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A CRITICAL ANALYSIS

Reasons for Interest in, and Controversy over, the Book*

It is impossible to comprehend the various issues and consequen
ces which have arisen as a result of the publication of Prof. Shaw’s 
book without an introduction and general background to the complex 
events and circumstances surrounding its appearance. I can only al
lude to these briefly at this point. It is a book whose consequences 
have cut across every major aspect of our community life as scholars 
and students in the University of California, Los Angeles: scholarly 
excellence, academic freedom of faculty and students, the very inte
grity of the evaluative process or system by which the university as
sures scholarly standards among the faculty through their university 
promotions. All these aspects of our university life have been subjected 
to great stress and in my opinion have been seriously damaged by 
the events surrounding the book’s appearance, though to many the 
details remain unknown. The book brought demonstrations by the 
Association of Armenian Students at the University of California, Los 
Angeles (UCLA), charges by the local American Association of Uni
versity Professors (AAUP) and the UCLA Senate Committee on Ac
ademic Freedom of the purported violations of Prof. Shaw’s academ
ic freedom by these students, and implicated and cast aspersions (by 
the local AAUP) on Prof. Richard Hovanissian in written public 
documents (but without due democratic process) that he 'may have 
violated Professor Shaw’s academic freedom’. In 1978 a panel of UCLA

* This article is an expanded version of the seminar which I gave at the GE 
von Grunebaum Center for Near Eastern Studies, UCLA, May 25, 1983, and was 
also the subject of the Marshall Hodgson Memorial Lecture on Islam delivered 
at the University of Chicago May 27, 1983. This paper is, in turn, based on a much 
more exhaustive study to be published as a book in the Balkan Bibliography se
ries of the Institute for Balkan Studies.

Since this article went to press a devastating review has appeared in Turkish 
by Aychoğan Demir, in Tarih incelemeleri Dergisi, I (Izmir, 1983), Eğe Üni
versitesi Edebiyat Fakültesi Yayını, pp, 157-207.
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specialists had planned a seminar to discuss the book, but as a result 
of the large demonstration of Armenian and other students the seminar 
was cancelled.

During my tenure as Director of the GE von Grunebaum Cen
ter for Near Eastern Studies I did not feel free to discuss the book in 
a formal public seminar, and had declined to participate in the semi
nar that finally aborted following the student demonstrations. Hav
ing resigned from the directorship in the spring of 1982, I no longer 
felt constrained. I requested, and received, permission to discuss the 
book within the format of the Student-Faculty Seminar of the Center. 
It seemed to be the appropriate forum because it is a well established 
seminar of high scholarly standards, open to all: faculty, students, in
terested public. Further, it has been intellectually open to all points 
of view and every idea, and finally it focusses on the Near East. I am 
informed that the Director, Prof. Richard Hovanissian, notified Prof. 
Shaw of the scheduling of my presentation, and offered to provide him 
with the commensurate time and opportunity to respond, but that 
Prof. Shaw declined to avail himself of this opportunity.

Since the book and author have become important issues in our 
university life, the discussion of either often raises strong reactions, as 
did the announcement of my pending discussion of the book. On at 
least three occasions a high administrative authority expressed strong 
displeasure, within formal meetings wherein this authority sat as of
ficial representative of the university, at the fact that I would speak 
on such a subject and that the presentation would be sponsored by 
the Near Eastern Center. This authority requested the appropriate dean 
to put a halt to the seminar. Fortunately, the dean responded by de
fending academic freedom and open scholarly discussion. The actions 
of this high administrative authority were occasioned by Prof. Shaw 
in a letter addressed to this authority in which he strongly urged that 
I be stopped from carrying on what was essentially a scholarly and 
academic function and that thus my academic freedom be curtailed 
within the university. In this respect I would call attention to the fact 
that on numerous occasions and in response to the protests of the As
sociation of Armenian Students at UCLA as to the contents of Prof. 
Shaw’s book and teaching, these students were told by university au
thorities that the appropriate avenue for the veracity of the materials 
in question would be a scholarly forum of specialists. This was most 
recently expressed by the Academic Senate Committee on Academic 
Freedom, but was also expressed by Prof. James Wilkie, former pres-
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ident of the UCLA chapter of the AAUP, to me in an informal meeting 
of that organization in early 1982. The contents of this letter of Prof. 
Shaw, in the hands of the dean, were communicated to me by the dean, 
but I was not allowed to see the letter, despite my request and that 
of the university ombudsman. Shortly thereafter and just prior to my 
arrival at the University of Chicago, where I had been invited to de
liver the Annual Marshal Hodgson Memorial Lecture on Islam, the 
director of the Center for Near Eastern Studies at the University of 
Chicago informed me that already pressure had begun to mount on 
him and his Center as a result of my pending lecture. Specifically, he 
informed me that Prof. Kemal Karpat of the University of Wisconsin, 
a member of the governing board of the newly founded (by the Tur
kish government) Institute for Turkish Studies in Washington (found
ed by a grant of $ 3,000,000), had telephoned the director and put 
strong pressure on him to halt the lecture. The director told me of 
his fears of further pressure from the Turkish government, a strange 
development inasmuch as my lecture had to do with Prof. Shaw’s 
historical methods and constituted no attempt to defame either the 
Turks or their history. It should be noted, however, that not only is 
Professor Karpat the newly elected president of the Middle East Stud
ies Association, the central organization of American scholars in the 
field of Near Eastern Studies, but he was in the forefront of those 
who persuaded the membership of MESA to vote an issue which in
volved the protection of Prof. Shaw’s academic freedom. Thus this 
man, now holding a responsible position in a major academic profes
sional organization willfully proceeded in such a coarse attempt to pres
sure the University of Chicago to violate the principles of academic 
freedom.

Thus the strains which ensued from the issues raised by the book, 
and which impinged directly on the most fundamental questions of 
our university life, i.e. questions of scholarly excellence, academic free
dom, and the university evaluative process vis-a-vis its faculty would 
have been sufficient in and of themselves to justify a lengthy discus
sion of the book. The issues it has raised in terms of academic freedom 
and the integrity of the university evaluative process will not be dis
cussed here but will be treated at the end of this study. Suffice it to 
say that I have been dismayed at the lack of appropriate procedure 
in the proceedings and promulgations of the Academic Senate Free
dom Committee and the local chapter of the AAUP, and incredulous 
over the close secrecy and complete disregard of scholarly standards
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in the specific university evaluative process.
But aside from these reasons, which I consider fundamental, there 

are other reasons, and these too, important, for a detailed examination 
of the book. If, as has been charged by the Association of Armenian 
Students, the book was conceived within a political context and upon 
birth immediately entered the currents of political life, and since such 
distorted and erroneous books are common in Near Eastern Studies, 
would it not have made sense simply to ignore this work as yet one 
more book to be consigned to oblivion? In the first instance the ans
wer would be ‘no’, as the book has a wide circulation, is forming the 
ideas on a substantial part of Near Eastern History of a new genera
tion that will become in turn professors, State Department and CIA 
employees, and most importantly will influence the ideas and notions 
of what is just in the minds of the educated American laity in matters 
dealing with the Near East. Further, the work enjoys the imprima
tur of one of the most prestigeous university presses in the world, the 
Cambridge University Press. In addition, I am informed, the book is 
to be translated into other European languages. Thus the Latin maxim 
is valid, which states: Scripta manent, verba volant.

In a more immediate scholarly framework, however, the work 
merits analysis because of the centrality of the subject, the inherent 
importance of the history of the Ottoman Empire, and it is a very 
great history. First, there is its importance as an imperial structure 
and as the continuator of the Empires of Byzantium and the Cali
phate. Second, it played a crucial role, for 500 years, in the large, 
adjacent geo-political areas of East Europe, Central Europe, the Medi
terranean, Near East and North Africa. At the same time it directed 
the fates of a bewildering variety of peoples: Arabs, Turks, Armenians, 
Kurds, Greeks, Albanians, Serbs, Bulgarians, and the modern states 
of that part of the world arose from the ruins of this great empire. 
Finally, the very richness of Ottoman archival and literary remnants 
alone make of the Ottoman phenomenon a very important object of 
historical study.

It is an obvious fact that the study of Ottoman history and cul
ture is of extreme importance and deserves a historical treatment ac
cording to the highest scholarly standards. My task here is to examine 
the question of whether it has received such a treatment 'according 
to the highest scholarly standards’, at the hands of Prof. Shaw.
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Part II

Reception of the Book (volume I) among the Scholarly Public:
Book Reviews

What is the current scholarly opinion on the quality of Prof. Shaw’s 
book (hereafter we shall be discussing, primarily, volume I)? Perhaps 
the best way to approach an answer to this question is to examine the 
scholarly journals. Approximately seven years have elapsed since the 
Cambridge University Press published volume I and I have found 20 
reviews, written by Ottomanists, Arabists, general historians, politi
cal scientists, one classicist. Elsewhere I have analyzed these reviews 
according to five categories:

A. Completely critical D. More favorable than critical
B. More critical than favorable E. Completely favorable
C. Neutral

To non-specialist readers it would seem that Groups A and E are re
viewing two different books by two different authors as there is an 
astonishing variety and contrariety of opinions. Because of the pau
city of space, I shall present, very briefly, the opinions of only two of 
these five groups: Groups A (completely unfavorable )and E (com
pletely favorable).

The first review in Group A (completely unfavorable) is that of 
Rifaat Abou el-Haj, in the American Historical Review, 82 (1977), 
p. 1029.

«In the only part of the text which appears, through footnote ci
tations, to rely directly on the Ottoman archives, I found the effort 
to be, at best, a duplication of a similar though more detailed and ear
lier study by a modern Turkish historian (These sections are covered 
by the first sixty-six footnotes of chapter 7... The latter part of the 
same chapter and the period of time it covers are in the main based 
on Shaw’s monograph detailing the reign of Selim III. The aforemen
tioned Turkish work is I. H. Uzunçarşîlî, Osmanli Tarihi, IV: I (1956), 
8, 10, 70-1, 93, 99, 132, 133, 135, 177, 180, 181, and 193».

«The overall orientation of the book lacks any conscious theore
tical framework... is written from a legitimist point of view, and there
fore focusses on the decisions, policies, and personal histories of mem
bers of the Ottoman dynasty as the proper problems for historical 
study. The sovereignty of the dynasty is, as a consequence, considered
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immutable; and historically evolved movements... which threaten to 
abridge that sovereignty are considered ill-founded... As a system of 
explanations... it is not only rigid, narrowly based, and ahistorical 
but also tends to equate change with chaos.... Social forces which chal
lenge...the dynasty are portrayed as nuissances to be destroyed with 
impunity. When successful...these challenges are seen as symptoms of 
decay. Sultans, other individuals, and groups are swayed (and moti
vated) not by raison d’etat or self-interest, but in the main by such 
ahistorical drives as religious affiliation».

«The major difficulty with Shaw’s approach is its incapacity to 
accomodate different and new scholarship».

Literally eviscerative is the review of V.L. Menage in the Bul
letin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, 41 (1978), pp. 160- 
162. Without attempting a catalogue of errors the reviewer lists 73 by 
way of illustrating the types of mistakes: in well established dates, on 
topography, in historical methodology, on Ottoman institutions, in the 
use of technical terminology, on Ottoman literature and learning, in 
English style and grammar. He writes: «The remarks on learning and 
literature can only be called comic, especially after 'European obser
vers’ are castigated (p. 139) for a 'lack of linguistic as well as aesthetic 
qualifications needed to discern and appreciate cultural developments.» 
As for the book’s objectivity the reviewer continues:

«As to its general presentation of the Ottoman 'power structure’, 
the book seems to reflect a less than critical acceptance of the 
simplistic prejudices displayed by the more chauvinistic popular writers 
of modern Turkey,»

He concludes:
«According to the dust-cover, this book 'sweeps away the accumu

lated prejudices of centuries’. One prejudice that has vanished in the 
process is respect for accuracy, clarity, and reasoned judgement».

A. Fisher, in a very carefully worded review that appeared in 
The Historian, Feb. 1978, voi. 11. pp. 342 - 343, pronounces the 
following:

«Second, Shaw makes very clear that for centuries the Ottoman 
Empire belonged politically and economically both to Eastern Europe 
and Southwest Asia. Yet it is also clear that political, social, and 
economic development in both large areas have not been understood 
by the Ottomanists from whose work Shaw draws much of his 
findings».
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«This criticism of Ottoman historiography aside, Shaw’s book will 
become an important reference for Ottoman history and should make 
the contribution of Turkish, European and American Ottomanists 
available to the wider historical community».

This is an oblique reference to the derivative character of Prof. 
Shaw’s book, at least in the eyes of A. Fisher.

The review of C. Imber in the English Historical Review, 93, 1978, 
pp. 393-395, is unequivocal.

«With so much basic work still to be done, a general Ottoman 
history will at best be patchy. It might however, serve a useful purpose 
if it is stimulating, provocative or, at the very least, accurate. The 
present two volumes are none of these. They are so full of errors, half 
truths, oversimplifications and inexactitudes that a non-specialist will 
find them positively misleading. At the same time, they rely so heavi
ly on secondary material and second-hand ideas that they are value
less to an Ottoman specialist. When almost every page is a minefield 
of misinformation, a detailed review is impossible. The most one can 
do is to give a few random examples from the first hundred or so 
pages».

It is clear that Group A of the reviewers condemned volume one 
in the very harshest terms because they assert that: (1) It is (in parts) 
at best a duplication of the history of Uzunçarşîlî, though not as de
tailed; (2) it relies heavily on secondary works, second-hand ideas; 
(3) Prof. Shaw took much from Ottomanists who do not understand 
the political, economic, and social developments in eastern Europe and 
southwest Asia; (4) there is a lack of a theoretical structure, and it 
is narrowly based, and ahistorical; (5) the author is incapable of in
tegrating newer, different scholarship; (6) at a more rudimentary lev
el there are many errors in dates, geography, historical method, Ot
toman institutions, termini technici, Ottoman literature and learning, 
structure...«almost every page (is) a minefield of misinformation;» (7) 
there is a lack of accuracy, clarity, reasoned judgement and has 
incorporated ideas from the more chauvinistically oriented Turkish 
historiography.

For Group A, then, the volume is essentially a work based on 
secondary materials, lacking a clear structure of its own, and riddled 
with errors of all kinds.

Let us turn momentarily to Group E, the reviewers who are com
pletely favorable to the book.
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S. Kili in the Boğaziçi Üniversitesi Dergisi, 6 (1978), pp. 93-95, 
is encomiastic.

«Publication of this major new study marks an important step 
forward in knowledge of Ottoman and Turkish history in the western 
world».

In particular she praises the work for asserting that the Ottomans 
treated the Christians and Jews well, and that contrary to western 
beliefs Ottoman greatness was not due solely to the services of Chri
stian converts, for the empire’s institutions were manned by both 
Muslims and converts to Islam. She hopes that his book will stimulate 
further research to

«dismiss once and for all, the myth that Ottoman rule, at all 
times, constituted suppression for the non-Muslin subjects».

She praises the section on literature and culture, extolls the work 
for its reliance on Turkish primary sources and ends the volume’s 
praise with the sentiment: «This work will stand for years as a very 
significant treatment of Ottoman history as well as a stimulus for 
further research in the field. It is to be hoped that it soon will be 
made available in Turkish».

A. Turgay continues much in the same vein in his review in Mus
lim World, 68 (1978), pp. 223-235.

«The publication of the two volumes...marks an 'auspicious event’ 
in Ottoman historiography...these works clearly represent products of 
many years of exacting and thorough research...based on the author’s 
research in archives in Turkey and Europe and...in the United States».

He particularly praises the section on Ottoman culture and lit
erature and concludes that

«these splendid volumes are works of lasting merit and will un
doubtedly stand as excellent examples of scholarship in the field of 
Ottoman-Turkish historiography».

E. Toledano in a pro-forma review in Middle East Studies Asso
ciation Bulletin, 12, 1, Feb. 1978 that merely lists contents and gives 
no real analysis concludes:

«This work draws heavily on both Western and Ottoman sources, 
including the author’s extensive research in European and Turkish 
archives...»

S. Fisher in the Asian Student, Feb. 1977, is eulogistic.
«On the other hand, Professor Shaw’s volume, the first of his long 

awaited Ottoman history, is a completely original, thorough study and
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synthesis by the widely acknowledged master of the field of the sources 
and most of the monographs in every language. Although the text 
is relatively short for such a comprehensive work, each of the 300 
pages is so studded with facts, interpretations and ideas that it is not 
something for Sunday afternoon reading».

D. Little, Religious Studies Review, 4 (April, 1978), p. 120, is 
in general agreement:

«These two volumes provide the fullest, most authoritative ge
neral history of the Ottoman Empire presently available. Based on 
extensive research in Turkish archives and in Turkish and Western 
scholarship, they provide a cogent culmination of the main features 
of Ottoman history from the beginning to the present».

Finally, I wish to refer to a French review, anonymous, that ap
peared in the Revue Française de Science Politique of December 1979:

«La parution de cette histoire de l’Empire ottoman, fruit d’une 
vingtaine d’années de recherche de la parte de S.J.S...est donc parti
culièrement bien venue: elle procure au politiste un instrument de tra
vail incomparable, dont la manipulation est rendue particulièrement 
aisée par l’importance de l’index».

For this reviewer the work presents the non-specialist social 
scientist with a data bank from which to take building materials 
for the construction of theoretical structures that have a historical 
dimension.

These six reviews from Group E are united by two features: (1) 
They are idi highly favorable, asserting that the work is the result of 
twenty years of research in Ottoman, European, American, archives; 
that it is the fullest (sic), most authoritative work on Ottoman-Tur
kish history; that it is completely original, highly accurate, balanced, 
rich on literature and culture, and balances the anti-Turkish bias in 
most other writings; (2) The reviewers of Group E do not analyze 
the volume in any depth whatever. They by and large accept at face 
value the claims of the author and of the Cambridge University Press 
as to the originality of the research, and that it was carried out over 
a period of 20 years in the archives and primary sources.

The reviewers of Group A have gone into considerable detail and 
depth in their analysis whereas Group E has done neither. Group A 
consists of a more homogeneous group of specialists in that all are 
Ottomanists. This is not true of Group E: Kili is a political scientist, 
Little is a medieval Arabist, Fisher is a generalist.
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Given the contrariety of opinions in the reviews between Groups 
A and E, the basic problem which we set at the beginning, remains. 
This is the problem of analyzing in detail the methodology, the struc
ture, and to a certain degree the contents and accuracy of the first 
volume. Only thus can one decide as to the relative value of the con
flicting opinions of the reviewers in Groups A and E, and more impor
tantly, as to the nature of the book itself.

In the analysis which follows the attempt will be made to ascer
tain the claims which the author makes for his volume: how is it that 
he himself sees his efforts, how does he present them to the scholarly 
world. Second, does his finished product correspond to the claims which 
he makes on its behalf, claims on the basis of which he presents the 
volume to the scholarly and lay communities? This will entail a very 
close look at his methodology and at the structure of the work.

Part III

Scope of theWork and Claims Set Forth on its Behalf by the Author

If, as we have just seen there is no unanimity as to the nature of 
this volume among the twenty reviewers, the author himself is very 
clear as to what he considers its goals to be and what its essential fea
tures are. Prof. Shaw, in pages vii-viii of the Preface, sets forth the 
goals and scope of his work. He wastes no time in informing the reader 
as to what differentiates his own work from all other scholarship that 
has preceded the publication of the first volume of his new enterpise.

«Of course, Ottoman history has been discussed many times be
fore, and in considerable detail, but always from the European per
spective, through the light of European prejudice, and largely on the 
basis of European sources. Based on both Ottoman and European sour
ces, this work attempts to balance the picture without introducing 
the distortions that have previously characterized much of the West’s 
view of the Ottomans».

Prof. Shaw goes on to reiterate this claim on behalf of his book 
by a very specific statement to the reader:

«This work is the product of almost 20 years of research in the 
Ottoman archives as well as other collections in Europe and the 
United States».
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This judgement is repeated by the Cambridge University Press 
on the back jacket of the volume:

«Based largely on Ottoman archival sources, the volume sweeps 
away the accumulated prejudice of centuries and describes the empire 
of the sultans as a living, changing society....»

The author pays «tribute to my teachers, colleagues, and friends 
who have contributed to this volume in one way or another», and he 
lists Barkan, Gibb, Halasi-Kun, Inalcik, Lewis, von Grunebaum, Young 
and Wittek. He ends with the final acknowledgement to his wife.

«I would like to express particular gratitude to my wife Ezel Ku
ral Shaw, who has critically revized many sections of this work, par
ticularly those dealing with Ottoman institutions, society, and culture, 
and whose analytic mind and knowledge of Ottoman history have 
made significant contributions in its preparation».

The Preface thus leads the reader to expect a completely new work, 
based on decades of original research in primary sources, with new 
ideas, results and data, a work that will objectively redress the erro
neous and prejudiced research preceding his work. What has gone 
before, in terms of scholarship, is thus vastly inferior, since this ear
lier work has been discussed «...always from the European perspective, 
through the light of European prejudice, and largely on the basis of 
European sources». Prof. Shaw, according to his own claims, is the 
first scholar who has added the other necessary scholarly dimensions. 
Thus the claims and pretensions of the author are clear, unequivocal; 
he is presenting the scholarly and lay worlds with an objective book 
which has a solid foundation in a scientific and original exploitation 
and evaluation of the primary sources. Further, it departs from the 
old historical prejudices of all those who have written before him, 
authors who have written either enslaved to prejudice or unhealed by 
the miraculous waters of primary sources.

It would be well to comment briefly on the substantial claims of 
Prof. Shaw’s preface so as to orient the detailed discussion that is to 
follow.

1. Has writing on and discussion of Ottoman history been carried 
out «...always from the European perspective, through the light of 
European prejudice, and largely on the basis of European sources?»

a) The Last Century of Turkish Scholarship. What of the last 
century of modern Turkish scholarship? Has it too been written «... 
always from the European perspective, through the light of European
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prejudice, and largely on the basis of European sources?» One need 
not go into great detail to prove the untenability of Prof. Shaw’s 
statement vis-a-vis a modern Turkish historiographical tradition that 
goes back to the activities and publications of the Tarih-i Osmani 
Encümeni and which includes such distinguished names as Ahmet Re- 
fiq, Uzunçarşîlî, Köprülü, Barkan, İnalcık and many others. None öf 
these was ever guilty of having written Ottoman history «...always 
from the European perspective etc.» By his own admission in his bi
bliography M. Cezar and Sertoğlu et al. have written a multi-volume 
work which «makes judicious use of Ottoman and Western sources».

b) Western Scholarship. In addition there is a very substantial 
body of western scholars that has written on Ottoman history with 
a firm knowledge of varying portions of both Ottoman and European 
sources and without the perspective of coarse European prejudice. Such 
include Lewis, Mantran, Deny, Bazin, Eckmann, Gibb, Halasi-Kun, 
Bayerle, Eberhard, Raymond, Babinger, Cook, Wittek, Bombaci, etc.

What then are we to say of Prof. Shaw’s statement as to the uni
queness of his work in this respect? In effect we saw that none of this 
is true. The author has set up a straw man in order to establish the 
priority and uniqueness of his work. For as we saw, there is a strong, 
rich historiographical tradition in modern Turkey that is already one 
century old, and certainly it never had this western orientation and 
prejudice. Second, there is an equally strong tradition of Ottoman stud
ies in western Europe that utilizes both Western and Ottoman sour
ces but which is not enslaved to those Western prejudices which would 
transmogrify Ottoman history.

2. Bosnian, Serbian, Slav-Macedonian, Bulgarian, Rumanian, Greek, 
Albanian, Hungarian, Armenian, Arab, and Russian scholarship. Se
cond, there is a substantial tradition, now, of Ottoman studies among 
these Balkan, Near Eastern and other peoples, and it is based on si
multaneous examination not only of European primary sources, but 
on those of the Ottomans as well. Further, they control a vast third 
body of primary sources in Greek, Serbian, Bulgarian, Rumanian, 
Armenian, Arabic etc. which is of the first order of importance for 
Ottoman history. The secondary publications of these scholars cannot 
be ignored as they are of great importance not only for the relevant 
national histories, but for that of the Ottomans as well. Prof. Shaw 
completely ignores these sources (it would seem that he does not con
trol these source languages), and the vast bibliography emanating from
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these groups of scholars is by and large unknown to Prof. Shaw. He 
implicitly assumes that the body of these sources and secondary works 
has little of validity to say about Ottoman history. Thus if there is a 
prejudice, as he says, emanating from the reliance on only European 
sources among western scholars, and even if he has lived up to his claim 
that his work is based on both European and Ottoman sources (which 
is as of this point still at issue in our discussion), his very neglect of 
this third body of sources-scholarship subjects his work to a prejudice 
and deficiency of serious proportions. This is seriously damaging to 
his work. In any case he is not the only one to attempt to Write on 
the history of the Ottomans without prejudice of a western type and 
on the basis of both European and Ottoman sources. Whether his work 
is imbued with other types of prejudices remains to be seen.

3. Is the work based on years of original archi val research? What 
of Professor Shaw’s claim that «this workis the product of almost 20 
years of research in the Ottoman archives as well as other collections 
in Europe and the United States?» His formal acknowledgement of 
debts for his research includes not only leading archival collections 
and libraries in Turkey and in other countries, but also some of the 
most distinguished names in scholarship: Gibb, etc.

This claim that the work is based on 20 years of archival research 
is, of course, a fundamental claim, for through this assertion the author 
assures his reader and the scholarly community that he has gone through 
the primary sources and so we are to take his work and text as funda
mental historical truth. Inasmuch as this question will be the central 
focus of the majority of this analysis of his work, which I am here 
undertaking, I shall now foreshorten the narrative momentarily to 
give some of the results of this research into and analysis of the first 
volume. I do this, as already noted, because the process of analytical 
examination will be very long and detailed. Thus it is important to 
keep in mind the totality.

In fact the great majority of this volume would appear to be 
closely derived from a limited number of secondary works and not 
from research in archives (either European or Ottoman) or from research 
in any primary sources. Indeed, most of what is included in this vol
ume is to be found in other secondary works of modern scholars, pub
lished considerably before the appearance of Prof. Shaw’s time, and 
most of what is included in the author’s work appears in these other



176 Review Essays

secondary works in much greater detail and with complete references 
to the primary sources. The single most important of these modern 
secondary works-authors is the late Turkish historian Ismail Hakki 
Uzunçarşlilî, OsmanlI Tarihi, 4 volumes in 6, published in Ankara, 
1947-59 (with a subsequent reprinting that included a new ai d much 
expanded volume I). Chapters two through seven of Prof. Shaw’s book 
are very heavily indebted to this modern Turkish work (which as Prof. 
Shaw admits on p. 302 of the bibliography, is «...based almost comple
tely on Ottoman chronicle and archival sources.») Chapters six and 
seven of Prof. Shaw’s volume rely excessively on this work but are 
supplemented by other secondary works. Most important as a source 
from which Prof. Shaw seems to have quarried his materials, and se
cond in importance only to Uzunçarşilî in this respect, is the Islam An
siklopedisi, the Turkish Encyclopedia of Islam, which had been com
pleted down to the letter «T» by 1970 and through most of «T» by 
1974, in other words substantially before the completion of Prof. Shaw’s 
first volume. On literature the majority of entries and contents seems 
to be based on, or is closely parallel, to, yet another secondary work 
which is in fact an old, outdated encyclopedic survey, N. S. Banarll, 
Resimli Türk Edebiyatı Taribi (An Illustrated History of Turkish 
literature, c. 1949-50, Ankara), supplemented by A. Adlvar, OsmanlI 
Türklerinde Him (Istanbul, 1943). In chapter V on Ottoman institutions 
he seems to rely very heavily on Gibb and Bowen, Islamic Society 
and the West, voi. I pts 1 § 2 (London, 1950, 1957), and the works 
again of Uzunçarşilî:

OsmanlI devletinin merkez ve bahriye teşkilat! (Organization of 
the Central Administration and Navy) (Ankara, 1948).

OsmanlI devletinin saray teşkilat! (Organization of the Ottoman 
Palace) (Ankara, 1945).

OsmanlI devletinin ilmiye teşkilat! (Organization of the Ottoman 
Learned Institution) (Ankara, 1965).
In chapter seven, after seemingly relying mostly on Uzunçarşîll’s Os
manlI Tarihi for the great majority of this chapter he then turns for 
the last few pages to his own monograph, Between Old and New, 
The Ottoman Empire under Sultan Selim III, 1789-1807 (Cambridge, 
1971).

In this very detailed analysis of the method, structure, and sour
ces of his volume that follows these comments, the analysis will com
pare the contents and structure of Prof. Shaw’s work with those of
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the other limited number of secondary works. The parallels of contents, 
order of arrangement, and even the correspondence of subtitles in the 
case of Prof. Shaw’s volume and the secondary works are striking. 
There is very little evidence of any substantial and direct reliance on 
primary archival and primary narrative and other sources. Particularly 
striking is the correspondence of the contents of his work with the 
contents of Uzunçarşilî and the Islam Ansiklopedisi entries.

Thus it will be obvious that Prof. Shaw’s claims, that this work 
is the product of 20 years of archival research does not appear to be 
substantiated by the following analysis. One would have expected him 
to acknowledge this preponderant reliance on or at least the close 
similarity to Uzunçarşilî, Gibb-Bowen, and the Islam Ansiklopedisi, 
where in the Preface he acknowledges his personal debt to eight 
distinguished scholars (Gibb is mentioned separately without, however, 
any further detail). He did not do so, and he failed to do so in the 
majority of the footnotes. If one were to excise the substance in this 
first volume which appears to be taken from this restricted number 
of secondary works, or which closely parallels them, there would be 
little left for the reader to read. How and at what points he seems to 
have taken over contents, structure, and often ideas from these works 
will become apparent in the discussion that follows.

Since this volume does not seem to represent, substantially, the 
«work of almost 20 years of research in the Ottoman archives as well 
as other collections in Europe and the United States», and since it 
presents little that is new in Ottoman history, it will be important 
to ascertain how accurately and critically Prof. Shaw has seemingly 
reproduced the materials which he has taken from other modern au
thors, and whether he really gives any substantially new interpreta
tion of the Ottoman phenomenon. In fact there is little that is 
completely new in the volume and much that is old. Finally, an 
examination of his printed lecture notes, printed in the early 1970’s, 
shows that much of the structure and of the details are similar to 
those in the present volume.
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Part IV

An Introductory Survey of Chapters I-IV

An Introductory survey of chapters I-IV will serve as an appro
priate point of departure for a detailed analysis of chapters V-VI. Though 
these first four chapters will not be subjected here to such an exhaust
ing probe, their consideration will point the way for the sentence 
by sentence analysis which will be undertaken subsequently as it will 
indicate the general form which Prof. Shaw’s research and volume 
have taken.

Chapter one (Turks in History, Sixth Century to c. 1280, pp. 
1-11) has only four footnotes with no reference to primary sources 
or secondary works, and these footnotes are replete with factual er
ror. The chapter does not utilize any of the primary sources, i.e. the 
Orhon inscriptions, the translations of Chinese chronicles by Chavan- 
nes and Julien, dealing with this early history of the Turks; there is 
no utilization of Ihn Fadlan, al-Kashgari, the Houtsma collection of 
Arab-Persian-Turkish texts on the Seljuks; the chronicle and other 
literature of the Rum Seljuks is completely ignored, as are also the 
important Christian chroniclers for Seljuk and early Ottoman Anato
lia. The author seems to rely primarily on Grousset, Cahen, Vryonis. 
There is nothing new in terms of data, theses, ideas. It is thus based 
on a few secondary works, not always the most important, and sets 
a pattern which is constant throughout volume one.

Chapter two is also not based on original research in primary sour
ces (The First Ottoman Empire 1280-1413, pp. 12-40), but heavily 
relies on or is very closely parallel to two secondary works, Uzunçar- 
şîlî, OsmanlI Tarihi, vol. I, and the Islam Ansiklopedisi, and there are 
only six footnotes with no references to primary sources. Thus this 
chapter too is not based on any original archival or primary source 
research. It is a careless compilation from a few secondary works with 
errors of various types. There is nothing new or original in chapter two.

Chapter three (Restoration of the Ottoman Empire 1413-81, pp. 
41-54) has no footnotes whatever (there is an exhortation to the reader 
who has managed to get to page 308 of the bibliography, urging 
him to read the Greek chronicler Ducas, which he himself is unable 
to read either in its Greek text or in the Rumanian translation which 
accompanies the Grecu edition). Most of chapter three follows the
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structure, contents of Uzunçarşili and articles in the Islam Ansiklo
pedisi. In this chapter Prof. Shaw begins, significantly, to insert sub
stantial numbers of subtitles in his work, and there are fifteen of them 
here. Eleven have their exact or closely approximate equivalents in 
Uzunçarşili, and their sequence and contents are the same. This in
sertion of numerous subtitles becomes characteristic of the remainder 
of the book. Therefore, the basic structure of this chapter would seem 
to come from Uzunçarşili and the Islam Ansiklopedisi. There is nothing 
new or original, no evidence of primary research, only testimony to 
the well established reliance on a limited number of secondary works.

Chapter four (Apogee of Ottoman Power 1451-1566, pp. 55-111) 
is one of the longest and most important chapters in terms of length 
and period covered. Yet, it has only nine footnotes of which only two 
pretend to utilize primary sources. No. 4, TKS D9524 on the population 
of Istanbul in 1477, and no. 8, TKS E4312 (29) to the supposed estab
lishment of the Armenian millet in 1516. In effect this chapter seems 
to be very heavily based on Uzunçarşili, II, and the Islam Ansiklope
disi articles, «Mehmed II», «Selim I», «Suleyman». This is evident from 
the subtitles as well as the contents and sequence of materials. In this 
chapter there are 26 subtitles, 19 are in Uzunçarşili with the same se
quence. A brief look at the subtitles in Prof. Shaw’s book and in that 
of Uzunçarşili will give us an idea of the strong similarity of structure.

Thus there is nothing new or original in this chapter, no evidence 
of primary research in archives and sources, and all the developments 
and events in this chapter are well established and well known from 
other earlier secondary works.

Conclusions

Thus the introductory consideration of the first four chapters of 
Prof. Shaw’s book indicates strongly that this is not an original 
piece of research. It gives no evidence whatever of having been based 
on research in archival materials or in primary sources. Further, and 
startlingly, it gives every indication of being derivative of very few 
secondary works, most prominent of which are Uzunçarşlll’s OsmanlI 
Tarihi and the Islam Ansiklopedisi. Finally, there is confusion in the 
coherence of many facts and developments which suggests that in 
addition Prof. Shaw has not reconciled contradictory materials coming 
from two or more secondary works. I shall return to this specific 
problem later in the discussion. With these general indications let us 
now turn to a detailed analysis of chapters five and six.
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Part V

A Detailed Examination of Chapters Five and Six

Though the work has been examined elsewhere in very great de
tail, chapter by chapter, here we shall only examine in this detailed 
manner two chapters. Inasmuch as the method, structure and content 
of the volume have been shown to have a strong homogeneity in this 
earlier, detailed examination, it will not be necessary here to examine 
it point by point, chapter by chapter. The selection of what will be 
examined for the purpose of this discussion is thus dictated by the 
space allotted here (the detailed and lengthy examination will be pub
lished in a separate volume in the Balkan Institute’s Balkan Biblio
graphy), and by the fact that the method, structure, and content of 
the first volume have been determined to be largely consistent and 
the same throughout. For the purposes of this present analysis I have 
chosen chapters five and six, entitled, «The Dynamics of Ottoman 
Society and Administration,” which deals with political, military, so
cial legal, and educational institutions, literature and the sciences dur
ing the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries; chapter six, entitled, «De
centralization and Traditional Reform 1566-1683,” is basically a poli
tical narrative of the internal events and wars of the empire for over 
a century. Thus these two chapters enable us to see how their author 
deals with the many facets of history, and at the same time they span 
about 300 years of the empire’s life. Finally, although they constitute 
only two of eight chapters, they take up 103 of the text’s 299 pages; 
therefore, they constitute 35% of the narrative and footnotes. From 
these few facts it emerges that a detailed examination of chapters five 
and six, coupled with a more fleeting glance at the other six chapters, 
will give us a sufficient base for forming our idea of the method, struc
ture and contents of the volume.

The analysis of chapters five and six will proceed in the following 
manner. First, we shall examine their structure, then their content, 
and, finally, the author’s method.

A. Structure (Subtitles)

Externally every chapter is characterized by the inclusion of a 
smaller or larger number of subtitles, often for each paragraph of ma-
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terial, at other times for two or more paragraphs of material. Some
time the subtitles preside over paragraphs as short as two to six lines. 
Thus:

Ch. I has 7 subtitles
Ch. II has 17
Ch. III has 14
Ch. IV has 55
Ch. V has 49
Ch. VI has 70
Ch. VII has 64
Ch. Vili has 4

Total 280 subtitles

The volume is subdivided into 280 distinct subtitles and it is these 
subtitles which constitute the building blocks of the tome’s structure. 
Let us now examine these subtitles or building blocks in chapters five 
and six and see what they tell us about the origin and nature of the 
book’s structure.

1. Chapter Five-Subtitles-Structure

a) As we saw, chapter five has 49 subtitles, of which 8 seem to be 
subtitles of larger sections, and the remaining 41 are subtitles of much 
shorter sections ranging in length from a few lines to a page or slightly 
more.

Of the author’s 8 major subtitles, 6 correspond to subtitles in 
Gibb-Bowen, (and in a few cases also to Uzunçarşîlî’s work).

Shaw:

The Ruling Class 112-50 Gibb, L. The Ruling Institution 39-199
The Palace Institution 115-18 Gibb, I.. Imperial Household 71-87
The Scribal Ins. (Kalemiye) 118-22 Gibb, I.. Central Administration 107-36
The Military Institution 122-32 Gibb, Ii. Army, Navy etc. 45-70, 88-106
The Learned Ins. (ilmiye) 132-49 Gibb, I«. Religious Institution 70-138
The Legal System 
Culture under the Otto. 
The Subject Class

132-37
150-163
150-p3

Gibb, I„
(Corresponds to Banar!I, Adivar etc.)
No subtitle in Gibb, but covered amply, I,,

114-38

235-313; I„ 165-262
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Thus the basic structuring of material and ideas is either that of 
Gibb-Bowen or else it is essentially the same as that which we find in 
Gibb-Bowen (which in turn is the same as that of the older work of 
Lybyer, with of course some newer adaptations and adjustments). 
The only basic difference in overall structure of Prof. Shaw’s chapter 
five and corresponding portions of Gibb-Bowen is that the former 
includes a section on Ottoman literature and science, but that part 
of Prof. Shaw’s work is a meagre reproduction of, or else closely par
allel to other secondary materials.

Therefore, one concludes at this initial step that there is nothing 
new or original in the structure of this chapter, that in fact it follows 
or is very similar to older and well known models, for Prof. Shaw fol
lows more or less the same general arrangements of subjects as does 
Gibb-Bowen, and his conceptualization at this level of structure is 
basically the same.

Let us look at the 41 smaller subtitles which the author has in
cluded in Chapter five.
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A cursory examination of the parallel series of subtitles in Prof. 
Shaw on the one hand and in Gibb-Bowen on the other reveals that 
25 of the lesser subtitles of Prof. Shaw appear in one form or another 
in Gibb-Bowen, thus about 61% of the subtitles are closely similar to 
corresponding subtitles in Gibb-Bowen. Let us look briefly at the six
teen larger and smaller subtitles which do not appear in Gibb-Bowen.

Shaw:

Recruitment & Training 113-15

Imperial Council 118-19

Financial Institutions (Maliye) 
119-20

The Kapıkulu Army 122

Special Guards 127-9

Raiding Forces 129

Ottoman Campaign Organization 
and Strategy 129-31

Lesser Ulema 138

Though this is covered in Gibb 
I1, 42-4, there is no subtitle. But 
Uzunçarşılî, Kap. Ocak. I, covers 
it, gives a similar title, 150-4: 
«Ocağa nasıl geçilirdi ve kimler 
alïnrïdï?»
Covered in Gibb, I1, 38. Uzunçar- 
şîlî, Merkez ver Bahriye, 1-7, co
vers and gives sub-title, «Divan-i 
humayun».
Covered in Gibb, I1, 128-37; U- 
zunçarşîlî, Merkez ve Bahriye, 
319-37, covers it, gives subtitle 
«Merkez maliye teşkilatı.»
Gibb I1, 45-70; 88-106, covers it. 
Uzunçarşılî, Kap. Ocak, II covers 
it in an entire volume, OsmanlI 
devleti teşkilatından Kapukulu 0- 
caklarî
Covered in Gibb I1, 53-6, and by 
others
Covered in Gibb I1, 55-6, and else
where
Not covered in Gibb, only par
tially in Uzunçarşılî, Kap. Ocap., II 
255-64, «OsmanlI ordusunun harp 
nizami».
Covered in Gibb, I2, 84-87 ; Uzun- 
çarsîlî, ilmiye.
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Literature 134

Nomads 150

Divisions by Occupation 155

Women 159

Structure of City 162-63

Foreign Subjects in Empirel63-64 

Bases of Personal Relations 166

Not in Gibb ; is in Banarlï, Adïvar, 
et al.

Gibb, I1, has different material
250- 52

Gibb, I1, covers it 235-313

Jennings, «Women» JESHO, 
XVIII, 53-114

Gibb, I1, 276-81; İnalcık, EI, «I- 
stanbul».

İnalcık, EI, «Imtiyazat»=«Capitu- 
lations»,

Not covered in these works.

Of these 16 subtitles not in Gibb-Bowen, 15 are identifiably co
vered in Gibb-Bowen and in other secondary works wholly or in part. 
At least six of these subtitles in Prof. Shaw’s work have their corre
spondent subtitles in other secondary works.

Conclusions as to the subtitles in Chapter V

There are 49 subtitles in Prof. Shaw’s chapter five. Of the eight 
major subtitles, 6 correspond closely to major subtitles in Gibb-Bowen 
which deal with the appropriate contents. A seventh major subtitle, 
Ottoman Culture is not to be found in Gibb-Bowen inasmuch as the 
subject is not treated in this latter work. An eighth major subtitle, 
in Shaw, finds no corresponding major subtitle in Gibb-Bowen (The 
Subject Class), but is treated in this latter work in far greater detail. 
Gibb-Bowen simply chose not to give such a subtitle. As for Prof. 
Shaw’s remaining, smaller 41 subtitles, 25 closely parallel subtitles to 
be found in Gibb-Bowen. Of the remaining 16 lesser subtitles which 
are to be found in Shaw but not in Gibb-Bowen, 6 are to be found in 
other appropriate secondary works, and the contents of 15 of these 
16 subtitles are covered in greater detail in either Gibb-Bowen, Uzun- 
çarşîlî, Banarlï, Adïvar, İnalcık, or Jennings.
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Correspondingly, the structure and conceptualization of this chap
ter present us with nothing new. It is all well known and already estab
lished by the works of other scholars, particularly Gibb-Bowen, U- 
zunçarşilî, Adïvar, Banarll.

Further, the sequence of many of the subtitles, indeed the major
ity is quite similar to the sequence of subtitles and materials in Gibb- 
Bowen though here and there Prof. Shaw has rearranged these subti- 
tles-building blocks in a slightly different order. Obviously, there is 
nothing original or new as to structure and overall conceptualization.

2. Chapter Six-Subtitles-Structure

Having demonstrated in some detail the method I have applied 
in analyzing the structure of chapter five I shall proceed to give the re
sults, alone, of the same method and analysis of the structure and sub
titles of chapter six.

This chapter has 70 subtitles. Indeed, a rapid survey of the subti
tles in Prof. Shaw’s chapter six together with a glance at the subtitles 
in Uzunçarşîll, reveals an astonishing correspondence between 53 sub
titles in the works of the two authors.

Thus a close examination of the two series of subtitles in these 
two authors (Shaw and Uzunçarşıli) reveals that Prof. Shaw’s subti
tles are, in over 75% of the cases, either identical or closely parallel 
to those in Uzunçarşîll III1.

There are 17 subtitles in Prof. Shaw’s chapter which do not appear, 
specifically, as subtitles in Uzunçarşîll. But their contents are, for the 
most part, covered in Uzunçarşîll and in the Islam Ansiklopedisi.

What is further striking, aside from the coincidence of the major
ity of Prof. Shaw’s subtitles with those of Uzunçarsïlï, is the coinci
dence of the structure of sequencing of subtitles between Prof. Shaw 
and Uzunçarşîll. In pages 170-189 of Prof. Shaw’s chapter six, the 
sequencing of the subtitles is more or less that also of Uzunçarşîll, 
though Prof. Shaw shifts around some of his subtitles. But from page 
190 to the end of the chapter on page 214, Prof. Shaw’s sequence of 
subtitles and events follows faithfully, or is almost exactly parallel 
to that of the subtitles-categories in Uzunçarşıli.
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Conclusions as to the subtitles in Chapter Six

The arrangement of materials is very close to that which one finds 
in Uzunçarşîlî, III1, 1-465, as is evidenced by the clear similarity be
tween the subtitles of the two authors. Thus the structure and concep
tualization of the chapter are certainly not original with Prof. Shaw. 
The contents, as we shall see, are fundamentally the same as those to 
be found in Uzunçarşîlî, in the articles of the Turkish Encyclopedia of 
Islam, and in a few other odd secondary works. None of the material 
which Prof. Shaw gives indicates independent conceptualization, or 
as we shall see, independent research in archival materials or primary 
sources. This amazing correspondence of facts and narrative in Prof. 
Shaw with the facts and narrative of the body of secondary materials, 
even where there is reference to a few primary sources in the notes, 
cannot be mere coincidence. But we shall look at this presently.

As for the structure and subtitles of chapter six, one is struck as 
in the case of chapter five, with the lack of originality of the structure 
and of the ideas, most all of which are to be found in the above men
tioned secondary materials.

B. Contents and Sequence of Materials within Prof. Shaw’s Subtitles 
in Chapters Five and Six

Having examined the structures of these two chapters (five and 
six) and drawn conclusions as to the nature of the structure and con
ceptualizations which they demonstrate, it is now time to look at the 
contents of these two chapters and the sequencing of the materials 
within them.

This called for a lengthy and extremely detailed examination of 
104 pages of text and notes. Inasmuch as the analysis was carried out 
line by line, it called for the minute analysis of approximately 5,200 
lines of text. The methodology applied was that of the philologist who 
is attempting to establish the matrix of an original text, from which 
the text that he is analyzing derived. The execution of this analytical 
method resulted in the production of 104 typed pages of text, single 
spaced, in which the contents of the text of Prof. Shaw were placed 
in the left hand column and their correspondent in other works were 
placed opposite them in the right hand column. The basic units of 
comparison and analysis were the subtitles in Prof. Shaw’s work, a 
total of 119 subtitles in these two chapters. Thus in effect I had to 
deal with 119 individual, mini-texts in an effort to isolate and identify 
their putative sources.
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1. Contents and Sequence of Materials within the Subtitles of Chapter 
Six

Of the materials which Prof. Shaw includes under subtitles in 
chapter six an initial examination of Uzunçarşîlî, Islam Ansiklopedisi, 
and very few other secondary works reveals the following.

The materials of 63 of Prof. Shaw’s subtitles correspond almost 
completely with materials in the above mentioned secondary works, 
where the themes are treated in much greater detail. In other words 
over 90% of the materials in Prof. Shaw’s chapter is to be found in a 
very limited number of well-known secondary works.

The majority of the contents of three of the remaining seven sub
titles has been identified with the contents of the relevant secondary 
works. The identification of the remainder of three other subtitles has 
been made in the same manner. The identification of the remainder 
of the contents of these three subtitles, as well as the identification 
of the contents of a seventh subtitle were not pursued further. Even 
in the case of these seven subtitles, three-fourths, or 75% of their con
tents have been identified with corresponding materials in the limited 
number of secondary works. One concludes, accordingly, that 95 to 
97% of the contents of chapter six are already established in the second
ary literature all of which secondary literature is based on primary 
sources and original research, and all of which substantially predates 
the appearance of Prof. Shaw’s work. Further, they present the same 
materials in much greater and richer detail. Therefore, Prof. Shaw has 
not, in chapter six, presented anything that is either original or new.

It is important to consider next the questions of the materials 
themselves and their sequencing within each of the subtitles of chap
ter six. These were analyzed in sixty-six pages of single spaced typed 
material. Obviously, even the tersest of stylists could not present all 
these within the present spatial constraints. I shall choose one section 
and present it here so as to offer a concrete and illustrative example 
of the preceding.

On pages 210-211 Prof. Shaw presents the events of 1658-9 under 
the subtitle «Suppression of Abaza Hasan Revolt» and includes in his 
account ten basic facts or events. The corresponding subtitle is to 
be found in Uzunçarşîlî, III1, page 349, «Abaza Hasan Paşa isyanı» 
(Rebellion of Abaza Hasan Pasa). I shall now set forth the ten ma
jor facts-events described by Prof. Shaw and will show antiphonically 
the corresponding fact-event in Uzunçarşîlî.
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This example, characteristic of practically the entirety of the chap
ter, shows the identity of the contents and of the sequencing of these 
contents within each subtitle. The general coincidence of the sequenc
ing of events and data within Prof. Shaw’s subtitles and in the sec
ondary literature is striking. The virtual identity of contents is even 
more striking.

2. Contents and Sequencing of Materials within the Subtitles of ch. V

Of the materials which Prof. Shaw includes under the 49 subti
tles of chapter V an examination of the works of Uzunçarşılî, Gibb- 
Bowen and a few other secondary works brings the following results.

As in the case of the contents of Prof. Shaw’s chapter VI, the 
materials of the vast majority of this chapter’s 49 subtitles correspond 
almost, exactly with materials in the secondary works where again 
the topics are treated in much greater detail than they are by Prof. 
Shaw. Of the contents of the 49 subtitles the contents of 45 subtitles 
have been identifiably covered in other older secondary works. Thus 
at first glance some 92% of the materials in chapter V is already well 
known or established through other secondary works written through 
fundamental research and based on archival materials and primary 
sources. These latter works, for the most part, cover the subjects and 
themes in a much more detailed and profound manner. Thus in these 
45 subtitles Prof. Shaw merely reproduces in a much more abbreviat
ed form, often in a single sentence, material and narratives already 
well known. But even in the remaining 5 subtitles where the present 
analysis has not proceeded to a complete identification of contents 
in chapter V with corresponding contents in the secondary works prac
tically all the contents of these 5 subtitles consist of well known facts. 
One sees, then, that of the content of chapter V at least 95% consists 
of well known materials. This material exists in a limited number of 
secondary works which appeared well before Prof. Shaw’s book, a li
mited number of secondary works the most important of which are:

Institutions: Gibb-Bowen, Uzunçarşılî, Islam Ansiklopedisi.
Literature-Culture: Banarlï, Adivar, Islam Ansiklopedisi, Bahinger.
Consequently, there is nothing fundamentally new or original as 

95%, at least, of chapter V of Prof. Shaw’s book, and the materials 
there presented, are in effect the equivalent of sketches of the mate
rials in the secondary works.
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Having ascertained the lack of anything original or new in terms 
of the contents of Chapter V, one must proceed to look at the materials 
themselves as well as the sequence the author has followed in the ar
rangement of the materials within the subtitles as this will shed some 
light on his methodology.

Let us take, by way of example, Prof. Shaw’s discussion of the 
«Outer Service (Birun)» in the sultan’s palace, which he discusses on 
pages 117-118, and does so with 8 facts. The title exists in Gibb-Bowen, 
but also in Uzunçarşîli Osmanli devleti saray teşkilatı, as «Sarayın 
biyrun halı ve vazifeleri».

Shaw

The Outer Service (Birun), 117-18; Gibb, I1, 82-8, 346-62; Uzunçarşîli,
«Saray», 359-512, who entitled it 
Sarayın biyrun hali ve vazifeleri

Prof. Shaw’s entire section on thp «Outer Service’ is either lifted from 
or very close to both Gibb-Bowen and Uzunçarşîli, the latter of whom 
is far more detailed and based entirely on primary sources.

I Shaw’s first five groups:

1. Members of ulema: hoca, hekim 
başı, cerrah başı, kehlal başı, mün
eccim başı, hunkiar imami

2. Şehremini
3. Matbah-i amire emini

4. Commissioners of mint
5. Arpa emini 

Istabl-i amire 
Emir-i ahor

II 3 Groups of Outer Service 
(Next paragraph in Shaw)
1. Rikab ağaları

emir-i alem

1. Uzun. «Saray», 359-374, lists 
them all, and in much greater de
tail, in same order, with the same 
titles 1
2. Uzun. 375-8, şehremini
3. Uzun, 379-84, matbah-i amire 
emini
4. Uzun. 384-6, mint
5. Uzun. 387., arpa emini 
Uzun. 488-9, istabl-i amire 
Emir-i abor

1. Uzun. 388 has all the corres
ponding offices 
Uzun. 388-92
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kapıcı başı Uzun. 404-07
çavuşlar Uzun 408-18
2. Bostancı Ocağı 2. Uzun. 465-87
3. Tailors, curriers, cobblers, 3. Uzun. 439-44 et passim,
archers, peyks, müteferrika

Comment: Everything in Prof. Shaw’s section is in Uzunçarşılî, Saray 
Teşkilatı where it exists in much richer detail. It would seem that Prof. 
Shaw has taken everything in this section, both contents and sequence, 
from the work of Uzunçarşılî. It is also all in Gibb-Bowen, save for 
the beginning.

We see that there is an identical content in the works of Prof. Shaw 
and Uzunçarşılî, and, further, the sequence of the appearance-inclusion 
of the 8 facts-data is exactly identical with that of Uzunçarşılî. There 
is, however, this difference. Prof. Shaw satisfies himself with the mere 
inclusion of the names of the various offices and very sparse identifi
cation, all in one page. Uzunçarşılî gives a detailed and rich discussion 
that covers pages 359-512, over 150 pages. It should also be added that 
practically the entirety of the material which Prof. Shaw gives under 
this subtitle is to be found in Gibb-Bowen, I1, pages 82-88, 346-362.

This example is characteristic and representative of the entirety 
of chapter V, and had we more space at our disposal for this I could 
simply read off the parallel columns which would run true to the form 
observed in the case of the Outer Service. As in chapter VI, there has 
been some slight shifting of order and sequence, but here, as also in 
chapter VI, we observe the same striking correspondence of the se
quencing of events and data within Prof. Shaw’s subtitles and in the 
secondary works. The frequency of the near identity of contents is 
even more perceptible.

C. The Footnotes in Chapters V & VI

Scholarly works in this field are most often characterized by, 
among other externals, footnotes. Thus there remains the task of 
saying something about the footnotes attached to these two chapters. 
But by way of introduction it would be well to note the general distri
bution of footnotes at the end of each of the book’s eight chapters. 
In the first four chapters of the book, which cover 111 pages, or one 
third of the book, there are only four footnotes-references to primary
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sources: Notes no. 1, 2 in chapter four to Rosenthal’s English transla
tion of Ibn Khaldun; Notes no. 4, 8, to materials in Top Kapı Saray 
(Census of Istanbul in 1477, supposed foundation of Armenian millet 
in 1514-1516). The footnotes, therefore, so sparse in regard to primary 
sources, are strongly indicative of the fact that these four chapters 
represent no original research of any kind by the author.

Let us turn, now, to the first of the two chapters under close con
sideration, Chapt. V. Though this is one of the longest and most im
portant chapters, in terms of subject, in the book (112-167), 56 pa
ges, it has but 9 footnotes, and only one of these is to a «primary sour
ce», note no. 2, to the historian Ata, I, 154. But it should be noted 
that Prof. Shaw quotes him indirectly, explicitly referring his reader to 
the reference to him in Gibb-Bown, I1, 337. Further, it should be 
noted that Ata was not a contemporary source, but wrote his works 
in the mid-ninteenth century. Of the other footnotes six are to secon
dary works, and the seventh (no. 5) gives no reference to any work. 
In this latter note Prof. Shaw describes for his reader more than 12 
types of ships in the Ottoman fleet, their structure, numbers of row
ers, weight and length. He gives all this in an 18 line footnote without 
any indication where he might have come by this very specialized and 
unusual information. A quick glance at .Uzunçarşîlî’s OsmanlI devle
tinin merkez ve bahriye teşkilatı, reveals all the specialized informa
tion, arranged in the same order, over pages 455-479. The only diffe
rence is that Prof. Shaw has converted the Ottoman standards of 
measurement into meters and tons. There is no clue in the footnotes 
as to his massive dependence in this chapter on the restricted number 
of secondary works mentioned above in the present analysis.

Thus chapter five’s footnotes, so few in number, furnish no evi
dence that there has been any substantial research into archival and 
primary sources.

Footnotes of Chapter VI

Chapter VI, one of the longest chapters of the book and consist
ing of 46 pages of text, begins very much as the preceding five chap
ters, with little in the way of footnote documentation. From page 169 
through 202, for 33 pages (which constitute 75% of this chapter) our 
author has only 9 footnotes. Then in the remaining 13 pages (203-216) 
he suddenly appends 52 notes to the text, almost twice as many notes
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as are to be found in the totality of the first five chapters (28). Thus 
one expects, at last, evidence of primary research, as the author had 
promised in the preface to his book. A close analysis, unfortunately, 
would seem to reveal that this sudden profusion of footnotes in the 
last quarter of Chapter VI, is not based on any fundamental, original 
research, and the results which he presents are in no way new, but 
are results already known in the other secondary works he has used, 
where the same sources are utilized and referred to specifically and 
very largely with the same paginations. His footnotes break down into 
four categories:

(1) Footnotes referring specifically and exclusively to secondary 
works are only four, no. 1, 2, 3, 39.

(2) Footnotes referring to primary sources, which primary sources 
are also utilized by and referred to specifically in secondary works 
(which secondary works Prof. Shaw does not mention in his footnotes). 
This includes the vast majority of footnotes in chapter VI and they 
number 49. They are:
4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 
29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 40, 41, 42, 43, 45, 46, 49, 50, 51, 
52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 59, 60, 61.

3) Footnotes which seem to be irrelevant to the theme under 
discussion in Prof. Shaw’s text, no. 44, 58.

(4) Footnotes which were not correlated to corresponding foot
notes in secondary works: no. 11, 12, 13, 15, 47, 48.
Conclusions as to the footnotes in chapter VI.

1. The material in the sources to which Prof. Shaw refers is already 
almost all in Uzunçarşılî and the Islam Ansiklopedisi, and the two 
latter works, further, give the exact same references to the sources 
as Prof. Shaw does in well over 90% of the cases. The author has brought 
to bear, in addition, no new sources, sources not already referred to in 
these two major secondary works.

2. Prof. Shaw’s footnotes for a given subject have the same se
quence of references to primary sources as do Uzunçarşılî and the I- 
slam Ansiklopedisi.

3. The identity of source references and their similar sequencing 
in Prof. Shaw on the one hand and in the Islam Ansiklopedisi and 
Uzunçarşılî on the other are, once more, striking. Let us take but one
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example, his footnotes no. 22-31, which cover the materials he gives on 
pages 207 no. 209 on the events of the vezirate of Mehmet Köprülü.

22. Silihdar, I, 225; Naima, IV, 243.
I.A., Köprülü, 893, uses both these texts and gives the specific references.
23. Evliya Celebi, II, 452.
I.A., Köprülü, 893, uses this text and gives the specific reference.
24. Naima, IV, 459.
I.A., Köprülü, 893, uses this text and gives the specific reference.
25. Naima, V, 178.
I.A., Köprülü, 893, uses this text and gives the specific reference.
26. Naima, VI, 22, 125, 142.
I.A., Köprülü, 893, uses these texts and gives the references.
27. Naima, VI, 220-221; Silahdar, I, 57.
I.A., Köprülü, 893, uses these texts and gives the specific references.
28. Mehmet Halife, Tarih-i Gilman, 44.
I.A., Köprülü, 894, uses this text and gives the specific reference.
29. Naima, VI, 221; Silahdar, I, 58; Thomas, Naima, 108.
I.A., Köprülü, 894, uses both the Naima and Silahdar references, and gives the spe

cific references.
30. Naima, VI, 249; Silahdar, I, 23.
I.A., Köprülü, 894 gives Naima, VI, 246 ff, and Silahdar 12 ff.
31. Naima, VI, 247-54; Silahdar, I, 64; Mehmed Halife, Tarih-i Gilmani, 44.
In I.A., Köprülü, 894, are Mehmed Halife 44 ff; Naima VI, 279 ff.
In I.A., Köprülü, 895, there is reference to Silahdar I, 69 ff. Uzunçarsili, III1.
380 #1, refers to Naima, VI, 248.

Prof. Shaw’s series of footnotes no. 22-31 follows the page numbers 
and sequence of sources references in the Islam Ansiklopedisi article 
«Köprülüler», where they are identical. Shifting momentarily from the 
footnotes themselves to the contents of this particular subtitle in chap
ter VI, we see that the entire content of the subtitle in Prof. Shaw has 
the exact same materials (thogh much less detailed) and exactly the 
same order of sequencing of the materials as does the article «Köprü
lüler» in the Islam Ansiklopedisi. The circumstances of (1) the iden
tity of events given in his and the Islam Ansiklopedisi account, (2) 
the complete and perfect coincidence of the exact and precise sequence 
in the presentations of both authors, and (3) the fact that there are 
the exact same footnotes references to primary sources in both works 
is, we must all agree, a most striking confluence of facts.

This coincidence of and correspondence in source references, pa
ginations of source references, and sequence of source references are
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something much more than mere coincidence. These secondary works, 
whose source references and sequences are largely in Prof. Shaw’s book, 
were written well before Prof. Shaw’s book.

The contents and structure of the footnotes in the two remaining 
chapters, VII & Vili, fit closely into the pattern established in detail 
for chapters V & VI, as well as into the pattern observed for chapters 
I-IV. Chapter VII on the one hand has a large apparatus of 116 notes 
with a large proportion of these referring to primary sources and a total 
of 31 referring exclusively to secondary works. The vast majority of 
the footnotes, however, is contained in Uzunçarşılî, the Islam Ansiklo
pedisi, and a few other secondary works. Also for the first time Prof. 
Shaw makes more than fleeting reference in the footnotes to Uzunçar- 
şilî’s Osmanli Tarihi (his only previous reference to him in footnotes 
was in footnote no. 20 chapter VI). Thus the footnotes and contents 
of chapter VII give no indication of new and original research and 
findings. In chapter VIII Prof. Shaw has abandoned all attempts to 
cite primary sources and returning to the format of the first five 
chapters cites only 12 footnotes and all to secondary works.

Conclusions as to Footnotes in Chapters Five and Six

In chapter five the author makes no attempt to base his research 
on primary sources and this is reflected in the footnote apparatus con
sisting of a very small number of footnotes (nine) none of which re
fers to a primary or archival source. The footnote structure confirms 
what we saw in the examination of the structure, contents, and se
quencing of materials in chapter five : There is nothing original or 
new; the structure and sequencing in this chapter exist also in the 
secondary works, and the contents are to be found there in greater 
and richer detail than in Prof. Shaw’s volume.

In chapter six over 90 % of the footnotes referring to primary 
sources are to be found in the footnote and scholarly apparatus of 
Uzunçarşılî and the Islam Ansiklopedisi with the same references and 
sequence. Thus here too the contents, sequence, and structure of the 
footnotes confirm what an examination of the structure, contents, and 
sequence of the chapter itself showed: Prof. Shaw presents nothing 
original or new.

The footnotes of chapters one, two (three has no footnotes), four, 
five, and eight, are insignificant and contain a sum total of only 40 
footnotes, only four of which purport to be references to primary
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sources. These six chapters represent a total of 187 pages or close to 
63% of the book. A scant four references to primary sources in this 
major portion of the book give no evidence that the book is based on 
original research in primary sources or Ottoman archives.

In chapters six and seven where there is a substantial reference 
to primary sources an examination has shown that the results are not 
new, but rather old and well established, primarily in Uzunçarşilı 
and the Islam Ansiklopedisi, where the facts and events are establish
ed in much greater detail and more richly. Further, these few second
ary sources, which present the materials to be found in Prof. Shaw’s 
book, give the great majority of specific references to the same pri
mary sources which we find in Prof. Shaw’s work, and they present 
these also in the same sequence.

Conclusions on Prof. Shaw’s Chapters Five and Six

From the structure and subtitles of chapters five and six we see 
that there is nothing new or original in the structure, conceptualiza
tion and ideas of this substantial part of Shaw’s work. For the struc
ture and subtitles correspond very closely to those of Uzunçarşilı, 
Gibb-Bowen, and for literature to those of Ban aril and Adivar.

As for the contents and structure of the contents within the 119 
smaller subtitles of these two chapters at least 95% of the material 
in Prof. Shaw’s work had already been set forth in these few basic se
condary works. So there is nothing basically new or original in the 
contents of chapters five and six. The author’s sequencing of these ma
terials within the separate subtitles follows, substantially, that of the 
secondary works, and thus there is a close correspondence of contents 
and sequence in Prof. Shaw with contents and sequence in these se
condary works. In fact at least 95% of Prof. Shaw’s two chapters con
stitute the equivalents of sketches of materials in secondary works.

Finally, the footnotes in chapter five are numerically and sub
stantially insignificant and do not testify to any original research in 
primary sources or archives. In chapter six, though the number of foot
notes is substantial, the vast majority refers to texts that are utilized 
and specifically cited in the relevant sections of Uzunçarşilı and the 
Islam Ansiklopedisi, and in Prof. Shaw’s book these citations have 
a sequence which is strikingly similar to the sequence in Uzunçarşilı 
and the Islam Ansiklopedisi. Basically, Prof. Shaw cites no new set 
of sources.
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These considerations bring one to the question of the methodology 
which Prof. Shaw applied in the conceptualization, structure, research 
and composition of these two chapters, and what is true for these two 
chapters will be, as we saw earlier, true for the entire book. In this 
respect we are faced with two possible conclusions as to which metho
dology Prof. Shaw utilized in the researching and writing of the book:

EITHER: (1) The work is, as Prof. Shaw and the Cambridge Uni
versity Press state in this volume, «the product of almost 20 years 
of research in the Ottoman archives as well as other collections in Eu
rope and the United States». Thus the substantial identity of struc
ture, subtitles, contents and sequence of Prof. Shaw’s text (in chap
ters five and six, but also in the whole work) with the texts and foot
notes of the aforementioned, limited number of secondary texts is 
purely and entirely coincidental;

OR: (2) Prof. Shaw in effect has based his structure, subtitles, 
contents, and sequence of text and footnotes on a limited number of 
secondary works, and not on any substantial original research based 
on primary sources and archival materials. He has culled and quar
ried these limited secondary works and has, in effect, reproduced them 
in a curtailed version. This process of culling, quarrying, and foreshort
ening of these materials is further evident from the author’s actual 
writing and composition which often constitute abrupt splicing and 
recollating of materials in an awkward maimer.

If, in fact, it is this second methodology which Prof. Shaw has 
employed, and it seems that it is, then he has produced what Colling- 
wood described as «scissors and paste» history. The similarity of Prof. 
Shaw’s work with the identified secondary works is overpowering in 
both degree and number. Basically, he would seem to have followed 
the political narrative of Uzunçarşîlî, OsmanlI Tarihi, adding here and 
there things from other secondary works, especially from the Turkish 
Encyclopedia of Islam (Islam Ansiklopedisi). In the chapter (five) 
on institutions aud culture he would seem to have followed Gibb- 
Bowen, the works of Uzunçarşîlî, and for Ottoman culture the follow
ing: On the basic structure of literature Banarlï’s obsolete, superfi
cial one-volume encyclopedia; on science and medicine A. Adïvar, 
and on the legal sciences largely Uzunçarşîlî’s book on the subject. 
The section on literature and culture would also, as in the case of Prof. 
Shaw’s political narrative, appear to be further fleshed out by mate
rials from the Islam Ansiklopedisi and a few other secondary works.
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Prof. Shaw apparently quarried his materials from a limited num
ber of secondary works (most often he does not identify these second
ary works in his footnotes, though some appear in his bibliography 
at the end of the book). The results, therefore, are nothing new but 
rather a stale reproduction of well established data and history al
ready set forth by his predecessors which he seems to have employed. 
The methodology of quarrying from a restricted number of secondary 
works is attested not only by the often crude process of splicing and 
recollating, but it is also betrayed by the fact that Prof. Shaw frequently 
repeats the errors of his secondary works as we shall see later. Thus 
this detailed examination of volume I does not substantiate Prof. 
Shaw’s statement in the Preface that «this work is the product of al
most 20 years of research in the Ottoman archives as well as other col
lections in Europe and the United States». If anything, it would seem 
to be the product of «research» in these well-known secondary works 
and for whatever period of time it may have taken the author. The 
statement of the Cambridge University Press, on the back side of the 
volume, is sweeping. «Based largely on Ottoman archival sources, the 
volume sweeps away the accummulated prejudices of centuries...» It 
is deceiving to the non-specialist reader as to both of these purported 
characteristics of the volume, for neither does it seem to be abased 
largely on Ottoman archival sources...» nor to «sweep away the 
accumulated prejudices of centuries...» The book is as prejudiced as 
the most virulent Balkanite or Arab anti-Ottoman histories ever 
written in the past. The prejudices in Prof. Shaw simply come from 
the other side. It is difficult, in any case, to comprehend how such a 
respected press as the Cambridge University Press could have failed 
to detect the highly derivative and unoriginal character of the work 
and it is regrettable that it should have placed a statement on the co
ver which is blatantly untrue. It is of further interest to read in the 
Preface, on page viii, Prof. Shaw’s acknowledgement of debt «to my 
teachers, colleagues, and friends who have contributed to this volume 
in one way or another: Ömer L. Barkan, Hamilton A. R. Gibb, Tibor 
Halasi-Kun, Halil İnalcık, Bernard Lewis, Gustave E. von Grunebaum, 
T. Cuyler Young, and PaulWittek». No tribute is given and no debt 
acknowledged to what would seem to be the single most important 
author and source, for Prof. Shaw’s volume I, that is I. H. Uzunçarşîlî, 
and similarly no open acknowledgement to the Islam Ansiklopedesi. 
Without these two sources Prof. Shaw’s volume one as it was published 
would have been, it would seem, impossible.
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I shall not proceed to any survey of chapters seven and eight here 
for reasons of space. But it emerges from an already completed and 
detailed examination (to be published in the longer study already men
tioned) that they follow the general structure, content and method of 
the chapters we have just analyzed.

Part VI

Conclusions as to the Originality of the Book and as to its Being 
Based on Research in Archives and on Primary Sources

It is obvious from the preceding, detailed analysis that this volume 
presents nothing new or original, would seem to be derivative of a li
mited number of secondary works, and gives no evidence whatever of 
any significant research in archives and primary sources. What is one 
to say then in response to Prof. Shaw who tells his scholarly public in 
the Preface that this «is the product of almost 20 years of research in 
the Ottoman Archives as well as other collections in Europe and the 
United States». Indeed, the resulting volume would seem to represent, 
for the most part, a very unsophisticated quarrying of materials from 
this restricted number of secondary works. Not only is this not acknow
ledged in the Preface, but the author even fails to acknowledge his 
two primary 'sources’, Uzunçarşılî and the Islam Ansiklopedisi (though 
he does refer to them in the bibliography at the end and very occasion
ally in sporadic footnotes).

We return to the conflicting views of the reviewers of the volume: 
Group A, which was completely unfavorable, and Group E, which was 
completely laudatory.

It is apparent that this detailed analysis, and it is the most detailed 
which has been made of Prof. Shaw’s work to date, supports the as
sertions of Group A of the reviewers when they criticized the book for 
its highly derivative character and when, as Imber said of both volu
mes, «they rely so heavily on secondary materiell and second-hand i- 
deeis that they are veilueless to an Ottoman specialist». The claims of 
the reviewers in Group E, that the work represents decades of origi
nal reseeirch in archives and primary sources, reveal their own inabi
lity to perceive the essence of the work. Given the fact that most of
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the first volume seems to come from Turkish secondary literature, in 
the Turkish language, the hopes of S. Kili are unintelligible:

«This work will stand for years as a very significant treatment of 
Ottoman history as well as a stimulus for further research in the field. 
It is to be hoped that it soon will be made available in Turkish». 
Her hope is revealing of her own unfamiliarity with the field of Ottoman 
studies as she is asking for a retranslation into Turkish of materials 
(Prof. Shaw’s first volume) and ideas that already exist in Turkish 
but in a much more detailed, richer, and more accurate version*.

Given the fact that the majority of the reviews were highly favor
able to the book, one concludes that once again the diminution in the 
quality of scholarly reviews being churned out in scholarly journals 
constitutes a serious and growing problem. Inasmuch as the majority 
of both the scholarly and lay reading public depends on the opinions 
of reviews in order to evaluate sources of knowledge the breakdown 
of the quality and integrity of reviews constitutes a process which poi
sons the stream of knowledge. The scholarly journals have, increas
ingly, lost the ability to maintain a high level of scholarly criticism in 
their reviews. But then, in this case, this failing has been matched by 
the striking failure of the Cambridge University Press itself.

Part VII

Error and Unreliability

Since the volume does not seem to represent the «work of almost 
20 years of research in the Ottoman archives as well as other collections 
in Europe and the United States», and since it represents very little 
that is new in Ottoman history and a great deal that is very old, it 
is important to ascertain how accurately Prof. Shaw has reproduced 
these materials which, it would seem, he has taken from other modern 
authors. Here too the work was found seriously marred. It is so strick
en with errors of every kind that no attempt was made at a system
atic listing of errors. This has also been noted by other reviewers: Me
nage, Prof, of Turkish at the University of London lists some 73 errors

* The work has now been translated into Turkish as OsmanlI imparatorluğu 
ve Modern Türkiye, Türkçeye aktaran: Mehmet Harmancı. 2 cilt (İstanbul, 1982).
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by way of illustration, and without any attempt at an exhaustive list
ing of these errors in the first volume. He ends his review with the 
statement: «One 'prejudice* that has vanished in the process is re
spect for accuracy, clarity, and reasoned judgement». G. Imber, another 
of the reviewers, also refers to the fact that the volume is so full of 
errors as to be useless.

«The present two volumes...are so full of errors, half truths, over
simplifications and inexactitudes that a non-specialist will find them 
positively misleading... every page is a minefield of misinformation...»

Following my analysis of the volume in question, I was struck by 
the quantity, quality, and variety of errors which Prof. Shaw has made 
and so abandoned the effort to catalogue each and every one. In 
place of tabulating such a quantitative catalogue, I made an effort 
to assay, qualitatively, the errors which he has committed and they 
include the following types of errors. Since space is short I shall only 
give a detailed account of very few.

1. He effects confusion and commits errors in reproducing the data 
of his secondary sources. This involves, often, misattribution, misunder
standing, or distortion of data and theses which he finds in his se
condary sources.

a) On p. 44, under the subtitle entitled «Mehmed I’s Final Con
quests», Prof. Shaw is discussing the foreign policies and conquests 
of a sultan who according to Uzunçarşîll, Prof. Shaw’s immediate se
condary source, died in 1421.

«Only after the revolts were suppressed could Mehmed achieve 
his final conquests. He annexed Aydin (1425) and Menteşe (1426), 
thus gaining control of western Anatolia, and then moved to the south, 
taking Teke and Antalya and bringing the entire western coast of Ana
tolia under Ottoman control. Since Germiyan had helped him during 
the Interregnum, he left it alone for a time, taking only its major com
munication centers of Kütahya and Afyon Karahisar. But its ruler fi
nally bequeathed the principality to the Ottomans, completing Ottoman 
control of southwestern Anatolia (1428). When Mehmet died suddenly 
in 1421, his son Murat II succeeded to the throne».

Unless we accept some supernatural explanation of history, all 
these 'facts’ and deeds are inconsistant. In effect Prof. Shaw has ha
stily conflated the account of Uzunçarşilı, Osmani! Tarihi, I, 195-7, 
which speaks of the death of Mehmed I in 1421, with pages 206-8 which 
speak of later Ottoman conquests after the death of Mehmed I. Unless



Review Essays 213

we accept the improbability that Mehmet I was indeed resurrected, 
we must assume that Prof. Shaw has not reproduced his secondary 
source accurately. As we shall see later, Prof. Shaw has resurrected se
veral other medieval rulers and trotted them onto the pages of history 
where they are active in a second life which he has generously bestowed 
upon them.

b ) A second example wherein we see illustrated the fact that Prof. 
Shaw frequently effects confusion and errors in reproducing the data 
of his secondary sources has to do with the role of the Turkish guilds 
in late Ottoman societies, pages 282-4. This section in Prof. Shaw’s 
book relies directly on the article of the late Israeli historian G. Baer, 
«The Administrative, Economic, and Social Functions of Turkish Guilds», 
International Journal of Middle East Studies, I (1970), 28-50. On pa
ges 283-4 Prof. Shaw writes:

«Now the guilds acted as administrative links between the govern
ment and the urban population, enforcing government regulations, 
assessing and collecting taxes, cooperating with government efforts 
to enforce price and wage regulations in vain efforts to control in
flation, and providing the government with necessary services». This 
section in the author’s book is a paraphrase of parts, and conflation 
of Baer, pp. 33-4, 35 38 (He refers to Baer in note no. 3). Baer 33-4, 
writes: «(1) The Guilds as an Administrative Link» (subtitle)

«The most important functions of the guilds throughout the cen
turies was their service as an administrative link between the govern
ment and the urban population».

Thus Prof. Shaw’s idea and his very statement are almost iden
tical to those in Baer, to whose work he here refers in a footnote. Baer 
continues, p. 35: «(2) Guilds and Taxation» (2nd subtitle). P. 38: «(4) 
Fixing of prices (narh) and wages», is another subtitle in Baer.

These two subtitles in Baer are indications of the fact that Baer 
intends to discuss the guilds in relation to these two items in the suc
ceeding paragraphs.

Prof. Shaw, pp. 284-5, has assumed, simply from the listing of 
these two categories, in subtitles no. 2 and no. 4 by Baer, that the latter 
is stating that the guilds (Shaw pp. 283-4) «acted as administrative 
links... enforcing government regulations, assessing and collecting taxes, 
cooperating with government efforts to enforce price and wage regul
ations». Thus, Prof. Shaw on pp. 283-4.

Comment: Here Prof. Shaw has read the two captions or subtitles
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of Baer, but has ignored, or not read carefully, what Baer has to say in 
the paragraphs following subtitles no. 2 and no. 4. He has assumed, from 
the subtitles, that Baer is proposing that the guilds shared with the 
government directly in these functions. But if one is to rely on secondary 
works (as Prof. Shaw has done), then one should pay careful attention 
to what the author of the work in question is in fact saying.

What did Baer actually say in regard to these two subtitles? Baer, 
on p. 35, writes under subtitle no. 2, «Guilds and Taxation:»

«One of the striking differences between the activities of the Tur
kish and Egyptian guilds was the absence of fiscal functions among 
the former. In Istanbul most urban taxes were collected by the ihtisab 
agasï (muhtesib) through agents called kologlanlar».

Baer p. 38, on subtitle no. 4, «Fixing of prices (narh) and wages,» 
relates:

«As we have seen, instructions concerning the quality of goods 
were issued by the authorities, and the authorities punished makers 
or sellers of goods of inferior quality. The guild only controlled inple- 
mentation of the official instructions and denounced the offenders. 
The actual prices of goods also were fixed by the government, and 
those who sold at higher prices were punished by the authorities. In 
addition, most of the implementation of these orders was in the hands 
of the official market inspector and was not a function of the guilds, 
whose concern with preventing overcharging was extremely small and 
rather limited».

Prof. Shaw in this instance (as in so many others) has not read 
his secondary material carefully, has not understood it, and has there
fore passed his own errors on to the unsuspecting reader. In effect 
he attributes to Baer almost the exact opposite of what Baer is saying. 
I shall not go on to give other illustrations of this category of errors, 
but they abound in the text (p. 24, supposed Byz. influence on Ott. 
court ceremonial; Ottoman influence on specific aspects of Balkan cul
ture; p. 114, supposed reasons why devshirme was not levied on Ar
menians; pp. 139-40, frequent misunderstanding of his main secon
dary sources on Ottoman and Turkish poetry; pp. 145-6 plethora of 
errors on Ottoman historians because he has either misunderstood or 
erroneously reproduced his secondary material; p. 287, errors on the 
itinerary of Evliya Celebi).

2. Prof. Shaw occasionally commits a second type of error when 
he fails to reconcile two contradictory secondary works on one and the
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same subject with the consequent incorporation of contradictory data, 
theories, and ideas into his book. Let us take three examples from the 
history of some crucial Ottoman institutions.

Perhaps the most important of these was the Ottoman timar or 
fief. Thus on p. 23 he derives it from Byzantine fiefs and taxes, where
as on page 26, only three pages later, we read that it is derived from 
the ((old Seljuk ikta system».

A second example wherein we see the careless incorporation of 
contradictory data has to do with the Armenian «millet» and its insti
tutional creation under Ottoman rule. In page 152 he credits Mehmed 
with the foundation of the «Armenian patriarchate and millet in 
1461». But on page 84 we read an entirely different and completely 
unrelated version: After Selim I defeated the Mamelukes in 1516 «...the 
Armenian Gregoriana were given their separate status only now in 
return for loyalty and obedience to the sultan...» Thus he moves the 
date of creation of patriarchate and millet of the Armenians half a 
century forward to 1516, only to place it back again, on page 152, 
to 1461.

A third example of the same process of indescriminate introduction 
of contradictory data into his narrative occurs in connection with the 
institution of the devshirme. On page 27 he tells us that this central Ot
toman institution was the creation of the sultan Murad I. As the reader 
thumbs ahead to pages 113-4 he is informed of something quite dif
ferent: «The development of the devshirme into an institution for the 
periodic levy of Christian children to fill positions in the palace and 
administration took place most likely early in the reign of Bayezit 
I, with its general application coming later under Murat II and Meh
met II».

This kind of error, that is to say the incorporation of mutually 
contradictory material points to a poor digestion of the author’s se
condary materials and to a hastily written text.

3. A much graver type of error is the one by which Prof. Shaw 
fabricates historical data because he ignores the primary sources. A 
few examples of the many which emerge on the first reading of the 
volume will suffice to show the ease with which the author carries 
out this process.

a) The first example to which we shall turn here occurs on page 
57 where the author remarks that the Ottoman conquest of Con
stantinople and the subsequent entry into the city were very orderly
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and restrained by virtue of the very orders of the sultan himself.
«Once within the city the Ottomans advanced slowly and method

ically, clearing the streets of the remaining defenders. While Islamic 
law would have justified a fullscale sack and massacre of the city, in 
view of its resistance, Mehmet kept his troops under firm control, kil
ling only those Byzantines who actively resisted and doing all he could 
to keep the city intact so that it could be the center of his world empire».

Prof. Shaw has disregarded here all the contemporary sources, and 
for this event we have a plethora of eyewitness accounts that give 
us great detail as to the events of the siege and capture of the Byzan
tine capital.lt is obvious that Prof. Shaw either has not read any of 
these contemporary sources, or else he has forgotten what they say, 
or else intentionally passes them over in silence. This large number 
of contemporary, for the most part eyewitness, sources is unanimous 
on three things: (1 ) The sultan Mehmed II agreed to allow his troops to 
sack the city and actually gave the order for the sack; (2) many of 
the sources describe how the Ottoman forces finally broke ranks, lost 
all discipline, abandoned their ships in the Golden Horn allowing some 
Greeks and Latins to escape by sea (the Turkish troops from the ships 
in some cases even abandoned their weapons so that they would be 
free to plunder), and looted for three days. The frenzy of looting was 
such that many Turks actually fell to killing one another over the loot 
itself; (3) Mehmed repented his decision to allow the plundering of 
the city for at the end of the third day it was 'devoid of man, beast 
and fowl’, a wrecked ghost town. The Greek, Ottoman, and Italian 
sources confirm one another as to the above three points.

Let us examine first what the Ottoman sources have to say for 
they are both numerous (we shall look at nine such sources) and im
portant for the event.

1. Ashikpashazade (ed. Giese, 132) is short inasmuch as it is an 
event too well known to warrant details from him. Nevertheless, he in
cludes all the essentials:
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«On the fifty-first day the Conqueror ordered (that the city) be 
plundered.. And there were good plunder and goods: gold, silver, jewels 
arrived at the bazaar and began to be sold there. They enslaved the 
inhabitants, slew the emperor, and the gazis took the beautiful girls 
into their embrace».

2. The tevarih-i al-i Osman (ed. Giese I, 74) repeats Ashikpasha- 
zade:

Ifiï f i'yy ^1HJ· "V- «^1 Sm** φ· Cuj>lc

yji' Ul -j.-î/LL"/ w* \s

«Finally the sultan Mehmed ordered its plundering... the gazis 
broke into the city, slew the infidels and robbed and pillaged the 
women, boys, girls, and the property».

3. Tursun Beg (ed. & tr. H. İnalcık and R. Murphey 36-37), re
peats much the same thing:

«The sultan proclaimed a general assault and gave the troops per
mission to take booty in the city».

«After having completely overcome the enemy, the soldiers be
gan to plunder the city. They enslaved boys and girls and took silver 
and gold vessels, precious stones, and all sorts of valuable goods and 
fabrics from the imperial palace and the houses of the rich. In this 
fashion many people were delivered from poverty and made rich. Ev
ery tent was filled with handsome boys and beautiful girls».

4. Urudj (ed. Babinger 124) is in agreement with these sources:

«i*» JjUáL*

3 L**» j· λ oj(*

Ool JjLî>. _^.4İ .Cd
τ * · t * , ^ v

3 (J J J j V Ľ 3 .'λ!

1 3 p ^ j* -? (ji-A- jj-1

«Sultan Mehmed (in order to) arouse greater zeal for the way of 
God issued an order (that the city was to be) plundered. And from all
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directions they (gazis) came forcefully and violently (to join) the army. 
They entered the city, they passed the infidels over the sword (i.e. slew 
them) and having entered the city they pillaged and looted, they took 
captive the youths and maidens, and they took their goods and valu
ables whatever there was of them».

The version edited by Atsiz, p. 109, adds a section missing in the 
Babinger edition:

«Uç gün yağma ettiler. Üç günden sonra yağmayı yasakladılar».
«They plundered for three days. After three days plundering was 

forbidden».
5. Neshri (ed. Unat and Koymen, II, 703) reports the same details:

JJ

«...on the previous day the Conqueror gave the order that Istan
bul be sacked».

Neshri, II, pp. 705-707:

J-JI 'àïS tf j }j j
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«The gazis entered the city, cut off the head of the emperor, cap
tured Kyr Loukas and his family... and they slew the miserable com
mon people...They placed people and families in chains and placed me-
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tal rings on their necks. They smashed the idols of gold and silver in 
Saint Sophia and the other churches. Some they took away by the 
arm, others by the body and others by the head. Whatever they found 
of the infidels’ property they plundered until they became satiated from 
its superabundance...until the gazis spoke of florins (gold coins) in 
terms used to measure akches (silver coins). Since that time was the 
proverb that they say to one who is wealthy:

'Did you participate in the pillaging of Istanbul’?»
6. The later source, Muneccimbashi (tr. I. Eriinsal, p. 261) relying 

on earlier sources recaptiulates them:
«The heralds announced the sultan’s order granting permission to 

the army to sack (the city) for three days. In three days’ time the booty 
that the Islamic army took has never been seen or experienced since 
the beginning of Islam».

7. Finally, there are the letters which Sultan Mehmed himself sent 
to various Islamic potentates of the Near East in which he himself an
nounced the victory and the specific details of the conquest. Published 
in Feridun’s Munsheat-i selatin in the nineteenth century, they were 
re-edited by virtue of a translation prepared by A. Ateş in 1953 («İstan
bul’un fethine dair Fatih Sultan Mehmed tarafından gönderilen mektu- 
blar ve bunlara gelen cevablar», Tarih Dergisi, IV, şayi 7 (1953), 11-50).

a) In his letter to the sultan of Egypt (p. 19) Mehmed writes that 
his army killed many of the inhabitants, enslaved many others (those 
that remained), plundered the treasures of the city, 'cleaned out’ the 
priests and took over the churches.

b) To the Sherif of Mecca (p. 25) he writes that they killed the 
ruler of Constantinople, they killed the 'pagan’ inhabitants and de
stroyed their houses. The soldiers smashed the crosses, looted the wealth 
and properties and enslaved their children and youths. «They cleared 
these places of their monkish filth and Christian impurity».

c) In yet another letter (p. 42) he informs Cihan Shah Mirza of 
Iran that the inhabitants of the city had become food for the swords 
and arrows of the Muslim gazis; that they plundered their children, 
possessions and houses; that those men and women who survived the 
massacre were thrown into chains.

The Byzantine sources are full of information in regard to the 
capture of Constantinople, even more so than the Ottoman sources.

1. Ducas, who not only had access to eyewitness accounts but
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visited the city immediately after the conquest, is the single most de
tailed account of the events (Ducas, ed. Grecu).

P. 363 The Turks sacked the monastery of the Chora near the 
walls, cut the icon of the Virgin into four parts and divided the trea
sures encrusting it. They sacked the house of the protostrator. In the 
meantime many of the inhabitants had sought refuge in the great church 
of St. Sophia:

P. 365, .. Τότε οί Τούρκοι κουρσεύοντες, σφάττοντες, αίχμαλωτίζοντες έφθασαν
έν τώ ναώ

Ρ. 365: «Then the Turks arrived at the church, pillaging, slaugh
tering and enslaving». They enslaved all those that survived. They 
smashed the icons in the church, took their adornments as well as all 
that was moveable in the church.

P. 371. Καί γάρ ήσαν
άπαντες διασκεδασθέντες καί ot μέν πρύ τού τήν οικίαν καταλαβεϊν, αίχμαλω- 
τίζοντο, ot δέ τάς αυτών οικίας καταλαβόντες, έρημους παίδων καί γυναικός 
καί πραγμάτων εΰρισκον καί αυτοί πρό τοΰ στοναχήσαι καί κλαΰσαι έδεσμοϋντο 
τάς χεΐρας βπισθεν. 'Έτεροι δέ έρχόμενοι εις τάς οικίας αυτών καί εύρόντες 
ττν γυναίκα καί τά τέκνα ήδη άπαγόμενα, καί συνεδέδεντο καί έδεσμοϋντο 
σύν τοΐς φι>τάτοις καί τη συζύγω. Τούς δέ γέροντας τούς έν οικω, τούς μή 
δυναμένους έξελθεΐν έκ τής οικίας ή διά νόσου ή διά γήρους, πάντας καί πά
σας άνηλεώς έσφαττον. Τά βρέφη τά άρτιγέννητα έν ταϊς πλατίαις έρριπτον.

Ρ. 371: «Those (of the Greeks) who went off to their houses were 
captured before arriving there. Others upon reaching their houses found 
them empty of children, wives and possessions and before (they began) 
wailing and weeping were themselves bound with their hands behind 
them. Others coming to their houses and having found their wife and 
children were being led off, were tied and bound with their most be
loved and their wife. They (the Turks) slew mercilessly all the elderly, 
both men and women, in (their) homes, who were not able to leave their 
homes because of illness or old age. The new born infants were thrown 
into the streets».

P. 371. 27. Οί δέ Τούρκοι άπαντες είσελθόντες έν τη Πόλει καί αυτοί οί βόσκον-
τες τάς ήμιόνους καί οί μάγειροι, πάντες έξαντλοΰντες Ιφερον.

Ρ. 371: «All the Turks, even pasturers of the mules and all the 
cooks, having entered the city plundered and carried off (booty)».
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P. 373. Καί γάρ εί καί μή άσχολοΰντο τά πλοία τοΰ τυράννου έν τη πραίδα καί
τδ σκυλμώ τής πόλεως, ούκ αν άφέθη μία καί μόνον. Άλλ’ οί Τούρκοι άφέν- 
τες τά πλοία, πάντες ένδον ή σαν καί οί Λατίνοι άδειαν εΰρόντες έξήρχοντο 
τοΰ λιμένος. '0 δέ τύραννος έτρυζε μέν τούς όδόντας, άλλ’ ούκ ήδύνατο πλέον 
τι πράξαι καί άκων έκαρτέρει.

Ρ. 373: «If the complements of the ships of the tyrant (Mehmed) 
had not preoccupied themselves with the pillaging and looting of the 
city not even one (of the Latin ships) would have been allowed to de
part. But all the Turks having abandoned the ships, were inside (Con
stantinople), and the Latins having found the opportunity sailed out 
of the harbor. The tyrant (Mehmed) gnashed his teeth but he was 
unable to do anything and so he persevered, unwillingly».

P. 381. .. Πρωίας δε γενομένης, παρελθούσης έκείνης τής πρώτης καί ζοφερός
ήμέρας, έν ή έγένετο ή πανωλεθρία τοΰ γένους ήμών,

Ρ. 381: «The day dawned (second day) and that gloomy first day 
passed during which occurred the complete destruction of our nation...»

P. 381. THv γάρ ή πάσα άοικος, οΰτ’ άν
θρωπος οΰτε κτήνος ούτ’ βρνεον κραυγάζον ή λαλών έντύς αύτής, μόνον τινές 
των μτ δυνηθέντων σκυλεϋσαί τι διά τό άνίσχυρον αυτών, διότι καί πολλοί 
άπ’ άλλήλων έφονεύθησαν έλκοντες ό είς έξ έτέρου τά λάφυρα καί δ δυνηθείς 
ήρπαζεν, ό δέ μή δυνάμενος άντιστήναι καιρίαν λαμβάνων πληγήν έκειτο. 
Τή δέ δευτέρα ήμέρα, τριακοστήν άγων ό Μάιος, είσή/θον καί τά έγκαταλει- 
πόμενα αυτοί συνέλεγον.

Ρ. 381: «The entire city was uninhabited and there was neither 
human nor beast nor fowl crying out or speaking inside (the city). 
There were only a few who had not been able to plunder something, 
because they were weak, for many (of the sultan’s army) killed one 
another as one tried to take away the booty of another. And he who 
was powerful grabbed it away, but he who was not able to resist, receiv
ing a fatal blow, fell. On the second day, 30th of May, they entered 
and gathered what had been left».

P. 385. 'Ομοίως καί δσους των εύγενών καί δφφικιαλίων τοΰ παλατιού μεγιστά
νας έξηγόρασε, πάντας, στείλας τόν σπεκουλάτορα, κατέσφαξεν τάς δέ γυ
ναίκας καί παϊδας αύτών έξελέξατο, τάς ωραίας κόρας καί ευειδή άββενα, 
καί παρέδωκε τώ άρχιευνούχω τοΰ τηρεΐσθαι ύπ’ αύτοΰ. Τήν δέ λοιπήν αίχμα- 
λωσίαν παρέδωκεν άλλοις τοΰ φροντίζεσθαι ύπ’ αύτών.

Καί ήν ίδεΐν τήν άπασαν Πόλιν έν ταΐς σκηναΐς τοΰ φωσάτου, τήν δέ 
πόλιν έρημον, νεκράν κειμένην, γυμνήν, άφωνον, μή έχουσαν είδος ουδέ κάλλος.
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P. 385: And as many of the (Greek) aristocrats and nobles of the 
officials of the palace that he (Mehmed) ransomed, sending them all 
to the ‘speculatora’ he executed them. He selected their wives and chil
dren, the beautiful daughters and shapely youths and turned them over 
to the head eunuch to guard them, and the remaining captives he turn
ed over to others to quard over them...

«And the entire city was to be seen in the tents of the army, and 
the city lay deserted, dead, naked, mute, having neither form nor 
beauty».

P. 391-93. Μεθ’ ήμέρας ούν τρεις τής άλώσεως απέλυσε τά πλοία, πορεύεσθαι έ
καστον είς ττ>ν αυτών έπαρχίαν καί πόλιν, φέροντα φόρτον, ώστε βυθίζεσθαι. 
*0 δέ φόρτος τί; ιματισμός πολυτελής, σκεύη άργυρα, χρυσά, χαλκά, καττι- 
τέρινα, βιβλία υπέρ άριθμόν. αιχμάλωτοι καί Ιερείς καί λαϊκοί καί μονάζουσαι 
καί μοναχοί, τά πάντα πλήρτ,ς φόρτου, αί δέ σκηναί του φωσάτου πλήρης αιχ
μαλωσίας καί των άνωθεν άριθμτιθέντων παντοίων είδών. Καί ήν Ιδεΐν έν μέ
σω των βαρβάρων ένα φοροϋντα σάκκον άρχιερατικόν καί έτερον ζωννύμενον 
έπιτροοχήλιον χρυσοϋν, έλκοντα κύνας ένδεδημένους, αντί τών σαγισμάτων 
άμνούς χρυσοϋφάντους. άλλοι έν συμποσίοις καθήμενοι καί τούς ιερούς δίσκους 
έμπροσθεν, συνδιαφόρους όπώρας έσθίοντες, καί τον άκρατον πίνοντες άπό 
τών Ιερών κρατήρων, τάς δε βίβλους άπάσας υπέρ άριθμόν ύπερβαινούσας ταΐς 
άμάξαις φορτηγώσαντες απανταχού έν τή άνατολή καί δύσει διέσπειραν. Δι’ 
ένός νομίσματος δέκα βίβλοι έπιπράσκοντο, ’Αριστοτελικοί, Πλατωνικοί, Θεο- 
λογικοί καί άλλο παν είδος βίβλου. Ευαγγέλια μετά κόσμου παντοίου υπέρ 
μέτρον, άνασπώντες τόν χρυσόν καί τόν άργυρον, άλλ’ έπώλουν, άλλ’ έρριπτον. 
Τάς εικόνας άπάσας πυρί παρεδίδουν- σύν τή άναφθείση φλογί κρέη έψώντες 
ήσθιον.

Ρ. 391-3: «After three days, after the capture (of Constantinople) 
he released the ships so that each could go off to its own provinces, bear
ing a load so as to sink. And what sort of a load? Luxurious garments, 
silver, gold, copper, tin vessels, countless books, prisoners both of 
the priesthood and laity, nuns and monks. All (the ships) were fully 
loaded and the tents of the army were full of captives and of all types 
of goods enumerated above. And there was to be seen another girt 
with a golden epitrahelion (brocade worn by a bishop around his neck 
and down over his chest), leading dogs about that were clothed... Others 
were seated feasting with holy patens with various fruits and drinking 
unwatered wine from the holy chalices. Having loaded the wagons with 
all the books, more than can be counted, they scattered them everywhere 
in the east and west. And so ten books were sold for one coin, i.e. Ari
stotelian, Platonic, theological and every type of book. Tearing loose 
the gold and silver from countless gospels which were covered with
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every type of ornamentation some they sold and others they threw 
away. They consigned all icons to the flames and having roasted meat 
with the fire, they ate».

2. Chalcocondyles is particularly well informed on Ottoman af
fairs and society and even though he does not have as much detail as 
does Ducas on the city’s fall, he is nevertheless informative as to the 
overall picture. (Chalcocondyles, ed. Darko, II)

P. 160: ol δέ νεήλυδες ύπερβάντες τό μέγα τεί
χος (κατέρριπτο γάρ το t καί αύτοϋ μέγα μέρος ύπό τοϋ τηλεβόλου )είσεχέοντο 
τούτη ές ττ>ν πόλιν καί διήρπαζον τών πόλιν, τραπόμενοι, οποί έκάστω προ- 
χωροίη.

«The Janissaries having scaled the great wall... they poured through 
at this point into the city and plundered it, each one turning to what
ever place each might advance to».
P. 161:

oi δέ άνδρες τε καί γυναίκες, πλήθος πολύ γενόμενω ένταΰθα 
έπιρρεόντων αίεΐ συχνών, έτράποντο έπΐ τοϋ μεγίστου νεώ τής πόλεως, τής 
αγίας Σοφίας καλούμένης, καί ένταΰθα συνελέγοντο άνδρες τε, καί γυναίκες 
καί παϊδες. ού πολλώ μέντοι ύστερον έάλωσαν ύπό τών Τούρκων άμαχητί, 
καί άνδρών ούκ όλίγο'. έντός τοϋ νεώ διεφθάρησαν ύπό Τούρκων, άλλοι S’ 
αύ τών Ελλήνων άλλη τής πόλεως τραπόμενοι έν άπορία τε είχοντο, καί ού 
πολλώ ύστερον οί μέν άπώλοντο, οί δέ καί ήλίσκοντο.

«And the men and women having become a great multitude, many 
of them fled, continuously, there, and turned to the great church of the 
city, that is called St. Sophia, and there gathered there men, women 
and children. Not much later they were captured, without resistance 
by the Turks, and not a few of the men were slaughtered inside the 
church. Others of the Greeks fled elsewhere in the city not knowing 
what to do, and not much later they were either killed or enslaved».

P. 162-3. ήν τε τά
τής πόλεως άπανταχή πλέω άπολλύντων καί άπολλυμένων καί διωκόντων τε 
καί φευγόντων.

«And throughout, the regions of the city were full of those killing 
and those being killed, and of those pursuing and of those fleeing». 
P. 162:

Οί μέν ούν νεήλυδες αύτίκα τό στρατόπεδον τοϋ βασιλέως ένέπλησαν 
[καί] γυναικών τε άμα καί παίδων τών περιφανέστατων 'Ελλήνων, καί όλβον
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πολύν άποφερόμενοι μέγα εύδαίμονες έγένοντο καί ήν ίδεΐν τό στρατόπεδον 
άπανταχή πλέων άνδρών τε καί γυναικών άλλήλους έπιβοωμένων καί παίδων 
έκπεπληγμένων ταύτη τή συμφορά, καί χρυσός μέν πολύς καί άργυρος έφορεΐτο 
τής πόλεως ές τό στρατόπεδον, καί λίθων ευπορία ήν, καί έσθητων παντοδα- 
πών πλέως ή χώρα ώστε μια ήμέρα μέγα δή όλβιόν γενέσθαι τοΰτο τό στρα- 
τόπεδον άπό τε άνδρών περιφανών καί πλούτου καί της άλλης ευδαιμονίας, 
ώστε πολλούς μέν ούκ Ζχειν δτι χρήσαιντο τών νεηλύδων τη παρούση εύδαι- 
μονία. καί λίθους μέν έξωνησάμενοι όλίγης τιμής, άτε μη είδότων τών νεη
λύδων, όπόσου αύτά δέοι άποδόσθαι, μέγα όλβιοι έγένοντο, καί χρυσόν, ή 
Ζστιν, άντί χαλκού φαίνονται άποδόμενοι οί νεήλυδες.

«And immediately the janissaries filled the camp of the emperor 
(sultan) with women, children, and the most illustrious of the Greeks, 
and bringing away much wealth they became greatly wealthy. And there 
was to be seen, throughout the camp, (that it was) filled with men and 
women screaming out to one another and children dazed from the ca
tastrophe. Much gold and silver were carried off to the camp and there 
was a plentitude of precious stones and the area was filled with every 
type of garment, so that the army became very wealthy in illustrious 
men (captives) and wealth and other prosperity in one day, so that 
many of the janissaries did not know what to do with this real pros
perity. And they sold the precious stones for a low price as the Janis
saires did not know for how much they ought to sell, and they became 
wealthy. And the Janissaries seemed to be selling the gold...for copper».

P. 163: èv ώ γάρ ταϋτα έγένετο καί πάντες σχεδόν έγένοντο τετραμμένοι έπί
διαρπαγην,

«And while these things were occurring, practically all (of the 
Turks) turned to looting». (Chalcocondyles is here speaking of the 
fact that Venetian triremes used this event to escape the city, i.e. no 
Turks were in the Turkish vessels as they had gone ashore to take part 
in the plunder).

3. Critobulus (edition Grecu, translation Riggs)

P. 141, 61, 1. Οί δέ όπλΐται έσεχέοντο ήδη διά τής πυλίδος έπί ττν πόλιν, οι δέ
καί διά τοϋ κατε^βιμμένου μεγάλου τείχους έσέπιπτον τό δέ άλλο στράτευμα 
παν έπόμενον ώθισμω καί βίοι έσεχεΐτο λαμπρώς άνά πάσαν την πόλιν σκε- 
δαννύμενον.

2. Βασιλεύς δ’ έστώς πρό τοϋ μεγάλου τείχους, ϊνα καί ή μεγάλη ση
μαία ήν καί τό ξύνθημα, άπεσκόπει τά δρώμενα' ήδη γάρ καί ή ήμέρα ύπέ- 
φαινεν. "Ενθα δέ φόνος πολύς τών έντυγχανόντων έγίνετο, τών μέν κατά τήν 
όδόν, — ήδη γάρ έζήεσάν τινες τών οίκιών θέοντες πρός ττν βοήν καί τοΐς



Review Essays 225

P. 143. ξίφεσι τών στρατιωτών άπροόπτως ένέπιπτον, — τών δέ έν ταΐς οίκίαις αύ- 
ταΐς, έπεσπιπ-ιόντων βία τών γενητζάρων καί τών άλλων στρατιωτών ξύν ού- 
δενί κόσμω καί λογισμφ τών δε καί ές άλκην τρεπομένων, τών δέ καί πρός 
ίεροΐς καταπεφευγόντων τε καί ίκετευόντων, άνδρών, γυναικών, παίδων, πάν
των απλώς, μηδεμιδς οΰσης φειδοΰς.

3. ’Οργή γάρ καί θυμφ πολλφ έχώρουν επ’ αύτούς οί στρατιώται, τοϋτο 
μέν άχθόμενοι τή τριβή τής πολιορκίας, τοϋτο δ’ δτι καί άπό τών έπάλξεων 
σκώμμασί τε καί ΰβρεσιν ούκ ολίγοις Ζβαλλον αύτούς Ζνιοι τών άνοήτων 
παρ’ 6)ον τδν πόλεμον, τδ δ’ δλον δπως άν θροήσωσι τό παν καί φοβήσωσι 
καί δουλώσωνται ταΐς σφαγαΐς.

4. 'Ως δέ άλις εΐχον τού φόνου καί ή πόλις ήδη έδεδούλωτο, τρέπονται οί 
μέν έν ταΐς τών δυνατών οίκίαις κατά συμμορίας τε καί συνωμοτίας καί τάξεις 
έπί διαρπαγή καί σκυλμφ, οί δέ προς σύλησιν τών ίερών, οί δέ έπί τάς κοι- 
νάς τε καί τών Ιδιωτών οικίας εσκεδασμένοι, διαρπάζοντες, σκυλεύοντες, ληΐ- 
ζόμενοι φονεύοντες, ύβρίζοντες, άπάγοντες αιχμαλώτους άνδρας, γυναίκας, 
παΐδας, πρεσβύτας, νέους, ίερεΐς, μοναχούς, πάσαν ήλικίαν καί τάξιν απλώς.

5. Καί ήν ίδεΐν θέαμα δεινόν καί έλεεινόν καί πέρα τραγωδίας άπάσης, 
γυναίκας νέας καί σώφρονας, εύγενεΐς τε καί τών εύ γεγονότων, τά πολλά 
οίκουρούσας καί ούδέ την αΰλιον προελθούσας ποτέ, καί παρθένους εύπρε- 
πεΐς καί ωραίας λαμπράς τε καί λαμπρών οίκιών καί μέχρι τότε άβρένων όφ- 
θαλμοΐς δλως άψαύστους, τάς μέν βία τών θαλάμων έξελκομένας άπηνώς 
τε άμα καί άναιδώς άρπαζομένας, τάς δέ —κακόν αύταΐς Γτι κοιμωμέναις 
έφιστάμενοι δναρ άνδρες ξιφήρεις, ήμαγμένοι τάς χεΐρας τφ φόνω, θυμοϋ 
πνέοντες, φονικόν βλέποντες, άπηρυθριασμένοι πρός πάντα τά χείριστα, άτε 
πλήθος ξύμμικτον δντες, έκ παντός έθνους καί γένους καί τύχης ξυνειλεγμένοι, 
ώσπερ Θήρες άγριοι καί άνήμεροι έσπηδώντες ές τάς οικίας καί σύροντες ώ- 
μώς, Ιλκοντες σπαράσσοντες, βιαζόμενοι, άπάγοντες αίσχρώς, έπί τών τριό
δων ύβρίζοντες, καί τί δεινόν ούχί ποιοΰντες; φασί γέ τοι πολλάς αύτών καί 
πρός μόνην άήθη την θέαν τε καί άκολν τούτων καταπλαγείσας έγγύς έλθεΐν 
άφεΐναι καί την ψυχήν.

6. Έτι δέ γέροντας εντίμους έλκομένους τής πολιάς, τούς δέ καί τυπτο- 
μένους άνηλεώς· παρθένους μοναζούσας σεμνάς τε καί άπροΐτους τό δλον καί 
τώ Θεώ μόνω προσανεχούσας καί ζώσας, ω καθιέρωσαν έαυτάς, τάς μέν τών 
δοματίων βιαίως έξαγομένας καί συρομένας, τάς δέ τών ίερών άποσπωμένας, 
έν οΐς κατέφευγον, άπαγομένας ξύν ΰβρει καί άτιμία, ξαινομένας τε τάς πα
ρειάς ξύν οίμωγή καί όλολυγμώ καί κοπτομένας πικρώς· παΐδας άπαλούς 
ώμώς άποσπωμένους μητέρων, κόρας έλεεινώς χωριζομένας τών νεογάμων 
άνδρών' άλλα μύρια είργασμένα δεινά.

62, 1. Τήν δέ τών ίερών ΰβριν καί σύλησιν καί διαρπαγην πώς &ν τις 
έξείποι τφ λόγιο; Κατεβάλλοντο μέν άτίμως ές γήν εικόνες καί άφιδρύματα 
καί τάλλα τών Ιερών, άπεσπάτο δέ κόσμος ό τούτων, έδίδοτο δέ τά μέν αύ
τών τφ πυρί, τά δέ ές λεπτά τεμνόμενά τε καί ξυντριβόμενα έπί τών τριόδων 
έ^βιπτεΐτο, ήνοίγοντο δέ θήκαι τών παλαιών καί μακαρίων άνδρών καί τά 
τούτων έξήγετο λείψανα καί άτίμως λεπτυνόμενα καί λυόμενα ές άέρα έλικ- 
μάτο, τά δέ καί έπί τών άμφόδων έρρίπτετο.

2. Κρατήρές τε καί φιάλαι καί Λ τήν παναγεστάτην θυσίαν έδέχετο, αί 
Ρ. 145. μέν ές προπόσεις καί μέθην ήσαν αύτοΐς, οί δέ ξυντριβόμενοί τε καί χωνευό-
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μενοι άπεδίδοντο, ιερά δέ σκεύη καί πέπλα τίμια πολυτελή τε καί πολλώ χρυ- 
σίω ένυφασμένα, τά δέ καί λίθοις διαφανέσι καί μαργάροις καταστραπτόμενα, 
τά μέν άπεδίδοντο πονηροτάτοις άνδράσιν είς άπόχρησιν ού καλήν, τα δέ πυρ 
παρεδίδοντο, χωνευόμενα διά τύν χρυσόν.

3. Βίβλοι τε ίεραί καί θειαι, άλλα δή καί τών έξω μαθημάτων καί φιλο
σόφων αί πλεΐσται, αί μέν πυρί παρεδίδοντο, αί δέ άτίμως κατεπατοΰντο, αί 
πλείους δέ αυτών ού πρύς άπόδοσιν μάλλον ή ΰβριν δύο ή τριών νομισμάτων, 
ϊστι δ’ ότε καί όβολών άπεδίδοντο.

4. Τράπεζαι δέ ίεραί έκ βάθρων αύτών άνεσπώντο καί άνετρέποντο, τοΐ- 
χοί τε τών άβατων καί άψαύστων τόπων άνηρευνώντο καί τά τών τεμενών 
Ιερά εδη άνωρύττετό τε καί κατεσκάπτετο έπί ζητήσει χρυσοΰ, άλλα τε πολλά 
τοιαϋτα έτολμάτο.

63, 1. Οί δέ έπί έτέρου τείχους τεταγμένοι τε και μαχόμενοι κατά γην 
τε καί θάλασσαν δυστυχείς 'Ρωμαίοι νομίζοντες σών είναι ττ>ν πόλιν καί κα
κών άπαθή καί παιδας καί γυναίκας έλευθέρους, ούδέ γάρ ήδεσάν πω τά γι
νόμενα, εύρώστως τε ήγωνίζοντο καί μετά ρώμης ήμύνοντο τούς έπιόντας καί 
άπεωθοΰντο λαμπρώς τούς έπιβαίνειν πειρωμένους τοΰ τείχους.

2. *Ως δέ κατά νώτου τε είδον τούς πολεμίους καί βάλλοντας άπύ τών 
ϊνδον καί της πόλεως αύτούς καί παιδας καί γυναίκας ήνδραποδισμένους έώ- 
ρων καί άπαγομένους αίσχρώς, οί μέν αύτών άθυμία ληφθέντες έββίπτουν σφάς 
αύτούς μετά τών όπλων άπύ τοΰ τείχους καί άπέθνησκον, οί δέ άπογνόντες 
τοΐς όλοις καί τά όπλα τών χειρών έκλυομένων ήδη άπολύοντες, παρεδίδουν 
αύτούς τοΐς έχθροις άμαχί χρήσασθαι δτι καί βούλοιντο...

Ρ. 147. έσελθών μετά
τής στρατιάς έν τή πόλει, ευρίσκει πολλούς έκεΐσε τών 'Ρωμαίων ξυνισταμέ- 
νους, καί ές άλκλν τρεπόμενος, ο8πω γάρ έφθάκει πρύς τοϋτο τύ μέρος ή κατά 
γήν στρατιά, καί ξυμβαλών αύτοΐς τρέπεται καί φονεύει πάντας αύτοΰ, ώστε 
διά τών πυλών αίμα ρυήναι πολύ.

66, 1. Έν τούτω δέ καί ή άλλη στρατιά έφθάκει, ομοίως δέ καί διά τών 
άλλων παραλίων πυλών έσεχέοντο λαμπρώς ταύτας ξυγκλώντες καί καταβάλ- 
λοντες, καί ούτως άπαν τύ στράτευμα τών νεών ήδη σκεδασθέν άνά πάσαν 
τύν πόλιν τρέπεται ές διαρπαγήν, ληΐζόμενον πάντα τά έν ποσί καί έμπί- 
πτον πυρές ή σκηπτοϋ καί έμπιπρών πάντα καί άφανίζον, ή χειμάρρου δί
κην παρασΰρον καί διαφθεΐρον καί γάρ οΰτοι πάντα διηρευνήσαντο άκριβέ- 
στερον ή Δάτις, φασί, την Έρετρικήν, ναούς, Ιερά, θήκας τε παλαιάς καί 
τάφους άναρ^ηγνύντες, στοάς τε ύπογείους καί καταδύσεις καί κρησφύγετα 
καί άντρα καί χηραμούς καί άλλο πάν κεκρυμμένον άνερευνώντες καί εΐ πού 
τις ή τι ήν κεκρυμμένον, ές φώς έξάγοντες.

2. Ές δέ τύν μέγιστον έσελθόντες τής τοΰ Θεοΰ Σοφίας νεών εΰρον έκεΐ 
πολύ τι πλήθος άνδρών τε καί γυναικών καταφυγόντας τε καί θεοκλητοΰντας* 
οΰς καί δίκην σαγήνης ξυγκλείσαντες παρεστήσαντο πάντας όμολογία καί 
άπήγαγον αιχμαλώτους, τούς μέν ές τάς τριήρεις, τούς δέ ές τύ στρατόπεδον.

Ρ. 149. 67, 1. Έν τούτω δέ καί οί έν τώ Γαλατά, ώς είδον την πόλιν έχομένην
ήδη καί διαρπαζομένην, εύθύς προσεχώρησαν όμολογία τώ βασιλεΐ έπί τώ 
μηδέν τι κακύν παθεΐν, καί άνοίξαντες τάς πύλας έσεδέχοντο τύν Ζάγανον 
μετά τής στρατιάς- καί αύτοί ούδέν 6λως ήδίκηντο.

2. Ή δέ στρατιά πάσα, ή τε κατά γήν ή τε κατά θάλασσαν, έσχυθεΐσα
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ές τδν πόλιν, άπδ πρωίας βαθείας καί αύτοΰ τοϋ περιόρθρου μέχρι δειλής δ- 
ψίας έλπίζετο καί διηρπάζετο ταύτην, έκφοροΰσα πάσαν τήν λείαν ές τδ στρα- 
τόπεδον, την δέ καί εις τάς ναϋς' έστιν & δέ ταύτης καί διαρπάζοντες ένιοι 
ώσπερ φώρες καί λαθραίως έξιδντες των πυλών άπήεσαν ές τά οϊκοι.

3. Οΰτω δέ πάσαν ταύτην έκένωσε καί ήρήμωσε καί πυρδς δίκην ήφά- 
νισε καί ήμαύρωσεν, ώσθ’ δλως άπισθήναι, εί καί ήν έν αυτή ποτέ ή άνθρώ- 
πων οϊκησις ή πλούτος ή περιουσία πδλεως ή άλλη τις κατ’ οίκον κατασκευή 
τε καί περιφάνεια, καί ταΰτα οΰτω λαμπρό«; καί μεγάλης ΰπαρχούσης πόλε- 
ως’ οίκοι δέ μόνον έναπελείφθησαν έρημοι καί φόβον παρέχοντες τοΐς όρώσι 
διά την έρημίαν πολύν.

4. Άπέθανον δέ τών μέν 'Ρωμαίων καί τών ξένων, ώς έλέγοντο, παρ’ δλον 
τδν πόλεμον καί έν αυτή δή τή άλώσει πάντες, άνδρες, φημί, καί γυναίκες 
καί παϊδες, έγγύς που τετράκις χίλιοι, έλήφθησαν δέ καί αιχμάλωτοι όλίγω 
πλείους πεντάκις μυρίων, της δέ στρατιάς άπάσης άμφί τούς πεντακοσίους.

68, 1. 'Ο δέ βασιλεύς μετά ταΰτα έσελθών ές τδν πόλιν, κατεθεατο τό τε 
μέγεθος καί την θέσιν αύτής τήν τε λαμπρότητα καί καλλονήν, τό τε πλήθος 
καί μέγεθος καί κάλλος τών τε ναών καί τών δημοσίων οικοδομημάτων, τών 
τε ιδιωτικών οικιών καί κοινών καί τών έν δυνάμει δντων την πολυτέλειαν, 
έτι δέ τήν τε τοϋ λιμένος θέσιν καί τών νεωρίων καί τδ πρδς πάντα έπιτηδείως 
έχει τήν πόλιν καί εύφυώς, καί απλώς πάσαν αύτης τήν κατασκευήν καί τδν 
κόσμον.

2. Έώρα δέ καί τδ πλήθος τών άπολλυμένων καί τήν έρήμωσιν τών οι
κιών καί την παντελή φθοράν αύτής καί τδν όλεθρον καί οίκτος αύτδν εύθύς 
έσήει καί μετάμελος ού μικρδς τής άπωλείας τε καί διαρπαγής, καί δάκρυον 
άφήκε τών όφθαλμών καί, μέγα στενάξας τε καί περιπαθές, «οΐαν», έφη, «πό
λιν ές διαρπαγδν καί έρήμωσιν έκδεδώκαμεν» οΰτως έπαθε τδν ψυχήν.

Ρ. 151. 3. Καί γάρ δντως πάθος μέγα τοΰτο γέγονεν έφ’ ήμών έν μια δή ταύτη πό-
λει οΐον έν ούδειιια τών πάλαι μνημονευομένων τε καί [στορουμένων μεγάλων 
πόλεων μεγέθει τε τής άλούσης πόλεως καί δξύτητι καί άποτομία του έργου' 
ούχ ήκιστα δέ πάντας έξέπληξε τούς τε άλλους καί αύτούς δή τούς δράσαντας 
καί παθόντας τω τε παραλόγω καί άήθει τοΰ γεγονότος καί τώ ύπερβάλλοντι 
καί ξενίζοντι τοΰ δεινοΰ...

9. Καί άλλαι δέ πόλεις πολλαί καί μεγάλαι έν τε Άσία καί Ευρώπη 
έάλωσαν, καί πλούτω καί δόξη καί σοφία καί αρετή τών ένοικούντων καί πολ- 
λοις άλλοις άνθοΰσαι τοΐς άγαθοϊς, άλλ’ ούδέ τά τούτων πάθη λόγον έχει πρδς 
τά παρόντα δεινά.

Ρ. 153. 69, 1. Έάλω καί ή δυστυχής αΰτη πόλις πρώην παρά τών έσπερίων γε
νών, έξήκοντα έτη τυραννουμένη, καί πλοΰτον άφηρέθη πολύν καί άναθήματα 
τών ιερών πλεϊστα καί κάλλιστα καί πολυτελή, καί τά λαμπρά καί σεμνά καί 
περί μάχη τα ταύτης θεάματα καί άκούσματα τά μέν ές έσπέραν μετεκομίσθη, 
τά δ’ έν αύτή τή πόλει πυρδς γέγονε παρανάλωμα, άλλα μέχρι τούτων ήν αύτή 
ή ζημία καί τδ δεινόν εί μή δέ ταΰτα μικρά, τών οίκητόρων δέ ούδένα άπεβε- 
βλήκει ούδ’ ές παϊδας καί γυναίκας καί τά τιμιώτατα παρεβλάβη, άλλ’ είχε 
πάντας τούς ένοικοΰντας άσινεΐς δλως καί κακών άπαθεΐς· καί πάλιν άπωσα- 
μένη τήν τυραννίδα καί έαυτδν άνακτησαμένη ές τήν προτέραν ήκε κατάστα- 
σιν, καί βασίλειον ήν καί γενών ήρχε πολλών έν τε Άσία καί Εύρώπη καί 
νήσων ούκ όλίγων, καί ήν έν περιφανείς καί πλούτω καί δόξη καί λαμπρότητι
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ήν καί των καλών απάντων ήγεμών καί παράδειγμα, καί λόγων ήν έστία καί 
παιδείας άπάσης καί σοφίας καί άρετής καί πάντων των καλλίστων όμοΰ.

2. Νυν δ’ όντως έξήκει τα κατ’ αύτήν, καί τα καλά Συλλήβδην έρβει, 
καί άφήρεται πάντων, πλούτου, δόξης, άρχής, περιφανείας, τιμής, γένους λαμ- 
πρότητος, άρετης, παιδείας, σοφίας, Ιεροσύνης, βασιλείας, πάντων απλώς■ 
καί δσον ές άκρον εύδαιμονίας καί τύχης ήλασε, τοσοΰτον ές πυθμένα δυστυ
χίας καί κακοδαιμονίας κατήχθη· καί μακαρισθεισα πρώην ύπό πολλών, νϋν 
υπό πάντων δυστυχές καί βαρυδαίμων άκούει- καί μέχρι τερμάτων τής οίκου- 
μένης προελθοϋσα τή δόξη, νϋν πάσαν όμοΰ γήν τε καί θάλασσαν μεστόν πε- 
ποίηκε των έαυτής ξυμφορών καί τής ιδίας άδοξίας ένέπλησε, πανταχοΰ τής 
αύτής κακοδαιμονίας υπομνήματα φέρουσα τούς οίκήτορας, άνδρας όμοΰ καί 
γυναίκας καί παϊδας διασπαρέντας αίσχρώς έπ’ αιχμαλωσία καί δουλεία καί 
ΰβρει- καί ή πολλών εθνών έπάρξασα πρότερον μετά τιμής καί δόξης καί πλού
του καί περιφανείας λαμπρας, νΰν ύφ’ έτέρων άρχεται μετά πενίας καί άδο
ξίας καί άτιμίας καί δουλείας αίσχίστης’ καί παράδειγμα πάντων οδσα καλών 
καί λαμπρας εύδαιμονίας είκών, νΰν είκών έστι δυστυχίας καί ξυμφορών ύπό- 
μνημα καί στήλη κακοδαιμονίας καί μΰθος τω βίω.

"§ 236. The heavy infantry were already streaming through the 
little gate into the City, and others had rushed in through the breach 
in the great wall. Then all the rest of the army, with a rush and a roar, 
poured in brilliantly and scattered all over the City. And the Sultan 
stood before the great wall, where the standard also was and the en
signs, and watched the proceedings. The day was already breaking.

Great Rush, and Many Killed

§ 237. Then a great slaughter occurred of those who happened to 
be there: some of them were on the streets, for they had already left 
the houses and were running toward the tumult when they fell unex
pectedly on the swords of the soldiers; others were in their own homes 
and fell victims to the violence of the Janissaries and other soldiers, 
without any rhyme or reason; others were resisting, relying on their 
own courage; still others were fleeing to the churches and making sup
plication — men, women, and children, everyone, for there was no quar
ter given.

§ 238. The soldiers fell on them with anger and great wrath. For 
one thing, they were actuated by the hardships of the siege. For an
other, some foolish people had hurled taunts and curses at them from 
the battlements all through the siege. Now, in general they killed so 
as to frighten all the City, and terrorize and enslave all by the slaughter.

Plunder of the City

§ 239. When they had had enough of murder, and the City was 
reduced to slavery, some of the troops turned to the mansions of the 
mighty, by bands and companies and divisions, for plunder and spoil. 
Others went to the robbing of churches, and others dispersed to the
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simple homes of the common people, stealing, robbing, plundering, kil
ling, insulting, taking and enslaving men, women, and children, old 
and young, priests, monks — in short, every age and class.

Here, too, a Sad Tragedy

§ 240. There was a further sight, terrible and pitiful beyond all 
tragedies: young and chaste women of noble birth and well to do, ac
customed to remain at home and who had hardly ever left their own 
premises, and handsome and lovely maidens of splendid and renowned 
families, till then unsullied by male eyes—some of these were dragged 
by force from their chambers and hauled off pitilessly and dishonorably.

§ 241. Other women, sleeping in their beds, had to endure night
mares. Men with swords, their hands bloodstained with murder, breath
ing out rage, speaking out murder indiscriminate, flushed with all the 
worst things — this crowd, made up of men from every race and na
tion, brought together by chance, like wild and ferocious beasts, 

P. 73. leaped into the houses, driving them out mercilessly, dragging, rending, 
forcing, hauling them disgracefully into the public highways, insulting 
them and doing every evil thing.

§ 242. They say that many of the maidens, even at the mere unac
customed sight and sound of these men, were terror-stricken and came 
near losing their very lives. And there were also honorable old men 
who were dragged by their white hair, and some of them beaten un
mercifully. And well-born and beautiful young boys were carried off.

§ 243. There were priests who were driven along, and consecrated 
virgins who were honorable and wholly unsullied, devoted to God alone 
and living for Him to whom they had consecrated themselves. Some 
of these were forced out of their cells and driven off, and others dragged 
out of the churches where they had taken refuge and driven off with 
insult and dishonor, their cheeks scratched, amid wailing and lamen
tation and bitter tears. Tender children were snatched pitilessly from 
their mothers, young brides separated ruthlessly from their newly- 
married husbands. And ten thousand other terrible deeds were done.

Plundering and Robbing of the Churches

§ 244. And the desecrating and plundering and robbing of the 
churches—how can one describe it in words? Some things they threw 
in dishonor on the ground — ikons and reliquaries and other objects 
from the churches. The crowd snatched some of these, and some were 
given over to the fire while others were torn to shreds and scattered 
at the crossroads. The last resting-places of the blessed men of old were 
opened, and their remains were taken out and disgracefully torn to 
pieces, even to shreds, and made the sport of the wind while others were 
thrown on the streets.

§ 245. Chalices and goblets and vessels to hold the holy sacrifice,
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some of them were used for drinking and carousing, and others were 
broken up or melted down and sold. Holy vessels and costly robes richly 
embroidered with much gold or brilliant with precious stones and pearls 
were some of them given to the most wicked men for no good use, while 

P. 75. others were consigned to the fire and melted down for the gold.
§ 246. And holy and divine books, and others mainly of profane 

literature and philosophy, were either given to the flames or dishonor
ably trampled under foot. Many of them were sold for two or three 
pieces of money, and sometimes for pennies only, not for gain so much 
as in contempt. Holy altars were torn from their foundations and o- 
verthrown. The walls of sanctuaries and cloisters were explored, and 
the holy places of the shrines were dug into and overthrown in the 
search for gold. Many other such things they dared to do.

§ 247. Those unfortunate Romans who had been assigned to oth
er parts of the wall and were fighting there, on land and by the sea, 
supposed that the City was still safe and had not suffered reverses, 
and that their women and children were free—for they had no know
ledge at all of what had happened. They kept on fighting lustily, 
powerfully resisting the attackers and brilliantly driving off those who 
were trying to scale the walls. But when they saw the enemy in their 
rear, attacking them from inside the City, and saw women and chil
dren being led away captives and shamefully treated, some were over
whelmed with hopelessness and threw themselves with their weapons 
over the wall and were killed, while others in utter despair dropped 
their weapons from hands already paralyzed, and surrendered to the 

P. 75. enemy without a struggle, to be treated as the enemy chose....
§ 250. Entering the City with his marines, he found there many 

of the Romans gathered and making a brave stand. The [Ottoman] 
land forces had not yet reached that point, as they were plundering 
the rest of the City. Encountering these, he overcame them and kil
led them all, so that much blood flowed out of the gates. At that jun
cture the land army also arrived.

§ 251. In the same way, the sea army streamed in victoriously 
through the other shore gates, smashing them and throwing them down. 
Thus the whole naval force, scattering through the whole City, turned 
to plunder, robbing everything in their way, and falling on it like a 
fire or a whirlwind, burning and annihilating everything, or like a tor
rent sweeping away and destroying all things. For they hunted out 
everything, more carefully than Datis is said to have done in Eretria. 
Churches, holy places, old treasuries, tombs, underground galleries, 
cisterns and hiding-places, caves and crannies were burst into. And 
they searched every other hidden place, dragging out into the light 
anybody or anything they found hidden.

§ 252. Going into the largest church, that of the Holy Wisdom, 
they found there a great crowd of men, women, and children taking 
refuge and calling upon God. Those they caught as in a net, and tookP. 76.
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them all in a body and carried them captives, some to the galleys and 
some to the camp.

Surrender of Galata to the Sultan

§ 253. Upon this, the men of Galata, seeing the City already cap
tured and plundered, immediately surrendered en masse to the Sultan 
so as to suffer no ills. They opened their gates to admit Zağanos and 
his troops, and these did them no harm.

§ 254. The entire army, the land force and the marine, poured into 
the City from daybreak and even from early dawn until the evening. 
They robbed and plundered it, carrying all the booty into the camp 
and into the ships. But some, like thieves, stole some of the booty and 
secretly went out of the gates and off to their abodes. Thus the whole 
City was emptied and deserted, despoiled and blackened as if ny fire. 
One might easily disbelieve that it had ever had in it a human dwelling 
or the wealth or properties of a city or any furnishing or ornament of 
a household. And this was true although the City had been so magni
ficent and grand. There were left only ruined homes, so badly ruined 
as to cause great fear to all who saw them.

Number of Romans who died in the struggle, 
and of the prisoners taken

§ 255. There died, of Romans and of foreigners, as was reported, 
in all the fighting and in the capture itself, all told, men, women, and 
children, well-nigh four thousand, and a little more than fifty thousand 
were taken prisoners, including about five hundred from the whole 
army.

Entry of the Sultan into the City, and his seeing 
of it all, and his grief

§ 256. After this the Sultan entered the City and looked about 
to see its great size, its situation, its grandeur and beauty, its teeming 
population, its loveliness, and the costliness of its churches and public 
buildings and of the private houses and community houses and of those 

p. 77. °f the officials. He also saw the setting of the harbor and of the arse
nals, and how skilfully and ingeniouly they had everything arranged in 
the City — in a word, all the construction and adornment of it. When 
he saw what a large number had been killed, and the ruin of the build
ings, and the wholesale ruin and destruction of the City, he was filled 
with compassion and repented not a little at the destruction and plun
dering. Tears fell from his eyes as he groaned deeply and passionately: 
«What a city we have given over to plunder and destructioni»
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Sympathy

§ 257. Thus he suffered in spirit. And indeed this was a great blow 
to us, in this one city, a disaster the like of which had occurred in no 
one of the great renowned cities of history, whether one speaks of the 
size of the captured City or of the bitterness and harshness of the deed. 
And no less did it astound all others than it did those who went through 
it and suffered, through the unreasonable and unusual character of the 
event and through the overwhelming and unheard-of horror of it......

P. 79.
Comparison with Other Cities

§ 263. Therefore the fall of those other cities cannot be compared 
with that of this City. Still other cities, many and large, in Asia and 
Europe, have been captured. They were flourishing in wealth, glory, 
learning, the valor of their inhabitants, and in many other worthy as
pects. But the sufferings of these cities were not comparable to the 
present horrors.

Comparison of this City with itself, that is, 
with the capture by the Latins and....alasI

§ 264. This hapless City was also captured by the Western peoples, 
tyrannized over for sixty years, and robbed of great wealth and of 
many very beutiful and costly 'statues’ from the churches. The brilliant 
and honored and sought-after masterpieces which had been seen and 
heard of by all were carried off to the west, while those which were left 
in the City became the prey of the flames. But loss and suffering were 
limited to that, though of course that alone was no small thing. Of the 
inhabitants, however, no one lost wife or children or was deprived of 
his most valuable things. All the inhabitants were unharmed and un
molested. Then, having overthrown the tyranny and recovered herself, 
the City regained its former state and was a seat of empire again, ruling 
over many races in Asia and Europe and not a few islands. It became 
splendid and rich and glorious and famed, a ruler and an example in 
all good things, the center of learning and culture and wisdom and vir
tue, in fact, of all the best things in one.

Personal Lamentation and Soliloquy over the City

§ 265. But this time the City’s possessions vanished, its goods 
summarily disappeared, and it was deprived of all things: wealth, glory, 
rule, splendor, honor, brilliance of population, valor, education, wis- 

P. 80. dom, religious orders, dominion—in short, of all. And in the degree in 
which the City had advanced in prosperity and good fortune, to a cor
responding degree it was now brought down into the abyss of misfortune 
and misery.



Review Essays 233

§ 266. While previously it had been called blessed by very many, 
it now heard everyone call it unfortunate and deeply afflicted. And while 
it had gloriously advanced to the boundaries of the civilized world, 
it now filled land and sea alike with its misfortunes and its ignominy, 
sending everywhere as examples of its misery the inhabitants, men, 
women, and children, who were scattered disgracefully in captivity and 
slavery and insult.

§ 267. And the City which had formerly ruled with honor and glory 
and wealth and great splendor over many nations was now ruled by 
others, amid want and disgrace and dishonor and abject and shameful 
slavery.

§ 268. While it had been an example of all good things, the picture 
of brilliant prosperity, it now became the picture of misfortune, a re
minder of sufferings, a monument of disaster, and a by-word for life».

The English translations of Critovoulos are those of Gh. T. Riggs, 
History of Mehmed the Conqueror by Kritovoulos (Princeton, 1956), 
pp. 71-77, 80.

4. Macarius Melissenus, a chronicler of the sixteenth century (e- 
dition Grecu) gives a traditional account as to Mehmed’s order allowing 
the sacking of Constantinople for three days.
P. 412-414.

’Ενταύθα δέ πάλιν πας ό έμύς στρατός 
καί άρχοντες τής αυλής μου, έάν νικήσωμεν, παρ’ έμοΰ άπύ τοϋ νΰν άχρι τέ
λους ζωής αυτών Ζξουσι τύν μισθόν έκαστος τούτων διπλάσιον, οΰ τά νΰν 
ίχουσι. Καί ήμέραις τρισίν ή πόλις πάσα υμών Ζσεται- καί, εϊ τι 8’ αν σκυ- 
λεύστιτε καί εΰρητε, χρυσίον ή άργύριον σκεύος καί ιματισμόν, αίχμαλώτους 
τε άνδρας καί γυναίκας, μικρούς τε καί μεγάλους, ούδείς δυνηθείη αυτούς ΰ- 
μϊν αίτήσαι ή ένοχλήσαι εις ούδένα. Καί τελειώσας του λέγειν ώμοσεν αύτοϊς 
φυλάξαι, τά δσα διετάξατο αύτοϊς.

«For my part, if the City falls I will double the salaries of all sol
diers and courtiers from this day on to the rest of their lives. The 
entire City will be yours for three days. I will permit you to loot and 
keep all gold and silver vessels and garments that you can find; you 
will be allowed to enslave men and women of all ages. You have my 
word, no one will be allowed to demand them from you or to annoy 
you in the least». (Tr. M. Philippides, p. 119).

P. 430-432.
4. Καί των μέν προσπιπτόντων ή αρπαγή καί αιχμαλωσία ήν, τών δέ 

καταλαμβανόμενων καί άνθισταμένων σφαγή, καί ούδαμώς ή γή ϊν τισι τό- 
ποις έκ τών νεκρών διεφαίνετο. Καί ήν ίδειν θέαμα ξένον καί θρήνους πολλούς 
καί ποικίλους καί άμετρήτους άνδραποδισμούς τών εύγενών άρχουσών καί
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παρθένων καί άφιερωμένων τώ Θεώ, συρόμενων ύπύ των Τούρκων διά των 
έθειρών καί κομών καί πλοκάμων τής κεφαλής έξωθεν τών εκκλησιών μετά 
όδυρμών άνίλεων, τλν βοήν καί κλαυθμών τών παίδων, τούς Ιερούς καί άγιους 
οίκους λεηλατισμένους. Τύ φρικώδες καί άκουόμενον' ήν τύ θειον αίμα καί 
σώμα Χρίστου κατά γής χεόμενον καί βιπτόμενον καί τα τιμαλφή δοχεία 
τούτου άρπάζοντες, τά μέν διέθραυνον, τά δέ σώα ένεκολπίζοντο. Καί τούς 
έγκεκοσμημένους κόσμους δμοίως έποίουν. καί τάς έγκεκοσμημένας άγιας 
εικόνας μετά χρυσού καί άργύρου καί λίθων πολυτίμων κατεπάτουν καί τούς 
κόσμους αΐροντες, κλίνας καί τραπέζαν έποίουν καί μετά τών τών ιερέων ένδυ- 
μάτων τών έκ σηρικών καί χρυσούφάντων οντων τούς ίππους έσκέπαζον' 
καί άλλοι έπ’ αύτοΐς ήσθιον καί τούς πολυτίμους μαργάρους τών άγιων κειμη
λίων άναρπάστους έποίουν, τά άγια λείψανα καταπατοΰντες. Καί ετερα ανο
σιουργήματα πλεΐστα έποίουν άξια θρήνου οί τού αντίχριστου πρόδρομοι.

Ρ. 130 (tr. Philippides)

«As soon as the Turks were inside the City, they began to seize 
and enslave every person who came their way; all those who tried to 
offer resistance were put to the sword. In many places the ground could 
not be seen, as it was covered by heaps of corpses. There were unpre
cedented events: all sorts of Lamentations, countless rows of slaves 
consisting of noble ladies, virgins, nuns, who were being dragged by 
the Turks by their headgear, hair, braids out of the shelter of churches, 
to the accompaniment of mourning. There was the crying of children, 
the looting of our sacred and holy buildings.What horror can such sounds 
cause! The Turks did not hesitate to trample over the blood and body 
of Christ poured all over the ground and were passing His precious ves
sels from hand to hand, some were broken to pieces while others, in
tact, were being snatched away. Our precious decorations were treat
ed in a similar manner. Our holy icons, decorated with gold, silver, 
and precious stones were stripped, thrown to the ground, and then 
kicked. Our wooden decorations in the churches were pulled down 
and turned into couches and tables. The enemy’s horses were clothed 
in priestly garments of silk embroidered with golden thread, which 
were also used as tablecloths. They stripped our saintly vessels of their 
precious pearls, they scattered and trampled over all sacred relics. Many 
other lamentable crimes of sacrilege were committed by these precur
sors of antiChrist».

The Fall of the Byzantine Empire: A Chronicle by George Sphran- 
tzes, 1401-1477, tr. M. Philippides (Amherst, 1980).

5. Matthew Camariotes (Pat. Gr. voi. 160, p. 1065) says it in a 
few words: Οί ναοί οί Θείοι κατεστράφησαν, τά θυσιαστήρια βεβήλωται,



Review Essays 235

κατεπατήθη τά ιερά. 'Η πόλια καταπεφρόνηται, ή νεότης διέφθαρται. οί δε 
δουλεία: διακαρτεροϋς αισχρά. Αί γυναίκες έν άτιμία. των παίδων, ού το 
θήλυ μόνον, άλλα καί αυτό το άρρεν, ένεσελγαίνειν αΰτω τούς βαρβάρους 
έκδέδοται, το δε καί προς τήν ασέβειαν έλεεινώς μετατίθεται.

«The churches were destroyed; the altars were profaned; the holy 
were trampled underfoot. Old age was held in contempt, youth was 
destroyed. 0 ! the aged were consigned to the sword, others were con- 
signéd to shameful slavery. Of the children, not only the girls but the 
boys as well were shamefully ravished by the barbarians. And they 
were pitifully converted to impiety».

6. An anonymous threnos or lament of the period of the fall of 
the city recounts all these events (Ellissen, Analekten der mittel- und 
neugriechischen Literatur Leipzig, 1857, vol. Ill, 124, 132-4, 140, 148, 
158.

Western sources, many of them participants in the defence and 
fall of the city and some of them captives of the Turks, are of parti
cular value.

a) Nicolo Barbaro (tr, JR Jones, 1969)
P. 67: «But when the men in these ships saw that the Christians 

had lost Constantinople, and that the standard of Mahomet Bey the 
Turk was raised over the principal tower of the city... then they all 
disembarked. And at the same time all those in the fleet on the Dar
danelles side disembarked and left their ships by the shore without 
anyone in them, because they were all running furiously like dogs into 
the city to seek out gold, jewels, and other treasure, and to take mer
chants prisoner. They sought out the monasteries, and all the nuns 
were led to the fleet and ravished and abused by the Turks, and then 
sold at auction for slaves throughout Turkey, and all the young wo
men also were ravished and then sold for whatever they would fetch, 
although some of them preferred to cast themselves into the wells and 
drown rather than fall into the hands of the Turks, as did a number 
of married women also. The Turks loaded all their ships with prisoners 
and with an enormous quantity of booty. Their practice was, that when 
they went into a house, at once they raised up a flag with their emblem 
on it, and when other Turks saw this flag flying, they left this house 
alone, and went in search of another house without a flag, and so they 
put their flags everywhere, even on the monasteries and churches. As 
far as I can estimate, there would have been two hundred thousand 
of these flags flying on the houses all over Constantinople: some houses
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had as many as ten, because of the excitement which the Turks felt 
at having won such a great victory. For the rest of the day these flags 
were kept flying on the houses, and all through the day the Turks made 
a great slaughter of Christians through the city. The blood flowed in 
the city like rainwater in the gutters after a sudden storm, and the 
corpses of Turks and Christians were thrown into the Dardanelles, 
where they floated out to sea like melons along a canal».
P. 70: «The fighting lasted from dawn until noon, and while the mas
sacre went on in the city, everyone was killed ; but after that time they 
were all taken prisoner». (Diary of the Siege of Constantinople, 1453, 
tr. JR Jones, New York, 1969).

2. Leonard of Chios (tr. JR Jones, 1972) adds certain details 
to the account of Nicolo Barboro:
P. 33: «In the Sultan’s camp it was now proclaimed that for the three 
days preceeding Tuesday the 29th of May they should light bright 
fires and call upon their god, fasting the whole day long and prepar
ing themselves for battle... The heralds cried at the top of their voices 
that it was their ruler’s will that the city should be given to the sol
diers for three days to sack. The sultan swore by their immortal god, 
by the 4,000 prophets, by Mahomet, by the soul of his father and by 
the sword with which he was girded, that his warriors would be grant
ed the right to sack everything, to take everyone, male or female, 
and all property or treasure which was in the city; and that under 
no circumstances would he break his oath».
P. 38: ((Imagine our amazement at such an astonishing turn of events 1 
The orb of Phoebus had not yet shown half of itself over the horizon, 
and the whole city was in the hands of the pagans, for them to 
sack. Their soldiers rem eagerly through it, putting to the sword all 
who resisted, slaughtering the aged and the feeble-minded, the lepers 
and the infirm, while they spared those of the rest who surrendered to 
them. The heathen infidels entered Sancta Sophia, the wonderful shrine 
of the Holy Wisdom, which not even the temple of Solomon could 
equal, and showed no respect for the sacred altars or holy images, but 
destroyed them, and gouged the eyes from the saints. They broke and 
scattered their holy relics too, and then their sacrilegious hands reach
ed out for the sacred vessels of God, and they stuffed their pouches 
with gold and silver taken from the holy images and from the sacred 
vessels. Screams and cries rose to the heavens, and everyone of both 
sexes, and all the precious metal and property of all kinds in the city,
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were subject to their pillage. With axes they broke open our store-chests, 
and dug in the earth in their search for valuables, which they found, 
both new and old, in such abundance, that no city in this age could 
show the like for wealth....
P. 39. «(After ranging through the city for three days, the Turks left it 
to their sultan. All the valuables and other booty were taken to their 
camp and as many as 60,000 Christians who had been captured. The 
crosses which had been placed on the roofs or walls of churches were torn 
down and trampled. Women were raped, virgins deflowered, and youths 
forced to take part in shameful obscenities. The nuns left behind, even 
those who were obviously such, were disgraced with foul debaucheries».

3. Riccherio (tr. JR Jones, 1972):
P. 123: «After the Turks had entered the city in this manner, they set 
about sacking it, slaying anyone who opposed them. They swarmed 
about the place, and gave vent to their natural cruelty and inhumanity 
with every kind of cruel and lusftul act, showing respect neither to sex 
nor to age. Some they murdered, some they debauched. They hustled 
the weak and aged into slavery and they chained together the young, 
both male and female, of every class. When they found any well-form
ed girl, they struggled with each other to possess her, and for the 
sake of the sacred treasures they fought to the death on many occasions

Their army compounded of so many nations, customs and lan
guages, spent three days in sacking the unfortunate city. There was no 
act, however wicked, that was not committed by these heathen. They 
laid hands even on the Church of the Holy Wisdom, that marvellous 
work of the Emperor Justinian, and after despoiling it of an enormous 
amount of gold and silver, they engaged in every kind of vileness within 
it, making of it a public brothel and a stable for their horses. They 
took the relics of the Saints from this and other churches, threw them 
in the middle of the streets for swine and dogs to trample on, and to 
be trodden under foot by every passer-by; and the images of our Lord 
Jesus Christ and of his Saints...»

4. Lömellino (tr. JR Jones, 1972):
P. 132: «They put the city to the sack for three days, and you «never 
saw such suffering; the extent of their plundering cannot be calculated».

(The translations of Leonard of Chios, Riccherio, and Lomellino come 
from JR Jones, The Siege of Constantinople 1453: Seven Contemporary. 
Accounts, Amsterdam, 1972).
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One comes back to Prof. Shaw’s characterization of the events 
of May 29, and thereafter, in the year 1453 and surrounding the man
ner in which the city of Constantinople was taken by the Turks (p. 57):

«Once within the city the Ottomans advanced slowly and method
ically, clearing the streets of the remaining defenders. While Islamic law 
would have justified a full-scale sack and massacre of the city in view 
of its resistance, Mehmed kept his troops under firm control, killing 
only those Byzantines who actively resisted and doing all he could to 
keep the city intact so that it be the center of his empire».

Most of these Ottoman (7), Greek (6), and Italian (4) sources, a 
total of 17 quoted here (and there were others as well) were available 
to Prof. Shaw both in the original texts and in translations. Yet he 
did not consult them for the relevant data. Instead, he manufactur
ed false historical evidence. If one assumes as he claims in his preface, 
that he did consult the primary sources, then the conclusion is forc
ed upon the analyst that here Prof. Shaw had ignored intentionally 
what they say and has thus distorted history with full knowledge of 
that fact. The dilemma of intent remains here, but the charge of 
manufacturing false historical evidence is substantiated in either case, 
whether intentional or unintentional.

A second example of the category of error which the author com
mits by the manufacture of false historical data through his neglect 
of the primary sources has to do with the section on Ottoman litera
ture in chapter five. This section is so flawed that it will be discussed 
later in the monograph to appear separately. In the process of delivering 
himself of an unbelievable series of evaluations and supposed facts 
about this literature he discusses early Turkish poets (p. 141): He 
speaks of the «saz folk poets» who wrote in a simpler and more Turkish 
tradition and who «entered Anatolia with the Turks following the bat
tle of Manzikert, spreading not only the messages from Central Asia 
but also describing the battles and praising the victories won over 
the enemy... Their work is best exemplified in the 12 epic poems (sic) 
(Destane) of Dede Korkut as in the works of Seyyit Battal Ghazi and 
the Danishmentname written by Danishment Ahmet Ghazi, founder 
of one of the strongest Turkoman principalities in eastern Anatolia». 
Comment: Seyyit Battal Ghazi was an Arab (not a Turk), a ghazi 
warrior (not a poet) killed in the holy war between the Muslim Arabs 
and Byzantines in the eighth century of the Christian era. Since he 
was an Arab warrior who died in the eighth century of the Christian
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era, it would be nothing short of miraculous had he reappeared in Asia 
Minor as a Turkish saz poet using «the older syllabic meter as well as 
Turkish folk stories», subsequent to the battle of Manzikert in 1071 
no matter whether he were «spreading...the messages from Central A- 
sia,» or «even describing the battles and praising the victories won o- 
ver the (Byzantine) enemy.» No matter, for Prof. Shaw he was a Tur
kish poet of the eleventh century (in the book’s index of the twelfth 
century). He could have easily ascertained the data by reading the 
two articles of M. Canard and I. Melikoff, both entitled «al-Battal,» 
in the second edition of the Encyclopedia of Islam (which section ap
peared considerably before his own book appeared), wherein he could 
have ascertained the Arabic and warrior (not Turkish and poetic) iden
tity of al-Battal. Second, he would have been instructed that the epic 
named after him, the Battalname, was written originally in Arabic 
at a much earlier date, and that when the Turks invaded Asia Minor 
they took over his figure and composed an epic about his person in 
Turkish. It is obvious that never having read the Battalname he simply 
fabricated false historical evidence.

But this is not the end of his fabrication of false historical data 
in this paragraph... «And the Danishmentname written by Danishment 
Ahmet Ghazi...» Again the figure in question (Danishmend) was not 
a poet, he wrote nothing so far as we know. He was a tribal-ghazi lead
er who consummated the Turkish conquest of northeastern Asia Mi
nor in the later eleventh century. His deeds became the stuff of oral 
epic which was written down for the first time only in the thirteenth 
century, in 1245 by Mawlana Ibn 'Ala’. This text seems to have been 
lost so it was re-committed to writing in 1360 by 'Arif 'Ali. For this 
Prof. Shaw should have consulted the article « Danishmendids», in 
the second edition of the Encyclopedia of Islam by I. Melikoff, where 
it is all set out. It is obvious that Prof. Shaw has not read the text of 
the poem, edited with a French translation and long historical commen
tary by Melikoff, La geste de Melik Danişmend. Étude critique du 
Danişmendname (Paris, 1960), 2 vols.

Thus in the case of this early «saz folk poety» the author’s faulty 
methodology has caused him to «create» two additional Turkish poets 
and to swell the already existing catalogue of such poets, to convert 
two men of the sword into men of the pen, and finally to transform one 
of them from an eighth century Arab to an eleventh century Turk. His 
methodology is once more characterized by the failure to utilize pri-
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mary sources materials (on the grounds of which he castigates Euro
pean scholars additionally to his charges that they lack the necessary 
linguistic and aesthetic qualifications to appreciate Turkish literary a- 
chievements) and it results in the fabrication of false historical data.

A third case of the fabrication of false historical data arising from 
the author’s failure to use primary sources occurs on pages 248-9 of 
his book where he deals with the spectacular appearance of Catherine 
the Great’s fleet in the Mediterranean 1770-71. According to our author 
this induced many Greeks to rebel against the sultan including «Greeks 
on the island of Zanta (sic) and Cephalonia (who) also joined the re
volt by attacking their Ottoman garrisons as well as the local Muslim 
populations». It is true that Greeks in the Maina (southern Pelopon
nese) revolted against the Turks, but Prof. Shaw in order to raise the 
talley of vile Christian acts (as he sees them in his book) against the 
Ottomans, drags in the Cephalonians and Zantiotes and accuses them 
of not only attacking their local Ottoman garrisons, but also the poor 
Muslim population of these two islands. If he had looked at his pri
mary sources, he would have realized that both islands were solidly 
and uniterruptedly in the hands of the Venetian Signoria at least from 
1500, and that during this time they had no Ottoman garrisons (only 
Venetian and Greek garrisons), and that there was at no time during 
this period of close to three centuries any Muslim Turkish population 
on these islands. Again, he has manufactured false historical data.

4. A fourth category of error is that in which Prof. Shaw faith
fully reproduces the errors of his secondary sources. Let us look very 
quickly at three such errors, not so important in themselves as errors 
but as errors which indicate to us the manner in which the author works.

a) On p. 132 Prof. Shaw discusses the crews of the Ottoman fleet 
who were often composed of a group known as 'levenď.

«(Manning the ships... were men recruited from the adjacent coasts 
including Turks, Greeks, Albanians, and Dalmatians, to whom the name 
levent was applied, probably a corruption of the Italian term Levan
tino then used for the sailors of mostof the Mediterranean fleets».

In fact the general word denoting sailor in the Mediterranean was 
not Levantino, as per Prof. Shaw, but was a derivative of the old Vene
tian word marinarius from which all the Mediterranean derivatives come 
(Kahane & Tietze, The Lingua Franca of the Levant, 293-4). The 
word levantino, which has nothing to do with the Ottoman levend, was 
never used anywhere to denote sailor. But rather it denoted a class
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of Latin Christians who lived in the orient and intermarried with 
the local Christians but had absolutely nothing to do with the life of 
the sailor.

The word levend seems to come from Persian and is defined in the 
historical dictionary of M. Z. Pakalin (cited in the bibliography by Prof. 
Shaw) under the entry «Levent». It refers to an individual who is cha
racterized by laziness, shiftlessness, or freedom of movement, unem
ployment, womanizing, drunkeness. It came to be applied to the people 
who filled the fleets because they were often recruited (as in Western 
Europe) from drifters. Thus the word came to signify sailor. There is 
an entire book on the subject by the modern Turkish scholar, M. Ce
zar, Osmanli tarihi levendler (Istanbul, 1965), esp. 4-17, where he 
gives the meaning in detail. Though Prof. Shaw again lists this book 
in the general bibliography (p. 317), it is obvious that he has not con
sulted it. It is but one more indication that much of what appears in 
the bibliography is «dead» i.e., the contents of the books and articles 
referred to there are not often incorporated into his knowledge.

How then did Prof. Shaw come to the conclusion that levend was 
derived from the Romance word Levantino rather than from this Per
sian word levend?

Our author has simply copied his secondary source, Gibb-Bowen, 
I1, 98-99 who says: «The name by which these sailors went in Venise 
was Levantino-Throughout this area the term Levantine or Levan
tino, thus came to mean specifically a sailor. It was corrupted in Tur
kish to Levend».

Even more interesting than the fact that Prof. Shaw is repeating 
the error of his secondary source and is not relying on a primary surce, 
is that which emerges from the discovery that Gibb-Bowen’s source 
for this piece of information is yet another secondary source, the old, 
first edition of the Encyclopedia of Islam.

A second error of this type, wherein Prof. Shaw repeats the error 
of his principle secondary source, Uzunçarşılî, OsmanlI Tarihi, I, 46 
is the following statement in page 16, of Prof. Shaw’s book:

«In 1349 when the Serbian Stefan Dushan (1331-1355) took Sa- 
lonica from the Byzantines, Orhan, at Cantacuzene’s request, sent Su
leyman Pasha with 20,000 men to regain it. With the help of the Byzan
tine fleet Suleyman forced the Serbs back and so regained Salonika for 
the Byzantines».

It is a pity that no one ever bothered to tell Suleyman Pasha and
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his 20,000 Turks that the Serbian emperor had really never ever ta
ken Salonika and that his help was not needed there. Prof. Shaw hits 
relied on his secondary authority, who is notoriously weak on this 
period and who does not command the necessary primary sources 
and who commits a historical blunder by placing a Serbian monarch 
in the second city of the Byzantitne empire at that time. But it seems 
that Prof. Shaw has even less knowledge of the period, its history and 
primary sources. Even so, had he bothered to consult the standard 
work on this period, known to all undergraduates who take Byzantine 
or Balkan history at UCLA, he would have known immediately that 
no Serbian ruler or army entered this city then or ever. The work is 
G. Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine Empire, 2nd ed.

5. A fifth category of error is that which arises from the failure 
of the author to use recent scholarly works. This is evident in individ
ual statements and in his treatment of broader topics. I shall not go 
into the specific details, but shall instead refer to incidents at which 
this failling is evident and refer to the bibliographical material left 
unread.

a) His detailedj’emarks on Bedreddin-i Simavni in footnote no. 6, 
page 40, reveal a basic failure to update himself in the current litera
ture on this important individual, but illustrate further his failure to 
avail himself of an important segment of Turkish and international schol
arship on Ottoman and Turkish sufism. In the bibliography at the 
end of the volume Prof. Shaw refers to only two works on the sufi or
ders: J. Birge, The Bektashi Order of Dervishes (Oxford, 1937); F.W. 
Hasluck, Christianity and Islam under the Sultans (Oxford, 1929), 2 
vols). Obviously, he has also used Gibb-Bowen. Birge however is old, 
unsatisfactory, for the period Prof. Shaw is treating in chapter V, 
whereas Hasluck deals with the symbiosis of popular Christianity and 
popular Islam, not with the dervish orders per se. There is a large and 
very important body of scholarly literature, especially in Turkish, to
day that must be consulted. Most important are the works of the pro
lific authority, A. Gölpinarlî, including Mevlana Celaleddin (1st. 1959) 
and especially his Mevlanadan sonra Mevlevilik (Ist. 1953). Then the 
works of the German orientalist H. Ritter on Rumi are the foundation 
study of the sources and manuscripts, especially «Philologika, XI, Mau- 
lana Galaladdin Rumi und sein Kreis,». Der Islam, XXVI (1942), 116- 
58. The many works of the German Turkologist Kissling on the Ottoman 
dervish orders remain fundamental, and yet these have not been men
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tioned (with the exception of the study on Bedreddin). Specifically, as 
regards his highly erroneous section on Bedreddin, Prof. Shaw obviously 
did not consult the fundamental work of the Bosnian Muslim scholar 
Nedim Filipovič, Princ Musa i Şeyh Bedreddin. Prof. Shaw’s failure 
to use modern scholarly literature effectively, and I leave out of account 
that he does not even begin to know the primary literature and sources, 
is demonstrated again on page 154 where he discusses the Kalender 
order of dervishes.

b) The entire section on Ottoman and Tiirkish literature on pages 
139-149 suffers not only from the fact that the author basically has 
not read most of this literature at first hand and so is basically unfa
miliar with it. It suffers from the fact in this section, it would seem, Prof. 
Shaw relies on two secondary works, essentially, for the quarrying of 
his data, and these two works are both old and in most instances out
dated. The work of BanarlI, Resimli Turk Edebiyatı Ta ihi (1949-1950) 
is in essence an unsophisticated encyclopedic compendium already a 
quarter of a century old when Prof. Shaw’s volume came out. The 
second work, A. Adïvar’s Osmanli Türklerinde Him (Istanbul, 1943) 
though more scholarly in tone was over 30 years old. Thus his major 
foray into Turkish and Ottoman literature is superficial (it is not based 
on an extensive reading of the literature itself) and does not take into 
account a substantial body of secondary scholarly literature. This sec
tion is a slavish repetion of names and titles, with hardly any signifi
cant analysis and literally studded with the most fundamental errors.

At the beginning of his ten pages on Ottoman literature and cul
ture Prof. Shaw castigates western scholars for their ignorance of this 
literature and culture:

«European observers have long maintained that Ottoman strength 
lay in military achievement and political organization, with little or 
no cultural contribution. Such observations have largely been products 
of European ignorance of and prejudice against Islam. They result 
from the lack of linguistic as well as aesthetic qualifications needed 
to discern and appreciate cultural developments outside the European 
sphere of experience and awareness».
It is not obvious thus from his treatment of Ottoman literature that 
Prof. Shaw has presented us with something better than that given us 
by western European scholars with their lack of the «aesthetic and the 
scholarly qualifications to appreciate this literature and culture». The 
proof of it is that this section on literature is at best a dreary recitation 
of names and at worst what Menage in his review called «comic».
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«The remarks on learning and literature can only be called comic, 
especially after 'European observers’ are castigated for a lack of lin
guistic as well as asthetic qualifications needed to discern and appre
ciate cultural developments» (Menage, English Historical Review).

c) His incursions into all the adjacent and peripheral historical 
phenomena is often marred by the inability and / or the failure to con
sult relevant scholarship: Byzantium, the Caliphate, the historical ex
perience of the Balkan subjects of the Ottomans: Rumanians, Albani
ans, Bulgars, Serbs, Greeks. His lack of knowledge of Armenian histo
ry is matched only by the dislike which he feels for it.

The errors which arise from Prof. Shaw’s failure to utilize a sig
nificant body of recent scholarship, even in those cases where he goes 
through the formality of listing it in his bibliography at the end of 
the book, contribute heavily to making of this work one which suffers 
from a substantial scholarly 'antiquity’. It is very stale indeed.

6. A sixth category of mistakes is of a geographical nature and 
indicates that often the author does not know where he is. He expe
riences this geographical disorientation at the maritime, riverine, and 
continental levels. Because of the shortness of space, I shall do no more 
than list one from a myriad of examples (also see the remarks, in de
tail, of Menange).

a) For our author Lepanto, on page 178, is a large bay in the Ae
gean; on page 75, is in the Adriatic, on 1477 it suddenly moves to Al
bania (p. 178), and on page 48 again is said to be a Venetian base in 
the Adriatic. Prof. Shaw has some difficulty with this elusive piece 
of real estate. In fact Lepanto (Navpactus) is located in none of these 
varied and constantly alternating places, but is a very small port lo
cated on the Gulf of Corinth in Greece, adjacent to the Ionian Sea. 
Thus it is located not in Albania, not on the Adriatic, not even on the 
glamorous Aegean. Further, it has no large bay, as our author asserts, 
but a very tiny harbor artificially protected and formed by walls.

7. There is a further and seventh category of errors which, when 
taken together, reveal a general shallowness and narrowness of histo
rical knowledge and thought. These mistakes reveal the lack of grasp 
of the history of the Ottoman conquests in the Balkans, a complete 
unfamiliarity with the history of the peoples and societies subdued 
during these conquests. This is fundamental inasmuch as Ottoman 
institutions were basically formed in response to the conditions, tradi
tions and peoples that the sultans found there and elsewhere. His total
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unfamiliarity with the history of Venice, the Ottoman empire’s prin
cipal European foe until the rise of the Hapsburgs, similarly flaws the 
work. The author simply does not understand the history and insti
tutional functioning of the so-called millet-system and so attributes 
to it a history, socio-religious function, and position which are largely 
wrong. His work is frequently characterized by anachronisms which 
are based on chauvinistic or nationalistic predilections of the period 
of modern nationalism which institute or provoke distortion of the 
interpretation of events and which render him unable to deal with 
so-called ethnic issues. Similarly, he often interprets central events in 
the internal history of the empire within the emotional framework of 
later nationalistic developments. But nowhere is the historical shal
lowness of this volume more apparent than in his encyclopedic, or 
rather lexicographical, presentation of Ottoman literature.

As to his ignorance of the historical conditions which prevailed 
in the Balkans during the crucial conquest of the area by the Ottomans 
let us look at one crucial event only, the battle of Kossovo Polje which 
transpired in 1389. The victory of the Ottomans crushed the last ma
jor obstacle to this expansion in the peninsula for the battle resulted 
in the subjugation of the Serbian state and principalities to the sta
tus of Ottoman vassals who henceforth fought in the Ottoman armies 
and so increased, accordingly, Ottoman military power.

Prof. Shaw writes «Among the Balkan princes who accompanied 
Lazar were King Tvrtko of Bosnia, Vuk Brankovič, son-in-law of 
Lazar, the Wallachian prince Mircea the Great and George Castriotis 
(sic), one of the princes of Albania__

The sources differ widely on the number of soldiers involved, but 
apparently the Balkan Union managed to gather about 100,000 men, 
while Murad had no more than 60,000 at best. In the battle itself Lazar 
and his forces gained the upper hand initially, but a last minute de
fection by the forces led by Vuk Brancovic seems to have turned the 
tide ... In any case the Battle of Kossova (sic) was the first Ottoman 
success against a major allied European military force» (Shaw, 21-2).

The mustering of Christian forces in an effort to halt the further 
Ottoman advance into the penisula could with some propriety be 
termed a «Balkan Union» as the author does. However, to say that it 
resulted in «the first Ottoman success against a major allied European 
military force», is totally incorrect. First, European in this context 
would have meant the inclusion of the military forces of one of the
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«European» powers i.e. Venice or Hungary. But even the term Balkan 
Union under close analysis seems incorrect. The Byzantines and Latins 
of the Levant did not participate. Contrary to Prof. Shaw’s assertion, the 
Bosnian monarch Tvrtko was not present and the Wallachian prince 
Mircea similarly was absent from the battle. Since «prince» George Ca- 
striotis (sic) was not born until 1405 his participation in this battle 
(1389) would have called for a leger de main admittedly difficult even 
for an Albanian. Perhaps more extraordinary than Castriota’s feat 
of having done battle some 16 years before his birth, while he was still 
no more than an Albanian gleam in his father’s eyes, is the fate of the 
Serbian leader prince Lazar. On page 29, Prof. Shaw gives us further 
details in the amazing career of this Serbian ruler. The Sultan, «in
stead of using Kosova (sic) as a tool to conquer Serbia from Dusan’s 
son Lazar, he agreed to allow Lazar to remain in power in return for 
token tribute and military assistance in Anatolia...Bayazit also guard
ed himself against the possibility of Serbian treachery by recognizing 
a rival Serbian prince, Vuk Brankovič, as ruler of Pristina, allowing 
the latter’s son and successor George Brankovič (1389-1457) to strug
gle with Lazar for the right to dominate the whole country».

Thus, according to our author, Prince Lazar remained actively 
involved in Balkan and Ottoman affairs after his defeat at Kossovo 
Polje. This is indeed even more remarkable than Castriota’s cleverness 
in making his way to the battle of Kossovo Polje 16 years before his 
nativity, for prince Lazar was not only taken captive on the field of 
Kossovo Polje, but was promply executed along with the Serbian no
bility (Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine State, New Brunswick, 
1969, 546-7). Thus Lazar was appropriately named after the resu- 
rected Lazarus, but, unlike his namesake, was ressurected not by the 
Lord Jesus but had to await the apprearance of Prof. Shaw. Prof. Shaw 
has not only given prince Lazar a new, second life on earth, but he 
also has made of him in his second life a son of the great emperor 
Stephan Dusan, something which Lazar had never been able to become 
in his first life, though we Eire not told whether he had really ever tried.

On page 52 Prof. Shaw once more, and mercifully, employs his 
powers to ressurect Serbian monarchs from the dead, this time be
stowing upon Stephan Dusan himself (first death in 1355) a second 
life. But he does so for a short period of time bringing him to rest 
finally in 1427. For, Prof. Shaw informs us, shortly before the Crusade 
of Varna (1444) Murad II made a general settlement with the Serbian
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ruler Brankovič: «He was given back all Serbian territory in return, 
thus essentially restoring the kingdom as it had been in 1427 at the 
death of Stephan Dušan».

The author’s complete innocence of the facts and conditions of 
the Ottoman conquest of the Balkans is clearly apparent and the mere 
narration of these error-studded two paragraphs reveals the author’s 
historical poverty and the fertility of an uncritical imagination.

An equally brief examination of Ottoman-Venetian relations is no 
more encouraging that the author is in command of that particular 
dimension of Ottoman expansion and international relations. On page 
33, Prof. Shaw tells his reader that among the complications that Ba- 
yezid I had to face in the west during the late fourteenth century was 
«...the advance of Venice into Macedonia (when Salonica was sold to 
Venice by Byzantium)». Actually Venice pursued no territorial expan
sion into Macedonia in the fourteenth century, and it was offered the 
sale of Salonica in 1423 by the Byzantines who could no longer with
stand the sieges of the city by Murad II, and who offered, unsolicited, 
to sell it to the Venetians rather than see it fall into the hands of the 
Ottomans.

Prof. Shaw proceeds to place Montenegro under a «Venetian pro
tectorate» up to 1491 (p. 75), and relates that the capture of Cyprus 
in 1570 «...freed the Greeks from centuries...under the aegis of Venice» 
(p. 178). Thus the author in his mood of territorial generosity adds 
territory (Montenegro) to the Venetian imperium which Venice had 
never possessed, and increases the years of Venetian rule of Cyprus 
by several centuries (Venice actually took possession of the island only 
in 1489). But this generosity in extending spatially and temporally 
the dominion of the Signoria is cancelled by our author in favor of 
maintaining an even balance. In the great military confrontations of 
the late seventeenth century which herald a major turning point of 
the Ottoman polity in its external relations with European powers, 
Prof. Shaw «directs» the Venetians to the invasion of and attack on 
Cattaro and the Dalmatian coast (1685-7), which invasions he tells 
us «were beaten back» by the Ottomans. Inasmuch as the Venetians 
had controlled these areas uninterruptedly since the fifteenth century it 
is strange, to say the least, to see them invading their own lands and 
being repelled from them by Ottomans who were never there.

Prof. Shaw’s inexperience of Venetian and Greek history has led 
him to expand the Venetian empire at one end and to curtail it at the 
other. The Lord giveth and the Lord taketh.
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Millets

Until the conquests of the sixteenth century brought Syria, Pa
lestine and Egypt under Ottoman rule, the Christians probably con
stituted a majority of the sultan’s subjects. Even after these conquests 
of the Arab lands the Christians remained very important demogra
phic, economic, and social elements in the empire. Thus the descrip
tion of institutions through which the Ottomans regulated their life 
constitutes a very important, indeed, one of the most important tasks 
of the historian. Among these institutions central is that which the 
guild of Ottomanists terms the «millet system». Prof. Shaw turns his 
attention to the structure, function, and history of the millet system 
on at least three different occasions in the first volume.Writing of the 
reign of Mehmed II in chapter four, he informs us of the following.

«The sultan also sought the support of the Christian religious 
leaders. He assured the Greek Orthodox clergy that it would retain its 
religious freedom, both internally and against the possibility of union 
with Rome; he appointed the chief opponent of union, Genadius Sco- 
larious (sic), as patriarch, and gave him civil as well as religious autho
rity over Orthodox Christians in the empire to assure his support of 
the new regime. Thus was created the millet system of autonomous self- 
government under religious leaders, later extended to the Armenians, 
the Jews, and the other major non-Muslim minorities. In return the 
millet leaders found their self-interest cemented to that of the sultan 
since it was by his order that they were given more extensive power 
over their followers than had been the case in the Christian states that 
had previously dominated the area. The complete conquest of South
eastern Europe once again united most of the Christians in the area, 
Greek and Slav alike, under the authority of the Greek patriarchate, 
making the church a particular beneficiary of the Ottoman expansion 
and further uniting the interests of patriarch and sultan» (pp. 58-9).

In chapter five on the Dynamics of Ottoman Society and Admi
nistration Prof. Shaw discusses the millet system more generally de
voting attention to the various distinct millets of which the most im
portant was that of the Orthodox Christians (pp. 151-3).

«The Ottomans recognized three basic millets in addition to that 
of the Muslims. At the end of the fifteenth century by far the largest 
millet was that of the Orthodox, which included Slavic subjects as 
well as those of Greek and Rumanian heritage. The Orthodox had been 
divided into a number of independent patriarchates before the Ot
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toman conquest, with the Bulgarian patriarchate being established at 
Ohrid and Timovo and those of the Serbs at Ipek in addition to the 
ecumenical Greek Orthodox patriarchate of Constantinople. But their 
rites and doctrine were more or less the same except for language, so 
that Mehmed II was able to unify them under the leadership of the 
patriarch of Constantinople soon after the conquest, gaining the lat
ter’s support for Ottoman rule in return. The patriarch had to be con
firmed by the sultan and was installed with as many of the Byzantine 
rituals as could be performed without the presence of the emperor. 
He was given the Ottoman rank of pasa with three horsetails, (This 
last section is a virtual word for word rendering of the section in Gibb, 
I?, 216: «The Patriarch was duly installed with as many of the tradi
tional ceremonies as might be performed in the absence of an Emperor; 
he was assigned the ceremonial rank of a Paşa with three tugs;» etc.) 
with the right to apply Orthodox law to his followers in secular as well 
as religious matters from his headquarters in the Fener district (this 
he continues to take right out of Gibb, I2, not realizing that Gibb is 
talking about a much later period, 18th cent., by which time the 
Greek patriarchate had moved into the Phanar district; but for the 
period being described by Prof. Shaw, the patriarchate was located 
elsewhere) of Istanbul, thus adding important secular responsibilities 
to his extensive religious duties». This section of Prof. Shaw’s book, 
pp. 151-2, is all taken right out of Gibb-Bowen, I2, 214-16, including 
the many mistakes made by his secondary sources.

Our author turns next to the Jewish millet, which will not concern 
us here (Shaw, p. 152, which he takes directly from Gibb, I2, 218-220, 
in a very close paraphrase) and he then proceeds to an analysis of 
the Armenian millet.

«The Armenian national church was monophysite in doctrine and 
so had been condemned as heretical by the Orthodox church. Its mem
bers were concentrated in the traditional center of the ancient Arme
nian kingdom in the easternmost reaches of Anatolia, in the Cauca
sus, and in areas of Cilicia where they had migrated following the ab
sorption of their homeland first by the Byzantines and then the Turks. 
There also were many Armenians in Istanbul, since they had played a 
significant political and commercial role in the late Byzantine period. 
The catholicus of the Armenian church at the time of the conquest 
of Istanbul was at Echmiadzin, outside Ottoman territory in the Cau
casus, and there was a rival see in Cilicia as well. When Mehmet II
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recognized the Armenian millet in 1461, he brought the archbishop of 
Bursa, the highest-ranking Armenian official, into his empire and 
made him Armenian patriarch, giving him the same authority over his 
followers as was possessed by the Greek patriarch and the grand rabbi. 
The Armenian millet also was given authority over all subjects not 
included in the two other millets, most numerous among which were 
the Gypsies (called Kibti, or Copts, by the Arabs and Ottomans, ap
parently because of a mistaken identification of them with the origin
al inhabitants of Egypt), the Assyrians, the Monophysites of Syria and 
Egypt, and the Bogomils of Bosnia, who were in fact doctrinally re
lated to the Manicheans». (Shaw, p. 152. This too, as well as everything 
else that Shaw says on the millets on pages 151-3, comes right out of 
Gibb-Bowen, I2, 214-232. Gibb-Bowen openly acknowlegde that most 
of what they have written in this section they have taken from yet 
another secondary source, the Encyclopedia Brittanica, with the ic
ing on their cake being provided by unfounded statements in an even 
older secondary work, that of Lybyer which Ottomanists so belabor 
and criticize. But as we see once more, this book has remained fundamen- 
al in the works of so many historians of the Ottoman phenomenon).

When we shift to page 84, Prof. Shaw tells us something quite dif
ferent about the origins and circumstances of the Armenian millet, 
that it was founded in the circumstances of the immediate aftermath 
of the battle of Marj Dabiq, where Selim I had defeated the Mameluke 
forces, 1516, and was organizing the newly conquered areas of Syria 
and Palestine.

«As Selim marched through Syria, he managed to conciliate the 
principal towns and provinces as well as the Bedouin tribal leaders 
and chiefs of the Muslim and non-Muslim religious groups. The Greek 
Orthodox had already been given their autonomous millet following 
the conquest of Constantinople, but the Armenian Gregoriane were 
given their separate status only now in return for support against the 
Mamluks, with their patriarch promising loyalty and obedience to the 
sultan and his successors in return». (Shaw, p. 84. On p. Ill, footnote 
no. 8 he gives a cryptic reference to TKS, E4312 (29) without further 
explanation. The reference is highly dubious for reasons to be discus
sed elsewhere).

Moving back to page 153, we see that the author discusses the 
effect of these further, Levantine conquests of Selim I on the millets. 
(Here our author continues his complete reliance on Gibb-Bowen, I2, 
224-31).
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«The sixteenth-century conquests brought considerable changes to 
the millets. The conquest of the Arab world brought such an increase 
of Muslim subjects that they constituted a majority of the population 
for the first time, giving the Muslim millet a numerical dominance. 
However, the conquests brought sufficient numbers of new adherents 
to the non-Muslim millets to enable them to withstand the result
ing pressures as well as the problems created by the increasing poli
tical, economic, and social stresses of the time. In so far as the Or
thodox patriarch in particular was concerned the conquests of the A- 
rab world, and later of Cyprus and Crete, brought under his control 
major new areas of Orthodox persuasion including the ancient patri
archates of Jerusalem, Antioch, and Alexandria, which long had been 
sources of heresy in the church although they had been under Muslim 
rule since the seventh century. Bringing new patriarchates under the 
jurisdiction of the ecumenical patriarch inevitably increased his poli
tical problems in maintaining his primacy. But regulations issued by 
the sultan under the patriarch’s influence prevented Arab and later 
Slavic natives from entering the higher ranks of the priesthood and 
began the process by which the Greek element emerged dominant. In 
so far as the Armenians were concerned, they were particularly affected 
by Selim I’s conquests of the great centers of Armenian life following 
the defeat of the Safavids at Çaldıran 1514. The seat of the catholicus 
now was incorporated into the empire, but overall authority within the 
millet continued to be exercized by the patriarch of Istanbul. It was 
at this time also that the struggles began between the Armenians, who 
attempted to establish themselves in a large section of eastern Anatolia 
between Greater and Lesser Armenia, and their current occupants, 
the Kurds, who resisted strongly Ml efforts to remove them from their 
homes. This created tensions and problems that also were to survive 
to modern times». (Shaw, 153. All of this, with slight alterations by 
Prof. Shaw, comes from Gibb I2, 224 ff).

Such is the picture which Prof. Shaw gives, on pages 58-59, 84, 
151-154, on the origins, development and historical circumstances and 
and finally of the forms of the millet system in the Ottoman empire 
during the fifteenth and sixteenth century.

Before proceeding to a detailed demonstratio errorum of his his- 
torico-descriptive analysis of this key Ottoman institution it would 
be well to give a brief description of this part of the work.

1. Practically all of the section on the millets is factually incorrect.
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2. It reveals an almost complete ignorance of the structure and 
detailed history of the institution.

3. It is untouched by any knoweldge of a history of the church 
in late Byzantine and Ottoman times.

4. It is based entirely on one secondary work, that of Gibb-Bowen, 
I2, 214-232 (with the exception of the material on page 84 and its mys
terious reference on page 111, no. 8).

5. Therefore, it repeats all (and they are profuse) the errors of 
Gibb-Bowen.

6. Further, Gibb-Bowen admittedly base their presentation very 
largely on the Encyclopedia Britannica. In one instance they refer to 
Lybyer’s work, The Government of the Ottoman Empire in the Time 
of Suleiman the Magnificent, published seventy years ago (1913). Pro
fessor Shaw in blindly following Gibb-Bowen repeats perhaps the most 
absurd of all the many mistakes to be found in Gibb-Bowen on the 
millets (see below section discussing the Armenian millet).

7. He ignores completely, for he is not able to read it, an extensive 
and fundamental bibliography in Serbo-Croatian, Rumanian, Bulga
rian and Greek (he also ignores the Arabic literature on the Coptic 
Church), which establishes the basic facts, history, and evolution of 
the Orthodox millet and this bibliography does so on the basis of the 
Ottoman primary sources as well as the Greek, Slavic, Rumanian, La
tin, and Italian primary sources.

8. Prof. Shaw, further, in reproducing the materials which he 
takes from his sole secondary reference, Gibb-Bowen, occasionally 
subjects it to a historical anachronism based on stong chauvinist or 
nationalist ideas stemming from the historical developments of the 
nineteenth and twentieth century.

Let us glance first at the Orthodox millet. Prof. Shaw states, and 
then repeats the proposition that the georgraphical and jurisdictional 
authority of the Constantinopolitan patriarchate was greatly extend
ed as a result of the Ottoman conquest of Constantinople in 1453 and 
of the Arab lands in 1516.

«In 1454... the millet leaders...were given more extensive power 
over their followers than had been the case in the Christian states that 
had previously dominated them» (page 59).

Further: «The complete Ottoman conquest of Southeastern Eu
rope once again united most of the Christians in the area, Greek and
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Slav alike, under the authority of the Greek patriarchate» (Shaw, p. 
59). Previous to these Ottoman conquests of the Balkans «The Ortho
dox had been divided into a number of independent patriarchates... 
with the Bulgarian patriarchate being established at Ohrid and Tir- 
novo and those of the Serbs at Ipek in addition to the ecumenical Greek 
Orthodox patriarchate of Constantinople» (Shaw, p. 151-2).

In the sixteenth century Ottoman expansion in the east brought 
the churches of Cyprus, Jerusalem, Antioch, and Alexandria «under 
the jurisdiction of the ecumenical patriarch» (Shaw, p. 153). Prof. 
Shaw furnishes his reader with the background information necessary 
for the understanding of what this «incorporation» of the eastern pa
triarchates and churches meant for the patriarch of Constantinople. 
The incorporations of «...the ancient patriarchates of Jerusalem, An
tioch, and Alexandria, which long had been sources of heresy in the 
church although they had been under Muslim rule since the seventh 
century», also «increased inevitably his (the Constantinopolitan pa
triarch’s) problems in maintaining his primacy» (Shaw, p. 153).

In addition, the reader goes on to learn, the great jurisdictional 
expansion of patriarchal authority, which Prof. Shaw sees in the pur
ported subjection of the churches of the Balkans, Syria, Egypt, Pale
stine, Egypt, and Cyprus, is matched by the purported fact that for the 
first time the ecumenical patriarch acquired the right (from the Otto
mans) to apply Orthodox religious law to the members of the Orthodox 
secular community.

In the time of Mehmed II the patriarch was given «...the right 
to apply Orthodox law to his followers in secular as well as religious 
matters from his headquarters in the Fener district of Istanbul, thus 
adding important secular responsibilities to his extensive religious du
ties» (Shaw, p. 152).

This concatenation of errors and false assumptions is based large
ly on Prof. Shaw’s secondary source, Gibb-Bowen, and it is his only 
source.

Let us begin with the lesser and last mentioned information. In the 
time of Mehmed II the Greek patriarch was not resident in the Fener 
district but in the church of Pammacaristos, which the sultan Murad 
III in 1586 announced he would convert to a mosque. The patriarch 
eventually had to leave it and, by the beginning of the seventeenth cen
tury, had transferred the patriarchal residence and church to the di
strict known in Turkish as FeDer (Runciman, The Great Church in 
Captivity (Cambridge, 1968, 189-91).
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Second, the right of the patriarch to apply Orthodox law to his 
followers in secular as well as religious matters is nothing new in the 
period of the Ottoman empire. Had our author studied Byzantine le
gal and ecclesiastical history he would have learned that the episco
pacy of the Orthodox church is already acknowledged as a legal instru
ment in the Byzantine legal codes of the fifth and sixth century, he 
would have also learned that Byzantine canon law (or Orthodox law as 
Prof. Shaw terms it) came increasingly to dominate many aspects of 
human and social relations in Byzantine and Balkan societies, and fur
ther that by the late Byzantine period the patriarchal and episcopal 
courts of Byzantium had already the legal and juridical authority 
which Prof. Shaw tells us was acquired by the church for the first time 
in Ottoman times. Further, the legal picture among the Christian raja 
was much more complex than our author leads us to suspect. For side 
by side with the legal authority, law, and courts of the Constantino- 
politan patriarchate there were urban and rural systems of law and 
courts presided over by the laity. This is described in great detail by 
Greek historians and by Greek historians of law (See for the subject 
as well as for further bibliography, A. Vacalopoulos, Istoria tou neou 
Ellenismou. Tourkokratia 1453-1669 (Thessaloniki, 1964), vol. II). Thus 
Prof. Shaw’s reliance on one secondary source, his neglect of the re
levant secondary bibliography, his inability to read the relevant Greek 
bibliography, and his total neglect of primary sources have conspired 
to put him in a very unscholarly predicament.

His error in referring to the Fener district as patriarchal residence 
in the fifteenth and sixteenth century as well as his lack of knowledge 
about the legal and juridical functions of the Byzantine church prior to 
the Ottoman conquest are nevertheless of minor stature when compared 
to the magnitude of errors which follow one another pell meli in this 
short section on the Orthodox millet. Similarly, he reveals his close de
pendence on Gibb-Bowen when he repeats their statement on the e- 
mergence of heresy in the lands of the Levant. The ancient patriar
chates of Jerusalem, Antioch and Alexandria... «had long been sources 
of heresy in the church although they had been under Muslim rule since 
the seventh century» (Shaw, 153). First, the patriarchates themselves 
had never been sources of heresy. On the contrary, they opposed heresy, 
or what they considered to be heresy. Second, the heresies that were 
spawned in the Levant were spawned outside the patriarchates by 
groups not acknowledging the patriarchate. Third, Prof. Shaw leads 
the reader to suppose that these heresies were spawned despite the
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fact that the Levant was ruled by Muslims since the seventh century, 
in other words that they arose after the seventh century. In fact all 
the major heresies had arisen by the fourth and fifth centuries, long 
before Muslim rule. Further, it seems to be implied that they arose de
spite Muslim rule, which of course is irrelevant.

What of Professor Shaw’s assertion that the Ottoman conquests 
meant the sudden expansion, geographical and jurisdictional, of the 
power of the Constaniinopolitan patriarchate over the entirety of Bal
kan Orthodox and over the churches of Antioch, Jerusalem, Alexan
dria and Cyprus? In this statement one sees that he and Gibb-Bowen, 
his secondary source, have not comprehended the nature of ecclesi
astical polity in the Orthodox church, a polity which differs radically 
from that of the Catholic church in the West and which cannot be 
used analogously to comprehend Orthodox ecclesiology. The Catholic 
Church developed in such a manner that it acquired administrative 
jurisdiction and authority over the entirety of the Catholic Church. 
Such a hierarchical structuring of ecclesiastical power and hierarchy 
was foreign to the Orthodox tradition.

What developed in the Orthodox realm, historically, was the tan
dem of conciliar authority and autonomous churches. Thus the con
cept of the supreme authority of the supreme bishop, in the Catholic 
church the Pope, was foreign to Byzantium where all decisions at ev
ery level, episcopal and patriarchal were taken by the appropriate 
synod, in which the chief ecclesiastic had but one vote, equal to the 
one vote of any other member of the assembly. This tradition contin
ued right down through the Ottoman empire so that the patriarch 
was in no way supreme but merely a member of the synod. Second, 
in the Orthodox church, or more appropriately the Orthodox churches, 
there is a series of autonomous churches, both in Byzantine and post 
Byzantine times. That is to say that each of these autonomous chur
ches is/was independent in the running of its own affairs. It is self-suf
ficient. This theory was worked out in the historical practice of the 
Byzantine era and was sanctioned, always, as the guiding principle of 
the Orthodox polity. Thus already in the fourth and fifth centuries 
the Byzantine canon law established the principle that no bishop may 
tread upon the diocese and flock of another. Consequently, the chur
ches of Constantinople, Antioch, Jerusalem, Alexandria, and Cyprus 
were completely independent, jurisdictionally from one another. Lat
er on the churches of Bulgaria and Serbia similarly achieved auto
nomous jurisdictional standing. Having said enough about the conci-
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liar and patriarchal theory of the Orthodox church, let us return to the 
statements of Prof. Shaw. «In so far as the Orthodox patriarch was con
cerned, the conquests of the Arab world, and later of Cyprus..., brought 
under its control major new areas of Orthodox persuasion including 
the ancient patriarchates of Jerusalem, Antioch, and Alexandria...(and) 
bringing new patriarchates under the jurisdiction of the ecumenical 
patriarch inevitably increased his political problems in maintaining his 
primacy» (Shaw, p. 153).

In reality the incorporation of the eastern patriarchates and the 
autonomous church of Cyprus into the territorial boundaries of the 
Ottoman empire in the sixteenth century did not affect their juris
dictional status within the world of Orthodox Christianity one iota. 
They remained as they were before, completely autonomous from one 
another, recognizing as always the honorary primacy of the patriarch 
of Constantinople, the patriarch of the New Rome. They continued 
to administer their churches through their own synods, independently 
of the Contantinopolitan patriarch and the Constantinopolitan synod. 
They did not, as Prof. Shaw relates, come under the «control» and 
under the «jurisdiction» of the patriarch of Constantinople. Therefore, 
the eastern expansion of the Ottomans in the sixteenth century did 
not bring «considerable changes» to the Orthodox church of Constan
tinople. Further, it follows that contrary to Prof. Shaw’s assertion that 
«bringing new patriarchates under the jurisdiction of the ecumenical 
patriarch inevitably increased his political problems in maintaining his 
primacy», there was no problem at all. First, as we saw, these newly 
entered patriarchates (newly entered into the Ottoman Empire) did 
not come under the jurisdiction of the patriarchal. Second, they never 
constested the primacy of the patriarch of Constantinople, the bishop 
of New Rome. They always acknowledged his honorary primacy, but 
at the same time they retained full jurisdictional control (together 
with their synods) within their own patriarchates.

So much for the effects of the conquest of the Ottomans in the 
sixteenth century Levant on the churches of Constantinople, Alexan
dria, Antioch, Jerusalem, and Cyprus. But how about the situation 
in the Balkans? On page 59 he asserts: «The complete conquest of 
Southeastern Europe (under Mehmed II) once again united most of 
the Christians in the area, Greek and Slav alike, under the authority 
of the Greek patriarchate».

«The Orthodox had been divided into a number of independent
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patriarchates before the Ottoman conquest, with the Bulgarian patri
archate being established at Ohrid and Tirnovo and those of the Serbs 
at Ipek in addition to the ecumenical Greek Orthodox patriarchate of 
Constantinople. But their rites and doctrine were more or less the same 
except for language, so that Mehmet II was able to unify them under 
the leadership of the patriarch of Constantinople soon after the con
quest» (Shaw 151-2). Thus for Prof. Shaw the total result of Mehmed’s 
conquest of Balkans, in the domain of the millet system was that it 
resulted in the suppression of all the independent Orthodox churches 
in the Balkans (save that of Constantinople) and their complete 
subjection to the church of Constantinople. Let us begin with his 
assertion that there was a number of patriarchates in the Balkans on 
the eve of the Ottoman conquests: The Bulgarian patriarchate at Oh
rid and Tirnovo; the Serbian patriarchates of the Serbs at Ipek; the 
patriarchate of Constantinople. First, it should be noted that there 
was only one Bulgarian patriarchate and it had been at Tirnovo. Simi
larly, there was only one Serbian patriarchate at Pec (Ipek). The church 
of Ohrid was not a patriarchate, but was instead an automonous me
tropolitanate, long established as an autonomous church and often at 
odds with the churches of Serbia and Bulgaria. Thus when Basil II sup- 
ressed the Bulgarian patriarchate he nevertheless retained the special 
position of Ohrid as the autonomous center of the Bulgarian church, 
giving to Ohrid’s prelate a very high position in the ecclesiastical hierar
chy. It remained in and retained a special status. Thus it is was not 
a patriarchate at the time of the Ottoman conquests, but still retained 
its special status as an autonomous archbishopric free of Constantino
ple (usually its archbishop had been appointed by the emperor) (See 
Ostrogorsky, 311, passim).

Thus we see that Ochrid was not a patriarchate at the time of 
the Ottoman conquests, but an autonomous church, a status which 
it seems to have retained after the conquest, with the result that it 
was not under the immediate jurisdiction of the Constantinopolitan 
patriarch either before or after the conquest, in the period that con
cerns us here. The autonomy of the church of Ochrid was not suppres
sed until 1767, well within the so-called Phanariote period (Runciman, 
The Great Church in Captivity, Cambridge, 1968, 379-80).

Well then, what of the Serbian patriarchate? Prof. Shaw relates 
that it was also suppressed at the time of the Balkan conquests and the 
entirety of the Serbian church was placed under the jurisdiction of
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Constantinople. Is this in fact true? Shaw uses only the work of Gibb- 
Bowen, I2, and bases his assertion on the entire status of the church 
in the Balkans upon what these two authors say in this work. As we 
saw, this was based largely on the articles of the Encyclopedia Britan
nica, hardly the stuff of which primary research results. Earlier on 
it was mentioned that the bibliographical literature of modern Bal
kan scholarship is extremely important and cannot be ignored. Un
fortunately Prof. Shaw does not know the contents of this scholarly 
literature and so he delivers himself of opinions in this instance that 
he found in an older secondary work, which in turn found the material 
in a much older and an even more unsatisfactory secondary work. Most 
important for the question of the fate of the Serbian church during 
the long period of Ottoman rule of the Yugoslav lands, is the second 
volume of the joint work, Istorija naroda Jugoslavije: Od početka XVI- 
do kraja XVIII veka (Belgrade, 1960) (A History of the Jugoslav Peo
ples; From the beginning of the Sixteenth to the End of the Eighteenth 
Century). The work, 1, 335 pages in length, meets the highest scholarly 
standards, even after its Marxist orientation is taken into account, and 
is based on a rigorous examination first of all of the Ottoman sources, 
secondarily on the other primary sources in Greek, Latin, Italian, and 
Slavic languages, and finally it is completely conversant with the in
ternational bibliography on the subject. The fact that it is not even men
tioned in Prof. Shaw’s bibliography indicates the degree to which his 
scholarly enterprise is deficient. This is the treatment of the Yugoslav 
lands during the Ottoman rule, par excellence.

What, then, does this massive work tell us about the Serbian church 
under the Ottomans. Did it in effect completely disappear and was the 
Serbian church completely suborned to the church of Constantinople?

Chapter four of this monumental work is entitled «Status and 
Role of the Serbian Church» and the first section is entitled «Condi
tions of the Serbian Church in the fifteenth and the beginning of the 
Sixteenth century». (Chapter four occupies pages 98-108 in the second 
volume). It is relevant to translate the appropriate sections, keeping 
in mind Prof. Shaw’s assertions.

«The Serbian church was preserved under Turkish rule. After the 
fall of Smederevo (1459) in the time of the Patriarch Arsenij II (1457- 
63), the Turks recognized the Patriarchate of Pec and imposed tribute 
upon it. After Arsneij II there is mention of Jovan, in 1508-1509, who 
'held the throne of Saint Sava’. In the second half of the fifteenth cen-
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tury and in the first decades of the sixteenth century Bosnian monks, 
according to documents from the monastery of Fojnice, complained 
to the sultan that the Serbian patriarch (sirf patrijarj) imposed ta
xes on them. As a result of this, firmans were issued by which these (ta
xes) were prohibited. These sources not only clearly prove that the 
Serbian church existed at that time but they also prove that the church 
was recognized by Turkish authority...»

The author continues: «It appears that at that time the north of 
Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Montenegro were under the ju
risdiction of an independent Serbian church and that from 1455 the 
southern eparchies of the patriarchate of Pec and Pec itself belonged 
to the archbishopric of Ohrid.

«Actually there are monasteries and churches which on the occa
sion of the Turkish conquest were burned, and even some of the most 
beautiful churches in the cities were converted to mosques. Also, the 
largest monasteries lost a great part of their enormous property. But 
it was not true that they were completely neglected and that they 
lost everything.

«The relations of Turkish authority toward the Serbian church, 
up to 1525, were tolerant, especially in northern Serbia. The church 
retained some of its property» (op. cit., II, 98).

The author goes on to reveal the further evolutions in the history 
of the Serbian church in this early Ottoman period.

«The rebellion of Pavle, bishop of Smederevo, which began in 
1528, reveals that some years before this the Serbian church has been 
abolished and was subject to the archbishopric of Ohrid (op. cit. 99). 
But the Serbian clergy had resisted this development.

«When Prochor, Archbishop of Ohrid, called a synod in order to 
suppress the resistance, the bishops of the independent Serbian church 
refused to respond. They elected Pavle the bishop of Smederevo, as 
their archbishop. In this struggle Pavle succeeded for a period in throw
ing the archbishop of Ohrid into jail. He seized Pec and was acclaim
ed patriarch, removing those bishops who acknowledged the autho
rity of the archbishop of Ohrid. The structure of the Serbian church 
in northern Serbia, especially economically, was based on the strong 
support of the Serbian clergy. The movement enjoyed the full support 
of the feudal and semi-feudal representatives of the Serbian people 
and of the rich urban class. It emerges clearly in the documents that 
Pavel obtained abundant financial support so that his success was
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obtained through bribery. But this movement of the Serbian clergy 
must have had, for other reasons, the support of the local Turkish au
thority in the sancak of Smederevo. One must take into consideration 
that the sancakbey of Smederevo at that time was carrying on raids 
into the south Hungarian regions and had to seek support among the 
Serbian people, and so he would have the advantage (of the support) 
from the group of the martolos.

«With the support of the Constantinopolitan patriarch and sup
ported by a sultanic order, Prochor was obliged to summon a new sy
nod in Ohrid, 1532, at which were represented all eparchies and from 
northern Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Montenegro. A good 
part of the Serbian bishops was removed along with the throne (patri
archal) and new bishops were appointed. Pavle was present at the 
synod but as a deposed bishop.... (op. cit. 100-1).

«Though the movement of the Serbian clergy suffered defeat, be
cause the existing independent Serbian church remained under the 
archbishopric of Ohrid, nevertheless the decisions of the synod of Ohrid 
could not effect them (clerics). Some of the removed bishops, far away 
in their seats, created new opposition. The Serbian clergy thus far away, 
elected archbishops although they were not officially recognized. More
over some of the bishops anathematized by the synod of Ohrid were 
elected archbishop. So that the divison (between the two groups) would 
be pacified, after the death of Prochor, Simeon the bishop of Sasna was 
elected archbishop of Ohrid, but it (the condition) remained in the 
same state for a whole half century» (op. cit. 100-101).

What is to be surmised from these details, details emerging from 
contemporary primary sources? First, the Serbian patriarchate had 
not only not been suppressed at the time of the Ottoman conquests, 
it in effect was officially recognized by the Turks. As such it existed 
as an independent church down to some time just prior to 1532, at 
which time we see that it had been temporarily suppressed. In 1532 the 
Serbian clergy rebelled and attempted to revive the patriarchate of 
Pec, succeeded briefly only to be defeated and its movement undone. 
Second, the Serbian church was for the time being subjected to an
other independent church, the archbishopric of Ohrid, not to the church 
of Constantinople. This church seems at that time to have been man
ned by archbishops of Slavic and not Greek origin at... for we see 
that Prochor was succeeded by the Slavic bishop of Rasca. Thus, the 
Constantinopolitan patriarchate has still not taken over the Serbian 
church.
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But the Serbian church soon regained its independence and its 
patriarchal status in 1557 when it was revived by the Ottoman grand 
vizir Mehmed Sokolović, who appointed his brother Makarij as patri
arch. «The patriarchate of Pec retained under its jurisdiction northern 
Macedonia to the south, and part of Bulgaria to the east, Montenegro, 
Vojvodina, Bosnia, as also the Serbs who inhabited Croatia, Dalma
tia and Hungary. The patriarchate had about 40 metropolitans and 
bishops» (op. cit. II, 101-2).

For further details on the position of the Serbian church under 
the Ottomans, see: P. Radomanet al., Pravni polozhaj i karakter srpske 
tsrkve pod turskom vlashchu (1459-1766) (Belgrade, 1965), 60-69, and 
passim; B. Djurdjev, Uloga tsrkve u starijoj istoriji srpskog naroda (Sa
rajevo, 1964), 104-121, and passim; Srpska pravoslavna tsrkva 1219-1969 
(Belgrade, 1969), the article by D. Kashich, «Srpska tsrkva pod tur- 
tsima», especially pp. 140-8, and ff. The newly reestablished patriarchate 
of the Serbs had important revenues and taxed its flock according to 
its needs. The tax burden of the faithful began to increase as the de
mands of the Ottoman authorities became such that in the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries the Ottoman government demanded some 
100,000 akches annually from the patriarch, and indeed this came to 
be the common plight of all the patriarchates (op. cit., 101-2). The 
reconstituted patriarchate of the Serbs at Pec continued for almost 
two centuries until about 1755. Then it became an autonomous me
tropolitanate for a few years und was suppressed finally in 1766 one 
year before the suppression of the other autonomous metropolitanate 
of Ohrid (1767) (Runciman, op. cit., 379-80). The suppression of these 
two autonomous churches, independent of the patriarchate of Constan
tinople up until this late date, ushers in the Phanariote period of these 
churches.

Thus not only is Prof. Shaw in error when he asserts that the 
independent churches had passed under the jurisdiction of the Constan- 
tinopolitan patriarchate at the time of the Balkan conquests of Meh
met II in the fifteenth century, but he is guilty of a gross anachronism. 
For he asserts that «regulations issued by the sultan under the patri
arch’s influence prevented..Slavic natives from entering the higher ranks 
of the priesthood and began the process by which the Greek element 
emerged dominant» (Shaw, op. cit., 153). It is obvious from the brief 
summary of the churches of Pec and Ohrid under the Ottomans, 
indeed from the mid - fifteenth century until the second half of the



262 Review Essays

eighteenth century (a period of over 300 years), that these two churches 
never lost, basically, their Slavic character or their autonomy. Thus Shaw 
attributes to this long period of Ottoman history conditions which 
came to prevail in the late eighteenth and nineteenth century, when 
there arose truly national conflicts over control of the various Orthodox 
churches. This is further motivated by the desire to show that two 
Christian groups in particular, the Greeks and the Armenians, were the 
exploiters of the subject peoples and not the Ottomans themselves. (See 
in detail his treatment of the Rumanians under the Phanariotes).

This combination of anachronism and chauvinist sentiments that 
arose in the historiography of the nineteenth and twentieth century 
is again apparent in Prof. Shaw’s treatment of the rise of the millets 
particularly in the case of the Armenians. It is not necessary to go into 
any detail as to his contradictory statement that the Armenian millet 
and patriarchate were created (1) by Mehmed II in 1461, (2) by Se
lim I in 1516. In effect there is no contemporary evidence whatever 
that the Armenian patriarchate of Constantinople was created at ei
ther of these two dates. But it is of some interest to notice how Prof. 
Shaw treats the sub’ect more generally. After Selim I’s victory at Çal
dıran in 1514 many Armenian-inhabited regions were incorporated into 
the Ottoman Empire. «The seat of the catholicos now was incorporated 
into the empire, but overall authority within the millet continued to be 
excercized by the patriarch of Istanbul. It was at this time also that 
the struggles began between the Armenians, who attempted to establish 
themselves in large sections of eastern Anatolia between Greater and 
Lesser Armenia, and their current occupants, the Kurds, who resisted 
strongly all efforts to remove them from their homes. This created ten
sions and problems that also were to survive to modern times» (Shaw, 
153). The infusion of modem political problems into this event of the 
early sixteenth century is so crude as to merit some time and atten
tion. Prof. Shaw gives no primary source for the assertion that there 
was a mass movement of Armenians into these areas, and further that 
they attempted to dispossess the Kurds of their homes, that the Kurds 
resisted this violent action on the part of the predatory Armenians, 
and that thereby the Armenians were the cause-originators of «ten
sions and problems that also were to survive to modern times». One 
must assume that what Prof. Shaw is conveying rather unsubtly to 
his reader is that the Armenians were the ultimate cause of the Arme
nian massacres because shortly after 1516 they came en masse into 
eastern Anatolia and began to take away the homes of the Kurds. It
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is, I must admit, a novel theory and one that I hear for the first time... 
though the same has been asserted by Prof. Shaw for later times, and 
is after all not so new to us. Not only does Prof. Shaw not give us the 
archived or primary sources for this statement, he fails to mention e- 
ven a secondary work which might be the source of the information.

Where might he have found such information? When in doubt as 
to the origin of portions of Prof. Shaw’s first volume the safest bet is 
to go to Uzunçarsïlï, the Islam Ansiklopedisi, and then to Gibb-Bowen. 
In this case the matrix for the entirety of what he says on the millets 
is exclusively the relevant section of Gibb-Bowen I2. Further, Prof. 
Shaw’s section on the purported migration of Armenians into parts 
of Eastern Anatolia and their attempts to violate the property of the 
Kurds is somehow related to Gibb-Bowen, I 2, 227, the text of which 
follows:

«The Armenian provinces had long been distracted by wars, in
vasions and raids. The Selcukid invasion had been followed by the Mon
gol, the Mongol by that of Timur. The Turkmen dynasties of the Black 
and White Sheep had ravaged the whole country and fought out their 
quarrels with grievous consequences to its prosperity. The numbers 
of the Armenians had been greatly depleted both by sudden death 
and emigration; and into the lands thus vacated enterprising Kurdish 
tribes from the south and southeast had pushed their way, till the 
more southerly parts of what had been Armenia had become as much 
Kurdish as Armenian in population. When this region was acquired by 
Selim he found it a prey to local feuds, and determined to reorganize
it. In the anarchy much of the arable land in the valleys and plains 
had been abandoned by its inhabitants, who had sought refuge in the 
mountains. The Ottoman policy was to re-people the vacant lands with 
Kurds; to divide the whole area up into small sancaks; and to place 
those that were easily accessible under the control of officials appoint
ed by the Porte, leaving the rest in that of local chieftains. This was 
to favor the Kurds, who had aided Selim against Ismai’il, because the 
latter had sought to control their depradations. Although, therefore, 
the Ottoman conquest restored some tranquility to the region, it was 
in the long run deleterious to the Armenians, since it added to their 
disabilities as Dimmis a dominance by their mortal enemies the Kurds. 
As long as the central government remained strong enough to main
tain some kind of control through its officials, a certain balance was 
maintained between the two races. But in later times the Kurds had 
matters all their own way and the Armenians suffered accordingly».
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Now as we have seen, Prof. Shaw relies completely on Gibb-Bowen 
for his utterances on the millet system, and he reproduces faithfully 
Gibb-Bowen’s contents, even down to their manifold errors. Thus it 
is not surprising to see that in the case of this aspect of the Armenian 
millet, i.e. their relations with the Kurds in the sixteenth century there 
too he takes the theme from Gibb-Bowen, but he intentionally revers
es the series of cause and effect. Whereas Gibb-Bowen assert that the 
Kurds were brought into the eastern Anatolian regions in large num
bers and the Armenians suffered in both the short and long term, Prof. 
Shaw turns this round and makes the Kurds the innocent victims of 
rapacious Armenians who begin to come into the region in large num
bers and who then attempt to seize the homes of the Kurds. The ap
parent intent of the author is further evident when one considers the 
following difference of detail in the two texts. Gibb-Bowen assert that 
Selim brought the Kurds into the area: «This was to favor the Kurds, 
who had aided Selim against Ismai’il, because the latter had sought to 
control their depradations». Prof. Shaw asserts that after 1514 the 
Armenians «attempted to establish themselves in large sections of 
eastern Anatolia» (Shaw, 153). Further, he says, Selim favored the 
Armenians «in return for support against the Mamluks» (Shaw, 84). 
The subject and its insertion at this point in Prof. Shaw’s narratives 
clearly fit into the contents and sequence on the millets which he has 
apparently taken right out of Gibb-Bowen. But the reversal of the roles 
of Armenians and Kurds is intentional, so it would seem, and as was 
mentioned above he apparently wishes to trace to this so-called 'fact’ 
the ultimate cause of the Armenian massacres. That is to say, the Ar
menians first provoked the peaceful Kurds and as a result of a strong 
Armenian immigration into the area the latter began to take the homes 
of the Kurds arbitrarily. The passage in Prof. Shaw’s work is both 
anachronistic and nationalistic. Further, it would seem to be an inten
tional attempt to distort Ottoman history in order to prepare the un
suspecting reader for what he has to say about Armenians in volume 
two of his book.

A careful examination of the demographic studies of some of these 
regions, studies carried out on the basis of the tahrir defers of the Ot
toman archives, seem to confirm Gibb-Bowen and would support the 
proposition that indeed Prof. Shaw has intentionally reversed the roles 
of Kurds and Armenians without consulting the Ottoman archives. 
Let us look at the demographic studies carried out for the sancaks of 
Mardin and Bayburt in the first half of the sixteenth century, by two
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serious and trustworthy Turkish scholars and on the basis of the Ot
toman archives. I do not go into the guestion of «hane» here, nor the 
degree to which tahrir defters are completely accurate demographically. 
They are important indications which must be taken into account.

Sancak of Mardin Muslims Christians Jews Total

1518 26,896 19,621 480 46,997
57.25 % 41.75 % 1.05%

1526 58,115 15,882 103 74,100
78.43 % 21.43 % 1-4 %

1540 58,267 20,962 664 79,893
72.93 % 26.24 % 0.83%

(N. Goyunç, XVI. Tüzyîlda Mardin Sancağı, Istanbul, 1969, 81-88.).

Sancak of Bayburt Muslims Christians Jews Total

1516 5,585 16,391 21,976
25.4 % 74.6 %

1520 32,277 30,665 62,942
51.3 + 48.7 %

1530 19,866 22,928 42,794
46.4 4 53.6 %

(I. Miroğlu, XVI. Yüzyılda Bayburt Sancağı, Istanbul, 1975, p. 119, 
table no. X. Other studies give us set figures for single years and thus 
do not allow us to trace the fluctuation over a period of years. N. Goy- 
unç, «Onaltïncï yüzyılın ilk yarısında Diyarbekir, «Belgelerle Türk Ta- 
rihDergisi, no. 7, 76-80; M. Sertoğlu, «XVI yüzyılda Erzincan», Belgelerle 
Türk Tarih Dergisi, no. 8, 76-80; this latter study confirms whatGibb- 
Bowen say about the relative depopulation which Selim and Suleyman 
found in eastern Anatolia and their measures to repopulate the region. 
In 1534 the city was almost entirely empty, only 21' families in 27 ma- 
hals, whereas 51 years later there are 1,450 Muslims and 1,250 Chris
tians. Also, T. Gökbilgin, «XVI asır başlarında Kayseri şehre ve li
vası», 60 doğum yılı münasebetiyle Zeki Velidi Toğan’a Armağan (İs
tanbul, 1950-1955), 91-108. See also, Islam Ansiklopedisi, «Bayburt», 
366.

The statistics for the sancak of Mardin show clearly that in 1518 
there were 26, 896 Muslims, 19, 621 Christians and 480 Jews, and this 
just after the occupation of the area by the Ottomans. In 1540 the 
population consisted of 58,267 Muslims, 20,962 Christians, and 664
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Jews. In terms of absolute growth the Muslims have increased by 31, 
371, a growth of 117% whereas the Christians only show an absolute 
growth of 1,341 or 6.83 or little less than 7%.

The sancak of Bayburt in 1516 immediately after its conquest had 
5,585 Muslims and 16,391 Christians for a total of 21,972. In 1530 the 
Muslims were 19,866 and the Christians 22,928 for a total of 42,794. 
In terms of absolute growth the Muslims had increased by 14,281 or 
256%, the Christians had increased by 6,537 or by 40%.

We see then that the very substantial growth of population in 
both provinces is primarily due to the influx of large numbers of Mus
lims, not of Christians.

Absolute growth of Muslims in
the two provinces 45,652

Absolute growth of Christians
in the two provinces 7,878

Absolute growth of Jews in
the two provinces 184

Total absolute growth 53,714

Total pop. of 2 provinces in 68,973
1514-16

Total pop. of 2 provinces in
1530-40 122,687

Of the total absolute growth of population in these two provinces, 
the Muslims account for 45,652 or about 85% wereas the Christians 
account for 7,878 or little less than 15%.

Thus we come back to Prof. Shaw’s strange statement that «It 
was at this time...that the struggles began between the Armenians who 
attempted to establish themselves in large sections of eastern Anatolia 
between Greater and Lesser Armenia, and their current occupants, 
the Kurds, who resisted strongly all efforts to remove them from their 
homes».

As we saw from these partial samplings of statistics, in these two 
sancaks at least, the massive immigration consisted of Muslims and 
not of Christians, and if there were pressure on the land and the tak-
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ing of «homes» it could not have come from the side of the Christi
ans who only accounted for a little less than 15% of the total popula
tion increase, at least in the areas which have so far been studied.

Not only has Prof. Shaw distorted, intentionally, his secondary 
source (Gibb-Bowen) which reveals that the massive influx of popula
tions into eastern Anatolia after the Ottoman conquest were Muslim 
(Kurd), but it was their traditional predatory behaviour which in the 
long term contributed to the disorder and violence of the region. When 
one realizes Prof. Shaw’s long standing theories on the Armenian mas
sacres of the late nineteenth and early twentieth century then the sus
picion of manipulation of the historical facts of the sixteenth century 
lies heavily upon him.

Before moving on to other demographic distortions in the book 
of Prof. Shaw, induced, it would seem, by the strong grip of nineteenth- 
twentieth century anachronistic and chauvinistic historiography which 
so heavily permeates Prof. Shaw’s outlook, let us finish with his state
ment on the status of the Armenian millet-patriarchate. He writes on 
page 152:

((The Armenian millet also was given authority over all subjects 
not included in the two other millets, most numerous among which 
were the Gypsies.... the Assyrians, the Monophysites of Syria and E- 
gypt, and the Bogomils of Bosnia, who were in fact doctrinally related 
to the Manichees».
This seems, on first sight, a bizarre statement, and indeed Prof. Shaw 
gives no reference to a primary source or to secondary literature for 
this statement. But once more he bases himself completely on Gibb- 
Bowen, I2, page 226, who relate:

«A curious feature of the Armenian millet was that besides Arme
nians proper it was held to include all the subjects of the sultans other
wise unclassified». (Lybyer, The Government of the Ottoman Empire 
in the Time of Sulayman the Magnificent, in note no. 5, pages 34-35, 
says: «All who were not Muslims or Greek Orthodox», ignoring the 
Jewish millet, which had undoubtedly been recognized earlier. He, 
who is the source for Gibb and Bowen on this matter, relied on yet 
another secondary work, Steen (see below) 61-62, who states that the 
Jews were at first included in the Armenian millet).

Gibb and Bowen thus make this general statement, transmitted 
by Prof. Shaw in his book, on the basis of a secondary source, Lybyer, 
note no. 5, pp. 34-35:



268 Review Essays

«For the time when, these different communities were formed within 
the Ottoman state see Steen de Jehay, passim (Steen de Jehay, Le 
comte F. Van Den, De la situation legale des sujets ottomans non-mu
sulmans, Brussels, 1906). In brief, the Greek community was organiz
ed in 1453, and the Armenian in 1461. The latter was at first suppo- 
ed to include all subjects who were not Moslem or Greek Orthodox; 
those who were not Gregorian Armenians were gradually separated off 
by a process of differentiation which may be said to be active still».

Though Prof. Shaw has given no reference to his strange state
ment that for a period of time in the development of the millet system 
all the non Greek-Orthodox Christians, including the Bogomils, were 
included within the administrative structure of the Armenian millet- 
patriarchate, it is obvious that he took this data, completely uncriti
cally from Gibb-Bowen, I2, 226. As we have seen Gibb-Bowen in turn 
took it, equally uncritically from another secondary source, Lybyer, 
pp. 34-35. He in turn took it, in the same uncritical way, from yet 
another secondary work, Steen de Jehay 61-62, and passim. In fact 
this is historical scholarship at its worst for we are in the presence of 
four generations of the passing on of what someone else has said. For 
four generations there was no attempt to see what the primary sources 
said, and for four generations no one stopped to examine the prima 
facie evidence of such a paradoxical statement. It makes no sense in 
and of itself and so someone during this four generations of false histor
ical 'hadiths’ should have queried the inherent improbability that all 
of these disparate, widspread groups could have been under the di
rection of a patriarchate that had not as yet been established !

Just as there was an extensive scholarly literature for the Serbian 
church after the Ottoman conquest, which Prof. Shaw should have con
sulted but did not (he could not handle, it would seem the language), 
so there is an extensive literature for the Monophysite churches which 
he should have consulted and which would have kept him from re
peating the age-old myth which he found in Gibb-Bowen as to the sup
posed incorporation of Jacobite, Coptic Christians, Gypsies and Bogo
mils in the non-existant Armenian patriarchate of Constantinople. For 
example, B. Spuler in his Die morgenländischen Kirchen (Leiden, 1964) 
published 12 years before the appearance of Prof. Shaw’s volume, sets 
all these matters straight.
P. 258: ((Der Sultan übertrug dem Patriarchen weitgehende Vollmach
ten über die inneren Angelegenheiten seiner Glaubengenossen nach
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dem Vorbilde des ökumenischen Patriarchen, dem die Oberaufsicht 
über alle Orthodoxen des Türkischen Reiches (auch nicht-griechischer 
Nationalität) eingeräumt wurde. Anders als bei diesem fiel freilich bei 
den Armeniern Religion und Nationalität völlig zusammen: mit den 
syrischen Monophysiten oder den Kopten hatte ein armenisches Kir
chenoberhaupt jurisdiktioneil nie etwas zu tun».

He also goes on to say that there was a polyarchy in the Armenian 
church. There was a catholicus of Etchmiadzin, a patriarch of Jeru
salem, a catholicate on Aghtamar for the Van region, and the catholic
us of Sis.

«Wenn auch der armenische Patriarch von Konstantinopel währ
end der Blütezeit des osmanischen Reiches ohne Zweifel der rechtliche 
Vertreter seiner Kirche gegenüber dem Sultan und damit gegenüber 
dem Staate war, so war doch des hierarchische und jurisdiktionelle 
Verhältnis zwischen diesen verschiedenen Katholikaten und Patriarchat
en nicht geregelt, ein Zustand der sich im Wesentlich bis auf heutigen 
Tag erhalten hat...jursidiktionelle Streitigkeiten mussten widerholten 
durch muslimische Herrscher geschlichtet werden». As for the Coptic 
church, he indicates that it was never under the Armenian church 
(see above) and that it continued its existence under its own patriarchs 
following the Ottoman conquest.
P. 298: «Im Gegensätze zu der Behandlung der ökumenischen Patri
archen und ihres Klerus durch die Türken selbst kamen aber Eingriffe 
in die Hierarchie (of the Coptic church) so gut wie nicht vor.Während 
mancher Konstantinopoler Patriarch hingerichtet und viele (nach bis 
zu fünf Regierungsperioden) widerholt abgesetzt wurden, so dass die 
durchschnittliche Regierungzeit dieser Kirchenfürsten zwischen dem 16 
un 18. Jh. nur zweienhalb Jahre betrug, blieben die koptischen Pa
triarchen unbehelligt und regierten-oft Jahrzehntelang-bis zu ihrem Ab
leben (zb. gab es in den 105 Jahren zwischen 1484 und 1589 nur drei 
Patriarchen».

The 'reigns’ of the Coptic patriarchs during this early period just 
before and long after the Ottoman conquest of Egypt by the Ottomans 
is also set out by Iskandar, Tarih al-Kanisat al-Qibtiyat, vol. II.

As for the Jacobite church Spuler, pp. 211-213, notes the exist
ence of the patriarchal lists for the period following the Timurid in
vasion, though we know little of the life of the forty or so Christian 
communities around the Tur Abdin area which were Aramaic speaking, 
as well as other of the communities. But he traces, in skimpy lines, pp.
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210-211, the continuity of the patriarchal position in Ottoman times 
down into the seventeenth century, and there is no mention of the 
imaginary subservience to the patriarch of the Armenian church.

Recapitulation of the 24 errors in Prof. Shaw’s section on the millets.

1. When Mehmed II revived the Greek patriarchate it was instal
led in the Fener district (it moved there only in the seventeenth cen
tury).

2. The Orthodox patriarchs applied religious law to the lay Ortho
dox for the first time when Mehmed gave them the right to do so (they 
had always done so under the Byzantine emperors).

3. Mehmed gave the Greek Orthodox freedom against union with 
Rome (this is not a freedom, it is a negative «freedom» at best, since 
thera is no choice. What the sultans did was to disallow the possibility 
of union with Rome. It would have been outside of the realm of 
possibility for the Orthodox to choose union as no sultan would have 
allowed it).

4. The Greek patriarchs were given more powers than they had 
ever had before (theoretically they had exactly the same powers as 
under the emperors, though less so than they had had before the crea
tion of the Bulgarian and Serbian patriarchates. Further they now 
had a powerful sultan of a different faith over them, and they were 
controlled and changed much more ruthlessly and frequently).

5. The conquests of the sultans united a majority of the Balkan 
Christians under the patriarchate of Constantinople (the majority of 
the Balkan Christians seems still to have been under ecclesiastical au
thority other than that of the Constantinopolitan patriarchate. Serbs 
had their own patriarchate down to the second half of the eighteenth 
century; Ochrid remained an autonomous archbishopric. The Bogomils 
did not come under the patriarchate of Constantinople nor did the 
Catholics of Croatia, Slovenia, Dalmatia and Albania).

6. There had been a Bulgarian patriarchate at Trnovo and Ochrid 
prior to the Balkan conquests (only at Trnovo).

7. Ochrid was a patriarchate (it was an autonomous archbishopric).
8. There were many Armenians in Constantinople prior to the fall 

of 1453 (they seem to have been rather few).
9. The Armenians exercized great political and economic impor-
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tance in Constantinople on the eve of the Turkish conquest of the city 
(they were insignificant in politics and commerce. They had long 
been replaced by Italians in both domains. Armenian prominence in 
Constantinople is over by the late eleventh century).

10. The Serbs had patriarchates (they had but one patriarchate).
11. Mehmed created the Armenian patriarchate in Constantino

ple in 1461 (not the case).
12. The Armenian patriarchate thus 'constituted’ was given ju

risdiction over all non-Muslims not in the millets of the Orthodox or 
of the Jews. (This was not the case as the independent patriarchates 
of most of these continued to exist).

13. Assyrians, Jacobites, Copts were under the Armenian patri
archate (not so).

14. Selim established the Armenian millet in 1516 for support the 
Armenians rendered him against the Mamelukes (both assertions are 
incorrect).

15. The Ottoman conquest caused the extension of the authority 
of the Constantinopolitan patriarchate (the church of Cyprus remain
ed autonomous after the conquest, as it had been before, and as it 
remains today).

16. After the Ottoman conquests of the Levant and Egypt the 
Greek patriarchates of the east came under the jurisdiction of the 
Greek patriarch of Constantinople (they never did so and always re
tained their ecclesiastical autonomy as in Byzantine times).

17. Heresies proliferated in the eastern patriarchates from the sev
enth century despite the fact that they were ruled by Muslims (a series 
of non-sequiturs. Whether heresy 'flourished’ or not, had nothing to 
do with Muslim rule in the Umayyad and Abbasid period. The here
sies arose in the 4-6th centuries and therefore well before Islamic rule. 
Further, they did not flourish within the churches of these eastern pa
triarchates but outside of them).

18. The inclusion of these eastern lands into the Ottoman empire 
created political problems for the Constantinopolitan patriarch in terms 
of maintaining his primacy vis-a-vis the other Greek patriarchates (no 
such problem was created as the eastern Greek patriarchates always 
acknowedged the preeminence of the patriarch of New Rome=Con- 
stantinople, which in no way infringed upon their own autonomy).

19. The sultan issued regulations under the influence of the pa
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triarch limiting Arab and Slavic ability to rise in the ecclesiastical hie
rarchy (no such Ottoman regulation exists and Prof. Shaw gives no 
reference to a primary source indicating its existence. Second, the Serbs 
had their own patriarchate, and there was an autonomous archbishopric 
of Ochrid, both independent of Constantinople to the second half of 
the eighteenth century, and thus there was a domination of these 
churches by the Slavic hierarchy).

20. The authority of the Armenian patriarch was extended over 
all Armenian churches in 1514 (As Spuler has indicated, there was a 
system of polyarchy at that time in the Armenian churches).

21. The Armenians suddenly flock into eastern Anatolia after 1514 
(they were already there, whatever was left of them).

22. The Armenians attempted to take away the houses of the 
Kurds in that region (there is no single reference in the sources to this, 
and if anything it was the massive influx of Kurds which caused any 
strain on land and housing that might have conceiveably occurred. 
But at that time the area was so depopulated that there does not seem 
to have been any of the kind of tensions that Prof. Shaw puts forth 
in his book).

23. This effort of the Armenians to take away, by force, the 
homes of the Kurds is at the base of the «later difficulties» i.e. the 
Armenian massacres (since there is no evidence for his earlier assertion 
that the Armenians tried to take away, by force, the homes of the 
Kurds in the early sixteenth century, this proposition too is built on 
false assumptions).

24. Therefore, tbe Kurds resisted the taking away of their homes 
by the Armenians (proposition which is the erroneous extension of false 
premises as above).

Two other examples, demographic, that have nothing to do with 
eastern Anatolia reinforce this suspicion of falsification of historical 
facts consequent to positions taken in historical issues of modern times.

As heated in these days as the issue of the Armenian massacres 
is the Turkish invasion of Cyprus and the entire emhroglio of Greeks 
and Turks beginning with the pogrom that destroyed the large and 
prosperous Greek community of Istanbul in 1955. (That this was a 
pogrom of major proportions is indicated not only by the foreign cor
respondents who were in the city at the time, but by Turkish sources 
as well. The Greek delegate, from Istanbul, to the Turkish National 
Assembly, on September 12 and in the meeting of the Turkish Nation-
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al Assembly, protested and outlined the massive destruction of the 
wealth, shops and buildings of the Greek community of Istanbul, while 
the Turkish police stood by idly, and which led to the destruction 
and damaging of 70 of the 74 Greek churches of the city (Türk Bü
yük Millet Meclisi, Zabıt Ceridesi, Devre X, Cilt 7, içtima 1, Sept. 
12, 1955, pp. 675-677). The New York Times, Sept. 17, 1955, reported 
the attack on 73 Greek churches, of which 29 were destroyed, 34 bad
ly damaged, 10 partially damaged, and of 26 schools and 5 athletic 
clubs as well. When the representatives of the World Council of Chur
ches came to Istanbul in November of 1955 to survey the condition 
of the Greek churches they estimated the damage to the churches at 
$150,000,000,000. The Turkish press tried to minimize the extent of 
the damage saying that 'only5 862 Greek shops and stores were des
troyed /damaged (Hürriyet, Sept. 17, 1955; F. Armaoğlu, Kibris Me
selesi 1954-1959: Türk Hükümeti ve Kamu Oyuuun davranışları, An
kara, 1963, p. 124). Though the Menderes government officially de
nied, on September 7, any connection with the organization of the 
riots and blamed the whole affair on a communist plot, he and his go
vernment were charged with the entire responsibility for the riots du
ring the trials of Yassiada. The portion of the trials dealing with the 
anti-Greek riots began on October 19, 1960 and ended on January 5, 
1961. Menderes, Bayar, Zorlu, Hadími! (former governor of Izmir), 
and others were accused of arranging and executing the anti-Greek 
riots of September 6, 1955, and with the killing of 3 and the injuring 
of 30 individuals, and with the destruction of 5,000 Greek properties 
(Cumhurriyet, October 20, 1960). They were also held responsible for 
the explosive device placed in the courtyard of the Turkish consulate 
in Thessaloniki which broke the windows of the Turkish consulate and 
of the adjacent house of Atatürk and which episode the Menderes go
vernment had utilized to arouse and justify the anti-Greek riots of 
Istanbul and Izmir on September 6, 1955. As to Menderes’ assertion 
that the riots were the result of a communist plot, M. F. Köprülü, who 
was also on tried at Yassiada and who had been Menderes’ deputy 
prime minister at the time of the riots, testified as follows. The idea 
of blaming the riots on a communist plot had been given to Köprü
lü at that time by Allen Dulles, the chief of the American CIA, who 
happened to be in Istanbul on September 6, 1955, attending an inter
national congress of criminology. Menderes and the others accused at 
Yassiada were found guilty of the charges which, as we saw above,
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included the responsibility for destroying 5,000 Greek properties. The 
figure is fairly consistant with the Greek claims that there were de
stroyed: 1,004 houses, 4,348 shops, 27 pharmacies and labs, 21 facto
ries, 110 restaurants, cafes, and hotels (total of 5,510 properties). When 
the Turkish government announced the payment of reparations, 4,433 
Greeks applied, as did of course the Greek patriarchate. The Turkish 
government’s niggardliness in paying even the scaled-down reparations 
which they offered, is hut yet one more lamentable aspect in the whole 
tragic affair. All this information, available to authors and research
ers for more than two decades, was purposely ignored by Prof. Shaw 
whose narrative is once more burdened with what one must term po
litical journalism. All this data, available for two decades, has been 
brought together in the interesting book of A. Alexandris, The Greek 
Minority of Istanbul and Greek - Turkish Relations 1918-1974, Athens, 
1983, pp. 256-266, and passim. Yet Prof. Shaw who has much to say 
about what he considers to be Greek misbehaviour in the Cyprus e- 
pisode makes no mention of all this in the second volume of his book).

One turns to Prof. Shaw’s treatment of the conquest of Cyprus 
by the Ottoman expedition of 1570-71.

«Regular Ottoman administration was introduced, and a large num
ber of Turks from Anatolia were resettled there, thus laying the foun
dations for the large Turkish community that has remained on Cyprus 
to the present day. Some Greek Cypriots were resettled in Anatolia, 
as hostages for the good behaviour of their compatriots, but the lat
ter in fact warmly welcomed Ottoman rule, since it freed them from 
centuries of Catholic persecution under the aegis of Venice» (Shaw, 178).

As has been pointed out above, how could the Greeks of Cyprus 
have been «freed from centuries of Catholic percecution under the ae
gis of Venice» when Venice acquired the island only in 1489? Further, 
the Republic of Venice never allowed the institution of the Inquisition 
to enter its sovereign territories, either in Italy or in its colonial em
pire. There were frequently quarrels over higher ecclesiastical admini
stration, but there seems to have been no persecution of its Greek colo
nial subjects on religious grounds. In fact they tended to fuse with the 
Venetians particularly on the bourgeois and aristocratic levels. The 
peasants were pretty much in the same state as they were in Ottoman 
lands: doomed to produce for the governing classes. If in fact the 
Greeks «warmly welcomed Ottoman rule» why then were «some Greek 
Cypriots... resettled in Anatolia., as hostages for the good behavior
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of their compatriots»? In fact we learn, from Uzunçarşîlî, III1, 15, 
and the Islam Ansiklopedisi article «Selim III», 438, that the Ottoman 
authorities were so uncertain of the Greek population that they re
settled over 400 Greeks in the district of Antalya, a sizeable number 
so as to guarantee the submission of the Greeks in Cyprus. Finally, 
since Cyprus is at the focal point of the Graeco-Turkish embroglio to
day and consequently the question of the respective numbers of Greek 
and Turkish Cypriots has been a principle axis for the propagation 
of claims by the two sides, Prof. Shaw puts forward the Turkish claims 
(which were not at issue in 1570-71) of today by attempting to boost 
the original Turkish population of the island in 1571.

«A large number of Turks from Anatolia were resettled there, 
thus laying the foundation for the large Turkish community that has 
remained on Cyprus to the present day». He says nothing about the 
size of the original settlement. Though this was an important part of 
the Ottoman plans for Cyprus, the documents that have come to light 
today indicate that the Ottoman government was not able to effect 
a substantial settlement of Turkish colonists in the beginning. Also, 
when he speaks of the «large Turkish community that has remained 
on Cyprus to the present day» he does not say how large it is and in 
relation to what is it large. In relation to the Greek community it was 
certainly not large as prior to the invasion of Cyprus by the Turkish 
army in 1974 the Turks were about 18% of the isle’s populace whereas 
the Greeks constituted about 80% That is not to say that as a decided 
minority of the total population the Turkish community is not imp
ortant. Nevertheless, the section on the conquest of Cyprus has been in
fused by the author with the modern nationalistic passions over Cyprus.

A third example in which Prof. Shaw plays with demographic 
proportions in order to boost the Turkish presence has to do with the 
territory covered by present-day Bulgaria. The disputes between Bul
gare and Turks in recent times, particularly over the status of the Po- 
maks (Muslims of Slavo-Bulgarian origin that converted at various 
times during the Ottoman period, see the works of Petrov, Asimila- 
torskata politika na turskite zavoevateli (Sofia, P. 1964) 19 ff.), 
have reached the level of political action. Prof. Shaw informs us of the 
demographic effects of the Ottoman conquests in Bulgaria.

«Murad brought Bulgaria under direct Ottoman control (1446),*

•Bulgaria had been brought under "direct Ottoman control” by 1395, Inalcik,
"Bulgaria”, Encyclopedia of Islam and ed. Murad II simply quelled a rebellion.
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eliminating the remaining native princes and 'Turkifying’ and Otto- 
manizing’ it more than any other Balkan province. Large numbers of 
Turkish tribesmen were settled in the north and east, so that, in less 
than a century, they formed a majority of the population» (Shaw, 
p. 53).

Our author gives neither primary sources nor secondary work to 
support such a sweeping assertion. What do the sources and secon
dary works state on the matter? Although the complete Ottoman re
cords for this question have not been collected and studied, that part of 
them which has been studied by Turkish scholars (Barkan and Gökbil- 
gin) indicate just the opposite of Prof. Shaw’s demographic assertions. 
Barkan published the statistics recording the taxable hearths (house
holds) of Muslims, Christians and Jews for the Ottoman Balkans in 
the early sixteenth century and those administrative districts which 
were in what constitutes present day Bulgaria as well as those districts 
which border this area show the following numbers.

Muslim Christian Jewish Total
Pasha 66,684 183,512 2,998 253,194
Tchirmen 12,686 1,578 14,264
Silistria 17,295 6,615 23,910
Nikopolis 9,122 31,891 206 41,219
Vidin 914 19,517 7 20,438
Sofia 1,569 24,341 25,910
Keustendil 6,640 56,988 49 63,677
Ohrid 641 32,748 33,389

115,551 357,190 3,260 481,158

Thus some 75 years after Murad’s substantial settlements of Turkish 
tribes in the Bulgarian regions the taxable Muslim hearths of the a- 
bove regions still formed only slightly less than 25%. Obviously, this 
does not taken into account later developments and especially the 
process of conversion, but even so there is no indication that the Mu
slim population of Bulgaria was ever a majority of the populace. (Bar
kan, «Essai sur les données statistiques des registres de recensement 
dans l’empire ottoman au XVe siècle», Journal of the Economie and 
Social History of the Orient, 1(1958), 32). But Prof. Shaw’s statement 
insists on the purported fact that this Turkish majority on the Bulga
rian lands did not come from converts even but from the «large num-
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ber of Turkish tribesmen (who) were settled in the north and east..» 
and who «in less than a century... formed the majority of the popula
tion» (Shaw, 53). His insistence on Turkish racial purity (somehow 
a second class historical status in his scheme of things is reserved for 
those who later became Turks byconversion) is at issue here and it is 
an emphasis which as we shall see occurs elsewhere in the first volume. 
Is it possible that the majority of the Muslim population of the Bulga
rian lands was descended from these Turkish tribesmen settled by Mu
rad II? Again let us see what the Ottoman statistic and archival mate
rials have to say on the subject.

In the census of 1520-30 the Balkan provinces of the empire contain
ed record 832,707 taxable Christian hearths, 194,958 taxable Muslim 
hearths and 4,134 taxable Jewish hearths. Further, these records give 
us the breakdown between sedentary Muslim and nomadic Muslim 
hearths. Of the total of 194,958 taxable Muslim hearths, there are only 
37,435 taxable nomad hearths; therefore, the nomadic hearths make up 
only 19% of the taxable Muslim hearths in the Balkans. Further, it 
is highly probable that most of the nomads settled had preserved their 
nomadic status in the registers as of this time (this seems to be indi
cated by the study of Gökbilgin, Rumeli’de Yürükler, Tatarlar ve Εν- 
lad-i Fatihan, Istanbul, 1957. Their ocaks begin to dissolve only in 
the 17th century). Thus it is not only incorrect that the Muslims 
came to form a majority in Bulgarian lands, but it is paradoxical to 
maintain that this majority of the Muslim population descended from 
the Turkmen tribes settled by Murad II, for in 1520-30 their ocaks 
amounted to only 37,435 hearths for the entirety of the Balkans, 
whereas the Christian households of the Bulgarian regions amounted to 
357,190 at that time. [For gualifications on tahrir defters see my 
remarks above].

These three examples of willful disregard of Ottoman statistics, 
statistics based on the very archives on which he purports to rely, is a 
serious comment on the veracity of his assertions that he has utilized 
them, and casts even darker shadows on his methodology.

Internal History, Political Strife, and «Political Parties»

Perhaps the worst part of the entire book consists of those sections 
which attempt to reconstruct events that deal with the internal strug
gle for power: competitions for succession to the Ottoman throne, strug
gle for influence and power in and around the palace, the doling out
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of timar estates in the provinces, regulation of the ghazi band of rai
ders on the borders, the building up of the slave system of court of
ficials, Janissaires and Spahis of the Porte. (The reader may consult, 
and will be absolutely bewildered by the maze of supposed and real 
factors in this internal political life he will find there, pages 27, 36-39, 
41, 45-46, 49-50, 52-53, 55-56, 58, 67, 70-72, 74, 76, 79-80, 85, 90, 92, 
109-110, 170, 186-187, 190, 192-195, 197, 203-204, 206).

These sections lack any clear structural analysis, there is very lit
tle definition of the parties to these struggles that he regularly trots 
out on the appropriate pages: He speaks of antagonisms of devshir- 
mes, Janissaries, kapïkullarï on the one hand, and of Turkish nobles, 
Turkish nobility, Turkish notables, Turkman aristocracy on the other 
hand without ever clearly defining them. Further, the stands he often 
attributes to them and their supposed causation are most often internal
ly inconsistent and contradictory. Finally, at the basis of his ultimate 
explanation is a simplified kind of 19-20th century nationalistic out
look which is completely anachronistic, and which characterizes all 
the very worst historical writing of various Balkan and Turkish nation
alistic historians. Let us examine a few examples, since we are once 
more reminded of the author’s claim in the Preface to be free of pre
judice and of the claims on the back side of the jacket cover that «the
volume sweeps away the accumulated prejudices of centuries.....»

On page 41 Prof, sets up the first major antithesis of the heroes 
and villains of his ongoing drama as Mehmet I removes non-Turkish 
elements from court and government.

«This did not prevent Mehmet from moving to eliminate from 
the Ottoman court the Byzantine and Christian influences that had 
led Bayezit to abandon the gazi tradition. The Byzantine women and 
advisers were driven out of the palace. Greek was replaced by Turkish 
and Persian as languages of administration. Emphasis was placed on 
the dynasty’s Turkish past, and historians were subsidized to stress 
this in the process of writing its history. The connections of the dynas
ty with the ahi guilds were restored, and the kapıkulları were suppres
sed, deprived of their timars, and dismissed from their positions. With 
the kaplkullari out of the way the feudal cavalry, still the military arm 
of the nobility, resumed its former role at the center of the Ottoman 
army. With the Christian and slave elements largely eliminated and 
the gazi leaders in eclipse, Mehmet fell under the control of the Turkish 
notables, led by the ÇandarlI family, which had arranged his triumph 
over Musa».
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By the reign of Murad II (p. 45) this control of the «Turkish no
tables» under which Mehmed I had fallen is suddenly transformed to 
the exact opposite:

«(The conflict now was between the Turkish notables supporting 
the sultan, who wanted to establish centralized control of all parts of 
the empire, and the gazi frontier leaders and military commanders 
of Rumeli, supported by the Turkoman vassals of Anatolia, who want
ed to be as independent as possible...»

Thus this seemingly contradicts what he says about their having 
the previous sultan under their control (i.e. the Turkish notables).

He does this only to contradict himself vis-a-vis the intentions of 
the «Turkish notables»», still in the reign of Murad II, on page 46, only 
one page later:

«After his Anatolian problems were settled, Murat was free to establish 
himself and his dynasty in Edirne and to formulate new plans for con
quest. First, however, he had to consolidate his own power, eliminate 
vassals, and achieve centralized control of the empire. He gave more 
money and timars to the Çandarlï ministers who supported this policy, 
broke down the power of the frontier gazi leaders, and restored the ka
pıkulu slaves to gain some independence from the feudal forces of Ru
meli, whose support had proved so unreliable in the recent past. To 
build the power of the sultanate and make it more independent of the 
Çandarlï and the Turkish notables as well, he also began to develop 
his slaves as a major class in the Ottoman state, but under his control, 
to be used as his creatures against those who could contest his power...

Conquest thus became a means of building Murat’s slave family 
against the Turkish nobility. The latter, therefore, turned toward a pol
icy of peace, advocating an end of the European conquests that were, 
strengthening their rivals, while the increasingly powerful slaves be
came the war faction. With the two groups now largely equal in strength, 
Murat was able to balance them, accepting the demands of one group 
and then the other, keeping them in rivalry for his favor, and thereby 
achieving control over both in a system that was to become traditional 
in Ottoman politics during the next three centuries.

Murat set in motion factors that eventually were to assure the 
triumph of the slaves a century later. The kapıkulu men now became 
the basis of the Ottoman army and were divided into two services: 
(1 ) the Sipahi cavalry, supported mainly by feudal timars and under 
the control of the old Turkish nobility and (2) the Janissary infantry, 
supported by treasury salaries and hence more directly under the con
trol of the central government.»

One should note here further contradictions and confusions. First, 
on page 45, he tells us that the Turkish notables had wanted cen
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tralized authority of the sultan, whereas here, without further 
explanations, the sultan is presented as struggling to free himself 
from their control and to establish centralized control on his own 
behalf and in opposition to them. Further, he has confused the pro
vincial spahis with the spahis of the Porte. The latter are under the 
control of the sultan, are his slaves, and are not under the control of 
the old'Turkish nobility’. He makes the same confusion between pro
vincial spahis and those of the Porte later, on page 186, where he says of 
the «(Sipahi cavalrymen in Istanbul» that they ««were mostly Anatolian 
Turks». Finally, on page 46, the author informs us that the «slaves» 
were the war party and the Turkish aristocracy the peace party.

The lack of definition and precision in his use of the terms denot
ing these two basic factions matches the imprecision with which he 
attempts to present the ins and outs of their internal strife, and is ma
nifest in his accounts of internal events in the reign of Mehmed II, 
page 52:

«Murad’s retirement and Mehmet’s accession, however, unleashed 
new forces that threatened the Ottoman state. Mehmet’s supporters, 
representing the devşirme as well as the gazi leaders of Rumeli, 
attempted to eliminate the Candarlï and Turkish notables».
And further on page 53, Prof. Shaw relates:

««Murat still hoped to retire to Anatolia and leave the throne to 
Mehmet. But pressure applied by the Candarlï and Turkish notables 
finally convinced bim that Mehmet’s continued rule at this point would 
lead only to the triumph of the devşirme».
We are then astonished to read, in the same paragraph,

«Murat, therefore, returned to the throne in August 1446 with the 
full support of the Turkish notables and the Janissaries».
The Janissaries are themselves devshirmes, and he thus lumps them 
together elsewhere. So his terms of analysis are slipshod, and thus so 
also is the analysis itself.

When Mehmed II comes to the throne for the second time, he sets 
out to fight the dominance of the 'Turkish nobility’, forgetting that he 
has already informed his reader, page 46, that Murad II had already 
effectively broken their grip.

«The first step was to remove the Turkish nobility as a dom
inating political force and to wipe out all members of the Ottoman 
family who had any aspirations for the throne. In any case, a move 
against the Turkish nobility and particularly the ÇandarlI family had
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long been desired by Mehmet, who blamed Çandarli Halil (with some 
justice) for his deposition in 1446 and for the latter’s continued oppo
sition to the conquest of Constantinople. On June 1, 1453, only two 
days after the conquest, Çandarli Halil was dismissed as grand vezir- 
on false charges of having received bribes from the Byzantines for op
posing the attack. His property was confiscated, and he was impris
oned along with most members of his family. His replacement with 
Mehmet’s close adviser Zağanos Paşa, member of the devşirme class, 
began a new tradition whereby the most important positions of the 
central government were reserved for the slaves of the sultan. Large- 
scale confiscations of timars and private properties soon reduced the 
power of the major Turkish families; they were awarded to devşirme 
members, who then accelerated their rise to power.

Two paragraphs later the author then informs us that after all 
Mehmed had not reduced the power of the Turkish nobility so dra
stically:

This is not to say that the sultan left his supporters unchecked. His 
aim was to create a balance of forces so that no group would have suf
ficient power to control him. Therefore, some important administrative 
functions were withheld from the grand vezir and given to three other 
major officials, the kazasker (chief judge), defterdar (chief treasurer), 
and nişancı (chief scribe), who controlled the hierarchies of the reli
gious, financial, and scribal administrations respectively. Nor did Meh
met wish to substitute devşirme domination for that of the Turkish 
nobility-thus he did not eliminate the latter. Many Turkish notable 
families kept their properties and were retained in positions, leaving 
them about equal to the devşirme. By balancing the Turkish aristocra
cy and the devşirme, Mehmet could play them off and hence assure 
himself of the loyalty and support of both.

On page 67 the position of the two 'parties’ is shifted: The Turkish 
«aristocracy» became the war party and the devshirme became the peace 
party. Generally, the inability of Prof. Shaw to sustain a sophisticated 
political analysis is by now evident. There are contradictions from page 
to page, even from paragraph to paragraph. He tells us that Murad 
II achieved a balance of these «parties» that was to last for three cen
turies, only to attribute the same accomplishment to Mehmed II (pa
ges 46, 55, 67).

This supposed «balance» he then disrupts with the accession of 
practically every sultan, beginning with Bayezid II, the successor of 
Mehmed II (p. 70-71). Further, in speaking of Bayezid’s attempt to 
«achieve control of the system», he had to resort to certain measures:
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«Το reduce the power of the devşirme Bayezit had to accomplish 
the opposite of what Mehmet II had done, namely build up the Turk
ish leadership and the Ulema by giving them positions and revenues» 
(p. 72). As his narrative progresses, Prof. Shaw begins to reveal what 
he means by the Turkish «notables-nobility-aristocracy»: they are the 
representatives of the ethnic Turks. Their opponents are those who are 
of Christian origin: Albanians, Slavs, Greeks. To speak of Turkish lea
dership in Ottoman government of the late fifteenth and sixteenth 
century is academic here and smacks of nineteenth-twentieth century 
mentality which is not applicable to the period in question. But this 
direction in Prof. Shaw’s writing becomes more pronounced as the 
narrative advances and vitiates increasingly the validity of what he 
has to say about the dynamics of Ottoman government and politics.

In his account of the strife of these purported 'parties’ under Ba- 
yezid II he once more reverses their positions, making of the «devşirme 
men» the war party whereas earlier they had been converted to the 
«peace party», having before that time been the war party (p. 74).

In discussing the accession and reign of Selim I he speaks of the 
Janissaries as under control of the devshirme and yet as an indepen
dent party from the devşirme, never having up to this point stopped to 
define either term. He relates that Selim’s plan was to free himself from 
the devşirme party and to base himself on the Janissaries. The question 
then, for Prof. Shaw, was how could Selim control the Janissaries once 
he was in power? The problem is further complicated for the reader 
because in the previous sections Prof. Shaw relates that Bayezid II had 
already managed to attain a balance of these forces. Nevertheless, he 
would have us believe that Selim controlled the Janissaries as follows:

«He sought to make the Janissaries the instrument of the sultan 
by conciliating them, enlarging their numbers to 35,000 men, increas
ing their salaries, paying high 'accession tips’, and finally, by the more 
direct means of replacing their officers with his own slaves» (p. 79). No 
one of these reasons would explain how an enlarged and more power
ful body of Janissaries could be restrained from exercizing their greatly 
increased strength.

The breakdown of the analysis is complete by the time that Prof. 
Shaw carries it into the reign of Suleyman I and it mires down into 
effortless but turgid contradiction (p. 90):

«In the meantime, the rise of Ibrahim Paşa to the grand vezirate 
marked a fundamental change in the politics of the Ottoman Ruling
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Class. Frenk Ibrahim, as he was known, had come into the Ottoman 
system as a youth captured in a raid near his home at Parga, Italy, 
in the time of Bayezit II. His triumph over his Turkish predecessor, 
Piri Mehmet, marked the final triumph of the devşirme class over the 
old Turkish aristocracy. Devşirme men assumed a larger and larger 
proportion of the principal positions of state, whereas most members 
of the Turkish aristocracy were forced to retire to their estates in Ana
tolia, where they began to intrigue against the Istanbul government, 
contributing significantly to the Celali revolts that were to shake the 
dynasty later in the century. By this time, however, the old distinctions 
between the devşirme party and members of the old Turkish aristocracy 
and their descendants were modified because the Turks and Muslims 
serving the sultan now included in their number many descendents of 
devşirme men who because of intermixture with Turkish women and 
training had come to identify themselves with the opposition to the 
devşirme.

The devşirme- no longer challenged by the Turkish aristocracy- 
divided into political groupings formed by individual leaders to gain 
power and wealth for themselves rather than for their class».

Prof. Shaw has already caused the 'devshirme party’ to triumph in the 
reign of Mehmed II (p. 58), and yet they are once more triumphing 
here. Second, he falls into contradiction so soon as he says that the 
descendants of devshirme men came to identify themselves with the 
opposition to the devshirme, for in the very next sentence he says that 
the Turkish aristocracy no longer challanged the devshirme. He lets 
us understand that these older parties were no longer really relevant 
in the reign of Suleyman:

«Just beginning to participate in the resulting power 
struggles were the sultan’s mother, Hafsa Hatun, and other women 
in the harem, who began to promote the candidacy of their children 
and to work for influence over the sultan and in the government by 
cooperating with one or another of the political parties. It appears that 
Ibrahim’s Paşa’s triumph was the result of the intrigues of the party 
that he led jointly with Arnavut Ahmet Paşa and in cooperation with 
the sultan’s wife Roxelana (Hiirrem Sultan), a woman of Russian o- 
rigin captured in Galicia by the Crimean Tatars. Hiirrem Sultan contri
buted to the plot by exciting Siileyman’s suspicions of the last Tur
kish grand vezir, Piri Mehmet, who as a result of his military victories 
had begun to dominate the young sultan. As we have seen, Ibrahim’s 
triumph had been followed by Arnavut Ahmet’s assignment to Egypt 
and subsequent revolt. If it marked anything, therefore, it was less the 
triumph of the devşirme as a class than the beginning of the process by 
which the Ottoman system came to be dominated by the political par
ties and the women of the harem. It also marked the beginning of the
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process by which the sultans increasingly relied on their chief minis
ters, who began to use their power for their own benefit rather than that 
of the sultans and the empire. Ibrahim was given additional positions 
and revenues, making him the second most powerful individual in the 
empire. His marriage to Hatice Sultan, daughter of Selim I, symbol
ized the prestige enjoyed by him and his successors, who tended to 
dominate the sultans in the middle years of the sixteenth century de
spite all the efforts of the latter to free themselves» (p. 90).

The contradictions, confusion, and analytical anarchy reach new 
heights in his description of the revolts in Anatolia, 1526-27, where 
his analysis becomes openly confounded with anachronistic national
istic historiography:

«In addition, the devşirme triumph in Istanbul and the consequent 
return to Anatolia of most members of the Turkish aristocracy gave 
the Celali movement a distinctly Turkish character, emphasizing re
sentment against devşirme domination in Istanbul» (p. 92).

Actually, this rebellion had as a fundamental basis the support 
of Shiite Turkmans for the Safavi dynasty of Iran, not the type of na
tionalism which Prof. Shaw attributes to the malcontents (see Gök- 
bilgin, Islam Ansiklopedisi, «Süleyman», 109-110). He is further caught 
up in contradiction when he seemingly equates Turkish aristocracy 
with Turkomans, and when he remarks that the Turkomans were 
crushed by the «local feudal levies» which he has identified elsewhere 
as constituting the arm of the Turkish aristocracy (see above). So we 
are left with the paradox that the Turkish aristocracy rebelled and 
then squashed its own rebellion!

By the time that Prof. Shaw has reached the competition of the 
princes Selim and Bayezid for the throne he is conscious of his dilemma 
and contradiction:

«The conflict between the princes emerged as a new duel for pow
er between the old Turkish aristocracy, now represented by the Ana
tolian fief holders (who, pray tell, had represented them before?), and 
the devşirme. These distinctions were somewhat blurred, however, by 
the tendency of many of the fighting men on both sides to gravitate 
to the highest bidder...» (p. 110).

His parting efforts to raise high the role of this «Turkish aristo
cracy» in the scheme of Ottoman history comes on pages 170 and 186. 
On the former page he decides to make awards to all those worthy in
stitutions and factions which had made the empire great, and censure 
to those who had played a negative role.



Re view Essays 285

«It should be noted,
incidentally, that the old theory that Ottoman greatness was due to 
a system that made the slaves into the Ruling Class, to the complete 
exclusion of born Muslims, and that decline resulted from the entry 
of the latter into the system, while appealing to Christian Europe, is 
without foundation. The Ottoman rise to power had been led and sus
tained largely by elements from the old Turkish and Muslim aristocra
cies. It was only in the period of decline that the slaves achieved con
trol, but this led not to triumph but to decay».

It is amazing how short the memory of the author is. He has the 
«slaves» in control, or else he shows them to have replaced the «Turk
ish aristocracy» in the reigns of Mehmed II, Bayezid, and Suleyman I, 
periods which are by his own admission well within the time usually 
described as the apogee of the Ottoman Empire.

On page 186, he converts the Celali revolts of the early seventeenth 
century into the manifestation of «Turkish resentment against devşirme 
misrule from Istanbul» and he then scrambles devşirmes, Janissaries, 
spahis of the Porte, Anatolian Turks, Turkish nobility into a national
istic omelette. By the time that the reader reaches page 190 he is mer
cifully informed that after the death of Suleyman the Magnificent:

«The division between devşirme and Turk was no longer a signi
ficant factor in political life».
Further:

«As the devşirme system of recruiting came to an end, the great 
devşirme parties that had risen to dominate Ottoman affairs after the 
death of Suleyman the Magnificent broke into parties based on indi
vidual ambitions».

Nevertheless; on page 192 the «devşirme influence» is back in 
business, specifically in relation to what Prof. Shaw terms «The Re
form Efforts of Osman II»:

«His first effort involved a feeling on his part-most likely nourished 
by his mother and his teacher, Omer Effendi-that it was the devşirme 
influence that had led to the nepotism, corruption, and decentraliza
tion that had infected the empire ; he believed the sole remedy for these 
conditions was to «Turkify» both the palace and the Janissary corps. 
After his return from Hotin, Osman developed a plan to replace the 
Janissary and Sipahi corps, which he considered to be too heterogeneous, 
with a kind of national militia composed entirely of Muslim peasants 
from Anatolia and Syria. He also seems to have thought of moving the 
Ottoman government from the devşirme center of Istanbul to some
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place in Anatolia where Turkish traditions and values would prevail, 
perhaps to Bursa or Ankara, thus presaging the reforms of Mustafa 
Kemal Atatürk by some three centuries».

The crudity of this anachronistic thinking is almost beyond belief 
and hardly needs any comment. It is the product of a state of mind 
that completely dominates the author’s thinking and prevents him 
from saying anything that is historically valid about the spirit of the 
government and politics of the Ottoman government in the periods 
under consideration.

I have attempted to present the reader with a detailed analysis 
of Prof. Shaw’s History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey, 
volume I, inasmuch as the book is not what its author and publisher 
claim that it is, and because the book has already been utilized exten
sively in the classroom and research in three continents. I am astonished 
that, with the exception of a few reviews, Ottoman specialists have 
failed to alert scholars, both those inside and outside the field, of the 
serious liabilities which the volume brings with it as an instrument 
of teaching and research. It is the moral responsibility of every branch 
of scholarship to maintain intellectual integrity of the field.
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