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Preface

THE narrative part of this work is an account of the rise of the Ottoman Empire viewed
from the standpoint of historical geography. It contains few new ideas or theories, but is
content to deal principally with facts, gleaned from many sources and arranged to give a
reasonably coherent picture of the progress of Osmanli expansion. The emphasis through-
out is on political geography, simply because an equal treatment of ethnography, religion,
commerce, and economic geography would have either trebled the size of the book or
resulted in a series of brief sketches.

The maps, unlike the text, are original, and with the exception of two, whose in-
debtedness is noted in the commentary, are not copied from any existing material but
freshly constructed from the available evidence. Historians of the Ottomans have so far
shown little interest in the usefulness of maps, and the present study has been undertaken
largely to fill this gap, and to correct some errors which are frequently found in historical
atlases.

The text includes no footnotes. Instead of detailed bibliographical notes I have inserted
a long preliminary chapter giving all the works consulted for each section, with critical
notes wherever necessary; while in the body of the work precise references to books
used are confined to instances of controversial theories or doubtful conclusions.

The spelling of names has presented the usual problem. The general principle adopted
here has been to give on at least one occasion both the Turkish and the non-Turkish names
for places included within the empire at its widest extent.

In conclusion, I must acknowledge my great debt to Mr. Harold Bowen, not only for
invaluable criticism and advice, but for the untiring patience with which he translated
important passages from Turkish sources which I should otherwise have been unable to
use.

1950 Donald Edgar Pitcher
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INTRODUCTION

The Sources

A. WORKS OF HISTORY AND DESCRIPTION

Tue works consulted are grouped into sections corresponding to the arrangement of the
text of this book ; within each section the sources which have proved of most value are
usually given first, with comments where necessary.

Abbreviations used :

Byz. = Byzantion.
CSHB = Corpus scriptorum historiae byzantinae.
JA = Journal Asiatique.

JRAS = Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society.
ZDMG = Zeitschrift der deutschen morgenlindischen Gesellschaft.

I. GENERAL WORKS ON OTTOMAN HISTORY

1. Hammer-Purgstall, J. von: Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches (10 vols., Pest, 1827-35: French
translation by J. J. Hellert, 18 vols., Paris, 1835-43).

This classic work remains the basis of all modern histories of Turkey. It is arranged with little eye
for anything except chronology, its earlier chapters are now superseded by more reliable material,
the dates have to be carefully checked, and the author rarely steps back to survey his landscape,
having an encyclopaedic passion for the trees rather than the wood. But this very weakness has
been of great assistance to the present study, as von Hammer has ransacked his authorities for
information and has then set down all the details he can find. The voluminous notes and appendices
have been of especial value, but the maps in the original edition are poor and inaccurate (for the
Atlas accompanying the French translation see No. 310 below).

2. Zinkeisen, J. W.: Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches in Europa (7 vols., Gotha, 1840-54).
Generally regarded by scholars as of more value than von Hammer as far as Ottoman relations with
Europe are concerned, and certainly diplomatic history is treated with great care; but Zinkeisen
relies too little on oriental sources, mainly using Sa‘diiddin (Cronica dell’ origine e progressi di casa
ottomana, tr. Bratutti, 1649-52) and other translations, while he is not interested at all in the details
of political geography, and has the annoying habit of writing ‘u.s.w.’ instead of completing a list
of towns.

3. lorga, N.: Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches (s vols., Gotha, 1908-13).

The most skilfully arranged of the three great histories, and of particular value for the 15th century,
as are many other works of this writer. His natural bias in favour of his native Rumania is of great

I
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13.
14.
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assistance in dealing with historical geography, as he gives much detail on the Danube and Black
Sea regions not to be found elsewhere.

. Vaughan, Dorothy : Europe and the Turk, 1350-1700 (Liverpool, 1954).

The only one-volume history which deals with the whole field of Ottoman relations with the
West during this period. An excellent and much-needed survey, which succeeds just where von
Hammer fails.

. Danismend, I. H.: Osmanls Tarihi Kronolojisi, Vols. 1~3 (Istanbul, 1947-50).

Should be of more value than it is. The author gives a host of facts, but rarely quotes sources, and
omits many important events. Its chief use is that it provides excellent indices of personal and
geographical names; it also lists all the different dates given in the original sources for the earlier
events, though no reasons are given for the final judgement in favour of one particular year.

. Uzungargily, I. H.: Osmanls Tarihi, Vols. 1-3 (Ankara, 1947- ).

The histories written by Turkish authors in the first twenty years after the foundation of the
Republic were marred by Turko-centric bias, as was natural. This work is more carefully written,
gives many useful details about the earlier period, and adds some helpful sketch-maps.

. Leunclavius, J.: ‘Annales sultanorum othmanidorum’ and ‘Pandectes historiae turcicae’ (Frankfort,

1596; reprinted in Vol. 159 of Migne’s Patrologia Graeca, Paris, 1866).
The ‘Annals’ are a translation and extension of the ‘Kiinh-iil-Ahbar’ of Ali-Celebi, and the ‘Pan-
dects’ are copious notes on the same.

. Knolles, R.: The General Historie of the Turkes (London, 1603 ; sth edition, with continuation to

1638, London, 1638).

. Cantemir, Demetrius: History of the Ottoman Empire (2 vols., English tr. by N. Tindal, London,

1734-5).

de Testa, L.: Recueil des traités de la porte Ottomane, Vol. 1 (Paris, 1864).
Djuvara, T. J.: Cent projets de partage de la Turquie, 1281-1913 (Paris, 1913).
Marriott, J.: The Eastern Question (Oxford, 1917).

Hasluck, F. W.: Christianity and Islam under the Sultans (Oxford, 1929).
Alderson, A. O.: The Structure of the Ottoman Dynasty (Oxford, 1956).

II. GENERAL HISTORIES AND REFERENCE BOOKS

Encyclopaedia of Islam, 1st edition, 4 vols. and supplement (Leyden, 1913-38).

15a. Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2nd edition in progress (1950- ).
15b.Islim Ansiklopedisi, Turkish edition in progress (Istanbul, 1940~ ).

16.

This important work has contributed much to the present study, and a citation of the articles and
authors would take up too much space, though mention must be made of the contributors most
frequently used, e.g. J. H. Kramers (Ottoman history generally), J. H. Mordtmann and F. Taeschner
(Asia Minor), F. Babinger (the Balkans), W. Barthold and V. Minorsky (the Eastern frontier),
G. Wiet (Egypt), and A. Brunschvig (North West Africa). Many of the articles contain vital
information from the standpoint of political geography, but some are disappointing (for example,
those on the emirates of Asia Minor contain few details, though in this respect the second edition is
a great improvement). The Turkish version gives much additional material on the Ottoman area,
but has not yet proceeded beyond the letter ‘M’ [1958].

Cambridge Mediaeval History, Vol. IV : ‘The Bastern Roman Empire’ (Cambridge, 1923).

The section on the 14th and 15th centuries is useful, though the chapter on the rise of the Ottomans
contains strange errors (e.g. the author, Sir Edwin Pears, perpetuates the old legend making Osman
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32.
33.
34.
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a protagonist at the siege of Rhodes, a confusion resulting from the presence on that occasion of a

Tiirkmen leader of the same name).

Cambridge Modern History, Vols. I-III (Cambridge, 1900-5). (The new edition of Vol. I appeared
too late for consultation).

Grousset, R.: L’Empire du Levant (Paris, 1946).

This author’s general works are often of more value than his detailed studies, and his particular
interest in political geography has been of much use in this work. L’Empire du Levant is a well-
documented survey of the conflict between East and West from Hellenic times to the end of the
16th century; and the sections on the Selcuks, the Anatolian emirates, and the relations of the
Ottomans with the Frankish states in the Levant include important geographical notices. A number
of helpful sketch-maps are given.

Brockelmann, C.: A History of the Islamic Peoples (Eng. tr., London, 1949).

Toynbee, A. J.: A Study of History, 10 vols. (Oxford, 1934-54).

In the course of developing his main thesis, the author has much to say about the Ottoman Turks,
and his comments are often illuminating and challenging. Apart from these, his many digressions
and annexes sometimes include detailed analyses of particular aspects of Ottoman history, and these
are often of great value from the standpoint of political geography.

Freeman, E. A.: Historical Geography of Europe (London, 1881).

Heyd, W.: Geschichte des Levanthandels im Mittelalter (Stuttgart, 1879: Fr. tr., Leipzig, 1885-6).
Pirenne, J.: Les grands courants de I’Histoire Universelle, Vol. 2 (Neuchitel, 1947).

Stadtmiiller, G.: Geschichte Sudosteuropas (Munich, 1950).

Encyclopaedia Britannica (11th edition, Cambridge, 1910).

Chambers’s Encyclopaedia (London, 1950).

III. THE TURKS IN WORLD HISTORY
(Chapter One, Part I)

Grousset, R.: L’Empire des Steppes (Paris, 1939).

Once again a general work by this author contains one of the best surveys of a large topic. Good
bibliographies in footnotes, a great deal of geographical information, and useful maps.

Barthold, W.: Histoire des Turcs d’ Asie centrale (French translation, Paris, 1945).

The best short study of this subject, but few details.

Deguignes, H.: Histoire générale des Huns, des Turcs, et des Mongols (s vols., Paris, 1758).
Howorth, H. H. : History of the Mongols (4 vols., 1876-1927).

Vambéry, H. : Das Tiirkenvolk (Leipzig, 1885).

Chavannes, E.: Documents sur les Tou-Kieu occidentaux (St. Petersburg, 1903).

Manual on Turanians and Pan-Turanianism (Admiralty Handbook, London, no date, but c. 1917).
Czaplicka, A.: The Turks in Central Asia in History and at the Present Day (Oxford, 1918).
Parker, E. A.: A Thousand Years of the Tatars (2nd ed., London, 1924).

Barthold, W.: Turkestan down to the Mongol Invasion (Eng. tr., London, 1928).

Lot, F.: Les Invasions barbares, Vol. II (Paris, 1937).

McGovern, W. M.: The Early Empires of Central Asia (N. Carolina, 1939).
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IV. THE SELCUKS OF RUM
(Chapter One, Part II)

Most of the information relating to the general history of the Selcuks of Rum has been
obtained from works already mentioned, particularly Nos. 15, 18 and 27 above. Addi-
tional material has been acquired from:

39.
40.

41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.

Cahen, C.: ‘La premiére pénétration turque en Asie Mineure’ (Byz. 18, 1948).

Wittek, P.: ‘Les traits essentiels de la période seldjoucide en Asie Mineure’ (No. 1 of ‘Deux chapitres
de 'histoire de Roum’, in Byz. 11, 1936).

Nos. 39 and 40 are two most valuable studies of the general characteristics of the Selcuk period.

Chalandon, F.: Les Comnénes (2 vols., Paris, 1000-13).

Gardner, A.: The Lascarids of Nicaea (Cambridge, 1912).

Laurent, J.: Byzance et les Turcs seldjoucides des origines & 1081 (Paris-Nancy, 1914).

Grousset, R.: Histoire des Croisades (3 vols., Paris, 1934).

Runciman, S.: History of the Crusades (3 vols., Cambridge, 1951-53).

Baldwin, Marshall (ed.): The Crusades, Vol. I (Philadelphia, 1955).

Works on the historical geography of Asia Minor during this period are comparatively
few in number, but of great importance:

47.

48.

49.

50.

SI.

52.
53.

Ramsay, W. M.: The Historical Geography of Asia Minor (London, 1890).

A mine of information, although now corrected on many points.

Le Strange, G.: Lands of the Eastern Caliphate (Cambridge, 1905).

This otherwise excellent work is disappointing as regards Asia Minor ; the author entirely neglects
the geography of al-"Umari (No. 61 below).

Honigmann, E: Die Ostgrenze des byzantinischen Reiches von 363 bis 1071 (Brussels, 1935).

Includes the identification of many medieval place-names in eastern Anatolia.

Wittek, P.: “Von der byzantinischen zur tiirkischen Toponymie’ (Byz. 10, 1935).

The only complete survey of the political frontiers of the Selcuk kingdom c. 1200. Corrects Ramsay
on important details, and gives a useful map.

Cahen, C.: La Syrie du nord a I'époque des croisades (Paris, 1940).

V. THE SUCCESSOR-STATES
(Chapter One, Section III)

Lane-Poole, S.: “The Successors of the Saljuks in Asia Minor (JRAS, 1882).

Gibbons, H. A.: The Foundation of the Ottoman Empire (Oxford, 1916).

Lane-Poole’s brief monograph was the first attempt to survey the history of the Anatolian emirates
with the help of the surviving coinage. Gibbons enlarges on this in the appendix to his work,
which contains an annotated list of the emirates to prove his arguments (a) that there were many
more than the traditional ten, and (b) that the Ottomans were by no means of outstanding import-
ance till the reign of Murad I. Unfortunately the list abounds in errors ; for example he places Nazilli
east of Denizli, and Tavas on the coast, he dates Sasan too late, ascribes a late formation to Mentege,
and awards independence to any town mentioned by Ibn Battiita or al-‘Umari as ruled by a brother
or son of a neighbouring emir, though this surely implies that the lord in question was governing
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on behalf of his relative. Yet Gibbons’s work is of importance as the first serious attempt to bring

order out of chaos. It is accompanied by useful sketch-maps.

Uzungarsih, 1. H.: Anadolu Beylikleri (Ankara, 1937).

The only book which attempts to cover the history of all the non-Ottoman emirates, including the

Karakoyunlu, the Akkoyunly, and the Dulkadir Tiirkmens, but it is disappointingly inadequate

from the geographical standpoint.

Wittek P.: Das Fiirstentum Mentesche (Istanbul, 1934).

An exhaustive monograph on Mentese which includes much information on neighbouring states

as well, and is the most valuable of all the works on this period.

Mordtmann, J. H.: Ueber das tiirkische Fiirstengeschlecht der Karasi in Mysien (Betlin, 1911).

Zambaur, E. de: Manuel de généalogie et de chronologie pour I'histoire de I'Islam (2 vols. Hanover,
1927).

Importl.nt as containing notices of the principal towns in which traces of the rule of the various

dynasties have been found. It includes an inaccurate map of Asia Minor in the 14th century.

Lane-Poole, S.: The Mohammedan Dynasties (London, 1894).

The precursor of Zambaur, who corrects him on many details.

Mustawfi: Nuzhat al-Qulitb (ed. and tr. le Strange, London, 1919).

This 14th-century geography contains useful details on eastern Anatolia.

Ibn Battiita: Tubfat al-Nuzzar (Fr. tr. Défreméry and Sanguinetti, 4 vols., Paris 1853-9: English
translation selected by H. A. R. Gibb in Broadway Travellers, London, 1929).

An admirable and unbiased account of Asia Minor is given by the famous traveller who went right

through the peninsula in 1333.

Shihib-ad-Din al-‘Umari: Masalik al-Absar fi Mamalik al-Amsar (the part on Asia Minor translated
into French by E. M. Quatremére in Notices et extraits des MSS, Vol. 13, Paris, 1838).

Written before 1348 from accounts given to the author by an Anatolian sheykh and a Genoese ex-

slave, It combines with No. 60 to give us a useful picture of the political geography of the peninsula

in the first half of the century.

Moravscik : Byzantinoturcica I1: Die byzantinischen Quellen der Geschichte der Tiirkvslker (Budapest,
1942).

A useﬁZl handbook of the Greek sources which include the following :

Pachymeres: ‘Historia 1255-1308" (CSHB, 1835).

Gregoras, Nicephorus: ‘Historia Romana, 1203-1359’ (CSHB, 1829-55).

Dukas: ‘Historia Byzantina, 1341-1462’ (CSHB, 1834).

Chalcocondyles, Laonicus: ‘Historia, 1298-1463" (CSHB, 1843).

Phrantzes, Georgius: ‘Chronicon, 1258-1476" (CSHB, 1838).

Muntaner, Ramon: Cronica (English translation Hakluyt Society, 1920-1).

A record of the Catalan expedition by one of its members.

VI. THE OTTOMANS IN THE I4TH CENTURY
(Chapters Two and Three)

The only history which deals entirely with this period is Gibbons’s ‘Foundation’, cited
already (No. 53). His main argument—that the early sultans blended Greek with Turk
to continue with renewed vigour the role of the Byzantine Empire—has been destroyed
by more recent historians ; but he does make a skilful attempt to sift the detailed evidence,
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and he presents the Turkish advance coherently, though in common with von Hammer
and Zinkeisen he allows too much weight to the dates given by later Turkish sources
(Asik-Paga-Zade and Orug were unknown to him).

(a) The Foundations of Ottoman Power
69. Blake, R. P., and Langer, W. L.: ‘The Rise of the Ottoman Turks and its Historical Background’
(American Historical Review, 37, 1932).

70. Kopriilii, M. F.: Les origines de I'empire ottomane (Paris, 1935).
An important study which emphasizes the part played by the ‘ahi’ associations in 14th-century
Anatolia.

71. Wittek, P.: The Rise of the Ottoman Empire (London, 1938).
Both Nos. 70 and 71 attack the theories of Gibbons, but Wittek replaces them by the ‘gazi’ explana-
tion of Ottoman origins.

72. Taeschner, F.: ‘Anatolische Forschungen’ (ZDMG 82, 1928).
Includes valuable notes on the geography of Osman’s emirate, and a useful map of the district
concerned.

73. Wittek, P.: Zur Geschichte Angoras im Mittelalter (Festschrift Jacob, Leipzig, 1932).

(b) The Beginning of Ottoman Conguest in Europe
74. Torga, N.: ‘Latins et Grecs d’Orient et I'établissement des Turcs en Europe’ (Byzantinische Zeit-
schrift, XV, 1906).
75. Babinger, F.: ‘Byzantinischer-osmanen Grenzstudien’ (Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XXX, 1929).
76. Babinger, F.: ‘Beitriige zur Friihgeschichte der Tiirkenherrschaft in Rumelien, 14-15 Jahrhundert’
(Siidosteuropaische Arbeiten, XXXIV, 1944).
This is a most important and detailed study of the Turkish conquest of Thrace, sifting all the avail-
able evidence.
77. Charanis, P.: ‘An Important Short Chronicle of the 14th century’ (Byz. 13, 1938).
78. Charanis, P.: “The Strife among the Palaeologi and the Ottoman Turks’ (Byz. 16, 1942-3)

(c) Relations of the Ottomans with the Balkan States

79. Manfroni, G.: Le relazioni fra Genova, I'Impero bizantino e i Turchi (Genoa, 1898).

80. Hopf, K. : Geschichte Griechenlands vom Beginn des Mittelalters (Leipzig, 1867-8).

81. Delaville le Roulx : La France en Orient au XIVe siécle (2 vols, Paris, 1886).

82. Miller, W.: Latins in the Levant (London, 1908).

83. Miller, W.: Essays on the Latin Orient (Cambridge, 1921).
These last two volumes contain a mass of valuable information not easy of access elsewhere, con-
cerning the entire history of Frankish Greece and the Venetian colonies down to the reign of Siiley-
man I; they have been used extensively in the present work. No. 82 contains several important
maps.

84. Tafrali: Thessalonique au XIVe siécle (Paris, 1913).

85. Silberschmitt: Das oriental Problem zur Zeit der Enstehung des tiirkischen Reiches nach venezianischen

Quellen (Leipzig, 1923).

86. Zakythinos: Le despotat grec de Morée (Paris, 1932).
Corrects Miller on several small points of dating.

87. Borchgrave, E. de: Croquis d’Orient (Brussels, 1908).

88. Radojali¢: ‘La chronologie de la bataille de Rovine’ (Revue historique du sud-est européen, V, 1928).
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89. Loenertz: ‘Pour I'histoire du Péloponnése au XIVe siécle’ (Etudes byzantines, I, 1943).
90. Atiya, A. S.: The Crusade of Nicopolis (London, 1934).
o1. Atiya, A. S.: The Crusade in the later Middle Ages (London, 1939).

(d) General Works on the 14th century

92. Finlay, G.: History of the Byzantine and Greek Empires, Vol. 2 (London, 1854).
93. Vassiliev, A.: History of the Byzantine Empire (Univ. of Wisconsin, 1928).

94. Ostrogorsky : History of the Byzantine State (English translation, Oxford, 1956).
9s. Jiretek, C. J.: Geschichte der Bulgaren (Prague, 1876).

96. Jiretek, C. J.: Geschichte der Serben (2 vols., Gotha, 1911-18).

97. Guérin Songeon, R. P.: Histoire de la Bulgarie (Paris, 1913).

98. Temperley, H. W. V.: History of Serbia (London, 1917).

(e) Original Sources

99. Cantacuzenos, John: ‘Historia, 1314-54’ (CSHB, 1828-32).

100. Negri: ‘Cihanniima (partly translated by Th. Néldeke in ZDMG 13, 1859, and 15, 1861 : the first
number includes Ottoman beginnings to the death of Osman, and the second deals with the
reign of Bayezid I).

1o1. Schiltberger, H.: The Bondage and Travels (Hakluyt Society, 1874).

102. Boucicaut: ‘Livre des faits du bon messire’ (Froissart's Chronicles, Vol. XVI, edit. de Lettenhove,
Brussels, 1870-7).

VII. THE I§TH CENTURY
(Chapters Four and Five)

The history of the civil war has received little attention, and most of the facts relative to
the period 140221 have been obtained from more general works already cited. To these
we must add :

103. lorga, N.: ‘Byzance et I'anarchie turque’ (Histoire de la vie byzantine, 111, 1934).
104. Wittek, P.: ‘De la défaite d’Ankara 2 la prise de Constantinople’ (Revue des études islamiques,
1938).

The three most valuable works for the period 1421-1503 are:

105. Babinger, F.: Mehmed der Eroberer (Fr. tr., Paris, 1954).
This is a detailed study of Mehmed II, and contains a long preliminary chapter on the reign of
Murad II. Unfortunately it is as badly arranged as von Hammer, and the author indulges in much
repetition, while the promised second volume of full notes and references, which will presumably
include valuable geographical information, has yet to appear. Only a few sketch-maps are given,
all of which are borrowed from other works.

106. Torga, N.: ‘Notes et Extraits pour servir 4 I'histoire des Croisades au X Ve si¢cle’ (1st part in Vols.

IV-VIII of Revue de orient latin ; others subsequently, 1896-1915).

This consists of documents and extracts which throw much light on relations with the European
powers, and it is particularly useful for the geography of the Adriatic front.

107. Fisher, S. N.: Foreign Relations of Turkey, 1481-1512 (Illinois, 1948).
The only book which deals fully with the reign of Bayezid II.

To the contemporary writers already given we must add:

B
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108. Panaretos, Mikhail: Geschichte des Kaiserthums von Trapezunt (tr. and ed. J. P. Fallmerayer,
Munich, 1844).

109. Tafur, Pedro: Travels (English edition Broadway Travellers, London, 1926).

110. Brocquiére, Bertrand de: Voyage d’Outremer (translation T. Johnes, London, 1807).

111. Wavrin, Jean de: La campagne des croisés sur le Danube (ed. Iorga, Paris, 1927).

112. Kritobulos: Life of Mehmed II (new ed., Princeton, 1954).

113. Barbaro, Contarini, Angiolello, etc: Travels in Persia, etc. (Hakluyt Society, 1873).

Other works consulted on specific points are:

114. Halecki, O.: Le croisade de Varna (New York, 1943).

115. Rossetti: ‘Stephen the Great and the Turkish Invasion’ (Slavonic Review, June, 1927).

116. Henry, P.: Le Régne d’Etienne le Grand (Mélanges Diehl, Vol. II).

117. Gegaj: L’ Albanie et I'invasion turque du XVe siécle (Louvain, 1937).
This is one of the few works dealing in detail with the Albanian insurrection, but it is strongly
biased in favour of the heroes of the revolt, and is poor for the reign of Mehmed II. Many geo-
graphical names are included, but there is little attempt to verify their modern equivalents, and the
sketch-map is unhelpful.

118. Enciclopedia Italiana (Milano, 1929-38).
Articles on Albania, Dalmatia and Venice are all useful ; and good reproductions of early maps are
included.

119. Hecquard, H.: Histoire et description de la haute Albanie (Paris, 1859).

120. lorga, N.: Bréve histoire de I’ Albanie et du peuple albanais (Bukarest, 1919).

121. Cogo, G.: ‘La Guerra di Venezia contra i Turchi, 1499-1501" (Nuovo Archiv. Veneto, XVIII,

1899).

122. Kl4ié, V.: Geschichte Bosniens (Leipzig, 1885).

123. Coquelle, P.: Histoire du Montenegro et de la Bosnie (Paris, 1895).

124. Gopcevié, S.: Geschichte von Montenegro und Albanien (Gotha, 1914).

125. Villari, L.: The Republic of Ragusa (London, 1904).

126. Horvath, M. : Geschichte der Ungarn, Vol. I (Pest, 1851).

127. Szalay, L.: Geschichte Ungarns, Vol. I (Pest, 1866).

128. Miller, W.: Trebizond, the last Greek Empire (London, 1926).

129. Thuasne: Djem-sultan (Paris, 1892).

The next four volumes give useful information about the eastern frontier during the wars
with the Akkoyunlu (see also No. 220 below):

130. Bouvat, L.: L’Empire Mongol, IIme phase (Paris, 1927).

131. Browne, E. G.: A History of Persian Literature under the Tatar Dominion (Cambridge, 1920).

132. Gabriel, A.: Monuments turcs d’ Anatolie (Paris, 1934).

133. Gabriel, A.: Voyages archéologiques dans la Turquie orientale (Paris, 1940).

VIII. THE I6TH CENTURY
(Chapters Six and Seven)
Most of the detailed literature concerns one or other of the provinces, and will be found

listed in the subsequent sections. The following books refer to the empire as 2 whole, or to
specific points covered in Chapters Six and Seven.
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(a) Original Sources

134. Ibn Iyis: ‘An account of the Ottoman Conquest of Egypt’ (translated from Vol. III of the Bada’i*
al-Zuhiir fi Tarikh al-Duhiir by O. Salmon, London, 1921).

135. Riistem-Pasa: Ottoman Chronicle (translated into German by L. Forrer, Leipzig, 1923).

136. Busbecq, O. de: Life and Letters (translation Forster and Daniell, 2 vols., London, 1881).

137. Dernschwam, H.: Tagebuch einer Reise nach Konstantinopel und Asien, 1553-5 (ed. Babinger,
Munich and Leipzig, 1923).

138. Naima: Annals of the Turkish Empire, 1591~1659 (in part translated by Fraser, London, 1832).

139. Glover, Sir T.: ‘Journey of Edward Barton in 1596 (Purchas his Pilgrimes, Vol. VIII).

140. Rigault, A.: ‘Le Voyage d’'un ambassadeur de France en Turquie au XViéme siécle’ (Revue
d’histoire diplomatique, XV, 1901).

(b) Secondary Sources

141. Lybyer, A. H.: ‘The Ottoman Turks and the Routes of Oriental Trade’ (English Historical Review,
1915).

142. Merriman, R. B.: Siileyman the Magnificent (Harvard, 1944).

143. Jansky: ‘Die Eroberung Syriens’ (Mitteilungen zur osmanischen Geschichte, 11, 1926).

144. Amold, Sir T.: The Caliphate (Oxford, 1924).

145. Tyler, Royall: The Emperor Charles the Fifth (London, 1956).

IX. OTTOMAN ADMINISTRATION AND POLITICAL GEOGRAPHY
(Chapter Eight)

Research among the Imperial Ottoman Archives is still in its infancy, and although much
has been done and recent publications have thrown considerable light on the state of the
provinces in the 16th century, no complete survey of the empire has been attempted,
as far as I am aware; indeed, it may not yet be possible. A good introduction to the

subject will be found in:

146. Lewis, Bernard: ‘Studies in the Ottoman Archives—I (Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African
Studies, XVI, 1954).

Until a systematic and detailed account of the empire appears, our primary source is still
the great work of the 17th-century geographer K4tib-Celebi, better known in Europe as
Hajji Khalfa:

147. Kitib-Celebi: Cihan-niima (begun 1648, unfinished at his death in 1657).
The work exists in two recensions: (a) the unfinished fragments in a series of MSS; and (b) the
version printed in Istanbul in 1732, which does not include the Balkans, but completes the part on
Asia Minor by using the description of Anatolia by Abu-Bakr al-Dimashgqi (d. 1691). The available
translations are:

i. Latin translation by Norberg (Lund, 1818). Imperfect. Does not include Europe.
ii. Part on Asia Minor translated in French by Armain, and published by V. de St. Martin (Vol.
III of Histoire des découvertes géographiques, see below, No. 167).
iii. Part on Kurdistan translated in French by Charmoy in Fastes de la Nation Kurde (see below,
No. 221).
iv. Rumeli und Bosna, German translation by von Hammer (1812).
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Résumdés of the state of the empire are found in:

148.

149.
150.
ISI.
152.

Turcici Imperii Status (Leyden, 1630).

Includes two lists of the provinces, of which the second and more accurate is taken from the
‘Pandects’ of Leunclavius (see above, No. 7).

Hammer-Purgstall, J. von: Des osmanischen Reiches Staatsverfassung (Vienna, 1815).

d’Ohsson, M. : Tableau général de I'empire ottoman (7 vols. Paris, 1788-1824).

Bélin, M.: ‘Du régime des fiefs militaires dans I'lslamisme’ (Journal Asiatique, 1870).

Tischendorf, Paul von : Das Lehenswesen in den Moslemischen Staaten (Leipzig, 1872).

Nos. 151 and 152 contain a critical discussion of the analysis of the state of the empire made for
Ahmed I by his grand-vizier Kuyucu-Murad Pasa. in 1609.

Further helpful particulars have been obtained from:

153.
154.

ISS.

156.

157.

158.

159.
160.

161.

162.
163.
164.
165.
166.

Mostras, K. G.: Dictionnaire géographique de I'empire ottoman (St. Petersburg, 1873).

Lybyer, A. H.: The Government of the Ottoman Empire in the time of Silleyman the Magnificent
(Cambridge, 1913).

Barkan, O. L.: ‘XV ve XVhna asirlarda Osmanh Imparatorlugunda zirai ekonominin hukuki
ve mall esaslarsi, I, Kanunlar’ (Istanbul, 1943).

Akbal, Fazila: ‘1831 Tarihinde Osmanh Imparatorlugunda idart taksimat ve niifus’ (Belleten, XV,
1951).

Contsair)ls a sketch-map of the provincial boundaries before the reforms of Mahmud IL.

Gibb. H. A. R., and Bowen, H.: Islamic Society and the West (Oxford, 1939 and 1957).

X. THE PROVINCES IN THE I6TH CENTURY
(Chapter Nine)

Anadolu. No works have yet appeared dealing specifically with 16th-century Anatolia,

so that information has to be gleaned from the general historical works already

quoted, together with the volumes on Anatolian geography listed below :

Taeschner, F.: Das anatolische Wegenetz nach osmanischen Quellen (2 vols., Leipzig, 1924).

This valuable work is an exhaustive study of all the available sources for the routes across Asia

Minor before the 19th century; it includes two splendid and large-scale maps.

Taeschner, F.: ‘Die geographische Literatur der Osmanen’ (ZDMG, 77, 1923).

Hammer-Purgstall, J. von: ‘Ueber die Geographie der asiatischen Tiirkei’ (Jahrbiicher der Literatur,
Vols. 13 and 14, Vienna, 1821).

Another important, though early, study, making critical use of the ‘Cihan-niima’.

Evliya-Celebi: Seyahatname (1st. part only trans. into English by von Hammer, London, 1834).

A complete and accurate translation of the whole massive work is sadly needed, as although

Evliya often makes the most curious statements, he covered the whole area of the empire in such

detail that his travels give us an almost exhaustive geographical account of Turkey as it existed

in the middle of the 17th century.

Makarius: Travels (translation F. C. Belfour, London, 1829).

Kinneir, J. M. : Journey through Asia Minor, Armenia and Kurdistan in 1813 and 1814 (London, 1818).

Mordtmann, A. D.: Anatolien: Skizzen und Reisebriefe aus Kleinasien, 1850-59 (Hanover, 1925).

Sarre, F.: Reise in Kleinasien (Berlin, 1896).

Tomaschek, W.: Zur historische Topografie von Kleinasien (Vienna, 1891).



167.

168.
169.

170.
171.

(b)

172.
173.
174.
175.

176.

177.
178.

179.
180.

181.
182.
183.
184.
185.

186.
187.
188.

189.

190.
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Saint Martin, Vivien de: Histoire des découvertes géographiques, Vol. III (Paris, 1846).

This volume deals with the various explorers and travellers who crossed Asia Minor from earliest
times to the 19th century (see No. 147 above).

Texier, C.: Asie Mineure (3 vols., Paris, 1839-49).

Cuinet, V.: La Turquie d’ Asie (s vols., Paris, 1890).

The most complete geography of Ottoman Asia, excluding Arabia, but his historical notes are
singularly inaccurate.

Barthold, W.: La découverte d’ Asie (French tanslation, Paris, 1947).

Alastos, Doros: Cyprus in History (London, 1955).

Rumeli. We may conveniently divide the works on this important province under
three headings:

(i) History

Torga, N.: Histoire des états balkaniques jusqu’en 1924 (1925)

Miller, W.: The Balkans (London, 1896).

Delaville le Roulx: Les Hospitaliers d Rhodes (Paris, 1912).

Vojnovié : Histoire de Dalmatie (1934).

(i) Geography and Travel

Cvijié: La Péninsule Balkanique (Paris, 1918).

Ancel, J.: Manuel géographique de politique européenne (Paris, 1935).

Wanklyn, H. G.: The Eastern Marchlands of Europe (London, 1941).

Boué, A.: La Turquie d’Europe (4 vols., Paris, 1840).

Boué, A.: Recueil d’itinéraires dans la Turquie d’Europe (2 vols., Vienna, 1854).

Nos. 179 and 180 give a detailed and complete picture of the state of the towns and road-system

of European Turkey early in the 19th century.

Behrnauer, W. F.: Suleiman’s Tagebuch auf Wien (Vienna, 1858).

Jiretek, C. J.: Die Heerstrasse von Belgrad nach Konstantinopel (Prague, 1877).

Pertusier, C.: La Bosnie considérée dans ses rapports avec Iempire ottoman (Paris, 1822).

Jackson, Sir T. G.: Dalmatia, the Quarnero and Istria (3 vols., Oxford 1887).

Brown, H. F.: Dalmatia (London, 1924).

(iii) Political Geography. Under this head are included works which give important details con-

cerning the administrative divisions of Rumeli.

Gokbilgin, M. T.: ‘Kanuni Sultan Siilleyman devri baslarnda Rumeli eyaleti, livalar, sehir ve
kasabalart’ (with French summary, in Belleten XX, 1956).

Kabrda, J.: ‘Les anciens régistres turcs des cadis de Sofia et de Vidin’ (Archiv Orientalni XIX,
1951).

Inalcik, Halil: “The Economic Situation of Turkey during the foundation and rise of the Ottoman
Empire’ (with English summary, Belleten XV, 1951).

Inalcik, Halil: Fatih Devri iizerinde Tetkikler ve Vesikalar (Ankara, 1954).

The last chapter of this study of particular facets of the reign of Mehmed II gives important

details of the sancak lists of the late 15th century.

Inalaik, Halil: Hicrf 835 Tarihli Siret-i Defter-i Sancak-i Arvanid (Ankara, 1954).

A detailed treatment of the sancak of Arvanid in the year 1431, and more valuable for historical

geography than the shorter notice by the same author “Timariotes chrétiennes en Albanie au XVe

siécle’ (Mitteilungen des dsterreichischen Staatsarchivs, IV, 1951). Includes a large-scale and useful map.
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(c) Hungary

191.
192.
193.
194.
195.
196.
197.
(d)

198.
199.
200.
20I.
202.
203.

204.
205.
206.

(e)

207.
208.

209.

210.

212.
213.
214.

®)

215.

216.

Salamon, F.: Ungarn im Zeitalter der Tiirkenherrschaft (Leipzig, 1887).

Lefaivre, A.: Les Magyars pendant la domination ottomane (2 vols., 1902).
Yolland, A.: Hungary (London, 1917).

Teleki: The Evolution of Hungary (New York, 1923).

Gyalokay, J.: ‘La catastrophe de Mohacs’ (Revue des études hongroises, V, 1927).
Seton-Watson, R.: The Southern Slav Question (London, 1911).

Miiller, G.: Die Tiirkenherrschaft in Siebenburgen (Hermannstadt, 1923).

The Rumanian Principalities

Xenopol, A. D.: Histoire des Roumains (2 vols., Paris, 1896).

Iorga, N.: Histoire des Roumains de Transylvanie et de Hongrie (2 vols., Bukarest, 1916).
Iorga, N.: History of Roumania (London, 1925).

Iorga, N.: Histoire des Roumains (4 vols., Bukarest, 1937).

Seton-Watson, R.: A History of the Roumanians (Cambridge, 1934).

Benda, C.: ‘Les relations politiques entre la principauté transylvaine, la Moldavie et la Valachie®
(Revue d’histoire comparée, New Series I, 1933).

Smith, John: ‘Travels and Adventures’, c. 1596 (Purchas his Pilgrimes, Vol. VIII).
Ancel, J.: Les frontiéres roumaines (Paris).
Babel, A.: La Bessarabie (Paris, 1926).

The Black Sea and the Steppe Frontier. The most comprehensive study of the Khanate

of the Crimea is contained in Volume II of Howorth’s History of the Mongols (No. 30

above), which is one of the best parts of his work, giving voluminous details on the

relations between the Khans, the Sultans and the Czars, and superseding von Ham-

mer’s slighter work on the same subject. The following contribute additional details,

often correcting Howorth:

Spuler, B.: Die goldene Horde (Leipzig, 1943).

Spuler, B.: ‘Die Grenze des Grossfiirstentums Litauen im Siidosten gegen Tiirken und Tataren’
(Jahrbiicher fiir Gesch. Osteuropas, VI, 1941).

Inalak, Halil: “The Origin of the Ottoman-Russian rivalry, and the Don~Volga canal’ (Annales
de I'Université d’ Ankara, 1, 1946~7).

Vernadsky, G.: A History of Russia, Vol. IIl: “The Mongols and Russia’ (Yale, 1953).

The most detailed and up-to-date work on the subject, which unfortunately only goes as far as
1451. The next volume is not yet published.

. The Cambridge History of Poland, Vol. I (Cambridge, 1950).

Bain, R. Nisbet: Slavonic Europe, 1447-1796 (Cambridge, 1908).
Nolde, B.: La Formation de I'empire russe, Vol. II (Paris, 1953).
Seeley: ‘Russia and the Slave Trade’ (Slavonic Review, Jan. 1945).

Caucasia

Brosset, M. : Histoire de la Géorgie, Vol. II (St. Petersburg, 1856).
Contains all the Georgian chronicles, with notes and a mass of detail concerning the wars of the
Turks on the Caucasus frontier.

Brosset, M.: ‘Description de I'ancienne Géorgie turque’ (Journal Asiatique, 1834).



217.

218.

()

219.

220.

221.

222.
223.
224.

225.

226.
227.

228.
229.
230.
231.
232.

233.
234.

235.
236.
237.
238.
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Allen, W. E. D.: History of the Georgian People (London, 1932).
Includes excellent maps and useful geographical notices.

Manvelichvili, A.: Histoire de Géorgie (Paris, 1951).

Mesopotamia and Kurdistan

(i) History

Longrigg, S.: Four Centuries of Modern Iraq (Oxford, 1925).

The only work which deals with the history of Ottoman Mesopotamia from the 16th century to
modern times. Of great importance.

Minorsky, V.: ‘The Middle East in Western Politics in the 13th, 15th, and 17th centuries’ (Journal

of the Royal Central Asiatic Society, XXVII, 1940).

A useful comparison of the political situation at three different periods of history.

Serefiiddin of Bitlis: ‘Seref-name’ (translation in French by Charmoy, in Fastes de la Nation
Kurde, 4 vols., St. Petersburg, 1868).

A most important history and description of the Kurdish tribes, written in 1597-8 by one of their

chieftains. Gives voluminous details of the geography of Kurdistan and the relations of the tribes

with the Ottoman sultans.

Huart, C.: Histoire de Baghdad (Paris, 1901).

Sykes, Sir P.: A History of Persia (2 vols., London, 1915).

Lockhart, L.: Nadir Shah (London, 1938).

Although this work deals with the 18th century, it contains much useful historical material for the

earlier period.

Sykes, Sir M.: The Caliph’s Last Heritage (London, 1928).

The earlier chapters, which contain an outline of Turkish history, are too concise to be of use

here, but the section on Kurdistan is much more detailed.

(ii) Geography and Description

Rousseau, M. : Description du Pachalik de Bagdad (Paris, 1809).

Hartmann, R.: ‘Zu Evlija Tshelebis Reisen im oberen Euphrat- und Tigris-gebiet’ (Der Islam, IX
1919).

Admiralty Handbook of Mesopotamia, Vol. I (London, 1918).

Sherley, Sir Anthony: ‘Travels into Persia’ (Purchas his Pilgrimes, Vol. VIII).

Cartwright, John: ‘Voyage from Aleppo to Ispahan’ (Purchas his Pilgrimes, Vol. VIII).

Hanway, Thomas: Travels (London, 1753).

Kinneir, J. M. : A Geographical Memoir of the Persian Empire (London, 1813).

Syria and the Lebanon
(i) History
Lammens, A.: La Syrie: Précis Historique, Vol. I (Beyrout, 1921).
The most detailed single volume on the whole subject.
Hitti, P.: A History of Syria (London, 1951).
Contains a valuable chapter on the Lebanon.
Charon, C.: ‘La Syrie, 1516-1835 (Echos d’Orient, VII, 1904).
‘Histoire des émirs Maan’ (Journal Asiatique, 1864).
Carali, P. P.: Fakhr ad-Din II e la corte di Toscana (Rome, 1936-8).
Ismail, Adel: Histoire du Liban, Vol. I: ‘Le Liban au temps de Fakhr-ed-din II, 1590-1633" (Paris,
1955).
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239.
240.

243.
244.
245.
246.

247.

248.

249.
250.

251.

252.
253.
254.
256.

257.
258.
259.
260.
261.
262.

263.

@)
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Biddulph, Wm.: ‘A letter from Aleppo,” ¢. 1604 (Purchas his Pilgrimes, Vol. VIII).
Sandys, George: ‘A Relation of a Journey,’ c. 1610 (Purchas his Pilgrimes, Vol. VIII).
(i) Political Geography

. Lewis, B.: “The Ottoman Archives as a source for the history of the Arab lands’ (JRAS, 1951-2).
. Hartmann, R.: ‘Politische Geographie des Mamlukenreichs’ (translation of part of al-‘Umari—see

No. 61 above—in ZDMG, LXX, 1916).
Edhem, Halil: Tagebuch des Sultans Selim I (Weimar, 1916).
Le Strange, G.: Palestine under the Moslems (London, 1890).
Gaudefroy-Demombynes: La Syrie a I'époque des Mamelouks (Paris, 1923 ).
Dussaud : Topographie historique de la Syrie (Paris, 1927).

Arabia. Sixteenth-century Arabia has been poorly treated by historians, and most of
the history of the period has to be pieced together from the records of travellers,
whether contemporary or subsequent.

(i) History

Philby, St. John: Arabia (London, 1950).

A general account of modern times, excellent for the last two centuries, but with very sparse notes
on the earlier period.

Stripling, G.: The Ottoman Turks and the Arabs (Illinois, 1942).

Arouses great expectations, but is a most disappointing and threadbare work with highly inaccurate

maps.

Gaury, G. de: Rulers of Mecca (London, 1951).

Tritton, A. S.: The Rise of the Imams of Sanaa (Oxford, 1925).

One of the only two books which give details on the Ottoman province of the Yemen: this is

invaluable for the later period (1597-1636), while Riistem-Pasa (No. 135 above) deals fully with the

conquest of 1545-8.

Bury, G. Wyman: Arabia Infelix (London, 1915).

(i) Geography and Travel

Varthema: Travels (Hakluyt Society, 1863).

Newberie, John: ‘Travels’ (Purchas his Pilgrimes, Vol. VIII).

Teixeira, Pedro: Travels (Hakluyt Society, 1902).

Edib, Mehmed : Mandsik al-Hajj (1779, French translation by M. Bianchi as ‘Itinéraire de Con-
stantinople & la Mecque’ in Recueil des Voyages et des Memoires, Vol. 1I (Paris, 1825).

Beckenham: ‘Dutch Travellers in Arabia in the 17th century’ (JRAS, 1951).

Musil, A.: Arabia Deserta (New York, 1927).

Musil, A.: Northern Negd (New York, 1928).

Oppenheim, Max von: Vom Mittelmeer zum persischen Golf (Berlin, 1900).

Oppenheim, Max von: Die Beduinen (Leipzig, 1930).

Admiralty Handbook of Arabia (London, 1916).

An invaluable compendium of geographical information about all parts of Arabia.

Serjeant, R. B.: “Two Tribal Law Cases of the Wahidi Sultanate, S.W. Arabia’ (JRAS, 1951-2).

The Red Sea and Indian Ocean. No single book deals with all the Ottoman ventures
in eastern waters.

Kammerer, A.: La mer rouge, I’ Abyssinie et I’ Arabie depuis I’ Antiquité, Vol. II (Cairo, 1935).
The best treatment for the Red Sea area ¢. 1500.



265.

266.

267.

268.

269.
270.

271.
272.

273.

274.

275.

(k)

276.
277.

278.
279.

280.
281.

282.
@

283.

284.

285.
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Cooke, B. Kennedy: ‘The Red Sea coast in 1540° (Sudan Notes and Records, X VI, Part 2, 1933).
Describes an early Portuguese raid on the Turkish maritime settlements.

Bloss, J. F. E.: “The Story of Suakin’ (Sudan Notes and Records, XIX, Part 2, 1936).

Charles-Roux, F.: ‘L’isthme de Suez et les rivalités européennes au XVIeme siécle’ (Revue de
Ihistoire des colonies frangaises, XVII, 1924).

Longrigg, S.: A Short History of Eritrea (Oxford, 1945).

Trimingham, J. S.: Islam in Ethiopia (Oxford, 1952).

Rossini, C. Conti: ‘La guerra turco-abissina’ (Oriente Moderno, 1, 634-36, 684-91, and II, 48-59)

An account of the war in FEritrea in 1578.

Paul, A.: A History of the Beja tribes of the Sudan (Cambridge, 1954).

Sidi Ali Reis (Sidi Ali): Travels, 1553-56 (ed. Vambéry, London, 1899).

Dames, M. Longworth: ‘The Portuguese and Turks in the Indian Ocean in the 16th century’
(JRAS, 1921).

Ross, E. Denison: ‘“The Portuguese in India and Arabia, 1507-38" (JRAS, 1921 and 1922).

Contains corrections and comments in respect of No. 273.

Wilson, A.: The Persian Gulf (London, 1928).

Egypt. The history of Egypt under Turkish rule awaits a thorough investigation.

Even the volume of the official history of Egypt which is devoted to this period

(No. 278 below) is largely concerned with the last few years of the 18th century.
Lane-Poole, S.: A History of Egypt in the Middle Ages (London, 1901).

Précis de Ihistoire d’Egypte, Vol. III (Cairo, 1933).

Wiet, G.: Histoire de la Nation égyptienne, Vol. V (Paris, 1937).

Trimingham, J. S.: Islam in the Sudan (Oxford, 1949).

Description de I’Egypte: especially Vols. XI and XV (23 vols., Paris, 1809-28).

Quatremeére, E. M.: Mémoires géographiques et historiques sur I'Egypte (2 vols., Paris, 1811).
Carre: Voyageurs et écrivains frangais en Egypte (Cairo, 1932).

The Barbary States. Most of the material for the study of the Barbary corsairs and their
states can be gathered from three important books:

Braudel, F.: La Méditerranée et le monde méditerranéen a I'époque de Philippe II (Paris, 1949).

This is invaluable for the whole of the 16th century as well as for the reign of Philip II; it deals
fully with all aspects of geography, history, and commerce.

Mercier, E.: Histoire de I’ Afrique septentrionale, Vol. III (Paris, 1891).

Gives a very complete story of the North African states, with useful geographical surveys of the
Arab and Berber tribes at different periods.

Piquet, V.: Les civilisations de I’ Afrique du Nord (Paris, 1915).

This is largely a summary of Mercier, but contains in addition translations of extracts from original
sources and some helpful sketch-maps.

Other books dealing with the Mediterranean are:

286.

287.
288.
289.

Kitib-Celebi (Hajji Khalfa) : History of the Maritime Wars of the Turks (tr. Mitchell, London, 1831).
An incomplete translation of the ‘Esfar-iil-bihar’, written in 1656.

Brantdme, P. de: Vie des grands capitaines étrangers, Vol. II (ed. of Paris, 1866).
Dan, le Pére: Histoire de Barbarie et de ses corsaires (1637-9).
Lane-Poole, S.: The Barbary Corsairs (London, 1890).
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290. Gravire, J. de la: Les Corsaires barbaresques et la Marine de Soliman le Grand (Paris, 1887).
291. Hubac, P.: Les Barbaresques (Paris, 1949).
292. Manfroni: Storia della marina italiana dalla caduta di Constantinopoli alla battaglia di Lepanto (1897).

Details of the North African states can be found in the following :

294. Leo Africanus: History and Description of Africa, Vol. IIl (Hakluyt Society, 1896).

295. Ibn Abi Dinar al-Qayrawani: Kitah al-Munis (written in 1681, French translation as ‘Histoire de,
I’Afrique’ by Pellissier and Rémusat in Explorations scientifiques de I’ Algérie, Vol. 7, Paris, 1845).

296. Walsin-Esterhazy : De la domination turque dans Iancienne régence d’ Alger (Paris, 1840).

297. Grammont, H. D. de: Histoire d’ Alger sous la domination turque (Paris, 1887).

298. Pellegrin, A.: Histoire de la Tunisie (Tunis, 1948).

299. Slousch, N.: ‘La Tripolitaine sous la domination des Karamanli’ (Revue du monde musulman, VI
Sept.—Nov. 1908).

300. Rinn, L.: Histoire de I'insurrection de 1871 en Algérie (Alger, 1891).

Contains useful notes on the early history of Kabylia.

301. Federman and Aucapitaine: ‘Organisation du beylik de Titeri’ (Revue africaine, 52 et sqq., 1878)

302. Robin: ‘Organisation des Turcs dans la grande Kabylie’ (Revue africaine, 52 et sqq., 1878).

303. Masson, P. Histoire des établissements et du commerce frangais dans I’ Afrique barbaresque de 1560 d 1793
(Paris, 1903).

B. MAPS AND ATLASES
I. EARLY MAPS OF THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE

From the middle of the 15th century onwards the map-making art, which had degener-
ated ever since late Roman times, took on new vigour and increasing accuracy. For
another century, however, it was the coastline that received most attention, owing to the
vast percentage of trade which went by sea rather than land, and the consequent need for
detailed sailing charts. Maps of the interior were not unknown, but they were so erratically
drawn as to be almost useless. See, for example:

(304) Lewelel’s Géographie du Moyen Age, avec Atlas (Brussels, 1850), also the 15th-century
map of Albania reproduced in the Enciclopedia Italiana (No. 118 above) under the article
‘Albania’, and (305) Babinger’s notice of ‘An Italian Map of the Balkans, presumably
owned by Mehmed II' (Imago Mundi, VIII, 1951).

The main empbhasis, therefore, continued to be on the shoreline, particularly during the
epoch of the great discoveries. Piri-Reis, the Ottoman admiral, produced two handbooks
and many charts of the Aegean and Mediterranean ; and the western half of his famous map
of the world, for which he used the work of Columbus, is still in the Istanbul Museum, and
has been reproduced many times.

Late in the 16th century appeared the first great collections of world maps—(306) in
1570 the “Theatrum orbis terrarum’ of Ortelius, and (307) in 1595 the ‘Atlas’ of Mercator.
Later, the work of Mercator was enlarged and improved by J. Hondius, who made use in
his maps of the Near East of the various accounts by travellers. The next revision was
by Henry Hondius, which was brought out in an English edition (308) with the accom-



THE SOURCES 17

panying text translated by Henry Hexham in 1638. This is virtually the first work which
is of any value for the present study, and it is interesting to note the difference in skill
between the portrayal of the European part of the Ottoman Empire and that of the
eastern section. Maps of Hungary and the Balkans contain many names which are readily
identifiable today and which are in approximately their proper place, but although
familiar names are given in Anatolia, such as Sarcum (Saruhan), Aldinelli (Aydmn-eli),
Menteseli, Germian, Caramania, Amasia, Suvas, Chiutale (Kiitahya), Chiancare (Cankar),
Baiburt and Bozoch, the eastern frontier is dragged out of all proportion into the middle
of Persia, while the Caspian Sea appears to be laid on its side. Hondius includes not only a
full map of the empire (of which we give a reproduction) but also separate charts of
Anatolia, Palestine, North Africa and Egypt.

For many years this edition was scarcely improved by subsequent cartographers, and
the next important move came from the Ottomans themselves, for the geography of
Katib-Celebi was accompanied by maps of the various regions of the empire, though
he used Mercator-Hondius as a basis (see the reproductions given by M. T. Gkbilgin
in his article on 18th-century Rumeli, No. 186 above); and much use of the maps in the
1732 printed edition of the Cihan-niima was made by the French cartographer J. B.
d’Anville (1697-1782), whose work was distinguished by a much greater degree of
accuracy in the orientation of place-names than is found previously. His maps (309)
include a ‘Carte de I'Asie’, 1751-3, and ‘Asiae quae vulgo Minor dicitur et Syriae tabula
geographica’ (1764, with improved edition in 1769).

The period of the Napoleonic Wars saw much travelling, map-making, and detailed
plotting of charts on both sides (for example, in the work of the French expedition to
Egypt which resulted in the great Description de I’ Egypte—No. 280 above—with its accom-
panying maps, and the travels and careful drawings of Macdonald Kinneir—see Nos. 163
and 232 above); and the labour of translating von Hammer into French inspired J. J.
Hellert to discard altogether the very poor and unhelpful maps which accompanied the
German edition, and to make use of all the new information to construct the first Nouvel
atlas physique, politique, et historique de I'empire Ottoman et des états limitrophes en Europe,
en Asie, et en Afrique (Paris, 1844). This splendid appendix (310) gives clear, detailed, and
excellently printed maps on a large scale of all sections of the empire as it existed at the
close of the reign of Mahmud II; only Arabia is indifferently treated, owing to the lack of
knowledge concerning Arabian geography which persisted until the present century.

1I. THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE IN I9QTH-CENTURY HISTORICAL ATLASES

Although attempts to draw maps portraying the history of the Bible and of classical
antiquity can be traced back as far as Ortelius, the historical atlas was slow to develop.
Suddenly, in the middle of the 19th century, German scholars grasped the importance of
illustrating their histories with maps, and in 1846 Karl von Spruner issued the first
edition of his Historisch-geographischer Hand-Atlas zur Geschichte der Staaten Europas von
Anfang des Mittelalters auf die neueste Zeit. But twenty years earlier than the appearance of



18 AN HISTORICAL GEOGRAPHY OF THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE

this work, which gives no particular treatment to the Middle East, a singular attempt had
been made to summarize the whole history of Asia in an enterprising series of maps. This
was:

311. Klaproth, H. J.: Tableaux historiques de I Asie (Paris, 1826).

This orientalist, whose reputation as a scholar was rightly suspect in his own day and has suffered
even more since, deserves some slight rehabilitation by reason of this stroke of cartographical
genius. The work consists of some two dozen maps of Asia on a scale of about 1:30 million,
showing the historical changes at intervals of roughly a century, and with an accompanying volume
of explanations. Many of his boundaries are rashly drawn, and research has challenged many of his
conclusions, but as an attempt to plot the whole course of eastern political geography it was not
only a pioneer effort, but has remained unique.

Nothing of particular value or interest appeared for fifty years, but the last quarter
of the 19th century witnessed the beginning of the first serious attempt to chart the political
geography of the Orient.

312. Spruner-Menke: Hand-Atlas fiir die Geschichte des Mittelalters und der neueren Zeit (3rd edition,

Gotha, 1880).

This finest of all historical atlases resulted from fifteen years’ work by Theodor Menke in revising
the 2nd (1854) edition of Karl von Spruner’s atlas. The Ottoman Empire, besides appearing on the
maps of Europe for 1350, 1492, 1648, 1740, 1810 and 1815, is given careful treatment in the section
on the Orient.

No. 84 is the first of a series of maps of the Balkans and Asia Minor on a scale of 1 : § million, and
shows the Byzantine Empire on the eve of the First Crusade. It gives the Selcuk kingdom as being
in possession of the Ankara-Kastamonu area, which is improbable at this date, but otherwise it is
remarkably accurate. Docea, however, is marked as on the site of the later Tosya, whereas Wittek
has demonstrated (pp. 53 ff. of his article on Selcuk geography, No. s0 above) that Docea is Tokat
(this error has been copied on all later maps).

No. 86 gives the same area as in A.p. 1210. Here there is much to be desired, as the Rum-Nicaean
frontier is shown as (a) running not far south of the Meander from the coast east to Khonai,
whereas the Selcuks ruled no farther west than the river Dalaman ; and (b) running far to the south
of Amorium and Kotaion almost to Ankara, whereas there is no evidence, and it is most unlikely,
that the north-west frontier of Kili¢ Arslan II was ever pushed back by the Lascarids. In his notes to
the map Menke admits that his boundary is conjectural, and that Gregoras’ claims are untenable,
but unfortunately the boundary has been copied by almost all subsequent maps except, strangely
enough, in that of Putzger (No. 317 below), where the frontier in the map of the Nicaecan Empire
in 1265 is almost correct.

No. 88 shows the boundaries for 1311, and places most of the emirates in more or less the correct
positions, except that Sasan had disappeared before this date, and Karaman is made far too big,
while the limits of each state are given with such carefully irregular lines that one might suppose
them to have been arranged by a peace conference instead of being in the highly fluctuating
state which we know to have existed (but this is one of Menke’s principal faults throughout).

No. 89 illustrates the period 1391-1452, and is excellent for the European side of the Straits,
though in Asia a highly fictitious boundary is drawn to indicate the cessions to Bayezid I after his
first war with Karaman.

No. 9o portrays the whole Ottoman Empire in the 17th century (1:9 mil.), with insets of Arabia

and North Africa, but the limits of the eyalets are very inaccurate, though the map as a whole is
useful.
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313. Droysen, G.: Allgemeiner historischer Hand-Atlas (Bielefeld, 1886).
His maps of Turkey are on a small scale, and in general much inferior to those of Spruner-Menke.

314. Freeman, E. A.: Historical Geography of Europe, with Atlas (London, 1881).
The maps are only interesting sketches, and of little use except as illustrations to the text (see above,
No. 21).

315. Schrader, F.: Atlas de géographie historique (Paris, 1896).
His maps of the Ottoman Empire give very sparse treatment to the provinces.

316. Lane-Poole, R.: Historical Atlas of Modern Europe (Oxford, 1902).
This was the first British effort to produce a large-scale historical atlas, and in order to make it a
scholarly work the editor called in the assistance of a team of experts. His maps of Europe were
modelled on those of Menke, as is that of south-east Europe in 1210; but the orientalist Stanley
Lane-Poole contributed new maps of the Near East in 1070, 1190, 1330 and 1590, while William
Miller constructed a map of the Ottoman Empire in Europe, 1356-1897, and Nisbet Bain one
of Turkish Hungary. Lane-Poole’s maps are on too small a scale to be of much value, and though
Miller’s map of the Balkans is very good, Nisbet Bain gives a most extraordinary boundary for
the Treaty of Vasvér in 1664, the authority for which I have been unable to trace.

III. MODERN HISTORICAL MAPS OF THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE

With one or two exceptions, 20th-century atlases have been based either on Spruner-
Menke or on Lane-Poole, and the mistakes committed by them have tended to become
perpetuated. For example, while it has become an invariable rule to exhibit Transylvania,
Wallachia, Moldavia and the Crimea as ‘vassal-states’, separately indicated as such by
bands of colour instead of a flat wash, no attempt is ever made to show the hereditary
principalities of Kurdistan as other than centrally administered, although they were often
more autonomous than the Rumanian countries; while the coasts of Arabia are nearly
always fully marked as Turkish, and so are the Barbary states.

317. Putzger, F. W.: Historischer Schul-Atlas (numerous editions: the s3rd, Bielefeld and Leipzig,
1936, and the latest just published).
Only remarkable for the Nicaean boundary mentioned above under 312.
318. Muir, Ramsay (ed.) : Philip’s Historical Atlas, mediaeval and modern (6th ed., completely revised,
London, 1927).
This is still the most up-to-date British historical atlas covering the Ottoman period, and marks
no advance on Lane-Poole, which it copies (with a quaint error concerning the emirate of Ertena
Bey, marked in Lane-Poole as ‘Mohammed Artin’ in such a way that the letter ‘R’ runs just above
a river: in Muir’s map Ertena consequently appears as ‘Mohammed ABTIN’, and so in the index).
319. Zeissig, H. (ed.) : Neuer Geschichts- und Kultur-Atlas (Atlantik-Verlag, 1950).
320. Leonhardt, K.: Atlas zur Weltgeschichte (3rd ed., Stuttgart, 1952).

Four atlases have appeared in recent years which are of more practical value in dealing
with Turkish history. These are:
321. Hermann, A.: An Historical and Commercial Atlas of China (Harvard, 1935).

Includes several good maps illustrating the history of Central Asia.

322. Vasilevich, K. V.: Atlas Istorii SSSR (3 vols., Moscow, 1950).
This gives several useful maps on the history of the Caucasus.
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323.

324.
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Westermann, G. (publisher) : Atlas zur Weltgeschichte (Braunschweig, 1956).

This is another collective work, and although most of the maps are on a small scale, the Ottoman
Empire receives a greater proportion of attention than is usual. Of particular use is a specially
drawn map of Turkish Hungary (unfortunately with few names).

Hazard, H.: Atlas of Islamic History (Princeton, 1951).

This recent work, based on somewhat the same principle as that of Klaproth in that the maps
are mostly of the same area and show changes at exactly a century’s distance, is disappointingly
deprived of much of its value by two essential flaws: '

(a) It is coloured merely to show changes of political control from Islam to Christendom and
back, whereas its importance would have been greatly increased if the colours had illustrated
cultural and religious changes, or the control by one religion over peoples of the other faith, etc.

(b) It is highly inaccurate, both as to boundaries and dates. This reaches a farcical level for the
page devoted to the Ottoman Empire: the map has incorrect boundaries in Arabia and the Cau-
casus, while the facing page of dates (showing Ottoman control of the various provinces) has
thirty-two important errors.

Few of the works listed above in section A have good illustrative maps : the rare exceptions
are noted in the commentaries, and we should add the names of two other books which
have been used solely for their excellent maps:

32s.

Revai Nagy Lexikona, Vol. 13 (Pest, 1915).
This Magyar encyclopaedia contains most useful maps of Hungary for the years 1490 and 1629
in the article ‘Magyarorszig’.

326. Nasonov, A. N., and others: Ocherki Istorii SSSR, Vol. IIl (Moscow, 1955).

Contains large-scale and detailed maps of the Steppe country and the Caucasus, compiled with
great care.



CHAPTER ONE

The Historical Background

Tae Empire of the Ottoman Turks lasted as an independent unit for six-and-a-quarter
centuries (1300-1922), and its history may be conveniently divided into six periods of
roughly a hundred years each:

I. 1300-1402. Beginning with the collapse of the Selcuks of Konya, nominal overlords
of the young principality of Osman, and ending with the defeat of Bayezid I at the battle
of Ankara, the century witnessed a steady expansion in western Anatolia, and is divided
halfway by the establishment of the first bridgehead in Europe (1354), with the subse-
quent conquest of Thrace, Bulgaria, and eastern Macedonia.

2. 1402-1503. Until mid-century the sultans were occupied in regaining the ground
lost by Timiir’s invasion ; the next fifty years sees the conquest of the Balkan peninsula in
the west and Asia Minor up to the Taurus Mountains in the east. The period ends with
the general peace of Buda in 1503.

3. 1503-1606. The kingdom is transformed into an empire by vast acquisitions in
Asia, the attachment of the states of North Africa, and the conquest of Hungary. The
period ends with the treaty of Zsitvatorok in Europe, but in Asia a more convenient
date is 1612, when peace was made with Persia.

4. 1606—99. The empire holds its own until the failure of the second siege of Vienna
(1683), with the subsequent loss of Hungary and the humiliating treaty of Karlowitz.

5. 1699-1812. A period of general decline and of unsuccessful wars with Russia, ending
in the three treaties of Kiigiik-Kaynarca (1774), Jassy (1792) and Bucharest (1812).

6. 1812-1922. In Europe the frontiers continue to recede, but a series of internal
reforms enables the Turks to recover a good deal of ground in Asia until the final collapse
during and after the First World War.

This study is concerned with the first three only of these periods—the centuries during
which a tiny emirate in the north-western corner of Asia Minor grew into an empire
embracing large parts of three continents; and to show the distance we have to travel let
us call on the evidence of two independent and unbiased witnesses, one from each end
of the limits of our survey.

Ibn Battiita, in the course of thirty years of travel all over the Islamic world, visited
Asia Minor in 1333, and gives this brief but valuable description:

The Sultan of Burs4 is Orkhén Bek, son of Othmi4n Chik. He is the greatest of the Tiirkmen kings and
21
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the richest in wealth, lands, and military forces, and possesses nearly a hundred fortresses which he is
continually visiting for inspection and putting to rights. He fights with the infidels and besieges them.
It was his father who captured Burs4 from the Greeks, and it is said that he besieged Yaznik [Nicaea] for
about twenty years, but died before it was taken. His son Orkhin besieged it twelve years before
capturing it, and it was there that I saw him. (No. 60—ed. Gibb, p. 136.)

In 1610 George Sandys, an Englishman, travelled through the Ottoman dominions, and
we have from his pen this detailed list of the lands ruled by the Sultan:

The Turkish Empire is the greatest that is, or perhaps that ever was from the beginning. For first the
European part thereof extendeth westward unto the Archdukes of Austrias Dominions, stretching to the
Adriatick Sea by the confines of Ragusa, bounded on the South with the Mediterraneum ; on the East,
with Aegeum, Propontis, and Pontus, even to Theodosia, a Citie of the Scythian Chersonesus; and on
the North almost to Russia and Polonia; contayning Romania, Bulgaria, Servia, Rascia, the tributarie
principalities of Valachia and Moldavia ; the greater part of Hungary, Bosnia, Albania, Macedon, Epirus,
all Grecia and Peloponnesus; all the fruitful Ilands of the Aegean Sea: Ragusa payes for her libertie;
nor is Candie, Zant, or Cephalania held without Presents. But what is this, compared to her Asian
Territories ? within which, all Natolia is comprised ; on three sides embraced with the Aegean, Euxine,
and Cilician Seas; contayning the Provinces of Pontus, Galatia, Bythinia, Phrygia, Lycia, Pamphilia,
Cilicia, Cappadocia, and the lesser Armenia; beyond which, Colchis stretching Northward to Cataie,
and bounded on the East with the Countrey of the Georgians, whereof the Turkes possess not a little.
A great part of it also contayneth of the greater Armenia: all Syria (in which Coelosyria, Phoenicia,
and Palestine,) Babylonia and Mesopotamia: Arabia felix, which stretcheth out into the South Sea,
interposing the Persian and Arabian Gulfes, doe bow to that Soveraigntie: so doe the Inhabitants of
Petrea, and Deserta ; such I meane, as have knowne habitations. In Africa it extendeth all along the coasts
of the Mediterraneum, even from the red Sea to Acrath, a Citie of Mauritania (except some few places
possest by the Spaniard) wherein is the Countrey of the Troglodites, the miraculously fertile Kingdome
of Aegypt, Tripoly in Barbarie, the Kingdome of Tunis, and Citie of the Argers with her Territories,
with the tributarie Kingdomes of Fesse and Morocco. To this adde Cyprus, Rhodes, and all the fertile
Iands of the mid-land Sea, that lie East of Candie. Thus great at this day is the Ottoman Empire. (No.

140, pp. 121-2).

1. THE TURKS IN WORLD HISTORY
(Maps 1-5)

The Turks first appear in history under that name (Chinese: T u-kiu) in the middle of
the 6th century A.p. Their habitat was on the slopes of the Altai Mountains, on the
western side of the Mongolian steppe ; their ancestry was obscure, and orientalists are still
disputing whether theirimmediate predecessors, the Hiung-nu, were Turks, or Mongols, or
proto-Turks, or the common ancestors of both Turks and Mongols.

The clearest method of portraying in a brief space the complicated story of the Turks
since their emergence on to the world stage is by a series of maps; and the sequence of four
which are given here bring out the two salient features of their history:

(a) They have always tended to remain an essentially nomadic people. From the
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pasturelands of the Altai they have spread gradually over the western grasslands of
Turkestan (to which they have given their name) and the ‘Khazar Steppe’ or ‘Dasht-i
Qipchaq (T. Desti Kipgak) of south Russia (both names again are those of Turkish
peoples) and round both sides of the Caspian into the steppes of Azerbayjan and Asia
Minor. East of the Altai homeland they were unable to absorb the Mongols who, instead,
mongolized the once-important peoples of the Naiman, Merkit, and Kerait tribes, who
were probably of Turkish origin. The Oguz Tiirkmens reached Asia Minor in several
waves ; the first-comers, the Selcuks, were followed by other nomadic bands from whom
sprang the Osmanh Turks, and these, according to Toynbee, turned their nomadic habits
to effective use in the organization of their empire (see No. 20, Vol. III, pp. 22-50).

(b) The Turks have constantly been an imperial people. They have made a habit of
empire-building, and although none of their structures have attained the imposing
dimensions of the Mongol achievement, many of them have been far more lasting. The
maps show at least a dozen states of the first rank which have been constructed by Turkish
peoples, and another dozen built by Turkish leaders, sometimes by themselves, sometimes
with the assistance of a military aristocracy of their own race.

Among the first type, resting on a solid core of Turkish peoples, we may class:

1. The T’u-kiu. Built a vast empire stretching from Mongolia to the Caspian. United
only for two brief spells—s 5282 and 699714 ; but the eastern part soon fell under
Chinese protection until its revival between 682 and 744.

2. The Khazars. Dominated the Black Sea and Caspian steppes for about three

centuries, ¢. 600—900.

. The Uyghur. Destroyed the East T’u-kiu and ruled Mongolia from 744-840.

4. The Kirgiz. Succeeded the Uyghur 840-¢. 920, when they were driven back to their
old home on the Upper Yenisei by the K’itan.

s. The Karakhanids. Spread from Kashgaria (Chinese Turkestan) into the land
between the Amii- and Syr-Darya rivers between 950and 1000. An imperial people
until 1074 in West Turkestan and until 1130 in Kashgaria.

6. The Selcuks. A branch of the Oguz Tiirkmens who first spread Turkish rule over
the Oxus into Iran and Mesopotamia. Conquered Baghdad in 1055. Their empire
remained intact until 1092, after which they still ruled large fragments—Khurasin
until 1157, Kirman until 1187, ‘Iraq until 1194, Syria until 1117, and Asia Minor
until shortly before 1300.

7. The Khwarazm-Shahs. In origin Selcuk officials, they emerged from their petty
sultanate on the sea of Aral about 1150 and acquired vast dominions in Iran until
the Mongol irruption of 1218.

8. The Timirids. Founded by Timiir of the Barlas Turks (1369-1405) and maintained
by his son, Shih Rukh (1405-47). Fell apart later.

9. The Karakoyunlu and Akkoyunlu Tiirkmens. Ruled ‘Iraq, Azerbayjan, and most of
western Persia during the 15th century (c. 1420-90).

10. The Osmanls or Ottoman Turks. Founded the most permanent of all the Turkish

(S8)



24 AN HISTORICAL GEOGRAPHY OF THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE

empires: it may be said to have reached imperial status by 1389 and maintained
this until 1918.

The maps indicate most of the empires of the second type—those founded by Turkish
leaders or ruled by Turks, but without the backing of Turkish-speaking peoples. Among
the most famous of these are the kingdoms of the Ghaznavids, the Slave-kings, and the
Moguls in India, and the sultanate of the Bahri Mamliks in Egypt; but it is not often
realized that many other dynasties of Muslim India were of Turkish origin, or that the
Cha-t'o Turks contributed one royal family to northern China (if only for eighteen
years).

It is also worth recording that many other kingdoms of large size were built on Turkish
foundations, but by leaders reckoned as of Mongol origin, however much they might be
Turkish in speech and custom. The fact was that throughout much of the steppe-country
which had once belonged to the Mongol Empire the blood of Cingis-Khan was regarded
as sacred, although the proportion of Mongols in all the western areas was very small
indeed. Thekhanates of Chaghatay and of the Golden Horde were almost from the first
Turkish in all but name and ruler, and so were their successors—states of the Crimea,
Kazan, Kasimov, Astrakhan, the Shaybanids, and the later khanates of Khiva, Bukhira
and Khokand.

Map 3, which illustrates the position at the beginning of the 16th century, brings out
one interesting point—that at this moment, when the western steppes were all Turkish in
settlement, they were also all controlled by Turkish rulers of considerable strength : and
what is even more of a coincidence, there was hardly any Turkish control outside the
steppe-area (except in the Balkans and Malwa). Never again was there to be such a
concentration of Turkish power over such a definite area : never again was there to be such
an opportunity for pan-Turanianism as when Selim I, victorious at the battle of Caldiran
in 1514, might have marched through Iran to join hands with the Ozbek Tiirkmens against
the Shi'a heresy and to bolster the nomadic front against the threat from Muscovy. But the
janissaries refused to follow, so Selim turned against the Mamliik, Babur adventured into
India, and the Islamic steppe-country began its long and losing battle against Russia.

The fourth sketch-map shows how far the decline had gone by 1683, in spite of the
Ottoman conquests, which yet involved no further expansion of Turkish settlement ; and
the map of the present Turkish-speaking areas (Map s) shows that only the republic of
Turkey still remains as an independent state.

II. THE SELCUK KINGDOM OF RUM
(Map 6)

In the year 1071 the forces of the Byzantine Empire were shattered by the Selcuk Sultan
Alp-Arslan at Manzikert (T. Malazgird), north of Lake Van. The battle was decisive as far
as the Greeks were concerned, since their empire never fully recovered from the blow.
None the less, Manzikert did not lead immediately to an invasion of Asia Minor, which
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was still heavily defended by Byzantine troops. The Selcuk conquest was largely the result
of the civil war in the Greek empire, during which Nicephorus Botaniates not only
stripped the garrisons of soldiers in his fight for the throne (1078) but invited the assistance
of Turkish auxiliaries. These included the Selcuk princes Siileyman and Mansur ibn
Kutulmus, who had recently arrived in Asia Minor, and who now extended their
authority around Nicaea. Mansur was soon killed, but Siilleyman was recognized as
‘Sultan’ by the Greeks (c. 1080). It is interesting to note the striking similarity between
the way in which the Turks obtained their first footing in Asia Minor and, centuries later,
in Europe (1352-4)—in both cases by an invitation to help one of the contending parties
for the throne of Constantinople.

The Selcuks in Anatolia, like the Ottomans later in Thrace, had come to stay, and their
kingdom controlled the heart of the peninsula for nearly two centuries. The history of its
growth from the beginning of Siileyman’s lordship to the destruction of the Selcuk army
by the Mongols in 1243 may be divided into four phases:

1. From the occupation of Nicaea to the end of the First Crusade (c. 1080—1100)

The political geography of this period is so nebulous that it cannot be plotted on a
map. Siileyman was not the only Turkish leader to have appeared in Asia Minor, as rival
Greeks had summoned different nomadic hordes to their assistance, while others arrived
to take advantage of the political vacuum. Siileyman attempted to establish his authority
over a wide area, and took Antioch in Syria in 1084, but he was killed near Aleppo in
1086, and a period of great confusion followed. Various emirs obtained possession of the
western coastal districts, including Smyrna, Clazomenae, Phocaea, Apollonia, Cyzicus
and Nicaea, while the Anatolian Selcuks were cut off from their relatives in Iran by the
arrival of the Danismendids at Sebastea (Sivas), the Beni Mengucek at Tephrike (Divrigi),
and the Saltukids at Paypert (Bayburd) and Theodosiopolis (T. Erzurum = Arabic
Arzan al-Riim), though large stretches of the country remained under Greek suzerainty—
the north-east under the Dukes of Trebizond, and Cappadocia and Cilicia under various
Armenian princes.

In 1092 Siileyman’s son Kilic-Arslan I was allowed by the Selcuk Sultan of Iran to
return to Anatolia to seek his heritage, and he recovered Nicaea; but the arrival of the
armies of the First Crusade and the energy of Alexius Comnenus led to the Byzantine
reconquest of all the western districts from Bithynia to Lycia. Kilig-Arslan was forced to
refound his kingdom on a much narrower and coastless basis at Iconium (Konya) about
the year 1100. The approximate extent of his dominions at this time is shown on the map;
and this small province, which coincided almost exactly with the area of minimum
fertility and near-desert in the middle of the plateau, was the heartland of the Selcuk

monarchy for the rest of its existence.

2. The struggle for survival (1100-62)

For sixty years the Selcuks battled incessantly against two powerful rivals as well as
against the crusading bands which wandered across the kingdom from time to time.
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(i) The Danismendid Emirs of Cappadocia ruled a wide belt of territory east of the
Halys (T. Kizil Irmak), from which they extended their sway west to Kastamonu and
Ancyra and south-east to Melitene so as to control the important routes from Ancyra via
Caesarea to Sebastea and to the Euphrates. They were at the height of their power between
1124 and 1141 and threatened to absorb most of Asia Minor. Civil war after 1141 de-
creased their efficiency, but they were still strong enough in 1160 to wrest Elbistan from
Kilig-Arslan II.

(i) The Comneni Emperors—Alexius I, John and Manuel (1081-1180)—bent their
strategy towards the double end of (a) preventing the Selcuks from reaching the coast at
any point between Trebizond and Cilicia, and (b) sealing off their possessions in the
west by a series of forts between Dorylacum and Adalia. When they were successful
they pushed as far east as the high mountains guarded by the line Amorium-Polybotos-
Philomelion; when the Turks were in the ascendant the frontier was farther west towards
the rim of the plateau and ran through Akroinon, Apamea and Laodicea. For most of
this period the Byzantines held the eastern line, but the territory between the two was
subject to frequent Turkish raids which reached as far as Pergamum and Abydos (e.g. in
1113), while the trade-route through Apamea was so unsafe that it fell into disuse after
I120.

Mes‘ud I (1116-56) turned his ambitious attention to the south-east, where his share of
the spoils of the former Crusading state of Edessa was Maras, Kaysun, Behesni, ‘Ayntib
and Duliik (1149-51), but during the civil war which followed his death most of these
conquests fell to Nir al-Din of Syria (1159-60), and the Selcuk kingdom reached its
nadir in 1162 when Kilig-Arslan IT was forced to seek help from the Emperor Manuel on
terms which looked suspiciously like vassalage.

3. The conquest of the central platean (1162-82)

These twenty years saw a dramatic change in Selcuk fortunes. Kih¢-Arslan made a
successful attack on the Danismendid kingdom, and between 1174 and 1180 absorbed the
hitherto undisputed region east of the Kizil-Irmak, including Sebastea (Sivas) and Caesarea
(Kayseri), as well as all the southern lands as far as Malatya and the Euphrates. Next he
frustrated Manuel’s attack by a sweeping victory at Myriokephalon (T. Cardak) in 1176,
and by 1182 he had captured the whole line of forts as far as Kotaion and Laodicea,
which broke the Byzantine link between Adalia and the Meander valley.

The extent of his success can be clearly seen on the map. The great central plateau was
now firmly in Selcuk hands, and the boundary was roughly coincident with the 3,000-ft.
contour-line. No seaport was as yet in Turkish hands, although Tiirkmen raiders probably
reached the coast at some points, e.g. between Adalia and Kharadros.

The following table attempts to summarize the fluctuating fortunes of the principal
towns in dispute (S = Selcuk, B = Byzantine, D = Danigmendid):

(a) The Western Frontier
Dorylaeum (Eskisehir) S. ¢. 1081: B. 1097: B. frontier town to 1176, then S.
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Amorium (nr. R. Akgay) S.c. 1081: B. 1097: probably S. frontier 1116-75: B. 1175: S. 1176 or later.
Polybotos (Bolvadin) S.c. 1081: B. 1098: ?S. 1116: B. 1175: S. 1176 or later.
Philomelion (Aksehir) S.c. 1081: B. 1008: ?S. 1116: B. 1175: S. 1176 or later.
Akroinon (Afyon-karah.) S.c. 1081: B. before 1116: S. 1176 or by 1182.

Sozopolis (Uluborlu) S.c. 1081: B. 1119: S. 1176 or by 1182.

Sublaion (Kegiborlu) S.c. 1081: B. 1119: S. later: B. by 1156: S. 1176 or later.

Kotaion (Kiitahya) Usually B. till 1182 or later.

Panasion (Banaz) B. till 1176 or later.

Apamea (Dinayir) S. 1076-1119: B. 1119, but soon deserted.

Laodicea (Denizli) S. 1081: B. 1098: S. by 1118: B. 1119: S. 1182 or later.

Khonai (Honaz) S. 1081: B. 1098: S. by 1118: B. 1119: S. 1182 or later.

Adalia (Antalya) S. 1081: B. 1098 : road cut before 1118: opened 1119: cut 1180.
(b) The Northern Frontier

Ancyra (Ankara) S. before 1116: D. ¢. 1124: B. 1139: S. c. 1143/5.

Gangra (Cankuri) D. by 1124: B. 1135: S. 1143/5.

Kastamone (Kastamonu) D. c. 1090: B. 1130: D. 1131: B. 1132: D. 1134: B. 1135: D. later: S. in
1174 or earlier.

(Osmancik) D. c. 1090: S. by 1174.

Nikonia (Corum) D. 1100/20: 2S. 1143/5 or not till 1174.

(c) The Eastern Frontier

Tyana (Nigde) D. c. 1100/20: S. c. 1143/5.

Ablistene (Elbistan) S. 1r11: D. 1160: S. 1174.

Melitene (Malatya) D. 1103: S. 1106: D. 1124: S. 1177/80.
Germanicea (Maras) S. 1149: Syria 1159/60.

Behesni, Kaysun, Raban ~ S. 1150: Syria 1159/61.

‘Ayntab and Dulik S. 1151: Syria 1159/61.

4. The period of imperial expansion (1182-1243)

The conquests of Kilig-Arslan II were a permanent addition to the kingdom of Rum.
Even the division of his empire between his dozen sons in 1188-92 (their provincial capitals
are ringed on the map) proved no hindrance to the continuing expansion, and after the
reunion of the provinces in 1204 a series of able monarchs brought Selcuk power to its
height.

In the west the Tiirkmen raids advanced the frontier to the river Dalaman, and Adalia
was captured, first in 1207 and finally in 1214. In the North-west Divrik (? the Greek
Dadybra) was reached by 1197 and only a narrow coastal strip was left to the Greeks.
About the same time Canik (the region around Samsun) and Amisos (Samsun) were
conquered, and in 1214 Sinope fell, cutting off the Byzantine Empire from the Trapezun-
tine Greeks, who were usually tributary to Konya for the next half-century. But the
energy of the Lascarid Emperors of Nicaea (1204-59) counterbalanced the Selcuk power,
and this equilibrium produced a fairly stable frontier between the two states running from
the mouth of the Dalaman on the Mediterranean through a point east of Antioch-
on-Meander, then continuing north-north-east, passing west of Kiitahya and east of
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Mudurnu, and between Heraclea Pontica (Eregli) and Divrik to the Black Sea at some
point west of Sinop (see Wittek, No. so, for full details of this frontier).

In the south, Isauria and parts of Cilicia were taken from the Armenian kingdom c.
1221/2, and the port of Aldiye was founded by the Selcuks. Towards the east a tremend-
ous expansion took place at the expense of the petty emirates which still existed there:
Erzurum (under a collateral Selcuk line), Sebin-karahisar, Divrigi, Kemah and Erzincan
(under the Beni Mengucek), Bayburd (under the Saltukids), Cemisgezek, Harput and
Kihta (under the Artukids), and Ahlat (under the Ayyiibids) were all made tributary and
later annexed outright. Tall Bashir, Edessa, Harran and Raqqa were also included in the
empire for a few years each.

The Mongol invasion of 1243 and the defeat at the battle of K&se Dag near Erzincan
brought sudden ruin to the Selcuks, and the whole kingdom was shortly afterwards
reduced to strict vassalage; but from what little we know of the abilities of the later
Selcuk monarchs it seems likely that the Mongol conquest only hastened an inevitable
decline. The Ilkhans of Persia controlled the whole country east of the Kizil-Irmak, while
in the west of Asia Minor increasing hordes of Tiirkmen nomads and gazis raided the
remaining Greek territories at the same time as they brought chaos to the Selcuk heartland.
The last Sultans were powerless to combat the rival ambitions of the Mongol governors,
the local Turkish chiefs, and their own Pervanes (or viziers).

III. THE SUCCESSOR-STATES
(Maps 7 and 8)

The history of Asia Minor during the hundred years after the Mongol invasions is illus-
trated by two maps. Map 7 shows the chaos arising from the collapse of both the Selcuk
and Byzantine realms at the beginning of the 14th century, while map 8 shows on a larger
scale the comparative degree of stabilization reached by the Turkish emirates by the end
of Orhan’s reign (1362).

1. The first period of expansion (1261—1304)

After the recovery of Constantinople by the Greeks in 1261 their European possessions
assumed a role of much greater importance than those in Asia; already in the reign of
Michael Palacologus the Turks made rapid progress past the old Dalaman frontier into the
Meander basin, and under his feeble successors the boundary gave way altogether owing
to the ceaseless raids of the nomad hordes, now led by a number of vigorous chieftains
who were able to found independent dynasties, and whose names are recognizable even
in the Greek histories (practically our only original sources for this early period). By
1260 all Caria was Turkish; in 1278 Tralles was besieged ; in 1282 it fell, together with
Nyssa.

The most powerful of these early emirs appears to have been Mentese (Mantakhias)
and Germiyan (Karmanos Alisurios)—the first dominant along the coast from Ephesus
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south-west to Finike, while Germiyan wielded an inland supremacy from the neighbour-
hood of Philadelphia (still a Greek city) as far east as Ankara and Kirsehir (if the members
of this family known to have ruled in these two towns were, as is probable, merely
governing on behalf of the emir of Germiyan, whose capital was Kiitahya).

Other rulers appear by the turn of the century. Sasan, originally a general of Mentege,
became independent about 1304 with his capture of Ephesus, Thyraea (Tire), Pyrgion
(Birgi), Magnesia (Manisa) and Pryene. Similarly Aydin, a vassal of Germiyan, broke
away after his conquest of the north bank of the Meander. In the vicinity of Smyrna
appeared Saruhan (Sarkhanes) ; towards Mysia was Karasi; in Bithynia Osman (Atmas)
was laying the foundation of his power; to the east of the Sangarios river were the ‘sons
of Amurios’—that Umur-Han whose descendants are later found from Goyniik east-
wards; Kastamonu was occupied by the house of Candar; and Sinop was the last refuge
of the Selcuk dynasty, represented by Gazi Celebi.

This general progress across the Byzantine territories, which the Palaeologi vainly
attempted to stem, received a temporary setback in 1304-5 when the Greek emperor
summoned to his aid the notorious Catalan Company. Roger de Flor relieved Phila-
delphia and beat back the Turks from Ephesus, Tire and Birgi; one doubtful tradition
claims that his company chased Osman from his recent capture of Lef ke (Cambridge Medieval
History, IV, 657) ; but certainly Muntaner’s assertion (No. 68, p. 502) that they pushed the
Turks as far east as the Cilician Gates is a wild exaggeration (possibly due to a confusion
of ‘Cilician’ with ‘Lycian’) ; and the green line of Map 7 indicates the approximate frontier
of the Eastern Empire when the Catalans left Asia to pursue their depredations in Thrace,
Thessaly and Attica (1305).

2. The second period of expansion (1306—60)

The Turkish reverse was only momentary ; within fifteen years the Greeks had been
pushed back to the confines of the Sea of Marmara, and only retained the area flat-
coloured on Map 7, including the city of Philadelphia, now cut off from all Christian help,
and the three coastal enclaves of Phocaea on the Aegean, and Heraclea Pontica and Amas-
tris on the Black Sea.

During this period of continued confusion we find three types of political organization
prevailing among the Islamic powers in the peninsula:

(a) The overlordship of the Mongol II-Khians of Persia. This varied in strength and
locality, but was rarely more than nominal west of the Kizil-Irmak. The headquarters of
the II-Khan governor were usually at Kayseri, whence occasional punitive expeditions
might be made, as in 1324 when Timiirtas marched to Egridir and killed Diindar-Bey.
On the death of Aba Sa‘id in 1335 the governor of Rum, Ertena-Bey, made himself
independent.

(b) The independent states of the Turkish leaders, whose number and relative import-
ance changed repeatedly. In general this variation was largely controlled by the vigour or
weakness of the reigning prince plus the possibility or otherwise of utilizing the constantly
arriving bands of Tiirkmen hordes on an expanding frontier. For example, Aydin
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occupied an eminence out of all proportion to its size in the first half of the century thanks
not only to a great leader but also to his flair for turning his gazis into sea-rovers: so also
Osman and Orhan, themselves great men, could use any number of new arrivals in the
attempt to encircle and then batter down the citadels of the infidel Greeks. On the other
hand, Mentese declined owing to the firm hold of Aydin on the whole Meander basin
and of the Knights of St. John on the Dodecanese Islands ; while Karaman, although first
in the field of all the post-Selcuk states, waited for a hundred years to achieve any distinc-
tion because of the nearness of the powerful Mongol governors at Kayseri.

(c) The ‘Ahis’. These were leaders of associations of young men organized in guilds.
Although not of military origin, they are frequently found in this period endeavouring
to assure to their locality some degree of civic security and stability during the prevailing
political anarchy. If the local ruler was weak or inefficient, or unduly tyrannous, the ahis
might undertake the government of the city and the policing of its district, as in Ankara,
where they were particularly strong. Ibn Battfita found them of great assistance during his
travels through the peninsula.

3. The principal Emirates

The following notes will help to explain the two maps which concern the emirates
The list is, of course, far from exhaustive. Indeed, it is probable that all defensible
sites and all unusually vigorous chieftains had a period of independence at some time dur-
ing this chaotic age ; but the two dozen listed below are the main ones concerning which
notice has been preserved. It will be seen that many of those which survived into the 15th
century had acquired such a long-standing title to their territories that the personal names
of the founders (or their tribal connections) became commonly used as the names of the
provinces, e.g. Aydm (-eli), Saruhan, Karasi, Mentese, Hamid, Teke and Karaman ; the
emirates not thus distinguished are listed under the names of their chief towns (with
the single exception of Sasan).

(i) Afyon-Karahisar. The family of Sahib Ata Fahriiddin, granted Karahisar by the
last Selcuks, ruled there and in Sandikli and Bolvadin at the beginning of the 14th century,
but fell under the influence of Germiyan, who annexed their territories outright c. 1349.
After the founder of the dynasty, the capital was alternatively known as Karahisari-Sahib.

(i) Aldiye. This important Selcuk foundation was often in dispute between Karaman

and Teke, being controlled by the former when Ibn Battiita visited it in 1333. It seems to
have been independent in 1360, but from 1363 was for a short time tributary to the
Christian kingdom of Cyprus. It was autonomous in the 15th century under a dynasty
claiming descent from the Selcuk royal line.
(iii) Ankara. Often an independent ahi republic, but ruled on at least one occasion
by a member of the Germiyan family (inscription of 1299). On the decline of Germiyan
it seems to have been threatened by Karaman, and Orhan found it necessary to occupy
it in 1354 (though Evliya says he took it from a prince of Germiyan, No. 161, Vol. 2,
p. 224). It was again in danger in 1359/60 and was annexed permanently by Murad Iin a
special campaign at the beginning of his reign.
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(iv) Aydin. At first a vassal of Germiyan, but independent by 1307/8 when he took
Birgi and Ephesus (Ayasoluk) from Sasan and rapidly occupied the whole Meander
valley. Umur Bey soon developed a maritime supremacy, making numerous piratical
expeditions and levying tribute in the Aegean and Thrace, sometimes as mercenary ally of
one or other of the rival Byzantine emperors. Smyrna (Izmir) was lost to the Christians
in 1344 and Ayasoluk temporarily in 1365. Aydin disputed Sardis (Sart) and Nymphaion
(Nif) with Saruhan, and Balat (Miletus) and the south Meander basin with Mentege.
Declined rapidly after the middle of the 14th century, and fell easily to Bayezid I in 1390.
Restored by Timiir in 1402, and finally annexed in 1426.

(v) Beysehir. The centre of the short-lived power of the Esrefids, whose founder died
shortly after 1300. His son added Aksehir and Bolvadin. The dynasty was ended by the
great Mongol raid of 1324~5, and most of the territory, including the lake district of
Beysehir, Seydisehir and Aksehir, was absorbed by Hamid by 1328.

(vi) Bolu. A small state east of the Sangarios (Sakarya), at first under the Umur Hant
but independent in 1333. Taken by Ottomans c. 1354.

(vii) Canik. Sometimes this territory was ruled by Kastamonu, at others it was a nest
of independent emirs. (Al-'Umari—No. 61, p. 363—calls it ‘Qawiya’, but no place of this
name can be discovered). At the time of its conquest by Bayezid I the following dynasties
were found there:

Samsun. The Kubad-ogullari.

Kotyora (Ordu) and Kerasus (Giresun). The Emir-ogullar1.

Phazemon (Merzifon) and Havza. The Tasan-ogullar1.

Themiskyra (Terme) and Carganba. The Taciiddin-ogullar1. These last appear
to be identical with the emirs of Limnia mentioned by Panaretos in his
history of Trebizond under the years 1379 and 1386.

(viii) Denizli. Usually independent till 1365, when it was annexed by Germiyan,
but even in 1333 Ibn Battita found the district infested by Germiyan ‘brigands’.
According to al-'Umari (op. cit. p. 358) it was a powerful state controlling much of
the Meander valley.

(ix) Gerede. A small state with roughly the same history as Bolu.

(x) Germiyan. One of the first and most powerful of the emirates (see above, p. 28),
which appears to have controlled a vast territory from the neighbourhood of Philadelphia
to Ankara and Aksehir. Simav was captured in 1306/7. Later Germiyan suffered a decline,
and seems to have relapsed into anarchy—at least, Aydin successfully asserted his inde-
pendence, and in 1333 Ibn Battiita alludes only to Germiyan ‘brigands’ and paid no visit
to its capital, Kiitahya, which he would certainly have done had its Sultan been notable
enough. Towards mid-century a revival took place, Afyon-karahisar being absorbed
¢. 1349/50 and Denizli ¢. 1365 ; but an immediate relapse occurred, and the Ottomans took
over the major portion of the emirate without difficulty ¢. 1380/1, while the Emir retired
south-west to the Kula region. It was restored by Timiir in 1402, and finally annexed in

1428.
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(xi) Goyniik. Ruled at the turn of the century by the family of Umur-Han, who also
occupied Tarakhi and Mudurnu. Conquered by Orhan in 1331.

(xil) Hamid. Uluborlu was the first capital of this emirate, but by 1300 its place had
been taken by Egridir (al-‘Umari—op. cit., p. 360—says that the capital was Nazilli, but
he is probably confusing ‘Amid-eli’, which he also calls ‘Ayd-eli’ with ‘Aydin’). Diindar-
Bey renamed his new capital Felekdbad, and his power reached to the Mediterranean by
the acquisition of Antalya (Adalia). He was killed by the Mongols in 1324 but his son re-
gained the lake district and added to it the dominions of the Egrefids of Beysehir by 1328.
Diindar-Bey’s brother, Yunus-Bey, managed to save Antalya from the Mongol invasion,
and founded an independent line there (his son was reigning in Teke at the time of Ibn
Battiita’s visit in 1333, and that traveller appears to know nothing of the family con-
nection with Hamid). Another brother was sub-ruler of Gélhisar in 1333, but this
may not be the town of that name marked on the map, but another, now unknown,
on a more direct route from Isparta to Denizli. Between 1381 and 1386 Murad I ob-
tained the eastern two-thirds of the emirate, and the rest was conquered by Bayezid I in
1390.

(xiii) Karaman. Independent in Ermenek and Lirende as early as 1256, but slow to
develop owing to the proximity of the Mongols, who twice crushed its rising power
(1299 and 1319) after Karaman had twice seized Konya (1277 and 1312). Karaman often
held Aldiye, and about 1350-60 became very powerful, disputing Ankara with the Otto-
mans and temporarily overrunning all the dominions of Eretna (coins were struck as far
east as Erzincan). The later history of the emirate and its struggles with the Ottomans is
dealt with in detail in Chapters Three to Five.

(xiv) Karasi. Of Danismendid origin. Appears well before 1300, to suffer defeat at
the hands of the Catalans. Thereafter became very powerful, with centres at Bergama
(Pergamum) (1302) and Balikesir. The coastal districts of Edremid and Canakkale were
annexed c. 1306. Karasi was one of the Aegean pirate strongholds, but does not seem
to have controlled the Marmara coast. Ibn Battiita thought little of the Sultan—‘a worth-
less person’. Most of the emirate was annexed by the Ottomans between 1336 and 1350,
though Edremid and Canakkale survived a little longer.

(xv) Kastamonu. One of the earliest emirates, founded c. 1290 by a governor of the
[I-Khans, who founded the dynasty of the Candar-ogullar®, later known as the Kizil-
Ahmedliler or the Isfendiyar-ogullar1. Conquered Sinop (1322) and Canik (c. 1330). Cankir1
was probably within this state, though it seems to have been independent about 1393 or later.

(xvi) Manavgat. Semi-independent in 1360, and submitted to Cyprus in 1361. Usually
under Karaman or Teke.

(xvil) Mentee. The reasons for the limitation of the early power of this emirate have
been given already (p. 30). The defection of Sasan and the rise of Aydin were severe blows
to the promise of expansion, while the seizure of all the near-by islands by the Knights
of St. John prevented Mentese from reaping compensation by piracy. The Meander
valley continued to be disputed with Aydin, which in general had the upper hand and
seems to have taken Balat (Miletus) before 1340, while Teke expanded west to Finike
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and possibly as far as the Dalaman. On the other hand Tavas was acquired by Mentese
after 1333, and according to the 17th-century geography of Kitib-Celebi Feslikan, far to
the north-east, was part of the emirate, though this can only have been a temporary pos-
session. In 1390 Mentese was conquered by Bayezid I, and after Timiir’s restoration was
finally annexed by the Ottomans in 1426 or earlier.

(xviii) Saruhan. A small Aegean emirate which, like Aydin and Karasi, became
powerful through piracy. Its raids are frequently mentioned by the Byzantine historians.
It arose soon after 1300, possible under Germiyan hegemony, and made a rapid recovery
after defeat by the Catalans, taking Manisa and Nif ¢. 1313, though Nif and Sart were
long disputed with Aydin. The Genoese colony at Phocaea (Foga) paid tribute to the
emir. Conquered by Bayezid I in 1390, and again in 1405 by Mehmed 1.

(xix). Sasan. The story of his rise has been given on p. 29. His fall was equally sudden.
He lost Birgi and Ayasoluk in 1307/8 to Aydin, and seems to have been killed at Rhodes in
1310, leaving no successors.

(xx) Sinop. Ruled c. 1300 by a Selcuk, Gazi-Celebi, but he lost it to Kastamonu in
1322. According to al-‘Umari (op. cit., p. 340) he was allowed to retain it asa vassal, but
he was dead before Ibn Battiita visited Sinop in 1333.

(xxi) Sivas. Ertena-Bey, last of the II-Khan governors of Rum (appointed c. 1327),
made himself independent in 1335. Ruled from Sivas a vast domain including Kayseri,
Nigde, Sebin-Karahisar, Erzincan and Erzurum. His domain fell partly to Karaman c.
1360, and then between 1365 and 1381 to Biirhaniiddin, who came into conflict with
Bayezid L.

(xxii) Tavas. Independent till about 1333 when it fell to Mentege.

(xxiii) Teke. Seems to have established itself when a Tiirkmen tribe of that name
acquired Antalya, thenceforth the seat of its power. Taken over by Hamid till the Mongol
invasion of 1324, after which it was ruled independently by a branch of the Hamid
family. Its extent varied considerably, sometimes stretching from Finike or farther west
to Aldiye on the east, and at other times confined to Antalya and its hinterland. From
1361-73 Antalya itself was ruled by the Christian kingdom of Cyprus. In 1386 Murad I
annexed the whole emirate except Antalya and Istanoz, and these fell to Bayezid I in 1391.
Its final conquest by the Ottomans was about 1427.

Note on al-"Umari’s Account of Asia Minor. Ibn Battfita gives us an eye-witness picture of the peninsula
in 1333, but al-‘Umari’s account is based on the reports given him by Sheykh Haydar of sbrhsr
(? Sivrihisar) and Dominic Doria of Genoa. Haydar, says the author (p. 337), left Rum about 1333, and
from internal evidence we may judge his account to be valid for c. 1330: e.g. he mentions Ertena-Bey
(p- 334), who became governor about 1327, but on the other hand gives Géyniik as independent
(p- 340), whereas in 1333 Ibn Battiita found it in Orhan’s possession (Gibb. edit., p. 138). Doria’s account
mentions many more names, and al-‘Umari thinks him the more reliable of the two, but he seems to
have been inspired by memories stretching over a considerable period: e.g. he knows that Ibrahim has
succeeded Siileyman of Kastamonu (p. 361), which event happened well after 1333, but he has not
heard of the death of Diindar of Hamid in 1324 (still reigning according to p. 360), nor of the Ottoman
conquest of most of Karasi (still divided between two brothers according to pp. 365-6). And he is most
inaccurate over his compass-points (or else al-‘Umari has wrongly transcribed them, or Quatremére
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has wrongly translated them!), placing Bursa east of Canik (p. 364), Mentese north of Tavas (p. 370),
and getting into the utmost confusion over the Karahisars, so that on p. 349 Sebin-karahisar, incorrectly
mentioned as east of the silver-mines of Giimiishane, is then placed west of the Esrefids in Beysehir. In
general, however, the details he gives fit admirably into the broader picture given by Ibn Battiita, and
help us to fill in parts of the jigsaw puzzle which is the map of 14th-century Asia Minor.



CHAPTER TWO

The Foundation of the Ottoman Power
(Maps 8 and 9)

THE early history of the Ottoman Empire is so entwined with legend and so abounding
in contradictions that scarcely an event can be dated with any certainty before the battle
of Kosovo (15.6.1389). The chronology in the Turkish official histories cannot be relied
upon till we reach the reign of Mehmed the Conqueror, nor are the writings of the Greeks
of much greater accuracy, and it is only when we can make use of the Venetian and
Serbian records that the dates become reasonably safe.

None the less, the traditional accounts contain a good deal which makes sound historical
sense, and a sifting of the various statements gives us a residue of coherent fact which
makes reasonably possible 2 map showing the early progress of the emirate.

We may take as our two settled points (a) the certainty provided by the Greek annalists
of the rule of Osman in Bithynia in the first quarter of the 14th century, and (b) the evi-
dence of Ibn Battiita in 1333 that Orhan ruled in Bursa (taken by Osman), Nicaea (taken
by Orhan), Geyve and G8yniik. And in view of the common tendency to regard the
Ottoman power as slow to emerge it is worth repeating Ibn Battiita’s categorical assertion
that Orhan was ‘the greatest of the Tiitkmen kings, and the richest in wealth, lands and
military forces, possessing nearly a hundred fortresses’. He should know; he had visited
them all (except Germiyan), and he had no axe to grind.

Map 8 shows (a) the traditional donation of the Selcuk sultan to Osman’s father,
Ertugrul, (b) the traditional conquests of Osman prior to 1300—which have no true
chronological framework assigned to them ; (c) the later conquests of Osman ; and (d) the
acquisitions of Orhan. Map 9 portrays Osman’s principality on a greatly enlarged scale.

I. THE PRINCIPALITY OF ERTUGRUL AND ITS EARLY EXPANSION

Tradition states that the Ottoman power was founded in the mid-13th century by the
placing of a nomadic Tiirkmen tribe, said to be of the Kayi clan of the right wing of the
Oguz, on the Selcuk-Byzantine frontier between Dorylaecum (Eskisehir) and Nicaea
(Iznik). Historical fact has been completely overshadowed by legend, however, and we
can only make conjectures, with an attempt to distinguish between the probable and the
possible.

35
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(a) Itis probable that the original cradleland of the future emirate was the pastureland
stretching from the north-east slopes of the Domani¢ Dag east-north-east to the curve of
the Sangarios (Sakarya), since such a tradition is likely to have been founded on an accurate
folk-memory, and there is nothing from the geographical or historical standpoints to
militate against it. These grasslands were right on the frontier between the Selcuk fortress
of Eskigehir and the Byzantine citadel of Belokoma (Bilecik).

(b) Itis possible that this was a direct grant by the Selcuk Sultan, though this assertion
may have been invented later on to give the Ottomans some pretext for their claim to be
the true successors of the Selcuks.

(c) Itis possible that this territory was settled by a single Tiirkmen tribe, as is stated in
the official Ottoman histories from the late 15th century onwards. But this view has been
challenged repeatedly of recent years—first by Gibbons in his ‘Foundation’ (No. 53,
especially pp. 263—7), where he reaches the conclusion that there was no ‘tribe’ till Osman,
probably ‘a self-made man’ of no particular ancestry, created one by his own personality
as a leader. His thesis is followed up by Wittek (No. 71), who pointed out that one of the
earliest Ottoman historians, Ahmedi, in his ‘Iskender-nime’, written shortly after 1402,
mentions no tribal origin, and no genealogy going back to Kayi-Han, but speaks of the
Ottomans only as ‘gazis’. Here Wittek attacks Gibbons’s second argument—that the
Ottomans were forged by their founder out of an amalgam of Greek and Turkish
elements, replacing it by his own thesis that the state originated as a band of ‘gazi’ warriors
drawn together by a ‘gazi’ leader whose mission in life was to wage the 4§ihid’ or Holy
War on the collapsing Christian frontier, and that it grew because it attracted to itself
more and more like-minded zealots who could find fewer outlets for their fervour in the
remaining emirates (which had already expanded to their possible limits).

(d) It is unlikely that any fortresses to the south of this small domain were still in
Greek hands. Eskisehir and the near-by citadel of Melangeia (Karacahisar) were almost
certainly Selcuk rather than Byzantine, as has been shown above (p.26 ), and were prob-
ably occupied by Osman on the disintegration of the Selcuk kingdom as being the
important strongholds which commanded the pass from the central plateau to the
Bithynian plains.

Tradition, for what it is worth, says that in 1284 Osman received a Selcuk com-
mission to succeed to his father’s territory, and that in 1289 this grant was extended to
include Eskigehir and Inénii. The other traditional acquisitions show a natural desire to
widen the pasturelands to accommodate the increasing nomad population, swollen by the
arrival of fresh Tiickmen hordes, to safeguard these possessions by the capture of the
strongpoints, and to fulfil the functions of a true gazi warrior by pushing back the Greek
frontier.

So to the original narrow belt stretching from the Domanig Dag to Sogiit were added
the plains from Inegsl (Gr. Angelokoma) on the west to the Sakarya and beyond on the
east, with the forts of Bilecik, Yarhisar, and finally Yenigehir, which is of prime import-
ance as commanding the route from Bursa to Nicaea (Iznik) and Lefke.
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II. THE LATER CONQUESTS OF OSMAN (1300-26)

With the disappearance of the last feeble Selcuks of Konya about A.p. 1300 Osman could
consider himself as an independent chieftain de jure as well as de facto. From the II-Khan
point of view, of course, he was subordinate to their governors in Kayseri, but it is unlikely
that he recognized this claim, nor is it recorded that he ever paid them tribute.

The Greek historians now help out our attempt to read between the lines of the
Ottoman chroniclers, and though the dates are confused and unreliable, two main stages
in Osman’s later career become apparent :

(a) In the first fifteen years he advanced from his new base of Yenisehir in opposite
directions—south-west to Liibliice on the flank of Mount Olympus (Uludag or Kesisdag),
and north-east up the Sakarya, taking Kocahisar (Trikokkia), Lefke, Akhisar, Geyve and
Tekfurpmart. The legendary date of 1308 is likely to be approximately correct, as the
presence of the Catalans would certainly be a hindrance prior to 1306 (they are supposed
to have driven Osman from Lefke in 1305). The raids which he is said to have undertaken
as far west as Lopadion (Ulubad) and as far east as Modrene (Mudurnu) resulted in no
permanent acquisitions ; neither did the foray which brought about his first victory over a
detachment of the imperial Greek army at Bapheus (Koyunhisar) in (?) 1301.

(b) In the next ten years (?1317) Osman expanded his northern frontier by the
conquest of the district to be known as Koca-eli, after Akga-Koca, the Ottoman general
responsible for the campaign ; but from the list of places whose capture is claimed it does
not appear that the Turks had yet reached the Black Sea. Osman also prepared the
encirclement of Bursa by capturing Atranos (Edrenos, later Orhaneli), and the fall of
Karatekin was a direct menace to Nicaea.

According to the records the remainder of Osman’s reign was taken up with the long
siege of Bursa, finally taken by Orhan just before his father’s death in 1326. The value of
this capture can be clearly seen by a glance at the map. Bursa stood in a commanding
position, with its rear protected by the towering height of Olympus, and controlling the
plains towards Cyzicus and Lampsacus in the west and Kios (Gemlik) and Nicaea in the
east, thus opening to the Ottoman attack the entire southern shore of the Propontis
(Marmara-Denizi). Its fall, like the subsequent capture of Nicaea and Nicomedia, was not
due to any skill the Turks had yet acquired in the art of siege warfare but to its complete
isolation over a period of years by the Ottoman occupation of the environs, and by the
lack of any help from Constantinople, so that the heroic defenders were at last forced
to give way through economic necessity and loss of morale (see Gibbons, op. cit., pp. 56~
57, and the reasons for the capture enumerated by Nesti, No. 100, Vol. 13, pp. 214-18).

Throughout this period the southern frontier seems to have remained stable. Certainly
any expansion in this direction would have been difficult while the power of Germiyan
was at its height, with its capital at Kiitahya so near to the Ottoman border. The only
danger is reported to have come from the invasion of a hostile band of Tatars; this attack
may have been identical with or encouraged by the Mongol raid which we know from
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other sources took place about 1317 or earlier in a vain attempt to assert I-Khan sover-
eignty west of the Kizil-Irmak.

One very doubtful though oft-repeated assertion is that Osman captured the island of
Kalolimne (Imralt) in the Sea of Marmara in 1308. This seems quite impossible, as at that
time the Ottomans possessed no coastal towns at all, much less the requisite navy ; Aydin
or Saruhan might have achieved such a success, but even they could scarcely have done
so at such an early date. The tradition appears in the late 15th-century ‘Hest-Bihist’ of
Idris of Bitlis, but is repeated without comment by von Hammer (No. 1, Vol. I, p. 91) and
Gibbons (op. cit., p. 46).

III. THE REIGN OF ORHAN (1326-62)
This divides into three clearly marked stages:

1. The conquest of the north-western coastlands (1326—40)

The chronology, unfortunately, is badly confused. For example, to the three mos
important events are allotted widely different dates:

Fall of Nicaea: 1330 and 1334.
Fall of Nicomedia: 1327 and 1338.
Congquest of Karasi: 1336 and 1340 or later.

If we are to deal in likelihood, then it would seem sensible to place the capture of Nicaea
(easily isolated from Byzantine naval assistance) earlier than that of Kios (Gemlik) in
1333 or than the fall of Nicomedia. On the other hand the great sweep of 1327-8 towards
Scutari was more than a mere raid : it resulted in the fall of Kandira, Samandira and Aydos,
and was followed by victories over the Greeks at Pelekanon (Maltepe) in 1329 and at
Philokrene (Tavsancil) in 1330, which must have isolated Nicomedia effectively. To
straighten out the course of events is at present impossible, but the lines of strategy are
clear. The conquest of the interior of the northern peninsula was paralleled by a simul-
taneous conquest of the southern shore of the gulf of Nicomedia as far as Karamiirsel and
Yalova, and followed by a second sweep which took in the whole northern coast of the
same gulf, including the towns of Dakibyza (Gebze), Niketiatos (Eskihisar) and Ritzion
(Darica).

Nicaea, now isolated, fell on 2nd March, 1331 (according to Charanis—No. 77, p.
342); then, after lengthy sieges, Gemlik and Izmid (Nicomedia) followed. Armutlu seems
to have held out till 1337, but by 1338 all that certainly remained to the Byzantines in
Asia was a strip of coast from $ile on the Black Sea to Scutari on the Bosphorus, plus the
enclaves of Heraclea Pontica and Amastris in Paphlagonia and Philadelphia between
Aydmn and Germiyan. East of the Sakarya the interior towns of Tarakli, Gyniik and
Mudurnu had long been held by Umur-Han, but Orhan’s son Siileyman is said to
have captured them in 1331 (they were Ottoman at the time of Ibn Battiita’s visit two
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years later), and it is likely that by this time the coastline around the mouth of the Sakarya
had also fallen into Ottoman hands.

Meanwhile Orhan’s attention was drawn to his south-west frontier, and in an expedi-
tion about 1337/8 He took from their Greek rulers Lopadion (Ulubad), Mihali¢ and Kir-
masti. Biga escaped from the Turks till 1363, and seems to have been in the possession of a
last remnant of the Catalan horde.

The conquest by Orhan of most of the emirate of Karasi (1336-40) when he took
advantage of a civil war in that country brought him an enormous accession of strength—
doubling his territory at a blow, and giving him for the first time a frontage on the
Aegean, with the legacy of a redoubtable pirate fleet. The districts of Canakkale and
Edremid seems to have maintained some kind of independence for a few years longer—
possibly till 1350 or even later.

2. Consolidation and diplomacy (1340-52)

During this second period Orhan appears to have annexed no fresh lands. The
absorption of his gains must have taken some time, and the division of the emirate into
the three sancaks of Sultan-Syiigii (Sultan-6nii), Koca-eli and Hudavendigir probably
dates from this time. But he still took an active part in external affairs and paved the way
for his next conquests by entering into alliances with Cantacuzenos and his rivals (from
1345 onwards) by means of which his lieutenants became thoroughly familiar with the
European terrain. In 1347 an Ottoman attempt to seize the island of Imbros (Imroz)—
possibly by means of the ships obtained from Karasi—was defeated at sea by the Knights
of Rhodes.

3. The establishment of the Thracian bridgehead (1353-62)

The first definite foothold in Europe was Tzympe (Cinbi) on the Dardanelles, not
far from Gallipoli, which was secured when Siileyman-Pasa, Orhan’s capable son, turned
the camp which his Turkish mercenaries had been granted by the Greek emperor into a
permanent base. The Turkish date for this is 1356, and this is repeated by many western
histories ; but the Greeks give 1352 for the grant and the following year for the settlement
(Cantacuzenos 1V, 38, and Gregoras XXVIII, 4042 and XXXIII, 67). The latter account is
more probable in view of the specific date of 2.3.1354 recorded for the great earthquake
which in 1355 delivered Gallipoli into Ottoman hands.

What happened between 1354 and Orhan’s death is not clear; but the Turkish claim
that Siilleyman reached Adrianople is most unlikely, except possibly on a raiding foray,
and the boundary given on Map 8 is the widest permissible for his conquests. Bolayur,
Ekzamil (Hexamilion), Gazikéy (Ganos), Panidos, Misinli, Corlu (Tzouroulos), Liile-
Burgaz (Arkadiopolis), Malkara, Ipsala and Tekirdag (Rodosto) seem to have been
reached, but as some of these are found in Byzantine possession early in Murad’s reign it is
possible that they were only attacked and looted.

One interesting problem concerns the annexation of Ankara and its district, which is
stated by Cantacuzenos (IV, 37) to have taken place in 1354. Most historians have ignored

D
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this, assuming it to be an erroneous anticipation of Murad’s campaign of 1362, but
Cantacuzenos was an exact contemporary, and is only untrustworthy over matters involv-
ing his own actions and motives. Wittek, in his article on medieval Ankara (No. 73,
pp- 347-51) supports his assertion. We know that the long-dormant power of Karaman
was seeking to establish its supremacy in the heart of Asia Minor at this time, and Ankara,
being a centre of the ahis whose associations formed an important element in Orhan’s
community, and also a town on one of the main routes which the Tiirkmen gazis would
take on their way to the Christian frontier, could not be allowed to fall into the hands of
a dangerous rival. So he, already half-way to Ankara since the conquest of Mudurnu,
would be very likely to take steps to avert such a disaster. At the same time he probably
absorbed the minor emirates of Bolu and Gerede.

The date of Orhan’s death has been much disputed. Most Ottoman sources give 1359
or 1360, and the majority of Western scholars have followed them, but as long ago as
1876 Jirelek decided after careful scrutiny in favour of March 1362 (No. 96, p. 321, n. 10),
and this has been supported since by Wittek (No. 73, pp. 347-51) and Charanis (No. 77,
p. 35I).

Map 8 shows how far the emirate had expanded during this reign. Its area had
quadrupled, a footing had been gained in Europe, and the control of the Marmara coast
and of the Dardanelles was striking in view of the fact that the Ottomans had as yet little
control of the sea. Even so, the position of the emirate was precarious: determined action
on the part of any maritime power could have severed the link with Europe; and the
emergence of a strong state, or even of a trustworthy alliance between two or more lesser
states, could yet have prevented Ottoman success. Neither eventuality occurred, and
before the next sultan had finished his career it was too late.

IV. THE BALKANS AND AEGEAN IN 1362

Map 8 shows the position of the neighbouring Christian states at Orhan’s death. Bulgaria
and Constantinople were fast-decaying empires, the Serbian domain so recently enlarged
by Stephen Dufan (d. 1355) was already dissolving into fragments in the feeble hands of
his successor, the Latin states of Attica and the Peloponnese were weakened by civil strife,
and the only prosperous district was the Byzantine province of Mistra, which was expand-
ing at the expense of the Achaian Principality. The Aegean islands were divided between
the Greeks, the Venetians, the Genoese, the Rhodian Knights, and the Sanudi Dukes of
Naxos.

The map attempts to show some of the recorded raids by Turkish corsairs, but the
unrecorded ones were certainly more numerous; all the coasts and islands were a prey
to the annual expeditions sent out by Aydin and Saruhan. The only point which needs
emphasts is that no raids west of the Maritsa can be attributed with certainty to Osman
or Orhan; the use by the Greek historians of the word “Turkoi’ for all these bands indis-
criminately has misled many subsequent historians into the assumption that the Ottomans
are meant.



CHAPTER THREE

The Conquests of Murad I and Bayezid I (1362—1402)
(Maps 10 and 11)

THE last forty years of the 14th century are the most confusing in Ottoman history. If
the earlier period is veiled by the scantiness of the evidence, the careers of Murad and
Bayezid are obscured by its contradictory nature.

Most of the important events have two possible dates assigned to them, often wide
apart; some have three or more; others are given impossible dates, as when the fall of
Nis is placed before the capture of Sofya; others may be duplicated, as when we read of
two battles at Cirmen on the Maritsa in 1366 and 1371. Only three stand undisputed—
the battles of Kosovo (15.6.1389), Nicopolis (28.9.1306) and Ankara (20.7.1402). In
general the Turkish sources tend to antedate the conquest of the various parts of the
Balkans, and where comparison is possible between the Turkish dates and those given in
the Greek, Serb, Bulgar or Venetian chronicles, the latter are often more plausible.

Ottoman expansion during these two reigns was astounding. Both rulers were soldiers
of uncommon ability, and they were served by a series of generals of equal distinction.
The main difference was that Murad had the caution and was granted the time, to
consolidate his gains, while Bayezid swallowed in undue haste large tracts of land which
he could not assimilate; and after his defeat by Timiir it took his descendants three-
quarters of a century to recover all the lost ground. None the less the Ottoman dominions
in 1402 were nearly forty times the size of the little emirate left by Osman in 1326, as is
shown by the following table (which includes only territory directly administered, and
not vassal states).

Europe Asia Total

(in thousands of square miles)

Osman: 1326 — 70 7:0
Orhan: 1362 15 27§ 290
Murad I: 1389 S1°0 500 101-0
Bayezid I: 1402 86-0 1815 2675

Map 10 shows the expansion of the sultanate down to 1402, the year in which it
reached its maximum size before Timiir began his westward march from Karabag to
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Ankara. It is on a sufficiently large scale to enable the details of the geography of the
campaigns, often intricate and confusing, to be clearly seen. Also shown are the main
routes of the Christian crusades of the late 14th century.

I. MURAD'S EUROPEAN CAMPAIGNS

These fall into three clearly marked phases, separated by periods of consolidation and
organization:
1. 1362-8: the conquest of northern Thrace and eastern Rumeli up to the Balkan
range.
2. 1371-5: the conquest of western Thrace and the Macedonian lowlands.
3. 1385—9: the subjugation of the Macedonian highlands, and the first attacks on
Serbia and Bulgaria.

1. 1362-8. Northern and Central Thrace, and the Maritsa Valley

No sooner had Murad arrived in Europe from his settlement of his Asiatic dominions
(see Section III below), than he and his able generals began to expand their foothold in
Thrace (which had apparently receded slightly since the death of Siileyman). The Byzan-
tine Empire was in no condition to resist the Turkish attack, nor did its acceptance of a
stage of vassalage in 1363 save it from the onslaught. Corlu, Misinli, and Liileburgaz were
captured, and after a victory over Greeks and Bulgarians between Babaeski and Pinarhisar,
the Ottomans took Adrianople, soon to become the new capital of the sultanate under its
Turkish name of Edirne (1365 or 1366). From this centre the Turks expanded in four
directions.

(i) Evrenos-Bey marched up the Maritsa to recover Ipsala and take Dimetoka (the
Gr. Didymoteichon). From there he swung to the south-west under the spur of
the Rhodope Mts. and reached Komotene (Giimiilcine) and Karasu Yenicesi
near the Aegean coast. Many authorities (e.g. Hammer, Vol. I, p. 222) give this
last town as Vardar Yenicesi, i.e. Pella in Macedonia, but a glance at the map will
show the impossibility of this capture, which took place possibly during Evrenos’
next campaign in 13734, but more probably not till 1387.

(ii) Lala-$ahin-Bey continued up the Maritsa valley against the Bulgarians, and
wrested from them their ancient town of Zagora (Eski-Zagra), and their more
recent acquisition of Philippopolis (Filibe) in 1363—4. This campaign drove an
effective wedge between the Greeks of the Aegean coast and the Bulgarians, not
that any alliance between them was likely to be of any danger to the Ottomans,
as they were full of mutual distrust and ancient hatred.

(iii) After the fall of Cirmen, near the junction of the Maritsa and Tunca rivers,
Timiirtag marched north to the eastern end of the Balkan range, and took the
Bulgarian towns of Elkhovo (Kizilagag-Yenicesi), Yanbolu and Sliven (Islimye)
in the campaign of 1365-6.
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(iv) Murad himself then secured the region between his new capital and the Black
Sea. This campaign, while less spectacular than the others, was more vital and
strenuous, partly because of the difficulty of attacking the coastal region which
could be more easily defended by the Greeks, still far stronger at sea than the
Turks, and partly because of the quixotic little crusade led by Amadeus of Savoy
which arrived at this time.

The chronology of this wing of the conquest is particularly confusing, but we may
attempt to unravel it with the constant help of Babinger’s researches into its intricacies
(No. 76).

John Alexander of Bulgaria, freed at last from Serbian hegemony by the death of
Stephen Dusan in 1355, embarked on a final attempt to revive Bulgarian greatness, and
having already secured the ports of Burgas and Sozopolis, he took from the Greeks
between 1362 and 1365 the towns of Kirk-kilise (today Kirklareli), Pinarhisar, Bizya
(Vize) and Midye. This triumph was momentary, for on John Alexander’s death in 1365
his kingdom split into warring fragments, and Amadeus of Savoy recovered for the
Greeks Burgas and Sozopolis in 1366. The crusading army also captured from the
Ottomans their original base of Gallipoli (Gelibolu)—which shows on what a precarious
foundation the Turkish control of Europe rested—and in the following year Amadeus
wrested from them Eueakassia and Koloveiro on the Marmara coast (these last two ports
cannot be identified but were probably between Gallipoli and Heraclea).

Ignoring these maritime exploits, Murad now seized the opportunity afforded by
Bulgarian weakness; he marched far to the north and captured Aitos (Aydos) and Kari-
nova, which commanded the passes over the eastern end of the Balkan range (1366-7).
With the northern frontier now secure he could turn his attention to the interior lines, and
in the next year’s campaigns he completed the conquest of central Thrace with the capture
of Chariopolis (Hayrabolu), Vize, Kirk-kilise and Pinarhisar (1367-8).

The subjection of the Black Sea coastlands would seem to be a natural accompaniment
of this campaign, but the chronology is extremely doubtful. Burgas (Burgaz) and Sozo-
polis (Sézebolu) are claimed by the Turkish chronicles as part of the spoils of Murad’s
last two campaigns, but they appear to have needed recapture in 1372-3, so may either
have been regained by the Greeks in the meantime, or never have left their possession.
Agathopolis (Ahtopol) was probably taken in 1367-8. No data are available for the
acquisition of the stretch of coast from Igneada to Podima, but Babinger thinks that the
area must have been overrun about this time, bringing Ottoman rule right up to the wall
of Anastasius and leaving only Mesembria (Misivri) and Anchialos (Ahyolu), possibly
with Burgas and Sozopolis, still in Byzantine hands to the north of this.

The Sultan seems now to have called a halt for the organization and settlement of his
conquests. The new city of Saray was built south-east of Vize, and a military road con-
structed from Vize towards Catalca.

There is still some dispute over the date of the first anti-Ottoman crusade (Amadeus’s
crusade had been primarily directed against Bulgaria). Many sources, including the
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Turkish histories, refer to an alliance between the Serbs, Bosnians, Vlachs and Hungarians
in 1364, when the Maritsa Valley was invaded by a joint army only to be defeated by
Haci-Ilbey at Chernomen (Cirmen). It is possible, however, that there is some confusion
here with the crusade which was crushed at the same spot in 1371 ; if the two are identical,
then the latter date is certainly the correct one.

The only other important happening is the treaty of 1365 made with Ragusa (Dubrov-
nik)—probably not a payment of tribute for Ragusan tetritory so much as an agreement
that Ragusan commerce could purchase protection in Turkish waters.

2. 1371-5. Western Thrace and the Macedonian Lowlands

Nothing is recorded for the years 1369 and 1370, but by 1371 the Ottomans were on
the move again. Lala-$ahin-Bey, now appointed as the first governor (Beylerbeyi) of
Rumeli, as European Turkey was henceforth called, advanced farther up the Maritsa
valley to separate the Serbs from the Bulgars. In the spring he too [htiman and Samakov,
beating a combined Serbo-Bulgar army at Camurlu, near Samakov. Konstantin of Vel-
buzd (Kostendil), one of the petty lords who ruled a fragment of the late Serb empire,
promptly paid tribute, but his neighbours Vukasin, despot of the principality of Prizren,
and his brother Ugljesa of Serrai, engineered a combination of local princes to stem the
tide of Turkish advance. At the battle of Cirmen on the Maritsa in 1371 both were killed.

Vukasin’s son Marko was allowed to retain a small vassal principality around Prilep
and Skoplje, but Macedonia was now thoroughly invaded, and between 1372 and 1375
Evrenos and his companions took Iskece, Kavala, Avrathisar, Drama, Sikhne
(Zihna) and Serrai (Siroz). During this campaign Evrenos also completed the conquest
of western Thrace by the occupation of Xanthi and Maronea (1374). Bands of Turks may
at this time have reached Bosnia and Albania, but no conquests were made. Bulgaria and
Serbia were in grave danger, however, and both Lazar of Serbia and Si¥man of central
Bulgaria appear to have sought immunity by the payment of tribute (c. 1376).

Murad himself had spent these years in the capture or recapture of Sézebolu and
Burgaz, while Catalca, Incegiz and Ferecik are reported as Turkish about 1372—3. This
drew the net more closely around beleaguered Constantinople, whose emperor again
acknowledged Ottoman suzerainty in 1373, and in 1377 returned Gallipoli to Murad.

The whole of the Thracian and Macedonian plains now in his hands, the Sultan called
a second halt to consolidate his gains. This was a vital step before the Turks could attempt
the more dangerous conquest of the mountain regions of the north and west, and they
appear to have made no further move for nearly ten years, during which time Murad
was partly occupied in Asia (see Section III below) ; but from the fact that Turkish auxili-
aries are reported as assisting the various Albanian chieftains in Epirus between 1382 and
1384 we may deduce that the Sultan was actively encouraging his generals to gain
valuable knowledge of the type of warfare and countryside they would encounter in the
next series of campaigns. Meanwhile the Emperor Manuel tried to recover Siroz, pro-
voking the Turks into their first attack on Salonica, and this great city fell to Hayriiddin-
Paga in 1387 after a three-year siege.
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No reverses are reported in the chronicles to mar this record of Turkish success, but
from the year 1384 onwards we find the port of Ainos at the mouth of the Maritsa in the
hands of the Genoese family of the Gattilusii of Lesbos. This was probably not the result
of hostile action, as it never appears to have been Ottoman, but if Chalcocondyles is right
in saying that the citizens themselves invited the Genoese to take over the government,
this may have been to prevent Ainos from falling into Turkish hands, and is therefore
likely to have occurred at the time of Evrenos’ campaigns (1362 or 1374—see Miller, No.

83, p- 318).

3. 1385-9. The Macedonian highlands, Serbia, and Bulgaria

The campaign against the Macedonian highlands opened in 1385 with tremendous
vigour and success. Timiirtag-Pasa, the new Beylerbeyi of Rumeli, marched from Samakov
into the Vardar valley, taking the three great fortresses of Istip, Monastir (Manastir), and
Prilep (Pitlepe). At the same time the right wing of the Turkish forces captured the vital
point of Sofya, thus opening the way for a pincer movement on Bulgaria from west
and eastsimultaneously. In the far west Hayriiddin-Pasa captured Okhrida (Ohri)and forced
his way into Albania, where he found the numerous local princes engaged in their usual
clannish wars; he lent his aid to Thopia of Durazzo and killed George Balsa of north
Albania in battle on the banks of the Devoll (1385). Later in the same year Timiirtag
raided Epirus as far south as Arta, though no conquests were made in Albania or Greece
except for the permanent occupation of Kastoria (Kroya, Berat and Dulcigno were
captured by Hayriiddin-Pasa, but relinquished soon afterwards).

The way was now open for a direct attack on Serbia proper, and in 1386 the key-town
of Ni§ (Nis) was captured (the Turkish date of 1375 is impossibly early, as Nis cannot
have been held by the Osmanhs until they had secured Sofya and North-west Macedonia
(see Gibbons, No. 53, p. 161, for a full discussion of the chronology). Lazar of Serbia
promised an annual tribute, which safeguarded for a time the remnants of his kingdom.

The fall of Salonica in 1387 was followed up by the capture of Pella (Vardar Yenicesi),
and in 1387 or 1388 the new despot of Yanina (Yanya) in Epirus asked Murad for protec-
tion against the Albanians who were besieging his capital ; a force was sent which raised
the siege. Turkish raiders also appeared as far south as the Morea in 1387 and the following

ear.
’ Meanwhile, on the Black Sea front the ruler of the Dobruja (Dobruca), Ivanko, son
of Dobroti¢, became the Sultan’s vassal, so that Turkish influence now for the first time
reached the Danube. The year 1387, however, witnessed the first serious defeat of the
Ottomans, when a united Serbo-Bosnian army won a battle at Plosnik, west of Prokoplje
on the River Toplica; and Turkish raiders who had invaded Bosnia were repulsed at
Rudnik.

Murad did nothing at the time to restore the position in the north-west as he was
engaged in a successful attempt to reduce to submission the fragments of Bulgaria. In
1388 his armies crossed the Balkan range by the pass of Nadir-Derbend, north of Aydos,
and while a detachment took Provadia (Pravadi), the main body captured Sumen
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(Sumnu) and Timovo (Tirnova). Czar Si¥man fortified Silistria, but the Turks, though
unsuccessful in their attempt on Varna, took Nicopolis (Nigbolu). The Turkish authori-
ties claim that the whole of Bulgaria fell into their hands during this campaign (and here
Zinkeisen, No. 2, Vol. I, pp. 252-3, follows Sa‘diiddin), but though the country may
have been overrun it was not annexed outright till Bayezid’s reign, and the results of thJs
campaign seem to have been as shown on the map, with Si¥man and Stratsimir remaining
as vassals in NlCOPO]lS and Vidin respectively, while Nicopolis and Sumen retained
Turkish garrisons owing to their importance on the Danube frontier. (Babinger thinks
that the Bulgarian campaign may not belong to Murad’s reign at all, but the evidence
of most of our early authorities is strongly in favour of the year 1388 for the first conquests
north of the Balkan Mountains.)

By the spring of 1380 Murad was ready for the Serbs, who had followed up their
earlier victory by taking the frontier castle of Pirot (Sehirkdy), though the Turks soon
regained it. Joined by his (Serb) vassals of Késtendil and Uskiip (Skoplje), Murad marched
from thtiman and K&stendil into Lazar’s territory via Kratovo to the plain of Kosovo
(Kosovopolje), scene of so many battles throughout medieval history. Here on the 15th
of June he completely defeated Lazar and his allies, but lost his life in the moment of
victory.

II. BAYEZID'S EUROPEAN CAMPAIGNS

In spite of chronological difficulties Murad’s campaigns are sufficiently logical to make
good historical and geographical sense. For the reign of Bayezid I, on the other hand, it is
practically impossible to obtain anything like a ‘reasoned chronology’. This is because we
have now to contend not only with the contradictory assertions of the chronicles, but
also with the incoherent and muddle-headed nature of the Sultan’s movements. For
Bayezid shared with his great enemy Timir an almost total incapacity for organizing his
conquests: both rushed from end to end of their expanding empires, dismaying their
opponents by their lightning campaigns but failing to ensure that rebellion would not
break out again once the conqueror had departed. So the historian finds it almost impos-
sible to choose between the rival dates for the Sultan’s Greek campaigns, or to decide when
and how often he entered Wallachia and Karaman. It is clear, however, that in spite of
his reputation among contemporaries, Bayezid was by no means the ever-victorious leader
that the Turks might expect from the heir of Murad, Orhan and Osman ; even before the
fatal day of Ankara he had been outmatched in the field by at least two other opponents
—Mircea of Wallachia and Biirhaniiddin of Sivas.

In view of the chronological difficulties of the reign, we shall not attempt a consecutive
account, but will instead give comments on the various provinces and vassal states of the

period.
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1. The Byzantine Empire

By 1389 the territory of the Palacologi had shrunk within narrow limits. Around
Constantinople itself it stretched only to the walls of Anastasius and to the cities of
Selymbria (Silivri), Heraclea (Eregli), Rodosto, Danias and Panidos on the Propontis;
the Northern Sporades, Thasos, Lemnos, Samothrace and Imbros were still guarded
by the navy in the Aegean; on the Black Sea coast Sile in Asia, and Mesembria and
Anchialos in Europe were yet held; in Asia Minor Philadelphia was cut off from all aid
by its ring of Turkish emirs; the only sizeable province was the prosperous Despotat
of Mistra, the eastern half of the Peloponnesus, since 1384 an apanage of the imperial
family.

During the reign of Bayezid these petty dominions shrunk still further, as the sultan
had determined to put an end to Greek independence by taking Constantinople itself. In
1390 he forced his unhappy vassal to march with him to the capture of Philadelphia; and
after the miscarriage of the Nicopolis crusade Bayezid avenged himself for the Emperor’s
share in the alliance by preparing for a final assault on the city. In 1396 Sile was captured,
and thus the Byzantines lost their last foothold in Asia; and by 1398 the capital was
menaced by a ring’ of Turkish forts—Giizelhisar and Géksu on the Asiatic shore of the
Bosporus and Kiiciik- and Biiyiik-Cekmece on the European coast of the Marmara-
denizi. The possession of these last two implies almost certainly the fall of Silivri, Eregli,
Rodosto, Danias and Panidos, which would mean that the Greek Empire extended no
farther than the walls of its own capital city. The arrival of the French Marshal Boucicault
in 1399 brought only temporary relief and an isolated success in the short-lived capture of
Riva on the Asiatic shore. A full-scale attack by Bayezid might well have forestalled the
victory of 1453 had it not been for the diversion caused by Timiir, which brought a
reprieve of half a century.

The fate of Salonica (Selinik) is puzzling. It seems to have become Turkish in
Murad’s reign (see p. 45) but is reported to have been captured again by Bayezid on two
other occasions, in 1391 and 1394 (Dukas, 13, p. 50, and Chalcocondyles, II, p. 59). It
was returned to the Greeks in 1403/4, and the Ottomans only recovered it finally in
1430. Gibbons (op. cit., p. 231) assumes that the first three accounts are all mythical
on the ground that it was far too heavily defended to pass from hand to hand with such
ease and rapidity. It seems very probable, however, that the Turks would make a serious
attempt to take such an important city before extending their empire into Thessaly and
Greece; and it had not shown itself so difficult to capture in former times. Tafrali’s con-
struction has much to commend it (No. 84) : he supposes that Murad was content to leave
only a garrison in the citadel after his victory of 1387, and allowed the inhabitants civil
autonomy, but that Bayezid in 1391 absorbed the town fully into his empire, which
misled Dukas into speaking of this event as a second capture. This solution frees us from
the incredible explanation that Bayezid returned it as a gift to the Greeks!

Another problem, without apparent answer on the available evidence, is the fate of
the surrounding countryside, especially of the three-branched peninsula of Chalkidike
with the sacred Mount Athos on the eastern limb. We can only assume that it ‘went with’
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Salonica and so became Turkish at the same time, but the Holy Mountain seems to have
kept its inviolability from infidel and womankind alike.

When Bayezid invaded Thessaly his fleet gained temporary possession of the Northern
Sporades, but the four large islands of Thasos, Lemnos, Samothrace and Imbros remained
in Greek hands till the mid-15th century.

2. Bulgaria

Murad’s attack on Bulgaria had left three petty vassals still ruling north of the Balkan
rangc—§i§man in Tirnova and Nigbolu, Stratsimir in Vidin to the north-west, and Ivanko
in the Dobruca between the bend of the Danube and the Black Sea. Bayezid planned to
end this situation and turn all Bulgaria into a Turkish province. So Tirnova fell in 1393 and
Si¥man was deposed. This threat made Stratsimir seek help from Sigismund of Hungary,
whose vassal he became (he had formerly paid tribute to Sigismund’s predecessor, Louis
the Great). The Magyar king, realizing the grave danger from the Ottoman advance to
the Danube, made an international affair of it, but in 1396 the Franco-Hungarian crusade
was utterly defeated by Bayezid in the great battle of Nicopolis, whose immediate result
was the annexation of Vidin (by 1398 at latest). The fate of the Dobruca is less clear;
Ivanko is last heard of at Varna in 1393, but his land appears to have been overrun for
a time by Mircea of Wallachia, and it is impossible to say whether the Ottomans during
Bayezid’s reign ever conquered as far as the mouths of the Danube (see Iorga, No. 200,
p. 76, concerning the fate of Ivanko).

3. Macedonia

The victory of Kosovo gave Bayezid the opportunity of completing the conquest
of the Macedonian highlands. Kratova and Skoplje (Uskiip) were annexed, and large
numbers of Turkish settlers were planted in the Vardar valley, while Evrenos shortly
afterwards took Edessa (Vodena) and Pydna (Citroz, 1390-1). The small vassal states of
Marko and Konstantin soon disappeared (both princes are said to have died fighting for the
Sultan in the Wallachian campaign).

4. Serbia

After Kosovo the kingdom of Serbia was reduced to the limits it had occupied before
the reign of Dusan. Stephen Lazarevié became the Sultan’s vassal and kept his throne by
unswerving loyalty ; his sister became Bayezid’s wife, and it was the Serb contingent which
contributed largely to the victory at Nicopolis and proved the most faithful and effective
part of the Ottoman army at Ankara. None the less Bayezid reduced the danger of rebel-
lion by recognizing a rival Serb lord, Vuk Brankovié, as ruler of Priftina, and his son and
successor, George Brankovi¢ (1398-1457) assumed the title of ‘Prince of Serbia’.

s. The North-west Frontier (Hungary, Bosnia and Albania)

The reign of Bayezid marks the real beginning of the long series of heavy raids by
Turkish gazis across the frontiers of the remaining Christian states of the Balkans, raids



THE CONQUESTS OF MURAD I AND BAYEZID I (1362-1402) 49

which not only kept those districts in a perpetual state of terror and devastation, but which
served the purpose of softening up the way for the next stage of the conquest. The main
burden of defence rested on the shoulders of the Hungarians, as the strength of the newly
established kingdom of Bosnia did not outlast the reign of its first monarch, Tvrtko
(1353-901).

In the very year of his death the Ottomans invaded Bosnia as far as Naglazinze, and
Syrmium as faras Francovilla (Nagy-Olosz, near Karlowitzand Slankamen), though both
attacks were repulsed by the Magyars. Belgrade, then Hungarian, suffered its first siege in
1391 or 1392, and in the latter year the Banat of Machov was raided and Golubac was
captured very temporarily. The Hungarians now retaliated by raiding Bulgaria and
capturing Little Nicopolis, but the defeat of the great crusade of 1396 opened the way for
renewed Turkish attacks. Syrmium was ravaged, and Mitrovica on the Sava taken, though
the raiders were defeated at PoZega (1396). Schiltberger, who had been taken prisoner at
Nicopolis, asserts in his memoirs that the Ottomans reached Styria and burnt Pettau (No.
101, p. 6), but no other source mentions such a daring exploit (though Chalcocondyles
takes the raiders to Buda, II, 76-80), and it is more probable that Peterwardein is meant.
In 1398 Bosnia was again attacked by a powerful force, and Zvornik was reached by the
raiders who were bought off by the payment of tribute: but it is an exaggeration to say
that this made Bosnia a vassal state, which status it did not reach till the middle of the next
century.

Farther south, in Albania, the continued quarrels between the numerous petty chief-
tains afforded the Turks much scope for easy loot in spite of the difficult nature of the
terrain. In 1392 they took the strongholds of Kroya (called Akgahisar by the Turks) and
Skodra (Scutari, or, to the Turks, Iskenderiye) from George Balfa II, and by 1394 they
were practically masters of the Drin valley and had appeared on the Adriatic coast at the
mouth of the Boyana, although in the following year Bal$a recovered his castles, and for
the rest of Bayezid’s reign Albania relapsed into undisturbed anarchy.

6. Wallachia (Efldk)

Concerning the first Turkish attack on Wallachia we find the most appalling con-
tusion, not merely chronological but also factual. The questions What? When? and
Where? are alike unanswerable.

The starting-point is the rise to power in Wallachia of the powerful voivode Mircea
the Great (1386-1418). The occasions for dispute were (a) his possession of the northern
Dobruca and the strong fortress of Silistria on the south bank of the Danube, and (b) his di-
plomatic intrigues with Bayezid’s enemies, especially the Isfendiyar-ogullar1 of Kastamo-
nu and Sinop ; the ease of seacommunication between Sinop and the Danube mouth meant
that either power could open a second front if the other were attacked. The finishing-point
is the reduction of Wallachia to (temporary) tributary status at some time before 1396.
In between the two we have:

(1) From Christian sources: a Turkish invasion of Wallachia soon after Kosovo, the
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capture of Mircea and his release only on promise of homage and tribute, then an
invasion by Bayezid in 1394 and a battle at Rovine on 1oth October, during which
the Turkish vassals Marko Kraljevi¢ and Konstantin of Kstendil were both
killed. A second source places Konstantin’s death on 17th May, 1395, but without
referring to a battle.

(ii) From Turkish sources: Oru¢ (c. 1460) gives a Turkish raid by Firuz Bey of Vidin
into Wallachia in 1389, followed in 1390 by Bayezid, who first takes Nicopolis
and Silistria, then fights a battle with Mircea at Ogras;; this is on the whole a defeat
for the Turks, but after Bayezid’s retreat, Mircea sends tribute. Sa'diiddin places
the invasion in 1391 and scores a victory for Bayezid, who reduces Mircea to great
straits and complete vassality. Negri gives two campaigns, the second being caused
by Mircea’s attack on Karmnova in Bulgaria while the Sultan is engaged in reducing
Kastamonu.

Babinger’s reconstruction (see No. 76 for details of all the sources) is based on the
assumptions that (a) Orug and Negti are correct in placing the Wallachian campaign
immediately after the attack on Kastamonu, and (b) this attack was the final one of spring,
1393. He thus places Ogras in autumn, 1393, and equates Ogras with Curtea de Arges.
This solution has much to commend it. There is no room for a Wallachian campaign in
1391, and although it might be fitted into the autumn of 1394 this would ignore the likely
connection with Kastamonu. There can be no question of any sweeping Turkish victory
(Orug is the earliest and probably the safest guide on this matter). Further, the story of
Mircea’s capture is unsupported by any weighty evidence, and Rovine cannot be found
anywhere in Rumania! It is strange that the Rumanian historian of the Turks, Iorga,
continued to allude to this battle, but Orug’s manuscript was undiscovered in his early
days of writing his great history of the Ottomans (No. 3). Some other more recent
authorities (see Nos. 88 and 89) support the theory of a battle on 17.5.1395, but once
again this means relinquishing the connection with Kastamonu. Here, to await further
expert investigation, we must leave the matter.

7. Greece

The conquest of Macedonia and Salonica left an easy path open to the plain of Thessaly,
which was overrun by Evrenos-Bey in 1392 or 1393. Larisa, its chief town, now became
the Turkish Yenisehir, and the whole province became a fief held by Evrenos from the
Sultan. At about the same time Bayezid sent his new fleet to make a devastating raid in the
Aegean, during which Chios, Negroponte and the coasts of Attica were ravaged.

It was now the turn of the Latin states of the south to feel the weight of the Turkish
menace. At this time there were five of them: (a) the Duchy of Athens, ruled by the
Florentine Nerio Acciajuoli since 1388 ; (b) the Principality of Achaea under the Navarrese
Company, whose vicar was Bordo de San Superan; (c) the County of Salona (Ampbhissa) ;
(d) the Marquisate of Boudonitsa, which guarded the historic pass of Thermopylae;
(e) the Venetian colonies of Pteleon in Thessaly and Modon and Koron in the Morea.
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San Superan appears to have set the avalanche in motion. To help him in his perpetual
fight against the growing Byzantine despotate of Mistra he invited Turkish aid. The Sultan
held a great conclave of his vassals at Siroz, to which he summoned among others the
despot Theodore (May, 1394), obtained from him the promise of Argos and Monemvasia
(which were never surrendered, however), and dispatched Evrenos to raid the Morea,
which he did in 1395, sacking Veligosti (Leondari) and Akova. Meanwhile the Sultan
in person marched south, taking Trikkala (Tirhala), Domokos, Pharsala (Catalca),
Zeitouni (fzdin), Neopatras and Salona, while Boudonitsa saved itself by the payment of
tribute. A last great raid was led in 1397 by Evrenos and Yakub-Bey, who destroyed
Argos (then Venetian), defeated the Byzantines at Leondari, ravaged south-west Morea
as far as Modon and Koron, and returned via Athens, of which they seem for a short time
to have occupied all but the citadel, where the Venetian garrison held out.

Once again the chronology offers difficulties. A letter written by the Duke of Athens
in February 1394, refers to the fall of Salona: and this encourages Miller (No. 82, p. 347)
to place Bayezid’s court of Siroz and the invasion of Greece in 1393. Zakythinos, helped
by another document of the ubiquitous Constantine of K&stendil, fixes the date of the
Siroz assembly in May, 1394 (No. 86, pp. 113-14). The years 1395 and 1397 for Evrenos’
Morean raids are not in dispute, but it is not at all clear whether Bayezid’s own march
south was in 1394, 1395, or even in 1396 after the battle of Nicopolis; the only certainty
seems to be that one of Evrenos’ raids was a continuation of the Sultan’s march, when the
latter was forced to move elsewhere on news from another front.

III. THE CONQUEST OF ASIA MINOR: (a) UNDER MURAD

During the last forty years of the century the expansion of the sultanate in Europe was
more than counterbalanced by the acquisition of the whole of Asia Minor up to the
Taurus, the Euphrates, and Erzincan. The probable reasons for this, apart from the
personal ambitions of Murad and Bayezid, are:

(a) The enormous extension of the front against Christendom, which called for an
ever-increasing supply of warriors; and it was necessary for the sultans to control as far
as was possible the sources of such a supply so that no other power could divert them to
other and hostile purposes.

(b) The recent growth of the power of Karaman in the centre of the peninsula. As
long as Konya was held by this state it could claim to be the rightful successor of the Sel-
cuk ; on the other hand the Ottomans were now beginning to feel that this position really
belonged to them by virtue of the fact that their emirate was now the only true gazi
kingdom (the Islamic countries bordering on the now feeble Christian lands of Trebizond
and Georgia had no such stimulus to the jihad’).

Early in his reign Murad had to undertake a campaign in Asia to restore the situation
caused by the sudden threat from Karaman. Ankara and the district of Gerede were con-
firmed as part of the empire, and Murad seems to have added the country as far east as
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Tokat (see Wittek, No. 73, p. 354, placing this expedition in 1362 rather than 1361),
though this acquisition can only have been temporary, since Tokat is later found in the
possession of Biirhaniiddin of Sivas. At about the same time one of the two remaining
Byzantine ports on the Black Sea (Heraclea Pontica—Karadeniz Ereglisi) was captured, and
in 1363 or 1364 the important town of Biga north of Karasi was taken, probably from
Catalan occupants, so that the whole southern shore of the Marmara-denizi was now
firmly in Ottoman hands.

For nearly twenty years Murad was busy in Europe, but in 1380 or shortly afterwards
he undertook an astonishing piece of diplomacy. He married his son Bayezid to the daugh-
ter of the Emir of Germiyan and obtained as her dowry the district which included
Kiitahya, Simav, Egrigéz and Tavsanh. A glance at the map will show that this grant
amounted to more than half the emirate, including the capital city, yet none of the
authorities comment on the surprising gift, nor do they hint at the threat which must
have induced it. Was it to appease the Ottoman or to frustrate the Karaman-oglu that the
much-enfeebled ruler submitted to such an indignity ? Possibly the latter, since his remain-
ing possessions were well away from Konya, and his new capital of Kula was as far to the
west as his shrunken domains would permit.

Murad’s next move was another diplomatic success, when he induced Hamid also to
part with two-thirds of the emirate, including the lake-district of Beysehir, Seydisehir,
Aksehir, Isparta, Yalvag and Kara-aga¢; and judging from the list of sancaks into which
the conquests were now divided (Germiyan, Sivrihisar, Ankara, Aksehir and Egridir)
the town of Egridir (Felekibad), Hamid’s capital, also formed part of the ‘sale’. An-
other reference to the map reveals not only the extent of the acquisition but also the
certain motive. Hamid, like Germiyan, was telescoped into its western corner so that
the Ottoman could form a strong front against the menace of Karaman. Murad was
preparing for a show-down, and although hostilities were averted for the present by a
marriage between his daughter and Aldiiddin Karaman-oglu, the two rivals soon came to
blows.

The traditional date for the first Karamanl War is 1386, and its cause was the attempt
of the sultan of Konya to annex the lakes of Beysehir. He was defeated by Murad and the
boundary restored, but the Ottomans were not yet strong enough to undertake the com-
plete conquest of Karaman, and contented themselves with the exaction of tribute. How-
ever, Murad is reported to have made one more annexation on his southern frontier by
forcing the small emirate of Teke to give up to him everything except Antalya and Istanoz.
This, if true, is puzzling. We know that Teke was far from strong at this time ; it had only
recently recovered Antalya from Cyprus, Aldiye was under the domination of Karaman,
while Finike, even if part of Teke at the time, would scarcely have had any value for
Murad. We can only surmise that he annexed the valleys of the Kprii-su and the Manav-
gat-¢ay which ran south from his new possessions in the lake-district, and so connected
them with the Mediterranean. This would give him one or two small but useful ports
to form naval bases for the struggle with Karaman.

This interpretation of the acquisitions of Murad in Asia may seem to lay too much
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stress on the building of an anti-Karamanh front, but it seems the only one which makes
sense of his otherwise strange moves.

IV. THE CONQUEST OF ASIA MINOR: (b) UNDER BAYEZID

The overweening ambition of Yildirim led him on not only to the completion of his
father’s aims but to the extinction of all other rivals in Asia Minor until on the borders of
Armenia he challenged a greater than himself and lost all. The sources are more than
usually confused, but the campaigns can be divided under four main headings and the
chronological difficulties will be mentioned in connection with each.

1. The absorption of the south-western emirates

In 1389 there still existed in South West Asia Minor the lordships of Saruhan, Aydin
and Mentese, the truncated remains of Germiyan, Hamid and Teke, the Greek city of
Philadelphia (Alagehir), the Genoese colony of Phocaea (Foga), and the city of Smyrna
(Izmir) guarded by the Rhodian Knights. All these, with the exception of Phocaea and
Smyrna, were the objects of Bayezid’s first attack, and all that he attacked succumbed.
There is mention in the sources of an attempt at a coalition against him under Karamanl
leadership, but the coastal emirates had not been powerful on land for nearly a century,
and their once-imposing navies were no longer a match for the Ottoman fleet.

The order and date of the campaigns are too entangled to permit of any satisfactory
unravelling, as the following summaries of the itineraries show:

(a) Orug: 1389: Bursa—Alagehir—Beysehir—Konya—Aydin—Mentese—Ayasoluk
—Saruhan—Teke—Beysehir—Lirende—Konya.

(b) Sa‘diiddin: 1390 (spring) : first campaign to Alasehir—Aydin—Saruhan—Mentese ;
then a second campaign to Germiyan—Teke.

(c) Dukas: 1390 (spring): first campaign to Germiyan—Mentese—Saruhan—Alage-
hir; (autumn) second campaign to Teke.

(d) Phrantzes: 1390 (spring): Kastamonu—Saruhan—Mentese; (autumn) Teke.

() Chalcocondyles: Alasehir—Kastamonu—Aydin—Saruhan—Mentese—Teke.

The one conclusion we may draw from the above list is that the entire episode was prob-
ably completed by the end of 1390. There is nothing impossible about this, and the
historians who prefer to make the reduction of the south-west drag on into 1391 and even
1392 forget that it must have been early in his career that Bayezid earned the nickname of
‘Lightning’ by which his contemporaries knew him (cf. Evliya, No. 161, Vol. II, p. 21,
where he remarks that Bayezid passed seven times in one year from Anatolia to Walla-
chia!).

The itinerary is another matter. Charanis (No. 78, p. 304) argues that if Manuel
Palaeologus did accompany the Sultan to the capture of Philadelphia, it must have been in
the autumn of 1390, as he was elsewhere in the summer. But since Philadelphia submitted



54 AN HISTORICAL GEOGRAPHY OF THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE

without a siege, and as it is not necessary to assume that Bayezid forced Manuel to accom-
pany the rest of the campaign, it was quite possible for him to have marched with the
Sultan in the spring and still have reached Rhodes in the summer. If so, then we can
assume with Orug and Sa‘diiddin that Philadelphia was the first objective, after which
Orug’s route makes better sense (ignoring his probable misplacement of Bayezid’s first
campaign against Karaman—see below). Then we can read as follows:

Spring 1390: first campaign to Alagehir—Aydin—Ayasoluk—Mentese—Saruhan.
Autumn 1390: second campaign to Germiyan—Hamid—Teke.

It is not to be supposed that Bayezid’s swift march completed the conquest of all these
emirates; much mopping-up must have been left to his subordinates, which may well
account for the later dates given for the annexation of some of the provinces; and even
their organization into sancaks did nothing to sweep away the loyalty of the people for
their old rulers, as was seen when the soldiers drafted unwillingly into the Ottoman army
deserted en masse when they saw their former lords on Timiir’s side at Ankara.

2. The conquest of Karaman

The Turkish authorities agree that Bayezid fought two wars against Alitiddin. In the
first campaign Beysehir and Konya were taken, says Orug: Sa‘diiddin states that Aksehir,
Nigde and Aksaray surrendered, and that by the peace treaty Aliiiddin gave up everything
north of the river Carsanba. Later, during Bayezid’s Wallachian campaign (Sa‘diiddin),
Alaiiddin broke the treaty, defeated and captured Timiirtas, who had been left in charge of
Anadolu, and advanced to Bursa; but the Sultan returned quickly from Europe, only to
find that his lieutenant, now released, had gained his revenge by defeating Aliiddin in the
plain of Akgay and had executed him, so that Bayezid was able to annex all Karaman,
taking Aksaray, Konya, and Lirende. In Orug’s version Bayezid advanced via Beysehir,
Larende, Konya and Karahisar (sc. Afyon-karahisar) on his way from Teke to Osmancik.

It is obvious that Aldiiddin’s attack on Timiirtag must have taken place during Bay-
ezid’s absence, which means that Orug is wrong in making the second campaign follow
on the fall of Teke, while his first campaign can neither be fitted in where he places it—
after the fall of Philadelphia—nor straight after the conquest of Teke, since we know that
Bayezid was back in Bursa when he heard the news of the death of John V, which occurred
in February, 1391 (see Charanis, op. cit). The first campaign, therefore, probably took
place in the summer of 1391, and the second (if Sa‘diiddin is right) was immediately after
the Wallachian campaign, i.e. very late in 1393 or in the summer of 1395 (Babinger’s
suggestion of the spring of 1394 is ruled out by the occurrence of the Siroz congress).

Several other points of interest arise in connection with these two wars:

(a) The double mention in Orug of the taking of Beysehir. This is significant as
showing that the Sultans of Konya occupied the lake-district whenever they saw the
opportunity. Alaiiddin had clearly annexed it on Murad’s death.

(b) The specific mention of the Carsanba boundary in 1391. Zinkeisen (No. 2, I, p.
348) complains that he cannot find it on his maps, but concludes that it must have been
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north of Konya (hence Spruner-Menke, in map 89, gives an entirely fictitious frontier to
mark the treaty!). Gibbons likewise (op. cit., p. 189) thinks that Konya could not have
been annexed at this time. But the river in question flows out of the lake of Beysehir,
bending south-east and then north-east always well to the south of Konya; and that this is
the same river as the one mentioned by Sa‘diiddin is suggested by the placing of a town
of that name in the correct spot in the 1638 edition of Mercator-Hondius. Also, it would
have been quite in line with his father’s policy for Bayezid to take the first opportunity of
annexing his enemy’s capital, especially such a sacred city as the capital of the Selcuks; and
in any case the Karaman-ogullar1 had until recently been known as the Emirs of Ermenek
rather than of Konya. (The Karahisar mentioned by Orug was probably not Afyon-
karahisar, as Babinger thinks, but Develi-karahisar, near Kayseri, which would give
Bayezid a more daring, but not a longer route from Konya to Osmancik).

(c) The absence in all our authorities of any mention of Aldiye. This was such an
important port that one would expect it to occur in the lists of conquests. The map
assumes, therefore, that it was not captured at this time; it possibly remained either inde-
pendent or was a last refuge of the Karaman dynasty before the restoration by Timir.

3. The conquest of the Black Sea coastlands

The generous welcome given to the dispossessed emirs by Silleyman of Kastamonu
was an adequate casus belli for acampaign against the Isfendiyar-ogullar1. Alongland-march
in the summer and autumn of 1391 was followed by a naval attack on Sinop late in 1392
(Charanis, op. cit.), but the results of neither are clear. We are told that on the fall of
Kastamonu Siileyman was deposed but that his son Isfendiyar was allowed to retain Sinop
as a vassal state, and that later he too was removed and the whole emirate annexed.
These may have been the results of the first and second campaigns respectively, or equally
probably those of the second and a third (undated) attack.

Whatever the date of thefinal campaign, theemirate of the Candar-ogullar1 wasannexed ;
but meanwhile the outlying dependencies which had long been considered as part of its
domain had broken away. In Canik the petty lords of Samsun, Ordu, Merzifon and Terme
(see above, p. 31) sought their freedom, while Osmancik was annexed by Biirhaniiddin,
the poet-ruler of Sivas. Bayezid naturally opposed the disruption of what he considered
his territory by right of the sword, but he was defeated by Biirhaniiddin near Corum
(? 1393) and his lands were raided as far west as Ankara: although a retaliatory raid by
Bayezid seems to have resulted in the capture of Amasya he made no further move till
after Biirhaniiddin’s death (c. 1397/8) when Timiirtas, took Cankir1 and all the lords of
Canik surrendered their possessions. (Schiltberger, in his memoirs, No. 101, Chap. 7,
speaks of the capture of Samsun in a way which hints strongly at his own and Bayezid’s
presence there; if this is accurate, the Sultan must at some date later than Schiltberger’s
capture at Nicopolis in 1396 have gone on campaign into the Canik area).

The absorption of the Canik emirates brought the Ottomans dangerously near to the
fading Greek Empire of Trebizond ; dependent as it was for its existence on its Black Sea
commerce, this little state must have been only too conscious of the power for damage and
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trespass exercised by the Ottoman fleet. But in 1392 the Comneni rulers had accepted
Timir as their suzerain, and this, added to the fact that the reduction of the immensely
strong citadel would have necessitated an arduous campaign, probably saved Trebizond,
which survived for another sixty years before it succumbed to the Ottomans. Amastris,
the only other independent port on the Black Sea coast of Anatolia, remained undisturbed
in the possession of the Genoese.

4. The conguest of eastern Asia Minor

This was a last striking effort on the part of Bayezid, and one which led him straight to
the final catastrophe. First of all, on the death of Biirhaniiddin, he annexed all his terri-
tories, including Sivas, Tokat, Kayseri, Kirsehir, Niksar and $ebin-karahisar (1397-8).
Next, he sent Timiirtas on a great raid which starting innocently enough with the capture
of Cankuri, proceeded in a tremendous sweep to take in Divrigi, Darende, Malatya, Kahta,
Behesni and Maras. These six towns were at that time ruled by Nasiriiddin Mehmed,
fourth of the dynasty of the Dulkadir (Arabic- Dhii’l-Qadr), the lords of a Tiirkmen horde
which had settled in the bend of the Euphrates just before the middle of the century, and
whose allegiance was claimed by both Biirhaniiddin (Nasiriiddin’s father-in-law) and the
Mamlik Sultans of Egypt (now neighbours of the Ottomans through their recent con-
quest of Cilician Armenia). Bayezid, as the successor to the ruler of Sivas, now claimed
the land of the Dulkadir, and his annexation began a dispute with Egypt which lasted more
than a century.

In 1400 Bayezid stirred up a more dangerous enemy than Egypt by demanding
tribute from Mutahherten Bey of Erzincan and Kemah. He appealed to his rightful overlord,
the redoubtable Timiir, who marched westward and sacked Sivas, taking also Malatya
and Behesni. Then he was diverted southward to Syria; but during the next year Bayezid,
instead of letting the matter drop, annexed the emirate of Erzincan outright. As soon as he
could spare the time Timir set out to avenge this insult, and on 20th July, 1402, Bayezid
was taken prisoner after his defeat at Cubuk-ova near Ankara. He died in captivity in the
following year.

V. INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

Map 11 is designed to show the relations of the Osmanh Turks with the other states of
Islam and Christendom. It is self-explanatory, and in the main simply summarizes in
diagrammatic form the various wars and crusades which occupied the first century of
Ottoman history. The crusading routes shown are only approximate and not detailed.

The only additional point worth mentioning, and one not illustrated on a map, is the
request made by Bayezid (c. 1395) to the shadowy representative of the Abbasid Caliphsin
Cairo for permission to adopt the style of ‘Sultan-i-Rum’ in place of the title of ‘Emir’
with which his ancestors had been content. He evidently felt that the conquest of Asia
Minor and the possession of Konya justified the adoption of this historic dignity.



CHAPTER FOUR

The Recovery After Ankara (1402-51)
(Maps 12-15)

THE principal effect of the battle of Cubuk-ova was to illustrate the immense value of the
work of Orhan and Murad I. For when the smoke of Timiir’s invasion and the flames of
civil war had died away the sultanate was seen to be firmly established almost exactly
along its boundaries of 1389, except that Murad’s corridor from Ankara south to the
Mediterranean was now replaced by one of roughly equal extent running from Ankara
north-east to the Black Sea near Trebizond. On this stable foundation Mehmed I and
Murad II were able to build a more secure empire than that too hastily flung together by
Bayezid.

The political geography of this period is illustrated by two maps of the whole sultanate
during and after the civil war, and two others of Greece and Albania on a larger scale.

I. TIMUR IN ASIA MINOR (1402-3)
(Map 12)

Timiir remained in Asia Minor for eight months after his victory (July, 1402-March,
1403) during which time he devastated the Ottoman dominions, reconstructed the
political map of Anatolia, and wrested the important stronghold of Izmir (Smyrna) from
the Knights of Rhodes.

1. From Ankara Timir proceeded to Kiitahya, from which centre he dispatched
troops in all directions, pillaging Bursa, Tarakh Yenicesi, Gemlik, Iznik, Mihali¢, Akgehir,
Afyon-Karahisar, and the recently acquired Ottoman provinces in the south-west.

2. The dispossessed emirs, most of whom had accompanied his march, were now
restored to their estates. The beys of Saruhan, Aydin, Mentese and Kastamonu seem to
have received the whole of their former provinces, but Germiyan and Teke were shorn of
their eastern areas in favour of Karaman, which acquired (if we add together the lists of
towns given in the various sources) Konya, Lirende, Aksaray, Kayseri, Kirgehir, Bey-
pazary, Sivrihisar, Aksehir, Egridir, Isparta, Antalya and Aliiye—an enormous extension
of territory which included the whole of the former emirate of Hamid and amounted to
a third of the peninsula. Timir’s motive for this imposing grant is doubtful unless he
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wished to keep a guard against possible Ottoman revival by making one of his vassal-
states of overwhelming strength; if so, the policy was justified by events, as the enlarged
Karaman proved an obstinate enemy of the Ottoman sultans for three-quarters of a
century. In the west of Asia Minor there was no restoration of Karasi, probably because
the ruling house had long been extinct. In the north-east a collection of petty Tiirkmen
beys appeared as Timiir’s vassals at Tokat, Niksar, Sivas and $ebin-karahisar, while the
Emperor of Trebizond continued to pay tribute. In the south-east the Dulkadir submitted,
though Cilicia was left untouched by Timiir and remained under the Mamliks of Egypt
(except that the coast from Selefke westward belonged to Karaman and the little port of
Korykos was until 1448 part of the kingdom of Cyprus). The ravaged remnants of the
north-west were left by Timiir for the sons of Bayezid to quarrel over.

3. The capture of Izmir was a great blow to Christendom, and as such was a salve to
Timiir’s conscience. For he, while priding himself on his devotion to Islam, spent his
thirty-five years of conquest in spreading desolation over the Muslim world, and hitherto
his only attempt to fulfil the sacred duty of the ‘jihad’ had been to harry the feeble king-
dom of Georgia. What was worse, his victory over the Ottomans had crushed the
only state still functioning in a true gazi capacity. Izmir partially atoned for both sins,
as in the long run its capture by Timir saved the Ottomans much trouble, expense, and

bloodshed.

II. THE CIVIL WAR (1403-13)
(Map 12)

The most striking feature of the ten-year struggle for the empire between the four sons
of Bayezid is that within the boundaries of the sultanate as established by Murad I there
was astonishing fidelity to the house of Osman. Support might be transferred from one
brother to another according to character and circumstance, but there was little or no
inclination to break away from Ottoman rule. Participation in the war naturally employed
the main energies of the troops, but that the gazi impulse was still strong is shown by the
continuation of raids into Christian territory even as far afield as Méttling in the extreme
north-west. '

Three of the four brothers were capable leaders. Siileyman at one moment looked
like winning the empire by his ability in the field, then lost title and life by relapsing into
indolence and debauchery: Musa was a true son of Bayezid, but his energy was offset by
his savagery, and his troops deserted him in favour of Mehmed, who had displayed the
more statesmanlike qualities of his grandfather.

The fact that the imperial frontiers shrank between 1402 and 1413 can be ascribed very
simply to two unrelated causes. In Asia they recoiled because Timiir’s arrangement liber-
ated the unassimilated portions of Bayezid’s conquests; while in Europe provinces were
relinquished by Siileyman—often needlessly—in order to secure friends and allies for his
contest for empire ; Musa recovered most of them with very little trouble, but Mehmed
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gave some up again in his final effort, and having won the victory preferred to organize
his dominions rather than enlarge them.

It is noteworthy that neither in Europe nor in Asia did the enemies of the Ottomans
make any real effort to combine. The four small western emirates once joined Isa against
Mehmed, and lost; while Karaman supported Mehmed against Siileyman and must
have regretted having backed the winner. The Christian states, although they gained
important individual advantages, showed no desire to take common action, and so threw
away all the opportunities afforded them by Timir’s victory.

The details of the civil war are of little interest from the standpoint of political
geography, but they are here summarized for the sake of completeness and reference::

1403. On Timir’s withdrawal, Siilleyman controls Rumeli, fsa rules in Bursa, and
Mehmed in Amasya, while Musa is guarded by Germiyan in Kiitahya. Mehmed
advances west, defeats Isa at Ermeni-beli near Inegél, takes Balikesir, wins a
second battle at Ulubad, and overruns Karasi and Saruhan.

1404. Isa to Europe, then back to Karasi. Mehmed’s third victory. Revolt of Ciineyd
in Izmir and Aydin.

1405. Isa raises league of Aydin, Saruhan, Mentese and Teke, but Mehmed wins
fourth victory, annexing Saruhan outright. Isa disappears.

1406. Siileyman invades Asia, marching via Bursa, Ulubad, Bergama and Izmir to
Mesavlion near Ayasoluk, where Ciineyd surrenders. Mentese tributary.
Siileyman to Bursa and his troops to Ankara, so Mehmed creates a diversion by
allying with Karaman and sending Musa via Sinop and Wallachia into Rumeli.
Siileyman returns to Europe and defeats Musa in Thrace.

1406-10. Siileyman rules Ottoman Europe: 1406-13. Mechmed rules Asia.

1410. Musa invades Europe again. Siileyman defeated and killed near Edirne.

1412. Mehmed invades Europe. Defeated by Musa at Incegiz. Ciineyd recovers Ayaso-
luk but is forced to recognize Mehmed’s supremacy.

1413. Mehmed invades Europe again in alliance with Constantinople, Serbia and
Dulkadir. He marches via Vize, Edirne, Filibe, Sofya, Sehirkdy and Nis to
Kosovo, where he joins the Serb army and turns back to Camurlu near Sama-
kov, where Musa is defeated (10.7.1413) and later killed.

III. THE RESTORATION IN ASIA MINOR (1403-51)
(Maps 12 and 13)

It was perhaps to be expected that the movement for the salvation of the empire should

have as its nucleus one of the provinces untouched by Timiir’s devastation ; the surprising

thing is that this province was not Murad’s well-organized and loyal Rumeli but Bayezid’s

recently acquired Amasya, to which the young Mehmed had hurried immediately after

Gubuk-ova. Yet for several reasons Amasya was an excellent base for Mehmed’s enterprise.
(a) The citadel was one of the strongest and most defensible points in Anatolia.
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(b) The people of the province had no feeling of loyalty to an ancient line, but
having had as their recent rulers two such striking personalities as Ertena Bey and the poet
Biirhaniiddin they were more likely to support the cultured Mehmed than the savage
Tiirkmen chiefs who had come in Timiir’s wake. The same applied to the neighbouring
cities of Niksar, Tokat, and Sivas, whose destinies had been linked with that of Amasya
since the time of the Danismendids, and so within a year the Tiirkmen chiefs had been
dispossessed and their warriors enrolled as a welcome and sturdy reinforcement to
Mehmed’s army. (Sivas was naturally left undisturbed till Timiir had passed through it on
his way back to Samarkand—a dangerous moment for Mehmed, but the conqueror made
no attempt to attack Amasya, and the prudent young prince continued for some time to
recognize Timir’s overlordship on his coins).

(c) Once Sivas had been secured, Mehmed found excellent protection for his southern
front in an alliance with the now-powerful kingdom of the Dulkadir. He had married
Emine-Hatun, daughter of Siili-Bey and first cousin of the ruling chieftain, Nasiriiddin
Mehmed Bey. This alliance proved of great value, for Nasiriiddin not only gave Mehmed
armed assistance (led by his own son Siileyman) in his campaigns for empire, but was
always ready to attack the eastern provinces of Karaman.

The civil war in Asia Minor lasted only three years. Isa proved no match for Mehmed,
but Siileyman’s invasion drove him back beyond Ankara till his diplomacy in opening a
second front by sending Musa to Europe gave him control of Ottoman Asia for the rest
of his reign (1406-21). During this period and the reign of his son Murad II (1421-51)
activities in Asia took place in three directions:

1. The reduction of the south-west

On Siileyman’s retirement in 1406 the now powerless emirates of the south-west
seem to have acknowledged Mehmed’s suzerainty. Germiyan, Aydin and Mentese were
vassals, Saruhan had already been annexed. The position of Teke is doubtful. The main
trouble during the next twenty years came from two sources.

First was the restless ambition of Ciineyd-Bey. Already this adventurer had seized
Ayasoluk and Aydm till Siileyman removed him to Europe and occupied his energies with
the command of Ohri on the Albanian border. In 1412 he was back in Ayasoluk reasserting
his independence. Mehmed reduced him to obedience but left him in charge of the city.
In 1414 he rebelled again and Mehmed marched against him, taking Kyme, Nif and Izmir,
and restoring the former prince of Aydin. The Sultan, recognizing Ciineyd’s abilities,
generously awarded him the sancak of Nigbolu (Nicopolis), but in 1420 he joined in the
rebellion of the ‘false’ Mustafa, and on the latter’s defeat in 1422 he secured the territory
of Aydin for the fourth time. In 1424 or 1425 he was defeated at Akhisar in Saruhan, and
was shortly afterwards killed at Ipsili.

Ciineyd’s revolt was purely political, but a rebellion of a more serious nature, being
militantly religious and social, was that of Seyh Bedriiddin SimAvi, who seems to have
preached a species of communism together with an encouragement of fraternization
between Muslims and Christians. He had been Kadi-asker of Rumeli under Musa, but
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Mehmed sent him into retirement. He stayed peaceably at Iznik till 1416, when his lieu-
tenants, Borkliice-Mustafa and Torlak-Kemal raised an insurrection in the Karaburun
peninsula opposite Chios. The Sheykh then proceeded via Kastamonu and Wallachia into
the southern Dobruca, where he established a community in the region of Deli-Orman.
Mehmed at last suppressed the rebellion and executed the leaders.

During Murad’s reign the south-western emirates were reabsorbed into the empire.
Aydin was annexed after Ciineyd’s defeat (1425) and Mentese shortly afterwards (1425/6).
Teke followed suit, of necessity, since it was too liable to fall under the influence of Kara-
man ; indeed, it appears that Antalya must have become Ottoman in the time of Mehmed
since we find it besieged by a coalition of Teke and Karaman in 1423 or 1424. The date
for the annexation of Teke is variously given, but 1426 is the latest possible.

The whole western coast from Antalya in the south round to the still-Genoese
Amastris in the north was now securely Ottoman, except for tribute-paying Foca (Geno-
ese) and Bodrum (Petronion), a site near the ancient Halikarnassos which had been
fortified by Naillac, Grand Master of the Rhodian Knights, about 1415 as some compensa-
tion for the loss of Smyrna. The islands in the Marmara-denizi were Turkish, but those
off the Aegean coast were all either Genoese or Rhodian.

Germiyan had been a close friend to Mehmed throughout the civil war, and so ranked
officially as an ally rather than as a tributary. It is probable, however, that such vital places
on the south-west and south-east routes as Kiitahya and Afyon-karahisar were garrisoned
by Ottoman troops (especially after Germiyan’s unwise share in the revolt of Mustafa)
and that the emir contented himself with the rule of Kula and district. When he died
(1427/8) he bequeathed his possessions to Murad.

The boundaries of all these emirates as they existed in the early 15th century can be
plotted with fair accuracy since, like the kingdoms of the Anglo-Saxon heptarchy, they
were absorbed as ‘shires’ into the Ottoman administrative system, and appear with their
established names as sancaks in all the lists which have come down to us from the time of
Mehmed II to the 19th century.

2. The widening of the north-east corridor

The map of Mehmed’s territories in 1413 shows clearly how narrow was the link
between Ankara and Amasya. With Isfendiyar in occupation of Cankir1 and Kalecik, and
Karaman holding Kirsehir, only one military road lay between the two extremes of
Ottoman Anatolia and this might easily be cut by the notoriously unfriendly powers to
north and south. An added danger became apparent when Kara Yusuf of the Kara-
koyunlu or Black Sheep Tiirkmens (c. 1388-1420), already master of Azerbayjan,
Erzurum and Erzincan, seized the fortresses of $ebin-karahisar and Koyluhisar and
attacked Canik. In 1416 Mehmed marched into the territory of Kastamonu and annexed
Tosya, Cankur1, Kalecik and Samsun, leaving Isfendiyar as his vassal in a narrow strip of
the coastland including Kiire, Kastamonu and Sinop. He also recovered Canik but left
Sebin-karahisar and Koyluhisar, which had never belonged to him, in the hands of Kara
Yusuf. Isfendiyar was so unwise as to support the rebel Mustafa at the beginning of
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Murad’s reign, and was punished in 1424 by the loss of the valuable mines of Kastamonu
(though not apparently of the town itself).

3. The wars with Karaman

These were fought in 1414, 1415, 1423 (or a year or so later), 1435/6, 1443 and 1444.
They usually began with a Karamanian raid and ended with an Ottoman punitive expedi-
tion, and the same towns are mentioned in connection with each campaign. It would be
tedious, if not impossible, to give the details of these wars, but their results pose two
important questions:

(a) Ifthe Karaman-ogullari were defeated on each occasion, why was their kingdom not
annexed ? There is no adequate answer to that, unless it be that Ibrahim-Sultan (1423/4-64)
was an amazingly skilful diplomat. Konya was within easy striking distance of Kiitahya,
via Afyon-karahisar and Aksehir, and from 1419 to 1421 the entire sultanate had been
turned into an Egyptian province by the Mamlik al-Mu’ayyad with very little trouble.
Perhaps Mehmed and Murad had some reverence for the rulers of the old Selcuk capital.
Whatever the reason, Karaman was allowed to remain as a constant thorn in the Ottoman
side which was likely to prick hard whenever Murad was preoccupied elsewhere (e.g. at
the time of the troubles with Hunyadi in 1443—4).

(b) How far was the emirate reduced in size by the Ottoman victories ? The boundary
shown on the map for the year 1451 is constructed from data contributed by three
sources :

(i) Meagre bits of information from the period under survey.

(i) An incomplete list of the towns captured by Mehmed II in his conquest of
Karaman between 1466 and 1471.

(iii) The consistency of the lists of sancaks in the eyalet of Karaman as given from the
time of Siileyman I down to the 19th century, which affords strong presumptive
evidence that the boundaries of the eyalet were traditional ; and if so, the tradition
must go back to the absorption of Karaman into the Ottoman Empire.

Source (iii) includes in every case Konya, Nigde, Aksaray, Kirsehir, Aksehir, Beysehir
and Kayseri, but never Hamid or Aldiye. This gives us a rough outline to which we must
add the province of I¢el (Cilicia) from the coast east of Aldiye to Selefke which was not
within the eyalet of Karaman as it was still largely independent of the Ottomans in 1470.
Konya, Nigde and Aksaray formed, of course, the centre of Karamanian power, together
with Eregli and Lirende. Kirsehir is unmentioned in (i) and (ii), so is included only on the
strength of the sancak lists. Kayseri is more doubtful ; when the Egyptians conquered the
emirate in 1419 they gave this town to their ally Nasiriiddin of Dulkadir, and he acquired
it again during the Ottoman campaign of 1435/6, but for how long we are not told; on
the evidence of source (iii) we must presume that it had returned to Karaman some time
before 1466 (though later on it was granted as an appanage to Ali Bey, a younger prince
of the house of Dulkadr).

Hamid was ceded to Murad II by Ibrahim at the end of the war of 1423, and was never
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recovered by Karaman, while we have already seen that Antalya was Ottoman before that
date. The independence of Alaiye in the 15th century is known from the fact that when
Mehmed II sent the news of the fall of Istanbul to many sovereign princes of Asia and
Europe he included Lutfi Bey of Aliye, from whose successor he captured the city in
1471. Aksehir and Beysehir changed hands many times, but although they were always
the first to fall during an Ottoman invasion, and although the sultans might have been
expected to copy Murad I's sensible action in annexing the lake-district, the towns were
still Karamanian at the time of Mehmed II's first campaign in 1451. As for Beypazan
and Sivrihisar, they are not mentioned again after Timiir’s gift to Karaman in 1402, but
it is clear that they must have returned to Ottoman hands early in the civil war as they
were astride vital lines of communication between west and east.

IV. THE RESTORATION IN EUROPE (1402-5TI)

The domination of the Balkan peninsula requires the control of all the interior lines by
the possession of the strong points guarding the river valleys, the routes and their principal
meeting—places, and the vital mountain-passes. The most important of these points is
Sofya, which is right in the centre of the peninsula and is the nodal link commanding the
watershed between the Nisava and Maritsa valleys; others include Uskiip, controlling
the Morava-Vardar trough and the west—east route from Albania to Istanbul; Nis,
guarding the fork where the road from Belgrade turns south-east to Istanbul, south to
Uskiip or west to Sarajevo; Sliven, Karinova and Aydos, controlling the passes over the
eastern Balkan range; and Edirne, which commands the gap between the Balkan and
Rhodope Mountains, and protects Istanbul from the land approach. The history of the Otto-
man advance in the 14th century which we have traced in Chapter Three shows how far
Murad I realized the importance of the geographical factors and how careful he had been to
acquire by steady penetration and consolidation the control of all these essential points.
They were still in Ottoman hands in 1403, and although Nis was returned to Serbia by
Siileyman in 1404 and Mehmed I allowed the Serbs to retain it in consideration of their
great help in the civil war, Murad II recaptured it at the first opportunity.

Full control and defence demands something more, however—the secure possession
of the exterior lines, including all the harbours and ports and in particular the vital points
of Constantinople, Salonica, and the Danube from its delta up to and including Belgrade.
As a result of the retrocessions to the Christian powers during the civil war practically
none of these were Ottoman in 1413 except for Nicopolis and Kavala. Rumeli was
ringed round with potential enemies who might at any time unite to attack it, and the
whole object of the next hundred years was to eliminate these threats.

The political geography of the period is so confusing owing to the constant inter-
changes of territory that it will be found most convenient to deal with the various parts
of the Balkans in turn, as for the reign of Bayezid.
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1. The Byzantine Empire

On the approach of the Timiirid forces to the Sea of Marmara, John VII hastened to
send tribute and acknowledge himself a vassal of the conqueror. Fortunately Timir had
no navy, so that Constantinople was safe from attack ; and when he retired John began to
reap the benefits of the civil war, for Siileyman’s anxiety to secure the empire for himself
was disturbed by the warnings of Pietro Zeno, lord of Andros and special envoy of Venice,
that a coalition of Byzantium, Venice, Genoa and Rhodes could prove fatal to his am-
bitions. A treaty was signed by Siileyman (undated, but not before 1404, and probably
in that year—see No. 82, p. 361), making extraordinary concessions to the parties con-
cerned. The important ones to the Greeks were:

(i) Exemption from tribute—which meant that the remains of the empire now
formed a sovereign state once more.
(i) The agreement that Turkish ships should neither enter nor leave the Dardanelles
without authority from either the emperor or the ‘league’.
(iii) The cession of Salonica and its neighbourhood to Byzantium.

From Greek sources we learn that Siileyman further conceded part of Macedonia west of
the River Struma, Thessaly as far as Zeitouni, and part of the Thracian coast. Now, or a
year later, the Thracian gift was defined as the coast all the way from Panidos on the Sea
of Marmara to Varna on the Black Sea, together with a strip of the north shore of the
Gulf of Izmid (which was not in Siilleyman’s possession, but the Greeks took advantage
of the bequest to recapture the towns of Hereke, Gebze, Darica, Kartal and Pendik). Finally,
the loss of Ottoman sea-power must have carried as its consequence the restoration to the
Greeks of the Northern Sporades.

For six years the Palaeologi enjoyed freedom, but they had no strength to expand
farther, and between 1411 and 1413 all the European land-gains except Salonica and
Zeitun were easily reconquered by Musa, although his fleet was destroyed off the isle of
Marmara. Mehmed’s need for assistance, however, made him promise to restore to the
Emperor Manuel the cessions made by Siileyman, and after his victory at Camurlu he
kept his word. For a few years more the empire was left in peace till in 1419 Manuel
refused to give up the fugitive Mustafa (although he interned him on Lemnos), in
consequence of which Mehmed re-annexed the five towns on the Gulf of Izmid.

On Mehmed’s death Manuel released Mustafa to oppose Murad II and tried to regain
Gallipoli. Mustafa won a battle in the plain of Sazhdere near Edirne but then turned on
his allies and refused them admittance into Gallipoli. He was beaten by Murad at Ulubad
and executed, and the Sultan immediately took his revenge by besieging Constantinople
(June-September, 1422). The city was saved by a revolt in Iznik which needed Murad’s
presence, but next year he sent one army to ravage Thessaly and the Morea and came
himself with another to besiege Salonica. The citizens sold it, with the peninsula of
Kassandra, to the Venetians, much to Murad’s fury ; but as a result of his attacks the Greeks
once more became tributary and ceded all Thessaly, the rest of Macedonia, and all their
recent gains on the Thracian coast, retaining only Silivri, Terkos, Misivri and Ahyolu
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(1424). Murad refused to recognize the Venetian occupation of Salonica till 1427 and then
only on payment of tribute: in 1430 he besieged and captured it. For the next quarter of a
century the emperors lived at peace with their powerful suzerains, and political interest as
far as the Byzantines were concerned centred instead in the Peloponnese. We might note
in passing that between 1419 and 1434 the islands of Thasos and Samothrace passed from
Greek hands into those of the Gattilusii of Genoa.

2. Greece (Map 14)
On the eve of Ankara Greece was divided between :

(a) The Turkish province of Thessaly, reaching the Gulf of Corinth at Salona.
(b) The Greek province of Mistra, whose despot Theodore Palacologus (1384-1407)
* had recently acquired Corinth (1395) and thus controlled the Isthmus.
(c) The Navarrese principality of Achaea, whose ruler San Superan was nominally a
vassal of the King of Naples.
(d) The Albanian house of Spata in control of Aetolia and Akarnania.
e) The Catalans in the isle of Aegina.

g) The Zorzi in the tiny tributary Marquisate of Boudonitsa (Thermopylae).

h) The Florentine Buondelmonti in Epirus, ruling from Yanina.

The Florentine Acciajuoli in Athens, whose Duke Antonio, tributary to Bayezid,
possessed Thebes and Livadia and had just retaken the citadel of Athens from
Venice (1402).

(j) The Italian archbishopric of Patras, dependent only on the Pope.

(k) The Venetian colonies: (i) Butrinto, Parga, Saiada, Suboto, La Bastia and Phanari
on the coast of Epirus, all dependencies of Corfu; (ii) Modon and Koron in the
extreme south-west of the Morea; (iii) Argos and Napoli with the dependencies
of Kastri and Thermisi, all acquired in 1394 ; (iv) Pteleon in Thessaly opposite the

important Venetian island of Negroponte.

—
-
~

The next half-century saw a considerable simplification of this patchwork arrange-
ment, as by 1451 six of the eleven had disappeared from the map.

The Despot of Mistra was the first to react to the news of Bayezid’s defeat. He rounded
the eastern end of the Gulf of Corinth and seized Salona (1402), then, realizing that it
would be difficult to hold, gave it to the Rhodian Knights in exchange for Corinth, which
he had recently sold to them; and this cession was ratified by Siileyman as one of the
terms of his treaty with the Christian states shortly afterwards. The Knights soon found it
impossible to maintain themselves in Salona, and it probably shared the fate of Thessaly
from 1410 onwards. Theodore meanwhile, feeling the importance of his province as the
largest relic of the Byzantine Empire, imported numbers of Albanian colonists to help in
the double work of defence and repopulation; and when he died (1407) his brother
Manuel sent his own young son to succeed him as Theodore II (1407-43) and himself
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paid a visit in 1415 during which he constructed the famous six-mile rampart (Hexa-~
milion) across the isthmus, and reduced to order the wild tribes of the Mainote peninsula.

The Hexamilion proved of little value when it received its first trial of strength in
1423. Murad sent Turhan Bey on a punitive expedition in revenge for Manuel’s support
of Mustafa, and the Turkish general passed the Isthmus without difficulty and ravaged
Mistra, Gardiki and Leondari, defeating the Albanians at Davia near the modern Tripo-
lis. A heavy annual tribute was imposed and the Hexamilion had to be left in ruins.
The Greeks now tried to improve their security by enlarging their domain, and between
1427 and 1432 Theodore and his brother Constantine achieved the conquest of the
Navarrese Principality of Achaea. Chalandritesa fell in 1429 and in 1432 the last remnants of
the Latin state at Mostenitsa was occupied ; the independent city of Patras also succumbed
in 1429. Meantime the Venetians had secured their corner of the Morea by purchasing
Navarino in 1423 and by building the fort of Grisi about the same time as a link between
Modon and Koron ; they had also rented Patras from its archbishop between 1408-13 and
again between 1417-19, but it was no longer in their hands at the time of the Greek
congquest.

A second raid by Turhan in 1431 showed the Greeks how vulnerable the Morea was,
and Constantine rebuilt the Hexamilion. The news of Hunyadi’s victories in 1443 inflamed
his ambition, and he crossed the Isthmus, occupied Thebes, and took tribute from
Athens. Even after the battle of Varna he refused to evacuate his conquests, so in 1446
Murad stormed the Isthmus, took Corinth and Vasilicata (the ancient Sikyon), and
ravaged the country as far as Glarentsa, while Turhan Bey pursued Constantine and his
brother Thomas into the far south. Henceforth the Morea was strictly tributary, and when
Constantine became the last Emperor of Constantinople the land was divided between
his brothers Thomas and Demetrios (1448).

Meanwhile the Duchy of Athens had lost much territory. By the treaty of 1404 with
Siilleyman Venice was awarded a strip of coastline five miles wide opposite the whole
south-west length of Negroponte together with the restitution of Athens, but Acciajuoli
refused to carry out the Sultan’s orders, and in 1405 a compromise was reached by which
the duke became a Venetian vassal (for the city of Athens only) and was allowed to retain
the forts of Oropos and Sykaminon within the five-mile strip (this strip was still Vene-
tian in 1439, after which it is unmentioned, but as Venice made peace with Murad before
his Greek campaign of 1446 in order to save her outposts, it may be presumed to be still
Venetian as late as 1451—see No. 82, pp. 362 and 459). The Athenian duchy continued to
pay tribute to the Ottomans (as in 1412 and 1416, for example) and the dukes were forced
to accompany them on their attacks on the Morea and Salonica. When Antonio died in
1435 Turhan Bey seized Thebes and Livadia, which remained in Turkish hands except for
the Greek occupation of 1444-6. Nerio I called in the Sultan’s aid against Constantine and
remained a faithful vassal till his death in 1451.

To the north of Athens the tiny state of Boudonitsa had fallen victim to Musa’s cam-
paign of 1411, and although he restored it at the request of Venice in the same year
Mehmed I took it again in 1414. The Venetian victory off Gallipoli in 1416 led to a treaty
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in which Mehmed promised to return the castle, but Niccolo Zorzi preferred to receive
the post of rector (governor) of Pteleon, and the marquisate disappears from history.

On the opposite side of Greece the Albanian family had lost Lepanto to Venice in 1407
—a port of vital importance on the north shore of the Gulf of Corinth which the Venetians
safeguarded by regular annual tribute to the Ottomans. The Spata compensated them-
selves next year by taking Yanina, but between 1414 and 1418 all their possessions
in Epirus, Aetolia and Akarnania had been conquered by Carlo Tocco, Count of
Cephalonia. The division of Tocco’s estates among his heirs in 1429 gave the Turks
their opportunity to obtain a footing on the west of the Pindus range, and in 1430
Yanina surrendered and a Turkish colony was settled there, while Carlo II was allowed
to keep Arta, Akarnania, and his islands on payment of tribute. When he died in 1449
leaving only a minor, Murad seized Arta and Akarnania; Leonardo Ill retained the islands,
with the mainland points of Vonitsa and Angelokastron, all under Venetian protection.

The map of Greece in 1451, therefore, shows a solidly Turkish mainland, with two
tributary principalities in Athens and the Morea; and a coastal ring of Venetian or
Venice-protected ports and islands from Corfu and Butrinto round to Negroponte and
Pteleon.

The Venetians also possessed the islands of Crete, Cerigo, Cerigotto, Aegina (a pro-
tectorate since 1425, but a possession in 1451), Tenos, Mykonos and Delos, together with
a more or less real suzerainty over many of the islands in the south-west sector of the
Aegean. Their power was in fact formidable, as Mehmed I had discovered when Loredano
was provoked into action at Gallipoli in 1416, won a brilliant victory, and bombarded
Lapseki (Lampsacus); by the treaty of 1419 Turkish warships had to remain east of
Tenedos, but all efforts to take Gallipoli from the Ottomans failed, as in 14212, 1426 and
1429.

The other Aegean islands were frequently subject to Turkish raids, although the
Genoese, by keeping on good terms with the sultans, preserved themselves from attack
more than most. In 1451 the division was as follows:

(a) Byzantine: Northern Sporades, Lemnos, Imbros. All tributary to Turkey.

(b) Genoese: Chios, Samos, Thasos, Tenedos, Psara, Lesbos and Samothrace. The
Gattilusii were tributary to Turkey for their mainland establishments of Ainos
(Enoz) and Phocaea (Foga).

(c) The Knights of St. John: In all the islands south-east of Samos.

(d) The Duchy of the Archipelago, ruled by the Crispi family in Naxos, Gyaros, Melos,
Kimolos, Santorin, Therasia, Anaphe and Nio. Occasionally tributary to Turkey,
as in 1426; sometimes tributary to Venice.

(¢) The remaining isles were divided between ten families. Of Venetian origin, and
hence under Venetian protection, were the Quirini in Amorgos, Michieliin Seri-
phos, Grimani in Stampalia, Premarini in part of Keos, and Loredani in Antiparos.
The rest were independent when it was convenient—the Sommaripa in Andros,
Paros and Nausa (Andros had been Venetian between 1437 and 1440), Gozzadini
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in Thermia (Kythnos) and part of Keos, da Corogna in Siphnos, Polykandros and
the rest of Keos, Cornari in Scarpanto, and Arangio in Ikaria.

3. Albania (Map 15)

The second half of the 14th century was the great age of Albanian freedom, and it had
witnessed the expansion of the Albanian peoples north into the Zeta (later Montenegro)
and south through Epirus to the Corinthian Gulf. Unfortunately no single great leader
appeared to weld the tribes into a strong nation, and the early years of the 15th century
saw the Ottoman power take advantage of the rivalries between the various princes,
while the Tocchi repeopled Epirus with Greeks and Venice occupied the most favourable
positions along the Adriatic coast. Then, for exactly a quarter of a century (1443-68)
came the brief period of brilliance under Skanderbeg before Albanian independence was
finally extinguished by Mehmed II.

The first Ottoman invasion of Albania (1385-95) resulted in the permanent occupation
of nothing west of the line of lakes from Ohri to Kesriye (Kastoria), but it also had the
disruptive effect of weakening the once-powerful house of Balfa. Before 1385 the family
ruled a wide area from its centres in Kroya and Scutari southward to Valona and north-
ward to the outskirts of Ragusa; but George Il (1385-1405), alarmed by the Turkish
occupation of Scutari, Dulcigno and Kroya (1392-5), sold Scutari and Drivasto to Venice
in 1396.

As Venice had already acquired Durazzo in 1392 and Alessio in 1393 she was now a
powerful factor in Albanian politics, and eatly in the next century her expansion con-
tinued by the occupation of Cattaro (at the request of the citizens in 1420), Dulcigno
(1421), the protectorate over Pastrovecchio and the occupation of the strip of coast
connecting Antivari with Budua (1425), Antivari and Budua themselves (1421-3 and
again in 1444 after a temporary Serbian occupation) and finally Satti and Dagno (1444-7).
Mid-century, therefore, saw the Venetian power in Albania at its height, with control
of the coast from the Bocche di Cattaro to Durazzo, and from Butrinto to Parga and
Phanari.

During the civil war the Turks made no effort to invade the country, although
Venice paid tribute for her coast-towns there as well as for Lepanto ; during this interlude
new leaders appeared among the Albanian princes. In the centre was a revival of the once-
great Thopia family in the person of Andrea, ruling in the Matia, while John Castriota,
first of his house, governed from Petrella and Kroya to the Drin (Drin-eli) in the
Dibra region. In the valley of the Semeni and its tributary the Devoll were the Muzaki,
with their capital at Berat (Belgrad); and to the south again Araniti Comnenus, a relative
of the Thopias, ruled in the Vijosé¢ basin. The once-important Zenevisi had recently lost
much of their land opposite Corfu to the Venetians. In the north the most important
family was that of Dukagin, who ruled not only the region in the double bend of the Drin
still known by their name but also the environs of Alessio and the high mountains of
Krasnik and Gashi in the north-east as far as Prizren (Vulpiani). In the lower Drin valley
were princes of lesser importance such as the Zaccaria in the Zadrima, the Span near
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Drivasto, and the Pulati north-east of Lake Scutari, while George and Alexius Jurasevié
(Serbs, not Albanians) were laying the foundations of the future Montenegro in the
mountainous Upper Zeta round Njegus (Crnagora).

Soon after Mehmed I's victory over Musa the second Ottoman invasion began in
earnest. In 1415 Kroya was captured, to become known as Akgahisar, and in 1417 the
Turks reached the sea at Valona (Avlonya) which, with the neighbouring town of Kanina
(1420) they took from Araniti Comnenus. Valona was to prove of enormous importance
as a naval base during the next two centuries, but for the time being its principal use was
as a starting-point for the conquest of southern and central Albania which was safer and
more easily reached by sea than by the perilous overland route through the hostile Dibra.
With these strongholds secured in the centre and south the Turks were soon able to assert
their supremacy over the rival tribes, and in 1423 the Muzaki, Castriota, Thopia and Com-
neni all recognized the suzerainty of the Sultan. Practically the whole country except the
far north became a Turkish province for a few years, and the cadastral survey of the
sancak of Avlonya for the year 1431, which has recently been edited and published (No.
190), gives details of the fiefs distributed to the troops over several hundred villages. The
conquest was not complete, however, and guerrilla warfare continued. More troops
arrived in 1430, but in 1432 Andrea Thopia won a victory; so did Araniti in 1434, and
although he failed to drive the Turks from Argyrokastron the Muzaki were successful in
their defence of Berat in 1438.

Desultory warfare continued till 1443, when John Castriota’s son George, the famous
Skanderbeg (Iskender Bey to the Turks), escaping from the Ottoman army during
Hunyadi’s long campaign’, hastened to Albania, seized Kroya, and soon had the whole
of the Matia in rebellion. At the beginning of 1444 he took the fortress of Svetigrad
(Kocacik) in the Dibra, and at a great congress of chiefs held at the Venetian town of
Alessio in September he was proclaimed Captain-General of Albania. Castriota now
carried the war into the mountainous district of the Dibra and Lake Ohri, on the borders
of Turkish territory, and there he defeated Ottoman armies in 1444, 1445, 1446 and 1448
(battles of Mount Torviolli, Mokrea, Otonete and Uranik). In 1447 he came to blows with
Venice when she seized Dagno from the Zaccaria family, and before the inter-league strife
was over Murad appeared in person in the Dibra and retook Svetigrad (summer of 1448).
Skanderbeg made peace with Venice in the autumn, receiving a pension in return for the
cession of Dagno, but in 1450 the Turks took Berat from the Muzaki, which gave them
a hold on the centre of Albania. In the same year Murad led a second campaign, this time
against Kroya, but Skanderbeg held out and the Sultan was forced to raise the siege and
recognize the failure of his last campaign.

The boundary given on the map for the year 1451 is of course very approximate, but
although Skanderbeg continued his series of brilliant victories, the Epirot region and
Berat were certainly Turkish at the time, and the main interest during the reign of
Mehmed II centres in the districts of the Dibra and Matia.
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4. Ragusa

At the beginning of the 15th century the republic of Ragusa was at the height of its
prosperity. It had escaped from Venetian suzerainty in 1358 when the treaty of Zara
recognized the overlordship of Hungary, which became purely nominal after the death
of Louis the Great. Ragusa then proceeded to add to its territory, which already included
the isle of Lagosta and the peninsula of Sabbioncello, by obtaining from Bosnia the coast
linking Stagno with Ragusa (the Primorje di Stagno, 1399) and from Balfa III the coast
stretching south from Ragusa to the Bocche di Cattaro (the Canali, 1420-2). The republic
also attempted to annex the large islands of Lesina, Brazza and Curzola in 1413 but was
forced to give them up in 1417, and three years later they became Venetian.

It has already been noticed (p. 44) that as early as 1365 Ragusa entered into commercial
relations with Murad I, and these rapidly became more extensive until the republic had
centres in Edirne, Filibe, Sofya, Tirnova and Pravadi. In 1430 the goodwill of the Sultan
was felt to be so important to Ragusan trade that official recognition of the hinterland was
sought and obtained from Murad II, but ten years later he demanded for the first time an
annual tribute of 1,000 ducats. There was no option but to pay, and henceforth Ragusa
ranks as an Ottoman vassal right down to the last payment in 1804.

5. Serbia

The history of Serbia between 1402 and 1451, like that of Albania, displays a bewilder-
ing succession of Turkish advances and retreats, but instead of a fiercely hostile Skanderbeg
we have two skilful diplomats in the despots Stephen Lazarevi¢ (1389~-1427) and George
Brankovi¢ (1427-56) who knew when to bow before the storm in order to preserve a
remnant of their wealth and dignity.

Brankovié had succeeded his father as lord of Pristina in southern Serbia in 1398, and
at first attempted to gain the whole country by an alliance with Siileyman, but after an
indecisive civil war with Stephen and a futile battle at Kosovo (1403) the two made peace,
and a year later Stephen secured the stronghold of Belgrade from Hungary. In 1410
George supported Musa and Stephen assisted Siileyman, with the result that the victorious
Musa ravaged Serbia so thoroughly in 1411 that Brankovié was disgusted by his cruelty,
and both Serb princes aided Mehmed in the campaign which ended at Camurlu.

For the rest of Stephen’s reign Serbia had peace and independence, and the grateful
Mehmed is said to have rewarded his ally with an increase of territory. What this included
is doubtful, but the likelihood is that the whole Morava valley was restored. We have
Bertrandon de la Brocquiére’s testimony (see No. 110) that the Ottomans had recovered
Nis in 1427-8, but the former Macedonian province around Uskiip had been too
thoroughly settled with Turkish colonists to suppose that it was given back to Serbia; in
any case it must still have belonged to Mehmed to allow of his Albanian campaigns.

The death of Lazarevi¢ in 1427 plunged Serbia into fifty years of incessant fighting, for
in his last year he recognized Hungarian overlordship in return for the peaceful succession
of Brankovi¢ (Stephen being childless) and the cession to Sigismund of Belgrade and
Golubac on the Danube. Murad immediately claimed Serbia for himself on the ground
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that Stephen’s sister had married Bayezid I, and he invaded the country in 1428. Golubac
(Gogercinlik) was betrayed to the Turks, and the Serb capital of KruSevaé (Alacahisar)
was annexed, but Brankovi¢ was allowed to keep his diminished principality on payment
of an annual tribute and the furnishing of regular military contingents. In 1433 further
fighting was stopped by George’s speedy submission and the promise of his daughter for
the Sultan’s harem ; at the same time the despot obtained permission to build a fort at
Semendria (Semendire, Smederovo) to replace Belgrade, and to annex from Bosnia the
banat of Osora, between the rivers Bosna and Drina. Brocquiére (op. cit.), who passed
through the Balkans in that year, found George ‘in daily fear of losing Serbia’ either to
Turkey or Hungary. In 1435 the promised marriage took place, but Murad was annoyed
at the strength of Semendria and in 1439 demanded its possession and invaded Serbia.
Semendria soon fell, and although Belgrade heroically resisted a siege (April-September,
1440), in 1441 the rich silver mines of Novo Brdo were captured and nearly all Serbia
became a Turkish province, while a strong fort was built near Belgrade at Avala (Zmov).

Brankovié’s share in Hunyadi’s long campaign’ of 1443 (see below, section 8) led to
an unexpected revival of Serbian fortunes, for Murad detached Brankovié from the
Hungarian alliance by a restitution of all his lost lands, including Kupinovo, Semendria
and Novo Brdo (August, 1444), and for the rest of Murad’s reign this policy brought the
Turks great advantages, for George not only did not join in the Varna Crusade but by
preventing Hunyadi from joining forces with Skanderbeg he contributed largely to the
Sultan’s victory at Kosovo in 1448.

6. Bosnia

After the death of Tvrtko I in 1391 the Bosnian Empire collapsed, and the land was
torn between civil war and encroachment by Hungarians and Serbs, while the south-west
gradually became independent as the ‘Duchy of St. Sava’ or Herzegovina (from 1435,
though the title does not appear before 1446). In 1415 two of the rivals called in Ottoman
aid, but as always the Turks proved hard to get rid of, and in 1416 Mehmed I appointed
a Turkish governor who ruled from Vrhbosna (Sarajevo) for several years (until ¢. 1420).
Again in 1436 Vrhbosna was occupied and Bosnia and Herzegovina paid tribute, while in
1439 Turkish raids reached the Bosnian capital of Jajce (T. Yayce). How far Bosnia
was able to rid itself of Turkish garrisons before 1451 is difficult to discover, but in 1459
the fortress of Hodiced, east of Vrhbosna, is said to have been ‘Ottoman for a long time’
(see No. 105, p. 199), and the occupation may have been continuous since 1436.

7. Wallachia

In 1402 and 1451 Wallachia was tributary to the Sultan. During the interval it had
enjoyed periods of independence, but was usually a vassal of either the Magyar (1428,
1444, 1446) or the Ottoman (1413, 1416, 1417, 1423, 1432, 1438, 1448).

Mircea the Great (1386-1418) shook off all external allegiance during the civil war,
but his support of Musa caused the vengeance of Mehmed, who exacted tribute in the
first year of his reign in Europe. Mircea next supported the ‘false” Mustafa, which brought

F
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two Ottoman invasions of his country (1416 and 1417), and Mehmed occupied Giurgiu
(Yergdgii), an important stronghold on the north side of the Danube commanding the
route across the central plain. In addition he fortified Isak¢i near the mouths of the
Danube, which makes it clear that henceforth the Dobruca was within the Ottoman
dominions, though leaving open the question as to whether it had been Turkish earlier
(this occupation of the Dobruca partly resulted from the need to clear up the social
experiment of Bedriiddin in the Deli-Orman district).

When Mircea died, the rivalries between his feeble successors led to continued interven-
tion by the two ‘protecting’ powers, but none of the voivodes command notice till the
appearance of Vlad Drakul (1432-46) who, being a Turkish candidate, tended to favour
the Ottoman cause, and assisted in two great raids into Transylvania (1432 and 1438).
He joined in the ‘long campaign’ against Murad in 1443, but after the defeat of Varna (the
expedition took place against his advice) he held Hunyadi captive for a time, and in 1446
was dethroned by him in revenge. The Hungarian candidate, Dan III, turned traitor at
Kosovo, however, and the period closes with the Turk as suzerain of Wallachia.

An important problem which is difficult to clear up on existing evidence concerns the
revival of the Banat of Severin (or Szdreny) and the extent of Turkish influence over it.
The Banat was the western third of Wallachia (Oltenia, between the Iron Gates and the
River Olt), which had earlier formed part of the Hungarian kingdom (it was granted to
the Teutonic Knights in 1247) but had been annexed to Wallachia by the first voivode,
Bessarab (d. 1352). Louis the Great restored it to Hungary, but before the end of the
century it appears as part of Mircea’s official possessions, and we are told that when Meh-
med I fortified Giurgiu the boyars of the Banat of Severin came to offer homage. At some
unknown date the Hungarians seem to have occupied it again (possibly as a result of
Sigismund’s raid on Nigbolu in 1419), for Drakul’s first action on his appointment in
1432 was to overrun this territory. Whether it was attached to Hungary once more in
1446 we do not know, but in any case it must have been difficult to hold as long as the
Turks controlled Vidin and a pro-Turk voivode ruled Wallachia. (N.B. The statement in
the Camb. Med. Hist., IV, p. 687, that Mehmed I fortified Turnu-Severin at the same time
as Giurgiu is almost certainly incorrect: the Iron Gates were not yet in Ottoman control.
Possibly Turnu-Nicopolis, opposite Nicopolis on the north bank of the Danube, is
meant. )

The sister-principality of Moldavia was as yet outside the Ottoman sphere of influence,
but one isolated event—a raid on Moncastro (Cetatea Alba, T. Ak-kirman) in 1421—
foreshadowed the future Turkish interest in the grain-producing areas on the north-west
coast of the Black Sea.

8. The Northern Frontier and John Hunyadi

Throughout the 15th and 16th centuries Ottoman raids on the unconquered countries
of the Danube basin grew more and more frequent. They were justified, from the religious
point of view, as fulfilling the duty of the gazi state, while from the political angle they not
only kept the fighting forces occupied, but prepared the way for further conquest by
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terrorizing the inhabitants and by bringing back important information about the neigh-
bouring provinces.

Even during the civil war Mattling in Carniola was raided (1408)—an astonishing
feat, as it involved a journey of over 300 miles from the nearest base. In 1417 the Turkish
light cavalry—the famous ‘akincis—went even farther and besieged Radkersburg on the
frontiers of Styria, though they were frustrated by an Austrian army. In 1419 an attack
on the Banat of Temesvér was beaten off by Peterfy, and the emperor Sigismund took his
revenge in person by a successful raid into Bulgaria. In 1431 another invasion of Carniola
sacked Méttling once more, to be defeated at Rudolphswerth (Novo Mesto). Meanwhile
Bosnia and the Dalmatian coast received their share of attention, especially during the
Turkish occupation of Vrhbosna.

In 1432 occurred the first raid into Transylvania—a joint Turko-Vlach affair which
ravaged the region of Sebeg and Brasov (Kronstadt). A full-scale attack took place in 1438
when Sibiu (Hermannstadt) was besieged, and Medias, Sighisoara (Schossberg) and
Brasov were raided ; and during the siege of Belgrade in 1440 another razzia was made on
Hungary and Transylvania.

Then in 1441 began the great counter-attacks by the Hungarian hero, John Hunyadi,
newly appointed voivode of Transylvania. From Belgrade he marched into Serbia and
heavily defeated Ishak Bey, commander of Semendire. In 1442 he frustrated an invasion
of Transylvania by Mezid Bey, who after winning a victory at Szent-Imreh was defeated
and killed at Hermannstadt: in the same year Hunyadi twice defeated with tremendous
slaughter Sihabiiddin on the banks of the river Ialomita in Wallachia and at the pass of
Vaskapu (Vasag) inside Hungary. These victories drew off an attack which Murad was
planning on Constantinople, and roused Christian hopes everywhere.

While Eugenius IV began preaching a Crusade, Hunyadi started off late in 1443 on
his famous ‘long campaign’, accompanied by king Ladislas, George Brankovié, Vlad
Drakul, and a Polish contingent. They marched via Semendire to Nis, defeating the Turks
near Aleksinac (3.11.1443), then took Sofya and won another battle between the pass of
Iz1adi (Zlatitsa) and the town of Panagyurishte (12.12.1443). By now the cold was so
intense and the guerrilla attacks by the Turks so damaging that there was little chance of
reaching either Edirne or Filibe, so the retreat took place, during which two more
victories were achieved at Melkhtitsa, near Sofya (24.12.1443) and at Yalvag (near Mt.
Kunovitsa, between Sehirkdy and Nis, 2.1.1444).

This succession of victories led, as we have already seen, to troubles for the Ottomans
in Karaman and Greece and to Murad’s peace with Serbia and an offer of a truce with
Hungary. But the offer was rejected by Ladislas, whose appetite for war had been whetted
by his success and by the promptings of Cardinal Cesarini. So began the Crusade of 1444,
which crossed the Danube at Orsova and marched via Nigbolu through the Dobruca
to the Black Sea, then turned south and took Kavarna. At Varna it was met and com-
pletely defeated by Murad (10.11.1444) whose passage from Asia the crusading fleet

had been unable to prevent. Ladislas was killed, and Hunyadi was captured by Drakul of
Wallachia.
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After his short imprisonment Hunyadi resumed his crusading plans, but with little
enthusiasm on the part of his former allies. So in 1448 he planned a junction with Skander-
beg and invaded Serbia, but his hopes were dashed by Murad’s victory at the third battle
of Kosovo (18-20th October), and in 1450 the Turks and Magyars signed a truce for three
years.



CHAPTER FIVE

The Second Period of Expansion (1451-1503)
(Maps 16-19)

I. THE REIGNS OF MEHMED II AND BAYEZID II
(Maps 16 and 17)

The verdict of history on the career of Mehmed II has been largely coloured by the pro-
found effect of his capture of Constantinople. To the contemporary Western world he
became ‘Mahomet the Conqueror’ and to his own subjects he was ‘Mehmed Fatih’; the
subsequent conquest of the Morea, Trebizond, Serbia and Bosnia, together with the raids
of the dreaded akincis on German and Italian soil, and finally the establishment of a
bridgehead on the heel of Italy, only served to enhance this reputation, which was un-
diminished even by his various repulses at the hands of Hunyadi, Corvinus, Skanderbeg,
and the Knights of Rhodes. The eighteen campaigns he fought bear witness to his astonish-
ing energy:

1451 (Anatolia), 1453 (Constantinople), 1455 (Serbia), 1456 (Belgrade), 1458 (Morea),
1460 (Morea), 1461 (Trebizond), 1462 (Wallachia), 1462 (Lesbos), 1463 (Bosnia),
1464 (Bosnia), 1466 (Albania), 1467 (Albania), 1468 (Karaman), 1470 (Negroponte),
1473 (eastern Anatolia), 1476 (Moldavia), 1478 (Albania).

Yet in point of fact he was modest in his acquisitions and often made little attempt to
follow up a victory; for example, after the defeat of Uzun Hasan in 1473 he seems to have
turned his back deliberately on the large eastward gains which were within his grasp. A
more interesting evaluation of the event of 1453 would appear to be that he took over the
heritage of the Byzantine Empire, and that he spent the rest of his reign in attempting to
round off this legacy by pushing his frontiers to the Danube and Taurus, to the Crimea
and southern Italy, but with no intention of overstraining his resources by proceeding
beyond these limits. The striking coincidence between the empire of the Greeks in
A.p. 1000 and the empire of Mehmed in 1481 is shown in Map 17, and the parallel is
expanded in detail by Toynbee in his Study of History (No. 20, Vol. I, pp. 369-71).
Babinger, in his Mehmed der Eroberer (No. 105, p. 504 of the French translation), shows
further that this conception occurred also to Pius II and the Venetian Signory—the latter
going so far as to point out in a memorandum to the Sultan in 1480 that he had every right
to annex Brindisi, Taranto and Otranto as part of the late Byzantine Empire.

75
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On the other hand, one of the strangest (and least-noticed) features of Mehmed’s
expansionist policy is the frequency with which it was inspired by civil war and succession
quarrels, and the appearance among the rivals of one who appealed to the Sultan, usually
with disastrous effects on his country’s liberty. So often did this occur that a good case
might be made out for exhibiting Mehmed as the supreme opportunist, taking advantage
as he did of the rivalry between the Gattilusii in 1455 and 1456, the Moreote Palaeologiin
1456, and the heirs to Serbia in 1458, Karaman in 1465, Dulkadir in 1468, Herzegovina in
1467, Wallachia in 1473, and the Crimea in 1475; though it must be added that this
characteristic of Mehmed was inherited, for in precisely similar circumstances had his
ancestors obtained their footing in Europe by invitation of Cantacuzenos, while both in
Karasi and Bulgaria fraternal strife had been the occasion for Ottoman intervention!

Bayezid II has naturally suffered by comparison with his great father, but the older
view of him as a weak and ineffective monarch, unworthy to rank with the rest of the ten
first sultans, has changed considerably of recent years (see especially Fisher, in No. 107).
He may not have shown the bellicose vigour of his father or of his earlier namesake, but
he saw clearly the need for a period of consolidation after the new conquests, and he
continued with success Mehmed’s policy of absorbing the enclaves of Venetian and Slav
territory in the Balkan peninsula, particularly after the death of his brother Cem in 1495
had removed the need for caution with regard to his western enemies.

The year 1503 has been selected for the close of the period under review, rathert han
the death of Bayezid in 1512, because it marks the end of an epoch. The peace with
Venice and Hungary brought to a conclusion a long age of almost continuous fighting on
the western fronts, while in the east the appearance of 2 new Persian monarchy on the
Ottoman borders in that year opened a new era.

Until the appearance on the scene of Isma’il Shah Safawi, with his programme of oecumenical conquest
and forcible conversion to Shi’ism, there is no indication of any Ottoman ambition to expand in Asia,
outside the historical limits of Orthodox Christendom, at the expense of other Islamic Powers, just as
there is none of any Ottoman intolerance towards the Shi’ah. The military and religious aggressiveness
of Ism3’1l eventually forced a profound change of policy upon the *Osmanlis on both these heads.
(Toynbee, op. cit, p. 371.)

The following table shows how far the Ottoman empire expanded during the 15th
century and reveals the interesting equilibrium between the two beylerbeyiliks of Rumeli
and Anadolu in 1503 (the assessment includes only directly administered areas and not
vassal-states).

(The details of the numerous campaigns of this period necessitates the use of a multi-
plicity of geographical names which is often intricate and confusing. Such passages are set
in single-spacing for convenience).
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Date Europe Asia Total
(in thousands of square miles)

1389 (death of Murad I) 506 502 1008
1402 (before Ankara) 86-0 1814 2674
1404 (retirement of Timiir) 65°1 460 111X
1413 (restoration of unity) 65°1 66°5 1316
1421 (death of Mehmed I) 76-6 797 156°3
1451 (death of Murad II) 102°9 II§°1 218-0
1481 (death of Mehmed II) 1558 | with 1724 3282
1503 (peace of Buda) 1649 } Kefe 1762 341°1

II. THE ASIATIC FRONT

The acquisitions in Anatolia were inspired by (a) the desire to eliminate the remaining
free states of the Black Sea coastline and (b) the need to destroy the persistently hostile
power of Karaman; but the attainment of these aims brought the Ottomans face to face
with two more important powers—the Akkoyunlu Tiirkmen and the Mamlik Sultans
of Egypt and Syria, and collision proved unavoidable, although no major wars of con-
quest were undertaken against either.

1. The Black Sea coastlands

Previous Ottoman expansion in this direction had left two enclaves—the Genoese
trading port of Amastris (Amasra) and the vassal emirate of Kastamonu and Sinop.
Farther east, beyond the Ottoman province of Canik, lay the Greek ‘empire’ of Trebi-
zond, which in its heyday had stretched from Amasra to the river Phasis but which had
long since dwindled in size and importance till at this time it included little territory
beyond the capital city itself. The Comneni had formerly been vassals of the Selcuks and
later of the Timirids but had managed to escape the Ottoman yoke until in 1453 Mehmed
demanded a regular subsidy, and this was enforced by an attack on the environs of the
town by the governor of Amasya in 1456.

In 1460 the Sultan was ready for an attack on all these tiny states, and the grand vizier
Mahmud Pasa assaulted the Genoese town by sea and land ; reinforcements were impossible
to obtain now that the Dardanelles and Bosphorus were in Turkish hands, and Amastris
soon fell. In the following year Mehmed himself marched against the emir of Sinop,
1smail Bey, who gave way without a struggle and was compensated for the loss of his
dominions by a grant of lands near Filibe in Rumeli. So ended the 150-year-old rule of
the Candar-ogullari in the Kastamonu region, but the family long remained as honourable
members of the Ottoman aristocracy (with the exception of Ismail’s brother Kizil
Ahmed, who was to prove a persistent rebel in later years).

Tt was now the turn of the Comneni. David, last emperor of Trebizond, had put his
faith in Uzun Hasan, chief of the Akkoyunlu and lord of Diyarbekir, who had married
David’s niece; but Uzun Hasan was not yet powerful enough to measure his strength
with the Ottoman, and when Mehmed took from him the strong castle of Koyluhisar
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to the south of Trebizond he made peace at Erzincan. David capitulated on the appearance
of the Sultan (15.8.1461) although his city was strong enough to have withstood a lengthy
siege, and the last fragment of independent Greek rule was absorbed into the empire
(except where a chieftain of the Comneni family still maintained a precarious existence
at Menkup in the Crimea by courtesy of the Genoese and the Tatars).

As for the former possessions of Trebizond along the eastern coast and its mountainous
hinterland, they appear to have been lost long since to the Georgian princes of Samtskhe
and Guria. No attempt was made to add them to the Ottoman dominions at this stage,
though we read in the Georgian annals that raids were made into Klarjeti and Chaneti
(i.e. the valley of the Coruh) during the reigns of the ‘atabegs’ Baadur (1466-75) and

Kai-Khosro I (1500-2) of Samtskhe and that the latter was forced to calm the pashas of
Erzurum and Trebizond ‘with submissive words and continual presents’. The more
remote principalities of Georgia were as yet undisturbed by Ottoman troops, though
under the year 1451 it is recorded that a savage naval raid swept the wild coast of Abkha-
zeti, north of the eastern extremity of the Black Sea (see Brosset, No. 215).

2. Karaman

On the receipt of the news of Mehmed’s accession Sultan Ibrahim of Konya, relying
rashly on his opponent’s youth and inexperience, fomented a revolt in Mentese, Aydn
and Germiyan, and invaded the Ottoman dominions. He was chased out by Ishak Paga, who
took Aksehir and Beysehir ; and when Mehmed took the field in person Ibrahim sued for
peace. This was once again granted, as the Sultan had more urgent matters on hand in
Europe, and tribute was accepted. No annexations were made, but Mehmed took the
precaution of moving the seat of the beylerbeyi of Anadolu from Ankara to Kiitahya,
whence better military roads led to Konya and the lake district.

Ibrahim at last seems to have profited from his continual defeats, and for the rest of his
reign he afforded Mehmed no further worry. Instead he turned his unappeased ambitions
against the Mamliks of Egypt, occupying the Cilician plain with Adana and Tarsus
(1456—7). Once again he was frustrated, and a punitive force restored the former bound-
ary. His old age was much troubled by quarrels between his numerous sons, and on his
death in 1464 in his fortress of Kevele a civil war broke out which led to the final ruin of
the emirate.

Konya was seized by the eldest son, Pir Ahmed, whereupon his half-brother Ishak appealed to
Uzun Hasan, who invaded Karaman on his behalf, installed him as ruler, and left with him as adviser
Kizil Ahmed Candaroglu. Ishak, now wishing to ingratiate himself with Mehmed II, offered the lake-
cities of Aksehir and Beysehir, but the sultan instead demanded the re-establishment of the old frontier
of Bayezid I along the Carsanba river, and when this was rejected, ordered an invasion of Karaman.
Ishak was defeated near Ermenek and the victorious general replaced Pir Ahmed in Konya as the
Sultan’s vassal, while the towns of Aksehir and Beysehir with the forts of igin and Saklan were annexed
outright. Ishak fled, but his young son was allowed to retain Selefke on the Cilician coast (1464/s).

In 1468 Pir Ahmed began to display his inherited ambition and desire for independ-
ence, so Mehmed determined to put an end to Karaman, and marched in person via
Aksehir and Kevele straight on Konya.
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A detachment of the army drove Ishak from Lirende, decimated the tribe of Turgudlu Tiirkmens
in that neighbourhood, and sent many of the industrious artisans of the province to Istanbul. All Kara-
man was now annexed with the exception of Selefke, but in 1470 another expedition was necessary to
defeat Pir Ahmed and Kasim, another of Ibrahim’s sons; the Grand Vizier Rum Mehmed Pasa ruth-
lessly devastated the region of Lirende and Eregli, but suffered such a severe defeat at the hands of the
Varsak Tiitkmen tribe that he was removed from office by the angry sultan. His successor Ishak Paga
(not to be confused with Ishak Karamanoglu) defeated Kasim at Mut, restored the forts of Mut and
Eregli, took the castles of Varkdy, Ughisar and Ortahisar (none-of which can now be identified), and
deported the inhabitants of the rebellious city of Aksaray (1471).

Mehmed now determined to wipe out the remaining petty emirates of the south
coast. First to fall was Aldiye (Alanya), founded by the Selcuks about 1220 and still
ruled by a descendant of the sultans of Rum, who bore the renowned name of Kilig-
Arslan. Gedik Ahmed persuaded the emir to capitulate, and he was rewarded with estates
at Giimiilcine in Thrace (1471). Now or in the following year the neighbouring strong-
holds of Alara and Manavgat were annexed, and in 1472 Gedik Ahmed took from the
surviving members of the Karaman-ogullar1 the port of Selefke and the castle of Lula (the
Lulon of the Greeks, and the Hisn al-Saqaliba of the Arabs).

No sooner was the Sultan’s aim achieved than the whole problem was reopened by
the invasion of Asia Minor by the Akkoyunlu forces, supporting Pir Ahmed, Kasim and
Kizi1l Ahmed (summer of 1472).

Tokat was taken, then Kayseri, while the districts of Amasya and Ankara were ravaged. Then,
while Uzun Hasan watched from Erzincan, the Karaman-ogullari marched through their ancestral
dominions as far as lake Beysehir, only to meet complete defeat at the hands of Daud Pasa and Prince
Mustafa at the battle of Kireli (19.8.1472). Pir Ahmed and Kasim fled, the former to die at Tarsus two
years later, the latter to fling himself into Selefke. Here he had the good fortune to benefit from the
naval crusade sent by the Pope, Venice, Naples and Rhodes which in 1472 raided the Anatolian coast,
burnt {zmir, attacked Antalya, and in the following year added to Kasim’s possessions the towns of Sigin
(Sighino) and Korgos (Korykos), sacking Makri opposite Rhodes before finally retiring.

The situation was largely restored by Gedik Ahmed in 1474, but Kasim seems to have retained his
independence in Selefke till his death in 1482/3. During his last years he once again proved a dangerous
enemy by the assistance he gave to Bayezid’s brother and rival, Cem. In 1481 he raised a revolt in Kara-
man and attacked the Ottomans near Mut; next year he joined Cem at Adana, and though the allies
were foiled in their attempt on Konya they succeeded in occupying Ankara before their final defeat.
Cem fled to Anamur and Rhodes, whence he started on his long journey to imprisonment in France
and Italy; Kasim returned to Selefke, where on his death Bayezid was able at long last to add to his
empire the remaining fragment of the emirate which for a whole century had obstructed the Ottoman
advance.

One last flicker of the old spirit was displayed in 1500, when Mustafa Bey Karamanoglu burnt Lar-
ende and defeated the Ottomans, only to be crushed in 1501 by Mesih Pasa.

3. The struggle with Uzun Hasan

During the long reign of Shih Rukh (1405-47), the powerful and enterprising son of
Timiir, the Tiirkmen hordes of the Karakoyunlu (Black Sheep) of Azerbayjan, and of the
Akkoyunlu (White Sheep) of Diyarbekir, were sources of annoyance rather than of
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danger to their neighbours of Persia, Anatolia and Syria. But when on Shih Rukh’s death
the Timiirid dominions fell apart in civil strife, Cihansah of the Black Sheep (1435-67)
seized the opportunity to found an empire in western Iran and ‘Iraq, only to lose the whole
in a single battle with his younger rival Uzun Hasan of the White Sheep (1453-78) at
Kigi, south-east of Erzincan (I11.11.1467).

The fortunes of the Akkoyunlu had been founded by the favour shown by Timir to
their prince Kara Osman (d. 1434/s), but the threatening power of Cihangah made the
White Sheep turn for protection to the Mamliik Sultans of Egypt. Early in his reign,
however, Uzun Hasan displayed his ambition by capturing from his suzerains Hisn-i Keyf
and Karkar (c. 1459-60) and then contemptuously acknowledged their nominal overlord-
ship by sending them the keys of their own cities. At the same time he demanded that
Mehmed II should not only take no more tribute from Trebizond, with whose dynasty he
had contracted a marriage alliance as we have seen, but should also pay sixty years’
arrears of tribute due to him as the successor of Timiir!

Now the Ottoman diplomatic correspondence shows that while Shah Rukh had
always been treated with extreme deference by the Osmanls, the Tiirkmen rulers were
considered of small account; and Mehmed’s reply to this impertinence was to prepare
for a campaign against the upstart. In 1461 came the march to Sinop already discussed,
after which Mehmed advanced to Koyunluhisar (recently taken by Uzun Hasan from its
local lord) and captured it. Uzun Hasan was by no means ready for a conflict, being heavily
engaged on his eastern frontier, so he hastily made peace at Erzincan and Mehmed turned
north against Trebizond. None the less, Uzun Hasan was unable to resist the appeal made
to him in 1464 by Ishak of Karaman, though, as we have seen, his success in imposing
Ishak as a client prince in Konya was short-lived.

The victory over his rival Cihangah in 1467 trebled Uzun Hasan’s power. The petty
dynast became ruler of an empire which included most of ‘Iraq, two-thirds of Persia, with
Armenia and Azerbayjan, its total area at least equalling that possessed by Mehmed ; and
the European states threatened by the Ottoman advance entertained high hopes from an
alliance with this new force. They were to be disappointed. For some years nothing
happened, in spite of continuous embassies from Venice and the Papacy. And when at
last the clash came, in 14723, it proved very much of an anticlimax; each power won a
battle, but then, instead of continuing the fight, they both withdrew from the frontier
and appeared to ignore the other’s existence for the rest of their reigns.

The geography of the campaign is obscure, but it seems that after the advance forces of the Tiirkmens
had been defeated at Kireli in 1472, Mehmed himself marched in the following year via Tokat and
Niksar to Koyluhisar and Sebin-karahisar, and thence into the plain of Erzincan. Here the Ottoman
vanguard crossed the Euphrates to be defeated in the district of Tercan, and it appears that Mehmed,
discouraged by this, was withdrawing northward, from Erzincan towards Trebizond when he met the
army of Uzun Hasan in the mountains west of Bayburd and won a complete victory (11.8.1473).

Modern historians still tend to confuse matters by alluding to Mehmed’s victory as the ‘battle of
Tercan’ (e.g. Taeschner, not only in his ‘“Wegenetz’, No. 158, Vol. II, p. 6 ff, but also in his article on
‘Anadolu’ in the new ed. of the Encycl. of Islam); and certainly the precise indications of ‘Otluk-beli’
and ‘Ug-agizlu’ given by von Hammer (No. 1, Vol. III, p. 164), and Babinger (No. 105, p. 373) come
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to us from later historians such as Sa‘diiddin ; but the account given by an eyewitness, Giovanni Angio-
lello, who was with the Ottoman army throughout the campaign (No. 113, 80 ff.) shows that the
battlefield was well to the north of Tercan (see also Minorsky in E. Islam, 1st ed., article ‘Uzun Hasan’).
Angiolello says:

‘Having suffered this defeat [i.e. the Ottoman defeat at the river-crossing], the Turk became very
apprehensive, and determined to lead his army back to his country by the shortest route. . . . At
the end of about ten days the Turkish forces, having turned away from the river, with the city
of Baybret on their right, among the mountains which separate Greater and Lesser Armenia, took
their way towards the north-west, entering a valley on the route to Trebizond. At the second halt
we made after entering the valley, at the end of August . . . behold, the Persians appeared on the
mountains on our right.’

In spite of his brilliant success the Sultan made no effort to follow it up, and contented
himself with the annexation of the important citadel of Sebin-karahisar, which remained
for a generation the Ottoman outpost on the north-east frontier of Anatolia. Uzun Hasan
had also had enough of the war, and all efforts of the Venetian Signory to draw him back
into active partnership proved unavailing. Thankful that his defeat had had no material
effect on his reputation, he devoted his last few years to his eastern frontier, and during
the successful reign of his son Yakub (1479-90) relations with the Ottomans remained
friendly and undisturbed. A wide belt of territory between the two powers seems to have
been left as a kind of ‘no-man’s-land’, and although the sultan’s son Bayezid was ordered
in 1480 to invade ‘Georgia’ and to take the two castles of “Torul’ and ‘Mazahilit’ (accord-
ing to the vague notices in the journal of Mehmed Pasa, then Grand Vizier), it is most
unlikely that these (unidentifiable) places are to be sought farther afield than the
mountains between Sivas and Trebizond (see Babinger, op. cit., p. 489).

The continual wars of succession among the heirs of Yakub aroused little interest in
Istanbul : Bayezid did make certain preparations in 1498 for a campaign to assist his son-
in-law Ahmed, but affairs in Europe diverted his attention, and nothing was done to
prevent the rapid destruction of the entire Akkoyunlu family by Isma‘il Shih Safavi
during the first years of the 16th century.

Owing to this lack of interest in a frontier which was so soon to burst into activity,
it is quite impossible to collect sufficient data for the construction of a boundary. The map
therefore shows only the certain extension of the Ottoman line towards Persia in 1503 ;
we cannot say whether Erzincan, Kemah, Bayburd or Erzurum were Ottoman or not.
On the one hand we have the evidence of Giosafa Barbaro (No. 113) that between 1474
and 1478 Bayburd belonged to Uzun Hasan, and the later information from the Turkish
chronicles that in 1508 Selim attacked Bayburd and Erzincan. On the other hand Giovanni
Angiolello (op. cit.) tells us that after his victory of 1473 Mehmed captured Bayburd
before returning to the west (1473), and the Georgian annals already noticed mention the
raids of the pasa of Erzurum between 1500 and 1502. We might fit all these bits of infor-
mation together by assuming (a) that Mehmed’s acquisition of Bayburd was very tem-
porary, (b) that before the end of the century Bayezid had advanced his frontier to
Erzurum, but (c) that between 1502 and 1508 Isma‘il recaptured the Euphrates frontier
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as far as Erzincan. The first assumption is likely enough, but the second is most improb-
able, and the theory put forward already that a wide strip was tacitly regarded as neutral
ground has more to commend it in the absence of precise information.

4. The first war with Egypt

The alliance of the Ottoman sultans with the chiefs of the Dulkadir (Dh’l-Qadr)
Tiirkmens continued throughout this period, but the dangerous proximity of the Akkoy-
unlu had weakened these rulers, and they tended in consequence to rely more on the pro-
tection of their ancient suzerains, the Mamlik Sultans of Egypt; and when civil war
broke out between the sons of the emir Siileyman the courts of Istanbul and Cairo each
tried to assert its influence over this useful buffer state by supporting rival candidates.
So in 1465 the Mamliiks installed $ahbudak as ruler of Malatya ; but the tribesmen, who
disliked him as a fratricide, appealed to Mehmed II, who promptly sent assistance and a
diploma of investiture to another brother, $ahsuvar, and the Ottoman and Egyptian
troops had their first clash at ‘Ayntab (Antep) in 1468 or 1469. In spite of the Ottoman
victory on this occasion, an embassy from Cairo in 1470 seems to have persuaded the
Sultan that $ahbudak was the rightful ruler; but in 1480 yet another brother, Alaiiddevle
(‘Alzal-Dawla), rose in revolt and succeeded with Ottoman help in expelling Sahbudak.

As the recent conquest of Karaman had already brought the Turkish frontier up to the
Taurus Mountains, over against the Egyptian province of Cilicia, there was now no neutral
area between the two powerful states, whose administrative systems were alike based on
an active military organization ; and a clash was inevitable if either meddled in the other’s
sphere of influence.

The Ottoman activity in Dulkadir territory was quickly countered by the Mamlik
Sultan’s support of Bayezid’s brother Cem, who fled to Egypt after his initial defeat at the
battle of Yenisehir (20.6.1481) and was given asylum for the winter and armed assistance
for a renewal of the struggle in the following spring. After Cem’s last defeat and flight
Bayezid encouraged Alaiiddevle to attack the Egyptian garrisons in the north, and Rum-
kale and Antep were captured, though the Turks were defeated near Malatya (1482).
At the same time a Karamanian chief named Karagoz led some troops into Cilicia, took
the cities of Adana and Tarsus, and then entered Bayezid’s service, handing over his
conquests.

It is improbable that the cautious Sultan would have indulged in aggressive action
unless Karagtz had acted first, but he accepted the gift and then opened peace negotiations
(1483). The Mamluk Qait-bay’s reply was to retake the lost towns (1484), so Bayezid in
1485 sent Karagdz at the head of a large army to attack Cilicia, and the war began 1485
91).

Karagoz first secured the pass of Giilek (the Cilician Gates) and the ancient Armenian fort of Partza-
perd in the Taurus Mountains, and then occupied the plain, with Adana, Tarsus and the river
mouths. The Egyptian army under Ozbek defeated the Ottomans near Adana and in a second battle
captured their leader Hersekoglu Ahmed Paga, but the Mamliiks were unable to recover the mountain
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passes, and in 1487 Ottoman troops under Daud Pasa reduced to allegiance the remains of the Varsak and
Turgud tribes of the Tiirkmens (these having fled to the southern slopes of the Taurus for safety after
their brutal treatment by Rum Mehmed Pasa in 1470).

In the spring of 1488 Bayezid sent out a military and naval expedition. The army under Ali Pasa took
Namrun (the old Byzantine fortress of Lampron), Adana, Tarsus, Anavarza (‘Ayn Zarba), Sis, and the
whole region of Kozan, but was discouraged by an indecisive battle at Agacayir1 (17.8.1488) between
Adana and Tarsus and retired to Eregli. The fleet, commanded by the restored Hersekoglu, rashly
attacked Cyprus, but was repulsed at Famagusta by the Venetians, who were acquiring control of the
island. Ozbek recovered the Cilician towns in 1489 and the Egyptians then passed from defence to
attack, thanks to the treachery of Aliiddevle of Dulkadir, who had previously deserted the Ottoman
alliance (1487) and now invaded the empire in conjunction with Ozbek and sacked Kayseri (1490),
capturing the unfortunate Hersekoglu a second time: but a famine led to the retreat of the Mamlik
forces before they could do more damage.

In 1491 both sides were ready for peace. The Sultan of Tunis offered his mediation,
and by the treaty the Cilician towns of Adana and Tarsus and the fort commanding the
southern end of the Giilek Pass were returned to Egypt, but (to save Bayezid’s prestige)
were considered as belonging to the holy cities of Mecca and Medina. For exactly a quarter
of a century (1491-1516) peace was preserved between the two empires. Once, in 1499,
Bayezid planned another campaign, but the outbreak of the Venetian war diverted his
scheme, and in 1501 he confirmed the settlement by sending his daughter to marry the
elderly Mamluk Qansih al-Ghawri (1500-16).

III. THE EUROPEAN FRONT

During the first year of his reign Mehmed II remained at peace with the powers of Europe.
Treaties were renewed with the sovereign states of Venice, Genoa, Hungary, Rhodes and
Serbia, and the position of the vassals in Wallachia and Ragusa and the privileges of the
monks of Mount Athos were confirmed. Only Skanderbeg remained in active hostility in
Albania, and even there we have no record of important events during 1451.

Such a pacific season was not to recur during Mehmed’s lifetime, for each of the next
thirty years brought news of fighting, often on several parts of the frontier at once; and
even during the twenty-two years of Bayezid’s reign which fall within this period we can
only find four—1488, 1489, 1491 and 1495—with no record of military activity anywhere
in the Balkan peninsula, and these exceptions would doubtless disappear if our evidence
of the akinci raids were more precise.

Map 16 shows clearly the results of this ceaseless energy—the expansion of the
sultanate southward into Greece till only Parga, Napoli, Monemvasia and a ring of
islands are left to Christendom, and north-westward towards the line of the Sava-Danube.

1. The end of Byzantium

The famous episode of the siege and capture of Constantinople has been so thoroughly
chronicled and discussed in many volumes that we can here dismiss it briefly.
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The last agony of the Byzantine Empire began with the construction of a new fort—
Rumeli-hisar—on the European side of the Bosphorus, opposite Bayezid Is castle of Giizel-
hisar (1452). The remaining Greek towns in Europe were then attacked—Misivri, Ahyolu,
Vize and Parenthos fell, and only Silivri and Bivados (Epibatos) resisted until the summer.
The siege of the city itself lasted from 2nd April to 29th May, 1453. No help came from
the European powers until, too late, a squadron of papal, Venetian and Neapolitan ships
arrived at Negroponte to hear the news of the fall of Constantinople.

The immediate benefits of Mehmed’s victory, apart from the enormous enhancement
of his personal prestige, were (a) the securing of a great arsenal and dockyard for the
expansion of his naval schemes, (b) the complete control of the Straits with a consequent
stranglehold on European commerce with the Black Sea and its cornlands, and (c) a vast
increase in his available funds from the customs-duties and tolls on shipping. In 1462 he
built two strong castles to guard the Dardanelles—Kilid iil-Bahr on the European side
and Kale-i Sultaniye on the Asiatic shore, while the port of Kadirga Limani was con-
structed as a new harbour for the extension of his fleet.

2. The Aegean Islands (Map 14)

One of the first uses which the Sultan made of his enlarged sea-power was an attempt
to gain control of the Aegean. There was some justification for his aggressive attitude in
that the former Byzantine islands, which he might expect to inherit as the new lord of
Constantinople, had fallen into the hands of Venice and Genoa: the Northern Sporades
(Skyros, Skiathos, Skopelos and Chelidromi) had begged for the protection of the
Signory, while Lemnos and Imbros had been taken over by the Gattilusii, who
already owned Ainos, Thasos, Samothrace and Lesbos.

The Venetians secured their rights for the time being by a treaty in April, 1454, which included their
ally the Duke of Naxos, and the Genoese felt that an increase of tribute, paid in 1453 not only by the
Gattilusii but also by the company of the Mahone for Chios, Samos and Phocaea, would similarly
suffice to protect them from attack. But when in 1455 the Knights of St. John refused to pay for their
Dodecanese Islands Hamza Bey was sent with a squadron into the Aegean : he cruised to Lesbos, ravaged
Chios, and attacked the Hospitallers’ island of Kos, but lost part of his fleet off Chios on the return
journey. In the same year Dorino Gattilusio of Lesbos died, and his son Domenico was forced not only
to pay a heavy succession duty but also to cede Thasos (Tasdz) ; and a second expedition gave the Sultan
the Genoese colonies of Old and New Phocaea (Eski- and Yeni-Foga) on the coast of Saruhan.

Early in 1456 Mehmed took advantage of succession quarrels among the other branch of the Gatti-
lusii and came in person to the capture of Ainos (Enoz), while his fleet took Imbros (Imroz),
Samothrace (Semendirek) and Lemnos (Limni). Meanwhile a Papal squadron led by Cardinal Scarampo
had sailed from Rome and succeeded in chasing the Turkish garrisons from Lemnos, Samothrace and
Thasos. In 1459 Mehmed recovered the three islands, and in 1460 he accorded to Demetrios Palaeologus,
ex-despot of Mistra, the revenues of Enez, Imroz and Limni and part of those of Tagdz and Semendirek,
though Demetrius cannot have enjoyed his wealth for long as he died in 1470 in comparative poverty.
In 1462 the Sultan found a pretext for despoiling in person the last of the Gattilusii of theisland of Lesbos
(Midilli), and in 1475 the Mahone were bereft of Samos (Sisam) and Psara. Of all the Genoese possessions
in the Aegean only the large island of Chios remained, under strict vassalage, until far into the next
century (1566).
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The rest of the Aegean Islands were much harassed by the prolonged war with Venice of 1463-79.
Alviso Loredano attacked Limni in 1463, Giustiniani twice failed at Midilli in 1464, and in the same year
Giacopo Loredano took for Venice Limni and Bozcaada (Tenedos), while Venieri sailed boldly through
the Dardanelles. Two years later Capello seized Imroz, Tagdz and Semendirek (1466) and in 1469
Canale reoccupied Limni and Imroz and burnt Enoz and Yeni-Foga, though he was severely repulsed
at Eski-Foca.

Mehmed now decided on a vigorous stroke against Venice by attacking the great island of Negro-
ponte (Euboea, T. Egriboz). Already in 1469 raiders had burnt Stoura and Vasilikon near Chalcis,
and in the following year the Sultan marched with his army through Thessaly while Mahmud Pasa
and the fleet took Imroz, and after failing in an attack on Limni and Skyros entered the Doro channel
at the south end of Euboea. Chalcis fell on the 12th of July, and the rest of the island, with the strong
castles of Karystos, Aidepsos and Oreos, soon followed, as did the mainland stronghold of Pteleon with
its dependency, Gardiki.

In 1472 appeared the allied fleets of the Papacy, Naples, Rhodes and Venice, which devastated Delos
and Lesbos and sacked Antalya and [zmir, while Antonello burnt the arsenal at Gallipoli ; but the crusade
achieved no permanent conquests, and the rest of the war saw few notable happenings in this theatre
except perhaps in 1477 when the Venetians took Psara and the Turks ravaged Limni and the Duchy of
Naxos. By the peace of 1479 the Sultan recovered Limni, Tasz and Semendirek, and thus all the
northern Aegean was in Ottoman hands except for the Venetian Sporades and the Genoese Chios.

When Mehmed had dealt with Venice to his satisfaction, it was the turn of Rhodes,
whose Grand Master again refused tribute and sought the alliance of Cairo and Tunis.
The two campaigns against the island (December, 1479 and May, 1480) were repulsed,
however, as were the attempts on Telos, north-west of Rhodes (1479) and the main land
fort of Bodrum (1480).

During Bayezid’s reign there was little except diplomatic activity in the Aegean
Islands, this being occasioned by the large share taken by the Knights of St. John in the
intrigues surrounding Cem. Twice, however, during the Venetian War of 1499-1503
Midilli was attacked, by the Venetians in 1500 and by their French allies in 1501. The
treaty which ended the war brought no alterations in the political situation.

3. Greece (Map 14)

To complete the conquest of the Grecian lands the Ottomans had to eliminate the four
remaining powers—the Duchy of Athens, the Despotat of the Morea, the County of
Cephalonia, and the Venetian colonies.

(a) Athens was an easy prey, being annexed in 1456, together with the fort of Syka-
minon and the isle of Panaia (Pyrrha) near Negroponte, although the last duke, Franco
Acciajuoli, was compensated for a time with Thebes and Boeotia as a vassal state. In 1460
he was executed, and the Duchy was extinguished after an existence of 250 years.

(b) The Morea proved much more troublesome, and four major campaigns were
necessary to put an end to the Palacologi. When Constantine had left the peninsula in
1448 to become the last emperor of Constantinople the Morea was divided between his
brothers Demetrius and Thomas. They failed to see the need for union in face of the threat
from the Turks, and by their constant intrigues and jealousies brought on their own heads
the final catastrophe.
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As early as the autumn of 1452 Mehmed dispatched the old warrior Turhan Bey and his sons Ahmed
and Omer with the idea of preventing any help being sent from the Morea to Constantinople. They
forced the Hexamilion and crossed Arcadia to Ithome in Messenia, where they took Neokastron.
Siderokastron resisted successfully, however, and a detachment retreating northward was defeated by
the Greeks in the pass of Dervenaki, Ahmed Bey being captured.

In 1454 the behaviour of the despots led to a revolt, headed by Manuel Cantacuzenos and the
Albanian settlers; Omer defeated the rebels and released his brother, but a second rebellion in October
had to be suppressed by Turhan in person. The Palacologi promised obedience, but neglected to pay
tribute for several years in succession, so in the spring of 1458 Mehmed led a large army via Macedonia,
Thermopylae and Plataea to the Hexamilion. While part of his forces invested Corinth the Sultan
marched to Nemea, sacked Phlious, took Tarsos from the Albanians, then captured Akova and Roupele,
was forced to raise the siege of Pazanike, then proceeded to Tegea, captured Palaiomoukhli, struck
north-west across country, took Patras, dispatched some troops to overrun the western coasts, and
returned to Corinth along the gulf, capturing Vostitsa on the way. On 6th August the citadel of Acro-
corinth surrendered, and the Sultan demanded from the despots a heavy tribute and the cession of all the
districts he had traversed, including Corinth, Patras, Vostitsa and Kalavryta—about a third of the whole
peninsula.

The despots, having profited nothing by this, quarrelled again in 1459, and Thomas seized Karytaina,
St. George, Bordonia, Kastritsa, Kalamata, Zarnata, Leuktron and most of the Mainote peninsula from
his brother, and Kalavryta and Leondari from the Turks, although he failed to recover either Patras or
Corinth. Hamze Zenevisi, sent to raise the siege of Patras, defeated Thomas at Leondari, but had to
return for reinforcements, while Thomas again attacked Patras without success. He now asked Mehmed
for peace terms, but they proved so unacceptable that he sought a reconciliation with Demetrius.

It was too late, for in the early spring of 1460 Zaganos Mehmed Paga invaded the Morea, and had just
raised the siege of Achaea (near Patras) when the Sultan came on a second visit, determined this time to
put an end to the despotat. From Corinth he proceeded to the capital city of Mistra, near the ancient
Sparta, where Demetrios surrendered. His principality became Turkish, with the exception of Monem-
vasia, an impregnable fortress on the south-east coast which placed itself under the protection of the
Pope; and Mehmed turned on Thomas, who fled to Corfu. Bordonia, Kastritsa, Leondari, Gardiki, St.
George, Kyparissia, Karytaina, Androussa and Ithome in turn surrendered; and after he had inspected
the defences of the Venetians at Modon and Koron, the Sultan marched via Elis to Patras. Meanwhile
Zaganos had reduced the castles of the north-west, including Chlomoutsi, Kalavryta, Santameri,
Grevena, Kastrimenon and Listrina, and Mehmed found only the strong fortress of Salmenikon,
between Patras and Vostitsa, still holding out. It resisted successfully for a year, falling in 1461, long after
the Sultan had returned via Vostitsa, Lake Pheneus and Phlious to Corinth and Athens.

(c) Before he quitted Greece, Mehmed ordered a