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believe we have to consider tirst whether the
( Ottoman themselves divided their history into
\ periods, whether they were conscious of a dis-
tinction between the ave in which thev lived and earli-
er ages, and what ideas they had about periods in his-
Ltory.

In the prologue to the elaborate history which he
wrote at the command of Bavezid 11, Kemal Pashazade
compares the Ottoman history with earlier Moslem
dvnasties and sums up under three heads, viicali-i
riichan, “the reasons for their superioritiv’,! First, he
savs, the Ottomans unlike other Mostem dyvnasties, came
to power not through the violent overthrow of older
Moslem states within the Islamic community, but
through the conquest of territories pertaining to the infi-
del world, the Darwl-Harb. Secodly, in the Ottoman state
the authority of the sovereign and the validity of the
laws are complete and absolute. Thirdly, the
Ottoman state is richer, more populous and more
extensive than all others. No other state possess-
es the militarv power of the Ottomans; the
Ottomans have powerful artillery and a great
maritime power; the aims of the Ottoman
Sultan are Yedbir-i ‘fmaret-i rav-i zemin' 1o
make the face of the world to flourish’,
to destroy the foes of the true Faith, and
1o uphold the Holv Law.

(n popular works such as "Ashik
Pashazade's historv and the anonymous
Tewarikii-i Al-i Osman, we find the ideas of
a distinction between different periods
expressed in a more subjective fashion. In
the Anonvmous Chronicles,” for example,
we find in the region of Bavezid T (1339-
1402} quite a viofent expression ol the reac-
tion of the classes upholding the traditions
of Uebevligi,-the Principality of the Marches-
reuinst the imperial cenoralist policies of
Sultan.

These chronicles contain bitrer criticisms
ol the elaboration of the court ceremonial and
the development ol a centralized administra-
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tion, and of the adoption of various "Frankish” customs
which occunrred during Bavezid's veign. These eriticisms
contrast sharphv the ‘new’ period with the period that
preceded it In the works written during the reign of
Bavezid [, we find similar criticisms of developments
which had taken place under Mehmed L
Mehmed HI (1393-1603) toward the end of the 16th
century when recounting the abuses in the administra-
tion in the famous ‘Adaletname, ‘Declaration of Justice’
which he promulgated upon his accession to the throne,
points to the reign ol Stillevman has an ideal period and
demands a rcturn to the laws and principles of that
time.? Nevertheless, in his own reign the crisis grew still
more serious and plunged the empire into halt-a-centu-
ry of complete disorder and degeneration, It is in this
period that Ottoman statesmen and writers became
sharplv aware of a distinction between the former Golden
Aget and the age of decline in which thev live, and
inworks written in the stvle of the old nasiharn ames,
“Mirvors-for-Princes’, there began to appear vari-
ous realistic observations and criticisms concern-
ing the defects in Ottoman administration. Though
Kogi Beg is the best known writer in this genve,
he had several predecessors at the end of the
loth and the beginning of the 17¢h cen-
turies.” Toward the end of the
- loth century, "Ali, in his Nushar
al-Saldtin® and finallv at the
beginning ot the 17th century
‘Avn-im All, and the author ol
Kitab-i Mustatab.” puts forward
general views on the breakdown
of faw and order and insist that in
the carlier times things were well
and properly ordered. Thev trace
the origin of the breakdown o the
veigns of Murad HT11574-1395) and
S Mehmed HT in the Tast quarter ol
leth contury, and in general
i regard the veign or Stlevman as the
model to be followed. From this time
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until the 20th century, there appears
among the Ottomans a fairly extensive



fiterature on the s of historical development and the
concept of periods in history rellecting the successive
idcas on the decline of the emipire and the reforms which
were needed to arrest it In general the Ottoman wiit-
ers follow the political theories of Gazali, Farabi, Naswr
al-din Tust, Dawani, and especially Ibn Khaldun.S Among
them Katib Celebi and Na'ima deserve particular con-
sideration. The fivst, in his treatise Dustiir ul-"amal,” pos-
tulated a complete parallelism between the character
and development of societies and the nature and devel-
opment ol Man. Societics, like human beings, pass
through three periods, the first that of growth, the secc-
ond the stable period of maturity, and the third that of
decline, But, in socicties with a strong constitution,
decline sets in lute, and it is possible by taking due pre-
cautions to posipone the decline. Nevertheless, it is
impossible to escape altogether the inevitable end. Katib
Celebi, considering in turn peasantry, that is, the basic
producers, the military classes, and tinancial adminis-
tration of the state, tries to establish when the weak-
nesses and decline in each began to appear. His start-
ing-point is that of the old Nasihatndnies, namely that
the ruler is dependent on the army, the army on wealth,
wealth on the well-being of the subject-peasantry,

and their well-being on justice. It is interest-

ing that he should attempt to diagnose the S
causes of the decline by examining these -
special classes. He regards the period of a
maturity as extending to the time when
the Celalls appeared in 1393, He also
maintains that by about 1610 the vil-
lages in the Ottoman realm had been 4
ruined by heavy taxation, abuses of
administration, and the farming out
of taxes. He, too, regards the age of
Siilevman as a period when the vari-
ous elements which made up the state
were in balance.

In the prologue to his history,
Na'ima!? summarizes the ideas on socie-
tv and history expressed bv ‘Ali, Katib Celebi,
Kinalizade and especiallv [bn Khaldun, whom
he regards as the greatest historian. Na'ima fol-
lowing Ibn Khaldun, after enunciating the vari-
ous principles and factors which govern the
development of states and civilizations, summarizes Ibn
Khaldun's theory of tive periods. In his endeavor to rec-
oncile the phases of Ottoman historyv to this scheme,
Na'ima interprets the series of defeats following the sec-
ond Vienna campaign of 1633, and the pacilic policy
that ensued as being the svmptoms of the fourth peri-
od-that is, the period of resignation and tranquility,
when the principles and laws of the preceding age are
followed and in which the older generation is limited
and the state tries as far as possible to live in peace with
its neighbors.

The ideas of Ibn Khaldun were adopted increasing-
lv by the historians ot the period of decline atter the
time of Na'ima, who saw in them a theory which clear-
Iv explained the course which Ottoman historv was fol-
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[owine. Indeed we are nstificd in seeing the etfect of
Ibn Khaldun's ideas in the vigid adherence after 1700
by ‘Amcazade Hisevin Pasha and later still, Raghib
Pasha to a policy of peace in the hope of saving the
cmpire from a fatal convulsion. Let us recall too that
Na'ima wrote his historv for ‘Amcazade Husevin Pasha
and that at the same period the Makaddima ol 1hn
Khaldun was translated into Turkish.!!

The first Ottoman historians to endeavor to system-
aticallv divide Ottoman history into periods according
to the ideas ol Moslem political philosophy were Cevdet
vasha'? and Mustalfa Nuri Pasha! ¥ in the middle of the
19th century. They, like Katib Celebi, divide Ottoman
history primarily into thiee main periods-youth, that is
erowth middle-age, that is of stable maturity; and old-
age, that is, decline. They then sub-divide each period
into stages.

The important characteristic of Mustata Nuri Pasha
is that in his endeavor to identifv the periods of Ottoman
historv he used the criterion not onlyv of political histo-
rv but also ol the history of institutions and cultural
developments. In his view, during the third stage (that

is, broadlv speaking, the 16th century), the love of
luxury increased, moral qualities were lost, and
the first signs of decline appeared. But if the

before Vienna in 1633, the stage from
O 1395 to 1683 must be counted as belong-
ing to the period of maturity. This
anthropomorphic division of Ottoman
history into three periods of growth,
maturity and decline has been trans-
mitted through ‘Abdurrahman Sheref
and Yusuf Akcora to our own day, to
become and has become the classic
division on which our Turkish school
textbooks are based.

In endeavoring to divide historv into
periods we have no need for a rigid frame-
work based upon a pre-conceived theorv of
historv. I propose now to examine from the
viewpoint of the successive stages of firstly, the
state of equilibrium established between the
Ottoman Empire and toreign powers, then the
development within the empire of the ruler’s authority
and the state of equilibrium which it established vis-a-
vis the other forces within the empire, and finally the
functioning of the svstem of land tenure upon which
the militarv, financial and social institutions of the state
relied.

Jihad. or ghaza, the Holv War, remained the dvnam-
ic principie of the Ottoman state until the end of the
17th centurv. By 1334, the Moslems of {znik (Nicaea)
in discussions with their prisoner Gregorv Palamas,
Archbishop of Salonika, alreadvy spoke of the occupa-
tion of the Christian West as inevitable,'* and as earlv
as 1333 the Byvzantine emperor had begun to turn 1o the
pope tor help against the Ottoman menace, and (o otfer

the Union of the Churches in return lor assistance.
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wevertheless,itwas not until the time of Baverzid 1(13R809-
1102) that the Jilad had ceased 1o concern onlv the
Bvzantine Empire and the Balkan countrics, and had
hecome @ European question. [t was only alter the
Ottomans had, in the vears between 1393 and 1396,
reached in one direction the Adriatic and the Morea,
and, in the other the baiks of the Danube, that Hungary
and Venice undertook delinite action and were able to
rouse the Western Christian world to undertake a cru-
wade P The real question at issuc was the dispute for
ihc possession of Constantinople and Balkans between
Venice and Hungarv on the one hand and the Ottomans
on the other. Mcehmed 11, who represented the cul-
mination of the policy of the Jilidd, solved the
problem in favor of the Ottomans. He was
halted, however, before Rhodes and
Belgrade, the gates of the Mediterranean
and of Central Euwrope.

With the fall of Belerade in 1521
and of Rhodes in 1322 a new stage in
East-West relations begins. In this peri-
od an important change takes place in
the Ottoman attitude to the Jihdd, or
rather in the structure of the state. The
Ottoman state was no longer a border-
state of ghdzis on the bounds of the
Islamic world: Tt now embraced the
most importtant countries of the Moslem
world and had in fact become the
Caliphate itself. Even the powerful Mehmed
the Conqueror (1451-1481) in the letter sent
to the Mamluk Sultan after the Conquest of
Constantinople (1453) had to recognize the posi-
tion of the Mamluk Sultan as protector ol Mecca,
to ‘facilitate the fulfillment of the pilgrimage’,
and claimed for himself onlv the dutv of supporting the
chazis.'® Selim I (1512-1520) and Siilevman the Great
i1320-1566), however, claimed both obligations.
Sulevman sent military help to the Sultan of Ace in
Sumatra against the Portuguese and to the king of
Gujerat in India,'” while continuing the bitter struggle
against the Hapsburgs in the Mediterranean and in
Central Europe. We see that bv the mid-sixteenth cen-
tury now the Jilidd has become world-wide and that the
Ottoman state was active on every front as the protec-
tor of the Moslem world.

At this point we must emphasize that the guiding
principle of Ottoman policv was alwavs to keep the
Christian world divided. In the 16th century the
Ottomans accepted, both the Hapsburgs and the Papacy
who were endeavouring to unit Europe, as their two
irreconcilable enemies, and supported everv action
against them in Europe. The Ottoman alliance with
France is well known. Feridun's collection of state papers
contains a letter of Stilevman to the Lutheran princes
of Germany, written in 1332'% where he bound himself
v oath never to attack them as long as they made com-
mon cause with his allv, France. The Ottomans sup-
ported the activities of the reformers all over Eurape.
The leter of encouragement which was sent to the Dutch
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Sultan Sileyman
the Magnificent
(1520-1566)

in their rebellion against Philip I is adso in Feridun
Beg's collection. The Onomans attached importance to
establishing friendly relations with Queen Elivabeth
who was in pursuit of the same aim and supported the
English in the Levant trade instead of France which had
conformed to catholic policy.!” In addition they alwavs
strongly supported the Calvinists in Hungary.

But in 1683 the overconfident Kara Mustata pro-
voked a united attack of the European powers. The Holv
League was established in 1634 with the Pope at its head.
[t was joined by Russia in 16346, After fighting on all
fronts for sixteen vears, the Ottomans finallv had to
accept defeat (The treaty of Carlowitz, 1699). The

Jiliid was now abandoned. We hmve seen
Na'imd's [rank expression ol this pacitic atti-
tude. In the 13th centurv Austria and Russia

‘%\ ' continued the attack. In that period

France supported the Ottoman empire
because hall of her commerce depend-
" ed on the Levant markets and also
because of the alliance against the
Hapsburgs. We have before us the
beginning of that Eastern Question
which was continually governed the
pattern of relationships between of the
Ottoman empire and Europe in the
period 1700-1914.

From the time of Mehmed the
Conqueror (1431-1481) the Ottoman sul-
tans used the title of ‘Ruler of the Two
Continents and Two Seas’. Bv expanding
westwards into the Balkans and eastwards into
Asia Minov Ottoman empire formed these two
arcas into what thev had been in the davs of
Eastern Rome-a united empire centered upon
the Straits. Just as the Ottomans weve obliged to wage
a long struggle in the Balkans, in Asia Minor thev also
had to contend with a traditional political situation
which had persisted for centuries. The Seljuk Sultanate
of Ruin, had in the 12th century, been regarded as a
trontier province of the Grear Seljuk empire which ruled
in Iran. The Ottoman principality is recorded in the
llkhanid financial registers as one of the frontier
provinces of that empire as late as the time of Orhan
Ghazi.

Only in the reign of Bayvezid T (1389-1402) did the
Ottomans attempt to make themselves masters of the
old Seljuk territories of Anatolia. Bavezid applied to the
Caliph that he be granted the title of ‘Sultan'ur-Ram'?"
which the Seljuk Sultans of Asia Minor had borne, but
at thar time Timur was emerging from the East with the
ambition ot reviving the old Mongol empire in an Islamic
garb. Timur laid claim to sovercignty over Anatolia and
demanded of Bavezid that he should be recognized as
overlord. He defeated Bavezid near Ankara in 1402, and
revived the Anatolian principalitis as vassal states, there-
by making the Ottoman realm a vassal state like the
other principalities. At this point I should like to empha-
size that Mehmed T (1413-1421) and Murad 1T 1421-
1451) throughout their reigns, that is to sav, for a peri-
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od ol about hall @ century, recognized the Thmurids as
their overlords, Timur's son, Shahrukh, sought (o pre-
serve the settlement which his Tather had established in
Asia Minor, In a fctter swhich he sent to Mehmed ©in
1416, Shahrakh warned that he did not approve of the
action expelling his brothers and uniting the territories
which Timur had granted 1o them. In the Tetter which
he wrote to Shahrakh in 144 -Murad [, while address-
ing him in the terms appropriate for a vassal sovercign
to his overlord, claimed that the wrritory which the
Ottomans recently seized from the Karamanids were
not lands granted to his brothers by Timur.?! [n one
word, then, the Timurids were still upholding Timur's
settlement in Anatolia as late as 1441, It is precisely in
this period that the tradition of their descent from Kayt
and Oghuz Khan was adopted by the Ottomans. Uzun
Hasan himsell, master of Eastern Asia Minor and Tran,
was claiming sovercingty over the whole Asia Minor
when Mehmed I began to absorb the Anatolian princi-
palities from 1461 onward. This Tirkmen sovereign took
the expelled princes under his protection and challenged
the Ottoman Sultan. The troops which he sent to sup-
port the prince of Karaman in 1472 penetrated into the
heart of the Ottoman realm. On this occasion the
Ottoman Sultan was strong enough to defeat his rival
in the East (1473), and Anatolia fell decisively under the
swav of the master of Constantinople.”? Thus, a politi-
cal situation which had endured tor tour centuries in
Asia Minor, namely the dependence of Anatolia on one
of its great neighbors in the East, came to an end.
Nevertheless, when the Satavids rose to power in Iran
at the beginning of the 16th century, Ottoman sover-
eignty in Anatolia was again seriously threatened; but
in 15314, thanks to the skiltul use of firearms, Selim 1
was able to inflict a decisive blow on the enemy. By
occupving the highlands of Eastern Anatolia he pushed
back the danger. The struggle with 1ran in the 16th and
17th  centuries was plaved on in
Transcaucasia, Azerbeijan and Irak.>?
We must point out here that the
Western and Eastern enemies of the
Ottomans tried to establish contacts with
one another. In pursuance of their designs
upon the Ottomans, Timur sent letters to
the French court, Uzun Hasan made an
alliance with Venice, and the Salavids
sent embassies to the Hapsburgs of
Germany and Spain. The Ottomans took
great care to follow a policy of alternate
war and peace in order to avoid having
to fight simultaneous wars on two {ronts.
But during the long war aganist the
Hapsburgs in the vears of 1393-1606 Shah
‘Abbas’ attack in Azerbaidjan tozced the
Ottomans to fight on two fronts at the
same time with disastrous consequences.
Let us now glance at the changes in
the internal structure of the Ottoman state.
The Ottomans, in order to carv on a
world-wide strugele in both the East and

Mail shire (179 century)

CHLE T RS Q OVTTOAN NS

West were oblived to maimtain ol their resonrces ina
state of permanent readiness and at the disposal ol «
single will. Thus, the Ottoman state brought into exis-
tence an absolute and centralizing authority, to success-
ful a degree such that theoreticians of absolute covern-
ment in Europe, hastened (o present it as a model.

In the carlyv period, the greatest threat o the cen-
tral authority of the Ottoman Beg came from the fron-
tiers.” The policy of the Ottoman rulers was conscious-
v aimed at preserving control by the cenier: Thus, the
Uc-begis, leaders of the frontier forces were prevented
from establishing independent principalities in the
newlv-gonquered territoires as, lor example, had hap-
pened in the principality of Germivan. The beg who con-
trolled the border region of lzmid was Osman Ghazi's
comrade-in-arms, Akca-Koca. Orhan appointed his own
son Stlevman to govern that region, upon the death of
Akca-Koca. Stilevman was later sent to govern Karesi,
the most important march arca conquered around 1340,

He then crossed the Dardanelles to create the march
of Gallipoli on European soil in 1352, Prince Stilevman
became the most powertul wuc-begi ol the period and he
would have become the natural heir to the Ottoman
throne it he had not died before his fatherin 1337. When
Murad I (1362-1389) ascended the throne he placed his
most reliable officer, his tutor Lala Shahin, at the head
of the border-forces of Rumelia as Beglerbegi or com-
mander-in-chiel of the Ottoman forces in Europe. But,
even at that time the rivalry between the Beglerbeyi and
the Uc-begis was evident. The Uc-begis seemed to have
plaved an important part in prince Savel's rebellion in
Rumelia in 1373. In the period of civil war following the
fall of Bavezid I in 1402 the Uc-begis gained compara-
tive independence. The Evrenuz-oghullan in the border
region of Serres, Pasha-Yigit at Uskiip and the Mihal-
and Kimili-oghullam in the Danubian Bulgaria. sup-
ported, as thev weve, bv akuics, viirtiks and sipaliis, who
were directly bound to them personally,
formed in effect “feudal” families. It was
they who plaved the predominant role in
the civil war between 1403-1413.

During the reign ot Murad T1, of 189
timariots in the region controlled by Isa
Beg, the Uce-beei of Uskiip, about 160 were
his own kuls, slaves, and retainers™ The
LUe-begis made private agreements with
the neighboring foreien states and levied
khardc (tribute). But thev were unable,
however, to preserve their former posi-
tion in the face of Mehmed IT's (1451-
1431) vigorous ¢hdzi personality and
strong policy of centralization. Mehmed
U managed to bring the Mihal-oehilar,
in particular, under his control.

During the reign of Mehmed 11 the
strongest power in the state resided not
on the {rontiers but in the center-in the
torces ot Kape-kudlar:. More than anv
other lactor, the Lul (slave) svstem=?
ensured the maintenance ol the cenural



and absolute authority of the Sultan. This svstem had
ovisted at the court of Orhan. When, in the vears Tol-
lowine 1361, a number ol central institutions were set
up o mect the demands of the greatlv-expanded state,
recourse was made to the kud svstem; And the Janissary-
force, a paid standing army of kuls personally bound to
the Sultan, was establicd. This force numbered 1,000
when it was founded, 6-7,000 under Baverzid T (1389-
1102), 4-5,000 under Murad IT (1421-1451) but in the
reion of Mehmed 11 (1451-1481) it increased to 8-10,000.
Thanks to this force the Ottoman Sultan was alwavs
stwonger than the Uc-begis. Moreover, whenever the bor-
der r;gions were exposed to powerful enemyv attacks,
the Sultan could use this central force to intervene and
strike the decisive blow, as tor example, in the battles
of Kossova (1389) and Nicopolis (1396). Also these Kapi-
Lrddlar: literally the slaves of the Porte, were under the
name of vasak-kulie to enforce the Sultan’s commands
and ordinances in the provinces.”’

The Janissaries formed only a part of the Kapi-
Ludlare As early as 14th century the ks of the Sultan
included not only the military force at the center but
alsc an important proportion of the t112dr holding sipdhis
in the provinces. After progressing through a definite
series of posts within and without the palace service,
kuils who had been trained in the palace were sent
to everv corner of the empire as timariots, su-
huslus, sanjak-begis and begler-begis, that is
o say, soldier-administrators who embod-
ied the political and executive authority
of the Sultan.”® The extensive use of kuls 7
in the imperial administration began
under Bayezid 1. The process was com-
pleted when Mehmed IT granted the high-
est post of all, the grand vizirate, to kuls.

In short, the increase of the central and .
absolute authority went hand in hand with ORI
ihe development of the kul-svstem. In enu-
merating the reasons for the Ottoman Sultan’s
supertiority over other Moslem rulers Kemal
Pashazade emphasizes that, thanks to their
kuls, the Ottoman Sultan were able to enforce their com-
mands evervwhere, absolutely, but that they did not
allow any ku/ to achieve a privileged position.

The Ottoman Sultans, particularly Bavezid I and
Mehmed [T were careful to remove local dynasties and
vodal lords in all regions, and to abolish all local privi-
wezes.?? In the Balkans, the peasant classes, no longer
cooperating with the pettv princes and lords who had
proved unable to protect them, became the subjects of
the Ottomans with the status of dzimmi. Former local
military classes and monasteries also found it safer to
attach themselves to the new centralized system, which
zuaranteed their rights over the pronoas and charistias
which they held. In short, the central Ottoman govern-
ment acted as a focus of power in the Balkans where
"hev revived the old imperial tpaditions. From Anatolia
too, ghazis, wlema, and land-hungry peasants migrated
in everv-increasing numbers to enter the service of this
reliable and ever-expanding power., Moreover, the incor-

Tugra, (1587),
(Museum of Topkapi
Palace, Archive E. 7777)

poration ol the Ottoman custom of fratricide by Mchmed
1T as a clause in his kanamame, and the abolition by
the end of the Teth century of the custom of sending the
princes out to govern sancaks are landmarks on the way
to the establishmoent of an absolute central authority.
The Ottoman house had thus moved from the old Turkish
tradition of sovereignty, by which the suzerainty
belonged jointly to all the members of the ruling fami-
Iv, to the old oriental idea ol indivisible and sacred
authority centered in the person of one ruler.?

But from the end of the 16th century onwards, the
power upon which this absolute authority rested, name-
Iy the palace houschold and the Kapi-kuldlar grew so
much in influknce as to bring the state under their own
control. Towards 1018/1600 the Janissaries numbered
some 35-50 thousand, and in 1622 thev even murdered
the Sultan Osman [1. As the Kapi-kudlar: gained com-
plete power in the state and appropriated the sources

ofrevenue in the provinces to their own use, the provin-
cial troops began to resist them by force, and tor a
time in 1623, under the command of Abaza Mehmed

Pasha’! seized control over Anatolia. This crisis of
authority tasted until Koprulu Mehmed brought
the situation under control in 1656. In the 17th

century the Janissaries, whose numbers had
increased enormouslv in the capital and in the

provinces, and who now formed a kind of mili-
tia, deposed Mehmed [V and Ahmed 1L Only

alter the destruction of the Janissaries
in 1826 were the Padishah and the
’ palace able to re-establish an inde-
pendent authority over the state
aftairs. Not onlv the Janissary force
- but the other bodies making up the ku!/
establishment changed their original char-
acter in the 17th Cemury32 In investigat-
ing the reasons for the decline of the state
and the general chaos that prevailed, Kogi
Beg puts at the head of the list the break-
down of this slave system.

Finally we have to consider the svstem ot
land-tenure. It is true to say that the social and eco-
nomic foundation of the centralized regime of the
Ottoman Empire was, as it had been in other empires
of the Near-East, a special system of land-tenure which
ensured close control of all land holdings by the state™”

State-ownership of land made it possible for the
central government to control social order in accordance
with the aims of state policy and to apportion revenues
according to these aims and the needs of the moment.
In pre-Ottoman times, too, under the Seljukids and in
the Bvzantine empire, the state’s control over land had
determined the social and political structure of the
empire. During the period of the decline of these empires
both the land and the peasant had fallen under the con-
trol of local officers or notables. During the davs of its
expansion as a conquering power, the Ottoman empire
had been able 1o universally reenforce the principle of
state-ownership of agriculiural land. As a rule, it abol-
ished the rights of the former landlords, both secular
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and religions, and newly conquered regions as well as
lands which were later broueht under cultivation were
placed under state control.

1 fact, this was a three-ticr svstem of land-tenure:
the right of ownership ol the fand was reserved for the
state: the peasant had the right to use the land as per-
manent tenant; between the two was the sipd/ii who, as
timar-holder and representative ol the state, was emposw-
ered to see that state’s rights were not inlringed. 1t was
he who collected principal land-taxes and enforced the
laws that were passed (o prevent the land being left
uncultivated. The sipalii owed certain military duties to
the state, and used certain taxes he collected as his pav.
[n states in which a monev economy had not developed
fully, taxes in kind, which formed the state’s main source
of revenue, could be collected bv tax-tarming: It was the
system of tax-farming that enabled taxes in kind to be
converted into cash for the central treasurv. But in the
Ottoman empire, which, as a ghuzi state, needed great
numbers of soldiers, these taxes in kind were not made
over to tax-farmers but left as timars to support the
sipalis placed in the villages. Thus, under the Ottomans
the system of land tenure, the tax system and the mili-
tary organizations formed an integrated whole.

It was not difficult for the Ottomans to impose this
system in regions of the Ddr wl-harb which they had con-
quered, that is, from the Bvzantine empire and the
Balkan states. But, in the territories of the former
Seljukid state in Anatolia, where land had been made
over as muiilk, freehold, and wakf, pious foundation,
before the Ottoman occupation, and where these trans-
actions had been confirmed by deeds drawn up in accor-
dance with the Shar’i’a, various compromises had to be
reached.> The land-owners were obliged to supply
troops to the state by what was called the eshkinct svs-
tem. During the reign of Bavezid I (1389-1402) state
control over such land was extended: This is probably
one of the main reasons for Bavezid's unpopularity in
Anatolia. The period from his reign to the reign of
Mehmed II was one of tolerance in this respect: The
internal crises of this period compelled the central gov-
ernment to grant large areas of niilk to influential lead-
ers in Rumelia as well as in Anatolia. These nuilks, pri-
vate estates, were usually converted by the owner into
family-wakfs as a precaution against confiscation. But,
impelled by his need for more troops, Mehmed the
Conqueror, in the vears around 1476, brought most of
these lands back under state-ownership. He abrogated
wakfs which evaded their purpose and which had not
been confirmed by the Ottoman rulers. He confiscated
them for the state and redistributed them as rimars. As
a result of this reform, some 20 thousand (?) villages
and estates were taken over.?® This action caused the
religious classes in particular to turn against the Sultan.
Upon his death, there was a violent reaction and a large
proportion of the land that had been seized was returned
to its former owners and wakfs. But it was not long
before the old course was resumed: During the reign of
Stilevman the need for troops, the increase in popula-
tion, and the bringing of extensive areas of new land
under cultivation led to a great increase in the area off

the state domains, Records ol these additional lands,
relerred to as ifrazar, Gl the registers of this period.

From the end ol the 16th century an acute and exten-
sive crisis LlC\'Q]opcd in the country districts, in both
agriculture and the svstem of Tand-tenure. The main rea-
sons for this were [irstlv, the Tood of cheaper silver from
Western Europe from about 1330 onwards and the ensu-
ing inflation which threw the Ottoman finances, the
economy ol the empire and administrative machine into
confusion.”® When the timars suddenly fell in value, the
sipahis tried by various illegal means to extort more rev-
enue from the peasants.

Secondly, the halting-indeed the veceding-of the tide
of conqﬁest which took place in this period led to an
incease in the number of candidates for the available
timars and to bitter competition to acquire them. Thirdly,
the Kapi-kullart were managing to appropriate timar-
lands everviwhere as private estates, thus making the
shortage of timars still more acute. As a result, many
landless soldiers and unemploved mercenary companies
sekbans and sarudjas, began to ravage the villages and
twons as bandit gangs; later they gathered around lead-
ers in still greater force and even began to defat govern-
ment troops sent against them. These rebels are known
under the general name of Jeldlis.>” The Kapr-kullari too
who were sent to deal with them were no better than
another marauding force who afflicted and plundered
the peasantrv. In the end, the continuing war and inlla-
tion compelled the state to impose ‘awdriz-exactions as
a regular and heavy money-tax. All these circumstances
induced the peasants, especiallv in Anatolia, to abandon
their lands in droves and flee to the towns or join ban-
dit-gangs. This movement, which was particularly strong
in the vears from 1393 to 1610 is known to Ottoman
historians as the Great Flight. In the same vears
the first serious attempts at revolt occured
among the Christian peasantrv in Rumelia.®

During this great
crisis, the founda-
tions on which the
successes of the
earlier period
had been
built-that is
to sav the
timar svs- -
tem and
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the system ol Land-tenure-crumbled away. Kogi Beg who
lived through these years, says ‘the timar holding sol-
dierv ceased to exist and the Kapi-kedlare [were] all pow-
orful’. The state lostits control over the land in the
provinees, which subscquently passed largely into the
hands ol the Kape-kedlare and of influential local people
connected with the military class.

The &hiass lands of the Padishah more exactly ol the
central treasury, which formed halt the territories of the
cmpire, were generally farmed out as nutkata’a leases.
A large proportion ol these nukata’a were taken up by
members of the military class. In following vears this
class, which had gained control over the state domains
in addition to mukara'a gave rise to the a’vdns, provin-
cial notables, who lorded over the p sasantry. Y The state
was no longer able to carry out the regular land-surveys
necessary to re-assert its control over the land. These
intluential a'vans, who were now in fact masters of the
Jand, began to maintain military forces who were bound

(o them personally. As the regudar timar-holding troops
were non-existent for the most part, the state encour-
aged these local feaders with strong military torces to
join the imperial army, and gave many of them the rank
of pasha. [n the 18th century, in every part ol the empire
there grew up local dvnasties who controlled large tracts
of mukara ‘a-land and powerful private armics. In this
period we can speak of a feodalisation ol the empire
similar to that scen in Europe. At the end of the 18th
century the centralized empire had ceased to exist. Not
until Mahmud 11 founded a new army and put down the
local avans one by one was it possible Lo re-establish in
some degree, at least in Anatolia and Rumelia, an empire
that recognized the authority of the central government.
Thus far we have tried to describe the developments
that we consider the most fundamental aspects of the
Ottoman historv, namely ghaza, power relationship with
the outside world, central authorty and finally, land-
tenure, as the basis of social structure of the empire.
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