. *Slave.’

Kuloglu. ‘Son of a Slave.” See 2337/Siileyman.

Kundakg. 'Incendiary.’ See 2239/Mustafa.

Kunduraci. *Cobbler.’ See 2393/Mehmed.

Kurt. '"Wolf.” See 2604/Ahmed.

Kiigiik, *Little."

Kiiriiggii. ‘Maker of Bow-strings.’ Given to Mehmed I, as this was the trade

g he followed. (Cf. ‘Giiresgi'.)

Lala. *Tutor.” Given especially to the tutors attached to the young princes,
both at court and when transferred to their provincial governorates. See
2200/ Mustafa, &e.

-li{-h|-lu. ‘From. . .' Attached to place-names, it is used to indicate the
town of origin of a person; e.g. 2406/Nevgehir-li Ibrahim, and 2347/
Merzifon-lu Mustafa,

Makbul. ‘Favourite.” Given to 2036/Ibrahim.

Maktul. *Assassinated.” Given to 2036/Ibrahim and 2347/ Mustafa.

Mehd-i Ulydy-i Saltanat. ‘Cradle of the Great Sultan.’ Another name for the
‘Valide Sultan’.

Mekri. *Cunning.’ Given to 2126/Riistem.

Melek. *Angel.’ Given to 2243/Ahmed and 2275/lbrahim, &ec.

Mest. *Sot.’ Given to Selim I1.

Meyvei. ‘Fruit-seller.” Given to 21go/Hasan.

Mirahor. ‘Keeper of the Stables.’ From ‘Emir Ahor’,

Mirza. ‘Prince.” A Persian title. See 2377/Mehmed.

Molla. *Mullah.” See 2480/Ahmed.

Muhassil. “Tax-collector.” See 2365/Abdullah.

Muhsin. ‘Benefactor.” See 2401/Mehmed.

Mubhteem. ‘Magnificent.’ Given to Siileyman I by Europeans, not Turks.

Muid. ‘School usher.’ Given to 2292/Ahmed.

Musahip. *Companion’, and by extension ‘Favourite’,

Miifettis. ‘Inspector.’ Given to 2296/ 1smail.

Miwverrih. ‘Historian.” Given to 2058/ Liitfi.

Nabil{Nabila. *Prince|Princess.” An Egyptian title. See 2614/Kerime.

Naip. ‘Regent.’

Nakkay. ‘Decorator.’ Given to 2255/Mustafa.

Namzet. ‘Candidate.” Those engaged to a sultan’s daughters, where the

marriage is not yet completed.
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Niganci. *Keeper of the Seal.™

-ofli. ‘Son of. . . .

Opuz. ‘Pure’ or *Young Bull’. Given to 2246/Mehmed.

Osmancik. ‘Little Osman.’ For Osman 1.

Okiiz. “Ox.” Given to 2246/Mehmed.

Padisah. ‘Sovereign.’ A title of Persian origin, indicating supreme rank and
jealously guarded by the sultans, for its use by any other person would
imply equality of rank with the sultan. In later times it was accorded to
the French kings.?

Palabeysk. “With long, curved moustaches.” Given to 2321/Yusuf.,

~pdre. ‘Bit’, as in ‘Hezdrpire and *Sekerpire’.

Paga. ‘Lord.’

Pehlivan. ‘Champion’, “Wrestler’. Given to Mehmed I.

Perigan. *“Wild." Given to 2455/Mustafa.

Reis-iil Kiittab. ‘Chief of the Secretaries.”

Rum. ‘Rumelia.’ Basically it stands for Rome and territories of the Roman
Empire. Thus the Seljuks of Anatolia were distinguished by it from those
of Persia. It also stood for the European provinces of the Ottoman
Empire, as in ‘Rum Beylerbeyi'.4

Sakib-i Kiran. ‘Lord of his Age.’ Given to Siilleyman I and Murad IV.

Sahib-ul Ageret-el Kamilet. *He who completes the number ten.’ Also given to
Siilleyman I, as the tenth sultan.

Sancak. ‘Flag’, ‘Province’.

Sancak-beyi. ' Governor of a Province.'

Sarhos. ‘Drunkard.’ Given to Selim II, and 2421 [AlL.

Sar1. “Yellow', ‘Pale’. Given to Selim I, 2280/Hiiseyin and 2297/Kenan,

Sarntkger. *Turban-maker.’ See 2338/ Mustafa.

Sedef-i Diirr-i Hilafet. 'Shell of the Pearl of the Caliphate.’ Another title of
the *Valide Sultan’.

Semen[Semiz. 'Fat.” Given to 2129/Ahmed and 2138/Mehmed.

Serasker. ‘Commander-in-Chief." Given to the Head of the Army.

Seyyid. ‘Descendant of the Prophet.” See 2461/Ahmed and 2473/Mustafa.

Sildhdar. ‘Sword-bearer.’ One of the sultan’s personal attendants; see 2317/
Yusuf, &c.

Sinek. 'Fly." Given to 2447/Mustafa.

Sipahi, *Cavalry officer.” See 2310/Mustafa,

Sirke. ‘Vinegar,” Given to 2335/0Osman.

Sifer, ‘Stall-fed Ox.’ Given to Selim 11,

Safu. ‘Devout.” Given to Bayezid II.

Sultan. ‘Sultan’, ‘Prince’, ‘Princess’. It had at least three distinct uses. Strictly
speaking, when used to indicate the Head of the State, it should be used

! See Gibb and Bowen, i. 117.

* But Ibn Batuta, 140, uses it of Siileyman of Kastamonu.
! See Gibb and Bowen, i. 117. * See Le Strange, 127.
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with *Han’, as in ‘Sultan Hin Murad’. Without ‘Hin’ and used in front
of a name it had the meaning of ‘Prince’ and in this form was often used
for the sons of a sultan, particularly from the time of Mehmed I1. If used
after a name, however, it meant ‘Princess’, as in Fatma Sultan. It was also
combined with ‘Haseki’ and ‘Valide’ (qq.v.).!

Sultan-iil Giizit. ‘Sultan of the Gazis." An early title given to Murad I and
others,

Sultanzade, *Son of a princess.’ Given to the sons of a sultan’s daughters, or
their grandsons.

Siit-Kardegi. *Foster-brother.’

Sah. ‘Emperor.” A Persian title,

Sah-i Alem Penah. ‘Emperor’, ‘Refuge of the world’. One of the sultan’s
honorific titles, Persian in origin,

Sahin, ‘Falcon." Given to 2162/Mechmed Sokollu.

Sahzade| Sehzade. *Son of the Emperor.” Introduced by Mehmed I and given
to the sultan’s sons.

Sehit. ‘Martyr'; i.e. one who died for the Faith in a Holy War. Given to
Murad I and Osman I1.

Sehri. “Town-dweller,” Given to 2311/Ahmed.

Seyh. ‘Head Preacher’, ‘Sheikh’. Given to 1500/Edebili.

Seyh-iil 1sldm. ‘Mufti.' Under the Caliph, the Head of Islam.

Seytan. ‘Devil.” Given to 2275/Ibrahim.

Stcaeddin, ‘Hero of the Faith.” Given to Orhan,

Tavagi. ‘Eunuch.’ Given to z032/lbrahim.

Tavil. “Tall.’ Given to 2162/Mehmed Sokollu.

Tekfur, *King.' From the Armenian “Tagavor’.

Turnakgs. ‘Swindler.” Given to 2243/Ahmed and 2329/Ibrahim.

Tiryaki. ‘Addict.’ Usually indicating addiction to drugs or smoking. Given to
2z16/Hasan.

Topal. ‘Lame.’ Given to 2247/Recep and 2297/Kenan.

Turgu. ‘Pickled’ or ‘Peevish’. Given to 2425/Mehmed.

Tiicear, ‘Merchant." See 2288/ Mustafa.

Upurlu. *Lucky.’ Given to 1796/Mchmed.

Uzun. ‘Long.’ See 1795/Hasan.

Vali. *Governor.’

Valide. *Mother."

Valide Sultan. ‘Princess-Mother.’ Given to the mother of the sultan, during
his reign; introduced in the sixteenth century.

Veli, ‘Saint.” Given to Bayezid IL.

Veliaht. *Crown-prince.’ Given in the Later Period to the heir-presumptive,
but it was not really legalized until the Constitution of 1876 fixed the

* For a detailed study, see E.I, ‘Sultan’, and Uzungargili, S.T. 230-4. Orhan clearly
seemns to have been the first to use this title (see p. 114, n. 1); on this point, see Atiys,
Nicopolis, 157-60.
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Succession in the ‘Eldest Male’ and so defined who was the heir at any
given time. Mehmed VI was even given the title of ‘Veliaht-i sanii
saltanat’ (Second Heir to the Throne), similar to the position of ‘Nured-
din’ among the Krim Hans.!

Vezir. ‘Bearer of the Burden’, *Minister’, ‘Vizir’,

Vesir-i Azam. ‘Chief Minister’, ‘Grand Vizir’. Another form of this was
‘Sadr-1 Azam’.

Voynuk. ‘Bulgarian Skirmisher.” Given to 222¢/Ahmed.

Vayvoda. *Governor', of one of the Principalities (Moldavia and Wallachia).

Yaglkp. ‘Napkin-seller.’ See 2469/ Yusuf.

Yavuz. 'Grim.’ Given to Selim 1.

Yemen-Fatiki. ‘Conqueror of the Yemen.’ Given to zo7z/Sinan.

Yemigei. ‘Fruit-seller.” Given to 21g90/Hasan.

Yenigeri. ‘New Troops.’ The famous Janissaries.

Yuldirim. *Thunderbolt.” Given to Bayezid .

-zade. “Son of. . . ." Its meaning is generally extended to ‘Descendant of . . .’

! See Orik, in R.T.M. iv. 2387.



XVI

NAMES USED BY THE OTTOMAN
DYNASTY

THE Ottoman family appears to have had a fairly catholic taste in
regard to the choice of names. Among some two hundred and fifty
sons there are just over fifty names, of which Mehmed is easily the
most common, followed by Ahmed, Siileyman, and Murad. For a
similar number of daughters there are almost eighty different names,
of which Fatma, Hadice, and Esma occur most frequently.!

A definite trend, dating from the seventeenth century, can be
noticed for the introduction of Arabic names in place of those which
may be described as more typically Turkish. Alongside this process
came the increasing popularity of ‘double-barrelled’ names, such as
Mehmed Vahdeddin or Rukiye Sabiha, in the Later Period.

One other general custom with regard to names was that, if one
of a Sultan’s children happened to die young, his or her name was
often given to the next child of the same sex to be born. So one
comes across the five Ahmed of Mahmud II, and the four Mehmed
and three Hadice of Ahmed II1.2

The most remarkable, though by no means the most popular, of
names which recur through the dynasty is that of Mustafa, which
seems to have borne a curse for the House of Osman. The first
prince to bear the name was 538/Mustafa, the son of Bayezid I;
he disappeared after the Battle of Ankara and returned—or was
impersonated—to cause trouble during his brother Mehmed I's
reign. He was executed by Murad II early in 1423. Soon afterwards
another, 554/Mustafa, son of Mehmed I, also rose in rebellion and
he, too, was executed in the same year. Mehmed II's son, 571/
Mustafa, met with an unfortunate death in 1474, while resident in

' The figures are: Mchmed 37, Ahmed 21, Siileyman 16, Murad 15, followed by
Mahmud and Selim, Mustafa and Bayezid; Fatma 22, Hadice 15, Esma 11, Ayse 10,
and Rukiye 7.

* “The custom, still prevalent in Anatolia, of giving the name of a dead son to the
riext son to be born, can be traced back to that time [Bayezid I].” Kepgioglu, in Vaksf

, ii. 400.
* For these two see p. so.
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his governorate.! 606/ Mustafa, son of Siileyman I, was hounded to
death by his stepmother 151/Hurrem and half-brother Selim IT jn
1553. Selim II’s own son 613/Mustafa was executed in 1574 on his
brother’s accession, and Murad III's son 635/Mustafa suffered the
same fate in the fratricidal purge which marked the accession of
Mehmed III in 1595. The first Sultan to bear the name, Mustafa I,
ruled twice, but was twice deposed on account of his incurable
madness, Osman II is said to have had a son, 671/Mustafa, but
there is no record of what happened to him. Sultan Mustafa II was
deposed, while Mustafa IV, the last prince to bear the name, was
both deposed and executed in 1808. Mustafa 111 alone seems to
have been able to ward off the evil influence of his name.

Several other names deserve to be mentioned as well, Professor
Uzungarsili points out that Osman I named two of his sons by
courtesy after two of his more important contemporaries in Anatolia :
502/Coban after the ‘Ilhanhlar Beylerbeyi’ Emir Coban, and 503/
Hamid after Hamidoglu Diindar Bey.

Then Professor Wittek, commenting on the religious heterodoxy
of Simavna Bedreddin, asks whether there was any significance in
the names chosen by Bayezid I for three of his sons: 540/Siileyman
(Solomon), 537/Misa (Moses), and 532/Isa (Jesus). This is quite
possible, but other explanations could be put forward. To begin
with, Siileyman was already a name of importance in the Ottoman
family, having been borne by 4o/Siileyman Sah and 514/Siileyman
Paga. Even the other two might equally be expressions of the
influence of the Sultan’s Christian wife 81 /Despina, who wielded
great power over Bayezid.?

Finally, there is the case of the three sons of Abdiilhamid I:
770/Abdullah, 771/Abdiiliziz, and 772/Abdiirrahim; as all three
were stillborn, they should not have received any name at all 4

' See Uzuncarsily, O.T., ii. 108.

i Uzungargl, O.T. i. 30, n. 2.

* Wittek, “Ankara’, in Belleten, 27. 587, n, 2.

* Siirreya, i. 53, ‘Bi-ruh olarak tevellid ettiler’, {They were bomn without souls.)
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TRADES OF THE SULTANS

ALTHOUGH the sultans came to hold such an exalted position in
the world, yet they were brought up ‘in conformity with the old
Turkish tradition that everyone, even royalty, should be trained in
some one trade or craft, that might prove a resource in event of
misfortune’.!

Quite possibly this custom really had its origin in the connexion
between the early Ottoman sultans and the ‘Ahiler’, of whose
activities we catch glimpses in the pages of Ibn Battuta. Certainly
they and their descendants, the Trade Guilds described by Bus-
becq and others, were always very influential in the ceremonial life
of the court and capital.2

Records of the trades of the different sultans are not complete,
but there is sufficient evidence to show that they were taken seri-
ously by the sultans. More than that, they reveal a wide variety of
interests. The first of whom anything is known is Mehmed I, whose
name ‘Kiiriig¢ii’ shows that he was a maker of strings for bows.
Mehmed II was a gardener, ‘attaining much skill in this occupation
and deriving such pleasure from it, that he spent much of his leisure,
in the intervals between campaigns, working in the gardens of the
Grand Seraglio and other palaces’. Selim I and Siileyman I turned
their hands to the art of the goldsmith, while Selim II made cres-
cents for the staffs of pilgrims on their way to the Holy Cities.
Murad I1I made arrows, while Mehmed 111 was skilful in making
spoons and the special thumb-rings used by archers, as was his son

¥ Bee B. Miller, Palace School, 27, based on Spandugino, ibid. g7: “There is not any
prince or lord so great, even the Emperor himself, that he does not cause his children
to be instructed in some art or science by means of which he could earn his livelihood,
in case he should fall upon evil days.”

* Purchas, 1829: “The Grand Sultan—Ahmed I—is of the Company of Archers, as
most of the Sultans of the Ottoman family have been free of some company or other.
His father Mehmed was of the Company of Ring-Makers.”

! B. Miller, Palace School, 27, and quoting Angiolello, ibid. 8: “This same Mehmed
was also accustomed to fashion rings for the bow, buckles for the girdle, and sheaths
for the sword, which things he did merely for passing the time.’
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Ahmed I.* Mehmed IV was so much a poet that it might almost be
regarded as his trade; he even wrote military dispatches in verse.
One of the last sultans to exercise a trade was Abdiilhamid II, who
was interested in inlaid damascene work.

While there was never any pecuniary interest in these works, they
did bring in quite a steady revenue to the sultans concerned. Small
examples of the sultan’s handicraft were often presented as gifts to
those attending the court, an action which called for immediate
reciprocation with a gift of far greater value.

* Sandys, 73: ‘Ahmed's occupation, for they are all tied to have one, is the making of

ivory rings, which they wear upon their thumbs, when they shoote, whereupon he
works daily.’
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THE OTTOMAN DYNASTY AND THE ‘HAC’

IT is remarkable that, although the Ottoman dynasty was at all
times Muslim and from the time of Selim I the sultans held the
supreme office of caliph, yet less than half a dozen members of the
House of Osman ever earned the title of ‘Haci, Hace’ (Pilgrim) by
performing the pilgrimage to Mekka which is enjoined on all good
Muslims.

The first member of the family to reach the Holy City was a
woman, 1045/D., the daughter of Mehmed I and widow of 1701/
Mahmud Candarh Pasa; then there was 1646/Hundi, while en-
gaged to Zahir Cakmak, in 850 [5.1.1447]." Two other women,
270/Ayse Buhari, wife of Ahmed III, and 2g9o/Ayse, wife of
Mahmud I, also made their pilgrimages in the eighteenth century.

It is said that Bayezid 11 was on the point of leaving Amasya for
Mekka when he received the news of his father’s death and imme-
diately gave up his intention for the more important work of assert-
ing his title to the throne. It is reasonable, knowing Bayezid’s
character, to think that this tradition is true.? The period of civil
war which followed, ended in the flight of 570/Cem to the court of
the Mameluke sultan Kaitbay. While in Egypt Cem decided to
fulfil his religious duties and set out for Mekka early in 1482, but
it is not quite clear whether he actually reached the Holy City.?
Bayezid II's son 583/Korkud also set out on a pilgrimage, but was
turned back when he reached the frontier of Egypt.

Surprisingly enough, although Selim I was presented with the
keys and declared Protector of the Holy Cities, by the ‘Serif’ of

' Von Hammer, iii. 351, and Uzungarsili, in Belleten, 68. 524, respectively.

* Cantemir, 116: ‘Bayezid was now at Amasya and thinking of **Hac", or a pilgrim-
age, to Mekka, when an unexpected message came to him from the Vizir that his father
was dead and had appointed him his successor. He received also a letter signed by the
Vizir and the rest of the great men, exhorting him to come and take possession of the
throne, and leave his intended pilgrimage to men of lower birth and more leisure.’

Cantemir then goes on to say that piety won the day and Bayezid sent Korkud to act as
;ﬂllﬁl for nine months while he performed his pilgrimage—a complete travesty of the
nCts,

! Compare von Hammer, iv. 14, E.I i. 1034 and Uzuncarsily, O.T. ii. 159, Fisher,
26, says he did it for propaganda purposes.
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Mekka, while in Cairo in 1517, he never seems to have considered
seriously the idea of performing his pilgrimage. Was it fundamental
irreligion on his part or merely military necessity which kept him
away—since he was there at the proper time of the year?

Nothing more was heard of Mekka—apart from the annual
caravan of gifts sent by the sultan’—until in 1622 Osman II an-
nounced his intention of going there. As we have seen,? his real
intentions, however, were far from religious; his idea was to go as
far as Syria or perhaps Arabia and there collect a loyal and well-
disciplined army with which he might return to the capital and
crush the Janissaries. The ‘Seyh-iil Islim’—Osman’s father-in-law
2260/Esad Efendi—warned him of the danger of leaving the capital
and sent him a “Fetva’ declaring that it was unnecessary for a sultan
to make the pilgrimage. Osman was all ready to cross the Bosphorus
on the first stage of his journey, but the Janissaries rose against him.
They obtained a second ‘Fetva’, aimed at those who had suggested
the pilgrimage; with this they forced the Sultan to remain in the
capital, where they soon deposed and executed him.?

The last of the dynasty, Mehmed VI, visited Mekka soon after
his deposition, but on realizing that Serif Hiiseyin was mancuv-
ring for the transfer to himself of the title ‘Caliph’, Mehmed VI
withdrew from Mekka as soon as possible, without waiting to per-
form the pilgrimage.* So ended the connexion between the sultans
and the Holy Cities of which they had been the special Protectors.s

! The 'Siirre Alayr’ (Procession of Gifts), led by the ‘Emir il-Hac', and the many

acts of charity performed by the sultans may all be considered as *lskat-i Hae', an

act of appeasement.

3 See p. 64

! See von Hammer, viii. 2g90.

* See Hayder, 251-2.

* It is possible that minor members of the family have made their pilgrimages in
recent years, but they have not been recorded.
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TABLE XVII. The Genealogy of the Sultans
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TasLe XVIIL The Sultans, with Dates of Accession

Sultan Date of accession
1/Osman [ 680 [1281] (Tribal Authority)
699 [1300] (Independence)
2/Orhan 724 [1324]
3/Murad 1 761 [1360]
4/Bayezid 1 791 [6. 1380]
{Fetret Zamani) 8oy [28. 7. 1402]
5/Mehmed 1 816 [5. 7. 1413]

6/Murad 11 (A)

Bzy4 [26. 5. 1421]

7/Mehmed IT (A) 848 [1. 12. 1444]
Murad 11 (B) 850 [0, 1446]
Mehmed 11 (B) 855 [3. 2. 1451]

8Bayezid 11 886 [3. 5. 1481]

g/Selim [ 018 [24. 4. 1512]

10/Sileyman I 926 [2z2. 9. 1520]

11/Selim 11 974 [7. 9. 1566]

12/Murad 111 98z [15. 12. 1574]

13/Mehmed 111 1003 [16. 1. 1595]

14/Ahmed [ 1012 [21. 12, 1603]

15/Mustafa I (A) 1026 [22. 11. 1617]

16/0sman 11 1027 [26. 2. 1618]
Mustafa I (B) 1031 [19. 5. 1622]

17/Murad IV 1032 [10. 0. 1623]

18/Ibrahim 1049 [g. 2. 1640]

19/Mehmed IV 1058 [8. 8. 1648]

z2o/5lleyman 11 1099 [9. 11, 1687]
21/Ahmed 11 1102 [23. 6. 1601]
2z/Mustafa 11 1106 [6. 2. 1695]
23(Ahmed 111 1115 [22. B. 1703]
24/Mahmud 1 1143 [1. 10. 1730]
25/Osman 111 1168 [14. 12. 1754]
26/Mustafa 111 1171 [30. 10. 1757]
27/Abdiilhamid 1 1187 [21. 1. 1774])

28/Selim 111 1203 [7. 4. 1789]

29/Mustafa IV 1222 [29. 5. 1807]

3o/ Mahmud 11 1223 [28. 7. 1808]

3t/Abdilmecid 1 1255 [1. 7. 1830]

32/ Abdiiliziz 1277 [25. 6, 1861]

33/Murad V 1293 [30. 5. 1876]

34/Abdiilhamid IT 1293 [31. 8. 1B76]

35/Mehmed V Regad 1327 [27. 4. 1909]

36/Mehmed VI Vahdeddin 1336 [3. 7. 1918]

1341 [1. 11. 1922] (Caliph only)
37/Abdilmecid (I1) 1341 [19. 11. 1922] (Caliph only)

to 1342 [3. 3. 1924]

707 K



TaBLE XIX. Ages and Reigns of the Sultans®

| Ageat Lengthof | Ageatend | Ageat
Sultan accession reign of retgn death
1/Osman [ z3 43 bb 66
2{Orhan 36 36 72 72
3/Murad I 14 20.2 63 63
4/Bayezid 1 20 13.7 42 43
5/Mehmed 1 24 7-II 32 32
6/Murad 11 17; 42 23.7; 44 40; 47 47
7{Mehmed 11 12.8; 18.11 1.10; 30.3 14.6; 49.1 40.7
8/Bayezid 11 33.3 31 64.3 4.4
o/ Selim 1 42 8.5 50 50
10/Siileyman 1 25.01 46 2110 T1.10
11/Selim 11 42.3 8.3 50.7 50.7
12/Murad 111 28.5 zo.I 48.6 48.6
13/Mehmed 111 28.8 8.1r 377 37.7
14/Ahmed I 13.8 130T 277 27.7
15/ Mustafa [ 25; 30 —3: T4 25.3; 31 46
16/0Osman 11 13.4 4.3 17.7 17.7
17/Murad IV 14 16.5 30.5 30.5
18/Ibrahim 24.3 8.6 32.0 32.9
19/ Mehmed IV 6.7 0.3 45.10 51
20{Sdleyman 11 45.7 3.7 40.2 40.2
21/Ahmed 11 48.4 3.7 SI.IT 5117
z2z2(Mustafa 11 30.8 8.7 30.3 10.7
23/Ahmed 111 29.8 27T 56.9 6z2.5
24/ Mahmud 1 347 24.2 8.4 58.4
25/0Osman 111 5511 2 IT s8.ro s8.10
26/Mustafa I11 40.9 16.3 = 57
27/Abdiilhamid 1 48.10 15.3 64.1 641
28/Selim 111 27.4 18.2 45.5 46.7
2g/Mustafa IV 27.9 1.2 2811 20,2
3o/Mahmud 11 23 30.1I £3.0T §3.0T
31/Abdiilmecid 1 16.2 Iz 38.2 38.2
3z2/Abdiiliziz 311.4 14.11 46.4 46,4
33/Murad V 358 —.3 3501 63.11
34/Abdiilhamid 11 3311 32.8 66.7 95.5
35/Mehmed V g6 9.2 738 738
36/Mehmed "{1 57.5 4-4 61.9 65.3
37/Abdiilmecid (II) 54.5 1.3 55.8 76,2
Average® ng 17.3 50.5 514

! All ages are calculated to the nearest month,
* The averages are calculated as if Murad 11, Mehmed IT, and Mustafa I each reigned

once only.
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T'His section contains details of all the books and articles to which the author
has made reference in the text, and also of certain others which have a bearing
on the subjects under discussion. Usually references in the footnotes are given
only with the author’s name; where this would lead to confusion between a
number of different works, short titles have been added and these are given
here in brackets after the full titles,
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118/Irene, 25 n., xxvir.
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XXII, LXI.
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1721 /Irene Comnenus, XXvVI, LV, LXIIL
532/lsa (A), (4/Bayezid 1) 6, 16, 22, 24,

?o, 18, 122, oIV,

533/1s2 (B), (4/Bayezid I), xav,

=37/15a (23/Ahmed IIT), xL1.

1600/1sa, Aydinoglu, xxIv.
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1740/ Isa, xxV1.

631/lshak (rz/Murad III), 31, 200601
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1968/ Iskender, Dukaginzade, xxvi.
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XXVII, LIV,
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101, XXVIII, LXII.

2168/ lsmail, Bahir (z167/Al), xxxI.

2206/ lamail, Mifettiy, 117, X00VIL

2433/ lsmail Zahdd, xu1.

2603/ lsmail Hakla, xuvin.

2616/ lsmail Hakks, Hafiz, 89, xLIX,

2721 [lsmail Hakky Okday (2720/Ahmed),
LIL

2722/lsmail, L.

lsmail, Khedive (Egypt), 13 n., 89.

tsmail, ZaluAd, 81 n.

lsparta (Hamideli), 22.

Istanbul, 4, 10, 13, 18, 21, 23, 28, 37, 30,
40, 41, 42, 44, 45, 46, 51, 57, 60, 71,
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71, 9O,
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6o, 61, b2, 63, 64, 65, 66| “r?ﬁb 120,
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1531/John VI Cantacuzenus, 77 n., XXif,
LXI.
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XXIV, LXI.

1543(John Vatatzes, xxir.
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XXIIL.
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Shishman,
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441/ Kimures, L1
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XXVIIL.
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1195/Kaya (18/1brahim), xooxvii.

1176/Kaya Esmahan (see Esmahan).
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2223/Kenan, Koca, xooav.
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XXXVIL.
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168/ Lebriz Felek, x1v1.
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1610/ Louis Fadrique (Salona), xxrv, LxI1.

Louis XIV (France), 50 n.
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6o3/Mahmud (10/Sileyman ), xxx.
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1996/ Mahmud (r995/Ahmed), xxvir, Liv.
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2512 Mahmud Celileddin (2510/Meh-
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LX.
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94, 97 n., 105, 108 n., 110, 113, 115,

117, 118, 121, 123, 129, 130, XXIV,
XXV, XXVI, LIV, LV, LVI, LVII, LX, LXI,
LXIII.
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724/Mehmed (zz2/Mustafa 1I), xL.
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942/Mehmed (D), (z3/Ahmed III), 31,

XLI.
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2423/Mehmed, Sevki, xv1.
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XLI.

2435/Mehmed, Turgu, 119, x11.
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XLI,
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2470/Mehmed Emin (2460/Yusuf), XL,
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XLV
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2510/Mehmed Halil Raf'at, Gilreil, XLVI.
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XLVIL.
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2504/Mehmed Nizameddin (844/Yusuf
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2508/Mehmed Serif  (2597/Ahmed),
XLVIIL.
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Mehmed, Baltaci, 15 n.
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Mehmed Emin, Haci, XL n.
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Mehmed, Karamani, 1o, 38, 39, 108,

Mehmed, K&priili, x0vin n., LIX
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zo4c/Mehmedsah (2035/Ibrahim), xoox.

Mehterhane, 2.

Mekka, 53, 115, 123, 125-6.

1518/ Melek, xxr.

2705/Melek Zeyran, L1

1309/Meleksah (z7/Abdilhamid I), xLv.
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1547/ Melik-i Nasir, 22, 30, XXIL

Memlikler (see Mamelukes).

1950/Menkili Giray, 88, xxvim,
Ly,
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ag2o/Mestinas, XLVII.
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Moldavia, g1, 120.

Mongols, 1, 15.

Morea, 24.
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44, 45, 8o n., 83, 98, 101, 103, 104,
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586/Sahingah (8/Bayezid 11), 8 n., 22 o,
23, 30, 51, XXVIII, LVIL

251/5ayeste, XXXIX,

304/Sayeste, XLVIL

266/5ehsuvar, 83, XL, XLII.

463/Sehsuvar, L.

o1/Sehzade Hatun, xov.

1984/Sehzade (1983/ Ahmed), xoovin.

226/Sekerplire, xxxVIL

Semseddin, Sevh Ak, 45.

395/Semainur, XLVIL.

2498/Semsinur, 98 n., XLVIL.

z530/Fercfeddin (833/Sdleyman), xLvim,
XLVIIL.

306/Sevkefza, 83, XLVII, XLIX,

353/Sevkinur, xLv,

1514 /Seyhi, xar.

Seyh-ill Islam, 27, 28, 41, 45, 63 n., 75,
119,

136/Sirin, XXVIII,

227/ Sivekiir, 000vII1.

100 M.,

346/ Tahisefa, xLv.

1515 Tac1 Hatun, xx1.

142{Taclu (z015/Hulefa), 87, xxmx, Lx11.

Tahmasp I, Shah, 28, 52.

Tahmasp 1, Shah, 67.

Talat, paga, 73 n.

71/Tamara (1560/John Alex. II Shish-
man}, 85 n., xxnr,

121/ Tamara (1758/George Phrantzes), 87,
AXVIL.

2593/ Tazende, xLvim.

228 Telli (see Hiimisah).

418/ Teranidil, xLix.

2611/ Tevhide, xLx,

Tevhide (Khedive lsmail), 8q.

63/Theodora (A), (1531/John VI Canta-
cuzenus), 86 n., g3, Xx11, LXI.

64/Theodora (B), (1535/Stephen Urosh
IV), xxar, Lxmm.
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204/ Tiryal, xLi1.
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2673/ Tiryal (2672/Mergem), L.

Titles, 18, 43.

Top-Kap1 Sarayl, 10, 21, 32, 34, 35, 49
43, 79, 123.

Trablus, 21.
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Tugra, 18, 112,

1760/ Turgatir, XxvIL.

229/ Turhan Hadice (see Hadice).

Turhanofullan, g1.

zo1[Ukayle (2260/Mehmed), 88 n., 91 n.,
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Ulema, 11, 13, 25 n., 26, 30, 42, 01, 107.
2708/ Ungdr, L1.
281 /Ummetullah Bind, xL1.
1227/Ummetullah (22/Mustafa II), xv.
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282/ Ummiigtlstim, xL1.
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1228/Ummilgiilsim (22/Mustafa 11), xL.
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XLI

Uskiidar (Skutari), 51, 79.
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Varna, Battle of, s5.

2628 Vamf, xiix.

398/ Verdicenan, xvvin.

295/ Verdinaz, xt.11.

Vizir-i (Grand Vizir), 111, 120,
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1726 Yeni, Sadibeyzade, 200vi.
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Yildiz Saray, 71, 79.
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7o, 71, 76.

2035/ Yunus, xxx.

555/ Yusuf (5/Mehmed I), 27, 30, XxV.
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2469/ Yusuf, Yaglike, 120, XLIL
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GENEALOGICAL TABLES
How to Use the Tables

THe following Tables contain such a mass of information that a great deal of
abbreviation has been necessary; the necessary explanations are given below.

1. The Numbers.
(a) 1-37 are for the Sultans.
(b) 4030 are for the Ancestors of Osman.
(c) 55-465 are for the Wives of the Sultans.
(d) s00-goo are for the Sons of the Sultans,
(¢) 1o0o-1450 are for the Daughters of the Sultans.
(f) 1500-2725 are for all other persons.

2. Dates.
(a) 748 [1347]; 748 is .. and 1347 is A.D.
(&) B. 748 [1347]; B. is for "birth".
() D. 748 [1347]; D. is for ‘death’.
(d) c. 748 [1347]; ¢. is for eirea (about).
(¢€) — 748 [1347]; — means ‘before 1347
(f) 748 [1347] —; — means ‘after 1347".

3. Names.
{a) 1510/S.: S. is for ‘son’, male person. -
(5) 1519/D.; D. is for ‘daughter’, female person. Unknown)
(¢) 1519/DD(2); DD(z) means ‘two daughters’.

{(d) Mehmed (A), (B), &c.: used to separate two or more children of the
same name.
4. Marriages.
{a) : is for marriage.

(B) (1) : shows a first marriage.
(¢) (1) ==(2): shows a first marriage of one partner and a second marriage

] of the other partner.
(@) =7=: shows there were children, not given here.

5. Other Abbreviations.

Ab. abdicated. K. King.
Ac. accession. K.P. Kapudan Paga (Admiral).
ass, assassinated. N.R. not recognized.
B. (after name) Bey (Lord). 0.5.p. obiit sine prolie (no chil-
Blby. Beylerbey  (Provincial dren).

Ruler). P. Pasa (Pasha).
B}_rz, E. Byzantine Emperor. q.v- quod vide (which see).
Driv. divorced. v. vide (see).
Dp. deposed. V.A. Vezir-iAzam (Grand Vizir).
Eng. engaged. V.8, Valide Sultan (Princess-
b executed. Mother).
Gov. Governor.
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NOTES ON OSMAN I (TasrLe XXI)

* E.L iii. 1075, says he was possibly not the son of Ertufrul; compare Langer and
Blake, 406, n. 65,
2 Thn Battuta calls him ‘“The Little’, and Evliva Celebi strangely refers to him as “The

3 Various dates, from 1252 to 1260, are given, but this seems the most probable: see
Dangmend, O.T.K. i. 1.

4 The first date represents succession to the tribal authority on the death of Ertufrul,
though it is likely that the latter had abdicated before then; see p. 54. According to
Feridun's Mingeat, Osman was appointed by a firman of Alfeddin Kaykobad 111 dated
683 [1284], but the text is almost certainly false; to begin with the then Sultan was Giyh-
sliddin IT Mes'ud. The second date represents virtual independence as the Selquk Empire
collapsed; but see p. 6, n. 2.

3 Dsman probably abdicated about 1320; see p. 54. He seems to have died between
Sept. 1323 and March 1324; this date is fixed by reference to the ‘Asporca Hatun'un
vakfiyesi’ and ‘Orhan Bey'in vakfiyesi"—see Uzungarpl in Belleten, 19. 277 and 34. 207.

& For the identification of Bili and Mal Hatun, and their respective children, see Uzun-
gargh, O.T. i. 26, n. 1.

? Osman’s children are studied by Uzungargih in Belleten, 19. 277, on the evidence
of the ‘Asporga Hatun'un vakfiyesi'.

! Dangmend, O.T.K. i. 10, and Uzun¢argh, 0.7 i. 32, make it clear that this man must
not be confused with Alieddin Paga, the vizir. For his family, see [.A4. i. 284.

# For the names of Coban and Hamid, see p. 122.

1 Uzuncargih, O.T. i. 32, n. 1, says that von Hammer, on finding ‘Pazarlu Bey' in
Cantacuzenus, turned it into ‘Paga Ali Bey’, and made it equal to ‘Alieddin Bey'. But the
same author, in Belleten, 19. 283, says they were possibly identical.

# Uguncargih, O.T. i. 22, n. 2, and L. 4. ii. 370, quote from Yanicizade's Selpubmame, o
story of Ertufrul meeting Giyisiiddin Kayhilsrev and offering him a vounger son of
Osman I as a servant (hostage ?) and of the latter being given a ‘tmar’ at Yijinik, near
Kihta. When Bayezid I marched on Malatya, this son's descendants—Ahmed, Bayat,
and Halil—claimed relationship.
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NOTES ON MURAD I (TasLe XXIII)

! See Table XXII, n. 1.

3 See Table XXII, n. 3.

! Various dates from 15.6 to 27.8.1389 are given for the Battle of Kosova; Gibbons,
174, n. 2, and E.W.H., 324, give 20.6.1389, but Atiya, Nikopolis, s, prefers 15.6.1380.
Note that Zambaur gives 70z [138¢], while E.I. i, 684 gives 701 [1387], both wrong
concordances,

* Dates as early as 771 [1370] are also given; in many marriages such discrepancies
probably represent the period between the original marriage contract and the actual
marriage ceremony. This marriage was a symbol of the submission of the Bulgarian king-
dom, which took place in 1370.

¥ See Gibbons, 160 and 173. She was of the Balsha family.

¢ See Uzungarply, O.T. i. 70, n. 1.

? Bee Taeschner, in Oriens, vi. 1, 25, and Oz, in T.V. i. 4. 243.

* There is great confusion as to the identity of Nefise and of her husband. Kramers,
in E.I ii. 750, and Zambaur, Table O, n. 30, speak of Nefise, daughter of Murad I1
marrying Alleddin Ali Karamanoglu in 988 [1386] (or 783 [1381]), when Murad II was
not born. In E.1 iii. 728, Kramers says she was daughter of Murad I, and so does Zam-
baur, 160, n. 4, where he calls her Nefise Sultan, and marries her to Aldeddin Ali's father
Alfeddin. But on the same page Zambaur notes Sultan Hatun, daughter of Murad I,
marrying Alieddin Ali's grandfather Alieddin Halil. From all this it seems clear that
Nefise was the daughter of Murad 1; were she the daughter of Murad 11 (bomn 1404), she
could hardly have married Alieddin Ali (died 1424). From the inscription on the ‘Hatun-
ivye medresesi’ at Karaman, it is clear that the wedding took place at least in 1381, if not
earlier. There is no direct proof, but it is probable that Nefise Sultan and Sultan Hatun
were one and the same person, and that she married Alieddin, the son of the then Emir,
Alfeddin Halil, See also Danismend, O.T.K. i. 65,
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TasLe XXIV. BAYEZID I and his Family

3 TJo
Murap l==Gillcicek Il‘sxr I

1591 The title ‘Yildiim® was gained at the Battle of Konya, 1386,
Guh:lylmvid;TMilim Bulco

See Table XXII, n. 1.
ce XX, n. 1.
This is the date of the Battle of Ankara given by Arabshah, 184,
1600 and accepted by Torga and Uruncarsily, 0.7, i. 166, n. 1.
fu y O, L 170, and Kiprllld in Belleten, 2. 591, and
27. iﬁ;% both accept the theory that Bayesid committed suicide, as a

& -
o

1595 1506" (Serbian Kral, 1167)
Suleyman -=Mutahha ]
Germiyanoglu Su?mn o D, 791 [15.6.1389]
(Emir, 1377)
D. 789 [1387]

4+ [ |

8o ! | : Ba‘ﬁ.zdlln! [ 792 5 817 Aydinoglu

Angelina (1}J=——=| (Gaxzi, rim)* ———Despina Emir, : 4 e | e -
B. ¢. 761 [1360) [1390] (Maria, Olivera) DE i ?931 :;u;:] * Argote de Molina (the first editor of {!Im’fgﬁl. in his ‘Discurso’ to
Ac. 701 [6.138g)* | the Editio Princeps of 1582, states that with Timur's smbassadors to
1 Dp. 3“4[[13-?'140!]‘ Henry I11 of Castile were sent two Christian women found in the harem
16;:: - B2’ 783 D. 805 [10.3.1403]° . 793 !l 1610 1611 mﬂnf B‘w%nlr: hl}iemnrﬂumhm wﬁé:mﬂdmlm' .!Etmmrd' o 84/ UTH'?
e A - ¥ WS i
Jo Viel = e — Louis Fndnque-[Helm- daughter of a certain Count John of Hungary, who became the wife of

(Hungarian) D. 814 [1411] [1381] [r391] (Count of Salona) | Cantacuzenus Don Gomez de Soto Muyor—see Clavijo, 340.
\ / D. 784 [1382 1 81 ina is the only wife named as having been captured after the
Battle of Ankara; for her sufferings at the hands of Timur, see p. 93, Her
L | [ 1540 1541 eventual fate is not known.
395 €. 705 () Eﬂ;' ) John 'J-I-H:lmu ¥ 1506/ Mutahhare Sultan, daughter of Sultan Valad, was a grand-
3

848

Constantine Maria (A) (1)}——= Paleologus | Cantacuzenus daughter of Meviina Celileddin Rumi—see Al in I.T.A.E. in. 1
: ; T ALE. iii. 127.
(v. xxumn. 75) [x393] D. 796 [1304], ex. {v. xx1L. 510) ru:lm known as Sultan Hatun, though 1.4, il::";itv. says it is not certain
they were the same person; in any case the mother of Mehmed 1 was

;3 774 251 | Devlet Hatun, who was buried in 1031/Hundi Hatun's tomb st Bursa.
D =————R/D. " B5/Maria had been engaged to both the younger Rocaberti and
[372] | \[1385] Stephen Doulkas . tﬁ. before being captured by Bayerid 1. “The
& Sultan mu;dered the young mm. I:unuduﬂ;u‘:[; d‘fvmndant of
(81 Aragon and Byzantium unworthy embraces.” Miller, W., 147.

i — T = T = ‘ i 1 Siikrillah, in U s O.T. i. 58, says that the mothers of all

1635 Bayezid's sons were slaves (‘kirnak’), but this was certainly not true of
Ahmed Mehmed 1's. .

Celayir 2 Given thus by Ducange, quoting Leunclavius, n. 59
510!t g3 334 534" 535 Muﬁ!? ¥ Leunclavius, 14, says he was very young at the time of the Battle

532 Bos I 37" |
rtugrul Hasan Isa (A}—=———1621/D. sa (B) Kasim Rorkud Gisa (A) ?&fﬁu (B) = & . g 5 of Ankara. .
et ol (Emir)  [1402] Yusuf 5 D.+Bos [1401] (Emir) [1408] Eete et T s i alcocondyles, i. 85, says there was a younger lsa, who tumned
D. 705 [1303] D. e, Boy [1404] B. 702 [rJqo]] MenmEn 1 D. 816 [5.7.1413]), ex. Ditzme)  [1400] > ;‘;‘ Sl " c incilacalon fiih
1615t 2 azuf (1417 B. 791 [x38] G ?s [1380]  (Eng. his :i.'ltert::.;n?ﬁhnl von H.:-I:nﬂ' ii, 19'; ﬂ;u he T:;Egli;ldtd?u i
"*Zeches’ 16iz5" | D. [3:; Lf,[f"’::] " There is much confusion as to the identity of this prince. Danug-
Orhan ) =tE mend, O.T.K. i. 229, says son of 534/Kasim, while Mirmirogly, 12, n. 1,
D. 857 [20.5.1453] m!n:: .l.-? gaﬁd?n ul'!sq.o,l's i.e. 1651/Orhan. See Murat,
- ¥ See wcio P}f& ii. 400, and Uzungarsili, O.T. i. 182, n. 1.
i 6t 1660 'I'l::;sMﬂumhn*snd:NiﬂlHamnd&t g
John Theo-=-D. (of Nerio 1 Ali-al Hi il Celilleddin b“m:[.l:t*mmhg O.T. i. 182, n. 1, says he died 816 [10.8.1413], and was
s od :ﬂm Acciajuoli) B"fl'“‘ I'li'm " He dicd cither at the Battle of Ankars, 1402, or by execution in
39 Suf_mn 8os oD F[uau Bib—= S [1{::3;';* ~+flos 5.;,“'::;{; "ﬁ: —+805 666 :&ﬂhp}f:\.dm whether the later Mustafa was real or a pretender;
mer eyman——————— d atma————1655/5 unds in Paga Melek———Semseddin P
(Emin) _[1o.1402] [1413] (Sancakbey) f1403] Mebmed (1402] ‘Mehmed " See Wittek,in Belten; 27, 577, s e 8. 1¢ s very cul to
D. 813 li?l-ivl{l 1] ex, {E$¢}"h B""E""gﬁ 1o33/D.* decide who his children were. Also Uzuncursily, in Belleten, 68. 531,
J -] | <y EE;I,'; rq'z?g] 1 o Wimhégl:hh.m, |g D.,h:wlua hmudn:}in{]:{mmmig?mﬁ:\;u later
x captured and blinded by s given Geyve Hisar, and died of plague
1643 L 1650/, : . in Bursa, See Umm O.T. i i and in Belleten, 68. s24. 5
n hmedsah Orhan 1h47 | | 1670 3 See Uzungargtli, . Her real name was probably Fatma: ‘Hund®
. 825 [30.1z.1421] ex.  D. 832 [1429] 2 {(1) =Egref g 1662 1663/DD. (2) Celileddin indicates she was one of *s ‘Hundat’ [ulﬁm’.ul wives). By Cakmak
A (Mameluke Sultan) Ali Mirangah she had four sons, the eldest , who all died of plague, 853 [26.3.
.8 ) D. 841 [1438] (Emir) | -2 1449]; this second marriage ended in divorce, Bgy [25.12.1450],
. 857 [29.5.1453] 1671 5 D # She is named in the ‘Emir Semseddin ufﬁpesi', dated 15 Receb,
) [N 1648 Abubekir=——=——=1034/D. 874, contained in ‘Maliyeden mildevver vesikalar, No. 16a/1, in the
f | | (2) =Zahir (Mirza [r403] ‘Basbakanlik’ Archives in lstanbul.

1645 16463 {) - uke Sultan) D. 811 [1408] * Von Hammer, i. 339, speaks of a plan to marry a daughter of
g, Stleyman p Hondi . 857 [13.2.1453] Beyesid L o Ladicids wﬁfﬁwh; ing cum of 1 But the s nter
L £ e cs as bei; oceasion on which e sultan’s ter was offere
D. 841 [1437] D. B39 [1455] 164 mm&hmum

(3) =Barsbay Biicasi .
\

(Emir)

1hzo
John

Tunteres

Me
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lén{.'clebci. Gireyei, | v 807 oot Ahmed P.
B l‘ﬂ-ﬁcll. F;]:]ﬂli\]n} : ]E.mlnl! _,__
.ot [13 1
#E:‘ﬁ FEF'": Jl; ¥ I
: 2b.5.1421]° 8
illzldl i
&Nﬁ
= = = — (pa) -
1580
(v, utt!r. 1020)
I i
- 51 552 6 ¥ e
Ajhmd l"fnun M-Himud Meshsr::md Mumap 11 M‘Ifls;fl Y’uiﬂf l-thugc fﬂJ:—.m.ﬁr’:é 11 S:l!;rm%a“ Kl.nﬁrESm Celebi P.
B.—+8ax [140a] D. Bog [1406] B. c. B16 [1413] B.—+8az ?m B. 807 [1404] {Kiigiik) B. c. Blz [r414] Emir, 1398)  B.c 811 [r408] [14235] }':?ehit}
D 83z [1429] D. B3z [1420] D.—818 [1415 B. Brg [rq11 D. 832 [1429] . B2b [2.1423] D e Bgo (1485 L 848 [1o.11.1444]
D. 827 [12.1423], ex. I
=t = | 2
Mu'b:lii‘;ddh Y. Ai-ﬁ?rlhlm
Candaroflu Candarli
(Emir, 14o01) D. 832 [25.8.1429)
D. 843 F‘Ii‘ﬁ‘J-'Hﬂ]
| Baf 1701 . 8 . 6 ¢ Ba2B
1oaa® 1691 IJ‘;S“ fas 1 J'D.“:F-hlﬁ;d luﬁfﬂilhm 1a47/D e e t::‘—;q.!jﬂ.
SCIWE{ }-lhl'l_l'lll'l'l I Kasim x {l [aﬁﬂl lﬂ} [l-ﬂll-]' %Iﬂ'hl [u::r](Emir, 1 \] [[4:5] [‘lpﬂ
D. Bgo [25.10.1485] abErmr, 1440) Kavameddin [r424]D. . B4B [r444] . 848 [1r.0444]— L3, 868 [16.8.1464]
. 847 [5.1443] D.-+855 [1451] 843
£s
(zF—=1052/D.
[r444] (v. xxvI)
[Qe*:l.‘-'._ . (1043} t f(!‘WE‘JI {1046) (1046) (ra46) (1046) (rogb)
I I | | | | |
706 o7
H:l:uﬁ?:]din Km; 4 ed H::Gmt Allndd[ in K.lrum“ an :I'C.u'uul'r‘:’B Mﬂh?;?hd Nﬂ::tﬁnﬁﬁ llzil'z Sﬂlcrlmn[?u
smmil {Emir, 1460-62) {v. xxv1) D, 870 [1466] D, 888 [1483] D. [1463] Ahmed
{Emir, 1443) D. 886 ﬂu&:]—h i D. 879 [1474]
D e, B6g [1460] l[
{v. xxvI. 1051) 1604 124/D. 1z2/D.
Mehmed {v. xxvin) (v. xxvi)

' Danmend, O.T.K. i.

because Mehmed was Bayezid's youngest son, and the latter only married

1381.

(v. xxvin. 1o8a)

by his defeat of 537/ Miisa,

1 He was

lists dates from 1375 to 1390; a fairly late one is preferable
e/ . ied Devietsah in

* Note that Mehmed only became sultan when he had put an end to the ‘Devr-i Fetret'
the first of the sultans whose deaths were kept secret until the successor had

taken possession of the throne, The extreme precautions taken by the Grand Vizir
Bayezid Paga were due to the presence and activities of 538/Mustafa an
both rutmdm to the throne. Ambshah, 187, says that Mehmed

secrel

d 55
1 diaj.
y given to him by Kucakar among the presents of Al Malik Muidi',

4/ Mustafa,

‘of poison

* Some writers put the marriage just after the Bartle of Ankara, but it is unlikely to
have taken place in the hour of defeat, Probably the betrothal was arranged at the time of

when Mehmed had

Bayezid's conquest of Dulkadir in 1399, and the tage concluded
:z-esmhlish:d%in fortunes, Danigmend, Zambaur, and E’bu‘mﬂ (in Der Itlam, xxix. 222,

n. 3) say Emine was a daughter of 1680/Suli Bey, while Yin , M. L., in LA iii. 650-60,
says her father was Nﬂrﬁdin Mehmed. e v %

* See Babinger, Mehmed II, 10.

* The lists of Mehmed I's sons given by Solakzade, &e., which include ‘Alieddin,
Hasan and Orhan’, seem to be confused with the sons of Murad II. 550/Ahmed, 552/
Mahmud, and 555/ Yusuf were blinded by Murad 11 (c. 1420) and died of plague at Bursa;
“‘;. g::l:‘[ I, D«ejt:‘. i. 288, .

yazIct teri, 18 (in the Bagbakanlik Arsiv),
§ See Danusmend, G,T,H:: i. 361. W)
? See Zambaur, 1
" Ses Dm:.pnmdfa‘fx, i. 232,
11 Knolles, 258, says she went to Mekka and died there, Mahmud's grandfather, Kara
Halil Hayreddin Paga, was related to 1500/ Seyh Edebali.
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1hg1 Mm':nm I—Emgﬁ-u
lbrahim 11
Candaroglu
(v. xxV. 1043)
uL-" By MURAD I1 { 1017 1720 1721
Hadice (1)—— (Hiidavendigir, —————Hundi Hatun Geo Irene
(Halima) [1421] Koca) D. 8g1 [14.2.1486] : B_ran.'koﬁg us
B. 807 [1404] (Serbian King, 1427) | D. 861 [3.5.1457]
102t Ac. 3:345:&.5.:4::] D. 861 [24.12.1456
Hiimi———) Ab. ¢, [1.12.1444]" ||
D. 853 [9.1449] Ac. 850 [9.1446] [
D. 855 [B.2.1451] 819 103?
————NM\am
104/DA—— [4.0.1435] B. ¢. 823 [1420]
/ \ D. 892 iu-wqﬂﬂ
{100) (101) (102)
Ml?zi -
|
560 561 o Bja a7ab? 563 7 504 565/5,1
Ahmed (A) Ahmed (B) Alfieddin Ali ———Yeni Husan Mesmep 11 Orhan D.goz [1496]
(Biyik) (Kiigiik) B. 833 ftlﬁ'-"] [1430] D. ¢, 848 [1444] B. 835 [30.3.1432] D. 855 [9.2.1451]
B. Ba3 [r420] B. Bz4 [11.1450] D. 847 [6.1443], ex.
D. 840 [5.1437] D. Bss [18.2.1451], ex.
1727/58. (2 '
B. c. 846 [1442
D. 847 [6.1443], ex.
1730 1
:"Lb-d&lllh Ml.'lhl?;ld:diﬂ 1738
1050 Candarogiu Haran
1731 (1)=Fatma | |
4 |
Mehmed P. 1601 1 1 1739
D. 864 [1460] i3 Tirabim 11—-Setak x;l;’u’n c. 848 1054/D.11=Mehmed
(zF=Anna (vaxv) Kavameddin (2}———1053/D.
Comnenus (v. 1044)  [1444]
{v. xxvir)
] 16gz 1737 |
| | 1051/D——Kemaleddin Koca Sinan P.=—r10%3/D. 1742 ¢. 875
1732 126D, 1440] lsmail D. 8g1 [1486] lsa B.———1e35/D.12
Ahmed {v. v (Emir, 1443-61) [8.1470]
Celebi D 884 [r470]
|
1735 1736

(v. xxviL. 1063)

! Authorities such a5 von Hammer, Damgmend, and Zambaur all
give different dates for the Abdication and Second Accession of Murad.
The most recent study is that of Babinger, in Orfens, 1, ii. 229, and
Mekmed IT, 45-64. The sequence of events is described on p. 55.

* Babinger, in Oriens, It i. 2, gives this early date; Danmgmend prefers
Ba7 [1424] and others give even later dates. For the discrepancy, see
Murad I, n. 4. Whilst most authorities say Hadice was the doughter of
Ibrahim, Zambaur gives her father as Mubarizzeddin, After Mehmed 11
mnu:uﬂuthrmw,hcfomndﬂldiumnurrrlmlkm. Beylerbevi of
Anatolia,

1 She was really only Mehmed 11's nurse. See Babinger, Mehmed IT, 22.

4 Relying on the inscription on the ‘Hatuniyye Tirbesi® at Bursa,
most authorities agree that 1o1/Himid was the mother of Mehmed 11,
but there is great disagreement as to her identity. Most Turkish writers
say she was of Turkish blood, as in Damigmend, O.7.K. i. 20z, while
Babinger, in Der Islam, xxix. 218, says she was a foreign slave. All the
theories are discussed by Babinger, in Mehmed IT, 21-23, where he says:
"Wer des Kindes Mutter war, ist bis zur Stunde in Dunkel gehiillt.”
This very uncertainty suggests that she was not of high Turkish birth,
otherwise her family would have been recorded. In any case, when con-
sidering the early life of Mehmed 11, it must be remembered that only
the nceident of the deaths of two elder brothers—sbo/Ahmed and s6a/
Alleddin Ali—brought him within reach of the throne. Further, Murad 11
much preferred these two sons to Mehmed, as is clear from his will;
sce Babinger, Mehmed 11, 63.

¥ That Mehmed 11 sent her back to Serbia at his accession 1s taken as
proof that she was not his mother. Owing to the disturbed state of that
country she returned to Turkey e 1458, Babinger, in Orfens, 11 1. 1,
declares she was childless.

¢ Von Hammer, iii. 224, says she was related to George Balsha, son of
Stracimir, and was Iater sent home to Epirus.

7 Babinger, Mekmed I, 16, tells of the murder of Alleddin Ali and his
two sons by Kara Hidr Paga, on the orders of Murad 11, but the reason
is not known.

* See Babinger, in Oriens, 11, ii. 234, n. 19. But in Mehmed 11, 25, he
speaks of Yeni marrying Murad 1.

% Giese, 252, speaks of an Orhan, elder brother of Mchmed 11 and a
hostage at Byzantium, but this was more likely to be 1625/Orhan.

1 Chaleocondyles, 163, says: *Un autre fils qu'il [Murad] avait par la
fille de Spender . . . Calapin [Celebi] lequel s"étent fait Chrestien fut
nommé sur les Font: Calixte Othoman." This also sounds mther like
1625 /Orhan, or else one of the sons of 1774/ Murad.

1 Ses von Hammer, ii. 360,

it According to Angiolello she appears to have been a mad sadist; as
Babinger, Mehmed 11, 342, says, it would be interesting to know whether
she was a full sister of Mehmed.
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[148¢] (q.v.)

(q.v.)

Munap IT=Himi 1’:1?-.’:: Hﬂgn
T [Em&a'".l'rlhmnd. 1458-61) | D\ r. 867 [1463]
“55 . 0. [r.rr.1463], ex.
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Ju::s ;3; _:é! ¢ | [1468] (v. xxv1. 1050)
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(Emir, 1443) D. 857 [1433], ex. [5.1453] [rof1458] B. %[-Mm Gastiluzio
D. c. 858 [1454] A D.—875 [1470 {Lord: Lesboa)
| _ D. Bsp [30.6.1455]
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= QT} (r1b) . | ) {1235) - =8 :
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B, 864 [22.12.1450] B !5E4 [1450] Lzun 1hgz
D goo [25.2.1495] D. 870 [25.03.1474] (Emir, 1453) Ismail
[ B. c. B3y [1435] Candarogiu
i D. 883 F:ﬂﬂ {v. xxv1. 1051}
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= 5 1oba I 1738
Murad 6}3,: Seyfeddin Keythay ] [ oo Gevherhan o Ufturly Mehmed P, 1063/D, =Hasan
D. g2g [24:12.1522], ex. B. r. 885 [1480] (Mameluke Sultan, 1368) {z)=—==1782/8, TD- e, B8z [r477]
D. BS7 [12.1482], ex. D. go1 [Miﬁi {E‘ng (Kotada) =
( . h{l&mﬂﬁdﬁ
1781 3 mir, 1
asir _‘__?L I} lm.'D.“ Ht:i::fr . 903 [t ; BaE,
iMameluke Sulran, m [2496] B.c. 879 [1474] Sinan P, (Sehit) | (v. xxXvIL. 1093)
- D, goy [ D, IIJIS [1523] |
1776/S. =-mra3m {2) 900 1784 - == A ES
D. g2 [25.12.1522], ex. (3 Mustafa B, 8
\ [rs503] D. psg [1553)—+ | Baverio 11
|
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{x15)

rody [T,

! See Babinger, in Oriens, It i. 1, and Dangmend, 0.T.K. i. 190.

2 See Murad II, n. 1.

* Mechmed was certainly suffering from o violent attack of gout, but
there is some suspicion that Al-lard Hamideddin paisoned him; see
Babinger, Mehmed IT, 403, and Lewis, g61.

*An hes been made o list not anly the actual wives of Meh-
med 11, but also all the women known to have been taken into his harem,
whether they remained there and received favour or not. Akide was
supposedly a Frankish girl captured at Constantinople; sec von Hammer,
il. 435, 527, and Evliys, i. 48.

* Captured at Trabzond, Mehmed refused her and she was then
married successively to 1791/ Zafanos Mshmed and Elvanbeyvzade Sinan
Bey; before the latter marriage she turned Muslim.

* Captured at the fall of Negroponte, she refused the Sultan's advances
and was killed,

* Was probably of Turkish origin, and had a brother, Dayi Ali Bey.

* See von Hammer, iii. 194.

* Whilst it is agreed she was the mother of Bayezid 11, there is no
agreement as to her origin; Babinger, in Der filam, xxix, 219, says she
was of ‘lowly Slav origin'.

10 She was offered to Mehmed 11, but finally rejected, 'for the Sultan
feared she might poison him’. Miller, W., 452, quoting from Greck
sources,

" Knolles, 350, says she was captiured at Constantinople and later
executed ; see Babinger, Mekmed IT, 514.

2 Captured at Trabzond, she was the wife of Alexander Comnenus.

Y Her story is studied very carefully by Babinger, in Der Itlam,
xxix. 217. There he expressly says that she had no sons and probably no
children at all, and gives the date of her death as 4.1467, but in Mehmed I7,
ﬁr h E’h'ﬂ 9"1*3&‘

™ See von Hammer, ii. 436

" The sources disagree as to whether there were two wives, or one;
and if the latter, whose daughter she was. Dangmend, O.T.K., i. 229,
says of Ibrahim, while von Hammer, iii; 14z, says of Mehmed.

" See Schlumberger, 4.

7 See Chalcocondyles, 176; she had been previously engaged to
Mehmed Mi

™ For Cem's attempts to become sultan, see p. 6. On the responsibility
for his death see Fisher, 47-45 and n. 135, where he says death was
natural, from preumonia. Babinger, Mehmed 11, 210, speaks of ‘lingering

son'.
Py It is clear his death was natural; see Babinger, Mehmed, 400, How-
ever, Knolles, 411, has a story that he was executed for the rape of lshak
Paga’s daughter, wife of Gedik Ahmed Pags. Babinger, ihid. 204.

* Murad and his sons, 1775/Cem and 1776/5., were captured and
executed by Sileyman I at the Siege of Rhodes.

3 Married to the Mameluke Sultun, at his death she was promised to
a member of the Kotada family. However, Bayezid 11 insisted on her
return to Turkey and she was given to Sinan Paga's son, see Siirreya,
iii. 103,
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g3 [1507), ex. D.—sg12 [1.1507], £x. ) D. 917 T-:-'-lii 1]
193 1537 1 I 145 195 :
Foir Msn Orea A Mched B Batlt Aleoib-r Patme i Mihmud Mehmed Mustaa
D. 18 [16.12.1512], ex. B. Bgb [1491] D.g18 [16.12.0512], ex. Fatma D. gb3 [1536] D 018 [16.12:1513]), ex. B. 912 [1506]
D. 9:8{:&12.:;::].& D. 939 [1533] | D. 918 [16.12.0512], ex.
10[]3 1535 INI: y a t;u 1032
Osman 5 Kasim Mustafa Osman
o B P (ol _—
gyt
o LT V. A, Ahmed P,, i rll
J 10h1 Du.hgm:lﬂn u Mehmed,
K. P L'el-h'c ———Ayye Y. A gﬁ'ru.d P T pa1 [4.3.1515], ex. Koyunlu
Sinan P, D. 918 [1512])-= D. gog Emm.:.m&] | [YH lq-ai
D. o9 [1503] | 1072 1965 Stephen Vu
_toyr Hog 1g6h2 Grevheri ehmed P., m:.‘j Bgs 1797 {Kossarich) de Landshut
Fatma———Mustafa P. Muluk Dukaginzade Hadice——=Ahmed il))l-lhl Herzegovina)
R (Sofu) [1489] D. 930 [1324] 1. 957 [1550] D. gb4 [21.1.1557] {Aynisah) [1480] Gode , 870 [22.5.1466]
Mihrimah : l {v. xxv11. 1o6z)
!
1966 196 1968 19 |
Ahmed Nc-lizuh=- Izkender B., qunﬁdm 1074 ¢ BB6 1976
. ghy [1557] D. 987 [1579] D '[ 3:1 D_ﬁg”lﬂ B V. A, Ahmed
. 2 2 Hﬂﬂlﬂfﬂ
i % H. 863 [6.1450]
D. gz3 [21.7.3517]
1 = I 1 ] :9!13 19'1; :qﬂ'&u tgit
1570
Mehmed B. Mustafa B, i Mustafa Avrugah Kamergah Mahdumzade
D c.ogay [1511]
1982 lﬂls : _ I o8 " | | 8o ok - el _I- 5]
1977 1 1
Ané:}m=nnm: . ﬁtmuli:,-iﬂug;u IE ~ 1079 D= Kara Divud P., 1081/D Nesuh B. 9 A e FS —-_ms'l*dmhm"’;'
18 [1312] | D 1 Ni 8q] i y=———1ahya 1. LTy
. goo [1495] i Dm?[: 5o5] :4| [rge1] D. giz [1506] [1408]
1999 JOENENS ™ | Jeske
1583 106" n;l;ﬂﬁ J.s.s H{G '}B' m.l., I ;,.Lﬁ- :in&
1 L axi
Ahmed Pllalds Hisrev Neslisah Kmlt:{ﬁm:d D. gso Hr 43—+ A.hmf B. Koca Mehmed F.
| {Gazi Candaroglu Billi P. . 958 [1551]
1984 B. r. 885 [1480] | 2000 . g3z [1536]
Sehzade D. g48 [18.6.1541) 1000 1078 T lD Mahmud B. |
| Mehmed=Soafu Mehm 1o8a/D. 2007 205
1987 Hize Mirza 2002 B. Mehmed
Mahmud {¥. XXV, 1043) Rastem P.=1082/D."™ D. g57 [1550] Arslan P
D.~=g48 [1541] 1991 Gizeloe) D. 974 [3.8.1566], ex.
\'I:gri:i B. | | . 3. 46 [11.1530]
| b | 1
D, 916 [as-brsa1] Mustala P. Semmat Ahmed P AN [
(v, XXix. 1695) D. g3z [1565] . 88 [1580] o128 ——1085/D.
| Estq::;ﬂ [rso1]
!Q@ﬁ- Alame 1]
Mahmud P.
D. 1011 [1602]

! Bayezid 11 was known by this title, inherited from Bayezid I, particularly among the
Persians; see Unver, 3. n. 2.

* Babinger, in Der fslam, xxix. 217, gives reasons for this date,

¥ See Fisher, 111; a dervish had tried to assassinate him in Albania in 1493, ibid. 46,
n. 119, If Selim I had his father murdered, it was only in sccordance with the rule that
there could not be two sultans in one empire.

* For Bayezid 11's mother, see Table XXVI1I, n. g and 0. 13.

* Much light is thrown on Bayerid I1's harem by the serics of articles by Ulugay,
‘Haremden Mektuplar', in Y.T.D.

 See Uzungarsils, O.T. ii. 233, and in Belleten, 16. o2

7 The name is not known, but she was the mother of 584/Mahmud and a daughter
Gevher, presumably 1072/Gevheri Muluk; see Ulucay, in Y.T.D. i. z51.

* Bayezid's marriage policy is particularly important, as applied to both children and
grandchildren; see p. B8,

* There is a great deal of confusion among the authorities as to the children of the
vanous sons of Bayezid; the names “Emir, Orhan and Misa' appear as sons of 581/ Ahmed,
584/Mahmud, and 585/Mehmed, but rightly they only belong to 584/Mahmud.

" Fisher, 104, says he died in 1503, but he was governor of Manisa from 1507; see
Uzungargili, 8.7 119. Ulugay, in Y. T.D. i. 284, gives a letter from his mother to Baye-
zid 11, telling how Alemsah was killing himself with drink. For his daughters, ibid. ii.

734. For his life, see Gokbilgin, in LA, vi. 83s.

it Fisher, 106, says he was a full-brother of Selim I, and, therefore, son of 130/Ayze.

12 [t is not clear which of the daughters married Mehmed; see Ulugay, in Y.T.D. i. 207.

1 Fisher, passim, mistakes Mahmud for Mehmed; it was the latter who was governor
of Kefe, and so first husband of 140/Ayse.

4 See Ulugay, in Y.T.D. i. 338. She was a sister of either 581/Ahmed or 583/Korkud;
ibid. ii. 664.

5 His nume suggests that he was descended from some Frankish prince, Duke John,
established in Albania. _

1 For a detniled study of Ahmed, see Simsar. Von Hammer, iv. 19 and 43, suggests
that he first married a daughter of Mehmed 11, but this is doubtful.

17 See Ulugay, in Y. TUD, ii. 617,

# This marriage and the identity of her son are doubtful; see Chaleocondyles, 207.

1 This is the origin of the ‘Kzl Ahmedliler’; see p. 13.

20 See Fisher, 17, n. 33, on the authority of Da Lezsze (Angiolello). :

*t The identity of 2011/ Yakub is not clear, but he was probably s70/Cem’s ‘Lila’,
rewarded for betraving his master in 1481,

= See Fisher, 93, quoting Malaverti in Sanuto,

21 His wife, probably a member of the dynasty, was accused of adultery; see Ulugay,
in Y.T.D. ii. 608,
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T.x{:'jé
[z3.8.1514}—
T = {141} (r43) . | e =
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soat gut 2t 1o |
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D. g20 [:n,:ul.rsu‘]. ex. D gzo [2ou1t.1514), ex. D. g20 [mi:ﬂstﬂ. ex. B. goo [ﬁ.n,;:“] vj&t-ﬂ P. V. A w}m)—_g_—(ﬂtm
y D. g6z [28.9.1555], ex. D. gbo m [21.5.1524]
: [1553]—+ .r..,.:.?
|, o D. s s
* 15, i
D. . 93 [1546) " 4 ’l :
2044/DD. (2)
2043/D.=Mebined
A
zo51" t 1950
lskender P, Mmgiﬁiﬂr
D. m:fmﬁl ? : {v. A 585) 1eon/D.
1 017 1 c.928 3032 1003 205 205
AT e L L ) J————EBosnak Seleok—Ferhad P. :
Dulaginzade P. [1511] Di?ms i [1522] ﬁ!‘“ﬁ.;ﬁ P B, ¢. 892 [1487] 3R (Krim Hin, 1524-31)
{v. xxvinn. 1o072) [re.7.1538] D, g35. [237.4-1524] D. 931 [1.11.1524], ex. D. o4 [4.2 :F-
: AL ml in |
Mg R
man P. ﬁfwv At Prosed) Gusdice=(s) s060/D. ) r V. A. Koca Sinun P.
Kara h 3 Mahmud P. D ¢ 1005 emen Fatih
{ b ) D, ¢. 980 [1573] [1530] Lith P 0 "E_ 101D D. ro13 [1604] [6.1597] e wultt 8] 4
971 [28.3.1564) D g35 [4-1529] - 1004 [4-4.1596]
_f1 [ | :
2183/D e Mchmed 2 M :":I = By Mefied P,
' {v. xexr pa12) [1.0598] D. e torg [o. m“’m‘

! She had previously been the wife of 585/Mehmed: this second muarriage Was contrary
to Bay::zid 1I's wishes, see Fisher, 107, '

_* Wife of 15915/Sah lsmail, she was captured at the Battle of Caldiran, and taken into
Selim's harem for a while, but was then given to Tacizade Cafer Celebi,

* Uzungargih, 0.7 ii. 383, n. 2, tells how 593/Uveys was a son of Selim I, born from a
slave after he had given her in marriage to onc of his lords—and never recognized as
being of royal blood. ]

* Danigmend, O.T.K. ii. 5, quotes Ahmed Tevhid (in T.0.E.M.) as speaking of a
tradition that Selim had these three sons executed just to make the way clear for Siiley-

man I; if so, it was a grave threat to the Succession, | 'ﬂwmdivmﬂdms:ltnmﬂnﬂsﬂm'ﬁ'lm;ﬂpv 100, n: L.
* As Erdofan says, in F.D. i. 33, it seems strange that Fatma should make w_' % See Chalcocondyles, 3 ) o
out of this ‘adopted friend’ (‘Ahret arkadag:"), since by his titles he was & eunuch. | ™ Itis possible that this dsughter was 1091/Hadice, and that she was » widow when

& His first wife was Muhsine (D. 1536]—+), whom he does not seem to have pu married 2036/brahim. . )
away on marrying into the Sdﬁ'mgjly. Recently some Tm-l;;:twﬁm:m lift-'w this marriage see Siirreya, iv. 372; if it was completed, it seems that
dwbﬂmlbnhhn'-mmimmlmﬂﬂlﬂiﬂ:hutﬂnktmﬂiﬂndhw:' with his father-in-law were very strained.

Mm%,mmhﬂrﬂ:ﬂhﬂhh'ﬂmm.mdﬂ! i
mﬁuwﬁ—uhnwnmﬂrnmnhw_i;hpﬂhhhnmmmﬂm 316, suggests she was a granddaughter of 381 /Ahmed.
¥ See Babinger, in Belleten, 63, pp. 73-74- - .
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| ﬁdm}* : D. 965 [25.4.1558]
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.xl -
Mnﬂm_ﬂm D. 974 [7.9.1566]
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D. 988 [3.2.158:
{‘T'} [I_T!} . il!fll - = ] . n= = —
fioo LT oz Gay
5 Abdullah ’ B.mm[ i : (;lhlnﬁr[ {Eﬁﬂ]} g, Mahmud
1523 . 931 [14.0.252 f 1531 ¢. g8 [151
D. 3;2 1526 D. 96?9'![:.?;.-?55: ]..su:. D. 05311?.!5:3.15531 D. n%ﬂll 1523
I I = [ | = =& R = e i T |
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D. 969 [25.9.1561], ex. D. g6 [25.9.1561], ex. D. 569 [25.9.1561), ex.  D.gb7 [1566]  D. 9o [25.9.1561], ex. DB- ;ﬁi v{ﬁ-l Lr: 571 B. 964 [1557] B. ¢. 957 [1530]
L 1560], ex. |
tl!ﬁﬂ_ = !t_]s.-:s}_ —— 1 _.____E.Ii
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r ,’I.Iu:.:-:i aP.
FIL1 2102 . 074 2104 | m W, 1 e
Mehmed P.=(2) H (1= Ferkad P, 2118 219 2130 2123
D. 1000 [B.1592] B. ¢ 950 [1543] [1566] B. g3z [1526] Mechmed Sah=Hasan ar2t[D.=Mahmud
D. 9%3 [6.2.1575] (Murad) Aja D. 985 [2.10.1577]
D, gba [10.1553], ex.
- . —= = 3 | | ] i |
2r1ab 2108 2rog ITI2 2113 1114
o Hu‘:: [P.ﬁ i 5 [-[iun[l:,q} i Hilsnii B.M““& Afa st 5
. IO THZ . 1O9IF |1 3 110 4 t 21T
A |I l {;Hm D,‘u?gf :;:ﬁ D. 1040 [1630] Murlu.{- P.
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D. go6 [1588] D, go4 [1586]
(r51)
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Mustafa
{¥. Xx1X. 1090)
| 245
1100 o4h 2136 1101/D. T
Mihrimih————=V. A, Rilstem P. D. ga7 [17.10.1521] 11o2/D.=K. P, Ali P.
B. g2 Els:z} [11.1539] (Kehle-i Tkbal, | D. 979 [7.10.1571]
D. o85 [25.1.1578 Mekri) |
B. e gof [1500] | ]
D. 6% [11.7.1561] 2146 2147
Ahmed Mehmed
B. . 957 [1559 B. 967 [1560]
D. e, g9 [1571
I
2127 2120 ztizﬁ 2130"
Osman B, V. A, Semiz=(1) Hi ():F=Fn:dm
D, o84 [1576] Ahmed P. Ayye [6.4.1582] Ahmed B.
I, 988 [28.5.2580] (Niganci)
D. g1 [16.3.1583]
{2129) _(z1209) - iag) —(a129) —
| | | !
2 - a1
l{-[;lﬁm'l NI]}:mnd B. MF&L}P. = ﬂum::\:ﬂ, : i3 b 4
Sultanzade, it Sehit . 151 ar3g 1 ET | 41
D. 1001 iz;.ﬁ'-é::lis D. 1001 [20.6.1503] i i V. A. Ci 2140/D.=Hasan B.
‘

D. e. 474 [1576] [1573] Yusuf Sinan P.

B. c. 056
D. tor4 ;!E P wicids

FIET
ﬁbdurrlinml.u B.

—
2137/D.
D. . 1003 [1397] T

2138
V. A, h‘iehm.e:l
{Civankapicibag,
L33
B. ro11 [1602
D. 1056 [7.1646)

! Note that he was never known among the Turks by the titles used in Europe—  Slav in origin, but nothing definite can be said of her
‘Great’ and ‘Magnificent’. Wittek, in Byzamtion, xviii. 323, says he was often called

"Billeymangah’, borrowing from the legendary 40/Sileymangah, supposed father of

44/Ertugrul.

* Babinger, in M.O.G. ii. 165, gives this date, but Damgmend, 0.T.K. i. 400, prefers

900 [27.4.1405].
 See Ulucay, Ak Mektuplan, g.

* See p. 93, n. 3, and p. 96, n. 1, for this marriage. Hurrem was almost certainly

I
2139

Mahmud
D. 1052 [1.1643
{v. xxxu11. 114,

parentage, in spite of many legends.
The very word 'Roxelana’ is a corruption of ‘La Rossa'—the Russian,

* See Kepciogly, in V.D. ii. 405.

“ After 6o4/Mehmed's death, she married Pertev Pasa and a granddaughter of this
marrisge, 302/D., became the wife of Osman 11; see Roe, 20.

T After his death there arose a Dilzme Mustafa, see Danmend, O.T.K. ii. 206.

¥ There is also a tradition that he married 1110/Esmahan, bur it is not very likely.

* Shirley, A., 21, n., says he killed himself by drinking powdered diamonds.
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B. 1054 [1644
D. ::r.lr 1718
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Bakir lamail B.
D uﬁ-t [17s1]
e Jur g8a 2175 A i
!-'nlmu_._.‘fl. A. Kanijeli hﬂ 2185
D. ¢, 988 [11.1580] [1574] Siyavug P, 2180 g6 1113 074 21 Calarcibay  ofig 1113 gz 286"
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1 . 1531
2176 21 8/0. . gES D, i
Mustafa P, Sjml?B, D.I;;E Ir[1 55a] [0-3:95%91 |(v i
. B. r. 483 Irsgs! ¢ 1006 2073
D, 1007 [4.1500], ass. 2183{D.——=Mechmed B. — = =
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V. A. Cermh=11:15/D.* 1126/ —=~RKise Hisrey P.
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? See Rossi, passim, for the evidence that she was of the Venetian family Venier-Baifo. " The lbrahimhanzadeler mentioned i connexion with the Succession were the
: gz:tlarnuf 6:5&3%1:}1?;?1:‘:“ mnﬁt{;ﬂ mh,l:::h;‘r son’s execution, descendants of 2165/Ibrahim. o o

wmend, O, T.K. ii. 420, 1 T . ) 2.13. This i id to h layed i Emina-
:ADﬁuuSuIr}muppumdmdmmm:sﬂ. L. 40, prefers 2.13.1574 marriage is said to have been a reward for the part he had p in the elimina

i : tion of Selim 11's brothers.
He was forced to put away a previous wife, . Fugger, 70.

See
He had to put away two wives before this iage could take place. Pecevi gives his ¥ Kése Hilsrev is given in Sirreya as ‘Damad’ identity of his wife is not clear,
death as 30 Sept. 1579, but see Damgmend, O.T.K. E . 49, P = i o e s bat the LA Attty
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Cafer P, 3) Fatma (1———K. P % P. i Mihri . ml’, 1127/D.
D, 1018 [160g] [1601] [6.12.1593] D\ 1012 [23.13.1603] [1604] (Mimhar)
=41 1922
2108 {2)=Nigar P?ul’h.ilnde Cour———1123/DD. (7)*
Mahmud B, Mehmed P, Officials [1613])
D. 1006 [1508] D. 904 [1386]
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! Possibly he was a little older, see von Hammer, vii. 380. Salamone in Rosedale, 2o,
says Murad died aged ffty years and a few months.

* 'On Jenuary 27th the new Sultan Mehmed arnved in Constantinople . . . eleven days
after the death of his father.” Rosedale, 25.

! “Safiye was with him for thirty-two years, during twenty of which he had no other
wife but her: moved however by the solicitations of the Queen Mother and his sister
(wife of the illustrious Signior Mehmed Paga) snd finally by the people who said it
was not well that the kingdom should only found hopes on one son, he took so many wives
that their exact number is well nigh lost. . . many say there are over fifty." Salamone, in
Rosedale, 28. This was due partly to the rivalry between 161/ Narubini Valide Sultan and
Safiye; another factor was that some of Safive’s children had died in infancy,

* 175/D). was a slave given to Murad by his son Mehmed 111.

* The number of his children is not known exactly, but the generally stated figure of
ro2 is much exaggerated; the different ‘Vakiiniivis' only record forty-six.
; * Fugger, 63, tells of a son who was born and died during Mchmed [11's circumcision
easts,
* Halil was a member of the Paggi family of Anconn. They were so happily married
that, ‘she will not willingly let him leave her'. Marco Venier in Rosedale, 38. If his death
was so late, then 2195/Cafer’s marriage must have been later, but both are dates given by

¥ He .wa.-. previously married to a daughter of the Mameluke Sultan, Kansu Gavri.
® This was a mass marriage of seven daughters.
' These seventeen daughters are reported to have all died of plague.
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TasLe XXXIV. AHMED 1 and his Family

13 150
. Musrn 111 == Handan, V.5,

1y’
Fatma==
; (Bahei)

152
Mahfiruze, V.5.=

4
AHMED 1

B. 998 [18.4.1500]'
Ac, 1012 [21.02.1603]

LLH
Kosem Mahpeyker, V.5,

{
B. e gy [158
. 1obi [[z.m:sgsr] T

o e

Hayezid
B. 1021 [1o.0612]
D, 1045 [26.8.1635], ex.

6&]

Hazan
B. 1021 [a5.18.1612]
D.—=1e2

|
6B6E(S.
B. ¢. toa4 hmi]

u;;u & 1051 Kw:lk
D. 1o31 [1.6.1622], ex

Abide——M

B, 1022 lltll BLTEY]

[x641] D 1057 (1647

D. 1o l]' I!'BOE-]

7 to40
K. P. Can ulldn:l:-_-

fustafa P. [1631] :

D. 1046 [2.7.1636], ex.

2230 1073
undakcrzade———
Kanbur Mustafa P. [1663]
D. 1076 [1666]
2241 1078

Yulm Pt [1o.0667]

D. 108g [1678]

(5)

{6)

)

(191}

)
ris3t
I-'usl%u
B. 1014 [16os]—+

n——: .né;

&
talcali

[ﬁ?&l D. 1041 [B.1631]
1035 :‘Ki“

[16:51 Mustafa P
D. 1038 [15 12.1628), ex.

2242
Yavuz ﬂthey

& 1070

({———a).V. ﬁlﬁﬂ:k

[166a]
um.'hm
1013 [16a4]
D. 1073 [1.9.1661]
{v. XXXV 1176)

Kurt!ik-

:z 4
ﬂl ram P.
D tq& [z6. S 1638][9. tﬁ:J]

1032 1155

I}, 1obo
[9-1650]

Hadice D. i LAr.abag)®
o, m]&: [Iﬁlli 1ozh [z2.11.1617]
(1g1) (191) i.!.?!.?__. . i=s]n.'r _f-'?lll__
I:lknbl Hzéfm M I‘ull‘md M o v O 16 1 d Snl:ynumm
SNUURAD MAN
B. 1024 [4.11.1615]) B. 1o2a [162 B. lu:eiﬂ,_'!.lﬁi 1 B. 1018 [20.8.1600] B. ro13 [3.11.1604] H. 1630 [:. ﬁ.lﬁll] H. 1oao [1611
[2627] T D. 1047 [17:2.1638), ex. D 1030 [12.1.16a1], ex. | ] D. ‘1020 E; 1611] D. 1045 [26.8.1635], ex.
W (19) b
l { ,._._’._. ?-::;fm P TRK 1049 ) t:s: [ 1o36
11EL ] .
Alﬂl [r633] D. 1063 [1652] Ahmed P———x) (3}———=V. A. Hifix
u# D. 1054 [11.1644] [1639] B. ::m m!gi [13.3.0627] MWPI;'IM:&}
}= i 233 1] L &oa71 1
@ ‘[7.1653] D. 1080 [:ur'::'u], K. P. 'n?m‘h ss""[ﬁj \ D. mﬁ [Emsnlﬁgzl.
Ah?‘-iﬁ: _l:i [31645] H
D. 1059 [28.7.1649]) iz T{I{m Mechmed
i 2331 % tags gd’::;o [8. th:}
urt ——
D. 1045 [4::;35] [6.0632) SV, AL N1 1020 [&E:m
asuh
[1r.2612] Gumnkﬂnet:} [2.1612] B. &, 1015 [1606
2328) \ D. 1023 [28.10.0614], ex. D. 10at [3.a602
‘2

2314
Mustafs B,
I ¢ 1oy [1628]

'.'Il—"

2245
Kara Hidseyin

2246
V.A

M

:unuz

D r 1039 :g:uj

114?}5.

VoA
. 1066

1083

|
1021 3 t154
) | Gevhe (2

¢ 1032 V. ;‘i:#npl]
[1623] Receb

i
od P, [13.6.16
Leayiben) D. :nq.u[ﬂls 1631], ex.

2248
Safiye
B. ¢ 1ogo [8.1639]

E 1053
iy IVL:
[25.4.2656] [1643]

23 1157
Zeyneb

643] MI.I.I&I}I

D. 1063 [lﬁs:ll

66715,
B. ¢. 1o19 [1610]

D. 1031 [1:6.16a2], ex.

1138/D.=5ehit J{h P.

. 1033 [1624]

! M\Hﬁflﬂlﬁ Efendi, quoted by Uzungarsli, G.7. nn. & 120,
w1 says Ahmed was born o6 [1588].
Clruautd, 4, gives 1026 [I?dll |£:?'E"
+A W‘im about this woman is told in Castellan, iil. 107,
+ This cnlﬁcﬁnn of hushands is typical of a seventeenth-
century qm of marrving daughters very young and rl!p::ll.l'Jl}',
on the death of the husband. For 11352/Ayse, see Giz, in T.D.
i. 283. It has proved practically impossible to sort out sallsfjttur:fr
the numerous ¢ of the three sisters: r15z/Ayge, 1153/
Fatma, and 1154/Gevherhin. All the availnble evidence wus
mﬂiﬂ‘-ﬂd and then arranged by dates in the mast probable order.
&Th both 1156/ Kasem und 1152/ Aype, Nasuh murried
varous children must have been by an earlier marnage;

hmlmof“uw
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oo e

Ahmed Alieddin
B. 1037 [21.12.1627]) B. 1045 [26.8.1635]

., —=1049 [1640] D.~-1049 [1640]
?
1173 1174 1195
Gevher Hahse Hanzade
B. 1039 [1.1630]
2240/5
3 —=1060 1179
(Sani H H in P,——Safive
D, 1009 [1688] [1639]
1 nB:. c. 1105
Mehmed Rezmi

D, 1131 [1710]

D. 1108 [:6915] [1694]

TasrLe XXXVI. MURAD 1V and his Family

1

17
=MURAD IV

(Frtih-i

4 191
AHMED ITKﬁmn Mihpevker, V.5

Guazi, Sahib-i Knln]

L’“B Iaq.ﬂl .1&3:]‘]
10.0.1

040 [9.2.1640]"

D. 1049 [gf.a.l

Ei!h ~ __-ﬁlj

I
63g/5. 1170 —+1075 2205 1171 1173
Mehmed s B. 1042 %.:634] ﬂ}'&:‘“—'—l} Malatuk Futma
B. 1043 [B.1633] B. 1040 [13.2.1631] D. 1043 [3.1634] [1655] Siileyman P.
D.—+1049 [1640] D.—=1049 [1640 (Ermeni)
B. 1016 [lﬁu‘;]]
D, 1008 [1687
1197
Rukiye (A)
it 1854 324 1178 197
Ka?&‘ 1) V. i Melek Ruba E3"=‘-!¢Ieh..‘-.|¢§-un
Esmahan [8.1644] Ahmed P. D. 1128 fcﬂﬁ] [1665] Ihru.h:m P,

B. to4z [1633
D. mﬁa [:651]
:::n: 2

Afife
B. 1a55 [5.1645]

2283
Murulogiu

2} Gilrcid Mehmed P.
D. 1108 [12.1606]

! Siirreya, iv. 892, corrects the date m\'l:n,. ibid. i. 77; the correction itself i & misprint,
and instead of 1081 should read 1018, as is clear from the next correction.

* Uzungargh, O.7. mi. i. 213, gives 7.2.1640 as an alternative; the date in LA, (art.
Ibrahim)—16 Sev. 1049 [8.2.1640]—is a wrong correspondence,

! It is curious that none of the names of his wives seems to have been recorded.

?’ -
B. ¢. 1062 [1652]

{v. oIV, uss}

I
::ﬁﬁ
Ayse
D. 1120 [1717]

2285
118a/D.=K. P. Ammirzade
Mehmed P.
B. ¢. 1036 [1627]
D. 1058 [15.6.1648], ex.

. 1007 [3.12.1685], ex.

i
:z'n
Fatmai————BR ikl
D. 1139 [1727] [1690] Mmmad
D 1113 [1701]

1o 2278

2287
Haci Sinan

2288
P. Ticcarzade

1050

...___._ g

1181/

B. . 1036 [16a7] [1640] Mu:ufu P.
( k

D. 1051 []tﬁq,l}, ex.

* The date of her death is not certain, but she is said to have died giving birth ta
2271/D. Kosem Valide Sultan had wanted her to marry Silihdar Mustafa Paga, but Grand
Vizir Kemankes Kara Mustafa Paga had opposed this. Uzuncargili, O.T. 111, i. 215,

¢ For his family see Uzungarsily, in Belleter, 5/6.199. He was the younger brother of

z250/Siyavuy.







TasLe XXXVII, IBRAHIM and his Family

14 191
AnMin !T[ﬂum Mltp:yhr, vs,
230 18 { 221"
Hadice Mumu—1 IBRAHIM =(1) Hubyar
D. 1og8 [12.9.1687] B lm{g:h}:lﬁ: ] 333
SERTT -
F:E;.- Ac. 1045 [9.2.1640 S“mh“ ’
228 | DT ecd a8 el | =Ssline Dilayub, vs,
Sokuzula= E1IRS & v vion [5.01.1680]
226 - I::
g TAs L | D-riey [1693)
%ﬁ: 1057 = Hadice :'f'?:m. V.S,
B. &
Muid Ahmed Ef (Humisah) [1647] B v ésa) Handsnzade
(Seyh-il lslim, 1646) 230" |
. 1057 [25.4.1647] Zafire (2)= |
| . ={2) 231/D.*
—:;}D.‘n J V233D, (Voyvodakan)
{Tm — ':;tala:} : —= rel . f(=z2s)
| } I | i
Bga
B ’""F" 2i63) B rostlrsubes] B Ei:w“' 646 B. 'lt'g Vo) B Mﬁg? 6431 B n:m 68 B &:\" B. 10541 Stuesion I
. 1052 [25.2.164 . 1056 [1.5.1 . 18 ER | 1 7 . 10 i g : L 1 » B.
R B Bukinngd Peieee Bupbash Begbug cpuBse  wegipusg mesliio
0L,
(229) o - = e —
22 1o5h
Cnfegsl' = {1 {:J;——K.,ﬁ'#uﬂ P
D. 1057 [12.1647] [1646] 119" voby :a?ﬁ_ [23.2.1646] {Faziullah)
Anke (3}=——=(z) Muferts 1103 (Eng.)  D. 106y [1657]
$ [vhsa] Imll}ﬁ - : F.Tnﬁ i
23 £ 108 t 1 a1 L1 5 10
K. B Fl'?ml'-—'—{:} D 1o76 [4.1666] V. A, f$ tmsi'm RPN }—H'EL ngzlufl‘.
San Kenan P, [1648] Mustafa P, [28.2.1655] B. ¢, 1056 [1646] [2.1645] (Musakip)
D. teby [17.2.1655] B. 1016 [1607] oseph Markovich
D. 1065 [11.5:1655], ex. . 1656 [u.t.rﬁql]. er.
[ B
2310 {1} i K;ﬂscrﬂsk
Sipahi [1h46] Hasan P. ~=1057 2320
Mustafa D, 1os7 [1647] (n} K. P. rade
| [1647] Mchmed P.
. oAt 1957 rrgal® ! 2714 § D, 1092 [5.1681]
V. A. Ahmed P. (23F——=(2) Bey (3} Uzun l{nnh:m P, Gevherhan
Hezarpire [1h.g.0647] {Bihi}) D. 1094 [1683], ex. B. . 1052 [1642] 1103 2338
(Sehri) B. 1055 [1645] D. 1106 [27.10.0604] | (23}=—or=K. P. Helvac:
D. 1058 [7.8.1648], cx. D 1122 [r5.12.0700) 1100 2318 [16g2] Yusuf P,
| Ll (1) Bkl Mustafa P, Palabiyik)
| \  [1689] D. 1110 [g.1.0609] . 1126 [1704]-»
| . N = ] —————
2 LL1 ob
o A KIA— i) O At
[ﬁ.E.I'ﬁtﬂ] B. ias0 [1640] [re.164p] Mehmed P. [1653] Ahmed P. Kaum P, [12.1666]
(Eng. D, 1071 [6.1661], ex. Mi D. 1o8y [1676]

D, 1067 Et;.t:uﬁ;&]

! It was almost impossible to convince him of his brother's death; like
a ‘doubting Thomas' he had to be shown the corpse, See Murad IV, n. 1.

* After Ibrahim’s death, she was married to a certain lbrahim Paga,
son of Mustsfa Caug.

! Siirreyn says she died aged ninety, but it is hardly likely she would
have become a harem favourite at the age of forty.

4 Evliya soys she was exiled to Egypt and married Kara Miisa Paga
(D. 1959 [1649), ex.) after lbrahim’s death. She was Armenian, reputed
1o weigh 150 kilos,

* This was an official marriage, indicated by the change of name; sse

ofi,
¥ She had a brother, Yusuf Afa, who died 1100 [1.168g].

7 See p. 53- )

¥ Origmally the wife of 2311/Ahmed Hezarplire, she took Ibrahim's
fancy; in return the Paga was given the Sultan’s daughter, 1192/Bibi.

® Castellan, ii. 65, says that {bmhim wanted this girl, but her father
would not let her go, whercupon the Sultan kidnapped her from the baths,
and later sent her home!

¥ Here agnin it is almost impossible to fit in all the marriages said
to have been made by r1gofAtike and her sister 1192/Beyhan. In Atike's
case they may perhaps have been no more than a series of formal engnge-
ments, which were broken for various reasons, for von Hammer, xii. 50,
says she was still a virgin at the end, and she seems to have died quite
young. Her name is sometimes given as Atiye.

1 She was offered first to 2338/ Kuloflu Mustafa, but he refused the
honour at the time; later he was persuaded to marry 1202/Hadice,
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Anmen 11
B. 1084 [31.12.1673]

B. 108g [12.1678]

D 1136 [1724]

TasLe XXXVIII. MEHMED 1V and his Family

18 220
anm[MTTmiml Hadice, V.5.

ﬂ? 19 241
(Aver)
B. 1oz1 [2.1.164:]

243 243
Giilnar= | Ac. 1058 [B.8.1648] | =Giines

Dp. 1009 [QJI :63?]‘

244 D, 1104 [6.1.1693] 2451
Hadice= =Ribia éiﬂnﬁ;
D, ass. Ummetullah

! Reputed to have been assassinated by her rival, 243/Giines,

? Also known ss Retimo, she was a member of the Verzizzi family of Crete.

! Von Hammer, xiii. z02, gives the story of a ‘Dilzme’ Sileyman,

4 See Table XXXVII, n. 10. A fine description of this marriage is given by Covel, 234,
Uzungarsly, O.7, 1. i. 438, n. 1, confuses him with 2347/ Mustafa.

¥ He was also married to a daughter of Grand Vizir Mehmed Koprild. Strreva,
iv. 4oz, says his father was Hasan Aga.

B. c. 1052 [1642]
\  D.ox11z7 [5.31.07135]

_ (245) v = —
2337
I Ku‘];oglu
sulcrmim Ajn
22 Fou! 2328 £ 1107 23213 1201 23384 1o86 1202 1102 2310
MusTara 11 Siileyman Topal Yusuf P. —(z] Fnlmu {1} =——"—T1imakc¢ Ecrku . K. P. Sanker {1} Hadice {z)———V. A. Moral
B. 1074 [5.6.1664) B. 1093 [13.2.1681] D, 1128 [1oa716]  [16g8] D. 1112 [9.16g5] Ihruhlm Mustafa P. [23.6.1675] D, 1156 [16g1] Hasan P,

D. young [6.12.1700] D. 1108 [2.1697], ex. (Musahip) [5.5.1743] (Enigte)

D. 1097 [10.1686] B. 1065 [1655]

D. 1135 [12.1713]

* Sirreyn, i. 20, gives 1zo4/Ummigiilstin (D. 1132 [1720]) as wife of 23350/Osman;
but ibid. iii. 427, his wife is given as Ummetullah (D.— 1112 [4.1700]), of whom there is no
other mention. Similarly, 2351/Fatma is given two death dates: ibid. i. 20, says 1113
[1501]), while ibid. i. 61, gives 1142 [1730].

7 This was probably a reward to the local governor—he was Pasha of Edirne—for all
the arrangements he had to make in connexton with Mehmed I'V's hunting expeditions,
See Covel, 168,

] i
121 2334 2336 2340 2341 2342 2343
———Rukiye Safive Abti:lllh Ali Asf aadn
[er:rg] D. ¢. 1132 [1720] D, 1122 [1710] D111 [16g9] D. 1105 [1654] D 11oa [1691] D. 1095 [1684]
(241}
2345 2346 = :
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TasrLe XL. MUSTAFA 11 and his Family
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' Baysun, in LA, i. 75, wrongly gives 11 Receb as equal to 28 March;
this is the correspondence for the year 1204 [19790], not for 1203 [1789].
The mistake is also to be found in Karal, 0.7 v. 15, and other Turkish
writers.

* Siirreya says that she ruled ss “Valide Sultan® for a year and then
became a recluse. Tamsik, i. 250, wrongly gives the date of her death
us 1782,

7 The theory set out in Morton, The Faled Empress, and elsewhere,
to the effect that 327/Naksidil Valide Sultan is to be identified with
Marie Marthe Aimée Dubue de Rivéry of Martinique, does not bear
examination. By courtesy of the late Dr. J. K. Birge—himself a believer
in the theory—this writer was enabled to see photostats of copies of the
documents on which Morton based his argument ; eareful collation of these
with the book showed that Morton had completely misused and even
falsified the evidence. Above all there is no proof whatsoever that Aimée
even reached lstanbul, let alone became Princess-Mother. The writer
hopes to publish a detailed study of this later.

* For a series of letters from Abdilhamid 1 to this wife, see Ulugay,
Ak Meltuplari, 77-93.

§ =oo/Abdullah, 771/Abdurrahim, and 77:/Abdiiliziz should not have
been named as they were stillborn ; see Siirreya.

® Horn ot some time before her father became sultan, her existence
was kept secret; the name “Ahretlik’ (Adopted) suggests that she was
smugizled out of the Saray, Siirreva, 1. 33. Her husband was executed by
Selim 111, But Siirreya, iii. 37, speaks of Ahtermelek Hanmm (D. 1200
[1786]) as ‘Ahret Kerimesi' (Adopted Daughter) of the Sultan; she
married lzzetpagazade Said Mehmed Bey (D. ¢ 1226 [1811]).

T LA, v. 654: he was ‘siit-kardesi’ (foster-brother) of Selim I11.
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t This is the date given in Shrreya; Karml, O.T. v. opp. 97, wrongly gives 1784,

* For the identity of 327/Naksidil, see Table XLIV, n. 3.

} This list of wives comes largely from Tanigik, i. 260 and i 308,

+ 1t is not clear whether 368/ Lebriz Felek and 374/Perviz Felek were sepamte indi-
viduals, or not. .

5 On her mother’s death she was adopted by 370/Nevifidan. For further information
on Mahmud 11's daughters, see Giz, in T.D. i. 317.

D, 1320 [18.1.1903]
(v. XL¥IL 1371)

* Inal, Sairlers, viil. 1575; the first marriage was never completed.

7 For his family and wark, see Oz, in T.T.A.E. v. 1. He was a posthumous son, Siirreva
says he died 1274 [I.lﬂ;ﬁj.

¥ She died in a fire at the Saray.

* With the possible exception of Mustafa IV's posthumous children—who would not
be born in the Saray—this Fatma was the first child born to the dynasty for twenty years,
and naturally there were great celebrations.
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' The dates given for marriages between the later sultans and
some of their wives are taken from the Almanach de Gotha, but
should not be taken to mean any more than that at such a date a
particular wife attained some official prominence, In some cases
the dates are prior to, in others subsequent to, the birth of the
first child.

* Siirreya says she died 1283 [1865], but this is the date given
in 4.G.

3 Biirreya, L 85, wrongly gives her as a 'kadin’ of Abdiithamid I,
but corrects this, ibid. iv, 8ga.

* On 397 Tirimijgin's death, she adopred Abdilhamid 11,
and later acted as his "Vilide Sultan’,

of policy and was marricd to 2535/Enver Paga; see p. Bg. She had
children by him and by his brother, 2536/Kimil.

¥ For Enver Paga, see the articles listed on pp. 8g—90, and also
Baysun, in T.D, . 11554

* Exiled to Taif with Midhat Paga, he went mad and died there,

' For Ferid Paga’s marriage, see Anonymous, in 7.0 ii. 762,

and Orik, in Y.T.D, i, 2233, &e, and lnal, Sadrazamlar, xiii.
2030 fi.
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B 1508 CRTBR o e - (o
. 1305 (001 4. 2. 1904 j— 4073 o0

= [15.10.1892] B. 1292 [10.10.1875] ;

(2592) (2592} = (2502
of 8o : Ibrahim Dervis P,
2530 1342 2505 2 1 im i P.

el e D Miﬁrm.:m Omer Faruk i |
Serefeddin [ r4.r1.1923] Sikrive B. 1334 [5.6.19:16] {w. L) 2hor 1306 1385 1386™
(v. xLv1L. 833) 1323 [24.2.1006] Ali Halid P,———Nazima Saliha

[20.4.1889] B. 1283 [1866]

Mehmed

Nizameddin
B. 1326 [10.12.1908]

! The full story of his deposition, including the ‘fetva’, is given in Sehsuvaroflu,
Asiz, 82 fI. For the controversy over the manner of his death see p. 187, n. 2,

* At first he promised, for economy's sake, to be content with one wife, but the customs
of the Sary mnmnd: sec p. 82, n. 2, and LA, i. 57,

' The sister of Hasan ; sce p. 70, and n. 1,

4+ She was a sister of 429/Safinaz,

* These are the dates given in 4.(7.; Sehsuvarofiu, Aziz, 128, n. 1, gives birth in 1862
and death in 1863. Also for &Jﬂ}iﬂumd‘?nkn he gives birth in 186g,

¢ Born while his father was still only ‘Velinshd®, his birth was kept very quiet: it was

only officially announced on 11.7.1861, after Abdiiliziz"s accession. Like his father, he
committed suicide; nervous illness which led up to this is described by Aksilt,
in T.D. i. 6z, and by Baykal, in T.D, i. 487, &c. Typical reactions to it can be seen in
Hayder, 149.

* See Y.T.D. i. 48. . ;

' Sehsuvarogiu, A=z, 128, n. 2, she was born in 1873, but this would make her a
wwin of 1381/Emine, for which there is no évidence. .

“lfthebiﬂhdntci:mﬂim:h:mlpmﬂtmtqmchd&. :

" In editions prior to 1897, A.G. gets these two marrisges confused with each other.

z2boy
smail Hakly P,
B. 1234 [1819]
D. 1314 [:'.lt.:.lﬂq'?]

1306 2604
—_— Ahrvied
B. 1279 [:u.E,lBﬁ:}[m:BSg]rZéllkﬂE P.

urtzade)







TasLe XLIX. MURAD V and kis Family

31 396
Annliaecin IT$rvlsr.Fm, Y.&

i For his deposition, the reality of his insanity and the attempts to replice him on the
throne, see pp. 29 and 6g fF, and the series of articles by Uzuncaryih there listed.

* From the time of his deposition to his death Murad V lived in continual fear of
poisoning—see Uzuncarsily, in Belleten, 30.335. In the demiled article on the illness and
death of Murad—in Helleten, 38. a7 ff.—Uzuncargih twice (pp. 347 and 353) wrongly
gives the date of death as 17 Cemaz. ii. 1322 [28.8.1905).

1 She later married a certain Hilsnll Bey, Berber-bas.

* A favourite with Murad V after his deposition, see Uzungarsly, in Befleten, 20.81. So
also was 413/ Gevhen.

B. e 1307 [18Bg]

' In Belleten, 30.340, she is given as attached to the harem of Abdlliziz, while ibid.
252, n. 3, she is attached to Murad V's. Later she left the harem and married a certain
Nuri Bey.

% Her first marriage was dissolved on 4.11.1908.

7 Hadice was divorced from her first husband, as a result of a scandal with 2600/
Mehmed Kemaleddin, ¢, 19o0—see LT in Belleten, 38.344. There is no record
of this marriage between Hadice and All Galibin 4.G., but her subsequent marriages
and his to 1392/Fehime are given in detail.

4107 ' 33 1273
Cenilniyar (1)= MEHMED _—_-_.Elcm (Mevhibe #)
MURAD V [2-1.1857] B. 1251 [6.8.1835])
124 B. 1256 [:: q 1
Filizten= | Ac. 1293 ] 413t 2bos5/5.
Dp. J:g] : 3 :ﬂ',rﬁ =Gevher
o FM 'ct-% D, 1322 [20.8.1904]* |
B. 1271 [::fnlﬂs.q. [8.6.1874] _u_?.""_ A3
D. 1321 [g-12.1903 \ [4.2.1850]
416 1294 5 4| 17
s -B ::ﬁq{sﬁﬁ?ﬂ
B. 1l ol 1860] a.53.1879] D. 1286 5.5 1800]
s
\==(1) ‘?:rmi&il
(415) _ I s L am, - (416) i} (416}
2607 1308 \ |
B. 1289 [1 Eﬁr;;]ﬁ“} '\'Ie%m?md {?}"Dﬁmbﬂﬂﬂ l{.m&;ﬁzn:mm
M b .8, 4. o=
Ly liheddin Faik B.
a&og 1305 B. 1277 [2.2.1861] 1296 2610 |
dlter———=A(3) | D. 1333 [20.4.1915] | (1)————Naniknaz 851 Bza I 1391 1325 zhz1
B. 1283 [lg+t86}] [r1o.12.1887] } [7.7.1859] B. 1277 [24.12.1860] eddin Siileyman Fatmn————Rcfik B.
D. 1310 [20.3.1002] [1872] B. 1283 [1866] B. 12596 E;cﬂw]-* B. 1206 [19.6.1870] [20.7.1907]
D. young D. young D. young H
2b11 1301
Tevhide———{3) (414) ) | L% T I
B. 1280 [25.1.1864] [27.2.1884] ]
D. 1311 [1.341 2 NI:B i S
z 1
2611 hilh:‘ttd Bmazf:} Fm {n}ﬂ_{z} Ali G’llllﬁ P. (1) {1} 2626
Mehmed Abbas [5.6.1910] B. 122 [12.9.1901] (Div.) Hayreddin B.
Hilim P. [+.7.1875]  (Div.) |
B. 1284 [1867] rzbuﬂ {2610) (a611) 13937 1327 a2bay
t 4 Hadice ( Rauf B.
2614 1338 2612 2615 1328 ab16 2618 .I ::E:.r [1. saml
MNabila Keri man Fuad P. Behiye—————-lamail Hakl Serif Ali Hayder P. [4.5.1870] ]
B. 1315 [15.3.1808] [26.2.1020] B. 1312 [24. ztﬂqs] B. 1298 [ao,g.tﬂﬂ[w.a.tgm}ﬂ-ﬂ&j P. B. 1282 [1866]
» 1333 [12.2.1915] ! 2 ! Vzhl?‘l’ 1319 )
261 1 261 e ———— ()
Ruki:re:3=Em.ir $:nf [12.9.1901]
B. 1302 [30.5.1885][17.2.1910] Abdillmecid [Driv.)






TasLe L. ABDULHAMID 11 and his Family

a1 397
Arnfimzcin [==Tinmijgln
|
420 1285 f 1318 421
Bednifelek ﬁBDﬂLlﬂMID 11 ——————=Rehi
B. 1267 [4.1.1851][15.11.1868) iy [Baca!‘.r?s, Kmﬂla:.l] [10.5.1900] B. 1299 [10.10.1882]
1258 [22.9.1
| B, (=t
B. .5.1858] [z.9. ‘ At 1883] B. 1281 [16.1.1865
D; :;;gt:[;.f.rgfﬂ {#0u872] D. 1336 [10.2.1918] LER: 31!}. 1321 [5.10.1903]
o 1302 257
Eu:ql?*inur e Sx exide
B. 1282 [2.1.1866] [20.11.1885] { [2.1.1885]B. 1284 [1.3.1860]
] Dy, 1326 [12.12.1008]
3 il e
B. 1284 [10.12.1867] [12.1.1886] =Namkedi
428 1310 420¢
Peyveste Osman =———— =Safinaz
B. 1200 E[ﬂ.s.ls?"-ﬁ [H'I-:sﬂal Iagﬁ 431
430 1322 —_— -
iha Naei [31.8.1890]B. 1290 [8.5.1873]

Saliha e ———
D. 1342 [4.12.1023] [4.11.1004] ]

(428) (432)

zhy3 o

Mehmed Abbas 2633
Halim { Mu:_iflaﬂﬁ'l

f% m’f' 2 $¢:] N.R. A N.R. -

b 860t 4 1331 i 1334 5
Nnbizllg-nine (x %%] Abdurrahim {I}iﬂ} EE.I:IE Hzndsine = {3) Abdilkadir [g]-—-_——-n\{n?yr.t
B. 1317 [1.6.1899][4.6.1019] B. 1312 [14.8.1804] [1909] Naciye Macide [1.6.1913] B. 1295 [16.1.1878][5.2.1016] Fatma

(D) (Eng.} (v. xLvm, 833) B. 1317 [14.9.1809] B. 1326 [14.4.1008]
2b31® 2636 lj.z£
Mi Mihriban=——=——(1)
Selguk B. 1307 [18.5.1800][6.6.1907] |
B. 1338 [14.4.1920]
(421) {420) (430) (421) — LT e ——
| |
1?6 ﬂy:___:m A&m Ahmed Mm Mehmed it S (1)
i by Hidoyet—"roaxw
5 %lﬁ:iih[jisisglglgmuddi? x - Wuri J - Ahid B thruddgn ] [1908]
: 8. ; b1 : i : i0: B 1go1
1320 [8.8.1502] 1319 [22.6.1901] B :;;Jf f:;‘lhuft;g]ﬂ 1323 [17.9.1903] t3g i bued S s b,
Aliye (1}=——===(2) | B. 1303 [19.12.1885]
- B. 1310 [:3.:u.t$gn}i7iﬁﬁ;3?! 1

5 (420) -y Eag (426) -
2672 |
Mergem
Af:]nﬂ ’
1303 byt 2
J_F,‘q} (1) Mehmed (2 " hzﬁ?u' Fli;:s?ldin B. R‘“}'JP
B. 1286 }m.uuﬂqoi[q.b,:ﬂﬂ&] Selim [30.6.1905] B. 1304 [1.5.1867] |
D, 1322 [27.12.1904 B. 1286 [11.1.1870] zb78 1328 14o01™ 1339
1328 2673 Beyrutlu=——=——{1) Ayge (2)=—=Mchmed Ali B.
' Pervin Ahmed Nami B.[g.8.1910] B. 1305 [4-4.1921]
[29.3.1910] B. 1311 [6.6.1804] B. 1ago [1873] (Div.) [r.x 1.135?1
(423) {$23) _ (423)
Gazi N:%m P.
2685 B. 1248 [183a]
V. A. Abdurrahman D. 1317 [5.4-1900]
1402 Nureddin P. (Haci) Rs_
Hadice B. 1251 [4.1836] —= | .
D. young D. 1330 [7.8.1912] ‘ 2yt 1318 1404 1325
2688 Kemaloddin Blrpaaton) ) B ome (G
i 3 in B.[17.3.1 e
Arif Hikmet P. 2) N:?li (1}—5———1-Cumleddin B. {IS*&\'J [5.B.1
[27.2.19505] B. :%ns: Emm]
[9.2.1884] (Eng.) ]
R 2
ol
[4-5.1022] Sevket
(v. XLy B4z)
(431} {430) (424) (427) > {—ﬂ_ni =
s i |
I 1
B. 1249 ?ﬂ;g Samiye 14084
D. 1311 [1893 B. 1325 ]iml.:qn!] Ulviye 2689
| D. 1327 [27.1.1909] DB. ::E“[Bl [Iﬂvﬁ% ] ~Hel, AF 1306 1409
. 1287 [29.11,1850 n f.—-—ox-o ve
Ali P B—22_ 3485 [20.4.1880] B. 1287 [12.1.1871]
[34?:2]' B. 1308 [15.6.18g1] i
Aﬁz:lramjk
8 e 27 2609
'ﬁ&éh} . i;e {t}i—l’l.lld B.
D. 1341 [27.0.1922][2.12.1010] B. 1304

[30.12.1886] I{E;n-ﬂ

Ceilleddin P.

[11.7.5907] (v. xLvL. 1330)

! His deposition and death are discussed in an important article by
Uzungargily, in Belleten, 40. 705; the correspondence of dates is nor,
however, always accurate. See Sehsovaroglu. in R.TAM,, vi 1628, &e.

* His mother died in 1853 and he was adopted by 390/Perestil, and alsa
befriended by 373/Pertevniyal Valide Sultan.

! In unusual circumstances she came from the harem
see Schsuvaroflu, d=i=, 2 n. 1.

* Safinar, a sister of 4o6/Yildix, was at first in the harem of Ab-
diildziz.

* His engagement to Emine Nociye came to an end when she married
2555/Enver Paga; his marriage to the Nabila Emine ended in o divorce
on 26.9.1923.

* On 7.1o.1940 Mibrimih Selquk married the Emir Naif of Trans-
Jordan,

* He was the youngest son of Abdithamid 11, and the favourite of
his days in retirement; see Sakir, in R.T.M. i. 562, &c. On ra.1.1936 he
martied Seniye, sister of King Zogo of Albania,

' She was divorced on 10.11.1919. On 1334 [2.4.1020] she married
Mehmed Cavit Bey, one of the leaders of the *ltrihad ve Terakki Cemi-
yeti' and of the Republic in its early days. However, he was executed
on 1345 [12.9.1926] for complicity in a plot against Mustafs Kemal
{Atatiirk),

* He was much disliked by his father; see Orik, in T.D. iii. g7o.

" She was divorced from Ahmed Nami on 10.2.1921.

" He had to divorce Naime, on sccount of the scandal with 1393
Hadice; see Table XLIX, n. 7.

" Her engagement to Fuad Bey was broken off because Abdiilhamid 11
had been deposed meanwhile,

"1 She was burned to death while playing with same matches.

of Murad V;
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TasLe LIV. ALLIANCES WITH CANDAROGULLARI

CANDAROGULLARI OSMANLILAR
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TasLe LV. ALLIANCES WITH THE COMNENES

COMMNENES OSMANLILAR
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TasrLe LVI. ALLIANCES WITH DULEADIRLILAR
DULKADIRLILAR OSMANLILAR
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TasLe LVIIL. ALLIANCES WITH KRIM HANLARI

KRIM HANLARI

OSMANLILAR
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TasLe LIX. ALLIANCES WITH KOPRULULER

KOPRULULER OSMANLILAR
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TasLe LX. ALLIANCES WITH MEMLOKLER

MEMLUKLER

OSMANLILAR
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TasLe LXI. ALLIANCES WITH THE PALEOLOGI

PALEOLOGI OSMANLILAR
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