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FROM TRANSLATED WORD TO TRANSLATED IMAGE:
THE ILLUSTRATED $EHNAME-I TUjRK COPIES

Manuscript illustrations by Ottoman painters depict-
ing subject matter drawn from Islamic-Persian litera-
ture, particularly Ottoman illustrations for Turkish
translations of the Shahndma of Firdawsi pose a num-
ber of questions. One has to start with the observa-
tion that the themes and modes of rendering used
in these manuscripts were borrowed at a time when
the components of textual and visual cultures were
actively exchanged and freely circulated throughout
Islam, providing artists with a repertory of ready-made
images. This was of benefit to the artist to the extent
that it made reproduction easy, but to his disadvan-
tage insofar as it curbed creative energies by restrict-
ing his task to refashioning existing models. For cen-
turies, a limited number of text illustrations constituted
the canon of traditional book painting. That these
core images, consisting of illustrative cycles used over
and over, traveled within the confines of Islam de-
spite cultural differences is clear. This, however, does
not take into account the subtle ways in which these
so-called transcultural images were reworked by in-
digenous painters to give them geographical, cultur-
al, and individual interpretations, not always imme-
diately apparent to the untutored eye. It is this process
of pictorial "translation" from Persian or Persianate
to Ottoman painting that will be examined here.

For centuries, imitation and originality coexisted
in artistic culture, however contradictory this might
seem to today's consumer or critic. Although inno-
vation or originality must have been of importance
to artists and their audience then as well, today we
cannot fully understand what constituted originality
in, say, the sixteenth century. We really do not know
what exactly Dust Muhammad meant when he de-
scribed the paintings of Ahmad Musa, the celebrat-
ed fourteenth-century artist, as "modern" in his pref-
ace to the album of Bahram Mirza in the sixteenth
century Dust Muhammad states that Ahmad Musa
"lifted the veil from the face of depiction, and the
[style of] depiction that is now current was invented

by him."2 Being original probably meant inventing a
new style, but aside from a very few surviving texts
like Dust Muhammad's, we do not have sufficient first-
hand information on the painters and their works,
either by the painters themselves or by their contem-
poraries, to be certain. The works themselves are the
only evidence available for clues about artistic prac-
tice, since their creators have told us nothing about
the methods they pursued, or the objectives they had
in mind when executing their art.

A brief detour into Islamic literature, where simi-
lar problems also remain on the agenda, might pro-
vide some insight into the concepts of imitation, re-
production, and originality, for there too certain
themes, subjects, and scenes have continually been
interpreted over the course of time.3 The consequen-
ces of this re-creation and replication were widely
discussed among the literati. From the tenth century
onward, questions about definitions of plagiarism,
acceptable forms of reproduction, and differences
between imitation and reproduction were debated
in the Arabic literary tradition. We have quite a num-
ber of texts at our disposal that consider these ques-
tions, and in them the concept of originality was
generally understood as being an individual contri-
bution to the existing tradition.4

Ottoman literary historians point out that repeat-
ing similar themes need not necessarily be an act of
imitation, if novelty and individuality are present in
the poet's style. The sixteenth-century literary histo-
rian Sehi Beg (d. 1548) writing about the poet ey-
hi's (d. 1431?) "re-creation" of the famous love story
of Khusraw and Shirin by Nizami Gencevi, gives an
idea of what Ottoman literati regarded as good "re-
writing":

Disrobing the beloved [the poem] of Persian attire
He dressed her/him at once in Rufmi [Anatolian] style
Removing from her/his shoulder the shabby cloth
He replaced it with the satin cloak of Rfim
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Donning an elegant robe of honor, fitting her/his build
He aligned her/his posture, left and right
He followed the custom with relish, and embellished

it so
Those who set eyes on her/him died of desire. 5

The celebrated Ottoman poet 5eyh Galib (d. 1799),
faced the same problem.6 As a writer of romances,
he admits that he shares the same texts with Nizami,
the master of the masnavi (romance in rhyming cou-
plets), but he swears to God that his story is a totally
different and an original one: 7

I've surpassed the school of my heritage
I've articulated a new language
I did not conform to that company
Who like Khusraw [the poet Amir Khusraw] emulate

Nizami
By God, this is a unique adventure
Yes, a tale of woe, but not one you've heard

The same poet, for his work Hfisn-ii Ask (Beauty and
Love), says:

Yes, I took its secrets from a masnav,
I stole it, but I stole it from public property.8

Here, he admits that he took the secrets of his work
from the MasnavT of Mevlana Jalaleddin Rfimi (d.
1273), but, at the same time, insists that these se-
crets are in fact Ottoman public property.

'Ali Shir Nava' i (d. 1501), in the beginning of his
Chaghatai Turkish version of the Khusraw u Shfrzn,
whose main character is Farhad rather than Khus-
raw, criticizes earlier poets who have tackled the same
theme. According to 'Ali Shir, a good literary work
should not only be beautiful and admired by its read-
ers, but should also be original and not repeat the
very same words used by earlier authors. 9 Even Nizami,
whose Khusraw u Shzrin is among the most famous
works in Persian Islamic literature, tells in the begin-
ning of his Masnavf that since it is not rightful to
retell the story in the words in which it was already
told, he did not repeat Firdawsi's account and add-
ed some emotional details to the story that Firdawsi
had omitted.10°

Translations posed somewhat different problems.
The aims of the author/poet or the patron in trans-
lating a work are generally stated at the beginning,
under the rubric, der sebeb-i tercime-i kitap ("on the
motives for translating the book"). Additionally, the
advantages, usefulness and need for the translation
are also often explained.- Sometimes the translator

mentions the importance he places on the audience's
acceptance of his work. 'Ali Shir Nava'i, in the be-
ginning of his translation of the famous poet Jami's
(d. 1492) biographical work from Persian into
Chaghatai Turkish, tells the reader that he was not
satisfied with the contents of the original book and
so he had added some biographical information from
Farid al-Din 'Attar's text and omitted some passages
as well. The choice of omission seems not to have
been based on his own preferences but on the tastes
of his Turkish audience:

Some statements about the saints that were not geared
to the needs of contemporary people, being fearful of
seeming verbose or prolix, I took them outfi1

But, most important for our purposes here, these fore-
words to the translation mention that they are not
merely pure and simple translations, but rewritings
of the text in a Turkish idiom. The fourteenth-cen-
tury Anatolian poet Hoca Mes'ud states at the begin-
ning of his translation of the Siheyl fi Nev-bahdr, that
he intended to translate the text word for word (laften
be lafz), but the fear of making it dry forced him to
reconsider, and he eventually gave up the idea:

I compared and a compilation would not do
That had been translated word for word
At which I would not have been able to succeed
If the path was too steep and I could not proceed
If I had tried it would have been dry
And as a result the musk would have had no fragrance
I doused the story line in the water of
Epic to the level of its meaning
In order fully to convey its meaning
I had to resort to many kinds of words of exceptional

grace.'2

Ottoman poets, although they admitted to translat-
ing a Persian poem or text, still insisted on the orig-
inality of their translation. Here again we find an
emphasis on individual style: "being different from
the Iranian ('acem) peers," or, "the interpretation in
Turkish idiom" were almost always on the Ottoman
artist's agenda. The Ottoman intellectual and author
Mustafa Ali of Gelibolu (1541-1600) in his biogra-
phies of calligraphers and painters, Mendkib-i hitner-
verdn (The Exploits of Artists), says of the new style
developed by Ottoman calligraphers that it is superi-
or to the Iranian script, "The scribes of dfivin script
from the Anatolian provinces have entirely altered
the Iranian style (uslub-u 'acem), making it more at-
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tractive with the use of easily readable lines and
forms."13

The importance of imitation in art education has
also played a significant role in the tradition of liter-
ary and visual cultures. Reproduction and/or imita-
tion was the-main method of training a poet/artist
and of improving on an art form. Poets, for instance,
were supposed continually to read, remember, even
memorize the works of earlier and contemporary
masters. Continuous repetition would help students
and artists develop their own style. This method must
have been effective in establishing an accepting or
acknowledging attitude toward repeating and copy-
ing activities, and prompted them to coexist with
novelty and creativity. A passage from a medieval
version of a "mirror for princes," but addressed not
to the princes themselves but to their advisers, illus-
trates this method of education. Around 1150, Nizami-
i 'Arudi of Samarqand, in his Chahar Maqdla (Four
Discourses) advises the secretary, poet, astrologer, and
physician of the ruler on what a perfect poet and his
training should be:

But to this rank a poet cannot attain unless in the prime
of his life and the season of his youth he commits to
memory 20,000 couplets of the poetry of the Ancients,
keeps in view 10,000 verses of the works of the Moderns,
and continually reads and remembers the diwans of the
masters of his art, observing how they have acquitted
themselves in the strait passes and delicate places of song,
in order that thus the different styles and varieties of
verse may become ingrained in his nature, and the
defects and beauties of poetry may be inscribed on the
tablet of his understanding. In this way his style will
improve and his genius will develop ....Then let him
make a critical study of poetic ideas and phraseology,
plagiarisms, biographies, and all the sciences of this class,
with such a Master as knows these matters, so that he
in turn may merit the title of Master.14

Similarly, calligraphers were educated by copying the
master's scripts. Beginners start by copying first let-
ters, than words and sentences, and finally pages. This
practice of imitating helps them improve and refine
their talents. Ibn al-Bawwab (d. 1022), one of the
legendary calligraphers of the Middle Ages, in his
famous poem about calligraphy emphasizes the im-
portance of copying in the education of a calligra-
pher:

Get models to copy with perseverance and patience.
Only the patient man gets his wish. 15

Another legendary calligrapher of the Timurid and
Safavid period, Sultan 'Ali Mashhadi (d. 1520), in
his famous treatise, notes the importance of the works
of a master as model in verses he calls "On Collect-
ing Samples of Writing":

Collect the writings of masters,
Throw a glance at this and that
For whomsoever you feel natural attraction
Besides his writing, you must not look at others
So that your eye should become saturated with his

writing
And because of his writing each of your letters should

become like a pearl.'l

Adamova, in an article in which she compares two
famous Timurid manuscripts, the Hermitage Kham-
sa of Nizami dated to 1431 and the British Library
Anthology of 1410, convincingly maintains that copy-
ing or repeating compositions was a basic method of
illustration. The Hermitage manuscript repeats its
prototype, at times identically and at other times with
changed details. However, it was not the only way to
produce a new manuscript; beyond doubt, the art-
ists created new compositions as well.17

Painters who worked in a court atelier or in a pro-
fessional workshop for mass production had easy
access to earlier models and used them as a token of
respect or appreciation of the earlier masters, or to
show that their artistic ability was on a par with them.
However, in some modest manuscripts, or even manu-
scripts of poor quality containing paintings executed
by, say, bazaar artists of eighteenth-century Istanbul,
the artists followed models from court manuscripts.
In fact, some eighteenth-century copies of the Otto-
man translation of Ajd'ibu'l-makhluqdt of Qazvini, con-
tain numerous images of the marvels of creation,
which certainly repeat the iconographic types devel-
oped in the fourteenth-century Ilkhanid manuscripts
in various languages.l8 This continuity in visual tra-
dition is a good gauge of how widely accepted and
recognized some iconographical types were, and how
certain visual images were an integral part of, and
served as blueprints for, particular illustrations.

The relationship between a text and the illustra-
tions accompanying it can very easily be constituted
outside the bounds of illustrated manuscripts. Ironic
though it may seem, the text and its illustrations can
therefore appear as independent entities to be read
and interpreted in their own right, as representing
different branches of artistic production. That there
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exists a difference between reading a text and deci-
phering or reading illustrations should have been in
the minds of the artist and the audience at the time,
for, in order to aid the reader, short notes about the
story reproduced were at times added on the edges
of the illustrations. These explanatory notes were
placed on the borders of the paintings in order to
familiarize the reader with the subject matter. Like
the paintings themselves, these notes were abbreviat-
ed versions of the stories in the text. In most instances,
they were not entirely dependent on the text, but
related to a tradition which had the same cultural
roots as the text. Either the owner or a person who
sought to make the painting more understandable
for a potential reader, owner, or client, would write
a brief statement giving the subject matter of the
painting.'9 At other times, the note on the margin
might be a summary of the story or an incident in
the story which was illustrated (fig. 11).20 These notes
suggest that the paintings had their own say in a
manuscript.

In short, an artist, even when he illustrated a giv-
en text, did not have to rely solely on the text to
create new and original images. There was a visual
language with its own vocabulary and its own signif-
icance in a given culture. The translation of images
from one culture into the visual language of another
was practiced from the beginning of Islamic paint-
ing. In the early Middle Ages, conquerors who had
converted to Islam became patrons of an intense trans-
lation activity which rendered the classical scientific
texts available in Arabic. The illustrations to these
texts were also translated in that they were adopted
to the visual language of the receiving milieu. It has
been demonstrated by several scholars that classical
visual interpretations were adopted by artists to con-
form with the cosmology of their Muslim patrons. 2 1

To what extent this visual language could develop
a vocabulary of its own in accordance with its cultur-
al components or what specific visual words or codes
of a certain language were different from those of
another cultural geography with common conditions
and values are questions that can be answered by
comparing the paintings. The illustrated text that will
be used for this examination, using Persian to Otto-
man as a case study, is the translation of the Shahnama
of Firdawsi into Turkish. Exploring whether the il-
lustrations were also "translated" along with the text
itself will help us understand what the mechanisms
of this visual translation were and to determine wheth-

er or not Ottoman visual artists had a distinctive style
of their own. The translation of the Shahnama is par-
ticularly appropriate for this purpose because this text,
one of the most important of the Persian classics,
was much admired by the Ottomans, was translated
into Turkish, and, was illustrated in Ottoman court
workshops. In Ottoman illustrated manuscript pro-
duction, texts devoted to sultans' biographies were
commissioned by Ottoman patrons and were usually
produced as individual volumes. Since these volumes
were only produced in one copy, the artists did not
rework and repeatedly illustrate identical themes.
Visual artists employed by the court had the oppor-
tunity to reproduce established, canonical imagery
when they worked on copies of he ehndme-i Tiirki
(Turkish Shahndma).22 This, of course, gives the his-
torian the opportunity to see how different the Otto-
man artists' illustrations were from those of their Per-
sian peers, who visualized the same epic in its original
language.

The Shahnama of Firdawsi was translated into Ot-
toman Turkish several times, but only four of these
translations have extant illustrated copies. 2 3 Two of
these translations are in prose and were made on
the order of Ottoman sultans; a verse version was
commissioned by a Mamluk patron. The fourth one,
another prose version, is a very long text with signif-
icant interpolations. Neither the translator nor the
patron of this version has been identified. Today,
fourteen illustrated copies of the first three versions
are known. In addition to those manuscripts, some
pages with paintings from dispersed manuscripts are
also extant, as is an incomplete volume with blank
spaces left for illustrations that were never made.

The first translation was completed in 1450-51 for
the Ottoman sultan Murad II. We do not know who
the translator of this version was.24 Three illustrated
copies of the 1450-51 translation are known today.2 5

None of them has a colophon, but all three can be
attributed to the second half of the sixteenth centu-
ry on the basis of the stylistic features of their paint-
ings.

The verse version was composed by erif Amidi,
probably in Cairo between 1501 and 1511, as the
author states, adding that he translated the poem on
orders from the Mamluk sultan Qansuh al-Ghawri. 2 6

Extant illustrated copies of it are numerous, but the
most significant one and the only non-Ottoman copy
is the earliest. It was executed in Cairo under the
supervision of its translator and was completed in
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1511.27 This two-volume manuscript includes several
images which have an important place in the history
of Mamluk painting, for they are among the very few
examples of Mamluk images that have survived. That
it is the original copy whose composition was super-
vised by the author is already important, but that these
images and the book itself also became the proto-
type for later Ottoman copies, which repeated its cycle
of paintings almost identically, increases its signifi-
cance. It was probably brought to the Ottoman pal-
ace as booty, after Selim I (r. 1512-20) defeated the
Mamluks and annexed their territories.

A group of Ottoman illustrated manuscripts of
Serifs $ehndme-i Tgrki was probably produced all at
once. One of these volumes, now in Istanbul, was
copied in 1545-46; the stylistic features of its textual
paintings-indicate that its illustrations were complet-
ed around the same year.2 8 It contains the first vol-
ume of the original text and its paintings are by the
hand of a master known as painter B of the celebrat-
ed Sfleymanndme manuscript. His style of painting is
found in manuscripts executed during the reigns of
Selim I and Sfileyman I (r. 1520-66).29 A second copy
from this group, dated to 1544, was ordered by Ali
Aga, the head of the Janissaries. It was copied by sev-
eral scribes and executed, according to its colophon
at the palace (Dari's-Saade) in Istanbul. The name
of the scribe who completed the manuscript is given
as $aban ibn Abdullah.3 0 The illustrations, however,
must have been added later, since their stylistic fea-
tures suggest that they were executed by Nakka§ Os-
man, probably in thel560's.3 1

The third illustrated manuscript of the same text
now in Istanbul has six paintings in the beginning,
but the rest of the manuscript has only blank spaces
where the paintings should be.3 2 It has no colophon,
but the style of the paintings suggests a date during
the second half of the sixteenth century. The next
two copies are in the British Library in London. One
of them contains illustrations reflecting the Ottoman
style of the second half of the sixteenth century; the
other has no paintings; all of them were cut out of
the manuscript, according to a flyleaf note, some-
time after the 1660's. 33 An incomplete copy dated
1544 by a certain Huseyin ibn Hasan in Istanbul also
has blank spaces where the paintings should be.3 4

During the reign of Osman II (r. 1618-22) the
Sehndme-i Tiirki again became popular. The copies
executed during this period were richly illustrated
deluxe manuscripts. One of them is a lavishly illus-

trated volume of Serif's version, now in New York. It
was copied in 1616-20 in Istanbul and refurbished
in 1873-74. 35 Most of the illustrations were made
around 1620 by three major artists of the time, and
a few were either painted- or restored in the nine-
teenth century. The paintings from this manuscript
most relevant to our subject were executed by an artist
whose style was very close to Osman's.

Sultan Osman II also commissioned a new transla-
tion in prose from a poet named Mehdi. The illus-
trated copies of this version are now in Uppsala, 3 6

Paris,3 7 and St. Petersburg.3 8 Another prose version,
whose translator and translation date are still un-
known, survived as three volumes with several illus-
trations that were not originally executed for them,
but were pasted over the pages and, in some cases,
retouched to adapt them to the text.39 Curiously, some
of the paintings were taken from manuscripts with
different textual and stylistic content, but some by
Ottoman artists were certainly taken from Shdhnama
copies, indicating the existence of other illustrated
Shahndma (most likely ehndme-i Tiirki) manuscripts
with Ottoman illustrations.

Two copies of 5erif's translation and the interpre-
tations of two Ottoman artists who are representa-
tive of the Ottoman court school of painting have
been chosen to compare scenes depicting the same
subject rendered by various artists of different back-
grounds. From them one can determine if the Otto-
man painters had translated these images, which were
canonized over the course of centuries into their own
visual language, and, if they had, how they did it.

Since the themes were identical and the images
closely followed the models they replicated, distin-
guishing differences between the original and the new
interpretations requires focusing on details. Islamic
painting tends to ignore the rules of optical and at-
mospheric perspective and to depict minute details
which normally could only be seen within a certain
distance. Displaying details is one of its basic princi-
ples, and particular details can represent the identi-
ty of the painter and his social background, giving
us the point of view from which the painter saw his
subject matter and how he saw the world. These
minute details allow us to differentiate the styles and
techniques of individual painters and the iconographic
means they or their workshop either already had at
their disposal or crafted over time.

Figures in Ottoman illustrations were, of course,
dressed in garments decorated in the Ottoman style
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Fig. 1. Accession of Khusraw Parviz. Serif, Sehndme-i T2irki.
Topkapi Palace Library, H. 1522, fol. 499b. (Photo: courtesy
of the Topkapi Palace Museum, Istanbul)

Fig. 2. Accession of Iskandar. 5erif, $ehndme-i Thrki. Topkapi
Palace Library, H. 1522, fol. 369b. (Photo: courtesy of the
Topkapi Palace Museum, Istanbul)

and made in the Ottoman fashion (figs. 1-3). Even
though these details are predictable and hence in-
substantial, they should be noted because they rep-
resent the most important tools for transmitting a
work from one visual language to another in the
process of re-illustration.

Kzyafet or habiti (clothing or manners) reveal the
background of the persons in the paintings. A story
that provides evidence that garments in Islamic cul-
ture betrayed inner qualities to the outside world is
contained in the Menakibi'l-arifin, a fourteenth-cen-
tury work by Ahmad Aflaki, which deals with the
hagiography of Mevlana Celaleddin Rumi. One day
when Mevlana was at the bathhouse, he asked his
companions three times who they thought had legit-
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munity. When no one answered, he said;
Fig. 3. Kayderu§ brought before the vizier Naitkun disguised
as Iskandar. erif, Sehname-i Tfrki. New York, New York Public If a stranger were to look through the window of the
Library, Spencer Collection, Turk. Ms. 1, fol. 420a. (Photo: bathhouse and were to see your clothes (tdc ve
courtesy of the Spencer Collection, New York Public Library, hzrkalannzzz), he would immediately realize that Mevlana
Astor, Lenox, and Tilden Foundations) ascetics were in here. That is, your clothes define who
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Fig. 4. Accession of Kay Kubad. serif, $ehname-i Tirki. Topkapi·... ,>~Palace Library, H. 1522, fol. 93a. (Photo: courtesy of thei Palace Museum, Istanbul) ;'b^<~iv1 :s.!ii,> S 4- '--$=AglS Of} k>;,qs,.-;·' :- -.WA:W , Ws,- 
Fig. 4. Accession of Kay Kubad. Serif, Njehname-i Trki. Topkapi
Palace Library, H. 1522, fol. 93a. (Photo: courtesy of the
Topkapi Palace Museum, Istanbul)
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Fig. 6. Rustam killing the white elephant. erif, $ehndme-i
T7'rki. New York, New York Public Library, Spencer Collec-
tion, Turk. Ms. 1, fol. 73b. (Photo: courtesy of the Spencer
Collection, New York Public Library, Astor, Lenox, and Til-
den Foundations)

Fig. 5. Bahram Gur hunting, accompanied by Azada. Serif,
$ehndme-i Tufrki. Topkapi Palace Library, H. 1522, fol. 449b.
(Photo: courtesy of the Topkapi Palace Museum, Istanbul)

you are. Are you aware of the extent to which your
clothes describe you? In order to describe your person-
ality [your clothing], you ought to be willing to put an
effort into it. As does your clothing. You should en-
lighten your inner being, as you do with your outer
appearance, with rays of reason and knowledge and
adorn it with pure faith; only then will you be of the
God (Mevlayi), only then, that is, will you be entitled
to be a Mevlana ascetic (mevlevi).4 0

Sehi Efendi's reference to sartorial details in prais-
ing the poet eyhi and his innovative interpretation
of Nizami's Khusraw u Shzrin attest to the fact that
kzyafet was chosen as the most important manifesta-
tion of the new language. Painters not only dressed
the figures in Turkish style, they also Ottomanized
the landscape and architectural settings. The artist's
portrayal of nature seems definitely less populated
and more realistic than those of his Persianate coun-
terparts (figs. 4-6). The Ottoman artist chose not to
replicate the established pattern, a formula current
in Persianate painting since the mid-fourteenth cen-
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Fig. 7. Accession of Yazdigird. 5erif, 8ehname-i Tirki. Topkapi
Palace Library, H. 1522, fol. 465a. (Photo: courtesy of the
Topkapi Palace Museum, Istanbul)

tury. The architectural settings, with their distinctive
styles and decorative details circular arches, marble
revetments, small domes, awnings, and chimneys were
also drawn from the Ottoman architectural milieu
(figs. 2-3, 7-8). 41

As Mevlana says in Aflaki's text, kyafet means not
only outfit, but the inner qualities and characteris-
tics of the person as they are mirrored in their dress.
Looking at the Ottoman $ehndme paintings, one can
distinguish these figures from their Turkman, Timu-
rid, and Safavid counterparts. To observe the Otto-
man kzyafet, or manner, of the figures in these paint-
ings, one should once again look to the details: not
the main protagonists-because their manner was
fixed by either the text or pictorial models-but the
people around them, whether participating in the
event or onlookers. These peripheral figures show
in their attitudes their social and cultural backgrounds.
For instance, the scene of Rustam slaying his son
Suhrab is almost always depicted in the same arrange-

Fig. 8. Iskandar dictating a letter to the khaqdn of Chin. Serif,
$ehndme-i Tiirki, New York, New York Public Library, Spencer
Collection, Turk. Ms. 1, fol. 400b. (Photo: courtesy of the
Spencer Collection, New York Public Library, Astor, Lenox,
and Tilden Foundations)

ment by different painters from different times and
places. The iconographic models of the scenes were
repeated over the years almost without change. In
all these paintings, the heroes do what the text says:
Suhrab is about to die, and Rustam, who discovers
Suhrab's identity after seeing his bracelet, throws away
his own headgear and tears his clothing, signifying
his grief for having killed his son. At times, two heroes
are depicted alone; at other times there are people
around them observing the event. These peripheral
figures usually seem distant, detached, and still, and
scarcely display any trace of facial or bodily expres-
sion (figs. 9-11).

In Nakkas Osman's version, however, the groom
of Suhrab, portrayed as almost collapsing with grief
and shock as he watches the tragedy of Rustam un-
knowingly killing his own son, shows the artist's em-
pathy for his sorrow (fig. 12). In the same manuscript,
the figures contemplating the loss of Iskandar (Alex-
ander the Great), who died in his youth and at the
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Fig. 9. Rustam slaying his son Suhrab. Firdawsi, Shahndma.
Topkapi Palace Library, H. 1506, fol. 89b. (Photo: courtesy
of the Topkapi Palace Museum, Istanbul)

Fig. 10. Rustam slaying his son Suhrab. Firdawsi, Shahnama.
Topkapi Palace Library, H. 1656, 7th painting. (Photo:
courtesy of the Topkapi Palace Museum, Istanbul)

Fig. 11. Rustam slaying his son Suhrab. Firdawsi, Sh&hnma.
Topkapi Palace Library, H. 1512, fol. 102b. (Photo: courtesy
of the Topkapi Palace Museum, Istanbul)

Fig. 12. Rustam slaying his son Suhrab. Serif, Sehndme-i Tiirki.
Topkapi Palace Library, H. 1522, fol. 148a. (Photo: courtesy
of the Topkapi Palace Museum, Istanbul)
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Fig. 13. Mourning at the bier of Iskandar. Serif, Sehndme-i
Thrki. Topkapi Palace Library, H. 1522, fol. 419b. (Photo:
courtesy of the Topkapi Palace Museum, Istanbul)

height of his success, are depicted wiping away their
tears with their handkerchiefs (fig. 13). Osman's plain
yet perceptive style of depiction is detectable in his
later paintings. When he depicted the celebrated
Ottoman vizier Sokollu Mehmed Pasha, in a histori-
cal manuscript on the conquest of Szigetvar, dictat-
ing a letter giving Selim II the news of his father's
death, the vizier is portrayed in a similar fashion, which
attests to the artist's sensitive style.4 2 Approaching the
scene in a sensitive manner and in the minutest de-
tail must have been Osman's way of depicting what
he himself had witnessed firsthand, thereby adher-
ing to a tradition of realistic-rather than expres-
sionistic-pictorial language.

Witnesses to the tragedy wiping their tears with their
huge handkerchiefs also inhabit the Rustam-Suhrab

Fig. 14. Rustam slaying his son Suhrab. erif, $ehntime-i Trki.
New York, New York Public Library, Spencer Collection, Turk.
Ms. 1, fol. 150b. (Photo: courtesy of the Spencer Collection,
New York Public Library, Astor, Lenox, and Tilden Founda-
tion)

scene in the New York manuscript painted by Os-
man's follower (fig. 14). Here, they show their em-
pathy in a silent and almost imperceptible manner
to the dying youngster and his grieving father. These
men and women clearly show their pain, and neatly
register the solemnity of imperial ceremonials of the
Ottoman court. These details, which were in fact trans-
lated visually into Ottoman, can be seen in the other
paintings in copies of the Sehndme-i Tirki (fig. 15).

One of these details of translation, which clearly
mirrors Nakka§ Osman's personal focus, is his man-
ner of portraying some of the shahs of the Shdhndma.
These rulers, shown as Ottoman sultans, are seated
on thrones in a garden, either in front of or inside a
building, usually covered with a dome and/or an
awning (figs. 2-4, 7-8). This detail is not simply a
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Fig. 15. Murder of Bahram Chubina. Serif, $ehndme-i Turki.
New York, New York Public Library, Spencer Collection, Turk.
Ms. 1, fol. 545a. (Photo: courtesy of the Spencer Collection,
New York Public Library, Astor, Lenox, and Tilden Foun-
dation)

different tradition of depicting the setting. On the
contrary, it testifies to the identical use of space in
established Ottoman ceremonials. Its inspiration must
have been the Ottoman sultan's throne placed in front
of the third gate of the Topkapi Palace, or in the
Chamber of Petitions. The way their clothing and
postures are represented conveys the impression that
these are Ottoman sultans. These figures, depicted
in three-quarter profile, are seated cross-legged with
one hand on their knee and the other lifted as if
holding the edge of their clothing or something else.
They do not hold a beaker, as was generally the case
in the portraits of Persian shahs (figs. 2-4, 7-8). At
times, semi-worn caftans loosely cover their clothing.
Their headgear, however, consists of golden crowns
which no Ottoman sultan wore, but these crowns are

Fig. 16. Accession of Kay Kavus. Serif, ehndme-i Trki.
Topkapi Palace Library, H. 1522, fol. 97b. (Photo: courtesy
of the Topkapi Palace Museum, Istanbul)

decorated with feathers; more curiously, some shahs
even have a typical Ottoman aigrette thrust into their
crowns (fig. 16).

In all these details, it is obvious that some of the
shahs of the Shahndma were derived from the can-
ons of sultanic portraiture, as practiced by Osman
and his peers in the paintings of not only the Kzyafeti'l-
insdniyyefi 5emdai'l el 'osmaniyye, copies in which the
physical characteristics of the Ottoman sultans were
depicted in prose and in illustration,4 3 but also the
Sehndmes of the Ottoman sultans, their genealogies
placed into the world histories,4 4 and other histori-
cal manuscripts like the Hinernmme.45 In fact, the artist
of the New York manuscript also portrays the shahs
in the same postures and clothes, in other words, in
the same kzyafet.
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Fig. 17. Qaydafah recognizing Iskandar by his portrait. Serif,
$ehndme-i Tiirki. Topkapi Palace Library, H. 1522, fol. 410a.
(Photo: courtesy of the Topkapi Palace Museum, Istanbul)

Another curious detail is found in the scene of
Qaydafah recognizing Iskandar by his portrait. The
portrait of Iskandar, shown to him to reveal his real
identity, is not depicted in one of the cliche formats
of portraiture in Islamic book painting, but in bust
form (fig. 17). Bust portraits were an Ottoman prac-
tice, and represent another Ottoman/Turkish visual
convention, which was translated from Persian.4 6

In conclusion, the work of Ottoman artists who
were the visual translators of Persianate paintings,
loaded their stylistic and iconographic interpretations
with their own style of expression; they are not mere
copies of canonical Shahnama illustrations. Their
cultural background is reflected in the illustrations
they execute, giving their work a distinct and origi-
nal local color. This would not be so noteworthy if
this aspect of their work had surfaced only in their

illustrations to original texts and subject matter. But
that the sui generis character of their work is equally
noticeable in their reinterpretations of canonical
versions of traditional scenes is of import here. The
interpretations of Ottoman painters clearly show that
the paintings were as Ottomanized as the text itself.
When compared with other Shahnama paintings pro-
duced in various Islamic centers, the depiction of the
settings in which the events were taking place testi-
fies to a translation process that did not represent
literal translation but was also based on syntax and
expression. Not only were Timurid, Turkman, and
Safavid figures, architectural elements, and sartorial
details Ottomanized, but more important, they were
reinterpreted to match Ottoman cultural norms and
systems. Although the artists who created these paint-
ings were familiar with the prototypes, and most likely
had the models in front of them or in their visual
memory, they did not replicate them. Adopting them
to their own cultural patterns they re-created the
scenes for their audience in fitting geographical, ar-
chitectural, and cultural settings. It would not be fair
to evaluate this approach as a simple local manner-
ism. In it, one can see that Ottomanization was re-
quired to render these paintings acceptable to an
Ottoman audience. Ottoman painters, like the Otto-
man calligraphers described by Mustafa Ali, were
different from their acem colleagues. They probably
deliberately visualized the word and the world in an
Ottoman idiom. The paintings for the translated texts
were not translated word for word; the codes or models
which could not find an appropriate place in the new
cultural setting were excluded or eliminated and new
ones interpolated, just as in their literary counter-
parts.

Hacettepe University
Ankara, Turkey
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i dfizetdi cep fi rast

Su resme itdi ziynet virdi tertib / G6ren can virfip
eyler ana tergib
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