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THE CONQUEST OF EDIRNE (1361)

H. INALCIK

The question of when and how Edirne (Adrianople) was conquered was
most recently discussed by the Bulgarian historian A. Burmov and
the Turkish historian 1.H. Uzuncarsili.!

In Burmov’s opinion, Edirne must have been taken immediately after
the battle of Cernomen (Cirmen) (26 September 1371), that is, at ihe
end of September or the beginning of October of that same ycar.:
He attempts to establish this date by using information contained in
three completely unrelated sources: the Serbian Chronicles, Chal-
cocondyles and Luccari. He begins by quoting the briel notation in the
Serbian Chronicles: “Sultan Otman killed King Vukasin and the Despot
UgljeSa in Macedonia along the Maritza River ... and took Edirne™.

Similarly, Chalcocondyles informs us that the Ottomans took Cdirnc
subscquent to the Cernomen battle. Finally Luccari, probably using a
Bulgarian chronicle now lost, ties the conquest of Edirne to the Cer-
nomen battle. The last two sources mention Siileyman Pasha as the
Ottoman commander who took Ldirne; according to Burmov, these
sources err only on this point.

In reviewing the general situation of that time, Burmov also arrived
at the conclusion that the date should be set at 1371. In his opinion, the
fact that the Serbian princes suddenly came to Cernomen and par-
ticularly the fact that Vukasin, who was just then busy in Albania,

' A. Burmov, “Tirkler Edirne’yi ne vakit aldilar?”, Turkish translation by H. Eren,
Belleten 45 (1949), pp. 97-106; I. H. Uzungarsih, Osmanli Tarihi | (Ankara, 1961%),
p. 163. Most recently, N. Crmanci, “LEdirne’nin fethi tarihine dair>, Tirk Sawan
Tariii Arasnrma ve Incelemeleri, Istanbul Giizel Sanatlar Akadeinisi, Tirk Sun’ui
Tarihi Enstitiisii Yayinlari 1 (1963), pp. 435-438. He ends his writing with the followii:
words: “As of now, we are not able to establish the dute of the capture of Fdirne™.
* The most recent article dealing with this battle is G. Skrivani¢, “Bitka na Maritsi™,
Voynoistorijskoy Glasnika 3 (1963), pp. 71-94. 1 would like here 10 express my
special thanks to Dr. D. Lukuad-Bojanic¢ for her assistance with and tranzlation of
the Serbiun sources.
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rushed to join his brother Uglje3a, is to be explained by events of great
importance which were taking place in the area. In other words, the
battle of Cernomen, which took place in 1371, was a campaign under-
taken in order to save Edirne from the Turks. When the Serbs were
defeated, the city fell to the Turks.

The evidence presented by Burmov is not conclusive to us.® First, the
Serbian Chronicles often err greatly in information concerning Ottoman
advances in the Balkans. There is no reason to prefer the chronology of
this source over others.# The confusion in the chronology of Chal-
cocondyles’ work, written in the 1480’s, is well known.® On the other
hand, his and Luccari’s mention of Silleyman Pasha in connection with
this battle is noteworthy since we know that Siileyman Pasha came to
Edirne in the autumn of 1352 in order to aid Cantacuzenus, and that
he fought with the Serbs.® Chalcocondyles seems to have confused the
several battles engaged in by the Serbs and Ottomans between 1352-1371.

Finally Burmov holds it significant that the two Byzantine writers
contemporary with the events— Cantacuzenus” and Demetrius Cydones—
never mention the fall of Edirne; had Edirne fallen previous to 1371,
that important event would most assuredly be echoed in their writings.
But one must not forget that Cantacuzenus was defending himself in
his memoirs; perhaps he preferred not to discuss this event which put
him and his son Matthew in a difficult position, since he was held re-
sponsible for the Ottoman occupation of Thrace. Cydones, in his letters
and other writings, striving to show off his literary style, presented a

3 G. Ostrogorsky rejects Burmov's theory by saying *“This suggestion ... is certainly
incorrect”, See, History of the Byzantine State, trans. J. Hussey (New Brunswick,
(4.0, 1909), p. 536, n. 3; M. Tixomirov, Voprosy istorii 3 (1948), pp. 691 fi. and F.
Bubinger, Revue des dtudes Byzantines 1 (1950), p. 205 also madc objections to Bur-
mov’s theory.

4 The Bulgarian Chronfclc, published by I. Bogdan, states that Gallipoli fell after
the battle on the Maritsa in 1371 (see C. Jiredek, Archiv fiir slavische Philologie 18,
p- 264).

5 See Ostrogorsky, p. 416.

¢ Ostrogorsky, p. 472. It is in the Ahmedi-Siikrullih~Ruhi group of the Ottoman
sources that we find information about this battle of Siileyman Pasha with the Serbs.
The fact that the Diistirname (ed. Yinang, p. 84) attributes Edirne’s conquest to
Siileyman Pasha may have something to do with this event. Siileyman Pasha (as the
ally of Cantacuzenus) was probably the first Ottoman to enter Edirne. Concerning the
Ahmedi-Ruhi narrative see my “The Rise of Ottoman Historiography”, The
Historians of the Middle East, B. Lewis — P. M. Holt, Eds. (London, 1962), pp. 159-
162.

7 The memoirs of Cantacuzenus go as far as the year 1364.
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general rather than detailed account of the individual events. Let me
also add that even the Byzantine Short Chronicle,® which gives a faithful
chronology of important events, contains no mention of the fall of
Edirne. In short, we can say that Burmov’s thesis about Edirne’s fall
subsequent to the battle of Cernomen is not based on irrefutable evidence.

Previous to Burmov, C. JireCek, rejecting the generally accepted date
of 1361 for the conquest of Edirne,® took as his basis the death of Orhan
in 1362, as given in the Byzantine Short Chronicle, and submitted that
Edirne must have been conquered only after that date — probably in
1363 — by Murad I who was then sultan in his father’s place. Later
JireCek, basing himself on a notice found in a work of M. Panaretus,
written in the fifteenth century,!° stated that in March of 1362 Edirne
was still in the hands of the Byzantines; and he points out that this only
strengthens his theory that the city passed to the Turks in 1363.

The Turkish historian Uzungarsily, like JireCek, has also attempted to
establish the date of the conquest of Edirne through the date of Orhan’s
death. Today we definitely know that Orhan died in 1362.1 According
to Uzuncarsil, after Orhan died in 1362 and Murad I ascended the
throne, he was faced with the insurrection of his brothers and, in order
to subjugate them and bring Ankara under his control, he was forced
to undertake a campaign in the east.!?2 Taking into consideration that

& See P. Charanis, “An Important Short Chronicle of the Fourteenth Century”,
Byzantion 13 (1938), pp. 335-362. '

®  Geschichte der Bulgarcn (Prague 1878), p. 321; also his “Zur Wiirdigung der
neuentdeckten bulgarische Chronik™, Archiv fiir slavische Philologie 13 (1891-1892),
pp. 255-256.

10 According to this remark, when the plague broke out John 111 Comnenus, ruler of
Trebizond, who was in Edirne in March 1362, fled from there to Sinop (C. Jiredek,
By:zantinische Zeitschrift 18 (1909), p. 582).

1 The Short Chronicle (see Charanis, p. 350) notes that in the year 6870 an
epidemic of the plague broke out and in March of the same year (March 1362) Orhan
died. Charanis confirms this date with other sources: by comparing with M. Villani’s
halian Chronicle from the same period, and with the renovation inscription of the
Alicddin mosque in Ankara. In another unrelated source, the Calendur dated 773 A.H.
of Zeyn'il-Mlineccim (Tarihi Takvimler, ed. Turan (Ankara, 1954), p. 72) the date
of Orhan’s death is given as 763 A.H. For the inscription on the Aldeddin mosque
se¢ Mustafa Akdag, **Ankara Sultan Aldeddin Camii kapisinda bulunan H. 763 t.
bir kitabenin tarihi 6nemi”, Tarih Vesikalari 18, pp. 366-373, and n. 69 below.

12 Uzungarsih gives in one place 1363 and in another 1362 as the date of this
campaign (Osmanlt Tarihi 1 (Ankara, 1961?), p. 164, and p. 165 n. 2). The Caleadar of
Zeyn'al-Miineccim of Sivas (ed. Turan, p. 72) gives the date of Eretna-oglu’s march
on Ankura as Sevval 767 A.H. (the end of July 1364). For Eretna-oglu’s campuaign
see pp. 175-176 below.
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these events immediately followed Murad’s accession, the author con-
cludes that Murad I could only have undertaken the campaign that
culminated in the conquest of Edirne in 1363, or even later in 1364 or
1365.18

Both Jiretek and Uzungarsili accept as a fact that Edirne was con-
quered only after the death of Orhan and the ascendance of Murad,
and both arrive at the conclusion that, since Orhan’s death has been
established at 1362, the conquest naturally took place subsequent to
that date. However, the first premise of this syllogism— the supposition
that Edirne was conquered after Orhan’s death— has not been proved.
Both are attempting to prove one unknown by a second unknown. It
is these same sources that we have found to be erroneous with regard
to dating which states that Edirne was taken by Murad I after hie ascended
the Ottoman throne. No one has yet mentioned the possibility that the
sources may have erred on this point too, and that Edirne may have
been taken after the death of Siileyman Pasha, but in Orhan’s lifetime,
by Prince Murad. ‘

In Burmov’s opinion, the Ottoman Chronicles, because they give
variant dates and contain basically confused and fanciful information,
are not to be relied on and should be overlooked on this particular
question.!* Other authors enumerate all the dates offered for the conqueAst
of Edirne by every Ottoman writer from Asik Pasazide to Hayrullih
Efendi — i.e. 759, 760, 761, 762 or 763 A.H.— and they either select
one of them or leave the question completely open. But no one has yet
attempted a systematic analysis of these Ottoman narratives.

Without further discussion concerning the dates of the conquest of
Edirne, let us, by comparing information contained in Ottoman sources
with those of the Byzantine sources, study here the real course of events,
and see which of the dates of these events can be clearly established.

13 Uzungarsili, p. 163 n. 2, and pp. 164-165.

14 The letters given in Feridon Be§ (Miingedtii’s-Seldtin 1 (Istanbul, 1274), pp. 90-
96), which, it is claimed, were sent to Karaman-oglu and Uveys Han (the first c?nc
dated 1 Rebiiilahir 767, and Uveys Han’s answer of evail-i Zilkade 763) concerning
the conquest of Edirne are, as the other documents of this collection datinﬂg be_fo,r’e
the time of Beyazid I, not authentic (¢f. M. H. Yinang, “Feridin 'Beg Miinsedti”,
TOEM, 11-13, p. 161; 14, pp. 37, 95, and 216). The letter sent to Uveys Han (un-
doubtedly Seyh Uveys Bahidir Han of the Celiyirids, who was sultan 'bclwccn
757 and 776 A.H.) is nothing but the account given in the Ottoman chronicles put
into the form of a letter in Persian by an amateur.
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Our point of departure will be the death of Siileyman Pasha and the
imprisonment of Prince Halil.

Of the old Ottoman narratives, f\gxk Pasaziade gives the date 758 A.H.
(beginning on 25 December 1356) as the year of Siileyman’s death,
whereas the Anonymous Chronicles and Orug give 759 A.H. (beginning
on 19 December 1357). Pseudo-Ruhi indicates that Siileyman died
after waging war in Rumelia for six years; thus, if we keep in mind that
he took Cinbi (Tzympe) in 753 A.H. (1352 A.D.), we must accept both
for this source and for Pseudo-Ruhi the year 758 A.H. as the year of
Siileyman’s death. One of the Calendars* notes that Orhan died five
years after Siileyman. Since we know that Orhan died in 763 A.H.
(1362 A.D.) this date too confirms Siileyman’s death in 758 A.H.
The testimony of the contemporary Byzantine historian N. Gregoras
corroborates this date (iii, p. 560 = CSHB vol. 8). He tells us that
Siileyman’s death occurred soon after Halil’s captivity. We know that
Halil was captured in the summer of 1357.16 Therefore we can state
that Siileyman died either in the summer or the autumn of 1357.

The detailed information given by Gregoras concerning Halil’s release
from captivity is important for a better understanding of the situation in
which the Ottomans found themselves.

Orhan’s eleven year old son Halil was taken captive at sea by pirates
and taken to Phocaea (Foga). To save him, Orhan had no other chojce
but to appeal to the Byzantine Emperor. Emperor John V Palaeologus,
who wanted to squeeze the greatest possible advantage from the situation,
succeeded in completing an advantageous agreement with Orhan. The
conditions of this agreement were that the Ottoman sovereign undertake
the establishment of peaceful relations by the cessation of all aggression
against Byzantine territory; further, that he assume expenses for the
ships which were to be sent against the Phocaeans, cancel the outstanding
debts of the Emperor, and promise to support the Emperor by ceasing
to aid Matthew Cantacuzenus, who was holding out against the Emperor
in Thrace.’” This last condition was extremely important. The Ottomans

121 refer to the Paris Calendar which gives the most detailed information concerning
the Ottomans (ed. Turan, pp. 16, and 18).

16 fskender Hoci, who translated this section of Gregoras (iii, p. 560) into Turkish,
establishes the summer of 1356 as the date of this event. Howcever, E. de Muralt
(Essai de chronographie byzantine 11 (St. Petersburg, 1871), p. 661) gives 1357 as the
date of the same event. Gregoras ends his writing with the event of Halil's rescue
which took place in 1359 (Ostrogorsky, p. 415). Halil remained prisoner in the hands
of the Phocacans for two years.

17 John Cantacuzenus (iii, p. 321 = CSHB vol. 4) corroborates Gregoras (lii, pp. 504,
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had since 1345 been the faithful allies of John Cantacuzenus, who had
been struggling against his rivals in Byzantium from his Thracian
headquarters in Adrianople and Didymoteichum (Orhan had become
his son-in-law when, in 1346, he married Cantacuzenus’ daughter Theo-
dora).!8 The Ottomans who through this alliance had first found the
opportunity to settle in Rumelia (conquest of Cinbi in 1352) now were
able, through their continued support, upon abdication of John Can-
tacuzenus to his son Matthew, to strengthen their position in Thrace
and open up further areas for their activities. In the face of this situation
John V Palaeologus in Constantinople had to rely mainly on the co-
operation of the Serbs and Bulgars. Now with the agreement with Orhan,
John V Palaeologus hoped to stop the advance of the Ottomans, whose
activities were the source of great concern in Constantinople, and whose
support rendered Matthew a dangerous rival, and to effect, if possible,
the evacuation of Thracian cities under Ottoman occupation. According
to Byzantine sources, unlike his aged and ailing father, who sought a
more conciliatory policy toward Byzantium, Siileyman Pasha wasutterly
determined in his policy of conquest.’ Thus he seems to have fully
understood the extreme sacrifice involved in the giving up of this bridge-
head which was of the greatest importance for the continuation of the
gazd and the establishment of the Ottoman state in Europe. An interesting
narrative has it that the dying Siileyman’s last request was that he be
buried in Bolayir, his first conquest on the Gallipoli peninsula, and
that his corpse never be left to the enemy.2> One can understand quite
well from the Ottoman and Byzantine accounts the deep and hopeless
grief that beset Orhan, the ailing old Ottoman sovereign, at the captivity
of Halil by the Phocaean pirates and Silleyman’s sudden death.?!

and S61) on this point (see, Histoire de Constantinople viii, tr. M. Cousin (Paris,
1674), p. 266).

18 Ostrogorsky, p. 472; P. Lemerle, L'émirat d'Aydin (Paris, 1957), pp.220-221.
2 In 1354 Orhan was in negotiation with his father-in-law, John Cantacuzenus,
concerning the evacuation of the Turks from the places occupied by Siileyman Pasha
in Thrace, and it is claimed in Cantacuzenus’ memoirs (iii, pp. 276-277; tr. viii,
pp. 230-231) that he even agreed to this evacuation in return for financial compensation.
From Cantacuzenus’ statement it also becomes evident that Siilcyman Pasha at that
time resisted such a move. Chalcocondyles (i, p. 22, ed. Darko; tr. pp. 9, and 12)
depicts Siilleyman as the third Ottoman ruler.

20 “You will bury me in this province, and should the infidel come you will resist
and not flee ... and also you will do your best lest my corpse be left in their hands”.
(Anonymous, Tevirih-i Al-i Osmdn, ed. Giese (Breslau, 1922), p. { V).

2 Gregoras, iii, pp. 560-561, tr. pp. 241-242; Anonymous, Tevdrih, p. 17; especially
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Gregoras relates (iii, p. 561) that Orhan’s peace agreement with the
Byzantine emperor was subsequent to Siileyman’s death. This agreement,
signed under duress, was a great sacrifice for the Ottomans. It meant
the cessation of conquest, the desertion of their ally Matthew, and
the abandonment to a bitter fate of Ottomans resident in Rumelia.
The indecision and hopelessness that beset these guzis at the loss of
their energetic leader Silleyman Pasha is clearly reficcted in the Anony-
mous Chronicle. This chronicle relates that, after Sileyman’s death, the
enemy undertook an all-out attack by land and sea from the direction
of Kavak-Tuzlasi i.e. Saros Bay,?? but they withdrew when they saw
that the Ottomans were determined to fight on regardless of cost.2?
As to Matthew, who had been left to his own resources, he was taken
prisoner by the Serbians and turned over to the Byzantine emperor.2
Under these new conditions, John V Palacologus’ position on the
Byzantine throne was strengthened. In contrast, Orhan’s only thought
now was to effect the release of his son Halil. He insisted that John V
Palaeologus proceed in person with a fleet against the Phocacans (at
that time, Byzantium had three galleys), and the emperor set out in the
following spring, i.e. the spring of 1358. Orhan had also made an
agreement with ilyas Bey, the ruling prince of Saruhan, to attack the
Phocaeans by land; together they encircled the city, but without success.
The emperor returned to his capital without consulting Orhan. The

Diistirname, p. 84. Afterwards Orhan established pious foundations for the convent
of dervishes built at his grave in Bolayir. According to Ruhi: “When the heart-breaking
news of his death rcached Prince Orhan in Bursa, with much crying and sighing he
wept and wailed, yet since there was no other way but to accept this grave misfortune,
he ordered that an edifice for public welfare (‘imdrer) should be built in Bolayir at
the place where the late Siileyman Pasha lay buried”. We are preparing for publication
an annotated cdition of a copy of this important wakf document which was redriwn
following un official review during the reign of Mchmed 1, and which is at present
kept in Istanbul in the Museum of Turkish and Islamic Works.

#  There is a natural saltpan before the village of Kavak at the Bay of Saros. In
Ottoman times it was farmed out.

% Anonymous, p. | A: In the winter of 1357-1358 the emperor remained with his
small fleet in Bozca-ada (Tenedos). We may assume that the Byzantines, in order to
profit from the agreement made with Orhan, wanted to put up a show in the hape
of taking possession of the places occupied by the Ottomans on the Gullipoli peninsula.
However, as can be seen from the Ottoman account, they must have given up their
pluns when they realized that the gazis there, faithful to Siileyman Pasha's decision,
were preparing for a fight.

¥  Ostrogorsky (p. 474) gives 1357 as the date of this event. According to Gregoras
(iii, p. 564), this event took place at the time the emperor sct out by ship for Phocaea,
in the spring of 1358.
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Ottoman sovereign then made known to the emperor that, should the
latter not return to Phocaea for continued efforts to rescue Orhan’s son,
he (Orhan) would void the agreement and undertake new assaults
against Byzantine territories. The emperor immediately embarked for
Priconisum with two ships. He met with Orhan, placated him and within
the same year set out for Phocaea. Nevertheless he again returned
without a solution. Orhan came to Chalcedon (Kadikdy) in the spring
of 1359, and through representatives he conferred with the emperor,
who remained offshore on his ship. Orhan accepted the new conditions
of the emperor. These conditions stipulated that, as soon as he was
rescued, Prince Halil would be engaged to his daughter and there would
be a permanent peace, between the two states. The Ottoman sovereign
also handed over a sum of nearly one hundred thousand gold pieces
for Halil’s ransom. In the summer of that year the emperor again set
out for Phocaea, and the governor of that city surrendered Halil to
him. Halil was brought to Istanbul and remained there for a time.
He was ceremoniously engaged to the ten-year-old Irene. Subsequently
the prince was brought to Nicomedia (Izmit) and returned to his father.
The emperor also wanted Halil to be declared heir to the throne, ac-
cording to Gregoras. Orhan was also so inclined. Since Halil’s very
person represented peace between the Ottomans and Byzantium, the
gazis, who wanted the conquest of Rumelia, probably would have
preferred Murad to Halil. Halil’s return to Ottoman lands can be
placed around the end of September 1359. Orhan once again assigned
to him his former governorship of Iznik.

According to Gregoras (iii, p. 558), the Ottoman threat which had
been felt all the way to the gates of Byzantium in the time of Siiley-
man had receded in the two-year period of Halil’s captivity, and a
period of true peace and quiet had held sway in Thrace.

The period between 1357 and 1359 was for the Ottomans a period of
pause in the conquest of Rumelia. One notices, however, that during
this two-year period, the bridgehead established in Rumelia was
strengthened by emigrants from Anatolia, and new forces were assembled
for an even greater onslaught there.z» With Silleyman Pasha’s conquest

2 The colonization policy initiated in Silleyman Pasha’s time must have been
continued also after his death (cf. Asik Pasazade, ed. Atsiz, Osmanh Tarihleri 1
(Istunbul, 1949), p. 124). We know that of the villages which had been assigned by
Orhan as wakfs to the convent of dervishes in Bolayir many carried Turkish names.
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of Rumelia was born a new overseas Ottoman governorship, Ottoman
Rumelia.?¢ Its geographic and military conditions won for this region
a status entirely different from that of Anatolia. Of primary importance
was the fact that a sea controlled by Christians separated this new
realm from the Turkish homeland in Anatolia. Already in 1362, the
Crusaders in the West thought that the Turks could be annihilated
if the Crusader fleet cut off the Straits and left them helpless in Rumelia.??
During the administration of Siilleyman Pasha, the leader of the gazis
who formed the backbone of the state at that time, Ortoman Rumelia
assumed the status of a quasi-independent state vis-d-vis Anatolia.?® In
Gregoras® words (iii, pp. 560-561),2® Siileyman was “Orhan’s designate
for the sultanate and entrusted with the general administration of the
state”. A Serbian source says that *“‘even during his father’s lifetime
he assumed power and turned toward the west”.3° When Orhan’s eldest
son Siileyman died, in accordance with Turkic-Mongolian tradition,
the oldest brother Murad was sent with his tutor (Lala) Sahin to this
most important distant frontier sector of the state in Rumelia.?! It is
more than improbable that in the five year period between Siileyman’s

Among the villages in Malkara we should mention Bulgurlu, Esendiik, Seyh Halil,
Yegen, Pazarlu-Beg, Kara-Ahi, Ulamis and Sasanlar.

26 According to wakf documents, at the time of Siileyman Pasha’s death the border
line went through the Yayla-Dag between Kesan and Ipsala and the mountainous
region that separates Malkara and Hayraboiu. On the shores of the Marmara Sea,
Hora and Bakacik-Tepesi to the south of the town Tekfur-Dag (Rodosto) formed
the boundary. The claim that Sileyman captured Tekfur-Dagi, Ipsala and Vize
(Ruhi) does not seem to be correct. We only know that during his various campaigns
he came to these regions and even as far as Edirne.

27 0. Halecki, **Un empereur de Byzance &8 Rome™, Travaux historiues de la Société
des Sciences et des Lettres de Varsovie 8 (1930), pp. 76, and 117. This plan scems
to have been the basis of all Crusade projects in the tourteen-fifteenth centuries.
See my Fatih Devri } (Ankara, 1954), pp. 47-53.

2 As the nucleus of the Rumeli Beylerbeyligi, Pasa Sancagi can be considered as
having been established in Siileyman Pasha’s time. Most likely the name Pasa Sancag
also originated from that time. In Murad’s time and especially after the big campaign
under Lala Sahin Pasha’s command, Rumelia was to be given to a Beylerbeyi with
the title of Pasha.

%  fskender Haci translation, TOEM 1, p. 242.

30 Lebensbeschreibung des Despoten Stefan Lazarevic von Konstantin dem Philosophen,
transl. M. Braun (Wiesbaden, 1956), p. 5. For Siilleyman’s important position within
the state see Ahmedi, [skendernime, ed. Atsiz, Osmanlt Tarihleri 1, pp. 12-13.
3t The signature Sahin b. Abdullah that can be scen on the wakf document issued
by Orhan in Saban 761 (June 1360) is most likely that of Lala Sahin himself, and
if so he must have been in Anatolia at that time.
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death in 1357 and Orhan’s death in March of 1362 the Rumelian sector
would have been ignored. The Diistiirndme tells us quite clearly that
after Silleyman’s death, Orhan sent his eldest son Murad to the “holy
war”’ area, and that he made conquests in Rumelia while his father
was still alive.32 At the head of gazis temporarily halted in their
drive for conquest, the young prince was to prove himself deserving
of the sultanate. The tutor Sahin, a capable commander, and the
seasoned march commanders Haci ilbegi and Evrenuz (Evrenos), after
the rescue of Prince Halil in 1359, undertook the conquest with renewed
vigor. The peace and amity agreement forced on the aging Orhan by
John V Palaeologus for the sake of Halil was signed under abnormal
circumstances; a cessation of the advance in Rumelia would have meant
for the gazis there certain annihilation. The only way to hold on and
survive in this new country was to spread and strengthen themselves,
to open up new territories continually for the nomads, akhis and dervishes
pouring in every day from Anatolia.?3 On the other hand, as we have
seen, John V Palaeologus had driven Matthew, the ally of the gazis,
from the Edirne sector and had brought that area under his direct control
and rule.® Therclore it was only natural that the aim of the new push
in Rumelia should be this area long considered by the Ottomans as
being under their protection. The Ottomans, even before the conquest,
seem to have considered the Edirne region their sphere of influence.
The unusual intensity of the renewed assaults by Rumelian gazis in
1359 stirred an echo even in the Western sources. It was then that the
systematic occupation of Thrace really began.’s The Florentine M. Vil-

3 Mir Orhaw’in ulu oglu Murdd — Ol zaman olubdu kerrar-i cihdd (Diistiirndme-i
Enveri, ed. Ymang, text (Istanbul, 1928), p. 84. Further, Chalcocondyles (i, pp. 29-
30, tr., p. 17) writes that, as soon as his brother died, Murad hurried to Rumelia.
He 100, similar to the Distarndme, notes that Edirne had been taken by Siileyman
Pasha. It is likely that both used the same source of information. P. Luccari (Copioso
Ristretto degli Annali di Rausa, Libri quattro, Venetia, 1605, p. 64) notes the following
regarding Siileyman Pasha: **fu portato sepelire ne’ Giardini di Galipoli, lasciando
il Regno a Murat suo fratello™.

3 Concerning the first Turkish colonization in Thrace see O. L. Barkan, “fstila
devirlerinin kolonizator Turk dervisleri, Vakiflar Dergisi 2 (1942), pp. 279-386;
and my *“Ottoman Methods of Conquest”, Studia Islamica 2 (1954).

34 Concerning the continued support lent to Matthew by the Ottomans see Canta-
cuzenus, iii, pp. 324 IT,, tr., p. 437, and Gregoras, iii, p. 564, tr., p. 246.

35 ), Driiscke, “Der Ubergang der Osmanen nach Europa im 14. Jh.”’, Jahrbiicher
Siir das klussische Altertum 31 (1913), pp. 476-504.
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lani®¢ writes that Didymoteichum temporarily fell for the first time to
the Turks in 1359 in the course of this assault,® and Turkish raiders
appeared at the walls of Byzantium in that same year.?

Indeed, some Ottoman sources also date to 761 (1359 A.D)) a great
attack under Murad’s command which resulted in the conquest of
Edirne. These sources, however, err in showing this campaign of one
and a half years as having taken place in one and the same year. The
Ottomans whom Villani mentions as having appeared in front of Istanbul
in 1359 must have been the gazis of the Ottoman sources who in 761
(1359) under Murad’s command had come to surround a fortress
“near Istanbul”# as well as the Corlu stronghold. It is very likely that
the panic which developed in Byzantium when Murad marched on
Corlu in the direction of Istanbul aroused such a reaction in Italy.
Murad had carried out this attack with the aim of protecting his rear
guard from an assault from the direction of Byzantium during his
expedition against Edirne. After he took Corlu, he returned to the West
and strove to take the other fortresses on the Byzantium-Adrianople
road.

Let us analyze more closely the narratives in the Ottoman chronicles
concerning this expedition. These narratives rest basically on two
principle narratives, one from Asik Pasaziide, and another one used
by Ahmedi and many after him, the most detailed version of which
is found in Pseudo-Ruhi and Nesri.4

Both groups of the Ottoman narratives give 761 A.H. (beginning
23 November 1359) as the date when Murad began his great conquest
in Rumelia.®* Yet those sources generally assume that Murad ascended
the throne in the same year. They may have been led into error by the
fact that in 1359 Murad, as his brother Siileyman and his father Orhan
in Osman Ghazi’s time, assumed responsibility for the major affairs

3 F. Babinger, Beitrdige zur Friihgeschichte der Tiirkenherrschaft in Rumelien (14-15.
Jahrhundert) (Briinn-Miinchen-Wien, 1944), p. 46 (M. Villani died in 1363).

8 According to Orug (p. 20), Dimetoka was conquered in 760 A.H. (Dccember 3,
1358 - October 24, 1359).

38 Ostrogorsky, p. 473 (he mentions Villani).

¥ Cf. Anonymous, Tevirih-i Al-i Osman, ed. Giese, p. 20.

4 Concerning these two groups of narratives see my **The Rise of Ottoman Historiog-
raphy”, pp. 152-167.

M Asik Pasazade, ed. Atsiz, pp. 126-127; Anonymous Tevirih-i Ali Osmdn, ¢d.
Giese, p. 21; Orug, Tevirih-i Al-i Osmén, ed. Babinger (Hannover, 1925), p. 20;
Nesri, Gihdnniimd 1, ed. Taeschner (Leipzig, 1951), pp. 52-53.
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of state still in his father’s lifetime. In the case of the Pseudo-Ruhi
account, one may assume that this expedition was confused with the
Rumeliaa campaign undertaken against the Serbs by Murad I after
his enthronement.42 These points will be discussed further below. First
we shall look more closely at the two basic accounts.

Asik Pasazide’s tradition (Chapter 43) reads in short: When Orhan
died, Murad *“‘came [straight] to Bursa”. He gathered troops from Karesi
and from his own governorship. Accompanied by his tutor Sahin, he
crossed Gallipoli. He marched straight on the “Banatoz’43 stronghold
and took it without a fight. From there he went on to Corlu, and seized
it after heavy fighting. He levelled the stronghold walls.4 Then he came
before the stronghold of “Misini”. The commander (tekvur) of this
fortress surrendered it.4s Then the gazis took *‘Burgus” (Liile-Burgaz).
Its occupants fled. The fortress was burned down.4

42 For the text of Ruhi see p. 169.

4 Asik Pasazade has ) }b,., (ed. Atsiz, pp. 126-28; ed. Giese, pp. 48-51); and
. > .

Nesri has JJ,.LU (ed. Taeschner I, p. 52; ed. Unat-Kdéymen, I, p. 192); Orug has

j)ﬂa-.g (ed. Babinger, Oxford MS. p. 20, and Manisa MS). We may assume that
this fortress was Banatoz (today Barbaros, a district in the Tekirdag sub-county)
on the scashore south of the town of Tekirdad (Rodosto).

% Concerning Corlu (classical: Z¥paddov; Byzantine: Tfovpovddds, Tuvpoddn), the
Ottoman source is supported by the following observation of B. de La Broqui¢re in
1433: “‘je vins a une ville que 'on nomme Chourleu qui a esté assés bonne par
semblant, car les Turcz 'ont abatue et est repeuplée de Grecz et de Turcz” (Le Voyage
d’Owtremer, ed. Ch. Schefer (Paris, 1892), p. 169). For the pertinent note in Evliya
Celebi see H.J. Kissling, Beitriige zur Kenninis Thrakiens im 17. Jahrhundert (Wies-
baden, 1956), p. 12.

% In Asik Pagazide and Nesri u..we (Misini); in Orug and Anonymi O:«:o, O
(Misin); in the Byzantine period it was Messene (Meoaijvn) (see Babinger, pp. 43-44;
Kissling, p. 15, n. 62). Concerning the fortress Misini we find the following note in

a Gallipoli statistical register written around 938 A.H. (Prime Ministry Archives,
ot

Tapu No. 167): ,,, jhas e OV 53 ¢ e AalS o) 0 >
Today it is Misinli in Corlu sub-county. The information given by de La Broquiére
about this fortress which he called Misterio corroborates that of the Ottoman account;
and he says: “de 1a je alay a une ville que I'on nomme Misterio qui est une petite
place fermée et n’y demeurent que Grecz excepté ung Turc & qui Grant Turc I’a donnée™
(p. 16%). Misinli, which until the exchange of population after World War 1 was inhabited
by Greeks, is today a village of 300 dwellings populated by immigrants from Rumelia.
The walls of the fortress are still standing. See A. M. Mansel, Trakya’mn kiiltir
ve tarihi (Istanbul, 1938), plate X X111,

i Burguaz, later Catal-Burgaz and Liile-Burgaz (for the name and historical back-
ground of the city see Kissling, p. 16). de La Broquiére (p. 170) corroborates the
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On the other side, Haci ilbegi had settled in ‘““Burgus’’4? on the banks
of the Maritsa River, and was putting pressure on Didymoteichum
(Dimetoka). At last he ambushed the fortress’s commander (tekvur)
and took him prisoner; he released him when the fortress was surrendered.
Still in the Maritsa valley, Ghazi Evrenuz had seized the Kesan stronghold
and was putting pressure on Ipsala (Chapter 44).

Murad came to Eski (Baba-Eskisi)# from Burgus (Liile-Burgaz). He
found the stronghold empty. The population had fled to seek refuge in
Edirne. The fortress was burned (in Nesri’s version). They seized several
other strongholds in the environs. Murad sent Lala Sahin with the
troops against Edirne. The enemy met them outside Edirne with a
large force, and a great battle ensued.®® The defeated enemy retreated
to the stronghold. At this point Haci ilbegi and Ghazi Evrenuz rejoined
Sultan Murad. Then Murad sent them to Edirne as the advance guard of
his army. At that time the Maritsa was overfiowing. The commander of
Edirne % boarded a boat and fled by night to Ainos (Enez).®* When

Ottoman narrative and says: “Et de Ia, je vins 4 une ville que I'on nomme Pirgasi
qui est aussi tous les murs abbatus et n'y demeure que Turcz”. de La Broguicre
mentions the settlements he has seen up to this point, i.e. Corlu, Misterio (Misini)
and Pirgasi (Burgaz) in the same sequence as does the Ottoman narrative. Thus it
seems clear that the route between Istanbul and Edirne followed the same route in
the 1430’s also.

47 Kulelii-Burgaz, to the immediate east of Dimetoka on the Edirns routz, is called
Phytion today, and may be identical with Egri Kaleli Burgaz or [Ite3i Kalesi mentioned
by Evliya Celebi (V, p. 328; ¢f. also Orug, pp. 20, and 93). The great tower on the
hill dominating the road is still standing today.

4 ldentical with Boulgarophygum of the Byzantines (see Babinger, pp. 51-52 and
Kissling, pp. 40-41). Also Zambry, the settlement mentioned by de La Broquicre
after Burgaz, is very likely Baba-Eskisi (Babaeski). He too found the walls of this
town destroyed.

¥ {dris (Hest Behist, Topkapt Saray1 Kiitiiphanesi, Hazine No. 1655, f. 141") gives
Sazlu-Dere as the place of this battle (¢f., Tdci't-Tevdrih 1, p. 72). In this part, Idris
follows Nesri and gives both narratives. Likc Nesri, he too mentions the Akhis of
Ankara.

5 In Orug (Manisa MS) 6)_}(3' uw_,.i)bl (Adranos? Tekvuru); in Hoca Sa’deddin
(1, p. 72): “Edirne Tekvuru ki 43)..\3| {Adrine?) demekle meshur idi”.

% Enez, today a district of Kesan. It was also written Enoz, Aynoz or Inoz ()_9_.3 .
In Byzantine times it was Alvos and in ancient times "Aguvifos or IToA7voBpia (see
Babinger, p. 49). The rent-income of this important harbor, an outlet of the Edirne
and Maritsa Valley on the Acgean Sea, and that of the salt-pans there was assigned
to the despot Demetrius Palacologus when Morea was annexed in Mehmed 11I's time
(see, TV new series 11 (1955), p. 134). Concerning the conquest of Enez see my



198 H. INALCIK

news of this was heard the following morning, the inhabitants opened
the city gate (Orug, Manisa version: Kumkale Kapisi) and surrendered.
This conquest took place in 761 (45th Chapter).

The Anonymous Chronicles and Orug give a shorter version of this
story. Some of the Anonymi combined this account with the section in
Ahmedi dealing with Murad I, thus giving both versions. The Manisa
copy of Orug, however, gives the date of the conquest of Edirne following
the above-mentioned narrative as 761 A.H., and based on the Calendars
as 762 A.H.

Asik Pasazade’s narrative relates the strategic moves for conquest
undertaken by Murad after he took command of the frontier forces in
Rumelia in place of his brother Siileyman in 761 A.H. (1359); and here
the events are set forth in a completely logical order. Thus, while Murad
was scizing the vital fortresses along the historic Constantinople-
Adrianople road which were, starting from Constantincple: Corlu,
Misini and Burgus (Liile-Burgaz), commanders of the marches were
holding down the fortresses, and especially Didymoteichum which
protected Edirne from the south, i.e. from the Maritsa valley. In the
second and final phase of the expedition, Murad set up his headquarters
in Baba-Eskisi, at a distance of fifty-five kilometers from Edirne; from
there he sent Lala Sahin against Edirne. The Byzantine forces which
gathered in Edirne attempted to scatter the Ottomans by engaging in
a battle outside the walls, at Sazlu-dere, but when they were defeated
they retreated to the fortress. (The reason why Murad systematically
destroyed fortresses abandoned by their population—such as Corlu and
Baba-Eskisi—is easily understood. It was because of the systematic
application of this method in the Ottoman conquests that fortresses
were prevented from becoming renewed centers of resistance after the
Ottomans withdrew.) After his successful attempt at Sazlu-dere, Murad
decided to gather all his forces for a last, concentrated attack on Edirne.
He summoned the march forces commanded by Haci1lbegi and Evrenuz
(Evrenos) which had been active in the Kesan mountain region and the
Maritsa valley. They united with Murad’s army and formed the advance
guard. Then the entire army moved on Edirne. The tradition that Edirne
was taken without a siege seems to conform to the truth. After the
defeat at Sazlu-dere, the populace of Edirne had little hope of success
against the full complement of Murad’s army. It was known of the

‘Mchrined the Conqueror and his Time”, Speculum 30 iii (1960), p. 42. Until recent
times, communications between Encz and Edirne were accomplished by ship on the
Maritsa.
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Thracian fortresses (like Banatoz, Misini) which surrendered of their
own will, that Murad had protected them from pillage and had allowed
the local population to remain; but those fortresses which were subdued
after attack were pillaged, destroyed and the local people enslaved.s?
Once Murad had complete control of the Constantinople-Adrianople
road there was no hope of aid from Byzantium. According to the nar-
rative, the Byzantine commander fled down the Maritsa to the port
of Ainos. Actually, at that time this was the only route of escape from
Adrianople to Byzantium. All in all, as we have shown above, the
toponymic and topographic data which it contains, and their conformity
with the observations of de La Broquiére on the situation of the fortresses
after the conquest, clearly indicate this account to be a reliable source.

Pseudo-Ruhi, who gives the most complete and dctailed version of
the second group of accounts,? explains events after the ascendance
of Murad in this way:

THIRD CHAPTER
ON THE ACTIVITIES OF MURAD, SON OF ORHAN, SON OF OSMAN

When Orhan Bey died the leading men of the state and viziers enthroned
his son Murad Han. In the night of the same day Bayezid, the son of
Murad was born. People and beys from all over the world congratulated
him on his accession to the throne and the birth of his son. Murad I
acted in complete justice toward his subjects so that even those rebellious
people came to submit to his rule and all subjects enjoyed prosperity
and peace. He convened the ‘ulema in Bursa and at a felicitous moment

82 Tt can be said that, in Ottoman times, towns in Thrace which had a Jarge percentage
of Greek inhabitants had most likely been taken by peaceful means. For cxuample,
according to a statistical register dated 925 A.H. (Prime Ministry Archives, Tupu
No. 75, p. 388) in Miirefte there were 107 Christian houscholds compared to four
Muslim houscholds. Also from the point of view of taxation, Miirefte and a number
of Christian towns like it reccived special treatment. On the other hand, in places
taken ‘anvaten, by force, “the infidels” were taken into cuptivity and their lunds
and goods given to Muslims, according to the Islamic holy law. Such places thus
rapidly became Muslim towns (see above, n. 46, for de La Broquiere’s interesting
observation concerning Burgaz in 1433). Naturally there are also towns which
obtained a Muslim or Greck majority later on, prompted by different conditions.
But this situation evolved over a long period of time.

53 Here we usc the copy of the Bodleian Library in Oxford (Marsh MS No. 313).
For studies on early Ottoman history, it is necessary to establish the original text
by comparing this copy, which J. H. Mordtmann attributes to Ruhi (MOG 2,
pp. 129-136), to other related manuscripts.
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laid the foundation of a complex of charitable institutions at Kapliica
[in Bursa). The architects and masons did their best for its completion
and so, in a short time, a medrese and an ‘imaret were built of an in-
describable beauty. To meet the expenses the sultan granted wakfs
which were to be givento the ‘ulemd, reciters of the Qur’an, descendants
of the Prophet and Muslim poor. Afterwards he intended to pass over
to Rumelia in order to make an expedition into Hungary. But before
his departure news came to the effect that the beys in various parts of
upper Riim had intentions against Bursa. That is to say, as soon as
the sultan crossed the Straits and went to make war against the infidels
they would come with their armies over against Bursa to plunder it
and make injuries on the Muslims there. Thereupon Sultan Murad
asked the leading ‘wlema of the time whether he should make war
against the infidels or repulse the aggressors. Their answer was that the
latter was to be done first. So delaying the Holy War and sending orders
around, the sultan assembled an army from all over his realm and marched
against Rim. When he reached the border he defeated the enemy who
appeared there, and made conquests including Ankara. From there he
came to Sultan-Oyiigii and conquered it also. He came to Bursa safely,
and, assembling his army again, he crossed over to Rumelia, defeated
the Serbian army and conquered Edirne. It occurred in the year 761.

This is how Sultan Murad set out to make Holy War against Serbia.
When Sultan Murad had the intention to make Holy War against Serbia
he placed his son Bayezid on the throne under the tutorship of Timurtas
Bey, and then he himself assembled a large army and crossed the Strait
over to Rumelia in order to march against Serbia...

ke o Okl O she Ol Jlsal Oly 5z &JWI LAkl

ol g pm Sl ol O3Lis LT Gls g ¢y Oyl poo s G52

Erldl 5 oY1 Ok Jesl LIt elyis s Obel 5 2571 b1
bl Ol a8 sl 5 ki35 4 O sy 5l Ollabe
}L" Gl A oy sh Olie O Olysl O sl e g b Ol
Dl Ooml o QuyaisS Sl K OVl oidlse SLB
A Gl Ok sl Olale bl e Oppdésl 5wl Sb
Hsb adle oilsl Hydas oS @5t ls [5] Jae dgay y ablsy

THE CONQUEST OF EDIiRNE (1361) 201
sl sl c.,lo.. AeeS Ol Olsb 5 Olaas g sl
edgs Al 58 sl Jlea VI e s JEH @, s Ll
oddaghd ondy )Ll p ol o= Nas 5 e ooligy alislew
sl aLll g s ol JG 5 kg, 93,051 L yle y
Ll Cioy o6 a5 bl oyle 23 Ay poodnl Ol 1 sl
Lol 5 ol 5 dde Jol G Vsm2 wps s Opmdlas bl
oK Ol L @il b s 4yl o aneln 6LE plo s
o3 G o L sl 158 4l S S aclyl 9y AT Al
st Hls el by 2,67 i OVl odugy i 4GS
S Ml s alhe xS asgl Lg}ﬁ.ys aldgs K Nslas
o At e il Conl o)le sy pk UK
A s Oahal s Oanlle Byl Jgl Ok sl ol Ol
AT By ety 552l Hae JS1 AT e aGs) L bl
O3l a8 Lisys Glea pBe GNa rbf slls 33l
wskl il e QAal lpas SIS gess gy an!
Hele OVl ol pal ddgm gy oSy lal adlea b
Ml amsns SU Al 5 oale ws b ISRy o O, Ks
LpeuVy ol ol A5 sl OVl el Goin aias roy U
zH S S oesk asal Ol 4l sl ST e
St s by dugye Wy cdle 5 ety e 5SSl
Szl 3 043l e O e s AL ) sl an
el G GGl Ol sl Ol iy #y Sl S e

NBL ‘Jc’.s)IJa alse

desl sl oW e andsl G Ol sl Ol O
wadl VY sasl N byl 9 cusd A eslusy Al SE
Sreo w28 wbl sy 0355 skl mee ald G S sl
oo SHsl asgn an bl



202 H. INALCIK

Nesri expertly combined the two traditions by transmitting the Ahmedi
- Pseudo-Ruhi tradition about events immediately following Murad’s
accession, then grafting on events from the Asik Pasazide narrative
of the conquest of Edirne, as if, from a chronological point of view,
they had taken place afterwards.’* However, Nesri waPIed to correct
the date of Siileyman Pasha’s death to 760, and repeated Asik Pasazade’s
remark saying Esahh oldur ki oglu Sileyman Pagsa iki ay onden vefat
etmistir®> “The truth is that his son Siilleyman died two months
before him” and transmitted again in the Asik Pasazide version the
conquest of Edirne. Here, however, he corrected the date to 762. No
doubt if Nesri had given 758 as the date of Siileyman Pasha’s death as
it is in Asik Pasazide, he would have had to accept that Orhan, who
he says died two months afterwards, also died in that same year, and
that Murad’s accession took place in 758. He shows, however, again
based on a copy of Asik Pasazide, 758 as the year of the conquest of
Bolayir. He allowed one year for the following conquests with the
remark “all of the aforementioned conquests took place within one
year”, and set Siileyman’s death subsequently for the year 760 A.H.
He allowed another year for Murad’s enthronement and the Ankara
campaign —which he had taken frcm Pseudo-Ruhi—and set the date
of his subsequent return to Rumelia and the conquest of Edirne at 762.
We know that Negri attempted to resolve such inconsistencies in the
sources in other places as well. Thus, although the two ancient traditions—
Asik Pasazide and Ahmedi-Pseudo-Ruhi— set the conquest of Edirne
at 761,%¢ Nesri differed from these traditions by setting the date at 762.57

% Common with Ruhi (p. 51): luifak bir gan ... kavustu; and p. 52: Lesker cem’edip
diledi ki ... Sultan-Gyiigi’ne gelip etrafimi fethedip. 1t seems that in the latter Nesri
used a more detailed variant of the same source as Ruhi. The remaining parts are
all from Asik Pasazade (Nesri, Cihdnniima 1, ed. Taeschner, pp. 51-53). This important
copy from the year 898 was discovered by Th. Menzel; it was not used by F. R. Unat
and M. A. Kéymen in their critical edition of Nesri (Kitdb-1 Cihanniimd, Ankara,
1949). Here we shall refer always to the Menzel copy.

% Asik Pasazide, ed. Giese (Leipzig, 1929), p. 46.

% The Anonymous Tevirik-i Al-i Osmdn (ed. Giese, p. 31), and Orug (ed. Babinger,
p. 21, and 93) give the date as 761. Kemal Pasazade, however, who represents a
somewhat more recent compilation period, follows Nesri (see MS No. 3078 in the
Nuriosmaniye Library) for his report that Silleyman died while on a goose huntand
giving, like Nesri, the date of his death as 760 A.H. This historian also used the
Anonymi (the last will of Silleyman Pasha and the narration of the landing of the
infidels at Kavak-Tuzlasi). For the conquest of Edirne, Idris adhered to Nesri and
gave the date as 762, whereas Ali (Kidnhi’l-ahbdr V, pp. 45-49) and Cennibi (a good
copy of this is in the Selimiye Library of Edirne, No. 1569, f. 700) follow Ruhi.

% As we have seen previously, Orug also gave the date as 762 in the Manisa copy.
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After taking notice of this point, let us now attempt to analyze the
Ahmedi-Pseudo-Ruhi tradition group. In the Pseudo-Ruhi tradition,
the important events are given in the following order:

1. When Orhan died, the influential men of state put his son Murad on
the throne.

2. The rebellious elements who caused trouble in the early days of his
reign were brought under control and the situation stabilized.

3. Murad had an ‘imaret and medrese built at Kapluca.

4. He then wanted to cross to Rumelia and “make Holy War against
Hungary” (“Laz ve Ungurus” in Siikrullah’s Behcetit’t-Tevdrih). But
it was then that he learned that “the various Begs of Upper Rim”’ (in
Behceti't-Tevarih, Mehmed b. Haca Halil, and Nesri “the kings of the
area”) were to attack Bursa during his advance into Rumelia.

5. At this point he went with his army “as far as the border in Rim,
and subduing the enemies who appeared” he made conquests and he
took Ankara. From there he passed to Sultan-Oyiigii (Sultan-Onii,
Eskisehir), conquered it also and returned to Bursa.

6. Again mobilizing an army he crossed to Rumelia. “Defeating the
Serbian army he captured Edirne in the year 761.”

7. Subsequently, stationing his son Yildirim Bayezid in Bursa with
his tutor Timurtas Bey, he again undertook a campaign to Rumelia
and “he turned to the Serbian region”.

Negri transmits this tradition in shorter form but adds to jt another
account of how the Ankara Akhis received them (Menzel’s text, p. 52:
“derler ki. .. kirthigursiz”). Ahmedi, Siikrullah and Mehmet b. Haci
Halil note that at his ascession, Murad brought in as his vizier Halil-i
Cenderi, but Pseudo-Ruhi has no mention of this.*® On the other hand,
the events in Pseudo-Ruhi, cited above in numbers 6 and 7, do not
appear in Ahmedi, Siikrullah and Mehmet b. Hac1 Halil. In other words,
after the conquest of Ankara and Sultan-Oyiigii, they pass immediately
to the Karaman campaign, and do not mention the campaign against
the Serbs and the conquest of Fdirne. The points in common in all of
these sources, including Pseudo-Ruhi, are:

Rather tl:m*a—ssuming a direct connection betwcen Nesri and Orug, we should consider
the Calendar as the common source used by both.

8 Nesri, adhering to Asik Pusazide on this point, states that Hayreddin, the kadi
of Bursa, was made kadiasker, whercas Ahmedi and Mchmed b. Haci Halil maintain
thut he was elevated to the vizicrate. On this contradiction see p. 208 below. Mchined
b. Haci Halil states that in this appointment Mevlana Seyh Fahreddin, a discipic of
Abdiilkadir Gilani, played a role.
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1. that Murad at his accession punished those whose loyalty to him
had wavered, and

2. that later, moving east to the serhadd-i Rim “border in Rum™, he
conquered Ankara and Sultan-Oyiigii. It can be assumed that the common
source contained mainly these principal events.

As for those who rose against Murad when he took the throne, Ahmedi
expressed it thus:

Oldular yag ana kardaslar:

Kamunun bitti elinde isleri®®

“His brothers had become enemies
Their fate was sealed by his hand”

According to Uzuncarsih, the meaning of *‘kardaslar’” here is Murad’s
brothers.¢ He suggests that, at the time of Murad’s accession, Prince
Halil and ibrahim were alive and had mounted opposition to him in
Anatolia. The sources give no date for Halil’s death.® If h(? were alive
then, at the age of sixteen, he would have to have been in 1znik.s2 The
Ottomans shared the ancient Turkic belief that God appoints the
sovereign.® Thus it would only be natural that at Orhan’s death (Marc?‘n,
1362) the faction which held Halil felt free to proclaim him sultan in
his father’s place. Indeed, as we mentioned above, the Byzantine emperor
naturally was among those who wanted to see Halil on the Ottomgn
throne. On the other hand, the then thirty-six year old Murad® was in
Rumelia in full charge of the main forces of the state. He had won
great fame with his conquest of Thrace and, as representative of the
war and conquest policy against Byzantium, was doubtlessly supported
by the gazi groups. On the whole, the conditions in those times may

3 ed. Atsiz, Osmanli Tarihleri 1, p. 15. . . )
% Osmanlt Tarihi 1 (Ankara, 1960°) p. 160. According to P. Wittek (**Zur Geschichte

Angoras im Mittelalter”, Festschrift G. Jacob (Leipzig, 1932), pp. 352-35?) instead
of “*brothers™, the word kardag here is used rather in the sense of *Muslim nelghbors‘r.
& N. Jorga (GOR 1, p. 202) writes that Halil died before his father Orhan, but it
is not clear how he arrived at this conclusion.

82 See Gregoras (ibid.). A Calendar written in 773 A.H. (ed. Turan, p. 72)
notes that Orhan and someone with the name Halil died in the same year, i.e. 763.

However, Turan readsg‘_Lg ] ;U—T JJ.- as “Atabeg Halil Aga”. We could not

check this in the original. o o
8 See my ‘“‘Osmanlilarda Saltanat Veraset Ushli ve Tirk Hakimiyet Telakkisiyle

ilgisi”, Siyasal Bilgiler Fakiiltesi Dergisi 141 (1959).
6 The recently discovered Calendars (see, Tarihi Takvimler, ed. Turan (Ankara,
1954), pp. 16, and 52) corroborate the year 1326 as the year of his birth.
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substantiate the thought that there could have been a struggle among
the brothers for the Ottoman throne. However, a struggle between
Murad and Halil for the throne can only be guessed at. The only in-
formation clearly emanating from the sources is that quarrels broke
out in Anatolia in the course of Murad’s accession. That the rebels,
in a short rhymed version (by Ahmedi) of the tradition, are referred to
as brothers is open to interpretation and can not be considered as
conclusive evidence.

Orhan’s death, on the other hand, must have been considered an
opportunity by Eretna-oglu who counted Ankara within the sphere of
his control. We have more definite information concerning the actions
of Eretna-oglu in Sivas. Ankara was considered under the authority
of the Eretna state until the Ottoman occupation; and a certain Melik
Nisireddin Bahtiydr Beg was in power there.¢ After Erctna’s death
(in 1352)% a struggle broke out among his sons,*” and the Ottomans,
taking advantage of the situation, undertook a campaign under the
command of Siilleyman Pasha to Ankara for the first time in 135468
and gained control of the city. An inscription®® placed on the Sultan

s H. Edhem, Diivel-i Isigmiye (Istanbul, 1927), p. 384; H. Hisameddin, Amasya
Tarihi 111 (Istanbul, 1927), pp. 40, 63, and 65.

6 A, Tevhid, “Beni Ertena”, TOEM 4, p. 16; Hiisameddin, p. 42.

% Hisameddin, p. 44; Tevhid, p. 18.

% See Witick, “Zur Geschichte Angoras ...”, p. 347. Although it was Nasireddin
Mehmed Bey, the younger son of Eretna, who became sultan in place of his father
either toward the end of 754 A.H. or at the beginning of 755 A.H. (1354), his brother
Cifer declared himself ruler in Kayseri. Karaman-oglu Siileyman supported Mchmed
Bey (Hiisameddin, pp. 48-49). Concerning the capture of Ankara in Orhan’s time
we quote here the following official record (Ankara statistical register written in 867
A.H., Prime Ministry Archives, Tapu No. 9): **Ayas’ta Ahi Bayezid ciftligi, kadimii’l-
cyydmdan vakf oligelmis, elinde merhitm Orhan Bey ve Gazi Hidivendigar ve Sultan
Mehemmed bitileri vardir. Elhéletii hazihi Ahi Biyezid oglu Ahi Elvan vakfiyyet
lizere mutasarnfur”.

6 See M. Akdag, “Ankara Sultan Aldeddin Camii kapisinda bulunan Hicri 763
tarihli bir kitabenin tarihi 6nemi”, TV NS 1 iii (1961), p. 372, plate II. Cf. M. Galib,
Ankara 1 {Istanbul, 1341), p. 47. The text of this three line inscription is as follows:

L ) Sl al e e
r,E.;Y| Ol r,h'.d! J_}‘U AL».:. o a9 rb
There is a record in one of the statistical registers from Mehmed II’s time (Prime

Ministry Archives, Tapu No. 12, f. 196) that in the village of Esrefli in Gallipoli
Lu’lu’ [Lulu] Pasha donated a meadow as a wakf for his caravanseray. T. Goékbilgin
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‘Aldeddin Mosque in Ankara by Lu’lu’ (or Lulu) Pasha in the time
of Orhan, and dated 763, clearly shows that previous to March 1362,
the date of Orhan’s death, Ankara was still subject to the Ottomans,
whereas, according to the Ottoman tradition, Murad had to conquer
Ankara anew with another campaign. In that case, Ankara was no
longer under Ottoman domination after March of 1362. Evidently this
too must have been connected with the crisis of indecision which
developed in the Ottoman realm after Orhan’s death.

The information given by Hiiseyin Hilsameddin as pertinent to Central
Anatolia and Ankara at this date is rather illuminating.

In 759 AH. the Karaman-oglu °‘Aldeddin brought Eretna-oglu
Mehmed back to his throne. In this way the Karaman-oglu and Eretna-
oglu Mehmed once more assumed a superior position in Central Anatolia.
It was at this time that the former ruling prince of Ankara, Bahtiyar
Bey, once more got hold of Ankara and began raiding Ottoman
territory.” Bahtiyir Bey received encouragement from the Karamanids.
Hiiseyin Hiisameddin accepts these events as coinciding with the date
of Orhan’s death and Murad’s accession.??

The eastern campaign of the new Ottoman sultan, Murad, was
conducted, according to Pseudo-Ruhi’s version, against yukaru Rim’da
olan miiteferrik begler *“‘the various begs of upper Rim”.” As is known,
the Ottomans had named the area belonging to the Eretna state Rim,
and in the fifteenth century the name Riim Beylerbeyligi or Rim Vildyeti
was given to the Beylerbeylik of this region.” According to Hiiseyin

(Edirne ve Paya Livasi (Istanbul, 1952), p. 291) shows Lulu Pasha in Murad 1I's time,
which cannot be correct.

7 Although Hisameddin gives the date as 762, a contemporary Calendar from
Sivas (ed. Turan, p. 72) shows the date as 759.

“ Hisameddin, pp. 64-65. On this point he uses Miineccimbasi’s Cdmi‘ii’d-diivel
and other sources which we could not identify.

? But he gives the date of Orhan’s death as Receb 761, whereas Orhan’s death
occurred in March 1362 (see above, n. 11).

 We know not only of Bahtiyar Bey in the Ankara region, but many other local
beys® names are given in the awkdf entries of the fifteenth century Ottoman statistical
registers. According to a statistical register from Ankara from the year 867 A.H.
(Prime Ministry Archives, Tapu No. 9) even before the Ottomans took over, in the
Ankara region there were a number of well known families such as the Yegen Bey
ogullani, Diindar Bey ogullari, Emir Yakub ogullari, Kozan Bey ogullari, Ulu Bey
oBullan, Bikari Bey, Abdullah Bey, Siileyman Bey and Mahmud Bey ogullari.

™ See Nesri, ed. Taeschner I, pp. 87, and 144. According to Hiisameddin (pp. 142, and
145) Prince Yildinm Bayezid was the first vali in 788 A.H., and Devatdar Ahmed
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Hilsameddin, Sunkur Pasha, one of Murad’s commanders, surrounded
Ankara; the people of the city, displeased with Bahtiyar Bey, surrendered
the fortress to Sunkur and recognized the sovereignty of the Ottoman
sultan. Bahtiyir Bey fled to Amasya. Nesri relates how Murad 1 was
greeted by the akhis when he ceremoniously entered the city after the
conquest.

On the other hand, a reliable contemporary source has it that Eretna-
oflu Mehmed marched on Ankara the year following Murad’s accession,
ie. in 765 A H. (beginning 10 October 1363).75 (It is noteworthy thut
this source, written in Sivas, the capital of Eretna-oglu, makes special
mention of Orhan Ghazi’s death.)

Evidently, this Eretna-oglu campaign must have been made to counter
Murad’s “*border in Rim” campaign. Its goal was to take Ankara back
from the Ottomans.?s

Essentially, the Ahmedi-Siikrullih-Mehmet b. Haci Halil versions
explain events subsequent to Murad’s actual enthronement, i.e. after
March 1362. Since Edirne had been conquered previous to that, these
sources which transmit the original tradition naturally make no mention
of the conquest of Edirne among the events after Murad’s accession.
However, in the Bodleian manuscript attributed to Ruhi (Pseudo-Ruhi),
we find the conquest of Edirne simply combined with a campaign against
the Serbs. On the other hand, as we have seen above, in the Asik Pasazide
tradition there are substantial details given concerning the Thracian
conquests which culminated in the capture of Edirne. In the Asik
Pasazide tradition (chapter 47), Murad’s giving the Rumelia governor-
ship to Lala Sahin and the Beylik of Marches to Evrenuz must be

Pasha became the first beylerbeyi in 789. Fort he naming of the region Rim vildyeti, see
P. Wittek, *'Le Sultan de Rim”, Annuaire de I’Institur Oriental 6 (Brussels, 1938).
% The Turan cdition of the Calendar prepared in Sivas in Muharrem of 773 by

Zeyni'l-Miineccim b. Siileyman, p. 72: r‘}(ﬂ 9 i:;)j.(}lg Aoy ff'
JRe ek s dlsa Labl s i S a8 O sy S jas
BE PRy} (SQWJW J\A?de:\—qg:,J_’J \Lu’.’.?ub wL,p .’J_}J L
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For the inscription on the tomb of Eretna-oglu Mehmed (dated 767 A.H.) see H. Ld-
hem, Kayseriyye Sehri (Istanbul, 1334), p. 113.

“  We know from a note in Buzm u Razm (p. 186) that relations between the Eretna-
ogullari and the Ottomans were still hostile around 782/1380. When Kadi Burhaneddin
got control of the territory of the Eretna house he continued this policy of enmity.
From the same source (pp. 390, and 408) we know that, for a while at least, Kadi
Burhaneddin pushed his attacks as far as Ankara.
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events connected with his accession. The same source states that, with
these appointments, Murad secured his hold over Rumelia and, passing
through Gallipoli, returned to Bursa where he spent the winter. Also
mentioned in the course of these events is the appointment to the
“vezirlik” of Kara Hatil, then the Kadiasker in Bursa. Indeed, the
Ahmedi-Siikrullah account (which is unrelated to Asik Pasazade) also
tells us that Murad’s first act after his accession was the appointment
of Kara Halil to the *‘vizierate”. The new sultan had to win over Kara
Halil who as kadi was the most important individual administrator
in the Bursa capital. There is a strong possibility that the subsequent
political influence of Kara Halil and the Candarlis may have been a
result of the support he rendered Murad in the securing of his throne.
It is noteworthy that iznik, which belonged to Prince Halil, later became
the center of the Candarls.

After his arrival at Bursa, Murad did not return to Rumelia until
766 A.H. (28 September 1364 to 19 August 1365), this again according to
the Asik Pasazide tradition. Lala Sahin was compelled to handle all
alone the defense actions against the Serbs who were attacking Edirne.
It is from the Ahmedi-Pseudo-Ruhi tradition that we learn what sort of
diliculties Murad had had to deal with following his accession (the 1362
Ankara campaign; the Eretna-oglu attack on Ankara in 1363 or 1364).7

Thus, after this analysis of the Ottoman accounts as they relate to
our subject, we can say that once put into chronological order, the sound
historical information contained in these accounts gains its real value.
Let us now take up once more the question of the date of the conquest
of Edirne.

In the above discussion we attempted to show that the conquest of Edirne
does not have to be tied to the 1362 accession of Murad I. The Ottoman
tradition gives 761 A.H. (23 November 1359 to 13 October 1360) as the
date of the conquest of Edirne. This date, as we pointed out above,
marked the beginning of the new mobilization for conquest in Rumelia
which was undertaken under Prince Murad’s direction after the release
of Halil in 1359. The goal of this mobilization was, indeed, Edirne,

7% A third, unrelated narrative occurs in Diistirname-i Enveri (p. 84). As we have
already mentioned above, this source speaks about the activities undertaken by
Prince Murad in Rumelia after Siilcyman’s death but still in Orhan's lifetime. For
the information given in this source concerning the capture of Edirne by Siileyman
Puasha see n. 6. The Diistirndme also mentions a defcat of the Serbs at Sazlu-Dere
which was brought about after Orhan’s death, in 765 A.H.
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but the Ottoman source errs when assuming that the fall of Edirne
took place within the same year. Indeed, according to another Ottoman
tradition, the Manisa copy of Orug (Muradiye Library, MS 1373, f 417),
Edirne fell in 762 A.H.; on this we find the following notation: Kun-
kalesi kapisim agip kaleyi [Edirne] verdiler; ol yil icinde giines tutulup
yildizlar tamam gorindii, Hicretiin sene 762 Edirne fetholundu. Hicretiin
sene 761 vaki® oldu. (“Opening the gate of Kum-kalesi they surrendered
the fortress; in that year the sun eclipsed and the stars were completely
visible, in the year 762 A.H. Edirne was taken. It took place in the
year 761 A.H.”)? The essential point here is the notation that Edirne
was conquered in the year of the eclipse. Babinger was the first to
call attention to this point and calculations have shown that this
eclipse had taken place on 5 May 1361.7 Orug took this note from the
Calendars and added it to the Asik Pasazide account, and thus mentions
the years 761 and 762 side by side as the date of the conquest of Edirne.»
The information contained in the Ottoman Calendars®t about the
eclipse is in conformity with the Calendar written in 773 A.H. by
Zeynii’l-Miineccim:#2

7 In the Oxford copy of Orug (cd. Babinger, p. 23): ““in this ycar the sun had a full
eclipse, all the stars were fully scen, Edirne was captured, in the yecar 761 AL
In the Cambridge copy (ed. Babinger, p. 93): “opening the gates of the fortress ils
populace surrendered the fort, Edirne was cuptured in 761 A.H. ... Also Evrcnos
beg captured Ipsala in the year of 763 of the Hegira. In that year the sun had a full
eclipse and the world became dark™.

% Babinger first studied this question in MOG 2 (1926), pp. 311 etc.; in 1944 he
once again revicwed the question in his Bceitrége, pp. 46-47; lastly he made itclear
in the Revue des Etudes Byzantines | (1950) p. 205 that the spring of 1361 can be
accepted almost certainly as the date of the capture of Edirne.

8 It seems that his mistake in giving the year of the full eclipse of the sun once as
762 and then as 763 must be attributed to the dating system followed by the Calendars.
The Calendurs give the date of an event retroactive from the date of their writing
(see my Fatih Devri 1, p. 23, and Plate 1). Orug, who secemingly had repeatedly re-
written his work (this can be seen especially in studying the Manisa copy) must have
made his mistake when trying to coordinate the dating of the Calendar with the
Hijri date.

n )yl Ol 5 Ol B b JUS BRGNS [CRPRS BUWTE UK o=
).\lg}: {)L..Ela_b.g Ve Q.«\.«)L u_é)..'ll Sl UL‘Q.L,«) Ohiwdnily J..aU S
See ed. Turan, p. 44. Actually the Egyptian Mamluk sultan An-Nasir Nasirii'd-Din
Hasan was taken prisoner by Yal-Bogha in March of 1361. The Melik Nasir incident

in the Culendar must refer to this event.
8 ed. Turan, p. 72.
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The year 762 A.H. given here for the total eclipse falls within 11
November 1360 to 2 October 1361 A.D. Thus the date of 5 May 1361
which Babinger arrived at for this eclipse falls within the year 762 A.H.

On the other hand, Zeynii'l-Miineccim notes that Orhan died in 763,
one year after the eclipse; we have already noted above the accuracy of
this date. .

Our analysis of the Ottoman traditions also confirms the date 762 A.H.,
i.e. 1361 A.D., which Orug gives for the conquest of Edirne.®s Further,
Halecki®¢ notes that, according to Venetian sources, news of the conquest
reachcd Venice on 14 March 1361. Unless this was a false report,’s
shortly before this date, in the year 1361 “at the time the Maritsa was
overflowing”, Edirne surrendered to Murad.

8 We attempted to show above that Nesri must have arrived at the same date of
762 by different means. Hest Behist also adheres to the view that the capture of Burgus
on the Maritsa by Haci Tlbegi, the battle at Saziu-Dere and the capture of Edirne all
took place in 762 A.H.

8 Travaux historigues de la Société des Sciences et des Letires de Varsovie 8 (1930),
p. 75. Halecki (pp. 76-77) points out that in March 1362, upon the fall of Edirne,
Venice sent a galley with an ambassador to propose 1o the emperor an alliance against
the Turks. For the joint fleet, Byzantium was 10 contribute four galleys, and Venice
and Genoa two each.

8 [ those times in favorable weather a courier could travel from Istanbul to Venice
in thirteen days. We know that from time to time erroneous news concerning the fall
of Istanbul reached Italy. According to Matteo Villani (Halecki, p. 75; Babinger,
Beitrige, p. 46) Dimetoka definitely fell to the Turks in November of 1361. The same
source, however, erroneously gives 1361 as the date of Orhan’s death.
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