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performed in Ankara and Istanbul.

Sefik Peksevgen is assistant professor in the Department
of History at Yeditepe University, Istanbul. His research
interests include political history of the Ottoman Empire
in the early modern era, with a special emphasis on
building and exercising sovereign power in a compara-
tive perspective.

Christine Philliou is assistant professor in the Depart-
ment of History at Columbia University. She specializes
in the social and political history of the 18th- and 19th-
centuries Ottoman Empire and is particularly interested
in the role of Phanariots in Ottoman governance. Her
forthcoming book is entitled Biography of an Empire:
Ottoman Governance in the Age of Revolution.

Andrew Robarts is a Ph.D. candidate in Russian and
Ottoman history at Georgetown University, where he
also received a Master’s Degree in foreign service. His
dissertation focuses on population movements and the
spread of disease between the Ottoman and Russian
empires in the late 18th and early 19th centuries. He has
published articles on Bulgarian history and the Russian
Federation’s migration management policies.

Claudia Romer is associate professor and head of the
Institute of Oriental Studies, University of Vienna. Her
research interests include Ottoman diplomatics; early
modern Ottoman social and economic history; Ottoman
historical grammar, syntax and stylistics; contact linguis-
tics; and Ottoman proverbs. Apart from articles on these
topics, she has published Ottoman documents: (with
Anton C. Schaendlinger) Die Schreiben Siileymans des
Prichtigen an Karl V., Ferdinand 1. und Maximilian II;
Die Schreiben Siileymans des Prichtigen an Beamte, Mil-
itirbeamte, Vasallen und Richter; Osmanische Festungs-
besatzungen in Ungarn zur Zeit Murdads III; and (with
Gisela Prochazka-Eisl) Osmanische Beamtenschreiben
und Privatbriefe der Zeit Siileymans des Prdichtigen.

flhan Sahin is professor at the Kyrgyz-Turkish Manas
University, Bishkek (Kyrgyzstan). In addition to his
numerous articles in Turkish and English on Ottoman
administrative, social and economic history, he has pub-
lished a book in Turkish on the Yagci Bedir Yoriiks. A
selection of his articles on the nomads was published in
his Nomads in the Ottoman Empire.

Kahraman Sakul is a Ph.D. candidate in Middle East his-
tory at Georgetown University. His dissertation focuses



xiv  Editors and Contributors

on Ottoman-Russian relations in late 18th century. He
has published articles on Ottoman military history and
the reforms of Sultan Selim III (1789-1807).

Fikret Saricaoglu is assistant professor in the Depart-
ment of History at Istanbul University. His field of
research is the history of Ottoman institutions in the
15th through 17th centuries, historical sources, and the
history of Ottoman cartography. He is the author of a
Turkish-language book on Abdiilhamid I (r. 1774-89).

Mustafa Sentop is associate professor at the Faculty
of Law of Marmara University, Istanbul. His field if
research is the history of Ottoman and Turkish law. He
has published studies on the sharia courts and Ottoman
criminal law in the post-Tanzimat era.

Vildan Serdaroglu has been a researcher at ISAM (Cen-
ter for Islamic Studies, Istanbul) since 2000. She provides
entries on Turkish literature for the new Turkish-lan-
guage Encyclopedia of Islam (DVIA), teaches Ottoman
Turkish, Ottoman literature, and coordinates academic
meetings at the center. Her book on the 16th-century
divan poet Zati was recently published in Turkish.

Amy Singer is professor of Ottoman history in the
Department of Middle Eastern and African History at
Tel Aviv University. Her major interests are in socio-
economic history, with a particular focus on charity and
philanthropy, in particular the large Ottoman public
kitchens, and on agrarian history. She is the author of
Charity in Islamic Societies, and Constructing Ottoman
Beneficence: An Imperial Soup Kitchen in Jerusalem; and
the co-editor of Feeding People, Feeding Power: Imarets
in the Ottoman Empire (with Nina Ergin and Christoph
Neumann), and Poverty and Charity in Middle Eastern
Contexts (with Michael Bonner and Mine Ener).

Selcuk Aksin Somel is assistant professor of Ottoman
history in the Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences at
Sabanci University, Istanbul. He is an expert on 19th-
century Ottoman education, focusing his research on
peripheral populations, gender history, legitimacy and
power, and the modernization of central bureaucracy.
His recent publications include The Modernization of
Public Education in the Ottoman Empire (1839-1908), and
Historical Dictionary of the Ottoman Empire.

Faruk Tabak was, before his untimely death in Febru-
ary 2008, Nesuhi Ertegiin assistant professor of modern
Turkish studies in the Edmund A. Walsh School of For-
eign Service at Georgetown University. Prior to George-
town he worked as a research associate at the Fernand
Braudel Center for the Study of Economies, Histori-

cal Systems and Civilizations at Binghamton. He is the
author of The Waning of the Mediterranean, 1550-1870:
A Geohistorical Approach, and co-editor of Landholding
and Commercial Agriculture in the Middle East; Informal-
ization: Process and Structure; and Allies As Rivals: The
U.S., Europe, and Japan in a Changing World-System.

Judith Tucker is professor of history and director of the
Master of Arts in Arab Studies Program at Georgetown
University, and editor of the International Journal of
Middle East Studies. Her research interests focus on the
Arab world in the Ottoman period, women in Middle East
history, and Islamic law, women, and gender. She is the
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TRANSLITERA”
AND SPEL

Because The Encyclopedia of the Ottoman Empire
was written with high school and college students in
mind, we have tried to minimize reliance upon special-
ized academic vocabulary as much as possible. How-
ever, we do expect our readers to have basic familiarity
with commonly used historical terms and geographical
names. With regard to foreign words, Facts On File fol-
lows the conventions of Merriam Webster’s Dictionary
(MW). Consequently, Ottoman terms and expressions
that have entered the English language are found using
the spellings indicated in MW. Most such words are
Arabic or Persian in origin and will be familiar to stu-
dents of Islamic civilization. The reader will thus find
words like agha, caravansary, fatwa, hammam, madrasa,
muezzin, pasha, sharia, and not the Modern Turkish
equivalents aga, kervansaray, fetva, hamam, medrese,
miiezzin, pasa or seriat. Also, since these foreign terms
have entered English they are not italicized. We go by
this rule even when the term has become part of a proper
name (Osman Agha, Osman Pasha, etc.) However, when
a term found in MW forms part of a compound Otto-
man name or term (e.g. Kemalpasazade, kap: agasi,
kizlar agasi) we use the modern Turkish transliteration,
for it would be confusing to the reader to see the Angli-
cized form of these compound phrases without their
grammatical inflections in Turkish. This also makes
cross-referencing easier for the reader, since such com-
pound phrases are usually given in the modern Turkish
transliteration in other reference works and secondary
literature.

Those Ottoman terms that are not found in the 11t
edition of Merriam-Webster are considered by Facts On
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File to be foreign words, and thus are italicized. In these
cases, we use modern Turkish transliteration, even if the
word is of Arabic origin (e.g., dariissifa, lit. “the house
of healing,” that is, hospital) However, proper names of
institutions are not italicized (Dartlfiinun-i Osmani,
lit. “The Ottoman House of Sciences,” that is, The Otto-
man University). We omitted the circumflex above
a, i, and u that is used to denote lengthened vowels in
words of Arabic or Persian origin. The only exception
is the world ali, (high/tall sublime, exalted etc.), such as
in Dergah-1 Ali (Sublime Porte) or Ali Pasha Mehmed
Emin, to differentiate him from the many Ali Pashas.
Also, we do not generally use the Turkish capitalized
dotted I for place and personal names that have entered
common usage in English (Istanbul, Izmir, Ibrahim),
while lesser known names are given in their Turkish
orthography (e.g. Izzet). The dot also disappears from
words set in small caps (SELIM, N1zam-1 CEDID ). Slavic
names are transcribed according to MW, as are foreign
place names in general. We made, however, exception
with some Turkish place names, where the name forms
we use are more easily recognizable for those familiar
with the geography of present-day Turkey. However,
in the case of the Ottoman imperial city we use “Con-
stantinople” and the present-day name of the same city,
“Istanbul,” interchangeably. With this we hope to dispel
a common misbelief according to which the Ottomans
renamed the Byzantine capital after they conquered it
in 1453. In fact, the Ottomans called their new capital
city Kostantiniyye (the Arabic form of Constantinople)
on coins and official documents throughout the history
of the empire, while the name Istanbul (a corruption of
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the Greek phrase meaning “to the city”) was also widely
used in both the official language and by the common
people.

Modern Turkish contains letters that differ from stan-
dard English orthography or pronunciation as follows:
,c=" asinjet
, ¢ = “ch” as in cheer
, § = soft “g lengthens preceding vowel
,1=undotted i, similar to the vowel sound in the

word “open”
I,i=“ee” asin see
O, 6 = as in German, similar to the vowel sound
in the word “bird”
S, s = “sh” as in should
U, ii = as in German, or in the French “tu”

QO O

—

With regard to words of Arabic origin: the editors
have chosen to simplify the highly technical system that is
normally used when transcribing Arabic words and names
into English. We have done away with the diacritical marks
normally used to differentiate long from short vowels or to
distinguish aspirated from non-aspirated consonants. The
Arabic letters hamza and ayn are not indicated other than
the use of double vowels: aa, ii, uu. These should be pro-
nounced with a pause between the first and second vowel,
example Shii is prounounced “Shi-i”. The consonant clus-
ters “kh” and “gh” represent guttural sounds in Arabic not
found in American English. The “kh” is similar to the “ch”
in the Scottish word “loch” or the German “Bach” The
“gh” is a soft, fricative “g” similar to the “g” sound before
back vowels (a, o, u) in Castillian Spanish, example “algo”
and in Modern Greek, example “logos”



INTRODUCTION

WHO ARE THE OTTOMANS?

The Ottomans, named after the founder of the dynasty,
OsMAN (d. 1324), were one of many Turkic ANATOLIAN
EMIRATES or principalities that emerged in the late 13th-
century power vacuum caused by the Mongols’ oblitera-
tion of the empire of the Rum SeLjuks. They were driven
out of their central Asian homeland by the Mongols
in the 13th century and settled in north-western Asia
Minor or Anatolia, in the vicinity of the shrinking East-
ern Roman or ByZANTINE EMPIRE shortly before 1300.

The region they settled had previously been ruled
by the Seljuks of Rum. Following the victory of the
Great Seljuks over the Byzantine army in 1071, a branch
of the Great Seljuks established its rule in eastern and
central Anatolia, known to them as Rum (i.e., the lands
of the Eastern Roman (Rum) Empire) and soon came
to be known as the Seljuks of Rum. Under the Rum
Seljuks, large numbers of semi-nomadic Turks migrated
from Transoxania in Central Asia to eastern and cen-
tral Anatolia, where the upland pasturelands and warm
coastlands offered ideal conditions for the pastoralists’
way of life.

The Seljuks brought with them the religion of Islam,
and conversion seems to have been widespread from the
11th century onward. At the time the Ottoman Turks
arrived in the 13t century, there was still a large popula-
tion of Greeks and Armenians in Asia Minor, especially
in the towns, and relations between Greeks and Turks
were closer and inter-marriages more common than usu-
ally assumed. Greeks worked in the Seljuk administration
in high offices, Turkish troops were often hired by the
Byzantine emperors, and fleeing Turkish rulers sought
refuge in Byzantium more often than among their Mus-
lim brethren in Syria, Mesopotamia, and Iran.

By the time the Ottoman Turks settled in the Sakarya
valley in the vicinity of the Byzantine Empire, the popu-
lation of western Asia Minor had largely become Turk-
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ish-speaking and Muslim in religion. The influx of
Turkic semi-nomadic peoples or Turkomans into west-
ern Anatolia is closely related to the Mongol invasion of
the Middle East in the 1240s and 1250s. A western army
of the Mongols invaded and defeated the Rum Seljuks
in 1243 at Kosedag, northeast of present-day Sivas in
Turkey. In 1258, Hiilegii, the brother of the great khan,
Mongke Khan, conquered and sacked BAGHDAD, end-
ing the rule of the ABBASID CALIPHATE (750-1258).
The Rum Seljuks soon became the vassals of the Ilkhans
(“obedient khans”), the descendents of Hiilegii, who
established their own empire in the vast area stretching
from present-day Afghanistan to Turkey. As the Mon-
gols occupied more and more grasslands for their horses
in Asia Minor, the Turkomans moved further to western
Anatolia and settled in the Seljuk-Byzantine frontier. By
the last decades of the 13th century the Ilkhans and their
Seljuk vassals lost control over much of Anatolia to these
Turkoman peoples. In the ensuing power vacuum, a
number of Turkish lords managed to establish themselves
as rulers of various principalities, known as beyliks or
emirates. The Ottomans, who were only one among the
numerous principalities, settled in northwestern Anato-
lia, in the former Byzantine province of Bithynia.

It was a fortunate location for many reasons. In
1261, the Byzantines recaptured Constantinople from the
Latins, who had conquered the city in 1204 during the
Fourth Crusade, established a Latin Empire in Constan-
tinople (1204-61), divided the former Byzantine territo-
ries in the Balkans and the Aegean among themselves,
and forced the Byzantine Emperors into exile at Nicaea
(present-day Iznik in Turkey). From 1261 onwards, the
Byzantines were largely preoccupied with policies aim-
ing at regaining their control in the Balkans, and, in the
words of the contemporary Byzantine chronicler Pachy-
meres (writing circa 1310), “the defenses of the eastern
territory were weakened, whilst the Persians (Turks)
were emboldened to invade lands which had no means of
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driving them off” Owing to their location, the Ottomans
were best positioned to conquer the eastern territories of
the Byzantine Empire. However, the situation was more
complex and to view the history of the northwestern
Anatolian frontier solely as a clash between Cross (Byz-
antium) and Crescent (invading Muslim Turks) would
be a mistake. The shift in Byzantine policy also offered
new opportunities for the Turkish principalities in west-
ern Anatolia, for the Byzantines needed allies and mer-
cenaries. The Ottomans, who were perhaps the least
significant among the Turkish emirates and thus posed
the smallest threat to Byzantine authority around 1300,
seemed to be perfect candidates for the job. Indeed, the
Ottomans arrived in Europe as the allies of the Byzan-
tines and established their first bridgehead in Europe in
Tzympe, southwest of Gallipoli on the European shore of
the Dardanelles, in 1352.

Within 50 years, through military conquest, diplo-
macy, dynastic marriages, and the opportunistic exploi-
tation of the Byzantine civil wars, the third Ottoman
ruler MURAD I (r. 1362-89) more than tripled the territo-
ries under his direct rule, reaching some 100,000 square
miles, evenly distributed in Europe and Asia Minor. His
son BAYEzID I (r. 1389-1402), according to some schol-
ars the first Ottoman ruler to use the title sultan (“sover-
eign,” ruler with supreme authority), extended Ottoman
control over much of southeastern Europe and Asia
Minor, up to the rivers DANUBE and Euphrates, respec-
tively. Alerted by this spectacular Ottoman conquest,
Europeans organized a crusade to halt Ottoman advance,
but were defeated in 1396. However, Ottoman expansion
was stopped by TIMUR or Tamerlane, a skillful and cruel
military leader of Mongol decent from Transoxania, who
defeated Bayezid at the battle of Ankara (July 28, 1403,
see ANKARA, BATTLE OF). Bayezid died in the captivity of
Timur, who reduced the Ottoman lands to what they had
been at the beginning of Murad I’s reign. Fortunately for
the Ottomans, however, the basic institutions of the Otto-
man state (tax system, revenue and tax surveys, central
and provincial bureaucracy and the army) had already
taken root and large segments of Ottoman society had
vested interests in restoring the power of the House of
Osman. Moreover, Bayezid’s victorious conquests served
as inspiration for his successors who managed to rebuild
the state, and half a century later, in 1453, Ottoman
armies under Sultan MEHMED II (r. 1444-46, 1451-81)
conquered Constantinople (see CONSTANTINOPLE, SIEGE
oF), the capital of the thousand-year-old Byzantine
Empire. The Ottomans emerged as the undisputed power
in southeastern Europe, the eastern Mediterranean, and
Asia Minor. Within another 50 years, in the possession of
Constantinople that they made their capital and the logis-
tical center of their campaigns, the Ottomans cemented
their rule over the Balkans and turned the Black Sea into

an “Ottoman lake,” although their control of its northern
shores was never complete. In 1516-17 Sultan SELIM I
(r. 1512-20) defeated the MaAMLUK EMPIRE of Egypt and
Syria, incorporating their realms into his empire whereas
SULEYMAN I (r. 1520-66) conquered central HUNGARY
and IRAQ. By this time, the Ottoman Empire had become
one of the most important empires in Europe and in ter-
ritories known today as the Middle East.

Although Europeans called the Ottomans “Turks,”
they considered themselves Osmanli (Ottomans), follow-
ers of Osman, the eponymous founder of the Osmanl
dynasty. In the early decades of the empire’s history
everyone who followed Osman and joined his band was
considered Ottoman, regardless of ethnicity or religion.
Later the term referred to the Ottoman ruling elite, also
known as askeri (“military;” after their main occupation),
whereas the taxpaying subject population, Muslims and
non-Muslims alike, was known as the reaya, the “flock”
While the term “Turk” is not entirely incorrect to denote
the Ottomans—for they were originally Turks—one
should remember that the descendents of Osman were
ethnically mixed due to intermarriages with Byzantine,
Serbian, and Bulgarian royal houses and the dynasty’s
practice to reproduce through non-Muslim slave con-
cubines. More importantly, while superficially Islamized
Turks comprised the largest group among the followers
of Osman, the early Ottoman society was complex and
included members of numerous religions and ethnicities.
Members of various Islamic sects, Orthodox Christians,
Islamized and/or Turkified Greeks, Armenians and Jews
lived and fought alongside the Turks. The population of
the empire’s Balkan provinces remained largely ethni-
cally Slavic and Orthodox Christian in religion, despite
voluntary migration and state organized re-settlements
of Turks from Anatolia to the Balkans. In short, it was
a multi-ethnic and multi-religious empire ruled by the
Osmanli dynasty from circa 1300 until its demise in
World War I. The empire’s elites considered themselves
Ottoman and used the word Turk as a disparaging term
for the uneducated Anatolian subject peasant popula-
tion. These Ottomans spoke the Ottoman-Turkish lan-
guage (see LANGUAGE AND SCRIPT) that, with its Arabic
and Persian vocabulary, was different from the Anatolian
Turkish spoken by the peasants. The Ottomans also pro-
duced, supported, and consumed the Ottoman literature
that would largely have been unintelligible to the masses.
Thus, it is more correct to call this empire Ottoman than
Turkish.

WHY STUDY OTTOMAN HISTORY?

The Ottomans built one of the greatest, longest-lived, and
most splendid multi-ethnic and multi-religious empires,
only to be compared to the better-known other Mediter-
ranean empires of the Romans and Byzantines, the simi-
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larly multi-ethnic neighboring Habsburg and Romanov
Empires, and to the other great Islamic empires of the
Abbasids, Safavids, and the Indian Mughals. In compari-
son with many of these empires, the Ottomans’ record is
impressive.

The Ottomans ruled with relative tolerance and flex-
ibility for centuries over a multiplicity of peoples who
followed different religions and spoke languages as div-
ers as Turkic, Greek, Slavic, Albanian, Arabic, and Hun-
garian. At the height of their power, in the 16th century,
their empire stretched from Hungary to Yemen, from
Algiers to the Crimea and Iraq. They established peace,
law, and order in the Balkans and the Middle East, terri-
tories that have seen much violence since the breakup of
the empire. The Ottomans also brought economic stabil-
ity and prosperity and cultural flourishing to many parts
of their empire. The spread of local fairs and markets,
the establishment of new towns (e.g., Sarajevo), and the
population increase in the 16th century, are signs of this
economic prosperity.

From the conquest of the Byzantine capital city Con-
stantinople in 1453 until its demise during World War I,
the Ottoman Empire was an important player in European
politics: in the 15th through 17th centuries as the preemi-
nent Islamic empire that threatened Christian Europe on
its own territory, later in the 18th and 19th centuries as a
weakening empire whose survival was a major factor in
the balance of power. The empire’s possible partition either
by the Great Powers and the empire’s neighbors (France,
England, Germany, Austria/Austria-Hungary, Russia) or
by the emerging nationalist movements became a major
concern of international politics, and was known as the
“Eastern Question.” For the Ottomans it was a “Western
Question”: How to withstand the pressure of the western
Great Powers and Russia, as well as the nationalities sup-
ported by them, and how to modernize the empire’s mili-
tary, bureaucracy, and finances to do so.

As for the empire’s legacy, the roots of many
of the ethnic conflicts we witnessed in the 1990s in the
Balkans can only be understood if one studies the wars,
voluntary migrations, and state-organized forced reset-
tlements in the Ottoman Balkans that radically changed
the ethnic and religious landscape of that region. For
instance, the roots of the Serbian-Albanian struggle over
Kosovo go back to Ottoman times, and are related to the
Ottoman expansion and the ensuing Serbian emigration
from and Albanian immigration to Kosovo. The conflicts
between Catholic Croats and Orthodox Serbs in Kra-
jina are likewise connected to the region’s Ottoman and
Habsburg history. Vojna Krajina or the Military Frontier
in Croatia was established by the Austrian Habsburgs
from the mid-16th century on, in order to halt further
Ottoman expansion. In the 16th and 17th centuries, and
in the 18th century when the Military Border was reor-

ganized by the Habsburgs following the Ottomans’ loss
of Hungary, the population of the region became increas-
ingly mixed, with more and more Serbs settling there.
This heavy Serbian presence was used by Serb nation-
alists for territorial claims in the 1990s leading to war
between Serbs and Croats. On the other hand, whereas
Ottoman borders proved stable for centuries—the bor-
der between Turkey and IRAN, for instance is essentially
the one established in 1639—border disputes and wars in
the Middle East are often results of the artificial borders
established by the European Great Powers at the demise
of the empire.

Yet despite its world historical importance and lega-
cies, the Ottoman Empire has remained one of the less-
studied and less-understood multiethnic empires, leading
to many misconceptions and misinterpretations of Otto-
man history in the generalist literature and college text-
books. This short introduction intends to acquaint the
reader with some of the many labels by which histori-
ans tried to describe the essential characteristics of the
empire. It is followed by a short overview of the past and
present state of Ottoman studies.

WORLD EMPIRE, MERITOCRACY,
HEIRS OF ROME?

Although modern sociologists do not consider the Otto-
man Empire a world power for it was not a sea-borne
empire, for 16th-century Europeans it seemed the most
formidable of all empires Western Christianity faced on
its own territory. It held this image by virtue of its geo-
political situation, its enormous territory and popula-
tion, its wealth of economic resources, and a central and
provincial administration that was capable of mobilizing
these resources to serve the goals of the state. The effi-
cient use of resources formed the base of the Ottoman
army, which was considered to be the best and most effi-
cient military known to contemporaneous Europeans.
These Europeans admired the territorial immensity and
the wealth and power of the sultan, who, in the words of
one Venetian ambassador, “is the most powerful.”

The sultan’s empire was feared and admired by con-
temporaneous Europeans. Ogier Ghiselin de Busbecq,
Habsburg ambassador to the Ottoman capital in 1554-
62, commended the Ottomans’ meritocracy noting that
Ottoman officials owed their offices and dignity to their
“personal merits and bravery; no one is distinguished
from the rest by his birth, and honor is paid to each man
according to the nature of the duty and offices which
he discharges” Niccoldo Machiavelli (1469-1527) found
in the Ottoman Empire many of the virtues associated
with the Roman Empire. The French jurist and historian
Jean Bodin (1529-96) argued that “it would be far more
just to regard the Ottoman sultan as the inheritor of the
Roman Empire” While these European observers were



certainly influenced by the success of the Ottomans, they
also had their own agendas. Busbecq, for instance, seems
to have overemphasized the power of the sultan, for he
wanted to augment the power of his own ruler, Holy
Roman Emperor Charles V, vis-a-vis the Estates, osten-
sibly in order to better fight the Ottomans. However,
these descriptions also reflect realities and the power and
ambitions of the Ottomans. Mehmed II’s sobriquet (‘the
Conqueror’) and the Roman-Byzantine title of ‘Caesar’
that he assumed, indicated his ambitions for universal
sovereignty and the fact that he considered himself heir
of the Roman emperors.

HOLY WARRIORS OR
PRAGMATIC RULERS?

The early Ottomans have often been presented as gha-
zis, who were fighting ghazas or "Holy Wars against
the infidels.” However, recent scholarship has demon-
strated that the early Ottoman military activity described
as GHAzA in Ottoman chronicles were more complex
undertakings, sometimes simple raids in which Muslims
and Christians joint forces and shared in the booty and
in other times “holy wars.” The Ottomans also fought
numerous campaigns against fellow Muslim Turks,
subjugating and annexing the neighboring Turkoman
principalities. However, aiming to portray the early
Ottomans as “holy warriors,” 15th-century Ottoman
chroniclers often ignored these conflicts, claiming that
the Ottomans acquired the territories of the neighboring
Turkic principalities through peaceful means (purchase
and/or marriage). When they did mention the wars
between the Ottomans and their Muslim Turkic neigh-
bors, Ottoman chroniclers tried to legitimize these con-
quests by claiming that the Ottomans acted either in self
defense or were forced to fight, for the hostile policies of
these Turkic principalities hindered the Ottomans’ holy
wars against the infidels.

This latter explanation was used repeatedly by Otto-
man legal scholars to justify Ottoman wars against their
Muslim Turkoman neighbors, such as the Karamans
and Akkoyunlus (1473). The justification of the wars
against the Mamluks was more problematic. The Mam-
luks followed Sunni Islam, as did the Ottomans, and
the descendant of the last Abbasid caliph al-Mustansir
resided in Carro. The Mamluk sultans were also the
protectors of MEcca and Medina and guarantors of the
Muslim pilgrimage, the HaJj. To justify his attack against
the Mamluks, Sultan Selim I advanced several pretexts
and secured a legal opinion (FATWA) from the Ottoman
religious establishment. This accused the Mamluks with
oppressing Muslims and justified the war against them
with the alleged Mamluk alliance with the Sunn1 Otto-
mans deadly enemy, the Shii Safavids, who from the
early 1500s ruled over what is today IRAN.
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Ottoman victory over the Mamluks in 1516-17 and
the introduction of Ottoman rule in these Arab lands
had major ideological and political consequences. With
his conquests, Selim became the master of Mecca and
Medina, “the cradle of Islam,” as well as of Damascus
and Cairo, former seats of the caliphs, the successors
of Prophet Muhammad. Sultan Selim I and his succes-
sors duly assumed the title of “Servant of the Two Noble
Sanctuaries” (Mecca and Medina), and with this the task
of protecting and organizing the annual pilgrimage to
Mecca, which gave the Ottomans unparalleled prestige
and legitimacy in the Muslim world.

This is not to say that the Ottomans did not use the
ideology of the “Holy War” In the 1300s, the spirit of the
holy war was alive in the Turco-Byzantine frontier. Situ-
ated in the vicinity of Byzantium, the seat of eastern Chris-
tianity, the Ottomans were strategically positioned to wage
such wars, and served as a magnet for the mighty warriors
of the Anatolian Turco-Muslim emirates, or principali-
ties. By defeating repeated crusades, conquering Constan-
tinople, and subjugating the Balkan Christian states, the
Ottomans emerged as champions of anti-Christian wars.
Their successes against the Venetians in the Aegean and
the western Balkans under Mehmed II and Bayezid II, and
against the Habsburgs in the Mediterranean and Hungary
under Siileyman I further enhanced the Ottomans’ pres-
tige as holy warriors and defenders of Islam.

In their rivalry against the Habsburgs, Ottoman ideo-
logues and strategists used religion, millenarianism, and
universalist visions of empire to strengthen the legiti-
macy of the sultan within the larger Muslim community.
Similarly, Ottoman victories against Habsburg Catholi-
cism and Safavid Shiism formed an integral part of Otto-
man propaganda. In the early years of Stileyman’s reign,
GRAND VIZIER Ibrahim Pasha consciously propagated the
sultan’s image as the new world conqueror, the successor
of Alexander the Great, whereas in his latter years the sul-
tan viewed himself as “lawgiver,” or “law abider” (kanuni)
a just ruler in whose realm justice and order reigned.

In short, the early Ottoman sultans appear as prag-
matic rulers whose foreign policy was complex, as was
that of their European enemies and allies. There was no
iron curtain between the Muslim Ottomans and Chris-
tian Europeans, and the Ottomans masterfully exploited
the growing political (Habsburg-Valois) and religious
(Catholic-Protestant) rivalries in Christian Europe, ally-
ing themselves with France and England, against their
common enemies, the Catholic Habsburgs.

“GOLDEN AGE” AND “PERIOD OF
DECLINE”

Traditional historiography maintains that after the con-
quest of Constantinople in 1453, the Ottoman sultans
embarked upon a centralizing project, which resulted in
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the establishment of the “classical” absolutist Ottoman
state, a patrimonial world empire, with its “peculiar” pre-
bendal land tenure system and centralized administration.
Under Siileyman I the Ottoman central administration in
Istanbul is said to have reached its perfection, increasing
its control over the provinces and frontiers. Consequently
frontier societies and institutions became similar to those
in the core territories of the empire. Almost everything
that one may read in general historical works on the
empire’s central and provincial administration, and on
its army, economy, society, and culture, is limited to this
one-hundred-year period. Western observers and schol-
ars, from the 16th-century Italian politician and philos-
opher Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527) to the Marxist
historian Perry Anderson, have long focused on the idea
of “Turkish/Oriental despotism.” Recent research, how-
ever, has emphasized the limits to centralization, the
regional differences, and the continuation of earlier, pre-
16th-century Ottoman administrative practices. In recent
research, the Ottomans emerge as pragmatic and flexible
rulers who accepted local forms of taxation, monetary
systems, and economic forms; compromised with and

co-opted local elites into their military and bureaucratic
systems; and adjusted their military according to new
challenges.

Closely connected to the idealized view of the “classi-
cal age” is the theory of “Ottoman decline” According to
this theory, by the end of the 16th century the Ottoman
expansion slowed down, the empire reached its limits and
the porous frontiers, that had formerly been the major
source of social dynamism, became rigid. Proponents of
the decline theory argue that this perceived age of decline
was characterized by weak sultans, decentralization,
destruction of the classical Ottoman institutions (land
tenure system, taxation, revenue surveys, etc.), deteriora-
tion of military capabilities, and by the disruption of the
“world order” (nizam-i alem), to use the expression of the
Ottoman literature of advice to princes (nasihatname).

In discussing the “classical age” and the “age of
decline” students often became victims of their sources.
If one looks at the sultanic decrees sent from Constan-
tinople to the provinces during the mid-16th century,
the impression gained is one of an Ottoman central gov-
ernment whose will prevailed even in the most remote
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frontier areas. Further, provincial tax registers also sug-
gest that the administrative and taxation system was
extremely uniform and efficient. However, one should
not forget that the systematic study of this rich material
(tens of thousands of sultanic decrees and hundreds of
provincial tax registers) has only started in recent years. It
is symptomatic that whereas at around 1609 the empire’s
territories were divided into more than 30 provinces and
well over 200 sub-provinces (see ADMINISTRATION, PRO-
VINCIAL), we posses fewer than half a dozen monographs
that are devoted to the comprehensive study of individual
provinces, and the number of case studies of sub-prov-
inces is similarly limited.

Previous historical reconstructions of Ottoman
administrative practices and capabilities are based on
random evidence, often from the core provinces of the
Balkans and Asia Minor, that have very little to say about
regional variations outside the core zones. The minutes
of local judicial courts, complaints of provincial authori-
ties, and the communication between the central and
local authorities present a different picture and demon-
strate the limits to centralization. In these sources local
and central government appear to have enjoyed a rela-
tionship that was far more complex than the one-sided
command-and-execute relationship put forward by his-
torians in the past.

Furthermore, students of the Ottoman Empire have
long relied on the so-called literature of advice to princes
as works that reveal the economic and social conditions
of the “classical era” and that of the “period of decline;
and as impartial writings elaborating sincere and selfless
reform proposals. However, recent research has ques-
tioned the relevance of the Ottoman advice literature in
reconstructing the economic and social conditions of
the empire; instead it is now accepted that these writings
should be treated as political pamphlets, often partisan
and biased, that furthered the agenda of certain individu-
als or special-interest groups, often reflecting the subjec-
tive opinions and fears of a narrow elite of intellectuals
and bureaucrats who were rooted in traditions and often
idealized the “classical era” Therefore, while these politi-
cal pamphlets are excellent sources for understanding the
fears and views of the tradition-bound old bureaucratic
elite, they ought to be used with great caution when
attempting to reconstruct the nature of the Ottoman state
in the 16th and 17th centuries.

Recent Ottomanist scholarship, inspired by such
diverse disciplines as literary criticism (Cornell Fleischer,
Gabriel Pieterberg); economic (Halil Inalcik, Mehmet
Geng, Linda Darling), monetary (Sevket Pamuk),
and military history (Gdbor Agoston, Virginia Aksan,
Rhoads Murphey); and sociology (Ariel Salzman) has
questioned almost all the major arguments of the tradi-
tional “decline schools” This literature has emphasized

“transformation” instead of decline with regard to Otto-
man institutions and argued that the Ottoman economy,
society, and military in the 17th and 18th centuries were
flexible and strong institutions. However, none of these
new studies was able to satisfactorily explain the decline
of the Ottoman military might in the late 18th and 19th
century vis-a-vis the empire’s two major rivals, Habsburg
Austria and Romanov Russia. Ottoman studies and
accessibility to primary sources have, in the past two
decades or so, improved considerably, and it is hoped
that future research will answer many of the remaining
questions about the Ottoman empire and its declining
military.

OTTOMAN STUDIES IN TURKEY

Turkey has traditionally been the center of Ottoman
studies. The Ottoman past is part of the national history
of the country, no matter how ambivalent the approach
towards the Ottoman past might have been at different
times. Turkish historians have both advantages and dis-
advantages over their foreign colleagues in studying the
history of the Ottoman Empire. During the Ottoman
Empire, Ottomanist historians were able to rely on a long
tradition, accumulated knowledge, access to manuscripts
and archival sources, and they did not have to deal with
linguistic or paleographical difficulties, for their sources
were written in the language and script they themselves
used. However, Ottoman historians of the late empire
also faced disadvantages. First, they were constrained by
tradition. Ottoman history as it was practiced in the 19th-
century meant mainly political history, which followed
the official chronicle tradition started in the 15th century.
The history as told by the chronicles was mainly the his-
tory of the Ottoman dynasty, which had very little to say
about the complex and colorful society and economy of
this multi-national, multi-ethnic, multi-cultural empire
(see HISTORIOGRAPHY). Second, though accumulated
knowledge was important, the lack of an Arabic letter
printing press until 1729, and in fact until the late 18
century (see PRINTING) and private journalism until 1861
(see NEWSPAPERS) hindered the dissemination of accu-
mulated knowledge in books and scholarly journals, and
confined it to certain literate circles, whose membership
was far smaller than in contemporaneous Europe. Third,
since the sources (manuscript chronicles of the Otto-
man dynasty and archival sources preserved in the Palace
Archives) mainly concerned the dynasty and the central
government, the access to and utilization of them was
controlled by CENSORSHIP.

The combination of restricted access to manuscripts
and archival sources, the sensitiveness of Ottoman cen-
sorship, and the lack of Ottoman printing houses had
a number of serious consequences. Most importantly,
there were no major systematic source publications



in the late Ottoman Empire comparable to the multi-
volume monumental source collections (Fontes, Akten,
Documenti, Collection, Calendars, etc.) of European his-
tories published from the mid/late-19th century on.
Although some important Ottoman chronicles (Naima,
Silahtar, Pegevi, etc., see COURT CHRONICLES) appeared
in this period, these publications were usually based on a
single manuscript and cannot be considered critical edi-
tions, as their editors made no attempt to compare all the
available extant manuscripts or verify authorship. These
publications also lacked all the usual features—such as
indication of manuscripts versions, later insertions, notes
and explanations—of the European edition critiques of
classical and medieval texts. On the contrary, these early
editions of Ottoman chronicles were often abridged and
altered according to the expectation of the late-19th-cen-
tury Ottoman censorship. A well-known example of such
tampering with historical texts is the 10-volume descrip-
tion of the empire by the famous 17th-century Ottoman
traveler EvLiva CELEBI, in which entire paragraphs and
pages, regarded by the censorship as unfavorable and/or
critical of the sultan and the Ottoman elite, were omit-
ted. The situation was similar in the field of archival
source publications. Except for some pioneers—such as
Ahmet Refik who published imperial orders concerning
a wide variety of themes (the history of Istanbul, Otto-
man mines, various political affairs) from the miihimme
(“important affairs”) collections that contained imperial
orders sent to Ottoman provincial governors, judges,
vassals, and foreign rulers—there was no large-scale
scholarly undertaking comparable to the systematic pub-
lication of hundreds of thousands of sources concerning
European history in the monumental series of Diploma-
taria et Acta and Documenti, among others.

Although ambivalent in its approach toward its Otto-
man past, Turkish historiography during the Republican
period improved Ottoman studies considerably. Seeking
answers for the backwardness of the country, as well as
facing the scholarly and political challenges in the suc-
cessor states of the Balkans and the Middle East, Turkish
historiography undertook large-scale scholarly projects
initiated and supported by the Turkish Historical Asso-
ciation (TTK), Ministries of Education and Culture, and
by some of the main universities.

The TTK, which has its own printing press, pub-
lished the multi-volume history of the Ottoman Empire
and its institutions by I. H. Uzuncarsili and E. Z. Karal,
a series of shorter concise histories of European states,
and some significant source publications. The history
departments of the universities of Istanbul and Ankara
trained generations of able historians, did important
research work, and published their results in newly
established scholarly journals. New centers were estab-
lished, such as the Institute of Ottoman Economic and
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Social History at the University of Istanbul, where under
the leadership of O. L. Barkan invaluable source publi-
cations (including the Institute’s new journal) appeared.
Landmark studies concerning the Ottoman land-tenure
system, taxation, population movements, and Ottoman
economic and social history in general, were also pub-
lished. Under the sponsorship of the Ministry of Public
Education, between 1940 and 1987, the first edition of
the Encyclopedia of Islam (originally published in Leiden
in 1901-39) was not only translated into Turkish but
augmented with substantial new material, concerning
mainly Ottoman and Turkic history, religion and culture,
such that the original 5-volume encyclopedia became a
15-volume handbook.

Although Turkish historiography during the Repub-
lican era tried hard to make up for what 19th-century
Ottoman historiography had missed, the lack of major
source publications, together with the inaccessibility of
the Turkish archives, had significant consequences. On
one hand, this situation hindered the ability of Turk-
ish historiography to produce basic handbooks, such as
state-of-the art concise histories, historical, biographical,
and prosopographical dictionaries, chronologies, histori-
cal geographies, and histories of Ottoman institutions.
On the other hand, it made the incorporation of Otto-
man studies into western historiography very difficult.
Turkish and non-Turkish Ottomanist historians alike
used the bulk of their time during their research in the
archives with locating, deciphering, and editing their
documents. They had very little energy left over to chal-
lenge old and new ideas put forward by Eurocentric and
Orientalist historiography, to join in the major trends
of western historiography, or to formulate new theories.
This situation has changed only during the last couple
of decades. In this, certain vital developments concern-
ing higher education, the archives, research and scholarly
publication, have played a considerable role.

During the past two decades or so, dozens of new uni-
versities have been established in Turkey, many of them
privately endowed (vakif) universities. One might have
legitimate concerns about the quality of these institutions
and their professors. However, the overall outcome of this
mushrooming of universities is positive. New centers of
Ottoman studies have been established, some by top pro-
fessors from Istanbul and Ankara who took up jobs volun-
tarily or were forced to do so for political reasons; others
by a younger generation of historians, who collectively
trained hundreds of MA and Ph.D. students in Ottoman
history. The number of new history journals, source pub-
lications, MA and Ph.D. dissertations, and monographs
increased substantially. This new generation of graduate
students and young historians not only played a crucial
role in discovering, classifying, cataloguing, editing, and
utilizing manuscript sources of local libraries untouched
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for centuries, but also initiated important research in the
main Ottoman archives in Istanbul and Ankara concern-
ing the social and economic history of their own regions.
In addition, they have published important monographs
on the functioning of Ottoman administration in the
provinces and sub-provinces, including such topics as
land tenure, taxation, and population movements.

The role of the top private universities (Bilkent, Kog,
Sabanci, Bilgi, Bah¢esehir, Kadir Has, etc.) in particular
should be emphasized. These institutions are often run
and administered according to American or European
standards, and the language of instruction is English,
which facilitates their integration into the international
scholarly community. History departments are led by
prominent Ottoman historians, often brought back or
recruited from abroad. Among their faculty members are
foreigners and young Turkish colleagues trained in the
United States or Europe, who, in addition to Ottoman
history, also teach European and comparative history and
incorporate Ottoman history into its broader Mediterra-
nean, Middle Eastern, and European context.

ARCHIVES, MANUSCRIPT COLLECTIONS,
AND SOURCE PUBLICATIONS

Another breakthrough came in 1988 when Turkey liber-
alized its regulations concerning archival research, and
initiated a large-scale project to classify and catalogue its
archives. Although regulations concerning the Topkap1
Palace Archives, which belongs to the Ministry of Cul-
ture, are still strict and research conditions have for the
past couple of decades been legendarily unwelcom-
ing, permission to enter the most important Ottoman
archives, the PRIME MINISTRY’S OTTOMAN ARCHIVES Or
Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi (BOA) require only a simple
formality, and research is as easy and efficient as in the
main European archives. Although not designed for the
purposes of archives, the present building near Sultanah-
met Square has plenty of space and light compared to the
old small building, and a modern and even more spacious
archival complex is planned for the coming years. More
important is the impressive classification and cataloguing
work that started in the late 1980s. Out of the estimated
95 million documents and 360,000 record books (defters)
written in the Arabic alphabet in Ottoman Turkish and
preserved in the BOA, only 29,578 defters (revenue sur-
veys, population censuses, tax registers, financial account
books, etc.,) and about 1.5 million individual documents
were catalogued during the entire period from 1908 to
1987. However, from November 1987 to November 1988
a total of 99,000 record books and more than 1.7 million
documents were classified and catalogued. The classifica-
tion and cataloguing work has proceeded with impressive
speed and efficiency since then, thanks to some 350 newly
hired archivists, trained in the mid-80s.

A related important development is the publication
project initiated by the General Directorate of Archives.
This project includes the publication of an up-to-date
Guidebook to the Archives, auxiliary handbooks, and
various archival documents. Among the latter, the most
important is the publication of several volumes of miih-
imme defteris. These record books contain the shortened
copies of imperial orders sent to governors, financial
officers and judges of provinces and sub-provinces, to
the heads and leading communities of the vassal states,
and to the rulers of foreign countries both Muslim and
Christian relating to all sorts of military, economic, reli-
gious, social, and cultural affairs (military mobilization,
taxation, supply of Istanbul and other big cities, center-
periphery relationship, the religious communities of the
empire, crime and punishment, gender issues and so on).
However, despite these major advances there is much
work to be done. The entire collection of miihimme def-
teris catalogued so far contains 394 volumes and almost
110,000 pages, out of which less than a dozen volumes
have been published in facsimile and in summary trans-
literation with indexes.

In addition to archival sources, Turkey also houses
the richest manuscript collections related to Ottoman
history. The total number of Arabic, Turkish, and Per-
sian manuscripts related to all disciplines is estimated at
300,000, of which more than 105,000 volumes are in the
seven main Istanbul libraries belonging to the Ministry of
Culture. Although some of the major manuscript libraries
in Istanbul (Topkap: Palace Library, Siilleymaniye Library)
have compiled their own catalogues, until recently we
knew almost nothing about provincial libraries. As a
result of a massive Union Catalogue of Manuscripts in
Turkey (Tiirkiye Yazmalar1 Toplu Katalogu/TUYATOK)
project that started in 1978, the National Library (see
LIBRARIES) published more than 25 volumes and three
CD-Roms. These contain the description of more than
126,000 manuscripts, mainly in Turkey, but the third CD-
Rom also includes data regarding Turkish manuscripts
in the United States and the main European, Balkan, and
Middle Eastern collections. In addition, the Research
Center for Islamic History, Art and Culture (IRCICA)
published several useful catalogues, bibliographical guides
and handbooks in English, Turkish and Arabic.

In short, during the past two decades research con-
ditions in Turkey improved considerably and Turkey
has become the major center of Ottoman studies in
every respect. New universities and research institutes
employ an army of young Ottomanists, hundreds of MA
and Ph.D. dissertations are written every year, and con-
ferences and symposia organized in Turkey bring the
créme of the profession to Turkey. New handbooks, cata-
logues, and web pages help foreign and Turkish scholars
in their research. One impressive achievement of these



positive developments in the field in Turkey is the new
Turkish Encyclopedia of Islam, launched in 1988 by the
Turkish Religious Foundation (Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi).
The planned 40-volume handbook would contain some
17,000 articles by more than 2,000 Turkish and foreign
scholars. The 34 volumes published so far have proved
to be an indispensable source for students of Ottoman
history.

OTTOMAN STUDIES OUTSIDE TURKEY

In the 15th through late 18th centuries, the Ottomans
represented for Christian Europe a major “Islamic
threat,” prompting Europeans to study the history and
religion of “the Turks,” as the Ottomans were then
and have been since referred to in Europe. By the late
16th century, Europeans produced an impressive cor-
pus of literature on the Ottoman Turks, known as Tur-
cica-literature, that is, works dealing with the history,
religion, and culture of the Turks. While these works
contain valuable data and observations for the historian
of the empire, they were written from a biased perspec-
tive and contain misconceptions that have persisted in
later European historiography on the Ottomans. The
history and nature of Ottoman studies, along with the
image of the empire in the various European countries
is complex and differs from country to country, reflect-
ing, among other things, the complex relationship that
these countries have had with the Ottomans through
the centuries. Until the 1920s or so, Turkish and Otto-
man studies in Europe were dominated by the German
and Austrian history-writing tradition. Most works
were published in German, which by the 19th century
had become the lingua franca of the field. From the
early 16th through early 20th centuries, these countries
had close contacts with the Ottoman Empire, and thus
Turkish/Ottoman studies were very much a state activ-
ity. Some of the early students of the empire in Austria
and Hungary were government servants, such as the
diplomat Josef Hammer von Purgstall, the author of the
10-volume History of the Ottoman Empire (Geschichte
des osmanischen Reiches, Pest, 1827-35). As govern-
ment servants, they had the opportunity either to col-
lect considerable Ottoman manuscripts, like Hammer,
or had access to Ottoman archival sources preserved in
European archives.

Their access to primary sources, along with the general
positivist mainstream of the late-19th-century German-
Austrian-Hungarian historiography and the schooling of
these early Ottomanists, explains their Quellenkundliche
orientation, that is, their focus on source criticism and pub-
lication. It is hardly surprising that it was these European
Ottomanists who first studied Ottoman manuscripts and
archival sources and who first introduced source criticism
into the field of Ottoman studies.
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In recent years, however, Ottoman studies have been
integrated into general historical studies and members of
the youngest generation try to keep pace with the major
trends of the history profession as a whole. They are
especially strong in economic and military history, and
there have been successful attempts to incorporate Otto-
man history into its European context by applying some
of the latest approaches and theories of European histori-
ography, such as those of the War and Society and Fron-
tier Studies.

In France, the emphasis has been on social and eco-
nomic history, and Ottomanists were influenced by the
Annales school of history writing, named after the famous
French history journal Annales d’histoire économique et
sociale (1929-to date in different names), which empha-
sized long-term social and economic trends as opposed
to short-term political ones and used the methodology of
a wide variety of social sciences. Besides traditional top-
ics, such as French-Ottoman relations, French scholars
also produced significant studies concerning the Arab
provinces of the empire, and compiled an up-to-date
concise history of the Ottoman Empire.

In the United Kingdom, the traditional centers for
Ottoman studies have been the School of Oriental and
African Studies (SOAS), and the University of Oxford;
however, several other universities have at least one
Ottomanist historian. In recent years, through its fellow-
ships, conferences and symposia The Skilliter Centre for
Ottoman Studies (Newnham College, Cambridge), the
only research center devoted purely to Ottoman studies,
became a major center for scholars studying the history
of the Ottomans in its wider European and Mediterra-
nean context.

Ottoman studies have always been a strong disci-
pline in the successor states of the empire in the Balkans
and more recently there is an interest in the history of
the Ottomans in the Arab successor states, too. Some of
these countries house considerable collections of Otto-
man documents. However, the fact that these countries
were under Ottoman rule for centuries has proved to be
a disadvantage, for Ottoman history was often subject
to political and ideological (nationalist, Marxist, etc.)
manipulations and distortions. The Ottoman Empire
traditionally got bad press in these countries, starting in
the era of nationalisms (see NATIONALISM). Unlike Turk-
ish historiography that tended to focus on the “classical”
or “golden age” of the empire (circa 1300-1600), histori-
ans in the Balkan and Arab successor states studied the
19th century, the era of “Ottoman decline” and “national
liberation movements.” Whereas Turkish historiography
has emphasized the “Pax Ottomanica,” that is, the pros-
perity of the empire, the meritocracy and efficiency of its
institutions, the relative religious tolerance of this multi-
religious and multi-ethnic empire in an age when most
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European monarchs tried to impose religious homogene-
ity upon their subjects, historians in the successor states
stressed the backwardness and oppressive nature of the
late empire, and often projected their negative experi-
ence onto earlier periods. These one-sided and distorted
images have, however, changed in the past two decades,
for Ottoman studies had become an international field of
study, not least because of the development of the disci-
pline in the United States.

The study of the Ottoman Empire in the United
States has been influenced by many of the same trends
that shaped Islamic and Middle Eastern studies in gen-
eral. Most early students of the Ottomans were trained in
departments and centers for Near/Middle Eastern stud-
ies, often established in the United States by European
scholars along European traditions. Ottoman history was
thus studied mainly by Turkologists, that is, specialists in
the languages and culture of the Turkic peoples who were
usually not trained in history, or by historians who used
mainly European sources and either did not know Otto-
man Turkish or had no access to Ottoman sources for
other reasons. Like students of other “Oriental” empires
and civilizations, many of these scholars displayed Ori-
entalist and/or Eurocentric bias. This has changed in the
past couple of decades due to a new generation of Otto-
manists who were trained jointly by history and Middle
Eastern departments and thus acquired the skills of the
historian along with the necessary languages.

Changes in attitudes toward empires have also
played a role. Prior to the 1990s, the political and intel-
lectual left equated “empire” with “imperialism” and
“colonialization,” while the political and intellectual
right also used it in negative terms, characterizing, in the
words of President Ronald Reagan, the Soviet Union, the
West’s main rival, as “evil empire” By the 1990s, how-
ever, empires and “imperial endings” had again become
fashionable as an object of study, largely brought on by
the dissolution of the Soviet empire and the emergence
of the United States as the dominant power in interna-

tional politics. Since then, many have likened the United
States’s (temporarily) unrivaled power to that of the
Romans and of other past empires. Many study the his-
tory of ancient empires in order to search for lessons as
to how these empires ruled and dominated international
politics in the past.

The Balkan wars of the 1990s as well as the religious
and ethnic conflicts in the Middle East have dramatically
increased interest in the history of the Ottoman Empire,
which ruled these regions for centuries. Nevertheless,
scholarship on the history of the Ottomans continues to
lag behind that of other empires. Not counting popular
histories, there are only half a dozen scholarly histories
of the empire written in the past decade by Ottomanists,
and most cover only parts of the empire’s 600-year his-
tory. Historical dictionaries, encyclopedias, and other
handbooks are also rare.

The present volume is the first and only English-lan-
guage Encyclopedia of the Ottoman Empire. Its intended
readership is high school and college students who are
taking courses in Middle Eastern, Balkan/eastern Euro-
pean, and/or world history. Keeping our readership
in mind we tried to create larger headings in English,
instead of having separate entries on a myriad of Otto-
man Turkish terms. Thus, for instance, the reader will
not find separate entries on vilayet/eyalet/beylerbeylik,
sancak, nahiye, kaza, that is, on terms used to denote
administrative units in the empire; instead there is a lon-
ger article on Ottoman provincial administration (see
ADMINISTRATION, PROVINCIAL). Similarly, instead of
having entries on the various terms related to the Otto-
man land tenure system, we chose to commission a lon-
ger essay on agriculture. Readers interested in special
Ottoman terms are referred to the detailed index that will
direct them to entries where they are discussed. Given
that this is the first encyclopedia of its kind we hope that
graduate students and our colleagues will also find our
encyclopedia a useful handbook.

—Gabor Agoston, Georgetown University
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Abbas I (Shah Abbas the Great) (b. 1571-d. 1629) (r.
1587-1629) outstanding shah of Safavid Persia  When
Abbas became the Shii shah (ruler) of Safavid Persia (pres-
ent-day IRAN), approximately half of his country was
occupied by the Safavids’ traditional Sunni enemies, the
Ottomans and the Shaybanid Uzbeks. In order to avoid
conflict on two fronts, Abbas concluded a humiliating
peace treaty with the Ottomans in 1590, ceding all recent
Ottoman conquests in western and northern Iran to
Istanbul, including the first Safavid capital, Tabriz. With
his western border secured through peace, Abbas turned
against the Uzbek Turks. By 1603, through successive
wars, Abbas had reconquered the provinces of Khurasan
and Sistan, thus stabilizing his eastern frontier. Turning
his attention westward, the shah now challenged the Otto-
mans, whose resources were tied up by the long Hungarian
War (1593-1606) (see HUNGARY) and the CELALI REVOLTS
in Anatolia. Abbas not only managed to retake substantial
amounts of former Safavid territory, he also conquered
BaGHDAD and Diyarbakur, albeit only temporarily.

Abbas’s military achievements were partly due to,
and went hand in hand with, his military, administra-
tive, and financial reforms. By establishing an indepen-
dent standing army, answerable to and paid by the shah,
he considerably curbed the influence of the KiziLas
Turkoman tribes and their emirs (chieftains), who had
in the past composed the bulk of the Safavid army. Like
that of the Ottoman Empire, Abbas’s new army was based
on military slaves or ghulams, recruited, in this case,
from among Circassians, Armenians, and Georgians.
Abbas’s permanent army is said to have included a per-
sonal bodyguard of 3,000 men, a cavalry force of 10,000
men, an artillery corps of 12,000 men with 500 cannons,

and 12,000 infantrymen armed with muskets. In order
to pay these soldiers from the central treasury, the shah
increased royal revenues by converting the military fiefs
of the Turkoman chieftains into crown lands. In so doing
Abbas further weakened the power of the Kizilbag emirs.
He also brought many of the empire’s autonomous and
semiautonomous regions under direct royal control. By
the end of Abbas’s reign, some half of the provinces of
Persia, traditionally controlled by the Kizilbas chieftains,
were administered by the military commanders of the
new ghulam, answerable and loyal only to the shah.

Shah Abbas also realized the economic and political
significance of Armenians and other religious minorities
(Jews, Zoroastrians, and Hindus) living in Iran. To take
advantage of the commercial expertise of Armenians
and other Christian minorities, such as JACOBITES and
Chaldeans, the shah created separate town quarters for
them, supported their trade, and protected them. He also
allowed various Roman Catholic orders (Carmelites and
Capuchins) to settle and work in Iran. He hoped that his
tolerance toward his non-Muslim subjects and the Cath-
olic religious orders would enable him to form alliances
with various European Christian powers against the
Ottomans and Uzbeks, his Sufi neighbors and adversar-
ies. Although in 1621 he ordered the forcible conversion
of many Armenians, in general Persia’s Christian popula-
tion prospered under him. According to historian Roger
Savory, the shah’s “grand experiment in the creation of a
multicultural state, based on religious tolerance” elevated
Persia “to unprecedented heights of economic prosperity
and artistic achievement.”

The remarkable flourishing of Persian arts and cul-
ture under his rule was especially visible in Isfahan,
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which the shah made his new capital. Isfahan’s main
square (Maidan-i Naghsh-i Jahan) is a remarkable exam-
ple of imperial urban planning and construction. One
of the largest city squares in the world and listed as one
of UNESCO’s World Heritage Sites, the square is sur-
rounded by the Royal Palace, mosques, colleges or madra-
sas, shops, markets, caravansaries, and public bathhouses,
many of which were built during Abbas’s reign. The mon-
umental entrance of the Royal Palace, the Ali Qapu or
Exalted Gate, was meant to rival the Imperial Gate (Bab-1
Hiimayun) of the Ottoman sultans’ TopkaP1 PALACE. The
English traveler and Byzantinist Robert Byron (d. 1941)
compared the Sheikh Lotfollah Mosque on the square to
Versailles, Vienna’s Schonbrunn, Venice’s Doge’s Palace,
or Rome’s St. Peter, remarking that “All are rich; but none
so rich” as Isfahan’s Lotfollah Mosque. The Royal Maidan,
with its shops and bazaars, became a commercial and
economic hub of the city. To further strengthen the city’s
economic life, Abbas forcefully resettled thousands of
Armenian, Persian, and Turkish artisans and merchants
from Julfa in ARMENIA and Tabriz in Azerbaijan, creating
two new town quarters. He also invited European mer-
chants and experts to his realm.

While Abbas’s rule restored Safavid Persia’s former
status in the region, curtailed Kizilbas factionalism, and
cemented royal authority with regard to the nomadic
tribes, the shah’s dynastic policy ultimately weakened
Persia. Before Abbas, royal princes were sent to the prov-
inces as governors, where they acquired useful admin-
istrative and military skills. Fearing rebellion and coups
from within the royal family, Abbas ended this practice
and kept the princes in his HAREM. Consequently, most
shahs after Abbas lacked the experience and skills neces-
sary to govern well. However, Abbas’s economic, admin-
istrative, and military reforms strengthened Safavid royal
authority, resulting in another century of royal power
despite inferior rulers.

Gébor Agoston

See also HUNGARY; QAJARS.

Further reading: Charles Melville, ed., Safavid Persia:
The History and Politics of an Islamic Society (London: L. B.
Tauris, 1996); Eskandar Beg Monshi, History of Shah Abbas
the Great, 2 vols., trans. Roger M. Savory (Boulder, Colo.:
Westview, 1978); David Morgan, Medieval Persia, 1040-
1797 (London: Longman, 1988); Roger Savory, Iran under
the Safavids (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1980); Roger M. Savory, “Relations between the Safavid
State and Its Non-Muslim Minorities” Islam and Christian-
Muslim Relations 14, no. 4 (2003): 435-58.

Abbas Hilmi (b. 1875-d. 1944) (r. 1892-1914) last
khedive of Egypt ~ After 1841, when Sultan MarmUD II
(r. 1808-1839) made MEHMED ALI hereditary governor

of EGYPT, the political status of Egypt was complicated.
It was still technically an Ottoman province but its gov-
ernors, who later held the title of KHEDIVE (viceroy),
enjoyed complete independence of action. Further com-
plicating the situation, Great Britain occupied the coun-
try in 1882 and declared it a British protectorate, all the
while asserting that the khedive governed Egypt as an
Ottoman province. When the reigning khedive, TAWFIQ,
died in 1892, his son Abbas was only 17 years old and
legally could not ascend the throne. But LORD CROMER,
Egypt’s unofficial British governor, stepped in to suggest
that according to the Muslim lunar calendar Abbas was,
in fact, already 18. Legality aside, Abbas Hilmi assumed
the title of khedive and received an imperial patent
from Ottoman sultan ABDULHAMID II (r. 1876-1909)
confirming his office. Cromer’s intervention in his
enthronement was emblematic of the troubled relation-
ship that Abbas had with his country’s British occupiers.
While he owed his throne to the British, he sought to
establish his own independent course, especially when
promoting Egyptian sovereignty over the recently con-
quered territory of Sudan. In 1894 Abbas clashed with
Lord Kitchner, the British commander of the Egyp-
tian army in the Sudan, and demanded his resignation.
Again Lord Cromer intervened, and Kitchner remained
in his post.

For the rest of his reign, Abbas Hilmi looked for
allies who might get the British out of Egypt and thus
help establish him as sole ruler of the country. Initially he
contacted the French and the Ottomans for help; when
neither seemed willing to take on the British over the
question of who rightly governed Egypt, Abbas Hilmi
turned to the Egyptian nationalists who were agitating
for British withdrawal. Abbas supported several nation-
alist newspapers and for a time was a political ally of
MusTAFA KaMiL (1874-1908), who became the founder
of the National Party. He also consistently supported the
Ottoman sultan Abdiilhamid II as the champion of Mus-
lim countries’ resistance to European imperialism. But
with the sultans fall from power in 1909, Abbas Hilmi
developed a grander scheme that would designate him
caliph of a revived Arab-Muslim empire.

The khedives often spent their summers in Turkish
Istanbul, and Abbas Hilmi chose do so in the summer of
1914. When the Ottoman Empire entered WORLD WAR
I (1914-18) as an ally of Germany on October 29, 1914,
Abbas did not immediately return to Egypt, thus rais-
ing British concerns about his intentions and loyalties.
When the khedive finally returned to Cairo in Decem-
ber, the British quickly acted by declaring unilaterally
on December 18, 1914 that Egypt was independent of
the Ottoman Empire, but still a British protectorate. The
next day the British deposed Abbas Hilmi in favor of his
uncle, Husayn Kamil (1853-1917), who was given the



title sultan of Egypt. Egypt’s place as a part of the Otto-
man Empire had come abruptly to an end.
Bruce Masters
Further reading: Afaf Lutfi al-Sayyid Marsot, Egypt and
Cromer: A Study in Anglo-Egyptian Relations (New York:
Praeger, 1969).

Abbasid Caliphate The ABBAsID CALIPHATE ruled
much of the Muslim world from 750 c.E. until 1258.
Many Muslims consider it to have been the Golden Age
of Islam, a period when the visual arts, sciences, math-
ematics, and literature flourished. The Abbasid fam-
ily came to power in a revolution that brought down
the Umayyad Caliphate, which had ruled the Islamic
Empire since the death of the fourth caliph, Ali, in
661. The new dynasty traced its origins to Abbas (d.
653), the uncle of the Prophet Muhammad (570-632),
and sought to make a clean break with its predecessors
by building a new city to serve as their capital in 762.
The Abbasids called the city Madinat al-Salam (City of
Peace), but everyone else called it BAGHDAD, after a vil-
lage that previously existed on the site, and that was the
name that stuck. By the late ninth century its popula-
tion is estimated to have reached half a million, mak-
ing it one of the largest cities in the world in that era.
The population declined in the following centuries
as the power of the dynasty diminished, but Baghdad
remained one of the most important centers for the
study and production of philosophy, religious studies,
mathematics and science in the Muslim world, attract-
ing scholars, philosophers, and poets from across North
Africa and the Middle East.

When the Abbasid family came to power some Mus-
lims hoped that they would take a more forceful role in
making the caliphate a religious, as well as a political,
office. The people in this group had favored one of the
surviving descendants of Ali, the Prophet Muhammad’s
son-in-law and the father of the Prophets only grand-
children, to be the caliph. This faction believed that
only someone from the Prophet Muhammad’s direct
line should rule as caliph, but many acquiesced to the
rule of a family descended at least from the Prophet
Muhammad’s more extended relations. Besides the
question of who should serve as Muhammad’s successor
or caliph, there was also the question of what the office
of the caliphate should entail. The debate was between
those who wanted a more spiritual caliph and those
who wanted a merely administrative one. The Abbasids
offered a compromise whereby they promised to rule
according to Islamic law but would make no claim to
spiritual authority for themselves. As long as they did so,
the religious scholars would recognize the legitimacy of
their rule. Western historians have coined the term the
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Abbasid Compromise to refer to the agreement. It pro-
vided a balance between religious and secular authority
that all subsequent states embracing SUNNI IsLaM would
follow until the modern era. This was in contrast to the
SHiA IsLaAM model of government, which envisioned the
caliph also as the imam, a spiritual leader and model for
the world’s Muslims, thereby giving the office both polit-
ical and religious authority.

At the height of its power in the early ninth century,
the Abbasid state controlled territories stretching from
Morocco to the borders of China; however, it weakened
over time. By the 11th century it had lost control over
most of its territory to local Muslim dynasties. Accord-
ing to Muslim political theory as it developed during
this period, the world’s Muslims should acknowledge
one political ruler, the caliph. Due to the strength of
that ideal, most of these independent Sunni Muslim rul-
ers, who emerged as the power of the Abbasids declined,
maintained a nominal allegiance to the caliph. The alter-
native for such a ruler was to declare that he was the
caliph (or, with Shii Muslims, the imam), something no
Sunni leader would do as long the Abbasid family sur-
vived. Thus even as its actual power diminished, the
Abbasid Caliphate remained a potent symbol for political
unity. That dream came to an end with the destruction of
Baghdad and the murder of the last reigning caliph, al-
Mustasim, by the Mongols in 1258.

For the sultans who ruled the Ottoman Empire
beginning in the early 14th century, the Abbasid Caliph-
ate served as a model for good government as it had been
the last strong, centralized Sunni Muslim state. The Otto-
mans chose as their official interpretation of Islamic law
the Hanafi school favored by the Abbasid state. Politi-
cal treatises written by scholars in the Hanafi tradition,
such as those of Abu Yusuf (d. 798) and al-Mawardi (d.
1058), served as the basis of Ottoman legal and political
theory. The Ottomans also consciously modeled many
of their state’s political and religious institutions after
those of the Abbasids. In the 17th century, Ottoman
court historians began to include an account that the last
surviving descendant of the Abbasid line, the Caliph al-
Mutawakkil, handed his robe of office as caliph to Sultan
SELIM I (r. 1512-20) after his conquest of EgypT in 1517.
Although no contemporary accounts recorded such a
transfer, the story became the justification for the Otto-
man sultan’s claim to be caliph of all Muslims during the
19th century.

Bruce Masters

Further reading: Selim Deringil, The Well-Protected
Domains: Ideology and the Legitimation of Power in the Otto-
man Empire, 1876-1909 (London: 1.B. Tauris, 1998); Hugh
Kennedy, When Baghdad Ruled the Muslim World: The Rise
and Fall of Islam’s Greatest Dynasty (Cambridge, Mass.: Da
Capo, 2006).



4 Abd al-Qadir al-Jazairi

Abd al-Qadir al-Jazairi (Abd el-Kader) (b. 1808-d.
1883) Algerian resistance fighter, intellectual, and emir
of Mascara Abd al-Qadir “the Algerian” was a war-
rior, statesman, and religious philosopher. He was born
in a village near Oran in present-day Algeria. His family
had been prominent in the Qadiriyya Order of Surism,
which followed the teachings of Abd al-Qadir Ghilani (d.
1165), for more than a century. Raised within that tradi-
tion, Abd al-Qadir went on the HAJy in 1826-27 with his
father, Muhy al-Din, leader of the Qadiriyya Order in
the region. Together they visited Ca1ro, DaMAscus, and
BAGHDAD. In each place, Abd al-Qadir held extensive
discussions with various scholars representing different
Sufi traditions from whom he gained a wide knowledge
of Islam’s philosophical and mystical traditions.

He was transformed from religious scholar to war-
rior with the French invasion of Algeria in 1830. Initially,
Abd al-Qadir’s father led the Algerian resistance, but
the leadership of both his Sufi order and the resistance
soon passed to the son. Abd al-Qadir fought a guerrilla
campaign against French occupation, encouraging the
various Berber tribes in the Algerian mountains to par-
ticipate in the struggle. It was a cruel war in which tens
of thousands Algerians died either directly from the
fighting or as a result of the famine that followed the
French destruction of Algerian croplands and orchards.
In the end, French power prevailed, and Abd al-Qadir
surrendered in 1847. He was taken to France and lived
there under minimum-security house arrest until 1852.
In France, he observed and appreciated the material
progress the West was making due to their embrace of
scientific rationalism, but he was also drawn further into
the study of the writings of ibn al-Arabi, the great 13th-
century Sufi intellectual.

When he was released from house arrest Abd al-
Qadir went first to Istanbul, then traveled throughout
the Ottoman Empire. He finally settled in Damascus in
1855. Abd al-Qadir brought with him a fairly large group
of Algerian exiles, and he established an intellectual salon
in his home where Muslim scholars could meet and dis-
cuss various Sufi texts.

Abd al-Qadir again gained the attention of the West
during the anti-Christian Damascus Riors in 1860.
When the riot started, Abd al-Qadir sent his armed
Algerian retainers into the Christian quarter to resi-
dents to safety, even giving refuge to several hundred
in his own house. In gratitude, the French government
bestowed upon him a medal for bravery, an irony that
was not lost on Abd al-Qadir. After this incident, there
was much wishful speculation in the West that he might
emerge as the “King of the Arabs” in a state independent
of Ottoman control. But Abd al-Qadir turned his atten-
tion instead to the study of the works of ibn al-Arabi and
to questions of how to adapt Islamic laws to the mod-

ern age, producing a large body of essays on both topics.
After his death, Abd al-Qadir’s sons buried him next to
ibn al-Arabi’s grave.
Bruce Masters
Further reading: Itzchak Weismann, A Taste of Moder-
nity: Sufism, Salafiyya, and Arabism in Late Ottoman
Damascus (Leiden: Brill, 2001).

Abduh, Muhammad (b. 1849-d. 1905) Egyptian
judge and religious scholar, a founder of Islamic modern-
ism Muhammad Abduh was one of the leading fig-
ures in the SALAFIYYA, the Islamic reform movement
that sought to adapt Islamic law to meet the needs of the
modern world. Abduh was born in a village in the Egyp-
tian delta. After receiving a traditional education there,
he went to AL-AZHAR, the central mosque of CAIRO,
for further study. There Abduh met political philoso-
pher Jamal al-Din al-AFGHANI and became one of his
students. Al-Afghani introduced Abduh to the study of
Islamic and Western philosophy that would have a pro-
found impact on all his future writings. After graduation,
Abduh began to teach at al-Azhar, but he also contrib-
uted articles to Egypt’s burgeoning secular press, which
led to frequent clashes with the government of the KHE-
DIVE. After Colonel UrABI’s revolt in 1882 and the Brit-
ish occupation of Egypt, Abduh’s writings ultimately led
to his exile. Joining al-Afghani in Paris, Abduh helped
publish the protest newspaper Al-Urwah al-wuthqa (The
firm grip). He also met with British and French intel-
lectuals to discuss what had become the two main issues
of his intellectual inquiry: how to respond to colonial-
ism, and the compatibility of Islamic religious belief with
ideas of science and progress that had grown out of the
European Enlightenment.

Abduh returned to Egypt in 1888, largely through
the intercession of the British, and was appointed a judge
in the Muslim court system. In 1899 he became the chief
Muslim jurist, or mufti, of Egypt, a position he held
until his death in 1905. As the principal legal authority
in Egypt, Abduh’s judicial rulings (raATWA) helped shape
the country’s legislative and educational bodies. Among
his many writings were a commentary on the Quran and
a treatise on the unity of God (Risalat al-tawhid). In all
his work, Abduh stressed two points: that it is possible
to be both Muslim and modern, and that true moder-
nity requires religious belief. In other words, Abduh
saw Islam as providing a necessary moral balance to a
modernity that stresses the importance of worldly mate-
rial success.

Abdub’s writings sought to prove that Islam was not
inherently hostile to technological and intellectual inno-
vations coming from the West. Rather, Abduh argued
that Muslims must return to the underlying principles of



Islam and not rely on the exterior traditions of ritual and
practice that had developed over the centuries. Abduh
wrote that if Muslims truly understood what God had
said to them in the Quran, they would adapt to a modern
world and still remain comfortably Muslim. In Abduh’s
view, there was no inherent clash of civilizations between
the West and Islam. Rather, he saw both civilizations as
needing to seek a balance between material progress and
spiritual goals. With his teaching and writing, Abduh
influenced a whole generation of Islamic scholars in both
Egypt and Syria.
Bruce Masters
Further reading: Albert Hourani, Arabic Thought in the
Liberal Age, 1798-1939 (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1983).

Abdiilaziz (b. 1830-d. 1876) (r. 1861-1876) Otto-
man sultan and caliph, ruled during second phase of the
Tanzimat Abdulaziz was the son of sultan MaumuD II
(r. 1808-39) and Pertevniyal Valide Sultan. He was born
on February 8, 1830, in Istanbul and came to the throne
upon the death of his elder brother, Sultan ABDULMECID
(r. 1839-61) on June 25, 1861. He ruled the Ottoman
Empire from 1861 until shortly before his death in 1876.
One of his 13 children, Abdiilmecid, became the last
Ottoman caliph (1922-24), but he never ruled as sultan.

Abdiilaziz was well educated thanks to his elder
brother Abdiilmecid. In addition to Arabic and Persian,
he studied French and was interested in MUSIC, CAL-
LIGRAPHY, and poetry. Unlike his brother, Abdiilaziz
was physically strong and tall; he was a good archer and
hunter, and a brilliant wrestler.

His brother, Abdilmecid, had initiated a period of
reform known as the TANZIMAT (Reorganization) that
aimed to modernize the institutions of the Ottoman
Empire. In the first decade of Abdiilaziz’s rule, statesmen
such as MEHMED EMIN ALi PasHaA and Fuap PAsHA con-
tinued to direct reform measures in central and provin-
cial administration, law, finances, EDUCATION, and the
military. These reforms included the introduction of the
Provincial Law Code (1864) and the establishment of the
Audit Department (1862), the State Council (1868), and
the Justice Ministry (1868). Abdiilaziz focused his ener-
gies on the creation of a powerful armada and the con-
struction of important railroads in Anatolia.

Despite the fact that Abdiilaziz, together with Ali
Pasha and Fuad Pasha, promoted a universalizing politi-
cal approach called OTTOMANISM as an ideological mea-
sure to combat separatism, the empire saw the increasing
autonomy of SERBIA and EGYPT, as well as significant
political events such as the Revolt of the Montenegrins
(1862), the unification of the principalities of WAL-
LACHIA and MoLDAVIA into Romania (1866), and the
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recognition of the Bulgarians as a separate religious com-
munity or MILLET (1870).

Abdiilaziz visited Egypt in 1863, and was the only
Ottoman sultan who also made state visits to European
countries. Receiving his first invitation from Napoleon
IIT in 1867, Abdiilaziz initially went to Paris to attend
the Paris Exhibition, where he met the king and queen.
Other heads of state followed with their own invitations
and the sultans trip expanded to 46 days as he trav-
eled to London to meet the Prince of Wales, Edward II,
and Queen Victoria of England; he later visited King
Leopold II in Brussels, the king and queen of Prussia
in Koblenz, and the emperor of Austria-Hungary in
Vienna.

As Abdiilaziz traveled, a group called the Young
OTTOMANS was at home forming an opposition against
the bureaucratic domination of Ali Pasha and Fuad
Pasha. Following the death of Al Pasha in 1871, Grand
Vizier Mahmud Nedim Pasha encouraged Abdiilaziz
to rule as an autocrat, but the lack of effective political
forces to help control the sultan led to general adminis-
trative and political chaos. By 1875, this resulted in the
bankruptcy of the state. When Mahmud Nedim Pasha
failed to suppress the revolts in BosNiA AND HERZEGOV-
INA (1875) and in BULGARIA (1876), MIDHAT PASHA, one
of the most influential and powerful politicians of the
later Tanzimat era and a staunch advocate for constitu-
tional reform, together with the heads of the army and
the religious establishment (ULEMA), organized a coup
détat, which led to the deposition of Abdiilaziz (May
30, 1876) in favor of his nephew MURAD V (r. 1876). On
June 4, 1876, Abdulaziz was found dead in his room, but
whether he was assassinated or died of natural causes
remains a subject of debate.

Selcuk Aksin Somel

Further reading: Roderic H. Davison, Reform in the
Ottoman Empire, 1856-1876 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1963); Caroline Finkel, Osman’s Dream:
The Story of the Ottoman Empire, 1300-1923 (London: John
Murray, 2005); Stanford J. Shaw and Ezel K. Shaw, History
of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey, 2 vols. (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977).

Abdiilhamid I (b. 1725-d. 1789) (r. 1774-1789) Otto-
man sultan and caliph ~ Abdiilhamid I was the son of
Sultan AuMED III (r. 1703-30) and the concubine Sermi
Rabia Kadin. After spending most of his life in the seclu-
sion of the palace, he succeeded to the throne at the
relatively advanced age of 49. He was the oldest male
member of an Ottoman dynasty endangered by the lack
of princes. Abdiilhamid compensated for his compara-
tively advanced age by presenting himself as a saintly
figure. Making his grand viziers the primary authority
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in running the government, he acted more as an advisor
and arbitrator than as an absolutist sultan.

Abdiilhamid came to power near the close of the
devastating Russo-OTTOMAN WAR of 1768-74, and his
reign was characterized by an ongoing threat from Rus-
sian military and political forces. The TREATY OF KUgUK
KAYNARCA, signed with Russia on July 21, 1774, ended
the war, but set disastrous terms for the Ottomans,
declaring the Crimea, formerly an Ottoman and Muslim
vassal principality that had guarded the Ottoman Empire
against Russian expansion, an independent polity. Begin-
ning with the treaty, the Russian menace continued
throughout Abdiilhamid’s time in power with the steady
advance of Russia into the Crimea.

Two political factions arose in direct response to this
threat. A hawkish faction was headed by Grand Admiral
Cezayirli (“Algerian”) Gazi Hasan Pasha and Koca Yusuf
Pasha, a future grand vizier (1787-90). Gazi Hasan Pasha
became a hero and grand admiral of the Ottoman Navy
after a 1770 naval disaster when he expelled the Rus-
sians—who had set the Ottoman navy ablaze at Cesme,
near Izmir—from the island of Lemnos, a strategic point
from which the Russians could have threatened the Otto-
man capital. Koca Yusuf Pasha propounded an aggressive
stance against the belligerent Russia that had annexed the
independent Crimea in 1783 and penetrated the Cauca-
sus. A rival faction, headed by Grand Vizier Halil Hamid
Pasha (1782-85), argued for a more cautious diplomatic
stance, pointing to both the need for military reform
and the empire’s economic instability. This approach was
effectively silenced, however, when Halil Hamid Pasha
was beheaded after rumors suggested he was plotting
for the succession of the future SeLim III (r. 1789-1807),
Abdiilhamid’s nephew.

As the war party rose in power, the Ottoman Empire
went to war with the Habsburg and Russian empires
(1787-92) (see Russo-OTTOMAN WARS) in the hope
of recovering the Crimea. Hasan Pasha also organized
punitive expeditions to Syria and EGYPT to put down
local rebellions. However, the total destabilization of
the social-economic life of the empire and the contin-
ued disruption of administration that resulted from the
earlier Russo-Ottoman War limited the success of such
measures.

Despite disagreement over foreign policy, the neces-
sity for military reforms along the Western model was
universally recognized. Halil Hamid Pasha paid special
attention to strengthening the Ottoman fortresses along
the Russian frontier and in the Caucasus and worked
with the French military mission to strengthen fortresses
along the Turkish Straits (Bosporus and Dardanelles) and
the Gallipoli Peninsula. Halil Hamid Pasha also under-
took the modernization of the technical branches of the
Ottoman army such as the Corps of Cannoneers, Corps

of Bombardiers, and Corps of Miners, and enlarged the
Corps of Rapid-fire Artillerymen organized by Baron de
Tott in 1772. The opening of the Imperial Naval Engi-
neering School (Mithendishane-i Bahri-i Himayun) and
the School of Fortification (Istihkam Mektebi) for the
education of trained officers, as well as the reinstatement
of the printing house founded by Ibrahim Miiteferrika in
the 1730s, should be counted among the achievements of
Abdiilhamid’s reign.

Abdiilhamid also acted as the benefactor and super-
visor of the city of Istanbul when it was ravaged by a
series of fires in 1777, 1782, 1784, and 1787. He oversaw
the provisioning of the city and founded the Beylerbeyi
and Emirgan mosques on the Bosporus, as well as spon-
soring public institutions and charities such as librar-
ies, schools, soup kitchens, and fountains. His Hamidiye
Library was the first sultanic library founded for its own
sake outside of a mosque complex with an independent
administration and was frequented by the Orientalists
and foreign travelers of the time.

Abdiilhamid kept at least seven concubines who
bore him as many as 24 children, including 10 sons.
One of these, the celebrated Sultan MaumuDp II (r.
1808-39), laid the groundwork for the important TaNzI-
MAT reform period that began in 1839. Beginning with
Mahmud II, the last three generations of the House of
Osman descended from Abdiilhamid. Abdiilhamid died
of a stroke when reading the news regarding the Russian
capture of Oz1 on the right bank of the estuary of the
Dnieper River in the Russo-Ottoman War of 1787-92. He
was succeeded by his nephew, SELim III (r. 1789-1807).

Kahraman Sakul

Further reading: Caroline Finkel, Osmans Dream: The
Story of the Ottoman Empire, 1300-1923 (London: John
Murray, 2005), 372-400.

Abdiilhamid II (b. 1842-d. 1918) (r. 1876-1909) Otto-
man sultan and caliph Born to ABDULMECID I (r.
1839-61) and Tir-i Miijjgan Kadin, Abdiilhamid II came
to power at a time of political upheaval. He succeeded
his brother MURAD V (r. 1876), who reigned briefly after
their uncle ABDULAZIZ (r. 1861-76) was deposed in the
coup détat of May 30, 1876, a political emergency that
arose out of the administrative chaos of the early 1870s,
the agricultural crisis of 1873-74, and the general inabil-
ity of the Ottoman government to contain revolts in the
Balkans (1875-76). Unable to cope with the stress of the
throne, the liberal Murad was forced to give way to his
more autocratic younger brother, Abdiilhamid, whose
reign was characterized by an ongoing sense of threat
in response to strong modernizing influences and wide-
spread revolutionary movements throughout the Otto-
man Empire and greater Europe.



Abdiilhamid’s education did not reflect the mod-
ernist developments of the 1850s. In fact, his instruction
barely exceeded the level of primary-school education.
However, this meager schooling was supplemented by
practical experience of the world when he accompanied
his uncle, Sultan Abdiilaziz, on a European tour from
June 21 to August 7, 1867. During this trip the young
Abdiilhamid observed material progress in France, Great
Britain, Prussia, and Austria. Also, as a youth, Abdiilha-
mid engaged in successful agricultural ventures on the
outskirts of Istanbul.

Assuming the throne when his brother stepped
down in 1876, Abdiilhamid was largely indebted to Mip-
HAT PasHA who had masterminded the deposing of the
preceding sultans. Although Midhat Pasha originally
envisaged a constitutional monarchy arising from these
changes in rule, the new sultan opposed a liberal system.
Abdiilhamid did approve the introduction of a CONSTITU-
TION and a PARLIAMENT, but he forced Midhat Pasha to
change the original liberal document into an authoritar-
ian one. The constitution was promulgated by the sultan
on December 23, 1876. The parliament convened for only
two periods, in 1877 and 1878. On February 13, 1878, the
sultan dissolved the parliament and restored autocracy.

The limited constitutional reforms urged by Midhat
Pasha failed in part because of Abdiilhamid’s autocratic
preferences but also as a result of military defeat in the
Russo-Ottoman War of 1877-78 (see Russo-OTTOMAN
WaRs). When the war came to an end by the Treaty of
San Stefano (Yesilkdy) on March 3, 1878, the terms of the
treaty ended Ottoman presence in the Balkans and estab-
lished Russian predominance over southeastern Europe
and the Turkish Straits (Bosporus and Dardanelles). This
radical shift in European power balances was opposed by
the rest of the great powers, leading to a new peace settle-
ment at the Congress of Berlin (June 13 through July 13,
1878, see Russo-OTTOMAN WARS), during which Otto-
man presence in ALBANIA and Macedonia was restored,
despite territorial losses in Europe and Anatolia.

Other international events during Abdilhamid’s
reign also contributed to a sense on the part of the Otto-
man ruling elite that the empire was under immediate
threat of dissolution and partition. The Russo-Ottoman
War proved that the Ottoman Empire as a political entity
did not possess a viable future. Separatist activities by
Bulgarians, Armenians, and Greeks, and even by Mus-
lim groups such as Albanians, Arabs, and Kurds, posed
an enormous threat to the fragile stability of the empire.
In 1897 CRETE acquired autonomy, and in 1903 Russia
and Austria-Hungary forced the Sublime Porte to apply
reforms in Macedonia.

Contributing to the political difficulties of Abdiilha-
mid’s reign were the bankrupt condition of state finances
and the masses of Muslim refugees from the Balkans and

Abdiilhamid IT 7

Sultan Abdtlhamid Il (1876-1909) was long portrayed in
Ottoman historiography as an autocratic and bloodthirsty
ruler, but in fact his reign and his personality were complex
and contradictory. Although he used censorship, repres-
sion, and other means of autocratic rule, he also continued
the modernizing efforts begun in the Tanzimat period. (Art
Resource / HIP)

the Caucasus who posed a major problem for integra-
tion. Other significant political challenges included the
French occupation of Tunisia (1881), the Greek annexa-
tion of Thessaly (1881), the British invasion of EGypT
(1882), and the Bulgarian annexation of Eastern Rumelia
(1885), all of which were either nominally or directly part
of the Ottoman Empire, as well as the Greek aspirations
on Crete that led to the Greco-Ottoman War of 1897.
Abdiilhamid did not want to risk the existence of the
empire. For Abdiilhamid, stability could only be assured
by authoritarian measures such as personal rule, police
surveillance, CENSORSHIP, prohibition of public and pri-
vate gatherings, and restrictions on mobility. Abdiillhamid
promoted networks of patronage to keep tribal leaders in
remote provinces under his personal control and he also
used the ideology of Islamism as a tool of control, stress-
ing the notion of being both the secular ruler of all Otto-
man subjects (sultan) and the religious head (caliph) of
all Muslims everywhere. Propagating SUNNI IsLaM as the
true form of belief was instrumental in legitimizing cen-
tral authority among different Muslim subjects. Islamism
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was also used as a diplomatic tool to intimidate colonial
powers with substantial Muslim populations, such as
ENGLAND, FRANCE, and RussIA.

Despite Abdiilhamid’s efforts to exert control,
authoritarian measures did not stop separatist move-
ments in the Balkans; Abdiilhamid’s regime played Bul-
garian guerrilla bands against the Greek ones and thus
tried to keep control in Macedonia. In Anatolia, Abdiil-
hamid mobilized Kurdish tribes against Armenian guer-
rillas. In August, 1894, the Armenians staged an armed
revolt; this led to the notorious Armenian massacres.

The brutality of these events, international interven-
tion on behalf of the Armenians, the fear of the disinte-
gration of the empire, and the corrupt character of the
regime ultimately triggered opposition against the sultan
by a dissident group known as the YounG Turks. One
Young Turk organization, the CoMMITTEE OF UNION
AND PROGRESS, succeeded in infiltrating the military
elite, leading to revolt in Macedonia and forcing Abdiil-
hamid to restore the constitution (July 4-24, 1908).
Under the new regime, Abdiilhamid acted as a consti-

Built by the then governor and named after the ruling sultan
Abdiilhamid II, the Hamidiye covered market provided a
new major commercial axis for the city, and served as a way
to appropriate the heart of Damascus with a conspicuously
modern Ottoman structure. (Photo by Gabor Agoston)

tutional monarch; however, the principal political par-
ties distrusted him. When a reactionary rebellion broke
out in Istanbul (April 13-24, 1909), Abdilhamid was
accused of being behind it. This incident led to his being
deposed on April 27, 1909. Abdiilhamid and his fam-
ily were exiled to Salonika. During the First Balkan War
(1912-13) (see BALKAN WARS) he was transferred back to
Istanbul (October 1912) to spend the rest of his life at the
Beylerbeyi Palace.

Although Abdiilhamid’s regime was characterized
by his authoritarian policies and actions, the sultan also
encouraged infrastructural and cultural moderniza-
tion. Under Abdilhamid’s rule, Ottoman bureaucracy
acquired rational and institutional features where admis-
sion into the civil service as well as promotion processes
were arranged through objective criteria such as exams
and rules. Abdiilhamid created government schools for
boys and girls throughout the empire, undertook rail-
way construction with the support of foreign capital,
began to connect distant provinces to the capital, and
extended TELEGRAPH lines to enable administrative
surveillance from Albania down to YEMEN. During his
reign, the judicial system was reformed. There was also
a significant expansion in the availability of literature.
New translations were made from Western literature,
there was an increase in book printing, and Ottoman
poetry and prose acquired worldly and individualistic
traits. These changes had a profound impact on young
people resulted in the emergence of a Western-oriented
generation who were dissatisfied with the autocracy
and demanded a constitutional monarchy. The opposi-
tion of the Young Turks came mainly from this genera-
tion. Abdiilhamid’s modernizing efforts ultimately laid
the foundation for modern Turkey; the founders of the
Turkish republic were educated at schools founded by
Abdilhamid.

Abdiilhamid kept at least five concubines and had
four daughters and seven sons, but none played any sig-
nificant political role. He was succeeded by his younger
brother, MEHMED V (r. 1909-18).

Sel¢uk Aksin Somel

See also ARMENIA; CENSORSHIP; NATIONALISM;
PAN-ISLAMISM; RAILROADS, YOUNG OTTOMANS; YOUNG
TURKS.
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Abdiilmecid (b. 1823-d. 1861) (r. 1839-1861) Otto-
man sultan and caliph  The son of MarMUD II (r. 1808-
39) and Bezmi Alem Valide Sultan, Abdiilmecid was
born in April 1823 in Istanbul and succeeded his father
upon his death on July 1, 1839. Starting at the age of 16,
Abdiilmecid reigned over the Ottoman Empire for 22
years between 1839 and 1861. He died of tuberculosis on
June 25, 1861, at the age of 39.

Abdiilmecid was well educated and was raised as a
Western prince. He was fluent and literate in Arabic, Per-
sian, and French, was an accomplished calligrapher, and
had connections with the MEVLEVI ORDER of dervishes.
He was an avid reader of European literature and enjoyed
Western classical music as well as Western dress and
finery. The physically frail Abdiilmecid was polite, pas-
sionate, and just; he was also extravagant and addicted
to entertainment. His numerous concubines bore him
37 children, five of whom—MUuRaD V (r. 1876), ABDUL-
HAMID II (r. 1876-1909), MEHMED V (r. 1909-1918), and
MEeHMED VI (1. 1918-1922)—would later reign.

Abdiilmecid met with many internal and external
challenges. Of these the most significant were the Egypt
question—that is, the contention around Mehmed Ali
Pasha’s recognition as hereditary ruler of Egypt by the
Great Powers (1840); the CRIMEAN WAR (1854-56); the
Imperial Rescript of Reform, which was promulgated on
February 28, 1856; and a number of revolts and crises in
the Balkans and SYria and LEBANON (1845, 1861).

Two remarkable reform efforts were announced dur-
ing his reign: the TANzZIMAT reforms and the Imperial
Rescript. The first was an important step in the western-
ization process. This ferman, or decree, granted equality
before the law to all Ottoman subjects regardless of reli-
gion or ethnicity. The latter gave important privileges to
non-Muslims, although this came about only after ENG-
LAND, FRANCE, and Russia intervened in the internal
policy of the Ottoman State.

Other state innovations during Abdiilmecid’s reign
spanned the administrative, legal, economic, financial,
and educational fields. In 1840 the Ottoman Postal
Ministry was founded, followed in 1857 by the Educa-
tion Ministry. The Modern Municipality Organization
was established in Istanbul in 1855, while the Penal
Code (1840), Law of Commerce (1850), and Land Law
(1858) were imported from the West. Sultan Abdiilme-
cid established schools of teaching (1847), agriculture
(1847), forestry (1859), and political science (1859). The
first privately owned Turkish newspaper in the empire,
Ceride-i Havadis (Journal of news), began publishing in
1840 during Abdiilmecid’s reign (see NEWsPAPERS). The
Ottoman economy also saw significant change during
this period with the empire issuing its first banknotes
being issued in 1839 and incurring its first external debt
in 1854.

Acre ¢

During his reign, Abdiilmecid worked with a num-
ber of forceful pashas, of whom MusTAFA RESID PAsHA
was the most important; in fact, the proclamation of
Tanzimat was a project under Mustafa Resid Pasha’s aus-
pices. However, MEHMED AMIN A1} PasHA and Fuap
PasHA became more active in reformation in the 1850s.

Despite the many reforms introduced during this
era, Abdiilmecid’s reign was still one of the most turbu-
lent periods in Ottoman history. When he died in 1861,
leaving the throne to his older brother, ABpDULAZIZ (.
1861-1876), the Ottoman state was struggling with inter-
nal and external problems and was in financial crisis.

Coskun Cakir

Further reading: Caroline Finkel, Osmans Dream: The
Story of the Ottoman Empire, 1300-1923 (London: John
Murray, 2005); Stanford J. Shaw and Ezel K. Shaw, History
of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey, 2 vols. (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977).

accession See ENTHRONEMENT AND ACCESSION CER-
EMONY.

Acre (Heb.: Akko; Turk.: Akka) Acre today is a sleepy
fishing port on the northern coast of Israel. In the Cru-
sades period (1095-1291), the city was the most impor-
tant crusader-held port in the eastern Mediterranean.
But with its conquest by the MAMLUK EMPIRE, Acre
declined, with BEIRUT replacing it as the leading port
of the Levantine trade. Conquered by the Ottomans in
1516, Acre remained a relatively unimportant port until
the 18th century. Its rise in that century was linked to
the careers of two men who controlled northern PAL-
ESTINE and southern LEBANON, ZAHIR AL-UMAR (d.
1775) and CezzAR AHMED PasHA (d. 1804). Zahir al-
Umar slowly built a base of power in the Galilee region
of present-day northern Israel, starting in 1725, by cre-
ating alliances with various clans in the region. In 1743
he took Acre, which at the time probably had only a few
hundred inhabitants. He fortified the site and moved
his base of operations there. Under his patronage, Acre
became a major port for the export of cotton and tobacco
to France. In 1775, with Egyptian forces advancing, Zahir
al-Umar, now an old man, fled the city, thus undermin-
ing his authority with his own men. When he fell from
his horse on his return to Acre, they beheaded him.

In the aftermath of the Egyptian invasion of Syria
in 1775, when Cezzar Ahmed Pasha received the gov-
ernorship of Sidon, in present-day Lebanon, he wasted
no time in moving his base of operations to Acre.
There he completed the city walls, built a large Otto-
man-style mosque, a CARAVANSARY, and a covered
market. Although local chroniclers recorded his reign



10 administration, central

as tyrannical, Acre’s economy flourished under Cez-
zar Ahmed’s rule, and the population of the city may
have reached 30,000. Acre’s moment of fame came in
1798 when its walls resisted a siege by NaPOLEON
BoNAPARTE. Although a more obvious reason for the
French retreat to EGYpPT was an outbreak of plague,
Cezzar Ahmed was able to claim to the sultan that he
had saved the empire with Acre’s city walls. After his
death in 1804, Acre’s fortunes went into a steep decline.
By the mid-19th century, although its walls remained
intact, the population of the city had dropped to a few
thousand as Beirut and HArra grew into the area’s
major commercial ports.
Bruce Masters
Further reading: Thomas Philipp, Acre: The Rise and
Fall of a Palestinian City, 1730-1831 (New York: Columbia
University Press, 2001).

administration, central While the picture of the
Ottoman Empire as a super-centralized form of “Oriental
despotism” is hardly tenable in light of new research, by
the mid-15th century the Ottomans had attained a degree
of centralization unmatched in contemporary Europe.
The Ottoman sultan’s power was not unchallenged,
however, and he delegated a good deal of authority to
his viziers and other high executives of his empire. His
power over the ruling elite also changed over time along
with the empire’s central institutions. These changes and
the evolution of the Ottoman central institutions in turn
reflected both the periodic strengthening and weaken-
ing of the sultan’s authority and the results of the ruler’s
negotiation with different elite groups of the empire.

THE EARLIEST RULERS

The first rulers of the Ottoman Empire, OsmMaN I (r. ?-
1324) and OrHAN I (r. 1324-62), were merely beys, or
military leaders, and shared this title with the other rul-
ers of the ANATOLIAN EMIRATES as well as with the fron-
tier lords of the expanding Ottoman polity. The flowery
titles that appear on 14th-century Ottoman dedicatory
inscriptions, such as “sultan of ghazis and of the fight-
ers of the faith,” were not unique to the Ottoman rulers
and can be seen in other Turkoman emirates. They sug-
gest, however, Ottoman claims and aspirations to a more
prominent status within Anatolia and the Ottoman polity
rather than actual realities of fluctuating power relations.

The extensive conquests of BAYEZID I (r. 1389-1402)
increased the prestige of the Ottoman ruler. How-
ever, under MEHMED I (r. 1413-21) and Murap II (r.
1421-44, 1446-51), Turkish frontier lords, such as the
Evrenosogullar1 and Mihalogullari, regained much of
their power, due largely to the role they played in rees-
tablishing Ottoman control over the Balkans, which had

been lost after the BATTLE OF ANKARA and the ensuing
civil war of 1402-13. Another powerful Anatolian Turk-
ish clan, the Candarli family, had acted for more than a
century as the sultans’ chief ministers and judicial heads
(kADIASKER). They amassed great wealth and enjoyed
high status within the Ottoman governing elite, often
challenging the sultans’ decisions. For example, Candarli
Halil Pasha, GRAND VIZIER or chief minister under
Murad IT and MEBMED II (r. 1444-46; 1451-81), fiercely
opposed the new sultan’s plans to conquer Constantino-
ple and was thus executed after the conquest.

THE DIVAN-I HUMAY UN

Candarli Halil Pasha’s downfall signaled major transfor-
mations in the Ottoman governing elite. By appointing
grand viziers from among the sultan’s kuls or slaves of
Christian origin, Mehmed II considerably strengthened
the sultan’s position, for the former depended on and
owed absolute loyalty to the ruler. Empowered by his suc-
cess in the conquest of Constantinople, Mehmed II also
set out to create a centralized state apparatus, appropriate
to the empire he envisioned. Mehmed II gave a definite
shape to the institutions of his predecessors by defining
the authority and hierarchical interrelationships of the
various ministers and their offices in his famous law code
or kanunname, although only part of it was compiled
under his reign.

From the earliest times, Ottoman sultans were assisted
by an informal advisory body of lords and state officials.
Out of this body, the divan or state council emerged as
a formal government organ. Known usually as Divan-1
Hiimayun or Imperial Council, the Divan was originally
a court of justice and appeals that performed the most
important task of a near eastern ruler, that of dispensing
justice. At the same time, the Divan acted as the supreme
organ of government and, in wartime, served as a high
command. Until Mehmed II, the sultans personally pre-
sided at the Divan’s meetings, which usually took place
near the gate of the sultan’s palace. Thus the terms kap: or
gate (of the palace) and dergah-1 dli or Sublime Porte came
to denote the Ottoman government. However, during the
first 150 years of the institution, which saw almost inces-
sant campaigns, the Divan met wherever the sultan was.

In accordance with his policy of royal seclusion,
Mehmed II is said to have stopped personally attending
the meetings of the Divan around 1475. While BAyEzID
IT (r. 1481-1512) seems to have attended the meetings,
later sultans kept to the practice introduced by Mehmed
II. However, following their meetings, the council mem-
bers, in a set order, personally reported to the sultan
about their deliberations and asked for the sovereigns
approval. “Lying was mortal,” noted the 16th-century
French diplomat and linguist Guillaume Postel, because
the sultan was “often listening at a window overlooking



the said Chamber [of the Divan] without being seen or
noticed” Most attribute the creation of this famous win-
dow to SULEYMAN I (r. 1520-66), although some credit it
to Mehmed II.

In the absence of the sultan, the grand vizier presided
over the council. According to Mehmed IT’s law code, the
“grand vizier is the head of the viziers and commanders.
He is greater than all men; he is in all matters the Sultan’s
absolute deputy” Under Mehmed II and the two sul-
tans who followed him, it was rare for Muslim Turks to
become viziers. Out of the 15 grand viziers who held the
post between 1453 and 1516, only three were freeborn
Muslim Turks; four came from the DEVSIRME or child
levy system and were trained in the PALACE ScHooOL,
while the rest were former members of the Byzantine and
Balkan aristocracies and either became Ottomans volun-
tarily or were taken as captives

The members of the Divan represented the three
major groups of the Ottoman ruling class or askeri:
the “men of the sword” or the military, “the men of the
religious sciences” (ilm) known as the ULEMA or the
religious establishment, and “the men of the pen” or
bureaucrats. Each member of the Divan was respon-
sible for a distinct branch of government: politics and
the military, the judiciary, and the empire’s finances. The
representatives of these branches acted independently
in their departments and were responsible directly to
the sultan. However, the grand vizier, in his capacity as
supreme deputy of the sultan, had authority over the
various office holders, and in all important decisions
the heads of the individual departments needed the con-
sent of their colleagues. Not even the grand vizier could
act independently of the other members of the council.
These checks and balances, and the necessity of consul-
tation—an old Islamic principle of governance—func-
tioned to prevent the chief executives of the empire from
monopolizing power.

In the council, the military was represented by the
grand vizier, other viziers whose number grew over time,
and the governor (beylerbeyi) of Rumelia, originally the
commander of the empire’s provincial cavalry troops
(timar-holding sipahis). Acknowledging the increasing
importance of the imperial navy, Silleyman I appointed
Grand Admiral Hayreddin BARBAROSSA to the coun-
cil. Henceforward the kapudan pasha or admiral of the
Ottoman navy also had the right to attend the Divan.
From the latter half of the 16th century the agha or com-
mander of the sultan’s elite infantry, the Janissaries, was
also allowed to take part in the council’s meetings.

The kADIASKERS or military judges spoke for the reli-
gious establishment or ulema in the council. Unlike the
viziers, they were Muslims and often Turks and were grad-
uates of the religious colleges (madrasas). As heads of the
Ottoman judiciary, they assisted the sultan and the grand
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The palace of Ibrahim Pasha, the favorite grand vizier of
Stileyman I, occupied a prime location on the Hippodrome
of Istanbul. The Hippodrome was the main ceremonial space
of the Ottoman capital, situated proximate to the Aya Sofya
and the Topkapi Palace. The palace’s prime location signaled
the importance and influence of Ibrahim Pasha. (Photo by
Gabor Agoston)

vizier in matters related to jurisdiction. The first military
judge was appointed by MURAD I (r. 1362-1389). He was
joined by a second judge in the last years of Mehmed
IT’s reign, and, after the conquest of Syria and EGYPT in
1516-17, by a third judge, whose office was soon abol-
ished due to personal rivalry between the grand vizier
and the appointee. Besides being the supreme judges of
Rumelia and Anatolia, the two kadiaskers also supervised
the judges (xaDpr) and college professors of the empire.
The third group of the ruling class, the bureaucracy,
was represented by the treasurers or finance ministers
(defterdar) in the Divan. The number of defterdars also
grew over time. Under Mehmed II in the 15th century,
there was one; in 1526, two; after 1539, three; and from
1587, four. They were responsible for the royal revenues
of Rumelia, Anatolia, Istanbul, and the northwestern coast
of the Black Sea. The rising number of defterdars reflected
the growing importance of the treasury in an empire that
faced repeated financial crises from the end of the 16th
century. The nisanci, head of the Ottoman chancery, was
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The Divanhane was the meeting place of the imperial coun-
cil. The Tower of Justice, which was visible from all parts of
the city, served to remind both the council members and the
subjects of the presence of the sultan and the importance

of justice as a principle of Ottoman governance. (Photo by
Gébor Agoston)

also a council member. He was responsible for authen-
ticating all imperial documents by affixing the sultans
monogram or TUGRA, thus ensuring that all orders and
letters issued from the Divan conformed to Ottoman
laws and chancery practice. All laws, formulated by sec-
retaries, were checked by the chancellor. Then the nisanc
and the grand vizier presented them to the sultan for
approval. The nisanci also supervised the Divan’s archives
(defterhane), which housed all the provincial cadastral or
revenue surveys and tax registers, classified in alphabeti-
cal order by province, as well as other official documents
regarding fiefs (timar) and lands of religious endowments
(waqrs). The clerks of the defterhane stood ready during
the Divan’s meetings so that registers could be consulted
promptly if needed.

The clerks of the Divan, perhaps some 110 in the
1530s, worked under the supervision of the REISULKUT-
TAB or chief of the clerks. The latter’s position grew over
time and gradually overshadowed that of the chief chan-
cellor. By the 17th century, foreign ambassadors mention
the reistilkiittab as a quasi foreign minister. The success

of reisiilkiittab Rami Mehmed Pasha at the TREATY OF
KarrLowitz further enhanced the position. By this time,
however, the council, as it was shaped by Mehmed II, had
lost its importance to the office of the grand vizier, which
was known as Bab-1 Asafi and, from the 18th century
onward, as Bab-1 Ali. Both terms referred to the gate of
the grand vizier and were known in Europe as the Sub-
lime Porte, the Ottoman government.

A PATRIMONIAL SYSTEM

Although the Ottoman Empire is often described as
a meritocracy, it remained an essentially patrimonial
system until the reforms of the TANzZIMAT in the 19th
century. Besides merit and career service, family ties, cli-
entship, and, above all, loyalty to the sultan were instru-
mental in attaining and holding the highest offices of the
state. This was further complicated by the fact that all
high executives of the empire, including the grand vizier,
were the sultan’s kuls or slaves and their position was pre-
carious, subject to the sovereign’s will, power politics, and
factionalism.

In theory, the sultans ruled with almost absolute
power. In reality, however, the sultans power varied
greatly in different periods. From the late 16th through
the mid-17th century the queen mothers and the wives
of the sultans, backed and often used by court factions
and the military, wielded considerable influence through
their protégés. In the mid-17th century, actual power
passed to the grand viziers; the KOPRULU FAMILY of grand
viziers attained unparalleled power from 1656 to 1691.
With some notable exceptions, most of the sultans until
the late 18th century reigned rather than ruled. Sultanic
authority was limited and often undermined by compet-
ing court factions. In the 18th century sultanic authority
was further limited as an emerging network of pasha and
vizierial households and their protégés gained power in
the royal court. Although MaumuD II (r. 1808-39) and
ABDULHAMID II (r. 1876-1909) reasserted sultanic power
for a time, during the Tanzimat era (1839-76) the power-
ful grand viziers returned to their prominent role in the
administration of the empire.

Until the 19th-century reforms, the Ottoman gov-
ernment, unlike the governments of modern nation-
states, was small, employing no more than 1,500 clerks.
Its tasks were limited to a few key areas: defense of the
empire, maintenance of law and order, resource mobiliza-
tion and management, and supply of the capital and the
army. Functions associated with government in modern
nation-states such as education, healthcare, and welfare
were handled by the empire’s religious and ethnic com-
munities and by religious and professional organizations
(pious foundations, guilds, and so forth). The Ottoman
Empire had a less efficient and less centralized govern-
ment than those of Joseph II's Austria, Frederick the



Great’s Prussia, or even Catherine the Great’s Russia, let
alone France or England.

THE TANZIMAT ERA

Modernization and rationalization of the Ottoman gov-
ernment occurred under Mahmud II and the Tanzimat,
which created councils and ministries according to Euro-
pean models. This period saw the institution of many
new ministries: the Ministry of Religious Foundations
(1826), the Ministry of the Interior (1836), the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs (1836), the Ministry of Finance (1838),
the Ministry of Commerce (1839), the Ministry of Postal
Services (1840), the Ministry of Education (1857), and the
Ministry of Justice (1868). Of all these newly established
offices, it was the Ministry of Foreign Affairs that gained
the greatest influence. Its rise was partly due to the grow-
ing significance of diplomacy in the face of diminishing
Ottoman military capabilities and the rapid development
of Great Power politics, but it was also due to the expertise
of the ministers and their staff, knowledge of European
languages, societies, economies, and government policies,
all vital information for modernizing the empire.

In addition to this transition to ministerial gover-
nance, the other important development in the gov-
ernment administration of the era was the creation
of consultative councils and assemblies. Of these, the
Supreme Council for Judicial Ordinances (Meclis-i Vala-
yt Ahkam-1 Adliye) was the most significant. Although
not an elected body, the council was vested with a semi-
legislative authority and thus played a crucial role in
reforming the Ottoman legal system and central bureau-
cracy. By 1868 it evolved into a Council of State (Sura-y1
Devlet). Another significant administrative reform was
the opening of the first Ottoman PARLIAMENT in March
1877. Although it failed in its legislative functions, the
parliament proved a surprisingly effective forum for gov-
ernment criticism. It was suspended less than a year later,
in February 1878, by its reluctant founder, Abdiilhamid
II, and reopened only in 1909.

ERA OF CENTRALIZATION

Despite the failure of his parliamentary experiment,
Abdiilhamid II continued many of the reforms of the
Tanzimat, albeit in a characteristically autocratic fash-
ion. Abdiilhamid IT’s government—greatly expanded and
aided by modern technologies such as the electric TELE-
GRAPH and RAILROADS—achieved a degree of centraliza-
tion and efficacy never before seen in Ottoman history.
By 1908 the number of government officials had risen
to 35,000, compared to the 18th-century bureaucracy of
1,500. Most of these new government officials were pro-
fessional bureaucrats, educated in specialized schools.
The overland telegraph reached Fao on the Persian
Gulf by 1865 and under Abdiilhamid II, who established
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a telegraph station in his Yildiz Palace, it connected all
the provincial centers with the central government. The
sultan’s domestic surveillance system, feared by many,
also relied heavily on the new technology. Although the
Ottoman railroad system was modest in comparison to
European railway networks—in 1911 its total length was
4,030 miles, compared to Austria-Hungary’s 14,218 miles
and Russia’s 42,516 miles—it enabled Istanbul to rede-
ploy soldiers quickly to troubled or rebellious regions.
Increasingly, however lack of cash and growing Otto-
man DEBT—which, from the establishment of the Pus-
LIC DEBT ADMINISTRATION in 1881, came under foreign
control—hindered further modernization and undercut
the authority of the Ottoman government. The new tech-
nologies proved to be a double edged sword, which the
sultan’s domestic and foreign enemies used effectively to
topple him.
Gabor Agoston

See also COMMITTEE OF UNION AND PROGRESS;
CONSTITUTION; PARLIAMENT; RAILROADS; REISULKUT-
TAB; TANZIMAT; TELEGRAPH.
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administration, provincial Despite ongoing scholar-
ship, the origins of Ottoman provincial administration
continue to remain somewhat obscure, especially since
the early development of this system included a shift
from a nomadic to a more settled way of life, reducing
the likelihood that written records would have been kept
or securely preserved. At first, as is typical of a semino-
madic tribal community, leadership remained in family
hands. The first quasi provincial governor was a son of
ORrRHAN I (1. 1324-62), who was vested with much greater
authority than his later counterparts. Other offspring of
Orhan were sent to govern smaller territorial units.

EVOLUTION OF PROVINCIAL ADMINISTRATION

As the early Ottomans came to develop a more settled
agricultural lifestyle, the style of governance also devel-
oped into one that understood itself increasingly in
geographic terms as opposed to the tribal divisions of
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leadership that attend a nomadic culture. At this stage of
development, the creation of larger and smaller adminis-
trative units became a necessity.

The largest entity was the province—vilayet or bey-
lerbeylik,—which was divided into several subprovinces
or districts called sancaks (in Arabic, liwa). Sancaks were
made up of even smaller units called nahiyes. Both this
system of division and its nomenclature arise from a
combined Turkish and Arabic background in which mili-
tary commanders, called beys in Turkish or emirs in Ara-
bic, received a standard, or sancak, from the sovereign as a
symbol of power. Ottoman district governors thus came to
be called sancakbeyi (in Arabic, amir al-liwa). Eventually
the area under their control was also called a sancak. The
first sancakbeyi was probably appointed near the end of the
reign of Orhan or during the reign of MURAD I (1362-89).
By the time of Sultan BayEzip I (1389-1402), appointing
these provincial administrators had became a common
practice.

Further expansion and institutionalization led to the
need for another level of management, senior adminis-
trators to oversee the sancakbeyi. This is the origin of the
beylerbeyi literally, the bey (commander) of the sancak-
beyi. The beylerbeyi ruled over a larger province known as
a vilayet. It is thought that the first beylerbeyi, or gover-
norship, was founded in Rumelia (the European parts of
the empire), and administration of this region thus ulti-
mately became the most prestigious position of provincial
leadership. Next came the formation of the vilayet of Ana-
tolia in 1393. This is how the classical Ottoman system of
provincial administration emerged and functioned until
the end of the 16th century and in a somewhat changed
form through the late 18th to early 19th century.

In the 1520s, there were six to eight vilayets alto-
gether and approximately 90 sancaks. By around 1570
these numbers had increased to 24 vilayets with more
than 250 sancaks. Structural changes within the Otto-
man Empire increased the importance of the beylerbeyis
and the number of vilayets continued to multiply, reach-
ing approximately 35 by the beginning of the 17th cen-
tury. At the same time, the prestige of the sancakbeyi’s
post began to sink. This was no doubt due in part to the
burgeoning number of beylerbeyis and the consequent
development, beginning in the 1590s, of a related office
of secondary importance, the muhafiz pasha (defender
pasha). In certain areas the prebends or hases—benefits
formerly allotted to sancakbeyis were assigned instead
to the more senior beylerbeyis in the form of an allow-
ance (arpalik); this was often done even when the official
receiving the benefits was temporarily dismissed.

As the territory of the empire grew under SELim I (r.
1512-20) and SULEYMAN I (1. 1520-66), not only did the
number of sancaks and vilayets increase, but the forms
and conventions for incorporating newly conquered fron-

tier zones became more eclectic. New formats of provin-
cial governing structure began to emerge, depending on
local traditions, distance from the Ottoman capital, and
the degree of pacification of the conquered lands. As well
as the administrative units in the Anatolian core prov-
inces and Ottoman-controlled European lands, four fur-
ther subtypes can be distinguished in the eastern regions
from the 1530s: the ocaklik, the yurtluks, the hiikiimet
sancags, and the salyaneli. In the ocaklik, which pre-
vailed in conquered lands occupied by certain Turkoman
and Kurdish groups, the traditional tribal chief remained
as bey but income from the land in the form of prebends
or timars was granted to outsiders, imperial tax regis-
ters (tahrirs) were prepared, and the bey was obligated
to support the sultan with troops and military leader-
ship in times of war. The yurtluks were similar in form
except that the post of bey did not automatically pass
from father to son. In the hiikiimet sancagis, also formed
mainly on Turkoman and Kurdish tribal territories, tra-
ditional local leadership was maintained on a heredi-
tary basis without the introduction of prebends and tax
registers. Nevertheless, joining imperial campaigns was
obligatory. Finally, in the salyaneli districts, no prebends
whatsoever were granted, incomes were collected merely
for the treasury, and governors sent from Istanbul were
paid in cash from the moneys collected.

The most important consideration in assigning pro-
vincial leaders was their loyalty to the Ottoman house.
The specific obligations and responsibilities of the bey-
lerbeyis were not clearly defined and an individual
appointed to a provincial or district governor post proba-
bly received fairly laconic instructions. Equally indefinite
was the length of the commission, with some appoint-
ments lasting mere days while others extended over a
decade. In general, beylerbeyis were replaced more often
than the sancakbeyis.

The provincial ruling class in the empire were iden-
tified as timera (the plural of emir) and included both
the beylerbeyis and the sancakbeyis. In the 16th century,
the iimera were usually renegades from a variety of eth-
nic and cultural backgrounds, whereas in earlier periods
they would have been either of Turkish origin or from
local families. The timera came largely from the Otto-
man DEVSIRME or child-levy system, which collected
non-Muslim children from subject peoples on the fron-
tiers of the empire and cultivated the most talented with
education and training. After years of labor and school-
ing, often in positions of political importance and trust,
the most able and most unconditionally faithful of these
young men were selected for positions of governance. Of
course, ability was not the only criterion; the decisive fac-
tor in selection was often patronage, with certain candi-
dates pushed into the foreground by the various groups
in power or by their high-ranking fathers.
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Contributing to the iimeras loyalty to the sultan
was the fact that, in the 15th and 16th centuries, they
belonged to the best paid segment of the Ottoman elite;
in the earlier years of the empire, their annual income
often exceeded even the remarkably elevated incomes of
later years, when beylerbeyis are documented as receiving
between 800,000 and 1.2 million akge a year. Sancakbeyis
started with incomes between 150,000 and 200,000 akge,
which could be relatively quickly augmented, depend-
ing on their valor, to produce incomes as high as 600,000
akce. There is little evidence that these income levels
altered between the 1580s and the 17th century, creating
an opportunity for abuse and arbitrariness.

In addition to these secular positions of provincial
governance, another important figure in the Ottoman
provincial administration was the xap1, who generally
came from a Muslim family and was educated in a reli-
gious school. The kadis served at different levels, depend-
ing on their income, which varied depending on the
importance of the place to which they were appointed. A
juridical district (kaza) could encompass a whole sancak
or one or more nahiyes. Kadis, especially those in high
ranks, had assistants called naibs. While the iimera repre-
sented the state and Ottoman secular law (kanun), kadis
were exponents of religious ideology and the sHARIA, or
sacred law. These two spheres were complementary, and
their agents had some control over each other’s activities.

The term kadi is usually translated as judge, but this
is a simplification since holders of the office had more
complex responsibilities in this period. They acted as
public notaries issuing various documents and certifi-
cates. They supervised and authenticated accounts con-
cerning mukataa (state) revenues or WAQF incomes. They
were also charged with tasks related to military maneu-
vers such as recruiting craftsmen for the army, repairing
roads, and securing provisions. Furthermore, they occa-
sionally sent reports to the ruler on the general situation
in the region, public feelings, and the performance of
their high-ranking colleagues.

From the 16th century onward, local financial mat-
ters were directed on a vilayet level, with the defterdar
or mal defterdar: (treasurer) charged to collect state rev-
enues from each territory. The defterdar was responsible
in turn for disbursing these funds, primarily for mili-
tary purposes, such as pay for garrison soldiers. He was
assisted by two other officials, the defter kethiidasi, who
handled has grants and ziamet grants (large land grants),
and the timar defterdari, who dealt with ordinary timar
allotments.

THE PROVINCIAL COUNCIL

A typical vilayet was directed by a divan, or council,
which consisted of the presiding governor, the sancak-
beyis and their deputies (miralays or alaybeyis), the

defterdar, and the defter kethiidasi. The council prob-
ably functioned in a similar way to the imperial divan in
Istanbul, although assembling less frequently and rarely
in full number. It is not known if kadis were invited to
the council meetings.

Historical documents indicate that, in the frontier
zones, imperial orders were sent more often to the bey-
lerbeyis than to the corresponding kadis, while in the
core provinces, more numerous decrees were dispatched
to the kadis. The chief reason for this difference is the
level of consolidation. Where Ottoman administration
was rooted more deeply, everyday responsibilities usually
came into the kadis’ sphere of responsibility. On the other
hand, military and diplomatic affairs—which fell into the
provincial governor’s sphere of responsibility—predomi-
nated in the border areas. Because of their great distance
from the capital, pashas necessarily made decisions in
such matters without consulting the court, often taking
unsuccessful measures that cost them their lives.

Court decrees often contained useless generalities,
even if the matter raised by the local officials was of spe-
cial interest or could have been decided using the perti-
nent defters preserved next door to the imperial divan.
The overcentralized and bureaucratized state found it
easier to refer the issue back to the lower level, alluding
to the kanun and sharia, which were to be taken into con-
sideration. Repeated orders suggest that the iimera and
the kadis were not always obedient tools of the sovereign,
often employing more or less open forms of sabotage.

The sancakbeyis’ sphere of activity included both
military and civil matters. As commanders of the provin-
cial cavalry or timariot sipahis, they had numerous mili-
tary duties both in war and during times of peace. They
had to call to arms the sipahis and their retinues, to judge
whether those who did not appear had acceptable rea-
sons for their absence, and to find appropriate persons
to substitute for them while they were on campaign. In
peace they sent letters and registers (defters) requesting
new allotments for valiant soldiers or an increase in rev-
enue for timariots who had excelled in the battlefield or
elsewhere. The district governors™ civil duties included
legal and financial matters with issues of public security.

THE 19TH CENTURY

In 1840, at the start of the TANZIMAT, or Ottoman reform
period, the old administrative system was abolished and
a new one was introduced. The aim was to strengthen
state control, which had become fairly weak. Although
the designation sancak remained the same, this unit was
now headed by a muhassil, or lieutenant governor, rather
than by a sancakbeyi and the territorial extension was
occasionally altered. Smaller provincial units were now
called by the name used to designate juridical districts,
kaza, and were governed by miidiirs. The smallest units,



the nahiyes, were directed by muhtars. Completely novel
advisory councils (meclises) were formed on provincial,
district, and kaza levels from representatives of the gov-
ernment and the principal subject groups, including reli-
gious minorities.

Since this first attempt at reorganization did not
prove to be efficient enough, further changes were intro-
duced in 1841. Military commanders (miisirs) governed
the provinces, the office of muhassil was abolished, and
kaymakams administered the lower-level units. Local
notables, or AYAN, were appointed as miidiirs, respon-
sible for financial affairs. In several places, instead of
permanent councils, informal advisory bodies were set
up. Where the practice of permanent councils survived,
members were appointed by the kaymakam. Similar con-
sultative bodies were established around the miisirs. The
modifications proved beneficial and several economic
projects were realized. The CRIMEAN WAR (1854-56),
however, had unfavorable effects on the process, since
financial resources were lacking and many of the old type
administrators returned.

A new provincial regulation was issued in 1858 that
did not alter the former structure but gave full author-
ity to the governors. A cadastral department within the
Ministry of Finance helped the government learn more
about the real property of the subject population and its
value.

After a transition period that began in 1860,
when more important governorships were renamed as
mutasarriflik and their leaders became particularly well-
paid officials, the 1864 Reform Law gave the final shape to
late Ottoman provincial administration. It prescribed the
creation of large units (vilayets) of approximately equal
size. The governors range of authority was increased
again. He controlled social, financial, security, and politi-
cal affairs, could deal with questions of public interest
(such as education and communication), and had sev-
eral other prerogatives. He supervised his direct subordi-
nates in the hierarchy, the mutasarrifs at the sancak level.
Other functionaries (provincial accountant, public works
supervisors, and so forth) were sent from the capital and
answered to their superiors in Istanbul. The governor’s
coordinating organization, the idare meclisi (administra-
tive council), could not interfere in judicial matters. Such
matters were discussed before three different courts, one
of them still headed by kadis. The chief consultative body
of a vilayet was the Provincial General Council, whose
members (two Muslims and two non-Muslims in each
sancak) were elected. The assembly had the right to make
proposals to the center in various areas, such as public
welfare and tax collection.

Géza David

Further reading: Gabor Agoston, “A Flexible Empire:
Authority and its Limits on the Ottoman Frontiers.” Inter-
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national Journal of Turkish Studies 9, no. 1-2 (2003): 15-31;
Roderic H. Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire, 1856-
1876 (New York: Gordian, 1973); Géza David, “Administra-
tion in Ottoman Europe,” in Studies in Demographic and
Administrative History of Ottoman Hungary (Istanbul: Isis,
1997), 187-204; Metin 1. Kunt, The Sultan’s Servants: The
Transformation of Ottoman Provincial Government, 1550-
1650 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1983).

Adrianople See EDIRNE.

Adrianople, Treaty of See EDIRNE, TREATY OF.

Adriatic Sea The Adriatic Sea, known to the Ottomans
as the Gulf of Venice, is the large body of water located
on the eastern side of Italy that separates the Apennine
peninsula from the Balkan peninsula. The Ottomans
began to recognize the strategic significance of the Adri-
atic Sea in the first half of the 15th century, since it was
the sea that separated them from their main rival in the
region, the Republic of VENICE. In that period, the region
of DALMATIA, on the Adriatic coast, was Venetian, except
for the republic of Dubrovnik (RaGusa), which began to
pay tribute to the Ottoman sultan in 1442. In 1479 the
Ottomans took the Adriatic port city of Vloré (Valona,
Avlonya), in ALBANIA; MEHMED II (r. 1444-46; 1451-81)
gave it to his admiral, Gedik Ahmed Pasha, when the
Ottomans launched a campaign against southern Italy,
attacking Otranto during the summer of 1480. The key
of the Adriatic was considered to be the Venetian island
of Corfu (Korfuz), which was besieged by the Ottomans
in 1537 and again in 1716.

In the second half of the 16th century the Adriatic
began to be ravaged by pirates, above all the Christian
Uskoks, who lived in Senj and were protected by the
Austrian Habsburgs. Their presence marred the relations
between Venice and the Ottoman Empire. They were
often wrongly considered subjects of the Venetian Repub-
lic, and Ottoman merchants held Venice responsible for
the losses they suffered at the hands of the Uskoks. The
Ottomans threatened to send their NavY into the Adriatic,
but Venice never allowed it. Eventually, Ottoman subjects
began to attack Venetian ships in retaliation and Ottoman
pirates began to ravage the Adriatic. The Habsburg-Vene-
tian War of 1615-1617 put an end to the Uskok activity.

Ottoman pirates along the Adriatic included both
Christians and Muslims from Albania and GREECE, using
small boats that could easily find shelter along the rocky
coast. Maghreb levends, or privateers, also made some expe-
ditions. They were organized in huge convoys of galleys and
vessels and looked for the help of Ottoman subjects. The
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latter, especially Albanians, learned the Maghrebians’
tactics and began to attack ships disguised as Maghreb
levends. In 1573, because of the Mediterranean piracy,
the sancakbeyi (provincial governor) of Klis (Clissa), Ali,
together with a Jew named Daniel Rodriguez, pushed the
Venetians to create a new transit port in Split as the final
land destination of a new commercial route between Ven-
ice and IsTANBUL. In 1590 the Adriatic seaport of Split
became a free port and Bosnian merchants began to take
the place of those of Ragusa in the Balkan trade.

The TREATY OF KARLOWITZ in 1699 established that
all merchant ships could freely sail in the Adriatic Sea.
In 1701 the Ottomans and the Venetians agreed about
freedom of navigation in the Gulf of Lepanto and in the
waters between the island of Santa Maura (Aya-Mavra)
and the mainland. In 1719, after the Treaty of Passarow-
itz, Emperor Charles IV declared Trieste and Fiume free
ports, and in 1732 Pope Clement XII created another free
port in Ancon. Venice had to accept that it was not the
only naval power in the region, even if, at the middle of
the 18th century, Ottoman documents still recognized its
sovereignty on the Adriatic Sea.

Maria Pia Pedani

See also CORSAIRS AND PIRATES.

Further reading: Maria Pia Pedani, “The Ottoman
Empire and the Gulf of Venice (15th-16th c.);” in CIEPO
XIV. Sempozyumu Bildirileri, edited by Tuncer Baykara
(Ankara: Turk Tarih Kurumu, 2004), 585-600; Maria Pia
Pedani, “Beyond the Frontier: The Ottoman-Venetian Bor-
der in the Adriatic Context from the Sixteenth to the Eigh-
teenth Centuries,” in Zones of Fracture in Modern Europe,
Baltic Countries-Balkans-Northern Italy, edited by Almut
Bues (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag, 2005), 45-60.

al-Afghani, Jamal al-Din (b. 1838-d. 1897) Muslim
political activist and philosopher ~Jamal al-Din al-Afghani
was perhaps the most important Muslim political philos-
opher and activist of the late 19th century. Most scholars
believe that despite his use of the name al-Afghani, “the
Afghan,” he was actually born in Iran. But as he spent
much of his life in EcypT and the Ottoman Empire, it
would have been convenient for him, as a Persian speaker,
to identify himself as Afghan. Many Afghans spoke Per-
sian, but were practitioners of SUNNI IsLAM; in contrast,
all the Persian speakers in Iran belonged to the SHia
IsLaMm sect. If he were an Afghan, al-Afghani would have
been free to preach in Sunni religious schools in Cairo
and Istanbul, something that would not have been per-
mitted if he were identified as a Shii. The supposition that
al-Afghani had Shii origins is further strengthened by the
fact that he studied as a youth in KARBALA, the Shii holy
city in Iraq, as well as later in India where both Shii and
Sunni religious schools flourished.

Al-Afghani settled in Egypt in 1871 where he was
the teacher of a number of young men who had studied
the Islamic sciences at AL-AZHAR, the leading institution
of higher study in the Arabic-speaking Sunni world dur-
ing the Ottoman period. Among his students there was
religious scholar and Islamic modernist MUHAMMAD
ABDUH (1849-1905). In Egypt, al-Afghani taught his
own brand of Islam, one heavily influenced by the Shii
traditions of philosophy and by Surism. But more impor-
tantly, he drew his students™ attention to the dangers of
European imperialism that threatened Muslims around
the globe. Al-Afghani emphasized the need for unity
among Muslims, regardless of sect, to resist European
schemes for political domination of traditional Islamic
homelands. This politicized view of Islam caught the
attention of the Egyptian authorities and they expelled
him from the country in 1878.

Although al-Afghani went first to India upon his
expulsion from al-Azhar, by 1884 he was established in
Paris, where he was joined by his former student, Abduh.
Together they published an Arabic-language newspaper, al-
Urwa al-wuthqa (The firm grip) that had a profound effect
on Muslim intellectuals everywhere. During his stay in
Paris and later in London, al-Afghani engaged many Euro-
pean intellectuals in discussions about Islams future and
the role of Western imperialism in the world. As a result,
he was highly influential in shaping views on both of these
issues for a generation of western European policymakers.

Al-Afghani’s importance lies in the fact that he was
the first Muslim thinker to see political developments in
the Muslim world from a global perspective. Everywhere
he looked, he saw that independent Muslim states were
falling under European control. In order to resist that
process, he wrote that Muslims had to reverse the decline
and decay that had infected their civilization. Adopt-
ing the concept of “civilization” as late 19th-century
French authors defined the term, he asserted that Islam
was a civilization, and not merely a religion, as it had a
rich culture that was more than simply a set of religious
beliefs. In order to revitalize that civilization, al-Afghani
argued that Muslims had to return to the study of ratio-
nal philosophy and to embrace science and technology
as had their ancestors. Only then would Muslims reclaim
the glories that Islamic civilization had known when it
flourished in the Abbasid period (750-1256). Al-Afghani
wrote that once that revivification of Islamic civilization
had occurred, then Muslims could stand united as the
equals of Europeans and resist their imperialist plans.
Few of his contemporaries embraced his nationalistic,
pan-Islamic vision, but his insistence on the use of indi-
vidual reason had a great influence on the next genera-
tion of Muslim thinkers of the SALAFIYYA.

As al-Afghani grew increasingly wary of growing
European imperial ambitions in the Muslim world, he



wanted to do something concrete to galvanize Muslim
resistance. In 1885, following his work with Abduh in
Paris, al-Afghani returned to Iran where he organized
popular demonstrations against Nasir al-Din Shah’s trea-
ties with European powers. In response, the shah ordered
his deportation in 1891 and al-Afghani spent the last
years of his life as a guest of ABDULHAMID II (r. 1876-
1909) in IstaNBUL. There he received a wary welcome
from the sultan who, after the assassination of Shah Nasir
al-Din in 1896, placed al-Afghani under house arrest
until his death in 1897.

Bruce Masters

See also ABDUH, MUHAMMAD; SALAFIYYA.

Further reading: Nikki Keddie, An Islamic Response to
Imperialism: Political and Religious Writings of Sayyid Jamal
al-Din “al-Afghani” (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1983).

Africa See NORTH AFRICA.

agriculture The linchpin and trademark of Ottoman
agriculture was the small holding peasantry (reaya).
The imperial seat of power in Istanbul owed its legiti-
macy to its ability to safeguard the peasantry from the
encroachments of notables, and to forestall competing
claims over the empire’s immense agricultural surplus.
As in other imperial powers, forces that undermined the
central authority gained strength at times and disturbed
this social balance to the benefit of the notables, but not
for long. Attempts by local potentates to establish labor
systems such as SLAVERY or serfdom at the expense of
the peasantry proved ineffectual. The continuity of the
empire’s agricultural structure was not solely due to the
potentates” inability to establish such an order, but may
be attributed to a range of factors including geographic,
imperial, historical, social, and topographic issues.

The essential features of Ottoman agriculture were
derived in large part from the geographical and ecologi-
cal attributes of the lands the empire occupied. With its
broad territory—from Oran, Algeria, in the west to BAGH-
DAD, IRAQ, in the east; from the Nile Valley in the south to
the northern reaches of the BLAck SEA—the empire took
root and flourished in the “lands of Rum”—the land of
the Romans. This referred not only to the Eastern Roman
or ByzanTINE EMPIRE but also to the territory arrayed
around the Mediterranean Sea. The lands that surrounded
the Mediterranean basin were principally semi-arid in
character, fit for dry farming, or raising crops without
irrigation in areas that receive little rainfall. The Ottoman
Empires agrarian structures resembled those of the Roman
and Byzantine empires that previously occupied the same
territory.
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Providentially for the house of Osman, the birth
and territorial expansion of the beylik or principality
and, later, the empire took place precisely when the feu-
dal world on its occidental frontiers was in its terminal
decline and a manorial revenue crisis was exacting a
heavy toll on the serfs. The Byzantine countryside, had
fallen into the hands of large landholders. The widespread
discontent created by a tightening in the stranglehold of
landlords on their serfs hastened Ottoman expansion on
both shores of the Bosporus. The increase in the exploi-
tation of the Balkan peasantry was thus broken by their
incorporation into the Ottoman realm, rendering these
agricultural producers subject to the demands of a strong
imperial center instead.

THE CIFT-HANE SYSTEM

The foundation of Ottoman dry-farming agriculture was,
like that of its predecessors, putting peasant households
under the yoke—enshrined as hane in the Ottoman fis-
cal records. They worked land that could be ploughed
by a pair of oxen, referred to as ¢ift. Despite some
changes—developments that at times favored local rul-
ers, the institution of long-term and life-term TAX-FARM-
ING arrangements (iltizam/mugataa and malikane), and
the growing lure of commercial opportunities in the 16th
and the 19th centuries—small-holding peasantry did not
experience large-scale alienation from their lands, and
remained the keystone of the empire’s agrarian order.
This does not mean that there were no changes in the
status of the peasantry or in the rights of the peasants to
the land. However, they were not enough to fundamen-
tally alter the Ottoman agrarian system. This helped the
Sublime Porte consolidate its rule from early on.

Rural households were expected to mobilize their
family labor along with draft animals (usually a pair of
oxen or, in marshy regions, water buffalo) to cultivate the
land placed at their disposal. This land was state-owned
(miri), but peasant households held an inalienable right
to its use, so plots allotted to them could not be sold,
endowed, donated, or mortgaged. Nor could the plots be
devoted to raising crops other than bread grains. Land
that was not ploughed, such as vineyards and orchards,
was freehold. The state had the right of eminent domain
over village commons—pastures, in particular—as well as
over woodlands and wastelands (mevat lands), which were
all placed under the authority of the sipahi, or landholder.
If and when wastelands were improved, full ownership
rights went to the person who made the improvements,
and it was the duty of the sipahi to prevent attempts to
encroach on village commons. At the end of the 16th cen-
tury, an impressive 87 percent of the Ottoman soil was
within the eminent domain.

Unlike feudal lords, the sipahi, resided in the village
alongside the peasants. Their power was not absolute and



20 agriculture

was kept in check by the power of the xap1. The sipahi
had no specific rights (including hereditary) to land or
peasant labor unless stipulated by law. Also, the preben-
dal system, which constricted the ability of the sipahis to
act independently of the imperial bureaucracy, had little
in common with vassalic feudalism.

THE PREBENDAL SYSTEM

Initially the ¢ift-hane system was securely embedded in
the prebendal or timar regime in which the sipahi, or cav-
alry, were allocated timar, or landed estates (called ziamet
or has if the units were larger). Under this system, in the
15th and 16th centuries, the sipahi collected and kept the
osiir, or tithe, and related land taxes—usually half in kind
and half in money—as compensation for the military ser-
vice the sipahi was assigned to render. The requirements
for military service and supply were determined in pro-
portion to the annual value of the timar-holdings, which
ranged from 1,000 akge to 20,000 akee. These timariots,
or timar-holders, did not play any role in the organiza-
tion of rural production.

The collection of the tithe and taxes by the sipahis as
state functionaries prevented the rise of competing claims
to the empire’s huge agricultural surplus, thus giving the
imperial bureaucracy greater protection against contend-
ers to the throne or other outside forces. Whenever the
political balance between the central authority and local
rulers, tax farmers, or provincial governors remained in
favor of the central authority, rural taxes were collected
directly. This was the case from the 1450s to the 1650s,
when the empire’s territorial expansion was at its height.
In the mid-19th century, with the implementation of
TaNzIMAT reforms, state functionaries were once again
given the task of collecting rural taxes and supplanted the
tax farmer (miiltezim).

Conversely, when the balance tipped away from the
central authority, the Sublime Porte lost its monopoly
over the collection of taxes. His privilege conferred upon
the highest bidder, who was known as a tax farmer (see
TAX FARMING). Unlike the sipahi, the tax farmer was not
burdened with military obligations. This was the case
during the 17th and 18th centuries, when notables (or
AYANS) gained strength as tax farmers and provincial
governors, and in the late 19th century, when the Anglo-
French Public Debt Administration (see DEBT AND PUB-
LiC DEPT ADMINISTRATION) took over the function of
collecting taxes on certain crops to ensure the repayment
of Ottoman state loans.

Given the size of the revenues that accrued from the
timar holdings of the empire the direct appropriation of
rural surplus by the imperial bureaucracy carried enor-
mous weight in the perpetuation of the Sublime Porte’s
imperium over its territorial holdings. Under SULEY-
MAN I (r. 1520-66), who enjoyed a revenue twice that

of Charles V, it reached 8 to 10 million gold ducats and
comprised two-thirds of the imperial budget. Later, as a
result in part of the steady erosion of the timar system,
the percentage fell to 40 percent in the mid-18th century.

FARM SIZE

The size of the peasant farmland, or ¢iftlik, was deter-
mined based on the nature and quality of the soil. In the
15th and 16th centuries, when cadastral surveys were
conducted, farm sizes ranged from 60 to 80 doniims
(roughly 15-20 acres) in the most fertile regions, 80 to
100 doniims (20-25 acres) in lands of average fertil-
ity, and 100 to 150 déniims (25-40 acres) in poor lands.
Depending on the fertility of the soil, 3 to 4 acres was
required to support a person.

When population pressure on land intensified, the
size of the plots declined correspondingly. This was the
case at the end of the 16th century when in certain parts
of Anatolia the size of family plots fell to about 7 acres.
On the other hand, population shifts led to an increase
in holding size due to depopulation. This was the case
during the Great Flight after the CeLarr revorrs. This
also occurred during the 17th and 18th centuries, when
a shift of the world economy from the Mediterranean to
the shores of the North and Baltic seas led to a decline in
the demand for Ottoman grain, and vast stretches of agri-
cultural land were abandoned. By the mid-19th century,
due to the increasing demand for wheat and cotton in
the British empire, family plots had once again returned
in size to the range stipulated in the land surveys of the
16th century—15-20 acres.

CROPDIVERSITY

The inalienable right of peasant households to arable land
and the resulting number of small producers dictated the
mix of crops grown in the Ottoman dominions. In certain
provinces of the empire, especially those inland, an over-
whelming proportion of the total production—sometimes
close to 90 percent—was cereal grains. In locations that
were thinly populated, grain production was combined
with livestock husbandry. In areas of low population
density, livestock breeding in zones of low demographic
density made up one-third of the gross agricultural prod-
uct, whereas in densely settled regions, it made up about
one-tenth. In coastal regions, a greater mix of crops was
sowed, from cotton and rice to fruit and vegetables.

Of the cereal crops grown, wheat was the most
popular, and constituted at least half of all agricultural
output. Yields, as in most areas of the Mediterranean,
were between 3 and 4 bushels of grain for every bushel
planted, rarely reaching 6 bushels for every bushel
planted. Grain production per capita in most parts of the
Ottoman Empire far surpassed the 550 pounds (250 kg.)
per person level that was the norm in France or Spain in



the 16th and 17th centuries. Each household paid 20 to
30 percent of their total agricultural production as Ogiir
and related agricultural taxes. Allowing for the share of
seed earmarked for the following sowing season, some
50 to 65 percent of rural produce remained in the house-
hold for sustenance and as a saleable product; on average,
close to one-fourth of the gross agricultural product was
available for commercial use. Judging by the vibrancy of
markets and fairs in the 16th, 18th, and 19th centuries,
it is not difficult to conclude that a significant portion of
the surplus found its way into local markets.

LAND AVAILABILITY

The strength and survival of the peasantry was primarily
due to the relative abundance of land. The land-to-labor
ratio was favorable to the latter. Labor was not sparse
enough to require coerced labor systems. The easy avail-
ability of land placed a premium on labor, hence the
longevity of small peasantry. Even after the new land leg-
islation of 1858—which opened up new land to cultivation
by codifying rights over cultivated land, giving peasant
families titles to their plots, and hastening large-scale sed-
entarization—only a tiny portion of the empires land sur-
face was sown with crops. The relatively limited size of the
coastal and inland plains and the mountainous nature of
most regions of the empire were partly accountable for
this. However, even with the population growth of the 19th
century, in most provinces, land under cultivation did not
exceed 10 percent of the total land surface; in fact, in cer-
tain provinces, the ratio hovered around 4 to 5 percent.
The relative abundance of land gave the peasantry
many benefits. One of these benefits was the ability to
tap into the resources not only of their own village but
also of nearby lands by establishing satellite settlements,
or reserve fields, known as mezraas. The land surveys
of the 16th century reveal that at times the proportion
of the mezraas to the villages was close to 60 percent. In
the mid-16th century, the expansive Ottoman realm was
inhabited by more than 550,000 enumerated rural settle-
ments, both village and mezraa. Whenever rural order
was disturbed, the number of reserve fields and satel-
lite settlements increased: at times, the number of mez-
raas was two to three times greater than the number of
villages. By 1800, for example, about half the Anatolian
population had come to depend on various types of tem-
porary settlements. The spatial order described above
could only be preserved by geographic mobility, short-
and long-distance. Spatial mobility became so much a
part of the order of things that it was even sanctioned
by law, much to the chagrin of timariots whose interests
were best served by tying the reaya to the land. Peasants
wandered from one village to another and found every-
where large tracts to cultivate. It is sometimes argued that
the peasants” ability to move around was the underlying
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reason for the lack of large-scale rural rebellions in the
Ottoman Empire.

The pace of land reclamation increased after the 1850s,
during the mid-Victorian boom when Britain's need for
wheat imports increased. In 1858, the new Land Code made
land transferable. This new law boosted market relations and
brought more land under cultivation. In Syria, for instance,
an enormous amount of land that had been infrequently
used in the past was brought into regular cultivation between
1850 and 1950, and hundreds of places developed from ham-
lets to sizeable villages. Excluding the Jazirah to the northeast
of the Euphrates River about 6.2 million acres of new land
were ploughed up and about 2,000 villages were established
on this newly-won land; the figures for Transjordan were
100,000 acres and 300 villages. In fact, two-thirds of today’s
villages and nine-tenths of the cultivated parts of inner Ana-
tolia date back to the second half of the 19th century.

The wheat trade picked up beginning in the 1850s
with the repeal of the Corn Laws in England, and land
bonification followed suit. The opening up of new arable
land was made possible by acquiring rights over large
swathes of wastelands, lands left idle during the slow-
down in agricultural growth during the 17th and 18th
centuries. This is how most of the large estates came into
being in the 19th century, almost surreptitiously, since
this type of expansion did not entail uprooting the reaya.

Forcible dispossession of peasants and the formation
of large-scale commercial agriculture took place in the
empires distant provinces under French or British colonial
rule. It was not by coincidence that the greatest increase in
trade along the shores of the Mediterranean took place in
EGYPT, ALGIERS (present-day Algeria), and TuNis (present-
day Tunisia) after they were colonized. Large-scale com-
mercial agriculture, which flourished on waste or colonial
lands, lost its force with the emergence of temperate regions
as the new granaries of the world economy. Small-holding
peasantry managed to survive into the 20th century.

Faruk Tabak
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ahdname (ahitname) This Ottoman term means
letter of contract or treaty; it comes from the Arabic ahd
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(contract, agreement, oath) and the Persian name (letter,
document), and is often translated as CAPITULATIONS.
All kinds of documents providing privileges, irrespective
of their type, were called ahdname in Ottoman Turkish;
these included travel documents, agreements between
Ottoman vassal rulers, and letters of privilege or protec-
tion issued by provincial Ottoman authorities for a com-
munity. At the beginning of the 19th century the term
tasdikname began to replace the word ahdname. His-
torically, the first letters of contract date back to the 12th
century when Christian countries and Muslim powers
used them to conclude agreements. The earliest surviv-
ing examples were contracts issued to protect the finan-
cial and personal safety of Christian foreigners traveling
in Muslim territories of the empire.

Three types of ahdnames were issued in the Ottoman
Empire.

1. The first type, known as capitulations in western
Europe, were commercial contracts issued uni-
laterally by the Ottoman government as letters of
privilege in the form of a letter of appointment.
Such documents were first given to Venetian
merchants and later served as a model for agree-
ments with France, England, the Netherlands,
and other states that asked for a privilege for
their commercial activity from the Ottoman
government.

2. Name-i hiimayun, or imperial letters, were issued
to countries situated directly on the borders of the
Ottoman Empire. Name-i hiimayun were bilat-
eral agreements to settle armed conflict and were
issued primarily to the rulers of HUNGARY, the
Habsburg Empire, and POLAND.

3. Unilateral ahdnames were issued to some coun-
tries when they acknowledged Ottoman suprem-
acy. For example, Christian countries that became
vassal states of the Ottoman Empire had two dif-
ferent types of status. They were either part of the
Ottoman Empire (and thus belonged to the par
AL-IsLam) and their inhabitants enjoyed pHIMMI
status (as non-Muslim subjects of a state gov-
erned by Islamic law), or they had a contractual
relationship with the Sublime Porte, or Ottoman
administration, and were considered part of
the empire in a political but not in a legal sense
(DAR AL-HARB). Beginning in the 14th century,
Christian vassal states—such as the BYyZANTINE
EMPIRE, RAGUSA, WALLACHIA, MOLDAVIA, and
HUNGARY, TRANSYLVANIA, and Kartli—were
given such ahdnames. The Ottoman sultans
also used a diploma of appointment, or berat-i
htimayun, to confirm the governance of vassal-
state rulers, including the voievods of Moldavia

and Wallachia and the princes of Transylvania.
Hungarian estates that rebelled against the
Habsburg Empire and gave fealty to the Ottoman
Empire were also given ahdnames on many occa-
sions up to the first half of the 18th century.

Séandor Papp

Ahmed I (b. 1590-d. 1617) (r. 1603-1617) Ottoman
sultan and caliph The son of Sultan MEumED III (r.
1595-1603) and the concubine Handan Sultan, Ahmed I
was born in Manisa in western Turkey when his father,
as a prince, was governing the province of Saruhan.
Following his succession in 1595, Mehmed III trans-
ferred his family to the TopkapI PALACE in ISTANBUL.
In 1603, Mehmed IIT ordered the execution of his old-
est son Mahmud, who was accused of plotting for the
throne. Ahmed and his mentally weak younger brother,
MusTAFA I (r. 1617-18, 1622-23), the only two surviv-
ing princes, both remained confined in the palace. When
Mehmed III died later in the same year, a faction in the
inner palace decided that Ahmed should succeed his
father as sultan before any vizier or government leader
had been consulted. This was an unusual succession; in
several respects, it constitutes a watershed in early mod-
ern Ottoman history.

Unlike his grandfather, Murap III (r. 1574-95), and
his father, who both ordered the execution of their sur-
viving brothers at the time of succession, Ahmed did not
opt for this long-established practice of royal fratricide,
and until the end of his reign he kept Mustafa alive and
confined in the palace. The reasons behind his decision
remain uncertain, but by doing so, he eventually altered
the Ottoman succession patterns. When Ahmed died in
1617, he was survived by both his brother and several
sons, the eldest being the 13-year-old future Osman II (r.
1618-22); both his brother and his oldest son were enti-
tled to rule. This was a situation unprecedented in Otto-
man history. A court faction secured the enthronement
of Mustafa I instead of Osman, thus further solidifying
the end of royal fratricide and giving way to a new prin-
ciple of seniority in succession practices.

Ahmed was barely 14 years old when he ascended to
the throne. Except for the short first reign of MEHMED
IT (r. 1444-46; 1451-81) in the mid-15th century, the
Ottomans had never had such a young and inexperi-
enced ruler. Ahmed’s father was the last Ottoman sultan
to serve as a provincial governor, thus acquiring training
for the sultanate as well as establishing his own house-
hold that would form the nucleus of his government at
his accession. Ahmed lacked this crucial background.
He was the first Ottoman sultan to come to the throne
from the inner compounds of the palace. His enthrone-
ment thus marked both the end of the tradition of having



princes govern provinces and the end of succession wars
among rival princes. With Ahmed’s reign, dynastic suc-
cession, power struggles, and patronage networks shifted
from a larger setting, which included the provincial
princely households, to a narrower domain consisting of
the Topkapi Palace and Istanbul.

In this new political setting, young Ahmed found
himself contending for power in a court and imperial
government divided by factionalism and favoritism.
Ahmed thus needed some guidance in the business of
rule. Although there was no institutionalized tradition
of regency in Ottoman dynastic establishment, Ahmed’s
mother and, more importantly, Mustafa Efendi, his pre-
ceptor since early childhood, appear to have acted as de
facto regents in his early reign. One of Ahmedss first acts
was to remove his grandmother, Safiye Sultan, from poli-
tics by confining her to the Old Palace in January 1604.
Safiye was one of the prime movers of politics under
Mehmed IIT and was the main target of three major mili-
tary rebellions between 1600 and 1603. Her immediate
expulsion from the palace, which was followed by new
appointments in the palace administration, indicates that
Ahmed and his regents were trying not only to neutralize
the factors behind recent unrest in the capital, but also to
reconfigure the power relations within the court and the
royal household.

Both Handan Sultan and Mustafa Efendi, until their
deaths in 1605 and 1607 (or 1608) respectively, were
the sultan’s chief mentors and guardians, guiding the
inexperienced ruler in selecting, promoting, and con-
trolling his viziers. Men chosen by these regents, rather
than by Ahmed, often attained positions of power dur-
ing this early period. Dervis Pasha, a protégé of Handan,
quickly rose to the grand vizierate. Handan’s death, how-
ever, deprived Dervis of his chief royal patron and led
to the dissolution of his own faction in the government.
Ahmed had him executed in 1606 after he had held the
grand vizierate for only a few months. Until 1607, Mus-
tafa Efendi had a more profound influence on the young
sultan. His decisions to dismiss or execute several promi-
nent members of his government testify to this.

Ahmed’s reign also saw the solidification of the
role of favorites in the Ottoman political establishment.
Given the increased invisibility and inaccessibility of
the Ottoman sultan during this period, a favorite who
managed to enter the sultan’s quarters was able to con-
solidate his power against all challengers. In this con-
text, El-Hac Mustafa Agha, who held the office of chief
eunuch throughout Ahmed’s reign, became the royal
favorite par excellence. Mustafa Agha enjoyed exclusive
access to Ahmed since he was the highest authority in
the royal palace. Thanks to his position, he was not only
able to attain enormous power and to control almost all
petitions and information addressed to the sultan, but he

Ahmed I 23

was also able to distribute wealth, power, and patronage
both in the sultan’s name and in his own. Empowered by
Ahmed, Mustafa Agha and his men acted as intermediar-
ies in the management of imperial affairs and in practical
politics.

Ahmed inherited from his father an empire being
challenged on both international and domestic fronts.
By the time Ahmed took the throne, the Ottomans were
waging wars on three fronts: against the Habsburgs in
Hungary, against the Safavids in the east, and against the
Celali rebels in Anatolia (see CELALI REVOLTS). Ahmed’s
new grand vizier, Lala Mehmed Pasha (1604-06), the
most experienced commander of the Hungarian Wars
(1593-1606), captured several Hungarian fortresses
(Vac, Pest, and Esztergom), and the Ottomans ended the
long war by concluding the Treaty of Zsitvatorok, which
left most of the conquered territories in Ottoman hands.
However, on the eastern front, the Safavid shah, ABBas I
(r. 1587-1629), had regained all the territory lost to the
Ottomans during the war of 1578-90. Although the
newly appointed grand vizier Nasuh Pasha (1611-14)
signed a peace treaty with the Safavids in 1611 that fixed
the demarcation of the frontier once agreed upon by the
Treaty of Amasya in 1555, hostilities resumed just four
years later. Ahmed was more successful, however, with
the Celali revolts; by 1610 the sultans troops, under
the command of his grand vizier Kuyucu Murad Pasha
(1606-11), had eliminated the threat of the Celalis.

In such troubled times, Ahmed tried to cultivate the
image of a warrior-sultan. He made an early attempt to
lead the army personally against the Celali rebels in 1605,
but this quickly became a fiasco; when he reached Bursa,
Ahmed fell ill, and immediately returned to Istanbul. He
gradually occupied himself more with courtly pleasures—
riding, hunting, and martial arts—and he undertook
major hunting expeditions around Istanbul and Edirne.
Ahmed was more successful in representing himself as a
pious sultan as well as in imitating his illustrious warrior
ancestors, particularly his great-grandfather, SULEYMAN I
(r. 1520-66). Ahmed was the first sultan after Silleyman
to construct a monumental imperial mosque complex
in Istanbul. The construction of this mosque (1609-16),
which stylistically resembles that of Siileyman, came after
the successful wars against the Celalis, suggesting that it
should be considered a celebration of these recent mili-
tary achievements as well as a symbol of Ahmed’s piety.

Ahmed’s attempts to emulate Siileyman were not
limited to the construction of monumental architecture.
Like Stileyman I, Ahmed promulgated a law code of his
own; imitating Stileyman’s piety, he ordered the restora-
tion and the lavish ornamentation of the Kaaba; Ahmed
redesigned his imperial seal following the norms set by
Stileyman; he constructed a garden at the Dolmabahge
Palace where Silleyman once had one; as a poet and a
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patron of the arts he asked for new editions and trans-
lations of literary works previously commissioned by
Stileyman. However, Ahmeds mimicking of his great-
grandfather did not change the reality: He was a sultan of
a different time, and his reign saw the crystallization of a
new political, social, and economic dynamic in the early
modern Ottoman imperial establishment.

Giinhan Borekgi
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Ahmed II (b. 1643—d. 1695) (r. 1691-1695) Ottoman
sultan and caliph Born to Sultan IBRAHIM I (r. 1640-
48) and Muazzez Sultan on February 25, 1643, Ahmed
II succeeded his brother, Sultan SULEYMAN II (r. 1687-
91), on June 23, 1691 in EDIRNE. During his short reign,
Sultan Ahmed II devoted most of his attention to the
wars against the Habsburgs and related foreign policy,
governmental and economic issues. Of these, the most
important were the tax reforms and the introduction of
the lifelong tax farm system (malikane) (see TAX FARM-
ING). Ahmed’s reign witnessed major military defeats
against the Austrian Habsburgs in the long Hungarian
war of 1683-99, several devastating fires in ISTANBUL,
and the emergence of AvaN, or local magnates, which
further weakened the central government’s hold over the
provinces.

Among the most important features of Ahmed’s
reign was his reliance on Kopriilizade Fazil Mustafa
Pasha. Following his accession to the throne, Sultan
Ahmed II confirmed Kopriilizade Fazil Mustafa Pasha
in his office as grand vizier. In office from 1689, Fazil
Mustafa Pasha was from the famous KOPRULU FAMILY
of grand viziers, and like most of his Kopriilii predeces-
sors in the same office, was an able administrator and
military commander. Like his father Képriili Mehmed
Pasha (grand vizier 1656-61) before him, he ordered the
removal and execution of dozens of corrupt state officials
of the previous regime and replaced them with men loyal
to himself. He overhauled the tax system by adjusting it
to the capabilities of the taxpayers affected by the latest
wars. He also reformed troop mobilization and increased
the pool of conscripts available for the army by drafting

tribesmen in the Balkans and Anatolia. In October 1690
he recaptured BELGRADE (northern Serbia), a key fortress
that commanded the confluence of the rivers Danube
and Sava; in Ottoman hands since 1521, the fortress had
been conquered by the Habsburgs in 1688.

Fazil Mustafa Pasha’s victory at Belgrade was a major
military achievement that gave the Ottomans hope that
the military debacles of the 1680s—which had led to the
loss of HUNGARY and TRANSYLVANIA, an Ottoman vassal
principality ruled by pro-Istanbul Hungarian princes—
could be reversed. However, Ottoman success proved
ephemeral. On August 19, 1691, Fazil Mustafa Pasha suf-
fered a devastating defeat at Slankamen (northwest of
Belgrade) at the hands of Ludwig Wilhelm von Baden,
the Habsburg commander in chief in Hungary, fittingly
nicknamed “Tiirkenlouis” (Louis the Turk) for his splen-
did victories against the Ottomans. In the confrontation,
recognized by contemporaries as “the bloodiest battle of
the century,” the Ottomans suffered heavy losses: 20,000
men, including the grand vizier. With him, the sultan
lost his most capable military commander and the last
member of the Kopriili family, who for the previous
half century had been instrumental in strengthening the
Ottoman military.

Under Fazil Mustafa Pasha’s successors, the Ottomans
suffered further defeats. In June 1692 the Habsburgs con-
quered Varad (Oradea, Romania), the seat of an Otto-
man governor (beylerbeyi) since 1660. Although the best
Habsburg forces were elsewhere, fighting French invad-
ers along the German Rhine—part of the Holy Roman
Empire, ruled by the Austrian Habsburgs—the Ottomans
were unable to regain their Hungarian possessions. In
1694 they tried to recapture Varad, but to no avail. On
January 12, 1695, they gave up the fortress of Gyula, the
center of an Ottoman sancak or subprovince since 1566.
With the fall of Gyula, the only territory still in Ottoman
hands in Hungary was to the east of the River Tisza and
to the south of the river Maros, with its center at Temes-
var. Three weeks later, on February 6, 1695, Ahmed II
died in Edirne.

Gébor Agoston
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Ahmed IIT (b. 1673-d. 1736) (r. 1703-1730) Ottoman
sultan and caliph The son of Sultan MEHMED IV (r.
1648-87) and Rabia Emetullah Giilnus Sultan, Ahmed
IIT succeeded his brother Mustara II (r. 1695-1703)
after the Edirne Incident (August 21, 1703), a mutiny



and popular uprising in IsTANBUL that led to the depos-
ing of Mustafa II. Restoration of order in Istanbul and
wars with Russia, VENICE, and the Habsburgs occupied
the first phase of Ahmed’s reign (1703-1718), while the
later phase (1718-30) was characterized as the so-called
Tulip Era, a time of extravagance, conspicuous consump-
tion, and cultural borrowings from both East and West
that ended with another major uprising in Istanbul, the
Patrona Halil Rebellion of 1730. When the two subse-
quent sultans—MaAHMUD I (r. 1730-54) and OsmaN
III (r. 1754-57), both sons of Ahmed’s brother, Mustafa
II—died childless, the dynasty continued from the line
of Ahmed III through his sons MusTaFra III (r. 1757-74)
and ABDULHAMID I (r. 1774-89).

Ahmed IIT took active measures to impose his
authority in Istanbul, moving the court there from
Edirne in compliance with the rebels of 1703. He focused
his attention on cracking down on those implicated
in the Edirne Incident and on building peaceful rela-
tions with the empire’s neighbors. Therefore, he took no
advantage of the War of the Spanish Succession (1703-
14) and the Great Northern War (1700-21)—which tied
up the armies and resources of Habsburg Austria and
Russia, respectively—to recover the territories lost to
the Habsburgs and Russians as a result of the TREATY
ofF KarLowiTz (1699) and the Treaty of Istanbul (1700).
Nevertheless, during this time, the Ottomans were
involved in a series of wars on the western front when
King Charles XII of Sweden, who was defeated by Peter
the Great in the Battle of Poltava (1709) of the Great
Northern War, took refuge with the Ottomans. War with
Russia broke out when Russia invaded Ottoman terri-
tory to pursue Charles. Peter the Great was completely
surrounded by Ottoman forces in the Battle of Pruth
(1711). However, Grand Vizier Baltact Mehmed Pasha,
without confidence in the fighting quality of the Janis-
saries, agreed to make peace with the Russians on lenient
terms, such as ceding AzAx to the Ottomans. In 1715 the
Ottomans managed to recover the whole Morea (Pelo-
ponnese) from Venice through coordinated operations of
the army and navy. Alarmed by Ottoman successes, the
Habsburgs declared war on the Ottomans in 1716, which
led to the destruction of the Ottoman army at Peterwar-
dein and the loss of Belgrade by the Treaty of Passarow-
itz (July 21, 1718); this also marked the beginning of the
Tulip Era.

Coined by a 20th-century Turkish historian, the
phrase “Tulip Era” (sometimes, “the Age of the Tulip”)
meant the Ottoman cultural renaissance, or the birth of
a neoclassical style in arts, despite its negative connota-
tions in Turkish historiography as an age of frivolity and
extravagance tailored to divert people from the decline
of the state. The main theme of Turkish moderniza-
tion—the conflict between “the modernizers” (the ruling
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elite) and “the conservatives” (the religious establishment
or ULEMA and the JANISSARIES)—finds its roots in the
Patrona Halil Rebellion that ended the Tulip Era.

After 1718, the sultan promoted various construc-
tion projects, including fountains, playgrounds, pal-
aces, pavilions, and gardens along the Golden Horn
and the Bosporus inspired by the example of the palace
and pleasure grounds at Versailles. The plans for pal-
aces and gardens were brought by the Ottoman ambas-
sador to Paris, Yirmisekiz Celebizade Mehmed Efendi,
who was sent there to observe diplomacy, military arts,
and high culture in Europe. More than 120 such palaces
were constructed under Ahmed. This era, nevertheless,
was more a revival of interest in classical Islamic culture
than westernization. The sultan, himself a poet and an
accomplished calligrapher, established at least five librar-
ies—the Sultan Ahmed Library in the TorPkaPI PALACE
(1718) being the most significant—prohibited the export
of rare manuscripts, and founded a bureau for the trans-
lation of Arabic and Persian works to be published by
the first Turkish printing house, established in Istanbul

The gravestone of Yirmisekiz Celebi Mehmed Efendi, who
served as Ahmed Ill's ambassador to Paris in 1720 and
returned to Istanbul with plans of gardens and palaces that
influenced the development of the city during this era. (Photo
by Gabor Agoston)
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by the Hungarian convert, Ibrahim Miiteferrika, in 1727.
Grand Vizier Ibrahim Pasha and his wife Fatma Sul-
tan opened a madrasa for teaching Persian and Surism,
which had disappeared from most school curricula more
than a century earlier. Active state patronage revived the
imperial arts such as miniature painting and poetry as
seen in the works of Levni the painter and Nedim, the
celebrated poet of the age, who popularized the elaborate
Ottoman poetry and music of the high culture by draw-
ing his themes and forms from Turkish folk culture and
by using simple Turkish. The decline in the manufacture
of porcelain and earthenware CErRAMICS in Izmid and
Kiitayha was reversed, owing to the demand for ceramics
for the new palaces in Istanbul. The founding of a textile
mill, the building of a dam in the capital, and the con-
struction of the gorgeous Sultan Ahmed fountain in front
of the Topkap1 Palace (1728) are among the accomplish-
ments of this era.

Like Louis XIV of France, the sultan and Ibrahim
Pasha tried to serve as models for emulation for the
Istanbul elite through competitions of tulip breeding, pal-
ace building, and festivities. A growing number of secular
celebrations (royal births—31 in total—circumcisions of
princes, betrothals and weddings of princesses, military
victories, and so forth) set the pattern of consumption.
While such celebrations had previously been for the elite,
they were now intended for the wider public. They were
accompanied by a growing level of tolerance for noncon-
formity, including—to the dismay of the religious estab-
lishment—the increased visibility of women on public
occasions. Notably, political execution was almost non-
existent in this era. Presumably, the new forms of cul-
tural expression had something to do with the growing
trade with France—500 merchant vessels reached Istan-
bul annually—which may have created a new class of
people in the capital who could afford a grander lifestyle.
However, Grand Vizier Ibrahim Pasha’s nepotism and fis-
cal measures, as well as defeats at the eastern front—wars
with Iran flared up after the Ottoman-Russian treaty that
partitioned Iran’s western provinces (June 23, 1724)— all
prepared the groundwork for the Patrona Halil Rebellion
that resulted in the execution of Ibrahim and the abdi-
cation of Ahmed III. While the rebels destroyed palaces
and playgrounds, they left untouched such innovations as
the Turkish press and the new corps of firemen, suggest-
ing that the widespread resentment stemmed not from
reforms, but from the extravagance of the court.

Kahraman Sakul

Further reading: Anthony D. Alderson, The Structure
of the Ottoman Dynasty (Oxford: Clarendon, 1956); Ekmel-
eddin Thsanoglu, ed., History of the Ottoman State, Society,
and Civilisation, vol. 2 (Istanbul: Ircica, 2001), 630-634;
Rhoads Murphey, “Westernisation in the Eighteenth-Cen-
tury Ottoman Empire: How Far, How Fast?” Byzantine and

Modern Greek Studies 23 (1999): 116-139; Robert Olson,
“The Esnaf and the Patrona Halil Rebellion of 1730: A
Realignment in Ottoman Politics?” Journal of the Economic
and Social History of the Orient 17, no. 3 (1974): 329-344;
Donald Quataert, The Ottoman Empire, 1700-1922 (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000); Madeline C.
Zilfi, “Women and Society in the Tulip Era, 1718-1730,
in Women, the Family, and Divorce Laws in Islamic History,
edited by Amira El Azhary Sonbol (Syracuse, NY: Syracuse
University Press, 1996), 290-303.

Ahmed Cevdet Pasha (b. 1823-d. 1895) prominent
Ottoman writer and statesman Born in Lovec, Bulgaria
on March 27, 1823, Ahmed Cevdet Pasha came to Istan-
bul in 1839 to study literature, mathematics, Persian,
French, and Surism. His long career in Ottoman govern-
ment began in 1844 when he was appointed judge (kadr)
of Premedi. In 1850 he was appointed as a member of
the Council for Educational Reforms; one year later he
became a member of the Ottoman Academy of Sciences
(Enciimen-i Danig). In 1853 he was commissioned to
record Ottoman history between 1774 and 1826 and, as
a result of his successful work, was appointed official his-
toriographer in 1855. He performed significant services
in regions of Rumelia and Anatolia during the era of the
TANZIMAT reforms.

After serving two years as governor of Aleppo (in
present-day Syria), Cevdet Pasha was appointed minister
of justice in 1868. During his tenure, he helped establish
modern courts and codify relevant laws and regulations.
For example, he drafted the MECELLE, a law book based
on canonical jurisprudence of the Hanafi school of Islam,
and became the president of the Grand Council for the
Mecelle. In 1872 he served as a member of the Council
of State (Sura-y1 Devlet), an advisory and judicial body,
and the next year he served simultaneously as the Otto-
man minister of religious foundations and the minister of
national education. During this period, major steps were
taken toward modernizing education during this period;
new curricula were established for schools (he personally
wrote three course books), and educational institutions
were rearranged. While serving as the minister of justice
and during his presidency of the Supreme Court of Judi-
cial Ordinances (Divan-1 Ahkam-1 Adliye), Cevdet Pasha
participated in the establishment of legal organizations,
including the School of Law (1880) where he also taught.
His last government post was as a member of the High
Councils for Reforms (Mecalis-i Aliye). He died on May
26, 1895, in Istanbul.

Cevdet Pashas significant impact on Turkish cul-
tural and political life was not limited to his bureau-
cratic work. He was also a leading linguist, historian,
legal professional, and educator. He wrote in plain Turk-



ish, aiming both to simplify the Turkish language and
to demonstrate its usefulness for science. As a historian,
he introduced a new dimension and interpretive style to
classical Ottoman history, writing with a unique logic
and methodology. He wrote many well-known historical
texts, including Tarih-i Cevdet (History of Cevdet) and
Kirim ve Kafkas Tarihgesi (History of the Crimea and the
Caucasus). Cevdet Pasha is, however, best remembered
for his role as a statesman and legal professional during
the Tanzimat era. He is particularly noted for his accom-
plishments during this time: his membership in the
Metn-i Metin Commission, which was established for the
preparation of the Ottoman Civil Code in 1855, and his
membership in the High Council for Reforms in 1857.
Furthermore, Cevdet Pasha helped prepare the statutes
on criminal law (1858) and land law (1858), as well as the
Distur, another law compilation.

Cevdet Pasha was an advocate of measured western-
ization and modernization. He sought to build a bridge
between the traditionalist-conservative reformists and the
advocates of westernizing influence, including those who
sought to reconcile scientific advancement with Islamic
teachings. Cevdet Pasha believed that the political unity
and ruling institutions of the Ottoman Empire, including
the caliphate and sultanate, could be preserved according to
Ottoman tradition and doctrine. His broad influence and
extended career mark him as one of the most significant
statesmen and scientists of 19th-century Turkish history.

Yiiksel Celik

Further reading: Besir Atalay, “Ottoman State and
Ahmed Cevdet Pashas History,” in The Great Ottoman-
Turkish Civilization, vol. 3, edited by Kemal Ci¢ek (Ankara:
Yeni Tiirkiye, 2000), 389-404; Richard L. Chambers, “The
Education of a Nineteenth-Century Ottoman Alim Ahmed
Cevdet Pasa”” International Journal of Middle Eastern Studies
4 (1973): 440-464; Hulusi Yavuz, “Ahmed Cevdet Pasa and
the Ulema of His Time” Islam Tetkikleri Enstitiisii Dergisi 7,
no. 3-4 (1979): 178-198.

Ahmed Pasha, Cezzar See CEZZAR AHMED PASHA.

Akkoyunlu See ANATOLIAN EMIRATES.

Alawi Alawi is a name that was shared by two differ-
ent, heterodox Muslim sects in the Ottoman Empire. One
community, often called by the alternative designation
Nusayris, was found almost exclusively in the Mediter-
ranean range of coastal mountains in present-day Syria
and the Turkish province of Hatay. The other sect is more
commonly known by the Turkish spelling of the name,
Alevi. Its members could be—and are—found across
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wide sections of central and eastern Anatolia. In the
Ottoman period, the authorities condemned both sects
as heretical under the generic label of Kiz1LBAs, after the
followers of Shah Ismail Safavi. In reality, that identifi-
cation was only valid for the Alevis of Anatolia, who do
claim to be the spiritual descendants of Shah Ismail.

The confusion arose, in part, because both groups
hold that Ali, who was both the son-in-law and first
cousin of the Prophet Muhammad, is the spiritual source
of their faith, and because much of their belief systems is
esoteric and not to be shared with outsiders. Not know-
ing what their actual doctrines were led the Ottoman
SunNI Muslim authorities to suppose that they were, in
fact, both part of the same dissenting sect. The Ottomans
thus treated both as potential rebels against the sultan’s
authority and condemned them as heretics. In addition
to their reverence for Ali, the adherents of both faiths
understand the Quran to be of lesser importance to them
as a moral guide than the teachings of their saints (pirs in
Turkish and Kurdish, walis in Arabic), which have been
orally transmitted through the generations.

Beyond those similarities, however, there are sig-
nificant differences between the theological beliefs of the
two sects. The Alawis of Syria, for example, share with
the DRuUZES, another sect that is seen as an offshoot from
orthodox Islam, the belief in reincarnation and the trans-
migration of souls. They also hold, according to some
authorities, that the prophets venerated by Islam are valid
but that another sacred personage (the mana or meaning)
who embodied the spiritual truth of the prophetic message
accompanied each of those prophets and is the proper
object of veneration. In the case of Muhammad, his mana
was Ali, while that of Jesus was John the Baptist, and the
mana of the Prophet Moses was his brother Aaron.

The Alevis of Anatolia have abandoned their origi-
nal messianic fervor that Shah Ismail would return as
Mahdi—that is, the “rightly guided one” who Muslims
believe will come at the end of time, ready to initiate
God’s justice on earth with a sword—for a quieter theol-
ogy grounded in the mystical poetry of Anatolian folk
bards such as Yunus Emre and Pir Sultan Abdal. Thus
music is an important component of their religious cer-
emonies. Both Alawis and Alevis permit women a much
more active role in their religious ceremonies than do
Sunni Muslims. Both traditions are also highly influ-
enced by rural folk practices and beliefs that may predate
the coming of Islam. Before the modern period, neither
tradition produced scholars to represent their belief sys-
tems to the outside world. It was easy, therefore, for the
Sunni religious leadership in the Ottoman period to
present a negative, and often misleading, interpretations
of their beliefs. As folk traditions, the Ottoman religious
authorities found reason to condemn both Alawis and
Alevis as “heretical” But at the same time, it was almost
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impossible for those authorities to extirpate them from
the hearts and minds of believers, and they remain
vibrant traditions today. In the 20th century, both groups
have sought to establish that their beliefs are well within
the mainstream traditions of SHIA IsLaM and that they
are not the heretical sects that the Ottoman authorities
once claimed they were.
Bruce Masters
Further reading: David Shankland, The Alevis in Tur-
key: The Emergence of a Secular Islamic Tradition (London:
Routledge Curzon, 2003).

Albania The Ottoman conquest of the Albanian terri-
tories was a process that started in the 14th century when
competing Albanian noble families fell back on Ottoman
military support to stand up against their opponents.
However, the sultan began to strengthen his influence
in that part of the Balkan peninsula by forcing a large
number of these local noble families to acknowledge his
suzerainty. In addition, he forced them to become his
vassals, requiring them to send their sons as hostages
to the palace in EDIRNE. The final stage of this process
took place after the BATTLE oF Kosovo (1389), when
the victory of the Ottoman army under the command of
MuraD I (r. 1362-1389) weakened Serbia as a political
and military power in the Balkans. It was the conquest
of Skopje (1391) that finally enabled the Ottomans to
bring the Albanian territories under their control. The
process was disrupted by TIMUR’s defeat of BAYEZID I
(r. 1389-1402) in the 1402 BATTLE OF ANKARA, but the
consolidation of Ottoman rule under Sultan MEHMED
I (r. 1413-1421) reestablished the dominant position of
the Ottomans with the 1417 conquest of Valona (present-
day Vloré€) and Berat. In 1431 the Ottomans established
an administrative unit called the Albanian sancak (san-
cak-i Arvanid) made up of the western areas of southern
and middle Albania, effectively dividing the country into
Ottoman and Venetian spheres of control; local lords
continued to dominate the northeastern mountainous
country. In the following decades, uprisings broke out in
southern Albania where Georg (Gjergj) Arianiti offered
resistance against Ottoman military forces between 1432
and 1439.

The most famous uprising was led by Georg (Gjergj)
Kastriota (called Skanderbeg), who had spent his youth
at the sultan’s palace as a hostage, had converted to Islam,
and presumably was appointed to different posts in the
Ottoman administration in Albania. In 1443 he rose up
against the Ottomans and convened an assembly of the
Albanian nobility for the purpose of organizing mili-
tary resistance against the Ottomans. In 1450 and 1460,
respectively, the sultans MURAD II (r. 1421-1444, 1446-
51) and MEHMED II (r. 1444-46; 1451-81) besieged the

fortress of Kruja without success. The military conflict
ended with the death of Skanderbeg (1468) when the ter-
ritories hitherto controlled by him fell under Venetian
rule. However, the Ottoman armies soon conquered the
towns of Kruja (in 1478) and Shkodra (in 1479). By the
peace treaty of 1479, VENICE had to abandon its posses-
sions in Albania to the Ottoman Empire. However, Ven-
ice sustained its rule in the Albanian seaport of Durres,
which came under Ottoman control in 1501.The inte-
gration of Albanian territories into the Ottoman Empire
began a social and economic transformation. The Otto-
mans introduced the timar system of land ownership,
and the irregular process of Islamization also began. The
CONVERSION to Islam, which reached its peak in the 17th
and 18th centuries, allowed Albanians to advance into
the political, military, and cultural elite of the empire.
With this change, a large number of Albanians became
senior officials in the Ottoman administration; between
the 15th and 17th centuries, 25 grand viziers came from
an Albanian background. Dervishes, or members of mys-
tical brotherhoods, played a significant role in the spread
of Islam by enabling the incorporation of pagan and local
non-Muslim beliefs into popular Islam, thus making
the conversion more palatable to the new Muslims. The
BEkTASI ORDER of dervishes gained a strong influence
on Islam in the region, and Albania became an important
stronghold of this mystical movement. In the early stages
of Islamization, many converts declared themselves Mus-
lims without having been completely integrated into the
Ottoman-Muslim religious and social world. These Alba-
nians claimed that they lived according to the rules of
Islam; however, they also continued to practice Christian
rituals. These Crypto-Christians (Muslims who secretly
practiced Christianity) lived in areas that were removed
from the Ottoman administrative centers. Churchgoing
and the baptism of Muslim children were indicators of
this widespread religious syncretism.

In times of war between Christian powers and the
Ottomans there were many uprisings in Albania. In the
16th century western European powers that waged war
against the Ottoman Empire wanted to integrate Chris-
tian Albanians into their military and political strategies.
During the Cyprus War (1570-73), the Venetians suc-
cessfully incited the Christian population in some north-
ern Albanian territories into a rebellion. In the 16th and
17th centuries, these rebellions did not seriously endan-
ger Ottoman rule. However, as the 18th century pro-
gressed, Ottoman authorities faced increasing difficulties
in maintaining their control over this area.

This was also the period when local notables known
as AYAN began to extend their power in many parts of
the Ottoman Empire. In northern and middle Alba-
nia, one of these ayan families, the Bushattliu (Mehmed
Pasha 1757-75, Kara Mahmud Pasha 1778-96, Mustafa



Pasha 1811-31), established its own power structure. In
southern Albania, in Epirus, the Tepedelenli family, rep-
resented by AL PASHA OF JANINA (ca. 1744-1822) also
established its own power structure. Sultan MAHMUD
IT (1808-39) strengthened efforts to eliminate these
local rulers. Ottoman military forces besieged Ali Pasha
in Janina and forced him to surrender in 1822. In 1831
Mustafa Pasha Bushattliu was defeated but he was par-
doned and appointed governor of another Ottoman
province.

The efforts to weaken the position of the ayan pre-
ceded the reforms known as the TANzIMAT (1839-76),
which addressed the tax, judicial, and military systems.
These reform attempts met with heavy opposition from
the Muslim and Christian Albanian population. The
tribes in northern Albania that had hitherto enjoyed a
semiautonomous status feared that they would lose their
privileges. Attempts by the Ottoman administration to
recruit troops in Albania led to the outbreak of a riot.
The Tanzimat period came to an end when SERBIA and
Montenegro declared war on the Ottoman Empire in
1876. The Treaty of San Stefano (1878) provided for the
independence of Serbia, Montenegro, and Romania and
for the formation of an autonomous Bulgarian principal-
ity. This agreement met with disapproval from AUSTRIA
and ENGLAND, which wished to limit Russian influence
in southeastern Europe. The Congress of Berlin revised
the controversial terms of the Treaty of San Stefano
(1878): Montenegro, Serbia, and Romania became inde-
pendent states; Montenegro received the areas of Plav-
Gusinje and Bar; Serbia got the districts of Kursumlje
and Vranje; and AusTRIA was entitled to occupy Bosnia
AND HERZEGOVINA and to station troops in the sancak
(district) of Novi Pazar.

Since these newly created Balkan states included ter-
ritories where Albanians lived, shortly after the Treaty
of San Stefano the Albanians began to organize resis-
tance against these cessions of territory. Dedicated to
Albanian NATIONALISM, this resistance was spearheaded
by a “central committee for defending the rights of the
Albanian nation,” which was founded by Albanians liv-
ing in IsTANBUL. On June 10, 1878, this committee con-
vened an assembly in Prizren that set up the League of
Prizren (Lidhja e Prizrenit), which asserted the follow-
ing goals: no cession of territories to Serbia, Montenegro,
and GREECE; return of all Albanian territories occupied
by Montenegro and Serbia; Albanian representation at
the Congress of Berlin; and Albanian autonomy within
the Ottoman Empire. Most of these demands were in
the interest of the Ottoman government; however, the
demand for Albanian autonomy increased the tensions
between the League of Prizren and the Ottoman govern-
ment in Istanbul. The league began to put the govern-
ment under pressure by taking over local administration,
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as they did in Kosovo in 1881. The Ottoman government
responded by restoring its authority by force of arms.

Even though the league could not accomplish its
goals, it did usher in a period of national revival. Alba-
nian organizations both in Istanbul and outside the Otto-
man Empire took a leading role in the Albanian national
movement, which focused on culture and education.
At the head of the Istanbul Society was Sami Frashéri,
whose book Shqipéria: C’ka gené, ¢éshté e ¢do té béheté
(Albania: what it was, what it is, what it will be), stands
as a manifesto of the Albanian national movement. In
1881, the Istanbul Society was outlawed in the Otto-
man Empire. However, it transferred its seat to Bucha-
rest, which became a center for Albanian emigration and
culture in the Balkan peninsula. Albanian organizations
were founded in other cities as well; they were primarily
engaged in distributing Albanian publications and open-
ing Albanian schools. To suppress awakening Albanian
nationalism, the Ottoman authorities closed Albanian
schools in 1903 and banned Albanian publications. This
policy of CENSORsHIP, the introduction of new taxes,
and ongoing border conflicts with neighboring states,
sparked local riots. The majority of the Albanian politi-
cal leaders strove for autonomy whereas a minority spoke
out in favor of independence. When the YounG TURks
(an Ottoman political opposition group )came to power
in 1908, Albanian political leaders hoped that the govern-
ment would accept their demands for Albanian autonomy.
However, the Young Turks intended instead to strengthen
the centralization of the empire and to integrate Albania
into the “Ottoman Nation.” This political controversy did
not calm the situation in Albania, and as a result, the area
was shaken by unrest until the First Balkan War in 1912
when the Balkan coalition (Serbia, BULGARIA, Montene-
gro, and Greece) declared war on the Ottoman Empire.
The military forces of the sultan were defeated and shortly
after the outbreak of the military conflict large parts of
Albania were occupied by troops of the coalition. Otto-
man rule in Albania collapsed and an Albanian national
congress, which convened in Valona, proclaimed Alba-
nian independence on November 28, 1912.

Markus Koller

Further reading: Kristo Frashéri, The History of Albania
(A Brief Survey) (Tirana 1964); Stavro Skendi, The Albanian
National Awakening, 1878-1912 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1967); Machiel Kiel, Ottoman Architec-
ture in Albania, 1385-1912 (Istanbul: Research Centre for
Islamic History, Art and Culture, 1990).

Alemdar Mustafa Pasha (Alemdar Bayraktar) (b.
1765-d. 1808) ayan of Rus¢uk, first grand vizier of Sultan
Mahmud IT (1808-1839) Thought to have been born in
Rusguk (present-day Ruse, Bulgaria) as the son of a sol-
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dier from the elite Ottoman JANISSARIES, Alemdar Mus-
tafa Pasha began his official career in the Janissary corps.
At that time he came to be called Alemdar (Arabic) or
Bayraktar (Turkish), meaning “standard-bearer;” and
probably referring to the position he held in the corps.
After the war of 1787-91, Alemdar Mustafa Pasha left the
Janissary corps and engaged in large-scale cattle-dealing
and agriculture. He also became the closest assistant of
Ismail Aga Tirseniklioglu, the uncontested leader of Ruse
and one of the most powerful magnates in Rumelia, the
European parts of the empire. Mustafa proved to be a
talented military commander who repulsed the bands of
OSMAN PAZVANTOGLU, a Vidin-based quasi-independent
ruler in northwestern Bulgaria and northeastern Serbia,
and a fierce opponent of the New Order, or Nizam-1
CepiD reforms initiated by SELim III (r. 1789-1807). As a
reward, Tirseniklioglu appointed Mustafa the ayan of the
adjacent territory of Razgrad in 1803. After the death of
his patron in August 1806, Alemdar Mustafa inherited his
position and stretched his authority over much of pres-
ent-day eastern Bulgaria, taking over leadership of the
opposition to the Nizam-1 Cedid in Rumelia. However, as
with earlier disobedient provincial strongmen, Alemdar
Mustafa Pasha was soon co-opted by the Istanbul gov-
ernment. He won several battles against the Russians in
the Russo-Ottoman War of 1806-12 (see Russo-OTTO-
MAN WARS). In return for his services, he was granted the
rank of vizier, and was made commander in chief of the
Danube front and governor or vali of Silistra.

Although he had earlier opposed the sultan’s reform
program, with his increasing ties to the Ottoman leader-
ship, he came to realize the need for modernization of
the Ottoman army. Following the Janissary revolt led by
Kabak¢1r Mustafa on May 29, 1807 against Sultan Selim
and his Nizam-1 Cedid reforms, some of the most promi-
nent supporters of the deposed sultan found asylum with
Alemdar Mustafa Pasha, who became the central figure
of a secret committee for the restoration of the deposed
sultan and the continuation of the reform process.

On July 28, 1808, at the head of an impressive mili-
tary force, Alemdar Mustafa Pasha broke into the palace.
He could not, however, save the sultan, who was killed
by the men of the new sultan, MusTara VI (r. 1807-08),
whom the rebels put on the throne. Alemdar Mustafa
Pasha deposed the new sultan and enthroned Mustafa’s
reform-minded brother, MAHMUD II (r. 1808-39). Alem-
dar Mustafa Pasha became Sultan Mahmud’s omnipotent
grand vizier, the first provincial notable or ayan to rise
to this post. Probably the most significant act of Alemdar
Mustafa Pasha in this capacity was the preparation of the
Document of Agreement (Sened-i Ittifak) on October 7,
1808. Discussed in the presence of many of the ayan from
Rumelia and Anatolia who were invited to the capital
especially for this purpose, the Document of Agreement

aimed at securing provincial support for the new sultan
and grand vizier, and for the planned military reforms.
Other measures undertaken by Alemdar Mustafa are
related to the New Segbans, the restoration of a modern-
ized military unit instituted by Selim III. Realizing that
he first needed peace to introduce this restoration, Alem-
dar Mustafa started talks with Russia and ENGLAND. His
iron hand, however, soon united the dispersed opposi-
tion. Another mutiny of the Janissaries broke out on
November 14, 1808, against the new sultan and his grand
vizier and their plans to establish new modernized mili-
tary units and to reform the Janissary corps. Meanwhile,
Alemdar had been left with a limited military force as
he had dispatched his own troops back to Ruse to pro-
tect both his own positions in the region and the Otto-
man frontier in the continuing war with Russia. Alemdar
was killed in the revolt and the new corps was disbanded.
Sultan Mahmud II, however, succeeded in keeping the
throne, having ordered the killing of Mustafa IV, the only
other male of the Ottoman dynasty.

Rossitsa Gradeva

See also OSMAN PAZVANTOGLU.

Further reading: Caroline Finkel, Osmans Dream: The
Story of the Ottoman Empire, 1300-1923 (London: John
Murray, 2005), 419-23; Stanford Shaw, Between Old and
New: The Ottoman Empire under Sultan Selim III, 1789-
1807 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1971),
347-49, 353-56, 360-64, 396-405.

Aleppo (Alep; Ar.: Halab; Turk.: Halep) The north-
ern Syrian city of Aleppo was the capital of a province
bearing the same name existing for most of its history
(from 1534 until 1918) under Ottoman rule. During
the 17th and 18th centuries, Aleppo was the third larg-
est city of the Ottoman Empire in terms of population,
surpassed only by IstanBuL and CaIro. From the 16th
until the 18th century, Aleppo served as one of the prin-
cipal commercial centers of the empire. It was a place
where merchants from western Europe met the caravans
coming from Iran and those bringing Indian goods from
BASRA, a port city on the Persian Gulf. In the 19th cen-
tury, that trade was largely diverted to steamships and
the city’s international commercial importance declined.
The city remained, however, an important commercial
and political center for a region encompassing northern
SyriA and southeastern Anatolia until WorRLD WAR I
(1914-18).

Sultan Serim I (r. 1512-20) captured the city of
Aleppo from its former MAMLUK governors in 1516 after
defeating the Mamluks at the Battle of Marj Dabiq. The
inhabitants of the city were apparently not sorry to see
their former rulers depart and offered Selim and his army
three days of feasting to celebrate his entry into their city.



In the immediate aftermath of the Ottoman conquest,
the city was placed under the administration of the gov-
ernor of Damascus. But by 1534, the city had become
completely independent of Damascus, its southern rival.
Although two of its governors instituted major rebellions
that threatened Ottoman rule in northern Syria, in 1606
and again in 1657, Aleppo’s political history was relatively
quiet in the Ottoman centuries.

Aleppo had already become a major trade center
in which European merchants could buy Asian com-
modities in the 15th century, the last century of Mam-
luk rule, but its role as a commercial hub continued to
increase under the Ottomans. The Ottomans provided
increased security for that trade in the 16th century and
Ottoman governors of the city invested in its commer-
cial infrastructure by constructing mosques and then
building markets and caravansaries (hostels for visiting
merchants) as WAQFs, or pious foundations, to support
their upkeep. As a result, the commercial heart of Aleppo
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The Ayyubid citadel of Aleppo served as the official residence of the Ottoman governor and his military force. (Photo by Gabor
Agoston)

almost doubled in size. Its interlocking maze of covered
market streets was one of the largest in the Ottoman
Empire. By the middle of the 16th century, Aleppo had
displaced Damascus as the principal market for pepper
coming to the Mediterranean region from India. This is
reflected by the fact that the LEvANT ComMPANY of Lon-
don, a joint-trading company founded to monopolize
England’s trade with the Ottoman Empire that received
a charter from Elizabeth I in 1581, never attempted to
settle a factor, or agent, in Damascus, despite having had
permission to do so. Aleppo served as the company’s
headquarters until the late 18th century

Ironically. by the time the Levant Company estab-
lished its factors in Aleppo, the pepper trade that had
attracted its interests in the first place was in precipitous
decline. The price of transporting the spice by caravan
simply could not compete with that of shipping it directly
from India to western Europe by sail. That commercial
void was quickly filled, however, by the arrival of Iranian
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silk in the city. The silk of Iran became the leading export
of Aleppo from the end of the 16th century until 1730,
although locally grown cotton and silk were also impor-
tant as export items to the West. In exchange, English
merchants, and to a lesser extent the Dutch and French,
brought silver coins and woolen broadcloth. This pro-
vided a major boost to England’s nascent clothing indus-
try, providing a major export market and bringing in raw
materials for the local luxury clothing market.

The prosperity that Aleppo experienced in the 16th
and 17th centuries started to fade as silk production in
Iran went into decline with the fall of the Safavid dynasty
in 1722. By mid-century, caravans were no longing bring-
ing silk from Iran to Aleppo, and local Syrian production
was insufficient to provide for Europe’s demands. Euro-
pean merchants left Aleppo and the city went into an eco-
nomic decline that was not reversed until the mid-19th
century when locally produced cotton and tobacco became
the principal commodities of interest to the Europeans.

The economic decline of the city in the 18th cen-
tury paralleled an increasingly troubled political cli-
mate, as the Ottoman central government was no longer
able to control the various political factions in the city.
These factions formed their own gangs of underem-
ployed young men who increasingly turned to violence
to press their demands for protection fees. Mob violence
remained a constant feature of political life in Aleppo
until the occupation of the city by the Egyptian army, led
by IBRAHIM PAsHA, in 1831.

The restoration of Aleppo to Ottoman rule in
1841 saw the implementation of significant changes
by the central government, including conscription for
the new army and new taxes. New Ottoman reforms
also included the granting of greater freedoms to the
empire’s non-Muslim minorities, but Muslim resent-
ment regarding these freedoms only added to rising
political instability, and the protest over the impending
draft developed into an assault on the city’s prosper-
ous Christian quarters on October 17, 1850. The mob
attacked all the city’s churches and hundreds of Chris-
tian homes. At least 20 Christians were killed and many
more were wounded before Muslim Avan, or notables in
the city, stepped in to prevent further harm. The rioters
held the city until November 5, when an Ottoman army
bombarded the quarters of the city to which the rioters
had fled. The British consul in the city estimated that
1,000 people died in the assault and reported that the
quarters from which the rioters had come were reduced
to smoldering ruins. After 1850, Aleppo remained polit-
ically calm, emerging again as the major trading center
of northern Syria by the 1870s, although politically and
culturally it was increasingly eclipsed by Damascus. In
the aftermath of WoRLD WAR I, the city was occupied
by troops loyal to Prince Faysal’s Arab Kingdom, but in

July 1920 Aleppo was occupied without resistance by
French forces.
Bruce Masters

See also TRADE.

Further reading: Abraham Marcus, The Middle East on
the Eve of Modernity: Aleppo in the Eighteenth Century (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1989); Bruce Masters, The
Origins of Western Economic Dominance in the Middle East:
Mercantilism and the Islamic Economy in Aleppo, 16001750
(New York: New York University Press, 1988).

Alevi See ALawl.

Alexandrette (Alexandretta; Ar.: al-Iskandariyya; Turk.:
Iskenderun) European merchants developed the port
city of Alexandrette, in present-day Turkey, in the early
17th century to serve as an outlet for the goods they
purchased in the city of ALEpPo. As Aleppo became
increasingly important as a trade emporium in the silk
trade between Iran and western Europe in the latter half
of the 16th century, European merchants sought to find
an alternative to the port of TripoLl, in what is today
northern LEBANON. Tripoli was at least eight days travel
by cArRavAN from Aleppo and was controlled by the
Turkoman Sayfa family who were notorious for extorting
bribes from Europeans traveling through their territory.
The Europeans decided that the natural harbor available
at Alexandrette, which could be reached by caravan from
Aleppo in three or four days, was preferable to the expen-
sive route through Safya territory. Another advantage
was that the region was ruled directly by the governor
of Aleppo, thus reducing required customs duties. The
fact that the city’s proposed location was also a malarial
swamp did not seem to figure into their considerations.
The English and French ambassadors in IsTANBUL
began to lobby for a customs station at Alexandrette in
1590, but some European merchants had already started
to offload their goods there illegally. The Ottomans
acceded to their requests in 1593, and by the middle of
the 17th century a small European city had grown up
around the drained swamps. Initially, the powerful Sayfa
family opposed the port and sought, through bribes, to
reverse the decision establishing a customs station at
Alexandrette. But by 1612, with the family’s fall from the
sultan’s approval, all opposition to European plans for the
city ended. Alexandrette was the first of the “colonial”
port cities in the eastern Mediterranean that would even-
tually grow to include Izmir, BEIRUT, and ALEXANDRIA.
All four cities grew largely due to European interest in
exploiting the markets of the Ottoman Empire.
Reflecting its debt to European merchant capital,
Alexandrette’s architecture more closely resembles the



cities of the European Mediterranean than the architec-
tural styles of interior Syrian cities such as Aleppo and
Damascus. Alexandrette remained a major Syrian com-
mercial center through the 19th century, although its for-
tunes were partially eclipsed as Aleppo’s trade declined
and Beirut emerged as the leading port of the Syrian
coast.

Bruce Masters

See also TRADE.

Alexandria (Ar.: al-Iskandariyya, Turk.: Iskenderiye)
From its conquest by the Ottomans in 1517 until the
beginning of the 19th century, the Egyptian port city
of Alexandria remained a commercial backwater, over-
shadowed by the more significant port cities of Rashid
(Rosetta) and Dumyat (Damiette), on the two main
channels of the Nile River as it reaches the Mediterra-
nean Sea. But as larger European ships began to dom-
inate Egypt’s trade, the smaller harbors of Rashid and
Dumyat proved incapable of handling them. Endowed
with deeper anchorage than its rivals, Alexandria soon
became the most important commercial port of Egypt.

The population of Alexandria was estimated at only
5,000 in 1806 but its population had risen to well over
200,000 by 1882, reflecting the city’s increasing role in
the Egyptian cotton export boom of the 19th century.
By the end of the century, the population of Alexandria
was a cosmopolitan mix. In addition to native Egyptians,
there were large communities of Greeks, Syrian Chris-
tians, Italians, and Maltese. There was also a significant
Jewish population consisting both of Arabic-speaking
Jews and new Ashkenazi immigrants who been drawn by
the city’s commerce and industry. Ethnic tensions among
these various communities erupted in violence on June
11, 1882, when several hundred Egyptians and approxi-
mately 50 Europeans were killed.

Although the Egyptian army restored order two
days later, because the events occurred during Colonel
AHMAD URABTs army rebellion in CAIRo, the British tied
the riot to the rebellion and insisted that the Colonel be
dismissed. When the paralyzed Egyptian government did
not respond swiftly to the British ultimatum, the Brit-
ish navy, in apparent retaliation for the riot, bombarded
the city on July 11, killing hundreds of Alexandrian resi-
dents before occupying the city. Alexandria continued to
grow after the British occupation and threatened to over-
take Cairo both in terms of population and commercial
importance.

Bruce Masters

See also EGYPT; URABI, AHMAD.

Further reading: Michael Reimer, Colonial Bridgehead:
Government in Alexandria, 1807-1882 (Boulder, Colo.:
Westview, 1997).
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Algiers (Ar.: al-Jazair; Fr.: Alger; Turk.: Cezayir)
The port city of Algiers, which is the present-day capi-
tal of Algeria, is located on the Mediterranean coast
and served as the leading stronghold of Ottoman naval
power in the western Mediterranean in the 16th and
17th centuries. In 1492, after SPAIN conquered the
Muslim kingdom of Granada in the Andalusia region
of present-day Spain, the Spanish began to seize ports
along the North African coast. In response, the Otto-
mans sought to reverse these Spanish victories, allying
themselves with brothers Uruc and Hayreddin Bar-
barossa (see BARBAROSSA BROTHERS), who were raiding
Christian shipping in the western Mediterranean Sea as
independent corsairs. By 1525, Hayreddin Barbarossa
had established the port of Algiers as his base of opera-
tions and was recognized as governor by the Ottomans
who dispatched a garrison of JANISSARIES to serve at
his disposal. Sultan SULEYMAN I (r. 1520-66) further
granted him the title of beylerbeyi, or governor, giving
Barbarossa authority over two other North African out-
posts: Tunis and TRIPOLI.

Prior to this, Algiers had been a minor port, but
under Barbarossa’s governance it emerged as the center
of Muslim piracy in the Mediterranean. The city’s popu-
lation grew rapidly as adventurers from Anatolia, Muslim
refugees from Spain, and “renegades” (Christians who
had converted to Islam to profit from piracy) came to the
city seeking their fortune. By the end of the 16th century,
the total population is estimated to have reached 60,000.

Until 1587, the person holding the governorship of
Algiers had also been the reis, or admiral, of the Otto-
man corsair fleet, but in that year the two positions were
separated and a regular Ottoman military commander
with the title of pasha was sent from the capital to serve
as governor. Real power in the city remained vested in
the office of reis, however.

Within the military garrison in Algiers, there was
tension between the corsairs, who were largely either
North Africans or “renegades” by origin, and the Turk-
ish-speaking Janissaries sent out from the capital. In the
period between 1659 and 1671, the Janissaries seized
power from weak governors and controlled Algiers, but
when direct Ottoman rule returned, the reis of the cor-
sairs reasserted his authority. He named the dey (a term
thought to be derived from the Turkish day:, or uncle,
but which came to mean simply “governor”) to head the
Janissary garrison in the city. The persons holding that
office were then routinely appointed as governors of the
province of Algiers by the sultan.

In 1711, Sokeli Ali Bey eliminated all his Janissary
rivals and thus attained the rank of dey. Although he,
too, dutifully swore to rule in accordance with the com-
mand of Sultan AumEeD III (r. 1703-30), the promo-
tion of Sokeli Ali signaled the end of direct Ottoman
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control over the city. While there was no declaration of
independence and no end to nominal Ottoman sov-
ereignty, Sokeli Ali and his descendants ruled Algiers
more or less independently until the French assumed
control in 1830. Because they were in intense competi-
tion with their counterparts in Tunis and Tripoli, Alge-
rian corsairs continued to rely on the Ottoman sultan to
authorize their piracy, but despite their dependence on
nominal approval from IsTANBUL, Ottoman influence in
the region remained tenuous. For instance, in 1718, when
the Ottomans agreed to end Muslim privateering against
Austrian shipping with the Treaty of Passarowitz, the dey
in Algiers refused to comply and was branded a rebel by
the sEYHULISLAM, the chief Muslim judge of the empire,
in Istanbul. Algerians were barred from the HAJJ as long
as they persisted in rebellion and, with greater commer-
cial impact, they were prohibited from recruiting Turk-
ish soldiers and sailors in Anatolia. The standoff ended
in 1732, when war with Spain forced Sultan MaHMUD
I to re-embrace his wayward subjects. For three quar-
ters of a century after this, Algerian corsairs continued
to raid Christian ships, including Austrian vessels, with
impunity.

As the 18th century came to an end, Algiers was
drawn more closely into the French economic orbit.
Wheat from the Algerian hinterland supplied FRANCE
during the British blockade of the European continent,
imposed during the French Revolutionary and Napole-
onic periods(1789-1815). Two Jewish families, the Bakri
and Bushnaq families, who largely monopolized the
grain trade, grew rich in partnership with the dey, incur-
ring a huge debt from French creditors in the process.
Pierre Deval, the French consul in Algiers, entered into
an extended quarrel with the dey over payment of this
debt and for other French losses in the 1820s. Years of
frustration exploded on April 29, 1827, when the dey hit
Consul Deval in the face with his flyswatter. That inci-
dent escalated into French demands for an apology and
monetary compensation. Not satisfied, the French gov-
ernment ordered the occupation of Algiers in 1830, and
Algeria was annexed to the French Empire.

Bruce Masters

See also ABD AL-QADIR AL-JAZAIRI.

Further reading: William Spencer, Algiers in the Age of
the Corsairs (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1976).

Ali Emiri Efendi (b. 1857-d. 1924) scholar, founder
of the Turkish National Library The son of Seyyid
Mehmed Serif and the grandson of poet Saim Seyyid
Mehmed Emiri Celebi, Ali Emiri was born in Diyarbakir
in southeastern Turkey in 1857. After completing his pri-
mary education, Ali Emiri studied Persian and Arabic in
Diyarbakir and in the nearby city of Mardin. During this

period, he wrote poetry in the classical Ottoman style.
Ali Emiri’s writing, both published and unpublished,
is extensive. He published reviews in important jour-
nals of his time including the Osmanli Tarih ve Edebiyat
Mecmuast (Journal of Ottoman history and literature),
and Tarih ve Edebiyat (History and literature). His liter-
ary scholarship, his poetry, and his Tezkire, or collection
of short biographies of the poets of various provinces and
regions of his time, had a significant impact on the world
of Turkish literature. Also, through his work as a mem-
ber of the Ottoman Archives Classification Commission,
classifying thousands of documents that are known today
as the Ali Emiri Collection, Ali Emiri made an important
contribution to scholarship in the field. After retiring in
1908, he moved to ISTANBUL.

Ali Emiri collected books while he traveled through-
out Ottoman territory in the course of his official duties
as a financial bureaucrat and inspector Although he
spent all his earnings amassing a substantial library, Ali
Emiri also borrowed and copied any book he was unable
to purchase. Collecting was the passion of his life; he
never married, and he retired early in order to devote
more his time to this work. Ali Emiri’s collection contains
approximately 16,000 volumes, of which 8,800 are manu-
scripts and 7,200 are printed. Among the most valuable
works are Kaggarli Mahmud’s famous first dictionary of
the Turkish language, the Divan-1 Liigati’t-Tiirk, writ-
ten between 1072 and 1074 c.E., as well as handwritten
works by the 17th-century French playwright Moliére
and texts of the Turkish-Islamic world on language, lit-
erature, history, philosophy, and art. The French govern-
ment offered to buy the whole library in order to obtain
Moliére’s works; Ali Emiri turned down the offer, saying
that he had collected the works for the Turkish nation.
Ali Emiri endowed his collection to the Library of the
Nation, founded in Istanbul on April 17, 1916, as part of
the Feyzullah Efendi madrasa. The books that Ali Emiri
endowed to the library were recorded and classified by
language and subject. Turkish newspapers and journals
in Arabic script and 46 edicts of various Ottoman sul-
tans are found in the Ali Emiri section of the collection.
Despite his painstaking efforts as a scholar and collector,
Ali Emiri did not wish to have the library named after
himself as benefactor; rather, he wanted it to be clearly
identified as belonging to the state. The Library of the
Nation was open to the public from 1962-93, during
which time the books of the Carullah Efendi Library, the
Hekimoglu Ali Pasha Library, the Pertev Pasha Library,
and the Resid Efendi Library were transferred to the Stl-
eymaniye Library, the other major collection of manu-
scripts in Istanbul. In 1993 the Library of the Nation
became a research library and adopted the Dewey deci-
mal classification system. In 1999 the Marmara Earth-
quake caused serious damage to the library building and



the collection was temporarily transferred to the Beyazit
Devlet Library.
Asiye Kakirman Yildiz
Further reading: Fahir iz, “Ali Emiri,” in Encyclopae-
dia of Islam, 2nd ed., vol. 12 (supplement) (Leiden: Brill,
1960-), 63.

Ali Kuscu (Qushji, Abu al-Qasim Ala al-Din Ali ibn
Muhammad Qushji-zade) (b. ?-d. 1474) Timurid phi-
losopher, mathematician, and astronomer Ali Kusgu
was a TIMURID philosopher, mathematician, and astron-
omer who produced original studies in both observa-
tional and theoretical astronomy. He broke new scientific
ground by rejecting the principles of Aristotelian physics
and metaphysics, thus laying the ground for a new phys-
ics. Although he followed a long line of Islamic astrono-
mers by asserting that the earth is in motion, he did not
depend on Aristotle’s philosophical concepts to prove his
assertion. Ali Kuscu also contributed to the preparation
of a pioneering astronomical handbook, Zij, under the
auspices of the scholarly Timurid sultan Ulugh Beg (c.
1393 or 1394-1449) at the Samarkand Observatory. Near
the end of his life, Ali Kus¢u emigrated to Istanbul at the
invitation of Sultan MEHMED II (r. 1444-46; 1451-81)
where his teaching and writings had an enormous impact
on future generations of scholars.

Born in Samarkand, in present-day Uzbekistan,
probably in the early 15th century, Kuscu was the son of
Ulugh Beg’s falconer, whence his Turkish name Kuscu-
zade, “the son of the falconer” He took courses in linguis-
tics, mathematics, astronomy, and other sciences taught
by Ulugh Beg and other scholars in his circle. In 1420
Kus¢u moved to Kirman in what is now central Iran. In
Kirman, Kuscu studied astronomy and mathematics with
the scholar Molla Cami (1414-92). Upon his return to
Samarkand around 1428, Kusqu presented Ulugh Beg
with a monograph, Hall ishkal al-qamar (The solution of
the question related to the moon). Sources say that Ulugh
Beg referred to Kuscu as “my virtuous son.” Indeed, after
the death of Kadizade, Ulugh Beg and Kuscu’s teacher
and the second director of the Samarkand Observa-
tory, Ulugh Beg commissioned Kus¢u to administer the
Samarkand Observatory, which was instrumental in
the preparation of Ulugh Beg’s Zij. Kuscu contributed
to the preparation and correction of the handbook, but
to what extent and at what stage is unclear. Later, Kuscu
criticized the Zijj in his own Commentary on Ulugh Beg’s
astronomical handbook. In addition to his contributions
to the Zij, Kus¢u wrote nine works on astronomy, two in
Persian and seven in Arabic. Some of them are original
contributions while others are textbooks.

After Ulugh Beg’s death in 1449 Kuscu, together
with his family and students, spent a considerable time
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in Herat, Afghanistan, where he wrote his commentary
to Sharh al-Tajrid by renowned scholar and astronomer
Nasir al-Din al-Tusi (1201-74), which he presented to
the Timurid Sultan Abu Said. In his commentary Kuscu
spells out the philosophical principles underlying his
concept of existence, nature, knowledge, and language.
After Abu Said’s 1459 defeat by Uzun Hasan, the ruler of
the Akkoyunlu Turkoman confederation, Kuscu moved
to Tabriz, Iran, where he was welcomed by Uzun Hasan.
It is said that Kuscu was sent to Istanbul to settle a dis-
pute between Uzun Hasan and Mehmed II. After accom-
plishing the mission, Kuscu returned to Tabriz. However,
around 1472, Kuscu, together with his family and stu-
dents, left permanently for Istanbul either on his own ini-
tiative or because of an invitation from Sultan Mehmed.

When Kusgu and his entourage approached Istan-
bul, Sultan Mehmed sent a group of scholars to welcome
them. Sources say that in as they crossed the Bosporus
to Istanbul, a discussion arose about the causes of its ebb
and flow. Upon arriving in Istanbul, Kuscu presented
his mathematical work al-Muhammadiyya fi al-hisab
(Treatise on arithmetic) to the sultan, which was named
in Mehmed’s honor. He wrote four additional books on
mathematics, one in Persian and three in Arabic. His
Risala dar ilm al-hisab (Treatise on the science of arith-
metic), written in Persian during his stay in Central Asia
(along with his extended Arabic version of this work, al-
Muhammadiyya fi al-hisab), was taught as a mid-level
textbook in Ottoman madrasas. In these works, in accor-
dance with the principles he had outlined in the Sharh
al-Tajrid, he tried to free mathematics from Hermetic-
Pythagorean mysticism. As a result, Ottoman mathe-
matics focused on practical applications, rather than on
traditional areas such as the theory of numbers.

Kusgu spent the remaining two to three years of
his life in Istanbul. He first taught in the Sahn-i Seman
madrasa, founded by Sultan Mehmed; then he was made
head of the Ayasofya Madrasa. In this brief period, Kuscu
taught and influenced a large number of students who
were to have an enormous impact on future generations
of Ottoman scholars. He died in 1474 and was buried in
the cemetery of the Eyyiib mosque.

Kuscu, especially when compared with his contem-
poraries, was a remarkable polymath who excelled in a
variety of disciplines, including language and literature,
philosophy, theology, mathematics, and astronomy. He
wrote books, textbooks, or short monographs in all these
fields. His commentaries often became more popular
than the original texts, and themselves were the sub-
ject of numerous commentaries. Thousands of copies of
his works are extant today. Kuscu’s views were debated
for centuries after his death, and he exerted a profound
influence on Ottoman thought and scientific inquiry, in
particular through the madrasas or colleges and their
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curriculum. His influence also extended to Central Asia
and Iran, and it has been argued that he may well have
had an influence, either directly or indirectly, on early
modern European science, which bear a striking resem-
blance to some of his ideas.
Ihsan Fazlioglu
Further reading: ihsan Fazlioglu, “Qushji’ in Bio-
graphical Encyclopaedia of Astronomers, edited by Thomas
Hockey (New York: Springer, 2007) II: 946-948; David
Pingree, “Indian Reception of Muslim Versions of Ptolemaic
Astronomy,” in Tradition, Transmission, Transformation:
Proceedings of Two Conferences on Pre-modern Science Held
at the University of Oklahoma, edited by E. Jamil Ragep and
Sally P. Ragep (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1996), 471-485; E. Jamil
Ragep, “Tusi and Copernicus: The Earth’s Motion in Con-
text” Science in Context 14 (2001): 145-163; F. Jamil Ragep,
“Freeing Astronomy from Philosophy: An Aspect of Islamic
Influence on Science” Osiris 16 (2001): 49-71; E Jamil
Ragep, “Ali Qushji and Regiomontanus: Eccentric Trans-
formations and Copernican Revolutions.” Journal History of
Astronomy 36 (2005): 359-371; George Saliba, “Al-Qushjf’s
Reform of the Ptolemaic Model for Mercury” Arabic Sci-
ences and Philosophy 3 (1993): 161-203.

Ali Pasha, Mehmed Emin (b. 1815-d. 1871) Otto-
man statesman and grand vizier ~Ali Pasha was one of
the most outstanding statesmen of the TANZIMAT reform
period of the 19th century. He was born in IsTaNBUL
on March 15, 1815 and was originally named Mehmed
Emin. The son of a small shop owner in the Egyptian
Market (Misir Cargis1), Ali Pasha eventually became
grand vizier five times and foreign minister eight times.
Language study was the original means for the
advancement of Mehmed Emin’s career. Three years
after beginning primary school, Mehmed Emin began
to study Arabic. In 1833, with his formal schooling com-
plete, he was appointed to the Translation Bureau (Ter-
ceme Odasi) where he studied French for two years.
Concurrently he mastered the official Ottoman writ-
ing style and handling of bureaucratic affairs. In doing
so, he gained the confidence and favor of MUSTAFA
RESID PASHA, an important statesman and diplomat of
the Tanzimat period. With Resid Pasha’s help, Mehmed
Emin’s advancement was greatly expedited, leading to
several important diplomatic and bureaucratic posi-
tions: second clerk at the Vienna embassy (1835), inter-
preter to the Imperial Council (1837), chargé daffaires
in London (1838), undersecretary of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs (1840), ambassador to London (1841),
and member of the Supreme Council for Judicial Ordi-
nances (Meclis-i Vala-y1 Ahkam-1 Adliye, 1844). During
his time working for the Ottoman administration he was
nicknamed Ali (“tall”), most likely in ironic reference to

his short stature. His real name was soon forgotten, and
he was referred to as Ali Efendi from that point on. In
1846, Mustafa Resid Pasha became the grand vizier, and
Ali Efendi was appointed minister of foreign affairs. Two
years later, in 1848, he was honored with the title pasha.
Although Ali Pasha lost his position as minister of for-
eign affairs with the dismissal of Resid Pasha, within the
same year (1848), both returned to their former posts. In
1852 Resid Pasha was again dismissed; however, this time
Ali Pasha was appointed grand vizier.

During his first term as grand vizier, he tried to form
his own work team, appointing his close friend Fuap
PasHA as minister of foreign affairs. However, Ali Pasha
was dismissed before the end of the year. In 1853 he was
appointed provincial governor of Izmir. The following
year, 1854, he was appointed governor of Hiidavendigar
(also known as Bursa). Still in 1854, he was made the
head of the newly founded Council of the Tanzimat and
reinstated as the minister of foreign affairs while Resid
Pasha began his fourth term as grand vizier.

Following the outbreak of the CRIMEAN WAR in
1853, Ali Pasha was sent to Vienna for negotiations. In
1855 he was appointed grand vizier for the second time.
The following year he was sent to Paris as the Otto-
man representative at the Paris peace conference, ulti-
mately signing the Treaty of Paris of 1856 that ended the
Crimean War. However, he was dismissed from office on
the grounds that he failed to represent the interests of the
empire during the Paris peace conference. The death of
Resid Pasha in 1858 led to Ali Pasha’s elevation to grand
vizier once again, but he was dismissed a year later, dis-
charged on this occasion for failing to solve the empire’s
economic crises as well as openly criticizing the extrav-
agance of the palace. Despite this censure, he was once
again appointed the head of the Council of the Tanzimat,
which was followed in 1861 by his sixth term as minister
of foreign affairs.

In 1861, following the enthronement of Sultan
ABDULAZIZ (r. 1861-76), Ali Pasha was made grand
vizier for the fourth time. He was dismissed after only
four months and was made minister of foreign affairs
for the seventh time, this time remaining in office for
six years. In 1867 Ali Pasha began his fifth term as grand
vizier, but was criticized this time for what his rivals
viewed as soft international policies.

Despite the fact that he was under constant criti-
cism, Ali Pasha remained aware of the empire’s flaws and
of the ever-changing dynamic of European international
power politics. Accordingly, he advocated compromise in
international relations, and supported domestic reforms.
Ali Pasha was a statesman who firmly observed state
principles and etiquette, and who was appreciated by his
contemporaries in Europe. Following the death of Fuad
Pasha in 1869, Ali Pasha again took over the Ministry of



Foreign Affairs as well as the grand vizierate, in which he
served until his death on September 7, 1871. He is buried
in the Stileymaniye Cemetery in Istanbul.
[lhami Yurdakul
Further reading: Butrus Abu-Manneh, “The Roots of
the Ascendancy of Ali and Fu'ad Pagas at the Porte (1855~
1871); Tanzimatin 150. Yildoniimii Sempozyumu, Ankara
1994, 135-144; Roderic H. Davison, Reform in the Ottoman
Empire, 1856-1876 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University
Press, 1963).

Ali Pasha of Janina (Tepedelenli Ali Pasha) (b.
ca. 1744-d. 1822) governor of Janina, quasi-indepen-
dent ruler of much of the southwestern Ottoman Bal-
kans Known as Ali Pasha of Janina the future governor
of Janina (Ionnina, Yanina), Ali Pasha was born in Tepe-
delen (Tepelené, southern Albania) or a nearby village
into a family that had started gaining importance in the
late 17th century. Having lost his father rather early, Ali
Pasha was forced to affirm his position in local politics
first as a bandit chieftain. By 1784 he had managed to
establish himself as a power recognized by the Ottoman
government. His political flair and successes against his
rivals earned him the post of governor or mutasarrif of
Delvine and Janina. During this next phase in his rise,
until 1812, which marked the peak of his territorial
expansion, Ali Pasha controlled the continental prov-
inces south of the Durrés-Bitola-Salonika line except for
Attica, with southern ALBANIA and Epirus as the core of
his possessions.

In an attempt to use him as a counterbalance to other
powerful notables, or AYAN, in the region, the Ottoman
government gave Ali Pasha additional areas of control. In
1785 he was appointed governor of Trikkala; in 1786 he
was made guardian of the mountain passes, that is, chief
of police forces consisting of Christian militia and Alba-
nian Muslim irregulars; and in 1802, for a year, he was
appointed governor of Rumelia. Ali Pasha’s sons were
also appointed to powerful positions. Muhtar Pasha was
given Karlieli and Euboea (Egriboz) in 1792, and Avl-
onya in 1810; and Veli Pasha was granted Morea (Pelo-
ponnese) in 1807. At the same time Ali Pasha continued
to pursue his goals, independent of the central authority
in Istanbul, conquering lands from France, seizing power
from Albanian notables, and taking control from Otto-
man officials and from the semiautonomous tribes of
Souli and Himara in the mountainous areas of Thessaly,
Greece, and present-day southern Albania.

Ali Pasha’s decline was precipitated by the policy
of centralization undertaken by Sultan Manmup II (r.
1808-39) and the changes in international relations
after the fall of NAPOLEON BONAPARTE. One of the few
powerful Balkan notables still preserving his autonomy,
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in 1820 Ali Pasha was ordered to withdraw from all ter-
ritories outside Janina. Ali Pasha tried to negotiate with
IsTANBUL, at the same time establishing contacts with
Russia and with members of PHILIKI HETAIRIA, a Greek
political group, which was preparing to rise up against
the Ottomans. In the winter of 1820, after talks with the
central government broke down, the Ottoman troops
besieged Janina, engaging most of the Ottoman forces in
Europe, and ultimately contributing to the success of the
Greek revolt (see GREEK WAR OF INDEPENDENCE) and
the establishment of the first independent successor state
in the Balkans. Ali Pasha surrendered in January 1822
and was assassinated soon after.

Ali Pasha showed admirable diplomatic and military
talents, using to his advantage the opportunities created
by the emergence of the EASTERN QUESTION, the French
revolutionary wars, and the weakened Ottoman central
authority. Gradually, he built up a quasi-state and an
enormous financial empire based on large land estates,
customs duties, extortion, and confiscation. At the same
time, until 1820, Ali Pasha never openly defied Ottoman
central authority and regularly submitted the taxes due
from his provinces.

Ali Pasha pursued an independent foreign policy,
flirting with the powers involved in the region’s politics.
Within his domain, he seems to have ensured relative
security, which earned him widespread support among
his subjects, especially the upper strata of Greek Chris-
tians and, to a certain degree, among Albanian villagers.
Christians served in his military forces, occupied admin-
istrative positions in his government, and assisted him
in his diplomatic contacts with the Christian powers. He
allowed limited freedom of religious beliefs, even permit-
ting the construction of new churches. During Ali Pasha’s
rule, Janina became one of the major centers of Greek
scholarship.

One of the most popular figures of his time and a
protagonist in works by a number of European writers,
including Lord Byron, Alexandre Dumas, Victor Hugo,
and Mor Jokai, Ali Pasha became the subject of many
historical myths. Some of them were forged by himself,
others—especially ones related to his supposed struggle
for the establishment of an independent Albanian state—
came into being much later.

Rossitsa Gradeva

Further reading: Nathalie Clayer, “The Myth of Ali
Pasha and the Bektashis or the Construction of an Alba-
nian Bektashi National History;, in Albanian Identities:
Mpyth and History, edited by Stephanie Schwandner-Siev-
ers and Bernd Fischer (London: Hurst, 2002), 127-133;
Katherine E. Fleming, The Muslim Bonaparte: Diplomacy
and Orientalism in Ali Pasha’s Greece (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 1999); Stanford Shaw, Between
Old and New: The Ottoman Empire under Sultan Selim III,
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1789-1807 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1971), 228-30, 298-301, and passim.

aliya Aliya is a pilgrimage for JEws; the term has been
used to refer to a temporary or permanent return to the
ancient Jewish homeland. The term derives from the
Hebrew word for “ascent,” but as going to JERUSALEM
involved traveling uphill, it also came to be understood as
a spiritually uplifting experience for the pilgrims; going
to Jerusalem for Jews involved an ascent both of the body
and the spirit. Originally, aliya referred only to a Jew-
ish religious pilgrimage to Jerusalem, but once zioNism
developed as an ideology, the word took on a new mean-
ing of immigration of Jews to Palestine, whether they
were going for spiritual reasons or not.

In the last decades of the 19th century, aliya became
a significant way in which Jews in the Russian Empire
could escape persecution. Some would emigrate to the
Americas and others would join the revolutionary move-
ments that were seeking to overthrow the czar’s regime.
But still others sought a return to Palestine, or Eretz Yis-
rael (the Land of Israel), where Jews could create new
lives. People who believed in that solution to the prob-
lems of persecution and anti-Semitism formed a network
of organizations in different Russian cities in the 1880s
known as Hovevei Tzion (Lovers of Zion) to encourage
emigration from Russia and settlement in PALESTINE,
then a part of the Ottoman Empire. Starting in 1882,
some of the idealists of the group moved to Palestine.

Unlike earlier Jewish pilgrims to Palestine who had
settled in the holy cities such Jerusalem, Hebron, Safed,
and Tiberias, the new arrivals sought to create Jewish
agricultural settlements such as those founded at Rishon
le-Zion and Zikhron Yaqov on the coastal plain of what is
today Israel, between the cities of HA1ra and Tel Aviv. By
1891, the new settlers had founded eight settlements with
a population of over 2,000. Although their numbers were
small, they served as the pioneers of a movement for a
return to Zion that would gain strength as the 20th cen-
tury progressed. Later generations would label that group
of early pioneers the First Aliya.

The Second Aliya began in 1904 and lasted until
1914, when the outbreak of WorLD WAR I put an end to
it. Unlike its predecessor, the Second Aliya was relatively
well organized and was financed by the newly formed
World Zionist Congress and the Jewish National Fund.
The immigrants of this wave were ideologically commit-
ted to building a new society for Jews that they believed
should be based in socialism and hard work. To promote
those ideals, they established collective farms known as
kibbutzim. Within those settlements, all members of the
collective shared the land and the work; this was in con-
trast with the agricultural settlements of the First Aliya,

called moshavim, where the land was privately held. Not
all who came in the Second Aliya embraced that view of
a return to the soil, however. In 1909, Jewish immigrants
founded Tel Aviv on the Mediterranean seacoast north of
the old port city of Jaffa to serve as the first modern, and
wholly Jewish, city in Palestine.

The total number who participated in the Second
Aliya was probably only about 10,000, some of whom
subsequently left Palestine during World War I. But those
who stayed included many who founded and led the new
State of Israel after its creation in 1948. Furthermore, the
ideology that the majority had embraced, Labor Zionism,
would serve as the ideological foundation of many of the
early institutions in Israel.

Bruce Masters

Further reading: Amos Elon, The Israelis: Founders and
Sons (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1971).

Alliance Israélite Universelle The Damascus INcI-
DENT of 1840, in which prominent Jews were arrested
and tortured by ruling Egyptian authorities in DAMAS-
cus, awakened concern among the JEws of western
Europe for the safety of their coreligionists in the Muslim
world. In 1860 a group of wealthy French Jews formed
the Alliance Israélite Universelle for what they called
the “regeneration” of the Jews of the East, as they viewed
the Jews of the Middle East and North Africa as being
mired in tradition. Jews elsewhere in Europe responded
enthusiastically to their appeal and the membership of
the Alliance rose from 850 in 1861 to more than 30,000
members in 1885. The Alliance captured the imagination
of large numbers of middle-class Jewish people, as well
as the elite, and these groups were willing to make con-
tributions to fund the Alliance’s modernist educational
mission. This paternalistic mission toward the Jews of
the Ottoman Empire sought to spread a French vision of
“modernity” that included schools offering secular sub-
jects such as the sciences, French literature, and history.

The Alliance’s success in convincing students to
choose their modern Jewish approach to education, as
opposed to a Christian school or a traditional Jewish
religious school (heder), varied from city to city. One of
the problems was that the Jewish communities in Otto-
man lands had not benefited to the same extent as Chris-
tian communities from the empire’s growing integration
into a capitalist world economy. Many of the Jews of the
empire were still traditionalist in their outlook and wary
of contact with outsiders, even Jewish outsiders. Another
difficulty was that Christian schools were seen as offering
ties to the Western powers.

Despite the pull of tradition and the prestige of the
Christian-sponsored alternatives, the Alliance could
claim substantial success in its mission “to bring light



to the Jews of the East” This was especially true in west-
ern Anatolia and the Balkans. There were 115 Alliance
schools scattered throughout the Ottoman Empire at the
start of WORLD WAR I when it was estimated that roughly
35 percent of school-age Jewish children in the empire
were attending Alliance schools.

French was the primary language of instruction in
the Alliance schools in Anatolia, the Balkans, BEIRUT,
EGypT, and NoRTH AFRICA; Arabic was used along with
French in Alliance schools in IRAQ and Damascus. Given
that linguistic orientation, it has been suggested that
although the schools helped prepare students to face the
economic and social transformation of their societies,
they did little to help integrate them politically into the
wider Muslim community in which they lived. Rather,
they served to create a cultural bond between students
and the West, which fostered emigration. (The same cri-
tique is also valid for Christian missionary schools.)

While the children of the Jewish and Muslim elite
might attend Christian schools, and Christian and Mus-
lim students could on occasion be found in an Alliance-
sponsored school, education remained largely sectarian
in the Ottoman Empire. Non-Muslims generally avoided
the government schools and Muslim clergy strenuously
tried to prevent their flock from attending Christian
or Jewish schools. On one level the schools founded by
Jewish and Christian organizations, headquartered out-
side the empire, were a success. By the start of the First
World War, Jews and Christians in the Ottoman Empire
enjoyed much higher rates of literacy than did their Mus-
lim neighbors.

Bruce Masters

See also JEWS; MISSIONARIES.

Further reading: Aron Rodrigue, French Jews, Turkish
Jews: The Alliance Israélite Universelle and the Politics of Jew-
ish Schooling in Turkey, 1860-1925 (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1990).

al-Wahhab, Muhammad See 1BN ABD AL-WAHHAB,
MUHAMMAD.

American Board of Commissioners for Foreign
Missions Congregationalist ministers from Massachu-
setts and Connecticut in the United States formed the
Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions in Boston
in 1810 to spread their brand of evangelical Christian-
ity around the globe. The word “American” was added
later to create the initials ABCFM. It would become the
principal American Protestant missionary enterprise in
the Ottoman Empire. The initial goal of the mission to
the empire was the conversion of the JEws of the Holy
Land and the first mission station was established in
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JErusaLEM. However, Ottoman Jews proved resistant to
the Protestant version of Christianity. Faced with indif-
ference or open hostility in Jerusalem, ABCFM moved
their operations to BEIRUT in 1823, and began to pros-
elytize among local Christians there. They justified this
targeting of their “brothers and sisters in Christ” by
characterizing them as being “nominal Christians” in
need of the “true Gospel” The Americans met immedi-
ate opposition from local church hierarchies—especially
the MARONITES, a Uniate Catholic sect (see UNIATES)
that was prominent in what is today LEBANON—who
banned their flocks from having any contact with the
Americans. Catholic pressure led the Ottoman gov-
ernment, or Sublime Porte, to ban the import of Bibles
printed in Arabic from Europe, just as Orthodox pres-
sure had led to a similar banning of imported religious
books by Roman Catholics almost exactly a century
before. An additional irony lay in the fact that the Bibles
the Protestant missionaries were handing out were sim-
ply reprints of the Arabic translation of the Bible that
Rome had produced in 1671, minus the Apocrypha. To
get around the ban, the Board moved their press from
MaALTA to Beirut in 1834, establishing what would later
become an important source for printed Arabic books,
both religious and secular, in the 19th century.

After settling in Beirut, the ABCFM embarked on an
ambitious program to establish mission stations through-
out the Ottoman Empire. In addition to promoting their
own version of Christianity, these stations offered schools
and medical clinics. By the middle of the 19th century,
the directors of the ABCFM realized that actual conver-
sion to Protestantism was proceeding at a slow pace and
made a conscious decision to increase their efforts in
education in the hope that the example of the American
missionaries would convince the young men and women
of the Ottoman Empire to accept that their version of
Christianity. To further that plan, the Board approved the
opening of Robert College, today Bogazici University, in
Istanbul in 1863, and the Syrian Protestant College, later
the American University, in Beirut in 1866.

ABCFM missionaries continued to try to win con-
verts to Protestantism and had some limited success
among the Armenians of central and southern Anatolia.
But with Protestants in the Ottoman Empire only num-
bering in the tens of thousands, or less than even one
percent of the Empire’s Christians at the start of WorLD
WAR I, it was the secular education provided by the
ABCFM that was ultimately its legacy to the peoples of
the former Ottoman Empire.

Bruce Masters

See also MISSIONARIES.

Further reading: Adnan Abu-Ghazaleh, American Mis-
sions in Syria (Brattleboro, Vt.: Amana Books, 1990); Ussama
Makdisi, “Reclaiming the Land of the Bible: Missionaries,
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Secularism, and Evangelical Modernism.” The American His-
torical Review 102 (1997): 680-713.

amir al-hajj The amir al-hajj was the official respon-
sible for the supply of water and fodder for the animals of
those making the annual pilgrimage, or HAJJ, to MECcA
and for the military escort of the pilgrims. In the 15th
through the 17th centuries the man holding the post was
often a local military officer with political and economic
ties to the BEDOUINS, although occasionally an Ottoman
official from IsTANBUL would be appointed to the post. In
the 18th century, however, the person holding the post of
governor of DaMAscus took on the role as Bedouin raids
against the hajj cARAVAN became more frequent and dev-
astating. Protecting the hajj became the major respon-
sibility of the city’s governors and their ability to carry
it out was the most important criterion for determining
whether they had governed well. The political success of
the AL-AzM FAMILY of Damascus was due in no small
part to their success at maintaining the security of the hajj
in their capacity of as the amir al-hajj. In the 19th century,
with the decline of the Bedouin threat after the restoration
of Ottoman rule to Syria, the post became an honorary
one that was usually filled by a notable from Damascus.
Bruce Masters

Anatolian emirates Anatolian emirates or beyliks is
the term commonly used to refer to the semi-indepen-
dent Turkoman principalities that emerged in Anato-
lia (present-day Turkey) after the Rum Serjux Empire
collapsed toward the end of the 13th century. Before
the emergence of the Ottomans around 1300, the Rum
Seljuks established the strongest and most important
Turkish state in Asia Minor in the 1070s. However, in
1243, at the Battle of Kosedag (near present-day Erz-
incan in Turkey) the Rum Seljuks were defeated by the
Mongols, who invaded Persia and Asia Minor. Following
this defeat, the Seljuks became the vassals of the Ilkha-
nid Mongol State, based in Persia. In the ensuing power
vacuum, several semi-independent Turkoman princi-
palities emerged in Anatolia, of which the Ottomans
were but one. Other Turkoman principalities in Anatolia
included the Danishmendid, Saltukid, Mengujekid, and
Artukid emirates, in the central and eastern parts of Ana-
tolia. These political bodies bordered the eastern edge
of the ByzaNTINE EMPIRE. Combined with the Seljuks
and the immigration of Turkic tribes into the Anatolian
mainland, they spread Turkish and Islamic influence in
Anatolia. Unlike the Seljuks, whose language of adminis-
tration was Persian, the Karamanids and other Anatolian
Turkish emirates adopted spoken Turkish as their formal
literary language. The Turkish language achieved wide-

spread use in these principalities and reached its highest
sophistication during the Ottoman era.

THE KARAMANIDS (C. 1256-1483)

The oldest and most powerful of these Turkoman emir-
ates was that of the Karamanids. Established in Ermenak
around 1256, it also became the fiercest rival of the
emerging Ottoman state. The Karamanid principality had
also been a constant threat to Mongol-Seljukid domina-
tion in central Anatolia, and after the disintegration of
the Seljukid dynasty the Karamanids took over the cen-
tral territories of the former Seljukid administration,
including its capital city, Konya. They proclaimed them-
selves the sole inheritors of Seljukid power and, during
their confrontation with the Ottomans, they continued
to claim suzerainty over other Turkoman principalities.
They resisted Ottoman growth by forming alliances with
Venice and the Papacy in Europe, and the Akkoyunlu or
White Sheep Turkoman confederation (1340-1514) in
the east who expanded their dominance over eastern
Anatolia, Azerbaijan, and Iraq at the peak of their politi-
cal power in the 15th century. Despite these attempts, the
Karamanid principality was eventually incorporated into
the Ottoman Empire during the reign of MEnMED II (r.
1444-46; 1451-81), although the last known Karaman
bey ruled until 1483. Local resistance to Ottoman suzer-
ainty persisted until the beginning of the 16th century.

EMIRATESALONG THE BLACK SEA COAST

In the last decade of the 12th century, Emir Hiisamed-
din Coban, one of the leading Seljukid u¢ beys or fron-
tier commanders, founded the Cobanogullar1 emirate in
Kastamonu. After the empire of Trebizond—an offshoot
of the Byzantine Empire founded in 1204 after European
crusaders captured Constantinople—occupied Sinop
in 1266, the Cobanogullar1 emirate became one of the
most powerful principalities on the Byzantine frontier.
During the period 1277-1322 Sinop and its surround-
ing area remained under the control of Pervaneogullari,
another local emirate in the region, which later occu-
pied Bafra and Samsun and organized naval campaigns
in the Black Sea. In 1292 Kastamonu came under the
control of the Candarogullar1 principality (also known
as Isfendiyarogullar1). Due to its close relations with the
Ottomans, the Candarogullar1 principality survived until
1462.

Many other small principalities of Turkoman origin
also came into being. Among these the Taceddinogullar:
principality (1348-1428), founded in close proxim-
ity to the Trebizond Empire, expanded over the terri-
tory from Bafra-Ordu to Niksar. There were also some
other peripheral principalities supposedly bound to
Taceddinogullar1 that eventually acted for their own
benefit.



EMIRATES IN WESTERN ANATOLIA

The emirate of Ladik, also known as the Inangogullar,
which formed in the Denizli-Honaz region of the west-
ern Anatolian border lands, was another early Turkoman
principality. Mehmed Bey, the Turkoman chieftain of
the region, declared sovereignty in 1261 after rebelling
against the Seljukid ruler Keykavus II (r. 1246-62). The
resulting emirate lasted until 1368.

In the second half of the 13th century the Beysehir-
Seydisehir region saw the rise of the Esrefogullari, who
disputed Karaman rule in and around Konya, although
unsuccessfully. They captured the town of Bolvadin in
1320.

In the neighboring region of Isparta, the principality
of Hamidogullar1 was founded around 1301. Following
the flight of the region’s Mongol governor to the MAMLUK
EMPIRE, the principality became independent and seized
many of the surrounding territories. This suzerainty did
not last, however, and the Hamidogullar1 lands were
eventually divided between the Ottomans and the Kara-
manids. The Tekeogullar1 principality, the last of the west-
ern borderland principalities, was established in Antalya
at the beginning of the 13th century and was ruled by a
branch of the Hamidogullar: family.

“TOWN-PRINCIPALITIES’ IN
CENTRAL ANATOLIA

Despite the continued presence of Seljukid-Mongol rule in
central Asia Minor during the 14th century, several auton-
omous towns came into existence, including Amasya,
Tokat, and Sivas. With the death of the Ilkhanid ruler Ebu
Said in 1335, administration of Asia Minor was entrusted
to his former governor Eretna Bey, originally an Uighur
Turk, who eventually declared himself independent and
sought the protection of the Mamluks, the Ilkhanids
major rival in the region. He captured the area around
Sivas-Kayseri. During the rule of his son, Mehmed Bey;,
the emirs bound to the emirate of Eretna grew stronger.

In 1381 Kad:i Burhaneddin (d. 1398), a judge (kad:)
in Kayseri who was also appointed vizier to represent the
emirate of Eretna in that town, brought an end to Eretna’s
domination of Sivas and established his own government.
Kadi Burhaneddin also captured Amasya and Tokat,
extending his influence to the eastern shores of north-
eastern Anatolia. His principality staved off interference
in central Anatolia from both the Akkoyunlus and the
Ottomans until it collapsed with his death in 1398.

EMIRATES IN EASTERN ANATOLIA

In the eastern and southern parts of Asia Minor the
Karakoyunlus, a Turkoman confederation (1380-1468)
based in Azerbaijan and Iraq, were the dominant force
until they were succeeded by a rival Turkoman confed-
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eration, the Akkoyunlus, who ruled over much of eastern
Anatolia and Azerbaijan from their capital in Diyarbakar.

In Maras the powerful Dulkadirogullar1 (1339-
1521) managed to survive for almost two centuries
despite being surrounded by the Ottomans, Mamluks,
and Akkoyunlus. Early in the state’s history, the Dulka-
dirogullar: accepted a loosely affiliated vassal status with
the Ottomans; they were fully incorporated into the
Ottoman Empire around 1530.

The neighboring Ramazanogullar1 principality, an
emirate in ancient Cilicia in southeastern Asia Minor
with its capital in Adana, also showed impressive longev-
ity. Despite being at the frontier zone between the Otto-
mans and the Mamluks, it managed to survive until the
Mamluks were conquered by the Ottomans in 1516-17.
However, even after this date, members of the dynasty
governed the territory as hereditary governors until 1608,
when Adana became a regular Ottoman province.

MARITIME TURKISH PRINCIPALITIES
IN WESTERN ANATOLIA

The Turkoman emirates in western Anatolia, including
the Ottomans, were maritime principalities active in the
Aegean Sea. Initially, the Germiyanogullar1 principality
(1300-1428) was the supreme force in the region. This
principality was established by Turkomans in Kiitahya
who had immigrated to the western border because of
Mongol pressure in the second half of the 13th century.

The coastal principalities of the Karasiogullar1 (1300-
1360), Saruhanogullar: (1300-1415), Aydinogullar: (1308-
1425), and Menteseogullar1 (1280-1424) were havens for
pillaging in the Aegean Sea. Motivated by wealth and by
GHAzA or holy war raiders launched naval attacks on the
Aegean islands, the Greek mainland, the Peloponnesian
peninsula, the Thrace district, and even the Balkans. At
the same time, they also established commercial links
with the Byzantine Empire and the maritime Italian city-
states from which they benefited greatly.

The oldest of these four principalities was the
Menteseogullari, founded in 1280 in Mugla in southwest-
ern Turkey, along the Aegean coast. It was composed of
Turkish settlers under the leadership of Mentese Bey. The
other three principalities—the Karasiogullari, Saruhano-
gullari, and Aydinogullari—appeared around the same
time.

The Karasiogullar1 principality, centered in Balikesir-
Bergama, was founded by Karasi Bey. Karasi Bey was
the son of Kalem Bey, an attendant of Yakub Bey of the
Germiyanogullar1 principality. The Karasiogullar1 prin-
cipality was known for its naval activities in the waters
close to the Byzantine center. Karasid mariners oper-
ated primarily along the southern edge of the Marmara
coast and in the shallows of the Gallipoli peninsula. The
Karasiogullar1 principality was the first of the four to
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accept Ottoman hegemony, and in 1360 the integration of
the principality into the Ottoman state was complete. The
Ottoman administration welcomed the Karasid mariners
for they possessed a wealth of nautical knowledge as well
as being familiar with the Balkan region upon which the
Ottomans subsequently launched campaigns.

The Saruhanogullar1 principality was established
in Magnesia around 1310 and stretched seaward to the
Menemen-Phokia line. It was founded by Saruhan Bey,
who seems to have been a Turkoman chieftain; how-
ever, his personal history remains somewhat obscure.
Saruhanogullar: sailed mainly in the Thrace region and
occasionally entered into alliances with the Byzantines.
The Saruhanogullar1 principality lasted until the turn
of the 15th century when it was absorbed as a sancak or
subprovince of the Ottoman state.

The Aydinogullar: principality, which often acted
in concert with the Saruhanogullari, was founded in the
region containing Aydin, Tyre, and Smyrna by Mehmed
Bey (d. 1334), the son of Aydin. The former served Yakub
Bey of the Germiyanogullar1 principality as the the subasi
(commander). This principality gained impressive notoriety
due to its naval campaigns that struck as far as the Pelopon-
nesian shores. Individual mariners also managed to claim
a modicum of fame. Most notably, Umur Bey (d. 1348), a
ghazi or warrior for the Islamic faith, secured lasting fame
in the Turkish maritime tradition. He is credited with hav-
ing raided as far as Chios, the Peloponnesian peninsula,
Thrace, Salonika, and even Macedonia as a Byzantine ally.
Following his death, the Aydinogullar: eventually declined
until they too fell under Ottoman control (1425-1426).

The Ottoman principality was formed around the
Sakarya River in Bitinia (present-day western Turkey),
and was initially a meager and unnoticed political entity.
Encircled by the much more powerful principalities of
Germiyanogullar1 and Candarogullar;, the Ottoman
emirate showed few initial signs of success. This ano-
nymity lasted only as long as it took for the Ottomans to
create a political relationship with the Byzantine Empire.
The strategic importance of their location helped the
Ottomans develop quickly and extend their influence
over the surrounding principalities. The conquests of
Bursa in 1326, Nikaia in 1331, and Nicomedia in 1337
brought the Ottomans closer to the heart of the Byzan-
tine Empire. Following the occupation of the Marmara
coast, they possessed a starting point from which they
launched military operations into Thrace. The Ottoman
entrance into Europe marked the beginning of the end
for the Anatolian emirates. Shortly thereafter, the politi-
cal unity present under the Seljukid throne was reestab-
lished under the Ottoman state.

Feridun M. Emecen

Further reading: Clifford Edmund Bosworth, The
Islamic Dynasties: A Chronological and Genealogical Hand-

book (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1967),
129-140; Claude Cahen, “Note pour des Turkomans d’Asia
mineure au XIII¢ siécle” Journal Asiatique 239 (1952): 335-
354; Claude Cahen, Pre-Ottoman Turkey (London: Sidgwick
& Jackson, 1968); Feridun Emecen, Ik Osmanlilar ve Bati
Anadolu Beylikler Diinyas: (Istanbul Kitabevi 2003); Halil
Inalcik, “The Rise of the Turcoman Maritime Principalities
in Anatolia, Byzantium and Crusades” Byzantinische Forsc-
hungen 11 (1985): 179-217; Speros Vryonis, The Decline of
Medieval Hellenism in Asia Minor and the Process of Islam-
ization from the Eleventh through the Fifteenth Century
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1986); Paul Wit-
tek, The Rise of the Ottoman Empire (London: Royal Asiatic
Society, 1938).

Anaza Confederation The Anaza was a confedera-
tion of loosely related BEDOUIN tribes that starting mov-
ing from NAJD in Arabia into the Syrian Desert in the late
17th century, displacing the MawaL1 Bedouins who had
previously been the dominant tribe along the borders of
the Ottoman Empire. This migration continued well into
the 19th century. It is not certain what set this migration
in motion, but due to the weakness of the Ottoman cen-
tral government at that time, it went largely unopposed.
Once the Anaza tribes dominated the open desert, they
began to attack both the villages in the steppe lands on
the desert’s edge and cArRAvANs crossing this territory.
The results were disastrous for trade, communications,
and agricultural production
Increasingly subject to attack, by the end of the 18th
century peasants abandoned as many as a third of the vil-
lages they had occupied at the start of the 17th century.
In an attempt to reclaim land for agricultural production
and to stem the depredations of the Anaza, the Ottoman
government attempted various schemes to settle migrants
from other parts of the empire into the steppe lands of the
desert. In 1870, the Ottoman state created a new prov-
ince at Dayr al-Zor along the EUPHRATES RIVER in SYRIA
to serve as an anchor for development of the region and
to control the Bedouins. As the power of the central state
grew in the 19th century, the level of destruction caused
by raids from the Anaza Confederation diminished,
although the possibility of Bedouin attacks on smaller car-
avans remained a possibility until the end of the empire.
Bruce Masters
See also AL-AzZM FAMILY; BEDOUINS.

Anglo-Ottoman Convention (1838) In the 1830s,
the Ottoman Empire was teetering on the verge of politi-
cal collapse. The sultan’s forces had not been able to stop
IBRAHIM PASHA’s advance on ISTANBUL in 1832 using
military means, and the Ottomans had to ask for British



diplomatic help to secure a withdrawal to Syria of the
Egyptian forces. The Ottoman government realized that
British support was the only way to survive and so they
agreed to a commercial treaty, filled with provisions that
the British had been demanding for over a decade. His-
torians have labeled that agreement the Anglo-Ottoman
Convention of 1838. British industry was already well
established by this period, and British capitalists sought
free-trade agreements that would allow them to sell their
manufactured goods abroad at low tariffs while acquiring
raw materials abroad, unhindered by export controls.

The agreement abolished all Ottoman state monopolies
in foreign trade, prohibited the ban on exports of any com-
modity, and allowed British merchants to settle anywhere
in the Ottoman Empire. While it actually raised duties
on imports and exports slightly, the agreement abolished
internal tariffs on British merchants moving goods between
Ottoman provinces. Those internal tariffs remained in
effect for Ottoman merchants and for merchants from
other European nations. That inequity had long-ranging
effects, as other European countries later followed England’s
lead and received similar treaties. Non-Muslim Ottoman
merchants sought to get around the discriminatory clauses
of such agreements by gaining protection from European
powers. This eventually put Ottoman Muslim merchants at
a distinct disadvantage as they found themselves continu-
ing to pay taxes from which their competitors were exempt.
The treaty also ended the Ottoman Empire’s ability to set
tariffs unilaterally as it had to negotiate any future changes
in customs duties with Great Britain.

There has been much debate among historians over
the impact of this early free trade treaty on Ottoman
handicraft production. Nonetheless, by the end of the
19th century, cheap British manufactured goods had
replaced many of the items formerly produced in Otto-
man workshops. Furthermore, the trade balance between
the Ottoman Empire and the West was overwhelmingly
in the latter’s favor, leading to the empire’s default on its
foreign loans in 1876.

Bruce Masters

See also ALEXANDRIA.

Further reading: Sevket Pamuk, The Ottoman Empire
and European Capitalism, 1820-1913: Trade, Investment,
and Production (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1987).

Ankara, Battle of Fought near Ankara (present-day
capital of Turkey) on July 28, 1402, this was a decisive
battle between the Ottoman Sultan BAYEzID I (r. 1389-
1402) and TIMUR, a cruel and skillful military leader of
Mongol descent from Transoxania (present-day Uzbeki-
stan) and founder (r. 1370-1405) of the Timurid Empire
in Central Asia and Iran. Timur’s victory in this battle
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significantly altered the power balance in the region, for
Sultan Bayezid died in Timur’s captivity in March 1403
and the very existence of the Ottoman state was threat-
ened. However, under sultans MEHMED I (r. 1413-21)
and MuraD II (r. 1421-44, 1446-51), the Ottomans
managed to rebuild their state and reassert their rule
over much of their former territories. Half a century after
the devastating Battle of Ankara, Ottoman armies under
MEeHMED II (r. 1444-46; 1451-81) conquered Constanti-
nople (see CONSTANTINOPLE, CONQUEST OF), the seat of
the ByzANTINE EMPIRE, and emerged as the dominant
power in southeastern Europe and Asia Minor.

When, in the late 1390s, Bayezid I extended his
rule over eastern Anatolia, the clash between the Otto-
mans and Timur became unavoidable. Timur claimed
descent from Genghis Khan (r. 1206-27), the founder
of the Mongol Empire, and thus considered himself the
ruler of all territories once controlled by the Ilkhanid
Mongols, including Seljuk-Ilkhanid Anatolia. Timur
thus demanded that Bayezid accepted him as suzerain.
In open defiance, Bayezid turned to the head of Sunn1
IsaMm, the caliph in CAIro, and requested the title of
“sultan of Rum,” used by the Rum Serjuks, whom the
Ottomans considered their ancestors. The Turkoman
principalities of eastern Anatolia and Azerbaijan tried to
maneuver between Bayezid and Timur, giving ample pre-
text for each ruler to attack the other. The Karakoyunlu
(Black Sheep) Turkoman confederation (1380-1468),
who were in the process of extending their rule from the
region of Lake Van (eastern Turkey) to Azerbaijan, sided
with Bayezid. Their rivals, the Akkoyunlu (White Sheep)
Turkoman confederation (1378-1508)—whose territories
in eastern Anatolia including their capital in Diyarbakir
were threatened by the Ottomans’ eastward expansion—
appealed to Timur. The latter responded by launching a
campaign against the Ottomans and their allies.

After conquering ALEPPO, DaMAscUs, and BAGHDAD
(1400-01), Timur left his winter headquarters in the Cau-
casus for Anatolia in early summer 1402. He marched
into Asia Minor to recapture the disputed fortress of
Kemah, which controlled the upper EUPHRATES RIVER
and had recently been seized by Bayezid. The fortress fell
within 10 days and Timur continued to Sivas in northern
Anatolia, which had been seized by the Ottomans in 1398.
Here the Ottoman envoys rejected Timurs demands to
surrender the captive sultan of Baghdad and the chief of
the Karakoyunlu Turkomans, both of whom had sided
with Bayezid against Timur and found refuge with the
Ottomans. Timur’s army advanced to Ankara and laid
siege to the castle there. The siege was lifted when scouts
brought news of the approaching Ottoman army.

The ensuing battle between Timur and the Ottoman
army took place at Cubukovasi (Cubuk Plain), northeast
of Ankara, on Friday, July 28, 1402. Figures regarding
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the size of the opposing armies vary from several hun-
dred thousand to the rather far-fetched 1.6 million. Reli-
able modern estimates put the number of men in Timur’s
army at 140,000 and in Bayezid’s army at 85,000. Among
those in Timur’s army were the rulers of the Turkoman
principalities of western Anatolia (Germiyanogullar,
Aydinogullari, Menteseogullari, Saruhanogullar1) whose
lands had been conquered by Bayezid. Many of their
former subjects, however, were in Bayezid’s camp, along
with the Ottoman sultan’s vassals in the Balkans, includ-
ing Stephen Lazarevi¢ of SERBIA.

Apart from their numerical inferiority and exhaus-
tion, another factor that significantly weakened the Otto-
mans was their lack of fresh water resources, a major
drawback in the hot Anatolian summer. Most accounts
agree that Timur destroyed the wells situated around
Ankara. Modern scholarship has suggested that Timur
had also diverted the Cubuk Creek that flowed on the
Cubuk Plain by constructing a diversion dam and an off-
stream reservoir south of the town of Cubuk, denying
drinking water to the Ottoman fighting forces and their
horses on the day of the battle.

The battle started around nine in the morning of July
28 and lasted until late evening. Despite all their disad-
vantages, the Ottomans fought successfully for a while.
When, however, the Kara (Black) Tatars on the Ottoman
left wing, in a treacherous agreement with Timur, attacked
the Ottomans’ back, and when the cavalrymen from the
recently subjugated emirates deserted, Sultan Bayezid’s
fate was sealed. He fought bravely with his JANISSARIES
and Serbian vassals until he was defeated and captured.

Ottoman domains in eastern and central Anatolia,
recently seized by Bayezid from the Anatolian Turkoman
principalities, were restored by the victor to their former
lords. A bitter fight started among Bayezid’s sons over the
remaining Ottoman realms, and a decade of interregnum
and civil war almost led to the downfall of the Ottoman
sultanate. Fortunately for the Ottomans, however, basic
institutions of state—such as the Ottoman land tenure sys-
tem and the structures of central and provincial admin-
istration—had already taken root, and large segments
of Ottoman society had vested interests in restoring the
power of the House of Osman.

Gabor Agoston

See also ANATOLIAN EMIRATES.

Further reading: Ahmad Ibn Muhammad (Ibn Arab-
shah), Tamerlane, or Timur the Great Amir, trans. John Herne
Sanders (London: Luzac & Co, 1936); Colin Imber, The Otto-
man Empire, 1300-1481 (Istanbul: Isis, 1990); David Morgan,
Medieval Persia, 1040-1797 (London: Longman, 1988).

Antioch (Ar.: Antaqiyya; Turk.: Antakya) Antioch is
today in southern Turkey near the Syrian border. It was an

important city in the ByZANTINE EMPIRE and it became
the capital of a crusader state in the 12th century. However,
under the MAMLUK EMPIRE (1260-1516), it lost most of
it former population and was reduced to fewer than 1,000
inhabitants. At some time during the Mamluk period,
the Orthodox patriarch of Antioch, who had formerly
been resident in the city, moved his place of residence to
Damascus while continuing to hold the title “patriarch of
Antioch and all of the East” In the Ottoman period, the
town’s fortunes revived a little as it provided an important
stop for the mule CARAVANS traveling between ALEPPO
and its port of ALEXANDRETTE. It was approximately two
days from Antioch to either location. Due to its location
in the hills, European merchants resident in Aleppo often
used Antioch as a summer resort to get away from the
heat of Aleppo’s summers. They also thought Antioch had
“healthier air;” and fled there during the periodic outbreaks
of bubonic PLAGUE that afflicted Aleppo.

Bruce Masters

Antun, Farah (b. 1874-d. 1922) Arab intellectual
and author Farah Antun was a Christian Arab jour-
nalist and novelist. He was born in TRIPOLI in the area
that is LEBANON today, but spent most of his adult life
in Catro and New York. Perhaps his most famous
work was a study of the medieval Islamic philosopher
ibn Rushd, which was published in Cairo in 1903. He
presented the philosopher as a modern humanist who
understood religion as a metaphor for a moral code by
which humans should live, and informed people about
how they should treat one another. The book expli-
cated Antun’s own view of the world in which science
provides the necessary tools for living and construct-
ing a just society, all the while ascribing his views to
ibn Rushd. Under the guise of appealing to an ancient
authority, Antun was attempting to introduce in Arabic
the positivist French philosophy of the late 19th century
using a Muslim pedigree.

Antun argued that religion and science should
each have their separate spheres and that political states
should not privilege one religion over another. Religious
leaders, he wrote, often used religion as a way of mislead-
ing people for their own ends and of promoting hatred.
His opinions were obviously shaped by his status as a
Christian in a region where the majority of the popu-
lation was Muslim and that had recently experienced
sectarian violence directed at his religious community.
Antun sought to make common ground with modern-
ist Muslim thinkers who were seeking to adapt Western
political and scientific thought to Islam. He had been
friends with both MunAMMAD ABDUH and MUHAMMAD
RasHID Ripa, two of the most prominent Muslim “mod-
ernists” However, the publication of Antun’s book ended



these relationships as the two felt that Antun was distort-
ing the ideas of ibn Rushd, who was viewed as one of the
greatest Muslim thinkers of the medieval period.

Antun did not give up on his hopes for sectarian har-
mony, however. In 1904 he published a novel, New Jeru-
salem, which he set in the period following the Muslim
conquest of Jerusalem in the seventh century c.e. In it,
he highlighted the tolerance the Muslim rulers showed
toward their non-Muslim subjects.

Antun left Cairo in 1904 for New York, where he
contributed articles to the Arabic-language newspaper al-
Huda. he returned to Cairo after the YounG Turk Revo-
lution of 1908 because he believed that the best hope
for Syria’s future lay in the Ottoman Empire and felt he
could accomplish more from a base in Cairo than from
New York. It is unclear why he did not return then to his
homeland, however, and he died in Cairo in 1922.

Bruce Masters

See also NAHDA.

Arabistan (the Arabic-speaking lands) Arabistan in
Turkish today refers to the Arabian peninsula that is, the
part of southwest Asia south of the Syrian Desert that
includes Saudi Arabia, YEMEN, Oman, the United Arab
Emirates, Qatar, and KuwaITt. Because the word “Arab”
in both Ottoman Turkish and Arabic meant simply BED-
oUIN for most of the Ottoman period, Arabistan liter-
ally means “the country of the Bedouins.” However, the
Ottomans saw this territory as beginning somewhere
south of the Taurus Mountains and including much of
what is today Syria in addition to the Arabian penin-
sula. The 17th-century Ottoman traveler Evliya Celebi
called the town Gaziantep in present-day TURKEY “the
bride of Arabistan,” implying that the territories to the
south of that city comprised Arabistan. The Ottomans
never included the territory that is Iraq today as Ara-
bistan, although Persian-language sources, such as the
chronicles of Shah ABBas I (r. 1587-1629), did so. So
there was not a clear connection between the geographi-
cal appellation and those who spoke Arabic. In Arabic,
there was no equivalent geographical expression to cor-
respond to the Ottoman Arabistan. The term gained
official currency in 1832 when the Egyptian forces that
occupied what is today Syria named the province they
created there Arabistan. When the Ottomans reorga-
nized their army during the TaNzimAT reform period
after 1839 the army that was garrisoned in DamAscus
was called the “Army of Arabistan,” although the prov-
ince itself was renamed Suriye or Syria By the end of the
Ottoman period, however, the geographical boundaries
of Arabistan had shrunk, and it referred only to the Ara-
bian peninsula, as it does today.

Bruce Masters
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Arab Revolt (1916) The Arab Revolt was the name
given by the British to the rebellion led by FaysaL 1BN
Husay~N AL-HasHIMI against the Ottoman Empire dur-
ing WoRLD WAR I. The uprising was the culmination of
British efforts to find a Muslim leader who could coun-
ter the claim of Sultan MEHMED V (r. 1909-1918), as
caliph, that the empire was fighting a jihad in World War
I against the Allied Powers on behalf of all the Muslim
peoples of the world. In reality, few Muslims outside the
Ottoman Empire took the sultan’s claim to the caLipH-
ATE seriously, as the Ottoman family was not descended
from the Prophet Muhammad’s clan of the Banu Hashim
(see ASHRAF). According to Muslim political and religious
traditions, only a member of the Banu Hashim could
rightfully claim the title of caliph, and by definition that
person would have to be an Arab. But the Allied Pow-
ers—ENGLAND, Russia, FRANCE, and Italy—all had Mus-
lim populations within their empires and were afraid of
the possible influence the sultan’s call to jihad might have
on their Muslim subjects, perhaps leading them to rebel.
To neutralize that potential threat, the British sought a
Muslim leader with sufficient international recognition
from the world’s Muslims who could proclaim a counter-
jihad against Mehmed and his German allies.

The British decided that the best choice for such a
leader was HUsAaYN AL-HasHIMI, the SHARIF OF MECCA.
The British reasoned that Husayn had excellent creden-
tials to rally Muslim support around the world because
he was the governor of Islam’s holiest city and, crucially,
he was a member of the clan of the Banu Hashim. Based
on conversations that Husayn’s son, Abdullah, had with
British officials in CAIro in the autumn of 1914, Brit-
ish military planners were convinced that Husayn would
cooperate in return for British support, following the
defeat of the Ottoman Empire, for Husayn’s claim to rule
an Arab kingdom, the proposed boundaries of which were
left vague. The British war against the Ottoman Empire
went badly in 1915 with their expeditionary forces stalled
at both Gallipoli, at the juncture of the Aegean Sea and
the Sea of Marmara, and in southern IrRaQ. They hoped
that a revolt in Arabia would weaken Ottoman defenses at
a time when they were planning an invasion of the empire
from EGYPT.

Between July 1915 and March 1916, letters between
Emir Husayn and Sir Henry McMahon, the British High
Commissioner in Cairo, set out British promises of sup-
port to establish an independent Arab kingdom in the
postwar settlement if Husayn would declare a revolt
against the sultan from MEcca (see HusayN-McMAHON
CORRESPONDENCE). In the end, it was FAYSAL 1BN HUSAYN
AL-HasHimr, Husayn’s eldest son, who declared the revolt
in June 1916. By this means, if the revolt failed, his father
would still be technically a loyal subject of the Ottomans.
Faysal's army quickly took MEcca and JEDDAH because
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most of the BEDOUIN tribes of the HEjaz, today the west-
ern region of Saudi Arabia, joined his call to rebellion.
The garrison at MEDINA, supplied as it was by the HEjaz
RAILROAD, held out against the rebels. The Ottomans
were not fooled by the tactic of using Faysal to lead the
rebellion. In July 1916 the sultan declared Husayn a rebel
and named Ali Haydar al-Hashimi, a distant cousin of
Husayn’s, governor of Mecca. However, Ali Haydar was
unable to reach Mecca and remained an Ottoman puppet,
trapped in Medina for the rest of the war.

Most of those rallying to Faysal’s call for a revolt
were Bedouin tribesmen who were looking for religiously
sanctioned plunder, but a significant number of officers
from Iraq who believed in the Arab nationalist cause
deserted the Ottoman army and added their strategic
skills to the rebellion. There were also British advisers,
the most famous of whom was T.E. LAWRENCE, bet-
ter known as Lawrence of Arabia. The Arab Army, as it
was now being called in the Western press, took the Red
Sea port of Aqaba in July 1917, thereby providing a for-
ward base that could be supplied with arms by the British
navy. That came at a time when the British advance into
PALESTINE had stalled at Gaza. The American journalist
Lowell Thomas did much to publicize the revolt, focus-
ing on the personality of Lawrence. The reading public
in both the United Kingdom and the United States found
that a war fought in the desert by Bedouins riding camels
and supposedly led by an eccentric Englishman was an
antidote to the dreary accounts of trench warfare on the
western front in France. The revolt thereby gained media
attention that far outweighed its actual strategic contri-
bution to the war.

In the fall of 1917, the British were finally able to
take Gaza and move into Palestine, occupying JERUSALEM
before Christmas. Spurring the Arab Revolt northward
toward Damascus, the British government announced
the Balfour Declaration in November 1917, around the
same time that the Soviet revolutionaries published the
secret SYKEs-P1coT AGREEMENT. The Balfour Declara-
tion promised British support for the creation of a Jew-
ish homeland in Palestine after the war ended, while
the Sykes-Picot agreement proposed the partition of the
northern part of what was supposed to have been Emir
Husayn’s Arab kingdom into British and French zones of
control. The publication of these two documents set off
shock waves among the Arabs as they realized what the
British aims in the postwar Middle East really were.

It then became a race between the British forces
advancing along the coast and the Arab Army moving
north from the desert to see who would reach Damascus
first. The British had promised that, when a postwar set-
tlement was made, all territories taken by the Arab Army
would remain in Arab hands, and the Arab rebels desper-
ately wanted Damascus to serve as the capital of the new

Arab kingdom. They believed that if they took the city it
would be theirs. Which army actually entered Damascus
first on October 1, 1918, is still a matter of debate, as there
were apparently advance units of each in the city on that
day. But Faysal arrived in the city on October 3, declar-
ing that he was liberating the city in his father’s name, and
was greeted as a liberator by the city’s population. Later
that month, his army rode into the northern Syrian city of
ArLePPO. The Arab Revolt had come to an end.
Bruce Masters
Further reading: C. Ernest Dawn, From Ottomanism to
Arabism (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1973).

architecture During the six centuries of Ottoman rule,
architecture was one of the major fields of cultural activ-
ity. In the early years, Ottoman architecture had connec-
tions with Iranian and central Asian building traditions.
As the state expanded to include the former territory of
the ByzaNTINE EMPIRE, the Balkans, the Near East, and
EGYPT, it acquired a multiethnic character; the build-
ing techniques, types, and decorative vocabulary of the
newly conquered lands were incorporated into Ottoman
architecture.

The Ottomans constructed a wide range of build-
ing types, including religious buildings (mosques, con-
vents), guesthouses (tabhanes), schools (madrasas and
mektebs, or primary schools), libraries, commercial
buildings (arastas, bedestans, caravansaries), hospi-
tals (dariissifas), BATHHOUSES (hammams), water con-
veyance systems, fountains, sebils (small kiosks with
attendants who dispensed water), bridges, and military
buildings (castles, barracks, powder houses). The chief
architect controlled and regulated the major projects in
the capital and the regions. The norms set at his office
were disseminated to the provinces by other court
architects, resulting in a unified and distinctly Otto-
man style that can be seen even today across the vast
territory once governed by the Ottomans, including
BuLGaRriA, BoOSNIA-HERZEGOVINA, SERBIA, GREECE,
ALBANIA, SYRIA, Jordan, and EGYPT.

Many of the public works—such as schools, hos-
pitals, fountains, public kitchens, and caravansaries on
the intercity roads—provided free service to the people.
Economically, such services were dependent on wAQFs or
pious foundations initiated by benefactors. The sultans
and their families, high-level officials, and other well-to-
do citizens donated money and property to establish and
run these charitable institutions.

The imprint of Ottoman planning and architecture
can be seen on many towns and buildings in the cities of
the former Ottoman Empire. The most striking element
is usually a domed mosque, surrounded by or grouped
together with other buildings to form a complex or kiil-



liye that incorporated educational and other public facili-
ties such as a fountain, hospice, bath, the tomb of the
founder, and a cemetery with old cypress trees.

Mosque designs were very important in the devel-
opment of Ottoman architecture. The early mosques
were single-domed or timber-roofed structures. As
the economic means of the state increased, the size of
the mosques increased and their designs became more
sophisticated, incorporating elements such as semidomes,
arcaded courtyards, double porticos, and side galleries.

The Ottomans had great respect for the dead (see
DEATH AND FUNERARY CULTURE). The simplest form
of Ottoman burial was a grave with two vertical stones
marking the head and the foot. Men’s headstones were
decorated with the headgear of the deceased person,
indicating his rank or affiliation. Inscriptions and verses
on the tombstone provided information about the per-
son and the date of his death. Women’s gravestones
were usually decorated with flowers. Funerary buildings
(tiirbes) could be very refined and monumental, reflect-
ing the status of the deceased person. Modest tombs
took the form of canopies resting on four or more col-
umns or piers. A more developed form is the polygonal
tomb covered by a dome; the octagonal plan was the
most common.

Madrasas were the high school and university build-
ings in the Ottoman system. They were usually one story
tall, with a spacious courtyard surrounded by arcades
and cells for students. The classes were conducted in a
large room, usually covered by a dome. The number of
students in a madrasa was specified in the foundation
deed of the wagqf. Imperial foundations of Mehmed II
and Stileyman the Magnificent included several madra-
sas in their programs (see EDUCATION).

Hospitals were usually founded by the imperial fam-
ily and their number was rather limited. The Bayezid
complex in EDIRNE (built in 1484-1488) has a mental
hospital with an interesting layout. According to EvLiva
CELEBI, who visited the establishment in the mid-17th
century, there were musical performances for the sick to
ease their suffering. The perfume of the flowers from the
surrounding garden was also a relief to patients.

To be clean for ritual prayers is a religious require-
ment for Muslims. Bathhouses or hammams were located
in both the commercial and residential quarters of towns.
Hammams were an important part of the social life of
towns. The main parts of a Turkish bath are the dressing
hall, tepidarium, hot section, and stoke, which included
the water tank and the furnace to warm the bath and the
water. The entrance hall was a big room with a pool at its
center. People used the raised stone sofas along the walls
to place their belongings and to rest after a bath.

In Ottoman towns, commercial and industrial activi-
ties were arranged around the marketplace. There were
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arastas, streets lined with shops of the same guild. In
most cases the craftsmen produced and sold their work
in the same place. If the town was large and prosperous,
its commercial center was complemented by a bedestan,
a closed market building with a long domed or vaulted
hall and external shops, which was used to store and sell
valuable goods such as silk, jewelry, and expensive hand-
icrafts. Bedestans had thick walls to protect the goods
stored in them from theft and fire. Only very large cities,
such as IsTaNBUL, had more than one bedestan. Public
fountains also played an important role in the cityscape
of Istanbul. Supported by the wagfs, sebils served water
to thirsty pedestrians free of charge; some even served
sweet drinks on certain holidays.

Ottoman houses were usually two stories high, with a
garden secluded from the street by high walls. The men’s
part of the house was called the selamlik. It had a separate
entrance and a room where male guests were received.
The harem or women’s section was reserved for the pri-
vate life of the family. Kitchen and storage areas were
located on the ground level, close to the courtyard or gar-
den, which often had fruit trees and lots of greenery. The
upper stories usually projected from the masonry walls
of the ground floor with bays, which provided a fine view
over the street or the landscape.

Amasya, Konya, and Manisa (all in present-day Tur-
KEY) were towns ruled by Ottoman crown princes as
governors before their accession to the throne. After the
princes became sultans they made generous donations to
the cities, embellishing them with beautiful monuments.
In Amasya, the complex of Bayezip II (r. 1481-1512),
with its spacious mosque, madrasa, and public kitchen,
is a good example illustrating this relationship. The
Selimiye Complex in Konya and the Muradiye Complex
in Manisa are two other examples.

THE EARLY PERIOD: 13TH-15TH CENTURIES

The Ottoman state was founded in S6giit, a small, inland
settlement in northwestern Anatolia, at the end of the
13th century. Iznik (ancient Nicaea) became the first
capital, and several important early Ottoman monu-
ments—Yesil Cami (Green Mosque), Nilifer Hatun
Imaret, Stileyman Pasha Madrasa, several tombs, Ismail
Bey Hammam, and Bilyitk Hammam—still stand in this
small town.

The Ottomans extended their territory in the region,
seizing Bursa (northwestern Turkey) in 1326. Originally,
the town was surrounded by Hellenistic walls, but after
becoming the Ottoman capital, it developed outside the
citadel. The production of silk and velvet, as well as the
movement of CARAVANS loaded with goods, provided for
a lively economic life. A vast area surrounding the Ulu
Cami (Great Mosque, built in 1396-1399, at the order
of Sultan BAYEzID Lr. 1389-1402) was developed into a
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busy commercial center with spacious inns, a large bedes-
tan, and streets lined with shops.

In the early period, during the 14th and early 15th
centuries, mosques were usually combined with hospices
(tabhane) or guest rooms, arranged along an inverted T-
plan, so that the additional buildings form wings of the
inverted “T”; the mosque of Orhan Bey (r. 1324-62) in
Bursa is the first of this type. The influence of Byzantine
masonry construction techniques—using brick and stone
courses—is evident in most of the early Ottoman build-
ings in Bursa. The complex of Hiidavendigar, near the
Cekirge district, has a spectacular position, overlooking
the Bursa plain. The mosque and the madrasa are com-
bined in a single building, which makes this monument
unique in Ottoman architecture.

The first Ottoman sultans were buried in Bursa. The
graveyard next to Muradiye Mosque in Bursa contains sev-
eral interesting tombs from the early Ottoman period. The
tomb of Sultan Celebi Mehmed (r. 1413-21) in Bursa is one
of the most impressive. Skilled craftsmen from Iran and
Central Asia were involved in the glazed tile decoration and
delicate wood carving of the monuments within the Yesil
Complex, including the tomb, mosque, and madrasa.

In 1361, MURAD I (r. 1362-89) took Adrianople, a
strategic point on the road linking Constantinople (Istan-
bul) to the Balkans. This ancient garrison town became
the new Ottoman capital, known in Turkish as EDIRNE,
and the city expanded outside the walls, including a new
commercial center, religious buildings, and residential
quarters. An imperial palace, several mosques, a bedes-
tan, numerous beautiful public baths, and bridges remain
from the 14th and 15th centuries.

Interesting architectural ideas were developed and
put into practice in Edirne. With its 72-foot (24-meter)
diameter dome, the Ug Serefeli (three-balconied) Mosque
(built in 1438-47) is regarded as an important bench-
mark in the development of Ottoman mosques. For the
first time in Ottoman architecture, an arcaded court-
yard was erected. After the Ug Serefeli Mosque, spacious
courtyards with an ablution fountain in the middle were
integrated into imperial mosque compositions. Another
novelty was the increase in the number of minarets and
their balconies (serefes). The Ug Serefeli Mosque is the
first Ottoman mosque with four minarets. The architect
devoted special attention to each minaret, decorating
the shafts with different kinds of fluting or patterns in
red stone, which give it a fanciful appearance. The tallest
shaft, with a chevron pattern and three balconies, stands
out in the silhouette of Edirne.

The Ottomans built castles and towers at strategic
points in their territory. Their first castle on the Bospo-
rus—Anadolu Hisar1 (Anatolian castle)—was built dur-
ing the reign of Bayezid I as a frontier stronghold. Before
the siege of Constantinople, Rumeli Hisar1 (European

Fortress) was built across from Anadolu Hisar1 to control
sea traffic up and down the Bosporus.

AFTER THE CONQUEST OF CONSTANTINOPLE

The coNQUEST OF CONSTANTINOPLE in 1453 by the
young sultan MEHMED II, known as Fatih or the Con-
queror (r. 1444-46, 1451-81), accelerated the devel-
opment of Ottoman architecture. Mehmed made
Constantinople, later known as ISTANBUL, his new
capital, and the repopulation and reconstruction of the
deserted city demanded careful planning. Several grand
projects were accomplished in the second half of the
15th century. The most significant of these included the
new administrative center of the Ottoman Empire, the
TopkAPI PALACE; the FATIH MOSQUE COMPLEX, a univer-
sity with eight colleges; the Seven Towers (Yedikule) fort,
a treasury; the Eytip building complex, covered bazaars
or bedestans; and the Tophane, or the Imperial Cannon
Foundry. Starting with Mehmed II, the Ottoman sultans
were buried in Istanbul.

i

}-f

%

|.I

The Selimiye mosque in Edirne is considered the masterwork
of the 16th-century Ottoman imperial architect Sinan. The
mosque and its complex were built with spoils of the con-
quest of Cyprus (1571) to commemorate that victory. (Photo
by Zeynep Ahunbay)



architecture 49

Another masterpiece of the architect Sinan, the Siileymaniye mosque and building complex dominates one of the highest hills of
imperial Istanbul, shaping the skyline of the city. (Photo by Zeynep Ahunbay)

Ottoman architects were inspired by Haagia
SopHIA, a grand Byzantine monument from the sixth
century, and they attempted to match its beauty and
scale in the design of their mosques. The first Fatih
Mosque, which was destroyed in the earthquake of
1766, was a domed structure, with a semidome in the
southeast direction. The combination of a dome with
an increasing number of semidomes became a hall-
mark design of the mosques built in Istanbul in later
centuries, including the Bayezid Mosque (commis-
sioned by Bayezid II), the Sehzade Mosque, the Siil-
eymaniye Mosque (commissioned by SULEYMAN I, r.
1520-66), the Sultan Ahmed Mosque (commissioned
by AEMED [, r. 1603-1617), and the Yeni Cami, or New
Mosque. The central dome and cascading semidomes
of these mosques create a space of perfect harmony in
the interior. The exteriors and interiors of the mosques
were decorated with white and colored marbles, deli-
cate stone carving, CALLIGRAPHY, bright Iznik tiles (see

CERAMICS), elaborate colored glass, mother-of-pearl
inlay, and colorful paintwork.

Ottoman palace architecture is best exemplified by the
Topkapi Palace in Istanbul. The 15th-century palace was
modified in the course of the following centuries by addi-
tions and renovations. The location of the palace is excep-
tional, as it has a commanding view of the Bosporus and
the Golden Horn. The palace grounds were surrounded by
high walls. The original design consisted of three consecu-
tive courtyards; the degree of privacy increased as one pro-
ceeded from the exterior toward the inner parts.

THE CLASSICAL PERIOD:
THE 16TH AND 17TH CENTURIES

Many important buildings in Istanbul and other parts of
the empire were built during the 16th century. Strongly
supported by economic and political power, the building
activity of the period reflects a remarkably high level in
design and craftsmanship. Stylistically, the architecture
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of the 16th and 17th centuries is considered the classical
period of Ottoman architecture.

SINAN

The classical period of Ottoman architecture is best rep-
resented by Sinan (1489-1588), the empire’s chief archi-
tect between 1539 and 1588. The mosque complexes of
Siileymaniye in Istanbul and Damascus; the bridges of
Biiytikgekmece near Istanbul; and the bridge of Sokollu
Mehmed Pasha at Visegrad (Bosnia), crossing the River
Drina, are just a few examples of his extensive work
across the large territory commanded by the Ottomans.

Among Sinan’s most extensive projects in Istan-
bul are the Stileymaniye and Atik Valide Sultan mosque
complexes. The Siilleymaniye Mosque contributes much
to the skyline of Istanbul with its high domed structure
overlooking the Golden Horn. The complex incorporates
almost all the religious, educational, and charity institu-
tions that were active in the 16th century, as well as the
tomb of Siileyman I the Magnificent and his wife, Hur-
rem. Both are octagonal in plan but the sultan’s tomb is
larger and surrounded by an ambulatory (covered walk-
way), and its facade was fully covered by marble.

Sinan’s responsibilities included engineering tasks
such as facilitating Istanbul’s supply of fresh water. He
built long aqueducts to cross the valleys between the
water springs and the city. Uzun Kemer, Maglova, and
Egri Kemer are three of the two-story aqueducts that
were part of the Kirkcesme water conveyance system,
which provided water to many fountains in the city.

He also constructed bridges over lakes and rivers
to transport travelers, commercial goods, and military
campaigns. The Uzunkoprii bridge over the Ergene River

The best known single-arched bridge over the Neretva River
at Mostar was built during the reign of Siileyman | and
destroyed during the Yugoslav war in 1993. (Photo by Zeynep
Ahunbay)

in the Thracian part of Turkey is one of the most spec-
tacular long bridges over a wide river. Mostar (in Bosnia
and Herzegovina) is known for its single arched bridge
over the River Neretva. The bridge was largely destroyed
during the war in 1993; reconstruction was completed
in 2004. To further strengthen these stone bridges, their
piers were strengthened by abutments, allowing them to
withstand strong currents. The middle of the bridge usu-
ally included inscription panels and a small loggia for
the sultan or vizier to inspect the army as the soldiers
marched by. The Biiyitkgekmece bridge, near Istanbul,
was built between 1565 and 1568 on a lagoon near the
Sea of Marmara. The bridge is 2,080 feet (635 m) long
and consists of four separate bridges resting on small
islands built in the lake.

CARAVANSARIES

Caravansaries located on roads between cities were wagqf
buildings that served travelers free of charge. The central
part of the hall was reserved for animals and goods. High
benches served as sitting and resting places for travelers
who would warm themselves at night by the fireplaces
along the walls. These stopping points were safe places,
protected and maintained by the staff of religious endow-
ments to offer travelers a secure place to rest at night
during their travel from one city to another. The inn was
usually connected to a small mosque, a covered bazaar, or
rows of shops and a bath, offering merchants the oppor-
tunity to perform their religious duties, exchange goods,
and take a bath to refresh themselves.

Caravansaries in city centers, which are also called
hans, were commercial buildings, where tradesmen had
their offices, shops, and storage places. These buildings
were rented and their revenue was used to run wagfs. They
were named according to the goods that were sold in them,
such as Koza Han (cocoon market) and Piring Han (rice
market) in Bursa. Hans were usually two-story buildings
with arcades surrounding one or more spacious courtyards.
The Riistem Pasha Caravansary in Edirne is a good exam-
ple of a 16th-century caravansary with two courtyards.

The power of the Ottomans started to decline at the
end of the 16th century and thus the architectural activ-
ity slowed down in the 17th century. Sultan Ahmed
Mosque (built 1609-17), also known as the Blue Mosque,
is one of the major imperial projects in Istanbul from this
time period. Architect Sedefkar Mehmed Aga (d. 1622)
designed a grand complex that included the tomb of
Ahmed I, a madrasa, a public kitchen, shops, and several
houses for rent. The mosque is the only one in Istanbul
that has six minarets. It is the first Ottoman mosque with
a royal apartment (hiinkar kasri) next to the northeast
corner of the mosque. A similar pavilion was built by
Turhan Valide Sultan next to the Yeni Cami in the second
half of the 17th century.



Before the 17th century, books were kept in mosques
and madrasas, with a librarian in charge of the collec-
tion. The Kopriilt Library is the earliest library building
in Istanbul. Interest in books and libraries continued and
many other libraries were constructed in the 18th century,
some within madrasa complexes (e.g., Feyzullah Efendi,
Damad Ibrahim Pasha in Istanbul), others as the nucleus
of small building complexes incorporating a school, a
sebil, a fountain, and the lodging of the librarian (e.g.,
Ragip Pasha in Istanbul).

THE 18TH AND 19TH CENTURIES

The early 18th century is known as the Tulip Period, when
rococo influences are visible in Ottoman architecture as a
result of contacts with Italy and FRANCE, and the period
between 1730 and the 19th century is called the baroque
period in Ottoman architecture. The Nuruosmaniye
Mosque is the first grand mosque built in the baroque
style in Istanbul. It is a single-domed mosque with heavily
articulated arches supporting the dome. The form of the
courtyard is unique in Ottoman architecture with its ellip-
tical plan. The sultan’s lodge, a library, a soup kitchen (ima-
ret), public fountains (sebil), and the tomb of the founder
(sponsor of the complex) complete the set of buildings.

As in many European countries, neo-classical, neo-
baroque, and neo-Gothic styles dominated the architec-
tural sphere of the 19th century. European architects and
engineers who were invited to design modern schools,
hospitals, or barracks introduced European architectural
types and styles to Turkey. Thus it is possible to see many
19th-century European-style buildings in Istanbul and
other parts of the empire. The end of the 19th century also
saw an Ottoman revival called Nationalist Architecture,
which was adopted by foreign and native architects such as
A. Vallaury, R. D’Aronco, Kemalettin Bey, and Vedat Tek.
Art Nouveau style was introduced to Istanbul at the turn
of the 20th century by architects such as R. D’Aronco, who
worked for ABDULHAMID II (r. 1876-1909), designing sev-
eral pavilions for him in the Yildiz Palace compound. Thus
the final years of the Ottoman Empire show a mixture of
Ottoman revival and Art Nouveau styles. The Nationalist
style continued for some time even after the establishment
of the Turkish Republic in the 1920s.

Zeynep Ahunbay

Further reading: Godfrey Goodwin, A History of Otto-
man Architecture (London: Thames & Hudson, 1971); Dogan
Kuban, Sinan’s Art and Selimiye (Istanbul: Economic and
Social History Foundation, 1997); Aptullah Kuran, Sinan:
The Grand Old Master of Ottoman Architecture (Washington,
D.C.: Institute of Turkish Studies, 1987); Giilru Necipoglu,
The Age of Sinan: Architectural Culture in the Ottoman Empire
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2005).
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Armenia (Arm.: Hayasdan; bib.: Minni; Turk.:
Ermenistan) The mountainous region that is today
shared between the Republic of Armenia and TURKEY
emerged as the Kingdom of Armenia in the first century
B.C.E. For much of its history after the founding of the
kingdom, Armenia existed in a delicate balance on the
borders of more powerful empires. In the first three cen-
turies of the Common Era, the kingdom was an ally of the
Romans against the Persian Empire. In the early fourth
century C.E., the Armenian king Trdat (Tiridates) became
a Christian and Armenia became the first political state
to establish Christianity as its official religion. With the
emergence of the Eastern Roman Empire (also known
as the ByZANTINE EMPIRE) under the leadership of Con-
stantine (d. 337 c.E.), the Kingdom of Armenia was some-
times its ally against Sassanian Persia. Later, in the seventh
century C.E., Armenia served as a buffer between the
ABBASID CALIPHATE and the Byzantines, with its nobles
sometimes allied with the Muslims (as was the case in the
eighth century) and sometimes with the Byzantines (as
was the case in the 11th century), in a delicate balancing
act between two more powerful neighbors.

Despite the wars, Armenia emerged as a kingdom
with a distinct culture of its own. Its language was writ-
ten in a unique alphabet. Although the Armenians were
Christian, their understanding of Christ’s nature—that
he was primarily divine and only secondarily human—
was at odds with that of the Orthodox Christian faith,
which held that Christ was equally divine and human.
That combination of a distinctive faith and an idiosyn-
cratic language, tied to a particular geographic location,
gave Armenians a strong sense of their own unique eth-
nic identity that persevered even after their kingdom fell
to the Turks in the 11th century.

After their historic homeland was divided between
the Ottoman and Safavid empires in the early 16th cen-
tury, Armenian merchants traded and established com-
munities in most of the cities of the Middle East and in
places as far away as India, East Asia, and Europe. These
trading communities thrived in the 17th and 18th cen-
turies, providing the Armenian commercial elite with
cosmopolitan connections, although during most of
the Ottoman period, the overwhelming majority of the
Armenians were peasant farmers in the mountain valleys
of the eastern Ottoman Empire or in the western territo-
ries of the Safavid Empire in Iran.

For pre-modern Armenians, whether they were vil-
lagers or traders in distant lands, their identity as a peo-
ple was vested in their communion with the ARMENIAN
ApostoLic CHURCH. But that identity was more than
simply being Christians, as Armenians were the only
people who belonged to their Church and it recognized
no ecclesiastical authority above their own catholicos,
the Armenian equivalent of a bishop, whose see is in
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Etchmiadzin, near present-day Yerevan, the capital of the
Republic of Armenia. That position was challenged, how-
ever, with the establishment of the office of the Armenian
patriarch in Istanbul by MEEMED II (r. 1444-46; 1451-
81) in the 15th century. In subsequent centuries, the men
holding that office asserted their spiritual authority over
all the Armenians living in the Ottoman Empire.

Before the 19th century, Armenian political life in
the Ottoman Empire was vested in the Armenian mir-
LET, or religious community, with its leader, the Arme-
nian patriarch of Istanbul. Starting with Mehmed II, the
Ottoman sultans had established that the patriarchs of the
Orthodox Christian Church and the Armenian Apostolic
Church would be the representatives of the Orthodox
peoples and Armenians respectively and would be free to
organize much of the internal workings of their respective
communities. With that authority, the two church hier-
archies were able to administer the schools, clergy, fam-
ily law, and even taxes of their respective communities
throughout the Ottoman Empire. The Armenian millet
served to cement the sense of a shared identity among
Armenians by creating a political identity that tran-
scended the specific location in which they lived and that
linked them to other Armenians throughout the empire.

In the late 18th century Armenian merchants and
bankers, known as amiras, began to use their wealth to
buy influence among Ottoman officials so as to place
those sympathetic to their interests in the post of patri-
arch. The rise of a secular leadership among the Arme-
nians was further aided by changes in the millet system
resulting from the Ottoman empire’s TANZIMAT reforms
in the 19th century. Under the reforms, new laws were
enacted outlining the institutions of internal governance
for each millet that would replace the Church hierar-
chies. These allowed for greater lay participation and
reduced the power of the clergy. The millets continued
to administer schools for the community, and Armenian
children attended schools that emphasized the language,
history, and culture of their community. As a result of
these schools, many Armenians whose parents spoke
either Turkish or Arabic as their first language switched
to Armenian as their daily language. Additionally, many
Armenian parents enrolled children in schools run by
Catholic or Protestant missionaries, where the language
of instruction was also Armenian. As a result, the Arme-
nian population was proportionately the best educated
in the Ottoman Empire and Armenians were often the
bearers of new technologies, such as photography and
mechanics, to provincial towns throughout the empire.

Although their society was traditionally dominated
by agriculture, beginning in the 18th century, Ottoman
Armenians migrated out of their mountain villages at a
much higher rate than did their Muslim neighbors, and
by the late 19th century, Armenians formed a minor-

ity population in most Ottoman cities. Nevertheless, the
majority of the Armenian population remained concen-
trated in the six northeastern provinces of the Ottoman
empire: Van, Bitlis, Diyarbakir, Erzurum, Mamuret el-
Aziz, and Sivas. In 1876, Russia invaded the empire with
the specific goal of seizing this region, known as the Six
Provinces. That ambition failed, but Russia did annex the
province of Kars in the northeastern corner of the Otto-
man Empire. The Treaty of Berlin of 1878, which further
delineated the conditions set by the Treaty of San Ste-
fano, put the Ottoman Empire on notice that the Western
powers were particularly concerned about the political
and economic conditions of Armenians living in the Six
Provinces. The “Armenian Question,” whether the Arme-
nians should be granted an independent state or remain
within the Ottoman Empire, was becoming highly politi-
cized and very volatile. The situation was further compli-
cated by a new militancy on the part of the Kurdish tribes
to assert their control over lands that Armenian peasants
were farming.

Faced with the realities of the decline of the Otto-
man Empire, Armenian intellectuals began to dream of
political alternatives to the empire. One group, known
as the Hnchak (Bell) after the name of their newspaper,
called for the creation of an independent socialist repub-
lic in Ottoman Armenia. Another, the Dashnaktsutiun
(organization) or Dashnaks, called for a state that would
be more nationalist in its orientation. Both parties held
as their ultimate goal the secession of the Six Provinces
from the empire. Both the Dashnaks and the Hnchaks
gained support among some Armenian subjects of the
sultan, but the majority of the intellectuals of that com-
munity continued to support the continuation of the
Ottoman Empire. Rather than independence, they sought
a return of the constitution that had been suspended in
1878 and the greater participation of Armenians in the
political affairs of the Ottoman state.

Nevertheless, citing the potential threat posed by
Armenian nationalists, Sultan ABDULHAMID II (r. 1876-
1909) authorized the recruitment of Kurdish tribes-
men into a cavalry militia known as the HAMIDIYE in
the 1890s. This tipped the balance of power in the east
by aligning the Ottoman state with the Kurps. Further
exacerbating religious tensions, the Ottoman state settled
Muslim refugees from the Balkans and the Caucasus in
the eastern provinces. These had grievances against their
former Christian neighbors who had driven them into
exile and they did not distinguish between the Christians
of their old homelands and their new Christian neigh-
bors. In 1893, the situation in eastern Anatolia exploded.
There were clashes in the spring between armed Arme-
nian peasants and their Muslim neighbors in the prov-
ince of Maras in southeastern Anatolia. Rumors spread
among the Muslim population as far from the trouble as



Aleppo that the Armenians were going to rise in rebel-
lion as the Greeks had done in the 1820s.

That summer, Kurdish tribesmen descended upon
an Armenian village in the Sasun region and plun-
dered it, killing a number of villagers. When the Arme-
nian villagers retaliated by killing Kurds, the authorities
punished them but not the Kurds who had initiated the
violence. Armenian villagers across southeastern Ana-
tolia responded by declaring that they would not pay
their taxes until they were protected. The governor of
Bitlis declared the Armenians in rebellion and gave
the Hamidiye militia a free hand to loot and plunder.
The Hamidiye perpetuated a series of massacres on the
Armenians from 1894 until 1896 that the Ottoman state
did little to control. It may even have encouraged the vio-
lence by issuing statements that implied that the Arme-
nian population was disloyal. Finally, European pressure
forced the Ottoman army to intervene and rein in the
Hamidiye. This was done, but relations between Kurds
and Armenians remained tense.

Many Armenians welcomed the Young Turk Revolu-
tion of 1908 as they hoped it would mean the restoration
of the Ottoman constitution. The Socialist Armenian
Hnchak Party even made common cause with the Com-
MITTEE OF UNION AND PROGRESS. But in the attempted
counter-coup against the new regime in 1909, riots
directed at the Armenians in the province of Adana in
southeastern Anatolia left thousands dead. During the
BALKAN WARS, the ideology of the YouNG TurKs became
increasingly Turkish nationalist in its orientation. Its
leadership distrusted the Christian minorities of the
empire, fearing that their ultimate political goals involved
the empire’s dismemberment.

The tensions between the ethnic and religious com-
munities accelerated with the outbreak of WorRLD WAR 1.
After a failed Ottoman attempt to liberate Kars province
from the Russians, the Russian army moved into eastern
Anatolia in the winter of 1915. The Ottoman govern-
ment was convinced that Ottoman Armenians had aided
the Russian advance; whether some had, in fact, done so
is disputed by historians. In addition, there were cases of
armed Armenian resistance to conscription in the region
that had been racked by the Hamidiye raids 20 years
before as the Armenians feared, with some justification,
that conscripts would simply be led off and executed.
Saying that they could not trust the Armenian popula-
tion near the front, the Ottoman authorities ordered their
deportation to the Syrian Desert in April 1915. Whether
or not they planned the extermination of the Armenian
population of eastern Anatolia with that order is also still
debated. But it is clear that as a result of the deportations,
which were extended to Armenians living far from the
battlefields, at least a million people were uprooted, and
most of those were either murdered or died along the
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path of exile to the Syrian Desert. Thousands more died
in the relocation camps from disease and famine. In the
aftermath of the war, perhaps only a few thousand Arme-
nians still lived in the mountains of eastern Anatolia that
had been part of the Armenian homeland for at least
2,000 years.

Bruce Masters

See also ARMENIAN APOSTOLIC CHURCH; ARMENIAN
MASSACRES.

Further reading: Ronald Grigor Suny, Looking Toward
Ararat: Armenia in Modern History (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1993); Christopher Walker, Armenia: The
Survival of a Nation (London: Croom Helm, 1980).

Armenian Apostolic Church The Armenian Apos-
tolic Church, sometimes referred to as the Gregorian
Armenian Church by Western scholars, serves as the
national church of the Armenian people. Independent
of either the Roman Catholic Church or the Orthodox
Church, Armenians claim that their Church is the oldest
established national church in the world, dating from the
conversion of the Armenian King Trdat (Tiridates) III in
the early third century c.e. Because the king reportedly
accepted Christianity through the mission of Saint Greg-
ory the Illuminator (also known as Gregory of Nyssa),
the Armenian Church is sometimes called the Gregorian
Armenian Church. Members of the Church prefer “Apos-
tolic,” however, as they say that St. Gregory was a true
apostle of Christ who converted their ancestors through
the Holy Spirit; thus to call the church “Gregorian” is to
elevate the man above his mission.

The principal theological difference between the
Armenian Church and its Roman Catholic and Orthodox
counterparts lies in the Armenian Church’s rejection of
the doctrine of the nature of Christ established with the
Council of Chalcedon in 451 c.k. This council elaborated
the belief that Christ had two natures, human and divine,
which coexisted in one being. The clergy of the Armenian
Church chose to emphasize Christ’s divine nature, while
not denying his humanity. The dominant Christian tradi-
tion, represented by the Orthodox and Catholic churches,
labeled that diminution of Christ’s humanity as heresy
and those who believed in it as heretics. The relationship
between the Armenian Church and the Orthodox Church
of Constantinople was often troubled, especially in the
seventh century when the Kingdom of Armenia came
under direct Byzantine rule and Armenian Church lead-
ers were persecuted by the Orthodox clergy.

Although the Kingdom of Armenia lost its indepen-
dence after the Turkish victory at Manzikert in 1071, the
Seljuk and those Turkish dynasties that ruled Anatolia
after them accorded the Armenian Church equal status
with the Orthodox Church. Equality between the two
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churches also informed the Ottoman treatment of the
Armenian Church. According to Armenian tradition,
not long after the CONQUEST OF CONSTANTINOPLE in
1453, Sultan MEHMED II (r. 1444-46; 1451-81) invited
the Armenian bishop Hovakim of BURsA to come to
his new capital in ISTANBUL to be the head of the Arme-
nian Church in his domains. He had similarly raised the
Greek Orthodox monk Gennadios to head the Orthodox
Church. Although it is not certain that this event actually
happened, that version of the past became the foundation
myth for the Armenian MILLET.

It is clear that, from the reign of Sultan Mehmed
II onward, the Ottoman sultans considered the two
churches as legitimate and equal. Over the following cen-
turies, the two churches and the communities that they
served were called by the Ottomans the Orthodox, or
Greek, millet, and the Armenian millet, from the Turkish
word for “people” or “nation.” Each church was headed
by a patriarch living in the capital who was confirmed
in his position of spiritual authority over all the Ortho-
dox Christians or Armenians in the empire by an impe-
rial decree from the sultan. This innovation was contrary
to the Armenian religious tradition that granted several
high-ranking clergymen the title of catholicos, roughly
the equivalent of a bishop in the Roman Catholic Church,
with all of them being equal in the Church hierarchy in
terms of their spiritual authority.

By the 18th century, the Armenian patriarch of Istan-
bul had achieved the equivalent status of the ecumeni-
cal patriarch of the Orthodox Church, and complaints
about clergy from throughout the empire were routinely
forwarded to him for action. He also came to represent
the numerically smaller NEsSTORIAN and Jacobite Chris-
tian communities of the empire. In the second half of the
18th century, the office of the Armenian patriarchate was
under the control of prominent Armenian merchants
and tax farmers in Istanbul, known collectively as the
amiras. The dominance of secular notables encouraged
the establishment of schools, under the management of
the Armenian millet, which taught a curriculum that was
increasingly influenced by Western learning.

The Armenian patriarchs suffered further erosions
of their authority when lay members of the community
took advantage of new imperial regulations govern-
ing millets in the TANZIMAT period and promulgated a
national constitution for the Armenian millet in 1863.
The constitution provided that the patriarch was the
chief executive of the millet but that he was to be elected
by a general assembly, to be composed of both laity and
clergy. Further limiting his former powers, the assembly
could impeach the patriarch and remove him from office
if charges against him were proven true. The constitu-
tion further provided for the formation of two national
councils, one responsible for the spiritual affairs of the

community and the other responsible for temporal mat-
ters. The former consisted entirely of clergy and the lat-
ter of laity. The constitution also established provincial
assemblies and executive councils. This reform left the
patriarch as the spiritual head of the Armenian Apostolic
Church and the Armenian millet but it also introduced
a liberal, more democratic and representative system in
which ordinary Armenians could participate.

The relationship between the Armenian Church and
the Ottoman state began to deteriorate after the Treaty
of Berlin in 1878, when the status of Armenians within
the empire became an international issue. In response
to international pressure and the violent actions of a few
Armenian nationalists, Sultan ABpULHAMID II (1. 1876-
1909) became increasingly convinced that the Armenian
community was disloyal. His perception was enforced by
the growth of the Armenian Nationalist Dashnak Party,
which sought independence for Armenia from both
the Ottoman and Russian empires, although only a tiny
minority of his Armenian subjects embraced the party’s
ideology. The overthrow of the sultan in 1908 brought
some hope that the relationship between the state and
the church would improve, but with the rise of the Com-
MITTEE OF UNION AND PROGRESS regime in Istanbul that
became less and less likely.

Bruce Masters

Further reading: Kevork Bardakjian, “The Rise of the
Armenian Patriarchate of Constantinople,” in Christians
and Jews in the Ottoman Empire, vol. 1, edited by Benjamin
Braude and Bernard Lewis (New York: Holmes & Meier,
1982), 89-100; Avedis Sanjian, The Armenian Communities
in Syria under Ottoman Dominion (Cambridge, Mass.: Har-
vard University Press, 1965).

Armenian Massacres (Armenian Genocide) The
term Armenian Massacres refers to the massive depor-
tation and execution of ethnic Armenians within Otto-
man-controlled territories in 1915. Although the precise
circumstances of these events and the total number of
dead are hotly contested by scholars from opposing
political camps, even the most conservative estimates
place Armenian losses at approximately half a million.
The higher figure given by Armenian scholars is one
and a half million dead. The elimination of Armenian
civilians as part of this process was well documented by
accounts written by diplomats and missionaries from
neutral nations who were present at the scene of the
deportations.

This episode started in April 1915 during WoRrLD
WAR I, after the Ottoman suffered a major defeat at the
hands of Russia. Ottoman authorities ordered the depor-
tation of Armenians from eastern Anatolia to the Syrian
Desert. This drastic step was taken because of reports



that Armenian nationalists had aided the Russian inva-
sion of Ottoman territory; according to some sources,
this led Ottoman leaders in ISTANBUL to fear that all
Armenians might prove disloyal in the case of further
Russian advances. The process started with the limited
deportation of men of military age, many of whom were
summarily executed. As Armenians came to fear that
conscription would lead simply to the execution of those
drafted, armed Armenian resistance to the conscription
broke out in Zeytun, near Maras, and later in Van, and
the Ottoman authorities used this resistance as an excuse
to order the wholesale deportation of Armenian civil-
ians from other provinces in the line of a possible Rus-
sian advance. The order for deportations soon expanded
to include the entire Armenian population of the east-
ern provinces of the Ottoman Empire, perhaps a million
people. The area affected included towns in central and
southeastern Anatolia that were hundreds of miles from
the front lines, a fact that has led many to conclude that
Ottoman authorities had embarked on a genocidal policy
of “ethnic cleansing” so that no Armenians would remain
in eastern or central Anatolia.

The expulsion of the Armenians was often accom-
panied by rape, plunder, and murder; many more of the
deportees were killed, or died of hunger and exposure, en
route to internment camps near Dayr al-Zor, a town on
the EUPHRATES RIVER in present-day Syria. Many thou-
sands of others died of starvation and disease in the con-
centration camps established there.

Survivors and their descendants have argued that
what happened was clearly genocide, a deliberate and
coordinated government plan to eliminate the Arme-
nians as a people, and have sought official recognition
of this analysis by various international bodies, includ-
ing the U.S. Congress. This view has gained the support
of many in the international community, including the
lower house of the French parliament, which passed a
law defining the denial of an Armenian genocide as a
crime. The government of Turkey, however, argues that
there was no deliberate plan on the part of the Ottoman
authorities to eliminate the Armenians as a people. As
evidence, they cite the fact that deportation orders were
not extended to Armenian populations in western Ana-
tolian cities such as IzMIR, BURSA, or Istanbul. More-
over, some scholars point to the fact that there was a
high number of Muslim deaths in eastern Anatolia dur-
ing these years, suggesting the possibility that Armenian
deaths were due, at least in part, to civil conflict and to
the war-related disease and famine that also killed many
thousands of Muslims. What is not contested, how-
ever, is that the Armenians, who were the descendants
of a people who had lived in eastern Anatolia for more
than 2,000 years, had disappeared from their ancestral
homeland.
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A consensus on the causes and severity of the depor-
tations may never be possible. Turkish authorities have
not allowed independent scholars to examine the war-
time archives, and the intentions of the Ottoman govern-
ment in ordering the deportations remain debated. There
is little doubt as to the impact the massacres had on the
survivors. The memory of this event has remained a cru-
cial aspect of Armenian national identity until the pres-
ent, with many Armenians claiming that there can be no
reconciliation with the Turkish Republic until it acknowl-
edges that an act of genocide occurred.

Bruce Masters

Further reading: Donald E. Miller and Lorna Touryan
Miller, Survivors: An Oral History of the Armenian Geno-
cide (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993); Jus-
tin McCarthy, The Ottoman Peoples and the End of Empire
(London: Arnold Publishers, 2001); Richard Hovannisian,
ed., The Armenian Genocide (New York: St. Martin’s, 1992).

army See FIREARMS; JANISSARIES; MILITARY; MILITARY
SLAVERY; WARFARE.

arsenal See TERSANE-I AMIRE.

arts See ARCHITECTURE; CALLIGRAPHY; CERAMICS;
ILLUSTRATED MANUSCRIPTS AND MINIATURE PAINTINGS;
LITERATURE; MUSIC.

artillery See FIREARMS; MILITARY ORGANIZATION.

ashraf (sadah) In Islam, all believers are held to
be equal before God, with no group privileged above
any other. However, those believers who can trace their
descent back to the Prophet are given special recogni-
tion. Collectively, those descendants are known as the
ashraf, or in Iraq as sadah, with an individual known as
a sharif or sayyid, a term that can also be used as an hon-
orific title added to the person’s name, for example, Sharif
Ali. The male members of the ashraf are allowed to wear
green turbans (although few do so today), the only class
of persons who could do so, and they were exempt under
Ottoman law from certain taxes. Uniquely in a patriar-
chal society, the lineage could pass to a child from either
mother or father, a necessity in that the Prophet Muham-
mad had no male heirs who reached maturity; thus all
those who claim ashraf status must ultimately claim it
from his daughters. Ottoman governors and judges sta-
tioned in Arab cities in the 17th and 18th centuries often
sought to marry daughters of sharif families so that their
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sons might inherit the honor from their mothers. As the
title of sharif or sayyid carried considerable social pres-
tige, wealthy individuals often made the claim that they
were entitled to it, even when there was no genealogi-
cal evidence to support the claim. As a result, there was
a great deal of skepticism among Muslims who did not
carry the title about the claims of those who did.

In cities where there were sizeable communities of
ashraf, the group would select a marshal (nakibiilesraf).
He sat in the provincial divan (cabinet) and advised the
governor along with the chief judge, treasurer, and other
leading officials of the city. In theory, the nakibiilesraf in
IsTANBUL appointed the men who held the office in the
provincial centers. In reality, he usually offered nominal
approval of the names forwarded to him from the prov-
inces because the local ashraf typically rejected nomi-
nees from the capital. The office of nakibiilesraf could
have a great deal of political influence. In JERUSALEM and
ALEPPO, the nakibiilesraf marshaled his reputed kinsmen
into the streets to threaten and even topple the governors
of the city at several different times in the 18th century.
The TanziMAT reforms of the 19th century ended the
political power of the nakibiilesraf, but the men holding
that position continued to exercise great moral authority
until the end of the Ottoman Empire.

Bruce Masters

Further reading: Herbert Bodman, Political Factions in
Aleppo, 1760-1826 (Chapel Hill: University of North Caro-
lina Press, 1963).

Assyrians See NESTORIANS.

astronomy See SCIENCES.

Atatiirk, Kemal (Mustafa Kemal) (b. 1881-d. 1938)
first president of the Republic of Turkey There is a cer-
tain irony involved with the inclusion of Mustafa Kemal,
better known as Atatiirk, in this Encyclopedia of the Otto-
man Empire, for more than any other individual or group,
it was Atatiirk who was instrumental in transforming the
remains of the Ottoman Empire into the modern Turkish
state, and today, Atatiirk and his legacy are synonymous
with the creation of the modern Republic of Turkey.
Atatiirk and his reforms brought about one of the most
dramatic social, cultural, and historic breaks in human
history. In short, Atatiirk brought about an almost com-
plete effacement of the Ottoman Empire, inventing a
modern Turkey that eradicated Ottoman political and
social systems and Ottoman literature and culture, effec-
tively erasing the historical memory of the Ottomans in
the culture of modern Turks.

One of the best-known photographs of the founder of modern
Turkey, Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk, shows him in European dress
with a kalpak-style military hat. (Library of Congress)

Although Atatiirk was instrumental in ending the
Ottoman Empire, it should be remembered that he was
nevertheless a child of late Ottoman society and as such
was shaped by its social, educational, and cultural sur-
roundings. He was, above all things, a brilliant officer and
field commander whose worldview was shaped in large
part by the Ottoman state and the Ottoman military. And
it is fitting to remember that Atatiirk, the man who led the
creation of the modern Turkish state, a modern secular
democracy with its capital located in Anatolian Ankara,
drew his last breath in Dolmabahge Palace, the last of the
PALACES of the Ottoman sultans in ISTANBUL. In order
to better understand this irony as well as the magnitude
of Atatiirk’s achievement, three aspects of his life need to
be examined: the late Ottoman world he came from; his
transformation of this world from empire to nation; and
the enduring legacy of the modern Republic of Turkey.

AN OTTOMAN OFFICER

AtattirK’s origins lay firmly within the context of late
Ottoman society and in many respects exemplified the



aims of the 19th-century reformers of the TANZIMAT
period. Atatiirk was born Mustafa, the son of Ali Riza, a
minor Ottoman official employed as a customs inspector,
and his wife Ziibeyde. As was the case with most Otto-
man subjects, no precise date is given for his birth. The
entry of the Muslim calendar year of 1296 indicates he
was born sometime between March 1880 and March
1881. In keeping with Turkish customs of the time, the
child was only given one name, Mustafa, meaning the
chosen. The place of his birth, SALoNIKA now in Greece,
was a quintessential late Ottoman city whose small-town
Thracian origins had been transformed by the 15th-cen-
tury immigration of Iberian Jews after expulsions by the
Spanish crown. By the late 19th century, Salonika was a
thriving commercial center with a diverse population of
Turks, Greeks, Jews, and Levantines, among others. It
was also located where the rising forces of nationalism
were beginning to test the cohesion of the empire.

Atatiirk’s education reflected many of the transfor-
mations going on in the empire at the time, in particu-
lar the movement away from religious schools to a more
modern schooling employing a secular and scientifically
based curriculum. These were the riistive and idadiye
schools promoted under the rule of ABDULHAMID II
(r. 1876-1909). For a brief time the young Mustafa was
enrolled in a religious school with a traditional curricu-
lum centered on the Quran. However, his father appears
to have won a family battle, and the child was moved to
a private school and then on to the Salonika miuilki riistiye
(civil preparatory school) sometime after his father’s
death. When this did not prove satisfactory, Atatiirk is
said to have secretly sat for the military school entrance
exam and in 1891 entered the Salonika military academy
prep school. It was here that a teacher gave him his sec-
ond name, Kemal, meaning “perfect” or “perfection,” per-
haps reflecting an early recognition of a talent that was to
manifest itself to the world at a later date. His new name
most likely also served to distinguish him from other
Mustafas in his class.

In the years following Atatiirk’s graduation from mil-
itary school, the young officer was exposed to both the
continuous external threats to the empire, in the form
of hostile European powers, and to the growing fissures
within Ottoman lands represented by the rising tide of
nationalist consciousness within the empire among the
non-Muslim populations such as Greeks and Arme-
nians. During this period leading up to WorRLD WAR I,
the Ottoman military was confronted with invasions
or uprisings in YEMEN, LiBYa, and the Balkans. For the
Ottoman army, and especially its junior staff, the weak-
ness of the Ottomans in the face of indigenous nationalist
movements or European powers was painfully obvious.
Although the empire had long faced the hostility of the
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West and Russia, the rising nationalist strength in the
Balkans was a new and difficult challenge.

During the first decade of the 20th century, Atatiirk’s
home town of Salonika became a hotbed of reformist pol-
itics, the most notable reformist group being the Com-
MITTEE OF UNION AND PrOGRESS (CUP). Atatiirk, while
a member of the CUP, was never within the inner circle,
a fact that annoyed the ambitious young man, but later
served to free him from the taint of the CUP. His role in
the overthrow of Abdiilhamid II, an act undertaken by
the CUP, was therefore minimal, yet this did not stand
in the way of his advancement. The outbreak of war with
Italy following the Italian invasion of Ottoman Libya in
1911 marked the beginning of his rapid rise to power.
In that campaign, Atatiirk first had to evade the British
forces occupying EGYPT on his way to Libya. Once there,
he had to work in nontraditional military situations that
demanded initiative and improvisation. The Ottoman
defeat in the war against the Italians in Libya was fol-
lowed by war in the Balkans against the Bulgarians. This
continual state of war reached a climax with the outbreak
of World War I. During World War I, Atatiirk was sent to
fight at the Anafartlar lines in Gallipoli, was given com-
mands along the Caucasus front, and was finally placed
in command of the Ottoman 7th Army in SYRIA.

With the end of World War I came the utter defeat
of the Ottoman Empire by the Allied Powers and the col-
lapse of its government. The Allied Powers carved out
zones of occupation in the former Ottoman territories,
with the French taking the southeastern coastal region of
Cilicia, the Italians taking the south-central and western
coastal regions, and the British, ever mindful of maritime
supremacy, occupying the straits of the Bosporus and
the Dardanelles. To make matters worse, the sultan and
the Ottoman government were reduced to taking orders
from the occupying Allied powers who were intent on
the complete reduction of any remaining power. In fact,
had the Allies been able to fully carry out their plans,
modern Turkey would have amounted to a landlocked,
rump state in northeastern Anatolia.

At the same time, the end of the war found Atatiirk
an ambitious, undefeated military commander. He
moved back to the Ottoman capital of Istanbul to face
the challenge of preventing the annihilation of Ottoman
Turkish life as he knew it. Istanbul had been occupied by
the victorious powers, the leaders of the CUP had fled,
and the Ottoman government itself had been reduced to
the status of a puppet, controlled by the European victors.
As Atatiirk was known to the Allied Powers not only as
a skilled military commander but also now as a staunch
Turkish nationalist and thus a threat to the occupying
powers, it was only a matter of time before a warrant was
issued for his arrest. Fortunately for Atatiirk, news of the
impending arrest reached him in time for him to secure
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an appointment as inspector of the Third Army in Ana-
tolia, giving him the opportunity to leave occupied Istan-
bul and seek shelter in the heartland away from the reach
of the Allied Powers. His timing could not have been bet-
ter. On May 15, 1919, the Greek army landed at IzMIR on
the Aegean coast of Turkey, the first step in an attempt
to wrest most of western Anatolia from the remains of
the Ottoman Empire and attach it to a greater Greek
Republic. On May 16, Atatiirk slipped away from Istan-
bul, setting out for Samsun on the Black Sea coast on the
steamship Bandirma and from there into the relatively
safe haven of central Anatolia.

A TURKISH NATIONALIST

For the next four years, Atatiirk was to play the leading
role in orchestrating the creation of the modern Turkish
Republic. Given that the state lacked political legitimacy,
military power, and financial resources, Atatiirk’s success
in constructing a Turkish republic is something of a mir-
acle. The first dilemma Atatiirk faced on arriving in Ana-
tolia was that of his own questionable authority among
the remnant of Ottoman army forces stationed there.
Although, in his role as inspector of the Third Army,
Atatiirk was the senior commanding officer, he was still
subordinate to orders emanating from the defeated Otto-
man army command in Istanbul, which was now in the
control of the Allied Powers. By July 1919, Atatiirk had
left Samsun and the reach of the occupying British forces
for the relative safety of Amasya. Here he met with other
Ottoman military commanders and set forth a proclama-
tion of resistance. However, the danger of being ordered
back to Istanbul or risk being branded as a rebel forced
Atatiirk to take an even greater personal risk: resign-
ing from the Ottoman military. In this respect Atatiirk
gambled on the friendship and loyalty of General Kazim
Karabekir, commanding officer of the Ottoman Third
Army in Anatolia This was a defining moment in the his-
tory of the Turkish Republic, for had Karabekir elected to
clap Atatiirk in irons and ship him back to Istanbul, the
story might have ended here.

Instead, Karabekir gave his support to Atatiirk, who
now traveled to Erzurum, in mountainous eastern Ana-
tolia where he helped form the first Turkish Nationalist
Congress and was elected its chairman. A second con-
gress was held in September at Sivas, a city in central
Anatolia and at a distance from the reach of the occu-
pying powers. Here, Atatiirk was made the leader of the
executive committee formally charged with resisting the
occupying European powers. During this period, Atatiirk
was forced to play a delicate game, balancing these resis-
tance activities against the demands made for his arrest
by the Allied-controlled government in Istanbul. Using a
core of Ottoman army officers and playing a deft game
of diplomacy, the nationalist cause, led by Atatiirk, was

able to mount an effective, low-profile resistance against
the occupying French, British, and Italian forces, as well
as against the invading Greeks. Further complicating the
nationalist efforts was an almost total lack of funds and
the need to keep competing resistance organizations,
such as remnants of the disgraced CUP, at bay.

In December 1919 Atatiirk moved to Ankara and
began setting up what was to be the new capital of Tur-
key. In doing so, Atatiirk placed this new Turkish capi-
tal in the center of what was to become the new nation
of Turkey, well out of the immediate reach of the Allied
powers. During this time, events taking place in Istan-
bul and Izmir were to aid in the rapid consolidation of
Atatiirk’s leadership in the nationalist resistance to the
occupation. The first event was the effective collapse of
the legitimacy of the Istanbul government, which was
now widely viewed as the puppet of the occupiers, espe-
cially the British. The second was the unchecked and
continuing attack into western Anatolia by the Greek
army that had landed earlier at Izmir These events served
to underscore the fact that by 1920, under Atatiirk’s lead-
ership, the Ankara nationalists had become the only
meaningful source of resistance.

At first, the situation seemed hopeless. Greek victo-
ries as well as the Allied takeover of power in Istanbul
made it clear that the Ottoman government was not able
to defend itself. Added to this were Armenian military
victories in eastern Anatolia and the French occupation
of the city Urfa, ancient Edessa, in southeastern Anatolia.
Capping this moment of political crisis was the one-sided
TREATY OF SEVRES, signed by the Allied Powers and the
Istanbul government on August 10, 1920, a document
that, had it become reality, would have virtually eradi-
cated Ottoman Turkish society and reduced any succes-
sor state to a largely landlocked country in northeastern
Anatolia.

As bad as 1920 proved for both the Ottomans and
the nationalists, 1921 proved to be a year of triumph for
Atatiirk and the nationalists in Ankara. A December 1920
Turkish victory over Armenians forces in the east was fol-
lowed by the Treaty of Glimrii. Far more important was
the victory of Atatiirk’s close friend Ismet Pasha over the
Greek army in western Anatolia along the banks of the
Sakarya River at Inonil. Ismet Pashas second victory in
April brought the Greek offensive to a standstill. In early
August Atatiirk’s role as chief architect of the resistance
was recognized with his election as commander in chief
of the army. At the same time he received the honorific
ghazi or “religious warrior”

By the month’s end, the final Greek offensive in the
Sakarya region had been reversed. Success soon fol-
lowed success; by October the eastern front had been
secured through a treaty with Russia and the French had
agreed to withdraw in the south. Military consolidation



in the field found parallels in the political realm. One of
Atatiirk’s most trusted lieutenants, Rauf (Orbay) Pasha,
became prime minister of the Grand National Assem-
bly in Ankara. The pace of the nationalist consolidation
of power increased in 1922 with the defeat and evacua-
tion of the Greek army from Asia Minor and the evacua-
tion of Greek forces from Izmir. An armistice agreement
between the Allied Powers, the Greeks, and the new
Turkish government was signed at the port of Mudanya
in October. Most important was the removal of any Otto-
man challenge to nationalist legitimacy, which came
with the flight from Istanbul of the last Ottoman sultan,
MEeHMED VI (r. 1918-1922), aboard a British warship.
This was followed by the decision of the national gov-
ernment in Ankara on November 1, 1922 to abolish the
sultanate, thereby ending more than six centuries of Otto-
man political and religious rule. This astonishing reversal
of fortunes was confirmed the following year with the
successful negotiations of the new Turkish government
under the leadership of Atatiirk’s trusted lieutenant Ismet
(Indnit) Pasha. By October the Allied Powers evacuated
both Istanbul and the straits of the Bosporus and the
Dardanelles, leaving Atatiirk’s government in Ankara as
the uncontested sovereign power. On October 29, 1923,
the Republic of Turkey was proclaimed by Parliament,
with Atatiirk elected president and Ismet (Indnii) Pasha
elected prime minister.

ARCHITECT OF REFORM

Despite Atatiirk’s unparalleled military and political
success during the preceding decade, he was not con-
tent to rest on his laurels. Turkey was still surrounded
by hostile powers and was in a state of serious political
and economic crisis. Millions of former Ottoman sub-
jects—Turks, Greeks and Armenians—were dead. Mil-
lions more, mostly the surviving Greeks and Armenians,
had fled Turkey or left under population exchange agree-
ments, leaving the fabric of the new Turkish Republic in
tatters. Beyond this there was the weight of the Ottoman
legacy, with its past glories and failures, bearing down
on the Republic. Atatiirk’s answer to this dilemma was to
look to the future and never turn back. Most notable in
this policy were the decisions of early 1924 to abolish the
caliphate, or the leadership of Sunni Islam, a role played
by the Ottoman sultan since the early 16th century. This
was soon followed by the closing of religious schools.
With the stroke of a pen Atatiirk removed the legal and
legitimating power of Islam from the modern Turkish
Republic.

In doing so, Atatiirk set the modern republic on a
road that embraced a new secular ideal and turned its
back on the past and its religious institutions. New civil
and criminal codes were passed in 1926, ending the cen-
turies of religious law or sHARIA. Muslim organizations
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were suppressed and dervish lodges closed. With these
actions, the new government demonstrated its willing-
ness to back its reforms with force if called to so.

While AtatiirK’s reforms suppressed many of the his-
torical, cultural, and religious influences of the Ottomans
and Islam, further reforms were aimed at broadening the
enfranchisement of the citizenry and the institutional-
ization of their legal rights within the republic. Perhaps
nowhere was this more in evidence than in the advance-
ment of legal rights for women. In the new Turkish civil
code of 1926, women were for the first time granted full
and equal rights as citizens, the beginning of a deliberate
civil program of women’s emancipation to which Atatiirk
demonstrated a wholehearted commitment, albeit with
some seemingly incongruent results. Thus Atatiirks
agenda included the voting rights that came in 1926,
the selection of a national beauty queen in 1929, and the
appointment of women judges in 1930.

Beyond these reforms were a series of laws designed
to force modernization through external appearances.
These included the Hat Law of 1925, an act that banned
the Ottoman fez and replaced it with the brimmed hats
common in the West. The aim here was to break the
links between status and dress, a longstanding Ottoman
practice, as well as to remove outward symbols of reli-
gious affiliation such as the fez. These reforms extended
to all aspects of daily life in the republic. In Ottoman
society individuals were, for the most part, known by one
name—for example, Ali, Mehmed, or Emine. This was
all to change in 1934 when Atatiirk—then still Mustafa
Kemal—pushed for a law requiring everyone to have a
surname. Mustafa Kemal took the name Atatiirk, mean-
ing “father of the Turks,” for himself; no one else has been
allowed to take the name since that time.

The most radical reforms enacted during Atatiirk’s
time, however, were those that served to build a histori-
cal and cultural barrier between the youth of Turkey and
their Ottoman forebears in an effort to turn Turkey irre-
versibly westward and toward the ideals of the Enlight-
enment. None was more powerful than the adoption in
1928 of the modern Turkish alphabet to replace the far
more complex Ottoman Arabic script that was the official
writing used by the imperial administration. This reform,
coupled with the development of national schools and
a national curriculum, served to move the greater part
of the Turkish population past the barrier of illiteracy
that was commonplace during the Ottoman period. An
unfortunate result of this reform was that Turkish chil-
dren from the 1930s onward were unable to read their
parents’ and grandparents’ writing as the modern modi-
fied Roman script had complete replaced the ancient,
cursive, modified Arabic script. To further reinforce this
divide, a special organization, the Dil Kurumu or Lan-
guage Institute, was established in 1932. The goal of the
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institute was to promote “pure” Turkish in place of the
Arabic or Persian words found within Ottoman Turkish.
The result was a radical reordering of the language, at the
expense of much that had existed before in literature and
poetry. Young Turkish citizens not only could not read
their parents’ letters or books, they could not understand
the many words of Persian of Arabic origin that were
now supplanted by officially approved neologisms of
ostensibly Turkish origin.

The results of AtatlirK’s reforms as seen from the
perspective of today’s modern republic are nothing short
of astonishing. While Turks today are virtually all Mus-
lim, the public sphere of Turkey is staunchly secular in
sharp contrast to the Ottoman system of millets or reli-
giously defined communities. Turkey’s political and eco-
nomic orientation for the past 70 years has been, for the
great part, Western. In contrast to its Muslim neighbors
of Iran, Iraq and Syria, Turkey enjoys almost universal
literacy among the young, a strong economy despite a
lack of oil reserves, and a political system that has made
the transition from early autocratic rule to a functioning
democracy. The price of these reforms has at times been
difficult to bear, for both the reformers and the general
population. For Atatiirk, the price was high. His enor-
mous charisma, clarity of vision, and drive left him with
few close friends. His penchant for late-night debates
fuelled with liberal quantities of rak:, his favorite drink,
took a terrible toll, and by the late 1930s it was obvious
that his health was failing. On November 10, 1938, at 9:05
in the morning, Mustafa Kemal, Atatiirk, died in the last
palace of the Ottoman sultans. Today the palace is one
of the great tourist attractions in Istanbul as is Atatiirk’s
tomb in Ankara, the final resting place of Turkey’s most
revered citizen.

David Cameron Cuthell Jr.

Further reading: Lord Kinross, Atatiirk: A Biography of
Mustafa Kemal, Father of Modern Turkey (New York: Mor-
row, 1965); A. L. Macfie, Atatiirk (London: Longman, 1994);
Andrew Mango, Atatiirk: The Biography of the Founder of
Modern Turkey (Woodstock, N.Y.: Overlook Press, 2000);
Vamik D. Volkan and Norman Itzkowitz, The Immortal
Atatiirk: A Psychobiography (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1984).

Auspicious Incident (Vaka-i Hayritye, the benefi-
cial event, the blessed affair) The Auspicious Inci-
dent refers to the formal abolition of the JANISSARIES
on June 17, 1826. The Janissaries had long ceased to be
a military force. By the 18th century, many of them had
become tax-exempt shop-owners while continuing to
receive military pay. The disastrous defeats inflicted by
Russia and the Habsburgs in the late 18th century con-
vinced the Ottomans of the need for a disciplined army

organized along Western lines. However, any Western-
inspired military reform ultimately threatened the whole
traditional Ottoman system, challenging the vested inter-
ests of the Janissaries as well as the religious leadership
or ULEMA. In the face of this potential threat, a Janissary-
ulema coalition had gradually come into being as early
as the Patrona Halil Rebellion (1730) and enjoyed popu-
lar support from the Muslim inhabitants of Istanbul as
the sole protectors of the traditional system. As a result,
attempted reforms to the traditional system proved abor-
tive, such as attempts to introduce military training on
a regular basis in the Janissary corps and to restrict the
selling of Janissary pay certificates. Nevertheless, even
attempts at reform frustrated the Janissaries, bureaucrats,
and ulema because the proposed reforms challenged tra-
ditional privileges.

It was the GREEK WAR OF INDEPENDENCE (1821-26)
that became the decisive factor in altering public attitudes
toward the corrupt Janissary system. The Muslim popula-
tion expressed resentment against the Janissaries because
they continued their traditionally close relations with the
Greeks, despite the onset of open hostilities. Moreover,
the humiliation of the Janissaries by these rebels formed
a stark contrast with the performance of the modern
Muslim Egyptian army in the same confrontation. Thus
the Muslim population of ISTANBUL became convinced
of the necessity of Western military reforms and began
to regard such reforms as conforming with religious pro-
priety. With this shift in attitude, the public did not rally
behind the Janissaries when they again revolted against a
military reform project in 1826.

A series of related events culminated in the Auspi-
cious Incident. The first was the promulgation of a new
reform project on May 29, 1826, with a view to reform-
ing the Janissaries from within by setting up a modern
military unit (Eskenci), composed of the ablest members
of the corps in Istanbul. Next, the Janissaries began an
uprising by symbolically overturning their regimental
soup cauldrons in Et Meydan1 (the Meat Quarter) on
June 15, in defiance of the sultan. In response, the sultan
unfurled the sacred standard of the Prophet in declara-
tion of jihad against the rebels; this was followed by the
bombardment of the Janissary barracks by the loyal tech-
nical corps. That same day, June 15, the masses of Istan-
bul rose up against the Janissaries, resulting altogether
in the deaths of approximately 6,000 Janissaries. The fol-
lowing day, June 16, the decision was made to abolish the
Janissary corps; on June 17, the sultan promulgated its
formal abolition.

It is not clear when MaumuD II (r. 1808-39) actu-
ally decided to abolish the Janissaries. While he is said to
have played with this idea as early as 1812, immediately
after the Russo-Ottoman War of 1806-12 (see Russo-
OTTOMAN WARS), real change in policy toward the Janis-



saries came in 1823 with the removal of some influential
bureaucrats who enjoyed Janissary support. Cautioned
by the mistakes of his uncle Serim III (r. 1789-1807) in
the Kabak¢i Mustafa Revolt of 1808 (see SELiM IIT and
Nizam-1 CeEpID), Mahmud II pursued a policy of win-
ning over the traditional supporters of the Janissaries: the
low-ranking ulema (through politics of piety), the tech-
nical corps (by bribing and coercion), and the people of
Istanbul.

The degree of harshness in the Auspicious Incident
stunned many contemporaries and historians, who lik-
ened it to the destruction of the Streltsy army by Peter
the Great in Russia. Roughly 6,000 Janissaries perished in
the bombardment of the barracks and the ensuing melee.
Hundreds of Janissaries were formally executed follow-
ing summary courts, some 20,000 more were sent into
exile in Anatolia. The convents of the BEKTA$T ORDER
of dervishes were the next to be suppressed, because the
Janissaries were traditionally Bektagis. Mahmud II con-
fiscated the properties of the Bektasi Order and passed
some of them over to more orthodox orders such as the
NAQSHIBANDIYYA ORDER of dervishes, which had given
the sultan substantial support against the Janissaries.
Mahmud is even said to have ordered the destruction of
the Janissary muster rolls and tombstones (though this
latter has proved to be untrue), completely effacing the
traditional Janissary establishment.

While Mahmud may have staged the military reform
to provoke the rebellious Janissaries, the spontaneity of
the events, rather than Mahmud’s intention, accounts for
the violence in Istanbul. Liquidation of the Janissaries
stationed in the provinces proved less violent, with most
of these troops simply dissolving into civilian society.
After the abolition, Mahmud II allowed pensions to loyal
Janissaries and lifetime salaries to the holders of Janissary
payroll tickets. The Bektasi purge was meant to destroy
the organizational structure of the order, but as a belief
system it has continued to survive even to the present

While the Auspicious Incident paved the way for the
modernizing reforms of the TANzIMAT by eliminating
the most resolute opponents of reform, it also meant a
rupture between the sultan and the urban class of Mus-
lim artisans, the ex-Janissaries, who subsequently refused
to wear the fez, which became the symbol of Mahmud’s
absolute authority. The history of Ottoman moderniza-
tion must thus accommodate the contradictory repre-
sentations of “Mahmud the Great” and “Mahmud the
Infidel”

Kahraman Sakul
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Austria (Ger.: Osterreich; Turk.: Nemge, Avusturya)
Ruled by the Habsburgs from 1282 through 1918, the
present-day central European country of Austria had a
long common history with the Ottomans, which can be
divided into two distinctively different phases. The first
phase can be described as the era of “Turkish menace,
which lasted from the mid-15th century through the
mid-18th century and was characterized by Ottoman
raids, continual Austro-Ottoman wars, and the defense of
Austria. The second phase lasted from the mid-18th cen-
tury until the dissolution of the two empires after WORLD
WAR 1. The first decades of this era saw three Austro-
Ottoman wars. The 19th century was characterized by
similar external and internal threats for both empires
(Russian expansionism in the Balkans for the Ottomans,
and nationalist and Pan-Slavist movements for Austria)
that significantly influenced Austrian policy regarding
the Ottoman Empire and its Balkan domains.

OTTOMAN ADVANCE AND THE CREATION OF
THE AUSTRIAN HABSBURG MONARCHY

Intermittent Ottoman raids reached the southern parts
of Austria (Carniola and Styria) between 1408 and 1426.
More serious ones followed between 1469 and 1493, forc-
ing the Austrians to enact several laws to strengthen the
country’s defenses and armed forces. The belief that none
of the countries of Central Europe was capable of with-
standing Ottoman assaults was used to justify the cre-
ation of dynastic unions in the region by which two or
more of the crowns of Austria, HUNGARY, Bohemia (the
Czech lands), PoLaND, and Lithuania were united for
shorter or longer periods. While several ruling houses
tried to join the crowns and resources of Central Europe,
it was the Habsburgs who succeeded in uniting the
crowns of Austria, Hungary, and Bohemia by 1526. Their
success was due to their dynastic treaties and marriages,
as well as to the Ottomans’ victory against the Hungar-
ians in 1526.

The 1515 Habsburg-Jagiello Treaty concluded between
Holy Roman Emperor Maximilian I (r. 1496-1519) and
Uladislaus II Jagiello, king of Hungary and Bohemia
(r. 1490-1516), stipulated that if one dynasty died out,
the other would inherit its lands. The treaty was later
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strengthened by the double marriage of Maximilian’s
grandson and granddaughter (Ferdinand and Mary)
to the daughter and son of King Uladislaus (Anna and
Louis). When at the BATTLE OF MoHAcS (1526), Sultan
SULEYMAN I (r. 1520-66) killed Louis II of Jagiello, king
of Hungary and Bohemia (r. 1516-26), the Bohemian
and Hungarian estates elected as their king Maximilian’s
grandson, Ferdinand of Austria, the younger brother of
Holy Roman Emperor Charles V (r. 1519-56).

With his election, Ferdinand laid the foundations of
the Danubian Habsburg monarchy. However, Ferdinand’s
rule in Hungary was challenged by Janos (John) Sza-
polyai, also elected king of Hungary (r. 1526-40), whom
the Ottomans supported as their vassal. Despite intense
diplomacy and campaigning, Ferdinand failed to unseat
his rival. When King Janos died in 1540 and Ferdinand’s
troops besieged Hungary’s capital, Bupa, Sultan Siiley-
man decided to conquer Buda and central Hungary in
1541. This led to the tripartite division of the country. Of
the three parts, the Austrian Habsburgs ruled the west-
ern and northern parts (royal Hungary), which served
as a buffer zone between Austria and the Ottomans from
1541 through 1699. Central Hungary became a new Otto-
man province, while the eastern parts evolved into a new
polity, the Ottoman client principality of TRANSYLVANIA.

DEFENSE OF AUSTRIA AND ITS CONSEQUENCES

The Ottoman threat not only promoted the establish-
ment of a new political entity, the Austrian or Danubian
Habsburg monarchy, but it also urged the Habsburgs to
modernize their military, finances, and government, and
to reorganize the collapsed Hungarian defense system.
The main office of military administration was the Vien-
nese Aulic War Council or the Austrian Habsburg Min-
istry of War (Wiener Hofkriegsrat, 1556-1848), whose
jurisdiction extended to the whole monarchy, including
the Military Border (Militdrgrenze) built in Croatia and
Hungary. This new defense line stretched some 650 miles
from the ApriaTic SEA to Upper Hungary (present-day
Slovakia) and was made up of more than 120 large and
small fortresses and watchtowers. Since Vienna lay only
about 80 miles from the major Ottoman garrisons in
Hungary, the Habsburgs rebuilt and modernized the key
fortresses of their Croatian and Hungarian Military Bor-
der according to the latest standards of fortress building.
In the 1570s and 1580s, some 22,000 soldiers guarded the
border, of whom 15 percent were German, Italian, and
Spanish mercenaries stationed in the key fortresses, while
the rest were Hungarians, Serbs, and Croats.

The Aulic War Council was responsible for the man-
ning, building, and maintenance of border fortresses,
warehouses, and arsenals, as well as for the recruitment,
armament, and the supply of field troops. However, it had
limited financial authority, and depended on the Court

Chamber or Ministry of Finance (Hofkammer), set up by
Ferdinand I (1527), and to a lesser degree on the Hungar-
ian Chamber, which administered royal revenues (crown
lands, tolls, customs, coinage, and mines) from the king’s
Hungarian domains.

While the Ottoman threat aided Austrian state cen-
tralization, it also limited the power of the monarchs and
helped the Austrian and Hungarian estates to guard their
centuries-old privileges and their relative religious free-
dom. The latter was especially important, for by the mid-
dle of the 16th century many of the estates chose either
the Lutheran or the Calvinist reform churches, whereas
the Habsburgs remained Catholic. The rulers of Austria
(who, after the abdication of Charles V (1556) also held
the title of Holy Roman Emperor) in their endeavors to
maintain their anti-Ottoman garrisons, were dependent
on the “Turkish aid” (Tirkenhilfe) and various other
taxes, authorized by the Imperial Diet and the Austrian,
Bohemian, and Hungarian estates. Thus, the estates
possessed considerable leverage with their ruler. The
Lutheran estates of Inner Austria (an administrative unit
made up of Styria, Carinthia, and Carniola), for instance,
had their former privileges confirmed in 1578, in return
for their service along the Croatian strip of the Military
Border.

Although the Ottomans launched numerous cam-
paigns against the Austrian Habsburgs (1529, 1532, 1541,
1543, 1551-52, 1566, 1663-64) and the two empires
waged two exhausting wars (1593-1606 and 1683-99),
the Ottomans failed to conquer Austria. Vienna itself
withstood two Ottoman sieges in 1529 and 1683 (see
VIENNA, SIEGES OF). The latter siege triggered an inter-
national anti-Ottoman coalition war (1683-99), led by
Austria. By the conclusion of the TREATY OF KARLOWITZ
(1699) that ended the war, most of Hungary was in Aus-
trian hands, making Austria the strongest central Euro-
pean power.

AUSTRIA'S LAST TURKISH WARS

Habsburg-Ottoman relations remained relatively calm
following the Treaty of Karlowitz, while both empires
waged wars on other fronts. However, Sultan AHMED IIT’s
(1703-1730) recent conquests in the Morea (Pelopon-
nese) and CRETE in the first years of the Venetian-Otto-
man war of 1714-18 soon dragged Austria into war. On
the suggestion of Prince Eugene of Savoy (1663-1736),
imperial field marshal and president of the Aulic War
Council, the Habsburgs concluded a defensive alliance
with Venice in 1716, which led to Istanbul’s declaration
of war against Vienna.

In Austria’s Turkish war of 1716-18, Eugene defeated
the Ottomans (1716) and took BELGRADE (1717). The
Treaty of Passarowitz (Pozarevac, 1718) reflected these
victories: Istanbul surrendered to Austria the Banat of



Temesvar, that is, the only remaining Ottoman terri-
tory in southern Hungary across the “natural” Danube
border, as well as parts of northern Serbia and western
Wallachia.

However, Austria lost Belgrade and parts of Wal-
lachia to Istanbul in the humiliating Treaty of Belgrade
(1739) that concluded Austria’s Turkish war of 1737-39,
fought in coalition with Russia. During the war, Austria
was alarmed by Russia’s ambitions and advance in the
Balkans that would in the future also influence its rela-
tionship with both Russia and the Ottomans.

By the mid-18th century the fear of the “Turkish
menace” of the previous centuries had been transformed
into an interest in everything Turkish. Until the end of
the century, the Austro-Ottoman relationship was char-
acterized mainly by diplomatic and trade contacts, rather
than war, mainly due to Austria’s European wars and
commitments.

Following the death of Holy Roman Emperor Charles
VI (r. 1711-40), his daughter and declared heiress to all
his Habsburg kingdoms, Maria Theresa, had to defend
her inheritance in a series of wars (1740-48, 1756-63, and
1778-79), mainly against Frederick the Great of Prussia
(r. 1740-86). Although Maria Theresa secured Austria,
Hungary, and Bohemia (r. 1740-80) and her husband and
son were both elected Holy Roman Emperor (Francis I, r.
1745-65, and Joseph II, r. 1765-90, respectively), she lost
Silesia (present-day southwestern Poland) to Prussia. The
loss of Silesia, and the fact that Prussia replaced Austria
as the new leader of the German states, directed Vienna’s
attention yet again to the Balkans.

After Czarina Catherine II of Russia (r. 1762-96)
shared with Emperor Joseph II her “Greek Project” that
envisioned the partition of the Ottoman Empire, it was
clear to the emperor that Austria had to be part of Russia’s
next Turkish war if Vienna was to check Russian advance
in the Balkans and share in the Turkish spoils. In 1783,
Austria backed Russias annexation of the Crimea—a for-
mer Ottoman client state (1474-1774) that was declared
“independent” after the humiliating Ottoman defeat in
the Russo-OTTOMAN WAR OF 1768-74—but came away
empty-handed, profiting only modestly from the opening
of all Turkish seas for Austrian shipping.

When, after numerous Russian provocations, Istan-
bul declared war against Russia in August 1787, Austria
joined its ally, hoping for the reestablishment of the 1718
border and substantial territorial gains in Serbia and
Bosnia. However, the war brought only modest reward
at enormous cost: 33,000 dead and 172,000 sick and
wounded between June 1788 and May 1789, and major
destruction in the recently colonized Banat during the
devastating Ottoman raids in the autumn of 1788. Weak-
ened by unrest in the Netherlands and Hungary and
threatened by the possibility of a Prussian attack, Vienna
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was willing to end the war at all costs. The TREATY OF
SvisHTOV (August 4, 1791) reestablished the prewar
situation, granting only minor border adjustments to
Austria.

AUSTRIAN FOREIGN POLICY AND THE
OTTOMANSIN THE 19TH CENTURY

In the three decades following the Congress of Vienna
(1815) that reshaped Europe after the Napoleonic Wars
(1803-15), Austria played a vital role in European poli-
tics. This was due to the skillful diplomacy of Prince
Klemens von Metternich, Viennas omnipotent foreign
minister, who acted as the chief arbiter of post-Napole-
onic Europe while in office (1809-48). Through various
alliances and conferences, Metternich and his European
counterparts attempted to deal with Europe as an organic
whole for the first time in history and managed to main-
tain the precarious balance of power among the leading
European powers. Austria also led the German Confed-
eration (1815-66) that replaced the defunct Holy Roman
Empire. During these decades, Austria also witnessed
sustained industrialization and massive investments
in infrastructure: pig iron, coal, and textile production
grew especially quickly, and by 1848, the monarchy’s
railroad system had more than 1,000 miles of track.
However, the Metternich system proved unable to cope
with the social consequences of industrial development,
the growing tide of nationalism and democratic-liberal
movements, and the EASTERN QUESTION. The Metter-
nich system was overthrown by the European revolu-
tions of 1848 that rose up against the regime’s oppressive
policies, characterized by domestic surveillance and cen-
sorship and by the suppression of liberal and nationalist
movements.

The revolutions in the Austrian, Hungarian, and
Italian parts of the monarchy were all put down and it
seemed that the neoabsolutist governments (1848-59)
managed to restore the old regime under Franz Joseph
IT (r. 1848-1916). However, the problems and foreign
policy concerns that Vienna faced during the revolutions
would occupy Austria in the decades to come.

Austrias neutrality during the CRIMEAN WAR
(1853-56) that pitted the Ottoman Empire, FRANCE, and
ENGLAND against Russia, understandably alienated St.
Petersburg, which had helped Vienna suppress the Hun-
garian revolution and war of independence of 1848-49.
With the establishment of a unified Italy in 1861, Aus-
tria lost its Italian domains. By 1866, Austria had lost
its leading position among the German states to Prus-
sia. The latter’s ascendancy in German politics became
even more obvious with the establishment of the uni-
fied German Empire in 1871, whose founder and first
chancellor (1871-90) was Otto von Bismarck, Prussia’s
prime minister (1862-73, 1873-90). The loss of the
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Italian possessions and the establishment of the German
Empire turned Vienna’s attention to its eastern domains
and neighbors.

Vienna’s 1867 compromise (Ausgleich) with the
Hungarian ruling estates transformed the Austrian
monarchy into the Austro-Hungarian monarchy (1867-
1918). Russian expansionism in the Balkans and fear
of Pan-Slavism (a movement to advance the cultural
and political unity of all Slavs) as well as nationalist
and separatists movements among their Slav peoples
brought the Ottoman and Austro-Hungarian empires
closer. Austria-Hungary considered the preservation
of the Ottoman Empire and the status quo in the Bal-
kans as a must in order to contain Russian advances in
the region. Under Gyula Andrassy’s foreign ministry
(1871-79), Austria-Hungary allied itself with Germany
and Russia for just those reasons: to restrain Russia in
the Balkans and, if the partition of Istanbul’s Balkan
territories became unavoidable, to share in the Turkish
spoils. Partition, though, was not seen as desirable, for it
would further complicate the monarchy’s problems with
its Slav subjects. Thus, during the Bosnian and Serbian
uprisings (1875), Austria and Germany convinced Rus-
sia to give up (at least temporarily) her plans regarding
the partition of the Ottoman Balkans. However, during
the Serbian uprising in 1877, Russia declared war on the
Ottomans and was instrumental in creating Greater Bul-
garia, which many saw as St. Petersburg’s client state in
the Balkans. With England’s and Germany’s support at
the Congress of Berlin (July 1878), Andrassy managed to
substantially reduce Bulgaria’s territories. The Congress
guaranteed Serbia’s independence, forced Russia to con-
tent itself with Bessarabia (territories between the Dnies-
ter and Prut rivers, mostly in present-day Moldova), and
allowed Austria to occupy BosNIA AND HERZEGOVINA,
which, however, remained under nominal Ottoman rule.
Andrassy’s last act in office was the Dual Alliance with
Germany (1879), which assured mutual support in case
of a Russian attack. Vienna’s dependence on its stronger
German ally would dominate, and significantly limit,
Austro-Hungarian foreign policy during the remaining
years of the monarchy.

Although in the 1880s and 1890s Germany and
Austria-Hungary managed to include Russia, Serbia,
and Italy into their various alliance systems, by the early
1900s relations with Russia and Serbia became tense.
Fearing that Serbian expansionist policies and Ottoman
reforms made by the new YounNeg TURK government
would undermine Austrian positions in Bosnia-Her-
zegovina, Austria-Hungary annexed Bosnia and Her-
zegovina in 1908, provoking opposition from Serbia
and Russia. It was, again, German backing for Austria-
Hungary (plus financial compensation to Istanbul from
Vienna) that persuaded Russia, Serbia, and the Ottoman

Empire to accept the annexation and settle the Bosnian
crisis (1909).

Since the Bosnian crisis, the pro-war party in Vienna
considered confrontation with Serbia inevitable and
argued for a preventive war. When, on June 28, 1914, in
Sarajevo, a Bosnian nationalist assassinated Archduke
Francis Ferdinand, the heir of Franz Joseph, the Vien-
nese foreign office held Serbia responsible for the assas-
sination. The Austrian ultimatum was unacceptable,
and Vienna declared war on Belgrade (July 28, 1914).
In the ensuing war (see WorRLD WAR I), Austria-Hun-
gary and the Ottomans fought as allies, and both empires
perished.

Gabor Agoston
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ayan Ayan is the plural of the Arabic word ayn, mean-
ing “something or someone that is selected or special”
The term was used differently by different communities
within the Ottoman Empire. The singular is not used in
Arabic to refer to an individual, but in its plural form, it
was used by Arabic speakers from the 16th through the
early 19th centuries to refer collectively to the secular
leadership of a town or city, as opposed to the ulema or
religious authorities. An individual might be called “one
of the ayan” in the chronicles written in the 18th century,
but never “an ayan.” The ayan included among their
ranks wealthy merchants, heads of Janissary garrisons,
leaders of important craft guilds, those who had bought
the right to collect taxes for the government in Istan-
bul, and those who supervised the distribution of wealth
generated by, and the maintenance of, pious endow-
ments (WAQFS). Among Arabic speakers of the Ottoman
Empire, the term ayan was reserved solely for those nota-
bles who were Muslims.

In Ottoman Turkish, the word ayan was most often
applied to an individual who was recognized as a civic
leader in a town or village or, after the 17th century, to a
provincial notable, as contrasted with Ottoman officials
appointed from Istanbul. Such men had their own armed
forces to support them and enjoyed varying degrees of
autonomy from the central government in provincial
administration.

The difference in meaning that the same word could
have in the two languages points to the varying roles
that local people carved out for themselves in the Otto-
man Empire beginning in the 18th century. In most of



the Arab provinces, civil authority devolved to collective
civic bodies composed of men representing contending
extended families or interest groups. Such coalitions were
usually unstable, due to personal rivalries within a given
city, and only rarely did one person emerge as an unchal-
lenged political boss. By contrast, in both Anatolia and
the Balkans, individuals could amass wealth as tax col-
lectors and hire their own private armies to secure their
political and economic positions, often challenging, or
even replacing, the provincial governors.

ANATOLIA AND THE BALKANS

In the 15th and 16th centuries in Anatolia and the Balkans,
the term ayan was used generically to denote a distin-
guished person regardless of his position or background.
In contrast to Arabic, it could be used to refer to a single
person. From the 17th century onward, the term ayan and
ayan-1 vilayet (provincial notable) came to signify exclu-
sively a leader of a provincial community. In the Ottoman
provincial governance, many administrative functions,
including management of tax collection and allocation,
supervision of public expenditures and security, were car-
ried out with the active participation of, and in negotiation
with, community leaders. Throughout the 18th century, as
a result of structural transformation in the Ottoman pro-
vincial governance and fiscal system, the central authority
allowed broader and more formal participation of such
local leaders in the provincial administration.

The devolution of power to local people in the 18th
century facilitated the rise of “ayan-ship” as a formal
office at the district (kaza) level. From the late 17th cen-
tury, the assessing of lump-sum taxation on various rural
communities became an increasingly common practice
in the absence of updated tax registers and the prolifera-
tion of inefficient or corrupt tax collectors. Furthermore,
the provincial governors and deputy governors imposed
extraordinary tax claims to finance their military cam-
paigns and their growing retinues of armed men. Under
these circumstances, local communities came to negoti-
ate their taxes with the agents of the central government
and imperial governors, through their community lead-
ers, the ayan.

By the mid 18th century, in several regions of Rume-
lia and Anatolia (the empire’s European and Asian pos-
sessions, respectively), the title of ayan (or kocabas: if the
individual were a Christian) came to mean a notable of a
district who was elected by the community itself or had
at least received the unanimous consent of the commu-
nity to negotiate in its name and to manage the collec-
tion and allocation of taxes. Increasingly, the ayan came
to control almost all aspects of the district governance,
including not only taxation but also security, the provi-
sioning of the district in times of famine, and the main-
tenance of public buildings. As many provincial districts,
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which were formerly governed by judges (kadis), came to
be governed by the ayan, the judges who were appointed
from the capital, like other imperial agents, were margin-
alized and their jurisdiction was limited solely to judi-
ciary and notary, rather than administrative, functions.

In the second half of the 18th century, the central
authority initiated reforms to increase its control over the
provinces and to reorganize the relations among the gov-
ernors or deputy governors, the ayans, and the commu-
nities. Between 1762 and 1792, the central government
tried to initiate several regulations for the elections and
appointment of the district ayans. Nevertheless, the cen-
tral government did not impose any of these either sys-
tematically or universally, and in most cases the election
process was left to local community practice. The central
government also intended to regularize the allocation
process of provincial taxes and other public expendi-
tures of the districts. The process and pace of reform
was hindered by the Russo-Ottoman war of 1787-1792
(see Russo-OTTOMAN WARS). During the war, almost all
administrative functions, from provisioning to military
recruitment, came under the control of the provincial
leaders who acted as deputy governors or district ayans,
making the central government entirely dependent on
their active collaboration. By the end of the war, sev-
eral provincial notables had consolidated their power in
their respective regions and evolved into regional power-
holders. The most powerful of them had expanded their
territories, established large autonomous polities, and
challenged the integrity of the empire.

Between 1792 and 1812, much of the Ottoman
Empire in the Balkans and Anatolia was partitioned
among these power brokers. In the Balkans, these
included OsmMAN PAzZvaNTOGLU in Vidin, BULGARIA;
Ismail Bey in Serres, GREECE; Tepedelenli Ali Pasha
in the Epirus, Greece; Tirskiniklioglu Ismail Agha in
Rusuk (Ruse), BULGARIA. In Anatolia, they included
the Karaosmanoglu family in western Anatolia, the
Cabbaroglu family in central Anatolia, the Canikli Fam-
ily in northeastern Anatolia, the Tekelioglu family in
Antalya, and the Menemencioglu and Kozanoglu fami-
lies in Cilicia. These individuals or families established
autonomous control over vast territories, erected palaces,
monopolized tax sources, and recruited personal armies.
They developed strategies for transmitting wealth and
status within their households or families. Most of them
were vigorously engaged in the shifting, and often treach-
erous, political life that marked the court in the last years
of the reign of Sultan SELiM IIT (r. 1789-1807) and at the
start of the reign of Sultan MAHMUD II (r. 1808-1839).

These power-holders were simultaneously war-
lords, local leaders, governors, landlords, fiscal agents,
and business entrepreneurs. In fact, the Ottoman cen-
tral authority neither totally recognized nor explicitly
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rejected their claims to local authority. It rather preferred
to negotiate with them and sought to develop strate-
gies to keep them loyal to the empire without making
any concessions regarding the nominal sovereignty of
the Ottoman sultan. On the other hand, while some of
the provincial power-holders were ready to be incorpo-
rated into the imperial establishment, albeit on their own
terms, others challenged the imperial system and became
outlaws. When the central government failed to suppress
a rebel, it was often ready to pardon him and even grant
him an honorary title in an attempt to reintegrate him
into the imperial elite. As rebellion became a means of
negotiation for the ayan, the boundaries between loyalty
and treason, legality and illegality, came to be blurred.

The challenge of the provincial power-holders in the
late 18th and early 19th centuries did not result in a disin-
tegration of the empire. On the contrary, during the con-
stitutional crisis between 1807 and 1808, many provincial
magnates, instead of seeking independence, created alli-
ances with different factions of the central government.
Toward the end of 1808, after the coup led by ALEMDAR
MusTAFA PasHA, the ayan of Ruse (Rusguk), Bulgaria,
the leading provincial power-holders were summoned
for a general assembly. During the assembly the magnates
agreed to remain loyal to the sultan, while Sultan Mahmud
IT agreed to recognize the claims of the magnates as legiti-
mate rulers of the Ottoman provinces. A document called
the Document of Agreement (Sened-i Ittifak), was signed
between the sultan, the provincial magnates, and the dig-
nitaries of the central government in 1808.

During the rest of the 19th century, although the role
of the local leaders continued in Ottoman politics, they
were never again as powerful as they were in the late 18th
and early 19th centuries. As the Ottoman Empire was
transformed into a modern state, the provincial leaders
were forced by the growing strength of the revived Otto-
man army to abandon their earlier claims. They were
demilitarized and forced to adapt to the new rules of pro-
vincial politics. While some were able to integrate into
the imperial elite as bureaucrats, soldiers, or politicians,
those who resisted the modern state were gradually sup-
pressed and eliminated.

ARAB PROVINCES

During the 18th century, Ottoman rule was as tenuous in
the Arab provinces as it was in the Balkans and Anatolia.
The devolution of political power into the hands of local
people who could ensure both the flow of revenue to Istan-
bul and order in the countryside accelerated as the central
government’s ability for direct rule weakened. But with the
exception of CEzZAR AHMED PASHA in ACRE, none of the
prominent political actors who emerged in that century
could directly challenge the authority of the central gov-
ernment. Rather, they had to work within the framework

of imperial rule, obtaining governorships only as long as
their relations with the sultans were good. Arabic-speak-
ing chroniclers in the lands that would become Syria and
IrAQ labeled as ayan their contemporaries who played
such mediating roles between the authorities in the capi-
tal and the military forces on hand in their native cities.
Included among these notables were men from well-estab-
lished scholarly families, leading merchants, and com-
manders of military units raised locally in the provinces.

However, that being said, only those ayan families
who gained their prominence from military service rose
to positions of political dominance, receiving appoint-
ments as governors from the sultans, in their respective
cities. A distinction should therefore be made between
those who held influence through their wealth or reli-
gious authority and those who held it by virtue of the
sword. Nevertheless, as members of prominent Muslim
families from all three categories intermarried, there
were often overlapping identities and loyalties. Not every
Arab city witnessed the rise of a single prominent family
from among the “notable” families who jostled for power.
This was definitely the case for JERUSALEM and ALEPPO.
In both of these cities, a relatively small number of fami-
lies—generally fewer than 10—were recognized by the
rest of the population as being their respective city’s
notables, but none was able to seize power for itself at
the expense of the others. In cities where a single family
did emerge, such as the JALILI FAMILY in MosUL or the
AL-AzM FAMILY in DAMASCUS, its members were able to
provide security in an age that was increasingly charac-
terized by political turmoil.

Unlike the case of the Balkans and Anatolia, the
Ottoman central state did not reassert itself forcefully in
the Arab provinces during the reign of Sultan Mahmud
II, and ayan politics continued well into the 1820s. But
with the occupation of what is today Syria, Lebanon,
and Israel by the Egyptian Army led by IBRAHIM PasHA
in 1831, the authority of a strong centralized state was
restored. As a result, the ayan families of the region
resented the Egyptian occupation and welcomed the
return of the Ottoman army in 1840-41. In the decades
that followed, many of these families were able to reas-
sert their leadership roles in their respective cities, for
example, by winning provincial and mayoral elections,
and they remained prominent in their respective cities’
politics through the end of the empire

Ali Yaycioglu and Bruce Masters

Further reading: Fikret Adanir, “Semi-autonomous
Forces in the Balkans and Anatolia,” in The Cambridge His-
tory of Turkey, vol. 3, The Later Ottoman Empire, 1603-
1839, edited by Suraiya Faroghi (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2006), 157-185; Bruce Masters, “Semi-
autonomous Forces in the Arab Provinces,” in The Cam-
bridge History of Turkey, vol. 3, The Later Ottoman Empire,



1603-1839, edited by Suraiya Faroghi (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 2006), 186-206.

Ayasofya See HAGIA SOPHIA.

Azak (Azof, Azov, Tana) Located at the mouth of the
Don River at the northeastern corner of the Sea of Azov,
the town and fortress of Azak was known as Tana before
its conquest by the Ottomans in 1475. In the wake of
the Mongol conquest, in the 14th century, Italian trad-
ers, first Genoese and then Venetians, formed colonies
in Tana. During this period it served as an important
stop on the east-west silk and spice route. In addition,
furs and other products from the north traveled into the
BLACK SEA region via Azak.

After the Ottoman conquest, Azak became a kaza
(district) and eventually a sancak (subprovince) in the
province of CAFra. While Tana had lost its importance
as an entrepdt of the long-distance east-west trade even
before the Ottoman takeover, the city remained an
important conduit of regional trade between Muscovy
and the steppes to the south, and the Black Sea region
along with ISTANBUL. Aside from furs and food products
(mainly caviar-bearing fish), Azak had a slave market,
though it was of lesser importance than that of Caffa.

By the second half of the 16th century, Azak had
gained crucial strategic importance for defense of the
Sea of Azov and the Black Sea as a result of the escalating
number of raids by the Don Cossacks who by the 17th
century, along with the Ukrainian Cossacks, were raiding
all shores of the Black Sea. In 1637 the fortress did in fact
fall to the Cossacks. It was occupied until 1642 when, for
lack of support from the czar, the Cossacks were forced
to withdraw, but not before demolishing much of the for-
tress. This began a long period of shifts in political and
military control over this stronghold. Czar Peter I was
unsuccessful in his attempt to recapture Azak in 1695, but
succeeded in the following year, only to return it to the
Ottomans after the signing of the Treaty of Prut in 1711.
In 1736 Azak was again taken by the Russian Empire.
According to the Treaty of Belgrade (1739) between the
Ottoman Empire and AUSTRIA, its walls were destroyed,
thereby ending its strategic importance.

Victor Ostapchuk

al-Azhar Al-Azhar is the name of the central mosque
in Catro and the university that is attached to it. The
university became the leading institution of higher study
in the Arabic-speaking Sunni world in the Ottoman
period in the 17th and 18th centuries. The scholar who
headed that institution held the title of Sheikh al-Azhar
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and was the leading Muslim legal authority in Ecypr
from the 18th century until the present day.

The Fatimid dynasty that ruled Egypt from 969 until
1171 founded the mosque and school in 970 C.E. to be a
center of learning for the Ismaili branch of SHiA IsLam.
But with the conquest of Cairo by the Sunni Ayyubid
dynasty in the 12th century, the university became a cen-
ter of Sunni thought and learning. It did not, however,
reach prominence as the pre-eminent center of learning
for SUnNNI IsLaM in the Arabic-speaking world until the
Ottoman period. From the 17th century onward, schol-
ars at the university began to assert their interpretation of
Islamic law against what was then the current authoritative
source on the subject, the Muslim schools of ISTANBUL.

Students enrolled in al-Azhar often numbered more
than 1,000 in any given class year. These students were
housed in resident hostels (riwaq) representing their dif-
ferent geographical origins: North African, Egyptian, Syr-
ian, and Anatolian. Compared to the traditional Ottoman
religious schools in Istanbul, Rumelia, and Anatolia, the
classes and the teaching at al-Azhar were less hierarchical,

Students eating lunch in the courtyard of al-Azhar University
in 1891. During the Ottoman period, al-Azhar became a
major center of Sunni Muslim education, attracting students
from the Arabic-Speaking provinces of the Ottoman Empire
but also from North and West Africa. (Photograph by Maison
Bonfils, courtesy of the University of Pennsylvania Museum,
Philadelphia)
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and a tutorial system prevailed with individual students
and teachers setting out the curriculum to be studied.

During the 18th century, al-Azhar was the premier
cultural institution of the region with influence extending
far beyond the boundaries of the Egyptian province.
Although the dominant legal tradition taught at the uni-
versity was that of the Shafii school of law, which had
been favored during the period of the MAMLUK EMPIRE
(1260-1517), teachers in the Hanafi tradition, the school
of law favored by the Ottomans, were also available for
students from Syria, as the majority of Muslims in their
homeland had shifted their adherence from the Shafii
school to that favored by the sultans. The writings of Mus-
lim reformers such as MuHAMMAD IBN ABD AL-WAH-
HAB, who sought to purge Islam of practices such as
SurisM that he felt were un-Islamic, were also circulated
and studied beginning in the late 18th century.

But as a uniquely Egyptian institution that was
staffed largely by local scholars, al-Azhar often became
the focus of discontent and urban unrest directed at
Ottoman authorities or their Mamluk surrogates as its
teachers were viewed by ordinary Egyptians as their
natural leaders against a foreign oppressor. In the riots
that developed out of these confrontations in the 18th
century, students often took the lead in bloody clashes
between the urban mobs and the Ottoman military sent
to restore order.

The monopoly that al-Azhar exercised in the educa-
tional life of Egypt went unchallenged until 1872, when
the Egyptian governor, or KHEDIVE, established Dar al-
Ulum College to train teachers for new state schools.
Although many early students of the college were in
fact graduates of al-Azhar, middle-class and upper-class
Egyptians increasingly considered a secular education,
especially one that emphasized science, as preferable to
that being offered at al-Azhar. Due in part to the increas-
ing defection of this student base to the secular college,
MuUHAMMAD ABDUH created the Administrative Coun-
cil for al-Azhar to promulgate new curricula, establish
texts to be taught, oversee examinations, and to build
a centralized library (1895). In 1908, the Egyptian gov-
ernment founded the National University, which would
eventually come to be known as Cairo University, to pro-
vide an opportunity for completely secular education. In
particular, its mission was to offer courses in the sciences
and medicine that were missing from the curriculum at
al-Azhar. In response, al-Azhar added a medical facility.
Other departments that specialized in the natural and
physical sciences were added later.

Bruce Masters

Further reading: Bayard Dodge, Al-Azhar: A Millen-
nium of Muslim Learning (Washington, D.C.: Middle East
Institute, 1961).

al-Azm family The Azms were an AYAN, or notable,
family who provided the governors of the province of
Damascus for most of the 18th century. The family came
to this position of prominence when Sultan AaMED III (r.
1703-30), to preserve the security of the hajj whose pil-
grims were increasingly under attack, broke with two cen-
turies of tradition and appointed a Syrian-born military
commander, Ismail Pasha al-Azm, to serve as governor
of Damascus, instead of naming a career Ottoman mili-
tary officer from IsTANBUL. Ismail Pasha had formerly
proved himself invaluable as governor of the province of
TripoLI from where he had commanded the jarda, the
military escort that was sent out with provisions to meet
pilgrims returning from the HAjj and then to escort them
to Damascus. Faced with growing insecurity in the Syr-
ian Desert, the sultan calculated that a local man might
understand the BEDOUINS better than someone from the
capital as he would know their customs and local tribal
politics.

Despite the claims of Arab nationalist historians
that the family was Arab, Ismail Pasha al-Azm was from
a family whose ethnic origins are uncertain. Whatever
their origins, the family had developed strong local ties.
Al-Azms had served as tax farmers, collecting impe-
rial taxes levied on the peasants in the region surround-
ing the central Syrian towns of HaMA and Maarra in the
17th century. From those rather humble origins, the fam-
ily’s wealth and influence grew as it provided governors
for the provinces of Damascus, Tripoli, and even briefly
ALEPPO, between 1725 and 1783. Asad Pasha al-Azm,
who ruled Damascus from 1743 until 1757, enjoyed an
unprecedented longevity in his post due to his skill at
balancing local and imperial concerns, as the governors
of the city who preceded him had only held the office for
ayear or two at the longest.

Despite the family’s success in dominating the politi-
cal life of Syria, they served as governors only as long as
they could effectively balance contending military forces
in the provinces they governed. More importantly, they
remained in office for only as long as those with influence
among the various political factions at court in Istan-
bul suffered them to do so. Asad Pasha’s downfall came
after he incurred the enmity of the Kizlar Agasi, the chief
eunuch of the sultan’s HAREM, a powerful figure in that
age of politically weak sultans. Asad was transferred to
the governorship of Aleppo in 1757. The following year
he was summoned to Istanbul where he was executed
on charges of abuse of his office and corruption. Despite
this seeming disgrace, the family continued to play a sig-
nificant role in the politics of Syria as they still served as
governors for all of Syria’s provinces (Aleppo, Tripoli, and
Sidon, as well as Damascus) at one time or another in the
second half of the 18th century. But no other individual



would reach a position of power or wealth comparable to
the one that Asad Pasha al-Azm had enjoyed.

Because Damascus had grown accustomed to gover-
nors with very short tenures and no interest in the peo-
ple or the city as anything other than a source of cash to
purchase the next appointment, having one family with
vested interest in the city’s well-being was a real relief.
Although the Azm governors proved no less greedy, they
used some of their wealth to support the construction of
new public buildings and private mansions that helped
boost civic pride. The construction of madrasas and cara-
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vansaries by the al-Azms greatly altered the physical face
of their adopted city and boosted the city’s economic and
cultural fortunes. Chronicles written in their lifetimes
depicted members of the al-Azm family as local heroes
whose justice, generosity, and religiosity were praised in
contrast with the rapacity of most of the governors com-
ing from Istanbul.
Bruce Masters
Further reading: Abd al-Karim Rafeq, The Province of
Damascus, 1723-1783 (Beirut: American University in Bei-
rut Press, 1966).



Baban family The Babans were a Kurdish family who,
in the 18th and 19th centuries, dominated the political life
of the province of Shahrizor, in present-day Iraqi Kurd-
istan. The members of the Baban clan were able to keep
their position by a delicate balancing act that provided
the Ottoman Empire with security along its Iranian bor-
der but retained Baban autonomy from central govern-
ment control. The first member of the clan to gain control
of the province of Shahrizor and its capital, Kirkuk, was
Sulayman Beg, who saw his family as the natural rivals
of the Kurdish princes of Ardalan, a dynasty that domi-
nated the mountainous region on the Iranian side of the
border. The mirs, or princes, of Ardalan controlled the
Iranian portions of Kurdistan from the border town of
Sanandaj, now in IRAN, and frequently claimed the loyalty
of the Kurdish clans on the Ottoman side of the frontier.
To establish his authority over the frequently rebellious
Kurdish clans in the region of Shahrizor, Sulayman Beg
invaded Iran in 1694 and defeated his rival, the mir of
Ardalan. When the Iranian army came to the defense of
the house of Ardalan and defeated Sulayman Beg’s tribal
irregulars, he fled back across the Ottoman frontier. The
Ottomans considered the invasion to have been reckless
as it endangered the peace between Iran and the empire.
At the same time, however, they recognized the family’s
usefulness as a buffer to any future Iranian invasion. So
rather than punishing him for his folly, Sultan MusTAFA
II (r. 1695-1703) assigned Sulayman the sancak, or dis-
trict, of Baban to be his fief. The district was named after
the family and included the town of Kirkuk.

The Baban family’s relations with Ottoman officials
in IRAQ was often strained, but the Ottomans’ need for
the Baban clan’s Kurdish irregular troops outweighed
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Istanbul’s desire to unseat them. Enjoying almost full
autonomy, the family established Kirkuk as their capi-
tal, and erected religious buildings there to commemo-
rate their rule. It was from this time that Kurps in Iraq
began to view Kirkuk as their natural capital. This per-
sisted even after the Babans moved their administration
to the new town of Sulaymaniya, named after the dynas-
ty’s founder, in the late 18th century. The Ottoman gov-
ernor of BAGHDAD finally felt secure enough to crush the
power of the Babans in 1850, hoping to gain greater cen-
tral control in southern Kurdistan. Instead, the fall of the
house of Baban led to a deteriorating political climate as
various clans contended with each other to fill the politi-
cal vacuum. The result was anarchy in the region that
was only ended with the rise of another Kurdish clan, the
Barzinji family, at the beginning of the 20th century.
Bruce Masters
Further reading: David MacDowall, A Modern History
of the Kurds, 2nd ed. (London: Tauris, 2000).

Baghdad (Turk.: Bagdat) Baghdad served as the capital
of a province with the same name that included the fertile
plain between the Tigris and EUPHRATES rivers in what is
today central IraQ. The city was founded as the capital of
the empire of the ABBASID CALIPHATE (750-1258) At the
height of that dynasty’s prestige in the ninth and tenth cen-
turies, Baghdad was one of the largest cities in the world
and a center of Islamic culture where advances were made
in medicine, mathematics, and technology. But Baghdad’s
fortunes fell after its complete destruction in 1258 at the
hands of the Mongol general Hiilegii, who sought to oblit-
erate all signs of the fallen dynasty.



Baghdad played a pivotal role in the struggle between
the Sunni Ottoman Empire and Shii IRAN from the 16th
through the 18th centuries. The territory that would
become present-day Iraq was crucial to both empires. As
a border territory, Baghdad occupied a strategic central
location from which a much larger region could be con-
trolled; also, whoever held Baghdad could control river
traffic on the Tigris and Euphrates rivers, which were
then major trade routes between India and the Mediter-
ranean Sea. Baghdad was also an essential garrison city,
strategically placed to stop the northward raids of BED-
oUINSs from the Arabian Peninsula. In addition, a num-
ber of Shii holy places were located in or near the city.
Recognizing its strategic importance, IsMAIL I (r. 1501-
24), the founder of the Shii Safavid dynasty in Iran, took
the city in 1508 from the Akkoyunlu Turkomans. Ismail
I, also known as Shah Ismail, sought to replace all other
interpretations of Islam with SHiA IsLaM. He considered
any Muslims who would not accept his leadership in both
matters of faith and political affairs to be guilty of the sin
of disbelief and thus eligible for execution. In an act that
shocked the Sunni world, he destroyed the graves of the
Abbasid caliphs and the revered legal scholar Abu Han-
ifa (d. 767), founder of the Hanafi school of law, which
the Ottoman state followed as its legal guide. Shah Ismail
ordered the tombs destroyed because he viewed their
construction as acts of heresy. Further demonstrating his
contempt for SUNNI IsLaM, he killed large numbers of
the city’s Sunni residents as heretics. Because his vision
of Islam did not give minority religions the protected sta-
tus that was recognized by the Ottoman Empire, he also
had many of the city’s Jews and Christians killed as infi-
dels. To give Baghdad a physical symbol of its place in the
Shii sacred geography, he began construction of a large
mosque complex over the grave of Musa al-Kadhim (d.
799), the seventh imam according to the Shia, in a sub-
urb to the north of the city in what is today the urban
district of Kadhimiyya.

The recovery of Baghdad for Sunni Islam remained a
priority for the Ottoman sultans but it was not until 1534
that SULEYMAN I (r. 1520-66) was able to capture the city.
Siileyman was quick to restore the tomb of Abu Hanifa
whose body was, according to Sunni accounts, discov-
ered in the rubble of the shrine perfectly preserved. In
stark contrast to the violent aggression displayed by Shah
Ismail, Stileyman also contributed funds for the comple-
tion of the mosque of Musa Kadhim and for the repair
of various Shii endowments in NAJAF, in southern Iraq.
Although Ottoman rule would establish the Sunni inter-
pretation of Islam as the politically dominant one, the
Ottomans continued to permit Shii belief and practice in
the city. Ottoman tolerance of non-Muslims also led to
the growth of the Jewish community in the city as Jew-
ish refugees persecuted by the Iranian shahs found their
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way to the city in the 16th through the 18th centuries. By
the end of the Ottoman period in 1918, Jews comprised
almost half the city’s population. Similarly, the Ottomans
allowed Roman Catholic missionaries to take up resi-
dence in Baghdad in the 17th century, and the city also
became a major center for Uniate Chaldean Catholics.

The Iranians again occupied Baghdad in 1623.
Although the Ottomans would send armies against
Baghdad in 1626 and 1630, it was not until 1638 that the
city was finally returned to Ottoman rule. In 1639 Sul-
tan MURAD IV (r. 1623-40) and the Iranian Shah Safi (r.
1629-42) agreed to the Treaty of Zuhab, which awarded
Baghdad to the Ottomans and settled the frontier until
the Safavid dynasty collapsed in the 1720s. The end of
hostilities between the Ottomans and the Safavids did
not usher in a period of total tranquility for the prov-
ince, however, as the ambitions of the city’s governors put
them on a collision course with the governors of BAsra,
in southern Iraq. At the same time the Bedouin became
increasingly restive with the arrival of the SHAMMAR
BEDOUIN confederation who settled in the western desert
and harassed traffic to and from Baghdad. Troubles with
Iran flared again, too, when NADIR SHAH (r. 1736-47),
who had seized power in Iran in 1729, besieged Bagh-
dad in 1733. In 1775 another adventurer, KARiM KHAN
ZAND, ruler of Iran from 1753-1779, sought to advance
his ambitions by invading Iraq. In both instances the
governors of the city were able to hold out until Ottoman
relief forces arrived.

The greater province of Baghdad also provided a
continuing problem for the Ottoman sultans in the 18th
century. Faced with Bedouin unrest and the persistent
threat of Iranian invasion after the collapse of the Safa-
vid dynasty, the Ottoman sultans needed strong men
with local interests to hold the province for the empire.
The first of these was Hasan Pasha, an Ottoman official
appointed to the governorship from Istanbul who held
off both Bedouins and Kurds and won the approval of
Sultan AHMED III (r. 1703-30). Enjoying that support,
Hasan Pasha remained as governor for an unprecedented
18-year term, from 1704 until his death in 1722. His son
Ahmed succeeded him and governed from 1723 to 1747.
Both men started their careers in the Ottoman military
and had no previous connection to Baghdad, but their
length of service in the city gave them the opportunity to
recruit MAMLUKS, military slaves, into their households.
These men were typically Georgian slaves, whom the two
Ottoman governors emancipated and brought into their
extended households. This practice was unusual in Istan-
bul but followed the cultural norms established by the
royal court in Iran.

Uniquely, women of the governor’s family played a
pivotal role in the process of choosing successors to head
the household that dominated Baghdad politics until
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1831. Ahmed Pasha had no sons; his daughter, Adile,
succeeded in having her husband, Silleyman—a former
mamluk of her father—named governor in 1747. As was
the case of mamluk households in Cairo, the former
master of a mamluk often gave him important responsi-
bilities in running the household and strengthened that
relationship through marriage of his kin to his former
slave. Silleyman ruled until his death in 1762. His suc-
cessor was another mamluk from the household who
was married to Adile’s younger sister, Ayse. Although
this was unusual in Ottoman families, it became a regu-
lar practice when the daughters of the household pro-
duced no male heirs. For the following decades, most
of Baghdad’s governors were mamluks from the ruling
household, many of them married to female descendants
of the founding household.

The fortunes of the mamluks ended as the Ottomans
sought to restore authority in Iraq after the fall of Syria
to the Egyptian army under IBRAHIM PAsHA in 1831; the
male members of the household were executed. From
that year until 1869, when the Ottoman reformer Mip-
HAT PasHA (d. 1884) was appointed to the post, regular
Ottoman army commanders were appointed to the city
as governors. Midhat was an enthusiastic supporter of the
TANZIMAT reforms. He sought to implement a modern-
ized form of government in Baghdad that would include
a salaried bureaucracy and consultative councils made
up of prominent local men, based on the model he had
previously introduced as governor of the DANUBE Prov-
INCE. In particular he sought to put into effect the Otto-
man Land Law of 1858 whose intent was to give title, or
formal ownership, of the land to those who worked it. In
Iraq, however, the tribal chieftains ended up with the title
of the land. The reforms that were meant to weaken tribal
leaders’ hold over their kinsmen in fact strengthened it.
The decades between 1880 and 1910 witnessed the inten-
sification of rivalries among the Bedouin tribes in Iraq.
Although Ottoman officials were usually appointed as
the provincial governors the tribes retained their auton-
omy, if not outright independence, everywhere except
within the city of Baghdad itself.

During the last decades of Ottoman rule in Bagh-
dad, the city modernized at a much slower pace than
the empire’s European provinces or Syria. At the start of
WORLD WAR I, for example, railroad tracks only ran from
Baghdad to Samarra, a distance of just 70 miles; there was
no rail connection to any seaport. Trade, largely directed
to India, lagged behind that of the Syrian provinces. But
things were changing even in Baghdad. The Euphrates
and Tigris Steam Navigation Company, founded in 1861
by the Lynch family of Great Britain, helped open the
region to international trade. The company’s central role
in commerce in what would become Iraq also pointed to
increased British interests in the country, fueling ambitions

among some bureaucrats in the India Office to dream of
adding the province of Baghdad to the British Empire.

With the start of World War I in 1914, British troops
occupied the port of Basra in southern Iraq. In 1915, a
British military force moved north in an attempt to take
Baghdad, but was stalled by a stiff defense mounted by
the Ottoman Army in the Iraqi marshes near the town of
Kut al Amara, about halfway between Basra and Bagh-
dad. Cut off from supplies, the British soldiers surren-
dered in April 1916. A second drive was mounted from
Basra in December 1916; on March 11, 1917, the British
Army occupied Baghdad. After the end of World War I in
1918, the Allied Powers created the new country of Iraq,
with Baghdad as its capital. The newly created League
of Nations assigned Iraq to Great Britain as a mandate
in 1920. Mandates were a new political invention of the
League, with a status between a colony and an indepen-
dent state. The British were recognized by the League of
Nations as being in control of Iraq but they were “man-
dated” to help guide the country towards independence
in the future. Fierce resistance on the part of the Iraqgis
in 1920 to the continuation of British occupation forced
the British to rethink their options, however. In 1922,
Iraq was proclaimed a kingdom under British protection
and most British forces were withdrawn. Iraq gained full
independence in 1932.

Bruce Masters

Further reading: Stephen Longrigg, Four Centuries of
Modern Iraq (Oxford: Clarendon, 1925); Tom Nieuwenhuis,
Politics and Society in Early Modern Iraq: Mamluk Pashas,
Tribal Shaykhs and Local Rule Between 1802 and 1831 (The
Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1982).

bailo A bailo was a representative of the Republic
of Venice and head of a Venetian community abroad,
including the Ottoman Empire. The bailo made justice
for his countrymen, collected taxes and customs, over-
saw Venetian trade, and was an official contact for local
authorities. The word bailo (plural baili) comes from the
Latin baiulus (porter) and was first used in Latin trans-
lations of Arabic documents during the 12th century. At
first the word referred only to Muslim officials, but from
the 13th century onward the term was used to designate
a Venetian official specifically since Venice appointed
baili to govern its eastern colonies and lands, including
Negroponte, Patras, Tenedos, Tyre, TrIPOLI in Syria,
AcRrE, Trabzon, ARMENIA, CyPRUS, Corfu, Durazzo, Nau-
plia, ALEPPO, Koron, and Modon. Around 1265, Venice
assigned a bailo to the ByZANTINE EMPIRE, replacing an
official who had been designated as podesta (from the
Latin for “power”). The office of the bailo was maintained
when, in 1453, the Ottomans conquered Constantinople
and made it their capital.



The bailo’s appointment usually lasted two years, but
in Constantinople (later, Istanbul), he typically served
for three years. He had a chancellery and was assisted
by a council made up of the most important members
of the colony (Council of Twelve). The bailo was obliged
to send Venice information not only about politics and
colonial affairs but also about the prices and quantity of
the goods sold in local markets. A bailo was more impor-
tant than a consul. Although they shared some functions,
if both lived in the same foreign country, the bailo was
the direct superior of the consul.

By the end of the 15th century most Venetian baili
had become either consuls (when they ruled over Vene-
tian subjects in foreign countries) or governors (when
ruled on Venetian lands and colonies), and the position
of the baili in foreign countries was assumed by resident
ambassadors. In 1575 a Venetian law recognized that the
bailo in Istanbul had to be considered as a resident ambas-
sador. In 1670 the bailo was considered responsible for all
the Venetian consuls in the Ottoman Empire. The bailo
in Istanbul began to deal more and more with the highest
Ottoman authorities, even if extraordinary ambassadors
or lower-ranking diplomatic envoys were also assigned
to the city. When a bailo came back to Venice he had to
deliver a detailed report or country study (RELAZIONE).

The office of bailo in Istanbul was usually much
desired by Venetian noblemen because it was the only
important position abroad that was profitable, not expen-
sive. It was given to experienced diplomats who often
went on to become doges, or Venetian rulers. Hostilities
between Venice and the Ottoman Empire put the bailo
in a difficult situation. Sultan MeEHMED II (r. 1444-46;
1451-81) executed the last bailo in the Byzantine Empire,
Girolamo Minotto (1453), because Minotto had assisted
the besieged Byzantines in their defense against the Otto-
mans. Other baili, including Paolo Barbarigo, Nicolo
Giustinian, Jacopo Canal, and Giovanni Soranzo, were
imprisoned either in the Rumeli Hisari, the European
Castle outside Istanbul along the Bosporus, in the Castle
of Abydos on the Hellespont, or even in their own houses.

In 1454 Mehmed gave the Venetian baili the house
that had belonged to the community from the Italian
city of Ancona. In the 16th century the baili lived either
in Istanbul proper or in the Jewish quarter, but they also
had a house in the GaLara district. About 1527 the baili
established a household on the upper part of the Galata
Hill in a place called le vigne di Pera (the vineyards of
Pera). This eventually became their primary residence; it
is the present-day Italian consulate in Istanbul. The office
of bailo disappeared in 1797, with the end of the Vene-
tian Republic.

Maria Pia Pedani

Further reading: Eric R. Dursteler, “The Bailo in Con-
stantinople: Crisis and Career in Venice’s Early Modern
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Diplomatic Corps” Mediterranean Historical Review 16, no.
1 (Dec. 2001): 1-30; Maria Pia Pedani, “Elenco degli inviati
diplomatici veneziani presso i sovrani ottomani” Electronic
Journal of Oriental Studies 5, no. 4 (2002): 1-54; Donald E.
Queller, Early Venetian Legislation on Ambassadors (Genéve:
Droz, 1966).

Balkan wars The Balkan wars were a series of military
conflicts in southeastern Europe between the autumn of
1912 and the summer of 1913. In the First Balkan War
(October 1912-May 1913), an alliance of Balkan states
fought the declining Ottoman Empire; the war ended with
the signing of the TREATY OF BUCHAREST (September
1913). In the Second Balkan War (June-September 1913),
BurGaria confronted a coalition of SERBIA, Montenegro,
GREECE, Romania, and the Ottoman Empire; it ended with
the signing of the Treaty of Istanbul (September 1913). The
Balkan wars were a consequence of the emerging NATION-
ALisM of the Balkan states, which led them to try to over-
come intra-Balkan rivalries, expel the Ottomans, and share
the Balkan territories among themselves.

The First Balkan War began in October 1912 when
Montenegro declared war on the Ottoman Empire. The
other Balkan states—Serbia, Bulgaria, and Greece—fol-
lowed suit, each attacking the Ottomans, sometimes sepa-
rately, sometimes as a combined force. The major battles
took place in Thrace between the Bulgarians and the Otto-
mans. The Ottomans were defeated badly and retreated
behind Catalca, the last defense line before IstansuL. The
Bulgarians also besieged the key Ottoman city of EDIRNE.
While Bulgaria was busy in Thrace, the Serbians and
Greeks attacked Ottoman strongholds in western Mace-
donia and ALBANIA. Meanwhile, the Montenegrins and
Serbians attacked Shkodra (Iskodra, northern Albania)
and the Greeks attempted to take Janina (Yannina, north-
western Greece). Although the Bulgarians and the Greeks
raced for SALONIKA, the Greeks arrived first and claimed
this most important Macedonian town. In two months, the
Ottomans had lost almost all their European territories.

Due to heavy losses, the Ottoman government
resigned. A new government was formed and asked the
Great Powers (Germany, Italy, Austria-Hungary, Brit-
ain, France, and Russia) to intervene and help establish
a ceasefire. A conference was convened in London in
December 1912. According to the conference, the lands
that were occupied by the Balkan states remained in their
hands. Only the region to the east of the Midye-Enez line
would be left to the Ottomans. However, a military coup
in the Ottoman capital in January 1913 installed a new
government that did not consent to the Bulgarian take-
over of Edirne. Frustrated by the new Ottoman attitude,
the Bulgarians attacked Edirne and captured the city
in March. In the same month, the Greeks took Janina,
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and in the following month Shkodra also fell into their
hands. As a result, Istanbul remained the only Ottoman-
controlled domain in Europe. An agreement was finally
reached in May 1913 by which the Midye-Enez line was
accepted as the new Ottoman border. The Ottomans
renounced all claims in Thrace and Macedonia and rec-
ognized the annexation of CRETE by the Greeks. In the
meantime, Albania became independent.

Although the Ottomans were largely expelled from
Europe, the Balkan states could not agree on the sub-
sequent division of territories. Serbia and Greece, espe-
cially, felt bitter about large Bulgarian gains. Concerned
about a potentially injurious Greek-Serbian alliance,
Bulgaria waged a surprise attack on Greece and Serbia in
June 1913. Immediately after the Bulgarian attack, Roma-
nia and Montenegro joined Greece and Serbia. Together,
these forces inflicted heavy damages on Bulgaria, which
was forced to retreat. Taking advantage of Bulgaria’s pre-
carious situation, the Ottomans then occupied eastern
Thrace and retook Edirne in July.

After the Second Balkan War, the treaties of Bucha-
rest (August 1913) and Istanbul (September 1913) were
signed, with Serbia and Greece gaining the most by
these agreements. Serbia took northern Macedonia and
divided the sancak, or province, of Novi Pazar with Mon-
tenegro. Greece obtained a large Macedonian territory,
including Salonika; it also acquired Epirus and Janina.
Albania’s independence was recognized. The Ottoman
Empire and Romania, too, gained territories. Edirne was
given back to the Ottomans, while southern Dobruja
passed to Romania.

The Balkan wars were the first in the 20th century
where armies motivated by strong nationalist ideolo-
gies fought to the limits of moral, physical, and mate-
rial exhaustion. The Balkan wars also provide striking
early examples of trench warfare (especially in Thrace),
as well as effective early use of machine guns. Airplanes
were also used, albeit to a limited degree; they were used
mostly for reconnaissance purposes, although some
towns were bombarded from the air. These wars did not
affect only the military; civilian populations also met
with brutal treatment, many being displaced, killed, tor-
tured, and raped.

From an Ottoman perspective, the Balkan wars
were the first to be fought for and with all Ottomans.
The Ottoman government mobilized the entire popu-
lation regardless of religious and gender differences.
Using mass propaganda, it adopted a vague secular Otto-
man ideology around which it tried to rally the “whole
nation” However, when the wars were lost, differences
among Ottoman citizens (especially religious differences)
became so apparent that the ruling elite had to give up
the discourse of secular Ottomanism. With the loss of its
Christian-inhabited territories, the reduced empire saw a

dramatic influx of Muslim refugees (around 420,000) to
Ottoman Thrace and Anatolia, significantly altering the
demographic configuration of the empire. The Ottoman
Empire became predominantly Muslim, with a notice-
able emphasis on a Turkish identity. Although official
commitment to Muslim Ottomanness continued until
1918, a strong Turkish nationalism began to make itself
felt in the capital and in Anatolia. A shift in identity from
Muslim to Turkish began to emerge, especially after the
desertion of Muslim Albanians in the Balkans. Further-
more, in government circles, discussion of a homeland
for Turks began to come to the fore. This new discourse
reached its zenith with Mustafa Kemal (see ATATURK), a
former Ottoman military commander who established
the modern Turkish state in October 1923.

Another legacy of the Balkan wars for the Ottomans
and modern Turks was the Turkish military’s tendency
to interfere with civilian politics. The Young Turks, an
Ottoman political group, had carried out a revolution in
1908 and placed civilians of their choice in power, but that
was not an outright military coup. Five years later Enver
Pasha, a prominent leader of the Young Turks, stormed
the Sublime Porte when the government was in session
in January 1913 and compelled the government to resign.
After the government resigned, Enver Pasha took the reins
of government in Istanbul. This military coup, known as
the Bab-1 Ali Baskini (Storming of the Sublime Porte) in
Turkish historiography, set a precedent for future military
interventions in Turkey (in 1960, 1971, and 1980).

After the Balkan wars, Ottoman pride was severely
hurt, for the empire was badly defeated by the rela-
tively small Balkan states that were formerly its vassals.
To regain the newly independent Balkan territories,
which had been under Ottoman control for the previous
500 years, the Ottomans were eager to fight again if the
opportunity arose. The Ottoman urgency to regain these
lands was one motivating factor in the empire’s willing-
ness to enter WORLD WAR L.

Bestami S. Bilgi¢

Further reading: Richard C. Hall, The Balkan Wars,
1912-1913: Prelude to the First World War (London: Rout-
ledge, 2000); Eyal Ginio, “Mobilizing the Ottoman Nation
during the Balkan Wars (1912-1913): Awakening from
the Ottoman Dream.” War in History 12, no. 2 (December
2005): 156-177; Barbara Jelavich, History of the Balkans,
vol. 2, Twentieth Century (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 1983).

Baltalimani, Treaty of See ANGLO-OTTOMAN CON-
VENTION.

banks and banking Interest-bearing financial opera-
tions were technically forbidden by the Ottoman govern-



ment because of Islamic religious law (sHARIA). Modern
banking in the Ottoman Empire came into existence in
the second half of the 19th century. Before that, some
individuals, such as moneylenders, and some institu-
tions, such as waQFs (pious foundations), were granted
special permission to operate as financial intermediaries.
They mainly conducted activities such as financing inter-
national trade, foreign exchange, and lending. Issuing
currency and determining interest rates were controlled
by the government. Attempts to establish modern banks
and modern banking date back as far as 1839, but these
attempts were realized for the first time in 1843 with the
establishment of the Smyrna Bank. Most of the banks
established in the second half of the 19th century were
owned by foreign capitalists or non-Muslim minorities
whose financial dealings were less restricted by sharia.
Banks with national capital were established in the begin-
ning of the 20th century.

PRE-MODERN BANKING

Before modern economic institutions, the Ottomans
employed cash wagfs to serve a number of financial pur-
poses. Wagfs were historically pious foundations with
endowments in the form of land or buildings, the income
from which was used for religious or charitable purposes.
Ottoman religious and legal scholars, however, adopted
the view of the Hanafi school of law and decided that
money could also be endowed, which provided opportu-
nity for the development of cash wagfs. The cash wagfs
that thus developed were major institutions that func-
tioned as financial intermediaries. Interest on moneys so
endowed accumulated by the granting of loans at a rate
determined by the state. The interest income thus derived
was then granted for the spending of the charitable wagf.
These cash waqfs spent interest income on social activi-
ties such as CHARITY, public works, EDUCATION, and the
abolition of sLAVERY and polygamy. Similar financial
institutions such as “common funds” and “artisan funds,”
which were formed by the JaNISSARIES and by artisans
for vocational solidarity, operated small-scale credit insti-
tutions by granting loans to members at the rate deter-
mined by the government.

In the period prior to modern banking and the ini-
tiation of foreign DEBT in the 19th century, non-Muslim
sarrafs (originally, money changers) and bankers were the
primary financial intermediaries in the Ottoman Empire.
Greeks, Armenians, Jews, and Levantines were the main
non-Muslim groups engaged in banking activities. Sar-
rafs and bankers, operating mainly in the GALATA district
of Istanbul, concentrated primarily in such business as
financing trade, foreign exchange, lending, TAX FARMING,
and financing tax farmers. Greeks largely specialized in
financing international trade, Jews and Armenians were
primarily interested in financing the Palace and govern-
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ment agencies, as well as mint administration and foreign
exchange transactions. These financial agents filled the
financial needs that arose out of the expanding foreign
trade with Europe, inconsistencies in the money market,
transactions in different moneys in the market, and the
straitened financial circumstances of the empire.

Usurers who lent money at high interest also served
as financial intermediaries before the modern banking
era. Usurers profited from the hard conditions faced by
peasants by lending money at rates above those set by the
state. As a result, they faced prosecution and heavy pen-
alties, such as exile to Cyprus. Usury increased when the
central authority was weak, but later lost ground due to
increasing competition from non-Muslim money chang-
ers and bankers.

MODERN BANKING

Modernization and REFORM campaigns that began at the
end of the 18th century in the Ottoman Empire initially
applied to the military During the 19th century they
expanded into administrative and financial areas. These
ideas were first declared in 1839 in the Imperial Rescript
of Giilhane (Tanzimat). The Imperial Rescript of 1856
recognized the existence of banks in a modern sense for
the first time in the Ottoman Empire. These financial
reforms were driven by four primary needs: to stabilize
exchange rates; to withdraw debased coins and standard-
ize coin currency; to withdraw unstable kaime (paper
money); and to establish a state bank to control the issue
and circulation of paper money and provide stability in
the money markets. Government reform efforts, borrow-
ing requirements, and increasing international trade, par-
ticularly with European countries, accelerated the process
of establishing modern banks.

The first failed attempt to establish a modern bank
in the Ottoman Empire was promoted by English busi-
nessmen in 1836. A second attempt in 1840 to establish
a bank to be named the General Bank of Constantinople
was also unsuccessful. The first successful attempt came
with the Smyrna Bank, established by foreign merchants
(English, French, Austrian, Dutch, Russian, American,
Italian, Danish, Spanish, and Greek) under the Swedish
Consulate in Izmir in 1843. This bank was established
by merchants exporting agricultural products to Europe
in order to diminish their dependence on other mer-
chants and bankers. However, the government closed the
Smyrna Bank the same year it opened for operating with-
out permission. In the view of the English, the reason for
the bank’s closure was opposition from local merchants
and bankers.

The Bank of Constantinople, established in 1849, is
thought to be the first successful modern bank established
in the Ottoman Empire. More than a commercial bank, the
Bank of Constantinople functioned as a foreign exchange
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stabilization fund for European currencies. Losses the
bank suffered from this role were to be compensated by
the empire. According to the exchange stability agreement
introduced in June 1843, the French and Austrian mer-
chants Alyon (or Alléon) and Baltaci (or Baltazzi) com-
mitted to the implementation of a parity of 1 pound (£)
sterling = 110 Ottoman piastres (modern Turkish kurus)
in order to protect importers against risks from devalu-
ation of the local currency. To compensate Alyon and
Baltaci for their losses, the Ottoman government gave the
tribute of Egypt as security, but as government debt to the
bank increased, the losses were not repaid, and the bank
went out of business in 1852.

STATE BANK PROJECTS

Before the Bank of Constantinople was closed, a project
to establish a state bank under the name of the Ottoman
Bank could not be implemented due to the Ottoman
government’s straitened financial circumstances and the
ongoing expense of the CRIMEAN WAR (1853-56). How-
ever, such attempts accelerated after the war, and the
Imperial Rescript of 1856 emphasized the importance of
banks in the empire and encouraged their establishment.
Two bank licenses were granted to foreigners in 1856,
only one of which was realized. Despite having been
granted a license, the establishment of the Bank Orien-
tal was not successful. However, the Ottoman Bank was
established by English capitalists with capital of £500,000
(equivalent to about $52 million in 2007 U.S. dollars).
Established on a small scale in 1856, the Ottoman Bank
became an imperial bank by 1863. It grew in spite of the
difficulties it faced due to a disorderly money market
and political agitations in the empire. In the face of the
demand from French capitalists to establish banks, the
Ottoman government allowed them to join the English
capitalists in the Ottoman Bank, thus bringing together
capitalists of the two nations in 1863. The Ottoman gov-
ernment also extended the role and official status of the
bank, changing its name from the Ottoman Bank to the
Imperial Ottoman Bank. Along with its regular commer-
cial banking activities, the Imperial Ottoman Bank would
execute the treasury operations with its empire-wide
branch network, undertake internal and external debt
services, approve a credit line of £500,000 to the Otto-
man treasury, and discount the serghis (a kind of treasury
bond) of the Ministry of Finance. The operations of the
bank were exempt from all kind of taxes and took com-
missions of £20,000 (about 2.1 million in 2007 U.S. dol-
lars) annually in return for services to the state. The bank
also had the exclusive privilege to issue banknotes. The
Ottoman government itself would not issue banknotes
and this privilege was not granted to any other financial
institution. The privilege was initially given for 30 years,
to be exercised under the supervision of the Ottoman

government, and was thereafter extended. According to
an 1866 regulation, the income reserved for the repay-
ment of foreign debt would be invested in this bank and
the debt would be paid directly from the bank. In 1875
the Imperial Ottoman Bank became a true state bank
with new privileges that granted it the authority to pay
for government expenditures and collect government
incomes, in addition to issuing banknotes. Furthermore,
it would perform the duties of purchase and sale of trea-
sury bills and other documents issued on behalf of the
government. The bank was successful in eliminating the
instability in the Ottoman money market and played an
important role in economic life by investing in infra-
structure and financing trade.

The French started controlling the bank around 1875
when English capital decreased. Although the bank had
some struggles with the Ottoman government during
the wars at the beginning of the 20th century, such as the
Balkan Wars and World War I, it continued to exercise its
privileges until the TREATY OF LAUSANNE was signed in
1923. At this time, with the establishment of the Central
Bank of the Republic of Turkey, banknotes issued by the
Imperial Ottoman Bank were recalled, a process that was
completed in 1948. The Imperial Ottoman Bank turned
into a commercial bank after losing its privileges and
continued its operations with French capital until 1996.
In this year, Dogus Group (backed by Turkish capital)
bought the bank, and its commercial life ended when it
merged with Garanti Bank in 2001.

FOREIGN BANKS

Although many banks with foreign capital were established
in the Ottoman Empire, most of them failed. Most of these
banks were formed with the intent of lending to the Otto-
man government. Although there were efforts to modern-
ize the government and to improve public finances, these
reform efforts were ineffective. In addition to ongoing
financial difficulties, the outbreak of the Crimean War
precipitated a spate of external borrowing that quickly spi-
raled out of control. Foreign banks then came to Istanbul
to provide financing to the Ottoman Empire. Among these
were the Société Générale de 'Empire Ottoman (1864),
Crédit Général Ottoman (1868), the Banque Austro-Otto-
mane (1871), the Crédit Austro-Turque (1872), the Bank
of Constantinople (1872, this bank is different from the
Bank of Constantinople that was established in 1849
mentioned earlier), and the Société Ottomane de Change
et de Valeurs (1872). The existing bankers in the empire,
and the Galata bankers in particular, were the primary
financiers of the government before the advent of these
foreign banks. The Galata bankers either formed partner-
ships with other foreign banks or merged with each other
to be able to compete with newly forming foreign banks.
Many banks were established to lend to the government



until 1875, when the Ottoman government declared a
moratorium on its debt payments.

Other foreign banks were founded to finance com-
merce between the Ottoman Empire and the founders’
home countries. The Ottoman Empire exported raw
materials to western European countries and imported
industrial goods from them. This led some foreign
banks, such as the German banks that were founded in
the early 20th century, to finance these trade activities.
Even though Germany opened to world markets later
than England and France, it surpassed these countries
by making rapid progress in its relations with the Otto-
man Empire. The first German bank to be established on
Ottoman soil, the Deutsche-Palestina Bank, opened in
Jerusalem in 1899. The Deutsche Orient Bank, founded
in 1906, was established to finance infrastructure in all
regions of the Ottoman Empire. The Deutsche Bank
was the most important representative of German inter-
ests in the Ottoman Empire and contributed to projects
such as the Berlin-Baghdad Railroad and the irrigation
of the Konya and Adana plains. Austria, Italy, Holland,
the United States, Russia, Romania, Hungary, and Greece
also founded banks in Ottoman Empire.

NATIONAL BANKING MOVEMENTS

Until the second constitutional monarchy period in 1878,
most of the players in the Ottoman banking sector were
foreign banks and financial institutions established by
non-Muslim minorities. There were a few exceptions. For
instance, agricultural cooperatives or memleket sandiklar:
were formed under the leadership of Grand Vizier Mip-
HAT PAsHA in the DANUBE PROVINCE in 1863 to provide
low-interest loans to the agricultural sector. These coop-
eratives were later expanded into other parts of the coun-
try later and finally transformed into the Agricultural
Bank (Ziraat Bankasi) in 1888. The Agricultural Bank is
one of the few banks that survived to the period of the
Turkish Republic and is still active today. The Emniyet
Sandigi, which was also founded under the leadership
of Midhat Pasha in 1868, was a savings fund that stayed
in business until the 1980s. The Orphans Fund (Eytam
Sandiklar1) was formed under sharia courts and func-
tioned as an authorized credit institution.

The idea of a national economy gained popular-
ity after the CoMMITTEE OF UNION AND PROGRESS (the
CUP or Ittihat ve Terakki) was established by the Younag
Turks in 1906. This concept worked against the idea
of a state bank owned by foreign capital. During the
BALKAN WARS (1912-13), the Imperial Ottoman Bank
was unwilling to extend credit to the government even
though it was itself a state bank. As a result, the CUP
government moved to create a central bank with national
capital. These early attempts to establish a central bank
failed with the onset of WORLD WAR I in 1914. In 1917,
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toward the end of the war, the National Credit Bank (Iti-
bar-1 Umumi Bankasi1) was established to serve as a cen-
tral bank. Designed to take over the roles of the Imperial
Ottoman Bank, the National Credit Bank became a cen-
tral bank when the Ottoman Empire collapsed in 1923.
In 1927 the National Credit Bank merged with Is Bank
(established in 1924). The founders of the state that
emerged from the ashes of the Ottoman Empire also sub-
scribed to the idea of a national economy, paving the way
for a modern banking system controlled by national capi-
tal in the new Turkish Republic.
Hiiseyin Al
Further reading: Christopher Clay, Gold for the Sultan:
Western Bankers and Ottoman Finance, 1856-1881 (New
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1999); André Autheman, The Imperial Ottoman Bank, trans.
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Barbarossa brothers The Greek Barbarossa (mean-
ing “red beard”) brothers, Uruc (Aruj) and Hayreddin
(Khair ad-Din), are among the most renowned and suc-
cessful CORSAIRS, or pirates, of all time. Greek converts
to Islam who hailed originally from the island of Myt-
ilene (or Lesbos) in the eastern Aegean, the brothers
are a prime example of how Greek maritime skill and
knowledge were transmitted to the Ottomans through
religious conversion. While many Greeks served in the
Ottoman NAvy, the Barbarossa brothers are the most
famous of these because they rose so high in the Otto-
man naval hierarchy and because they were instrumental
in extending the empire’s borders to North Africa. They
began their association with the Ottomans around 1500,
engaging in piracy off the southern and western shores of
Anatolia under the patronage of Korkud, one of the sons
of Sultan Bayezip II (r. 1481-1512). Korkud’s execution
in 1513 forced the brothers to flee the eastern Mediter-
ranean and they went all the way to NorTH AFrIcA. This
turned out to be a fateful choice, because their presence
there paved the way for the extension of the Ottoman
Empire to North Africa in the 1520s.

Given that they had to flee, the western Mediterra-
nean was attractive to the Barbarossa brothers because
ongoing religiously motivated hostilities between SpaIn
and the tiny kingdoms of North Africa meant new
opportunities for naval exploits. With their defeat of the
Kingdom of Granada in 1492, Spanish armies had effec-
tively ended any form of Muslim political control in the
Iberian peninsula, thus completing the age-old Spanish
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dream of extending Christian sovereignty over the entire
area and ridding the peninsula of Islam. Now Spain
threatened the Muslim rulers of North Africa and those
rulers, along with thousands of Muslim refugees from
Spain, were calling for Ottoman assistance. The Ottoman
sultans were initially unwilling to involve themselves in
such faraway endeavors. Thus the Barbarossa brothers
sailed out on their own to assist the North Africans and
continue their own piratical activities, with the Span-
ish as their new target. With their superior naval ability,
which prevented Spain from conquering North Africa as
well, the brothers’” support of local North African leader-
ship quickly turned into domination. In 1516 Uruc cap-
tured ALGIERS, forcing the ruler to flee.

At this point the interests of the Ottoman govern-
ment and the Barbarossa brothers were once again in
synch. The brothers were looking for political sup-
port and the Ottomans were more than willing to take
advantage of the situation and extend their rule to North
Africa. The Ottoman government quickly appointed
Uruc governor of Algiers and chief sea governor of the
western Mediterranean. A steady stream of military sup-
port now flowed from Istanbul to the North African
cities. When Uruc was killed in 1518 fighting the Span-
ish, his brother, Hayreddin, stepped in to continue the
defense of North Africa against Spain. After taking Tunis
for the Ottomans in 1531, Hayreddin was made admiral
in chief of the Ottoman navy in 1533. In that capacity he
went on to future exploits, including the 1538 defeat of
the Spanish navy at Preveza (in present-day Greece), a
tremendous victory that secured the eastern Mediterra-
nean for the Ottoman Empire.

Molly Greene
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Barbary states The Barbary states or, more poeti-
cally, the Barbary coast (perhaps because Ottoman con-
trol beyond the coastline was limited), was the term that
came to be applied in Europe to the Ottoman Empires
North African provinces. These provinces, corresponding
roughly to the present-day states of ALGERIA, Tunisia, and
LiBya, were added to the empire in the early 16th century.
In the 19th century they all came under more or less for-
mal European, and particularly French, control. For the
average European, the Barbary states were synonymous
with Muslim piracy of the most heinous and brutal kind.

For several centuries the horror stories of European sailors
and sea captains captured and sold into “white slavery” in
NorTH Arrica found a wide and sympathetic audience
in Europe. However, violence at sea was widely practiced
on both the Christian and the Muslim sides of the Medi-
terranean divide. The tiny island of MALTA, home to the
piratical KNIGHTS OF ST. JoHN, was the capital of Chris-
tian piracy, while ALGIERs, TUuNI1s, and TRIPOLI were the
leading Muslim pirate cities. The North Africans also sup-
plied the Ottomans with some of the empire’s best sailors
and admirals and their high level of maritime skill, at a
time when Europeans were trying to conquer the world’s
seas, also excited fear and loathing in Europe.

The North African orientation toward the sea was
grounded in both geography and history. Just beyond a
narrow coastal strip of fertile soil, the desert looms. For
urban elites, much more profit was to be had in raiding
the rich shipping of the Mediterranean than in trying
to extract resources from the inhospitable hinterland.
Moreover, the Ottoman provinces of North Africa came
into being as the frontline in the battle to contain Span-
ish power in the Mediterranean. With the surrender of
the Muslim state of Granada in 1492, the Spanish “recon-
quest” (reconquista) of the Iberian peninsula was com-
plete. There were well-founded fears that Spain would try
and cross the narrow strip of water separating Africa and
Europe and assault the Muslim establishment on the Afri-
can continent. Muslim sailors, adventurers, and pirates of
all stripes flocked to North Africa to join the battle against
this threatened Christian encroachment. At the same time
England was locked in an ongoing war with Spain and
many footloose Englishmen also settled in the North Afri-
can port cities and made a living out of raiding the long
Spanish coastline. In fact, the term “Barbary pirates” ini-
tially referred to English, rather than Muslim, adventurers
in North Africa. This swashbuckling heritage continued
even when the threat from Spain had receded by the 17th
century. By that point the English corsair population was
no longer as prominent but a tradition of European emi-
gration to Algiers, Tunis, and Libya to pursue the life of a
pirate—often including conversion to Islam—continued.
Some of the most famous Barbary pirates were of Euro-
pean, particularly Italian, origin.

Molly Greene

Basra (Busra, Busrah, Bussora, Bussorah; Ar.: al-
Basra) The port of Basra was both a major commer-
cial center for almost all the trade between the Ottoman
Empire and India and the administrative center for a
province of the same name. In 1534, when Sultan SUL-
EYMAN I (1. 1520-66) defeated the Iranians and assumed
control of BAGHDAD, Rashid al-Mughamis, the Bedouin
emir who then controlled Basra, submitted to Ottoman



rule without a fight; an Ottoman governor was appointed
by 1546. Throughout the 16th century, Basra served as
Ottoman naval base for expeditions to the Indian Ocean
in an attempt to counter the threat posed by the Portu-
guese navy to Muslim shipping between India and the
Middle East.

Basra was, however, a difficult port to hold. It was
linked to the Persian Gulf to the south by the Shatt al
Arab waterway, which was relatively narrow and not eas-
ily defensible. Further complicating its position, Basra
was on the border of a hostile Safavid IrRAN, open to Por-
tuguese naval attack, and surrounded by the openly hos-
tile Muntafiq Bedouin confederation whose tribesmen
could hide in the vastness of the neighboring marshes
when pursued by the Ottoman army.

In 1596 a local man named Afrasiyab, of whose ori-
gins little is known, was able to buy his elevation to the
post of provincial governor. With a skillful balancing of
Portuguese and Iranian interests and interventions in
local city politics, he and his descendants ruled the city
until 1668, surviving both the Iranian seizure of Baghdad
in 1623 and the Ottoman return to that city in 1638. The
governors of Afrasiyabs line acknowledged the Ottoman
sultans as their sovereigns but otherwise ruled the city as
if they were independent governors.

When direct Ottoman control was again restored to
Basra in 1668 in the form of an Ottoman governor who
arrived in the city from Istanbul, it remained a remote
and difficult place to control. Throughout much of the
rest of the 17th century, the paramount sheikhs of the
Muntafiq often threatened the city’s security by harass-
ing the caravans coming to and going from the city, and
even attacking European ships coming up the narrow
Shatt al Arab from the Persian Gulf. It was not until 1701
that Hasan Pasha, then governor of Baghdad, secured
the city and restored Ottoman authority to the province
after establishing a stronger Ottoman military garrison in
Basra. Shortly, thereafter, as a political expediency, and in
recognition of the power that the governors of Baghdad
wielded, the Ottoman sultan simply added Basra to the
province of Baghdad. It remained a political dependency
of that city until 1878.

During the 18th century, Basra became an increas-
ingly important trade nexus between India and YEMEN
to its south, and the rest of the Ottoman Empire and Iran
to its north. It also provided the hub for a large regional
market that extended from southwestern Iran in the east
to the oases of the eastern Arabian Peninsula in the west.
Although the bulk of the trade passing through Basra
was in transit to somewhere else, the region surrounding
the city was famous both for its dates and for its Arabian
horses; the latter were shipped primarily to India. During
the second half of the 19th century, horses from Basra were
an important import of the British raj in India, both for lei-
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sure riding and for the cavalry. Basra’s commerce made it a
desirable target for neighboring Iran and the city suftered
sieges by NADIR SHAH, the military strongman who effec-
tively ruled Iran from 1729 until his death in 1747. Nadir
Shah attempted to take the city several times between 1733
and 1736 and again in 1743. But the swamps surrounding
the city served to defeat most attackers. The city’s luck ran
out, however, in 1775, when KaArRiMm KHAN ZAND, ruler of
Iran from 1753 until 1779, laid siege to the city. Basra sur-
rendered to Zand’s Iranian forces in 1776 and Iran then
ruled the city for three more years until Zand’s death.

Following the Iranian occupation, Ottoman rule
returned once again to Basra. But the city’s trading for-
tunes went into steep decline and the number of factors,
or agents, of the East India Company, which had been the
major European trading presence in the city, was sharply
reduced. There was a revival of the city’s fortunes in the
second half of the 19th century as trade between the
Persian Gulf and India revived. As an indication of that
revival, Basra again became the capital of an independent
Ottoman province in 1878, severing its dependence on
the province of Baghdad. Basra’s commercial connections
to India led some British colonial planners to hope that
it would be incorporated into the British Empire. When
WoRrLD WAR I began in 1914, British troops quickly
occupied the port and it served as the base for British
military operations in IrRAQ during the war.

Bruce Masters

Further reading: Thabit Abdullah, Merchants, Mam-
luks, and Murder: The Political Economy of Trade in Eigh-
teenth Century Basra (Albany: State University of New York
Press, 2001); Hala Fattah, The Politics of Regional Trade in
Iraq, Arabia and the Gulf, 1745-1900 (Albany: State Univer-
sity of New York Press, 1997).

Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi See PRIME MINISTRY’S

OTTOMAN ARCHIVES.

bathhouse A key resource of any Muslim city was its
public baths. Public baths were a part of the urban cul-
ture and infrastructure that Muslim states such as the
ABBASID CALIPHATE (750-1258) or the Ottoman Empire
had inherited from their Byzantine and Roman prede-
cessors. A city was not considered to be a proper city by
Muslim travelers in the pre-modern period unless it had
a mosque, a market, and a bathhouse (in Ottoman Turk-
ish, hammam). In fact, most Ottoman cities had a public
bathhouse in every neighborhood. The baths provided
not only an opportunity for cleanliness but also a public
space for relaxation and entertainment. This was espe-
cially true for women, as men were allowed to social-
ize in the cOFFEEHOUSES and public markets. Muslim
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women of the upper classes were not supposed to leave
their homes except to go to the public baths. Even though
most upper-class homes had their own bath, women
from those families used the excuse of going to the bath-
houses to socialize with other women. As the social cus-
tom of strict gender segregation prevented women from
going to coffeehouses, women could find an opportunity
to get away from their ordinary routine in the baths to
meet with friends, drink coffee, and be entertained by
female performers. In many neighborhoods, there were
separate bathhouses for women. Where there were no
separate bathhouses for women, the bathhouses desig-
nated different days for men and women.

Men used the baths for many of the same reasons as
women, but unlike visits to coffeehouses, there was no
hint of impropriety for those who went to the baths to
socialize. The baths were also places where representa-
tives from differing social classes were welcome as long
as they had the price of admission. Although no class
distinction was made between various male patrons of
the bathhouses, the same could not be said of differences
in religion. In some places, Muslim jurists required non-
Muslim men to use the baths on different days of the
week than Muslim patrons lest the distinctions between
the religious communities become blurred. The jurists
also worried about illicit activities that might occur in
bathhouses as these places provided the opportunity
for the blurring of class distinctions as well as those of
religion. As was the case with women’s use of the bath-
houses, men saw them as places to socialize, although it
was not common for bathhouses catering to males to pro-
vide entertainment. After all, such entertainments were
available to men in the coffeehouses, but unlike the cof-
feehouses, bathhouses themselves were never an object
of condemnation by the community’s moral guides, the
Muslim religious authorities. Although some bathhouses
had private owners, most were funded by pious endow-
ments (WAQFs), as Islamic tradition prescribed cleanli-
ness as a virtue for believers.

Water was brought to the baths by the same system
that brought it to wealthier private homes. This usu-
ally involved a system of aqueducts that brought water
into the cities from external sources, such as mountain
streams. The water was brought to a central location
within the city from which a system of clay pipes, laid
beneath the streets, brought it to those lucky enough
to have direct access to it. For the poorer classes, most
neighborhoods had fountains fed by aqueducts or in
some cases by individual wells that could be tapped
beneath the city’s streets. The other major requirement
for the bathhouses was heat. In most Ottoman cities, this
was supplied by the guild of street sweepers who cleaned
the city’s marketplaces and removed the rubbish, which
was then burned in furnaces beneath the bathhouses. In

this way, bathhouses not only provided the means for
personal hygiene, they promoted civic cleanliness as well.
All European visitors to the Ottoman Empire were
impressed by the bathhouses and every account by a con-
temporary traveler includes extensive notes about them.
Of particular interest to historians is the account of Lady
Montagu, an English noblewoman who visited IsTANBUL
in 1717-18. In her letters home, she described in great
detail the role of the bathhouses in Ottoman women’s
and provided a woman’s view of Ottoman culture.
Bruce Masters
Further reading: Lady Mary Montagu, The Complete
Letters of Lady Mary Wortley Montagu, 3 vols. (Oxford:
Clarendon, 1965-67).

Bayezid I (Yildirim, or Thunderbolt) (b. 1354-d.
1403) (r. 1389-1402) Ottoman sultan Known as
Yildirim, or Thunderbolt, Bayezid I was born in 1354 to
Sultan MuRraD I (r. 1362-89) and Giilgicek Hatun. His
reign was characterized by constant fighting in Anato-
lia and the Balkans, and Bayezid extended the Ottoman
realms to the DANUBE RIVER in the northwest and to the
EUPHRATES RIVER in the east. He was ultimately checked
by TIMUR, a military leader of Mongol descent from
Transoxania in Central Asia, who defeated Bayezid at the
BATTLE OF ANKARA (July 28, 1402). Bayezid died while
being held captive by Timur, who reduced the Ottoman
lands to what they had been at the beginning of Murad I's
reign. However, Bayezid’s conquests served as inspiration
for his successors, who managed to rebuild the empire,
and half a century later Ottoman armies under Sultan
MEeuMED II (r. 1444-46; 1451-81) would succeed in the
CONQUEST OF CONSTANTINOPLE, the seat of the ByzaN-
TINE EMPIRE, emerging as the dominant power in south-
eastern Europe and Asia Minor.

Bayezid began his political career in about 1381
when he married the daughter of the emir of the
Germiyanogullar1 emirate, a Turkoman maritime princi-
pality in western Asia Minor. With the dowry from this
marriage, the Ottomans acquired parts of the Germiya-
nid lands. Bayezid was appointed prince-governor of
Kiitahya, the former center of the ANATOLIAN EMIRATE,
and was entrusted with the task of guarding the Ottoman
domains from the east.

This meant fighting against the Karamans, the stron-
gest of the Anatolian Turkoman emirates, who consid-
ered themselves heirs to the SELJUKsS of Rum, the former
rulers of Asia Minor, and who thus refused to acknowl-
edge Ottoman suzerainty. The Karamans' firm stance
against Ottoman expansion in Asia Minor also suggested
that dynastic marriages, used extensively by the Otto-
mans to win over possible rival Turkoman emirs and to
subjugate Balkan Christian rulers, did not always work.



For example, Alaeddin Bey (r. 1361-98) of Karaman had
married Bayezid’s sister, but the marriage did not make
him a subservient vassal. When, in 1386, Alaeddin Bey
captured further territories that the Ottomans claimed
as their own, Sultan Murad I decided to take military
action. In the resulting battle, fought in late 1386 at Frenk
Yazisi near Ankara, Bayezid earned his sobriquet Yildirim
or “Thunderbolt” for his valor as a fighter. Thanks to his
Ottoman wife, Alaeddin Bey escaped the confrontation
with minimal damage and loss of territory, but the Kara-
man challenge did not disappear until the late 15th cen-
tury, when their territory was finally incorporated into
the Ottoman Empire.

Upon the death of Murad in the BATTLE OF Kosovo
(June 15, 1389), Bayezid was recognized as the new sultan;
he had his only living brother, Yakub, killed to forestall
a possible contest for the throne. The Battle of Kosovo
had strengthened Ottoman positions in the Balkans.
When the Serbian prince Lazar was killed in the battle,
Lazar’s son, Stephen Lazarevi¢, became an Ottoman vas-
sal and was forced to wed his sister, Olivera, to the new
sultan. However, this Ottoman victory also put HUNGARY
on its guard since the victory at Kosovo meant that this
most important regional power would for the first time
be sharing a border with the Ottomans. The battle also
heartened the Anatolian Turkoman emirates who used
the absence of Ottoman troops in Anatolia to recapture
several of their former territories. During his swift cam-
paign in the winter of 1389-90, Bayezid annexed the
western Anatolian emirates of Aydin, Saruhan, Germi-
yan, Mentege, and Hamid. He then turned against Kara-
man and laid siege to Konya, the capital of Karaman in
present-day south-central Turkey. However, Bayezid’s
former ally, Candaroglu Silleyman Bey of the Black Sea
coastal emirate of Kastamonu, made an agreement with
Kadi Burhaneddin Ahmed of Sivas against Bayezid. The
sultan thus was forced to give up the siege of Konya and
turn against them. In 1392, Bayezid defeated and killed
Stileyman Bey and annexed his territories. The smaller
rulers of the region, including the ruler of Amasya (south-
southwest of the Black Sea coastal city of Samsun), also
accepted Ottoman suzerainty. However, the dispute with
Kad1 Burhaneddin was not resolved until 1398.

Ottoman campaigns in Anatolia emboldened the
sultan's more distant Christian rivals. The Byzantines,
recently reduced to vassalage and forced to fight along-
side Bayezid in Anatolia, tried to solve their internal dis-
putes in the hope that, if they were united and received
help from the western Christian states, they might stop
Ottoman encroachment into their territories. However,
this policy provoked a long-lasting Ottoman siege and
blockade of the Byzantine capital, Constantinople (1394-
1402). To control navigation along the Bosporus, Bayezid
ordered the construction of a castle at the narrowest point
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of the strait, less than three miles north of Constantinople
on the Asian shore. Known today as Anadolu Hisar1 or
the Asian castle, the fort played an important role during
the Ottoman CONQUEST OF CONSTANTINOPLE in 1453.
Despite these actions, however, Bayezid did not succeed
in seizing Constantinople, for he had to abandon the siege
to fight on fronts in Europe and Asia Minor.

While Bayezid was fighting against his Muslim and
Turkoman enemies in Anatolia, his frontier lords contin-
ued their raids in the Balkans, which in turn provoked
HUNGARY to take countermeasures. The Ottomans raided
southern Hungary periodically from 1390 onward, and
Ottoman and Hungarian forces clashed in 1392 when the
Hungarians crossed the DANUBE RIVER, the country’s
natural southern border. In 1393 Bayezid conquered Turn-
ovo, annexing Czar Ivan Shishman’s (r. 1371-95) Danu-
bian BurGaria and sending Shishman to Nikopol on the
Danube as his vassal. Alerted by Bayezid’s recent victories
along Hungary’s southern borders, King Sigismund of
Luxembourg (r. 1387-1437) extended Hungary’s influ-
ence to northern Serbia, parts of Bosnia, and the Roma-
nian principalities of WALLACHIA and MOLDAVIA, as part
of a new defense policy against the Ottomans that aimed
at creating Hungarian client-states between Hungary and
the Ottomans. In the autumn of 1394, Bayezid entered
Wallachia and deposed its pro-Hungarian ruler, Mircea
(r. 1386-1418), replacing him with his own vassal, Vlad
(r. 1394-97). In the spring of 1395, the Ottomans raided
southern Hungary again, and in June captured Nikopol
and executed Czar Shishman. King Sigismund, in his turn,
marched into Wallachia and reinstated his protégé, Mircea
(July-August 1395), whose position, however, remained
shaky. By the summer of 1396, King Sigismund, who had
been planning a crusade since 1392, had amassed an inter-
national army to move against the Ottomans. The crusade
was promoted by King Sigismund, the pope, the Duke of
Burgundy, and some French nobles. It had been urged by
the Byzantine Emperor Manuel II Palaiologos (r. 1391-
1425), whose capital was under Ottoman blockade and
whose envoys visited Hungary in January 1396, seeking
h