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INTRODUCTION

BRINGING THE PEASANTS BACK IN?

Elias KoLovos™

FoRr 20 YEARS NOW PEASANTS HAVE BEEN ALMOST COMPLETELY ABSENT from Ottomanist
historiography. Since 1996 almost no major monograph has been devoted to Ottoman
peasant history. This is in sharp contrast with the importance given to the study of Ot-
toman rural society and economy by earlier Ottomanist historiography. In his classic
History of the Ottoman Empire, published in 1973, the doyen of Ottoman studies, Ha-
lil inalcik, described the Ottoman Empire as a ‘peasant empire’.! However, for the Ot-
tomanist historiography of the beginning of the twenty-first century, it looks as though
the Ottoman Empire was rather an ‘empire of difference’.

This historiographical shift is apparently the result of the more general ‘cultural turn’
in modern historiography. As Suraiya Faroghi puts it in her paper in this volume, since
“villagers before the late 1800s — or even the twentieth century — have left very few trac-
es of their cultural orientations, including even religious practice, with a few notable ex-
ceptions, once culture and identity dominated the scene, Ottoman peasants disappeared
from the historiography.”

University of Crete, Department of History and Archaeology and FO.R.T.H., Institute for Med-

iterranean Studies.
I wish to thank my colleague Antonis Anastasopoulos for his comments on this introduction.

1 H.Inalcik, The Ottoman Empire: The Classical Age 1300-1600 (1973, reprinted with new pref-
ace (New Rochelle, NY 1989), xiv. Reference from Amy Singer, Palestinian Peasants and Ot-
toman Officials: Rural Administration around Sixteenth-Century Jerusalem (Cambridge - New
York 1994), 2. See also H. Inalcik, ‘The Cifi-Hane System: The Organization of Ottoman Rural
Economy’, in H. Inalcik with D. Quataert (eds), An Economic and Social History of the Otto-
man Empire, 1300-1914 (Cambridge 1994), 143-154; idem, ‘Village, Peasant and Empire’, in
idem, The Middle East and the Balkans under the Ottoman Empire: Essays on Economy and
Society (Bloomington 1993), 137-160.

2 K. Barkey, Empire of Difference: The Ottomans in Comparative Perspective (Cambridge
2008).

3 See below, p. 10. See also eadem, ‘Ottoman Peasants and Rural Life: The Historiography of the

Twentieth Century’, ArchOtt, 18 (2000), 153-182; Agriculture and Rural Life in the Ottoman

Empire (ca 1500-1878) (A Report on Scholarly Literature Published Between 1970 and 1985)’,

NPT, 1(1987), 3-34.
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This volume follows an initiative aimed at putting the peasants back on the agenda
of Ottoman history.* However, we do not seek (how could we?) to reinstate the historio-
graphical status quo ante nor to attack the many achievements of contemporary histori-
ography. Moreover, unlike the earlier approach of some ‘classic’ works on this subject,
which focused on the state as a central actor in rural societies, our symposium, the Eighth
Halcyon Days in Crete Symposium of the Institute for Mediterranean Studies/FO.R.T.H.,
held in Rethymno on 13-15 January 2012, sought to investigate economic and social re-
lations in the rural countryside of the Ottoman Empire not only from the viewpoint of the
central administration, but also from that of rural societies.’ In the present volume, our
aim is to highlight themes that are still today unexplored or deserve revision, and throw
light on the diverse trajectories of rural economies and societies in the long history and
vast lands of the Ottoman Empire.

Of course, research into Ottoman rural societies and economies does not have to start
from scratch. Just before turning its back on the peasants, in the 1990s Ottomanist histo-
riography produced some very important works on the history of Ottoman rural societies
and economies, and their impact is much felt in many of the contributions in this volume.
These include Halil inalcik and Donald Quataert’s seminal Economic and Social History
of the Ottoman Empire, H. Islamoglu-inan’s State and Peasant in the Ottoman Empire,
the volumes edited by Caglar Keyder and Faruk Tabak on Landholding and Commerci-
al Agriculture in the Middle East, and by Halil Berktay and Suraiya Faroghi concerning
New Approaches to State and Peasant in Ottoman History, Amy Singer’s dissertation
concerning Palestinian Peasants, and Linda T. Darling’s detailed study of the nature and
transformation of Ottoman tax-collection mechanisms.®

The issue of the legal and real rights to agricultural land has been a central issue for
the study of the Ottoman society and economy in the historiographical tradition of the

4 Following Nicolas Michel, ‘Introduction. Ottomanisme et ruralisme’, in M. Afifi et al. (eds),
Sociétés rurales ottomanes/Ottoman Rural Societies (Cairo 2005), 1-16. In this introduction,
Nicolas Michel shows that in France, Germany, and Britain, rural historiography has been re-
viving during the last 20 years. The volume by Afifi ef al., with its emphasis on the Arab rural
lands, and the present volume, with an emphasis on the ‘central’ Ottoman rural lands, should
be read as complementary.

5 For a sharp critique of earlier approaches to Ottoman rural history focusing on the state rather
than the peasants, see H. Berktay and S. Faroghi (eds), New Approaches to State and Peasant in
Ottoman History (London 1992), 109-184. This publication has also appeared as The Journal of
Peasant Studies, 18/3-4 (April/July 1991).

6 Inalcik with Quataert (eds), An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire; H. Isla-
moglu-inan, State and Peasant in the Ottoman Empire: Agrarian Power Relations and Regio-
nal Economic Development in Ottoman Anatolia during the Sixteenth Century (Leiden 1994).
For a new edition in Turkish with an extensive introduction by the author see: eadem, Osmanl:
Imparatorlugunda Devlet ve Kéylii (Istanbul 2010), 19-100; C. Keyder - F. Tabak (eds), Lan-
dholding and Commercial Agriculture in the Middle East (Albany 1991); Berktay and Fa-
roghi (eds), New Approaches; Singer, Palestinian Peasants; L. T. Darling, Revenue-Raising
and Legitimacy: Tax Collection and Finance Administration in the Ottoman Empire 1550-1650
(Leiden 1996).



INTRODUCTION XV

twentieth century. It has been examined in detail, mainly in the light of the Ottoman legal
codes (kanunnames), which reflect the claim of the Ottoman dynasty, in accordance with
the Islamic law,’ that all agricultural (grain) land belonged to the state (miri).® However,
as John Chr. Alexander, our symposiarch, emphasised in his introductory paper at our
symposium, this claim was not accepted without dispute: both the officials of the state
and the peasants were always trying to circumvent, undermine, and, in the last analysis,
deny this claim. This gave rise to a constant tension concerning the definition of property
in Ottoman society, reflected in the ambiguity of the related terms (miri, miilk, vakif, ta-
sarruf) in the Ottoman documents. It is characteristic that, in the Ottoman landholding
system, the legal rights of both the sipahis, or any tax-takers (described as ‘lords of the
land’, sahib-i arz), and the peasants, to the state lands (miri), were described by the same
term, ‘usufruct’ (fasarruf); the latter had the ‘usufruct’ of their plots and the former the
legal right to enjoy the revenues of the same lands, in return for their military or other
services to the state. According to Alexander, “in the end, the essential question is, per-
haps, the significance, in all its possible extrapolations in time and at the various levels
of Ottoman society, of I have, mine, and ownership.”

The Ottomans used for the peasants the terms ra iyet and reaya, terms which refer
more generally to the taxpaying population and the subjects of the Sultan (literally, they
mean ‘the flock”), as opposed to the askeri, the military tax-takers.'? In the Ottoman cen-
turies, peasants were tenants,'' who had the obligation to cultivate certain plots of land,

7 B. Johansen, The Islamic Law on Land Tax and Rent: The Peasants’ Loss of Property Rights
as Interpreted in the Hanafite Legal Literature of the Mamluk and Ottoman Periods (London
1988).

8 H. Inalcik, “The Ottoman State: Economy and Society, 1300-1600°, in Inalcik with Quataert
(eds), An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire, 103-107; C. Imber, Ebu’s-
su ‘ud. The Islamic Legal Tradition (Stanford 1997).

9 See below, p. 2. Recent research has shown that there were important exceptions to the gene-
ral characterisation of grain land as miri land, including the Aegean islands, and Crete after
1669. See E. Kolovos, ‘Beyond “Classical” Ottoman Defterology: A Preliminary Assessment
of the Tahrir Registers of 1670/71 concerning Crete and the Aegean Islands’, in E. Kolovos, P.
Kotzageorgis, S. Laiou and M. Sariyannis (eds), The Ottoman Empire, the Balkans, the Greek
Lands: Toward a Social and Economic History,; Studies in Honor of John C. Alexander (Istan-
bul 2007), 201-235.

10 In the Arabic sources, peasants were referred to more precisely as fallah, plural fallahun, culti-
vators. Singer, Palestinian Peasants, 11-12.

11 Ottoman peasants were not serfs, since they did not belong personally to anyone. However,
since they were tied to the lands they cultivated, and these lands were actually controlled by
tax-takers, they were implicitly attached to the latter. A farmer could not abandon his plot
and move to another area, unless he paid a rather heavy penalty (¢ift-bozan resmi). Dariusz
Kotodziejczyk makes, in his paper in this volume, a comparison between Ottoman peasants
and serfs in seventeenth-century Eastern Europe, see below, p. 59-60 For the debate concern-
ing feudalism and Asiatic mode of production and Ottoman rural society, see H. Berktay, ‘The
Feudalism Debate: The Turkish End - Is ‘Tax - vs. - Rent’ Necessarily the Product and Sign of
a Modal Difference?’, The Journal of Peasant Studies, 14/3 (1987), 291-333, versus C. Wick-
ham, ‘The Uniqueness of the East’, Journal of Peasant Studies, 12 (1984), 166-196.
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without altering their original use, or selling, donating, endowing, or mortgaging them,;
however, Ottoman peasants had the right to transfer their plots to their children, and even
to other farmers as well (ferag). Moreover, peasants, as well as the tax-takers, had also
the right to acquire land as a private property (miilk) in the case of vegetable plots, vine-
yards, or fruit trees. In this respect, peasants could be put in the centre of historical re-
search as social actors who fought to expand their rights against both the tax-takers and
the state (and their fellow-villagers as well). According to Huri Islamoglu-Inan, the Otto-
man landholding system, which left the organisation of production to the peasants them-
selves, with hereditary rights, provided the peasants with a ‘minimal space’ for produc-
tive initiative. This was an important space for social action.!?

Unfortunately, in Ottomanist historiography we do not have (and are unlikely to have
in the future), a study similar to that of Montaillou by Emmanuel Le Roy-Ladurie. How-
ever, the micro-history of Ottoman peasant communities constitutes a promising area for
further research. Suraiya Faroghi, in her paper in this volume, embarks on such a micro-
historical study, introducing us the district of Gebze, in the vicinity of Istanbul, during
the eighteenth century. Faroghi focuses especially on the contested character of Ottoman
peasant life, analysing the disputes concerning the legal status of the lands between the
local tax-takers with one another, and, more importantly, with the peasants. She shows
us, for example, peasants planting trees on agricultural land, or making them fruitful, in
order to acquire them as their property, actions that gave rise to the legal reaction of the
tax-takers, who claimed their right to control the crops cultivated on their lands. Faroghi
focuses especially on the strategies that the peasants used to avoid the ‘hated’ resm-i
tapu, the transfer tax on their lands. Other disputes examined by Faroghi include the case
of peasants who refused to return their plots when they had been left uncultivated for
more than three years, because of drought, lack of oxen, or illness in the family. Faroghi’s
research also reveals women who fought for their right to inherit their deceased brother’s
lands. Disputes over land reflect the contested character of Ottoman landholding and they
are to be found quite often in the judicial documents. Faroghi examines a special case of
a border dispute between two pious foundations (vakifs) in Gebze, which went so far as
to remove the stones that marked the limits of the lands. Such disputes were also very
frequent between Christian Orthodox monasteries, as examined in the relevant section of
this volume below. 13

Overall, Ottoman peasants were not eager to pay their taxes without complaint, or
even a fight. The perfect example was given by Amy Singer in her book on the Palestin-
ian peasants, and is cited in this volume by Dariusz Kotodziejczyk: in 1531, in the vil-
lage of Bayt Jala, south of Jerusalem, some of the local peasants chased away the Otto-
man surveyor with the following curse, which tells us a great deal about the legitimacy

12 Islamoglu-Inan, State and Peasant in the Ottoman Empire, 243-245.

13 See below, p. 163-208. Border disputes were also common between peasants and nomads or
semi-nomads who entered the village pastures with their flocks. Faroghi examines cases in the
area of Gebze, where, in one example, the peasants of a certain village were almost ready to
leave their fields because of the attacks of migrant Kurds and Turcomans.
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of the Ottoman landholding system for the peasants: “your writing down (kitabatukum)
is like the wind from a donkey” (!).!* In this volume, Faroghi gives an account of a case
in Gebze where the peasants of a village refused to pay one-eighth and insisted that they
should pay only the true tithe, ten per cent. In another case, villagers resisted an attempt
to collect more than a flat rate for the produce of their orchards, invoking tradition. The
administration, however, as Faroghi notes, refused such claims, since, in the eighteenth
century, they wanted to support the newly instituted life-time tax farmers by guarantee-
ing their revenues. On the other hand, provincial elites were struggling to acquire con-
trol of the lands. Faroghi examines a case of a local ‘strongman’ in Tuzla, who tried to
prevent the villagers from pasturing their animals on the village commons, which he at-
tempted to retain for his own use, usurped agricultural lands belonging to the peasants,
and overcharged the latter on their tithes.

Village autonomy, i.e., self-governance and self-regulation of rural communities, was
a cornerstone of Ottoman rural societies. Rhoads Murphey, in his contribution in this
volume, argues that many aspects of village life were unaffected by the gradual process
of Ottomanisation. Interestingly, he suggests that this was a fact not only acknowledged,
but also supported by the pre-modern Ottoman state, which actually held a position more
of a passive observer than of an active regulator of the social norms and practices in the
rural societies of the ‘protected domains’. This approach stands in sharp contrast with the
earlier state-centred and literalistic interpretation of state-peasant relations, especially
by Omer Lutfi Barkan, who argued for an all-centralising land-tenure regime fully con-
trolled by an almighty Ottoman state.'> Instead, Murphey argues that “to rule its diverse
empire effectively and to minimise the potential for controversy, fiscal expectations and
even normative values had to be modified and occasionally set aside to achieve the great-
er good of smooth governance. With respect to the fine tuning and micro-managing of
many aspects of its relations with the inhabitants of the rural and provincial spheres, the
[Ottoman] state could not afford for practical reasons to be overbearing or over-intrusive
and had to learn to accept what it was incapable of changing.”!¢

14 See below, p. 57, quoting Singer, Palestinian Peasants, 37. See also another case-study in E.
Kolovos, ‘Riot in the Village: Some Cases of Peasant Protest Around Ottoman Salonica’, in A.
Anastasopoulos (ed.), Political Initiatives ‘From the Bottom-Upin the Ottoman Empire. Halc-
yon Days in Crete VII, A Symposium Held in Rethymno, 9-11 January 2009 (Rethymno 2012),
47-56.

15 See O. L. Barkan, Tiirkive 'de Toprak Meselesi (Istanbul 1980) [a collection of his papers]. Cf.
also the sharp critique by H. Berktay, ‘The Search for the Peasant in Western and Turkish His-
tory/Historiography’, in Berktay and Faroghi (eds), New Approaches, 109-184.

16 See below, p. 36. The work of the Greek scholar Spyros Asdrachas is very important for the
analysis of the autonomy of the Greek rural communities under Ottoman rule. See especially
Sp. L. Asdrachas, ‘@opoloyikég Kot TEPLOPIOTIKEG AEITOVPYiES TOV KOWOTHTOV 6TV Tovpko-
kpartio [Taxation and restrictive functions of communities under Turkish rule]’, 7o lotopixd,
3/5 (1986), 45-62; idem, ‘NnoioTikég KOWOTNTEG: Ol Poporoyikég Aettovpyieg [Island com-
munities: taxation functions]’, Ta lotopixa., 5/8-9 (1988), 3-36, 229-258. Asdrachas has edited
a collective volume entitled Greek Economic History, 15th-19th centuries, transl. D. Sloman
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Earlier Ottomanist historiography worked especially with the Ottoman tax registers
(tahrir defterleri). Omer Lutfi Barkan, for example, systematically studied these sources,
using them more to show the supposed might of the Ottoman state over the rural econo-
my than as a source for Ottoman rural history.!” As a consequence, this historiographical
trend did not meet sufficiently with the methodology of economic history, with one nota-
ble exception: the experimental study of Bruce McGowan, who tried to estimate with the
methodology of economic history production and consumption in the Middle Danube;
McGowan, however, found no followers.'® Heath Lowry has successfully described the
studies based on the tahrir defterleri as defterology; he was, however, the same scholar
who stressed their pitfalls and limitations.'® On the other hand, economic historians like
Metin Cosgel have recently suggested that the data from the Ottoman tax registers, which
include estimates of agricultural production at different dates (and not actual production
measurements), can be used adequately as data by economic historians, who actually
prefer average data in order to make useful generalisations.?’ Dariusz Kotodziejczyk, re-
visiting in this volume his earlier publication of the deffer of Kamanice, embarks upon
these new vistas in order to compare the agrarian productivity in seventeenth-century Ot-
toman Podolia with that of sixteenth-century Hungary and Anatolia, to the advantage of
the latter. Kotodziejczyk, in his paper, experiments also with a grain production model
comparing Podolia with Mazovia, suggesting that the Podolian peasant household did
better than the Mazovian one in the same century.

Moreover, scholars, like Stefka Parveva in this volume, have attempted to include
new sources in the earlier defterology sample, from the seventeenth and the eighteenth
century, which add new potential to the study of rural society, especially as regards the

(Athens 2007), with many chapters on the rural history of the Greek lands; see also Vol. I,
Sources, ed. E. Liata, trans. J. Davis (Athens 2007).

17 See O. L. Barkan, ‘Tiirkiye’de Imparatorluk devirlerinin biiyiik niifus ve arazi tahrirleri ve ha-
kana mahsus istatistik defterleri’, Istanbul Universitesi Iktisat Fakiiltesi Mecmuasi 2 (1940-
41), 20-59 and 214-47; idem, ‘Essai sur les données statistiques des registres de recensement
dans I’empire ottoman aux XVe et XVle siecles’, JESHO, 1 (1958), 9-36; idem, ‘Research on
the Ottoman Fiscal Surveys’, in M. A. Cook (ed.), Studies in the Economic History of the Midd-
le East, (Oxford 1970), 163-71. The ‘classic’ edition of the registers of the sancak of Bursa was
published after the death of Barkan. O. L. Barkan - E. Mericli, Hiidavendigdr Livas: Tahrir
Defterleri, 1 (Ankara 1988).

18 B. McGowan, ‘Food Supply and Taxation on the Middle Danube (1568-1579)’, ArchOtt, 1
(1969), 139-96. McGowan has also published an exemplary transcription of the register of
Srem, Sirem Sancagr Mufassal Tahrir Defteri (Ankara 1983).

19 H. Lowry, ‘The Ottoman tahrir defterleri as a Source for Social and Economic History: Pit-
falls and Limitations’, in idem, Studies in Defterology: Ottoman Society in the Fifteenth and
Sixteenth Centuries (Istanbul 1992), 3-18. Another important study, showing that the study of
the defters as a source for economic history has to be very careful was that of John Alexander,
‘Counting the Grains: Conceptual and Methodological Issues in Reading the Ottoman Mufas-
sal Tahrir Defters’, Arab Historical Review for Ottoman Studies, 19-20 (1999), 55-70.

20 M. M. Cosgel, ‘Ottoman Tax Registers (Tahrir Defterleri)’, Historical Methods, 37 (2004), 87-
100.
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economic and social stratifications in the countryside.?' (Additionally, Socrates Petmezas
in his paper in our volume uses non-Ottoman sources, i.e., the Venetian Cadastro of
Vostizza, completed in 1700, to study the land tenure and land settlement patterns of
late seventeenth-century Ottoman and early eighteenth-century Venetian Vostizza in the
Morea.) Stefka Parveva’s study suggests that in the south-western Peloponnese in the
early eighteenth century, villages had a grain surplus before the payment of the poll-tax
and the ispence, but not after subtracting from this surplus the necessary amount for the
payment of the aforementioned taxes. These findings corroborate earlier suggestions by
Spyros Asdrachas also concerning the Peloponnese.??

The Ottoman survey registers have also been traditionally used for the study of set-
tlement patterns in the rural countryside. Oktay Ozel, in his paper in this volume, revis-
its the earlier studies of Ottoman Anatolia by the historical geographers Xavier de Plan-
hol and Wolf Dieter Hiitteroth.?* Anatolia was a region which, after demographic growth
during the early sixteenth century, experienced major settlement destruction during the
late sixteenth and the early seventeenth century, which actually lasted well into the nine-
teenth century. This was a phenomenon termed ‘The Great Flight’ (Biiyiik Kaggunluk) by
Mustafa Akdag.?* Recently, Sam White has suggested that the climate change described
as the ‘Little Ice Age’ was a direct cause of the Celali rebellions and settlement destruc-
tion.25 Ozel’s study of the abandoned settlements in the province of Amasya, based on
rich data provided in the mufassal avariz and cizye registers of the seventeenth century,
corroborates Hiitteroth’s findings regarding the Central Anatolian plateau to a striking
extent: “The number of ruined, and partially or wholly abandoned, villages in the Ana-
tolian provinces had indeed reached to the extent where any seemingly exaggerated por-
trayal of the phenomenon by contemporaries was thoroughly warranted.” (p. 107).

It has been already argued that the Ottoman survey registers are a very important
source for a variety of issues. A further use of the registers is for the study of conversions
to Islam in the countryside. In this volume, Phokion Kotzageorgis embarks upon such a
study through the survey registers, focusing on a comparative study of two cases of con-
version among rural populations in northern Greece: the Greek-speaking ‘Vallahades’ of
the province of Voion and the region of Grevena (who, according to tradition, were giv-
en their name by the Christians, because of the fact that the only Turkish-Arabic word
the ‘Vallahades’ knew was ‘wallahi’), and the Slav-speaking ‘Pomaks’ of the Rhodope

21 See also E. Kolovos, ‘Insularity and Island Society in the Ottoman Context: The Case of the
Aegean Island of Andros (Sixteenth to Eighteenth Centuries)’, Turcica, 39 (2007), 49-122.

22 S. Asdrachas, ‘Le surplus rural dans les régions de Méditerranée orientale: les mécanismes’ in
Actes du Ile Colloque International d’histoire. Economies méditerranéennes équilibres et in-
tercommunications XIlle-XIXe siécles, Vol. 2 (Athens 1986), 32-40.

23 X. de Planhol, De la plaine pamphylienne aux lacs pisidiens. Nomadisme et vie paysanne (Pa-
ris 1959); W. D. Hiitteroth, Ldndliche Siedlungen im siidlichen Inneranatolien in den letzen
vierhundert Jahren (Gottingen 1968).

24 M. Akdag, ‘Celali isyanlarindan Biiyiik Kaggunluk, 1603-1606°, Tarih Arastirmalar: Dergisi,
11/2-3 (1964), 1-49.

25 Sam White, The Climate of Rebellion in the Early Modern Ottoman Empire (Cambridge 2011).
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Mountains. Kotzageorgis argues that the conversion phenomenon in the Balkans does
not easily lend itself to any typology: the particular socio-economic, spatial, and cultural
conditions affected the time, the motive, and the manner of conversion to Islam. It is im-
portant to note, however, that, according to Kotzageorgis, “economic deficiency was a
phenomenon that characterised both rural societies; however, the question is to what ex-
tent it was the case in previous centuries.” (p. 154).

A separate section in this volume examines monasteries as social and economic units
in the countryside of the Balkans and the Aegean Sea. Elias Kolovos reviews the recent
Greek historiography of the monasteries in the Greek lands under the Ottomans, focus-
ing on their social and economic functions. Big monasteries had important landed as-
sets in the countryside and were involved in a variety of economic activities, agriculture,
stockbreeding, fishing, woodcutting, in order to secure their autarchy in times of crisis.
In relation to that, historiography has described the monasteries as ‘enterprises’ and has
embarked upon research into their contribution to the development of the rural land-
scape, the expansion and the improvement of cultivation. The latest achievement of ef-
forts in exploiting the Ottoman archives of the monasteries of the Greek lands, the pub-
lication of the Ottoman archive of St John’s Monastery on Patmos,? is presented in this
volume in the papers of Elizabeth Zachariadou (who was the first scholar to highlight the
value of monastic archives for Ottoman history), Nicolas Vatin, and Michael Ursinus.
Zachariadou and Vatin describe the geographical expansion of the monastic economy of
Patmos into the world of the Aegean islands. Ursinus, on the other hand, focuses on the
island of Patmos itself and makes an attempt to map the monastic lands of Patmos and
their topography.

The nature of Ottoman landholding, which was based mainly on the timar system,
has been investigated sufficiently in earlier historiography. Therefore, it is not a coinci-
dence that no study in this volume is devoted solely to the timars. On the other hand, in
our volume, Nicolas Michel investigates in detail the involvement of the military in six-
teenth-century Egypt, through a study of the inheritance inventories (daftar muhallafat).
He concludes that the city-based military elites in Egypt were actually involved in rural
investments. Michel’s findings are in contrast with the traditional view of the sixteenth-
century Ottoman military as a rentier group, living from the revenues granted to them,
without any day-to-day involvement in the rural economy.

A major debate in earlier historiography of Ottoman rural societies and economies
concerned their transformation during the slow transition to capitalism. In this debate,
Fernand Braudel and Immanuel Wallerstein suggested that the rise of demand for cere-
als in Western Europe caused the formation of big landholdings in the Ottoman Empire,
which prompted the supply of the European demand through the commercialisation of
agricultural production. On the other hand, Ottomanists who have studied the sources for
the formation of big estates (McGowan, Veinstein, Keyder, Kasaba, Tabak) concluded
that the Ottoman Empire remained an empire of generally small landholdings, with only

26 N. Vatin, G. Veinstein and E. Zachariadou, Catalogue du fonds ottoman des archives du mo-
nastere de Saint-Jean a Patmos. Les vingt-deux premiers dossiers (Athens 2011).
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relatively few big estates. Thus, “commodity production by small-owning peasantry rep-
resented an alternative mode of integration into the market™.?’

In their paper, Antonis Anastasopoulos and Eleni Gara focus on the ‘chiftlicisation
process’ in the case of eighteenth century Karaferye, where the local Muslim elite had
obtained control of a considerable part of the countryside. The sources they have ex-
amined in detail suggest that this major change in the Ottoman landholding pattern was
caused by an unprecedented increase in taxation, combined with population decline. The
collapse of the free peasantry in Karaferye under the heavy exactions of the central ad-
ministration is to be dated to the years of the war with the Holy League in 1684-1699.

The paper by Theocharis Stavrides in this volume provides a detailed example of how
European merchants created links with small producers in the case of Cyprus. Stavrides
shows that credit from European merchants was one of the primary ways of financing ag-
riculture in eighteenth-century Cyprus. In return for the cash provided by the European
merchants, the small landholders gave the merchants marketable agricultural products,
necessary for their mercantile activities. In this way, the European merchants were able
to safeguard their supply well before the harvesting season. Stavrides links this phenom-
enon directly with the increase in international trade, leading to the abandonment of sub-
sistence agriculture and the rise of commercial agriculture and cash crops, such as cotton.
For the peasants, this resulted to their transformation from small-time independent farm-
ers to agricultural workers. As shown in the penultimate section of this volume, this was
a trend which continued during the nineteenth century.

A series of three papers in this volume, all from a dynamic research group from Bo-
gazici and Ege Universities, examine the ‘great transformation’ of Ottoman agrarian re-
lations during the nineteenth century. The nineteenth century has been described by Eric
Hobsbawm as an era of ‘legal revolution’, among other revolutions;?® all around Europe,
feudalism and serfdom were abolished in favour of installing markets in land and labour.
Yiicel Terzibasoglu suggests that we should attempt to understand the Tanzimat reforms,
and especially the Ottoman land code of 1858, within this comparative framework.?’ The
Tanzimat reforms led to the institution of individual ownership of land, through a trans-
formation, first, from multiple rights to individually exclusive rights, and second, from
communally-held rights (commons) to individual rights. Terzibasoglu, in his paper rese-
arching nineteenth-century Ottoman provincial councils in the Balkans as law-makers
and courts, observes a trend in the course of the nineteenth century towards the crimi-
nalisation of customary practices of agrarian communities. Alp Yiicel Kaya’s research
on ¢iftliks and sharecropping in nineteenth-century Ottoman Tirhala (Gk. Trikala) shows
that the traditional labour bondage to the soil survived well into the mid nineteenth cen-
tury, in favour of the profit of the Ottoman ¢if#/ik-holders. Moreover, it is of extreme im-
portance to note that these agrarian relations and the social questions they entailed were

27 Keyder and Tabak (eds), Landholding and Commercial Agriculture, 3.

28 E. Hobsbawm, The Age of Revolution: Europe 1789-1848 (London 1962), 151-160.

29 See H. Islamoglu, ‘Property as a Contested Domain: A Re-evaluation of the Ottoman Land Co-
de of 1858°, Ottoman History as World History (Istanbul 2007), 210.
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inherited after the annexation of Thessaly to Greece in 1881, when the absentee Otto-
man pashas sold all their ¢iftliks to major financiers of the Greek Diaspora, at least until
the post-World War I agrarian reforms. Last, but not least, Meltem Toksdz, examines in
her paper the 1858 Ottoman Land Code from the regional perspective of Cukurova. Ac-
cording to her study, during the second half of the nineteenth century, Ottoman Cuku-
rova gained unprecedented access to economic incentives, commercial mechanisms, and
infrastructural improvements. As a result, by 1908, Cukurova, according to Toksoz, “be-
came a land of shared hegemony between foreign capitalists, the burgeoning indigenous
classes, and the state” (p. 395).

The final section in our volume examines two particular challenges for the future of
the historiography of Ottoman rural societies and economies. The first challenge is that of
the robust field of environmental history. How environmental and rural history (and even
beyond...) can be interrelated is, I believe, magnificently shown in the opus magnum of
the late Faruk Tabak on the Waning of the Mediterranean.’® More recently, two contribu-
tions concerning more specifically Ottoman environmental history have been published:
Alan Mikhail’s Nature and Empire in Ottoman Egypt and Sam White’s The Climate of
Rebellion in the Early Modern Ottoman Empire.’' Alan Mikhail has kindly contributed
a paper for our volume as well, researching the role of rural engineers in the environ-
ment of Ottoman Egypt between the seventeenth and nineteenth centuries. According to
Mikhail, these early modern engineers “helped to make the rural world” of Egypt: “They
served as crucial intermediaries between imperial desires and ambitions and local eco-
logical realities and economic interests.” (p. 413).

The other challenge I would like to address for the future of the study of rural socie-
ties and economies is that of the digital humanities.’?> The prospects and limitations of the
challenge of Digital Humanities are examined in the paper of Antonis Hadjikyriacou and
Elias Kolovos. The authors have embarked upon a project of studying the Ottoman rural
economies with the help of digital humanities. They emphasise the fact that the unprec-
edented level of sophisticated and complex mathematical calculations provided by new

30 Faruk Tabak, The Waning of the Mediterranean, 1550—1870 (Baltimore 2008).

31 Mikhail, Nature and Empire in Ottoman Egypt: An Environmental History (Cambridge 2011);
White, The Climate of Rebellion.

32 See the recent paper by C. Gratien, M. Polczynski, and N. Shafir, ‘Digital Frontiers of Otto-
man Studies’, Journal of the Ottoman and Turkish Studies Association, 1:1-2 (2014), 37-51.
Another challenge for the future of Ottoman rural studies should be that of Ottoman archaeol-
ogy, which is still in its infancy. See U. Baram and L. Carroll (ed.), A4 Historical Archeology
of the Ottoman Empire: Breaking New Ground (New York 2002). See also A. K. Vionis: ‘The
Archeology of Ottoman Villages in Central Greece: Ceramics, Housing and Everyday Life in
Post-Medieval Boeotia’, Hayat Erkanal’a Armagan: Kiiltiirlerin Yansimasi/Studies in Honor
of Hayat Erkanal: Cultural Reflections (Istanbul 2006), 784-800; idem, A Crusader, Ottoman,
and Early Modern Aegean Archeology: Built Environment and Domestic Material Culture in
the Medieval and Post-Medieval Cyclades, Greece (13th-30th Centuries AD) (Leiden 2012).
Also F. Zarinebaf, J. Bennet, and J. L. Davis, 4 Historical and Economic Geography of Otto-
man Greece: The Southwestern Morea in the 18th Century (Athens 2005); however, see my
review of this publication in IJMES, 40 (2008), 139-140.
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digital tools in processing masses of numerical data from Ottoman land and fiscal sur-
vey registers has to be put to use. The potential practical results of the use of Digital Hu-
manities in the study of Ottoman rural economies are shown in the paper of Socrates Pet-
mezas, who has used Geographical Information Systems (G.I.S.) to visualise the struc-
tures of land tenure and land settlement as per the 1700 Venetian Cadastro of Vostizza.
The efforts of his Institute for Mediterranean Studies team have managed to relate the
structures depicted in the 1700 Cadastro with present-day patterns of land settlement, as
shown in the modern Greek Cadastre (see http://vostizza.ims.forth.gr).

In the year 2000, in the closing sentence of her review of the historiography of the
twentieth century on Ottoman peasants and rural life, Suraiya Faroghi duly noted that
“The ‘search for the Ottoman peasant’ is likely to continue for a long time to come.”??
We sincerely hope that this volume is a contribution to this research project, which, of
course, has still a long way to go.

33 S. Faroqhi, ‘Ottoman Peasants and Rural Life: the Historiography of the Twentieth Century’,
ArchOtt, 18 (2000), 153-182.






BETWEEN THEORY AND PRAXIS:
THE NOTION OF ‘MINE’ AND THE OTTOMAN STATE

John C. ALEXANDER"

“It can indeed be said that ownership is either so simple as to need no explanation or so elu-
sive as to defy definition. At its simplest it is the difference between thine and mine, at its most
sophisticated it is the ultimate right, the right behind all other rights.”!

AN IMPORTANT PLACE IS OCCUPIED IN THE STUDY of the Ottoman Empire, and particu-
larly of the Balkans and Asia Minor, by the issue of the regime of landed property and
of the conditions for land-ownership. Perhaps this could without exaggeration be de-
scribed as a constant struggle between, on the one hand, the state, a — symbolic at least
— embodiment of which was the Sultan, who insisted upon his claim to ownership of
and absolute control over the possession and use of land (to the greatest degree and ex-
tent that these could be imposed at a given moment), and, on the other, various strata
of society. This contest started out from those serving as ‘slaves’ (ku/) but also from his
legally free representatives and functionaries who formed the establishment at the time
and who, collectively or individually, attempted to circumvent, to undermine, and, in
the end, openly to dispute this claim, and reached as far as the ordinary taxpaying sub-
jects (reaya). In fact, seen from the viewpoint of the central power, the, ideally abso-
lute, state control of land in the last analysis was, over time, a foundation of the — real
and later mainly theoretical — military structure of the Empire, where land was the par
excellence source of the maintenance and payment of the various functionaries, military
and otherwise, of the state.?

Thus the struggle for the control of land, of its produce, and also of the farmers them-
selves, who attempted to safeguard the integrity of their holdings, forms a constant fea-
ture in the course of the history of the Ottoman Empire. On the other hand, this factor
should in no way lead to the conclusion that things remained static. Social and economic

Emeritus Professor of History, Aristotle University of Thessaloniki.

1 B. Nicholas, An Introduction to Roman Law (Oxford 1979), 159.

2 On the importance of timars as regards the cohesion of the Ottoman state see H. Inalcik, ‘The
Emergence of Big Farms: Ciftliks, State Landlords and Tenants’, in C. Keyder and F. Tabak
(eds), Landholding and Commercial Agriculture in the Middle East (Albany 1991), 17.
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change — sometimes delayed and pursued by means of wrong-headed or unsuccessfully
implemented reforms — was a basic point in the history of the Empire.> Consequently,
simply put, at least until the period of the Reforms, when for the first time the legislation
— including that ‘Concerning Landed Properties’ (1858) — in force and applied in vary-
ing ways, was codified for the whole Empire, there was constant tension as to the content
and the breadth chiefly of the concepts of miri (state, public), miilk (in ownership), and
vakif (dedicated) land, to the extent that the state retained and could invoke the owner-
ship (rakabe) of these three categories of immovable property. In the end, the essential
question is, perhaps, the significance, in all its possible extrapolations in time and at the
various levels of Ottoman society, of I have, mine, and ownership.

According to the official apprehension of the state, as expressed in the mid sixteenth
century by the seyhiilislam Ebussuud, all lands, regardless of their status, were actually
or potentially, miri, that is, in essence, public.* This potential is of particular importance.
It stems from the Sultan’s will (67f), expressed either directly by the Sultan himself or
in his name by his representatives, to endorse, determine, or alter the secular laws (ka-
nun) and practices. His absolute power was restricted only by sacred law (ser’ia), as that
was ‘interpreted’ by the jurists, and particularly the seyhiilislam.’ A typical exercise in
due lawful form of this power — in total contrast with previous, and subsequent, practice
— was the determination of the property status of the land of newly-conquered Crete in
1669, where its lands were deemed to be privately owned (haraci).® Furthermore, it is
useful to examine the question of exceptions from the rule, which also involve the con-
cept of the determination or re-determination of a specific status, from this point of view;
to examine, that is to say, the ceding, confirmation (mukarrer), the restriction or removal
of ‘privileges’ (or, in other words, exceptions from the rule) depending upon the particu-
lar circumstances; the creation of an established status by means of their express or tacit
ratification; their mutability and duration, and their promotion, at least in the apprehen-
sion of the beneficiaries, into ‘rights’, as well as the express recognition at any time of the
right of “‘power over’ or ‘ownership’ by reason of miiriir-i zaman-i hakki (kadimden berti,

3 On these changes and the debate on decline see indicatively S. Faroghi, ‘Crisis and Change,
1590 — 1699°, in H. Inalcik with D. Quataert (eds), An Economic and Social History of the Ot-
toman Empire, 1300-1914 (Cambridge 1994), 545-575.

4 C.Imber, Ebu’s-su’ud. The Islamic Legal Tradition (Stanford 1997), 122-125.

5 In essence, the interpretation in itself of sacred law was regarded as having ceased in the ninth
century, and, consequently, only the possibility of delivering opinions remained. In spite of
this, by the use of legal stratagems (kile), applied par excellence by Ebussuud, as will be seen
immediately below, in connection with the legal reformulation of the status of land, jurists were
permitted to be on occasion flexible in the interpretation of sacred law by means of the issuing
of specific opinions on it (fetva). On the ictihad, J. Schacht, An Introduction to Islamic Law
(Oxford 1964), 69-75.

6 See G. Veinstein, ‘Les réglements fiscaux ottomans de Créte’, in A. Anastasopoulos (ed.), The
Eastern Mediterranean under Ottoman Rule: Crete, 1645-1840. Halcyon Days in Crete VI, 13-
15 January 2006 (Rethymno 2008), 5-16. See also M. Greene, ‘An Islamic Experiment? Otto-
man Land Policy on Crete’, Mediterranean Historical Review, 1/1 (1996), 60-78.
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ab antiquo);’ or, conversely, the implementation of a statute of limitations on the right
of recourse or contestation of titles held or of consolidated possessions. Indicative of the
policy of limiting the scope of the concept of ownership is the poverty of the vocabulary
as to the basic terms to describe land-ownership and the legal framework which defined
it. The terms tasarruf and mutasarrif, in their, probably, narrower rendering signify ‘en-
joyment’ and ‘usufructuary’, respectively. In the case of public/timar lands, the farmer
had the tasarruf of the land which he legally held, whereas the sipahi had the tasarruf of
the revenues from the cultivation of the land, but in practice, of the land and of the farm-
ers themselves, in consideration of the (chiefly) military services which he provided to
the state. Thus, in the case of timars there were at least two levels of tasarruf: of the one
who cultivated the land and was taxed, and of the one who was in receipt as direct ‘lord
or master of the land’ (sahib-i arz). In the Greek documents of the Ottoman period, the
terms fasarruf and mutasarrif are translated as ‘sfovcioocig’ and ‘eovclootg’, and le-
gitimate ‘I have’ and ‘mine’. In reality, the Ottoman term tasarruf has a broad content,
depending on the case; it has, together with other terms, a polysemy, and is a clear indi-
cation of paucity of vocabulary in matters of land-ownership.®

The picture is further complicated when the sources and rights of revenues are ranked
or shared with other persons, when, that is to say, there are other ‘owners’, chiefly by the
method of tax-farming (iltizam), and, from the late seventeenth century, of malikane, the
life-long ceding of usufruct rights.

The late sixteenth century was a definitive period for the study of the transformation
of the Empire from the so-called ‘classical’ Ottoman system and of its sometimes tardy
and irregular adaptation to the new internal and external conditions. The concept of the
‘classical’ period is a basic principle chiefly for Halil Inalcik. The latter attributes the rap-
id ascendancy and flourishing condition of the Ottoman Empire to the formation, devel-
opment, and duration of a concentrated, Middle Eastern, monarchical, militaristic state
model, based on the distribution, on conditions, of the revenues of public land to par ex-
cellence military estates (the timars), cultivated by a partially dependent, but legally free,
agrarian population, settled on agricultural units sufficient for their comfortable survival
in accordance with the principle of ¢ift-hane ((gvydpt - household, iugum - caput).’

7 In connection with the concept of kadimden berii concerning the recognition of precedent in or-
der to legitimate a practice see S. Faroghi, Coping with the State. Political Conflict and Crime
in the Ottoman Empire, 1550-1720 (Istanbul 1995), 16-17.

8 See J.C. Alexander, ‘The Lord Giveth and the Lord Taketh Away: Athos and the Confiscation
Affair of 1568 — 1569, Mount Athos in the 14" - 16™ Centuries (Athens 1997), 168-169; H.
Inalcik, ‘The Ottoman State: Economy and Society, 1300 — 1600°, in Inalcik with Quataert
(eds), An Economic and Social History, 110-112.

9 H. inalcik, ‘The Ottoman State’, 143-154. It should be noted that this system of calculation,
which goes back to the reign of Diocletian, was implemented in Byzantine practice; however,
as regards the (evydpio (¢ift), from the sixteenth century onwards, it is mentioned in the sources
as a unit of taxation of exclusively Muslim farmers. See, inter alios, J.C. Alexander, Toward a
History of Post-Byzantine Greece: The Ottoman Kanunnames for the Greek Lands, c. 1500 -
c. 1500, Athens [1974] 1985, 392 et seq. It emerges from the census registers of the fifteenth-
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The legal argumentation within the sacred law of Ebussuud, even before he was ap-
pointed seyhiilislam (1530-1545), and his resort to legal stratagem (hile) draw attention
to the attempt to inhibit and reverse the trend towards departure and deviation from the
‘classical’ system. In essence, in the period when Ebussuud served as seyhiilislam (1545-
1574), there was a very marked attempt to consolidate control over land and to maintain
and strengthen the centralised state against the — in many ways — new Ottoman inter-
pretation of Islamic law. In this spirit, furthermore, the regime in force of owned (miilk)
and dedicated (vakif) lands throughout the Balkans (and selectively perhaps in a part of
Asia Minor, and elsewhere), which were re-defined as miri, was abolished, while by the
imposition now of the absolute will of the monarch, everything was now subject to that
principle.'® This meant potentially the re-examination and confiscation of ‘all” immov-
able property which had been described and recognised as privately owned or dedicated.
The titles to these properties for various formal reasons no longer had force and the issu-
ing of new titles (fapu) was enforced with restrictive terms of tasarruf. It should be noted
that research conducted up to the present shows that the confiscation measures had ret-
rospective force and were especially strict as regards Orthodox church property, particu-
larly of monasteries, as to which acquisitions from transfers, inheritance, purchases, and
dedications were declared imperfect and void. On the other hand, I have not located up to
now any mention of similar retrospective expropriation of Ottoman Muslims.!! Further-
more, in spite of the fact that the main points of Ebussuud’s opinion on sacred law were
regarded as an underpinning for action, these measures were subsequently implemented
with interruptions, variations, and, as time went on, not always with the same success and
persistence. Parenthetically, it is worth noting that similar measures, though on a smaller
scale, were taken by Mehmed II towards the close of his reign and had the aim particu-
larly of inhibiting the loss of state lands, which had negative impacts on the integrity of
the timar system. !

sixteenth centuries, but also later (e.g., of Crete in 1670 and then of the Morea in 1716) that as
regards the Muslim population, who were mainly charged with the ¢ift resmi (the fluctuating
Levydpio tax), the ideal of the ¢ifi-hane was rarely fully implemented, and is even more rarely
encountered in the case of compact arable lands.

10 As regards the extent of the general implementation of the measure, it should be observed
that, apart from the kanunname of the newly conquered Buda (1541), the full development of
Ebussuud’s interpretation is to be found only in the detailed register of Thessaloniki and Skop-
je of 1567/8. See . O. L. Barkan, XV ve XViInci Asirlarda Osmanl Imparatorlugunda Zirai
Ekonominin Hukuki ve Mali Esaslari, Vol. I: Kanunlar (Istanbul 1943), 297-300.

11 On the confiscation of monastic property within the context of the re-definition of the land-
ownership regime by Ebussuud see J.C. Alexander, ‘The Confiscation Affair’, 148-200; A.
Foti¢, ‘The Official Explanations for the Confiscation and Sale of Monasteries (Churches) and
their Estates at the Time of Selim II’, Turcica, 26 (1994), 33-54; E. Kermeli, ‘The Confisca-
tion and Repossession of Monastic Properties in Mount Athos and Patmos Monasteries, 1568-
1570, Bulgarian Historical Review, 28/3-4 (2006), 9-23.

12 Indicatively, O. Ozel, ‘Limits of the Almighty: Mehmed II’s Land Reform Revisited’, JESHO,
42/2 (1999), 526-546.
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Consequently, when the ‘classical system’ is examined within the framework of a
more general process of changes to the state formation, it must be defined not as an ab-
solute and inflexible entity, but as a stage in an evolving process; as a balancing between
the rule and the deviation and with fluctuating differentiations as to place and time. In
any event, a typical example provided by taxpaying subjects of the successful balancing
between state legality on issues of land-ownership and the deviations is the manner in
which the Orthodox monasteries in the southern Balkans developed their economic ac-
tivities and a number of them ended up possessing significant immovable property. In the
framework of this delicate balance, the expansion of tax-farming (iltizam-malikdne) in
the seventeenth and eighteenth century shaped a complex of fragmented and overlapping
claimants to tax revenues, something which de facto subverted the ¢ifi-hane system. In
these new conditions, the maintenance of state legality on the part of farmers in the form
of the uninterrupted rendering of taxes for long periods or even in the course of succes-
sive generations left scope for the consolidation of the sense of mine. This was true both
of the taxed reayas who held the tasarruf of lands and of the possessors of ¢ifiliks, the
majority of whom were also holders of the fasarruf of an enlarged immovable property
and not the owners of it, and therefore also owing tax to the state. The latter intervened
selectively in the case of those whom it thought threatened or were able to threaten this
legality. And these were not ordinary reayas, or, a fortiori, the monks.
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A STUDY OF RURAL CONFLICTS:
GEGBUZE/GEBZE (DISTRICT OF USKUDAR) IN THE MID-1700S

Suraiya FAROQHI"

STUDIES OF SMALL RURAL UNITS, BE THEY VILLAGES (karye) or sub-districts (nahiye) are
quite rare in Ottoman historiography; and studies of economic and political conflicts in
this milieu are even less common. At least in part, the reasons for such neglect doubtless
are connected with the scholarly and political concerns of twentieth — and twenty-first —
century historians. After all, when the study of peasants was in its heyday, in the 1960s to
1980s, scholars were interested in the structure of the Ottoman state, often in a Marxist
or at least Marxian perspective. As a result, broad questions such as the classification of
political systems were subjects for debate, as, for example, the problem of whether a so-
ciety in which peasants paid taxes to a ruler rather than rent to a lord still should or could
be regarded as ‘feudal’.!

In other instances the problématique drew inspiration from the rural sociology of the
later 1900s: thus Huricihan islamoglu, author of a most comprehensive and theoretically
sophisticated study of Anatolian villagers of the ‘classical period’, was mainly interested
in the survival of peasant farming in Anatolia into the twentieth century and beyond. As
a corollary, she concentrated on the reasons why in Asia Minor the increased marketing
of rural products by and large did not result in the formation of great landholdings and a
proletarianised peasantry.? She also argued against the neo-Malthusian view that popula-
tion increase necessarily resulted in the sub-division of farms and the cultivation of ever
more marginal lands. Certainly this author did not ignore ‘micro’-questions such as the
conflicts that villagers and other rural dwellers encountered most frequently in their eve-

Istanbul Bilgi University, Department of History.

1 H. Berktay, ‘The Search for the Peasant in Western and Turkish History/Historiography’, in
H. Berktay and S. Faroqhi (eds), New Approaches to State and Peasant in Ottoman History (Lon-
don 1992), 109-184; this publication has also appeared in The Journal of Peasant Studies, 18/3-4
(April/July 1991).

2 H.Islamoglu-inan, State and Peasant in the Ottoman Empire: Agrarian Power Relations and
Regional Economic Development in Ottoman Anatolia during the Sixteenth Century (Leiden
1994). For a new edition in Turkish with an extensive introduction by the author see: H. Isla-
moglu, Osmanli Imparatorlugunda Devlet ve Koylii (Istanbul 2010), 19-100.
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ryday lives; but such disputes were not her main concern. After all, the tax registers did
not record when a man ploughed up his neighbour’s field or through carelessness, caused
a fire in the latter’s orchard.

Moreover, from the later 1980s onwards, the ‘cultural turn’ arrived in Ottoman histo-
riography with a vengeance, and ‘identity’ and ‘alterity’ became the dominant concerns
of the day. As, however, villagers before the late 1800s — or even the twentieth century —
have left very few traces of their cultural orientations including even religious practice,
with a few notable exceptions, once culture and identity dominated the scene, Ottoman
peasants disappeared from the historiography.’

The Bureaucratic Process as Revealed in Our Sources

Such ‘ideological’ concerns apart, a major impediment to the close-up study of Ottoman
rural life lies in the very nature of our sources. Most work on the Ottoman peasantry fo-
cuses on the sixteenth century, a period for which we possess many tax registers covering
most of the central Ottoman provinces. While these records are a great boon, they do not
say enough about any single locality to permit an in-depth study: as it is mostly impossi-
ble to reconstruct family ties, we cannot even tell whether one or several coteries of rela-
tives controlled local resources and, at least for a while, dominated their poorer fellow-
villagers. Neither do we know how the tax load, assessed on the village as a whole, was
distributed among families; nor can we say which people were responsible for the distri-
bution. As rural archaeology is an underdeveloped realm as far as the Ottomans are con-
cerned, it has only rarely been possible to supplement information from written sources
with the results obtained by excavators.

Moreover, the registers of the local kadis, which Ottoman historians have been min-
ing for some 40 years now, concern mainly — though not exclusively — urban cases. This
observation is valid especially for the 1500s and 1600s, but to a considerable extent for
later periods as well; throughout the Ottoman period the number of court cases in which
peasants were involved tends to be rather limited. Presumably villagers often resorted to
arbitration, with prominent local figures such as dervish sheikhs functioning as media-
tors: but as these procedures were oral, we know nothing about them.

However, the situation improves somewhat when we move into the mid-1700s: at
least where settlements close to Istanbul are involved, enough documentation survives to
make at least a brief study of a rural locality feasible. For by this period the central ad-
ministration’s officials had begun to compile the ahkdm defterleri, a series of registers
instituted in different provinces at different dates during the eighteenth century: the re-
cords dealing with Istanbul begin in the 1740s. Every series of ahkam defterleri normally
covers a single province, such as Karaman or Anadolu; and while as yet there was no Is-
tanbul province, for the purpose of this particular correspondence, the Sultan’s officials
acted as if such an administrative unit was already in existence.

3 E. Gara, ‘In Search of Communities in Seventeenth-Century Ottoman Sources: The Case of the
Kara Ferye District’, Turcica, 30 (1998), 135-162.
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From the sixteenth century onwards, it had been Ottoman chancery practice to re-
cord not the petitions/reports from provincial officials and/or ordinary subjects but only
the centre’s responses. However, we can to some extent deduce the previous history of
the cases concerned as the orders issued by the central bureaucracy typically contained
summaries of the texts presented by petitioners and local administrators. When compil-
ing the ahkam defterleri, officials followed the same procedure. While the texts thus do
not record the ‘voices’ of the complainants, they do tell us something about the issues
that preoccupied them.

In these registers we find documents concerning pious foundations, artisans, ques-
tions of taxation, and a multitude of other matters. Ahmet Kal’a and his collaborators
in 1996-1997 published a ten-volume selection from the eighteenth-century documents
concerning Istanbul.* For our purposes, the two volumes covering the countryside sur-
rounding the Ottoman capital and called Istanbul Tarim Tarihi (History of Istanbul Agri-
culture, hereafter: /TT) are of special interest, supplemented from time to time by a vol-
ume on pious foundations (Istanbul Vakif Tarihi, History of Istanbul Pious Foundations,
hereafter: /V'T).We will discuss the affairs of rural dwellers in the vicinity of the capital
on the basis of documents made available in this collection. In all likelihood there were
documents dealing with rural conflicts but not included among the published material.
However, it does seem that the selection currently in print gives us a fairly good impres-
sion of the problems confronting people who tried to make a living in the vicinity of Is-
tanbul during the middle years of the eighteenth century.

On what basis did the central authorities decide a rural dispute? On the whole they
had more information available than their predecessors of the 1500s or 1600s because it
had become common practice to refer to a series of registers known as the basmuhasebe
defterleri, instituted already in the early 1600s, but which gained in importance during
the eighteenth century. As it was the job of the scribes working for the bureau known as
the basmuhasebe kalemi to audit government agencies, the basmuhasebe defterleri, in-
sofar as they survive, contain a record of all bureaucratic procedures which involved
spending the treasury’s money.” Entries in these registers often contained copies of older
documents concerning the matter at issue, so that officials were, for instance, able to say
who had held this or that revenue source for the past decades and under what conditions.
Given these sources of information, the authorities in Istanbul apparently were not much
inclined to leave rural problems to the discretion of the local kadi, timar-holders (sipa-
his), tax farmers or foundation administrators.°

Overall, it is surprising to see how often officials of the mid-1700s referred to the six-
teenth-century tax registers (defter-i hakani), although conditions had changed radically

4 A.Kal’a et alii (eds), Istanbul Kiillivat: I, Istanbul Ahkédm Defterleri, 10 vols (Istanbul 1997-98).

5 Basbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi Rehberi (Istanbul 2000 [2nd ed.]), 142-158.

6  Such office-holders had been assigned revenues, usually of a rural character, against the provi-
sion of services, often but not always as cavalry soldiers.
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in the meantime.” When, as often happened, bureaucrats at the centre included verbatim
citations from these documents in their responses to petitioners, they must have known
that neither the crops planted nor the numbers of taxpayers on record necessarily corre-
sponded to the realities of the mid eighteenth century. However, they apparently regard-
ed the defter-i hakani as a model to which the Sultans’ servitors as well as his subjects
should conform to the best of their abilities; even so, it frequently remains unclear what
the parties were supposed to do if, for instance, a village recorded in the defter had been
abandoned and the fields belonging to it no longer produced any grain.

A similar situation must have sometimes obtained on the lands of pious foundations:
not all the revenues described in the relevant registers (vakif defieri) of the 1500s nec-
essarily corresponded to the realities of the eighteenth century. As an example we may
mention changes in the status of five agricultural holdings (¢iftlik) that Sultan Orhan (r.
1324-1362) had dedicated to the ferry-service of Dil iskelesi: in this case written infor-
mation was lacking, so that the judge had to supplement data derived from foundation
registers by a visit to the site and recourse to the memory of old, well-informed, and
righteous Muslims.® As a result, local arrangements and accommodations that officials
through their extensive use of archives based in Istanbul supposedly had chased out by
the front door, quietly came back in ‘through the window’.

The Location of Our Research: Introducing Gebze

When on the lookout for a good ‘sample location’ why choose Gebze — or Gegbuze/
Gekbiziyye, as it was still called at this time? First of all, because for studies of the kind
attempted here we need an area fairly rich in documents. Documentation, on the other
hand, is mostly available in the vicinity of large cities such as Istanbul, Bursa, Aleppo, or
Damascus; for only when a sizeable number of courts were reasonably accessible to rural
dwellers was there a record of their disputes. Secondly, the district to be studied should
not be too large, for local conditions changed significantly even among villages located
at short distances from one another. Last but not least, it is an advantage to have a batch
of documents that are more or less contemporaneous; while, as we will see, conditions in
the countryside were slow to change, it is best not to obscure what change there was by
‘mixing’ materials from different time periods. Fortunately, in the documentation con-
cerning Gebze all these pre-conditions are fulfilled.

Admittedly, the centre of the district selected here was not a village but a town, which
under the name of Dakibyza went back to Byzantine times. Then it had featured as an em-
porion, in other words, a non-urban market, of which quite a number were in operation on
the northern shore of the Bay of Izmit.® However, Byzantine authors seem to have merely

7 H. Inalcik, ‘Military and Fiscal Transformation in the Ottoman Empire, 1600-1700°, ArchOtt, 6
(1980), 283-337.

8 ITT, Vol. 1, 40-41 (1156/1743).

9  B. Geyer and J. Lefort (eds), La Bithynie au Moyen Age (Paris 2003), 101-102. For comments
on Matrak¢t Nasuh’s miniature of the town see pp. 116-117. The editors have also included
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registered the name; records only become somewhat fuller in the sixteenth century, well
after the Ottoman conquest. Even so, before the 1900s Gebze was very small, and while
it boasted a mosque going back to the time of Sultan Orhan, from the early 1500s its real
claim to fame was the Mosque of Mustafa Pasa, completed in 1523. This dignitary had
participated in the conquest of Cairo in 1517 and lavishly decorated his pious foundation
in the prestigious style of the late Mamluk sultans.' Mustafa Paga’s complex, which had
rural revenue sources in the Gebze area, included a theological school (medrese) cum
student accommodation, two libraries, and a fully-equipped kitchen; among the revenue
sources we find a landing-stage, presumably on the Bay of [zmit, as well as a fishing weir.
The sixteenth-century traveller Hans Dernschwam, otherwise known for his pride and
bad temper, thought that the rural surroundings of Gebze were handsome, providing am-
ple pasturage for sheep; these grazing-grounds will occupy us in some detail.!' Within the
district of Gebze we will pay special attention to the village of Tuzla, today a suburb of
Istanbul with a significant — and rather accident-prone — shipbuilding industry.!?

While in Ottoman official parlance Gebze featured as a town, because of its small
size it was more than half-rural. In the sixteenth century, the settlement was the centre
of a sub-district (nahiye) located in the district of Uskiidar and part of the sub-province
of Koca-ili, province of Anadolu; today it is situated in the province (vilayet) of Kocae-
li. The sub-district of Gebze extended all the way to the Bosporus and included present-
day suburbs of Istanbul such as Kisikli and Kuzguncuk.'* Accordingly, a record of this
sub-district appeared in the abridged (icmal) register of 1530, which is available in pub-
lished form.'* Such registers record the officially appointed tax-takers (sahib-i arz) sub-
province by sub-province, including timar-holders and higher-level dignitaries enjoying
larger tax assignments (zeamet, has) as well as the administrators of pious foundations.
These registers also contain the names of towns and villages in which the sahib-i arz
had collection rights, thus providing much of the basic information on which officials of
the 1740s and 1750s based their decisions. As for the later sixteenth century, Gebze also

a partial French translation of Dernschwam’s sixteenth-century travelogue, which contains a
short description of Gebze.

10 Evliya Celebi b. Dervis Mehemmed Zilli, Eviiya Celebi Seyahatndmesi, Topkapt Sarayr Bag-
dat 304 Yazmasimin Transkripsyonu —Dizini, Vol. 2, ed. Z. Kursun, Y. Dagli, and S.A. Kahra-
man (Istanbul 1999), 88-89. Evliya only describes the Mosque of Mustafa Pasa and the chari-
ties connected with it. On the Mosque of Sultan Orhan see /77, Vol. 1, 305-306 (1167/1754).

11 J.-P. Grélois, ‘Hans Dernschwam, Voyage en Asie Mineure (1555)’, in Geyer and Lefort (eds),
La Bithynie au Moyen Age, 113-138, see esp. p. 116.

12 Curiously the village of Tuzla had ‘Nigde’ as a second name. Geyer and Lefort (eds), La Bit-
hynie au Moyen Age, 215 mention a settlement called Nikétiata and identify it with the well-
preserved site of Eskihisar on the Bay of Izmit. But apparently this identification is not certain
and perhaps Niketiata rather should be identified with Nigde/Tuzla. As an alternative reading
of the name, the editors of /77 have suggested Yigid (?)’ (ITT, Vol. 2, 277). However, in view
of the Byzantine place-name, Nigde seems to be the better reading.

13 ITT, Vol. 2, 45-47 (1164/1751).

14 1. Binark et alii (eds), 438 Numarali Muhdsebe-i Vilayet-i Anadolu Defteri (937 /1530), Vol. 2:
Bolu, Kastamonu, Kengirt ve Koca-ili Livdlar: Dizin ve Tipkibasim (Ankara 1994), 785-793.



14 SURAIYA FAROQHI

shows up in a few detailed (mufassal) tax registers, but on the whole documentation is
sparser than one might expect.'?

Not only was this mini-town close to Uskiidar and thus to the Anatolian section of
Istanbul, it actually was part of the jurisdiction of the Uskiidar judge. The latter pos-
sessed well-developed record-keeping facilities that have left us with a significant num-
ber of documents. And if the parties to a dispute were dissatisfied with the decision of
the Uskiidar kadi, it was troublesome but certainly not impossible to appeal to the cen-
tral authorities just across the Bosporus. As a matter of fact, these officials might issue a
document which found its way into the ahkam defterleri and thus came to be part of our
present documentation.

Thus we can regard Gebze and the surrounding villages as part of the rural hinterland
of Istanbul, at least in the wider sense of the term. Bursa must have played a role in the
lives of Gebze’s inhabitants as well, since quite a few pious foundations to which inhab-
itants of the area paid their dues were located in the former Ottoman capital. Traffic be-
tween Bursa and Istanbul must have been a routine affair for the people of Gebze, since
travellers mostly crossed the Bay of Izmit at the landing-stage called Dil Iskelesi in the
immediate vicinity of the town. Moreover, in the early decades of Ottoman rule, Sultan
Orhan, in addition to his mosque, had instituted a pious foundation to finance the ferry-
boat that allowed rapid access from Gebze to Bursa.!® Throughout the Ottoman period,
the town, in spite of its small size, benefited from its situation on a major traffic route; yet
whether in the eyes of local peasants this ease of access was an advantage or a disadvan-
tage remains an open question.

Obviously not all concerns of Gebze’s rural population can be discussed here. But
for the present we will focus on what seem to have been the major bones of contention,
namely the legal status of agricultural land with special reference to the entry fine known
as resm-i tapu, the problems posed by people who did not recognise the limits of their
landholdings or villages, and the often problematic access to pastures as well as the col-
lection of pasture dues. Furthermore, farm dues (resim) and tithes (Jsiir) were the sourc-
es of quite a few confrontations, and in this context we will take a closer look at a man
trying to establish a private landholding in defiance of governmental orders to desist. We
will also pay some attention to the impact of the Istanbul market and the always conten-
tious topic of migration.

Gebze's Power-Holders

In the Gebze district, pious foundations established by sultans and viziers were ancient,
rich, and quite numerous. Presumably this state of affairs was another reason why the
sub-district appeared in the ahkdm defterleri rather more often than one might otherwise

15 For a discussion of these records see L. Erder and S. Faroghi, ‘Population Rise and Fall in Ana-
tolia 1550-1620°, Middle Eastern Studies, 15/3 (1979), 322-345.

16 C. Orhonlu, ‘Nehir Gemiciligi’, Osmanli Imparatorlugunda Sehircilik ve Ulasim Uzerinde
Arastirmalar, ed. S. Ozbaran (Izmir 1984), 104-115.
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expect, as the administrators of important pious foundations were part of the central elite
and therefore in a position to make their voices heard. To mention but one example, even
in the mid-1700s the revenue sources of Mustafa Pasa’s Gebze mosque, medrese, and
public kitchen were quite substantial.!” In consequence, the decisions of the relevant ad-
ministrator must have carried considerable weight in the affairs of the sub-district. In ad-
dition, the person responsible for a pious foundation instituted by the Sultan’s gardeners
cum police officials (bostani ortast) exercised considerable power, as this institution had
taken over the collection of the dues paid by the passengers of the ferryboat that gave ac-
cess from Gebze to the southern shore of the bay, once instituted by Sultan Orhan.!® On
the other hand, such personages might not be interested in the day-to-day minutiae of
running the foundation entrusted to their care, so that they quite often left the collection
of dues to a tax farmer (miiltezim)."

Power-holders at different levels of the administrative hierarchy were not exactly
peaceful people: timar-holders were often at loggerheads with one another, and in addi-
tion we have a record concerning the administrator of the pious foundation of Mustafa
Pasa in Gebze arguing with the supervisor (nazir) of the kitchen of the same institution,
the exact reason remaining obscure.?’ During those same years, a timar-holder also com-
plained about a man to whom he had delegated the right to collect tithes in the district of
Gebze: while the villagers confirmed that the person in question had collected their dues,
he was now refusing to hand them over to the rightful tax-taker.”!

In a few villages we also find life-long tax farms (malikdane), a novelty instituted in
the late 1600s. These malikane-holders probably took the place of the ordinary tax farm-
ers who for many centuries already, had collected dues in the territories of many pious
foundations.?? In the villages of Hereke, Kirazli, Kadili and Danismendviran, all belong-
ing to the pious foundation of Eyytib-i Ensari on the outskirts of Istanbul, these life-long
tax farmers behaved in such a manner as to get themselves roundly rejected by the lo-
cal peasants. As for the central administration, its officials refused to recognise the right
of the villagers to pay their dues as a lump sum (maktu) as the latter had demanded, and
forcefully warned those who hid part of their harvests from the tax-takers. At the same
time, the malikdne-holders were admonished to behave according to the law and appoint
underlings (subast) who would treat the peasants with consideration. We have no way of
knowing to what extent these admonitions were successful.

Among revenue-takers in the Gebze district we also find people who held office at
the Sultan’s court or in the household of the Grand Vizier. Thus the latter’s arms-bearer
in 1168/1755 had the right to a large tax-grant (zeamet). As had been the rule already in

17 IVT, Vol. 1, 236-237 (1171/1758).

18 ITT, Vol. 1, 40-41 (1156/1743); Vol. 2, 17 (1155/1742).

19 ITT, Vol. 2,16 (1155/1742) is the copy of a command confirming the rights of such a miiltezim.

20 ITT, Vol. 2,251 (1174/1760); Vol. 2, 265-267 (1174/1761); IVT, Vol. 1, 236-237 (1171-1758).

21 ITT, Vol. 1, 97-98 (1158/1745).

22 ITT, Vol. 2, 233-234 (1173/1760); see also M. Geng, ‘Osmanli Maliyesinde Malikane Sistemi’,
in O. Okyar and U. Nabantoglu (eds), Tiirkive Iktisat Tarihi Semineri, Metinler - Tartismalar (An-
kara 1975), 231-296.
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the 1500s, this revenue source was what Ottoman bureaucrats called serbest, namely the
holder possessed the right to certain incidental dues that in a non-serbest holding would
have accrued to the local governor.”? But even the doubtless elevated status of the arms-
bearer did not protect him from intervention on the part of the governor’s men (ehl-i orf),
who attempted to collect the dues as if the tax grant had been of the ‘regular’ type.

In addition, even though the holders of military tax assignments (¢imar) by the mid-
1700s were no longer an important component of the Ottoman army, some of these peo-
ple still collected dues in the Gebze area, and they put up a doughty fight against anybody
whom they suspected of trying to infringe their rights. As one irate timar-holder put it,
“the provincial governor (mirlivad), his replacement the miitesellim, the commander of lo-
cal troops (serdar), the administrator/tax collector concerned with government revenues
(voyvoda), the chief of police (subasi) and all the governor’s men (ehl-i orf)” were laying
claim to revenues that by rights should have gone to him alone; admittedly the complain-
ant was lowest on the totem pole when compared to the other tax-takers.?* Presumably
this situation was most uncomfortable for the inhabitants of the village of Nerdiibanlu-i
kigek, where in this instance the disputed revenues were located: for frequently the pow-
er-holders in dispute were tempted to demand payment one after the other, so that the un-
fortunate villagers paid their dues several times over.?

The Legal Status of Agricultural Land

When members of the subject population fought out a dispute with the local tax-takers, or
the latter quarrelled with one another, they quite often disagreed about the legal status of
the lands at issue. This multi-faceted problem included the need to establish the bounda-
ries between villages, for tax collectors of all kinds had the right to collect dues in a giv-
en settlement but could not impinge on the rights of their neighbours. Expressed differ-
ently, determining the legal status of a given field or meadow was only possible once the
decision makers knew to which village it belonged. Moreover, peasants also had rights
within their own settlement that they could not exercise within the boundaries of another.
For the most part, the relevant information was available locally: but when the borders of
two villages were difficult to chart, the tax-takers might get into a dispute without end,
as happened in the case of the settlements of Tavsanli and Demiircilii, both located on a
little stream called the Hatun suyu.?® Remarkably, in this case the central administration
did not try to simplify the village boundaries or at least record them in detail, although it
was foreseeable that the dispute would flare up again in the future. Only in the event of

23 ITT, Vol. 1, 338-339 (1168/1755). This order confirms an edict by Sultan Mahmud I (r. 1730-
1754).

24 ITT, Vol.1, 376-377 (1169/1756).

25 Presumably in Turkish this settlement was called Kii¢iik Merdivenli; and the settlement of Ner-
diibanlu-i bozorg would have been Biiyiik Merdivenli. On a timar-holder trying to collect dues
in kind after already having received payment in money see /7T, Vol. 1, 328-329 (1168/1754).

26 ITT, Vol. 1, 218-220 (1163/1750).
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a totally new grant do we observe that the authorities carefully delineated the boundaries
of the land in question.?’

Since the mid-sixteenth century if not earlier, the Sultans had claimed ownership of
all agricultural land, meadows included.?® Peasants were therefore no more than tenants
with the right to inherit their leases from their fathers; yet while they had only limited
rights with respect to the lands that they farmed, such rights were real and enforceable.
Thus when a person made uncultivated land into a field (bozdan almak), he acquired a
right to the resultant holding; yet this prerogative might be contested if fellow-villagers
claimed that they needed the relevant piece of land for grazing. In addition, the claim to
have opened the land to cultivation might well turn out to be spurious and, if so, the field
was in the gift of the local timar-holder or other administrator. In the village of Tuzla, for
instance, a woman and her son had received the right to such a field, but the family was
unable actually to take possession because a village strongman “whose supporters were
many” claimed to have created the field by clearing the brushwood that had covered the
land.?® Presumably the woman and her son had credible witnesses, for they were able to
obtain a fetva supporting their case from the Chief Mufti. But when they applied to the
central administration, in other words, at the stage of the dispute with which our document
is concerned, they still were unable to take possession of the not-so-recently created field.

Certain gardens and vineyards were private property (miilk); and from the seven-
teenth century onwards we occasionally find fields described as miilk too, although we
do not know how the owners had acquired them.?® Gardens and vineyards tended to be
most common in the vicinity of towns; and already in the 1600s Uskiidar as well as Bur-
sa, Ankara, and Kayseri were surrounded by belts of garden-land, which in many cases
continued to exist until the mid twentieth century when urban sprawl swallowed them up.

Disputes over gardens and vineyards could arise from the fact that when a person
planted trees or made them fruitful, the trees became his/her property; the local tax-tak-
er could only lay his hands upon the relevant piece of land and reassign it as a ‘field” if
the garden/vineyard had not produced any fruit — and thereby dues — for three consecu-
tive years. We thus find the administrator of the pious foundation (miitevelli) set up in
the name of Yildirim Bayezid (r. 1389-1402) complaining about villagers from Tuzla
who had without his permission turned their fields into vineyards/gardens.?' The admin-

27 For example: ITT, Vol. 1, 191-193 (1161/1748).

28 B. Johansen, The Islamic Law on Land Tax and Rent: The Peasants’ Loss of Property Rights
as Interpreted in the Hanafite Legal Literature of the Mamluk and Ottoman Periods (London
1988).

29 ITT, Vol. 1, 263-265 (1165/1752).

30 ITT, Vol. 2,280 (1174/1761) records a hag that was private property. For miilk fields in the re-
gion of Kayseri see S. Faroghi, Towns and Townsmen of Ottoman Anatolia: Trade, Crafts, and
Food Production in an Urban Setting 1520-1650 (Cambridge 1984), 263-265. See ITT, Vol. 1,
339 (1168/1755): for a claim that an enginarlik or artichoke field in the Gebze district was private
property.

31 ITT, Vol. 1, 195-196 (1161/1748). According to a register of pious foundations (defter-i evkaf)
cited in 1162/1749 but whose date remains unknown, the village of Nigde/Tuzla had a popu-
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istration confirmed that peasants could not do this without first obtaining the miitevelli’s
agreement; but in this particular instance, it remains unclear what was to happen to the
plantations already in existence. In the village of Yenane (?) it was apparently the rule
that an illicit vineyard could be destroyed by the tax-taker within three years of planting;
and in a decision involving the village of Kartal, officials also stated explicitly that the
tax-taker could destroy an illicit vineyard within the first three years, as long as it had not
produced any fruit. Once that had happened however, he could only demand the grape
tithe; so perhaps in Tuzla as well the latter had to tolerate the change.3? Perhaps collect-
ing the grain tithe was more profitable to the foundation administrator than the tithe on
fruit; after all, in the case of grain, the rate tended to be higher. Or else the miitevelli sim-
ply was anxious to not lose any rights over the peasants and therefore objected to their
initiatives ‘on principle’ and without any regard for financial gain.’?

It remains unclear whether the sale of a garden/vineyard had to be approved by the
seller’s relatives; there survives a record concerning the family of an Orthodox man who
had sold his vineyard and whose heirs threatened to take the land away from the buyer
after the seller had died. The Chief Mufti did not regard this move as licit, but local cus-
tom may well have been different.

When transferring recognised fruit-bearing gardens/vineyards, the partners to the
transaction needed to get an appropriately witnessed document from the local judge (hiic-
cet). By contrast, tax-takers did not have the right to give out recognised gardens/vine-
yards — even when vacant — against payment of a special ‘succession due’ called resm-i
tapu, as was the practice when fields and meadows had lost their holders.* This matter
could become a source of serious problems as the tax-takers in question might be tempt-
ed not to recognise the peasants’ vineyards/gardens as legitimate. On the other hand, the
people holding the right to the tax on grapes in the relevant village, to say nothing of the
peasants themselves, might deny the alleged status of the land as fields or meadows and
by this means resist attempts to collect the resm-i tapu tax.>

Similar complications could arise in connection with buildings. From the village of
Kiigikli there came the complaint of a man who had constructed farm buildings on what
had previously been agricultural land; if his claim was true, he had obtained permission
to do so from the previous sahib-i arz, a timar-holder. After some time, a timar-holder
who had succeeded to the position threatened to have the structure demolished. Upon the
complaint of the owner, the administration confirmed that while the sahib-i arz had the

lation of seven Muslim and 257 Christian adult males. The icmal of 1530 claims three Muslim
and 77 Christian families in addition to bachelors and salt-producers. Binark et alii (eds), 438
Numarali Muhdsebe-i Vilayet-i Anadolu, Vol. 2, 791. In the village there was a monastery who-
se claims to certain village lands the administration rejected because they did not feature in the
foundation register: /77, Vol. 1, 196 (1162/1749).

32 ITT, Vol. 1,273 (1166/1752); Vol. 1, 305-306 (1167/1753-54).

33 JTT, Vol. 1,297-298 (1166/1753).

34 ITT, Vol. 2, 33-34 (1160/1747).

35 ITT, Vol. 2, 74 (1170/1757). The ten-year limit also applied to other land-related disputes: /77,
Vol. 2, 128 (1172/17538).
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right to demolish buildings on agricultural land erected without his permission, he could
not exercise this right once ten years had passed; even less did his successors have the
right to nullify the decisions of their predecessors.

Another potentially problematic case was that of the land immediately surrounding
a mill, for this land was necessary for the cleaning of the millpond and doubtless for the
access of customers as well.*® A man who had rented a mill from the pious foundation of
the Kiiciik Ayasofya Mosque in Istanbul, in spite of his connections with the central ad-
ministration, apparently was unable to make his neighbour accept that the land in ques-
tion was an inalienable part of the mill compound. On the contrary, at least for a certain
time, the neighbour planted the disputed land with maize; and the dispute seems to have
dragged on for years.

A different source of disagreement was the status of lands that once had belonged to
pious foundations that had become entirely defunct. Thus the possessions of the former
charity of Sultan Orhan connected with the ferryboat over the Bay of Izmit that we have
encountered in a different context had been turned into a timar, at the fairly late date of
1071/1660-61. In exchange, the grantee, who was a scribe and not a military man, had
given up the right to collect a substantial salary; this was a way of saving the central gov-
ernment’s money quite common in the 1600s and especially the 1700s. At an unknown
date, moreover, the Sultan’s gardeners cum police officials (bostant ortast), who, as we
have seen, collected ferryboat charges on behalf of their own pious foundation, seem to
have ‘protected’ the local boatmen. As for the latter, they had developed the habit of sta-
tioning their boats on a piece of land that should have produced agricultural dues, but
now was out of use because of the boatmen’s occupancy. As the timar-holding scribe
lost money on the deal, he protested and the central administration confirmed that indeed
this man was the lawful beneficiary of the local agricultural dues. At the same time, the
administration decreed that the boatmen and their probable protectors the bostani ortasi
should stay away from the land belonging to the plaintiff’s timar. Obviously, the entire
dispute would not have arisen if Sultan Orhan’s charity had still been operative; we do
not know how and why it had come to be defunct.

Disputes Involving the Villagers’ Entry Fines (resm-i tapu)

Even more relevant for peasants was the question of land transfer after the holder had
died without leaving any sons, or else deserted the village. Ever since the sixteenth cen-
tury at least, in such cases tax-takers could take back peasant lands and give them out
to suitable applicants against payment of the fee known as resm-i tapu, which we have
already encountered in a different context. When a field did not bear fruit for more than
three years, the sahib-i arz also could demand its return; this act might cause a dispute
if the peasant felt that he had good reason for leaving the field uncultivated, such as
drought, lack of oxen, or illness in the family.?’

36 ITT, Vol. 1,280-281 (1166/1753).
37 ITT, Vol. 1, 325 (1168/1754); ITT, Vol. 2, 308 (1175/1761).
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When a peasant died, the situation might be even more complicated. A group of timar-
holders who tried to give out a piece of land after the previous holder had died heirless
thus ran into a spot of trouble: for a claimant emerged who said that he had, when the de-
ceased was still alive, acquired from him the right of possession against payment; now
he refused to give it up. We are not told why the previous transfer was not legal; for nor-
mally it should have been, as people could alienate their land against payment provided
they had obtained permission from the administrator (sahib-i arz) responsible. All we do
know is that in support of their case the timar-holders presented a fetva from the Chief
Mufti in person. Very occasionally, peasants also disputed the lease of a piece of land that
previously had been transferred against payment (ferag u tefviz) and with the permission
of the relevant tax-taker; special circumstances must have been involved as, in principle,
such transactions were perfectly valid.

Other problems involved the payments due when the land of a deceased peasant went
to his heirs: while sons inherited without any payment falling due, daughters, and broth-
ers who shared the same father could only claim the land if they were willing to pay the
resm-i tapu. However, the local administrator needed to offer the land to these women
and men before he contacted anyone else. Presumably, peasants were particularly unen-
thusiastic about this due, as it hit the family at a time when its survival was already en-
dangered by the death of the breadwinner.’® At the same time, even if family members
were willing to pay the resm-i tapu they still might not obtain possession of the land; for
the tax-takers might see an occasion for extra gain if they did not offer the land at issue
to the bereaved relatives but rather to outsiders, from whom they could collect a higher
entry fine.>

Female relatives with the right to inherit fields upon payment of the resm-i tapu were
especially vulnerable if they did not have strong backers, as is apparent from the com-
plaint of two women from the Gebze village of Koseler who, as sisters of the deceased
peasant, had a claim only if there were neither descendants nor brothers.*’ Requesting
an edict of the Sultan in their favour, Hanife and Ummii Giilsiim invoked supporters not
only from among the “honest Muslims” — presumably of the village — but also present-
ed a fetva of the Empire’s chief juris-consult. Apparently their request found favour with
the administration; but whether the two women actually received their brother’s land re-
mains an open question. Similar doubts are in order when we analyse the complaint of a
woman from the village of Tavsanli who had been deprived of her right to the succession;
but perhaps the influence of ‘her’ tax-taker, a garrison soldier from Bogazkesen fortress
who complained in her name, was strong enough to make her claims prevail.*!

38 For an example compare: ITT, Vol. 1, 340 (1168/1755).
39 ITT, Vol. 1,292 (1166/1753).

40 ITT, Vol. 2, 22-23 (1155/1742).

41 ITT, Vol. 2,213-214 (1173/1760).



A STUDY OF RURAL CONFLICTS 21

Peasant Strategies for Avoiding resm-i tapu

A text from the year 1170/1757 addressing a complaint concerning tax-takers with reve-
nues in the village of Yakacik recounts some of the means by which peasants might try to
avoid paying the hated accession due (resm-i tapu).** The strategies described were both
applicable only if the tax-taker was but rarely present in the locality: for unbeknownst to
the latter, villagers sometimes opened up new fields — evidently there was no scarcity of
uncultivated territory — and then paid their tithe and other taxes for this newly-won piece
of land. If the tax-taker discovered the transaction only after considerable delay, cultiva-
tors sometimes refused to pay the resm-i tapu since they had supposedly held the fields
at issue for a very long time.

When it came to agricultural lands that did not need clearing because they were al-
ready in use, a similar strategy involved the interested villagers coming to an understand-
ing with one another: they agreed to transfer fields and meadows among themselves
without informing the sahib-i arz. Once again, after the new holder had paid tithes and
other dues from his acquisition, he would claim that by collecting these taxes, the tax-
taker had accepted the legitimacy of the new possessor and thereby lost his claim to the
resm-i tapu.

However, on the basis of an edict issued in 1017/1608-09, or more than a century be-
fore the dispute in question, the administration of Sultan Ahmed I (r. 1603-1617) rejected
these claims and forcefully took the side of the tax-takers. We may wonder whether this
command had been endorsed by later generations of Sultans, as in principle the com-
mands of a deceased ruler were no longer valid; perhaps when the issue came up again
in the eighteenth century, some register or other had yielded a convenient confirmation.
Officials decreed that in the two transactions just described, peasants would continue to
be liable for the resm-i tapu. Even worse, only when the new holders were close rela-
tives of the previous one did they have an automatic right to the land once they had paid
the requisite tax. Otherwise the sahib-i arz could grant the field or meadow to a man of
his own choosing, presumably both negotiating a higher payment and asserting his con-
trol over the villagers’ livelihoods. When the sahib-i arz detected previous transactions
among peasants that he had not authorised, he could either demand the tax in retrospect
or have the transfer annulled; he was completely free in his decision. Moreover, if peas-
ants disputed the claim of the tax-taker on the basis of the fact that he had accepted the
tithe and thereby implicitly granted possession, they were automatically to lose the land
at issue. This decision put them completely at the mercy of the local power-holder and
may have been an attempt to preclude the formation of a ‘village aristocracy’ capable of
challenging timar-holders and ultimately the elite in Istanbul.

42 ITT, Vol. 1, 385-386 (1170/1757); Vol. 2, 260 (1174/1761); see also ITT, Vol. 2 (1171/1758)
concerning the settlement of Temenna.
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Transgressing the Borders of Tax Grants, Pious Foundations,
Landholdings, and Villages

As we have seen in the case of the land needed for the operation of a mill, disputes result-
ed from the fact that certain people were not willing to respect the borders that separat-
ed their own holdings/properties from those of their neighbours. Presumably such cases
were common, but most of them could be settled by arbitration within the village, or else
by recourse to judges and their adjuncts; only in exceptional cases did the complainant
find it necessary to resort to the central administration. Among the cases that did make it
to Istanbul, we may count the dispute between the pious foundation (vakif) of Yahsi Bey
and a garrison soldier of the fortress of Bogazkesen, or that between the administrators
of the vakif of Ilyas Pasa in Gebze and its neighbour the vakif of Fazlullah Pasa; suppos-
edly, the administrators of the latter had gone so far as to remove the stones that marked
the limits of their lands and usurped the property of the pious foundation of ilyas Pasa.*

A similar dispute involved a townsman from Gebze and a villager from nearby Es-
kihisar; both the contestants bore the title of bese, indicating some connection with the
military.** The townsman accused the villager of tearing down the signs indicating the
boundary between his field and the complainant’s vineyard and ignoring the court deci-
sion that confirmed the position of the boundary markers. The latter must have been re-
erected, presumably by the townsman; yet later on, the man from Eskihisar once again
tore them down, ploughing up a significant share of the vineyard and a piece of the public
thoroughfare to boot. In addition, he changed the course of a stream passing through his
land so that it entered the vineyard and caused considerable damage, a complaint which
witnesses confirmed in every detail. As the defendant refused to obey the orders of the
seriat court, his opponents now reported him to Istanbul for punishment. But for the time
being the central administration let him off with a warning, which, however, contained
the threat that if he gave further grounds for complaint, he would be banished from the
locality. This story seems to imply that the man from Eskihisar had protectors in Istan-
bul, perhaps from among his associates in the military. We can also conclude that the cen-
tral government was not much inclined to intervene in disputes that did not immediately
touch upon the Sultan’s concerns. It therefore remains an open question whether the ac-
cused became more tractable as a result of these official warnings.

A more dramatic story of violated boundaries that the court in Gebze attempted to re-
solve concerned the possessor of a good-sized landholding (¢iftlik) that occupied the site
of the abandoned village of Kocabeyli, situated on the territory of Gebze.* This place
must have been located on the border of the sub-district, since the peasants of Seyhli who
were embroiled in a dispute with this ¢if#/ik-holder lived not in Gebze, but in the nearby
sub-district of Ada. The landholder complained that the people of Seyhli not only had

43 ITT,Vol. 2, 41-42 (1164/1751). The administrator(s) of the Kadi Fazlullah foundation also fou-
ght with a number of garrison soldiers over the respective limits of vakif and timar lands: ITT,
Vol. 2, 168-169 (1171/1759).

44 ITT, Vol. 1,301 (1167/1754).

45 ITT, Vol. 1,310-311 (1167/1754).
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cut wood in the forest that he had grown (yetisdirdigiim) but also burnt down the winter-
ing-shelter for his goats, a shepherds’ hut, and some of the forest. If true, these gestures
smacked of serious contestation; and the ¢ift/ik-holder demanded compensation for the
damage he allegedly had suffered. As for the villagers, they claimed to have cut wood
only in the open uncultivated land freely accessible to them and strenuously denied ever
having burnt anything belonging to their opponent. In the end, the parties agreed to set-
tle out of court and resume the amicable relations that supposedly had existed in the past;
the plaintiff gave up his suit, and the villagers promised to not cut any wood on the ter-
ritory of the ¢iftlik.

Presumably in a society that used wood for building as well as for heating, trees were
a particularly valuable form of property; perhaps this fact was behind the boundary vi-
olation which formed the basis of a complaint on the part of the holder of a farm near
Hereke.*® Ayise, the daughter of Ali Bey, had lost a wood that belonged to her holding
because inhabitants of the nearby village of Tepekdy had cut it down and proceeded to
cultivate the land. Perhaps the fact that the current holder was a woman had embold-
ened the intruders; as so often happened, the complainant had a fetva in her favour, but
we do not know whether Ayise succeeded in re-establishing the boundary and replant-
ing the wood.

Access to Pastures and the Collection of Pasture Dues

Animals trespassing on other people’s fields formed another kind of boundary violation.
Through their timar-holder, the villagers of Tepe complained that some people making
use of nearby sheepfolds did not control their animals and as a result, the latter either
pastured in the growing corn or at least trampled the fields.*’ Presumably the fimar-hold-
er got involved because his revenue also suffered when the village harvest was thus re-
duced; and he requested a sultanic command ordering the boundary violations to cease.
The administration acceded to his request.

In certain villages, sheep belonging to a number of different holders might share
the same pastures, and this situation could give rise to complications. In the villages of
Cerkeslii, Tavsanlu, Tavsancil, Mallarim, Kadi[lu], and Demirciler, and also in certain
other settlements outside the Gebze district, every autumn the Sultan’s herders pastured
the sheep belonging to the ruler (miri koyun).*® While the chief herdsman of a sultanic
sheep farm (miri koyun mandirasinun ustast) claimed that no other sheep could graze
on this land, at least not in the autumn, in actuality not only proprietors of sheep from
the Balkans but also the butchers of Uskiidar brought their sheep to the very same lands.
Both the Balkan flocks and those already purchased by the butchers of Uskiidar proba-
bly were intended for the city’s slaughterhouses; but since the animals had travelled over
long distances, the owners must have fattened them up beforehand.

46 ITT, Vol. 2, 166-167 (1173/1759).
47 ITT, Vol. 1,379 (1170/1756).
48 ITT, Vol. 1,97 (1158/1745).
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Interestingly, the reason for the official prohibition on mixing miri koyun and those
in private hands was not so much that there was not enough grass available, but rather
the possibility that the Sultan’s sheep might catch diseases — perhaps anthrax — from the
other animals grazing in the district of Gebze. When humans were at issue, medical doc-
tors at the time disputed whether or not contagion was possible; but veterinarians often
were more pragmatic.*’

Perhaps because timar-holders had lost much of their military function and thus also
their prestige, we quite often find them complaining about dues that they should have col-
lected but that people refused to pay. Thus in 1748, the villagers of Merkebli protested
against the attempt on the part of three timar-holders and a tax farmer to collect pastur-
age dues from peasants who grazed their animals on their very own fields, either because
the latter were fallow or else after the harvest was already on the threshing-floors.*° In the
court of the kad: of Uskiidar the tax farmer could only admit that the villagers were with-
in their rights; for apparently it was mainly the people from outside the village who had
to pay pasturage dues whenever they brought their animals into the territory of Merkebli.
By contrast, the central administration decided against the villagers in a dispute concern-
ing the pasturage dues payable by the users of the site of Poyrazlu: these dues supposed-
ly belonged to the holder of the large tax grant (zeamef) in charge of the locality and the
peasants had no share in them.’! Exceptionally — and intriguingly — the officials did not
refer to any registers when issuing this decision.

However, in almost all other cases the “ancient registers” (defter-i atik), in oth-
er words, the compilations detailing settlements, taxes, and tax-takers including pious
foundations, which went back to the 1500s and sometimes even the late 1400s had es-
tablished a norm from which it was very difficult to deviate. This fact appears with spe-
cial clarity when people tried to change land use: villagers could not set aside land for
grazing if the registers did not provide for this need.*? It remains unclear what the peas-
ants were supposed to do with their animals, whose number must have been quite sub-
stantial as the area had a reputation for its pastures; and given the number of disputes
about grazing rights documented in the ahkdm defterleri, grassland must have been in
great demand.

In a similar vein, in a village belonging to the pious foundation of Nigsanci Semseddin
Celebi, certain holders of fields that they had not cultivated for three years protested at
the fact that the representative of the foundation administrator had taken the land away
from them and awarded it to someone else against payment of an entry fine (resm-i
tapu).>* Once again, the villagers’ excuse was that they wished to convert the land to pas-

49 H. Alkhateeb Shehada, ‘Arabic Veterinary Medicine and the “Golden Rule” for Veterinarians
according to a Sixteenth-century Medical Treatise’, in S. Faroqghi (ed.), Animals and People in
the Ottoman Empire (Istanbul 2010), 315-332, see p. 325.

50 ITT, Vol. 1, 178-179 (1160/1747-48).

51 ITT, Vol. 1, 322-323 (1167/1754).

52 ITT, Vol. 2, 175-176 (1173/1759).

53 ITT, Vol. 1,234 (1164/1750-51).
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ture. But the administration refused to accept this argument: ‘once a field always a field’
appears to have been the motto from which officials refused to deviate. Conversely, the
administration did not allow villagers and others to transform rough grazing land (mera)
into fields; and administrators were explicitly forbidden to collect resm-i tapu from such
lands prior to their use for agricultural purposes.>

As pastures and sheepfolds were considered agricultural lands, they were not private
property. Rather, the peasants rented these lands from their tax-takers; as usual, the rel-
evant leases passed from one generation to the next. Such a case is on record for the vil-
lage of Tuzla, where a family had possession of such lands; but when the head of the fam-
ily died, the tax farmer who collected dues on behalf of the pious foundation of Yildirim
Bayezid in Bursa attempted to take the lands back. A number of Muslim villagers testi-
fied that the holders did indeed possess them by an inheritable lease; and the tax farmer
received an order to cease molesting the family.>

In addition to the sedentary owners of flocks and herds, there were also some nomads
or semi-nomads entering the sub-district of Gebze to pasture their flocks. Our sources
mention such temporary users of the local grasslands without giving much detail about
the places from which they came and the seasons they spent in the Gebze area; we only
learn that the villagers of Darica were almost ready to leave their fields because of the
attacks of migrant Kurds and Turcomans, but also of servitors of the government with
landholdings in the area.®

Where the “ancient registers” left a matter at least partly open, disputes were all but
inevitable. Thus in 1743, the timar-holder in charge of the settlement of Pelidli claimed
before the kad: that the village territory included a winter pasture for which the users
had to pay “according to their capabilities”.’” As not law but custom specified the lev-
el of the payment, the users, who unfortunately remain anonymous, claimed that the
sipahi Mehmed had demanded more than his due. Presumably, local people knew what
‘fair payment’ should have been, but they did not see fit to inform the court. After all,
the question directly at issue was not the level of the payment but rather the reputation
of the sipahi. Did people trust him to make a fair assessment? Witnesses to his good
character came from the village of Tavsanli: they must have been acceptable witness-
es because, at least in principle, they should have been neutral in this dispute. But it is
also possible that the sipahi Mehmed had ensured that these outsiders were called in;
for perhaps certain dubious activities of his were well known to everybody in Pelidli,
but carried less weight elsewhere. A second document recorded what had emerged from
the sixteenth-century records pertaining to this case, namely that the payment for win-
ter pasture was in fact part of the revenue of the sipahi and no one else had any right to
it. In the same vein, the people sending their animals to the grasslands of the village of
Denizli (sub-district of Gebze) needed to pay their dues to the administrator of the pi-

54 ITT, Vol. 2, 159-160 (1172/1759).
55 ITT, Vol. 2,306 (1175/1761).

56 ITT, Vol. 2,19 (1156/1743).

57 ITT, Vol. 1, 51-53 (1156/1743).
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ous foundation of Mustafa Pasa in Gebze, and none of the villagers was entitled to col-
lect these payments.>®

From our point of view, it is more interesting to analyse what the sipahi’s opponents
said and did. They feature only as “the people of the village” (karye halki); and thus we
do not know whether the peasants as a whole had decided to act or the contestants were
only a coterie of relatively wealthy men. In principle, the villagers did not deny that
the sipahi had a right to payment. But they wanted clear criteria for its determination:
one-tenth of the price for which the revenues once had been “sold” seemed a fair solu-
tion, and the peasants were unwilling to pay even an ak¢e more. Presumably by the term
“sale” (fiiruht) they meant the amount of money that whoever farmed the dues had paid
for the privilege of collecting them. As there is no reference to a life-time tax farm (ma-
likdne), this arrangement was probably short-term; and we may even surmise that one
of the richer villagers held the contract. Another document also apparently referred to
a short-term tax farm: the holders of several large tax grants (zeamet) with lands in the
Gebze district and elsewhere complained that certain people — their names but not their
socio-political statuses are on record — had given out pastures as tax farms and pocketed
the revenues.®

As we have seen, it was not rare for people with rights to tax revenue to appoint a
subaygi; this man had police duties but frequently also saw to it that the tax-taker received
his dues in full; he even might collect them in person. This fact is apparent from another
dispute concerning payment for the use of pasture, in which a man who claimed to have
been the subagi serving the previous beneficiary of the timar-revenues of the village of
Ovacik, had “sold” the pasture dues to a relative against payment of 300 ak¢e. Given the
eighteenth-century devaluation of the currency, this was probably a derisory sum.®® Now
the present possessor was only willing to pay the new timar-holder the same amount,
which the latter was unwilling to accept; he therefore procured a sultanic command con-
firming his right to the full pasture dues, whose exact level once again remained indeter-
minate and thus open to further contestations. Given the overall frequency of disputes
concerning pasture dues in the vicinity of Istanbul, it is especially frustrating that we do
not know any more details.

Other disputes were not about the dues to be paid but about the right of access pure
and simple. A notable example involved Tophanelizade El-hac Mustafa, probably an in-
habitant of Istanbul enjoying some status but apparently not holding any office in the ser-
vice of the central administration.®! This personage held agricultural lands (¢if#lik) on the
territory of the village of Tuzla, from where he tried to get his hands on the rough pasture
that the villagers “from time immemorial” had been using as commons for their flocks
and herds. Hac1 Mustafa had claimed that the pasture was attached to his landholding,
but in a court case it had already emerged that this was not true at all. However, Haci

58 ITT, Vol. 1, 52-53 (1156/1743); Vol. 2, 257-258 (1174/1760).
59 ITT, Vol. 1, 176-177 (1160/1747).
60 ITT, Vol. 1, 372-373 (1169/1756).
61 ITT, Vol. 1,306-307 (1167/1754).
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Mustafa, in spite of his pilgrimage to Mecca, was not known for his respect for Islamic
law and/or its representatives; he continued to harass the villagers, who therefore applied
for and received a sultanic command protecting their rights. We do not know whether
Hac1 Mustafa took this command any more seriously than the previous court decision.

Farm Dues (resim) and Tithes (6stir) as Sources of Confrontation

Overcharging the taxpayers is a widespread abuse whenever we encounter ‘privatised’
tax collection. Gebze was no exception to the general rule, as evidenced by a complaint
from the villagers of Maldepe (variant name: Oren), today a suburb of Istanbul.5? At this
time the peasants were on record as so-called Aassa ortakg¢ilari, in other words they were
share-croppers. As the “ancient register” expressed it, the villagers received 18 oxen and
a quantity of seed grain from the Sultan’s financial administration; in exchange they had
to deliver half the grain harvest, but paid a true tithe on the produce of their vegetable
gardens, as was customary in the area. Most importantly for our case, they were exempt
from the dues called resim. This situation did not change when the village revenues be-
came part of the foundation of “the deceased Prince Mehmed”, a son of Yildirim Bayezid
(r. 1389-1402) who was on record as a sehzade and thus did not make it to the throne;
given the title, he was probably a person other than Mehmed I (r. 1413-1421), who was
also a son of Yildirim.%

In all likelihood, by the term resim the parties to the contest meant the resm-i ¢ift or
farm tax, one of the ancient dues that ‘ordinary’ peasants needed to pay on the basis of the
fifteenth and sixteenth-century tax registers.®* According to the complaint, the subagis of
the village demanded the resim on top of everything else; and the central administration
confirmed that this tax did not appear in the ancient registers and the peasants therefore
did not need to pay it. Presumably, the exemption indicated that the peasants of Maldepe
had once been ortakgi kullar, in other words slaves settled on the land who paid heavier
dues than other peasants and whom Omer Liitfi Barkan once likened to medieval Europe-
an serfs.® These sharecroppers originally were not peasants in the legal sense of the term
and therefore did not pay the resm-i ¢ift. Probably by the eighteenth century the details
of the arrangement had been partly forgotten, though it is noteworthy that these peasants
still had not become ordinary taxpayers, as supposedly had happened in most cases al-
ready during the sixteenth century.

Other disputes concerned the tithe (dsiir). As is well known, Ottoman villagers paid a
tithe on the produce of their fields, gardens and vineyards; and these payments were ma-

62 ITT, Vol. 1, 133-134 (1159-1746).

63 ITT, Vol. 2,198 (1173/1760) describes this prince as “Sultan Yildirim Han ogli Sultan Mehmed
Han”; so he may have been the future sultan after all.

64 H. Inalcik, ‘Osmanlilarda Raiyyet Rusimu’, Belleten, 23 (1959), 575-610.

65 O.L.Barkan, ‘XV ve XVI Asirlarda Osmanli Imparatorlugunda Toprak Isciliginin Organizasyonu
Sekilleri’, Istanbul Universitesi Iktisat Fakiiltesi Mecmuast, 1/1 (1939-40), 29-74; 1/2 (1939-40),
198-245; 1/4 (1939-40), 397-447.
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jor sources of revenue for the central administration. However, in practice the grain tithe
could be significantly higher than one-tenth, because the collectors’ fee (salariye) had
been joined to it: thus the actual ratio came to one-ninth or even one-eighth. In 1761, the
villagers of Arslanli refused to pay one-eighth and were only prepared to hand over ten
per cent or the true tithe, a claim that the central government did not accept.®® However,
the vineyard tax, often assessed in money because it was so difficult to transport the pro-
duce, usually took the form of a true tithe. In other cases when the peasants had originally
come from outside the village whose lands they cultivated, they paid a tax called resm-i
doniim; a tax-taker who tried to collect the vineyard tithe on top of the resm-i doniim was
told that this behaviour was illegal. But since the peasants complained that he had used
violence and even arrested them, we may wonder how much importance the tax-taker at-
tached to the Sultan’s command.®’

Certain villagers found it burdensome to share their harvest and claimed the right to
pay a fixed sum of money (maktu); however, probably due to possible devaluations, the
foundation administrators of the important institution of Eyy(b-i Ensari in Eyiip near Is-
tanbul firmly rejected this arrangement, and so did other holders of rights to the tithe.®®
In at least one case the villagers seem to have forcibly resisted the attempt to collect
more than a flat rate for the produce of their orchards. As a justification they invoked an
entry in the “ancient registers” (defter-i atik) that supported their case. Admittedly, this
note did not appear in the more recent register but, as the peasants claimed, by tradition
(kadimii’l-eyydmdan) they had always paid a flat rate.®® However, in this case these ref-
erences to past practice cut no ice with the administration, which obviously wanted to
support the newly instituted life-time tax farmers by guaranteeing their revenues. In the
case of Tuzla too, the administration refused the claims of certain villagers that they had
a right to pay a flat rate for the produce of their gardens and vineyards, and once again
required payment of the tithe.”

But challenges could also come from another quarter, as not all tax-takers were sat-
isfied with the rates specified in the sixteenth-century tax registers. Thus the villagers of
Daric1 and Akpinar reported that the current tax farmer demanded not only the vineyard
tithe but also a second tithe on the syrup (pekmez) that they prepared from their grape
juice. As for the inhabitants of Tuzla, they complained that they had always paid the true
tithe on their grapes and other fruit; but now the subas: or local police chief had begun

66 ITT, Vol. 2, 305 (1175/1761); L. Giiger, XVI-XVII. Aswrlarda Osmanli Imparatorlugunda Hu-
bubat Meselesi ve Hububattan Alinan Vergiler (Istanbul 1964), 51-59.

67 ITT, Vol. 2,216 (1173/1760).

68 ITT, Vol. 1, 107-108 (1158/1745); Vol. 2, 212-213 (1173/1760); Vol. 2, 219 (1173/1760, con-
cerning the vakif of the Sultan Ahmed mosque). The claim of a villager who wanted to pay a
fixed sum instead of the grape tithe met with a similar fate: /77, Vol. 1, 188 (1161/1748). By
contrast, the administrator failed in his attempt to collect a tithe from a field in the village of
Hereke as it paid a lump sum according to the register: /77, Vol. 1, 201 (1162/1749).

69 ITT, Vol. 2, 225-226 (1173/1760); Vol. 2, 237-238 (1173/1760).

70 ITT, Vol. 2,277-278 (1174/1761).



A STUDY OF RURAL CONFLICTS 29

to demand one-eighth or even one-seventh.”! Even worse, he seems to have had armed
men at his disposal that backed up his demands with violence. His behaviour had already
become the subject of a court case, and the peasants had received documents whose con-
tents the errant subas: had ignored without further ado. Now the latter did not act alone,
but owed his position to a personage named Tophanelizade El-hac Mustafa that we have
already encountered as a ¢ifilik holder. Presumably, the subasi’s powerful patron was at-
tempting to increase his landholding by driving out the peasants, as had happened quite
often in the 1600s and 1700s.7?

In Defiance of Orders: Forging a Private Landholding

Our suspicions deepen when we learn from the adjunct kadi (naib) of Gebze that Tophaneli-
zade El-hac Mustafa was involved in yet further illegal activities.” In 1157/1745, he of-
ficiated as the subas: of Tuzla, while during the previous year he had been in charge of
appointing a subasi; he thus exercised considerable power on the local level. According
to the adjunct kadi, apart from the damage caused by his livestock to Tuzla’s fields and
gardens, he had managed to appropriate “one-half” of the village lands. When invited to
justify his actions in court, Hac1 Mustafa quite simply declined, stating that he would on-
ly consent to appear before a judge in the capital. Presumably this reply did not sit very
well with the adjunct kad:, for Tophanelizade thereby expressed his lack of respect for
the Gebze judge. In response, the adjunct kad: asked for an order from the central admin-
istration telling the subags: of Tuzla to appear before the court in Gebze; in other words,
the adjunct judge wanted to have his own jurisdiction confirmed. In that undertaking he
seems to have been successful; but whether the villagers of Tuzla secured the return of
their fields and gardens is a question to which we have no answer. Nor was this the on-
ly would-be ¢iftlik-holder whom the villagers of Tuzla needed to contend with: in the
1760s, they seem to have suffered from the interventions of a second person who tried to
set himself up as the village strongman; however the chief architect of the period, who
as a result of these machinations was unable to have his landholding cultivated, took the
matter to Istanbul, one hopes with some success.

To sum it all up: our documentation thus shows that Tophanelizade El-hac Mustafa
tried to prevent the inhabitants of Tuzla from pasturing their animals on the village com-
mons, which he attempted to retain for his own use. He also allowed his livestock to dam-
age the crops of his neighbours and usurped agricultural lands belonging to the peasants,
both fields that were officially in the Sultan’s hands and gardens that belonged to the vil-
lagers as personal property. He also overcharged the latter on their tithes; all these activi-
ties were facilitated by the fact that Tophanelizade sometimes was the village subast and

71 ITT, Vol. 2, 198 (1173/1760); on Tuzla see Vol. 1, 100-101 (1158/1745). Like villages on the
Bay of Izmit, Tuzla also produced cherries: Vol. 1, 195 (1161/1748).

72 B. McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe: Taxation, Trade and the Struggle for Land,
1600-1800 (Cambridge, Paris 1981), 45-79.

73 ITT, Vol. 1, 85 (1157/1745).
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sometimes had one of his men appointed to the position. Even though all these events
date to the mid-1700s, the picture is very similar to that drawn by the officials who under
Murad III (r. 1574-95) wrote the adaletnames that denounced the oppression of the peas-
antry by land-and money-grabbing office-holders.”

Coping with the Market

Istanbul being so close by, the city’s inhabitants formed a market for the produce of cer-
tain Gebze villages, although apparently this matter did not give rise to many disputes.
In any event, the villagers of Maldepe grew “onions, squash, cucumber, ladies’ fingers,
and broad beans”, while those of nearby Kartal also cultivated vegetables in quantity. In
Hereke the peasants grew cherries, presumably for the same market, while a landholder
living in Gebze lost 300 vines as well as 39 cherry and other fruit trees because the fire
intended to burn weeds in a nearby artichoke field went out of control.”> Ancient rules al-
so might serve commercial requirements: in Pelidli, the timar-holder tried to enforce the
law, well attested for the 1500s, that the villagers had to store his tax grains and then take
them to the nearest market. Unfortunately, our text does not say where the “weekly mar-
ket” the sipahi alluded to was situated and whether it had any connection with Istanbul.”®

Presumably, the sale of grapes, documented in yet another dispute record, also con-
nects with Istanbul demand, although the text does not say so: five men, whose title of
bege once again indicates a connection with the military, had sold their grapes before rip-
ening to a group of Muslims about whom the register only states that they inhabited the
sub-district of Gebze.”” Now it turned out — surely as expected — that the price of ripe
grapes was higher than that of fruit which was as yet un-harvested. Merchants who want-
ed to be sure of having a supply at hand sometimes resorted to this arrangement, known
as selem; but it was illegal according to Islamic religious law and thus the owners of the
vineyard must have had little trouble getting a fetva from the Chief Mufti to the effect
that the sale had been illegal. But getting the purchasers to return the goods was another
matter altogether, and therefore the sellers asked for a sultanic command, which inciden-
tally went not to the buyers directly but to the adjunct judge of Gebze, their place of resi-
dence. But we may also speculate that both sides knew well enough that the sale would
not stand up in court, and what was really at issue was a money loan that the soldiers had
not paid back so that the lenders refused to hand over the grapes. There are so many as-
pects of rural transactions that continue to escape us...

74 H. Inalcik, ‘Adaletnameler’, Belgeler, 2/3-4(1965), 42-149; ITT, Vol. 2, 368-369 (1176/1763)
(two documents).

75 ITT, Vol. 1, 133-134 (1159-1746); Vol. 2, 120 (1171/1758); Vol. 2, 216-227 (1173/1760); Vol.
2,351 (1176/1762).

76 ITT, Vol. 2,228 (1173/1760).

77 ITT, Vol. 1, 147 (1159/1746).
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Migration

Mehmed the Conqueror (r. 1451-1481) and Bayezid II (r. 1481-1512) had brought people
into the newly conquered and depopulated ex-Byzantine capital even against their will;
and in the later 1500s we find that Anatolian provincials whom the government wished
to punish for usury received orders to relocate to Istanbul and take up the profession of
butcher, the idea being that given the artificially low meat prices enforced in the capital,
the newcomers would go bankrupt in short order.”® However sporadically, Ottoman of-
ficials even in the 1500s also combed the capital for migrants deemed undesirable, who
were to be sent back to their villages; and particularly in the late sixteenth century, the
Ottoman administration began to reverse its position on migration to Istanbul. A genera-
tion later, Murad IV (r. 1623-1640) was especially concerned with returning provincials
to their home towns, assuming on the basis of little evidence that the mercenary rebel-
lions of the late 1500s and early 1600s had come to an end. Moreover in the eighteenth
century, perhaps partly due to the uprisings of 1703, and 1730 Ottoman officials began to
limit the access of petitioners to the capital and chase out would-be migrants.”

In the eyes of eighteenth-century Ottoman officials, the migration of villagers was
especially problematic. The latter needed the permission of their principal tax-taker be-
fore they could legally leave their villages: if the local administrators allowed the move,
the migrants were liable to a special tax. However, it was well known that many villag-
ers relocated to towns and could not be traced; and to prevent an endless number of court
cases, people who had lived and paid their taxes in a city — including Istanbul — for a pe-
riod that varied from ten to 20 years counted as legitimate urbanites who could not be re-
moved. In the mid-1700s ten years’ uncontested residence made a villager into a towns-
man.® It is within this political conjuncture and legal framework that we must view the
migration-related cases that occurred in mid eighteenth-century Gebze.

A special case concerns the tax load of a group of Christian Albanians from various
villages in the sub-district of Premedi, province of Avlonya (today: Vloré); one of these
settlements bore the name of Bostani, probably because the inhabitants cultivated veg-
etable gardens.?! Back home these men had paid the farm dues due from non-Muslims
(ispenge). But now they lived in the Bosphorus villages of Istavros (today: Beylerbey),
Cengel[koy] and Kuzguncuk, which at this time also formed part of the sub-district of
Gebze. These migrants, in whose favour the kad: of Uskiidar already had given judg-
ment, now worked as gardeners, apparently for more than just a single year because we
learn that the dispute had been dragging on for some time already. The crux of the mat-

78 H. Inalcik, ‘The Policy of Mehmed II toward the Greek Population of Istanbul and the Byzan-
tine Buildings of the City’, Dumbarton Oaks Papers, 23 (1970), 213-249; Faroqghi, Towns and
Townsmen, 228-233.

79 H. Andreasyan, ‘Celalilerden Kacan Anadolu Halkimin Geri Génderilmesi®, in Ismail Hakk:
Uzuncarsili'va Armagan (Ankara 1976), 45-54; M. Aktepe, ‘XVIIL. Asrin {1k Yarisinda Istan-
bul’un Niifus Mes’elesine Dair Baz1 Vesikalar’, 7D, 9/13 (1958), 1-30.

80 ITT, Vol. 1,70-71 (1157/1744).

81 ITT, Vol. 1, 164-165 (1160/1747).
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ter was that the subas: of the Bosphorus villages had demanded a second ispence pay-
ment, which the central authorities decreed was not permissible given the entries in the
“ancient registers” for both the migrants’ home villages and their present places of resi-
dence. We do not learn in whose interest the aggressive official had acted, but probably
he served the pious foundation of Abdullah Aga and/or that of Kadi Fazlullah, which both
had holdings in this area.

The surviving document is of particular interest because, contrary to the oft repeated
official concern about migrants in general and Albanian migrants in particular, the au-
thorities apparently saw nothing wrong with the presence of these gardeners in villages
a few kilometres from Istanbul.®?> We do not learn how long the Albanians had been in
the Bosphorus settlements of the Gebze sub-district, but given continuing ties to their re-
gion of origin, it is unlikely that they had been there for ten years and more and had thus
gained the right to ‘permanent residence’. Maybe the reason for this remarkable toler-
ance was that officials saw them as seasonal labourers whose work, moreover, contribut-
ed to the food supply of Istanbul. By contrast, the administration accepted the request of
the palace eunuch Osman, in charge of administering the foundation of Yildirim Bayezid
in Bursa, that a Christian resident of Tuzla who had settled in the nearby village of Pen-
dik be moved back to his original home.*3

Where Do We Go From Here? A Provisional Conclusion

Since the documents published in Istanbul Tarim Tarihi have been selected from the ex-
tant registers by the editors of the collection, it would be imprudent to draw major con-
clusions ex negativo. However, given the large quantity of documents involved, conclu-
sions on the basis of ‘what is currently available’ are perfectly legitimate. It is to be hoped
that they will soon form the basis for hypotheses to be confirmed, modified, or disproved
by future research.

We will begin with the peasantry. As recourse to Istanbul cost money, our records
probably preserve mostly the complaints of the better-off among the villagers, who may
not have been all that wealthy given the multiple demands of the tax-takers. In a few cas-
es we have observed people of peasant background trying to become village strongmen,
acquire ¢iftliks, and perhaps ultimately join the tax-takers. Unsurprisingly, ordinary peas-
ants complained about these men, but focused more intently on other issues, mostly taxes
and particularly entry fines. Given the prevalence of monetary debasement, certain vil-
lagers tried, usually without success, to convert tithes into lump-sum payments. Access
to pasture and pasture dues were sources of frequent disputes, presumably because of the

82 S. Faroqghi, ‘Migration into Eighteenth-Century “Greater Istanbul” as Reflected in the Kadi Regis-
ters of Eytiip’, Turcica 30 (1998), 163-183 and eadem, ‘Controlling Borders and Workmen, All in
One Fell Swoop: Repairs to the Ottoman Fortress of Hotin (1716)” in A. Anastasopoulos (ed.),
Political Initiatives ‘From the Bottom-Up’in the Ottoman Empire. Halcyon Days in Crete VII,
A Symposium Held in Rethymno, 9-11 January 2009 (Rethymno 2012), 315-331.

83 ITT, Vol. 1,235 (1164/1751).
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good quality of the Gebze pasturage and the demands of nearby Uskiidar for meat and
yoghurt. Remarkably, irregular taxes did not enter the record, perhaps because the 1740s
and 1750s were a period of — relative — peace. At least the peasants did not often speak
of deserted villages or the danger of having to abandon their land; probably the closeness
of the capital made for a modicum of security. From a different angle, this situation may
help explain why at least in Gebze, if not necessarily in other sub-districts of Koca-ili, we
do not find complaints about migration to Istanbul and the resultant difficulty of a much
diminished village community in continuing to pay its taxes.

The tax-takers will be our second concern. For when all is said and done, a large num-
ber of disputes did not involve peasants at all, but concerned tax-takers of various kinds
fighting it out among themselves. It was common for these men to cross the boundaries
of their respective tax assignments and demand dues that were not theirs to collect. As
the principal tax-takers so often employed subasis or farmed out their revenues — and
sometimes the tax farmer might appoint his own subagsi — there were several layers of
privileged persons who might lay claim to peasant dues. Presumably quite often these
men fought out their disputes on the backs of the villagers, but the records do not provide
much information in this respect.

That said, tax farmers did not dominate the scene to the same extent as the ‘master
narrative’ of the Ottoman crisis beginning in the late sixteenth century would have led
us to expect. But then this master narrative emerged in the 1950s and 1960s, when histo-
rians, especially those from the Balkans, were eager to show that like Central and East-
ern European princes and tsars, the sultans had encouraged a ‘second serfdom’ linked to
major grain exports to capitalist Europe, a process which in turn had made it impossible
for the Balkan peoples to participate in the processes of industrialisation, capital forma-
tion, and ultimately democratisation that characterised nineteenth-century England or
France.®* However, particularly through the work of Halil Inalcik and Bruce McGowan,
it emerged some time ago that ¢iff/ik formation and orientation towards the export mar-
ket, while significant, were confined to certain regions. Certainly where the immediate
vicinity of Istanbul was concerned, ¢ifiliks were of less importance than had originally
been assumed.®

But what our documents reflect most clearly is the overwhelming importance of the
‘forces of tradition’. As Mehmet Geng has forcefully stated, the Ottoman administra-
tion had adopted ‘traditionalism’ as one of its principal values.¢ Although the timar had
ceased to be a mainstay of the Ottoman army already by the late 1500s, the sub-district of
Gebze produced revenues that mostly went to the holders of various timars and zeamets.

84 T. Stoianovich, ‘Land Tenure and Related Sectors of the Balkan Economy, 1600-1800°, The Jour-
nal of Economic History, 13 (1953), 398-411.

85 McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe; H. Inalcik, ‘The Emergence of Big Farms, ¢iftliks:
State, Landlords and Tenants’, in J.-L. Bacqué-Grammont and P. Dumont (eds), Contributions a
[’histoire économique et sociale de I’Empire ottoman (Louvain 1984), 105-126.

86 M. Geng, ‘Osmanl Iktisadi Diinya Gériisiiniin Ilkeleri’, in idem, Osmanli Imparatorlugunda
Devlet ve Ekonomi (Istanbul 2000), 43-52, see pp. 48-49.
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Some of the latter were garrison soldiers; and zeamets were often in the hands of courti-
ers and other members of the elite serving the Sultan in Istanbul. But in quite a few cases
we do not know what the timar-holder in question was supposed to do: did he hold a mere
sinecure or did he actually join the Sultan’s cavalry? Even Tophanelizade El-hac Musta-
fa, the would-be holder of a large agricultural estate, according to our records behaved
very much like his late sixteenth-century counterparts might have done.

As noted several times already, many tax-takers did not collect their dues in person
but rather through the mediation of a subas: whom they appointed; it remains to be seen
whether these tax-takers had already possessed the right to hire ‘police’ officials in the
late 1500s. Further instances of innovation occasionally crop up: thus we find tax rev-
enues in the hands of officials who had given up their salaries to the Sultan’s treasury,
an arrangement typical of the 1700s but not so widespread in the 1500s. But these cases
are the exception rather than the rule; in general, arrangements instituted in the sixteenth
century continued to be valid in the 1740s and 1750s.

Did this picture reflect reality or was it mainly an artefact of the bureaucratic imagina-
tion? For a historian committed to the idea that Ottoman society possessed dynamism of
its own, the second alternative is more convincing. Yet given the support of the Ottoman
bureaucracy, those forces that favoured whatever had been in existence since the 1500s
acquired a great deal of strength and resilience. With remarkable insistence, the Sultan’s
officials relied on sixteenth-century tax registers and records of pious foundations, sup-
plemented by an occasional sultanic command from the 1600s or 1700s. Evidently these
materials provided a norm to which tax-takers and taxpayers alike were supposed to con-
form. Of course, it is very difficult to decide to what extent the weight of ‘traditionalism’
was balanced by ‘change in practice’ that took place — more or less tacitly — in the fields
and villages of Gebze. Market forces, especially Istanbul’s demand for fruit, vegetables,
and mutton, may well have played a more important role than our present documentation
indicates. But the agents of ‘change in practice’ had a hard time whenever a beneficiary
of the old order questioned their activities, and the prescriptions of the sixteenth-century
registers hung like a sword of Damocles over the heads of people attempting to deviate
from these rules.



COLLECTIVE IDENTITY, COLLECTIVE ACTION,
AND VILLAGE AUTONOMY:
CORNERSTONES OF RURAL LIFE IN THE SEVENTEENTH-CENTURY
OTTOMAN EMPIRE

Rhoads MURPHEY"

THE PRESENT STUDY 1S BASED ON DOCUMENTARY evidence drawn from the court records
of Isparta in the early seventeenth century. The locality was chosen as a focus for inves-
tigation because its geographical position ensured a relative isolation from the distorting
market influence exerted by the ‘great” metropolitan cities in other regional settings that
were open to international trade and regional supply networks such as those found in the
Aegean and Marmara regions. It was felt that the relatively sheltered position of Isparta
from such global and trans-regional economic influences would offer an ideal opportunity
for observing the condition of rural life in seventeenth-century Anatolia. Since there is no
prospect of reviewing the evidence from the sicils in detail in our brief essay, we will at-
tempt instead to present an argument or set of contentions relating to that material which
highlights some issues of broader interest and supra-regional significance for the study of
the Ottoman rural order. In addition, we will provide a short documentary addendum at the
end of this discussion that highlights some key features of the village social environment.

In order to bring the discussion into a more concrete frame, we will be offering in due
course some observations regarding the tenacity of tradition by focusing on key areas of
daily village life such as the necessity for the sharing of commonly exploited resources.
Specifically, we will focus on water for home use, for irrigation of crops and for pasture
by considering aspects of its joint ownership and disposal within the village community.
Relating to both spheres, that is, the private and the collective, it is a commonly repeat-
ed and rehearsed premise made explicit in both seriat and kanun law compendiums, as
well as in case law, that pre-existing sharing arrangements and resource allocations in use
‘since time immemorial’ — practices that were sometimes carried over from predecessor
regimes in particular regions — had a validity and an inviolability that could only be re-
versed or legitimately challenged in exceptional circumstances. My contention in this pa-
per boils down to the simple observation that many aspects of village life were unaffect-
ed by the gradual process of Ottomanisation, a fact that was reciprocally acknowledged
and indeed reciprocally supported by state authority and the governing structures of the
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largely autonomous village communities that moderated relations with the state. With re-
spect to the terms of joint ownership and exploitation of communally-held resources and
many other economic matters and especially in the sphere of inter-personal and social re-
lations, it is incontestable that the state and its institutions held the position more of pas-
sive observer than of active re-organiser and regulator of a whole range of entrenched so-
cial norms and practices that it was largely powerless to alter, whatever its own regulato-
ry ambitions. To rule its diverse empire effectively and to minimise the potential for con-
troversy, fiscal expectations and even normative values had to be modified and occasion-
ally set aside to achieve the greater good of smooth governance. With respect to the fine
tuning and micro-managing of many aspects of its relations with the inhabitants of the
rural and provincial spheres, the state could not afford for practical reasons to be over-
bearing or over-intrusive and had to learn to accept what it was incapable of changing.

I would further contend that much of the literature attempting to characterise the rural
sphere in the Ottoman lands has seriously overemphasised the regulatory presence of the
purportedly ‘dominant’ state while seriously understating and underestimating the capac-
ity and determination of peasants to act as independent agents. As free agents, they were
determined to promote and protect their autonomy, capable of exercising free choice and
adept at seizing real-life opportunities for themselves. Whenever it seemed feasible and
profitable, they were determined to exercise control of their own destinies and hold their
own in relations with the would-be dominant state. Our exaggerated estimations of the he-
gemonic power of the state derive from the inescapable fact that its viewpoint is most fully
and powerfully recorded in the surviving historical record, in particular the sancak kanun-
nameleri drafted in the state chancellery and the mahkeme kayitlar: that survive from the
courts of provincial towns to which rural residents of the adjacent regions sometimes had
recourse in relation to a range of criminal and commercial matters. However, despite its
attempts to impose uniformity, it is clear even from the evidence supplied by institutions
organised and controlled by the state itself, that the state was compliant with — in its own
way even protective of — an even principled and deliberate preservation of ‘age old prac-
tice” as a means of regulating its relations, through compromise and mutual consent, with
the residents of the diverse rural hinterlands that comprised its vast tri-continental empire.

Before proceeding to an examination of the case-specific evidence supporting the
main contentions of my paper, I would like to pause briefly to acknowledge the contribu-
tions to my own understanding made by several forerunners who have studied the rural
sphere from both a contemporary anthropological and the standard historical perspective.
I would like in particular to draw attention to the work of Michael Herzfeld, who in his
published work on the village environment in various parts of modern-day Greece has
focused on the self-regulating character of rural communities. In an article published in a
volume edited by John Burke and Stathis Gauntlett in 1992, Herzfeld skilfully character-
ised and delineated the manipulative techniques employed by villagers in their attempts
to keep the state at arm’s length.! It is worth remembering that the state whose power,

1 M. Herzfeld, ‘Historical Form and Everyday Experience in Rural Greece’, in J. Burke and S.
Gauntlett (eds), Neohellenism (Canberra 1992), 93-112.
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institutional presence, and legal authority the modern villagers studied by Herzfeld con-
fronted and attempted to circumvent has a reach and power over rural communities that
far exceeds that of its predecessors of the pre-industrial age. Herzfeld contends that be-
cause of a clash of values and understanding between the village community, which cal-
culated and evaluated neighbourly relations in terms of personality and familial ties or
affinities and commitments, the villagers were incapable of regarding depersonalised en-
tities such as the state and its institutions and bureaucratic norms as anything other than
an alien presence in their midst. The state was to be tolerated for the sake of the villagers’
interest in self-preservation, but it was regarded as an entity to be negotiated with using
terms, attitudes, customs, and norms that represented more closely their own traditions
than the values and norms espoused by the state. In describing the incompatibility of val-
ues between officials and state representatives and villagers and arguing for the inappro-
priateness of applying exclusively state-centred approaches to the analysis of state-peas-
ant relations, Herzfeld says the following:

The statist interpretation of [village] events is not so much wrong as it is inappropriate. Be-
cause the state is a legalistic entity framed in the idiom of fixed, absolute definitions, it ill tol-
erates relativistic conceptions of social life: they cannot easily be codified in law, and permit
innumerable challenges to the absolute sovereignty of the state over individual and family ac-
tion. Statist discourse is in consequence highly literalistic. It cannot easily tolerate the inexact
definitions of cultural and social experience that do, in fact, characterise daily usage.?

The state-centred and literalistic interpretation of state-peasant relations in the sev-
enteenth century has to be energetically challenged since, in my opinion, it has played a
distorting role in defining the terms of the debate that dominates modern historiography
on rural affairs in the Ottoman Empire of the early modern era.? The notion of a passive
peasantry whose only means of resisting the dominant state lay in the extreme solution of
insurrection or collective resistance to state authority underestimates both the sophistica-
tion and the tenacity of the Ottoman peasantry in devising ways of circumventing or mit-
igating state demands while re-negotiating the terms of their relationship with the state
using their own methods and even their own terms of reference.

2 Herzfeld, ‘Historical Form’, 75.

3 Barkan’s studies published in the 1930s and later provided a seemingly convincing case for
the centralising ‘intent’ underlying the state’s land tenure regime; see in particular the section
in his article ‘Timar’, written for the Turkish Ministry of Education’s Islam Ansiklopedisi, 13
vols (Istanbul 1940-1986), Vol. 12, 309. Here in the section entitled ‘Timarlarda idari ve mali
muhtariyet dereceleri’ he makes reference to the “kayitsiz-sartsiz” (unrestricted and uncondi-
tional) power of the state over the management of the rural landscape. How far these intentions
were realisable ‘on the ground’ in the provinces has been questioned in literature of a more re-
cent vintage. For a discussion and summary of the work by some contributors to this revision-
ist trend, see R. Murphey, ‘The Ottoman Economy in the Early Imperial Age’, in C. Woodhead
(ed.), The Ottoman World (London 2012), 25-40; in particular, the discussion on pp. 27-28. See
also footnote 9 below citing the work of Revel challenging the notion of the ‘absolutist’ state’s
ability to penetrate at the municipal and the village levels.
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A second argument which advocates the need for a more nuanced understanding of
state-peasant relations based on the proposition that all actors and agents representing the
two sides (state officialdom on the one hand and peasant actors on the other) is devel-
oped in Amy Singer’s study of Ottoman Palestine published in 1994. In this study, Singer
takes the view that:

Contact between peasants and officials was /argely defined by fiscal expectation and obliga-
tions of either side, but, and this is a very big but, their interactions were far more complicated.*

In this paper I will be taking the view that there is a pressing need to re-complicate
rural society and re-introduce all the elements of its complexity by re-examining not just
the overstated oppositional dynamic present in some of the remoter regions of the Em-
pire such as Palestine and the interior portions of Syria, in particular the Trablus-i Sam
region, which remained for much of the early seventeenth century in a position of near
chronic revenue arrears with regard to their treasury obligations, but other core regions of
the Empire in central Anatolia, and even the immediate environs of the capital Istanbul,
which played such a key role in the provisioning of the capital. To a degree the ‘tentacles
of the state’ and its central administrative apparatus had the same problem in penetrat-
ing local networks no matter what the geographical distance between a given province
and the imperial centre in Istanbul, but the high degree of fiscal autonomy enjoyed by
the central and southern districts of Syria coupled with its unusually tenacious non-com-
pliancy with regard to the revenue demands of the centre made it an exceptional case.

As previously stated, the two areas in which peasants’ rights, privileges, and custom-
ary practices were defended most rigorously and tolerated most willingly by the state
were grazing rights and irrigation practices. We will thus make these two areas the focus
of our brief foray into the complexities of Ottoman rural life by ignoring for the present
the documentary record preserved for seventeenth-century Isparta and concentrating in-
stead on an interesting case relating to the environs of Istanbul in the early nineteenth
century that reveals very forcefully the resilience and determination of peasants when
confronting contemporary power structures and taking action to defend the autonomous
rights and economic privileges granted to them by the state in a bygone era. A case re-
corded in a court judgement (ilam) dating from 1811 of the Havass-i Refia tribunal en-
compassing the western suburbs of Istanbul makes the awareness and assertiveness of
the village inhabitants of Iki Telli, a village located within the district of Bakirkdy, with
regard to their historical privileges and legal rights quite apparent. The case concerned
a question over disputed grazing rights first granted to the villagers dating from the time
of the city’s capture from the Byzantines in 1453. In the earliest Ottoman legislation on
communally-held pasturing rights, the villagers in all parts of the Empire were protect-
ed against enclosure, assertion of private ownership, and other forms of exclusion on
the grounds that such exclusion resulted in “harm to the general public interest” (zarar-

4 Amy Singer, Palestinian Peasants and Ottoman Officials (Cambridge 1994), 17. The emphasis
is mine.
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i amm). Once lands had been categorised as uncultivated (boz) or uninhabited (arazi-yi
metruke), in practice they retained this classification virtually indefinitely. Their initial
categorisation was in any case determined on the basis of common usage from time im-
memorial (kadimii z-zamandan berii) a phrase whose early use is encountered in the san-
cak regulations of Hiidavendigar province dating from 1489.°

The location of Iki Telli in the western approaches to the capital gave it a strategic po-
sition with regard to market-orientated intensive agriculture in the early nineteenth cen-
tury, and yet its inhabitants successfully asserted their customary pasturage rights for a
number of years between 1799 and 1811 before these rights were challenged and over-
turned in a court of law some three and a half centuries after the regions’ incorporation
under Ottoman rule. Reference to the villagers’ right to assert their access to these lands
categorised as ‘abandoned’ in the mid fifteenth century was not challenged by the court,
but it did assert the invalidity of their claim to compensation in the amount of 150 gurug
per year for ceding these rights on a near exclusive basis to the owner of a local estate
(¢iftlik) named Ibrahim (familiar form: Ibis) Aga on the grounds that as a locally resi-
dent farmer he was entitled (regardless of the size of his herd) to access the pasture lands
without encumbrance or charge. In this case, the legal principle worked against the vil-
lagers claim to compensation, but in many other cases it was successfully used to defend
their interests.® In the view of the court, it was not ibis Aga but the villagers who were
introducing a kind of enclosure or private proprietary claim by their charging of rent for
access to lands that were supposed to be open and free of access to all village residents
without encumbrance.

Another area in which villagers successfully asserted and defended their customary
right to make use of shared resources whose division and distribution were determined
by local traditions and locally enforced decisions regarding fair use was in the utilisation
of water. A further matter for joint decision was the optimisation of irrigation potential
and irrigation rights in rural contexts. The reference to long-standing practice and an-
cient usages is made forcefully explicit in the legal opinions expressed by Chief Justices
(seyhiilislam) of the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries presented in their fet-
va collections. It is this body of evidence that we will turn to next for a further demonstra-
tion and discussion relating to our treatment of autonomous spheres of decision-making
and the independence of the peasants over key aspects of the management of their own
affairs in rural contexts. Our chief source for this section of the analysis is the Hulasat iil-

5 Cf. O. L. Barkan, XV ve XVinci Asirlarda Osmanh Imparatorlugunda Zirai Ekonominin Hu-
kuki ve Mali Esaslari, Vol. 1. Kanunlar (Istanbul 1943), 3, §16.

6 The case was recorded in Ziyaeddin Yusuf Efendi’s Sakk-i Cedid; see the 1329/1913 reprint,
456-458. The work, whose full title is Cami-i envar al-sukuk ve lami al-ziya li-zev al-sukuk
was first published in Istanbul in 1284/1867, but the collection incorporates material from ear-
lier periods. The ilam itself, headed “mera nizai ildmi suretidir”, is dated 11 Muharrem 1226/5
February 1811. It forms a part of the collection of legal formularies and recordings of actual
court judgements reached in actual cases with named plaintiffs and defendants. This makes it
areal, as opposed to hypothetical, example of the application of judicial reasoning in an actual
and explicitly defined Ottoman historical context.
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Ecvibe of Cesmizade Mehmed Halis Efendi, which summarises and compares the legal
opinions of four principal juridical figures of the middle Ottoman imperial era between
¢. 1670 and 1730.7 Their legal judgments with regard to resource sharing and shared and
joint husbandry are gathered together under two main headings:

1) Kitab al shurb — section on irrigation

2) Kitab al muzaraa v’el miisakat — section on partnerships in the agricultural sphere
organised on a profit-sharing basis, and particulars governing contracts for the
sharing of labour and other related costs for the tending and watering of vines and
orchards entered into on the basis of profit sharing.

In these fetva collections relating to the above-mentioned chapter headings, one repeat-
edly encounters language that makes reference in multiple contexts to the force of tradi-
tion, precedent, and established custom, especially in the context of irrigation practices.
The following phrases are most commonly encountered:

a) Mecra-yi kadim, making reference to the pre-existing course of a irrigation chan-
nel

b) Kadimden be-hakk, referring to long-standing rights of precedence in the shared
use of a water source for use in the turning of water-powered mills

¢) Kadimden be-hakk tarlalari sulaya-gelip, in reference to the shared exploitation
of a common irrigation source in turns by several individuals each exploiting their
own individual plots of land independently and in turn

d) Vaz-i kadim, vaz-i muyayyen and vaz-i kadimi tagyir, used in reference to depar-
tures from long-established principles and arrangements for the sharing of a sin-
gle water source relied on by several communities as their sole source of supply.

On the subject of co-operative husbandry arrangements and legally binding contracts
drawn up to determine the boundaries of the permissible within the context of the joint
exploitation of land by several participants or partners, the law had to remain very flex-
ible and in some ways deliberately vague and indefinite or even ambiguous about what
was and wasn’t ‘permissible’ in such contracts in order to accommodate the very con-
siderable differences in terrain, climate, soil, land ownership and cropping conditions
— to say nothing of the character and stability of the local population base and labour
force — that prevailed in different regions of the Empire. However, on grounds of the
pre-eminent need to discourage and prevent exploitative behaviour through action taken
unilaterally by one partner to the detriment of his colleague and counterparty within the
context of a long-standing agreement whose terms had remained stable and unchanging
over an extended time, the courts were willing to consider the argument that the ‘reason-

7  Hulasat al-ecvibe, Vol. 1 (Istanbul 1325/1909). The author, Cesmizade Mehmed Halis, d.
1269/1853 (Sicill-i Osmani, Vol. 11, 269), was a descendant of the seventeenth-century jurist
Cesmi Efendi, who died in 1044/1634 (Sicill-i Osmani, Vol. 1V, 93).
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able expectation’ of partners built up over time should not be overturned or abandoned
for the sole purpose of enhanced profit of one partner at the expense of another. On this
question, a case extracted from the Behcetii I-fetava of Yenisehirli Abdullah Efendi, who
served a twelve-year uninterrupted term as Chief Justice between 1718 and 1730, pro-
vides a decisively worded legal opinion. In a hypothetical case concerning the proprietor
of a village property, on the one hand, and the village residents whose labour the estate
steward made use of for maintaining and exploiting the property, on the other, the legal
opinion that was repeatedly and unambiguously expressed confirmed that the custom-
ary 50/50 division of the olive harvest deriving from self-seeding olive trees growing
within the boundaries of the village could not be altered without the agreement and joint
approval of both parties, both labourers as carers and custodians and the sass owners as
proprietors of the trees.?

Despite the undeniable pressure generated by market demand, the notion that market
economics or the pre-eminent rights of land exploitation for the benefit of state-affiliated
or charitable landowners or private proprietors always prevailed and took precedence in
the Ottoman system underestimates the real leverage of the purportedly politically dis-
enfranchised but by no means powerless Ottoman peasants and pastoralists who popu-
lated and managed the varied rural landscapes of the diverse territories of the Empire on
behalf of their frequently absentee overlords. The relationship between owners and man-
agers had to be based on an equal or near equal division of rights and responsibilities to
be workable, and there is strong evidence to suggest that for practical reasons the rural
sphere at least when it came to questions of land management, irrigation, and other es-
sential co-operative arrangements organised at the local level was a largely self-govern-
ing and autonomous sphere.

Following this extended preamble outlining the working hypothesis governing my
study of seventeenth-century Ottoman rural communities, the remainder of the paper
will be devoted to an exploration in detail of the dynamics of village life in Isparta, situ-
ated in a relatively secluded corner of the Anatolian heartlands of the Empire largely by-
passed by the main East-West and North-South imperial highway systems which lay to
its north and east. In concluding this introductory portion on the general framework for
study of Ottoman rural life, it is perhaps useful to recall how much weight the state itself
accorded to a close adherence to the accumulation of customary practice and ancestral
wisdom as the best and most effective means for regulating the rural sphere. In the state’s
view, allowing the rural sphere to remain self-regulating was the most desirable course
since in that way it could avoid becoming entangled in disputes which, as the ‘outsider’
in the equation — albeit a powerful and even influential outsider — it was ill-equipped to
resolve on its own without reference to, in many cases amounting to deference to, local
custom and practice. Also, because the primary aim of the fiscal state was to collect and
when possible maximise its revenues, tampering in any way with agricultural systems
that were of proven efficacy and profitability in ways that proved destructive to the exist-
ing equilibrium or contributed to ‘killing the goose that laid the golden egg’ were in no

8 Cf. the case recorded in the Hulasat, 159, Case No. 15.
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sense in its own best interest. In a very real sense — as Jacques Revel’s discussion about
and questioning of the real power of the pre-modern state to penetrate to the municipal
and sub-municipal levels of control informs us — it remains doubtful whether even the
relatively developed bureaucracy of the Ottoman state in the seventeenth century pos-
sessed the capability of organising and regulating economic relations in the rural sphere
at the village level.” Still less was the state capable of micro- managing the much more
convoluted and impenetrable realm of social relations and interpersonal behaviour and
conduct where the customary practices and traditional beliefs and values governing the
rural world remained fully entrenched until the tentative emergence of the fully bureau-

cratised state during the Tanizmat era.

Documentary Addendum:
A mini-corpus of texts drawn from the Isparta Court Records designed
to highlight self-regulatory aspects of the Ottoman rural environment

in the early modern age

This section of the paper will focus on cases that illustrate particular types of social inter-
action and conflict resolution belonging to three principal categories: (1) cases brought to
the court’s attention by means of joint petitions and collective action, (2) cases in which
guarantees amounting to a kind of positive character reference were procured by the
court to ensure the good behaviour of certain troublesome individuals who had a previ-
ous record of disturbing the public peace, and (3) cases involving defamation of charac-
ter, calumny, or false accusations of malfeasance or criminal activity.

Category One: Joint Petitions and Collective Suits

An interesting category of document that is encountered with considerable frequency in
the Isparta sicils is collective petitions, complaints, or what, in modern legal parlance,
might be called ‘class action suits’. In such cases, a village delegation appeared in court
to present a collective view on behalf of the whole community in a matter of common in-
terest. I will give two examples, both connected with the villagers’ perception of a need
for personnel changes or the removal of an incompetent or corrupt official, but it should
not be supposed that the phenomenon of group representations to the court is encoun-
tered only in such cases. The first case involved complaints about the sexual indiscretions
of a cebeci named Mahmud. In this example, though the defendant is an office-holder,
the bringer of the suit is not an anonymous group of villagers but his own brother Omer,
whose wife has, allegedly, also been the object of Mahmud’s unwelcome attentions. The
case reaches the kadi’s attention not in the first instance but only after repeated attempts
to resolve the matter through ‘regular channels’ have failed. In the event, it is only the ce-
beci’s persistent refusal to observe the expected norms of civil behaviour in his relations

9 Jacques Revel (ed.), Jeux d’échelles: la micro-analyse a I’expérience (Paris 1996).
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with the villagers (including his own brother Omer) that results in the court’s involve-
ment in the matter. In the document, the situation is summarised as follows:

The residents of the village of Fandas attended the Court of Justice as a general delegation to
state their collective resolve and said: “if this man Mahmud remains here resident with us in
the village, the rest of us will [certainly] all flee”. In unison they cried out in their desperation:
“our situation has become [intolerable and] fraught with difficulty”.'®

A second instance of a joint declaration of intent by villagers comes in the context
of the de-selection of the incumbent as k6y kethudas: and the putting forward of sug-
gestions regarding his replacement. The document reveals that in the realm of both az/
and nasb for such local office, the residents played a more prominent role than is some-
times implied. The text of the villagers’ deposition to the court in this case was worded
as follows:

A large group and a numerous crowd from among the residents of the village of Dere Koy
presented a collective deposition to the Court of Justice in Isparta saying: “the landholder’s
steward Siileyman, who is currently residing in our village, is not performing his duties satis-
factorily. It is the collective wish of the residents of the village that the person named Abdiilk-
erim who is the subject of this petition should be appointed steward in his place. In our opinion
Abdiilkerim’s appointment would be most beneficial in every respect since it is he who is best
equipped to fulfil the requirements and responsibilities of service for the benefit of the humble
residents of [our] village."!

The expression in such documents of communal preferences and registering of joint con-
sent as a key part of the appointment process conveys a clear message both about the
terms of self-governance at the village level and about notions of responsibility as well as
accountability of Ottoman office-holders. Incapacity as well as capacity to serve in gov-
ernance at the municipal and sub-municipal levels was, for a whole range of functionar-
ies, especially local religious functionaries such as imams, miitevellis and others, deter-
mined locally and confirmed centrally.

Category Two: Assumption of Liability for the Behaviour of Neighbours
and Relatives by means of the kefalet-i nefs mechanism

Another phenomenon encountered in a wide range of activities showing how the com-
munity functioned as a self-monitoring and self-regulating entity is the legal declaration

10 ‘Ummumen Fandas kdyii halkt meclis-i ser’e hazir olup, “bir hale varmisizdir ki eger bu oglan
karyemizde karar ederse, biz firar ederiz. Halimiz miigkiildiir” deyti feryad eyledikleri (...).” Is-
parta Seriyye Sicilleri [hereafter abbreviated as ISS], 1018-20/94.

11 ‘Dere koyii ehalisinden cemm-i gafir ve cem-i kesir ... meclis-i ser’de “hala karyemizde
kethiida olan Siileyman eda-yi hizmet eylemeyip, karye-i mezbure ehalisine bais-i kitab Ab-
diilkerim kethiida her vechiyle enfa, ve fiikkera hizmetinin uhdesinden gelmeye kadir kimse
olmagn (...) karyede kethiida tayin olunmasi taleb ederiz”.” ISS, 1018-20/109: case recorded
in evasit Rebiyiilahir 1018/14-22 July 1609.
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of personal guarantee and surety on behalf of a person facing charges before the court.
There are many examples showing the wide applicability of the concept of vekdlet bi’l-
nefs recorded in the sicils.'”> Here I will be able to comment on only three cases: two of
them involving the registering of a personal guarantee on behalf of household or fam-
ily members, and in the final case, an example of village leaders taking the initiative to
vouch for a fellow villager accused of sexual misconduct.

In the first case, a sipahi named Saban Bey has a claim for personal injury against
Mercan, a slave belonging to a villager from Hacilar Kéyii named Veli. Rather than pros-
ecuting the case or requiring material compensation for his injuries to be enforced by the
court, Saban settles instead for Veli’s (and a second person’s) personal guarantee and vow
to assume responsibility for Mercan’s good behaviour in the future. The text of the agree-
ment takes the following form in the document:

It is recorded that the two persons nominated by the aforementioned slave Mercan, namely his
master Veli and another person named Dervis, have both agreed to act as guarantors for all as-
pects of his [public] behaviour and have accepted personal liability for the consequences [of
any future misdemeanours].'?

The implication of these agreements is that the two guarantors will be held personal-
ly responsible (and finable) for any further breaches of the peace perpetrated by Mercan.

In a second case involving Christian town residents of Isparta, the promises of two
brothers (Fahri and Filippos) intervening as guarantors for a third brother Giircii (dubbed
‘divane’; crazy or ‘touched’ in the document) are recorded by the court in a case of al-
leged harassment lodged by a fourth family member, Fahri’s daughter Anna, and her
husband.'# The family feud in this case as in all such cases has a long pre-history prior
to its being brought to the court for resolution. In this case, the dispute seems to revolve
around Giircli’s claim to lost property or inheritance rights, but what is most relevant to
our investigation here is that while Anna’s complaints about her uncle’s behaviour are
duly recorded by the court and while the whole range of insults, accusations and counter
accusations exchanged between various family members are also preserved in the court
record, the court is itself not disposed to take sides in the family dispute. Its rather mini-
malist approach to the resolution of the matter was to record, with the agreement of An-
na’s husband, the appointment of a select peer and familial pressure group to ‘influence’
Giircii’s behaviour rather than attempting to ‘rehabilitate’ the ‘guilty party’ by imposing

12 On the legal framework within which surety operated at the personal level and the definition
of personal liability (kafala bi’l-nafs), see J. Schacht, An Introduction to Islamic Law (Oxford
1964), 158. For the Ottoman context, see U. Heyd, Old Ottoman Criminal Law, ed. V.L. Mé-
nage (Oxford 1973), 238-240.

13 ‘Mezbur Mercan’in her haline yine agasi Veli, ve Dervis nam kimesne kefil oldular. Kayit
sudd.” ISS, 1018-20/84.

14 While the events described in this case took place within the confines of an urban mahalle in
Isparta proper, the mechanism it describes for the appointing of bondsmen or guarantors was a
common feature used in resolving disputes in rural settings as well.
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a punishment of its own devising. This practically-minded solution is recorded in the si-
cil record with the following laconic but expressive statement:

In the case of the complainant Anna, whose husband the locksmith Hoca Bali had instituted,
on her behalf, a court investigation into the [aggressive and confrontational] behaviour of her
legal adversary the defendant Giircii, the court deemed it necessary for a guarantor (kefil) to
be appointed. Thus it was recorded that, with their agreement, the accused’s brothers Fahri
and Filippos were nominated to vouch for their brother’s good behaviour, mutually accept-
ing legal liability for any harm (zarar) that might result from any future lapses from good
behaviour. '

In a third case we see again how community activism in defence of its own inter-
ests, in particular the preservation of the peace and the protection of its own integrity and
reputation played a key role in social regulation. In this case, the elders (ihtiyar) of the
village of Kii¢lik Hacilar approached the court and gave the following testimonial, un-
prompted and in the absence of any court summons requiring their presence:

It was previously asserted by some residents of the village in relation to their fellow villager
named Buzak that: “you have on several occasions acted as pimp for and go-between for Ce-
vher Hatun.” There is, however, absolutely no foundation or truthfulness to such a claim, which
is no more than malicious slander against the persons of both parties named. It is pure injustice
to spread such rumours when there is no claimant or plaintiff identified in the case. Thus, even
though there is no case being brought against Buzak, it is recorded that the two named indi-
viduals Hac1 Abdullah and Kerim Halife have agreed to stand surety in the event of any claims,
accusations or allegations of any kind that may be directed against him. At the same time, other
prominent members of the village community attested to Buzak’s good character.'®

Category Three: Defamation of Character and False Accusation

A third category of case represents an area of the law, defamation of character and cal-
umny, that occupied a large part of the court’s time, representing a significant proportion
of its daily case load. Here I will comment briefly on three cases each showing how pro-
cedures for defence against unsubstantiated accusations relied not so much on judicial
wisdom or ‘decisions’ handed down by the court as on the reliability of testimony sup-
plied to the court by neighbours and fellow community members. In the first case, Alj,
a resident of Giran village, appeared before the court complaining of false accusations
made against him by a pastoralist named Hac1 Gline who (or so claimed Ali) had a grudge

15 ¢(...) avratt Anna nam zimmi’nin (...) bais-i kesf olan zevci Cilingir Hoca Bali talebiyle hasimi
olan Giirgu’ye kefil lazim olup, iki karindaglari Fahri ve Filipus nam zimmiler kefil bi’il nefs
ve’l zarar olduklar1 bade’l-kabul kayd oldu.” ISS, 1018-20/91.

16 ‘Bundan akdem karyemizde Buzak nam kimse i¢in “Cevher Hatun ile bazi giin gidi oldun”
demisler. Lakin bir vechiyle asli ve sihhati yoktur. imdi, bu hususda mezburun yiiziine iftiradir,
ziiltimdiir, ve davacist yoktur. Buna miiteallik her ne olursa biz kefil oluruz deyii Hact Abdul-
lah ve Kerim Halife ve sair ayan-i karye iyiligine sehadet eyledikleri kayd olundu’. ISS, 1018-
20/94.
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against him because of an on-going dispute over grazing rights. In presenting his case to
the court, Ali (supported by his fellow villagers) made the following statement:

A pastoralist named Hac1 Glne, being in dispute with us (Ali) over the terms of his temporary
sojourn on village land, laid accusations against me with regard to my purported misdeeds say-
ing: “you are a brigand and a person of low character”. However, Hac1 Gline was unable to
produce any solid evidence to prove a legal case against me.'”

When asked to testify on Ali’s behalf, the villagers in their turn made the following
statement:

Up to the present time we are aware of no incidents that would indicate Ali’s involvement with
brigandage. [To our knowledge] he is consistently well-behaved and a man of good character.
What has been said against him by Hac1 Gline is [pure] slander. We vouch for Ali’s good char-
acter and agree to act as guarantors for his good behaviour in all respects.'®

This case demonstrates how reliant the court was in grounding its decisions not just
on ‘facts’ only verifiable by detailed on-the-spot investigations, but also on the weight of
opinion expressed within the community itself.

In the second case, we encounter a complaint of assault and battery lodged by a cer-
tain Omer against his neighbour and fellow resident of Isparta named Ibrahim, a gate-
keeper in the central market.'" Two witnesses support Omer’s complaint, but when Ibra-
him persists in denying the charges Omer asks that a corroboratory statement be solicited
from his (and Ibrahim’s) neighbours. The neighbours comply with this request by offer-
ing a denunciation of the general character of the defendant Ibrahim worded as follows:

This man is not a person of good character. His improper behaviour stems from his bad char-
acter. The court record confirms that on previous occasions he has been named as “not a good
man”. His attribute as a reckless and irresponsible person has been testified to previously. The
villagers’ collective statement to the effect: “unless he is able to provide surety or else is im-
prisoned for a time until he demonstrates his intention to live in peace and harmony [with his
neighbours], it is difficult to see how we can co-exist with this person in our midst; it is a great
pity that it should be so” was entered in the court record.?

17 ‘Goger evlillerden Haci Gline nam kimse ile mabeynimizde konuk yerine miiteallik dava
iizere iken mezbur Haci Giine bana “Sen sekbansimn. Iyi adam degilsin” deyii iizerime nice
yaramazligina miiteallik nesne isnad edip, be-hasbi’s-ser lizerime nesne isbat edemeyip (...)".

18 “Bu ana gelince mezbur Ali sekbanlik etmeyip, kendii halindedir. Iyi adamdir. Haci Gline’nin
bunun hakkinda ettigi iftiradir. Her haline kefil oluruz.” ISS, 1018-29/68.

19 Once again, this case involves an urban as opposed to a rural setting but the reference to the
practice of gathering testimonials to the good (or conversely the bad) character of the accused
in cases of this type represents common legal practice. When no direct evidence of bad behav-
iour from reliable eye-witnesses was available, the next best source for judging the claims put
to the court by plaintiffs and their opponents (the defendants) was the opinion of their neigh-
bours concerning their general reliability and behavioural patterns.

20 “Bu adam iyi adam degildir. Bu vaz’-i na-hemvar bundan gelir, ‘lyi adam degildir’ deyli mu-
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The court in this instance asked those who knew the disputants best to offer their
judgement as to whether the actions of Ibrahim constituted a temporary lapse from nor-
mal good behaviour or whether (in their opinion) he truly represented a danger to the
community. Since the kad: was not in a position to make such a judgement by himself,
he had by default to rely on the opinion of local figures such as the imam of the neigh-
bourhood and shopkeepers at the bazaar who had the opportunity to observe Ibrahim’s
behaviour at close range on a daily basis. The opinion of such witnesses, whether or not
they were actually present to observe the incident currently being investigated by the
court, was an invaluable resource for the kad: as he attempted to arbitrate difficult inter-
personal disputes.

My closing example involves charges of sexual misconduct brought by a husband
(named Siileyman) against his wife (named Ayse). Although he subsequently dropped the
charges, the allegations led to a wider investigation with the defamed wife’s father acting
as advocate and defender of his daughter’s (and by extension the family’s) reputation in
the eyes of the other residents of the village of Goksun. The husband had initially charged
his wife with receiving late night visits from his neighbour Ahmed but later relented and
registered his satisfaction with her general demeanour with the court:

“My wife Ayse is a good woman. Up to the present she has shown me no malice or harm.”?!

Asked for their opinion of Ayse, the villagers replied in similar vein:

“We have, up to the present time, not been witness to any malicious acts on Ayse’s part. She
is a good woman. We [the villagers collectively] stand surety for her probity and good behav-
iour in all respects.”??

In order to clear the reputations of both parties, further investigations into Ahmed’s
character were instituted during which the villagers revealed some reservations about
him:

“He is not a good man. We cannot stand surety for his good behaviour.”?

However, given the opportunity to present his side of the story, Ahmed made counter-
charges which cast some doubt in turn on Ayse’s virtue:

“Previously Siileyman’s testimony was recorded in the Court Ledger to the effect that he had
found his wife together in a certain [secluded] place in the company of his household servant
Osman holding an oil lamp in her hand.”?*

kaddema museccildir. Ve kendisi miitehavvirdur. Eger kefil verip veyahud habs olup dirligi arz
olunmaya, biz bu adam ile geginmek giigtur, hayifdir dedikleri kayd olundu.” ISS, 1018-20/78.
21 “Benim hatunum olan Ayse iyi hatundur, bu ana gelince kanlik gérmedim.”
22 “Bu ana gelince mezbure Ayse’nin kanligin gérmedik. Iyi hatundur. Her haline kefil oluruz.”
23 “lyi adam degildir. Kefil olmaziz” dediler.
24 ““Bundan akdem mezbur Siileyman zevcesi olan Ayse (...) kendisi hizmetkar1 olan Osman ile
bir yerde elinde ciragi ile buldu idi” dedigi kayd sudd’.
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At this stage of the proceedings Ayse’s father Saban intervened protesting his daugh-
ter’s innocence and adding his own denials to the mounting stack of testimonials on
Ayse’s behalf. At each successive stage in the case’s development the court recorded the
charges, denials, counter-charges and denials of the counter-charges without in any way
committing itself to a further course of investigatory vigilance. The official record of
the case thus ends inconclusively with a full transcript of the denial by the father (by no
means a disinterested witness) of Ahmed’s counter-charges:

After listening to Ahmed’s deposition to the court, Saban’s response in the form of a sworn oath
(vemin) was recorded in the Court Register. In this oath he denied the truthfulness of Ahmed’s
claim stating that he had ‘seen the manservant Osman together with Ayse in a [secluded] place’
and Saban further stated his conviction that there was absolutely no foundation to Ahmed’s
claim that they had indulged in ‘indecent acts’ (i.e., sexual intercourse outside marriage).”

From this selective sample representing three types of personal litigation cases
brought before the Isparta tribunal involving, most particularly, the residents of Isparta’s
outlying villages, it can clearly be seen that the kadi’s reach in his attempts to regulate so-
cial behaviour or to discourage misbehaviour far exceeded his grasp. His use of informal
arbitration methods and alliance with and reliance on community intermediaries to find
satisfactory, often compromise, solutions to petty conflicts and disputes arising between
‘ordinary citizens’ was both pragmatic and effective. The avoidance of a heavy-handed
interventionist approach to the administration of justice at the kaza and sub-kaza levels
can be seen — not just from the few examples we have cited here but also from the gen-
eral pattern of available evidence — to have constituted a characteristic hallmark of the
Ottoman judicial regime.

In short, self-governance and self-regulation of rural communities — especially when
it came to complex interpersonal relations and social interaction — stood, whether by de-
sign or default, as a principal cornerstone of the Ottoman rural milieu.

25 ‘Ahmedin kavli lizere hizmetkdr1i Osman ile bir yerde gérmeyip, fiil-i seni ettiklerin ash
olmadigina yemin verildigi kayd sudd.” ISS, 1018-20/80-81.



A UKRAINIAN VILLAGE IN PODOLIA
UNDER OTTOMAN RULE:
CHANGES IN SOCIAL STRUCTURE AND PEASANT STRATEGIES

Dariusz KOoLoDZIEICZYK®

I RECALL MY FIRST PARTICIPATION IN A CIEPO congress, in 1994, in Amsterdam. As still
a greenhorn Ottomanist, I realised that my field of expertise, Ottoman Podolia, was
rather marginal to the interests of the majority of the participants, who specialised in
more ‘important’ regions such as the Balkans, Anatolia, or at least the Arab provinces.
My initial stress turned into despair when I found out that I was to compete for audience
with Alexander de Groot, whose paper was scheduled at the same time in another pan-
el, Professor de Groot being not only an established scholar, but the main organiser of
the congress. As I expected, my audience turned out to be very small, but [ was pleased
anyway that I had one at all. To my surprise, among the audience I recognised Professor
Abdul-Karim Rafeq, who came to listen to Michael Winter, whose paper on Ottoman
Damascus was, curiously, included on the same panel. I think now that in the minds of
the organisers, our panel must have been labelled: ‘the topics of no relevance to Otto-
man history’. Professor Rafeq was kind enough not to leave the room before I began to
read my paper, and, even better, he waited for the discussion and his reaction was in-
deed enthusiastic. He noticed that the rise of the role of yer/i janissaries and the prolon-
gation of the beylerbeyi’s tenure in the last decade of the seventeenth century, which I
observed in Ottoman Podolia, could be regarded as early signs of durable changes that
took place in the subsequent decades in the whole Empire and were observed by him in
eighteenth-century Syria.

Today, this recollection makes me more assertive, as | believe that my observations
on Podolia might be of some use for mainstream Ottoman historians, even though Otto-
man rule in Podolia was transient and left no durable traces (perhaps apart from water-
melons, commonly believed to have been introduced by the Turks).

The province of Podolia had belonged to Poland since the fifteenth century. Apart
from Orthodox Ruthenians (i.e., Ukrainians), who constituted the majority of its popu-
lation, Podolia was inhabited by Catholic Poles, Armenians, Jews, and other ethno-reli-
gious groups. In 1672, Podolia along with its major fortress, Kamieniec Podolski (Ukr.

University of Warsaw, Department of History.
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Kamjanec’, Turk. Kamanige), was conquered by Ottoman troops and annexed to the Ot-
toman Empire. For 27 years it constituted an Ottoman province (eyalet) until it was re-
stored to Poland by the Treaty of Karlowitz (1699). Because of the second partition of
Poland (1793), Podolia was annexed to Russia. Today it belongs to Ukraine.

The organisation of the Ottoman eyalet of Kamanige began after the Ottoman con-
quest of Podolia in 1672, but was interrupted by the outbreak of new hostilities and
was completed only after the peace of 1678, in which Poland formally ceded the prov-
ince to the Porte. Following the demarcation of the new borders, effected in 1680, in
the following year, the Ottomans drew up a survey register (tahrir), which is today pre-
served in the Basbakanlik Osmanli Argivi in Istanbul and has been edited by the pre-
sent author.!

The eyalet consisted of four sancaks and nineteen nahiyes. The Ottoman register
enables one to appreciate the demographic effects of the seventeenth-century wars and
Tatar slaving raids in the south-eastern provinces of Poland-Lithuania, as of the 868 set-
tlements registered in the deffer as many as 591 (68.1%) were recorded as deserted (hali
ez raiyer).? Guillaume le Vasseur de Beauplan, a seventeenth-century French military
engineer who had spent many years in the Polish service, stated in his book, published
after his return to France, that the Tatars usually took a route leading along the water-
shed between two large rivers in order to avoid obstacles, because river crossing by a
Tatar army, loaded with captives and spoils, was difficult and risky, especially when the
Tatars were being chased by the Polish troops.® A glance at the map drawn on the basis
of the data from the Ottoman register proves that Beauplan was right, as most deserted
settlements in Podolia were situated along the watershed between the Dniester and the
Boh rivers.*

One issue which I encountered in the Kamanige defier and which I still hope might
inspire a wider debate regards the mode of data recording. Few scholars who study
the Ottoman tahrirs address the question of whether the Ottoman census-takers went

1 D.Kotodziejezyk (ed.), The Ottoman Survey Register of Podolia (ca. 1681): Defter-i mufassal-
i eyalet-i Kamanice, 2 vols (Cambridge, Mass. 2004).

2 Ibid., 34 and 44 (Table 3).

3 “[L]es Tartares entrent donc dans la frontiere, mais par un chemin qui est tel, c’est qu’il
courent entre deux grands fleuves, & vont tousiours par le plus haut pays, & cherchent tou-
siours les fontaines des petites rivieres, qui vont tombant dans les grandes, les unes dans une
riviere, & les autres dans une autre, & par ce moyen ils ne trouvent point d’obstacles dans
leurs courses”; see [Guillaume Le Vasseur,] Sieur de Beauplan, Description d’Ukranie, qui
sont plusieurs provinces du Royaume de Pologne, contenues depuis les confins de la Mos-
covie, jusques aux limites de la Transilvanie. Ensemble leurs moeurs, fagons de vivres, et de
faire la guerre (Rouen, 1660), 47; see also the schematic map which displays a typical route
taken by the Tatars, passing between two large rivers (Route que tienne les Tartares), on p.
48. For a modern English translation of this fragment, see idem, 4 Description of Ukraine,
introduction, translation, and notes by A. B. Pernal and D. F. Essar (Cambridge, Mass. 1993),
54-55.

4 See the cut-out map entitled “Kuc¢mans’kyj Tatar Trail within Podolia”, published along with
Map I in Kotodziejczyk, The Ottoman Survey Register of Podolia.
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in person to every single village or, rather, visited large settlements only and recorded
the data on the neighbouring ones on the basis of evidence provided by local inhabit-
ants, especially the village chiefs. In 1671, during the Ottoman survey in the province
of Uyvar (in today’s Slovakia) the village chiefs, referred to by the Hungarian term
biré (hence the Turkish plural birolar) were asked to come to the province centre and
bring three other “clever and experienced” men to help in the new registration.’ Also
in the Podolian register, several entries are provided with marginal notes, pointing to
the fact that a given piece of information has been recorded according to the testimony
of a local village chief, referred to by the Ruthenian (Ukrainian) term hotaman (e.g.,
ba ahbar-i hotaman-i karye-i mezbur).® Admittedly, such marginal notes usually refer
to newcomers who settled in a given village after the survey, whereas during the sur-
vey, the Ottoman census-takers probably visited recorded villages in person, at least the
ones situated in the vicinity of provincial centres.” Still, even if they appeared in per-
son they needed local expertise which could be provided by local elders. For instance,
during the demarcation of a vakif, established by Grand Vizier Kara Mustafa Pasa in
the Podolian village of Studenycja, an Ottoman census-taker, Halil Efendi, was accom-
panied by an interpreter named David, possibly an Armenian or a Jew, and the Ruthe-
nian hotamans of four neighbouring villages: Roman from Lojivci, Ivan from USycja,
Pantelej from Teremci, and Stefan from KruSanivka.® They apparently acted as local
experts both at the demarcation and at the census-taking, and the presence of an inter-
preter suggests that information between local inhabitants and Ottoman officials was
transmitted orally.

5 See E. Tejnil, ‘K problematike tureckej topografie a toponymie na Slovensku’ [On the issues
of Turkish topography and toponymy in Slovakia], Historické Stidie, 14 (1969), 167-178, esp.
p. 174.

6 Cf. Kotodziejezyk, The Ottoman Survey Register of Podolia, 254-255, 267. The Ruthenian
term ataman or otaman, pronounced in the Podolian dialect as hotaman, is of Turkic origin
and had been attested in Podolia since the period of the Mongol rule. In time it became wide-
spread in all southern Ruthenian lands and referred to a village chief; see ibid., 22; M. Ljubavs-
kij, ‘Organizacija mestnago upravlenija pri Kazimire i ego synov’jax: soslovnyja vlasti v gosp-
odarskix domenax [The organisation of local administration under Casimir and his sons: estate
authorities in royal domains]’, in Ocerk istorii Litovsko-russkago gosudarstva do Ljublinskoj
unii vkljucitel 'no [ An outline of the history of the Lithuanian-Ruthenian state until the Union
of Lublin inclusively] (Moscow 1910), 133-137, esp. p. 135; A. Hurbyk, ‘Wspolnota wiejska
na Ukrainie w XIV-XVIII w. Ewolucja podstawowych form spoteczno-terytorialnych [Vil-
lage community in Ukraine in the fourteenth-eighteenth century: the evolution of the princi-
pal socio-territorial forms]’, Przeglgd Historyczny, 90 (1999), 1-18, esp. p. 8; idem, Evoljucija
social 'no-terytorial 'nyx spil 'not v seredn’ovicnij Ukrajini (volost’, dvorysce, selo, sjabrynna
spilka) [ The evolution of socio-territorial communities in medieval Ukraine (volost’, dvorysce,
selo, sjabrynna spilka)] (Kiev 1998), 82-84.

7  See Kotodziejezyk, The Ottoman Survey Register of Podolia, 22, and the cut-out map entitled
“Itinerary of Ottoman Scribes in Kirtvge”, published along with Map IV.

8 Ibid., 484 (the list of witnesses entered at the end of the hududname).
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Yet, some entries in the deffer suggest an alternative option. In the list of the Arme-
nian dwellers of the province centre, the town of Kamjanec’, one finds two strange short
names composed of just two Arabic letters each: Ks (kef and sin) and Ys (ya and sin).
The names in question are apparently K[risdo]s (‘Christ’) and Y[isu]s (‘Jesus’), which,
following the Armenian tradition, were never written in full.® It would be odd to expect
that an Ottoman scribe consciously followed this Christian tradition. He must have rather
mechanically copied in Arabic script a list delivered by the Armenian kethiida — the elder
of the local Armenian community.

In their survey, the Ottomans also benefited from the assistance of a Polish noble, the
former chamberlain (podkomorzy) of Kamieniec, Hieronim Lanckoronski, who already
in 1672 assisted the Ottomans in their first survey of Podolia. In return, Lanckoronski
was rewarded with an imperial berat confirming his hereditary rights to his estate in
Jahil’nycja, situated within the new Ottoman province.!® A Polish ambassador, sent to
the Porte in 1677, complained that his efforts to diminish the territorial loss by arguing
that some lands should be restored to Poland because they did not belong to Podolia were
frustrated by the fact that the Ottomans were very well informed, as they had at their dis-
posal the ancient Polish tax records from that province, apparently submitted to the con-
querors by Lanckoronski and other “imprudent citizens”.!!

As we see, in their survey of Podolia the Ottomans also made use of written docu-
ments composed in “infidel” languages and submitted by their new Armenian and Pol-
ish subjects. An analogous discovery regarding the Greek islands was made by Ben Slot,
who established that certain entries in Ottoman survey registers were exact translations
from the preserved Greek originals, provided by Orthodox monasteries on the request of
Ottoman authorities.'? Yet, in all the above cases, regarding Armenian townsmen, Pol-
ish nobles, and Greek monks, the Ottoman non-Muslim subjects belonged to provincial
elites, so their literacy, evidenced by their drafting and use of written documents, is not
that striking.

The matter becomes more intriguing when we further study the Ottoman deffer of
Podolia. In its Arabic-script Ottoman text a mysterious omission of certain letters in sev-

9 Ibid., 88-89 (the reading of the second name is admittedly less certain); on the above two
names commonly written in an abbreviated form, see E. Tryjarski, ‘Les noms de personnes
dans les écrits armeno-kiptchak: un essai de classification’, Actes du XI¢ Congrés international
des sciences onomastiques, vol. 2 (Sofia 1975), 365-381, esp. p. 369.

10 According to a contemporary Polish report, dated 8 January 1673, the provincial defterdar to-
gether with Chamberlain Lanckoronski were registering Podolian inhabitants (defterdar pasza
z panem Lanckoronskim podkomorzym ludzi popisuje); in 1677, Lanckoronski tried to recon-
firm the Sultan’s privilege through the Polish ambassador to the Porte, notwithstanding his
continuous presence in the Polish army fighting against the Ottomans in the years 1673-1676,
but this time his request was refused and the Ottoman reis efendi openly stated that the Porte
would no longer tolerate Polish lords in Podolia; see Kotodziejczyk, The Ottoman Survey Reg-
ister of Podolia, 14, and idem, Podole pod panowaniem tureckim: Ejalet kamieniecki 1672-
1699 (Warsaw 1994), 68.

11 Cf. n. 10 above.

12 Oral communication to the author in Amsterdam in June 1994.
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eral Ruthenian names is striking, for instance Lukya[n], Roma[n], Osta[p]ko, Iste[f]ko,
and even hotaman]."> All these cases have one thing in common: if written in the seven-
teenth-century Cyrillic cursive known as skoropys, these missing letters would have been
taken out from the words and written above the main line and thus easily missed by an
uninitiated reader.'* The skoropys developed in Poland-Lithuania through the borrowing
of abbreviations and cursive forms typical of medieval Latin. In the seventeenth century,
it was the most common script used by Ruthenian clerks. Yet, the Ottoman census-taker,
even though probably familiar with Southern Slavic dialects and perhaps even of Bul-
garian origin himself, as can be evidenced by his specific distorting of some Ukrainian
names, was apparently unfamiliar with the Ruthenian skoropys. Thus it is likely that the
omissions in the defter resulted from the fact that the Ottoman scribe, charged with tran-
scribing into Arabic script a Cyrillic list of names composed in skoropys, simply over-
looked the superscript letters. !

If the above hypothesis is correct, we should assume that at least in some villages the
Ottoman census-takers were provided with ready-made lists in Cyrillic script, apparently
composed by representatives of local inhabitants. The most likely candidates to perform
such a task were local Orthodox clergymen, a priest or a cantor (Ukr. sing. djak), referred
to in the defter as papas and diyak, respectively. Yet, in some of the villages in which we
encounter names with omitted letters, a clergyman is not recorded, so the task was prob-
ably performed by a lay village chief — a hotaman.'® It would be interesting proof of liter-
acy among the peasant population of seventeenth-century Podolia, since there must have
been at least one person in a village able to compile such a list.

During the Orange Revolution in Kiev, on 2 December 2004, the Ukrainian future
president Viktor Yushchenko delivered a speech aimed at raising the spirits of the pro-
testers. Invoking the glorious past of the Ukrainian people, he recalled the astonishment
of the Patriarch of Constantinople who, on his visit to Ukraine, in the 1640s, had noticed
that in every village “even the women and children knew how to read”.!” Typically for a
politician, Yushchenko made a couple of mistakes: the visit took place not in the 1640s,
but in 1654, the Patriarch was not of Constantinople, but of Antioch, and the observation

13 Kotodziejczyk, The Ottoman Survey Register of Podolia, 136, 139, 143, 145, 166, 169, 203,
204.

14 To give just two examples, the Arabic-script forms W and 83wl might have resulted from
careless copying of the Cyrillic-script forms Poma™ and Ocrta™o, where the superscript Cyrillic
letters 1 and 1 have been omitted.

15 Tam deeply grateful to the late Dr Bohdan Struminski, who first came up with this idea. On sko-
ropys and so-called vynosni litery (‘superscript letters’ or ‘uplifted letters’), see V. Panasenko,
‘Do pytannja metodyky i terminolohiji paleohraficnyx doslidzen’ ukrajins’koho skoropysu
XVII-XVIII st. [On the question of methods and terminology in the paleographic research of
Ukrainian skoropys in the 17M-18" century]’, Istorycni dZerela ta jix vykorystannja, 7 (1972),
88-92.

16 For instance, the villages of Zeleni Panivci and Syrvatynci; cf. Kotodziejezyk, The Ottoman
Survey Register of Podolia, 136 and 145.

17 For the quotation based on the eyewitness report by Mychailo Wynnyckyj, see L. Bilaniuk,
Contested Tongues: Language Politics and Cultural Correction in Ukraine (Ithaca 2005), 201.
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was made not by the Patriarch but by his son, Paul of Aleppo, who composed a report
on Patriarch Makarius’s journey. Nonetheless, the citation was genuine. Paul of Aleppo,
who travelled with his father through Ukraine to Moscow, reported that “in the Ruthe-
nian, that is the Cossack, lands, many Cossacks and also their wives and daughters can
read [...]. Thanks to the clergy, most of them can read.”'® Obviously, this quotation must
be treated as an idealised moralistic story, typical of travel reports, but taken along with
the data from the Kamanige deffer, it might take us towards a more serious consideration
of the problem. In fact, we know very little about the literacy level among the Ukrainian,
or any other East European, peasants. Some pioneer efforts to evaluate the level of litera-
cy among the Polish peasants in the sixteenth through the eighteenth centuries have pro-
duced modest results, pointing to a slow rise in the sixteenth and seventeenth, followed
by a sharp decline in the eighteenth century. In royal villages, which enjoyed legal au-
tonomy and self-government, as many as 20% among the village chiefs (Pol. sing. softys,
a function analogous to a Podolian hotaman) might have been able to read and sign their
names, but this level was much lower in the villages owned by noblemen.!® The avail-
able data typically concern the village elders, who represented their communities in the
outside world and whose signatures have been preserved in court registers, while we lack
any information on the majority of peasants who never appeared in court, not to men-
tion their wives and daughters. Micro studies like those based on the Podolian deffer may
provide us with a little sharper image of peasant life than we have at our disposal today.

In his recent study of Ottoman Egypt, Alan Mikhail stresses the high level of co-
operation between the Ottoman state and Egyptian peasants, based on the mutual inter-

18 T quote following the Polish selected translation of Riklat Makariyis by M. Kowalska (ed.),
Ukraina w potowie XVII wieku w relacji arabskiego podroznika Pawla, syna Makarego z Alep-
po [Ukraine in the mid-seventeenth century in the relation of an Arab traveller, Paul, son of
Makarius, of Aleppo] (Warsaw 1986), 19; on this travel report, cf. V. Sichynsky, Ukraine in
Foreign Comments and Descriptions from the VIth to XXth Century (New York 1953), 94.

19 A similar level of literacy has been observed among the Lemkos, an ethnic group of Ruthe-
nians, who lived in the Polish Carpathians and used the Cyrillic rather than the Latin alpha-
bet. Yet, in some regions of Poland the level of literacy might have been higher: early nine-
teenth-century ethnographic data as well as official reports suggest an unusual level of litera-
cy among the Polish peasants who inhabited the mountainous region of Podhale; this region
then belonged to Austrian Galicia, but it is rather unlikely that the widespread literacy was
the recent fruit of the Josephinian reforms, as these reforms did not bring visible results in the
neighbouring regions of Galicia; see W. Urban, ‘Umiej¢tnos¢ pisania w Matopolsce w drugiej
potowie XVI wieku [Writing ability in Little Poland in the second half of the 16" century]’,
Przeglqd Historyczny, 68 (1977), 231-257, esp. pp. 251-252, and idem, ‘Sztuka pisania w wo-
jewddztwie krakowskim w XVII i XVIII wieku [The art of writing in the palatinate of Cra-
cow in the 17™ and 18" century]’, Przeglgd Historyczny, 75 (1984), 39-82, esp. pp. 61-64 and
70-73; I also wish to express my gratitude to Tomasz Wislicz, who is currently studying the
social and religious life of Polish peasants in the early modern period, for sharing with me his
observations on the subject. For an early effort to grasp the reasons behind the various levels
of peasant literacy in pre-industrial world, see J. Goody (ed.), Literacy in Traditional Socie-
ties (Cambridge 1968).
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est in maintaining the irrigation system in the Nile valley and in drawing mutual ben-
efits from the export of grain to other Ottoman provinces.?’ To be sure, Podolia was not
Egypt, but we can observe somewhat similar relations between the Ottoman state and
Podolian peasants who collectively auctioned and farmed fish ponds, especially numer-
ous in the north of the province. In return for a down payment, paid as a lump sum in sil-
ver thalers (gurus), a peasant community could collect fish from a given pond. A lease
contract covered three years because according to the local custom, ponds were drained
and their fish collected every three years,?' while a three-year period was also typical
for a customary farm contract in the Ottoman Empire — a mukataa. The peasants were
obliged to repair the dam of the leased pond whenever necessary, but in return they were
exempt from other obligations and from the payment of duties and market fees.?> When
compared with pre-Ottoman times, what distinguished Ottoman Podolia was the mas-
sive exodus of the Polish Catholic nobility.>* After the Ottoman state treasury (miri) took
over the demesnes, forests, and ponds from their former noble owners, Ruthenian village
communities, led by Orthodox priests or hotamans were now able to negotiate directly
with state functionaries the conditions of their lease and usufruct. Village elders came to
be regarded as provincial notables (ayan-i vilayet),** a term unthinkable in contempora-
neous Poland-Lithuania, where a peasant remained a peasant and was referred to in of-

20 A. Mikhail, Nature and Empire in Ottoman Egypt: An Environmental History (Cambridge
2011).

21 See A. Wyczanski, Studia nad folwarkiem szlacheckim w Polsce w latach 1500-1580 [Studies
on a noble manor in Poland in the years 1500-1580] (Warsaw 1960), 176.

22 Kotodziejezyk, The Ottoman Survey Register of Podolia, 300-302 and 491-493 (English trans-
lation).

23 This exodus was caused not as much by the nobles’ patriotic feelings or Ottoman repression,
but by the fact that the nobles had been deprived of their seigniorial rights over the peasants.
Stanistaw Makowiecki, a Polish participant in the negotiations on the surrender of the Podo-
lian fortress of Kamieniec in 1672, recalled that Grand Vizier Ahmed Kopriilii allowed the
Polish nobles to remain in their demesnes in Podolia but stressed that their peasants would
become part of the “imperial flock”. In response to the Polish protests, Kopriilii added that
unlike Moldavia, Podolia had been conquered by the sword and not by treaties, so the Polish
nobles could not expect the privileges that had been granted to Moldavian boyars; see ibid.,
13. Makowiecki’s versified relation has recently been published; for the aforementioned frag-
ment, see S. Makowiecki, Relacyja Kamienca wzigtego przez Turkow w roku 1672 [The nar-
rative on Kamieniec being captured by the Turks in the year 1672], ed. P. Borek (Cracow
2008), 172.

24 Although one could argue that the term ayan, today commonly associated with provincial
grandees who effectively challenged the Sultan’s rule in the eighteenth-century Ottoman Em-
pire, had a more modest meaning in the earlier centuries, Francois a Mesgnien Meninski, in
his dictionary published in 1680, already translated the term ayan with the Latin terms mag-
nates and primores, while the phrase ayan-i memleket ve sair ehali-i vilayetiin ittifakiyle was
translated into Latin: consensu, et in unum conspiratione magnatum, coeterorumque incolar-
um regionis; see Franciscus a Mesgnien Meninski, Thesaurus Linguarum Orientalium Tur-
cicae-Arabicae-Persicae. Lexicon Turcico-Arabico-Persicum, vol. 1 (reprint, Istanbul 2000),
cols. 292-293.
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ficial documents merely with the Latin title /aboriosus — ‘a labourious one’, whereas a
nobleman would be addressed as generosus or nobilis, and a townsman as famatus. In a
legal certificate (kesf-i hiiccet), issued by the kadi of Kamanige in order to confirm the
boundaries of the aforementioned vakif of the Grand Vizier, we read that Mustafa Aga,
the kethiida of the provincial governor sent to oversee this task, was accompanied by “the
local notables, whose names are written at the appendix to this writing” (zeyl-i kitabda
muharrerii’l-esami olan ayan-i vilayet),? while at the end of the document the names of
these notables are duly recorded as the witnesses to the legal procedure (siihudii’I-hal).
The list contains the names of 80 Ottoman functionaries and military officers, an inter-
preter (the interpreter David mentioned above), an Orthodox priest, and 17 Ukrainian
peasants, including seven village chiefs (hotamans) and one miller.?® One can conclude
that the empty space, left in the social structure of Podolia as a result of the emigration
of Polish nobles, was jointly filled by Ottoman newcomers and the leaders of local Ru-
thenian peasants.?’

Huri islamoglu-inan concludes her book on Ottoman peasants by acknowledging that
“by leaving the organization [...] of the actual production [...] in the hands of direct pro-
ducers with hereditary cultivation rights over the land, the Ottoman system afforded the
peasantry the minimal space to increase yields in response to changes in demand pat-
terns”. Yet, she hastens to add that most of eventual increase was consumed by surplus
extraction and enriched not the peasants but rather the revenue holders — first the timar
holders and then, with the rise of the mukataa institution, the tax farmers.?® She is cer-
tainly right in this rather pessimistic assertion, yet we must remember that peasants in
Eastern Europe at that period, most of whom were serfs, had even less autonomy and did
not enjoy the state’s legal protection that was, at least in theory, available in the Otto-
man padisah’s ‘well-protected domains’. If Podolia had remained in Ottoman hands, it is
quite possible that a new stratum of peasant entrepreneurs would have developed, com-
parable to the Bulgarian celepkesan or the Serbian pig traders.?

25 Kotodziejezyk, The Ottoman Survey Register of Podolia, 295 and 485 (English translation).

26 Ibid., 298-300.

27 A somewhat similar process could be observed in Cossack Ukraine after the great anti-Polish
rebellion of 1648. Although Soviet Marxist historiography has long depicted the Cossacks
as anti-feudal revolutionary fighters, in fact, having expelled the Polish nobility, the Cossack
leaders soon appropriated noble demesnes and even tried to impose corvées on their Ruthenian
countrymen, replacing one feudal order with another.

28 H. Islamoglu-inan, State and Peasant in the Ottoman Empire: Agrarian Power Relations and
Regional Economic Development in Ottoman Anatolia during the Sixteenth Century (Leiden
1994), 243-245.

29 A social stratification within the Podolian peasantry is evidenced by the large number of farm-
hands recorded in the Ottoman register and referred to by the term naymut (a term used by the
local Ottoman bureaucracy, adopted from the Ruthenian najmyt, lit., ‘paid worker’). Farm-
hands were typically hired in larger households whose heads apparently displayed more entre-
preneurial skills than their neighbours. For a treatment of the presence of najmyts as the evi-
dence of class struggle in Podolia in the subsequent period, see O. Neselovs’kyj, ‘Najmyty ta
najmycky na Podillju v XVIII st. (Materijaly do istoriji ekonomiky Podillja) [Male and female
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By presenting Podolian, or any other, Ottoman peasants as willing co-operators of the
state, who assisted Ottoman functionaries during the surveys and struck mutually benefi-
cial deals with Ottoman treasury officials, one risks drawing an excessively idealised pic-
ture. Yet one must keep in mind that securing local co-operation was in the proper inter-
est of the state, which could not function without peasant labour. Peasants who violently
rebelled against the state certainly risked cruel repression, but the state was more vul-
nerable to their softer means of protest such as disobedience, neglect or abandonment of
their lands. To begin with, even a survey could not be effected without the peasants’ co-
operation. Economic historians, fascinated by the richness of Ottoman central archives
and the — supposedly reliable — massive data stored in Ottoman registers, should always
keep in mind the scene recorded in a Jerusalem sicil and recalled by Amy Singer in her
book on Palestinian peasants. In 1531, in the village of Bayt Jala, south of Jerusalem, lo-
cal peasants refused to answer the queries of an Ottoman census-taker and chased him
away saying: “your record (kitabatukum) is like the wind from a donkey”,*® a refreshing
motto indeed for someone who — like the present author — has sacrificed many years of
his life to studying the Ottoman defiers.

Putting scepticism aside, in the last part of my article I want to turn to the branch
of scholarship which has devoted much attention to Ottoman rural society, namely eco-
nomic history. The rise of scholarly interest in Ottoman tax registers in the post World
War II era, evidenced by the impact of publications of Omer Lutfi Barkan and Halil
Inalcik, was followed by a serious critique which is epitomised today by a paper read
by Heath Lowry in August 1986, at the Fourth International Congress of the Social and
Economic History of Turkey, held in Munich. Lowry, who had spent many years study-
ing the Ottoman tahrirs, warned against treating them as a reliable basis for any kind of
quantitative study because they contained too many lacunae due to tax exemptions en-
joyed by various groups of Ottoman subjects and various territorial units, and because
the clerks responsible for drawing up these registers too often copied the data from ear-
lier surveys instead of conducting new investigations; so it is risky to draw any conclu-
sions on demographic or economic changes based on the data contained in subsequent
tahrirs.3! In an article published a year later, Suraiya Faroghi went even further by stat-
ing: “there is not really much point in continuing to publish lists of villages, taxpayers,
taxes, and pious foundations without any well-thought-out problem to which these data

farmhands in Podolia in the 18™ century (Materials for the history of Podolian economy)]’,
Zapysky Kamjanec’-Podil s koho Instytutu Narodnoji Osvity, vol. 2 (1927), 1-38. The latter
article, published on the eve of the Stalinist ‘anti-kulak policy’ and heavily biased against rich
peasants, adduces nonetheless valuable data on the presence of a rural labour market in eight-
eenth-century Podolia.

30 A. Singer, Palestinian Peasants and Ottoman Officials: Rural Administration Around Six-
teenth-Century Jerusalem (Cambridge 1994), 37 and 127.

31 The paper has been published in H. Lowry, ‘The Ottoman tahrir defierleri as a Source for So-
cial and Economic History: Pitfalls and Limitations’, in idem, Studies in Defterology: Ottoman
Society in the Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries (Istanbul 1992), 3-18, esp. pp. 8 and 14.
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are to provide an answer”.>> Nonetheless, in the years 1992 and 1994, two conferences
devoted to the study of tahrir defters were organised in Konya and Erlangen by Nejat
Goyiling and Wolf-Dieter Hiitteroth, who also jointly authored a book which presented
statistical data drawn from the tahrir registers in a way typical of historical geography.’?
Yet, the third conference on the fahrir defiers, which was planned to be held in Prince-
ton, never materialised, perhaps because its potential organizer, Heath Lowry, had lost
interest in Ottoman tahrirs.

A disappointment with quantitative sources, typical of the late twentieth century, was
not specific to Ottoman studies, but rather reflected a general trend in historiography.
Disillusionment with measuring and statistics was not limited to the study of fahrirs.
If we look into the volume which resulted from a conference on Ottoman trade held in
Cambridge in 2002, we will notice that only three out of 14 authors provided their texts
with tables, a symptomatic phenomenon if we keep in mind that the conference was fo-
cused on such an accountable and measurable subject as trade.?

It is precisely in the decade when faith in Ottoman tahrirs was on the decrease that |
was working on the edition of the Kamanige defter. I certainly did not want to cut off the
tree branch on which I was sitting and notify my Harvard publisher that the source I was
preparing to publish was rubbish. Yet I could not ignore some emerging problems. To
give an example, I noticed that there was often a stable proportion between the amount
of'the tithe on beehives (ds7-i kovan) collected in a Podolian village and the quota of fines
and trial expenses (niyabet-i ctirm ii cinayet) collected in the same village. Moreover, if
the quota of fines and trial expenses was added to the taxes on pasturage (resm-i otlak),
weddings (resm-i arus), wine consumption (resm-i fugt), pigs (resm-i bid’ at-i hanazir
and resm-i bojik), and the taxes collected from passing herdsmen, vagabonds, and no-
mads (resm-i haymana and resm-i duhan), their sum was equal to the quota of the tithe
on beehives.? Should we conclude that there was a causal and stable relation between the
consumption of honey and criminality, or between the number of bees and the number of
slaughtered pigs? Or, rather, was it a matrix imposed on taxpayers in the whole of Podo-
lia, and hence the defter cannot be relied on as an indicator of any regional differences in
economic activity within this province? For instance, the production of rye, which was
cheaper than wheat but required less fertile soils and was more resistant to heavy frosts,
is consistently recorded in Podolia as twice as large as the production of wheat with no
regard to the location of a given village, as if such factors as the quality of soil, microcli-

32 S. Faroqhi, ‘Agriculture and Rural Life in the Ottoman Empire (ca. 1500-1878): A Report on
Scholarly Literature Published 1970-1985°, NPT, 1 (1987), 3-34, esp. p. 24; also quoted in
Singer, Palestinian Peasants, 16.

33 N. Goyiing and W.-D. Hiitteroth, Land an der Grenze. Osmanische Verwaltung im heutigen
tiirkisch-syrisch-irakischen Grenzgebiet im 16. Jahrhundert (Istanbul 1997).

34 E. Boyar and K. Fleet (eds), The Ottomans and Trade (Rome, 2006) [=Oriente Moderno, 25 n.
s. (LXXXVI), 1 (2006)].

35 Kotodziejezyk, The Ottoman Survey Register of Podolia, 39.
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matic conditions, or the proximity to the nearest market did not have any influence on the
strategies of local food producers.3

I also once had to dash the enthusiasm of a young German computer scientist em-
ployed by Professor Hiitteroth by explaining to him that there was no point in entering
the data from the Podolian register into the universal database that he had created because
the terminology encountered in this register was often incompatible with the terminol-
ogy encountered in other registers. For instance, the compilers of the Podolian register
did not recognise the category termed bive, which was common in other Ottoman lands
and referred to a household headed by a widow. An uninitiated user of such a database,
on comparing Podolia with the Balkans, might thus conclude that Ukrainian men led a
much healthier life than their Greek or Bulgarian peers, so it was virtually impossible for
a Ukrainian male to be outlived by a female.

I have still tried to make some sense of the statistical data contained in the Podo-
lian tahrir. The Ottoman register appeared especially reliable in regard to the nahiye of
Kryvce, situated in the vicinity of the province centre, where I was able to identify all
the villages recorded by Ottoman clerks. This area was also better protected from the
raids of Tatar nomads and marauders by the nearby Ottoman garrison of Kamanige, so
I chose to treat this nahiye as a sample, though I admitted that its production per house-
hold was probably higher than in other regions of Podolia. I created a grain production
model inspired by the model of Leonid Zytkowicz, a Polish economic historian who
had studied agrarian productivity in a seventeenth-century Church demesne in Mazo-
via (central Poland). My comparison suggested that a Podolian peasant household, at
least in the Kryvce district, was better off than a Mazovian peasant household in the
same century:

36 For very similar observations, see J. C. Alexander, ‘Counting the Grains: Conceptual and
Methodological Issues in Reading the Ottoman mufassal tahrir defters’, Arab Historical Re-
view for Ottoman Studies, 19-20 (1999), 55-70 (the article’s first version was read as a paper
at the aforementioned ‘defterologist’ conference in Erlangen in 1994). In studying the quanti-
tative data recorded in two fifteenth-century registers covering the areas of the Morea (Pelo-
ponnese) and Euboea, the author observed “certain unnerving results” concerning “a curious,
striking correspondence in quantities” between the weight and value of recorded grains. To
quote Alexander, “such results should set off bells ringing furiously for the scholar analyzing
this data”; see ibid., 59-60. In conclusion, Alexander comments: “All that one may validly in-
fer about grain production on the basis of what these deffers record is what and how the indi-
vidual registrars were instructed to record, and to the best of their ability, could conscientiously
do so, guided by in loco observation (and negotiation) and perhaps by local or regional prec-
edent”; ibid., 59. He then asks: “Are there assessments extracted from on-sight inspection and
observed ‘average’ production, or are they based on some statutory ‘average’ on the expected
proportional production in the two regions? Is it possible that there is a key at hand to what the
Ottoman fisc considered the minimum figures laid down for hane, the hearth taxable unit, or
taxable persons per settlement?”’; ibid., 61.
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Table 1: Grain production per household in seventeenth-century Mazovia and Podolia

Mazovia® Podolia®®
crops (wheat, barley, rye, buckwheat, and millet) 2,738 kg. 3,328 kg. (130 keyl)
consumption (assuming 6 persons per household) 1,825 kg.** 1,800 kg. (6 x 300 kg)
seed set aside for sowing in the following year 821 kg. 832 kg. (one quarter)*
tithe (in Mazovia augmented by other Church taxes) 292 kg. 333 kg.
result -200 kg. ()* 363 kg.

A Mazovian peasant still had to pay a number of levies to the landowner, calculated by
Zytkowicz as worth 137 kg. of grain, and was subject to corvée, amounting to two work-
days per week from a household in that period. In turn, a Podolian peasant had to pay
a number of cash taxes, amounting to 200 akg¢e per household, and the cizye poll tax
amounting to 300 ak¢e, but these taxes could easily be met if a peasant sold the grain
surplus at the market prices. Even if the Ottoman authorities resolved to impose extraor-
dinary taxes, known as the avariz-1 divaniye ve tekalif-i érfiye, a Podolian peasant could
still meet these requirements by selling the surplus of honey, the production of which was
well developed in the province and is also evidenced by the Ottoman register.*?

Although I have never treated my model too seriously, I assume that it might be of
use, for instance to explain peasant immigration from Poland and Cossack Ukraine to Ot-
toman Podolia, observable on the basis of the defter.*?

37 See L. Zytkowicz, Studium nad wydajnoscig gospodarstwa wiejskiego na Mazowszu w XVII
wieku [A study of the productivity of a rural farm in Mazovia in the seventeenth century] (War-
saw 1969), 80 and 178. Further models of peasant budgets have been recently proposed and
discussed in P. Guzowski, ‘A Changing Economy: Models of Peasant Budgets in Fifteenth- and
Sixteenth-Century Poland’, Continuity and Change, 20 (2005), 9-25.

38 This estimate has already been published in Kotodziejczyk, The Ottoman Survey Register of
Podolia, 41.

39 Zytkowicz’s model is based on the contemporary local weight unit named korzec and equal
to c. 36.5 kg. He estimated the annual consumption per household as equal to 50 korcow (Pol.
gen. pl. of korzec).

40 Andrzej Wyczanski, a leading Polish economic historian, estimated that in central Poland,
this ratio reached one quarter of the collected seed in the sixteenth century, but in the follow-
ing century it was higher and reached one-third because of the ecological over-exploitation of
soils; see idem, ‘Le niveau de la récolte des céréales en Pologne du XVI® au XVIII® siécle’, in
Premiére Conférence Internationale d’Histoire Economique: Contributions, Communications;
Stockholm 1960 (Paris and the Hague 1960), 585-590. Since the Podolian soils were more fer-
tile and at the same time less exploited, because the province was not connected to the Vistula
river transport system that enabled the export of Polish grain through the Baltic Sea, I assumed
a higher productivity of Podolian soils and only one-quarter of the collected seed to be needed
for sowing in the following year.

41 Commenting on this highly pessimistic result, Zytkowicz admitted that apparently he had over-
estimated the peasant consumption.

42 Kotodziejczyk, The Ottoman Survey Register of Podolia, 41.

43 1Ibid., 251 and 267-268.
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While writing the present article, I decided to look for new approaches and discus-
sions that might refresh my own attitude. What I found most interesting were several
recent publications by Metin Cosgel, whose attitude towards the Ottoman ftahrirs is
characterised by fresh optimism. In an article published in 2004, Cosgel accused ear-
lier scholars, and most notably Heath Lowry, of “an excessively cautious and some-
times even pessimistic attitude [...] regarding the potential uses of these documents,”
concluding that “the period of initial optimism gave way to widespread pessimism,
contributing to the underuse of defters in historical scholarship.”** Inspired by current
trends in economic history, he proposed to apply sampling methods rather than use the
whole massive, but hardly digestible, data contained in the defters. He also observed
that although the data recorded in the tahrirs might not reflect actual yearly crops and
payments, but the expected amounts based on the averages of the previous three years,
it is even better for economic historians who prefer average data established on the ba-
sis of long-term experience to annual data, influenced by shifting weather conditions
and varying from one year to the next, which are less suitable as the departure point for
making generalisations.*’

In another article, published in 2006, Cosgel proposed to compare the grain output
per worker in the sixteenth-century Ottoman Empire with the grain output per worker
in nineteenth-century Europe as evaluated by a British-American economic historian,
Gregory Clark. The results, based on the data on Europe provided by Clark and on the
data on various Ottoman provinces extracted by Cosgel from a number of published tak-
rirs, are somewhat surprising, as the agrarian productivity of sixteenth-century Anatolia
is shown as higher than that of nineteenth-century Holland, and the productivity of six-
teenth-century Ottoman Hungary, although lower than that of sixteenth-century Anatolia,
appears almost twice as high as that of nineteenth-century Hungary.

44 M. M. Cosgel, ‘Ottoman Tax Registers (Tahrir Defterleri)’, Historical Methods, 37 (2004), 87-
100, esp. p. 87.

45 Ibid., 88-89. A more optimistic attitude towards the rahrirs has also been recently expressed
by Elias Kolovos. Admitting that the figures recorded in the defters typically reflect not the
real survey and accounting, but rather the system of assessment of the expected production,
based on the information obtained from the local community and more or less unified for the
whole province, he nonetheless argues that these estimates should not be dismissed as purely
imaginative as they contain a general illustration of the peasant economy, even if distorted
by the Ottoman taxation priorities and other human factors; cf. E. Kolovos, ‘Beyond “Clas-
sical” Ottoman Defterology: A Preliminary Assessment of the Tahrir Registers of 1670/71
concerning Crete and the Aegean Islands’, in E. Kolovos, P. Kotzageorgis, S. Laiou and M.
Sariyannis (eds), The Ottoman Empire, the Balkans, the Greek Lands: Toward a Social and
Economic History, Studies in Honor of John C. Alexander (Istanbul 2007), 201-235, esp. pp.
210-211.
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Table 2: Grain output per worker in nineteenth-century Europe
and the sixteenth-century Ottoman Empire*®

Britain 1851 100 (272 bushels)
Netherlands 1850 54
Belgium 1850 37
Sweden 1850 37
Austria 1854 32
Hungary 1854 30
Russia 1870 29
Fertile Crescent 1540 76
Anatolia 1520-1540 64
Hungary-Serbia 1545-1580 53

Cosgel assumed that an average peasant household in the Ottoman Empire consisted of
four to five members, including one member ineligible to work because of age or other
reasons. He then assumed that the value of available workforce per household oscillated
between two*” and three*® adult workers. He finally assumed that only a part of the total
household labour would be directed towards grain production (between 33% and 50%),
reaching the lowest estimate equal to 0.66 adult male labour equivalent (2 x 0.33) and the
highest estimate equal to 1.5 adult male labour equivalent (3 x 0.5) per household.** One
can raise numerous objections to the above estimates, but for the sake of comparison let
us accept them and apply them to Ottoman Podolia.

In the nahiye of Kryvce, already selected earlier as an example by the present author,
the Ottoman survey officials recorded 545 households (including seven Jewish house-
holds) in 20 villages.>® If we apply the method of Cosgel, who converted the output in

46 Data extracted from M. Cosgel, ‘Agricultural Productivity in the Early Ottoman Empire’, Re-
search in Economic History, 24 (2006), 161-187, esp. p. 171 (Table 2) (the text was origi-
nally presented at the International Economic History Congress in Helsinki in August 2006);
the data on nineteenth-century Europe, presented by Cosgel, are based on those presented
in G. Clark, ‘Too Much Revolution: Agriculture in the Industrial Revolution, 1700-1860°, in
J. Mokyr (ed.), The British Industrial Revolution: An Economic Perspective (Boulder 1999),
206-240, esp. p. 211.

47 l.e., father, mother, and adolescent child, where the combined labour input of the mother and
child is roughly equal to the father’s labour input.

48 l.e., father, mother, and two adolescent children, but in this high estimate, the mother’s labour
input is calculated as equal to that of the father.

49 Cosgel, ‘Agricultural Productivity’, 184-186.

50 Kotodziejezyk, The Ottoman Survey Register of Podolia, 219-48. It is not certain whether the
Jews were engaged in agricultural production, but they are counted here anyway. Moreover,
four villages were recorded in the tahrir as deserted and one village had only one household
during the survey so its future taxes were calculated merely by way of estimation (ber vech-i
tahmin) without any breakdown into specific categories; for the above reason this village and
its one household are not counted here.
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various grains and legumes into wheat equivalent on the basis of local prices,’' we will
obtain 40,007 Istanbul bushels (key!), equal to 38,807 Winchester bushels used by Clark,
of wheat equivalent as the total annual output of the Kryv¢e district.*? Still applying the
method of Cosgel, we should then convert the number of 545 households into the number
of units of the “adult male labour equivalent”, to reach the minimum of 360 (545 x 0.66)
and the maximum of 818 (545 x 1.5) virtual workers engaged in grain production in the
district. Finally, by dividing the total output by the number of virtual workers, we will
obtain between 49 and 111 Istanbul bushels, or between 47 and 108 Winchester bushels,
per worker.

Table 3: Grain output per worker in seventeenth-century Ottoman Podolia

Britain (see above) 1851 100 (272 bushels)
Podolia 1681 17-40 (47-108 bushels)>?

If compared with the estimates presented by Cosgel, the agrarian productivity in Otto-
man Podolia would be lower than in sixteenth-century Ottoman Hungary and much low-
er than in sixteenth-century Anatolia, not to mention the much more productive Fertile
Crescent.>* Yet, at the same time the output per worker in seventeenth-century Ottoman
Podolia would roughly equal the output per worker in nineteenth-century Russia, Hun-
gary, and Austria, and even almost equal the output per worker in nineteenth-century
Belgium.»

Should we believe that there was no progress at all in the agricultural production in
Eastern Europe between the seventeenth and nineteenth centuries and, even worse, that
there was a sharp decline in the per capita agricultural production in Central Europe
(e.g., Hungary) between the sixteenth and the nineteenth centuries? Frankly, I do not feel
competent to answer this question. One rule should nonetheless be observed, irrespective
of the period and subject researched: when using quantitative and statistical data, a schol-
ar must compare the results obtained with the knowledge gained from narrative sources,
and it is always useful to apply common sense.

51 Cosgel, ‘Agricultural Productivity’, 164; Cosgel took into account the production of “wheat,
barley, and other cereal grains and legumes”, whereas the present author extracted from the Pod-
olian defter the data on the production of wheat, barley, rye, buckwheat, millet, oats, and peas.

52 The Istanbul bushel was equivalent to 0.97 Winchester bushels; ibid., 180.

53 38,807 Winchester bushels / 818 virtual workers = 47 Winchester bushels per worker; 38,807
Winchester bushels / 360 virtual workers = 108 Winchester bushels per worker.

54 Cf. Table 2 above; see also ibid., 165-66 (e.g., between 87 and 197 bushels per worker in the
region of Estergom in 1570, between 99 and 225 in the region of Buda in 1562, between 129
and 294 in the region of Antep in 1574, between 145 and 330 in the region of Hawran in 1596;
in the region of Bursa, the grain output per worker amounted between 132 and 300 bushels in
1521, but only between 53 and 121 in 1573; the sharp decline in labour productivity observed
in sixteenth-century Anatolia is explained by Cosgel by demographic growth, resulting in rela-
tive over-population in the Anatolian countryside; cf. ibid., 168).

55 Cf. Table 2 above.






AGRARIAN SURPLUS AND AGRARIAN STRATEGIES
IN THE VILLAGE MICRO-ECONOMY
IN THE SOUTH-WEST PELOPONNESE
IN THE EARLY EIGHTEENTH CENTURY

Stefka PARVEVA™

IN 1715 THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE RE-CONQUERED THE PELOPONNESE, ruled at the time by
Venice. Its territory was officially added to the Empire after the Peace Treaty, signed in
Passarowitz in 1718.! The conquest of the peninsula was followed by the issuing of a
law (kanunname) of the vilayet of Mora, which restored the miri status of the land and
regulated the issues concerning its cultivation and taxation.? Parallel to it, there started a
process of registering the population, its property and sources of income.? One of these
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1 During the war between the Ottoman Empire and the Holy League (1683-1699), Venice con-
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more details see: EP2, s.v. ‘Mora’(N. A. Bees, A. Savvides), 239-240; W. Miller, ‘The Venetian
Revival in Greece 1684-1718’, in idem, Essays on the Latin Orient (Cambridge 1921), 403-
427; D. Hatzopoulos, La derniere guerre entre la Republique de Venise et [’Empire Ottoman
(1714-1718) (Montreal 1998); S. Sophocles, A History of Greece (Thessaloniki 1961), 261-
263.

2 O. Barkan, XV ve XVInct Aswrlarda Osmanli Imparatorlugunda Zirai Ekonominin Hukuki ve
Mali Esaslart, Vol. 1. Kanunlar (hereafter Kanunlar), (Istanbul 1943), 326-332.
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registers (defters), TD 880, concerns the settlements in the districts (kazas) of Arkadia
(mod. Kyparissia) and New and Old Anavarin (mod. Pylos) in the South-West Pelopon-
nese. The defter is dated 20 Muharrem 1128/15 January 1716.*

The information included in this document differs from the standard content of tapu
tahrir defters, as known from the period up to late sixteenth century. The aim of the reg-
istration was to determine and describe the real property (emldk) and land possessions
(tasarrufat) of the Muslim and non-Muslim inhabitants of the towns, villages, and ¢ifi-
liks. It is mainly because of the aim of the Ottomans to restore the status quo that we now
have unique information about the property and possessions of the townsmen and villag-
ers, including their houses, fields, vineyards and orchards, giving their extent in doniims,
the number of olive trees, sheep, pigs, mills, oil mills, and other important items.

The last part of the survey of the towns, villages, and ¢iftliks includes a summary of
the type and quantity of landholdings and other property, as well as some agricultural
products subject to taxation. In this part of the survey the Ottoman registrar gave expla-
nations about the average yield ratio of the most important crops for the urban and rural
agrarian micro-economy. Thanks to the preparatory work which the Ottoman administra-
tors had done before estimating an adequate taxation, we can learn some facts about the
quantity of grain sown in one raiyet ¢iftlik (¢ift), about the average yield ratio and market
values per measurement of cereals, olive trees, one déniim of vineyard, and a field of one
evlek, sown with cotton in the territories of towns, several villages, and ¢if#/iks. The infor-
mation regarding family landholdings and the yield ratio of cultivated crops has allowed
us to reconstruct the quantitative components of the system, i.e., harvest — consumption
— taxation — remaining surplus per household, and to seek answers to questions such as:
to what extent was agricultural production sufficient to support the family and create a
marketable surplus? Did the agrarian system offer incentives to the producer?’

This paper continues the study of the people, land, and harvest in the villages in the
South-West Peloponnese based in the light of the data of TD 880. It will deal with two
main issues: First, the reconstruction of the productive capacity of an average raiyet ¢ift-
lik in the kazas of Arkadia and Anavarin. The analysis of the figures will focus on the
marketable grain surplus that was left in the farmers” hands after the payment of the tithe
and salariye and the deductions for subsistence and sowing; second, the analysis of the
agrarian strategies in the micro-economy of the various types of settlements, depending

teenth — Mid-Nineteenth Century (Istanbul 2009), 61-110; eadem, ‘The Influence of the Market
on the Urban Agrarian Space: the Case of the Town of Arkadia in 1716°, Oriente Moderno, n.s.,
25/1 (2006) [E. Boyar and K. Fleet (eds), The Ottomans and Trade], 21-49; eadem, 3emsama
u xopama npes XVII — nopeume oecemunemus na XVIII 6. Osnaoasare u opeanuzayus Ha ae-
papHomo u coyuannomo npocmpancmeo 6 L{enmpannume u FOxcnume Bankanu noo ocmancka
enacm [Land and people during the seventeenth — first decades of the eighteenth century; rec-
lamation and organization of the agrarian and social space in the Central and Southern Balkans
under the Ottoman rule] (Sofia 2011), 140-179, 393-410, 429-434.

4 BOA, TD 880.

5 Parveva, ‘Agrarian Land and Harvest’, 61-110; eadem, ‘The Influence of the Market’, 21-49;
eadem, 3emama u xopama, 140-179, 393-410, 429-434.
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on the environmental conditions, the productive capacity of the raiyet ¢iftlik, and the road
and market infrastructure in the area of the two kazas under investigation.

Annual Production of Cereals in the raiyet ¢iftlik in Various Types of Villages,
Designated by the Ottoman Registrar as ‘Model’ Villages

The results of the reconstruction of the model of production of cereals in one ¢iff in dif-
ferent types of villages, based on the peasants’ reports about the sowing rates and the
yield ratio of grain, the tax legislation, and cereals’ consumption rate® indicate that the
peasants from the South-West Peloponnese sowed their fields in the raiyet ¢iftlik with the
amount of 12-13 to 20 kiles’ of grain (308-513 kg.). Its quantity depended on the soils,
the landscape, and other ecological characteristics of the village territories, which deter-
mined the yield of the crops in a regular year. From the sown grain the cultivators gained
between a 4.6 - 7 times bigger crop, the amount of which varied from 67 to 136 kiles
(1,719-3,490 kg.). After subtracting the quantity of grain necessary for the payment of
the tithe and salariye, for sowing and the subsistence of the household, there remained a
surplus, which varied between 168 and 1,559 kg. The share of the surplus amounted to
10 % - 45 % of the whole harvest, and its monetary equivalent varied from 164 akges to
1,823 akges. This production model with a surplus was typical of almost all investigated
village and urban territories as well as ¢iftlik lands.

6 For details about the average number of people in one family in the districts of Arkadia and
Anavarin, the subsistence minimum of grain needed to support a person for one year, the quan-
tity of the tithe (0siir), and the adjunct of the grain tithe — salariye according to the law (kanun-
name) of the vilayet of Mora from 1716 and the necessary quantity of sowing seed see in Parve-
va, ‘Agrarian Land and Harvest’, 87-93; eadem, 3emama u xopama, 145-158.

7 The explanatory texts about the yield ratio of the crops in the villages of the districts made it
clear that the measurement in use for the cereals was the kile of Istanbul (Islamboli kile olmak
tizere). BOA, TD 880, f. 26, 30. One kile (of wheat) of Istanbul was equal to 20 okkas (one
okka / vukiyye was equal to 1.283 kg.) or 25.656 kg. See W. Hinz, Islamische Masse und Ge-
wichte, Umgerechnet Ins Metrische System (Leiden 1955). We used the Russian translation of
his book: W. Hinz, Musul 'manskie mery i vesa s perevodom v metricheskuyu sistemu (Mos-
cow 1970), 52; H. Inalcik, ‘Rice Cultivation and the ¢eltiikci-re ‘Gyd System in the Ottoman
Empire’, Turcica, 14 (1982), 119. There are some other variations for conversion of the kile of
Istanbul which do not differ much from the one mentioned above. For such variations see H.
Inalcik, “Weights and Measures’, in H. Inalcik with D. Quataert (eds), An Economic and Social
History of the Ottoman Empire, 1300-1914 (Cambridge 1994), 990, 991.
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The raiyet ¢iftlik in the village of Likudesi in the district of Arkadia forms the only
exception: there the production of grain was insufficient for the subsistence of the house-
hold. The peasants there sowed a total of 13 kile (334 kg.) of wheat, barley, oats, and rye,
but reaped only 3.6 times more grain, amounting to 47 kile (1,206 kg.). The farmers from
Likudesi not only did not get any surplus grain from their raiyet ¢ifts, but its quantity
did not cover even what was needed for taxation, household subsistence, and subsequent
sowing. The deficit amounted to 219 kg. or 18 % of the harvest (Table 1). This was due to
the low yield ratio of the cereals, as recorded in the survey of the village territory.® In ad-
dition, it could be said that both the olive trees and the vineyards in Likudesi had a lower
yield ratio in comparison to the yield ratio of these crops in other settlements as indicated
in the defter.® Despite that, the production of cash crops and raw silk as well as their sale
on the market helped overcome the grain deficit in the village.!? It was documented that
this was the case in earlier times too, when these lands were in the hands of the Vene-
tians (1687-1715). In this period the major part of the revenues of Likudesi came from
the cultivation of olive groves and vineyards, and the production of and trade in olive-oil
and wine, respectively.'!

Productive Capacity of an Average raiyet ¢iftlik in the Districts of Arkadia
and Anavarin

The data summed up in Table 1 allows us to reflect on the meaning of the figures con-
cerning harvest, consumption, and taxation. This time we will focus on the analysis of the
average amounts of sown and reaped grain, i.e., we will outline the productive capacity
of the average raiyet ¢iftlik in the territory of the two kazas as a whole. The emphasis in
the ensuing analysis will be on the grain surplus which remained in the peasant’s hands
after paying the tithe and salariye and putting aside the necessary quantities for subsist-
ence and sowing. We will make an attempt to evaluate its quantitative parameters and the
respective possibilities or limitations it created for its producer.

8 The survey of the village of Likudesi indicates that the 128 male inhabitants registered there
were not involved in growing cereals. They had only 13 ¢ifis. Every sown kile of wheat there
yielded a crop of only 3 kiles, and the kile of barley or oats — 4 kiles at the average yield ratio of
wheat of 5 kiles from a sown kile for barley — 6 kiles for oats — 6.25 kiles. BOA, TD 880, f. 30-
34. For the yield ratio of various types of grain in the villages of the South-West Peloponnese
see: Parveva, ‘Agrarian Land and Harvest’, 87-90; Zarinebaf, Bennet, and Davis, A Historical
and Economic Geography, 194-195.

9 For the yield ratio of olive trees and vineyards in the districts of Arkadia and Anavarin see:
Parveva, ‘Agrarian Land and Harvest’, 75-77, 95-96; Zarinebaf, Bennet, and Davis, A Histori-
cal and Economic Geography, 179-188.

10 Although less productive as a yield ratio, the village territory also included a sizeable extent
of vineyards (1,184 déniims), a significant number of olive trees (3,691), four oil mills, 225
mulberry trees, two silk presses, 1,244 fruit-bearing trees; 378 sheep, 95 pigs, 75 bechives, six
mills, one tile-kiln, and other items. BOA, TD 880, f. 30-34.

11 S. Davies, ‘Pylos Regional Archaeological Project, Part VI: Administration and Settlement in
Venetian Navarino’, Hesperia, 73 (2004), 81-82, 85-86.
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The average figures concerning the productivity of the raiyet ¢iftlik in the South-West
Peloponnese reveal the following. In the fields of one ¢iftl/ik the peasant sowed the aver-
age amount of 16.9 kiles of grain. This yielded 5.5 times more grain, amounting to 92.5
kiles or 2,375 kg. Almost one third (31 %) of the harvest remained as a surplus in the
hands of its producer. The monetary equivalent of this surplus was 739 ak¢es (Table 1).
The peasant was expected to get this sum if he had sold his grain at the prices indicated
in the defter.'” With this sum he had to cover his cash taxes and possibly satisfy the needs
of his family for goods which they did not produce at home.

The first question we will address is to what extent the money income from the mar-
ketable grain surplus could cover the subsequent monetary payments of the peasant. The
main cash taxes which the non-Muslim taxpayer had to pay were the cizye and the ispence,
as well as the levies of the avariz category and a new set of local taxes (tekdlif-i sakka).'?
In order to be able to evaluate the extent to which the income from the grain surplus could
cover all the above-mentioned taxes, we need to take into consideration the rules followed
by the authorities in taxing the peasants with the first two — the cizye and the ispence.

At the beginning of the 1690s a reform in the taxation of non-Muslim subjects of
the Ottoman Empire with the cizye tax was implemented. All adult males were therefore
taxed, divided into three categories according to their solvency: ala, evsat, and edna, cor-
responding to wealthy, medium status, and working poor men.'# In order to calculate the
tax duty of the peasant in terms of the cizye, we have to make some suppositions. The first
one is related to the definition of the category and the amount of the tax. Undoubtedly, the
major factor in determining the tax category of the farmer was the quantity of the land he

12 For the prices recorded by the registrar in the defter, see Parveva, ‘Agrarian Land and Harvest’,
89, Table 11A; Zarinebaf, Bennet, and Davis, 4 Historical and Economic Geography, 180.

13 For the major tax duties of the taxpayers paid in cash during the seventeenth and early eight-
eenth century see: S. Faroghi, ‘Crisis and change, 1590-1699’, in H. Inalcik with D. Quataert
(eds), An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire, 531-545; H. Inalcik, ‘Military
and Fiscal Transformation in the Ottoman Empire, 1600 — 1700°, ArchOtt, 6 (1980), 311-338;
B. McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe. Taxation, Trade and the Struggle for Land
1600-1800 (Cambridge 1981), 80-120; idem, ‘The Age of the Ayans, 1699-1812, in Inalcik
with Quataert (eds), An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire, 658-672; 713-
723; L. Darling, Revenue-Raising and Legitimacy: Tax Collection and Finance Administration
in the Ottoman Empire 1550-1650 (Leiden 1996), 81-307; S. Demirci, The Functioning of
Ottoman Avariz Taxation: An Aspect of the Relationship Between Centre and Periphery. A
Case Study of the Province of Karaman, 1621-1700 (Istanbul 2009); B. Tsvetkova, /36vHpeo-
HU OaHbYU U OBPACAGHU NOSUHHOCIU 8 Obaeapckume 3emu nod mypceka énacm [Extraordinary
taxes and state duties in the Bulgarian lands under Turkish rule] (Sofia 1958); E. Radushev,
‘Les dépenses locales dans I’empire ottoman au XVIlle s. (selon des données de registres de
cadi de Ruse, Vidin et Sofia)’, £EB, 3 (1980), 74-94.

14 The amount of the tax was in the ratio of 1:2:4. See EP, s.v. ‘Djizya’ (H. Inalcik), 562-565 and
the bibliography cited there; B. Nedkov, ‘T[loronoBuust qanbk B OcMaHCKaTa UMITEPHS C OTIE
Ha bwarapus’ [Poll tax in the Ottoman Empire with a view to Bulgaria], Acmopuuecku npeaneo
[Historical Review], 1 (1945-1946), 23-29; E. Grozdanova, ‘Cp0upane Ha JaHbKa JHKH3HE B
obarapckute 3emu npe3 X VII u XVIII ek’ [Collecting of the cizye tax in the Bulgarian lands
during the seventeenth — eighteenth century], Acmopuuecku npeaneo, 5 (1970), 82-84.
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cultivated and the income it could give him for the family subsistence and the payment of
the tax rent.'> We assume that the ‘standard’ peasant, head of an average household, who
possessed one ¢ift with the cattle and tools necessary for its cultivation, was classified as
in the middle — evsat category of payer. The cash equivalent of the evsat category of the
cizye was 5 gurus or 600 akge.'

The second supposition we have to make concerns the number of persons in the fam-

ily who paid the cizye. Where the head of the household had adult sons, but they were still

15

16

Apart from the property in the agrarian sector (landholdings and livestock), the process of de-
termining the tax category depended to a certain extent on other factors such as the income from
the craft or trade practiced by the taxpayer, his age, marital status, and others. Some importance
in determining the category of cizye paid by large groups of people for a short or longer period
was also attached to other circumstances, such as damage to harvests and devastation of settle-
ments as a result of war or natural disaster, their proximity to border areas, etc. This was the case
with the non-Muslim population of the Peloponnese in 1128/27 December 1715 — 15 December
1716, when the cizyedar Elhac Ahmed Aga distributed among the taxpayers 65,050 cizye evrak
(personal certificates of payment), all of them of the low (edna) category, and delivered to the
Treasury a total of 19,515,000 akges. (Oriental Department at the Sts Cyril and Methodius Na-
tional Library, Sofia — hereafter NLCM, Or. Dept., fond 214A, archival unit 233). For more on
the criteria for determining the peasant’s tax category as well as the questions arising in relation
to the sources or, rather, the information missing from them see: E. Balta, ‘Le role de I’institution
communautaire dans la répartition verticale de I’imp6t: I’exemple de Santorin au XVIle siécle’,
in eadem, Problémes et approches de [ histoire ottomane. Un itinéraire scientifique de Kayseri
a Egriboz (Istanbul 1997), 97-113; M. Sariyannis, ‘Notes on the Poll-Tax Reforms of the Late
Seventeenth Century: the Case of Crete’, JESHO, 54 (2011), 39-61; E. Grozdanova, ‘13Bopu
3a IMyIIeCTBEHATa T(ePEHIIHALHS Cpe]] TPAJICKOTO U CEJICKO HaceIeHne Ha bankanure B kpas
Ha XVII n nasanoro na XVIII B.”[Sources for property differentiation among the urban and ru-
ral population of the Balkans in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth Centuries], //36ecmus
Ha Ovpacasnume apxusu [Proceedings of the State Archives], 25 (1973), 256-273; eadem,
‘Hanor mxu3be ¢ bankaHckux 3eMenb B CUCTEME J10X0JJ0B FOCYAapCTBEHHOMN Ka3Hbl OCMaHCKON
nmrepun (1o typenkuM nokymentaMm X VII-XVIII BB.)’[Cizye tax from the Balkan lands in
the system of revenues of the state treasury of the Ottoman Empire (according to Turkish doc-
uments from the seventeenth-eighteenth centuries)], in A. C. Tveritinova (ed.), Bocmounsie
ucmounuKy no ucmopuu napooos Foeo-Bocmounoii u Llenmpanvnoii Eeponst [Oriental sources
on the history of the peoples of South-East and Central Europe], Moscow, 3 (1974), 174-179; S.
Dimitrov, ‘Ceno Uynpene npe3 XIX B. (1o OcBoboxxnennero)’ [The village of Chuprene in the
nineteenth century (to the Liberation)], in I. Undziev et alii (eds), In Memoriam of the Academi-
cian M. Dimitrov, (Sofia 1974), 30.

For the amount of the tax in its three categories (ala — 10 gurus; evsat — 5 gurus; edna - 2.5
gurus) during the period 1696-1738 see: EP, s.v. ‘Djizya’ (H. Inalcik), 563; E. Grozdanova,
‘TIOrOJIOBHHAT JaHBK M PA3BUTHETO Ha CTOKOBO-TIAPHYHUTE OTHOLICHUS B OBIATAPCKUTE 36MU
npe3 XV-XIX Bek’ [Poll tax and the development of commodity and monetary relations in the
Bulgarian lands in the fifteenth — nineteenth century], in V. Paskaleva (ed.), 13 ncropusita Ha
Thproeusita B Obirapckure 3emu npe3 XV-XIX B. [On the history of trade in the Bulgarian
lands, fifteenth — nineteenth century] (Sofia 1978), 165; S. Parveva, ‘Some Strokes from the
History of the Sliven Trade Fair during the First Half of the Eighteenth Century’, in eadem,
Village, Town and People, 135. For the exchange rate of the coins in converting the gurus into
akge see S. Pamuk, A Monetary History of the Ottoman Empire (Cambridge 2000), 160-163.
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unmarried and lived in the father’s home, they, too, were subject to pay the tax — although
at a lower rate in comparison with their father’s dues.!” Yet, we have to say that this period
of the life of the young adult male as taxpayer (from 14-15 years of age onwards)'® who
still lived in his father’s home was rather limited in time. The traditional pattern of mar-
riages typical of the Balkan population as well as the presumed early age of marriage did
not allow young men to stay unmarried for long.'” This is indicated also in results from
the analysed registration data. In the villages whose micro-economy will be analysed in
detail below, the families with one male adult, who is head of household and is liable to
taxation, are more numerous than those families where the persons liable to taxation in-
clude the father as well as his adult son or other male relative. These families constitute
between 58% and 82-100% of the total number of registered families in the settlement.
The lower percentage is typical of the rich and populous villages in the plain like Filiatra.
Among them there are more often families where in addition to the head of the house-
hold, the registered males include his unmarried landless son or his brother. Such families
are exceptional or do not exist at all in the smaller and poorer mountain or semi-mountain
villages like Mali (mod. Mali), Christianu (mod. Christianoupoli), and Varibobi (mod.
Manastiri). Probably the adult unmarried sons in the latter villages had left their families
to make a living in the fertile plain, in the cities, or elsewhere.?’ (Tables 3-6, Appendix)

17 Balta, ‘Le role de I’institution’, 106.

18 For more details concerning the age when boys were considered to become adults and were
included in the cizye registers as well as other tax registrations see: G. David, ‘The Age of
Unmarried Male Children in the tahrir defiers (Notes on the Coefficient)’ ActOrHung, 31/3,
(1977),347-357; E. Elifoglu, ‘Ottoman defters Containing Ages of Children: A New Source for
Demographic Research’, ArchOtt, 9 (1984), 321-328; Grozdanova, ‘Subirane na danuka cizye’
[Collecting the cizye tax], 75-90;, S. Parveva, Kbm nemorpadckust o6muk Ha rpaa Hukomon
mpe3 1693 1.’ [Contribution to the demographic characteristics of the town of Nikopol in 1693]
in V. Paskaleva (ed.), 300 coounu Yunposcko évcmanue (npunoc KoM ucmopusima na 6vieapu-
me npe3 XVII 6. [The third centennial of the Chiprovtsi uprising: a contribution to the Bulgarian
history in the seventeenth c.] (Sofia 1988), 37-40; O. Todorova, Kenume om Llenmpainume
Banxanu npe3 ocmanckama enoxa (XV-XVII éex) [Women from the Central Balkans during the
Ottoman Era (fifteenth — seventeenth century)] (Sofia 2004), 202-203.

19 For the family, the marital behaviour and the marital age of the rural population in the Balkans
see: M. Todorova, Banxanckomo cemeticmso. Mcmopuuecka demogpaghus na 6va2apckomo 0o-
wecmeso npe3 ocmanckus nepuoo [Balkan family: historical demography of Bulgarian society
during the Ottoman period], trans. D. Ilieva (Sofia 2002), 43-57; T. Stoianovich, ‘The Balkan
Domestic Family: Geography, Commerce, Demography’, Revue des études Sud-Est europée-
nes, 14 (1976), 472-474; idem, ‘Family and Household in the Western Balkans, 1500-1870;
R. Mantran (ed.), Mémorial Omer Litfi Barkan (Paris 1980), 197-199.

20 One of the centres attracting poor and landless peasants from the Balkan provinces of the Em-
pire who were trying to make a living was Istanbul and its surrounding areas. For the reasons
for this flow of migrants, the problems related to the overpopulation of the Ottoman capital, the
negative consequences for the economic condition of the provinces, as well as the measures that
had to be taken to tackle the problem see in the Sultan’s fermans, sent to the local authorities in
Rumeli during the first half of the eighteenth century in S. Dimitrov (trans. and ed.), Ocmancku
uzeopu 3a ucmopuama na JJoopyosca u Cesepousmouna Bvaeapus [Ottoman sources for the
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Having said all this, we can assume that the only taxpayer in the ‘standard’ or aver-
age family under study was the head of the household, whereas his sons — if he had them
— were either minors or heads of their own households with separate property and land-
holdings. The father in this family was taxed with a cizye of 600 akges.?!

The other monetary expense of the peasant concerned the ispence land tax. It amount-
ed to 25 akges. This tax, which had been in force for centuries, was employed again by
the authorities in the new law of the re-conquered territory.?> We have no available data
and so cannot say with certainty whether the ispence rate was adjusted to the inflation
rate and the changes in the value of the Ottoman coin when put into practice.?? This is
why in the ensuing calculations we assume that the amount of the ispence was the same
as that indicated in the kanunname of the vilayet of Mora of 1716.

Taking into consideration the suppositions made so far, we can conclude that the
peasant who was the only tax-liable male in the family and who cultivated one raiyet ¢ift-
lik of average productive capacity owed for both the cizye and the ispence the total sum
of 625 akges. The grain surplus, sold at the market for 739 akges, covered this sum, and
114 akges remained.?* However, there were still other cash payments that the peasant had

history of Dobrudja and North-Eastern Bulgaria] (Sofia 1981), 58-61; A. Matkovski, Kpenoc-
nuwmeomo 6o Makedonuja 6o epeme na mypckomo enadeere [Serfdom in Macedonia under
Ottoman rule] (Skopje 1978), 335-336. See also S. Faroghi, ‘Migration into Eighteenth-Century
“Greater Istanbul” as Reflected in the Kad: Registers of Eytiip’, Turcica, 30 (1998), 163-183; N.
Ergin, ‘The Albanian te/ldk Connection: Labor Migration to the Hammams of Eighteenth-Cen-
tury Istanbul, Based on the 1752 Istanbul Hamdmlar: Defieri’, Turcica, 43 (2011), 231-256.

21 This amount includes the additional sums the cizye taxpayer had to pay for the salary and liv-
ing expenses of the people who were involved in the tax collection and for the service of the
central department of cizye. Their remuneration was to be paid from the cizye revenues col-
lected and delivered at the cizye department. About the procedure for distribution of the cizye
revenues and the payment of the remuneration by the Treasury see, for example, NLCM, Or.
Dept. (Sofia), f. 214A, a. u. 233; 145A, a. u. 108; OAK 206/3; BOA, D.CMH 26768; E. Groz-
danova, ‘Hanor mxusbe’, 179-204, 217-232; EP, s.v. ‘Djizya’ (H. Inalcik), 564-565.

22 Barkan, Kanunlar, 327. For the monetary equivalent of the ispence during the fifteenth-six-
teenth century see: J. Alexander, Toward a History of Post-Byzantine Greece: The Ottoman
Kanunnames for the Greek Lands, circa 1500 - circa 1600 (Athens 1985), 414-426.

23 In 1646, the peasants from the kaza of Nevrokop, for instance, complained because in violation
of the law, through violence and pressure, they were requested to pay 120 akge for the ispence
instead of the legal 25 ak¢e. See Miihimme Defteri 90, ed. M. Tulum (Istanbul 1993), 108, doc.
131; E. Radushev, [Tomayume: xpucmusncemeo u uciam ¢ 3anaonume Pooonu ¢ oonunama na
p- Mecma, XV-30-me 2oounu na XVIII éex [The Pomaks: Christianity and Islam in the Western
Rhodope mountains and the valley of the Mesta river from the fifteenth century to the 1730s],
Part 1 (Sofia 2005), 100; Also see S. Asdrachas, ‘Le surplus rural dans les régions de Méditerra-
née orientale: les mécanismes’ in Actes du Ile Colloque International d’histoire. Economies mé-
diterranéennes équilibres et intercommunications XIlle-XIXe siecles, Vol. 2 (Athens 1986), 32.

24 In fact, from this sum must be deducted the market taxes which were due from the peasant
when selling the grain at the city market. Thus, the kanunname of the vilayet of Mora stipulates
that the market taxes should amount to one ak¢e for every load of wheat and one ak¢e for eve-
ry two loads of kara tereke brought into the market by a mule or a donkey. (Fasl-1 bac-i bazar
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to make — the levies of the avariz category, the local taxes, household expenses, and oth-
ers. Available sources do not allow us to estimate their rate, which varied depending on
the needs of the central treasury and local authorities.? Yet, it is clear that the remaining
sum calculated above could not meet them completely.

This conclusion is similar to the one reached by Spyros Asdrachas about grain pro-
duction in the Peloponnesian villages based on the data in a detailed (mufassal) tapu deft-
er dating from the second half of the fifteenth century.?® Asdrachas’s study reveals that
before the payment of the cizye and the ispence, the grain production in the villages had a
surplus. But after subtracting from this surplus the amount necessary for the payment of
the two above-mentioned taxes, it becomes clear that the remaining grain was not suffi-
cient for the family subsistence. This means that the production with a surplus was trans-
formed into production with a deficit.” One can evaluate in a similar way the harvest in
one raiyet ¢ift of average productivity in the kazas of Arkadia and Anavarin, though with
one substantial qualification. In their case, even after the payment of the cizye and the
ispence there still remained a grain surplus. A potential deficit risk occurred only when
the remainder from the surplus had to meet all other levies of the avariz category and the
new set of provincial taxes, which, since the late sixteenth century onwards, were trans-
formed from extra-ordinary into regular levies. Their inclusion in the annual tax list of
villagers created a possibility of transforming the average ¢iff from a surplus-making pro-
duction unit into a deficit-accruing one.?®

[...]1 Katir ve himar ile bugday ve mercimek ve bakla gelse yiikden birer ak¢e kara tereke gelse
iki yiikden birer ak¢e alinur). Moreover the vendor had to pay one akge per eight kile of wheat
and barley as a tax of iitisab (Fasl-1 ihtisab:[...] ve bir kimesne satmak iciin arpa ve bogday
getiirse muhtesibden kile alub fiiruht olundukda ne mikdar ise sekiz kilede bir akge alinur).
Barkan, Kanunlar, 330.

25 We can refer to sums of cash taxes as part of the avariz group (avariz-1 divaniye) collected in
some administrative regions of Anatolia during the seventeenth century. The data are published
by Siileyman Demirci, whose research focuses on the avariz taxes imposed on the taxpayers
in the province of Karaman between 1628 and 1700. The author claims that the most common
total sum collected from the two basic taxes included in the avariz levies, namely the avariz
akgesi (400 akges) and bedel-i niizul (600 akges), amounted to 1,000 akges per fiscal unit —
avarizhane. The avarizhane comprised the average number of 11 real households, which paid
annually 90.9 akges per household. The average values of the sums due for both taxes of the
whole period under investigation amount to 951.86 ak¢e per avarizhane and 86.5 akges per
household. S. Demirci, The Functioning, 95-122.

26 The preserved part of the defter includes villages and mezraas in the nahiyes of Halandritsa,
Sandameri, Grebena, Holomig, Vumero, as well as some villages in the nahiyes of Patra, Arka-
dia, Kalavryta, Livadia, and Londar. P. Asenova, R. Stoykov, T. Kashori, ‘Cenuiunu, Tuaau 1
dammnan nmeHa ot CeBeposarnacH [lenononec npes cpenara Ha XV B.” [Settlement, personal
and family names of the North-Western Peloponnese in the middle of the fifteenth century],
Yearbook of the Sofia University. Faculty of Slavonic Philologies, 68/3 (1977), 211-297.

27 Asdrachas, ‘Le surplus rural’, 32-40.

28 Here we need to state that the conclusions we have reached concerning the possibility that the
grain surplus in the average raiyet ¢ift could cover cash taxes coincide completely with those
of S. Asdrachas regarding the short period of time when the adult, unmarried and landless son,
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Thus the theoretical constructs, based on the specific source information, reveal that
the peasant from the South-West Peloponnese, cultivating the lands of an average ¢ift,
had to make additional income by tilling more fields and sowing more grain, or, if culti-
vating only one ¢ift, to grow other — cash-crops, and/or raise livestock. Their marketable
surpluses had to cover the deficit of means necessary to pay the full amount of cash taxes
and obtain from the market the goods necessary for the household.

Agrarian Strategies in the Micro-Economy of Different Types of Villages

These two approaches to solving the problem with the supposed deficit of monetary
means were in fact only some of the possible solutions which the peasant or the rural
community could put into practice. The Ottoman register reveals that the actual situation
offered more options. Depending on the ecological characteristics of the environment,
the region consisted of several types of villages. Their villagers had different economic
behaviour and they had adopted different agrarian strategies in structuring the village mi-
cro-economy. The Ottoman authorities were aware of this variety of economic solutions.
This is what made them undertake the ‘preliminary investigation’ on the basis of which
the villages’ expected revenues were estimated. The data collected and recorded by the
authorised officials during the registration process illustrate to what extent their efforts
were justified. As already shown, the quantity of sown grain, the reaped crop, the share
and the cash equivalent of the surplus varied significantly (Table 1). The harvest gathered
from the vineyards, the olive trees, and the fields sown with cotton varied too, depending
on the yield ratio of the crops in the respective territories.?’

Below we will outline the major agrarian strategies in the micro-economy of different
types of settlements in accordance with their ecological characteristics and the produc-
tive capacity of the raiyet ¢iftliks. A choice of four villages which illustrate the respective
agrarian strategies has been made in conformity with the choice of the Ottoman registrar.
They are among the villages considered by him to be typical and a ‘model’ to explain the
fertility of the agricultural crops grown in the respective territories. The chosen villages
were bearers of the specific features that distinguished one group of settlements from an-
other.3® Thus, by taking into consideration both the evaluations of the Ottoman registrar
and seeking the typology of each group, we will try to find out the specificity of the eco-
nomic behaviour of the peasants living in villages situated in the plain, on the mountain,
or in the semi-mountainous and hilly areas.’!

who had already become tax liable, but still lived in his father’s home. During this period the
production of the average ¢ift was in a deficit state as early as the stage of paying the cizye and
the ispence, which both father and son had to pay.

29 Parveva, ‘Agrarian Land and Harvest’, 75-77, 95-96; Zarinebaf, Bennet, and Davis, A Histori-
cal and Economic Geography, 179-188.

30 Parveva, ‘Agrarian Land and Harvest’, 64, 86.

31 The landscape of the administrative district (ferritorio) under Venetian rule with Arkadia as its
centre, which after 1715 became again the kaza of Arkadia, had the following characteristics: of
an area of 945 sq. km., 29.3 per cent was flat, 29.7 per cent hilly, and 41 per cent mountainous,
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The Villages in the Plain: Filiatra

In the village of Filiatra the registrar found 274 adult men, recorded in 168 households.
Apart from them, there were also six widows.3? The numerous inhabitants of the village in
the plain (ova) used to the maximum the fertility of its surrounding lands and the advan-
tages of the town markets and ports a short distance away. They divided the arable land
between the crops that provided for their food and those that were produced primarily for
the market. The high level of productivity of the raiyet ¢iftliks in Filiatra and similar set-
tlements in the plain provided sufficient quantities of grain for the family subsistence, the
reproduction of the crop, the payment of the tithes, and a rather significant marketable sur-
plus. The share of the grain surplus there varied between 32% and 45% of the total har-
vest, and its monetary valuation often exceeded 1,000 akg¢e (Table 1). As far as the farm-
ers from Filiatra are concerned, it becomes clear that they sowed around 20 kiles of wheat
and kara tereke in their ¢ifts, but they reaped about seven times more grain (3,490 kg). The
surplus which remained in the barn constituted 45% of the harvest. It amounted to 1,559
kg. of grain and could bring the peasant an income of 1,823 ak¢es. Obviously, this sum
could cover all his cash payments related to taxation and the family’s supply of goods ob-
tained from the market. The sum suggests that in a regular year, this surplus would allow
the peasant to make additional investments in his farm (Table 1). This is why the produc-

as the area under cultivation was 41.5 per cent. The respective figures for the district of Ana-
varin (Navarino) were the following: of an area of 170 sq. km., 44.1 per cent was flat, 55.9 per
cent hilly, as the area under cultivation was 57.1 per cent of its territory. V. Panagiotopoulos,
1 nOvoucs kai okiouoi e Ielomwovviioov, 130¢-180¢ ormvag [Population and settlements in
Peloponnese, thirteenth-eighteenth Century], (Athens 1985), 176-177. The estimates given by
the Ottoman registering clerk about the peculiarities of the landscape of every village territory
are in accordance with these characteristics of the landscape of the region under investigation.
For each and every village he wrote a short note, categorising the landscape of the village terri-
tory in the following way: karye-i mezbur ovadir or just ovadir — literally meaning “the village
referred to is a plain”; ovadir vasat or vasat iizere ovadir - “this is middle plain” - perhaps the
clerk meant a hilly landscape; dagdir — “this is mountain ”’; dagdir vasat or vasat iizere dagdir —
“this is middle mountain”, perhaps a semi-mountainous landscape. Thus in the constructs given
above we assume that the term vasat determines the specificities of the landscape of the village
territory, used to distinguish the villages in the plain and in the mountain from those situated in
the transitional zones in between them. In the translation of a part from the deffer concerning the
kaza of Anavarin, F. Zarinebaf interprets the term vasat as characteristic of the soil in the vil-
lage territory - she translates the construction dagdir vasat as “Mountain; medium-quality land”
or vasat iizere ovadur as “It is on a plain. It is medium-quality (land)”. Zarinebaf, Bennet, and
Davis, A Historical and Economic Geography, 56-110. This decision of hers has not been sup-
ported by the information about the yield ratio of the crops in the respective village territories.
The estimates of the yield ratio of the various types of grain recorded in the villages defined by
Zarinebaf as having middle quality of land are also typical of the village territories situated both
in the plain (ovadir) and on the mountain (dagdir). What is more, some settlements in the plain
have an even lower yield grain ratio than others that have been recorded as villages of middle-
quality land as translated by Zarinebaf. The maps and the photos of the villages and their sur-
roundings included in the book do not support the author’s thesis either. Ibid.,111-209.
32 BOA, TD 880, ff. 18-26.
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tion of grain was one of the foci in the micro-economy of Filiatra. In the village territory
there were 56 raiyet ¢iftliks under cultivation. However, the arable land in the village did
not satisfy the needs of all the families. This forced them to cultivate the fields of other 25
¢ifts, which were situated on the territory of neighbouring villages and mezraas.>> Some
of the peasants from Filiatra were even left landless. Very few (only five households) pos-
sessed more than one — up to three ¢iffs — in the village territory. Figures show that on av-
erage there was 0.5 ¢ift of land per family. However, because of the high fertility of the
soils, even the area of a half ¢iff could feed one average farmer’s family from Filiatra; in
addition, it could provide a small grain surplus (319 kg.), which brought in income (373
akges) to cover part of the cash taxes (Table 1, 2-2A; Table 3, Appendix).

Another significant sector in the micro-economy of Filiatra and the other similar vil-
lages was the production of cash crops — vineyards, olive-trees, citrus, and other fruit-
bearing trees, cotton, flax, mulberry trees for feeding the silkworms, and others. Un-
doubtedly, the successful market realisation of their harvest and the processed products
was profitable. The average number per family was 7.7 doniims of vineyard,>* 18 olive
trees,> 5 lidres of flax, cotton*® and cocoons (Table 2a).

33 The annual grain produce which the villagers of Filiatra gained from the ¢ifts in the village ter-
ritory and those in the neighbouring villages and mezraas was 282,690 kg. total. The average
quantity per household was 1,683 kg, and per adult male 1,032 kg._

34 According to the explanatory notes recorded in the deffer, the average yield ratio of grapes per
one doniim of vineyard in the village of Filiatra was 300 okkas (385 kg.). The money valuation
of one okka of grapes was one akge. BOA, TD 880, f. 26. This means that the 1,298 déniims of
vineyards registered in the village yielded an average annual harvest of 499,730 kg. of grapes.
The grapes were processed in the two grape presses (mengene-i angiir) available in the village.

35 As for the yield ratio of the olive groves in Filiatra, the registrar recorded that the average annu-
al yield ratio of olives per tree (in the document, root — dib) was 40 okkas. Twenty okkas were
subtracted from the total for those trees which did not produce in the current year, thus taking
into account the alternation of poor and rich olive harvests. For that reason, the expected pro-
duction of olive oil per tree is calculated on the basis of a yield ratio of 20 okkas of olives and
is thus considered to be about three okkas of oil on the average. The money valuation of one
okka of olive oil is 12 akges. BOA, TD 880, f. 26. The text refers to the natural phenomenon
that olives tend to bear fruit largely in alternate years. However, the revenues expected from
the crops were calculated on an annual basis. Probably, bearing in mind the biennial fruiting
cycle of the olive tree, the official divided the harvest in order to estimate the annual revenue
from the olive oil and its cash equivalent. For this practice see for example: Voyage en Grece,
de Xavier Scrofani, sicilien, fait en 1794 et 1795. Traduit de [’italien, par J. F. C. Blanvillain,
Vol. 3 (Paris-Strasbourg 1801), 3-4, 33-34. On the basis of these explanations, provided by the
registrar, we could assume that for one biennial fruiting cycle the 2,964 olive trees recorded in
the territory of Filiatra could yield 118,560 okkas of olives, out of which 17,784 okkas of olive
oil could be produced. For the processing of the olives and the production of olive oil the peas-
ants had at their disposal nine oil mills (asyab-i revgan).

36 As for the yield ratio of the cotton (penbe) in the village of Filiatra, the registrar recorded that
the cotton sown in a field (tarla) of one evlek yielded the average of 10 /idres of cotton. The
money valuation of one /idre of cotton was 10 akges. BOA, TD 880, {.26. One eviek was equal
to a quarter of a doniim. See H. Inalcik, ‘Weights and Measures’, 988-989. The annual cotton
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The data on the landholdings of the families in Filiatra reveal that the peasants who
had no grain-cultivating fields could be characterised in two major ways (Table 3, Appen-
dix). The first group possessed small to middle-size (from 1 to 3-8 déniims) or very large
(between 10 and 25 déniims) vineyards or between 4-5 to 30-40 olive trees. The second
group had no landholdings or livestock to bring them income. Obviously, these were the
poor inhabitants of the village who cultivated the land of their well-to-do fellow-villag-
ers, who in addition to ¢iffs possessed vineyards, olive groves, and some of them oil-
presses or livestock. In this connection we need to emphasise that the leading incentive
behind the economic initiative of the peasant who cultivated a ¢iff of land was not the
pressure to increase his small grain surplus. As has already been pointed out, the high fer-
tility of the soils in the territory of Filiatra and the other similar villages in the plain pro-
vided a sufficient quantity of grain surplus in the farmer’s barn. Therefore, he expanded
his agrarian activity by cultivating additional crops — not to gain sufficient means to meet
the cash rent, but, rather, motivated by the possibilities for a profitable return on invested
labour and capital. The rich gamut of cultivated cash crops points to the stimuli created
by the market for the peasant in this type of settlement. The income he could receive by
selling his agrarian surpluses was the incentive to develop multi-crop farming.

Apart from the arable lands, the peasants from Filiatra possessed pasture grounds
where they had built winter quarters — kislaks. They were used more often by ‘outside’
stock-breeders, who sought appropriate conditions for the winter period for their stock.
The inhabitants of Filiatra themselves did not show a particular interest in stock-breed-
ing. On average, a family had 2 sheep and 0.2 pigs. Very few peasants bred between 20
and 100 sheep, and 1-2 pigs. Obviously, the peasants from Filiatra relied on the market
for their supplies of dairy products, meat, wool, and hides. Beekeeping also had a certain
place in this sector of the village economy. For the production of honey and wax they
maintained 70 beehives in the village (Tables 2-2A; Table 3, Appendix).

In addition to the agrarian sector discussed above, the micro-economy of the village
included the crafts sector — what is more, crafts beyond the ones practised in domestic
conditions and related to the processing of agricultural and livestock produce. A small-
scale ‘industry’ for the production of building materials was organised, with two lime-
kilns (firun-1 kireg) and two tile-kilns (firun-1 kiremid) functioning in the village. Besides,
the peasants from Filiatra grew 529 mulberry trees to feed the silkworms. Annually the
peasants produced 150 /idres (64 kg.) of cocoons, out of which raw silk was drawn. The
villagers had two silk presses (mengene-i harir)®’ for its processing. The money valua-
tion of one /idre of silk (ipek) of average quality (vasatii’I-hal) produced in the village
was 150 akges.

harvest recorded in the defter, which amounted to 450 /idres (192 kg.), allows us to calculate
the area of this crop sown by the peasants as equivalent to 11.25 déniims.

37 This is a machine, known in European production practices by the term ‘calender’, in which
the processed material (cloth, paper) is made smooth and glossy by being pressed between
plates or rollers. See also N. Beldiceanu, I. Beldiceanu-Steinherr, ‘Recherches sur la Morée
(1461-1512)’, SF, 39 (1980), 50.
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Table 2: List of taxable objects and harvest in the villages of Filiatra, Varibobi, Christianu,

and Mali
Taxable object * Number and quantity
Village in the Village in the Village in the Village on the
plain: Filiatra hilly area: |semi-mountainous| mountain:
Varibobi area: Mali
Christianu
Adult male 274 13 18 29
non-Muslim
inhabitants
Wheat [arable 81 ¢ifis®® 26.5 ¢ifts 10 ¢ifts 20.5 ¢ifis
land]
Vineyards 1,298 doniims 20 doniims 28 doniims
Grape presses 2
(mengene-i angiir)
Olive trees 2,964 35 133
Oil mills (asyab-1 9
revgan)
Mulberry trees 529 12
Cocoons 150 lidres;
1 lidre =133
dirhem™®
Silk presses 2
(mengene-i harir)
Cotton 450 lidres 75 lidres
Flax 300 lidres 25 okkas
Lemon and orange 123
trees
Fig trees 163
Pear and apple 51 2
trees
Various fruit- 200
bearing trees
Walnut trees - 3

38 The people of the village of Filiatra possessed 56 ¢ifis in the village territory and 25 ¢ifts in the
territories of several neighbouring villages and mezraas. BOA, TD 880, f. 26.
39 One dirhem (Ottoman standard) was equal to 3.207 g. Inalcik, ‘Weights and Measures’, 988.
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Acorns of the 30 kiles

valonia oak

(palamud)

Beehives 70 3 30 13
Pigs 29 3 15 30
Sheep 410 250 245 745
Winter quarters / 5 3

pastures (kislak)

Mills 1 1

Tile-kiln (furun-1 2

kiremid)

Lime-kiln (furun-i 2

kireg)

* The registrar wrote the last part of the inventory of each settlement in the same manner as his

colleague who had compiled the classical mufassal tapu tahrir defters until the end of the six-
teenth century. This means that he recorded the names of all tithes and taxes levied upon the
peasants’ economic activity (agriculture, stock-breeding, crafts) as well as the agrarian infra-
structure in the village — water-mills, fulling-mills, oil presses, wine-presses, silk-presses, and
others. But instead of writing down the valuation of the taxes in kind or money, he presented in
an overall manner the number and area of the taxable objects and lands or the prognosticated
quantities of the harvest expected from them. The columns related to a series of other taxes,
concerning the harvest of broad beans, lentils, vegetable gardens, fodder, or marriage taxes and
others, were not filled in.

All evidence given so far presents Filiatra as a model of the type of village where
the inhabitants had created a complex micro-economy. The landholdings in the territory
demonstrate the primary importance given to the multi-crop farming, which included:
first, basic grain production for household subsistence and, second, cash crops with high
marketable profitability of the raw and processed product — vineyards, olives, fruit, and
others. A secondary place in the economic activity of the peasants within the framework
of the agrarian sector was given to stock-breeding, where the emphasis fell on the ar-
rangement and maintenance of pastures for wintering the stock of outside stock-breeders.
Furthermore, the villagers of Filiatra maintained small-scale ‘industries’ for the produc-
tion of building materials and raw silk, which formed another sector in the micro-econo-
my of the village and generated revenues for the Treasury (Table 2; Table 3, Appendix).

Villages in the Mountains: Mali

The profile of the economic activity of the peasants from the mountain village of Mali
was different.*® In Mali, 29 adult men, members of 27 households, were recorded. In ad-

40 The registrar recorded the following about the village: karye-i mezbur dagdir. BOA, TD 880,
f.42.



82 STEFKA PARVEVA

dition, five widows were registered as living there. The agrarian spheres in which the vil-
lagers’ efforts were concentrated were grain production and stock-breeding. In the village
territory there were 20.5 raiyet ¢iftliks under cultivation.*! The cereal harvest was par-
ticularly important for feeding the family in the mountains; therefore every family tried
to cultivate the land of at least one ¢ift. The efforts of the mountain farmer were not re-
warded with an abundant harvest. The lower fertility of the soils in the uplands provided
for a much smaller surplus in his barn in comparison with the surplus remaining for the
peasant living in the plain. The peasant from Mali sowed in his ¢iff a total of 13 kiles of
wheat, barley, oats, and millet. During harvest he usually gathered in a 5.3 times bigger
crop, amounting to 69 kiles (1,770 kg.). This gave him a small surplus of grain - only 266
kg. (15% of the harvest), which could bring him 241 akges (Table 1). This sum covered
only a small part of what was necessary to pay cash taxes.

The second sphere in the agrarian activity of the peasant from the mountain was
stock-breeding. For him it was the primary source of marketable surplus. The man on
the mountain relied on dairy products, meat, wool, and hides for his monetary income.
Seventy per cent of the households in Mali (excluding the widows) bred 20 to 100 head
of sheep (on average, 28 sheep per household). The number of houses where pigs were
bred was the same. In addition to the above-mentioned domestic animals, the peasant of
Mali bred horses, donkeys, and cows* (Table 2; Table 6, Appendix). Horses and don-
keys were of great significance for the mountain-dweller. Only with their help could he
travel through the mountains where there were no roads and carry his surplus produc-
tion to the plain or the town markets. When ecological conditions permitted, in some of
the settlements designated by the Ottoman registrar as mountainous, the peasants also
cultivated small areas of vineyards or olive-trees.*’ In most cases, however, the quan-
tity of their crop generated no surpluses; rather, it was meant to meet the demands of
the family.

41 The cereal harvest gathered from the fields of the village amounted to 36,285 kg. of grain in
total. The average quantity per household was 1,344 kg. and per adult male - 1,251 kg.

42 The registrar began to record this kind of livestock — horses, mares, donkeys, and cows — from
folio 41 of the defter onwards, without being very consistent in that regard. This means that the
inhabitants of villages in the plain such as Filiatra and Gargalian, for example, whose lists are
recorded before f. 41 of the defier, certainly bred cattle on their farms — just like the peasants
in other villages in the plain, recorded in the later part of the defter.

43 For example, see the villages of Podemenu (mod. Flesias), Viristia, Raftopulo, Lendekada
(mod. Rodia), and others, BOA, TD 880, ff. 37, 43, 44.
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Table 2a: Average values* of landholdings, livestock, and production of flax, cotton,
and cocoons per household in the villages of Filiatra, Varibobi, Christianu, and Mali

Number of Flax,
households cotton,
(without Vineyard | Olive cocoons

Village widows) cifts | doniims | trees | Sheep | Pigs | Beehives lidres

Filiatra 168 0.5 7.7 18 2 0.2 0.4 5
Varibobi 11 2.4 1.8 3 23 0.3 0.3 -
Christianu 18 0.6 1.6 7 14 0.8 1.7 8
Mali 27 0.8 - - 28 1.1 0.5 -

*  The average figures of the landholdings (¢ifts, vineyards, and olive trees) of the peasants in Fil-
iatra have been calculated on the basis of their quantitative parameters as presented in Table 2.
They differ from the ones in Table 3 (Appendix) because in addition to the fields, the vineyards,
and the olive-trees recorded for each household, they include those recorded as “Emldk-i Ven-
edik” (Venetian property). The latter are said to be in the hands (der yed) of the villagers, and
almost every property is given the name of its current possessor.** That means that the figures
in Table 2 reflect more fully the quantitative parameters of the lands and the crops cultivated by
the peasants on the village territory. They give the total sum of the number of ¢iffs, olive-trees,
and doniims of vineyards, as recorded by the registrar in the sum total of the village inventory
of Filiatra.

Villages in the Hilly and Semi-Mountainous Area: Varibobi and Christianu

In between the two types of agrarian strategies adopted by the peasants in the plain and
in the mountains, there existed variants that were typical of the settlements in the hilly
and semi-mountainous area. They combined basic features from the micro-economies of
Filiatra and Mali. Depending on the specific ecological conditions, the reclaimed lands
in their territories presented combined forms, as the emphasis fell to a different extent on
grain production, cash crops, or on animal husbandry.

A good example in this respect is the village of Varibobi (mod. Manastiri).* As the
registrar has noted, it is situated in the “middle plain” (ovadir vasat), which perhaps
means having a hilly landscape. Eleven households with 13 adult men and three wid-
ows were registered in it. The grain yield ratio in the village was lower than the average
for the region — one sown kile of wheat yielded only four kiles, and one kile kara tereke
five. In one ¢ift the peasants sowed 15 kiles of grain and gained 4.5 times more — 67 kiles
(1,719 kg.). From this harvest there remained an insignificant surplus of 168 kg., which
constituted 10% of the reaped grain. After being sold on the market, it brought the peas-
ant only 164 akg¢es (Table 1). The village households (with the exception of those of the

44 For details on the arranging of information in the defter see in Parveva, ‘Agrarian Land and
Harvest’, 62-64; Zarinebaf, Bennet, and Davis, 4 Historical and Economic Geography, 56-
110.

45 BOA, TD 880, f. 45.
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widows) overcame this low grain yield and the extremely inadequate cash income from
the surplus by cultivating more than one ¢iff of land. Almost all villagers sowed the fields
of 2-2.5 raiyet ¢iftliks. One family is recorded to have possessed even 6 ¢ifs, which were
cultivated probably by hired seasonal labourers. In the village there was a total number
of 26.5 ¢ifis under cultivation.*® The peasants from Varibobi augmented their income
mostly by vine-growing and sheep-breeding. Most of the families owned between 2 and
5 doniims of vineyards (at an average of 1.8 doniims per household) as well as 10 to 50
sheep (at an average of 23 sheep per household). Very few peasants were engaged in bee-
keeping, bred cows and pigs, or cultivated olive groves; one of the farmers possessed a
mill (Tables 2, 2a; Table 4, Appendix).

In the semi-mountainous (vasat iizere dagdir) village of Christianu (mod.
Christianoupoli)*’ there were 18 adult men, all of them heads of households. The peas-
ants were involved in a wider circle of agrarian activities: they cultivated grain, vine-
yards, olives, cotton, flax; they had flocks and herds, and were engaged in bee-keeping.
Only 10 ¢ifts were cultivated in the village.*® The raiyet ¢ifilik in this type of villages
was also characterised by a low yield of grain: from the sown 15 kiles of wheat, barley,
oats, millet, and rye, the peasant gained about 4.9 times bigger harvest amounting to 73
kiles (1,873 kg.) of grain. It provided him with a small surplus of 299 kg., which consti-
tuted 16% of the reaped grain at the value of 272 akges (Table 1). The peasants of Chris-
tianu added to this small surplus the ones produced in their vineyards (at an average of
1.6 doniims per family), olive groves (7 trees per family), fields of cotton,** and flax (8
lidres per family), as well as the surplus from sheep breeding (14 head per household),
beekeeping, and other activities. The extent of the arable land, the heads of livestock, and
the number of beehives suggest that most of the families produced enough to satisfy their
subsistence needs and get cash income to pay their taxes. Only one or two of all the peas-
ants, who combined on their farms grain cultivation, animal husbandry, and beekeeping,
could expect bigger surpluses (Tables 2-2a; Table 5, Appendix).

The analysis of the agrarian activities of the peasants in the last two villages reveals
that the micro-economy functioning there resembled in its structural characteristics the
micro-economy of the villages in the plain. Yet, there was a difference of principle be-
tween the two. It was predetermined by the productive capacity of the raiyet ¢ifilik on
their territories. As we have already seen, the fertility of the soils provided the peasant
from Filiatra with sufficient marketable grain surplus to meet his needs for monetary
means. In all other agrarian initiatives which he undertook, he was stimulated by the mar-

46 The annual grain production in the village was 45,554 kg. total. The average quantity per
household was 4,141 kg., and per adult male — 3,504 kg.

47 BOA, TD 880, f. 64.

48 The annual grain crop from the ploughed lands in the village was 18,730 kg. The average quan-
tity per household was 1,041 kg. of grain.

49 The small extent of the lands on which cotton, vineyards, and olives were cultivated in the vil-
lages of Christianu and Varibobi is possibly the reason why the registrar failed to record the an-
nual yield ratio of these crops — unlike the information given on the yield ratio of the various
types of grain sown in one ¢iff in their territories.
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ket, by the possibility for profit and new investments in the farm. Unlike him, the peasant
from Varibobi and Christianu was forced to sow more land with cereals and seek income
from additional crops and stockbreeding because of the low yield ratio of the grain and
the insufficient harvest from the fields. The surpluses expected from them he offered on
the market with the basic purpose of getting cash income with which he could meet his
tax dues.

We may conclude that the demographic and economic potential of the villages was
formed in accordance with the ecological characteristics and resources of the territory.
To a great extent it was also influenced by the incentives offered by the local and region-
al economic infrastructure — markets, ports, roads. These factors created for the peasants
differing potentials for producing and realising marketable surpluses by adopting strate-
gies in forming the agrarian micro-economy of their settlements adequate for the envi-
ronment. In the populous and fertile villages in the plain, which were close to town mar-
kets and ports and whose land produced a large grain surplus, villagers created a complex
economy that combined multi-crop farming, animal husbandry, and in addition, small-
scale ‘industries’ related to the production of building materials and raw silk. Unlike
them, because of the restrictions of the natural resources and the smaller harvest from the
¢ift, people in the mountain villages usually focused their agrarian activity on grain pro-
duction and livestock-breeding. Between these two types of agrarian strategies, there ex-
isted a range of varieties that were characteristic of the settlements in the semi-mountain
and hilly areas. The reclaimed land in their territories displayed various combinations of
grain production, cultivation of cash crops, and/or animal husbandry.
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APPENDIX

Table 3: Property and land possession* of the villagers of Filiatra

Number of | Vineyard | Olive Oil mill (asyab-1
Household House ¢ifts doniims | trees | Pigs | Sheep revgan)
Mahalle Mihano
m** 4+ ] g¥* 1 1 15 20
m+3s 1 1 20 10 2 1
m 1 1
m+2s 1 1 10 160 2
m+2s 1 2 25 100 1
m+2s 1 1 20 20 1
m+1s 1
m 1
m+1s 1 1 10 8 1
m 1
m+ 1 b** 1
m+2b 1 1 10 8
m 1
m+1b 1 1 8 5
m+1b 1
m+2s 1 1 15 15
m+2s 1 1 7 10
m 1
m+1s 1 1 1 17
m 1
m 1 Va 4 60
m+2s 1 1 20 20
m 1 1 10 54
m+1b 1
m+1s+2b 1 1 10 30 1
m 1 1 4 4 1
m+1ls+1b 1 Va 4 4
m 2 3
m+1s 1 2 20
m 1 3 6

*  The table includes the properties of the households, recorded by the registrar in the first part of
the defier of the village. Apart from these, some households perhaps possessed and cultivated
fields, vineyards, and olive groves which were recorded in a separate rubric as “Emldk-i Ven-
edik” (Venetian property). For part of these Venetian properties the registrar has written the
name of the peasant in whose hands (der yed) they happened to be at the moment of registra-
tion. He added them into the total recapitulation of the lands and the other agrarian properties in
the village. The results, as summed up by the clerk, are given in Table 2.

** m =man, a head of household; s=landless son(s) recorded after the father; b = landless brother
of the head of the household who is recorded after him probably as a member of the family.
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Number of | Vineyard | Olive Oil mill (asyab-1
Household House ¢cifts doniims | trees | Pigs | Sheep revgan)
m+1b 1 1 5 8
m+1b 1
m 1
m+1b 1 1 5 100
m 1 1
m 1
m 1 1 15 10
m 1 5 15
widow 4
church 10 50
church 5 8
Mahalle Lagta (?)
m 1
m 1 1 20 10 30
m 1
m 1 Ya 8 15
m+1s 1
m 1 1 7 8 1
m 1
m 1
m+2b+1sonof 1 8 15 1
his brother
m+2s 1 10 25 1
m 1
m+2s 1 1 15 20
m+1s 1 1 25 20 2
m 1
m+2s+1b 4
m+1s 1 1 5 10 1
m+1s 1 1 4 10 1
m 1 Ya 4 10
m+1s 1 1 12 14 2
m+1b 1
m+1b 1 2
m+1b 1
m 1
m 1 s
m 3 8
m+1b 1 s
m 1 1 2 7
m 1
m 1
m
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Number of | Vineyard | Olive Oil mill (asyab-1

Household House ¢cifts doniims | trees | Pigs | Sheep revgan)
m 1 2

m

m 1 Ya 6 10

widow 6 10

widow 1

widow 5

church 2

Mahalle Domasano

m 1 1 10 6

m+1s 1 1 15 40 2

m+1s 1

m+1s 1 1 18 45 3

m 1

m+2s 1 1 20 30

m+1s 1 1 5 6

m+2b 1 2 15 15

m 1

m

m 1 5 10

m+2s 1 3 12 30 2 20
m+1b 1

m 1 15 40 1
m

m 1

m 1 25 30

m+2s 1

m 1 1 10 20

m 1

m+1ls+1b 1 1 20 60

m+2s 1 2 10

m 1 1
m+1b 1

m 1

m+1s 1 Yz 10 7 1

m 1

m 1

m 3 8

m 1 1 15 15 2

m 1 1 15 50

m+1s 1 1 5

m 1

m 2

m 1

m 1
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Number of | Vineyard | Olive Oil mill (asyab-1
Household House ¢cifts doniims | trees | Pigs | Sheep revgan)
m 1 2 4
m 2 2
m 1
m 1
m 1
m 1
m 1 2
m 1 6 8
m 1 1 4 6 1
m
m+1s 1 1 30 150 1
widow 5
widow 2 4
church - 8 15
monastery
church - 15 20
monastery
church - 10 11
monastery
Mabhalle Dordan (?
m 1
m+2s 1 1 18 30 30
m+2s 1 1 20 40 2 50
m 1 1 20 30
m+2b 1 1 20 60 60
m+1b 1 1 10 20
m+1b 1 V23 18 20
m+3b 1 2 20 50
m 1 1 6 15
m
m+2b 1 1 8 40
m+3b 1 1 8 10
m+1b 1 1 10 20 20
m+1s 1 1 15 15
m 30 6
m 1 4
m 1 2
m 1 2 1
m 1
m 1 3 5
m 2
m+1ls+1b 1 1 6 6
m 1 1 15 100 1
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Number of | Vineyard | Olive Oil mill (asyab-1
Household House ¢cifts doniims | trees | Pigs | Sheep revgan)
Vineyard in 1
possession of ...
(bag der yed-i...
Olive trees in 5
possession of
... (zeytun der
yed-i...
Mahalle Yortano (?)
m 1 1 15 15
m+1s 1 15 20
m 1
m 1 1
m+1s 1 1 30 50
m+1b 1
m+1s 1 1 5 25
m+2s 1 Y 6 15 1
m+1s+1b 1 1 8 40 100 1
m 1 2 3 50 1
m+1b 1 1
m+1b 1 1 5 10 80 1
m+1b
m 1
m 2 3
m 1
m 1 10
m+1b 1 1 5 10
m 1 )
m
m 10 8
m 1 1
m
m 1 s 4 5
m 1 Ya 4 5
m ) 4
m 1
Vakafs of the 32 déniims 15 20 2 12
monastery St Yorgi (tarla)

*#*The registrar recorded the total extent of the fields (farla) of the reaya in the village as 2,783
doniims.
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Table 4: Property and land possession* of the villagers of Varibobi
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Number | Vineyard | Olive
Household | House | of ¢ifts | doniims | trees | Sheep | Pigs [ Cows | Beehives | Mill
mt+1s 1 1,5 2 30 50 1
m 1 2 2 25 2
m+1s 1 2,5 5 30 5
m 1 6 3 5 30
m 1 2 2 25
m 1 2 2 30 1 2
m 1 2 2 20
m 1 2 2 10
m 1 2,5 30 3
m 1 2
m 1 2 10 1
widow 1 2 pear

trees

widow (?) 1
widow 1

*  The registrar recorded the total extent of the fields (farla) of the reaya in the village as 1,500

doniims.
Table 5: Property and land possession* of the villagers of Christianu
Number | Vineyard | Olive
Household | House | of ¢ifts doniims | trees | Sheep | Pigs | Cows | Horses | Beehives

m 1 1 6 20 50 2 6 2 5

m 1 5 déniims 25 5
tarla

m 1 1/2 3 20 60 1 1 10

m 1 1/2 2 1

m 1 1 2 5 1

m 1 1 1 3 1

m 1 1 2 6 2

m 1 7 déniims 1 6 5
tarla

m 1 1 2 5 1

m 1 1 1,5 10 2

m 1 1/2 2 9 1

m 1 1 1 6 50 1 3

m 1 1/2 1

m 1 8 doniims 50 1
tarla

m 1 1 2 6 1

m 1 2 doniims 1,5 5 1
tarla

m 1 2 7 1

m 1 15

*  The registrar recorded the total extent of the fields (tarla) of the reaya in the village as 500

dontims.
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Table 6: Property and land possession* of the villagers of Mali

Number
Household | House | of cifts | Sheep | Pigs | Horses | Donkeys | Cows | Walnut tree
m 1 1 70 2 1
m 1 1 20 1 1
m 1 1 20 1 1
m 1 1 1 1
m 1 172 25 1 1
m 1 1 20 4
m 1 1 20 2 2
m+1s 1 2 100 3 1
m 1 - 20
1+1b 1 1 20 1 2
m 1 1 30 2 1
m 1 1 30 1 1
m 1 1 50 2 2
m 1
m 1
m 1 1 50 3 1
m 1 1 30 1 1
m 1 1 50 1 1
m 1 1 30 1 1
m 1 1 50 1 1
m 1 1 50 2 1
m 1
m 1 2 60 1 1
m 1 2
m 1
m 1 1
m 1 1
widow 1 1
widow 1
widow 1 1
widow 1 1
widow 1 1

*  The registrar recorded the total extent of the fields (farla) of the reaya in the village as 1,200
doniims.
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List of the names of settlements cited in this paper

Anavarin, town, center of the kaza, modern town of Pylos

Arkadia, town, center of the kaza, mod. town of Kyparissia
Varibobi, village in the kaza of Arkadia, mod. village of Manastiri
Gargalian, village in the kaza of Arkadia , mod. town of Gargalianoi
Lendekada, village in the kaza of Arkadia, mod. village of Rodia
Likudesi, village in the kaza of Arkadia, mod. village of Lykoudesi
Mali, village in the kaza of Arkadia, mod. village of Mali
Pedemenu, village in the kaza of Arkadia, mod. village of Flesias
Raftopulo, village in the kaza of Arkadia, mod. village of Raftopulo
Stelianu, village in the kaza of Anavarin, mod. village of Stylianos
Filiatra, village in the kaza of Arkadia, mod. town of Filiatra
Christianu, village in the kaza of Arkadia, mod. village of Christianoupoli
Ciftlik Aklina (Kurd Aga), kaza of Anavarin, mod. village of Iklaina
Ciftlik Ali Hoca, kaza of Anavarin, deserted

Ciftlik Pila, kaza of Anavarin, mod. village of Pyla

Ciftlik Ristem Aga, kaza of Anavarin, deserted

93



94

STEFKA PARVEVA

MAP OF THE TOWNS, VILLAGES AND CIFTLIKS IN THE
DISTRICTS OF ARCADIA AND ANAVARIN CITED IN THIS PAPER
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THE QUESTION OF ABANDONED VILLAGES
IN OTTOMAN ANATOLIA
(SEVENTEENTH TO NINETEENTH CENTURIES)

Oktay OzEL*

It HAS BEEN QUITE A LONG TIME SINCE Xavier de Planhol and Wolf Dieter Hiitteroth pub-
lished their pioneering studies outlining the historical changes in settlement patterns of
Ottoman Anatolia and addressing the subject of abandoned / lost villages.! And it has
been nearly 40 years since Suraiya Faroghi published her study on the same subject,
where she reviewed the literature of the time with certain new findings...?

Based largely on the extensive work and field research that they carried out in the
1950s and the 1960s, de Planhol and Hiitteroth established a historical perspective which
still holds its value and developed arguments central to the scholarly debates regarding the
historical geography of the Ottoman Empire as well as modern Turkey. De Planhol studied
the settlement history of the region from Byzantine Asia Minor and the eleventh century,
which marks the invasion of Seljuk Turks, to the mid-twentieth century. In approach-
ing this history, he emphasised the interaction between nomadic and sedentary lifestyle
that went hand in hand with agriculture and animal husbandry as two economic systems.
De Planhol pointed to the ebbs and flows of this interaction and to its major historical
turning-points. He tried to develop a historical understanding and an explanation of the
consequences brought about by the pressure that the two lifestyles and economic systems
exerted periodically on each other as the main determinants of settlement patterns in rural
Anatolia and Syria. It is worth noting in this context that de Planhol drew our attention
mainly to the interplay between the moments of expansion and contraction of nomadism
and semi-nomadism, certain settlement policies and economic priorities of the Ottoman

Bilkent University, Department of History.

1 X. de Planhol, De la plaine pamphylienne aux lacs pisidiens. Nomadisme et vie paysanne (Pa-
ris 1959); W. D. Hiitteroth, Ldndliche Siedlungen im siidlichen Inneranatolien in den letzen
vierhundert Jahren (Gottingen 1968).

2 S. Faroghi, ‘Anadolu’nun Iskani ile Terkedilmis K&yler Sorunu’, Tiirkiye 'de Toplumsal Bilim

Arastirmalarinda Yaklagim ve Yontemler (Ankara 1976), 289-302.



96 OKTAY OZEL

government, and the periods of expansion of agricultural economy. He exemplified this
interplay with the case of Turcoman-Yiiriiks and Kurds.?

Hiitteroth, on the other hand, focused his studies primarily on the transformation
and evolution of agricultural economy and settlement patterns, elaborating further the
historical framework proposed by de Planhol. He supported his exhaustive field research
with the information provided by fifteenth and sixteenth-century tax registers. Hiitteroth
provided a striking illustration of the contrasting developments witnessed throughout
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries in the settlement patterns and economies of
Syria and Central Anatolia, both being regions dependent mainly on dry farming. To
him, the following fundamental global characteristics of sixteenth-century economic
and demographic expansion were also experienced in the Ottoman countryside: the
expansion of agriculture and the emergence of new villages as extensions of old ones, the
former being termed ‘satellite settlements’ in this study by reference to a phenomenon
Yunus Kog points to as fragmented villages;* an increasing volume of arable fields
opened in marginal lands, and finally the settling down of nomadic and semi-nomadic
groups who established their first permanent settlements on mountain slopes and in
former winter quarters during a period of “pressure exerted by peasantry on nomads”.’
Hiitteroth argued that, along with the political and military instability of the period that
followed, which coincided with the great financial crisis of the late sixteenth century,
long wars, and widespread Celali violence at the turn of the seventeenth century
(climate change and deadly epidemics such as plague have also recently been added to
this list®) reversed the above tendency, leading eventually to the disruption and radical

3 X. de Planhol, ‘Geography, Politics and Nomadism in Anatolia’, International Social Science
Journal, 11 (1959), 525-531.

4 Y. Kog, ‘XVL Yiizyilin Ikinci Yarisinda Koylerin Parcalanmasi Sorunu: Bursa Olgeginde
Bir Arastirma’, Uluslararast XIII. Tiirk Tarih Kongresi, 48 Ekim 1999, Kongreye Sunulan
Bildiriler, Vol. 111/3 (Ankara 2002), 1961-1970. Hiitteroth also pointed to such settlements
which gained their independence in time, especially in his subsequent study: ‘The Influence of
Social Structure on Land Division and Settlement in Inner Anatolia’, in P. Benedict ef al. (eds),
Turkey: Geographic and Social Perspectives (Leiden 1974), 19-47.

5 de Planhol, ‘Geography, Politics and Nomadism in Anatolia’, 526.

6 I thank Taylan Akyildirim for this information he has provided. Also see W. J. Griswold,
“Climatic Change: a Possible Factor in the Social Unrest of Seventeenth Century Anatolia,” in
H. W. Lowry and D. Quataert (eds.), Humanist and Scholar: Essays in Honor of Andreas Tietze
(Istanbul and Washington, DC 1993), 37-57. Sam White’s most recent contribution to the
study of climate change in the Ottoman Empire in conjunction with the series of great Celali
rebellions of the turn of the seventeenth century deserves a special mention here. Making
use of a number of contemporary observers and Ottoman archival records, and combining
them with the recent dendrochronological findings for the period concerned, White develops
a bold argument about the destructive impacts of the perpetual climatic fluctuations of Little
Ice Age in that adverse weather conditions at their peak also functioned as a direct cause for
the explosions of the greatest of these rebellions in the Anatolian provinces, particularly in the
provinces studied by Hiitteroth. See S. White, The Climate of Rebellion in the Early Modern
Ottoman Empire (Cambridge 2011).
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transformation of settlement patterns. In his view, the process of destruction, whose
profound and lasting impacts on the settlement patterns in Anatolia were to continue
until as late as the nineteenth century, had thus begun in the seventeenth century. A
perceptible recovery of rural settlements in Ottoman Anatolia is observed only by the
mid nineteenth century, mainly after the 1860s, under totally different circumstances in
terms of population and economy.’

The critical developments that Hiitteroth pointed to and that we tend to interpret
within the context of the crisis that the Ottoman Empire underwent in the seventeenth
century were the following: violence; dispersal of population; complete disappearance
of a large number of rural settlements; agricultural lands being abandoned and left
uncultivated; and renomadisation...® Hiitteroth reached these conclusions on the basis of
his research on the examination of Ottoman archival material as well as comprehensive
field research that he personally conducted. Tracing particularly the villages mentioned
in sixteenth-century tahrir defters or tax registers but not in the village lists and maps of
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, he found that the majority of these villages had
long been abandoned and had fallen into ruins over time.

Hiitteroth’s studies draw upon relatively limited archival material, consisting mainly
of fifteenth and sixteenth-century tax registers, sporadic records in miihimme registers
(outgoing imperial orders) and sicils (court registers) from the subsequent periods. As
far as the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries are concerned, Hiitteroth could not
benefit from the great potential of mufassal avariz and cizye registers (registers of extra-
ordinary taxes imposed on all subjects and head-tax paid by non-Muslims), the existence
of which he only sensed but did not know of for certain,” and which he, therefore, could
not use. Neither was Hiitteroth able to use the registers of population surveys of the early

7 Hiitteroth, Léindliche Siedlungen. See also, idem, “Ecology of the Ottoman lands,” in S. Faroghi
(ed.), Cambridge History of Turkey, vol. 3: The Later Ottoman Empire, 1603-1839 (Cambridge
2006), 18-43.

8 Later, Bruce McGowan explored these changes within the context of the then expanding
global market relationships. B. McGowan, ‘The Study of Land and Agriculture in the Ottoman
Provinces within the Context of an Expanding World Economy in the 17" and 18" Centuries’,
LTS, 2/1 (1981), 57-64; idem, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe: Taxation, Trade and the
Struggle for Land, 1600—1800 (Cambridge 1981).

9 W.-D. Hiitteroth, ‘Methods of Historical Geography: Examples from Southeastern Turkey,
Syria and Irak’, in V. Milletleraras: Tiirkiye Sosyal ve Iktisat Tarih Kongresi, Tebligler, Is-
tanbul 21-25 August 1989, (Ankara 1990), 491: “[In] the period between the 19™ century and
the rich sources of the 15%/16% century, known types of defter (except the tahrir ones) are not
compiled with the intention of completeness of all settlements or population in a given area.
There could be, theoretically, one exception: Avdriz defters might have village lists. If they
were kept in a proper way, they should at least contain a list of places in which the avdriz was
to be taken, and that were surely all villages known to the regional authorities. Avdriz-defters
perhaps could give us some idea about what was left from the early Ottoman infrastructure
after the desertion processes of the Celali- and other uprisings. Surely one will not find such
detailed lists as in the tahrir-defters of the 16™ century, but even simple lists of village names
could supply us with information about continuity or change in the rural landscape.”
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1830s, as these exhaustive and systematic archival records of the first Ottoman census
were not opened to researchers until recently.

On the other hand, the rapidly expanding fields of Ottoman studies and the increasing
number of research projects carried out during the last decade have also placed within
the context of the Ottoman Balkans some of the subjects addressed by de Planhol
and Hiitteroth, who drew upon the examples of Anatolian and Syrian provinces. Vera
Mutafcieva’s studies, covering a period extending to the early nineteenth century,
research by the new generation of historians on different regions, and notably Machiel
Kiel’s exemplary studies, both published and unpublished, clearly point to a period of
crisis in the seventeenth-century Balkans as well.!® Current information suggests that
phenomena such as the widespread abandonment of villages, the dispersal of population,
and the shifting of settlement patterns hold true also for regions to the west of Istanbul.
Current studies that draw attention to the impacts that violence associated with wars and
banditry, the ever-growing economic pressure exerted on peasantry, climate changes, and
foreign market demands have on agricultural economy establish that the various Balkan
regions under Ottoman rule were influenced, each in its own way, and to varying degrees,
by the general Ottoman financial and administrative / military crisis, though differing
from one another in their distinctive ecological, topographical, economic, and climatic
features.!! As far as our question is concerned, the emphasis Bruce McGowan places
on rural destruction, the decrease in population, and the desertion of a great number
of villages in the seventeenth-century Ottoman Balkans is of particular importance. As
suggested by McGowan, all these were caused by the dispossession and displacement of
peasantry which accompanied the disintegration of the ‘protective relationship’ peculiar
to the former timar system, binding peasants to their village (land) and to the sipahi
(feudal cavalry corps).'? In any event, future discussions regarding the possible factors
behind the similar developments that took place in Anatolia and in the Balkans, where
the Ottoman Empire was nearer and more open to the European climate and ‘financial
world’, promises to yield more satisfactory results, thanks to the ever-varying and
increasing amount of archival material. As a matter of fact, the limited and partial use
of other historical sources from the seventeenth century, and notably the recent use of

10 See F. Adanir and S. Faroqghi (eds), The Ottomans and the Balkans: A Discussion of
Historiography (Leiden 2002); Cambridge History of Turkey, Vol. 3. See also V. Moutaftchie-
va, L’anarchie dans les Balkans a la fin du XVIlle siecle (Istanbul 2005).

11 Bruce McGowan'’s studies from the 1970s continue to fill an important void in this field. See
esp. his Economic Life in Ottoman Europe (especially the observations and comments in
the Introduction). See also G. Veinstein, ‘On the Ciftlik Debate’, in C. Keyder and F. Tabak
(eds), Landholding and Commercial Agriculture in the Middle East (Albany 1991), 35-53; S.
Laiou, ‘Some Considerations Regarding Ciftlik Formation in the Western Thessaly, Sixteenth-
Nineteenth Centuries’, in E. Kolovos et al. (eds), The Ottoman Empire, The Balkans, The
Greek Lands: Toward A Social and Economic History. Studies in Honor of John C. Alexander
(Istanbul 2007), 255-277; S. Stefanov, ‘Everyday Life in the Balkan Provinces of the Ottoman
Empire during the 17" and 18" Centuries’, Bulgarian Historical Review, 3-4 (2002), 50-86.

12 McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe, 61-70.
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detailed avariz and cizye registers can be interpreted as a sign that the road to a new
and more productive manner of research and debate is being paved.!? Furthermore, it is
highly likely that studies drawing upon these sources will confirm our impression that
the history of seventeenth-century Anatolia / Syria, which we tend to examine within
the context of Celali depredation and consider ‘an exceptional case’, does not in fact
constitute an exception, but that it must, on the contrary, be treated within the same meta-
analytical framework (‘crisis and its manifestations’) as that of the Balkan provinces,
each of which witnessed distinctive and sometimes contrary developments during the
general crisis.

The present study can be seen as an attempt to further Hiitteroth’s essential findings
and observations regarding the Central Anatolian plateau through new material supporting
his arguments to a striking extent. The research, findings, and questions of Wolf-Dieter
Hiitteroth, that esteemed historical geographer of the Ottoman Empire who has recently
passed away, have unfortunately not yet been elaborated and expanded upon by students
of the Ottoman Empire. The present essay thus aims to contribute to the field of Ottoman
historical geography by focusing on the Riim province, which is to the north of Konya-
Karaman, and specifically on rural Amasya.

I deem it unnecessary to recount the manifestations of the sixteenth-century economic
and demographic growth witnessed in the entire Mediterranean region and the Ottoman
Empire, including, in this context, the examples of the Rim province and the Amasya
region, as these are no longer unknown to historians. I have argued elsewhere in detail
that rural Amasya had its share of this economic and demographic growth: it doubled
its population; witnessed the expansion of cultivated lands and the emergence of new
arable lands on lowlands, mountain slopes, and even highlands; saw the appearance
of new villages on vast fertile plains, and the gradual sedentarisation of nomadic and
semi-nomadic Turcomans, who established villages on their former winter pastures on
mountain slopes, as a result of which they began to give more weight to agriculture, which
gradually became a part of their daily economic activities.'* A closer look at sixteenth-
century tax registers which provide us with substantial information shows that other
developments accompanied the macro-level transformation in question. Among them
are: an actual shrinkage of the size of lands cultivated by peasant families, an apparent

13 For a comparison between early tax registers and seventeenth-century registers in terms of
the changes in settlement patterns, see P. P. Kotzageorgis, ‘Haric ez Defter and Hali Ane’l-
Reaya Villages in the kaza of Dimetoka/Didymoteichon (Fifteenth-Seventeenth Centuries):
A Methodological Approach’, in E. Kolovos et al. (eds), The Ottoman Empire, The Balkans,
The Greek Lands, 237-254. See also N. Moacanin, Town and Country on the Middle Danube,
15261690 (Leiden and Boston 2006).

14 See O. Ozel, ‘Population Changes in Ottoman Anatolia during the 16" and 17™ Centuries: the
“Demographic Crisis” Reconsidered’, I/MES, 36 (2004), 183-205; idem, After the Storm: The
Collapse of Rural Order in Ottoman Amasya, 1576-1643 (forthcoming).
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increase in the population of landless peasants, and, finally, an exponential increase
in the number of unmarried adult men. And again, various studies have adequately
demonstrated that similar developments can also be observed to a varying degree in the
entire Ottoman Empire.'3 As far as these developments are concerned, the Riim province
and rural Amasya appear to be quite typical examples.

Again, current research reveals that the economic and demographic growth of the
sixteenth century became unsustainable towards the end of the century. The delicate
balance between population, economy, and politics was upset and economic society
(societé économique) began to dissolve rapidly under the corrosive pressure of the
power struggles taking place at the heart of the Empire. Equally destructive were the
ruling elites’ and high office holders’ increasingly frantic competition, not to mention the
disruptively long campaigns which went hand in hand with the periodic explosions under
the peculiar conditions of the turn of the seventeenth century. The period is referred to
in the literature as a time marked by widespread violence, banditry, and rebellions led
by large Celali armies. The economic and demographic developments of the previous
century virtually turned on their head. And throughout the Empire, the Rim province and
the Amasya district were among the regions most affected by the devastation.

The phenomenon of abandoned / lost villages is one of the least studied aspects of the
demographic crisis. Mustafa Akdag’s studies from the 1940s in focusing on the Celalis
and the sporadic information that he provided, which have since been referred to in each
new study on the subject, have shown that the successive major Celali rebellions led to
the dispersal of population in rural Anatolia and to the abandonment of villages. The
first and most violent phase took place against a setting of perpetual war in the early
seventeenth century. It is clear that the information Akdag provided and some of the
striking examples he presented led to the more or less established opinion that a ‘great
flight’ (kaggun) of such a scale had indeed taken place during the period. Such a portrayal
was further strengthened by other official records and accounts of the time that point
to the same phenomenon. This was at times referred to in dramatic and even grotesque
language. Recent systematic studies of different types of archival material have revealed
that there exists evidence similar to that presented by Akdag which proves that the
same situation holds true for the different regions of Anatolia.!® Foreigners’ accounts
which have become increasingly accessible to researchers constitute yet another set of
information suggesting that village settlements not only in the Anatolian provinces and
Syria but also in the Ottoman Balkans witnessed a dramatic depopulation, the desolation
of the countryside, as well as widespread banditry and harami violence.'”

15 Compare M. A. Cook, Population Pressure in Rural Anatolia, 1450—-1600 (London 1972);
Ozel, ‘Population Changes’.

16 G. Borekei, ‘Factions and Favorites at the Court of Sultan Ahmed I (r. 1603-1617) and His
Immediate Predecessors’, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Ohio State University, 2010.

17 For an observation made in the 1620s, see T. Roe, The Negotiations of Sir Thomas Roe, in
his Embassy to the Ottoman Porte, from the year 1621 to 1628 (London n.d.), 66-67. For
some contemporary observations made in the 1590s, see J. W. Zinkeisen, Geschichte des
Osmanischen Reiches in Europa (Gotha 1855), 784. Cf. Kotzageorgis, ‘Haric ez Defter’.
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Before entering into the details of the big picture, it should be pointed out that there is
aneed to historicise the dissolution and periodic collapse of the rural order and economy,
and to develop its regional map through in-depth research, as there might always be
exceptions to this general pattern, i.e., regions falling outside the above-mentioned trend.
On the other hand, it is equally clear that the Rim province and the Amasya region do
not constitute such exceptions.

Detailed avariz and cizye registers from the early and mid seventeenth century, which
have not been studied systematically until recently, show, in a much more elaborate
way and over and above what Mustafa Akdag and Hiitteroth could show in their works,
that this province was deeply affected by such trends and developments. This has been
confirmed by studies carried out for the regions of Amasya, Tokat, Canik, and Bozok.
Indeed, these archival records reveal that 10 to 50% of the villages in the above regions
were abandoned / emptied, and that this phenomenon was at times accompanied by a
decrease of 80-90% in the tax-paying population. I see and interpret this as additional
proof that attest to the big picture pointed to by the other records and witnesses of the
period, and even to the similar case of the Konya-Karaman region, which was identified
by Hiitteroth through field research. It should also be noted at this point that such a
picture appears to become a reality of rural Anatolia in general as similar avariz and cizye
registers from the mid seventeenth century onwards regarding other Anatolian provinces
are studied by historians. To put it simply, we are now talking about sources that provide
new evidence which supplements the limited knowledge of 40 years ago which Suraiya
Faroghi noted and interpreted. These new sources enable us to attempt systematic and
quantitative comparisons.

Indeed, even a brief inquiry into and the results of an initial study of these records
suffice to demonstrate that the displacement of peasants and the abandonment of villages
is a widespread seventeenth-century phenomenon throughout Anatolia, including regions
from Sebinkarahisar'® to Trabzon!'® and Erzincan,?° from Harput’! to Erzurum,?? from

18 See F. Acun - M. Oz, Karahisar-1 Sarki Sancagi Mufassal Avariz Defteri (1642-1643 Tarihli)
(Ankara 2008).

19 H. Bostan, ‘17. Yiizy1l Avariz ve Cizye Defterlerine Gore Of Kazasmin Niifusu ve Etnik Yapi-
st’, XIV. Tiirk Tarih Kongresi (Ankara, 9-13 Eyliil 2002), Kongreye Sunulan Bildiriler, Vol. 2/1
(Ankara 2005), 413-429.

20 M. inbasi, ‘Erzincan Kazasi (1642 Tarihli Avariz Defterine Gore)’, Atatiirk Universitesi, Tiirki-
yat Arastirmalar: Enstitiisii Dergisi, 41 (2009), 189-214; E. Kul, ‘1642 Tarihli Avariz Defterine
Gore Sirvan Kazasi1 ve Koyleri’, Atatiirk Universitesi Tiirkiyat Arastirmalart Enstitiisii Dergisi,
44 (2010), 271-289; H. Bulut, ‘1643 Tarihli Avariz Defterine Gore Erzincan Sehri’nin Mahal-
leleri’, History Studies. Prof. Dr. Enver Konuk¢u Armagani (Special Issue, 2012), 21-30.

21 M. A. Unal, ‘1056/1646 Tarihli Avariz Defterine Gére 17. Yiizyil Ortalarinda Harput’, Belle-
ten, 51/199 (1987), 119-129.

22 M. inbas1, ‘1642 Tarihli Avéariz Defterine Gore Erzurum Sehri’, Tirk Kiiltiirii Incelemeleri
Dergisi, 4 (2001), 9-32; idem, ‘Bayburt Sancag1 (1642 Tarihli Avariz Defterine Gore)’, Sosyal
Bilimler Enstitiisii Dergisi, Vol. 10/1 (2007), 89-118.
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Sivas-Arapgir-Egin®® to Antakya,’* from Aleppo® to Konya-Karaman, and from there
to Denizli*® and Manyas.?” Especially when compared carefully with similar data from
the last ‘classic’ surveys conducted at the beginning of the last quarter of the sixteenth
century, the data derived from these avariz and cizye registers appear to have considerable
potential to shed light on the seventeenth century in terms, at least, of the changes in
population and settlement patterns. In the pages which follow I will attempt to put this
assumption to the test and to extend the scope of the scholarly discussion up to the 1830s.

As can be seen from the topographic map below, the Amasya district has a broken
landscape intersected by deep valleys cut in four directions by the Yesilirmak River and
its several tributaries (see Map 1). The larger western part of this region in particular,
which we assume to have borne the same geographical features in the sixteenth century,
abounds with lands most suitable for agriculture. These lands are characterised by
pleasant slopes, at the centre of which lie the vast Merzifon and Geldingen (Geldigelen)
plains to the north and to the south respectively, gradually giving way to high hills and
mountains. The greater part of these lands, including those that surround the deep river
beds in the direction of east and north, has an altitude of from 300 m. to more than
1,000 m. and consists of fertile arable lands. In the sixteenth century, there used to
be densely populated settlements at the lower and the higher altitudes of these lands,
with the exception of the thinly populated settlements at altitudes higher than 1,000
m. According to the fahrir register of 1576, there were 379 village settlements and ten
supplementary lands (mezraas) with a number of settled families scattered over six sub-
districts within the boundaries of the district. Of these villages, 372 were inhabited, and
seven of them appear to be devoid of population (hdli).?® In addition to these villages,

23 E. Cakar and F. Kara, ‘17. Yiizyilin Ortalarinda Arapgir Sancaginda Iskan ve Niifus (1643 Ta-
rihli Avéariz-Hane Defterine Gére)’, Firat Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 15/2 (2005),
385-412.

24 E. Cakar, *17. Yiizyilin ikinci Yarisinda Antakya Kazasinda Iskan ve Niifus (1678/1089 Tarihli
Avariz-Hane Defterine Gore)’, Belleten, 67/252 (2004), 431-459.

25 M. Oztiirk, ‘1616 Tarihli Halep Avariz-Hane Defteri’, OTAM, 8 (1997), 249-293.

26 T. Gokge, XVI-XVII. Yiizyllarda Lazikiyye (Denizli) Kazdst (Ankara 2000).

27 O. Kiipeli, ‘Klasik Tahrirden Avériz Tahririne Gegis Siirecinde Tipik Bir Ornek: 1604 Tarihli
Manyas Kazasi Avariz Defteri’, TTK Belgeler, 32/36 (2011), 113-199.

28 The reason why these villages were empty or abandoned can be found in a record regarding an
imperial decree issued in response to a report presented to the Divan-1 Hiimayun (the Imperi-
al Council) by Omer Bey, who conducted the census: “Ve bdzi karyeler derbend yerinde viki
olub, sengistan ve tenk yerlerde olub me’aglar: miizdyaka iizere iken dyende ve revende gdyet
kesret iizere iizerlerine konup bu yiizden ekseri perdkende olub, ol makule mahif yerler hali
kaldugunu bildirmissin.” (“And you have reported that certain villages which are located on
mountain passes, stony terrains and barren lands with hard living conditions have been visited
by excessive number of travellers 'coming and going'. It is because of that that most of the-
se dangerous villages were abandoned and left uninhabited.”) See O. L. Barkan, ‘Tiirkiye’de
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there were 77 mezraas cultivated by peasants from the neighbouring villages. Also, there
were 14 etrakiye villages, i.e., semi-nomadic Turcoman villages, established at varying
altitudes on mountain fringes and slopes surrounding the whole district. In the light of
sixteenth-century standards, these data attest to a dense rural settlement pattern. The
region was a fairly typical example of the economic and demographic growth of the
century. Furthermore, the population of these villages appeared to be larger than the
average. Of the 212 villages that I could identify on twentieth-century maps, the majority
with an adult male taxpaying population (nefer) of more than 100 and many more of
those with more than 200 taxpayers were located at an altitude of 600-900 m. In other
words, the majority of the villages established on the lowest plains, which one would
expect to be the most densely populated, in fact had a taxpaying population of fewer than
100 and even 50.

This population pattern is consistent with the settlement patterns which Hiitteroth
observed in the Konya-Karaman region. The settlements established on vast plains at
low altitudes were small and middle-sized, yet the area on the whole was quite densely
settled. We must also add that some of these were ‘satellite settlements’ established in
the sixteenth century by people who had left the main village. Some of these settlements
developed and maintained an organic relationship with the main or mother village,
whereas most managed to become independent economic entities. As far as rural
Amasya is concerned, this phenomenon is well illustrated by Yenice and Cardaklu,
both administratively belonging to the Argoma district, which boasted vast plains. In
1576, population figures for Yenice and Cardaklu were recorded together with two other
villages (Salurcu and Inald1). A much better example is Hakala (today’s Yolpinar), which
was recorded in the sixteenth-century registers as the central village (nefs) of the Akdag
sub-district, and which, with its four neighbourhoods, appears to have been a town at an
earlier date. In the 1520s, Hakala brought forth a satellite settlement a few kilometres
to the north-east. The populations of Hakala and this new settlement, which was called
Degirmenderesi (literally ‘Mill-stream’), probably because it was established near a
mill on the bank of a stream of the same name, were recorded in the registers together
(183 adult male taxpayers, 61 of whom were single men). It seems that Degirmenderesi
emerged rather as a mezraa, i.e., as an arable field, at the beginning of the century, and it
was not detached from the main village of Hakala until 1576, when the former became a
self-contained village with a population (187 adult males, 57 of whom were single) even
greater than that of the latter. Let us move on, noting that among these examples, the
Cardaklu/Salurcu and Hakala/Degirmenderesi pairs were established between the fertile
lands on the left bank of the Tersakan stream on the plain of Merzifon and the skirts of
the high Akdag mountain right to the east of these lands.

Imparatorluk Devirlerinin Biiyiik Niifus ve Arazi Tahrirleri ve Hakana Mahsus Istatistik Deft-
erleri, 11", Istanbul Universitesi Iktisat Fakiiltesi Mecmuast, 11/2 (1940), 232.
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Map 1: Topography and the sixteenth-century sub-districts of Amasya

It did not take long before this settlement pattern of 1576, which seems to be relatively
sustainable in terms of the balance between population-land-settlements, took a turn
for the worse and underwent a complete change. It would not be inconsistent with the
archival records and chroniclers’ accounts of the period to argue that the extraordinary
circumstances, i.e., the intertwined spirals of war, economic oppression, and banditry
(the great earthquakes and the droughts that occurred in the same period because of
irregular climatic phenomena might also be added to this list) in which the whole region
was caught from the 1580s onwards, shattered the economy-society of the region.
This was a time when the pressure exerted on the land by the increasing population,
which we assume to have maintained its tendency to rise, was no longer sustainable.
The ensuing explosion of violence and destruction was obviously and closely related
to and even nurtured, in a way, by the havoc created by the Celalis. And, it would not
be unreasonable to argue that the closely related demographic, economic, and politi-
cal phenomena exerted pressure on and nurtured each other in the most negative way
possible. Consequently, the population and the economy of the region, which showed
a tendency to grow consistently but in an unbalanced manner from the 1580s onwards,
could no longer bear this pressure.

The sources demonstrate that beginning with the 1590s, the Rim province and the
Amasya district began to contribute on a local scale and through their internal dynamics
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to the spiral of violence, which escalated increasingly and became an integral part of
the general imperial crisis of the turn of the seventeenth century. On the other hand, the
same sources also show that this province was one of the central regions most subject
to the widespread Celali violence. A close reading of the conditions that prevailed in the
region after 1608, when the first and most intense phase of the rebellions was suppressed
by the state through counter-violence, reveals that perhaps the most crucial development
greatly influencing the course of events was the dispersal of population en masse, termed
‘the Great Flight’ by Akdag to denote the phenomenon whereby masses of peasants left
their homes and dispersed in all directions for survival. It is time we acknowledged that
there is no exaggeration to using the term ‘the Great Flight’, as it perfectly corresponds
to reality. Let us listen to the Grand Vizier of the time, who desperately implored the
Sultan, as for the treasury had fallen short of the routine expenditures of the central
administration and the salaries of the soldiers as early as 1601:

My Sultan, the treasury remains nearly empty (...) the expenses are incalculable, and we do
not know how to meet them (...) it is now time to pay another set of salaries, and we strug-
gle to remain sane as the treasury is empty. Would I dare impose on our very noble Sultan
if our country was prosperous and it was possible to collect taxes? (...) it is not within the
power of any person to collect all this money from the countryside, especially at this time of
upheaval.?

So “at this time of upheaval” it was “not within the power of any person” to col-
lect taxes from the countryside, including the RGm province and the Amasya district,
which had sunk into the mire of misery and conflict. The state chronicler Solakzade, on
the other hand, was rather tight-lipped about this situation and contented himself with
hinting at it using official, and hence cold, language: “The upheaval prevalent on the
opposite side [i.e., Anatolia] and the state of sorrow caused by the Celalis have crossed
all the limits.”3°

Unfortunately, we do not have any regularly-kept tax registers from the first ten years
of the 1600s that are relevant to the region under examination. Notwithstanding the fact
that attempts were made, in spite of the circumstances, to survey and register the tax-
paying population which resided in districts on the periphery of the centres of violence
(Manyas, for instance), it is apparent that succeeding in such an attempt was impossible
in provinces such as Rim, which happened to be at the center of violence.

29 For the report/briefing (telhis) by Yemis¢i Hasan Pasa, the then Grand Vizier, to the Sultan, see
C. Orhonlu, Osmanh Tarihine Aid Belgeler: Telhisler (1597/1607) (Istanbul 1970), 30, 34: ‘Pa-
disahim hala hazinenin miizyakasi kemalindediir (...) mesarifa nihayet yok, nereden tahsil ede-
ceglimiiz bilemeziiz (...) simdi bir mevacib dahi geliib erigdi, hazine olmadugundan aklumuz
basimizda degildiir. Eger memleket ma’mur olub akga tahsili miimkiin olsa devletlii padisa-
humdan sakinur miydum? (...) bu ihtilal zamaninda bu kadar hazine tasradan tedariik olunmak
makdur-1 beser degildiir.’

30 Solak-zdde [Mehmed Hemdemi Celebi], Solak-zade Tarihi, Vol. 2, ed. V. Cubuk (Ankara
1989), 241: *Ote yakamn ihtilali ve Celalilerin melali hadden ziyade oldu.’
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According to the information derived from other sources, rural Anatolia basically disin-
tegrated, fell into ruin, and its social order was shaken to its foundations. When it comes
to the picture of destruction in the aftermath of the storm of violence, which was quelled
to some degree again by use of force, we might once again look at the relevant literature,
giving only the following example: inspectors sent by the Ottoman government to the re-
gion in 1604 reported that 33 of the 38 villages within the boundaries of the Baci district
of Ankara were completely abandoned. Similarly, 80 villages that used to make up two-
thirds of the settlements in the districts of Haymana were reported to be deserted.>! We
will come back to this particular example at the end of the essay.

Returning to the region of our analysis, one might easily argue that the countrysides
of both the Riim province and the Amasya district had their share of this wave of destruc-
tion. It is therefore obvious that the settlement patterns and economic infrastructure of
the region suffered the first severe blow in this period. Let us also add that the restoration
of the ‘peaceful’ atmosphere in 1608 by ‘Kuyucu’ Murad Pasa was extremely deceptive
and nothing more than a temporary breather. It was indeed so, as we do not know how
many peasants who left their homes for survival en masse were able to return to their vil-
lages, houses, and farms. Neither do we have any substantial information as to wheth-
er the peasants who managed to go back to their villages were able to find and settle in
their houses and farms upon their return. There is also the question of whether peasants
who were deprived of their lands and male adults, who had probably begun to experience
difficulty in getting married, had a good reason to go back to their villages, after having
left their homes under the circumstances outlined above. We have sporadic evidence that
some peasants obviously returned to their lands, thinking that a good many of the ‘sur-
plus population” had disappeared in that turmoil (and turned into “waste/lost population”)
and thus hoping that they could take advantage of this situation and find lands to settle
and cultivate. And they were probably right in thinking so.

But let us remember the following facts without jumping to a conclusion in haste:
1) peasants who made ‘the Great Flight’ were not the only ones to think and act in the
above manner. Chiefly military men with askeri status (i.e., the ruling elite) from all
ranks in the provinces, who themselves were also subject to and active participants in the
same disorder and turmoil, had already come to make similar calculations either out of
desperation or mere opportunism. Getting the drop on peasants and employing all their
means, including their arms as well as the military and social standing which they still
enjoyed over the peasantry, these imperial dignitaries settled on the lands abandoned by
fleeing peasants, beginning to establish their own farms. 2) Murad Pasa had destroyed a
great portion of the Celali forces, but the remaining parts of this great violence-generat-
ing machine, consisting of tens of thousands of men, was spread uncontrollably across
the Anatolian countryside. It did not take long before they returned to their now normal
routines, that is, to banditry. Provincial governors, who served in the countryside as the
representatives of the short-circuited imperial administration, had also long made a habit
of contributing to banditry through their own retinues, consisting of thousands of men

31 M. Akdag, Celdli Isyanlart (1550-1603) (Ankara 1963), 251-252.
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of a Celali type. These forces seized every opportunity systematically to ‘patrol’ villages
through devirs to plunder and seize everything hidden away by peasants who remained
on or returned to their lands.

The Anatolian countryside was thus being caught in the spiral of violence which con-
tinued to mount in the decades after 1608. Neither the peasants who stayed nor those who
fled could have a lasting peace in such an atmosphere. Whatever was left behind by the
rebellious Celali forces was seized by bandits, who had by then established themselves
in the countryside. In the absence of detailed historical sources directly relevant to these
issues, we can only guess/estimate the magnitude of the famine, shortages, and diseases
experienced during this period.

By the 1620s, the machine of violence had generated large armies again, and these
rebellious troops were this time commanded by Abaza Mehmed Pasa. His rebellion wre-
aked havoc once again on Anatolian provinces from Erzurum to Bursa. Furthermore, the
entire Rim province had its share of violence. The region also suffered from the inter-
mittent wars between the Ottomans and the Safavids of Iran. Let us take a closer look at
what the author of Kitab-1 Miistetab wrote at that very moment:

Military campaigns against Persia and the Rim province have been undertaken every year
[since the reign of Sultan Murad III] until today, as a consequence of which not only were the
majority of the subjects in Anatolian provinces scattered and wretched, but also many turned
into bandits and Celalis, and the majority of the villages went to wrack and ruin (...) as of now,
only one fourth of these villages and arable lands from Scutari to Karaman, from Aleppo to
Baghdad, from the Sivas region to Arz-1 Rlim (Erzurum) and to Van, remains intact (...) and
there remain [almost] no people in the provinces.??

This excerpt can be read as a laconic account of the tragic aftermath of the develop-
ments which we are trying to point to in this essay. In brief, the situation prevailing in
the 1620s does not appear to be any brighter than in the first decade of the century. The
important point, as far as the subject of this study is concerned, is that the number of ru-
ined, and partially or wholly abandoned, villages in the Anatolian provinces had indeed
reached to the extent where any seemingly exaggerated portrayal of the phenomenon
by contemporaries was thoroughly warranted. In other words, the settlement pattern of
rural Anatolia was drastically altered: settlements in the Anatolian countryside shrank
dramatically in size, and a large number of villages were abandoned, some disappear-
ing for good. To give an example from another region which made its way into texts
written by the historians of the period, most of the large and prosperous Armenian vil-
lages in the Kayseri region were completely deserted: their former inhabitants left the

32 Yasar Yiicel (ed.), Osmanli Devlet Diizenine Ait Metinler, I. Kitab-1 Miistetdb (Ankara 1988),
17, 20: ‘[Ugiincii Murad zamanindan] bu zamana gelinceye degin her yil gahi Acem ve gahi
Rumeli’ne seferler olmagla Anadolu memleketlerinde reayanin ekseri perakende ve perisan
oldiklarindan maada niceleri dahi eskiya ve celali olub kuranin dahi ekseri harab ve yebab ol-
musdur (...) simdikihal Uskiidar’dan Karaman ve Haleb iizerinden Bagdad’a varinca ve Sivas
canibinden Arz-1 Rum’a (Erzurum) ve Van’a varinca kura ve mezariden dort bolitkden ancak
bir boliigli ma’mur kalmisdir (...) vilayetde reaya kalmamisdir.”
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region to settle in lands and farms located between Istanbul and Edirne. Reports writ-
ten by members of the Ottoman financial bureaucracy, who took action by the order of
Murad IV, awakened to the situation on his way to Baghdad during a military campaign,
provide us with detailed information as to the number of peasants who abandoned their
villages in the district of Kayseri alone: 35-40,000. This was indeed a significant mag-
nitude by any standards of an early modern agricultural society and should not be un-
derestimated. The last piece of information to add here regarding this particular case is
that these people who were forced by the circumstances to flee their villages could not
be brought back to their homes.?* The large part of the similar picture that we encounter
when we analyse the aftermath of the storm of violence in the Amasya region, that is,
the picture of a largely depopulated countryside, which turned virtually into a village
cemetery, was probably produced by the events that took place between the 1590s and
the 1630s. At this point, let us listen to Katip Celebi, who personally witnessed some
of these events (what is more, Katip Celebi mentions a group living on the outskirts of
Istanbul, this group consisting of peasants who made the ‘great flight” mentioned above
in the example of Kayseri):

33 Naima Mustafa Efendi, Tdrih-i Ndima: Ravzatii’l-Hiiseyn fi huldsati ahbdri’l-hdfikayn, ed. M.
Ipsirli (Ankara 2007), Vol. 11, 808-809: ‘People inhabiting the villages of Kayseri and Anatolia
had suffered terribly during the Celali revolts. When the Sultan went off on the Revan cam-
paign (in 1635), seeing, on his way, that the region lay in ruins and was abandoned, he in-
quired into this situation, and was informed that Celali violence had brought misery to peas-
ants, the majority of whom had therefore moved to Istanbul. When the noble order of the
Sultan regarding the resettlement of all the subjects who had left their homes during the last
40 years reached Bayram Pasa, the latter appointed Seyyid Mehmed Efendi, displaced from
Egypt, as mevia, and Hiiseyin Aga, a retired kethiida bey, as miibagir. For a couple of months,
Bayram Pasa took a lot of trouble to inspect the quarters of Istanbul. However, his efforts did
not yield any fruit. If they had, the revenues of the treasury would have multiplied. But it is
known to all who have a good understanding of the situation that this is immensely difficult.’
(‘Kayseri ve Anadolu etrafinda olan karyelerin erbabi Celali istilas1 zamaninda perisan olup
padisah Revan seferine gittikte (1635 yil1) ol havaliyi hali ve harabe goriip sual ettikte Ce-
lali teaddisinden perisan olup ekseri varip Istanbul’da tavaddun ettikleri haber vermeleriy-
le kirk seneden beri terk-i vatan eden reaya mekan-1 kadimlerine icla olunmak babinda Bay-
ram Pasa’ya hiikm-i serif varid olup, pasa-y1 mezbur dahi Misir’dan ma’zul Seyyid Mehmed
Efendi’yi mevla ve kethiida beylikten miitekaid Hiiseyin Aga’y1 miibasir tayin edip bir kag
ay Istanbul mahallatim teftis belasina miiptela oldu. Lakin emr-i asir olmagin netice vermedi.
Bu maslahat miimkin olaydi nice hazine husule gelirdi. Lakin gayet miiteassir oldugu ehline
ma’lumdur.) For the case in question, see The Travel Account of Simeon of Poland (Introduc-
tion and Annotated Translation by G. A. Bournoutian) (Costa Mesa-California 2007), 309-310;
H. D. Andreasyan, ‘Celalilerden Kacan Anadolu Halkinin Geri Gonderilmesi’, Ismail Hakk
Uzungarsili 'ya Armagan (Ankara 1976), 45-53. Cf. R. Murphey, ‘Population Movements and
Labor Mobility in Balkan Context: A Glance at Post-1600 Ottoman Social Realities’, in M.
Delilbast (ed.), South East Europe in History: The Past, The Present and the Problems of
Balkanology (Ankara 1999), 91-94; M. Akdag, ‘Celali isyanlarmda Biiyiik Kaggunluk, 1603-
1606°, TED, 11/2-3 (1964), 1-50.
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Subjects, who grew weaker after the emergence of the Celalis, ran for their lives and leav-
ing their villages, they settled in the city. Even the outskirts of Istanbul still teem with them.3*

And let us see how Koci Bey summarised in 1632 all that was happening: ‘In brief,
the atrocities and oppressions against the reaya [subject people] which we witness today
have not ever been witnessed in history, in another land, or under another reign.’3>

It seems possible to describe the 1630s as a period where chronic violence continued
under circumstances similar to those of the 1610s, albeit in a less intense manner. Perhaps,
once more, peasants tried desperately to return to their villages, and the number of these
people, whom we can call peasant ‘remainders’ or former peasants, decreased each time.
And perhaps some refused to leave their villages and managed to survive in one way or
the other. There was also an army of the poor, who were certainly even more miserable.
The poor could produce barely enough to survive and put all their life energy and power
into holding on to what they had at hand. As the 1640s dawned, this army of the poor
appears to have had and raised children at obviously decreasing rates under severe hard-
ships. In view of the laws of demographic mechanisms, it is only natural that these new
generations were more vulnerable to the harsh living conditions, that they had a lower
chance of survival, and that they also decreased exponentially in number. Yet another
factor that contributed to the population decline in the entire first half of the century was
epidemics, such as plague, which were not lacking at all in Anatolia.

It was under these very circumstances, in 1641, that Kemankes Kara Mustafa Pasha,
the Grand Vizier of Sultan Ibrahim, who viewed the entire situation from the perspec-
tive of state finance, decided to step in to alleviate this ‘financial crisis’ by taking certain
measures: he not only tried to stabilise the currency by coinage reform, as Ottoman coins
had been debased and the currency had become unstable, but also demanded that a de-
tailed survey of the taxpaying population be conducted and that the results be recorded
in a defter (tax register). To this end, he issued instructions and sent teams to all the dis-
tricts of the empire, including the Balkans, Syria, and, of course, the Rlim province to
work closely with local kadis (judges) and the security forces under subagis (chiefs of
local security forces).

Considering the circumstances, to what extent the latter managed to accomplish this
duty remains uncertain, as low-intensity violence continued and local officials persisted
in ‘patrolling’ the countryside under devir: The survey and registration team, accountable
to the defterdar (treasurer) of Rim, Mehmed Murad Efendi, began to go from village to
village with a copy of the former registers so as to determine and register the taxpaying
population as carefully and as minutely as possible. Fair copies of the results were made

34 Katip Celebi, Diisturii’l Amel li-Islahi’l-Halel (Istanbul 1280 [...]), 127: “Celaliler zuhuru ile
reayaya za’af geliib, terk-i diyar ve karyelerden sehre firar itdiler. HAlA Istanbul etrafi bile
doludur.’

35 Kogi Bey, Kog¢i Bey Risdlesi, ed. A. K. Aksiit (Istanbul 1939), 48-50: “Velhasil simdiki hal-
de reaya fikarasina olan zulm i taaddi bir tarihde ve bir iklimde ve bir padisah memleketinde
olmamisdir.”
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piecemeal and the finalised deffers (registers) were submitted for the Sultan’s approval
and signature in early days of the year 1643.

This is how the detailed avdriz and cizye registers of 1641-1643, as well as summa-
ry registers®® and even briefer, report-like defters based on these detailed registers, all of
which are preserved today in the different sections of the Ottoman archives, came into
existence. These are the seventeenth-century-style tahrir defters (tax registers) referred
to at the beginning of the essay. It is particularly important for this study that we can
draw a comparison between the data provided by these registers, regarding especially
the taxpaying population and settlement patterns, with relevant data provided by the
last ‘classic’ tax registers of the 1570s. Such a comparison yields valuable information
not only about the extent of depopulation but also about the deserted, depopulated,
abandoned, and devastated villages. It was these very registers the absence of which
troubled Hiitteroth deeply throughout his research. Current accessibility of the detailed
avariz and cizye registers of the 1640s seems to have facilitated our work to a great extent
(even though it has also raised new questions for us to ask...). Even the few and rather de-
scriptive studies conducted in recent years clearly show that these sources have already
proved to be vital in that they provide us with information not only about the demograph-
ic changes that took place in the seventeenth century, but also about the changes that were
witnessed concurrently in settlement patterns.

Now let us have a closer look at the data provided by the avariz register of 1643 for rural
Amasya,’” bearing in mind also the example of 1576, and try to trace the villages aban-
doned by 1643.

When we render the crude numbers found in this register into words, the following
picture emerges: out of the 372 villages recorded within the borders of the Amasya dis-
trict in 1576, only 228 appear to still exist in 1643. Dozens of uninhabited mezraas which
were previously recorded, that is, the lands cultivated by the peasants of the neighbouring
villages, were not even recorded in the register of 1643. One may assume that these mez-
raas were either still uninhabited during the 1641-42 survey or they had already fallen
into the hands of the members of the military class (askerr). If the latter is the case, then
there is the possibility that the arable lands in question were recorded in the registers as
askert farms under the villages to which they were attached. According to our calcula-
tions, 144 villages within the district vanished from the records during the intervening
period, that is, after 1576. As a matter of fact, a number of these villages might well have
existed in 1643 among the 24 villages that I assume to be ‘newly appearing’ settlements,
some of whose names I could not read. So we might suppose that the real number of lost

36 See Turan Gokge, ‘Osmanh Niifus ve Iskan Tarihi Kaynaklarindan “Mufassal-Icmal” Ava-
riz Defterleri ve 1701-1709 Tarihli Giimiilcine Kazas1 Ornekleri’, Tarih Incelemeleri Dergisi,
20/1 (2005), 71-134.

37 BOA, MAD 776. For details, see Ozel, After the Storm.
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villages was in fact a little smaller, that is, around 140. If we take this latter number as a
basis for the calculation, the resulting picture tells us that roughly 35% of the village set-
tlements that existed in the late sixteenth century somehow disappeared from the records
as of 1643. On the other hand, 15-20 new villages appeared in the meantime in the whole
district. In short, the picture of the period in question was as follows: around 140 lost vil-
lages versus 15-20 new villages...

This being the case, the first question that comes to mind is whether their non-exis-
tence in this register does necessarily indicate that these 140 unrecorded villages were
indeed deserted or empty at the time of the survey. Theoretically speaking, the answer is
‘no’. Itis primarily because some peasants might well have hidden individually or collec-
tively from surveyors in a period when evading such surveys was a widespread tendency
among them. However, if we take this reasoning to an extreme, a counter-argument can
also be made: that a tremendous amount of effort has to be put into making a village look
as if it was long deserted and in ruins, even though this is highly unlikely. But then, it can
also be argued that no such effort was needed, considering that during this period of col-
lective violence and destruction, peasants’ houses were so wretched and ramshackle that
they could hardly be called houses. We can assume that a small number of peasants liv-
ing in such settlements, which were on the verge of turning into ruins, could easily make
themselves invisible, and with a little help from the local men in charge, these settlements
could have easily been registered as uninhabited villages.

Some of the inhabited villages could also have gone unregistered for other reasons.
The known cases supporting this assumption are the following: a) some villages were
exempted from taxation (muaf), and thus left out of the register; b) peasants living in vil-
lages whose revenues belonged to the Sultan, to viziers, to imperial pious endowments,
and foundations established for the provisioning of Mecca and Medina, could have been
left out of the survey or the register, or recorded in a separate register; ¢) former mem-
bers of the military class became the new landlords or the constituent elements of future
landed aristocracy as they seized the miri (state-owned) lands left behind by fleeing peas-
ants during ‘the great flight’, and established farms on them. And as they needed labour
in a period of shortage of manpower, they might have helped peasants living in the same
village or the surrounding villages evade the surveys in return for protection. It is theo-
retically possible in all three cases that a great many peasants who resorted to such means
went unrecorded in the survey.

However, a) the first two possibilities pertain rather to the classic survey practice of
the sixteenth-century timar system. Furthermore, it was clearly ordered in the firmans
(imperial decrees) issued for the survey of 1641-1642 that those who were exempt from
taxation be also counted and registered as such in the defter. b) The villages of imperial
domain (hassha) and vakif villages were also included in the survey of 1641-1642, ir-
respective of the number of registered subjects living in them. And these peasants and
their particularities were recorded in the same register and not in separate registers un-
less their village was too populous. To give an example from the Amasya district, the vil-
lages whose revenues were allocated to various vakifs or assigned to the Palace, as well
as the peasants living in these villages were neither left out of the survey nor recorded in
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separate registers. In cases where they were recorded in separate registers, it is not dif-
ficult at all to piece together the big picture using these registers along with others. c) It
was expressly ordered in the survey of 1641-1642 that the many peasants who settled in
these villages in the hope that they could avoid paying taxes be counted and registered in
their new settlements without being forced to return to their former villages. Therefore it
is extremely unlikely that village settlements were left out of the survey unless they had
been abandoned altogether.

On the contrary, the central government, which undertook the surveys of 1641-1642,
was well aware of the severe conditions prevailing in the countryside. Indeed, these sur-
veys were conducted so as to end the existing turmoil and to bring the state records up-to-
date in a reliable manner.’® Therefore, the Ottoman government tried to prevent its sub-
jects from evading the survey to the best of its ability, and warned the surveyors of this
possibility from the very beginning. Most important, individual attempts possibly made
by peasants who were liable for taxes to evade the survey did not lead to entire villages’
going unrecorded in the registers. In short, no village was left outside the 1641-1642 sur-
vey of Amasya because of its former tax-exempt status. On the contrary, the content and
format of the registers compiled as a result of these Empire-wide surveys differed from
one region to another and caused changes in the registration system, as a result of which,
in some cases, even certain abandoned villages were recorded in the registers. Just as
Omer Bey, who conducted the survey in the region in the 1570s, was ordered to do... In
such cases, empty arable lands and abandoned village settlements were noted down as
‘empty’ or ‘ruined’ and their estimated tax revenues were recorded in view of the possi-
bility that they could be repopulated in the future.? Furthermore, even when a district or

38 ‘In order to avoid paying avariz, cizye, and other dues, the Muslim and non-Muslim subjects
and the groups of tributaries and unbelievers abandoned the lands which they had previously
inhabited, to settle in the vakfs of Sultans and viziers, of the Two Holy Cities, in the imperial
hass lands, and in the free and exempt towns and villages. This resulted in a decrease in [the
number] of established households (avariz-hanes) and a severe deficiency in the income of the
treasury. Moreover, those commissioned to collect avariz and dues and other provisions had a
great deal of difficulty in collecting [these dues and taxes], and since the peasants have left their
old places and settled in other places, their dues are also imposed on those who remained. This
is a severe injustice to the subjects. [All this] has reached my Exalted Royal Ears. (Memalik-i
mahrusemde vaki olan avariz hanesine dahil olan miisiilman ve zimmi reaya ve haracgiizar ve
kefere taifesin miicerred avariz ve cizye ve sair tekalifi vermemek i¢iin kadimi sakin olduklar1
yerlerinden kalkub evkaf-1 selatin ve viizera ve haremeyni’s-serifeyn ve havass-1 hiimaytn ve
serbest ve mu‘af olan kasaba ve karyelere varub tavattun eylemeleriyle kadimi haneye kesr ve
hazine malina kiilli noksan geldiigiinden maada her sene avariz ve tekalif ve sair zahire cemine
me’mur olanlar cem ve tahsilde ziyade usret ¢ekiib ve o makile kadimi yerlerinden kalkub
ahar yere varub sakin olan reayanin tekalifi dahi yerinden mevkud olanlara tahmil olunmak ile
reayaya kiilli taaddi oldugu mesami-i aliyye-i hiisrevaneme ilka olunmagin...) Amasya Court
Register, (Seriye Sicil) No. 4, p. 149-150.

39 For example, when the detailed avariz register of 1642 is compared with the seventeenth-cen-
tury tax registers, it can be seen that the number of villages registered in the sub-province of
Ispir in both registers is nearly the same (approximately 140). The only difference is that 30 of
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a sub-district was left out of the survey or a register, this situation was not passed over
in silence. In most cases, the reason for this choice was explained in a marginal note.*’
Therefore, researchers rarely encounter misleading or enigmatic points in these registers,
and when they do, they can easily demystify these points by comparing them to other
similar registers or orders concerning the surveys.*!

So, data provided by detailed avariz and cizye registers (and also summary registers,
in our case), prepared following the 1641-1642 survey, should be interpreted within the
context of the specific conditions and extraordinary developments of the period in ques-
tion. Besides, our purpose is to carry out an analysis based on settlement units, rather
than a discussion of population. From this standpoint, it appears more reasonable to ar-
gue that the ‘disappearance’ of some 140 villages across the Amasya district from the
register of 1643 reflects the unusual circumstances and the realities of the time, than to
jump to a hasty conclusion that the surveys, and the registers for that matter, are not re-
liable. Therefore, it is particularly important for our study that, when these surveys are
read against the background of the extraordinary conditions insistently pointed to by the
other sources of the period, they provide us with information which is strikingly consist-
ent with the principal developments and main trends of the period outlined above.

In the light of these explanations, let us now take a closer look at whether or not these
140 villages, which appear to have disappeared between 1576 and 1643, have any dis-
tinguishing features.

The distributions of these ‘missing’ village settlements by sub-districts enable us to
make the following initial observations: the detailed numbers in Table 1 indicate that
among the six sub-districts, the ones with the largest number of abandoned villages
are Argoma, Geldigelen, and Akdag. The common characteristic of these areas is that
they all boasted fertile lowlands (Argoma and Geldigelen entirely, and Akdag partially).
Of these 140 abandoned villages, 125 were within the boundaries of these three sub-
districts. The characteristics of the other sub-districts seem to account for the varying

these villages were noted down as “empty”, that is, abandoned, in the avariz register of 1642,
which includes notes like the following written down next to the names of these villages: ‘it
is registered with a tax of quarter avariz-hane, if ever to be reinhabited.’ (topragr muteberdir
[the land is of good quality], redya olursa rub’ hane vermek iizere kaydolundu.) See 1. E. Cakar,
*1642 Tarihli Avariz Defterine Gore Ispir Sancag’, Uluslararasi Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi,
2/8 (2009), 115, 119. Another example is from the village of Persut in the Siran district (Kul,
‘Siran Kazasi ve Koyleri’, 276): ‘The aforementioned village, a devastated and abandoned vil-
lage which has no trace of habitation, was recorded in the in the name of zeamet-holder, Ali, as
he accepts to pay the fixed amount of two hundred ak¢es per year to the treasury as avariz in
return for the right to use and cultivate these lands, and as this agreement was beneficial for the
treasury. The fixed amount of avariz per year: 200.” (Karye-i mezbur harabe ve viran ve eser-i
ra’iyyetden bi-ndm i nisan olub zliemadan Ali’nin beher sene miriye iki yiiz ak¢e avariz bedeli
ber-vech-i maktu veriib ziraat ve tasarruf etmek iizere kabul ediib kabuli miriye nafi olmagla
deftere kayd olundi. Bedel-i avariz ber-vech-i maktu fi sene 200).

40 For the example of Konya, see BOA, MAD 3074.

41 For a discussion on these subjects, see O. Ozel, ‘Avariz ve Cizye Defterleri’, in H. Inalcik and
S. Pamuk (eds), Osmanli Devleti 'nde Bilgi ve Istatistik (Ankara 2000), 35-50.
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number of abandoned villages within their boundaries: almost the entirety of the sub-
districts of Bergoma and Yavas-ili, registered jointly as Ezinepazar1 in 1643, is moun-
tainous, with the exception of narrow strips of cultivated land in deep river valleys.
The number of lost villages in this region to the south-cast of the city of Amasya is ten,
whereas the number of newly appearing villages is seven, meaning that in the region of
Ezinepazar1 the unprotected villages were abandoned, and new villages were thereupon
established in more secure locations. Yet another feature of this region is that the vil-
lages here managed to maintain their average population size, compared to their coun-
terparts in other regions. Another example is the Astagul sub-district (today’s Ortakoy
in the Corum area), located on the main pass flanked by mountain ranges in the direc-
tion of Zile-Yozgat along the river Cekerek. With the exception of one small settlement,
nearly all the villages in the Astagul sub-district, which were much larger in population
than the village average in the district, managed to remain inhabited. However, the cost
of this was that, in the 1640s, these large and relatively prosperous villages of the past
became a mere shadow of themselves, with a population varying between 15 and 50 tax-
payers at the most.*? As for the situation in the Gelikiras sub-district, it exhibits another
feature: towards the 1570s, Gelikiras had been made an independent administrative unit,
consisting of villages spread over an undulating terrain where the Argoma and Geldige-
len sub-districts met, and whose revenues were allocated entirely to the pious founda-
tion serving the needs of the poor of Mecca and Medina throughout the sixteenth cen-
tury.*? In this region, which boasted fairly large settlements, most of them being larger
than the district average, seven villages were lost and three new ones appeared by 1643.
The importance of this sub-district for this study lies in the fact that even though it con-
sisted solely of vakf'villages, Gelikiras could neither remain untouched nor avoid losing
most of its population.

42 According to a record in the avariz register of Tokat province and its districts of 1601, the
avariz tax of the year in question could not be fully collected because nearly all of the in-
habitants of the Yildiz, Kafirni, Tozanlu, and Artukabad sub-districts had abandoned their
villages. This record is important for our study in that it identifies the location of these sub-
districts, which were ‘en route’ to Sivas just like the villages of Astagul, as a major factor
in the abandonment of their villages: ‘The avariz taxes could not be fully collected from the
above sub-districts because their inhabitants fled from Celali oppression, because these sub-
districts were on a route to Sivas, and because their inhabitants dispersed in fear.” (... Celali
clirmiinden hurfi¢ etmegin zikrolunan nahiyeler Sivas tarafinda yol iistiinde olmagin, ahali-
si havflarindan etrafa perakende olmagin avarizlari tamamen cemine mahal olmadi). BOA,
MAD 15615, p. 6.

43 See A. Glirbiiz, ‘1576 Tarihli Defter-i Evkaf-1 Rim’a Gére Amasya Sancagi’ndan Harameyn’e
yapilan Vakiflar’, Tarih Incelemeleri Dergisi, 5 (1990), 253-262.
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Table 1: The number of abandoned villages in the Amasya district
between 1576-1643

Sub-district 1576* 1643** % (-)

Amasya (the city) 3 1 66.66
Akdag 48 18 37.5
Argoma 117 55 47.00
Astagul 9 1 11.11
Bergoma/Yavag|[ili] 46 10 21.73
Geldigelen 127 52 40.94
Gelikiras 22 7 31.81
Total 372 144 38.70

* the number of inhabited villages
** the number of abandoned/empty villages

This point is important in another respect as well. It has been repeatedly pointed out in
the literature that the registered inhabitants of such ‘free’ vakf villages and imperial do-
mains were exempted from certain taxes, this privilege of tax-exemption making these
settlements less likely to be abandoned. As a rule, the taxes involved here were avariz
and tekalif, i.e., customary taxes, and the government carried out the surveys of 1641-
1642 primarily to establish full control over these two groups of taxes. As we have al-
ready seen in the excerpt from the firman concerning the 1641-1642 survey, the very
motive behind this survey was the fact that peasants living in ordinary (timar) villages
flooded into vakf and hassa villages because of their tax-exempt status (and, perhaps,
the expectation of better protection in this time of turmoil). However, data provided by
the registers reveal that the post-1576 conditions had a severe impact on these villages,
which also lost a significant portion of their population. For instance, the adult male pop-
ulation of the hassa village of Kolay in the district of Argoma decreased from 189 to 47
in the period between 1576 and 1643. We also know that there were hassa villages in oth-
er regions which were completely deserted as well. To give but one example, 16 such vil-
lages, along with a few vakf villages in the Antakya district, were still in ruins in 1678.44

It is no coincidence that those sub-districts that contain the largest lowlands in the
Amasya province appear to have suffered most from the loss. This means above all that
the most vulnerable villages were located on these plains. Secondly, the least populated
villages were also in this area, and, as noted above, some of these were ‘satellite villag-
es’ which came into existence during the growth and expansion process witnessed in the
sixteenth century. This is also significant, as it is in line with Hiitteroth’s observations
on the Konya-Karaman region. Hiitteroth had observed that the majority of lost villages
were unprotected small villages located on flat lowlands and that their percentage in such
regions reached 90%, whereas it remained somewhere between 30%-50% in the high-

44 See E. Cakar, ‘17. Yiizyili Ikinci Yarisinda Antakya Kazasinda Iskan ve Niifus’, 445.
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lands.® It seems that the Amasya region suffered relatively smaller losses compared with
the plains of Konya-Karaman.*¢

Despite the fact that the Argoma, Geldigelen, and Akdag districts lost so many villag-
es, few new village settlements appeared in these areas. By the 1640s, 52 villages were
abandoned and only 11 ‘new’ villages were established in Geldigelen, which had 112
inhabited villages within its borders in 1576.47 In any event, this district lost a substan-
tial number of villages and its new villages were very few in number compared to those
which it lost. Argoma, the second largest and most densely populated sub-district of the
Amasya province, the majority of whose villages were on the fertile plain of Merzifon,
lost 55 villages, that is, 47% of its 117 village settlements. The number of its new settle-
ments, on the other hand, remained as low as two. In other words, nearly half of its vil-
lages disappeared, but almost no villages were established in this region. Similarly, the
district of Akdag, which extended into the large lowlands of the same plain to its west,
lost 18 of its 48 villages and gained no new ones. In short, if we consider the cases of
these two districts on the Merzifon Plain together (we can even include in our considera-
tion the district of Geldigelen, which is located on the second largest plain with the same
name), densely populated plains appear to have suffered the most devastating blow and
lost a great number of villages which were entirely abandoned by their inhabitants. The
reason behind the emergence of only a few new villages in these lowlands probably lies
in the fact that the settlements here were small and unprotected, and that the region was
wide open to attacks of all kinds throughout the period under consideration.

The smallest villages (with an adult male population of fewer than 25) constitute 45%
of the abandoned village settlements in the whole of Amasya: 64, that is, 80% of the 82
village settlements which had such a small population appear to have been abandoned
between 1576 and 1643. As can be seen in the table below (Table 2), the rate of abandon-

45 Hiitteroth, Ldndliche Siedlungen, 184-185. Long ago, Necdet Tuncdilek reached a similar
conclusion regarding the Egkisehir region. See N. Tungdilek, ‘Eskigehir Bolgesinde Yerlesme
Tarihine Bir Bakis’, Istanbul Universitesi Iktisat Fakiiltesi Mecmuast, 15/1-4 (1953-1954),
189-208.

46 This said, a comparative look at the relevant data reveals that, as far as the countryside of the
neighbouring provinces of Canik and Bozok are concerned, the nominal decrease in the num-
ber of villages was around 10% in the same period. See M. Oz, ‘XVII. Yiizy1l Ortasina Dogru
Canik Sancagr’, in M. A. Unal (ed.), Prof. Dr. Bayram Kodaman’a Armagan (Izmir 1993),
193-206; idem, ‘Bozok Sancaginda Iskan ve Niifus (1539-1642), XII. Tiirk Tarih Kongresi,
Ankara, 12-16 Eyliil 1994, Kongreye Sunulan Bildiriler, Vol. 3 (Ankara 1999), 787-794; idem,
‘Population Fall in Seventeenth-Century Anatolia: Some Findings for the Districts of Canik
and Bozok’, ArchOtt, 22 (2004-2005), 159-171. However, a detailed comparison between the
abandoned villages and the newly appearing ones in these provinces might result in an increase
in the number and percentage of abandoned villages. In any event, we need more detailed and
systematic analyses to be able to make comparisons that are more meaningful.

47 1 put the word ‘new’ in inverted commas in order not to rule out the possibility that some of
these settlements, whose names I could not read, might actually be old villages. If that is the
case, then the number of lost villages will slightly decrease, thus leading to an equal decrease
in the number of the presumably new villages.
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ment decreases as one moves from these small villages to more populous ones. At this
point, we would make another interesting observation: large villages which had an adult
male population of more than 250 according to the register of 1576 were not entirely
abandoned, regardless of the extent of their loss of population.

Table 2: Abandoned villages of 1643 and their average population in 1576

sub-district “adult male population (nefer)”

1-24 25-49  50-99  100-199 200-250 total

Amasya (city) — — — 1 — 1

Akdag 10 7 1 — — 18
Argoma 28 10 9 6 1 54 (+1)*
Astagul — — — 1 — 1
Bergoma — 2 1 — — 3
Yavag-ili 5 1 1 — — 7
Geldigelen 20 9 15 7 1 52
Gelikiras 1 2 4 — — 7

Total 64 31 31 15 2 144

(%) (44.44) (21.67) (21.67) (10.48) (1.39)

Two more points to complete the picture of the Amasya countryside in the 1640s: first,
abandoned settlements include nearly all of the relatively populous Etrakiye villages es-
tablished in the decades prior to 1576 by nomadic Turcomans who were in the process
of sedentarisation. Of the 14 Etrakiye villages registered within the borders of the whole
of Amasya in 1576, only four seem to have survived by 1643. The literature refers to this
as ‘renomadisation’. The second, however, is indicative of a reverse trend: 10 mezraas,
which were uninhabited in 1576, appear to have developed by the 1640s into inhabited
villages with a modest population. One may argue that a portion of the runaway peasants
might have settled on these plots of lands located on secure sites, probably on mountain
slopes and high plateaus, and that these fields thus evolved in time into permanent settle-
ments. When considered along with the 15-20 newly established villages, the emergence
of such settlements suggests a significant shift from flat lowlands to highlands, mountain
slopes, and high plateaus. This is but a manifestation in the Amasya region of another
historical transformation observed by de Planhol and Hiitteroth.

An extension of this observation is that fertile plains and undulating lands surround-
ed by the slopes of mountains of varying heights were vulnerable first to bandit raids,
which became widespread in the last quarter of the sixteenth century, and made the
whole region open to the greater destruction of the large Celali armies of the turn of the
seventeenth century. That the region lies on the main East-West route that the Ottoman
army took each time it set out on a campaign to the East or to fight against the Celali ar-
mies was a great topographical advantage to the Celalis and bandits. This, in return, pro-
longed the likelihood of the abandonment of village settlements. Furthermore, this route
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ran along the very plains and valleys mentioned above. Thus, one may reasonably ar-
gue that the Amasya region also fell victim to its location and topography. Let us take a
look at the following statement in a firman dated 1643 and addressed to the kad: (judge)
of Osmancik, a district a little to the north of Amasya that bore the same characteristics
as the latter, in order to see how this situation was interpreted in the capital of the Otto-
man Empire:

It is notified that the aforementioned town is located on a route, that it is not lacking in mes-
sengers who stop by as they shuttle between the seat of the Sultan and Baghdad, Kurdistan,
Georgia, and the frontiers of Persia, that all of its villages where travellers had long been seek-
ing lodging have gone to wrack and ruin, that the subjects inhabiting this town and its villages
have been having difficulty in receiving travellers, and that they no longer have the means to
pay the avariz tax and to serve the travellers.*

Leaving aside the special location of the Amasya district, not only the local and for-
eign historical sources and nasihatnames (advice literature) of the period referred to the
fact, irrespective of the reason behind it, that all of the Anatolian provinces had been wit-
nessing violence from as early as the beginning of the century. This violence had already
wrought havoc on the entire region in the initial phase of the Celali rebellions. Let us read
a document from 1611, written directly by the finance bureaucrats of the state:

The situation is that the peasant subjects inhabiting the provinces of Anatolia and Karaman and
Sivas and Maras and Erzurum have abandoned their lands because of the cruelty and oppres-
sion of the Celalis and bandits, settling in the capital city of Istanbul, and Rumeli. Since the
countryside still lay in ruins, not even a single akge could be collected as cizye (head tax) previ-
ously paid regularly each year by its non-Muslim subjects and bedel-i niizul (occasional taxes)
by its Muslim subjects in these provinces.*

Lastly, what did the peasants who abandoned their villages en masse do, and where
did they go? The above passage tells us that a great many of them flooded to the big cit-
ies, and especially to Istanbul. Similar historical records from the regions of Amasya and

48 ‘Kasaba-i mezbure yol iizerinde bulunmakla taraf-1 sultaniden Bagdad, Kiirdisdan ve Giircis-
tan ve bilciimle Acem serhadleri tarafina ulaklar varub gelmekden hali olmayub ve kadimden
menzil hizmetine tayin olunan karyeler bilkiilliye hardb olmagin, menzil hususunda kasaba-i
mezbure ahalisi ve kurra reayasi ziyade usret ¢ekiib hem avariz hem niiziil hizmetini eda etmek
iktidarlar1 olmadugi ilam olunmagin.” BOA, KK 2576 (Mdliye Ahkdm Defieri), p. 129, docu-
ment dated 3 Safer 1053 (23 April 1643).

49 ‘Kaziyye oldur ki vilayet-i Anadoli ve Karaman ve Sivas ve Maras ve Erzurum’da Celali ve
eskiya ve zorbalarun zulm ii teaddilerinden terk-i vatan ediib mahruse-i Istanbul’a ve Rumi-
li’ne gelen reayadan mukaddema sakin olduklari karyelerinde iken her sene keferesiniin {izer-
lerine lazim gelen cizye ve bedel-i niizul akgelerin ve miisellimleriniin tizerlerine 1azim gelen
bedel-i niizul akgelerin viregelmisler iken hala vilayet viran olmagla cizye ve bedel-i niizul
akgelerinden bir akge hasil olmadugindan gayri....” BOA, D.MKEF, File: 4/122, document da-
ted 5 Cemaziyiilevvel 1020 (16 July 1611), mentioned by Gilinhan Borekgi, ‘Factions and Fa-
vorites’, 28-29.
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Tokat point out that some of these peasants fled to the north of the Black Sea region, as
far as Kefe.>® There is also documentation suggesting that peasants suffering from in-
tense violence fled to safer regions nearby, which might well be the logic behind this pic-
ture. Peasants fled from the Riim province toward Erzurum and at times in the opposite
direction... It would be wrong to conclude that in this atmosphere of violence people had
but one option: to run away. Many peasants in fact chose to join the bandits in order to
make a living, but more important, for survival. We should bear in mind that the Celali
phenomenon in general and violence in particular could not have reproduced itself for
such a long time unless a significant number of peasants joined their ranks. However,
matters as difficult but also important as this are beyond the scope of this study, and they
deserve to be addressed and discussed separately.”!

Then again, one should not think that the only reason behind the abandonment of vil-
lages at this period was the spiral of violence, which also induced the members of the
askert class to Celaliism through the employment of certain mechanisms for internal
exploitation. Yes, maybe it was the most easily identifiable and the most effective ma-
jor reason. Nevertheless, factors such as food scarcity, famine, malnutrition, and exces-
sive rainfall as well as drought brought about by climate change (which in fact seems to
have been a global phenomenon)?®? in the various provinces of the Empire in this period
could well have led to a similar outcome, at least in the regions where these phenomena
were observed. We also need to bring up the more apparent case of epidemics, especially
plague, which seem to have had at least as great an impact as violence on the abandon-
ment of towns and villages. It is appropriate then to end this section by emphasising the
fact that each one of these factors occurred frequently across the Empire during the sev-
enteenth century.>

How can we historicise in the long-range changes such observations regarding the aban-
donment of villages examined above based on the avariz registers drawn up in the years
1642-1643? The main argument of the present study is that the large-scale abandonment
of villages witnessed in the records of the 1640s corresponds to a historical reality of the
period, and that it marks a rupture in the history of settlement in Anatolia in general. It is
beyond doubt that there is always the need for additional evidence to support this argu-

50 ‘The inhabitants of the aforementioned town flee to Erzurum in fear of the Celalis’ (‘Mahalle-
i mezbure halki Celali havfindan Erzurum tarafina firar etmekle...”); ‘Many flee to Kefe and
Erzurum in fear of the Celalis.’(‘Celali havfindan nice kimesneler Kefe ve Erzurum taraflarina
firar etmegin...”). ‘The inhabitants of [Tokad] flee to the lands of Kefe in fear of the Celalis.’
(‘Celali havfindan [Tokad] ahalisi Kefe diyarina firar etmekle...”; BOA, MAD 15615, pp. 2-4.

51 For a limited analysis based on the example of Amasya, see Ozel, ‘Population Changes’; idem,
After the Storm. See also Faroghi, ‘Anadolu Iskam ile Terkedilmis Koyler Sorunu’, 297-298.

52 G. Parker, Global Crisis: War, Climate Change and Catastrophe in the Seventeenth Century
(New Haven and London 2012).

53 For an example, see Kiipeli, ‘1604 Tarihli Manyas Kazast Avariz Defteri’.
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ment. It then becomes imperative to search for new source materials that would enable us
to trace the situation in the aftermath of the 1640s. It is also natural to ask how long this
mid-seventeenth century picture endured. Or, whether we observe a recovery in the peri-
ods which followed. These are crucial questions for any analysis covering longer periods
as far as historical continuities and ruptures are concerned.

I have already pointed to the fact that historical geography is one of the least devel-
oped aspects of Ottoman history. For historians, the main problem is the lack or scarcity
of sources. Available sources are either indirect or scattered. This holds true especially
for the eighteenth century. We understand from their existence in our archives that de-
tailed avariz and cizye surveys continued and the resulting registers were drawn up on
a regional basis throughout the early eighteenth century. Even though they do not exist
continuously for every region,>* such registers are indeed available from different dates,
providing us with valuable information for respective regions of the Ottoman Empire,
including the Balkans. It is an urgent task for historians to prepare a complete catalogue
of the extant registers in the archives, and to analyse them systematically on a regional
basis. Equally important is that, while such studies are carried out, the search for other
complementary material should continue.

What other sources, then, can we think of regarding the later fate of the abandoned
villages of the seventeenth century? Given our present knowledge, the sources that first
come to mind are mainly nineteenth-century, and not eighteenth-century, sources, except
for court registers, which are always useful with their sporadic references particularly to
individual village settlements. As for the sources containing systematic and comparable
numerical data, the established historiographical practice regarding the Ottoman popu-
lation’’ is to make a very long jump from the data provided by the last tahrir registers
of the late sixteenth century directly to the yearbooks (salnames) of the late nineteenth;
and from there, to the early twentieth-century place-name compilations and maps. Let us
note in passing that nearly all such studies are limited in scope in that they do not attempt
to establish the ‘missing link’ between the two periods. As a rule, these studies concern
themselves exclusively with aspects concerning the population history of the nineteenth-
century modern world. By all means, in the absence of source material comparable to
classic tahrir registers, it was only reasonable to think that explaining the population
changes that occurred in the course of a very long period covering the 300 years follow-
ing the late sixteenth century was methodologically and technically nearly impossible.

However, two recent developments have helped break this vicious circle, albeit not
entirely: first, as this study has already demonstrated, seventeenth-century Ottoman de-

54 For instance, similar registers from the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries for the
region of Amasya do not exist.

55 Tavoid using the term ‘population movements’ on purpose, because studies that focus on long-
term population changes in the Ottoman Empire are extremely few. Machiel Kiel’s monograph
studies of Balkan towns constitute a significant exception to this. See M. Kiel, ‘Hrazgrad-He-
zargrad-Razgrad: The Vicissitudes of a Turkish Town in Bulgaria’, Turcica, 21-23 (1991), 495-
563; idem, ‘Anatolia Transplanted? Patterns of Demographic, Religious and Ethnic Changes in
the District of Tozluk (N.E. Bulgaria), 1479-1873, Anatolica, 17 (1991), 1-29.
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mography and the history of settlement patterns are no longer a black hole. We are now
in a position to extend the discussion from the late sixteenth century to the early eight-
eenth thanks to a variety of avariz and cizye registers. However, existing studies are still
far from exploiting their potential. The current literature is in its infancy and it rarely al-
lows us to make thorough comparisons. Nevertheless, now the material is there and wait-
ing for further examination.

The second development, on the other hand, concerns the nineteenth century. When it
comes to the modern Ottoman Empire, the yearbooks from the second half of the centu-
ry no longer serve as our starting point. To the best of my knowledge, no attempt has yet
been made to carry out an in-depth analysis of the series of temettiiat (income) registers
from the 1840s from the perspective of population and settlement patterns. In fact, these
registers have great potential for historical demography and geography.*® Similarly, yet
more importantly, the whole series of the detailed registers from the population surveys
of 1830-1831, known also as the first ‘modern’ census carried out in the Empire, have
been fully opened to researchers only very recently. Even though most of them are dully
descriptive and barely analytical, the first publications of these registers and the limited
number of studies drawing on the data provided by these sources still suffice to show that
they are indeed invaluable for the analysis of both population and settlement patterns.>’
Therefore, these extensive volumes are also now available, and, obviously deserving of
a deeper interest.

The rich data provided by these ‘proto-modern’ census registers appear to be high-
ly suitable for being examined systematically and in comparison with diverse materi-
al from former and later periods. Therefore, with the introduction of these sources, the
above-mentioned “300-year-long gap” in Ottoman demographic and settlement history
has been greatly reduced. For certain regions, this time interval has decreased to around
100 years, thanks to the availability of detailed avariz and cizye registers from the early
eighteenth century, and population registers from the 1830s. The significance of this pro-
gress in historical research should certainly not be underestimated, if we take into con-

56 In his noteworthy study on these sources, Nuri Adiyeke draws attention to the fact that fem-
ettiiat (revenue) registers contain certain elements of the 1830-1831 censuses, including the
definition in the relevant regulation (tahrir-i niifus ve emldk), but he does not enter into a more
detailed evaluation concerning these sources in terms of the history of demography and rural
settlements. See N. Adiyeke, ‘Temettuat Sayimlar1 ve Bu Sayimlar1 Diizenleyen Nizamname
Ornekleri’, OTAM, 11 (2000), 769-825, esp. 770-772. For a small step that has been recent-
ly taken in this direction, see I. Yigit, ‘XIX. Yiizy1l Tarihi Cografya Calismalar1 i¢in Onem-
li Bir Kaynak: Temettuat Defterleri’, Tiirk Cografya Kurumunun 70. Kurulug Yili Anisina:
“UKCK-2011" Bildirileri, 7-10 Eyliil 2011, Istanbul (Retrieved September 3, 2014, from ac-
ademia.edu). For a general evaluation of these registers and the historiography, see Miibahat
S. Kiitiikoglu, ‘Osmanli Sosyal ve Iktisadi Tarihi Kaynaklarindan Temettii Defterleri’, Bel-
leten, CLIX/225 (1995), 395-412; Said Oztiirk, ‘Tiirkiye’de Temettiiat Calismalart’, Tiirkiye
Arastirmalart Literatiir Dergisi, 1/1 (2003) 287-304.

57 This is not the place to enter into an exhaustive discussion on the potential of these registers;
this would require a separate study.
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sideration the huge gap that used to exist between the late sixteenth century and the late
nineteenth century.

Why emphasise all this? Because, in this last section of the study I will attempt to
experiment with these two series of historical sources in order to further our knowledge
of the fate of the abandoned villages of the 1640s. By doing this, I will also try to ex-
tend the scholarly discussion of the changes in settlement patterns in Ottoman Anatolia
up to the nineteenth century. In the absence of similar avariz registers for the Amasya
region from the intervening period, I will try to employ the data found in the registers
of the 1830s to seek an answer to the questions posed above: does the existence of nu-
merous abandoned villages in the 1640s indicate a permanent break or shift in settle-
ment patterns? Stated differently, can we talk of a recovery both in terms of population
and settlement in rural Anatolia during the eighteenth century? That is, were the villages
that appear to have been lost in the first half of the seventeenth century repopulated and
re-inhabited later?

As most historians do, let us begin with twentieth-century maps and village lists,
since this is apparently the easiest lead towards a possible answer. According to a vil-
lage list compiled in 1928 by the Ministry of Interior Affairs, there were around 250-260
villages in the region corresponding to the sixteenth-century Amasya district,’® which is
very close to the number (262) provided in the avariz register of 1643. When we look at
the maps prepared on a scale of 1:200,000 in 1946-1947 and those prepared later on a
scale of 1:50,000 by the General Directorate of Mapping, we see that the number of vil-
lages in the region in question rises to approximately 275-280. What this crude compari-
son primarily tells us is that settlement in the region corresponding to the Amasya district
was at its densest in the sixteenth century (approximately 380 villages and dozens of in-
habited arable lands) throughout its known history, and it could never again attain such a
density, even in the twentieth century.

When we compare the village names that come up both in village lists and on maps,
we arrive at the following conclusion regarding abandoned villages: of the 140 villages
which do not appear in the avariz register of 1643, and which we therefore assume to
have been abandoned, 43 villages (approximately 30%) appear again as inhabited settle-
ments. This means that these abandoned villages were repopulated in the course of the
eighteenth century. This being the case, should we assume that the remaining 97 of the
abandoned villages of the1640s were never repopulated?

At this point, we should remember that in the ‘Village Law’ of 1924, a ‘village’ was
defined as a rural settlement with a maximum population of 2,000.%° It was also stat-
ed in the second article of this law that scattered rural settlements consisting of a few
households were to count as ‘villages’ only if they boasted a school, a mosque, a pas-
ture, or a forest. That is to say, except for inhabited mezraas, all the settlements, even
those consisting of a few households, were recorded as villages in sixteenth and sev-

58 Son Teskildt-1 Miilkiye 'de Koylerimizin Adlari (Istanbul 1928); Koy Envanter Etiidii: 05 Amas-
ya, (Ankara, K&y Isleri Bakanlig1 1981).
59 Diuistur, 3rd edition, vol. V, 696.
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enteenth-century Ottoman registers, whereas only those that satisfied the above-men-
tioned criteria were included as independent settlements in the village lists compiled
after 1924. Therefore, it was the common practice in the Republican period to record
such small clusters of settlements as ‘neighbourhoods’ (mahalle) of the closest villages
or to show them on maps as independent sites (mevki). Therefore, the official village
list compiled in 1928 can be quite misleading for researchers. And tackling this problem
requires a systematic approach to the maps and all kinds of site-neighborhood-village
names mentioned in the available sources of later periods as well as research accompa-
nied by fieldwork.

The next question is the following: would it be possible to establish a chronology for
the partial recovery revealed by the above comparison based on material from the early
twentieth century? The simple answer is yes, if we can find out how many of the aban-
doned ‘village’ settlements of 1643 were actually repopulated during the eighteenth cen-
tury. It is exactly at this point that we turn our attention to the population registers of the
1830s, because neither the Tanzimat Edict was issued nor the reforms concerning the re-
organisation of the administrative structure by new regulations were implemented in this
period. In a sense, we are still in the pre-modern world of the Ottoman Empire. These
registers are especially important for our study in that they include detailed information
on even the smallest settlements, including farms (¢iftliks) and even caravanserais, and
the number of people inhabiting these settlements, in a way that is reminiscent of the sur-
veys carried out in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. The most striking similarity
that the population registers of the 1830s bear to their earlier counterparts is that cizye-
paying non-Muslims subjects still appear under the early modern categories of ald, evsat,
and ednd, denoting the subjects’ economic well-being. Therefore, taking a closer look at
these ‘proto-modern’ population survey registers of this period of transition can allow for
a reasonable degree of comparison. In the pages which follow, I will present the prelimi-
nary results of my comparative analysis of these two sets of registers.*

Let us continue with the same sixteenth and seventeenth-century sub-districts, though
some of them appear under different names in the 1830s.%! Starting with Akdag, five of
the 18 villages in the Akdag sub-district that seem to have disappeared by 1643 re-ap-
pear in the 1830s. Speaking of which, two mezraas, which were registered as uninhabited
lands in the sixteenth century, were put down in the registers of the nineteenth century as
thinly populated villages. The only village in the Astagul district that seems abandoned in
1643 does not re-appear in the 1830s, leading us to conclude that it completely ceased to
exist. With the exception of one village, none of the abandoned settlements of the Bergo-
ma and Yavas-ili sub-districts re-appears in the records kept in the 1830s. This exception
is a village called Oglanlar Obasi, which was abandoned by 1643, and which re-emerged
under a different name (7atar) in the register of 1831. The same holds true for the Ge-

60 The registers used in this study are the following: BOA, NFS.d. 02134, 02136-02147, 02149.

61 For the sake of consistency with sixteenth century settlements, I have gone through all of the
districts of the province of Amasya village by village to find out whether some of the old sett-
lements were recorded under newly-created districts with new names.
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likiras sub-district. None of its abandoned villages seems to have been re-populated by
the 1830s. Likewise, only one mezraa (Turgut), uninhabited in the sixteenth century, was
re-populated by 1845/46 with only three households recorded as its inhabitants.®> As for
the Argoma sub-district, which lost a large number of villages, only six of its abandoned
villages (three of them being etrakiye villages) were re-populated in the early nineteenth
century. One of these abandoned villages was Kabaklu, which was very thinly populated
in 1576 (an adult male population of four), and which appears to have re-emerged as a
settlement, now inhabited by the Yiiriiks of Zile.

Similarly, Akviran (today’s Akoren), which was recorded as an Etrakiye village in
the tax registers beginning with the late fifteenth century, and which was a quite dense-
ly populated settlement in 1576 (with an adult male population of 250) was one of the
many villages that were abandoned in the 1640s. The relevant registers reveal that Akvi-
ran was repopulated in the 1830s by the Yiiriks of Zile. We understand from this infor-
mation that former Etrakiye villages which were deserted at some point were repopulat-
ed principally by nomadic or semi-nomadic groups at the earliest opportunity, probably
because of their favourable locations. The same went for the other Etrakiye villages in
this sub-district, i.e., Hacibayramli and Karacaviran, as well. We have observed that the
former village, which relocated and avoided disintegrating completely in the 1640s by
merging together with a nearby village called Lagin (maa Lagin), re-appeared in its for-
mer location and under its former name in the register of 1831. Perhaps these etrakiye
villages were among the villages that were resettled during the not-so-successful attempt
of the Ottoman government to settle nomadic tribes from the 1690s on.%* The example of
the Kabaklu village, on the other hand, shows that nomadic groups re-populated not only
etrakiye villages but also other empty and ruined former settlements which they deemed
favourable for settlement. It is probable that the same was the case for the districts of two
Haymanas of Ankara as well.

As for Geldigelen, which was the second most devastated sub-district in the 1640s,
nine of its villages appear to have been re-populated by the 1830s. One of the villages
was Cavus, an Etrakiye village re-populated again by the Yiiriiks of Zile. The cases of
two other villages in Geldigelen are also worth mentioning: Elvan Celebi, a central vil-
lage located on the Corum-Amasya-Tokat route, which the Ottoman army took during
their military campaigns, was one of the most populated villages of the region in 1576
(with a population of 207 adult males). Elvan Celebi boasted a dervish lodge, which bore
the same name as the village, and which was frequented by dervishes descended from
Asik Pasha. However, this village did not appear in the register of 1643. If we assume

62 A significant feature of the census registers of the 1830s is that all demographic changes, such
as birth-death, immigration, etc., that occurred in the years following the initial records were
also noted down with a red pen for 10-15 years. This is how the above-mentioned plot of land
with three households found its way into the registers of 1262 AH/1845-46 AD.

63 Regarding this subject, see C. Orhonlu, Osmanli Imparatorlugunda Asiretlerin Iskdni (Istanbul
1987); Y. Halacoglu, XVIII. Yiizyilda Osmanl Imparatorlugu nun Iskan Siyaseti ve Asiretlerin
Yerlestirilmesi (Ankara 2006).
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that Elvan Celebi, the only village in the sub-district that went unrecorded despite having
such a large population, was abandoned like many other villages in this period (if there
is no other explanation for the lack of relevant records in the register), it would be rather
odd to think that this central village would disappear for good. In fact, we come across
the name of this village in the registers of 1831, and, what is more, we see it as the ad-
ministrative centre of the district (nefs-i kaza) with the same name. All this means that
what was only ‘natural’ for Elvan Celebi eventually took place, making it a good exam-
ple of the villages that managed to resist disappearing completely even during the great-
est catastrophes. The second example is Musakdy, which appears to have been yet an-
other settlement abandoned in the 1640s. This village re-emerged with the same name in
the register of 1831, but with a note next to it: “It is Caparzade Musa Bey’s farm”. This
example demonstrates that some lost villages were revived much later as farms either by
members of the military or by members of famous ayan (provincial political elites) fami-
lies, as in this example. If this is the case, then Musakdy must have been revived in the
eighteenth century.

Another fact revealed by the population count of 1831 is that some mezraas which
were uninhabited in the 1570s and which went unrecorded in the 1640s appear to have
turned into inhabited villages by the early nineteenth century, suggesting that certain
safer and more fertile mezraas have been resettled after the 1640s. In other words, such
plots of land resurfaced as ‘new’ villages in the subsequent periods. If we speak in terms
of settlement patterns, that is to say that safer and more fertile lands were re-populated
when a favourable moment arrived.

When and under which circumstances could the village settlements that re-emerged
in the registers of the 1830s have been resettled? This is a critical question which can
lead us into a long discussion. Let us end this section by mentioning a couple of pos-
sibilities and leave such a discussion to another study. As noted earlier, certain villages
attached to royal domains could have been re-invigorated by the government as part of
the resettlement attempts. Others, like Elvan Celebi, could have been re-populated as
soon as violence subsided, right after the surveys of 1641-1642. Surely, the same goes
for the other villages that were once abandoned and later re-populated as well. Lastly,
some former settlements like Musakdy could have been re-populated as part of the eco-
nomic and settlement policies adopted by large ayan families in the eighteenth century.
It should be remembered that the spiral of violence continued unabated from the 1640s
on throughout the Ottoman Empire in different forms and intensities. This was espe-
cially true of central provinces like Riim. Therefore, it would be reasonable to assume
that in these circumstances, some of the villages that were ‘half-ruined’ and thinly-pop-
ulated in around 1640 could have also been abandoned and thus gone unrecorded in the
later surveys.

The data which we have obtained from the population registers of 1831 show that
the number of villages which were re-populated and which re-emerged in these registers
under the same name is around 20. But we had identified 43 such villages in the village
lists and maps of the twentieth century. How are we to explain the difference between
these two numbers?
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The first possibility that comes to mind is that some of the other 23 villages were new
villages re-established in the place of abandoned settlements under new names.** Only
field research can help determine, albeit to a certain extent, whether this possibility was
the case. The other possibility is that, after the 1830s, people re-populated these villages
on their own initiative or as part of the government policy of resettlement. If this proves
to be the case, then we will be speaking of important methodological progress in settle-
ment history research since we will be able to trace the changes that occurred until the
1830s using the above-mentioned census registers, and the changes that occurred in the
post-Tanzimat era using femettiiat (income) registers, yearbooks, and other miscellane-
ous sources. At this point, we should recall Hiitteroth’s opinion once again, but this time
in the light of the new information presented above. According to Hiitteroth, the period
following the 1860s and the developments that took place during this period (such as the
attempts made to settle immigrants and tribes, population movements, technological in-
novations concerning agriculture, and market-orientated production) actually account for
the current settlement patterns in Turkey. Even though Hiitteroth’s observation applies
primarily to the region that he studied, we can find out the extent to which this holds
good for other regions as well by analysing this material systematically and in compari-
son with other relevant materials.

The last two possibilities that come to mind regarding the difference between the two
numbers that were mentioned in the case of the Amasya district are the following: the
population registers of 1831 might have their shortcomings, or we, as historians, might
be lacking the experience or the knowledge to figure out how best to employ these reg-
isters in our studies. Both of these assumptions might well be true. And the only way to
find this out is to carry out more studies like that of Hiitteroth’s or those based on the sev-
enteenth-century avariz and cizye registers, using all kinds of material available, includ-
ing the census registers of the 1830s.

This study has provided us with a number of closely interrelated findings. First, we ad-
dressed the abandonment of villages as one of the crucial changes that occurred in the
settlement patterns of rural Anatolia following the compilation of the last tax registers of
the sixteenth century. As demonstrated by the case of the Amasya province, one can rea-
sonably reach the conclusion that widespread banditry and the great Celali rebellions that
made their way into almost all of the available sources of the seventeenth century, which
I deem to be a century of violence, were among the primary causes, if not the only one
for the abandonment of villages. We now have a better understanding of the various ways
in which this phenomenon was expressed in the sources and of the rhetorical clichés and
official jargon that were coined to refer to the abandonment of villages. However, the Ot-

64 Regarding the re-emergence of abandoned villages under a new name, and at times at a differ-
ent location, see Kotzageorgis, Haric ez Defter; Faroghi, ‘Anadolu Iskani ile Terkedilmis Koy-
ler Sorunu’, 295-296.
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toman government’s perception of the situation and its search for a solution to the prob-
lem is equally important, as we have more than enough evidence concerning the stance
of the government regarding the abandonment of rural settlements. The excerpts that we
have included in this study are sufficient to provide insight into this matter.

Second, the new evidence presented in this study through the systematic examination
of the detailed avariz and cizye registers of the 1640s demonstrates that it is now possible
to trace the directions of change in the period following the late sixteenth century. With
their contents and characteristics, these registers are in many ways comparable with the
tahrir defters of the previous century. It is largely thanks to their comparable quantitative
data that we now have further evidence regarding not only the population changes that
took place in the first half of the seventeenth century but also the other aspects of ma-
jor population movements in rural Anatolia, including the abandonment of settlements,
i.e., the phenomenon termed ‘the Great Flight’ by Mustafa Akdag. One of the important
results of this study of the Amasya region is that approximately 34% of the rural set-
tlements that existed in the region during the sixteenth century were abandoned by the
1640s. It is worthy of note that the majority of these settlements were small villages es-
tablished on lowlands during the sixteenth-century expansion, which is in line not only
with Hiitteroth’s observations on the Konya region, but bears comparison with many Eu-
ropean regions which witnessed demographic pressure and climate change.®® The same
sources reveal that the population of hundreds of villages that continued to exist in ‘semi-
ruins’ from this time on decreased to such an extent as to be hardly recognisable, and this
was to have a direct effect on settlement patterns. In her study of the Ottoman registers
of finance, Linda Darling has shown that, in the last quarter of the seventeenth century,
nearly 50% of the avariz tax-exemption demands were made on the grounds of the dis-
persal of or a significant decrease in population for some reason (which obviously in-
clude epidemics and plague). By this, Darling has in a sense pointed to the fact that this
problem had become chronic. It is especially significant to note in this context that Sari
Mehmed Pasa identified the resettlement of peasants back in their former villages as an
important problem even in the end of the century.®’

As far as the central issue of the present study is concerned, the conclusion that Bar-
key and Rossem reached in their innovative study by employing the model that they de-

65 See Faroghi, ‘Anadolu Iskani ile Terkedilmis Koyler Sorunu’, 294. Cf. E. Le Roy Ladurie, The
Peasants of Languedoc, trans. J. Day (Urbana and Chicago 1976), and Parker, Global Crisis.

66 L. T. Darling, ‘Avariz in the Seventeenth Century: The Avariz Registers and Ottoman Popu-
lation’, unpublished paper presented at the First Economic History Congress (Marmara Uni-
versity, Istanbul, 7-8 September 2007). I would like to express my gratitude to the author for
allowing me to draw upon this paper. For Maliye Ahkam registers and the characteristics of
the records in them, see A. Agikel, ‘Osmanli iktisat Tarihi Incelemeleri I¢in Temel Bir Kaynak
Olarak Maliye Ahkam Defterleri’, in R. D. Ozsoy et al. (eds), Birinci Iktisat Tarihi Kongre-
si Tebligleri (Marmara University, Istanbul, 7-8 September 2007), Vol. 1, 31-52; R. Giinalan,
*XVII. Yiizy1l Maliye Ahkam Defterleri’, in I. Eriinsal et al. (eds.), Essays in Memory of Hazel
E. Heughan (Edinburgh 2007), 223-237.

67 Cited by McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe, p. 65.
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veloped might help shed some more light on our subject-matter as well. In their study,
Barkey and Rossem argue that in the period from the 1570s to the 1650s, rural settle-
ments played a decisive and regulatory role in the relationship between the central mar-
ket, i.e., the city, and its agricultural hinterland. Some of these villages served as an inter-
mediary between these two within the context of the web of relations between the peas-
ants and villages in rural Western Anatolia and their reactions to the expansion of com-
mercial markets and the state. According to Barkey and Rossem, it is particularly these
intermediary settlements that were the most vulnerable to all kinds of influences.® If this
is actually true and if we try to adapt this model to settlement patterns, is it then possi-
ble to interpret within this context the incidents that occurred in the particular central vil-
lages of the Amasya province (for example, the large villages of Hakala, Elvan Celebi,
and Astagul), i.e., severe population loss and partial desolation? The nature of the web of
relations described above between villages and the stratification of villagers can account
for the fact that Hakala, for instance, which served as an ‘intermediary’ and created its
own satellite settlements, was more severely affected by this process and suffered a big-
ger population loss than its satellite settlement Degirmendere, even though it managed to
preserve its neighbourhood (mahalle) structure.

Third, seventeenth-century rural Amasya (and in certain respects, the entire Anato-
lian countryside) and its villages which continued their existence lost their resistance to
all kinds of adverse developments and pressures, and entered a period of vulnerability,
facing at all times the imminent danger of mass abandonment. It is for this very reason
that the picture of the settlement patterns of the 1640s, consisting of half-empty and/or
completely deserted villages, was also characterised by uncertainty: they were extreme-
ly susceptible to formation, abandonment, and re-emergence at any time because of the
unusual circumstances that were to persist until the end of the century.®® And this meant
that some of the villages with a small population that existed and therefore were recorded
only a couple of months earlier in the registers by our surveyor Mehmed Murad Efendi
could already have been abandoned as the fair copies of the survey results were being
made in Istanbul. Or vice versa: some abandoned villages or mezraas which he did not
record in the register could have already begun to show signs of life, as they were inhab-
ited by peasants or nomads who tried to survive just like the settlements themselves and
who thus returned to their villages individually or in small groups, albeit hesitantly and
timidly. In the case of Antakya, for instance, we can easily trace such examples which

68 K. Barkey and R. Van Rossem, ‘Networks of Contention: Villages and Regional Structure
in the Seventeenth-Century Ottoman Empire’, American Journal of Sociology, 102/5 (1997),
1345-1382.

69 For the similar situation in the Balkans, see Kotzageorgis, ‘Haric ez Defter’, 240-241. For
the role of famine and drought on the abondonment of rural settlements, both villages and
mezraas, in the nineteenth-century Ottoman countryside, see Ozge Ertem, ‘Eating the Last
Seed: Famine, Empire, Survival and Order in Ottoman Anatolia in the Late 19th Century’ un-
published Ph.D. dissertation, European University Institute, Florence, 2012; Zozan Pehlivan,
‘Abandoned Villages in Diyarbekir Province at the End of the “Little Ice Age” (1800-1850)’
(unpublished paper). I thank Z. Pehlivan for allowing me to read this paper.
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went down more clearly into the registers. The number of ruined villages in this region
was quite high: more than 100 villages were lost by the 1650s. However, some of these
abandoned villages appeared as re-populated in the avariz registers of 1678.7°

Naturally, there was no guarantee that abandoned and re-populated villages would al-
ways remain so. If we look at the other known examples, the great majority of the aban-
doned villages of the seventeenth century remained empty until the 1860s according to
Hiitteroth’s observations. Similarly, Ottoman reports from 1781 pointed to the fact that
only 19 of the approximately 170 villages established as a rule by semi-nomadic tribes
on the Haymana plateau were inhabited and that the rest had recently been abandoned.”!
More interestingly, the people living in the region identified “the attacks launched by
bandits consisting of unemployed brigand-soldiers (kapusuz levenddt eskiyast tasallu-
dundan)” as the primary reason for this situation. That is to say, the Celali bandits of the
seventeenth century were in a sense replaced in the following century by these unem-
ployed levendat (though the ones who were employed were not any different). The acts
of banditry committed in the countryside by these brigand-soldiers became more estab-
lished than ever, which made it nearly impossible for rural settlements on extremely vul-
nerable lowlands to recover.”?

Fourth, this study has explored later developments that occurred in badly ruined and
highly ‘vulnerable’ Anatolian rural settlements during the eighteenth and nineteenth cen-
turies by seeking an answer to the question of whether some of these settlements were
ever re-populated or not. In the case of Amasya, the population registers of the 1830s,
which are chronologically the most recent records available (at least for now), and which
can be employed for the period after the 1640s, seem to have great potential in that they
provide valuable clues that can help answer this question. The attempt made to this end in
the last section of the present study has primarily revealed that the number of rural settle-
ments in the province never became as high as in the late sixteenth century. However, it
is equally important to note that a considerable percentage (30%) of the previously aban-
doned villages resurfaced in the early 1830s as inhabited villages, perhaps after being de-
serted a number of times. On the other hand, as the example of the Haymana districts on
the Central Anatolian plateau demonstrates, in some regions, peasants continued to aban-
don their villages en masse even in the late eighteenth century, and a significant number

70 Cakar, ‘17. yiizyihn ikinci yarisinda Antakya Kazasinda Iskan ve Niifus’, 443-444.

71 S. Dede, ‘From Nomadism to Sedentary Life in Central Anatolia: The Case of Rigvan Tribe
(1830-1932)’, unpublished M.A. thesis, Bilkent University, 2011, 44.

72 It seems that similar itinerant irregular/bandit/mercenary forces, consisting of men looking
constantly for official posts, functioned like a perennial machine of destruction throughout the
eighteenth century and until the early nineteenth century. On this subject, which deserves to be
addressed in a separate study, see (for now) S. Korkmaz, ‘Asi ve Eskiya: Delilbasi Kadikiran
Mehmed Aga, 1825-1834°, Kebikeg, Insan Bilimleri Icin Kaynak Arastrmalart Dergisi 33
(2012), 149-171; T. U. Esmer, ‘The Precarious Intimacy of Honor in Late Ottoman Accounts
of Para-militarism and Banditry’, European Journal of Turkish Studies [online], 18 (2014),
published online on 3 February 2014, visited on 1 September 2014. URL: http://ejts.revues.
org/4873.
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of these rural settlements were those established by semi-nomads. To continue with the
example of Amasya, we can consider the remaining 70% of the villages that were aban-
doned in first half of the seventeenth century as ‘lost’ settlements par excellence. Again,
in Hiitteroth’s words, these settlements must have literally turned into ‘ruins’ or viran/
oren. Even in this case, one should not rule out the possibility that some of these lost vil-
lages could well have been re-populated, at times under different names, by the central-
ist governments of the Tanzimat period, which occasionally adopted and implemented
certain re-population policies (including those regarding the resettlement of immigrants)
after the 1840s. This is why some of these abandoned villages (the villages with the same
name, of course) appear to be inhabited in the village lists and maps of the 1930s.

Finally, a possibility that has been occasionally entertained in the historiography of
Ottoman settlement and population studies, i.c., the possibility that the eighteenth cen-
tury witnessed a period of improvement and recovery, must from now on be approached
with caution. The case of the Amasya province shows that we can speak only of a par-
tial and modest recovery in terms of the abandoned villages for the period preceding the
1860s. It would perhaps be more reasonable to seek such a recovery not in the eighteenth
century but in the century that followed. Indeed, it was the second half of the nineteenth
century that was marked by an upward trend in rural population and settlements, a trend
that ran counter to the trends of the seventeenth century, including the shift of rural set-
tlements once more to the lowlands from the high plateaus.



CONVERSION TO ISLAM IN OTTOMAN RURAL
SOCIETIES IN THE BALKANS:
THE CASES OF VALLAHADES AND POMAKS

Phokion P. KOTZAGEORGIS®

IDURING THE PAST DECADE RESEARCH INTO THE PHENOMENON of conversion from Chris-
tianity to Islam in the Ottoman Empire has been revisited to a great extent. This revival
fostered new trends by posing new questions, by making use of new sources, and by di-
recting the researchers’ interest to issues minimally dealt with hitherto. The use of first
person narrations by converts from Christianity and of petitions of new Muslims to the
Sultan for the procurement of monetary assistance for clothing (kisve bahasi); the use of
all types of narrative sources in combination with the administrative evidence; and, fi-
nally, the emergence of completely unknown nineteenth-century Ottoman archival mate-
rial are new contributions to the field. Recent research has shed light on the opinions and
thoughts of the converts themselves or their proselytisers regarding the conversion, thus
allowing for re-evaluation of researchers’ views on this issue.!

When one studies this phenomenon in rural societies and in the period prior to the
nineteenth century, the main difficulty one faces is the lack of qualitative sources, espe-
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ford 2008); S. Deringil, ““There Is No Compulsion in Religion”: On Conversion and Apostasy
in the Late Ottoman Empire: 1839-1856°, Comparative Studies in Society and History, 42/3
(2000), 547-575; Idem, Conversion and Apostasy in the Late Ottoman Empire (Cambridge
2012); T. Krstic, ‘Illuminated by the Light of Islam and the Glory of the Ottoman Sultanate:
Self-Narratives of Conversion to Islam in the Age of Confessionalization’, Comparative Stud-
ies in Society and History, 51/1 (2009), 35-63; Eadem, Contested Conversions to Islam: Nar-
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cially from the side of those converted. The converts of the rural regions of the Ottoman
Empire were not scholars, very possibly not even literate.> On the other hand, unlike the
case of the nineteenth century, during the earlier centuries, no Ottoman archival sources
containing the abjurers’ views have been found.? Consequently, it is more difficult to ap-
proach the cause or the motive which led to the conversion. In any case, it should be not-
ed that in rural pre-modern society the function of each individual was much less inde-
pendent of the community than is the case today. Therefore, the ascertainment of trends
remains a basic hermeneutic tool in the study of the conversion phenomenon in the Ot-
toman hinterland. This, however, does not diminish variety in this phenomenon, even
among these populations. The question regarding the extent to which the particular (so-
cial, cultural, financial, political, and geographical) conditions of a region or some gener-
al patterns played the decisive role in the conversions will continue to concern the schol-
arship, although, because of the dearth of appropriate primary sources, it is unlikely that
a conclusive answer can be reached.

As the only region of the Ottoman territory that had at the time of its incorporation
into the Ottoman state the largest and most homogeneous group of non-Muslims, the
Balkans par excellence constitute a prime field of study for the conversion phenomenon
in Ottoman history. It is widely known that both Turkish and Balkan historiography has
attempted to account for the rise of Islam in the Ottoman Balkans by overemphasising
either the Turkish colonisation process during the first centuries of the Ottoman occupa-
tion (fourteenth-fifteenth c.) or the Islamisation of the local Christians during the later
centuries (seventeenth-eighteenth c.). In addition to the latter approach, the motif of mass
compulsory Islamisation in rural areas as a means for the rise of Islam in the Balkans has
also been elaborated. Recently, the Bulgarian historian Anton Minkov, by analysing ex-
tant taxation records in the Balkans and applications of new Muslims to the Sultan for
the provision of food and clothing, attempted a different approach to the conversion phe-
nomenon. Borrowing Bulliet’s theory on the stages of conversion to Islam, which was
applied to medieval Iran, Minkov outlined the stages in the process of conversion in the
Balkans. Simultaneously, he formulated views on the motives that led simple people to
conversion, as well as their social profile.

Building on the aforementioned literature on the subject, the present article will at-
tempt to approach comparatively two cases of conversion among rural populations: the
‘Vallahades’ and the ‘Pomaks’, as they became known during the era of nationalism (end
of nineteenth — beginning of twentieth century). These groups shared two common char-
acteristics. The first was that, significantly, they spoke the local language — not one of the
three ‘sacred languages’ (elsine-i selase) of Islam — and the second was that they did not
develop any kind of literature and consequently they did not create any written sources.
The article has two goals, a broader one and a more specific one: on the one hand, it aims
at investigating and demonstrating that the conversion phenomenon in the Balkans is not
subject to any kind of a typology, rather it should be studied on an ad hoc basis; and, on

2 Cf. conversely the cases analysed by Krstic, ‘[lluminated by the Light of Islam’, 43-62.
3 Cf. the sources used by Deringil, ““There Is No Compulsion in Religion™’, 559-564.
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the other, it argues that the same approach should also be applied to research on the rela-
tion between language and conversion to Islam in the Ottoman period. An item ancillary
to the article’s primary goals will also be discussed: that the negative picture painted of
these populations during the era of intense national feelings (beginning of the twentieth
century) is due to their socio-economic marginalisation and does not necessarily apply to
the previous period. Furthermore, these populations were mainly among the ‘silent peo-
ple’ of history, for whom the question of their self-determined identity was crucial for
their future life.

The Vallahades

These were Greek-speaking Muslims who populated the province of Voion and the re-
gion of Grevena (in the western part of Greek Macedonia) until 1923. Then, because of
their religion, they were deemed exchangeable and were located to Turkey, mainly in
areas around Istanbul and Konya. In their former location, they lived either in unmixed
Muslim villages, or in mixed ones, which were scattered over an area populated pre-
dominantly by Christians. According to local tradition, they were given their name by
the Christians, because of the fact that the only Turkish-Arabic word the ‘Vallahades’
knew was ‘wallahi’ (By God!). No written documents produced by them have survived,
save for some songs. On the eve of their exchange in 1923, their numbers reached 11,600
in the provinces of Grevena and Anaselitsa (i.e., Voion). Vallahades were considered to
be followers of the Bektashis, while it has also been argued that their customs included
Christian elements.*

Local Greek historiography has mainly tried to find evidence regarding the origins
of this group, and because of the lack of any reliable data, explanations have included
almost all possible theories of Islamisation in the Balkans — such as Islamisation of the
Greeks, Hellenisation of the Vardariot Turks, etc. — as well as all probable timelines dur-

4 Apart from the local Greek literature, which more or less reproduces the same information,
there is no rich bibliography on this group. Below I mention the basic works: M. Hardie,
‘Christian Survivals Among Certain Moslem Subjects of Greece’, The Contemporary Review,
147/2 (1924), 225-232; K. Tsourkas-[S. Kyriakidis], ‘Tpayovdio BaAlayddwv’ [Vallahades’
songs]’, Moxedovika, 2 (1941-1952), 461-471; M. A. Kallinderis, ‘Xoppoln €ig mv perémv
Tov Oépatog tov Baiaddwv’ [A contribution to the study of Vallahades’ topic], Maxedovika,
17 (1977), 315-366; F. De Jong, ‘The Greek Speaking Muslims of Macedonia: Reflection on
Conversion and Ethnicity’, in M. Vandamme (ed), De Turcicis Aliisque Rebus: Commentarii
Henry Hofman dedicati. Utrecht Turcological Series, Vol. 3 (Utrecht 1992), 141-148; 1. Glavi-
nas, ‘Ot povcovipovikoi TAnbvcpotl otnv EAAGSa (1912-1923): Avtidyelg Kot TpoKTkég TG
EAMMNVIKAG dloiknong. ZyEoelg [e xploTiovolg ynyeveis kot tpoceuyes’ [The Muslims in Gree-
ce (1912-1923): conceptions and practices of the Greek administration. Relations with the Ch-
ristians indigenous population and the refugees], unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University
of Thessaloniki, 2009, 22, 47, 323, 383-384, 473-475. Recently, a Ph.D. disseration has been
submitted on the Vallahades: A.-M. Tsetlaka, ‘Les musulmans hellénophones de Macédoine
occidentale (XVIIle-XXe si¢cle)’, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Aix-En-Pro-
vence, 2011. Unfortunately, I have had no access to this work.
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ing which these processes could have happened. According to the prevailing opinion, the
‘Vallahades’ were the local Greek-speaking Christians who were Islamicised during the
second half of the seventeenth century. Indeed, according to oral tradition, the Islamisa-
tion was mass but not enforced and originated from two brothers from the village of Li-
oufi. These brothers went to Istanbul (as devsirme recruits?), where they converted to
Islam and afterwards returned to their villages as officials (¢avuses) under the names of
Sinan Cavus and Hiiseyin Cavus. They preached Islam to their compatriots, which led to
the conversion of a significant part of the local Christians to Islam.’

The first of the travellers to note the particularity of these populations was the French
physician Francois Pouqueville, who visited the area in 1806. According to Pouqueville,
Vardariot Turks were established in that area in the fourteenth century by the Ottoman
Sultan Bayezid I, in order to make up for the loss of the local Christians who were sold
into slavery.® The British officer William Leake, who preceded Pouqueville in his travels
(1805), did not comment on the Greek language or the origin of the Muslims in the re-
gion.” In his Seyahatname, Evliya Celebi also did not note anything on the region, except
that the village of Lipgista was inhabited by Greek-Orthodox Christians (Urum). Nei-
ther does Katib Celebi provide any specific information on the region in his geographi-
cal works.® Consequently, until now no narrative sources on the region have been found
prior to the nineteenth century. Therefore, our attempt to study the past of the Vallahadic
region is based on fiscal registers, which, despite their static nature, are one of the most-
used sources for the investigation of the conversion phenomenon in the Ottoman Empire.

The region under study was the area where two of the Balkan provinces (sancak)
joined: the sancak of Yanya (Gk. loannina) and the sancak of Pasa. As no substantial
number of fiscal registers from the sancak of Yanya has survived, the area belonging to
the sancak of Paga has been selected for our study. It can be assumed that the conversion
phenomenon in the nearby villages of Girebene (Gk. Grevena) that belonged to the san-
cak of Yanya would have had similar characteristics. The region of Voion belonged ad-
ministratively during the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries to the district (kaza) of Astin-

5 For an analysis of the theories on the origins and the Islamisation of the Vallahades see: Kal-
linderis, ‘Zoppoin’, 329-359. Concisely see: De Jong, ‘The Greek Speaking Muslims’, 143-
147. The tradition of the role of the two brothers in the Islamisation of the Vallahades was
mentioned for the first time by B. Nicolaidy, Les Turcs et la Turquie contemporaine. Itinéraire
et compte-rendu des voyages dans les provinces ottomans avec cartes detaillées (Paris 1859),
216, who places the event 200 years before his era, namely in c. 1660.

6 F.C.H.L. Pouqueville, Voyage dans la Grece, Vol. 2 (Paris 1820), 337-338. Cf. Kallinderis,
‘Zopporn’, 331-334.

7 Leake mentions only that the region “contains upwards of 100 villages, the greater part of whi-
ch are small; about one half of the number are Turkish”. (W. Leake, Travels in Northern Gree-
ce, Vol. I [London 1835], 321).

8 Evliya Celebi, Seyahatname, ed. O.S. Gokyay, Vol. VIII (Istanbul 2000), 311. Katib Celebi
mentions only that there was a fair in the village Togil (today Tsotyli) every spring (Hadschi
Chalfa, Rumeli und Bosna geographisch beschrieben, ed. J. von Hammer [Vienna 1812], 98).



CONVERSION TO ISLAM IN OTTOMAN RURAL SOCIETIES IN THE BALKANS 135

Horpiste (Gk. Argos Orestiko),’ but from the beginning of the seventeenth century it sep-
arated and became the independent district of Nasli¢ (Gk. Anaselitsa).!”

Samples of extant sources for the fifteenth century are non-existent, but sources for
the sixteenth century are quite rich, whereas those for the seventeenth contain gaps.!!
Our analysis will be conducted simultaneously on two levels: primarily the data from
a sample of villages will be analysed and at the same time the results will be compared
with the conclusions of recent research conducted for the whole region of Horpiste.'? The
sampling of the specific 24 selected villages is based on various tables of villages com-
piled at the beginning of the twentieth century. These were suggested by various agen-

9 Inthe reign of Siileyman the district was renamed Horpiste, from the name of the capital of the
district. The former name, Astin, in all likelihood came from the name of an Albanian land-
owner who, apparently, had his lands in the area during the fifteenth century.

10 In the travellers’ sources and the bibliography, Nasli¢ was considered the old name of the vil-
lage Lipgista (today Neapoli, Kozani), the only small town of the Voion area during the pe-
riod studied. However, the word exists in the fiscal registers of the sixteenth century where it
is used to denote a sub-district (nahiye) of the district of Horpiste, albeit without consistency:
in the register TT 424 (of 1530) 25 villages are recorded in this sub-district, while in TT 433
(of 1542) only five. In the other registers the sub-district does not appear. However, the name
Nasli¢ appeared as “another name” (nam-i diger) of the village Labanovo (today Simandro,
Kozani). See: BOA, TT 424, 711; TT 433, 437; TT 720, 387; and A. Stojanovski, Turski Doku-
menti za istorijata na makedonskiot narod: OpSiren popisen defter za kazite Gorica, Biglista i
Hrupista od 1568/9 godina [Turkish documents for the history of the Macedonian people: de-
tailed fiscal register for the districts of Gorice, Bihlista and Hrupista from the year 1568/9], Vol.
VII/I (Skopje 1997), 569-570. This village was located to the NW of Lipgista at quite a distan-
ce. So, it is difficult to argue as to what the presence of the two Nasliges actually means. It is
interesting that in this period the word ‘Anaselitsa’ was in the title of the local Greek-Orthodox
bishop. See: Z. Melissakis, Apyeio .M. Ecpryuévov: Emitoués uetaffolavevav eyypdpav [Ar-
chive of the Holy Monastery of Esphigmenou: digests of the post-byzantine documents] (Ath-
ens 2008), 37-39 (Doc. No. 7 of 1597: Bishopric of Sisanion and Anaselitza).

11 For the fifteenth century no tax survey has been preserved. For the sixteenth century four de-
tailed fiscal registers have been preserved, of the years: a) c. 1500 (BOA, TT 986) — which is
incomplete and did not include the whole area- b) 1530 (TT 424)- c¢) 1542 (TT 433) and d)
1568/9 (TT 720 copy of 1022/1614 from the original, which is kept in the Tapu ve Kadastro
Genel Miidiirliigii Arsivi in Ankara and is published in: Stojanovski, Turski Dokumenti, 373-
599). In addition, a summary register of 1519 (TT 70) has been preserved. From the seven-
teenth century, [ was able to locate two detailed avariz registers (BOA, KK 2640 [1667]- BOA,
MAD 59 [1674]), and three detailed cizye registers (MAD 4374 [1691]- MAD 3421 [1694]
BOA, DCMH 26671 [1698]), all from the second half of the century. For the first half we have
used some published sources of the abridged form, mainly cizye registers, which are kept in the
National Library of Sofia. See: B. Cvetkova (ed), Opis na Dzizie Registri zapazeni v oriental-
skija otdel na Narodnata Biblioteka ‘Kiril I Metodii’ [A directory of cizye registers preserved
in the Oriental Department of the ‘Cyril and Methodius’ National Library] (Sofia 1983).

12 This is the outcome of a project on Argos Orestikon during the Ottoman period. The book,
which has just been published, is the following: J.S. Koliopoulos (ed.), Oweigc rov Apyovg
Opeatikod (Xpovmortag) kot v Tovpkokpatio (1400-1912) [Aspects of Argos Orestiko (Hru-
pista) during the Tourkokratia (1400-1912)] (Thessaloniki 2013).
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cies and scholars as the places where the Vallahades resided, but there is no true consen-
sus on this issue.'

According to the sources, all the villages during the sixteenth century had a more or
less increasing Christian population (Table 1: Villages of the Vallahades). By the middle
of the century, Christians remained at roughly the same numbers, while in the survey of
1542 Muslims appeared for the first time in most of the villages of my sample. A turning-
point in the process was the survey of 1568/9. In this survey, all the villages had Mus-
lims, while Christians decreased slightly in numbers. In the villages where a considerable
decrease of Christian taxpayers was observable, there was no corresponding increase in
Muslim taxpayers. For example, the village of Megali Plazomi (today Omali) had 118
Christians in 1542 and only 31 in 1568/9, while its Muslim taxpayers increased from six
to 11, having only one “son of Abdullah” (i.e., convert) among them. However, half of
the Muslim tax hearths (hane) of the village were registered as ¢ifiliks,'* which doubled
their numbers between 1542 and 1568."°

In the survey of 1568/9, for the first time, there appeared villages within which Mus-
lims outnumbered Christians (e.g. Ginos-Moloha), or were at least in equal numbers with
the Christians (e.g., Renda-Diheimaro).!® Moreover, in some villages, where Christians
experienced a sharp decrease in 1568 and the Muslims slightly increased, in the next
century there was a steady decrease in Christians leading to their eventual disappear-
ance (e.g., Cuvalar-Koiladio, Laya-Peponia, Misologost-Messologos, Rezni-Anthoussa,
Vaypes-Heimerino, Vinyani-Lefkadio).

Another interesting point regarding the data from the sixteenth century is the profile
of the Muslim taxpayers. The ‘sons of Abdullah’ were rare. For the first time they appear
in the cadastre of 1530, in the village of Dislab-Dragasia (four), while in the next cadas-
tre of 1542 they are registered in the villages of Dislab (three), Ginos (one), and Lipgista-
Neapoli (one).'” In the cadastre of 1568/9 there was one ‘son of Abdullah’ in each of the
villages of Bobista-Platania, Ginos, Plazomi, and Piluri-Pilorion.'® Indicatively, in the
district of Horpiste in c. 1500 their percentage fluctuated at around 20% of the total Mus-
lim population, as was the case in the town of Horpiste itself.!” The interesting thing is
that more than half of the converts in c. 1500 bore Christian father’s names. This means
that the registration of the converts was not completed only with the name ‘son of Abdul-

13 I would like to thank Dr Athanassia Tsetlaka, who gave to me a table of villages, drawn from
various sources. From this table, I have selected the more representative 24 villages with a sta-
ble Vallahadic population at the end of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth cen-
tury. For the problem of the identification of Vallahadic villages see Kallinderis, ‘Zoppoin’,
319-329.

14 For the meaning of the term see below.

15 BOA, TT 433, 407; TT 720, 363; Stojanovski, Turski Dokumenti, 528-530.

16 BOA, TT 720, 312 and 390; Stojanovski, Turski Dokumenti, 447-448 and 574-575.

17 BOA, TT 424, 615; TT 433, 316, 319, and 370, respectively.

18 BOA, TT 720,299, 312, 363, and 388; Stojanovski, Turski Dokumenti, 429-431, 447-448, 528-
530, and 570-571.

19 BOA, TT 986, 160.
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lah’, but with that of the Christian father’s name as well. The explanation of this practice
needs further research.

In contrast, a great number of the taxable Muslim /anes in Table 1 were eventually
¢iftlik-owners. In the registered Muslim /anes, the following are the percentages of the
¢iftliks: 70% in c. 1500, 67% in 1530, 61% in 1542, and 71% in 1568. Respectively, in
the whole district of Horpiste, the percentages of the ¢if/iks among the Muslim taxpayers
are clearly lower, but showing an evident rising trend: 24% in 1500, 36% in 1530, 54% in
1542, and 51% in 1568/9. Most specifically, the c. 1500 survey showed 70 ¢iftliks in 32
villages. Eight of these villages, with 17 ¢iftliks, come from our sample. It is even more
interesting that from the registered ¢if#/iks in the sample villages, 11 out of 17 in c. 1500,
eight out of ten in 1530, four out of five in 1542 and five out of ten in 1568/9 belonged
to military officers (mainly ‘men of timar’ [merd-i timar], but also to sipahis, or sons of
sipahis, or janissaries). The aforementioned data show a close connection between the
Muslim presence in the region of Vallahades and the expansion of the ¢iftliks, especially
the military ones. While in the c. 1500 survey the ¢iftliks were paying normally the resm-
i ¢ift tax regularly, as did every Muslim taxpayer, in the surveys of 1530 and 1542, it is
noted whether a ¢iff/ik has to pay the tax. Furthermore, in the last survey, of 1568/9, the
¢iftliks of the military were entirely exempted from this tax. However, in the surveys of
1530 and 1542, it does mention if the ¢iftlik has to pay the tithe.?

The villages of our sample do not differ from the general fiscal picture of the district
of Horpiste. The taxation of this district was based on the crop of grain and supplemented
by secondary types of farming (vineyards, legumes, vegetables, fruit-trees, etc.). Despite
the district’s mountainous terrain, there is a discernible imaginary line at 860 m., which
is the average altitude of the settlements of the district. Above this line the settlements
are conventionally considered mountainous, while below this border they are considered
semi-mountainous. What is interesting is that all the villages of our sample except one
(Dislab) belong to the second kind, indicating a greater spread of Muslims at lower alti-
tudes. The differentiation of the two kinds of settlements regarding produce is due to the
fact that the semi-mountainous settlements were predominantly occupied with the grow-
ing of grain and vineyards, whereas they relied to a much lesser extent on supplementary
crops (tree growing, ‘textile’ crops). Consequently, the Vallahadic region was based on
grain crops and was as self-sufficient enough to survive as the rest of the district.?! These
findings, regarding the villages of our sample, can be depicted in numbers as follows:

20 Some examples: In c. 1500, in Tocil the only ¢ifilik was possessed by the yeni¢eri Hizir, who
normally paid the tax; the same happened with the three ¢ifiliks of the merd-i timar Ahmed,
Ali, and Hamza, which were registered in the village of Sirocani (Lefki, Kozani) (BOA, TT
986, 162 and 255, respectively). In 1530 and 1542, in Vudurina (Nea Sparti) the only ¢iftlik, of
Siileyman, was stated as having to pay tithe, while it was not registered to pay the resm-i ¢ift;
in Vinyani the three and four ¢if#/iks of the men of timar in the surveys of 1530 and 1542, res-
pectively, do not pay the resm-i ¢ift and it is not stated whether they are counted in the tithe of
the village (TT 424, 629 and 652; TT 433, 380 and 395, respectively).

21 D. Papastamatiou, ‘Anpoctovopikég emPorég Kot ototyeion TNG 0ypOTIKNG OlKOVOUiaG GTovV
kald g Xpodmiotag otov Tpdto Hied tov 16° awdva [Fiscal impositions and data of the rural
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the average participation percentage tax on agricultural production vis-a-vis the overall
taxation was 67.8% with an upward trend (the median was 73%) and the average partici-
pation in taxation on grain vis-a-vis taxation on overall production was 65.6% (median:
64.5%). These percentages must be considered to have been higher, given the fact that
one of the villages of our sample, Togil, showed very low percentages because of the fact
that taxation was based on the tax on the market operation drawing on the major annual
fair of the region, which took place in March.?? Finally, the average and the median tax
levy per household in our sample shows no difference in comparison with the respective
numbers for the entire district. Thus, as far as taxation is concerned, the Vallahadic vil-
lages were no different from the general picture of the district.??

According to Bulliet’s theory, which is based on the case of Iran during the Middle
Ages, the Muslim names can constitute an indicator as to the stage of conversion that ap-
plies to a wide area. In this way, the era of these conversions can be generally approxi-
mated. According to him, the frequency in which specific names appear among the Mus-
lims indicates the stage of the conversion to Islam. The five prominent names (Mehmed,
Ahmed, Ali, Hasan, Hiiseyin) play a central role in the whole process. Bulliet discerned
four stages of conversion: in the first stage the converts give to their children pre-Islamic
names. In the second, these five names start becoming popular, and in the third stage, their
frequency rises sharply. In the fourth stage, only children of converts bear these names,
while during the same period their frequency in the overall population decreases.>*

It is very difficult for the Muslim names from the villages of our sample to fall with
the above theory, as there is not a sufficient number of converts and it is not easy to fol-
low the course of the converts and their sons. Moreover, the fact that a substantial num-
ber of Muslims were timariots who arrived during the sixteenth century and cannot be
identified with certainty as converts makes this task even harder. However, it is worth
mentioning that both the ordinary peasants and the timar-holders bore either non-Islamic
names or Islamic ones other than the five mentioned above. To give an example, in the
c. 1500 survey, 21 Muslim names were registered, of which only two (Ahmed and Ali)
belonged to the prominent five (or 10%). The other names were either from the Judaeo-

economy in the kaza of Hrupista during the first half of the 16 century]’, in Koliopoulos (ed.),
Owyeig tov Apyovg Opeotikod, 120-165.

22 At any rate, even in this village, in which only 21% of the taxation was related to agricultural
production, 74.6% was the taxation on grain. See: BOA, TT 986, 162; TT 70, 215; TT 424,
539; TT 433, 299; TT 720, 264; Stojanovski, Turski Dokumenti, 385-386.

23 More precisely, there was a slight increase of the averages in the Vallahadic villages, but this
continued in the survey of 1568/9, when, as I shall argue below, a considerable part of the
Christian population had been converted to Islam.

24 Analysis of R. Bulliet’s theory in: Minkov, Conversion, 14-18. Minkov implemented Bulliet’s
theory in the Ottoman world (ibid., 27 and 63, with his conclusions). Recently, the validity of
Bulliet’s theory has been corroborated through the empirical material of the tax registers from
Western Rhodope (district of Nevrekop). See: E. Radushev, ‘The Spread of Islam in the Otto-
man Balkans: Revisiting Bulliet’s Method on Religious Conversion’, Archiv Orientalni, 78/4
(2010), 363-384.
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Christian tradition (Davud, Siileyman, Isa, Yusuf, ilyas), or from the non-Islamic tradi-
tion (Karagoz, Sahin, Hizir, Hamza, Hoskadem). According to Bulliet’s theory, the re-
gion can be placed in the first stage of the conversion process. It is interesting to note
that in Horpiste, which, as the only town of the region, had the most Muslims and many
converts among them, even the converts had non-Islamic names (e.g., Sahin b. Abdullah,
Sirmerd b. Abdullah, Iskender b. Abdullah, Evrenos b. Abdullah).2’ In 1568/9, of the 335
names, 75 (or 22%) belonged to the ‘five’, with the same characteristics in terms of the
origin as those from c. 1500. These findings alone cannot fit well with any of the stages
of Bulliet’s theory.

Of interest are some remarks regarding the demographic concentration of the Muslim
population in the Vallahadic area. The bulk of Muslim settlements were located at a low
altitude (approximately between 600-800 m., when the average altitude of the villages
of the whole district was 860 m.). Of these settlements, the zone of the villages with an
altitude of 700-800 m., which was identified with the area Lipgista-Togil (the Vallahadic
area) showed the highest increase of the Muslim population (fourfold during the century)
and the highest decrease of Christians. Although this increase of the Muslims could be
interpreted by immigration waves, it is possible that this phenomenon was a result of Is-
lamisation as well. The increase of the Muslims was observable in the third quarter of the
century, as the surveys of 1542 and 1568/9 show.?

In the seventeenth century, the sources are of a different kind (avariz and cizye regis-
ters) and not of a serial form. The district of Nasli¢, to which the villages of our sample
belonged, had about 2,000 taxpayers who were subject to poll-tax (cizye).>” The number
was lower than the data from two cizye registers of the sixteenth century. In 1552 and
1571, the fiscal entity (vilayet) of “supplement of Horpiste” (tetimme-i Horpiste, i.e., Na-
sli¢) had 3,000 and 2,300 taxpayers, respectively.?® As a conclusion, the decrease of the
Christians, which, as it is shown above, had started in the third quarter of the sixteenth
century, continued until the beginning of the following century, and remained more or
less the same until the last quarter of the seventeenth century.?® It is of interest that the

25 BOA, TT 986, 160.

26 V. Gounaris, ‘Anpoypaiég mapotnproes’ [Demographic observations], in Koliopoulos
(ed.), Oyeig tov Apyovg Opeotirod, 65 (and Table 8, Graph 6).

27 In the abridged cizye registers of the seventeenth century the following data are recorded. In
1644/5 the vilayets of Horpiste and of its ‘supplement’ (tetimme-i Horpiste) had 3,874 cizye-
hane, but five years earlier the vilayet of Horpiste alone had 1,753 cizyehane. In 1645/6, the
two vilayets had 3,962 cizyehanes, while in the second half of the seventeenth century, the dis-
trict of Nasli¢ had the following fluctuations: in 1666/7: 2,035 cizyehanes, in 1674: 1,640, and
in 1675: 1,905. See: Cvetkova (ed), Opis, Nos 218 (1639), 291 (1644/5), 300 (1645/6), 422
(1666/7), 486 (1674), and 492 (1675).

28 D.Yoériik, ‘XVI. Yiizyihn ikinci Yarisinda Osmanli imparatorlugu’nda Yasayan Gayrimiislim-
lerin Niifusu’, Sel¢uk Universitersi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Dergisi, 17 (2007), 647.

29 The stability of the taxpayers as a whole in the avariz and the cizye registers implies that a ne-
gotiation policy was at stake, and it did not refer to real demographic fluctuation.
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avariz registers of the seventeenth century give the same number of taxpayers.’ The
cizye registers after the reform of 1691 show a deep decline in the number of taxpayers,
since they recorded only 700 individuals (nefer).’! This dramatic decline cannot be in-
terpreted and it does not mean that a massive wave of Islamisation took place in the last
decade of the century. The reasons for these low numbers could be the emigration and/
or the hiding of the people, because of the fear of the new tax assessment, especially for
the first surveys after the reform edict.?? In conclusion, Christians and Muslims during
the seventeenth century seem to remain at the same demographic level as in the last sur-
vey of the sixteenth.?3

30

31

32

33

The detailed registers KK 2640, 2-28 (of 1667) and MAD 59, 78b-81a (of 1673) recorded, next
to the avarizhanes, the individuals (nefer). In the first, the Christians were 2,243 persons (to-
gether with the unmarried and the derbend¢iyan), while in the second, the Christians decreased
to 1,645 persons, as is also shown also the abridged cizye register, which is preserved in the
National Library of Sofia (see fn. 27). In the next year, however, the number rose to 1,905 ci-
zyehane. The ratio of avarizhane per person was 1:3 in both surveys. Moreover, in the abridged
avariz register of 1642 for Rumeli, the district of Nasli¢ was recorded with 720 avarizhanes,
which gives a total of a little more than 2,000 people, Christians and Muslims. See: R. Stojkov,
‘La division administrative de I’ eyalet de Roumeélie pendant les années soixante du X VIle sie-
cle’, Studia Balcanica, 1 (1970), 210. That the register published by Stojkov is not a cizye from
1668/9, but an avariz from 1642 see: Ph. Kotzageorgis, Mixpég moleig tng eAdnvikng yepooviy-
00V KOTG TV TP veotepn exoyn. H mepinrwon e ZavOng (15°-17°¢ aur.) [Small towns of
the Greek peninsula during the Early Modern Period: The case of Xanthi (15th-17th c.)] (Xan-
thi 2008), 67 fn. 116. The same number of avarizhane (exactly 730), however, was recorded in
the survey of 1667.

In the survey of 1691 610 individuals (my count: 472) were registered as totals, two years later
660, half of whom were considered as perakendegdn (dispersed people) and in 1694, 713 (my
count: 709). See: BOA, MAD 4374, 232-240; MAD 3421, 141-155; D.CMH 26671, 30-33.
Cf. a similar conclusion drawn from the study of similar sources for Trikala (in Thessaly) in: S.
Laiou, ‘Ta Tpikaia oto t€An tov 17°° cidva pe Baon 600 katdotiyo kepoiuod eopov’ [Tri-
kala in the end of the 17th century according to two cizye registers], Mvijuwv, 28 (2006-2007),
17. In the case of the town of Trikala, Laiou concludes that the second survey compiled after
the reform constituted a supplement to the first and that the totals could not be admitted as there
were, but supplementarily to those of the first register. For the various adaptations of the state
just after the promulgation of the edict of poll-tax reform see: M. Sariyannis, ‘Notes on the Ot-
toman Poll-Tax Reforms of the Late Seventeenth Century: The Case of Crete’, JESHO, 54/1
(2011), 52-58.

In favour of the demographic stability of the region is Pouqueville’s estimation at the begin-
ning of the nineteenth century. He mentions that the district of Nasli¢ had 70 villages and 1,700
families, which gives a total of 8,440 individuals. The inhabitants were Christians, Muslims,
and Roma (Pouqueville, Voyage, 339). Apart from the cizyehanes, which decreased in the re-
gisters of the tax reform, the registered villages of the district decreased as well. From slight-
ly less than 100 in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, in the surveys of the 1690s half of
them were recorded. However, according to Pouqueville, the number of the villages was 70,
which means very close to the numbers of registered settlements in the first three-quarters of
the seventeenth century. The same number of villages is given by another source. In the codex
of the Bishopric of Sisanion and Siatista there is a catalogue of the villages which belonged to
the bishopric in 1797. In this, 72 villages were recorded, five small towns (kwuomdlerg), two
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As it is shown above, in the register of 1568/9, a considerable number of ¢ifiliks were
recorded. According to the detailed avariz register of 1667, one-fifth of the Muslim pop-
ulation in the avariz register were askeri, while the recorded ¢iftliks accounted for almost
half the number of the Muslim peasants. The villages where a small number of ¢iftliks
were recorded in 1568/9, had in 1667 exclusively Muslim taxpayers.** On the other hand,
in the villages where in 1568/9 the askeri ¢iftliks were either all or the majority of the reg-
istered ¢iftliks, Christian taxpayers continued to be recorded during the seventeenth cen-
tury. Moreover, in these villages, Muslim peasants (reaya) were not registered at all or in
most cases.> Thus, we conclude that in the villages where a significant number of ¢iftliks
and Christian peasants in the sixteenth century were recorded, Christians continued to be
recorded in the next century as well. On the other hand, the villages where ¢iftliks were
not registered in 1568/9 had a Muslim population in the seventeenth century. It seems
that the ¢iftlik-owners tried to attract and hire as labourers for their estates Christian rath-
er than Muslim peasants.*° A possible explanation for this trend would be that Christians’
lands were more easily usurped by the Muslim landowners, because the former were con-
fronted with urgent economic problems due to heavy taxation.

This observation can be combined with and corroborated by another source. In the
detailed avariz register of 1667, on the first page, an undated petition to the Sultan is in-
serted.’” According to the text, the Christians of the district presented themselves in the
imperial camp and submitted a petition (arz-1 hal) to the Sultan. They complained that
the Muslims of the district did not pay taxes (obviously the avariz) and only the Chris-
tians bore the whole tax burden (cemiyan vaki olan tekalifi kefere fukarast ¢ekiib miislii-
manlar “bizim iizerimizde hane yokdur” deyii vermezler). The Christians argued that if
the Muslims and those who were taking the peasants’ estates and formed ¢iftliks®® paid
taxes, the number of the taxable avarizhanes would not fall below 700.3° For that reason,

‘towns’ (wolizeieg) and 13 abandoned villages (ralaioywpia). M.A. Kallinderis, O kodié g
unpororews Zioaviov kor Ziatiotng (1686-) [The codex of the diocese of Sisanion and Siatista
(1686-)] (Thessaloniki 1974), 122-125. From the village names in the catalogue it can be con-
cluded that the boundaries of the bishopric were grosso modo the same as those of the district
of Naslig.

34 These are the villages of Mislogost, Renda, and Ginos, which had ¢if#/iks of less than half of
the whole of the Muslim taxpayers. Vinyani had about half of the Muslim taxpayers registered
as ¢iftliks.

35 These are villages like Bobista, Caknohor, Sirogani, and Vudurina.

36 We are not sure why the ¢iftlik-owners preferred to have Christians on their estates. Perhaps
they could alienate their lands more easily than the Muslims’ lands. The interesting thing is that
the Christians, instead of converting to Islam to ameliorate their economic status, preferred to
emigrate.

37 BOA, KK 2640, 1.

38 This is a clear reference to a method of the ¢if/ik-formation. For the methods of ¢iftlik-formati-
on in the Manastir (Bitola) region see: B. McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Empire: Taxa-
tion, Trade and the Struggle for Land, 1600-1800 (Cambridge 1981), 135-141.

39 The limit of 700 hanes was in fact a threat of the Christians to the Porte. We would point out
that in 1642 there were 720 avarizhanes and in the survey of 1667, in which the present petition
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the Christians asked for a new survey to be carried out. After the Sublime Porte had giv-
en permission for the implementation of a new survey, Karinabadli Hiiseyin Aga came
to the region with a scribe from the relevant fiscal bureau (mevkufat kalemi) and carried
out the survey. The total number of the recorded avarizhanes was 730, namely 30 more
than those registered in the old register. Thus, the survey reached the target of 700, which
the Christians had underlined in their petition and argued for. After that, according to the
same petition, the Muslims went to the imperial camp, complained to the Sultan about
the taxation and argued that they did not accept the results of the survey on the pretext
that they had never paid taxes before (biz kadimden teklif veregelmedik bu tahrire ka-
bul etmeyiib). At the end of the petition, the petitioners asked the Porte to issue an order
clearly determining the taxes that Christians and Muslims, both in Anatolia and Rumelia,
had to pay according to the law and the registers (vilayet-i Anadolinda ve Rumilinde olan
miisliimanan ve zimmiyan kanun ve defter mucebince muharrir vilayet kayd eyledigi ha-
ne avarizi veregeldikleri defterlerde musarrihdir).

We do not know what solution the Sultan reached, although the register of 1673
shows that the taxation of the Muslims continued. In this register, however, a significant
decrease in the numbers of both Muslims and Christians is observable and the taxable
hearths do not reach the crucial limit of 700 avarizhanes. Nonetheless, the above-men-
tioned petition to the Porte is valuable for two reasons: first, it provides an interpretation
of a temporary decrease in the Christians in the district. Namely, the heavy tax burden on
the Christians, a fact that the Christians considered to be an injustice, led, we suppose, a
considerable number of Christians to emigrate. Second, it gives the profile of the Mus-
lims of the region. It is obvious that some Muslims were of a significant socio-econom-
ic and military status. They settled the area, having the opportunity of the tax-exempt
status,*® which seems to be unique; furthermore, they were able to possess flat and fer-
tile land and to exert economic pressure on Christians. They lived in the nearby towns
(Horpiste, Lipgista) or other villages, they were mainly sons of timar-holders or Janissar-
ies, and they possessed ¢iftliks in the area. This is one of the two categories of the Mus-
lim population in the region. The other one was the common peasants, who apparently
came from other areas and of which only a small number were converts. Judging from
the results of the survey of 1667, Muslim peasants comprised 60% of the whole Muslim
population of the region. Hence, the situation was similar with that in 1568/9, suggest-
ing that during a period of more than a century the nature of the Muslim population did
not change. Consistently with this, the ¢ifi/ik-owners formed a considerable part of the
Muslim community.*!

was submitted, there were 730. If, according to the Christians’ reasoning, the Muslim Aanes did
not pay the avariz, then there would be 660 Christian avarizhanes. This would result a loss of
money for the fisc.

40 Their estates did not pay taxes. However, it is not obvious why they did not pay avariz.

41 Although of a different nature, one should consult the interesting analysis of the phenomenon
of ‘peasant Janissaries’ in the seventeenth century Balkans in: E. Radushev, “’Peasant’ Janis-
saries?”, Journal of Social History 42/2 (2008), 447-467, esp. pp. 455-457, where the connec-
tion between ‘peasant’ Janissaries and the possession of ¢iftliks is made.
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In the light of the above analysis, the case of the Vallahades can be summarised as fol-
lows: in the region a first wave of conversion was observable at the beginning of the six-
teenth century; the conversion reached a peak in the third quarter of the century, to judge
from both the presence of ‘sons of Abdullah’, and of the general numbers of the Muslims.
During the seventeenth century, the Muslims remained at the same level as in the last sur-
vey of the sixteenth century. An important parameter in the profile of the Muslims of the
region was the relation with the ¢ifi/ik institution. On one hand, the presence of ¢iftliks
prevented progress in conversion process, since the ¢ift/ik-owners preferred the employ-
ment of Christians as a workforce on their estates; on the other hand, the ¢if#/ik-holders
formed a remarkable group in the region, which from then on was constantly present in
Nasli¢.*? They were Pouqueville’s beys, whom the French traveller met in a great number
in Lipgista and who had customs that were not similar to those of the Turks.*?

The Pomaks

Pomaks are the Slav-speaking indigenous inhabitants of the Rhodope Mountains, who,
at least by the end of the nineteenth century, had been converted to Islam but retained
their mother tongue. There is no a generally accepted etymology of the term ‘Pomak’. It
is even not known when this term was used for the first time to denote this population.
The term is found in the written sources from the middle of the nineteenth century on-
wards.* The Pomaks’ tragic history is in the twentieth century, when Bulgarians, Greeks,
and Turks, respectively, claimed (and are still claiming) that the Pomaks belonged to
their nation. As a consequence, the issue of these people’s identity continues to be a sub-
ject of research.®

42 References to the beys of Nasli¢ exist in Ali Paga of Yannina’s Archive in the Gennadeios Li-
brary in Athens. See: V. Panagiotopoulos (ed.), Apyeio tov Al Hood Ievvodeiov BifrioBnkng
[The Archive of Ali Pasa preserved in the Gennadeios Library], Vol. 1I: 1809-1817 (Athens
2007), 21-22 (No. 446), 258-259 (No. 594); Vol. IIT: 1818-1821 (Athens 2007), 449-452 (Nos
1309-1310).

43 Pouqueville, Voyage, 339: “Ses beys, car elle [Anaselitza] est peuplée en grande partie de cette
noblesse militaire qui rappelle nos seigneurs féodaux du quinziéme siécle, ont la reputation d’
étre dissipateurs et amis de la table, défauts qui ne sont guére ordinaires aux Turcs”.

44 By way of contrast, sufficiently etymologicised is the term Ahriyan, which appeared in the
sources to denote this population as well. According to the Turkish etymological dictionary,
the term derived from the Greek aypeiavne (A. Tietze, Tarih ve Etimolojik Tiirkiye Tiirkgesi
Lugati, Vol. 1 [Istanbul-Vienna 2002], s.v. ahriyan). This comes from the adjective aypeioc
(“worthless, outrageous, etc.”). For the etymology of ahriyan from the Greek aypeiog see also:
P. Kyranoudis, ‘Ot [Topdxot kou 1 yAdooa tovg’ [The Pomaks and their language], EAAnpvirs;
Aiadextoloyia, 5 (1996-1998), 157-161. However, the term was not used for the Pomaks only,
but appeared in Ottoman sources of the fifteenth century with different meanings, without it be-
ing clear what it indicated. For the use of the term in various time and place settings see: V.L.
Meénage, ‘On the Ottoman Word Ariyan/Ahiryan’, ArchOtt, 1 (1969), 197-212.

45 From the very rich bibliography on the Pomaks’ identity, I would mention the following pub-
lications in Western languages: T. Seyppel, ‘Pomaks in Northeastern Greece: an Endangered
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Apart from the very rich anthropological literature on the Pomaks, the bibliography
on their conversion to Islam is quite rich as well. For many decades the dominant view
has been that this group had been converted to Islam by force during the 1660s on the or-
ders of the Grand Vizier Ahmed Kopriilii (1661-1676).46 This theory was based on some
falsified local Bulgarian chronicles, which, as has been proved, were fabricated at the
end of the nineteenth century.*’ In the last 30 years, the Rhodope region has been meticu-
lously studied by means of the extant Ottoman sources, and scholars have attempted to
specify the time and the way of the conversion to Islam of the local people. The studies
of Kiel, among others, show that the conversion process in Rhodope, especially in the
area of Tsepino, which the local chronicles referred to as the area of forced Islamisation,
was already in a final stage in the age of Ahmed Kopriilii. Furthermore, Islamisation did
not stop in the second half of the seventeenth century, but continued in the period which

Balkan Population’, Journal of Muslim Minority Affairs, 10/1 (1989), 41-49; M. Apostolov,
‘The Pomaks: A Religious Minority in the Balkans’, Nationalities Papers, 24/4 (1996), 727-
742; Y. Konstantinov, ‘Strategies of Sustaining a Vulnerable Identity: The Case of the Bulgar-
ian Pomaks’, in H. Poulton with S. Taji-Farouki (eds), Muslim Identity and the Balkan State
(London 1997), 33-53; O. Turan, ‘Pomaks, their Past and Present’, Journal of Muslim Minor-
ity Affairs, 19/1 (1999), 69-83; T. Kiiglikcan, ‘Re-Claiming Identity: Ethnicity, Religion and
Politics among Turkish-Muslims in Bulgaria and Greece’, Journal of Muslim Minority Af-
fairs, 19/1 (1999), 49-68; U. Brunnbauer, ‘Histories and Identities: Nation-state and Minority
Discourses’, in: http://www.gewi.kfunigraz.ac.at/csbsc/ulf/pomak_identities.htm (1998), 1-12;
Idem, ‘The Perception of Muslims in Bulgaria and Greece: Between the ‘Self” and the ‘Oth-
er”, Journal of Muslim Minority Affairs, 21/1 (2001), 39-61; F. Tsimbiridou, Les Pomaks dans
la Thrace grecque. Discours ethniques et pratiques socioculturelles (Paris-Montréal 2000); A.
Eminov, ‘Social Construction of Identities: Pomaks in Bulgaria’, Journal of Ethnopolitics and
Minority Issues in Europe, 2 (2007), 1-24; S. Katsikas, ‘Millets in Nation-States: The Case of
Greek and Bulgarian Muslims, 1912-1923°, Nationalities Papers, 37/2 (2009), 177-201. From
the rich Bulgarian literature on this topic, see the recent two-volume work: E. Radushev, Po-
matsite. Hristiyanstvo i isliam v Zapadnite Rodopi s dolinata na Mesta, XV na 30-te godini
XVIII vek, [The Pomaks: Christianity and Islam in the Western Rhodope mountains and the
valley of the Mesta River from the 15" c. to the 1730], 2 vols (Sofia 2005). We have no access
on this work.

46 One of the interesting contributions to the topic of the Islamisation of the Pomaks based on the
older bibliography is: D.P. Hupchick, ‘Seventeenth-Century Bulgarian Pomaks: Forced or Vol-
untary Converts to Islam?’, in S.B. Vardy with A.H. Vardy (eds), Society in Change: Studies in
Honor of Béla K. Kiraly (New York 1983), 305-314. Hupchick argues that the massive conver-
sion of the Pomaks was a result of the abolition of the privileged tax status Pomaks enjoyed by
that time.

47 A. Zeliazkova, ‘The Problem of the Authenticity of Some Domestic Sources on the Islamiza-
tion of the Rhodopes, Deeply Rooted in Bulgarian Historiography’, EB, 26/4 (1990), 105-111;
M. Todorova, ‘Conversion to Islam as a Trope in Bulgarian Historiography, Fiction and Film’,
in Eadem (ed.), Balkan Identities: Nation and Memory (London 2004), 132-136. One of the
earliest studies on the subject in Bulgarian is: S. Dimitrov, “Demografski otnosSenija i proni-
kvane na isljama v zapadnite Rodopi i dolinata na Mest prez XV-XVIII v.”[Demographic rela-
tions and penetration of Islam in the Western Rhodope and the valley of the Mesta River during
the 15%-18" ¢.], Rodopski Shornik 1 (1965), 63-114.
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followed, albeit very slowly. Therefore, the Dutch historian concluded, the conversion to
Islam among the Rhodope population was a slow process, which, in all likelihood, had
started in the fifteenth century.*® Moreover, Kiel underlines the dual nature of the diffu-
sion of Islam in Rhodope, stressing the colonisation of the Yiiriik Turks, who came prob-
ably from the plateau of Central Bulgaria (i.e., the region of Plovdiv) southwards to the
summer pastures of Rhodope.*

The southern part of the Rhodope Mountains has not attracted scholars’ interest. In
what follows, we try to study this area in the light of the conclusions already drawn from
the northern part. The southern part of the Rhodope Mountains during the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries belonged to the districts of Yenice Karasu (today Genissea, Greece)
and Giimiilcine (today Komotini).>® The extant data for the sixteenth century, compared
to those available for the Vallahades, are poor. However, they do offer some interesting
findings.>' The region, possibly from the second half of the fifteenth, but certainly in the

48 M. Kiel, ‘The Account of Pope Methodij Draginov on the Forced Conversion of the Bulgarians
of the Rhodope to Islam and the Use and Usefulness of Archival Sources’, in N. Koltuk (ed.),
Uluslararasi Tiirk Arsivieri Sempozyumu (Ankara 2006), 316-324; Idem, ‘Ottoman Sources
for the Demographic History and the Process of Islamization of Bosnia-Hercegovina and Bul-
garia in the Fifteenth-Seventeenth Centuries: Old Sources — New Methodology’, IJTS, 10/1-
2 (2004), 95. Recently, E. Radushev shows that whole villages in Western Rhodope had been
converted to Islam in the 1460s (Radushev, ‘The Spread’, 366).

49 M. Kiel, ‘La diffusion de I’ Islam dans les campagnes bulgares a I’ époque ottomane (X Ve-
XIXe siécles): colonisation et conversion’, RMMM, 66/4 (1992), 40-43; Idem, ‘Urban Deve-
lopment in Bulgaria in the Turkish Period: The Place of Turkish Architecture in the Process’,
1JTS, 4/2 (1989), 95-96.

50 For the purpose of our analysis we study 33 settlements which were undoubtedly located in
the mountainous area of the aforementioned districts. The two districts cannot be studied as a
whole; because of the sharp separation between lowland and highland parts, they presented a
different economic and demographic profile. Furthermore, the Rhodopian district of Ahi Cele-
bi, which was formed at the end of the sixteenth century, and had detached territory from the
district of Yenice Karasu, did not comprise all the south foothills of Rhodope. A further prob-
lem with the sources is that because the villages of the sample belonged to various (Sultanic)
pious foundations (vakifs), their data are preserved in different fiscal registers from the second
half of the sixteenth century, and thus we cannot compare them in exactly the same time span.
Finally, the problem of the identification of the villages and the location on the map has not
been satisfactorily solved yet.

51 The data for the region have been drawn mainly from the following sources: a) two abridged
timar registers of 1519 (TT 70) and 1530 (TT 167); b) two detailed vakif registers of the vakif
of Bayezid II in Edirne of 1557/8 (TT 306) and 1565 (TT 979), and a detailed register of the
vakif of Murad II in Edirne of 1557/8 (TT 311); ¢) two detailed registers (of timars and vakifs)
of 1569/70 and 1568/9 respectively, which have been published from the originals housed in
Ankara (A. Stojanovski (ed.), Turski Dokumenti za istorijata na Makedonija: Opsiren popisen
defter za Pasa Sancakot (kazite Demir Hisar, Jenice Karasu, Gumulcina i Zihna) od 1569/70
godina [Turkish documents for the history of Macedonia: detailed fiscal register for the prov-
ince of Pasha (districts of Demihisar, Yenice Karasu, Gumuldjina and Zihna) from the year
1569/70], Vol. X/1 [Skopje 2004]; Idem (ed.), Turski Dokumenti za istorijata na Makedonija:
Opsiren popisen defter za vakafite vo Pasa Sancakot od 1568/69 godina [Turkish documents
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sixteenth, century, had a Muslim majority. As has been pointed out, the Yiiriik presence
in the area can be observed even from that early period.’> The prevalent type of settle-
ments was that of a few but populous Christian villages interspersed with the smaller
Muslim ones.>

Interesting items for our comparative study are the thin presence of ‘sons of Abdul-
lah’ in the area, and the origins of the place names (Table 2). For the first, since the only
complete detailed survey is of 1569/70, it is impossible to give a sufficient interpretation.
In this survey, out of a total of 31 villages which can be safely located in the mountain-
ous area to the north of Xanthi, 5.5% were ‘sons of Abdullah’ (100 out of 1,826 taxpay-
ers) (Table 3).%

For the origin of place-names, it is worth mentioning that the majority of the settle-
ments had names of Turkish origin, even in the first extant sources of the fifteenth centu-
ry.3 The Czech linguist Kostantin JireCek argued that there were three levels in the topo-
nyms of Rhodope: a) the toponyms of Greek origin in the lowlands and the valleys; b) the
toponyms of Slavic origin on the slopes and higher in the valleys; and c) of Turkish origin
for the mountains and the summer pastures, which suggests the presence of the Yiiriiks.>
This view is not confirmed in the area studied, since the Turkish names were not limited
to the places Jirecek argued that they were. The existence of some stable and long-lasting
settlements which had as second part in their name the word oren-viran (Yassi Viran, Os-

for the history of Macedonia: detailed fiscal register for the pious foundations in the province
of Pasha from the year 1568/69], Vol. XI/1 [Skopje 2008]); d) three detailed cizye registers of
1690/1 (MAD 4374), 1692/3 (MAD 7625), 1693/4 (DCMH 26676); ¢) two detailed avariz reg-
isters of the district of Yenice Karasu of 1676 (KK 2676) and of 1710 (KK 2830). The abridged
timar register of the Atatlirk Kitapligi, Muallim Cevdet Collection No. 0.89 of c. 1455 does
not contain villages of the region. The beginning of the surviving part of the register is miss-
ing and it starts with villages of Dimetoka (Gk. Didymoteicho), and continues with the district
of Glimiilcine (Gk. Komotini) — in which we cannot identify any village of the mountainous
area — that of Ferecik (Gk. Feres), Ipsala, etc. As a result, M. Kiel’s conclusion (‘Urban Devel-
opment’, 95) that in c. 1455, 22% of the Muslims of the area were Yiiriiks refers only to the
lowlands, which, as it is known, was the first area of the Balkans so densely colonised from
the second half of the fourteenth century on. Likewise, he mistakenly matches the first villages
of the register with villages of Yenice Karasu, and he draws conclusions for the latter district.
However, this observation has little meaning, since the complete data from the years 1519 and
1530 corroborate Kiel’s opinion.

52 Kiel, ‘Ottoman Sources’, 95. Although Kiel gives numerical data from the summary cadastre
of c. 1455 for the whole district of Giimiilcine and not only for the highlands, the presence of
22% Yiiriiks is very important for the profile of the Muslims of the area.

53 Ibid. The same results are reached in another study, in which we analyse the data of the district
of Yenice Karasu (Kotzageorgis, Mixpéc noleig, 52, 59, 77).

54 In nine villages in 1557/8 (TT 311 and TT 306) and in other five in 1565 (TT 979) the percent-
ages are higher, but the sample is very small and the risk of mistake high.

55 The example of the village of Yass1 Oren (today Oraio) is typical; from the beginning of the
sixteenth century it can be found in the sources under the same name, although it was inhabited
mainly by Christians. The first reference to the village is in the register TT 70, 42.

56 As quoted in: Kiel, ‘Ottoman Sources’.
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man Viran, Ugurlu Viran) and of many others with ‘another name’ of Slavic origin (Gii-
ven¢ nam-1 diger Moskofca, Kafir Deresi n.d. Borova, Kozluca n.d. Biiyiik Zevingani,
Yass1 Oren n.d. Kiigiik Zevingani, Ramazan Beyi n.d. Bela Reka, Sarikaya n.d. Ismilan)
leads to the hypothesis that a devastating (and temporary?) depopulation of the area oc-
curred during the fourteenth century for various reasons and that the area had been col-
onised by Yiiriiks, and other immigrants either of Slavic or of Turkish origin from the
southern and northern plateaus of the rest of the Rhodope region.*’

The study of the tax status of the region could lead to similar conclusions. According
to the extant sources, from the beginning of the sixteenth century onwards the region be-
longed: a) to the vakif of Murad II of Edirne (the eastern part of the area, which admin-
istratively belonged to the district of Gliimiilcine), b) to the vakif of Bayezid II of Edirne
(the southern part, which administratively belonged to the district of Yenice Karasu), and
¢) to the miilk (and later vakif) of Aht Celebi, physician of Sultan Selim I (the northern
part of which is now in Bulgaria).’® The role of the vakifs and miilks as ‘colonisers’ has
already been pointed out by scholars.*® This role can be related to the interpretation of the
toponyms given above. The gradual but significant increase in the number of settlements
during the sixteenth century leads, in our view, to the same interpretation. It is not a co-
incidence that in 1519 there appeared two “newly recorded” (hari¢ ez defter) villages in
Ahi1 Celebi’s miilk, in 1530 the villages increased to 12, and in 1569/70 to 16. What we
suggest is that the Ottoman state donated to Ah1 Celebi the area north of Xanthi as part of
a policy for the revival of a vacant and/or less populated area. The same policy was ap-
plied in the fifteenth century by giving other parts of the area to two Sultanic vakifs. The
immigration of the Turkish population explains the absence of the ‘sons of Abdullah’ in
an area, which was purely Christian before the Ottoman conquest. This remark, however,
does not mean that there was no Islamisation. The style of conversion during the period
for which the archival material survives (the end of the fifteenth till the eighteenth cen-
tury) appears to be gradual and individual rather than en masse and forced.®

The only known narrative source for the area from the sixteenth century is a small
passage in a Homily (Speech) of the Greek monk Pachomios Roussanos, who visited the
region around 1540.°' The passage gives the only information known so far on a mass

57 Tt has been argued that the viran as a second part of the names of Anatolian villages indicated
places which were initially mezraas, and were later transformed into villages: H. Inalcik, ‘Sett-
lements’, in H. Inalcik with D. Quataert (eds), An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman
Empire, 1300-1914 (Cambridge 1994), 163.

58 The very few villages which belonged to the sultanic hasses (Yenikdy, Hiiseyin Obasi, Gabro-
vo, Margarit, and Mehmedli) were located in the west of today’s Prefecture of Xanthi, which
means in the extreme SW of Rhodope.

59 O.L. Barkan, ‘Osmanli Imparatorlugunda bir iskan ve kolonizasyon metodu olarak Vakiflar ve
Temlikler’, VD, 2 (1942), 279-386- B. Cvetkova, ‘Early Ottoman Tahrir Defters as a Source
for Studies on the History of Bulgaria and the Balkans’, ArchOtt, 8 (1983) 169-172 and 188.

60 For this view, which is today prevalent among Ottomanists, see: Minkov, Conversion to Islam,
77-82.

61 For the date of the visit of Roussanos to Thrace see: K. Chryssohoidis, ‘O Ioympog Povedvog
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conversion to Islam in nine villages®? in the mountainous area of Xanthi. It states that the
peasants, led by their priests, converted to Islam because of taxation (dia ta éin). If we
compare this information with the data above, we can conclude that this source is the on-
ly one that refers to mass conversion, albeit not forced, and the only source that gives a
clear reason for the conversion. Therefore, the slow conversion process in the mountain-
ous area does not mean that there were no cases of mass conversions, at least at a micro-
level.%3 Moreover, one of the motives of conversion proposed by the literature seems to
be confirmed by the evidence of this Greek Orthodox monk: taxation.®* The poverty of
the area could have played a crucial role in this decision, even in an epoch in which the
poll-tax, a later burdensome tax for Christians, had not been increased much yet.

In sum, scholars’ research in the northern part of the Rhodope Mountains is corrobo-
rated for the south slopes of Central Rhodope by our analysis. The local Slav-speaking
population converted to Islam through a slow process. Although Christian villages con-
tinued to exist in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries (albeit as isolated villages), the
great bulk of conversion had been completed by the middle of the sixteenth century. Fur-
thermore, a considerable part of the Muslims of Rhodope were Yiiriiks, who, at least in-
dividually, had settled in the area at an early stage (by the beginning of the sixteenth cen-
tury). The incorporation of the area into the Sultanic vakifs and later into the miilk-vakif of
Ah1 Celebi contributed to the population enhancement, as can be concluded from a gen-
eral, roughly sketched map of settlements. The lack of towns and tekkes, the mountainous
and poor soil, and the ability to communicate (in terms of financial transactions) with the
north via the Plovdiv plateau and with the south via the Xanthi plateau constitute factors
for the interpretation of the method and of the degree of the spread of Islam in the area.

otov AOw [Pachomios Roussanos on Mount Athos]’, in: Proceedings of the International Sym-
posium ‘Pachomios Roussanos. 450 years from his death 11553 (Athens 2005), 215. The text
is to be found in two autograph codices of Roussanos, today housed in the Marciana Biblio-
teca of Venice (Gr. II, 103 olim Nanianus 125, ff. 1-4; Gr. X1, 26 olim Nanianus 305, ff. 197v-
201v). The text consists of some lines from the Homily Ilpog tovg aypoikws tnv Geiav ypopnv
diaovpovrag [ Against those who traduce the Holy Bible’]. Edition of the passage in: S. Lamb-
ros, ‘Ex tov optmdv tov [oympiov Povsdvov’ [From the Homilies of Pachomios Roussanos],
Néog EMnvouviumv, 13 (1916), 57. Commentary of the passage in: Ph. Kotzageorgis, ‘A Gre-
ek Source Regarding the Islamization of the Population of the Mountainous Region of Xanthi
(Mid 16th C.)’, ITepi Opaxng, 2 (2002), 293-297.

62 Obviously we cannot identify the nine villages because of the lack of evidence.

63 Another such massive wave of conversion, which, however, could not be located in our area,
Baer assumes that it occurred in 1679-1680, because a lot of local Christians had submitted
petitions to the Sultan for getting kisve bahasi as were new converts to Islam (Baer, Honored,
201; cf. Minkov, Conversion to Islam, 149). Bulgarian edition of the document in: M. Kalicin,
A. Velkov and E. Radusev (eds), Osmanski Izvori za isljamizacionnite procesi na balkanite
(XVI-XIX v.) [Ottoman sources concerning the process of the Islamization in the Balkans] (So-
fia 1990), 103-111.

64 For the motives for the Islamisations see for example: Minkov, Conversion to Islam, 92-108.
Minkov’s remark that the rural population had experienced a wide range of conversions during
the seventeenth century has not been confirmed in the case of south Rhodope.
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Language and conversion

The relationship between language and religion as a double-set of criteria for the deter-
mination of identities has been studied in the context of the emergence of nationalism
in the West. The search for the ‘nation’ in European countries turned to the search for a
common religion and/or language, in order to form a national community.%® Similarly,
scholars in the age of nationalism viewed various people according to this interrelated
double-set connection. Therefore, every people in the process of the determination of its
national identity tried to find a ‘convenient’ religion and language to adopt. Those who
did not conform to this rule were seen as strange cases and, thus, worthy of being studied
by scholars. In particular, according to this theory, a Muslim in the Ottoman Empire had
to speak Turkish (as a rule), Arabic and/or Persian. However, at least in the Balkans, the
Muslims seem not to have been a unified case and not to have conformed to this norm;
rather, every region developed its own characteristics. The Bosnians and the Albanians
were two among the prominent Muslim groups who kept their language after their con-
version to Islam, thus maintaining a distinct difference between themselves and other Ot-
toman Muslims.5°

Speaking of the trope of Islamisation in Bulgarian historiography, Maria Todorova
summarises the prevalent view on conversions to Islam in the Balkans. According to her,
individual cases, albeit for unknown reasons, rather than mass conversions were the rule.
And the Bulgarian historian continues: “It is moreover the individual and predominantly
single character of these conversions which explains the fact that the integration into the
new religious and social milieu was accompanied with a subsequent loss of the native
tongue”.’ If this were the rule, then the question arises as to what led some population
groups to keep their language after they experienced conversion to Islam not en masse
but as a result of a long, slow and peaceful process. Quite a lot of population groups in the
Balkans are known who followed the dual path of conversion to Islam and keeping the
local language. For example, we could mention the Torbesi and the Gorani in the western
Balkans together with the Bosnians, the Pomaks in the Bulgarian region, and the Turco-
Cretans together with the Vallahades in the Greek region.

Quite reasonably, the interest of scholars has focused on the Bosnian case, both in
terms of their keeping the Slavic language and in their way of converting to Islam. Tra-
ditional historiography has argued that the mass conversion of the Bosnians to Islam
was connected with the Bogomil background of the medieval Bosnian Church.®® How-

65 W. Safran, ‘Language, Ethnicity, and Religion: A Complex and Persistent Linkage’, Nations
and Nationalism, 14/1 (2008), 171.

66 F. Bieber, ‘Muslim Identity in the Balkans before the Establishment of Nation States’, Nation-
alities Papers, 28/1 (2000), 24-25.

67 Todorova, ‘Conversion’, 141-142.

68 Zhelyazkova, ‘Islamization’, 245-247; F. Adanir, ‘The Formation of a “Muslim” Nation in
Bosnia-Hercegovina: A Historiographic Discussion’, in F. Adanir with S. Faroghi (eds), The
Ottomans and the Balkans: A Discussion of Historiography (Leiden 2002), 285-302, with a
thorough analysis of the Bosnian and non-Bosnian historiography on this issue.
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ever, recent scholarship has rejected the ‘Bogomil thesis’ and postulates that the conver-
sion phenomenon in Bosnia was related to a multi-directional set of reasons. The gradual
character of the conversion process and the absence of Turkish colonisation are the two
important factors derived from the discussion on the Islamisations of Bosnia.®” The mas-
siveness and the speediness of the conversion, as well as the marginality of the region,
were seen as the key reason for the converts’ keeping of the Slavic language. Moreover,
the development of a rich Bosnian aljamiado literature was the special characteristic of
the Bosnian case.

The Turco-Cretans were another group who kept their mother-tongue despite conver-
sion to Islam.” It is recorded that they were the third important case of mass conversion
in the Ottoman history after the cases of Bithynia in the fourteenth century and Bosnia
in the fifteenth.”! In this case, the keeping of the local language has been seen as a re-
sult of the mass nature of conversion and the geographical remoteness from the capital,
coupled with the inability of the state to implement a policy of colonisation and the very
long Cretan War.”? Obviously, the fact that the majority of the island population even af-
ter the completion of the Islamisation process was Christian and Greek-speaking played
an important role in the phenomenon that Muslims in Crete continued to speak Greek.

Neither is the case of the Pomaks hard to interpret. The Rhodope region already had
an indigenous Slav-speaking population from the medieval period onwards which was
co-existent with a Greek-speaking population, mainly in the castles.”? Contact between
the two elements did not stop after the Ottoman conquest and can be traced in the Chris-
tian names of the area from the sixteenth century.’” The reason lies in the frequent contact

69 For a summary of the relevant literature see: N. Malcolm, Bosnia: A Short History (London
1996), 51-69; R. J. Donia and J.V. Fine, Bosnia and Hercegovina: A Tradition Betrayed (Lon-
don 1994), 35-44.

70 For the Turco-Cretans and an edition of a text by them in Greek (aljamiado), see: Y. Dedes,
‘Blame it on the Turko-Romnioi (7urkish Rums): A Muslim Cretan song on the Abolition of the
Janissaries’, in E. Balta with M. Olmez (eds), Turkish-Speaking Christians, Jews and Greek-
Speaking Muslims and Catholics in the Ottoman Empire (Istanbul 2011), 325-329, with the
earlier literature.

71 N. Adiyeke, ‘Multi-dimensional Complications of Conversion to Islam in Ottoman Crete’, in
A. Anastasopoulos (ed.), The Eastern Mediterranean under Ottoman Rule: Crete, 1645-1840.
Halcyon Days in Crete VI, A Symposium Held in Rethymno, 13-15 January 2006 (Rethymno
2008), 203. For the conversions to Islam on the island and their relation to the army, see: M.
Greene, A Shared World: Christians and Muslims in the Early Modern Mediterranean (Princ-
eton 2005), 95-101. See also: M. Peponakis, ECiolouiopor kou eraverxypiotioviouol otnv Kphny
(1645-1899) [Islamisations and re-christianisations in Crete] (Rethymno 1997).

72 Greene, A Shared World, 95-101.

73 The standard work on the period remains the book of C. Asdracha, La region des Rhodopes aux
Xllle et XIVe siécles: Etude de geographie historique (Athens 1976), esp. 50-90.

74 In the village of Pasavik (today Pachni) in 1557 among the recently-settled people, among
others, the following names of Greek origin appeared: Yorgo, Mavro, Mavrud, Istemad, Ma-
nol, Kiryako, Angelo, Kirilo. In the group of fugitives (giirihtegdn) of Yasst Viran in 1565 the
following names of the same origin were recorded: Yorgo, Dimitri, Nikola, Hiristo, Istemad,
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of the villages of the mountain area with the important centre of Greek-speaking culture
in the area, namely Xanthi, for commercial and economic reasons.”® The question of the
immigration of population from the north of the region (i.e., the main Bulgarian plateau)
to the south (i.e., the Rhodope Mountains) during the early modern period has not been
studied yet. This movement has been studied for the nineteenth century.”® The document-
ed presence of the Yiiriiks, or at least of the Turks from other areas of south Rhodope, did
not have any impact on the language spoken by local converts. Although in heavily colo-
nised eastern Rhodope there were areas of Turkish-speaking groups, central and western
Rhodope seem to have kept the Slavic language. Although there were no written sources
that would indicate that Turkish was not being spoken, the speaking of Turkish in Rho-
dope might have remained marginal. On the other hand, maybe the fact that the language
of the inhabitants of mountainous Rhodope remained oral helped in the resistance against
the domination of Turkish. A people without a written culture did not need the knowledge
of the official language to replace its mother-tongue. The absence of urban centres and
the relevant administrative authorities played a role as well, because these two factors
carried out the task of the diffusion of the official culture into rural environments. The
absence of important religious monuments, at least in the earlier centuries, is obviously
not without meaning.”” Ah1 Celebi did not build any mosque, nor did any Muslim mon-
astery (tekke, zaviye) exist in the area in the first centuries after the Ottoman conquest.
The case of the Vallahades is similar. In contrast, however, with the other three cases,
in the Voion area it is difficult to argue that there was a prevalent language. The wider
area was characterised by the presence of a number of Balkan languages: Greek, Slavic,

Mavri, Nikola, Andriko, Mavridi, Petro, Manol, Vasil (TT 306, 113 and TT 979, 103, respecti-
vely).

75 Kotzageorgis, Mixpéc moleig, 156. In the passage of Pachomios Roussanos (see above fn. 61)
it is mentioned that the inhabitants of the mountainous area which had been converted to Islam
walked to the town of Xanthi and traded firewood and fruit (dadia kai dpounia), which they
carried in pokes, with saffron and other necessaries.

76 U. Brunnbauer, ‘Kowwvik) tpocappoyn ¢° éva opewvd mepifairov: Tlopdrkot kot Boviyapot
otV kevtpikn Podonm, 1830-1930° [Social adaptation in a mountain environment: Pomaks and
Bulgarians in Central Rhodope], in V. Nitsiakos with H. Kassimis (eds), O opeivig ywopog tng
Bolxavikng: Xvykpotnon kou Metooynuatiopot [The mountainous space of the Balkans: for-
mations and changes] (Athens 2000), 53-77. In the cizye register, compiled immediately after
the reform of 1691, in some cases, next to the village names the origin of the inhabitants is re-
corded. Thus, in the district of Ah1 Celebi, in four of the 11 registered villages, next to the vil-
lage name there is the note: Bulgardir. These are the villages of Citak, Kii¢iik Arda, Lagug and
Derekdy (MAD 4374, 332-334). Should we wonder as to why some villages were registered
as Bulgarian and what this means? Could we connect this dual character of the region with the
immigrations of Bulgarians to Rhodope in the late nineteenth century? It is premature to give
an answer.

77 However, in vakif registers of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries mosques are recorded
in the villages of our sample. See: 1.H. Ayverdi, Avrupa 'da Osmanli Mimari Eserleri. Bulgaris-
tan-Yunanistan-Arnavudluk, Vol. IV (Istanbul 1982), 226 (No. 1233), 230 (Nos. 1372, 1382),
231 (No. 1411-1412), 301 (Nos. 3204-3205), 302 (Nos. 3216, 3224, 3230, 3232, 3238, 3240),
303 (Nos. 3253-3254).
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Albanian, Aromounian, and Turkish, albeit to a limited extent.”® The place names were
mainly of Slavic origin, although a small number of names of Greek origin existed.” In-
deed, scholarly literature reports the existence of some Slav-speaking Muslims among
the Vallahades.3’ However, it cannot be argued that the area was a ‘closed society’.3! Al-
though there was no strong Muslim presence in the Voion region,® there were the urban
centres of Kesriye (Kastoria) and Manastir (Bitola) in which large numbers of Muslims
lived. Another region with a Muslim concentration was the area to the east of Kozani (in
the Ottoman kazas of Egri Bugak and Cuma Pazart), in which a good number of Yiiriiks
settled in the sixteenth century. The existence of the important annual fair at Togil gave
the opportunity for economic transactions among various groups coming from distant
places.®* Migration was endemic to the region, because Voion was a transition area from
the urban centres of Western (Kastoria, Bitola, Gorice/Korge) to those of Central Mac-
edonia (Karaferye/Veroia, Yenice-i Vardar/Giannitsa, Thessaloniki).®* On the other hand,
there were no urban settlements in the region or important Islamic monuments (mosques,
tekkes). Furthermore, the vakif institution, which promoted the diffusion of Islam in the
Balkans, was completely absent. It is argued that the existence of a heterodox Christian
background in an area was a factor for the diffusion of Islam in that area.®> In the Voion
region, besides the Greek reports from the beginning of the twentieth century as to the

78 LS. Koliopoulos, H ‘wépav’ EAAdg ko o1 ‘dAlor’ EAnveg: To abyypovo elnvikd é0vog kai
o1 etepoylwacor avvoikor ypiotiovol (1800-1912) [Greece ‘beyond’ and the ‘other’ Greeks:
the modern Greek nation and its co-inhabitant Christians of another language] (Thessaloniki
2003), 107-108.

79 To mention only place-names from our sample, Bobista, Lip¢ista, Plazomi, Vinyani. The Gre-
ek presence in the toponymic is discernible in a couple of place-names outside our sample
(Kallistratin, Kaloyeriga, Panarit) and in the use by the Ottoman registrars of the adjectives
‘small’ (mikri) and ‘big’ (megali) as a first part of place names instead of the Slavic ‘malo’
and ‘golemo’. See the article: A. Delikari, “XAofkég emdpdoeig otov kald g Xpodmiotag:
H mepintoon tov totovupiov” [Slavic influences in the kaza of Hrupista: The case of the to-
ponyms]’, in Koliopoulos, Oyeig tov Apyovg Opearirod, 166-229.

80 Kallinderis, ‘Xoppoin’, 322-329.

81 This is the argument put forward by F. De Jong in order to give an interpretation of the Valla-
hades’ language (De Jong, ‘The Greek Speaking Muslims’, 147).

82 It is worth mentioning concerning the small Muslim presence in the catalogue of kazas of the
Balkans in 1667/8, the district of Nasli¢c was placed in the lowest category, giving to the judge
a daily salary of 150 ak¢es. M.K. Ozergin, ‘Rumeli Kadiliklari’nda 1078 Diizenlemesi’, Prof.
LH. Uzuncarsili’ya Armagan (Istanbul 1976), 265.

83 For example, in Horpiste, in the survey of 1691, among the immigrants, Jews of Thessaloniki
were recorded (BOA, MAD 3421, 171).

84 The masons of Nagli¢ were famous and were hired to work in distant urban centres. For such
cases see: Panagiotopoulos (ed.), Apyeio, Vol. 1, 147-148, 184-187; Vol. II, 607-613; Vol. III,
457-459.

85 Minkov, Conversion to Islam, 105-108, with the discussion on the presence of Bogomils in
Bosnia. For a detailed comparison of beliefs and customs between Christians and Muslim het-
erodoxes in the Balkans during the early Ottoman period see the interesting article: Y. Stoya-
nov, ‘Problems in the Study of the Interrelations between Medieval Christian Heterodoxies
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connection of the Vallahades with Bektashism,®¢ there is some evidence for the exist-
ence of a heterodox Christian — and later Muslim — background. In fact, there was the
village called Pavlikan (unidentified) registered in the district of Horpiste during the six-
teenth century. The village name derived from the main heterodox Christian population
of the Balkans during the Byzantine period (//aviikiavor), who might have an impact on
the Bogomil movement. Thus, this is indirect evidence for the existence of a heterodox
Christian background in the region.?” From the work of Hasluck we know of the exist-
ence of two Bektashi fekkes in the Voion region: one in the village Vudurina and the oth-
er in Odra.®® Obviously, the existence of more tekkes in the east, in the Yiiriik area, could
have facilitated the diffusion and/or the strengthening of Muslim heterodoxy in the Val-
lahadic area. In conclusion, one may suggest that although the region of Vallahades was
not secluded, the thin presence of Turkish-speaking Muslims lead to the adoption of the
local language by the Muslims.

Conclusions

The phenomenon of the preservation of the vernacular by the converts in the Balkans was
observable in rural areas, because the absence of urban centres did not favour the diffu-
sion of an official language culture.®® Therefore, the cases of the Vallahades and Pomaks
are not strange as concerns the preservation of language. The comparative study of the
Muslims of southern Rhodope and those of the Voion region results in some interesting
conclusions. This paper has demonstrated, corroborating some of the recent scholarship,
that the conversion phenomenon in the Balkans does not easily lend itself to any typol-
ogy. The special socio-economic, spatial, and cultural conditions affected the time, the

and Heterodox Islam in the Early Ottoman Balkan-Anatolian Region’, Scripta & e-Scripta 2
(2004), 171-218.

86 Glavinas, ‘Ot povsovipavikoi TAnbvcpoi’, esp. 475 and 512 fn. 109.

87 BOA, TT 986, 218; TT 70, 215; TT 424, 547; TT 433, 318; TT 720, 313; Stojanovski, Turski
Dokumenti, 449-450. The village from the first survey onwards had a small number of Muslims
(3) together with Christian taxpayers (approximately 35). In the last survey of the sixteenth
century, the Christians decreased to only five and in the sources of the seventeenth century the
village is not registered.

88 F. W. Hasluck, Christianity and Islam under the Sultans, Vol. 11 (Oxford 1929), 526-528. Ac-
cording to Hasluck, both tekkes were connected with the Bektashi saint Emine Baba, who was
executed in Manastir in 1598/9, because he preached the ideas of Mansur El-Hallac. Therefore,
the two fekkes must be dated as early as from the seventeenth century, in a period, during which
the Muslim population in the region was stabilised. Unfortunately, I cannot find any informa-
tion on Emine Baba.

89 B. Lory, ‘Parler le turc dans les Balkans ottomans au XIXe si¢cle’, in F. Georgeon with P.
Dumont (eds), Vivre dans [’empire ottoman: Sociabilités et relations intercommunautaires
(XVIlle-XXe siecles) (Paris-Montreal 1997), 243. However, a little above in his text, the
same author argues that: “Dans toutes les zones rurales de peuplement mixte, ou une popula-
tion turque rouméliote était présente, le bilinguisme dominant s’établissait au profit du turc”
(Ibid., 241).
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reason, and the manner of the conversion to Islam. Economic deficiency was a phenom-
enon that characterised both rural societies; however, the question is to what extent it was
the case in previous centuries. The presence of ¢iftliks — and in fact of the type of ask-
eri — differentiates the Voion case from that of Rhodope. How much did the existence of
such a group of official Muslim estate-owners, who lived in the area and had vested in-
terests in it, affect the conversion of the Vallahades? How were Pouqueville’s beys with
non-Turkish customs in Lipgista in 1806 connected with the timar-holders and ¢ifilik-
owners of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries? If they were connected (or even were
the same), was there any possibility of their learning Greek and becoming Vallahades at
the beginning of the twentieth century, together with the indigenous Christian converts?
The existence of numerous cultures (Albanian, Slavic, Greek, Vlach, and Turkish) with
strong influence on the populations in Voion cannot be compared to the case of Rhodope.
Although both regions are mountainous, the Rhodope Mountains constitute a homoge-
neous geographical phenomenon, which is surrounded by extensive plateaus in the north
and the south. The Voion region, however, is not geographically distinguishable from the
surrounding area. The Muslim presence in Thrace and Western Macedonia was of a dif-
ferent nature: a majority in the former, a minority in the latter. The heterodox Muslims
had deep roots in Thrace even from the period of the Ottoman conquest, while in Western
Macedonia they did not have the same diffusion.

However, there is a common conclusion: the more we study the conversion phenom-
enon in the Balkans, the less we find cases of mass and enforced Islamisation in the sev-
enteenth century. Furthermore, in the first century of the Ottoman presence in the Bal-
kans (end of fourteenth - end of fifteenth centuries) conversions are observable to a lim-
ited extent and mainly among the members of local elites. Conversely, it seems plausible
that the consolidation of Ottoman rule during the sixteenth century led to a prolonged
and gradual acceptance of the new religion by the local Christians. However, while in
Rhodope the Islamisation process was at a mature stage at the beginning of the sixteenth
century, in Voion it had just started.

The preservation of the mother-tongue after the conversion to Islam is not a strange
phenomenon for the Ottoman Balkans. The reason for that, however, has not been suf-
ficiently elaborated. Geographical seclusion was not an exclusive factor for either case.
Social diversification among the population with the existence of an elite would favour
the adoption of the official language by the elite. However, while it seems that there was
a local elite in both cases, it did not adopt the official language.”® The argument of the
absence of substantial Turkish colonisation together with the rare cases of communica-

90 For Voion we refer to Pouqueville and to the aforementioned data on the local officials. For
Rhodope, the information, which is mentioned in a French traveller’s text, that the inhabitants
of Rhodope region were active in the eighteenth century in the wool trade in the biggest export
centre of the region, Serres/Siroz, is interesting; the Rhodopians traded some 40% of the ex-
ported wool in the late eighteenth century. See: G. Koutzakiotis, Cavalla, une échelle égéenne
au XVlIlle siecle. Négociants européens et notables ottomans (Istanbul 2009), 123, 211. Obvi-
ously, there was a socio-economic stratification within the groups, which, however, did not af-
fect the language spoken.
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tion between colonising Turks and local Muslims cannot be applied in our cases. In our
view, the notion that could satisfactorily interpret the phenomenon is that of the ‘lin-
guistic zone’ or, to put it differently, of the ‘locally dominating language’. At least in the
Balkans, even during the pre-modern centuries, there were regions in which a language
was dominant, without excluding the others, which often were more than one. It is not
clear either which factor influences the preponderance of a language over others or how
this preponderance was enforced. Everyday practice, discernible in the sources before
the nineteenth century, which was composed of a mixture of customs, mores, and tradi-
tions and not of political or religious considerations, views a language as being the /in-
gua franca of the region-zone. It is difficult to geographically delineate such a region in
geographical terms. The pre-Ottoman background obviously played a role. The Rhodope
region was a zone of slavophonia even in the Middle Ages. This phenomenon was not
influenced by the existence of Greek (in the Byzantine period) or Turkish (in the Otto-
man period) populations. Religion overlaid the dominant language. Voion belonged to a
region where four linguistic zones converged. The choice of the adoption of the Greek
and Slav languages by the Muslims showed that these languages were the dominant ones.
These regions of the central Balkans — a region with various competing languages — con-
stitute an interesting research field for the topic. The more we draw away from this area,
the more the phenomenon of the vernacular of the Muslims appears regular and/or logi-
cal: the language of the Turco-Cretans and the Bosnians seems less peculiar than that of
the Vallahades.
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Table 3: The ‘Sons of Abdullah’ in Southern Rhodope (16th c.)

NAME 1557/8 1565 1568/9-70
B MUSL | % B MUSL| % B MUSL %
ABDUL ABDUL ABDUL
Volkan 2 31 6.45
Yenikoy 3 3 [100.00
Yass1 Oren 2 28 7.14 4 39 10.26 3 35 8.57
Yorgan 5 7 7143 1 6 16.67 1 3 33.33
Giiveng nd
Moskoqfc;a 2 62 | 323
Elmali 5 117 4.27 9 168 5.36
Zariz Deresi 10 56 17.86
Ketanlik 2 180 1.11
Kegi Ilyas 0 0 0 0 53 0.00
nKC?i;rozeerSl 16 141 | 1135
Kiroklu 1 20 5.00
Koyun 7 21 [33.33 2 8 25.00 2 5 40.00
Kozluca 1 94 1.06
Margarit 2 16 12.50
Mehmedli 2 70 2.86
Drenova nd
Oduvanlik 4 218 1.83
Kozluca
Osman Oren 2 68 2.94
Ugurlu Viran 0 3 0.00 1 1 |1100.00
Ramazan Biiki
nd Bela Reka 1 %9 HLA
Sakarkaya 6 58 10.34
Sariyar 0 14 0.00 1 26 3.85
f:::;:ryla nd 1 13 | 088
Sahin Obas1 2 41 4.88 3 70 4.29
Sikar Basi nd
Arda Bas1 0 4 0.00
Sinikova 0 11 0.00 1 28 3.57
Sogucak 0 16 0.00
Tekfur 0 8 0.00
Tirkes 3 13 23.08 2 23 8.70
Topuklu 3 66 4.55
Tuzburun 2 18 11.11
Hiiseyin Obasi 9 104 8.65
TOTAL 21 242 8.68 10 66 15.15 100 1826 5.48
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Map 1: The Vallahades villages of the sample
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Map 2: The Pomak villages of the sample
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MONASTERIES IN THE RURAL SOCIETY AND ECONOMY
OF THE GREEK LANDS UNDER THE OTTOMANS:
A HISTORIOGRAPHICAL APPRAISAL

Elias KoLovos”

THE AIM OF THIS PAPER IS TO REVIEW THE MOSTLY Greek historiography of recent decades
on the Orthodox Greek monasteries and their function in the rural society and economy
of the Greek lands under the Ottomans. Monasteries have been described by Professor
John Alexander as “stable and largely productive Orthodox Christian social and econom-
ic units in the Greek countryside™.! As such, apart from their cultural impact, Orthodox
Greek monasteries should be treated as objects of Ottoman social and economic history.

Historiography so far has aimed mostly at exploiting the rich Ottoman archives pre-
served in the monasteries of the Greek lands. As a result, monastic archives from Mount
Athos,? Thessaly,® the Morea, and the islands of the Archipelago,* have already been

University of Crete, Department of History and Archaeology and FO.R.T.H., Institute for Med-

iterranean Studies.

1 J.C. Alexander (Alexandropoulos), ‘The Lord Giveth and the Lord Taketh Away: Athos and the
Confiscation Affair of 1568-1569°, O 40w¢ orovg 14°-16° orcmves [Mount Athos in the four-
teenth-sixteenth centuries] (Athens 1997), 149-200.

2 E.A. Zachariadou, ‘Ottoman Documents from the Archives of Dionysiou (Mount Athos) 1495-
1520°, SF, 30 (1971), 1-35; G. Salakides, Sultansurkunden des Athos-Klosters Vatopedi aus
der Zeit Bayezid 1. Und Selim 1. (Thessaloniki 1995); A. Foti¢, Sveta Gora i Hilandar u os-
manskom Carstvu, XV-XVII vek [Mount Athos and Chilandar in the Ottoman Empire, 15th-
17th c.] (Belgrade 2000); P.K. Kotzageorgis, H afwviki poviy Ayiov [ladiov kozd tnv obwua-
vk wepiodo [The Athonite Monastery of St Paul during the Ottoman period] (Thessaloniki
2002); E. Kolovos, ‘Xmptol kot povayoi otnv obmpovik) Xoikidkn, 15°-16° ai.” [Peasants
and monks in Ottoman Halkidiki, fifteenth-sixteenth centuries], unpublished Ph.D. disserta-
tion, Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, 2000.

3 J.C. Alexander, ‘The Monasteries of Meteora during the First Two Centuries of Ottoman Rule’,
Jahrbuch der Osterreichischen Byzantinistik, 32/3 (1983), 95-103; M. Kiel, ‘Enionuec Tovp-
KIKEG TNYEG Yol TN povaotplokn (on Kot To LovaeTiplo TG AvoToMkng @socoiiog Kot
tov 16° cudva’ [Official Turkish sources concerning the monastic life and the monasteries of
Eastern Thessaly during the sixteenth century], Bu{avuivog Aouog, 13 (2002-2003), 69-101; S.
Laiou, Ta oOwuavikd. éyypopa e povig Bapiocu Metedpwv, 16°-19°¢ ai. [Ottoman docu-
ments of the Monastery of Varlaam at Meteora, sixteenth-nineteenth centuries] (Athens 2011).

4 E.A. Zachariadou, ‘ZoupoAn oy totopia tov Nottoavatoikob Atyoiov (Le apopun o mo-
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studied, making possible an effort to reach more general conclusions as far as the Greek
lands are concerned. The publication of the Ottoman archive of St John’s Monastery on
Patmos,’ presented in this volume in the subsequent papers of Elizabeth Zachariadou
(who was the first scholar to highlight the value of the monastic archives for Ottoman his-
tory), Nicolas Vatin and Michael Ursinus, is the latest achievement in these efforts devot-
ed to exploiting the Ottoman archives of the monasteries of the Greek lands. Apart from
Ottoman documents, the monasteries of the Greek lands have rich archives of documents
in Greek as well, from the Ottoman centuries, which are also necessary for the study of
the monastic histories. Some of these archives have been published in recent decades,®
and in some happy cases the scholar can make use of both Ottoman and Greek documents
from the same monastery.

The study of the monastic institutions is also part of a broader historiographical in-
terest, which goes beyond Ottoman history. In this vein, a collective volume has been
published in Greek on Monasteries, Economy and Politics from the Medieval to Modern
Times.” The volume attempts a comparative approach to the monastic institutions, begin-
ning from the medieval West and the Byzantine Empire. This approach contextualises
historically the continuity of these institutions from medieval to modern times and sug-
gests that it has to be explained on the basis of their continued relation with economic
activity and political protection.

Historiography so far has aimed at defining the relations of the Greek Orthodox mon-
asteries with the Ottoman state, focusing especially on the status of the monasteries and
their properties in the Ottoman context. Despite the fact that they had to live under Is-
lamic rule, the Greek Orthodox monks asked for (and in many cases obtained) protection,
prerogatives, and special status from the Ottoman sultans. Especially during the transi-
tional period from Byzantine to Ottoman rule, certain monasteries apparently managed
to retain particularly privileged statuses.

THOKG Qppdvio. Tav etdv 1454-1522) [A contribution to the history of the south-eastern Ae-
gean (based on the Patmos firmans of the years 1454-1522]", Xuueixra 1 (1966), 184-230;
S.N. Laiou, H Zduog kaza v oBwpovikn mepiodo [Samos during the Ottoman period] (Thes-
saloniki 2002); E. Kolovos, H vioiwtixi korvwvia g Avdpov oto obwuoviko wiaioio [The is-
land society of Andros in the Ottoman context] (Andros 2006); N. Vatin, ‘Les patmiotes, con-
tribuables ottomans (XVe-XVlle siecles)’, Turcica, 38 (2006), 123-153; See also, for Cyprus,
1. Theocharides, Ofwuavika Eyypogpo 1572-1839 [Ottoman Documents 1572-1839], Archives
of the Holy Monastery of Kykkos I (Nicosia 1993), Vols. I-V.

5 N. Vatin, G. Veinstein and E. Zachariadou, Catalogue du fonds ottoman des archives du mo-
nastere de Saint-Jean a Patmos. Les vingt-deux premiers dossiers (Athens 2011).

6 In the case of the monasteries of Mount Athos, the Greek documents of the Ottoman centuries
have been under publication in the series 40wvikd Xopuecixra of the Institute for Byzantine Stud-
ies of the Greek National Research Foundation (under the direction of Kriton Chrysochoides).
See also, among many other publications: S. Papadopoulos-D.C.Florentis, Neogldnvixo apyeio
¢ 1. Moviig lwdvvov Ocoloyov Iazuov [Greek archive of the Monastery of St John of Patmos]
(Athens 1990); E. Skouvaras, Odvumiatiooo. [ The Monastery of Olympiotissa] (Athens 1967).

7 E.Kolovos (ed.), Movaotipia, otkovouio ko woritikn: om0 T00¢ HEGOLWVIKODS GTOVS VEDTEPOVS
xpovoug [Monasteries, economy and politics from medieval to modern times] (Herakleio 2011).
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The Monastery of the Prodromos near Serres, for example, during the reign of Me-
hmed the Conqueror, preserved its lands and dependent peasants as a timar holder.® Oth-
er monastic communities, which paid taxes, claimed their payment at a fixed rate (ber
vech-i mukataa/maktu), in order to retain full control of their properties, avoiding visits
by and disputes with Ottoman tax collectors.’ The monasteries of Mount Athos, for ex-
ample, paid collectively a tax at a fixed rate and often succeeded in paying fixed rates for
many of their properties as well.!?

Under the Ottomans, monastic properties, like ecclesiastical properties more general-
ly, were legally recognised as ecclesiastical/monastic endowments (kilise vakfi/manastir
vakft). The earliest reference so far known to monastic properties recognised as endow-
ments by the Ottomans is that to the properties of the Monastery of the Prodromos near
Serres. According to a surviving Greek translation of an original Ottoman document of
1373, the Sultan acknowledged the properties of the monks, their villages, estates (Gk.
ktiuazo: apparently miilks, or emldk), vineyards, fields, and their endowments (Gk. fa-
Kovpio: vakifs).!" An edict issued in 1430, a few days after the last Ottoman conquest
of Salonica, by Sultan Murad II (1421-1451), in favour of the monasteries of Mount
Athos,? contains another early Ottoman reference to monastic properties as both endow-
ments and full properties which the monks had inherited from their fathers (mezkurin
kesisleriin vakflarindan ve atalarindan kalmis miilkeri). The edict of Murad II ratifies
earlier documents of his father, Sultan Mehmed I (1413-1421), who apparently had rec-
ognised vakifs and full properties of the monks in the neighbouring area of Serres, and
earlier documents as well. By his order in 1430, Murad II also forbade any individual to
enter the vakifs that were dependent from Mount Athos without permission from him-
self or the monks (Ayanoros taalliikatindan ne kadar vakiflar: var ise beniim destiirsiiz ve
bunlarun destiirsiiz kimesne girmeye).

8 See N. Beldiceanu, ‘Margarid: Un timar monastique’, Revue des Etudes Byzantines, 33 (1975),
227-255. For another, earlier, case of a monastic timar see See V. Boskov, ‘Ein NiSan des
Prinzen Orhan, Sohn Siileyman Celebis, aus dem Jahre 1412 im Athoskloster Sankt Paulus’,
WZKM, 71 (1979), 127-152.

9 See Alexander, ‘The Monasteries of Meteora’.

10 E. Kolovos, ‘Negotiating for State Protection: Cifilik-Holding by the Athonite Monasteries
(Xeropotamou Monastery, Fifteenth-Sixteenth C.)’, in C. Imber, K. Kiyotaki, and R. Murphey
(eds), Frontiers of Ottoman Studies: State, Province, and the West (London 2005), 197-209.

11 E.A. Zachariadou, ‘Early Ottoman Documents of the Prodromos Monastery (Serres)’, SF, 28
(1969), 1-12.

12 On this document see E. Kolovos, ‘The Monks and the Sultan Outside the Newly Conquered
Ottoman Salonica in 1430°, JTS, 40 (2013) [=Defterology, Festchrift in Honor of Heath Low-
ry], 271-279; P.P. Kotzageorgis, ‘To Ayiov Opog péca omd ta 00mpavikd Eyypaga tov 15 ai-
@va’ [Mount Athos through the Ottoman documents of the fifteenth century], 7o 4Ayiov Opog
orov 15° kou 16° oucwva, [Mount Athos in the fifteenth and the sixteenth centuries], Conference
Proceedings (Thessaloniki 2012), 75; V. Demetriades, ‘Athonite Documents and the Ottoman
Occupation’, O A0w¢ otovg 14°-16° ouchves [Mount Athos in the fourteenth-sixteenth centu-
ries] (Athens 1997), 47, 56.
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The Ottoman state, in accordance with the socio-political contract of the dhimma
and following a pragmatic policy, did not attempt, in principle, to meddle in ecclesiasti-
cal and monastic property. One exception verifies this rule: the attempt, during the reign
of Selim 11, to confiscate ecclesiastical and monastic property.'* The confiscation of the
monasteries in 1568/69 might be compared to the slightly earlier Dissolution of the Mon-
asteries by Henry VIII in England; however, the Ottomans finally permitted the monks
to redeem their properties. And Seyhiilislam Ebussuud Efendi, who had provided the le-
gal argumentation for the confiscation, finally permitted the re-establishment of vakifs by
the monks. And even if their landed properties were not recognised officialy as vakifs by
Ebussuud Efendi, the monks were able in many cases in the years which followed to cir-
cumvent the letter of the law.'*

How can the historiography of monasteries in the Greek lands contribute to research
into Ottoman rural societies and economies? Orthodox monasteries, usually fortified,
were dispersed throughout the countryside of the Greek lands. In some cases, monaster-
ies were concentrated in monastic territories (as in the case of Mount Athos, or Meteora),
assembling large numbers of monks. At the beginning of the reign of Suleiman the Mag-
nificent, the 19 then monasteries on Mount Athos numbered almost 1.500 monks.'® The
monastery of Hagia on the island of Andros, in the Archipelago, had 45 monks in 1670.
Of course, much smaller monasteries existed as well: the monastery of Pantocrator, again
on the island of Andros, had in 1670 only six monks.'¢

Big monasteries in the Greek lands, in order to sustain their monks, apparently had
important landed assets in the countryside. As Kostis Smyrlis has recently argued, the
Byzantine monasteries of Mount Athos lost a large part of their properties in the area of
Thessaloniki during its first Ottoman conquest.!” On the other hand, we know that the
Athonite monasteries of St Paul and Xeropotamou, respectively, retained a substantial
part of their Byzantine properties, which they expanded especially during the sixteenth

13 On the ‘confiscation crisis’, see A. Foti¢, ‘The Official Explanations for the Confiscation and
Sale of Monasteries (Churches) and their Estates at the Time of Selim I, Turcica, 26 (1994),
33-54; Alexander, ‘The Lord Giveth and the Lord Taketh Away’; E. Kermeli, ‘The Confiscati-
on and Repossession of Monastic Properties in Mount Athos and Patmos Monasteries, 1568-
1570, Bulgarian Historical Review, 28/3-4 (2000), 39-53.

14 See J.C. Alexander (Alexandropoulos), ‘XpioTiovikég TPOSNAMGELS KO IGAQUIKG OQLEPD-
pato: ot ykpileg {dveg g 0pBodoEng povaotmplokng wiokmoiog’ [Christian donations and
Muslim waqfs: the ‘grey’ areas of Orthodox monasteries’ landholding], in Kolovos (ed.), Mo-
vaotipio, 225-233; S. Laiou, “Diverging realities of a Christian vakif, sixteenth to eighteenth
centuries”, THR 3 (2012), 1-18.

15 H.W.Lowry, ‘A Note on the Population and Status of the Athonite Monasteries under Ottoman
Rule (ca. 1520)’, WZKM, 73 (1981), 114-135.

16 Kolovos, H vyoiwtikn koivwvio thg Avépov aro 00wuaviko wlaicio, 105-106.

17 K. Smyrlis, ‘The First Ottoman Occupation of Macedonia (ca. 1383-ca. 1403): Some Remarks
on Land Ownership, Property Transactions and Justice’, in A.D. Beihammer, M.G. Parani and
C.D. Schabel (eds), Diplomatics in the Eastern Mediterranean 1000-1500: Aspects of Cross-
Cultural Communication (Leiden, Boston 2008), 327-348.
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and the eighteenth century.'® Even monasteries which were founded during the Otto-
man centuries, such as the Varlaam Monastery, at Meterora/Thessaly, studied by Sophia
Laiou, acquired substantial landed assets under Ottoman rule.'® As Phokion Kotzageor-
gis has shown, the properties of the Orthodox monasteries during the Ottoman centuries
were much smaller in comparison with the properties of the Muslim ayans of the eight-
eenth century.?’ However, their properties were still significant. On the island of Andros,
for example, monasteries, according to the register of 1670, were big landowners; the
monastery of Hagia had the biggest properties and paid the highest taxes on the island.?!

Thus, historiography shows that the monasteries and their properties were an impor-
tant feature of the rural economy and society in the Greek lands under the Ottomans. It is,
however, an open question to investigate how they had contributed to the development of
the rural landscape, the expansion and the improvement of cultivation.

How did the monasteries manage their properties in the rural countryside? The ex-
ploitation of the monastic lands was made through contracts between the monasteries and
peasants and/or using wage labour. In an Ottoman document from the sixteenth century
we encounter a wage labourer (Zicretle 1rgat) on a property of the Athonite Monastery
of Xeropotamou; another document of the eighteenth century from the same monastery
mentions day-labourers on the monastic estates (yanasma).?* In Greek documents of the
eighteenth century, according to the research of Sophia Laiou,”? we find “koAMjyovg”,
“rowptondeg” (¢iftci), “optaxtondec’” (ortakgt), and “nepaxevtédec” (perakende), that is,
peasants working under contracts, wage labourers, or a combination of both. The shep-
herds of the monastic herds also worked under special contracts.

In some cases, the monasteries had developed the possibility of providing housing
for their peasants; in addition, sometimes they paid their taxes as well. The Athonite
Monastery of Xeropotamou, for example, had four-five houses for its peasants (¢ifi¢i
odalart) on two of its properties during the eighteenth century. In 1774, the Athonite
monastery of Chilandar provided 100 gurus for the poll tax of the peasants on one of
its properties.?*

18 See, respectively, Kotzageorgis, H abwviky uovi Ayiov Iladlov, and Kolovos, ‘Xwpikoi Kot
povayotl otnv ofopoaviky Xoikdwn, 15%-16% ar.’.

19 Laiou, Ta oBwpovikd. éyypaga e povig Bapladu Metecpwv.

20 P. Kotzageorgis, ‘Ta povaoctipio og o0opoavikég tomikég eAit’ [Monasteries as Ottoman local
elites], in Kolovos (ed.), Movaotipia, oixovouio kar wotitixi, 163-190.

21 E. Kolovos, ‘Insularity and island society in the Ottoman context: The case of the Aegean is-
land of Andros (sixteenth to eighteenth Centuries)’, Turcica 39 (2007), 76.

22 Kolovos, ‘Xwpwoi kot povayoi otnv obopoviky Xaikdwkn, 15°%-16° ai.’, Vol. 1II, nos 94
(1565) and 464 (1769), respectively.

23 S. Laiou, ‘Ey£0ge1g Hovoy®V Kot XploTiovav Aoikdv Kotd v obmpovikn tepiodo’ [Relations
between monks and Christian laymen during the Ottoman period], in Kolovos (ed.), Movaori-
pia, 210.

24 See Apyeio s I.M. Eopryuévov [Archive of the H.M. of Esphigmenou], ed. Z. Melissakis
(ABovikd Zoppewcta 11) (Athens 2008), 106-108. Reference by Laiou, ‘Xyéoeig povoymv Kot
Aaikadv’, 210 fn. 4.
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More generally, historiography has noted that the monasteries developed a variety of
economic activities, agriculture, stock-breeding, fishing, woodcutting, in order to secure
their autarchy in case of crises. Some monasteries also made investments in ship-build-
ing, aiming at the commercialisation of their surpluses. In relation to that, historiogra-
phy has also described the monasteries as ‘enterprises’. This point of view was inspired
by an attempt by economists to analyse the economic function of the medieval Catholic
Church as an enterprise. According to this analysis, monasteries were franchise-holders
of the multidivisional enterprise of the Church.?

In the same vein, we can ask how monasteries accumulated properties. First of all,
the monks who came to live in the monasteries, an important career opportunity for the
Christian Orthodox under the Ottomans,?® donated their properties to them. Moreover,
monasteries attracted donations from the faithful. The monks prayed for the salvation of
the souls of the donors, and in some cases organised litanies taking holy relics from vil-
lage to village in the countryside. At the same time, the monasteries functioned as mech-
anisms of social welfare for the Orthodox Christians. Donations to the monasteries were
often made in exchange for providing annual subventions in foodstuffs to the donors
and the payment of their taxes. In 1521, for example, a Christian woman donated to the
Athonite Monastery of Xeropotamou, as a vakif, in front of the kadi, all of her property, a
house in her village, a vineyard, four fields, and some clothing, on the agreement that the
monastery would pay her poll tax and provide her support until her death.?’”

The monasteries also invested in buying land from peasants and peasant communi-
ties. In this way, they invested in the rural economy, establishing new estates, or expand-
ing the older ones. In the same vein, through the accumulation of land in the countryside,
the monasteries functioned as factors for stability in the rural economy.

Historiography has also shown that the monasteries were involved in the rural econo-
my as moneylenders, thus contributing to monetarisation and facilitating the payment of
taxes by peasants and peasant communities. It has been also noted that, in addition, the
monasteries functioned like banks as well, providing security deposit for property assets
and money. In this context, the monasteries often exploited the tax debts of the peasants
and the peasant communities.

For peasants and peasant communities, on the other hand, the sources show that the
monastic properties were in some cases a target for exploitation. In 1534, for example,
the monks of the Varlaam Monastery at Meteora, Thessaly, complained to the Imperial
Council that the fields and vineyards they had bought were being illegally held by their
sellers.?® On the island of Andros, in 1621, the monks of the Hagia Monastery and the

25 See R. Ekelund et alii, Sacred Trust: The Medieval Church as an Economic Firm (Oxford
1996).

26 See S. Petmezas, ‘L’organisation ecclésiastique sous les Ottomans’, in P. Odorico (ed.),
Conseils et mémoires de Synadinos prétre de Serrés en Macédoine XVIF s. (Paris 1996), 487-
569.

27 Kolovos, ‘Xwpwol kot povayoi oty obmpavikn XaAkidikn, 15°-16° at.”, Vol. 111, No. 27.

28 Laiou, To oBwpovid Eyypago. tng povig Bapladu Metedpwv, No. 4.
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peasants of a nearby village disputed in front of the kad: over the use of a pasture.”” In
1781, in another example, the Patriarch of Constantinople threatened to reprimand the
Christians who had trespassed on fields and a forest of the Athonite Monastery of Pan-
tocrator.

Peasant communities and monasteries, according to the published sources, disputed
also over the latter’s contribution to the tax burdens. In 1595, for example, the hegoume-
nos of the Monastery of Hagia complained in front of the kadi of Andros that the villagers
of Amolochos claimed that the monks should pay poll tax, since the latter owned fields
and vineyards in their village. He asked the kad:, who accepted his petition, to intervene
and suppress their claim.?! In 1598, in another example, the villagers of Kopraina and the
monks of Varlaam Monastery of Meteora disputed in front of the kad: of Tirhala (mod.
Trikala) over a monastic ¢iftlik, which the peasants held illegally, and asked the monks
to help them in the payment of their poll tax. The monks claimed successfully that their
fields were not reaya fields and that they did not have to pay the poll tax.>

However, we can assume that the relations between peasant communities and monas-
teries would have regularly been complementary, since monasteries, being comparative-
ly big and stable institutions, could provide help to their neighbours as well. According
to a claim of the monks of the Monastery of Hagia (Andros), in an arzuhal dated 1624,
“in the event of famine and high prices, many reaya find help from the monastery” (kaht
ve gala vaki oldukca nice reaya taifesi sebeblendigine istibah yokdur).>?

In conclusion, the study of the monasteries of the Greek lands shows that Ottoman
rural economies and societies were complex structures. Monks were not only religious
figures in the countryside, but also an active social and economic group. I have suggested
elsewhere that dervishes and their tekkes also had carried out similar activities in the Ot-
toman rural economy and society.*

29 Kolovos, H vioiwtikij kowvwvio g Avopov ato oBwpoviio whaioto, No. 82.

30 Apyeio e .M. Ilavroxpdropog [Archive of the H.M. of Pantokrator], ed. A. Pardos (AOwvikd
Zoppecta 5) (Athens 1998), 180-181.

31 Kolovos, H vioiwtikn koivewvia tg Avopov oro obwuaviko wlaicio, No. 32.

32 Laiou, To oQwuovixa éyypago. tng uovis Bapladu Metedpwv, No. 115.

33 Kolovos, H vyaiwtikn koivawvie, thg Avépov aro oBwuaviké wiaicio, No. 97.

34 E. Kolovos, ‘OpBddo&a povaoctpia Kot depPiotkotl TEKESES: TPOG (Lt GUYKPLTIKT TPOGEYYLoN
TOV OIKOVOULKOV KOl TOALTIKOV TOLG porov oty obmpavikn kowvevia’ [Orthodox monasteries
and dervish tekkes: towards a comparative approach to their economic and political role in Ot-
toman society], in idem (ed.), Movaotipia, 235-251.






LE MONASTERE DE SAINT-JEAN A PATMOS
ET SON ENVIRONNEMENT RURAL

Elizabeth ZACHARIADOU" et Nicolas VATIN™

AVEC SON PORT ACTIF ET SES RICHES MARCHANDS et armateurs, Chora, a Patmos, consti-
tuait des la fin du XV® si¢cle une modeste agglomération urbaine. Le monastére de Saint-
Jean, qui dominait la petite cité, participait pleinement a ses activités. Bien entendu, les
moines n’étaient pas pour autant coupés du monde rural. C’est a leurs relations avec ce-
lui-ci qu’est consacrée la présente contribution, a partir de 1’analyse des nombreux docu-
ments ottomans conservés dans les archives du couvent, entre la fin du XV et le milieu
du XVII siécle!.

La nature et le contenu de cette documentation ont déterminé les principaux thémes
de notre communication : I’activité rurale du Monastére dans le monde rural, 1’ére géo-
graphique qu’elle occupe et la chronologie de son expansion ; les modalités de son acqui-
sition de biens fonciers ; enfin les différends que ces activités pouvaient entrainer avec
les insulaires.

Patmos étant un ilot rocheux a peu pres stérile, I’approvisionnement du monastére (et
plus généralement de la population insulaire) a toujours constitué un probléme fonda-

FO.R.T.H., Institut d’Etudes Méditerranéennes.

** CETOBAC (CNRS-EHESS-Collége de France).

1 Ce choix, que justifient les fortes évolutions que connut la Méditerranée a la suite de la Guerre
de Créte, a également une raison plus conjoncturelle. En effet, notre travail est fondé sur les
vingt deux premiers dossiers du fonds ottoman des archives de Patmos, qui correspondent a
peu pres a la période que nous avons définie. Gilles Veinstein et nous-mémes avons publié le
catalogue détaillé de cet ensemble : cf. N. Vatin, G. Veinstein et E. Zachariadou, Catalogue
du fonds ottoman des archives du Monastére de Saint-Jean a Patmos. Les vingt deux premiers
dossiers (Athénes 2011). Le lecteur y trouvera le résumé de chacun des documents que nous
citons ici. La seconde partie du fonds est en cours de traitement par Michael Ursinus. 11 aurait
été absurde de prétendre analyser les documents des XVII®-XIX° siécle que nous connaissons
déja (sur Samos, notamment) sans pouvoir encore les compléter par I’exploitation du reste de
la documentation. Au demeurant, la communication de Michael Ursinus, dans ce méme vo-
lume, est précisément fondée sur ce second lot de documents.
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mental. Aussi les empereurs byzantins avaient-ils concédé des domaines agricoles exté-
rieurs constitués en metochia par les moines : les plus importants étaient ceux de Stylos
prés de la Canée en Créte, de la vallée du Méandre et des iles de Kalymnos et Léros?. Au
début du XIV® siécle, ces régions étaient passées sous le controle respectif de Venise, de
I’Emirat de Mentese? et de 1’Ordre de Saint-Jean-de-Jérusalem*. Les moines réussirent
néanmoins, par la diplomatie et peut-&tre contre des offres de service, a conserver en tout
ou partie le contrdle de leurs metochia : un accord sur celui de Stylos fut conclu avec les
Vénitiens dés 1267°. Un terrain d’entente fut également trouvé avec les Hospitaliers de
Saint-Jean, dont témoigne un firman ottoman de décembre 1523° concernant la taxation
des biens du Monastére a Léros et Kalymnos. Cos n’étant pas citée, on en déduit que
les moines avaient perdu au cours du temps leurs metochia sur cette ile ; en revanche la
mention de Léros implique qu’ils exploitaient toujours leur metochion de Parthenion. La
documentation byzantine ne faisant pas état d’un metochion du Monastére de Patmos a
Kalymnos, c’est apparemment sous les Hospitaliers, et avec leur accord, que les moines
avaient acquis sur cette ile des terrains et des moulins a huile’. En revanche, aucune
source ne permet de conclure que les moines conserverent des droits sur leurs domaines
de la vallée du Méandre. Le seul souvenir qui reste d’un de leurs mefochia dans cette ré-
gion est le toponyme Patiniotikon, prés du fleuve®. Quant a Patmos méme, le Monastére
y avait aussi quelques biens, notamment des vignes®.

2 Sur les donations impériales au Monastere et ses propriétés, cf. E. Vranoussi, Bolavriva Eyypo-
pa e Movig Iazuov, A” Avtokpazopird (Athénes 1980), pp. 33-39, 59-109.

3 Cf. E. Zachariadou, Trade and Crusade: Venetian Crete and the Emirates of Menteshe and
Aydin (1300-1415) (Venise 1983), pp. 105-106.

4 Cf. A. Luttrell, « The Genoese at Rhodes: 1306-1312 », in Laura Balletto (éd.), Oriente e Occi-
dente tra Medioevo ed Eta Moderna: Studi in onore di GEO PISTARINO (Acqui Terme 1997),
pp- 737-761.

5 Cf. G. Saint-Guillain, « L'Apocalypse et le sens des affaires : les moines de Saint-Jean de Pat-
mos, leurs activités économiques et leurs relations avec les Latins (XIII® et XIV® siecles) »,
Chemins d’outre-mer: Etudes sur la Méditerrannée médiévale offertes a Michel Balard, t. 11
(Paris 2004), p. 774, ainsi que 1’étude détaillée de L. F. Kallivretakis, « To petoyt g Idtov
670 XTOA0 ATOKOP®VOL KOl 1) dVTOKPATOPIKY A6 tov 1196 », [TAnOvouol kor oixiouoi tov
ElAnvirod yapoo (Athénes 2003), pp. 93-132.

6 APO Ibis-1.

7 Cf. Elizabeth Zachariadou, « H Kwg kot 1 Movn g [dtpov pe v évapén g Tovpkokpa-
tiog », in G. Kokorou-Alevra, A. A. Laimou et E. Somantoni-Bournia (éds), lotopia, Téyvy,
Apyaroloyio g Ko (Athénes 2001), pp. 467-468.

8 Cf. A. Philippson, « Das siidlichen Jonien » bearbeitet von Karl Lyncker, in Th. Wiegand, Mi-
let, 111 Heft 5 (Berlin - Leipzig 1936), p. 8.

9 On en trouve la trace dans les procédures faisant suite a la confiscation des biens monastiques
par Selim II en 1569, rassemblés dans le dossier 4. Quatre des vignes récupérées alors par les
moines ¢étaient situées dans la zone du port de Skala (APO 4-16, 29, 32, 41) et deux dans ses
environs, plus précisément a Pernera et Netia (APO 4-26, 27). Trois autres étaient a Karnava et
Kipi (APO 4-13, 34, 35), lieux dont la localisation est incertaine. On ignore les dimensions de
ces neuf vignes. Cependant les prix payés — 120, 240, mais aussi 520 et 600 aspres — montrent
qu’elles avaient une certaine importance, ne fiit-ce que pour la consommation locale.
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Au moment de I’entrée de Patmos dans ’orbite ottomane, 1’approvisionnement de
I’1le et du monastére avait donc une longue histoire et demeurait, quoique dans un cadre
juridique différent, un probléme toujours d’actualité. Il n’est donc pas étonnant qu’il
constitue — avec les questions fiscales et la piraterie — un des principaux sujets de la plus
ancienne documentation ottomane concernant I’ile : quatre firmans (sur dix documents)
en traitent entre 1499 et 152210, A cette époque, bien entendu, il s’agit pour les moines de
la possibilité de faire sortir librement des grains d’Anatolie. Ce sont encore ces régions
qui sont évoquées dans des documents sur le méme sujet jusqu’a la fin du régne de Soli-
man. Puis nos sources se consacrent de facon de plus en plus exclusive a des approvision-
nements en provenance d’iles. Cela ne doit pas surprendre, du reste, car si on peut s’inter-
roger sur le silence des sources concernant les anciennes dépendances du monastére dans
la région du Méandre — il n’en demeure que des traces ou des indices'! —, on congoit que
les iles apparaissent dans la documentation ottomane au fur et & mesure de leur entrée
dans les possessions des sultans. Ainsi qu’on I’a vu, cela ne signifie pas nécessairement
que les moines n’y avaient pas dés auparavant des intéréts ou des biens. Mais outre que
tel pourrait en effet étre le cas a I’occasion, il parait clair que leurs actions et leurs inves-
tissements étaient liés a I’histoire de ’Empire lui-méme.

C’est ainsi que Léros et Kalymnos, les iles du Dodécanése les plus proches de Pat-
mos et ou, nous le verrons, le monastére a de gros intéréts, apparaissent aussitot apres la
conquéte ottomane. Un firman du 1° décembre 1523 fait suite a la requéte d’un homme
envoyé¢ a Istanbul par « les moines installés a Léros et Kalymnos », qui se plaignent
d’étre empéchés de jouir de leurs champs, vignes et moulins a huile. Ordre est donc
donné de les laisser en jouissance dés lors que celle-ci est ancienne et qu’ils paient la
dime'2. A ’évidence, il s’agit dans ce cas de préserver, dans le cadre nouveau de la 1é-
gislation foncicre et fiscale ottomane, des droits et propriétés détenus antérieurement a
la conquéte. On verra de méme — mais nous sortons ici du cadre chronologique que nous

10 APO, Z-3, Z-5, Z-7, Z-10.

11 Cf. E. Zachariadou, « Historical Memory in an Aegean Monastery : St John of Patmos and the
Emirate of Menteshe », in K. Borchardt, N. Jaspert et H. J. Nicholson (éds), The Hospitallers,
the Mediterranean and Europe: Festschrift for Anthony Luttrell (Ashgate 2007), pp. 131-137.
Des notes en grec au verso des documents 5-7 (1508), 5-5 (1563) et 5-6 (1566) montrent qu’en
mars 1889 les moines firent des recherches dans leurs archives pour se renseigner sur leur an-
cien metochion connu sous le nom de « ITatwviotikov ». Ces notes, toutes d’une méme main et
de méme date, révelent que I’on s’intéressait aux propriétés du monastére et a leurs dimensions
(tng koprapyiag e Movig, ta opobéaia tov mativiotikov). D’apreés I’histoire inédite de Patmos
de G. Smyrnakis (ms. 1008 de la bibliothéeque du monastére, p. 1641), le patriarchat cecumé-
nique, encouragé par 1’esprit des Tanzimat, fit en 1862 quelques recherches dans la Defterhane
pour retrouver ses anciennes possessions « prés d’Ephése », mais sans succés. Smyrnakis nous
apprend encore qu’on essaya en 1885 de calculer la superficie du « ITatwvidtikov ». On peut
supposer qu’il faut lier a ces tentatives les notes portées au verso des trois documents cités ci-
dessus, mais on n’en sait pas plus.

12 APO, 1b-1. Cf. E. Zachariadou, « H Kog kot 1 povi g [dtpov pe myv évapén mg Tovpko-
kpatiag », lotopio — Téyvy — Apyoioioyio tne Kw, First International Conference, Cos, 4-2
May 1977 (Athénes 2001), pp. 465-468.
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nous sommes fixé — les moines régler des questions concernant leur metochion de Stylos
en Créte aprés Iarrivée du pouvoir ottoman!?.

Le cas de Samos est un peu particulier'4. On sait que cette ile, ottomane depuis Meh-
med 11, avait été laissée a peu prés a ’abandon a partir du régne de Bayezid 11, avant que
le kapudan pasa Kilig Ali Pasa ne s’y intéressat. Il la détint en Aass dans les années 1570,
avant d’en obtenir la pleine propriété en 1584, puis de fonder celle-ci en vakif avant sa
mort en 1587. A I’évidence cette reprise en mains par les autorités et la politique de mise
en valeur instituée par le pacha suscitérent I’intérét des moines de Patmos, puisque c’est
précisément du 30 janvier 1574 que date le premier document ottoman dont nous dispo-
sions concernant leur activité a Samos. Il s’agit d’un ordre (mektub'’) de Kilig Ali Pasa, en
tant que kapudan pasa : les Patmiotes s’étant plaints de ce qu’on les empéchait de ramener
a Patmos ce qu’ils cultivaient a Samos, il enjoignait au cadi de leur laisser emporter ces
produits'®. Comme on le voit, a cette date les moines géraient depuis quelques temps déja
des exploitations agricoles dans 1’ile. Mais on peut supposer, attendu qu’il s’agit du plus
ancien document que nous possédions, qu’il s’agissait d’investissements relativement ré-
cents, qui mettaient a profit la politique de mise en valeur inaugurée par Kilig Ali Pasa.

Dans d’autres cas, en revanche, on constate un certain décalage entre 1’occupation
ottomane de certaines iles et 1’apparition de celles-ci dans notre documentation. On est
alors amené a supposer que les investissements patmiotes y furent plus tardifs. Ainsi un
firman adressé en juin 1546 au cadi de Lemnos nous apprend que les moines de Patmos,
qui avaient di renoncer a se rendre sur place par peur des pirates, mais avaient continué a
payer les taxes, étaient maintenant rassurés et entendaient reprendre possession de biens
fonciers, d’ailleurs mal définis, qu’ils possédaient en vakif (vakif yerleri)'”. On sait que le
monastére avait possédé deux mefochia a Lemnos a I’époque byzantine'8. Mais H. Lowry
n’en trouve plus trace dans la documentation ottomane sur I’1le. Alors que les monasteres
athonites, ¢galement absents en 1490, réapparaissent dans le registre de 1519, tel ne pa-
rait pas étre le cas du monastére de Saint-Jean'. Il semble donc que celui-ci ait attendu la
fin des années 1540 — a un moment, sans doute, ou il se sentait suffisamment rassuré par
la pax ottomanica et I’expulsion des chevaliers de Rhodes, mais peut-étre aussi a un mo-

13 Sur cette question, cf. E. Zachariadou, « Historical memory ».

14 Sur I’histoire de Samos ottomane, cf. S. Laiou, H Zduoc kotd v OBwuovikij Iepiodo (Salo-
nique 2002).

15 Sur I’emploi de ce mot pour designer, au XVI¢-XVII¢ siecle ce qu’on devait couramment appe-
ler par la suite buyuruldu, cf. Gilles Veinstein, « Les documents émis par le kapiiddn pasa dans
le fonds ottoman de Patmos », in N. Vatin et G. Veinstein (éds), « Les archives de I’insularité
ottomane », Documents de travail du CETOBAC, 1 (janvier 2010), pp. 13-19.

16 APO, 2-20.

17 APO, 1b-18.

18 Cf. J. Haldon, « Limnos, Monastic Holdings and the Byzantine State, ca. 1261-1453 », in
A. Bryer et H. Lowry (éds), Continuity and Change in Late Byzantine and Early Ottoman So-
ciety (Birmingham-Dumbarton Oaks 1986), pp. 161-216 (pp. 169-171, 174).

19 Cf. H. Lowry, Fifteenth Century Ottoman Realities: Christian Peasant Life on the Aegean Is-
land of Limnos (Istanbul 2002), pp. 141-152.
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ment ou il était devenu suffisamment riche et bien en cour — pour envisager de se réins-
taller dans cette ile éloignée qu’il avait de facto abandonnée (quoiqu’il en dit, nous le
verrons)?’. En pratique, il s’agissait donc de nouveaux investissements rendus possibles
par I’évolution de la situation politique. C’est ainsi que nous voyons les moines de Pat-
mos obtenir en mars 1548 une lettre (mektub) du kapudan pasa (puisqu’émise a 1’ Arse-
nal) ordonnant au voyvode de I'ile de les laisser s’installer sur place en vertu de firmans
qui les autorisaient a mettre en culture des terrains leur appartenant en pleine propriété et
a'y élever des batiments?!. Quelles en furent les suites ? Lemnos ne réapparait pas dans
les documents ottomans conservés a Patmos et Heath Lowry, de son c6té, n’a pas trouvé
de trace de la présence sur cette ile de notre monastere.

Autres 1les relativement lointaines, Paros et Santorin ne semblent devenir des champs
d’activité pour les Patmiotes qu’assez tardivement, respectivement en 1586 et 158272 ;

ici encore, il s’agit moins d’un développement li¢ a I’évolution de I’Empire ottoman que d’un
¢largissement de 1’horizon du monastére, qui semble connaitre, jusqu’au milieu du XVII® sie-
cle, une ére d’expansion. Il convient d’ailleurs de noter qu’a Santorin, tous les biens dont il est
question ont été concédés en vakif au monastére, alors qu’on recense deux achats a Paros, ce
qui pourrait impliquer un plus grand intérét pour la seconde ile (ou était implanté le metochion
de la Panayia Exochoriani).

Les biens fonciers concernés par la documentation sont principalement des champs
labourables, des vignes et des arbres fruitiers. Un autre investissement de nature agricole
avait manifestement une importance non négligeable pour les moines : les moulins. Mou-
lins a vent ou a cheval destinés, on peut le supposer, a moudre le grain, mais aussi et sur-
tout moulins a huile d’olive. Parmi les biens du monastére vendus au profit du Trésor en
1570 on ne dénombre pas moins de deux moulins & vent a Patmos?*, un moulin & cheval a
Léros et un autre 8 Kalymnos?4, enfin cinq moulins a huile a Léros? et Kalymnos?®. Un fir-

20 Haldon, « Limnos, Monastic Holdings », p. 171, n. 24b, signale que le monastére de Patmos
avait encore un metochion a Lemnos en 1448 et émet I’hypothése que ses biens purent pas-
ser au monastére de Lavra, dont les terrains étaient mitoyens des siens. Notre documentation
semble invalider cette hypothése puisqu’en 1546-48, comme nous le verrons, les moines de
Patmos prétendaient avoir conservé leurs droits mais avoir souffert d’usurpation de la part de
«mécréants de 1’1le » (ada keferesi, APO, 1b-18), sans plus de précision. On peut supposer que
si les « coupables » avaient été les moines du metochion de Lavra, cela apparaitrait plus nette-
ment dans la documentation.

21 APO, 2-6.

22 Le plus ancien document concernant Santorin est de juin 1607 (APO, 7-8), mais une hiiccet
de la décade du 27 juillet au 5 aolt 1615 renvoie a une donation en vakif de trente quatre ans
antérieure, donc (selon le calendrier de I’Hégire) de 1582. Un firman d’aott-septembre 1612
concerne un terrain a Paros acheté neuf ans auparavant, mais une hiiccet d’aolt 1615 évoque
une vente effectuée trente ans plus tot, donc en 1586. Il faudrait encore citer Milos, ou le mo-
nastere possede une vigne a lui donnée par Yannis fils d’ Athanassios (APO, 14-13, 18-84).

23 APO, 4-22, 4-45.

24 APO, 4-20, 4-21.

25 APO, 4-9, 4-12.

26 APO, 4-19, 4-23, 4-30.
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man de Soliman daté du 1" décembre 1523 nous apprend, sans surprise, que les moines de
Patmos possédaient déja des moulins a vent a Kalymnos et Léros a cette date et donc selon
toute vraisemblance avant la conquéte ottomane?’. Un autre firman de ce méme sultan, du
4 mai 1529, précise que ces moulins sont exemptés de la dime?®. On peut voir une confir-
mation de I’intérét financier des moulins dans 1’achat par les moines d’un nouveau moulin
a huile & Kalymnos en 1607%, tout comme dans le fait qu’ils sollicitent et obtiennent 1’au-
torisation de créer deux nouveaux moulins & Samos, en 1623 puis en 1626, et celle, en
1606, de construire deux nouveaux moulins a huile 2 Kalymnos®'. La valeur des moulins
est manifestée, surtout, par la facon dont, dans les premicres décennies du XVII€ siécle en
particulier, les moines de Patmos tentent de préserver leur monopole en protestant contre
la création par des tiers de nouveaux moulins a Léros et Kalymnos?®?, dont ils demandent
la destruction®. Dans ces affaires, ils sont en parfaite entente avec les miitevelli du vakif de
Soliman a Rhodes, & qui ils remettent une quantité annuelle d’huile : 30 ocques en 160534,
45 vers 1636-383, signe que leur production a augmenté de fagon non négligeable.

La documentation ottomane renseigne malheureusement beaucoup moins bien sur la
réalité concrete de 1’exploitation de ces biens. Dans le meilleur des cas, les documents
citent le nom d’un certain nombre de moines, qui peuvent étre ceux qui résident dans le
metochion concerné, sans que cela implique nécessairement qu’ils travaillent eux-mémes
aux champs. C’est ainsi que, au détour d’une procédure judiciaire, nous découvrons sur
les terrains du monastére a Samos des « fermiers en chef » « chargés de cultiver soigneu-
sement et attentivement cette ferme », Michalis de Santorin, Yannis Kedoura et Stamatis

27 APO, 1b-1. Sur les moulins a huile a Kalymnos, cf. Ch. Koutelakis, « To. ehaotpipeio g Ko-
Adpvov Kot 1 dtapdym s Movig Ayiov Imdvvov @gordyov [atpov pe v Movn tov Ayiov
Mavtedenpova TRAov », Kalvuviaxa Xpovika, 2 (1981), pp. 27-37. L’auteur pense que la
dispute entre Patmos et Tilos a commencé depuis 1502. Dans les documents ottomans, nous
n’avons pas trouvé mention de Tilos.

28 APO, 1b-4.

29 APO, 7-9.

30 APO, 7-45. Pour étre complets, citons encore un moulin a vent regu en don a Milos, sans doute
en 1627 : APO, 10-5.

31 APO, 9-3. Les deux nouveaux moulins devront livrer au vakif de Rhodes huit ocques d’huile
par an.

32 De fait, plusieurs documents montrent que les moines n’avaient pas le monopole des moulins
a Kalymnos et Léros : Une hiiccet de la décade du 26 février au 7 mars 1533 (APO, 3-2) enre-
gistre la vente par le Trésor a Mehmed bin Orhan, serbéliik dans le fort de Kalymnos, d’un mou-
lin & huile qui avait été affecté a 1’église de Bodrum du temps des Chevaliers de Rhodes ; une
mektub du kapudan pasa de novembre 1599 (APO, 13-12) nous apprend que les Kalymniotes
se plaignent d’étre contraints par un certain Muslih Aga de porter leurs olives a son moulin.

33 Les archives du couvent conservent sur cette question une série de firmans, Aiiccet, arz de cadis
ou de miitevelli, mektub de kapudan pasa entre 1606 et 1636-38 (APO, 7-6, 9-1, 9-2, 9-9, 19-
6, 3-24,20-14, 20-34, 20-36, 20-72). Un firman émis dans la décade du 11 au 21 mai 1688 a la
suite d’une plainte du miitevelli de Rhodes montre que la question se posait alors toujours dans
les mémes termes.

34 APO, 9-1.

35 APO, 20-34.



L'ENVIRONNEMENT RURAL DU MONASTERE DE PATMOS 179

Emengirar, qui déclarent cultiver chaque année pour 40 kile taliyye de grains®®. On verra
encore les moines laisser a un laic, Yioryis Koukouvios, le soin d’étre leur représentant
(vekil), autrement dit fermier, pour des biens a Kalymnos, en fait une partie du couvent
de la Kyra Archontissa®’. On a en tout cas le contrat consenti en décembre 1593 par le
monastére de Patmos a un de ses moines, Gennadios, pour ce méme bien qui lui était
cédé — vignes, champs, oliviers, figuiers, moutons, etc. — pour 100 piéces d’or (filuri), a
charge pour lui de remettre au monastere tout objet en argent ou autre trouvé dans la terre
et, surtout, la moitié de sa production d’huile (nouvel indice de I’importance particuli¢re
de ce revenu). A sa mort, ces biens devaient revenir au monastére 3%.

Kéa constitue un cas trés particulier d’implication des Patmiotes dans la vie rurale
insulaire. En effet I’influent Nikolas Diakos fut nommé pour trois ans, le 26 mai 1575,
zabit de Kéa, ¢’est a dire, concrétement, affermataire des impots de I’1le*®. Quoique nous
n’en ayons aucune certitude, on peut supposer qu’il conserva cette charge par la suite,
puisqu’un autre document, de peu postérieur a sa mort le 1°" octobre 1590, nous apprend
que son fils Vassilis fut & son tour (et peut-étre a sa suite) affermataire de Kéa*’. Or dans
les années 1621-1626, nous retrouvons comme sous-traitant de la ferme fiscale de Kéa un
moine patmiote du nom de Papa Issaias*' : il collecte la cizye, la dime, les droits coutu-
miers, les droits de douane, les droits casuels*? et outre la perception du remboursement
de ses frais (harc) a semble-t-il un droit de préemption sur une certaine quantité de val-
lonnées®. On peut bien entendu estimer que cette question ne concernait pas le monas-
tére, Papa Issaias ayant investi pour son propre compte dans la ferme de Kéa comme le
faisaient auparavant les membres de la famille Diakos. Il faut pourtant noter que cette
derniére était particuliérement riche et influente, tandis que nous ignorons tout de Papa
Issaias et ne savons pas s’il avait les moyens financiers de cette opération. Le monas-
tére en revanche en avait la capacité et il était naturel de passer par un homme de paille,
en I’occurrence un moine traitant en son nom, mais en sous-main pour le couvent. Cette
hypothése nous parait confirmée par une lettre du kapudan pasa Cigalazade Sinan Yusuf
Pasa de la décade du 3 au 11 février 1603, adressée aux « anciens et a la population de
I’1le de Patmos » (cezire-i Batnos kocalart ve ehali), ou I’on peut lire le passage suivant :

36 Dikkat ve ihtimam iciin ¢iftlige mezburiin bas ciftcileri Yani Kedura ve Mihali Sandorino ve Is-
tamad Emengirar ndm zimmiler beher sene kirk taliyye tohiim ziraat ederiiz (...) dediiklerinden
(APO, 7-42).

37 APO, 3-44.

38 APO, 6-6.

39 APO 2-24. Sur ce personnage cf. E.Zachariadou, ‘v ITdtpo 10 dékarto ékto awmva. O Kopo-
Boxvpng k1 emyerpnuotiog Awdkog g Kpntikng’, O Epoviotig, t. 28 (2011), 65-94.

40 APO 20-68.

41 Cf. APO 7-37,15-8, 15-9, 19-6, 19-7, 20-23, 20-75, 20-110.

42 APO 19-6, 19-7

43 APO 15-8, 15-9, 20-110. Cette mention de la vallonée vient rappeler les intéréts commerciaux
des Patmiotes, trés actifs dans I’exportation en Occident de ce produit. Cf. B. J. Slot, Archipe-
latus Turbatus : Les Cyclades entre colonisation et occupation ottomane, c. 1500-1718 (Leyde
1982), p. 115.
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« Vous avez écrit : ‘J’étais dans 1’ile de Kéa pour percevoir le solde. Le zimmi qui est leur zabut
a été pris et pillé par des firkataci crétois alors qu’il se rendait aupres de vous avec les aspres.
A ’heure qu’il est il est en Créte.” Cette excuse et ce prétexte ne sont pas acceptés. Qu’un cer-
tain nombre de vos anciens se rendent dans I’ile de Kéa ; qu’il percoivent ce qui me revient
sans en abandonner un aspre ou un grain, que ces sommes soient en possession des reaya ou
des zabit ; qu’ils rameénent un ou deux de leurs anciens portant les attestations de ce qu’ils ont
pergu jusqu’a présent : vous les aménerez auprés de moi avec Iargent*. »

Ce texte est a dire vrai un peu confus, mais il en ressort en tout cas que pour le
kapudan pasa les Patmiotes étaient collectivement responsables de 1’impdt de Kéa. Or
il parait difficile de supposer que I’ensemble des reaya de Patmos avait pris a ferme cet
impdt : on admettra plus volontiers qu’il y a ici, peut-€tre en raison de la diversité des
sujets traités par le document, une petite confusion entre la communauté des Patmiotes
en général, d’une part, et d’autre part le monastére et I’hégoumeéne qui constituent, a cet-
te époque, I’interlocuteur naturel des autorités®. Bref, tout donne a penser que, dans ce
premier quart du XVI¢ siecle, la perception des taxes de Kéa était 1’affaire des Patmiotes,
autrement dit du monastere normalement officiellement représenté, probablement, par un
moine comme Issaias. Ajoutons que Kéa n’apparait plus par la suite dans la documen-
tation et qu’il est donc possible, sinon probable, que la ferme ait cessé désormais d’étre
attribuée aux Patmiotes.

L’impression générale qui se dégage de ce petit tableau est donc celle d’un monastére
de Patmos entreprenant, dont les intéréts et le patrimoine foncier se développaient sur un
espace géographique insulaire qui allait s’élargissant, profitant apparemment au mieux
de son appartenance a I’ensemble ottoman. Au demeurant, cette activité agricole était
surtout concentrée dans les environs immédiats de Patmos : Léros, Kalymnos et Samos.

k ok sk

Le statut des biens et revenus des moines varie selon les situations, impliquant des rela-
tions différentes avec les insulaires.

De premiéres distinctions sont issues du droit ottoman lui-méme*. Le monastére tire
un revenu de champs labourables, dont il ne peut normalement avoir que la jouissance

44 Miirted Adasinda bekaya tahsili iiin idim zabitlar olan zimmi akge ile bu canibe geliirken
Girit furkatacilart tutub soymiglardur hala Giritdediir deyii yazmissiz imdi bu éziir ve bahane
makbul degiildiir birkag ihtiyarlarunuz Miirted Adasina varub biziim hakkumuz reayada midur
zabitlarda midur her kimde ise bir akge ve bir habbe baki komayub ciimlesin tahsil etdiiriib
simdiye dek alduklar: teslim temessiikleriyle ihtiyarlarindan bir iki ademlerin bilece alub ak-
celeriyle me’an bu canibe alub getiiresiz (APO, 13-19).

45 Sur les confusions de I’administration centrale concernant la société patmiote, cf. N. Vatin,
« Le sultan et ’hégoumeéne de Patmos », in N. Clayer, A. Papas et B. Fliche (éds), L autorité
religieuse et ses limites en terre d’islam : Approches historiques et anthropologiques (Leyde,
Brill, 2013), pp. 69-85.

46 Sur le statut de la terre, cf. la synthése de H. Inalcik, « The Ottoman State: Economy and So-
ciety, 1300-1600» in H. Inalcik avec D. Quataert (éds), An Economic and Social History of the
Ottoman Empire, 1300-1914, Vol. 1: 1300-1600 (Cambridge 1994), pp. 102 sqq. Notre propos
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(tasarruf) moyennant le versement initial d’un resm-i tapu ; d’arbres, de vergers, de
vignes et moulins qu’il peut posséder en pleine propriété (miilk) ou, de ce fait, en vakif.
Un firman du 4 mai 1529 fait en effet soigneusement la distinction, a propos des posses-
sions a Léros et Kalymnos des moines de Patmos :

« Qu’on pergoive une dime de 10 % sur le produit de leurs champs, qu’on ne pergoive pas plus
de 10 % ; et qu’on ne pergoive pas de dime et de droits de douane sur [les produits de] leurs
moulins a huile, leurs vignes et autres provisions (r:zk). Et que nul de ’aga, des janissaires ou
de I’emin ne se méle d’une maniére ou d’une autre de leurs champs, de leurs entrepots de fruits,
de leurs vignes et autres provisions. Quand ils doivent prendre et emporter leurs provisions et
autres ..., quelle que soit la direction, qu’ils le prennent et emportent. Que nul ne se méle [de
leurs affaires] et ne les empéche [d’agir a leur guise] pour s’opposer a ce qu’ils fassent du com-
merce [maritime] pour assurer leur approvisionnement*’. »

Pourtant il n’est pas siir que tout ait toujours été bien clair, ni dans les esprits, ni dans
les faits 4. C’est ainsi qu’a Lemnos les « biens vakyf du monastére » (manastirun vakif
yerleri)® sont accaparés comme biens de pleine propriété (miilkiyyet iizre) par les insu-
laires®®, puis que deux ans plus tard le kapudan pasa parle, apparemment a propos des
mémes terrains, de biens de pleine propriété ou les moines prévoient notamment de faire
du labour®!, ce qui ne devrait pas normalement étre compatible avec un statut de miilk.
Dans d’autres cas au contraire, dans le contexte de terrains samiotes et appartenant donc
au vakif de Kilig Ali Pasa, I’accord du sahibii '[-arz est expressément mentionné a propos

n’est pas ici d’étudier dans le détail la situation des biens du monastére de Patmos, mais de sou-
ligner un certain flou, au moins apparent, dans la pratique.

47 APO, 1b-4. Ainsi qu’on I’a dit plus haut, on a conservé une série d’ordres postérieurs autori-
sant I’exportation de grains depuis Léros, Kalymnos, Cos ou Samos par les Patmiotes, mais il
est en général clairement précisé que ces provisions sont destinées a étre portées a Patmos ; un
firman de 1564 limite d’ailleurs a 40 ou 50 kile les quantités exportables de Cos, Léros et Ka-
lymnos (APO, 1b-31) et une mektub de 1593 du sancakbey de Rhodes ordonne qu’on les laisse
emporter la production de leur ferme (¢iftlik) a Kalymnos, mais non sans préciser que c’est a
condition que les moines ne la vendent pas a des étrangers (APO, 2-37). De méme, les ventes
par Hact Yusuf Bey aux « miitevelli » du monastére de la Panayia Chryssopigi distinguent bien
les biens de pleine propriété (maison, aire a battre, étable avec ses six boeufs) et les champs
pour lesquels il a fallu payer un resm-i tapu (APO, 7-7, 7-11, 7-10, 7-21, 7-23, 9-10, 13-25,
14-14, 18-1).

48 Sur la diversité possible de ’emploi du terme vakif, cf. A. Foti¢, « The Official Explanations
for the Confiscation and Sale of Monasteries (Churches) and their Estates at the Time of Selim
1», Turcica, 24 (1994), pp. 33-54 (p. 42-44).

49 Ainsi que nous ’avons vu, il est probable que, de toute maniére, le statut ancien de ces biens
était défini selon le droit byzantin, ou vénitien, mais c’est ici un point secondaire, puisque, fic-
tivement et apparemment d’un commun accord avec les autorités, il est admis que le monastere
avait des droits sur eux a I’époque ottomane.

50 APO, 1b-18.

51 APO, 2-6 : cezire-i mezburede kendiileriin miilk arazileri olub simdiki halde zikr olinan yerle-
rinde evler ve damlar bina ediib ve ziraat ve hiraset ediib ¢iftlik etmek murad ediniib.
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d’une cession de terrains (yerler)®?, tandis que des terrains labourables, vignes et vergers
a Léros pourront étre clairement définis comme mukataalu et justifiant le paiement d’une
rente annuelle a emin de Cos™3.

Quant aux vakif monastiques, une hiiccet de 1545 concluait a la validité de ceux de Lé-
ros s’ils étaient « anciens »**, ¢’est a dire, vraisemblablement, antérieurs a la conquéte, a
en juger par un firman de 1535 qui opinait en faveur des terrains, moulins et vignes concé-
dés en vakif, dans le kaza de Cos, au monastére de Patmos et ordonnait au cadi : « Tu feras
respecter ce qui se fait a ce sujet depuis les temps anciens selon la coutume absurde de ces
gens-1a%. » Nous verrons que les vakif revendiqués a Lemnos pourraient bien avoir égale-
ment été antérieurs a la conquéte ottomane™. L’emploi de ce terme apparemment précis ne
renvoyait donc pas nécessairement, méme sous la plume de représentants du pouvoir otto-
man, a une réalité juridique bien définie. On sait qu’Ebussuud s’était saisi de cette ques-
tion. En 1569 le monastéere de Patmos, comme bien d’autres au début du régne de Selim II,
subit de lourdes confiscations et s’il put récupérer une partie de ses biens d’une maniére
ou d’une autre, ceux-ci furent désormais constitués en vakif non pas au profit du monas-
tére lui-méme, mais « au bénéfice des moines et des pauvres, ou pour des ponts et des fon-
taines’’ ». Désormais, a partir de 1570, les documents précisérent que les vakif étaient au
profit des « moines du monastére, des pauvres et des gens qui vont sur cette ile et qui en
repartent ». Mais on en revint bientdt a parler sans plus de précautions oratoires des « vakif’
du monastére »® : signe du flou qui continua malgré tout a régner sur cette question®.

52 APO, 1-4.

53 APO, 1-5 : firman de 1569, renouvelé en 1595.

54 APO, 3-10. C’est d’ailleurs sur ce point que 1’emin Yakub les avait contestés.

55 Bu babda mezkurlarun ayin-i batilleri kadimden nice oligelmis ise yine anun iizre mukarrer
ediib (APO, 1-3 : renouvellement en 1595 d’un firman de 1535).

56 Sur I’emploi du mot vakif pour designer une possession qui était vraisemblablement antérieure
a la conquéte ottomane, cf. Foti¢, « The Official Explanations », p. 43.

57 Firman du 16 novembre 1569, APO, 1b-40 ; cf. M. E. Diizdag, Seyhiilislam Ebussuiid Efendi
Fetvalar: Isiginda 16. Asir Tiirk Hayati (Istanbul 1983), nos 452 et 453, p. 103. Sur cette af-
faire, qui est extérieure a notre sujet, cf. J. Chr. Alexander, « The Lord Giveth and the Lord Ta-
keth Away: Athos and the Confiscation Affair of 1568-1569 », in Mount Athos in the 14th-16th
Centuries (Athénes 1997), pp. 149-200 ; A. Foti¢, « The Official Explanations »; E. Kermeli,
« The Confiscation and Repossession of Monastic Properties in Mount Athos and Patmos Mon-
asteries », Bulgarian Historical Review, 3 (2000), pp. 39-53.

58 Sur ceci, cf. Vatin, « Le sultan et I’hégouméne de Patmos » ; Foti¢, « The Official Explana-
tions », pp. 47-48.

59 Cf. par exemple cette lettre (APO, 14-2) émise a Patmos, dans la décade du 17 au 26 septembre
1612, par le kapudan pasa Damad Mehmed Pasa qui, alors que les moines avaient parlé de la
possession (zabt) de champs (farla) a Léros et Kalymnos, enjoint aux commandants des forts
de ces deux iles de «ne pas permettre que les terrains et champs constituant des vakif [du mo-
nastére] patissent d’immixtions de votre part ou d’autres » (vakif yerlerine ve tarlalarina siziin
tarafunuzdan ve ahardan dahl etdiirilmeyiib). Si on suit la lettre de ce texte, les champs labou-
rables ne constituent pas des vakif, mais dans la mesure ou la requéte des moines ne concernait
que ces champs, comment faut-il comprendre ce texte ? Sur ce flou, cf. notamment Alexander,
«The Lord Giveth and the Lord Taketh Away », pp. 174-179.
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On peut aussi distinguer différents modes d’acquisition : outre les biens dont on a vu
les moines faire en sorte de conserver la jouissance apres I’arrivée de 1’administration
ottomane, certains sont acquis par achat. On repére en effet dans la documentation un
assez petit nombre de transactions dans notre période, neuf pour étre précis, entre 1567
et 16409 : il s’agit d’un moulin 4 Kalymnos en 1607°' ; de vignes et vergers a Léros en
1563, 1564, 1584 et a Samos en 1640%% ; de « terrains » sans plus de précision (yerler) a
Paros en 1586 et 16049 ; enfin de la cession en 1594, accompagnée du versement d’un
resm-i tapu, du droit de jouissance de champs et d’arbres a Léros en 1594%. Les vendeurs
sont pour la plupart des particuliers, parmi lesquels on relévera la présence de I’imam du
fort de Léros en 1563, mais aussi, a Léros en 1594, du zabit des mukataa de Cos. Quant
aux acheteurs, ils sont désignés de diverses facons : un ou des moine(s) de Patmos dont
le nom est indiqué® ; un représentant (vekil) ou le miitevelli du monastére®® ; enfin les
moines et/ou le monastére®’. On voit bien qu’en réalité, quelle que soit la fiction juridique
mise en avant, ¢’est toujours du monastére qu’il s’agit. Une de ces transactions constitue
un cas particulier, puisqu’il s’agit d’une vigne cédée au monastére par 1I’évéque Kallistos
de Léros en remboursement d’une dette de 50 piéces d’or®®. Force est de constater — sans
prétendre I’expliquer — le tout petit nombre d’opérations dont les moines conservaient
I’enregistrement, de méme que leur date assez tardive.

Les donations sont plus nombreuses. Des particuliers léguent ou donnent « en vakif'»
au monastére la jouissance ou la propriété de champs, vignes, vergers et arbres fruitiers,
bétail — sans parler de batiments ou de biens mobiliers — 4 Patmos®®, Léros’, Kalymnos,
Santorin’!, Samos’?, Milos”?, Cos™ ou Paros”>. Citons notamment I’importante donation
du riche Vassilis Diakos et de sa mére Kali’® et le cas particulier des biens du couvent
Exochoriani : en juin 1626, les prétres et anciens de Paros doivent reconnaitre devant le

60 Nous excluons de ce décompte les achats faits a Samos en 1614-1616 pour le compte du nou-
veau couvent féminin de la Panayia Chryssopigi, de méme que les biens non agricoles.

61 APO, 7-9.

62 Respectivement APO, 3-21, 3-25, 7-51, 18-6.

63 Respectivement APO, 7-25 et 9-7. La date des transactions est déduite du texte de ces deux
documents émis en 1615 et 1612.

64 APO, 6-10.

65 APO, 3-21.

66 APO, 3-25, 7-9, 18-6 ; dans la hiiccet APO, 6-10, de 1594, c’est le moine Papa lossif qui agit
devant le tribunal, mais il est bien précisé manastir igiin.

67 APO, 7-25,7-51, 9-7.

68 APO, 7-51.

69 APO, 6-11, 6-12, 6-13.

70 APO, 6-12, 7-41.

71 APO, 1-20, 7-8, 7-17, 7-32, 8-11.

72 APO, 1-4.

73 APO, 14-13.

74 APO 7-58, 8-15.

75 APO, 10-1b, 7-47.

76 APO, 1-4, 1-11a, 6-11, 6-12, 6-13.
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tribunal qu’ils ont concédé en vakif au monastére de Patmos le couvent Exochoriani (a
Paros) avec vigne, champ et jardin’’ — ce qui donne a entendre (quelle qu’ait été du reste
la réalité des faits, puisque la procédure ne fut pas éteinte pour autant’®) que c’est la col-
lectivité, et non un individu, qui avait fait ce don, malgré le caractére juridiquement im-
probable d’un tel acte. La donation pouvait se faire sous condition. Nous voyons ainsi
un groupe de Kalymniotes, en avril-mai 1580, faire don de leurs biens au monastére de
Patmos représenté par son hégoumene, ajoutant cette clause : « Quand nous ou nos en-
fants nous rendrons au monastére, que nul ne s’y oppose et qu’on nous donne le pain et
le nécessaire comme aux autres moines’. » En fait, nous constaterons que ces Kalym-
niotes ne donnérent pas tous leurs biens et il ne semble pas qu’ils soient allés, du moins
tous et sur le champ, prendre leur retraite au couvent de Patmos. L'un d’entre eux en tout
cas, Yioryis Koukouvios, demeura sur place comme fermier (ou métayer ?) des moines®’.
En revanche ¢’est bien la procédure de viager dite adelphaton®' qui est appliquée quand
Kyrana de Léros, sa sceur Marina Francesca et son époux Kostas Kouvaris viennent dé-
clarer devant le tribunal de Cos, en janvier 1606 : « Nous avons intégralement fait don
en pleine propriété et remis pour I’amour de Dieu au monastere des vignes, champs et
arbres — oliviers, figuiers, caroubiers, amandiers — qui étaient des biens et propriétés en
notre possession dans 1’ile susdite, moyennant la convention et I’assurance que tant que
nous serons en vie le monastére se chargera de nous entretenir®. » Enfin les moines eux-
mémes pouvaient donner ou léguer des biens ou jouissances de biens dont, du point de
vue des autorités ottomanes en tout cas, ils étaient propriétaires. Nous voyons ainsi cing
moines se présenter en aolt 1561 devant le tribunal de Cos pour déclarer leur intention
de léguer a leur mort leurs biens au monastére® ; de méme, vers 1603, le moine Simos
constitue en vakif au profit du monastére deux champs labourables, avec leurs arbres et
une église s’y trouvant® ; enfin le dossier 4 des archives de Patmos contient une série de
documents attestant le caractére valide de vakif constitués par des moines au profit du
monastere au lendemain des confiscations des biens monastiques et de leur revente par
le Trésor. De méme, a I’occasion d’un différend récurrent entre les miitevelli des vakif
de Soliman le Magnifique a Rhodes et les moines de Patmos, dans les années 1622-1638
— concernant le paiement de la dime (sous la forme d’un bedel de 3 000 aspres) sur le

77 APO, 7-47.

78 Cf. une hiiccet de septembre-octobre 1627 (APO, 7-49).

79 Biz ve evladlarumuz mezbur manastira varid iken kimesne mani olmayub sair kaliyorler gibi
ekmegin ve sair levazimin vereler (APO, 3-37a).

80 APO, 3-44.

81 Sur cette institution, cf. A. P. Kazhdan et alii (éds), The Oxford Dictionnary of Byzantium
(New York-Oxford 1991), t. 1, p. 19 (par Paul Magdalino).

82 Cezire-i mezburda taht-1 tasarrufumuzda olan emlakiimiiz ve erzakumuz bag ve tarla ve escar-
dan zeytiin ve incir ve harrib ve badem agaglar: min kiilli’l-viicith manasdira rizaenlillah iciin
hibe ve temlik ve teslim eylediik sol ahd ti aman tizre madem ki hayatda olavuz nafakamuz ma-
nasdir goriib gozedeler (APO, 7-5).

83 APO, 3-16, 3-17, 3-18, 3-19, 3-20.

84 APO, 7-52.
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revenu des biens fonciers tenus en vakif par le monastére de Patmos® — nous apprenons
que les insulaires avaient racheté au Trésor, en 1570, les biens des metochia d’ Ayios Yio-
ryis a Léros et de la Panayia Archontissa a Kalymnos, et les avaient rétrocédés en vakif
aux moines de Patmos.

Si les donations paraissent plus fréquentes que les achats, on est néanmoins frappé de
constater que la premiére référence n’est que de 1561 et qu’elle est donc relativement tar-
dive. On note le méme phénomeéne a propos des ventes. Il s’agit probablement d’un biais
de la documentation : on peut a bon droit supposer que, malgré sa richesse, le fonds otto-
man des archives de Patmos n’a pas conservé tous les documents passés entre les mains
des moines, notamment pour le premier siécle ottoman. De fait, on est frappé de voir, en
1629, le miitevelli du vakif de Soliman le Magnifique se plaindre des habitants de Léros
et Kalymnos léguant sans autorisation leurs vignes, vergers et autres biens a des monas-
téres®®. A cette date, les moines de Patmos ne faisaient pas encore allusion & des rachats
aupres du Trésor en 1570. Il n’y a pas lieu de mettre ceux-ci en doute, mais sans doute
préféraient-ils passer sous silence, de leur coté, d’autres donations, dont nous n’avons
pas la trace. Elles pourraient donc avoir été¢ beaucoup plus nombreuses qu’il n’y parait,
d’autant que nous sommes le plus souvent informés par la contestation d’ayants droit se
jugeant 1ésés. En 1615, Papa Sophronios, moine patmiote installé dans le metochion de
Santorin, affirmait disposer d’un vakifname et réclamait I’application de la vakfiyye. Mais
c’est a des témoignages devant le tribunal qu’il dut d’avoir gain de cause et nous igno-
rons ce qu’il entendait précisément par vakifname et vakfiyye®’. Nous n’avons pas retrou-
vé dans le fonds de documents qu’on puisse ainsi désigner en bonne diplomatique otto-
mane. S’agit-il alors de documents grecs, n’ayant donc de valeur juridique qu’une fois
tacitement ou ouvertement avalisés par les autorités® ?

On peut méme se demander si, parfois, les possessions du monastére ne relevaient
pas du simple fait accompli. Nous avons vu par exemple comment, a Lemnos, les moines
avaient cherché a récupérer des droits qui dataient apparemment de plus d’un siécle. L’ar-
gument qu’ils avangaient était qu’ils n’avaient pas cessé de payer I’impdt annuel®. Mais
les archives du couvent ne conservent apparemment pas de recu des services fiscaux a
I’appui de cette affirmation. Si on se place dans le contexte ottoman, il s’agit donc d’une

85 APO, 20-47 (vers 1622), 10-7 (aoit 1629), 10-10 ( février 1631), 20-16 (vers 1631), 20-46
(1629-1631), 10-11 (mars 1631), 8-16 (janvier 1636), 10-14 (janvier 1638), 10-18 (janvier
1645), 10-19 (février 1645).

86 APO, 10-7.

87 APO, 7-17.

88 Cf. I’action en justice de 1’emin Hac1 Yakub en 1545, qui contestait la valeur des vakif du mo-
nastére de Saint-Jean a Léros au motif qu’ils n’étaient pas anciens, a quoi les moines avaient
répondu : « Nous en avons joui depuis les temps anciens jusqu’a ce jour en vertu de la vak-
fivye » (kadimii’z-zamandan ila yevmind haza vakfiyyet iizre tasarruf edegeldiik) : APO, 3-10.
Si notre hypothese est exacte que 1’ « ancienneté » des vakif du monastére renvoie en fait a la
situation précédant I’occupation ottomane, alors la vakfiyye en question — qu’elle soit un mythe
ou une réalité matérielle — doit avoir été un document grec.

89 Manastir tarafindan sal be-sal resmini hizane-i dmireye veriirler imis (APO, 1b-18).
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tentative pour prendre gratuitement possession de ces biens®’. On peut également se po-
ser des questions a propos de I’installation des moines a Samos. En effet le miitevelli du
vakif de Kilig Ali Pasa se présente a deux reprises devant le tribunal de Galata, en juil-
let 1615, pour mettre un terme a un scandale qui n’avait que trop duré. Les terrains (yer)
donnés a Samos par Vassilis Diakos et sa mére Kali en 1590°!, n’ayant pas donné lieu
au versement du resm-i tapu®?, sont remis aux mémes moines qui les exploitaient déja,
mais aprés versement d’un droit de 2 000 aspres”. S’étant désormais mis en régle, les
intéressés jugérent alors prudent de garantir leurs droits en sollicitant un firman, qui fut
en effet émis en aolit 1615%. Bien plus, les moines de Patmos n’avaient pas non plus la
moindre attestation conforme au kanun de leur droit de jouissance sur les terrains qu’ils
exploitaient prés de Dikilitas / Kommeni Petra a Samos. Aussi le miitevelli transféra-t-
il ce droit a cing moines de Patmos, moyennant le paiement d’un resm-i tapu de 24 000
aspres®. L affaire ne s’arréta pas 1a : dix huit mois plus tard, le 9 janvier 1617, une attes-
tation du nouveau miitevelli déclarait ces mémes moines quittes d’un versement complé-
mentaire de 36 000 aspres, le précédent versement de 24 000 aspres étant apparu nette-
ment insuffisant. Une nouvelle alerte survint bientot : le 10 septembre 1624, a la suite
d’un recensement des attestations conservées par le monastére, le miitevelli du vakif,
Bayram Aga, ayant « pris connaissance de la maniére dont ils jouissaient de leurs biens [a
Samos], des [biens] de leurs morts et du fait qu’ils ont construit un nouveau moulin prés
du port®® », désignait Hiiseyin Celebi pour « percevoir le versement initial de I’icare-i
muaccele qu’ils doivent et leur imposer un loyer, fournir une attestation a ceux qui n’en
ont pas, et en outre recenser les autres monasteres et fournir des attestations a ceux qui
n’en ont pas »”7. Sur place, Hiiseyin jugea que le vakif était volé et porta plainte devant

90 Se fondant sur le nombre de bétes par foyers tres supérieur a la moyenne apparaissant dans le
registre de 1490, H. Lowry conclut (Fifteenth Century Ottoman Realities, pp. 146-147) qu’il
s’agit en fait de troupeaux appartenant aux monastéres athonites et gérés par les villageois,
leurs anciens paroikoi. A supposer que tel ait été le cas et qu’il faille suivre le méme raison-
nement a propos des biens a Lemnos du monastére de Patmos, les villageois qui payaient des
taxes depuis un siécle pouvaient étre fondés a se considérer comme propriétaires, comme ils
I’affirmaient d’ailleurs : nice yildan berii miilkiyyet iizre tasarrufumuzdadur.

91 APO, 1-4.

92 Celan’avait pas empéché les moines venus présenter un placet a Istanbul d’affirmer que 1’opé-
ration s’était faite avec 1’accord du maitre du sol (sahib-i arz marifetiyle), autrement dit du mii-
tevelli du vakif ou de son voyvode sur place a Samos (APO, 1-4). La formule donne a entendre
qu’un resm-i tapu a été pay¢, mais elle ne le dit pas formellement. Peut-étre faut-il en effet
comprendre qu’aucun droit n’avait été payé ?

93 APO, 7-22.

94 APO, 18-2.

95 APO, 7-4.

96 Les moines avaient été autorisés a créer un moulin a Samos en aotut-septembre 1623 moyen-
nant un versement de 120 aspres par an ; ils allaient étre autorisés a en créer un autre, aux
mémes conditions et moyennant un resm-i tapu de 1 500 aspres, par une hiiccet du 24 janvier
1626 : cf. APO, 7-45.

97 APO, 15-7.



L'ENVIRONNEMENT RURAL DU MONASTERE DE PATMOS 187

le cadi de Samos, accusant les moines de cultiver plus que les 100 kile taliyye de grains
qu’était censé produire le terrain enregistré dans les archives du vakif. Mais nous appre-
nons par la Aiiccet émise dans la décade du 13 au 22 novembre 1624 par le cadi de Samos
que les fermiers du monastére, Michalis de Santorin, Yannis Kedoura et Stamatis Emen-
girar, déclarérent devant la commission d’inspection dépéchée a ce sujet qu’ils ne labou-
raient que pour une production de 40 taliyye et assurément pas plus de 100°%. L affaire
était assez importante pour que 1’hégoumene Makarios se déplacat a Samos pour I’occa-
sion : on peut se demander s’il ne s’agissait pas, pour lui, de faire pression sur le cadi. En
effet, le miitevelli Bayram revint a la charge, ainsi que nous I’apprend une Aiiccet émise
le 21 janvier 1626 par le cadi de Samos : Bayram avait appris que « le resm-i tapu que
ces moines avaient versé a deux reprises au vakif pour les terrains qu’ils avaient défri-
chés et cultivés (...) était tout a fait insuffisant, et qu’en outre ils avaient défriché d’autres
terrains en plus de ceux prévus par la note qu’ils avaient entre leurs mains et les avaient
cultivés sans autorisation » ; en conséquence, il avait ordonné une (nouvelle) mission a
Hiiseyin qui avait enquété sur le terrain, cette fois avec le cadi Ali en personne (qui s’était
contenté en 1624 de désigner une commission ad hoc). On était alors tombé d’accord que
« ces moines cultivaient aprés avoir défriché une superficie supérieure a celle des champs
mentionnés dans la note qu’ils avaient entre les mains », qu’ils produisaient 120 kile de
grains (et non 100 comme prévu) et devaient donc un resm-i tapu total de 108 000 aspres.
Aussi les moines avaient-ils dii verser un solde de 48 000 aspres, en vertu de quoi il leur
avait été reconnu le droit de jouir des champs qu’ils avaient défrichés®.

Le résumé de cette procédure, qui s’étale sur plus de dix ans, est édifiant. Car si cer-
taines des acquisitions du monastére, que ce soit par achat ou par donation, pouvaient
étre la conséquence de pratiques normales, on a bien I’impression que dans d’autres
contextes, a Samos en tout cas et peut-étre a Lemnos, les moines de Patmos eurent une
politique extrémement entreprenante et peu regardante a 1’égard du droit.

Etant donné ce qui vient d’étre exposé, il n’est pas étonnant que le monastére ait parfois
été en conflit avec les insulaires.

La fréquence des donations ne pouvait pas ne pas entrainer, parfois, des plaintes d’hé-
ritiers frustrés. Les archives conservent du reste une fetva caractéristique. Zeyd, y est-
il supposé, a constitué en vakif des biens hérités de son pere et les a remis au miitevelli,
mais est mort avant un acte de cadi enregistrant le caractére obligatoire de la fondation,
en laissant pour héritiers sa mere, son épouse et ses oncles [mais pas d’enfants] : si ceux-
ci acceptent la vakfiyye et qu’un acte de cadi valide le caractére obligatoire de celle-ci,
peuvent-ils revenir sur leur décision et annuler la vakfiyye ? La réponse est qu’ils ne le
peuvent pas, et si ’oncle du fondateur meurt, son fils [et cousin du fondateur] ne le peut

98 APO, 7-42.
99 APO, 18-4.
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pas non plus'%. Cette consultation juridique, sur un cas un peu particulier, avait été obte-
nue vers 1597 et s’appliquait vraisemblablement a une part de bateau donnée en vakif au
monastére par Vassilis Diakos, déja nommé'?!. Elle n’en est pas moins une bonne illus-
tration des difficultés juridiques que le monastére pouvait rencontrer face aux héritiers
naturels des biens qu’il tenait de particuliers. Les actions en justice que nous rencontrons
peuvent n’étre rien d’autre qu’un enregistrement sans réel conflit. Dans d’autres cas, I’at-
titude des adversaires des moines impliquait une accusation, au moins implicite, de cap-
tation d’héritage'%2. Notre propos, ici, est d’évoquer les relations du monastére avec la
société rurale qui I’entourait et nullement d’entrer dans ces polémiques en cherchant de
quel coté était le bon droit. On peut du reste noter que ce sont souvent les moines qui por-
térent plainte et eurent gain de cause. Mais le monastére était puissant et une victoire en
justice est un indice de bonne foi, non une preuve absolue.

Quoi qu’il en soit, nous relevons : une action contre un exécuteur testamentaire en
septembre 1564, a propos d’un verger acheté a Léros'® ; une action en mars 1594 contre
les héritiers de Vassilis Diakos, qui contestaient ses donations (a Patmos, Léros et autres
iles)!% ; une action en mai 1608 contre les héritiers de Maroula de Santorin, qui contes-
taient ses donations'%, suivie deux ans plus tard par I’action en justice d’un héritier'° ;
une action au printemps 1615 contre un héritier de Yannis de Milos, donataire d’une
vigne'?” ; une action en juillet 1615 contre Orlando Grimani, qui ne reconnaissait pas la
donation d’une vigne par son épouse 39 ans auparavant'®® ; une action en mars-avril 1618
a la suite de la récupération par un ayant droit, « en application de la loi », de champs et
vignes donnés au monastére'? par Fousdouris, de Santorin, avec la demande de pouvoir
prendre possession de ces biens a la mort de cet ayant droit!'” ; une action en septembre
1628 contre les héritiers de Papa Matthaios, qui avait donné au monastére une vigne a
Léros''!. Citons enfin deux Aiiccet contradictoires concernant une vigne, un champ de
figuiers, des ruches, un beeuf et un ane, biens ayant appartenu a Léros au défunt moine

100 APO, 20-80.

101 APO, 1-6.

102 Pour des cas au début des années 1630 qui ne concernaient pas le monde agricole, cf. APO,
8-1, 8-5, 8-21, 10-9.

103 APO, 3-25.

104 APO, 6-11, 6-12, 6-13.

105 APO, 1-20. En I’occurrence il s’agit d’un firman, les moines s’étant tournés vers le sultan. Ils
disposaient du reste d’une hiiccet de juin 1607 par laquelle ’époux de Maroula reconnaissait
la donation en vakif (APO, 7-8).

106 APO, 7-14.

107 APO, 14-13, 18-84. Ces deux documents sont des ordres du kapudan pasa et mirliva de
Rhodes, mais le second fait référence a une hiiccet de cadi.

108 APO, 7-17.

109 Hala vakif eylediigi tarlalarun ve baglarun mustahhik[i] zuhir ediib behasbi’s-ser ’-i serif
eliimiizden aldu.

110 APO, 7-31.

111 APO, 7-53.
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Kostatigos : la premiére!'?, datée de la décade du 14 au 23 juin 1647, affirme les droits
des héritiers sur ces biens ; dans la seconde, non datée mais évidemment postérieure, ces
mémes héritiers reconnaissent la validité de la donation au monastére par Kostatigos. 11
parait clair qu’entre les deux actes, le monastere est intervenu et a su convaincre le cadi
de Cos, Mustafa bin Ali, de I’invalidité de la décision précédemment prise par son naib
Mehmed. Une hiiccet du cadi de Samos, datée de la décade du 5 au 13 juillet 1627, pré-
sente un cas particulier, puisque c’est apparemment 1’évéque de Léros, Philotheos, qui
contestait la donation en vakif de deux champs, avec leurs arbres et une église, par le
moine défunt Simos!!3,

Ces différends n’avaient pas le tribunal du cadi pour seul théatre, car a plusieurs re-
prises, les moines protestent contre la mainmise des héritiers sur les biens contestés :
c’est le cas de trois des affaires que nous venons de passer en revue!'4. On rencontre
d’autres cas ou des individus mettaient la main sur des terrains que le monastere consi-
dérait comme lui appartenant : ainsi Angeletos de Paros s’était réappropri€ un bien qu’il
avait vendu vingt ans auparavant au monastére!'> ; toujours a Paros, les moines se plai-
gnaient d’un prétre venu d’ailleurs qui s’était emparé d’une église avec ses champs et
vignes''° ; enfin un firman daté de la décade du 25 octobre au 3 décembre 1623 cite un arz
par lequel le cadi de Cos se faisait 1’écho des plaintes des moines de Patmos : les reaya
de Léros et Kalymnos, protestaient-ils, « leur nuisaient en mettant en toute illégalité la
main sur des biens sis dans ces iles et concédés en vakif au monastére en question depuis
la conquéte impériale jusqu’a ce jour : champs, vignes, vergers et autres''”. » On a vu que
c¢’était également, plus ou moins, le point de vue défendu par le monastére a 1’égard de
son ancien metochion de Lemnos.

Une série de documents concernant plus précisément le couvent de la Panayia Exo-
choriani, a Paros, permet d’illustrer les difficultés que pouvait rencontrer le monasteére.
Un firman du 12 mai 1626 nous apprend que des zimmi de Kephalos étaient venus se
plaindre des moines de Patmos qui prétendaient percevoir les taxes alors que c’était du
ressort du monastére local''8, Emise dans la décade du 6 au 15 juin de la méme année,
une hiiccet de Mehmed bin Hasan, naib a Paros, relate 1’action de Papa Kallinikos de
Tzipidou : selon lui, le couvent d’Exochoriani lui revenait en vertu d’un ordre du sul-

112 APO, 8-28.

113 APO, 7-52.

114 Affaires des donations de Yannis de Milos (APO, 14-13, 18-84), d’Orlando Grimani de San-
torin (APO, 7-17), et de Papa Matthaios de Léros (APO, 7-53).

115 APO, 7-25. L’affaire est également mentionée dans un document synodal de juin 1612 : cf.
D. Apostolopoulos et P. D. Michailaris, H Nowuxn Zvvaywyn tov Adocifeov (Athénes 1987),
p. 364.

116 APO, 14-6, hiiccet de septembre 1615. Comme le document cité a la note précédente est une
hiiccet d’aolit 1615, il semble qu’il ne s’agisse pas de la méme affaire.

117 Zikr olinan cezireler[d]e feth-i hakaniden bu ana dege manastir-1 mezbura vakf olan gerek
tarla ve gerek bag ve bagce ve sairine bigayr-i vech-i ser T vaz-1 yed ediib miidahale ediib
(APO, 10-1).

118 APO, 10-4.
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tan et d’un document du patriarcat ; en conséquence, les moines de Patmos n’y avaient
aucun droit. A quoi le représentant de ces derniers avait répondu qu’ils en jouissaient
depuis trois a quatre ans en vertu d’un ordre du sultan et d’une Aiiccet. Aprés consultation
des documents, les prétres et anciens de la localité, convoqués, avaient témoigné avoir
concédé en vakif'au monastére de Patmos le couvent de la Panayia Exochoriani avec ses
biens fonciers. Kallinikos avait donc été débouté!''®. Ce témoignage avait-il été obtenu
par la pression ? En tout cas Kallinikos ne s’avoua pas vaincu, revenant devant le cadi de
Paros en septembre 1627 avec un nouvel ordre impérial 1I’autorisant a prendre possession
du couvent'?. Est-ce ce qu’il fit ? On peut le supposer 4 la lecture d’un firman émis dans
la décade du 10 au 19 novembre suivant, qui fait état d’ une requéte des moines de Patmos
se plaignant des interventions des gens de Paros dans leurs vignes, champs et autres biens
liés au couvent de la Panayia Exochoriani, alors qu’ils disposaient d’une hiiccet attestant
leur droit de propriété!?!. Un an plus tard, & nouveau, une kiiccet du cadi de Paros enre-
gistrait la déclaration d’une série de prétres (ou moines) et laics de Paros attestant que les
biens de la Panayia Exochoriani appartenaient au monastére de Patmos, a qui en revenait
le produit'??. Pourtant dix ans plus tard, les moines de Patmos se plaignaient toujours au-
prés des autorités d’individus qui les empéchaient de jouir de ces biens!?.

Bien entendu, il ne faut sans doute pas exagérer I’importance de ces conflits et ima-
giner une guerre ouverte entre le monastere de Patmos et les habitants des iles alentour.
Il n’en demeure pas moins que 1’accumulation de ces affaires — et on pourrait ajouter les
difficultés rencontrées par le monastére féminin de la Panayia Chryssopigi dans la prise
de possession des biens qu’il avait achetés a Samos — montre que I’expansion fonciére
des moines de Patmos n’était pas toujours vue d’un bon ceil par les indigenes. Un dernier
exemple est assez parlant. Nombre de documents montrent les moines de Patmos protes-
ter contre les exactions a leur égard des officiers de la garnison de Léros. Mais quand
vers 1593 Mustafa et ses fils, de la garnison de Léros, « prétendent que [les Patmiotes]
menent leurs bétes et leurs moutons dans les champs de leurs reaya et font ainsi tous les
ans manger leurs grains & leurs bétes'?* » sont-ils vraiment coupables d’ « oppression »,
comme le disent les Patmiotes qui obtiennent une lettre en leur faveur du kapudan pasa,
ou bien défendent-ils 1égitimement les intéréts des paysans de Léros ? Certes, le monas-
tére avait assez de moyens financiers et d’entregent politique pour faire valoir ses préten-
tions, mais il demeurait, a Lemnos comme a Paros, Samos ou méme Léros, un étranger.

Signalons au passage, au demeurant, quoique cela nous écarte un peu du caractere
« rural » de notre propos, que les zimmi de la région auraient souhaité, sur d’autres points,
une plus grande intégration dans la région de Patmos, moines et laics : on les voit en ef-

119 APO, 7-47.

120 APO, 7-49.

121 APO, 10-6.

122 APO, 7-54.

123 APO, 20-3, 20-25, tous deux émis vers 1633-38.

124 Reayamuzun tarlalarima davar ve koyunlarini salwveriib terekelerini her senede bu vechile
davarlarina yediiriib (APO, 20-11).
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fet a plus d’une reprise contester leur exemption des hizmet (ou plutot bedel-i hizmet) de
rameur (kiirekgi) ou gréeur (alat¢r) de la flotte impériale!?.

Il est vrai que les moines, de leur c6té, pouvaient avoir leurs griefs. On congoit qu’au
bout de plusieurs décennies d’occupation, les paysans de Lemnos se soient sentis chez
eux dans les terrains abandonnés de facto par le monastére de Patmos. Pour eux, pos-
session valait droit. Mais les moines, de leur c6té, s’estimaient dépossédés iniquement.
L’affaire de la confiscation et de la revente par le Trésor des biens monastiques dut aussi
laisser des traces ameéres. Certes, le monastére de Patmos put récupérer une quantité non
négligeable de biens : ses archives en font foi. Mais on a des raisons de penser que des
particuliers saisirent I’occasion pour faire de bonnes affaires. En tout cas, certains biens
ne revinrent que longtemps aprés dans le capital du monastére. On a en effet I’exemple
des deux champs constitués en vakif au profit du monastére par Simos'?® : en sevvdl
1036 / juillet 1627, lors de la rédaction de la hiiccet qui nous renseigne, les moines de
Patmos en avaient jouissance « depuis plus de vingt-cing ans'?” », donc depuis vingt-
cing ans environ, ce qui permet de dater de 1602 ou 1603 la donation par Simos et par
conséquent 1’acquisition par ses soins du droit de jouissance de ces terrains au prétre ou
moine Papa Yannis. Or cinquante-neuf ans auparavant, ¢’est a dire précisément en 1570,
celui-ci s’¢était lui-méme porté acquéreur auprés d’Ahmed Celebi bin Dervis, représen-
tant de I’emin Yakub pour la liquidation des biens monastiques a Léros'?®. Force est
donc de constater que Papa Yannis, qui qu’il ait été, n’avait pas procédé a un rachat pour
le compte du monastére de Patmos, puisqu’il conserva ces droits de jouissance plus de
trente ans avant de les céder a Simos.

Cet exemple donne a penser que le monastére ne put jamais récupérer certains des
biens qui lui avaient été confisqués. Il est impossible d’évaluer, méme approximativement,
I’importance de ces pertes. En revanche, nous disposons d’une série de documents concer-
nant le couvent de la Kyra Archontissa, a Kalymnos, qui montrent que les moines ne re-
nonceérent pas aisément. L’affaire est a dire vrai passablement confuse, les déclarations des
uns et des autres pouvant paraitre un peu contradictoires. C’est donc une reconstruction
que nous proposons. Quatre Kalymniotes — Izmalis Nomikos, Izmalis Pelekanos, Papa Po-
thitos et Yioryis Koukouvios/Nomikos — achétent ensemble au Trésor, dans la décade du
23 au 31 janvier 1576, le tiers du couvent de la Kyra Archontissa pour 780 aspres'?. Une
hiiccet émise dans la deuxieme décade de rebi ‘Gi-l-evvel 1002 (5-14 décembre 1593) par
Mustafa bin Mehmed, naib a Cos'3°, donne une version de la suite des opérations : d’aprés
Papa Gennadios, représentant du monasteére de Patmos, quinze ans auparavant, donc vers

125 Les archives du monastére conservent une série de firmans et de mektub de kapudan pasa sur
ces questions entre 1571 et la fin du XVlIe siécle : APO, 1-5a, 1b-39, 1b-42, 1b-47, 2-26, 2-38,
20-19, 20-57. En 1567, les Patmiotes avaient également dii se défendre pour ne pas avoir a
prendre en charge le curage des madragues de Balat : cf. APO, 1b-37a, 20-53.

126 PO, 7-52.

127 Yigirmi bes yildan miitecavidiir vakif iizre zabt ve tasarruf olinagelmis iken.

128 Cf. APO, 4-8, 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 4-14, 4-20, 4-24, 4-40, 4-42.

129 APO, 3-34, 335, 3-36.

130 APO, 3-44.
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1579, ’hégoumene de Patmos vient revendiquer le couvent et ses champs comme son bien
— revendication qui nous permet de déduire qu’il s’agissait de biens confisqués en 1570 —,
mais doit évidemment le racheter, ce qu’il fait pour 70 piéces d’or (filuri). Les quatre Ka-
lymniotes semblent donc avoir fait une belle plus-value, puisque, d’aprés le document, ils
avaient acheté ce bien pour 15 piéces d’or. Chiffre douteux du reste et qui doit au mieux
étre pris pour une approximation, puisque nous savons que la vente s’était faite pour 780
aspres, soit 13 piéces d’or au cours officiel de 60 aspres le ducat d’or vénitien'3!. C’est
du reste sans importance, car cette version présentée par le représentant du monastére en
1593 est mensongere. En effet une Aiiccet de la deuxiéme décade de rebi ‘Gi-I-evvel 988 (26
avril-5 mai 1580)'32, donc de quatorze ans antérieure a celle de 1002 et non quinze — mais
ce chiffre était évidemment arrondi —, enregistre non pas la vente, mais la donation de
leur propriété par un certain nombre d’habitants de Kalymnos, parmi lesquels on compte
Izmalis Nomikos, Izmalis Pelekanos et Yioryis Nomikos (mais pas Papa Pothitos). En
échange, le monastére s’engage a entretenir ces personnes lorsqu’elles viendront a Patmos
avec leurs enfants. Le chiffre de 70 filuri correspond-il a une évaluation du cott de cette
promesse ? C’est douteux, car ce serait sans doute précis€. En tout cas, contrairement a ce
qui sera dit par Papa Gennadios en 1593, on verra qu’il ne s’agit que du tiers du couvent
de Kyra Archontissa (dont nous savons que les donateurs le possédaient). Il semble que,
entre 1580 et 1593, il n’y ait pas eu de difficulté particuliére, Yioryis Nomikos demeurant
sur place pour gérer au nom du monastére de Patmos les biens que celui-ci avait acquis.
Mais lorsqu’il est relevé de son vekillik, il refuse d’admettre qu’il avait cédé ses droits en
1580 et n’y est contraint que par le témoignage de ses anciens associés'33. Pourquoi cette
rupture ? II se trouve qu’au printemps 159334, ’épouse de Yioryis avait hérité d’un quart
du couvent, ce que Papa Gennadios reconnait au nom du monastére en aolt 1595'3, assu-
rant ne revendiquer que le tiers cédé en 1580. Désormais propriétaire par sa femme d’un
quart du couvent et gestionnaire d’un autre tiers, Yioryis se trouva-t-il en conflit d’intérét
avec le monastére de Patmos, ce qui aurait entrainé son éviction ? Ou bien les moines de
Patmos furent-ils tentés par les propositions d’un des leurs, Papa Gennadios ? Nous avons
vu en effet que, dans la décade qui précéda la séance qui I’opposa a Yioryis devant le tri-
bunal de Cos au début de décembre 1593, il avait obtenu la concession a vie des parts du
monastére de Patmos moyennant le versement de 100 filuri et de la moitié de sa production
annuelle d’huile d’olives, sans compter les objets en argent et autres qu’il pourrait trouver
dans les champs!3®. De fait, il ne tarda pas a prendre possession, demandant I’autorisation
dans cette méme décade d’¢élever le mur de la cour et exigeant — et obtenant — le départ de
Yioryis de la maison qu’il occupait 1a'%7.

131 Cf. S. Pamuk, A Monetary History of the Ottoman Empire (Cambridge 2000), p. 64.

132 APO, 3-37a.

133 APO, 3-44.

134 Un an et demi avant 1’émission de la hiiccet APO, 3-47 de la deuxiéme décade de zi-I-hicce
1003 (17-26 aott 1595).

135 APO, 3-47.

136 APO, 6-6.

137 APO, 6-8, 6-9.
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Pour résumer les principales legons de cette affaire, en confirmation du reste de ce
que nous avions déja avancé, on pourra souligner que les confiscations des biens monas-
tiques furent I’occasion de bonnes affaires pour de riches paysans comme ce groupe de
Kalymniotes, au détriment du monastére : 780 aspres, comparés aux 100 piéces d’or dé-
boursées quinze ans aprés par Papa Gennadios, constituaient un prix avantageux'*®. De
leur coté, les moines semblent faire tout leur possible pour recouvrer leur bien. Pour dé-
crire les négociations de 1580, Papa Gennadios s’exprime de fagon fort éclairante : « Par
la suite, le grand hégoumeéne est venu de Patmos et a acheté pour 70 piéces d’or a ces
quatre zimmi cette église et les champs constituant son vakif'en disant : ‘Cela nous re-
139y, A évidence, il s’agissait d’impressionner les quatre Kalymniotes et de faire
pression sur eux. Le prestige de I’hégoumene et sa capacité a s’assurer le soutien des
autorités ottomanes durent en effet jouer, puisque nos compeéres acceptérent non pas de
vendre, mais de donner leur part du couvent de la Kyra Archontissa. Au demeurant, ils
obtinrent, on 1’a vu, quelques compensations, qui prouvent que I’hégouméne n’était pas
tout puissant. En tout état de cause, en 1595, les moines de Patmos n’avaient toujours ré-
cupéré que le tiers de Kyra Archontissa.

vient

Avant de conclure ce tableau de I’implication du monastére de Patmos dans le monde ru-
ral qui I’entourait, il faut rappeler que sa fortune avait d’autres sources que 1’agriculture,
notamment la navigation et le commerce maritime.

Il n’en demeure pas moins que les moines eurent a 1’évidence a cceur de se consti-
tuer un domaine agricole important, destiné en premier lieu, certainement, a leur appro-
visionnement sur I’ilot & peu prés stérile de Patmos, mais qui devait sans doute rapporter
un surplus bienvenu. On pense notamment a 1’huile d’olive et a I’activité des moulins a
huile, mais la prudence des autorités ottomanes vient rappeler que les grains eux-mémes
pouvaient a ’occasion étre exportés, bien que ce fit en théorie illégal.

Dans le contexte ottoman, le domaine foncier du monastére apparait strictement insu-
laire. Les moines le constituent ou le reconstituent en profitant de la domination ottomane
et du statut qu’ils avaient au sein de ce systéme : non seulement ils s’assurent le main-
tien de leurs biens au fur et & mesure de I’expansion ottomane, mais ils profitent de la
pax ottomanica pour ¢largir leur domaine et saisissent activement les occasions offertes,
par exemple quand un puissant kapudan pasa décide de repeupler et remettre en culture
I’1le de Samos. Ajoutons que leur entregent aupres des plus hautes autorités ottomanes
— dont témoignent les nombreux firmans et ordres de kapudan pasa conservés dans leurs
archives — leur permet de s’imposer plus facilement sur place en cas de difficulté, peut-
étre méme de faire a 1’occasion pression sur un cadi ou un naib.

138 Indépendamment de leurs acquisitions de 1576, nous voyons Yioryis Nomikos, [zmalis Nomi-
kos, Izmalis Alypos et Papa Kostantinos fils d’Izmalis acheter en 1570 au Trésor des vignes,
des oliviers, des ruches et un champ : APO, 4-38, 4-43, 4-48.

139 Batnosdan koca gumenos geliib zikr olinan kelise ve vakif tarlalar: bize mansubediir deyii dort
nefer zimmilerinden yetmis sikke filuriye satun alub (APO, 3-44).
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Le monastére de Patmos est donc une puissance locale, dont les ambitions et les pres-
sions sont parfois mal ressenties par le monde rural environnant. Nous avons vu que
celui-ci pouvait a 1’occasion montrer de la mauvaise humeur, voire de 1’opposition a
I’égard de moines jugés un peu trop conquérants. Les conflits ne manquérent pas, dont
les insulaires ne sortirent pas toujours vaincus.

Au demeurant ce serait évidemment un contresens d’imaginer une société rurale écra-
sée par un monastere 1i¢ au pouvoir. Certes nous avons passé en revue des cas de contesta-
tion par les héritiers de donations en sa faveur. Réaction bien humaine, qui ne prouve pas
nécessairement que les moines avaient agi malhonnétement. Il conviendrait au contraire
de souligner le nombre important de ces donations au profit du « vakif » du monastere,
et ce d’autant plus que nos archives conservent principalement la trace des différends.
Assurément, on peut voir 1a un signe de I’attachement et de la vénération d’une grande
partie des populations pour les saints moines et leur sacré monastére.

Bref, bien intégrés au systéme administratif ottoman et solidement implantés dans le
monde rural insulaire qui les entourait, les moines de Patmos jouaient habilement sur les
deux tableaux.



MONASTIC FIELDS ON THE ISLAND OF PATMOS

Michael URSINUS”

THIS PAPER SETS OUT TO TACKLE ONE OF THE MOST FRUSTRATING groups of documents
preserved in the Ottoman holdings of St John’s Monastery (hereafter referred to as the
Patmos Ottoman Archive [POA]): the apparently stereotype listings of the Monastery’s
possessions of zemin.! Preserved in several copies for a period of more than two hundred
years, these inventories of monastic ‘fields’ (farla) recorded for a number of individual
locations (der mevzi-i filan) were generally composed in the chancery script known as
siyakat which, being employed without any diacritical marks, makes the ‘reading’ of the
Greek toponyms from Ottoman Patmos a particularly hazardous undertaking.> Even the
latest version of the recordings of the monastic ‘fields’ issued by means of a buyuruldu
dated 25 July 1876 (POA 17-22), ostensibly a copy of the mufassal defter-i cedid (or ‘lat-
est’ detailed register) from the Imperial defierhane in Istanbul, is still executed in a crisp
siyakat ductus with no additional diacriticals which otherwise might have helped in the
identification of toponyms, specifically at the level of local field appellations and locally

University of Heidelberg.

1 A word of Persian origin denoting 1.‘the earth, the world’, and 2. ‘ground’: New Redhouse
Turkish-English Dictionary (Istanbul 1968), 1278. As a fiscal term, it often occurs as resm-i ze-
min which, like resm-i tapu, denotes an agrarian tax for the benefit of the landowner. Here, the
term is understood to carry the meaning of ‘a piece of arable’. Cf. S. Parveva, ‘Rural Agrarian
and Social Structure in the Edirne Region During the Second Half of the Seventeenth Century’,
Etudes balkaniques 36/3 (2000), 59-61, passim. See also E. Kolovos, ‘Beyond ‘Classical’ Ot-
toman Defterology: A Preliminary Assessment of the Tahrir Registers of 1670/71 concerning
Crete and the Aegean Islands’, in E. Kolovos, Ph. Kotzageorgis, S. Laiou, M. Sariyannis (eds),
The Ottoman Empire, the Balkans, the Greek Lands: Toward a Social and Economic History,
Studies in Honor of John C. Alexander (Istanbul 2007), 209, 219.

2 For the difficulties of identifying Patmian place names as they were rendered in Ottoman ju-

dicial documents from as early as 1570 (no doubt based on a mufassal defter for Patmos)

see N. Vatin, G. Veinstein and E. Zachariadou, Catalogue du fonds ottoman des archives du

monastere de Saint-Jean a Patmos. Les vingt-deux premiers dossiers (Athens 2011), 153, 168:

Ottoman Bertra, also readable as Brezne, is by no means a mis-rendering of the Greek toponym

of Petra, but instead refers to the location of Pernera (today part of the town of Skala).
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current expressions for plots of land in the ownership of the monastery.? In other words:
the aim of my paper is to make a determined attempt, despite some frustrating impedi-
ments, at putting the monastic zemin of Patmos and their topography ‘on the map’.

This will be done, in essence, by the re-interpretation of one single document, around
which several others, Ottoman Turkish and Greek, will have to be consulted and evalu-
ated as to their true nature and content. All these documents have in common that they
are concerned with the possessions of the monastery in arable land.

As a landowner, holding significant possessions of arable as well as other forms of
agricultural and horticultural land, the Monastery of St John ‘the Theologian’, like other
monasteries, has figured prominently for centuries, right down to the present day.*

Ever since the times of the Komnenoi and Palaeologoi emperors of Byzantium, first
and foremost Alexios Komnenos, St John’s has benefited from numerous bequests. Impe-
rial dotations of land and other forms of income, followed by further acquisitions through
donation, purchase, or simply by means of inheritance, laid the foundation for the mon-
astery’s extensive possessions.’ Consequently, its monks could draw on various forms
of landed possessions not only on the island of Patmos itself, but across various other
isles and coastlands of the southern Aegean Sea.° Its dependent monastic establishments
known as metochia were eventually to extend from Samos in the north to Paros and Kea
(Tzia) in the west, and from Santorini and Crete in the south to Leros and Kalymnos to
the south-east of Patmos.” Some of them became significant holders of agricultural land
in their own right.

Among these monastic possessions, of which some were administered and operated
within the framework of mefochia while others were not, the holdings of arable land or
“fields’ (agros and chorafi in Greek) in the possession of St John’s Monastery constituted
(and still constitute) a major component of monastic real estate. According to a handwrit-
ten ktematologion or land register from the monastery’s archive composed in Greek and
dating from the late nineteenth century,® no fewer than 333 such agroi and chorafia in the
possession of St John’s were scattered unevenly across the islands of Agathonisi, Arkoi,

3 This document (suret-i defter) from the Divan-i Hiimayun kalemi is summarized in ibid., 419ff.
(dated here 20 March 1876).

4 Thanks in particular to my colleague authors of the Catalogue, there is now an abundance of
studies on various aspects of Ottoman Patmos (cf. ibid., 665-670). The fiscal obligations of
the island of Patmos and its inhabitants over time are analysed in detail by N. Vatin, ‘Les Pat-
miotes, contribuables ottomans (X Ve-XVlle siécles)’, Turcica, 38 (2006), 123-53.

5 See, for instance, N. Oikonomides, ‘The Monastery of Patmos and its economic functions’, in
idem, Social and Economical Life in Byzantium (Ashgate 2004), VIL.

6 E.Zachariadou, ‘The sandjak of Naxos in 1641°, in C. Fragner and K. Schwarz (eds), Festgabe
an Josef Matuz: Osmanistik-Turkologie-Diplomatik (Berlin 1992), 329-342.

7 Such is the geographical distribution of the Patmian mefochia according to a land register
of the monastery dating from the late nineteenth century which is housed in the library of St
John’s, from which more details are quoted below.

8 The ktematologion of the Monastery of St John the Theologian contains a total of 114 pages,
with a ‘table of contents’ on its back cover. On the opening page, the date of composition is
given as 26 February 1881. Individual entries bear later dates.
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Dragonisi, Kalymnos, Kos, Leros, Livada, Marathi, and even Naxos, while the largest
holdings were concentrated on Patmos, Samos, and Leros (in rising order), amounting to
48, 66, and 72 individual plots or chorafia, respectively. These tracts of arable land, with
their (productive) value expressed in koila in the late nineteenth-century ktematologion,
were the fields reserved for cereal production as opposed to the vineyards and gardens
also in the possession of the monastery (and distinct from the tracts of pasture land). As
arable land worked by, or rented out for the benefit of, the monastery and/or its depend-
encies, the monks kept a careful record of the relevant titles of possession, indicating in
the ktematologion in the section entitled #it/oi under what form of grant the lands had
come into the possession of St John’s, sometimes by referring to the chrysoboulla of in-
dividual Byzantine Emperors (most prominently Alexios Komnenos) or, in a more gen-
eral way, to the firmans of (mostly unspecified) Ottoman Sultans and, summarily, to the
imperial defterhane.’

After the gradual integration, after 1453, of the erstwhile harac-giizar statelet-island
of Patmos under its monastic ‘head of state’ into the confines and settings of a more uni-
fied Ottoman fiscal administration by the 1570s (described in a masterly way by Nicolas
Vatin in his in-depth study on Patmian fiscalité),'’ Patmos in the 1670s (i.e., one hundred
years later), found itself part of a model ‘Province of the Islands’ subjected to various ex-
periments aimed at an ever more direct application of sharia principles in provincial ad-
ministration and taxation - evidently in response to the continuing salafi Kadizade threat
(an undertaking termed ‘Laboratory of Judicial Orthodoxy’ by Gilles Veinstein in his
seminal analysis of the Ottoman concept of insularité).!! Consequently, the monastery’s
holdings of arable lands were bound to become not only a legislative issue, but also, in
particular, one of fiscal reform.

In the words of the famous jurisconsult Ebussuud Mehmed (seyhiilislam between
1548 and 1575), arable land in the Ottoman Empire reserved for the cultivation of grain
(consequently excluding vineyards and orchards as well as building plots in towns) be-
longs to the category of state land (miri), yet all these lands, including vineyards and
building plots, fall under the rakaba or the dominium eminens of the Sultan, so that if a
vineyard or an orchard changed its original use, it too would become miri.'> Arable lands
reserved for the cultivation of grain are therefore the principal component of miri land,
but other forms of lands can ‘join’ the category of miri when their original use lapses. As
the principal constituent of state land, grain-producing fields are not dsri lands (defined
as private property subject to the tithe) but are subject to harac, yet they are not to be

9 Cf. for instance pp. 35-40 of the ktematologion listing the monastic possessions on Patmos,
each being recorded with a serial number, its location, the amount of seed required, any neigh-
bouring plots, and its titles, concluded by a section ‘remarks’.

10 See above, fn. 4.

11 G. Veinstein, ‘Le législateur ottoman face a I’insularité : I’enseignement des kdniinndme’, in N.
Vatin and G. Veinstein (eds), Insularités ottomanes (Paris 2004), 91-110.

12 H. Inalcik, ‘Islamization of Ottoman Laws on Land and Land Tax’, in Fragner and Schwarz
(eds), Festgabe an Josef Matuz, 101-19, reprinted in H. Inalcik, Essays in Ottoman History (Is-
tanbul 1998), 155-170; here: 156.
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considered haraci lands recognised as freehold property of their owners, which, had this
been the case, they would be able to sell and purchase, or dispose of in any kind of trans-
action, including establishing them as vakif.

“There is a third category of land”, Halil Inalcik is quoting from Ebussuud’s introduc-
tion to the register he drew up for the district of Uskiib (Skopje) in 1568, “which is nei-
ther ésri nor haraci of the type explained above. This is called arz-i memleket. Originally
it, too, was haraci, but its dominium eminens (rakaba) is retained for the public treasury
(beytiilmal-i miislimin) because, were it to be granted as private property to its posses-
sors, it would be divided among his heirs, and since a small part would devolve on each
one, it would be extremely difficult, perhaps impossible, to determine the share of harac
tax to be paid by each in proportion to the land in his possession. Therefore, such lands
are given to the peasants on a lease (ariye). It is ordered that they cultivate them as fields,
or make them into vineyards, orchards, or vegetable gardens, and render harac-i mukase-
me and harac-i muvazzaf out of the harvest. (...) They (...) render harac-i mukaseme un-
der the name of tithe (dsr) and harac-i muvazzaf under the name of ¢ift akcesi.”!?

Claiming all lands as being acquired by force (anwatan), irrespective of whether eve-
ry part of a region was actually conquered militarily or by agreement (su/han), Ebussuud
makes the dsr (the tithe) and the ¢ift resmi (constituting the chief Ottoman land taxes) ap-
pear as two distinct methods of collecting harac: (1) harac-i mukaseme being levied on
the basis of a fixed percentage of the produce; (2) harac-i muvazzaf, on the other hand,
being collected annually as a lump-sum per unit of land.'#

In a footnote, Nicolas Vatin has drawn our attention to the possibility that the totality
of these tracts of arable land in the possession of St John’s, situated both on the island of
Patmos itself and within a wide radius across the southern Aegean Sea, may collective-
ly have been subjected to tax, together with other possessions and sources of income, as
early as 1502. In this year, according to a letter of that date (discussed by Karlin-Hay-
ter) of which only a Latin translation has survived, the hegoumenos mentions a tribute of
500 gold ducats payable by the monks and islanders of Patmos. This sum would be far
in excess of the 110 gold pieces the island is known to have remitted annually as its tra-
ditional lump-sum (maktu) before 1539, estimated as the equivalent of its cizye, ispence,
tithe, and various other obligations.'> But, as Vatin and Veinstein have pointed out, this
figure, together with the letter in question, cannot fully be trusted, and is not capable of
verification on the basis of the available documentation. However, other explanations for
the claim that Patmos was charged 500 gold ducats in 1502 (rather than 110) have so far
failed to convince.

Pending this single possible exception, the monastery, for its mefochia holding lands
and other sources of revenue outside Patmos, would be charged separately, usually in the
form of separate annual lump-sums (among the Ottoman holdings of Patmos there are

13 TIbid., 158. Further on this question, specifically for the Aegean districts: Kolovos, ‘Beyond
“Classical” Ottoman Defterology’, 201-235.

14 Ibid., 163ff.

15 Vatin,‘Les Patmiotes’, fn. 11.
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occasional lists of monastic lump-sums relating to various metochia, complete with their
annual hasil-i hums-i gallat obligations).'® This means that the historian of the Patmian
fiscal regime, particularly with regard to the monastery’s possession of arable lands, is
faced with a multitude of individual maktu arrangements, not all of which as yet fully
understood. Unless and until we gain a clearer picture of the internal workings and fiscal
regimes across the whole plethora of St John’s metochia (a daunting task given the nature
of the documentation), it is imperative that we confine ourselves for the remaining part
of this paper to the monastery’s holdings of arable land on Patmos itself and their place
within the island’s fiscal set-up.

The earliest actual list of St John’s Patmian possessions of arable land is included in
what appears to be a fezkere, possibly drawn up by the kad: of Kos, which contains the
copy of a certified (imzalu) defter dated 1671-2 “arriving from Islambol, having been
presented in the year 1082” (Islamboldan gelen imzali defteriin suretidir ki bin seksen iki
senesinde verilmigdir).'” My colleagues, in their Catalogue du fonds ottoman, describe
it as a tezkere or copy of an arazi defteri (sic) originating from the new survey of the Ar-
chipelago carried out in 1082/1671-72. The date given in the document, which is signed
by a certain Mehmed, corresponds to the period 23 October - 21 November 1672. Their
summary of the document, rendered into English, runs as follows:

Certificate fixing at 18,500 ak¢e the amount of the annual lump-sum for the year
1082/1671-72 payable by the monastery of Patmos, including the individual cizye pay-
ments (rus cizyeleri) of its residents as well as its obligation for holding arable land
(harac-i arazi), which was assessed by a new survey. To this effect a copy was made of
a section of the census register concerning the Monastery of St John on the island of Pat-
mos (district of Kos) carried out in 1082 according to the new guidelines (for an arazi
defteri) for the sub-province of the Archipelago (liva-i Cezayir). It mentions the arable
lands, fruit trees, saltings, and mills of the monastery on the islands of Patmos, Lipsoi,
and Dragonissi, equally the different products from the year past which served as a basis
for calculation.'

It is by means of another document from the Patmos holdings that we learn that the
new census of the monastic harac-i arazi together with that of the number of heads of
those monks capable of paying the cizye (manastir-i mezburin muceddiden tahriri fer-
man olinan harac-i arazileri ile amele kadir rahiblerinin basi haraclarr) must have been
decreed before 24 Receb 1081/7 December 1670, since a tezkere of that date refers to it.!°
This year 1670 appears to have marked a turning-point in the fiscal administration of Pat-
mos. As Nicolas Vatin has pointed out, the monastic and lay communities of the island
appear thereafter to have been taxed separately :

— the monastery being charged for the fiscal year 1671-2 with an annual maktu of
18,500 akge, which was to include the poll-tax for 35 monks amounting to 6,650 ak¢e (at

16 POA 17-13. Cf. Catalogue, 413f.

17 POA 17-6.

18 Catalogue, 409.

19 POA 17-5 dated 7 December 1670. Cf. Catalogue, 408ff.
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the rate of 190 akge each), 74 kile of wheat worth 2,960 ak¢e, 37 kile of barley worth 740
akge, 930 akge for their produce from orchards (bag u bostan) and a mere 60 akge from
their harvest of figs — to mention only the ‘agricultural’ products in the narrow sense pre-
scribed for the monastery.?°

— The lay community was granted their request to have their annual lump-sum, ex-
cluding the cizye, fixed at 31,000 akge,?! based on a total of 31,602 ak¢e for 164 nefer re-
mitting 4,100 akge en titre de ispence (i.e., 25 per head), 55 % kile of wheat worth 1,998
akge, 26 ' kile of barley worth 495 akc¢e, and 200 akge for their ‘garden produce’ (mah-
sul-i bostan) as well as 675 akge for their fruit trees, topped by a volume of 6,592 kiyye
‘produce from orchards’ (mahsul-i bagat) worth 13,184 ak¢e — again listing only the nar-
rowly ‘agrarian’ production of what appears to be, given that only 164 tax-paying indi-
viduals are recorded under this heading, the lay taxpayers not of the whole island of Pat-
mos, but only of its ‘capital’, Chora.

It becomes evident from this brief juxtaposition of fiscal notations that while the lay
inhabitants of Chora were taxed as the principal producers of garden and orchard prod-
ucts, it was the monastery which was assessed as remitting, under the term ‘tithe on ce-
real products’ (sr-i galle-i hububat), in 1082/1671-72, a total of 111 kile (74 kile wheat
plus 37 kile barley) compared with 82 kile (55.5 wheat, 26.5 barley) on the part of the
lay community, and this on the basis of fields (in the possession of the monastery) in 26
locations (two of them separate islands) with an aggregate of altogether 295 kile. Since
this cannot be the monastery’s share of the ‘tithe” on cereal products (we have just learnt
that this amounted to 111 kile), nor the annual yield of the fields in question (even when
assuming payment not of a tenth, but a “fifth part’ of the produce — Aums — we would still
be expecting an annual yield of well in excess of, say, 500 kile). The figure of 295 kile
should therefore be interpreted as the amount of grain necessary for the cultivation (i.e.,
the re-sowing) of the monastic fields, broken down for each location — of which a de-
tailed list is attached which will require our imminent attention.??

Written in a rather clumsy hand whose owner can hardly have been used to the si-
yakat style of writing employed in the imperial defterhane, the letters, often quite dis-
junct and evidently avoiding certain ligatures, struggle along to imitate the lines of the
original: ‘an cezire-i Batnos der liva-i cezayir tabi kaza-i Istankéy, hasil-i zemin (or zem-
inan?)’, but render readable enough the phrase ‘manastir-i Aya Yani Te 'ologoz’. A kind of
pluralic ‘an mevazi (“of the locations”, but with a spurious additional letter) is employed
to introduce the first place-name on the list which can easily be read as Artikobo and
identified, on the Toponymikos Chartes Nesou Patmou by P. G. Kretikos, with Artikopos,
a sloping valley about 600 m. to the south-east of Chora. It is recorded as a field (tarla)
with 12 kile of seed (required for its cultivation). Second, a passage meaning ‘in the lo-
cation of Aya Nana (?)’ — with nothing of the kind recorded on Kretikos’s map. Third,

20 POA 17-18 dated 15 May 1677. Cf. Catalogue, 417.
21 POA 17-7 dated between 30 March and 8 April 1672. Cf. Catalogue, 410.
22 POA 17-6.
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an entry which seems to read: der mevzi-i mezbur Milya kile 2. — mezbur Milya in the
meaning of ‘the aforementioned Milya’ would be nonsensical as there has been no Milya
in the text that would have been mentioned before; it must therefore read ‘in the afore-
mentioned location a milya (which, as an appellative, means nothing to me, nor to James
Redhouse — unless it refers to the Greek myloi in the meaning of ‘a mill’).* Most likely,
therefore, our scribe misread this word in the siyakat register in front of him. Could this
have been haliya from hali — ‘empty, vacant, unoccupied ground’ (its feminine form sug-
gesting a terminus technicus) cultivated to the tune of 2 kile of grain seed??* The next en-
try, number four, makes a bold attribution to a location that can be identified on the map:
Alikes is situated to the far south of the central part of Patmos overlooking the Bay of
Stavros. Entry number five, on the other hand, merely reads as der mevzi-i mezbur — ‘in
the aforementioned location’, indicating a total of 3 kile of grain seed for the cultivation
of the additional ground. The next listing, number six, is that of a location which again is
confidently spelt out as a well-known site, recorded as Di-ya-kof-ti, with 28 kile (neces-
sary for its cultivation). This toponym can only denote Diakofti at the narrow southern
isthmus of Patmos. Following this are Pedra/Petra (no. 7) with 12, Giriko/Groikou (no.
8) with 20, and Iskele/Skala (no. 9) with 40 kile. As to these last four, they can easily
be identified on the map, situated along the eastern coast of Patmos from south to north,
with a harbour named after each of them: Limin Diakoftou, Petras, Groikou, and, finally,
Skalas. It would therefore appear that some of the recording took place along a coastal or
even sea-borne route — but just why the recordings begin with a desolate valley south of
Chora, only to lead down to the Bay of Groikou and from there to the southernmost loca-
tion on ‘mainland’ Patmos overlooking the Bay of Stavros, before leaping across the sea
to Diakofti in a south-easterly direction, must, at this stage, remain unexplained. Further
down the list, at entry no. 16, the toponym Pernera (part of today’s Skala in the area of
Skala Hotel) can easily be identified, with 6 kile of grain seed; at no. 17, the location of
Arovalli (five kile) to the north of Skala extending up the hill west of Tarsanas (still ech-
oing the Ottoman shipyard, tersane, which was once operating in this innermost part of
the Port of Skala) is clearly identifiable, as is Netia (no. 18) with 15 kile — the Etia of Kre-
tikos, on the opposite side of the harbour from Skala east of Tarsanas. Entry no. 19, Palo-
nia (6 kile) could refer to the Palonia in the Oxoskala area south of the port, yet the next
entry, Aspri (no. 20) with 5 kile, would appear to relate to the peninsula of Aspri due east
of Skala across the harbour. No. 21, to be read as Ayo Theofano, is not a toponym proper,
but would appear to refer to a church of that name, to the west of Chora, as are the next
two entries (no. 22 and 23), Aya (A)nargiri and ‘mezbur’, with four kile each, according
to Kretikos situated in a wide triangle of arable land facing the sea. The last location on
the list is recorded as the location (mevzi) of Bostan with 3 % kile, which may be paral-

23 There is a well-known settlement on Samos called Myloi/Degirmen, cf. Catalogue, Index des
noms de lieu.

24 Kolovos notes some ‘uncultivated land’ being registered under the term of haliye for Crete and
some other Aegean islands (‘Defterology’, 209).
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leled with modern Kipos? (also meaning ‘garden’, this time in Greek), a location in the
immediate vicinity of the Church of Hagioi Anargyroi.

As mentioned before, what purports to be a copy drawn up between 23 October and
21 November 1672 (possibly by the kadi of Kos) of the ‘recent’ (cedid) defter-i mufas-
sal dated 1082/1671-2 which had been sent from Istanbul, is only the earliest of a num-
ber of similar documents preserved in the Patmos archive. The next in line, POA 17-21,
also identifies itself as a copy of the ‘recent’ sultanic detailed survey register for Patmos
(suret-i defter-i cedid-i mufassal-i sultani), having been copied between 28 April and
7 May 1712%° by a certain Ali. But, alas, the differences between the two copies could
hardly be more stark. First of all, this later copy is executed not in the struggling neshi
of the 1672 version, but in the professional siyakat ductus associated with the central ad-
ministration. Secondly, the locations are listed in a different order, beginning with nos 6
through to 10 of the previous document. Artikopo, the first entry in the 1672 list, corre-
sponds to no. 6 in the present copy of 1712, but here reads Artiko. The remaining loca-
tions follow in the order of the 1672 document. But what is already apparent in the case
of Artikopo vs. Artiko becomes more explicit still when we try to draw up a concord-
ance of names between the two documents: for instance, ‘Aya Nana’ in the 1672 list of
toponyms corresponds to something like ‘?Ayasna’ in the document of 1712; ‘Alikes’ in
1672 corresponds with what I read as ‘?Atanasi’ in 1712; ‘Arovalli’ in 1672 corresponds
to the enigmatic ‘?Mesili Hilya/haliya’ in 1712; ‘Netia’ in 1672%7 corresponds to what
appears like ‘?Peniska’ in 1712, while the ‘Ayo Theofano’ of 1672 takes shape as ‘?Ayo
Pano/Ayo Yano’ in 1712. The fact that my renderings of the corresponding entries from
the 1712 list are all preceded by a question mark is significant: whereas the 1672 readings
appear to be meaningful in terms of the Patmian toponymy and topography and have, for
the most part, their equivalents on the Kretikos map, the corresponding 1712 readings
have not, despite being apparently the more recent ones.

How is it possible that the (apparently local) copy of the (centrally executed) survey
register contains more plausible identifications of the local Patmian toponomy than the
copy which in all probability was drawn up in Istanbul?

It seems that the latest document of its kind already mentioned, the siyakat copy that
was drawn up on the demand of Lazaros Mazarinos in the defterhane of the divan-i hii-
mayun to be authenticated and issued with a buyuruldu dated 25 July 1876 (POA 17-22)
offers a first clue. Extending right across the width of the right half of the sheet, it lists
under the heading of mezruat-i arazi ve gayrihi five columns of locations, each one in-
troduced by the now familiar der mevzi-i filan. While the first such line begins with what
looks like Diyakomli rather than Diyakofti (nevertheless starting with the same location
as does the 1712 document, as in fact do all the lists in question except the one dated
1672), the second line commences with a name which corresponds to the first entry of

25 Alocation already recorded as Kerpo/Kipi in 1570 (cf. Catalogue, 153, 158ft.).

26 The date 6-14 April 1714 given in the Catalogue, 419, appears to be incorrect.

27 This location was recorded in 1570 as Etiya (cf. Catalogue, 153) or even Mirtye (cf. Cata-
logue, 168).
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the 1672 list: Artiko(po). This observation would suggest that there is a simple explana-
tion for the discrepancy in arrangement between 1672 and 1712 (which latter arrangen-
ment was continued unchanged until 1876): the (apparently local) author of the 1672
document, in his attempt to copy the siyakat defter sent from Istanbul, initially jumped
one line, thus beginning his copy with line two of the register sent from Istanbul (which
is therefore likely to have already shown the same arrangement as was still retained in
the 1876 copy). When he noted his mistake, he continued copying by taking line one of
the ‘ur-text’ to be his line two, only to proceed afterwards to lines three to six as normal.
The result would be the exact sequence of place-names we noted in the 1672 arazi list.
But what about the discrepancies noted in names?

Obviously, with his limited siyakat skills, our (assumedly local) official must have
experienced considerable difficulty when attempting to make sense of the “ur-text’ be-
fore ‘transcribing’ the siyakat notations into his neshi cursive. The considerable extent
to which he appears to have been successful in ‘making sense’ of the bare siyakat en-
tries offers another clue: he seems to have been able to draw on local knowledge, either
his own or, more likely perhaps, that of people in his vicinity. This fact strongly suggests
that Mehmed, who signed the document of 1672, but did not put a seal beneath it, may
have been an official used to dealing with Patmos and its inhabitants, which perhaps best
fits the job description of the kad: or naib of Istankdy (Kos) responsible also for the is-
land of Patmos.?

The 1672 list may therefore have resulted from a process of ‘constructive interpre-
tation” on the part of the kadi in charge of Patmos: expecting certain Patmian toponyms
known to him to appear in the siyakat defter from Istanbul (even if he could not positive-
ly verify them in their siyakat guise), he consequently was at pains to identify them with
certain entries in the Istanbul list. By doing so, he put ‘meaning’ into apparently ‘sense-
less’ renderings of the Patmian topography, thereby drawing up a ‘meaningful’ catalogue
of monastic fields where the siyakat Istanbul index had (in his opinion) failed to make
sense. Was his aim to make the end product a more ‘practical’ tool for fiscal purposes by
establishing a closer correlation between place-names in the catalogue and actual places
‘on the ground’?

Three things should have become clear by now :

1) The 1672 listing, contrary to its own preamble, is not a true copy of the relevant
sections of the detailed census register drawn up in H. 1082

2) The copy dated 1876 is closer in arrangement and content to the original mufassal
defter-i cedid than the 1672 document

28 E. Zachariadou, ‘H Kwg kot n povn g [atpov pe mv évapén mg Tovprokpatiog’ [Kos and
the monastery of Patmos at the beginning of Ottoman rule], in G. Kokkorou-Alevra, A.A.
Laimou and E. Simantoni-Bournia (eds), lotopia-Téyvn-Apyoroioyia tng Ko [History - Art -
Archaeology of Kos] (Athens, 2000), 465-468. Also N. Vatin, ‘Iles grecques? Iles ottomanes?
L’insertion des iles de I’Egée dans 1’Empire ottoman a la fin du XVIe siécle’, in N. Vatin and
G. Veinstein (eds), Insularités ottomanes (Paris 2004), 71-89.
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3) The earliest true copy preserved in POA is 17-2/ dated between 28 April and 7
May 1712 (not 6-14 April 1714 as in the Catalogue)

A synopsis of POA 17-21 (the earliest true copy of the defter-i cedid) and the mon-
astery’s own Ktematologion loannidou of 1881 reveals further insights (see Appendix
below):

Both documents record in kile the amount of seed required to cultivate the ‘fields’ in
question. Both documents only list locations between Diakofti in the south and Arouvali
in the north, i.e., from the isthmus of Stavros in the south to the isthmus of Merikas in the
north. This circumscribes (at least in the north) the ‘monastic’ half of the island and the
limit for agricultural property owned by the monastery according to the so-called ‘parti-
tion agreement’ of 1720.?° Furthermore, both lists start recording along the eastern sea
shore of Patmos from Diakofti in the south to Skala in the north, before forking out in
different directions. The area west and south of Chora is only scantily covered by the list
dated 1712, yet recorded in detail by the ktematologion of 1881. There remains a pos-
sibility that the unidentified locations between Ayasna (the Akropolis?) and Louro (near
Skala) refer to this area. The ‘Alikes’ of the 1672 list (instead of Atanasi as recorded in
1712) and his ‘Ayo Teofano’ (instead of ?Arouvali in 1712) occur in the ktematologion
and on the Kretikos map, but not in the 1712 copy of the mufassal defter-i cedid, nor in
any of the later copies, including the one dated 1876.

With respect to our three interim conclusions we may now add the following :

4) Up to ten locations mentioned in 1712 (out of 23) can be positively identified and
attributed to sites ‘on the ground’ (marked by an asterisk). The list of 1672 allows
15 locations out of 24 to be positively attributed, a markedly higher percentage.
Of the locations recorded in the ktematologion, nearly all of them can be found on
Kretikos’ map.

5) The distribution of the firmly identified locations mentioned in the 1712 copy of
the mufassal defter-i cedid and all later recordings corresponds to the ‘monas-
tic part’ of the island. According to the so-called ‘partition agreement’ dated, in
Greek, 25 July 1720 and issued in the form of a hiiccet by someone signing as
Mustafa, deputy kadi (muvella hilafeten) of Badinoz (using a distinctive seal iden-
tical with that in POA 30-48),%° the fields (tarlalart), mountains (daglari), villages
(karyeleri) and sheep-pens (mandriyeler) in the possession of the monastery since

29 This document, composed in Greek, is dated 25 July 1720 and can be found in the second file
of Episema of St John’s Monastery, Patmos. Its left upper margin is made up of an entry in Ot-
toman Turkish which resembles a kadi’s hiiccet, complete with (Arabic) introductory formula
and seal. Style, orthography, handwriting, and seal can be linked with document in POA 30-48.

30 This is a (apocryphal?) hiiccet issued by Mustafa, deputy kad: of Badinoz (Patmos), composed
in the usual format but with unusually numerous and blatant orthographic errors which suggest
anon-trained, possibly a non-Muslim, hand, confirming the sale of goods as witnessed by Papa
Iakovos, son of Ilia; Papa Anastasios, son of Simeon; Manoli, son of Papa Kostanti; dyako lo-
annis, son of Parthenios; Methodios Borokomanos, son of Pothitou: the hierodiakos Makarios,
son of Bartholo, from the Apocalypse Monastery of Patmos, irrevocably sold his books, great
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the year 40 (kirk senesinden berii, i.e., 1140/1727-28) were henceforth to be free
from any outside interference, be it the (local) government (vilayet) or the reaya
islanders (reaya fukarast).

I suggested above that the 1672 self-styled ‘copy’ of the so-called arazi defteri com-
peted positively in ‘usability’ with any of the later copies because this was a form of
‘transcript’ rather than a copy — a ‘transcript’ based on insider knowledge concerning de-
tails of landholding and agricultural production on Patmos on which a kad: of Kos could
perhaps draw more easily than others if required to do so. But here is the crucial point:
why did the kad: of Kos, if that is what he was, feel the need to spell out in legible form
complete with diacritical marks what the siyakat original would simply not deliver? Was
he, as I proposed before, perhaps to hand over to the recipients of the fezkere a transcript
for practical use, rather than an authenticated copy? (Let us here take note again of the
fact that the 1672 document bears no seal, neither below the signature nor anywhere else,
including the recto). With this question I shall come to the end.

On account of the ‘partition agreement’ of 1720, the monastic fields as enumerated
in the siyakat lists as the zemin possession of the Monastery of St John had been firmly
placed under the exclusive control of the monks (again), in particular against infringe-
ment by the Patmos lay community, including the management of the agricultural pro-
duce of these zemin possessions. It is true that only a fixed monetary amount was to be
handed over to the fiscal authorities each year for these possessions, but from them the
produce had to be harvested and seeds allocated for the new season. While the first re-
quirement no longer demanded a detailed assessment of the grain harvest each year, the
second did, and, moreover, required a detailed assessment of the amounts of seed to be
allocated to each location. For the purpose of seed allocation across a minimum of 24
field sites spread throughout the central part of the island, a distribution key was needed
together with a clear indication of the identity of the ground to be sown. This is exactly
what the 1881 ktematologion was to indicate for a total of 48 individual plots of arable
situated on Patmos and worked by the monastery during the later nineteenth century, and
this is what the post-1712 lists seem to represent for an earlier period ending in 1876,
based on 24 locations, albeit in summarised form and with less detail as to the precise na-
ture of the plot, but, significantly perhaps, starting the enumeration with the same place-
name as does the ktematologion (i.e., Diakofti), progressing in the same way along the
eastern coast from south to north and similarly continuing in a roughly anti-clockwise
itinerary as do the siyakat copies of the mufassal defter-i cedid (of which, as we have
seen, the 1672 list is meant to be a copy). But unlike the ktematologion, which evidently
contains fresh data, in the whole series of siyakat copies the figures in kile for the indi-
vidual locations remain completely unaltered and stereotyped, and this for more than a
century and a half (as perhaps one would expect if dealing with true copies of one and
the same mufassal defter-i cedid). Only our 1672 list marks an exception, but only to the

and small, on music as well as in Latin, Greek, and Italian, to Yerasimos, son of Vasili, for 755
piastres. The document is dated 7-16 July 1720.
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extent of incorporating a reading error on the part of the ‘copyist’: Diakofti is listed here
with 28 rather than 38 kile. It therefore appears a distinct possibility that, until at least
1876, the figures from the mufassal defter-i cedid remained ‘in force’ as far as the Otto-
man bureaucracy was concerned, while a body of fresh data was in the process of being
assembled during, or had already been recorded some time before, the later nineteenth
century by the monastic authorities — thereby establishing an up-to-date basis for the ad-
ministration of the monastery’s possessions of arable and other kinds of agricultural land.

In coming back to the question posed above about the true purpose of the 1672 list:
was the copyist’s intention, as suggested, a form of interpretative ‘transcript’ for practi-
cal use in the management of the monastery’s possessions of arable land, rather than an
authenticated copy of the mufassal defter-i cedid?

If it was, he seems to have failed miserably. Not only are some of the locations on his
list given unsupported (possibly anachronistic) names, they are also listed in the wrong
order. Worse still, in the case of one of the most important locations, he misread the cor-
rect amount of kile.

Therefore — a definite negative?

Not yet. It is the very inclusion of ‘fresh’ toponyms which may offer a clue. New on his
list are Netya (at least in its phonetic spelling), Papa Silvestro, Ayo Theofano, and Alikes
(instead of ‘Atanasi’). Whereas the locations of Papa Silvestro and Ayo Theofano cannot
be found on the Kretikos map, Netia is easily identified in the northernmost area of the
‘monastic part’ of the island (in the sense of the ‘partition agreement’) with a large tract
of field terraces opposite the port of present-day Skala, situated between Tarsanas and
Koumana. Alikes, on the other hand, marks a rather lonely location on the northern shore
of the Bay of Stavros, near the Church of Hosios Christodoulos, right on the southern
fringe of the island’s monastic circumference. Was it the intention of the ‘copyist’ to put
these ‘new’ locations on the map in order to establish a (new, or at least renewed) monas-
tic claim? If so, he could not have chosen more suitable instances, since instead of Netya,
the majority of the copyists in Istanbul had put the name down as something like ‘Penis-
ka’, which has no equivalent on the ground, consequently passing over this whole district
opposite Skala in complete silence, while Alikes, the ‘Atanasi’ of the 1712-1876 copy-
ists, is situated in a marginal area of the island’s southern extremity that is left a complete
‘blank’ in all siyakat copies, from 1712 down to 1876.

To sum everything up in another proposition: was the 1672 list — a kind of wilful in-
terpretation of the mufassal defter-i cedid on the part of its author — drawn up with a very
practical use at the back of his mind after all?

If we allowed ourselves to continue this line of thought any further, we would have
to admit that at least two premisses of our interpretation so far would be in need of ur-
gent re-assessment: first, the actual date, and second, the circumstances and agency of
its composition.

Much of this would have to be left to speculation anyway, as we have no corrobora-
tive data, so a very brief imaginative four de force must suffice: could it not be that the
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copy in front of us, though ostensibly dated between 23 October and 21 November 1672,
may in fact have been drawn up at a much later date, perhaps some time around, or after,
1720, the date of the ‘partition agreement’ between the monastery and the lay commu-
nity of Patmos, when it was to fulfil a specific purpose? And does not the monastery now
seem to be emerging behind it as the party interested in having it executed in the way it
was — by the kad: of Kos or someone even closer at hand to be the willing executor of
such a document suited to supporting the monastery’s claims?
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Appendix: Synopsis

Patmos: POA 17-21 dated 1712

Patmos Ktematologion (1881)

Diyakofti tarla keyl 38

1-2 Diakopti (agroi koila 50, ambelia koila 20)
3-4 Aliki/Touzla (agros koila 5, ambelion koila 5)

Petra tarla keyl 12

5 Pedra (agroi koila 20)

Giri(ti)ko tarla keyl 20

6-7 Agroikou (agroi koila 20, ambelia koila 10)
8 Epsimia (chorafia koila 10)

9 Zapsila (chorafia koila 5)

10 Hagia Teofano (chorafia koila 20)

Iskele tarla keyl 40 11-19 Skala (chorafia koila 35, ambelia koila 6, 20, 10, 6, 6,
perivolion koila 5, 6)
20 Panagia Zialas (ambelion koila 6)

Papa Sava tarla keyl 3 21 Kapsalos (chorafia koila 5)

22-23 Apokalypsis/Scholi (chorafia koila 12, ambelion
koila 1)

Artikopo tarla keyl 12

47 Artikopos (chorafia koila