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Within the discourse of “classicism” in Ottoman istorical studies, the
nakkghane has been depicted as a central institution whiolified a
distinctively Ottoman visual and aesthetic vocabuldits “classical
synthesis”) and then diffused this to other sectofsOttoman cultural
production. This narrative precludes the possipbibt any discrepancies and
inconsistencies in the cultural production of thekkghane It is to these
notions of “classicism,” “homogeneity” and “unifoity’’ that the questions
of this study have been addressed. Attention iss tfacused on the
nakkghanés predecessor institutions in the Iraniitab-Khanatradition,
and also on the changing organization and instibati mechanisms dhe
nakkghaneitself. The gradual evolution and development efrtakkghane
and its artistic production from the mid-fifteerténtury to the late-sixteenth
century is examined, along with the conceptual &athat encircled the
works of thenakkaghane The designs of theakkghaneprovide first hand
information on the development and gradual tramsé&tion that the
nakkghaneunderwent. The study concludes that the establiglsedl codes
of the nakkghane were neither as rigid nor as distinct as is gdhera
assumed. Hence, in some cases, some inclusivenesgxperimentation
continued, even after the emergence of the Ottayathesis.
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Introduction

The Nakkghane was one of the most productive and influential
branches within the organization of tBél-i Hiref (meaning trades people,
craftsmen, artisafs As an institution, its mark on the Ottoman visaets
was momentous because it was the main unit forcthdification of a
distinctively Ottoman visual and aesthetic vocabul&ollowing the general
estimation, its maturation and full development \aabieved by the 1550s
after which thenakkghane like many other branches of the Ottoman state,
reached its “classical synthesis.” Within the disse of “classicism,’the
nakkghanehas been depicted as a mature institution whiclified a visual
language of its own, and diffused this to othenamcof Ottoman cultural
production. Within this narrative, all discreparsceeem to be isolated from
the organization and language of thakkahane. This study intends to
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guestion the notions of “classicism” and “uniforyiiithat have been ascribed
to the works and organization of thakkghane

Both structurally and stylistically, the period Wween 1450 and
1550 was an experimental phase forta&kahane.Towards the end of the
reign of Sileyman (r. 1520-1566), the “classicayhthesis of Ottoman
imperial arts and architecture had been culminatetia sense of unity and
standardization appeared out of this developmarfadt, the common use of
the term “classical” is illusive because, generaityis not certain what is
meant by “classical.” Primarily, there is a lackstdndardized use of the term
in art-historical studies. Generally, the term amtes firmness and
definiteness, and it is thought of as the ultimgitenacle of the court arts.
This definition excludes any kind of alterations experimentations within
the established patterns, and it thus sets bowexaetween the period we
call “classical” and the others which preceeded faidwed it. One example
of this sort of usage of the term is Celal Arseubr, well-known Turkish art
historian, who was the first to use the term “dlee® for Ottoman
architecture. His use of the term “classical styé/okes the purity and
superiority of this stylé,and this usage has left a strong mark in subseéquen
art-historical studies. Yet the definition of thetion of “classicism” in
matters of style is not the only problem; the perlabeled as “classical”
differs, raising the problem of periodization. Aarfas history writing is
concerned, the age of Stleyman is generally labedeithe “classical age” of
Ottoman history; when it comes to architecturatdrigit is Mimar Sinan that
represents the golden age of Ottoman architectund, his style sets the
standards of the “classical style”; for the coutsaon the other hand, the
“classical synthesis” is only achieved in the lagtears of Sileyman’s reign.
There is thus a relative multiplicity of periodizat strategies, none of which
are unchanging because, within the age which wer r@$ the “classical,”
there exist features that we firmly define as alg#sdf “classicism.” These
indicate that “classical” is an unstable term, eatthan being absolute and
definite.

To this end, my discussion will focus attentiontbe organization
and institutional mechanisms of theakkghane itself, and on the
nakkghanés predecessor, the Iraniditab-khanatradition. At the same
time, | will also concentrate on the conceptuatfeathat encircled the works
of the nakkghane The designs of thenakkghane provide first hand
information on the development and gradual tramsé&ion that the
nakkghane underwent. By looking at the designs that appeavarious
media, such as on tiles, manuscript illustratioasd textiles, | aim to
interrogate notions of “homogeneity” and “uniforgft in order to pose a
counter argument to the notion of “classicism” e domain of the imperial
arts.
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1 The Nakkaghane: Its Organization and Institutional
M echanisms

In the Ottoman state court, artists were organiasdpart of the
palace administration and as salaried officialtedatheEhl-i Hiref. The Ehl-

i Hiref were divided into branches; thdicellidhanethenakkghane,and the
imalathane Each branch had its own sub-structure with ite dwerarchy of
masters and apprentic&hl-i Hiref artists were officials and members of the
imperial guard Kapikuly, and they were tied to the imperial arn@rdu-yu
Humayun) Being officially counted as soldiers, the membeese requested
to join the sultan on his campaigns and his depestérom the capital. For
example, anakkg called Kasim-1 Arnavud, whose name was listed among
Rumiyancorps Cemaat-i Rum Nakkkari) in the Ehl-i Hiref registers of
1557 and 1558, was destined to join Sultan Suleydhanmg his visit to
Edirne® The Ehl-i Hiref members were generally chosen from among
Pencik and Dewirme corps, according to their special talents in ths.a
However, if projects required more artists, othbedonging to the local
guilds could also be employed in tRél-i Hiref, such as the carpet weavers
from Usak and Cairo, fabric weavers from Bursa and ceratsiérom Iznik,
who complemented occasional projettSometimes, officials working
outside the organization of timakkaghanecould be very influential within it,
such as Nigari, Piri Reis and Matrak¢i Nasuh, whak®Eumentary
illustrations were very inspiring. There were aisweited artists, émigrés and
captives among the members of Bifd-i Hiref.

The Ehl-i Hiref was under the supervision of the Head-Treasurer
(Enderun-u Himayun Hazinedarbsi) who was responsible not only for the
projects, but also appointment of the artists. ahtests of theEhl-i Hiref
received salaries every three months. The lunandar was divided into
four, and every three months comprised a unit gimEnt under a specific
name;maser mevacibi, recec mevagcitdsen mevacibiandlezez mevacibi
However, there were also some extra payments dteltigat artists received
when they presented their works to the sultan ahdnwthey finished their
projects. The surviving deeds show the range d§ difat the artists would
receive, from coins to valuable textiles and rotsonor:

Bir cild Turki Sahname tasvirleniib ve naklundukda bir
nakkaa bir tak seraser ile bir tak kemha ve bir nakka
dahi bir tak kemha ve bir nakksagirde dahi sekiz filuri ve
katibe bir tak kemha inam olunub Hazinedarbadinden
mezburlara teslimSevval sene 983 (1575)Nakkabasiya
hasene 60, hilat kaftan added 1sene 992 (1583).
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Artists not only received gifts; they were alsoigell to present
them to the sultan at special ceremonies, suchas® tfor religious festivals
(bayran). It was noted, for instance, thaiakka Sahkulu presented a
decorated dish to the sultan (“nakkgahkulu bir biyik nakdu tabak”)?
and on another occasion, a painting of a nymphkKaaSahkulu: bir kit
tizerine peri sureti’} The nakka Kara Memi appears in the registers as
having presented a decorated ink holder and fifie@ored pens (“nakka
Kara Memi: bir nakglu divit onbe boyalu kalem.).'' While giving
information on the organization of theakkghane these registers also
provide evidence on the range of artistic actisitie

As an institution, theEhl-i Hiref began to take shape during the
reign of Mehmed Il (r. 1444-1446, 1451-1481). lassumed that during his
reign there was already some form of centralizedcaire for the court
artistst? but there was in fact only a rather mixed struetiirwas in the reign
of Bayezid Il (r. 1481-1512) that the court atedibecame firmly established,
and the thenakkghaneappeared as a distinct body at some point bettieen
reigns of Mehmed Il and of Beyazid II. Although testablishment of the
Ehl-i Hiref and thenakkghane has been attributed to the mid-fifteenth
century (i.e., after the conquest of Constantinggtem the stylistic features
of a few illustrated manuscripts, it appears thatré was some form of an
organization in the Edirne Palace as well. Twadheféarliest manuscripts that
are attributed to Edirne, thBilsuznameof Badi al-Din Tabrizi (c. 1455-
1456) and theKilliyat-1 Katibi (c. 1460-1480), show the beginnings of a
local school of painting under the influence of tBkirazi school, and the
manuscripts that were produced under Bayezid Iewsgylistically very close
to these works$® The Edirne Palace seems to have been an actisticart
center throughout the fifteenth and sixteenth aiéedyas registers from the
sixteenth century indicate the transfer of somestarfrom Edirne Palace to
Topkap! Palac¥’

The organizational structure of tin@akkaghanewas documented in
series of payroll registers, expense deeds, gitdsleand registers of the
imperial treasury. From these documents, namesksrasalaries and
sometimes backgrounds of the artists have comighit The term takkg”

did not simply mean painter; it had a more compnshe meaning. Since a
nakkag was intended to engage in different projects ardtpred more than
one craft, the term was applied to both illustratand illuminators. The
duties of anakka might include ruling marginal lines on foliosedvelkg),
tracing designs, and making drawings, executingraits of individuals
(sebihndvi$, architectural renditiontdrrah), wall decoration and affixing the
imperial signaturet@gra).'® Likewise, the documents indicate the multiple
responsibilities of anakka. For example, the name of a master of
calligraphy, Hasan Celebi, who was registered eSkileymaniye Mosque’s
project, also appears in tBél-i Hiref registers of the same periStExpense
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deeds from the years 1591-92 include the nameeofaimous artist Nakka
Osman, who worked on the wall paintings of the TagpkPalace kiosk.
Similarly, Lutfi Abdullah, who was noted as the Heaf the nakkghane
(sernakka) in the 1596 registers, was also employed in #eochtion of the
Old Palacé® Apart from these examples in various registerapijtears that
artists were working on diverse projects, from bdhlstration to decorating
the royal boat?

As far as the location of theakkghaneis concerned, it seems that
the name denotes an institution rather than arabbtilding. Although there
are various estimates and assumptions of the éxeation of the building,
none of them can be verified. One argument suggesisilding in the first
courtyard of Topkapi Palace, while another poimsat building called
Arslanhaneacross the Hagia Sophia. From the two seventeemtury travel
accounts — Eremya Celebi Kémirciyanistanbul Tarihf® and Evliya
Celebi'sSeyahatnanfé- it appears that there was certainly a buildingechll
nakkahaneat this site, though whether it was a studio oalauilds or court
artists is not clear.

In her article, “Saray Nakkhanesinin Yeri Uzerine Biinceler,
Filiz Cagman deals with the question of the location ofriakkghane while
drawing attention to its flexible organizationaltieans. As she points out,
there were some temporary studios that were cartsttuwithin Topkap!
Palace, and in other locations related to the ptejé-or instance, in his book
Menakib-1 HinervergnMustafa Ali (1541-1600) mentions that the Nakka
Sahkulu (the inventor ofazstyle and the head of corps Rfimiyanin the
1545 register) had his own studio in the imperialape, which was
occasionally visited by Sultan Suleyman himg@ISimilarly, at the end of
the Surname-i Humayur{the Imperial Festival Book which records the
circumcision ceremony of the prince Mehmed Il theats held in 1582), the
Nakka Osman was said to have had his own atéliédditionally, in the
expenses deeds of tiehnameseries (comprising the time between the years
1552-1556) there is an indication of the constorctbf a room in the house
of the first court historian,séhnamedi Arifi. ® This suggests that, for that
project, a group of artists were under the supemisf Arifi in a studio that
was constructed in thgehnamecs own house, contrary to the general
assumption that they ought to be working in the éngl palace. Gaman
gives some other examples, all of which sugges§ ttather than having
been a permanent building, thakkghanewas a flexible organization which
could alter according to the particular projectd #me changing relationships
between the masters and their patrons. Thus, ilgmmetimes be the palace
or the house of the master that sheltered artstisesy produced their works.

It should also be noted that the designs of nhkkghane had a
strong impact on the decorative vocabulary of tje; ahey were frequently
used by other crafts therefore the same patteqmsaamn various media from
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tiles to textiles, inscriptions, and ceramics. Huat reason, theakkghane
was one of the most prominent units in Bfd-i Hiref institution.

2. The Predecessor of the Nakkashane: the Iranian Kitab-Khana
Tradition

To find the predecessors of timakkghane tradition, one should
turn back to the Iranian world. The Iranikitab-khanawas in many ways
very similar to the Ottomamakkghane Since Iran was one of the main
sources of influence for Ottomans, this similar#ynot surprising. Indeed, if
one takes into consideration the great number afién artists who either
emigrated or were transferred to the Ottoman cdleiy prominence in the
structural and artistic development of thakkghane can be understood.
Though Kitab-khanaliterally means “book house,” in the Iranian woitd
functioned as a scriptorium, studio and also a slook. TheKitab-khanaas
an institution took its shape in the llkhanid pdria the thirteenth century. It
was the Ilkhanid vizier Rashid al-Gth(1247-1318) who established and
supported an atelier in a suburb named Rab-i Rashiaihich artists worked
together to produce large-scale, high-quality manpts. As an idea, the
kitab-khana existed in the Islamic world even before the likigs. The
Artugid rulers of Jazira had maintained a royalpgorium a century earlier
than the Ilkhanid on&. What distinguishes Rashid al-Dirkitab-khanawas
the personal involvement of the patron in the pssaef book production and
illumination. His book,The Compendium of Chroniclé3ami al Tavarikl,
with its high quality illustrations, was a produeti of hiskitab-khana This
enormous enterprise opened new perspectives in paioking (and the idea
of the kitab-khana)’® Not only was this a high quality work, but it wasa
an official proclamation of llkhanid rule in Iratransmitting the intentions of
its patron. The patron’s direct involvement in tgistic processes, and his
financial backing, would become key elements fer titadition of thekitab-
khanasin the Iranian world. After Rashid al-Din, thé#tab-khana with its
new function and meaning, continued to surviveeAftim, the llkhanid ruler
Abu Said (r. 1317-1335) is reported to have hadyalrkitab-khanain the
likhanid capital of Tabriz, and a high quality maartipt, The Great Mongol
Shahnamawas attributed to 2 However, in the Iranian world, tHdtab-
khanaas an institution was not bound to the imperiatiei and it did not
function as an administrative unit of the stateefBhwas dependence on the
will of the patron; just as easily as he establishis ownkitab-khana he
could also disband it. For instance, the TimuriterWlugh Beg dispersed
both his artists and thiitab-khanain 1411% Likewise, when the Safavid
ruler Shah Tahmasp (r. 1524-1576) lost interesh@ arts of the book, he
disbanded hiskitab-khana and allowed his artists to leave the cdrt.
Indeed, there were multiple centers of artisticdoidion andkitab-khanas
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since ownership of th&itab-khanawas most closely related to their local
patrons. There was one at Shiraz, where the Ifg@umdly (who rose to power
around 1304 just before the dissemination of llktiggower) had their own
ateliers, and became appreciable patrons of tle krtthese respects, the
Iranian tradition differed from the Ottomamakkghane since the
nakkghanewas part of the Ottoman administrative body, angas tied to
the imperial palace. Thus, its dispersion or eghbient of another
nakkahanein any of the provinces could not be the c&sEhe kitab-khana
tradition continued in the Iranian world under fhienurids and Safavids as
well. In a very similar way to the Ottoman practicaultiple groups of
craftsman and artists were united to undertakeiatls of decoration and
building.

Some primary sources shed light on the Irarkdab-khanasand
their organization. From thkitab-khanaof the Timurid prince Baysunghur
(d. 1433), we have a document which seems to beobttee annual reports
presented by the supervisor of théab-khanato his patror® Prince
Baysunghur is known to be the founder of AcademyHefat (thought to
have been founded in the 1420s) which combinedntbst talented and
significant artists of its age under its organizatiAn officer called Jafar left
a document Tebrizli Cafer'in Arz)** which contains information about the
workings of the projects that were undertaken ankitab-khana explaining
the responsibilities of the artists and describiagrganization and structure.
The text itself announces that it was written inrdlén 1427 by Jafar, the
chief officer of thekitab-khana.The report reveals that Jafar was responsible
for supervising not only the manuscript productitmit also all kinds of
decorations, as well as some building activitiesurFdifferent kinds of
artistic activities are identifiable in the repottie first is book production,
(“Mawlana Ali is designing a frontispiece illuminan for theShahnam™);
the second is building (“the Old Palace: the dom @arrette up to under the
stalactites have been painted. The columns of &stemn wing have been
replaced.®); the third is decoration (“Mawlana Saduddin: hassfied the
lid of the Begim'’s little chest, and one side oiiready for the final touches.
The door panel that remains will be completed freéin days.*); and the
last is about preparation of a royal tent “all thainters are working on
painting and tinting seventy-five tent pol&3” The report also indicates that
the artists had multiple responsibilities in thenUirid atelier, just as in the
Ottoman case. For instance, one of the artists, IR@wv Saduddin, is
mentioned as working on the decoration of a chedt@n copying a book,
just as all of the painters were recorded as wgrkin decorating the royal
tent while they were undertaking other projects.

These examples show that the function and orgaoieaif the
kitab-khana was very similar to that of the Ottomamakkaghane. The
influence of the Iranian world on Ottoman arts #émelnakkghanepersisted
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throughout the fifteenth and sixteenth centuriese @an see the shared
cultural codes and notions between these world$iriee sixteenth century
sources: Dost Muhammadjsrefaceto Bahram Mirza (brother of Safavid
ruler Shah Tahmasph) album (dated 1544, a Safanictsf® Mustafa Ali's
Treatise on Calligraphers and Painteflenakib-1 Hiververamjated1578,
an Ottoman source on calligraphers and pairftergnd Qadi Ahmad
Qummi's Gilistan-1 Hunar (dated 1596, a Safavid source, includes
information on the kitab-khana of ibrahim Mirza, nephew of Shah
Tahmaspf? A comparative perspective here shows to what extenartistic
and cultural language of the Iranian and Ottomarnidgowere intermingled.
The structural and thematic organization of thekisos very similar, and in
many instances they mention the names of the samesand masters. This
not only shows the adaptation of Iranian practisgshe Ottomans (in the
tradition of complying books on the artists) busaakhe fact that culturally
they had shared notions, conventions, and tastes éoncluding remark, it
should also be noted that the Iranian influencehenOttomamakkghane
tradition and its arts was persistent, even aftenakkghanebecame firmly
established.

3. An Age of Experimentation (1450- 1550)

The period between the conquest of Constantinopte the mid-
sixteenth century is identified as an age of expenitation for the court
ateliers and their artistic productions. Throughthg fifteenth century and
until the mid-sixteenth century, theakkghane was in a rather mixed
condition. There was a combination of both Europaash Persian artists and
styles under the organization of thakkghane.In the fifteenth century, the
Aqgoyunlu School of painting influenced the earlytathan manuscripts,
such as theDilsuzname the Kiilliyat-1 Katibi and the /skendernameof
Ahmedi. At the same time, there was a strong denfané&uropean artists
and artworks, especially during the reign of Mehrtledn both the arts and
architecture, Sultan Mehmed Il demanded Europeadetao Accordingly,
European artists, such as Gentile Bellini, Congtade Ferrara and some
others were patronized by the Ottoman sultan. Masii also wrote about
the influence of the Europeans on the Ottoman Eesmentions the name of
the illustrator fnusavvijy Sinan Bey as a court artist of Mehmed II, and he
notes that Sinan was the student of a VenetiantgraiMastori Pavlf?
Although the impact of these European artists wais long-lived on the
Ottoman arts and ateliers, there was still somerést in Europeans during
the reign of Bayezid Il. For instance, he is saidhave invited Michelangelo
to Istanbul under his patronage, and, similarlye thlorentine scholar
Francesco Berlinghieri dedicated iBgograpiato the sultarf* Nonetheless,
one cannot claim that this European influence veamarked as the Iranian
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one. Obviously, though, when compared to Persiegfgustands out in terms
of the recurrence of its impact.

The Iranian influence on the Ottoman arts, on ttheerohand, was
persistent. Throughout the fifteenth-century, theadrid (especially court of
Huseyin Baygara at Herat [r. 1469-1506]) and Aqauywcourts (esp. court
of Sultan Yaqub [r. 1478- 1490]) were sources apiration and influence
for the Ottomans. The Ottomans had already patednizanian artists in the
fifteenth century. Indeed, the flow of artists aheir books to the Ottoman
court, both voluntarily and involuntarily, intengifl these cultural
interrelations. These were based in turn upon titense political and
military relations between the Ottoman and Iraniammlds. The first wave of
émigrés came after the fall of the Aggoyunlu staté501. The Agqgoyunlu
Sultan Alvand (d. 1504) was one of those who ftethe Ottoman court with
his artists andtitab-khana.

The victory of the Ottomans over the Safavids a Hattle of
Caldiran (1514) was a crucial event for the adikistory and development
of the nakkghane After the Ottoman occupation of the Safavid capit
Tabriz, Selim transferred numerous artists andsmagn to his capital, some
of whom either attended local guilds or were incogbed into court ateliers.
One of the captives was the Timurid Prince BadZakan (he was the last
Timurid ruler of Herat who had escaped to Tabrizmwideart was overrun
by the Uzbeks in 1507) who was transported fronrizab Istanbul with his
retinue anditab-khana One further example is the famous ag&shkulu (he
is also calledSahkulu-i Baghdadi, possibly referring his city dftb) who
had been exiled from Tabriz to Ottoman provincéofasya. Thereafter, he
joined to the Ottoman court in 1520s and became ntlaster and head
(sernakka) of the nakkghane Artists and books continued to arrive at the
court with Stleyman’s successive campaigns in Iirag, and Hungary which
resulted in further enrichment of tiekkghane From Europe, the libraries
and artists of notables transferred to the capitalell. One of the most
significant of these was the library of Matthiasr@ieus (d. 1490, the
Hungarian king) which was transferred to Istanbfierathe conquest of
Budapest in 1528 His library, the Bibliotheca Corviniana, was ridh
Florentine illustrated manuscripts and others eteztifor himself in his
scriptorium?® Giilru Necipglu mentions that among the books of the library
there was a copy of VitruviusBe Architecturawhich was sent by the Duke
of Milan to the Hungarian King, and thereafter eateSiileyman’s librarf/’

Other than the conquest of the cities, the cohstianggle between
the Safavids and the Ottomans was another reagsothdoflow of artists.
Especially during times of crises, a nhumber of Sdf@rinces sought refuge
in the Ottoman court, and this situation contintleughout the sixteenth
century. For instance, two of Shah Tahmasp’s brettfeam Mirza (governor
gof Khorasan between the years 1521-1529 and 1532}kand Algas Mirza
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(governor of Shirvan between the years 1538-154fip, had unsuccessfully
rebelled against their older brother, allied thewes with the Ottomans in
1535 and 1547 respectivéfy,and then fled to the Ottoman court. Algas
Mirza’s arrival was especially significant in thense that he brought with
him in his retinue Fethullah Arif Celebi (d. 15629 known as Arifi, and
Eflatun (d. 1569) who both held the positionsehnameciin the Ottoman
court. Lale Ulug notes that the flow of artists dwbks was intense until the
second Ottoman Safavid peace of 1590, and aftesasosved down. As she
relates, one outcome of the hostilities betweerttemans and the Safavids
was cultural exchand@.

Certainly, lranians were not the only foreign group the
nakkghane. From the payroll registers of the years 1526, 154557-58,
1566, it can be observed that various ethnic graayrh as Hungarians,
Bosnians, Georgians, and Franks co-existed imékighane.Nevertheless,
the impact of Iranian artists and masters inrthkkgghanewas outstanding.
Especially from the 1520s to the 1550s, Iranian temasdominated the
nakkahane both stylistically and numerically. This fact waflected in the
organization of th@akkghaneas well. In the 1545 payroll register, it can be
seen that the corps was divided into two groupgHerfirst time; theBollk-i
Acemanand theRumiyan each with their own hierarch{.With the strong
influence of the Iranian masters in tmakkghane and the continuous
relations with the Iranian world from the 1520s amnds, we see a rush of
experimentation in Ottoman arts. In media from Hpo#ing to architectural
decoration, the “International Timurid style” flashed in the Ottoman
world. Its basic motifs werélatayi and Rumij which were adopted and re-
interpreted by Ottomans for their own artistic eegmions? Hatayi is a far
eastern decorative pattern; even the word itsel walerivative oKhitay,
which means China. Its basic motif is a lotus osplaced on a delicate
stem. This style was introduced to the Near Eashénthirteenth century by
the Mongols. From this time onwards, it becamearssively used style in
the Islamic world. The namBumi (also called “arabesque”) on the other
hand, comes from the world of Rum, that is, “Rorha@ferring to the realm
of Eastern Romans. In the article “The OttomanenFMehmed Il to Murad
II: Art of The Ottoman Court,” Serpil Bgi1 and Zeren Tanindi note that this
style can be traced back to the Byzantine and glesnic art of the Near
East>® The Rumistyle can be characterized by scrolling branchms tavo-
dimensional leaves.

From the second half of the fifteenth century te thid-sixteenth
century, these forms, and their combinations andvalkives, dominated
Ottoman patterns of decoration, extending fronstiteilluminations, carpets,
and textiles. With the adaptation of different et/land the integration of
various artists, theakkghanein that era had an eclectic condition. This
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phase of inclusiveness and experimentation wouddlrén the emergence of
an Ottoman synthesis by the mid-sixteenth century.

4, Emergence of an Artistic Canon and Its Reflections in Various
Media

Glrti Necipglu describes the 1550s in the following terms:

By the 1550s, the fluid boundaries of the Ottomanpke
had grown rigid as Sileyman's armies failed to push
further along the eastern and western frontiergh\Wihe
establishment of territorial limits, a new sense seff-
identity and cultural difference emerg&d.

This was a period of transition and culmination foe Ottomans.
With the standardization and institutionalizationuarious branches of the
state and administration, and with the designatibrerritorial limits, the
Ottoman Empire gradually transformed itself to ahtiy structured,
extensively bureaucratized and centralized state. Ottomans’ attempts at
centralization also spread to their visual andstctiexpressions. By the
1550s, with the establishment of the post Sghnameci(official court
historiar), the Ottoman state intended to control its histdriand visual
representations.

Within that process, the Ottoman state acquirediosel self
identity, which differentiated it from its contenmaoies both in the west and
the east. In contrast to its former universaligfioms and inclusiveness, by
the mid sixteenth century the Ottoman state defitsedf in a more concrete
and definite manner, primarily as an “orthodox"alslic society. In various
sectors, after decades of experimentation, then@its reached their own
synthesis. As the word “synthesis” suggests, wpaeared as the “Ottoman
style” was not totally alien to established cultuaad artistic traditions and
patterns, since it came out of the experimentabphaHowever, at the same
time it could not be defined as part of any widespr artistic convention.
This was because the Ottomanization of artisticddpetion gave Ottoman
goods a distinctive presence in the market, distsigable from the artifacts
of ltaly or the Safavid Empir&. Although the limits of this distinctiveness
can be argued, it is certain that by the 1550smtoarts had a codified set
of characteristics which were expressed througarttstic production.

As with other developments, the emergence of then@n artistic
style was gradual and was outcome of a numberhaf dacts. By the 1550s,
the extensive bureaucratization was reflectedenctiurt workshops (thehl-

i Hiref). As units of the administration, the brancheshefEhl-i Hiref began
to be dominated bwrtists and craftsman d&dul origin. The trend towards
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localization was reflected not only in theakkghane but also in other
workshops under the organization of tBhl-i Hiref, such as those of tile
makers and goldsmith8.Gradually, Iranian masters were replaced by their
local trainees. For example, by the 1540s the drigitect Alatddin, known
as Ali of Persia (Acem Alisi), was succeeded bya8iifthe chief architect
during the reigns of Sultan Suleyman, Selim II dvidrad Ill, [d.1588]).
Likewise, the head of thaakkghane, Sahkulu (who had emigrated from
Tabriz to Amasya and then joined to thakkahane, was replaced by his
student Kara Memi at around the same time. Patall#is development, the
division of the corps of theakkghaneinto the two branches &umiyanand
Acemandisappeared as of the 1596 payroll registers, aftetwards there
seem to be no such divisioh.The localization trend was transmitted to
different sectors as well. For instance, the groeftthe local textile and tile
industry with the direct involvement of the statasnan outcome of the same
process. Eventually, all these factors were infliaéim the emergence of the
Ottoman artistic style. Accordingly, Gilru Necjjo states that it was the
central control of patronage, rigorous training apbprentices and the
concentration of court ateliers in the capital thatributed to the unification
of tastes, and the emergence of an original viandlartistic language during
this phasé’

By the 1550s, with the emergence of an Ottomastartianguage,
the so-called “classical Ottoman synthesis,” it nsgethat among the
nakkghane’s visual codes, two widely used styles of decomatitand out:
the Sazstyle and theSukufe(floral) style>® These styles were creations of the
nakkghane and thus represented its artistic codes of decofiheSazstyle
was pioneered by the Iranian artiSahkulu, and it was generally
characterized by dagger-like twisting leaves irgeting each other. The style
had grown out ohatayi and rumi lotus blossoms. Esin Atil notes that this
style had a central Asian origin, and it was freglyerepresented in fifteenth
century drawings® However, with its peculiar features it acquiredifferent
form under the Ottomansukufe,on the other hand, was initiated by the
master Kara Memi, its principal motifs were flowessich as roses,
carnations, tulips and irises, representing thevdr@s gardens. Although the
origins of this style are not certain, the Ottomalose for flowers and
gardens may be one of the influences. J.M. RogaisRaM. Ward mention
that in Ottoman court poetry there is a rich vodatyuof floral topoi, and the
Ottomans’ love for flowers and gardens were docugtkin Ottoman and
European sourcé$.

From about the 1550s, the shapes and figures beeataasively
standardized, and these styles were transferredinmst every form of
Ottoman arts, and a sense of sameness and reaiappeared in the works
of the nakkghane Similar and even identical motifs appeared irfedént
materials such as tiles, textiles, illustrationstpets, wood work, and stone
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carving. Both inthe sazstyle (fig. 1, 2) and theukufestyle (fig. 3, 4) one can
observe the standardization of the motifs in greanbers, since the same
patterns were transferred to diverse materials.

Yet the decorative vocabulary of thakkghanewas not limited to
these two patterns; it was extremely rich and diwein addition tsazand
sukufe, artists applied cloud bands (wavy bands fig. 6> #yiple spots
(cinteman) pattern&” (fig. 8, 9), spiral vines (fig. 3), crescent roeisl (fig.
10, 11) to various media. And sometimes artistatea new forms through
combinations of these styles. For example, a coatioin of triple spots
(cintemani)and wavy bands was a commonly used pattern (&g.1B).
These patterns show continuity over time becausthénseventeenth and
eighteenth centuries they were still widely usdd. (10, 13, 14). This fact
shows the impact of th@akkghane on the Ottoman arts and its firm
institutional mechanisms. Without being bound wirmle artist, the patterns
that were developed or created by tiakkghane were continuously used
over time. This fact evidently ensures its artisaoion.

5. Homogeneity or Not?

By the 1550s, it is evident that the structure arghnization of the
nakkghanehad attained its culmination. As a firmly estaldid institution, it
was in a position to codify its own visual and stiti language, and the so-
called “classical Ottoman style” was a product tkisvelopment. The
discourse of classicism depicts a unified, homarghi picture of the
nakkghaneand its artistic expressions. However, the quaedtiat comes to
mind at that point is the limits of this homogegeifan one in fact talk about
one singular visual language of theakkghane? And does the word
‘classical’ refer to the fact that all featureseafecticism were swept away or
not? In order to better answer these questionsboeld primarily look at the
organization of th@makkghaneafter the 1550s. The last two payroll registers
of the nakkghanefrom the sixteenth century are from 1596. Thesggsters
demonstrate that by the late sixteenth century dbmination of foreign
masters (especially Iranians) was broken, and tthenhakkghane mainly
consisted ofkul origin artists. Nevertheless, this does not meat there
were no different ethnic groups in timakkghane Although they were a
minority, one can still observe the existence dfatally different artists.
Georgian, Bosnian, Frank, Albanian and Greek artigtre still employed
under the structure of theakkghane,such as the artists named Kaytas the
Frank Kaytas-1 Freny, Mahmud the FrankMahmud-1 Frenly Mahmud of
Georgia Mahmud-1 Giirdi, iskender of Bosnia/¢kender-i Bosra Toma
Manol, Saban of Albaniafaban-1 Arnavuyl®®

Related to this, the flow of artists and bookshe Ottoman court
did not stop. In the late sixteenth century, theo@an court was still open to
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émigrés from the Iranian world. For instance, forn@afavid subjects,
Muhammad Reza Tabrizi and Qasim Tabrizi, who weaster calligraphers,
came to Istanbul in 1585-86 and 1586-87, respdytiferhis indicates that
there was still some sort of receptivity to outsiaituences.

As far as the “classical Ottoman style” is concdrnalthough the
general discourse depicts it as a mature, unifiedl @asily distinguishable
form, it seems that there are certain limits taséheotions. For instance, J.M.
Rogers and R.M. Wardrgue that, as far as the repertory of illuminaii®n
concerned, and in spite of the general standaidizaif the forms, in the
latter part of Suleyman’s reign, tlsazstyle andsukufe style seem to have
developed rather independeriy. Additionally, some form of
experimentation still continued within the domaintleese two widely used
styles of decoration. This can be clearly obsemwbhdre thesukufestyle was
applied to the wavy vine format, which had its oexperimentation. It seems
that artists were confident making derivations frtime style; while in its
initial phase the emphasis was on the vine itsalfcan be seen from the tile
decorations of Rustem gaMosque (1560s, fig. 3), in its second phase, the
emphasis moved from vine to flowers while the widtid depth of the vine
had been softened, as can be observed from teofilEylp Shrine (1570s,
fig. 5.a), and in the third phase one sees a newe whexperimentation in the
more naturalistic interpretation of the format, twihe depiction of grapes
and leaves, as evidenced in the tile decoratiomakkeci ibrahim Aga
Mosque (1592, fig. 5.5f. These examples show that the “classical style” was
not static; it was still subject to certain changesl experimentation. This
fact urges one to question the connotations ofutbed “classical,” since it
generally excludes features of alteration.

The other point is the notion of “distinctness”, i has its limits
and edges as well. Obviously, with the emergencearofartistic canon,
Ottoman art works had their peculiar charactesstiget they were also
similar to some others in the market such as #il@it textiles. The patterns
of Italian export textiles were close to those dfto@an silks and it is
assumed that they must have been based on Ottorototypes. Although,
until today, only one direct copy from a specifitt@nan pattern could be
identified (the Italian textile in fig. 16 is a dict copy of fig. 17 which is a
surviving Ottoman silk), there are multiple exansplef adaptations of
Ottoman motif€’ Especially from the fifteenth to the seventeerghtary,
the Ottoman market was a very significant localioy the Italian silk
industry. ltalian textile workshops catered speaify for the Ottoman
market, not only by adjusting their loom widths @dtoman measures, but
also by copying and adopting Ottoman desfnBor that reason, it is
sometimes impossible to differentiate Ottoman potidas from Italian ones.
For instance, many textiles that have Ottoman petevere mistakenly
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identified as Ottoman (fig. 15, 18). Undoubtedhistfact shakes the notion
of distinctness ofiakkghaneproductions.

Eventually, where the emergence of a distinct Viscade is
concerned, it seems that some features of IntemetiTimurid style Hatayi
andRumipatterns were continuously used even after the 4.55€cordingly,
Julian Raby in the bookznik asserts that “Hatayi and Rumi have been
applied to examples from almost any period fromftfieenth to eighteenth
century”® In that matter, the emergence of an artistic natid not lead to a
total exclusion of the former patterns, and theseevstill preferred and used
by thenakkghane

5. Conclusion

The second half of the sixteenth century was aodesf culmination
and institutionalization for the Ottoman Empire general. After some
decades of experimentation and receptiveness touginfluences, from the
bureaucratic organization of the state to its caurts, the Ottomans had
reached their own synthesis. From that time onwah#sOttoman court arts
have generally been defined under the tern “claBsia term which ascribes
“homogeneity” and “uniformity” to the court arts igeneral. The main
argument of this paper has evolved around thisonotli have tried to
question the discourse of classicism by looking cae of the most
instrumental institutions for the codification oh aartistic language; the
nakkghane | have tried to both understand the structuredsalopment of
the nakkghane and to question the limits of uniformity and hayeaeity
that are supposed to have been brought to the eosriby the 1550s. The
organization, gradual evolution and artistic prddts of thenakkahane
have been examined together with its predecesser|raniankitab-khana
tradition.

In the end, from examination of the structure, aigation and
visual language of theakkaghane,the picture which emerges is a rather
flexible one. The established visual codes of na&kahane were neither
rigid nor distinct as is generally assumed. In samegters, some sort of
inclusiveness and experimentation still continueeneafter the emergence of
the Ottoman synthesis. For that reason, one sheamddthe word “classical”
with caution because, despite the fact that thedwgenerally connotes
firmness and definiteness, its boundaries wereasotertain as has been
thought.
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Illustrations

Figure 2. Kili¢c Ali Paa Mosque,
€.1580. Decoration on coverage of
timber.

Figure 1. Ceremonial caftan, mid16
century.

Figure 3. Tile decoration of RiistemsRa Figure 4. Kara Memi, illumination
Mosque (1560s). from Divan-1 Muhibbi.
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Figure 5.a. A tile from Eylp Shrine
(1570s).

Figure 5.b. A tile from Takkedbrahim
Aga Mosque (1592).

Figure 6. Trousers, second half of the  Figure 7. Nigari's portrait of Barbaros

16" century.

Hayreddin Pasha (c. 1540).
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Figure 8. Head dress, late™&entury. Figure 9. Wicker shield, second half of
the 16" century.

Figure 10. Caftan, 7century. Figure 11. Ceremonial caftan, lateé".6
century.
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Figure 12. Shield Cover, c. 1500s. Figure 13. Caftan of Murad IV, 17
century.

Figure 14. Levni’s Surname, 18 Figure 15. Trousers of Italian velvet,
century. early 17" century.
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Figure 16. Italian textile.

Figure 17. Ottoman silk.
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Figure 18. Italian textile caftan, second halfte 116" century.
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