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Suleiman I, known as ‘the Magnificent’ in the west and as ‘the Lawgiver’ in the east, reigned over the 
Ottoman Empire from 1520 to 1566 and is one of the most well known Ottoman sultans. From one 
perspective, Suleiman’s reign represented the zenith of Ottoman power and prestige, surpassing the 
prestige of the Empire even directly proceeding the conquest of Constantinople. Indeed, Suleiman 
annexed vast territories to his Empire, conquering most of Central Hungary, the victory for which he is 
generally remembered in Europe. However, another interpretation of his military career can be derived 
from a more comparative study of his reign and a more focused look at the military failures of the 
Ottoman state during this period. As a result of Suleiman’s wars the Ottoman Empire became isolated 
from the trade of the Atlantic and the Indian Ocean and they thus could not compete with western 
European powers in the long term on an economic or political level. In addition to this, Suleiman 
annexed a number of disconnected lands by means of the filling of various political vacuums, and so 
his state was essentially an occupying one; this issue, annexation without integration, would create 
major political problems for the Ottoman Empire for centuries to come. Suleiman failed to contest the 
emerging regions of the global economy (the Indian and Atlantic Oceans) while also annexing into the 
Empire territories which would never be able to fully integrate into the Ottoman state due to the intense 
levels of religious and cultural heterogeneity.  
 
 

Hungary and Vienna 
The main object of Suleiman's reign, the goal to which he devoted the great majority of his resources 
and towards which he strove for a great part of his rule, was Vienna, at once the entrepôt and military 
nucleus of Central Europe, a city whose capture alone could not only have predicated an Ottoman 
conquest of central Europe, but also a massive expansion of Ottoman economic influence in the same 
region. Suleiman began his reign with a swift seizure of Belgrade in 1521, a maneuver we ironically 
have little information on (Belgrade had been the center of Serbian resistance to Islam for over a 
century at that point).1 While Suleiman's predecessors had destroyed the Serbian state, Belgrade had 
been integrated into Hungary and was, at the time, still under the control of a Christian power.2  
 
Five years later, in 1526, Suleiman would again campaign in Hungary and win the only major, decisive, 
pitched battle of his entire reign. By this time Hungary was engulfed in political deadlock – the pro-
Hapsburg noble Louis II commanded control of most of western Hungary while the anti-Hapsburg John 
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Zapolya controlled most of the east.3 Zapolya was seen as the more pro-Hungarian of the two despite 
generally allying with the Ottomans at times when an increase in Hapsburg dominance seemed 
preeminent, and it was he who garnered the most popular support.4 Zapolya ended up opposing the 
expansionary efforts of Suleiman, but he and Louis were unable to settle on a campaign plan and thus 
were unable to coordinate their efforts to raise an army, and so Suleiman marched up the Danube with 
little resistance. Support from the Holy Roman Emperor was delayed by the Diet of Speyer, which was 
a Protestant institution and reluctant to support a collapsing Catholic Hungary; they agreed to send 
troops to defend Budapest far too late.5 Louis II ambitiously marched to intercept Suleiman's 
approaching army, looking to win a victory before Zapolya could arrive with his popular forces and try 
to take Hungary in a coup if he managed to defeat Suleiman instead. At the Battle of Mohacs, Louis 
was outnumbered by more than 2:1 and was easily defeated in a rout.6 Most members of the nobility 
and clergy were killed and Suleiman marched unopposed to Budapest and sacked the city. Zapolya 
would briefly be exiled to Poland by the Hapsburg Holy Roman Emperor Ferdinand I before returning 
to again contest control of Hungary.7 This second invasion of Hungary essentially ended organized 
Hungarian resistance to Ottoman incursions for the remainder of Suleiman's reign and it was an 
important step in bringing Ottoman rule to Vienna. It should also be noted that Suleiman's victory at 
Mohacs was more so political than military. The sacking of Budapest and the Battle of Mohacs were of 
course military exploits, but the ramifications of these events were far more political: most of the 
established aristocracy was killed either at Mohacs or at Budapest,8 and so the fate of Hungary was left 
between the distracted Hapsburgs in the west and the pro-Ottoman Zapolya in the east, although neither 
had effective control over the whole state. Had Hungary been unified under an anti-Ottoman ruler the 
state likely would have been able to resist Suleiman’s campaigns, as there is no evidence to suggest that 
the Mohacs campaign irreparably damaged the ability of the Hungarian army to function, in the way 
that the Battle of Adrianople did to the Romans, for example, nor did the campaign irreparably damage 
Hungarian infrastructure, however weak it was to begin with, as, for example, the 1204 sack of 
Constantinople did to the Byzantines. While Mohacs paved the way for Suleiman to achieve his main 
goal, the capture of Vienna, the campaign was essentially a political victory, not a military one. 
 
These initial campaigns were merely preliminaries meant to provide a base for Suleiman's conquest of 
Vienna. He departed once again for the fields of Hungary in May 1529.9 Suleiman, with the help of his 
now formal ally John Zapolya, quickly made his way back to Budapest and arrived outside Vienna in 
late September.10 It is in this siege that the shortcomings of the Ottoman military characteristic not only 
of Suleiman’s time but also of his successors’ can first be clearly discerned. Vienna was the capital of 
Hapsburg Austria and so it is ironic that the Emperor Ferdinand I had such a great difficulty raising 
troops to defend the city.11 At this time, the great powers of western Europe were reeling from two 
successive wars fought over control of Northern Italy: Suleiman’s ally, Francis I, was defeated twice by 
Charles V in the Italian War (1521-1526) and the War of the League of Cognac (1526-1530).12 During 
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the Siege of Vienna, Charles V, a critical ally of Ferdinand I, was still in Italy signing the Peace of 
Cambrai, as he had only just pushed the French forces north of the Alps. Ferdinand was unable to make 
an appearance in Vienna as he would have to continually petition the German princes to canvass more 
support for the city’s defense, which he did in Linz.13 The princes were cooperative this time and a 
relief force of 8000 men was approved at the Diet of Speyer.14 Leaving many of his cannon behind and 
leisurely plundering the Hungarian plain, Suleiman also seems to have greatly underestimated the 
defenses of Vienna so much so that by the time he arrived his campaign season was already close to 
ending.15 This limitation severely hindered the effectiveness of the Ottomans' ability to campaign in 
central Europe: the military institutions of the Ottoman state were either unwilling or unable to adapt 
their armies to fit to the conditions in which they pitched their battles. This handicap specifically is 
indicative of a greater, persistent issue within the Ottoman forces: a resistance to reform. Time and 
again a limited campaigning season of usually less than 8 months would force the Ottomans into 
unfavorable positions which could have easily been resolved with a slight adjustment in tactical 
tradition. Suleiman barely spent three months besieging Vienna before he was forced, by the onset of 
winter and by a lack of supplies, to make the march back to Constantinople without engaging a major 
imperial army or permanently annexing any territories; he outnumbered the defenders of Vienna by 
more than 3:1.16 Unlike Mohacs, this campaign was generally defined by military maneuvers in that its 
major effects were derived from pitched battles or, in this case, sieges. Once again, Suleiman failed to 
permanently annex any territory, but the siege of Vienna had greater effects. Aside from another failed 
attempt to take the city in 1683, the Ottomans would never again penetrate that far into continental 
Europe. The defeat at Vienna was decisive and it defined the borders of the Ottoman Empire as well as 
confirmed the inability of Suleiman to advance into the heart of the Austrian Empire.17 The 
confinement of the Ottoman state to Central Hungary essentially denied Suleiman and his successors 
access to the most economically vibrant regions of central Europe and so further hindered the long-
term ability of the Ottoman state to compete with continental Europe on an economic level. 
 
Suleiman could not accept this level of embarrassment, at least to the extent that it effected his own 
pride. By that point Suleiman had nourished a grudge against Ferdinand and, to a greater extent, 
Charles V, whom he saw as the leader of Christendom as the emperor of both Spain and Germany and 
perhaps his only worthy adversary. Suleiman made it known publicly that he sought to engage Charles 
in the field, and it was under these circumstances that he departed west once again in April 1532 both 
with the intention of engaging Charles V and of taking Vienna.18 Suleiman roamed the open fields of 
Croatia hoping to lure Charles into combat. He razed a few poorly defended Hapsburg outposts before 
coming upon the small town of Güns. He quickly besieged the poorly equipped 800 defenders. 
Suleiman's force consisted of 150,000-200,000 men with at least 100,000 combatants and 300 of what 
were supposedly the most technologically advanced cannons in the world.19 It is perhaps unknowable 
how a defeat was inflicted upon the largest standing army in Europe by a provincial garrison of no 
more than 800 men. What is known is that at least twelve successive assaults upon the city were thrown 
back and the leader of the defending imperial forces, Nicholas Juritchitch, three times rejected peace 
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offers proposed by the Sultan's vizier Ibrahim Pasha.20 Juritchitch finally accepted an offer of nominal 
vassalage proposed by Ibrahim, although no Turkish troops entered the city. This siege had occupied 
the month of August, a crucial one in the artificially shortened campaigning season of Suleiman. 
Perhaps he still could have marched on Vienna, but his prestige was hugely damaged. In any case he 
spent September roaming the fields of Styria taking his considerable anger out on the local populations 
by sacking as many villages as he could, hoping to lure Charles into open battle. When even this hope 
vanished (Charles was 200 miles away at Ratisbon) Suleiman marched in humiliation back to 
Constantinople.21 This was Suleiman's last attempt to take Vienna. Once again, in his inability to 
seriously threaten the most economically influential regions of central Europe or to integrate any 
territory into the Ottoman state, Suleiman confined his European conquests to the most underdeveloped 
regions of the Balkans, assuring that for centuries his predecessors would be critically isolated from the 
economically emergent regions of the continent.  
 
Suleiman did eventually attain a level of at least nominal control over central Hungary. It was in his 
fifth campaign that he finally managed to secure this over most of the region while transforming other 
areas, specifically the regions around and including Budapest, into relatively integrated Turkish 
provinces. Towards the end of the 1530s Hungary was partitioned between two rival forces: the pro-
Ottoman Zapolya and the Hapsburg Ferdinand I who was the legal suzerain and inheritor of the state 
upon Zapolya's death.22 Before Zapolya died in 1540, however, he had a son proclaimed heir, whose 
regents quickly called upon Suleiman to defend their claim. Suleiman marched to Buda,23 occupying 
the city without a fight, while the few Hapsburg troops defending Pesth quickly retreated. Ferdinand 
attempted to retake Pesth but his force was dispersed and Suleiman prepared to take the offensive. In 
the summer of 1543 he moved north from Budapest, quickly captured Gran (alternatively known as 
Esztergom) after a minor resistance was destroyed, and integrated Central Hungary into the Ottoman 
Empire by way of capturing and garrisoning specific strategic forts.24 The failure of the Hapsburgs here 
is difficult to assess. Sources mention little of the Hapsburg defense within Hungary itself, and we 
know even less of the Siege of Gran which secured Ottoman control over Central Hungary. At the time 
of Suleiman's invasion and of the siege, though, war was raging in northern France between Henry VIII, 
Francis I, and Charles V, over control of Normandy.25 In the Treaty of Crespy, signed in 1544 between 
Francis and Charles, Francis made a number of concessions to Imperial Spain, indicating that their 
position in the war was deteriorating.26 Ferdinand I's movements are even more unclear, although it is 
known that Charles would later sign the Treaty of Adrianople recognizing the Turkish advances in 
Hungary (1545, full peace ratified in 1547) in part to turn his attention to civil issues in Germany where 
Ferdinand certainly would've been involved, so it is likely these issues were persistent during 
Suleiman's siege of Gran and consolidation in Central Hungary.27 The capture of Gran by Suleiman 
facilitated his control over Central Hungary, but we know little to nothing about the defenses raised 
there, other than that war was being waged in France and civil unrest was on the rise in Germany, so it 
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can be speculated with a degree of certainty that Hapsburg and Imperial forces were at the very least 
distracted by issues in the west. What is notable about the lands Suleiman took into his Empire in 
Hungary as a result of this campaign is that they had no cultural, religious, or historical ties with the 
ruling Ottoman class, perhaps even less so than with other Balkan groups. Central Hungary was the 
most ephemeral of Ottoman possessions in Europe, not surviving past the seventeenth century, which 
evidences the loose hold Suleiman established there. Of course, this conquest, and the eventual 
termination of Ottoman Hungary, is evidence of a greater trend in Ottoman history not only in Europe 
but also in Asia (and continental Africa): the annexation of disconnected lands by means of the filling 
of political vacuums. Suleiman’s conquest of Hungary would, in the long-term, cost the Ottoman 
Empire terribly in Europe through the wars fought over the territory, particularly the Great Turkish War, 
which scholars have historically cited as the beginning of the end of the Empire. It seems a more 
prudent date for this turn of the tide would be the point at which the Ottomans made their position 
untenable, the point at which they overextended themselves, and this date seems to lie in Suleiman’s 
period. According to one primary source, the Janissaries, an elite corps of Ottoman troops defined by 
their gunpowder weapons, were garrisoned in Budapest as well as other cities across Hungary and the 
Empire to “protect the Christians, Jews, and other helpless people from outrage and wrong”.28 Clearly 
the people were at a disconnect with the administration or at least the more privileged Muslim subjects 
of the Empire. With hindsight, Central Hungary can clearly be discerned as one of the aforementioned 
territories which would never be able to fully integrate into the Ottoman state due to the intense levels 
of religious and cultural heterogeneity. 
 
The last campaign Suleiman fought in Hungary before the one which would result in his death, (an 
uneventful march into Croatia largely mirroring the Siege of Güns with the exception that the fortress 
was taken in the end29), was sparked over a conflict in Transylvania when the regent of an Ottoman 
principality there relinquished her lands to the Hapsburgs in exchange for property elsewhere (1551).30 
The Ottomans initially, under the general Mehmet Sokollu, made gains in Transylvania before being 
expelled by Hapsburg forces. Suleiman himself then engaged in a campaign there, making gains and 
defeating Ferdinand in open battle, although a considerable defeat before the imperial city of Erlau 
resulted in many of Suleiman's gains in Hungary being reversed. His influence in the region still 
increased and he probably achieved at least nominal control of most of Romania through vassal 
states.31 Once again, Suleiman’s gains here were not supported by a high degree of territorial 
integration and with hindsight it is surprising that the Ottomans even maintained control over them for 
as long as they did. 
 

Iraq and Western Persia 
Most of Suleiman's land campaigns outside of Hungary were in the east, in Persia, where he attempted 
to expand the Ottoman state to include Iraq and Tabriz. Persia was at the time a state deeply divided 
under the reign of Tahmasp I, a ruler raised to the throne at the age of ten who was constantly faced 
with serious threats to his rule both internally and externally.32 Throughout the course of Suleiman's 
three invasions of Persia, by which time Tahmasp had aged considerably, he never fought the Shah in 
open battle. Tahmasp's position was simply too weak to risk an open confrontation with Suleiman in 
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which most or all of his loyalist forces risked being obliterated and so the Ottoman vizier Ibrahim took 
the initiative and seized the former capital of the Safavid state, Tabriz, without a fight in the summer of 
1534, and by November Suleiman himself had entered Baghdad uncontested.33 It is important to note 
that Baghdad and the greater Iraq region had no longer held a significant political or, to a greater degree, 
economic position in the Middle Eastern Islamic world.34 Rather, the importance of Iraq was a spiritual 
one. The holy Shi'ite shrine-cities of Najaf and Karbala were both in Iraq and Baghdad itself retained 
great religious significance to Sunni Muslims, especially to the Ottoman Sultans who saw themselves 
by Suleiman's time as the rightful caliphs of Islam. Baghdad, as the former capital of the Sunni Abbasid 
Caliphate, represented an opportunity to increase the religious prestige and stability of the Ottoman 
state by controlling it in perhaps the same way that Mecca and Medina did to most Muslim rulers 
including the Ottomans themselves.35 It was within the context of these religious implications that Iraq 
would go on to vacillate frequently between Ottoman and Safavid control, and religious violence, 
especially in Baghdad, would occur frequently throughout the seventeenth century; Ottoman control in 
Iraq would often deteriorate to the loyalties of local chieftains rather than an organized 
administration.36 Suleiman's conquests in Iraq weren't won by military or even savvy political 
maneuvers; they were rather essentially a series of coups in which Ottoman loyalists were installed and 
Safavid sympathizers were displaced;37 Suleiman did not establish in Iraq a strong Ottoman 
administration and his conquest there was largely symbolic and religious. During Suleiman's reign, 
Tabriz, a city of real regional economic importance, would be regained by the Persians. It is notable 
that even in Iraq the trend of annexation without integration of a people lacking significant cultural 
connections to the Turkish administration continued. Although the Iraqi Arabs had, at various points in 
time, been under the control of peoples who were Turkic (namely the Seljuqs), no greater cultural 
connection existed with the Ottoman Turks and, once again, this disconnect would result in devastating 
Ottoman military and political defeats in the region and contribute hugely to the later instability of the 
state. Suleiman continued to overextend the political boundaries of his empire without expanding 
Turkish administrative, cultural, and religious influence in the newly absorbed regions: annexation 
without integration. 
 

The Economic Wars  
The remainder of Suleiman's relevant campaigns were fought on the seas over control of economic 
entrepôts and commercial shipping lanes, mostly in the Mediterranean but also in the Persian Gulf, Red 
Sea, and Indian Ocean. Suleiman was most directly involved in his Mediterranean naval campaigns, 
even participating in the sieges of Rhodes and Corfu. The former can tentatively be described as a 
victory: the Ottomans were able to win a political victory at Rhodes when the citizens of the city 
threatened to betray the defending Knights Hospitaller while they were unable to win a military 
victory.38 Meanwhile, Suleiman's attempt to seize Corfu from the Venetians ended in complete failure. 
Although the campaign is shrouded in mystery some joint expedition on the Italian mainland around 
Otranto was also involved and was either abandoned due to a lack of French support or defeated by 
local resistance which led Suleiman to besiege Corfu, a nearby island. Information on the siege itself is 
also lacking, but the disaster clearly effected Suleiman as he took his anger out on a number of 
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Venetian merchant islands and cities in the Mediterranean whose neutrality was traditionally respected, 
taking thousands of Christian prisoners and slaughtering Venetians and local Christians indiscriminately. 
Most of the Aegean islands were then brought under the control of the Ottoman state.39 While the 
conquest of the Aegean Islands recalls the theme of annexation without integration, a new economic 
trouble began to arise surrounding Suleiman’s naval expeditions. Although Rhodes and Corfu were 
both primarily fortress islands they were also both economically influential on a regional level. 
Suleiman would go on to contest control over several vastly more valuable entrepôts for the purpose of 
expanding Ottoman economic influence and, as we shall see, these naval campaigns proved to be 
perhaps as important as Suleiman’s land campaigns in the gravity of the missed economic opportunities 
to the extent that he isolated his state from the emerging global economic system.  
 
The most decisive of the Ottoman naval campaigns under Suleiman was undertaken at Malta. The 
island of Malta, then occupied by the same Knights of St. John who had been expelled from Rhodes 
decades earlier in Suleiman’s reign, essentially divided the Mediterranean in two: to west were the 
coasts of southern France, eastern Spain, western Italy, Algeria, Morocco, and Tunisia. Except for parts 
of the North African coast the western Mediterranean was under the control of western European states. 
To the east of Malta was the Adriatic Sea, the Aegean Sea, and the coasts of southern Anatolia, the 
Levant, Egypt, and Libya. These regions were under the control of the Ottomans and Suleiman 
envisaged a Mediterranean united in its two halves by his rule. In this way, the siege of Malta perhaps 
represents the definitive failure of Suleiman himself to achieve his own personal goals and, in another 
way, the essence of Ottoman military and economic shortcomings in the long term. Characteristics of 
the shortcomings of the military and navy alike defined the siege, most critically either an 
unwillingness or an inability to adapt to the conditions which faced the Ottoman forces.  
 
Suleiman was not present at the siege: instead he divided its command equally between Piale Pasha, the 
admiral-in-chief and leader of the navy, and Mustafa Pasha, a general of Suleiman's and leader of the 
armies.40 The expedition was doomed to fail and with hindsight it is apparent that these two would not 
have been able to co-operate.41 As the siege dragged on it became clear that the Ottomans were not 
prepared to maintain their position on the island throughout winter. Ottoman medical services, for 
example, were ill-equipped to deal with the outbreaks of fever and dysentery which struck their camps 
while the Knights had no such issues.42 Ottoman shipping was being raided and captured by Christian 
corsairs and they were unable to effectively restock their supplies.43 The siege had started in the 
summer of 1565 and by September it was over and the Ottoman armies returned to Constantinople in 
disgrace.44 This defeat is hugely representative of the problems Suleiman and his Ottoman 
contemporaries perpetuated and it decisively partitioned the Mediterranean into two spheres: the 
western one, dominated by France and Spain, with the Straits of Gibralter linking it to the Atlantic and 
the New World, and the eastern one, still dominated by the Ottomans, linking it with the Black Sea and 
the old Middle Eastern trade routes along what used to be the Silk Road, terminating in the old 
Levantine cities of Acre and Antioch as well as in the old Crimean cities of Kaffa and Cherson. In the 
greater context of events in the sixteenth Century this singular event doomed the Ottomans to centuries 
of economic stagnation and decline. They had no access to the Atlantic and because of this they simply 
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could not compete with western European powers in the long term on an economic or political level; 
the emerging Atlantic shipping lanes were soon to completely eclipse the old Silk Road trade routes 
which had been on the decline since the thirteenth century. The Ottomans still had an opportunity to 
attain a strong economic position in the Indian Ocean but this chance, too, would be squandered.  
 
The first proverbial salvo in the Ottoman attempts to gain a meaningful foothold in the Indian Ocean 
was fired over control of the Portuguese port of Diu in southern Gujarat. The Portuguese were the main 
power in the Indian Ocean in Suleiman's era and ejecting them from their strategically developed 
trading posts would be a key step towards challenging their economic dominance. So, in 1538, the 
Ottomans sailed east in an attempt to seize Diu on the request of the shah of Gujarat.45 The Pasha of 
Egypt lead the expedition from Suez and, upon reaching the kingdom of Aden in what is today Yemen, 
had the state's Sheikh executed, destroyed the state's capital city, and turned it into an outlying Ottoman 
province, before moving on to India.46 At some point the shah of Gujurat turned against the Ottomans 
fearing the same domination that Aden had suffered. As the siege of Diu continued to drag on without 
success the Ottomans eventually received word that the Portuguese were amassing a fleet at Goa, 
another Portuguese entrepôt in India, and so they returned to Egypt.47 The Ottomans would never 
attempt another campaign east of Persia.48 Next, the Ottomans set their sights closer to home for 
another attempt to curtail Portuguese control of the Indian Ocean, wanting to bring the economically 
crucial island of Hormuzd under their control. The first expedition was led by the renown cartographer 
Piri Reis who took the port of Muskat but failed to take Hormuzd and was executed upon his return to 
Cairo.49 The second expedition also failed under the corsair Murad Bey. The third and final expedition 
was led by one Sidi Ali Reis and managed to inflict a defeat on the Portuguese. 50 Following this, 
however, a hurricane swept him past Hormuzd and, ironically, to Gujarat where he was forced to 
surrender his ships to the Portuguese and thus unable to resume his campaign. He wrote a book on his 
travels home through India and Persia and was rewarded with a pay raise. Although Suleiman would 
retain control of the Red Sea, he failed not only to expand into the western Mediterranean but also to 
expand into the Indian Ocean and the Persian Gulf. This set his Empire up for long term economic 
decline and failure in the Indian Ocean especially relative to western Europe in the sixteenth century 
and so the Ottomans generally continued to rely on the land and sea routes which had once served the 
Roman, Han, and Parthian economies and which would soon become altogether obsolete.  
 

Conclusion 
Suleiman's military campaigns destroyed the Ottoman Empire in the long term. In terms of the nature 
of the military victories that Suleiman did ensure the Ottoman state was essentially an occupying force. 
It filled, like many states before and after it, a series of political and military vacuums, and its 
conquests can, in hindsight, clearly be understood in this context to never be permanent solutions to the 
circumstances which created these situations in much the same way that the Islamic State, for example, 
could never have been a permanent solution to the political and military vacuums which existed in 
northern Iraq and Syria a few years ago; their territories were simply too culturally and religiously 
diverse to integrate smoothly into the state. Of course, the millets and other political phenomena, many 
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of which were initiated by Suleiman, (also including the Capitulations, for example) exacerbated this 
situation, but Suleiman's wars also played a major if equal role. In Hungary, Iraq, and Algeria (the 
Ottomans had taken Algeria in an engineered coup following the internal collapse of the Hafsid dynasty, 
once again filling a vacuum51), Suleiman was annexing territories which not only had no meaningful 
relationship with the ruling Ottoman aristocracy but which were also very different from each other as 
well, so it was impossible for the people to assimilate with the dynasty and also impossible for the 
dynasty to assimilate with the people, a situation seen often in Chinese history with notable degrees of 
success in the Yuan and the Qing dynasties. More so than any other monarch in pre-modern European 
history Suleiman had conducted campaigns so decisive that by the end of his reign the Ottoman sphere 
of influence could be clearly restricted to the territories between Malta, Vienna, and Hormuzd, and it 
was these three cities which were essentially the boundaries of the empire. In his defeats Suleiman 
assured that his state would never be able to break past these barriers. Suleiman isolated his state within 
the oldest, most damaged territories of the Near East and Europe while western European states and to 
a lesser extent Russia were expanding into new regions and building their economies upon these 
regions’ emerging trade centers which were overflowing with economic and political opportunity. This 
burst in global trade, which had already affected western Europe and by extent the Ottoman Empire in 
a negative aspect, resulted directly in military stagnation and political decline for the Ottomans. This 
phenomenon clearly manifested itself in Suleiman's wars, and while Suleiman was largely responsible 
for this phenomenon by boxing the Ottoman state into an enclosed sphere of influence it is also clearly 
observable through the remainder of the Ottoman Empire's existence. From 1568 to 1918, for example, 
the Ottomans would fight twelve wars against Russia, a state which would arguably take equal 
advantage of oversees economic expansion, and win only two (counting the Crimean War in which the 
Ottomans played little to no decisive role). And so, while Suleiman's specific military shortcomings 
were indeed indicative of military issues which would plague the Ottoman Empire for centuries, it was 
Suleiman who doomed his state both economically and politically, isolating the Ottoman Empire from 
the emerging economic regions of the world while annexing territories which could never, with 
hindsight, fully integrate into the state, thus resulting in an irreparable disconnect in the visions of the 
people and of the state in a relationship common in Suleiman's time as in ours. 
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