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1. The simple definition of 'tekkiye' ('tekke' in 
Turkish) according to Kuran (1987, 303) is 'a 
lodge of a dervish order". 'Zawia' in Syria would 
be a closer term to 'tekke' in the Turkish ter­
minology. Tekkiye' locally is a place for provid­
ing services for the community such as food and 
lodging. Tekkiye Siileymanryewas built original­
ly, according to Al-Ulabi (1989,313), to accom­
modate students from outside Damascus and 
pilgrims coming from Turkey. Thus, the basic 
functions are not strange to the functions of a 
typical 'tekkiye'. The complex at hand was al­
ways called Tekkiye Siileymaniye by Arab and 
English writers (Wuizinger and Watzinger, 
1924; Kuran 1987 English version; Goodwin,. 
1987; Al-Rihaoui, 1957; Al-Shihabi, 1990; Al-
Ulabi, 1989). Locally, theSuleymaniyeisalso known 
asmeTekkiyeTherefore,Iseeitveiyappropriate 
to use the term 'tekkiye' and not 'külliye'. 

INTRODUCTION 

The Tekkiye Siileymaniye in Damascus is considered by many as the finest piece 
of Ottoman architecture in Syria (Warren, 1978; Goodwin, 1987, 257) (1). It 
symbolized the might of the Ottomans and affirmed their presence in Damascus. 
Notably, it had all the reasons to be a special piece of architecture: the patron 
was the great Sultan Süleyman the Magnificent; the architect was Sinan, the 
master of Ottoman architecture, and the city was an important station along the 
pilgrimage route. 

By the time the Ottomans entered Damascus in 1516, their architecture was 
coming very close to its fully maturity and was almost reaching its zenith. The 
külliye as a concept as well as a built form was highly developed and sophisticated. 
Monumental külliyes were already in existence in İstanbul, Bursa, and Edirne; 
examples are many and include the Fatih Külliye in Istanbul (1470), and Beyazıt 
Külliyes in Edirne (1488) and in Istanbul (1506). Moreover, a clear typology of 
Ottoman mosque architecture was evident by that time (Gabriel, 1926; Kuran, 
1968); similarly, the külliye as a comprehensive institution was also finding its 
distinguished forms (Hakky, 1992). 
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At the time when the Tekkiye Süleymaniye in Damascus was built in 1554-5 (H. 
962), even more development had taken place in Ottoman architecture. Accord­
ing to Kuran (1987), 247-249), Sinan was in his 'Years of Maturity'; it was at that 
time when he formulated the principles and norms of Classical Ottoman Ar­
chitecture. He had already completed the building of Şehzade,KüIliye in Istanbul 
(1548) and Mihrimah Sultan Külliye in Üsküdar (1548), and before them Haseki 
Sultan Külliye in Istanbul (1539). By that time, he was a well experienced master 
who was very capable of designing complex projects. In fact, while he was working 
on the design of the Tekkiye Süleymaniye, he was involved in a yet much more 
important and grandiose masterpiece of his: the Süleymaniye Külliye in Istanbul. 

As noted earlier, there were two very legitimate reasons for the Tekkiye 
Süleymaniye in Damascus to enjoy special attention and care in its design and 
construction. It was a royal foundation, first of all, which carried the name of one 
of the greatest Ottoman sultans. Moreover, it was built in Damascus, a very 
important city on the way to Mecca, and the last main station before venturing 
through the desert. Hence, it was essential that it represented the Ottoman 
might. Undersjandably, the project was to be handled by Sinan himself. However, 
because of his involvement in the Süleymaniye and the simple fact that the 
Tekkiye was relatively distant from Istanbul, Sinan only designed it, but did not 
actually supervise its construction. It is also thought that because of these very 
two reasons, Sinan chose a simple composition for the Tekkiye (Kuran, 1987, 
78). The actual supervision of construction was done by one of Sinan's most 
capable assistants (Goodwin, 1987,257; Kuran, 1987,75) who was, it is believed, 
an Iranian by the name of Malla Aga (Wulzinger and Watzinger, 1924, 215; 
Al-shihabi, 1990,189). 

SITE OF THE TEKKIYE 

2. AJ-Ghoota is the historical oasis which 
surrounded Damascus and provided the 
whole region with all its agricultural needs. 
It has been mentioned in poetry since pre-
Islamic times and it was considered as one 
of the most beautiful and rich green areas 
of the Arab land. Unfortunately, a sizeable 
portion of it has been lost to the urban and 
industrial growth of modern Damascus. 

The Tekkiye was built to act as a rest area for the pilgrims' caravans heading 
towards Mecca. Its location therefore must have been carefully selected; first, 
because of the importance of the monument as a symbol and as a function, and 
second, because Ottomans were never arbitrary in their selection of sites for their 
monuments. The site which was chosen for the Tekkiye was to the west of the 
city and, at the time, outside its urban limits. Barada River, which sustains 
Damascus and its oasis, runs just north of it, providing it with water and a 
specially attractive view (Figure 1). Such a careful selection of the site is expected 
from an Ottoman architect, since in general Ottomans preferred two positions 
for their important facilities: either on top of a mountain or a hill, or close to a 
water body. Damascus provided both options: Barada River and, to the north of it, 
Qasseyoon Mountain. The views from the mountain were exceptionally attractive 
since one could see Damascus and Al-Ghoota around it (2). Such a natural setting 
reminds that of Istanbul and definitely Amasya. The hilltops of Istanbul were all 
occupied by important külliyes such as Fatih (1470) and Süleymaniye (1557); 
waterfronts also hosted several külliyes such as the two in Üsküdar: Mihrimah Sultan 
(1548) and Şemsi Paşa (1581). Beyazıt II Külliye in Amasya (1431), however, seems to 
be the closest to the Tekkiye Süleymaniye in terms of its relationship with its natural 
setting. The Külliye in Amasya, like the Tekkiye in Damascus, was built to the south 
of the river which runs between the city to the south and the mountain to the north. 

There must have been a certain logic behind the selection of this particular site 
for the Tekkiye. The first question is why close to the River Barada and not on 
the mountain, especially, why not at the main branches of Barada? The Torah 
branch for instance, running at higher elevations, could have been a valuable 
alternative as a source of water. 
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3. A huge space was also needed in order 
to celebrate the arrival of Ai-Mahmal (a 
symbolic box carried on a camel indicating 
the supremacy and power of the sultan as 
a protector of the pilgrimage caravan); the 
open land west of the Tekkiye was used for 
this purpose (Al-Shihabi, 1990, 199). 

4. Wulzingcr and Watzinger (1984, 215) 
assert that in order to be able to implement 
the huge symmetrical plan of the Tekkiye, 
a flat area was needed. Therefore, the idea 
of building the Tekkiye on a high and 
dominant location was rejected. 

It is possible that the main function of the Tekkiye was the reason why a site on 
the mountain was not selected. The Tekkiye was to host the pilgrims with their 
caravans; thus sparing them the trouble of climbing a mountain after a long trip 
makes a lot of sense. Moreover, the travelers would have definitely liked to be 
close to the city, either to visit its religious sites, or to shop. A closer location 
with easy axis puts the chosen site at an advantage (3). 

It is to be noted here that the Tekkiye was built outside the city limits at that time 
(Wulzinger and Watzinger, 1984, 64). A possible reason for this decision could 
be the need for a large open area for the caravans to rest. In fact to the west of 
the Tekkiye, where the Syrian National Museum is located now, an area twice as 
big as the Tekkiye was allocated for the camps. A nineteenth century engraving 
shows the whole area around the Tekkiye and on both sides of the river as a 
camping ground (Goodwin, 1987,255). Such a huge open land was most probably 
not available inside the walls (4). Another reason for having the Tekkiye outside 
Damascus proper is possibly because the Ottoman administration wanted to 
minimize the disturbance of regular life in the city. There were many occasions 
when the official caravan of the pilgrimage entered Damascus and caused chaos 
and disorder (Rafeq, 1974,199-200). 

Locating the Tekkiye to the west of Damascus must have been based on some 
reasoning also. Barada River runs from west to east; in other words, the Tekkiye 
was located at a position where it could get the clean water of the river, before it 
entered the city. Moreover, the eastern side of the city was where the Christian 
quarters were located while most Muslim quarters were to the north and west. 
Thus, it seems reasonable to build the Tekkiye closer to the Muslim side. One 
additional reason for locating the Tekkiye to the west of the city was the natural 
beauty of that area. It had the river surrounded by unexploited green open land 
which was always used by Damascenes for recreation. And finally, the west side 
of the city was always where the richer neighborhoods used to settle. Being a royal 
foundation, it was only natural that the site for the Tekkiye would be located with 
some kind of relation to the richer neighborhoods of the city. 

Figure 1. Damascus inside the walls. A. The 
wails of the city; B. Qasseyoon Mountain;' 
C. Barada River; D. Al-Ghoota; E. Umayyad 
Mosque; F. The citadel of Damascus; G. An 
old road connecting the Tekkiye with the old 
city; H. The Tekkiye Süleymaniye (author's 
drawing from Al-Shihabi, 1990,19). 
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Figure 2. General view of the Tekkiye from 
north: Foran airview in the same direction 
see Kuran (1987, 75) (author's photograph, 
August 1996). 

5. Wulzinger and Watzinger (1984) and 
Goodwin (1987, 256) mention Selim II as 
the patron of this annex and think that it 
was another 'tekkiye'; Kuran (1987, 75) 
also refers the annexed building to Selim II, 
but states that it was a 'medrese'. However, 
Al-Rihaoui (1957) concludes that the added 
building was a 'medrese' built for Süleyman 
the Magnificent, and not Selim II, shortly 
after the main Tekkiye was finished. 

PROGRAM OF THE TEKKIYE 

Since the Tekkiye was built to accommodate the pilgrims going to or coming 
back from Mecca, its functional program was not very complicated. It originally 
included a mosque; a tabhane (guesthouse) consisting of twelve rooms; and a 
service area for the preparation of food which included a main kitchen with a 
store and a bakery, and two halls. Shortly after the Tekkiye was built, a medrese 
and two rows of shops were annexed to it (5). It is possible that some stables were 
also included in the program; however no trace of them can be seen anymore 
(Wulzinger and Watzinger, 1924, 229). 

Areas for these functions were not very large. The area of the main Tekkiye is 
127 by 95 meters; an area which is less than half the size of the main space 
surrounding the Süleymaniye Mosque in Istanbul. Similarly, the annexed 
Medrese and shops occupy an area not more than 80 by 70 meters. The Mosque 
itself is a thirteen meter single-domed square; such a small size does not reflect 
the actual volume of the crowd to visit the Tekkiye. Similarly, the Tabhane has 

Figure 3. The Tekkiye Süleymaniye plan: A. 
Mosque; B. Tabhane; C. Kitchen; D. Halls 
(most probably used as refectories); E. 
Medrese; F. Arasta; G. Location of the 
stables (author's drawing based on Wul­
zinger and Watzinger, 1982,232). ^ — ° 20 40 m 

__1 



TEKKIYE SULEYMANIYE METU JFA 1996 41 

only twelve rooms, and the kitchen and its supporting facilities do not look 
over-scaled. It seems, thus, that the symbolic aspect of the Tekkiye was as 
important as its utilitarian role. 

In other words, the Tekkiye was to show a strong presence, while its functions 
could be accommodated in and around it. Accordingly, caravans were to rest 
around the Tekkiye and not necessarily inside. As it was mentioned earlier, open 
spaces to the west of the Tekkiye, and even to the north of it at the other side of 
the river, were used as camping grounds for travelers. Because of the relatively 
moderate weather of Damascus, praying in the Tekkiye's courtyard and under 
the Mosque's arcade was quite possible. In fact, sizing the Mosque to such a small 
scale indicates a high level of understanding and sensitivity, since mostly a 
relatively small number of worshippers would have prayed in the Mosque, 
especially for the fact that it was located outside the city at the time. It was, 
therefore, not very logical to build an oversized structure knowing that it would 
be under-utilized. Pilgrims, who used to spend only a few days of the whole year 
in the area, could be accommodated in the open space of the Tekkiye. 

DESIGN OF THE TEKKIYE 

The Tekkiye is located on a relatively flat site with a steep, but not very high slope 
on its southern side. It would have been possible to use this slope to the advantage 
of the design; especially keeping in mind that Sinan worked at the same time on 
a design concept for the Süleymaniye, based on the use of slopes. In other words, 
the Tekkiye could have been used as an experimentation ground for the greater 
monument. However, Sinan opted to push the slope to the south and deal with 
the site as if it were perfectly flat. A simple explanation for this decision is that 
he did not want to risk any complicated design in a location where he could not 
easily supervise. Another possible reason is that Sinan did neither see the 
program of the project elaborate enough, nor the existing slope exceptionally 
severe to justify a complicated design (Figure 2). 

Beside the fact that the site was relatively flat, it was surrounded by practically 
no other function. Accordingly, there were no restrictions to affect the overall 
shape of the Tekkiye, as it was the case in most külliyes in Istanbul or any other 
city. To put it differently, in crowded urban areas the shape of the lot was affected 
by the streets and adjacent lots; therefore, in most cases it was of an irregular 
shape. Consequently, in külliyes where a clear geometry was sought, this geometry 
was broken at certain parts of the site because of its irregularity. Examples of this 
case, among works built by Sinan are many and include Haseki Sultan Külliye 
(1548), Şehzade Mehmet Külliye (1548), and even Süleymaniye Külliye (1557). 
In the case of the Tekkiye Süleymaniye, the land allowed the architect to choose 
the shape he desired. Sinan's choice was a rectangle to house the Tekkiye's 
buildings and open spaces. With this shape he was able to design a perfectly 
symmetrical form with unmistakeable simplicity. As has been mentioned earlier, 
one other reason for the simple architectural composition was the fact that Sinan 
was unable to supervise the project personally. It must not be imagined though 
that the project was simplistic or lacked the splendor or greatness for which 
Sinan's projects were famous (Figure 3). 

Within the rectangular site, whose long axis runs in the direction of Mecca, the 
Mosque occupies the southern side. The Tabhane consists of two rectangular 
structures located at the north of the Mosque and on its eastern and western 
sides. The Mosque is connected to the two blocks of the Tabhane on the east and 
west sides by two walls pierced with windows. Thus the Mosque and the Tabhane 
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6. The service block consists of a central 
building and two halls located at the east 
and west walls of the Tekkiye and runs 
parallel to its main axis. The central build­
ing consists of the main hall of the kitchen 
and two rooms on each side. The rooms 
were used as stores, a bakery, and/or din­
ning halls for the leaders of the pilgrimage 
(Hajj) caravans. The two halls were most 
probably used as refectories (Wulzinger 
and Watzinger, 1984, 220-2; Goodwin, 
1987, 257; Kuran, 1987, 76). 

7. The gate at the northern side is a small 
service entrance which leads to the back of 
the kitchen and most probably was never 
used by the public. 

8. Üç Şerefeli, Fatih, Beyazıt (Edirne), 
Şehzade, Süleymaniye, Selimiye, Sultan 
Ahmet, Yeni Cami, Yeni Valide, Nuruos-
maniye, and Laleli Mosques are all cases in 
point. The only famous exception is 
Beyazıt Mosque in Istanbul which has its 
entrances in the middle of the two side 
walls of the courtyard. 

begin to form the inner court of the Tekkiye. The fourth side of this court is 
formed by the service block which includes the kitchen and its supporting 
facilities (6). The kitchen in the middle and the two side halls are also connected 
by a pair of short walls each of which incorporates a door and a couple of windows. 
Views to open space of the service area is possible through these openings. The 
Tekkiye has two main gates located between the Tabhane and the side halls of 
the service block. The eastern gate leads to the Arasta in the middle of which 
there is a gate to the Medrese. Facing this gate, there was another one which used to 
lead to what most probably were the stables (Wulzinger and Watzinger, 1984,229). 

There are several points to be discussed in relation to the overall design of the 
Tekkiye. The first point is the location of the two main gates. Their location on 
the east and west sides of the complex is not surprising, since such a positioning 
allows continuous flow of circulation from the open green areas to the Mosque 
and then to the old city. This axis runs parallel to the river and connects all spaces 
of the area together. A gate from the north would not have been very helpful, 
since, firstly, there is no heavy traffic from the north because of the river which 
acts as a barrier; and secondly, if such an access was allowed, the enclosure and 
privacy of the service area would have been sacrificed (7). Moreover, it was 
common practice in projects similar to the Tekkiye in their layouts, where two 
functions face each other (usually the mosque and the medrese), that the entran­
ces would be located at the two sides. 

However, the unique point in the Tekkiye is that these two entrances are located 
between the Tabhane and the two halls, and not immediately after the portico of 
the mosque, as it is typically the practice. For instance, Çoban Mustafa Paşa 
Külliye in Gebze (1520's), Sinan Paşa Mosque and Medrese in Beşiktaş, Istanbul 
(1555), Sokollu Mehmet Paşa Mosque and Medrese in Kadırga, Istanbul (1571), 
Mihrimah Sultan Mosque and Medrese in Edirnekapi, Istanbul (1560's), Lala 
Mustafa Paşa Külliye in Ilgın (1576), and Zal Mahmut Paşa Mosque, Eyüp, 
Istanbul (1581) were all built by Sinan and have the two entrances to the main 
mosque-medrese space located immediately after the portico and before the 
medrese. Kara Ahmet Paşa Mosque-Medrese is the only exception where the two 
gates are in the middle of the east and west sides of the space. Courtyard mosques 
also have their side entrances at the first bay after the portico (8). 

Figure 4. Main courtyard of the Tekkiye: 
The portico of the Mosque is to the right 
and the eastern wing of the Tabhane is to 
the left (author's photograph, August 1996). 
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9. The Tekkiye Siileymaniye is not the only 
case where the gates do not come immedi­
ately alter the portico of the mosque. Kara 
Ahmet Faşa is another case where the gates 
occur at the fourth bay after the portico, 
and immediately after the cells of the 
medrese. The point in discussion here is 
not necessarily the uniqueness of the 
design, as much as the reason behind it. 

This unusual placement of the gates can be explained in at least two ways (9). 
First, the Tekkiye's site was cut into a gentle slope which increases towards the 
south. The site was to be kept at one level close to the level of the bottom of the 
hill which was at the northern side of the site. Thus, while the site was at the same 
level with the area around it at the northern part, a change in level between the 
site and its surrounding took place at the southern part. Therefore, in order to 
allow an easy axis to the site without stairs, it was necessary to have the gates as 
close to the north as possible. Accordingly, the gates could not be located after 
the Mosque which was to the south of the site, but after the Tabhane. Stairs were 
also needed at that point; however, it cannot be said whether these stairs were 
part of the original design or were added at a later date. Another reason for the 
gates to come after the Tabhane was to separate the service area from the main 
functions of the Tekkiye which were the Mosque and the Tabhane. The two gates 
which are located facing each other create an axis which suggests some kind of 
separation between the two sides of the Tekkiye. 

The second point in relation to the overall design of the Tekkiye is related to the 
annex which includes the Medrese and the Arasta. As it was stated earlier, it was 
not part of the original design of the Tekkiye; however, it was built a relatively 
short time after the main Tekkiye was completed. The strange thing about it is 
that it is not aligned with the main Tekkiye. In other words, the main axis of the 
annex is not parallel with that of the main Tekkiye. It is to be added here that a 
change in orientation means an error in orienting the structure towards Mecca. 
Thus, the question is whether it was a mistake, or purposely done. There is no 
definite way to prove either possibility. However, the following points should be 
kept in mind. Firstly, the rich experience of the Ottoman architect makes it very 
difficult to believe that it was a mistake. Secondly, the Medrese did not have to 
be directed towards Mecca, since it was not a mosque and did not have to be used 
as one, as the Mosque of the Tekkiye was very close by. Haseki Sultan Külliye 
(1539), Mihrimah Sultan Külliye (1547), Kılıç Ali Paşa Külliye (1580), Şemsi 
Ahmet Paşa Külliye (1581), and Atik Valide Külliye (1583) are examples of 
monuments built by Sinan that have their medreses along axes different from 
those of mosques. Thus, it is not unusual to see the medrese of a tekkiye not 
parallel with the mosque. 

It is to be noted, though, that there were certain reasons for the change of axis 
in the layout of Ottoman Külliyes. The first was the shape of the site as in the 
case of Mihrimah Sultan Külliye. Another reason was the topography of the site 
which forced the designer to orient some buildings, so that he would not go very 
much against the contours of the land; Yıldırım Beyazıt Külliye in Bursa (1395) 
is one example of this situation. A third reason is the need to orient buildings 
along existing roads; examples are Hamza Bey Center in Bursa (1540's) and Atik 
Valide Külliye. 

In the case of the Tekkiye Süleymaniye, the site was fully open and there were 
no clear limits to force any kind of squeezing of the Medrese in an odd direction. 
Moreover, the topography was not difficult enough to suggest any need to change 
the direction of the annexed building. The only possible reason, thus, is that some 
kind of circulation access was in existence and connected the eastern gate of the 
Tekkiye with the old city. It seems possible to have this road at an angle; in fact, 
the angle of the Arasta is aligned with a line which connects the Tekkiye's gate 
with the north-western corner of Damascus'. Although it is difficult to confirm 
the existence of a road along this axis at the time, available maps of the city show 
a road along the discussed axis (Figure 1). 
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10. Even the Selimiye Külliye was altered 
when Che Arasta was added on its western 
side. 

11. Examples of this kind of 'külliye' in­
clude Ayşe Hafize Sultan, Manisa (1522), 
Kara Ahmet Pasa, Istanbul (1554), Sokullu 
Mehmet Paşa, Istanbul (1554), Mihrimah 
Sultan, İstanbul (1560's), and Sinan Paşa, 
Istanbul (1593). 

It was possible to change the direction of the road, that is, if it existed, since the 
land around it was open and such a minor change would not have caused any 
harm. Accordingly, it is not possible to be sure of the reason behind the change 
in the Medrese's orientation. Perhaps the designer of the anne* made use of the 
fact that the road's axis was tilted as a way to reinforce the idea that the Medrese 
and the Arasta are not part of the original plan of the Tekkiye. The change in 
orientation continues to be puzzling when the plan is observed; "however, in 
reality it is not very much felt when one walks through the complex. 

A third issue in connection with the layout of the Tekkiye to be pointed out here 
is the sensitivity to scale. Although the Tekkiye was a royal foundation, it was 
not oversized. It was monumental; however, not imposing. Again, reasons for the 
Tekkiye's small scale can be related to the fact that Damascus was only the capital 
of a region which cannot be compared with Istanbul, in addition to the small 
scaled program of the Tekkiye. Moreover, the heights of buildings in the complex 
are such as to provide a very human scale in the perception and feeling of the 
external spaces (Figure 4). Such sensitivity to the scale of monuments in relation 
to its setting, can also be observed in the Beyazıt II Külliye in Amasya (1481) and 
the Muradiye Külliye in Manisa (1592). 

Finally, with the shape that it was able to acquire, the Tekkiye may be one of 
Sinan's few buildings which have the perfect geometrical and symmetrical design 
that he perhaps, was striving to achieve. The other külliye of this quality is the 
Selimiye in Edirne (10). Almost every other külliye with strong geometrical and 
symmetrical order, had to loose its perfect form, because Sinan had to respect 
the conditions of the site, such as road layout, shape of the site, or the existing 
topography. One other reason to distort symmetry can be, as Erzen explains, 'to 
create surprise or movement. Sudden changes in detail... make the monument 
familiar, closer' (Erzen, 1991,20). 

Figure 5. The view from the western gate 
of the Tekkiye towards the main courtyard 
(author's photograph, August 1996). 

SPATIAL AND VISUAL QUALITIES OF THE TEKKIYE 

As Kuran observes (1987,77),the open space or the courtyard occupies the center 
of the Tekkiye, and not a mass (which was typically the mosque in the classical 
royal külliyes). In fact, the Tekkiye can be closely related to külliyes with a shared 
space for the mosque and medrese (Hakky, 1992, 206) (11). 

Jn this type of külliyes, the open space occupies a central position around which 
the mosque and medrese are located. In the case of the Tekkiye, the service block 
takes the place of the medrese because of the kind of function the Tekkiye carries. 
This central space was not a void left between buildings; it was the center of 
activities and the connector between all functions, exactly like any courtyard in 
residential units. It was used for praying as well as for social gathering and 
relaxation. It was an open living room of a sort surrounded by the rest of the 
functions in the Tekkiye. 

The walls which connect the mosque with the Tabhane and those which connect 
the kitchen with the two halls complete the enclosure and define the space. The 
arcades along the Mosque, the Tabhane, and the kitchen reinforce the relation­
ship between the buildings and strengthen the unity of the space. One cannot be 
certain about the date of the trees in the courtyard; however, a nineteenth century 
engraving of the Tekkiye shows clearly that trees were as high as the dome of the 
Mosque. Many of the Ottoman külliyes had huge trees in their open spaces; one 
of their advantages is that they were good source of shade for the tired travelers. 
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Two points can be observed about the main courtyard of the Tekkiye. First, it 
provides a good foreground for the Mosque, especially at the entrance points. 
Although the Mosque is not oversized, it is clearly much more massive than the 
other buildings around the courtyard and especially the kitchen which shares 
with it the same axis. The location of the entrances close to the kitchen gives the 
Mosque the advantage of being the most important mass, and emphasizes its 
position as the terminal object in the composition. This is so, because approach­
ing the space from either one of the entrances, the viewer sees first to one side 
the kitchen and to the other the side wall of the Tabhane and the colonnade. The 
walls of these structures are relatively low. After a few steps, his eyes move 
towards the Tabhane in order to discover the space which is unfolding. Then his 
eyes rest on the Mosque with its impressive dome whose dominance is em­
phasized by the two minarets (Figures 5, 6,7). 

The second point about the courtyard is the fact that although it is fully enclosed, 
the designer has purposefully pierced its free standing walls with windows 
wherever possible, so that a feeling of continuity between open spaces could be 
achieved. Thus the space, although enclosed, has become more open and more 

Figure 6. The courtyard appears with ils 
poo) and the eastern end of the portico of 
the Mosque (author's photograph; August 
1996). 

Figure 7. The Mosque appears in full, after 
the viewer enters the main courtyard 
(author's photograph, August 1996). 
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Figure 8. The southern wall of the mosque 
which encloses the courtyard and separates 
İt from the southern space. The wall is 
pierced with windows to allow visual con­
tinuity between the different spaces of the 
Tekkiye (author's photograph, August 
1996). 

Figure 9. The Arasta from west (author's 
photograph). 

Figure 10. The Arasta with the two gates; 
the one to the right leads to the Medrese 
and the one to the left was open to the 
stables (author's photograph, August 1996). 
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of interest (Figure 8). This treatment of the free standing walls is typical in 
Ottoman architecture and can be seen in almost every külliye (12). The porticos 
which are semi-enclosed spaces, the open spaces, the enclosed spaces with many 
windows, and the pierced walls altogether make the spaces flow into one another 
in a very pleasant and easy manner. 

The other open spaces had most probably specific functions. The space immedi­
ately behind the Mosque was typically used in all Ottoman külliyes as a hazire 
(garveyard) and/or türbe for both the patron and those close to him. The spaces 
behind the rooms of the Tabhane were most probably left in order to allow the 
windows of the rooms to open to a private space and not directly to the outside. 
And finally, the space in the service area would have been needed for all kinds 
of uses in the kitchen. As it was mentioned earlier, the spaces were not separated 
or isolated from each other when considered visually; however, because of their 
different functions they were separated physically and access was limited to some 
of them. 

The Arasta is a linear space which shows a sharp contrast with the courtyard. It 
is a short and attractive shopping street which is about 83 meters long and 6 
meters wide (Figure 9). The interesting point about it is again the fact that it is 
not aligned with the main Tekkiye. Accordingly, the main visual and circulation 
axis which runs between the two gates is broken. A surprise therefore awaits the 
viewer who approaches the site from the east through the Arasta; he would go 
through the Arasta with the wall of the western hall appearing through the gate. 
After he goes through the gate he slowly discovers the space while he changes 
his direction. In the same manner, the viewer from the west will discover the 
Arasta and its fully length only after he goes through the eastern gate. 

Along the Arasta, and approximately at its mid-point, one of its bays becomes a 
portal to the Medrese at one side and a gate to the outside at the other (Figure 
10). The two openings are gently announced by their design and make a nice 
surprise in the middle of the continuous line of shops (Figure 11). The Medrese 
itself is a typical Ottoman one with the Darshane at the other end of the axis 
through its gate. Contrary to the main Tekkiye space, the courtyard here is fully 
enclosed by the cells (Figure 12). 

From the above description the following conclusions about the spatial and 
visual composition of the Tekkiye can be reached. Firstly, the Tekkiye displays a 
variety of spatial configurations; some are linear and others are central. The 
shapes of these spaces correspond to their functions; but moreover, they bring a 
lot of interest and excitement to the visual experience in the Tekkiye. Secondly, 
the spatial continuity which was allowed by the windows in all the walls makes 
the visual experience very unique, but not unusual for Ottoman architecture 
(Hakky, 1992,267-280). Thirdly, the fenestration, the porticos, and the arrange­
ment of spaces create a spatial continuity between the enclosed, semiopen, and 
open spaces, a fact which strengthen the unity and beauty of the site. Again this 
is a quality which is seen in all Ottoman külliye?,. And finally, the arrangement of 
entrances, openings, open and enclosed spaces, circulation axes, in addition to 
plants create visual stimulation and interest. 

FINAL NOTES 

The Tekkiye Süieymaniye in Damascus presents an Ottoman monument which 
is scaled to fit the functional requirements and to be appropriate to its setting. 
Its design, including site selection, functional program, overall design concept, 

12. The openings in the walls of buildings 
as well as free standing walls were men­
tioned by many, such as Kuban (1976,109) 
who explains that 'total plasticity' results 
from their use. 
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Figure 11. The gate of the Medrese 
(author's photograph, August 1996). 

Figure 12. View of the courtyard of the 
Medrese with the Darshane from north 
(author's photograph, August 1996). 
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13. See same references discussed in this and finally spatial composition, is perhaps an ideal model of what the Ottoman 
papersuch Ai-Rüıaoui.1957; Wijangerand a r c n i t e c t w o u l d h a v e wanted to achieve. Its architectural design is not discussed 
Watzinger, 1984; Goodwin, 1987; Kuran, , . .4 * . , . , , u 1 . 1 . * u • '• 1 . 1 1 
1987' and Ai-Shihabi 1990. n e r e > s m c e l l w a s studied by many who showed that it is, at that level too, a very 

fine Ottoman monument (13). 

ŞAM SULEYMANIYE KOMPLEKSİ: 
KONUMSAL VE MEKANSAL NİTELİKLERİ 

ÖZET 

Aimdı : 14. ı. 1997 Hac yolunda son ve önemli bir durak olan Şam'da Mimar Sinan tarafından Sultan 
Anahtar sözcükler: Osmanlı Mimarisi, Süleyman zamanında yapılan Süleymaniye Kompleksi, Suriye'deki Osmanlı 
Mimar Sınan, Mimarlık Tarihi, Külliye. • • „ , , • • • • i ı , . . J t J - U - * - i. ,*CCA , f « v 

mimarı örneklerinin en ıyısı olarak sayılmaktadır, inşa edildiği yıllar (1554-1555) 
Sinan'ın, Klasik Osmanlı Mimarisi'nin ilke ve ölçülerini belirginleştirdiği ve 
İstanbul Süleymaniye Küüiyesi'nin tasarımı üzerinde çalıştığı olgunluk yıllan idi. 
İstanbul'dan uzak oluşu ve çalışmalarının yoğunluğu nedeniyle Sinan tasarlamış 
olduğu Kompleks'in yapımını denetleyemezdi. Öngördüğü kompozisyondaki 
sadeliğin bu nedenlere dayandığı düşünülmektedir. 
Mekke'ye giden Hac kervanlarının dinlenme alanı olarak inşa edilen 
Kompleks'in konumu, hem işlevi nedeni ile hem de bir sembol olarak, bir anıtın 
taşıdığı öneme uygun bir dikkatle seçilmiş olmalıydı. Osmanlılar önemli yapıtları 
için ya bir tepenin üstü ya da bir su kenarını tercih etmişlerdir. Şam, Barada 
Irmağı ve kuzeyindeki Kasiyun Dağı ile her iki olanağı da sağlamaktaydı. 
Kompleks'in, kentin hemen batı sınırlan dışında Barada Irmağı yakınına 
konumlandml-masının nedeni ana işlevidir. Uzun yoldan gelen kervanları dağa 
tırmanma güçlüğünden kurtarmak ve yolcuların gezmeleri ve alış veriş etmeleri 
için kente yakın olmalarını sağlamak bu işlevle bağlantılıdır. Kent sınırlan 
dışında yer seçmenin nedeni, kervanların dinlenmek için geniş açık alan gerek­
sinmeleri ve kentin olağan yaşam düzeninin olumsuz etkilenmesini en aza indir­
mekti. Yer seçimi için kentin batısının düşünülmüş olmasının başka birtakım 
nedenleri de akla gelmektedir. Bunlar, Barada Irmağı batıdan doğuya aktığı için 
kente girmeden önce temiz suyundan yararlanabilmek, müsîüman mahal­
lelerinin kentin batı kesiminde yer alması ve bir saray vakfı olan Kompleks'i 
kentin batısındaki zengin mahalleleri ile ilişki içinde görmeyi istemek gibi neden­
lerdir. 

Basit bir işlevsel programı olan Kompleks'de onüç metre çapında tek kubbeli 
küçük bir cami, oniki odalı bir kervansaray, kiler ve fırını olan bir mutfak ile iki 
yemekhane bulunmaktaydı. Yapıldıktan kısa süre sonra medrese ile arasta ek­
lenmiştir. 

Kompleks'in bir taraftan varlığını güçlü bir biçimde hissettirmesinin istenmesi 
söz konusu iken, kervanların dışarıda ağırlanacak olması, iklimden dolayı avluda 
namaz kılınabilmesi ve genelde namaz kılacakların sayısının az olacağı gerçeği 
karşısında yapının ölçülerinin küçük tutulması, yüksek bir anlayış ve duyarlılığın 
kanıtıdır. 

Kompleks, güneyinde dik bir yamaç olan oldukça düz bir alanda inşa edilmiştir. 
O tarihte İstanbul'da Süleymaniye için eğimlerin kullanıldığı bir tasarım 
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üzerinde çalışan Sinan'ın, alanın düzlüğünü kullanmış olması, ya denetimini 
yapamayacağı bir yerde karmaşık bir tasarıma girmek istememesinden, ya da ne 
işlevsel programın, ne de varolan eğimin karmaşık bir tasarım gerektirmediğini 
görmüş olmasındandır. Alanın düzlüğü yanında çevresinin de boş olması 
Sinan'ın dikdörtgen şekilde bütünüyle simetrik yalın bir biçim tasarlamasına 
olanak vermiştir. Dikdörtgen alanın uzun aksında ve güneyinde yer alan cami ile 
kuzeyinde iki dikdörtgen bloktan oluşan tabhane, birbirlerini doğu ve batı 
yönlerinde sağlı sollu duvarlar ve mutfağı içeren hizmet bloku ile birlikte avluyu 
şekillendirmektedirler. 

Tasarımın genelinde üzerinde durulabilecek noktalar vardır. Birisi, ana kapıların 
konumlarıdır. Doğu ve batıya açılan bu kapılar, açık araziden camiye, oradan da 
kente dolaşımın sürekliliğini sağlamakta, nehre paralel bir aks oluşturarak alan­
daki tüm mekanları birbirine bağlamaktadır. Kompleks'in bir özelliği, kapıların 
Sinan'ın cami-medrese yapılarındaki son cemaat kısmından hemen sonra 
açılmaları uygulamasına uymamalarıdır. 

İkinci nokta, Kompleks inşa edildikten kısa bir süre sonra eklenen yapının 
(mederese ve arasta) ana aksının Kompleks'in aksı ile paralel olmayışıdır. 
Medresenin kıbleye yönlenme zorunluluğunun olmaması Sinan, tarafından diğer 
eserlerinde değerlendirilmiştir. Osmanlı külliyelerinde aks değiştirmeleri 
arazinin şekli, topografya ya da yola yönlenme gibi nedenlerle yapılmıştır. Bu tür 
etmenlerin görülmediği Kompleks'de ise, mimar belki de medrese ve arastanın 
baştaki planın parçası olmadığını vurgulamak istemiş olabilir. 

Bir başka nokta, ölçek konusundaki duyarlılıktır. Küçük ölçeğine karşın, bir 
Saray Vakfı olmasının gerektirdiği anıtsallık, baskı kurucu bir anlatım da 
yaratmaksızın gerçekleştirilmiştir. Son olarak, verildiği şekil ile Kompleks, 
Sinan'ın ulaşmaya çalıştığı mükemmel anlamda geometrik ve simetrik tasarıma 
sahip birkaç eserinden biridir. 

Kompleks'in merkezini bir yapı kütlesi değil, bir açık mekan boşluğu 
oluşturmaktadır. Ancak bu boşluk, bütün işlevleri ilişkilendiren bir avlu 
tanımındadır. Bu durumuyla, ortak bir açık mekan etrafında cami ve medreseden 
oluşturulan külliyeleri andıran Kompleks'de işlev gereği medresenin yerine 
hizmet bloku bulunmaktadır. Avlu, özellikle giriş noktalarından cami için iyi bir 
ön plan oluşturmaktadır. Kubbe ve iki minaresi ile caminin en önemli kütle ve varış 
noktası olduğu vurgulanmıştır. Avlu ile ilgili ikinci nokta, tamamen çevrelenerek 
kapanmış olmasına karşın, bağımsız duvar öğelerinin pencere boşlukları ile delinmiş 
olmasının, açık mekanlar arasında bir süreklilik ve açıklık yaratmasıdır. 

Altı metre genişliğinde ve 83 metre uzunluğunda doğrusal biçimi ile kısa bir alış 
veriş sokağı olan arasta, avlu ile tam bir karşıtlık içindedir. Sokağın orta 
kesiminde aks aralarından biri, sokağın bir kenarında medresenin giriş mekanı, 
diğer kenarında dışarıya açılan bir kapı için kullanılmıştır. Bu iki kapı, sağlı sollu 
dükkanlar arasında güzel bir sürpriz oluşturmaktadır. Medresenin kendisi, 
girişinin tam karşısında yer alan dershane ile tipik Osmanlı'dır. Buradaki avlu 
Kompleks'dekinin aksine tamamiyle kapalı mekan birimleri ile çevrilidir. 

Kompleks'in mekansal ve görsel kompozisyonu, içerdiği farklı mekansal şekil­
lenmeler ile ilginç ve heyecan vericidir. Ayrıca duvarlardaki pencere boşlukları, 
arkadlar ve mekanların düzenlenişi, kapalı, yarı açık ve açık mekanlar arasında 
alanın bütünlüğünü ve güzelliğini güçlendiren bir süreklilik yaratmaktadır. 
Kompleks'in tasarımı, arazi seçimi, işlevsel programı, tasarım düşüncesi ve 
mekansal kompozisyonu ile, Osmanlı mimarının yapmak istediklerinin ideal bir 
modelidir denebilir. 
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