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I
Introduction

KATE FLEET

This first volume of The Cambridge History of Turkey considers the transition
period from the arrival of the Turks in Anatolia to the collapse of the Byzantine
Empire and the creation of an Ottoman Empire with its imperial capital of
Istanbul. The first four chapters examine various aspects of the political history
of the period: the history of Byzantium, the Mongol period in Anatolia, the
Turkish advance into Europe and the rise of the Turkish states, including that
of the Ottomans. The following four chapters deal with various aspects of the
social and economic life of the period, focusing on the military, the economy,
art and architecture, and the cultural and religious milieu of this world of
transition from Byzantium to Ottoman Empire.

The defeat in August 1071 of the Byzantine emperor Romanos Diogenes
by the Turkomans at the battle of Malazgirt (Manzikert) is taken as a turning
point in the history of Anatolia and the Byzantine Empire. From this time the
Byzantines were unable to stem the flow of the Turks into Anatolia and the
slow process of Turkification had begun. But it was not a battle of conquest,
as both Julian Chrysostomides (p. 10) and Ahmet Yasar Ocak (p. 356) point
out in this volume. The Seljuk ruler Alp Arslan was intending not to conquer
Anatolia, but rather to move against Syria and Egypt. This was not the first
Turkish appearance in the region and Byzantine Anatolia had already been
weakened before the battle of Malazgirt by many years of Turkoman raiding.

In the same way as 1071 has become a seminal (and useful) date for historians,
so too has the date of 1453 when the Byzantine capital, Constantinople, fell to
the Ottoman ruler Mehmed II and the Byzantine Empire ceased to exist. This
date has been taken to symbolise the beginning of the imperial power of the
Ottoman Empire, the creation of an imperial capital and the commencement
of true Ottoman might. It was not, of course, quite like that. The Byzantine
Empire had been crumbling slowly for a considerable period well before 1453,
and by that date had been reduced merely to the capital and a small strip of
territory around it. The city had undergone Ottoman sieges before, under
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Bayezid I in the 1390s and again under Murad Il in 1422. Its conquest, however,
created shockwaves across the western world. Many believed it presaged the
arrival of the Turks in Rome itself, and the extirpation of the Christian faith.
For the Ottomans, the capture of the capital of the Byzantine Empire was sym-
bolically significant. Further, the location of the city, controlling the crossing
between east and west, and the waterway between north and south, between
the Black Sea and the Mediterranean, made it economically and strategically
important for a state which had territory in both Asia and Europe. Its fall
did not, however, represent any sudden or dramatic departure from Turkish
policy but was a continuation in the development of the Ottoman state in line
with the fall of Byzantine cities before it, such as Thessalonike in 1430.

Both 1071 and 1453, therefore, are dates whose significance as crucial
moments in history is overplayed. They are, however, convenient signifiers
of periods of change and transformation in directions of events in history and
as such make useful starting and end points for this volume.

One date that is largely ignored by the periodisation of this volume is the
turn of the fourteenth century, taken as the notional starting point of the
Ottoman state. This has certain advantages. It does not overplay history in
favour of the ultimate winners, the Ottomans, and thus tries to avoid seeing
history backwards when outcomes are known. The Ottomans tend to domi-
nate studies of the later part of this period, as a result of the fact that they came
out on top. But, as Rudi Paul Lindner points out, there was no way that this
could have been foreseen in 1300 (Lindner, p. 102), or, one might add, in 1402
after the devastating defeat at the battle of Ankara when Ottoman forces were
crushed by Timur and the Ottoman state plunged into a period of internecine
warfare. The ignoring of 1300 as a turning point date also allows a greater
appreciation of this period as one of slow transformation marked by fluidity
and fusion rather than in stark terms of collisions and sudden change. This is
a period in which the region passes from an Orthodox, Byzantine empire to
an Ottoman, Muslim one. It is characterised by gradual assimilation, adapta-
tion and absorption and is marked by a high degree of flexibility and fusion
of cultures. Such fusion is evident in the intellectual world of the period, the
literature, art and architecture, and in the make-up of the Turkish states.

This was a world of intellectual mobility, dynamism and cosmopolitanism,
asis clearly to be seen in Ahmet Yasar Ocak’s discussion of the intellectual and
cultural aspects of the period (chapter 9). Intellectuals and ideas were drawn
from outside the region into the courts of the new Turkish states. What was
to develop from this fusion of Central Asian, Middle Eastern and Byzantine
elements was a distinctly Turkish intellectual world expressed in a Turkish
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which was to become the Ottoman language of the empire. “The intellectual
world of medieval Turkey’, as Ocak notes, “created the bases of the intellectual
performance of the Ottoman Empire for centuries to come’ (Ocak, p. 422).

Such fusion of diverse elements is reflected also in art and architecture, the
fourteenth century and the first half of the fifteenth being a period of significant
transformation in Turkish art and architecture which shows the continuation
of Rum Seljuk influences in central and eastern Anatolia while, particularly in
western Anatolia, there was a considerable departure from tradition, drawing
on diverse sources including late Byzantine, Timurid and Mamluk art (Crane,
p. 266). But there was also a mix, with Seljuk-influenced buildings appearing
in the west and innovative ones being built in the central regions (Crane,
p- 279).

This amalgamation of different influences is clearly evident in the make-up
of Ottoman society. As Pal Fodor demonstrates, the early Ottoman military
organisation was an amalgam of Turkoman, Seljuk, Ilkhanid and Byzantine
elements (p. 192), with a considerable contribution from the Byzantines, the
Venetians and the Genoese to the development of the Ottoman navy (Fodor,
p. 224). Despite the general view that the Turks were not seafarers, they in fact
took early, and successfully, to the water.

Flexibility and the ability to adopt, absorb and use outside sources was a
significant factor in Turkish success, particular in that of the Ottomans. One
of the elements accounting for the Ottomans” development of ‘one of the
best war machines of the age” was that ‘they had the necessary ability and
readiness to accommodate foreign technologies and experts and to take part
in international trade and transfer of knowledge and weapons’ (Fodor, p. 226).
This ability to utilise foreigners and benefit from outside expertise is also
evident in Turkish economic practice (Fleet, p. 258)

One of the problems facing research on the economy, and indeed on most
aspects of the period, is the lack of sources (Ocak, p. 353, Fleet, pp. 228-9).
This has resulted in a dearth of research in many areas, or the establishment of
views which need to be reassessed. Thus, for example, the idea that the Turks
lacked economic motivation or acumen, although now firmly under attack,
has yet finally to be put to rest. Historians have often portrayed the period from
1071 to the fall of Constantinople as one of destruction. It is certainly the case
that there was much devastation inflicted on the region by a variety of forces:
the crusaders, the Turkomans, the Mongols, the Mamluks and Timur. But
this does not mean, and could not logically mean for Anatolia over the whole
four-hundred-year period, blanket and continuous devastation. The Mongols,
as Charles Melville points out, have often come out of the history of Anatolia
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rather badly (Melville, p. 51). Either overlooked in a seamless progression from
Seljuk to Ottoman, or viewed as a brief preamble to Ottoman history, they
have frequently failed to feature large for historians of Turkish Anatolia. For
historians of the Ilkhans, their Anatolian phase has often not featured at all.
As Melville argues, there needs to be more work on assessing the Mongol
contribution to the history of Anatolia, and on what impact Mongol practices
had on the development of Turkish, in particular Ottoman, government, on
the extent to which the Ilkhans simply adopted the Seljuk practices they found
in place and what elements they introduced from their steppe background.
Ilkhan financial practices did affect the development of administration under
the Ottomans who adopted accounting methods from them and imitated their
coins.

More research is also needed on the organisation and functioning of the
medreses, research into which is only in its initial phase (Ocak, p. 412), on Shi’ism
in Anatolia and on the role of conversion and apostasy, an area in which emotive
rather than objective history has been influential (Ocak, p. 403). The Turkish
presence in Europe is another area where emotive response has far too often
warped historical analysis. Despite the attitude that the Turks ‘came last and
consequently, when the nation-states were set up, had to go first” (Kiel, p. 138),
Machiel Kiel demonstrates that contacts between the various Turkic peoples
and the Balkans go back at least as far as the settlement of the Slavs (Kiel,
p. 138). It is odd that the Ottomans, who were established on European soil
from the mid-fourteenth century, should have been so vehemently rejected as
a European power when, in Kiel’s estimation, ‘the land to the East of the line
from Nikopol (Nikopolis, Nigbolu) on the Danube to Kavala on the Aegean,
and most of the southern half of Macedonia was, until 1912, atleast as “Turkish”
as most of Anatolia” (Kiel, p. 156). Destruction of Ottoman monuments in
the Balkans has been a concrete expression of the rewriting of the history
of the region in the twentieth century which has so coloured and distorted
research.

The history of this period has frequently been viewed through the mirror of
the modern age. The rise of Turkish powerin Anatolia and the Balkanshasbeen
interpreted by many historiansin the nineteenth and twentieth centuries under
the all-powerful shadow of the nation-state which has so often sought to model
history in its own image. British historians have been befogged by the miasma
of philhellenism, Balkan historians intellectually trammelled by the Ottoman
yoke which for many lay heavily across both their lands and their mental
outlooks, Turkish historians ensnared in the requirements of “Turkishness’.
On many occasions views have been adopted ‘as the result either of conscious
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prejudice or of innocent superficiality of conviction’, in Ahmet Yasar Ocak’s
phrase, referring specifically to the assessment of the Turks who arrived in
Anatolia as primitive, adopted by older-generation western historians (Ocak,
p- 400). Itis to be hoped that this volume will contribute to a clearer conception
of the period and that it will encourage the conduct of research outside the
constriction of the political requirements of any particular age.

The period 1071-1453, thus, is one in which much stays the same, much
changes slowly, and much emerges new from a chrysalis-like fusion of cultures.
By 1453 the world of Anatolia and much of the Balkans had become a Turkish,
Muslim one, and the world of Byzantium was gone.
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The Byzantine Empire from the eleventh
to the fifteenth century

JULIAN CHRYSOSTOMIDES

The defeat of the Byzantine army by the Seljuk Turks at the battle of Malazgirt
(Manzikert) in 1071 ushered in a period of military decline, which, despite its
fluctuations, culminated with the capture of Constantinople by the Ottoman
Turks in 1453. This event brought to an end an empire, which, despite the
ethnic, linguistic and religious varieties existing within its borders, in essence
had maintained its Graeco-Roman and Christian culture and tradition.’

Originally the eastern half (pars orientalis) of the Roman Empire, Byzantium
had throughout its existence to defend its territories against forces that rose
in the east, west and north. As a result of the migrations of the Germanic tribes,
the western half was lost to the empire by the end of the fifth century, despite
the subsequent attempts by Justinian I (527-65) to re-conquer these territories.
Yet, as long as the empire held on to Asia Minor, its wealthiest province after
Egyptin terms of men and resources, it had the possibility of reasserting itself,
first against the Persians and later against the Arabs, despite the loss of North
Africa, Egypt, Syria and Palestine.

The migrations of various tribes from Asia brought additional pressure to
bear on the empire’s northern frontiers. Of these, the most serious in this
period were those of the Slavs, the Bulgars of Turkic origin, and the half-
Slavicised Sarmatian peoples, namely the Serbs and Croats. Slav pressure on
the northern frontier was resolved by a political decision. Unable militarily to
contain them beyond the Danube frontier and put an end to their attacks, the
Byzantines settled the Slavs in depopulated areas of the empire, including Asia
Minor,”* as they did with the Armenians.? Both these solutions proved to be

1 For the ethnography of Byzantine Asia Minor, see S. Vryonis, The Decline of Medieval
Hellenism in Asia Minor and the Process of Islamization from the Eleventh through the Fifteenth
Century (Berkeley, Calif., 1971), pp. 42-68.

2 P. Lemerle, ‘Invasions et migrations dans les Balkans depuis la fin de I'époque romaine
jusqu’au Vllle siécle’, Revue Historique 211-12 (1954), 265—308.

3 P.Charanis, ‘Ethnic Changes in the Byzantine Empire in the Seventh Century’, Dumbarton
Oaks Papers 13 (1959), 25—-44.
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economically and militarily to the empire’s advantage. On the other hand,
the defeat of the Avars in Pannonia by Charlemagne’s son Pippin in 796 made
it possible for the Bulgars to move westward and become a major threat to
the empire.

The Arab pressure brought to bear on the eastern frontier led to the reorgan-
isation of the provinces, known as the ‘theme system’, which involved settling
troops (themes) in districts under the administration and the supreme authority
of a strategos (general), who combined both military and civil authority and
was directly responsible to the emperor. This system, which was developed
and extended to territories as they were reincorporated within the frontiers
of the empire, not only played a part in the recruitment of a loyal army but in
addition protected the existence of a free peasantry which contributed both
militarily and economically, and enabled the empire to ward off its enemies
both in the Balkans and in the east.# Similarly, the problems created in the
north, first by the migratory Slav and later Bulgar peoples, were checked to
some extent by the use of military force coupled with diplomacy entailing
both religious and cultural influence.

By the eighth century the Byzantine Empire had successfully defended
Constantinople against the Arabs and the Slavs, and consolidated its rule in
Asia Minor. By the middle of the ninth century it had made such a remarkable
recovery that it was able to take the offensive in all directions, in the west,
in the Balkans and in the east. Following a series of military victories, the
Byzantines began by the tenth century to penetrate well into Arab territory,
thusinitiating a period of expansion on all fronts, including the recapture of the
islands of Crete (961) and Cyprus (965). These military achievements reached
their apogee in the reign of Basil II (976-1025). In southern Italy, Calabria and
Apulia were once more under the firm control of the empire, while in the
north, with the conquest of Bulgaria, its frontiers extended to the Danube
and the Drava. In the east, with the annexation of Ani and later of Vaspurkan,
ceded to the empire by its king who was unable to defend his lands against the
incursions of the Turks, the empire’s frontiers extended eastward of Lake Van
and beyond the Euphrates.” At the close of Basil II's reign in 1025 the Byzantine

4 P.Lemerle, The Agrarian History of Byzantium from the Origins to the Twelfth Century (Galway,
1979).

5 For the social problems created by this expansion, see G. Dagron, ‘Minorités ethniques
et religieuses dans 1'Orient byzantin a la fin du Xe et au Xle siecle: I'immigration
syrienne’, Travaux et Mémoires 6 (1976), 177-216; N. Oikonomides, ‘L’organisation de
la frontiere orientale de Byzance aux Xe—XIe siecles et le Taktikon de I'Escorial’, in XIVe
Congres international des études byzantines: rapports, I (Bucharest, 1974), pp. 285-302; S. Der
Nersessian, “The Kingdom of Cilician Armenia’, in A History of the Crusades, vol. II, ed.
K. M. Setton (Madison, 1969), pp. 630-59.
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Empire had emerged as the dominant power in the eastern Mediterranean,
and succeeded in drawing within its sphere of influence the Slavs of the Balkans
and Russia.

These achievements could not have been accomplished without a degree
of continuity in the policies of the emperors who had ruled the empire during
this period, nor without a well-structured political, military and economic
organisation. The years that immediately followed Basil II's death were not
entirely devoid of success, but as time went on the lack of a leadership capable
of assessing and responding to military and social problems aggravated the
situation. The position deteriorated further with the clash between the civil
aristocracy in the court of Constantinople and the large landowners of Asia
Minor who had provided military leadership but had also profited economi-
cally from the eastern expansion. Their drive to absorb both the land and the
free small landholders after Basil II's death remained unchecked. In addition,
the centralisation initiated under Constantine IX Monomachos (1042—55) weak-
ened both the military and naval structures of the empire, for these changes
not only affected the economic welfare of the state owing to the loss of revenue
from taxation, but also deprived the state of its soldiers.®

In addition to the internal difficulties, the empire had as a result of its
expansion to face new forces along its frontiers. The most formidable of these
were the Normans in the west, the Pechenegs in the north and the Seljuks
in the east, the last two being of Turkic origin. The Pechenegs were not
unknown to the Byzantines, for they had succeeded in establishing a working
relation with them for a long time and used them to control the Russians,
Magyars and Bulgars, as becomes clear from the advice given by Constantine
VII Porphyrogenitos (905—59) to his son Romanos:

So long as the emperor of the Romans is at peace with the Pechenegs, neither
Russians nor Turks can come upon the Roman dominions by force of arms,
nor can they exact from the Romans large and inflated sums in money and
goods for the price of peace . . . To the Bulgarians also the emperor of the
Romans will appear more formidable, and can impose on them the need for
tranquillity, if he is at peace with the Pechenegs.”

This situation was fundamentally altered after Basil II's death (1025). The
annexation of Bulgaria exposed the empire to the Pecheneg raids, which

6 P Charanis, ‘Economic Factors in the Decline of the Byzantine Empire’, The Journal of
Economic History 13 (1953), 412—24.

7 Constantine Porphyrogenitos, De Administrando Imperio, ed. and tr. Gy. Moravcsik and
R. H.J. Jenkins (Dumbarton Oaks, Washington, 1967), pp. 50-3, lines 4-5.
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left devastation in their wake.® Despite periodic agreements, such accords
did not last long and the Pechenegs remained a constant threat. Far more
destructive, however, proved to be the Uzes, another nomadic Turkic tribe
which crossed the Danube in 1065 and reached Thessalonike, penetrating into
Greece, ravaging the countryside and killing the inhabitants.® In Asia Minor
a new foe appeared on the scene, the Seljuk Turks, who proved to be even
more formidable. The annexation of Armenia during the reigns of Basil II
and Constantine IX Monomachos exposed the empire to Seljuk incursions.*
These coincided with the social and economic changes taking place within the
empire that were to affect its military potential. Michael Psellos’s discerning
remark, put in the mouth of Isakios I Komnenos, that ‘imperialist policy . . .
could not be effected without much expenditure of money and men, as well
as sufficient reserve’ was confirmed by subsequent events," for Constantine
IX’s decision to disband the thematic armies of Iberia and Mesopotamia, and
to impose taxation in place of military service, forced large sections of the
population to desert to the enemy.”* The running down of the theme system
in this particular case was not a one-off decision but a policy which was applied
to the rest of the empire and resulted in the undermining of the social and
economic structures upon which its military and naval strength was based.”
The resulting vacuum in the defence sector was filled by the large-scale recruit-
ment of foreign mercenaries, with specific taxes being raised for this purpose.™
These measures not only were a drain on the treasury, but also aggravated the
situation by provoking armed rebellions at a time when cities and countryside
were devastated by enemy attacks.”

8 John Skylitzes, Synopsis Historiarum, ed. I. Thurn (Berlin and New York, 1973), p. 373 § 2.
9 Michael Attaleiates, Historia, ed. with Spanish tr., I. Pérez Martin (Madrid, 2002), p. 63.
10 For the question of the rise of the Seljuk Turks, see C. Cahen, ‘La premiére pénétration
turque en Asie Mineure’, Byzantion 18 (1948), 15; P. Wittek, ‘Deux chapitres de I'histoire
des Turcs de Roum’, Byzantion 11 (1936), 285-302.

11 Michael Psellos, Chronographie, vol. II, ed. and tr. E. Renauld. (Paris, 1926), p. 114; English
tr. E. R. A. Sewter, Fourteen Byzantine Rulers (London, 1966), p. 306.

12 Kekaumenos, Strategicon, ed. B. Wassiliewsky and V. Jernstedt (St Petersburg, 1896; repr.
1965), p. 18; Attaleiates, Historia, p. 34; Skylitzes, Synopsis Historiarum, p. 476 § 29; Michael
Glykas, Annales, ed. I. Bekker (Bonn, 1836), p. 598; Joannes Zonaras, Epitome Historiarum,
vol. I, ed. T. Biittner-Wobst (Bonn, 1897), p. 647; H. Ahrweiler, Byzance et la mer. La
marine de guerte. La politique et les institutions maritimes de Byzance aux VIle-XVe siécles
(Paris, 1966), pp. 146—7.

13 Ahrweiler, Mer, pp. 151, 150—63.

14 P. Lemerle, André Guillou and Nicolas Svoronos (eds.), Actes de Lavra. Edition diploma-
tique, vol. I: Des origins d 1240 (Paris, 1970), part 2, no. 33, p. 198, lines 81-3: eloTp&&ews
Bapdryywv, Péds 1y Zapaxivédv 1) pdryywv 1) éTépeov Tivédw é6vikéov kai Pwuaicv; P.
Lemerle, Cing études sur le XIe siécle byzantin (Paris, 1977), p. 271.

15 In 1054 Artze, a major commercial centre, was razed to the ground by Ertugrul:
Attaleiates, Historia, p. 148; Skylitzes, Synopsis Historiarum, pp. 451-3; Matthew of Edessa,



JULIAN CHRYSOSTOMIDES

In 1068, during the minority of Michael VII Doukas, the son of Constantine
X Doukas (1059-67), Romanos Diogenes, a professional soldier, was chosen as
emperor. The need for a military man to counter enemy attacks was apparent
at least to the dowager empress, Eudocia, whose choice he was.”® The newly
appointed emperor, a member of the military party, hurriedly collected a
motley army, mainly consisting of Pechenegs, Uzes, Normans and Franks,
each contingent obeying the orders of its own leader. At a crucial stage he
split his forces, sending a contingent of his most experienced soldiers to invest
Chliat (Ahlat) on Lake Van.” But above all, it was the betrayal of Andronikos
Doukas, Michael’s cousin and son of the caesar, John Doukas, who spread false
rumours during the engagement that Diogenes had been defeated, which
undermined the whole venture. This led to a large section of the Uzes chang-
ing sides and joining their fellow Turks,"™ while the Franks, under Roussel of
Bailleul, and the Armenians, resentful of Byzantine religious pressure, fled the
camp. Andronikos Doukas, most probably with a view to ousting Diogenes,
withdrew from the battlefield and headed with his army to Constantinople.”
The result was the Byzantine defeat and the capture of Diogenes. The Turkish
sultan, Alp Arslan (1063-72), seems at this stage not to have been interested in
proceeding with the conquest of Anatolia, his main concern being to move his
forces against Syria and Egypt.*® He therefore treated Diogenes honourably
and agreed to release him on condition that the Byzantines paid an annual
tribute and provided military help.» But the powers in Constantinople,
primarily John Doukas, rejected the agreement, the empress was removed
to a nunnery and Michael VII was proclaimed sole emperor (1071-8).** In
response, Diogenes sought Alp Arslan’s help to regain his throne. Defeated,

The Chronicle of Matthew of Edessa, tr. A. E. Dostourian (New York and London, 1993),
pp. 76-7; Vryonis, Decline, pp. 85-96.

16 Psellos, Chronographie, 11, pp. 155-6 (Sewter, pp. 348-9).

17 Attaleiates, Historia, p. 112; Vryonis, Decline, pp. 98-103, cf. C. Cahen ‘La campagne de
Mantzikert d’apres les sources musulmanes’, Byzantion 9 (1934), 629—631. Cf. Vryonis’s
important critique of Cahen’s article on his interpretation of Byzantine sources, Decline,
pp. 100—T n. 109. Contrary to the Muslim sources. Skylitzes states that the Byzantine
army was ill equipped: Continuatus, ed. E. T. Tsolakes, ‘H ouvéxeia Tjs Xpovoypagias
710U Tewavvou ZkuAiTdn (Thessalonike, 1968), pp. 125 ff.

18 Attaleiates, Historia, pp. 117-18, states that he personally administered the oath kot TO
T&Tpiov to the Uzes who had remained loyal.

19 Attaleiates, Historia, Pp. 120-1; Zonaras, Epitome Historiarum, p. 701; B. Leib, Jean Doukas,
César et moine, son jeu politique a Byzance de 1067 a 1081, Mélanges P. Peeters, vol. II,
Analecta Bollandiana 68 (1950), pp. 163—80.

20 Cahen, ‘La campagne de Mantzikert’, p. 623.

21 Attaleiates, Historia, pp. 122—3; Zonaras, Epitome Historiarum, pp. 702—3; cf. Psellos, Chrono-
graphie, 11, vii, p. 164 (Sewter, pp. 357-8).

22 Attaleiates, Historia, p. 125; Zonaras, Epitome Historiarum, p. 704.
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he was blinded despite the assurances given him to the contrary, and died soon
after.® Using Diogenes’s death as an excuse, Alp Arslan directed his forces
against Asia Minor, the defences of which had already been eroded by the
incursions and pillaging of the independent Turkish bands (Turkomans)
during the preceding decades.*

These events unfolding in the east had their counterpart in the west. The
same year that witnessed the disaster of Malazgirt (Manzikert) also saw the fall
of Bari, the last Byzantine possession, to the Normans under Robert Guiscard,
whose target became the imperial possessions on the eastern coast of the
Adriatic, and ultimately Constantinople. Similarly, the Byzantines lost ground
in the Balkans where they suffered repeated insurrections.® But above all, what
eroded the remaining strength of the empire from within were the various
rebellions of both pretenders and foreign mercenaries, such, for example, as
that of Roussel of Bailleul who revolted in the name of John Doukas.?® In
order to suppress these rebellions the Byzantine government had to call in
Turkish mercenaries, thus aggravating the situation further and inadvertently
assisting the Turkish expansion into Byzantine territory.* By 1180 the Sultanate
of Rum (based on Roman territory) had arisen on Byzantine soil, extending
from Cilicia to the Hellespont, thus bringing to a close the imperial presence
in the heart of Asia Minor.*®

The dynasty of the Komnenoi and their successors,
1081-1204

Meanwhile, a series of insurrections brought to power first Nikephoros III
Botaneiates in 1078 and, three years later, Alexios I Komnenos, who found
‘an empire surrounded on all sides by barbarians” and a depleted treasury.*

23 Attaleiates, Historia, pp. 122 ff.; Nikephoros Bryennios, Histoire, ed. and tr. P. Gautier
(Brussels, 1975), pp. 136—41; Zonaras, Epitome Historiarum, p. 705.

24 Attaleiates, Historia, p. 136: ol & ToUpkol Tfv £av EKToTe KaTETpeX OV &Bedds; Bryen-
nios, Histoire, pp. 144—5; Matthew of Edessa, Chronicle, p. 24; Vryonis, Decline, pp. 110-12.
On the Turkomans, see P. Lemerle, L’émirat d’Aydin, Byzance et I’Occident: recherches sur
‘La geste d’Umur Pacha’ (Paris, 1957), p. 12; Wittek, ‘Deux chapitres’, 302—319.

25 On this see G. Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine State, tr. J. M. Hussey (Oxford, 1968),
p. 359 nn. 2, 3 with bibliography cited.

26 Attaleiates, Historia, pp. 138—9; Bryennios, Histoire, pp. 176—9.

27 Vryonis, Decline, pp. 108-10.

28 Anna Komnene, Alexiade, ed. and tr. B. Leib, 3 vols. (Paris, 1965), 1, i, p. 18; translated
by E. R. A. Sewter as The Alexiad (London, 1969), p. 38; Cahen, ‘Premiére pénétration’,
5 ff.; Wittek, ‘Deux chapitres’, 296-301.

29 AnnaKomnene, Alexiade, 11, vi, p. 47 (Sewter, p. 185); P. Gautier, ‘Diatribes de Jean I'Oxite
contre Alexis Ier Comnéne’, Revue des Etudes Byzantines 28 (1970), 34—5. On Alexios see
P. Chalandon, Essai sur le régne d’Alexis Ie Comnéne (Paris, 1900).
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His immediate task was to introduce reforms which gathered civil authority
and military power in the hands of an officer, the katepano, in charge of a
region, and in addition to bring in further tax impositions to build up the
army®° In a climate of rivalries and rebellions Alexios strengthened his position
by extensive land grants and titles to his family and partisans, a policy that
often elicited criticism.* This solution, though perhaps inevitable, was indeed
a double-edged sword, for while it strengthened his authority, at the same
time it encouraged separatist elements. In addition, it further undermined the
agrarian structures that up to the early eleventh century had been responsible
for the economic and military strength of the empire. An astute politician,
Alexios tried to resolve the immense problems facing him by having recourse
toboth diplomacy and war. He opened negotiations with Pope Gregory VIl and
the German emperor, and secured the naval support of Venice during Robert
Guiscard’s blockade of Dyrrachium (Durazzo).?* Although in 1082 Venetian
help wasboughtatahigh price, foritinvolved granting them extensive quarters
and commercial privileges® which in the long run were to prove detrimental
to the empire, nevertheless for the time being the Norman defeat gave them
a respite, particularly when the Slavs in the Balkans took advantage of the
Norman invasion to assert their independence.

The pressure from the western front, but above all the continuous lack
of resources in both cash and manpower, forced Alexios to concentrate on
recovering coastal territories, realising that any attempt to regain lands within
the heart of Anatolia, fragmented by the constant devastating raids of the
Turkomans and parcelled out among the Turkish beys, would have necessi-
tated a considerable military force that was an impossibility in the present

30 Anna Komnene, Alexiade, 111, Xiv, pp. 144, 154-5, 186 (Sewter, pp. 437, 445); Ahrweiler, Mer,

Pp. 222-5.

Gautier, ‘Diatribes de Jean 1'Oxite’, pp. 28-9, 40-43; Zonaras, Epitome Historiarum, 1,

pp. 766—7, about Alexios I: ‘he performed his functions not as public or state ones, and

he considered himself not a ruler, but a lord, conceiving and calling the empire his own
house ...

32 For the decline of the Byzantine navy in this period see Ahrweiler, Mer, pp. 179-84.

33 Anna Komnene, Alexiade, 11, vi, pp. 545 (Sewter, p. 191); G. L. E Tafel and G. M.
Thomas (eds.), Urkunden zur dlteren Handels- und Staatsgeschichte der Republik Venedig,
vol. T (Vienna, 1856), no. 23, pp. 51—4; new edition by M. Pozza and G. Ravegnani,
I trattati con Bisanzio, 992—-1198 (Venice, 1993), no. 2, pp. 36—45. For the empire and
Venice throughout this period, see F. Thiriet, La Romanie vénitienne au moyen dge (Paris,
1959), pp. 36—9; D. Jacoby, ‘Italian Privileges and Trade in Byzantium before the Fourth
Crusade: a Reconsideration’, Anuario de estudios medievales 24 (1994), 349—69; repr. in
Jacoby, Trade Commodities and Shipping in the Medieval Mediterranean (Aldershot, 1997),
xi; D. Jacoby, “The Venetian Quarter of Constantinople from 1082-1261: Topographical
Considerations’, in Novum Millennium: Studies on Byzantine History and Culture dedicated
to Paul Speck, ed. C. Sode and S. Takacs (Aldershot, 2001), pp. 153-9, 160-8.
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circumstances, a problem, in fact, that remained unresolved also under his
successors. The loss of Asia Minor, the richest province of the empire in both
men and resources, inevitably deprived the rulers of any possibility of reclaim-
ing the lost territories through concerted campaigns. All that Alexios could
do for the moment was to give instructions to the governors of towns, along
both the Black Sea and Paphlagonia, bypassed by the Turks, to remain at their
post and defend their areas,?* a policy which in certain cases, for example Tre-
bizond (Trabzon), proved successful.®® These measures, further strengthened
and developed by Alexios’s successors, led to the revival of the theme system.
At the head of each theme, either land or maritime, there was a governor, now
called dux, with both military and civil functions. These administrative areas,
however, were in size a mere shadow of their predecessors.*

Alexios’s immediate concern was the recovery of the territories adjacent to
the coast of the Propontis from marauding Turks, who, at the time established
in Nicaea (iznik), then under Siileyman (1077/8-86), raided the countryside of
Bithynia as far as Damalis on the Bosphorus. Though Alexios did succeed in
relieving these areas and pushing the Turks further inland, he had no other
alternative but to conclude an armistice with Siileyman.?” This was not a long-
term solution, for at the sultan’s death his domains were divided among the
emirs he had left in charge, one of them being Caka (Tzachas), who, some
years earlier, had been taken prisoner in one of the Turkish raids and presented
to Emperor Nicephoros Botaneiates (1078-81), who honoured him with the
title nobelissimus. However, having lost his position on the accession of Alexios
Komnenos, Caka set out on a venture of creating his own state and assuming
the title of emperor. Taking advantage of the attacks of the Pechenegs in the
outskirts of Constantinople in 1090-1, he succeeded with the help of a local
Greek in building a navy and seizing islands and towns fringing the coast,
including Mitylene and Chios.*®* Once Alexios had resolved the problem of
the Pechenegs with the help of the Cumans, another nomadic tribe, which

34 Anna Komnene, Alexiade, 1, iii, p. 131 (Sewter, p. 125).

35 Anexample of this was Gavras in Trebizond: A. Bryer, A Byzantine Family the Gabrades,
c. 979—c. 1653, University of Birmingham Historical Journal 12 (1970), 164-87.

36 H. Glykatzi-Ahrweiler, ‘Recherchessurl’administration de I'empire byzantin aux IX—XIe
siecles’, Bulletin de Correspondence Hellénique 84 (1960), 62—5; Ahrweiler, Mer, pp. 222-3.

37 Anna Komnene, Alexiade, 1, iii, p. 138 (Sewter, pp. 120-30).

38 AnnaKomnene, Alexiade, 11, vii, p. 110. (Sewter, p. 233); Ahrweiler, Mer, pp. 184—9. The title
protonobelissimus at least until the middle of the eleventh century was reserved for the
imperial family: N. Oikonomides (ed.), Les listes de préséance byzantines des IXe et Xe siécles
(Paris, 1972), p. 203. On Caka see A. N. Kurat, ‘Caka Bey’: Izmir ve Civanndaki Adalarn
Ik Tiirk Beyi, M.S. 1081—1095 (Ankara, 1966); C. M. Brand, “The Turkish Element in
Byzantium, Eleventh—Twelfth Centuries’, Dumbarton Oaks Papers 43 (1989), 2-3.
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decimated them at the battle of Levounion,? he turned his attention to Caka
and the rebuilding of the imperial navy. The ships the emperor had at his
disposal could not match those commanded by Caka and any attempt to
tackle him at sea remained unsuccessful. The problem was finally resolved
when Alexios entered into an alliance with Caka’s son-in-law, Kili¢ Arslan I
(1092-1107), who supposedly elimitated him after a banquet.** Meanwhile,
Alexios had succeeded in rebuilding the navy which dealt successfully with
the insurrections of Crete and Cyprus.*

These successes coincided with the launching by Urban II at the Council of
Clermont (1095) of the first crusade for the liberation of the Holy Land from
the Muslims.#* The outcome was that, instead of the western mercenaries
the emperor had appealed for, and had used in the past, he had to face the
arrival of multitudes of unarmed pilgrims or armed contingents that added
to the already existing pressures.” The demand made on logistics, involv-
ing transport, provisioning and policing the crowds, often undisciplined and
destructive, was immense. Nevertheless, Alexios succeeded in controlling the
situation, demanding an oath from the leaders that whatever areas they con-
quered which had once belonged to the Roman Empire would be restored to
Byzantium.* His insistence on this oath has been interpreted by some modern
historians as a ploy to turn the crusaders into his vassals. However, using a
western convention was the only way available to him of exerting control over
the crusaders who presented a potential threat.*” In return, he promised to
assist them in their march, providing them with essential supplies and guides.
This co-operation reached its climax with the capture of Nicaea (iznik) and the

39 Anna Komnene, Alexiade, 11, viii, p. 143 (Sewter, p. 258).

40 Anna Komnene, Alexiade, 11, ix, p. 165 (Sewter, p. 274).

41 Anna Komnene, Alexiade, 11, ix, pp. 162—4 (Sewter, pp. 272—4).

42 P Lemerle, ‘Byzance et la croisade: I'idée de croisade’, in Relazioni del X congresso inter-
nazionale di scienze storiche 3 (Florence, 1955), p. 595; repr. in Lemerle, Le monde de Byzance:
histoire et institutions (Aldershot, 1978), v, J. Riley-Smith, The First Crusade and the Idea
of Crusading (London, 1986), pp. 21-5.

43 Chalandon, Essai, pp. 155 ff. On this see also D. C. Munro, ‘Did the Emperor Alexius
I Ask for Aid at the Council of Piacenza 10957, American Historical Review 27 (1922),
731-3; Riley-Smith, First Crusade, pp. 12 ff. For Alexios’s need for mercenaries see Anna
Komnene, Alexiade, 11, vii, p. 105 (Sewter, p. 22).

44 Anna Komnene, Alexiade, 11, x, pp. 225-6, 228-9 (Sewter, pp. 319, 322—5). Bernold reports
that those who went on the crusade had ‘to take an oath to obey the emperor’: F. Duncalf,
“The Councils of Piacenza and Clermont’, in K. M. Setton, A History of the Crusades,
vol. I (Madison, 1969), ch. 8, p. 256; R.-J. Lilie, Byzantium and the Crusader States (1096—
1204), tr.]. C. Morris and]. E Ridings (Oxford, 1993), p. 8 n. 34 citing the latest bibliography
on the subject; see also chs. 1 and 2.

45 He was prepared to accept a modified oath, as in the case of Raymond of St Gilles: R.
Hill (ed. and tr.), Gesta Francorum et aliorum Hierosolimitanorum (London, 1962), vi, p. 13.

14



The Byzantine Empire: eleventh to fifteenth century

march through Cappadocia.*® By the time the crusaders had reached Antioch,
however, the complications had increased. Stephen of Blois’s desertion and his
report to the emperor at Philomelion (Aksehir) that the crusaders were facing
complete collapse, in addition to the rumours that Turkish forces were trying
to overtake the emperor before he could reach Antioch, left Alexius with no
alternative but to beat a retreat. At this moment the safety of the empire was
paramount. Henceforth, thanks to Bohemond of Antioch’s manipulations, any
possibility of co-operation had ended.# His subsequent attack on the empire
and his final defeat at Dyrrachium (Durazzo), followed by his submission,
albeit nominal, in September 1108 under the treaty of Devol,*® enhanced the
prestige of Alexios who now turned his attention to the Balkans. Aware of
Hungary’s importance as a political factor in both the Balkans and the Adri-
atic, he had arranged the marriage of his son and heir, John, to a Hungarian
princess (1104), an alliance that consolidated Byzantine-Hungarian relations at
least during his reign. But above all, Alexios succeeded in strengthening impe-
rial authority and recovering some lost territory. The frontier in the Balkans
extended as far as Belgrade in the north, to Scodra (Shkodra) in the south,
including Kotor, Dubrovnik and Ragusa, and in the north-east it followed the
river Danube to the Black Sea. In the south in Asia Minor the frontier stretched
from the river Meander (Biiyiik Menderes) to Philomelion (Aksehir) as far as
Ancyra (Ankara) and then veered to the east along the Black Sea as far as
Trapezous (Trebizond, Trabzon). It was this legacy that Alexios left to his
successors at his death in 1118.

His son, John II (1118—43), considered by Niketas Choniates as the greatest
of the Komnenoi, continued his father’s policies with determination and pru-
dence.* The main problems he had to face in the west, particularly in the
early part of his reign, were his relations with Hungary and its rising influence
in the Balkans and the Adriatic. In the east the recovery of lands in Anatolia
from the Turks, the Armenians in Cilicia, the Norman principality of Antioch
and its links with Sicily occupied him throughout his reign. His decision, on
the advice of his finance counsellor, to run down on grounds of economy the

46 Gesta Francorum, xi, pp. 25-7.

47 Anna Komnene, Alexiade, 111, xi, pp. 20, 48; Xii, pp. 53-6, 78-85 (Sewter, pp. 343, 365, 36971,
388-94); cf. Gesta Francorum, pp. 34-5, 44-5, 63.

48 Anna Komnene, Alexiade, 111, xiii, pp. 125-39 (Sewter, pp. 424—34). The treaty was rejected
by Tancred, who seized Antioch after Bohemond’s death (111, xiv, p. 146; Sewter, p. 438).

49 Niketas Choniates, Historia, ed. J.-L. van Dieten, 2 vols. (Berlin, 1975), pp. 46—7; translated
by H. J. Magoulias as O City of Byzantium, Annals of Niketas Choniates (Detroit, 1984);
Ahrweiler, Mer, p. 237; E Chalandon, Les Comnénes, études sur’empire byzantin aux Xle-XIle
siécles: Jean IT Comneéne (1118-1143) et Manuel Comneéne (1143-1180) (Paris, 1912).
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fleet that his father had reorganised was a serious mistake. This ‘ill-advised
policy or pennypinching’, as Choniates notes, resulted in the control of the
seas passing into the hands of the pirates.”

In addition to these problems, a fresh horde of Pechenegs crossed the
Danube in 1122 and pillaged imperial lands as far south as Thrace and Mace-
donia, although they then suffered a crushing defeat by the Byzantine army.
Following his father’s policy John settled those Pechenegs who survived the
battle on imperial lands and drafted them into the Byzantine army. This event
put an end once and for all to their marauding activities.*

John, however, failed to extricate himself from the extensive commercial
privileges granted to the Venetians by his father in 1082 which were strangling
the Byzantine economy. Forced by gunboat diplomacy involving attacks on
Corfu, Kephalonia, Lesbos (Mitylene), Chios and Rhodes, and with his naval
force reduced, he had no alternative but to renew and extend their privileges
in 1126.> Unable to free himself from Venetian economic dominance in the
empire, he tried to encourage the Pisans by renewing in 1136 the more limited
privileges his father had once granted them,” though at the time Pisa could
hardly compete with Venice. On the other hand, as a counterpoise to Norman
expansion under Roger II of Sicily, who had united Sicily and Apulia under his
rule and had crowned himself emperor in 1130, John sought a rapprochement
with the German rulers and the papacy.

Following his successful encounter with Hungary over Serbia around 1130,
John was finally able to turn his attention to the east. He conducted campaigns
against the Turks in Bithynia, Pamphylia, Phrygia, Galatia and Paphlagonia
and constructed fortresses to stem the Turkish expansion.** His objective was
the recovery of Antioch, then under the regency of Jocelin I of Courtenay.
Judging that the Sultanate of Rum was at the time going through internal dis-
sensions, the emperor moved his forces against the emirate of the Danismends
of Malatya (Melitene), which he defeated in 1135. The road to Syria, however,

50 Choniates, Historia, 1, pp. 54-5 (Magoulias, pp. 32-3); Ahrweiler, Mer, p. 230.

51 Choniates, Historia, 1, pp. 13-16 (Magoulias, pp. 10-11).

52 John Kinnamos, Ioannis Cinnami Epitome Rerum ab Ioanne et Alexio Comnenis gestarum, ed.
A. Meineke (Bonn, 1836), p. 281; translated by C. M. Brand as Deeds of John and Manuel
Comnenus (New York, 1976), p. 210; Tafel and Thomas, Urkunden, 1, no. 43, p. 96; Pozza
and Ravegnani, Trattati, no. 3, pp. 51-6.

53 G. Miiller, Documenti sulle relazioni delle cittd toscane coll’Oriente (Florence, 1879), pp. 43-5;
E Miklosich and I. Miiller, Acta et diplomata graeca medii aevi sacra et profana, vol. III
(Vienna, 1865), no. 3, pp. 9 ff.

54 Kinnamos, Epitome, pp. 5 ff. (Brand, pp. 14 ff.); Ahrweiler, Mer, pp. 227-8; H. Glykatzi-
Ahrweiler, ‘Les fortresses construites en Asie Mineure face a I'invasion seldjoucide’,
Akten des internationalen Byzantinisten Kongresses (Munich, 1958), pp- 182—9; Vryonis,
Decline, pp. 116-18.
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was barred by the kingdom of Lesser Armenia, established in Cilicia some-
time around 1071 by refugees from Armenia proper fleeing before the Turks.”
Since that time, Lesser Armenia had extended its territory at the expense of
Byzantium and had established good relations with the Latin rulers in the
east. In the spring of 1137 John moved his forces to capture Tarsus, Adana and
Mamistra (Misis) in quick succession. By August he had reached Antioch which
surrendered after a short siege. Raymond of Poitiers, husband of Constance
of Antioch, daughter of Bohemond II, swore allegiance to the emperor and
recognised the suzerainty of the empire. A year later John made a solemn
entry into Antioch. This victory was short lived. The Latins withdrew their
support and the emperor had no alternative but to leave Antioch. Whether he
was planning to establish for his son Manuel, as Kinnamos states, a frontier
principality consisting of Attaleia (Antalya), Antioch and Cyprus which would
have provided more effective defence is difficult to tell.*® At any rate, contrary
to the perception of the west that accepting the status quo would best serve the
interests of his people,” John, as he wrote to King Fulk of Jerusalem, had no
intention of relinquishing his aim of taking control of Antioch and extending
his authority to the south.”® These designs, however, were never fulfilled for
he died in the spring of 1143. His third son and successor, Manuel I (1143-80),
continued his plans and those of his grandfather, though his approach differed
in conformity with the changing circumstances.

The developments in the west and in particular the Norman expansion in
the Mediterranean forced Manuel to strengthen his alliance with the German
king, Conrad III (1138-52), whose sister-in-law, Bertha of Sulzbach, he mar-
ried in compliance with his father’s earlier arrangements. These projects of
co-operation between the two rulers were placed in jeopardy by the second
crusade, sparked off by the capture of Edessa by the Muslims in 1144. This
undertaking brought together not only the French and Norman kings, Louis
VII (1137-80) and Roger II of Sicily (1130-54), but also Conrad, thus depriving
Manuel of his ally in the west. The very aims of the crusade of strength-
ening the Latin principalities, including Antioch, ran counter to Manuel’s
aspirations of bringing them under at least nominal imperial authority and
putting an end to the hostilities. In fact at the time Raymond of Antioch,

55 Oikonomides, ‘L’organisation de la frontiére orientale’, pp. 285-302; Der Nersessian,
‘Kingdom’, pp. 630-59.

56 Kinnamos, Epitome, p. 23 (Brand, p. 26); see P. Magdalino, The Empire of Manuel Komnenos,
11431180 (Cambridge, 1993), p. 40.

57 Peter the Venerable, The Letters, vol. I, ed. G. Constable (Cambridge, Mass., 1967),
pp. 208-9.

58 Kinnamos, Epitome, pp. 16, 23 (Brand, pp. 22, 25); Magdalino, Manuel, pp. 36—7.
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far from seeking co-operation, was harassing Cilician cities subject to the
Romans.”

While Manuel was dealing with the passage of the crusaders, a task wrought
with difficulties similar to those confronted by his grandfather Alexios I with
the first crusade,® Roger’s objective was to attack the empire and capture Con-
stantinople.®” In April 1147 he seized Corfu, Thebes and Corinth, the last two
being the wealthiest silk-manufacturing cities of Greece.®> The Norman hos-
tilities inevitably diverted Manuel’s attention from east to west. As the leader
of a Mediterranean power, Manuel had no alternative but to defend its inter-
ests both in Sicily and in southern Italy. With the help of Venice he succeeded
in recapturing Corfu. In appreciation of their services Manuel renewed the
Venetian privileges in 1147 and a year later extended their quarters.® However,
his lengthy confrontation with the Normans not only proved too costly for
the imperial resources but also went counter to the interests of the Venetians
who proceeded to mend their relations with the Normans.® The situation
was further complicated by Roger’s stirring up of the Hungarians and Serbs
against the empire. Conrad’s death in February 1152 undermined the plan for
a concerted Italian campaign. The new German king, Frederick I Barbarossa
(1152-90), unlike his predecessor, never concluded an agreement with Manuel.
Apart from the political interests, what acerbated the situation was Frederick’s
claims to imperial sovereignty which carried with it universal dimensions, a
concept which ran counter to Byzantine tenets. As a result of these compli-
cations Manuel’s Italian campaign, far from being successful, had ended with
the Byzantine defeat at Brindisi in 1156 and the loss of the conquered territory.
The emperor had no alternative but to come to terms with Roger’s succes-
sor, William I (1154-66), through the mediation of Pope Hadrian IV in 1158.%
The same year saw the culmination of Manuel’s policy towards the Latin

59 Choniates, Historia, p. 5 (Magoulias, p. 31).

60 Manuel I's letters to Pope Eugenius III (1145-53), stipulating the same conditions which

Alexios had set out: V. Grumel, Au seuil de la deuxiéme croisade. Deux lettres de Manuel

Comneéne au Pape’, Etudes Byzantines 3 (1945), 143-67; cf. Lemerle’s criticisms in ‘Byzance

et la croisade’, p. 605 n. 2.

According to Odo of Deuil, De profectione Ludovici VII in orientem, ed. and tr. V. G. Berry

(New York, 1948), pp. 12-15, 267, 58-9, Roger’s plans were thwarted by the French

knights and Conrad III; see also Magdalino, Manuel, pp. 49-51.

62 Choniates, Historia, pp. 72—6, 98 (Magoulias, pp. 435, 57); see Chalandon, Les Comnénes,
1, pp. 317 ff.; Chalandon, Histoire de la domination normande en Italie et en Sicilie, 2 vols.
(Paris, 1907), 11, pp. 136 ff. for the silk workers.

63 Tafel and Thomas, Urkunden, 1, no. s1, pp. 114-24 (year to be corrected to 1147), no. 5o,
Pp. 109-13; Pozza and Ravegnani, Trattati, nos. 4—5, pp. 60—75. See also Andrea Dandolo,
Cronaca, ed. E. Pastorello (Bologna, 1938), pp. 242-3.

64 Dandolo, Cronaca, pp. 247-9. 65 Choniates, Historia, p. 97 (Magoulias, p. 56).
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principalities when Byzantine suzerainty was recognised by both Reynald of
Antioch and King Baldwin of Jerusalem.%

Manuel’s relations with Venice, on the other hand, deteriorated, and as a
counterpoise Manuel concluded alliances with both Pisa and Genoa,” though
these two city-states could hardly redress the balance. In addition, the growing
Genoese commercial activity proved an irritant to the Venetians to the extent
that in 1162, with the complicity of the Pisans, they attacked and destroyed the
Genoese headquarters.®® Refusing to pay indemnities to the Genoese, and to
subscribe to his Italian policy, as Manuel insisted, the Venetians were expelled
from the empire and their property confiscated in 1171, while the Genoese
privileges were extended.® In retaliation, the Venetians launched an attack
and pillaged the Aegean islands, but failed to hold on to Chios, chased by
the Byzantine fleet as far as Cape Malea. With the Byzantine fleet unable to
proceed any further, it became clear that only through diplomacy could the
hostility be resolved, particularly as Venice had concluded an alliance with
Barbarossa against Ancona in 1173, and an agreement in 1175 with William
II of Sicily (1166-89), who recognised Venetian commercial activities in the
Adriatic.”® The Veneto-Byzantine negotiations were concluded in 1179 with the
renewal of the Venetian privileges, the release of prisoners, the restitution of
sequestered property and the promise of reimbursement of damages inflicted
on them in 1171.”* Yet, the Venetians do not seem to have hastened to return to
Constantinople. Whether this was a consequence of Manuel’s prevarication
in paying damages, or their reluctance to return, is difficult to tell.

However, the insoluble problem, despite the progress made by the Kom-
nenoi, remained Asia Minor.”” The very nature of the conquest, with its mul-
tifarious elements devoid of a single authority able to impose control and
establish law and order, brought upheaval and desolation. Though Byzan-
tium had secured the coastal areas from the Black Sea in the north as far as
Laodikeia (Denizli) in the south and had reconquered the western part of
the Anatolian plateau as far as Amorion (Hisar near Emirdag), the forays for

66 Kinnamos, Epitome, p. 186 (Brand, p. 142).

67 Michel Balard, La Romanie génoise (XIlle-début du XVe siécle), 2 vols. (Genoa and Paris,
1978), 1, pp. 20 ff.

68 Caffaro, Annali genovesi, vol. I, ed. L. T. Belgrano, in Fonti della storia d’Italia, vol. I
(Genoa, 1890), pp. 67-8.

69 Choniates, Historia, pp. 171—4 (Magoulias, pp. 97-8); Kinnamos, Epitome, pp. 282—6 (Brand,
pp- 211-14); C. Imperiale (ed.), Codice diplomatico della repubblica di Genova, vol. II (Rome,
1938), NO. 50, Pp. 104-16, NO. 52, pp. I17-21, NO. 53, Pp. 121-3; Thiriet, Romanie, p. 51

70 Tafel and Thomas, Urkunden, 1, no. 65, pp. 172—5; Thiriet, Romanie, p. 53.

71 Choniates, Historia, pp. 173-4 (Magoulias, p. 98).

72. On this see Vryonis, Decline, pp. 115-18.
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plunder into Byzantine territory, particularly by the Turkomans, continued
unabated, despite the existing agreements.”” The only respite in some cases
came as a result of fortifications, built for example in Chliara (Kirkagac), Perg-
amon (Bergama) and Atramyttion (Edremit), thus enabling the return of the
population to pursue, as Choniates puts it, ‘the good things of civilized life’.”

In 1175 came the break between Constantinople and Ikonion (Konya) that
led to Manuel’s expedition against Kili¢ Arslan II (1156-92) the following year
and his defeat at Myriokephalon —a defeat that the emperor himself considered
comparable to that of Malazgirt (Manzikert) a century earlier.”” [t soon became
clear that the grandiose plans Manuel had embraced both in the west and
east as a response to external circumstances could not be fully realised, for
Byzantium at the time simply lacked the resources. As a consequence the
alliances and agreements based on largesse entered into, in particular, with his
eastern foes could not be maintained without military might to enforce them.
The recruitment of mercenaries, both foreign and native, was not only a great
burden to the exchequer but often resulted in the plunder and devastation of
the provinces.”®

These weaknesses became apparent on Manuel’s death in 1180 when his
son, Alexios II, a minor, ascended the throne under the tutelage of his mother,
Mary of Antioch. The interplay of a number of factors — resentment against
the Latins, whose dominant position was more apparent under the regency,
the power of the landed families, the abuse of tax-collectors and the poverty
of the majority — led to a palace revolution, which spread to the people and
brought to power Andronikos I Komnenos, Manuel’s cousin, unleashing
in these earlier stages a massacre of the Latins (1182).”” A year later, having
eliminated both Alexios and his mother, Andronikos was proclaimed emperor
(1183-5).

A man full of contradictions, both brutal and humane, Andronikos intro-
duced reforms and enforced the laws against abuse of power by the landed
magnates, the sale of offices and the rapacity of tax-collectors, thus restoring a

73 For example, the treaties concluded first with the Seljuk ruler Mesud I in 1134 and later
with Kili¢ Arslan II (1156-92) in 1161: Choniates, Historia, pp. 19-20, 122—4 (Magoulias,
pp. 12-13, 69—70). For the destructiveness of the Turkomans, see George Akropolites,
Opera, vol. I, ed. A. Heisenberg, revised P. Wirth (Stuttgart, 1978), § 65, p. 136; George
Akropolites: The History, tr. Ruth Macrides (Oxford, 2007), p. 315.

74 Choniates, Historia, p. 150, line 41 (Magoulias, p. 85).

75 Choniates, Historia, p. 191 (Magoulias, p. 108). For Manuel’s letter to Henry Il Plantagenet
describing these events, see A. A. Vasiliev, ‘Manuel Comnenus and Henry Il Plantagenet’,
Byzantinische Zeitschrift 29 (1929-30), pp. 237—40.

76 Choniates, Historia, pp. 208—9 (Magoulias, pp. 118-19).

77 Choniates, Historia, pp. 250-1 (Magoulias, pp. 140-T1).
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measure of prosperity to the provinces.”® On the other hand, his ruthless char-
acter and irrational suspicions turned his rule into a reign of terror, thus ulti-
mately alienating the powerful landed aristocracy on whose co-operation the
defence of the empire rested. His external policy equally antagonised the west-
ern powers. The agreements that Manuel I had secured with so much effort
were in tatters: Hungary occupied Dalmatia and parts of Croatia and Sirmium;
the Serbs declared their independence and expanded their territory at the
expense of Byzantium; while the Normans, having occupied Corfu (Kerkyra),
Kephalonia and Zakynthos, sailed to Thessalonike which they sacked.””

This external and internal disintegration led to the downfall of Andronikos
and the Komnenian dynasty. The new occupant of the throne, Isakios IT Ange-
los (1185-95), failed to deal with the developments in the Balkans and in par-
ticular Bulgaria, whose ruler, Asen, was crowned emperor of Bulgaria by the
newly established archbishop of Trnovo in 1187. On the other hand, the Byzan-
tines succeeded in ousting the Normans from Thessalonike and in coming to
an agreement with Hungary. But the capture of Jerusalem by Saladin (Salah
al-Din) in 1187 and the launching of the third crusade in 1189 created fresh
problems for the Byzantines. Of the leaders, Richard Lionheart and Philip
IT Augustus chose to sail to the east, while Frederick I Barbarossa opted for
the land route through Asia Minor. To safeguard his passage he came to an
understanding with both the Byzantines and the Seljuk ruler, Kili¢ Arslan II,
through whose lands he was to pass on his way to Jerusalem. This aroused
Byzantine suspicions and led Isakios II to renew the alliance with Saladin made
by Andronikos 1.%*° However, despite Frederick’s occupation of the Byzantine
city of Philippopolis (Filibe, Plovdiv) and the verbal hostility between the two
rulers which might have resulted in a German attack on Constantinople, a
treaty was concluded in 1190 with the Byzantines promising the necessary
provisioning in both victuals and transport.*” This venture not only failed to
lead to the capture of Jerusalem, but proved detrimental to Byzantium when
Richard Lionheart captured Cyprus,®* which was to remain in western hands.

78 Choniates, Historia, pp. 324-6 (Magoulias, pp. 178-80); Eustathios of Thessalonike, La
espugnazione di Tessalonica, ed. S. Kyriakides, tr. V. Rotolo, intro. B. Lavagnini (Palermo,
1961), pp. 14-15.

79 Eustathios of Thessalonike, Espugnazione, pp. 64 ff.; Choniates, Historia, pp. 296 ff.
(Magoulias, pp. 164 ff.).

8o F Dolger, Regesten der Kaiserurkunden des Ostromischen Reiches 5 65—1453 (Munich, 2003),
no. 1591, pp. 299-300; C. M. Brand, “The Byzantines and Saladin, 1185-1192: Opponents
of the Third Crusade’, Speculum 37 (1962), 167-81.

81 Choniates, Historia, pp. 402—4, 40811 (Magoulias, pp. 221-2, 224-6).

82 Choniates, Historia, p. 418 (Magoulias, p. 229).
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The internal abuses, the extortions of tax-collectors, the sale of offices and
the extravagant expenditure seem to have continued unabated.® Nor did the
situation improve under Isakios II's brother Alexios III Angelos who ousted
him in 1195.%4 On the contrary, the dissension within the imperial family led
to the final stages of the disintegration. The appeal by Isakios and his son
Alexios to Philip of Swabia, whose brother had married Isakios’s daughter,
began a chain of events which under Venice’s direction were to divert the
fourth crusade from Egypt, first to Zara and then to Constantinople. These
coincidences, underpinned by commercial interests, resulted in the capture of
Constantinople by the crusaders and the division of the imperial lands among
them. The idea had been contemplated in the past,® but as the possibility of a
successful colonisation in Palestine and Syria grew more remote, the capture
of Constantinople became a reality.

In July 1203 Alexios IV was crowned co-emperor when Isakios was restored
to his throne but he was unable to fulfil his promises to the crusaders and
make the necessary exorbitant payments. This led to the crusaders and Venice
drawing up a treaty proposing the partition of the empire among themselves.
This was put into practice when the people rebelled against Alexios IV for
having subjected them to the Latins and brought Alexios V Doukas to the
throne. On 13 April 1204 Constantinople fell to the crusaders, who unleashed
a massacre, pillage and sheer wanton destruction that lasted for three days.®
This destruction spread also to the provinces.

Latin rule and the Byzantine Empire in exile,
1204—61

Following the capture of Constantinople a new political order had to be estab-
lished.®” The leader who proved instrumental in implementing the agree-
ment and manipulating the election of the emperor was Enrico Dandolo, the
doge of Venice. Bypassing Boniface of Montferrat, the most eligible candidate,

83 Choniates, Historia, pp. 444—5 (Magoulias, pp. 244-5).

84 Choniates, Historia, pp. 483 ff. (Magoulias, pp. 265 ff.). 85 See above note 61.

86 Villehardouin, La conquéte de Constantinople, vol. 11, ed. E. Faral (Paris, 1939), pp. 52-3;
Choniates, Historia, pp. 571-6, 586—-8 (Magoulias, pp. 314-15, 322—3); Nicholas Mesarites,
Der Epitaphios auf seinem Bruder Johannes, ed. A. Heisenberg, in Quellen und Studien zur
spétbyzantinischen Geschichte (Aldershot, 1973), pp. 16-72.

87 Villehardouin, La conquéte, 11, pp. 34—7; A. Carile, ‘Partitio terrarum Imperii Romanie’,
Studi Veneziani 7 (1965), 125-305; N. Oikonomides, ‘La décomposition de I'empire
Byzantin a la veille de 1204 et les origins de I’empire de Nicée: & propos de la Par-
tito Romaniae’, in XVe congres international des études byzantines: rapports et co-rapports,
vol. I (Athens, 1976), pp. 3-28; repr. in Oikonomides, Byzantium from the Ninth Century to
the Fourth Crusade (Aldershot, 1992), XX.
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given his ability and Byzantine connections, Dandolo, with Venetian interests
in mind, engineered the election of Count Baldwin of Flanders.*® With the
exception of the doge all other crusaders had to swear an oath of fealty to the
emperor.*® According to this agreement one-quarter of all imperial territory
together with five-eighths of the capital were to be assigned to the emperor;
one-quarter of the remaining territory, in addition to the remaining three-
eighths of Constantinople, were granted to the Venetians.?® The remainder of
the territories was apportioned as fiefs to the knights. Apart from five-eighths
of the capital, Baldwin received land in Thrace and in the north-west region of
Asia Minor, his kingdom thus straddling the Bosphorus and the Hellespont.
Boniface, displeased with the areas allocated to him, seized Thessalonike and
established a kingdom there, and then set out to conquer Boeotia, Attica and
the Peloponnese, granting suzerainty to various French leaders, who were to
owe allegiance to him as king, and not to the emperor.” Venice, aware of its
military incapability to impose its rule on such an extensive area, relinquished
the territories of Epirus, Acarnania, Aetolia and the Peloponnese granted to
it by the treaty, and restricted its rule to the two ports of Coron (Korone) and
Modon (Methone) in the south-western tip of the Peloponnese. These were
referred to as ‘the right eye of Venice’, for they controlled the routes to the
Adriatic and southern Mediterranean.®* Venice also occupied other islands in
the Ionian and the Aegean and bought Crete from Boniface of Montferrat.
Of all the participants in the fourth crusade, Venice alone was gradually to
establish a maritime empire in the eastern Mediterranean which was to last
until the early years of the eighteenth century, in contrast to the transient
presence of the rest of the crusaders.

As a result of the destruction of the central authority of Constantinople,
three states arose competing for the political succession of Byzantium. Michael
Angelos, with his capital at Arta, established his authority over Epirus, Acarna-
nia and Aetolia as an independent political entity in opposition to the kingdom

88 Choniates, Historia, p. 596 (Magoulias, p. 328).

89 Tafel and Thomas, Urkunden, 1, pp. 447-9.

90 D. Jacoby, “The Venetian Government and Administration in Latin Constantinople in
1204-61: a State within a State’, in Quarta Crociata. Venezia — Bisanzio — Impero Latino,
eds. G. Ortali, G. Revegnani and P. Schreiner (Venice, 2006), pp. 19 ff.; Jacoby, “The
Venetian Quarter of Constantinople’, pp. 160-8; Ch. Maltezou, ‘Il quartiere veneziano
di Costantinopoli (scali marittimi)’, ©noaupiouaTta 15 (1978), 30-61.

or For the Latin principalities see A. Bon, La Morée franque. Recherches historiques,
topographiques et archéologiques sur la principauté d’Achaie (1205-1430), 2 vols. (Paris, 1969).

92 J. Chrysostomides, Monumenta Peloponnesiaca: Documents for the History of the Peloponnese
in the 14th and 15th Centuries (Camberley, 1995) (hereafter MP), no. 26, p. 55, line 9: “sunt
oculus dexter Venetiarum’.
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of Thessalonike, to the Venetians in the Adriatic and to the Slavs in the north.
Shortly before the capture of the city the brothers Alexios and David Kom-
nenos, grandsons of Andronikos I Komnenos, took possession of Trebizond
(Trabzon). David went on subsequently to seize Sinope (Sinop) and extend
his rule to Paphlagonia and the Pontic Heraclea. In Asia Minor a large sec-
tion of the population, who had sought refuge there, rallied round Theodore
Laskaris, a son-in-law of Alexios IIl Angelos. The Latin advance into Asia Minor
against Laskaris was halted by the revolt of the Byzantine magnates of Thrace,
whose offer of co-operation had been rejected by both Boniface and Baldwin.
In the ensuing bloody revolt they called in the Bulgarian tsar, Kalojan, who
invaded with his Cumans and defeated the crusaders near Adrianople (Edirne).
Baldwin was taken prisoner and later died in captivity; a number of Frankish
knights lost their lives, among them Louis of Blois, the claimant to Nicaea
(Iznik).

While the crusaders directed their interest to the European part of the terri-
tories, Theodore Laskaris established his rule in Nicaea and went on to reintro-
duce the imperial structures of both secular and ecclesiastical administration.
Michael Autoreianos, a scholar, was elected patriarch of Constantinople in
1208 and proceeded to crown Laskaris emperor. Thus Nicaea was eventually
to emerge as the legal and official Byzantine Empire in exile and as such it
challenged the authority of the Latin rule in Constantinople.®* Henry of Flan-
ders, Baldwin’s brother and successor, in contrast to earlier policy, adopted a
conciliatory approach towards the Greeks and won a number of the Greek
magnates to his rule. Though he opened hostilities against Nicaea, he was
once more forced by the Bulgarian threat to conclude a two-year armistice
with Theodore Laskaris in the spring of 1207. This gave Theodore a respite
to concentrate on the task of imposing his authority on the centrifugal ele-
ments that sought to establish independent principalities.” One such rebel was
Theodore Mangaphas who seized Philadelphia (Alasehir), while Sabbas Asi-
denos captured the town of Sampson, near Miletus (Balat).”® Manuel Mavro-
zomes, in co-operation with Keyhiisrev I (1204-10), the Seljuk leader, tried

93 Choniates, Historia, pp. 597 ff., 612-17 (Magoulias, pp. 328 ff., 335-7); Villehardouin, La
conquéte, 11, p. 145.

94 Laskaris was seen as the only one capable of restoring the throne of Constantine the
Great: Michael Choniates, T& ow(cpeva, ed. Sp. Lampros, 2 vols. (Athens, 1880), 11,
pp. 149-52.

o5 Choniates, Historia, p. 639, lines 79-83: ol 8¢ €i{ Sofopaviav éktpaxnAioBévTes . . .
(Magoulias, p. 351); cf. George Akropolites, Opera, 1, § 7, p. 12 (Macrides, p. 120).

96 Theodore Mangaphas in Philadelphia (Choniates, Historia, pp. 400-1; Magoulias, p. 220).
For Sabbas Asidenos, see P. Orgels, ‘Sabbas Asidénos, dynaste de Sampson’, Byzantion
10 (1935), 67-80.
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to establish himself in the Meander valley. In this case, according to Choni-
ates, Theodore Laskaris came to an agreement with Keyhiisrev and granted
him a portion of the territory which included Chonai (Honas) and Phrygian
Laodikeia (Denizli).”” Despite these agreements, the Turks, intent on captur-
ing the coastal regions, took advantage of the upheavals and seized a number
of fortresses, including Attaleia (Antalya).”® In addition, at the mediation of
Venice, Keyhiisrev entered into a secret alliance with Henry in 1209, and tried
to elicit support among the Byzantines by championing the cause of Alexios
III Angelos, Theodore’s father-in-law, who had returned from the west and
had taken refuge with the sultan. Hostilities continued round Antioch on the
Meander with losses for the Nicaeans, but the sultan’s defeat and death in
1211 removed for the time being the pressure on the eastern front, thus giv-
ing Theodore the opportunity to turn his attentions to the Latins. After the
Byzantine victory on the Rhyndakos (Orhaneli) river in that year, Henry moved
on to Pergamon (Bergama) and Nymphaion (Nif, now Kemalpasazade). How-
ever, subsequent hostilities and skirmishes between the two forces proved both
indecisive and draining, and in 1214 a treaty was concluded at Nymphaion
between the two empires.”*® Relations between Nicaea and Constantino-
ple remained friendly after Henry’'s death and in 1216 Theodore married
Henry’s niece as his third wife. Three years later, Theodore renewed the
former extensive trade privileges to the Venetians operating in the empire of
Nicaea.™

The peaceful relations with the Latinsleft Theodore free to tackle the empire
of Trebizond which owed allegiance to the Latin emperor of Constantinople.
In that year Theodore annexed all their lands west of Sinope (Sinop), including
Herakleia (Eregli) and Amastris (Amasra).”* This provoked the Seljuk ruler,
Keykavus I (1210-20). He attacked Trebizond (Trabzon), seized Sinope (1215—
16), captured Alexios Komnenos and reinstalled him on the throne of Trebizond
as his vassal. With Sinope as their naval base, the Seljuks were gradually to
develop into an important maritime element in the Black Sea.'”

97 Manuel Mavrozomes (Choniates, Historia, pp. 626, 638; Magoulias, pp. 343, 350).

98 Akropolites, Opera, 1, § 9, p. 15 (Macrides, p. 129); cf. Choniates, Historia, p. 640 (Magou-
lias, p. 351), who states that the Turks failed to capture the city.

99 E. Gerland, Geschichte des lateinischen Kaiserreiches von Konstantinople, I: Geschichte der
Kaiser Baldwin I und Heinrich 1204—16 (Homburg v.d. Hohe, 1905), pp. 210 ff.

100 Akropolites, Opera, 1, § 15, pp. 27-8 (Macrides, pp. 148-9).

o1 August 1219, Tafel and Thomas, Urkunden, 11, no. 252, pp. 205-7; D. Jacoby, “The Econ-
omy of Latin Constantinople, 1204—61’, in Urbs Capta: the Fourth Crusade and its Conse-
quences/La IVe croisade et ses consequences, ed. A. E. Laiou (Paris, 2005), pp. 206—7.

102 Akropolites,Opera, 1, § 11, p. 18 (Macrides, p. 132); Ahrweiler, Mer, p. 306 n. 6.

103 Ahrweiler, Mer, p. 307 n. 4.
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During this period Epirus under Michael I Angelos (1204-15) grew in impor-
tance, but it was under his half-brother and successor, Theodore Angelos
(1215—24), that conflict broke out between the two Byzantine states.’** By then,
Theodore Angelos had captured Peter of Courtenay, the newly elect emperor
of Constantinople, Henry’s successor, on his way to Constantinople, and had
turned his attention to the kingdom of Thessalonike, which, since the death
of Boniface of Monferrat in his campaign against the Bulgars in 1207, had lost
its vitality and direction. In addition, the return of the crusaders to the west
and the lack of support since Henry’s death in 1216 had undermined the Latin
empire’s ability to survive. Towards the end of 1224, after a long-drawn-out
siege, the city capitulated.””® Theodore Angelos now controlled an extensive
part of the territory of the old empire, which gave him the justification to
style himself ‘Emperor of the Romans’, and assume the three imperial fam-
ily names of Angelos, Doukas and Komnenos, thus challenging the Nicaean
pre-eminence.

In Nicaea, Theodore I Laskaris bequeathed the crown to his son-in-law
John IIl Doukas Vatatzes (1222-54). This unleashed a rebellion by Theodore’s
brothers supported by the Latins, who also in 1228 sought an alliance with
the Seljuks against Vatatzes. The attempt to overthrow him failed, and as
a result of his victory by both land and sea the Latin lands in Asia Minor
passed under Byzantine dominion, with the exception of the coast opposite
Constantinople and the territory round Nicomedia (izmit). Vatatzes was now
able to strengthen and expand the fleet, originally organised by Theodore
I, and to extend Byzantine control over the Aegean islands lying between
Greece and Asia Minor. He harassed Latin shipping moving towards Con-
stantinople, and along the coast of Thrace.”*® His naval capability inevitably
could not compete at this stage with the Venetian fleet, whose primary aim
though seems to have been the control of the sea routes that would promote
their mercantile activities. By then the Venetians had established links with
the Frankish Levant, and had concluded treaties with Keyhtisrev I, which gave
them access to Attaleia (Antalya), indispensable for their commercial activities
with Egypt. In addition, under his successor, Keykavus I, by then in control of
Sinope (Sinop), they secured a further agreement and, of major importance,
access to the Black Sea region under the agreement renewed with Keykubad I

104 For Epirus in general see D. M. Nicol, The Despotate of Epirus (Oxford, 1957).

105 J. Longnon, ‘La reprise de Salonique par les grecs en 1224’, in Actes du Vle congres
international d’études byzantines (Paris 27 juillet—2 aoiit 1948), vol. I (Paris, 1950), pp. 141-6.

106 Choniates, Historia, p. 638 (Magoulias, p. 350); Akropolites, Opera, 1, § 22, p. 36 (Macrides,
p. 166); Ahrweiler, Mer, pp. 3045, 311-16.
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(1220-37) in 1220."” These commercial successes would eventually be extended
asfaras Crimea, and would involve other western merchants, including Pisans,
Amalfitans and Genoese after the Veneto-Genoese treaty in 1232.

This mercantile prosperity could hardly stem the gradual political deterio-
ration and fragmentation of Latin rule, which inevitably weakened their hold
on the conquered lands.”® The realization of this among the occupied Greeks
is illustrated by the appeal made by the population of Adrianople (Edirne)
to Vatatzes in 1225 to take possession of the city.’® Nicaea’s pre-eminence,
however, was challenged by Theodore Angelos who by now ruled not only
the kingdom of Thessalonike but also parts of Thrace and had entered into
an alliance with Ivan Asen II of Bulgaria (1218—41) against Vatatzes. Theodore
moved against Adrianople, forcing Vatatzes to withdraw. His success spurred
him on to focus his attention on Constantinople. In this, he was stopped by his
ally, Ivan Asen, whose aspirations to create a Bulgaro-Byzantine empire with
its capital in Constantinople went counter to Theodore’s plans. Theodore dis-
solved the agreements and turned against his former ally, but, defeated in 1230,
he was taken prisoner.”® His domains in Epirus, Thessaly and Thessalonike
passed to his brother Manuel, though his recent acquisitions in Thrace, Mace-
donia and part of Albania were incorporated into Asen’s kingdom. Asen, in
addition, supplanted Greek influence in Serbia. The capture of Constantino-
ple, however, eluded Asen despite the various and ever-changing alliances and
diplomatic manoeuvrings. After his death in 1241, and the Mongol invasion in
1243, which affected both the Balkans and the Turkish emirates in Asia Minor,
Bulgaria was out of the contest for the capture of Constantinople, thusleaving
Nicaea as the sole contender.

The friendly relations and commercial exchanges established between
Nicaea and the Seljuks during the Mongol invasion were of short duration. In
1243 the Mongols defeated the Seljuks, whose control was fractured, resulting
in the emergence of various beyliks including those of Aydin and Mentese on
the western coast of Anatolia.” Hostilities resumed once the Mongol threat
had receded. From 1250 onwards, Vatatzes undertook a number of expeditions

107 Tafel and Thomas, Urkunden, 11, pp. 221—5; C. Cahen, ‘Le commerce anatolien au début
du XIlle siecle’, in Mélanges d’histoire du moyen dge dédiés a la memoire de Louis Halpen
(Paris, 1953), pp. 93—4, rep. in Cahen, Turcobyzantina et Oriens Christianus (London, 1974),
XII; Jacoby, “The Economy of Latin Constantinople’, pp. 204-5.

108 Akropolites, Opera, 1, § 22, pp. 34—5 (Macrides, pp. 165-6).

109 Akropolites, Opera, 1, § 24, p. 38 (Macrides, pp. 171-2).

o Akropolites, Opera, 1, § 245, pp. 38—43 (Macrides, pp. 1723, 178-9).

1 On the two emirates see Lemerle, L’émirat, pp. 10 ff. On their relations with the
Venetians see E. A. Zachariadou, Trade and Crusade: Venetian Crete and the Emirates of
Menteshe and Aydin (1300-1415) (Venice, 1983).
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to hold back Turkoman and Seljuk encroachment along the frontier." This
situation continued under his successors. A partial remedy, following the long-
established Byzantine tradition, was to settle the troublesome and destructive
Cumans along the frontier regions in the Meander valley as well as in Macedo-
nia and Thrace in order to strengthen the defences, and gradually assimilate
them into a sedentary way of life."® During his long reign Vatatzes succeeded
in doubling the size of the empire of Nicaea. He had laid strong economic and
social foundations™ and against all odds he had emerged from all the compet-
ing forces as the statesman poised to capture the city and restore the Byzantine
Empire. This did not, in fact, take place under him or his son, Theodore II
Laskaris (1254-8), or his grandson John IV Laskaris (1258-9), but under the
usurper Michael VIII Palaeologos (1259-82), who went on to establish his own
dynasty by eliminating the Laskarids.™

A resourceful statesman, Michael was able to defeat the triple anti-Nicaean
coalition, formed by Frederick IT’s son Manfred of Sicily, Michael of Epirus and
William of Villehardouin of Achaia, at the battle of Pelagonia (1259)."¢ As a
result of this resounding defeat, their newly found ally, the Serbian king, Uros,
had to withdraw from the recently occupied Macedonian cities. The way was
now open for the capture of the city. To neutralise any possible resistance by
the Venetians, Michael negotiated with the Genoese rivals, and signed a treaty
at Nymphaeum (Nymphaion) in March 1261. In accordance with this treaty, in
return for extensive commercial privileges enjoyed in the past by the Venetians,
the Genoese were to provide naval aid to the empire.”” As it turned out, this
proved unnecessary. Constantinople was captured by Michael’s commander,
Alexios Strategopoulos, who, while reconnoitring in its vicinity, found the city
defenceless with the greater part of the Frankish garrison having sailed with
the Venetian fleet into the Black Sea against the island of Daphnousion.”®

2 For the Turkomans see Akropolites, Opera, 1, § 65, p. 136 (Macrides, p. 315).

113 George Pachymeres, Relations historiques, vol. I, ed. A. Failler and V. Laurent (Paris,
1984), iv; p. 28; cf. Nicephorus Gregoras, Historia Byzantina, ed. L. Schopen, 3 vols.
(Bonn, 1829-55), 1, p. 37; Akropolites, Opera, 1, § 40, p. 65 (Macrides, p. 215).

114 Gregoras, Historia, 1, pp. 41—4.

115 On Michael VIII Palaeologos, see D. Geanakopoulos, Emperor Michael Palaeologus and
the West, 12581282 (Cambridge, 1959).

116 For details see D. J. Geanakopoulos, ‘Greco-Latin Relations on the Eve of the Byzantine
Restoration: the Battle of Pelagonia’, Dumbarton Oaks Papers 7 (1953), 99—141.

117 C. Manfroni, ‘Le relazioni fra Genova, 'impero bizantino ed i Turchi’, Atti della Societd
Ligure di Storia Patria 28 (1898), 791-809. For subsequent Genoese commercial activities
see K. Fleet, European and Islamic Trade in the Early Ottoman State: the Merchants of Genoa
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118 Pachymeres, Relations historiques, 1, ii, pp. 192 ff.
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The last phase, 1261-1453

For Michael Palaeologos, the capture of Constantinople was the first step
towards the restoration of the rest of the empire. This inevitably brought
him into conflict with the Bulgars and the Mongols over Thrace and Mace-
donia, the Despotate of Epirus with its claims on Thessaly, the Latins in the
Peloponnese and the Aegean islands. With the capture of Constantinople,
the empire’s position was transformed from a provincial state into a power
with an important role in Mediterranean politics, and hence needing to neu-
tralise its enemies in the west through diplomatic means, for the restora-
tion of its former lands could not be achieved militarily given its financial
situation. The main obstacle to Michael’s plans of restoration was the Sicil-
ian kingdom, which assumed the role of protector of the Latins in Greece,
first under Manfred of Hohenstaufen (1258-66) and later under Charles of
Anjou (1265-85), the brother of the king of France. In order to counteract
Manfred’s plans Michael entered into negotiations with the papacy. Though
Urban IV (1261—4) had at first given his support to the Franks in the Pelo-
ponnese and had excommunicated the Genoese for their co-operation with
Michael, his objection to the house of the Hohenstaufen prevented him from
forming an alliance between Sicily and the papacy. In fact, the pope later
actively supported Charles of Anjou in taking over the kingdom of Sicily.
Taking advantage of this situation Michael VIII approached the papacy with
the offer of the union of the two churches, those of Rome and Constantino-
ple. The time was important, for though Michael had earlier been successful
in the Peloponnese, the situation had now been reversed and the empire
had to fight on three fronts. As his allies the Genoese had been defeated
by the Venetians in the Gulf of Nauplia in the spring of 1263, Michael was
forced to end his alliance with Genoa and begin negotiations with Venice in
1265 with the aim of renewing and extending the privileges they had once
enjoyed under the Komnenoi. But, as the Venetians were slow to ratify the
treaty,”® Michael renewed his agreements in 1267 with the Genoese, who
by then had established their dominance in the Black Sea. In addition he
granted them quarters in Galata, a suburb in Constantinople, which was to
develop into an important commercial base.”* Michael was clearly aware that

119 The treaty was in fact ratified in 1268: Miklosich and Miiller, Acta et diplomata, 111, pp. 76
ff.; Tafel and Thomas, Urkunden, 1, pp. 66—77.

120 Pachymeres, Relations historiques, 11, v, pp. 535—7. For the expansion of the Genoese see
S. Pascu (ed.), Genovezzi la Marea Neagrd in secolele XIII-XIV. I Genovesi ner Mar Nero
durante i secoli XIII e XIV (Bucharest, 1977); Balard, Romanie génoise, 1, pp. 50 ff.
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without a navy to give him mastery of the seas it was impossible to defend the
CityIZI

The victory of Charles of Anjou at the battle of Benevento in 1266 renewed
Latin aspirations for the recapture of Constantinople and a pact was signed
a year later on 27 May 1267 with the ousted Latin emperor, Baldwin II, in
the presence of the pope. Shortly thereafter Charles intervened in Greece
and took over Manfred’s possessions in Epirus with the support of William II
Villehardouin, who placed himself under his protection. Charles widened his
circle of allies against Byzantium by entering into alliance with both Serbs and
Bulgars. To counteract this pressure, Michael VIII reopened negotiations with
Pope Clement IV on the question of the unification of the two churches. On
Clement’s death in 1268 he turned to the king of France, Louis IX, Charles’s
brother, whose ambition was to liberate the Holy Land rather than to recapture
Constantinople. Charles’s participation in his brother’s crusade against Tunisia
lifted the immediate western pressure off Byzantium. In order to counteract
hostilities from Serbs, Bulgarians and the Seljuks, Michael entered into a series
of agreements with the Hungarians, the Tatars of the Golden Horde and
the Mamluks of Egypt. In addition, negotiations with Rome, resumed after
Gregory X’s installation in 1271 in the hope that the papacy would put a check
on Charles of Anjou’s ambitions against Byzantium, led Michael to conclude
the union of the two churches at the Council of Lyons on 6 July 1274, despite
strong opposition from the majority of the Byzantine clergy and people.™
This union, however, was not to last.

The new political situation gave Michael the opportunity to resume his
activities aimed at the reconquest of the territories in Greece. Though he
failed in Thessaly he succeeded in parts of the Peloponnese and in Arcadia,
and with the help of the Italian Licario he captured Euboea and a number
of the Aegean islands, excluding Naxos and Andros, thus establishing a naval
presence in the area and clearing the archipelago of piracy.” The fall of the
Angevins in Sicily, instigated by Michael in 1282, put an end to their hopes
of recapturing Constantinople.”™ On the other hand, his western political

121 Pachymeres, Relations historiques, 11, iv, pp. 400-3; cf. Gregoras, Historia, 1, p. 416.

122 J. M. Hussey, The Orthodox Church in the Byzantine Empire (Oxford, 1990), pp. 220—42,
citing sources.

123 Michael VIII Palaeologos, Devitasua, ed. H. Grégoire, Tmperatoris Michaelis Palacologi
De vita sua’, Byzantion 29-30 (1959—60), 456—9; Ahrweiler, Mer, pp. 357, 368—9. A number
of these islands were later to pass under Venetian rule. See P. Charanis, ‘Piracy in the
Aegean during the Reign of Michael VIII Palaeologos’, Annuaire de 'Institut de Philologie
et d’Histoire Orientales et Slaves 10 (1950), 127—36.

124 Michael Palaeologus, De vita sua, p. 461. On the whole incident see S. Runciman, The
Sicilian Vespers (Cambridge, 1958).
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orientation, perhaps imposed on him by the circumstances of the time, asit had
been on Manuel [, led to the neglect of the Asiatic lands, which had remained
faithful to the Laskarids. In the early stages of Michael’s assuming power
the population of Bithynia, in collaboration with the army, rebelled against
him."™ Opposition to his rule spread also in the aftermath of the ecclesiastical
union with Rome. As a result of heavy taxation, depletion of agricultural
manpower (recruited to fight in his western campaigns), the dissatisfaction
of the population and the upheavals brought about by the enemy attacks,
what remained of Byzantine Asia Minor thirty years after the reconquest of
Constantinople were some isolated fortresses, which controlled the coast from
the Black Sea along the Aegean to the Mediterranean, the rest having fallen
to the Turkomans. At the same time, what was to prove a more formidable
enemy, the Ottoman Turks, settled in the region of Sangarios (Sakarya) and
made their appearance on the coast of Bithynia.”® The disintegration of life,
the wanton destruction of the towns by the enemy both in the Balkans and
in the east, the sale of the inhabitants into slavery, famine and plague, and
the stream of refugees to Constantinople, exacerbated the situation. This was
the legacy that Michael VIII left to his son Andronikos at his death in 1282, a
situation which worsened with the passage of time."””

Under strong economic pressure Andronikos I (1282-1328) followed a policy
of conciliation towards the west, the Serbs and the Bulgars through a series
of marriage alliances that succeeded in stemming their advance for a time.”®
Unwittingly he sided with Genoa against Venice in the conflict that broke
out between the two maritime powers in 1296. Abandoned by the Genoese,
who concluded peace with the Venetians three years later, Byzantium had
ultimately to give in to Venetian demands for compensation and on 4 October
1302 renewed the commercial privileges granted to them in 1277."° Faced with
these financial burdens and the ever-deteriorating economic conditions, loss
of revenue from tax exemptions and abuse of office, Andronikos resorted to
reducing both the army and navy and was forced to rely entirely on foreign
mercenaries”° in order to stem the Turkish advance. He first negotiated with

125 Pachymeres, Relations historiques, 1, iii, pp. 259—71.
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the Alans, allowing them to settle in the empire as soldiers, but, defeated
by the Turks in their first encounter, they began to pillage Byzantine lands.
Later, the highly experienced Catalan Grand Company of mercenaries, under
Roger de Flor, at the time out of employment, offered their services to the
emperor, who accepted their terms and in addition showered Roger with titles
in order to incorporate him within the Byzantine administrative structure.
In 1304 in their first encounter with the Turks, who were then besieging
Philadelphia (Alasehir), the Catalans were successful, thus proving once again
what a small but well-trained and cohesive army could achieve. But relying on
an alien independent mercenary army, dissatisfied with irregular pay, proved a
risky solution. Soon thereafter the Catalans began attacking and pillaging the
Byzantine countryside. Persuaded to move to the European section during
the winter of that year, they returned in the spring to continue pillaging and
transporting Turks from Asia to Thrace, despite the presence of the Byzantine
navy.”® Far from ameliorating the situation, the assassination of Roger de Flor
(1305) in fact worsened it.”** To avenge their leader’s death the Catalans moved
into Thrace and in conjunction with Alans and Turks continued their plunder,
resulting in famine in the capital during the winter of 1306/7.”# They later
headed to Thessaly, defeated the Franks, and took over Thebes and Athens,
thus establishing a Catalan principality.*

During these turbulent events, the Byzantines, as a result of their victory
at Pelagonia in 1259, had succeeded in securing the fortresses of Monembasia,
Mane, Geraki and Mystras,”® and despite periodic defeats went on gradually to
consolidate and expand their possessions, ultimately developing into a quasi-
independent state which will later be referred to as the Despotate of the Morea.
Given the distance of these possessions from Constantinople and the precarious
nature of communications by sea as a result of piracy, governors in charge
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of these areas, although originally appointed annually under Andronikos II,
were later given extended tenure. Owing to the circumstances, which required
speed and continuity of decision making, they were on occasion to act without
consulting Constantinople, though not to act in a manner contrary to imperial
policy.”

In the Balkans, the Bulgars, taking advantage of this turbulent situation,
extended their dominion along the coast of the Black Sea, capturing fortresses
and seaports, among them Mesembria and Anchialos, victories confirmed by
the Byzantino-Bulgarian treaty of1307."”” In the west, Philip of Tarentum seized
Dyrrachium, while Charles of Valois, aspiring to the crown of Constantinople,
entered into an agreement with Venice, Charles Il of Anjou, king of Naples, and
Pope Clement V.*® This alliance was further strengthened by Charles of Valois
allying himself with the king of Serbia, and with members of the Byzantine
nobility. As a result of this expedition, Theobald of Cepoy, Charles of Valois’s
representative, received an oath of fealty from the Catalan Company. But it
was Venice that derived real profit from this expedition. Its fleet had cleared
the Aegean of piracy, while its subjects, the Cornaro of Crete, had captured
Karpathos.”

Hardly were these difficulties out of the way than the empire was plunged
into a civil war between Andronikos II and his grandson Andronikos III (1328
41). For abriefperiod a modus vivendi was established, which was to be disturbed
by the death of Andronikos III, and the fresh conflict that broke out between
the regency, headed by Anna of Savoy in the name of her young son, John V
(1341-91), and John Kantakouzenos, Grand Domestic, who put himself forward
as a rival emperor. To cover part of the costs of these military preparations the
empress was forced to raise a loan of 30,000 ducats, placing part of the crown
jewels as surety."*° In the ensuing clash and ever-changing alliances, the Serbian
ruler Dusan first sided with Kantakouzenos, but, alarmed at his successes in
Thessaly, he swiftly jettisoned him and entered into an agreement with the
regency in Constantinople. To counteract this new threat, Kantakouzenos
turned to his old ally Umur, the emir of Aydin, and with his help was able

136 In 1290 Florent de Hainault, prince of Achaia, refused to have the treaty confirmed by
the governor, for he had reservations over the worth of a treaty signed by an official
who exercised authority on an annual basis only: J. Smitt (ed.), The Chronicle of the Morea
(London, 1904, repr. 1976), lines 86914, 2708-14, 8731-75.

137 Pachymeres, Relations historiques, 1v, xiii, pp. 688—91; Dolger, Regesten, no. 2303.

138 Diplomatarium Veneto-Levantinum, 1, pp. 48-53. 139 See Thiriet, Romanie, p. 158 n. 2.

140 On this see T. Bertelé, ‘I gioielli della corona bizantina dati in pegno alla Repubblica
Veneta nel sec. XIV e Mastino II della Scala’, in Studi in onore di Amintore Fanfani,
vol. I (Milan, 1962), pp. 89-177.
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to change the course of the civil war in his favour. At the beginning of 1343
Kantakouzenos moved into Thrace, extensively devastated by the pillaging
of his allies.” Meanwhile, the political conflict led to a social convulsion in
Thessalonike with the Zealot revolt, which established the city’s independence
from Constantinople from 1342 to 1349."#*

Meanwhile, the western confederacy under the auspices of Pope
Clement VI, formed in response to Anna of Savoy’s appeals to the west against
Kantakouzenos, which also entailed the prospects once again of the union
of the two churches, included Venice, Cyprus, Naples, Genoa and the Hospi-
tallers. The aim of the expedition was not to become involved in the Byzantine
civil war but to stem the growing power of Aydin and its piratical activities in
the Aegean.™ In 1344 the crusading force partially occupied Smyrna (Izmir)
with the result that the war with Umur dragged on for years. Unable to secure
his support, Kantakouzenos, after consultation with Umur, approached in 1346
a more formidable ally, the Ottoman Sultan Orhan (c.1324-62) to whom he
gave his daughter Theodora in marriage.'** As a result of this help, he estab-
lished his authority over the whole of Thrace, and went on to crown himself
emperor with the aim of securing Constantinople. To counteract his progress,
Empress Anna negotiated with the leader of Saruhan (a beylik on the Aegean
coast in western Anatolia). The agreement misfired, for, instead of attack-
ing Kantakouzenos, their force of 6,000 men invaded Bulgaria and plundered
and devastated Thrace including the vicinity of Constantinople. The empress
had soon to give up the struggle and recognise her opponent as Emperor
John VI (1347-54). Her son John V married Kantakouzenos’s younger daughter,
Helena, thus legitimising his father-in-law’s position. The conclusion of the
civil war also put an end to the Zealot rebellion and Thessalonike returned
to central government control. Yet, the economic state of the empire was in
tatters. Thrace, the most fertile area left still in its possession, following social
upheavals and Turkish devastation had turned into a desert."#

141 John VI Kantakouzenos, loannis Cantakuzeni ex imperatoris historiarum libri IV, ed.
L. Schopen, 3 vols. (Bonn, 1828-32), 11, pp. 344-8, 391—405; Gregoras, Historia, 11, pp. 692-3;
Lemerle, L’émirat, pp. 144 ff.

142 Kantakouzenos, Historiarum, 11, 570, lines 19-24; Gregoras, Historia, 11, p. 796; V. Hro-
chova, ‘La révolte des Zélotes a Salonique et les communes italiennes’, Byzantinoslavica
22 (1961), 11-13; P. Charanis, ‘Internal Strife in Byzantium during the Fourteenth Cen-
tury’, Byzantion 15 (1940-1), 208-30.

143 Letter of Pope Clement VI, ed. M. C. Faure, in Faure, ‘Le Dauphin Humbert IT a Venise
et en Orient, 1345-1347", Mélanges d’Archéologie et d’Histoire de I’Ecole Frangaise de Rome
27 (1907), 543-5; Lemerle, L’émirat, pp. 180-203.

144 Kantakouzenos, Historiarum 11, pp. 585-9; I. Mélikoff-Sayar, Le Destan d’Umur Pacha
(Dusturname-i Enveri): text, translation et notes (Paris, 1954), pp. 106 ff.

145 Gregoras, Historia, 11, p. 683; Kantakouzenos, Historiarum, 11, pp. 302 ff.
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The power that profited most from the Byzantine civil war was Serbia.
Under Stefan Dusan (1331-55), the Serbs had extended their dominion to Epirus
and Macedonia, with the result that their possessions now stretched from
the Danube to the Gulf of Corinth, and from the Adriatic to the Aegean
coast. Constantinople itself, however, eluded them for they possessed no
fleet and all attempts to involve Venice in their plans failed. On the con-
trary both maritime powers tried to derive some profit from the civil war
and in 1346 the Genoese recaptured the island of Chios, which was to remain

an important trading base until the mid-sixteenth century.™¢

Equally impo-
tent at sea were the Byzantines whose fleet, built under Andronikos III in
reaction to the Turkish activities, was allowed to decline, despite its suc-
cesses.”” Faced with the aggressive attitude of the Genoese and anxious to
assert the empire’s commercial activities, Kantakouzenos set out to construct
a navy in 1347-8 despite the difficulties in recruiting experienced crews.™4®
The immediate Genoese response was to set the arsenal of Constantinople
on fire and to lay siege to the city in order to pursue their attacks on the
maritime towns on the Pontus and the Propontis.”* “This attack put an end’,
as Gregoras admits, ‘to the empire’s hopes of deriving any profit from the
commercial activity of Constantinople.”™ This event, in addition to the exten-
sive privileges granted to both Venice and Genoa, which controlled almost
all aspects of Byzantine commercial life, made any recovery impossible.”
Though active, it was to remain limited and subordinate to the extensive Latin
activities.”>

In these pressing circumstances the Veneto-Genoese antagonism came as
a relief to the Byzantines, forcing the Genoese to direct their activities against
their rivals who aimed at breaking their monopoly of the Black Sea trade. In the
ensuing confrontation, Venice allied with Peter IV of Aragon, joined at a later
stage by Kantakouzenos. The naval confrontation in 1352 was indecisive and the

146 Ph. Argenti, The Occupation of Chios by the Genoese and their Administration of the Island,
1346-1566, 3 vols. (Cambridge, 1958): terms of capitulation of the island, vol. II, pp. 26-32.
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148 Gregoras, Historia, 11, pp. 857-8.
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TepocoAuuiTikiis oTayvoAoyias, vol. I, ed. A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus (St Petersburg,
1891), pp. 146-53.

150 Gregoras, Historia, 11, p. 841.
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war dragged onuntil 1355, when peace was signed. Meanwhile, Kantakouzenos,
left to rely on his own resources, was forced to make peace with the Genoese
and recognise their demands, particularly as they had by now entered into
an agreement with Orhan. In response to this move the Venetians came to
an understanding with John V who, relegated to a minor position by his
father-in-law, took the opportunity to rebel against him in November 1354.
The Venetians offered John V a loan of 20,000 ducats on the understanding
that he would hand over the island of Tenedos as collateral.™ This agreement
did not materialise. Nevertheless John V opened hostilities against his brother-
in-law Matthew Kantakouzenos, then governor of Adrianople (Edirne) and the
surrounding area. The city opened its gates and welcomed in the legitimate
emperor, while Matthew retired to the citadel. He was rescued by his father
who arrived with his Turkish troops to recover the lost areas and punish the
culprits by unleashing his soldiers to plunder ferociously.™* To salvage the
situation John V appealed to the Bulgars and Serbs, receiving from Stefan
Dusan a cavalry division of 4,000 men, while Orhan provided Kantakouzenos
with a contingent under his son, Siileyman.”™ The defeat of John V’s forces led
Kantakouzenos to the decision to set aside the legitimate emperor and declare
his own son Matthew co-emperor. But his triumph was short lived. Turkish
assistance had its complications. Not only did it alienate the majority of the
population, who now sided with the legitimate emperor, but the Ottomans
themselves were far from being satisfied with providing soldiery, orlooting and
plundering the countryside. They were now seeking to establish themselves in
the European section of what wasleft of the empire. In 1352 they took possession
of Tzympe near Callipolis (Gallipoli, Gelibolu), and two years later in March
1354 Orhan’s son, Siileyman, occupied Callipolis despite Kantakouzenos’s pleas
for its return.™®

John V soon seized the ascendancy and, with the help of the Genoese,
he was able to recover his throne, forcing his father-in-law to abdicate and
enter a monastery. But their relations seem to have remained amicable. Kan-
takouzenos spent the rest of his days in writing up his history and in taking
part in theological discussions and political decisions. His son Manuel Kantak-
ouzenos continued to rule the Byzantine Peloponnese successfully, and at his

153 Diplomatarium Veneto-Levantinum, 1, pp. 17 ff.; Bertelé, ‘Gioielli’, pp. 112-13.
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156 Kantakouzenos, Historiarum, 111, pp.277-8; P. Schreiner (ed.), Chronica Byzantina Breviora.
Die byzantinischen Kleinchronikon, 3 vols. (Vienna, 1975-9), 1, 7 § 13, p. 66; 11, . 283.
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death he was succeeded for a brief period by his brother Matthew. In 1382 the
governance passed to John V’s youngest son, Theodore I Palaecologos.™

With Siileyman’s occupation of Callipolis (Gelibolu) a systematic Turkish
advance began in Thrace. The capture of Didymoteichon (Dimetoka) in 1361,
and subsequently that of Adrianople (Edirne),® ushered in the methodical
occupation of the Balkans, consolidated under Murad I (1362-89) by an effective
policy of colonisation.” Faced with the Turkish advance Bulgaria was forced
to submit, resulting in a confrontation with both Hungary and Byzantium,
in the course of which the Byzantines occupied Anchialos on the coast of the
Black Sea. This, however, was a small consolation. John V’s appeal to Rome had
no response. He turned to Hungary, journeying to Buda in 1366, but there too
disappointment awaited him. Louis I of Hungary, like the papacy, demanded
conversion to the Catholic faith prior to military help. On his way home
John V was detained by the Bulgarians, and it was only through the assistance
of his cousin Amadeo of Savoy, the Green Count, who had arrived with a small
crusading army, that he was liberated. Amadeo seized Callipolis (Gelibolu),
and attacked the Bulgarians, forcing them to free the emperor and return both
Mesembria and Sozopolis on the Black Sea to the Byzantines.

But in order to confront the Ottomans a greater force was needed which
could only come from the west, for since the death of Stefan Dus$an and the
fragmentation of the Serbs no power was left in the Balkans to face the Turks.
It was imperative, therefore, to secure western help. This meant appealing
to Rome, as Michael VIII had done in the past, and indeed as John V had
done in 1355, with the offer of union of the two churches.’ On this occasion
Amadeo persuaded the emperor to travel to Rome to make his confession
of faith in the hope that this would lead to military assistance. The majority
of the clergy and the people seem to have been against the idea, and despite
Kantakouzenos’s insistence that any attempt at the union of the two churches
had to be conducted through an ecumenical council, John V left for Rome,
where he made his personal confession of faith in 1369." In so far as military
assistance to Byzantium was concerned it was an utter failure. On his way back
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John V, weighed down by debts, offered the sale of Tenedos to the Venetians.™>
Owing to its geographical position at the entrance of the Hellespont, Tenedos
controlled the shipping to the Black Sea. Described by the Venetians as ‘la
chiave dello stretto’, the key to the straits, it was in consequence much prized
by them.’® The deal, however, was postponed, but given Genoese commercial
interests in the region, and particularly in Caffa, the island was to become
a bone of contention between the Venetians and the Genoese a few years
later.

The external political pressures brought to bear by the Ottoman advance
into the Balkans and the defeat of the Serbs at the battle of Cirmen on the
Maritsa (Merig) river in 1371 were further increased by the dynastic conflicts
which were to shake the empire once more for the following two decades. In
1373 John Vs eldest son and co-emperor, Andronikos IV, and Savci, Murad’s
son, revolted against their respective fathers. They were both captured, but
Andronikos survived his punishment and was imprisoned. His place in the
succession was taken by his brother, Manuel II, who reigned as co-emperor
until 1376. In that year Andronikos staged his second revolt, instigated by the
Genoese to prevent the cession of Tenedos to the Venetians agreed by John Vin
return for the crown jewels and the establishment of a joint Veneto-Byzantine
rule on the island."* Before the Genoese had time to occupy the island the
Venetians had annexed it, thus unleashing the Chioggia War between the two
maritime cities which was to last until the treaty of Turin in August 1381. The
treaty stipulated the demilitarisation and evacuation of the island, and that the
inhabitants be dispersed to the Venetian colonies. Despite repeated pleas by
the Byzantines Tenedos was never returned to them but Venice continued to
use it as a commercial base."®

Having overthrown his father and brother with Turkish help, Andronikos
ruled until 1379. In that summer John V and Manuel II, with Turkish and
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Caroldo: a Reinterpretation’, Orientalia Christiana Periodica 31 (1965), 76-84. The dis-
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Correspondance, ed. R.-J. Loenertz, vol. I (Vatican City, 1956), no. 71, p. 103, line 16.
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Venetian assistance, recaptured the city."®® In the arrangement concluded in
13812 Andronikos IV was recognised as the legitimate heir and Manuel, appar-
ently against his father’s wishes, moved to Thessalonike where he had earlier
been governor. There he attempted to pursue an independent course of action
and, in opposition to his father’s policy of appeasement towards the Ottomans,
opened hostilities against them. At first successful, Manuel was to lose the city
to the Turks after a four-year siege in 1387 and was forced to submit to Murad
1.7 After Andronikos’s third rebellion and subsequent death, Manuel was
faced with a fresh dynastic rebellion by John VII, Andronikos’s son, who had
been excluded from his inheritance as a result of his father’s final revolt. With
the assistance of the Turks and the Genoese, John VII seized Constantino-
ple in 1390, but had to flee when Manuel regained the city with the help
of the Hospitallers.™® On his father’s death in 1301 Manuel succeeded to the
throne.

These early years were undoubtedly the most humiliating period of
Manuel’s life, as his letters and Dialogues indicate. As a vassal of the Turks
he had earlier had to participate with his father in the campaigns of Murad
against other Turkish beyliks, but most unbearable were the two campaigns
conducted by Bayezid I (1389-1402) in Asia Minor in 1390 and 1391, one of which
was against the Byzantine city of Philadelphia (Alagehir).”®® Manuel was forced
to witness atrocities and suffer hardships and indignities. But what he found
intolerable was, as he wrote, the thought that he ‘had to fight along with
those and on behalf of those whose every increase in strength lessens our own
strength’.”7°

The more prosperous part of what was left of the empire at the time was
the Byzantine Peloponnese. Despite the vicissitudes of the civil war between
John V and John VI Kantakouzenos, and periodic clashes with the princi-
pality of Achaia, the province under Manuel Kantakouzenos prospered. In
co-operation with the principality of Achaia and the Venetians, Manuel was
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able to stem the ravages of the Catalan-Turkish aggression.”" In 1376, an event
occurred which was to prove momentous for the fortunes of the Peloponnese.
In that year the princess of Achaia, Queen Joanna I of Naples (1341-82), anxious
to protect her domains threatened by the Albanians and the Turks, entered into
an agreement with the Hospitallers of Rhodes placing the principality under
their protection for a period of five years. Sometime later, in mid-1378 the Hos-
pitallers hired two companies of Navarrese and Gascon mercenaries for eight
months.”* This assignment provided the Navarrese with the opportunity to
settle in Greece where they were to become a major source of disruption for
the Byzantine province.

After the expiration of their contract the Navarrese offered their services
to Neri Acciaiuoli, the lord of Corinth, who, taking advantage of the inter-
nal conflict in the Catalan duchies, was able to secure Megara and soon after
Thebes and Livadia.””? Soon, however, the Navarrese went on the rampage,
attacking the Acciaiuoli estates and vandalising the area.””* These destructive
activities, features of an undisciplined mercenary army, were soon to be trans-
formed into a drive for the conquest of the principality of Achaia, which they
achieved. The overthrow of Queen Joanna I by Charles III of Durazzo indi-
rectly furthered their fortunes, for they immediately swore allegiance to the
new prince of Achaia, Jacques de Baux, and their three leaders were recog-
nised as baillies and captains of the principality.”> Of the three leaders of the
Navarrese Company of mercenaries, Pierre de Saint Superan was to emerge
as vicar general of the principality of Achaia, whereupon he put into motion
his plans for expansion into Byzantine territory. This coincided with the death
of Manuel Kantakouzenos in April 1380, and the rebellion of the archons (indi-
viduals who wielded authority) against the central authority of the Palaeolo-
g0i.7¢ Though Manuel’s brother, Matthew, assumed authority he lacked his
brother’s ability to impose his will on the archons, whose centrifugal tendencies
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in the earlier stages of Manuel’s rule had proved so destructive to the
province.””

It was to deal with this situation that Theodore I Palaeologos, John V’s
youngest son, was despatched to the Peloponnese to restore order. He was to
rule the Despotate from 1382 to 1407. His first task was to establish a degree
of co-operation with his neighbours, Venice and Neri Acciaiuoli. The more
important of the two were the Venetians, for though their domains in the
Peloponnese were limited to Coron and Modon, their influence was felt over
the whole peninsula. Although the Navarrese had already signed treaties with
both, their relations with Neri rested on shaky grounds, for their expansionist
policies went counter to his ambitions to conquer the remaining Catalan
duchies of Neopatras and Athens.

The first signs of a concerted policy between Neri and Theodore, who mar-
ried the former’s elder daughter, are seen in the attempts both made between
1383 and 1384 to draw Venice into an alliance to stem the Turkish piratical
attacks.”® These attempts failed and they had to rely on their own resources.
The alliance was extended to include Theodore’s brother Manuel 11, then rul-
ing Thessalonike and fighting a defensive war against the Turks.””> However,
despite a contingent of a hundred cavalry sent by Manuel I from Thessalonike
and the small amount of military help given him by Neri, Theodore failed to
subdue the rebels. Relying on Navarrese support, they turned down all his
attempts at reconciliation.™ In addition, the renewal of the Veneto-Navarrese
treaty in 1387™ further weakened his position. This situation lasted until the
capture of Thessalonike by the Turks in that year, and his brother’s submission
to Murad.

This disastrous event, together with the Turkish expansion into Serbia,
Albania and central Greece, inevitably affected the rulers of both Thessaly and
Epirus who were siphoned into the Ottoman sphere of influence.”®* Theodore
had no other alternative but to steer towards a rapprochement with the Turks,
possibly through the mediation of his brother Manuel, when he presented
himself in Prousa (Bursa) in the summer of 1387."% At any rate when Murad’s
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commander Evrenos made his appearance in the Peloponnese in the early days
of September of that year, he had come there as an ally at Theodore’s invita-
tion.™ On his march to the south, Evrenos plundered parts of Thessaly and
Albania, devastated areas of Achaia, and attacked and pillaged the territories
of Coron and Modon.™

A rapprochement with Murad offered also Neri Acciaiuoli important advan-
tages. It put an end to the Turkish incursions against his possessions while
Evrenos’s armies dealt with his arch-enemies, the Navarrese. He was thus left
free to press on with the conquest of the Catalan possessions and on 2 May
1388 he captured the Acropolis of Athens.”™ But the advantages Theodore
reaped from the Turkish assistance, enabling him to break the opposition of
his rebels, recover towns and fortresses from the Navarrese and consolidate
his hold on the country, also had drawbacks. Evrenos’s soldiery, who lived
on pillage, spread destruction on their march through the Peloponnese, the
Greek peasants bearing the full brunt of it. It soon became clear that the help
given was a doubled-edged sword. In fact, the Turkish advance into the Morea
had presented Evrenos with the opportunity of holding on to the captured ter-
ritory and this new development left Theodore in a worse plight than before.
In the summer of 1388 he visited Murad in Bursa. He was well received by the
sultan and allowed to retain his lands,™ becoming Murad’s vassal, as his father
and brother had before him. Emboldened by the sultan’s support, Theodore
even clashed with the Venetians over the cities of Argos and Nauplia, sold to
them by Marie d’Enghien.™®

The Byzantine—Turkish co-operation came to an end with the death of
Murad I at the battle of Kosovo Polje (Kosyphopedion) in 1389. The degree
of freedom enjoyed by the Christian vassals in the reign of Murad I gave way
to a rigid policy of centralisation under his successor, Bayezid I (1389-1402),
who saw a vassal’s function as serving purely Ottoman interests. He backed
Andronikos IV’s son John VII's attempt to oust his grandfather and assume

184 Res Gestae Theodori Ioann. F. Palaeologi, Titulus metricus AD 1389, ed. R.-J. Loenertz,
Emretnpis ‘Etaupeias BufavTividy Smoudddv 25 (1955), 209, lines 54-56; R.-]. Loenertz,
‘Pour I'histoire du Péloponése au XIVe siécle (1382-1404)’, Etudes Byzantines 1 (1943), 152—
96, re-ed. in Loenertz and Schreiner, Byzantina et Franco-Graeca, pp. 236 ff. For Evrenos,
see I. Beldiceanu-Steinherr, Recherches sur les actes de régnes des sultans Osman, Orkhan et
Murad I (Munich, 1967), pp. 48, 233.

185 1387.1x.28, MP, no. 34, p. 79; 1387.X.3, nO. 35, pp. 81—2. 186 MP, no. 41, p. 90.

187 Res Gestae, pp. 208-10, lines 47-78; Schreiner, Chronica Byzantina Breviora, 1, § 14, p. 244;
Loenertz, ‘Pour I'histoire du Péloponese’, pp. 229, 237.

188 R. Cessi, ‘Venezia e 'acquisto di Nauplia ed Argo’, Nuovo Archivio Veneto n.s. 30 (1915),
147-73.
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authority in Constantinople, though the attempt failed.™ Soon afterwards
there were rumours in Thessalonike and Constantinople that the sultan was
building ships, and that he intended placing Manuel II in charge of this force
which ostensibly was directed against Sinop, although the Venetians suspected
that its true aim was their possessions of Negroponte (Euboea) and Crete.™°
Their fears were increased when, by 1393, Bayezid had annexed the beyliks
of Aydin and Mentese, subdued Karaman, subjugated Bulgaria and directed
attacks against the Christian territories in the Aegean, Chios, Lesbos and
Rhodes.”" Acquiring a foothold in the Peloponnese would not only have facil-
itated the eventual conquest of the province, but enabled him to launch a two-
pronged attack on the Aegean islands. In the winter of 1393/4, after a meeting
at Serres with his vassals, who included the Serbian princes and the Palaeol-
ogoi, Bayezid marched into central Greece, capturing the county of Salona
(Amphissa), the last Catalan possession. On receiving the news of Timur’s
advance into Syria, he veered north and laid siege to Constantinople, a siege
that was to last for six years.” At the same time, another army, especially
recruited in Thrace and well equipped, was dispatched to the Peloponnese
with orders ‘to spare nothing’.'?

During these desperate times, Manuel renewed his appeal to the west for
help. He found a willing listener in King Sigismund, for with the conquest
of Bulgaria, Hungary’s independence was also threatened by the Ottomans.
Sigismund’s call for a crusade was answered by a number of European powers,
particularly France. The venture ended in disaster at the battle of Nikopolis in
1306, Sigismund barely escaping with his life. The Turkish victory inevitably
made the situation worse. In 1397 the Turks under Yakub Pasa invaded the
peninsula, devastated the city of Argos and took its people into captivity.’**
The Venetian tragedy of Argos brought the realisation home to Theodore that
in future he might not be able to defend his domains, although he had put up
a valiant resistance at Leontarion on 21 June, forcing Yakub to beat a retreat.™”

189 Schreiner, Chronica Byzantina Breviora, 1, 7 §§ 21—22; Ignace of Smolensk, Russian Travelers
to Constantinople, ed. G. P. Majeska (Washington, DC, 1984), pp. 100—4.

190 Archivio di Stato di Venezia, Misti 42, f. 55 (1392.1v.26); E. Thiriet, Régestes des délibérations
du Sénat de Venise concernant la Romanie, vol. I (Paris, 1958), no. 813, p. 194.

191 Zachariadou, Trade and Crusade, pp. 76-8.

192 Manuel II Palaeologos, Funeral Oration, p. 157, lines 4-11; Loenertz, ‘Pour I'histoire du
Péloponese’, pp. 247-8; R. Grousset, L’empire des steppes (Paris, 1948), pp. 512 ff.

193 Manuel II Palaeologos, Funeral Oration, p. 157, lines 14-19.

194 R.-J. Loenertz, ‘La chronique bréve moréote de 1423. Texte, traduction et commentaire’,
in Mélanges Eugéne Tisserant, vol. II (Vatican, 1964), § 19, pp. 406, 424; Schreiner, Chronica
Byzantina Breviora, 1, 33 § 19, p. 245; MP, nos. 197-198, pp. 392—5.

195 Loenertz, ‘Chronique moréote’, § 19, pp. 406, 424; Schreiner, Chronica Byzantina Breviora,
1, 33 § 20, p. 245; 11, P. 361.

43



JULIAN CHRYSOSTOMIDES

Soon after that, the Turks besieged Corinth, leaving Theodore with no other

96 The move was of

option but to offer the castellany to the Hospitallers.
momentous importance for the fortunes of the Despotate, for the presence
of the Knights in the area had an immediate effect: Corinth was spared from
destruction and Navarrese incursions into Byzantine territory came to an
abrupt halt. However, the renewed Turkish attack in 1399 and early 1400 com-
pelled Theodore sometime early in the latter year to accept the new offer made
by the Hospitallers to buy up the whole of the Despotate. There is no doubt
that with the resumption of Turkish hostilities the Knights were anxious to
strengthen their defensive position. The Hospitallers™ offer came at the right
moment, and in fact fitted Theodore’s plans to use them as a lever to dislodge
the Turks from the Morea, but always with the intention of reclaiming his
possessions from the Knights once the Turkish danger had been removed.””
However, the transactions did not proceed as anticipated. The inhabitants of
Mistra rebelled, and Theodore had no alternative but to begin negotiations
for the retrocession. On the other hand, his negotiations with the Hospitallers
induced Bayezid to offer a truce, with the sole condition that the Hospitallers
withdrew from the Peloponnese.”®

Meanwhile, in 1399 the emperor renewed his appeal to the west for military
help. France responded by sending Jean le Meingre, Maréchal Boucicaut with
a small military contingent. His successes, even if limited, proved that a well-
trained army could achieve much. He therefore advised the emperor to travel
to Europe and personally appeal to the rulers. Having first reconciled with
his nephew John VII, Andronikos VI's son, whom he left in charge of the
city, Manuel, accompanied by Boucicaut, set out on 10 December 1399 for his
journey, which was to take him to Italy, France and England. John VII, too, like
his uncle in the past, would make a number of attempts at a reconciliation with
Bayezid, which would prove fruitless. Manuel remained in Europe until 1403
but, despite all the promises, adequate help was never realised.”® Aid came in
a more or less accidental way from a different quarter — from Timur.

196 Manuel II Palaeologos, Funeral Oration, pp. 167-3; Loenertz, ‘Pour lhistoire du
Péloponese’, pp. 254-7.

197 Manuel II Palaeologos, Funeral Oration, pp. 161-7.

198 Manuel II Palaeologos, Funeral Oration, pp. 205—7; Chalkokondyles, Historiarum, pp. 97—
8.

199 For Manuel II's journey see J. W. Barker, Manuel II Palaeologus (1391-1425): a Study
in Late Byzantine Statesmanship (New Brunswick, 1969), pp. 122 ff.; Donald M. Nicol,
‘A Byzantine Emperor in England: Manuel II's Visit to London in 1400-1401", Univer-
sity of Birmingham Historical Journal, 12, 2 (1971), 204-25, repr. in Nicol, Byzantium: its
Ecclesiastical History and Relations with the Western World (Aldershot, 1972).
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As a result of the defeat of the Ottomans by Timur at the battle of
Ankara on 28 July 1402, the Ottoman state broke up. Aydin, Saruhan, Teke
and Mentese recovered their independence while the remaining part of the
Ottoman state was competed for by Bayezid’s sons. The eldest, Siileyman,
escaped to the European section, and signed a treaty in 1403 with Byzantium,
the Serbian despot Stefan Lazarevi¢ and the Christian powers, including Venice
and Genoa.”® As a result of the treaty, Thessalonike and a considerable ter-
ritory in Chalkidike and the littoral of the Thermaic Gulf, all the land from
Panidos on the Sea of Marmora to Constantinople and north to Mesembria
on the Black Sea coast were restored to the empire. In addition, the status of
vassal state and the yearly tribute were cancelled. In Anatolia Mehmed and
isa fought for control. Both, however, lost out to Siileyman who took Bursa
in 1404. Stileyman in turn was to fall to another brother, Musa, who defeated
and killed him in 1411. Byzantium was faced with a new threat. The sacred
war against the Christians was openly taken up again.*" The Turkish armies
attacked Thessalonike*** and overran Thrace, Thessaly and Serbia — places
that had been ceded by Siileyman — and Musa’s envoy, Ibrahim Pasa, was
sent to Constantinople to claim the tribute which had been abolished since
1402.% Meanwhile, Venice had concluded a treaty with Musa to safeguard
its territories in Albania, Greece and the Aegean.*** Manuel was left to fend
for himself. In July 1413 the situation changed once more, this time with the
defeat and overthrow of Musa by another of Bayezid’s sons, Mehmed (1413—21).
Despite occasional Turkish raids, Mehmed I conducted a policy of peaceful
co-existence, with both the Byzantines and the Serbs.**> This was to last for
almost nine years.

During this period, Manuel II's aim was to consolidate his possessions in
the Morea, as he had done earlier after the death of his brother Theodore I
in 1407, during the minority of his own son Theodore II, who succeeded his
uncle. After the peace treaty with Mehmed I, Manuel returned to the Morea in

200 G. T. Dennis, “The Byzantine-Turkish Treaty of 1403’, Orientalia Christiana Periodica 33
(1967), 72-88; P. Wittek, ‘De la défaite d’Ankara a la prise de Constantinople’, Revue des
Etudes Islamiques 12 (1938), pp. 16 ff.

201 That Musa saw the fight against Byzantium as cihad is made clear in Doukas, Historia
Byzantina, pp. 91-2.

202 12.1.1417: Thiriet, Régestes, vol. II (Paris, 1959), no. 1635, § 8, p. 150.

203 Saadeddin, Chronica dell’origine e processi della Casa Ottomana, tr. V. Brattuti (Vienna, 1649),
p- 313.

204 N. Iorga, Notes et extraits pour servir d Uhistoire des croisades au XVe siécle, vol. I (Paris,
1899-1900), 4.VIL.I411, pp. 196-9; C. N. Sathas, Documents inédits relatifs d Uhistoire de la
Gréce au moyen dge, 9 vols. (Paris, 1881), 11, 7.VL.I411, NO. 527, pp. 262-3.

205 Chalkokondyles, Historiarum, pp. 178-83.
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1415 via Thessalonike where his son Andronikos had now succeeded his uncle
John VII. His main task in the Morea was to construct the defensive wall of
Hexamillion across the isthmus of Corinth, a project in which Theodore had
tried for years to involve the Venetians without success.>*® Despite objections
from some large landowners, the majority of the population, including the
Albanians who led a nomadic existence and consequently felt more vulnerable
to Turkish incursions, offered their labour or materials to ensure that the wall
was speedily completed to provide safety to the inhabitants. Its completion,
however, did not apparently please the sultan, though originally he seems to
have given his consent.*” Aware of Mehmed’s attitude and the possibility that
he might try to destroy the wall, Venice ordered its castellans of Coron and
Modon to give every assistance to the emperor in the event of a Turkish assault
on the Hexamillion.>*®

This was an ominous sign. Soon after, freed from his campaign against
Karaman, Mehmed turned his attention to the Aegean, ravaged the islands
and attacked Venetian merchant shipping on its way from the Black Sea to
Negroponte. Manuel II's proposal for a concerted policy was never taken up,
not even after the Turkish raids on the island which carried away 1,500 people
into slavery®® The Veneto-Turkish confrontation ended with the defeat of
Mehmed’s navy off Gelibolu on 29 May 1416, followed by a treaty signed three
years later.”™

For the Byzantines the situation deteriorated further with Mehmed’s death
and the accession of his son Murad II (1421-44, 1446-51), who followed an
aggressive policy reminiscent of that of his grandfather, Bayezid I. Manuel II's
elder son and co-emperor, John VIII, then in charge of the government, tried
to use a Turkish pretender, Mustafa, who in 1416 had claimed to be a son of
Bayezid I. Contrary to Manuel II's advice to come to an understanding with
Murad II, John opted to support Mustafa in his bid for the Ottoman throne.
The attempt failed. Mustafa was captured and put to death.*" Immediately

206 MP, no. 153, p. 301; NO. 157, P. 309; NO. 168, p. 337; NOS. 180—I, Pp. 361-2; NO. 187, p. 374;
no. 192, pp. 382—3; NO. 193, Pp. 384-—7; NO. 210, P. 410; NOS. 2301, PP. 466, 469.

207 Manuel II Palaeologos, Letters, no. 68, pp. 208-11, 216-17.

208 23.VILI415: Sathas, Documents, 111, no. 668, p. 116.

209 23.1x.1415: Thiriet, Régestes, 11, no. 1592, p. 138; 4.IL.1416: no. 1598, p. 140. He raised the
question again in 12.1.1417: no. 1635, p. 150.

210 6.X1.1419: Diplomatarium Veneto-Levantinum, 11, pp. 318-I9.

211 George Sphrantzes, Cronaca, ed. and tr. R. Maisano (Rome, 1990), iv, p. 10 § 4, viii, p. 18 §
3, 1x, p. 20 §§ 3, 4; English tr. by M. Philippides, The Fall of the Byzantine Empire: a Chronicle
by George Sphrantzes, 1401—1477 (Amherst, 1980), pp. 23, 26, 27; cf. Chalkokondyles, Histo-
riarum, pp. 222—7. Manuel, by then ailing, had relinquished the affairs of state to his son.
He died in 1425.
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afterwards, Murad laid siege to Constantinople, but its walls proved invincible,
for the cannons at the sultan’s disposal, supposedly German, proved ineffective.
Faced with a new rival, his young brother, another Mustafa, Murad was forced
to withdraw.*?

Though he had failed with Constantinople, Murad kept up the pressure.
In the spring of 1423 his armies, under Turahan, invaded the Peloponnese,
stormed the fortifications, destroyed the wall of Hexamillion and devastated
the area.”” Some months later the Byzantines succeeded in signing a peace
treaty, according to which they became once more tributaries to the Turks.
Despite the invasion, the Peloponnese showed tenacity to survive. The political
continuity, maintained by Manuel Il during the minority of his son Theodore I,
andlater by John VIII and Constantine IX, had given the Despotate new vigour.
With the exception of the Venetian colonies, the rest of the Peloponnese was
thus unified under Byzantine rule, despite Murad’s attack and the devastation
of 1446; it was to survive until after the fall of Constantinople.*

Ottoman pressure on both land and sea, however, remained relentless. Even
the Hospitallers in Rhodes felt the impact and sought refuge in Venetian pro-
tection. In the summer of 1423 they offered Rhodes to the Signoria in exchange
for territories of equal value, either in Negroponte or in the Peloponnese.*®
This proposal was never realised. Rhodes remained in Hospitaller hands until
1522. But in the same year Manuel’s third son, Despot Andronikos, then ruling
Thessalonike, decided to hand over the city to the Venetians.*® Such a solution
was inevitably unacceptable to the sultan. Despite the prolonged diplomatic
missions and the willingness of the Venetians to reach a compromise or even
support a pretender, the attempt failed. On 29 March 1430 the city was cap-
tured.*”

With the capture of Thessalonike, the pressures on Constantinople
increased. John VIII seems to have believed that salvation could come only
from the west, to be accomplished through the union of the two churches —a

212 Sphrantzes, Cronaca, X, p. 22 § 2; xi, pp. 22-3 §§ 1-3 (Philippides, pp. 27-8); Chalkokondyles,
Historiarum, pp. 231-3.

213 Sphrantzes, Cronaca, xii, p. 24 § 1 (Philippides, p. 28); Chalkokondyles, Historiarum,
pp. 238-9.

214 Zakythinos, Le despotat, 1, pp. 204 ff.

215 8.v1.1423: Thiriet, Régestes, 11, no. 1886, p. 204.

216 7.VIL.1423: Sathas, Documents, 1, no. 86, Pp. 133-9, 27.VIL.1423: NO. 89, Pp. 141-50.

217 John Anagnostes, Ain)ynois mepl TAs TeEAsuTalas GAwoews Tiis Osooalovikns. Mov-
wdia émi Tfj dAcdoel Tiis Oeooadovikns, ed. Y. Tsaras (Thessalonike, 1958); S. Vryonis,
“The Ottoman Conquest of Thessaloniki’, in Continuity and Change in Late Byzantium
and Early Ottoman Society, ed. A. Bryer and H. Lowry (Birmingham and Washington,
DC, 1986), pp. 281-321.
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solution that in the past had been sought, unsuccessfully, by his predecessors
Michael VIII and John V. Conditions looked promising. In contrast to the ear-
lier position when any agreement presupposed the prior recognition of papal
ecclesiastical supremacy, now, as a result of the western conciliar movement
and the Council of Constance (1414), any decision concerning the union fell
under the jurisdiction of the council, to which the pope had to adhere. This
raised the hopes of the Byzantines that the doctrinal, ecclesiastical and liturgi-
cal differences between the two churches would be discussed at a council, as
they had always insisted, on equal terms, and not dictated by the pope. Despite

2% John went ahead with

Manuel’s advice for caution concerning the union,
his plan. On 24 November 1437 he travelled to the west with a large delega-
tion. After protracted theological discussions and disputes, the proclamation
of the union of the churches was issued in Florence on 6 July 1439.*" Instead
of the much-hoped for help from the west against the Ottomans, the union, as
Manuel Il had predicted, brought internal dissension, and in addition alienated
the Byzantines from the rest of the Orthodox world, in particular Russia.
After concluding agreements with Serbia, Hungary and Karaman, Murad
II abdicated, leaving the throne to his young son Mehmed II. He returned
almost immediately, however, to lead the Ottoman armies against the last
combined, but inadequately prepared and non-coordinated, attempt of the
Christian forces against the Ottomans under Cardinal Giuliano Cesarini. This
force was defeated on 10 November 1444 at Varna. Two years later, once more
back on the throne, Murad carried out attacks into the Peloponnese. His
artillery destroyed the wall of Hexamillion, rebuilt only a few years before,
and took 60,000 people into captivity,
state, and at the same time putting an end to the idea of a united independent
Greek Despotate of the Morea under John VIII's brother, Constantine. On the
death of John, Constantine XI was crowned emperor in the Peloponnese on 6

220

reducing the Despotate to a vassal

January 1449, and two months later he arrived in Constantinople. Despite his
ability, courage and tenacity he could not have saved the city. Constantinople
lay like an island in the midst of an Ottoman ocean. The new sultan, Mehmed II
(14446, 1446-51), was determined to succeed where his father had failed. An
astute and outstanding tactician, he began his preparations by building the
fortress of Rumeli Hisar1 on the Asiatic coast of the Bosphorus, by means of

218 Sphrantzes, Cronaca, xxiii, p. 82 §§ 5—7 (Philippides, p. 50).

219 Sylvestre Syropoulos, Les ‘Mémoires’ du Grand Ecclésiarche de Constantinople Sylvéstre
Syropoulos sur le concile de Florence (1438-1439) (Rome, 1971); J. Gill, The Council of Florence
(Cambridge, 1959).

220 Doukas, Historia Byzantina, xxxiii. pp. 222-3; 19.X.1447: lorga, Notes et extraits, 111, p. 221.
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which he encircled the city and kept control on the movements of ships. On
hearing the news of this undertaking, the people in Constantinople knew that
the end of the city had come.*”

Constantine XI's appeals to the west produced some help but not enough
to stem Ottoman progress. The west had no co-ordinated strategy against the
Turkish advance. Each country viewed the question of Constantinople from
the viewpoint of its own interests and ambitions, and success was therefore
impossible. It remained up to individuals, primarily Venetians and Genoese,
to make the last stand.”®* The fortifications of Constantinople had in the
past protected the city, but could not withstand the new artillery, built by
the Hungarian Orban who, unable to sell his cannon in Constantinople,
had crossed to the other side and offered it to the Ottomans.”? As Krito-
boulos wrote, this ‘cannon decided the whole issue’.*** The city fell on 29
May 1453, followed by a three-day pillage and its accompanying destruction.*
Thus closed the history of an empire that had lasted more than a thousand
years.

The pacification of Anatolia took four hundred years finally to be estab-
lished, and this was brought about by the ability of the Ottoman Turks to
impose their authority. The destruction and suffering that occurred in those
intervening years, as a result of the vacuum of centralised political power, are
documented by Byzantine historians, contemporary to the events. Though,
inevitably, their narrative centres on the political, social and economic devasta-
tion brought about by the Turkic tribes, there are glimpses of strong relations
developing between the two peoples, divided by language, religion and cus-
toms. As early as John II Komnenos’s reign, Choniates reports that the Chris-
tians inhabiting the islets of Lake Pousgouse (Beysehir Golii) became friends
with the Turks of Konya, allied with them and ‘looked upon the Romans as
their enemies. Thus custom’, as Choniates observes, ‘reinforced by time is

stronger than race and religion.”

221 Doukas, Historia Byzantina, pp. 237-8; Chalkokondyles, Historiarum, pp. 382—3.

222 Besides the Byzantine historians on the conquest of the city, see also the eye-witness
account of Nicold Barbaro, Giornale dell’assedio di Costantinopoli 1453, ed. E. Cornet
(Vienna, 1856), tr. by J. R. Jones as Diary of the Siege of Constantinople (New York, 1969).

223 Chalkokondyles, Historiarum, p. 385.

224 Michael Kritoboulos, Critobuli Imbiotae Historiae, ed. D. R. Reinsch (Berlin, 1983), p. 46:
‘eUpnua ToUTov Mepuavddv Kai KeATédv'.

225 In addition to the primary sources, see also S. Runciman, The Fall of Constantinople 1453
(Cambridge, 1961; repr. 1965); R. Browning, A Note on the Capture of Constantinople’,
Byzantion 22 (1952), 379-86.

226 Choniates, Historia, 1, pp. 37-8 (Magoulias, p. 22): 0UTw X06vw kpatnbev €os yévous
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On another social level, offering an example of co-existence and assimilation
in the opposite direction are the Axouchs — a family which held a distinguished
position in the political life of the empire under the Komnenoi. The first
Axouch, a Turkish boy, was given as a present to Alexios I following the
peaceful surrender of Nicaea (iznik) in June 1097 and the exchange of gifts
between the emperor and the Turks. The young Axouch and John II, then both
ten years old, were brought up together in the palace and became inseparable
friends. Subsequently Axouch rose to the high position of grand domestic;
his son Alexios, ‘an energetic man expert in military science, with a tongue
as sharp as his mind and dignified in appearance’, acted as protostrator under
Manuel 1.7*

This ‘co-existence’, even as enemies, seems at times to have led the Byzan-
tines to try to assess and acknowledge their opponents’ strengths. An example
of this is Manuel II Palaeologos’s evaluation of the Ottoman success, in an
attempt to identify Turkish strengths vis-a-vis Byzantine weaknesses. From his
personal experience he considered that their achievement on the battlefield
stemmed from the fact that not only were the Turkish army more numer-
ous, but also, and more importantly, ‘they were brave, experienced in warfare,
well-trained . . . gradually over a long period of time to bear the hardships and
pains . . . when others would not have remained even in a friendly country
producing all good things’.2*®

This self-evaluation and rational exploration, reflected also in Manuel’s
Dialogues with a Muterriz,”* derive from that long tradition of the classical
world, for which Byzantium acted not only as a repository but also as an
appreciative guardian of its inestimable value, to be transmitted to the west
shortly before and after the fall of Constantinople. The question arises as to
what extent this civilisation influenced the new power, the Ottomans, that
rose on what had been the Byzantine Empire. To what extent can it be said
that ‘the new society (Turkic-Muslim) differed from those of Asiatic steppe
and of the Islamic Middle East because it arose in a Byzantine milieu’?**°

227 Choniates, Historia, 1, pp. 9-10, 97 (Magoulias, pp. 7-8, 56); cf. Kinnamos, Epitome, p. 5
(Brand, p. 14). For Nicaea see Anna Komnene, Alexiade, 111, book xi, ii, pp. 13 ff. (Sewter,
pp. 337 fF).

228 Manuel II Palaeologos, Funeral Oration, pp. 158—9.

229 Trapp, Dialoge, p. 5, the word deriving, as the editor notes, from the Arabic mudarris.

230 Vryonis, Decline, p. 1.
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Anatolia under the Mongols

CHARLES MELVILLE

The period of Mongol rule in Anatolia, that is, roughly the century between
the battle of Kosedag in 1243 and the collapse of the Ilkhanid regime in the
1340s, if mentioned at all, is generally treated only as a brief preamble to the rise
of the Ottomans. Even then, as in the nationalist histories of Russia and China,
Mongol rule is seen as an unwelcome interlude that wrecked the country and
left no formative traces. Rather, traditional Ottoman Turkish history arises
seamlessly out of the history of the Seljuks of Rum, the principal, though
latterly only notional, rulers of central Anatolia between their victory over
the Byzantines at Malazgirt (Manzikert) in 1071 and their obscure demise in
the early fourteenth century. By this time, one of the beyliks that was later the
kernel of the Ottoman state was already in existence, among numerous others.
According to Kafesoglu, for example, this beylik ‘on the western frontier of the
Seljuk state (sic), with regard to its moral fibre and organization, acquired many
values from Seljuk Turkishness’ and kept Anatolia as a Turkish motherland’.*
At the other end of the spectrum, comparisons have been drawn between the
formation and development of the Mongol and Ottoman empires, with no
reference at all to the Mongols in Anatolia.*

Others have been ready to examine in more detail late thirteenth- and
fourteenth-century Anatolian society, in which the Ilkhanate was the dominant
power. Numismatists in particular have recently taken another look at the
traditional view, and have emphasised the continuity of Ottoman from Ilkhanid

1 1. Kafesoglu, A History of the Seljuks, ed. and tr. G. Leiser as A History of the Seljuks: Ibrahim
Kafesoglu’s Interpretation and the Resulting Controversy (Carbondale and Edwardsville, 1988),
p. 78; cf. O. Turan, Anatolia in the Period of the Seljuks and the Beyliks’, in The Cambridge
History of Islam, vol. I, ed. P. M. Holt, Ann K. S. Lambton and Bernard Lewis (Cambridge,
1970), pp. 248-51; Stanford J. Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey,
2 vols. (Cambridge, 1976), 1, p. 9; also recently, Henir Stierlin, Turkey: From Selcuks to the
Ottomans (Cologne and London, 2002), e.g. pp. 1, 23, 79.

2 1. 'Togan, ‘Ottoman History by Inner Asian Norms’, The Journal of Peasant Studies 18, 3-4
(1991), 185-210.
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practices.? Yet here too, interest in the Mongols arises solely in connection
with the circumstances in which the Ottoman state emerged. It is difficult,
with hindsight, to look at the Mongol period without regard to later Turkish
history.

Justas the historians of Turkey impose their own vision on Anatolian affairs,
so the historians of the Ilkhanate (primarily an Iranian regime, in a geograph-
ical sense at least) have tended to ignore the situation in Anatolia unless it
impinged directly on events at the ordu (Mongol court). Rum has been dubbed
the Mongol “Wild West’: a land of opportunity, perhaps, only loosely under
central control, and even a province where the “unprecedented mildness’” of
the Mongol regime has been noted.* To evaluate such views, we should treat
the affairs of Anatolia as part of the larger Ilkhanid state. This underwent
various phases of development, which furthermore had similar corollaries in
other provinces of the Ilkhanate too, such as Fars and Khurasan.

Itisimportant to recall that the Ilkhanid regime was centred in Azerbaijan in
north-west Iran, orientated east rather than west, and essentially uninterested
in the border regions with Byzantium. Mongol relations with the Christian
west remained on the whole cordial; of far more concern were the borders
in south-east Anatolia, with Mamluk Syria, and in the north with the Golden
Horde.

The territories of Mongol Rum were not contiguous with those of modern
Turkey in Asia Minor. To the north, hugging the eastern Black Sea coast,
the Christian kingdom of Trebizond (Trabzon) maintained its independence
until after the fall of Byzantium. East of Erzurum was the province of Greater
Armenia, including the important summer quarters at Aladag, scene of the
coronation of several Ilkhans. Lesser Armenia (Cilicia) continued to cling to
a separate existence south of the Taurus mountains throughout the period,
while further east Diyar Bekr (Diyarbakir) was a separate governorship and
remained culturally and politically more bound up with the Arab lands of

3 M. F. Kopriilii, The Origins of the Ottoman Empire, ed. and tr. G. Leiser (Albany, 1992), esp.
ch. 2; Zeki Velidi Togan, Umumi Tiirk Tarihine Giris, 2 vols. (Istanbul, 1970), pp. 332-3,
cited in C. Kafadar, Between Two Worlds: the Construction of the Ottoman State (Berkeley,
Los Angeles and London, 1995), pp. 44-5; Cl. Cahen, La Turquie pré-ottomane (Istanbul
and Paris, 1988), rev. edn of Pre-Ottoman Turkey, tr. J. Jones-Williams (London, 1968); F.
Siimer, Anadolu’da Mogollar’, Selguklu Aragtirmalan Dergisi 1 (1969), 1-147. See also Rudi
P. Lindner, ‘How Mongol were the Early Ottomans?’, in The Mongol Empire and its Legacy,
ed. R. Amitai-Preiss and D. O. Morgan (Leiden, 1999), pp. 282—3; §. Pamuk, A Monetary
History of the Ottoman Empire (Cambridge, 2000), esp. pp. 28-34.

4 S. Blair, “The Coins of the Later Ilkhanids: Mint Organization, Regionalization, and
Urbanism’, American Numismatic Society Museum Notes 27 (1982), p. 219; J. M. Rogers,
review of E Stimer ‘Anadolu’da Mogollar’, Selguklu Arastirmalar Dergisi 1 (1969), 147, in
Kunst des Orients 7, 1 (1970-1), 167.
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Upper Mesopotamia. These regions come only briefly into focus in the story
of Ilkhanid Anatolia. The Turkicisation of the southern peripheries of Rum
was nevertheless one of the long-term results of the Mongol invasions and
of the changes that they brought with them in the ethnic composition of the
population, in the form of semi-nomadic Turkoman pastoralists who in time
came to exercise political power throughout the region.

The successors of Chinggis Han

The orderly succession of Chinggis Han’s son Ogedei in 1229 ensured that his
remarkable victories would not be wasted. Almost immediately, Ogedei began
the process of consolidating and extending the Mongol conquests in the west
(which had not affected Anatolia directly), sending his general Chormaghun to
subdue the fugitive Harezmsah Celaleddin Mingbarni. His disruptive exploits
in the region round Lake Van no doubt helped to draw the Mongols towards
Seljuk territory: a possibility that the sultan, Alaeddin Keykubad (1220-37), had
anxiously anticipated in his exchanges with Celaleddin’s envoys.®

Chormaghun is reported to have pillaged the country around Sivas in 1232,
but he soon withdrew to the Mughan plain; the Mongols were preoccupied
at this time with subduing Georgia. A more diplomatic approach came from
the Great Han in 1236, inviting the Seljuk sultan to submit. Keykubad agreed
but soon afterwards died. His successor, Giyaseddin Keyhtisrev II (1247-53),
acquiesced, but by the time a military governor (basqaq) from the Han arrived,
Ogedei himself was dead and the Mongol general Baiju had annihilated the
Seljuk army at Kosedag, on Friday 26 June 1243.” Mongol dominion in Anatolia
was now a military reality, not just a diplomatic nicety.

Throughout the territories they encountered, the Mongols either accepted
the submission of the existing regime or replaced it with direct rule. Ogedei’s
summonses had gone out to other rulers whose lands had not been affected
by the first wave of Mongol invasions, particularly in southern Iran, where

5 Cahen, La Turquie, p. 3; Cl. Cahen, ‘Contribution 4 I'histoire du Diyar Bakr au quatorzi¢me
siecle’, Journal Asiatique 243 (1955), 92—8.

6 Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya fi'l-umur al-‘ala’iyya, facs. ed. Adnan Sadik Erzi, El-
Evamiri’l-Ala’iyye fi’l-umitri’l-Alai’yye (Ankara, 1956), p. 377; Ibn Bibi, anonymous abbr.
ed. M. Th. Houtsma, in Recueil de textes relatifs d Uhistoire des Seldjoucides, vol. IV (Leiden,
1902), p. I61.

Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 454-6; ed. Houtsma, pp. 203-5; Ibn al-‘Ibri (Bar
Hebraeus), Ta’rikh mukhtasar al-duwal (Beirut, 1992), p. 249 (under 630/1233); Baibars
al-Mansuri, Zubdat al-fikra fi ta’rikh al-hijra, ed. D. S. Richards (Berlin, 1998), pp. 20—2;
al-Nuwairi, Nihayat al-arab fi funun al-adab, vol. XXVII, ed. S. Ashur (Cairo, 1405/1985),
pp. 106—7 (under 654/1256).
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local dynasties (often Turkish atabegates) controlled Fars, Yazd, Kirman and
elsewhere. Their very number well illustrates the fragmentation of the former
Seljuk Empire to which the Mongols fell heir.

The situation in Anatolia was complicated by the fact that the Seljuks had
now suffered military defeat, despite having submitted in principle. Baiju was
probably acting on the orders of Batu Han, son of Jochi, in order to acquire
additional territories on his own account, taking advantage of the death of
Ogedei in 1241 and the incapacity of his commander Chormaghun.® Anatolia
thus came initially under the aegis of the Mongols of the Desti-Kipgak, later
popularly known as the Golden Horde, and only more loosely under the distant
authority of Qaraqorum.

The survival of the Seljuk sultanate was due to the statesmanship of the
vezir, Miihezzibeddin, who negotiated surrender on terms that at least ensured
its continuation under Mongol suzerainty, if at a cost. This was made up in
cash and kind, largely in the form of animals, to be paid annually to the
Mongols” envoys (ilchi); some reports estimate the tribute at 400,000 dinars.
Shortly afterwards, a follow-up embassy to Batu confirmed Sultan Keyhiisrev
II as governor on his behalf, with the titles Nizamii’l-miilk and Salah al-‘alam.’

The reign of Keyhiisrev coincided with the long interregnum before the suc-
cession of Giiyiik son of Ogedei as Great Han in 1246. In the next decade, preoc-
cupied with their own difficulties, the Mongols did little more than confirm or
reconfirm the status of a sequence of would-be sultans, as well as their officials.
The Mongols were masters at exploiting the divisions that now emerged, such
as had long been endemic in the multi-ethnic and multi-confessional Seljuk
state.

Keyhiisrev’s death in 1246 left three sons who were, disastrously, all minors
and thus quickly under the influence of different factions at court. The new
vezir, Semseddin [sfahanli, installed the eldest son, Izzeddin Keykavus II (aged
eleven) on the throne, flanked by his younger brothers. The vezir also married
izzeddin’s mother, the daughter of a Greek priest.™

8 P Jackson, ‘The Dissolution of the Mongol Empire’, Central Asiatic Journal 22 (1978),
216-19.

9 Al-Dhahabi, Kitab duwal al-Islam, tr. Arlette Negre as Les dynasties de U'Islam (Damascus,
1979), PP- 243, 246; Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 534-5, 542—3 (Houtsma, pp. 244—
5, 248); Cahen, La Turquie, p. 232; P. Jackson with D. O. Morgan, The Mission of Friar
William of Rubruck (London, 1990), pp. 247-8, quoting especially the evidence of Simon
of Saint-Quentin.

10 Rashid al-Din, Jami‘ al-tawarikh, ed. M. Raushan and M. Musavi, 4 vols. (Tehran,
1373/1994), 1v, p. 815; tr. J. A. Boyle as The Successors of Genghis Khan (London and New
York, 1971), p. 191; ‘Ibn al-Fuwati’, Kitab al-hawadith, ed. B.A. Ma‘ruf and ‘[.A. Ru‘uf
(Baghdad, 1997), pp. 246—7; Baibars al-Mansuri, Zubdat, p. 22. See also Rudi P. Lindner,
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Keyhiisrev had previously intended to send the middle son, Riikneddin,
to the Great Han and eventually, after several summonses, he was sent to
attend the quriltay (assembly) to elect Giiyiik in August 1246. In Qaraqorum,
Giyiik appointed Eljigidei to be his representative in the west, responsible
for Anatolia, Georgia, Armenia, Aleppo and Mosul, so that the local rulers
would be directly answerable to him for their tribute (that is, Batu’s agents
would be bypassed). We thus see Giiyiik attempting to assert his authority
over this outlying part of the empire. He ordered Riikneddin to be installed
as sultan of Rum (as Kili¢ Arslan IV) in place of his elder brother izzeddin:
partly, perhaps, to undermine the regime installed with the blessing of Batu
Han. Giiylik gave Riikneddin the daughter of the general Eljigidei and the
support of his army. Eljigidei seems to have got no further than Khurasan,"
but Riikneddin returned with a Mongol force 2,000 strong to assert his claims.

Despite the divisions between those looking to the Byzantines and the
pro-Mongol faction, whose orientation is expressed in a new coinage minted
at Sivas in 646/1248,” the Seljuk officials’ first reaction to Guyiik’s decree
was an attempt to maintain the unity of the sultanate. In practice, however,
the rivalry between Izzeddin and Riikneddin (and more importantly, their
supporters) could only be resolved by force, and at a skirmish near Aksaray
(Agsaray), Ritkneddin was defeated and captured, on 14 June 1249. Thereafter,
if not before, a compromise was reached, that all three brothers were to rule
jointly. The Han’s envoys were involved in all these deliberations.”

A formal division of territory, if not authority, probably preceded the deci-
sion to try joint rule. On the return of the embassy to Giiyiik, Konya, Aksaray,
Ankara, Antalya and the west were allocated to izzeddin and Kayseri, Sivas,
Malatya, Erzincan and Erzurum to Ritkneddin. Alaeddin, the youngestbrother,
was given sufficient estates from the crown lands (amlak al-khassa) for his

“The Challenge of Qilich Arslan IV”, in Near Eastern Numismatics, Iconography, Epigraphy
and History: Studies in Honor of George C. Miles, ed. D. K. Kouymyjian (Beirut, 1974), p. 411;
Jackson, William of Rubruck, pp. 276—7; Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, p. 565 (Houtsma,
Pp- 260).

11 Ata-Malik Juvaini, Tarikh-i Jahangusha, ed. M. Qazvini, 3 vols. (London, 1912, 1916, 1937),
1, pp. 205, 212; tr. J. A. Boyle, The History of the World Conqueror, 2 vols. (Manchester, 1958),
Pp- 250, 257; Rashid al-Din, Jami‘ al-tawarikh, p. 808 (Boyle, p. 183); Juzjani, Tabaqat-i
Nasiri, vol. I, ed. ‘A. Habibi, repr. (Tehran, 1363/1984), p. 265; cf. P. Jackson, ‘Eljigidei’,
Encyclopaedia Iranica (Costa Mesa, 1998), VIII, pp. 366—7.

12 Lindner, ‘Challenge’, pp. 414-15.

13 Anonymous [hereafter cited as Anon.], Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq dar Anatuli, ed. Nadira Jalali
(Tehran, 1377/1999), p. 96; Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 589—93 (Houtsma, pp. 267—
9); Cahen, La Turquie, pp. 234-5; Lindner, ‘Challenge’, p. 417; Rudi P. Lindner, ‘Hordes
and Hoards in Late Saljuq Anatolia’, in The Art of the Saljugs in Iran and Anatolia, ed. R.
Hillenbrand (Costa Mesa, 1994), p. 281.
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needs.™ This was the first of many similar divisions, and an arrangement typ-
ical of Mongol government in other provinces of the Ilkhanate. Ultimately, it
became consolidated into a geopolitical reality that endured until the Ottoman
expansion of the early sixteenth century united the western and eastern Ana-
tolian lands.

The joint rule of the brothers evidently worked well until the death of
Karatay, Izzeddin’s right-hand man, in November 1254.” By this time Giiytik
had died and Mongke son of Tolui had been elected Great Han (July 1251),
thanks to Batu Han’s support. This could only increase Batu’s control over
the empire’s western territories, although the actual demarcation of authority
between Batu and Mongke’s representative, Arghun Aqa, is not clear.

The same pattern of events was now repeated, as a series of Mongol envoys
summoned [zzeddin in person to Méngke’s court.® It was eventually decided
to send the youngest brother, Alaeddin, son of the Georgian princess Tamara.
All sources agree that Alaeddin was treacherously murdered in the course
of this mission, though accounts differ as to the timing; at any rate, a group
of emirs accompanying the embassy on behalf of izzeddin had succeeded in
negotiating his confirmation as sultan, when news arrived of his resistance to
Baiju (see below), whereupon, the rival party urged the claims of Riikneddin.
Mongke’s solution, later to be applied by Hiilegii, was another formal division
of the sultanate.”

Meanwhile, in the absence of Alaeddin’s embassy, the two elder broth-
ers quickly fell out. A second, more serious confrontation took place and
Riikneddin was again defeated. This time, despite another showy reconcili-
ation, he was imprisoned, first in Amasya and later, allegedly as a result of
the wretched climate there, transferred to Burghlu (Uluborlu) in the south-
western frontier region (uc).™®

If the administration of the sultanate remained largely intact in this first
phase of Mongol sovereignty, it was inevitably vitiated by the divisions of

14 Ibn al-‘Ibri, Ta’rikh mukhtasar al-duwal, pp. 257-8.

15 Karim al-Din Agsara’i, Musamarat al-akhbar wa musayarat al-akhyar, ed. O. Turan as
Miisameret iil-ahbar: Mogollar Zamaninda Tiirkiye Selcuklulan Tarih (Ankara, 1944), p. 38;
Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljug, p. 97.

16 Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 604, 608 (Houtsma, pp. 275, 277); Ibn al-‘Ibri, Ta’rikh
mukhtasar al-duwal, p. 263.

17 Compare Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 63031 (Houtsma, pp. 292—4); Aqsara’i,
Musamarat, pp. 38—9; Mustaufi, Tarikh-i Guzida, ed. A. Nava’i (Tehran, 1362/1983), p. 478;
Ibn al-‘Tbri, Ta’rikh mukhtasar al-duwal, p. 264; Baibars al-Mansuri, Zubdat, pp. 26-30;
al-Nuwairi, Nihayat, vol. XXVII, pp. 107—9; Cahen, La Turquie, p. 246.

18 Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 615-16 (Houtsma, pp. 282-3); Ibn al-‘Ibri, Ta’rikh
mukhtasar al-duwal, p. 264; Aqsara’i, Musamarat, p. 40; Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljug, p. 97;
Cahen, La Turquie, p. 239.
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authority among the Seljuk princes and their advisers, and by the readiness of
ambitious officials to resort directly to the ordu for advancement. Such missions
had another purpose: to petition against the increasing burden of Mongol
demands. Kadi Izzeddin Razi, in his second vezirate (1250-6), was sufficiently
alarmed by the importunities of Baiju and other noyans (commanders) to send
the emir-dad (chief of justice), Fahreddin Ali, to Qaraqorum with lavish presents
and a petition. Alaeddin’s embassy to Mongke also had as one of its objectives
to complain of the destruction being caused by Baiju, which according to
the Mamluk historian Baibars al-Mansuri was particularly associated with a
devastating raid distinct from the invasions of 1243 and 1256. Fahreddin Ali’s
mission, returning via Baiju, received some assurances and thereafter the ilchis
were willing to reduce their demands.”

After his success (which is not reflected in any surviving coin issues),
[zzeddin received embassies from neighbouring rulers, both Christian and
Muslim, notably the Caliph. Some semblance of recovery may have been antic-
ipated, when Baiju unexpectedly moved once more into Anatolia in force, on
the orders of Mongke Han, to make room in the Mughan plain for Hiilegii’s
troops.

The formation of the Ilkhanate under Hiilegii

Mongke’s despatch of his brother Hiilegii to consolidate the western con-
quests inaugurated a new phase of Mongol rule. At first, given the concord
between the Jochids and the Toluids, Baiju’s migration into Anatolia might
have strengthened the Golden Horde’s connections with the province. Before
long, however, a chain of events brought Anatolia under the jurisdiction of
the Ilkhanid regime, opportunistically established by Hiilegii after the death
of Mongke in 1259.

Initially, Baiju merely requested pasturelands, but Sultan izzeddin rashly
determined to resist him. He was possibly justified by the seeming violation
of the Mongols” agreements as to the nature and extent of their demands
on the province. The vezir, Kadi [zzeddin, advocated cihad (jihad) against the
Mongols, while Sultan izzeddin perhaps refused Baiju’s request for winter
quarters in the belief that his forces were actually fleeing from Hiilegii. Finally,
the two sides met near Aksaray on 15 October 1256 and the Seljuk forces

19 Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 617-18 (Houtsma, pp. 283—4); Baibars al-Mansuri,
Zubdat, pp. 26, 29 (under 655/1257). For other embassies, see also Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i
Saljug, pp. 97 (to Batu), 100 (to Mongke); Agsara’i, Musamarat, p. 41 (to Giiyiik and
Mongke); Cahen, La Turquie, pp. 238, 240; cf. Jackson, William of Rubruck, p. 247.
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were defeated, in part as a result of the defection of their commander, Arslan
Dogmus.* The sultan fled first to Konya, then to Antalya and so on to Iznik
(Nicaea).

Baiju was deflected from his intention of sacking Konya by heavy cash
payments and, according to Eflaki, by the sanctity of the city protected by the
famous Sufi Celaleddin Rumi and the tomb of his father. Baiju’s wife may also
have interceded for the city. Nevertheless, the fortifications were dismantled.
The blessing of a very mild winter saved the province from exactions that it
could not support. Baiju made his winter quarters near Aksaray and established
military governors (shihnagan) in the town. After the flight of Izzeddin, his
brother Riikneddin Kili¢ Arslan, always recognised as sultan by the Mongol
authorities, was freed from his confinement in Uluborlu and officially installed
in Konya on 6 March 1257.*

This was only a temporary resolution of the situation. In the spring, Hiilegii
received Baiju in Hamadan and called him to account for his actions since
replacing Chormaghun. He was then sent back to prepare his forces for the
coming attack on Baghdad.?> When Izzeddin heard Baiju had left the province,
he returned and entered Konya (2 May 1257), accompanied by Byzantine
troops.” Some time thereafter, Ritkneddin also resorted to Hiilegii, who was
again in Hamadan in the autumn and received the sultan graciously, with a
yarligh (decree) bestowing on him the sultanate throughout the country. Back
in Erzincan, the rivalry between the two brothers continued. It was apparently
at this stage, late in 1257, that the embassy to Méngke Han, originally led by
Alaeddin, returned, leading to a division of Seljuk territory, but under the sin-
gle vezirate of Baba Tugrai.** Coins minted in Sivas by Riikneddin, in Savval
and Zilkade 655/ October—-November 1257, reflect his reinstatement, but the
antagonism persisted and even intensified. izzeddin had considerable success
in reoccupying central Anatolia, and was able to seize Tokat, seat of Sultan
Riikneddin’s chief supporter, Muineddin Siileyman, of whom we will shortly

20 Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljug, p. 98; Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 618—22 (Houtsma,

Pp- 284-7); Agsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 41—2; cf. Ibn al-‘Ibri, Ta’rikh mukhtasar al-duwal,

p. 264; Baibars al-Mansuri, Zubdat, pp. 31-2 (re. Arslan Dogmus).

Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, p. 98; Aqsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 42—3; Eflaki, Manaqib al-‘arifin,

ed. T. Yazici as Ariflerin Menkibeleri, 2 vols. (Ankara, 1959), 1, pp. 25862, 722; Baibars

al-Mansuri, Zubdat, pp. 32-3; Cahen, La Turquie, p. 243.

22 Rashid al-Din, Jami‘ al-tawarikh, pp. 993—4; cf. Rashid al-Din, Successors, p. 304, n. 244.

23 Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 626-7 (Houtsma, p. 290); Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljug,
p. 98; Agsara’i, Musamarat, p. 49, says he had 3,000 troops, but cf. S. Vryonis, The Decline
of Medieval Hellenism in Asia Minor and the Process of Islamization from the Eleventh through
the Fifteenth Century (Berkeley, 1971), p. 234.

24 Rashid al-Din, Jami‘ al-tawarikh, p. 997; Cahen, La Turquie, pp. 244—7.
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hear more. Defeated at first, Muineddin resorted to the ordu for reinforce-
ments. These, under the command of Alincak Noyan, installed Ritkneddin at
Niksar. Rival issues of coinage in Sivas on a monthly basis in the first half of
656/1258 appear to confirm the broad sequence of these events given by Ibn
Bibi, although all other sources date Alincak’s intervention only after Hiilegii’s
Syrian campaign, a version that otherwise has much to recommend it.”

It is not surprising that Hiilegii considered it necessary to enforce the divi-
sion established by Mongke. After the capture of Baghdad, he summoned the
two brothers to an audience near Tabriz in August 1258. On the intercession of
his chief wife, Dokuz Hatun, Hiilegii pardoned Izzeddin for resisting Baiju’s
advance into Anatolia, and confirmed him as ruler of the region from Kayseri
down to the coast at Antalya, with Konya as capital. Ritkneddin had the former
Danismend region from Sivas to Sinop and Samsum, with the capital at Tokat
or Kayseri. As important was the appointment of officials to the two princes. A
coin issued for Ritkneddin in Sivas in Ramazan 656/September 1258 confirms
the settlement.?®

The two sultans remained with Hiilegii until his invasion of Syria, no doubt
to ensure the tranquillity of Anatolia, which was on his flank. They returned
to their own territories after the capture of Aleppo in February 1260. Even
now, however, the division of rule was neither final nor prolonged. The new
administration attempted to extract the debts and tribute owed to the central
government. izzeddin, in Konya, resisted and Alincak Noyan was sent after
him. The sultan again fled west, this time to Byzantium and ultimately to
permanent exile under the protection of Mongke Temiir, ruler of the Golden
Horde.”” In the interval, he started negotiations with the Mamluk sultan,
Baibars. On 13 August 1261, Riikneddin was at last installed by the Mongols in
Konya as sole sultan; this effectively marked the end of aspirations for it to be
an independent sultanate.”®

25 Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 628—9 (Houtsma, pp. 291-2, cf. note 27); Rudi Paul
Lindner, personal communication (coin).

26 Rashid al-Din, Jami‘ al-tawarikh, p. 1023; Aqsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 60—2; Anon., Tarikh-i
Al-i Saljug, pp. 98—9; Ibn al-‘Ibri, Ta’rikh mukhtasar al-duwal, p. 278 (allocations reversed);
Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, p. 632 (Houtsma, p. 294); Baibars al-Mansuri, Zubdat,
p. 47; Rudi Paul Lindner, personal communication (coin).

27 Baibars al-Mansuri, Zubdat, pp. 71-3; Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 636—7 (Houtsma,
pp. 295-7); Agsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 66—70; George Pachymeres, Relations historiques, I:
Livres I-11I, ed. and tr. A. Failler and V. Laurent (Paris, 1984), pp. 182—4; Cahen, La Turquie,
Pp. 247-9.

28 Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, p. 99; Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, p. 635 (Houtsma,
p. 205 (Egyptians)); Bar Hebraeus (Ibn al-‘Ibri), The Chronography of Gregory Abu’l-Faraj,
vol. I, tr. E. A. W. Budge (London, 1932), p. 442; Baibars al-Mansuri, Zubdat, p. 75; Ibn Abd
al-Zahir, al-Rawd al-zahir fi sirat al-malik al-zahir, ed. A.A. Khuwaytir (Riyad, 1306/1976),
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More had been resolved than the long-running Seljuk succession crisis. In
the first place, Anatolia was now subject to the control of the Ilkhans in Iran
rather than the Golden Horde in the Caucasus. The change was accompanied
by a new financial dependency. While in Tabriz, the two sultans had been
obliged to incur massive debts to the Mongol treasury to equip themselves
for Hiilegii’s Syrian campaign. These were to be repaid by an annual sum
(mukataa) of 20 tumans of cash, 3,000 gold bars, 1,000 horses and mules and 500
rugs and satin textiles. The vezir, Baba Tugrai, also acquired debts that his estate
was unable to meet when he died soon afterwards. His dues were added to the
sultans’ repayments. Furthermore, the Mongols appointed an official to ensure
the payment of these obligations, thus entering more directly into the affairs
of the province. The first of these agents, backed by the authority of ilchis sent
by the ordu, was Taceddin Mutez, son of a former envoy to the Seljuks from
Celaleddin Harezmsah. It was his efforts to raise the sums due from Sultan
izzeddin that set off the sequence of events leading to his flight to Byzantium.
Taceddin acquired Kastamonu (formerly held by Baba Tugrai) as his personal
landholding, and the revenues of Aksaray and Develi were included within the
tax estimates for Kastamonu to ensure that he had sufficient resources from
which to recoup Tugrai’s bad debts.?® Taceddin, although a Mongol agent,
soon became remarkably integrated into the local elite.

The continued striking of coins at a variety of mints in the name of
Ritkneddin mustbe associated with the need to produce tribute for the Ilkhanid
court, rather than any claim to independence by the sultan.* Issues from
Antalya, Konya and Lu’lu’a (Lulon), from 660/ 1262 onwards, however, would
also have underlined the unification of the sultanate after years of division. As
elsewhere in the peripheral provinces of the Ilkhanate, coins were not minted
in the name of the ruling Ilkhan until much later.

The reunification of the sultanate also saw the consolidation of the chief
offices of state. Ritkneddin was assisted by Muineddin Siileyman, son of the for-
mer vezir Mithezzibeddin. Muineddin became Pervane (the sultan’s right-hand

Pp- 125—7; al-Yunini, Dhayl Mir’at al-zaman fi ta’rikh al-a“yan, 4 vols. (Hyderabad, 1954—61),
11, pp. 160-1; Cahen, La Turquie, p. 250; cf. Jackson, ‘Dissolution’, p. 238; R. Amitai-Preiss,
Mongols and Mamluks: the Mamluk—Ilkhanid War, 1260-1281 (Cambridge, 1995), p. 158;
K. Itani, “The Rum Sultanate after the Mongol Invasion’, The Toyoshi-Kenkyu 39, 2 (1980),
5-6.

29 IbnBibi, Al-Awamiral-‘ala’iyya, pp. 633—4 (Houtsma, p. 295); Aqsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 62-3,
73.

30 The same situation occurred in Trebizond, A. Bryer, “The Grand Komnenos and the
Great Khan at Karakorum in 1246°, Res Orientales 6 (1994), 260; A. Bryer, “The Question
of Byzantine Mines in the Pontos: Chalybian Iron, Chaldian Silver, Koloneian Alum and
the Mummy of Cheriana’, Anatolian Studies 32 (1982), 142—4.
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man) after Baiju’s second invasion in 1256 and continued to enjoy his confi-
dence. In his efforts to undermine izzeddin's independence of the Mongols,
the Pervane invited Fahreddin Ali, former emir-dad and naibiis-saltana (na’ib
al-saltana, sultan’s deputy) to Izzeddin, to become vezir, a post he held with
only one interruption for nearly thirty years. Both officials had travelled more
than once to the Mongol courts and were viewed with trust, and both knew
on which side their bread was buttered. Fahreddin’s landholdings included
Karahisar and his children acquired Kiitahya, Sandikli, Gorgorum (Ararim)and
Aksehir, the basis for the later emirate of Afyon (Karahisar), while the Pervane
gained Tokat, Amasya, Niksar and later on, Sinop as essentially autonomous
territories.? Fahreddin was responsible for the Persianisation of the financial
accounts, which had probably been kept in Arabic until this point because
of their essentially mathematical notation. Nevertheless, this underlines the
Iranian character of the provincial administration under the Ilkhans.

Whether the Mongols had a much increased physical presence in Rum is
difficult to assess. Baiju’s arrival in 1256 was a large-scale movement of people:
he came with his troops, animals, women and children. It is less obvious in
what numbers they stayed. Many doubtless accompanied him on the Baghdad
campaign. At some stage soon afterwards, Baiju was eliminated, but evidently
not before being put in command of the right wing of the forces mustering
to invade Syria. Given his association with the Jochids, he was surely a victim
of the hostility already developing after the fall of Baghdad among the rival
components of the Mongol army, which led to a mass migration of the Golden
Horde’s troops into Mamluk territory in 1262. Mamluk sources say that Baiju
became a Muslim and was removed when Hiilegii had become aware of his
reluctance to join the attack on Baghdad.?* His descendants continued to play
a role in Rum, most notoriously his grandson Siilemis, who fled to Mamluk
territory with his brother Qutqutu in the reign of Ghazan.?

31 Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 599, 624, 636, 643 (Sinop) (Houtsma, pp. 272, 288,
296, 209); Aqsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 42-3, 45-6, 63—4 (accounts), 68, 74, 83 (Sinop); Anon.,
Tarikh-i Al<i Saljuq, p. 100 (embassies), see also n. 21; C. Hillenbrand, ‘Mu‘in al-Din,
Parvaneh’, The Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2nd edn (Leiden, 1960—2006) [henceforth EI2], vi1,
pp. 479-80 and ‘Mu‘in al-Din Parwana: the Servant of Two Masters?’, in Miscellanea
Arabica et Islamica, ed. E de Jong (Leuven, 1993), pp. 267-74; Cahen, La Turquie, p. 253;
J. H. Mordtmann and Fr. Taeschner, Afyun Kara Hisar’, E2, 1, p. 243.

32 Baibars al-Mansuri, Zubdat, p. 41; al-Nuwairi, Nihayat, xxvi1, p. 384; al-Yunini, Dhayl, 1,
p- 89.

33 Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, p. 625 (Houtsma, p. 289 (Besutai)); Aqsara’i, Musamarat,
Pp- 113, 205 (Qutqutu, Stilemis); Rashid al-Din, Jami* al-tawarikh, pp. 210, 1025-6; P. Jackson,
‘Bayju’, Encyclopaedia Iranica, 1v, pp. 1-2; Amitai-Preiss, Mongols and Mamluks, p. 160 n.
13; cf. Cahen, La Turquie, p. 252.
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More generally, it is not clear to what extent the Mongols maintained troops
permanently in the province. When Alincak was sent to deal with Sultan
[zzeddin, he brought his army from Erzincan, and spent the winter of 12601
in the Karahdyiik area near Aksehir. After the consolidation of the regime
of Sultan Riikneddin, Nabsi is named as the main commander, with summer
quarters near Kirsehir; he is still mentioned as an officer in Rum up to the
summer of 1276. His son Baltu later rebelled in the time of Ghazan Han (see
below).>

Initially, atleast, Mongol troops were perhaps present only in small numbers,
and scattered in their pasturelands, asin the summer of 1262, when a Karamanid
uprising was dealt with by the Seljuk army alone.”” When Prince Ejei assembled
a force of approximately 10,000 troops for a raid on northern Syria in October
1271, it consisted of contingents of 1,000 under Igbal (or Agbal) son of Baiju
and others, and 3,000 under Nabsi, whom Ejei picked up locally, in addition
to the 3,000 he brought with him. These figures suggest that, at this time,
the largest units in Rum were hazaras (1,000s) rather than tumans (10,000s).%
For many years, Seljuk forces under the sultan or other leading officers were
apparently sufficient to undertake military operations. Otherwise, Mongol
reinforcements were sent as required from bases further east. It is likely that
their numbers increased only as their involvement in the province deepened.

Unlike some other regions they conquered, central Anatolia was con-
ducive to a permanent Mongol presence. Geographically and climatically, the
province formed a continuum with Azerbaijan and Arran and suited the Mon-
gols” transhumant lifestyle, providing the steppe vegetation and high pastures
needed to support their alternation between winter and summer quarters.
Aladag, north of Lake Van, in particular, was a favourite summer retreat for
the Ilkhanid court and several rulers were crowned there.”

Whether backed up by a considerable military force or not, the divisions
in the existing ruling elites, as in Georgia, Fars and Kirman, made it easy
for the Mongols to divide and rule, and intervene in local affairs as arbiters
of dispute.®® The chance soon arose once more in Anatolia. The Seljuk state,
though retaining government, could only operate by the sanction of the Ilkhan.

34 Agsara’i, Musamarat, p. 85; al-Yunini, Dhayl, 11, pp. 404—5 ("Tabshi’); Ibn Shaddad, Ta’rikh
al-malik al-zahir, ed. A. Hutayt (Wiesbaden, 1983), pp. 125, 155.

35 Agsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 71-2. 36 Al-Yunini, Dhayl, 11, pp. 457, 467.

37 See J. Masson-Smith, Jr, ‘Mongol Nomadism and Middle Eastern Geography: Qishlags
and Tiimens’, in R. Amitai-Preiss and D. O. Morgan (eds.), The Mongol Empire and its
Legacy (Leiden, 1999), esp. pp. 48—52.

38 Rashid al-Din, Jami“ al-tawarikh, pp. 9337 (Boyle, pp. 305-7); A. K. S. Lambton, Continuity
and Change in Medieval Persia (Albany, 1988), pp. 271-3, 279—80.
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The career of the Pervane, always closely associated with the Mongol camp,
represents the outcome of this trend. His successis inseparable from the demise
of the sultanate, which was effectively bypassed when Hiilegii appointed him
governor at the end of his reign. Having already orchestrated the flight of
[zzeddin, he now engineered the execution of Sultan Riikneddin, probably
shortly after Hiilegii’s death in 1265; the abbreviator of Ibn Bibi’s chronicle
gives the date as 9 February 1266, but coins exist for the new sultan already in
663/1265. With the connivance of the Mongol commander, Nabsi, the Pervane
installed instead Ritkneddin’s four-year-old son, Giyaseddin, as Keyhiisrev I11.%

Eflaki portrays Celaleddin Rumi’s jealousy over the sultan’s favour towards
arival Seyh as the cause of Riitkneddin’s fate; more importantly, he recognises
that this was the end of the Seljuk sultanate.** The Pervane’s willingness
to eliminate Riikneddin, by now in his twenties, throws a certain light on
his interest in the fiction of Seljuk legitimacy, and the extent of his personal
ambition in serving the Mongols. This question came to a head in the next
reign, at a time when the wider importance of the province brought it more
closely to the attention of the Ilkhanid government.

The integration of Rum into the Ilkhanate at the expense of the Golden
Horde created a new set of relationships between the regional powers. Most
significantly, Hiilegili’s invasion of Syria opened up a war zone that remained
active for the next half-century and made Mamluk territory a place of refuge
for Anatolian dissidents. Sultan izzeddin’s brief contacts with the Mamluks
provide an early example of this. Shared trading interests and a common
hostility to the Ilkhans encouraged a commercial and diplomatic axis to develop
between Egypt and the Desti-Kip¢ak, which to operate was forced to rely
on the sea route through the Bosphorus and thus on Byzantine goodwill.
As the Byzantines had to regulate their own relations with the Mongols,
both in Crimea and Anatolia, such co-operation was not always forthcoming.
The imprisonment of Sultan izzeddin after taking refuge with his former
comrade, Michael VIII Palaeologos, in 1261 is a case in point, though the
actions inspired either by himself or by his entourage inflamed what was
already a diplomatically awkward situation.#* On the whole, the Mongols’

39 Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 645-8 (Houtsma, pp. 299-303); Aqgsara’i, Musamarat,
pp. 85-6; Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljug, p. 100; Bar Hebraeus, Chronography, p. 446; Baibars
al-Mansuri, Zubdat, p. 116; al-Yunini, Dhayl, 11, pp. 403—s5; Rashid al-Din, Jami‘ al-tawarikh,
p. 1049 (Parvane’s appointment); Cahen, La Turquie, pp. 253—5; Lindner, ‘Hordes’, p. 282.

40 Eflaki, Managib al-‘arifin, 1, pp. 146-7.

41 Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 636—9 (Houtsma, pp. 297-8); Aqsara’i, Musama-
rat, p. 75; Baibars al-Mansuri, Zubdat, pp. 93-4; Pachymeres, Relations, I, pp. 300-8; cf.
P. Thorau, The Lion of Egypt: Sultan Baybars I and the Near East in the Thirteenth Century,
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relations with Byzantium were friendly, and before their conversion to Islam
perhaps even more so than those of the Seljuks before them; in both cases, it
was the intervening Turkomans, resistant to central control, who generated
instability and provoked military confrontation. This was as true of the western
borders as of those with Syria.

Ifthe Mamluksrepresented the greatest external threat to Mongol dominion
in Anatolia, the Turkomans provided a permanent source of internal disrup-
tion. This had already been demonstrated on the eve of Baiju’s first invasion, in
the uprising of Baba Resul in 1239—40, and they continued to take advantage of
the dissensions within the Seljuk sultanate and of the Mongols’ imperfect grip
on the province. Initially, Turkoman unrest could be linked with pretence of
loyalist support for Seljuk legitimacy.** The Turkoman chief of Denizli (Ladik),
Mehmed Bey, initially a supporter of Sultan izzeddin, was eliminated in 1262,
after refusing to present himself to Hiilegii. As a result, Mongol control was
extended right up to the Byzantine borders. Around the same time, Seljuk
forces achieved some success in pacifying the region occupied by the Kara-
manids, who had attacked Konya; as a result, many Turkomans fled to Syria.®
Subsequent succession crises, or interruptions in strong central government,
continued to provide a pretext for the Turkomans to fish in troubled waters,
and relentlessly to establish their autonomy in the peripheries of the central
plateau.

The threat posed by the combination of Mamluk and Turkoman power was
first fulfilled in the reign of Abaqa and was directly responsible for the fall of
the Pervane and the ever-tightening grasp of the Mongols on the province.

Abaqa Han and the end of the Pervane, 1265-82

In so far as he strove to maintain the style and even substance of Seljuk rule,
the Pervane can be said to have continued to represent the Seljuks while
dominating the new puppet sultan, Giyaseddin Keyhiisrev III. The early years
ofhis government seem to have been peaceful: that s, if no news is good news.

tr. P M. Holt (London and New York, 1992), pp. 126—7. For the different readings of
these events by the chroniclers, see Ch. Melville, “The Early Persian Historiography of
Anatolia’, in History and Historiography of Post-Mongol Central Asia and the Middle East:
Studies in Honor of John E. Woods, ed. Judith Pfeiffer and Sholeh A. Quinn (Wiesbaden,
2006), pp. 159—60.

42 Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 583—4 (Houtsma, pp. 263—4); Cahen, La Turquie, p. 229.

43 Baibars al-Mansuri, Zubdat, p. 76; al-Yunini, Dhayl, 1, p. 162; Aqsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 66,
71—2; Cl. Cahen, ‘Notes pour I'histoire des Turcomans d’Asie Mineure au XIIIe siécle’,
Journal Asiatique 239 (1951), 336-8, 343—4; Smbat, La chronique attribuée au Connétable Smbat,
tr. G. Dédéyan (Paris, 1980), pp. 108—10.
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Ostensibly nothing had changed, though Aqgsara’i records the introduction of a
new allocation of the taxes of Rum into four categories — yavit (?yunit, horses),
na‘lbaha (army expenses), mal-i yam (courier service) and mal-i buzurg (central
treasury) — which suggests a reorganisation of the finances of the province,
increasingly geared towards the needs of the Mongol forces. The first decade
of the child sultan’s rule saw a great continuity in the main offices of state.
The Pervane, of course, held the reins of power and Fahreddin Ali retained the
vezirate. Taceddin Mutez continued to represent the interests of the ordu.*4

These men dominate political life for some time to come. They are all found
together in a cameo scene in Celaleddin Rumi’s medrese (school) in Konya,
where they are given a virtuoso performance. While eager to court Rumi’s
blessing, however, they were less enthusiastic about his followers, whom only
Rumi himself could keep under control.#

It is in this period that there occurred the late cultural florescence within
the Seljuk sultanate, under the Pervane’s auspices. Many of these officials, like
those of the previous generation, such as Kadi izzeddin and Celaleddin Karatay,
undertook pious works in and around Konya and elsewhere: among them, the
Atabekiyye of Arslan Dogmus, the Pervane’s medrese in Kayseri, his hanekah
(dervish lodge) in Tokat and his han (caravansary) on the route to Sivas, and
the medrese built by Taceddin Mutez in Aksaray, together with his hanekahs,
hospitals and ribats (fortified posts, caravansaries) throughout Anatolia.*® This
swansong of the Seljuks was also the last phase of the pre-eminence of Konya.
Although it was still the seat of the Seljuk state and of the naibiis-saltana,
Eminiiddin Mikail, the centre of gravity was already moving further east, to
Kayseri and the pasturelands located between these cities. The Pervane’s own
association with Tokat and the former Danismend territory, nearer to the
Mongol court, also necessarily reduced Konya to something of a backwater, a
trend emphasised first by the development of Sivas and later by the threat of
the Turkomans. The building work of Fahreddin Ali neatly encapsulates this
process, as his pious foundations move progressively eastwards, from his han at
Ishakli (1249), to medreses at Aksehir (1250), Konya (mosque, 1258), Kayseri (1267)
and Sivas (1271). With the passing of this generation, architectural patronage

44 Agsara’i, Musamarat, p. 89. 45 Eflaki, Managib al-‘arifin, 1, pp. 133—4, 120-30.

46 Eflaki, Manaqib al-‘arifin, 1, pp. 184, 239, 305, 310, 348, 400, 444, 11, p. 811; for the hans,
see K. Erdmann, Das anatolische Karavansary des 13. Jahrhunderts, 2 vols. (Berlin, 1961);
A. Gabriel, Monuments turcs d’Anatolie, 2 vols. (Paris, 1931, 1934); J. M. Rogers, "Wagf
and Patronage in Seljuk Anatolia: the Epigraphic Evidence’, Anatolian Studies 26 (1976),
69-103; Cahen, La Turquie, p. 337; cf. R. Hillenbrand, Islamic Architecture: Form, Function
and Meaning (Edinburgh, 1994), pp. 206-14, 346—50.
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greatly declined, their successors having neither the prestige nor the resources
to commission work on such a scale.

Eflaki’s hagiography, and Celaleddin’s work itself, is rich in allusions to the
religious situation in Anatolia at this period, with its references to Christians,
dervishes of various hues, and to the Mongols’ own attitudes to Islam. One
incident, involving the murder of a Mongol soldier, which led to the flight of
Hiisameddin Bicar, the subasi (commander, government agent) of Harput, and
his son Bahadir to Mamluk territory in the summer of 1276, suggests that Islam
was slow to make progress among the Mongol troops enduring the hardships
of military service, camped away from the main centres of population.*®

Hiisameddin Bicar was also allegedly involved in the murder near Erzincan
in 1276 of the Armenian bishop, Mar Sarkis, who was apparently inciting
Abaga against the Muslims. The Ilkhans” Muslim subjects still suffered real
or imagined dangers, whether from the hostility of the Mongols themselves
or from the machinations of the newly confident Christians. The Pervane
was implicated in both murders, possibly already anticipating Sultan Baibars’s
future protection.*

The later careers of Bicar and Bahadir were typical of many émigrés to
Egypt: they were well received and became part of the Mamluk establishment,
before dying within a year of each other, in 1281—2.>° They were part of a stream
of refugees from Ilkhanid territory at this time, due to the rapid escalation of
the conflict that had been initiated by Hiilegii.

Simmering hostility to Mongol rule, combined with the attraction of the
impressive state-building achievements of the Mamluk sultan Baibars, gen-
erated a crisis that darkened the seemingly rosy Seljuk sunset. It is unclear
whether increasing Mongol interference in Anatolia was the cause or the
result of Baibars’s invasions. The Pervane is usually blamed for the Mamluk
intervention, but hostility to the Mongols was certainly widespread among the
leading officials of the rump Seljuk government and it is not certain whether
the Pervane was orchestrating or merely responding to this sentiment, which
he was unable anyway to control. Another view might be that the Pervane’s

47 B. Brend, “The Patronage of Fahr ad-Din Ali ibn al-Husain and the Work of Kaluk
ibn ‘Abd Allah in the Development of the Decoration of Portals in Thirteenth-Century
Anatolia’, Kunst des Orients 10, 12 (1975), esp. 180; J. M. Rogers, ‘Recent Work on Seljuk
Anatolia’, Kunst des Orients 6, 2 (1969), 148.

48 Ibn Shaddad, Ta’rikh, pp. 153, 155; Baibars al-Mansuri, Zubdat, pp. 152—3; al-Yunini, Dhayl,
111, pp. 164-5; cf. R. Amitai, “The Conversion of Tegiider Ilkhan to Islam’, Jerusalem Studies
in Arabic and Islam 25 (2001), 41—2; Cahen, La Turquie, p. 260.

49 Bar Hebraeus, Chronography, pp. 455-6; Ibn Shaddad, Ta’rikh, p. 169 (February 1277, sic);
Agsara’i, Musamarat, p. 100.

50 Al-Yunini, Dhayl, 1v, pp. 107, 168.
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fall was one of the objectives of the various conspirators, among whom there
was otherwise little unity of purpose.

Baibars, too, had his own ambitions, and a desire for security on his northern
borders; his belligerence also enhanced his image as protector of Islam against
the pagan Mongols. The upshot was the only significant confrontation between
the two powers on Anatolian soil, at the battle of Elbistan on 16 April 1277.

This produced an upheaval in the internal affairs of Rum, and a permanent
extension of Ilkhanid administration into the province, notleast to secure their
control over a regime that could not be relied upon for loyal resistance to the
IIkhan’s enemies. The ability of the Mamluks to project their power into the
heart of Anatolia established a precedent and a warning; it also encouraged
the view of the Mamluk sultanate as a source of support for Anatolian dissi-
dents. Mamluk interests in the region endured and indeed expanded until the
eve of the Ottoman conquests in the sixteenth century. Remarkably, however,
the Seljuk sultanate itself continued to survive under Ilkhanid protection. Per-
haps the Mongols realised that it served a purpose as a focus for local loyalties.
In view of the persistent divisions within the Seljuk house, support for different
members of the family remained a useful device for ensuring that such local
loyalties did not again become strong enough to threaten Mongol rule.

The build-up to Baibars’s invasion is described in great detail in the Mamluk
chronicles,” which are also valuable for the light they shed on the internal
affairs of Rum. By at least 1268, the Mongol command seems to have devolved
on to Samagar Noyan, in conjunction with Ejei (Ajai), Abaqa’s brother and the
first of many Chinggisid princes to form a close association with the province.
As noted earlier, Ejei brought 3,000 troops with him in 1271 for a raid on
northern Syria.>

Shortly after this action, Samagar and the Pervane entered into diplomatic
contact with Baibars, a correspondence that rapidly developed into a treach-
erous collusion between the Pervane and the Mamluk sultan. In the course
of this, the Pervane made frequent visits to Abaqa’s ordu, where he schemed
against Ejei, whom he saw as a threat to his own independence of action. Ejei
was eventually recalled and some of his supporters executed, in September
1275, though he himself survived into the reign of Arghun. His descendants
reappear in Anatolian affairs, as we shall see.

51 Amitai-Preiss, Mongols and Mamluks, pp. 157—78.

52 Al-Yunini, Dhayl, 11, pp. 388, 411, 457. For Ejei, see also Rashid al-Din, Jami* al-tawarikh,
Pp. 967, 1051 (death of his mother). For the raid, Ibn ‘Abd al-Zahir, al-Rawd al-zahir, pp. 395—
6; Baibars al-Mansuri, Zubdat, p. 133; Amitai-Preiss, Mongols and Mamluks, pp. 125-6.

53 Ibn Shaddad, Ta’rikh, pp. 78, 107, 122—4; al-Yunini, Dhayl, 111, pp. 33—4, 113-14.
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Samagar Noyan too was replaced by a new commander, Tuqu son of Ilge
Noyan, the Celayir, as is witnessed by his signature in 1274 on an annex to
the vakif document of Nureddin b. Caca at Aksehir, previously guaranteed by
Samagar in 1272. Tuqu’s appointment did not remove the pressure of Mongol
demands on the Pervane, for he had instructions to review the taxes in the
province, and as a result of a tour of the region, he forwarded large sums back
to the central treasury.>*

Tuqu was instrumental in the restoration to favour of Fahreddin Ali, who
had been dismissed from the vezirate after the start of the Pervane’s reign. His
offence was to have responded sympathetically to correspondence from his
former master, Sultan Izzeddin, now in uncomfortable exile in Crimea. Since
there was little (at least in the sympathetic account of Ibn Bibi) to suggest that
the correspondence was treasonable, this was evidently a pretext. The family
of Ibn Hatir were particularly prominent in the manoeuvring against him, but
whether this implies the formation of pro- and anti-Mamluk factions, rather
than simple internal jealousies, is not clear. Fahreddin slowly resumed some of
his functions before going to the ordu to seek reinstatement. This was granted,
and his sons returned to their commands in Ladik, Khunas and Develikarahisar
on payment of substantial annual tribute, including 2,000 balish (ingots of silver)
and 700 horses.®

In June 1276, the Pervane and Fahreddin accompanied Sultan Giyaseddin’s
sister, Selcuk Hatun, to the ordu as a bride for Abaqa. It is not certain that he
married her, but she is named as one of the wives of Arghun, who evidently
inherited her from his father. Whether or not this was at Abaqa’s instigation,
it was consistent with the Ilkhanid policy of forming marriage ties with the
provincial rulers in their Iranian territories.”®

Two months later, the Pervane returned from the ordu with a large force
under the command of Toda'un, the grandfather of Emir Coban, who later
played an important role in Anatolia. The army sent by Abaga seems also to
have been accompanied, at least initially, by one of his younger brothers. This

54 Rogers, ‘Recent Work’, pp. 145-6; Ibn Shaddad, Ta’rikh, p. 108.

55 Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 6526, 657 (Houtsma, pp. 304-7, 308 (no dates));
Agsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 92—5 (1272—4); Ibn Shaddad, Ta’rikh, pp. 623, 122—3; al-Yunini,
Dhayl, 11, pp. 7, 11213 (1273-5). Apparently, Afyon Karahisar is meant, cf. Afyun Kara
Hisar’ and ‘Kara Hisar’ in EI2, 1, pp. 243-3, IV, pp. 578-80 (Mordtmann).

56 Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 661—2 (Houtsma, p. 310); Aqsara’i, Musamarat, p. 100;
Ibn Shaddad, Ta’rikh, pp. 153—4; Baibars al-Mansuri, Zubdat, p. 147; al-Yunini, Dhayl,
11, p. 165; Rashid al-Din, Jami* al-tawarikh, p. 1152; cf. Lambton, Continuity and Change,
pp. 271-88.
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force had first to deal with the revolt of Serefeddin Mesud Hatiroglu, the beyler-
beyi, who either on his own initiative or with the Pervane’s approval, colluded
openly with the Mamluks while the Pervane was at court. Serefeddin Mesud
Hatiroglu had taken the young sultan to his ikta at Nigde and despatched his
brother Ziyatiddin Mahmud Hatiroglu to get help from Baibars, accompanied
by relatives of most of the leading Seljuk officials, who were thus constrained to
do as Serefeddin Mesud Hatiroglu wished. These “defectors’ arrived in Syria in
July 1276; when news arrived in October of the execution of Serefeddin Mesud
Hatiroglu, Baibars detained the hostages, who were not released until after his
death. After the defeat and trial of Serefeddin Mesud Hatiroglu, the Mongols
retired to their winter quarters at Delice and Kirsehir.>”

The following spring, 1277, they congregated at Kayseri before moving to
meet the Mamluk advance on Elbistan. Qutu, the grandson of Baiju, who had
wintered near Nigde, failed to appear, suggesting a continuing disaffection
with the Ilkhanid regime among the former partisans of the Golden Horde.
The ensuingbattle, in which the Seljuk forces played only a limited role, proved
to be a triumph of Mamluk military training and organisation and the Mongols
were routed, leaving Baibars’s way to Kayseri open. Having sat on the Seljuk
throne and been acknowledged on the coinage and in the Friday sermon on
22 April 1277, Baibars headed for home. He was disappointed in the Pervane’s
failure to live up to his promises and anxious to avoid being caught by a larger
Mongol force under Abaqa himself, which had set off immediately on news of
the defeat. Baibars took with him numerous defectors from Seljuk Rum, who
were no doubt well aware that troubled times lay ahead. Very few Mongols
were reported as captured; most, including the commanders, Tuqu, Uruqtu
and Toda’un, were killed.?®

Defeat by the Mamluks and the repeated failure of the Ilkhans to avenge this
and other humiliations must have undermined their authority in Anatolia and
had negative effects on their rule in the province, such as distrust of the local
officials and the need to recoup their military losses by financial extortion.
Nevertheless, it was the Turkomans who posed the greatest threat to the
stability of Mongol rule, not the supporters of the old regime.

57 Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 666—9 (Houtsma, pp. 314-16); Aqsara’i, Musamarat,
pp. 1036, 108; Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, p. 102; Ibn Shaddad, Ta’rikh, pp. 1612, 163-5;
Baibars al-Mansuri, Zubdat, pp. 147-8; al-Yunini, Dhayl, 11, p. 170.

58 Ibn Shaddad, Ta’rikh, pp. 1735, 337; Baibars al-Mansuri, Zubdat, p. 155; Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir
al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 670-8 (in verse) (Houtsma, pp. 316-18); Rashid al-Din, Jami* al-tawarikh,
p. TI0I.
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Even before the Mamluk intervention, Serefeddin Mesud Hatiroglu had
encouraged the Karamanids to assert their independence; attempts to subdue
them had to be postponed until after Baibars’s withdrawal. Seeing Konya
almost abandoned by the leading officials, to meet the Mamluk threat, the
Turkomans seized their chance. A young man nicknamed Cimri, claiming
to be a son (which one, varies) of the former sultan izzeddin Keykavus, was
brought to the attention of the Karamanid chief, Mehmed Bey. Thus armed
with a spuriouslegitimacy, the Karamanids marched on Konya, took control of
the city and killed the naibiis-saltana, Emintiddin Mikail (May 1277). Cimri was
sworn in as sultan and the famous order was given that government decrees
should only be in Turkish. Mehmed Bey was made vezir and the Turkoman
chiefs all given appointments. The citadel, which had held out, was won over
by ‘40,000 oaths’. Mehmed Bey sought the hand of Ritkneddin’s daughter for
his protégé.>

Abaqa’s rapid arrival on the scene after the defeat at Elbistan revealed
his determination to reassert his authority. Both the sultan and Fahreddin
Ali hastened to pay their homage, as did the Pervane. The latter’s actions,
however, had made his fate inevitable; the question of his role in the murder
of Ritkneddin Kili¢ Arslan was also brought up against him. Nevertheless, his
execution in Aladag in September 1277 left a void in the government of Rum,
a void that entailed a closer Mongol supervision of the province.

On his withdrawal, Abaqa appointed his brother Kongurtay to overall
command; his first task was to restore order ‘up to the shore of the west-
ern sea’. As Kongurtay advanced, Cimri fled to the western uc, whereupon
the Mongols harried the Karamanids in the region round Larende (Karaman)
and Ermenek and ultimately killed Mehmed Bey, his brothers and cousin, in
October 1277. The troops then retired to winter quarters in Kazova near Tokat.

The following spring, 1278, Fahreddin Ali, anxious to regain his territorial
possessions without the inevitable damage that would have been caused by the
Mongol forces, secured Kongurtay’s permission to act on his own. Together
with the Seljuk sultan, he attacked Cimri near his base at Karahisar. Ibn Bibi
reports the dubious loyalty of the Seljuk troops, and observes that the Turks of
the Germiyan beylik of western Anatolia, despite their superficial appearance
of loyalty to the Mongol regime, never acted to honour their agreements.
Nevertheless, on this occasion they supported the operations and captured

59 Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 690—7 (Houtsma, pp. 323—6); Aqsara’i, Musamarat,
Pp. 123—4; Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, p. 104; Ibn Shaddad, Ta’rikh, pp. 179-81; Cahen, La
Turquie, pp. 267-8.
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Cimri, who was flayed alive (10 June 1278). As a result, the Turkomans were
pacified.®

Events were soon to show that this effort of suppression was only partly
successful. From this time on, the Turkomans were a permanent threat to
Mongol rule and encroached on the territories under central control.*"

Tuquand Toda’un, killed at the battle of Elbistan, were replaced with Kuhur-
gai and the former commander, Samagar Noyan, who provided an element
of continuity in the Mongols” military presence in Rum. He is mentioned as a
representative (naib) of the regime and commander of a tuman until the reign
of Arghun; as in other such cases, his descendants maintained an enduring
association with the province. However, it was Kuhurgai who was more active
in the new arrangements.®

Alongside the military measures taken to restore order, Abaqa despatched
his chief minister, the sahib-i divan, Semseddin Ciiveyni (Juvaini) to regulate
the affairs of Rum. At winter quarters in Kazova in 1277-8, while actions were
continuing against the Turkomans, Ciiveyni sent despatches round the dis-
turbed areas such as Kastamonu, Sinop and the uc, eradicating irregularities,
setting reasonable tax assessments and restoring confidence. As the repay-
ments on the debts incurred by Baba Tugrai, as well as the capital sums and
interest demanded by the Mongol ortags (commercial partnerships) from the
agents of the Divan had become excessive and unpayable, Ciiveyni removed
this burden from the Seljuk sultanate’s finances and instead added Erzincan
and its dependencies to the other injii (crown) lands directly under Mongol
administration, in a legal (ser’i) transfer. Ciiveyni also introduced the charac-
teristic Mongol commercial tax, the tamgha, into the province.® These moves
taken together show a desire for greater incorporation of Anatolia into the
Ilkhanid fiscal regime, accompanied by a reduction in the responsibilities and
scope of the local Seljuk administration.

Ciiveyni had already become involved in Rum in 1272, founding the Cifte
Minare Medresesi in Sivas. The inscriptions, which mention neither Abaqa

60 Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 679-84 (Houtsma, pp. 319—20), 698—701, 703-5, 721-2,
725-9 (Houtsma, pp. 327-33); Aqsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 129-32; Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq,
p. 106; Ibn Shaddad, Ta’rikh, pp. 181—4; cf. Cahen, La Turquie, pp. 271-3.

61 Agsara’i, Musamarat, p. 133.

62 Baibars al-Mansuri, Zubdat, pp. 169, 185, 239 (Samagar); Rashid al-Din, Jami‘ al-tawarikh,
Pp. 1061, 1104; Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 703, 723 (Houtsma, pp. 330, 331 (Kuhur-
gai)).

63 Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 701-3, 705, 721-2 (Houtsma, pp. 320-31); Rashid al-Din,
Jami‘ al-tawarikh, p. 1104.

71



CHARLES MELVILLE

nor the Seljuk sultan, betray Ciiveyni’s private initiative and probably private
interest alert to the need to develop this important nodal point in the regional
trade network.

All power of decision now lay with the ordu, as did the appointment of
officials. In 1280, Miicireddin Muhammad arrived from court to administer the
Mongol injii (crown) lands and tax farms of the province (mukataat-i amval-i
mamalik) on behalf of the central Divan. He took this office over from his
father, Taceddin Mutez, who had died in 1274, along with many others of the
old guard.65 A new era was beginning, and one in which the affairs of Rum
would soon be caught up in the turmoil at the heart of the Ilkhanate. The
Seljuk sultanate was again affected by these divisions. The loyalist tinge of
Cimri’s ‘revolt’, however opportunistic, showed that the Seljuk name could
still attract a following. The Mongols could try to harness this sentiment as
well as the Turkomans.

The relative success of the pretender Cimri may have encouraged an attempt
by a genuine claimant, whom Ibn Bibi calls the ‘heir apparent’ (vali ‘ahd). Sultan
[zzeddin, who had fled to Byzantium in 1261, was rescued from incarceration by
Batu Han’s grandson, Mongke Temiir, who welcomed him and gave him Urbai
Hatun, a daughter of Berke Han, in marriage. He then enjoyed a cheerless
exile in Crimea. This suggests the Golden Horde had not entirely abandoned
its interest in Anatolian affairs. In 1280, on his deathbed, Izzeddin encouraged
his oldest son, Mesud, to take up his inheritance, but Mesud was not so keen
to take on his father’s widow, Urbai Hatun. His desire to escape from her is
light-heartedly given as one of his motives for leaving for Sinop, though she
seems to have caught up with him later.

Learning from the experience of his middle brother, Riikneddin Geyumers
(or Melik Siyavus), who had slipped off to Anatolia before him and was later to
cause many disturbances, Mesud presented himself directly to Samagar Noyan,
who senthim to the Ilkhan. He was welcomed by Abaqa and granted anincome
drawn on Amid (Diyarbakir), Harput, Malatya and Sivas, while apparently
remaining in Erzincan. Following news of the Mongols’ defeat by the Mamluks
at Homs (October 1281), Mesud’s nephew, Alaeddin son of Feramurz, arrived
in Karamanid territory, where he was taken by the Turkomans to Larende and

64 Brend, “The patronage of Fahr ad-Din’, p. 179; Rashid al-Din, jJami‘ al-tawarikh,
Pp. IIII-12.

65 Agsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 11718, 134; Ibn Bibi, Al-Awamir al-‘ala’iyya, pp. 7301 (Houtsma,
p. 334); Cahen, La Turquie, p. 274; Eflaki, Managib al-‘arifin, 1, pp. 107-9.
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proclaimed ruler. Loyalist forces from Nigde, however, caused him to flee to
Cilicia. He did not re-emerge till later (see below).%

Sultan Giyaseddin was meanwhile in Erzurum when news arrived of further
Karamanid and Esrefoglu (another Turkish beylik) rampages round Konya and
Aksehir. He marched against the rebels and was reinforced by Mongol forces
under Kongurtay. The Karamanids were defeated and pursued to the area
of Ermenek and Mut, where they were attacked and besieged, until Kongur-
tay was recalled to Kayseri, leaving the work of subduing the Turkomans
once more unfinished.”” His brutal activities were a source of concern for
the Mamluks, as raised in Sultan Qalawun’s response to the Mongol embassy
of September 1282, led by Kutbiiddin Sirazi (kad: of Sivas) and other Rumi
officials.®®

Itis likely that Kongurtay had previously left the province on the news of the
death of his brother Abaqa (31 March 1282). The disputed accession of another
brother, Ahmad Tegiider (1282—4), initiated a prolonged period of succession
crises and rivalries at the centre of the Ilkhanid state. These were reflected in
the provinces and particularly in Anatolia, which became to Tabriz what Syria
was to Cairo: an excellent base from which to bid for independence.

Dissension within the Ilkhanate, 1282—94

Mesud son of Izzeddin spent some time at the ordu, until Ahmad decided on
a new division of the sultanate, as in the days of Hiilegii. Rum was assigned
to the incumbent sultan, Giyaseddin Keyhiisrev III, and the coast (vilayat-i
Qamar al-Din, that is, the Karamanid region in the south) to the newcomer,
Mesud.” The latter was welcomed in Erzincan by Miicireddin Tahir, who
not only received confirmation of his father’s former office as Mongol agent
in the province, but was also appointed Mesud’s naibiis-saltana. The veteran

66 IbnBibi, Al-Awamiral-‘ala’iyya, pp. 735—6, 739-42 (Houtsma, pp. 334—7); cf. Ibn Bibi, Akhbar-
i Salajiqa-yi Rum, ed. M. J. Mashkur (Tehran, 1350/1971), p. 337 (Riikneddin Geyumers);
Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, pp. 106—7 (Siyavus); Baibars al-Mansuri, Zubdat, pp. 93—4, 126,
168—9 (Mesud with two sons [sic], Melik and Qaramard [= Feramurz]); al-Nuwairi,
Nihayat, xxvi1, pp. 110-11; Aqgsara’i, Musamarat, p. 134; Bar Hebraeus, Chronography, p. 462
(Mesud only); Cahen, La Turquie, pp. 276—7. Ibn Bibi concludes his chronicle with Mesud’s
return, see Melville, ‘Persian Historiography’, p. 157.

67 Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljug, p. 108 (in the reign of Ahmad).

68 See e.g. Baibars al-Mansuri, Zubdat, p. 226; Ibn al-Ibri, Ta’rikh mukhtasar al-duwal, p. 296;
Adel Allouche, “Tegiider’s Ultimatum to Qalawun’, International Journal of Middle Eastern
Studies 22 (1990), 441-2.

69 Agsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 137-8; Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljug, p. 107.
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Fahreddin Ali retained the vezirate. These two worked for the sole sultanate
of Mesud, who was elevated to the throne for the first time on 20 June 1283.7°
In Rum as elsewhere, it was now becoming desirable to try to foster unity
rather than division in the provinces, lest one party turn to a rival loyalty for
Ahmad’s nephew, Arghun.

This is exactly what happened in Anatolia. It was perhaps to restore his wan-
ing influence, or because he had little choice in the matter, that Giyaseddin
became embroiled in Kongurtay’s challenge to Ahmad. Together with Arap
son of Samagar, Kongurtay had supported his brother’s election at Maragha
and shortly afterwards, in July 1282, he was sent back to Anatolia with a large
army, which carried out the brutal expedition against the Karamanids already
noted. But the following summer, Kongurtay, either pursuing his own ambi-
tions or supporting the cause of Arghun, made a bid for power in association
with the Seljuk sultan. Summoned by Ahmad Tegtider, apparently in response
to Mamluk complaints about his actions, he left Giyaseddin at Erzurum on
his way east. When he reached the ordu, however, Kongurtay was betrayed
and killed, on the Mongol New Year’s day, 18 January 1284. A month later,
Gryaseddin also died, or was eliminated, in Erzincan.”*

The upheavals in Anatolia found similar expression in other provinces of
the Ilkhanate. Once Arghun had overcome his uncle (August 1284), there
was a return to the policy of divide and rule, as in Kirman.”> The marriage
connections of the Ilkhans with the provincial rulers were a complicating
element in the formation of local interests and factions.

In Anatolia too, women played a role in political intrigue. Under Arghun, the
mother of the dead Giyaseddin Keyhiisrev asserted the claim of his two young
sons and another division of the kingdom was agreed: they were installed
on the throne in Konya on 17 November 1284 and again, with the backing of
the Karaman and Esrefoglu Turkomans, on 4 May 1285.”2 With this division,

70 Ahmed of Nigde, al-Walad al-shafiq, Istanbul: Siileymaniye, Fatih, Ms. 4518, f. 150v
(Kayseri); Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljug, p. 108 (Konya). For Ahmed of Nigde’s history,
see A. C. S. Peacock, Ahmad of Nigde’s al-Walad al-Shafiq and the Seljuk Past’, Anatolian
Studies 54 (2004), 95-107.

Rashid al-Din, Jami*al-tawarikh, pp. 1125-7, 1129, 1133—4; Vassaf Shirazi, Tajziyatal-amsarwa
tazjiyat al-a‘sar, ed. M. M. Isfahani, lith. (Bombay, 1269/1853), p. 125; Aqsara’i, Musamarat,
p. 139; Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, p. 109; Mustaufi, Guzida, p. 479; Baibars al-Mansuri,
Zubdat, pp. 238—9; ]. Pfeiffer, Ahmad Tegiider’s Second Letter to Qala’un (682/1283)’, in
Pfeiffer and Quinn, History and Historiography, pp. 180—2.

72 J. Aubin, Emirs mongols et vizirs persans dans les remous de 'acculturation (Paris, 1995),
PP- 34-5, 39; cf. above, note 38, and G. Lane, Early Mongol Rule in Thirteenth-Century Iran:
a Persian Renaissance (London, 2003), p. 117.

Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, pp. 109-10; I.H. Uzungarsili, Ashraf Oghullari’, EI2, 1, p. 703.
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the old associations were reversed: the descendants of Riitkneddin were now
established in the west, while the heirs of izzeddin (represented by Mesud)
were in the east.

The division lasted only a few months, however, as Mesud’s supporters,
assisted in turn by his mother, were able to gain Arghun’s agreement to his
restoration as sole sultan. His young rivals, who had presided over a period
of extortion in Konya, were eliminated. Mesud was enthroned in Konya for a
second time on 2 June 1286. He was sultan only in name: all power remained
in the hands of the Mongols™ agents (shihna).”

On his accession, Arghun had sent his brother Geyhatu and uncle Hiilegii
as governors in Rum, based in Erzincan, where Fahreddin Ali was responsible
for their provisioning (taghar). He was held personally liable for a shortfall in
the needs of the army. The Mongols’ exactions, which depleted all the wealth
he had acquired over fifty years, made him weary of life. In fact, Fahreddin did
not long survive; he died in Aksehir and his body was taken to Konya for burial
on 22 November 1288.” Miicireddin had meanwhile gone to the ordu, where he
secured the emirate (imarat) of Rum for himself and the vezirate for Fahreddin
Kazvini, who had briefly been vezir in the new central government of Emir
Buka. Agsara’i paints a shocking picture of Kazvini’s incompetence and greed:
he allegedly did not even know what the cizye (poll-tax on non-Muslims) was.
Among the accusations against him is the endless refrain that he brought into
the province whole trains of foreigners.”®

The new vezir’s credentials indicated that he held the province of Rum as
qabala, thatis, asa tax farm, a sure recipe for over-exploitation of the sort already
initiated in Fars. With the approval of the Mongol emirs, Miicireddin proposed
an administrative division of Anatolia, so that each might be answerable for
whatever prosperity or damage was caused. Miicireddin chose the former
Danismend territory, from Sivas and Tokat to Kastamonu and the coast up to
Samsun and Sinop, while Kazvini received the original share of Sultan [zzeddin,
now defined as running from Kayseri to the edge of the uc. Both men were
accompanied by Mongol emirs, respectively Duladay Yarghuchi (interrogating

74 Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, pp. 111—12; Cahen, La Turquie, p. 279; Baibars al-Mansuri,
Zubdat, p. 239.

75 Rashid al-Din, Jami‘ al-tawarikh, p. 1155; Aqsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 1456, 149—50 (and
n. 5); Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, pp. 112, 115. The date is uncertain, see A. S. Erzi, ‘Ibn
Bibi’, in Islam Ansiklopedisi, vol. v/2, p. 715a; Ibn Bibi, Die Seltschukengeschichte des Ibn Bibi,
ed. H. W. Duda (Copenhagen, 1959), p. 10.

76 Agqsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 149, 152-3. Contrast the view of Kazvini’s cousin, Mustaufi,
Guzida, p. 479.
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officer) and Ejei Tutaqa'ul (road guardian), a partnership typical of Mongol
dual administration since the earliest conquests.”

Not surprisingly, the contrast between the two administrations quickly
became clear. Kazvini faced considerable difficulties in the turbulent south-
western regions, where the involvement of the Karamanids and Esrefoglu
in the ambitions of the mother of Sultan Giyaseddin, noted earlier, created
a breakdown of control from the outset of Arghun’s reign. This was com-
pounded by the corruption of local officials in Konya. Almost immediately,
Mesud had to face a revolt of the Germiyan, until this point more or less
docile. In a prolonged series of campaigns in 1286—7, the government suffered
several reverses. Mongol forces were led at first by Baltu son of Nabsi, and a
joint Seljuk-Mongol army was later led by the elderly Fahreddin Ali, in the
last year of his life. Following inconclusive reprisals against the Germiyan,
Mesud and the vezir were instructed by Arghun to attack the Karamanids,
while the Esrefoglu tried to take advantage of the momentary discomfort
of the Germiyan. Eventually, in July 1288, peace was restored with all three
groups.

As the Turkoman uprisings continued, it is not surprising that Kazvini’s
administration, whether incompetent or otherwise, struggled to regulate a
region that was barely under military control. The Karamanids eventually
once more offered homage to Sultan Mesud and the vezir at Konya on 16 May
1290, while not failing to impress upon Kazvini the size of their forces. The
previous year, the beylerbeyi Azizeddin defeated the Germiyan and killed their
leader, Bedreddin Murad, near Denizli (Ladik).”®

After the recall of his uncle Hiilegii in 1286, Geyhatu had remained in
Anatolia, advancing through Sivas and Kayseri to Aksaray, to the consternation
of the populace. However, this time, hisarmy of 20,000 troops was well behaved
and provisioning them became a source of profit for the local economy (and
tax returns). Presumably at around this date, his wife, Padsah Hatun, carried
out some work at the Cifte Minare Medresesi in Erzurum, if indeed she was
involved in it at all.”®

Geyhatu’s presence supported the efforts of the Mongol tax officials to
restore Konya’s revenues. Kazvini’s days were numbered, however, and various
portents heralded his fall, not least an ominous encounter with Sultan Veled,
the son of Celaleddin Rumi. Soon afterwards, Samagar, still the senior Mongol

77 Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, p. 115; Aqsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 153—4.

78 Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, pp. 112-18; Cahen, La Turquie, pp. 280-3.

79 Agsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 146-7; J. M. Rogers, “The Date of the Cifte Minare Medrese at
Erzerum’, Kunst des Orients 8, 12 (1972), esp. 92—7.
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emir in Geyhatu’s entourage, received orders to bring Kazvini to Sivas for
investigation. Found guilty, he was sent to the ordu at Aladag together with
Miicireddin, who was spared on the intervention of Seyh Kutbiiddin of Konya.
Fahreddin Kazvini, however, was executed on 2 September 1290, thanks not
least to a certain Semseddin of Konya rehearsing all his ‘innovations’. Among
these was an attempt to manipulate the price of salt and sheep.®® Miicireddin’s
Mongol associate, Duladay the yarghuchi, reached the ordu a month later,
together with the Celayirid emir, Akbuga, who was then sent back to Rum.

Kazvini’s demise coincided with the rise to power at court of the Jewish
vezir, Sa‘d al-Daula,® who had replaced the Mongol Buka in June 1289. He
sent Semseddin Ahmed Lakusi and the sons of Kilavuz to replace Kazvini
and Miicireddin. Samagar seems to have been anxious to spare the populace
from the even worse depredations of the sons of Kilavuz. Now with the title
of yarghuchi, Samagar’s just and benevolent regime was extremely popular in
Konya, at least; Arghun briefly made him and Sultan Mesud his representatives
(vilayat) in Anatolia, evidence of the greatly reduced status of the sultanate.
Arghun also sent the resourceful Urbai Hatun to Konya as a wife for Mesud,
who was enthroned a third time on 2 October 1290.2* A new dispensation
was announced, presumably confirming the vezirate of Lakusi and the Kilavuz
regime.

Geyhatu was rather quickly ordered to send Samagar back to the ordu and to
assume control of the province himself, now with the support of the Celayirid
Akbuga and the valued services of the miistevi (mustaufi), Nasireddin Hoca,
the son of Yavlak Arslan. Fahreddin Kazvini’s attempted registration of private
property, gardens, water sources and trade corporationsin Konya, evidently for
taxation purposes, which had previously caused such consternation, was now
carried through under Nasireddin Hoca’s reassuring auspices. On 29 November
1290, Geyhatu made a triumphal entry into Konya, where his regime appears to
have been astonishingly benevolent, especially in contrast with hislater actions.
His respect for Muslim customs and concern for justice are depicted in an ideal
portrait by the anonymous author, no doubt as a result of his patronage by
Nasireddin Hoca.®» Geyhatu’s close identification with the province and his

80 Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, pp. 118-19; Aqsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 158-62; Rashid al-Din,
Jami‘ al-tawarikh, p. 1178.

81 See esp. the bitter view of Mustaufi, Guzida, pp. 598-9.

82 Agsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 156—7 (Sa‘d al-Daula), 150-60 (Samagar); Anon, Tarikh-i Al-
i Saljuq, pp. 119—20; Baibars al-Mansuri, Zubdat, pp. 168—9 (Urbai Hatun’s career on
reaching Rum); Cahen, La Turquie, p. 284.

83 Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, pp. 120—2; Melville, ‘Persian Historiography’, pp. 153—4.
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preference for remaining there was a major factor in the instability of his brief
reign when he succeeded to the Ilkhanate.

Arghun died on 9 March 1291 and an envoy was quickly sent to Rum to sum-
mon Geyhatu from his winter quarters there. However, several emirs, includ-
ing the veteran Samagar and the rising star, Taghachar, had second thoughts
and began to favour Arghun and Geyhatu’s cousin, Baidu. Forewarned, how-
ever, Geyhatu moved rapidly east. Support for the reluctant Baidu fell away
and Geyhatu was elevated to the throne near Ahlat on 22 July.®

Taghachar’s fears that Geyhatu’s election as Han would favour the Anato-
lians with whom he had associated during his governorship of the province
were soon proved correct. Taghachar himself was disciplined and his tuman
was given to Ejei Tutaqa’ul, the former associate of Fahreddin Kazvini.* The
Celayirid family of Ilge Noyan were also favoured: Geyhatu’s chief wife was
Ayse Hatun, daughter of Tuqu who was killed at the battle of Elbistan in 1277.
Next was Dundi Hatun, daughter of Akbuga, Tuqu’s younger brother. Two
of Tuqu’s sons would soon receive important positions in Anatolia.

By the end of August, Geyhatu was ready to return to Rum, on reports
of Turkoman uprisings and a situation that had deteriorated rapidly in his
absence. He had left a certain Fahreddin Mesud in charge overall, with a dif-
ferent governor in each town. The sultan was in Kayseri; his brother Melik
Siyavus was persuaded by his entourage to take control of Konya. It was an
ideal opportunity for the Turkomans once more to pursue their own rivalries
and independence. Preoccupied elsewhere, Sultan Mesud was unable to pre-
vent the Turkoman chief Halil Bahadir from sacking Konya.®¢ After a number
of further engagements, forces commanded by Melik and by Fahreddin Ali’s
grandson made the fatal error of pursuing the Karamanids to Larende, where
they were defeated. The sultan appealed to Geyhatu, and when news of his
arrival in Kayseri reached Konya, at the end of October 1291, there was rejoic-
ing.” However, the clemency of his earlier governorship was now transformed
into the most vicious brutality.

Dividing the army into two, Geyhatu sent one half to Aksehir and himself
attacked Karamanid territory, laying waste Eregli and Larende and killing all
in his path, before moving against the Esrefoglu. He then assaulted Denizli

84 Rashid al-Din, Jami‘al-tawarikh, pp. 1183—4; Vassaf, Tajziyat, pp. 2590-60; Aqgsara’i, Musama-
rat, pp. 168—9; Ch. Melville, “The Chinese Uighur Animal Calendar in Persian Histori-
ography of the Mongol Period’, Iran 32 (1994), o1 (date).

85 Vassaf, Tajziyat, p. 260.

86 Cahen, La Turquie, p. 288, considershim a Germiyan chief; E Stimer, ‘Karaman-oghullari’,
EI2, 1v, p. 621, makes him a Karamanid.

87 Agsara’i, Musamarat, p. 170; Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, pp. 124—7.
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(Ladik) and moved on the Mentese. By the end of the year (December 1291)
strings of captives were entering Konya and areign of terror began; the eighteen
days the Mongols were camped outside the city seemed longer than eighteen
years. Geyhatu spared Konya itself, however, perhaps as the result of seeing
Celaleddin Rumi in a dream. During this short period, two further assaults
were carried out against the Karamanids, before Geyhatu left for Kayseri.88

Geyhatu’s absence in Rum was causing disquiet at the ordu, as the chiefs
wondered how he could exert effective control while residing at a distance
of two months’ journey away from court. Rumours of his defeat and death
at the hands of the Karamanids were circulated by Taghachar and Sadreddin
Zanjani, with a view to installing an alternative, Prince Anbarji son of Méngke
Temdir, but the truth of Geyhatu’s successes and welfare was confirmed before
the prince could be implicated. In the spring of 1292, the returning Ilkhan was
met at Erzurum by his loyal officers; on 29 June 1292, a second coronation was
carried out at Aladag, in accordance with Mongol custom, with the sanction
of the Great Han, Qubilai. Shortly afterwards, news arrived of the Mamluk
expedition against Qal‘at al-Rum; the Mongol forces sent to relieve the fortress
arrived too late and it passed into Mamluk hands. Geyhatu spent the summer
in Aladag and after recovering from a serious illness, went to Arran for the
winter. Sadreddin Zanjani was forgiven and appointed vezir, with the support
of the new senior emir, Akbuga the Celayirid (18 November 1292).%

Among his rivals for the post was Semseddin Lakusi, whose efforts in Rum
had evidently led to his dismissal, probably at the same time that Samagar was
recalled to the ordu. The main plank of his policies was the sale of divani (state)
lands to the ownership of the administrators themselves, in the belief that the
estates would be better run in private hands and generate more tax revenue
than under state mismanagement. This was merely part of along-term process
of the transfer of land into private ownership.”

The pointlessness of Geyhatu’s violence in Rum was quickly revealed, as
the Turkomans resumed their raiding as soon as he had left the province.
The Esrefoglu briefly held Kavala (Gevele, north-west of Konya), ‘the key to
Anatolia’; the Karamanids seized Alanya (‘Ala’tyya) and read the hutbe (Friday
sermon) there in the name of the Mamluk sultan, al-Ashraf Khalil.**

88 Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, pp. 127-8; Bar Hebraeus, Chronography, pp. 491—2; Eflaki,
Managqib al-‘arifin, 1, pp. 3313, 11, pp. 611-13; Cahen, La Turquie, pp. 286-8.

89 Rashid al-Din, Jami‘ al-tawarikh, pp. 1193-5; Vassaf, Tajziyat, pp. 261-2, 264; Baibars al-
Mansuri, Zubdat, pp. 288—9.

90 Mustaufi, Guzida, pp. 479-80 (Fakhr al-Din Ahmad Lakushi); Cahen, La Turquie, p. 310.

o1 Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, pp. 128-9 (Kavala); al-Jazari, Hawadith al-zaman, tr. ]. Sauvaget
as La chronique de Damas d’al-Jazari (Années 689—698 H) (Paris, 1949), p. 29 (for hutbe).
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The rather ambiguous activities of Sultan Mesud’s brother, variously
referred to as Melik, Siyavus and Riikneddin, eventually took the form of
outright revolt, centred in Safranbolu (Burghlu). The emirs of Kastamonu
took his part, and as a result Geyhatu despatched a joint force of Persian and
Mongol forces to deal with the uprising. The Seljuk troops were led by Sultan
Mesud and other senior government officials, who were fortunate to fight
through to Osmancik, before returning in victory to the capital.®*

On leaving Anatolia after his whirlwind tour of destruction, Geyhatu had
appointed the restored Miicireddin Tahir as his naib, Sahib Necmeddin as
vezir and Tastimur Hatayi (Tashtemiir Khita'i) as governor (iyalat-i vilayat).
Their command was effective from Erzurum to the coast at Antalya, except
that officials everywhere began to collect the taxes on their own behalf and
regulate their own affairs, with numerous petitions to the ordu. Tastimur, like
Fahreddin Kazvini before him, held Rum as a tax farm (qabala) and his arrival
with legions of Khurasanis brought more stormy times for the long-suffering
inhabitants of Konya, who endured the notorious qubchur (poll-tax) and other
exactions until it became impossible to continue, and Tastimur was arrested.”
However, he was still identified as governor (hakim) of Rum at the time of
Siilemis’s revolt of 1298—9.

New appointments in 1293 do not seem to have improved the chaotic admin-
istration of the province, characteristic of Geyhatu’s government in general.
Two of Akbuga’s nephews, sons of Tuqu, received important positions in
Rum: Hasan Bey was responsible for dalay (state) and Taiju for injii (crown)
revenues, apparently under the continuing overall control of Miicireddin, to
whom the revenues were actually paid. He became representative (naib) not
only of the Seljuk sultan, Mesud, but also of the Ilkhan. This new organisa-
tion arrived in Anatolia with a full complement of hangers-on and redundant
supporting functionaries.’* As at the centre, the multiplication of officials and
their alleged incompetence led to the formation of factions and the pursuit of
private interests, spurred on by the insecurity of office.

At court, Sadreddin Zanjani was able to do much as he pleased, and was
given a free rein to intervene in the provincial governorships. Among the
measures he took was the dismissal of Hasan and Taiju from their supervision
of the injii estates. As in Fars, he probably merged these crown revenues
with state income (dalay), removing the distinction between them. When, in

92 Agsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 170-9; contrast Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljug, p. 129 and cf. Cahen,
La Turquie, pp. 288-9.

93 Agsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 179-80; Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, pp. 129-30.

94 Agqsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 180—2; Vassaf, Tajziyat, p. 265.
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October 1293, Hasan and Taiju attacked Sadreddin’s misappropriation of state
funds, Geyhatu gave his total support to the vezir.%>

The effects in Rum of this direction of affairs at the centre can only be imag-
ined. The continuing insubordination of Sultan Mesud’s brother Siyavus did
nothing to help the establishment of a stable administration, and drew Mongol
forces into the province once more in support of the sultan. On the news of
the approach of Baltu son of Nabysi, Siyavus fled to Demirli Hisar, where Baltu,
however, impressed by his youthful looks, gave him his daughter in marriage.
Shortly afterwards, news arrived of Geyhatu’s death at the hands of the parti-
sans of Baidu, in March 1295. Hasan son of Tuqu went over to Baidu and as a
result was later spared, but Akbuga and Taiju were killed.*® While Anatolia’s
importance remained undiminished, the affairs of the province would from
now on stand in a different relationship with the central government.

Direct rule, 1295-1335

Baidu’s reign was too brief for him to establish an administration in Anatolia.
In local sources, it is depicted merely as a period of chaos and anti-Muslim
oppression, to strengthen the contrast with the reign of Ghazan Han that
followed.?”

Ghazan’s victory over Baidu in 1295 is normally presented as a turning point
inIlkhanid government, usheringin a period of administrative reform, a revival
of Islamic norms and the extension of central control over the empire. The
events recorded in Anatolia, however, are, by and large, revolts against central
authority, not just by the Turkomans, but by senior Mongol commanders,
who saw the province as a place to make or restore their own fortunes. As
Stimer correctly observes, Mongol dominion in Anatolia during the time of
Ghazan Han was in its weakest phase.*®

Baidu sent Taghachar, who had already betrayed Geyhatu, together with the
formervezir, Sadreddin Zanjani, to Rum, to get them out of the way. Pretending
to head there, they had instead gone over to Ghazan. Once enthroned, Ghazan
confirmed Taghachar as governor of Anatolia, also thinking it was best to
have him far from court. He was despatched to his post in November 1295,

o5 Vassaf, Tajziyat, p. 268; Aubin, Emirs mongols, pp. 46, 48; cf. Lambton, Continuity and
Change, p. 121. For Fars, D. Aigle, Le Fars sous la domination mongole. Politique et fiscalité
(XIIIe-XIVe s.) (Paris, 2005), esp. pp. 141-6.

06 Anon, Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, p. 131; Aqsara’i, Musamarat, p. 184; Rashid al-Din, Jami‘ al-
tawarikh, pp. 1201—2; Vassaf, Tajziyat, pp. 277-82.

97 Agsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 185—6.

08 Agsara’i, Musamarat, p. 190; Stimer, ‘Karaman-oghullari’, p. 621a.
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apparently without a supporting force. The nature of these appointments itself
reveals a changed view of Anatolia as a distant province and even a place of
exile, rather than a prestigious posting for senior members of the Ilkhan’s
family. However, as it was not securely controlled, this distance became a
disadvantage, and Taghachar became the first of many Mongol commanders
who sought to use Anatolia as a base for his own independence. Others, such
as Ildar son of Ejei, saw it as a place of refuge. He fled to Rum with 300 men in
January 1296 and finally went to ground in the Erzurum region before being
caught and executed.”

Meanwhile, Taghachar was thought to have been implicated in the rebellion
of Prince Siige in western Iran, and once in Rum he started to make trouble
on his own account. He installed himself in Tokat, where he quickly alienated
the army commander, Arap son of Samagar. Arap, who is named as governor
of Sivas at around this time, retired to his own summer pastures. Taghachar
went to Delice, where he was besieged by Baltu son of Nabsi and was finally
captured and handed over to Ghazan'’s agents."*°

No sooner was Taghachar removed than Baltu himself was tempted to
rebel. His long association with the province made him the most senior com-
mander there, especially after the death of the veteran Samagar, whose son
Arap was still young. Baltu’s defiance of Ghazan’s repeated summonses was
apparently encouraged by Ildei son of Kongurtay, who, however, was exposed
and executed in September 1296: yet another Chinggisid prince to perish at
the outset of Ghazan’s reign.”

Two months later, Ghazan sent the new senior emir, Kutlusah, with three
tumans to deal with Baltu. Following a bloody encounter with the local forces
of Arap son of Samagar in the plain of Malya near Kirsehir, Baltu fled and
laid an ambush for his pursuers, led by Abisga (destined to remain in Rum
throughout Ghazan’s reign). The next day, the main army, including forces
under Arap and Siilemis the grandson of Baiju, arrived and defeated Baltu,
who fled to the uc. Many of his supporters trusted in Karamanid help to cross
into Cilicia, but were massacred. Neither did Baltu obtain the help from the

99 Compare Rashid al-Din, Jami‘ al-tawarikh, pp. 1256—7, 1261, 1262, with Mustaufi, Zafar-
nama, London: British Museum, Ms. Or. 2388, f. 677r; facs. ed. Nasrollah Pourjavadi and
Nosratollah Rastegar, 2 vols. (Tehran and Vienna, 1377/1999), p. 1355; Vassaf, Tajziyat,
p- 327.

100 Agsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 191-6; Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, pp. 131—2; Rashid al-Din, Jami
al-tawarikh, p. 1265; Mustaufi, Guzida, p. 603; Eflaki, Manaqib al-‘arifin, 11, pp. 855 (Sivas).

ro1 Rashid al-Din, Jami‘ al-tawarikh, pp. 1269—70 (reads Ildar); see J. A. Boyle, ‘Dynastic and
Political History of the Il-Khans’, in The Cambridge History of Iran, vol. V, ed. J. A. Boyle
(Cambridge, 1968), p. 381.

«
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Turkomans that he had hoped for. After various indecisive engagements with
Siilemis, he also fled to Cilicia. However, he was handed over to the Mongols
and at last executed in Tabriz (14 September 1297)."°*> He never had sufficient
support to make a viable bid for independence.

Once more, as in the case of Giyaseddin and Kongurtay earlier, the Seljuk
sultan became embroiled in these events. Mesud appears to have lent himself
willingly to Baltu’s cause, perhaps in the hope of relaxing his subservience to
the ordu. He had, in fact, been quite active since his installation by Arghun
and retained at least nominal control of the Seljuk forces, though these were
frequently insufficient to maintain internal security. On Baltu’s flight, Mesud
surrendered to Kutlusah and was pardoned and brought to the ordu, where
Ghazan ordered him to be confined in Hamadan, probably in May—June 1297.*

The administration of the province was meanwhile in uproar. Agsara’i lays
at the door of the new sahib-i divan, Cemaleddin Dastgirdani, responsibility
for a series of arrangements that brought further ruin to Anatolia, but as
Dastgirdani held office for only a month in October 1296 and was replaced
by his old adversary Sadreddin Zanjani, the latter was in fact in control of
the government during and after Baltu’s revolt.”* A fourfold administrative
division was introduced, each under the responsibility of one of the chief
officers of government. There was also a further proliferation of appointments,
characteristic of Mongol administration in general: four miistevis in the Divan,
two to administer the dalay lands and another two for the inji. Melik Pahlavan
Ghuri was appointed to ensure that the heavy imposts of 60 tumans fixed on
the Mongols™ agent, Miicireddin, were collected, and then tried to mediate
when Miicireddin used his influence to restore his position as naibiis-saltana.
At the outset of Ghazan’s reign, a possibly similar fourfold division, together
with a drive to send surplus revenue back to the central Divan, was also put in
place in Diyarbakir."®

Another senior figure, Kur Temiir the yarghuchi, was sent to revoke the
transfers of private property carried out by Lakusi, and to reclaim them for the
central Divan. He had previously been sent by Ghazan, even before becoming
Ilkhan, to raise money from the injii lands in Fars, but had been resisted by the

102 Agsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 201-6; Rashid al-Din, Jami al-tawarikh, pp. 12701, 1277, 1282.
103 Agqsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 197-8, 207-8; Rashid al-Din, Jami* al-tawarikh, p. 1276; Vassaf,
Tajziyat, p. 341 (Hamadan). Mustaufi, Guzida, p. 480, says Mesud died in 697/1298.
104 Rashid al-Din, Jami‘ al-tawarikh, p. 1271; Boyle, ‘Dynastic and Political History’, p. 382;
cf. Aqsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 209, 232-3.

105 Agsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 21015, 21728, esp. 226-8; [Anon.], Nuzhat al-nazir wa rahat
al-khatir, Vienna, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek: Ms. Mxt. 355, f. 19v; cf. Cahen,
‘Contribution’, p. 71.
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local tax-farmer. In Anatolia, too, he faced widespread unrest and petitions and
soon returned to the ordu after his instructions were rescinded. Landowners
were confirmed in their possessions but also in their liability for the 6o tumans,
tobe divided across the provinces. Part of the proceeds was paid to the treasury,
but part was given to the tax-collectors of Rum, as a favour. One problem facing
the administration was the loss of tax registers; some had been looted during
the revolt of Taghachar, and others were later conveniently blown away and
lost during a great storm near Konya, thus saving the historian, Agsara’i, from
an awkward investigation.”

After the defeat of Baltu and submission of Sultan Mesud, the sultanate
was bestowed on Mesud’s nephew and long-time rival, Alaeddin b. Feramurz,
who was last seen in Karamanid territory in 1281 (see above). His elevation
to the sultanate was perhaps to reward the Turkomans for their lukewarm
support for Baltu, though Celaleddin Rumi’s followers claimed it was due to
the intervention of the atabey (tutor, regent), Meceddin (Majd al-Din). Alaeddin
returned to Rum, arriving in Konya on 20 October 1297; he was formally
enthroned two days later.”” Siilemis, now commander in chief, evidently
learning nothing from Baltu’s failure, but, as a grandson of Baiju, perhaps
giving expression to a persistent desire for independence from the Ilkhanate,
rose in revolt himself. Spreading false rumours about events at the ordu, he
killed his subordinates, mustered support from the uc and the Syrian borders,
and took command of the troops stationed in the plain of Kazova.

Ghazan received news of the insurrection in November 1298, while win-
tering in southern Iraq in preparation for an invasion of Syria. The following
spring, he despatched Kutlusah and Meceddin via Diyarbakir, on the heels of
an advance force under Coban. By this time Siilemis had attracted a substan-
tial force, including 20,000 men from Syria and a great rabble of followers,
and was besieging Sivas. The two armies met at Aksehir near Erzincan on
27 April 1299; Stilemis was defeated and fled to Mamluk territory, where his
brother, Qutqutu, remained. His accomplices, Akbal son of Uruktu Noyan
the Celayirid and Tastimur Hatayi, were captured. The latter was described
as governor (hakim) of Rum and a ‘clever charmer’, despite being a Mongol!
Ghazan Han held a great quriltay in Ujan and Akbal was executed (31 May).
Finally, Siilemis himself returned through Cilicia with Mamluk assistance,
but while causing upheavals in the uc region he was unable to muster wider

106 Vassaf, Tajziyat, p. 319 (Fars); Aqsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 216, 230—2.

107 Agsara’i, Musamarat, p. 236; Rashid al-Din, Jami‘ al-tawarikh, p. 1286; Ahmed of Nigde,
f. 150v (under 695 aH); Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljug, p. 132 (698); coins in Lindner, ‘Hordes’,
p. 283 (697); Eflaki, Manaqib al-‘arifin, 1, p. 849.
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support. He fled to Ankara, where he was captured and sent to the ordu.
Ghazan was then in Tabriz, where Siilemis was horribly executed and burned,
on 27 September 1299."°®

If these Mongol commanders, most of whom had long attachments to
Anatolia, were hoping to resist the new centralising tendencies of Ilkhanid
government, the effect of their defeat was the opposite. It is possible, however,
that they were protesting against the shambolic financial administration that
was depriving them of their incomes. Ghazan celebrated his victories with a
massive issue of coinage, especially in 606 and 699 aH, after the defeat of Baltu
and Siilemis. The earlier coins are still restricted to eastern districts, but from
699 onwards, Ilkhanid coins are minted at numerous locations throughout
Anatolia, particularly as assertions of central authority and as a way of making
regional adherence to the Ilkhanid regime financially advantageous. But the
new issues were also part of a reforming campaign to regularise and unify
the administration of the empire. This clearly marks a turning point, though
Seljuk models continued to be used and coins were also minted in the name
of Alaeddin.**

The retention of the sultanate nevertheless seems increasingly pointless. In
May 1300, Alaeddin came to Diyar Rabi‘a to present himself to Ghazan on his
return from his first Syrian campaign. Impressed by this sign of loyalty, Ghazan
reconfirmed his sultanate over the whole of Mongol Anatolia, from Erzurum
to the Antalya coast, and from Diyarbakir to Sinop. At the same time, the
sultan was married to the daughter of Prince Hiilegii (son of Hiilegii Han), a
union that later saved his life.”™

Proceeding back to Rum, Alaeddin, corrupted by the company in which he
found himself, made a shameful progress via Diyarbakir, Harput, an unsuc-
cessful assault on Malatya, and so to Sivas and Tokat. As the protests mounted,
Alaeddin was summoned in June 1301 to the summer pastures of Abisga, now

108 Rashid al-Din, Jami‘al-tawarikh, pp. 1287—9; Aqsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 239-42, 245—7, 270—
1; Mustaufi, Guzida, p. 605 (confused); Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, p. 129 (Tashtemiir);
Baibars al-Mansuri, Zubdat, p. 319; al-Yunini, Dhayl Mir’at al-zaman fi ta’rikh al-a‘yan, ed.
and tr. Li Guo as Early Mamluk Syrian Historiography: Al-Yunini’s Dhayl Mir’at al-zaman,
2 vols. (Leiden, 1998), pp. 120—2; al-Nuwairi, Nihayat al-arab fi funun al-adab, vol. XXXI,
ed. A. al-Arini (Cairo, 1412/1992), pp. 373-5.

109 Lindner, ‘Hordes’, pp. 279-81; Lindner, ‘How Mongol?’, pp. 286—7; $. Pamuk and T.
Aykut, Ak Akge. Mogol ve Ithanh Sikkeleri/Mongol and Ilkhanid Coins (Istanbul, 1992),
Pp- 134-53; A. P. Martinez, ‘Bullionistic Imperialism: the 1l-Xanid Mint’s Exploitation of
the Ram-Saljiigid Currency, 654—695H/ 12561296 AD’, Archivum Ottomanicum 13 (1993—4),
174. See also Judith Kolbas, The Mongols in Iran: Chingiz Khan to Uljaytu 1220-1309
(London, 2006), pp. 336-8.

o Agsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 259, 278-9; Rashid al-Din, Jami‘ al-tawarikh, p. 12906 (Ghazan’s
movements).
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military commander of the province. Rashly choosing to abscond and attempt
to establish himself at Konya — presumably still seen as a royalist stronghold —
he was captured. Abisga sent him to the ordu, where his wife interceded for
him. Escaping with a beating, he was pensioned off to Isfahan, where he was
knifed after insulting a rival at a gathering.™

The restoration of Giyaseddin Mesud in 702/1302-3 suggests that, despite
everything, there was still a perceived need for some sort of local figurehead.
Mesud arrived via Mosul, under the control of Abisga, and died in Kayseri
in 1307, from a wasting illness. Coins are struck in his name till 702/1302-3,
but seemingly not thereafter. He was the last of the Seljuks; however, various
members of the family remained in the border regions (uc) and around the
coast, such as Gazi Celebi in Sinop."*

This period also saw the disappearance of local dynasties in Yazd and Kir-
man, in southern Iran, and the first minting of coins throughout the empire in
the Ilkhan’s name alone. It seems unlikely that the removal of the sultan as the
titular head oflocal government during the reigns of Ghazan and his successor
Oljeitii (1304-16) had any noticeable impact on the administration of Anatolia,
as all senior appointments had already long been determined at the Ilkhanid
court. As elsewhere, however, the attempted centralisation of Mongol rule
was far from successful in providing a stable administration in Anatolia.

After the initial defeat and flight of Stilemis in the spring of 1299, the resilient
Miicireddin Tahir remained with Sutai in Kayseri with the task of reactivating
the administration and dealing with the needs of the army. He had retained the
confidence of successive Ilkhans since replacing his father Taceddin in 1280 as
the principal agent of the ordu, but had been briefly displaced as naibiis-saltana
by Kemaleddin Tiflisi at the beginning of Ghazan’s reign. Distancing himself
from the insurrection of Baltu, Miicireddin was at the ordu going through the
accounts when news arrived of Stilemis’s uprising."

1 Agsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 279—91 (no date); Ahmed of Nigde, f. 151r (aH 700-1).

2 Aqgsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 294, 301; Ahmed of Nigde, f. 151v. Mustaufi, Guzida, p. 480;
Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, p. 134; D. E. Pitcher, An Historical Geography of the Ottoman
Empire, from the Earliest Times to the End of the Sixteenth Century (Leiden, 1972), p. 33; O.
Turan, Selcuklular Zamaninda Tiirkiye (Istanbul, 1971), pp. 644-5; al-Mufaddal b. Abi’l-
Fada'il, al-Nahj al-sadid, ed. E. Blochet, in ‘Histoire des Sultans Mamlouks (part III)’,
Patrologia Orientalis 20 (1929), 128, notes Mesud was sultan in y07/1307-8, but does
not refer to him again. C. E. Bosworth, The New Islamic Dynasties: a Chronological and
Genealogical Manual (Edinburgh, 1996), p. 213; Lindner, ‘Hordes’, pp. 282—3 (coins); O.
Turan (ed.), Tarihi Takvimler (Ankara, 1954), pp. 78—9, refers to the accession of a certain
Kili¢ Arslan b. Keyhiisrev in 710/ 1310.

113 Agsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 209-10, 239, 247.
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The other officials in post during Baltu’s revolt had attempted to keep
their positions in the face of the newcomers arriving with Sultan Alaeddin,
among whom was Semseddin Lakusi for a second term as vezir. Conflicting
jurisdictions and the free scope for financial oppression during the period of
Siilemis’s revolt led to many casualties, especially at the hands of Mehmed
Bey, son of the Pervane, in Kastamonu and Konya. Lakusi was caught up in
Siilemis’s revolt and replaced as vezir by Sahib Cemaleddin, who, however,
remained in Iraq most of the year 1298—9. It was into this shambles in Anatolia
that the central Divan, now headed by Sa‘d al-Daula Savaji and Resideddin
(Rashid al-Din), sent Nizameddin Yahya Faryumadi, member of an influential
family of Khurasani bureaucrats, in 1300, following the execution of Siilemis,
to restore the flow of tax revenue to the central government. For his expenses,
he was to levy a single silver currency dinar from every unit of plough land
that was tilled by oxen belonging to the peasants, and no more."™

Nizameddin brought with him a whole train of Nishapuri and Khurasani
katibs (scribes, secretaries), tax-collectors from Quhistan and other officials
from all over the Ilkhanate. Among his first acts of oppression on reaching
Erzincan was to seize the presents that the Seljuk sultan, Alaeddin, was bring-
ing to Ghazan in Diyarbakir. As noted above, Alaeddin and his new train of
officials only compounded the disorders that quickly became the hallmark of
Nizameddin’s regime, spreading from Erzincan to Sivas, Amasya, Tokat and
everywhere he and his agents went. At first, the miistevi, Serefeddin Abdur-
rahman, a former governor of Tabriz, appointed over the winter of 1298-9,
co-operated with him. However, faced with his oppressive actions, he fled to
Miicireddin, who is presented as the sole source of stability in government
at this time. Miicireddin was still busy trying with some success to revive
Samsun, which had been systematically plundered by Miithezzibeddin Mesud,
grandson of the Pervane.™

Nizameddin Faryumadi conceived a violent hatred for the miistevi and had
him attacked by an Ismaili from Qubhistan; he died of his wounds on 11 June
1300. Miicireddin was at last compelled to go once more to the ordu to seek
redress for Nizameddin’s extortions, but he died at Qarabagh in Arran on
8 March 1302. Nizameddin was recalled, and after a hearing in Ujan, was
executed en route for Hamadan, on 4 September 1302, on the complaints of
the relatives of the murdered miistevi, Serefeddin.™®

114 Agsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 236, 241, 247-50, 252, 257-8.
115 Agsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 242, 256—7, 258—9, 264-5.
116 Agsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 269, 276, 292—3; Rashid al-Din, Jami‘ al-tawarikh, p. 1306.
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The following year, the Byzantine emperor, Andronikos, sought the assis-
tance of the Mongols in his fight against the Turkomans round iznik (Nicaea),
offering Ghazan the hand in marriage of one of his own daughters. Ghazan
agreed, but died before he could send any assistance or marry the girl. In
the spring of 1305, Andronikos sent another envoy, to Ghazan'’s brother and
successor, Oljeitii, who apparently married the princess and promised to send
troops."” This is perhaps the context for the despatch of a powerful force under
the command of Irencin, the uncle of the Ilkhan, in June 1305, to protect the
frontier. In this respect, as in many others, Oljeitii evidently inherited Ghazan’s
policies and his awareness of the disruptive potential of the Turkomans, partic-
ularly the Karamanids, whom he had identified as the chief obstacle to Mongol
expansion in the west."®

Agsara’i, a hostile source, gives a very negative view of Irencin’s activities,
but he returned to court in July 1306, laden with gifts and swift horses, and was
duly reappointed to the governorship later that year. Irencin returned with a
powerful army, making his winter quarters in Niksar. It was perhaps this force
that the Byzantines hoped would take action against Osman and the beyliks
in the west the following year, evidently in vain."

The continuity of Mongol government in Anatolia was now restricted to the
vezirate of Alaeddin Savi (appointed in 1300) and the long-standing command
of Abisga, both of whom remained in office until the death of Ghazan in 1304.
Abisga is praised for his justice and pure belief and is supposed to have become
a disciple of Sultan Veled, son of Celaleddin Rumi."™®

In Diyarbakir, Ghazan’s death was greeted with relief, owing to the extor-
tionate fiscal regime in place there; envoys were sent to his successor, Oljeitii,
who removed the Mongol shihnas and restored the fixed contributions on the
local princes, who could thus retain any surplus. It is not clear whether sim-
ilar reversals of tax policy applied elsewhere in Anatolia, as they did in Fars,
for example. Regardless of official policy, irencin’s oppressive regime reduced
the other government agents to impotence. First, Serefeddin Miisafir, nephew
of the sahib-i divan, Sa’d al-Daula Savaji, took over Miicireddin’s role in the

117 Donald M. Nicol, The Last Centuries of Byzantium 1261-1453, 2nd edn (Cambridge, 1993),
p. 140; Rashid al-Din, Jami® al-tawarikh, pp. 1308—9; Kashani, Tarikh-i Uljaitu, ed. M.
Hambly (Tehran, 1348/1969), p. 8 (marriage to ‘Despina Hatun'?).

18 Al-‘Umari, Masalik al-absar, ed. E. Taeschner in Al-‘Umari’s Bericht iiber Anatolien (Leipzig,
1929), p. 28; tr. E. Quatremere, in Notices et extraits des manuscrits de la Bibliothéque du
Roi, vol. XIII (Paris, 1838), p. 345.

119 Kashani, Tarikh-i Uljaitu, pp. 44, 52; Aqsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 299, 309; Nicol, The Last
Centuries, p. 140, Lindner, ‘How Mongol?’, p. 288.

20 Eflaki, Manaqib al-‘arifin, 11, pp. 818-19; cf. Aqsara’i, Musamarat, p. 285 (a pillar of Mongol
rule).
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collection of taxes on behalf of the central Divan, but the measures he put
in place were overturned by his subordinates when he left the province. The
emir Agaceri, who had replaced Abisga as senior commander, was ignored by
frencin and was unable to obtain redress from the ordu. He returned to find
frencin dividing the spoils of office with Lakusi, once more vezir (having appar-
ently replaced Alaeddin Savi), and finally left the province in despair. Ogedei
son of Shiktur Noyan, who was sent to administer the inji lands in Aksaray,
had a similar experience and was driven out. Ali Padisah, brother-in-law of the
Ilkhan, was sent to replace him. Despite becoming a disciple of Sultan Veled,
[rencin was very much a Mongol of the old school.™

Irencin’s misgovernment provided an opportunity for the Turkomans once
more to advance their interests. Messengers arrived at the ordu with news of
uprisings in the uc regions of Syria and Rum and most alarmingly of the capture
of Konya by the Karamanids (described by Kashani as Seljuki Turkomans).
Oljeitii responded to the deteriorating situation by despatching the senior emur,
Coban Suldus, in the summer of 1314; shortly afterwards, [rencin returned
to court. Coban installed himself in winter quarters at Karanbiik (between
Erzerum and Sivas), where most of the Turkoman leaders hurried to pay
their respects. Among those enumerated are Hamidoglu Felekiiddin Diindar
of Uluborlu; an Esrefoglu from Gorgorum (Ararim); the descendants of Sahib
Fahreddin from Karahisar; Germiyan emirs and Alisirogullar1 from Kiitahya
and neighbouring castles; Siileyman Pasa from Kastamonu; and the Arme-
nian ruler of Cilicia. They were treated generously by Coban and returned
to their districts, but the Karamanids were conspicuous by their failure to
present themselves. In the spring of 1315, Coban moved on Konya. After some
preliminary negotiations outside the city, the Karamanids requested a delay,
then absconded in the night to Larende. Coban, however, set off in pursuit
and Karaman yielded on the promise of a safe conduct. Whereupon Coban
restored central control in Konya with the appointment of ‘a malik, a shihna,
tax-collectors and clerks’.”*

While Coban was in Anatolia, Mamluk forces sacked the town of Malatya
(April 1315), but he was unable to respond until the Syrian troops had with-
drawn. He returned to the ordy, in Arran, in October, but evidently went
quickly back to Anatolia: he was still there when news arrived of Oljeitii’s

121 [Anon.], Nuzhatal-nazir, f. 23r; Cahen, ‘Contribution’, p. 73; Agsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 304—
o; Eflaki, Managqib al-‘arifin, 11, p. 797; A. K. S. Lambton, ‘Mongol Fiscal Administration
in Persia (Part II)’, Studia Islamica 45 (1987), 116-19; Aigle, Le Fars, pp. 150—2.

122 Kashani, Tarikh-i Uljaitu, pp. 168—70; Aqsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 310-12; Anon., Tarikh-i
Al-i Saljuq, p. 132; Turan, Tarihi Takvimler, pp. 70-71.

89



CHARLES MELVILLE

death the following year (16 December 1316)." He immediately headed east
again, leaving his son Demirtas in charge in Kayseri.

While these actions indicate the continuing precariousness of the Mongols’
grip on the western part of their province, there was at least a modest revival of
architectural patronage in Erzurum under Oljeitii, even if not due to the ruler
himself. Mongol actions against the Karamanids in Konya evidently had the
support of the Mevlevi dervishes and probably other urban religious groups,
who were inclined to back the established regime against the disruptive forces
of the Turkomans.™*

Details of Mongol rule in Anatolia during the reign of Oljeitii’s son and
successor, Abu Sa‘id (1317-35), are scarce, and largely concern the ceaseless
rotation of personnel. The vezir, Ahmed Lakusi, was distrusted by Coban, who
assigned a certain Sinaneddin Ariz to be Demirtas’s chief adviser. Nevertheless,
Demirtas protected Lakusi from an investigation of his malpractices when
Celaleddin Hoca, son of the vezir Rashid al-Din, arrived in Anatolia to supervise
the collection of the provincial revenues. He too found a faithful patron in
Demirtas, when disputes at court led to the downfall and execution of Rashid
al-Din in July 1318. However, in the end, Ahmad Lakusi was not so fortunate,
and Demirtas was unable to save him from the ilchis sent from courtin response
to complaints from the agents of the Mongol emirs."

The Karamanids had not been entirely cowed by Coban, and Demirtas
was en route for Nigde to protect Maden against their encroachments, when
news arrived of rencin’s uprising against Coban in 1319. Rivalry between
the two doubtless began in Anatolia and was compounded by irencin’s
removal first from this governorship, and then from Diyarbakir. Although
the action against Coban was instigated by Abu Sa‘id himself, the Ilkhan
was obliged to support his senior emir, and in the course of the reprisals
that followed the defeat of irencin, many Mongol emirs with long con-
nections with Anatolia were implicated and eliminated. Among them were
Ecil and Arap, sons of Samagar, Sultansah and Meliksah, sons of Baltu, and
Abisga. Demirtas himself, warned by his vezir, Celaleddin, fled to Danismend
territory before news arrived of Coban’s victory. He thereupon sent

123 Abu’l-Fida, al-Mukhtasar fi ta’rikh al-bashar, tr. P. M. Holt as The Memoirs of a Syrian
Prince (Wiesbaden, 1983), pp. 67-8; Kashani, Tarikh-i Uljaitu, p. 172; Ch. Melville, Abu
Sa‘id and the Revolt of the Amirs in 1319, in L’Iran face d la domination mongole, ed. D.
Aigle (Paris and Tehran, 1997), p. 101.

124 R. H. Unal, Les monuments islamiques anciens de la ville d’Erzerum et de sa région (Paris,
1968); Eflaki, Managqib al-‘arifin, 11, pp. 925-7.

125 Aqsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 312—17.
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congratulations to Abu Sa‘id and was confirmed in his governorship by his
all-powerful father.”

Demirtas pursued an aggressive military policy in Anatolia, first attacking
Ayasin Cilicia; the Mamluks reaped the benefits, annexing the town the follow-
ing year.” This expedition necessarily involved passing through Karamanid
territory and, at least to start with, Demirtas seems to have cultivated peaceful
relations with them. However, in 1323 he recaptured Konya and seized Musa
Bey of Karaman and Hamidoglu Diindar Bey. By now, if not already the previ-
ousyear, he began to assert hisindependent power as ‘Sahib-izaman’ and “Sah-i
Islam’ in Anatolia. He struck coins in his own name, with the title ‘Mahdi’ —
an attribute deserved, according to Aqgsara’i, by his prohibition of alcoholic
drinks throughout his territory, although the orders for such measures had
probably issued from the ordu in 1320.2®

Demirtas’s insubordination, in terms that were evidently designed to win
the support of the religious classes (if not of the Turkomans or dervishes,
who were more successfully cultivated by the Safavid seyhs Haidar, Junaid and
Isma‘il at the end of the fifteenth century), threatened the authority of his
father Coban at court. During the winter of 1323—4, Coban went in person
to seize his son and bring him before Abu Sa‘id, who had little option but to
pardon him.

On his reinstatement, Demirtas continued his campaigns against the Turko-
man emirates. He extended his authority over the region of Agrilu with its
important silver mines at Gumus, and incorporated Tugancuk, west of Tre-
bizond (Trabzon), and Kirsehir. He took the Esrefoglu capital at Beysehir on
9 October 1326, captured and killed the doomed Prince Siileymansah,™ and
pushed on towards the Mediterranean coast. In August 1327 he left his main
baggage at Egridir and despatched his lieutenant, Eretna, against Karahisar
while he himself besieged the Hamidoglu capital, Uluborlu. At this point,
news arrived of the fall of his brother, Dimisk Hoca (24 August). Demirtas
returned to Egridir in October and then moved to Kayseri to await further

126 Melville, ‘Revolt of the Amirs’, pp. 111-12; Aqsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 317—23; Anon., Tarikh-
i Al-i Saljug, p. 133 (execution of twelve emirs of hazaras (Mongol military divisions of
1,000)).

127 Turan, Tarihi Takvimler, pp. 70-1; cf. Abu’l-Fida, Memoirs, p. 82.

128 Agqsara’i, Musamarat, pp. 324-6 (chronology unclear); Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, p. 132;
al-"Umari, Masalik al-absar, pp. 51—2 (Quatremeére, pp. 377-8); Mustaufi, Zafar-nama, f.
73or; Eflaki, Managqib al-‘arifin, 11, pp. 977-8; Ch. Melville, ““The Year of the Elephant”:
Mamluk-Mongol Rivalry in the Hejaz in the Reign of Abu Sa‘id (1317-1335)", Studia
Iranica 21, 2 (1992), 205 (ban on drink); Siimer, ‘Karaman-oghullari’, p. 622a.

129 Anon., Tarikh-i Al-i Saljuq, p. 132; al-'Umari, Masalik al-absar, pp. 31-2 (Quatremere,
Pp. 349-51); Uzungarsili, Ashraf Oghullari’, p. 703; Eflaki, Manaqib al-‘arifin, 11, pp. 924—s5.
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news. On hearing of the fall of his father, Coban, he contemplated recon-
ciliation with Abu Sa‘id, but also sounded out the Mamluk sultan, al-Nasir
Muhammad, who was encouraging. Demirtas finally left Kayseri on 22 Decem-
ber for Larende and so on to Egypt, where he was eventually executed at the
request of Abu Sa‘id and partly as a result of his arrogant and overbearing
behaviour.™

Demirtas’s relations with the Mamluks are not dissimilar from those fos-
tered by Muineddin the Pervane in the 1270s, and subsequently by other Ana-
tolian commanders such as Siilemis, with the difference that by this period,
the overt hostility between the Ilkhans and the Mamluks had been put aside
in a treaty of 1323. Demirtas had already sent envoys to Cairo in 1321, but his
aggression against the nascent emirates, some of which had strong links with
Egypt, caused various chiefs (such as the ruler of Antalya) to seek refuge there.
Furthermore, his severe treatment of merchants in his realms prompted the
Mamluk sultan al-Nasir Muhammad to write to his father, Coban, in 1325, that
Demirtas was jeopardising the peace treaty.™

After the fall of the Cobanids, various governors were appointed in turn:
Mehmed Bey, brother of Ali Padisah, Mahmud, son of Esen Kutlug, and finally
the Celayirid emir, Seyh Hasan, known as ‘Biiylik’, grandson of Akbuga. Dur-
ing the last years of Abu Sa‘id’s reign, in 1334, Eretna, one of Demirtas’s chief
officers, was involved in a conspiracy at court, pardoned, and sent back to
Anatolia into the safe-keeping of Seyh Hasan. Here, he seems already to have
gained a considerable degree of authority, if Ibn Battuta’s evidence from 1331
is not anachronistic.”*

Al-'Umari (c.1340) cites a chronologically and geographically rather con-
fused Genoese report that Ilkhanid territory was in a stable state, administered
by Mongol governors and some remaining Seljuks, until Demirtas’s expansion
had given the Mongols control of an area as great as they (or the Seljuks) had

130 Hafiz-i Abru, Zail-i Jami‘ al-tawarikh, London: British Library, Ms. Or. 288s, f. 413r—414r;
Ibn al-Dawadari, Kanz al-durar wa jami‘ al-ghurar, vol. IX, ed. H. R. Roemer (Cairo,
1960), pp. 345-9; al-Nuwairi, Leiden: Ms. Or. 19-B, ff. 134v—1371r; Abu’l-Fida, Memoirs,
p. 90; al-Magqprizi, Kitab al-suluk li-ma‘rifat duwal al-muluk, ed. M. M. Ziyada, 4 vols.
(Cairo, 1941-58), 11, pp. 292-300.

131 Abu’l-Fida, Memoirs, p. 81; al-Aini, al-‘Iqd al-juman, Istanbul: Topkapi Sarayi Miizesi
Kiitiiphanesi, Ahmed III, Ms. 2912/ 4, ff. 367v—368r; al-‘Umari, Masalik al-absar, pp. 21,
234, 29-30, 50— (Quatremere, pp. 338, 3412, 347, 375-6).

132 Abu Bakr Ahri, Tarikh-i Shaikh Uvais, ed. and tr. J. B. van Loon (The Hague, 1954),
pp. 155-6, 157, tr. pp. 57, 58; Turan, Tarihi Takvimler, pp. 7o-1; Shabankara’i, Majma“ al-
ansab, ed. M. Hashim Muhaddith (Tehran, 1363/1984), p. 314; cf. Ibn Battuta, The Travels
of Ibn Battuta, vol. I1, tr. H. A. R. Gibb (London, 1962), pp. 430-8, 533—5; Ch. Melville, The
Fall of Amir Chupan and the Decline of the Ilkhanate, 1327-37: a Decade of Discord in Mongol
Iran (Bloomington, 1999), pp. 38—9.
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ever enjoyed. Nevertheless, Ibn Battuta’s valuable description of the Turkoman
emirates suggests that the Mongol presence in Asia Minor was limited to the
region east of an arc between Aksaray and Nigde in the south and Amasya in
the north. The largest city they controlled was Sivas and their main garrison
was around Kayseri. Similarly, Hamd-Allah Mustaufi defined Iranian territory
as stretching from Konya in the west to Balkh and the Oxus, but located the
western frontiers in the province of Niksar and Sis (Cilicia) and over against
Syria. His description of the high road from Sultaniyye to Konya misses out
the last section of the route, from Sivas, perhaps a sign that control over this
route was already rather vague by the time Oljeitii set up the milestones and
certainly so by the time Mustaufi was writing (also c.1340). Kashani had already
(c.1317) described Sivas as the border (sarhadd) of Rum.™

This is consistent with the information that after the death of Demirtas in
Egypt, Hamidoglu Ishak Bey returned and regained his lands in September
1328, Pasa Musa Bey seized the stronghold of Gevele in February 1329, and the
Karamanids captured Beysehir the same year.”* Most of Demirtas’s gains were
thus as impermanent as those of previous Mongol assaults on the Turkomans.
Mongol control was essentially confined to the eastern portions of the central
plateau, where they retained many of their winter and summer quarters. It is
in this area that the principality formed by Eretna, as a successor state to the
Mongols, took shape.

The last phase: post-Ilkhanid dissolution, 133552

After the death of Abu Sa‘id in November 1335, the Ilkhanid state fell apart.
Anatolia could hardly fail to become embroiled in the struggle to fill the
vacuum at the centre. The two main contenders for power in the Mongol
heartlands of north-west Iran, the Celayirids and the Cobanids, both launched
their attempts from eastern Anatolia, but having done so, they were unable
to incorporate the region into their own realms, so that it became, at last,
truly independent. In the process, earlier links with the Mamluk sultanate
also came to some sort of fruition, as the sovereignty of the Mamluk sultan
was recognised, however nominally, rather than the rule of the remaining

133 Al-‘Umari, Masalik al-absar, pp. 31, 32 (Quatremeére, pp. 349, 351); Ibn Battuta, Trav-
els, pp. 413-68; Mustaufi, The Geographical Part of the Nuzhat al-Qulib, ed. and tr. G.
Le Strange (Leiden and London, 1919), pp. 20-1, tr. 22—3; Kashani, Tarikh-i Uljaitu,
p. 8o.
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puppet Ilkhans in Iran. The internal affairs of the region are very poorly
documented; Mongol forces seem to have remained in the province, operating
as elsewhere in the former Ilkhanate largely under the control of individual
warlords, independently of any higher authority.

The Celayirid Seyh Hasan was governor in Anatolia on the death of Abu
Sa‘id, and senior emir throughout the brief reign of his successor, Arpa Ke'tin
(November 1335-May 1336). When the Oirat leader, Ali Padisah, mounted a
challenge for the throne, Seyh Hasan was persuaded to go and oppose him. He
left Eretna behind as his deputy. Success against Ali Padisah was followed by a
victory against Taghai-Temtir, a Chinggisid prince put forward by the Mongols
in Khurasan, following which Seyh Hasan appointed Eretna as governor in
Anatolia.”

Seyh Hasan’s triumph brought another contender into the arena, his
Cobanid namesake Seyh Hasan, known as Kiigiik, son of Demirtas. Demirtas’s
family had stayed behind when he fled to Egypt; now, pretending that his father
had not in fact been killed, Seyh Hasan ignored Eretna’s request to present
himself and rose in revolt at Karahisar in the name of a ‘false’ Demirtas. He
defeated his Celayirid rival at Aladag in July 1338 and eliminated his puppet
Ilkhan, Muhammad. An uneasy stand-off ensued, during which time Kiiciik
Hasan caused much destruction in the region round Erzincan, but failed to
capture the city.”®

In Anatolia, Eretna could only benefit from the upheavals to the east, and he
played a delicate game of alternating loyalties to the various rivals. He struck
coins throughout his territories in the name of Taghai-Temiir in 739/1338-9,
possibly reflecting Seyh Hasan Celayir’s temporary support for the Khurasa-
nian candidate, possibly as a means of asserting his own independence from
both the Cobanids and Celayirids.”” The latter is more likely, as already the
previous year Seyh Hasan Celayir was reported to be advancing on Anatolia to
bring Eretna to obedience. Eretna soon sought a more powerful protector in
the shape of the Mamluk sultan, al-Nasir Muhammad. His embassy returned

135 Ahri, Tarikh-i Shaikh Uvais, p. 164, tr. 64; Melville, The Fall of Amir Chupan, pp. 43-52; Cl.
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from Cairo with confirmation of Eretna as Mamluk governor of Anatolia.”®
This represented the satisfaction of the Mamluks’ long-term aspirations in the
region and the culmination of a diplomatic association that went back to the
parallel rise of the rival Mamluk and Mongol states in the Near East a century
earlier.

Ofcourse, Eretna did nothing to implement Mamluk rule —quite the reverse:
he minted coins in late 739/mid-1339 for the new Cobanid puppet, Siileyman
Han.” His relations with the Mamluks were complicated by the support that
they were giving to the rising power of the Dulgadir Turkomans, expanding
northwards at Eretna’s expense in the border regions of northern Syria. In
1337-8 they gained Elbistan and the following year seized the castle of Darende,
where Eretna had stored much wealth. These developments led Eretna to
complain to the Mamluk sultan, who countered with the accusation that
Eretna himself was not upholding Mamluk sovereignty in the area; he again
minted for the Mamluks in 740/1339—40. Despite these setbacks, however,
Eretna was able to consolidate his territory by capturing, or recapturing, Sivas
and at an unknown date also seizing Konya from the Karamanogullari, with
whom he tried at first to maintain good relations.'°

Eretna’s flirtation with the Cobanids, who also disputed easternmost
Anatolia with the governors of Diyarbakir, was equally short lived. During
the course of 1340, Seyh Hasan occupied Erzurum and laid siege to the town
of Avnik.”" By 1341, Eretna felt able to issue independent coinage, though he
continued to maintain the fiction of his subservience to Siileyman Han until his
most renowned exploit, the defeat of Stileyman in October 1343 at Karanbiik

near Sivas."** Eretna sent some of the spoils to the governor of Aleppo, and

138 Al-Shuja‘i, Ta’rikh al-malik al-nasir Muhammad b. Qalawun al-salihi wa awladihi, ed. B.
Schifer (Wiesbaden, 1977), pp. 25—7; al-Safadi, al-Wafi bi’l-wafayat, vol. VIII, ed. M. Y.
Najm (Wiesbaden, 1971), p. 337.

139 Album, ‘Studies (I)’, p. 78; Remler, ‘Ottoman, Isfendiyarid, and Eretnid Coinage’, p. 172.

140 Al-Shuja‘i, Ta’rikh, pp. 22, 40, 68; cf. al-Maqrizi, Suluk, 11, pp. 446, 459, 490, 494—5 and 665,

676 (Darende again); Album, ‘Studies (I)’, p. 96 n. 137 (coins); Turan, Tarihi Takvimler,

pp. 70-1 (Sivas); Eflaki, Manaqib al-‘arifin, 11, p. 978—9 (Konya); Siimer, Anadolu’da’,

pp. 103, 112-13. A confusing account of these events, and of Eretna’s relations with

Karaman, in Sikari, History of the Karamanids, ed. M. M. Koman as Sikari’nin Karaman

Ogullar Tarihi (Konya, 1946), e.g. pp. 40, 42.

Mustaufi, Nuzhat, p. 96, tr. p. 99; Mustaufi, Zail, p. 462; see S. Album, ‘Studies in Mongol

History and Numismatics II: a Late Ilkhanid Hoard (741/1340) as Evidence for the

History of Diyar Bakr’, Studia Iranica 14, 1 (1985), 49.

142 Remler, ‘Ottoman, Isfendiyarid, and Eretnid Coinage’, pp. 172-3; Pamuk and Aykut, Ak
Akge, p. 219 (Siileyman coins); Mustaufi, Zail, p. 465; Ahri, Tarikh-i Shaikh Uvais, p. 169, tr.
p. 70; al-Shuja‘i, Ta’rikh, pp. 261—2; see also Sikari, History, pp. 57-8; Stimer, Anadolu’da’,
p. 105. Sanjian, Colophons, p. 84, cites an Armenian note that Eretna was defeated by
Siileyman.
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persisted in acknowledging the sovereignty of the Mamluks, when it suited
him."

Eretna diedin August 1352,"* by which time he was the master of an extensive
territory, issuing coins in his name over an area from Ankara to Erzincan and
from Samsun to Nigde. The sources are fairly consistent in praising Eretna’s
character and justice, despite an accusation of hostile origin that he allowed
his kingdom to fall into decay.* He is credited with striving to strengthen and
promote the Shari‘a, and to honour and esteem the ulema, seyyids and seyhs,
so that he gained the nickname ‘beardless prophet’ (Kdse peygamber).™*

Following Eretna’s death, his heirs, Mehmed I (1352-66) and Ali (1366—
80), presided over the gradual reduction of their territory, in the face of the
rivalry of the Karamanogullari and Dulgadirogullar: in the south, and the
Isfendiyarogullari in the north, and aided by their own internecine struggles.
Mehmed maintained diplomatic links with the Mamluks, and early in his reign
had the satisfaction of handing over the refugee Dulgadir chief, Karaca, to the
Mamluk sultan. Mehmed was obliged to call upon Mamluk assistance after
a series of defeats by Mongol forces under a commander called Babuq, who
captured and sacked Kayseri. Athough the Eretnid was temporarily restored
with the help of the governor of Aleppo, no sooner had the Mamluks returned
home than the Mongols retook the city. The following year, in October 1365,
Mehmed was murdered by a group of emirs.™”

His young son Alaeddin Ali quickly lost Konya, Nigde and Aksaray to the
8 However, in 1368, Babuq, who was besieging Sivas, was
abandoned by his Mongol troops, who went over to the sultan.”* In 1375-6,

Karamanogullari.

Alaeddin briefly lost Kayseri to Mongol and Karamanogullar: forces, and Hizir

Bey, a descendant of Samagar, later also made an unsuccessful bid for the city.”°

Soon afterwards (May 1378), Burhaneddin, chief kad: since 1365, became vezir.
The fortunes of the principality came to depend increasingly on his energy
and abilities, in the face of the continuing aggression of the Mongol forces
and Karaman, and the total incompetence of the ruler.® When Alaeddin

143 Al-Shuja‘i, Ta’rikh, p. 263; al-Magqrizi, Suluk, 11, pp. 635, 816.

144 Turan, Tarihi Takvimler, pp. 70-1; Stimer, Anadolu’da’, p. 121.

145 Al-Magqrizi, Suluk, 11, p. 863.

146 Shabankara’i, Majma‘ al-ansab, p. 314; Stimer, Anadolu’da’, p. 113.

147 Al-Magrizi, Suluk, 1, pt 1, ed. S.A. Ashur (Cairo, 1970), p. 100; Ibn Khaldun, Kitab al-
‘ibar wa diwan al-mubtada, 7 vols, ed. J. A. Dagher (Beirut, n.d. (?1967)), v, pp. 1186-7;
Turan, Tarihi Takvimler, pp. 70-3; Azizb. Ardashir Astarabadi, Bazm va razm, ed. K. Rifat
(Istanbul, 1928), p. 79; Stimer, Anadolu’da’, pp. 117, 123.

148 Stimer, Anadolu’da’, p. 126. 149 Turan, Tarihi Takvimler, pp. 72-3.

150 Astarabadi, Bazm va razm, pp. 96—7, 111-13.

151 Astarabadi, Bazm va razm, pp. 76, 134, 142—7.
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Ali died of the plague in August 1380, it was Kadi Burhaneddin who took
power, albeit initially in the name of Ali’s young son, Mehmed II; however,
he soon proclaimed himself sultan. Burhaneddin vigorously defended his ter-
ritories before being killed at Sivas by the Akkoyunlu chief, Kara Osman,
in 1398. Two years later, Sivas was sacked by Timur. It was the Akkoyunlu
who were able to fill the vacuum left by Timur’s withdrawal from his Ana-
tolian campaign of 1402, in which the Ottomans, who had steadily eroded
the western lands of Eretna’s principality almost up to Amasya, were thrown
back.®*

Eretna’s principality cannot properly be regarded as just one more of the
Turkoman beyliks to emerge on the collapse of the Ilkhanate. Coinciding
territorially with the heartlands of Mongol presence in Anatolia, the Mongol
legacy remained strong, both in the continuing and disruptive presence of
Mongol troops (such as the descendants of Baltu and of Samagar Noyan),” in
Eretna’s inherited rivalry with Karaman and the emerging Dulgadir Turko-
mans, and in the ambiguous relations with the Mamluk sultanate that had also
been enjoyed by his former master, Demirtas. Eretnid coinage shows more
concrete continuities with the Ilkhanid models, while his sympathetic attitude
to Islamic culture suggests that the urban character of late Seljuk rule was
maintained in the chief cities of Sivas and Kayseri. There is evidence of rather
refined cultural patronage continuing in the 1360s and 1370s, particularly asso-
ciated with the Mevlevi order, at least in the field of manuscript production.”*
Burhaneddin’s efforts to preserve thislegacy ensured that east-central Anatolia
remained distinct for some time to come and was more associated with events
further east than with the rise of the new Ottoman power in the west.

The period in retrospect

Many scholars have tended to view the Akkoyunlu either as an obstacle to
Ottoman eastward expansion or as a prelude to the establishment of an Iranian
‘national state’ by the Safavids.” The same might be said, at a much earlier
stage of the same process, about Ilkhanid Anatolia, often dismissed as a hiatus

152 Astarabadi, Bazm va razm, pp. 180, 182, 222; John E. Woods, The Aqquyunlu: Clan, Confed-
eration, Empire, 2nd edn (Salt Lake City, 1999), esp. pp. 31-41; J. Rypka, ‘Burhan al-Din’,
ED, 1, pp. 1327-8.

153 Siimer, Anadolu’da’, p. 118; cf. Astarabadi, Bazm va razm, e.g. pp. 96, 112—13, for the
‘anti-Muslim’ threat of the Mongols.

154 Z. Tanindi, ‘Se¢kin bir Mevlevi'nin Tezhipli Kitaplari’, in M. Ugur Derman. 65 Yas
Armagani, ed. 1. C. Schick (Istanbul, 2006), pp. 513-36.

155 Woods, The Aqquyunlu, p. 9.
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in the development of a Turkish national state from its origins in the Seljuk
sultanate of Rum. While echoing Cahen’s view that ‘it is ridiculous to consider
the Seljuk period as a preface to the Ottoman period’, we must leave it to the
Ottomanists to assess the impact of intervening Mongol models and practices
on Ottoman government and society in Anatolia. The replacement of Islamic
caliphal sanction for rule by Chinggisid forms of imperial legitimation, the
development of secular state law alongside the Muslim Shari‘a, and altered
concepts of landownership are among the legacies of the Mongol order based
on the traditions of the steppes.
to what extent the Ilkhans simply followed the pattern of Seljuk rule in central

56 More immediately, it is useful to try to assess

and eastern Anatolia (as elsewhere in the Ilkhanate), and what distinctive and
characteristically Mongol elements they introduced.

The impact of the Mongols’ financial and economic regime was certainly
severe, even if Mustaufi’s celebrated statement of the decline in revenues to
the Divan from 15 million dinars ‘under the Seljuks’ to 3.3 million dinars ‘at
the present day’ (that is, after the collapse of the Ilkhanate) can only be inter-
preted in a most impressionistic manner. Such a fall might indicate a drop
in agricultural or other productivity, due to political insecurity or a change
from cultivation to a more pastoral economy in some areas. More probably,
a greater proportion of revenue remained in the province than formerly; and
the collection of revenue by the central Divan was inefficient, both in terms of
incompetence and its cost.™”

Itis clear that the Mongols were ready to extract as much ‘tribute’ from Rum
as they were able, and they despatched a succession of agents to the province
for this purpose, starting with Taceddin Mutez and his son, Miicireddin. Their
efforts do not seem to have proceeded particularly smoothly. These and other
senior officials, whether of local origin or sent from the ordu, were often more
concerned with furthering their own local wealth and interests than with
serving the needs of the central government, while the brief interventions of
a stream of high-powered vezirs, such as Fahreddin Kazvini, Ahmed Lakusi
Tabrizi and Nizameddin Faryumadi, were oppressive and left the situation
worse than they found it. Partly, this perception of Mongol financial adminis-
tration derives from the negative views of Agsara’i, himself a bureaucrat and
constantly bemoaning the importation of foreigners, the multiplication and
duplication of posts, and the incompetence and venality of the officials. The
same complaints arise in other parts of the Ilkhanate, however, albeit also

156 Cahen, La Turquie, p. 348; Cornell H. Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual in the Ottoman
Empire: the Historian Mustafa Ali (15 41—1600) (Princeton, 1986), pp. 273—92.
157 Mustaufi, Nuzhat, p. o4, tr. p. 95; Cahen, La Turquie, pp. 301-2, 309-14.
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from the same milieu of the indigenous bureaucratic classes, and there is no
doubt that a divisive and unwieldy dual system was characteristic of Mongol
government. Detailed studies of the administrative history (and particularly
the financial administration) of Mongol Anatolia are needed before any firm
conclusions can be reached about its impact on the province, how closely it
evolved in parallel with developments elsewhere (such as Fars), and to what
extent it replaced the existing Seljuk systems, or was merely superimposed
upon them."®

The fragmentation and overlap of authority also occurred in the conflicting
roles of the civilian officials and the military commanders, as in the case of
Irencin under Sultan Oljeitii. Mongol noyans such as Samagar and Abisga often
appear in the sources in a much better light than their civilian counterparts
and were at odds with them. Here, again as elsewhere in the Ilkhanate, there
was a tension between the Mongols’ own attitudes to government and those
of the administrative classes, which persisted after the Mongols had formally
proclaimed their conversion to Islam. But there was not a straightforward
dichotomy between these groupings; rather, we see the civilians collaborating
with the noyans and entering into their factional alliances, and often more
oppressive towards the tax-paying subjects than their masters were. In short,
Mongol rule weakened concepts of the responsible exercise of power and
fostered a corruption of government morality.™”

Fragmentation of the organs of Mongol rule spilled over into the territories
they administered. This is most clearly visible in the frequent division of the
puppet Seljuk sultanate itself, until the office became so devalued as to serve no
useful purpose. The shared sultanates of izzeddin Keykavus II and Riikneddin
Kili¢ Arslan IV and their descendants entailed the loss of territorial integrity
of Rum and allowed the political history of the two portions to diverge and
finally separate. There was no clearly defined locus of Mongol power: rather,
a number of capitals, especially Erzurum in the east, Kayseri in the centre and

158 See Lambton, ‘Mongol Fiscal Administration’; Royoko Watabe, “The Local Admin-
istration of the Ilkhanid Dynasty: a Case of Fars’, Annals of the Japan Association for
Middle East Studies 12 (1997), 185-216; and Aigle, Le Fars (for Fars); Vryonis, Decline,
esp. pp. 245—6 (overview of Rum); Martinez, ‘Bullionistic Imperialism’, pp. 172-3. See
also A. Z. V. Togan, ‘Economic Conditions in Anatolia in the Mongol Period’ [1931],
tr. G. Leiser, Annales Islamologiques 25 (1991), 203—40. At the moment, we mainly have
studies of offices and functions, e.g. A. C. Schaendlinger, ‘Amter und Funktionen im
Reiche der Rumseltschuken nach der “Seltschukengeschichte des Ibn Bibi™, Wiener
Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde des Morgenlandes 62 (1967), 172—92; A. Taneri, ‘Miisameretii’l-
ahbar’in Ttirkiye Selguklulari Devlet Teskilati Bakimindan Degeri’, Tarih Aragtirmalari
Dergisi 4, 6-7 (1966), 127—71.

159 Aubin, Emirs mongols, for the clearest analysis of this.

99



CHARLES MELVILLE

Konya, stronghold of the Seljuk sultanate but increasingly under the threat of
the Karamanogullari, in the west. But, after the crisis of the late 1270s, it was the
Mongol chiefs who wielded effective authority from their seasonal camping
grounds, maintaining their traditional indifference to towns and leaving the
ahi organisations to dominate and control urban life.**

Such centrifugal forces had been equally present under the Seljuks, whose
tendency to sub-divide the sultanate, influenced by Turkish steppe traditions,
was if anything even more marked. They provided great scope for the Turko-
man groups occupying the peripheries of the Anatolian plateau to assert their
independence. In the struggle with the Turkomans, the Mongols inherited a
situation already confronted by the Seljuks, although the problem did not start
to become evident until the eve of the battle of Késedag, in the revolt of Baba
Resul. Fresh waves of Central Asian nomads reaching Anatolia both ahead and
on the heels of the Mongol invasions, less Islamised than the first Oguz who
accompanied the Seljuk invasions of the eleventh century, were an even greater
challenge to the establishment of an urban-based, centralising regime, which
did not anyway become the Ilkhans’ priority until it was almost too late. The
vicious punitive raids of Kongurtay, Geyhatu and even Demirtas, especially
against Karaman, incomplete as they were, do not seem to have been accom-
panied by any means of incorporating their territories more closely into the
Ilkhanid administrative regime, although the great explosion of mint towns in
the early years of Ghazan’s reign, partly maintained by his successors, might
signal such a development.

Finally, we should note the transformation of the religious landscape of
central and eastern Anatolia during the course of this century. In the early
Mongol period, Rum became a refuge for scholars and mystics from further
east, finding sanctuary at the Seljuk court under the patronage of the sultans
and Muineddin the Pervane. But urban society and the orthodox religious life,
whether in the mould of the Sunni establishment or the great Sufi masters,
was as alien to the Mongols and their predominantly Turkish followers as
were Islamic political ethics. Rather, by undermining the authority of Sunni
orthodoxy and their own religious openness, the Mongols gave a great impetus
to the spread of dervish movements, which found fertile soil among the semi-
nomadic Turkoman tribes and the rural hinterlands they inhabited, a trend
already discernible in the late Seljuk period. The development of these popular

160 Cf.E R.Taeschner, Akhi’, EI2, 1, pp. 321-3; Cahen, La Turquie, pp. 315-20; Vryonis, Decline,
Pp. 396—402.
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movements, heavily impregnated with ‘Alid sentiment, had significant political
consequences in the fifteenth century.™"

Thus, although not accompanied by the physical destruction that they
brought to parts of north-eastern Iran and Transoxania, the Mongol invasions
of Anatolia introduced a period of considerable change, even if not necessarily
of economic decline. New norms of government, an exploitative attitude to
tax-collection that survived rather inconsistent efforts at reform, and the rise of
independent principalities, partly as a Turkoman political reaction to imperial
rule and partly a result of the deliberate transfer ofland from state to individual
ownership, all proved to be enduring legacies of Mongol rule. The Ilkhanid
period also bound eastern Anatolia more closely to the political fortunes of
north-west Iran, an orientation already created by the previous Seljuk Empire.
This strengthened the dominance of Persian high culture but at the same
time assisted the propagation of Turkish at the expense of Arabic, particularly
in the border regions with Mamluk Syria, on the one hand, and northern
Irag, now part of the Mongol and post-Ilkhanid dispensation, on the other. A
prolonged upsurge in popular religious movements accompanied this process.
By breaking down existing patterns of political and religious life, the Mongols
created fertile conditions for the forging of new amalgams with enormous
dynamic energy. The effect of this was to be seen in the formation of the
new Turkoman principalities that came to dominate the history of the next
150 years.

161 A.Yasar Ocak, La révolte de Baba Resul ou la formation de ’hétérodoxie musulmane en Anatolie
au XIII siécle (Ankara, 1989), pp. 38—46; M. F. Kopriilii, Islam in Anatolia after the Turkish
Invasion (Prolegomena), tr. G. Leiser (Salt Lake City, 1993), p. 24; cf. A. T. Karamustafa,
God’s Unruly Friends: Dervish Groups in the Islamic Later Middle Period, 1200—1550 (Salt
Lake City, 1994), pp. 61-3.
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Anatolia, 1300-1451

RUDI PAUL LINDNER

This chapter narrates and discusses some major lines of development in
Anatolia between the turn of the fourteenth century and the second accession
to power of Mehmed II. The empbhasis lies on the early Ottoman enterprise,
thanks to the fact that it had become the major power in the peninsula by the
end of the 150 years under discussion. The end point of our coverage is entirely
reasonable, as there is general agreement that Mehmed the Conqueror’s reign
was a turning point in the creation of one imperial polity and the wreck of
another, Byzantium.

It is far from clear, around the year 1300, that anyone should have expected
such an outcome, for in 1300 the Mongols seemed to be suzerains of the area
we term the Ottomans’ homeland." In fact, the number of those in 1299 and
1300 who recognised the period as a caesura in Anatolia’s history was small,
perhaps a hundred people, almost all of them men. We do not yet know any
of their names, but we do know that they were the moneyers active in the
Muslim domains of the peninsula. From the 1280s until 1299, there were about
ten mints striking silver dirhems for the Seljuks and Ilkhanids. For the years
immediately after 1300, the number (now almost entirely for the Ikhanids) is
also around ten. But in 699/1299-1300, the number of mints striking silver
dirhems shoots up to forty-six.> Such a phenomenon has not occurred before
or since in the recorded history of Anatolia. It was at this time that the Mongol
governor Siilemis revolted against the Ilkhan Ghazan Mahmud, and the spec-
tacular spike in the number of mints may well reflect a convulsive moment of
transition.

In the decade immediately following the revolt, the Mongols not only
attempted to re-establish some control over Asia Minor, the gradient of

1 See Rudi Paul Lindner, ‘How Mongol were the Early Ottomans?’, in The Mongol Empire
and its Legacy, ed. R. Amitai-Preiss and D. O. Morgan (Leiden, 1999), pp. 282—9.

2 Rudi Paul Lindner, Explorations in Ottoman Prehistory (Ann Arbor, 2007), pp. 912,
figs. 1-3.
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effective power running from a high in the east to a low west of the
plateau, but there also occurred the collapse of Byzantine power in the
west, the survival of the Byzantine remnant at Trebizond, and the growth
of a number of Turkish emirates in the areas between Mongol and Byzan-
tine Anatolia; we term these the beyliks, to emphasise their creation by
Turkish chiefs, many of whom had not held high office for the Seljuks or
Mongols.? It is customary, however, given the ultimate predominance of the
Ottomans and the nature of the surviving sources, to focus on the Ottoman
experience.

Before turning to the sources, the history of scholarship on this era of
Anatolian history, and in particular on early Ottoman history, makes a scenic
detour advisable. There are a number of ways of assessing the previous few
generations of work, but for the reader it may be convenient to distinguish
between two points of view, one that might be termed deductive, the other
inductive. These two perspectives are not set off in sharp relief one from the
other. A deductive approach arises from meditation on, and perhaps the seizure
of, a particular piece or constellation of evidence, from which a more general
outlook seems to follow. The inductive approach is not based upon a random
walk through the evidence, nor is the choice of questions to frame made
within the confines of an uncluttered, not to say empty, mind. For many years,
however, many treatments of this era rested upon a particular framework that
remained untested, and the work grew out of a basic understanding built upon
that framework. It is only in the past few years that scholars have, not without
considerable reluctance, turned in search of other models or even set forth
with paradigm lost.

The framework we have lost is that of Professor Paul Wittek, followed by
many and in recent years adjusted slightly in the hope of responding to a
larger base of evidence and avoiding certain claims that now appear dated.*

3 Onthe beyliks as a whole, excluding the Ottomans, the standard reference is [smail Hakki
Uzungarsili, Anadolu Beylikleri, revised edition (Ankara, 1969; repr. 1988). There has been
a great deal of work on individual beyliks since, much of it dedicated to the architectural
history of a particular beylik or a comparison of types and architectural features across
the beyliks.

4 The most widely read expression of the framework is in Paul Wittek, ‘Deux chapitres
de I'histoire des Turcs de Roum’, Byzantion 11 (1936), 285-319, and The Rise of the Ottoman
Empire (London, 1938). For a discussion of some issues arising from Wittek’s formula-
tion, see Rudi Paul Lindner, ‘Stimulus and Justification in Early Ottoman History’, Greek
Orthodox Theological Review 27 (1982), 207—24. A recent, and sharp, refutation of the for-
mulation in its more recent garb is in Colin Imber, “‘What Does “Ghazi” Actually Mean?’,
in The Balance of Truth: Essays in Honour of Professor Geoffrey Lewis, ed. Cigdem Balim-
Harding and Colin Imber (Istanbul, 2000), pp. 165-78. Colin Heywood has published a
series of important studies on Wittek: “The Frontier in Ottoman History: Old Ideas and
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Wittek developed his ideas over a period of years extending from his service
in the First World War through his years in Turkey during the heady era
of the Atatiirk dictatorship. On the basis of two early literary texts and an
inscription dated to 1337, Wittek argued that the fundamental, driving fac-
tor in early Ottoman success was dedication to the gaza or holy war, that
this religious zeal was central to Ottoman success, and that Ottoman failure
followed from their abandonment of this fundamental tenet of their enter-
prise.” Scholars following in Wittek’s footsteps have moved away from his
strong formulation, but have begun from his perspective and retain it in large
part. It is probably safe to suggest that at the moment there is no agreed
point of reference about which most scholars gather, and that a more eclectic
approach, resting more on the sources than on scholarly tradition, holds the
field.

Sources

The sources for the history of this era offer something for everyone. For the
scholar used to the Byzantine sources or the Persian chronicles of the Rum
Seljuks, a broad vista with many pleasing prospects opens up.” The Byzantine
chronicles continue to offer much help, especially with respect to chronology:
here the so-called Short Chronicles have occasionally been crucial. There are
also a number of ‘official’ documents that survive, especially from monastic
houses, and new editions of these are largely complete. Texts of a religious
nature (hagiographical, doctrinal, apologetic) provide assistance. There are, in
addition, a number of texts that remain unpublished and that may be expected
to throw additional light on particular topics (for example, imperial panegyric).
Further, materials (many of them Italian in origin) that help to outline the
economic history of the Palaeologan era also bear on Anatolia, occasionally in

New Myths’, in Frontiers in Question: Eurasian Borderlands, 7001700, ed. Daniel Power and
Naomi Standen (London, 1998), pp. 228-50; ‘Wittek and the Austrian Tradition’, Journal
of the Royal Asiatic Society (1988), 7-25; ‘A Subterranean History: Paul Wittek (1894-1978)
and the Ottoman State’, Die Welt des Islams 38 (1998), 386—405; *“Boundless Dreams of the
Levant”: Paul Wittek, the George-Kreis, and the Writing of Ottoman History’, Journal of
the Royal Asiatic Society (1989), 30-50.

5 Inaddition to the works previously cited, a central discussion of the inscription is in Colin
Heywood, "The 1337 Bursa Inscription and its Interpreters’, Turcica 36 (2004), 215-32.

6 Among these have been Halil Inalcik, Stanford Shaw, Elizabeth Zachariadou and Cemal
Kafadar.

7 A good list of the sources and editions is in Colin Imber, The Ottoman Empire 1300-1481
(Istanbul, 1990), pp. 257—64.
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depth.® Such sources have helped develop the economic history of the beyliks,
for which there are few surviving chronicles.’

Not much in the way of public and private documents survives from most of
the Anatolian beyliks, and few of them found chroniclers whose work is extant.
For the beyliks in central and western Anatolia, there are fundamentally two
literary chronicles of note: the Diisturname of Enveri, which celebrates Umur
Bey of Aydin, and a chronicle of the Karamanogullari, written by a certain
Sikari, which must be used with great care.” However, the Ottoman archives
possess a goodly number of documents, record books and the like, most of
which are unpublished, much of which remains unstudied, some of which
is still uncatalogued. And there are a small number of Ottoman chronicles
produced in the course of the fifteenth century. Unfortunately, the chronicles
can be highly tendentious, there are interesting gaps in coverage and there
are occasional emendations; it is fortunate that not all of the alterations were
skilfully done.” The early Ottoman chronicles have turned out to be less
circumstantial and more elliptical than their Byzantine counterparts, but they
are valuable monuments to the intellectual movements of the fifteenth century.
Unfortunately, there is not a single extensive account for which a satisfactory
edition, based upon all the manuscripts, exists. For example, the existing edition
of the Anonymous Chronicles rests upon a late recension, and the widely used
chronicle of Asikpasazade is available in an old edition whose basis has not
been investigated, a ‘standard’ edition that attempts in vain to locate an Urtext,
and two recent texts, one of which pieces together the longest version possible,
while the other limitsitself to two manuscripts. There is much room for further
textual studies among the early Ottoman chronicles.”

8 See A. E. Laiou and Charalambos Bouras (eds.), The Economic History of Byzantium from
the Seventh Century through the Fifteenth Century, 3 vols. (Washington, DC, 2002).

9 See Elizabeth A. Zachariadou, Trade and Crusade: Venetian Crete and the Emirates of
Menteshe and Aydin (1300-1415) (Venice, 1983); and Kate Fleet, European and Islamic Trade
in the Early Ottoman State: the Merchants of Genoa and Turkey (Cambridge, 1999).

10 Enveri, ed. and tr. 1. Mélikoff-Sayar, Le Destan d’Umiir Pacha (Paris, 1954); Rudi Paul

Lindner, Nomads and Ottomans in Medieval Anatolia (Bloomington, 1983), pp. 145—7. The

new publication by Metin S6zen and Necdet Sakaoglu, Karamanname (Istanbul, 2005),

does not entirely supersede the older edition of Sikari by Mesut Koman, Sikari’nin

Karaman Ogullar Tarihi (Konya, 1946).

For a gap of fifteen years in the description of the career of Orhan, see Elizabeth A.

Zachariadou, ‘Histoires et legends des premiers Ottomans’, Turcica 27 (1995), 52; and

for the ‘Ottoman conquest” of Adrianople (Edirne), see Iréne Beldiceanu-Steinherr, ‘La

conquéte d’Andrinople par les Turcs: la pénétration turque en Thrace et la valeur des

chroniques ottomans’, Travaux et Mémoires 1 (1965), 439—61.

12 In this regard, there are two excellent introductory articles: Halil Inalcik, “The Rise
of Ottoman Historiography’, in Historians of the Middle East, ed. Bernard Lewis and
P. M. Holt (London, 1962), pp. 152—-67; and V. L. Ménage, “The Beginnings of Ottoman
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Our knowledge of the post-Seljuk beyliks is very much restricted, thanks to
the Ottoman conquest. We know much more of their architectural remains
than we do of the processes causing the ebb and flow of their histories in
the fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries.” Yet it is true that they formed
an integral part of “an entirely new Turkey that some of them were starting
to fashion, a country on the move’.** Although there are synthetic accounts
of their place in the history of Anatolian Islamic art and architecture, there
is no general account that compares and contrasts their political histories.
There are, however, two accounts from the 1330s, one from the traveller Ibn
Battuta, and the other, culled from the accounts of contemporaries, found
in the geographical treatise of al-‘Umari.® Ibn Battuta visited most of the
beyliks on his travels through Asia Minor, while al-'‘Umari contains two sets
of accounts of both the large and small beyliks. Ibn Battuta’s account contains
information about the spread of the fiitiivvet (futuwwa) movement in the towns,
groups of artisans dedicated to shared religious experience and to a certain
ethical norm: the adherents of these groups were known as ahis, and the title
ahi occurs from time to time in the later chronicles as evidence of the memory
of these groups, which provided links between communities at a time when
disunity prevailed on other levels.

Historiography’, in ibid., pp. 168—79. An exemplary study of one chronicle is in V. L.
Meénage, Neshri’s History of the Ottomans (London, 1964). For a very interesting study
of texts related to the Anonymous Chronicles, see Stéphane Yerasimos, La fondation de
Constantinople et de Sainte-Sophie dans les traditions turques: legends d’empire (Paris, 1990);
Friedrich Giese (ed.), Die altosmanischen anonymen Chroniken in Text und Ubersetzung,
2 vols. (Leipzig, 1922-5); Asikpasazade, Tevarih-i Al-i Osman, Asikpasazade Tarihi, ed.
Ali (Istanbul, 1332 [1916]); Asikpasazade, Die altosmanische Chronik des Asikpasazade, ed.
Friedrich Giese (Leipzig, 1929); [Asikpasazade] Asikpasaoglu Ahmed Asiki, Tevdrih-i
Al-i Osman, in Osmanl Tarihleri, vol. 1, ed. N. Ciftgioglu (Istanbul, 1949), pp. 91-319;
Asikpasazade, Osmanogullar’min Tarihi, ed. Kemal Yavuz and M. A. Yetka Sarag (Istanbul,
2003).

13 The standard accountis Uzuncarsili, Anadolu beylikleri, to which one may add the relevant
articles on individual beyliks in The Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2nd edn (Leiden, 1960—2006)
[henceforth EI2]. Since 1969 there has been a flood of work on individual beyliks pub-
lished in Turkey, including important works on architecture and the publication of signif-
icant collections of coins. For an example, see Sennur Sentiirk, ed., Asya’dan Anadolu’ya
Riizgar (Istanbul, 1994), sampling the beylik coins found in the Yap1 ve Kredi Bank.

14 Claude Cahen, Pre-Ottoman Turkey, tr. J. Jones-Williams (London, 1968), p. 313. This first
English edition contains some useful material not in the revised French version, La
Turquie pré-ottomane (Istanbul and Paris, 1988), or The Formation of Turkey, ed. and tr.
P. M. Holt (London, 2001).

15 The best entry into the account of Ibn Battuta remains the annotated English translation
by H. A.R. Gibb: Ibn Battuta, The Travels of Ibn Battuta, vol. II (London, 1962), based upon
the edition by Defremery and Sanguinetti; al-‘Umari, Al-’"Umari’s Bericht iiber Anatolien,
ed. Franz Taeschner (Leipzig, 1929). The latter account contains precious and often
puzzling information about soldiery, weights and price levels, which deserve careful
inspection and evaluation.
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The beyliks

Why did the beyliks not last? After all, politically some of them, on the west
coast of the peninsula, seem to replicate the geographical and economic advan-
tages of many of the city-states of Greek antiquity. It would be foolhardy to
attempt a definitive answer to this question at the present time, especially as
it is really a restatement of another question to which a definitive answer still
eludes us, namely, why did the Ottomans, of all the beyliks, achieve ultimate
success? But framed in terms of the beyliks, among the ideas that come to mind,
one may deserve further study. Perhaps the majority of the beyliks did not have
the resources to project their power or the need to obviate the perceived threat
of a neighbour. In some cases, the nature of the military technology on which
their forces were based was insufficient to allow them more than occasional
raids: here one has in mind the plateau and southern coastal beylik of Kara-
man, whose forces had been nomadic, but without enough nomads. Along
these lines, the Ottomans would have had certain advantages: a nearby and
weak enemy in Byzantium, an early turn from nomadic towards sedentary
warfare (after 1329) and the ability to develop resources in Europe in the 1370s.
But these are early days in the development of a thoughtful historiography of
these little jewels of statelets.

The point here is related to the history of the polities in Inner Asia after
the Timurid era. In order to break out, as had the Mongols in the thirteenth
century and the forces of Timur in the fourteenth, it was necessary to have the
appropriate military and economic resources: and for a military arm largely
dependent upon nomads, this condition translated into a sufficient number
of nomads with a sufficient number of remounts. The post-Timurid attempts
at building a greater enterprise were strong enough to create local clienteles
in town, steppe and agricultural environments, but did not manage to gather
enough force to overcome the opposition of similarly situated and endowed
opponents. Ultimately, these polities fell prey to the expansion of states based
upon sedentary resource bases.

The beyliks of Anatolia were smaller, had fewer resources and did not
have large hinterlands of steppe or oasis. Among the fascinating, and not yet
fully tested, materials presented by al-'Umari’s informants are figures for the
military of each beylik. It is not clear just what these figures represent, and
they do not appear all to have been gathered on the same basis. For example,
the Esrefogullar: are said to have had more than 60,000 mounted soldiers, that
is to say the equivalent of six tumans, which appears impossible, given the
constraints of geography. However, it does look as if these figures, over all,
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represent the limits of power of the beyliks, and on that assumption it does
begin to look as if none of them, without easy pickings on the frontiers, could
assert itself over the others. Perhaps one of the beyliks on the Aegean coast
might have been able to gather the requisite resources through the projection
of sea power, but none of them was, in the end, able to do this, perhaps
because the resources of the hinterland limited the construction of proper
fleets, perhaps because none of them lasted long enough to develop a strong
and independent seafaring tradition, as had Venice and Genoa. In any event,
the map of the beyliks appears for the most part to involve tradeoffs without
opportunities for easy growth. The one exception to this is the Ottomans,
who were closest to a weakening enemy and had the least difficulties in taking
advantage of opportunities in the Balkans.

It is traditional in the writing of histories in this area to focus on the rise of
the Ottomans rather than to provide a series of histories of the beyliks, and this
chapter will not stray far from that tradition. However, it is useful to say a few
words in passing about the larger of the beyliks and to offer some comparative
comments that might help in the organisation of their histories as a whole.
Here again we are at the mercy of our sources, not all of which have been fully
analysed.

In fact, one of the source problems may provide a hint as to processes
that prevented the expansion and growth of certain of the fourteenth-century
beyliks. The Ottoman chronicles tend to hide difficulties between brothers
and generations of the ruling house, but it does appear that some sons of
the ruling leader in the early period played a role in governing districts and,
later on, provinces. However, we do not see examples of rule over the entire
enterprise divided between brothers. Whether this became a custom early on
is unclear, and it may have been the result of accident becoming transformed,
by chance repetition, into habit. We are not talking here about succession to
rule but about the potential division of the polity among members of the same
generation. Again, it is not clear whether this result is the outcome of design
or of contingent events.

At the same time, those who have laboured to establish accurate chronolo-
gies for some of the beyliks are faced with the decision of identifying as one and
the same person distinct rulers whose names do not match. Is this the result
of memory lapse on the part of our medieval authors? Is this the outcome of
those authors’ reliance on partial names or even nicknames? Often, however,
there is evidence that members of the same generation ruled different, distinct
parts of the same beylik.
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For example, control of the beylik of Hamid, in Pisidia and Pamphylia, was
divided between two branches, one at Egridir and the other at Antalya. In the
13308 two brothers divided the beylik of Karas: between Balikesir (Balikesri)
and Bergama, and a similar division continued into the next generation. In the
third quarter of the fourteenth century, three brothers ruled different districts
of the beylik of Mentese. In the early fourteenth century, there seems to have
been a division of the Teke beylik as well. On occasion, there was the rule of
a sole sovereign during one generation, followed by a division of the polity
during the next. At times it seems as if one is looking at the dynastic history
of Merovingian Gaul in parvo.

One possible corroboration of this line of argument is the policy followed
by Timur after his defeat of Bayezid I in 1402. Bayezid had seized control
of most of the beyliks during the 1390s, but Timur restored them to their
original dynasts: however, some of these were again ruled jointly, which ulti-
mately made for divisions and eased the Ottoman reconquest one or two
decades later. The chief who had united the steppe and sown land of the
Ulus Chaghatay appears to have wanted no strong rulers in Anatolia. It is
significant that after Timur reconstituted some of the beyliks, they proved
incapable of establishing an institutional structure sufficient to ward off the
Ottomans within a generation of 1402. They seem to have continued on the
basis of their earlier practices, which proved just as insufficient as they did in
the 1390s.

What this suggests is that the nature of divided rule played a role in pre-
venting the consolidation of resources, of power and of the ability to conquer.
It was possible to quarrel within, but not to expand. Did this have an impact
on trade within the peninsula? The fact that there is little evidence of the
continued construction of caravansarys on the Seljuk model does not neces-
sarily count for very much. New caravansarys would have been needed to
accommodate an increase in the number of traders, caravans and a growing
volume of goods, or new construction might have been needed to counter an
increase in banditry; but there is little record of either. The existing network
appears to have been sufficient unto the day. We also have the slim evidence
of Ibn Battuta, who appears to have travelled without much let or hindrance
in the early 1330s.

If we search for another measure, across the beyliks, of their success, there
is a certain amount of good fortune in the remarkable growth of the discipline
of art history in modern Turkey, which has bequeathed a large number of
local studies, some antiquarian, some of remarkable sophistication, all useful
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in ferreting out the remaining medieval monuments.™ The remaining archi-
tectural works differ from one another in the eyes of connoisseurs, but they
are for the most part not very large or ornate. Smaller work in tapestry, wood
and ceramic is not rare, but it does not reveal the availability of a large surplus
of wealth. The coinages of the beyliks do not compare, in volume, weight
standards or design, to the issues from the Seljuk mints; but perhaps a large
volume of new coinage was not needed.

There are many difficulties associated with the chronology, lists of rulers
andinternal histories of the beyliks, and it seems best for the moment to discuss
them in rather different terms. The beylik immediately to the south-west of
the Ottomans was Karasi, in Mysia, whose history begins in earnest after the
Catalan expedition of the early fourteenth century. Bordering on the Marmara,
the Dardanelles and the Aegean, this beylik had some naval pretensions and
may have benefited from the immigration of Turks from the Dobrudja. The
power, however, of the beylik was insufficient to wrest Mytilene (Lesbos) from
Christian hands. Soldiers from this beylik played a role, along with Ottoman
volunteers, in the Thracian adventures before the definitive Turkish installation
across the Dardanelles. There is very sparse coinage remaining from Karast,
and it appears reasonable to suggest that the beylik, which fell definitively to
the Ottomans after various earlier partitions at the end of Orhan’s reign, was
hampered by its inability to control the sea routes and by its more powerful
neighbour to the east, Germiyan.”

The beylik of Saruhan was centred on Lydia and lasted from the early
fourteenth century to 1410, when it finally fell to the Ottomans. The cap-
ital of the enterprise was at Manisa, but members of the family of the
Saruhanogullar: had subsidiary and perhaps partly autonomous residences
elsewhere. From an early date the rulers of Saruhan involved themselves
in campaigns at sea, where they were associated with the forces of Aydin.
They were also enmeshed in politics and warfare involving the Genoese
at Chios and Phocaea. On the one hand, Manisa prospered: there was a
slave market and some significant building in the 1360s and 1370s. On the
other, the forces of the emirate seem to have been unable to establish com-
plete independence from the currents of war and diplomacy fostered by the

16 For an overview see Goniil Oney, Beylikler Devri Sanatt XIV.—XV. Yiizyil (1300-1453)
(Ankara, 1989). To the works mentioned within should be added the large number of
local histories, such as the works of . H. Konyah on central and south coastal Anatolia.

17 E. A. Zachariadou, “The Emirate of Karasi and that of the Ottomans: Two Rival States’,
in The Ottoman Emirate (1300-1389), ed. E. A. Zachariadou (Rethymnon, 1993), pp. 225-36,
who sees the beylik as more powerful, at least initially.
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Ottomans after 1360, Byzantium after the 1340s and the more powerful rulers of
Aydin.

Aydin appears to have been the most influential of the coastal beyliks, and it
is, with the exception of the Ottomans, the sole western beylik from which we
have a narrative source of some scope, the Destan of Umur Pasa. The dynasty,
formerly allied with the beys of the Phrygian emirate of Germiyan, established
itself around 1308 and shortly thereafter ruled from Birgi, although much of
the Smyrna (Izmir) district, and the city itself, became part of the principality.
Once again, although the head of the family claimed supreme authority, other
members had their own separate residences with more or less autonomous
power.

Smyrna/ [zmir was then, as now, an economic centre of the Aegean basin,
and the dynasty became involved in warfare with the Genoese, trade arrange-
ments and diplomacy with the Byzantines: it even issued imitations of Italian
coins. Umur Bey (1334-48), hero of the Destan, allied himself with the Byzan-
tine claimant John Kantakouzenos, and forces from Aydin became involved in
the Byzantine civil wars of the early 1340s. It proved impossible, however, to
deal both with possibilities in the Balkans and with threats from the sea caused
by crusaders called forth by the pope and including a number of European
naval powers. Ultimately, Umur Bey died in battle at izmir. After his death,
his successors reached an agreement with the European powers in 1348, one
that crippled the naval power of the beylik and threatened to lower its trade
revenues substantially. The beylik continued to be influential but without offer-
ing the same naval threats as before: it is probable that its wealth for the next
few generations depended more on trade and internal growth than on the
opportunistic raids of Umur Bey’s career.

There are significant architectural monuments of the era: mosques, medreses
and tombs. Perhaps the most significant of the monuments is the Isa Bey
mosque in Ephesus (1374). There are also important works translated from
Persian into Turkish from the Aydinogullar: period, an indication of the devel-
opment of Turkish as a written language of high culture.

South and south-east of Aydin was the beylik of Mentese, based in Caria.
The founders of this beylik had at one time been tributary, at least in principle,
to the Seljuks, since there are extant coins struck at Milas in 1291 in the name
of the Sultan Mesud II. Both Ilkhanid and Byzantine campaigns entered the
region in the last decades of the thirteenth century, but there was no long-term
opposition to the infiltration of nomads from the hinterland and Turks from
the sea (from Antalya). After 1308, the major naval opponent of the beylik was
Rhodes, which remained stubbornly independent throughout the fourteenth
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century. Once again, family rule prevailed in the beylik, and once again, much
of the wealth came through trade, some of which involved products exported
from the interior of the peninsula to the Aegean through the beylik’s ports.
The dynasty fostered the translation of works from Persian into Turkish, and
there are important Menteseogullar: buildings at the centres of family rule,
in particular the Hac ilyas mosque at Milas (1330). This was yet another of
the beyliks that fell to Bayezid I, was reconstituted by Timur, but failed to
withstand the Ottomans after their resurgence.

Thebeylik of Teke was centred on the southern port of Antalya, and included
parts of Lycia and Pamphylia. Antalya had been in Seljuk hands since 1207, and
the hinterland was connected with the important port through a network of
caravansarys by the middle of the thirteenth century. After Seljuk rule in the
south-west part of the peninsula faded away around 1307, a part of the family of
Hamid, in Pisidia, established itself as the beylik of Teke; again, members of the
family ruled in different towns. Antalya had been a prosperous trade centre,
facing Cyprus, and there was, in the middle years of the fourteenth century,
both warfare and trade between the two. Whereas there is a fair amount of
Seljuk material remaining in the area, from the Tekeogullar little survives
(there is a tiirbe dated 1377 in Antalya, reminiscent of Seljuk architecture).”

Reviewing the status of the coastal beyliks curving west of the Ottomans
around the Marmara basin and the Aegean, as far as the lands opposite Cyprus,
there are a few interesting points that rise above the minutiae of their separate
and in many ways still confusing year-to-year history. First, their attentions
seem fixed more on the sea than on the hinterland. Second, as sea powers their
emphasis was on trading and raiding rather than conquest; or, at least, their
power was insufficient to wrest control of significant islands from the more
distant European naval powers. Third, a few of them were able to provide
troops for service in the Balkans, but they were unable to establish and retain
a constant presence for their enterprises across the sea. They could assist in
Balkan actions, but they were unable to direct them or to set up a permanent
base. In the end, during the reign of Murad I, the Ottomans encapsulated
the Balkan adventurers from the coastal beyliks. Fourth, they appear to have
benefited substantially from a transit trade linking merchants from the inte-
rior with European middlemen. This trade appears to have consisted of both
primary goods, including slaves, and partially finished goods. Finally, although

most of them issued coins, the output appears to have been far less, and of far

18 For the tiirbe, see Gary Leiser, “Teke-oghullari,” EI2, x, pp. 412-13; and Barbara Flemming,
Landschafisgeschichte von Pamphylien, Pisidien und Lykien im Spdtmitteralter (Wiesbaden,
1964), p. 90, for Hamid.
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lower quality, than that of the Seljuks or Ilkhanids, and on the basis of scanty
evidence it seems that the output of copper was greater than the output of
silver, which might, if true, imply that the beylik coinage was destined for small
transactions, while the extant currencies from the hinterland (and, presumably,
from Venice and Genoa) served the long-distance trade. Much more will be
secure once scholars have fully evaluated al-'Umari’s materials on price levels
and measures, which must be considered in terms of the Mamluk models he
had in mind.

Next we may turn to the larger beyliks in the hinterland: Germiyan, Hamid
and Karaman. The name of the first of these is the first to appear in the
sources. By our period, Germiyan was centred on Phrygia, although the ruling
family had been associated with the Seljuks initially in south-east Anatolia
and then later in the west.” In the last quarter of the thirteen