D.A. Korobeinikov

How ‘Byzantine’ were the early Ottomans?
Bithynia in ca. 1290-1450

Osmanskii mir i osmanistia. Sbhornik statei k 100-letiin so dnia rozhdeniia A.S. Tveritinovoi (1910-
1973) [The Ottoman World and Ottoman Studies. In memoriam of A.S. Tveritinova (1910-1973)],
eds. L.V. Zaitsev and S.F. Oreshkova (Moscow, 2010), pp. 215-239

NB [ /ist the pagination for both the main body of the texct and the footnotes

[p- 215] In 1916 Richard Dawkins published his famous book “Modern Greek in
Asia Minor”. The Greek dialects described were soon to disappear: in 1921-1922 after the
protracted First World War and the following “population exchange” between Greece and
the modern Turkish state, the Greek dialects of Asia Minor had all but vanished. The study
of Dawkins remains perhaps the most accurate transcription of the lost speech of the
Greek inhabitants of Asia Minor, while in their homeland, whose tongue descended from
the Byzantine population of Anatolia. Though his study mostly focused on the Greek
vernacular in Cappadocia, nevertheless Dawkins briefly mentioned other obscure Greek
dialects. One of them was in Bithynia, in the villages of Demirtas and Abuliond near Bursa.
The dialect was notorious for its peculiar Genitive plural form in -po0 (e.g. AQTOVAPOT
instead of avT®V)'. Despite the imperfect transcription, this instance alone allowed
Dawkins to suggest that this dialect was a remnant, or at least inherited features, of the
speech of the native Byzantine population. Did this show an extant Greek Anatolian
population in the former Ottoman ethnic melting-pot of Bithynia? That sounded
impossible.

[p- 216] To understand the boldness of Dawkins’ conclusions, one should recall
what Bursa was in the nineteenth century. The city was one of the chief Ottoman
economic centres, famous for its flourishing silk industry; and as such attracted many
Greek craftsmen who settled in Bursa during the last periods of Tourkokratia. I do not

know whether the Greeks in Bursa developed a special dialect; despite the scantiness of

[p. 215] ' R.M. Dawkins, Modern Greek in Asia Minor. A S, tudy of the Dialects of Silli, Cappadocia and Pharasa with
Grammar, Texts, Translations and Glossary (Cambridge, 1916), pp. 37, 125, 143-144.
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evidence, it would be far safer to suggest that the numerous Greek population in Bithynia
belonged to a larger Greek area in the Marmara, with Constantinople as their centre. To
choose this obscure though once prosperous village from all other Greek settlements in
Bithynia and to describe its tongue as a descendant of a forgotten Byzantine vernacular
required an outstanding historical intuition. So exactly how intense were the Ottoman
conquests and the consequent Ottoman settlements in Bithynia? What were the relations
between the Byzantine Greek population and the newcomers?

The Turkish conquest of Anatolia was a gradual process. After the battle at
Mantzikert in 1071 the central Anatolian plateau became the cradle for the Seljuk Sultanate
of Ram. The Byzantines still retained the rich lowlands in Western Anatolia and all the
coastal regions of the peninsula. However, after the fall of Constantinople in 1204 to the
participants of the Fourth Crusade Byzantium disappeared. The weakness of the Byzantine
successor states allowed the Seljuks to get access to two important ports in Asia Minor:
Antalya which they conquered in 1207; and Sinop, surrendered by Alexios I Grand
Comnenus, the founder of the Empire of Trebizond, in 1214. From that moment on, the
eastern border of the Nicaean empire, and then of the restored Byzantium, faced only the
Seljuks: there were no other Christian or Muslim states on the empire’s borders after 1214.

Let me first describe the geographical limits of the Byzantine-Seljuk border as it was
in the 1250s. To the north, Tios, Amastris and Kromna as far as Thymaina near Kerempe
Burnu were Byzantine possessions’; while Kastamonu and Safranbolu were centres of the

Seljuk part of Paphlagonia’. In Bithynia, Klaudiopolis (Bolu) may have been in Seljuk hands

[p. 216] ? Georgii Acropolitaec Opera, eds. A. Heisenberg et P. Wirth, 2 vols (Stuttgart, 1978), i, p. 18, 1.3
(hereafter Akropolites); Georges Pachyméres, Relations historiques, ed. A. Failler, tr. A. Failler and V. Laurent, 2
vols in 5 parts (Paris, 1984-2000), i, p. 405, 11.14-18 (hereafter Pachymeres); K. Belke, Paphlagonien und Honorias
[Tabula Imperii Byzantini, 9] (Vienna, 1996), pp. 161-170, 241-242, 276-278. On Amastris, see also J. Crow,
S. Hill, “The Byzantine fortifications of Amastris in Paphlagonia”, Anatolian Studies 45 (1995), pp. 251-265.
On Thymaina, see Pachymeres, ii, p. 359, 1.17; Belke, Paphlagonien, pp. 274-275. That the eastern limits of the
Empire of Nicaea reached Rhodes, Tripolis and the Cape Karambis (Kerembe Burnu), is mentioned by the
Emperor Theodore 1T Laskatis: Theodori Ducae 1ascaris Epistulae CCXV/1I, ed. N. Festa (Florence, 1898), letter
44, p. 57,11.32-36.

? The most accurate map of the Byzantine possessions in Paphlagonia can be found in I. Booth, “Michael
VIII Palacologos and the Sangarios frontier 1280 to 1282, Archeion Ponton 49 (2002), pp. 320, 328. See also: J.
Crow, “Alexios Komenenos and Kastamon: Castles and Settlements in Middle Byzantine Paphlagonia”, in
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since the end of the twelfth century’, but the strategically important region of Tarsia
[p. 217] (near Adapazari), on the main road from Bithynia to Paphlagonia, was certainly
Byzantine’. The border ran along the river Sangarios, the left bank of which was Byzantine;
moreover, Byzantine fortifications (like Kabeia (Geyve)®) were situated on the river’s right
bank’. The Emperor Michael Palaiologos created a wooden wall on the right bank of
Sangarios in 1281, in order to protect the region of Tarsia and the bridge of Justinian
against the Turks”.

Thus, Nicaea, the ‘capital’ of Byzantine Asia Minor, had a very dangerous location,
in close proximity to the border. That is why this important city was surrounded by many
fortresses, such as Angelokomis (Inegol), Belokomis (Bilecik) and Melangeia/Malagina
(Yenisehir)’. The Byzantine fortification line almost surrounded Bithynia, stretching as far
as Achyraios (Balikesir)'’ and further south to Kalamos''. This part of the Nicaean border
is the most obscure; we know more about Nicaean castles situated further south, in Lydia,

with its centres Sardis and Philadelpheia (Alasehir). This was the richest part of the Nicaean

Alexios 1 Komnenos, eds. M. Mullet and D. Smythe [Belfast texts and translations, vol. IV, part 1] (Holywood,
1996), pp. 12-36.

* C. Cahen, The Formation of Turkey. The Seljukid Sultanate of Rim: Eleventl to Fonrteenth Century (Harlow, 2001),
p. 44; C. Foss, “Byzantine Malagina and the Lower Sangarius”, Anatolian Studies 40 (1990), pp. 173-174.

[p. 217] 5 Nicetas Choniates, Historia, ed. I.A. van Dieten (Berlin, 1975), p. 640, 1.13-15; p. 641, 11.40-42;
Belke, Paphlagonien, pp. 264-266; A.A.M. Bryer, “David Komnenos and Saint Eleutherios”, Archeion Ponton 42
(1988-1989), pp. 171-186. Foss suggests that Plousias/Prousias was probably lost by the Byzantines after
1225-1231, but no source confirms his point of view: C. Foss, “Byzantine Malagina and the Lower
Sangarius”, Anatolian Studies 40 (1990), pp. 173-174. Cf. Booth, “Michael VIII Palacologos”, pp. 322-323.

6 Pachymeres, i, p. 535, 1.1-2.

7 Pachymeres, i, p. 407, 11.16-20; p. 633, 11.12-17; ii, p. 363, 11.9-10, 24-25.

8 Pachymeres, i, p. 635, 1.29 — p. 637, 1.3; p. 406, n 3; pp. 632-633, n 7; i, p. 363, 11.9-14. On the bridge of
Justinian over the Sangarios, see M. Whitby, “Justinian’s Bridge over the Sangarius and the Date of
Procopius’ De Aedificiis”, Journal of Hellenic Studies 105 (1985), pp. 129-136; W.M. Ramsey, The Historical
Geography of Asia Minor (London, 1890), p. 460.

? Pachymeres, ii, p. 453, 125 — p. 455, 1.15; on Melangeia/Malagina, the region and its town, see Foss,
“Byzantine Malagina”, pp. 161-172. On the history of the city of Nicaea, see C. Foss, Nicaca: a Byzantine
Capital and its Praises (Brookline, Mass., 1996), pp. 57-87.

' Akropolites, i, p. 37, 1.7; p. 185, 1.24; p. 278, 1.22; Pachymeres, i, p. 657, .12-18; Theodori Ducae Lascaris
Epistulae, letter 180, p. 231, 1.9; L. Robert, Villes d’Asie Mineure. Etudes de géographie ancienne (Patis, 1962), pp.
385-380.

1 Akropolites, i, p. 28, L4; p. 185, 1.23; p. 294, 1.23; Notitiae Episcopatuum Ecclesiae Constantingpolitanae, ed. J.
Darrouzes (Paris, 1981), pp. 105, 106 note 4; Not. 10, p. 313, 1.127-128; P. Golubovich, “Disputatio
Latinorum et Graecorum seu relatio apoctisatiorum Gregorii IX de gestis Nicaeae in Bithynia et Nymphaeae
in Lydia, 12347, Archivum franciscanum bistoricnm 12 (1919), p. 464 (29); Ramsey, The Historical Geography of Asia
Minor, p. 129; Robert, Villes d’Asie Mineure, pp. 66-69; J.S. Langdon, Byzantinm’s Last Imperial Offensive in Asia
Minor. The Documentary Evidence for and the Hagiographical Lore about John III Dukas 1V atatzes’ Crusade against the
Turks, 1222 or 1225 t0 1231 (New York, 1992), p. 23.
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empire; Magneseia (Manisa) and Nymphaion were the chief residences of the Emperor

John IIT Batatzes". Philadelpheia, like Nicaea, was located near to the frontier zone.
However, the chief Byzantine strongholds lay further south, on the river Maeander.

The valleys that surrounded the river were some of the richest territories of the Nicaean

empire; Pachymeres called this land “the second Palestina”"

. The Byzantines possessed not
only the right bank of the [p. 218] Maeander, but also the lands on the left bank, in the old
province of Karia'’. The chief Nicaean strongholds south of the Maeander were Antioch-
on-Maeander"’, Miletos'’, Melanoudion'” and Mylasa (Milas)"®.

The extant Byzantine documents provide us with a picture of a prosperous and
densely populated state. What lay further east, beyond the Byzantine borders? Unlike
Byzantium, the Seljuk Sultanate of Ram was a relatively new formation. Though founded
soon after the brilliant Seljuk victory at Manzikert in 1071, the Seljuk Sultanate of Rum was
only one of many Turkic states that appeared in the recently conquered Byzantine lands. It

was only in 1174-1175 and in 1228-1241 that the Seljuk state in Rum absorbed other

Turkic states in the peninsula and the vast territories, which were almost as large as the

"2 Ducas, Istoria Turco-Byzantind (1341-1462), ed. V. Grecu (Bucharest, 1958), p. 33, 1.13-14; H. Ahrweiler,
“L’histoire et la géographie de la région de Smyrne entre les deux occupations turques (1081-1317),
particulicrement au XIII siecle”, Travaux et Mémoires, 1 (1965), pp. 42-47; C. Foss, “Late Byzantine
fortifications in Lydia”, in zbidem, Cities, Fortresses and Villages of Byzantine Asia Minor (Aldershot, 1996)
[Variorum Reprints Series], article VI, pp. 298, 307-311.

" Pachymeres, i, p. 403, 1.22-23.

[p- 218] " Pachymeres, i, p. 405, 1.2; p. 591, 1.30.

15 Akropolites, i, pp. 15, 123; p. 16, 1.10; Pachymeres, i, p. 591, 1.30; H. Barnes, M. Whittow, “Medieval
Castles”, Anatolian Archaeology 2 (1996), pp. 14-15; M. Whittow, Social and Political Structures in the Maeander
Region of Western Asia Minor on the Eve of the Turkish Invasion, 3 vols (Oxford, 1987) [unpublished D.Phil.
thesis], i, pp. 156-165.

o Pachymeres, i, p. 593, 1.3. The documentary sources also mention it as ‘the fortress of Palation/Palatia’ (T0
kdotpov HaAatiwv, modern Balat): Acta et diplomata graeca medii aevi sacra et profana, eds. F. Miklosich and
J.Mller, 6 vols. (Vienna, 1860-1890), iv, pp. 290-295; vi, pp. 157-158, 162-163, 166, 168-177, 182-183, 188-
191, 195-201 (hereafter MM); Buavriva Eyypapoa ¢ Movij¢ Idtuov, eds. EI. Branouse and
M. Nystazopoulou-Pelekidou, 2 vols. (Athens, 1980), i, pp. 121, 128, 226, 232, 238, 244, 283, 300; ii, pp. 137-
140, 153, 158-159, 171-172, 214-215 (hereafter BE).

"7 Pachymeres, ii, p. 239, 11.8-10; MM iv, p. 291, vi, pp. 166, 201, 213, 234-235; BE i, p. 226, 232, 259-269; ii,
pp- 177, 214.

MM iv, p. 291; vi, p. 166; BE i, p. 226. On the other Byzantine fortifications along the river Maeander (for
example, Mastaura, which was located 5 km north-east of the modern Nazilli), see C. Foss, “Archaeology and
the “T'wenty Cities’ of Byzantine Asia”, Awmerican Journal of Archaeology 81 (1977), pp. 467-486; Whittow, Social
and Political Structures in the Maeander Region, 1, pp. 72-192; ii, pp. 193-265; H. Barnes, M. Whittow, “The Oxford
University/British Institute of Archacology at Ankara Survey of Medieval Castles of Anatolia (1992).
Mastaura Kalesi: a preliminary report”, Anatolian Studies 43 (1993), pp. 117-135; ibidens, “The Oxford
University/British Institute of Archaeology at Ankara Survey of Medieval Castles of Anatolia (1993). Yilanlt
Kalesi: preliminary report and new perspectives”, Anatolian Studies 44 (1994), pp. 187-200.
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Sultanate itself at the moment of the conquest. Not all of these territories were
incorporated into the Seljuk state after a violent and oppressive military campaign: some
accepted Seljuk rule willingly. We know very little of how the Seljuks re-organized the
conquered territories; but the evidence suggests that the sultans used the most simple and
convenient way: they replaced the amir, governor or other power but did not usually
eliminate the previous dynasty or its aristocracy.

The bulk of the aristocracy at the Seljukid court was Turkish by origin' and
Turkish titles were used together with Arab and Persian ones™. But the ruling dynasty
adopted Iranian names such as “Kay-Kawus”, “Kay-Qubad”, and “Kay-Khusraw” which
were derived from the names of the legendary shahs of the Kayanid dynasty in Iran, the
founders of the Persian Empire”. This was not accidental. The vast bureaucratic apparatus
with its strong Persian influence in both language and culture was the chief tool with which
[p. 219] the sultans ruled over their vast realm in Anatolia. The paradox was that the
Turks, especially the nomadic ones, who were fellow kinsmen of the Seljuks, did not
provide major support for the Seljuk sultans.

Thus, the Seljuk state in Rim was multi-ethnic. Its subjects were Greeks, Syriac
people, Armenians, Turks, Kurds, Arabs and Persians. Of these, the Greeks, Syrians,
Armenians, Kurds and Arabs had been settled in Asia Minor before the Turkish conquest;
whilst the majority of the Turks and Persians were mostly a new population. Though
dispersed throughout the peninsula, the nomadic Turks largely concentrated in the border
zone, ot, as the Tuks called it, the #c.

Each ethnic group historically had its own niche in the Sultanate. The Turks were
nomads half-independent of the central government; the Greeks and the Armenians

represented a partly rural and partly urban population, as did the Syrians and Arabs in the

¥ pM. [ykypos, “Tropkn Ha mpasocaasHom [lonte B XIII-XV BB.: HauaAbHBI 5TA1 TFOpKU3anumn?” //
TTpuuepromopee 6 gpedrue sexa 2 (1995), c. 70-71.

P B.A. Topaaesckuit, I ocydapemeo Cenvongyxudos Manoi Asuu (Mockpa; Aenunrpaa, 1941), c. 59.

I R. Shukurov, “AIMA: the blood of the Grand Komnenoi”, Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies 19 (1995), pp.
176-178.
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south-east of Asia Minor. As for the Persian and Arab townsfolk, they moved to Anatolia
after the Seljuk conquest. This immigration, mostly from Central Asia, was so large that
Persian became one of the spoken languages of the Sultanate and the term “Tajik’ was
applied to the sedentary population. The Persian influence on Anatolia was so significant
that not only official documents, historical records and literary works were written in this
language but even the sermons of the Mevlevi dervises were composed in Persian and
Greek™.

When historians describe invasions of the early Ottomans, they usually suggest a
somewhat dichotomic picture, namely that the Turks had conquered the remaining Greek
lands: “The Turks against the Greeks”. As I will try to demonstrate the ethnic situation was
far more complex.

Let me start from the Greeks, or, as they were called, the 77, in Asia Minor under
the Seljuk rule. Doubtlessly they preserved their Byzantine identity: we read in the
dedicatory inscription in Karst Kilise, Giilsehir, in Cappadocia, certainly in Seljuk territory:
“...under the reign of the [emperor] Theodore I Laskaris, in the year AM 6720, in the

fifteenth indiction, April 257*

, 1.e. 25 April 1212, This means that the Greek population in
Cappadokia, whilst under the authority of the Seljuk Sultan, nevertheless recognized the
Byzantine emperor as their chief suzerain. In some inscriptions, both the sultan and the
emperor were commemorated, as was the case in the inscription of the church of St
George of Beliserama (Cappadocia): ““...[during the reign| of the most high, the most noble
great sultan Mas‘id, when the lord Andronikos II [reigned] over the Romans” ([éml] pev

t00 tavnuymAot[dtov] peyadoyévoug pueydAov covAtdv[iov Majoovtn, €ni 8¢ Pwpéwv

BaoiAéPovtoc ku(pol) Av[dpovikov]). The date of the inscription should be placed

[p. 219] * Cf. Kerimiiddin Mahmud Aksarayi, Miisameret jil-abbar. Mogollar zamanmda Tiirkiye Selgnklular: Taribi,
ed. O. Turan (Ankara, 1944), p. 172.

2 The founder of the brotherhood, Jalal al-Din Rami, wrote in Turkish as well as in Greek (A.-M. Schimmel,
Mpystical Dimensions of Islam (Chappel-Hills, 1975), p. 312). However, the vast majority of Rum1’s works (as well
as those of his son Sultan Veled) were composed in Persian.

*C. Jolivet-Lévi, Etudes Cappadociennes (London, 2002), p. 289.



7

between 1283 and 1295”. We also know that some Byzantine aristocratic families (the
[p- 220] Komnenoi”, the Tornikioi”’, the Gabrades™ and the Mavrozomai®) belonged to
the high Seljuk nobility. Even when Muslims, they nevertheless preserved their family
names, which means that they remembered their Byzantine ancestry. Moreover, the Greek
population per se was not entirely restricted to the chief cities of the Sultanate. Sometimes
we find Greek villages or towns in the frontier zone, alongside the Turkish nomadic

30

tribes™. But we must remember that the position of the Rumi Greeks who retained their

PN Thierry, M. Thierry, Nouvelles Eglises rupestres de Cappadoce. Région du Hasan Dagr (Paris, 1963), p. 202; V.
Laurent, “Note additionnelle. L’inscription de I'église Saint-Georges de Bélisérama”, [p. 220] Revue des FEitudes
Byzantines 26 (1968), pp. 367-371; P.M. Ilykypos, “Marymsr: Tropkckas (paMHAHNA Ha BU3AHTHHCKON cAyxKOe”
/| Busanmuiicxue ouepxu (Canxr-Ilerepbypr, 2006), c. 210-217.

% In 1140 John Komnenos, son of sebastokrator Isaac Komnenos, took the side of the Seljuks. He married a
daughter of one of the sultan’s retainers. About him, see: Choniates, Historia, p. 34, 1.4 — p. 306, 1.71; Ioannis
Cinnami epitome rerum ab Ioanne et Alexio Commnenis gestarum, ed. A. Meineke (Bonn, 1836), p. 21,13 — p. 22, 1.4
(hereafter - Kinnamos); K. Barzos, ‘H T'eveadoyia t@v Kouvv@v, 2 vols (Thessaloniki, 1984), i, pp. 480-485.
7 A certain amir Tornik helped Kili¢ Arslan IIT (1204 — Matrch 1205) to seize the throne at the end of 1204,
after the death of the Sultan Rukn al-Din Sileyman (1196-1204). Ibn Bibi, who writes about this fact, adds
that amir Tornik came from Tokat: Histoire des Seldjoucides d'Asie Minenre, d'aprés I'abrégé du Seldjonknameb d'lbn-
Bibi: texte persan, ed. M. Th. Houtsma (Leiden, 1902) [Recueil de textes relatifs a ’histoire des Seldjoucides, iv],
p. 23 (hereafter Ibn Bibi), H. Duda, Die Seltschukengeschichte des 1bn Bibi (Kopenhagen, 1959), p. 36 (a)
(hereafter Ibn Bibi (Duda)).

** For Ikhtiyar al-Din ibn Gawras who was governor in Konya in 1189 and had some possessions in the
Seljuk Pontos, see: Imad al-Din al-Isfahani, Conguéte de la Syrie et de la Palestine par Salih ed-din, ed. C. de
Landberg, 2 vols (Leiden, 1888) i, p. 451; ‘Izz al-Din Abu al-Hasan ‘Al Ibn al-Athir, a/-Kawil fi al-tarikh, 11
vols. (Beirut, 1998), x, p. 219; Michel le Syrien, Chronigue, ed. and tr. J.B. Chabot, 4 vols (Paris, 1899-1910), iii,
p- 388 (French translation); iv, p. 725 (Syriac text); C. Cahen, “Selgukides, Turcomans et Allemends au temps
de la troisieme croisade”, in zbidens, Turcobyzantina et Oriens Christianns (London, 1974) [Variorum Reprints
Series], article IX, p. 26; idem, “Une famille byzantine au service des Seldjuqides d’Asie Mineure”, in zbiden,
Turcobyzantina et Oriens Christianus, article VIII, p. 147-149; A.A.M. Bryer, “A Byzantine Family: the Gabrades,
c.979 - ¢.1653”, in idem, The Empire of Trebizond and the Pontos (London, 1980) [Variorum Reprints Series],
article IIla, p. 181, n 10. About other Gabroi/Gavroi in the Seljukid Sultanate in the twelfth—thirteenth
century, see also: P.M. bapruksam, “O BusanTuiickoi apuCTOKpaTIdeckoi cembe I'aspac”, Patma-banasirakan
handes: Uemopuro-gpunonoeuyeckusi sypran Apmanckoii Axademuu Hayx CCCP, Boiryck 1987 r.: Ne 3, c. 190-200;
Ne 4, c. 181-193; Bermyck 1988 r.: Ne 1, c. 163-177.

¥ The descendants of Manuel Maurozomes, who was the famous awir Kumniniis Mafruzim, the father-in-law
of the Sultan Kay-Khusraw I, are found in the Konya inscription, dated in 1297: John Komnenos
Maurozomes, his son John Komnenos and his grandson amir Michael Komnenos. On them, see P. Wittek,
“L’épitaphe d’un Comnene a Konia, Byzantion 10 (1935), pp. 505-515, idem, “Encore I'épitaphe d’un
Comnéne a Konia, Byzantion 12 (1937), pp. 207-211; Barzos, H I'eveadoyio Tayv Kouvvav, ii, pp. 496-502;
D. Korobeinikov, “A sultan in Constantinople: the feasts of Ghiyath al-Din Kay-Khusraw 17, in Eat, Drink
and Be Merry (Luke 12:19) — Food and Wine in Byzantium. Papers of the 37" Annual Spring Symposinm of Byzantine
Studies, in Honour of Professor A.A.M. Bryer, eds. L. Brubaker and K. Linardou (Aldetshot, 2007) [Society for the
Promotion of the Byzantine Studies: Publications, vol. 13], pp. 93-108; S. Métivier, “Les Maurozomai,
Byzance et le sultanat de Ram. Note sut le sceau de Jean Comnéne Maurozémés”, Revie des Ftudes Byzantines
67 (2009), pp. 197-208. On Manuel Maurozomes as sultan’s father-in-law, fl. 1200-1226, see: Choniates,
Historia, p. 626, 11.47-52; Ibn al-Athir, x, p. 295; Ibn Bibi, pp. 26, 129; Ibn Bibi (Duda), pp. 38, 131 (note 83),
330-331; Ibn-i Bibi, ELEvimiri’l-"Aldiye fil-umiri’l-"Alé’iyye, ed. A.S. Brzi (Ankara, 1956), pp. 80, 305;
Yazicizade Ali, Tevarih-i Al-i Selyuk (Ogugname-Selgnklu Taribi), ed. A. Bakir (Istanbul, 2009), pp. 219, 444-445.
30 Cf, for example, the descriptions of Laodikeia/Denizli in the thirteenth century: Akropolites, i, p. 143, 1.23
— p. 144, 1.15; p. 295, 11.2-1; Abu al-Hasan ibn Musa ibn Sa‘id al-Maghribi, Kitdb al-Jughrafiya Beyrut, 1970), p.
185; idem, Bast al-ard, MS Bodleian Library, Seld. superius 76, fol. 61a; C. Cahen, “Ibn Sa‘id sur P’Asie
Mineure Seldjuqide”, in zbiden, Turcobyzantina et Oriens Christianus, article XI, pp. 42-43; X. de Planhol, “Le
cadre géographique: le pays de Laodicée-Denizli”, in J. Des Gagniers, P. Devambez, L. Kahil, R. Ginouves,
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Christian beliefs was completely different from that in the old Byzantine Empire. The
Byzantines, in particular the emperor Michael VIII Palaiologos, sometimes called [p. 221]
the Rumi “our Persian enemies”, thus making no distinction between the Rumi and the
Seljuks™. Indeed, the Greeks in Asia Minor dressed like Turks; if they used a weapon, it
was a Turkish sabre, not a European sword; moreover, their vernacular, with many Turkish
and Persian loan words, diverged more and more from the tongue of the Byzantine
Greeks. Without Byzantine education, the vernacular gained. We can trace this process
from the evidence of various sources. For example, Choniates did not manage to

understand the Rumi Greeks’ spelling of the Turkish name of Ak-Saray as ta "A€apa, the

reduced form of which is Ta€apa (‘the city of Ak-saray’), and mistakenly inverted an
additional article T&: 6 MaooUT... tapevéBadev €ig [ta TaEapa, & £otiv 1) TdAat Aeyouévn
KoAdvela (‘Mas‘ad entered the city of Ak-saray, formerly known as Koloneia’)*. This is
the case in the dictionary which was composed by al-Malik al-Afdal al-‘Abbas b. “Alf (1363-
1377), the Rasulid sultan of Aden, who was thought to have been a distant relative of the
Mengticek dynasty (fl in Erzincan, Divrigi and Kemah from the twelfth until the thirteenth
century). This dictionary contains entries in five principal languages: Arabic, Persian,
Turkic, Greek and Armenian. As to Greek, without doubt the entries pointed to the

Cypriot-Anatolian vernacular: consider the forms 0i/ds ( 5kl ‘sun’) instead of fA0G, ghlisan
(sle) instead of yAwooa, ghamrin (.., ‘son-in-law’, ‘bridegroom’) instead of

Yauppdg, obviously from Cappadocian yaubPpdg, in which [b] had dropped out; consider

Laodicée du Lycos, le Nymphée: campagnes 1961-1963 (Québec and Paris, 1969) [Université Laval, Recherches
archéologiques, série I: fouilles], pp. 391-413.

[p- 221] *' “Tumkov Tfg év ¢ Meplwviuw Pouve Tod AbEevtiov katd v émapxiov XaAkndévog
BaciAikfic poviic ToD 'Apxiotpatfiyov Mixadd, g ktitwp 6 Pacihedg MixanA mp&drog TGV
NaAatoASywV”, in Onucarue aumypenueckux pyxonuced, xparnamuxca 6 Gubauomexax npasocrasiozo Bocmora, maa. A.
Ammrrpresckuit, B 2-x 11. (Kues, 1895), it Tomikd, wacte 1: [lamamnuxu nampuapuux yoma6os u kmumopexie
Monacmstpexue munuxonst, . 191; “Typikon of Michael VIII Palaiologos for the Monastery of the Archangel
Michael on Mount Auxentios near Chalcedon”, tr. G. Dennis, in Bygantine Monastic Foundation Documents. A
Complete Translation of the Surviving Founders’ Typika and Testaments, eds. J. Thomas, A.C. Hero, with assistance of
G. Constable, (electronic version [ http://www.doaks.org/typ000.html ], 1999), p. 1231; AA.
KopobGetinukos, “Muxana VIII ITaareoror B Pymckom cyaranare”, Busanmuiickui spemennux 64 (89) (2005), c.
82.

32 Choniates, Historia, p. 53, 11.45-46.
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also the Anatolian Turkish loan words, unattested in Greek in the fourteenth century:

dagharjitki (S s= ,&)>, ‘small leather sack’) from dagarck; ot takds (LSS, ‘goat’) from feke”.

However, the best example of the existing bilingualism in Asia Minor was the
poetty of Maulana Jalal al-Din Rami (AH 605-672/AD 1207-1273), the great Persian
mystic. Despite his nickname ‘Ramt’, which literally meant ‘Byzantine’, he was of Persian
origin from Balkh in Central Asia. At an eatly age he traveled with his father who finally
settled in Konya. There he had founded the dervis brotherthood of Mevlevi, known to the
Europeans as ‘Whitling dervises’. His spiritual writings are immense as well as his excellent
[p. 222] poetry. The bulk of his writings were in Persian, but some of his verses were
addressed in three languages (Persian, Turkish and Greek) to the city dwellers of Konya,
for example:
ATIOR N
A\ . P
258\ (8 g
Gy A G g S

&7 & LTI

Kdli tish-i apanusii ay efends chelebi

Nimshab bar nam-i ma ta garami talabi

Ke siyab pish u ‘asa ke man kalsiyeris

Ke ‘ammama u nize ke gharibam ‘arabi

Good luck be upon you, o efendi chelebi

[Who is] at night seeking love in my name

Me who is dressed in black and [bas] a stick of a monk;

Or [sometime] a turban and spear of an Arab stranger

The first line is Greek (KaAr toxn dndavw cov, €, apévtn toeAeufn), though celebi is a

Turkish title for a gentleman. The second line contains the Greek word kaAdyepog

33 The King’s Dictionary. The Rasilid Hexaglot: Fourteenth Century 1V ocabularies in Arabic, Persian, Turkic, Greek,
Armenian and Mongol, trans. T. Halasi-Kun, P.B. Golden, L. Ligeti, E. Schiitz; ed. P.B. Golden (Leiden,
Boston, Koéln: Brill, 2000) [Handbuch der Orientalistik, Achte Abteilung: Zentralasien, Bd. 4], pp. 20
(Introduction), 99, 110, 134, 168, 181; MS facsimile (ptivate possession, Yemen), fols. 189, col. B, 1.16; 190, col.
B, 1.19; 192, col. B, 1.14; 195, col. B, 1.6; 196, col. B, 1.13. On the ‘Mencik’-Menglicek ancestry of the Rasulids,
see: P.B. Golden, “The World of the Rasulid Hexaglot”, in The King’s Dictionary. The Rasailid Hexaglot: Fourteenth
Century Vocabularies in Arabic, Persian, Turkic, Greek, Armenian and Mongol, p. 22 note 80; C.E. Bosworth, The
New Istamic Dynasties. A Chronological and Genealogical Manual (Edinburgh, 2004), pp. 108-109.
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(‘monk’). Other verses were Persian. The use of Greek in this multicultural society was not
exceptional: Jalal al-Din’s son, Sultan Veled, himself an excellent poet, even exclaimed “I
am going to speak Greek, so that you listen [to me], my rose-coloured beauty” (N’ €inw
€00 pwUATKd, V' akodG €ov, KaAn podivh). The language is Greek but the poetical form is
Persian™. These Greek-Turkish language encounters left their trace even in the Modern
Turkish language. In the clearest form these are attested in the Turkish Pontic dialect; but
similar features, though to a lesser extent, can be found in Ottoman as well. The simplest
example of the Greek influence is the emphasizing in pronunciation of the Turkish capital
as Ankara, instead of the expected Ankari; Kastimonu (Castra Comnenon) instead of
Kastamonu. The archaic features of the modern Turkish dialects in the Pontic region allow
B. Brendemoen to advance a theory according to which the Turkish dialect of the tribal
confederation of Ag-goyuniu, founded on the territory of the Empire of Trebizond, was
bilingual: it had a Turkish nucleus (as far as the speakers were of Turkish origin), greatly
influenced by their Greek neighbours. The Turks were isolated (for a while) from other
Turks in the Greek environment in the Empire of Trebizond™. Thus, these Turks of the
Nortthern range of the Pontic mountains preserved some archaic features. They also could
have borrowed some Greek [p. 223] forms such as the diminutive suffix in —opo (from
Greek —opulos)™. However, we meet the same suffix in Konya, far from the Pontos: the
daughter of Jalal al-Din Rumi, Malika Hatun, was called efendipoulo, ‘daughter of efendi’
in the Persian sources. I have little doubt that such linguistic situation prevailed also in the
frontier zone of western Asia Minor. What about the second component of our

dichotomic picture, the Turks?

[p. 222] *R. Butguicere, R. Mantran, “Quelques vers grecs du XIIIe siécle en caracteres arabes”, Byzantion 22
(1952), pp. 63-80.

* B. Brendemoen, The Turkish Dialects of Trabzon: Their Phonology and Historical Development, 2 vols (Wiesbaden,
2002), vol. i: Analysis, pp. 265-291. See also: P.M. Illykypos, “Vma u BaacTs Ha BusanTuiickom IToxTe

(ayxoe, mpunsToe 3a cBoe)” // Yysmoe: onsimsr npeodosernus. Ouepru uz ucmopuu xyasnypsr Cheduseomopss, TOA
pea. P.M. Iykyposa (Mocksa, 1999), c. 222-227.

[p. 223] 3% B. Brendemoen, “Greek and Turkish language encounters in Anatolia”, in Language Encounters
Across Time and Space, eds. B. Brendemoen, E. Lanza, E. Ryen (Oslo, 1999), pp. 353-378.
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There, the ethnic situation was no less complex. The Turkish population of Asia
Minor before the Ottomans consisted of two groups: the vast majority belonged to the
southern Turkic tribes of the Oghuz people. Other, smaller groups were the Cumans or the
Kipcaks, the northern branch of the Turkic people. Besides their different ancestry (the
Oghuz and the Kipgaks had different tribal genealogies™) the difference between the two
groups was evident from their speech. While the vernacular of the Oghuz Turks was full of
voiced consonants, the Kipcaks used the voiceless stops. The presence of the Kipcak
phonetic features can easily be traced in various dialects of Asia Minor. As far as Bithynia
was concerned, the dialect that demonstrates the strong Kipgak presence was on the
territory of the former Byzantine Paphlagonia, in Kastamonu and Bartin®. The toponymy

also shows the Turkmen presence, in particular of the tribes Afsar, Kintk and Salur™.

37 On the Oghuz tribes, see: Rashid al-Din, Oghiz-name, MS Topkapi Saray, Bagdad Koskii 282, fol. 597a;
idem, Die Geschichte der Oguzen des Rasid ad-Din, ed. K. Jahn (Wien, 1969), pp. 45-406; idem, Jami® al-tawarikh, MS
Bodleian Library, Elliott 377, fol. 342; idem, Jami" al-tawarikh, ed. M. Rawshan and M. Masawt, 4 vols (Tehran,
1994), i, pp. 58-61; Parrma aa-Aun, Ogys-nane, niep. P.M. Illykioposoit (Baky, 1987), c. 64-67; Yazicizade Ali,
Tevirih-i Al-i Selgnk, pp. 24-27; AGy-a-1"asu, xan Xusunckuii, Podociosnan mypxmen (Secere-i Terakime), n3n. AH.
Kononos (Mocksa, Aenunrpaa, 1958), c. 30, 1.506 — c. 37, 1.620; c. 50-54 (pyc. mep.). On the Kipgak tribes,
see: Baybars al-Mansur al-Dawadar, Zubdat al-fikra fi ta’rikh al-Hijra. History of the early Mamluk Period, ed. D.S.
Richards (Beirut, 1998) [Bibliotheca Islamica, 42], pp. 4-5; P. B.Golden, “The Polovei Diki?’, Harvard Ukrainian
Studies 3-4 (1979-1980), pp. 296-309; O. Pritsak, “The non-‘wild’ Polovtsians”, in To Honor Roman
Jakobson. Essays on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday, 11 October 1966, 3 vols (The Hague and Paris, 1967), i,
pp. 1616-1623; idems, “The Polovcians and Rus™, Archivum Eurasiae Medii Aevi 2 (1982), pp. 321-80; D.
Korobeinikov, “A Broken Mirror: the Kipgak World in the Thirteenth Century”, in The Other Europe in the
Middle Ages: Avars, Bulgars, Khazars, and Cumans, ed. F. Curta with the assistance of R. Kovalev (Leiden and
Boston, 2008), pp. 402-406.

¥ ATL Bexunos, Typeykan duarexmonocun (Aerurrpaa, 1973), c. 81 (the Kipcak phonetic forms such as [-v-]
instead of [-g-] of standard Turkish, e.g. bovurmafk instead of standard Turkish bagrrmak (‘to cty’); [-y] instead
of [-11], e.g. napacasay instead of ne yapacaksan (“what you would like to do’), cf. Z. Korkmaz, “Die Frage des
Verhiltnisses der anatolischen Mundatten zu ihrer etnischen Struktut”, in eadem, Tiirk Dili U{m’m
Aragtirmalar, 2 vols (Ankara, 1995), ii, p. 188; B. Brendemoen, “Turkish Dialects”, in Langnage Encounters Across
Time and Space, p. 238; D.A. I'pynuna, Pasaea 2.7.0 (“Aumanckre’”), B A.H. Kononos “Typenkuii aspik” //
Hserku mupa: Troprexue assixu, oA pea. B.H. Apnesoii, B.M. Coannesa, H.1. Toacroro (Mocksa, 1997), c.
410-411); C. Huart, “Un commentaire du Qoran en turc de Qastamonu”, Journal Asiatique 18 (Xle série)
(1921), pp. 180-181 (the Golden Horde Kipcak Future tense —IsAr, e.g. alsar “he/she will certainly take”;
gideser “he/she will certainly come”, cf. D.A. I'pynuna, Menopuueckan spammamura mypeyxozo aseika (Mocxksa,
1991), c. 170-171); Korkmaz, “Bartin ve Yoresi Agizlart Uzerine”, in eadem, Tiirk Dil U{m’ne Arastirmalar, 1,
pp. 129-133; eadem, “Bartin ve Yoéresi Agizlarindaki Lehge Tabakalasmast”, in eadem, Tiirk Dili Uzerine
Aragtirmalar, 1, pp. 162-164, 170-174, 177-178; eaden, “Anadolu Agizlar Uzerindeki Aragtirmalarin Bu Giinkii
Durumu ve Karsilastigt Sorunlar”, in eadem, Tiirk Dili Ugerine Arastmalar, i, p. 206;  eadem, ““Anatolian
dialects™, in eadem, Tiirk Dili U{eﬂﬂe Aragtirmalar, 1, p. 258.

39 Korkmaz, “Anadolu Agizlarinin Etnik Yapr ile Mliskisi Sorunu”, in eadem, Tiirk Dili U{m'ﬂe Aragtirmalar , ii,
pp. 182-187; eadem, “Die Frage des Verhiltnisses der anatolischen Mundarten [p. 224] zu ihrer etnischen
Struktur”, pp. 190-198; eadem, “Bartin ve Yoresi Agizlarindaki Lehge Tabakalasmast”, pp. 175-178.
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[p- 224] The difference between the two terms (“Turkmens’ and ‘Turks’) did not lie
in their language or ethnic divisions", but in their habitat: whilst the name “Turks’ could
have been applied to both the sedentary and nomadic population, the Turkmens were
almost always nomads. The term ‘Turkmens’ was scarcely mentioned in the Anatolian
Persian sources of the thirteenth century. Such limited usage of the term “Turkmens’ in our
sources reflected the historical and geographical situation in Western Anatolia, where the
nomads almost always dwelt side by side with the sedentary population, mostly due to the
geographical features of the peninsula. For before the conquest of Byzantine Asia Minor
the lowlands, the essential part of the nomadic habitat, they were too few in number. Both
societies, nomadic and sedentary, could not propetly have functioned without economic
cooperation and as such never aimed at ultimate destruction of each other. As a result, we
hardly find any territories in Asia Minor which were entirely occupied by the nomads. The
symbiosis between the nomads and the sedentary population in Anatolia differentiated it
from that in Mongolia or in Central Asia, in which the nomadic element was much more
dominant. In Asia Minor, even in the no-man’s-lands of the boundary zone, one could
have found a mixture of population: nomadic, semi-nomadic and sedentary.

We need therefore to look more closely at the structure of the .

Oddly enough, the modern perceptions of the Byzantine-Seljuk frontier zone in the
second half of the thirteenth century are primarily based on the study of Ottoman sources
composed at the end of the fourteenth century, i.e. one hundred years after the events

under consideration”. As a result, the [p. 225] frontier zone is seen as a narrow borderland

* The Turkmen language as such (including the language of the groups of the Turkmens in Asia Minor and
Irag), began in the end of the thirteenth century at the earliest B.Y. UYapempos, O.H. Hasapos,
“Typxmenckuii s13s1x” / / Hserxu mupa: Troprexue asvixu, c. 412-426.

! The Byzantine sources mentioned the dates of the Turkish conquest of Western Asia Minor; occasionally
they described, usually very briefly, the circumstances of the surtender; but when they stop, the Turkish ones
do not begin. There were at least two simultaneous, but independent, Ottoman historical traditions. Both
began in the end of the fourteenth century at the earliest; and both were largely based on oral tradition. Yahst
Fakih (Yakhshi Faqih), whose chronicle was composed in 1389-1402, and whose data came from the oral tale
of his father, the /mam Tshak Fakih (Ishaq Faqih), as well as Yahst’s successors such as ‘Asikpasazade or the
important anonymous chronicle Tawarikh-i nasal-i al-i ‘Uthman Ghazi, which survived in the manuscript in the
Bodleian Library (Rawl. Or 5 olim Bodl. Or. 65), belong to the first group: V.L. Ménage, “The Beginnings of
Ottoman historiography”, in Historians of the Middle East, eds. B. Lewis and P.M. Holt (London, 1962), pp.
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inhabited mostly by the nomads. The classical description of such a perception was given
by K. Hopwood:

“The uc was a debatable land, under the control of nomadic groups. Sedentarists
could only be protected by the presence of forts, to which they could retire on the
arrival of the nomads, and at which strong defensive forces could be concentrated.
The upper reaches of the river valleys of western Anatolia lay on the crucial divide
between arable and grazing land. The extent of each zone was ultimately
determined by environmental factors, but temporary changes in the balance of
power between the transhumant and the sedentarist could temporarily advance the

2
extent of each zone”*.

However, if we look at the sources that were composed in the thirteenth century,

we see that the picture was much more complex. Agsarayi, our main source for the frontier

172-173; V.L. Ménage, “The Menakib of Yakhshi Faqih, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 26
(1963), pp. 50-54; H. inalcik, “The Rise of Ottoman historiography”, in Historians of the Middle East, pp. 152-
155; E.A. Zachariadou, Totopia kai OpGAor T@v madaiwy covdrdvwv (1300-1400) (Athens, 1991), pp. 38-44,
116-213.

The second group includes the poem Iskendername by Ahmedi (by 1410), the writings of Sikrullah
Zaki (1456-1459), Karamani Mehmed-pasa, Mehmed Konevi (both Mehmeds worked around 1480) and
Ruhi, who wrote in the 1490s: V.L.. Ménage, Neshri’s History of the Ottomans (the sources and development of the tex)
(London, 1964) [London Oriental Series, 106], pp. xiv-xv; Inalcik, “The Rise of Ottoman historiography”, pp.
155, 159-167 (Ruhi’s work is thought to have been sutvived in the MS Bodleian Library, Marsh 313,
published by H.E. Gengiz, Y. Yicel, “Rahi Tarihi”, Belgeler xiv, sayt 18 (1989-1992), pp. 359-472; other
Ottoman historians of the second group were published (in Modern Turkish characters) by N. Atsiz, Osmants
Taribleri (Istanbul, 1947)). According to Mehmed Fuad Ké&prild, the Ottoman narratives concerning the reign
of Ertogril (d. c. AH 679/1280) and his son Osman I (‘Uthman I, AH 680-724/1281-1324) are for the most
part legendary (M.F. Képriili, [p. 225] Les origines de I'Empire Ottoman —(Patis, 1935) [Etudes orientales
publiées par I'Institut francais d'archéologie de Stamboul, iii], pp. 7-17; the statement of Kopruli was the
response to the uncritical use of the early Ottoman sources on the part of H.A. Gibbons in his The Foundation
of the Ottoman Empire (London, 1916)). Nothing can change the pessimistic, yet correct, statement of Cemal
Kafadar that “the only pieces of writing that survive from the days of Osman are not on paper but on coins”
(C. Kafadar, Bemween Two Worlds: the Construction of the Ottoman State (Betkeley, Los Angeles, London, 1995), p.
60). On the early Ottoman sources, see also: H. Inalcik, “Osmanli Beyligi'nin Kurucusu Osman Beg”, Belleten
71, say1 261 (2007), pp. 522-523.

Neither tradition witnesses, though both mention, the Turkish conquest of the Byzantine
strongholds in Asia Minor, the last important of which was Nikomedeia in 1337. As far as the history of the
decline and fall of Byzantine Asia Minor between 1295 and 1337 is concerned, the Ottoman historical
writings should be used with caution, as these took final shape at the end of the fifteenth century. For
example, we do not possess the authentic text of Yahst Fakih whose chronicle survived only in the Tevarikh-i
dl-i ‘Osman of ‘Asikpasazade. The latter began his writings when he was 86 years old: ‘Asikpasazade, Tevirikh-i
dl-i Osman, ed. ‘Ali Bey (Istanbul, AH 1332/AD 1913), p. 35. The supposed date of ‘Asikpasazade’s birth is
1400 (F. Babinger, “Chronologische Miscellen. ITI. Wann starb ‘Asyqgpasazader”, in F.Kraelitz, P.Wittek, eds.,
Mitteilungen zur Osmanischen Geschichte, 2 vols (Vienna, Hanover, 1926; tepr. Osnabriick, 1972), ii, pp. 315-316;
Ménage, “The Beginnings of Ottoman historiography”, pp. 174-175), so the alleged text of Yahs1 Fakih in
‘Astkpasazade, which the scholars now possess, was finished between 1486 and 1490. ‘Astkpasazade ended
his chronicle in events of 1482, see the stemma in: Inalcik, “The Rise of Ottoman historiography”, p. 155.

The great Byzantine historical works, that of Pachymeres (d. ¢irea 1310) and that of Gregoras (died in
Constantinople between 1358 and 1361), still described, infer alia, the history of Asia Minor until the first
decade of the fourteenth century. Then Asia Minor almost disappeared from the pages of the Byzantine
historical writings. The last great Byzantine historical work that belonged to the genre of “classicising
history”, the Histories of the Emperor John VI Cantacuzene (1347-1354; died in 1383 as monk Joasaph), was
almost entirely centred on the Balkan events in 1320-1356, with some additional episodes until 1362.
2K Hopwood, “The Byzantine-Turkish Frontier ¢1250-1300”, in M. Kohbach, G. Prochazka-Eisl, C.
Rémer, eds., Acta Viennensia Ottomanica (Vienna, 1999), p. 155. Cf. Heywood’s critique of the concept of a
narrow ghazi frontier that had been advanced by P. Wittek: C. Heywood, “The Frontier in Ottoman History:
Old Ideas and New Myths”, in zbidens, Writing Ottoman History: Documents and Interpretations (Aldershot, 2002)
[Variorum Reprints Series], article I, pp. 231-244.
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Turkmens, applies the term s to large territories, sometimes those including the chief
Seljuk cities, like Aksehir or even Konya, the capital of the Sultanate. Let me list two
examples, of which the first one concerns the Nicaean-Seljuk border and the second
describes the Pontic border of the Empire of Trebizond.

In 1261,

“[the Sultan Rukn al-Din and his ministers| deigned to confer full authority to

govern the province of the we (amadrat-i wildyat-i w) to [p. 226] Taj al-Din Husayn

and Nusrat al-Din, the children of the sahib Fakhr al-Din ‘Ali*... Their retainers

were appointed in Kiitahya, Sandikli, Ghurghuriim and Aksehir”*.
Of these locations within the # zone, Kitahya and Sandikli were indeed the centres
situated not too far from the Nicaean border (50-90 km); whilst Ghurghuram (near
Beysehir) and Aksehir were situated in close proximity to Konya. The distance between
Ghurghuram/Beysehir and Denizli can be calculated as 230 km (in reality, considering the
complex road system in the mountains, this figure should be higher, up to 300 km), whilst
the road that connected Konya and Beysehir was no more that 80 km long. It seems that
the wazir's sons controlled a very important road from Kiitahya to Beysehir (min 300 km)
and all the lands west of it to the Nicaean border.

If we turn our attention to another principal Seljuk source, the chronicle of Ibn
Bibi, we find the same picture. For example, in 1280 one of the rebel Seljukid princes was

captured in the # of Amasya®. The expression ‘the # of Amasya’ means the Trebizond-

Seljuk boundary zone, from Amasya to Limnia (east of Samsun), the fortress on the

[p. 226] ® The famous Seljuk statesman, also known as Sahib Ata. He died on 25 Shawwal AH 687 (22
November 1288): Histoire des Seldjoucides d’Asie Mineure par un anonyme, ed. FN.Uzluk (Ankara, 1952), p. 72
(Persian text); p. 49 (Turkish translation); Tarikh-i dli Saljig dar Andtili, Compiled by Unknown Author, ed.
N. Jalali (Tehran, 1999), p. 115; Aksarayi, p. 150; I prefer the date given by Aksarayi, for the date of the week
(Monday) coincides with the day of the month (25 Shawwal). According to the common practice in the
disintegrating Sultanate of Ram, Afyonkarahisar, Denizli, Sandiklt and Ghurghuram, which originally formed
an zgta” of Fakhr al-Din “Ali, became hereditary possessions of his offspring, who established the bey/ik of the
Sahib Ata ogullart under the protection of the Germiyanogullari. The beylik was annexed by the
Germiyanogullart in c. 1341. Bosworth, The New Islamic Dynasties, p. 225.

* Aksarayi, p. 74.

* Ibn Bibi, p. 336; Ibn Bibi (Duda), pp. 323-324.
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western border of the Empire of Trebizond at that time*. The distance between Amasya
and Limnia was also long, no less than 120 km"'.

These two examples, taken from two different sources, clearly demonstrate that the
Seljuk frontier zone, unlike the Byzantine one, was a very large territory that extended as
far as, or even included, the chief Seljuk cities like Konya or Amasya.

If the # land occupied large territories and encompassed Seljuk cities, that also
meant that the nomads were hardly a predominant element of the population in the .
Indeed, as far as the southern sector of the Nicaean-Seljuk border is concerned, one finds
here the important trade routes under the protection of the karavan-sarays®, prosperous
cities and towns and, [p. 227] interestingly, the peasant population”. One should
remember that the large tribal confederations, be these the Turkish tribal groups in Asia
Minor in the thirteenth-fourteenth century, the confederations of Ak-koyunlu and Kara-
koyunlu in Eastern Anatolia in the fifteenth century or various Qizilbas groups in the same

area in the sixteenth to the eighteenth centuries,

* Limnia remained under the rule of the emperor of Trebizond until 1369, when it was visited by the

Emperor Alexios III Grand Komnenos (1349-1390): MixanA to0 Iavapétov mept t@dV MeydAwv

Kouvnvv, ed. O. Lampsides, Archeion Ponton 22 (1958), p. 77, 1.7-9. Limnia was situated in the delta of the

river Yesilirmak (the Byzantine Iris), near the modern village Taslikkéy: A.A.M. Bryer, D. Winfield, The

Byzantine Monuments and Topography of the Pontos, 2. vols. (Washington DC, 1985), i, pp. 96-97; S.P. Karpov,

Ltal’ianskiie morskiie respublifi i Iuzhnote prichernomor’ie v xiii-xv vv.: problemy torgovli Moscow, 1990), p. 89; A.AM.

Bryer, “Greeks and Tirkmens: the Pontic Exception”, in ébidems, The Empire of Trebizond and the Pontos, article

V, pp. 129-130.

7 Cf similar example: Ibn Bibi, p. 311; Ibn Bibi (Duda), p. 298: Elbistan is mentioned as boundary zone.

* The karavan-sarays located in the # zone are as follows:

1. Ak Han, built by a certain Kara-Sunqur ibn ‘Abd Allah in AH 651 [3 March 1253 — 20 February 1254]
near Goncall, 7 km northeast of Denizli, on the road to Civril. K. Exdmann, Das Anatolische Karavansaray
des 13 Jabrhunderts 3 vols (Berlin, 1961-1976), N 19, 1, pp. 67-72; i, pp. 93-94; iii, p. 205;

2. Pinarbast Han, on the crossroads Denizli-Aksehir and isparta—Afyonkarahisar; date: c. 1220; idem, N 12, i,
pp. 54-55; iii, p. 204;

3. Cardak Han, north of Act G&l, between Denizli and Dinar; date: after 1230; idem, N 15, i, pp. 59-61; iii,
p. 204,

4.  Cakalli Han, 10 km north of Kavak, between Amasya and Samsun; date: Seljukid era; idews, N 22, i, pp.
77-79; iii, p. 205;

5. Egtet Han, 200 m north of Afyonkarahisar on the road to Kiitahya; date: first decade of the thirteenth
century; idens, N 42, i, pp. 152-154; iii, p. 204,

6. Yenicekéy Han, 20 km south of Kiitahya, on the road to Afyonkarahisar; date: first half of the thirteenth
century (?); idems, N 48, i, pp. 162-163; iii, p. 204.

[p. 227] ¥ See the descriptions of three cities in the # zone — Amasya, Konya and Malatya — in The

Geoggraphical part of Nuzhat-al-Quinb, composed by Hamd-allah Mustawfi of Qazwin in 740 (1340), ed. and transl. G.

Le Strange [E.J.W. Gibb Memorial series, xxiii, part 1-2] (Leiden, London, 1915), i, pp. 95-99 (Persian text); ii,

pp. 96-99 (English translation). Cf. Kafadar, Between Two Worlds: the Construction of the Ottoman State, pp. 126-

127. On the dependence of the nomads on the agriculturalists, see A. Khazanov, Nowmads and the outside world

(Cambridge, 1984), pp. 81-84.
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“were not extremely pastoral nomads, and their chiefs were not merely leaders of
nomads, but had legitimate sources of personal wealth and power: not only
livestock, but agricultural land and commonly city-based trading houses. In
addition, chiefs received income through tax collection””.

One can better understand the balance of power between the transhumant and
sedentarist elements in the # zone through considering the data on the life of the nomads
in Eastern Anatolia in the sixteenth century. These nomads were the backbone of the
nomadic state of the Ak-koyunlu until 1507-1508 when Shah Isma‘l Safawi (1501-1524) of
Iran conquered the state. Soon afterwards, however, the former western lands of the Ak-
koyunlu were incorporated into the Ottoman Empire after the famous battle at Caldiran on
2 Rajab AH 920 (23 August 1514) when the Sultan Selim I Yavuz (1512-1520) defeated the
Safawi army. The newly conquered lands were soon entered into the Ottoman tax registers
(1518)”". As the chronological period between the fall of the Ak-koyunlu and the final
Ottoman conquest was very brief (between 1507/1508 and 1516), we are able to restore
the realities of the nomadic confederation on the basis of the comparatively recent
evidence: the Ottoman tax registers. I will compare the number of Ak-koyunlu with the
data of the first large Turkish confederation, the Turks of Denizli, which flourished in the
thirteenth century.

The remaining tribes of the confederation of Ak-koyunlu are described in the
Ottoman documents as Boz-ulus. The confederation consisted of 4,994 households in

1540, of which 4,568 were families, whilst 462 were miicerred [p. 228] (bachelors)™.

Mustafaev, who calculates the average number of the members of a family as 5 persons,

O R. Tapper, Frontier Nomads of Iran. A Political and Social History of the Shahsevan (Cambridge, 1997), pp. 11-12.
SUIILM. Mycradpaes, Bocnounan Anamonua: om Ax-xoronay k Ocmanckoi umnepuy (Mocksa, 1994), c. 10-13, 28-
49; 1.E. Woods, The Aqquyunin: Clan, Confederation, Empire (revised and expanded edition: Salt Lake City, 1999),
pp. 163-172; F. Stumer, Oguziar (Tiirkmenler): taribleri, boy teskilats, destanlar: (Istanbul, 1992), pp. 127-130; cf. the
chapters of H.R. Roemer, “The Tirkmen dynasties” and “The Safavid petiod”, in The Cambridge History of
Iran, 7 vols (Cambridge, 1968-1991), vi, pp. 183-188, 209-225.

[p. 228] 2F, Demirtas, “Bozulus hakkinda”, Ankara Universitesi Dil ve Tarib-Cografya Fakiiltesi Dergisi 7 (1949),
p. 53, 59 (the additional hdnes of the Dhil-Qadriyye/Dulkadirli Turks). Cf. O.L. Barkan, X1. ve XI/1.
Asirlarda Osmanly Imparatoringn’'nda Zirai Ekonominin Hukukn ve Mali Esaslar: (Istanbul, 1943), pp. 143; partly
reprinted in An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Ewmpire, eds. H. Inalcik, S. Faroghi, B. McGowan,
D. Quataert, S. Pamuk, 2 vols (Cambridge, 1994), 1, p. 37.
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believes that the confederation was as numerous as 23,000 people (the figure is almost ten
times lower than that given by Ibn Sad™ for the Turks of Denizli)*.

The winter pasturelands (kzslak, gishlag) of the Boz-ulus were the so-called Beriyye:
the territories between Mardin, Diyarbakir and Siverek. Their summer pastures (yaylak,
yaylag) were situated north of the river Murat (north-west of Lake Van) and reached the
environs of Erzurum™. The territory which the tribes of Boz-ulus occupied in 1540 was
almost the same as the pasturelands of the Ak-koyunlu confederation in the fifteenth
century”. The shortest distance between the yaylak and the kzslak of Boz-ulus was 150-210
km.

It should be noted that the confederation of the Turks of Denizli under a certain
Mehmed-bey, hostile to both Byzantium and the Seljuk government, appeared in 1260”. In
AH 660 (26 November 1261 — 14 November 1262) the Ilkhan Hiilegii (1256-1265)
commanded Mehmed-bey to visit the Ilkhanid court (which was a usual Mongol demand to
confirm the submission of a vassal ruler). The bey refused, and the angry Ilkhan ordered
the Sultan Rukn al-Din Kili¢ Arslan IV (to whom Hiilegii had given a Mongol detachment)
to subdue the rebel. Rukn al-Din was victorious; Mehmed-bey was defeated on the plain of
Dalaman, captured and finally killed in the fortress of Burla (Burghula, Ulubotlu) on the
sultan’s return to Konya. However, the ‘state’ of Mehmed-bey was spared and ‘Ali-bey,

Mehmed’s son-in-law, became the master of the Turkmens of Denizli*®.

>3 Abi al-Hasan ibn Misa ibn Sa‘id al-Maghribi, Kitib al-Jughrifiyd, p. 185; idem, Bast al-ard, Seld. superius 76,
fol. 61a (I give the MS readings): “As we have mentioned, there are the mountains of Denizli (Tughuzla)
[situated] to the north of Antalya (Antaliyya). They say that there are approximately two hundred thousand
Turkmen tents in Denizli and the surrounding regions. And they (the Turkmens) ate called a4 (i.e. the Turks
of the #)”. Cf. C. Cahen, “Ibn Sa‘ld sut ’Asie Mineure Seldjugide”, pp. 42-43.

> Mycradvaes, Boomounas Anamosus, c. 118. The confederation was more numerous during the time of the
Ak-koyunlu state. In c. 1474 the confederation had 6,000 households (tents) with 29,000 petsons, including
3,000 men, 15,000 women and 11,000 children. The Ak-koyunlu state, which included other tribal
confederations, could have had as many as 22,000 horsemen. D. Akkoyunlu, Akkgyuniular ve Bayburt (Ankara,
1992), p. 155.

55 Barkan, XV.ve XV1. Aswlarda Osmanly Imparatoringn’'nda Zirai ERonominin Hukukn, pp. 140-142; Demirtas,
“Bozulus hakkinda”, p. 39; Mycradaes, Bocmounas Anamoaun, c. 119.

%0 Cf the map in: Woods, Agguyuniu, p. 30.

57 Baybars, Zubdat al-fikra, p. 73.

58 Baybars, Zubdat al-fikra, p. 76; Aksarayi, p. 71. Cf. C. Cahen, “Notes pour I'histoire des Turcomans d’Asie
Mineure au XIII¢ siccle”, Journal Asiatique 239 (1951), pp. 336-338; idenr, The Formation of Turkey, pp. 190-193;
F. Stimer, “Anadolu’da Mogollar”, Selukiu Arastirmalar: Dergisi 1 (1970), pp. 48-49.
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There is no doubt that this confederation was very powerful. The territory which
was under the control of Mehmed-bey was enormously large: from Laodikeia to Dalaman
(150 km), from Dalaman to Alanya (350-400 km), [p. 229] from Alanya to Laodikeia (300
km)*. Thus, the bey of Denizli was master of the great mountain range that separates the
hills of the Upper Maeander from the Mediterranean shore of Anatolia (Dalaman-Antalya-
Alanya)®.

Thus, the pastures of Boz-ulus were almost the same as the nomadic routes of the
Turks of Denizli in the 1260s (230 km). There is a direct connection between the number
of the transhumant households and their cattle on the one hand, and the distance of the
nomadic migrations on the other: the bigger the livestock, the longer the route®. I thus
conclude that the Turks of Denizli numbered the same as or rather fewer that the later
tribes of Boz-ulus: 15,000-20,000 persons. Of these, roughly one third at the most were
capable warriors whilst another two thirds were women, elderly people and children. Thus,
the Turks of Denizli, one of the largest nomadic confederations near the Byzantine border,
could have had no more than 4,000-6,000 fighting men®.

My calculation can be confirmed by the Ottoman tax registers. According to these,
the Turks in the sub-province of Tekke, which occupied approximately the same territory
as the Turks of Denizli in the thirteenth century (Denizli-Dalaman-Alanya), numbered
8,816 and 5,601 households (hane) in 1520-1535 and 1570-1580 respectively®”. Of these

figures, the number 5,601 (approximately 25,000 men, women and children) is the more

[p. 229] T count the distance very roughly; one should remember that the twisted roads in the mountains
make the journey between these locations much longer.

% These Turks were probably descendants of the nomads around Mt Kadmos in Lykia in the twelfth century:
P. Amstrong, “Seljuks before the Seljuks: nomads and frontiers inside Byzantium?”, in Eastern Approaches to
Byzantinm, ed. A. Eastmond (Aldershot, 2001), pp. 278-279.

ol Mycradaes, Bocmounas Anamonus, c. 119. Cf. R. Tappet’s rematks on the growing size of the nomads of
Shahsevan: R. Tappet, Pasture and Politics. Economics, conflict and ritnal among Shabsevan nomads of northwestern Iran
(London, 1979), pp. 92 (table 12), 94, 246-247. On the connection between the increasing of the nomadic
production base and opening new pastures, as well as the possibility of comparing large nomadic groups in
different regions by the particular type of their migration routes, see Khazanov, Nomads and the ontside world,
pp. 38, 79.

%2 On the population strata of the Ak-koyunlu confederation in c. 1474, see supra, note 54.

8 _An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire, i, p. 35. On the very low increase of the nomadic
population in a particular territory due to the stagnant economy throughout the centuries, see Khazanov,

Nomads and the ontside world, pp. 69-71.
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reliable, as in the first half of the sixteenth century many nomads of Eastern Anatolia, the
theatre of the long-lasting conflict between the Ottomans and the Safawids, migrated
westward. By the end of the sixteenth century many of them either became sedentary or
were settled by the Ottoman administration in the Balkans®'. Noteworthy is the fact that
the Turks of the sub-province of Mentese who lived further west in the triangle Dalaman-
Denizli-Menderes, on the lands which in the thirteenth century were part of the Byzantine
empire, numbered as many as 16,912 hane in 1570-1580%. Their great number in
comparison to the Turks of the sub-province of Tekke demonstrates how economically
important and attractive were the rich, well-watered Byzantine lowlands along the
Maeander for nomadic society. The same was also true for Bithynia.

If one accepts the notion of the boundary zone as a large territory that
encompassed cities and towns, one should agree with the famous statement of [p. 230] the
Turkish historian Mehmed Fuad Képrila that still perfectly describes the realities of the u
zone:

“The marches were not simply regions containing summer and winter pastures

reserved for the nomadic and semi-nomadic Turkmen tribes. In addition to the

summer and winter pastures reserved for each tribe there were also a great many
villages, small towns, and even small fortified positions at strategic points.

Furthermore, somewhat behind the border were some rather large, but not very

numerous, cities. These well-defended cities which had been captured from the

Byzantines served as the capitals of the march beyliks. And just as there were both

Christian villages and Muslim villages in the Turkish area, the population of the

cities was also a mixture of Christians and Muslims™*.

It should be noted that the migration routes were precisely established, and as far as the
central government managed to control the territory where the nomads wandered, the state

laws (for example, Ottoman ones) prohibited them from deviating from the established

. . . . 67 . .
routes in their seasonal migrations’'. In other words, as long as nomadic society was

% _An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire, i, pp. 34-37, 40-41.

% idem, p. 35.

[p- 230] % M.F. Kopralt, The Origins of the Ottoman Empire, tr. G. Leiser (New York, 1992), pp. 81-82. See also
Kafadar, Between Two Worlds, pp. 125-126.

67 Mycradpaes, Bocmounas Anamoaus, c. 119. For the very precise routes of the Boz-ulus seasonal migrations,
see Barkan, XV .ve XV1. Astrlarda Osmanit Imparatoriugn’'nda Zirai Ekonominin Huknku ve Mali Esaslars, pp. 140-
142. Cf Khazanov, Nomads and the outside world, p. 38, who suggests that “when we look at the nomadic routes
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organized and controlled, it did not necessarily represent a permanent threat for a
sedentarist society; co-existence was always possible. If a Turkish ruler, no matter how
many nomadic or sedentary people were under his rule, nevertheless wanted to increase his
independence, he had, first and foremost, to establish control over the vast network of
fortresses, bridges and small towns on his territory.

The # zone suffered profound changes in the second part of the thirteenth
century. The changes were largely connected with the Mongols: the thirteenth century itself
was the time of the great Mongol conquests. When the Mongols finally subdued Rum in
1243, they weakened the sultan’s power as much as possible. The period of the 1260s — the
1290s was marked by the domination of the semi-dependent Ram lords. The question of
governance was also complicated by the infiltration of the Mongols into the Seljuk state
apparatus. Deprived of effective control over their finances, army and houscholds, the
sultans soon became puppets of the Mongols.

The Mongol conquests also shifted the ethnic balance in the peninsula. Many
Turkish nomads fled before them from Central Asia to Anatolia; moreover, the Mongol
troops occupied the best pastures of the Anatolian plateau. From the 1260s the number of
the Turks that migrated to the Byzantine borders increased sharply. Most importantly, the
Turks began to form large permanent tribal confederations. The biggest one seemed to
have been the Turks of Laodicea/Denizli in 1260-1262. Other confederations were those
of the (1) agag-eri which occupied the plains between Malatya and [p. 231] Maras as far as
the north-eastern border between Rim and Cilician Armenia®, (2) the Germiyanogullar (a

mixture of Kurdish and Turkish tribes mentioned for the first time near Malatya and

of the large subdivisions of a nomadic group, these routes seem to be mote stable than those of the other,
smaller subdivisions in the same group”.

[p- 231] ® They are recorded as early as in 1254, and again in 1256 and 1258. Ibn Bibi, pp. 284-285; Ibn Bibi
(Duda), pp. 270-271; Gregortii Barhebraei Chronicon ecclesiasticum e codice musei Britannici descriptum conjucta opera
edidernnt... J.B. Abbeloos et T.]. Lamy, 3 vols (Paris, Louvain, 1872-1877), ii, pp. 729-732; Smbat Sparapet,
Taregirk’, ed. S. Agélean (Venice, 1956), p. 230; Smbat Sparapet, Chronicle, tr. R. Bedrosian (New Jersey, 2005),
p. 108; A.G. Galstian, Armianskiie istochniki o mongolakh (Moscow, 1962), p. 49; Cahen, The Formation of Turkey,
pp. 184, 193; Stimer, “Anadolu’da Mogollar”, p. 46.
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Mayyafarigin (Silvan) in 1240-1241%, then near Kiitahya from 1277, (3) Karamanogullart

(between Ermenek, Mut, Silifke and Anamur)”, (4) the Turks of Kastamonu (who robbed
Michael Palaiologos in 1256'%) and, finally, (5) the Turks of the Pontos, of whom the most
prominent was the tribe of ¢epni (recorded for the first time near Sinop in 1277)”. Of these
confederations at least three (the Germiyanogullari, of Kastamonu, and of Denizli)
occupied lands in proximity to the Byzantine border. The military pressure on the
Byzantines increased as the Turks, whose territory was ravaged by the Mongols, tried to
compensate by the occupation of Byzantine lands.

The Nicaean defence of the Anatolian possessions against the Turks was based on
three elements: the provincial gatrisons or themata, which were situated in the frontier
towns and castles; the nomads of Turkic and Cuman origin who were allowed to settle on

3575

Nicaean soil™* and, finally, the akritai (the “inhabitants of the mountains””) who were
smallholding soldiers in the frontier zone, exempted from taxation on condition of military
service. Moreover, the most prominent of these were granted state revenues (pronoiai) and

money grants from the Nicaean emperors”. However important during [p. 232] the

Nicaean period, from the 1260s onwards the akritai were no match for the Turks now

% Ibn Bibi, pp. 229-232; Ibn Bibi (Duda), pp. 218-221.

™ Ibn Bibi, p. 326, 332; Ibn Bibi (Duda), p. 314, 319-320; Histvire des Seldjoncides, 1952, pp. 69-73, 77 (Persian
text); pp. 47-50, 54 (Turkish translation); Tarikh-i dl-i Saljiq dar Andtili, ed. Jalali, pp. 112-115, 119; Siimer,
“Anadolu’da Mogollar”, pp. 46-47; The Encyclopaedia of Islam, New Edition, 11 vols. (Leiden, London, 1960-
2002), s.v. “Germiyan-oghullar?” (hereafter EI?).

"' For a brief moment between 1265 and 1271, until the arrival of the confederation of the Germiyanogullar
from Malatya, the Karamanogullart seem to have been neighbours of Byzantium in the region of
Afyonkarahisar: Répertoire chronologique d'épigraphie arabe, eds. E. Combe, ]. Sauvaget and G. Wiet, 16 vols
(Cairo, 1931-1964), xii, 4540, p. 94; EI? s.v. “Karaman-oghullari”’; F. Stimer, “Anadolu’da Mogollar”, p. 50;
KA. Kykos, Deedcxue smupamsr ¢ XI17-X1” s6. (Mocksa, 1988), c. 14.

72 Akropolites, i, p. 1306, 11.8-25; Kopobeiirukos, “Muxaua VIII [Taacoaor B Pymckom cyaranare”, c. 81.

3 Ibn Bibi, p. 333; Ibn Bibi (Duda), p. 321; Bryer, “Greeks and Turkmens”, pp. 125, 132-133; R. Shukurov,,
“Between Peace and Hostility: Trebizond and the Pontic Turkish Periphery in the Fourteenth Century”,
Mediterranean Historical Review 9, N 1 (1994), pp. 47-62; P.M. Illykypos, Beauxue Kommure: u Bocmox (1204-1461)
(Cauxr-Tlerepbypr, 2001), ¢. 227-250; Stimer, “Anadolu’da Mogollat”, p. 46; iden, Oguzlar, pp. 241-244.

" H. Grégoire, “Imperatoris Michaelis Palacologi de vita sua”, Byzantion 29-30 (1959-60), p. 457; “Typikon of
Michael VIII Palaiologos for the Monastery of St. Demetrios of the Palaiologoi-Kellibara in Constantinople”,
tt. G. Dennis), in Byzantine Monastic Foundation Documents, eds. Thomas, Hero and Constable, p. 1245;
Nicephorus Gregoras, Historia Byzantina, eds. L. Schopen and 1. Bekker, 3 vols. (Bonn, 1829-1855), i, p. 36,
1.16 — p. 37, 1.9 (herefater Gregoras); Langdon, Byzantium’s Last Imperial Offensive in Asia Minor, pp. 19-21; CJ.
Halperin, “The Kipchak connection: the Ilkhans, the Mamluks and Ayn Jalut”, Bulletin of the School of Oriental
and African Studies 63 (2000), pp. 233-236.

7 Pachymeres, i, p. 29, 1.21; p. 31, 1.17.

76 Pachymeres, i, p. 29, 11.21-26; p. 31, 11.15-20.
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organised in powerful confederations, strong enough to resist, sometimes successfully,
even the Mongol Zimens. The only appropriate response on the part of the Byzantines was
military reform.

Such reform was conducted by Michael VIII Palacologus in 1264-1265 who
changed the status of the akritai into that of the pronoia holders. The people who had
previously paid no taxes lost their status. The part of the land property of each individual
whose yearly revenues were estimated at 40 hyperpyra, was converted into pronoia, a military
fief, or, more precisely, a grant of state revenues from a land in return for the military
service of the holder. The holders were now obliged to perform military service for the
income from their estates, which were declared the state land and which were thus reduced
to 40-hyperpyra parcels. The other lands that were not declared as pronoia were now taxed’.
The reform brought about the changes in the status of the akritai: those who were tax-free
holders of the state land and formed irregular military units during the reign of the
Laskarids became pronoiars. From then on, the incomes from the akritai lands were earned
by the state; and the akritai received a fixed part from these revenues (40 hyperpyra per
person per year)””. They became mobile themata troops that could be used in various
military campaigns in Asia Minor or in the Balkans.

Until the 1290s the Byzantines managed to maintain their defence system.
However, under the ineffective rule of Michael’s son and successor Andronicus II the
Byzantine army, which more and more relied on the mercenaries and the impoverished

pronoiars, whose wages were poorly paid, deteriorated. After the severe winter of 1298-

[p. 232] 7 Pachymeres, i, p. 31,127 — p. 33, 1.9; M.C. Bartusis, The Late Byzantine Army: Arms and Society, 1204-
71453 (Philadelphia, 1992), pp. 54-57. On the double status of pronvia as the grant of the state revenues from
taxation, on the one hand, and as the allowance to collect taxes from, or to govern, the territory of the pronoia,
on the other hand, see: K.B. Xsocrosa, Coyuansro-skoromuueckue npoyeccer 6 Busanmuu u ux nonumarie
susanmuiiyyamu-cospemennuxamu (XIV-X17 66.) Mocksa, 1992), c. 37-50. On the abolition of the tax immunity in
Byzantium as a form of confiscation of the land, see: owa e, “3emerbHast COOCTBEHHOCTh B ITO3AHCH
Buszarrun (XIV-XV BB.): peaAbHBIE OTHOIIECHUSA I UX TOHIMAHNE BU3AHTHHIIAMH-COBPEMEHHIKAMI SIIOXN
Busanmudicxuii spemenrux 51 (1990), c. 10.

™ On the difference between smallholders and pronoiars, see Bartusis, The Late Byzantine Army, p. 157: “The
smallholding soldier is usually viewed as someone who held a more or less direct grant of land as
compensation for or on condition of military service... He is essentially distinct from the pronoia soldier,
who generally had a much higher social position and only an indirect connection to the land from which his
income was detived”.
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1299” the Turks had crossed the Byzantine borders along the Maeander; in 1300-1301

Andronikos II received news of constant Turkish attacks on the Byzantine possessions in
Asia Minor™. Facing ineffective and disorganised Byzantine resistance, the Turks had
occupied [p. 233] the lowland between the Maeander and the Hermos rivers by 1302; by
the end of 1304 the whole coastline to Adramittium, save Phocae, a Genoese possession,
was in their hands. The northern sector of the Byzantine border defences was broken after
the defeat of the Byzantine army by the Ottomans, on 27 July 1302, in the battle at
Bapheus (Koyun Hisar) near Nikomedeia®, and the Turks had appeared on the Asiatic
shore of the Bosphoros by 13 December 1302%. The later attempts by Andronicus to use
foreign mercenaries, the Catalans, ended in disaster: the Catalans rebelled and threatened
the very existence of the Empire in 1305-1311. New Turkish states emerged on the former
Byzantine lands: the emirates of Osman, Karesi, Candar-ogullar1, Saruhan, Aydin, Mentese,
Teke and Germiyan®.

We should remember that in the beginning of their history the early Ottoman
groupings were smaller than these large confederations. According to the Ottoman
historical tales, their bey/ik (principality) had been established by a tribe consisting of only
400 tents (according to the data of the first group of the Ottoman historical writings)™,

which, if we accept the calculation of the Ak-koyunlu in c. 1474%, meant no more than

7 Pachymeres, ii, p. 305, 1.17-27.

% In his letter, dated April 1299 — October 1300, the Patriarch Athanasios I (1289-1293; 1303-1309) asked
Andronikos II to leave Thessaloniki, where his daughter Simonis married Stephen Milutin of Serbia, for
Constantinople, in order to organize resistance to the Turkish invasions: The Correspondence of Athanasins I,
Patriarch of Constantinople: Letters to the Emperor Andronicus I1, members of the Imperial Family, and Officials, ed. A.-M.
Talbot (Washington DC, 1975), p. 2, 11.2-14; p. 4, 1.25-26, p. 307. Cf. Pachymeres, ii, p. 335, 1.4 — p. 337, 1.6;
Gregoras, i, p. 204, 11.23-24. Pachymeres mentions Halley’s Comet of which appeared on 1 September 1301
and which foreshadowed not only the traditional Turkish invasions into various provinces in Anatolia but the
complete loss of the Byzantine Asia Minor.

[p- 233] *' Pachymeres, ii, p. 359, 1L.4-7; p. 365, 1.13 — p. 367, 1.32.

8 The Correspondence of Athanasins 1, p. 76, 1.1 — p. 78, 1.12; R. Muntaner, Cronica, ed. M. Gusta, 2 vols
(Barcelona, 1979) [Les Millors Obres de la Literatura Catalana, 19-20], ii, 202, p. 71 (hereafter — Muntaner).

¥ MS Bodleian Library, Marsh 313, fol. 39 (the fullest account in the Ottoman sources); S. Vryonis, The
Decline of Medieval Hellenism in Asia Minor and the Process of Islamisation, from the XIth through the XV'th century
(Berkeley, Los Angelos, London, 1971), pp. 403-408; 2Kykos, Deedicxue smupanree, c. 14-27.

8 Die altosmanische Chronik des ‘Afikpasizide, ed. F. Giese (Leipzig, 1928, reprint: Osnabriik, 1972), p. 6
(hereafter ‘Asikpasazade (Giese)); Mehmed Nesti, Kitdb-+ Ciban-niimi (Negri Taribi), ed. F.R. Unat, M.A.
Koymen, 2 vols (Ankara, 1987), i, pp. 60-61.

$36,000 tents = 29,000 persons = 3,000 men + 15,000 women + 11,000 children (see supra, note 54).
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2000 persons, of whom 500 were fighting men. Oddly enough, this average number of 500
is very close to what the Ottoman sources of the second group say about the first Osmanl
in Asia Minor: the founder of the dynasty, Ertogril/Ertogrul (d. c. AH 679/1280), father of
Osman 1 (1281-1324), initially had only 340 fighting men (nefer £isisi)*’. They moved from
the territory between Erzincan and Erzurum, near Pasin ovast and Stirmelii at a period so
remote that it was lost to Ottoman consciousness. If the later commentaries on the early
Ottoman sources are correct, this movement took place when the Mongols appeared in
Armenia, sometime in the 1230s. The future Ottoman Turks moved via Karaca Dag in the
vicinity of Ankara® to the Byzantine-Seljuk border: Sultan-6yiigii and Ségiit™. The
Ottomans remembered that their first territory stretched as far as Bilecik and Ine-Gol,
which were Byzantine frontier fortresses of Belokomis and Angelokomis respectively®.
There is [p. 234] little doubt that the population was mixed Greek and Turkish. The
Ottoman sources often mention the cases of cooperation between the Byzantines and the
Turks: for example, it was the zzkvar of Bilecik, i.e. the Byzantine governor of Belokomis
who allowed Osman to use the environs of the fortress for summer pastures”. We also
find the Christian auxiliary troops, the martolos (from the Greek AUapTwAJG, ‘a sinful one’),

in Ottoman service in the 1280s.

8 MS Bodleian Library, Marsh 313, fol. 29; Gengiz, Yiicel, “Ruahi Tarihi”, p. 375. On the two groups of the
Ottoman historical works, see s#pra, note 41.

8 On the location, see: Inalctk, “Osmanlt Beyligi’nin Kurucusu Osman Beg”, pp. 479-480.

8 Nesri, Kitab-2 Cihan-niima, i, pp. 56-69.

Y Die Altosmanischen Anonymen Chroniken (Tawdrikh-i dl-i “Uthmin) in Text und Ubersetzung, ed. F. Giese, 2 vols
(Breslau and Leipzig, 1922-1925), i, pp. 5-6; Anonim, Tevdrih-i dl-i Osman, F. Giese nesri, ed. N. Azamat
(Istanbul, 1992), p. 9; ‘Asikpasazade (Giese), pp. 7-9; Nesti, Kitib-r Ciban-niima, i, pp. 63-73; Diisturnime-i
Enveri, ed. M.H. Yinang (Istanbul, 1928), pp. 79-82; R.P. Lindner, Explorations in Ottoman Prebistory (Ann
Arbor, 2007), pp. 35-53, 71-80.

[p- 234] *° Tawirikh-i al-i Osmin, MS Bodleian Library, Rawl. Or 5 olim Bodl. Or. 65, fol. 7 (4v); ‘Asikpasazade
(Giese), pp. 8-9; Kafadar, Between Two Worlds: the Construction of the Ottoman State, p. 126; Inalcik, “Osmanli
Beyligi’nin Kurucusu Osman Beg”, p. 499.
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The Ottoman expansion started from the conquest of Karaca Hisar in 1288’ In
1302 Osman defeated the Byzantine army at Bapheus near Nikomedeia”. However, the
Ottomans, despite their victory at Bapheus, did not immediately gain much Byzantine
tertitory though in the spring of 1304 their raids reached Chele”. In the battle at Bapheus
they destroyed the Byzantine field army but the fortresses that surrounded Nicaea and
Prousa were still to be conquered. The text of Pachymeres suggests that by the spring of
1304 Osman occupied the lands between Nicaeca and the fortresses of Angelokomis
(inegol), Belokomis (Bilecik), Plataneia (between Nicaea and Prousa) and
Melangeia/Malagina (Yenisehir), situated south of Nicaea’™. The road from Nicaea to the
Gulf of Nikomedeia, near the fortresses of Herakleion (Eregli), Neankomis (near
Helenopolis (Hersek)) and Pythia (Yalova), was blocked by the Ottomans. The dwellers of
Nicaea could have received supplies from Byzantium only by the difficult and unsafe road
that ran from Kios (Gemlik) to Kroulla (Yenigiirle) and then to the Lake of Askania (Iznik
Golii)”. Osman also ravaged the environs of Prousa and Pegai”. But of all these cities and
towns near Nicaea, in the spring of 1304 the Ottomans managed to conquer only
Belokomis and the surrounding fortresses”. The Ottoman sources indicate which
Byzantine castles were taken. According to ‘Asikpasazade and Nesri, Bilecik (Belokomis),

Yar-hisar, Inegél (Angelokomis) and Yenisehir (Melangeia) were conquered by Osman in

ol ‘Asikpasazade (Giese), pp. 12-13; Lindner, Explorations in Ottoman Prebistory, pp. 71-73; Inalcik, “Osmanli
Beyligi'nin Kurucusu Osman Beg”, pp. 500-503. On the first Ottoman settlements by 1299, see Stkrillah
Zaki, in T. Seif, “Der Abschnitt iiber die Osmanen iiber die Osmanen in Sikrillil’s persischer
Universalgeschichte”, in Mitteilungen zur Osmanischen Geschichte, 3 vols (Hanover, 1925), ii, p. 81; Tavarikh-i dl-i
Osman, MS Bodleian Library, Rawl. Or 5, fols. 7 (4v), 17 (9v); MS Bodleian Library, Marsh 313, fols. 29-39;
Gengiz, Yiicel, “Rahi Tarihi”, pp. 375-383; ‘Aéikpééﬁzéde (Giese), pp. 5-16; Nesti, Kitab-1 Ciban-niima, i, pp.
78-79, 87-88, 104-105; Laonicus Chalcocondylas, Historiarum demonstrationes, rec. E. Darcé, 2 vols. (Budapest,
1922-1927), i, p. 12, 1. 20 — p. 13, . 17; Zachariadou, Totopix kai OpvAol, pp. 76-85; C. Imber, The Ottoman
Empire, 1300-1481 (Istanbul, 1990), pp. 18-19; R.P. Lindner, Nowmads and Ottomans in Medieval Anatolia
(Bloominston, 1983), p. 20; ibiden, Explorations in Ottoman Prebistory, pp. 35-80.

2 Cf the comparison of the text in Pachymeres with the data of the early Ottoman sources: H. Inalcik,
“Osman Ghazt’s Siege of Nicaea and the Battle of Bapheus”, in The Ottoman Empire (1300-1389). A Symposinm
Held in Rethymmnon 11-13 January 1991, ed. E. Zachariadou (Rethymnon, 1993), pp. 77-99.

% Pachymeres, ii, p. 453, 11.25-28. Chele (Sile) is located on the Black sea shore east of Bosphoros.

* Pachymeres, ii, p. 453, 1.28 — p. 455, 1.2.

% Pachymeres, i, p. 455, 1.2-15.

% Pachymeres, i, p. 457, 1.15-19.

*7 Pachymeres, ii, p. 457, 11.10-14.
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AH 699 (28 September 1299 — [p. 235] 15 September 1300)”, and though the date is

inaccurate, it seems that by 1304 these four fortresses became the nuclei of the eatly
Ottoman state.

What kind of settlement had the Ottomans established on the newly conquered
lands? This is not an easy question. First, we have to admit that the numbers of the
invaders were relatively small. The strongest Turkish confederation near the Byzantine
border, the Turks of Denizli, numbered 6,000 wartiors at the most in the 1260s. In 1304
the confederation of three beys (Yakub I Alisir Germiyanoglu, Sasa and Mehmed
Aydinogullar) numbered no more than 8,000 horsemen and 12,000 infantry”. As the
mediaeval sources are very unreliable as far as figures are concerned, I suggest that in the
light of all we know about Turkish nomadic units at that time the confederation’s army was
no more than 8§,000-10,000 capable warriors, most of whom were horsemen. The
Ottomans had no more than 5,000 horsemen in 1304 though they were earlier supported
by the Turks from Maeander and Paphlagonia'”. In other words, I cannot envisage a
significant increase in the numbers of any particular Turkish confederation. The Byzantine

101

army under Michael VIII Palaiologos (8,000 heavily armed troops ) was rather bigger than
the Nicaean one (6,000, excluding #hemata)'”. The Catalans in 1303-1304 had approximately
the same number of soldiers (6,500)'”. From the military point of view the campaigns of

Michael VIII and later of the Catalans against the Turks in Asia Minor were successful,

though the Byzantines’ political failures turned their victories into defeat.

[p- 235] % ‘Asikpasazade (Giese), pp. 14-20; Nesti, Kitdb- Cihan-niimd, i, pp. 96-105; Zachariadou, Totopio kol
BpvAo, pp. 138-146.

9 Muntaner, i, 205, p. 76.

19 pachymeres, ii, p. 457, 1.1,

"' Bartusis, The Late Byzantine Army, p. 37.

102 7.1 7Kasoponkos, “Boennoe uckyccrso Huketickoit umuepun” // Busanmuiickue ougpxu (Mocksa, 1996),
c. 151: the statement is based on Akropolites, i, p. 139, 1.1-14. Oddly enough, this number is partly supported
by the Chronicle of Morea, which lists 1500 Hungarian and 300 German metcenaties as well as 600 Serb,
1500 Turkish (i.e. Seljukid) and 2000 Cuman cavalry in Nicaean service: Bartusis, The Late Byzantine Army, p.
37; To Xpovikov 100 Mopéwg, ed. P.P. Kalonaros (Athens, 1940), p. 162, 1l. 3766-3772; The Chronicle of Morea,
70 Xpovikov To0 Mopéwg, ed. J. Schmitt (London, 1904), p. 250-251, 11. 3766-3772.

19 Bartusis, The Late Byzantine Army, p. 78.
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If so, the Ottomans, whose numbers were small when their expansion began, were
unable to destroy all Greek settlements in Bithynia. It is the Ottoman cadastres, the so-
called Hiidavendigar Livas: Tabrir Defterleri, the Land Registers of the province of
Hidavendigar that show us the type of settlement that the Ottomans established in the
province. The first cadastre was written in 1487; additional cadastral surveys were made in
1521 and in 1573'". Though composed 200-300 years after the first Ottoman conquests on
the Byzantine border, the cadastres contain a mine of information concerning the land
possessions under the first Ottoman sultans. More importantly, the surveys covered the
tetritory of both the former Seljuk frontier zone and the once Byzantine lands: from
Balikesir to Ankara and from Iznik to Kiitahya. The surveys cleatly show that the Greek
population barely survived on the [p. 236] territory of the former Seljuk frontier zone

(with the notable exception of Sogiit'")

; whilst the Greek villages in the former Byzantine
lands, even those around Bilecik (Belokomis), Yar-hisar, Inegél (Angelokomis) and
Yenisehir (Melangeia), were numerous'”. The villages were listed as the private domains
and waqfs (land endowments given for pious or charitable purposes) of the first sultans. It
seems that those lands, originally Byzantine imperial domains or large monastic
possessions, became the sultans’ private property after the Ottoman conquest'”; their
extant Greek population was now under the direct protection of the sultans. If so, the
Ottomans were not particularly generous: they obviously wanted to continue to receive
income from the recently conquered Byzantine lands (just as the Byzantine lords did before

them); but the status that they granted to the non-Muslim population for a while

contributed to the survival of the Greeks under Ottoman rule in the turbulent boundary

1% .1 Barkan, “Hiidavendigar Livast Sayim Defterleri”, in Hiidavendigir Livas: Tabrir Defterleri, eds. O.L.
Barkan and E. Mericli (Ankara, 1988), pp. 13, 60.

[p. 236] 19 1. Beldiceanu-Steinherr, “La population non-musulmane de Bithynie (deuxieme moitié¢ du XIVe
siecle — premicre moiti¢ du XVe siecle)”, in The Ottoman Empire (1300-1389), p. 11.

1% Beldiceanu-Steinherr, “La population non-musulmane de Bithynie”, pp. 9-12, 20-21.

7 idem, p. 18.
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zone. Even the ¢iftlik wagf"™ near Sogiit, established by Osman I and Bayezid 1 (1389-1402)

‘for the [memory] of the soul of Ertogrul’, their ancestor, seemingly the earliest Ottoman
pious foundation'”, listed three e//ici kdfirlers, literally ‘three e/lici infidels’ as the cultivators of
the ¢iff'"". The term ‘ellic; meant a special category of the peasant population, usually Greek,

" Given the fact that the

though the true meaning of the term ‘e//ic’ still remains hidden
category of the ‘e/ic7 had become extinct by the time of the first Ottoman cadastre survey
in Bithynia'” it seems that the mention of the three Greek elici peasants should be
attributed to the time of Osman L.

We should also remember that the Byzantine presence in Bithynia did not
completely disappear after 1307. Prousa fell in 1326; Nicaea in 1331; Nikomedeia in 1337,
Chele/Sile in 1396; and the fortresses on the road between Nikomedeia and Chrysopolis
(Kartalimen/Kartal, Pantychion/Pandik, Dakybiza/Gebze and Brounga/Hereke) were in
Byzantine hands from 1402 until 1421. Let me consider, just to show the difference
between the post-Seljuk and the post-Byzantine lands in Bithynia, two particular cases in
the cadastral surveys. The first one is Goyniik, which was situated in the Seljuk frontier
zone; the Ottomans managed to conquer the city only after 1361. The survey shows no
Greek population in the vicinity of the town of Goynik. Its toponymy is predominantly
Turkish, with plenty of ‘professional’ settlements (like Kostekler ‘those who make/are with

5113

chains’ or Bektaglar ‘the Bektas dervishes™ ) or the villages that were inhabited by the

former tribal groups [p. 237] (Kinik'", Dogan'”, Bayandur'’, Cepni''’). One village is

1% The endowment of the revenues for pious purposes from the ¢ff, the unit of agricultural land, which
usually varied in size from 56400 to 141000 square metres. Cf. H. Inalcik, The Ottoman Empire. The Classical
Age, 1300-1600 (London, 1973), p. 219.

1% Tnalcik, “Osmanli Beyligi’nin Kurucusu Osman Beg”, p. 482.

" Hiidavendigr 1ivas: Tabrir Defterlers, pp. 283-284.

n Beldiceanu-Steinherr, “La population non-musulmane de Bithynie”, pp. 15-17. The term was derived from
the number ‘e/i7, “fifty’, and can be translated as ‘this/those of fifty’.

Y2 dem, p. 16.

"3 Hiidavendigar 1 ivas: Tabrir Defterleri, pp. 518, 536, 541, 595.

[p- 237]'"* idem, pp. 542, 549, 596.

" idem, p. 595.

"8 idems, pp. 521, 542, 584, 596.

"7 idem, p. 561.
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called ‘Firengi’“s, namely ‘the Franks’, but I do not know how to explain it. The name of

the village Falanoz is obviously Greek; but the cadastre records no trace of the Greek
population there'”. A gifilik (land parcel, that formed a unit for taxation) is called Vasil-oglu
(‘a son of Basil’), but the cadastre specifies that its masters were the commander of the
irregular troops (yayabagsi) Seydi-bey and his brother Tiirkmen'”. So far I failed to find other
traces of the Greek population in the environs of Géyniik.

If we turn to the description of the maballes (districts) of the town of Goynik, we
will also find no Greek population. Moreover, some mahalles’ names suggest that they had
been founded by the former nomads, descendants of the participants of the great nomadic
revolt of Baba Ish[laq that took place near Samosata in Eastern Anatolia in 1239-1240"".
It seems that the Greek-Turkish coexistence came to an end at the beginning of the
fourteenth century, when both the town and the environs of Go6yniik, like other territories
in Eastern Bithynia, suffered heavily from an influx of nomads from Paphlagonialzz.

The case of Bursa was different. The Ottomans tried to capture Bursa as eatly as
1307, but their initial attack failed. After blockading it for many years the starved city was
to surrender to the Ottomans on 6 April 1326 and to pay a heavy tribute of 30,000 flori.
The Byzantine commander whom the Turkish sources called #zkvar was allowed to leave
Bursa for Istanbul but his chief adviser, a certain Saroz, who was responsible for the

123

surrender, remained with the Ottomans ™. The Greeks were apparently removed to a

district below outside the fortress where we find them in the £adi registers of the fifteenth

"8 Sdem, pp. 532, 594.

" idem, pp. 555, 582.

120 dem, p. 555.

2 Hiidavendigar Livas: Tabrir Deflerlers, p. 507: Maballe-i Babaylar; 1. Beldiceanu-Steinherr, “Goyniik, ville refuge
des communautés Baba’t”, in Res Orientales, V1: ltinéraires d'Orient. Hommage a Clande Cahen (Butes sur Yvette-
Louvain, 1994), pp. 241-255, esp. p. 250: Mahalle-i Baba'iler, Mescid-i yayabas: Ilyds. On the revolt of Baba Ishaq,
see A.Y. Ocak, La révolte de Baba Resul ou la formation de I'bétérodoxcie musulmane en Anatolie an Xllle siccle (Ankara,
1989), pp. 36-80.

122 pachymeres, i, p. 359, 1.4 — p. 365, 1.12; D.A. Korobeinikov, “The Revolt in Kastamonu, c. 1291-1293”,
Byzantinische Forschungen 28 (2004), pp. 87-117; A.A. Kopobeitaukos, “Boccranne 8 Kacramony B 1291-1293
rr.” // Busanmuiickue ouepxu (Canxr-Ilerepbypr, 2001), c. 74-111.

123 ‘Asikpasazade (Giese), pp. 28-30; EI? s.v. “Bursa”; Zachariadou, Totopia kai 6ptdor, pp. 110-111; H.W.
Lowry, The Nature of the Early Ottoman State (Albany, NY, 2003), pp. 56-57.
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century'*. In the reign of Orhan I (1324-1362) the police superintendent (subagi) of the city

was a certain Koskos, obviously a Christian Greek'”. The policy of the Ottoman sultans
who established new maballes made Bursa a predominantly Muslim city within the lifespan
of two generations; the Greeks survived, but remained a considerable minority. What
makes the case of the city of Bursa similar to that of G&yiik is the presence of the maballes
[p.- 238] which were founded by the former nomadic groups, like the ‘Tatars’ (i.e. the
Mongols)'*.

However, if we look at the environs of Bursa, the picture is quite different. One
might have expected that the Ottomans managed to blockade Bursa by wiping out the
Greck population from the surrounding villages, but the cadastre’s data does not support
this view. Indeed, the city was encircled with villages with Greck names. Moreovet, in
many villages the Greeks and the Turks shared land possessions, which points out to the
slow and peaceful infiltration of the Turks into the Greek society as well as successful
conversion of the Greeks to Islam. For example, the #mar village of Kestel (from castellunz)
had 9 Muslim and 7 Greek houses in 1487'%". Some of the Greek villages, like Kalamine,
were the possessions of the Greek wives of the Ottoman sultans. In particular, Kalamine
was possession of Gilcicek Hatun, a Bithynian Greek, wife of the Sultan Murad I and

1'%, One should remember that the Ottomans came out from

mother of the Sultan Bayezid
the frontier zone, which, as I have mentioned, was remarkable for its mixture of
population, both nomadic and sedentary, and which could have been controlled only
through the network of fortresses, towns and other strategically important positions. The

Ottomans followed the same practice in Bithynia. The chief reason why the cities like

Bursa or Nicaea were forced to surrender cannot be explained by sharp ethnic changes in

124 EI, s.v. “Bursa”; Beldiceanu-Steinherr, “La population non-musulmane de Bithynie”, pp. 10-11.

B MUT. Gokbilgin, “Murad 1. Tesisleri ve Bursa Tmareti Vakfiyesi”, Tiirkiyat Mecmuas: 10 (1953), p. 233;
Lowry, The Nature of the Early Ottoman State, pp. 86-90.

[p. 238] 126 Hiidavendigir Livas: Tabrir Defterlers, p. 1.

127 Hiidavendigar Livas: Tabrir Defterlers, p. 10; Beldiceanu-Steinherr, “La population non-musulmane de
Bithynie”, p. 20.

128 Hiidavendigar Livas: Tabrir Defterlers, p. 61. See also: Lowry, The Nature of the Early Ottoman State, p. 153.
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the surrounding territory. The blockade was not tight: we know that the metropolitan
Nicholas of Bursa managed to contact Constantinople in 1318 on the subject of his
diminished revenues'”. It seems that these big cities, which were unable to maintain
themselves without trade, finally capitulated because the Ottomans controlled the network
of fortresses on the chief supply routes.

If so, this suggestion can explain one interesting fact. Despite many Christians in
the administration, members of the Byzantine aristocracy in the Ottoman ruling class (like
Ko6se Mihal, Evrenos-bey, Maurozomes in Biga in 135413(}), and landholding and taxation
organised on the Byzantine system'', the Ottomans showed astonishingly little interest in
Byzantine culture, which was by nature urban. However, it was the cities that suffered
profound changes after the Ottoman conquest. That is why the borrowings between the
late Byzantine and early Ottoman historical writings were minimal, and reduced to the
short [p. 239] chronicles'™. One might have expected that the early Ottoman sultans
would accept the title gaysar (the Caesar) of the Byzantine emperors as they laid claim to
the Byzantine lands, but they did not. The title of the Sultan Murad I was “the great emir,
king of the kings of the Arabs and the Persians, protector of the territories of Allah,
guardian of the worshippers of God, champion of the class of justice and benevolence,
Sultan son of Sultan, Murad son of Orkhan”'”. Mehmed II Fatih conferred on himself

only the title “the great authentos (‘ruler’) and the great emir” in his Greek charters'. The

129 J. Darrouzes, Les Regestes des actes du Patriarcat de Constantinople (Paris, 1977), 1, fasc. 5: Les Regestes de 1310 a

1376, N 20806, pp. 62-63; MM i, pp. 80-81; Das Register des Patriarchats von Konstantinopel, eds. H. Hunger, O.
Kresten (Vienna, 1981), i: Edition und Ubersetzung der Urkunden ans den Jahren 1315-1331, N 55, pp. 356-359.
1301 .owty, The Nature of the Early Ottoman State, pp. 55-94, 131-132.

Bl co. Opemixosa, “Busanrus u Ocmanckas nmiepus: npobaemsl npeemcrsensoctn’ // Busanmus mencdy
Sanadom u Bocmoxom. Onvim ucmopuueckoti xaparmepucmuru, oA pea. I'I. Aurappuna (Cauxr-IlerepOypr, 1999),
c. 478-494.

[p. 239] B2 AA. Kopobetinukos, “Bocrounsie mcrounukn Aaonnka XaAkokoHAnAZ. Dum3oA 1. TToxoasr
Baszuaa 1 I;II)IAAI)IprMa B Manoit Asuw” // Busanumuiickue ouepxu (Mocksa, 1996), c. 152-168.

133 Gokbilgin, “Murad T. Tesisleri ve Bursa Imareti Vakfiyesi”, pp. 223-224; Lowry, The Nature of the Early
Ottoman State, pp. 86-87.

134 See, for example: MM, iii, p. 293.
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Ottomans indeed employed the title gaysar in the sixteenth century'”, but consider the
context:
“His majesty [the second] Iskandar, the banner of the Possessor of knowledge, the
Saturn of sublimity of the sphere, [the one who belongs to] the rank of Khusrau,
the palace of supremacy and power of Nushirwan, the throne of justice, the rule of
the Caesar, Jamshid of the realm (lit. — place), Khurshid of the world, the khaqan,
the one who distributes the crowns, the possessor of the countries, the sultan, the
one who sits on the throne, the sahibqiran (lit. - the one who is under the lucky
combination of stars), the padishah of the kingdom, the successful one”'™.
The Byzantine title is buried under the Persian formula. And when the sultan
Mehmed II entered Constantinople and visited the Church of Saint Sophia, he pronounced

the verses of an unknown Persian poet:

The spider serves as gatekeeper in the halls of the Khosrau’s dome
The owl plays martial music in the palace of Afrasiyab'”.

Was he aware of the Byzantine inheritance that he now possessed? I have no
doubts. But, like his ancestors in the Seljuk frontier zone, he expressed this awareness in

the categories of Persian culture.

135 . . . )
3. AGpaxamoBuy, “OCMAHCKUIT CYATAH KaK BOCTOMHOPUMCKUI nmueparop (kadcep-u Pyv)” [/ Turcica et

Ottomanica. Céoprux cmamei 8 yecmn 70-nemun M.C. Meiiepa, cocr. 1.B. 3aiines u C.®@. Opemmkosa (Mocksa,
2000), c. 103-105.

136 Feridun-bey Ahmed, Miinsaat-i Selatin, 2 vols (Istanbul, AH 1274, AD 1857), i, p. 4; on the titles listed in
Feridun-bey’s work, see: H. Inalcik, “Power relationships between Russia, the Crimea and the Ottoman
Empire as reflected in titulature”, in Passé turco-tatar, présent soviétigue. Ftudes offertes a Alexcandre Bennigsen (Tnrco-
Tatar Past, Soviet Present. Studies Presented to Alexandre Bennigsen), eds. Ch. Lemercier-Quelquejay, G. Veinstein,
S.E. Wimbush (Paris, 1986), pp. 192-199.

BT Tursun Beg, The History of Mebmed the Congueror, ed. with English translation H. Inalcik and R. Murphey
(Minneapolis and Chicago, 1978) (= Aya Sofya MS 3032), fol. 51a; E. Gibbon, The History of the Decline and Fall
of the Roman Empire, ed. F. Fernandez-Armesto, 8 vols (London: The Folio Society, 1990), viii, p. 240; cf.
A.A.M. Bryer, “Gibbon and the later Byzantine Empires”, in Edward Gibbon and Empire, eds. R. McKitterick
and R. Quinault (Cambridge, 1997), pp. 101-116, esp. p. 110, note 33.



