[bookmark: _GoBack]Archaeology is a diverse subject, and because of this diversity it can be hard to define. The study of archaeology can be seen as simply the study of the past (Petersen, 2017), it is more than just excavations and can include looking at and analysing architecture and aspects of material culture (Petersen, 2017). Archaeology can be seen as an aid in documenting the experiences of people who may be underrepresented or not represented at all (Liebmann, 2010). Archaeology can and should be seen as distinct from history, history being the study of the written word, archaeology looks at evidence for events that have been written down and often gives a more accurate depiction of an event or a society then a written source could of. Archaeology in the Ottoman empire has not really been looked at, with many archaeologists, wrongly so, thinking that archaeology is a discipline concerned with the distant past, and not with the more modern periods (Petersen, 2017). One major problem archaeology in the Ottoman empire faces is that with the exception of some architectural monuments, this period has been almost exclusively looked at by historians who think that written historical sources are the prime means of understanding the period (Petersen, 2017).
Within archaeology there are many different theories, each theory provides different views and interpretations of archaeological findings. One example of an archaeological theory is Bourdieu’s theory. Bourdieu’s theory can be used to look at the class structures in certain societies and parallels have been made between it and Marxist theory (Riley, 2017). A simplistic view of Bourdieu’s theory is that it made up of three main concepts, these being, habitus, fields and capital. Habitus produces patterns of behaviour which affects a social agent, a person (Riley, 2017). So, in a sense the Habitus can be seen as the boundaries for a social agent to act in, such as a certain class in society (Lessard, Contandriopoulos, and Beaulieu, 2010). Society can be broken down into a variety of different fields, a field may be material, social, or in a symbolic institution, and social activity must take place, social activity being the interaction between two or more social agents (Lessard, Contandriopoulos, and Beaulieu, 2010). Finally, there is Capital, which can be seen as resources, Bourdieu decided on three main types of capital; economic, social and cultural (Riley, 2017). Although Bourdieu’s theory has little to do with archaeology in the Ottoman empire, it shows how theoretical and potentially how philosophical at times the field of archaeology can become. This theory is a good example in showing the diversity of archaeology and helps to prove how hard it would be to define archaeology as a discipline.
There are a number of different ways to identify and group certain archaeological excavations, findings and interpretations. These can be as vague as European archaeology or middle eastern archaeology, or become more specific such as Islamic archaeology, conflict archaeology, or Bulgarian archaeology. Often these groupings overlap, such as the conquest of Bulgaria in 1370s to 1390s (Petersen, 2017) would include European, Balkan, conflict, Bulgarian, Islamic, and Christian archaeology, as well as others. Since the Ottoman empire went as north as Uyvar, modern-day Slovakia, as east as Shemakha, modern-day Azerbaijan, as south as Yemen and as west as Algiers (Finkel, 2006) there is going to be a lot of different types and groupings of archaeology being used when looking at archaeology in the Ottoman empire, this could potentially cause issues when interpreting archaeological finds. Although there are many different types of archaeology, Ottoman archaeology is relatively new (Petersen, 2017), and because of it being new, a lot of archaeology in the Ottoman empire has been considered part of another group, and not its own unique group. This can be due to the views and relationships from both Western countries and the former territories of the Ottoman empire have of the Ottomans. The importance of Western countries is that for a long-time, countries like Britain and America were the dominant archaeologists, these archaeologists would of likely taken with them their potentially imperial or biased views with them when looking at Ottoman remains. The importance these former Ottoman territories have is the way they choose to view and handle their Ottoman heritage, some such as Hungry look back at it quite fondly whereas others, mainly in the Balkans, view their Ottoman past as a time of subjugation (Musei, 2012).
There is the idea that the date a country became independent, or at least no longer part of the Ottoman empire, affects its view of its own Ottoman history. So, the more recent a country was free from the Ottoman empire the more disdain that country would view its Ottoman past. Two good examples of this is Bulgaria and the modern-day Republic of Turkey. The Republic of Turkey want to separate themselves from the Ottoman empire, this can be seen firstly by the fact that the capital was moved from Constantinople to Ankara (Avedian, 2012), this can be seen as an attempt to separate themselves with their past. Although different courts have different views on a state’s identity and if and how a state can completely change their cultural identity, the Republic of Turkey has the support of the Distract court of Amsterdam which “Denied the Identity of the Turkish Republic with the Ottoman Empire” (Avedian, 2012, p 799-800). This statement clearly shows that the Republic of Turkey and the Ottoman Empire are two distinct identities, and therefore are, at least somewhat, culturally different. This idea of being very different from the Ottomans has been a key idea for the Republic of Turkey and can still be seen today, although to a slightly less extent. One example of this is Turkey’s refusal to admit or at least take some responsibility for the Armenian genocide committed in 1915-1916 (Avendian, 2012). In 1915 over a million Armenian’s were deported and hundreds of thousands were killed (Armenian National Institute, 2018), this genocide has been regarded as the second most researched case of genocide (Avendian, 2018)
Bulgaria which was taken from the Ottoman Empire by the Treaty of Berlin 1878 ( Bishku, 2013) has a very negative view of their Ottoman past, one very good example of this is that between 1878 and 2013 more then 98% of Ottoman monuments have disappeared (Petersen, 2017), this statistic shows a great dislike for the Ottomans, even though Bulgaria was part of the Ottoman empire for just under four hundred years. This destruction of monuments is due to Bulgaria’s then anti-Ottoman views, and more recently anti-Muslim views. Bulgaria has many times been intolerant of Muslims and during the 1980s between 300,000 – 600,000 Bulgarian Turks were forced to leave the country (Petersen, 2017). Due to Bulgaria’s view of the Ottomans there has been little Ottoman archaeology done in Bulgaria, despite the country playing an important role in the empire (Petersen, 2017). The fact that there has been little work done in Bulgaria could be used to say that in places, like Bulgaria, archaeology does not contribute much to the study of the Ottoman past, not for a lack of artefacts, but because of the country’s view, so in cases like this history and more importantly the written word from almost four hundred years of the Ottomans controlling the area contributes more to the Ottoman past. Bulgaria can be seen as an important part of the Ottoman empire, before the conquest of Constantinople the second Ottoman capital, Edirne, was less then fifteen kilometres from the Bulgarian border (Petersen, 2017), although it would have been used as a frontier territory briefly, it spent a large portion of its time in the Ottoman empire as a safe place and was more or less untouched by war. But with the destruction of most Ottoman monuments in Bulgaria it would be hard to use archaeology to determine how important it was to the Ottomans. The destruction of the monuments, and therefore the lack of available Ottoman archaeology can still contribute to the study of the Ottoman past. No matter how well Bulgaria was governed by the Ottomans it is clear, at least to some people, that Bulgaria was not seen as Ottoman, if it was then perhaps not as many monuments would have been destroyed.
Conflict archaeology can be the study of past conflicts, this would be the process of excavating a site and finding then identifying remains such as bones, weapons, buildings and then creating an interpretation of what happened, who was involved and how this archaeological finding compares to historical records of the conflict (Liebmann, 2010). Conflict archaeology is more then just looking at a past battle, it can be looking at the areas around fortifications, and as recent excavations on the Battle of Astialakwa show, conflict archaeology also looks at pottery, plaster and even corn, all things which helped support the idea that all Astialakwa was razed (Liebmann, 2010).  Conflict archaeology is not just the short-term events, such as a battle or a siege, but also looks at longer-term social factors in which affect the outcomes, tactics and strategies in battles and wars (Liebmann, 2010). Conflict archaeology can be seen as important when looking at archaeology in the Ottoman empire, as the Ottoman empire which started as one of many frontier principalities in Anatolia during the 1350s (The Ottoman empire the classical age) to becoming one of the most powerful empires in history (Musei, 2012). For an empire that started in the early 1300s with Osman I and ended in 1923 with abdülmecid II who was caliph until 1924 (Finkel, 2006), conflict can be seen as a crucial tool in its development and growth. Arguably the most famous example of Ottoman conflict would be the capture of Constantinople in 1453 by Mehmed II (Lewis, 1963). Conflict archaeology would look at the whole siege, which took fifty-four days (Finkel, 2006) and could help clarify certain details. One detail that is unclear which conflict archaeology wont be able to answer completely but will give a more precise estimate is the number of Ottoman soldiers used in the siege, in The Ottoman Empire by Halil Inalcik it states that there was around 50,000 soldiers (Inalcik, 1975), whereas in Istanbul and the civilization of the Ottoman Empire by Bernard Lewis it says that there was between 100,000 to 150,000 men (Lewis, 1963) and in Osman’s Dream by Caroline Finkel suggests that there was about 160,000 men (Finkel, 2006). Obviously, there is no way of knowing exactly how many soldiers the Ottoman empire had, but conflict archaeology would attempt to look at the remains of Ottoman camps and attempt to make a somewhat accurate estimate.
Another way conflict archaeology is important when looking at archaeology in the Ottoman empire is that most of the Ottoman expansions and loss of land was due to wars, either directly like the Ottoman conquest of Bulgaria from the 1370s to 1390s (Petersen, 2017), or the Treaty of Berlin 1878 forced the Ottomans to loss two-fifths of its territory and one-fifth of its population, which included Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria and several other territories ( Bishku, 2013) or indirectly like Orhan’s alliance to Byzantine Emperor John VI, and later between 1351 and 1355 Orhan supported Genoa in their war with Venice, and both the Byzantine empire and Genoa allowed the Ottomans to establish a permanent presence in Thrace (Finkel, 2006).
As previously stated, Ottoman archaeology is a relatively new area of study and has been, especially in the middle east, received little attention and remains understudied (Vorderstrasse, 2014). With the creation of Ottoman archaeology there is also post-Ottoman archaeology, both can be difficult to define, but can be useful in contributing to the study of the Ottoman past. A simple definition of Ottoman archaeology is, that its archaeology in areas that were under Ottoman control (Vorderstrasse, 2014). But this definition can be problematic, one example of this is Mamluk Sultanate, modern-day Egypt. The Mamluk Sultanate became part of the Ottoman empire in 1517 (Inalcik, 1975), so going by the previous definition then any archaeology done before this would not be considered Ottoman. The problem comes from the fact that the Mamluk Sultanate was in direct contact with the Ottomans for some time before their annexation, this can be seen by Ottoman naval assistance to the mamluks against the Portuguese in 1510 or that in 1481 Cem Sultan, a pretender to the Ottoman throne, was given refuge at the Mamluk court (Finkel, 2006). So, it is important to determine when something is part of Ottoman archaeology, perhaps a better definition would be that Ottoman archaeology includes any lands the empire once held, and the spread and usage of Ottoman culture should be considered when attempting to determine if something is part of Ottoman archaeology of not. 
It can be difficult to define what the post-Ottoman period would be, some would argue that the founding of the modern Turkish republic in 1923 would mark the start for this period (Vorderstrasse, 2014). But many areas were not part of the ottoman empire at the time of the emergence of the republic, by 1923 all territories outside of the lands of modern-day Turkey were no longer part of the empire. I have made a table of most former Ottoman territories, the area they were in and the date they were no longer were part of the Ottoman empire. So, for Ukraine, or more specifically Crimea, its post-Ottoman period would begin in 1783 when Russia annexed the Crimean Khanate (Finkel, 2006), or for Tunisia its post-Ottoman period began in 1881 with the French protectorate of Tunisia being created (Finkel, 2006). 
There is no doubt that archaeology is important to the study of the Ottoman past, whether it be the lack of archaeology in Bulgaria or to determine what happened in a conflict. Archaeology is extremely diverse and therefore one specific definition can not be given without excluding many important techniques and methods. Even theories like Bourdieu’s theory can still be applied to certain areas of society in the Ottoman empire. Although a lack of a definition can be seen as a good thing as it does not limit or confine a person to work into certain categories or requirements. Archaeology, like history, will continue to greatly improve and shape our current understanding of the Ottoman past, and when both archaeology and history are used together then there is the potential for a more accurate understanding of the Ottoman past.







	Country (Using modern-day names)
	Date of independence from the Ottoman Empire
	Region

	Greece
	1830
	Balkans

	Hungary
	1699
	Central Europe

	Romania
	1878
	Balkans

	Bulgaria
	1878
	Balkans

	Albania
	1912
	Balkans

	Serbia
	1878
	Balkans

	Iraq
	1918
	Middle-east

	Egypt
	1914
	North Africa

	Yemen
	1918
	Middle-east

	Israel
	1917
	Middle-east

	Lebanon
	1918
	Middle-east

	Syria
	1918
	Middle-east

	Tunisia
	1881
	North Africa

	Libya
	1911
	North Africa

	Sudan
	1885
	North-east Africa

	Armenia
	1918
	Caucasus 

	Georgia
	1918
	Middle-east

	Saudi Arabia
	1918
	Middle-east

	Kuwait
	1918
	Middle-east

	Croatia
	1918
	Balkans

	Montenegro
	1878
	Balkans

	Ukraine
	1783
	Eastern Europe

	Eritrea
	1872
	Horn of Africa

	Djibouti
	1867
	Horn of Africa

	Jordan
	1918
	Middle-east

	Cyprus
	1878
	Mediterranean 

	Qatar
	1915
	Middle-east

	Bosnia and Herzegovina
	1878
	Balkans

	Moldova
	1812
	Balkans

	Azerbaijan
	1736
	Caucasus

	Turkey
	1923
	Western Asia
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