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CHAPTER XXI.

T H E  OTTOMAN TURKS TO T H E  FALL OF CONSTANTINOPLE.

It was in 1299 that Osman (Othman, ‘Uthman) declared himself 
Emir of the Turks, that is, of the tribe over which he ruled. The 
Seljiiq Turks have been treated in a previous chapter; but there 
were many other Turkish tribes present in the middle and at the end 
of the thirteenth century in Asia Minor and Syria, and, in order to 
understand the conditions under which the Ottoman Turks advanced and 
became a nation, a short notice of the condition of Anatolia at that 
time is necessary. The country appeared indeed to be everywhere overrun 
with Turks. A constant stream of Turkish immigrants had commenced 
to flow from the south-west of Central Asia during the eleventh century, 
and continued during the twelfth and indeed long after the capture 
of Constantinople. Some of these went westward to the north of the 
Black Sea, while those with whom we are concerned entered Asia 
Minor through the lands between the Persian Gulf and the Black Sea. 
They were nomads, some travelling as horsemen, others on foot or with 
primitive ox-waggons. Though they seem to have left Persia in large 
bodies, yet, when they reached Anatolia, they separated into small isolated 
bands under chieftains. Once they had obtained passage through Georgia 
or Armenia or Persia into Asia Minor, they usually turned southwards, 
attracted by the fertile and populous plains of Mesopotamia, though they 
avoided Baghdad so long as that city was under a Caliph. Thence they 
spread through Syria into Cilicia, which was then largely occupied by 
Armenians under their own princes, and into Egypt itself. Several of 
these tribes crossed the Taurus, usually through the pass known as the 
Cilician Gates, and thereupon entered the great tableland, three thousand 
feet above sea-level, which had been largely occupied by the Seljuqs. By 
1150, the Turks had spread over all Asia Minor and Syria. These early 
Turks were disturbed by the huge and well-organised hordes of mounted 
warriors and foot-soldiers under Jenghiz Khan, a Mongol belonging to 
the smallest of the four great divisions of the Tartar race, but whose 
followers were mainly Turks. The ruin of the Seljuqs of Rum may be said 
to date from the great Mongol invasion in 1242, in which Armenia 
was conquered and Erzerum occupied. The invading chief exercised 
the privilege of the conqueror, and gave the Selj uq throne of Rum to the

CH. XXI.



654 Infiltration of Turkish nomads into Asia Minor

younger brother of the Sultan instead of to the elder. The Emperor in Con
stantinople supported the latter, and fierce war was waged between the two 
brothers. A resident, somewhat after the Indian analogy, was appointed 
by the Khan of the Mongols to the court of the younger brother. 
The war contributed to the weakening of the Seljuqs, and facilitated 
the encroachment of the nomad Turkish bands, who owned no master, 
upon their territory. The Latin occupation of Constantinople (1204- 
1261) had the same effect, for the Latin freebooters shewed absolutely 
no power of dealing with the Turks, their energies being engaged 
simply in making themselves secure in the capital and a portion of its 
European territory. Hulagu, the grandson of Jenghiz Khan, captured 
Baghdad in 1258 and destroyed the Empire of the Caliphs. He 
extended his rule over Mesopotamia and North Syria to the Medi
terranean. The dispersion of the new Turkish hordes not only greatly 
increased the number of nomads in Asia Minor, but led to the establish
ment of additional independent Turkish tribes under their own rulers, 
or emirs, and to an amount of confusion and disorder in Asia Minor 
such as had not previously been seen under the Greek Empire. The 
chieftain and his tribe usually seized a strong position, an old forti
fied town for example, held it as their headquarters, refused to own alle
giance to the Emperor or any other than their immediate chieftain, and 
from it as their centre plundered the inhabitants of the towns and the 
neighbouring country. The tribes shewed little tendency to coalesce. 
Each emir fought on his own account, plundered on all the roads where 
travellers passed, or demanded toll or ransom for passage or release. In 
this want of cohesion is to be found one explanation of the fact that 
though the Turks were defeated one day, yet they emerge with apparently 
equal strength a short time after in another place. They had to be 
fought in detail in their respective centres or as wandering tribes. 
During the thirteenth century many such groups of Turks occupied 
what a Greek writer calls “ the eyes of the country.” Even as far south 
as Aleppo there was such an occupation by a tribe with a regular Turkish 
dynasty. Some such chiefs, established on the western shores of the 
Aegean, not only occupied tracts of country, but built fleets and ravaged 
the islands of the Archipelago. During the half century preceding the 
accession of Osman, Tenedos, Chios, Samos, and Rhodes fell a t various 
times to these Turkish tribes. Some of them, who had occupied during the 
same period the southern and western portions of the central highland of 
Asia Minor, met with great success. Qaraman established his rule around 
the city of Qaraman, whose strongly fortified and interesting castle still 
stands, a noble ruin, on the plain about sixty-four miles south-east of Qonya. 
But the same Qaraman ruled over a district extending for a time to the 
north-west as far as, and including, Philadelphia. Indeed, he and his 
successors were for perhaps half a century the most powerful Turks in 
Asia Minor. Other chiefs or emirs ruled in Germiyan, a t Attalia (called
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Satalia by the crusaders), a t Tralles, now called after its emir Aidin, 
and at Magnesia. The shores of the Aegean opposite Lesbos and 
large strips of country on the south of the Black Sea were during 
the same period under various Turkish emirs. The boundaries of the 
territories over which they ruled often changed, as the tribes were 
constantly a t war with each other or in search of new pasture. Needless 
to say, the effect of the establishment of so many wandering hordes of 
fighting men unused to agriculture was disastrous to the peaceful 
population of the country they had invaded. The rule of the Empire in 
such districts was feeble, the roads were unsafe, agriculture diminished, 
and the towns decayed. The nomad character of these isolated tribes 
makes it impossible to give a satisfactory estimate of their numbers on 
the accession of Osman. The statements of Greek and Turkish writers 
on the subject are always either vague or untrustworthy.

Three years before Osman assumed the title of emir, namely in 1296, 
Pachymer reports that the Turks had devastated the whole of the country 
between the Black Sea and the territory opposite Rhodes. Even two 
centuries earlier similar statements had been made. For example, William 
of Tyre after describing Godfrey of Bouillon’s siege of Nicaea in 1097 
says the Turks lost 200,000 men. Anna Comnena tells of the slaughter 
of 24,000 around Philadelphia in 1108; four years later a great band of 
them were utterly destroyed. Matthew of Edessa in 1118 describes an 
“ innumerable army of Turks ” as marching towards that city. I t  would 
be easy to multiply these illustrations. The explanation is to be found 
in the nomadic habits of the invaders, and in the fact already noted 
that there was a constant stream of immigration from Asia.

The tribe over which Osman ruled was one which had entered Asia 
Minor previous to Jenghiz Khan’s invasion. His ancestors had been 
pushed by the invaders southward to Mesopotamia, but like so many 
others of the same race continued to be nomads. They were adventurers, 
desirous of finding pasturage for their sheep and cattle, and ready to sell 
their services to any other tribe. The father of Osman, named Ertughril, 
had probably employed his tribe in the service of the Sultan ‘Ala-ad-Dln 
of Rum, who had met with much opposition from other Turkish tribes. 
According to Turkish historians, he bad surprised Maurocastrum, now 
known as Afyon-Qara-Hisar, a veritable Gibraltar rising out of the 
central Phrygian plain about one hundred miles from Eski-Shehr (Dory- 
laeum)1. Ertughril’s deeds, however, as related in the Turkish annals, 
are to be read with caution. He became the first national hero of the 
Turks, was a GhazI, and the victories gained by others are accredited 
to him. They relate that he captured Bilijik, Aq-Gyul (Philomelium), 
Yeni-Shehr, Lefke (Leucae), Aq-Hisar (Asprocastrum), and Give 
(Gaiucome).

1 Jorga, Gesehichte des osmanischen Reiches, i. p. 51.
CH. XXI.
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A romantic story which is probably largely mythical is told of the 
early development of the tribe of the Ottoman Turks. I t  relates how 
Ertughril found himself by accident in the neighbourhood of a struggle 
going on to the west of Angora (Ancyra) between the Sultan of the 
Seljuqs, Kai-Qubad, and a band of other Turks who had come in with 
the horde of Jenghiz Khan, neither of whom were known to him. 
Ertughril and his men at once accepted the offer of the Seljuqs, who were 
on the point of losing the battle. Their arrival turned the scale and 
after a three days’ struggle the Seljuqs won. The victors were generous, 
and the newly arrived tribe received a grant from them of a tract of 
country around Eski-Shehr, a hundred and ninety miles distant from 
Constantinople, with the right to pasture their flocks in the valley of the 
Sangarius eastward towards Angora and westward towards Brusa.

Whatever be the truth in this story, it is certain that the followers 
of Ertughril obtained a position of great importance which greatly 
facilitated their further development. Three ranges of mountains which 
branch off* from the great tableland of western Asia Minor converge near 
Eski-Shehr. The passes from Bithynia to this tableland meet there. I t  
had witnessed a great struggle against the Turks during the First Crusade 
in 1097, in which the crusaders won, and again in 1175 in the Second 
Crusade. Its possession gave the Turks the key to an advance north
wards. I t  commanded the fertile valley of the Sangarius, a rich pasture 
ground for nomads. Ertughril made Sugyut, about ten miles south-east 
of Bilijik, now on the line of the Baghdad railway, and about the same 
distance from Eski-Shehr, the headquarters of his camp.

Ertughril died a t Sugyut in 1281, and there too his famous son 
Osman was bom. The number of his subjects had been largely increased 
during the reign of his father by accessions from other bands of Turks, 
and especially from one which was in Paphlagonia. Osman from the 
first set himself to work to enlarge his territory. He had to struggle for 
this purpose both with the Empire and with neighbouring tribes. The 
Greek historians mention two notable victories in 1301 gained by the 
Greeks over the Turks, in the first of which the Trapezuntines captured 
the Turkish chief Kyuchuk Agha at Cerasus and killed many of his 
followers, and in the second the Byzantines defeated another division at 
Chena with the aid of mercenary Alans from the Danube. Neither of these 
Turkish bands were Ottomans; the second belonged to a ruler whose head
quarters were a t AidTn (Tralles) and who had already given trouble to the 
Empire. One of the last acts of the Emperor Michael Palaeologus (1259 
-1282) had been to send his son Andronicus, then a youth of eighteen, 
in 1282 to attack the Turks before Aidin, but the young man was unable 
to save the city for the Greek Empire. Andronicus II in his turn despatched 
his son and co-regent Michael IX  (1295-1320) with a force of Alans to 
Magnesia in 1302 to attack other Turks, but they were in such numbers
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that no attack was made, and Michael indeed took refuge in that 
city while the nomads plundered the neighbouring country. To add 
to the Emperor’s difficulties, the Venetians had declared war against him. 
His mercenaries, the Alans, revolted at Gallipoli, and the Turkish 
pirates or freebooters, fighting for themselves, attacked and for a time 
held possession of Rhodes, Carpathos, Samos, Chios, Tenedos, and even 
penetrated the Marmora as far as the Princes Islands. The Emperor 
Andronicus found himself under the necessity of paying a ransom for 
the release of captives. Taking advantage of the preoccupation of the 
Empire in fighting these other Turks, Osman had made a notable advance 
into Bithynia. In 1301 he defeated the Greek General Muzalon near 
Baphaeum, now Qoyun-Hisar (the Sheep Castle), between Izmid and 
Nicaea, though 2000 Alans aided Muzalon. After this victory Osman 
established himself in a position to threaten Brusa, Nicaea, and Izmid, 
and then came to an important arrangement for the division of the 
imperial territories with other Turkish chieftains. He was now “ lord of 
the lands near Nicaea.”

I t  was at this time that Roger de Flor or Roger Blum, a German 
soldier of fortune of the worst sort, took service with the Emperor (after 
August 1302). The latter, was, indeed, hard pressed. Michael had made 
his way to Pergamus, but Osman and his allies pressed both that city and 
Ephesus, and overran the country all round. A t the other extremity of 
what may be called the sphere of Osman’s operations, in the valley of 
the Sangarius, he ruled either directly or by a chieftain who owed alle
giance to him. One of his allies was a t Germiyan and claimed to rule 
all Phrygia; another a t Calamus ruled over the coast of the Aegean 
from Lydia to Mysia. I t  was with difficulty that Michael IX  succeeded 
in making good his retreat from Pergamus to Cyzicus on the south side of 
the Marmora. That once populous city, with Brusa, Nicaea, and Izmid, 
were now the only strong places in Asia Minor which had not fallen into 
the possession of the Turks. I t  was a t this apparently opportune moment, 
when the Emperor was beset by difficulties in Anatolia, that Roger de Flor 
arrived (autumn 1303) with a fleet, 8000 Catalans, and other Spaniards. 
Other western mercenaries, Germans and Sicilians, had come to the aid 
of the Empire both before and during the crusades. But great hopes 
were built on the advent of the well-known but unscrupulous Roger. 
His army bore the name of the Catalan Grand Company. Roger a t once 
got into difficulties with the Genoese, from whom he had borrowed
20,000 bezants for transport and the hire of other mercenaries.

One of Roger’s first encounters in Anatolia was with Osman. The 
Turks were raiding on the old Roman road which is now followed by the 
railway from Eski-Shehr to Izmid, and kept up a running fight with the 
imperial troops, and Roger, defeating them near Lefke, in 1305 took 
possession of that city.

The Catalan Grand Company soon shewed that they were dangerous
42C, MED. H. VOL. IV. CH. XXI.
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auxiliaries. Roger at various times defeated detached bands of Turks, 
and made rapid inarches with his band into several districts, but his men 
preyed upon Christians and Muslims with equal willingness.

The first thirty years of the fourteenth century were a period of chaotic 
disorder in the Empire, due partly to quarrels in the imperial family 
and partly to struggles with the Turks and other external foes. But of 
all the evils which fell upon the state the worst were those which were 
caused by the Catalan mercenaries. The imperial chest was empty. The 
Catalans and other mercenaries were without pay, and the result was that, 
when they had crossed the Dardanelles a t the request of the Emperor 
and had driven back the enemy, they paid themselves by plundering the 
Greek villagers, a plunder which the Emperor was powerless to prevent. 
Feebleness on the throne and in the councils of the Empire and the 
general break-up of the government opened the country to attack on 
every side. The so-called Empire of Nicaea, which had made during half 
a century a not inglorious struggle on behalf of the Greek race, had 
ceased to exist. The city itself, cut off from the resources of the 
neighbouring country and situated in an almost isolated valley ill- 
adapted for the purpose of commerce, became of comparatively little 
importance, though its ancient reputation and its well-built walls still 
entitled it to respect. The progress of the Ottoman Turks met with no 
organised resistance.

In 1308 a band of Turks and of Turcopuli, or Turks who were in the 
regular employ of the Empire, was induced to cross into Europe and 
join with the Catalan Grand Company to attack the Emperor Andronicus. 
This entry of the Turks into Europe, though not of the Ottoman Turks, 
is itself an epoch-making event. But the leaders of the Catalans were 
soon quarrelling among themselves. Roger had killed the brother of the 
Alan leader a t Cyzicus. He was himself assassinated by the surviving 
brother a t Hadrianople in 1306. The expedition captured Rodosto on 
the north shore of the Marmora, pillaged it, and killed a great number 
of the inhabitants, the Emperor himself being powerless to render any 
assistance. One of the Catalan leaders, Roecafort, however, shortly 
afterwards delivered it to the Emperor. In the same year Ganos, on 
the same shore, was besieged by the Turks, and though it was not 
captured the neighbouring country was pillaged, and again the Emperor 
was powerless to defend his subjects. In the year 1308 another band of 
Turks, this time allied with Osman, captured Ephesus. Brusa was com
pelled to pay tribute to the Ottoman Emir. The Turks who had joined 
the Catalans in Europe withdrew into Asia, while their allies continued 
to ravage Thrace.

Osman took possession of a small town, spoken of as Tricocca, in the 
neighbourhood of Nicaea. In 1310 the first attempt was made by him 
to capture Rhodes, an attempt which Clement V states to have been due 
to the instigation of the Genoese. The Knights had only been in posses
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sion of the island for two years. I t  was the first time that the famous 
defenders of Christendom, who were destined to make so gallant a 
struggle against Islam, met the Ottoman Turks.

An incident in 1311 shews the weakness of the Empire. Khalil, one 
of the allies of Osman, with 1800 Turks under him, had agreed with the 
Emperor that they should pass into Asia by way of Gallipoli. They 
were carrying off much booty which they had taken from the Christian 
towns in Thrace. The owners, wishing to recover their goods, opposed 
the passage until their property was restored. Khalil took possession of 
a castle near the Dardanelles, possibly a t Sestos, and called other Turks 
to his aid from the Asiatic coast. The imperial army which had come 
to assist the Greeks was defeated, and Khalil in derision decked himself 
with the insignia of the Emperor.

The struggle went on between the Greeks and the Turks with varying 
success during the next three or four years, the Turks maintaining their 
position in Thrace and holding the Chersonese and Gallipoli. In 1315 
the Catalan Grand Company, after having done great injury to the 
Empire, finally quitted the country.

The struggle between the young and the old Emperor Andronicus 
increased in violence and incidentally strengthened the position of Osman. 
Both Emperors, as well as Michael IX  who had died in 1320, employed 
Turkish troops in their dynastic struggles. The young Andronicus, when 
he was associated in 1321 with his grandfather, had the population on 
his side, the old Emperor having been compelled to levy new and 
heavy taxes in order to oppose the inroads of the Turks who had joined 
his grandson’s party. Shortly afterwards the partisans of the young 
Emperor attacked near Silivri a band of Turkish mercenaries and 
Greeks who were on his grandfather’s side. They disbanded on his 
approach and this caused terror in the capital. The mercenaries refused to 
defend it, and demanded to be sent into Asia. Chalcondyles states 
that Osman slew 8000 Turks who had crossed into the Chersonese. 
Thereupon the old Emperor sued for peace.

In addition to the dynastic struggles and those with the Turks, the 
Empire had now to meet the Serbs, Bulgarians, and Tartars. The Tartars 
made their appearance in Thrace, having worked their way from South 
Russia round by the Dobrudzha. Young Andronicus III in 1324 is reported 
to have defeated 120,000 of them.

While in the last years of the reign of Osman the Empire was un
able to offer a formidable resistance, Osman himself was making steady 
progress. He never lost sight of his main object, the conquest and 
occupation of all important places between his capital a t Yeni-Shehr 
(which he had chosen instead of Eski-Shehr) and the Marmora with the 
straits that lead to it from north and south. Two points are noteworthy 
in his campaign of conquest: first, that he trusted largely to the isolation 
of the towns which he desired to capture; secondly, that he made great

42—2CH. XXI.



660 Capture of Brusa

use of cavalry. Every Turk under him was a fighter. They continued 
their nomad habits and many of them almost lived on horseback. The 
result was that they moved much more quickly than their enemies, and 
this mobility, combined with the simple habits of others who travelled 
readily on their simple ox-carts, which served them as dwellings, greatly 
favoured Osman’s method of isolating a town. By pitching their tents 
or unyoking their oxen in a neighbourhood from which cavalry had 
driven away the inhabitants, they reduced the town by starvation. 
Osman had now during nine or ten years applied this method to the 
capture of Brusa. His son Orkhan (born 1288) was in command of his 
father’s army, and in 1326 the position of Brusa was so desperate that, 
when the Emperor was unable to send an army to break the blockade, 
the inhabitants surrendered the city.

The surrender of Brusa to Osman’s army in November 1326 marked 
an epoch in the advance of the Ottoman Turks. He had gained a most 
advantageous position for attacking the Empire from the Anatolian side. 
Once in the hands of the Turks, who already held the country between 
it and the passes concentrating near Eski-Shehr, its situation rendered it 
secure from the south. The Bithynian Olympus immediately in its rear 
made it inaccessible from that side, while its commanding natural 
position on the mountain slope rendered it strong against an army 
attacking it in front. While itself occupying an exceptionally strong 
natural position, no other place was so good a centre for operations 
against an enemy on the Marmora. I t  dominated Cyzicus, and was not 
too distant to serve as a defensive base against an enemy attempting 
to cross from Gallipoli to Lampsacus. On the other side it threatened 
Nicaea and facilitated the capture of Izmid. Henceforth it became the 
centre of operations for the Ottoman Turks, and when immediately 
afterwards in November 1326 Osman died, his historian could truthfully 
note that while he had taken many strongly fortified places in Anatolia, 
and in particular nearly every seaport in the region on the Black Sea 
between Ineboli and the Bosphorus, his greatest success, the most impor
tant to the race which history was to call after him Osmanlis or Ottomans, 
was the surrender of Brusa.

Osman was at Sugyut, the capital chosen by his father, when the news 
was brought to him of the success of his son at Brusa. He was then 
near his end and died in November 1326 at the age of sixty-eight. The 
expression of his desire to be buried in Brusa marks the value which he 
attached to its possession. His wish was complied with; and the series 
of tombs of the early sultans of his race, which are still shewn to 
visitors to the city, mark its importance during the following century 
and a half.

Osman rather than Ertughril is regarded as the founder of the Otto
man nation. His successors on the throne are still girt with his sword. 
The Turkish instinct in taking him as a t once their founder and greatest
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national hero is right. While rejecting most of the stories regarding him, 
we may fairly conclude that he was a ruler who recognised that to obtain 
the reputation of a lover of justice was good policy. His merits as 
a warrior-statesman rest on a surer foundation. There is reason to believe 
that the advance of his people from the time he ascended the throne 
until the capture of Brusa was in accordance with a general plan. While 
occasionally finding it necessary to carry on war to the south of the 
mountain ranges which on his accession formed the southern boundary 
of his territory, he never lost hope of an advance to the straits and the 
Marmora. In making an advance in that direction he increased the 
number of his own immediate subjects by allying himself with other 
Turks; and, by gaining the reputation of a ruler who might be safely 
followed, and under whose protection Christians might find security 
both from other Turks and from the exactions of their own Emperor, he 
drew even Christians to accept his rule.

ORKHAN (1326-1359).

Osman had been a successful conqueror. I t  remained for his son to 
extend his father’s conquests on the lines which he had laid down, and to 
organise the administration of his government. Orkhan offered to share 
the government with his brother ‘Ala-ad-Dln, who refused, but consented 
to be his Vizier or “ burden-bearer.” To him quite as much as to Orkhan 
is due the organisation of the army which is one of the main features of 
the reign. As the Turkish writers report the matter, while Orkhan 
occupied himself with the conquest of new territories, ‘Ala-ad-Dln gave a 
civilised form to the government.

The line of advance of the victorious tribe from Brusa was clearly 
indicated. Izniq, the name by which the Turks know Nicaea, “ the city of 
the creed,” is not more than a day’s journey for an army from Brusa. 
Izmid, or Nicomedia, is only a few hours farther off. I t was to these 
strongholds that the ne\v Emir directed his attention. Nicaea, which had 
been occupied at least twice by bands of Turks, though not by Ottomans, 
was attacked by Orkhan. Although surrounded by good walls, its resources 
would not allow of a long defence, and the inhabitants were about to 
surrender when they learned that the Emperor, young Andronicus, with 
Cantacuzene, who afterwards in 1341 was associated as joint-Emperor, 
were coming to its relief. In the late spring of 1329 they arrived with a 
hastily-gathered army, met the Turks, and defeated them. But a band 
of too impetuous Greeks endeavoured to follow up the victory, and the 
Turks, employing the ruse which continued for centuries to give them 
success, simulated flight. When the band had thus well separated them
selves from the main body of the army, the Turks turned and attacked. 
The Emperor and Cantacuzene then intervened. In the battle which 
ensued the Emperor \vas himself wounded, and the result of the struggle
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was indecisive. Shortly afterwards, however, a panic followed, and the 
Turkish troops took advantage of it to capture the city and pillage 
the imperial camp.

The capture of Nicaea was effected in 1329. Its wealth was probably 
still great. After the recovery of Constantinople in 1261, its importance 
had at once lessened, but it was still the store-house of Greek wealth in 
Asia Minor. Orkhan decreed that tribute should be exacted from every 
place in Bithynia, and this cause, combined with the knowledge of its 
wealth, probably led to the pillage of the city by the Turks in 1331.

The next sti’onghold of the Empire which Orkhan attacked was Izmid, 
formerly Nicomedia. Situated at the head of the gulf of the same name 
which stretches forty miles into Asia Minor from Constantinople, its 
position was always an important one. Diocletian had selected it as the 
capital of the Empire in the East. Instead of being landlocked as is 
Nicaea, which at the time of the First Council (325) was for a while its 
rival, it is on the sea a t the head of a noble valley through which the 
great highway leads into the interior of Asia Minor. In 1329 Orkhan 
sat down before its great walls. But the Emperor Andronicus III, now the 
sole occupant of the throne, had command of the sea, and hastened to its 
relief with so strong a force that Orkhan was compelled to abandon the 
siege and make terms. A few months passed and Orkhan once more 
appeared before its walls. Once more the Emperor hastened to its relief 
and the siege was raised. But Orkhan pursued the plan already mentioned 
of starving the inhabitants into surrender by devastating the surrounding 
country. The Emperor was unable to furnish an army sufficiently strong 
to inflict a defeat upon the elusive hordes who were accustomed to live 
upon the country, and in 1337 Nicomedia surrendered.

In 1329, and during the next ten years, attacks by the Turks suggest 
unceasing movement on their part. In that year the Emirs of Aidin and 
Caria, jealous of the conquests of the Ottomans, arranged with the 
Emperor for his support. An army sent by Orkhan against them by sea 
was destroyed near Trajanopolis. In the following year the Greeks were 
still more successful: 15,000 Turks were defeated and destroyed in 
Thrace.

In 1333 Omar Beg, the Emir of Aidin, sent an expedition to Porus in 
Thrace, which was defeated and compelled to retire. Another band of 
Turks was destroyed a t Rodosto, and again another at Salonica, both 
in the same year. In 1335 we hear of the Turks as pirates in various 
parts of the Mediterranean, and of the Emperor’s vain attempts to com
bine his forces with those of the West to destroy them. His territory 
on the eastern shore of the Aegean was in constant danger from the 
Turkish emirs established there. In 1336 Andronicus was compelled 
to ally himself with the Emir of Magnesia and other local Turkish chief
tains in order to save Phocaea. A struggle with the Turks continued 
in the same neighbourhood for two years. In the spring of 1338 a great
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invasion of Thrace by the Tartars compelled the Emperor’s attention. 
They attacked the Turks who were still in that province and exter
minated them, but as the Emperor was unable to pay for their services 
they captured 300,000 Christians1. Other Turks, however, came the 
following year, and devastated even the neighbourhood of the capital.

Being now in possession of the chief port in Bithynia, the head of all 
the great roads from Anatolia to  Constantinople, and of Brusa, \vell fitted 
by its natural strength to be the capital of a race of warriors, Orkhan 
turned his attention to the organisation of his government. He had 
from his accession been conscious that he had succeeded to the rule 
of a greatly increased number of subjects and of a larger extent of 
territory than his father, and judged that he was entitled to abandon the 
title of Emir and to assume the more ambitious one of “ Sultan of the 
Ottomans.” Hitherto the coinage current was either that of Constanti
nople or that of the Seljuqs; Orkhan with his new sense of sovereignty 
coined money in his own name.

Besides having greatly increased the number of his Muslim subjects, 
he had to rule over a large number of Christians. Most of them were 
the inhabitants of conquered territory. Many of the peasants, however, 
from neighbouring territories sought his protection; for, as the Greek 
writers record, his Christian subjects were less taxed than those of the 
Empire. He saw that it was wise to protect these rayahs. He left them 
the use of their churches, and in various ways endeavoured to reconcile 
them to his rule. This policy of reconciliation, commenced on his 
accession, was continued during his reign and did much to set his army 
free for service in the field. He took a step, however, with regard to his 
Christian subjects, of which he could not have foreseen the far-reaching 
results. In this he was a t least greatly aided by his brother ‘Ala-ad-Din 
and by Khalil, a connexion of his family. He formed a regiment of 
Christians who were kept distinct from the remainder of his army. The 
men were a t first volunteers. The inducements of regular pay, of 
opportunities of loot and adventure, and of a career which was one for 
life, appealed to many amid a population which had been greatly harassed 
and impoverished by his army. The experiment was a new one, and 
when Hajji Bektash, a celebrated dervish, was asked to give a name 
to the new corps, the traditional story is that he laid the loose white 
sleeve of his coat over the head of one of them, declaring that this 
should be their distinctive head-dress, and called them New Troops or 
Janissaries. Under this name they were to become famous in history. 
The special feature which has attracted the attention of Europeans, 
namely that they were tribute children, probably did not apply to 
them in the time of Orkhan. Von Hammer follows the Turkish

1 In this and other cases I give the numbers captured or slain as they are 
Stated by the writers quoted. Needless to say that they are often greatly ex
aggerated and incapable of being checked.
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authors who claim that Khalil, called Qara or Black Khalil, suggested 
that Christian children taken into military service should be forcibly 
brought up as Muslims. But the first mention of compulsory service by 
Christians made in the Greek authors is attributed to the first year 
of the reign of Orkhan’s successor Murad in 1360. They relate that one- 
fifth of all Christian children whose fathers were captured in battle 
were regarded as ipso facto  the property of the Sultan, and that 
Murad caused his share of the boys to be taken from their parents and 
brought up as Muslims to become Janissaries. I t  may be noted, how
ever, that not all Janissaries were soldiers. A large proportion, perhaps 
even one-half, were educated for the civil service of the State. The 
seizure and apportionment of the children and other property of Chris
tians in resistance to the Sultan was in accordance with Islamic law.

Orkhan and his brother ‘Ala-ad-Din organised the army. In the early 
stages of their history the Ottomans had possessed only a tribal organi
sation. Every Turk continued to be a fighter and was always liable to 
serve, but now classification had become necessary. We have various ac
counts of how this was accomplished, all agreeing that the army under 
Orkhan was organised on the basis of a militia associated with land 
tenure, but that there were, in addition, paid troops who constituted 
a standing army, of which the Janissaries soon formed the most notable 
division. The general lines of the organisation of the Ottoman army as 
laid down in this reign provided that the first and most important portion 
should consist of men who held their lands from the Sultan and were 
liable to well-defined military service. The second portion was formed 
of men who were paid for their services. The first, military tenants, 
were the “ nerves and sinews of the Empire.” These tenants received 
various names in accordance with the rent they paid for the crown lands 
and the services required of them. The Timariots held lands by title- 
deeds or teskeres, either from the Sultan’s land-courts for which they paid 
any rent up to 20,000 aspers annually, or from a beglerbey on paying 
annual rent up to 6000 aspers. Each Timariot had to furnish himself 
with a small tent when on campaign, and was required to carry three or 
four baskets for making earthworks and trenches. Those who paid rent 
higher than 20,000 aspers were known as Za‘Ims. If  the rent were above
100.000 aspers the Za'Im became a pasha or sanjakbey, and if above
200.000 he was a beglerbey. The Za‘Ims had not only to render personal 
service, to find their own tents, needful utensils for campaigning, stabling 
etc., but for every 5000 aspers at which the Za£Im was rated he had to 
bring one horseman into the field. The Za‘Im might be called upon 
to supply up to nineteen men. The organisation recalls the feudal 
service in Western Europe with its tenants of the crown and their re
tainers.

The second portion of the army consisted of men who were paid for 
their services. I t  consisted first of the Janissaries who served for life, and
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secondly of Sipahis who were cavalry, armourers or smiths, gunners, and 
mariners. All in this second division were hired for the campaign only, 
and though, like all Ottoman subjects, liable to serve a t all times, in the 
interval between campaigns they returned to their homes and pasturage. 
I t  was in forming an army mostly of infantry and retaining the services of 
all his male subjects that Orkhan is credited with having formed the first 
standing army of modern times. The infantry were known as Piyade. 
Subsequently the name Piyade was restricted to such infantry as had 
lands apportioned to them. Those who had no such lands were known 
as ‘Azabs, and resembled the irregulars who at a later period were known 
as Bashi-bazuks. Corresponding to them, with the exception that they 
were cavalry, was a body of light horsemen known as Aqinji, who also 
were without regular pay and dependent on plunder. I t  was Orkhan 
who first gave Turkish soldiers a distinctive uniform. The general 
remark must, however, be made that modem authors, in describing 
the organisation of the Turkish army, credit Orkhan with the later 
organisation. Only the general outlines of this can safely be attributed 
to Orkhan.

The last twenty years of Orkhan’s reign were years of less active 
aggression. But the Sultan found abundant occupation for his army. 
The facts justify us in assuming tha t he never lost sight of his father’s 
intention to extend his empire northwards so as to encroach on that of 
Constantinople.

The ravages of the Turks who had been called into Thrace to resist 
the Tartars continued during two years. Then until 1344 we hear of 
fewer troubles with them in Thrace, though in that year they were 
before Salonica in the west and before Trebizond in the east of the 
Empire, while still another band attacked the Knights of Rhodes, who 
once more defeated them. I t was probably shortly after the capture of 
Nicaea that Orkhan took possession of Gemlik, formerly called Civitot, 
and of almost all the south coast of Marmora.

In order to attach Orkhan to his side, the Emperor Cantacuzene in 
1344 promised his daughter Theodora in marriage to the Ottoman 
Sultan. The offer was accepted, and Orkhan sent 6000 troops into Thrace. 
Perhaps the most noteworthy fact during the dynastic struggle, which 
went on in the imperial family during Orkhan’s reign, was that two 
opposing bands of Turks were preying upon the country and thus 
impoverishing the Empire.

In the midst of the civil war Cantacuzene gave another daughter in 
marriage to the young Emperor John Palaeologus, aged fifteen, who had 
been associated with him. Orkhan came to Scutari to congratulate his 
father-in-law in 1347 on thus effecting a reconciliation, though Canta
cuzene asserts that the object of his visit was to kill the young Emperor, 
whom he regarded as the rival of Cantacuzene or of a son that he 
himself might have by his wife Theodora.
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The Serbs had now developed into a formidable nation. Orkhan 
sent 6000 Ottomans against Stephen Dusan. The Turks defeated the 
Serbs, but then recrossed into Asia with their booty. Two years 
later, in 1349, Orkhan sent 20,000 of his horsemen against the Serbs, 
who were attacking Salonica. Matthew, the youngest son of Can- 
tacuzene, was with the Ottomans. In 1352 the Tsar of Bulgaria 
united with Stephen DuSan to support the young Emperor Palaeologus, 
who was now quarrelling with his father-in-law. Much of the fighting 
centred about Demotika, in the neighbourhood of which in the same 
year Sulaiman, the son of Orkhan, defeated the Serbs. Orkhan himself 
refused to assist in attacking his brother-in-law.

In these later years also, the struggle between the Genoese and the 
Venetians disturbed the Empire and assisted in furthering the advance 
of the Ottomans. On more than one occasion the Venetian fleet had 
successfully resisted the T u rk ; for the fleet of the republic, like that of 
Genoa, often made its appearance in the Aegean, and penetrated even to 
the Euxine to protect tbe trade of its subjects. As the two States were 
at this time almost constantly at war, it was practically inevitable that 
in the civil war raging during the time of Cantacuzene one or both of 
them should be invited to take sides. The Genoese were already estab
lished in Galata, and they had strongly fortified it with walls which may 
still be traced. In 1353 fourteen Venetian galleys fought a t the 
entrance to the Bosphorus against the combined Greek and Genoese 
fleets, and their passage through the Straits was intercepted. In the 
following year Cantacuzene had to take a decided line between the two 
powers. He refused to ally himself with the Venetians, who had sent a 
fleet to invite him so to do, probably because of his unwillingness to give 
offence to Orkhan. His conduct, however, was of so dubious a character 
that the Genoese declared war against him. The Venetians and the fleet 
of the King of Aragon went to his assistance. Fighting took place once 
more in the Bosphorus, and the Genoese persuaded Orkhan to come to 
their aid. Thereupon Cantacuzene was compelled to come to terms 
with the Genoese; he granted them an extension of territory beyond 
the then existing walls of Galata, doubling in fact its area, and sur
rendered to them the important towns of Heraclea and Selymbria 
(Silivri) on the north shore of the Marmora. Cantacuzene, however, 
had fallen into disfavour with the citizens of his capital, who sus
pected that he was prepared to hand over Constantinople itself to Orkhan. 
I t  was when he proposed to place the fortress of Cyclobium around the 
Golden Gate in Orkhan’s possession, for so went the rumour, that the 
old Emperor resigned, and assuming the habit of a monk retired to a 
monastery a t M angana; but a different version is given a century later 
by Phrantzes.

Orkhan now assumed an attitude of open hostility to the Empire. 
The year 1356 marks an epoch in the progress of the Ottoman Turks.
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They and other Turkish tribes had frequently found themselves in Thrace, 
either to help one of the parties in the civil war, or to assist the Empire 
to repel Serb or Bulgar or Tartar invaders. But now Sulaiman, the son of 
Orkhan, succeeded in crossing the Straits simply with the intention of 
conquering new territory. A boat was ferried across the north end of the 
Dardanelles, a Greek peasant was captured who assisted the Turks in 
making rafts united by bullocks’ hides, and on each raft forty horsemen 
were ferried across to Tzympe, possibly at the foot of the hill on which 
the castle of Sestos stands. In three nights thirty thousand men were 
transported to the European shore, either in boats or, as seems more 
likely, on a bridge supported on inflated skins. This was the real entry 
of the Turks into Europe.

Shortly afterwards the Ottoman army, now under the command of 
Murad, the second surviving son of Orkhan, took possession of three of the 
most important towns in Thrace, Chorlu on the direct line to Hadrianople, 
Epibatus, and Pyrgus1. In 1357 the Ottomans pushed on to Hadrianople, 
which they captured and held as their European capital until Con
stantinople fell into their hands. The capture was made by Sulaiman, 
who, however, died shortly afterwards. A few weeks later Demotika, 
which had had various fortunes during half a century and which was near 
the Bulgarian frontier, fell into the hands of the Ottomans. To have 
obtained possession of Hadrianople and of Demotika, and to be able to 
hold them, was the greatest Ottoman advance yet made in Europe.

An incident occurred in the last year of Orkhan’s life which is in
structive as shewing how' much influence the fear of his power had in the 
Empire. His son Khalil, by Theodora the daughter of Cantacuzene, was 
taken prisoner by pirates, probably Turks under the Emir of Magnesia, 
and sent to Phocaea at the head of the Gulf of Smyrna. The Emperor, 
with whom Matthew the son of Cantacuzene was associated, went him
self with a fleet to capture the city, but returned without having 
accomplished his object. After some weeks spent in the capital, Orkhan 
insisted that he should return to set Khalil free. The request was in the 
nature of a command, and was obeyed. The Palaeologus met his fleet 
returning. Negotiations went on, but for a while without effect. Finally 
in 1359 Khalil was ransomed by the Emperor, brought to the capital, 
made governor of Bithynia, and took up his quarters a t Nicaea. Previous 
to his arrival the Emperor had agreed with Orkhan to give his ten-year- 
old daughter to Khalil. The agreement was made at Chalcedon; the 
betrothal was celebrated at Constantinople with great pomp and amid 
the rejoicing of the people, who believed that by the marriage and the 
signature of a treaty of perpetual peace they would have rest.

Orkhan died a few months afterwards a t Brusa in 1359, two months

1 Cantemir makes this statement, though there is nothing to shew whether he 
means the Bulgarian Burgas, or a place of the same name about fifteen miles west 
of Constantinople hut not on the coast.
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after the death of his son Sulaiman. He had consolidated the realm 
over which Osman had ruled, and had largely extended it. The Turkish 
writers claim that he had captured nearly every place between the 
Dardanelles and the Black Sea, including the shores of the gulfs of 
Gemlik and Izmid. The claim is exaggerated, for though he had 
harassed all the neighbourhood he had not taken possession of it. If, 
instead of speaking of his taking possession of these places, it is said 
that he claimed sovereign rights from the Dardanelles to the Black 
Sea, the statement would be correct. On the European side also he had 
acquired many places in Thrace and, most important of all, had cap
tured Hadrianople, which was to serve as the chief centre of attack on 
the Empire by his successors.

MURAD 1 (1359-1389).

The thirty years’ reign of Sultan Murad marks a great advance of 
Ottoman power. On his accession, the Ottomans were already the most 
powerful division of the Turks in Asia Minor. W ith two or three 
exceptions, such as Karamania, little attention had to be given to the 
Turks in the rear, that is, to the south and east of the territory the 
Ottomans occupied. The greater body was constantly attracting to 
itself members of the smaller bodies.

The attention of Murad was devoted at the beginning of his reign 
mainly to the development of the important territory his people had 
already acquired, extending from the north of the Aegean eastward to 
Ineboli on the Black Sea. This territory, though for the most part con
quered in the sense that it paid tribute and contained no population 
able to revolt, was ill-organised, and it was the business of the new 
sultan to complete its organisation for the purpose of government. But 
the great object of Murad’s life was to make a still further advance into 
Europe. Indeed the remark may be made once for all that the Ottomans 
were never prosperous except when they were pushing forward to obtain 
new territory. Times of peace always shewed the worst side of the race. 
Inferior in civilisation and intelligence to the races they conquered, they 
resented their inferiority and became oppressors. Religion at this early 
stage of their history was not a powerful element in their character, but as 
they had adopted Islam the difference in religion between the conquerors 
and conquered tended to become more and more the distinguishing 
mark between them, with results which became increasingly important 
as time went on. Various Greek writers note the commencement of a 
religious persecution by Murad, and attribute it to the influence of a mufti. 
The Sultan is said to have promised to the ‘Ulama one-fifth of the spoils 
of war.

We have seen that the predecessor of Murad had effected a landing 
in Thrace, had overrun the country, and claimed sovereignty over several



European policy of the Ottomans 609

towns. Murad’s object was to make such sovereignty real and permanent, 
and to obtain effectual possession of further territory, and especially of 
important centres like Hadrianople and Salonica. .We have seen that 
the first of these cities had been taken by his father, but its occupation 
had been only temporary. The explanation is that, numerous as the 
hordes of the Ottoman Turks were, they had not sufficient men to hold 
the cities they conquered.

They were now destined to meet much more formidable enemies than 
the Greek Emperor. The great Slav nations, Bulgars and Serbs, were 
strong, and were indeed at the height of their power. They too had 
taken advantage of the weakness of the Empire, and had strengthened 
their already powerful kingdoms. The chief struggles of Murad were to 
be with them, aided as they were by the Magyars and the Roumanians 
of Wallachia.

Meantime the advance of the Ottomans had aroused some of the 
nations of the West. England and France were too much occupied with 
the Hundred Years’ W ar to take an active part in opposing the common 
enemy of Christendom. But the Pope, who was perhaps the strongest 
Power in western Europe, had long seen the advance of the Muslims, 
and accordingly did his utmost to rouse Christian nations to check that 
advance.

The Greek Empire a t this time was in the midst of civil war. 
Though the fullest account we have of its condition is that written by 
the Emperor Cantacuzene himself, the picture presented is one of 
hopeless incompetence. Nor was Asia Minor unmolested. The Mam- 
luks had invaded Cilicia, and had captured Tarsus, Adana, and other 
cities. In the following year A ttalia was taken by the King of Cyprus 
with the aid of the Knights of Rhodes. Murad did not trouble himself 
with the capture of Asiatic territory. The Ottomans were constant to 
their purpose of extending their conquests in Europe. The rival parties 
in the Empire were ready to buy their services. Sulaiman, the brother 
of Murad, had taken Hadrianople. Cantacuzene, after remonstrances 
based on appeals to the treaties made by Orkhan, was compelled to pay
10,000 crowns to Sulaiman on his promise to abandon his conquests in 
Thrace and return to Asia. Nevertheless, on the death of Sulaiman, Murad 
again took possession of Hadrianople. Probably, however, it was not 
held in permanence until 1366, six years after its occupation by Murad. 
In the same way and in the same year Gallipoli, which several times 
was occupied for a short time by the Ottomans, was taken from them 
by the Count of Savoy and given back to the Emperor within a year 
of its capture. The Emperor tried to induce the Serbs to join with him 
to expel the Turks, but this effort failed. After Murad had taken Demo- 
tika in 1361, he drove the Serbs out of Seres, and then attacked various 
claimants to both the Serbian and Bulgarian thrones.

In 1363 Murad was obliged to give his attention to Asia Minor.
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So strong was he that he was able, before crossing into Asia, to obtain 
a treaty from the Emperor that he would not attempt to retake any of 
the places captured in Thrace, but would send aid to him across the 
Bosphorus. Returning the same year from his Asiatic territory, Murad 
made an agreement with the Genoese to transport 60,000 of his followers 
into Thrace. Proceeding to Hadrianople, we find him attacking and 
defeating an army composed of Serbs, Bulgarians, and Magyars. Three 
years later, in 1366, the South Serbs made an effort to capture Hadria
nople. Their army of 50,000 men was, however, defeated1. To have 
accomplished this result the number of the Turks in Europe must 
certainly have been great. Other evidence is to the same effect. Ducas, 
writing three-quarters of a century later, states his belief that there 
were more Turks between the Dardanelles and the Danube than in Asia 
Minor itself. He describes how the Turks from Cappadocia, Lycia, 
and Caria had crossed into Europe to pillage and ruin the lands of the 
Christians. A hundred thousand had laid waste the country as far as 
Dalmatia. Notwithstanding the defeat of the Serbs just mentioned, 
they again attacked the Turks. In September 1371 Vukasin, King of 
South Serbia, with an army of 70,000 men, made a desperate stand near 
the banks of the river Maritza. In this battle the rout of the South 
Serbs was complete. Two sons of the king were drowned in the river, 
and Vukasin himself was killed in flight. The kingdom of the South 
Serbs had perished2.

I t  is noteworthy that in the battle of the Maritza the Greeks took 
no part. I t  may be said that the impotency of the Empire reached its 
highest point two years later, in 1373, when Murad was formally recog
nised as his suzerain by the Emperor, who promised to render him military 
service, and consented to  surrender his son Manuel as a hostage.

John V, the Greek Emperor, was meantime seeking aid from western 
Europe. In 1366 the Pope, in reply to his request for aid, pressed for 
the Union of the two Churches as a condition precedent, and urged 
him to take part in a crusade headed by Louis, King of Hungary. 
Urban V in the following year wrote to the Latin princes to facilitate 
the voyage of John and to assist him in raising means to oppose the 
Turks. In 1369 John visited Venice and thence went to Rome, where 
he formally professed the Roman faith. Upon such profession he was 
allowed to collect troops. Meantime the Pope urged Louis and the 
Voivode of Wallachia to join in attacking the Turks. John went to 
France, but his mission failed, and he found himself in money difficulties 
when in 1370 he returned to Venice. A new Pope, Gregory XI, preached 
once more a crusade with the object of driving the Turks back into Asia, 
and tried to obtain soldiers for Louis. The effort met with little success,

1 The most complete study of this campaign yet made is by S. Novakovii, 
Die Serben und Turken in X IV  und X V  Jahrhundert, chs. vi and v i i .

2 Cf. supra, Chapter xvm, p. 555.
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and in 1374 the Pope reproached Louis for his inactivity, ignoring 
the fact that the task assigned to him was beyond .his means. The 
Union of the Churches had not been completed, and though the Knights 
of Rhodes were urged to attack the Turks and to send seven hundred 
knights to attack them in Greece, and although a papal fleet was building, 
these preparations resulted in very little. In reference to the proposed 
Union one thing was clear, that, whatever the Emperor and his great 
nobles were prepared to do in the matter, the majority of his subjects 
would have none of i t1.

An incident in 1374 is significant of the relations between the chief 
actors, Murad the Sultan and John Palaeologus the Emperor. In 1373 
John had associated his younger son Manuel with him as Emperor. 
Both father and son loyally fulfilled their obligations to Murad, and 
joined him in a campaign in Asia. The elder son, Andronicus, was on 
friendly terms with Sauji, the son of Murad. These two, who were 
about the same age, joined in a conspiracy to dethrone their fathers. 
When Murad and John returned from Asia Minor, they found the 
army of the rebellious sons in great force on the Maritza near Demotika. 
The mqst powerful element in the rebel army was Turkish. A bold appeal 
made in person to them by Murad caused large defections. Though both 
the rebel sons resisted, Demotika was captured. The inhabitants were 
treated with exceptional cruelty, which revolted Turks as well as Chris
tians. The garrison was drowned in the Maritza; fathers were forced 
to cut the throats of their sons. The Sultan and the Emperor, say 
the chroniclers, had agreed to punish the chief rebels. Sauji was 
blinded2.

The disastrous war between members of the imperial family, a war 
without a single redeeming feature, continued. The chief combatants 
were the rival sons of John—Manuel and Andronicus—the latter of whom 
gained possession of Constantinople in 1376, having entered it by the 
Pege Gate. He imprisoned John, his father, and his two brothers in the 
tower of Anemas. He had promised the Genoese the island of Tenedos 
in return for their aid. But the Venetians were in possession, and strongly 
opposed the attempt of Andronicus and the Genoese fleet to displace 
them. Amid these family disputes the Turks were steadily gaining 
ground. The one city in Asia Minor which remained faithful to the 
Empire was Philadelphia. In 1379, when John V was restored, the Turks, 
possibly a t the instigation of BayazTd who later became Sultan, stipu
lated that the annual tribute paid by the Empire should be 30,000 gold 
bezants, that 12,000 fighting men should be supplied to the Sultan, and 
that Philadelphia should be surrendered. The bargain was the harder

1 Cf. supra, Chapter xix, pp. 617-18.
2 Chalcondyles, i. p. 44, Phrantzes, x. Ducas, i. 12, says that Murad blinded his 

son and called on John to blind Andronicus, but though some formality of blinding 
was gone through by pouring vinegar upon the eyes, it was not effective.
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because the Emperor had to send his own troops to compel his subjects 
to open their gates to the enemy.

The Turks were now waging war in southern Greece and in the 
Archipelago with great energy and success. Even Patinos had to be 
surrendered to them in 1381 in order to effect the ransom of the Grand 
Master of Rhodes. Islands and towns were being appropriated by Turks 
or Genoese without troubling about the consent of the Emperor. Scio 
or Chios, however, was given on a long lease by him to a company of 
Genoese who took the name of Giustiniani. In 1384 Apollonia on the 
Black Sea was occupied by Murad after he had killed the villagers. Two 
years later Murad sent two of his generals to take possession of several 
of the flourishing towns north of the Aegean. Gumaljina, Kavala, Seres, 
and others farther afield into Macedonia as far as Monastir, fell into 
Turkish hands.

As we near the end of Murad’s reign, the increasing impotency of the 
Greek Empire becomes more manifest. Almost every year shews also an 
increase in numbers of the subjects who had come under Ottoman rule, 
and the wide-spread character of Ottoman conquest. The Muslim flood, 
which though not exclusively was mainly Ottoman, had spread all over 
the Balkan Peninsula. Turks were in Greece, and were holding their own 
in parts of Epirus. W est of Thrace the most important city on the coast 
which had not been captured by the Turks was Salonica. After a siege' 
lasting four years, it was captured for Murad in 1387.

The growth and development of the Bulgars and Serbs during the 
early part of the fourteenth century forms one of the leading features in 
the history of Eastern Europe. Their progress was checked by the 
Ottoman Turks. The Serbs had been so entirely defeated as to accept 
vassalage at Murad’s hands. In 1381 their king was ordered to send 2000 
men against the Emir of Karamania (Qaraman). On the return of this 
detachment the discontent at their subjection to Murad was so great 
that King Lazar revolted. He was defeated and thereupon set to 
work to organise an alliance against Murad. In 1389 the decisive battle 
was fought on the plains of Kossovo; Lazar was taken prisoner, and the 
triumph of the Ottomans was complete. As the battle on the Maritza 
had broken the power of the South Serbs and of the eastern Bulgarians 
in 1371, so did this battle on the plains of Kossovo in 1389 destroy that 
of the northern Serbians and the western Bulgarians1.

During or immediately before the battle, there occurred a dramatic 
incident. A young Serb named Milos ran towards the Turkish army, 
and, when they would have stopped him, declared that he wanted to see 
their Sultan in order that he might shew him how he could profit by the 
fight. Murad signed to him to come near, and the young fellow did so, 
drew a dagger which he had hidden, and plunged it into the heart of

1 Cf. supra, Chapter xvm, pp. 657-58.
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the Sultan. He was a t once cut down by the guards. Lazar, the captive 
king, was hewn in pieces.

Murad was the son of a Christian woman, who in Turkish is known 
as Nilufer, the lotus flower. She was seized by Orkhan on the day of 
her espousal to a Greek husband, and became the first wife of her captor. 
I t  is a question which has been discussed1, whether the influence of the 
mother had any effect in moulding the character of her distinguished son. 
Murad seems to have possessed traits quite unlike those of his father 
or grandfather: a singular independence, a keen intelligence, a curious 
love of pleasure and of luxury, and at the same time a tendency towards 
cruelty which was without parallel in his ancestors. In his youth he was 
not allowed to take part in public affairs, and was overshadowed by his 
brother Sulaiman. I t  is claimed for Murad that he was inexorably just, 
and that he caused his “ beloved son Sauji to be executed for rebellion.” 
Von Hammer believes that he had long been jealous of him, but the 
better opinion would appear to be that BayazTd intrigued to have his 
brother condemned. When this elder brother came to the throne, he put 
another brother named Ya'qub to death so as to have no rival.

The reign of Murad is the most brilliant period of the advance of 
the Ottomans. I t lasted thirty years, during which conquest on the 
lines laid down by his two predecessors extended the area of Ottoman 
territory on a larger scale than ever, its especial feature being the defeat 
of the Serbians and Bulgarians with their allies in the two crowning 
victories of the Maritza in 1371 and Kossovo in 1389. On Murad’s assas
sination it looked as if the Balkan peninsula was already under Ottoman 
sway. They had overrun Greece, had penetrated into Herzegovina, and 
had captured Nis, the position which commands the passes leading from 
Thrace into Serbia. The success of Murad was due to four causes, the 
impotence of the Greek Empire, the organisation of the Ottoman army, 
the constant increase of that army by an unending stream of Muslims 
from Asia Minor, and the disorganised condition of the races occupying 
the Balkan peninsula. We have already spoken of the impotence of the 
Empire. Murad and his brothers had developed the organisation of the 
Ottoman army, had improved its discipline, and had perfected a system of 
tactics which endured for many generations. I t  was already distinguished 
for its mobility, due in great part to the nomad character of a Turkish 
army. We may reject the stories of Turkish writers that the Christian 
armies were encumbered with women and with superfluous baggage 
due to their love of luxury, but, in comparison with the simple require
ments of an army of nomads, it was natural and probably correct on 
the part of the Turks to regard the impedimenta of the other armies as 
excessive and largely useless. The constant stream of Asiatic immigrants 
is attested by many writers, Muslim and Christian. Moreover, the

1 By Halil Ganem, Les Sultans ottomans, p. 61.
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great horde from central Asia under the leadership of Timur was already 
on the march, and had driven other Turks before it to the west; to them 
were due the constant accretions to the Ottoman army. The disorganised 
condition of the races once occupying the Balkan peninsula aided the 
advance of the Ottomans. The Slavs, as we have seen, were divided. 
There were Bulgars, Serbs, and inhabitants of Dalmatia; there were 
also Albanians, Wallachs of Macedonia, and Greeks. In the Ottoman 
army there was the tie of a common language. Patriotism, that is love 
of country, did not exist, but its place was taken by a common religion. 
Among the Christians whom they attacked, though there was unity of 
religion, patriotism was far from forming a bond of union.

The reign of Murad is important, not merely because of his successes 
in the Balkan peninsula, but because it was the beginning of an Ottoman 
settlement in Europe. I t  is true that the army still marched as a dis
ciplined Asiatic horde, but the soldiers wherever they took possession of 
territory had lands, or chiftliks, granted to them according to their 
valour and the Sultan’s will. Liable as they were a t all times to con
tinuous military service, they were always ready on the conclusion of 
peace to return to their lands, their flocks and herds. The occupation 
of Hadrianople caused that city soon to be the centre from which further 
Ottoman conquests were made—so that, while nominally Brusa remained 
the capital of the race, Hadrianople soon became a more important city 
and the real centre of Ottoman rule.

BAYAZID (1389-1403). WARS OF SUCCESSION (1403-1413).

On the assassination of Murad, Bayazid succeeded to the Ottoman 
throne. He was popular with the army because already renowned for his 
successes as a soldier. He is known as Yilderim, or the Thunderbolt, a 
title conferred upon him on account of the rapidity of his movements in 
warfare. Regarded simply as a man, he was the most despicable of Ottoman 
Sultans who had as yet been girded with the sword of Osman. He alter
nated periods of wonderful activity with others of wild debauch. He was 
reckless of human life and delighted in cruelty. Had he possessed the 
statesmanlike ability of either of his predecessors he might have made 
an end of the Greek Empire. As it was, he would probably have done 
so if he had not encountered an opponent even more powerful and 
ruthless than himself.

Immediately after the victory of Kossovo he led his troops in quick 
succession against the Bulgars, the Serbs, the Wallachs, and the Alba
nians, reducing them to submission. He compelled Stephen, the son of 
Lazar, to acknowledge him as suzerain, and to give him his sister 
Maria in marriage. To such an extremity was the lingering Empire of 
Trebizond reduced that its Emperor Manuel in 1390 was compelled to 
contribute a large subsidy to aid Bayazid in a campaign against his
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father-in-law, the Emir of Germiyan or Phrygia, and to bring a hundred 
knights to aid in the campaign. BayazTd had in the meantime strengthened 
his fleet, which overran the islands in the Aegean as far as Euboea and 
the Piraeus. Sixty of his ships burnt the chief town of the island of Chios. 
A swift campaign in Asia Minor made him complete master of Phrygia 
and of Bithynia. Then he turned his attention to Constantinople. The 
Emperor proposed to strengthen the landward walls and to rebuild the 
famous towers at the Golden Gate. BayazTd objected and threatened to 
put out the eyes of the Emperor’s son Manuel, who was with him as a 
hostage, unless the new buildings were demolished. The old Emperor 
John had to yield, and the surrender helped to kill him. The towers 
were shortly afterwards, on the death of BayazTd, rebuilt. Simultaneously 
BayazTd demanded payment of tribute, a recognition of the Emperor’s 
vassalage to him, and the establishment of capitulations by which a 
Muslim cadi should be named in the capital to have jurisdiction over 
Ottoman subjects. He appears to have waged during 1392 and 1393 a 
war of extermination throughout Thrace, the subjects of the Empire 
being either taken captive or killed.

The advance of the Turks was now well known in western Europe, 
but the efforts made to resist it were spasmodic and shewed little power 
of coherence between the Christian States. Those who were nearest to 
the Balkan peninsula naturally were the most alarmed. Venice in 1391 
decided to aid Durazzo in opposing Turkish progress. In the following 
year its senate treated with the King of Hungary for common action. 
Ten thousand Serbs from Illyria joined Theodore Palaeologus of Mistra, 
in his attempt to expel the Turks from Achaia. Theodore himself in 
1394 was compelled by BayazTd to cede Argos. The Sultan later sent his 
general, Ya‘qub, into the Morea with 50,000 men, who penetrated as 
far as Methone and Coronea, captured Argos which Theodore had not 
surrendered, and carried off or killed 30,000 prisoners. The Emperor 
Manuel, whose rule hardly extended beyond the walls of Constantinople, 
made a series of appeals to the Western princes. Sigismund, King of 
Hungary and brother of the Emperor of the West, was the first to 
respond. He attacked the Turks a t Little Nicopolis in 1393, and defeated 
them. This encouraged the Western powers to come to his aid. The 
Pope Boniface IX  preached a new crusade in 1394, and in 1396 the 
Duke of Burgundy, at the head of 1000 knights and 9000 soldiers 
(French, English, and Italian), arrived in Hungary and joined Sigismund. 
German knights also came in considerable numbers. The Christian 
armies defeated the Turks in Hungary, and gained the victory in several 
engagements. The Emperor Manuel was secretly preparing to join them. 
Then the allies prepared to strike a decisive blow. They gathered on the 
banks of the Danube an army of a t least 52,000 and possibly 100,000 
men, and encamped at Nicopolis. The elite of several nations were 
present, but those of the highest rank were the French knights. When
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they heard of the approach of the enemy, they refused to listen to the 
prudent counsels of the Hungarians and, with the contempt which so 
often characterised the Western knights for the Turkish foe, they joined 
battle confident of success.

Bayazid, as soon as he had learned the presence of the combined Chris
tian armies, marched through Philippopolis, crossed the Balkans, made 
for the Danube, and then waited for attack. In the battle which ensued 
(1396), Europe received its first lesson on the prowess of the Turks and 
especially of the Janissaries. The French with rash daring broke through 
the line of their enemies, cut down all who resisted them, and rushed on 
triumphantly to the very rearguard of the Turks, many of whom either 
retreated or sought refuge in flight. When the French knights saw that 
the Turks ran, they followed, and filled the battlefield with dead and 
dying. But they made the old military blunder, and it led to the old 
result. The archers, who always constituted the most effective Turkish 
arm, employed the stratagem of running away in order to throw their 
pursuers into disorder. Then they turned and made a stand. As they did 
so, the Janissaries, Christians in origin, from many Christian nations, as 
Ducas bewails, came out of the place where they had been concealed, and 
surprised and cut to pieces Frenchmen, Italians, and Hungarians. The 
pursuers were soon the pursued. The Turks chased them to the Danube, 
into which many of the fugitives threw themselves. The defeat was 
complete. Sigismund saved himself in a small boat, with which he crossed 
the river, and found his way, after long wandering, to Constantinople. 
The Duke of Burgundy and twenty-four nobles who were captured were 
sent to Brusa to be held for ransom. The remaining Burgundians, to 
the number of 300, who escaped massacre and refused to save their lives 
by abjuring Christianity, had their throats cut or were clubbed to death 
by order of the Sultan and in the presence of their compatriots1.

The battle of Nicopolis gave back to Bayazid almost a t once all that 
the allies had been able to take from him. The defeat of Sigismund, with 
his band of French, German, and Italian knights, spread dismay among 
their countrymen and the princes of the West.

Bayazid, having retaken all the positions which the allied Christians 
had captured from him, hastened back to the Bosphorus, his design being 
to conquer Constantinople. For this purpose, having strengthened his 
position at Izmid and probably at the strong fortification still remaining 
at Gebseh, he immediately gave orders for the construction of a for
tress a t what is now known as Anatolia-Hisar. The fort was about six 
miles from the capital on the Asiatic side and at the mouth of a small 
river now known as the Sweet Waters of Asia. The arrival in March 1397 
of the great French soldier Boucicaut in the capital probably influenced 
the design of the Sultan; for although he had defeated the Christian 
allies a t Nicopolis and had made all preparations for the capture of Con- 

1 Cf. supra, Chapter xvm, p. 561.
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stantinople, and although the Emperor had been summoned to surrender 
it, a demand to which he had not replied, the grand vizier represented to 
him that its siege would unite all Christian Europe against him, and the 
project was therefore delayed. The construction of Anatolia-Hisar, which 
was to serve as his basis of attack, was however pushed on and completed1. 
A few months later in 1397, the Sultan endeavoured to accomplish his 
object by persuading John, the nephew of the Emperor Manuel, to claim 
the throne, promising that if he did so he would aid him in return by the 
cession of Silivri. John refused, and when BayazTd made further pro
posals Manuel took a step which suggests patriotism and which Godefroy, 
the biographer of Boucicaut, attributes to his wise intervention. Manuel 
agreed to admit John into the city, to associate him on the throne, and 
then to leave for western Europe to bring the aid so greatly needed 
(1398). Boucicaut arrived in the following year a t the head of 1400 
men-at-arms and with a well-manned fleet. A t Tenedos he was joined by 
Genoese and Venetian ships, and became admiral-in-chief. He met near 
Gallipoli a Turkish fleet of seventeen galleys and defeated them. Then 
he pushed on to the Bosphorus, and arrived in the Golden Horn just in 
time to prevent Galata being captured by the Turks. The Emperor 
appointed him Grand Constable. The French knights under him fought 
the Turks whenever they could And them, from Izmid to Anatolia-Hisar, 
defeated them in many skirmishes, and sent many Turkish prisoners to 
Constantinople. But their numbers were too few to have much permanent 
value. They harassed Bayazld’s army at Izmid, but failed to capture 
the city. They burnt a few Turkish villages ; but after a year’s fighting 
Boucicaut left for France in order to obtain more volunteers. He left in 
Constantinople Chateauinorant with 100 knights and their esquires and 
servants to assist in defending the city.

The Turks were now spread throughout the Balkan peninsula and 
claimed to rule over almost all Asia Minor. Western Europe was alarmed 
a t their progress and many attempts were made to resist it. Had their 
forces been capable of united action under a great general like Boucicaut, 
they might have succeeded in effecting a check. But while that general 
was fighting on the shores of the Marmora, destroying many Turkish 
encampments and greatly harassing the enemy, he was only hopeful of 
success if he could obtain a larger contingent of French knights. While 
others, as we have seen, were fighting the battle of civilisation in the 
Morea, the Knights of Rhodes had captured Budrun, the ancient Hali
carnassus, and had already made themselves a strong power in the 
Aegean and Levant; but they were themselves a cause of weakness to 
the Empire. Theodore of Mistra, the brother of Manuel, had ceded 
Corinth to them, but they attempted to  obtain other concessions, and

1 Leuuclavius says that the Sultan desisted only on condition that a quarter in 
the city should be given to the Turks. Chaleondyles says he withdrew because he 
had had no success. Ducas speaks of the resistance of the citizens as obstinate.
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Bayazid tempted Theodore with the promise of peace if he would give 
his aid to expel the Knights. While Bulgarians, Serbs, and Albanians 
were ready for resistance whenever a favourable opportunity occurred, 
there was little solidarity between them in their efforts to resist the 
invaders. Bayazid, a ruthless invader with forces ever increasing, was 
ready everywhere to employ his genius for warfare and the great mobile 
army whose interest was to follow him; and the result was that the 
efforts of his disunited enemies hardly impeded his progress,

Boucicaut persuaded the Emperor Manuel to offer to become the 
vassal of Charles VI of France; and the Venetians, Genoese, and the 
Knights of Rhodes consented to his doing homage. Venetians and Genoese 
in the Bosphorus agreed to join forces and work for the defence of the city. 
The Emperor Manuel and Boucicaut left together for Venice and France. 
Charles received both with great honours, and consented to send 1200 
soldiers and to pay them for a year. In order to avoid the responsibility 
of giving Manuel the protection of a suzerain, he seems to have refused to 
accept him as his vassal. Manuel went in 1400 from Paris to England, 
where Henry IV received him with great honour but gave no assistance. 
In 1402 he returned to Venice by way of Germany.

In the same year Bayazid summoned John to surrender the capital. 
During three years it had been nearly isolated by the Turks, but now it 
was threatened by assault. Bayazid swore “ by God and the prophet ” 
that if John refused he would not leave in the city a soul alive. The 
Emperor gave a dignified refusal. Chateaumorant, who had been in 
charge of the defence for nearly three years, waited to be attacked.

A t this time, remarks Ducas, the Empire was circumscribed by the 
walls of Constantinople, for even Silivri was in the hands of the Turks. 
Bayazid had gained a firm hold of Gallipoli, and thus commanded the 
Dardanelles. The long tradition of the Roman Empire seemed on the 
eve of coming to an end. No soldier of conspicuous ability had been 
produced for upwards of half a century, none capable of inflicting a 
sufficient defeat, or series of defeats, on the Turks to break or seriously 
check their power. The Empire had fought on for three generations 
against an ever-increasing number of Muslims, but without confidence 
and almost without hope. I t  was now deficient both in men and in money. 
The often-promised aid from the West had so far proved of little avail. 
The power of Serbia had been almost destroyed. Bulgaria had perished. 
From Dalmatia to the Morea the enemy was triumphant. The men of 
Macedonia had everywhere fallen before Bayazld’s armies. Constantinople 
was between the hammer and the anvil. Asia Minor, on the one side, 
was now nearly all under Turkish rule; Europe, on the other, contained 
as many Turks as there were in Asia Minor itself.

Bayazid passed in safety between his two capitals, one at Brusa, the 
other a t Hadrianople, and repeated his proud boasts of what he would 
do beyond the limits of the Empire. I t  seemed as if, with his over
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whelming force, he had only to succeed once more in a task which, in 
comparison with what he and his predecessors had done, was easy, and his 
success would be complete. He would occupy the throne of Constantine, 
would achieve that which had been the desire of the Arab followers of 
Mahomet, and for which they had sacrificed hundreds of thousands of 
lives, and would win for himself and his followers the reward of heaven 
promised to those who should take part in the capture of New Rome. 
The road to the Elder Rome would be open, and he repeated the boast 
that he would feed his horse on the altar of St Peter.

When he had sent his insolent message in 1402 to John VII, the answer 
was: “ Tell your master we are weak, but that in our weakness we trust 
in God, who can give us strength and can put down the mightiest from 
their seats. Let your master do what he likes.” Thereupon Bayazid had 
laid siege to Constantinople.

Suddenly in the blackness of darkness with which the fortunes of the 
city were surrounded there came a ray of light. All thought of the 
siege was abandoned for the time, and Constantinople breathed again 
freely. W hat had happened was that Timur the Lame, “ the Scourge 
of God,” had challenged, or rather ordered, Bayazid to return to the 
Greeks all the cities and territories he had captured. The order of 
the Asiatic barbarian, given to another ferocious barbarian like Bayazid, 
drove him to fury. The man who gave it was, however, accustomed to 
be obeyed.

Timur, or Tamerlane, was a Musulman and a Turk1. His nomad 
troops advanced in well-organised armies, under generals who seem to 
have had intelligence everywhere of the enemy’s country and great 
military skill. After conquering Persia, Timur turned westward. In 
1386 he appeared at Tiflis, which he subsequently captured, a t the head 
of an enormous host estimated a t 800,000 men. At Erzinjan he put all 
the Turks sent there by Bayazid to the sword.

Bayazid seems from the first to have been alarmed, and went himself 
to Erzinjan in 1394, but returned to Europe without making any 
attempt to resist the invader, probably believing that Timur had no 
intention of coming farther west. He soon learned his mistake. Timur 
was not merely as great and cruel a barbarian but as ambitious as 
Bayazid himself. In 1395, while the Sultan was in the Balkan peninsula, 
Timur summoned the large and populous city of Siwas to surrender. The 
inhabitants twice refused. Meantime, he had undermined the wall. On 
their second refusal, his host stormed' and captured the city. A  hundred 
and twenty thousand captives were massacred. One of Bayazid’s sons 
was made prisoner and put to death. A large number of prisoners were 
buried alive, being covered over in a pit with planks instead of earth so 
as to prolong their torture. Bayazid was relieved when he heard that

1 Cf. supra, Chapter xx, pp. 650-51.
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from Siwas, which had been the -strongest place in his empire, the ever 
victorious army had gone towards Syria.

Timur directed his huge host towards Aleppo, the then frontier 
city of the Sultan of Egypt, his object being to punish the Sultan for 
his breach of faith in imprisoning his ambassador and loading him with 
irons. On his march to that city, he spread desolation everywhere, 
capturing or receiving the submission of Malatiyah, ‘Ain Tab, and other 
important towns. A t Aleppo the army of the Egyptian Sultan resisted. 
A terrible battle followed, but the Egyptians were beaten, and every 
man, woman, and child in the city was slaughtered.

After the capture of Aleppo, Hamah and Baalbek were occupied. The 
last, which, like so many other once famous cities, has become a desola
tion under Turkish rule with only a few miserable huts amid its superb 
ruins, was still a populous city, and contained large stores of provisions. 
Thence he went to Damascus, and in January 1401 defeated the remainder 
of the Egyptian army in a battle which was hardly less bloody than that 
before Aleppo. The garrison, composed mostly of Circassian mamluks 
and negroes, capitulated, but its chief was put to death for having been 
so slow in surrendering. Possibly by accident the whole city was burned.

Timur was stopped from advancing to Jerusalem by a plague of 
locusts, which ate up every green thing. The same cause rendered it im
possible to attack Egypt, whose Sultan had refused to surrender Syria.

From Damascus Timur went to Baghdad, which was held by contem
poraries to be impregnable. Amid the heat of a July day, when the 
defenders had everywhere sought shade, Timur ordered a general assault, 
and in a few minutes the standard of one of his shaikhs, with its horsetail 
and its golden crescent, was raised upon the walls. Then followed the 
usual carnage attending Timur’s captures. The mosques, schools, and 
convents with their occupiers were spared; so also were the imams and 
the professors. All the remainder of the population between the ages of 
eight and eighty were slaughtered. Every soldier of Timur, of whom 
there were 90,000, as the price of his own safety, had to produce a head. 
The bloody trophies were, as was customary in Timur’s army, piled up 
in pyramids before the gates of the city.

I t  was on his return northward from Damascus that, in 1402, Timur 
sent the message to Bayazid which at once forced him to raise the siege 
of Constantinople. Contemporaneously with this message Timur re
quested the Genoese in Galata and at Genoa to obtain aid from the 
West, and to co-operate with him to crush the Turkish Sultan.

Timur organised a large army on the Don and around the Sea of 
Azov, in order that in case of need it might act with his huge host 
now advancing towards the Black Sea from the south. His main body 
passed across the plain of Erzinjan, and at Siwas Timur received the 
answer of Bayazid. The response was as insulting as a Turkish barbarian 
could make it. Bayazid summoned Timur to appear before him, and
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declared that, if he did not obey, the women of his harem should be 
divorced from him, putting his threat in what to a Musulman was 
a specially indecent manner. All the usual civilities in written com
munications between sovereigns were omitted, though the Asiatic 
conqueror himself had carefully observed them. Timur’s remark, when he 
saw the Sultan’s letter containing the name of Timur in black writing 
under that of Bayazid which was in gold, was: “ The son of Murad is 
mad.” When he read the insidting threat as to his harem, Timur kept 
himself well in hand, but turning to the ambassador who had brought 
the letter, told him that he would have cut off his head and those of the 
members of his suite, if it were not the rule among sovereigns to respect 
the lives of ambassadors. The representative of Bayazid was, however, 
compelled to be present a t a review of the whole of the troops, and was 
ordered to return to his master and relate what he had seen.

Meantime Bayazid had determined to strike quickly and heavily 
against Timur, and by the rapidity of his movements once more justified 
his name of Yilderim. His opponent’s forces, however, were hardly less 
mobile. Timur’s huge army marched in twelve days from Siwas to Angora. 
The officer in command of that city refused to surrender. Timur made 
his arrangements for the siege in such a manner as to compel or induce 
Bayazid to occupy a position where he would have to fight at a dis
advantage. He undermined the walls and diverted the small stream 
which supplied it with water. Hardly had these works been commenced 
before he learned that Yilderim was within nine miles of the city. Timur 
raised the siege and transferred his camp to the opposite side of the 
stream, which thus protected one side of his army, while a ditch and a 
strong palisade guarded the other. Then, in an exceptionally strong 
position, he waited to be attacked.

Disaffection existed in Bayazid’s army, occasioned by his parsimony, 
and possibly nursed by emissaries from Timur. Bayazid’s own licentious
ness had been copied by his followers, and discipline among his troops 
was noted as far less strict than among those of his predecessor. In leading 
them on what all understood to be the most serious enterprise which he 
had undertaken, his generals advised him to spend his reserves of money 
freely so as to satisfy his followers; but the capricious and self-willed 
Yilderim refused. They counselled him, in presence of an army much 
more numerous than his own, to act on the defensive and to avoid a 
general attack. But Bayazid, blinded by his long series of successes, would 
listen to no advice and would take no precautions. In order to shew his 
contempt for his enemy, he ostentatiously took up a position to the north 
of Timur, and organised a hunting party on the highlands in the neigh
bourhood, as if time to him were of no consequence. Many men of his 
army died from thirst under the burning sun of the waterless plains, 
and when, after three days’ hunting, the Sultan returned to his camping 
ground, he found that Timur had taken possession of it, had almost cut off
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his supply of drinking water, and had fouled what still remained. Under 
these circumstances, Bayazid had no choice but to force on a fight without 
further delay. The ensuing battle was between two great Turkish leaders 
filled with the arrogance of barbaric conquerors, each of whom had been 
almost uniformly successful. Nor were pomp and circumstance wanting 
to impress the soldiers of each side with the importance of the issue. 
Each of the two leaders was accompanied by his sons. Four sons and five 
grandsons commanded the nine divisions of Timur’s host. In front of its 
leader floated the standard of the Red Horsetail surmounted by the 
Golden Crescent. On the other side, Bayazid took up his position in the 
centre of his army with his sons ‘Isa, Musa, and Mustafa, while his eldest 
son Sulaiman was in command of the troops who formed the right wing. 
Stephen of Serbia was in command of his own subjects, who had been 
forced to accompany Bayazid, and formed the left wing of the army. The 
Serbians gazed in wonder and alarm upon a number of elephants opposite 
to them, which Timur had brought from India.

A t six o’clock in the morning of 28 July 1402, the two armies joined 
battle. The left wing of Bayazld’s host was the first to be attacked, 
but the Serbians held their ground and even drove back the Tartars. 
The right wing fought with less vigour, and when the troops from Aidin 
saw their former prince among the enemy, they deserted Bayazid and 
went over to him. Their example was speedily followed by many others, 
and especially by the Tartars in the Ottoman army, who are asserted by 
the Turkish writers to have been tampered with by agents of Timur.

The Serbians were soon detached from the centre of the army, but 
Stephen, their leader, a t the head of his cavalry, cut his way through the 
enemy, though at great loss, winning the approval of Timur himself, 
who exclaimed: “ These poor fellows are beaten, though they are fighting 
like lions.” Stephen had advised Bayazid to endeavour like himself to 
break through, and awaited him for some time. But the Sultan expressed 
his scorn at the advice. Surrounded by his ten thousand trustworthy 
Janissaries, separated from the Serbians, abandoned by a large part of his 
Anatolian troops and many of his leading generals, he fought on obsti
nately during the whole of the day. But the pitiless heat of a July sun 
exhausted the strength of his soldiers, and no water was to be had. His 
Janissaries fell in great numbers around him, some overcome by the heat 
and fighting, others struck down by the ever pressing crowd of the enemy. 
I t  was not till night came on that Bayazid consented to withdraw. He 
attempted flight, but was pursued. His horse fell and he was made pri
soner, together with his son M usa and several of the chiefs of his house
hold and of the Janissaries. His other three sons managed to escape. 
The Serbians covered the retreat of the eldest, Sulaiman, whom the grand 
vizier and the Agha of the Janissaries had dragged out of the fight.

The Persian, Turkish, and most of the Greek historians say that 
Timur received his great captive with every mark of respect, assured him
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that his life would be spared,and assigned to himandhis suite three splendid 
tents. When, however, he was found attempting to escape, he was more 
rigorously guarded and every night put in chains and confined in a room 
with barred windows. When he was conveyed from one place to another, 
he travelled much as Indian ladies now do, in a palanquin with curtained 
windows. Out of a misinterpretation of the Turkish word, which desig
nated at once a cage and a room with grills, grew the error into which 
Gibbon and historians of less repute have fallen, that the great Yilderim 
was earned about in an iron cage. Until his death he was an unwilling 
follower of his captor.

After the battle of Angora, Sulaiman, the eldest son of Bayazid, who 
had fled towards Brusa, was pursued by a detachment of Timur’s army. 
He managed to cross into Europe, and thus escaped. But Brusa, the 
Turkish capital, fell before Timur’s attack, and its inhabitants suffered 
the same brutal horrors as almost invariably marked either Tartar or 
Turkish captures. The city, after a carefully organised pillage, was burned. 
The wives and daughters of Bayazid and his treasure became the property 
of Timur. Nicaea and Gemlik were also sacked and their inhabitants 
taken as slaves. From the Marmora to Karamania, many towns which had 
been captured by the Ottomans were taken from them. Asia Minor was 
in confusion. Bayazid’s empire appeared to be falling to pieces in every 
part east of the Aegean. Sulaiman, however, established himself on the 
Bosphorus a t Anatolia-Hisar, and about the same time both he and the 
Emperor at Constantinople received a summons from Timur to pay tri
bute. The Emperor had already sent messengers to anticipate such a 
demand. Timur learned with satisfaction that the sons of Bayazid were 
disputing with each other as to the possession of such parts of their 
father’s empire as still remained unconquered.

In 1402 the conqueror left Kyutahiya for Smyrna, which was held, as 
it  had been for upwards of half a century, by the Knights of Rhodes. 
In accordance with the stipulation of Muslim sacred law, he summoned 
them either to pay tribute or to become Musulmans, threatening them at 
the same time that if they refused to accept one or other of these condi
tions all would be killed. No sooner were the proposals rejected than 
Timur gave the order to attack the city. W ith his enormous army, he 
was able to  surround Smyrna on three sides, and to block the entrance to 
it from the sea. The ships belonging to the Knights were at the time 
absent. All kinds of machines then known for attack upon walled towns 
were constructed with almost incredible speed and placed in position. The 
houses within the city were burned by means of arrows carrying flaming 
materials steeped in naphtha or possibly petroleum, though, of course, 
not known under its modern name.

After fourteen days’ vigorous siege, a general assault was ordered, and 
the city taken. The Knights fought like heroes but were driven back 
into the citadel. Seeing that they could no longer hold out, and their
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ships having returned, the Grand Master placed himself a t their head, 
and he and his Knights cut their way shoulder to shoulder through the 
crowd of their enemies to the sea, where they were received into their own 
ships. The inhabitants who could not escape were taken before Timur 
and butchered without distinction of age or sex.

The Genoese in Phocaea and in the islands of Mitylene and Chios 
sent to make submission, and became tributaries of the conqueror.

Smyrna was the last of Timur’s conquests in western Asia Minor. He 
went to Ephesus, and during the thirty days he passed in that city his 
army ravaged the whole of the fertile country in its neighbourhood and 
in the valley of the Cayster. The cruelties committed by his horde would 
be incredible if they were not well authenticated and indeed continually 
repeated during the course of Tartar and Turkish history. In fairness it 
must also be said that the Ottoman Turks, although their history has 
been a long series of massacres, have rarely been guilty of the wantonness 
of cruelty which Greek and Turkish authors agree in attributing to the 
Tartar army. One example must suffice. The children of a town on 
which Timur was marching were sent out by their parents, reciting verses 
from the Koran to ask for the generosity of their conqueror but co-reli
gionist. On asking what the children were whining for, and being told 
that they were begging him to spare the town, he ordered his cavalry to 
ride through them and trample them down, an order which was forthwith 
obeyed.

Timur, wearied with victories in the West, now determined to leave 
Asia Minor and return to Samarqand. He contemplated the invasion of 
China, but in the midst of his preparations he died, in 1405, after a reign 
of thirty-six years.

Bayazid the Thunderbolt had died a t Aq-Shehr two years earlier 
(March 1403), or according to Ducas a t Qara-Hisar, and according 
to another account by his own hand. His son Musa was permitted to 
transport his body to Brusa.

The next ten years were occupied in struggles among the sons of 
Bayazid for the succession to his throne. These struggles threatened 
still more to weaken the Ottoman power. The battle of Angora had 
given the greatest check to it which it had yet received. Timur’s 
campaign proved, however, to be merely a great marauding expedition, 
most of the effects of which were only temporary. But its immediate 
result was that the victorious career of the Thunderbolt was brought 
suddenly to an end. The empire of the Ottomans which he had largely 
increased, especially by the addition to it  of the southern portion of 
Asia Minor, was for a time shattered. Mahomet of the old dynasty had 
taken possession of Karamania; Caria and Lycia were once more under 
independent emirs. The sons of the vanquished Sultan, after the 
departure of Timur and his host, quarrelled over the possession of 
what remained. Three of them gained territories in Asia Minor, while
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the eldest, Sulaiman, retook possession of the lands held by his father 
in Europe. Most of the leaders of the Ottoman host, the viziers, 
governors, and shaikhs, had been either captured or slain, and in 
consequence the sons of Bayazid fighting in Asia Minor found themselves 
destitute of efficient servants for the organisation of government in the 
territories which they seized on the departure of the great invader.

The progress of the Asiatic horde created a profound impression in 
Western Europe. The eagerness of the Genoese to acknowledge the 
suzerainty of Timur gives an indication of their sense of the danger of 
resistance. The stories of the terrible cruelties of the Tartars lost nothing 
in the telling. When the news of the defeat a t Angora, along with 
the capture of Brusa, of Smyrna, and of every other town which the 
Asiatic army had besieged, and of the powerlessness of the military 
Knights, reached Hungary, Serbia, and the states of Italy, it appeared 
as if the West were about to be submerged by a new flood from Asia. 
Then, when news came of the sudden departure of the Asiatics and of 
the breaking up of the Ottoman power, hope once more revived, and it 
appeared possible to the Pope and to the Christian peoples to complete 
the work which Timur had begun by now offering a united opposition to 
the establishment of an Ottoman empire. Constantinople itself when 
Bayazid passed it on his way to Angora was almost the last remnant of 
the ancient Empire. The battle of Angora saved it and gave it half a 
century more of life.

Sulaiman in 1405 sought to ally himself with the Emperor, and his 
proposals shew how low the battle of Angora had brought the Turkish 
pretensions. He offered to cede Salonica and all country in the Balkan 
peninsula to the south-west of that city as well as the towns on the Mar
mora to Manuel and his nephew John, associated as Emperor, and to 
send his brother and sister as hostages to Constantinople. The arrange
ment was accepted.

Sulaiman attacked his brother ‘Isa in 1405, and killed him1. Another 
brother, Musa,, in the following year, attacked the combined troops of 
Sulaiman and Manuel in Thrace, but the Serbians and Bulgarians deserted 
the younger brother, and thereupon Sulaiman occupied Hadrianople. 
Manuel consented to give his granddaughter in marriage to Sulaiman, who 
in return gave up not merely Salonica but many seaports in Asia Minor, 
a gift which was rather in the nature of a promise than a delivery, since 
they were not in his possession. Unhappily Sulaiman, like many of his 
race, had alternate fits of great energy and great lethargy, and was given 
over to drunkenness and to debauchery. This caused disaffection among 
the Turks; and Musa, taking advantage of it, led in 1409 an army com
posed of Turks and Wallachs against him. The Janissaries, who were 
dissatisfied with the lack of energy displayed by their Sultan, deserted

1 Chalcondyles, iv. p. 170. Ducas says he disappeared in Karamania; Phrantzes, 
p. 86, that he was bowstrung.
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and went over to the side of Musa. Sulaiman fled with the intention of 
escaping to Constantinople, but was captured while sleeping off a drinking 
bout and killed.

Then Musa determined to attack Manuel, who had been faithful to 
his alliance with Sulaiman. He denounced him as the cause of the fall oi 
Bayazid, and set himself to arouse all the religious fanaticism possible 
against the Christian population under the Emperor’s rule. According to 
Ducas, Musk put forward the statement that it was the Emperor who had 
invited Timur and his hordes, that his own brother Sulaiman had been 
punished by Allah because he had become a giaour, and that he, Musk, 
had been entrusted with the sword of Mahomet in order to overthrow the 
infidel. He therefore called upon the faithful to go with him to recapture 
Salonica and the other Greek cities which had belonged to his father, and 
to change their churches into mosques.

In 14152 he devastated Serbia for having supported his brother, and 
this in as brutal a manner as Timur had devastated the cities and 
countries in Asia Minor. Then he attacked Salonica. Orkhan, the 
son of Sulaiman, aided the Christians in the defence of the city, 
which however was forced to surrender, and Orkhan was blinded by 
his uncle.

While successful on land Musa was defeated at sea, and the inhabi
tants of the capital, in 1411, saw the destruction of his fleet off the 
island of Plataea in the Marmora. In revenge for this defeat he laid 
siege to the city. Manuel and his subjects stoutly defended its landward 
walls, and before Musa could capture it news came of the revolt of his 
younger brother, Mahomet, who appeared as the avenger of Sulaiman. 
The siege of Constantinople had to be raised. Mahomet had taken the 
lordship of the Turks in Amasia shortly after the defeat of his 
father a t Angora, and had not been attacked by Timur. The Emperor 
proposed an alliance with him, which was gladly accepted, and the con
ditions agreed to were honourably kept by both parties. Mahomet 
came to Scutari, where he had an interview with the Emperor. An army 
composed of Turks and Greeks was led by Mahomet to attack his 
brother. But Musa defeated him in two engagements. Then Manuel, 
after a short time, having been joined by a Serbian army, attempted 
battle against him, and with success. The Janissaries deserted Musa 
and went over to Mahomet and Manuel, and his army was defeated. 
Musk was himself captured and by order of Mahomet was bowstrung.

Mahomet was now the only survivor of the six sons of Bayazid, 
with the exception of Qasim, the youngest, who was still living with 
Manuel as a hostage; three of his brothers had been the victims of 
fratricide. In 1413 Mahomet proclaimed himself Grand Sultan of the 
Ottomans.
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MAHOMET I, CALLED THE GENTLEMAN (1413-1421).

Mahomet was a soldier at the age of fifteen and proved himself from 
the first an able one. After the ten years of civil war already mentioned 
he was formally recognised as Sultan. Shortly before his accession he 
charged the representatives of Venice, Serbia, Bulgaria, and Wallachia, 
who went to offer their congratulations, not to forget to repeat to their 
masters that he purposed to give peace to all and to accept it from all. 
He added: “ May the God of Peace inspire those who should be tempted 
to violate it.” A t his accession the Ottomans had lost nearly all 
their possessions in Europe except Hadrianople. Bosnia, Bulgaria, and 
Wallachia had recovered their freedom. In Asia Minor revolts followed 
each other in rapid succession. According to his promise, Mahomet 
restored to the Emperor Manuel the strong positions which the Turks 
had occupied on the Black Sea, on the Marmora, and in Thessaly; and he 
acknowledged the rule of the Serbians over a considerable portion of the 
territory they had lost. When the Emperor returned by sea from the 
Morea, the two rulers had a friendly interview in Gallipoli on an imperial 
ship. In 1416 Mahomet gave permission to the Knights of Rhodes to 
build a castle in Lycia as a refuge for fugitives from the Muslims.

In the following year, 1417, he crossed from Hadrianople to Asia 
Minor and recaptured Smyrna from Junaid, who had declared himself 
independent during the war of succession.

Venice a t this time sent out many rovers who, while owning allegiance 
to the republic, fought for their own hands, annexed territory to the 
sovereign city, but were allowed to establish themselves as rulers. They 
plundered the Turkish coasts and captured Turkish vessels wherever 
they found them. W ar with the republic was declared in 1416. The 
Sultan had so far not sought war with any European State, nor did he 
now seek war with Venice, the republic indeed forcing it upon him. He 
fitted out no less than 112 ships, of which thirteen were galleys. The 
Venetian fleet was under the command of Loredan. The two fleets met 
off Gallipoli on 29 May 1416, when a bloody encounter took place and 
the Turks were utterly defeated1. Twenty-seven Turkish vessels were 
captured, and a tower built by the Genoese at^Lampsacus to prevent the 
Turks passing into Europe was rased to the ground2.

Mahomet did not seek to play the part of a conqueror in his ex
peditions against Hungary in 1416 and the two following years, but he 
introduced a better organisation into the places which his predecessor 
had captured. He erected a series of forts on the frontier of the Danube. 
One of the most important was at Giurgevo, opposite Ruschuk. Junaid, 
the former governor of Smyrna, was named to the same post in Nicopolis.

1 Jorga, p. 372, speaks of the battle as an event of world importance.
2 Von Hammer, ch. ix, p. 172. The Rapport de Loredano, given in full in 

Laugier’s Histoire de Venise, i. 5.
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Severin, near Trajan’s bridge, was fortified. Mahomet endeavoured, 
but with less success, to introduce better organisation among the Serbs, 
west and northwest of Belgrade, as far as Styria. Sigismund, however, 
declared war, and obtained a victory over the Turks between Ni§ and 
Nicopolis in 1419. The last years of Mahomet’s reign were comparatively 
peaceful.

Mahomet had to meet a pretender, as he is called by the Turkish 
historians, who claimed to be Mus^afA, brother of the Sultan, who had 
disappeared after the battle of Angora. He was supported by Junaid, 
the ex-rebel of Smyrna whom we have seen named governor of Nicopolis, 
and also by the Wallachs. The rebellion raised by them became more 
serious in the reign of the following Sultan. Mahomet died from a fit 
of apoplexy, in which he fell from his horse a t Hadrianople, a t the end 
of 1421 or perhaps in January 14221.

Halil Ganem claims that Mahomet was the greatest, wisest, noblest, 
and most magnanimous of the Ottoman conquerors. He was called 
Chelebi, “ the gracious lord,” “ the gentleman.” He was renowned for his 
justice as much as for his courage. He was the rebuilder, the restorer, 
whose practical wisdom was of as much value to the Ottomans as the 
military genius of his predecessor. Their empire on his accession appeared 
as a mass of fragments. The attacks on the Greek Empire almost alto
gether ceased, because the Sultan considered it was his first duty to undo 
the mischief following Timur’s dislocation of the Ottoman dominions.

The defeat of the Turks by the Venetians and the Sultan’s treatment 
of the Empire led its rulers to hope once more for the recovery of their 
rule, and enabled them to strengthen their positions in the capital. The 
story of Mahomet’s reign would appear to justify the belief that when 
he came to the throne he had decided that, instead of seeking for an 
extension of his dominions, he would consolidate and strengthen those 
which his predecessors had conquered and he had inherited. While 
therefore he did not seek war, he not only improved the administration 
of his government, but also founded mosques and schools in the large 
towns. Brusa itself contains the most important of the institutions 
established by him, and the Yeshil-jami‘, or Green Mosque, of that city 
is a t once the most beautiful specimen of Turkish architecture and 
decoration and one of the world’s artistic monuments.

MURAD II (1421-1451).

Murad, 'the lawful heir to the throne, was, on the death of Mahomet, 
a t Amasia. Indeed the death was concealed by Bayazid, the faithful 
vizier, until Murad could be produced. Notwithstanding the comparative 
calm which characterised the reign of Mahomet, the evidence shews that,

1 Leunclavius says in a .h . 824 = a. d . 1421. Chalcondyles, ch. v, makes him reign 
twelve years. Ducas, ch. 22, makes the reign last only eight years. The difference 
is due to the date fixed on for his accession.
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during his reign and during the war of succession which preceded it, the 
number of Turks, both in Europe and in Asia, was continually increasing. 
Remembering the huge hordes under Timur, and still more the Turks 
who had fled westward before his advance, there can be little doubt that 
this increase in the numbers of invading Asiatics was largely due to the 
great movement in question. Ducas notes that, after the hordes of Timur 
left Persia and passed through Armenia, they invaded Cappadocia and 
Lyeaonia, where they received permission to pillage the lands of Christians, 
and that, without swords or lances, they were in such numbers that they 
swept the country before them. The invasion, he adds, was so general 
that it spread all over Anatolia and Thrace, even into the provinces 
beyond the Danube. They ravaged Achaia and Greece, and while trying 
to keep on good terms with the Empire attacked the Serbians, Bulgarians, 
and Albanians; they destroyed all nations except the Wallaehs and 
Hungarians. Ducas believed that there were more Turks between the 
Danube and Gallipoli than in Asia. When, often to the number of a 
hundred thousand, they entered the various provinces, they took pos
session of everything they could find. They desolated the country as 
far as the frontier of Dalmatia. The Albanians, who were considered 
innumerable, were reduced to a small nation. Everywhere they obliged 
Christian parents to give to the Grand Signor one-fifth of the prisoners 
and booty captured, and the choicest children were taken. From the 
rest the young and strong were purchased at low prices, and were com
pelled to become Janissaries. The victims were then compelled to embrace 
the conqueror’s religion and to be circumcised. Everywhere the army 
formed of tribute children was victorious. Among them, says Ducas, 
were no Turks or Arabs but only children of Christians—Romans, 
Serbians, Albanians, Bulgarians, and Wallaehs. The statement of Ducas 
is confirmed by both Turkish and Christian writers.

I t  was the increased and ever-increasing body of Turks which under 
the second Murad was destined to carry the Ottoman banner through
out the length of the Balkan peninsula. Murad commenced his reign by 
an action which shewed, as the Turkish writers insist, that he was a 
lover of peace. He proposed to the Emperor Manuel to renew the 
alliance which had existed with his father. The Emperor had supported 
the claims of the pretender Mustafa, who succeeded in capturing 
Gallipoli but then refused to surrender it to the Emperor, alleging that 
i t  was against the religion of Islam to yield territory to infidels except by 
force. Shortly afterwards, however, Mustafa was defeated at Lopadium 
on the river Rhyndakos by Murad, who obtained possession of Gallipoli, 
followed Mustafa, and hanged him at Hadrianople in 1422. Murad then 
made war on John, who in 1420 was associated with his father Manuel, 
and laid siege to Constantinople in June 1422. The siege continued till 
the end of August and was then abandoned. One of the reasons alleged 
for so doing was that Murad’s younger brother, thirteen years old,

44C. 31 ED, H . VOL. IV. CH. XXI.
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named Mus(afii, aided by Elias Pasha, had appeared as a claimant to the 
throne, and was recognised as Sultan by the Emirs of Karamania and 
Germiyan as well as in Brusa and Nicaea. The rebellion appeared for
midable, and was not ended till 1426, when the boy was caught and 
bowstrung.

Thereupon in 1423 Murad returned to Hadrianople, and made it his 
capital. John, who was now the real Emperor, made peace with Murad, 
but on condition that he paid a heavy tribute and surrendered several 
towns on the Black Sea, including Derkos. The Turks during the next 
seven years steadily gained ground. Salonica after various vicissitudes, 
the chief being its abandonment by the Turks in 1425, was finally 
captured from the Venetians in 1430, and seven thousand of its inhabi
tants were sold into slavery. In 1430 Murad took possession of Joannina. 
In 1433 he re-colonised the city with Turks. He later named a governor 
a t Uskub (Skoplje), the former capital of Serbia. George Brankovic 
bought peace with Murad by giving his daughter in marriage to him 
with a large portion of territory as dowry. From Serbia the Sultan 
crossed to Hungary, devastated the country, and retired, but, pushing on 
to Transylvania, was so stoutly opposed that he had to withdraw across 
the Danube1.

In Greece, during the year 1423, the Turks took temporary possession 
of Hexamilion, Lacedaemon, Cardicon, Tavia, and other strongholds. 
In 1425 they captured Modon (Methone) and carried off 1700 Christians 
into slavery. In the same year one of Murad’s generals destroyed the 
fortifications a t the Isthmus of Corinth. In 1430 the Sultan granted 
capitulations to the republic of Ragusa. Three years later a Turkish 
fleet ravaged the coasts of Trebizond. The Emperor Sigismund, the King 
of Hungary, with Vladislav, King of Poland, was beaten by Murad on the 
Danube in 1428.

We are not concerned here with the profoundly interesting negotia
tions which went on between the Greek Emperors and the Pope, except to 
note that the price required to be paid for assistance from the West was 
the acceptance by the Orthodox Church of the supremacy of Rome, that 
the great mass of the Greek population, owing to many causes, mainly 
the recollection of the Latin Empire of Constantinople (1204-1261), was 
bitterly opposed to Union, and that the Emperor and the few dignitaries 
who were willing to change their creed so as to bring it about had no 
authority, expressed or implied, to act on behalf of the Orthodox Church. 
The Union however, such as it was, was accepted in 1430 by the Emperor 
John, who had gone to  Florence for that purpose. Thereupon the Pope 
undertook to send ten galleys for a year, or twenty for six months, to 
attack the Turks and give courage to the Christian Powers. Early in 
1440 he sent Isidore as delegate to Buda. John, who returned from 
Italy in February of the same year, finding that Murad had become 

1 Cf. for these events supra, Ch. xvm, pp. 568-70.
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restive a t the action of the Pope, sent to him to declare that his journey 
had been solely for the purpose of settling dogmas and had no political 
object. He was, however, treating already for common action with 
Vladislav, now also King of Hungary. In the same year Skanderbeg 
(Skander or Alexander bey), an Albanian who had reverted to Christianity, 
declared war against the Sultan.

Meantime the Pope had invited all Christian princes, including 
Henry VI of England, to give aid against the Turks. The King of 
Aragon promised to send six galleys. Vladislav responded too, and joined 
George, King of Serbia, in 1441. John Corvinus, surnamed Hunyadi, 
who was Voivode of Transylvania, a t the head of a Hungarian army 
drove the Turks out of Serbia. A series of engagements followed, in 
which the brilliant soldier Hunyadi defeated the Turks. The Emir of 
Karamania also attacked the Ottomans in his neighbourhood. Murad went 
in consequence into Asia Minor, but the invasion of the Serbians and 
Bulgarians compelled him to return. Several engagements took place 
between the Slav nations and Murad, the most important being in 1443 
at a place midway between Sofia and Philippopolis. Three hundred 
thousand Turks are stated, probably with gross exaggeration, to have 
been killed1.

Thereupon a formal truce was concluded for ten years in June 1444 
between Murad and the King of Hungary and his allies. Each party 
swore that his army should not cross the Danube to attack the other. 
Vladislav swore on the Gospels and Murad on the Koran. Ducas states 
that Hunyadi refused either to sign or swear. This peace, signed a t Szege- 
din, is regarded by the Turkish writers as intended by Murad to be the 
culminating point of his career. Murad was a philosopher, a man who 
loved meditation, who wished to live a t peace, to join his sect of dervishes 
in their pious labour, and to have done with war. But his enemies would 
not allow him. The treaty thus solemnly accepted was almost immediately 
broken. The story is an ugly one and, whether told by Turks or Christians, 
shews bad faith on the side of the Christians. The cardinal legate Julian 
Cesarini bears the eternal disgrace of declaring that an oath with the 
infidel might be set aside and broken. Against the advice of Hunyadi, 
the ablest soldier in the army of the allies, battle was to be joined. The 
decision was ill-considered, for the French, Italian, and German volunteers 
had left for their homes on the signature of the treaty. John was not 
ready to send aid. George of Serbia would have no share in the war. 
He refused not only to violate his oath but even to permit Skanderbeg to 
join Vladislav. The place of rendezvous was Varna, but the whole number 
of the Christians, who gathered there in the early days of November 1444, 
probably did not exceed 20,000 men. Hunyadi reluctantly joined. To 
the astonishment of the Christians they found immediately after their

1 Bartletus, Vita Scanderbegii; Ducas, x x x ii ; Leunclavius, 107; von Hammer, ii. 
299. Callimachus was present at the battle and describes it.
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arrival a t Varna that Murad had advanced with the rapidity then char
acteristic of Turkish military movements, and that he had with him
60.000 men. A great battle followed, during which one of the most 
notable incidents was that the Turks displayed the violated treaty upon 
a lance, and in the crisis of the battle, according to the Turkish annals, 
Murad prayed: “ O Christ, if thou art God, as thy followers say, punish 
their perfidy.” The victory of the Turks was complete. The Christian 
army was destroyed1. Murad, who in June 1444 had abdicated in favour 
of his son Mahomet when the latter was only fourteen years old, again 
retired after the victory of Varna and fixed his residence at Magnesia. 
But in 1445 the Janissaries became discontented. His son is reported to 
have written to him in the following terms: “ If  I  am Sultan I order you 
to resume active service. If  you are Sultan then I  respectfully say that 
your duty is to be a t the head of your army.” Murad accordingly 
was compelled to reascend the throne. In 1446 one of Murad’s generals 
desolated Boeotia and Attica. His fleet in the meantime attacked the 
Greek settlements in the Black Sea. Later in the same year Murad 
destroyed the fortifications a t the Isthmus though he was opposed by
60.000 men. Patras was also taken and burned. Thereupon the Morea 
was ravaged, and the inhabitants were either killed or taken as slaves. 
Constantine, afterwards the last Emperor of Constantinople, was compelled 
to pay tribute for the Morea. During the years 1445-8 a desultory war 
was being waged against the Albanians under Skanderbeg. In 1447 
Murad, having failed to capture Kroja, later called Aq-Hisar, the capital 
of Albania, withdrew to Hadrianople where, according to Chalcondyles, 
he remained at peace for a year.

In the autumn of 1448 the war against the Albanians recommenced. 
George Castriotes, known to us already as Skanderbeg, was still their 
trusted leader, and now and for many years was invincible. Meantime 
under the directions of Pope Nicholas V the Hungarians and the Poles 
were preparing once more to aid in resisting the advance of the Turks. 
Hunyadi, notwithstanding the defeat a t Varna, for which he was not re
sponsible, was named general, and succeeded in forming a well-disciplined 
but small army of 24,000 men. Of these 8000 were Wallachs and 2000 
Germans. As the King of Serbia refused to join, Hunyadi crossed the 
Danube and invaded his kingdom. While Murad was preparing for a 
new attack on the Albanians, Hunyadi encamped on the plains of 
Kossovo, where in 1389 the Sultan’s predecessor of the same name had 
defeated his enemies and had been assassinated. The Turkish army 
probably numbered 100,000 men2.

1 For a full description of this battle see The Destruction of the Greek Empire, 
pp. 161 and 170, by the present writer. Cf. supra, Ch. xvm, pp. 571-72.

2 Aeneas Sylvius says two hundred thousand, Chalcondyles fifteen hundred 
thousand, which von Hammer reasonably suggests is an error for a hundred and fifty 
thousand.
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For some unexplained reason Hunyadi did not wait for the arrival of 
Skanderbeg. A  battle ensued on 18 October 1448. I t  lasted three days. 
On the second the struggle was the fiercest, but the brave Hungarians 
were powerless to break through the line of the Janissaries. On the third 
day the Wallachs turned traitors, obtained terms from Murad, and 
passed over to his side. The Germans and a band of Bohemians held 
their ground, but the battle was lost. Eight thousand, including the 
flower of the Hungarian nobility, were said to have been left dead on 
the field. During the fight 40,000 Turks had fallen.

The effect of this defeat upon Hungary and Western Europe was 
appalling. The Ottoman Turks had nothing to fear for many years from 
the enemy north of the Danube. Skanderbeg struggled on, and in 1449 
beat in succession four Turkish armies and again successfully resisted an 
attem pt to capture Kroja. Indeed one author states that the Sultan 
died while making this attempt. In the autumn Murad returned to 
Hadrianople, where he died in February 1451.

MAHOMET II (1451-1481).

The great object which Mahomet II had to accomplish to make him 
supreme lord of the Balkan peninsula was the capture of Constantinople 
itself. He was only twenty-one years old when he was girt with the 
sword of Osman. But he had already shewn ability, and had had ex
perience both in civil and military affairs. The contemporary writers, 
Muslims and Christians, give ample materials from which to form an 
estimate of his character. From his boyhood he had dreamed of the 
capture of New Rome. Ducas gives a striking picture of his sleeplessness 
and anxiety before the siege of the city. Subsequent events shewed that 
he had laid his plans carefully, and had foreseen and prepared for every 
eventuality.

When his father Murad died he was a t Magnesia. He hastened to 
Gallipoli and Hadrianople, and at the latter place was proclaimed Sultan. 
Though he distrusted Khalil Pasha, who had prevented him from retaining 
supreme power when his father had abdicated, he named him again to 
the post of grand vizier, called him his father, and continued to shew 
him confidence. He commenced his reign by the murder of his infant 
brother Ahmad1, the only other member of the Ottoman dynasty being 
Orkhan who was with the Emperor in Constantinople, though in order 
to avoid public disapprobation for the act he had ‘All, the actual 
murderer, put to death2.

Shortly after his arrival a t Hadrianople he received ambassadors with 
congratulations from Constantinople and the semi-independent emirs of

1 Von Hammer notes that Turkish historians praise Mahomet for this act of 
brutality, vol. ii. p. 429, note 3.

2 Filelfo, De imbecilitale et ignavia Turcorum, quoted by Jorga, Geschichte, vol.
ii. p. 4.
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Asia Minor, but he noted that Ibrahim, the Emir of Karamania, was not 
represented. Mahomet confirmed the treaty already made with Con
stantine, and professed peaceful intentions to all. His father had failed 
in 1422 to capture the city because of the rebellion of the Emir of Kara
mania. To prevent the repetition of such opposition the Sultan crossed 
into Anatolia and forced the emir to sue for peace.

No sooner had Mahomet left Europe than the Emperor committed 
the blunder of sending ambassadors to Khalil Pasha, Mahomet’s grand 
vizier, who had always been friendly to the Empire, with a demand that 
Orkhan, a pretender to the throne for whose maintenance Murad had 
paid, should receive double the amount, failing which the ambassadors 
suggested that Orkhan’s claims would be supported by the Empire. Khalil 
bluntly asked them if they were mad, and told them to do their worst. 
Mahomet, when he learned the demand, hastily returned to Europe.

He at once set about preparations for the capture of Constantinople. 
He concluded arrangements with the Venetians, and made a truce with 
Hunyadi for three years, the latter step enabling him to arrange peace 
with Hungary, Wallachia, and Bosnia. He amassed stores of arms, arrows, 
and cannon balls. He was already master of the Asiatic side of the 
Bosphorus by means of the castle a t Anatolia-Hisar built by Bayazid. 
In order to seize the tribute paid by ships passing through the Bosphorus, 
and also that he might have a strong base for his attack upon the city, 
he decided to build a fortress opposite that of Bayazid a t a place now 
known as Rumelia-Hisar. The straits between the two castles are half 
a mile wide. In possession of the two he would have command of the 
Bosphorus, and could transport his army and munitions without difficulty. 
When the Emperor, the last Constantine, and his subjects, heard of 
Mahomet’s preparations, they were greatly alarmed, and remonstrated. 
Mahomet’s answer was a contemptuous-refusal to desist from building a 
fo rt; for he knew that the imperial army was so reduced in strength as 
to be powerless outside the walls.

In the spring of 1452 Mahomet himself took charge of the construc
tion of the fortress, and pushed on the works with the energy that 
characterised all his military undertakings. Constantine sent food to 
Mahomet’s workmen, with the evident intention of suggesting that he 
was not unwilling to see executed the work which he could not prevent. 
Meantime the Turks gathered in the harvest in the neighbourhood of 
the new building, and seemed indeed to have desired that Constantine 
should send out troops to prevent them, a step which the Emperor dared 
not undertake. All the neighbouring churches, monasteries, and houses 
were destroyed in order to find materials for building the series of walls 
and castles which formed the fortification. The work was begun in March 
1452 and completed by the middle of August. The fortifications still 
remain to add beauty to the landscape and as a monument of the con
queror’s energy. When they were completed, as the Turks seized the toll
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paid by ships passing the new castle, Constantine closed the gates of Con
stantinople. Mahomet answered by declaring war and appearing before 
the landward walls with 50,000 men. But he had not yet completed his 
preparations for a siege. After three days he withdrew to Hadrianople. 
The value of his new fortification was seen a few weeks afterwards, for 
when on 10 November two large Venetian galleys from the Black Sea 
attempted to pass they were captured, the masters killed, and their crews 
imprisoned and tortured.

Mahomet now made no secret of his intention to capture Constan
tinople. Critobulus gives a speech, which he declares was made by the 
Sultan at Hadrianople, attributing the opposition to the Ottomans from 
a series of enemies, including Timur, to the influence of the Emperors.

The country around Constantinople was cleared by Mahomet’s army. 
San Stefano, Silivri, Perinthus, Epibatus, Anchialus, Vizye, and other 
places on the north shore of the Marmora and on the coast of Thrace on 
the Black Sea were sacked. In November 1452 Cardinal Isidore had arrived 
in Constantinople with 200 soldiers sent by the Pope, together with a 
papal letter demanding the completion of the Union of the Churches. 
In consequence on 12 December a service was held in St Sophia com
memorating the reconciliation of the Eastern and Western Churches. 
Leonard, Archbishop of Chios, had arrived with the cardinal. Six 
Venetian vessels came a few weeks afterwards, and at the request of the 
Emperor their commander, Gabriel Trevisan, consented to give his 
services per honor de Dio etper honor de tufa la christianitade. They had 
safely passed the Turkish castles owing to the skilful navigation of their 
captain. On 29 January 1453 the city received the most important of its 
acquisitions, for on that day arrived John Giustiniani, a Genoese noble 
of great reputation as a soldier. He brought with him 700 fighting men. 
He was named, under the Emperor, commander-in-chief, and at once 
took charge of the works for defence. In April a chain fixed upon beams 
closed the harbour of the Golden Horn, its northern end being fastened 
within the walls of Galata. Ten large ships, with triremes near them, 
were stationed a t the boom. The Genoese of Galata undertook to aid in 
its defence.

By the end of March, Mahomet’s preparations were nearly completed. 
Nicolo Barbaro, a Venetian surgeon who was present within the city 
from the beginning to the end of the siege, states that there were
150,000 men in the besieging army between the Golden Horn and the 
Marmora, a distance of three miles and three-quarters1. Barbaro’s estimate 
is confirmed by that of the Florentine soldier Tedaldi, who states that 
there were 140,000 effective soldiers, the rest, making the number of

1 Filelfo estimates 60,000 foot and 20,000 horse. Ducas’ estimate is 250,000, 
Montaldo’s 240,000. Phrantzes says 258,000 were present. The Archbishop of Chios, 
Leonard, with whom Critobulus agrees, gives 300,000, while Chalcondyles increases 
this to 400,000.
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Mahomet’s army amount to 200,000, “ being thieves, plunderers, hawkers, 
and others following the army for gain and booty.”

In this army the most distinguished corps consisted of at least
12,000 Janissaries, who formed the body-guard of the Sultan. This force 
had shewn its discipline and valour at Varna and at Kossovo. This, 
the most terrible portion of Mahomet’s force, was derived at that time 
exclusively from Christian families. I t  was the boast of its members in 
after years that they had never fled from an enemy, and the boast was 
not an idle one. The portion of the army known as Bashi-bazuks was 
an undisciplined mob. La Brocquiere says that the innumerable host of 
these irregulars took the field with no other weapon than their curved 
swords or scimitars. “ Being,” says Filelfo, “ under no restraint, they 
proved the most cruel scourge of a Turkish invasion.”

In January 1453 report reached the capital of a monster gun which 
was being cast a t Hadrianople by Urban, a Hungarian or Wallach. By 
March it had been taken to the neighbourhood of the city. Fourteen 
batteries of smaller cannon were also prepared, which were subsequently 
stationed outside the landward walls. Mahomet had also prepared and 
collected a powerful fleet of ships and large caiques. A hundred and 
forty sailing-ships coming up from Gallipoli arrived at the Diplokionion 
south of the present palace of Dolma Bagcha on 12 April1. Cannon balls 
of a hard stone were made in large numbers on the Black Sea coast, and 
brought to the Bosphorus in the ships which joined the fleet.

The Turkish army with Mahomet a t its head arrived before the city 
on 5 April. The arrangement of the troops was as follows: Mahomet, 
with his Janissaries and others of his best troops, took up his position in 
the Lycus valley between the two ridges, one crowned by what is now 
called the Top Qapfi Gate, but which was then known as that of 
St Romanus, and the other by the Hadrianople Gate. This division 
probably consisted of 50,000 men. On the Sultan’s right, that is between 
Top Qapu and the Marmora, were 50,000 Anatolian troops, while on 
his left from the ridge of the Hadrianople Gate to the Golden Horn were 
the least valuable of his troops, including the Bashi-bazuks, among whom 
were renegade Christians. AVith them was also a small body of Serbs.

Two or three days after his arrival Mahomet sent a formal demand 
for the surrender of the city upon terms which were probably intended 
to be rejected. Upon their rejection he a t once made his dispositions for 
a regular siege.

For the most part the remains of the walls still exist, so that little 
difficulty is found in learning what were Mahomet’s chief points of attack. 
The Golden Horn separates Galata and the district behind it, known as 
Pera, from Constantinople proper, now distinguished as Stamboul, the 
Turkish corruption of et? τ η ν  iroKiv. Galata was a walled city under

1 So Barbaro; Phrantzes gives the total number of ships and boats as 480; Ducas 
as 300; Leonard as 250; Critobulus as 250.
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the protection of the Duke of Milan, and ruled under capitulations by 
the Genoese, and was not attacked during the siege. The length of the 
walls which gird Constantinople or, to give it the modem name, Stamboul, 
is about thirteen miles. Those on the Marmora and the Horn are strong 
but single. Those on the landward side are triple, the inner wall being 
the loftiest and about forty feet high. The landward walls have also in 
front of them a foss about sixty feet broad, with a series of dams in every 
part except about a quarter of a mile of steep ascent from the Horn, where 
exceptionally strong walls and towers made them impregnable before the 
days of cannon.

The walls on the two sides built up from the water were difficult to 
capture, because the attack would have to be made from boats. They 
therefore required few men for their defence. The landward walls were, 
in all the great sieges, except that by the filibustering expedition in 
1202-4 called the Fourth Crusade, the defence which invaders sought to 
capture. Some places, notably near the Silivri Gate and north of that 
of Hadrianople, were weaker than others, but the Achilles’ heel of the 
city was the long stretch of wall across the Lycus valley. About a hundred 
yards north of the place where the streamlet, which gives the valley its 
name, flows under the walls to enter the city, stood a military gate 
known as the Pempton, or Fifth Military Gate, and called by the non- 
Greek writers who describe the siege the St Romanus Gate. I t  gave 
access to the enclosure between the Inner and the Second wall. Mahomet’s 
lofty tent of red and gold, with its sublima porta, as the Italians called 
it, was about a quarter of a mile distant from the Pempton in the valley. 
The fourteen batteries, each of four guns, were distributed at various 
places in front of the landward walls. The Emperor Constantine had 
fixed his headquarters within the city in the vicinity of the same gate.

Under normal conditions a large detachment of the defenders should 
have been stationed on the city side of the great Inner wall. Rut the 
troops for the defence were not even sufficient to guard the second land
ward wall. Indeed the disparity in numbers between the besiegers and 
besieged is startling. To meet the 150,000 besiegers the city had only 
about 8000 men. Nearly all contemporary writers agree in this estimate. 
Phrantzes states that a census was made and that, even including monks, 
it shewed only 4983 Greeks. The result was so appalling that he was 
charged by the Emperor not to let it be known1. Assuming that there 
were 3000 foreigners present, 8000 may be taken as a safe total. 
The foreigners were nearly all Venetians or Genoese. The most dis
tinguished among them was the Genoese Giustiniani. We have already 
seen the spirit which actuated Trevisan. Rarbaro records the names “ for 
a perpetual memorial ” of his countrymen who took part in the defence.

1 Leonard’s estimate was 6,000 Greeks and 3,000 foreigners. Tedaldi says there 
were between 5,000 and 7,000 combatants within the city “ and not more.” Ducas 
says that there were not more than 8,000 all told.
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The arrangements for the defence were made by Giustiniani under 
the Emperor. W ith the 700 men he had brought to the city he first 
took charge of the landward walls between the Horn and the Hadrianople 
Gate, but soon transferred his men with a number of Greeks to the 
enclosure in the Lycus valley as the post of greatest danger. Archbishop 
Leonard took the place which he had left. A t the Acropolis, that is 

•near Seraglio Point, Trevisan was in command. Near him was Cardinal 
Isidore. The Greek noble, the Grand Duke Lucas Notaras, was stationed 
near what is now the Mahmudiye mosque with a few men in reserve. 
The monks were with others a t the walls on the Marmora side. The 
besieged had small cannon, but they were soon found to be useless. The 
superiority of the Turkish cannon, and especially of the big gun cast by 
Urban, was so great that Critobulus says: “ it was the cannon which did 
everything.”

A modem historian of the siege1 claims that the population of the 
city was against the Emperor. This is scarcely borne out by the 
evidence. I t  is true that a great outcry had been raised against the 
Union of the Churches; that the popular cry had been “ better under the 
Turk than under the Latins;” that the demand of the Pope for the 
restoration of Patriarch Gregory, sent away because he was an advocate 
of Union with Rome, offended many; that Notaras himself, the first 
noble, had declared that he “ preferred the Turkish turban to the cardinal’s 
h a t;” and that the populace had sought out Gennadius because he was 
hostile to the Union. But when the gates of the city were closed against 
the enemy, this sentiment in no way interfered with the determination of 
all within the city to oppose the strongest resistance, and the population 
rallied round the Emperor.

In the early days of the siege Mahomet destroyed all the Greek 
villages which bad already escaped the savagery of his troops, including 
Therapia and Prinkipo.

Mahomet’s army took up its position for the siege on 7 April. On 
9 April the ships in the Golden Horn were drawn up for its defence, ten 
being placed at the boom and seventeen held in reserve. On the 11th the 
Turkish guns were placed in position, and began firing a t the landward 
walls on the following day. The diary of the Venetian doctor, Nicolo 
Barbaro, and the other contemporary narratives shew that the firing of 
the Turks went on with monotonous regularity daily from this time, and 
that the three principal places of attack were, first, between the 
Hadrianople Gate and the end of the foss which terminates a hundred 
yards north of the palace of the Porphyrogenitus, secondly, in the Lycus 
valley at and around the Pempton or so-called St Romanus Gate, and 
thirdly, near the Third Military Gate to the north of the Silivri (or Pege) 
Gate. The ruined condition of the walls, which have hardly been touched

1 M. Jorga, Geschichte des osmanisches Reiches, vol. i i . p. 22.
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since the siege, confirms in this respect the statement of contemporaries. 
The cannon from the first did such damage that Mahomet on 18 April 
tried a general assault in the Lycus valley. I t  failed, and Giustiniani held 
his ground in a struggle which lasted four hours, when Mahomet recalled 
his men, leaving 200 killed and wounded.

The effect of the cannon in the Lycus valley soon, however, became 
terrible. In front of the Pempton, the Middle wall, as well as that which 
formed one of the sides of the foss, was broken down, and the foss in 
the lower part of the valley had been filled in. Giustiniani therefore 
constructed a stockade or stauroma of stones, beams, crates, barrels of 
earth, and other available material, which replaced the Outer and Middle 
walls through a length of 1500 feet.

Probably on the same date as the first general assault, Balta-oglilu, the 
admiral of Mahomet’s fleet, tried to force the boom, but failed. On 
20 April occurred a notable sea-fight which raised the hopes of the 
besieged. Three large Genoese ships in the Aegean, bringing soldiers and 
munitions of war for the besieged, fell in with an imperial transport. 
They had been long expected in the capital and also by the Turks. 
Mahomet’s fleet was anchored a little to the south of the present 
Dolma Bagcha palace. When the ships were first seen Mahomet hastened 
to the fleet, and gave orders to the admiral to prevent them entering the 
harbour or not to return alive. The inhabitants of the city crowded the 
east gallery of the Hippodrome, and saw the fleet of a t least 150 small 
vessels filled with soldiers drawn up to bar the passage. One of the 
most gallant sea-fights on record ensued. The large ships, having a strong 
wind on their quarter, broke through the Turkish line of boats, passed 
Seraglio point and, always resisting the mosquito fleet, fought under the 
walls of the citadel, when the wind suddenly dropped. The ships drifted 
northwards towards the shores of Pera and a renewed struggle began, 
which lasted till sunset, at the mouth of the Golden Horn. I t  was 
witnessed by Leonard, the Archbishop of Chios, and hundreds of the 
inhabitants from the walls of the city, and by Mahomet from the Pera 
shore. The Christian ships lashed themselves together, while the Turks 
and especially the vessel containing Balta-oghlu made repeated efforts to 
capture or burn them. Mahomet rode into the water alternately to en
courage and threaten his men. All his efforts, however, failed and, when 
shortly before sunset a northerly breeze sprung up, the four sailing ships 
drove through the fleet, causing enormous loss'. After sunset the boom 
was opened and the relieving ships passed safely within the harbour.

The defeat of his fleet was the immediate cause of Mahomet’s decision 
to obtain possession of the Golden Horn by the transport of his ships 
overland from the Bosphorus to a place outside the walls of Galata. 1

1 The Destruction o f the Greek Empire, by the present writer, gives a full de
scription of the fight.
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But preparations for this task had been in hand for several days. He 
had tried, and failed, to destroy the boom. He was unwilling to make 
an enemy of the Genoese by trying to force an entrance into Galata, 
where one end of the boom was fastened. His undisputed possession of 
the country beyond its walls enabled him to make his preparations for the 
engineering feat he contemplated without interruption. He had already 
stationed cannon, probably on the small plateau where the British 
Crimean Memorial Church now stands, in order to fire over a comer of 
Galata on the ships defending the boom and to distract attention from 
what he was doing. Seventy or eighty vessels had been selected, a road 
levelled, wooden tram-lines laid down on which ship’s cradles bearing the 
ships could be run, and on 22 April the transport was effected1. A  hill 
of 240 feet had been surmounted and a distance of a little over a mile 
traversed. The ships probably were started from Tophana and reached 
the Horn a t Qasim Pasha2.

The sudden appearance of 70 or 80 ships in the Golden Horn caused 
consternation in the city. After a meeting of the leaders of the defence, 
it was decided to make an effort to destroy them. James Coco, described 
by Phrantzes as more capable of action than of speech, undertook the 
attempt. Night was chosen and preparations carefully made, but the 
plan could not be kept secret. On 28 April the attack was made and 
failed, the design probably having been signalled to the Turks from the 
Tower of Galata. Coco’s own vessel was sunk by a well-aimed shot fired 
from Qasim Pasha. Trevisan, who had joined the expedition, and his 
men only saved their lives by swimming from their sinking ship. The 
fight, says Barbaro, was terrible, “ a veritable hell, missiles and blows 
countless, cannonading continual.” The expedition had completely 
failed.

The disadvantages resulting from the presence of the fleet were imme
diately felt. Fighting took place almost daily on the side of the Horn as 
well as before the landward walls. The besieged persisted in their efforts 
to destroy the enemy’s ships, but their inefficient cannon did little damage. 
During the early days of May, a Venetian ship secretly left the harbour 
in order to press the Venetian admiral Loredan, who, sent by the Pope, 
was believed to be in the Aegean, to hasten to the city’s relief. The 
Emperor was urged by the nobles and Giustiniani to leave the city, but 
refused. Meantime Mahomet continued an attack on the ships in the 
harbour with his guns on the slope of Maltepe. On 7 May a new general 
assault was made, and failed after lasting three hours. A similar attempt 
was made on 12 May, near the palace of the Porphyrogenitus, now called 
Tekfur Serai. This also failed.

1 Critobulus says there were 68 ships, Barbaro 172, Tedaldi between 70 and 80, 
Chalcondyles 70, and Ducas 80.

2 For a description of the disputed question as to the route followed, see 
Appendix in of my Destruction of the Greek Empire.
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After 14 May the attacks on the landward side were concentrated on 
the stockade and walls of the Lycus valley. Attempts were made to under
mine the walls, and failed; and to destroy the boom, and thus admit the 
great body of the fleet which still remained in the Bosphorus. The latest 
attempt on the boom was on 21 May. Two days later the Venetian bri
gantine, which had been sent to find Loredan, returned in safety but with 
the news that they had been unable to find him. Their return was due 
to a resolution of the crew which has the best quality of seamanship, 
“ whether it  be life or death our duty is to return.”

In the last week of May the situation within the city was desperate. 
The breaching of the walls was steadily going on, the greatest damage 
being in the Lycus valley, for in that place was the big bombard throwing 
its ball of twelve hundred pounds weight seven times a day with such 
force that, when it struck the wall, it shook it and sent such a tremor 
through the whole city that on the ships in the harbour it could be felt. 
The city had been under siege for seven weeks and a great general assault 
was seen to be in preparation. Two thousand scaling ladders, hooks for 
pulling down stones, and other materials in the stockade outside the 
Pempton had been brought up, and ever the steady roaring of the great 
cannon was heard. In three places, Mahomet declared, he had opened a 
way into the city through the great wall. Day after day the diarists re
count that their principal occupation was to repair during the night the 
damages done during the day. The bravery, the industry, and the perse
verance of Giustiniani and the Italians and Greeks under him is beyond 
question; and as everything pointed to a great fight at the stockade, it 
was there that the elite of the defence continued to be stationed.

Mahomet shewed a curious hesitation in these last days of his great 
task. The seven weeks’ siege was apparently fruitless. Some in the army 
had lost heart. The Sultan’s council was divided. Some asserted that the 
Western nations would not allow Constantinople to be Turkish. Hunyadi 
was on his way to relieve the city. A fleet sent by the Pope was reported 
to be a t Chios. Mahomet called a council of the heads of the army on 
Sunday, 27 May, in which Khalil Pasha, the man of highest reputation, 
declared in favour of abandoning the siege. He was opposed and overruled. 
Mahomet thereupon ordered a general assault to be made without delay.

On Monday Mahomet rode over to his fleet and made arrangements 
for its co-operation, then returned to the Stamboul side and visited all 
his troops from the Horn to the Marmora. Heralds announced that 
every one was to make ready for the great assault on the morrow.

W hat was destined to be the last Christian ceremony in St Sophia 
was celebrated on Monday evening. Emperor and nobles, Patriarch and 
Cardinal, Greeks and Latins, took part in what was in reality a solemn 
liturgy of death, for the Empire was in its agony. When the service was 
ended, the soldiers returned to their positions a t the walls. Among the 
defenders was seen Orkhan, the Turk who had been befriended by Con
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stantine. The Military Gates, that is those from the city leading into 
the enclosures between the walls, were closed, so that, says Cambini, by 
taking from the defenders any means of retreat they should resolve to 
conquer or die. The Emperor, shortly after -midnight of 28-29 May, 
went along the whole line of the landward walls for the purpose of in
spection.

The general assault commenced between one and two o’clock after 
midnight. A t once the city was attacked on all sides, though the princi
pal point of attack was on the Lycus valley. First of all, the division of 
Bashi-bazuks came up against the stockade from the district between the 
Horn and Hadrianople Gate. They were the least skilled of the army, and 
were used here to exhaust the strength and arrows of the besieged. They 
were everywhere stoutly resisted, lost heavily, and were recalled. The be
sieged set up a shout of joy, thinking that the night attack was ended. 
They were soon undeceived, for the Anatolian troops, many of them 
veterans of Kossovo, were seen advancing over the ridge crowned by Top 
Qapii to take the place of the retired division. The assault was renewed 
with the utmost fury. But in spite of the enormous superiority in num
bers, of daring attempts to pull down stones and beams from the stockade, 
of efforts to scale the walls, the resistance under the brave defenders of 
the thousand-year-old walls proved successful. The second division of 
the army had failed as completely as the first.

The failure of the Turks had been equally complete in other parts of 
the city. Critobulus is justified in commenting with pride on the courage 
of his countrymen: “ Nothing could alter their determination to be faithful 
to their trust.”

There remained but one thing to do if the city was to be captured 
on 29 May—to bring up the reserves. Mahomet saw that the two succes
sive attacks had greatly weakened the defenders. His reserves were the 
elite of the army, the 12,000 Janissaries, a body of archers, another or 
lancers, and choice infantry bearing shields and pikes. Dawn was now 
supplying sufficient light to enable a more elaborate execution of his plans. 
The great cannon had been dragged nearer the stockade. Mahomet placed 
himself at the head of his archers and infantry and led them up to the 
foss. Then a fierce attack began upon the stockade. Volleys were fired 
upon the Greeks and Italians defending it, so that they could hardly shew 
a head above the battlements without being struck. Arrows and other 
missiles fell in numbers like rain, says Critobulus. They even darkened 
the sky, says Leonard.

When the defenders had been harassed for some time by the heavy 
rain of missiles, Mahomet gave the signal for advance to his “ fresh, 
vigorous, and invincible Janissaries.” They rushed across the foss and 
attempted to carry the stockade by storm. “ Ten thousand of these grand 
masters and valiant men,” says Barbaro with admiration for a brave 
enemy, “ ran to the walls not like Turks but like lions.” They tried to
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tear down the stockade, to pull out the beams, or the barrels of earth of 
which it was partly formed. For a while all was noise and mad confusion. 
To the roar of cannon was added the clanging of every church bell in 
the city, the shouts “Allah! Allah!" and the replies of the Christians. 
Giustiniani and his little band cut down the foremost of the assailants, 
and a hard hand-to-hand fight took place, neither party gaining advan
tage over the other.

I t  was a t this moment that Giustiniani was seriously wounded. He 
bled profusely, and determined to leave the enclosure to obtain surgical 
aid. That the wound was serious is shewn by the fact that he died from it 
after a few days, though some of his contemporaries thought otherwise 
and upbraided him for deserting his post. Critobulus, whose narrative, 
written a few years after the event, is singularly free from prejudice, says 
that he had to be carried away. I t  was in vain that the Emperor implored 
him to remain, pointing out that his departure would demoralise the little 
host which was defending the stockade. He entered the city by a small 
gate which he had opened to give easier access to the stockade. The 
general opinion at the time was undoubtedly that by quitting his post 
he had hastened the capture of the city1. Meanwhile the Emperor him
self took the post of Giustiniani, and led the defenders.

Mahomet witnessed from the other side of the foss the disorder caused 
by the departure of the Genoese leader. He urged the Janissaries to 
follow him, to fear nothing: “ The wall is undefended; the city is ours 
already.” A t his bidding a new attempt was made to rush the stockade 
and to climb upon the debris of the wall destroyed by the great gun.

A stalwart Janissary named Hasan was the first to gain and maintain 
a position on the stockade, and thereby to entitle himself to the rich re
ward promised by the Sultan. The Greeks resisted his entry and that of 
his comrades and killed eighteen. But Hasan held his position long 
enough to enable a number of his followers to climb over the stockade. 
A  fierce but short struggle ensued while other Turks were pouring into 
the enclosure. They followed in crowds, once a few were able to hold their 
position on the stockade. Italians and Greeks resisted, but the Turks 
were already masters of the enclosure. Barbaro says that within a quarter 
of an hour of the Turks first obtaining access to the stockade there must 
have been 30,000 within the enclosure. The defenders fled in panic. The 
Turks, according to Leonard, formed a phalanx on the slope of each side 
of the hill and drove Greeks and Italians before them. Only the small 
gate into the city was open, and this was soon crowded with dying or 
dead.

The overwhelming numbers of the invaders enabled them soon to 
slaughter all opponents who had not escaped into the city. The military

1 See the statements of contemporaries quoted in my Destruction o f the Greek 
Empire, pp. 346-7.
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gate of the Pempton was a t once opened. Hundreds of Turks entered 
the city, while others hastened to the Hadrianople Gate and opened it to 
their comrades. From that time Constantinople was a t the mercy of 
Mahomet. A public military entry followed," probably a t about ten in 
the morning, and then the city was handed over to the army, as Mahomet 
had promised, for a three days’ sack.

In the first struggle within the enclosure and near the Pempton, the 
Emperor bore a part worthy of his name and his position. The last Con
stantine perished among his own subjects and the remnant of the Italians 
who were fighting for the honor de Dio et de christianitade. All accounts 
of his death attest his courage. He refused, says Critobulus, to live after 
the capture of the city, and died fighting. The manner of his death 
and the question whether his body was ever found are, however, both 
doubtful1.

An incident is mentioned by Ducas, and is incidentally confirmed by 
other writers, which may have hastened the capture of the city. Whether 
by accident or by treason a small postern gate near Tekfur Serai (the palace 
of the Porphyrogenitus) had been left open, and in the midst of the final 
struggle a number of Turkish troops entered and obtained possession of 
the walls between the palace and the Hadrianople Gate, where they hoisted 
Turkish ensigns. Some even went as far as the mosaic mosque, known as 
the Chora, and plundered it. But an alarm was immediately given, and 
the Emperor hastened to the Hadrianople Gate and assisted in driving 
out the intruders. Then as hastily he returned to the stockade, arriving 
just a t the moment when Giustiniani was preparing to leave. The story 
of Ducas is not mentioned by Critobulus, who either knew nothing of it 
or regarded the incident as unimportant. Sa‘d-ad-Dln gives a version 
which, apart from the bombastic fashion in which he wrote his account 
of the capture of the city, occasionally contains a grain of truth. He says 
that, “ while the blind-hearted Emperor” was busy resisting the besiegers 
to the north of the Hadrianople Gate, “ suddenly he learned that the up
raising of the most glorious standard of ‘the Word of God’ had found a 
path to within the walls.” The entrance into the city a t this moment by 
the sailors opposite the church of St Theodosius, now the Gul-jami‘, may 
be held to confirm the story of Ducas.

Mahomet’s capture of Constantinople was the crowning of the work 
done by his able predecessors. W ith the sack of the city and with the 
further conquests of Mahomet we have nothing to do. His biographers 
claim that he conquered two empires and seven kingdoms. Cantemir 
calls him the most glorious prince who ever occupied the Ottoman throne. 
Halil Ganem is justified in saying that, judged by his military exploits,

1 See the various contemporaries quoted on pp. 363-4 of The Destruction o f the 
Greek Empire.
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Mahomet occupies the first place in the Ottoman annals. Responsibility 
had been thrown upon him by his father while still a boy. Throughout 
his life he was self-reliant. He cared nothing for the pleasures usually 
associated with an Asiatic sovereign. As he was, like so many of the 
earlier Sultans, the son of a Christian mother, he may have derived many 
of the elements in his character from her. He shewed from the first a 
dislike for games, for hunting, indeed for amusement of any kind. He kept 
his designs to himself, and is reported to have said in reply to a question: 
“ If a hair in my beard knew what I proposed I would pluck it out.”

He had no court favourites and was a lonely man, though he enjoyed 
conversation on historical subjects, knew the life of Alexander the Great 
well, and took interest in the story of Troy. He was careful in the selec
tion of his ministers, and a rigid disciplinarian. The Janissaries had al
ready begun to count upon their strength, and exacted from him a donative 
on his accession. He never forgave their Agha for permitting it. Shortly 
afterwards he degraded and flogged him for not preventing a revolt. A t 
the beginning of his reign he reformed Turkish administration, and in
creased the revenue by preventing great leakage in the collection of taxes. 
He is spoken of by the Turks as the Qammi or Lawgiver. Thoughtful 
as a youth, he continued during his life to take a delight in studies which 
have not occupied the attention of any other Turkish ruler. Gennadius, 
the new Patriarch, became so great a favourite with him that some 
of his subjects spoke of him as an unbeliever. Yet his mind was 
usually occupied with great projects. He rightly judged what were the 
obstacles to the Turks’ further advance. The phrase “ First Rhodes, then 
Belgrade,” is attributed to him as indicating the direction of his ambition. 
He shewed his intention of making the Turks a European power when he 
commenced his reign, by laying the foundation of his palace a t Hadrian
ople. He was, moreover, a lover of learning according to his lights, de
lighted in discussing theology and philosophy, and had acquired five 
languages. He employed Gentile Bellini, the Venetian painter, and when 
he left presented him with the arms and armour of Dandolo. The dark 
side of his character shews him as reckless of human life and guilty of 
gross cruelty. He made infanticide in the imperial family legal, though 
it had been commonly practised before his reign. All things considered, 
we can have no hesitation in pronouncing him the ablest of Ottoman 
Sultans.

The capture of Constantinople marks not only the end of the Greek 
Empire but the establishment of that of the Ottomans. After that event, 
when the world thought of Turks they connected them with New Rome 
on the Bosphorus. The Ottoman Turks had advanced to be a European 
nation.
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS OF TITLES 
OF PERIODICALS, SOCIETIES, ETC.

(1) The following abbreviations are used for titles of periodicals :
AB. Analecta Bollandiana. Brussels.
AHR. American Historical Review. New York and London.
AKKR. Archiv fur katholisches Kirchenrecht. Mayeuce.
AMur. Archivio Muratoriano. Rome.
Arch. Ven. (and N. Arch. Ven.; Arch. Ven.-Tri.). Archivio veneto. Venice. 40 

vols. 1871-90. Continued as Nuovo archivio veneto. 1st series. 20 
vols. 1891-1900. New series. 42 vols. 1901-1921. And Archivio 
veneto-tridentino. 1922 if., in progress.

ASAK. Anzeiger fiir schweizerische Alterthumsknude. Zurich.
ASHF. Annuaire-Bulletin de la Societe de l’histoire de France. Paris.
ASI. Archivio storico italiano. Florence. Ser. i. 20 v. and App. 9 v.

1842-53. Index. 1857. Ser. nuova. 18 v. 1855-03. Ser. in. 
26 v. 1865-77. Indexes to i i  and in. 1874. Suppt. 1877. Ser. iv. 
20 v. 1878-87. Index. 1891. Ser. v. 49 v. 1888-1912. Index. 
1900. Anni 71 etc. 1913 If., in progress. (Index in Catalogue of 
The London Library vol. i. 1913.)

ASL. Archivio storico lombardo. Milan.
ASPN. Archivio storico per le province napoletane. Naples. 1876 if.
ASRSP. Archivio della Societa romana di storia patria. Rome.
BISI. Bullettino dell’ Istituto storico italiano. Rome. 1886 if.
BRAH. Boletin de la R. Academia de la historia. Madrid.
BZ. Byzantinische Zeitschrift. Leipsic. 1892 if.
CQR. Church Quarterly Review. London.
CR. Classical Review. London.
DZG. Deutsche Zeitschrift fur Geschichtswissenschaft. Freiburg-im-Breisgau.
DZKR. Deutsche Zeitschrift fiir Kirchenrecht. Leipsic.
EHR. English Historical Review. London.
FDG. Forschungen zur deutschen Geschichte. Gottingen.
HJ. Historisches Jahrbuch. Munich.
HVJS. Historische Vierteljahrsschrift. Leipsic.
HZ. Historische Zeitschrift (von Sybel). Munich and Berlin.
JA. Journal Asiatique. Paris.
JB. Jahresberichte der Geschichtswissenschaft im Auftrage der historischen

Gesellschaft zu Berlin. Berlin. 1878 if.
JHS. Journal of Hellenic Studies. London.
JRAS. Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain. London.
JSG. Jahrbuch fiir schweizerische Geschichte. Zurich.
JTS. Journal of Theological Studies. London.
MA. Le moyen age. Paris.
MIOGF. Mittheilungen des Instituts fiir osterreichische Geschichtsforschung. 

Innsbruck.
Neu. Arch. Neues Archiv der Gesellschaft fur altere deutsche Geschichtskunde 

Hanover and Leipsic.
NRDF. Nouvelle Revue historique du droit fran^ais. Paris.
QFIA. Quellen und Forschungen aus italienischen Archiven und Bibliotheken. 

Rome.
RA. Revue archeologique. Paris.
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RBen. Revue benedictine. Marcdsous.
RCHL. Revue critique d’histoire et de litterature. Paris.
RH. Revue historique. Paris.
RHD. Revue d’histoire diplomatique. Paris.
RHE. Revue d’histoire ecclesiastique. Louvain.
Rhein. Mus. llheinisches Museum fiir Philologie. Frankfort-on-Main.
RN. Revue de numismatique. Paris.
RQCA. Romische Quartalschrift fiir christliche Altertumskunde und Kirchen- 

geschichte. Rome.
RQH. Revue des questions historiques. Paris.
RSH. Revue de synthese historique. Paris.
RSI. Rivista storica italiana. Turin. See Gen. Bill. i.
SKA W. Sitzungsberichte der Kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenschaften. Vienna.

[Philos.-hist. Classe.]
SPAW. Sitzungsberichte der kon. preussischeu Akademie der Wissenschaften. 

Berlin.
TRHS. Transactions of the Royal Historical Society. London.
VV. Vizantiyski Vremennik (βυζαντινά Χρονικά). St Petersburg (Petrograd).

1894 ff.
ZCK. Zeitschrift fiir christliche Kunst. Diisseldorf.
ZDMG. Zeitschrift der deutscheu morgenlandischen Gesellscliaft. Leipsic.
ZKG. Zeitschrift fiir Kirchengeschichte. Gotha.
ZKT. Zeitschrift fiir katholische Theologie. Gotha.
ZMNP. Zhurnal ministerstva narodnago prosveshcheniya (Journal of the Ministry

of Public Instruction). St Petersburg.
ZR. Zeitschrift fiir Rechtsgescliichte. Weimar. 1861-78. Continued as
ZSR. Zeitschrift der Savigny-Stiftung fiir Rechtswissenschaft. Weimar. 1880ff. 
ZWT. Zeitschrift fiir wissenschaftliche Theologie. Frankfort-on-Main.

(2) Other abbreviations used are :
AcadlBL. Academie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres.
AcadIP. Academie Imperiale de Petersbourg.
AllgDB. Allgemeine deutsche Biographie. See Gen. Bibl. i.
ASBen. See Mabillon and Achei-y in Gen. Bibl. iv.
ASBoll. Acta Sanctorum Bollandiana. See Gen. Bibl. iv.
BEG. Bibliotheque de l’Ecole des Chartes. See Gen. Bibl. i.
BGen. Nouvelle Biographie generale. See Gen. Bibl. i.
BHE. Bibliotheque de l’Ecole des Hautes fitudes. See Gen. Bibl. i.
Bouquet. See Rerum Gallicarum...scriptores in Gen. Bibl. iv.
BUniv. Biographie universelle. See Gen. Bibl. i.
Coll, textes. Collection des textes pour servir a 1’etude et a l’enseignement del’histoire. 

See Gen. Bibl. iv.
CSCO. Corpus scriptorum christianorum orientalium. See Gen. Bibl. iv.
CSEL. Corpus scriptorum ecclesiasticorum latinorum. See Gen. Bibl. iv.
CSHB. Corpus scriptorum historiae Byzantinae. See Gen. Bibl. iv.
DNB. Dictionary of National Biography. See Gen. Bibl. i.
EcfrAR. Ecoles framjaises d’Athenes et de Rome. Paris.
EncBr. Encyclopaedia Britannica. See Gen. Bibl. i.
Ersch-Gruber. Ersch and Gruber’s Allgemeine Encyklopadie. See Gen. Bibl. i. 
Fonti. Fonti per la storia d’ltalia. See Gen. Bibl. iv.
Jaffe. See Gen. Bibl. iv.
KAW. Kaiserliche Akademie der Wissenschaften. Vienna.
Mansi. See Gen. Bibl. iv.
MEC. Memoires et documents publ. par l’Ecole des Chartes. See Gen. Bibl. iv. 
MGH. Monumenta Germaniae Historica. See Gen. Bibl. iv.
MHP. Monumenta historiae patriae. Turin. See Gen. Bibl. iv.
MHSM. Monumenta spectantia historiam Slavorum meridionalium. See Gen. 

Bibl. iv.
MPG. Migne’s Patrologiae cursus completus. Ser. graeco-latina. [Greek texts 

with Latin translations in parallel columns.] See Gen. Bibl. iv.
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MPL. Migne’s Patrologiae cursus completus. Ser. latina. See Gen. Bibl. iv. 
PAW. Konigliche preussische Akademie d. Wissenschaften. Berlin.
IIAH. Real Academia de la Historia. Madrid.
RC. Record Commissioners.
RE3. Real-Encyklopadie fiir protestantische Theologie, etc. See Herzog and 

Hauck in Gen. Bibl. i.
Rec. hist. Cr. Recueil des historiens des Croisades. See Gen. Bibl. iv.
RGS. Royal Geographical Society.
RHS. Royal Historical Society.
Rolls. Rerum Britannicarum medii aevi scriptores. See Gen. Bibl. iv.
RR.II.SS. See Muratori in Gen. Bibl. iv.
SGUS. Scriptores rerum Germanicarum in usum scholarum. See Monumenta 

Germaniae Historica in Gen. Bibl. iv.
SHF.
SRD.

Societe d’histoire fran^aise. 
Scriptores rerum Danicarum medii aevi. See Gen. Bibl. iv.

Abh. Abhandlungen. mem. memoir.
antiq. antiquarian, antiquaire. mem. memoire.
app. appendix.

collection.
n.s. new series.

coll* publ. published, publie'.
diss. dissertation. R .\ reale.hist. history, historical, liistoriquc, r- /

historisch. roy. royal, royale.
Jahrb. Jahrbuch. ser. series.
k. fkaiserlich. soc. society, societe, societa.

\koniglich. Viert. Vierteljahrschrift.
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CHAPTER XXL

T H E  OTTOMAN TURKS TO T H E  FALL 
OF CONSTANTINOPLE.

I. SPECIAL BIBLIOGRAPHIES.

No complete special bibliography has yet been published. That of Auboyneau, G. 
and Fevret, A. (Essai de bibliographic pour servir a l’histoire de l’Empire Ottoman; 
livres turcs, livres imprimes a Constantinople, et livres etrangers a la Turquie, mais 
pouvant servir a son histoire. Ease. i. Religion, moeurs, coutumes. Paris. 1911) 
has remained unfinished. Jacob, G. Hilfsbuch fiir...d. Osmanisch-tiirkische. iv. 
Bibliographischer Wegweiser. 2nd edn. Berlin. 1917 is scanty. Gibbons, H. A. in 
The Foundation of the Ottoman Empire (see below, m  n (i)) gives a bibliography 
not without inaccuracies.

The Western Sources are mostly to be found in 
Chevalier, C. U. J. Repertoire des sources historiques du moyen age (see Gen. 

Bibl. i) and in Potthast, A. Bibliotheca historica medii aevi. (See Gen. Bibl. i.)
The Oriental Sources are best described in 

Hammer-Purgstall, J. von. Geschichte des osmanischen Reiches. Vol. ix, pp. 
177 ff., x, pp· 699 ff. (see Gen. Bibl. v) and in the standard work of Oriental 
bibliography by Hajji Khalifah (Katib Chelebi). Kashf az-zunun. Ed. in Arabic 
and Latin by Fliigel, G. Lexicon bibliographicum et eucyclopaedicum a Mustapha 
b. Abdallah Katib Jelebi dicto et nomine Haji Khalfa (ob. 1658) celebrato 
compositum. 7 vols. London and Leipsic. 1835-58.

There are also the recent but inadequate works:
Jamal-ad-Din. Ayine-i zurefS. Ed. and continued by Ahmad Jevdet. Osmanli 

tarikh muverrikhleri. Constantinople, a.h. 1314, and Brusali Muhammad 
Tahir. ‘Opmanli mu’ellifleri. Constantinople, a . h . 1333 if.

Certain catalogues of collections of Oriental MSS are also indispensable for 
bibliography, especially
Fliigel, G. Die arab., pers., und tiirk. Handschriften der k. k. Hofbibliothek zu 

Wien. 3 vols. Vienna. 1865-7.
Rieu, C. Catalogue of Turkish MSS in the British Museum. Loudon. 1888.

See also
Browne, E. G. Catalogue of the Persian MSS in the Library of the University of 

Cambridge. Cambridge. 1896.
-----  Hand-list of the Muhammadan MSS, including all those in the Arabic charac

ter, in the Library of the University of Cambridge. Cambridge. 1900.
-----  Supplementary hand-list of the Muhammadan MSS, etc., in the Libraries of

the University and Colleges of Cambridge. Cambridge. 1922.
-----  Hand-list of the Gibb Collection of Turkish and other books in the Library of

the University of Cambridge. Cambridge. 1906.
Dozy, R. P. A. and others. Catalogue Codicum Orientalium Bibliothecae Aca- 

demiae Lugduno-Batavae. 6 vols. Leiden. 1851-77.
Pertsch, L. C. W. Verzeichniss der persischen Handschriften der koniglichen Bib- 

liothek zu Berlin. Berlin. 1888.
-----  Verzeichniss der turkischen Handschriften der koniglichen Bibliothek zu

Berlin. Berlin. 1889.
56—2
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Slane, G. de. Catalogue des MSS arabes de la Bibliotheque Nationale, Paris. In 
MS. 2 vols. 1883-95.

-----  Catalogue des Bibliotheques de Constantinople. In MS. Bibliotheque Nationale,
Paris. Ponds arabes. No. 4474. [Forty of these Libraries have catalogues 
registering 57000 MSS.]

There are bibliographies of the Arabic and Persian sources by Brockelmann, C. 
in Geschichte der arabischen Litteratur (see Gen. Bibl. v) and by Ethe, H. in 
Grundriss der iranischen Philologie. Ed. Geiger, W. and Kuhn, E. Vol. ii. 
pp. 212-363. Strasbourg. 1895-1904.

For printed works only the following are useful :
Fitzclarence, G. and Sprenger, A. Kitab Fihrist al-Koutoub. 1840.
Orientalische Bibliographic. Ed. Muller, A., Kuhn, E., Scherman, L. Berlin. 

1888 ff.
Zenker, J. T. Bibliotheca orientalis. 2 vols. Leipsic. 1848-61.

II. SOURCES.
A. O r i e n t a l .

(a) Archives.

There exists an immense mass of documents, including many of great historical 
importance, in the archives of the Ottoman Government. General rumour has pre
vailed for years that such documents existed, but visitors, even with permits from the 
Government, were not able to see more than a few hundred bound volumes, mostly 
of well-known foreign authors and a disorderly heap of MSS. The great mass was 
re-discovered some years ago in the Palace of Τόρ-QapQ of Constantinople.

Many thousands of registers exist in the Imperial Divan, including Imperial 
Decrees and the decisions of the Great Council of the Empire presided over by the 
Grand Vizier. This Council dates back to an early period of Ottoman History and 
was continued until the reign of Mahomet the Conqueror. In the same place are 
a great number of registers containing the secret Orders of the Court and of the 
State.

(b) Historical Works.

(In chronological order.)

Aljmadi (ob. 1408). Iskandar Namah. Publ. in Ta’rikh-i £o§mani enjumeni mejmu- 
'asi. Vol. i. 1910. pp. 41 ff. Almost entirely publ. in “ Anonymous Giese.” 
See below.

Ni$im Shami. J?afar Namah. (Written in the lifetime of Timur.) Brit. Mus. Addit.
MSS. No. 23,980. [Unpublished; matter contained in the following.] 

Sharaf-ad-Din (ob. 1454). Zafar Namah. Publ. in Bibliotheca Indica. Calcutta. 
1887-8. French transl. Petis de la Croix, F. Histoire de Timour-Bec. 4 vols. 
Paris. 1722; and Delf. 1723. English transl. [Darby, J.] 2 vols. London.' 
1723.

Ibn Arabshah (ob. 1450). £Ajaib al-maqdur ft nawaib Timur. Arabic tex t Cairo. 
a . h .  1285-1305. Ed. Golius, J. Ahmedis Arabsiadis vitae et rerum gestarum 
Timuris historia. Leiden. 1676. Latin transl. Manger, S. H. Lieuwarden. 
1767-72. Turkish transl. by Nazmi Zadah. Ta’rikh-i Timur-i GurkSn. Con
stantinople. 1729.

Tursun Beg. Ta’rikh-i Abi’l-fath. (Written in the lifetime of Mahomet II.) Vienna 
MSS. Fliigel’s Catalogue. No. 984.

Shukru’llah. Bahjatu’t-tavarikh. (General history written at Constantinople in 
Persian.) Brit. Mus. Oriental MSS. 1627. Vienna MSS. Fliigel’s Catalogue. 
No. 828. Turkish transl. by Farasi. MS in Constantinople University Library. 
No. 881.

‘Ashiq Pasha Zadah. Tavarikh-i al-i ‘osman. (Written shortly after 1481.) The 
best MS is at Dresden. Codices turcicae. No. 60. A bad edn., with continua
tion, ed. £Ali Beg. Constantinople, a . h . 1332.
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Hasan ibn Mahmud Beyati. Jam Jam Ayln. Silsilah-Namah-i Salatin-i al-i 'osman.
(Written in 1482.) Ed. 'All Emirl. Constantinople, a . h . 1331. v

Neshrl. Jihan numS. (Written after 1512.) Vienna MSS. Flugel’s Catalogue. No. 
986. Parts publ., with German transl., in Behrnauer, W. Aus tiirkischen 
Urkunden. Vol. i. Vienna. 1857. Also Noldeke, T. in ZDMG. xm (1859). 
pp. 176 ff.; xv (1861). pp. 333 if. Parts also publ. Wittek, P. in Mitteilungen 
zur osmanischen Geschichte. Vol. i. Vienna. 1921-2. pp. 77 ff· Nearly 
identical with the so-called Hanivaldanus in Leunclavius, J. Historiae musul- 
manae turcorum. Frankfort. 1591.

Tavarikh-i al-i 'osman. Anonymous chronicles written between 1490 and 1512. The 
so-called “ Anonymous Giese.” See below.

Bihishti. Ta’rlkh. (Written between 1501 and 1512.) Brit. Mus. Addit. MSS.
No. 7869. A later redaction, Brit. Mus. Addit. MSS. No. 24,955.

Idris Bitlisi (oft. 1520). Ha$ht Bihisht. In Persian. Brit. Mus. Addit. MSS. 
Nos. 7646, 47. Vienna MSS. Fliigel’s Catalogue. No. 994. (Partly in Turkish 
translation.)

Hadldi (oft. shortly after 1523). Shah Namah-i al-i ‘ogman. Berlin MSS. Pertsch’s 
Catalogue. No. 206.

Tavarikh-i al-i 'ogman. A continuation up to 1550 of the “ Anonymous Giese.” 
{See above.) Perhaps written by Muhyl-ad-Dln (oft. 1550). Fid. Giese, F. Die 
altosmauischen anonymen Chroniken. Vol. i (text). Breslau. 1922. Vol. π 
(German transl.) in preparation. Nearly identical with the so-called Veran- 
tianus in Leunclavius, J. Historiae musulmanae turcorum. Frankfort. 1591; 
and with Leunclavius, J . Annales Sultanorum Othmanidarum. Frankfort. 
1588. (The latter follows a shorter redaction.)

Lu^fi Pasha (oft. 1550 [?]). Ta’rlkh-i al-i 'osman. Vienna MSS. F'liigel’s Catalogue. 
No. 1001.

Rustam Pasha (oft. 1561). Ta’rikh. Camb. MSS. Browne’s Catalogue. Nos. 167, 8.
Vienna MSS. Flugel’s Catalogue. No. 1012.

'All (oft, 1599), Kunhu’l-Akhbar. 5 vols. Constantinople, a . h . 1277· In 4 vols. 
Constantinople, a . h . 1284. [Both editions are incomplete.] Vienna MSS. 
Flugel’s Catalogue. No. 1022.

Sa'd-ad-Dln (oft. 1599). Taj-at-tavarikh. 2 vols. Constantinople, a . h . 1279-80. 
Italian transl. Bratutti, V. Cronica dell’ origine e progressi della casa ottomana 
composta da Saidino Turco. Vol. i. Vienna. 1649; Vol. n. Madrid. 1652. Latin 
transl. Kollar, A. F. Saad ed-dini scriptoris Turcici annales Turcici. Vienna. 
1758. [Incomplete.] English transl. Seaman, W. The reign of Sultan Orkhan. 
Translated from Hodja effendi. London. 1652. The part containing the fall of 
Constantinople was transl. into French by De Sacy, G. in Michaud, J. F. Biblio- 
theque des Croisades. Vol. m. Paris. 1829; into English by Gibb, E. J. W. 
Glasgow. 1879; and into German by Krause, J. H. Die Eroberungen von 
Konstantinopel. See below, i n  b  (ii).

'Abdu’r-Rahman ibn Hasan, called Parvari. Anlsu’l-musafirin (History of Hadria
nople, written 1636). Vienna MSS. F'lugel’s Catalogue. No. 1052.

Hajji Khallfah (oft. 1657). Tuhfatu’l-KibSr fl Asfari’l-Bihar. Constantinople. 1728. 
English transl. (first part only) Mitchell, J. London. 1831.

-----  Taqvimu’t-tavarikh. Constantinople, a . h . 1146. Ital. transl. Carli, R.
Chronologia historica da Hagi Halife Mustafa. Venice. 1697.

(c) Geographical Works.

Ibn Ba(u(ah (oft. 1377). Ed. with French transl. Defremery, C. and Sanguinetti, B. R. 
Voyages d’Ibn Batoutah. 4 vols. Paris. 1853-9. 3rd edn. 1893. [Vol. n, 
p p .  255-353, gives travels in Asia Minor.] Arabic text only. Cairo. a . h . 1287-8. 
English transl. by Muhammed Hussein. The travels of Ibn Batuta. Lahore. 
1898.

Shah&b-ad-Dm (oft. 1348). Masaliku’l-absar ft matnaliki’l amsar. Bibl. Nat., Paris, 
Arabic MSS. Slane’s Catalogue. Nos. 2325-9. The part on Asia Minor transl. 
in French, Quatremere, E. M. in Notices et extraits des MSS. xin, i, pp. 151- 
353.
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‘Ashiq (ob. 1600[?]). ManJziru’l-'avalini. Vienna MSS. Fliigel’s Catalogue. Nq. 
1279.

Hajji Khalifah (Katib Chelebi) (ob. 1658). Jihan numa. Constantinople. 1732. 
French transl. of the part on Asia Minor by Remaud in Vivien de St Martin, L. 
Histoire des decouvertes geographiques. Vol. m. p. 637. Paris. 1846. German 
transl. of the part on Rumeli and Bosna by Hammer-Purgstall, J. von. Vienna. 
1812.

Evliya Efendi (ob. shortly after 1679). Siyahat Namah (Ta’rlkh-i sayyah). In ten 
books. MSS in the Beshlr Agha and MJmmumiye Library at Constantinople. 
Published Constantinople, a . h . 1316-18. [Incomplete. Vols. i - v i  only.] English 
transl. Hammer-Purgstall, J . von. Narrative of travels in Europe, Asia, and 
Africa by Evliya Efendi. 2 vols. London. 1846-50. [Incomplete.]

(d) Biographical Works.

Sehi (ob. 1548). Hasht Bihisht. Ed. Muhammad Shukri. Constantinople. a . h . 1325. 
Latiii (fAbdu’l-latif) (ob. 1582). Tazkiratu’sh-shu'ara. Constantinople, a . h . 1314. 

German partial transl. Chahert, T. Latiii oder biographische Nachrichteu von 
tiirkischen Dichtern. Vienna and Zurich. 1800.

Tashkupri Zadah (ob. 1560). Shaqaiq an-nu‘maniya. Turkish transl., with additions, 
hy Mejdi (ob. circa 1590). Constantinople, a . h . 1269.

Hasan Chelebi (QinSll Zadah) (ob. 1603). Tazkiratu’sh-shu'ara. Brit. Mus. Addit. 
MSS. No. 24,957. Vienna MSS. Flugel’s Catalogue. No. 1228. Bibl. Nat., 
Paris. No. 246. Munich MSS. Aumer’s Catalogue. No. 147.

‘Ashiq Chelebi (ob. 1571). Vienna MSS. Fliigel’s Catalogue. No. 1218. Munich 
MSS. Aumer’s Catalogue. No. 149. German partial transl. in Chabert, T. 
Latiii, etc. See above.

‘0§man Zadah Taib Ahmad (ob. 1723). Hadiqatu’l-vuzara. (With continuations.) 
Constantinople, a . h . 1271 and a . h . 1283.

(e) Documents.

On the oldest Ottoman documents see Kraelitz, F. Osman. Urkunden in turkischer 
Spraelie. Vienna. 1922. No original document is known of this period; hut 
some copies of old decrees are published by Kraelitz, F. in Ta’rikn-i 'osmSni 
enj. mejm. Vol. v. No. 28. 1915. v

There are also the various “ Qanun-Namah” (Codes of Law) which consist of parts 
of such decrees. The earliest, composed between 1453 and 1457, contains many 
decrees of older date; it is published by Kraelitz, F. in Mitteilungen zur osman. 
Geschichte. Vol. i (1921-2). pp. 13 ff. For the other “ Qanun-Namah” see 
Kraelitz, F. ibid.

Official documents and letters are also to be found in the two following collections, 
which, however, for this period, must be used with caution:

Ibrahim Beg el-Defterdar. Munsha’at. (Written under Sulaiman I.) Vienna MSS. 
Fliigel’s Catalogue. No. 310.

A^mad Nishanji, called Feridfln Bey (ob. 1583). Munsha’at-i salajin. Constantinople. 
a . h .  1264-5. [The most important collection of Turkish state-papers.]

B. W e s t e r n .

(a) General Histories.

Professor Bury, in his edition of Gibbon, at the end of the volumes gives very 
valuable bibliographies on the subject-matter.
Acropolites, Georgius. Chronicon Constantinopolitanum. (1203-61.) Ed. Bekker, I.

CSHB. 1836. [Not of great value for Ottoman history.]
Blemmydes, Nicephorus. Autobiography. Ed. Heisenberg, A. Leipsic. 1896. 
Cantacuzene, John, Emperor. Historia. (1314^54.) Ed. Schopen, L. 3 vols. CSHB. 

1828-32.
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Chalcondyles, Laonicus. Historiae. (1298-1463.) Gr. and Lat. texts. Ed. Bekker, I. 
CSHB. 1848; and MPG. c lix . 1866. French transl. Vigenere, B. de. Paris. 
1677 and later edns. [Athenian in Turkish service. Fullest account of Turks.] 

Ducas. Historia Byzantina. (1341-1462.) Ed. Bekker, I. CSHB. 1834. [Detailed, 
but inaccurate.]

Gregoras, Nicephorus. Historia Romana (Byzantina). (1203-1359.) Ed. Schopen,L. 
and Bekker, I. 3 vols. CSHB. 1829-55.

Pachymeres, Georgius. Historia. (1255-1308.) Ed. Bekker, I. CSHB. 1835. 
[Valuable.]

Phrantzes, Georgius. Chronicon. (1258-1476.) Ed. Bekker, I. CSHB. 1838. 
[Grand Logothete, eye-witness, valuable, Turcophobe.]

(6) Sources for capture o f Constantinople.

(i) Known to Gibbon.
Cantemir, D. See below, ni b  (i).
Chalcondyles. See above, π b  (a).
Ducas. See above, π  b  (a).
Isidore, Cardinal. De capta Constantinopoli. MPG. c lix .
Leonard, Archbishop of Chios. Historia Constantinopolitanae urbis...captae. MPG. 

c lix . Also ed. Sreznevski, 1. I. in l’ovest’ o Tsaregrade. St Petersburg. 1855. 
Ital. transl. in Sansovino. See below, i n  b  (i).

Phrantzes. See above, i i  b  (a).
[These authors, contemporaries of the siege except Cantemir and Chalcondyles, 

were eye-witnesses of much which they relate, but were either Latins, or favoured the 
Union of the two Churches.]

(ii) Unknown to Gibbon.
Barbaro, Nicolo. Giornale dell’ Assedio di Constantinopoli. Ed. Cornet, E. Vienna. 

1856. Ed. Dethier, P. A. In Mon. Hungariae hist. Vol. xxn. Pt. i. See Gen. 
Bibl. iv. [This diary of an eye-witness, revised later, carries conviction of its 
truthfulness.]

Critobulus of Imbros. Life of Mahomet II. Ed. Muller, C. In Fragmenta histori- 
corum graecorum. Vol. v. p. 40. See Gen. Bibl. iv. Ed. Dethier, P. A. 
In Mon. Hungariae hist. Vol. xxi. Pt. i. See Gen. Bibl. iv. [Critobulus was 
Archon of the Island of Imbros under Mahomet II. His history covers the first 
seventeen years of Mahomet’s reign. As he belonged to the Greek as opposed to 
the Romanising party he is free from the bias of the authors known to Gibbon.] 

Pusculus, Ubertinus, of Brescia. Constantinopoleos Libri iv. Ed. Ellissen, A. 
In Analekten der mittel- und neugriechischen Literatur. Vol. in. Leipsic. 
1857· Ed. Dethier, P. A. In Mon. Hungariae hist. Vol. xxn. Pt. i. See Gen. 
Bibl. iv. [Poem by eye-witness.]

Tedaldi, J . Account of the Siege in two versions. (1) Ed. Vallet de Viriville. In 
Chronique de Charles VII by Jean Chartier. Vol. in. Paris. 1858. (2) Ed. 
Martene, E. and Durand, U. Thesaurus novus anecdotorum. Vol. i. See 
Gen. Bibl. iv. [Florentine eye-witness.]

The following are of secondary importance.
Cambini, A. Della Origine de’ Turchi et Imperio delli Ottomanni. Florence. 1529 

and later years. Also printed by Sansovini. See below, h i  b  (i). [Book n , which 
treats of the siege, suggests information from eye-witnesses. Useful.]

Dolphin, Zorzi (Zorsi Dolfin). Assedio e presa di Constantinopoli nell’ anno 1453. 
Ed. Thomas, G. M. In  Sitzungsberichte k. bayer. Akad. Wissensch. Munich. 
1868. Ed. Dethier, P. A. In Mon. Hungariae hist. Vol. xxn. Pt. i. See Gen. 
Bibl. iv. [Mainly from Leonard, but also from other eye-witnesses.]

Hierax, Grand Logothete. θρήνος, or History of the Turkish Empire. Ed. Dethier, 
P. A. In Mon. Hungariae hist. Vol. xxn. Pt. i. See Gen. Bibl. iv. [c. 1590; 
useful for topography.]
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Michael Constantinovich of Ostroviia. Pamiqtniki Janczara Polaka napisane. (Me
moirs of the Polish Janissary.) Ed. Galezowski. In  Zbior Pisarzow Polskich. 
Vol. v. Warsaw. 1828. [Claims to be eye-witness.]

Moutaldo, A. de. De Constantinopolitano excidio. Ed. Desimoni, C. In  Atti d. 
Soc. Ligure di stor. pat. x (1874). Ed. Ilopf, K. and Dethier, P. A. In  Mon. 
Hungariae hist. Vol x x i i . Pt. i. See Gen. Bibl. iv. [Eye-witness.]

Rapporto del Superiore dei Franciscani presente all’ assedio e alia presa di Constan- 
tinopoli. Ed. Muratori. RR.II.SS. xvm. Ed. Dethier, P. A. in  Mon. Hungariae 
hist. Vol. x x i i . Pt. i. [Eye-witness.]

Riccherio, Christoforo. l a  Presa di Constantinopoli. Ed. Sansovino, F. See below 
h i  b  (i). Ed. Dethier, P. A. In  Mon. Hungariae hist. Vol. x x i i . Pt. i. See 
Gen. Bibl. iv. [Valuable.]

Slavic account of the Siege (Skazaniya o vzyatii Tsargrada bezbozhuym turetskym 
sultanom). Ed. Sreznevski, 1. I. under the title: Povest’ o Tsaregrade in 
Uchen’iya Zapiski of the 2nd Division, AcadIP. Reprinted with addns. 
St Petersburg. 1855. Transl. from another text, Dethier, P. A. In  Mon. 
Hungariae hist. Vol. x x i i . Pt. i (see Gen. Bibl. iv) as “ Muscovite Chronicle.” 
[Balkan Slav dialect. Eye-witness’s account, but interpolated.]

Zacharia, Angelus Johannes, Podesta of Pera. Epistola de excidio Constantinopoli
tano. Ed. de Sacy, S. In  Notices et extraits des MSS. de la Bibl. du Roi, xi. 
Paris. 1827. Ed. Dethier, P. A. and Hopf, K. In  Mon. Hungariae hist. 
Vol. x x i i . Pt. i. See Gen. Bibl. iv. [Eye-witness ; written within a month of 
the capture of the city.]

III. MODERN WORKS.

A. T u r k i s h  H i s t o r i e s .

Muhammad Sa'id Effendi, called Fera’izi Zadah. Gulshen-i ma'arif. Constantinople. 
* a . h . 1252.

'j’ayyar Zadah A [a. Ta’rikh-i A (a. 4 vols. Constantinople, a . h . 1293.
Khairullah Effendi. Ta’rikh. Constantinople. 1851.
‘Abdu’r-Rahman Sharaf Bey. Ta’rikh-i devlet-i ‘osmaniye. 2 vols. Constantinople. 

a . h . 1315. [The best.]
Najib cAsim. Turk ta’rlkhi. Constantinople, a . h . 1330.
Muhammad Ghalib. Nataiju’l-vuqufat. 2ndedn. 4 vols. Constantinople, a . h . 1329. 
‘Osmanli Ta’rlkhL Ed. by the Institute of Ottoman History. Vol. i. Constantinople. 

a . h . 1335.
Alymad Jevfld Pasha. Ta’rikh-i “asker-i fosmani. (With maps.) 2 vols. Constanti

nople. a . h . 1297-9. French transl. Macrides, G. Etat militaire ottoman. 
Veil. i. Le corps des Janissaires. Paris. 1882. [All,publ.]

B. W e s t e r n  W o r k s .

(i) General Histories.

Cantemir, Demetrius, Prince of Moldavia. Histoire de 1’empire Othoman. French 
transl. 1743. Engl, transl. Tindal, N. 1734-5. [Many curious statements, 
e.g., that the Turks recognised that Constantinople capitulated on terms. 
Valuable as often giving the Turkish view. Originally written in Latin.] 

Creasy, E. History of the Ottoman Empire. New edn. London. 1877. [Popular 
abridgment of Hammer-Purgstall.]

Finlay, G. History of Greece. Ed. Tozer, H. F. Vols. h i, iv, v. See Gen. Bibl. v. 
[Valuable.]

Gibbon, E. History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire. Ed. Bury, J. B. 
See Gen. Bibl. v. [Gibbon depended on the Byzantine sources. Valuable notes 
by Bury.]

Gibbons, H. A. The Foundation of the Ottoman Empire. See Gen. Bibl. v. 
Hammer-Purgstall, J. v. Geschichte des osmanischen Reiches. See Gen. Bibl. v. 
Jorga, N. Geschichte des osmanischen Reiches. See Gen Bibl. v.
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Knolles, R. The Generali Historie of the Turkes. London. 1603, and later edns. 
Lane-Poole, S. Turkey. (Story of the Nations.) London. 1888. [Good summary.] 
(Newman, J. H.) Lectures on the history of the Turks. Dublin. 1854. [Suggestive.] 
Sansovino, F. Historia Universale dell’ Origine et Imperio de’ Turchi. Venice. 

1600, and later edns. [Useful compilation, especially as to Greece and eastern 
shores of Adriatic. Contains Italian transl. of Archbishop Leonard’s Capture of 
Constantinople, with important modifications; and Cardinal Isidore’s Report on 
the same subject; with other notices otherwise difficult to find.]

(ii) Fall o f Constantinople.

Krause, J. H. Die Eroberungen von Konstantinopel imdreizehnten und fiinfzehnten 
Jahrhundert. Halle. 1870.

Mijatovic (Mijatovich), C. Constantine, the last Emperor of the Greeks. London. 
1892. [Slav standpoint. Bibliography.]

Mordtmann, A. D. Belagerung und Eroberung Constantinopels...im Jahre 1453. 
Stuttgart. 1858. [Uses some authorities unknown to Gibbon, but not the chief, 
Critobulus.]

Paspates, A. G. Πολιορκία και άλωσκ τ ^ γ  Kiovaravrivmmokcios. Athens. 1890. [Care
ful ; local knowledge.]

Pears, E. Destruction of the Greek Empire. London. 1903. [Uses authorities 
unknown to Gibbon.]

Vlasto, E. A. Les demiers jours de Constantinople. Paris. 1883. [Picturesque.]
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LEADING EVENTS MENTIONED IN TH IS VOLUME

330 (11 May) Inauguration of Constantinople, ‘New Rome,’ by Constantine 
the Great.

428-633 Persian rule in Armenia.
476 Deposition of Romulus Augustus.
529 Justinian’s Code.
533 Justinian’s Digest and Institutes.
535 J  ustinian’s Novels.
537 Inauguration of St Sophia.
558 The Avars appear in Europe.
565 Death of Justiuian.
568 The Lombards invade Italy.

The Avars enter Pannonia.
c. 582 Creation of the exarchates of Africa and Ravenna.
626 The Avars besiege Constantinople.
627 Defeat of the Persians by Heraclius at Nineveh.
631 Tlie Avars defeat the Bulgarians.
633-693 Byzantine rule in Armenia.
635 The Bulgarians free themselves from the power of the Chazars. 
c. 650 Creation of the Asiatic themes.
679 Establishment of the Bulgarians south of the Danube.
693-862 Arab rule in Armenia.
713 First Venetian Doge elected.
717 (25 March) Accession of Leo III the Isaurian.
717-718 The Arabs besiege Constantinople.
726 Edict against images.
727 Insurrections in Greece and Italy.
732 Victory of Charles Martel at Poitiers (Tours).
739 Battle of Acro'inon.
740 Publication of the Ecloga.

Death of Leo III the Isaurian, and accession of Constantine V Copro- 
nymus.

741 Insurrection of Artavasdus.
742 (2 Nov.) Recovery of Constantinople by Constantine V.
744 Murder of Walid II. The Caliphate falls into anarchy.
747 Annihilation of the Egyptian fleet.
750 Foundation of the Abbasid Caliphate.
751 Taking of Ravenna by the Lombards.
753 Iconoclastic Council of Hieria.
754 Donation of Pepin to the Papacy.
755 The war with the Bulgarians begins.
756 ‘Abd-ar;Rahman establishes an independent dynasty in Spain.
757 Election of Pope Paul IV. Ratification of Papal elections ceases to be

asked of the Emperor of the East
758 Risings of the Slavs of Thrace and Macedonia.
759 Defeat of the Bulgarians at Marcellae.
762 Baghdad founded by the Caliph Mangur.

Defeat of the Bulgarians at Anchialus.
764-771 Persecution of the image-worshippers.
772 Defeat of the Bulgarians at Lithosoria.

57—2
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774 Annexation of the Lombard kingdom by Charlemagne.
775 (14 Sept.) Death of the Emperor Constantine V and accession of Leo IV

the Chazar.
780 (8 Sept.) Death of Leo IV and Regency of Irene.
781 Pope Hadrian I ceases to date official acts by the regnal years of the

Emperor.
787 Ecumenical Council of Nicaea. Condemnation of Iconoclasm.
788 Establishment of the Idrisid dynasty in Morocco.
790 (Dec.) Abdication of Irene. Constantine VI assumes power.
797 (17 July) Deposition of Constantine VI. Irene becomes Emperor.
800 Establishment of the Aghlahid dynasty in Tunis.

(25 Dec.) Charlemagne crowned Emperor of the West.
802 ( 31 Oct.) Deposition of Irene and accession of Nicephorus I.
803 Destruction of the Barmecides.
809 Death of Harun ar-Rashid and civil war in the Caliphate.

The Bulgarian Khan Krum invades the Empire.
Pepin of Italy’s attack upon Venice.

810 Nicephorus Ps scheme of financial reorganisation.
Concentration of the lagoon-townships at Rialto.

811 The Emperor Nicephorus I is defeated and slain by the Bulgarians:
accession of Michael I Rangabe.

812 Treaty of Aix-la-Chapelle recognises Charlemagne’s imperial title.
813 Michael I defeated at Versinicia: Krum appears before Constantinople. 

Deposition of Michael I and accession of Leo V the Armenian.
Battle of Mesembria.
Ma’mun becomes sole Caliph.

814 (14 April) Death of Krum: peace between the Empire and the Bulgarians.
815 Iconoclastic synod of Constantinople.

Banishment of Theodore of Studion.
820 (25 Dec.) Murder of Leo V, and accession of Michael II the Amorian. 
822 Insurrection of Thomas the Slavonian.
828 Death of Theodore of Studion.

Conquest of Crete by the Arabs.
827 Arab invasion of Sicily.
829-842 Reign of Theophilus.
832 Edict of Theophilus against images.
833 Death of the Caliph Ma’mOn.
836 The Abbasid capital removed from Baghdad to S&marra.
839 Treaty between the Russians and the Greeks.
840 Treaty of Pavia between the Emperor Lothar I and Venice.
842 The Arabs take Messina.

Disintegration of the Caliphate begins.
842-867 Reign of Michael III.
843 Council of Constantinople, and final restoration of image-worship by the

Empress Theodora.
846 Ignatius becomes Patriarch.
852-893 Reign of Boris in Bulgaria.
856-866 Rule of Bardas.
858 Deposition of Ignatius and election of Photius as Patriarch.
860 The Russians appear before Constantinople.
860-861 (?) Cyril’s mission to the Chazars.
863 (?) Mission of Cyril and Methodius to the Moravians.
864 Conversion of Bulgaria to orthodoxy.
867 The Schism of Photius.

The Synod of Constantinople completes the rupture with Rome.
(23 Sept.) Murder of Michael III and accession of Basil I the Macedonian. 
Deposition of Photius. Restoration of Ignatius.

867 (13 Nov.) Death of Pope Nicholas I.
(14 Dec.) Election of Pope Hadrian II.

868 Independence of Egypt under the Tfllfinid dynasty.
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869 (14 Feb.) Death of Cyril.
Ecumenical Council of Constantinople. End of the Schism.

870 Methodius becomes the first Moravo-Pannonian archbishop.
871 War with the Paulicians.
876 Capture of Bari from the Saracens by the Greeks.
877 Death of Ignatius and reinstatement of Photius as Patriarch.

(22 July) Council of Ravenna.
878 (21 May) Capture of Syracuse by the Arabs.
878 (?) Promulgation of the Prochirm.
882 Fresh rupture between the Eastern and Western Churches; excommuni

cation of Photius.
885 (0 April) Death of Methodius.
886- 912 Reign of Leo VI the Wise.
886 Deposition and exile of Photius.
887- 892 Reign of Ashot 1 in Armenia, 
c. 888 Publication of the Basilica.
891 Death of Photius.
892 The Abbasid capital restored to Baghdad.
892- 914 Reign of Smbat I in Armenia.
893- 927 Reign of Simeon in Bulgaria.
895-896 The Magyars migrate into Hungary.
898 Reconciliation between the Eastern and Western Churches.
899 The Magyars invade Lombardy.
900 Victory of Nicephorus Phocas at Adana.

The Magyars occupy Pannonia.
902 (1 Aug.) Fall of Taormina, the last Greek stronghold in Sicily.
904 Thessalonica sacked by the Saracens.
906 Leo Vi’s fourth marriage: contest with the Patriarch.

The Magyars overthrow the Great Moravian State.
907 Russian expedition against Constantinople.
909-1171 The Fatimid Caliphate in Africa.
912 (11 May) Death of Leo VI and accession of Constantine VII Porphyro-

genitus under the regency of Alexander.
913 Simeon of Bulgaria appears before Constantinople.
915-928 Reign of Ashot II in Armenia.
917 (20 Aug.) Bulgarian victory at Anchialus.
919 (25 Mar.) Usurpation of Romanus Lecapenus.
920 (June) A Council at Constantinople pronounces upon fourth marriages. 
923 Simeon besieges Constantinople.
927 (8 Sept) Peace with Bulgaria.
932 Foundation of the Buwaihid dynasty.
933 Venice establishes her supremacy in Istria.
941 Russian expedition against Constantinople.
944 (16 Dec.) Deposition of Romanus Lecapenus. Personal rule of Con

stantine VII begins.
945 The Buwaihids enter Baghdad and control the Caliphate.
954 Princess Olga of Russia embraces Christianity.
955 Battle of the Lechfeld.
959 (9 Nov.) Death of Constantine VII and accession of Romanus II. 
959-976 Reign of the Doge Peter IV Candianus.
961 Recovery of Crete by Nicephorus Phocas.

(Mar.) Advance in Asia by the Greeks.
Athanasius founds the convent of St Laura on Mt Athos.

963 (15 Mar.) Death of Romanus II: accession of Basil II: regency of
Theophano.

(16 Aug.) Usurpation of Nicephorus II Phocas.
964 Novel against the monks.
965 Conquest of Cilicia.
967 Renewal of the Bulgarian war.
968 The Russians in Bulgaria.
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969 (28 Oct.) Capture of Antioch.
The F&timid Caliphs annex Egypt.
(10 Dec. ) Murder of Nicephorus Phocasand accession of John Tzimisces.

970 Capture of Aleppo.
Accession of Geza as Prince of the Magyars.

971 Revolt of Bardas Phocas.
The Emperor John Tzimisces annexes Eastern Bulgaria.

972 Death of Svyatoslav of Kiev.
976 (10 Jan.) Death of John Tzimisces: personal rule of Basil II Bulgar- 

octonus begins.
Peter Orseolo I elected Doge.

976-979 Revolt of Bardas Sclerus.
980 Accession of Vladimir in Russia.
985 Fall of the eunuch Basil.
986- 1018 Great Bulgarian War.
987- 989 Conspiracy of Phocas and Sclerus.
988 The Fatimid Caliphs occupy Syria.
989 Baptism of Vladimir of Russia.

Vladimir captures Cherson.
991 The Fatimids re-occupy Syria.
991-1009 Reign of Peter Orseolo II as Doge.
992 (19 July) First Venetian treaty with the Eastern Empire.
994 Saif-ad-Daulah takes Aleppo and establishes himself in Northern Syria. 
994-1001 War with the Fatimids.
995 Basil II’s campaign in Syria.
996 (Jan.) Novel against the Powerful.

Defeat of the Bulgarians on the Spercheus.
997 Accession of St Stephen in Hungary, and conversion of the Magyars. 
998-1030 Reign of Mahmud of Ghaznah.
1006 Vladimir of Russia makes a treaty with the Bulgarians.
1009 The Patriarch Sergius erases the Pope’s name from the diptychs.
1014 Battle of Cimbalongu; death of the Tsar Samuel.
1015 Death of Vladimir of Russia.
1018-1186 Bulgaria a Byzantine province.
1021-1022 Annexation of Vaspurakan to the Empire.
1024 The Patriarch Eustathius attempts to obtain from the Pope the autonomy

of the Greek Church.
1025 (15 Dec.) Death of Basil II and accession of Constantine VIII.
1026 Fall of the Orseoli at Venice.
1028 (11 Nov.) Death of Constantine VIII and succession of Zoe and 

Romanus III Argyrus.
1030 Defeat of the Greeks near Aleppo.
1031 Capture of Edessa by George Maniaces.
1034 (12 April) Murder of Romanus III and accession of Michael IV the 

Paphlagonian.
Government of John the Orphanotrophos.

1038 Death of St Stephen of Hungary.
Success of George Maniaces in Sicily.
The Seljuq Tughril Beg proclaimed.

1041 (10 Dec.) Death of Michael IV and succession of Michael V Calaphates. 
Banishment of John the Orphanotrophos.

1042 (21 April) Revolution in Constantinople; fall of Michael V.
Zoe and Theodora joint Empresses.
(11-12 June) Zoe’s marriage; accession of her husband, Constantine IX 

Monomachus.
1043 Michael Cerularius becomes Patriarch.

Rising of George Maniaces; his defeat and death at Ostrovo.
1045 Foundation of the Law School of Constantinople.
1046 Annexation of Armenia (Ani) to the Empire.
1047 Revolt of Tornicius.
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1048 Appearance of the Seljuqs on the eastern frontier of the Empire.
1050 Death of the Empress Zoe.
1054 (20 July) The Patriarch Michael Cerularius breaks "with Rome; schism

between the Eastern and Western Churches.
1055 (11 Jan.) Death of Constantine IX ; Theodora sole Empress.

The Seljuq Tughril Beg enters Baghdad.
1056 (31 Aug.) Death of Theodora and proclamation of Michael VI Stratio-

ticus.
1057 Revolt of Isaac Comnenus. Deposition of Michael VI.

(1 Sept. ?) Isaac I Comnenus crowned Emperor at Constantinople.
1058 Deposition and death of Michael Cerularius.
1059 Treaty of Melfi.

Abdication of Isaac Comnenus.
1059-1067 Reign of Constantine X Ducas.
1063 Death of Tughril Beg.
1063-1072 Reign of the Seljuq Alp Arslan.
1064 Capture of Ani by the Seljuqs, and conquest of Greater Armenia.
1066 Foundation of the Nizamlyah University at Baghdad.
1067-1071 Reign of Romanus III Diogenes.
1071 Capture of Bari by the Normans and loss of Italy.

Battle of Manzikert.
The Seljuqs occupy Jerusalem.

1071- 1078 Reign of Michael VII Parapinaces Ducas.
1072- 1092 Reign of the Seljuq Malik Shah.
1077 Accession of Sulaiman I, Sultan of Rum.
1078 The Turks at Nicaea.
1078-1081 Reign of Nicephorus III Botauiates.
1080 Alliance between Robert Guiscard and Pope Gregory VII.

Foundation of the Armeno-Cilician kingdom.
1081-1118 Reign of Alexius I Comnenus.
1081-1084 Robert Guiscard’s invasion of Epirus.
1082 Treaty with Venice.
1086 Incursions of the Patzinaks begin.
1091 (29 April) Defeat of the Patzinaks at the river Leburnium.
1094-1095 Invasion of the Cumans.
1094 Council of Piacenza.
1095 (18-28 Nov.) Council of Clermont proclaims the First Crusade.
1096 The Crusaders at Constantinople.
1097 The Crusaders capture Nicaea.
1098 Council of Bari. St Anselm refutes the Greeks.
1099 Establishment of the Kingdom of Jerusalem.
1100 (18 July) Death of Godfrey of Bouillon.
1104 Defeat of the Crusaders at Harran.
1107 Bohemond’s expedition against Constantinople,
1108 Battle of Durazzo.

Treaty with Bohemond.
1116 Battle of Philomelium.
1118-1143 Reign of John II Comnenus.
1119 First expedition of John Comnenus to Asia Minor.
1122 Defeat of the Patzinaks near Eski-Sagra.
1122-1126 War with Venice.
1128 The Emperor John Comnenus defeats the Hungarians near Haram. 
1137 (May) Roger II of Sicily’s fleet defeated off Trani.
1137-1138 Campaign of John Comnenus in Cilicia and Syria.
1143-1180 Reign of Manuel I Comnenus.
1147-1149 The Second Crusade.
1147-1149 War with Roger II of Sicily.
1151 The Byzantines at Ancona.
1152-1154 Hungarian War.
1154 Death of Roger II of Sicily.
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1158 Campaign of Manuel Comnenus in Syria.
1159 His solemn entry into Antioch ; zenith of his power.
1163 Expulsion of the Greeks from Cilicia.
1164 Battle of flarim.
1168 Annexation of Dalmatia.
1170 The Emperor Manuel attempts to re-unite the Greek and Armenian

Churches.
1171 Rupture of Manuel with Venice.
1173 Frederick Barbarossa besieges Ancona.
1176 Battle of Myriocephalum.

Battle of Legnano.
1177 Peace of Venice.
1180-1183 Reign of Alexius II Comnenus.
1180 Foundation of the Serbian monarchy by Stephen Nemanja.
1182 Massacre of Latins in Constantinople.
1183 (Sept.) Andronicus I Comnenus becomes joint Emperor.

(Nov.) Murder of Alexius II.
1185 The Normans take Thessalonica.

Deposition and death of Andronicus; accession of Isaac II Angelus. 
1185-1219 Reign of Leo II the Great of Cilicia.
1186 Second Bulgarian Empire founded.
1187 Saladin captures Jerusalem.
1189 Sack of Thessalonica.
1189-1192 Third Crusade.
1190 Death of Frederick Barbarossa in the East.

Isaac Angelus defeated by the Bulgarians.
1191 Occupation of Cyprus by Richard Coeur-de-Lion.
1192 Guy de Lusignan purchases Cyprus from Richard I.
1193-1205 Reign of the Doge Enrico Dandolo.
1195 Deposition of Isaac I I ; accession of Alexius III Angelus.
1197-1207 The Bulgarian Tsar Johannitsa (Kalojan).
1201 (April) Fourth Crusade. The Crusaders’ treaty with Venice.

(May) Boniface of Montferrat elected leader of the Crusade.
1203 (17 July) The Crusaders enter Constantinople.

Deposition of Alexius I I I ; restoration of Isaac II with Alexius IV 
Angelus.

1203-1227 Empire of Jenghiz Khan.
1204 (8 Feb.) Deposition of Isaac II and Alexius IV ; accession of Alexius V

Ducas (Mourtzouphlos).
(13 April) Sack of Constantinople.
(16 May) Coronation of Baldwin, Count of Flanders, and foundation ot 

the Latin Empire of Constantinople.
The compulsory union of the Eastern and Western Churches.
The Venetians purchase the island of Crete.
Alexius Comnenus founds the state of Trebizond.

1205 (14 April) The Bulgarians defeat the Emperor Baldwin I at Hadrianople.
1206 (21 Aug.) Henry of Flanders crowned Latin Emperor of Constantinople. 

Theodore I Lasearis crowned Emperor of Nicaea.
1208 Peace with the Bulgarians.
121C The Turks of Rum defeated on the Maeander by Theodore Lasearis. 
1212 Peace with Nicaea.
1215 The Fourth Lateran Council.
1216 Death of the Emperor Henry, and succession of Peter of Courtenay.
1217 Stephen crowned King of Serbia.
1218 Death of Geoffrey of Villehardouin, Prince of Achaia.
1219 Creation of a separate Serbian Church.
1221-1228 Reign of Robert of Courtenay, Latin Emperor of Constantinople. 
1222 Recovery of Thessalonica by the Greeks of Epirus.

Death of Theodore Lasearis, Emperor ofNicaea. Accession of John HI 
Vatatzes.
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1222 First appearance of the Mongols in Europe.
1224 The Emperor of Nicaea occupies Hadrianople.
1228 Death of Stephen, the first King of Serbia.
1228-1237 Reign of John of Brienne, Latin Emperor of Constantinople. 
1230 Destruction of the Greek Empire of Thessalonica by the Bulgarians.
1234 Fall of the Kin Dynasty in China.
1235 Revival of the Bulgarian Patriarchate.
1236 Constantinople attacked by the Greeks and Bulgarians.
1236 (?) Alliance between the Armenians and the Mongols.
1237 Invasion of Europe by the Mongols.
1237-1261 Reign of Baldwin II, last Latin Emperor of Constantinople.
1241 Battles of Liegnitz and Mohi.

Death of John Asen I I ; the decline of Bulgaria begins.
1244 The Despotat of Thessalonica becomes a vassal of Nicaea.
1245 Council of Lyons.
1246 Reconquest of Macedonia from the Bulgarians.
1254 (30 Oct.) Death of John Vatatzes; Theodore II Lascaris succeeds as 

Emperor of Nicaea.
Submission of the Despot of Epirus to Nicaea.
Mamluk Sultans in Egypt.

1255-1256 Theodore II’s Bulgarian campaigns.
1256 Overthrow of the Assassins by the Mongols.
1258 Death of Theodore II Lascaris. Accession of John IV Lascaris. 

Destruction of Baghdad by the Mongols and overthrow of the Caliphate.
1259 (1 Jan.) Michael VIII Palaeologus proclaimed Emperor of Nicaea. 
1259-1294 Reign of Kublai Khan.
1260 The Egyptians defeat the Mongols at ‘Ain Jalut.
1261 (25 July) Capture of Constantinople by the Greeks; end of the Latin

Empire.
1261-1530 Abbasid Caliphate in Cairo.
1266 (Feb.) Charles of Anjou’s victory over Manfred at Benevento.
1267 (27 May) Treaty of Viterbo.
1267-1272 Progress of Charles of Anjou in Epirus.
1270 (25 Aug.) Death of St Louis.
1274 Ecumenical Council at Lyons; union of the Churches again achieved. 
1276 Leo III of Cilicia defeats the Mamluks.
1278 Leo III of Cilicia defeats the Seljuqs of Iconium.
1281 Joint Mongol and Armenian forces defeated by the Mamluks on the

Orontes.
(18 Nov.) Excommunication of Michael Palaeologus; breach of the 

Union.
Victory of the Berat over the Angevins.

1282 (30 May) The Sicilian Vespers.
(11 Dec.) Death of Michael Palaeologus. Accession of Andronicus II. 

c. 1290 Foundation of Wallachia.
1291 Fall of Acre.
1299 Osman, Emir of the Ottoman Turks.
1302 Osman’s victory at Baphaeum.

End of the alliance between the Armenians and the Mongols. 
1302-1311 The Catalan Grand Company in the East.
1308 Turks enter Europe.

Capture of Ephesus by the Turks.
1309 Capture of Rhodes from the Turks by the Knights of St John.
1311 Battle of the Cephisus.
1326 Brusa surrenders to the Ottoman Turks.

(Nov.) Death of Osman.
1326-1359 Reign of Orkhan.
1328-1341 Reign of Andronicus III Palaeologus.
1329 The Ottomans capture Nicaea.
1330 (28 June) Defeat of the Bulgarians by the Serbians at the battle of

Velbuzd.
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1331 (8 Sept.) Coronation of Stephen Dugan as King of Serbia.
1336 Birth of Timur.
1337 The Ottomans capture Nicomedia.

Conquest of Cilicia by the Mamluks.'
1341 Succession of John V Palaeologus. Rebellion of John Cantacuzene. 
1342-1344 Guy of Lusignan King of Cilicia.
1342-1349 Revolution of the Zealots at Thessalonica.
1344-1363 Reign of Constantine IV in Cilicia.
1345 Stephen Dugan conquers Macedonia.
1346 Stephen Dugan crowned Emperor of the Serbs and Greeks.
1347 John VI Cantacuzene takes Constantinople.
1348 Foundation of the Despotat of Mistra.
1349 Independence of Moldavia.
1350 Serbo-Greek treaty.
1354 The Turks take Gallipoli.
1355 Abdication of John VI Cantacuzene. Restoration of John V.

(20 Dec.) Death of Stephen Dugan.
1356 The Turks begin to settle in Europe.
1357 The Turks capture Hadrianople.
1359-1389 Reign of Murad I.
1360 Formation of the Janissaries from tribute-children.
1363-1373 Reign of Constantine V in Cilicia.
1365 The Turks establish their capital at Hadrianople.
1368 Foundation of the Ming dynasty in China.
1369 (21 Oct.) John V abjures the schism.
1371 (26 Sept.) Battle of the Maritza.

Death of Stephen Urog V.
1373 The Emperor John V becomes the vassal of the Sultan Murad. 
1373-1393 Leo VI of Lusignan, the last King of Armenia.
1375 Capture and exile of Leo VI of Armenia.
1376-1379 Rebellion of Andronicus IV.

Coronation of Tvrtko as King of the Serbs and Bosnia.
1379 Restoration of John V.
1382 Death of Louis the Great of Hungary.
1387 Turkish defeat on the Toplica.

Surrender of Thessalonica to the Turks.
1389 (15 June) Battle of Kossovo; fall of the Serbian Empire. 
1389-1403 Reign of Bayazid.
1390 Usurpation of John VII Palaeologus.
1391 Death of John V. Accession of Manuel II Palaeologus.

(23 Mar.) Death of Tvrtko I.
Capture of Philadelphia by the Turks.

1393 Turkish conquest of Thessaly.
(17 July) Capture of Trnovo ; end of the Bulgarian Empire.

1394 (10 Oct.) Turkish victory at Rovine in Wallachia.
1396 (25 Sept.) Battle of Nicopolis.
1397 Bayazid attacks Constantinople.
1398 The Turks invade Bosnia.

Timur invades India and sacks Delhi.
1401 Timur sacks Baghdad.
1402 (28 July) Timur defeats the Ottoman Sultan Bayazid at Angora. 
1402-1413 Civil war among the Ottoman Turks.
1403 (21 Nov.) Second battle of Kossovo.
1405 Death of Timur.
1409 Council of Pisa.
1413-1421 Reign of Mahomet I.
1413 (10 July) Turkish victory at Chamorlii.
1416 The Turks declare war on Venice.

(29 May) Turkish fleet defeated off Gallipoli.
1418 Death of Mirgea the Great of Wallachia.
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1421-1451 Reign of Murad II.
1422 Siege of Constantinople by the Turks.
1423 Turkish expedition into the Morea.

Thessalonica purchased by Venice.
1423-1448 Reign of John VIII Palaeologus.
1426 Battle of Choirokoitia.
1430 Capture of Thessalonica by the Turks.
1431 Council of Basle opens.
1432 Death of the last Frankish Prince of Achaia.
1438 (9 April) Opening of the Council of Ferrara.
1439 (10 Jan.) The Council of Ferrara removed to Florence.

(6 July) The Union of Florence.
Completion of the Turkish conquest of Serbia.

1440 The Turks besiege Belgrade.
1441 John Hunyadi appointed vo'ivode of Transylvania.
1443-1468 Skanderbeg s war of independence against the Turks.
1444 (July) Peace of Szegedin.

(10 Nov.) Battle of Varna.
1446 Turkish invasion of the Morea.
1448 (17 Oct.) Third battle of Kossovo. Accession of Constantine XI Palaeo

logus.
1451 Accession of Mahomet II.
1453 (29 May) Capture of Constantinople by the Turks.
1456 The Turks again besiege Belgrade.
1457 Stephen the Great succeeds in Moldavia.
1458 The Turks capture Athens.
1459 Final end of medieval Serbia.
1461 Turkish conquest of Trebizond.
1462-1479 War between Venice and the Turks.
1463 Turkish conquest of Bosnia.
1468 Turkish conquest of Albania.
1475 Stephen the Great of Moldavia defeats the Turks at Racova.
1479 Venice cedes Scutari to the Turks.
1484 The Montenegrin capital transferred to Cetinje.
1489 Venice acquires Cyprus.
1499 Renewal of Turco-Venetian War.
1517 Conquest of Egypt by the Turks.
1523 Conquest of Rhodes by the Turks.
1537-1540 Third Turco-Venetian War.
1571 Conquest of Cyprus from Venice by the Turks.
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