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FRAMING THE OTHER, FRAMING ONESELF:
LAS/LAZ AND SIRF /SIRF IN THE EARLY OTTOMAN
(PSEUDO-) HISTORICAL TEXTS**

Abstract: The goal of this paper is to contribute to the broader question of how
producers of the early Ottoman (pseudo-) historical texts processed and interpreted the
diversity of the ethno-political entities that Ottomans encountered during their European
expansion (beginning around 1350). It address this issue by focusing on the specific
case of Serbia and the Serbs. An examination of the contexts of Slavic words in relevant
Arabographic texts produced before 1500, which are in some way linked to Serbia,
demonstrates that Las/Laz and Surf/Sirf were among the key concepts for narrative
structuring, and it is these that will be the focus of the analysis. Although noted by
modern historians, these two terms have usually been mentioned only in passing, treated
as synonyms, and no attempts at comparison with other ethno-political entities have
been made. I argue, first, that the continuous engagement with these constructs within
the examined discourse indicates the unique prominence of late medieval Serbia in the
Ottoman historical memory of the time. Second, I aim to show that these two terms were
subject to changing interpretations by Ottoman (pseudo-) historians. These
interpretations, as might be expected, varied in response to shifting political realities, but
may also have been shaped by the poorly understood forms of agency exercised by both
known and anonymous members of the Serbian/South Slavic nobility, who mediated
between pre-Ottoman and emerging Ottoman conceptual and ideological frameworks.

Key words: Ottoman Arabographia, late medieval Serbian nobility, Serbs in the
Ottoman Empire, Ottoman (pseudo-) historiography.

Ancmpaxm: OBaj paJ HACTOjH /1a IOTIPHHECE MPOyYaBamky NIMPET MUTaka Kako Cy
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€BpOIICKEe eKCIaH3uje Koja je modena oko 1350. roguue. [Intame ce pasmaTpa Kpo3
ciyqaj Cpbuje u CpbGa. Ilpersies; KOHTEKCTA CIOBCHCKHX PEYH Y PEJICBaHTHUM
apaborpad)ckuM TekcroBuMa Hactanum npe 1500. roanHe, Koje Cy Ha HEKH Ha4YMH
nose3ane ca CpOujoM, nokasyje na cy Las/Laz w Suf/Sirf ounn mehy nojmoBuma
KJbYYHHM 32 OOJIMKOBatb¢ HapaTBi, Te fie oHu OuTH y GoKyCy aHaIH3e Y OBOM pajy.
Wako mo3HaTH CaBpeMEHNM MCTOpHYapUMa, OBa J[Ba TepMUHA ce Hajueuhe MOMHEY
€aMo yCIyTHO, TPETUPA]jy C€ Ka0 CHHOHMMH, a opeljerba ca IpyruM eTHOMOIUTHIKIM
SHTHUTETHMa HUCY BpieHa. OBaj paj, 01 jesiaH, 3aropapa Te3y Ja KOHTHHYHpaHa yrorpeda
OBHX KOHCTpYKara y pa3MaTpaHoOM JMCKYpCy yKasyje Jia je KacHocpemeBekoBHa Cpoija
npe/cTaBibaia HapOYUTO 3HAYajHY KapHKy Y pa3B0ojy OCMaHCKOT HCTOpHjCKOr ceharba.
Jlpyru 1nb paja je ja ce MoKaxe Ja Cy JBa TepMHUHA OWIIH MPEAMET IPOMEHJbHBUX
TyMadema 0Ji CTpaHe OCMaHCKHX (Iceyao-) ucTopuyapa. TyMauema Ccy, 04eKHBaHO,
BapHpaia y CKJIaJay ca poMeHaMa MOJIUTHYKUX OKOJHOCTH, ajli CE€ MOTY ITOCMaTpaTu
U Kao pe3ynrar ciabo HCTPaKCHHUX, Pa3IMYUTHX OOJNHKA yTHIlaja aHOHHUMHHX U
MO3HATHX MPHUITAHHKA jY>KHOCIOBEHCKOT U CPIICKOT INIEMCTBA Y Ipoliecy yckiiahuparma
nocrojehnx, Npe-0CMaHCKUX U HacTajylinx, OCMaHCKHUX KOHIENTYaIHHX OKBHpA.

Kuwyune peuu: Ocmancka apaborpaduja, KaCHOCPEIEEBEKOBHO CPIICKO TUIEMCTBO,
Cp06u y 0CMaHCKOM IIapCTBY, OCMaHCKa (IIceyI0-) HCTopHorpaduja.

In the days following the Battle of Varna (November 10, 1444), one of the
presumably talented literati from the circle of sultan Murad II (r. 14211444,
1446-1451) was ordered to compose a rhetorically powerful epistle
proclaiming and celebrating the sultan’s victory over the enemies of Islam.
Written in Persian and addressed to Cihansah Mirza (d. 1467), ruler of the
Karakoyunlu monarchy in Tabriz (1438-1467),! the document has been used
in modern reconstructions of the events before and after the battle. Beyond its
factual value, the epistle can also be viewed as a testimony to the kind of
occasion, stylistic conventions, and types of information deemed worthy of
representing the authority of one Muslim ruler before another in the 15th
century. The letter opens with praise of God and Muhammad, formulated so as
to introduce both the main theme of the composition and the key concepts that

! Whether the epistle was actually dispatched remains unclear, as the surviving version is riddled
with errors made by a scribe cum calligrapher who was not always certain of the meaning of
the words he transcribed. A part of the text of the epistle and a discussion about it is in Adnan
Sadik Erzi, “Tiirkiye Kiitiiphanelerinde Notlar ve Vesikalar I1”, Belleten 14 (1950) 595-647,
esp. 620-631; Another part of the epistle was published by Lajos Fekete, “Das Fethname tiber
die Schlacht bei Warna (Zur Kritik Feridiins)”, Byzantinoslavica 14 (1953) 258-270; Erzi
noted that the preserved draft was also copied in two compilations of important (royal or
otherwise) letters made by Feriddin Ahmed Beg (d.1583, Miinge atii s-Selatin) and Sar1
‘Abdullah Efendi (d. 1660-6, Diistirii 'l-inga’).
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inform the rest of the text.? In this case, the concepts point to the principles of
the divinely ordained Islamic socio-political order. Thus we see that the
composer observed a well-established rule of the Islamic theory of eloquence
(ar. ‘ilmu’l-baldga).’ This rule cut across pragmatic, didactic, and aesthetic
literacy domains and textual genres, as well as linguistic boundaries within the
late-medieval and early modern Arabographia,* which, in case of the early
Ottoman society rested on three interacting languages: Turkish, Arabic, and
Persian. It is reasonable to assume that Cihansah Mirza was fully familiar with
such conventions.

The epistle then turns to more dynamic circumstances of a specific historical
context:

And from the first rising of the glad tidings of the sultanate [...] / have exercised
my sword [...] in scattering and confounding the infidels who are as low as the
earth [...]. In every year and in every circumstance, the victorious armies of
Islam have encountered sometimes the pig-headed Albanians (Arnavid-e
‘uniid), while sometimes the host of believers have fought the Viachs who are
Sull of hypocrisy (Aflak-e por nifak). Sometimes they have settled accounts with
the contemptible infidels of Istanbul (kefere-ye Estanbiil-e mahzil), and
sometimes opposed the ill-omened Hungarians (td ife-ye Ongoriis-e manhiis),
who are worshippers of idols, rejecters of the sacred texts and of the consensus,
enemies of the religion of the Prophet and deniers of Muhammad’s message.
Sometimes they made treaties and agreements with the wicked and debauched
vagabonds of Karaman (Karaman), who in truth are the highway-robbers of
the religion of God and enemies of the men of faith. [...] One of these divine
victories and favours of the All Merciful was like this. [...]°

Cihangah Mirza could easily grasp the complexity of Murad II’s holy wars
from the number of actors invoked. He may also have known that Karaman

2 For the summary, I used articles cited in fn 1. as well as the translation to English in: Colin
Imber, The Crusade of Varna, 1443—45, Aldershot 2006, 189-195.

3 The technical term for this stylistic tool is, in Ottoman parlance, bera ‘et-i istihlal. It can be
tentatively translated as “a powerful/loud opening/first voice”. See: Nasrullah Hacimiiftiioglu,
“Beraat-i istihlal”, TDVIA online, accessed March 1, 2025.

4 By Arabographia, I mean the practice of recording texts by the use of the Arabic script, as well
as the smaller or larger corpuses of texts produced in this way.

5 See C. Imber, The Crusade of Varna, 189—190. The italics and quotations of original phrases
are mine. When quoting from published sources, I keep transliteration of the author/editor.
When I consulted manuscripts, and these were mainly the available versions based on which
published editions were made, I used the transliteration system of Islam Ansiklopedisi (for
Turkish) and DMG (for Persian and Arabic). Discussion of variation in orthographic solutions
is important, but is beyond the scope and purpose of this paper.

253



Marijana MISEVIC

was a metonym for Karamanid dynasty whose one member, Ibrahim II (1423—
1464), then ruled this independent statelet (emirate, beylik) of central-south
Anatolia, founded much before the Ottoman one. Whether or not he believed
that the Karamanids were “bad Muslims”, he might have asked whether such
accusations targeted Ibrahim II alone or his subjects as well. The “infidels of
Istanbul” were famous all over Mediterranean and beyond, and would likewise
have resonated with him. What remains to consider are the labels like Arnaviid,
Aflak, and Ongoris which designate diverse entities cast as Murad II’s
opponents. The battle of Varna, described in the rest of the letter, was the latest
one in an obviously long sequence. It can be argued that this part also reflects
rhetorical convention more than factual reporting. But the date and the place
of the battle are provided, and the two main villains are “named”: Kiral-e
Ongoriis (the king of Hungary) and Babiis-e Manhiis (the ill-omened Pope).6
The composer of the letter clearly invested some effort in fashioning them,
along with Arnavid, Aflak, and Ongoriis, as negative figures. Yet these
descriptions remain general, functional, and limited — sufficient only to mark
them as enemies of the just Muslim ruler together with a group of Muslims.

This paper, however assumes that, for Murad II and his circle the, labels
pointed out and their cognates carried meanings beyond the immediate
rhetorical use. Within Ottoman society, and among the readers of Arabographic
texts, they likely evoked condensed knowledge drawn form nearly a century of
experience in observing, being engaged with and rationalizing the ethnic and
linguistic diversity of Europe. Here I want to stress that “Ottoman” is not an
analytical category but a descriptive shortcut. Who counted as “Ottoman” at a
given time remains an overarching question. In line with this, one of the
broader aims of this paper is to ask how we might explain to Cihansah Mirza
what exactly Arnaviid, Aflak, and Ongoriis (all exonyms) signified for Murad
II and what they had meant to his predecessors and successors. One certainty,
which, however, demands emphasis, is that these groups were not perceived
merely as undifferentiated infidels. At this time, Ottoman historical memory
was far more layered than a simple Muslim-infidel binary suggests. Consider,
for example, the context-sensitive term 7iirk — both endonym and exonym
within Arabographia — which was not synonymous with Mus/im. This raises the
question: what combination of explicitly stated or discursively constructed
features — language, ethnicity, statehood, subjecthood, or moral character — did
such designations evoke in the Ottoman imagination, insofar as this can be
reconstructed from surviving texts?

¢ Fekete wants to read Babiis as Yanos since the text is unvocalized. This would stand for Janos
(Hunyadi), but Janos Hunyadi appears as Slavic-sounding Yankii in all Ottoman texts of the time.
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The most obvious starting point for addressing this question are (pseudo-)
historical texts and compositions,’ though these should not be studied in
isolation from other literacy genres of aesthetic or pragmatic literacy.® This
paper draws on a wide survey of such material, focusing in particular on the
references to the entity we today call “Serbs” and the land now known as
“Serbia” — neither of which appears in the epistle. We know, however, that
Murad II could have mentioned “Serbs” had he wished to provide Cihangah
Mirza with a fuller account of the events leading up to Varna. The issue is not
whether he omitted them, but how he might have referred to them, to what
extent his categories would overlap with ours, and why these overlaps and
discrepancies matter.

To illustrate a gap, I provide the following fictional outline reconstructed
from modern fact-focused historiography: Murad II could have described how
a coalition of infidel forces (a crusade) disrupted his plan to retire after passing
the throne to his (second) son, Mehmed (the Conqueror [sic]). He might have
noted that the retirement seemed possible following a peace-treaty with the
(Hungarians, the King Ladislaus) in the summer of 1444 (Treaty of Edirne and
the Peace of Szeged). He could have added that in 1439, he fought some
infidels (Serbs) and seized their main fortress (Smederevo), forcing their
(Serbian Despot, Purad Brankovié, r. 1427—-1456) to withdraw to the large
estates granted earlier to his predecessor (Stefan Lazarevié, knez 13891402,
despot 1402—1427) by the (Hungarian) crown. He might have explained that
that this 1444 peace restored (Purad) as a semi-independent ruler paying
tribute to (himself, the Ottomans). That the settlement included the release
from captivity of the two sons of the (despof), (Grgur and Stefan), whom he
had blinded after they plotted against him (in /441) and this after being allowed

7 By “historical texts and compositions” I mean works that self-pronouncedly aim to address
past events and occasionally contain historiographical elements. In Ottoman context, such
works are often given titles that include the word tarih (“history™) or tevarih (“histories”).
The prefix pseudo- is used here to refer to a somewhat different category of texts that are not
primarily historical in nature but nonetheless devote sections to particular events or are
structured around a sequence of events.

8 Arguably, the quoted epistle belongs at the intersection of pragmatic and aesthetic literacy. As
another clearly pragmatic example from the same period featuring the similar labels, though
with different connotations, one can quote a slave manumission deed, also issued by Murad
11 just after the abdication (between July November 1444). By this deed Murad 11 freed fifteen
slaves who were captured in one of his (or his father’s) holy wars and converted to Islam
under his custody. The freed slaves were Arnavudi (5, Albanian?), Bosnevi (4, Bosnian), Sas?
(2, German?), Lazt (3, Serbian?), and Eflaki (1, Wallachian?). The deed was verified by
Mehmed bin Faramurz (better known as Molla Hiisrev) appointed by Murad II’s 12 year old
son, the new sultan, as kad: ‘asker (millitary judge). Halil Inalcik, Fatih Devri Uzerinde
Tetkikler ve Vesikalar, Ankara 1954, 215-217.
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(in 1439) to control some parts of their exiled father’s domain as vassals of
(the Ottomans). And he might have emphasized that these two were brothers
of his (Orthodox Christian, Serbian) wite (Mara Brankovi¢, ca. 1420—1487;
bethroted in 1431, married in 1435).

In reconstructing similar outlines, the fact-focused modern historiography
has been, comparatively, the most eager to consult sources in a wide variety of
languages in search of hard data. The source material sholars use is often shared
with disciplines like philology or historical linguistics, which, while invaluable,
often deal with words and discourses in a language interacting with another
one, rather than paying attention to socio-political aspects and historical
embeddedness of the interactions among concrete actors. The terms I italicized
are more or less standard in modern surveys, but I put them in brackets to warn
that these are the products of accumulated knowledge. Besides, by nature of
their work, historians are often forced to engage with translation and
transliteration which imply a specific kind of decision making about the correct
names of places, people, and institutions in a language chosen to adequately
serve the intended audience. It goes without saying that interpretation is key to
these procedures as well.” Ottoman Arabographers, of course, engaged in
comparable processes, but within a multilingual environment that required
constant negotiation and management. This being an understudied reality, the
modern fact-focused narratives often obscure the original, context-sensitive
processes of meaning-making. Labels for ethno-political entities reflecting the
perceptions of diversity on the ground, are too often treated as self-explanatory,
a presumption this paper challenges. The heteroglossia of the texts under
examination has generally been neglected. For example, the fact that most of
the “foreign” words in Ottoman historical texts, when viewed in their entirety,
often “sound Slavic®, has not been considered significant.

My survey of (pseudo-) historical Arabographic texts produced before 1500
focused on South Slavia!® shows that the semantic profiles of words relatable
to the region are immeditely transparent only in case of toponyms (like
Smederevo as a name of a fortress), whereby one needs to be careful even with

° For example, Imber would not be wrong had he chosen “obstinate” when translating Arnaviid-
e ‘uniid. Instead he has chosen equally correct “pig-headed” which, however, may carry a
different tone than the former solution depending on the reader’s sensibilities. Further: the
translation of Eflak as “Vlach” (rather than “Wallachians”, which is more commonly used in
recent historiography) is arguably more sensitive to the philological issue of word origin.
“Vlach” probably entered Ottoman discourse via (Old) Church Slavonic word for “Roman”,
“a speaker of Romance language”.

10°A version of the database resulting from this survey can be found at https://zenodo.org/
records/17115048.
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personal names and titles. As is well known, this does not mean that the
discourse was not structured and that the Ottoman historians or scribes were
constantly “making mistakes.”!! Importantly, terms most immediatly relatable
to Serbs and Serbia, Las/Laz and Sirf/Sirf (and less often Serf'and Sarf), emerge
as key concepts Ottoman Arabographers used for narrative structuring in the
period observed. Modern historians know these terms but usually treat them in
passing and as straightforward synonyms. I argue, however, that this was not
always the case and that the ways in which they were used at the level of the
whole discourse carry broader implications which I will try to explain.

My analysis of these designations and their contexts also keeps in view that
the immediate producers of such texts were not the only agents shaping them,
nor can their audiences be defined solely by the languages of composition. It
is enough to recall the many captives taken in Ottoman wars against “infidels”.
Many learned Turkish under new social and political conditions, becoming
“Ottomans” of a sort. Some were in a position to read or hear Ottoman (pseudo-)
historical texts evoking the ethno-political entities they used to belong and/or
belonged to, and some perhaps contributed to their production. The key
question, therefore, that emerges from this paper and that invites further
research is: how can we know whether they and other non-native speakers of
Turkish, Arabic, or Persian left an active or passive imprint on the emerging
Ottoman conceptual frameworks — and, even more importantly, how can we
demonstrate that they did not? Before I turn to these questions, I will explain
how the existing literature informs this paper.

A Historical Confluence and the Historiographical Rifts

When the Ottomans crossed the Dardanelles around 1350, they moved from
Asia Minor into the Balkan peninsula, a region they called Rim-ili, “the land
of the Romans (in Europe).” By then it was clear that the Ottomans had
established an ambitious polity. The crossing also exposed them to new
patterns of ethno-linguistic diversity. Were the Balkans in general, and South
Slavia in particular analogous to more familiar Greko-Byzantine continuum in
this respect? Could familiar categories be applied, or did the Ottomans need to

! Understandably, the various aspects of the observed texts have been well studied by modern
scholars. The references to some foundational works are cited throughout the paper. Copyists
are often “blamed” by historians for corrupt transcriptions of words from languages “foreign”
to Ottoman Arabographers (for, from all we know, there has been no transliteration in
production of early Arabographic texts). On a different note, Slavic is a language which has
not been studied in the historical departments of the Republic of Turkey, something which is
obvious in many published editions of texts.
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learn new ways of describing and governing? These questions intersect with the
evolving meaning of being “Ottoman” in the 14" and 15" centuries.

In South Slavia — a geo-linguistic region divided among independent and
semi-independent polities — Ottoman territorial expansion brought about major
political transitions. Modern South-Slavic historiographies, framing these
transitions as a sequence of “conquests”, tend to privilege outcomes over
processes.'? Their interpretations echo the surviving testimonies of literate
contemporaries, who sought to rationalize the ill fate of the Christians.
Contemporary South Slavic commentaries, mostly authored by churchmen,
depict Christian polities as weakened by internal strife and unable to resist
Ottoman incursions. One by one, these polities reached a point of no return —
typically following catastrophic battles in which much of the aristocracy, the
pillars and ideologues of statehood, were decimated. At each turning point,
clerical authorities focused on preserving the integrity of the Church and the
Christian flock in the time of crisis. South-Slavic historical texts — understood
as compositions structured around dated events — appear from the mid-14"
century, with the crucial caveat that the extant examples are mainly of Serbian
provenance. Combined with other Cyrillic literary texts (monuments of the
national literature) and documentary texts (witnessing the statehood just lost),
these annals (sr. lefopisi) are mainly used for reconstructing sequences of
events leading to the “falls” of the late medieval states, and occasionally to
explore the attitudes of the conquered toward their conquerors.'

From the Ottoman side, modern historians have tended to consult these Cyrillic
sources only for factual data. When juxtaposed with Ottoman historiography,
Christian ways of recording history are usually observed through Greco-Byzantine
models. Slavic ideas and developments are explained away as derivative.'* A

12 This is slowly changing. See, for example, historiographical discussions in Oliver Jens Schmitt
ed., The Ottoman conquest of the Balkans: interpretations and research debates, Wien 2016.
13 See, for example, the three installments of Ivan Dujéev, “La Conquete Turque et la Prise de
Constantinople dans la Litterature Slave Contemporaine”, Byzantinoslavica 14 (1953) 14—
54, and 16 (1955) 318-329, and 17 (1956) 276-340; Dusan Kora¢ & Radivoj Radi¢, “Mehmed
I, ‘the Conqueror’, in Byzantine Short Chronicles and Old Serbian Annals, Inscriptions and
Genealogies”, Zbornik radova Vizantoloskog instituta 45 (2008) 289-300. Novel and valuable
is a discussion found in Anexcaugap 3. Casuh, “‘He3naboruiu nolore y nocrojame TBOje’
(ITc 8, 1): VneHTuTe U APYrocT y CPICKOM IOJIUTHYKOM JAUCKYPCY €M0XE OCMaHCKHX
ocBajama”, in: [Torumuuxu oxeupu konekmusHux uoenmumema: Ceedouancmea cpnckoz

cpeorosexkosma, Cmuiba Mapjanosuh-/lymanuh et al., eds, beorpan 2024, 77-114.

4 T have made a similar and other observations relevant for this discussion, with different
concerns, but based on the there cited primary sources and secondary literature in Marijana
Misevi¢, “An Episode ‘the Rise’ of Ottoman Multilingualism”, in: Formation and circulation
of knowledge in the Ottoman Empire: A connected and transcultural history of Ottoman Muslim
and Orthodox communities, ed. by Hasan Colak, Syracuse University Press, forthcoming 2025.
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degree of the Byzantine influence on Ottoman socio-political thought has also
been noted, but mainly in relation to the period after the conquest of
Constantinople (1453) when Ottomans had gained the “imperial” confidence,
when the empire had truly and irrevocably “risen”, and when it started
competing with other empires with universalistic pretensions.'® Yet before
1453 the Ottomans had already conquered a wide area of the South Slavic
dialect continuum, building their state on the ruins of not only Byzantine, but
Bulgarian and Serbian empires as well. By prevailing consensus, however,
South Slavic conceptual frameworks had no significant influence on Ottoman
ideas and practices.

This consensus is reinforced by a particular reading of Ottoman sources.
The Ottoman literate elite in general, and (pseudo-) historiographers in
particular transpire as almost exclusively interested in the immediacy of the
building of Ottoman institutions and the process of “melting” in what was to
become the imperial pot, and thus generally unconcerned with pre-Ottoman
realities and socio-linguistic diversity on the ground. The Ottomanists dealing
with the investigations of the “originally Ottoman” political theory have traced
its origin to the early 15" century, though its mature, so-called “classical” form
has been mainly reconstructed based on 16"-century sources discussing the
ideal world order (tr. nizam-1 ‘alem). According to this theory “ethnicity”
mattered when it comes to domestic slaves only,'¢ and this because slaves of

15 This confidence manifested itself, first and foremost through adoption of non-Islamicate titles
by the rulers and the implied appropriation and adaptation of Byzantine legacy, the interest
in “Greek knowledge”, cosmopolitanism of the court and government which gathered people
of numerous linguistic and ethnic backgrounds, as well as an increasing reliance on converted
slaves (kul and/or devshirme) who were staffing the standing military forces. All of these
trends are considered landmarks of the second rule of Mehmed II (1444-1446; 1451-1481),
sustained, with more or less zeal, by his immediate heir, Bayezid II (1481-1512).

16 Summarizing Kinalizade ‘Ali’s (d. 1572) conception of a “king as a physician” (itself relying
on “The Nasirean Ethics” from the 13" century, known also to Ottoman Ahmed Amasi in
early 15"century, and Tursun Bey, the chronicler, in the late 15" century), Gottfried Hagen,
for example, writes: “[...] the socio-political order is divinely ordained and therefore largely
beyond human influence. Humans may disrupt or upset the order, but it is not their calling to
establish it; in other words, there is only one form of social order, not diferent ones for diferent
states or periods. Secondly, social groups and government are universal categories and in no
way specific to any culture or nation, just as cultural, ethnic, religious or other diferences
among the subjects are not part of the theory, not even the distinction between nomads and
sedentary folk so pervasive in other theories. On this level of abstraction, the author does not
even need to theorise the legal distinction between Muslims and non-Muslims, and diferences
of ethnicity are of interest only when it comes to domestic slaves.” Gottfried Hagen, “The
order of knowledge, the knowledge of order: Intellectual life”, in: The Cambridge history of
Turkey, Vol. 2, The Ottoman Empire as world power, 1453—1603, eds. Suraiya Faroghi &
Kate Fleet, Cambridge 2013, 407-456, 437. The same passage is cited in a book entirely
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different origin had to be managed differently within the household due to their
various (character) traits. The languages did not matter either, since, by default,
the slaves had to learn Turkish at least.

When it comes to Arabographic (pseudo-) historical texts before ca. 1500, the
general concensus seems to have been that “genuinely Ottoman” historiography
“emerged” in the late 15" century — with the appearance of comparably
elaborate and detailed (dominantly prose) narratives in (simple) Turkish solely
dedicated to the history of the Ottoman dynasty. A lot of effort has been
invested in explaining the discrepancies and overlaps among different story-
lines, tracing the intertextual connections, etc. The most influential source critiques
have demostrated that these texts were admixtures of older written compositions,
some of which were lost already in the late 15" century,'” eye-witness accounts
and orally transmitted information. More or less successfully, scholars went on to
identify these segments in what has survived.'® The provenance of the smaller
narrative fragments (elite, popular, court-sponsored, produced by anonymous
singers of epics and story-tellers) or information that stands out as unique is not
always solved or commented upon."” The instability of the corpus — multiple

dedicated to Ottoman political though, which I used to write this paragraph: Marinos
Sariyannis, 4 History of Ottoman Political Thought, Leiden 2007, 90 and passim.

'7 Halil Inalcik and Victor L. Menage have been the chief authorities in he studies of “the rise
of Ottoman historiography”. These two scholars, among other things, delineated what is to be
considered reliable histori(ographi)cal text, and what is of secondary value from the
perspective of the recontruction of the history as events and Ottoman political ideology. They
also argued for the existence of two, ideologically distinct textual traditions, remaining
unchallenged until recently. See: Halil Inalcik, “The Rise of Ottoman Historiography”, in:
Historians of the Middle East, ed. Bernard Lewis & Peter M. Holt, London 1962, 152-167;
Victor L. Menage, “The Beginnings of Ottoman Historiography”, in: Historians of the Middle
East, 168-179; Victor L. Ménage, A Survey of the Early Ottoman Histories, with Studies on
Their Textual Problems and Their Sources, 2 vols. (doctoral dissertation, University of
London, 1961); Murat Cem Mengii¢, 4 Study of 15th-Century Ottoman Historiography
(doctoral dissertation, University of Cambridge, 2008).

18 Positive example is Dimitri J. Kastritsis, ed. and transl, An early Ottoman history: the Oxford
Anonymous chronicle (Bodleian Library, Ms Marsh 313), Liverpool 2017.

19 Besides that, the chronicles whose composers are not known (known as “anonymous chronicles”),
for example, are commonly treated as being close to the voice of the populus. The case of the
manuscript known as Oxford Anonymous 313 (see Ibidem, 1-11) which was in actuality meant to be
submitted to the court, is a good example of how relative, pre-16" century simplicity of Turkish can
be misleading in terms of audience intended and the sites of usage of a text. Anonymous chronicles
in their extant form are sometimes described as aiming to entertain the wider, illiterate populace
through oral performance. Another argument related to chronicles is that some of these voiced the
opposition of the centralizing efforts of the dynasty. These voices, however, never go openly against
the ruling sultan and the legitimacy of the dynasty as a whole is never questioned. In other words, it
is not impossible that most of these texts were produced by and for the elite which pursued two goals:
formulating its memory of the past and developing it s Turkish language for the purpose.
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redactions of similar contents and scattered unique fragments — has been
acknowledged but not systematically explored. Overall, the conventional
treatments of narrative corpuses remain bounded by language and script.

When it comes to combining historical texts with pragmatic administrative
documents on the one hand, and interpreting the ways in which Ottomans
perceived ethno-linguistic and ethno-political diversity on the other, a model
developed by Halil inalcik remains foundational. Inalcik was among the first
historians who clearly demonstrated that early Ottoman governors were not
merely a predatory force bent on territorial acquisition.?” Using early census
records (tahrir defters), he showed that sultans pursued “methods of gradual
conquest”. These included intimidation, vassalage, incorporation, and finally
the introduction of a stable bureaucratic and judicial system, often with the
cooperation of local medium and petty nobility.?! Parallel to all these phases,
the process of the Islamization took place, first in Asia Minor, and then in the
Balkan peninsula. Most consequential conversions to Islam were those of the
powerful local magnates and their entourages, after which the conversion of
wider local groups would ensue.?” These same methods were applied all until
the territorial expansion was possible.

Inalcik’s goal was thus to identify common principles underlying diverse
cases, rather than to emphasize diversity. But how did the Ottomans themselves
conceive of the entities subjected to these “methods”? Were they states,
peoples, or particular social groups? Inalcik devoted much of his writing to
“Greeks” within Ottoman society, apparently the first “Europeans” to become

20 In 1954, Inalcik follows Nicolae Jorga along these lines, adding his own qualifications, as well
as Ladislas Hadrovics who, in 1945, wrote a book dedicated to the history of Serbian church
under the Ottoman rule. See Halil Inalcik, “Stefan Dusan’dan Osmanli Imparatorluguna”, in:
idem, Fatih devri. Uzerinde Tetkikler ve Vesikalar, Ankara 1954, 139.

21 Halil Inalcik, “Ottoman Methods of Conquest”, Studia Islamica 2 (1954) 103-129. Ottoman
judicial system was based on state-wide applied sharia and sultanic will expressed through
orders (fermans), whereby local nuances and customs were recognized in the law-codes
(kaniins and kaniin-names) usually accompanying local tax registers. Also, in the early period
after the conquests, Ottomans behaved rather conservatively when it comes to local
institutions, administrative divisions and customs, especially if an area was conquered by
surrender. See, for example, Halil Inalcik, “Greeks in Ottoman Economy and Finances 1453—
1500, in: idem, Essays in Ottoman History, Istanbul 1998, 379-389. The prevailing
interpretation is that the Ottomans provided political stability and just governance, reduced the
tax burden on the peasantry, and granted tax exemptions or privileges to entire corporate
groups that cooperated with the new regime.

22 Kose Mihal, a Greek from Asia Minor who rode with ‘Osman I, being the first known
example and the most quoted model. The Islamization was not forced on free non-Muslims,
but rather, induced by the new authorities.
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part of its fabric.” Alongside Italians, Jews, and Serbs, Greeks largely remain
self-explanatory in his works. Terms such as the “(Old) Serbian state” and
“Serbia” (Sirbistan) appear in his well-known article on Christian timariots. In
the same place, Inalcik offers a footnote with guidelines on Ottoman terminology
that seems to cut across both administrative and narrative genres:

Ottomans, for the most part, named a country [or region; province] they first
came into contact with (tr. ilk temasa geldikleri bir memleket) by using the
name or title of the ruler of that country at the time. In this way, the compounds
like Kostandin-ili, Sigman-ili (Bulgaristan), Laz-ili (Sirbistan), Kiral-ili (Bosna),
Hersek-ili, Lukag-ili (in Bosna), Karli-ili were formed. These names, in general,
reveal to us the names of the first tributary lords of these lands (tr. bu
memleketlerin haracgiizar olan ilk beylerinin isimlerini ifsa etmektedir). The
names of regions in Albania strongly support this hypothesis: Balsa-ili, nahiyet-
i Bogdan Ripe, vilayet-i Pavlo Kurtik, nahiyet-i Kondo Miho, Yuvan-ili [...]**

One detail a careful reader may notice is that none of Inalcik’s examples
concern Greek-speaking areas; Grecophone Europe was, as noted, Rizm-ili to the
Ottomans. While Inalcik’s main point is clear, glossing Laz-ili (the land of Laz[ar
Hrebeljanovi¢]) as “Serbia” is somewhat reductive. After all, was not Kostandin-
ili (the land of Kostantin Dejanovi¢, an Ottoman vassal after 1371) also some
form of “Serbia” before the rise of knez Lazar? Perhaps Inalcik meant “Laz-ili
in Serbia,” but then — where exactly was this land, and who spoke for it?

Of trajectories of Slavic/Serbian speakers in the Ottoman state before 1500,
we can mainly speak in general terms only. It is well-established that in the
late 14™ and throughout the 15% centuries, many members of the late-medieval
South-Slavic aristocratic and noble families were affected by or actively
involved in Ottoman expansionist politics and state-building.”® These individuals
have generally been treated as mediators in the Ottoman takeover: more or less
willing but relatively loyal followers of Ottoman policies, eventually serving

3 See, for example, Halil Inalcik, “Mutual Political and Cultural Influences between Europe and
the Ottomans”, in: Ottoman Civilization, Vol. 2, ed. Halil Inalcik & Giinsel Renda, Istanbul
2002, 1058-1065.

24 H. Inalcik, “Stefan Dusan’dan”, fn. 91, 159. The second part of the compound, i/, means
“land, country”. The italics are mine. Note below how the case of Laz as reflected in historical
texts squares with this proposal.

% Heath Lowry most famously made this observation in 2003, but limited his analysis to proving
that these people were not “only Turks”, i.e. that some of the highest Ottoman officials were
of Greek and Slavic noble origin during the period of the rise. These have all been long known
facts well before Lowry’s systhematic study, the main aim of which was to establish a
counterpart of the notorious “Wittek’s thesis” and its scholarly derivatives. See, Heath W.
Lowry, The nature of the early Ottoman state, Albany 2003.
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as guardians of their old privileges and beneficiaries of material assets acquired
through engagement with Ottoman affairs. Their cultural and intellectual
influence at the Ottoman court, and in society more broadly, has typically been
interpreted in historiography as adaptation and integration following a more
or less radical break with the literate and literary traditions in which they had
originally participated. Scholarly attention has so far been dedicated to some
prominent individuals who ended up becoming members of the sultanic
household and whose trajectories and biographies are relatively well-known,
the most famous and only examples being Mara Brankovi¢ and Mahmud Pasha
(Angelovi¢).?® As these cases show, Serbian noble families were often ethno-
linguistically mixed, and some members were educated or literate before
joining circles close to the sultan.?’ It is therefore plausible that, over time,
individuals familiar with local written traditions beyond the Arabographic
corpus transmitted knowledge derived from these traditions.”® Mahmud Pasha,
alongside Mehmed I, became a major patron of Ottoman (pseudo-) historians
in the mid- and late 15" century. The question is not whether he knew about
the Serbian and Greek past, but rather how we are to interpret the (in)
significance of this fact.

Constructing the Laz in a Universal History

A common starting point in discussions of early Ottoman historiography is
Ahmed?’s Iskendername (d. 1413), a versified encyclopedia that includes a
section devoted to the Ottoman dynasty and its gaz7 sultans. Although some
copies omit the Ottoman section, the work quickly became a classic among
Ottoman readers and influenced later chroniclers. Notably, it contains no dates.”

26 Muxawo Cr. ITonosuh, Mapa Bpanxosuh, beorpan 2014; Theoharis Stavrides, The Sultan
of Vezirs: The Life and Times of the Ottoman Grand Vezir Mahmud Pasha Angelovi¢ (1453—
1474), Leiden 2001; Tatjana Kati¢, “Mahmud Pasha’s Origins and the Angelovi¢ Family in
the Light of New Evidence”, Initial. A Review of Medieval Studies 12 (2024) 197-207.

27 In case of Mara Brankovi¢ who remained Christian, there is no doubt about this. From all we
know, Mahmiid Pasha (Angelovi¢) was enslaved as a child, and chances that he was literate
at the time are probably lean. Nevertheless, his Christian mother and brother of noble Greco-
Serbian origin remained in his vicinity. Arabographic “legend of Mahmud Pasha” portrays him
as a smart young man versed in Christian theology.

% For my consideration of this issue on the example of Konstantin Mihajlovi¢ who is still mistakenly
treated as a janissary, see M. Misevi¢, “An Episode in “the Rise” of Ottoman Multilingualism”.
» [skenderndame is a narrative poem (mesnevi) written in Turkish. It is an encyclopedic work
featuring the exploits of Alexander the Great (Alexander III of Macedon, 336 B.C. — 323
B.C.) as a leitmotif and organizing principle. Is is interspersed with discourses on theology,

263



Marijana MISEVIC

Ahmedi narrates Ottoman history by tracing the dynasty’s succession and
briefly describing each ruler’s exploits.

[ will return to this work later, for there are good reasons to believe that the first
Ottoman attempts to record their history took the form of tables (tr. cedvel) of back-
dated events with short descriptions. These tables were part of the so-called “royal
calendars” (tr. fakvims), the earliest extant example of which dates to 1421, during
the reign of Mehmed I (1413-1421).3° The calendars themselves were annual
almanac-prognostications, containing astronomical, astrological, and calendric
material prepared by court astrologers at the turn of each solar year.>! The genre was
adopted from the wider medieval Islamic tradition, probably via other beyliks.
Produced annually by different individuals, the tables show striking similarities in
periodization and event selection, suggesting reliance on shared templates. Their
audience seems to have been limited to the court, as the completed calendars were
dedicated and presented to the sultan, possibly also to princes. Each new list built
on its predecessors. As long as the lists were embedded in the prognostication
calendars, they were updated with recent events.>> While developments of the
moment considered major were known to all compilers, the selection of details
seems to have depended on individual access to information and personal interest.*
There are also indications that lists of events — derived from or modeled on these
tables — circulated independently, perhaps produced outside courtly circles.

The oldest extant calendar from 1421, was produced in Persian.** The table
starts with the Creation (of Adam), and continues with the history of the pre-

mysticism, philosophy, geography, medicine, astronomy, and history. The text is unstable,
the longest version containing 8754 couplets. It was dedicated to Siileyman Celebi (Emir
Siileyman, d. 1411), a son of Bayezid I. See Ahmedi. Iskender-name : inceleme, tipkibasim,
ed. Ismail Unever, Ankara 1983; Ahmedi, History of the Kings of the Ottoman Lineage and
Their Holy Raids Against the Infidels, ed. Kemal Silay, Cambridge, MA 2004.

30 That is 824. The other known examples are from 835 (1432), 843 (1439), 848 (1444), 850
(1446), 855 (1451), 856 (1452), 858 (1454). See: Osman Turan, Oniki hayvanl Tiirk takvimi,
Istanbul1941; idem, Istanbul 'un Fethinden Once Yazilmig Tarihi Takvimler, Ankara 1954;
Nihal Atsiz, “Fatih Sultan Mehmed’e Sunulmus Tarihi Bir Takvim”, Istanbul Enstitiisii
Dergisi 111 (1957) 17-23; idem, Osmanli Tarihine ait takvimler I, Istanbul 1961; idem, “Hicri
858 Yilina Ait Takvim”, Selcuklu Arastirmalar: Dergisi 4 (1975) 223-28; Victor L. Ménage,
“The ‘Annals’ of Murad II”, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 39/3 (1976)
570-584; idem, “The Beginnings of Ottoman Historiography”, 168—79.

31 Tung Sen, Astrology in the Service of the Empire: Knowledge, Prognostication, and Politics
at the Ottoman Court, 1450s—1550s (doctoral dissertation, Chicago University, 2016), esp.16.

32 Of the later examples, I checked the table in MS Esad Efendi 1978 for the year 915 (1510),
and dedicated to Ahmed bin Bayezid II; and the table in MS BNF Turc 182 for the year 982
(1575). They do not contradict what stands for the early 15" century examples (see below).

33 Remarks such as “on this side” imply a perspective from either Europe or Asia Minor, and
often introduce events specific to one region, revealing editorial choices about what deserved
to be remembered.
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Islamic prophets (as interpreted in Islam), life of Prophet Muhammad, the
period of the four caliphates, and then, skipping the Umayyads, the period of
the Abbasids. It then moves through the lives of the founders of the Mevlevi
Sufi order and various events in Asia Minor and Middle East involving Turkic
lords, to end with the “enthronement” of the Karamanoglu ‘Ali Beg which took
place three years before, that is in 1418. Next two sections detail the history of
the Seljugs from the early beginnings until ca. 1295 and then history of the
Karaman state from the foundation until, again, 1418. Finally, there is a section
with events concerning the Ottomans, starting with “the appearance” (per.
horiig) of ‘Osman, his conquests etc. It is in this table that we find the earliest
extant occurrence of the term Lds, in an entry which reads:

From the time [of the attack; of the appearance of; the bid for power by] Las and
the late Murad Beg’s martyrdom and the enthronement of his son Bayazid Han
and the conquest of the province of Saruhan, 34 years have passed.’

The scholar who first published this text in Persian, and translated it to
modern Turkish, applies different solutions for the word horig in two
structurally same phrases horiig-e ‘Osman and horiig-e Las, making it sound
as two completely different concepts: “appearance,” or more precisely “a bid
for political power” in case of ‘Osman, and “attack” in case of Las. The word
having the multiple meanings, the connotation obviously depends on the
readers preferences and knowledge. In any case Las here obviously stands for
a person who perhaps did the same foundational thing as ‘Osman did (attack?)
while founding an independent state, and who, undoubtedly had to do
something with the martyrdom of Murad (Beg, Murad I /Muraad 1/, r. 1362-
1389). When Las is observed in the context of the whole section, several
important details come to the fore: the first European /ocation mentioned is
(the town of) Gelibolu — as an object of conquest (per. fath); (after killing his
brother) Mehmed I took over “the governance” together with the control of the
“velayet-e Riim” which here, most probably, stands for all the lands the sultan
controlled; in the entry for the year 1418, the second /ocation in Europe is

3* This fact, combined with an observation that this is the only example of a table mentioning the
plague in Karasi (region, principality?) which occured in 1348-9 (749), may be an indication
that Ottoman calendar makers took over some chain of events found in the texts produced in
other beyliks of Asia Minor, Karaman being another good candidate, next to Karasi. N. Atsiz,
Osmanli Tarihine Ait Takvimler, 25; T. Sen, Astrology in the Service of the Empire, 286.

35 Az gah-e horig-e Las va $ahid Sodan marhiim Morad Bek va goltis-e pasara$ Bayazid Han
va fath-e valayat-e Saruhban si va Cahar salast. [34 years ago, that is the hijri 790, started on
12.01.1388), N. Atsiz, Osmanli Tarihine Ait Takvimler, 26.
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mentioned: after crossing the Danube river (per. Ab-e Tiina), Mehmed I fights
a group, the Aflak, while his army pillaged parts of the (Wallachian) territory
(per. ba Z1 zemin-e Aflak). In this way, Las stands out in this composition as the
only person having some sort of agency in Europe until 1421, and there is no
indication his land was “conquered” around the year 790/1388.% Despite the
fact that the enlisting of the event of horiig of Las could be read as a mere boost
of sultan-centric view, this is still a detail worth noting. Even more if we know
that the tables in question described only events considered crucial in the larger
scheme of things, that is—a selective view of the world history in which
Ottoman sultans were contextualized as rulers among the important
predecessors — and peers, Las being one of them. Intertextuality between
chronological tables and late 15™ century narratives has been a subject of
investigation, mainly for the sake of understanding the latter. What matters to
me here, however, is that the tables chronologically preceeded these narratives.
Before reviewing other extant examples, [ will return to Ahmedi.

Ahmedi (around 1410) introduces the Ottoman actions in Europe by relating
that already because of Orhan, “pandemonium had befallen Laz, and
earthquakes the realms of Ungiiriis”. Laz here, apparently stands for either a
group or a land, in paralel with Ungiiriis, and is an anachronism (which will be
taken over from Ahmedi by all historians who used his work), for during
Orhan’s rule, Lazar was not a political factor. Orhan then sent his son Siilleyman
to what is understood to be Europe, referenced by a dubious, apparently invented
toponym Isreyaka (tr. the other side), to wage holy war and conquer “states,
cities, and regions.” When Siileyman died, and then Orhan, Murad (I) also went
to Isreyaka with the same purpose. After a long excursus of pedagogical value,
we find Murad who, having conquered the whole of Rum-ili (the land of
Greeks), coveted Laz (a land, a country).>” All infidels and Christians living
“until the [border with the] west” joined their armies with those of Laz (a
person).* Murad fights Laz and dies as a martyr. In the careers of Bayezid I and
Emir Siileyman, Laz (either as a person, country, or a collective) played no role.

In 1414, ‘Abdu’l-vasi‘ (fl. 817/1414-1415) finished his Halil-name.** In
his account of the event known as battle of Camurlu, we learn that, when

36 The original literary and liturgical texts for the praise and veneration of Knez Lazar of Serbia,
who was canonized as a saint soon after his death were produced between 1389 and 1420, i.e.
when his son Stefan Lazarevi¢ (knez 1389-1402, despot 1402—1427) ruled Serbia parallel to
the reign of Bayezid I, the Interregnum (1402—-1413), and the reigns of Mehmed I (1413-1421),
and Murad IT (1421-1451).

37 Ahmedi, History of the Kings of the Ottoman Lineage , 7 and 17-18.

38 Gebr i tersa garba degin her ne var Laza lesker virbidiler bigiimar.

3 Halil-name is also a mesnevi, combined with ghazals and qasidas, totalling 3693 couplets.
This is the only known composition by the author. The main theme is the life of the Prophet Ibrahim
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Mehmed I came to Europe, prince Miisa was already ruling “on the other side”.
Mehmed reaches Laz and Eflak, and “wanders around in harsh conditions”, to
eventually “charm” these two (collectives? persons?) into submission.
Eventually, Mehmed “became Sultan again in his own province”, and:

Just so did our king, Sultan Mehmed, A true proof of the Muhammadan religion,
Mehmed, Arrive and take the borderlands like the Mahd1. He took the lands (tr.
il) of Rizm, Laz and Ulgar. The Firenk, Eflak and Sirf and Engiiriis, The Kifcak
and Tatar and Uris, He charmed into submission. Begs came to meet him. The
Byzantine Emperor, a consul, and their betters. Along with them they brought
there every day, Loads of gold and silver coins on beasts of burden.*’

Sirf'here stand as a group whose connection (grammatical, semantic) with
land of the Laz is not established. This can be due to ignorance, but also due
to knowledge that the group designated by Sirf lived divided among different
political units. Or it can be an element of a rhetorical device. Nevertheless, it
is important to note that around 1414, some Arabographers had the idea of the
“Serbs” or “Serbianness” which does not appear in the table from the calendar
dated to 1421, nor in the five extant examples (all written in Turkish) from the
reign of Murad I1.

In the first of these, from 1431 (835), Las is still a person and did a horig,
in an entry similar to the one from 1421. The rest of the entry on the year 790
is the same. Murad Il conquers whole of Ruimeli in 1422 (825) after a battle
with the false pretender to the throne, and in 1426 (830), Las-vilayeti (the
province of Las) is conquered. The table for 1439 (843) gives 1389 (791) as the
year of Murad I’s martyrdom, but there is no mention of Ldas, although some

(Abraham), from birth until death. Two versions of the work assumed to have existed based on
the extant copies. Specific sections diverting from the main theme are: A section (53 couplets)
dedicated to the reasons for writing; A “historical” section (193 couplets) focused on the battle
(of Camurlu) fought between Mehmed I (Celebi Sultan Mehmed, r. 1413—1421) and his
brother, (Prince) Miisa (d. 1413). This section is absent in some versions of the work; A section
(567 couplets) narrating the ascension (ar. mi 7dj) of Prophet Muhammad into heaven where
he greeted the earlier prophets and then spoke to God in a miraculous night journey. This
section is preceded by an exposition on the descendants of Abraham, Muhammad being one
of'them. Abdiilvasi Celebi, Halilname, ed. Ayhan Giildas, Ankaral996; Translation to English
of the historical part is in Dimitris J. Kastritsis, The Sons of Bayezid: Empire Building and
Representation in the Ottoman Civil War of: 1402—1413, Leiden 2007, 221-232.

40 This is the translation by Kastrisis, but I inserted the original names of the entities mentioned
based on SK Microfilm 2677 (copy of MS Daru’l Kutubi’l-Misriyya T 82). The original reads
as follows: Nitekim sahumuz sultan Muhammed/Muhammed dinine biirhan Muhammed/
Varup Mehdr gibi Ucati tutdi/ Bu Riim u Laz u Ulgar ilin utdi/Firenk Eflak u Sirf u Engiiriisi/
Dahi1 Kif¢ak u Tatar u Urust/ Miisahhar kildi karsu geldi begler/ Tekiir u Genceliisi dahi yigler/
Araya yiikler ile ak¢e altun/Getiirdiler tasinur soyle her giin.
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other entries overlap with the table from 1422. Las-vilayeti is here conquered in
1427 (831) together with its fortresses.*! 1437 (841) is the year when the fortress
of Semendire (Smederevo) was conquered, and that is the last entry in this table.

The last two calendars from Murad II’s time are those for the years 1444
(848) and 1446 (850) and they use the appelation of Laz. In the 1444 one, the
entry on Auriic (tr.) and its consequence is reintroduced. Mehmed I crosses the
Danube into Eflak in the same way like before. The entries on European affairs
in the early reign of Murad II start with the death of Laz ogli (the son of Laz)
in 1428-29 (832), and the conquest of Giigercinilik (calque of sl. Golubac)
upon which Engurits attacked the army of Rizm-ili and then ran away. In 1438-
39 (842) Murad II conquered Selanik (Thessaloniki). He then attacked and
conquered the Semendire, and unsuccessfully attacked Belgrad. In 144041
(844), “during the time of Murad II,” governor-general of Rizm-ili Sihabu’d-din
Pasa conquered the fortress of Novabirt and its town together with some other
places and provinces held by the infidels. In the same year the frontier-lord,
Ishak Beg also took some lands.*? In 1443 (847), Vilk ogil (the son of Vuk)
and Yankii and the army of Enguriis attacked the Rim-illeri (the lands of Riim);
Murad II fights them, they go away, he goes to Edirne and makes peace with
(some) “infidel kings”, Enguris and Vilk ogli and Yankii by relegating to them
some “fortresses and places” from Rim-ili, and then “puts his son in his
place”.®* Calendars, therefore operate with the construct “the land of a person”
and are very terse, but each subsequent one is enriched by new details. The
selection and patterns of events outlined in calendars remains fixed when
transferred to other, updated versions and more detailed, later narratives which
are known as chronicles proper.

The tables in question were produced both before and after the Battle of
Varna (1444). Before continuing, let me remind that the concept of Sirf/Sirf
was not used in the calendars before 1444, and add that this stands for all
known examples from Murad II’s time, as well as those produced for Mehmed
II. For a while thus, Halil-name from 1414 remains the only source mentioning
Serbs as a collective. The discourse, however, is not static, as already noted. As

41 Las vilayeti ve kal alar feth oldu.

42 Ve Murad Han zamaninda NovabirT hisari ve sehri ve ba‘z yerlerin ve vilayetlerin kafirler
elinden Riim-ili begi Sihabu’d-din Pasa elinde feth olaldan berii {Uc-ili begi ishak Beg elinde
ba'z yerler feth olaldan berii } dort yildur.

[...] ve Vilk og1l g. ve Yankii ve Enguriis gerisi gelub Rim-illerin gayet harab idelden {ve
Murad Han ¢okluk ¢erisiyle 1a-yuhsa karsa varub ¢ok ceng ve kilic ve kital idelden ve kafir
cerileri gidub Murad Han Edirne sehrine geliib tahtinda culds idelden berti [...] } ve Murad Han
ve kafir melikleriyle ve Enguriis ve Vilk ogli ve Yanki’yla musalahat idub Riim-ilinden ba‘z1
hisarlar ve yerler verdi ve oglin Murad Han kendii yirine dikub [...]

43
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the older entries are transferred to updated versions, a lot of details get to be
added about the previously recorded events. With these additions, the numbers
of mentioned places conquered in Europe grows, but most of them are Slavic
and located in Lazar’s and/or Vuk Brankovi¢’s lands. The persons indexed “on
this side”, in addition to Yanki (Slavicized Janos) are, by the rule, heirs of Knez
Lazar Hrebeljanovi¢ and their rivals. Other contemporary example which
illustrates the continuous addition of details to the discourse as a whole belongs
to a different genre, but, is encyclopedic, and in a manner of calendars, covers
the larger periods of time then the title itself suggests. That is Za ‘Tfi Muhammed
Gelibolulu’s Gazavatu’ Sultan Murad Ibn Muhammad Han, dated to 14461447
where we find a synonym for, till then, repetitive Vilk ogli: Yorgi.** In the
chronological table from 1451 (855), the entry for 1425-6 (829) “informs” that,
when sultan Murad came to “the land of Laz” that year, he took it out from the
hands of Laz-ogli Koca Desbiit (the Grand Despot, the son of Laz). And took
over “the power of governance” over his land (vilayetini feth étdi).*

In 1459, a court historian Siikrullah finished his Behcetii t-Tevarih, a
universal narrative history written in Persian and covering the period from the
creation to 1421. He submitted the work to Mahmiid Pasha Angelovi¢. The
novelty of this encyclopedic work is dating, right or wrong. Obviously
following Ahmed1’s anachronism, Siikrullah reports that the news of Orhan’s
military success (in Asia Minor?) reached Laz and Ungiiriis, and scared them:
they were constantly under precaution. Siikrullah adds (compared to Ahmedi)
that the news spread from Bursa, probably intending to embelish his discourse
by some extra information, and this by hinting that Bursa was the seat of the
Ottoman sultan at the time. One day, Orhan thought that he could call these
infidels to faith, and if they did not except, destroy them. With this in mind he
sent his son Siileyman to cross the sea, to Rumeli. With fourty of his soldiers
who also crossed, Siilleyman took two fortresses by force (Od Génlek and
Iksamilye). The news of this as well also reached Laz, of all. The next European

4 This work is often described as the first extant work in the genre of gazavat-name after
Ahmedi. The only extant manuscript has missing folios in the beginning and is incomplete at
the end. It consists of 2566 couplets and contains 49 couplets in ghazal and qasida form with
differing meter. The work includes the sections of tevhid, miinacat, na ‘t and sebeb-i te 'lif. It
also contains a number of stories, one of which is taken from Rum1’s Masnawi. It has 232
couplets in common with the Danismend-name (14th century legend of Danismend Gazi, a
hero of the Byzantine-Turkish frontiers in Anatolia) dispersed inside the text, and of course
the story of Murad II’s campaigns. See: Mehmet Sar1, Gelibolulu Za ‘ifi Muhammed: Gazavat-
1 Sultan Murad Han: Inceleme (Ses Degismeleri, Benzesmeleri ve Uyumlar) Metin — Sozliik
(doctoral dissertation, Istanbul University, 1994).

4[...] Def*a: Sultan Murad Laz-¢line vardi. Laz-ogli Koca Desbiit ¢linden ¢ikarub vilayetini feth
étdi.
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episode described is an event which, as will be seen, was poorly understood by
chroniclers, but will gradually become developed in a way which shows that
it corresponds to the Battle of Maritsa, after which Lazar became political
bidder. Laz, however, is here marked as the main actor (see below). Stikrullah
also provides an account of 1389 battle in Kosovo. In the manner of Halil-name,
Siikrullah mentions Serbs (Serf, in transliteration from Persian) when he counts
Lazar’s western allies preparing for the battle. This 1459 addition of “the battle
of Maritsa,” though under disguise, inaugurated a new structure of events that
took place in Europe which then found place in the various, “Ottoman
chronicles proper”, in the late 15" century. With time this structure will be
embellished with details and descriptions which will introduce the term
Surf/Sirf (also Serf, and Sarf) by bringing it into direct connection with the term
Laz, in a way which implies a constant influx of new information into the
discourse, in result of which “Serbia” will emerge in Ottoman historiographical
discourse as a defragmented entity, though subjugated to the Ottoman rule. As
is known, the year 1456 is taken as the year of the final incorporation of Serbian
principalities into the Ottoman state, which was concluded with important
intervention by Mahmiid Pasha Angelovi¢.

The Laz-ili in “Ottoman Historiography”:
Known and Reframed as “Serbia”

That John Kantakouzenos helped the Ottomans cross the sea is something
no Arabographic text talks about, at least not openly.*® In the epic of ‘Umur Beg
of Aydin, which was made available to the Ottomans at least in 1465 and which
is part of the larger work adopting a universal history perspective,
Kantakouzenos is hidden behind the figure of Domestekos, who was ‘Umur
Beg’s vassal and in that capacity asked the Aydinids for help.*’ As already

46 Instead, chroniclers mention a random kafir who helped Siileyman cross.

47 See Adrian Gheorghe, “Mental Frames and Textual Strategies in Mid-14th Century
Byzantine-Turkish Sources on the Beginnings of the Anatolian Turks in Europe”, Siidost-
Forschungen 80 (2021) 1-18, 7 and passim. The epic is preserved as part of Enveri’s Diistiir-
name (1465), a Turkish work written in verse, in the genre of mesnevi. The work was presented
to Mahmiid Pasha Angelovi¢. It consists of three parts: 1) history of the Islamic prophets ii)
history of the Aydinoglus of Izmir iii) history of the Ottomans. See Miikrimin Halil Yinang,
Diisturnamei Enveri, Istanbul 1928; Enveri, Le destan d’Umur Pacha (Dusturname-i Enveri).
Texte, traduction et notes, ed. Irene Melikoff-Sayar, Paris 1954); Necdet Oztiirk, ed., Fatih
Devri Kaynaklarindan Diistiirname-i Envert. Osmanl Tarihi Kismi (1299-1466), Istanbul
2003; Betiil Ademler, Diistirname-i Enveri (Dil Ozellikleri-Metin)(MA thesis, Sakarya
Universitesi, 2007).
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noted, in all other Arabographic texts, the people the Ottomans encounter after
“crossing” are indeterminate infidels or fortress wardens (tr. fekviir)* until they
encounter Laz. The story was gradually complicated by treating Sirf as a
synonym with Laz, and by using combinations like Sirf leskeri (the Serbian
army), for example. Where these texts differ is on the point of who of Ottomans
was the first to cross the sea, and what was the first battle fought with the Laz
and/or Serbs and occasionally their allies. Also, Arabographic sources almost
completely ignore the encounter with the “Bulgarians” as a collective.
Siikrullah mentions Bulgarians (Ulgar) when he counts Lazar’s allies preparing
for the battle in 1389. Next to the Bulgarians, there are Wallachians,
Hungarians, Czech, Albanians, and Croatians (4raviit), but Serbs/Sirf are also
among these, as noted before, in the rhetorical manner of Halil-name.*

As noted, Stikrullah, in 1459, marks a transition from the period in which
Laz of “the Battle of Kosovo,” becomes Laz of “the Battle of Maritsa”: when
the news of Siileyman’s (the son of Orhan’s) capture of two fortresses by force
reached Laz, the accursed infidel (tr. lanetli kafir) was cautious. He gathered
the army, came to the plain of Migal-karye (Malkara, eastern Thrace, north
coast of the Sea of Marmara), and set up a tent there. The battle happened in
the night and the infidels were decimated.® Siikrullah also tentatively marks a
transition from the period in which it is not clear how is Laz to be connected
to Sirf (as in Halil-name, and in his own work), to the period in which these
become interchangeable. The bellow examples are chosen to illustrate this.

A lost theoretical narrative covering the period up to 1421was reused around
1484 by an author known to us as Oxford Anonymous only because the title
page of his work is missing.’' Similar to Stikrullah, Oxford Anonymous reports
that Orhan was the one to whom it occurred to “cross the sea, perform the gaza’
against the infidels of Rumelia and invite them to Islam,” and that this was

48 For the origin and meaning of the word see Hasan Colak, “Tekfur, fasiliyus and kayser:
Disdain, Negligence and Appropriation of Byzantine Imperial Titulature in the Ottoman
World”, in: Frontiers of the Ottoman Imagination. Studies in Honour of Rhoads Murphey, ed.
Marios Hadjianastasis, Leiden 2014, 5-28.

4 See translation to modern Turkish in Nihal Atsiz, Osmanli Tarihleri I, Istanbul 1949, 39-70,
esp. 56.

50 See transliteration in Arabic script in Hasan Almaz, Siikrullah B. Sihabeddin Ahmed b.
Zeyneddin Zeki: Behcetii t-Tevarih (Inceleme-Metin-Teciime) (doctoral dissertation, University
of Ankara, 2004), 340 and passim.

51 The work is dedicated to Bayezid IT (1481-1512) to whom the author intended to submit his
work. The work was allegedly composed upon the request of the sultan by a secretary
employed in the court milieu who signed his name on the work. D. J. Kastritsis, 4n Early
Ottoman History, 10-11.
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done by his son Siileyman Pasha, with his father’s permission and blessing.>?
Once Siileyman took two castles by force and stationed his soldiers there, the
news reached Laz-ili and distressed its infidels. In reaction, they gathered an
army which first “came and camped on the plain of Manilik.”** At this point,
we learn how the infidels exposed to gaza ' fared in general around this time,
and what happened next in this concrete situation: “they [the people of Islam]
responded by putting them to sword and enslaving their sons and daughters. On
some days it would come to pass that one thousand infidels would join the
faith.” This defeat, Oxford Anonymous informs, opened a series of “conquests”
in Rameli.>* To conclude that this vague and garbled story relates about the
Battle of Maritsa, one needs to figure that Manilik is in fact Melnik, a place
slightly northwest of Serres, which was the seat of UgljeSa Mrnjavcevié. In
the passages dedicated to Murad I, this author uses Serf iklimi (Serbian region,
country), and Laz (person) is defined as Serf begi (Serbian lord).

In the chronicle of ‘Asikpasazade (f1.1480s and on)* Siileyman is the one
who crosses the sea. At one point, he is helped by an indistinct infidel. Initially
captured towns were treated with tolerance and cooperation. The encounter
with Serbian soldiers occurs during the reign of Murad [, when Serbian infidels
gathered the army with the intention of coming to Edirne.’® The pattern is
similar in Orug Beg (f1.1502) and Anonymous Chronicles.”’

Former “Serbianness” (“Greekness,* etc.) of the powerful Ottomans are
never signalled in Arabographic historiographical sources in the observed
period, with the note that there can be found one exception to confirm the rule.
When Hadim Ya‘kub Pasha (d. after 1512), holding a position of sancak-beyi
of Bosnia came out victorious from the famous battle of Krbava led against
Hungarian Ban Derencsényi (tr. Derencil Ban) in 1493, he wrote an ode in
honour of his great victory and sent it to Bayezid II. This ode was preserved in
some chronicles commonly considered to have been authored by Orug Beg. In

2 Ibidem, 69-70.

53 Ibidem, 71. See also facsimile of the manuscript in Yasar Yiicel & Halil Erdogan Cengiz, eds.,
“Ruhi Tarihi — Oxford Nushas1”, Belgeler 14 (1989-1992) 359-472.

54 D. J. Kastritsis, An early Ottoman history, 72.

55 Necdet Oztiirk ed., Asikpasazade Tarihi: Osmanl: Tarihi (1285-1502), Istanbul 2013. See also
Anexnangap Kpcruh, “Tlax CpOuje u3 yrina ocBajada: Ammknamasane u Jypcyn-6er”, in:
I1ao cpncke oecnomosune 1459. zooune, ed. Momunno Crpemuh, beorpan 2011, 303-320.

56 N. Oztiirk ed., Astkpasazade Tarihi, 66-76.

57 See for example, Necdet Oztiirk, ed., Oru¢ Beg Tarihi: Giris, Metin, Kronoloji, Dizin,
Tipkibasum, Istanbul 2007, 18-25; idem, Anonim Osmanli kronigi, 1299-1512, Istanbul 2000,
20-29; Nihat Azamat ed., Tevarih-i al-i Osman. Anonim tevarih-i al-i Osman: F. Giese nesri,
Istanbul, 1992, 17-25.
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this poem, Hadim Ya‘kiib compares his victory to that of Murad I at Kosovo,
in 1389, and styles himself in the last verse as “Dervish Ya‘kiib, a Bosnian
Beg” (tr. Benim Bosna Begi Dervis Ya ‘kitb/ Hoda ‘avniyle irisdiim bu ada).
‘Asikpasazade who wrote before Orug also relates about this event, but does
not quote Hadim Ya'kiib’s poem. Instead, he composes his own poetic
illustration. ‘Asikpasazade describes Derencil Ban as “one of the great bans
of Bosnia and one of the great heroes loyal to Hungarian king” (tr.“Bosna
vilayetinun — ulu  banlarindandur ve  Ungurus fkiralinun  ziydde
bahadirlarindandur.”).>®

Mahmiid Pasha (Angelovi¢), however, is simply Mahmiid Pasha in
Ottoman narrative sources, and we have no evidence about his self-perceptions.
Conspicuous, however, is the fact that a work written by EnverT under his
patronage,® reaches out to the past in which Sirf fought with the Aydinids, and
in which Voyvoda Momc¢ilo, described as a Sirf, was trying to decide which
side to take. ° Together with these two episodes, the one relating about the
prelude to the battle of Kosovo (which was in this version fough because of a
woman), represent a certain detour towards chivalry which, if not entirely
sidelines, then places a shadow on religious aspect of conflicts.

When it comes to women, things are different, and the only example that
can be offered from this period is that of Mara Brankovi¢. Scholars often
mention that “Turks” respected Mara Brankovi¢, the wife of Murad 11, calling
her, among other, Despina Hatin. The sources in which this title can be found
are decisions issued by central Ottoman government related to her property
and church/monastery affairs in which she was involved apparently with the
support of her stepson.®! It seems, however, that some memory of Mara, more

58 The manuscripts in which this poem was preserved were all produced in the second half of the
sixteenth century and later (the oldest dated being copied in December 1566). Orug’s version of
the story of the Krbava battle (the one copied in 1566, and one copied in 1584 is much different
from that provided by ‘Asikpasazade. Orug introduces the story of the battle by providing a
short biography of Hadim Ya‘kiib from which we read that he was of Bosnian origin, brought
to the court during the reign of Mehmed 11, and later sent to Amasya to accompany prince
Bayezid, the future sultan. Also unlike ‘Asikpasazade, Orug describes Derencil Ban as “one of
the kings of Bosnia” (tr.“Bosna kirallarindan bir be-nam laral...”). See, Aleksije A. Olesnicki,
“Bosnjak Hadum Jakub, Pobjednik na Krbavskom Polju g. 1493”, Rad JAZU 118 [264] (1938)
123-160; Hedda Reindl, Mdnner um Bayezid: eine prosopographische Studie iiber die Epoche
Sultan Bayezids II. (1481-1512), Berlin 1983, 346-358; N. Oztiirk, ed., Oru¢ Beg tarihi, 154—
162 (based on BNF-MS Turc 1047); BNF-MS Turc 99, ff.144a-149a; BNF-MS Turc 117, ff.
127b-131b; N. Oztiirk ed., Asikpasazade Tarihi, 319-320.

%9 See fn. 47.

% B. Ademler, Diistiirname-i Envert, 122, 146.

o1 For illustration, see M. Cr. [Toniosuh, Mapa bpanxosuh, 186.

273



Marijana MISEVIC

precisely of the fact that she did not change faith and that she had influence on
an Ottoman sultan, Murad II, did leave some impression on contemporary
chroniclers. Scholars have so far noted that early Ottoman chronicles from the
late 15" century evoked memory of a Serbian women of noble origin. This
was, from what we know, not Mara, but Olivera Lazarevi¢ (died after 1444 )
who was married to Bayezid I (d.1402). There is, however, an indication that
Ottoman chroniclers conflated the memories of Olivera and Mara. In
‘Asikpasazade, Olivera is remembered: (incorrectly) as the sister of “Vuk’s
son” (Purad Brankovi¢); (correctly) as “the daughter of Laz” (Lazar
Hrebeljanovic); a practicing Christian; someone who prompted Bayezid I to
drink alcohol at the gatherings; and someone whose brother (i.e. Stefan
Lazarevi¢), on account of his sister’s intimacy with Bayezid I asked that she
was given the town of Smederevo as charity (tr. sadaka). Upon hearing the
request, the sultan not only granted Smederevo, but also the important fortress
of Golubac (tr. Giigercinlik). The brother also seems to have asked for a place
transliterated by the editor of the chronicle as Nigeoburni, obviously a
corruption of Novo Brdo. The Nigeoburni, the chronicler notes, was not
granted as “charity”. As is well known, and as the calendar producers knew
very well, Smederevo fortress was built only by Mara’s father, Durad
Brankovié¢, the son of Vuk Brankovié¢. Both Golubac and Smederevo were
unwillingly ceded to Purad after a peace treaty signed in 1444. Serbian sources
claim that Purad also kept Novo Brdo in 1444. The cultural and mining center
was permanently taken by the Ottomans in 1455.5 Nevertheless, episodes like
this serve as further confirmation of what Ottoman historians of the late 15th
century who indulged solely in Ottoman history were interested in when it
comes to the histories of the lands the sultans conquered.

Conclusion

A close reading of the early Ottoman Arabographic (pseudo-) historical
texts suggests that the Ottoman exonym Laz was initially constructed within the
framework of universal history. Figure of Laz(ar) was portrayed as the first
adversary of the Ottoman-Muslim state’s expansion in Europe, and his land,
Laz-ili, was depicted as a state with sovereignty of its own and thus
representing the first in a series of Ottoman (imperial) gains at the abstract
level of “world history.” With the growing presence of Slavic-speaking Ottomans

2 N. Oztiirk, ed., Astkpasazade Tarihi, 94-95; SBB-MS Or. oct. 2448, £.110a; C. Imber, The
Crusade of Varna, 6 and 202.
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in the society, especially among aristocratic converts to Islam or those entering
imperial service, discoursive elements relatable to Serbia and Serbs gradually
became more various and embedded in longer and more elaborate narratives.
These groups, simultaneously the suppliers of information and the intended
audience of these texts, likely influenced how Serbian involvement in early
Ottoman history was represented after the fact. The watershed moment in this
process occurs when the sub-discourse organized around Laz was expanded
with the concept of Sirf enabling a nuanced “fashioning of the Other”
comprehensible to both conquerors and conquered, and, surprisingly or not,
discoursively and anachronistically unifying the divided late medieval Serbian
lands in the dawn of the early modern period.
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MPEJICTABJbAILE JIPYTOT, IPEJCTABJ/bAILE CEBE:
TEPMWHU LAS/LAZ U SIRF/SIRF'Y PAHUM OCMAHCKHUM
(TICEY/10-) ACTOPUJCKUM TEKCTOBUMA

Pe3ume

OBaj paj aHaIM3Upa paHe ocMaHCKe (TICeyJ10-) UCTOPHjCKE TEKCTOBE U3 yIiia
MIMper MUTama 0 HAYMHHMA Ha Koje cy OcMaHiuje Mpolecyrpalii U TyMaduin
Pa3HOJIMKOCT ETHOIIOJINTUYKUX EHTUTETA ca KojuMa Cy ce cycperanu y EBponn. 3Hauaj
OBHX TEKCTOBa HHje OTPaHHYEH CaMO Ha HapaTHBHH Cajpkaj, Beh ce ormena u 'y
bUXO0BO] XETEPOIJIOCHjH, KOja ce U3Mel)y ocTaior oriea y MpUCYCTBY CIOBEHCKHX
peun, UMeHa U ¢pasa 3anucaHuX apanckuM nucMoM. Koprmyc oBHX ci1aBOOHHUX
eJeMeHara JIMCKypca IocMaTpaH je Kao CaCTaBHHU JIeO IOA-KOHTEKCTa 3a TepMHUHE
Las/Laz w Swrf/Sirf, T0 jecT MOA-KOHTEKCTA Y IIUPEM OKBHPY OCMAHCKE HCTOPHO-
rpaduje Koju je, y paay ce cyrepuile, y 3HaTHOj Mepu OHO OOJMKOBAH Of CTpaHe
MIO3HATHX M aHOHUMHUX II0jeIMHAIa CPIICKOT MTOPEKJIa OJIMCKUX EHTPAIHO] BIACTH.
JleraspHa aHaM3a OBUX M3BOpa yKasyje Ja jé OCMaHCKH €r30HUM Ldz MpBOOUTHO
HacTao y OKBHpHMa yHHBep3asHe ucropuje. Jla3(ap) je oBae mpukasaH Kao IpBU
npoTuBHUK y EBpony Hamupyhe ocMaHCKO-MyCIIMMaHCKe AP)KaBe, a IeroBa 3eMJba Y
TEKCTOBHMA IMPUKa3aHa Kao MOJIUTHYKU CyBEpeHa IITO je Ha HUBOY JUCKypca YHHH
IIPBOM Y HHM3Y OCMAHCKHX ycIleXa Ha alCTPakTHOM HMBOY ,,CBETCKe ucropuje’. Ca
pacTyhuM IpUCYCTBOM CIOBEHCKHX MOBOPHHKA Y OCMaHCKOM APYIITBY — HOCEOHO
Mel)y wiaHOBMMa CPIICKOT IJIEMCTBA KOjH CY TOAPKaBaJIM OCMAHCKY MOJIUTHKY WA
TIPEJIa3WIIN Ha MCJIaM — eJIEMEHTH KOjH ce MOTy JIoBecTH Y Be3y ca Cpoujom n CpOuma
MIOCTETNIEHO Cy TIOCTajalli Pa3HOBPCHHjH. Y TOM TIpOLECY IUPKYyJIUcale Cy
nHpopmaryje 1 JeTabu Koju He caMo Jia ¢y oborahnsanu mocrojehe Haparuse, Beh cy
n omoryhuiu npezcrasibame ,,Jlpyror xoje je OmiIo pasyMJbHBO Kako ,,0cBajaunma’
TaKo | ,,0CBOjeHNMa" HHTETPUCAaHNM y OCMAHCKO JIpywTBo. M3nenahyjyhe wim ne,
HO/ieJbeHEe KaCHOCPEIHEBEKOBHE CPIICKE 3eMJbE HalllIe Cy ce 00jeIUbeHe He caMo y
OKBHPY OCMAaHCKe J]p)KaBe, Hero ¥ Ha HUBOY JMCKypca, aHaXpOHOT, ajIli BEPOBAaTHO 1
CBPCHUCXOIHOT HA HAYMH KOjH 3aXTeBa JOAATHO TPOMHILIBAHE.

Opueunannu Hayunu pao
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