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This was a period of alternating stability and instability when trade
between the empire and Europe flourished and, wartime apart,
merchants and pilgrims could travel in relative security. However,
despite the emphasis on the sultan’s role as defender of the faithful
and of social order, tensions did exist between the ruling elite in
Istanbul and their subjects in the provinces, not least because of the
vastness of the empire and the unpropitious natural environment
with which those subjects struggled on a daily basis. This theme is
one of the central motifs of the volume, where contributors look
at the problems provincial administrators faced when collecting
taxes and coming to terms with local soldiers and the politically
active households of notables. Other sections focus on religious
and political groups, non-Muslim minorities, women, trade, handi-
crafts, life in the Ottoman countryside and, importantly, music, art
and architecture. The history sets out to demonstrate the politi-
cal, cultural and artistic accomplishments of the Ottomans in the
post-classical period, which runs contrary to traditional and still
widespread notions that this was a period of stagnation and decline.
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A note on transliteration

Given differing conventions in the various scholarly traditions to which the contributors
belong, it is all but impossible to achieve consistency in transliteration. Modern Turkish
spelling has been used in principle, except for Arabic and Persian words that do not occur
in the Ottoman vocabulary, where the system of The International Journal of Middle East
Studies has been adopted. In the chapters by Tiilay Artan and Hatice Aynur (chapters 19
and 20), where we find quite a few manuscript citations, long vowels in Arabic and Persian
loanwords have been indicated throughout, except in place names still used today. However,
for the sake of consistency, long vowels in Ottoman names/ terms, even if of Arabic/Persian
origin, have not been indicated in the index. In their chapters on the Arab world (chapters
7 and 9), Dina Rizk Khoury and Bruce Masters have followed the system proposed by The
International Journal of Middle East Studies with some slight modifications.

xvi



1597

1603

1603—17

1606

1607

1609—20
1611—after 1683
1623

1626—-76

1638

1639

mid seventeenth
century
1655—1716

C. 1670—-1745
1683
1683-1699
1686

1686—1715
1699

Chronology

Safiye Sultan, mother of Mehmed III, begins the construction
of Yeni Cami in Istanbul, completed by Turhan Sultin, mother
of Mehmed IV, in 1664

death of Mehmed III

AhmedI

end of the Habsburg-Ottoman ‘Long War’ (1593-1606): peace
of Zsitva T6rok

rebellions of Canboladoglu Ali Pasa and Fakhr al-din Ma'n put
down by Kuyucu Murad Pasa

Mimar Mehmed Aga constructs the Sultan Ahmed mosque for
Sultan Ahmed I

Evliya Celebi, ‘world traveller’: his writings form a major
source for Ottoman social history

Baghdad, in Ottoman hands since 1534, conquered by Shah
‘Abbas of Iran

Sabbatai Sevi, who claims to be the Messiah; in 1666 he
converts to Islam and becomes Aziz Mehmed Efendi
reconquest of Baghdad by Murad IV

treaty of Kasr-i Shirin leaves the Ottomans in possession of Iraq
Albertus Bobovius (Wojciech Bobowski), who became Ali
Ufki Efendi, documents Ottoman palace music according to
the European system of notation

Mustafa Naima from Aleppo, appointed official
historiographer

Ibrahim Miiteferrika from Transylvania, scholarly printer and
publisher; he introduces the printing of Ottoman texts in
Arabic characters

second Ottoman siege of Vienna

Ottoman-Habsburg war, with the Pope, Venice and Petrine
Russia as Habsburg allies

Habsburg conquest of Buda

Venetian conquest and administration of the Peloponnese

by the peace of Karlowitz/Karlofca Hungary becomes part of
the Habsburg domain

XVvii



1703

1703-30
17101711

1718

1718—30

C. 1720-1732
17201

1724

17259

1726

1730

1734

1739
1755

after 1767

176874
1770

1774

1781
1789-1807
1794

1798
1798—-1801

after 1801
1803

1804—13, 1815
1805

1807—8
1808—39

Chronology

in the ‘Edirne event” Mustafa II loses his throne and
Seyhiilislam Feyzullah his life

reign of Ahmed III

Russo-Ottoman war; the Russian army narrowly escapes
annihilation

by the peace of Passarowitz/Pasarof¢a, the Ottomans lose
Belgrade to the Habsburgs

the grand vizierate held by Nevsehirli Damad ibrahim Pasa
Levni, the last major Ottoman miniaturist active in Istanbul
Yirmisekiz Mehmed Efendi visits Paris and Versailles as the
ambassador of Ahmed III

Ottoman invasion of the dissolving Safavid Empire
Ottoman occupation of Tabriz

Damad ibrahim Pasa founds a mosque and town centre in the
village of his birth, renamed Nevsehir

a rebellion of soldiers and artisans in Istanbul (Patrona Halil
revolt) costs Ahmed III his throne and Damad Ibrahim Pasa
his life

Grand Vizier Hekimoglu Ali Pasa founds a major complex of
mosque, library and other charities

Ottoman reconquest of Belgrade

the Nuruosmaniye, built under Mahmud I (r. 1730-54),
completed under Osman III (1. 1754-7)

mosque and mausoleum of Mehmed II rebuilt in ‘Ottoman
baroque’ style after destruction in an earthquake
Russo-Ottoman war

Ottomans lose the battle of Cesme; Russian landing in the
Peloponnese

peace treaty of Kii¢iik Kaynarca obliges the Ottomans and
Crimean Tatars to accept the ‘independence’ of the Crimea,
now turned into a Russian sphere of influence

Russian annexation of the Crimea

Selim III

attempted reform of the janissaries, establishment of the ‘new
model” army Nizam-1 Cedid

Napoleon Bonaparte conquers Egypt

Napoleon’s occupation of Egypt, later commanded by Kléber
and Menou

Mehmed Ali of Kavala re-establishes Ottoman rule in Egypt
conquest of Mecca by the Wahhabis; Ottoman pilgrimage
caravans turned back

Serbian uprisings, initiated under Karadjordje Petrovi¢
Mehmed Ali Pasa governor of Egypt

deposition and murder of Selim III

Sultan Mahmud II

xviii



1813
1821
1821-6
1826
1827
1828—9

1830

18313

1833

1839

1838

1839

Chronology

Mehmed Ali Pasa re-conquers the Hijaz

Greek uprising in the Peloponnese, Moldavia and Wallachia
uprising in the Peloponnese defeated by Mehmed Ali Pasa
janissary corps abolished by Mahmud II

Ottoman—Egyptian fleet destroyed by Russian, British and
French naval detachments

Russo-Ottoman war lost by the Ottomans: loss of the Danube
delta and of Caucasian territories

treaty of London: foundation of the kingdom of Greece in
Attica and the Peloponnese under Russian and British
patronage

Mehmed Ali Pasa, dissatisfied with Ottoman conduct during
the Greek war and its aftermath, occupies Syria

Mehmed Ali Pasa’s forces occupy Kiitahya; Russo-Ottoman
alliance against Mehmed Ali Pasa

Ottoman army defeated by Mehmed Ali Pasa’s son {brahim
Pasa at Nizip

Anglo-Ottoman treaty of Balta Limani allows the importation
of British goods at low customs duties; abolition of all
monopolies

promulgation of the administrative reforms known as the
Tanzimat

Xix



Istanbul B/ack Sea

Erzurum

oJerevan/
Revan

Halep

Mediterranean

oDamascus/
Sam-i serif

Alexandria/
Iskenderiyye

0 Hamadan

oJerusalem/
Kuds-i serif

Cairo/Misir
olsfahan

o al-Madinah/
Medine-i munevvere

Jiddah/Cidde
O Mecca/
Mekke-i mikkereme

<

The names of cities/towns mentioned Ocean
second are those current in Ottoman times
o Important city or town 0 200 400 600 800 1000 km

Map 1 The Ottoman Empire in Asia and Africa



Vienna/Bec®

Q
Zagreb

o Buda
Mohécs o
Split O Sarajewo/
(sp2|ato) Saraybosna
Dubrovnik
(Ragusa)

Apart from Spalato and Ragusa,
the second place name is that used
by the Ottomans.

o Important town

o Timisoara/ O Sibiu
Temesvar

Belgrade

The Danube/Tuna

o Sofia/Sofya

o Plovdiv/Filibe

Salonike/
Selanik

lasi/Yas ©

o Edirne

Crimea/
Kirim

<]

Black Sea/
Karadeniz

Istanbul 5

100 150 200 250 km

Map 2 The Ottoman Empire







PART I

*

BACKGROUND






I
Introduction

SURAIYA N. FAROQHI

Massive size and central control

It is by now rather trite to emphasise that the Ottoman Empire in the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries stretched from what were virtually the outskirts of
Vienna all the way to the Indian Ocean, and from the northern coasts of
the Black Sea to the first cataract of the Nile. But the implications of this
enormous presence are so significant that in my view the risk of triviality must
be taken. As a recent work on British imperial history has shown, even in the
late seventeenth or early eighteenth centuries, King and Parliament wished
for the sake of Britain’s trade and power in the Mediterranean to live at peace
with Algiers, Tunis and Tripoli, even though quite a few British subjects rowed
on the galleys of these cities." This conciliatory stance was not only due to the
fortifications maintained by the three “corsair republics’, or even to the power
of their navies, but resulted mainly from wider political concerns. Given the
precarious situation of bases such as Gibraltar, angering the Ottoman sultan,
who was after all the overlord of the North African janissaries and corsair
captains, might have had dire consequences for British trade and diplomacy.
Certainly in the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, any number of
European authors wrote books on the imminence of ‘Ottoman decline’.* But
when it came to the judgement of practical politicians, before the defeat of
the sultan’s armies in the Russo-Ottoman war of 1768-74, the power of that
potentate was taken seriously indeed.

In this same context, it is worth referring to the relative peace that prevailed
in most of Ottoman territory for most of the time. Even if the sultan’s writ
ran but intermittently in border provinces, or in mountainous areas, deserts

1 Linda Colley, Captives, Britain, Empire and the World 1600-1859 (New York, 2002), pp. 70-1.
2 On the early stages of this process: Lucette Valensi, Venise et la Sublime Porte: la naissance
du despote (Paris, 1987).



SURAIYA N. FAROQHI

and steppes, what was by the standards of the time a reasonable degree of
security was the general norm. This allowed foreign merchants, pilgrims and
even Christian missionaries to travel the highways and byways of the Balkans,
Anatolia and Syria. These activities were often considered so important in Ver-
sailles, The Hague or London that accommodation on the political level, with
the Ottoman central government but also with a variety of provincial poten-
tates, seemed in order. Compromises with the sultan were deemed necessary
in order to effect repairs to the Church of the Holy Sepulchre in Jerusalem, and
to allow Franciscans or Jesuits to attempt to persuade Orthodox or Armenian
Christians who were also Ottoman subjects that they should recognise the
supremacy of the Pope.?

But above all stood concerns of trade. Thus allowing the Ottoman ruler
to use European ships active in the eastern Mediterranean for the wartime
provisioning of his armies and towns seemed a reasonable quid pro quo when
the French, British and Dutch governments considered the value of their
respective subjects’ Ottoman commerce. Apart from the customs and other
duties paid by Levant traders in Marseilles, London or Amsterdam, there
were important industries, especially in France, that depended on supplies
from the Ottoman realm. Marseilles’s soap factories, a major eighteenth-
century industry, could not have functioned without inputs from Tunis or
Crete.* The manufacture of woollens was another case in point. When at
the end of the eighteenth century the Ottoman market collapsed, the for-
merly flourishing textile centre of Carcassonne near Montpellier reverted to
the status of a country town, its inhabitants now resigned to living off their
vineyards.?

Once again, the Ottoman Empire was of great size, and moreover its socio-
political system had put down deep roots in most of the territories governed
by the sultans, whose subjects profited from this situation in their commercial
dealings. This becomes clear when we take a closer look at the caravan routes.
In the 1960s and 1970s it was customary to emphasise the rise of maritime com-
munications through the Atlantic and Indian Oceans, and to conclude that the
Ottoman Empire could scarcely avoid declining because it was increasingly

3 Suraiya Faroghi, The Ottoman Empire and the World Around it, 15 40s to 1774 (London, 2004).

4 Boubaker Sadok, La Régence de Tunis au XVII siécle: ses relations commerciales avec les ports
de UEurope méditerranéenne, Marseille et Livourne (Zaghouan, 1987); Patrick Boulanger,
Marseille marché international de "huile d’olive, un produit et des hommes, 1725-1825 (Marseille,
1996).

5 Claude Marquié, L’Industrie textile carcassonnaise au XVlIlle siécle, étude d’un groupe social:
les marchands-fabricants (Carcassonne, 1993).
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marginalised by world trade.® This view is widely held even today. However,
if I am not mistaken, there are good reasons to be somewhat wary of this
interpretation, at least with respect to most of the period studied here. First
of all, we have come to see that even though land routes — or combined
land-sea routes such as the connection from Aleppo to India — now handled
a smaller share of overall traffic, what remained in the hands of Ottoman
merchants, Muslims, Christians and Jews taken together was still substantial.
Second, a relatively declining demand in Europe for raw silk and other goods
from the Balkans and the Middle East gave Ottoman manufacturers a ‘breath-
ing space’ before, in the early 1800s, they were exposed to the full force of
the Buropean-dominated world market: an advantage rather than a disadvan-
tage.” It is therefore not so clear that the Ottoman economy was in fact being
marginalised before the mid eighteenth century, and in consequence unable
to service the sultan’s armies and navies. Fernand Braudel’s conclusion, in the
later phases of his career, that the Ottoman Empire maintained itself well into
the later 1700s due to its control of the overland trade routes is therefore well
taken.?

Linkages to the European world economy

However, even in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, certain regions
of the Ottoman Empire maintained close and even intimate contact with
European traders. Evidently the olive-growers of Crete and Tunisia depended
on French demand for their oil. There is also the example of Izmir: this city had
been of no particular importance in the ‘classical’ urban system of the sixteenth
century, and only grew to prominence when that system lost some of its
solidity after 1650 or thereabouts. Here, French, English and Dutch merchants
established themselves over long periods of time, profiting not only from the
transit trade in Iranian silk but also from the export of cotton and raisins, trades
which were sometimes legal and at other times not. Certainly Izmir remained
a primarily Muslim town, with locally prominent families constructing khans
and renting them out as investments. Yet the city’s economy by 1700 certainly

6 Niels Steensgaard, The Asian Trade Revolution of the Seventeenth Century: The East India
Companies and the Decline of the Caravan Trade (Chicago and London, 1973), p. 81.

7 Murat Cizakga, ‘Incorporation of the Middle East into the European World Economy’,
Review 8, 3 (1985), 353—78.

8 Fernand Braudel, Civilisation matérielle: économie et capitalisme, 3 vols. (Paris, 1979), vol. III,
pp. 408-10.
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was geared to trade with Europe; and when Iranian silk fell away after 1720 or
so, once again locally grown cotton was available to fill the gap.®

Thusuntil about 1760 the Ottoman centre remained in control ofits overland
routes. Local production, which until this catastrophic decade had managed
to prosper in quite a few places, was mainly geared to domestic markets.
After all, before the advent of steamships and railroads it was not a realistic
proposition to import consumer goods for ordinary people. Even after the
1760s, especially once relative security had been restored under Mahmud 1I
(r. 1808-39), many local producers competed reasonably well with imported
goods." But even so at this time certain regions were becoming increasingly
integrated into European commercial networks. Further links were estab-
lished during the second half of the eighteenth century, when the need for
financial services and the concomitant lack of Ottoman banks allowed French
traders especially to engage in financial speculation and export money from
the Ottoman Empire, an undertaking not usually profitable in earlier times."
While the Ottoman central government resorted to foreign borrowing only in
the course of the Crimean war, at least some of its provincial representatives
had become implicated in the financial dealings of European merchants about
a hundred years earlier.

The attractions of eastern neighbours

Well-to-do Ottoman consumers did not limit their purchases from foreign
lands to European goods, and thus Ottoman merchants traded both with
the East and with the West. In Cairo around 1600, there were even some
merchants who, through their trading partners, maintained contacts in both
directions." Spices from South-east Asia were consumed in the Ottoman lands:
in the years before and after 1600, when Yemen was an Ottoman province,
certain ports paid their dues in the shape of spices, more valuable in Istanbul
than they would have been on the shores of the Indian Ocean. The quanti-
ties of pepper kept in the storehouses of Anatolian pious foundations indicate

o Daniel Goffman, Izmir and the Levantine World, 15501650 (Seattle and London, 1990);
Necmi Ulker, “The Emergence of Izmir as a Mediterranean Commercial Center for
French and English Interests, 1698-1740’, International Journal of Turkish Studies 4, 1 (1987),
1-38; Elena Frangakis-Syrett, The Commerce of Smyrna in the Eighteenth Century (1700-1820)
(Athens, 1992).

10 Donald Quataert, Ottoman Manufacturing in the Age of the Industrial Revolution
(Cambridge, 1993).

11 Edhem Eldem, French Trade in Istanbul in the Eighteenth Century (Leiden, 1999).

12 Nelly Hanna, Making Big Money in 1600: The Life and Times of Isma ‘il Abu Taqiyya, Egyptian
Merchant (Syracuse, 1998), pp. 64—5.
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that this was a popular condiment even in medium-sized cities. Moreover,
just as eighteenth-century consumers in Europe came to prefer the sweet-
ness of cinnamon to the sharpness of pepper, the Ottoman court, though
otherwise conservative in its tastes, also switched to cinnamon at about the
same time.” All this demand made Ottoman merchants into active partici-
pants in the Asian spice trade. In addition there were Indian cottons, with
imaginative designs in bright, durable and washable colours, that enchanted
the better-off Ottoman consumers of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries
justas much as their counterparts in early modern Europe. Indian producers of
printed cottons thus worked simultaneously for the European, African, South-
east Asian and Ottoman markets, entering some “Turkish’ motifs into their
repertoires.™

Most goods from South-east Asia entered the Ottoman Empire by way of
Cairo, but the Cairene merchants did not often venture further south than
Jiddah. In consequence, the importation of these spices meant that Indian
merchants, usually Muslims, appeared not only in Cairo or Istanbul, but occa-
sionally even in small Anatolian towns. Unfortunately for our understand-
ing of these connections, Indian merchants did not count on support from
their respective home governments. There was thus no diplomatic correspon-
dence of the type that has allowed us to evaluate, at least to some extent, the
implications of the French, Dutch and English presences in Istanbul, Izmir or
Sayda.

Rather more information is available on Iranian Armenians, from docu-
mentation produced by these traders themselves, but also from Safavid and
diverse European sources; that these merchants also have found their way into
Ottoman records is less well known.” Trade with Iran was often disrupted by
political conflict; in certain years of the early eighteenth century it ground to
a virtual standstill when war brought silk production to an end.”® Yet even so,
Armenian merchants subject to the shah are documented not only in the major
port cities, but also in minor provincial towns. Thus we must assume that at
least some of them traded in other goods apart from silks; perhaps the far-flung
connections of the Armenian trade diaspora allowed certain of its members

13 Christoph Neumann, ‘Spices in the Ottoman Palace: Courtly Cookery in the Eighteenth
Century’, in The Illuminated Table, the Prosperous House: Food and Shelter in Ottoman Material
Culture, ed. Suraiya Faroghi and Christoph Neumann (Istanbul, 2003), pp. 127-60.

14 Vijaya Ramaswamy, Textiles and Weavers in Medieval South India (Delhi, 1985), p. 123.

15 Concerning the eighteenth-century privileges of these people: Basbakanlik Arsivi-
Osmanli Arsivi, section Maliyeden miidevver (MAD) 9908, p. 268; MAD 9906, pp. 581—2.

16 Nese Erim, “Trade, Traders and the State in Eighteenth-Century Erzurum’, New Perspec-
tives on Turkey 5-6 (1991), 123-50.
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to bring in Indian fabrics. While Ottoman trade connections to India and Iran
are thus more difficult to document than their European counterparts, at least
some of them have come out into the open and, with some patience, more
can surely be unearthed.

In addition, the study of these eastern trade connections also has made us
understand that the different commercial centres of the empire did not all
provide the same conditions for trade. Certainly the Ottoman central power
had adopted principles of administration valid throughout its territories, to
wit a tendency to orientitself according to precedent if at all feasible, a concern
with provisioning the consumers’ markets at low prices and, most importantly,
an inclination to consider economic action unremittingly and exclusively as a
source of fiscal revenue (traditionalism, provisionism and fiscalism, according
to the formula invented by Mehmet Geng).” But this general framework
did not prevent trade conditions in Cairo or Aleppo, where long-distance
merchants were accorded considerable leeway, from differing vastly from those
prevailing in the sultans’ rather over-administered capital.”™

The perils of war

However the size and — until the 1760s — still impressive power of the Ottoman
Empire was relevant not only to traders, but above all to sultans, viziers, kings
and ministers — including the Estates General of the Netherlands.” It is often
forgotten that while the Ottoman sultans by the mid sixteenth century had
reached more or less permanent frontiers against Habsburgs and Safavids,
they were, over a century later, still quite capable of major conquests from
second-order states such as Venice and Poland. According to recent research,
the seventeenth-century Habsburgs at their eastern fronts used technology
and tactics reflecting the early modern military reformation; and since down
to the late 1600s, the Ottomans held their own against the emperors’ armies,
their own procedures were less old-fashioned than they have often been made
out to be.*® Thus very large cannons, so often viewed as a sign of Ottoman

17 Mehmet Geng, ‘Ottoman Industry in the Eighteenth Century: General Framework,
Characteristics and Main Trends’, in Manufacturing in the Ottoman Empire and Turkey
1500-1950, ed. Donald Quataert (Albany, 1994), pp. 59-86.

18 Hanna, Big Money, p. 166.

19 Mehmet Bulut, Ottoman—Dutch Economic Relations in the Early Modern Period, 1571-1699
(Hilversum, 200r1).

20 Gabor Agoston, ‘Ottoman Warfare in Europe 1453-1826’, in European Warfare 14531815,
ed. Jeremy Black (Basingstoke, 1999), pp. 118-44 and 262-3.
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military inefficiency, were apparently produced “for show’, while just as in
European armies the real job of fighting devolved upon medium-sized and
small guns.

Thanks to anumber of studies both of individual campaigns and of Ottoman
warfare in general, the strengths and weaknesses of the sultans’ armies now
can be evaluated with a degree of confidence. Well into the seventeenth cen-
tury, one of the Ottomans’ strongest points was the commissariat. While the
miseries of war were universal, the sultans’ armies were on the whole some-
what better supplied than their European counterparts.* Peasants provisioned
the stopping-points along army routes, and craftsmen were drafted to accom-
pany the soldiers, so as to obviate recourse to urban markets, where military
discipline would have been difficult to maintain. Of course this arrangement
had its disadvantages; peasants were paid little if anything for their services,
and artisans also could not hope to recover their costs. Thus wars exacer-
bated the difficulty of capital formation, even under normal circumstances the
Achilles’ heel of the Ottoman socio-economic set-up, and the collapse of the
army supply system in the second half of the eighteenth century seems to have
been at the root of the military debacle of those years.*> When food, clothing
and tents were no longer supplied, soldiers attacked townsmen and villagers
in order to provision themselves ‘at source’. Even worse, Orthodox villagers
taxed beyond the limits of endurance now tended to side with the Tsar, while
in previous centuries, projected incursions into Ottoman territory on the part
of Christian rulers had in most cases attracted but minimal support from the
sultans’ non-Muslim subjects.

In all probability the supply system collapsed when it did due to overload.
It had long been customary in the Ottoman realm to demand deliveries for
the military at prices that in many cases did not even cover production costs.
Artisans responded by lowering the quality of their goods, and presumably the
grain supplied at stopping-points by hapless peasants must often have been
inedible.” Yet down to the late seventeenth century, the problems involved
presumably remained manageable because the quantities of food and clothing
demanded remained within — admittedly often rather wide — limits. But by
the second half of the eighteenth century, if not earlier, military demand had
reached a level that was simply too high for Ottoman taxpayers to support any

21 Rhoads Murphey, Ottoman Warfare, 1500—1700 (London, 1999), p. 85.

22 Mehmet Geng, ‘L’Economie ottomane et la guerre au XVIlle siécle’, Turcica 27 (1995),
177-96.

23 Geng, ‘Ottoman Industry’, p. 69.
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longer. Perhaps this collapse was comparable to the war-induced crises that
France for instance suffered in the years around 1700, and it was the Ottomans’
misfortune to be confronted at this particularly dangerous moment with the
empire of Catherine I1.*# After all, even if Russian resources were mobilised
at but a minimal level, Russia possessed far greater supplies of wood, metals
and other raw materials than were available in the Balkans or the Middle
East.

Supplies apart, a number of studies have focused on military manpower.
Already in the second half of the sixteenth century, the importance of cavalry
armed only with swords andlances was on the wane, and this process continued
during the 1600s. In order to recruit the large armies that the major empires
fielded during theirassorted wars, the sultans, like many European rulers, came
to rely on musket-wielding mercenaries hired for a single campaign only.* By
contrast, the holders of tax assignments (sipahi), who owed cavalry service
and were counted as members of a privileged corps of men serving the sultan
(askeri) were gradually phased out. Musketeers hired on a short-term basis
throughout the seventeenth century mutinied with some frequency, usually
because of their rivalries with the established military corps. After all, the latter
possessed ajob security unattainable to the mercenaries, who did however own
the weapons with which they might force the provincial governors who had
originally recruited them to lead them in their rebellions. In their turn the
pashas themselves, as contenders for the grand vizierate, might need little
prodding.

Particularly during the early seventeenth century, these mercenary rebel-
lions were extremely destructive to Anatolian taxpayers in town and country.
Entire regions were laid waste for many years, as the inhabitants fled to walled
towns or barricaded themselves in rural fortresses. From the central govern-
ment’s viewpoint, this situation meant that no taxes could be collected; yet
official attempts to repopulate abandoned villages met with mixed success at
best. The desertion of the more arid regions of central Anatolia, especially
of the plains and valleys, dates from this period and was only reversed from
the late nineteenth century onwards; this catastrophe must be viewed as an
indirect consequence of the transition to mercenary warfare.?

24 Niels Steensgaard, “The Seventeenth-Century Crisis’, in The General Crisis of the Seven-
teenth Century, ed. Geoffrey Parker and Lesley Smith (London, 1978), pp. 26-56.

25 Halil Inalcik, ‘Military and Fiscal Transformation in the Ottoman Empire, 1600-1700’,
Archivum Ottomanicum 6 (1980), 283-337.

26 Wolf Dieter Hiitteroth, Landliche Siedlungen im siidlichen Inneranatolien in den letzten
vierhundert Jahren (Gottingen, 1968), p. 201.
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The central power and provincial society: the
advantages of decentralisation

Recent work concerning Ottoman provinces, often focused on the Arab world,
has permitted us to better understand the dynamics inherent in seventeenth-
and eighteenth-century decentralisation, which can no longer be regarded as a
manifestation of ‘Ottoman decline” and a precondition for proto-nationalism.*
At the basis of regional power in the hands of resident magnates we often find
tax-farming, especially the acquisition of the lifetime tax-farms (malikdne),
instituted in 1695, which sometimes became quasi-hereditary. In addition there
was the power to distribute taxeslevied on an entire province among individual
settlements, with the possibilities of patronage this implied. We have also come
to understand that at the beginning of ‘our’ period, or even in the sixteenth
century, the central administration’s power never controlled its territories in
any uniform fashion. Thus in Syria local lords living in rural fortified houses
dominated the countryside for over a century after the Ottoman takeover. A
bout of centralisation only occurred in the 1630s, but by 1700 a local family had
managed to establish itself as governors of Damascus retaining this position
for over half a century.28 Given the importance of Syria, both because of its
inherent productivity and because of its strategic location on the pilgrimage
route to Mecca, it is obvious that we have, in the past, rather exaggerated the
dominance of the Ottoman centre at any time in its history.

Yet decentralisation did not mean disintegration, but is today often viewed
as a rather effective means of government in an age before telegraphs and rail-
ways.* Holders of lifetime tax-farms had a vital interest in remaining subjects
of the sultan. For if a province were to become detached from the empire the
tenants of malikdnes, of course apart from the single family that turned itself
into the new ruling dynasty, would have had no guarantee that their claims
would continue to be honoured. There was moreover enough rivalry among
the holders of major lifetime tax-farms for the Ottoman central administration
to practise a policy of divide et impera: often when in the years around 1800,
the sultan wanted to eliminate an overly powerful magnate, he only needed
to let loose the latter’s local competitors. This combination of deadly rivalry

27 Ariel C. Salzmann, An Ancien Régime Revisited: “Privatization” and Political Economy
in the Eighteenth-Century Ottoman Empire’, Politics and Society 21, 4 (1993), 393—-423; Ariel
C. Salzmann, Toqueville in the Ottoman Empire: Rival Paths to the Modern State (Leiden,
2004); Dina Rizk Khoury, Stateand Provincial Societyin the Ottoman Empire: Mosul15 401834
(Cambridge, 1997).

28 Abdul-Rahim Abu-Husayn, Provincial Leaderships in Syria, 1575—1650 (Beirut, 1985).

29 Salzmann, An Ancien Régime’, passim.
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and common interest forms the backdrop for the ‘agreement of unity” (Sened-i
Ittifak) which powerful provincial dynasts concluded in 1808, and to which the
newly enthroned Sultan Mahmud II (r. 1808—39) had to acquiesce even though
he found it highly objectionable. For while in signing the Sened-i Ittifak the
magnates vowed to remain loyal to the sultan, it was a loyalty on their own
terms and not on his.

That decentralisation could have its advantages for the stabilisation of
Ottoman rule has also become apparent from certain studies concerning
the mid-nineteenth-century reconstruction of the Ottoman state (Tanzimat).
Quite often these books and articles deal in some detail with the preceding state
of affairs, which bureaucrats bent on enforcing a modern-type centralisation by
1850 were anxious to abolish. Thusin Albania, eighteenth- and early nineteenth-
century Ottoman governments had often incorporated mountaineer tribes-
men as mercenaries into their armies. Apart from the pay, this employment
gave prestige to the men concerned and inculcated loyalty to the sultan, whose
officials rarely interfered with the highland communities themselves. By con-
trast, what the Tanzimat administration aimed to achieve was a disarmed
society, whose members would pay taxes just like villagers and townspeople
anywhere else, and whose young men could be drafted into the army. Groups
refractory to this kind of discipline were classed as “uncivilised” and penalised
accordingly: this policy contributed substantially towards undermining loyalty
to Ottoman rule.*°

Another case in which the eighteenth-century Ottoman government
attempted to reintegrate an ‘outlying’ and “difficult’ society by means oflocal
privileges, i.e. by instituting a form of decentralisation, involved the Pelopon-
nese (Ottoman Morea) after it had been re-conquered from the Venetians in
1714-15. Here local notables were encouraged to present their views by means
of an assembly known as the senate, an organisation not otherwise current in
the Ottoman administrative practise of this time. But the central government
proved unable to control the mercenaries who put down the 1770 uprising,
when Russian troops had briefly invaded the peninsula and found local sup-
port. The incoming Ottoman soldiers had not been paid, and tried to collect
overdue sums of money ‘directly at source’; brutal exploitation resulted, and
this attempt to rebuild the sultan’s legitimacy by means of consultation with
local notables ended in failure.*"

30 Maurus Reinkowski, Die Dinge der Ordnung. Eine vergleichende Untersuchungiber die osman-
ischen Tanzimat im 19. Jahrhundert (Munich, 2005).

31 Barbara Jelavich, History of the Balkans: Eighteenth and Nineteenth Centuries (Cambridge,
1983), pp. 73-5.
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Research on the power bases of provincial magnates in some cases has also
focused on their wives, daughters and sisters. Apart from female members
of the Ottoman dynasty on the one hand and townswomen - at least in
certain places — on the other, this is the one category of Ottoman women
on whom a quantity of information is available. Just as Ottoman princesses
through their often multiple marriages formed ties between the dynasty itself
and its high-ranking servitors, so the pashas of eighteenth- and nineteenth-
century Baghdad married off their daughters to their prominent freedmen.
Such analliance enabled a young member of the pasha’s household to better his
position, but it also might sanction a previously gained prominence. A similar
practice was common among the Mamluk heads of households who in the
later 1700s came to control Egypt after having evicted their rivals whose power
base had been the paramilitary corps of Cairo.* In some cases the women
concerned were able to use this situation in order to gain power and status
in their own right. At least in Baghdad, some of them controlled significant
amounts of resources, including tax-farms, with which they founded mosques
and charitable institutions. For reasons that are not as yet well understood, the
women of Anatolian and Balkan magnates do not seem to have enjoyed the
same opportunities.

Political culture . . .

Greater orlesser roles allowed to women as well as the obligations ofhousehold
members — who included slaves and freedmen — towards the heads of their
respective households are all part of the cultural context of Ottoman political
activity. This latter problematic has been studied with special intensity where
Istanbul and Cairo are concerned. Households of assorted grandees, who in
some instances were already sources of power in the sixteenth century but
whose role increased in the seventeenth and eighteenth, were held together
by the subordination and deference of junior to senior members and (as a
general rule) of women to men.®

32 Thomas Lier, Haushalteund Haushaltspolitik in Bagdad 1704—1831 (Wiirzburg, 2004), pp. 73—
88; Afaf Lutfi al-Sayyid Marsot, Women and Men in Late Eighteenth-Century Egypt (Austin,
1995).

33 Rifa‘at Ali Abou-El-Haj, “The Ottoman Vezir and Pasa Households 1683-1703: A Pre-
liminary Report’, Journal of the American Oriental Society 94 (1974), 438—47; Leslie Peirce,
The Imperial Harem: Women and Sovereignty in the Ottoman Empire (New York and Oxford,
1993), pp. 119—49; Margaret Meriwether, The Kin who Count: Family and Society in Ottoman
Aleppo 1770-1840 (Austin, 1999).
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In the case of Mamluk households, mutual loyalty was expected from people
who were on the same level hierarchically, if the men in question, all man-
umitted slaves, had been raised together in the same household. Otherwise
loyalty was due mainly to socio-political superiors, even though there were
some significant exceptions to this rule: thus an Ottoman gentleman, no mat-
ter how high he might rise, was expected to show loyalty and deference to his
former teacher without regard to the latter’s position. This practice explains
why the erstwhile teachers of princes might acquire high office if their former
charges ascended the throne.?* Asloyalty on the household level was taken for
granted, it made sense for eighteenth- or nineteenth-century high officials to
see to the promotion, within the bureaucracy, of people raised in their own
households: such a person could be expected to further the interests of his
patron. In this context sultans were merely the most eminent of household
heads, whose court formed the model for all others. Thus the culture of the
Ottoman palace, about which sources are most plentiful, was presumably
imitated by vizieral and other politically significant households.

Given the great political importance of the military and paramilitary corps,
it is surprising that so little work has been done on the ‘barracks culture’ into
which these men were socialised, and once again, what we know concerns
Istanbul and, above all, Cairo.*® Symbols such as the ‘sword of Ali" played a
powerful role as foci for corporate military identity: they were depicted on
banners, and stories were told about them that occasionally have come down
to us. Another aspect of barracks culture, less edifying and even more poorly
documented, involved the strong-arm tactics by which janissaries and others
inserted themselves into the urban markets. Here there was doubtless a link to
the culture of the street people about whose behaviour Ottoman townsmen
not rarely complained in the kadi’s court.

... and culture tout court

Certainly there is no longer a ‘black hole” into which Ottoman cultural history
of the seventeenth, eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries can be said to
have fallen. But it is still true that few poets, authors of chronicles, architects or
even political figures who flourished during those centuries have been studied

34 For a somewhat different interpretation compare Rifa‘at Ali Abou-El-Haj, The 1703
Rebellion and the Structure of Ottoman Politics (Istanbul and Leiden, 1984), pp. 52-3.

35 Jane Hathaway, The Politics of Households in Ottoman Egypt: The Rise of the Qazdaglis
(Cambridge, 1997); Jane Hathaway, A Tale of Two Factions: Myth, Memory and Identity in
Ottoman Egypt and Yemen (Albany, 2003).
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with the intensity devoted, for instance, to the age of Stileyman the Magnificent
(r. 1520-66) and its immediate aftermath.?® Yet in terms of the arts, this period
is now understood to have been very productive.

In the construction of monumental mosques and charitable institutions,
admittedly, there was something of a hiatus between 1616, when the Sultan
Ahmed mosque was completed, and the reign of Ahmed III (1703-30). But the
latter commissioned a grand complex in Uskiidar, in the name of his mother,
and most of the later sultans and some of their viziers followed suit. Quite
often these eighteenth-century structures were remarkable not for their size
and monumentality but rather for their elegant design; in certain instances
the central mosque was rather downplayed in favour of the adjacent schools,
libraries and even drinking-fountains.”” Inscriptions were now more often
written in Ottoman Turkish, and their authors were permitted a degree of
poetic licence in celebrating the merits of the relevant pious foundation and
its patron.

Certain dignitaries broke with the established custom of building almost all
of their mosques and schools in or around Istanbul. Thus Ahmed III's long-
term grand vizier, [brahim Pasa, raised the Anatolian village of his birth to
the status of a town: Nevsehir is today a thriving provincial centre, and the
foundation complex built by Ibrahim Pasa still forms its monumental core. It
can be surmised that this resumption of official benevolence was part of the
rebuilding of the Ottoman state structure that took place after the peace of
Passarowitz/Pasarofca (1718). Disadvantageous to the Ottomans though the
latter agreement may have been, it did inaugurate fifty years in which there
were only short wars on the western and northern fronts, and during those
same years the central government did make a concerted effort to rebuild its
legitimacy, especially by enhancing its religious aura. Widely visible charities
were probably intended to demonstrate that the sultan did not only demand
sacrifices from his subjects, but was willing to offer something in return.

An interesting feature of eighteenth-century provincial building was the
inclination of certain patrons to revive elements of local pre-Ottoman tradi-
tions. Thus a major khan, built in Aleppo in the late seventeenth century,
features stylised felines of the kind that had been used in Mamluk heraldry.®
Near the town of Dogubayazit on the Iranian frontier, a local magnate family

36 Giil irepoglu, Levni: Nakas, siir, renk (Istanbul, 1999); Esin Atil, Levni and the Surname: The
Story of an Eighteenth-Century Ottoman Festival (Istanbul, 1999).

37 Ayda Arel, 18. Yiizyilda Istanbul mimarisinde batihlagma siireci (Istanbul, 1975).

38 Heghnar Z. Watenpaugh, The Image of an Ottoman City: Imperial Architecture and Urban
Experience in Aleppo in the 16th and 17th Centuries (Leiden, 2004).
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built a palace, soon abandoned but still extant, whose style was visibly inspired
by Seljuk architecture.* However, the best-known examples occurred in Cairo,
where numerous buildings were put up that featured elements reminiscent
of Mamluk building.*> Unfortunately, in the absence of written sources about
building practice we can only surmise, but do not really know, what patrons
may have intended by adopting this ‘historicist” style.

While the merits and demerits of architecture were not usually discussed in
writing, the expansion of domestic consumption in well-to-do households was
subject to considerable public dispute. This phenomenon has been observed
not only in Istanbul itself, but also in provincial towns. Post-mortem invento-
ries as well as surviving items show that walls decorated with frescoes, larger
quantities of textiles, jewellery for women and decorated arms and horse-gear
for men all became more abundant in the course of the eighteenth century.
Fine woollens were often imported from France or England, and good-quality
cottons from India, but in addition local products were in demand, such as the
silks produced in Bursa and on the island of Chios. Miniatures and sultanic
decrees also document the interest of wealthy urbanites in fashion changes.
In reaction, many sultans attempted to enhance their legitimacy by decreeing
sumptuary regulations, echoing the complaints of less well-capitalised artisans
who could not easily adapt their products to changing tastes.* In addition, this
increase in consumption was criticised by certain authors who deplored the
outflow of precious metal to India, the “uppity” ways of better-off Jewish and
Christian males, as well as the — supposedly — increasing financial demands
made by women upon their spouses. But all these complaints and prohibitions
do not seem to have prevented the establishment, in the course of the eigh-
teenth century, of what might be called an early form of ‘consumer culture’
among well-to-do Ottomans, Muslims and non-Muslims alike.

In conclusion

It is against the backdrop of the research briefly outlined here that the present
volume has been put together. Emphasis has been placed on those topics

39 Hamza Giindogdu, Dogubayazit Ishak Pasa Saray. (Ankara, 1991).
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41 Madeline C. Zilfi, ‘Goods in the Mahalle: Distributional Encounters in Eighteenth Cen-
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reflecting current concerns. Thus the eighteenth-century growth of private,
domestic culture is a relatively new discovery closely connected to the history
of women, and both these issues therefore have been accorded special atten-
tion.#* In the last two decades the historiography on Ottoman non-Muslims
also has greatly developed, allowing us to regard Ottoman society as more
pluralistic, and also more conflict-ridden, than in the past.

In addition, the study of provincial history has permitted us to reassess the
operation of Ottoman state and society as a whole, the centre not excluded.
Local sources, both chronicles and archival documents, have shown that the
central administration’s perceptions of its subjects were not necessarily shared
by the latter; and that, on the other hand, decentralisation did not always
mean political decline. This change of perspective through the use of locally
produced sources remains valid even though these records only afford us a
view of the aims and strategies of urban and sometimes rural notabilities. It is
a sobering thought, all too often repressed, that the hopes and fears of peasants
and nomads almost always continue to escape us. Here it may be useful for
historians of at least the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries to link up with
ethnologists, an approach that has proved fruitful to Europeanist historians
but has so far been shunned by scholars concerned with the Ottoman Empire.

Onthe otherhand, the present volume has obvious gaps: thus the eighteenth
century saw a growing interest in the sciences, especially medicine, among
both Ottoman Muslims and non-Muslims, and also a concern with European
Enlightenment ideas among a certain number of scholars from an Orthodox
background.” Due to limitations of space these issues have not been treated
here, although they should have been. In the same vein, Ottoman involvement
with the sea, including both maritime trade and naval wars, has received rather
a stepmotherly treatment. The Ottoman Empire in this volume appears as a
solid land mass, which is true enough but not the whole story: after all, the
sultans did, with some justification, claim to reign over both land and sea.
Thus a great deal remains to be done, and some of it will be attempted in the
near future, insha’allah.

42 Zilfi, ' Whose Laws?’.

43 Bkmeleddin ihsanoglu, ‘Ottoman Educational and Scholarly-Scientific Institutions” and
“The Ottoman Scientific-Scholarly Literature’, in History of the Ottoman State, Society and
Civilisation, ed. Ekmeleddin ihsanoglu, 2 vols. (Istanbul, 2001, 2002), vol. 2, pp. 361-515
and 519-603.
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Area and period

This section deals with the centuries of long-term contraction and stagnation
of the Ottoman Empire, following the splendid period of Siileyman the Law-
giver (1520-66). In the time-span treated here the Ottoman Empire lost several
provinces situated on its fringes, while stability and security within its bound-
aries also declined. These two-and-a-half centuries were a period of internal
stagnation, in which the empire’s connection with contemporary European
developments was lost. On the Ottoman side there was hardly anything to
compete with the modernisation and increasing power of Austria and later
of Russia. Down to the Tanzimat period, the Ottoman Empire more or less
remained a medieval state.

Nevertheless, in the 1600s the empire retained impressive power, continental
extension and enormous diversity. From the northern Carpathians (southern
Slovakia), the south-western Ukraine and the Caucasus, the sultans’ domains
extended all the way to southern Arabia, upper Egypt and along the North
African coast to Tunis and Algiers. Cool, wet mountain forests on the shores
of the Black Sea and in the Balkans formed part of the realm, as did the steppes
of Anatolia and Syria. Mediterranean evergreen forests extended from Albania
to Greece, southern Anatolia and the Syrian coastlands. They were all part of
this empire, and the same applied to the empty deserts of Arabia and North
Africa.

We know the reasons for the empire’s decline in its later history. The dis-
connection of the Ottoman state from Europe and the latter’s modern devel-
opment has often been held responsible, and the relevant arguments need
not be repeated here. We will rather consider how the empire fitted into the
physical landscape, and which political and social developments in the course
of time changed the appearance of the various lands under Ottoman rule. We
will discuss mutating patterns of settlement and rural production — and their
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effects on the landscape — and attempt to establish why they occurred. Which
changes in settlement location and distribution had physical reasons, perhaps
attributable to administrative or military acts of the ruling class, and which
ones were more indirect consequences of latter-day Ottoman government?
We also have to include natural events such as the plague, which, however,
had only indirect influence on the economic potential of the Ottoman state.

A fluctuating population in a stable
climatic environment

We know that the degree of settlement density prevalent in early Ottoman
times could not be maintained everywhere duringlater centuries. Information
about the population numbers and density prevailing in the first Ottoman
centuries is not absolutely reliable, but it is at least available, thanks to the
government’s custom of conducting periodic censuses of the tax-paying popu-
lation and agricultural production (mufassal defter). The first of these registers
were produced soon after the Ottoman conquest, and they continued to be
compiled throughout the sixteenth century. Much credit also is due to the
efforts of generations of officials who ensured the survival of these registers
down to the present time. Different parts of the empire showed vastly differ-
ing patterns. In the Danube regions, population apparently diminished due
to emigration, despite considerable new settlement by ethnic Turks." On the
other hand, in the Arab provinces there seems to have been a rise in population
and a certain expansion of settlement due to better administration, compared
with that of the Circassian Mamluk sultans before the Ottoman conquest of
1516-17. For large parts of Anatolia, as well as for Syria, the sources show an
increase in population during the sixteenth century.” For present-day Greece
and Bulgaria demographic developments as yet remain unclear; however, we
may assume that, broadly speaking, the Ottoman lands were inhabited by
one-tenth to one-twentieth of the present-day population.

From the sixteenth-century Ottoman surveys, the astonishing fact emerges
thatin most of the empire the proportion of nomads wasnot very high. Evenin
the steppe sub-districts (nahiyes) of central Anatolia and Syria, nomads seldom
numbered more than about a quarter of the total population. Certainly not all
nomads could have been counted in these fringe areas of settled agriculture;

1 M. Tayyib Gokbilgin, Rumeli’de Yiiriikler, Tatarlar ve Evldd-1 Fitihan, (Istanbul, 1957).

2 Omer Liitfi Barkan, ‘Research on the Ottoman Fiscal Surveys’, in Studies in the Economic
History of the Middle East from the Rise of Islam to the Present Day, ed. M. A. Cook (Oxford,
1970), pp. 163—71.
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but the information provided by sixteenth-century bureaucrats is confirmed
by our calculations that according to the grazing potential of these marginal
lands, there could not have been many more. In the European part of the
empire there were even fewer nomads, despite the immigration of Turkish
Yiiriiks and the persistence of the well-known Koutsovlach, Aroumani and
Sarakatsani transhumant populations.

Climatic reasons are frequently held responsible for the stagnation and
occasional decline in population after about 1600. Decreasing mean precipi-
tation or slightly declining temperature averages are accepted as reasons for
worsening agricultural conditions in the course of the sixteenth century. But
up to now arguments of this kind have not been convincingly proven. The
slight climatic deterioration during the first half of the seventeenth century
showed itself in Europe mainly through glacier progression in the Alps and
other high mountains. Certainly, parallels in high Anatolian mountains do
exist, but a long-lasting influence on vegetation in lower altitudes has not been
demonstrated.?

Even in central Europe this drop in temperature was a climatic oscillation,
which did not influence the conditions of agricultural production to any mea-
surable degree. Of course, fields high up in the mountains were an exception.
Probably during this time — long before the first instrumental observations —
there were some minor variations in the averages for temperature and precip-
itation, of the kind which also happen in our own time. Historical information
about cooler summers and cold winters are frequent for the sixteenth cen-
tury as well, and the slight expansion of the Caspian Sea points in the same
direction.* Even the frequency of bad wine harvests increased during those
years.> But no general shift in agricultural zones occurred, and thus a gen-
eral and long-lasting climatic change cannot be deduced from the available
observations.

Nevertheless, the view, based mainly on western European and North Amer-
ican examples, that a ‘Little Ice Age’ occurred in the sixteenth century is
widespread.® On the other hand, we must keep in mind that most agricul-
tural products of the plains, as well as those of Mediterranean coastlands

3 Surn Ering, ‘Changes in the Physical Environment in Turkey since the End of the Last
Glacial’, in The Environmental History of the Near and Middle East since the Last Ice Age, ed.
W. C. Brice (London, 1978), pp. 87-110.

4 Hermann Flohn, ‘Klimaschwankungen in historischer Zeit’, in Die Schwankungen und
Pendelbewegungen des Klimas in Europa seit dem Beginn der regelmdffigen Klimabeobachtungen
1670, ed. H. v. Rudloff (Braunschweig, 1967), pp. 81-90.

5 Ibid., p. 87. 6 Jean M. Grove, The Little Ice Age (London and New York, 1988).
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or mountains, have a certain range of climatic tolerance. Contemporary
observers must have had difficulties in recognising long-term changes, given
the absence of recorded yearly precipitations and temperatures. Even today,
normal differences from year to year are overinterpreted by the average lay
observer.

Before 1942-3, Gustav Gassner and Fritz Christiansen-Weniger investigated
hundreds of central Anatolian tree-rings, and their work showed that no major
changes had occurred during the previous few centuries.” Catastrophic years,
either too dry or else too cold, were not absent, but the dendro-chronological
evidence showed no general changes of climate. From other parts of the
Ottoman Empire or neighbouring regions no contrary observations have
emerged either. All known oscillations of climate have been situated within
the range of the long-term averages for the last three millennia at least.

Certainly there were some exceptionally cold winters in the sixteenth cen-
tury, in which the Bosporus supposedly froze over.? Yeteven ifreliably reported,
these events are not evidence for a general change of climate. A southward
shift of the circulation belts by a few degrees was probably responsible for
lowering average temperatures in Europe and increasing cyclonal activity in
the Near East. A further possible explanation, alternative or additional, is the
atmospheric dust caused by strong volcanic activity around the earth during
this period.® Archaeologists working on the Near East have taken it for granted
that ‘no major changes of climate [have occurred] since Assyrian times’.” The
geographer Xavier de Planhol and the vegetation historians Willem van Zeist
and Sytze Bottema have concurred.”

Further evidence against long-term climatic deterioration is phytological.
There are well-known climatic limits for several agriculturally relevant plants,
and their geographic spread does not seem to have changed noticeably. The
average line of precipitation of 300 mm per annum was the approximate limit
of rain-fed agriculture against the dry steppe, and so it remained until the

7 Gustav Gassner and Fritz Christiansen-Weniger, ‘Dendroklimatologische Untersuchun-
gen iiber die Jahresringentwicklung der Kiefern in Anatolien’, Nova Acta Leopoldina N. F.
12, 80 (1942/3).

8 Xavier de Planhol, Kulturgeographische Grundlagen der islamischen Geschichte, trans. Heinz
Halm (Zurich and Munich, 1975).

9 Flohn, ‘Klimaschwankungen’.

10 Peter]. Ergenzinger, Wolfgang Frey, Hartmut Kithne and Harald Kiirschner, “The Recon-
struction of Environment, Irrigation and Development of Settlement on the Habur in
North East Syria’, in Conceptual Issues in Environmental Archeology, ed. John Bintliff, Donald
A. Davidson and Eric G. Grant (Edinburgh, 1988), pp. 108—28.

11 De Planhol, Kulturgeographische Grundlagen; Willem van Zeist and Sytze Bottema, ‘Late
Quaternary Vegetation of the Near East’, Beihefte zum Tiibinger Atlas des Vorderen Orients,
A-18 (Wiesbaden, 1991).

22



Ecology of the Ottoman lands

present days of mechanised agriculture.” This is valid at least for those areas
where rains fall mostly in the winter, a characteristic of Mediterranean and
Near Eastern climates. In areas where most rain falls in the summer this value
must be raised to about 400 mm, because a larger proportion of the available
rainfall is lost by evaporation. As to the small share of the tropical summer
precipitation zone, which the Ottoman Empire held in Yemen, these posses-
sions were lost in the 1630s and not regained until after the end of ‘our” period.

Rain-fed agriculture in the seventeenth to nineteenth centuries was not
practised at an annual precipitation below 300 mm, while by the late 1900s,
grain agriculture had progressed almost to the 200 mm line in most parts of the
Near East. But the reason for this divergence is very simple. Present-day farmers
under these conditions accept that they will have good harvestsin certain years,
and bad ones or even none in others. But this was not an alternative for the
peasant of pre-modern times, due to the lack of security and the impossibility
of storing grain for several years. Nor was it profitable to transport grains over
a distance of more than a few days. Beyond the precipitation limit of about
300 mm agriculture has been precarious at all times, and peasants of the early
modern period selected their settlement sites accordingly.

Thermal conditions, especially the limits separating the Mediterranean cli-
mate from cooler zones, also do not seem to have changed during the last
centuries. Mediterranean agriculture® islimited by the +5 °C January tempera-
ture line.™ This was and is found on the southern slopes of the Taurus, at the
foot of the northern Greek mountains and on the coast of Dalmatia. Inland
or north of this line the olive tree, this old characteristic of a Mediterranean
climate, does not occur. Only a few isolated and sheltered places on the Turkish
Pontic coast or in the southern Crimea do have some. Many other Mediter-
ranean plants follow these climatic limits, citrus fruit being slightly less tolerant
of winter cold and figs (Ficus carica) somewhat more so.”

Human habits in the consumption of edible fats coincide with this distri-
bution of ecological possibilities. This is most evident in the coincidence of
the Mediterranean climatic zone with the popular custom of olive-oil con-
sumption. In the wet forests of the Black Sea the hazelnut has long been the
traditional provider of edible fats. Near the borders of the dry belt in northern
Arabia pistachio nuts fulfil the same function. The winter-cold areas of central
Anatolia and the Balkans, however, are the natural domain of animal fats,
where butter is clarified because in this state it is better preserved during the

12 See map 2.1. 13 See map 2.2. 14 See Map 2.1.
15 Van Zeist and Bottema, ‘Quaternary Vegetation’.
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Ecology of the Ottoman lands

hot summers. This distribution has survived into the twentieth and perhaps
even into the twenty-first century. Often traditions of food consumption are
more influential than modern production facilities, with the increasing pop-
ularity of olive oil in Europe during the last two centuries the exception that
proves the rule.

The Balkan zone to the north of the Mediterranean is often called ‘sub-
Mediterranean’ in climate, although, because of its cold winters, it is hardly
comparable with the traditional sub-Mediterranean areas of western Europe.
From Macedonia and Thrace to Slovakia and the Crimea, the summer months
at least are warm enough for the widespread cultivation of crops sensitive to
cold; afterall, winter temperatures do not touch them. In Ottoman times things
were no different. Given sufficient water, rice could and can be cultivated in this
area and products of the vine, such as raisins, were an integral part of the food
economy even in Ottoman times." The Ottoman Turks and Islamised Balkan
populations cultivated vines although they did not produce wine. Grapes were
consumed fresh, as raisins or concentrated into syrup (Turkish pekmez).

In later centuries maize (corn) had one of its European centres of cultiva-
tion in the Balkan peninsula and in Danube countries. The climate of these
regions corresponds to the thermic conditions of southern North America.
There are sufficient summer rains in the Anatolian Black Sea region and the
western Caucasus as well. Here a typical European/Near Eastern maize zone
developed, whose limits remained stable down to the introduction of hybrid
corn species since the mid-twentieth century.

Remnants of ancient forests

Given the dependence of human beings on trees for fodder and fuel, the
distribution and especially the composition of locally available forests is very
important. Expanding into the Balkans and to the Danube, the Ottomans
by about 1400 had reached those areas in which oak trees (Quercus frainetto,
Q. macrolepis, Q. trojana) naturally predominate, from the plains up to the
mountains of medium height. This fact had consequences which cannot be
overestimated, as the most important use for oak forests since ancient times
has been the pasturing of pigs. Yet for Muslims it is forbidden to slaughter or
eat pigs, and even to touch them. Local villagers who converted to Islam were
therefore confronted with a dilemma: getting rid of the pigs, as demanded by
the Islamic faith, would have destroyed their way of living and their economic

16 Map 2.2.
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existence.” In such situations, religious conversion necessitated a total change
in the prevalent way of life and economic system. To a certain extent the
survival of the Christian faith in the Balkans and the Danube countries must
have been due to this simple fact.

By contrast, pig-breeding was without any importance at all in other parts
of the Ottoman Empire. Anatolia, for example, where wooded areas are rare,
has mainly forests of different pine and juniper species (Pinus silvestris, P. brutia,
P halepensis; Juniperus foetidissima, J. excelsa, J. phoenicea). The evergreen oaks of
the Mediterranean region (Quercus ilex, Q. coccifera) are not attractive for pig-
rearing. Furthermore, throughout the millennia they have been reduced by
the overgrazing of goats and largely replaced by pine forests.”® While oaks are
not absent in the broadleaf forests of the Black Sea coast, it is beeches (Fagus
orientalis) that prevail in this region. In the southern parts of the Ottoman
Empire — Iraq, Egypt and North Africa — oaks and, for that matter, forests
of any kind are of no significance. Certainly the mountains of Iraq, Iran and
Algeria do have oak forests, but here the Muslim faith has such ancient roots
that pigs can never have been bred in this area during Ottoman times.

Uncontrolled tree cutting in the forests was practised down to the late
Ottoman period. In areas with some forests or forest remnants, especially in
eastern Anatolia, the use of firewood was doubtless predominant among the
wealthier inhabitants. For the winter cold of these regions made firewood
a valuable and expensive product, far higher in price than the commonly
used tezek (dried dung of cows). Even the last forests of central Anatolia have
progressively been degraded during Ottoman times. In the surroundings of
Ankara, on the Elma Dagy, the Mongol emperor Timur is said to have hidden
his war elephantsin the pine forestsbefore the battle against Bayezid Iin 1402 Ap.
Only a single, century-old pine supposedly remains of these forests today.

Nevertheless, we must view the preservation of great parts of the Anatolian
and Syrian forests in connection with the process of nomadisation” which
took place in the Middle Ages. Nomads use the mountain forests far less than
settled villagers; moreover, the population density of villagers is usually far
higher than that of nomads.” Furthermore, settled peasants need firewood
in winter when nomads will have moved to the warmer coastal plains. The
conservation of Mediterranean mountain forests then is to a certain extent a

17 De Planhol, Kulturgeographische Grundlagen, S. 330.

18 Herbert Louis, Das natiirliche Pflanzenkleid Anatoliens, geographisch gesehen (Stuttgart,
1939).

19 Xavierde Planhol, ‘Lesnomades, la steppe etlaforét en Anatolie’, Geographische Zeitschrift
53, -2 (1965), 10T-16.
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result of medieval nomadisation. Another consequence of this process is the
low upper limit of permanent villages: in ‘'nomadised’ areas we do not find
permanent settlements at higher elevations, even in places where agriculture
was and is possible. The southern mountains of present-day Turkey are a
typical example; new villages were not founded at these heights in sizeable
numbers before the twentieth century. The forests of the Anatolian Black Sea
area likewise experienced a loss of settlement and population density, with a
relative increase of nomads, after late Byzantine times, and this gave them a
chance to regenerate.”® Not only bushes, but a quasi-natural timber forest of
broadleaf type reappeared in these mountains.

In eastern Anatolia conditions are too dry for forests below 1,500—2,000
m and too cold above 2,500-3,000 m.*" Due to the narrow band of potential
forests (mainly of the Juniperus species) there must have been extreme use and
over-use of wood at all times, resulting in the degradation and even destruc-
tion of all forests. The last wild trees had disappeared probably even before
Ottoman times. On the southern slopes of the Taurus, under conditions better
suitable for tree growth, intensive branch- and leaf-cutting for fodder has led
to progressive degradation in our own time.

In the Turkish Black Sea region and in the western Caucasus, on the other
hand, forests could survive to a great extent. In this area of humid climate, the
difficulties of clearing, and especially of keeping agricultural lands free of new
forest growth, reduced agricultural expansion. It was not before the middle
of the twentieth century that hazelnut plantations all along the southern and
eastern Black Sea coast, tea in the eastern coastlands and potato fields higher up
in the mountains marked the beginnings of modern agriculture. The increase
of population during the last decades of the twentieth century has been partly
responsible for moving the limits of agriculture further up the hills.

In the Pontic mountain range, the higher Balkan chains and the western
Caucasus, the Alpine zone of vegetation offers remarkable possibilities for
the survival of humans and their animals. Thanks to precipitation all year
round we find here not the thorny, summer-dry highland steppes of most
Mediterranean mountains, but rich green pastures of fresh grasses throughout
the summer months, similar to the corresponding zone of the Alps. Compared
to regions further south a greater number of sheep per square unit may be
grazed here. On the other hand, frequent fog and precipitation make life

20 Wolf-Dieter Hiitteroth, ‘Yigilca kazasinda Karadere vadisi’, Istanbul Cografya Enstitiisii
Dergisi 7, 12 (1961), 166—9.

21 Louis, Pflanzenkleid Anatoliens; Wolf-Dieter Hiitteroth and Volker Hohfeld, Tiirkei
(Darmstadt, 2002).
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under tents uncomfortable, and immigrating nomads have quickly become
accustomed to life in wooden houses. Oriental-type nomadism therefore never
conquered these wet and misty mountains between the Carpathians and the
Caucasus. Even the Rhodopes, the Rila mountains and those of Bosnia and
today’s northern Greece — then a domain of Aroumani and Sarakatsani —
were characterised more by transhumance than by traditional nomadism. All
over the Balkans the immigrant Turkish Yiiriik had difficulty retaining their
traditional nomadic way of life.

In the wooded hills of the Balkans the use of the local forests developed along
different lines. According to Islamic law, forest was state land, free for public
use and, atleast officially, not to be turned over to private enterprise. In the core
lands governed by the sultans, the small tenant’s occasional forest use was at
firstnot regulated, unless the area had been reserved for the use of the navy or of
the ever timber-hungry capital of Istanbul. Nobody organised the exploitation
of forest lands for the collection of firewood or grazing. A regulated forest
economy and tree planting, common in central and western Europe at least
since the early 1800s, was missing in the Islamic lands down to the twentieth
century. But the mountain forests were cleared and the uplands were more
commonly used in Ottoman times than before: the indigenous population,
emigrating or fleeing from the plains, began to colonise the mountain forests
despite their very limited agricultural potential.**

Different conditions characterise the regions of indirect Ottoman govern-
ment on the borders of the empire. Wallachia and Moldavia, the core of present-
day Romania, as well as the south-western Caucasus, are typical examples.
Since the seventeenth century, Ottoman supremacy, exploitation by local lords
and near-permanent conflict with neighbouring states had led to severe inse-
curity, and the recovery of settlement ensued much later than in the Habsburg
lands. Only in the late nineteenth century did the regular re-colonisation of the
southern plains of Wallachia become possible. An interesting symbol of back-
wardness was the survival of the aurochs (Urus or Bos primigenius) in Moldavia
down to the eighteenth century and of the European buffalo (Bison bonasus or
B. europaeus) in Svanetia down to the present time —symbols of low settlement
density, remoteness and survival of the last European primeval forests.

However, in areas by nature rather unsuited for woodland, such as the
Hungarian basin, southern Wallachia or in the interior sections of the central

22 Herbert Wilhelmy, Hochbulgarien I: Die landlichen Siedlungen und die biuerliche Wirtschaft
(Kiel, 1935).
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Anatolian plateau, as well as on the fringes of the Fertile Crescent, the uncon-
trolled use of the few forest remnants must have stripped the land of wild trees
altogether. Here are the ‘anthropogenic steppes’ of early modern times. A
regional atlas clearly shows the areas of naturally forest-free lands in Pannonia
and Wallachia: yet without the influence of man, during Ottoman times and
thereafter, outright steppe lands would have been much rarer.”> Only with the
new tree plantations after 1950 has this picture changed to some extent.

Yetin more humid areas of the Balkans, especially near the Austrian frontier,
the forests were very well preserved. They could even extend because of
the desertion of villages in this zone of permanent frontier strife.** Later a
new clearance phase and Austrian resettlement projects of the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries combined to introduce planned villages with their
individual, parallel strip fields. Later on, chequerboard villages with regular
bloc fields became the norm, first in those areas conquered by the Austrians
and later also in independent Romania and the Ukraine.

The role of the cifiliks

In addition to the poor mountains and hilly areas, there were and are the
fertile basins, the Turkish ova and the polje of the southern Slavs. Such lands
had a special role to play in the later centuries of Ottoman rule. With their
deep, often fertile soils they offered the best possibilities for agriculture, at
least in their non-swampy parts; for in the mountainous regions, even if the
climate was favourable, the available pieces of land were not large enough and
moreover too much broken up, or else the soil was too shallow for profitable
agriculture.

From the seventeenth century onward the southern Balkans and the lands
along the Danube or around the Aegean Sea were marked by a particular
agrarian development, unknown in the Ottoman lands at least since antiquity.
Down to the sixteenth century these basins had contained big villages owned
to a large extent by the sultan himself. In other regions, less favourable for
agriculture, the lower ranks of the Ottoman administrative and military hier-
archy became landholders. Butin the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the

23 Josef Breu (ed.), Atlas der Donaulinder (Vienna, 1970-89).

24 Adolf Karger, Die Entwicklung der Siedlungen im westlichen Slavonien. Ein Beitrag zur Kul-
turgeographie im westlichen Slavonien, Kolner Geographische Arbeiten, 15 (Wiesbaden,
1963).
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feudal tax grants (timars) of early Ottoman times collapsed and were replaced
by a tax-farming system.” Influential Ottoman notables claimed large tracts
ofland, and a new type of rural settlement was created.

Cifiliks were exploited partly in the Mediterranean manner, namely by
sharecropping, or else by tenants with heavy obligations; in other cases some
kind of servile labour was used.?® They were founded mainly in areas from
which the product could be transported to market without great difficulties.
Proximity to large towns, frequently used military roads or waterways such
as the Danube or the Aegean was favourable for the establishment of ¢ifiliks.
Nevertheless, these farms were much smaller than the estates typical of eastern
and east-central Europe.

During the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries ¢ifilik-holders increasingly
concentrated onanimal breeding. Flocks with a few herdsmen promised higher
profits than grain or any other crop requiring more labour. A second motive
was the fact that the large labour force needed for grain agriculture required
a degree of security that was often lacking in the countryside of the later
Ottoman centuries.

Centres of distribution and consumption of the agricultural goods pro-
duced on ¢iftliks were the cities of the Ottoman west, especially Istanbul, and
of course the region close to the north-western frontline against Austria. Fur-
thermore, throughout our period there was an important official or unofficial
animal trade from the Pannonian basin to Central Europe and Italy, which was
supplied mainly by ¢iftliks. In the Asiatic parts of the empire the main markets
were Aleppo and Cairo.””

Ciftlik dominance in the basins favourable to agriculture had important
consequences, determining the distribution of settlements for centuries ahead.
With agriculture becoming less profitable and sheep- and cattle-breeding more

25 Halil Inalcik, “The Emergence of Big Farms, Ciftliks: State, Landlords and Tenants’, in
Contributions d Uhistoire économique et sociale de 'empire Ottoman, ed. Jean Louis Baqué-
Grammont and Paul Dumont (Paris, 1983), pp. 105-26.

26 Leonhard Schultze-Jena, Makedonien — Landschafts- und Kulturbilder (Jena, 1927); Richard
Busch-Zantner, Agrarverfassung und Siedlung in Siidosteuropa, unter besonderer
Berticksichtigung der Tiirkenzeit’, Beiheft 3, Leipziger Vierteljahrsschr. f Siidosteuropa
(Leipzig, 1938).

27 Lézslo Makkai, ‘Der ungarische Viehhandel 1550-1650’, in Der Aussenhandel Ostmitteleu-
ropas 1450—1650, ed. Ingomar Bog (Cologne and Vienna, 1971), pp. 483—506; Heinz Gaube
and Eugen Wirth, Aleppo. Historische und geographische Beitridge zur baulichen Gestal-
tung, zur sozialen Organisation und zur wirtschaftlichen Dynamik einer vorderasiatis-
chen Fernhandelsmetropole’, Beihefte zum Tiibinger Atlas des Vorderen Orients, Reihe B 58
(Wiesbaden, 1984), pp. 269f.
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so, it seemed no longer necessary to take care of the soil. Extensive grazing on
rough pasture was and is possible on land that is not cared for. In consequence,
drainage seemed unnecessary and was often neglected. But the result, in the
long run, was increasing soil degradation by swamp formation; the relevant
vegetation came to be less useful to human beings, and even the pastures lost
productivity.

Once large swampy areas had appeared, they were difficult to restore to
agricultural use by the individual small tenant. Furthermore, malaria became
more widespread. The plains increasingly lost their attractiveness, compared
with the overcrowded but safer mountains. Thus the opposition between
empty plains and densely populated mountains increased. Put differently,
in the Ottoman lands there came into being an opposition between plains
and mountains unknown in extra-Mediterranean Europe: an extensive use of
agriculturally optimal areas contrasted with marginal lands that were used
intensively. From Hungary to Greater Syria and further to the desert fringe
in present-day Jordan this pattern of settlement distribution was dominant,
although in the south-eastern parts of the empire security was a more impor-
tant reason than the decisions of ¢iftlik landholders. This pattern of land use
moreover became the precondition of many resettlement processes and rural
migrations in modern times.*®

While settlement patterns of this type are characteristic of south-eastern
Europe and the whole Near East, they are in absolute contrast to Euro-
pean developments outside the Mediterranean and Balkan worlds. In western
Europe for more than a thousand years, we find a steady increase in the
density, size and stability of villages — with exceptions in times of plague —
and the plains are more or less the centres of this development. In the Mediter-
ranean region and the Near East, including the Ottoman Balkans, however,
it was the fertile plains that were given up and the mountains became the
centres of population. Such was the structure of the agrarian landscape down
to the nineteenth century in the Danube countries, and even to about 193050
in the eastern Mediterranean lands and certain parts of Italy. Consequently,
during modern times in these countries settlements descended from moun-
tains to plains, thereby moving into areas with a more favourable climate
and better soils. An early example is the emigration of Greek settlers from
the overcrowded Aegean islands to western Anatolia in the early nineteenth
century.

28 Compare map 2.3.
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Desertion, resettlement and their
ecological consequences

In all the coastal areas of the Mediterranean widespread piracy was a special
danger. This phenomenon continued far longer in the eastern Mediterranean
than in its north-western parts, occasionally even to the end of the nineteenth
century. Coastal settlements adapted to this danger: all older maps of Greece,
Asia Minor or the Levantine coast show the characteristic position of human
settlements somewhat — but not too — distant from the seashore, in more or
less elevated, secure positions.* Direct coastal locations were avoided not only
because of danger from the open sea, but also due to the fear of malaria, always
more threatening in the plains; this pattern went back to pre-Ottoman times
and was considered natural by the local populations.

It was not until the nineteenth and twentieth centuries that this traditional
preference for hidden mountain sites began to change. Increasing security in
modern times and, of course, tourist facilities have induced the local popula-
tions to move into new coastal settlements and even into scattered individual
houses near the shoreline. In the former Ottoman lands, however, this process
happened at least one century later than in the more favoured parts of Italy
and the western Mediterranean.

The most widespread changes, however, concern the distribution of settle-
ment, which happened at least twice during and since the Ottoman centuries.
Vast regions deteriorated between 1600 and 1850, and here the majority of
villages were abandoned.?® But on the other hand, even greater regions were
reclaimed and resettled in the nineteenth century and thereafter. This trans-
lated atfirst into a re-extension of steppes and forests, followed later by renewed
reclamation for agricultural use.

Depopulation of the plains in particular was due mainly to irregular
demands for tribute and taxes. The plains could easily be controlled by military
men and tax-collectors arriving on horseback; their exactions gave villages
small chances of survival. In addition, there were numerous wars between
states; these included confrontations of the Ottoman Empire with Austria,
Poland and later Russia. Moreover, in Anatolia and the Fertile Crescent there
were powerful quasi-independent nomadic tribes, which fought against each
other or against government forces, and these conflicts also militated against
the survival of villages. Resettlement, on the other hand, did not begin before
the nineteenth century, and became more intensive in post-Ottoman times.

29 Necdet Tungdilek, “Tiirkiye iskan cografyast’, Istanbul Cografya Enstitiisii Dergisi 49 (1967).
30 Compare map 2.3.
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By contrast, sites in wooded or mountainous areas and in places difficult
of access offered natural protection; their poverty also made them appear less
attractive to booty-seekers. This had severe consequences for the Ottoman
state: after the sixteenth century it was mainly the poorer villages that survived,
while the once preferred sites in the plains lost their attractiveness or were
reduced to become ¢ifiliks belonging to a privileged but mostly absentee class
of landholders.

Both developments were unfavourable for the treasury. Reduced agricul-
tural tithes led to the increase of extraordinary taxes in the seventeenth to
nineteenth centuries. This again made life in the countryside less attractive.
Rural taxpayers were exploited more and more, while the towns survived and
partly managed to develop; even industrial innovations were not unknown.*
The result was a widespread emigration of rural population, the early stages
of which, around 1600, have been described convincingly by Mustafa Akdag.?*

Village desertion, for most of the Ottoman Empire, can be dated only by
approximation. In the mid-sixteenth century, the foundation of new villages
and the extension of old ones was common. The tax registers of the sixteenth
century show increasing population in all provinces of the empire. This sta-
tistical increase may be partly due to increasing completeness and perfection
in registration. Nevertheless, it is obvious that there was real progress as well.
But in the seventeenth century, systematic censuses were no longer under-
taken, except in a few newly acquired provinces. By this time the decay of
the agricultural landscape must already have been noticeable. Villages and the
rural population were reduced in Palestine as well as in the Pannonian basin,
in Wallachia as well as in central Anatolia.

Among the results of the Ottoman occupation there were remarkable eth-
nic changes, especially on the Balkans and in the Pannonian basin. The north-
ward expansion of the Serbs is typical of this process, which extended to the
Austrian territories and later to the Militdrgrenze, the military frontier zone
along the southern limits of Habsburg territory. During pre-Ottoman times
there had not been any Orthodox population at all so far to the north-west.
Furthermore, the eastward expansion of the Albanians, Islamised since the
seventeenth century, to the Kosovo area is part of this movement, as the latter
region had previously been abandoned by most of the original Serbian pop-
ulation. Another significant ethnic change resulted from the slow southward

31 Suraiya Faroghi, ‘Notes on the Production of Cotton and Cotton Cloth in Sixteenth-
and Seventeenth-Century Anatolia’, in The Ottoman Empire and the World-Economy, ed.
Huri islamoglu-inan (Cambridge, 1987), pp. 262—70.

32 Mustafa Akdag, Celdli isyanlar (1550-1603) (Ankara, 1963).
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movement of the Aroumani, penetrating into the mountains of the Pelopon-
nese. In addition, it is little known today that in the early twentieth century
the Greeks were far from forming a majority in Macedonia and Thrace. Jovan
Cvijic’s ethnic map may demonstrate this for the years shortly before the
First World War, although as H. R. Wilkinson has shown, in some respects
his mapping appears suspect.? Last but not least, the Hungarian population
was diminished by several wars to such a degree that later on the Austrian
state had to fill the depopulated areas of southern Hungary with settlers from
present-day Serbia. Romania, Germany and Croatia.

A fair part of south-eastern Europe’s ethnic mixture goes back to the period
of Ottoman rule, but the later Austro-Hungarian policy of resettlement had
very similar results. Language, in contrast to religion, did not have very much
importance down to the nineteenth century. People of different backgrounds
were needed for recolonisation projects; this led to a population medley which
later became explosive. But in the time between the Austrian reoccupation and
the mid-nineteenth century nobody spoke of ethnicity. National states were not
partof the political programme, perhaps not even thought of, and nationalisms
were not in evidence before the institution of obligatory elementary schooling.

Nevertheless, there is generally an important difference between deserted
regions in the Asiatic and the European parts of the Ottoman Empire. Apart
from the basin plains previously mentioned, in the European regions it was
predominantly war-torn areas such as Hungary, Bosnia or western and south-
ern Romania that were depopulated. In the Asiatic regions, in Anatolia, Syria
and Iraq, however, there had not been any general war for centuries and as we
have seen, desertion rather affected those areas that were difficult to defend
against nomads and bandits or which did not promise reliable good harvests.>

Natural catastrophes and their effects on settlement

In addition, there were natural catastrophes, about which, however, we do not
know very much. Most important in this respect must have been the plague,
which came over people as an unpredictable natural disaster.®® Something
is known about the extent of population losses in the empire’s European
provinces during the second half of the sixteenth century® Conditions in

33 J. Cvijic, La Péninsule balkanique: géographie humaine (Paris, 1918); H. R. Wilkinson, Maps
and Politics: A Review of the Ethnographic Cartography of Macedonia (Liverpool, 1951).

34 Compare map 2.1.

35 Peter F. Sugar, South-Eastern Europe under Ottoman Rule 135 4—1804 (Seattle and London,
1977), p. 108; Daniel Panzac, La peste dans Uempire ottoman, 1700-1850 (Leuven, 1985).

36 Fernand Braudel, Sozialgeschichte des 15.—18. Jahrhunderts (Munich, 1986), vol. I, p. 483.
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the Asiatic provinces cannot have been very different, but little is known
about them. Istanbul was a major centre of infection; the rat population was
plague-ridden on a long-term basis and the sickness often spread outward
from the Ottoman capital. The plague, however, affected a population whose
density — compared with the present situation — was rather low, especially in
most rural areas.

Well into the early twentieth century another serious danger was the often-
repeated invasions of locusts. Provinces at the fringes of the Arabian desert
including Cyprus, Syria and Mesopotamia were especially affected. Swarms
of locusts must have invaded these localities every few years. But Anatolia
too was hit rather often and in some cases the swarms even proceeded to the
European parts of the empire.?” Plagues and locusts are of course independent
of political and demographic developments. But they certainly influenced the
demography of the regions affected.

The formation of badlands, which is so dangerous today in all areas with
easily eroded soils, occurred without any important countermeasures being
taken during Ottoman times. The main reasons were overgrazing and bare,
uncovered soils, where the sudden run-off of heavy rains could wash away the
top soil and incise rills in many slopes. But to the beginning of the twentieth
century population increase was limited and, consequently, animal density
and grazing intensity were also less than those observed today. In the Middle
Ages extensive devastation of agricultural land probably occurred from the
Balkans to the Near East, because of the well-known general insecurity and
the influx of new populations still unused to the conditions of their new
habitats.?® The quasi-natural devastation of agricultural land, especially due to
the abandonment of riverside slopes and terraces, was partly due to neglect
during the Middle Ages.** The widespread accumulation of fluvial sediments
inriverbeds corresponded to the devastation of the adjacent terraces. However,
these processes seem to have occurred mainly during the pre-Ottoman period.

In the Ottoman centuries, by contrast, the process of soil erosion apparently
stabilised, more or less. This period is characterised by the sedimentation of

37 Flohn ‘Klimaschwankungen’, p. 86; Gilles Veinstein, ‘Sur les sauterelles a Chypre en
Thrace et en Macédonie a I'époque ottomane’, in Armagan, Festschrift fiir Andreas Tietze,
ed. Ingeborg Baldauf, Suraiya Faroghi and Rudolf Vesely (Prague, 1994), pp. 211—26.

38 Doeke Eisma, ‘Stream Deposition and Erosion by the Eastern Shore of the Aegean’, in
The Environmental History of the Near and Middle East since the Last Ice Age, ed. W. C. Brice
(London, 1978), pp. 67-81.

39 Giinter Hess, Akkumulation und Erosion im Gebiet der Fliisse Gediz, Kiiciik Menderes
und Bijjitk Menderes (Westanatolien) in historischer Zeit’, doctoral thesis, Erlangen
University (1989).
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silt and clay, indicative of smoother sedimentation processes. Consequently,
the present surface of valley floors consists mainly of clay, not of pebbles. All
this points to a vegetation cover which was not much disturbed down to the
1800s. The present danger of soil erosion began rather recently, not before the
twentieth century, when rapid population increase began and consequently
soil erosion reintensified, causing badlands once more. The dreaded rill erosion
reappeared, especially on the widespread marls of the younger tertiary age.
This process probably started in the Balkan countries many decades before it
reached its peak in the Near East. This has nothing to do with a hypothetical
change of precipitation, as often stated. Recent erosion is simply a result of the
rapid run-off, caused by the degradation of vegetation, which is in turn due to
population increase and the overuse of agricultural lands.

Agricultural products

Our information about the agricultural products of the Ottoman period is
incomplete. In many cases we have to draw inferences from limited and not
necessarily contemporary data. For the sixteenth century the plants cultivated
and the quantitative level of agricultural production —as officially assessed —are
reasonably well known, since we possess contemporary statistical data.*® But
then there is a gap, and only in the mid-twentieth century do we again have at
our disposal plausible and detailed information, in addition now to economic
maps. As to the period between 1600 and the 1930s, information is patchy. We
have to rely on plausible indirect inferences, travellers’ reports, trade statistics
and the like. Perhaps the reliability of all regional economic statistics increases
roughly from south-east to north-west — but this statement is just as imprecise
as most of our knowledge of pre-modern Ottoman agriculture.

While there was a long-lasting continuity in agricultural techniques and
crops cultivated in the Asiatic parts of the empire, things were somewhat differ-
ent on the Europeansside, including the western coast of Anatolia, where more
innovations must have occurred.* At the beginning of the nineteenth century
the southern Balkans very much resembled central Anatolia as documented
more than fifty years later: the two-field system prevailed, grain alternating

40 Wolf-Dieter Hiitteroth and Kamal Abdul Fattah, Historical Geography of Palestine, Tran-
sjordan, and Southern Syria in the late Sixteenth Century (Erlangen, 1977); Bruce McGowan,
Economic Life in Ottoman Europe: Taxation, Trade, and the Struggle for Land, 1600—1800
(Cambridge, 1981); Nenad Moacanin, Town and Country on the Middle Danube 1526-1690
(Leiden and Boston, 2006).

41 Schultze-Jena, Makedonien.
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with fallow; the sickle had not as yet been replaced by the scythe; agricultural
machines were unknown; and the watermill with horizontal wheels still pre-
dominated, as is true in some parts of Anatolia and Syria even today. Great
water-lifting wheels for purposes of irrigation were common in the Balkans,
as even today in a few places in the Near East. The water buffalo was of great
importance, both as a draught animal and for ploughing. The simple hook-
plough was used, and is still found in some peripheral parts of the Near East.
Furthermore, pack animals prevailed, while wheeled traffic was still uncom-
mon. As to house construction and even male and female rural costumes, the
nineteenth-century parallels between south-eastern Europe and Anatolia are
quite striking.

In most of the empire grain predominated, in terms of the area sown and
alsoby value. Only in relatively small areas where olives, rice or vegetables were
cultivated was it of lesser importance. In the sixteenth century the amounts of
wheat and barley as officially assessed were almost equal in terms of volume.
Butasbarley was definitely cheaper, the wheat crop was always more valuable.
Rye and oats occurred in some areas of the Balkans and even in east-central
Anatolia, but in most of the empire these cereals were without importance.
An exception was perhaps sorghum in Yemen, as is still true today.

Among agricultural innovations, most important was the introduction of
rice, which probably was brought to south-eastern Europe by the Turks. This
agricultural product was highly esteemed, and most early Ottoman provincial
laws contained some regulations relevant to its cultivation. Despite a few small
villager-owned fields, rice plantations were usually a kind of state enterprise
with special labourers, such as headmen, people responsible for regulating the
irrigation and draining of the fields, as well as rice-threshers. These men re-
ceived their salaries from the state, in the form of rice rations of different sizes.#*

According to Ottoman official records, rice appeared about 1470/80 in
the valley of the Maritsa (Meri¢), and about 1533 in the basin of Sofia.# In
the following decades it must have spread remarkably, but we do not yet have
more exact information. In later Ottoman centuries, rice cultivation became
more and more a private enterprise practised by influential people. It cer-
tainly expanded in the eighteenth century, when large ¢iftliks were established
in many basins of the Balkans, with local notables the driving force.** These
men owned the necessary lands in the plains, they had the money — the

42 Nicoard Beldiceanu and Iréne Beldiceanu-Steinherr, ‘Riziculture dans 'empire ottoman
(XIVe-XVe siécle)’, Turcica 9, 2-10 (1978), 9—28; Halil Inalcik, ‘Rice Cultivation and the
celtiikci-re’dyd System in the Ottoman Empire,” Turcica 14 (1982), 69—141.

43 De Planhol, Kulturgeographische Grundlagen. 44 Inalcik, ‘Emergence’.
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preparation of fields for rice cultivation was expensive — and often they had
dependants whom they could set to cultivate their rice plantations. Rice was
always grown with the market in mind, and those who consumed it possessed
a certain wealth. This high esteem of rice was characteristic of the Ottoman
Empire and later of Turkey as well, while in South-east Asia, rice is typically a
poor man’s food.

Apparently the introduction of silkworms was another innovation, the ear-
liest information about silkworm-breeding dating from the fifteenth to seven-
teenth centuries. Later, especially in the 1800s, raw silk production especially
in north-western Anatolia experienced a real boom, with Bursa expanding its
role as a silk-reeling centre. In the twentieth century, with artificial silk and
nylon products on the market, Anatolian natural silk lost its importance, but
mulberry trees are still cultivated for their fruit.

Another important agricultural innovation was maize (corn), which has
revolutionised the agriculture of the Balkans and some parts of the Near East
as much as the introduction of potatoes in central and eastern Europe. Exact
dates are not known. The word for maize in Turkish is musir, derived from
the term for Egypt, but whether this fact has any relevance for the history of
this crop in the Mediterranean lands remains unclear. The relatively exact tax
lists of the sixteenth century contain no tax for maize, but in the Black Sea
region we do encounter a crop known as lazot, a term that in later times was
used for maize.® Lists of products cultivated in nineteenth-century Thessaly
show maize being cultivated in the mountains of Macedonia.*® Everywhere in
the world agricultural innovations are first introduced by large farmers, and
the holders of ¢iftliks were the first to try the cultivation of maize. But soon
afterwards the crop was adopted by villagers who consumed it while saving
their wheat for sales and the payment of taxes in kind.

Another arrival from the New World was tobacco, the introduction of which
contributed to agricultural diversification in those parts of the empire with
some summer rainfall. It was known as early as the early seventeenth cen-
tury, when janissaries were having it cultivated in central Anatolia.*” Most

45 Traian Stoianovich, ‘Le Mais dans les Balkans,” Annales Economies Sociétés Civilisations
21, 5 (1966), 1026—40; Huricihan islamoglu and Suraiya Faroghi, ‘Crop Patterns and
Agricultural Production Trends in Sixteenth-century Anatolia,” Review 2, 3 (winter 1979),
40136, See p. 422.

46 R. 1. Lawless, “The Economy and Landscapes of Thessaly during Ottoman Rule’, in An
Historical Geography of the Balkans, ed. Francis W. Carter (London, New York and San
Francisco, 1977), pp. 507-33.

47 We await the dissertation by Fehmi Yilmaz, recently completed, which will certainly
provide us with the details.
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tobacco-producing areas are situated in landscapes that are not fully
Mediterranean; probably this was true in previous centuries as well. Yet warm
summer temperatures, as in a sub-Mediterranean climate, also are desirable
for this crop. Consequently, the Turkish Black Sea coasts near Samsun have
developed into centres of cultivation, along with Macedonia, eastern Bulgaria
and the Crimea. Tobacco is and was a true product of the family farm, since it
requires a lot of hand labour and individual care. This characteristic continues
to the present, even if marketing usually is monopolised by the state. The
main boom of tobacco cultivation, however, seems to be over. The reason is a
widespread change of taste in Europe, beginning after the Second World War,
with customers now favouring Virginia tobaccos.

Cotton had been known in Anatolia and other parts of the Orient since
antiquity, but its mass production, its cultivation on very large fields, came
about more or less simultaneously with the emergence of market-oriented
¢iftliks. The advance of the Ottoman Turks in south-eastern Europe facilitated
the spread of cotton cultivation, but down to the sixteenth century there
were no large farms cultivating cotton on a large scale. Carefully built canals
were necessary to take the water to the fields for summer irrigation, but their
construction and maintenance were expensive and only wealthy people could
afford this investment. Consequently, cultivation by small farmers was not the
rule, although it was certainly not unknown. In general cotton became a ¢iftlik-
based crop, typically cultivated for the market: auto-consumption was limited
to the fillings of cushions and the like, while the amount of cotton ginned
in villages was negligible. Southern Egypt apart, Ottoman cotton was of the
short-fibre variety and thus less versatile compared to the long-fibre cottons
in use today. Between the sixteenth and nineteenth centuries the increasingly
refined tastes of the upper classes, together with rising demand in Europe and
the possibility of legal or illegal trade to the West, must have provided a strong
impulse for cultivation. Ottoman cotton even reached the manufactures of
France and England before the importation of ‘sea cotton’ from America.*®

Cotton cultivation needs certain climatic conditions. It is a summer plant,
and therefore the low winter temperatures of the Balkan lands do not prevent
cultivation. However, a dry period is imperative at the time when the bolls
are opening, when the plant is ‘flowering’, otherwise the cotton deteriorates
because the fibre is dirtied. This dry period during the summer is, however,
not guaranteed in the northern Balkans. Furthermore, cotton needs very good

48 Gilles Veinstein, Ayan de la région d’Izmir et le commerce du Levant (deuxiéme moitié
du XVlIlle siécle)’, Revue de I’Occident musulman et de la Méditerranée 20, 2 (1975), 131—-46.
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alluvial soils, only found in the flat parts of the basins, and here cotton growing
was common. The plain of Serres was well known for this crop, which was
also cultivated in the basins of Epirus, Macedonia and Thrace. The valley of
the Maritsa/Merig, the Kosovo polje in southern Serbia and the coastal plain of
Albania also were used for cotton growing.*® Further to the north, however,
cotton cultivation does not thrive because of wet summers. In the Asiatic
parts of the empire, cotton was produced in some river valleys and inland
river deltas with dry summers and possibilities for irrigation. Wherever these
conditions obtained cotton was cultivated, at least for local consumption. The
main producing areas were not the central sections of the large plains, where
cotton growing is often concentrated today, for in historical times irrigation
and drainage in these places was often far too difficult.

It should be noted that many agrarian innovations of the later Ottoman
centuries concern products needing good soils and at least in part irrigation as
well. The latter being possible only in the plains, these were preferred for ‘mod-
ern’ agriculture. On the other hand, this statement seems to contradict the
often-repeated observation that large parts of the basin plains were used only
for extensive sheep- and cattle-breeding. This contradiction can be explained,
however, by the history of land use. During the 1600s and perhaps the early
1700s as well, ¢iftliks specialising in agriculture were profitable. Later on, with
an increasing exodus of labourers, this ceased to be true at least in the case
of grain cultivation, while as we have seen, sheep and cattle breeding was
cheaper and offered a higher profit. Furthermore, ¢ifilik agriculture, even in
its best time, occupied only a limited part of the plains.

All other agricultural products have not greatly changed their distribu-
tions in the course of time. One exception may perhaps be sesame, which in
Ottoman times extended into south-eastern Europe and was later given up
by the cultivators of this region. But it is remarkable that in some parts of the
former Ottoman Empire, the agricultural products of early Ottoman times
can still be found, e.g. rice, cotton, vegetables and olives. Sometimes local
specialties have persisted over the centuries, as is apparent from the regional
tax lists compiled about 500 years ago. Such continuity would not be aston-
ishing if we were comparing sixteenth-century data with crop patterns of the
nineteenth century, when auto-consumption was still widespread and only a
limited percentage of all produce could be taken to market. But this stability
is in fact remarkable if we compare the patterns of the 1500s with those of
the late twentieth century, and it can only be explained by the remoteness

49 Inalcik, ‘Emergence’, p. 115.
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and conservatism of certain places, such as south-eastern Anatolia before the
building of the great dams, eastern Syria or southern Arabia. The contrast
to the more dynamic agriculture of the Aegean lands, the Levantine coast or
certain Balkan regions is indeed striking.

In the realm of animal breeding, however, there must have been an impor-
tant change during Ottoman times. The use of the camel for long-distance
transport even as far north as the Danube countries was a novelty for this area.
Since the European climate is far too cold and wet, the Arabian dromedary
could not be used at all. But a cross-breed between the dromedary and the
Bactrian camel, the tulu in Anatolian parlance, was commercially viable at
least during the summer months. There remains, however, the question of the
extent to which the use of the camel in Ottoman Europe indicates an increase
of long-distance trade. From the merchants’ perspective, camels possessed
the immeasurable advantage of being able to travel even in the absence of
roads. Only a few routes of Ottoman Europe were accessible to long-distance
wheeled traffic, so pack-animals and mounts were essential to traders.>® Small
markets were also supplied by camels, at least when longer distances were
concerned. Only in the flatlands of central Anatolia and certain plains of the
Balkans and the Near East was there a primitive two-wheeled cart in general
use, and Tatar nomads used wagons. As far as climate allowed, the camel was
thus a reasonable solution for the traffic problems of pre-modern times.”*

Conclusion

Relations between people and their natural environment in Ottoman times
were characterised by a double shift: from the seventeenth century onward
the main settlement areas were first moved from the plains to the mountains
and later, from the nineteenth century onward, they returned to the plains.
This general tendency prevailed from the Arabian provinces all the way to
Hungary. Of course there were regional differences in the vast empire, and
the actual reasons for desertion varied from place to place. But this general
pattern of relations between human beings and nature or, from another view-
point, between human beings and the landscapes they inhabited, differed in

50 Olga Zirojevi¢, “Zur historischen Topographie der Heerstral3e nach Konstantinopel zur
Zeit der osmanischen Herrschaft’, Etudes Balkaniques 1 (1987), 81-106; Fernand Braudel,
Civilisation matérielle: économie et capitalisme, 3 vols. (Paris, 1979), vol. II, p. 133.

51 Richard Bulliet, The Camel and the Wheel (Cambridge, MA, 1975); Suraiya Faroghi,
‘Camels, Wagons, and the Ottoman State”, International Journal of Middle East Studies 14
(1982), 523-39; Halil Inalcik, Arab Camel Drivers in Western Anatolia in the Fifteenth
Century,” Revue d’Histoire Maghrebine 10, 312 (1983), 247-70.
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a remarkable fashion from that which prevailed in western, northern, central
and even eastern Europe. For in the latter regions historical development was
less dramatically interrupted and thus optimal soils in the plains and basins
remained under occupation and cultivation, with no significant break from
the early or high Middle Ages onward.

During the sixteenth to nineteenth centuries, the growing influence of
the market economy made itself felt in those parts of the Ottoman realm
with easy access to the world market. In coastal areas or in those parts of
the interior with good traffic connections the export-oriented economy took
off. Previously cultivated products such as cotton and rice expanded and new
items like tobacco and maize were introduced. The seventeenth, eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries were perhaps a time of less security and central
government control, but certainly not a time of general economic stagnation.

Where a demand for agricultural products was not effective, however, rough
pasture lands remained dominant down to very recent times. From the Balkans
to Ottoman south-west Asia this was apparent from the very late introduction
of effective forest and range control. Aslong as traditional Islamiclaw prevailed,
no attempt was made to plant trees for future forests on any public or state
lands. Grazing areas were not fenced in, nor was privatisation and parcellisation
of public pastures and forests introduced under Ottoman domination. Unlike
Europe or North American practice, the greater part of the land remained
in extensive and uncontrolled ‘public’ use. This seems to have been one of
the main reasons for the slow rate of rural progress during the later Ottoman
centuries.
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Ottoman political history of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries is curi-
ously under-researched. On the other hand, this sub-field of Ottoman studies
was the first to receive systematic expert interest in Catholic and Protestant
Europe. Moreover, Ottoman historiography also excelled in this domain. Paul
Rycaut," Demetrius Cantemir,” Mouradgea d’Ohsson® and even the young
Joseph von Hammer* all treated the empire as a contemporary polity with a
meaningful and functioning administrative structure. They tended to contex-
tualise political and diplomatic affairs by reference to military matters, while
military men such as Raimondo Montecuccoli® or Luigi Ferdinando Marsigli®
discussed military problems while also showing an informed interest in politics
and administration.

Cantemir and Marsigli, who were of Ottoman extraction or else had spent
a considerable amount of time in Istanbul, often shared a sentiment expressed
by Ottoman chroniclers and political authors — namely, that the empire was
in a state of decline. This idea, partly boosted by the influence of Edward
Gibbon’s History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire (London, 1782-8),
was to fascinate Western authors; unfortunately it was to prove detrimental
to their understanding of and interest in the post-sixteenth-century Ottoman
Empire.

1 Paul Rycaut, The History of the Present State of the Ottoman Empire, enlarged ed. (London,
1686).

2 Demetrius Cantemir, The History of the Growth and Decay of the Othman Empire, trans.
N. Tindal (London, 1734-5).

3 Ignatius Mouradgea d’Ohsson, Tableau général de ’Empire othoman, 7 vols. (Paris, 1787—
1824).

4 Joseph von Hammer, Des osmanischen Reichs Staatsverfassung und Staatsverwaltung, 2 vols.
(Vienna, 1815).

5 Raimondo Montecuccoli, Della Guerra col Turco in Ungheria (Cologne, 1704), p. 45.

6 Luigi Ferdinando Marsigli, Stato militare dell’Império Ottomano incremento e decremento del
medesimo (The Hague and Amsterdam, 1732).
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Only in the last few decades has the paradigm of ‘Ottoman decline’ been
subjected to criticism. This debate has been informed by neo-Marxism, post-
linguistic-turn social science, modernisation studies and, above all, the debate
triggered by Edward W. Said’s Orientalism (1978); however, Said himself had
considerable difficulty when it came to dealing with the Ottomans. This debate
has resulted in the widespread (but not unanimous) rejection of the decline
paradigm and also in the wholesale transformation of Ottoman studies. Social,
cultural and provincial history have become prominent; by contrast, matters
of philological interest and political history have receded into the background,
and only in very recent years has a reintegration of political and social his-
tory been attempted. Therefore, we cannot avoid introducing a number of
questions that, for the present, remain largely unresolved.

Politics in an early modern empire, 1603-1703

The composition of the political elite

Large-scale rebellions in Anatolia marked the end of the rural prosperity and
relative peace so crucial for the well-being of an agricultural empire. These so-
called Celali uprisings culminated in the ‘Great Flight" (Biiyiik Kacgun) between
1603 and 1610. Driven away both by robbers and by the troops fighting ban-
ditry, peasants largely deserted the Anatolian plains. Anti-bandit militias com-
manded by provincial governors often were recruited from the same uprooted
Muslim male youths who made up the rebel bands. While such levend or sek-
ban were unlikely to return to a farmer’s life, the transition between rebel and
militia-man (and back) was easy to accomplish.

Young ex-peasants became employable as soldiers due to the spread of hand-
held firearms that made the prebendal cavalry (sipahis) largely redundant as a
battle force. This transformation of the military had grave repercussions for the
composition of the state elite. Holders of provincial prebends, often members
of families privileged in earlier Ottoman history, certainly were not being
denied access to high office; but relatively speaking, they lost their previous
prominence. From the late 1500s, governorships were increasingly given to
men with a background in the kapikulu (military slave) class, who had served
either in the palace or the janissary corps.”

Somewhat paradoxically, the devsirme (levy of boys drafted as future
kapikulu) lost much of its importance for the recruitment of janissaries and

7 Metin Kunt, Sancaktan eyalete: 1550-1650 arasinda Osmanl iimerast ve il idaresi (Istanbul,
1978), pp. 58-84.
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palace officials. Sons of kapikulu were given access to the ranks of the central
army, which was, to an increasing degree, supplemented by ‘outsiders’. The
size of this standing army grew rapidly from 29,000 men in 1574 to 76,000 in
1609. Afterwards, it remained more or less stable; in 1670, 70,000 men were
on record.® The kapikulu and especially the janissaries thus became one of the
prime political forces in the empire — but the kapikulu cavalry was frequently
embroiled in violent rivalry with the janissaries. Kapikulu garrisons in the
provinces often developed a high degree of localism, turning into important
power-holders on the provincial level. In Algiers and other places,® they came
to dominate local political structures, while in Damascus,’ conflicts between
local janissaries and troops sent from Istanbul became endemic. Kapikulu and
local artisans became so closely intertwined that in the course of the seven-
teenth century it became impossible to tell them apart.

As a result, the political elite of the capital after 1603 was dominated by
factions of palace officials and janissaries, joined by high religious and legal
scholars (ulema) who formed patronage networks of their own.” The provinces
saw the ascendancy of political households centred on a grandee and the
network ofhis patron—client relationships. These households provided much of
the security and administration earlier offered by prebendal cavalrymen. While
most heads of such households, the so-called ayan (Arabic a‘yan), remained of
local or regional influence, some of them, including the Kopriilii family, were
to hold the highest offices and become major players in Ottoman politics.”

Wars and rebellions, 160339

In 1603, confrontation with the Safavids added to the difficulties of the Ottoman
administration, already overburdened by the Celali rebellions and the ongo-
ing ‘Long War” against the Habsburgs. That war was terminated in 1606 with
the peace of Zsitva Torok, a diplomatic settlement that continues to pose
historiographical problems. Although it determined the territorial border
between the two empires according to the status quo (without defining it more
exactly), the peace did not clarify the relative status of the two rulers, nor
did it explicate the nature and limits of Transylvanian sovereignty.” Yet the

8 Rhoads Murphey, Ottoman Warfare, 1500—1700 (London, 1999).
9 Tal Shuval, ‘Cezayir-i Garp: Bringing Algeria Back into Ottoman History’, New Perspec-
tives on Turkey 22 (2000), 85-114.
10 André Raymond, Osmanl déneminde Arap kentleri, trans. Ali Berktay (Istanbul, 1995),
p. 42.
11 See Madeleine Zilfi’s contribution to this volume (chapter 10).
12 See Carter Findley’s contribution to this volume (chapter 4).
13 Gustav Bayerle, “The Compromise at Zsitvatorok’, Archivum Ottomanicum 6 (1980), 5-53.
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settlement may be regarded as the most successful in the long Ottoman—
Habsburg rivalry, as it ended the ‘Long War” and introduced a peace that
lasted until 1663. Thus the Ottomans used diplomacy just as expertly as their
Habsburg counterparts when it came to ‘damage limitation’ in times of crisis."*

Repeated wars against the Safavids (1603-12, 1615-18, 1623—39) thus were
the chief military preoccupation of the Ottomans down to 1639. Shah Abbas
I (r. 1587-1629) had introduced so-called ghulam units, an infantry modelled
partly on the Ottoman janissaries and designed to cut back the military and
political influence of the Turcoman kizilbas troops in the Safavid state. After
regaining the Caucasian territories lost to the Ottomans in 1590, Shah Abbas
captured Baghdad in 1624 and made it into a Shiite city. He had parts of the
Sunni population massacred and the tombs of Ab{i Hanifa and ‘Abd ul-Kadir
Gaylani demolished. Only in 1638 did the Ottomans regain Baghdad, and the
Ottoman-Safavid peace of Kasr-i Shirin of 1639 roughly re-established the
borders of 1555.

The unrest in Anatolia caused the Ottoman government serious problems;
and at certain times Celali troops even entered Iranian service. Rebellions by
provincial governors in Syria and Anatolia further undermined the Ottoman
position. In 1606 the Celali leader, Kalenderoglu Mehmed, and Canpoladoglu
Ali, the governor of Aleppo, coordinated their military operations. It needed
the imperial army to crush them. Like Ali Pasa, the Druze emir Manoglu
Fakhr al-Din found allies in Italy, and like the Egyptian Mamluk leader Cerkes
Muhammad Beg a century later, he even travelled to Europe to mobilise sup-
port.® Ma'noglu’s rebellion lasted especially long (1613-35), and ended in his
execution. In most other cases, including those of Kalenderoglu and Canbo-
ladoglu Ali, rebellious governors could negotiate new posts after defeat by the
central army. However, often their execution was only postponed by a number
of years.

This was also the fate of Abaza (the Abkhasian) Mehmed Pasa. He had
revolted in order to take revenge for Sultan Osman II ‘the Young’, assassinated
by janissaries in 1622. His rebellion was directed primarily against the janissary
dominance in Istanbul politics and the influence officers and dignitaries from
the capital had in the realm at large. Mehmed Pasa acted in the interest of the
sekban troops employed by provincial grandees.

14 Petr étépének, ‘War and Peace in the West (1644/5): A Dilemma at the Threshold of
Felicity?’, Archiv Orientalni 69, 2 (2001), 327—40.

15 Albrecht Fuess, An Instructive Experience: Fakhr al-Din’s Journey to Italy, 1613-18, in
Les Européens vus par les Libanais a I'époque ottomane, ed. Bernard Heyberger and Carsten-
Michael Walbiner (Beirut, 2002), pp. 23—42.
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In 1621 Osman II, energetic and ambitious, had personally led an unsuc-
cessful campaign against the stronghold of Hotin on the Dniestr. Conflict
between the Ottomans and the Polish-Lithuanian commonwealth concerned
suzerainty over Moldavia and Cossack marauding on Ottoman territory. With
this war the Ottomans had opened a new frontier in the north.

Osman’s apparent hostility against the janissaries and his military zeal were
instrumental in his downfall. He attempted to win over the ulema, marrying
the daughter of the seyhiilislam, and planned to combine a campaign against
Ma‘noglu with performance of the pilgrimage. But he lost first his throne, then
his life, in a janissary rebellion.” A coalition between janissaries and prominent
palace circles headed by Késem Sultan, the most senior member of the harem,
was to dominate Ottoman politics for some time. Kosem had been Ahmed’s I
(r. 1603-17) favourite (haseki), and as neither Osman nor Mustafa [ had a sur-
viving mother, Késem filled this important position under several rulers.

The period between the death of Siileyman the Magnificent in 1566 and the
ascendancy of the Kpriiliihousehold in 1656 hasbeen characterised as the Age
ofthe Queen Mother’.”” The sultans’ mothers enjoyed high influence and great
prestige; for beginning with Sultan Siileyman, the ruler’s position had become
ever more exalted, and as a corollary this implied his growing seclusion in the
palace and an increasing influence on the part of palace circles. The sultan’s
mother was comparable to the kul (non-ulema members of the elite) by her
slave origin, but unquestionably legitimated through her relationship to the
ruler. Inevitably she was well connected with the leading members of the
sultan’s household. The queen mother’s influence was even more important
when rulers were mentally disabled, such as Mustafa I (r. 1617-18 and 1622-3)
or Ibrahim (r. 1640-8) or else still children: coming to the throne in their early
teens, Ahmed I and Osman II ‘the Young” were relatively old when compared
to Murad IV (r. 1623—40) or Mehmed IV (r. 1648-87).

From Murad IV’s personal rule to
political strife, 1632—56
Only very energetic rulers could attempt to sideline the vested interests of their
military and ulema supporters. Where Osman II had failed, his step-brother
Murad IV succeeded. In 1632, after a number of crises connected with Abaza

16 Gabriel Piterberg, An Ottoman Tragedy: History and Historiography at Play (Berkeley, 2003),
pp- 9-29.

17 Leslie P. Peirce, The Imperial Harem: Women and Sovereignty in the Ottoman Empire (New
York and Oxford, 1993), pp. 91-112.
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Mehmed Pasa’srebellion and the situation on the Safavid frontier, Murad shook
off the domination of the janissaries who periodically had come to dictate
the political course of the empire. Like Osman II, Murad IV participated in
campaigns, but unlike his predecessor he had the luck to become a conqueror:
in 1635 he entered Erivan, a short-lived gain, and in 1638 it was the turn of
Baghdad. In the latter city, the Sunni monuments demolished by the Safavids
were restored to their old splendour, and two pavilions in the Topkap1 Palace
were erected to commemorate Murad’s martial accomplishments.

Murad IV tried to control the social forces that formed the basis of his
political power by imposing strict control. In doing so, he cooperated even
with the relatively obscurantist ultra-orthodox movement of the so-called
Kadizadeliler who aimed at the ‘restoration’ of the Sunna as it purportedly
had been in the Prophet Muhammad’s time. Their pressure allowed him to
persecute the consumers of coffee and tobacco, to close the taverns (then
officially open only to non-Muslims) and to insist on distinguishing dress codes.
Moreover, Murad was known for arbitrary executions of frequently scandalous
character. It is characteristic of the political thought of the time that he has
nevertheless come to be remembered as a ruler who reinvigorated the state
rather than as an oppressive tyrant.

Murad’s positive image is also linked to the fact that the most influential
Ottoman chronicles dealing with this period were written in the second half
of the seventeenth century, when the Kopriilii household wielded enormous
influence. Praising the oppressive rule of Murad thus served an ideological
purpose: his reign could be described as a legitimate forerunner of the regime
established by the Kopriili “dynasty’, whose members were certainly not
averse to the shedding of blood in internal conflicts.

By contrast, the years between Murad’s early death and Kopriilii Mehmed’s
appointment as grand vizier are described as a time of chaotic instability and
state decline. The setting that Ottoman chroniclers prepare for the emergence
of the Kopriilii household includes two sultans, one of them mad (ibrahim,
r. 1640-8) and the other a child (Mehmed IV, r. 1648-87); strife between two
queen mothers (terminated by Kdsem’s murder in 1651); frantic sequences
of appointments and depositions in high state offices; venality; nepotism;
favouritism that allowed redoubtable figures such as the exorcist Cinci Hoca
to gain substantial influence; financial difficulties; and, finally, a less than suc-
cessful war against Venice. A grim picture indeed, and more than just a histo-
riographical fiction.

Even so, there was no real political or military breakdown throughout
these years that, as a ‘dark period’, have so far attracted little research interest.
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Evidence derived from tax rates™ or consumer prices' does not indicate that —
wartime stringency apart— political conflictled to severe economic crisis. With
regard to the volatile political situation and the occasionally quite eccentric
court life, it might be meaningful to ask whether these features were not also
typical of the political culture of seventeenth-century European monarchies.
To what degree was this kind of court life part of the world shared by the
Ottoman elite with its French, Italian, Habsburg and other counterparts?

The Kopriilii period

An undeniably acute military crisis precipitated the appointment of Kopriilii
Mehmed Pasa as grand vizier. The Venetian fleet had blocked the Dardanelles
and occupied Lemnos, Samothrace and Tenedos (Bozcaada). In this situation,
Mehmed Pasa was able to negotiate terms of office. The sultan agreed not
even to listen to proposals in conflict with his grand vizier’s policy. Military
fortune did help: the Venetians had to lift the blockade of Istanbul after a lucky
hit into the powder magazine of their admiral’s vessel, and after that the war
with Venice became a drawn-out and costly but still controllable affair.

Mehmed Kopriilii succeeded in establishing a veritable dynasty of grand
viziers: from his death in 1661 until 1703, members of other families held this
office for only a few years, while Mehmed Pasa’s two sons, two of his sons-in-law
andanephew headed the government; further descendants played a prominent
role in politics throughout much of the eighteenth century. Mehmed Pasa
himself and his first son, Fazil Ahmed, used their power and military prestige
to rather ruthlessly curb political rivals, thus putting an end to the dominance
of the janissaries in Ottoman politics.

The Kopriiliis, however, were only one of several ‘political households’,
albeit the most important one.*® Organised around a high dignitary with his
extended family, such households included clients and servants of all kinds.
Increasingly, affiliation to a household became more important than being
a military slave (kul), although the two statuses were not incompatible.* As
for the transition from the more or less single-centred patrimonial adminis-
trative structure of the sixteenth century to a set-up dominated by numerous

18 Linda T. Darling, Revenue-Raising and Legitimacy: Tax Collection and Finance Administration
in the Ottoman Empire, 15 60—1660 (Leiden, 1996), pp. 110-14.

19 Sevket Pamuk (ed.), Istanbul ve diger kentlerde 500 yillik fiyatlar ve iicretler, 1469—1998
(Ankara, 2000), p. 13.

20 Rifa‘at Ali Abou-El-Haj, The 1703 Rebellion and the Structure of Ottoman Politics (Istanbul
and Leiden, 1984), pp. 31, 88-93.

21 See Carter Findley’s contribution to this volume (chapter 4).
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households all mirroring that of the sultan, it entailed a fair amount of political
crisis.

‘Political households” were successful because their heads were militarily
effective. The Ottomans not only terminated the long war against Venice with
the conquest of Crete (1669),* they also performed well on the northern and
western borders. In 1657-8, George Réakdczi, the duke of Transylvania, aspired
to full sovereignty and the Polish crown. Despite a simultaneous large-scale
rebellion in Anatolia against Kopriilii Mehmed Pasa’s harsh policy (its leader,
Abaza Hasan Pasa, was executed in 1659), the Ottomans reduced Transylvania
to a dependent tributary, and in 1660 annexed the region around Oradea.
Although the Ottoman army was routed in the battle of Szentgotthard, a
war against the Habsburgs was concluded in 1664 with — minor - territorial
gains. Finally, in 1672 the Ottomans conquered Podolia in today’s western
Ukraine and attempted to establish a Cossack buffer state against Poland and
Muscovy. A few years later, a short war against the Muscovites ended with a
stalemate.

All these gains, however, were more than reversed after the second Ottoman
siege of Vienna (1683), an event that has long been regarded as a turning-point
in European history. Led by grand vizier Kara Mustafa Pasa, the campaign had
been motivated by long-standing conflict about Hungary, where the Ottomans
supported an uprising of Protestant magnates led by Emre Thokély. From the
Ottoman perspective, it was a major military catastrophe that a reliefarmy of
Habsburg allies under the command of the Polish king Jan Sobieski defeated
the Ottoman army close to Vienna at the battle of Kahlenberg, just a few days
before an assault that probably would have succeeded. Even graver were the
consequences: in a kind of roll-back, a Holy League formed by the Habsburgs,
the Pope, Venice and Poland captured Buda and most of central Hungary
(1686). One year later, Russia joined the alliance. In 1688 Belgrade fell; the
Peloponnese had been lost to the Venetians even earlier. Grand vizier Fazil
Mustafa, Kopriili Mehmed Pasa’s second son, fell in the battle of Slanka-
men (1691). After the Habsburg victory at Zenta, the Ottoman defeat was
final.

On the domestic level, the failure at Vienna cost Kara Mustafa Pasa his
life and Mehmed IV his throne (1687). The financial burden of the long and
unsuccessful war sparked a political crisis. While during the peace talks at
Karlowitz in 1699, the Ottomans still acted as a self-confident great power,

22 Molly Greene, A Shared World: Christians and Mulims in the Early Modern Mediterranean
(Princeton, 2000), pp. 13—44.
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they had to cede Hungary to the Habsburgs, the Peloponnese to the Venetians,
Podolia to the Poles and a year later Asow on the Black Sea to Russia. However,
they managed to avoid a dictated peace.*

The 1703 ‘Edirne Incident’ and Ottoman
political thought

The loss of territory to non-Muslim rulers was a severe blow to the govern-
ment’s prestige. Sultan Mustafa II (r. 1695-1703) apparently tried to profit from
the situation by curbing the influence of the established political households.
To this end, he allowed his seyhiilislam, Feyzullah Efendi, from a renowned
ulema family of the eastern Anatolian town of Erzurum, to build a new power
base. In an attempt to protect itself from the inhabitants of Istanbul, among
whom the janissary corps remained influential, the court mostly resided in
Edirne.

Feyzullah Efendi’s attempt to establish a political household that would
allow him and his offspring to surpass even the grand viziers proved a fatal
mistake. In an uprising that spread from Istanbul to Edirne the seyhiilislam and
his son were lynched and their corpses desecrated. In the wake of this ‘Edirne
Incident” Mustafa II was dethroned and, after a period of unrest, the political
order based on grandee households was re-established.

This outcome indicates that Ottoman critical political thought, which
had flourished throughout the seventeenth century, had by 1700 lost much
of the influence it had possessed in the earlier 1600s. This thinking was
expressed in numerous ‘mirrors for princes’ treatises (nasihatndme) whose
authors addressed not only the sultan and leading politicians but often a wider
readership as well. In the seventeenth century the perspective of Ottoman
political literature was overwhelmingly domestic, and Ottoman statehood
was discussed entirely in its own terms, not in connection with its linkages
to the outside world. The legitimacy of Ottoman rule was never questioned;
indeed, for these authors no alternative was even remotely imaginable.

The writers of these treatises often came from those sections of the Ottoman
elite that had dominated the sixteenth century: they were ulema, kul or had a
background in the provincial cavalry. This fact, and the generally conservative
make-up of Ottoman culture, meant that much of the nasihatndme literature
took the shape of complaints: things were not as good as they used to be

23 Rifa‘at Ali Abou-El-Haj, ‘Ottoman Diplomacy at Karlowitz’, Journal of the American
Oriental Society 87, 4 (1967), 498512, esp. pp. 51I-12.
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in the Golden Age of Ottoman history, which most writers located in the
time of Siileyman the Magnificent. Typically these authors insisted on the
re-establishment of old rules, old privileges and the old intra-elite distribution
of labour.

However, Ottoman political authors such as the historian Naima (d. 1716)
began to discuss their society differently, namely in terms of change. Naima
was an apologist of Kopriilii politics and wrote partly in order to justify the
role of the political households.** This position implied a silent shedding of
established ideological features such as the ideal of the sultan as a warrior
for the faith taking the field in person (gazi) — this claim already had proved
counterproductive in Osman II's case but had been successfully put forward
by Murad IV. After 1700 the prestige of rulers no longer had anything to do
with their ability as military commanders.

The Ottoman Empire at the margins
of Europe, 170368

New elements in the Ottoman elite

Itisnow known that the career paths of the military, the palace, the bureaucracy
and the specialists in religious learning were not as clearly demarcated as had
been assumed during the first half of the twentieth century.® Men with a palace
background could become military commanders, others switched from the
ranks of the ilmiye (religious scholars; experts in Islamic law) to the central
bureaucracy. Such changeovers had always been part of Ottoman life, but after
1700 we observe an increasingly marked tendency towards aristocratisation.
We still lack comparative studies between these new-style Ottoman elites,
both within and outside the court, and their European counterparts.*

In the provinces local notables, the so-called ayan, formed a social layer
mediating between the interests of the inhabitants and those of the provincial
government. Among the ulema the development of an “aristocracy’® of great

24 Lewis V. Thomas, A Study of Naima, ed. Norman Itzkowitz (New York, 1972); Piterberg,
An Ottoman Tragedy, pp. 176-83.

25 Norman Itzkowitz, ‘Eighteenth-Century Ottoman Realities’, Studia Islamica 16 (1962),
73-94.

26 Tiilay Artan, ‘From Charismatic Leadership to Collective Rule: Gender Problems of
Legalism and Political Legitimation in the Ottoman Empire’, in Histoire économique et
sociale de U'Empire ottoman et de la Turquie (1326-1960): Actes du Congres international tenu
d Aix-en-Provence du ler au 4 juillet 1992, ed. Daniel Panzac (Louvain, 1995), pp. 569-80.

27 Madeline C. Zilfi, The Politics of Piety: The Ottoman Ulema in the Postclassical Age (1600—
1800) (Minneapolis, 1988), passim. See also the same author’s contribution to this volume
(chapter 10).
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families can be observed from the seventeenth century. By 1730 a limited
number of families had come to dominate the upper echelons of the ilmiye
hierarchy.

Finally, an Orthodox state elite evolved. Most important were the Pha-
nariotes, so called after their usual place of residence, the Fener/Phanarion
quarter in intra muros Istanbul. These families claimed Byzantine origins and
by the seventeenth century some of their members were employed as trans-
lators in state offices, most conspicuously in the bureaucracy of the imperial
divan. After 1711 the governors (hospodars) of Wallachia and Moldavia were also
chosen from among these dignitaries.

Despite aristocratisation the meritocratic principle was far from dead, for
at the same time the bureaucrats, a relatively modest sector of the state
apparatus, gained considerable influence. The eighteenth century was also
an age of the ‘men of the pen’ (kalemiye). As early as the 1600s the transfor-
mation of both the tax system and military organisation had required tighter
surveillance and a greater amount of paperwork: to a degree, accounting
took the place of the control exercised by the earlier personalised dependence
of the office-holder upon the ruler. The bureaus attached to the imperial
divan, headed by the reisiilkiittab, acquired new functions. Beginning with
Rami Mehmed, the Ottoman negotiator at Karlowitz, the position of the
reistilkiittab became a stepping-stone for high office. Throughout the eigh-
teenth century, of the forty-three incumbents six were to become grand
viziers, while another seven attained vizieral rank.?® Some of the most impor-
tant Ottoman politicians of the age had begun their careers as scribes in the
divan.

Peace and war: relations between the Ottomans and the West
in the first half of the eighteenth century

The peace of Karlowitz had not solved the conflicts in south-eastern Europe —
in an age when limited war was an integral part of foreign policy, it had
probably not been meant to do so. Likewise, the war had demonstrated that
the Ottomans’ military superiority was a matter of the past; but this did not
mean that they were no longer a serious military power.

However, the government of Ahmed III (r. 1703-30) did not dare to wage
another war against the Habsburgs when, in 1703, Francis II Rakoczi headed

28 Recep Ahishali, Osmanl devlet teskilatinda reisiilkiittablik, XVIII. yiizyil (Istanbul, 2001),
p. 38.
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an uprising in Hungary, and merely sheltered the refugees after their rebellion
had failed in 1711. At that time the Ottomans had already been host to another
famous figure: Charles XII of Sweden. He had taken refuge on Ottoman
territory after his misconceived campaign in the Nordic war had ended in
defeat in the battle of Poltawa.

The Ottomans briefly intervened in this war, and took back the fortress
of Asow (1711). Thereafter conflict with Russia would be perennial, in addi-
tion to periodic confrontations with the Habsburgs and Iran. In 1736 Asow
was again lost, along with the exclusive right to trade in the Black Sea.
Until 1746 the empire was involved in wars with variable results. In 1715
the Ottomans regained the Peloponnese from the Venetians, whose role in
Mediterranean politics thus came to an end. Two years later, after a serious
defeat at Petrovaradin (Peterwardein), the Ottomans lost Belgrade in the peace
of Passarowitz (Pasarof¢a), and regained it, along with parts of Wallachia, in
1739. Moreover, the downfall of the Safavid dynasty in Iran and the ensuing
political disorder motivated the Ottomans to intervene in the Caucasus and
even to agree with Russia on mutually recognised spheres of influence. Terri-
tories in Iran were lost and won until, in 1746, a peace settlement with Nadir
Shah restored the old borders, but frustrated the shah’s hopes for a treaty
that would have overcome the divide between the Sunnis and the Twelver
Shia.

Onbalance, the warsbetween 1710 and 1746 were not very advantageous, but
with the significant exception of the battle of Peterwardein, neither triumph
nor catastrophe prevailed. Eighteenth-century warfare proved, however, to be
both costly and unpopular. In 1730, Ahmed III lost his throne after bad news
from the Iranian front triggered an urban uprising in Istanbul by the long-lived
coalition of janissaries and artisans.

Throughout the 1700s various Ottoman elite groups responded to Europe in
a manner that differed considerably from that of the two preceding centuries.
European technology and court culture became, to a degree, fashionable, a
development that mirrored the predilection for turqueries among the elites
of contemporary Catholic and Protestant Europe. Elite interest formed the
channel through which in 1727 a printing-press was introduced to Istanbul:
it functioned as a monopoly enterprise licensed by the state mainly for the
dissemination of historical and geographical texts in Ottoman Turkish. Like-
wise, a fast-shooting light artillery was introduced by a European aristocrat,
Claude Alexandre Comte de Bonneval (1675-1747), who joined the Ottoman
forces after a brilliant though turbulent military career under Louis XIV and
Eugéne de Savoie. Both Bonneval, who became Humbaracit Ahmed Pasa, and
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the Hungarian Unitarian who had introduced the printing-press* converted
to Islam; this was notable, as since the late fifteenth century the inclusion
of converts of foreign origin into the Ottoman elite had been quite rare. On
the other hand, non-Muslim elites such as the Phanariotes in their own way
appropriated European knowledge and, more cautiously, manners as well.
Throughout the century, Greek scholars and educationists attempted a har-
monisation of modern scientific with Aristotelian worldviews.? It is still open
to debate how deeply the appropriation of Western knowledge influenced
society at large.

Some remarks on centralisation and
decentralisation

Local power-holders never had been absent from the Ottoman polity. Curbing
their influence and allowing for hereditary or quasi-hereditary status in border
areas had figured prominently on the agendas of sixteenth-century central
administrations. The 1700s seemingly saw the erosion of these principles, with
local notables (ayan) occupying an essential position in the empire’s economy
and fiscal regime. The ascendancy of local families controlling districts or
even whole provinces began in the first half of the eighteenth century but
gained momentum later on. Political historians have conventionally regarded
this process as part of imperial decline. More recent research, however, has
demonstrated the interdependence between local power-holders and central
administrations. These close links did not however prevent, in times of conflict,
the administrative labelling of a given local notable as a derebedi (illegitimate
‘lord of a valley’) or miitegallibe (oppressor).

More often than not, rather than destroying the empire’s political and socio-
cultural framework, localism made use of it. This was especially true in times
of external pressures. Throughout the eighteenth century, Muslim power-
holders did not pursue a policy of independence or allegiance to non-Ottoman
powers.>' Conflicts between central administrations and provincial leaders

20 This man is known as Ibrahim Miiteferrika: Niyazi Berkes, ‘Ilk Tiirk matbaasi kurucusu-
nun dini ve fikri kimligi’, Belleten 26, 104 (1962), 75-137; Niyazi Berkes, Yazmadan basmaya:
Miiteferrika, miihendishane, Uskiidar, ed. Turgut Kut and Fatma Tiire (Istanbul, 1996),
Pp- 5-8, 21-65; Kemal Beydilli, Miihendishdne ve Uskiidar matbaalannda basilan kitaplann
listesi ve bir katalog (Istanbul, 1997), pp. 1-7.

30 Dimitris Dialetis, Kostas Gavroglu and Manolis Patiniotis, “The Sciences in the Greek-
Speaking Regions during the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries’, in The Sciences in
the European Periphery During the Enlightenment, ed. Kostas Gavroglu (Dordrecht, 1999),
Pp. 41-71.

31 On a remarkable exception see Jane Hathaway, ‘Cerkes Mehmed Bey: Rebel, Traitor,
Hero?’, Turkish Studies Association Bulletin 22, 1 (1998), 108-15.
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concerned the financial and military obligations of the latter. During the last
twenty years or so these issues have become clearer, as eighteenth-century
provincial politics continue to be a favourite subject for research.

Generations of crisis, 1768-1838

Until the war against Russia in 1768 the Ottoman Empire lived through a period
of relative tranquillity and prosperity. Yet it did not manage to organise a large
standing army, regularly drilled, of the kind that constituted the main military
asset of contemporary absolutist territorial states. It is fruitless to speculate
whether a less provisionist approach to the economy might have enabled the
central administration to finance such a modern army; after all, the costs
of eighteenth-century war-making contributed greatly to political crisis in
France, Russia and other states that embraced the new methods of warfare. In
the two decades prior to 1768, military improvements were certainly no motor
of Ottoman transformation.

The defeat by Russia in the 1768-74 war was a turning-point in Ottoman
history. From now on there existed an ‘Eastern Question’ — a relatively weak
Ottoman Empire became the object of the political as well as territorial
aspirations of the European great powers. With the sultan no longer an
important agent at the margins of the diplomatic and military ‘balance of
power’ game played by the European states of the 1700s, his territories were
turned into bones of contention for Russian, Habsburg, English and French
ambitions.

A second consequence of this defeat was that certain power-holders or social
groups now began to contemplate leaving the Ottoman framework. Third, in
consequence of this defeat and its repercussions the Ottomans embarked on
a process of transformation that grew ever more comprehensive over time.
These three tendencies would shape the political developments of the decades
between 1774 and 1838. Both elite and non-elite Ottomans must have expe-
rienced this age as a series of extraordinarily violent military and political
crises.

Conflicts with the Great Powers: the initial phase of the
‘Eastern Question’, 1768—1812

The peace of Kii¢iik Kaynarca (1774) resulted in the loss of Ottoman suzerainty
over the Crimea. To cede a region inhabited mainly by Muslims to a
Christian power was probably of more significance politically than heavy war
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indemnities, the right to sail the Black Sea now ceded to Russia, and the pro-
tection of all Orthodox Ottoman subjects secured by the Russian tsarina. To
a degree this latter stipulation was countered by the swift reinvention of the
old and venerable title of caliph as ‘spiritual leader of all Muslims’. Thus
the Ottoman sultan could claim some kind of leadership over the Muslims
under Russian rule. The caliphate, of only minor importance up to 1774,
was to experience a largely symbolic but significant reappraisal that lasted
until its abolition in 1924.

The independence of the Crimea was only a first step. Following repeated
conflicts around the person of the new khan Sahingiray, Russia annexed the
peninsula in 1783. Catherine II's famous ‘Greek project’, an attempt to secure
a kingdom in south-eastern Europe for her grandson Constantine, led to
another war against Russia and the Habsburgs, with further territorial losses.
The treaty of Jassy (1792) defined the Dniestr as the Ottoman—Russian frontier.
In 1812 this frontier was moved back to the Pruth, as Bessarabia had now also
been lost by the sultans.

The Ottomans were generally defeated, and often in a humiliating way,
whenever they saw themselves forced to go to war with one of the great Euro-
pean powers, or whenever an adventurous general such as Napoleon Bona-
parte on his Egyptian expedition of 1799-1802 saw an opportunity to attack
without risking serious reaction in Europe. Only the English naval expeditions
against Istanbul and Egypt in 1807 ended with some kind of Ottoman success.
Otherwise the sultans’ armies on their own were never again in a position to
efficiently defend Ottoman territory.

Seeking viable alliances therefore became a matter of survival for the
empire. From 1794 the Ottomans maintained permanent embassies in the
most important European capitals. Shifting alliances — with Prussia, Sweden,
England and France — often served to ward off military attacks. At the same
time, however, they served as a means for Western powers to gain economic
influence and extraterritorial status for their merchants.?* To open up Ottoman
markets for trade interests became one of the leading motives of European
policy toward the empire, culminating in the treaty of Balta Limam (1838),
which guaranteed Britain a free-trade regime.” Similar agreements with other
powers were soon to follow.

32 See the contribution of Edhem Eldem in this volume (chapter 14).
33 On the convention of 1838, see the special issue 7 (1992) of the journal New Perspectives
on Turkey.
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Provincial aspirations to independence

Yet Ottoman alliances with Western powers did not provide protection
against European support for political movements in various provinces that
increasingly aimed at separation from the empire. Separatist movements were
arelatively new feature in Ottoman history, caused by the loss of the monopoly
on legitimacy that the sultans had been able to claim at least since the time of
Mehmed the Conqueror.

The Wahhabis of the Arabian Peninsula, a religious movement with the aim
of abolishing all ‘heretical” innovations introduced since the Prophet Muham-
mad’s time, became an especially serious threat to Ottoman legitimacy. During
the mid eighteenth century the Wahhabis had established a polity of their own
in central Arabia under the leadership of the al-Sa‘ud family. In 1804 the Wah-
habis conquered Mecca and Medina and destroyed much of the local sepulchral
architecture, thus demonstrating that the Ottoman sultan could no longer be
regarded as a functional ‘protector of the sacred cities’.

Moreover, when Wahhabi influence was curtailed in the 1810s, it was not by
the sultan’s armies but by those of Muhammad Ali Pasa, governor-general of
Egypt (d. 1849). Among Muslim power-holders, he was the most prominent
and successful when it came to establishing a political base of his own. Starting
as deputy commander of Albanian auxiliary forces, he brutally eliminated all
his rivals in a process that culminated in the massacre of the heads of the
leading mamluk households in 1811. His military power increased to a degree
that on the one hand, the Ottoman government depended on his help in
a number of cases and, on the other, Muhammad Ali was able to act like
an independent ruler.** In several instances his measures became the direct
models for Ottoman reform.

Muhammad Ali and his contemporary Tepedelenli Ali Pasa (1744-1822)
were powerful enough to find themselves in close contact, and occasionally
conflict, with European states. Ali Pasa had established his rule over large
parts of Greece and Albania.®* In Serbia and southern Greece, the Ottomans
experienced the first uprisings turning into struggles motivated by national-
ist aspirations. The traumatic, disruptive, violent and politically highly com-
plex developments in south-eastern Europe involved a continuous strug-
gle. Contenders at various times were the Ottoman government; regional

34 Khaled Fahmy, All the Pasha’s Men: Mehmed Ali, his Army, and the Making of Modern Egypt
(Cambridge, 1997), pp. 278-305.

35 Katherine E. Fleming, The Muslim Bonaparte: Diplomacy and Orientalism in Ali Pasha’s
Greece (Princeton, 1999).
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Muslim power-holders; adherents of the national Serbian or Greek causes;
Muhammad Ali defending sometimes Ottoman interests and sometimes his
own; and last but not least, intervening foreign powers. The establishment of
a Greek kingdom on the Peloponnese (1832), Serbian autonomy and Russian
territorial gains in the peace of Edirne (1829) did not terminate the crisis. In the
following years Muhammad Ali Pasa defeated the Ottomans on the battlefield,
extended his rule over Syria and secured himself a hereditary governorship of
Egypt. Full Egyptian independence was prevented only by foreign interven-
tion.

That any kind of political stability depended upon the strengthening of
Ottoman political and military structures had thus been amply demonstrated.
It had become equally clear that political strength required a comprehensive
transformation of state and society. Indeed, this transformation had been under
way since the late 1780s.

Military, administrative and educational reforms

Characteristically the Ottomansattempted to achieve this transformation from
the top down, via central state power. Reform and finally modernity often
clashed not only with conservative interests but also with those of certain
sectors of society favouring other types of transformation. Little research
has been done on why Ottoman society did not embark on a more holistic
approach, and why there have been numerous Ottoman modernities rather
than a single version of the modernity project.

Selim III (r. 1789-1807) had established a second, state-of-the-art army par-
allel to that of the janissaries and provincial troops. This ‘new order’” (Nizam-1
cedid) required a restructuring of state finances and administration. Its costs,
together with inter-elite rivalries, caused its final demise in the crisis years of
1807-8, with their violent clashes and uprisings, coups and counter-coups. The
only surviving male member of the dynasty, Mahmud II (r. 1808—39), bided his
time, first abolishing the ‘new order’. Both janissaries and, in the so-called ‘let-
ter of agreement’ (Sened-i Ittifak), local notables were guaranteed their social
standing and political influence.

On the other hand, Mahmud II continued Selim III's attempts to establish
institutions that enhanced state control over society, curbing the influence of
many of the provincial power-holders whose positions he had confirmed in
1808. In a similar, but much more dramatic, move Mahmud II then annihilated
the janissary corps, killing thousands of its members and abolishing the units
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(1826). What Ottoman state ideologists called the ‘Beneficent Event’ (vak‘a-1
hayriye) is often taken as the point from which the road to Ottoman state
reform was begun.

This view appears to be problematic in two regards. On the one hand, its
adherents may underestimate the impact of the transformations prior to 1826.
On the other, neither before nor after the vak‘a-1 hayriye was state reform
unified or unchallenged. There are few studies on the post-janissary Ottoman
army and its military value, so we do not really know to what degree the mili-
tary aspect of Mahmud’s II reforms can be called a success. Clearly the troops
of the central administration did not perform very well against the Egyptians
during the 1830s, as Helmuth von Moltke’s ‘Letters from Turkey’ reflect; at
this time von Moltke was adviser to the grand vizier.* Seen from that angle,
the ‘Beneficent Event” perhaps takes on meaning less as a measure of military
reform than as an attempt to discipline society by eliminating one of its best-
organised groups.

When the Ottoman Empire signed the treaty of Balta Limani with England
in 1838, Mahmud II and his elites had taken a number of measures strength-
ening state structures that once again made the empire resemble its West-
ern counterparts to a much greater extent than both sides would have liked
to believe. The central administration had embarked on its transformation
towards what can be described as a Weberian-type of bureaucracy A ‘trans-
lation office’ (terceme odast), which had been founded in 1822, served as one of
the main channels through which political knowledge was appropriated by a
new group of French-speaking Muslim bureaucrats. Perhaps even more impor-
tant were the state schools that began to train military men, physicians and
bureaucrats. They primarily served the needs of the central government, and
this left an opening for missionary and community schools, which continued
to widen throughout the nineteenth century. Similarly, it was in the 1850s that
printing and the press, whose emergence Mahmud II had actively supported,
transformed themselves from institutions disseminating state-controlled infor-
mation and instruction into forums of public debate.

36 Helmuth von Moltke, Briefe tiber Zustdnde und Begebenheiten in der Tiirkei aus den Jahren
183539, 6th edn (Berlin, 1893); Helmuth von Moltke, Der russisch-tiirkische Feldzug in
der europdischen Tiirkei 1828-1829 (Berlin, 1877). To be read in conjunction with Ahmed
Mubhtar, Tiirkiye devletinin en mithimm ve meshur esfanindan H 1244-1245 M 1828-1829
Tiirkiye—Rusya seferi ve Edirne muahedesi yahud vakitsiz sefer ibret ve intibah dersleri, 2 vols.
(Ankara, 1928-30).

37 Carter V. Findley, Bureaucratic Reform in the Ottoman Empire: The Sublime Porte, 1789-1922
(Princeton, 1980).
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Experiments with a new form of statehood

The conservatism and traditionalism that had marked Ottoman politics since
the age of Stileyman the Magnificent thus had largely been given up. The label
‘age of reform’, so often employed for the Ottoman nineteenth century,® is
justified in this respect. Otherwise, this chapter argues for a history of the
Ottoman Empire narrated not as a sequence of stages, but as transformations
that allow for the simultaneity of conflicting tendencies, and in which external
forces and internal dynamics both have their places. Seen in this perspective,
Ottoman history is as much part of Western history as it is external to it.

The Ottoman state of the nineteenth century tried to be as authoritative
as possible. Weak in comparison with European great powers, the sultan’s
administrators had to accept numerous and deep infringements of Ottoman
sovereignty. Moreover, their legitimacy was challenged by a variety of social
forces. In response, they attempted to control their populations as tightly as
possible. Mahmud IT's reign saw the introduction of a tax on wealth, a census
and a pass regime aiming at controlling internal travel. New costumes for civil
servants and military personnel — including the fez — were introduced, and so
was an official gazette that also assumed propagandistic functions. The sultan
himself repeatedly took to the road in order to inspect his domains, as well as
to demonstrate largesse and splendour.

Thus when Mahmud II curbed the power of janissaries and notables, he did
not do away with the patronage that sustained Ottoman society up to its very
end. He did not tear down the social boundaries that separated confessional,
linguistic, gendered or professional groups in the empire. Slavery was not
forbidden, and the concept of a law valid for all Ottoman subjects would
emerge only later on. Ottoman continuities remained strong, and Ottoman
history was still far from its end.

38 Donald Quataert, “The Age of Reforms, 1812-1914’, in An Economic and Social History of
the Ottoman Empire, 1300-1914, ed. Halil Inalcik and Donald Quataert (Cambridge, 1994),
PPp- 759-946.
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4
Political culture and the great households

CARTER VAUGHN FINDLEY

The Ottoman Empire was patrimonial in organisation and Islamic in ideals and
values: it was an Islamic sultanate, which also belonged to a larger category of
patrimonial monarchies, or states conceived on the model of vastly extended
households.” At the centre, the Ottoman state consisted of the sultan and the
dynasty, the ideas and values that legitimised the imperial system, the formal
apparatus — organisational, regulatory and procedural — of government, and
the elites who worked within that apparatus. The ruling elites were askeri
(‘military’, whether all of them were literally soldiers or not), as contrasted to
reaya (‘flocks’, subjects). Officially, the armed, tax-exempt status of the elites,
as well as distinctions in dress, sharply differentiated between askeri and reaya,
between state and society. All constituents of the government united in a
political balance or imbalance that changed over time with important results,
as did the equilibrium between state and society.

This complex system changed profoundly between 1603 and 1838. Scholars
long envisaged these changes as a decline, following the empire’s earlier rise
and preceding its nineteenth-century reform era. However, if certain things fell
in this period, others rose. These two centuries do not display a single upward
or downward trend. Even shorter-term trends mask divergent trajectories
followed by different parts of the imperial system. Analogously, the period 1603~
1789 has been characterised as one of decentralisation and weakening state
power. Yet the formation of new provincial power centres may have signified
instead the emergence of new interlocutors between state and society and
the creation of denser centre—periphery linkages, at least until late eighteenth-
century crises provoked a trend back towards centralisation.* Understanding
Ottoman political culture in this period requires examining change in the

1 I thank Boga¢ Ergene for research assistance in the preparation of this essay; Carter
Vaughn Findley, Ottoman Civil Officialdom: A Social History (Princeton, 1989), pp. 6-8.

2 Ahmet Tabakoglu, Gerileme dénemine girerken Osmanl maliyesi (Istanbul, 198s), p. 222;
Dina Rizk Khoury, State and Provincial Society in the Ottoman Empire: Mosul 15401834

65



CARTER VAUGHN FINDLEY

governmental system, abuses and reflections on what to do about them, the
rise of competing elite households within the state-as-household,? and the
post-1789 return towards centralisation.

Transformations in imperial political culture

The period from 1603 to 1838 was one of crisis and change for all elements of
the government. First among them, the sultan had historically been a warrior-
patriarch ruling a state seen as a single patrimonial household: he was the
household head, the dynasty was the family, the territory of the state formed
the dynastic patrimony, the ruling class was the sultan’s slave military retinue,
and the subject peoples were the ‘flocks’ (reaya) whom God had entrusted
to the sultan’s care. The sultan’s decree served as a major source of law, in
supplement to the geriat and custom. Rule by one sultan united the many
territories. Dynastic succession perpetuated the state over generations. By dis-
pensing justice, protecting the subjects and fulfilling religiously valued roles,
the sultan provided the state with its focal point of legitimisation.

This period saw an uneasy transition from warrior-sultans, who ruled and
commanded on campaign, to sedentary sultans, who reigned more than ruled,
and again to dominant sultans — rulers but no longer warriors — between
1789 and 1839. Murad III (r. 1574-95), the last sultan to come to the throne
by armed contest, was also the last to send out a son as provincial governor;
thereafter, princes were reared in the imperial harem and not allowed to father
children or acquire experience of the world before their accession. From 1617
the principle of contested succession and fratricide lapsed, and the succession
process shifted to seniority among the males of the dynasty. Dynastic life
became concentrated in the palace, the influence of the sultan mother (valide
sultan) grew, and the sultan’s sons-in-law (damad), high-ranking statesmen
married to the sultans’ daughters and sisters, emerged as heads of factional
alliances that united powerful figures from the palace and the ruling elite.*

The sultans’ powers became dispersed and contested. Instead of a state
understood as one imperial household, power shifted among elite households

(Cambridge, 1997), pp. 44-8; Karl Barbir, Ottoman Rule in Damascus, 1708—1758 (Princeton,
1980), pp. 65-107.

3 Jane Hathaway, The Politics of Households in Ottoman Egypt: The Rise of the Qazdaglhs (Cam-
bridge, 1997), p. 24.

4 Leslie Peirce, The Imperial Harem: Women and Sovereignty in the Ottoman Empire (New
York and Oxford, 1993), pp. 21-5, 58-79; Ignatius Mouradgea d’Ohsson, Tableau général de
I’Empire othoman, 3 vols. (folio edition) (Paris, 1787-1820), vol. I, pp. 93—4, vol. III, pp. 315,
318-19.
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divided by factional rivalries. Sultans periodically tried to revive the warrior-
ruler role as late as the reign of Mustafa II (r. 1695-1703), in his case with
disastrous results.” Six sultans were deposed, and in some cases murdered. Fac-
tional rivalries, janissary revolts, and ulema opposition were recurrent themes
of these episodes. The eighteenth century confirmed the trend toward civil-
ianisation, not just of the sultanate, but of the entire government.® Eventually,
the sultans appeared as almost immobile figures in an endless pageant of
court ceremony and religious ritual.” Yet none of the sultans’ powers had been
reduced in principle. When support for the over-mighty provincial households
waned and dynamic sultans reappeared (Selim III, r. 1789-1807, and Mahmud I,
r. 1808-39), the political balance shifted, opening an era of centralising reform.

The sultans’ ritual functions were only part of the imperial legitimisation
system, identified above as the second constituent of the imperial system.
Originally acquired by force, sultanic power could only be legitimised through
justice and other religiously valued functions. Ottoman sultans pursued these
goals by assuming a series of religiously sanctioned roles and titles — warrior for
the faith (gazi), Servitor of the Two Holy Cities (hadim iil-haremeyn il-serifeyn),
protector of the pilgrimage, by extension even caliph. In the palace treasury,
they preserved relics of the Prophet Muhammad and hisimmediate successors,
relics that had been acquired when Selim I conquered Egypt (1517). Important
ceremonials revolved around these relics, and in this period the banner of the
Prophet (sancak-1 serif) was actually carried on campaign when the sultan or
grand vizier commanded.®

While there was tension over whether justice meant strictly observing
religious law or exercising imperial prerogative, the sultans provided justice
through the councils (divans) that they and high officials held and through
the seriat courts, which applied both Islamic law and that of the state (kanun).
Sultans and other members of the dynasty patronised Islamic institutions on
a scale their subordinates could not match, creating foundations (evkaf) to
build and maintain mosques, charitable institutions and public works. Within
its capabilities, the government provided pensions for former office-holders
and for people whose goodwill it wished to consolidate.” With the trend from
warrior-ruler to symbolic sultan, the focus shifted toward patronage and the

5 Rifa‘at Ali Abou-El-Haj, The 1703 Rebellion and the Structure of Ottoman Politics (Istanbul
and Leiden, 1984), p. 53.

6 Marshall G. S. Hodgson, Venture of Islam: Conscience and History in a World Civilization,
3 vols. (Chicago, 1974), vol. III, pp. 55-8, 103—4, 127-30, 139—40.

7 D’Ohsson, Tableau général, vol. I, pp. 253-8, vol. III, pp. 311, 31927, 328, 329030, 332-3, 358.

8 Peirce, Imperial Harem, pp. 153-85; D’Ohsson, Tableau général, vol. 1, pp. 261-8.

9 Barbir, Ottoman Rule in Damascus, pp. 77-81.
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peaceful roles, a fact evidenced in the great emphasis on the pilgrimage and
its security.” Yet old roles never lost all saliency. Sultans under whom wars
were fought continued to take the title gazi. After 1774, catastrophic defeats
called into question the sultans’ claims as defenders of Islam, thus heightening
incentives to open a new era of reform.

By then the length of Ottoman history had become another claim to legit-
imacy. When Nadir Shah (r. 1736-47) of Iran proposed an Islamic merger,
in which the Ottomans would recognise Ca'feri Shiism as a fifth school of
jurisprudence and Iran would become a ‘branch’ (sube) of the Ottoman Empire
analogous to the Tatar khanate of the Crimea, the Ottomans were suspicious
of the motives of the Iranians. They compared their hold on the caliphate and
their 450 years as a gazi state with Iran’s lack of gazi tradition and dynastic
instability, calling Iran the ‘faithless woman of the world who, marrying first
one and then another, passes from hand to hand like a handkerchief”."

Ottoman claims to legitimacy were part of an imperial cultural synthesis
of vast integrative scope, including the Ottoman legal system, which, in a
way unmatched in other Islamic states, maximised the importance of both
Islamic and state law. In addition, sultans and high dignitaries patronised not
only the ulema’s mosques and schools of divinity (medreses), but also a wide
range of dervish brotherhoods, and all refined forms of cultural production.
Intellectuals expanded the literary culture of Ottoman Turkish, whose blend
of Arabic, Persian and Turkish implicitly projected Ottoman claims to the
entire Islamic cultural inheritance. Embellishing the theme that the empire
fused religion and state, din-ii-devlet, they drew, too, on the Islamic political-
philosophical tradition and its “circle of justice’, in which the sultan and ruling
class provided the justice and protection that the subjects needed in order to
flourish, while the latter provided the resources that the rulers needed in order
to perform their functions.” After 1600, Ottoman thinkers continued to add
to this philosophical tradition.

10 Suraiya Faroqhi, Pilgrims and Sultans: The Hajj under the Ottomans, 1517-1683 (London,

1994); Barbir, Ottoman Rule in Damascus, ch. 3.

Ahmet Zeki Izgder, ‘Ragip Mehmed Pasa tahkik ve tahkik (tahlil ve metin)’, MA thesis,

Istanbul University (1988), pp. 58, 68, 82.

12 Yasuf Khass Hajib, Wisdom of Royal Glory (Kutadgu Bilig): A Turko-Islamic Mirror for
Princes, ed. and trans. Robert Dankoft (Chicago, 1983), p. 107; R. R. Arat (ed.), Kutadgu
bilig (Ankara, 1947), verses 2057—9, quoted in Halil Inalcik, ‘Adaletnameler’, Belgeler 2,
3—4 (1965), 49-145, at p. 49. Mustafa Naima, Tarih-i Na’ima: ravzat iil-hiiseyn fi hiilaset
ahbar 1il-hafikayn, 6 vols. (Istanbul, c¢. 1863), vol. I, p. 39, attributed the circle of jus-
tice to Ibn Khaldin and said that the Ottoman philosopher Kinalizade got it from
him.
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Its very scope made the imperial cultural synthesis vulnerable in certain
ways. Over time, many religious movements provoked official condemnation,
their usual fault being opposition to the state rather than heterodox beliefs,
which the state tended otherwise to condone.” At the other extreme, some
Islamic movements, such as the seventeenth-century Kadizadeli movement'* at
the centre or the eighteenth-century Wahhabi revivalist movement in Arabia,
opposed the Ottoman synthesis forits religious inclusiveness. As for the literary
culture, only the elites could master one of such breadth. Indeed, it would be
more exact to speak of different cultures associated with different elites: the
religious studies of the ulema, the experiential orientation of the mystics, the
philosophical-scientific tradition, and the worldly belletristic adab culture of
the literary artists and scribal elite. Bridgeable to some spirits, the differences
among these realms of thought caused conflicts for others, between religious
thinkers who did and did not approve of mysticism, or between religious
thinkers of either type and exponents of the philosophical or adab cultures,
especially as the latter grew more responsive to stimuli from infidel Europe.
Culturally, it was the westward extension of the interest of the scientific or
literary intellectuals that launched Westernisation — and the cultural conflicts
and shifts of political balance that it provoked in the nineteenth century.

The sultans presided over a governmental mechanism — the third element
of the imperial system — that changed remarkably in this period. Previously,
the central government had largely consisted of the palace, which housed
the imperial family and had much of the central military and religious elites
grouped in or around it. The differentiation of the palace into the enderun
(‘inside’), housing the sultan, his harem and their slaves, and the birun (‘out-
side”), which housed government functions and was accessible to a wider range
of people, showed how the imperial residence still included much of the gov-
ernment.” During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the government
grew and differentiated, as various agencies moved out of the palace to new
headquarters.

Eventually, the governmental organisation included three or four branches
following divergent developmental paths: the military; the religious elite; the
scribes; and perhaps even a distinct palace service. The old military forces had

13 Ahmet Yasar Ocak, Osmanl toplumunda zindiklar ve miilhidler (15 .—17. yiizyillar) (Istanbul,
1998), pp- 320-31; Saim Savas, Onaltinci asir Anadolusu’nda bir tekkenin dini ve sosyal tarihi:
Sivas Ali Baba zdviyesi (Istanbul, 1992), passim.

14 Katib Celebi, The Balance of Truth, trans. Geoffrey Lewis (London, 1957), pp. 98-9, 1325
and passim; cf. Naima, Tarih, vol. VI, pp. 218—20, 226; John J. Curry, A Comparison of the
Kadizddeli and Wahhéabi Movements’ (unpublished paper).

15 D’Ohsson, Tableau général, vol. 111, pp. 284-94, 204-304.
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been in crisis by the beginning of this period, for reasons such as the sipahi
cavalry’s resistance to the adoption of firearms or the janissaries” numerical
growth and disciplinary decay; reliance on mercenary forces (sarica, sekban
and the like) had grown as a result.” The religious elite (ilmiye), in turn, faced
such challenges as the Kadizadeli revivalist movement at the centre, later
the Wahhabi movement in Arabia, and the onset of Westernising reforms
after 1789. The hierarchies of judges and medrese professors only reached the
full elaboration of their ranks and privileges after 1700, but this was more
a matter of aristocratisation at the top than scholarly achievement.” By the
1790s, the Ottomans’ increasing need to pursue their interests by diplomatic
rather than military means had opened an era of Europeanising reform that
would marginalise the ulema in the councils of state.

Organisational change proved more beneficial for the scribal and palace
services. Once only a few score record-keepers for the imperial divan, the
scribes came to staff large organisations outside the palace, notably the grand
vizier’s headquarters (Bab-1 Ali or Sublime Porte, literally, ‘exalted gateway’,
1654), or the treasurer’s (Bab-1 Defteri). By the 1790s, the financial depart-
ment as the largest scribal agency employed perhaps 650 scribes, out of a
total of 1,500—2,000, in twenty-five or so offices.”™ As many functions moved
outside the palace, finally, its inside service evolved into something like a
distinct branch of the ruling class. Emblematic of this change was the emer-
gence out of the mabeyn (‘what is between’, specifically between the imperial
harem and the rest of the inside service) of a palace secretariat in charge of
the sultan’s communications with agencies outside the palace. A function
for which there had once been no need had become a critical node in govern-
mental communications.”

Change in governmental organisation meant change in the social fabric
of the ruling class, the fourth constituent of the imperial centre. Among the
military, the dysfunctionality of sipahi cavalry and janissary infantry and the
recruitment of armed reaya as mercenaries eroded the distinction between rul-
ing and subject classes. As the janissaries merged with the urban population,
and as ordinary men and women bought janissary pay tickets to gain income

16 Virginia H. Aksan, “‘Whatever Happened to the Janissaries? Mobilization for the 1768-1774
Russo-Ottoman War’, War in History 5, 1 (1998), 23-36.

17 Madeline C. Zilfi, The Politics of Piety: The Ottoman Ulema in the Postclassical Age (1600—
1800) (Minneapolis, 1988), chs. 2, 5.

18 Carter Vaughn Findley, Bureaucratic Reform in the Ottoman Empire: The Sublime Porte, 1789—
1922 (Princeton, 1980), pp. 53, 56; Findley, Ottoman Civil Officialdom, p. 22; Tabakoglu,
Osmanl Maliyesi, pp. 40—4.

19 D’Ohsson, Tableau général, vol. 111, pp. 295-6, 302, 304.
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and the tax exemption of the askeri class, a process of corporate organisation
and privilege-seeking occurred that had counterparts throughout eighteenth-
century Ottoman society.*> Among scribes, numerical growth was accompa-
nied by increased hierarchisation and upward mobility. While lower scribal
ranks retained guild-like patterns of recruitment, training and promotion,
higher scribal officials saw their upward mobility prospects expand to include
provincial governorships and sometimes the grand vizierate, posts dominated
throughout the late fifteenth and sixteenth centuries by the slave-military elite.
Drawn irresistibly into the household-based factionalism of the other elites,
these ‘efendis-turned-pashas’ embodied the ‘civilianisation” of government.*
In the palace, recruitment of young boys through the child levy (devsirme)
died out in the early seventeenth century, and the palace school became some-
thing like an exclusive preparatory school.** Meanwhile, the dynastic politics
of arranging marriages between members of ruling elites and women from
the imperial harem created densely webbed relationships between the dynasty
and its servants.

Abuses in governance and philosophical
reflections on them

Its structure had always made the Ottoman government subject to abuse,
and new abuses were added to old ones in this period. The most critical new
problem was the spread of cheap firearms and the arming of the reaya. Merce-
naries of reaya background, recruited for campaigns and afterwards dismissed,
would plunder the countryside. Another development in the early seventeenth
century, condemned because it implied dilution of the sultan’s authority, was
the growing political role of palace women, especially the sultan’s mother,
and sometimes other palace functionaries, notably the chief black eunuch.
Prominent among the old problems, the great extent to which office-holders’
compensation took the form of fee and revenue collection rights, rather than
salaries, had always created opportunities for excessive exactions. Military and
economic crises and the necessity for governors and commanders to recruit
mercenary forces caused seismic shifts in the way taxes were assessed and

20 Hathaway, Politics of Households, p. 14.

21 Findley, Bureaucratic Reform, pp. 78-100; Rifa‘at ‘Ali Abou-El-Haj, Formation of the Modern
State: The Ottoman Empire, Sixteenth to Eighteenth Centuries (Albany, 1991), p. 41; Norman
Itzkowitz, ‘Eighteenth-Century Ottoman Realities’, Studia Islamica 16 (1962), 73-94.

22 Ibrahim Metin Kunt, The Sultan’s Servants: The Transformation of Ottoman Provincial Gov-
ernment, 1550—1650 (New York, 1983), pp. 76, 97; d’Ohsson, Tableau général, vol. I1I, pp. 299—
300; Tayyarzade Ahmed Ata, Tarih-i Ata (Istanbul, 1293/1876), vol. III, pp. 106—7.
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collected.” Indicative of these shifts were temporary levies, which laterbecame
permanent parts of a mounting tax burden under such names as ‘divan levies’
(avanz-1divaniye), impositions’ (tekalif) of different types, and “aids in wartime’
and ‘in peacetime’ (imdad-1 seferiye, imdad-1 hazariye). Tax-farmers collected
such revenues, pocketing the difference between what they took from the
subjects and what they forwarded to the treasury.** Government functionar-
ies would also descend on villages with large parties, requisition food and
fodder, and make large demands in cash or kind (salgun). Supposed to provide
justice, even the kadis abused their right to collect fees for the transactions they
performed and made ‘rounds’ (devre cikmak) to ‘inspect’ for income opportu-
nities. Faced with such gaps between their ideals of justice and their agents’
predations, sultans issued stern warnings ‘not to ruin the country’, threatened
the ‘harshest punishment’ (esedd-i siyaset) against violators, and even called
their subjects to arms (nefir-i ‘am) against abusive officials. Still the abuses
continued, leading to revolts, peasant flight into the cities or across Ottoman
borders, and reversion of agricultural lands to nomadism.*

Debates on what to do about such problems provide insights into Ottoman
political culture in this period. A new sub-genre of political philosophy known
as ‘advice books’ (nasihatname) emerged, contrasting the corrupt present with
an idealised past, visualised in revisionist terms that reflected the authors’
preferences more than earlier realities. This literary strategy had the effect
of valorising the earlier image of the state as one great household made
up of the sultan, his slaves and his ‘flocks’, and de-legitimising the new politics
of multiple, rival households. The fault-line between these two alternatives
and the values assigned to them has survived in modern writing on Ottoman
history, even though many of the abuses attacked were already old by 1600.

While these treatises are only one source for the much-contested view that
the Ottoman Empire declined between 1600 and 1800 — the empire’s military
fortunes and the writings of non-Muslim contemporaries like Dimitrius Can-
temir*® also did as much to shape that view — these treatises are ‘declinist’.

23 Kunt, The Sultan’s Servants, pp. 82—93; Linda T. Darling, Revenue-Raising and Legitimacy:
Tax Collection and Finance Administration in the Ottoman Empire, 1560—1660 (Leiden, 1996).

24 Halil Inalcik, ‘Military and Fiscal Transformation in the Ottoman Empire, 1600-1700’,
Archivum Ottomanicum 6 (1980), 283337, at p. 331.

25 Inalcik, ‘Adaletndmeler’, Pp. 70, 12325, 135-39); Inalcik, ‘Military and Fiscal Transfor-
mation’, pp. 300-11; Tabakoglu, Osmanl maliyesi, pp. 217-18, 228-34; Khoury, State and
Provincial Society, pp. 25, 41; Ebubekir Ratib, ‘Sefaretname’ (Stileymaniye Library, Istan-
bul, Ms. Esad Efendi 2235), fol. 227a (c.1792).

26 Cantemir’s title is significant: Dimitrius Cantemir, Historia incrementorum atque decremen-
torum Aulae othomanicae, first published in English as The History of the Growth and Decay
of the Othman Empire, trans. N. Tindal (London, 1734-5).
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They denounce the dispersion of the sultan’s power, the infiltration of reaya
into the elites, the spread of corruption, the sale of offices, women’s political
influence, the diversion of timar incomes to support others than cavalry offi-
cers and the ruination of the subjects through oppressive taxation such as had
‘never happened in any ruler’s country before’.?” Different writers had differ-
ent emphases. But all the authors of this period shared conventional Ottoman
Islamic assumptions, idealising the sultan’s authority and justice and denounc-
ing what they saw as reprehensible ‘innovations’ (bid‘at).?® They focused, too,
on the elites more than the subject populations.*

In time, more forward-looking views appeared. Technical works such as
Katib Celebi’s Cihannuma, or some embassy narratives, beginning with that of
Yirmisekiz Mehmed Celebi (1720-1), helped to increase responsiveness to Euro-
pean culture.® An innovative line of thought appeared in works inspired by
Ibn Khaldun’s Muqaddima, studied by Katib Celebi (1609—57) and later authors
and partially translated into Ottoman by Pirizade Mehmed Sahib (1674-1749).
Ibn Khaldun’s theory of how states rose and fell over several generations riv-
eted several authors” attention.?” The Ottoman Empire having already lasted
longer than this theory predicted, they manipulated it to find explanations.
Katib Celebi and Naima (d. 1716) saw restoring earlier institutions as the anti-
dote to decline.?* Contemplating European societies that were also old but still
dynamic, late eighteenth-century diplomats went further, metamorphosing
Ibn Khaldun’s last phase of the life cycle — originally senility — into a transition

27 The treatise of Kogu Bey, quoted in Pal Fodor, ‘State and Society, Crisis and Reform in
15th-17th Century Ottoman Mirror[s] for Princes’, Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum
Hungaricae 40, 2—3 (1986), 217—40, at p. 232; Inalcik, ‘Military and Fiscal Transformation’,
283—4; Ahmed Akgiindiiz, Osmanl kanunndmeleri ve hukuki tahlilleri, 9 vols. (Istanbul,
1996), vol. IX (early seventeenth-century treatises); Abou-El-Haj, Formation, pp. 20—40,
73-89; Robert Anhegger, ‘Hezarfenn Hiiseyin Efendi’'nin Osmanli devlet teskildtina dair
miildhazaty’, Tiirkiyat Mecmuast, 10 (1951-53), 365-93; Rhoads Murphey, “Solakzade’s Trea-
tise of 1652: A Glimpse at Operational Principles Guiding the Ottoman State during Times
of Crisis’, in V. Milletlerarasi Tiirkiye sosyal ve iktisat tarihi kongresi: tebligler (Ankara, 1990),
pp. 27-32; Rhoads Murphey, Sinasi Tekin and Goniil Alpay Tekin (eds.), Kaniin-ndme-i
Sultdni li ‘Aziz Efendi: Aziz Efendi’s Book of Sultanic Laws and Regulations: An Agenda for
Reform by a Seventeenth-Century Ottoman Statesman (Cambridge, MA, 1985).

28 Akgiindiiz, Osmanl kanunndmeleri ve hukuki tahlilleri, vol. IX, pp. 152, 263-8; Fodor, ‘State
and Society’, p. 229.

29 Abou-El-Haj, Formation, p. 40.

30 Katib Celebi, The Balance of Truth, p. 11; Mehmed Efendi, Le Paradis des infidéles: relation

de Yirmisekiz Celebi Mehmed Efendi, ambassadeur Ottoman en France sous la Régence, trans.

J.-C. Galland, ed. Gilles Veinstein (Paris, 1981); Fatma Miige Gogek, East Encounters West:

France and the Ottoman Empire in the Eighteenth Century (New York, 1987).

Ibn Khaldtn, The Muqaddimah: An Introduction to History, 3 vols., trans. Franz Rosenthal,

2nd edn (Princeton, 1967), vol. I, pp. 247-310.

Cornell Fleischer, ‘Royal Authority, Dynastic Cyclism, and “Ibn Khaldtnism™’, Journal

of Asian and African Studies 18 (1983), 198—220, p. 200; Naima, Tarih, vol. I, pp. 33—43.
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from war to peace and the cultivation of prosperity. In search of the means to
achieve these goals, the diplomatic writers crossed an invisible threshold into
anew era of Westernising reform.* Before discussing the return towards cen-
tralisation that followed, we must say more about the household factionalism
of the era in which the treatises were produced.

Patrimonial household factionalism

Because they shaped the politics of the period, the great households have com-
manded scholarly attention, even though they cannot account for the elites’
entire social experience. For example, lower scribal bureaucrats inhabited a
different milieu, insulated from the political turmoil of their superiors and
characterised by guild-like traits,** which reappear widely, even among the
women of the imperial harem.” A full account of the Ottoman elites’ social
realities must take account of this diversity and more. However, the social
setting of greatest political significance was the great household.

The formation of elite households within the ruling class, known in ear-
lier periods, became more common in this period for many reasons.?® Those
who rose highest in the sultan’s service enjoyed great power and the steeply
increased incomes needed to maintain large establishments. Yet high offi-
cials also faced distinctive problems, to which the households served as a
response.

Because the Ottomans’ military expansion had virtually ended by 1670, and
because their territories and revenue base began to shrink with the treaty of

33 Virginia H. Aksan, ‘Ottoman Political Writing, 1768-1808", International Journal of Mid-
dle East Studies 25 (1993), 53-69; Virginia H. Aksan, An Ottoman Statesman in War and
Peace: Ahmed Resmi Efendi, 1700-1783 (Leiden, 1995), pp. 59, 186; Ahmed Cevdet, Tertib-i
Cevdet ez-Tarih-i Cevdet, 12 vols. (Istanbul, 1309/1891-2), vol. V, p. 362; Giime¢ Karamuk,
Ahmed Azmi Efendis Gesandtschafisbericht als Zeugnis des osmanischen Machtverfalls und der
beginnenden Reformdra Selim III. (Bern, 1975); Carter Vaughn Findley, ‘Etat et droit dans
la pensée politique ottomane: droits de 'homme ou Rechtsstaat? A propos de deux
relations d’ambassade’, Etudes turques et ottomanes: documents de travail 4 (1995), 30-50;
Carter Vaughn Findley, ‘Osmanl: siyasal diisiincesinde devlet ve hukuk: insan haklar
mi, hukuk devleti mi?” in XII. Tiirk Tarih Kongresi, Bildiriler (Ankara, 2000), pp. 1195~
1202; Carter Vaughn Findley, ‘Ebu Bekir Ratib’s Vienna Embassy Narrative: Discovering
Austria or Propagandizing for Reform in Istanbul?’, Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde des
Morgenlandes 85 (1995), 41-80, p. 52 .. 23; Z. Fahri Findikoglu, “Tiirkiyede Ibn Haldunizm’,
in 60. [=Altmiginct] dogum yih miinasebetiyle Fuad Kopriilii armagani: Mélanges Fuad Kopriilii
(Istanbul, 1957), pp. 153—63, at pp. 160—I.

34 Findley, Bureaucratic Reform, pp. 93—100; Findley, Ottoman Civil Officialdom, pp. 57-70.

35 Peirce, Imperial Harem, pp. 133—4; Findley, Bureaucratic Reform, p. 30; d’Ohsson, Tableau
général, vol. 111, pp. 305—7.

36 Kunt, The Sultan’s Servants, pp. 24, 33—44, 457, 65, 67; Peirce, Imperial Harem, pp. 65—79.
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Karlowitz (1699), a pervasive problem was the excessive number of aspirants
to high position.¥” Many distinctive problems followed from this one. Rapid
mobility, up and down, had always prevailed in government service. Even
though most members of the elites were no longer literally recruited as slaves,
entering the sultan’s service still put a person in the status of slave (kul) in
relation to him. However, this differed from an ordinary slave’s status, it meant
that the sultan had the right summarily to discipline his official slaves.?® The
word siyaset, which now means “politics’, still referred to the sultan’s power to
punish arbitrarily, a power exercised over his slave elites but not, in principle,
over his subject ‘flocks’. The sultan was legally heir to his slaves, and routinely
confiscated their estates after death or disgrace. Inspiring protective strategies,
such as founding family vakifs, the confiscations became more common in
the eighteenth century® Among the elites, only the ulema enjoyed relative
security.*

By the mid-seventeenth century, a system of annual reappointment (tevci-
hat), usually with long waits between appointments, had come into existence,
compounding the instability of high office.# Lucky officials might be recon-
firmed, but only for a year at a time. Ranks alone might be conferred on those
for whom there were no places. Important economic interests surrounded this
system. Officials had to pay fees, if not also bribes, for each appointment — fees
that formed a major part of their superiors” incomes. Office-holders’ efforts
to recoup the costs of appointment further corrupted Ottoman administra-
tion. As affluent provincials began to invest in office, the historical distinction
between rulers and subjects became further blurred. Office was becoming
commoditised, and many sources speak of sale of office.** Yet those who “pur-
chased’ posts subject to annual reappointment acquired no rights that lasted
more than a year. A hybrid form bridging public office and private invest-
ment, tax-farms were auctioned to bidders, both officials and non-officials, for

37 Tabakoglu, Osmanlimaliyesi, p.78; Findley, Bureaucratic Reform, pp. 100-3; Findley, Ottoman
Civil Officialdom, pp. 68—70.

38 Kunt, The Sultan’s Servants, pp. 412, 45, 76; Naima, Tarih, vol. 1, pp. 34-5.

39 Abou-El-Haj, Formation, pp. 489, 57; Fatma Miige Go¢ek, Rise of the Bourgeoisie, Demise of
Empire: Ottoman Westernisation and Social Change (Oxford and New York, 1996), pp. 56-8,
656, 92, 95, 97; d’Ohsson, Tableau général, vol. 11, pp. 117, 228, 334.

40 Abou-El-Haj, Formation, pp. 46-7; Abou-El-Haj, The 1703 Rebellion, p. 80; d’Ohsson,
Tableau général, vol. 11, pp. 288, 334, vol. II, p. 355.

41 Kunt, The Sultan’s Servants, pp. 70—6; Halil Inalcik, ‘Centralisation and Decentralisation
in Ottoman Administration’, in Studies in Eighteenth Century Islamic History, ed. Thomas
Naffand Roger Owen (Carbondale and Edwardsville, 1977), pp. 2752, at p. 30; d’Ohsson,
Tableau général, vol. 1, pp. 294—s5, vol. 111, pp. 350—4.

42 Anhegger, ‘Hezarfenn’, p. 392.
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a set period of years (iltizam), usually three, until the introduction of life-term
tax-farms (malikdne) in 1695.4

High dignitaries formed households in response to such problems. The
relationships used to form elite households mirrored those seen at the palace.
Indeed, marriage to a princess was the most valuable relationship for any
household head. Household formation required both maximising ties of kin-
ship by blood or marriage and extending them with ties of slavery and clien-
tage. A household head would rely first on his sons and sons-in-law, then on
male slaves or other dependants educated in his household (on the model
of the palace school), selecting young men of promise as protégés and can-
didates for closer integration into his household through marriage. House-
hold heads also sought alliances between households, between branches
of service, or between Istanbul and provincial centres.** Military solidar-
ity groups, even entire military units, became important adjuncts of elite
households.#

As the princess brides illustrate, women’s roles proved critical in forming
and maintaining households. Marriages could be concluded between house-
holds on a footing of equality. However, it was common to imitate the dynasty,
which, having long ceased to recognise any other household as its equal, mar-
ried its daughters to high-ranking men from its ruling elites, who then became
household heads themselves. Imitation of this pattern at all social levels made
it common for young men to enter the households of their fathers-in-law. In
extended households, the senior women might acquire power reminiscent of
the sultan mothers’.4¢

Using kinship and surrogate kinship to enlarge their networks of depen-
dants, household heads strove to protect their interests by appointing retainers
to strategic posts.# The perquisites of high office included extensive patron-
age and facilitated expanding elite households to include hundreds of people,
even thousands.* Growing reliance on mercenary forces made an ‘elabo-
rate’ household (miikemmel kap1) a prerequisite for appointment to provincial

43 Khoury, State and Provincial Society, pp. 18—21 and passim; Darling, Revenue-Raising,
Pp. 120-1.

44 Hathaway, Politics of Households, pp. 139-64. 45 Ibid., pp. 19-21.

46 Peirce, Imperial Harem, pp. 65—79, 105—11, 241-57; Hathaway, Politics of Households, pp. 109—
24; d’Ohsson, Tableau général, vol. 111, pp. 313-16.

47 Kunt, The Sultan’s Servants, pp. 34, 68.

48 Ibrahim Metin Kunt, ‘Dervis Mehmed Pasa, Vezir and Entrepreneur: A Study in Ottoman
Political-Economic Theory and Practice’, Turcica 9, 1 (1977), 197—214, at p. 203; Kunt, The
Sultan’s Servants, pp. 89—93; Evliya Celebi, The Intimate Life of an Ottoman Statesman:
Melek Ahmed Pasha (1588-1622) as Portrayed in Evliya Celebi’s Book of Travels, trans. Robert
Dankoft (Albany, 1991), passim.
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governorships or military commands.* Major household heads became ‘con-
tractors’, taking charge of revenue collection, military recruitment and provi-
sioning for the state. Combining high offices with revenue-farms consolidated
this trend.*® Ottoman dignitaries recognised government finance, particularly
tax-farming, as the best route to wealth; and the posts of their collection agents
(miitesellim, voyvoda), held first by household retainers but later often by nota-
bles (ayan) of local origin, became provincial power centres.” Literary sources
contrast the opulence of the households with the rapid mobility that might
transform a slave into a statesman and son-in-law of the sultan before — even
more suddenly —his severed head would be displayed at the palace as a warning
to others.”

The old vision of the state as the sultan’s all-inclusive household yielded to
one in which there were ‘slaves of the slaves’ of the sultan and many house-
holds within his.** A distinctive politics also developed, in which, by modern
standards, policies orissues remained secondary to the unconditional personal
loyalties on which the households were founded. In poetry, a large proportion
of eulogy and satire reflects the hope and despair of competing for reward in
such a political environment.

For those in high office, political advancement depended on intrigue and
appeals to the sultan’s favour.** Uncertain tenure in high office and the way
proximity to the sultan actualised the dangers of the officials’ slave status
compounded the dangers of this high-stakes game. Occasionally, a single offi-
cial would achieve a temporary monopoly of influence. Thus Mahmud IIs
favourite, Halet Efendi, nearly monopolised influence in Istanbul just before
the Greek revolution began (1821).” In the provinces, monopolies of influ-
ence by notable families, sometimes lasting for generations, became com-
mon in the eighteenth century.56 At other times, two households, or groups
of households, duelled for pre-eminence. The last great scribal rivalry in
Istanbul, between Akif and Pertev Pasas in the 1830s, caused upheaval that
helped precipitate reform in conditions of service, thus rewriting the rules
of the game. Akif could only topple Pertev’s factional conglomerate by ally-
ing with Husrev Pasa, minister of war but also kingpin in the factionalism

49 Kunt, The Sultan’s Servants, p. 89.

50 Khoury, State and Provincial Society, pp. 44—62, 114-33.

51 Inalcik, ‘Centralisation and Decentralisation’, pp. 31—40.

52 D’Ohsson, Tableau général, vol. III, p. 240. 53 Kunt, The Sultan’s Servants.

54 D’Ohsson, Tableau général, vol. 111, p. 354.

55 Findley, Bureaucratic Reform, pp. 38—9; Stanford J. Shaw, Between Old and New: The Ottoman
Empire under Selim III, 1789-1807 (Cambridge, MA, 1971), ch. 20.

56 Barbir, Ottoman Rule in Damascus, pp. 56-64; Khoury, State and Provincial Society, pp. 57-8.
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that precluded unity of command in the Ottoman military. Harmful in that
sense or in its brutal outcomes, bipolar factionalism focused conflict in a
patrimonial polity somewhat as a two-party system does in modern electoral
politics.”

While the great households need further research, some stages in their
evolution are discernible. With the end of the princely governorate around 1600
and the re-concentration of dynastic life in the palace, the influence accruing
to the sultan mother as the senior member of the dynasty sited many rivalries
in the imperial harem, whence references to the early seventeenth century as
‘the sultanate of women’. By 1656, this pattern had reached exhaustion; and the
sultan mother, Turhan, engineered the appointment of Képriiliizade Mehmed
Pasa as grand vizier with full powers over policy and high appointments,
which the sultans had normally controlled.>® A response to crises foreign and
domestic, this was also an attempt to reassert central control by empowering
one household to dominate all others. The Kopriili family dominated politics
and patronage for fifty years, although sultans periodically vied to reassert
themselves as commanders and heads of the one great household. Patterns of
appointment to high office wavered between periods of household dominance
and episodes when appointees were drawn from the palace, military and
central administration.® With the failed second siege of Vienna (1683) and
the territorial losses ratified at Karlowitz (1699), both the Kopriiliis and the
attempts to reassert palace control faltered.

The role of the households grew thereafter. The upper ulema’s aristocrati-
sation exemplified this trend. Eventually, even notables of reaya origin formed
households and acquired high positions. Once governorships had been com-
bined with tax-farms and big provincial tax-farmers began to buy governor-
ships, men of reaya origin began to acquire the elites” highest titles (bey, pasa
The introduction of life-term tax-farms (malikdne, 1605) and a 1726 decree,
ending sancakbeyis” appointment from the centre and providing for provincial
notables” appointment to those posts, made the local notables into the gov-

).60

ernment’s chief provincial interlocutors.®” Within a few decades, some such

57 Findley, Ottoman Civil Officialdom, pp. 70-80; Avigdor Levy, “The Military Policy of Sultan
Mahmud1I, 1808-1839", Ph.D. thesis, Harvard (1968), pp. 411, 4739, 644—6; Jane Hathaway,
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2003).

58 Peirce, Imperial Harem, pp. 255-7.

59 Abou-El-Haj, The 1703 Rebellion, pp. 10, 31, 43-8, 51-6, 82, 87, 90.

60 Inalcik, ‘Centralisation and Decentralisation’, pp. 30—40, 48—52; Khoury, State and Provin-
cial Society, p. 43.

61 Tabakoglu, Osmanli maliyesi, pp. 222—6; Khoury, State and Provincial Society, pp. 56-7, 123.
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men had become warlords, dominating entire provinces. By 1808, one group
of notables, led by Bayraktar Mustafa Pasa, had grown strong enough to stage
a coup, enthrone Mahmud II, and get his reluctant assent to a ‘deed of agree-
ment’ ratifying their powers and implicitly limiting his.®* By then, however, a
return towards centralisation had begun.

Back towards centralisation

Reverses such as the Russian war of 176874, the loss of the Crimea (1783) and
the French invasion of Egypt (1798) pushed the Ottomans into a new age of
reform. A reassertion of sultanic leadership under Selim III (r. 1789-1807) and
Mahmud II (r. 1808-39) marked its first phase. Selim was overthrown in 1807;
but Mahmud II revived his initiatives after destroying the janissaries in 1826.%
Their centralising efforts were of a piece and should be considered together.
Ottomans saw military reform as their foremost need. As in other states,
however, a better military required more revenue. Both sultans attempted
improvements in government finance; and Mahmud’s 1838 attempt to abolish
tax-farming and centralise government finance, if successful, would have done
more than anything else to provide the material resources for Ottoman revital-
isation. By the 1790s, it was also clear that military and financial reform could
not succeed without overhauling and rationalising government completely.
The open-ended way in which Selim III solicited his advisers’ recommenda-
tions before launching his ‘New Order’ and the wide range of reforms that were
debated (many more than were implemented) implied a fundamental change
in thinking, replacing deference to custom with planning and systematisation.
The evidence on Selim’s ‘New Order’ reflects an emerging Ottoman aware-
ness of the ‘systematising spirit’ for which the European Enlightenment was
known. Selim’s adoption of permanent, reciprocal diplomatic representation
instead of the old temporary embassies exemplifies the range of his reforms.
His ambassadors’ reports also convey vast information about contemporary
Europe and, in notable cases, advocate the reformist agenda in terms that
merge Ottoman and Enlightenment ideas.® More than the military and fiscal

62 Bernard Lewis, ‘Dustur’, EI 2, pp. 640-1. 63 Levy, ‘Military Policy’, pp. 27-171.

64 Findley, ‘Ebu Bekir Ratib’s Vienna Embassy Narrative’, 41-80; Carter Vaughn Findley,
‘Mouradgea d’Ohsson and his Tableau général de ’Empire othoman: Redefining the Self by
Defining the Other’, in Making Sense of Global History: The Nineteenth International Congress
of the Historical Sciences, Oslo 2000, Commemorative Volume, ed. Selvi Sogner (Oslo, 2001),
Pp. 169-88.
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reforms, this change in thought signifies the growing Ottoman engagement
with modernity.

After Selim’s fall, Mahmud had to wait for years before he could revive the
reformist agenda. By 1820, he had regained control over much of Anatolia
and the lower Balkans. Provincial support had shifted in some places from the
warlords towards a revitalised sultanate implementing a “politics of notables’,
in which cooperative local notables retained major roles.®® The Greek Revo-
lution of the 1820s and the Egyptian crises of the 1830s left no doubt about the
need for decisive action from the top. Mahmud responded by founding both
a new army and a new civil officialdom. He established schools to train new
elites; resumed diplomatic representation abroad; reorganised the central gov-
ernment into ministries; standardised the tables of military, civil and religious
ranks; abandoned the system of annual appointments; introduced salaries; and
abolished some of the disabilities of official slavery. The last measure followed
the upheaval caused by the fall of Pertev Pasa (1837), whose protégés would
become the leading statesmen of the next period. Proclaimed shortly after
Mahmud’s death, the Giilhane Decree (1839), critical in improving officials’
lot, extended its guarantees of rights and due process not just to the elites but
equally to the subjects. An autocratic centraliser, Mahmud even abolished the
grand vizierate (1838) and divided its functions, a short-lived change reversed
after his death.

The age of the households had ended. A new age had begun, characterised
by strong sultans during some reigns and consistently by new elites, civil
and military. Ironically, despite Selim and Mahmud’s desire to replace the
households with better-educated elites loyal to the sultan, some of these elites
would shift their loyalty to an abstract ideal of the state instead.® In time, the
constitutionalist opposition to centralising authoritarianism would emerge
from their midst.

65 Avigdor Levy, MahmudII’, EI z, vol. VI, p. 58; Khoury, State and Provincial Society, pp. 166—
78; Yuzo Nagata, Tarihte Aydnlar, Karaosmanogullar tizerinde bir inceleme (Ankara, 1997),
Pp- 23, 52-8, 193; Albert Hourani, Albert Hourani and the Politics of Notables’, in The
Modern Middle East, ed. Albert Hourani et al. (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1993), pp. 83-109.

66 Gogek, Rise of the Bourgeoisie, pp. 45, 67.
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War and peace

VIRGINIA AKSAN

Introduction

Writing the history of Ottoman warfare and diplomacy from 1603 to 1838
is charting much unknown territory, and combating long-held assumptions
about Ottoman obscurantism, paralysis and obstinacy in the face of defeat,
shrinking borders and European incursion. In many ways, the era can be
characterised by a slow, imperceptible tilting towards European-style diplo-
macy, as Ottoman bureaucrats came to terms with fixed borders and the
potential power and sometimes debilitating limitations of negotiations, what
J. C. Hurewitz long ago called ‘the Europeanization of Ottoman diplomacy’.!
The eighteenth century, in particular, saw a hundredfold increase in the use
of diplomatic initiatives, including the sending of special envoys to Europe,
increasing emphasis on foreign affairs in the bureaucracy, establishing perma-
nent embassies in Europe in the latter part of the period under study, and the
sometimes adroit, sometimes maladroit manipulation of the large and unruly
European diplomatic community in Istanbul.

Ottoman warfare is not as easy to characterise, as studies of so many of
the major campaigns of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries (and of the
1800s as well, for that matter) have yet to be undertaken from the Ottoman
point of view, a striking lacuna for an empire whose single raison d’étre is
almost invariably described in military terms. Much of the debate on military
reform, or lack of it, in the Ottoman context has been influenced by western
European historiography, which pits rational and progressive against religious
and regressive societies, accounting for the spectacular success of the West
and, by-the-by, for the failure of the Ottomans to make the transition to a
modern-style army. Legitimate attempts to reframe that picture inrecent years,
European or otherwise, have been hampered by a singularlack of interestin the

1 J. C. Hurewitz, ‘Europeanization of Ottoman Diplomacy: The Conversion from Unilat-
eralism to Reciprocity in the Nineteenth Century’, Belleten 25 (1961), 455-66.
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history of warfare in the late Ottoman Empire within the field itself, with some
notable exceptions.” Thus the chance to discuss a two-hundred-year sweep of
the empire in terms of the intricate interdependence of warfare, diplomacy
and the economy, as well as the impact of these factors on Ottoman society
and legitimacy, comes at an opportune moment.

In very general terms from a military point of view, the seventeenth cen-
tury represented the eclipse of the fief-based (timariot) provincial military, and
the complete desuetude of the devsirme levies of tributary children, while
the eighteenth century accelerated alternative systems, from militias to state-
contracted and financed regiments, predecessors to Selim III's (r. 1789-1807)
Nizam-1 Cedid, or ‘New Order’ army. As it became necessary to count on
the countryside for men and supplies there was a realignment of ruler and
ruled. In turn this change created opportunities for aggrandisement and the
consolidation of power which, similarly to European developments from 1660
to 1760, characterised these 200 years of the empire’s history?

In this chapter three main areas will be emphasised: changing techniques,
primarily of continental warfare in a comparative context, including a descrip-
tion of the campaigns which serve as signposts in that regard; concepts and
tools of diplomacy, highlighting significant treaties, and alterations to Ottoman
diplomatic strategy; and finally, the political and social effects of military
defeat, which by the end of the period under discussion were profound enough
to encourage nineteenth-century reformers to reconstruct the empire along
western European absolutist lines.

Changing techniques of warfare

Between 1650 and 1800, European warfare altered in ways that are still the sub-
ject of debate, but which seem to have radically changed the face of war as well
as the government organisation and financing required to maintain a continual

2 Charles Tilly, Coercion, Capital and European States, AD 990-1990 (Oxford, 1990); David
B. Ralston, Importing the European Army (Chicago, 1990); Jeremy Black, European Warfare
1660—1815 (London, 1994); Jack Goldstone, Revolution and Rebellion in the Early Modern
World (Berkeley, 1991) all include the Ottomans and comment on the paucity of stud-
ies. Notable exceptions include, for the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, the work of
the Hungarian scholars Gyula Kaldy-Nagy, Géza Déavid and Gabor Agoston. See also
Palmira Brummett on the representations of warfare; Caroline Finkel’s study of the
Long War (1593-1606); Mark Stein on seventeenth-century fortresses; Rhoads Murphey
on the Baghdad campaign (1638/9) and on warfare 1500-1700; Onder Kiigiikkerman on
military manufacturing, and Virginia Aksan on the Russo-Ottoman War of 1768-74 (see
bibliography).

3 Goldstone, Revolution, pp. 3—4.
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cycle of violence and control over local populations. The war and state forma-
tion arguments effectively asserted by Charles Tilly, Brian Downing, William
McNeill and Jeremy Black have considerably enriched the earlier, but equally
enlightening, ‘military revolution’ debates of Michael Roberts, Geoffrey Parker
and their critics. Succinctly put, the ideas relevant to this context include the
fundamental contribution of warfare to modern state formation, in a cycle of
indebtedness and growth of bureaucracies forcing the rationalisation of the
military systems as well as the credit required to maintain them.* By ‘military
systems’ is meant mobilisation and supply as well as the technology of warfare,
the latter in earlier decades of the debate the primary indicators of military
reform. Examples might include the introduction of small firearms, or the
evolution and influence of mobile, lightweight field artillery. Additionally, the
transition to modern armies required structural and behavioural changes, such
as convincing well-organised and disciplined soldiers to stand fast in opposing
ranks and open fire at one another, not breaking ranks in spite of friends and
comrades falling all around.”> More generally, the period under discussion saw
the move away from a plethora of autonomous militias to a (national) standing
army, and the introduction of command-and-supply structures, as regimental
and contractual logistics were replaced by the military bureaucracy of the
state: in sum, a gradual monopolisation of the control over violence.

The same theoreticians of territorial warfare delineate a separate trajectory
for naval empires — namely, Britain, France and the Netherlands in the period
under discussion. Certainly the requirements of naval warfare and supply are
worthy of that kind of distinction, while the end result tended towards the
monopolisation of violence on the oceans of the world. However, this analysis
remains incomplete if the Ottomans, who struggled to maintain both an army
and navy with predictable effects on state budgets, are not taken into account.
Historiographically speaking, the Ottomans have never been allowed a naval
‘policy’, restricted as their naval endeavours were to the Mediterranean littoral.
The long debilitating engagement around the island of Crete, from 1645 to 1669,
as part of the Venetian—Ottoman war, strains all credibility about the lack of
policy on the Ottoman side. But this spate of naval warfare does indeed point
to the technical and strategic impasses of the period, and also to the eclipse of

4 Brian Downing, The Military Evolution and Political Change: Origins of Democracy and Autoc-
racy in Early Modern Europe (Princeton, 1992); Michael Roberts, The Military Revolution,
15601660 (Belfast, 1956); Geoffrey Parker, The Military Revolution: Military Innovation and
the Rise of the West, 1500—1800, 2nd edn. (Cambridge, 1996); Tilly, Coercion, Black, European
Warfare.

5 William McNeill, The Pursuit of Power (Chicago, 1982), p. 133.
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both Venetians and Ottomans as substantial naval powers.® Ottoman attitudes
to the navy certainly included the protection of harbours and the freedom to
transport supplies; after all, feeding the armies on the battlefront and the
population of Istanbul had absolute priority in Ottoman political and strategic
thinking. Similar considerations were paramount in the maintenance of the
Black Sea and Danubian fleets. For these purposes contractual and client
relationships with local power-holders were often utilised, although in the
late eighteenth century significant naval reforms became a concern of the
bureaucracy, as exemplified in the lengthy and very colourful career of Admiral
Gazi Hasan Pasa.”

In the war and society debate just sketched, the Thirty Years War (1618—48)
and the Napoleonic wars act as beginning and end of a particular kind of
warfare which led to an impasse in all military systems of Europe just prior to
the French innovations by which the state-under-arms became a reality. Siege
warfare had proved its ineffectiveness, as soon as fortress construction and
the fire-power of cannon reached an equilibrium. The ability to sustain long
campaigns, and feed and care for upwards of 100,000 men, their equipment
and transportation, had reached a breaking-point. Massive open confronta-
tions, while effective in the flush of victory, were proving less so in influencing
diplomatic policy at the negotiating table, although standard military histo-
riography once masked the long-term effects of the spectacular successes of
Frederick the Great. The impact of that kind of warfare on the populace at
large was reflected in rebellions and desertions of villages, and often also in
resistance to taxation and billeting. This unrest, as well as the responses of the
elite groups — central and provincial - to the opportunities represented by the
upheavals of constant warfare, are two points of comparison that also work
well in the Ottoman context.

The Ottomans and the ‘military revolution’ debate

Due to the relative lack of monographs the Ottoman Empire has for the
most part been excluded from modern war and society debates. But this gap
is also due to the fact that historians have assumed the sultanate to have
been incapable of keeping pace with the technicalism and functionality of the

6 For more information on the debate about the Ottomans and the Mediterranean, see
works by Palmira Brummett, Andrew Hess, Salih Ozbaran and Kenneth Setton in the
bibliography; see also Idris Bostan, who has written on the imperial naval dockyards of
the seventeenth century and on the Ottoman navy in general.

7 Ismail Hakk: Uzuncarsih, ‘Sadrazam Halil Himid Pasa’, Tiirkiyat Mecmuast 5 (1935), 213—
67, and Stanford J. Shaw, Between Old and New: The Ottoman Empire Under Sultan Selim III,
1789-1807 (Cambridge, MA, 1971).
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developing state system in Europe. Similarly, an assumption about a cultural
divide has long hampered a recognition that warfare is a great leveller of social
behaviour, even though local cultures of course contribute powerfully to the
organisation of — and negotiation around — the military ethos of any particular
society.® John Keegan’s History of Warfare, for example, argues strenuously
for two styles of warfare, Eastern and Western, relegating the Ottomans once
more to their tents in Istanbul, indolently allowing the centuries to roll by.” The
issue of culture and military reform has been more intelligently approached in
David Ralston’s Importing the European Army, which suggests that the first stage
of reform involved the assumption by local elites that imitating the technology
of the victorious enemy was the key to success on the battlefield, without the
recognition that a cultural revolution was also required to create the well-
organised and disciplined troops of the new armies of Europe. The complete
rationalisation of military planning is as closely tied to the secularisation of
society as it is to the control of state finances.

In that context, a comparison between the two massive territorial empires
of the period, Russian and Ottoman, is revealing. Similar environments, similar
battlefronts, similar populations led to different and — in the Ottoman case,
devastating —results. In both cases it is possible to analyse the economic strains
imposed by warfare on large, agrarian societies, as well as the new centre—
periphery alliances that emerged, a road to the centralised, Europeanised
absolutist state of the latter-day Ottoman experience. Even though we still
lack detailed knowledge of the Ottoman context, it is possible to examine the
difficulties of and developments in military organisation with respect to the
battlefield environments of the 16031838 period.

The arena of warfare, 1603—1838

It has often been claimed that the Ottomans were a one-front army with a
two-front empire. In the period under discussion, they did indeed have two
regular battlefronts, with a third being added by 1800, but that did not mean that
mobilisation could not occur on other fronts, although absorption on one front
could often lead to the neglect of another (and respite for local populations).
Multiple theatres of war also account for the increasing Ottoman systematic
reliance on and tolerance of semi-independent provincial lords, who managed
such territories in the name of the sultan.

8 John Guilmartin, ‘Ideology and Conflict: The Wars of the Ottoman Empire, 1453-1606’,
Journal of Interdisciplinary History 18 (1988), 746.
9 John Keegan, A History of Warfare (New York, 1993), pp. 39 and 182.
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The first and most often visited arena was and remained the Danubian
battlefront, as to the chief enemies initially they were Venetian and Austrian.
By 1699 the relevant borders, with some minor give and take, were essentially
fixed. Latterly, the loci of major campaigns against the chief enemy of the
later 1700s and early 1800s, the Russians, became the mouth of the Danube
and the northern shores of the Black Sea. The Danube and its tributaries
deserve a monograph in and of themselves as the primal determinants of all
warfare in the area. Moving troops across the vast expanses of this region
was a constant preoccupation, where disease-inducing marshes and floods
decimated troops and animals alike.”® Major Ottoman military disasters of
the period invariably included scenes of soldiers drowning in one river or
another as they tried to escape a surprise attack by the enemy. The Ottomans
were always adept at siege warfare, and remained so in this period. Once the
Danube region had come to serve as the primary Ottoman border after 1700
its fortress system became the focus of siege warfare between the sultans and
their enemies. Russian and Austrian military corridors and fortress systems
were likewise developed in the period under discussion.” Once the Ottomans
were forced to establish military headquarters on their own territory, south of
the Danube, they experienced the lack of supplies and the resistance of hostile
populations that characterised much of the campaigning of the eighteenth
century. Quartering troops on home territory was a situation strenuously
avoided by European commanders.

Distance to the front was another factor which influenced campaigning in
both the Danubian arena and on the eastern frontiers, the second of the regions
in which the Ottomans were forced to fight in the period under discussion.
The Russians too were constantly plagued by the great difficulties of distance,
and losses of 25 or even 50 per cent of all soldiers were not uncommon.”
The enemy in the east was first the Safavids, Shiite Muslims, and then Nadir
Shah, the Afghan leader who conquered Iran after the fall of the Safavid
dynasty, followed by the Russians in the later period. Here the terrain was
far more inhospitable than even the Danubian arena, parts of which after all

10 John Stoye, Marsigli’s Europe, 1608—1730: Life and Times of Luigi Ferdinando Marsigli, Soldier
and Virtuoso (New Haven, 1994); Charles King, The Black Sea: A History (Oxford, 2004).

11 Carol Belkin Stevens, Soldiers on the Steppe: Army Reform and Social Change in Early Modern
Russia (Dekalb, 1995); Gunther E. Rothenberg, The Military Border in Croatia 1740-1881:
A Study of an Imperial Institution (Chicago, 1966); Michael Khodarkovsky, Russia’s Steppe
Frontier: The Making of a Colonial Empire, 1500-1800 (Bloomington, 2002).

12 This includes plague, famine and desertion. John L. H. Keep’s Soldiers of the Tsar: Army
and Society in Russia 1462—1974 (Oxford, 1985) has no equivalent in the Ottoman context;
no reliable statistics have yet been established.
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served as the Ottoman bread basket. Nomadism played a significant role in the
eastern context, as Tatar, Cossack and Kurdish bands all necessitated different
techniques of warfare, where horse and cold steel were more effective than
the sustained siege. Even Selim I (r. 1512—20) had had trouble convincing his
troops of the need for wintering over at such distances, the janissaries proving
unhappy with fighting fellow Muslims and with the prevailing style of slash-
and-burn warfare, which inevitably crippled the supply systems. Logistics in
this arena were paramount, and account for success in the mid-seventeenth-
century retaking of Baghdad.”

A third frontier, at the very end of the period under discussion, was Egyptand
the Hijaz. Here Muhammad Ali’s threat, growing out of the French invasion of
1798, forced major reconsideration of the entire military and diplomatic system.
Nomadism in the Hijaz potentially interfered with the lucrative caravan and
pilgrimage trade, and initially the relationship between Muhammad Ali
and Istanbul was positively affected by his ability to quell the Wahhabi rebellion
and protect both the access of pilgrims to the holy cities and the transit trade.
Egypt had long played the role of client, supplying troops to Ottoman cam-
paigns elsewhere, and responsible for providing most of the annual subsidies
accorded by Istanbul to Mecca.™ By the end of our period, with the virtual
independence of Muhammad Ali, Greater Syria and Palestine had become
a buffer zone; until 1918 this became a place to play out both the internal
and external challenges to the Ottomans, with a predictable impact on local
populations and resources.

Ottoman military, circa 1600

The wonder remains that the Ottomans survived the assaults on the territory
and hegemony of their empire at all. While it is easy enough to argue that they
were never in fact hegemonic in the period under study, operating as they did
with a considerable network of clienteles and vassals, it is nevertheless impos-
sible to write them off as an ‘arrested civilization’, as Toynbee would have
it.” The answer lies to some degree in the Ottoman success at allowing for,

13 Rudi Mathee, ‘Unwalled Cities and Restless Nomads: Firearms and Artillery in Safavid
Iran’, in Safavid Persia: The History and Politics of an Islamic Society, ed. Charles Melville
(London, 1996), pp. 389—416. Rhoads Murphey’s telling of the 1639 Baghdad campaign is
unparalleled: “The Functioning of the Ottoman Army under Murad IV (1623-1639/1032—
1049): Key to Understanding of the Relationship Between Center and Periphery’, Ph.D.
thesis, University of Chicago (1979).

14 Jane Hathaway, The Politics of Households in Ottoman Egypt: The Rise of the Qazdaghs
(Cambridge, 1997); Suraiya Faroqhi, Pilgrims and Sultans: The Hajj under the Ottomans,
1517-1683 (London, 1994).

15 Arnold Toynbee, A Study of History, abridged by D. C. Somervell (London, 1946), pp. 171-8.
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without truly acknowledging, the access to power represented by the military
organisation as it evolved. Until the introduction of modern-style ministries in
the nineteenth century, the Ottoman government was represented as the sul-
tan’s household, in an intricate system of patriarchal and patrimonial alliances.
Included in the army on the march were not just the fighting men, but mem-
bers ofall the guilds of the empire, as part of their service to the war endeavour.
The countryside, too, expected — and dreaded — to be mobilised: peasants pro-
vided manpower, food, transport, pack-animals and the like. One observer
likened Stileyman I's (r. 1520-66) army to a wedding party, while another, 200
yearslater, complained that headquarters resembled a grand bazaar, with more
camp followers than combatants.” Making war was simply part of the scenery
of early modern empires, and military headquarters just another venue for
the small entrepreneur.

At the beginning of the period under discussion, the traditional or
Siileymanic military organisation was in the process of transition. The devgirme
system still provided the manpower for the core of the janissaries, but increas-
ingly that standing army was enlarged by the enlistment of provincials for
whom enrolment meant attaining the privileges of the corps, particularly
enlistment in the muster rolls (esame), an entitlement to janissary pay and
benefits. Furthermore, while historians have insisted on the strict distinction
between timar-holding sipahis and janissaries, the blurring of the boundaries
probably began far earlier than is generally conceded. The failure of the timar-
iots to appear or to perform adequately in the 1593-1606 Long War between
Habsburgs and Ottomans, in part because of a decline in the monetary value
of such assignments, triggered massive reform from the centre. Now erstwhile
military fiefs were reassigned in large numbers to palace (and janissary) offi-
cials. This reform could well represent a belated official recognition of a trend
already well under way. Quantitative data are hard to come by, as surviving
statistics about the janissaries took into account only those stationed in the
capital or posted to the numerous garrisons across the Ottoman territories,
but not the timariots. Inherent in the conflict and collusion of provincial janis-
sary forces and local notables so representative of the Ottoman seventeenth-
and eighteenth-century countryside we discern a competition for access to
the lucrative tax-farming contracts by which the Ottomans gradually altered
their revenue-generating process.”

16 Andrina Stiles, The Ottoman Empire 145 0—1700 (London, 1989), p. 72; Virginia H. Aksan, An
Ottoman Statesman in War and Peace: Ahmed Resmi Efendi, 1700-1783 (Leiden, 1995), p. 137.
17 Linda T. Darling, Revenue-Raising and Legitimacy: Tax Collection and Finance Administration
in the Ottoman Empire, 1560-1660 (Leiden, 1996); Ariel C. Salzmann, Tocqueville in the
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Ottoman military historians still know very little about the myriad alter-
native countryside systems, which, when mobilised, brought thousands of
cavalry and infantrymen to military headquarters for a particular campaign.™®
The introduction of firearms, resisted by the traditional forces — both janissary
and kapikulu sipahi cavalry, who found the cumbersome muskets and pistols
undignified — meant the organising of alternative infantry groups, a process
which brought about the use of militias, as in Europe, small bands of 500-1,000
men organised on the local level, as part of the taxation system, or by desig-
nated individuals, from provincial governors down.” Such groups go variously
by the names of sekban, sarica or levend, the latter term in particular reflect-
ing the manpower source of these non-janissary soldiers, the term initially
synonymous with strongman, bandit or vagrant. They make an appearance
in this period, but the rapid acceleration of the use of levend regiments in the
eighteenth century is one of the significant evolutionary aspects of the military
system.*®

The condition of the artillery is better known. Thanks to recent studies by
V. J. Parry and Gabor Agoston, it is now apparent that the combination of
foreign technical advice and native production that characterised Mehmed II's
triumph over Constantinople set the pattern for the later empire.* This, too, is
comparable to the Russian experience, where it was not raw materials that were
lacking as much as native expertise.** New campaign preparations invariably
began with the repair and fortification of the garrison embattlements, a signal
to neighbouring countries of Ottoman intent. Attention to and improvement
of the artillery corps was a constant, with predictable moments of neglect, but
with significant renewal from the early eighteenth century through the end
of the period under discussion. Thus artillery came to be the military branch
with which Mahmud II (r. 1808-39) could finally defeat the janissaries.*

Ottoman Empire: Rival Paths to the Modern State (Leiden, 2004). See also the contributions
of Fikret Adanir (chapter 8), Linda Darling (chapter 6), Dina Khoury (chapter 7) and
Bruce Masters (chapters 9 and 13) to the present volume.

18 Caroline Finkel, The Administration of Warfare: The Ottoman Military Campaigns in Hungary,
15931606 (Vienna, 1988), p. 24.

19 Ibid., pp. 30-1.

20 Halil Inalcik, ‘Military and Fiscal Transformation in the Ottoman Empire, 1600-1700",
Archivum Ottomanicum 6 (1980), 283—337; Virginia H. Aksan, “Whatever Happened to
the Janissaries? Mobilization for the 17681774 Russo-Ottoman War’, War in History 5, 1
(1998), 23-36. See also the work by Giilsoy and Inbast in the bibliography.

21 V.J. Parry, ‘Barad, iv. The Ottoman Empire’, El2; works by Gabor Agoston listed in the
bibliography.

22 Thomas Esper, ‘Military Self-Sufficiency and Weapons Technology in Muscovite Russia’,
Slavic Review 28 (1969), 185—208.

23 Halil Inalcik, The Ottoman Empire: The Classical Age 1300-1600 (London, 1973), p. 83.
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It is not necessarily the lack of interest in technology as much as the lack
of corporatism and capital investment that distinguishes Ottoman from Euro-
pean warfare of the period. After the economic recovery of the mid-r7o0s
had been nullified by recurrent wars with Russia by 1800, the empire was on
the brink of bankruptcy.** While information about budgets and expenditures
remains elusive, and may never be available with any degree of certainty, recent
economic studies of the period between 1600 and 1840 have demonstrated that
expenditures doubled during campaigns. Extractions from the countryside
were increased accordingly, but other sources of revenue were tapped as well.
Examples might include confiscation of wealthy estates, which continued until
abolished by Mahmud II at the end of his reign, as well as stricter controls on
the exports of much needed supplies, such as grain and the like. Here, as
elsewhere, more micro-studies of revenue and supply systems for particular
campaigns are needed for a greater understanding of Ottoman practice.”

Finkel’s study of the 1593-1606 Habsburg—Ottoman struggle in Hungary is
just such a micro-study, an account of the Ottoman military system in action.
The Danubian borderlands remained the scene of cross-border skirmishes,
but until 1500 the Ottomans were preoccupied on the eastern front in an
attempt to establish what turned into an elusive hegemony over Azerbaijan,
the Caucasus and parts of the eastern Crimea. Thereafter, attention returned
to the Danube.*® The principalities of Wallachia and Moldavia, and the terri-
tories of present-day Poland and Ukraine, served as frontier marches between
Ottoman and Habsburg-held Hungary, where differences among Catholic,
Orthodox and Protestant contributed to divisiveness just as much as the issue
of Ottoman or Habsburg sovereignty. The conflicts and difficulties raised by
this war are symptomatic of warfare in the area for at least the next hundred
years. Border skirmishes between the Uskoks* and Bosnian militia led to sig-
nificant Ottoman raids on Habsburg territory and a retaliation by the emperor
who broke the treaty, and routed the Ottomans at Siska in 1593, a casus belli to
which the Ottomans responded by declaring war that year. Ottoman troops
were initially successful in 1593 and 1594, saving Estergom from an Austrian

24 Mehmet Geng, ‘L’Economie ottomane et la guerre au XVlIlle siécle’, Turcica 27 (1995),
177-96, trans. from a Turkish version which appeared in Yapit 49 (1984), 52-62; Sevket
Pamuk, ‘Money in the Ottoman Empire, 1326-1914’, in An Economic and Social History of
the Ottoman Empire 1300-1914, ed. Halil Inalcik and Donald Quataert (Cambridge, 1994),
PP 947-80.

25 Yavuz Cezar, Osmanh maliyesinde bunalim ve degisim donemi (XVIILyy’ dan Tanzimat’a mali
tarih) (Istanbul, 1986); Geng, ‘L’Economie ottomane et la guerre’.

26 Finkel, Administration, p. 9.

27 Catherine W. Bracewell, The Uskoks of Senj: Piracy, Bandits and Holy War in the Sixteenth
Century Adriatic (Ithaca, 1992).
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attack and capturing the fortress of Gytr (Yanik) further west, but the war
continued for another twelve years, criss-crossing the Danube, and punctu-
ated by successive captures and surrenders of many of the principal forts of
the area.

The issue of contention continued to be the vassal territories of Transylva-
nia, Wallachia and Moldavia, who turned to the Habsburgs for protection in
this round of confrontations. In 1595 the Austrians regained the advantage, but
a thrust of the entire Ottoman force in 1596, with the new sultan (Mehmed III,
I. 1595-1603) at its head forced a major confrontation and success at Mezo-
Keresztes. Warfare continued and by 1605, Wallachia (1599), Moldavia (1600)
and Transylvania (1605) had rejoined Ottoman vassalage, favouring Ottoman
chances for a satisfactory conclusion of events. That advantage was offset
by the need to mount a campaign in the east against the Safavid Shah ‘Abbas
(d. 1629), and by a very considerable Anatolian rebellion of mercenaries, doubt-
less resulting from the strains of war.

The final 1606 treaty of Zsitva Térok by which the Habsburgs conceded
Kanija and Eger to the Ottomans and confirmed the sultan’s possession
of the strategic fortress at Estergom, represented minor gains for an effort
which left both sides exhausted. Yet Ottoman reacquisition of control over the
principalities, major suppliers of foodstuffs to Istanbul, formed an important
achievement.?®

The Long War (1593-1606) is of multifold significance to Ottoman military
history. If the years of fighting against Persia are added to those of the war
against the Habsburgs, the Ottomans were constantly in the field between
1579 and 1612, and in quite a few years were engaged on two fronts. Merce-
nary (Celali) revolts were exacerbated by the demobilising (and desertion) of
Ottoman troops after Mezo-Keresztes. Some of the unemployed soldiers fled
to Anatolia, joining revolts already in progress. In Istanbul itself there was a
major confrontation between the janissaries and cavalry contingents in the
service of the palace, ending with the latter’s defeat in 1603. Further action
was taken against the provincial Celali rebels in 1608, but uprisings of this
nature, often snowballing into major threats to the dynasty, thereafter became
endemic in many provinces.*

An interesting military development of the period was the recruitment of
peasantsfirstagainst the Celalis, and then asregiments ofirregular infantrymen

28 Finkel, Administration, p. 20.
29 Karen Barkey, Bandits and Bureaucrats: The Ottoman Route to State Centralization (Ithaca
and London, 1994), passim.
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(the tiifenkendaz) that were sent to the Austrian front.** Halil Inalcik has
rehearsed the different socio-economic factors contributing to the emergence
of these militias but, in the end, has highlighted the government’s growing
demand forirregular mercenaries as a principal cause. The collapse and impov-
erishment of the traditional timariot class in the years before and after 1600
obliged the Ottoman administration to adopt a wholesale decentralisation pol-
icy® The new-style recruitment offered both a cheap solution to battlefront
needs and control over countryside violence, thus establishing a practice also
adopted by all pre-modern armies of Europe.

The janissaries continued to be a formidable fighting force in this period;
their effective number probably hovered somewhere around 40,000.%* The long
years of unrest saw an increasing influence of janissary and palace factions on
Ottoman affairs. The premature death of Osman II (r. 1618—22) at the hand of
the janissaries inaugurated a long power vacuum at the centre, and another
major revolt, that of Abaza Mehmed Pasa in eastern Anatolia, threatened
to bring down the empire entirely. In 1623 Murad IV took the throne, at
the greatest moment of crisis in the history of the empire to date. He was
the fourth sultan in six years, and each accession had meant concessions and
coronation bonuses to the janissary corps, with predictable results for the state
treasury.

Traditionally the blame has been placed on factional rivalries at the
Ottoman court, or on the competition between different military corps, as
soldiers recruited by the ‘levy of boys™ (devsirme) opposed forces of Anato-
lian background; this supposedly often meant the converted Christian versus
the native (Muslim) Turk.® The impact of battlefront needs has received less
attention, and adds an interesting dimension to the historiography, when we
consider that Osman II reputedly wished to draw on the militias described
above to reform the regular army. When we compare Ottoman to Russian
mobilisation practices for the late 1500s and early 1600s we observe strik-
ing similarities between the Celali rebellions and the events of the “Time of

30 Cengiz Orhonlu (ed.), Telhisler (1597-1607) (Istanbul, 1970), pp. 5172, passim; Finkel,
Administration, p. 37; Mustafa Cezar, Osmanli tarihinde levendler (Istanbul, 1965); Aksan,
‘Whatever Happened to the Janissaries?’.

31 Inalcik, ‘Military and Fiscal Transformation’, pp. 287 and 288.

32 Inalcik, ‘Tstanbul’, EI2, p. 242, mentions a total of 37,000 janissaries (1609), 34,825 total
kapikulu after attempts at reform in 1672, ¢. 40,000 janissaries in the eighteenth century,
although more than 160,000 claimed to be members of the corps countrywide.

33 A. H. Lybyer, The Government of the Ottoman Empire in the Time of Suleiman the Magnificent
(Cambridge, MA, 1913).
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Troubles’ (1598-1613), prior to the consolidation of the Muscovite state under
the Romanovs after 1613. Other events inviting comparison include the later
reforms of Peter the Great, who eliminated the traditional strel’tsy musketeers
in 1699, but whose new standing army was modelled on the long-standing
practice of hiring substitute militias, and thereby circumventing traditional
elites.* The major difference in military reform in Russia, of course, was that
the troops so raised were conscripted from the serfs, whereas volunteerism, or
mandatory village contributions, seem to have persisted far longer as methods
of recruitment in the Ottoman context. Conscription only came in during the
late 1700s, as a product of the reforms of Selim III. The Russian Pughachev
rebellion, which began in 1773 among the Cossacks, Kalmyks and Bashkirs,
but developed into a major challenge to the regime of Catherine II (r. 1762-96),
could be seen as the Celali revolts of tsarist Russia — countryside resistance to
the establishment of centralised order after a century of almost continuous
recruitment for the armies of the south.®

John L. Keep argues for a pre-180o Russian state order based on a credo
of preserving and extending the true religion, Orthodox Christianity, rather
than strict militarism.*® Similarly, the use of the sacred banner of the Prophet
Muhammad for the first time in the Ottoman campaign in Hungary (c. 1593)
signalled an acknowledgement of the growing complementarity of Muslim
religion (din) and Ottoman state (devlet), by which the Ottomans sought to
bolster their legitimacy.*” As the sultans” ability to expand — or even to defend —
their borders grew weaker, the calls to jihad and its icon, the Prophet’s banner,
only grew in prominence. Many descriptions of latter-day routs focused on
the protection and defence of this Ottoman emblem.?®

Nowhere was the sultans” Muslim legitimacy more challenged than on the
eastern frontier, where the Shiite Safavid dynasty (1501-1721), bolstered by the
popularity of Shiism and antinomianism among local nomads, continually
challenged Ottoman attempts at establishing orthodox Sunni Islam. A tem-
porary respite on the northern border, as central Europe was embroiled in
the Thirty Years War, allowed Murad IV to recapture Baghdad in 1638—9, the
city remaining in Ottoman hands thereafter. Murphey’s close study of records

34 Keep, Soldiers of the Tsar, pp. 97-102.

35 John Alexander, Autocratic Politics in a National Crisis: The Imperial Russian Government
and Pughachev’s Revolt, 1773-1775 (Bloomington, 1969); Khodarkovsky, Russia’s Steppe
Frontier, pp. 172—4.

36 Keep Soldiers of the Tsar, p. 1. 37 Finkel, Administration, p. 35.

38 John Stoye, The Siege of Vienna (New York, 1964), p. 264; Aksan, Ottoman Statesman, p. 121.
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and narratives concerning this campaign documents the mobilisation and sup-
ply system of the Ottoman military at mid-century. Contemporary critics saw
clearly that the restoration of order relied entirely on the discipline and reform
of the standing army.*

A military establishment organised around careful devsirme round-ups was
no longer adequate to supply the manpower needs for the capital, far-flung
provincial garrisons, and specialised auxiliary units such as the gunners (topgus)
and explosive experts. Recruitment then became a less regularised affair, with
the untrained inflating the muster rolls, beginning a process of the “fictional-
isation” of the effective fighting forces which plagued all armies (and military
historians) of pre-modern Europe. One estimate for this period suggests that
one man in three on the payroll actually presented himself for duty, the pay for
the remainder going into the pockets of regimental officers and bureaucrats.*
The infiltration of the unworthy, lack of discipline and of leadership are the
three leitmotifs of all critics of army organisation from the mid-seventeenth
century forward.

The Ottomans had in place a system of taxes in cash and kind (bedel-i niiziil
and siirsat), the former generally referring to regulated and taxed supplies, or
their cash substitute (bedel), the latter to forced contributions brought to camps
by which the government sought to guarantee that supplies reached the army.
An elaborate system of state contractors, accountants and commissaries in
way-stations and garrisons saw to the acquisition and shipment of supplies,
kept the accounts and managed the difficult job of distributing the goods upon
arrival. In addition, great care was taken to maintain the road systems; this
was no less true in 1638 than during the time of Siileyman.*

The janissary rations were highly regulated, including clothing allotments
and special funds for equipment. Individual regiments often had a provisions
fund, contributed by the members themselves, which served the common
good. The timariots were expected to feed and outfit themselves, but were often
given a grain ration, or its cash equivalent, at the beginning of a campaign.** A
gratuity often preceded a major battle, and certainly rewarded the especially
valorous afterwards. Complaints about the lateness or non-arrival of these

39 Murphey, ‘Functioning’, p. 6; Douglas A. Howard, ‘Ottoman Historiography and the Lit-
erature of “Decline” of the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries’, Journal of Asian History
22 (1988), 52—77; Virginia H. Aksan, ‘Ottoman Political Writing 1768-1808’, International
Journal of Middle East Studies 25 (1993), 53—-69.

40 Yasar Yiicel, Kitdb-i miistetdb, (Ankara, 1974), p. 16.

41 Murphey, ‘Functioning’, pp. 100-1.

42 Gilles Veinstein, ‘L’Hivernage en campagne talon d’Achille du systéme militaire ottoman
classique: a propose des sipah1 de Roumélie en 1559-1560°, Studia Islamica 58 (1983), 109—48.
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‘fringe benefits’ were used as excuses for failure to show up on the battlefield,*
universal problems in all early modern military contexts.

The actual rations included, first and foremost, biscuit (peksimed). For the
Baghdad campaign, almost 5,000,000 kilograms of biscuit were requisitioned,
based on an assumed consumption of 700 grams a day for 80,000 men. Biscuit
appears in the records for both the 1593-1606 Hungarian campaigns and for the
1768-74 Russo-Ottoman war, when some 22,400,000 kilograms were requisi-
tioned in 1769.# The baking and shipment were privately contracted, or, more
often, formed part of the taxation responsibilities of villagers throughout the
empire. Of the over 200,000 sheep collected for the Baghdad campaign, 6o per
cent were cash purchases, while the other 40 per cent was drawn from siirsat.®
Meat rations of this quantity were a rarity on European battlefields.

With respect to the care and feeding of the standing army, much remains
to be investigated, and even less is known about the feeding of the provincial
troops. The verdict is still out, therefore, on the advantages and disadvan-
tages to village and urban life as stimulated by campaigning on the frontiers.
Descriptions from the nineteenth century of desolation, disorder, depredations
and oppression are generally applied anachronistically to the previous two
centuries, and have prevented us from forming a clearer picture of Ottoman
‘middle-period” military life.

Ordnance accompanied the army, including gunpowder, shot and actual
weapons, in a bewildering variety of size and standard; this resembled the
deployment of artillery in western Europe, where standardisation also did not
fully occur until the eighteenth century.* The largest piece in the Ottoman
arsenal, the balyemez cannon, was hauled overland by twenty pairs of water
buffalo, in addition to the transport costs for the cannonballs and gunpowder
its use required.¥

The Ottomans could hold their own regarding artillery and the siege at least
until 1700. Nevertheless, the cost of lengthy campaigns, even if victorious,
was high. Between 1660 and 1700 the Ottomans were deeply involved with
the Christian powers of eastern Europe, concluding a twenty-year peace with
the Habsburgs after the disastrous defeat at St Gotthard (Szentgotthard) on the

43 Murphey, ‘Functioning’, pp. 121—2; Finkel, Administration, pp. 1690—72; also Virginia H.
Aksan, ‘Feeding the Ottoman Troops on the Danube, 1768-1774", War and Society 13
(1995), 1-14.

44 Murphey, ‘Functioning’, pp. 120—s5; Finkel, Administration, pp. 169—72; see works by Aksan
listed in the bibliography.

45 Murphey, ‘Functioning’, p. 132.

46 David Chandler, The Art of Warfare in the Age of Marlborough (London, 1976), p. 142.

47 Murphey, ‘Functioning’, pp. 134-5.
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Raab in 1664. In a contest with Russians, Poles and Cossacks for the Ukraine
(1671-99) they briefly acquired the province of Podolia, while subduing the
Venetians in the siege of Candia/Crete between 1645 and 1669.4

The last sustained Hungarian campaign, the Ottoman-Habsburg war of
1683-99, with its emblematic defeat at the second siege of Vienna in 1683,
and another at Zenta in 1697, serves as a prime example of the considerable
strengths of the Ottoman military system, as well as of its many limitations.
Much of the battlefield upheaval is reflective of the struggle in the capital,
as the austerity and successful reforms of the talented Kopriilii family over
the previous half century were dissipated by the ambitions of their successor,
Grand Vizier Kara Mustafa (1676-83). Of all the Ottoman campaigns, this
one has received perhaps the most attention, the most reliable study still
being that of John Stoye, who adroitly notes that it was easier to control
the more rebellious soldiers whenever a large army had been fielded for an
imminent campaign.® This must have been a powerful argument with the
Ottomans, who regularly chose war over peace. Figures on the Ottoman
army at full strength remain unreliable, but a number of estimates survive.
Marsigli estimated 30,000 janissaries and 155,000 provincial cavalry and infantry,
a figure including timariots, household militias and the Tatars.>® The vanguard
of the army, which arrived in Osijek in June of 1683, was composed of 3,000
janissaries, 500 cebecis (armourers), 20,000 cavalry and 8,000 Tatars, the latter
particularly effective at raiding and harassing enemy troops. One estimate of
supplies reckoned that 32,000 pounds of meat and 60,000 loaves of bread were
required per day> Moving those supplies in the marshes of the Danube and
Drava required an intricate system of pontoons and bridges, a task at which the
Ottomans apparently excelled.>* They were joined in Osijek by Emre Thokoly
of Hungary, allied with the Ottomans after 1681.

The siege of Vienna, by which the Ottomans literally came within inches
of breaching the formidable walls of the city, demonstrates the perseverance
and talent of the Ottoman forces for sustained entrenchments and sieges.
In the end, however, the timely arrival of the Poles from the rear, and the
obstinacy of Kara Mustafa in failing to defend that rear, resulted in a rout of the
entire army. Thereafter the failure to regroup and defend Estergom signalled

48 Suraiya Faroghi, ‘Crisis and change, 1590-1699’, in Inalcik and Quataert (eds.), Economic
and Social History, pp. 411-636, at pp. 424-31.
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50 Luigi F Marsigli, Stato militare dell’Tmpério Ottomanno incremento e decremento del medesimo
(The Hague and Amsterdam, 1732), pp. 20-8.

51 Stoye, Vienna, pp. 20—2. 52 Ibid., p. 21.
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to the Poles and Habsburgs the deep flaws in Ottoman military leadership
and strategy, which continued to be predicated on two principles. The first
was the political manoeuvring of clientele relationships among the empire’s
Christian vassal princes. The second was the refusal to share positions of
military command with the very provincial groups now so essential to survival:
these included countryside militias and their local masters, governors of sub-
provinces (sancaks), tribal chieftains and the emerging provincial aristocracies.

Even so, the Holy League, by 1697 comprising Austria, Venice, Poland, the
pope and Russia, was slow to take advantage of the evident weakness in the
Ottoman command structure. These hesitations reflected mistrust and inep-
titude in their own ranks, as well as possible new Western conflicts, which
soon became apparent in the War of the Spanish Succession. The battle of
Zenta was decisive, however, when outnumbered imperial forces routed the
Ottomans, resulting in 30,000 Ottoman casualties out of an estimated total of
100,000, many of whom drowned while crossing the river Tizsa.”* The 1699
Karlowitz treaty meant the end of Ottoman control over Hungary, recog-
nised the equality of the European dynasties and inaugurated a new Ottoman
approach to diplomacy. The new Ottoman—Austrian border, however tempo-
rary in the minds of Muslim theorists, was paced out along the Tizsa and Sava
by Marsigli and Ibrahim, Austrian- and Ottoman-appointed commissioners,
respectively>*

Ottoman military, 1700-1838

In terms of micro-studies covering the sultans’ campaigns, the 1700s comprise
perhaps the most neglected of all Ottoman centuries. A long conflict between
sultan and tsar resulted in a spiral of defeat for the sultan and a relentless
southward march of the border. Yet these campaigns were punctuated with
a few successes, just enough to have blinded Ottoman administrators to the
necessity for overhauling outmoded fighting styles and cumbersome supply
systems. Economically, the century is again a mixture of success and failure, its
first half characterised by prosperity at least partially due to lengthy periods of
peace. The four wars with Russia, starting in 1768 and ending in 1828, however,
brought near bankruptcy at a time when investment in military technology
was imperative. Nevertheless, at least one historian has acknowledged that
eighteenth-century fiscal innovation was intensive enough to demonstrate
that the Ottoman government was perfectly capable of ‘moving with the

53 Chandler, Art of Warfare, p. 302. 54 Stoye, Marsigli’s Europe, pp. 170-91.
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times”.” The reforms influencing military recruitment include the placing
of tax collection in the hands of local men, and the concentration of both
mobilisation and supply in many of the same officials, collectively known
as ayans or ‘committees of notables’.* A further innovation regarding the
military was the the imdad-1 seferiye, or campaign-assistance tax, which became
aregular, annual imposition after 1718. The revenues of the imdad were assigned
to local officials and inadvertently contributed to the ongoing empowerment
of provincial grandees.”

A final, interesting development is the issuing of esame, the pay tickets of the
janissary muster rolls, as promissory notes, which were sold and traded like
securities: 400,000 of them may have circulated by the end of the century.”® This
figure never represented the actual number of “active soldiers’, who probably
numbered no more than 10 per cent of the 400,000. Moreover, reform of
the janissary corps became considerably more difficult, as the circulation of
such pay tickets benefited the entire Ottoman administration. It is all the
more remarkable that the agendas for reform that Selim III requested from
his entourage in 1789 invariably included reform of the esame as an essential
measure to recover control over the military.>

In terms of mobilisation, 1768 is a key date, marking the point at which
recruitment of the miri levendat (state-financed infantry and cavalry regiments)
in great numbers became a standard aspect of Ottoman campaigning, evolving
into Selim III's Nizam-1 Cedid, or ‘New Order’ in the 1790s. Such provincial
levies were raised by local magnates cum officials, but paid for from the central
treasury, and distinguished both from the janissaries and the magnates’ own
household troops (kapt halk).° One of the most interesting aspects of current
research into eighteenth-century Ottoman history is the emerging consensus
on the conflict and negotiation of grandee families over exactly these new
sources of provincial wealth. A similar argument has been made for the rec-
onciliation of monarchy and nobility as an essential component of the rise of
French military power after 1650.%"

A final word needs to be said about military reform and Ottoman
obscurantism. When separated from Muslim ideological rhetoric of ‘infidel

55 Bruce McGowan, “The Age of the Ayans, 1699-1812", in Inalcik and Quataert (eds.),
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56 Ibid., p. 659. 57 Cezar, Osmanh maliyesinde bunalim, pp. 53-8.

58 McGowan, Age of the Ayans’, p. 716.
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innovations’, Ottoman pragmatism concerning the centrality of the artillery
corps to the eighteenth-century battlefield becomes clear. From the reign of
Mustafa I1I (1757—74) until the dissolution of the janissary corps in 1826, consis-
tent attention was paid to the artillery corps, although it continued to suffer
from under-investment. The cost of maintaining parallel armies, and a resis-
tance to sharing power in ways which would consolidate investment around
military technology, are far more cogent reasons for Ottoman failure to keep
pace than religious fanaticism.

Significant campaigns, 1700-1838

With raw recruits, fractious elites, incompetent leadership and obsolete equip-
ment the Ottomans faced Austrian and/or Russian troops on the Danube
frontier in 1711, 171618, 1737-9, 1768-74, 1787-92, 1806—12 and 1828—9. Invari-
ably, any successes by the Ottoman side are ascribed to luck — Austrian lack of
central command and incompetence in leadership, Russian over-extension
and distances from sources of supply — or to the difficulties involved in
coalition warfare. Western European military historiography is dismissive
of pre-Napoleonic warfare in general,®* and making even shorter shrift of
the Ottomans, who by that assessment never faced any significant enemies
until Peter the Great reformed the Russian military system. More recently, an
understanding of the societal costs of mobilising the countryside, and the direct
and indirect impact of war on rural populations, has led to a re-appreciation
of the relationship between the monopolisation of violence and the develop-
ment and centralisation of the modern European state system.® Similar forces
were at work in the Ottoman context as well, eroding sultanic legitimacy to a
significant extent by the end of the period under discussion.

Peter the Great is credited with the creation of the modern Russian standing
army, which confronted the Ottomans on the Pruth in July 1711. During his
reign, there were 53 levies of 300,000 recruits, at the rate of 1 recruit per 20
households, lifetime sentences for the serfs.®* By contrast, the Ottomans had
begun to operate the miri levendat system, volunteerism was still very much
in evidence, and participation was limited to a single campaign, renewable
thereafter dependent upon the situation.® One estimate pits 260,000 Ottoman
forces against the Russian 40,000, the former figure including the ubiquitous

62 Ibid., p. 70.
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100,000 cavalrymen, probably mostly Tatars. With a six against one ratio, small
wonder that Peter the Great found himself surrounded and forced to surrender
certain fortresses including Asow, which the Russians had conquered in 1696.
This restoration of the line of fortresses extending from Belgrade eastwards
to Asow satisfied Ottoman negotiators.*

However, the brief Venetian—Austrian—Ottoman war of 1716-18 resulted in a
major defeat, as Eugene of Savoy, probably the most brilliant commander ever
to face the Ottomans, succeeded in routing an army three times the strength
of his own imperial Habsburg forces. In August 1717 he captured Belgrade, the
linchpin of Ottoman European fortresses. Casualties for the Ottomans here,
as throughout the century, were heavy, an estimated 20,000 Ottoman versus
5,400 imperial troops.” The 1718 treaty of Passarowitz added Serbia and part
of Wallachia to Habsburg territory along with Belgrade, but the Ottomans
recovered the Morea from the Venetians.

The Ottomans remained committed to siege warfare, and had consolidated
the Danubian fortressline early in the century.®® Itis in the entrenched positions
at the major fortresses that the janissaries excelled, and one of the reasons they
so hated eastern campaigns, where the horse and sabre still ruled supreme.
From 1723 to 1746, sporadic revolts and some extended campaigns occupied
Ottoman troops in the Caucasus, in the never-ending struggle against the
Safavids, the Afghan rulers of Iran and finally Nadir Shah (r. 1736—47). Russian
imperial aims, namely the desire to subdue the Tatars and gain control of the
Black Sea coast, were already apparent, but the difficulties of campaigning in
truly hostile and distant territories defeated their efforts until the late 1700s.
The Ottoman forces were successful in the 1720s, and signed an agreement
with the Russians that gave them control over Georgia, Shirvan and Azer-
baijan, while recognising Russian suzerainty in the Caspian provinces of the
Caucasus.®

Nadir Shah and the Afghans upset the tenuous balance of power in Iran,
however, forcing the Ottomans to mount another major campaign. This was
the catalyst for the tumultuous Istanbul revolt of 1730, the Patrona Halil revolt,
among the assembling army, a newly emerging coalition of dissatisfied soldiers
and disenfranchised ulema, resentful of the excesses of the court of Ahmed III
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(r. 1703-30).7° The revolt, generally viewed as a reaction to Westernisation by
intransigent conservatives, could just as creditably be argued as exemplify-
ing a significant social transformation driven by the exigencies and depriva-
tions of warfare, much like the long reaction to Selim III at the end of the
century.

By 1735, Nadir Shah controlled the Caucasus and had made peace with the
Ottomans, who were meantime distracted by the western front once more.
The extended diplomatic manoeuvring around the Shiite-Sunni tangle on the
eastern frontier has recently been given some attention, as has the impact
of these campaigns on local elites in Baghdad and Mosul, but the campaign
histories have yet to be written.”

The 1736—9 Austro-Russian—Ottoman War illustrates in many ways the dif-
ficulties which the Ottomans now faced.” War was declared in May 1736, after
a Russian ultimatum which denounced the Ottoman inability to control con-
tinuous Tatar raids in violation of the Pruth treaty. Russian successes at Asow
(1736) and Ochakov (1737) were later reversed by stiff Ottoman resistance at
Bender. Disease and logistical nightmares forced the Russian evacuation of
the Crimea in 1738. Reputedly, 100,000 Russians out of 240,000 were lost in the
extended campaigns.”? As for the Ottomans, slow to mobilise, they struggled
tokeep control of the Danube fortresses, once the Austrians moved into Serbia;
1737 was pivotal, as Austrian and Ottoman fought over Nis and Bosnia. During
1738 and 1739, the Ottomans re-established the Danubian defence line by besieg-
ing Belgrade, even as the Russians crossed into Moldavia and captured Hotin
in the summer of 1739. Austrian disarray, especially after the battle of Grocka
(Hisarcik), and rising concern about protecting the western frontier drove the
Habsburg ruler to sign a separate peace in September, abandoning both Bel-
grade and his Russian allies. The Russians, in fear of winter conditions and a
renewed Ottoman campaign, were disappointed by the non-occurrence of an
anticipated general uprising against the Ottomans, signing their own treaty in
October 1739. The Danube and Sava were re-established as Austrian-Ottoman
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boundaries. The Russians were forced to surrender Asow and abandon their
own trade and warships in the Black Sea.

Recapturing Belgrade and Asow reinforced the Ottoman sense of superi-
ority, masking the true state of their forces, the continual underinvestment
in firepower, and the increasing tenuousness of border areas such as the prin-
cipalities. Here loyalties of Christian and Muslim alike were determined by
the survival strategies of lords and peasants, but Ottoman and Russian poli-
cies were also crucial. Mistrust of local rulers by the Ottomans after 1718 led
to the appointment of governors from among the Phanariote Greek families
of Istanbul, thereby exacerbating local disaffection. For the Ottomans, the
principalities were first and foremost clients and vassals; for the Russians, in
spite of much protestation about the protection of Orthodox brothers, the
aim was always territorial expansion and hegemony. The victims were, in
the long run, Poland, the Tatars and Cossacks, with Poland ceasing to exist,
the Tatars becoming a significant exile community after 1783 when Catherine
II annexed the Crimea, and the Cossacks, co-opted into the Ukraine, settled
on what became new Russian lands. That was the legacy of 1739.

The long era of peace until 1768 meant that the Ottomans missed out
on another round of military innovations on the battlefields of the Seven
Years War of 1756—63, innovations which included the use of highly trained and
disciplined regimental formations, mobile firepower with rapid-fire regiments
and small-calibre cannons, and the use of the socket bayonet to counteract
cavalry forces.”* Russia was a full participant and eager student of the new
tactics which Field Marshal Rumiantsev put to good use in the 1768—74 Russo-
Turkish War.

In the 1770 war a single massive confrontation took place at Kartal (Kagul)
just north of the Danube, when 40,000 Russian troops scattered between
100,000 and 150,000 Ottoman soldiers. The achievements of the Russian navy
were astonishing as well: sailing from the Baltic to the Mediterranean, the
fleet of Catherine II picked up some English admirals along the way, attacking
and destroying the Ottoman navy at Cesme near Izmir (1770). Before the
end of the war, the Russians penetrated south of the Danube, hoping to
end the war and capture Istanbul/Constantinople; the latter aim became
part of the Orthodox rhetoric which Catherine II adroitly manipulated.”

74 Charles de Warnery, Remarks on Cavalry; by the Prussian Major General of Hussars, Warnery:
Translated Ed from the Original (London, 1798).

75 Hugh Ragsdale, ‘Evaluating the Russian Aggression: Catherine I and the Greek Project,’
Slavonic and East European Review 66 (1988), 91-117; Hugh Ragsdale, ‘Russian Projects of
Conquest in the Eighteenth Century’, in Imperial Russian Foreign Policy, ed. and trans.
Hugh Ragsdale (Washington, DC, n.d.), pp. 75-102.
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The Kii¢iik Kaynarca treaty, signed in haste after the complete collapse of
the Ottomans at Sumnu in late spring 1774, was the single most humiliating
treaty the Ottomans had yet signed. The Russians gained ports on the Black
Sea (Kilburun, Ker¢ and Yenikale), freedom of navigation in the Black Sea
and Mediterranean, and could now claim the right to protect the interests
of the Orthodox Christians of the empire. Much against their will the
Crimean Tatars were declared independent, and the Ottomans had to pay a
tremendous indemnity of 4,500,000 roubles.”®

In addition to the carnage of the battlefield, the population suffered from
war-induced riots, shortages and famines as well as disease — still a primary
cause of death, both in Istanbul and the hinterlands: in 1786, a major outbreak
is said to have killed one-third of the population of the city.”” Disease also was
a constant consideration in the Danubian theatre of war.”®

While Ottoman statesmen were completely aware of the implications of the
territorial concessions of the treaty, the Ottoman public was most incensed
about the loss of the Tatars and their territory; after 1783 especially, when
the Peninsula was unilaterally annexed by Catherine II, a vociferous Tatar
exile voice was added to the discontents of Istanbul. This was the primary
cause of several futile efforts to recapture northern Black Sea ports, and of
the 1787-92 war. The campaigns of 1787—92, when the uneasy allies Austria
and Russia once again faced the Ottomans on the Danube and Crimean lit-
toral, ended in complete defeat of the Ottoman forces at Magin in 1791, with
the Austrians in Belgrade and the Russians in Bucharest. The grand vizier
Koca Yusuf Pasa was based in Nis with 86,000 troops, 6,000 artillerymen
and 300 cannons; 27,000 were stationed in Bosnia, 7,000 at Hotin, 40,000 at
Ismail and 12,000 at Ochakov, while the Russians fielded 150,000: 80,000 on
the eastern shore of the Bug, and 70,000 in Moldavia. There were an esti-
mated 25,000 Ottoman casualties at Ochakov alone. While the actual figures
vary, they do indicate two aspects of Ottoman Danubian strategy: deployment
across considerable distances; and the concentration of forces in Bosnia and
Bulgaria, the last-ditch defence of Edirne (Adrianople) and Istanbul.”> There
were separate treaties with Austria, at Sistova (August, 1791), which restored
the status quo, and with Russia at Jassy in January 1792. The latter treaty
recognised the Dniestr as the border and surrendered Ochakov, but otherwise
reiterated the provisions of Kii¢iik Kaynarca; this war had exemplified most
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graphically the utter futility of the traditional warfare still perpetuated by the
Ottomans.

Ottoman campaigningin the later 1700s was determined by the intractability
of the janissary corps, which by this time probably numbered no more than
40,000 actives, and the increased use of countrywide mobilisation as an effective
alternative; the latter provided perhaps 100,000 recruits in the 176874 war.®
The janissaries still required their pay, drawn on the basis of the estimated
400,000 pay tickets then in circulation; the provincial militia (levends) recruits
were paid sign-on bonuses, six-month campaign wages and rations. These
were financed by the central treasury, although theoretically supported by
the local imdad-1 seferiye. Given limited productivity in agriculture and crafts,
this was an expensive way of going to war. Sustaining it meant considerable
underinvestment in other aspects of warfare, such as artillery. It also meant
that each campaign required mobilising inactive forces, and adding completely
raw recruits to assembling regiments.

The Tatar khan, who joined the 1768 campaigns with his horsemen, received
incentives and pay for himself and his entourage, yet another heavy burden on
the treasury. Supply systemshad to be reactivated after the long period of peace,
and the principalities and Bosnia, located near the borders, bore the heaviest
load. However, biscuit was requisitioned from as far away as Crete and Egypt by
state-appointed commissioners (miibayaact) and local officials.®” Collaboration
and negotiation around different aspects of warfare had the unintended result
of aggrandising the many gentry families, so evident in the local quarrels of
the latter eighteenth century; but much more work is required to determine
the real impact of the sustained and all-inclusive warfare of those years.

Three decades of futile campaigns had left the Ottoman state on the brink
of bankruptcy, significantly impeding Selim III’s attempts at the creation of an
alternative corps, his Nizam-1 Cedid. Still, before the revolt which ended in
his own downfall, some 22,700 troops and 1,600 officers had been conscripted
and established in their new headquarters in the Selimiye barracks in Istanbul,
organised and trained in the Western manner. Much of Selim III’s reign was
taken up with the problems resulting from Napoleon’s invasion of Egypt in
1798, with considerable countryside revolts on all fronts, in pre-Napoleonic
Egypt and the Hijaz, and also in significant sections of Serbia and Greece.®*

With the French invasion of Alexandria, a new era of relations with Europe
began, which in nineteenth- and twentieth-century historiography reduced

8o Aksan, ‘Whatever Happened to the Janissaries?’.
81 Aksan, ‘Feeding the Ottoman Troops’.
82 Shaw, Between Old and New, passim; McCarthy, The Ottoman Turks, pp. 185-91.
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the sultan and the empire to second-class players, waiting to be rescued by
their imperial protectors: Russia, Britain and France. In fact, Mahmud II did
call on Russia at the very end of our period to help save the Ottoman dynasty
from Muhammad Ali and his son, ibrahim. These two founders of the Khedi-
val dynasty of Egypt first had fought very ably for Mahmud II in the Morea
before challenging him on his very doorstep. Due to the lack of monographs
for the military historian, it is very difficult to write a history of the Ottoman
forces after 1826, when Mahmud II eliminated the janissary corps. The pro-
cess of reorganising the military has been largely ignored by Western and
Turkish historians.®» More is known of Muhammad Ali, whose astonishing
conscription of Egyptian peasants, as much as 10 per cent of the eligible
population at the peak of his military activities, has been studied with more
care.®

The destruction of the janissaries (mid-June 1826) was possible because of
the loyalty of both the Ottoman navy and of the artillery corps to the sultan.
The elimination of the obsolete corps was also possible because Mahmud II
cultivated a climate of opinion which enjoined change in the Muslim context, as
exemplified in his own new troops, the ‘Muallem asakir-i mansure-yi Muham-
madiye’ (the Trained Victorious Soldiers of Muhammad). He also worked very
carefully to create a cadre of young bureaucrats committed to reform, such as
Mustafa Resid Pasa, the product of the scribal corps who served three times
as foreign minister and six times as grand vizier in the reformed Ottoman
administration (1837-9).%

The new troops Mahmud II stationed in Istanbul numbered 12,000 recruits,
aged between 15 and 30 years, divided into 8 regiments and 12 companies each
of musketeers and artillerymen. The esame system was replaced with accurate
muster rolls, and barracks were built on the old sites of Davud Pasa, Levend
and Uskiidar. Later, provincial regiments were added, the battalion became
the basic unit, and the number of soldiers rose to 27,000. Reformed corps were
also established in the provinces: thus a cavalry corps at Silistre on the Danube

83 Onder Kiiciikerman, Tiirk giyim sanayii tarihindeki iinlii fabrika ‘Feshane’ Defterdar fabrikast
(Istanbul, 1988), discusses military manufacturing and contains many pictures of the
new troops and their uniforms. See also Miibahat Kiitiikoglu, ‘Sultan II. Mahmud devri
yedek ordusu: Kedif-i Asdkir-i Mansure,” Tarih Enstitiisii Dergisi 12 (1981—2), 127—58, and
Kemal Beydilli, Tiirk bilim ve matbaacilik tarihinde miihendishdne, miihendishdne matbaas
ve kiitiiphanesi (Istanbul, 1995).

84 Most recently: Khaled Fahmy, All the Pasha’s Men: Mehmed Ali, his Army and the Making of
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85 Shaw and Shaw, History, vol. II, pp. 20—7; Avigdor Levy, “The Military Policy of Sultan
Mahmud II, 1808-1839°, Ph.D. thesis, Harvard University (1968); Geoffrey Goodwin, The
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was made up of Tatar, Turk and Cossack horsemen. An effort was made to
unify artillery and infantry units, in the coordinated European manner, but
equipment and discipline always lagged behind.?

Time was against Mahmud II and his reformers, however, as the crisis of
dissolution of the empire engulfed any possibility of sustained training. It is
this situation that led to the complete inability of the Ottoman forces to stop
the better-trained and experienced conscripted army of Muhammad Al at
Konya in 1833, and drove the sultan to request the aid of Russia, even after
two recent wars on the Danube, in 1806-12 and 1828—9. Both involved contin-
ued Russian aggression in the principalities; both exacerbated revolts already
in progress against Ottoman (janissary) oppression; both were played out
against the rivalries of the imperial powers during the Napoleonic era and
after. The treaty of Bucharest in 1812 gave Bessarabia to the Russians, and
returned Moldavia and Wallachia to Ottoman suzerainty, but inaugurated the
Serbian struggle for independence. Here, the janissary troops who had failed
to halt the Russians effectively served as a check on local provincial desires
for autonomy, but not for long. Following the destruction of the Ottoman
fleet at Navarino in 1827 by France and Britain, now determined to free belea-
guered Greece, the second Russo-Ottoman war of the period was fought at
both ends of the Black Sea. Given the fact that Mahmud II's army was in a
process of reorganisation after 1826, the 1828 campaigns on the Danube could
only go badly for the Ottomans. In the east, the Russians advanced as far as
Kars. In 1829, they took both Erzurum in the east and Edirne in the west.
With Istanbul in a panic, Mahmud II signed the treaty of Edirne, which gave
the Russians control over the mouth of the Danube and large parts of the
Caucasus.

Throughout this period military reforms continued. The army treasury,
which swallowed most state revenues, became the central treasury after 1838,
situated in the new ministry of finance. Prussian advisers were viewed as
the least suspect; and Helmuth von Moltke along with several others, aided
Mahmud II from 1833 to 1839. Mahmud II also created a national army reserve
in the redif militia law of 1834, and by 1836 there were thirty-two battalions.®”
The new forces, created to restore Ottoman greatness, could, however, only
serve to contain the dissolution of what remained of the Ottoman Empire.
They thus battled extended uprisings in the Balkans from the 1790s to the 1830s
and, from the 1830s, served in the Syrian provinces.®®

86 Shaw and Shaw, History, vol. II, pp. 23-5. 87 Ibid., pp. 41-5.
88 Helmuth Von Moltke, Essays, Speeches and Memoirs, vol. I (New York, 1893), p. 293, five
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Von Moltke commented elsewhere that what was required to modernise
the empire was a generation of reformers of Muslim background; the role of
outsiders could only be that of catalysts. As more recently stated, the creation of
the new social group of reformers in the military schools led to the emergence
of a ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’, and the conflict between the members of this
group and the largely non-Muslim mercantile bourgeoisie was to lead to the
demise of the empire.®

Concepts and tools of diplomacy, 1603-1838

Fluctuating borders, besieged fortresses, disrupted agriculture and dislocated
and rebellious populations are the realities of early modern warfare, especially
acute in the Ottoman Empire after 1700. More elusive is the corrosive impact
the accumulating losses must have had on the legitimacy of the dynasty — espe-
cially given its status as a Muslim empire in a permanent state of warfare, real
or imaginary, against the infidel, exemplified in the often-repeated formulas
‘ever-expanding frontier’ and ‘ever-victorious army’.*° No permanent peace
was possible, in so far as it was ever possible, when the shari‘a mandated that
all agreements with non-Muslims were merely temporary truces. This in part
accounts for the Ottoman maintenance of wide frontier zones for far longer
than the Christian states of Europe, a practice changing rapidly in the period
under discussion.”

The Ottomans merged Muslim with Central Asian notions of empire and
world domination in a potent ideological mix which worked in their favour
until 1683 at Vienna, when a coalition of European powers checked what had
seemed like the inevitable Ottoman march west. The 1699 treaty of Karlowitz
forced a transition in Ottoman diplomatic strategies from dictation to nego-
tiation with equals, and the gradual rationalisation of diplomatic relations on
European terms. In order to do so, the Ottomans had to argue that noth-
ing had changed, for as Abou-El-Haj has so acutely noted, to do otherwise
would have irremediably damaged the legitimacy of Ottoman rule.” While
protesting all the way, and maintaining the fiction of the dynasty ‘stretching

89 Ibid., p. 272; Fatma Miige G6¢ek, Rise of the Bourgeoisie, Demise of Empire: Ottoman West-
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into eternity’,” the Ottomans adjusted to the new environment, and became
tenacious negotiators. Translation from and into Ottoman Turkish provided
frequent opportunities for the subversions of meanings.** Ottoman prefer-
ence for orality — that is, that the spoken agreement might actually be more
authoritative than over the written — has been less considered.”” Perhaps more
importantly, capitulations became a regular aspect of treaty negotiations, per-
manent and far more comprehensive after 1740, allowing one historian to
argue that diplomatic reciprocity only became a necessity once the economic
balance had shifted in Europe’s favour.*®

The eighteenth century is characterised by two significant developments
in Ottoman diplomacy: the bureaucratisation of foreign affairs in the scribal
bureaucracy; and increasing contacts with Europe, arguably out of neces-
sity. However, the latter were also determined by Ottoman foreign policy
in European capitals, as exemplified by Selim III's first permanent embassies
after 1793. Many factors militated against the travels of Ottoman subjects in
Europe, for the sultans’ representatives were often subjected to humiliating
quarantine conditions, which were not introduced in Ottoman territory until
the nineteenth century. Second, contrary to the Ottoman custom, Ottoman
ambassadors abroad were generally not supported by the court they were
visiting, leading many to complain about the parsimony of their hosts. They
conducted negotiations through mediators, the much-maligned dragomans,
as learning French only became part of diplomatic training under Mahmud
IL.*7 Cultural restrictions, especially religious dietary and prayer obligations,
were equally a problem, as they remain today. Still, of the thirty-four surviving
reports of embassies of eighteenth-century diplomats, only eight do not deal
with Europe.®®

Istanbul remained the essential centre of Ottoman and European diplomatic
activity. The post was considered a hardship, and European dispatches are full
of tales of financial woes and endless ceremonials and humiliations to which

o3 Ibid., p. 136.
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the representatives were treated.” Until the early nineteenth century, the
representatives of foreign powers were considered the legitimate hostages of
their governments, and frequently locked up in the Seven Towers fortress of
Istanbul as a signal that hostilities were about to begin. Behind the posturing
and cacophony, the equalisation and later subjugation of the Ottomans con-
tinued, as ‘the terror of Europe’ of the 1650s evolved into the ‘sick man’ of the
1850s. For purposes of this discussion, the periods bounded by the treaties of
Karlowitz and Belgrade (1699-1740), and those of Kii¢iik Kaynarca and Balta
Limani (1774-1838) will be used to illustrate some aspects of the passage out-
lined above.

The year 1698 was notable for a number of changes in Ottoman strategy:
first, Grand Vizier Amcazade Hiiseyin Kopriilii indicated a desire to pursue
peace on the basis of uti possidetis, which after the disaster at Zenta and Eugene
of Savoy’s penetration of Bosnia meant a considerable concession of territory
to Austria. Second, the English ambassador, Paget, was drawn in as mediator,
a role that England would play throughout the eighteenth century. Third, a
bureaucrat was placed in charge of negotiations instead of the military men
in situ; this signalled the emergence of a staff specialising in foreign relations,
one of the significant trends of the century. A conference was finally organised
at Karlowitz, with Anglo-Dutch mediation, and Ottoman representation by
Plenipotentiary Rami Efendi, an appointee from the new generation of diplo-
mats intent on pursuing peace, and Alexander Mavrocordato, chiefinterpreter.
The first meetings took place in a capacious Ottoman tent (mid-November
1608). By late January 1699, the Ottoman—Habsburg treaty had been signed,
which ceded Hungary and Transylvania to the Habsburgs, Podolia to Poland
and the Morea to Venice, but maintained the Ottoman province of Timisoara,
slightly enlarged.”® Thus the definition of the frontiers with Europe, and the
transition to reciprocal diplomacy, had begun.

The period between 1699 and 1740 continued that trend, punctuated by
the brief confrontation with Peter the Great on the Pruth in 1711 and the
war with Venice and Austria ending in the treaty of Passarowitz in July 1718.
The former was complicated by Charles XII of Sweden and his bid for power
on the northern frontier of Russia, and was not finally settled until 1713; the
latter saw the loss of Belgrade to the Austrians. In Istanbul’s factional politics
and revolts, caused in very large measure by mobilisation and diplomatic

99 Cassels, Struggle, p. 67 n. 13, p. 211; Miibahat S. Kiititkoglu, ‘XVIIL yiizyilda Osmanh
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intrigue, it is possible to see the emergence of a peace party, and a call for the
rationalisation of warfare and negotiations, especially during the vizierate of
Damad Ibrahim Pasa (1718—30), adviser to Ahmed III (r. 1703-30). British and
Dutch mediation continued, as it would throughout the century. The reign of
Ahmed III is important for Damad Ibrahim’s significant diplomatic initiatives,
especially the embassy of Yirmisekiz Celebi Mehmed Efendi, formerly one of
the plenipotentiaries for the Ottomans during the Passarowitz negotiations.
His investigative embassy to Paris in 1720-1 is symbolic of the new age of
Ottoman and European diplomacy.” Of equal note was the very considerable
effort to build and rebuild the fortresses along the Habsburg and Russian
borders, indicative of a new defensive outlook from behind the increasingly
‘permanent’ frontier."*

Recovery of the Morea was achieved in the Passarowitz treaty; recovery
of Belgrade was the strategic and diplomatic triumph of the 1736-9 Russo-
Austrian—Ottoman war. Once again, the office of the reis efendi, or chief scribe,
which increasingly proved to be the springboard for the grand vizierate, pro-
vided the plenipotentiaries, in this case, the reis Tavuk¢ubasi Mustafa Efendi,
and the later famous Koca Ragib Pasa. Both had gained experience during
long negotiations with Nadir Shah of Persia, in the endless round of struggle
over the empire’s eastern borders. A temporary peace had been drawn up in
1736, the Ottomans anticipating a campaign with Russia, and Nadir Shah, as
noted, was diverted to India."®

Ottoman success at regaining Belgrade hasbeen attributed to French ambas-
sador Villeneuve, who acted here as chief mediator. Ottoman tenacity and
manipulation of the distrust among their — supposedly allied — opponents is
the dominant impression, even as Ottoman officials themselves were at the
mercy of court intrigues and “public opinion’ in Istanbul.** The Ottomans
insisted on the return of Belgrade, which they achieved, and less realistically
on the destruction of Asow, the two fortresses strategically located at the west-
ern and eastern extremes of their defensive corridor. Villeneuve’s reward was
the renewal of the French capitulations by the Ottomans in 1740.'® Through-
out, the Ottomans argued for the dual application of scripture and reason to
the proceedings, a first according to witnesses, and the Russians pressed the
claim that they were as yet denied, but which would become a reality by the
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end of the century: surrender of Kuban and the Crimea as well as free passage
in the Black Sea.”

The period intervening between 1740 and 1768 was an astonishing era of
peace in Ottoman territories, and an attempt to establish new alliances, notably
with the Prussia of Frederick the Great, in a lengthy series of negotiations that
ended only in a capitulatory treaty in 1761. As Beydilli has demonstrated, the
caution and perspicacity of Grand Vizier Koca Ragib (1757-63) led the Ottomans
to maintain a pacificist stance, even as revolutions in European diplomacy
such as the Franco-Austrian alliance of 1756 affected Istanbul diplomatic cir-
cles.”” Played out against European absorption in the War of the Austrian
Succession (1740-8) and the Seven Years War (1756-63), Ottoman diplomatic
endeavours are generally sketched as part of Frederick the Great’s larger the-
atre of diplomatic feint and parry. An earlier offer by Mahmud I (r. 1730-54) to
mediate in the War of Austrian Succession, however, is a further indication of
new strategies on the part of the Ottomans, although ignored by European
diplomats.™®

The transition from expanding to fixed and finally to shrinking borders had
an effect on internal balances of power, and forced considerable innovation
on the part of the Ottoman house, which conceded control over countryside
wealth and influence, but steadfastly refused to share power in Istanbul. As
the dominance of the new-style foreign affairs and its officials eclipsed the
power of ulema and janissary alike, there were spates of unrest in the capital.
Absorption in this kind of realignment diverted attention, and finances, from
much-needed military reform.

For our purposes 1774-1838 represents the final phase of the Europeanisation
of Ottoman diplomacy. The treaty of Kii¢iik Kaynarca has been perhaps justifi-
ably scrutinised as the inaugural document of the Eastern Question, although
clearly the Russian agenda was in the air much earlier. The unquestionable
success of Catherine II's army under General Rumiantsev gave the demands of
the battlefield the backing they had lacked in the earlier period, however, and
forced the humiliating treaty on the Ottomans. Clearly the Ottomans knew it,
asinitial attempts to stop a costly war dragged on in negotiations for over three
yearsin two phases (1771-3): first with Prussian and Austrian mediation (1771-2),
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teenth Century Historiography’, in Turkic Culture: Continuity and Change, ed. Sabri M.
Akural (Bloomington, 1987), pp. 75-82.

107 Kemal Beydilli, Biiyiik Friedrich ve Osmanhlar: XVIII yiizyilda Osmanl—Prusya miinasebetleri
(Istanbul, 1985).

108 Virginia H. Aksan, ‘Ottoman-French Relations 1738-1768’, in Studies on Ottoman Diplo-
matic History, ed. Sinan Kuneralp (Istanbul, 1987), pp. 41-58 at pp. 502.
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which was refused outright by the Russians; and then direct Russo-Ottoman
meetings from 1772 to 1773.

The negotiations broke down over the question of Tatar independence, over
the two fortresses of Ker¢ and Yenikale, and free navigation in the Black Sea
and the Bosporus. Yet in the end the Ottomans, whose army fell completely
apart in the spring of 1774, were forced to accept all these conditions. Both
sides invoked their rights over their own co-religionists, articles which have
since been the subject of long debate, as the Russians would continue to press
their right to “protect’ the Orthodox citizens of Ottoman territories well into
the nineteenth century.”® The Tatar question was only settled by Catherine
II's annexation of the Crimea in 1783, and not truly accepted by Ottoman
diplomats and the public until the treaty of Jassy in 1792, which ceded more
territory to the Russians, confirmed the annexation, and otherwise reiterated
the clauses of Kiiciik Kaynarca.

The period of 1798-1838 is perhaps the most tumultuous of all in the long
history of the Ottoman house. Discussions of the diplomacy of the period are
invariably driven by the Eastern Question paradigm, a historiographical cliché
so familiar that it will be avoided here in an effort to assert the Ottoman point
of view. Reform of the financial and military system was played out against
desperate economic conditions, and against formidable internal challenges
both in the Balkans and the Arab provinces. In certain regions this latter
drama unfolded largely without European intervention. However, the need
to combat Muhammad Ali’s challenge to the survival of the Ottomans served as
excuse to the Great Powers to establish themselves in territories they coveted,
but were unwilling or unable to annex outright.

Selim III began the reform of the military in 1793, a process which was com-
pleted by Mahmud ITin 1826, when he eliminated the janissary corps. Ina sense,
the latter’s destruction signalled the end of dynastic rule in its long-familiar
form, for the next stage involved the inauguration of European-style bureau-
cracies and administration. This, however, led to a complete overturning of
the fragile social order, inequitable and unjust as it had become. That essen-
tial dilemma was spelled out on the streets by the ‘fanatics’, the displaced and
disenfranchised Muslims, who rebelled against the ‘innovations of the infidels’.

The treaty of Bucharest in 1812, ending a further round of Russo-Ottoman
confrontation, illustrates another trend of the era, namely the blending of
international diplomacy and the emergence of nation-states such as Serbia,

109 Aksan, Ottoman Statesman, pp. 163—7; Roderic Davison, ‘Russian Skill and Turkish
Imbecility: The Treaty of Kuchuk Kainardji Reconsidered’, Slavic Review 35 (1976), 463—
83.
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later Greece, and finally Bulgaria. Adroit exploitation of the international
context by both nationalist groups and the Ottomans themselves should not
be discounted in the Serbian context, and the same applies to the occasional
Ottoman ability to regroup and recentralise, even in this transitional period.
Regional histories have tended to obscure the persistence of ‘Ottomanism’ as
a countervailing force, preferring the nationalist narrative over the transitional
one. Serbia finally became autonomous in the treaty of Edirne in 1829, at a
moment when the Russians stood poised to enter Istanbul.

From 1829 to his death in 1839, Mahmud I was indeed struggling to keep the
empire intact, establishing a new military order and manipulating the interna-
tional powers. This collusion pulled France and Great Britain into the mix more
intensely than before. Mahmud II created his own nemesis in Muhammad Ali
of Egypt and his son, Ibrahim, by calling on their much-needed military skills
against the Greek revolt in the Morea. He then had to call on Russia to help
defend Anatolia against the threat of the upstart, as the new Ottoman army
was as yet unprepared to face the modernised troops of Muhammad Ali. On
each occasion, Mahmud II and his successor, Abdiilmecid I (r. 1839-61), con-
ceded more of Ottoman sovereignty to international claims, most notably in
the treaty of Balta Limani, when the British acquired free trading rights in all
Ottoman territories. The Egyptian question was finally resolved in the treaty
of London of 1840, which recognised the hereditary rights of Muhammad
Ali, now known as the Khedive, and the Straits Convention of 1841, which
closed the Black Sea and Straits to foreign warships, temporarily equalising
the balance of power in the eastern Mediterranean.

Whether or not one agrees with the trajectory of progress assumed by
Western historiography, there islittle doubt that adaptation of Western systems
of violence and discipline in the Ottoman case compromised the basis of rule.
Reform was costly, required the rationalisation of structures of finance and
administration alike and ultimately meant the permanent indebtedness of
the empire, inescapable by the end of the Crimean War. It also meant the
granting of equality of citizenship, taxation and conscription, especially in the
1839 and 1856 edicts. Generally the latter were attributed to foreign influence,
as dictated by Ottoman military and financial collapse, but they were just
as genuinely desired by new generations of the ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’
described above." Unquestionably, the Tanzimat period inaugurated the new
European-style absolutism of the empire, but it was preceded by a hundred-
year struggle of the Ottoman dynasty and its affiliated households to preserve

110 Lewis, Muslim Discovery.

113



VIRGINIA AKSAN

the old order as recast to recognise the new balance of power between centre
and periphery.

Political and social effects of military defeat

Many of the political and social effects of continuous defeat on the Ottoman
population have already been alluded to in the previous discussion. The Danu-
bian frontier saw a full campaign at least once a decade, if not more frequently;
moreover, the Ottoman-Iranian frontier, pacified between 1639 and the early
1700s, was nonetheless never truly stable, particularly after 1699, when Russia
threatened from the north. In addition, by 1800 the Syrian-Egyptian corridor
also became frontier land, punctuated by frequent large rebellions, and later by
wars between the Ottoman sultan and his rebellious commander Muhammad
Ali. As a result the populations in the territories described faced numerous
dangers and uncertainties.

Equally, the cycle of indebtedness that larger and larger campaigns engen-
dered in the early modern world has been well documented in both West and
East. Polities that learned to harness the forces of warfare through the devel-
opment of systems which rewarded large investors with considerable profits,
whether in military technology, conscription or supply, were the survivors of
the large confrontations of eighteenth-century Europe. This applied notably
to the English, the French and the newly emerging Prussians, but not to the
Ottomans or the Austrians, nor, in the final analysis, the Russians.

Violence, too, had its own rhythmsin early modern absolutisms, as dynasties
struggled to balance internal and external violence by creating armies out of
the landless and unemployed. The Ottoman patrimonial state formed a prime
example of this dynamic, rewarding and punishing at will while keeping the
revolving door open for future coalitions. This state refused the amassing
of wealth among its taxpayers, and also the development of corporatism that
would truly have challenged its dominion. A coalition did make that challenge,
when Selim III’s overthrow and Mahmud II’s accession to the throne (1807-8)
required a compromise with provincial notables, tenuous though it may have
been.™

How does one account for the state appointees who turned rebels, as
Muhammad Ali did? Or how evaluate the case of Kahraman Pasa, comman-
der of Albanian troops in the same war, who was released from prison to
bring those troops to the front, and then accused of disruption and desertion

rix Halil Inalcik, ‘Sened-i ittifak ve Giilhane Hatt-1 HiimayGnu’, Belleten 28 (1964), 603—22.
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of the battlefield, and summarily executed?"* The exigencies of manning the
fortresses and fields of battle, which should have broadened the Ottoman base
of rule, did so only on very temporary, tenuous grounds. They produced the
small militias, with local power bases, whose extractions of countryside pro-
duce and wealth, legal or illegal, were the only available expression of power.
The pattern repeats itself over and over again in the Ottoman countryside, as
indicated by new research, especially in the shari‘a court records. Warfare as
one of the primary stimulants of local economies, however, remains under-
emphasised even in the new regional histories that are emerging.

Grain production and distribution can serve as an example of the problem.
Its importance to the military endeavour cannot be overstated, as it was the
one staple which all early modern armies required, for men and horse alike,
and the potential for war profiteering and black marketing must simply have
been enormous. An army of 60,000 men, with wagoners, drovers, craftsmen
and other such personnel, required 90,000 kilograms of bread per day."® For
the 1768—74 war the record is clear: a catalogue of hoarding, adulterating and
profiteering, but equally of supplying, shipping and storing grains or hard
tack — in fortress warehouses, in particular, as well as along the route to the
battlefields, and on board ship. This meant considerable control over harvests,
as evidenced in the archives in Istanbul.™

Two things ought to be noted: first of all, Ottoman officials generally had
the welfare of the individual soldier in mind, however abstractly, and bent the
taxation rules accordingly; and second, military supply was another route to
wealth in the countryside, often but not always in the hands of the local officials
cum military men described above. That is neither to deny the oppression and
forced extraction that was a constant of latter campaigns, nor the alienation of
large parts of the population. Itis simply to suggest that there were beneficiaries
as well. Who they were and how they related to the state is still very little
known.

Attention to reform of the military was usually driven by setbacks on the
battlefield, no less a causal factor in the Ottoman Empire than in Europe.

2 Virginia H. Aksan, ‘Mutiny and the Eighteenth Century Ottoman Army’, Turkish Studies
Association Bulletin 22, 1 (1998), 116—25.

13 G. Perjes, Army Provisioning, Logistics and Strategy in the Second Half of the 17th
Century’, Acta Historica Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 16 (1970), 1-51, p. 4.

114 Aksan, ‘Feeding the Ottoman Troops’; Liitfi Guiger, XVI.-XVII. asitlarda Osmanh
Imparatorlugunda hububat meselesi ve hububattan alinan vergiler (Istanbul, 1964); Bruce
McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe: Taxation, Trade, and the Struggle for
Land, 1600—1800 (Cambridge, 1981); Veinstein, ‘L’Hivernage’; Salih Aynural, Istanbul
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The sultans and grand viziers of the 1600s and 1700s consistently sustained
an artillery corps, on the one hand, and relied on foreign advisers, military
renegades and technicians, on the other. The depth and breadth of reform,
whether of the janissaries or of their auxiliary corps, was limited by the gradual
erosion of financial stability, and the resultant underinvestment in military
technology. As we have seen, the Ottoman dynasty preferred not to broaden its
financial base by allowing wealthy subjects to invest in the military endeavour
on a scale comparable to that observed in early modern Europe; for that
would have involved a sharing of power. The Ottomans had ancient taxation
privileges that they continued to exploit and manipulate in innovative ways,
and which populations resented, but saw as the right of the dynasty. To a
degree this practice protected the individual peasant family and the village
community from would-be aristocracies. European monarchs, by contrast,
were forced to impose taxation on unwilling populations, which required the
creation of new kinds of privileged classes, whose members both invested in
and benefited from collusion with their rulers.

Only when it was no longer profitable — financially or psychologically — to
go to war, either as an individual soldier or, for example, as a local militia,
guild, or even the imperial army itself, do we observe a realistic reassessment
of Ottoman state ideology, and a challenge to the iconography of the dynasty
andits pillars, the janissaries. Arguments can be made in favour of earlier dates,
but the true psychological dilemma for the masses of Muslims began with the
loss of the Crimea and the Tatars (1774), part of a worldwide dissolution of
Muslim power in general. It is no small coincidence that non-Muslim religious
identities, in their new nationalist guise, asserted themselves simultaneously,
abetted by the ambitions of the Russians.

When and how the elites of the empire, religious or bureaucratic, began
to articulate reform agendas has long been a contentious issue. It is generally
agreed that bureaucrats criticising the government were part of the Ottoman
system from the sixteenth century onward. But the particular ‘golden age’
rhetoric used by Ottoman historians masked the various readings of contem-
porary malaise which have survived until the present. The verdict s still awaited
as to when Ottoman critics recognised the danger — not just the obvious one
of defeat, but the more substantial challenge to a whole way of life. While new
evidence continues to emerge, the parameters and chronological boundaries

of an Ottoman reform agenda remain unsatisfactorily articulated.™

115 Aksan, Ottoman Statesman; Rifa‘at Ali Abou-El-Hajj, Formation of the Modern State: The
Ottoman Empire, Sixteenth to Eighteenth Centuries (Albany, 1991); Beydilli, Mithendishdne.
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The Balta Limani treaty of 1838 is an appropriate end to this study, and to the
present volume, as it represented the complete capitulation of the dynasty to
Europeanisation in all of its cultural dimensions. It could easily be argued that
this was in fact the end of the Ottoman Empire. In terms of military reform,
it is worth remembering that the transition from patrimonial, Central Asian
and Muslim dynastic absolutism to its European-style counterpart occurred
in the years 1789 to 1839 or, more realistically, in 1856. This was less than half
the time it took for Russia to make a similar transition, from Peter the Great
through the reign of Catherine II, and a quarter of the time that European states
experienced passing through the long military revolution from 1550 to 1750.
In both the Russian and Ottoman Empires, the effects were catastrophic, as
entire populations rose to resist the new controls over their lives, most notably
in the Russian Pughachev rebellion (1773—4). Similar events occurred in the
lands under Ottoman control, although less apparent due to a multiplicity of
agendas.

Certainly we do not wish to exclude other factors, i. e. Great Power pol-
itics, religious intransigence and nationalism, which to date have dominated
Ottoman historiography. However, we do wish to argue the contribution of
internal dynamics to the military history of the empire between 1600 and 1800,
as has been similarly observed for agrarian societies in general. Militarism, as
argued by Michael Mann, ‘has not always been merely destructive or para-
sitic’, but has driven social and economic development, either because the
subjects have been forced by violence to cooperate or else because there has
been a ‘normative pacification’ through ideology.™ However one wishes to
define ‘Ottomanism’, it is the view of the present author that throughout our
period this conceptualisation of state and society continued to further social
cohesion. This was in fact a ‘transcendent vision of social authority’, or an
‘immanent morale’ of the imperial ruling class, potent until a time when the
fiction of military superiority could no longer be sustained.”” The reforms of
Osman II, Murad IV, Ahmed III, Mustafa III and even Selim III renegotiated
the contract between ruler and ruled in a loosely maintained federation; but
those of Mahmud II redefined centralised rule and the very basis of the social
structure, thus breaking the bonds forever.”®

116 Michael Mann, The Sources of Social Power, 2 vols. (Cambridge, 1986-93), vol. I, p. 519.

117 Ibid., pp. 519—20.

118 Many of the subjects discussed here are more fully developed in the author’s forth-
coming ‘Ottoman Wars: An Empire Besieged 1700-1870" (London, 2007).

117



6

Public finances: the role of
the Ottoman centre

LINDA T. DARLING

In the post-classical period, the Ottoman central finance department’s primary
role changed from supplying the household of the sultan to paying the military
forces. The transformation of the army from a force of mounted bowmen with
tax assignments (timars) to one of foot-soldiers with firearms moved the major
burden of military support from the in-kind to the cash portion of the taxation
system and put tremendous demands on the Ottoman budget. Even during
the sixteenth century the number of people salaried by the state grew from
41,000 to 91,000," and during the seventeenth century it increased again; in
1630 military wages formed 77 per cent of the Ottoman budget, and in 1670
62.5 per cent.” These demands were exacerbated by the price revolution of the
sixteenth century and subsequent coinage devaluations.? Since the military
received quarterly wages, every three months the government had to hand
outmassive amounts of silver coin. But most taxes were paid on an annual basis,
and because of the discrepancy between the solar and lunar calendars, every
thirty-three years there was a lunar year in which payments had to be made
but no taxes were assessed; in times of financial difficulty the resulting deficits
were carried over from year to year.* Moreover, many taxes were traditionally
paidinkind. In the first half of the seventeenth century the finance department
faced and met the challenge of altering the taxation system to a cash basis,
although it was not able to solve the deficit problem until the eighteenth
century.

1 Sir Hamilton A. R. Gibb, and Harold Bowen, Islamic Society and the West: A Study of the
Impact of Western Civilization on Moslem Culture in the Near East, 2 vols. (London, 1957),
vol. [, pt. 2, p. 25.

2 Omer Liitfi Barkan, ‘1070-1071 (1660-1661) tarihli Osmanlt biitcesi ve bir mukayese’,
Istanbul Universitesi Iktisat Fakiiltesi Mecmuasi 17 (1955/ 6), 304—47, at Pp- 321-5.

3 Sevket Pamuk, A Monetary History of the Ottoman Empire (Cambridge, 2000), pp. 11225,
135-42.

4 Halil Sahillioglu, ‘Sivis Year Crises in the Ottoman Empire’, in Studies in the Economic
History of the Middle East: From the Rise of Islam to the Present Day, ed. M. A. Cook (London,
1970), pp- 230-54.
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With the debasement of the akge in the late sixteenth century, the nomi-
nal value of timars suddenly doubled. An empire-wide re-survey made in the
1590s probably adjusted many timars downward to compensate for this shift
in values. Continued fluctuations in the value of silver coins in the early sev-
enteenth century must have discouraged further re-surveys. At precisely the
same time, the military revolution made the large timar-holding cavalry force
largely obsolescent. Quite rapidly, the government abandoned the timar sys-
tem as the basis for military finance (although some timars and timar-holders
continued to exist) and turned to new sources of revenue and new methods
of collection and allocation. These new systems were never as successful as
the timar system at uniting administrative organisation and economic control
with political legitimisation and the social hierarchy.

Traditionally, tax levels were more or less fixed, but changes in the rela-
tionship between gold and silver allowed the government to raise nominal
tax rates set in silver ak¢e while keeping them fixed in terms of gold. By this
means the cizye (head-tax payable by non-Muslims) was raised from 50-80
akge in the mid-sixteenth century to 240 ak¢e in the mid-seventeenth; the latter
figure was supplemented by sheep and wine taxes and salaries for the col-
lectors to a total of 325 akge. Throughout the sixteenth century the cizye had
usually been assessed in the course of preparing the tax registers (tahrirs) and
recorded by kadis in separate registers, but when timar surveys stopped being
made on a regular basis after the 1590s, the kadis made new independent cizye
tahrirs, sometimes as often as annually, as the number of tax-paying households
fluctuated owing to births and deaths, immigration and emigration.

The series of taxes called avariz-1 divaniye ve tekalifi 61fiye changed from an
occasional levy in the sixteenth century to an annual tax and the government’s
largest single revenue source in the seventeenth. Part of this levy was assessed
in cash and part in kind or services; the cash figure was raised from 60-80
akge in the mid-sixteenth century to 300—400 or more in the mid-seventeenth.
Avanz assessments were initially based on timar and cizye surveys, but in the
seventeenth century the tax was extended to more of the empire’s subjects,
beginning in 1600 with former military units (yaya and miisellem) returned to
reaya status, and moving to other Muslim communities after 1620. The finance
department made efforts to increase the number of people paying this tax;
a series of avarz surveys made in the 1640s attempted to include the whole
empire. These surveys were initially made by kadis, but after 1620 by finance

5 Linda T. Darling, Revenue-Raising and Legitimacy: Tax Collection and Finance Administration
in the Ottoman Empire, 15601660 (Leiden, 1996), chs. 2—5.
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scribes and military officials as well, following the model of the cizye tahrirs.
As the incidence of occasional taxation increased, provincial officials began to
collect their own version of the extraordinary levy called tekalif-i akka, which
was illegal but tolerated because of the old Ottoman tradition of allowing
governors to collect their own revenues. Another locally collected tax was
the imdad-1 seferiye (campaign assistance), collected by provincial officials and
notables to reimburse themselves for wartime loans to the government or to
pay for additional provincial troops.®

Revenues formerly collected by timar-holders were dealt with differently.
Vacant timars, instead of being reassigned, were often added to the sultan’s
hass (crown lands) and farmed out for collection to the highest bidder under
the iltizam system, like other leased revenue sources (mukataas) of the empire.
The tax-farmer (miiltezim) contracted to collect the surveyed revenues for the
government, plus a percentage that he could keep as his salary. If he was
unable to collect the total amount of revenue for which he contracted, he
agreed to pay the deficit from his own funds. At times of financial need he was
required to pay in advance and recompense himself later, allowing the state
to borrow his funds on a short-term basis. The iltizam system had been used
throughout the empire’s history to collect income from state enterprises such
as mines and mints, or fluctuating revenues such as customs dues, but now
it began to be used more extensively for normal agricultural revenues, and
by mid-century it was extended to taxes such as avariz and cizye. This system
gave the miiltezims — wealthy reaya, soldiers, officials and palace personnel —
a financial stake in the empire’s prosperity and tapped revenues generated by
rising prices and increased production. However, although the peasantshad the
right to appeal to the ruler against attempts to collect more than the officially
assessed amounts, problems multiplied especially on agricultural lands. As
long as the government did not interfere, the miiltezim could demand from the
peasants whatever he liked, retaining any surplus over the amount contracted
for. Tax-farmers with short tenure rarely concerned themselves with the long-
term viability of the mukataa; if its prosperity declined, they simply lowered
their bids or transferred to another revenue source. In the absence of intensive
central government supervision or an educated and politically active populace,
this system often led to overexploitation and peasant flight.

Eveninthe sixteenth century, mosttaxeshad been collected by military men,
either timar-holders or, for non-timar taxes, members of the standing army: the

6 Halil Inalcik, ‘Military and Fiscal Transformation in the Ottoman Empire, 1600-1700’,
Archivum Ottomanicum 6 (1980), 283337, at pp. 318, 323—7.
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miiteferrika guardsmen, the cavalry regiments of the Porte and the janissaries.
The remainder were officials and retainers of prominent men or employees of
tax-farmers and pious foundations (evkaf). This remainder diminished until by
1630 nearly all tax-collectors, even those in the iltizam system, were soldiers.
Assigning tax collection to members of the military augmented their salaries in
a period of severe budgetary deficits and provided the central government an
effective, if temporary, enforcement arm in the provinces. After 1630, however,
many taxes began to be collected by agents of a provincial finance supervisor
(muhassil-1 emval or voyvoda). After 1650 the role of the military in tax collection
was visibly decreasing.

The seventeenth century also saw the creation of new taxes, some legal and
some illegal. As the extraordinary levies became ordinary, new ‘extraordinary’
taxes were levied in times of extraordinary need — that is, during wartime.
Niiziil (provisions), siirsat (contributions) and imdadiye (assistance, demanded
from officials as well as wealthy subjects) were irregular campaign taxes.”
Timar bedeli was a tax paid by timar-holders who did not serve on campaign.
Provincial governors, increasingly responsible for day-to-day expenditures in
the provinces, were sometimes allowed to assess an extra sum (and sometimes
did so without official permission). Salgun (epidemic) well described levies
made by unscrupulous collectors employing force, who arrived with armed
men, admittedly necessary to protect their collections in an age of bandits,
and requisitioned the villagers’ supplies or doubled their taxes. The decline
of the timar system decreased supervision in the countryside, and although
janissaries garrisoned the provinces and governors’ entourages were increas-
ing in number, they were stationed in the cities, often leaving rural peasants
without local protectors.

Up to that point, the finance bureaucracy had adapted in an ad hoc fashion
to the needs of the period. As the centrally controlled taxes gained in impor-
tance, the central bureaucracy grew to accommodate its increased workload.
From about sixty-five salaried members, the staff expanded to approach 200 by
the mid seventeenth century. Its organisation also changed, as bureaux dealing
with cizye, avaniz and iltizam increased in number and accounting and commu-
nications tasks intensified. Procedures developed for assessment and collection
of the cizye were applied to the avarz; survey and assignment registers of the
two taxes bear a close resemblance. The department also attempted to control
tax-farming centrally through appointing governmental and military person-
nel as miiltezims, allowing central appointments to supersede local ones, and

7 Ibid., pp. 323—4.
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intensifying the inspection of records and operations. To control the amounts
collected, the finance department gave tax-collectors and miiltezims copies of
the survey registers and audited their books when collection was completed.
Even in a changing system, collecting taxes according to the registers formed
the basis of justadministration. With the decline in the number of timar-holders
and the shift to a more centrally controlled tax system, peasants increasingly
addressed their complaints to the kadis or the central government itself, and
the finance department became more important in adjudicating problems and
keeping the peace. By adapting time-honoured procedures to new situations,
and by maintaining the peasants’ productive capacity through its judgments,
the finance department supported the legitimacy of the state and its procedures
in a time of turmoil and change.

We know less about the government’s expenditures than we do about its
income. The biggest expenditure item was, as stated above, military salaries,
presumably paid quarterly but in fact often in arrears.® Arrearages of pay were
most dangerous during wartime, when soldiers might refuse to fight if unpaid,
or in the capital, where unpaid soldiers could and did threaten high officials,
and even the sultan himself. The chroniclers record numerous pay revolts by
the standing army or the army in the field, the first serious one being in 1586
when the government attempted to pay the soldiers in newly debased coinage
worth only half of its former amount. A revolt in 1600 protested against the
granting of tax-farms to wealthy civilians instead of cavalrymen as well as the
payment of salary arrears in debased coin. Similar complaints, together with
Sultan Osman II's plans to reduce or eliminate the standing military forces,
ignited the revolt of 1622 that ended in the sultan’s deposition and death. From
then on, arrearages and uprisings became more and more frequent until the
mid-seventeenth century. Kemankes Kara Mustafa Pasa (grand vizier 1638-44)
was able to bring the budget briefly into balance, but after his elimination
the growing deficits could only be met by borrowing from the sultan’s inner
treasury.

The presence of other competitors for tax revenues besides the treasury and
the military forces made it more difficult for the central government to meet its
expenses. Tax-collectors making their rounds were entitled to bed and board
from the villages they visited, but their entourages tended to grow and their
stays to lengthen. Discharged military men, such as timar-holders who failed
to appear at muster or men enlisted only for a single campaign, took up lives

8 Alphonse Belin, Essais sur I’histoire économique de la Turquie, d’apres les écrivains originaux
(Paris, 1865).
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of banditry, either stealing tax revenues outright or imposing extra levies on
peasants and villagers.® Provincial governors andlocal notables took their share
of the revenue as well, using it to build up their own military forces. Even the
kadis, who represented the rectitude of the state, could sometimes be found
subverting the system of which they were the ultimate guardians.” When
taxpayers complained to the sultan, orders to rectify the situation went out
to provincial officials who might themselves have been part of the problem.
These unruly elements were not trying to overthrow the state but to be
incorporated into it and to share its benefits."" But without extensive training
in the ‘Ottoman Way’ or a regular and predictable career path,' they formed an
unreliable element in the ruling class, supporting or leading factional divisions
and turning against the government if they failed to get what they wanted.”

Factionalism in the ruling class reached its peak in the middle of the seven-
teenth century, consuming vital resources and derailing necessary reforms.
Mehmed Kopriilii’s appointment as grand vizier in 1656 did much to re-
centralize Ottoman finances. His suppression of factional infighting retrieved
significant sums diverted into the coffers of high officials or used to pay their
large retinues. His re-establishment of peace in the countryside improved the
safety of tax collection and revenue transfer. He paid the army in full, on time
and in good coin, which improved morale and permitted an extension of the
war with Venice (finally won in 1669). By the time he died in 1661, the Ottoman
budget was back in balance.

His son Kopriilizade Fazil Ahmed (grand vizier 1661—76) presided over a
rearrangement and systematisation of the finance bureaucracy. The adap-
tations and experiments of the first half of the seventeenth century now
culminated in a finance department centred around the tasks of allocating
and accounting for tax-farms. Through the device of tax-farming, Ottoman
tax collection was monetarised in advance of the stabilisation of the coinage
or the full monetarisation of the economy. Within the finance department,
the geographically labelled bureaux left over from the timar system were

9 Halil Inalcik, ‘Centralization and Decentralization in Ottoman Administration’, in Stud-
ies in Eighteenth Century Islamic History, ed. Thomas Naff and Roger Owen (Carbondale
and Edwardsville, 1977), pp. 27-52.

10 Suraiya Faroghi, ‘Political Activity among Ottoman Taxpayers and the Problem of Sul-
tanic Legitimation (1570-1650)’, Journal of the Economic and Social History of the Orient 35
(1992), 139, pp. 18—20; Darling, Revenue-Raising, pp. 202-3.

11 Karen Barkey, Bandits and Bureaucrats: The Ottoman Route to State Centralization (Ithaca
and London, 1994).

12 Norman Itzkowitz, The Ottoman Empire and Islamic Tradition (Chicago, 1972).

13 Belin, Essais; Evliya Celebi, Narrative of Travels in Europe, Asia and Africa in the Seventeenth
Century, trans. Ritter Joseph von Hammer (London, 1834).
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retained, but their responsibilities were no longer allocated by province. Most
bureaux oversaw the collection and disbursement of the revenues from specific
tax-farms, while the largest bureaux were responsible for producing overall
revenue accounts and auditing the work of the other bureaux. The new organ-
isation endured from the 1660s through the early nineteenth century, its per-
sonnel expanding to over 700. Despite military campaigns in Austria, Poland
and Russia, this system was successful in erasing part of the deficit until the war
with Austria in 1683—99, a war that severely depleted the Ottoman treasury."
At the same time, central control over provincial finances became more
indirect. Provincial revenues controlled by the central treasury were delegated
to an agent called muhassil-1 emval, who replaced the provincial mal defterdar,
but with some governing authority. The muhassilin turn might delegate hisrole
to a miitesellim or deputy. Provincial revenues granted as salaries, pensions or
stipends were collected by agents of the grantees known as miisellim, miitesellim
orvoyvoda. Revenues belonging to provincial governors were also collected by a
deputy called miisellim or miitesellim. These agents and deputies came originally
from the retinues of the office-holders, but in the later seventeenth century
some of them were appointed from among the local notables (ayan). In this
way local notables became directly involved in provincial finance.” The ayan
were also consulted regarding the allocation of taxes and military recruitment
because of their familiarity with local conditions.” They were able because
of their wealth to act as suppliers to the government and to employ lesser
notabilities as tax-farmers, reinforcing their own local power. Thus central
control was increasingly exercised in negotiation with provincial powers rather
than in a top-down fashion. These negotiations became particularly critical in
Rumeli when the government was raising funds for the war with Austria, and
after the Ottoman recapture of Belgrade in 1690 efforts were made to control
the Balkan notables by providing urban councils through which they could
exercise their newly gained influence under government auspices.”
Financing the war on Austria demanded still more changes in the fiscal
system. Arrears of military pay had caused soldiers to mutiny, and shortages
of ammunition and supplies led to defeats in battle. Revenues from regions

14 Sahillioglu, ‘Sivis’, pp. 243—4.

15 Inalcik, ‘Centralization and Decentralization’, pp. 29-32.

16 Michael Ursinus, ““Avariz Hanesi’ und “Tevzi Hanesi’ in der Lokalverwaltung des Kaza
Manastir (Bitola) im 17. Jh', Prilozi za Orijentalnu Filologiyu i Istorija Jugoslovenskih Naroda
po Vladavinom 30 (1980), 481-93; Dina Rizk Khoury, State and Provincial Society in the
Ottoman Empire: Mosul 15 40-1834 (Cambridge, 1997).

17 Stanford J. Shaw and Ezel Kural Shaw, The History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern
Turkey, 2 vols. (Cambridge, 1976-7), vol. I, p. 221.
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captured by the Austrians were lost; agricultural production suffered from
conscription of military-age men. A heavy campaign tax had to be levied, and
the unrest it caused resulted in the deposition of Sultan Mehmed IV in 168;.
His successor, in order to regain popular support, eliminated the campaign
tax, coined new copper and silver money, and transferred the cizye paid by
residents of evkaf, hass and ocaklik properties to the state budget.” The rate
of the cizye was made the same throughout the empire and set according
to Islamic law at one, two, or four gold coins for people of low, medium,
and high income respectively (plus collection charges).” The reform began in
1690-1 in the regions close to Istanbul, but in 17003 it was extended to the
Balkan frontier provinces and in 17345 to eastern Anatolia and the Arab lands.
Because population and wealth had altered greatly but could not be resurveyed
in the middle of a war, a new collection method was devised. Cizye receipts
were prepared for an agreed-upon number of high-, middle- and low-income
households and were distributed in return for appropriate payments until all
the receipts were gone. In order to ensure an even flow of revenues for salary
payments, collectors were required to distribute receipts and make collections
in advance in the more distant provinces and to make quarterly deposits to the
treasury. By these means, cizye income quadrupled; cizye came to comprise
over 4o per cent of the Ottoman budget in the first half of the eighteenth
century. Meanwhile, avariz totals decreased, and the avariz dropped to around
10 per cent of the budget. Unless the amount of avariz concealed in the category
of farmed revenues increased proportionately, in these years a greater portion
of the financial burden of empire was transferred to a shrinking non-Muslim
population.*

At the same time the Ottomans began minting a new large silver coin, the
kurug, which became the main coinage in the region by the mid-eighteenth
century. Its value remained relatively stable for the first two-thirds of the
century, although in the last third it dropped by half. Several new gold coins
were also minted but were driven out of circulation by lower-quality gold
coins from Egypt; only the lower-value gold coins survived. Bills of exchange
increased in circulation and were heavily used in the growing trade with
Europe. Istanbul became one of the hubs of the international finance network

18 Ibid., p. 219; Pamuk, Monetary History, pp. 155-8; Ahmet Tabakoglu, Gerileme donemine
girerken Osmanl maliyesi (Istanbul, 1985), p. 92.

19 Tabakoglu, Osmanl maliyesi, pp. 137-9.

20 Ariel C. Salzmann, ‘Measures of Empire: Tax Farmers and the Ottoman Ancien Régime,
1695-1807", Ph.D. thesis, Columbia University (1995), p. 144.
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in the Mediterranean.* The prosperity of mid-century was destroyed by two
wars in the late r700s. The Russo-Ottoman war of 176874 is often seen as a
catastrophe for the Ottomans, but financially more disastrous was the war
with Russia and Austria in 1787—92. To finance it Sultan Selim III debased the
kurug, tried to buy up gold and silver at below-market rates and fixed prices,
creating food shortages in the capital.*

Even greater changes occurred in tax-farming. In 1695 an edict instituted
the system of malikdne (life-term tax-farming) on agricultural lands in the
provinces of Damascus, Aleppo, Diyarbekir, Mardin, Adana, Malatya, Ayntab
and Tokat.”® The justification for the change was that greed for short-term
profits typical in tax-farms of one to three years” duration furthered over-
exploitation, thus reducing long-term productivity. The annual amount to be
paid by the malikdne-holder (miieccele, postponed payment) was set in advance
and would not change during his lifetime; thus the state would be able to
predict its income, while the malikdne-holder would be motivated to increase
the malikdne’s profitability, since he could keep any additional revenue. He also
paid an amount in advance (muaccele, prompt payment), which was originally
set at three years’ revenue but could be altered by bidding. The holders exer-
cised administrative (but not judicial) rights in their malikdnes, usually through
their agents or miitesellims.* These agents, in the eighteenth century oftenlocal
notables, were thus able to strengthen their hold on revenues and labour in
their area, occasionally to the point of obtaining governorships.” Like the
reformed cizye, this change theoretically preserved the central government’s
authority over the award of tax-collection rights and the state’s role as guardian
over the lands and people in its care, as well as being compatible with Islamic
law. In reality, however, the state lost control over both the transfer of revenues
between holders and the behaviour of tax-collectors toward the revenue pro-
ducers, since the holders could entrust the management of their properties to
others, could rent them out, sell them or give them away.*® Later regulations
injected some control measures as well as a transfer fee to make up for the

21 Compare the chapter by Edhem Eldem in this volume (chapter 14).

22 Pamuk, Monetary History, pp. 160-71.

23 Mehmet Geng, ‘Osman]_l maliyesinde malikdne sistemi’, in Tiirkiye iktisat tarihi semineri,
ed. Osman Okyar and Unal Nalbantoglu (Ankara, 1975), pp. 231-96, at pp. 285-8; Avdo
Suceska, ‘Malikana (Lifelong Lease of Governmental Estates in the Ottoman State)’,
Prilozi za Orijentalnu Filologiyu i Istorija Jugoslovenskin Naroda po Vladavinom 36 (1987),
197-230, Pp. 203—4.

24 Suceska, ‘Malikana’, p. 207.

25 Inalcik, ‘Centralization and Decentralization’, pp. 33—4.

26 Suceska, ‘Malikana’, p. 219; Murat Cizakga, A Comparative Evolution of Business Partnerships:

The Islamic World and Europe, with Specific Reference to the Ottoman Archives (Leiden, 1996),
p. 163.
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state’s inability to alter the annual returns and an extra tax (cebelii bedeliyesi,
‘armed man substitute’) during wartime. The malikdne system constituted a
form of long-term borrowing by the state, secured against tax revenues.

The rising prices of the early 1700s made the malikdne system extremely
profitable for the holders, whose obligations remained static while their prof-
its grew. The practice quickly expanded beyond its original boundaries. By
1703, 1,442 holders had invested 361,835 kurus in the Syrian and eastern Ana-
tolian provinces named in the edict, 322,278 kurug in the Balkans and 213,592
kurug in western Anatolia, amounting to about 40 per cent of total farmed
revenues.” Not only agricultural lands but flocks and tribal taxes, customs
dues and industrial revenues were all subject to malikdne, and it also spread to
revenues other than the sultan’s. The hass of the commander of the bor-
der defences at Temesvar was being given in malikdne as early as 1704.%®
The majority of malikdne-holders were members of the central state elites
based in Istanbul, but most of the sub-farmers with whom they worked
were local officials and notables; through these financial ties the ayan in the
provinces improved their access to central power politics. At the same time,
the crucial roles in what became a gigantic financial and credit structure
were reserved for state elites, who held the largest malikdnes.” Since the
latter seemed like private property, the holders often refused to pay to the
treasury the revenues that were due. Sub-farmers, unknown to the state,
took their shares from the revenues as well, unduly increasing the burden
on the taxpayers. The malikdnes were serbest, or free from government
oversight, and peasants could not hope for protection from government
personnel.** Because of abuses such as these, the grand vizier in 1715 elim-
inated all malikdnes except those mentioned in the original edict, returning
the revenues to the regular tax-farming system.

In 1717, however, the malikdnes were reinstated and expanded, and rising
levels of prosperity permitted the government to raise the amounts due as
well. Total sales in 1722 (measured in muaccele) amounted to 1.45 million kurus,
in 1745 to 4.34 million, in 1768 to 9.78 million, and in 1787 to 13.16 million.?" This
wealth supported the luxury and brilliance of the Ottoman court in the Tulip
Eraand funded the several small wars of the period without budgetary deficits.
In 1741, 58 per cent of malikdne investments were in the Aegean and Balkan

27 Salzmann, ‘Measures’, pp. 172-3; of these 1,442 holders, 222 invested in the Balkans, 180
in Anatolia, and 1,040 in the rest of the empire.

28 Yavuz Cezar, Osmanl maliyesinde bunalim ve degisim donemi (XVIII. yy’ dan Tanzimat’a
mali tarih) (Istanbul, 1986), p. 43.

29 Salzmann, ‘Measures’, pp. 149, 168. 30 Belin, Essais, pp. 179-80.

31 Geng, ‘Osmanh maliyesinde malikane’, p. 282.
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regions and 42 per cent in Anatolia and the Arab lands. The large and lucrative
Aegean and Balkan investments came mostly from janissaries and central state
elites, while the smaller Anatolian and Arab investments were held by a wider
mix oflocal Muslim elites. Non-Muslims were not permitted to hold malikdnes,
but continued to participate in state finances as ordinary tax-farmers. The most
profitable investments were the customs dues and excise taxes, whose high
levels of return reflect the growing prosperity of the mid-eighteenth century,
the dividends of peace and the increase in trade with Europe. Eighty per cent
of this wealth was controlled by a few hundred members of the central elite
whose large households, extensive provincial connections and ability to amass
capital and credit made them the major players in the malikdne field.3* To spread
the risk, these large holders began to sell shares of their lifetime tax-farms to
others and to diversify their holdings among a number of malikdnes as well as
other forms of investment.* Credit was handled by a group of non-Muslim
moneychangers (sarraf), who registered with the treasury as guarantors of the
lifetime tax-farmers’ payments; they also handled loans and fund transfers via
bills of exchange 34

The malikdne system in some cases encouraged greater investment in the
income-producing properties of the empire. Examples include the establish-
ment of a dye-works in Tokat by the holder of the stamp tax on cloth and
improvements to the dye-house of Aleppo.* But it was often true that holders
in Istanbul could not be brought to care about affairs in a distant provincial
malikdne or used their lifetime tax-farm merely as an investment receptacle
for wealth from other sources.?® As shareholders multiplied, they gained the
right to manage their own shares of the malikdne or farm them out to still
more managers, further distancing the state from the productive classes. The
participation of local notables in the system strengthened the involvement
of provincial urban residents in the rural economy, but mainly through debt
patronage rather than agricultural investment.” In urban areas artisanal taxes

32 Ibid., p. 282. 33 Cizake¢a, Comparative Evolution, p. 171.

34 Salzmann, ‘Measures’, pp. 195-202; Pamuk, Monetary History, pp. 200—4.

35 Mehmet Geng, ‘Ottoman Industry in the Eighteenth Century: General Framework,
Characteristics, and Main Trends’, in Manufacturing in the Ottoman Empire and Turkey,
1500-1950, ed. Donald Quataert (Albany, 1994), pp. 59-86, at p. 61; Jean-Pierre Thieck,
‘Décentralisation ottomane et affirmation urbaine a Alep a la fin du XVIIIeme siecle’,
in Mouvements communautaires et espaces urbaines au Machreq, ed. Mona Zakaria et al.
(Beirut, 1985), pp. 117-68, at p. 129.

36 Cizak¢a, Comparative Evolution, p. 172.

37 Ariel C. Salzmann, ‘Privatising the Empire: Pashas and Gentry during the Ottoman 18th
Century’, in The Great Ottoman Turkish Civilisation, ed. Kemal Cigek, 4 vols. (Istanbul,
2000), vol. 111, at pp. 132—9, pp. 135-6.
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were sold as malikdne to janissaries in return for protection; the cost of this
practice encouraged the formation of craft monopolies and closed guilds that
discouraged expansion and innovation. Production and experimentation were
driven to the rural areas where finance and transportation were difficult to
obtain and where export industry was prohibited by the state.?® Production
investment seems to have had alow enough rate of return to discourage efforts
to overcome these hurdles in most cases, even though productive and commer-
cial activity was growing rapidly in the first two-thirds of the century. Profits
from malikdnes on trade, on the other hand, were substantial, varying from
20 to 40 per cent in the eighteenth century?® This revenue system apparently
facilitated the development of a commercial and rentier economy dependent
on the capitalist world system. In this century the finance department was
better able to keep the government’s budget in the black but less successful at
maintaining the legitimacy conferred by just taxation.

Because the state was unable to alter the conditions of malikdne contracts,
over time the treasury received a lesser share of the profits, a third to a fourth,
according to Cizak¢a.** Moreover, the 1763 defeat of the French, the Ottomans’
largest trading partner, created a financial crisis in Mediterranean trade, and the
treasury’s precarious stability was further threatened by the Russo-Ottoman
war of 1768-74. A new mode of state financing was developed in 1775, the
system of esham (shares). In this system, the estimated annual profit of a
revenue source was divided into a large number of shares which were sold to
the public at five to six times the annual profit.# The government retained
control of the revenue source, so it kept any additional profits and was better
able to maintain productivity. The revenue was collected by state agents or
tax-farmers and used to pay the dividends to the shareholders as well as the
expenses of the revenue source and the payments due from it. As the profits
of a revenue source increased, or as other revenue sources were added to it,
more shares could be sold. For example, as the profit on the Istanbul Tobacco
Customs Mukataa went from 400,000 kurus to 760,000 in the period 1775-1806,
the number of shares grew from 160 to 303.#* Shares were also subdivided
and fractional shares sold to smaller investors. The shares themselves were
supposed to be valid only for the life of the buyer, but when buyers began

38 Geng, ‘Ottoman Industry’, pp. 62-3.

39 Mehmet Geng, A Study of the Feasibility of Using Eighteenth-Century Ottoman
Financial Records as an Indicator of Economic Activity’, in The Ottoman Empire and
the World-Economy, ed. Huri islamoglu-inan (Cambridge; 1987), pp. 345-73, at p. 358 and
fig. 16.1.

40 Cizakga, Comparative Evolution, pp. 165—6.

41 Cezar, Osmanli maliyesinde bunalim, pp. 79-80. 42 1bid., pp. 83, 108.
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to sell and bequeath them as property, they once again escaped the state’s
control.® The state first placed a 10 per cent tax on such transfers and then
turned the designated shares into bearers’ shares, similar to bonds, so that they
could be transferred freely. This system did succeed in broadening the group
of people lending to the state and involving themselves in public finance; even
women and non-Muslims became shareholders.# As malikdne-holders died,
their holdings were incorporated into the esham system, so that by 1827 the level
of investment in esham was triple that in malikdne. The esham, like malikdnes,
were equivalent to a long-term loan, making it possible for the Ottomans to
stave off foreign indebtedness until the nineteenth century.

In the late 1700s and early 1800s the French Revolution, wars in eastern
Europe, the Napoleonic invasion of Egypt and the rise of British power in the
Mediterranean created an ongoing financial crisis. At the same time, Selim
III introduced military and administrative reforms that demanded additional
funds. In 1793 he created a new treasury, the irad-1 cedid hazinesi, to manage
the revenues dedicated to his New Order Army, the Nizam-1 Cedid. This new
treasury managed revenues from esham and from the abrogated malikdnes,
as well as taxes on wool and cotton. As the central malikdne-holders were
eliminated, the state depended more heavily on the officials and notables
who controlled the wealth of the provinces. The provincial notables were
nearly successful in parlaying that influence into permanent political power.
In 1808 they signed the Sened-i Ittifak (document of agreement) agreeing to
collect taxes and recruit for the military strictly in accordance with the law; in
exchange for the sultan’s respect for their autonomy and his promise to govern
justly.

The new sultan, Mahmud II (r. 1808-39), however, refused to restrict his
authority in this way. Hampered by a conservative reaction to past and pro-
posed reforms, he refrained from making significant changes until he was able
to gain control over strong political forces in the bureaucracy and the military.
The destruction of the janissary corps in 1826 finally enabled him to move
forward with the re-centralisation and reform of Ottoman administration. To
fund military reform he took over the imperial foundations, gaining control
of all their surplus funds. He re-centralised all the large tax-farms for his mili-
tary treasury and began the long process of replacing tax-farmers with central
government tax-collectors (muhassils). He established a new market tax and
stopped payment on janissary pensions. He ordered a new census of Rumeli

43 Cizakga, Comparative Evolution, p. 180. 44 Pamuk, Monetary History, pp. 170—91.
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and Anatolia, which was carried out in the 1830s. He also revitalised the postal
system and began building better roads, facilitating the transport of revenues
to the treasury. These reforms, asserting once again the central government’s
control over and concern for the countryside, were continued after his death
during the subsequent period of reorganisation, the Tanzimat.
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The Ottoman centre versus provincial
power-holders: an analysis of the
historiography

DINA RIZK KHOURY

The seventeenth century ushered in a period of crisis for the Ottoman state.
Plagued by a series of debilitating rebellions in Anatolia, Egypt, Baghdad and
Mount Lebanon, war on its European and Eastern frontiers, and fiscal troubles
brought about by the twin evils of inflation and war, the Ottoman central gov-
ernment found itself under increasing pressure to change the ways in which
it administered its provinces. The Kopriilii vizieral dynasty instituted a series
of measures to stave off further erosion of imperial control in the provinces in
the second half of the seventeenth century. By the first half of the eighteenth
century, the government had reorganised its provincial administrative struc-
ture and attempted to regularise tax-farming practices to allow it more access
to the taxable income of its subjects. The prosperity brought about by the
expansion of regional economies and trade with Europe in western Anatolia,
Syria, Egypt and Iraq during the first half of the eighteenth century allowed
for the development of a modus vivendi between local elites in the provinces
and the Ottoman government.

However, by the second half of the century the relatively trouble-free rela-
tions between the centre and the provincial elite began to fray. Saddled with
problems of mobilisation for a disastrous war against Russia, and unable to
easily muster the loyalty and support of its provincial power-holders, the gov-
ernment found itself fighting a number of rebellions by semi-autonomous
provincial power-holders in the Balkans and the Middle East. Yet despite severe
challenges to the supremacy and legitimacy of a much weakened sultanate
at the end of the century, the Ottoman state was able to maintain a tenuous
allegiance from a sector of the local elite in most of its Asian provinces and
some of its European provinces well into the nineteenth century.

Why it was able to do sois a question historians are only beginning to grapple
with. Part of the answer may be found in the changing relations between the
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centre and those local elites not necessarily at the pinnacle of the provincial
hierarchy of political power. Historians are now directing their attention to
the relations between the central government and a more diffuse and less
politically visible local elite whose members appear to have retained some
loyalty to the state even as their provincial governors and warlords challenged
its supremacy. Drawn from diverse social backgrounds, these elites constituted
the backbone of Ottoman hegemony in the provincial setting.

Well into the 1970s the historiography of the Ottoman provinces allocated
an inordinate amount of space to the spectacular rise and occasional rebel-
lions of the seventeenth- and eighteenth-century provincial power elite. The
underlying assumption of many such studies was the view that early modern
multi-ethnic empires with large territories were forever struggling to main-
tain a balance between the needs of the central governments for control and
the limitations created by the relatively primitive level of the organisation
of coercion. The early modern imperial state was no match for the mod-
ern nation-state in its abilities to create consensus and submission within its
disparate populations. There is no disputing the fact that the Ottoman state
devoted considerable resources and political capital between 1600 and 1800 in
attempting to subdue or co-opt the powerful provincial elites that challenged
its hegemony.

However, less spectacular than the disruptive machinations of powerful
provincial elites, but perhaps more significant for our understanding of the
ways in which provincial societies remained part of the Ottoman domains
despite seismic political upheavals, were the ways in which the local and less
visible elites transformed the provincial administrative and military establish-
ment. By the end of the eighteenth century, local elites had usurped most of
the administrative and military posts in the provinces, either through purchas-
ing titles and membership into Ottoman military and administrative provin-
cial establishment, or through becoming tax-farmers. Hence, to a significant
degree the state ‘made’ provincial power elites, as much as provincial power-
holders ‘made’ the state at the local level. Provincial elites localised’ the hege-
mony of the state.

Scholars are not as yet agreed on how to characterise such ‘Tlocalisation’.
Until quite recently, most scholarship viewed the eighteenth century as one
of decentralisation and loss of state hegemony to local power-holders. More
recently, some historians have attempted to articulate this process as one in
which a form of Ottoman political culture centred on elite household organi-
sation was reproduced at the provincial level. They maintain that such ‘Tlocali-
sation” of Ottoman political authority should not be viewed in strictly fiscal and
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administrative terms — that is to say, as decentralisation — but as a more subtle
and profound expansion of Ottoman forms of political rule to the provinces.'
Whether such revisionist historiography is applicable to the empire as a whole,
it is as yet too early to judge. At the moment, it might be safer to write a
general narrative about the process of transformation for our period as one
of ‘localisation’ of Ottoman administrative and military practices by urban
groups.

The Ottoman conquest and control of vast territories depended to a large
degree on the ability of the government to forge alliances with local power
elites. To govern such widely divergent societies as settled peasants, pastoral
nomads and urbanites, the government had to have the will and capacity
to use local systems of control to its own advantage. Its success in doing
so was determined by several factors. Geographical proximity to Istanbul
and other major administrative centres was key. Thus in areas easily reached
by the army and the administrative elites, the ability of the government to
enforce its writ was stronger than it was in mountainous and remote regions
such as Mount Lebanon, south-eastern Anatolia or Yemen. Equally important,
however, was the centrality of certain provincial capitals to the maintenance of
the empire’s frontiers. In Bosnia, Damascus, Egypt, Tunis, Algiers, Baghdad
and Mosul, all centres for control of the empire’s frontiers against foreign
powers and/ or pastoral nomads, the government alternated between a policy
of accommodation and suppression oflocal elites. By the end of the eighteenth
century, however, asin many of these provincial capitals, strongmen challenged
the central government, and the local elites acquired the upper hand in their
dealings with their overlords. Finally, and perhaps most critical for relations
between the provinces and the central government, was the local social matrix
within which the prerogatives of the government were played out. Although
we have as yet relatively few and unevenly distributed studies of provincial
Ottoman history, what is available points to the centrality of local familial
and group networks in shaping the central state’s relations with provincial
societies.

1 Jane Hathaway, The Politics of Households in Ottoman Egypt: The Rise of the Qazdaglis
(Cambridge, 1997), pp. 24-31; Bruce Masters, ‘Power and Society in Aleppo in the
Eighteenth and Nineteenth Centuries’, Revue du Monde Musulman et de la Mediterranée
62, 4 (1991), 151-8; Karl Barbir, Ottoman Rule in Damascus, 17081758 (Princeton, 1980),
pp. 13—56; Dina Rizk Khoury, State and Provincial Society in the Ottoman Empire: Mosul
1540-1834 (Cambridge, 1997), pp. 111-33. For the perspective of the central state, see
Ariel C. Salzmann, An Ancien Régime Revisited: “Privatization” and Political Econ-
omy in the Eighteenth-Century Ottoman Empire’, Politics and Society 21, 4 (1993),
393—424.
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Problems in defining provincial power-holders

Attempting to identify and categorise the provincial power-holders of the
Ottoman Empire is a challenging undertaking. This is partly due to the flu-
idity of the borders between those who held formal administrative positions,
such as members of the military and judiciary establishment on the one hand,
and those who could wield influence through their positions within local soci-
ety, known loosely as the ayan (Ar. a‘yan), on the other. Despite a clear division
in Ottoman political theory between an administrative/military elite and the
local representatives known as ayan, the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries
saw a blurring in this distinction — much to the chagrin of concerned intellec-
tuals at the centre.” Furthermore, it is difficult to make blanket generalisations
about political power-holders applicable to the whole of the Ottoman Empire.
Most studies focus on large urban and administrative centres, and it is from
these studies that most of our conclusions about the identity of local elites
and their changing relationship to the state are derived. With this caveat in
mind, we can now turn to a discussion of the relations between the central
government and the provincial elites.

The Ottoman government’s views of local power-holders were at best
ambivalent. On the one hand, the state needed their cooperation to main-
tain order in its provinces; on the other, it was at all times acutely aware of the
tenuousness of its alliances with the local elites. While the central government
often ordered its subjects to pay the taxes demanded by bureaucrats as well as
by provincial elites, in the late 1500s and throughout the seventeenth century it
frequently mobilised its population against the demands of its recalcitrant rep-
resentatives in the provinces.? In other instances, the government promulgated
a series of edicts known as adaletname, which addressed specific complaints
by subjects against the exactions and corruption of bureaucratic, judicial and
military officials.* When faced with outright rebellions by its provincial rep-
resentatives, the government oscillated between a policy of accommodation
and one of repression. The ambiguous and fluid nature of relations between

2 For a discussion of this phenomenon at the central state level, see Rifa‘at Ali Abou-El-
Haj, Formation of the Modern State: The Ottoman Empire, Sixteenth to Eighteenth Centuries
(Albany, 1991). For Aleppo see Bruce Masters, The Origins of Western Economic Dominance
in the Middle East: Mercantilism and the Islamic Economy in Aleppo, 1600—1750 (New York,
1988), pp. 43—7; for Mosul see Khoury, State and Provincial Society, pp. 114—20.

3 Halil Inalcik, ‘Military and Fiscal Transformation in the Ottoman Empire, 1600-1700’,
Archivum Ottomanicum 6 (1980), 283-337.

4 Ibid., p. 307; Suraiya Faroqghi, ‘Political Activity among Ottoman Taxpayers and the Prob-
lem of Sultanic Legitimation, 1570-1650", Journal of the Economic and Social History of the
Orient 35 (1992), 1-39.
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the local and the imperial meant that local elites were at all times keenly aware
of their power to negotiate a position for themselves within the Ottoman
provincial order. However, their power was circumscribed by the prerogatives
of the sultan, who could intervene when his subjects appealed to him to end
their exploitation by these elites.

Upon the conquest of new territories, the Ottoman government established
three provincial centres of power, and the head of each was to report to the
government in Istanbul. This division was codified in a series of provincial laws
incorporating local practice and subsuming it under a generalised Ottoman
law, known as the kanun. The administrative machinery of the province was
headed by the governor, his lieutenant-governor, and a slew of other officials.
At the head of the military establishment was the chief officer of the janissary
regiments, who reported directly to Istanbul. The janissaries were subject
to their own corporate law, and were given a series of entitlements ranging
from food to access to animals and exemption from certain dues on consumer
goods. The judicial cum administrative establishment was responsible for the
implementation of Islamic law (Ar. shari‘a; Turk. seriat). However, its duties
included anumber of non-religious tasks as well. It was headed by a chiefjudge,
usually appointed from Istanbul and residing in the capital of the province,
with a number of district judges under his jurisdiction.” The judges were to
administer both Islamic shari‘a and state law, kanun. In addition, they had a
number of other tasks, which ranged from enforcing the decrees of the market
inspector to heading the mobilisation of local populations for war.®

From its inception, however, this system of provincial administration was
subject to modifications when applied in certain provincial settings. Unlike
Anatolia and the Balkans, for instance, in Egypt there was no rural military
cavalry paid directly by the taxpayers and no set of tax prebends known as
timars, which also functioned as administrative units. Instead, a more cen-
tralised administrative system was adopted that incorporated the old military
elite.” Furthermore, the timar system was not imposed in provinces with large
and powerful tribal confederations, such as Basra.® Even in areas where the

5 Galal El-Nahal, The Judicial Administration of Ottoman Egypt in the Seventeenth Century
(Minneapolis and Chicago, 1979), pp. 12-15.

6 On the mobilisation of the peasantry and the role of the local judge see Suraiya Faroghi,
“Town Officials, Timar Holders, and Taxation: The Seventeenth Century Crisis as seen
from Corum’, Turcica 18 (1986), 53—81.

7 The classicaccount of the Ottoman administration of Egyptis Stanford Shaw, The Financial
and Administrative Organization and Development of Ottoman Egypt, 1517-1798 (Princeton,
1962).

8 Salih Ozbaran, ‘Basra beylerbeyliginin kurulusu’, Tarih Dergisi 25 (1971), 53-72.
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state imposed a distinctly Ottoman system of rural administration, the first
century of Ottoman rule saw an attempt to incorporate the local rural elite.’
These elites were drawn from men of the pre-Ottoman military and admin-
istrative establishment, as in the cases of Egypt and Syria, or from the tribal
and religious notables with special abilities to control provincial populations.
Nevertheless, the men who ran the provinces of the empire in the sixteenth
century — the governor, lieutenant-governor, treasurer, head of local janissary
regiments and chiefjudge of the province — were all central appointees brought
in from other areas of the empire for a relatively short period of time.

In the late sixteenth and the early seventeenth centuries the elites ruling
the central state decided, for reasons elaborated on elsewhere in this volume,
to expand the practice of farming out offices and revenues, and this new
policy caused a rupture with the sixteenth-century administrative system.
While in the seventeenth century the choicest of offices and revenues typically
went to central state elite, early in the eighteenth century local owners of
capital began to buy offices and revenues. They were able to do so largely
because of the growth of regional economies based on the receipts of trade
and the management of wars which necessitated transfers of men, money and
goods from one region of the empire to the other.”® Finally, the prerogatives
of local elites were enhanced by a system of military mobilisation and tax
collection which by the eighteenth century allowed local notables (ayan) and
local judicial officers to play a pivotal role in the mobilisation of forces and the
apportionment of taxes.

The administrative elites

During the sixteenth century the governors and officials attached to the provin-
cial government were responsible for the collection of taxes, the recruitment
of mercenaries and the defence of the province against the depredations of
brigands. In frontier areas the defence of the empire’s borders had top priority.
However, by the seventeenth century, the hold of these personages, ehl-i 67fin
Ottoman parlance, had significantly weakened due to transformations in the
system of taxation. The governorship had become a large tax-farm, purchased

9 For Aleppo, see Margaret Venzke, “The Tithe as a Revenue Raising Measure in Aleppo’,
Journal of the Economic and Social History of the Orient 29 (1990), 239-334. For Palestine,
see Wolf-Dieter Hiitteroth and Kamal Abdul Fattah, Historical Geography of Palestine,
Transjordan, and Southern Syria in the late Sixteenth Century (Erlangen, 1977), pp. 64f., 101f;
for Mosul see Khoury, State and Provincial Society, pp. 25-33, 78-86.

10 Rhoads Murphey, Ottoman Warfare, 1500-1700 (London, 1999), pp. 35-103.
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by or assigned to a class of provincial bureaucrats with large households and
retinues, who were often unable or unwilling to take over the administration
of the province for a short time. Rather than rule directly, they sent their rep-
resentatives, or appointed interim agents (miitesellim), to run the province on
their behalf. Furthermore, the allocation and collection of taxes was increas-
ingly farmed out by the central government on a short-term basis to a group
of local grandees and military men. While allowing the government more
access to ready cash, this arrangement deprived the provincial governor and
his bureaucrats of the ability to govern effectively. In the absence of a stable
provincial leader, the janissary regiments and local notables became the real
power-brokers in the major cities of the empire.

We have very few studies that allow us a glimpse into the workings of the
system of provincial administration in the seventeenth century. In his study
of three local dynasties in the seventeenth century, Ze’evi found that two of
them began their careers in the service of the Ridwans, a family recruited
from the Istanbul military establishment which became entrenched as sub-
provincial governors in Gaza and other parts of Palestine." As to Lebanon, the
Ottomans found that the only manner by which they could rule the province
was to appoint local grandees such as the Sayfas and the Harfushes, and
play them against their competitors.” In Basra, the Afrasiyabs, who were
originally a military provincial household, ruled the city for a long time until
the Ottomans sent an expedition to dislodge them in the 1660s.” In Baghdad,
Aleppo and Damascus, the power of the governors was supplanted by that
of janissary leaders and local notables. The leadership of the pilgrimage, the
most prestigious and powerful position in the area, was assigned by the central
government either to district governors or notable and janissary families in
Damascus.™

In Egypt, the prerogatives of the provincial governor were taken over by
Mamluk elites in the districts and janissary regiments in Cairo. Urban and
rural taxes were collected by these tax-farmers whose control over rural rev-
enues allowed them to all but determine the amount of taxes remitted to

11 Dror Ze’evi, An Ottoman Century: The District of Jerusalem in the 1600s (Albany, 1996),
pp. 35-62.

12. Abdul-Rahim Abu-Husayn, Provincial Leadershipsin Syria, 1575-165 0 (Beirut, 1985), pp. 37—
66 and 129-52.

13 Dina Rizk Khoury, ‘Merchants and Trade in Early Modern Iraq’, New Perspectives on
Turkey 5—6 (1991), 53—86.

14 Peter M. Holt, Egypt and the Fertile Crescent, 1516—1922: A Political History (London, 1966),
p- 106.
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the governor.” According to Nelly Hanna the weakening in the political and
administrative controls of the state and its representatives in Cairo allowed
local elements, merchants and ayan, to strengthen their position in the city."®
Members of elite merchant families held the office of chief merchant and affil-
iated themselves to the janissary and administrative elites. Bruce Masters has
found that in seventeenth-century Aleppo the power of the governor declined
in tandem with the blurring of the dividing-lines between the military and
the population at large, as individuals drawn from the military establishment
engaged in trade.” In Damascus, the janissaries extended their influence to
Aleppo and struck up alliances with local grandees in Lebanon in an attempt
to extend their hegemony.”® In Palestine, local notables became the real power
elite after local dynasties such as the Ridwéns and Farrukhs were eliminated
by the Kopriilii reforming viziers.” In Baghdad and Mosul, the janissaries held
sway over political life until the early eighteenth century.*

Hence by the end of the seventeenth century, provincial governors had to
cope with restive urban military regiments whose members had become an
integral part of the ruling establishment of almost all the administrative centres
of the Asian part of the empire. The central government, occupied with wars
in Europe and with Persia, could do little but deal with the provincial insubor-
dination in an ad hoc manner, answering complaints by its subjects against the
exactions of the governor’s representatives, or issuing proclamations ordering
the military to adhere to justice and Ottoman law. > However, after the con-
clusion of the treaty of Karlowitz in 1699, the government attempted to reform
its provincial administration by developing a two-pronged policy. It sought to
augment the territorial and administrative reach of governors of key provinces
atthe expense of district representatives who had robbed both the treasury and
the tax-paying population, and initiated a fiscal measure which allowed local

15 Michael Winter, Egyptian Society Under Ottoman Rule, 1517-1798 (London, 1992), pp. 49—
53, says that although the kanunname of Egypt allowed for only twelve beys, by the
seventeenth century there were twenty-four, not all of mamluk origin, but dominated
by Circassian mamluks.

16 Nelly Hanna, Making Big Money in 1600: The Life and Times of Isma ‘il Abu Taqiyya, Egyptian
Merchant (Syracuse, 1998), pp.1—14, 100-18.

17 Masters, Origins, pp. 43—68.

18 Abdul Karim Rafeq, “The Local Forces in Syria in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth
Centuries’, in War, Technology and Society in the Middle East, ed. V. J. Parry and M. E. Yapp
(London, 1975), pp. 277-307.

19 Ze'evi, An Ottoman Century, pp. 35-62.

20 ‘Abbas al-Azzawi, Tarikh al-Iraq bayn Ihtilalayn (Baghdad, 1953), vol. V, pp. 14-160.

21 Suraiya Faroghi, ‘Political Initiatives “From the Bottom Up” in the Sixteenth- and
Seventeenth-Century Ottoman Empire: Some Evidence of their Existence’, in Osman-
istische Studien zur Wirtschafis- und Sozialgeschichte, ed. Hans Georg Majer (Wiesbaden,
1986), Pp. 24-33.
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elites drawn from all sectors of provincial society to buy lifetime, as opposed
to short-term, tax-farms (malikdne); both urban and rural revenues could be
farmed out as malikdnes.”* The results of such policies were mixed. In frontier
areas in particular, where the governors became responsible for the disburse-
ment of funds for fortresses, the recruitment and provisioning of mercenary
armies, their writ seems to have been effective in controlling restive popula-
tions. The Jalilis of Mosul and the governors of Baghdad were equally adept
at subduing the janissaries and local elites by relying on household troops
and access to rural and commercial resources.? In Baghdad the governor’s
control was expanded to include Basra in the south, Mardin in the north and
the Kurdish areas in the east. As Baghdad became a centre for the defence of
the eastern borders of the empire, Hasan Pasa a product of the schools of the
imperial palace, and his son Ahmed Pasa brought the tribal hinterlands and
border areas of the empire under central control. Relying on a combination
of a mamluk army and tribal levies and a bureaucracy modelled on the imperial
household, the governors of Baghdad laid the groundwork for a mamluk elite
that were to rule the city and much of central and southern Iraq until 1831.*
Karl Barbir has found that the Azm family of Damascus was able to retain the
governorship of the city as well as of southern Syria because it defended the
pilgrimage route against tribal attacks. The family’s local roots and access to
vast rural resources helped it subjugate rebellious janissaries by recruiting their
own forces.”

The government’s attempts succeeded in frontier areas because it relied on
elites who had successfully struck local roots while maintaining their loyalty to
the central state. Where it was unable to do so, as in Aleppo, southern Mount
Lebanon, Palestine (under the jurisdiction of the governor, first of Damascus
and then Sidon), the governors’ prerogatives remained limited. The Shihabs of
Mount Lebanon, Zahir al-'Umar of Palestine and the Husainids of Tunis were
autonomous grandees ruling their domains with token legitimisation from
Istanbul.*® In Aleppo, the governor’s control was continuously challenged by
the janissary regiments and the local ashraf (Turk. esraf: descendants of the
Prophet). The bloody history of eighteenth-century Aleppo was a result of

22 Salzmann, An Ancien Régime’. 23 Khoury, State and Provincial Society, pp. 44—72.

24 Tom Nieuwenhuis, Politics and Society in Early Modern Iraq: Mamluk Pashas, Tribal Shaikhs
and Local Rule between 1802 and 1831 (The Hague, 1981), pp. 13-107.

25 Barbir, Ottoman Rule in Damascus, pp. 13-65.

26 For a comparative analysis of different relations between state and urban centres of the
Ottoman Empire see Dina Rizk Khoury, ‘Political Relations between City and State’, in
A Social History of the City in the Middle East, ed. Peter Sluglett and Edmund Burke III,
under review by Syracuse University Press.
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three-cornered struggles between governors, janissaries and ashraf. In this
struggle, none of the factions was able to dominate for a long period of time.*”
In Egypt the effective rulers were the Mamluk beys, who were the shaykh
al-balad and amir al-hajj (leader of the pilgrimage), offices that defined the
real power centres in the province. However, despite the apparent uniqueness
and historical roots of the ‘Mamluk beylicate’, Jane Hathaway has shown
that it should be understood as a local variant of a distinctly Ottoman form
of political organisation based on the model of the imperial household.?®
While Michael Winter’s assessment of the beylicate is somewhat different, he
agrees with Hathaway in assuming that these households recruited elements
from the provincial population, thereby creating a local backing for their own
hegemony.*

Despite the tenuous nature of Ottoman control in these provinces, how-
ever, the eighteenth century was marked by lasting change in the composition
of the provincial power-holders. While not immediately visible, the incorpo-
ration of local men drawn from different economic and social strata into the
administrative hierarchy of the provinces through the purchase of tax-farms
was accompanied by a transformation in the manner in which these elites
organised themselves. As previously noted, the local power base of the latter
was predicated on reproducing on a much smaller scale the political organisa-
tion of the imperial and provincial governor’s households. Hathaway’s work
on Egypt and Khoury’s work on Mosul address this issue directly. They have
found in these areas a handful of local families that monopolised tax-farms
and administrative positions, formed themselves into households with clients
and military slaves and/or retainers, and subjugated the solidarities of urban
populations to their political agendas. In Aleppo the elite ashraf as well as
sections of the janissaries solidified their hold over the city by emulating the
organisational culture of Ottoman elite households.?® Schilcher’s work on the
‘Azms of Damascus and that of Nieuwenhuis and Lier on the Mamluks of Bagh-
dad describe developments parallel to those elsewhere in the empire.* Thus
by the end of the eighteenth century, despite rebellions by semi-autonomous

27 Herbert Bodman, Political Factions in Aleppo, 1760-1826 (Chapel Hill, 1963), pp. 103-39.

28 Hathaway, The Politics of Households, pp. 165-73.

29 Winter, Egyptian Society, pp. 40—6.

30 Bodman, Political Factions, pp. 9of. about the Tahazadeh family of ashraf, and pp. 55f. on
the janissary networks of patronage; Jean Pierre Thieck, ‘Décentralisation ottomane et
affirmation urbaine a Alep 4 la fin du XVIIle siécle’, in Passion d’Orient, ed. Gilles Kepel
(Paris, 1992), pp. 113—76.

31 Linda Schilcher, Families in Politics: Damascene Factions and Estates of the Eighteenth and
Nineteenth Centuries (Stuttgart, 1985); Nieuwenhuis, Politics and Society; Thomas Lier,
Haushalte und Haushaltspolitik in Bagdad 1704-1831 (Wiirzburg, 2004).
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power-holders such as Ali of Janina and ‘Ali Bey al-Kabir of Egypt, larger sec-
tions of local elites had become incorporated into the administrative structure
of the empire and had internalised the elite political culture of the centre.

Provincial military power-holders

In a letter addressed to Sultan Siileyman in 15334, the people of Aleppo com-
plained of the depredations of the cavalry demobilised after a campaign, which
had descended from Damascus on the Aleppine countryside, stealing goods
and provisions.* In response to this and many other such complaints sent by
subjects of the sultan throughout the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries,
the Ottoman government could do little but issue orders to governors and
military commanders to protect its subjects from looting by cavalry, infantry
and irregulars during periods of mobilisation and demobilisation. Whereas
the mounted cavalry (sipahis) were the main culprits in the sixteenth century,
they receded into the background as provincial infantry regiments (janissaries)
and irregulars (sekbans, goniilliiyan and sundry other mercenaries) became the
main scourge of rural and urban populations. However, it is important to keep
in mind that such complaints often masked the complex nature of these differ-
ent military forces in the provinces of the empire. As Halil Inalcik and Rhoads
Murphey have posited, Ottoman society, like its European counterparts, was
becoming increasingly militarised in the seventeenth century® The almost
constant mobilisation of rural and urban populations to wage war against
enemies of the Ottoman state resulted in far-reaching changes in the posi-
tion of the military establishment in provincial society. As local populations
were recruited through their leaders to fight wars, the latter found a place for
themselves among the Ottoman provincial elite. On the other hand, military
regiments drawn from the various parts of the empire became integrated into
provincial political and economic life, their leaders transforming themselves
into a local power elite. Despite an Ottoman political ideology that drew clear
lines between the military and subject populations, these lines were continu-
ously redrawn and redefined in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. The
state itself played an indirect role in the rise to prominence of local regiments
in the seventeenth century. In an attempt to control the disruptive power of
the janissaries in both Istanbul and the provincial cities of the empire, it often

32 See the Arabic version of this complaint as translated by Adnan al-Bakhit in Aleppo and
the Ottoman Military in the 16th Century’, al-Abhath 27 (1978/9), 27-38.
33 Inalcik, ‘Military and Fiscal Transformation’; Murphey, Ottoman Warfare.
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called for a nefir-i ‘dm, a general mobilisation of local paramilitary units to
ward off the challenge to order mounted by janissaries.>

There are few studies of provincial military society in the seventeenth cen-
tury® Many of our conclusions about the role of the military in the differ-
ent cities of the empire derive from a handful of studies on its Asian parts.
There were three major military forces in the cities of the empire by the
beginning of the eighteenth century: the janissary infantry regiments; the
mounted regiments; and the paramilitary regiments composed of mercenaries
and troops mobilised for specific campaigns. The apportionment of influence
and power between these three components underwent profound changes
during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. The cavalry units, originally
often transferred from other areas of the empire, had been the backbone of
the military Ottoman presence in the countryside in the sixteenth century,
but during the 1600s they were gradually infiltrated by provincial elites able to
pay for the various rural tax-farms and willing to mobilise rural populations
to fight in Ottoman campaigns. In seventeenth-century Egypt, for example,
the ¢avus and miiteferikka military units, which were drawn from outside the
janissaries and the mamluk elites, became the major provincial administrators
and tax-collectors.

Michael Winter concludes that for the elite among these latter units, the
appointment to provincial office often became a stepping-stone to the much
higher position of the beylicate in Cairo.?* However, Jane Hathaway finds that
a major shift in Egypt’s military society began in 1660, after the defeat of the
beys, who had built their power on cavalry units and rural tax-farms.? It is at
that point that Ottoman regimental officers stationed in Egypt began forming
political households within the barracks, acquiring retainers and urban tax-
farms. They became the new urban elite of Cairo, dominating its political life
and controlling its revenues.*®

In the Mosul countryside, local elites became major rural tax-farmers, dom-
inated by two families who were able to mobilise a mercenary fighting force.
Similar developments took place in Damascus, Aleppo and Palestine. Thus, as
we have seen, the cavalry forces were led by local families, or families who had
put down local roots, and were no longer rotated between various areas of

34 Inalcik, ‘Military and Fiscal Transformation’, 306.

35 The notable exception being Hathaway, The Politics of Households.

36 Winter, Egyptian Society, p. 43.

37 Jane Hathaway, ‘Egypt in the Seventeenth Century’, in The Cambridge History of Egypt,
2 vols. (Cambridge, 1998), vol. II, ed. M. W. Daly, pp. 34-58, at pp. 38—9.

38 Hathaway, The Politics of Households, pp. 35—46.
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the empire. Their effectiveness as a fighting force was further circumscribed
by their ability to pay a replacement fee to the government in lieu of mili-
tary service. The state, always strapped for cash to finance its ever-growing
mercenary forces, encouraged this practice. The net result was that by the
middle of the seventeenth century, mounted soldiers were led by local men
who were often capable of challenging the authority of the state by relying on
their own troops. More significant to the structure of power relations in the
provinces was the ability of such military leaders to control rural resources in
the form of tax-farms, and to establish closer and more permanent links with
rural populations.

The movers and shakers of urban politics in Cairo, Damascus, Aleppo,
Mosul and Baghdad in the second half of the seventeenth century, were the
janissary regiments. The kanunnameler, or provincial laws, drafted in the six-
teenth century, had specified the number of janissaries stationed in of the cities
and fortresses of the empire. During the sixteenth century the infantry regi-
ments who policed the river ports and guarded the citadel were made up of
men from the Balkans (Rumeli) and Circassians, while Bedouins as well aslocal
people were excluded.?® Pre-Ottoman elites were incorporated into Egyptian
military society through the cavalry, whose members constituted the bulk of
the military contingent in this province.** However, as early as the sixteenth
century, Egyptians were incorporated into the standing army to fight wars in
Yemen and Ethiopia. By the seventeenth century, conflicts developed between
the musir kullar and the kap: kullar, the local and imperial forces respectively,
on issues of payments, corporate immunity from shari‘a court law and other
privileges.

Initially these forces ranged from several hundred to a few thousand men,
depending on the importance of the relevant city to the empire. The govern-
ment tried to maintain strict control over the number of janissaries registered
in its roll registers (yoklama) in an effort to curb the tendency, visible already in
the late sixteenth century, for local mercenaries to enrol in these regiments in
order to obtain salaries and other entitlements. These efforts proved futile as
the janissary rolls swelled with local men anxious to obtain access to privileges
and to the protection of the janissary regiments. Unable to pay its regiments
because of fiscal troubles, the government overlooked the increasing tendency
of the latter to finance themselves through involvement in trade and industry,
or through rural and urban tax-farms. Particularly among the officers of these

39 Winter, Egyptian society, p. 38.
40 Ibid., p. 39: about 10,000 soldiers in Egypt, with 8,800 Egyptians and 1,200 drawn from
Turkish provinces.

147



DINA RIZK KHOURY

regiments, the push to translate their military status into political power was
overwhelming. In Damascus, Egypt, Aleppo and Mosul, eighteenth-century
political elites were often drawn from the ranks of the janissary or paramilitary
leadership.*"

So far-reaching were the changes the Ottoman military establishment had
experienced by the late eighteenth century that one scholar has called for
a serious re-examination of the term janissary.#* The inclusion of tribal foot-
soldiers, a diverse conglomerate of mercenaries and sundry other paramilitary
forces makes it difficult to use ‘the military” as a viable category of analysis.
What emerges from the few studies on the subject in the Arab world are
several trends: in cities with large infusions of military and paramilitary ele-
ments drawn from different ethnic backgrounds, local politics became increas-
ingly polarised around issues linked to the integration of these elements into
society. In Damascus the local faction (yerliyya) opposed an imperial faction,
called kapikul. In Aleppo, the janissary factions were able to draw support from
Kurdish and other paramilitary elements relatively new to the city. In Bagh-
dad, where the janissary regiments were continuously challenged by newly
recruited and ill-trained paramilitary Kurdish and Arab tribal elements, the
janissaries were also competing with the new leadership of Mamluk military
households that drew on their own recruits and slaves.®

The ilmiye and local ulema

Shortly after the Ottoman conquest of Egypt in 1517, the great sufi Sha‘rani
expressed his opposition to the new Ottoman order by writing:

The spirit of the Revelation consists of the world order. If religious laws
disappear, the secular rule replaces them in each generation in which they
are lacking. This is what is meant by the term kanun in the Ottoman state.
Its application is lawful in countries that have no religious laws. As for Egypt,

41 For Damascus, see Rafeq, ‘Local Forces’, and Schilcher, Families in Politics. For Egypt,
see Hathaway, The Politics of Households; Hathaway, ‘Egypt in the Seventeenth Century’;
André Raymond, Le Caire des janissaires: Uapogée de la ville ottomane sous Abd al-Rahman
Katkhudad (Paris, 1995). For Aleppo, see Bodman, Political Factions, pp. 55-110. For Mosul,
see Khoury, State and Provincial Society, pp. 120—49.

42 Virginia Aksan, “‘Whatever happened to the Janissaries? Mobilization for the 1768-1774
Russo-Ottoman War’, War in History 5, 1 (1998), 23-36.

43 For Damascus and Aleppo, see Rafeq, ‘Local Forces’; Bodman, Political Factions. For
Baghdad, see Dina Rizk Khoury, ‘Identities in Flux: Tribe, Faction, and Neighborhood
in Baghdad, 1760s to 1810s’, unpublished paper presented at the Middle East Studies
Association, Washington, DC, December 1998.
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Baghdad, North Africa, and the other lands of Islam, the application of the
kanun is unlawful.*

Almost three centuries later, ‘Ali al-'‘Umari, a Mosul scholar, expressed his
disillusionment with the Ottoman government’s attempts at reforming the
fiscal and military system by attacking Ottoman secular law (kanun). The root
of the sultan’s troubles, according to al-'Umari, lay in his state’s inability to
enforce Islamic legal punishment (hudud). However, unlike the Egyptian sufi,
al-‘Umari did not question the legal edifice of Ottoman rule in the Muslim
Middle East. He merely proposed reforming it in an attempt to withstand the
threats of both European expansion and the legal and administrative reordering
that had just begun in the Ottoman Empire.

Chosen perhaps arbitrarily, these views by two provincial scholars who
lived in different societies and times frame the changing relationship between
the central government and the local religious-cum-scholarly community in
the major administrative centres in the predominantly Muslim parts of the
empire during the first three centuries of Ottoman rule. While local religious
scholars contested the new administrative regulations of the state in discur-
sive tracts, they had, by the end of the eighteenth century, become adept at
working within the framework of Ottoman administrative structures. How
and why this happened is one of the least studied aspects of provincial soci-
ety. Despite an abundance of biographical dictionaries and local histories,
there is very little attempt to study the role of the judicial establishment
and its relation to the ulema living in major administrative centres in the
empire.

Galal El-Nahal and Abdul Karim Rafeq are among the few historians who
have addressed the transformation in the local judicial establishment during
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. According to El-Nahal, the judiciary
in Ottoman Egypt was organised hierarchically and was free from the interfer-
ence of other branches of the provincial administration, reporting directly to
Istanbul. More importantly, and in contradistinction to its earlier role under the
Mamluks, it administered both religious and secular law (kanun).** The chief
judge of Egypt was almost always drawn from other provinces of the empire
and appointed by Istanbul, as were the judges of all major cities. However,
by the end of the seventeenth century, the provincial and lower-level judicial
establishment (particularly offices of deputy judges) became the monopoly

44 Michael Winter, Society and Religion in Early Ottoman Egypt (New Brunswick, 1982),
Pp- 244-5.
45 El-Nahal, Judicial Administration, pp. 9-11.
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of certain families, often of local origin. Rafeq’s work on Damascus does not
delve into the administrative structures of the judicial establishment with the
same detail as that of El-Nahal. However, he does seem to think that by the
seventeenth century, the process of ‘localisation’ of judicial office observed in
Egypt also took place in Damascus.*S

Seventeenth- and eighteenth-century changes in the judicial establishment
included the gradual encroachment of the Ottoman HanafT legal school of
thought over others, especially in issues of land tenure and taxation. Rafeq
believes that, while the Shafi‘i school of legal thought persisted in Damascus,
a number of ulama became Hanafis in order to obtain appointments to lower
judicial offices.”” In Egypt, however, the Shafi'i school of thought remained
more prominent, with a number of scholars vocally contesting the predomi-
nance of the Hanafis and the encroachment of secular law (kanun) on hitherto
ill-defined areas covered by shari‘a law, such as rulings on marriage dues and
the taxation of certain lands.*® However, by the eighteenth century the pecu-
liar marriage between shari‘a and secular law systematised by the Ottomans
had gained wide currency among judicial administrators.

Second, the prerogatives of the judge (kadi) were expanded to include a wide
range of administrative and legal matters. In addition to working with market
inspectors to control quality of artisan production, judges were often involved
in adjudicating conflicts between subjects and administrators on issues of
urban security and taxation. The state even made kadis responsible for the
mobilisation of troops in times of war. Judges, along with other officials,
were asked to determine the number of troops that should be raised from
each district, and were expected to help in the allocation of resources during
campaigns. There have been no detailed studies of the specific ways the judges
functioned in suchssituations, but the frequency with which the administration
in Istanbul addressed its judges in such matters points to their centrality in
mobilisation efforts.

In addition, by the eighteenth century, judges, along with local notables,
were responsible for the allocation of taxes in both urban and rural areas.
Through a system of apportionment called tevzi, judges were called upon to
divide the burden of the provincial administration’s expenditures, as well as
other taxes, among the different districts of the province under consideration.

46 Abdul Karim Rafeq, “The Syrian Ulama, Ottoman Law and Islamic Shari‘a’, Turcica 24

(1994), 9-32.
47 Ibid. 48 Winter, Egyptian Society, pp. I11-12.
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Judicial officers were thus increasingly involved in a wide array of administra-
tive functions beyond what might be defined as strictly juridical.#

Finally, in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries court procedures were
regularised in a fashion not seen in any of the Arab cities in pre-Ottoman times.
This aspect of the judicial administration of the provinces has attracted most
attention, asanumber of scholars writing on social and legal history have mined
the Islamic court records and demonstrated the frequency and regularity with
which subjects of the sultan sought to settle their affairs at the court. Nelly
Hanna, for example, has argued that by the seventeenth century the Islamic
courts of Cairo were one of the favoured venues for merchants to transact their
business. She views this as a relatively recent development, a consequence of
the regularisation of legal practice brought about by the Ottomans.* Judith
Tucker’s work on women'’s use of the courts in the seventeenth century points
to a parallel development in Palestine.”" Hanna and Tucker’s works are among
the few studies on the court system in the seventeenth century. The literature
about eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century legal and judicial culture is
much richer. In Aleppo, according to Marcus, the court became the venue
to air grievances against the government, and sometimes the support of the
kadi himself was enlisted to stage a rebellion against a particularly oppressive
governor.>® In the more peripheral city of Nablus, Doumani has shown that
the court was often the site at which local customary law and Ottoman judicial
practice intersected, not always very harmoniously. The judge, in such cases,
mediated between the writ of a remote central government and the practice of
the city’s inhabitants.” Thus, whether dealing with commercial, personal or
administrative matters, the judge presided over a distinctly Ottoman judicial
establishment with roots in the Mamluk period, but that had been transformed
and regularised by the Ottoman central authorities.>

49 On the administrative role of the judges in sixteenth-century Anatolia see Faroghi,
‘Political activity’. For Aleppo, see Bodman, Political Factions, p. 52; Abraham Marcus,
The Middle East on the Eve of Modernity: Aleppo in the Eighteenth Century (New York, 1989),
pp. 101-20.

50 Hanna, Big Money, pp. 48-53.

st Judith Tucker, “The Fullness of Affection: Mothering in the Islamic Law of Syria and
Palestine’, in Women in the Ottoman Empire: Middle Eastern Women in the Early Modern Era,
ed. Madeline Zilfi (Leiden, 1997), pp. 232-52.

52 Marcus, The Middle East, pp. 88f.

53 Beshara Doumani, Rediscovering Palestine: Merchants and Peasants in Jabal Nablus, 1700—
1900 (Berkeley, Los Angeles and London, 1995), p. 152.

54 Wael Hallaq, “The Qadi Diwan (Sijill) before the Ottomans’, Bulletin of the School of
Oriental and African Studies 61, 3 (1998), 415-36. Hallaq makes a strong argument against
the assumption that the shari‘a court institution was a distinctly Ottoman development.
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The ayan

Perhaps the most amorphous group among provincial power-holders, the ayan
or notables of Arab cities appear to have been, if the local chroniclers are to be
believed, the cement that held the urban order together; according to circum-
stances they legitimised or challenged the power of the state. Unfortunately,
in the chronicles and Ottoman archival sources the term ayan is used in a wide
variety of ways that belie any scholarly attempts to generalise about them.
Often it denotes the coterie of strongmen that appeared in Anatolian and Arab
cities in the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, some of whom chal-
lenged the political control of the state. Bureaucrats used the term in a generic
fashion to describe a group of local men drawn from prominent families or
lineages, who helped in the apportionment of taxes, bought rural and urban
tax-farms, sat onlocal governors’ councils and mediated between state officials
and provincial populations. Local chroniclers referred to ayan as members of
the ephemeral category of khassa, or people “who loose and bind’. That is to
say, they were not defined by an administrative function, but rather by a fluid
notion of social position and prestige. The latter could be derived from a large
number of sources: it could be attached to holy or secular lineage, or else to
wealth and patronage; or simply result from the ability, at crucial moments,
to articulate the desires of sectors of the urban population when confronted
with state representatives. This lack of consensus on the exact meaning of the
term ayan makes it difficult for historians to trace the transformations of this
social group.

Perhaps the clearest discussion of the changing role of the ayan in Arab cities
is found in a seminal article written by Albert Hourani nearly forty years ago.
Hourani’s definition of these notables is derived from the Arab chroniclers
of the period.” They were the people who ‘loose and bind’, and thus were
able to retain their legitimacy as local power-brokers vis-a-vis the state. In this
perspective the ayan’s power derived from their abilities to mediate between
the local population and the central government. On the one hand, they
positioned themselves as representatives of local aspirations and took it upon
themselves to articulate such aspirations to the representatives of the state.

55 Albert Hourani, ‘Ottoman Reform and the Politics of Notables’, in Beginnings of Mod-
ernization in the Middle East: The Nineteenth Century, ed. W. R. Polk and R. L. Chambers
(Chicago, 1968), pp. 41-65; Halil Inalcik, ‘Centralization and Decentralization in Ottoman
Administration’, in Studies in Eighteenth Century Islamic History, ed. Thomas Naff and
Roger Owen (Carbondale and Edwardsville, 1977), pp. 27-52. For Anatolia, see Gilles
Veinstein, Ayan de la région d’Izmir et le commerce du Levant dans la deuxieme moitié
du XVIlle siécle’, Etudes Balkaniques 1, 3 (1976), 71-83.

152



The Ottoman centre versus provincial power-holders

Yet, according to Hourani, these notables lost their legitimacy along with
their urban constituency when they became administrators and officials of the
Ottoman state after the modernising reforms of the nineteenth century. Thus,
while their earlier power had been based on pre-modern notions of notability,
and had been closely bound to informal and fluid political networks, they
lost this ‘traditional’ basis in the 1800s when they became agents of the state,
executing its orders and deriving their standing in the urban community from
their position in the state apparatus.

Hourani’s ideas on urban notables have been challenged or refined by the
work of several scholars. Thus Abraham Marcus disagrees with Hourani’s
view of the notables as mediators between the provincial state representa-
tives and the urban populace, even in the eighteenth century. In his work on
Aleppo he has found that urban notables were often oppressors of the local
population, and at times in cahoots with the local governor.** Doumani, in
his work on Nablus, has concluded that merchants and not notables were the
representatives of local interests.” In a similar vein, Thieck’s work on Aleppo
has demonstrated the ways in which these notables’ interests had become tied
to the entitlements granted by the state, thus making it difficult to portray
them as independent representatives of local interests.®® Others point to the
limitations in Hourani’s ‘ayan’ argument. They concede its usefulness for the
cities of the Fertile Crescent, but find it difficult to apply in Egypt and North
Africa, where a different political culture predominated.

While it is all but impossible to view the ayan as a well-defined social
group possessing a clear political agenda, it is nevertheless possible to trace,
somewhat tentatively, the transformations in their role within the provincial
urban environment. Town-based ayan were not strongmen who could (and
sometimes did) challenge Ottoman control. Rather, they were involved in the
more mundane aspects of brokering power between their urban constituencies
and the state. Several factors made the eighteenth century into the heyday
of ayan ascendancy in the cities of the Fertile Crescent, as the weakness of
state controls in the wake of the seventeenth-century crisis allowed certain
local elites to accumulate wealth and purchase rural and urban tax-farms. At
the same time, the gradual erasure of barriers between the servitors of the
governor (ehl-i 6rf) and the general population allowed a number of the latter
to join the administrative and judicial elites. Thus the ‘Umari family of Mosul,
originally from an ulama background, acquired tax-farms and became leaders

56 Marcus, The Middle East, pp. 85-6; Philip Khoury, “The Urban Notables Paradigm Revis-
ited’, Revue du Monde Musulman et de la Mediterranée, 55-6 (1990), 215-28.
57 Doumani, Rediscovering Palestine, p. 5. 58 Thieck, ‘Décentralisation ottomane’.
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in their quarters. The Tahazades of Aleppo were from a holy lineage and
had become, by the middle of the eighteenth century, the largest holders of
tax-farms in their province. The tribal leaders from the Ubaid-al-Shawi clan
in Baghdad became tax-farmers, and held an official position as mediators
between the governors of the province and tribal leaders in the hinterland.

The tax-farming system (particularly the lifetime tax-farm, malikdne) was
instrumental in the ascendancy of the ayan in the eighteenth century. Equally
important was the lowering of the barriers dividing the military from the rest
of the population, which helped integrate the leaders of the local paramili-
tary establishment with the city’s elite. Prominent families were now able to
situate themselves as leaders of paramilitary regiments, and when unwilling
or unable to do so, they recruited and mobilised paramilitary forces around
their own agendas. For example, when the government called on Aleppine
elites to mobilise troops against the French in 1798, Muhammad Qudsi Efendi,
then the head of the descendants of the Prophet (naqib al-ashraf), was able to
recruit some 5,000—6,000 followers around his household.” Other ayan found
their niche among the expanding sector of tax-farmers in rural villages who
monopolised grain and mutton delivered to the central city. In eighteenth-
century Aleppo the urban populace suffered severely from artificial scarcities,
so that rebels often demanded the punishment of the ayan for withholding
wheat and barley.*® Similarly, in Baghdad grain was often used as a weapon
by the elite to subjugate the urban population. Hala Fattah believes that
famine in the city was often fabricated by the elites who held the bulk of rural
tax-farms.*"

Finally, the ayan’s ascendancy was sanctioned by administrative policies. The
system of taxation known as the tevzi allowed these men an inordinate amount
of power in the allocation of the tax burden on rural and urban populations.
How widely this system was practised in the empire’s Arab provinces is hard to
tell. Inalcik believes that it was instrumental in the rise of the ayan in Anatolia,
and Khoury has shown that the same applied to Mosul.®* If future research
proves this practice to have been widespread in the Arab provinces, we will
have identified yet one more of the myriad factors which helped ‘localise’
Ottoman authority in the eighteenth century.

59 Bodman, Political Factions, pp. 118f. The naqib would not fight against the infidel before
being promised the lucrative post of qadi of Cairo.

60 Marcus, The Middle East, pp. 86-101.

61 Hala Fattah, “The Politics of Grain Trade in Iraq, c. 1840-1917", New Perspectives on Turkey
5-6 (1991), I51—-66.

62 Khoury, State and Provincial Society, pp. 190-6.
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However, we should not view even the eighteenth-century ayan simply as
representatives of local interests, as Hourani once posited. While transforma-
tions in the provincial administrative apparatus did lead to the emergence of
indigenous power-holders, it does not automatically follow that such devel-
opments challenged Ottoman authority. The ayan of the eighteenth century
were more like a service gentry, their interests tied to a set of entitlements
and administrative functions allocated by the state. When they did stand up
to the state’s representatives, as they often did in Aleppo, Mosul and other
parts of the empire, they did so to negotiate a better position for themselves
and their constituencies. Their challenges were minor, undertaken in the spirit
of preserving an order, or of returning it to the practice of an idealised past.
Unlike the semi-autonomous warlords that Masters discusses in this volume,
they regarded themselves as subjects of the sultan.

Conclusion

Until the 1980s the historiography of the Ottoman Empire had emphasised
the often conflict-ridden quality of relations between the central state and the
provincial elites. Doubtless there is truth in the almost instinctive assumption
that at all times and in all places there will be conflicts between a given
central state and its provincial elites. However, it is important to note that
by the eighteenth century there were fundamental changes in the relationship
between the Ottoman state and its various provincial elites, and moreover
these changes varied significantly from province to province. Some historians
have argued that wider sectors oflocal elites had become ‘Ottomanised’ by the
eighteenth century, positing that such ‘Ottomanisation” acted as an antidote
to the loosening of administrative controls so prevalent in the later 1700s.%
Whether such arguments will hold true for a large part of the Arab provinces
remains to be seen.

Such variations between provinces preclude sweeping generalisations about
the extent of decentralisation and loss of administrative control by the
eighteenth-century central state. But at present our most important result
is that in some but not all areas of the Ottoman/ Arab lands, centrally adopted

63 Jane Hathaway (The Politics of Households; ‘Egypt in the Seventeenth Century’) does
not use the term ‘Ottomanisation’, but she does argue for the transfer into Egypt of a
distinctly Ottoman elite political culture and posits that it gradually pervaded the less
exalted circles of the Ottoman provincial establishment. Bruce Masters (Origins) has
discussed this group as an emergent Ottoman gentry, while Khoury (State and Provincial
Society) has described the process as ‘Ottomanisation’.
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fiscal policies combined with localised socio-economic developments to allow
a wider group of local men, from a variety of backgrounds, access to state
resources and offices. To my mind, wider sectors of provincial elite soci-
ety became Ottomanised and continued to provide a stable social base for
Ottoman hegemony despite spectacular rebellions and political disruptions
caused by political power-holders.

156



8

Semi-autonomous provincial forces in
the Balkans and Anatolia

FIKRET ADANIR

Provincial elites as mediators

In the past, history writing on the Ottoman Empire tended to view the emer-
gence of provincial forces as a challenge to central authority and therefore as a
symptom ofimperial decline. Historians drew mostly on source materials from
the central state archives, such as the ‘justice decrees’ that had been issued in
order to condemn predatory practices of rebellious administrators and bandits
(celali) during the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries." Moreover, such research
remained more or less focused on the ‘classical’ Ottoman regime, subscrib-
ing thereby rather uncritically to what the Weberian archetypical concept of
‘sultanism’ implied — that is, a kind of patrimonialism that left little room for
negotiated solutions on the basis of popular acceptance.* Thus early on it was
rarely appreciated that a substantial group of provincial mediators between
the ruler and the ruled existed, and even when taken note of, such persons’ rep-
utation was tainted with corruption, many of them being branded as usurpers
(miitegallibe). But in recent decades a more subtly differentiating approach in

1 Mustafa Akdag, Celdli isyanlan (1550-1603) (Ankara, 1963); William J. Griswold, The
Great Anatolian Rebellion, 1000—1020/1591-1611 (Berlin, 1983); Karen Barkey, Bandits and
Bureaucrats: The Ottoman Route to State Centralization (Ithaca and London, 1994), pp. 141—
88; Suraiya Faroghi, ‘Seeking Wisdom in China: An Attempt to Make Sense of the Celali
Rebellions’, in Zafar-nama: Memorial Volume to Felix Tauer, ed. Rudolf Vesely and Eduard
Gombar (Prague, 1996), pp. 1o1-24; Halil Inalcik, Adaletnameler’, Belgeler 2, 3-4 (1965),
49-145; Yiicel Ozkaya, ‘XVIII'nci yiizyilda ¢ikarilan adalet-nimelere gore Tiirkiye'nin i¢
durumu’, Belleten 38 (1974), 445-91.

2 On Weberian sultanism and its earlier Enlightenment variant, ‘oriental despotism’, see
Max Weber, Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft. Grundrif§ der verstehenden Soziologie, ed. Johannes
Winckelmann, sth rev. edn (Tiibingen, 1972), pp. 133f; Halil Inalcik, ‘Comments on
“Sultanism”: Max Weber’s Typification of Ottoman Polity’, Princeton Papers in Near Eastern
Studies 1 (1992), 49—73; Lucette Valensi, The Birth of the Despot: Venice and the Sublime Porte
(Ithaca and London, 1993); Thomas Kaiser, “The Evil Empire? The Debate on Turkish
Despotism in Eighteenth-Century French Political Culture’, Journal of Modern History 72
(2000), 6-34.
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Ottoman studies has gained prevalence. It is by now recognised that, despite
the “feudal’ divide between the ruling estate (askeri) and the tax-paying sub-
jects (reaya), the provincial population was able to articulate its gravaminain a
politically appropriate and effective manner. For example, petitioning was an
important channel through which even the peasantry could reach the ear of the
sultan and ask for a redress of grievances.?> Considering widespread illiteracy
during that period, one can surmise that only a select few were in a position
to put such formal requests on paper or to arrange for their conveyance to the
imperial centre. Obviously we are dealing here with influential persons whom
the sources designate as ‘notables’ (ayan).* Their ascendancy to socio-political
pre-eminence in the provinces by the end of the eighteenth century forms the
subject matter of this chapter.

The complex issue of provincial elites in the Ottoman Empire cannot be
studied adequately without due attention to pre-Ottoman leadership groups
and what had survived of them into the Ottoman period. With respect to some
peripheral regions such as Yemen and North Africa, itis generally accepted that
their administration was only loosely controlled by the imperial centre, local
social groups having asserted themselves soon after the conquest.” Similarly,
the tribal society of eastern borderlands facing the Safavid Empire was able to
retain a high degree of autonomy well into the nineteenth century.® But evenin
the ‘core’ provinces of Anatolia, Rumelia or the Archipelago, the establishment
of Ottoman rule did not necessarily mean a complete ousting of pre-Ottoman
leadership groups. Whether in conformity with the policy of accommodation
(istimalet) geared to win the subject peoples over to their side or out of concern
for the manpower needs of their expanding state, the early Ottomans were

3 Suraiya Faroghi, ‘Political Initiatives “From the Bottom Up” in the Sixteenth- and
Seventeenth-Century Ottoman Empire: Some Evidence for their Existence’, in Osman-
istische Studien zur Wirtschafis- und Sozialgeschichte, ed. Hans Georg Majer (Wiesbaden
1986), pp. 24-33; Suraiya Faroghi, Political Activity among Ottoman Taxpayers and the
Problem of Sultanic Legitimation (1570-1650)", Journal of the Economic and Social History
of the Orient 35 (1992), 1-39; Halil Inalcik, ‘Sikdyet hakki: arz-1 hal ve arz-1 mazhar’lar’,
Osmanli Arastirmalan 7-8 (1988), 33—54; Hans Georg Majer, Das osmanische ‘Registerbuch
der Beschwerden’ (Sikdyet defteri) vom Jahre 1675 (Vienna, 1984).

Harold Bowen, A‘yan’, EI 2.

Albert Hourani, A History of the Arab Peoples (Cambridge, 1991), pp. 225-30.

Tom Sinclair, “The Ottoman Arrangements for the Tribal Principalities of the Lake Van
Region of the Sixteenth Century’ and Mehmet Oz, ‘Ottoman Provincial Administra-
tion in Eastern and Southeastern Antolia: The Case of Bidlis in the Sixteenth Century’,
both in International Journal of Turkish Studies 9, 1-2 (Summer 2003), 119—44 and 14556
respectively; Nejat Goyling and Wolf-Dieter Hiitteroth, Land an der Grenze: osmanische
Verwaltung im heutigen tiirkisch—syrisch—irakischen Grenzgebiet im 16. Jahrhundert (Istanbul,
1997).
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quite successful in integrating the indigenous elites.” In particular, groups who
had been granted land in pronoia by Christian emperors and princes in return
for military service were not disinclined to enter a similar relationship with
the Ottomans. For example, after the conquest of Trebizond in 1461 some local
Christians were assigned lands in the form of military fiefs, which remained in
the possession of their (mostly Islamised) offspring in the subsequent centuries,
even though in the meantime the military functions originally associated with
the holdings might have disappeared. This type of hereditary landownership
was clearly ‘a carry-over from earlier Trebizondine-Byzantine practice’.®

The development in the Balkans showed many parallels. The timarsystemin
the frontier province of Bosnia, for example, had by the sixteenth century been
transformed into a system of hereditary landownership, primarily because the
fiefs granted to local families encompassed lands that ‘had originally been part
of their old tribal heritages™.” And the existence of such bastinas — a Slavic term
that denoted hereditary title to land — in Bosnia as well as in other parts of
the Balkans was again connected with the phenomenon of Christian sipahis
during the early Ottoman period. Later on, some of the latter lost their fiefs,
but a number of them, whether they converted to Islam or not, continued to
occupy an important place within the provincial society.™

Evidently, some degree of communal autonomy was conducive to the emer-
gence of local leadership. Different conditions under which individual districts
or towns had been conquered left room for the development of different
degrees of dependency or autonomy. Towns like Janina (Ioannina, Epirus) and

7 Halil Inalcik, ‘Ottoman Methods of Conquest’, Studia Islamica 2 (1954), 103—29; Halil
Inalcik, ‘Rameli’, EI z; Speros Vryonis Jr., ‘Byzantine and Turkish Societies and their
Sources of Manpower’, in War, Technology and Society in the Middle East, ed. V. J. Parry
and M. E. Yapp (London, 1975), pp. 125-52; Heath W. Lowry, Fifteenth Century Ottoman
Realities: Christian Peasant Life on the Aegean Island of Limnos (Istanbul, 2002), p. 173.

8 Heath W. Lowry, ‘Privilege and Property in Ottoman Maguka in the Opening Decades of
the Tourkokratia: 1461-1553’, in Continuity and Change in Late Byzantine and Early Ottoman
Society, ed. Anthony Bryer and Heath Lowry (Birmingham and Washington, DC, 1986),
Pp. 97128, at p. 115.

9 Avdo Suceska, “The Position of the Bosnian Moslems in the Ottoman State’, International
Journal of Turkish Studies, 1, 2 (Autumn 1980), 1-24, at p. 2.

10 Halil inalcik, ‘Stefan Dusan'dan Osmanh imparatorluguna. XV. asirda Rumeli'de
hiristiyan sipahiler ve mengeleri’, in Fuad Kopriilii Armagani (Istanbul, 1953), pp. 207—48;
Halil Inalcik, “Timariotes chrétiens en Albanie au XVe siécle d’apres un registre de timar
ottoman’, Mitteilungen des Osterreichischen Staatsarchivs 4 (1951), 118-38; Branislav Djurd-
jev, ‘Hri$¢sani-spahije u severnoj Srbiji u XV veku’, Godisnjak Istoriskog Drustva Bosne i
Hercegovine 4 (1952), 165-69; Bistra Cvetkova, ‘Novye dannye o christianach-spachijach
na Balkanskom poluostrove v period tureckogo gospodstva’, Vizantijski vremennik 13
(1958), 184-97; Nicoara Beldiceanu, “Timariotes chrétiens en Thessalie (1454/55)", Siidost-
Forschungen 44 (1985), 45-81.
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Moschopole (Voskopojé, Albania), which had surrendered without resistance,
or mountainous districts such as Mani in the Peloponnese or Souli and Himara
in Epirus, which had never been completely subjugated, had self-governing
bodies elected from among heads of local clans.”

The patriarchal societies of northern Albania and Montenegro were like-
wise only loosely tied to the imperial centre.”* Here and especially in regions
further north — Herzegovina, Bosnia and Serbia — a particular system of self-
rule developed in which pastoral groups with the status of ‘Vlach™ (efldk)
played a significant role. The system was based on various statutes issued by
the Ottomans as efldk kanunu, adopted from the medieval “Vlach rights’ (jus
valachicum).” As in pre-Ottoman times, the transhumant herders were again
treated as separate from the peasant society at large and were subjected to a
different regime of taxes and services." The basic administrative unit of Vlach
communal life was katun (Italian cantone, > Latin cantus), which in an earlier
phase appears to have been rather an organisational concept, as well as a fiscal
term. But later on it came to mean in many regions a rural settlement — in
other words, a village.” The chiefs (kmet) of such communes were elected

11 Peter Bartl, Der Westbalkan zwischen spanischer Monarchie und osmanischem Reich: zur
Tiirkenkriegsproblematik an der Wende vom 16. zum 17. Jahrhundert (Wiesbaden, 1974),
Pp. 12431, 160—4; Peter F. Sugar, Southeastern Europe under Ottoman Rule, 135 4—1804 (Seattle
and London, 1977), pp. 92, 237; Demos N. Mexes, He Mané kai hoi Maniates: themata gia
ten historia tous, t€ laographia kai ten techné (Athens, 1977); Loukia D. Polite, To Souli tés
Epeirou: hoi oikismoi kai hé historia tous (Athens, 1992).

12 Stojan Novakovi¢, Tursko carstvo pred Srpski ustanak 1780—1804 (Belgrade, 1906), pp. 191~
204; Selami Pulaha, ‘Formation des régions de selfgovernment dans les Malessies du
sandjak de Shkodéraux XV-XVllesiécles’, Studia Albanica 13 (1976), 173—9; Peter Bartl, ‘Die
Mirditen: Bemerkungen zur nordalbanischen Stammesgeschichte’, Miinchener Zeitschrift
fiir Balkankunde 1 (1978), 27-69; Branislav Djurdjev, Postanak i razvitak brdskih, crnogorskih
i hercegovackih plemena (Titograd, 1984).

13 On Vlach groups in the pre-Ottoman Balkans, see Constantin Jiretek, Staat und
Gesellschaft im mittelalterlichen Serbien: Studien zur Kulturgeschichte des 13.—15. Jahrhun-
derts, part 1 (Vienna, 1912), pp. 32, 69—70; Constantin Jire¢ek, Geschichte der Serben, vols. I
and II, 1 (Gotha, 1911-18), vol. I, pp. 154—7 and vol. II, 1, p. 32; Matyas Gyoni, ‘La transhu-
mance des Vlaques balkaniques au Moyen Age’, Byzantinoslavica 12 (1951), 20—42; Petre $.
Nisturel, “Vlacho-Balcanica’, Byzantinisch-Neugriechische Jahrbiicher 22 (1977-84, Athens,
1985), 221—48.

14 Nicoard Beldiceanu, ‘Surles Valaques des Balkans slaves al’époque ottomane (1450-1550)’,
Revue d’Etudes Islamiques 34 (1966), 83-132; Branislav Djurdjev, ‘O naseljavanju vlaha-
stolara u sjevernu Srbiju u drugoj polovini XV vijeka’, Godisnjak Drustva istoricara Bosne
i Hercegovine 35 (1984), 9-34; Tom J. Winnifrith, The Vlachs: The History of a Balkan People
(London, 1987), pp. 123-38; Matei Cazacu, ‘Les Valaques dans les Balkans occidentaux
(Serbie, Croatie, Albanie, etc.). La Pax ottomanica (XVe-XVlle siécles)’, in Les Aroumains
(Paris, 1989), pp. 79-93.

15 Milenko S. Filipovi¢, ‘Katun u naoj istoriografiji’ and Branislav Djurdjev, “Teritorijal-
izacija katunske organizacije do kraja XV veka (katun-knezine-pleme)’, both in Simpozi-
jum o srednjevjekovnom katunu (24—25 November 1961), ed. M. S. Filipovi¢ (Sarajevo, 1963),
pp. 9-17 and 14370, respectively; Aleksandar Matkovski, About the Wallachian Livestock
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by the heads of extended families, and they in turn elected a knez or primate
as the representative of their individual district (nahiye), which comprised a
number of katuns.”® By the end of the eighteenth century, the kneZina system
of local autonomy appears to have evolved into a virtual federation of ‘village
republics’.

In other areas self-rule resulted from the fact that certain occupational
groups, such as miners, tar extractors, horse breeders, derbendci (guardians
of mountain passes), saline workers or producers of gunpowder, had been
exempted from certain taxes, and subsequently these ‘privileges’ were associ-
ated with their settlements as well. Thus the towns of Gabrovo, Koprivstica,
Teteven, Trjavna, Kotel, Kalofer, Klisura, Love¢, PanagjuriSte, Samokov and
Ciprovci in Bulgaria, which had developed from derbendci or voynuk villages of
an earlier period, all had self-governing bodies.”

In larger towns with a more urban character individual mahalles (quar-
ters), craftsmen’s guilds or confessional congregations served as units of local
administration. In sixteenth-century Salonika, for example, there were twelve
Jewish neighbourhoods, along with ten Greek Orthodox and forty Muslim
quarters.™ On account of their diverse geographical (Spain, Portugal, Italy
and Germany) and socio-cultural origins, the Salonika Jews were divided fur-
ther into smaller congregations, each of which sent a representative to the
general Jewish council of the city.”® In predominantly Muslim Anatolia, towns

Breeding Organization in the Balkans with Special Attention to Katun’, Review/ Glasnik
31, 3 (1987), 199221
16 Branislav Djurdjev, ‘O knezovima pod turskom upravom’, Istorijski casopis 1 (1948), 132—57;
Milan Vasi¢, ‘Knezine i knezovi timarlije u Zvornitkom sandzaku u XVIvijeku’, Godisnjak
Istoriskog Drustva Bosnei Hercegovine 10 (1959), 247-78; Avdo Suéeska, “Tendencije u razvoju
turske lokalne vlasti u Beogradskom pasaluku pred Prvi srpski ustanak’, Istorijski znacaj
Srpske revolucije 1804 godine. Zbornik radova sa naucnog skupa odrzanogod 3. dos. juna 1980
povodom obelezavanja 175 . godisnjice Prvog srpskog ustanka, ed. Vasa Cubrilovi¢ (Belgrade,
1983), pp. 319—22; Stevan Pavlowitch, ‘Society in Serbia, 1791-1830’, in Balkan Society in the
Age of Greek Independence, ed. Richard Clogg (London, 1981), pp. 13756, at p. 138.
Branislav Djurdjev, ‘O vojnucima (sa osvrtom na razvoj turskog feudalizma i na pitanje
bosanskog agaluka)’, Glasnik Zemaljskog muzeja u Sarajevu 2 (1947), 75-138; Aleksandar
Stojanovski, DervendZistvoto vo Makedonija (Skopje, 1974); Aleksandar Stojanovski, Raja
so specijalni sadolZenija vo Makedonija (vojnuci, sokolari, orizari i solari) (Skopje, 1990);
Yavuz Ercan, Osmanl Imparatorlugunda Bulgarlarve voynuklar (Ankara, 1989); Elena Groz-
danova, ‘Bevolkerungskategorien mit Sonderpflichten und Sonderstatus’, in Osmanistis-
che Studien zur Wirtschafis- und Sozialgeschichte, ed. Hans Georg Majer (Wiesbaden, 1986),
Pp- 46-67; Stefan Andreev and Elena Grozdanova, Iz istorijata na rudarstvoto i metalurgijata
v bdlgarskite zemi prez XV-XIX vek (Sofia, 1993).
18 Vasiles Demetriades, Topografia tes Thessalonikes kata tén epochétes Tourkokratias 1430—1912
(Salonika, 1983), pp. 50, 82-3, 159.
19 JosephR.Hacker, “The Jewish Community of Salonica from the Fifteenth to the Sixteenth
Century: A Chapter in the Social History of the Jews in the Ottoman Empire and their
Relations with the Authorities’, Ph.D. thesis, Hebrew University of Jerusalem (1978);
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such as Bursa, Ankara and Konya had from the fifteenth century onwards
urban groups generically designated as esraf ve ayan performing intermedi-
ary roles between the town-dwellers and the representatives of the central
government. These groups comprised wealthy merchants, experienced crafts-
men, respected religious men such as ulema, imams and seyyids, or resident
military commanders. One of these ‘notables’ served as sehir kethiidasi, an
official who operated as the representative of both the central authority and
the local community and in towns sometimes functioned as a mayor. Others
served as trustees of pious foundations, assisted the kadi and market supervisor
(muhtesib) in their duties, saw to it that the city’s public buildings were in good
repair and, not least, concerned themselves with issues of public security.*
Contemporary Ragusan sources referred to similar people in Ottoman Bosnia
as primati, superiori et principali del paeze or principali dei luoghi.*

Whether urban or rural in character, whether communal or occupational,
any form of self-rule presupposed a certain degree of social cohesion which was
assured in the Ottoman context largely through the institution of collective
liability — another relic from the pre-Ottoman period.** By means of mutual
warrants and guarantees the individual was compelled to act in solidarity
with others of his group, and by belonging to a corporate community, the
members of which were collectively liable to fulfil common duties, he acquired
civil status. Thus collective liability appears to have been an important factor
favouring the development of local autonomy.*

Whether a village, an urban neighbourhood, a religious congregation or a
trade guild, each unit was represented by an elected body (of elders) meeting
under a chief, headman, cleric or warden. A major task of these leaders was to
negotiate within urban space or a larger division of provincial administration

Joseph R. Hacker, “The Hispano-Jewish Society in the Ottoman Empire in the 16th
Century’, in The Sephardi Legacy, ed. H. Beinart (Jerusalem, 1993), vol. II, pp. 109-33;
Mark Alan Epstein, The Ottoman Jewish Communities and their Role in the Fifteenth and
Sixteenth Centuries (Freiburg, 1980), pp. 72f.

20 Ozer Ergeng, ‘Osmanh klasik donemindeki “esraf’ ve “a’yan” iizerine bazi bilgiler’,

Osmanli Arastirmalan 3 (1982), 105-18. On the muhtesib, see the section written by Robert

Mantran in the article ‘Hisba’, EI 2.

Avdo Suteska, ‘Bedeutung und Entwicklung des Begriffes A’yan im Osmanischen Reich’,

Siidost-Forschungen 25 (1966), 3-26, at p. 7.

See Dragoljub Dragojlovi¢, ‘Institucija kolektivne odgovornosti kod balkanskih slovena

u srednom veku’, in Obicajno pravo i samouprave na Balkanu i u susednim zemljama/Le

Droit coutumier et les autonomies sur les Balkans et dans les pays voisins, ed. Vasa Cubrilovié

(Belgrade, 1974), pp. 41925, at p. 419.

23 See Elena Grozdanova, Bdlgarskata selska obstina prez XV-XVIII vek (Sofia, 1979), pp. 119—
25; Svetlana Ivanova, ‘Institutdt na kollektivnata otgovornost v balgarskite gradove prez
XV-XVIII v, Istoriceski pregled 46, 1 (1990), 33—44.
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the amount of taxes to be collected from individual communities or groups as
well as the intracommunal distribution of the tax burden. As representatives of
their villages, neighbourhoods or guilds the leaders appeared before courts, for
example, in order to ask permission to repair a church, mosque or synagogue
or to resolve disputes with other groups.** To sum up, these leaders were in a
precarious position, often torn between satisfying the authorities, on the one
hand, and their communities or colleagues, on the other. Whereas the former
urged them to better maintain law and order, to secure a smoother flow of
taxes or to enforce more strictly the professional norms, the latter expected
benefits.”

From local leadership to imperial prominence

The beginnings of semi-autonomous provincial forces in the Ottoman Empire
were then embedded in a rather traditional matrix. In other words, these
forces functioned not much differently from, for example, the so-called ‘the-
matic’ archontes of the late Byzantine period.?® But today when students of the
field speak about “politics of notables’ in connection with a certain period of
Ottoman history, they surely have something much larger in mind.”” What
is implied is a novel socio-political role which accrued to these provincial
leaders at a specific point in time, enabling them thenceforth to act, at first
spontaneously and sporadically, but increasingly as a quasi-corporate body.
Within Ottoman studies this significant shift in centre—periphery relations has
not gone unnoticed, although the focus has been primarily on the Muslim

24 Elena Grozdanova and Svetlana Ivanova, ‘Einige Parallelen zwischen den Dorfgemein-
den und den Stadtviertelgemeinden in den bulgarischen Landen (16.—17. Jh.)’, Bulgarian
Historical Review 20, 4 (1992), 32—61, at pp. 44-9; Suraiya Faroghi, ‘Between Conflict and
Accommodation: Guildsmen in Bursa and Istanbul during the 18th Century’, in Guilds,
Economy and Society: Proceedings of the Twelfth International Economic History Congress,
ed. Stephen Epstein et al. (Seville, 1998), pp. 143-52; Suraiya Faroghi, ‘Urban Space as
Disputed Grounds: Territorial Aspects to Artisan Conflict in Sixteenth- to Eighteenth-
Century Istanbul’, in Suraiya Faroghi, Stories of Ottoman Men and Women: Establishing
Status, Establishing Control (Istanbul, 2002), pp. 219-34. Cf. also Amnon Cohen, The Guilds
of Ottoman Jerusalem (Leiden, 2001), pp. 188-92.

25 Le’ah Bornstein-Makovetsky, Jewish Lay Leadership and Ottoman Authorities during
the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries’, in Ottoman and Turkish Jewry: Community and
Leadership, ed. Aron Rodrigue (Bloomington, 1992), pp. 87-121, at p. 99.

26 See Michael Angold, A Byzantine Government in Exile: Government and Society under the
Laskarids of Nicaea, 1204-1261 (London, 1975), p. 71.

27 Albert Hourani, ‘Ottoman Reform and the Politics of Notables’, in Beginnings of Mod-
ernization in the Middle East: The Nineteenth Century, ed. W. R. Polk and R. L. Chambers
(Chicago, 1968), pp. 41-65; Philip S. Khoury, “The Urban Notables Paradigm Revisited’,
Villes au Levant. Hommage a André Raymond. Revue du Monde musulman et de la Méditerranée
55-56 (1990), 215-28.
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notables, especially the ayan, whereas their non-Muslim peers, archontes and
kocabagis, have been rather neglected.28

The processes that propelled the traditional local leaders to regional or
even imperial prominence were complex.”” Underlying these changes, a trans-
formation of agrarian relations from about the last quarter of the sixteenth
century onwards can be diagnosed, which portended grim consequences not
only for the cultivators of land but also for various groups of fief-holders. In
particular, the timar system of land grants in return for military service was
being rapidly undermined.?® The causes of this change and the combination
of circumstances that influenced it remain a matter of lively debate.> A well-
established opinion points out the destabilising role of developments such asan
increase in population, spectacular advances in military technology, the dump-
ing of Spanish silver in the Levantine markets and protracted warfare. At the
same time the feudal cavalrymen (sipahis), who had been losing their military
reputation given the extensive use of firearms in Christian armies, were also
confronted with the devaluation of their timar holdings. Unemployed village
youth sought new opportunities as mercenaries in the retinue of provincial
governors. However, their payment was contingent upon the availability of
funds at the disposition of governors, who resorted to new local levies for that
purpose. More often than not, the mercenaries were disbanded as soon as a
campaign was over, or, when kept, they were allowed to roam about and live
off the peasantry. The results were the collapse of public order (especially in
Anatolia), leading to peasant flight and a relative depopulation of the coun-
tryside, frequent rebellions of provincial governors and widespread banditry.*

28 Johann Strauss, ‘Ottoman Rule Experienced and Remembered: Remarks on Some Local
Greek Chronicles of the Tourkokratia’, in The Ottomans and the Balkans: A Discussion of
Historiography, ed. Fikret Adanir and Suraiya Faroghi (Leiden, 2002), pp. 193221, at p. 214.

29 Suraiya Faroghi, ‘Crisis and Change, 1590-1699" and Bruce McGowan, “The Age of the
Ayans, 1699-1812", both in An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire 1300—
1914, ed. Halil Inalcik and Donald Quataert (Cambridge, 1994), pp. 411-636 and 637758
respectively.

30 Nicoara Beldiceanu, Le Timar dans Uetat ottoman (début XIVe—début X Vle siécle) (Wiesbaden,

1980).
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(London and New York, 1998), pp. 269-310.

32 Mustafa Cezar, Osmanlh tarihinde levendler (Istanbul, 1965); M. A. Cook, Population Pres-
sure in Rural Anatolia, 145 0—1600 (London, 1972); Omer Liitfi Barkan, ‘Les Mouvements
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The seventeenth century thus appears as the period of profound crises that
initiated the process of imperial decline.

Recent interpretations, on the other hand, are careful not to use the word
‘decline’ with respect to the Ottoman seventeenth or even eighteenth cen-
tury. That great upheavals had taken place is not disputed. But it is argued
that these were hardly different from, say, the rural rebellions that shook
seventeenth-century France. Why then speak of ‘decline’ in the Ottoman case,
while interpreting the crises in contemporary France as symptoms of a trans-
formation that smoothed the way for the early modern state? The so-called
‘decline paradigm’ in the field of Ottoman studies seems to have been chiefly
inspired by the modernisation theories of the early post-Second World War
period, supported by references to the nasihatname (mirrors-for-princes) type
of treatises as its principal historical sources.* The validity of this approach
was questioned first by historians trying to explain socio-economic and polit-
ical change during the eighteenth century® But a major breakthrough had
to wait until the genre conventions of the nasihatname literature were recog-
nised. Thus it could be shown that such texts should be read essentially as
discourses on morality, reflecting the biases of the authors who, scandalised
by social fluidity and disrespect for tradition in their own day, had tended to
idealise the ‘good olden times’.*® In particular, the social levelling implied in

des prix en Turquie entre 1490 et 1655, Histoire économique du monde méditerranéen 1450—

1650: Mélanges en honneur de Fernand Braudel (Toulouse, 1973), vol. I, pp. 65-79; Omer
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Economic History of the Near East’, International Journal of Middle East Studies 6 (1975),
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the Balkans: Continuity and Change, ed. Henrik Birnbaum and Speros Vryonis Jr. (The

Hague and Paris, 1972), pp. 338—54; Halil Inalcik, “The Socio-Political Effects of the Dif-

fusion of Fire-Arms in the Middle East’, in War, Technology and Society in the Middle East,

ed. V. J. Parry and M. E. Yapp (London, 1975), pp. 195-217; Halil Inalcik, ‘Centraliza-
tion and Decentralization in Ottoman Administration’, in Studies in Eighteenth Century

Islamic History, ed. Thomas Naff and Roger Owen (Carbondale and Edwardsville, 1977),

Pp. 27-52.
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34 See, for example, Bernard Lewis, ‘Some Reflections on the Decline of the Ottoman
Empire’, Studia Islamica 9 (1958), 111-127 (also in The Economic Decline of Empires, ed. C. M.
Cipolla (London, 1970), pp. 215-34); Bernard Lewis, ‘Ottoman Observers of Ottoman
Decline’, Islamic Studies 1 (1962), 71-87.

35 Norman Itzkowitz, ‘Eighteenth-Century Ottoman Realities’, Studia Islamica 16 (1962),
73-94; Roger Owen, “The Middle East in the Eighteenth Century and “Islamic” Society
in Decline — a Critique of Gibb and Bowen’s Islamic Society and the West’, Review of
Middle East Studies 1 (1975), 101-12.
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the phenomenon of uprooted peasants settling in the cities and taking up a
trade “with daily increasing gain’, whereas their sipahis did not get a penny in
compensation for the revenue lost to them, seems to have been the crux of the
matter.”” Consequently, scholarly attention was directed to one big issue: the
shift from taxation in kind to taxation in cash and the entailing changes in
the composition of the ruling elite both at the centre and in the provinces.®
The replacement of feudal forms of revenue distribution went hand-in-hand
with the spread of the practices known as mukataa, tax-farming techniques that
had previously been in use only on some larger estates. This institution was
now promoted methodically in order both to monetarise the tax system and
maximise the revenue.® One aspect of the new system was the widening
application of the maktu’ method, i.e. tax levied not on a household basis,
as in the traditional ¢ift-hane system, but calculated for each commune as an
annual lump sum.*° The maktu’ regime implied that members of a community
undertook a collective liability vis-a-vis the tax-collecting agent of the state.
Paying a fixed sum in cash, instead of a percentage of the produce in kind, was
sometimes more advantageous to the taxpayers, especially if the group was
numerically growing. By the same logic, however, the tax load each family had
to shoulder would be heavier if the population was decreasing, and it seems
that the Ottoman Balkans at least experienced a demographic contraction
during the seventeenth century# Another side-effect was the unmistakable
inclination of the tax-farmers to overexploit their units, especially since they
could not be sure of the duration of their tenures.* On the whole, the new
regime had the effect of de-emphasising differences in social status, religious

Fodor, ‘State and Society, Crisis and Reform, in 1sth-17th Century Ottoman Mirror for
Princes’, Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 40 (1986), 217—40.

37 Andreas Tietze (ed.), Mustafa ‘Ali’s Councel for Sultans of 1581, parts I-II (Vienna, 1979—
82), part I, p. 57; Cornell Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual in the Ottoman Empire. The
Historian Mustafd “Ali (15 41-1600) (Princeton, 1986); Rhoads Murphey, ‘Mustafa Ali and
the Politics of Cultural Despair’, International Journal of Middle East Studies 21 (1989),
243—55; Cemal Kafadar, ‘Les troubles monétaires de la fin du XVle siécle et la prise de
conscience ottomane du déclin’, Annales Economies Sociétés Civilisations 46 (1991), 381-400.

38 Abou-El-Haj, Formation, p. 15.

39 Linda T. Darling, Revenue-Raising and Legitimacy: Tax Collection and Finance Administration
in the Ottoman Empire, 1560—1660 (Leiden, 1996), pp. 119-60.

40 Halil Inalcik, “The Ottoman State: Economy and Society, 1300-1600°, in Inalcik and
Quataert (eds.), Economic and Social History, pp. 9-409, at pp. 145-53.

41 See Bruce McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe: Taxation, Trade, and the Struggle
for Land, 1600-1800 (Cambridge, 1981), pp. 86f. But cf. Maria N. Todorova, “Was There
a Demographic Crisis in the Ottoman Empire in the Seventeenth Century?’, Etudes
balkaniques 24, 2 (1988), 55—63.
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affiliation and the urban or rural character of one’s residence. The relationship
between the state and the taxpayer became more fluid, and the land, the
basic means of production in an agrarian society, became increasingly mobile,
capable of being bought and sold.#

This development, which can be viewed as a successful centralisation and
monetarisation of the revenue-extraction mechanisms of the state, took place
against the background of a reshuffling of the provincial administration. The
sancak districts typical of the by-now-obsolete timar system became gradually
insignificant, whereas eyalets, enlarged provinces of a more civilian character,
emerged as the principal division of administration. More importantly, they
were governed by persons selected from among the elite based in the centre.
Paradoxically, however, these changes did not bring about a reinforcement of
the central authority. On the contrary, factionalism within the ruling elite crys-
tallising around vizier and pasha households boosted the tendencies towards
further decentralisation.** Networks of patrons and clients soon became a
characteristic trait of Ottoman socio-political life, both at the imperial cen-
tre and in the provinces.* Positions were filled less and less by men specially
trained to serve as bureaucrats but rather by men who were associated through
marriage or patronage with a household — a clear indication of the waning
importance of personal rule by the sultans and the gradual consolidation of
power by a civilian oligarchy.*

The new order was characterised by an increasingly commercialised every-
day life which entailed the necessity for both the rulers and the ruled to
have access to sufficient resources and, not least, viable mechanisms of credit.
During the protracted war against Venice (1645-69), for example, when the
drain on the imperial treasury was particularly heavy and the funds at the
disposal of provincial governors were inadequate, extraordinary taxes of
the avanz type began to be levied ever more frequently, becoming a severe

43 Abou-El-Haj, Formation, pp. 58—60; Molly Greene, An Islamic Experiment? Ottoman
Land Policy on Crete’, Mediterranean Historical Review 11 (1996), 6078, at p. 71.

44 Rifa‘at Ali Abou-El-Haj, “The Ottoman Vezir and Paga Households 1683-1703: A Prelim-
inary Report’, Journal of the American Oriental Society 94 (1974), 438—47; I. Metin Kunt,
Sancaktan eyalete. 15501650 arasinda Osmanl iimeras ve il idaresi (Istanbul, 1978), p. 116
and passim; Carter V. Findley, ‘Patrimonial Household Organization and Factional Activ-
ity in the Ottoman Ruling Class’, in Tiirkiye’ nin sosyal ve ekonomik tarihi (1071-1920), ed.
Osman Okyar and Halil Inalcik (Ankara, 1980), Pp. 227-35.

45 See, for example, Jane Hathaway, The Politics of Households in Ottoman Egypt: The Rise of
the Qazdaglis (Cambridge, 1997); Tal Shuval, ‘Households in Ottoman Algeria’, Turkish
Studies Association Bulletin 24, 1 (Spring 2000), 41-64; Suraiya Faroghi, An Ulema Grandee
and his Household’, Osmanh Arastirmalan 9 (1989), 199—208.

46 Abou-El-Haj, Formation, pp. 4of.
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burden on the peasantry.# Widespread usury and growing peasant indebted-
ness are believed to have been the principal avenues of land appropriation,
chiefly by the members of the ruling elite, such as governors or janissary
officers in the provinces.*® Towards the end of the seventeenth century, the
situation worsened still further. Growing discontent in the countryside as well
as dire financial necessity compelled the central government to seek remedy in
new fiscal measures. Thus the cizye (poll-tax payable by non-Muslims), a levy
traditionally imposed — at least in the Balkans — on households, was converted
in 1601 into a personal tax incumbent on every able-bodied adult non-Muslim
male.*

Even more important in the long run was the introduction of tax-farming
on a life-lease basis in 1695, the so-called malikdne mukataa. Under this sys-
tem, the tax-farmer undertook to make annual payments to the treasury in
addition to a lump sum paid at the beginning that served as surety. As long
as the conditions of the contract were observed, the malikdne had the bene-
fit of full immunity from state intervention. Moreover, on the death of the
tax-farmer the heirs enjoyed preferential rights of bidding, so that the trans-
fer of the tenure within the family was more or less ensured.” Not surpris-
ingly, the lion’s share of the malikdne revenues accrued to a limited number
of households controlling the high offices at the imperial centre or to per-
sons associated directly with the palace. At the same time, these circles were
connected, as it were, in a symbiotic relationship with non-Muslim (chiefly

47 Avdo Sucteska, ‘Die Entwicklung der Besteuerung durch die Avériz-i divaniye und die
Tekalif- 6rfiye im Osmanischen Reich wihrend des 17. und 18. Jahrhunderts’, Sidost-
Forschungen 27 (1968), 89-130, esp. pp. 97ff.; Bistra Cvetkova, Izvdnredni dandci i ddrzavni
povinnosti v bdlgarskite zemi pod turska vlast (Sofia, 1958), pp. 139, 67—75; Liitfi Giiger,
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(Istanbul, 1964), pp. 69-135.
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Provinz’, Ph.D. thesis, University of Vienna (2000).

49 See Bruce McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe, pp. 8o—s5. Cf. also Hamid
Hadzibegi¢, Glavarina u Osmanskoj drzavi (Sarajevo, 1966), pp. 41ff.

50 On the malikdne system, see Mehmet Geng, ‘Osmanli maliyesinde malikdne sistemi’, in
Tiirkiye iktisat tarihi semineri, ed. Osman Okyar and Unal Nalbantoglu (Ankara, 1975),
pp. 231-96; Ahmet Tabakoglu, Gerileme donemine girerken Osmanli maliyesi (Istanbul, 1985),
pp. 120-35; Cizakga, Comparative Evolution, pp. 150—78. Cf. also Avdo Suceska, ‘Malikdna
(dozivotni zakup drzavnih dobara u Osmanskoj drzavi)’, Prilozi za orijentalni filologiju
8-9 (1958-9), I11—42.
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Armenian) banking interests.” However, contrary to the initial expectations of
the government, most malikdne-holders avoided investing capital in their semi-
hereditary domains, preferring to remain an Istanbul-based absentee class of
rentiers. Tax-farms were thus divided into smaller units and subcontracted to
lesser entrepreneurs or managed in the name of the lessees by local agents.
Whatever the arrangement, local notables were well placed to profit from this
system, not only because they often functioned as tax-collectors in the name
of the absentee contractors, but also because they controlled the apportion-
ing of the tax load among the liable households. The latter role was to gain
in importance, as the soaring costs of provincial administration — for exam-
ple, taxes collected by governors to meet emergencies such as imdad-1 seferiye
and imdad-1 hazariye — were also shouldered by the local population.>® As the
economic and political connections between urban centres and their rural
hinterlands became stronger, acquisition of landed property became easier,
and the provincial elites were able to establish themselves as a new gentry,
controlling a significant portion of the arable land as ¢iftlik farms — that is to
say, private or quasi-private property.”

With the peace concluded at Karlowitz in 1699, the empire entered a new
phase of change, characterised not only by further commercialisation of the
economy, but also by a mental shift away from the combative spirit of a frontier
society to a more civilian culture with intensified interaction across social,
ethnic and religious divides.>* Increased visibility of non-Muslim populations
in urban life was a distinct tendency of the period, as these people experienced
a considerable demographic growth and also an upsurge in the volume and

51 Hagop Barsoumian, “The Dual Role of the Armenian Amira Class within the Ottoman
Government and the Armenian Millet (1750-1850)’, in Christians and Jews in the Ottoman
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Ruse, Vidin et Sofia’, Etudes balkaniques, 16, 3 (1980), 74—94; Christoph K. Neumann,
‘Selanik’te onsekizinci yiizyilin sonunda masarif-i vilayet defterleri: merkezi hiitkimet,
tagra idaresi ve sehir yonetimi tiggeninde mali islemler’, Tarih Enstitiisii Dergisi 16 (1998),
69-97.
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‘Ottoman Attitudes Toward Peace Making: The Karlowitz Case’, Der Islam 51 (1974),
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diversity of artisanal production.”® Interestingly in most of the Balkans by the
17208, conversion to Islam either had come to an end or was about to do
s0.5% Christians and Jews as members, along with Muslims, in confessionally
mixed craftsmen’s guilds had become a familiar aspect of urban life during
the previous centuries.” The eighteenth century saw also the ascendancy of a
non-Muslim merchant class eager and ideally situated to take full advantage of
opportunities offered in the decades following the treaty of Passarowitz (1718),
when new trade routes through the Danubian basin and further south, along
the valleys of Morava and Vardar, supplemented the traditional arteries of the
Levantine trade through the Mediterranean.”® Provincial elites played a crucial
role in this process; for example, their involvement in export trade facilitated
the reorientation of the producers towards demand patterns of Europe. They
promoted the cultivation of cash crops such as cotton, tobacco and maize,
organised transport to the port cities and negotiated with foreign merchants
in the name of their regions. Consequently, as the century progressed, the
economic foundation of their socio-political influence grew ever stronger.”

A widening gap between centre and periphery

To what extent the Ottoman state contributed to the economic and social
upswing of the eighteenth century is difficult to determine. On the one hand,

55 Zdenka Vesela-Prenosilova, ‘Quelques remarques sur I'évolution de I'organisation
urbaine en empire ottoman’, Archiv orientdlni 42 (1974), 200—24; Edhem Eldem, Daniel
Goffman and Bruce Masters (eds.), The Ottoman City between East and West: Aleppo, Izmir
and Istanbul (Cambridge, 1999).

56 Anton Minkov, Conversion to Islam in the Balkans: Kisve Bahasi Petitions and Ottoman Social
Life, 1670-1730 (Leiden, 2004), p. 60.

57 See Robert Mantran, Istanbul dans la seconde moitié du XVlIle siécle: essai d’histoire institu-

tionelle, économique et sociale (Paris and Istanbul, 1962), pp. 349—423; Cohen, The Guilds of
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v. Socialno-ikonomiceski aspekti (Sofia, 1986), pp. 50-79.
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du XVllle siécle)’, Revue de I’Occident musulman et de la Méditerranée 20, 2 (1975), 131-46;
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the early decades of the century experienced a state-sponsored industrialisation
that utilised skill, manpower and capital, especially of the urban segments of
society, Muslim and non-Muslim alike.®® On the other hand, however, the
early eighteenth century saw also intense inter-elite conflicts that at times
bordered on civil war. Thus already the Edirne Incident of 1703 was indicative
of an imminent realignment in the political life of the empire. The rise of the
seyhiilislam Feyzullah Efendi during the reign of Mustafa II (1695-1703) brought
into focus the increased importance of politicking among Istanbul grandees,
whose fortunes were commensurate with their capabilities to squeeze out
profits from every bidder for a tax-farm or a government office. Consequently,
not only members of the traditional military and civilian bureaucracy but also
merchants and urban craftsmen were alienated. The success of their protest,
marked by the deposition ofa sultan and the execution of a seyhiilislam, signified
the dawn of a new era.*"

Efforts to reassert imperial rule during the subsequent decades hardly eased
tensions. Quite to the contrary, disturbances caused by pastoral groups in
Anatolia and Syria, who defied enforced sedentarisation, or rebellions in the
Balkans by semi-military groups such as martolos, voynuk and derbendci, who
feared the loss of fiscal privileges, contributed greatly to insecurity in the coun-
tryside.®* Social discontent deepened especially during the Tulip Era (1718-30)
when military methods and innovations were imported from the West, accom-
panied by novel habits of consumption and foreign lifestyles.” It has been
rightly pointed out that ‘the widening of the gap between the center and the
periphery” during this period was paralleled by disputes at the centre where

60 Mehmet Geng, ‘Entreprises d’état et attitude politique dans I'industrie ottomane au
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62 Ahmet Refik Altnay, Anadolu’da Tiirk asiretleri (966-1200) (Istanbul, 1930), pp. 127—202;
Cengiz Orhonlu, Osmanl Imparatorlugunda agiretleri iskdn tesebbiisii (1691-1696) (Istanbul,
1963), pp. 91-5; Cengiz Orhonlu, Osmanli Imparatorlugunda derbend teskildti, 2nd edn.
(Istanbul, 1990), pp. 94-6; Aleksandar Matkovski, Otporot vo Makedonija vo vremeto na
turskoto vladeenje, vol. IV: Buni i vostanija (Skopje, 1983), pp. 570—606.

63 Ariel C. Salzmann, “The Age of Tulips: Confluence and Conflict in Early Modern Con-
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individual members of the elite might at times side with rebellious mercenar-
ies and townsmen.® Nor were the disputes in Istanbul or Edirne unconnected
with provincial discontent: the craftspeople of Istanbul, including many janis-
saries, who were the moving force behind the Patrona Halil rebellion of 1730,
had countless sympathisers in the provinces.®

The intense urban conflict in Sarajevo in the middle years of the eighteenth
century, also known as the Moriéi uprising, displayed features characteristic
of the era.®® Its starting-point was a riot of the lower classes in the city in
protest against excessive taxation. Other social groups, including the janis-
saries, incensed because of arrears in their pay, joined the movement. In the
eyes of the rebels, the governor of the province was responsible for the whole
evil. But when the janissaries and their auxiliaries began to roam about in
search of plunder, the civilian population found itself the victim of violence.
What the people were protesting against was not actually so much the polit-
ical system as such, but rather the outgrowths of a corrupt administration.
Therefore when the central authority intervened with the purpose of restor-
ing order, it could count on a remarkable degree of support by the populace.
The social dynamics that had brought about the resistance movement against
the provincial authorities remained, however, effective, and in the long run the
prestige of Ottoman rule suffered. The series of military defeats in the sec-
ond half of the eighteenth century, in particular, along with the inability of
the central government to suppress the banditry of marauding deserters or
unemployed soldiers, plunged the empire into a crisis of political legitimacy.”

In such times of trouble, the local notables (ayan) distinguished themselves
as responsible leaders of their communities, not least because the populace
did not trust persons sent by the Porte and preferred instead to follow the
guidance of local men, especially if these were able to offer some protection

64 Ahmet Evin, "The Tulip Age and Definitions of Westernization’, in Social and Economic
History of Turkey, ed. Osman Okyar and Halil inalcik (Ankara, 1980), pp. 13145, at
p. 142; Robert W. Olson, “The Patrona Halil Rebellion and Ottoman-Persian Wars and
Eighteenth Century Ottoman Historiography’, in Turkic Culture. Continuity and Change,
ed. Sabri M. Akural (Bloomington, 1987), pp. 75-82.

65 Robert W. Olson, “The Esnaf and the Patrona Halil Rebellion of 1730: A Realignment in
Ottoman Politics’, Journal of the Economic and Social History of the Orient 17 (1974), 329—44;
Matkovski, Otporot vo Makedonija, pp. 618—30.

66 Avdo Suceska, ‘Seljacke bune u Bosni u XVIIi XVIII stoljecu’, Godisnjak Drustva istoricara
Bosne i Hercegovine 17 (1966—7), 163—207; Muhamed Hadzijahi¢, ‘Bune i ustanak u Bosni
sredinom XVIII stolje¢a’, Historijski zbornik 33—4, 1 (1980-1), 99-137; Djenana Buturovi¢,
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from rapacious tax-collectors.®® Economically potent enough to advance credit
to needy peasants, they assumed in due course the role of fiscal protectors’
(deruhdeci) of whole communes, thus establishing, at least in some parts of the
Balkans, a certain control over village finances.® Even the central government
seems to have appreciated their ad hoc leadership in the provinces. Especially
in periods of war, when the countryside became easy prey for bandits or
marauding deserters, the population was urged to participate in police missions
under the command of local notables, and consequently, as more and more
ayans distinguished themselves during such operations, ‘ayanship’ (ayanlik)
gained widespread acceptance as a quasi-official position. However, exactly
when the institution was established cannot be ascertained. Yet it seems that
from 1726 onwards the Porte was obliged to confer such important offices
as that of a sancakbeyi (governor), a voyvoda (financial agent in a district), a
muhassil or miitesellim (intendant of a provincial treasury) on members of local
families, even appealing, as in 1743, to leading ayans of Anatolia to attend the
Persian campaign with their armed retinues.”

The socio-political influence that came with the ayanlik made it a coveted
instrument in the hands of local families aspiring to establish their rule over
whole provinces. Struggles for supremacy led often to violent feuds between
ayan factions, ultimately prompting government intervention for the sake
of public order”* Those who defeated their rivals were expected to pay a
substantial sum in order to receive the official confirmation (ayanhk buyrul-
dusu) by the provincial governor. Once successfully installed in office, they
could hope to recover their outlay through a surcharge called ayaniye, apart
from attaining control over additional sources of revenue in the form of new

68 Ozkaya, Adalet-ndmeler’, 447; Yiicel Ozkaya, ‘XVIIL yiizyilmn ilk yarisinda yerli ailelerin
ayanlklari ele gegirisleri ve biiyiik haned4nliklarin kurulusu’, Belleten 42 (1978), 667—723,
at p. 671.
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tax-farms or malikdnes.”” Thus, the quasi-feudal derebedi dynasties ruling Ana-
tolia, still quite obscure in the early 1700s, could by the second half of the
eighteenth century rely on the huge fortunes necessary to keep a paid ret-
inue, finance a public postal service or, occasionally, even to provision an army
in the field.”? Their Christian counterparts, the kocabagis in the Balkans, had
managed by this time to bring all sorts of revenue under their control. They
too tended, once installed, to hold on to their positions, which prompted a
contemporary Ottoman bureacurat to propose in respect to the Peleponnese
that the kocabasis should be elected for one year only. A second term of office
was to be allowed only after a lapse of five years.”

The central government, traditionally committed to protecting the tax-
payer, could react only by issuing ever more ‘justice decrees” which warned
against abuses of public authority. Firmans sent to the districts in Anatolia in
the mid-eighteenth century threatened that kadis, officers and the ayan would
be held responsible for the damages incurred by brigands or the marauding
soldiery; other decrees demanded, along with a reduction of retinues, more
rigorous measures against oppressive acts, especially with a view to prevent-
ing the eviction of peasants from the land.”” In the second half of the century,
the Porte took more practical steps towards improving the situation in the
provinces, not only out of concern for the difficult lot of the peasantry, but
also with a view to curbing the influence of provincial magnates. Imperial
rescripts of 1765 (for Rumelia) and 1766 (for Anatolia) stipulated that thence-
forth honest and capable persons were to be suggested as candidates for the
position of ayanlik, and that the grand vizer would appoint one of the pro-
posed persons to the position. The incumbent was to risk the death penalty
if he attempted to raise illegal fees. Indeed, in 1766—7 two ayans in Macedonia
were executed under such charges.”®

But the outbreak of the war with Russia in 1768, and especially the 1769
campaign, during which the empire had “great difficulty in adequately feeding

72 Inalcik, ‘Centralization and Decentralization’, Pp. 46-7.

73 C)zkaya, “Yerli aileler’, 667—723; Necdet Sakaoglu, Anadolu derebeyi ocaklarindan Kose Pasa
hanedan (Ankara, 1984), pp. 46—56; Johannes H. Mordtmann and Bernard Lewis, ‘Dere-
bey’, EI 2; Bernard Lewis, ‘Djanikli Hadjdji Ali Pasha’, EI 2; Cengiz Orhonlu, ‘Kara
‘Othman-Oghli’, EI 2. Cf. also Deena R. Sadat, ‘Rumeli Ayanlari: The Eighteenth Cen-
tury’, Journal of Modern History 44 (1972), 346—63.

74 Stileyman Penah Efendi, ‘Mora ihtilali tarihgesi’, ed. by Aziz Berker, Tarih Vesikalar 2
(1942-3), p. 396, quoted in Yuzo Nagata, Muhsin-zdde Mehmed Pasa ve dydnlik miiessesesi
(Tokyo, 1976), p. 44.

75 Nagata, Muhsin-zdde Mehmed Pasa, pp. 31-6; Ozkaya, Adalet-ndmeler’, pp. 460-5.

76 Bekir Sitki Baykal, Ayanlik miiessesesinin diizeni hakkinda belgeler’, Belgeler 1, 2 (1964),
221-5, at pp. 221f.

174



Semi-autonomous forces in the Balkans and Anatolia

the army’,”” compelled the central government to revert to a more conciliatory
attitude. Given the need to mobilise, transport and supply the field army, it
was deemed counter-productive to insist on the confirmation of an elected
ayan by the central government. Thus a firman of 1769 specified that whoever
was elected to represent the inhabitants of a town or district would be installed
as ayan by the mediation of the local kadi.”®

The regional role of the ayan gained further importance when in 1770 a
revolt broke out in the Peleponnese, led, among others, by Panayote Benakis,
the kocabasi of Kalamata, who personally recruited an insurgent force of
more than 400 men.”> However, the majority of the Christian notables of
the Morea remained loyal to Ottoman rule. Muhsinzade Mehmed Pasa, who
was entrusted with the suppression of the rebellion, appealed to the neigh-
bouring ayan for troops. The central government itself sent instructions to
Macedonia and Thessaly, ordering the local leaders to furnish troops. Indeed,
when the rebels besieged Tripolis in April 1770, about 10,000 relief troops,
mostly Albanian mercenaries, under the command of various ayans reached
the town,; these irregulars, half bandits, half mercenaries, thus improved their
chances of employment for decades to come.** Not only was the attack on the
town thwarted, but the ayan were readily credited with the speedy suppression
of the whole revolt, which improved the image of the ayanlik considerably.
The institution was believed to have proved its worth, and the ayan received
generous rewards, some of them even being promoted to the rank of vizier.*"
Given widespread inability to pay the mercenaries, however, the suppression
of the rebellion soon turned into campaigns of organised plunder, and the
central government did not dare to interfere effectively as long as the Russian
war continued. Only several years after the peace of 1774 did the government
attempt once more to reorganise the ayanlk institution. A firman of 1779 rein-
troduced the reform of 1768, requiring that ayan elections should be once again
subject to central authorisation.®
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But the central government’s dependence on the ayan continued to grow
duringthe last two decades of the eighteenth century. On the one hand, the ayan
were expected to recruit troops so as to secure law and order in the provinces or
even replenish active units of the field army, and such an office required persons
with a military background, preferably associated with the janissary corps. On
the other hand, the ayanlik was the focus of intense inter-elite rivalries and
therefore a major cause of internal anarchy, not least because the office was
highly remunerative, since it entitled the incumbent to ask for reimbursement
of his expenses, opening prospects for easy gains. The example of Izaklizade
ibis Aga, who rose to the ayanship of Hacioglu Pazarcik (present-day Tolbuhin
north of Varna) in the last quarter of the eighteenth century illustrates well
the points made above.® A landowning family of north-eastern Bulgaria, the
izaklizades had sought quite early to establish links with the janissary corps
in order to profit from the latter’s political and administrative privileges. At
any rate, Ibis Aga had since 1774 been responsible for public security in the
district of Hacioglu Pazarcik. In the early 1780s, when the region experienced
fierce political competition between a former ayan and his successor, ibis Aga
was able to improve his position further, recommending himself as a possible
candidate for the ayanlik. In the subsequent contest for local power he held
quite a few valuable trumps. For example, his responsibility for public security
enabled him to keep a large retinue of mercenaries as a police force which,
if used shrewdly, could easily tip the balance to his own advantage. He was
also charged with administering the menzil system of the district, procuring
horses, messengers and guides along the route from the imperial capital to
the Danubian principalities.®* These were enough to make Ibis Aga appear an
indispensable local figure in the eyes of the central government. Thus, in 1786
he was asked to lead a militia of his district against the brigands of Deliorman
who had once again interfered in the politics of the region, and the next year,
when a new war with Russia and Austria broke out, he was entrusted with
the implementation of a general mobilisation. Under conditions peculiar to

83 For the following see Strasimir Dimitrov, ‘Istorijata na edin ajanin’, in V Cest na akademik
Dimitar Kosev: izsledvanija po slucaj 70 godini ot roZdenieto mu, ed. Evlogi Buzaski et al.
(Sofia, 1974), pp. 65-79.
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Network in Rumeli During the Eighteenth Century’, Bogazi¢i Universitesi Dergisi, Beseri
Bilimler 4—5 (1976-7), 39-55; Colin J. Heywood, “The Ottoman Menzilhane and Ulak
System in Rumeli in the 18th Century’, in Social and Economic History of Turkey (1071—
1922), ed. Osman Okyar and Halil Inalcik (Ankara, 1980), pp. 179-86; Milka Zdraveva,
“The Menzil Service in Macedonia, Particularly around Bitolj, in the Period of Turkish
Domination’, Etudes balkaniques 31, 2 (1995), 82-8.
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wartime, he was furthermore charged, in the early part of 1788, with the task
of transporting all the cereals kept in the depots of tax-farmers to the ports on
the Black Sea; in other words, he began to function as an agent that handled a
state monopoly within the framework of the Ottoman command economy.®
In the summer of the same year, Ibis was entrusted with the organisation of
the defences of the whole coastal area against a Russian attack; he was even
expected to erect new fortifications. From 1789 onwards, however, ibis Agano
longer carried out the orders he received to the Porte’s satisfaction; moreover,
he seems to have acted, here and there, on his own account. He was therefore
asked to present himself before the grand vizier in Sumnu, where, in July 1790,
he was executed, and soon afterwards all his property was confiscated.

The biographies of other provincial power-holders of the period, whether
of greater renown than Ibis Aga or of lesser standing, roughly conform to this
pattern. The ability to furnish troops or to provision the field army, along with
considerations of internal security, always played a crucial role in the ayans’
relationship with the central government. Thus Canikli Ali Pasa was promoted
to the rank of vizier as a reward for services he had rendered in various com-
mand positions during the Russo-Ottoman war of 1768-74.% Similarly, the loyal
manner in which Omer and Osman Aga made themselves useful to the gov-
ernment during the next Russian war, of 1787—92, contributed to the entrench-
ment of the Karaosmanoglus as the most influential dynasty in western Ana-
tolia. In addition, members of this family officiated as miitesellim of Aydin,
muhafiz (commander) of Izmir, miibayaaci (agent for the wholesale purchase
of grain) of the quay of Izmir or voyvoda of Turgutlu, Menemen and Bergama.
These offices were the bases for the dynasty’s influence, enabling its members
to encourage and organise the export of agricultural produce, the commis-
sions received from such trade representing apparently the chief source of
Karaosmanoglu economic might.¥” By contrast, poor military performance on
the front during the same war and some foot-dragging in carrying out the 1790
military draft in Anatolia cost the ayan Kése Mustafa Pasa his position.® Inter-
estingly enough, the agents of the Porte who hurried to confiscate the fallen
pasha’s wealth were surprised to find out that he was already bankrupt.

Ali of Tepelen, a provincial magnate and later the pasha of Janina, man-
aged to form a rather special relationship with the imperial government. This
Albanian, long a notorious rebel, coerced the Porte into rehabilitating him in

85 McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe, pp. 11-15.
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1784, by declaring his readiness to place himself, at the head of 1,000 men, at
the disposal of the commander-in-chief in Sofia. In 1787 he acquired the very
critical post of derbendler basbugu (chief guardian of the passes), thenceforth
the real basis of his power in Albania, Epirus and Thessaly, which he managed
to keep in his hands for the next thirty years.®

Decentralisation and a growing loss of legitimacy

With the ascent of provincial power-holders of the stature of an Ali of Tepelen
the decentralisation process in the Ottoman Empire entered a new phase.
Decentralisation was no longer merely a matter of optimising the collection
of taxes and allocating the taxload within a community or of setting up a militia
to fend off some rural bandits. Increasingly this question also involved issues
of sovereignty; in other words, decentralisation implied a direct threat to the
political regime, which had already suffered a loss of legitimacy. The unstable
international constellation during the French revolutionary and Napoleonic
wars and the dire financial straits in which the empire had found itself for
decades brought internal tensions to the breaking-point, especially in the war
years of 1787-92.

Even before the outbreak of the war, the situation, especially in Danubian
Bulgaria, Thrace and Macedonia, had deteriorated into virtual anarchy. From
1785 onwards contemporary documents begin to speak of kircali eskiyast (kird-
jali brigands), a term denoting a new type of banditry. These outlaws were
mostly professional soldiers, but their companies included numerous local
people, both Muslim and non-Muslim. In contrast to traditional brigands,
who usually practised highway robbery, the kircali preferred to attack settle-
ments, plundering and destroying whole villages, towns and even cities and
killing indiscriminately hundreds of people at a time. They did possess some
sort of anideology in the sense that they considered their actions to be directed
against the political order of the empire. Finally, the kircali phenomenon was
connected with the fierce ayan infighting, as well as with recurrent rebellions
against the Porte during the last decade of the eighteenth century.”
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210. Cf. also Yiicel Ozkaya, Osmanh Imparatorlugunda dagh isyanlar (1791-1808) (Ankara,
1983).
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The roots of social discord that generated the kircali phenomenon and
pushed many a provincial magnate into opposition to the imperial regime
should be sought in a series of military reforms which, once they succeeded,
were also bound to promote the cause of administrative centralisation. After
the shock of the 1774 debacle, some French instructors had been invited to
recruit and train a new unit of field artillery. The project, however, had to be
discontinued on account of strong janissary opposition in 1781. Under a more
determined grand vizier two years later, this reform scheme was revived and
even extended. Moreover, the government appeared in the meanwhile quite
resolved to bring the provinces under closer central control. Thus in 1786 the
ayanhk was declared abolished, all its functions having been transferred to the
office of gehir kethiidasi (a mayor-like urban executive). However, a new war
that broke out the following year compelled the Porte in 1790 to revert to the
previous arrangement.”'

Selim III, on the throne since April 1789, seems to have been keenly aware
of the need for change, not least because hardly any good news arrived from
the front. In 1792 the sultan invited his advisers to prepare projects of reform.
Most of the memoranda submitted were concerned with reorganisation in
the military field.”* But the new European-style infantry units, called Nizam-1
cedid ('New Order’), which were now established in quick succession, repre-
sented a direct assault on the vested interests of the janissaries and of social
groups economically associated with them.”> Not surprisingly therefore the
opposition against the New Order was ferocious from the start. That the
population at large also adopted a hostile attitude made the situation particu-
larly embarrassing for the government. Popular discontent was largely due to
new surcharges on commodities such as tobacco, wine, coffee, textiles, live-
stock and the like, introduced in order to obtain additional income to fill the

or Avigdor Levy, ‘Military Reform and the Problem of Centralization in the Ottoman
Empire in the Elghteenth Century’, Middle Eastern Studies 18 (1982), 227—49, esp. pp. 235—
7; Ozkaya Osmanh Imparatorlugunda dydnhk, pp. 288-98; Osman Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i
umiir-u belediye, vol. I (Dersaadet, 1330/ 1914-15), p. 1657.

92 Enver Ziya Karal, ‘Nizdm-1 Cedide dair layihalar’, Tarih Vesikalar 1, 6 (Apr. 1942), 41425,
2, 8 (Aug. 1942), 104-11, 2, 11 (Feb. 1943), 34251, 2, 12 (Apr. 1943), 424-32; Enver Ziya
Karal, Selim III’iin hatt-1 hiimayunlan — Nizam-1 Cedit — (1789-1807) (Ankara, 1946), pp. 31—
41; Niyazi Berkes, The Development of Secularism in Turkey (Montreal, 1964), pp. 72-81;
Kemal Beydilli, ignatius Mouradgea d’Ohsson (Muradcan Tosunyan): Ailesi hakkinda
kayitlar, “Nizdm-1 Cedid”e dair layihasi ve Osmanli imparatorlugundaki siyast hayati’,
Tarih Dergisi 34 (1984), 247-314.

o3 Karal, Selim III'1in hatt-1 hiimayunlan, pp. 43-81; Stanford J. Shaw, “The Origins of Ottoman
Military Reform: The Nizam-i Cedid Army of Sultan Selim IIT', Journal of Modern History
37 (1965), 291-305; Stanford J. Shaw, Between Old and New: The Ottoman Empire under Sultan
Selim III, 1789-1807 (Cambridge, MA, 1971).
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“Treasury of New Revenue’ (Irad-1 cedid hazinesi) that was to finance the new
army.>*

The first clash between the proponents of reform and the opposition
occurred in Serbia. Since the beginning of the war in 1787 the province had
been under the control of the local janissaries and their associates, but after the
conclusion of peace with Austria in 1791, the Porte was resolute about reestab-
lishing its authority in Belgrade. Hence the new governor, Ebubekir Pasa, was
instructed to banish all unruly elements from the province and to rely instead
on the local population, which was first to be reconciled with the reformed
Ottoman rule. To this end, those Serbs who had collaborated with the enemy
were amnestied, a Serbian militia was recruited, and the local knezes were
authorised to collect the taxes in their districts.” The janissaries expelled from
Belgrade found refuge in the neighbouring province of Vidin which during
the war years had come under the control of Osman Pasvandoglu, a local
magnate with a janissary background who was determined to settle some old
scores with the central government.®®

Challenged by a growing opposition under the leadership of Pasvandoglu,
the sultan’s reform scheme seemed to be in a precarious state. Vidin served as
the basis for extended raids into Wallachia over the Danube and into Serbia
in the west, as well as into districts lying eastwards, in Danubian Bulgaria
and Thrace. Simultanously, very effective agitation was going on, with Pas-
vandoglu declaring the sultan’s reform project responsible for the anarchic
situation in the countryside, abolishing the recently introduced Nizam-1 cedid
taxes in the districts under his control and enforcing a remarkable degree
of discipline among his own men. As pointed out in an Austrian diplomatic
report of the period, the peasantry of Danubian Bulgaria were susceptible to
such propaganda, many fleeing their farmsteads in order to place themselves
under the protection of Pasvandoglu, a development that aroused the jealousy

94 Karal, Selim III’iin hatt-1 hiimayunlari, pp. 81-93.

95 Dusan Panteli¢, Beogradski pasaluk posle Svistovskog mira, 1791-1794 (Belgrade, 1927);
Dusan Panteli¢, Beogradski pasaluk pred Prvi srpski ustanak 1794-1804 (Belgrade, 1949);
Stanford J. Shaw, “The Ottoman Empire and the Serbian Uprising, 1804-1807, in The
First Serbian Uprising 1804-1813, ed. Wayne S. Vucinich (Boulder, 1982), pp. 71-94.

96 A. Cevat Eren, Pazvand-oglu’, Islam Ansiklopedisi; Fehim Bajraktarevi¢, ‘Paswan-oghlu’,
EI 2; further Grgur Jaksi¢, ‘Notes sur Passvan-oglou, 1758-1807", Revue slave 1 (1906),
26179, 41829, 2 (1906), 139-44, 436—48, 3 (1907), 138—44, 278—88; Maria Teofilova, Buntdt
na Pasvant-Oglu i negovoto znacenie za bdlgarskoto osvoboditelno dvizenie v XIX v. (Sofia,
1932); Robert Zens, ‘Pasvanoglu Osman Pasa and the Pasalik of Belgrade, 1791-1807",
International Journal of Turkish Studies 8, 1—2 (Spring 2002), 89-104.
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of other ayans of Rumelia.”” Obviously, rivalry among local leaders was wel-
comed by the central authority, which played off one faction against the other
in the hope of preserving a certain balance of power. Thus the other two fore-
most power-holders in northern Bulgaria besides Pasvandoglu, Tirsiniklioglu
Ismail of Ruscuk and Yilikoglu Siileyman of Silistria (Silistre), distrustful of
the rebel of Vidin and keeping a wary eye on the moves of pashas sent by the
Porte, were at the same time in perpetual conflict among themselves. They
thus inadvertently served as balancing elements at the disposal of the imperial
centre.®® Under these conditions, the Porte was able to restrain the forces
of Pasvandoglu, although the sultan’s repeated orders to arrest, banish or
even decapitate the rebel chief and his collaborators (Macar Ali, Gavur Imam,
Sariklioglu, Emincik) remained ineffectual.®® In the meantime, the kircalis con-
tinued to undermine what material and moral strength the empire still could
rally, the brigands extending the radius of their forays further into Macedonia
and eastern Thrace.

By mobilising all available resources the Porte was able, by the beginning
of 1798, to forge an impressive coalition of ayans against Pasvandoglu. About
80,000 soldiers were mustered in preparation for a siege of Vidin. By Septem-
ber of the same year, however, it was becoming clear that the siege would
have to be lifted without result, Bonaparte’s invasion of Egypt leaving the
sultan hardly any other choice. In view of the probable dissolution of his army
during the winter months, this turn of events may have permitted the sul-
tan to save face. In early 1799 Osman Pasvandoglu was not only pardoned,
but appointed commander of Vidin and also granted the titles of vizier and
pasha.”™

With the French established on the Ionian Islands since October 1797, it was
only a matter of time before the virtual civil war in Rumelia attracted Great
Power attention. For the French, Pasvandoglu was a prospective ally. The latter

97 L. L. Popov, ‘Prinos za izu¢vane minaloto na bélgarskoto otelestvo’, Sbornik za narodni
umotvorenija, nauka i kniznina 24 (1908), 1-157, at pp. 6, 17f., 22. Cf. also Ozkaya, Osmanl
Imparatorlugunda dagh isyanlan, pp. 32-35.

08 Ismail Hakki Uzungarsih, Meghur Rumeli dyanlarindan Tirsinikli [smail, Yilikoglu Sileyman
Agalar ve Alemdar Mustafa Pasa (Istanbul, 1942), pp. 36f.

99 See the translations of various firmans of Selim III by D. Ich¢iev, “Turski darzavni doku-
menti za Osman Pazvantoglu Vidinski’, Sbornik za narodni umotvorenija, nauka i kniznina
24 (1908), 1-128, at pp. 20-3, 43f., 65f.

100 Mutaftieva, Kdrdzalijsko vreme, pp. 89—105; Matkovski, Otporot vo Makedonija, pp. 657—-703.

101 Ichdiev, “Turski ddrzavni dokumenti’, p. 122; MutafCieva, KdrdZalijsko vreme, pp. 143-83;
Ozkaya, Osmanli Imparatorlugunda dagh isyanlan, p. 59; Zens, ‘Pasvanoglu Osman Pasa’,
p- 99.
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was sensitive to these overtures, because he feared Russian or Austrian inter-
ference as a result of the involvement ofhis lieutenants in Serbia and Wallachia,
and also because he expected the two continental empires to eventually inter-
vene in order to defend the sultan against revolutionary France. In contrast,
Ali Pagsa of Janina, the other great figure in the Ottoman Balkans, needed to
be more wary of his French neighbours, who were obviously planning to use
his territory as a springboard for further conquests in the east.'*

The internationalisation of the conflictin Rumelia became almostinevitable
once the events in Serbia evolved towards a general uprising, with Pas-
vandoglu’s janissaries playing a decisive role in the process. Taking advantage
of the absence of the imperial army from the Balkans, the latter returned to
Belgrade, demanded restoration of their former privileges and easily overcame
the resistance organised by the governor with the help of the Serbian militia.
In September 1801, the janissaries brought Belgrade under their control and in
late December, they executed the governor, Haci Mustafa Pasa.””® The admin-
istration of the province was then divided among four of their leaders (day1).
This event signalled the end of self-rule in Ottoman Serbia. Selim III could
react only by asking the Austrians to help isolate the usurpers in Belgrade and
by hoping that his own man, Ebubekir Pasa of Bosnia, would successfully re-
establish direct Ottoman control. He also invited the Serbs to join the Bosnian
army. But the janissaries in Belgrade, their protector Pasvandoglu Osman Pasa
in Vidin and the opponents of Selim III's ‘New Order” throughout the empire
were determined to hold out. Thus, in January—February 1804, the janissaries
massacred between a dozen and eighty Serbian elders, knezes and priests for
having been involved in a subversive plot — an event that supposedly sparked
off the first Serbian uprising.***

Atfirstthe Serbs fought asloyal subjects of the sultan against the dayi regime,
their aim being the restoration of their old privileges and self-government.
In cooperation with Ebubekir Pasa, they succeeded by early August 1804 in

102 Mutaftieva, KdrdZalijsko vreme, p. 178. On Ali Pasa of Janina’s early contacts with the
French, see Fleming, The Muslim Bonaparte, pp. 78—94.

103 Hazim Sabanovi¢ (ed.), Turski izvori o Srpskoj revoluciji 1804, vol. I: Spisi carski kance-
larije 1789—1804 (Belgrade, 1956), pp. 129—47. See also Zens, ‘Pasvanoglu Osman Pasa’,
Pp. 100-2.

104 See the report (arzuhal) of the dayis of Belgrade to Pazvandoglu Osman Pasa, the muhafiz
of Vidin, of the middle of February 1804, in Sabanovi¢ (ed.), Turskiizvori o Srpskoj revoluciji
1804, pp. 161-3; Wayne S. Vucinich, ‘Introductory Remarks: Genesis and Essence of the
First Serbian Uprising’, and Vladimir Stojancevi¢, ‘Karadjordje and Serbia in his Time’,
both in The First Serbian Uprising 1804-1813, ed. Wayne S. Vucinich (Boulder, 1982),
pp. 121 (at pp. 4f.) and 30-2 respectively.
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ejecting the dayis from Belgrade and forcing them to flee to Vidin."” But as
they became increasingly successful against the rebellious janissaries, their
leader, Karadjordje, a prosperous trader in livestock, and his men also began
to defy the sultan’s representatives, and in 1806 the Serbian movement took
on the character of a general struggle against Ottoman rule. The Porte was
obliged in the summer of 1806 to declare its readiness to recognise Serbia as
an autonomous principality paying annual tribute. But the convention which
defined the terms of this compromise solution, the so-called I¢ko settlement,
though approved by the Serbian national assembly in October 1806, was even-
tually torpedoed by Russia.’*®

By the terms of the Austro-French peace of 26 December 1805, France
had acquired the whole Dalmatian littoral, compelling the tsar’s government
to re-evaluate its policy regarding developments in the Ottoman Balkans. In
January 1806 Russian emissaries were sent to Bosnia and Epirus to frustrate
any French schemes.”” The Russian foreign minister was of the opinon that
the Serbs, if defeated by the Ottomans, would place themselves under the
protection of the French, and this would not be compatible with the inter-
ests of imperial Russia.”® To preclude such an eventuality the government
of Alexander I decided to pursue a more robust Balkan policy; consequently,
in November 1806 the Danubian principalities were occupied, which induced
the Porte to sever diplomatic relations with the Russian empire in Decem-
ber.”* Once hostilities began, Serbia became a possible theatre of operations,
and the insurgents, now encouraged by Russia, came up with a new political
programme, demanding full independence.™®

Thus, obviously both Napoleonic France and Russia exercised considerable
influence over the configuration of relations between the sultan’s government
and his provinces.”" In the constellation of 1806, French diplomacy appeared
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bent on supporting the Ottoman position against Russian encroachment. For
example, in July 1806, Talleyrand, in an instruction to the French ambassador
in Constantinople, expressed his hope that the Ottoman government would
‘put an end to the revolt of Serbia in a decisive manner’; furthermore, the Porte
should, by concentrating a sufficiently large number of troops in the Balkans,
enhance the chances of success of an expedition against the Serbs, without
> However, the French did not propose
similar tactics in dealing with Pasvandoglu, the rebel of Vidin. To the contrary,
apparently they believed it would be shrewder to work for a reconciliation
between Pasvandoglu and the sultan. Therefore a special agent was sent to
Vidin at the beginning of 1807; however, he arrived only after the death of
Pasvandoglu. This agent reported that idris Molla, a former lieutenant of the
deceased and now his successor in Vidin, had remained loyal to the tradition of
defiance established by his master. idris seemed prepared to defend the empire
against Russian aggression, provided that the Porte accepted his status as the
ruler of Vidin without reservation. Napoleon’s agent recommended therefore
that the French ambassador intervene at the Porte with a view to precluding
any move against the status quo in Vidin." Later on, between Tilsit (July 1807)
and Erfurt (October 1808), the French emperor again had no qualms about

fear of intervention from outside.

proposing a partition of the Ottoman realm. The Balkan provinces should
be divided among France, Russia and Austria, with France receiving Bosnia,
Macedonia, Albania, Greece and Thrace, Russia the Danubian principalities
and northern Bulgaria, and the Habsburgs Serbia.”* After Erfurt, however,
such plans lost their relevance. Napoleon's chief concern was once again to
keep Russia out of the Mediterranean, an aim best accomplished by sustaining
Ottoman authority in Rumelia.

In Rumelia, in the meantime, the intense struggles between various ayan
factions, on the one hand, and between the ayan and the central government,
on the other, continued to cause bewilderment and confusion. The rebellion
in Serbia had fuelled the kircali disturbances in the eastern Balkans as well.

12 Talleyrand to Sébastiani, 23 July 1806, in Grgur Jaksi¢ and Bojislav J. Vukc¢ovi¢ (eds.),
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(Izvjesce francuskog pukovnika Mériage)’, Glasnik Zemaljskog muzeja u Sarajevu 17 (1905),
173—216.
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184



Semi-autonomous forces in the Balkans and Anatolia

Selim IIT's hope of pacifying the region rested in the success of the Nizam-1
cedid army, which was for the first time sent into the field against the rebels in
Rumelia. However, the appearance of this new army under the command of
Kadi Abdurrahman Paga of Karaman in Rumelia prompted a closing of ranks
among the provincial power-holders of the region. Even Tirsinikli Ismail Aga,
who until then had been rather loyal to the sultan, now entered into an alliance
against the government with Ali Pasa of Janina, the ayans of Filibe (Plovdiv),
Edirne and Pazarcik, Ismail Bey of Serres and Pasvandoglu of Vidin. Actually
this was a rebellion of the whole of Rumelia against the imperial centre.'”
The assassination of Tirsiniklioglu in early August 1806 did not weaken the
opposition. Alemdar Mustafa (also known as Mustafa Pasa Bayraktar), who
took over Tirsinikli’s ayanlik of Ruscuk, continued the anti-government line of
his predecessor.”® Finally, it was not the rebels but Selim III who had to make
concessions. Through the mediation of ismail Bey of Serres an agreement was
reached between the sultan and the Rumelian power-holders. The Nizam-1
cedid corps was ordered back to Anatolia, and in September 1806, as a symbolic
gesture, the aga of the janissaries was appointed the new grand vizier. These
developments prepared the way for the final reckoning between the provincial
forces that rejected the Nizam-1 cedid and the reform-minded faction of the
elite in Istanbul. While Bayraktar Mustafa was gathering all former kircalis
around himself in an attempt to hold the Danubian front against the Russian
army, thus indirectly contributing to the solution of the chronic brigandage
problem, the janissaries in Istanbul, supported by the populace, staged a revolt
in May 1807, which ended with the deposition of Selim III'V — an event that
at the time appeared as a significant step towards the consolidation of the
semi-autonomous provincial forces in the Ottoman Balkans.
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Semi-autonomous forces in
the Arab provinces

BRUCE MASTERS

Stretching from Algiers to Basra, Aleppo to San‘a, the Arab provinces consti-
tuted roughly half of the Ottoman Empire’s territory at its height. Although
most of the inhabitants of this expanse shared a common language, they were
not heirs to a single political culture. More than language, local political con-
ditions and limits, imposed by geography, on communication and control
proved decisive in determining an Arab province’s experience in the Ottoman
centuries.

We can construct a model, consisting of concentric zones radiating out from
Istanbul, to represent the degree of assimilation of the Arab domains into the
Ottoman provincial system. The inner zone consisted of provinces in Syria
and Iraq which were closest to the Ottoman heartland of Anatolia. These were
tully incorporated into the empire, and the full measure of Ottoman provincial
governance was implemented there. Provinces further afield were governed
by men sent out from Istanbul. But they typically relied on local political elites
to fill the lower ranks of administration. The Arab cities on the outer circle
of empire rarely had Ottoman governors. In their stead, local warlords ruled,
although they also professed fealty to the sultan and collected taxes in his
name. Given the diversity in conditions that existed in the Arab provinces, the
local forces making for autonomy differed widely in their origins. Nonetheless,
every Arab province witnessed the rise of political movements or personalities
who challenged the sultan’s monopoly of power in the eighteenth century.

We can divide the origins of those elites into four broad categories:
(1) tribal/clan-based groups (including the Wahhabis or Druze for whom
religious and tribal/clan identities were conflated); (2) neo-Mamluks (both
those obtained from the dariilharb (non-Muslim countries) as slaves and free-
born Muslim freebooters who attached themselves to Mamluk households");

1 Jane Hathaway, “The Military Household in Ottoman Egypt’, International Journal of
Middle East Studies 27 (1995), 30-52.
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(3) Ottoman military forces (whether locally recruited or from the capital);
and (4) the local ayan (Arab. a‘yan), or urban notables.

From the time of Ibn Khaldin, it has been an axiom of Muslim political
theory to posit a dialectical tension between nomads and settled populations.
Although it is wrong to assume that this precluded peaceful interactions,
nomadic peoples usually profited at the expense of the settled when the state’s
authority was weak.*> In an Ottoman context, that model should be further
modified along the lines suggested by Fernand Braudel for the Mediterranean
world to include the various mountain peoples of the empire.? The Ottomans
did not possess the will or the manpower to subdue the Bedouin, Kurds, Druze
or Berbers completely. Never decisively defeated, the clans waited in the fast-
nesses of their mountain, or desert, strongholds and periodically reconstituted
themselves to challenge the state.

The authority and legitimacy of both the provincial and the centrally
recruited military establishments rested on the edge of their swords, to para-
phrase an eighteenth-century Syrian chronicler.# The Ottoman military in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries was in disarray. Financial crisis after cri-
sis strapped the empire’s ability to maintain an effective armed force through-
out its domains. This was as true in the Balkans and Anatolia as in the Arab
provinces. By necessity, Istanbul relied on locally recruited forces to keep order
and the revenues flowing into the central treasury’ When the sultans’ atten-
tions were distracted elsewhere, that same provincial military moved to assert
its autonomy:. Ironically, when the state did intervene to billet its own troops
in one of its far-flung domains, these might themselves become the locus of
separatist tendencies.

The fourth category, the local ayan, emerged in carefully orchestrated bal-
ancing acts of consensus-building to govern some of the cities of the Fertile
Crescent in this period. The ayan governors rarely controlled an indepen-
dent military base, however. Given the fragility of their hold over the reins
of power, they were seldom an immediate threat to Ottoman hegemony.®

2 Dror Ze’evi, An Ottoman Century: The District of Jerusalem in the 1600s (Albany, 1996); Dick
Douwes, The Ottomans in Syria: A History of Justice and Oppression (London, 2000).
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Archivum Ottomanicum 6 (1980), 283-337.
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Modernization in the Middle East: The Nineteenth Century, ed. William Polk and Richard
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Indeed, whenever they assumed a provincial governorship, their legitimacy
rested upon the receipt of patents of investiture (berat) signed by the sultan’s
hand. Nevertheless, the political base that families such as the Azms in Dam-
ascus or the Jalilis in Mosul were able to create for themselves potentially
undermined the state’s authority by providing sources of patronage more
immediate to the inhabitants of those cities than was available from far distant
Istanbul.

Although no region of the Arabic-speaking Middle East and North Africa
witnessed the rise of representatives of all four categories, all witnessed the
rise of atleast one. While it is true that locally based elites challenged Ottoman
hegemony in the Arab provinces during the eighteenth century more directly
than before, the sultans’ control over all their Arab domains had never been
absolute. Rather, there was an ebb and flow in the Ottoman presence in
the region, coinciding with the pattern of changes in Ottoman global strate-
gic concerns and the ability of those who reigned in the capital to inter-
vene directly in affairs in distant provincial centres.” With the notable excep-
tions of the tax revenues of Egypt and the prestige accruing to the House of
Osman in its role as servitors of the holy cities of the Hijaz and Jerusalem,
the Arab provinces did not engender a long-lived concern in the political
imaginations of the Ottoman elite. The sultans might pass through Aleppo,
Mosul or Baghdad on their way to campaigns against their enemies in Iran,
but none visited the other major urban centres of their Arab domains after
conquest.

The events that unfolded in the region in the eighteenth century were
products of this indifference as local warlords, tribal chieftains, mamluks, and
even an occasional governor, all chipped away at the authority of the central
government. Despite the very real threat posed to their rule by local forces, the
boundaries of the Ottoman sultans’ Arab domains remained largely as they had
been created by Sultans Yavuz Selim (r. 1512—20) and Kaniin{ Siileyman (r. 1520
66). No new territories were added, nor were any lost. While an invigorated
regime in Iran occasionally threatened their hold over the provinces in Iragq,
the Ottomans faced no other major external challenge to their hegemony
over the Arab lands. This felicitous situation would disintegrate dramatically
for the Ottomans in the nineteenth century. But until Napoleon’s occupation
of Egypt in 1798 demonstrated the fragility of the Ottoman hold over the

7 See, for example, Palmira Brummett, Ottoman Seapower and Levantine Diplomacy in the Age
of Discovery (Albany, 1994); Salih Ozbaran, ‘Osmanh imparatorlugu ve Hindistan yolu’,
Tarih Dergisi 31 (1964), 65-164; Andrew Hess, The Forgotten Frontier: A History of the Sixteenth
Century Ibero-African Frontier (Chicago, 1978).
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region, the sultans could take comfort from the fact that in the Arab Middle
East and North Africa their patrimony was intact.

More importantly for the preservation of the sultans’ realms, none of the
local warlords in the eighteenth-century Arab provinces were able to gain
permanent independence from Istanbul. The impotence of the local elites
to achieve their political freedom arose out of their inability to construct
an effective political base which could withstand the efforts of the central
government to undermine them. Having won their autonomy through the
building of a coalition of local interests, the provincial rulers found that they
could not enhance their own power base without diminishing that of their
sometime allies, be they local military or tribal leaders, in a zero-sum game of
political power and alignments.

Invariably, once these governors had enjoyed a longer tenure and greater
freedom of action than was considered good for the central state’s interests, the
sultans sought to destabilise such provincial upstarts through the often skilful
manipulation of their ever-jealouslocal opponents. The longevity of the empire
in the Arab Middle East was due to more than simple Machiavellian politics,
however. The local dynasts proved unable to supplant the residual prestige that
the House of Osman still retained among its largely Sunni Arab subjects, or
to convince local elites that independence under an indigenous despot’s rule
would better serve their interests. This last factor explains the poor reception
of Ibrahim Pasa by his erstwhile Syrian subjects in 1831 as representative of the
nineteenth century’s most successful provincial dynast, Egypt’s Mehmed Ali.

Ayan and clansmen: the core provinces of
Syria and northern Iraq

Throughout the Ottoman period geographical Syria and northern Iraq were
linked both culturally and economically. They also shared similar political
experiences. Three major caravan cities — Aleppo, Damascus and Mosul —
dominated the region and after some initial indecision, the Ottomans created
three provinces, centred on each. The rugged upland areas bordering the
Fertile Crescent were inhabited by ethnic groups distinct from the Sunni Arab
majority of the cities by virtue of their religions or languages. In northern
Iraq, the Kurdish clans posed a perennial problem only mitigated by their
own inter-clan rivalries. Along the Mediterranean, diverse peoples inhabited
the coastal range of mountains and hills: “Alawis in what is today the Syrian
Arab Republic, Maronites, Druze, and Shiites in Lebanon. All were capable of
defying the sultan’s writ.
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In both Syria and Iraq, there were also the Bedouin. In the first century of
Ottoman rule, the Mawali clan were bought off with gifts and were largely
content to keep the peace in the desert. Increasingly, however, they became
less compliant in the seventeenth century. By the beginning of the eighteenth
century, the far less tractable Anaza confederation migrated from the Arabian
Peninsula, supplanting the Mawali and turning travel in the Syrian desert into
a chancy proposition.

This periphery of the Fertile Crescent was historically difficult to govern for
any city-based Muslim regime. The desert and mountain peoples were well
armed and enjoyed deeply rooted ties of tribe or clan solidarity. Faced with the
continuation of armed resistance and protracted wars, the Ottoman sultans
treated these peoples gingerly. Rather than assigning the tribal areas to the
jurisdiction of provincial governorslocated in the region’s three main cities, the
Ottomans constituted separate provinces, the vilayet of Sehrizor in Kurdistan,
another one at Raqqa to control the Syrian desert, and a third centred in Tripoli
in today’s Lebanon; the latter was subdivided in the seventeenth century into
the provinces of Tripolis and Sidon.

Having amputated these troublesome areas, the Ottomans introduced the
timar system in the core provinces in the first decades following the conquest of
1516-17.% This method of administration, based on the distribution of tax-farms
to cavalrymen, linked the economic and political experience of these provinces
more closely to Istanbul than was the case elsewhere in the Arabic-speaking
Middle East and North Africa. The governors appointed to the provincial
centres of the Fertile Crescent were professional, Turkish-speaking, Ottoman
military men who were rotated frequently to prevent their forming a local
power base. The chief judges were trained in the Hanafi law tradition and
appointed from Istanbul as well. The men who held these two offices came
to personify the sultan’s rule in his Arab realms. When they were just, the
reputation of the Ottoman regime gained lustre, but when they were corrupt
or cruel, it suffered.

The sixteenth century was a time of consolidation of Ottoman rule in these
Arab territories, marked by the construction of major Ottoman-style public
buildings in Aleppo, Damascus and Jerusalem. It also coincided with a period
of general prosperity in the villages and countryside of the three provinces.
Nonetheless, even at the zenith of Ottoman control over its Syrian provinces,

8 Margaret Venzke, ‘Syria’s Land Taxation in the Ottoman “Classical Age” Broadly Con-
sidered’, in V. Milletlerarasi Tiirkiye sosyal ve iktisat tarihi kongresi: tebligler (Ankara, 1990),
Pp. 419-34.
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the Druze offered a continuing challenge to Ottoman hegemony. Several major
campaigns were launched against them in the sixteenth century, but most of
Lebanon was never permanently subdued.® The first serious threat to Ottoman
rule in Syria, however, came not from tribal forces on the periphery, but from
those who had control of one of its major cities, namely Aleppo.

As with many of the problems facing the Ottomans in their Arab domains,
the revolt of Canboladoglu Ali in 1606—7 had its origins in the inability of the
central government to maintain a standing military force in the provinces
which was both loyal and free from local partisan involvement. The Canbo-
ladoglu were a Kurdish clan who dominated the market town of Kilis before
and after the Ottoman conquest. Hiiseyin, Ali’s uncle, had come to the fore
with his kinsmen in 1603, defending the city of Aleppo against Damascene
janissaries who were plundering the province. In gratitude, Sultan Ahmed I
appointed Hiiseyin as governor of Aleppo in 1604. The family’s fortunes soon
changed for the worse, however, and Hiiseyin was executed in 1605 on treason
charges. In response, Ali rose in rebellion, threatening to establish a petty inde-
pendent state in northern Syria. Despite rebellions elsewhere in the empire,
the Ottoman forces rallied and Ali’s forces were crushed in 1607.

In 1657, another governor of Aleppo, Abaza Hasan Pasa, rose in rebellion.
The governor of Damascus supported the insurrection which sought to bring
down the new grand vizier, Kopriiliizade Mehmed Pasa, rather than create
an autonomous Syria. The revolt ended in 1659 with the killing of the rebels
in Ayntab/Gaziantep. Faced with the potential secession of one of its most
strategic provinces, Istanbul assigned a new janissary regiment to Damascus.
The pre-existing units, already largely infiltrated by local people, did not dis-
band, however. This gave the city two competing, and often quarrelling, armed
groups: the yerliyya (locals) and the kapikullar (the sultan’s men).

9 Abdul-Rahim Abu-Husayn, ‘Problems in the Ottoman Administration in Syria during
the 16th and 17th Centuries: The Case of the Sanjak of Sidon-Beirut’, International Journal
of Middle East Studies 24 (1992), 665-75.

10 Ali’s revolt is one of the most frequently discussed episodes in Ottoman Syrian history:
see Abu al-Wafa’ ibn ‘Umar al-'Urdi, Ma‘din al-dhahab fi al-a‘yan al-musharrafa bi-him
Halab (Aleppo, 1987), pp. 306-13; Peter M. Holt, Egypt and the Fertile Crescent, 1516-1922: A
Political History (London, 1966), pp. 103—5; William Griswold, The Great Anatolian Rebellion,
1000-1020/1591-1611 (Berlin, 1983), pp. 61-156; Abdul-Karim Rafeq, “The Revolt of Ail
Pasha Janbulad (1605-1607) in the Contemporary Arabic Sources and its Significance’, in
VIII. Tiirk tarih kongresi: kongreye sunulan bildiriler, 3 vols. (Ankara, 1983), vol. III, pp. 1515—
34; Abdul-Rahim Abu-Husayn, Provincial Leaderships in Syria, 1575-1650 (Beirut, 1985),
PpP. 24—7, 83—7; Muhammad Adnan Bakhit (trans.), Aleppo and the Ottoman Military in
the 16th Century’, al-Abhath 27 (1978-9), 27-38; Karen Barkey, Bandits and Bureaucrats:
The Ottoman Route to State Centralization (Ithaca and London, 1994), pp. 189—220.
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The phenomenon oflocal men entering into the ranks of the askeri class was
not unique to Damascus. Throughout the late 1600s and early 1700s a major
transformation of political and economic life was under way in the Syrian
provinces. Whereas political control had been vested in the hands of Ottomans
in the first century-and-a-half of Ottoman rule, it was now devolving into the
hands of those who could ensure order in the countryside and thereby the
flow of revenues to the capital. Increasingly, these were local figures who could
mobilise formerly marginal men — tribesmen, peasants, outlaws or freebooters
from outside Syria — who had come to the large cities seeking employment or
booty.

In Aleppo, these new arrivals typically enrolled in the janissary corps itself,
while native Aleppines formed a paramilitary group, united behind the ban-
ner of the naqib al-ashraf (the chief of the descendants of the Prophet). The
presence of such undisciplined, armed men in both Aleppo and Damascus
caused political instability throughout the second half of the seventeenth and
all the eighteenth century. A similar phenomenon occurred in Mosul as well.
In the absence of effective governance by the Ottoman elite to counter these
lawless elements, the “politics of the notables’ came to dominate in Aleppo,
Damascus, Mosul and Jerusalem, as a small number of local families emerged
to play an active role in their cities” political and economic life."

The origins of these families were mixed. Some had well-established creden-
tials as religious functionaries, i.e. legal scholars and administrators of awqaf
(pious endowments), as in the case of the al-Muradi and the al-Bakri families
of Damascus, the al-"Umari family in Mosul, that of the al-Khalidis and the al-
Husaynis in Jerusalem or the al-Kawakibi and al-Taha families in Aleppo. Their
numbers were augmented by Sunni merchant families with whom alliances
of marriage and business were often formed. While such families had presum-
ably exercised moral authority in their respective locales before the eighteenth
century, changes in the Ottoman fiscal system provided them with a growing
economic voice; as the state began to sell off the lifetime right to collect taxes
(malikdne), members of these families bought them up.”

11 Hourani, ‘Ottoman Reform’; see also Philip Khoury, “The Urban Notables Paradigm
Revisited’, Villes au Levant. Hommage a André Raymond. Revue du monde musulman et de la
Meéditerranée 55—6 (1990), 215-28.

12 Cf. the chapter by Dina R. Khoury in the present volume (chapter 7). The study of
elite families in the Ottoman Arab provinces is still in its infancy, but ground-breaking
works include the following: on Aleppo, Margaret L. Meriwether, ‘Urban Notables
and Rural Resources in Aleppo, 1770-1830", International Journal of Turkish Studies 4
(1987), 55—73; Marco Salati, Ascesa e caduta di una famiglia di Asraf sciiti di Aleppo (Rome,
1992); Margaret L. Meriwether, The Kin who Count: Family and Society in Ottoman Aleppo
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This shift in the local balance of power was legitimised by the central
government with the repeated appointment of members of these families to
the important provincial posts of miitesellim (acting governor) and muhassil
(chief tax-collector). In both Mosul and Damascus, families established in the
province captured the local governorships as well, translating the de facto posi-
tion held by notables in other provincial centres into a de jure one. Elsewhere,
most notably in Aleppo and Jerusalem, effective political power did not accom-
pany this increase of status. Rather than having one family to dominate the
‘politics of the notables’, the Muslim elite in Aleppo remained divided, allying
themselves with the armies of the street, the janissaries and the ashraf, in what
could be very bloody confrontations.

The elite families of Mosul and Damascus were equally divided. In those two
frontier cities, one threatened by Iran and the other harassed by the growing
restiveness of the Anaza Bedouin, the notables grudgingly acquiesced to the
rise of the Jalilis in Mosul and the Azms in Damascus. Both families, lacking the
distinguished origins of other ayans, emerged in the political vacuum of their
respective cities from rather humble origins. Whether the state was also active
in creating these dynasties is a matter of dispute. Abdul-Karim Rafeq, citing
contemporary chroniclers, has depicted the Azm’s capture of the governorship
of Damascusasa triumph oflocal proto-Arabist sentiments and a decisive move
towards provincial autonomy.” Challenging that interpretation, Karl Barbir
has pointed to Istanbul’s calculating interference in the politics of Damascus,
thus indicating that the autonomy of the Azm family was illusory. In Barbir’s
view, Istanbul suffered the relatively long-lived governance of the Azm pashas
only as long as the hajj caravans were making it safely across the domain of
the Anaza Bedouin. A similar explanation is suggested by Dina Rizk Khoury
for the Jalili dominance in eighteenth-century Mosul. In this case, however,

17701840 (Austin, 1999); on Damascus, Linda Schilcher, Families in Politics: Damascene
Factions and Estates of the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Centuries (Stuttgart, 1985); Colette
Establet and Jean-Paul Pascual, Families et fortunes a Damas: 450 foyers damascains en
1700 (Damascus, 1994); on Jerusalem, Ze’evi, An Ottoman Century; Butrus Abu-Manneh,
“The Husaynis: The Rise of a Notable Family in 18th Century Palestine’, in Palestine in
the Late Ottoman Period: Political, Social and Economic Transformation, ed. David Kushner
(Jerusalem, 1986), pp. 93—108; on Mosul, Dina Rizk Khoury, State and Provincial Society in
the Ottoman Empire: Mosul 15 40-1834 (Cambridge, 1997).

13 Abdul-Karim Rafeq, The Province of Damascus, 1723-1783 (Beirut, 1966); Abdul-Karim
Rafeq, al-"Arab wa al-"Uthmaniyyun (Damascus, 1974); Abdul-Karim Rafeq, ‘Changes in
the Relationship between the Ottoman Central Administration and the Syrian Provinces
from the Sixteenth to the Eighteenth Centuries’, in Studies in Eighteenth Century Islamic
History, ed. Thomas Naffand Roger Owen (Carbondale and Edwardsville, 1977) pp. 53-73;
Shimon Shamir presents a less nationalistic interpretation, but one nonetheless coloured
by the triumph of localism: ‘As’ad Pasha al-Azm and Ottoman Rule in Damascus (1743—
58)’, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 26 (1963), 1—28.
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the family was indispensable due to its members’ ability to resist Iranian
aggression.™

Whatever the degree of effective independence from Istanbul, the Jalilis
and the Azms represented an important transition in their respective cities’
governance. Previously, governors had lasted a year or two at most before
being transferred. Given the transitory nature of their appointments, they
displayed little affection for their place of posting. Some governors had
been just, but more had sought to use their position to advance their own
careers. That required cash, which they wrung from the purses of the cities’
inhabitants.

The Azms, who ruled off and on in Damascus from 1725 through 1783, and
their Mosul counterparts the Jalilis, who controlled the province between 1726
and 1807, provided a breathing space for their cities” inhabitants from the rule
of governors who had little interest in their well-being. Their patronage sup-
ported the construction of new public buildings and private mansions which
helped to boost civic identity and pride. This was gratefully acknowledged
by the local chroniclers. Indeed, the fact that eighteenth-century individuals
chose to write chronicles placing these families at the centres of their respective
historical narratives demonstrates a perception that the regimes in question
were unusual.” But whether the production of such chronicles reflected local
pride, simple relief to be rid of despotic government or some larger stirrings
of Arabist sentiment seems unresolved.

Chroniclers from other towns did not always share the positive view of
these local heroes. Yusuf Dimitri Abbud al-Halabi, for example, wrote of the
enthusiasm with which his fellow townsmen in Aleppo greeted the arrival of
Yusuf Pasa al-Azm as governor in 1780. The Aleppines based their hopes for
an enlightened regime on reports of the family’s reign in Damascus; more-
over, the governor who preceded him had been especially rapacious. They
soon learned that the Azm family’s reputation for justice was overrated as
Yusuf instituted various illegal taxes.” The probable reason for Yusuf Pasa’s

14 Karl Barbir, Ottoman Rule in Damascus, 1708-1758 (Princeton, 1980); Khoury, State and
Provincial Society.

15 Percy Kemp, ‘History and Historiography in Jalili Mosul’, Middle Eastern Studies 19
(1983), 345-76; Rafeq, Province of Damascus, pp. 320-32; Bruce Masters, “The View from
the Province: Syrian Chroniclers of the Eighteenth Century’, Journal of the American
Oriental Society 114, 3 (1994), 353—62.

16 Al-Halabi, ‘Murtadd’, p. 49. The Porte also took note of Yasuf's extortion from Aleppo
Christians who enjoyed European protection: Istanbul, BBA, Halep Ahkam Defterleri,
vol. 3, pp. 84, 90.
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ruthlessness in Aleppo was the realisation that his own tenure as governor
in this province was highly unstable, coupled with the need to raise cash
to secure the family’s position in Damascus. In short, he was behaving in
Aleppo just as previous Ottoman governors with short tenure had behaved.
As to the people of Aleppo, the fact that he was a Damascene Arabic speaker
rather than a Turkish-speaking Ottoman does not seem to have alleviated their
misery.

There were clear limits to the politics of the ayan, however. Lacking a
military power base of its own, the Azm family could never challenge Ottoman
hegemony directly. In consequence, its members depended as much as the
sultan’s other appointees upon maintaining the favour of the court. Should
an Azm governor refuse a sultan’s command, he would be removed. While
the Porte’s manipulation of ayan politics prevented the rise of urban-based
challengers to the hegemony of the House of Osman, governors with little
military power could not do much to staunch the erosion of the sultan’s
authority on the fringes of the Fertile Crescent.

In the eighteenth century, the Ottoman hold over the Syrian periphery
became increasingly attenuated. Ottoman provincial boundaries were never
clearly defined, but fluctuated with the territory in which an official appointee
could effectively collect taxes. The writ of the governors of Damascus could
extend into the Galilee, the Hawran and the Jabal Nablus. But these areas
were never completely pacified and the collection of their revenues required
periodic armed tours of the region (dawra). Complicating matters for the
Ottomans, Palestine and Lebanon increasingly attracted European commer-
cial interest. As elsewhere in the empire, European merchants were ready to
make agreements with local warlords. Indeed, they seemed to prefer deals
made on the spot with the likes of Zahir al-"Umar in Palestine to those con-
cluded with the distant Porte. The revenues created by the trade with Europe,
in turn, gave the men who controlled them financial, and potentially political,
independence from Istanbul.

The main challenge to Istanbul’s authority in the seventeenth-century
Lebanon had come from the Ma‘'n dynasty who claimed the Druze emirate.
In the early eighteenth century, the dynasty’s fortunes were in decline and
the political future of southern Lebanon uncertain. Out of the chaos, Zahir
al-'Umar, who had started off as a tax-farmer for the Ottomans in the Galilee,
rallied his Sunni kinsmen of the Ziyadina clan to exert control over the dis-
parate Druze and Mitwalli Shia clans of southern Lebanon. By the middle of
the century, he could openly defy both Damascus and Istanbul. Later in the
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century, the Sunni Shihabi emirs would reclaim much of the territory once
dominated by the Ma‘ns, while on Mount Lebanon the sheikhs of the Maronite
Khazin clan often challenged the Porte’s authority, as demonstrated by their
continued help to the Uniate Greek Catholics.”

Despite the military successes of these clansmen on the periphery, their
ability to extend their zone of influence by alliances with the elites of the
larger Syrian towns was limited by social prejudice. The urban population,
whether Sunni Muslim or Orthodox Christian, viewed the rural tribesmen
with deep suspicion and contempt. This was particularly true of the Druze,
who were assigned to hell’s fires by even such a normally tolerant figure as
the Damascene mystic and legal scholar ‘Abd al-Ghani al-Nabulsi.”® A similar
horror is also evident in the chronicle penned by the Damascene Christian
Mikha’il Burayk. In his description of the Druze troops who occupied his
city under the leadership of the emir Yusuf al-Shihab in 1772, he stressed their
barbarism and lawlessness.” The appearance of Bedouin, Kurds or Turcomans
on the fringe of the Damascus and Aleppo suburbs elicited similar feelings of
loathing from the chroniclers and presumably the urban populations at large.
Given this social chasm between city-dwellers and rural clansmen, the potential
for clan-based leaderships to emulate the earlier success of the Canboladoglus
in Aleppo was indeed slim.

In the eighteenth century the Ottomans may have lacked the resources to
control the entirety of their core Arab provinces as they might have wished,
but the alternative political forces were not broadly based enough to replace
them. It is one of the ironies of this period that as local military and political
elites challenged the empire’s continued hegemony in the Fertile Crescent,
individual Arabs were becoming more dependent on the central government
than ever before. Ulama families were increasingly called upon to interpret
the sultans’ laws, and local elite families were profiting economically from
lifetime tax-farms. With these changes, the civilian elites in Aleppo, Dam-
ascus and Mosul developed a vested interest in the survival of empire as a
counterweight to the dynastic families of governors. Simply put, faced with a
choice between the sultan or the local dynast, many in this group opted for
Istanbul.

17 Richard van Leeuwen, Notables and Clergy in Mount Lebanon: The Khazin Sheiks and the
Maronite Church (1736-1840) (Leiden, 1994).

18 ‘Abd al-Ghani al-Nabulsi, al-Hagiqah wa al-majaz fi rihlat Bilad al-Sham wa Misr wa al-Hijaz
(Damascus, 1989), p. 25I.

19 Mikha’ilBuraykal-Dimashqi, Ta'rikhal-Sham, 1720-1782, ed. Qustantin al-Basha (Harissa,
1930), pp- 94-6.
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Neo-Mamluk regimes: Egypt, Palestine,
Baghdad and Basra

In 1260 soldiers of slave origin seized control of Egypt and instituted a radically
different kind of dynastic succession than any previously known in Muslim
lands. Sultans with slave origins were not new to Islam. But rather than passing
the sultanate to one of the sons of the previous sultan, the reins of power in
Egypt now went to one of his slave/ex-slave protégés. Master and slave would
often share the same ethnic origin, thus forming a special bond of socially
defined kinship. As children born to Muslim fathers could never be mamluks,
Egypt’s mamluks by necessity established ‘households’ made up of clients who
formerly had been their slaves. These households were inherently unstable
as they not only competed with one another for the sultanate, but also as
individual mamluks within a given household conspired to become its leaders.

With the death of Sultan Qansawh al-Ghawri in 1516 and the Ottoman vic-
tory over the Mamluk forces at Raydaniyya in 1517, Egypt became an Ottoman
province, but the institution of Mamluk households apparently did not come
to an end: the institution survived — or was revived — probably the latter rather
than the former.>* This is not surprising. The Ottomans were inherently con-
servative in the Muslim regions they added to their empire, and therefore
reluctant to replace the pre-existing elites without cause. In the case of the
Mamluks, Jane Hathaway has suggested that their system of households was
not so different in function and appearance from the households of Ottoman
grandees and thus would have seemed familiar to the Ottomans.”

Following the conquest, Selim I appointed Mamluk governors to both Syria
and Egypt. With the sultan’s death in 1520, the governor of Syria revolted, and
the suppression of that rebellion effectively ended the Mamluk regime in the
Syrian provinces. In Egypt, however, Mamluks continued to administer the
province under a governor appointed from the capital. The agricultural lands
of Egypt were not divided into military tax grants (timars) as they had been in
Syria. Rather, individual Mamluks collected the tax revenues of the province’s
sub-districts and forwarded them to the governor of Cairo.

The Mamluk households in Ottoman Egypt recruited new members in the
traditional manner, i.e. by the purchase of slaves. In the Ottoman period these
largely came from the Caucasus and the Trans-Caucasus regions, Georgians
and “Circassians’ probably forming the majority. But the Ottoman governors

20 Michael Winter, Egyptian Society under Ottoman Rule, 1517-1798 (London, 1992).
21 Jane Hathaway, The Politics of Households in Ottoman Egypt: The Rise of the Qazdaglis
(Cambridge, 1997).
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also enlisted Muslim freebooters, largely from Anatolia. As Hathaway suggests,
this manner of recruitment renders it problematic to characterise these house-
holds as ‘slave’. Gabriel Piterberg argues, however, that despite the blurring
of recruitment strategies, there remained a distinction in hierarchy, implicit in
the terms misirlh (Egyptian) applied to those of slave origin and serrac (liter-
ally ‘saddler’) applied to Muslim recruits. In Piterberg’s view, this distinction
effectively prevented the latter from rising to the highest positions (the beyli-
cate) in the Mamluk hierarchy.** Yet the career of Ahmed Cezzar, and possibly
that of Mustafa Qazdagli indicates that this distinction did not always keep the
serraclar from reaching for higher office.

Further complicating our understanding of the Mamluk households, other
military officers in Egypt, most notably the janissaries, formed their own
houses. These competed with the older households, recruiting new members
in the same way as the Mamluks. Although all the Egyptian households,
whether of mamluk or janissary origin, were culturally influenced by the
Ottomans and a form of Ottoman Turkish was their language of choice, they
shared an intense local identity centred in Egypt. Most importantly, this iden-
tity carried with it a memory of an independent sultanate in Cairo which had
predated the establishment of the Ottoman dynasty. As a result, the Ottoman
claim to be the undisputed leaders of the Sunni Muslim world carried much
less weight in Cairo than in Damascus or Baghdad.”

Despite the existence of these military households, Ottoman control over
Egypt remained secure throughout the seventeenth century. The local garri-
son, divided into five competing units, jostled with the households for power,
and no one house emerged as triumphant. The tax revenues continued to flow
to Istanbul and the sultan was acknowledged as sovereign in the Friday prayers
offered in Egypt’s mosques. The internal politics of the province was far from
tranquil, however, as the century was dominated by the bloody competition
between two great Mamluk households, the Faqariyya and the Qasimiyya.
By the end of it, both were eclipsed by a household forming around Mustafa
al-Qazdagli.*

When Mustafa Bey was killed in 1736 by the Ottoman governor of Egypt,
his former steward, Ibrahim, took control of the Qazdagli household. [brahim

22 Gabriel Piterberg, "The Formation of the Ottoman Egyptian Elite in the 18th Century’,
International Journal of Middle East Studies 22 (1990), 275-89.

23 Ulrich Haarman, ‘Ideology and History, Identity and Alterity: The Arab Image of the
Turk from the ‘Abbasids to Modern Egypt’, International Journal of Middle East Studies 20
(1988), 175-96; also Winter, Egyptian Society, pp. 30—7.

24 Hathaway, Politics of Households, pp. 52-87.
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Bey, in turn, dominated Egypt’s political life from 1748 to 1754, taking for
himself the title of shaykh al-balad. This was a neologism harking back to
an earlier Mamluk era and reflected his control over Cairo, even while an
Ottoman governor nominally ruled in the city. After brahim’s death, one of
his mamluks, Ali, later to be called Bulut Kapan (one who grasps the clouds)
by his admirers and detractors alike, seized the position of shaykh al-balad
twice, in 1760-6 and 1767—72. Ali Bey broke with the tradition, established by
the Qazdagli household, of balancing the widening autonomy accruing to the
shaykh al-balad with publicly offered fealty to Istanbul. In 1770, he replaced
the Ottoman governor of Jiddah with an Egyptian mamluk, threatening the
House of Osman’s claim to be the guardian of the holy places. In an act of open
rebellion in 1771, he ordered his forces to invade Syria, in combination with
Zahir al-'Umar and with the support of the Russian fleet which bombarded
and briefly occupied Beirut.

Ali Bey’s lieutenant and mamluk Muhammad Abu al-Dhahab captured Dam-
ascus with the help of the Sunni emir Yusuf al-Shihab. But rather than declare
his own open revolt against the Ottoman sultan, he withdrew into Egypt.”
This led to the unseating of Ali Bey, as Muhammad Bey broke with his former
master and sought the post of shaykh al-balad for himself. Another of Bulut
Kapan Ali Bey’s former clients, Ahmed Cezzar, moved to defeat the Ziyad-
ina clan alliance with the Porte’s blessing, emerging as the strongman in the
Galilee and southern Lebanon.

Ahmed Cezzar’s career serves as an example of the complex career lines and
shifting alliances inherent in a Mamluk household of Ottoman Egypt. He was a
Bosnian Muslim who had attached himself first to the household of an Istanbul
grandee and later to that of Bulut Kapan Ali Bey. Having fallen out with Ali
Bey, Ahmed Cezzar switched his loyalty to the sultan and was rewarded with
the governorship of Sidon. He later briefly held the governorship of Damascus
as well. He also succeeded in getting his own mamluks appointed as governors
in Tripoli, bringing all the southern Syrian provinces under his control at one
time or another. Istanbul was well aware, however, of the potential danger
inherent in his meteoric rise and managed to thwart his attempts to gain the
governorship of Aleppo. Despite his apparent ambitions, Ahmed Cezzar was
content to build up his own autonomous power base under the sultan’s seal.
He even halted the forces of Napoleon Bonaparte by his defence of Acre in
1798, which prevented the French from advancing beyond Egypt. But after

25 Daniel Crecelius, The Roots of Modern Egypt: A Study of the Regimes of Ali Bey al-Kabir and
Muhammad Abu al-Dhahab, 1760-1775 (Chicago, 1981); Winter, Egyptian Society, pp. 23-8.
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Ahmed Cezzar’s death in 1804, the Porte quickly moved to dismantle his
household.*

A Mamluk regime more long-lived than that of Ahmed Cezzar also emerged
in Baghdad in the eighteenth century. Unlike Egypt, Baghdad had no tradition
of Mamluk households, but due to Bedouin unrest, Iranian invasions and
the resulting precariousness of Ottoman rule, long-reigning governors had
become part of the province’s political tradition.”” One such governor, Hasan
Paga, proved able to control both the Bedouin and the Kurds and so retained
the sultan’s lasting favour, ruling as governor in Baghdad between 1704 and
1722. He was succeeded by his son, Ahmed, who served from 1723 to 1747.

Hasan Pasa and his son were Ottomans with no previous connection to
Baghdad. Once established, however, the family began to recruit protégés
into a ruling household. These men were typically Georgian slaves, follow-
ing the cultural style established in the court of the Persian shahs. Although
the model was Persian rather than Egyptian, a very similar household sys-
tem emerged in Baghdad to that found in contemporary Cairo, supporting
Hathaway’s supposition about the inherently Ottoman nature of neo-Mamluk
households. Ahmed Pasa married his daughter, Adile Hamim, to his father’s
former Georgian slave, Stileyman, who was known as Abu Layla. As Ahmed
had no male heirs, Siileyman acceded to the governorship of Baghdad upon
Ahmed Pasa’s death in 1749. He ruled until 1762. Adile Hanim no doubt played
a major role in getting her husband named as governor. She also engineered
the accession of Omer Pasa to the governorship in 1764. Omer was a for-
mer mamluk in her father’s household and was married to her younger sister
Ayse.

Omer Pasa was overthrown and executed at the Porte’s order in 1776,
due to his perceived weakness in the face of military advances by Iran’s new
ruler, Karim Khan Zand. But another former slave in the household, Biiyiik
Siileyman, served as governor from 1780 until 1802. Although the construction
and function of the Mamluk household in Baghdad resembled very closely
that of Cairo, the Baghdad establishment made no attempt to secede from
the empire. There was no historical memory in this province of an indepen-
dent sultanate and the governor’s household there seemed content to guard

26 Amnon Cohen, Palestine in the 18th Century (Jerusalem, 1973); Hathaway, “The Military
Household'.

27 Stephen Longrigg, Four Centuries of Ottoman Iraq (Oxford, 1925); also Tom Nieuwenhuis,
Politics and Society in Early Modern Iraq: Mamluk Pashas, Tribal Shaikhs and Local Rulers
between 1802 and 1831 (The Hague, 1981); Thomas Lier, Haushalte und Haushaltspolitik in
Bagdad 1704-1831 (Wiirzburg, 2004).
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against those who would wrest Iraq from the sultans, be they Bedouins, Kurds
or Iranians.

No doubt Baghdad’s Mamluks also realised that an independent state would
be quickly swallowed up by the shahs of Iran. Another crucial difference
between Baghdad and Cairo was the fact that there only existed one Mamluk
household in Baghdad, that of the governor. As a result Baghdad’s citizenry
was spared much of the internecine struggle between households that charac-
terised politics in Cairo. Without the constant threat of overthrow, the Mamluk
governors of Baghdad could demonstrate their beneficence and thereby win
the acclaim of local chroniclers as did their contemporaries in Damascus or
Mosul.

In the eighteenth century, the household founded by Hasan Pasa in Baghdad
was able to extend control over Basra as well. Southern Iraq had initially
been administered by Ottoman military governors. The strategic situation
of Basra was even more delicate than was Baghdad’s, however. Literally on
Iran’s border, open to Portuguese naval bombardment, and surrounded by
the hostile Muntafiq confederation in the marshlands, Basra was a difficult
place to be posted as an Ottoman governor. Responding to the challenge,
by the end of the sixteenth century a local man named Afrasiyab rose to
the governorship. Through a careful manipulation of Portuguese and Iranian
interests, he established a dynasty that would rule until 1668. The governors of
Afrasiyab’sline acknowledged the Ottoman sultan as sovereign, but forwarded
few, if any, tax revenues to Istanbul. Although the Ottomans were finally able
to topple the dynasty, they could not replace it. Throughout much of the later
1600s the city was actually held by the paramount sheikh of the Muntafiq
confederation. Defeating the tribes in 1708, Hasan Pasa of Baghdad won the
right to name the governor of the city. For the rest of the century, Basra was
ruled by members of his household. However, an increasing British presence
in the guise of the East India Company gave Basra’s Mamluk regime options
for independent action not available to their cohort in Baghdad.?®

Certainly the Mamluk households in Egypt and Iraq seemed remarkably
similar. Yet one wonders whether if Ahmed Pasa had had sons, rather than
only remarkable daughters, the regime in Baghdad would not have evolved
into a dynastic one, along the lines of the Jalilis of Mosul, with the Georgian
mamluks serving as mere lieutenants. The recruitment of slave protégés into
the households of governors, after all, could be found among the Azm family

28 Thabit Abdullah, Merchant, Mamluks, and Murder: The Political Economy of Trade in Eigh-
teenth Century Basra (Albany, 200r1).
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in Damascus as well. Nonetheless, the fact that Ahmed Pasa did establish a
Mamluk household raises very serious doubts, as Hathaway suggests, about
any claim for the exclusively Egyptian origin of Mamluk households in the
Ottoman Empire.

Freebooters and religious visionaries:
the Ottoman Arab periphery

The extension of Ottoman control over the further reaches of the Arabic-
speaking Middle East and North Africa in the sixteenth century came not as
an attempt to add territory, but to block the extension of Western military and
economic influence into those regions and to gain control of lucrative trade
routes for the sultans. Seizing the Red Sea ports of Jiddah, Suakin, Massawa
and Mocha, and also the taking of Basra, pre-empted the Portuguese who
were aggressively expanding their markets and political control in both the
Persian Gulfand the Red Sea. Similarly, Ottoman interest in the North African
littoral was prompted by the strategic concern to offset the expansion of
Spain. With the fall of the Muslim kingdom of Granada in 1492, the reconquista
leaped across the Straits of Gibraltar and Spanish fleets threatened all the
North African ports. The causes for Ottoman intervention in these regions
thus differed markedly from those for the Ottoman expansion into Europe.
In the European case, the main motivating factor was new lands which could
be divided up as timars among an expanding military. The quest for lands
and revenue, as much as strategic concerns, motivated the Ottoman march
towards Vienna. By contrast, with the exception of the revenues produced by
the coffee trade of Yemen,* these new Arab provinces typically represented a
loss for the central treasury, as local revenues did not suffice for the military
and naval expenditures necessary to keep these territories out of European
hands.

Ottoman interestsin North Africa were tied to the expansion of the Ottoman
fleet, needed both for the confrontation with Spain and to control Christian cor-
sairs who were preying on Muslim shipping in the Mediterranean. As Ottoman
control in the region was naval-based, the sultans’ writ rarely extended beyond
the narrow North African coastal plain. The Berber clans in the mountains
of Algeria effectively resisted any incorporation into the empire beyond the
occasional recognition of the Ottoman sultan as suzerain. Morocco, under

29 Suraiya Faroghi, ‘Crisis and Change, 1500-1699’, in An Economic and Social History of the
Ottoman Empire, 1300-1914, ed. Halil Inalcik and Donald Quataert (Cambridge, 1994),
Pp. 411636, at pp. 538—40.
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first the Sa“di and later the Alawi sultans, also repelled Ottoman incursions as
vigorously as it did the Spaniards.*®

Although centres such as Tunis, Tripoli and Algiers had Ottoman governors
during the years when Hayreddin Barbaros was admiral (kapudan pasa) of the
fleet, the sultans’ control in these regions was problematic almost from the
start. The absence of a routinised Ottoman presence in the North African
ports engendered anarchy. Profiting from this power vacuum, the military in
those cities created alliances with the local Muslim elites and soon began to
govern in place of Ottoman officialdom. The military was largely Turkish in
origin, either janissaries or, more commonly, freebooters from Anatolia and
the Balkans. Here, as in Iraq, there was no pre-existing tradition of Mamluk
households, but the military elite followed similar patterns of recruitment and
household formation to those found in Ottoman Egypt. The major difference
between the two societies was that the slave component of the North African
military elite was very small and largely consisted of Christian renegades
initially enslaved through acts of piracy.

At the start of the eighteenth century, military strongmen seized control in
all the major North African ports. In 1705 Hiiseyin Alioglu established his rule
in Tunis. His descendants, known as the Husaynis, would rule — nominally —
as beys until 1957. In 1711 both Karamanli Ahmed Bey in Tripoli and Sokeli
Ali Bey in Algiers established their own dynasties. Although neither one was
as long-lived as that of the Husaynis, descendants of the two beys controlled
their respective cities well into the nineteenth century. All three centres were
inintense competition for control of lucrative pirate enterprises. This led them
to a continued reliance on Istanbul for legitimacy; reference to the sultan also
allowed the beys to balance off their more immediate rivals. Despite this,
Ottoman influence in the region remained limited.

In the 1718 treaty of Passarowitz, the Ottomans agreed to end Muslim
privateering against Austrian shipping. This was resisted by the dey in Algiers
who was branded a rebel by the geyhiilislam in Istanbul. In retaliation, the
Algerians were barred from the hajj as long as they persisted in rebellion and,
more seriously, were prohibited from recruiting Turkish soldiers and sailors
in Anatolia. The standoff was ended in 1732, when war with Spain forced the
sultan to re-embrace his wayward subject. By the end of the eighteenth century,
the Husayni beys in Tunis were negotiating directly with the European powers
and neglecting to send any payments to the Porte.*" In theory, however, the

30 Hess, The Forgotten Frontier.
31 Andrew Hess, “The Forgotten Frontier: The Ottoman North African Provinces in the
Eighteenth Century’, in Studies in Eighteenth Century Islamic History, ed. Thomas Naff
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sultan still reigned in all these territories, but his authority rather resembled
that of the Abbasid caliphs in the waning centuries of their dynasty, a titular
head whose orders went unheeded.

Although the Ottomans had expanded into the Red Sea for reasons rather
similar to those that had prompted their advance into the western Mediter-
ranean, there were important differences in the problems they faced when
trying to control the provinces on their southern flank. Rather than ambi-
tious freebooters who had ultimately to seek legitimacy from them in order
to justify their rule, the sultans were faced with peoples who rejected the very
claim of the House of Osman to govern. In 1567 the tribes of Yemen rose in
rebellion behind the Zaydi Imams who claimed the ‘ilm (religious knowledge)
passed down from All through the line of Muhammad ibn Ja'far al-Sadiq.
Ottoman control over the province was reasserted in 1570, but the highland
tribes remained restive, engaging in a guerrilla campaign they viewed as holy
war. By 1636 they had driven the Ottomans into the lowland coastal towns of
Zabid and Mocha. Although there would be attempts to reassert the sultan’s
suzerainty over the coffee-producing highlands, direct Ottoman control over
San‘a and the highlands did not return until the latter half of the nineteenth
century?*

The Ottomans had better luck in maintaining their presence in Eritrea and
coastal Sudan. Although a religious movement of resistance would coalesce
around the personage of the Mahdi in the late nineteenth century, the region
was quiescentin earlier times. In the Hijaz, the sultan’s authority was mediated
through the Hashimi emirs of Mecca. According to William Ochsenwald, the
Ottomans needed the sharifs for their own legitimacy and the sharifs needed
the Ottomans for the financial support they provided. A compromise was
therefore worked out whereby the Ottomans held the governorship at Jiddah,
regulating its trade and pilgrim traffic, while allowing the Hashimi emirs the
autonomy and prestige of ruling in the sultans’ name in the holy cities.? That
arrangement seemed to work to everyone’s benefit until Sharif Husayn ibn
‘Ali raised the banner of the Arab Revolt in 1916.

While the sharifs of Mecca were willing to accept the legitimacy of the House
of Osman as ‘servitors of the two Holy Cities’, elsewhere in Arabia the followers

and Roger Owen (Carbondale and Edwardsville, 1977), pp. 74-87; Jamil Abun-Nasr, A
History of the Maghrib (Cambridge, 1975).

32 John Voll, Islam: Continuity and Change in the Modern World (Boulder, 1982) pp. 70-3.

33 William Ochsenwald, Religion, Society, and the State in Arabia: The Hijaz under Ottoman
Control, 1840—1 908 (Columbus, 1983); Ismail Hakk1 Uzungarsili, Mekke-i miikerreme emirleri
(Ankara, 1972).
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of Muhammad ibn ‘Abd al-Wahhab (1703-92) were not. Although the latter
preferred the title muwahhidun (those who proclaim the essential oneness and
unity of God), they were labelled Wahhabis by others. These Najdi tribesmen
presented a potent combination of religious fervour and tribal solidarity. More
importantly, with its emphasis on the return to ijtihad (interpretation) and the
abandonment of the cultural practices of the preceding Islamic centuries as
decadent, the teachings of Ibn Abd al-Wahhab undermined the very legitimacy
of the Ottoman throne. Indeed, this scholar reiterated the Muslim tradition’s
abhorrence to those who called themselves shahanshah, a not-so-subtle dig at
the Ottoman sultans who included the term padisah in their list of titles. The
Wahhabis would not burst into the Ottoman consciousness until the beginning
of the nineteenth century with their raids on the Shiite holy cities of Iraq in
1802 and their capture of Mecca in 1803. But they alone of all the autonomous
forces which emerged on the Arab fringes of the Ottoman Empire offered
an ideology which was both revolutionary and subversive. Significantly, when
the ideological break with the Ottoman Empire was formulated by Arabic-
speaking scholars in Cairo and Damascus at the end of the nineteenth century,
they were openly indebted to the groundwork laid by Muhammad ibn Abd
al-Wahhab.?4

All the Ottoman Arab lands experienced a degree of political alienation
from Istanbul in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries as local elites tested
the ability of the central government to limit their encroachment on the
sultan’s prerogatives. With the historical knowledge of the rupture between
Turks and Arabs brought about by the rise of nationalist ideologies in the
early twentieth century, these eighteenth-century attempts at autonomy might
be interpreted as stirrings of proto-Arab nationalist sentiments. But similar
movements aimed at devolution of empire were found in Anatolia and the
Balkans as well. In the case of the Arab provinces, few of these elites, even
while expanding their autonomy locally, contemplated a complete break with
empire. The two that did, the Mamluk shaykh al-balad in Egypt and the tribal
followers of Muhammad ibn Abd al-Wahhab, are instructive in what they did
not claim, i.e. legitimacy based in national identity. In the case of Egypt, there
was undoubtedly a strong sense of localism present in the self-image of the
Mamluk beys, but their struggle should be interpreted as dynastic rather than
ethnic. Indeed, Mehmed Ali seemingly had ambitions not only to secure his
line from Ottoman interventions, but to replace the House of Osman with his

34 Albert Hourani, Arabic Thought in the Liberal Age, 1798-1939 (London, 1970); David Com-
mins, Islamic Reform: Politics and Social Change in Late Ottoman Syria (Oxford, 1990).
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own as paramount sultans in the eastern Mediterranean.® In the case of the
Wahhabis, the motivations were religious. The sultans were to be overthrown
because they had allowed Islam to be corrupted, not because they were Turks.
There was, as yet, no call for a return of the caliphate to the Arabs, and the
family best placed to promote that ideology — the Hashimi sharifs of Mecca —
remained content to receive Ottoman patronage.

The emergence of autonomous Muslim forces, such as Tepedelenli Ali Pasa,
the janissaries in Belgrade or the Bosnian beys, had the unintentional result
of spurring on the rising of the Christian majority in the Balkan peninsula to
overthrow Turkish rule (tourkokratia). In the peripheral regions of the Ottoman
Arab lands, in North Africa, the Hijaz and perhaps even Egypt, the Ottoman
presence had most probably never deeply intruded into the consciousness of
the ruled. Thus it is doubtful whether this period of devolution had any long-
term effect on the inhabitants” own sense of place and identity, as they never
considered themselves to be Ottoman. By way of contrast, in the core regions
of the Arab provinces — Syria, Mosul and perhaps even Baghdad — the rise of
local elites to the governorship was accompanied by a devolution of economic
resources, i.e. tax-farms, into the hands of urban Arabs. As expressed in the
chronicles of the period, this combination of political and economic change
led, ironically perhaps, to a widening of their identity to include the possibility
of being Ottoman for the first time.

35 Afaf Lutfi al-Sayyid Marsot, Egypt in the Reign of Muhammad Ali (Cambridge, 1984).
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The Ottoman ulema

MADELINE C. ZILFI

The ulema in context

Generalisations about the character of the Ottoman religious and legal schol-
ars (ulema) in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries call for the kind of
historiographical disclaimers that often accompany studies of early modern
institutions — the narrative sources are elitist or formulaic, the documentary
materials absent or uneven and the secondary literature thin or tendentious.
The problem of sources can be offset by limiting the scope of generalisation —
not all ulema, for example, but those who are retrievable or in some way rep-
resentative of the sources if not of society. Most findings will still reveal more
about the grand than the ordinary membership, and more about Istanbul and
other major centres than about provincial and small-town scholars.

In Ottoman usage, ‘the ulema’ constituted an ever more exclusive voca-
tional category. Until the modernising reforms of the nineteenth century,
it also denoted an increasingly more privileged social caste. The Ottomans’
unprecedented centralisation of ulema recruitment and functions, a process
well under way by the mid-sixteenth century, and the restrictive application
of the term itself, direct the historiographical gaze, now as in the Ottoman
past, onto Istanbul and the central elites. The boundaries around ‘the learned’
explain a great deal about Ottoman values and anxieties in these centuries.
Among other things, they suggest a profound investment in designating who
would — and who would not — be the standard-bearers of Ottoman Islamic
orthodoxy.

In the Ottoman Empire, as in Islamic states before it, the ulema occupied
a singular place among the exemplars of faith and pious tradition: the ulema
were viewed as the heirs of the Prophet, the repositories of the holy law. For the
Sunni community, they were the guardians of the faith in the ages following
the death of the Prophet Muhammad. Under the later Ottoman regime, they
were more than that, and less.
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The Ottoman system, like previous Islamic regimes, called for a certain inti-
macy between ruler and guardians. Ideally, the ulema should be close enough
to the centres of governance to advise the sovereign or his deputies, to ensure
that the rulings of the latter were consonant with the holy law. As head of state,
the ruler should provide for the ulema’s well-being, and as Commander of the
Faithful he should guarantee their scholarly excellence and personal probity.
Since the caliphal era of early Islam, legal scholars had served as authoritative
experts, either in official positions or in unofficial community practice. The
early ulema’s sense of the inherent corruption of official appointment, espe-
cially the office of judgeship (kadi), led many to shun office rather than risk
contamination. Yet the magnitude of the Ottoman enterprise, and the fund of
resources assigned to its religious institutions, discouraged holdouts against
state service.

By the sixteenth century, virtually all legal scholars who presided over a
medrese classroom or a geriat court in the Turkish-speaking areas of the empire,
along with imperial appointees everywhere, were ranked, graded and pen-
sioned under central state auspices. Individuals continued to assert their inde-
pendence on particular issues, especially those in which the sultan did not have
an overwhelming partisan interest. However, the possibility of a self-sustained,
independent body of ulema, near but not beholden to the wielders of state
power, had faded. State sponsorship gave the legal system formidable range
and centrality, but it also exposed the ulema to the compromising pressures
of lay officialdom. Members of the ulema vied for influence with bureaucrats
and janissaries, among other elite sectors, and also competed among them-
selves for the honours of their particular calling. In common with other official
appointees, the ulema enjoyed askeri status, a privileged social and economic
positioning superior to that of the ordinary, tax-paying population. It was the
counsel of this vested body of religious office-holders that state authorities
most consistently sought on the wider imperial stage, to advise on war, peace
and social order, and on other matters apart from law or religion as such.

Efforts by the state to rein in the ulema’s capacity for independent action,
and the religious institution’s own urge to autonomy, are recurring themes in
Ottoman history. The conflict between the religious and secular leaderships
was ultimately about power, but the battle lines between the two shifted after
the founding centuries. The scholarly integrity associated with the early ulema
leadership yielded in later times to an undisguised preoccupation with status
and remuneration. The voluminous biographical literature that tracked the
religious learned throughout the Ottoman era described an admired ulema
community in the earliest centuries. Many scholars were commemorated in
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their own time for their simplicity and courage: thus Seyhiilislam Zenbilli Ali
(Ali of the Basket’) was described as standing up to Selim the Grim on matters
of life and death, or as unpretentiously placing his legal opinions in a basket
lowered to petitioners. Admittedly the ‘golden-age’ nostalgia common to his-
toriographical treatments of the pre-seventeenth-century empire whitewashed
the early judiciary along with much else. In fact, ignorant and rapacious kadis
troubled the provinces throughout the history of the empire. Nonetheless, the
biographical testimonials taken together reveal the flashpoints in early ulema—
state relations. With or without homely detail, the anecdotes identify the
early struggles in the heroic terms of individual resistance. Almost invariably
these stories revolve around two possible sources of corruption: the threat of
the state’s punishments and the seductiveness of its rewards. In later times,
both had become integral features of the ulema calling, the ulema ‘career’
(tarik-i ulema), while dignity and social presence displaced personal courage in
biographical memory, and ulema notability was represented more in terms of
family and social status than in individual terms.

There were, of course, exceptions to the high standard of the early ulema
leadership at all levels of the membership. Still, public perceptions of the fif-
teenth and sixteenth centuries drew heavily on the reputation of the ulema’s
most esteemed members, long admired by the sultans themselves. Yet by the
mid-seventeenth century, the ulema were increasingly seen as blind careerists,
pursuing office more than learning. Contemporary biographical dictionaries,
many of them written by ulema, reflected and probably encouraged the obses-
sion with bureaucratic honours. Chronicles and histories, again many with
ulema authors, also tend to focus on bureaucratic — rather than scholarly or
religious — markers of achievement. Apart from the biographical minima of
geographical origin, paternity and death, the subjects of these works were pre-
sented in vocational terms, as the sum of their offices and ranks. Many ulema
continued in the tradition of the early exemplars, but bureaucratic careerism
often eclipsed the merits that had bound career mobility more closely to reli-
gious knowledge (ilm).

The literature of the time plays with the term ‘official ulema’ (resmi ulema),
denoting office-holding or state ulema, in opposition to the ‘real’ ulema (ulema-i
tarik or hakkiki ulema), thus the ulema in name versus the genuinely learned.
The biographical dictionaries make tired reference to this or that alim’s liter-
ary output: ‘He wrote poetry’; ‘He had a small collection of poems (divan)’;
‘He wrote three treatises (risales).” Their perfunctory tone contrasts with the
compliments lavished on the relatively few whose intellectual achievements,
religious or profane, warranted biographical enthusiasm. Zekeriyazade Yahya
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(d. 1644), about whose worth there was widespread agreement, is a rarity. He
is lauded as ‘one of the most distinguished Ottoman geyhiilislams’, ‘a man
of true excellence’” who, alone of his age, ‘achieved the repute of [Sultan
Siileyman’s geyhiilislam] Ebussiiud, with his choice poetry and his justice and
integrity’." Many others are praised in similarly expansive terms — including
several scholars in each of the Usakizade, Ebu Ishakzade and Pirizade lines. But
unlike Zekeriyazade or later Minkarizade Yahya (d. 1678) they are presented
more narrowly, as productive scholars, for example, but not particularly to
be remembered for their performance in office. Sometimes the disconnection
between scholarship and performance is stark, as with Seyhiilislam Erzurumlu
Feyzullah (d. 1703), whose scholarly standing is forever stained by his personal
failings. The nineteenth-century historian and legal scholar Ahmed Cevdet,
a formidable alim himself, singles out the eighteenth-century kadiasker and
memorialist Tatarctk Abdullah as a ‘second Taftazani’, yet Tatarcik’s early
years were marred by scandal.?

From the end of the sixteenth century, the ulema as an institution — the
ilmiye as it was called — was subjected to the same economic and demographic
pressures that impelled others of the central elites to protect their privileged
status against new claimants. The intensified careerism of office-holders was
the most conspicuous dimension of the ulema’s response in the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries. But it was the ability of the richest among them to
command the career for the benefit of their own families that subverted the
promise of the open and subsidised education system.

The ilmiye

Ottoman territory was divided into vilayets, and vilayets into sancaks. Beneath
these military-administrative layers, the Ottomans divided their empire into
districts (kazas), and assigned to them a small army of kadis, jurisconsults
(miiftis) and legal clerks. A comprehensive legal system, supported by an
expanding array of colleges (medreses) in anewly elaborated system for training
legal personnel, was firmly in place in the late sixteenth century.

The Ottoman kadis and miiftis who dispensed justice in the courts, and
the teachers (miiderrises) who instructed future generations of ulema had

1 Bab-i Mesihat, flmiye salnamesi (Istanbul, 1334/1915-16), p. 443; cf. Katib Celebi, Fezleke-i
tarih, 2 vols. (Istanbul, 1286/1870), vol. II, pp. 231—2; Miistakimzade Siileyman Sadeddin,
Devhat el-mesayih ma zeyl (Istanbul, 1978), pp. 47-8.

2 Ahmed Cevdet [Pasa), Tertib-i Cevdet ez-Tarih-i Cevdet, 12 vols. (Istanbul, 1309/1891-2),
vol. I, pp. 108-17, vol. IV, pp. 58, 256, vol. V, pp. 27, 34-9, vol. VI, pp. 227-8.
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responsibility for clarifying the meaning of religious doctrine and regulating
society according to the norms of the faith. Far more than miiftis and miiderrises,
however, Ottoman kadis were on the front lines in the meeting between reli-
gious expectation and social practice. Their public role extended beyond the
courtroom to make them adjunct officers of state. Kadis reported on the
conduct of the sultan’s secular administrators and supervised transactions
in the marketplace. Price-gouging, hoarding, misappropriation, dereliction,
and even impassable roads and downed bridges could fall within the kadis’
charge.

The duties of the two kadiaskers, chief justices of the army for Rumelia and
Anatolia, also combined religion and administration. These dignitaries applied
the principles of inheritance law to the estates of the deceased, administered
justice on campaign and constituted a court of appeals in the imperial divan, the
highest formal consultative body. They also had responsibility for appointing
the minor kadis in their jurisdictions — in the eighteenth century, close to 500 in
all. And as permanent members of the divan, the kadiaskers sat with the grand
vizier and the chiefs of the bureaucracy, chancery and treasury to advise on
treaties and refugees, personnel and provisioning, budget and finance, as well
as justice and morality. In the provinces, kadis performed similar roles.?

The seyhiilislam, the grand miifti of Istanbul, was superior in rank to all
other ulema in this period. Since the late sixteenth century he had come to
be regarded as head of the ilmiye, and was thus not merely pre-eminent, but
bureaucratically responsible for the institution’s operations and the conduct
of its office-holders.* His primary religio-legal role, to render opinions on the
seriat legality of contested matters of law, served a critical function in an empire
that increasingly framed the rhetoric of legitimacy in the idiom of social order
and legalitarian Islam. Like other miiftis, the seyhiilislam issued fetvas, non-
binding opinions on religious questions. Their responses were often gathered
together for future generations and arranged into exemplary volumes, topic by
topic, from ablutions and prayer to guardianship, divorce and property law. As
grand miifii of the capital, however, the seyhiilislam had a special relationship
to the state and the sultan. He was the foremost religious authority in the
empire, the opinion-giver whose formal rulings were a judgement necessary
forimportant state policies including the dethroning of rulers. As a high official
whose calling virtually monopolised the representation of learning, his counsel

3 The duties of the kadiasker varied over the course of these centuries, with the Rumelia
kadiasker, the senior of the two, also emerging with the larger judicial role.
4 Richard C. Repp, The Miifti of Istanbul (London, 1986).

213



MADELINE C. ZILFI

was also routinely sought by the sultan and his ministers on general matters
of governance, whether or not legality was at issue.

The seyhiilislam’s role as jurist and statesman-administrator gave rise to
the same ambiguities that troubled the roles of kadi and kadiasker. But the
seyhiilislam’s dilemma was complicated by his unique relationship to the ruler.
While the seyhiilislam gave voice to the holy law and the sultan was subject
to the law’s provisions, it was the ruler who appointed and dismissed the
seyhiilislam. The balance between the theoretical supremacy of the law and
the sultan’s authority over the law’s practitioners was always uneasy. But the
rapid-fire dismissals of seyhiilislams at the turn of the sixteenth century put an
end to any notion that the sultan’s government refrained from tampering with
the ilmiye’s moral authority. The office of seyhiilislam lost its life tenure. By the
opening of the seventeenth century, incumbents were as vulnerable to political
whim as any aga or vizier. Memekzade Mustafa (d. 1656/7) served half a day.
Cafer Efendizade Sunullah’s (d. 1612) four terms averaged five months each.
Although the seyhiilislam’s time in office could now be as brief as anyone’s, it
differed in having no set maximum. Zekeriyazade Yahya (d. 1644), Minkarizade
Yahya (d. 1678), Catalcali Ali (d. 1692) and Yenisehirli Abdullah (d. 1743) all served
ten or more unbroken years. Swift turnover and loss of the sultan’s or grand
vizier’s support, however, were by far the norm.

The limits of the legal learned

As in other eras, the men who rose to ulema status did not encompass the
entire body of religious learned, much less the entire class of the empire’s
literate ‘learned’, religious or otherwise. The religious sciences of which the
ulema were masters comprised the disciplines associated with seriat law, par-
ticularly jurisprudence (fikh) and Qur’anic commentary (tefsir). Chroniclers,
poets, biographers and other literati whose achievements lay mainly in profane
letters were excluded unless they were also scholars of the law. Other religious
specialists, if not trained in the law, were excluded by definition. Thus sufi
sheikhs, as well as reciters of the Qur'an or of the canonical hadith compi-
lations, were esteemed for their religious exertions, but they did not qualify
as ulema — according to regular Ottoman usage — if their credentials did not
reflect teaching mastery of the legal texts that underlay Sunni guardianship.
To be sure, there was fluidity between these categories and vocations, since
individuals moved between pursuits in the course of a lifetime. But apart from
the sponsorship of a grandee, career movement tended to go out from rather
than into the ulema.
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The common pattern among the ulema themselves reflected avocational
accomplishment in several fields. Ulema of various ranks offered up poetry, his-
tories, calligraphic art and other emblems of broad cultivation. Seyhiilislam
Zekeriyazade Yahya was celebrated for his poetry as much as for ilm. An
eighteenth-century successor, Pirizade Mehmed Sahib (d. 1749), translator
of Ibn Khaldun’s Muqaddima, was equally well regarded. Mirzazade Salim
(d. 1743/ 4) was a biographer and poet and a well-known though morally dubi-
ouskadi of rank. Historians were also plentiful — Seyhiilislams Kara Celebizade
Abdiilaziz (d. 1658) and Celebizade Ismail Asim (d. 1760), Kadiasker Mehmed
Rasid (d. 1735), the miiderris Cesmizade Mustafa Resid (d. 1770), and the town
kadi Semdanizade Siileyman (d. 1779), among others. A fair number of ulema
were also practising sufis, and some sufi sheikhs were experts in the law. But
the elaborate set of hurdles required for ulema status deterred crossovers from
other career paths, except in the case of men whom the sultan launched or
promoted without regard to professional canons.

In the vast empire, language and geography posed important barriers to
inclusion among the ulema elite. Ulema trained and employed in the Arabic-
speaking provinces received recognition as scholars, but in general they were
marginalised with respect to audiences and issues outside their home locales.
To most non-Turkish speakers, this did not much matter. They possessed
their own spheres of influence and approbation. As to the majority of Turkish
speakers, they measured success exclusively in terms of the central institu-
tions. Although talented provincials from the Arab and Balkan regions often
braved the capital — the kadiaskers Muhassi Sehabeddin Ahmed of Egypt
(d. 1659), the Bosnians Saban (d. 1666) and Sabanizade Mehmed (d. 1692) and
the Syrian Ebulfethzade Yusuf (d. 1647) were the most successful of their day —
the governing reaches of the imperial system in these centuries was the domain
of Ottoman Turkish speech.

The Ottomans always favoured the use of the term ulema to mean the
officially recognised ulema, those either employed in high official capacity or
fully qualified as such. In the 1600s, in tandem with the sixteenth-century
expansion of the medrese system, the term was bestowed on incumbents at or
above the entry-level teaching grade of the expanded hierarchy. The hierarchy
commenced with twelve successive medrese grades, from the Ibtida-i Haric
to the Dariilhadis-i Siileymaniye, and rose through a superior pyramid of the
empire’s most important kadi posts to culminate in the geyhiilislamate (see
tables 10.1 and 10.2). Hundreds of other medreses, scattered throughout Istanbul
and the region, were also in operation in these later centuries, but they tended
to accommodate only the more elementary studies. Major Arab centres such
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Table 10.1 Miiderris/medrese hierarchy
(in descending grade order)

Dariilhadis-i Siileymaniye
Siileymaniye
Hamis-i Siileymaniye
Musile-i Siileymaniye
Hareket-i Altmigh
Ibtida-i Altmigh
Sahn-i Seman
Musile-i Sahn
Hareket-i Dahil
Ibtida-i Dahil
Hareket-i Haric
Ibtida-i Haric

Table 10.2 Seyhiilislamate and judgeships (in descending order)

seyhiilislam

kadiasker of Rumelia

kadiasker of Anatolia

biiyiik mevleviyets (great mollaships)

kadi of Istanbul

kadis of the Haremeyn (Mecca and Medina)

Erbaa grade: kadis of Damascus, Cairo, Bursa, Edirne

Mabhrec grade: kadis of Aleppo, Eyiip, Galata, Izmir, Jerusalem, Salonika, Uskiidar,
Yenisehir (Larisa)

as Cairo and Damascus were exceptions. As former capitals themselves, they
possessed substantial pre-Ottoman endowments and maintained their own
colleges to serve even the most advanced students. The Arab provinces also
kept alive a vigorous scholarly third “way’, through the continued existence of
an informal network of independent ulema, who attracted students as well as
legal petitioners.®

The Istanbul system was the training ground for what can be called the impe-
rial ulema. In the seventeenth century and thereafter, a young man reaching
for a career as a hierarchy professor or judge had to pursue Istanbul’s edu-
cational track. Students ascended from grade to grade — at least theoretically

5 Judith E. Tucker, In the House of the Law: Gender and Islamic Law in Ottoman Syria and
Palestine (Berkeley, 1998).
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mastering the texts of each — through the first five Istanbul grades, followed by
some seven years in the capacity of advanced students (danigmend) and Haric
candidates (miilazim). The configuration, comprising twelve grades in all, had
been capped since 1557 by the new Siileymaniye grades (see table 10.1). The
mark of ulema status, however, was not the completion of years of study. It was
instead the receipt of the riius-i tedris teaching permit and, with it, appointment
to an Ibtida-i Haric medrese (see table 10.1), for which candidates had to pass the
riius examination.

For some young men — their numbers are impossible to know — the opportu-
nity to take the riius examination never came, or so many years passed that they
dropped out of the running. As a riius candidate in 1704, the young Mehmed
Rasid, later imperial historian and kadiasker, had spent eleven demoralising
years — four more than the purported norm — awaiting his turn. He and the
others who were turned away, some having waited up to eighteen years, were
discouraged from continuing. ‘Be an apothecary!” ‘Be a grocer!’ they were
told.®

Even in prosperous times, most grades faced an oversupply of qualified
candidates. New miiderrises quickly realised that the Haric bottleneck they
had just escaped was one of many to be endured. Too many miiderrises of
the Musile-i Sahn — popularly known as ‘the bog” (batak) — qualified for the
Sahn-i Seman, too many Altmishs for the Stilemaniye, too many Siileymaniye
miiderrises for entry-level judgeships, and so on. Those ulema who aspired to
permanent teaching careers were happy to halt further office-seeking once
they reached a medrese grade of their choice. For the rest, however, available
posts and honours rarely satisfied the demand for advancement. Even worse,
in this period the number of candidates was increasing at virtually every level,
at a time of decreasing resources in a shrinking empire.

Despite longer examination intervals, the number of riius recipients trebled
between 1703 and 1839. The demand for posts was met in large part by expan-
sionism, devaluation and compensatory honorific titles. Scores of ‘quick-fix’
medreses were endowed in the form of dersiyes —miiderris stipends assigned to an
existing medrese or mosque. Dersiyes were ranked and graded like traditional,
constructed medreses, their grade depending on the status of their founder-
donor.” Adding places for kadis was more difficult since new positions required
new territory or the subdividing of existing kazas. Inasmuch as the empire was

6 Mehmed Rasid, Tarih-i Rasid, 6 vols. (Istanbul, 1282/1865), vol. III, pp. 119—20.

7 Madeline C. Zilfi, “The ilmiye Registers and the Ottoman Medrese System Prior to the
Tanzimat’, in Contributions d Uhistoire économique et sociale de 'Empire ottoman, ed. J.-L.
Bacqué-Grammont and P. Dumont (Louvain, 1983), pp. 309-27, passim.
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losing territory, and since subdividing, although sometimes necessary, created
its own set of problems, the solution ultimately took the form of honorary
grades. Honoraries, scarcely known in earlier times, became a regular feature
ofkadiand kadiasker positions over the course of the seventeenth century. Each
grade was effectively split in two, with a more prestigious and remunerative
actual position as well as an honorary one. While there could only be one
actual office-holder, there were sometimes a half-dozen titular equivalents.
Despite smaller stipends, honorary ranks afforded access to imperial gifts and
gift-givers.

Would-be riius examinees who despaired of a chance of receiving their diplo-
mas tried to make a living, temporarily or permanently, from the minor and
dead-end jobs that made up the ilmiye’s infrastructure and patrimonial stock:
as junior miiderrises or small-town kadis; as judge-adjuncts (naib) or recording
clerks (katib), assisting big-city ‘Great Mollas” with the ample business of their
urban courtrooms. Since some of the small judgeships of the sub-hierarchy also
alternated as pensions (arpalik) or income for current and former kadiaskers
and geyhiilislams, drop-outs as well as active candidates found employment
as judge substitutes for pensioned notables. Private tutoring offered another
source of income, although again it is impossible to know how many aspiring
ulema found work in this way.

The unusual personal diary of a young riius candidate, Sidki Mustafa, is an
inadvertent guide to the links between a successful candidacy and successful
clientage.® In 1752, Sidki writes of his pleasure at becoming tutor to the sons
of the Istanbul kadi, ivaz Pasazade Ibrahim Bey Efendi. During his seven-
year candidacy, Sidki patched together a living through holiday bonuses and
work as a private tutor, medrese assistant (miiid), class drillmaster (miizakereci),
vakif administrator (miitevelli), town kadi or naib and estate office sinecurist
in the kismet-i belediye which oversaw the division of inheritances according
to Islamic law. At various points during study, candidacy and advancement,
however, men of limited means were not always so lucky, and had to scale
back on their ambitions. Sidki was clearly a promising scholar; he had scored
among the top seven performers in his examination cohort. Still, it was his ties
to Seyhiilislam Kara Halilzade Mehmed Said (d. 1755) and, after Mehmed Said’s
banishment, to the wealthy and well-placed Ibrahim Bey Efendi (d. 1797/8),
that saw him through his early years.

8 Sidki Mustafa [sometimes called Sidki Mehmed], “‘Vekay1-i yevmiye’, Istanbul Universitesi,
Inal Ktp., TY3580; Madeline C. Zilfi, “The Diary of a Miiderris: A New Source for Ottoman
Biography’, Journal of Turkish Studies 1 (1977), 157-74.
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For successful examinees, the rise to a Haric medrese conferred economic
security. By upper elite standards, the stipend was modest, fifty ak¢es daily. But
it was regular pay, and together with sinecures picked up along the way, it was
enough to support married life. Haric employment was also a matter of status.
It separated out newly minted official ulema from the scores of candidates
who stood by year after year, desperate to ‘arrive’ at the same distinction —
‘Haric’e vardim,” they said when it happened. In 1754 the diarist Sidki was
one of ninety-nine candidates who stood for examination, only twenty-six of
whom passed. And there were hundreds of others who, despite long years in
candidacy, had not even made the examination cut.

Through promotions based chiefly on seniority, the Haric opened the way
to the most prestigious and remunerative posts in the religious career. For a
time in the middle decades of the seventeenth century, however, the seniority
principle barely functioned. Palace and military officials plundered the ilmiye,
auctioning off or giving away positions to blatantly unsuitable favourites. The
rewards of higher office held out little promise to ulema unable or unwilling
to partake in the spoils. In more orderly times later in the century, reciprocal
gift-giving and favour as always played an important role, but not to the
exclusion of seniority. The seniority rule, if it can be called that, kept the
hope of promotion alive among those not blessed with wealth or influential
patrons.

Promotion to or above the senior miiderris ranks brought senior entitle-
ments: a tenured social status supported by a living stipend even when not in
actual office; low-rent or no-rent housing in one of the many urban structures
dedicated to ulema use; notarial fees; remunerations for vakifadministration or
for any of the myriad vakif-supported subaltern posts and sinecures; and other
perquisites, commissions and privileges that multiplied with high imperial
office of every sort in the empire. Not incidentally, the personnel of the senior
grades — the ulema of high ceremony — gained access to recognitions that only
the sultan could bestow. As a student in 1749, Sidki Mustafa accompanied
senior ulema to the palace to view the Prophet’s mantle during Ramadan
observances. Without an invitation to enter the Mantle Chamber, he could go
no further than the door. ‘Tpray that I too will receive an invitation to enter,” he
wrote.?

Istanbul’s religious foundations and posts had begun to eclipse their provin-
cial counterparts almost from the moment of the conquest. The levelling down
of the provinces, the ‘outside’ (tasra), as they were called, was a persistent

9 Sidki Mustafa, ‘Vekay1-i yevmiye’, fol. 4a.
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pattern in the development of the capital. Over time, provincial centres were
starved of cultural infrastructure in comparison to the endowment lavished
on Istanbul. Ulema recruitment reflected the shift in resources. By the sev-
enteenth century, graduates of most provincial medreses no longer measured
up to employment in the ulema hierarchy. In the eighteenth century, even
the medreses of Edirne, the previous Ottoman capital, lost most of their tradi-
tional parity. The empire’s signature religious posts were thus almost exclu-
sively — there were always exceptions — filled by the products of the 300
or so self-referenced teachers and classrooms that operated with imperial
standing.™

The centralisation of recruitment for all practical purposes eliminated com-
petition from regional scholars and reinforced the estate interests of the current
religious elite. In a sense, the very concept of ulema was captured, not only for
the capital’s graduates, but for the career’s insiders. Ulema grandees tightened
their grip on the enormous resources of what was supposed to be an integrated
and open imperial system. Since young provincials continued to be welcome
as students in Istanbul, neither hierarchy appointment nor membership in the
elite amounted to a closed system. Provincials could qualify for the riius and a
Haric medrese by pursuing their entire education in Istanbul or by topping off
an education begun with hometown scholars. But the direct and indirect costs
of moving alone to the capital — and the ability of incumbent ulema to implant
their own offspring in the profession — in the eighteenth century drove down
the percentage of provincial-born scholars to its lowest levels. When students
did arrive from the provinces, they were wise to come armed with the names
of potential ulema patrons.

The best hope for advancement lay with upwardly mobile insider patrons,
but it was the patronage of a relative, especially a father, that increasingly
guaranteed swift ascent. In discussing his own Haric success, Sidki Mustafa
notes with chagrin that four scions of prominent ulema families — ‘two times
two Diirrizade and Damadzade sons’, he calls them — moved up to the Haric
on the strength of their paternity, without examination.” Their leap was made
possible by one of several family entitlements that in the eighteenth century
became generalised over a widened field of patrons and male relatives. Such
rules — ulemazade kanunu, mollazade kanunu — entitled ulema notables to vouch
for the scholarly fitness of their own sons (-zade) at the entry level, or awarded
older sons extra promotions. To their credit, many mollazades stood for exam-
ination despite exemption. Many, however, did not, and it was the injustice of

10 Zilfi, Timiye Registers’, p. 324. 1 Sidki Mustafa, ‘Vekayi-i yevmiye’, fol. 31a.
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the rise of the latter that undermined the corporate as well as the learned ilmiye.
In any case, all mollazades qualified for extra promotions at various points in
their careers. Not surprisingly, the youngest ranking ulema in the eighteenth
century were mollazades who had risen on their fathers’ coat-tails.”

Risks and rewards

In comparison to the official secular careers, the ilmiye remained a haven of sta-
bility. In comparison to its own past, however, ilmiye office-holding connoted
vulnerability as much as security. By the mid-seventeenth century, tenure in
office for all diploma-holding ulema became annual with the possibility of
dismissal beforetime or, in the case of the seyhiilislam, completely indetermi-
nate. In the seventeenth century, great mollaships dropped from two years
to eighteen months, and finally to one year only. Extensions and immediate
renewals were rare in both centuries, but repeat appointments were common
at the level of Istanbul kadi, kadiasker and seyhiilislam. Lower kadi tenures
eventually settled at two years, always with the possibility of extension or
immediate renewal.

The insecurities of office-holding were aggravated in the seventeenth cen-
tury by physical dangers. Provincial postings were always worrisome because
of the hazards of travel, but in the seventeenth century there was also much to
fear in the capital. Murad IV’s seventeen years in office amounted to a reign of
terror in themselves. Before and after Murad, violent factionalism convulsed
the military and palace elites. Not surprisingly, members of the ulema were
sometimes in the line of fire. Seyhiilislams Ahizade Hiiseyin (d. 1634) and
Hocazade Mesud (d. 1656) were executed, although their faults lay in missteps
regarding their sultans more than in crime as such. In 1648, the kadiasker Musli-
heddin, called ‘Mulakkab’, ‘he of the many epithets’, was catapulted into office
by imperial decree over the express objections of the ulema leadership. He was
soon killed in a mob action in which ulema participated. Mulakkab’s experience
was an object lesson in the dangers of outside intervention, especially when
flaunted in the faces of career colleagues.

In 1634, the hanging of the kadi of Iznik by Murad IV brought the matter
of violence home to ordinary members of the religious hierarchy, who may
not have identified with the Mulakkabs and Ahizades. In any case, high-level
ulema, who witnessed and often authorised the executions of fellow officials,

12 Madeline C. Zilfi, The Politics of Piety: The Ottoman Ulema in the Postclassical Age (1600-1800)
(Minneapolis, 1988), pp. 43-65.
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knowingly moved in dangerous circles in dangerous times. The kadi of Iznik,
however, was an ordinary town judge, a minor medrese-trained cog in the
mighty wheel of Ottoman government. His medrese training — probably only
five orsix years of it at that — could not have prepared him for the administrative
chores that came his way. When he was executed, he suffered a secular officer’s
fate for failing at the more secular side of a kadi’s charge, attending to the
roadway over which the irascible Murad IV would pass. When the ulema
eventually re-established their special immunities on the grounds of calling
and tradition, such events were not far from their thoughts.

In 1703 Erzurumlu Feyzullah Efendi, incumbent of the empire’s two chief
spiritual offices, the seyhiilislamate and imperial preceptorship (muallim-i sul-
tan), was executed upon the overthrow of his patron, Mustafa II. Killed with
him, or exiled for decades on his account, were numerous relatives and
favourites to whom he had awarded ilmiye ranks beyond their due. Among
those killed was his eldest son, Fethullah, on whom he had bestowed the rarely
accorded rank of ‘honorary geyhiilislam’ — in effect, seyhiilislam-in-waiting.

Feyzullah’s self-promotion was blatant and unapologetically materialist. He
delighted in the role of potentate, complete with overbearing entourage clear-
ing the streets at his approach. For his enemies in the ilmiye and among the
secular factions, however, the danger of his pretensions grew out of his long
intimacy with his former pupil and later advisee, Sultan Mustafa II. Although
Feyzullah was an alim of considerable accomplishment, he was an outsider
to Istanbul. He came to the geyhiilislamate not through the ranks and clien-
teles of the ilmiye system, but laterally, on the strength of Mustafa’s inter-
ventions. Nepotism was common throughout the elites, but Feyzullah’s eight
years as geyhiilislam seemed to be staking a permanent claim to the hierar-
chy and to elements of the state itself. For the ulema, Feyzullah’s manipula-
tions were deeply offensive not so much because he elevated relatives out
of turn, but because he appropriated virtually all positions worth having.
And the worth of such positions in large part derived from control of the
patronage appointments that sustained clients and family. Feyzullah’s dynasty-
building had left little breathing room for rival dynasties, current and in the
making.

The fall of Feyzullah usually reads as a story of violence and doomed ambi-
tion. An appointed official who seeks to combine in himself both religious and
secular authority is struck down by the mob. With good reason, the story cen-
tres on the person of Feyzullah and his attempt at alternative dynasty-building.
In a wider sense, it reaffirms the limits of ulema ambitions and points ahead to
the stable ilmiye—palace consociation that came to characterise the eighteenth
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century. In the aftermath of the Feyzullah episode, nepotistic advantage was
condemned in so far as it promoted individualised, exclusivist extremes. It
was upheld, however, as a class entitlement, an automatic perquisite of high
station. A decade after Feyzullah, nepotistic and hereditary advantage became
more systematically embedded in the career, especially for senior members.

The ulema were always of two minds about seniority versus favouritism.
Seniority bolstered ilmiye autonomy, serving to discourage the interventions
of outsiders. It also regulated the crowded ranks of office seekers and helped
cut down on peer squabbling. One knew, barring special intervention, who was
next in line. Whatever their inclinations in the abstract, however, individual
ulema were happy to suspend seniority if an imperial decree — ‘Let him be a
miiderris!’; ‘Let him be an honorary kadiasker!” — worked in their favour. Rising
ulema and the unconnected were more insistent on seniority and examination
rules than those possessing high rank or strong patronage. The most successful
career notables maximised advancement through a strategic mix of individual
imperial rewards, seniority and the blanket privileges of rank.

Until the eighteenth century, class-based patrimonialism in the ilmiye had
been gaining ground only episodically. Feyzullah’s violent come-uppance was
the last setback to its full flowering. Already favoured by the personnel and
grade inflations of the seventeenth century, office-holding ‘haves” pursued
the recognitions acquired personally and individually by illustrious predeces-
sors — typically seyhiilislams and imperial preceptors — of the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries. With the support of various sultans and grand viziers,
privileges of person — sons” stipends and premature advancements — were
transformed into class prerogatives, first for the two or three highest grades,
and then for great mollas generally. In the eighteenth century, ulema who
attained a mollaship — irrespective of the route they followed to get there —
could count on entitlements, not only for clients and relatives already asso-
ciated with the career, but for pre-career offspring, even for infants. The
numbing effects of upper-class advantage, either as a misuse of legitimate
privilege or as an objective abuse, were roundly lamented in eighteenth-
and early nineteenth-century memorials. They were scarcely conceived of in
earlier times.

Aristocracy and reasons of state

The supportive policies of sultans such as Ahmed III (r. 1703—30) and Mustafa
III (r. 1757-74) paved the way for the eighteenth century’s stable run of great
ulema families. The eleven most durable families — Diirrizade, Ebu ishakzade,
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Feyzullahzade, Arabzade, Damadzade, Mekkizade, Mirzazade, Pasmak¢izade,
Pirizade, Salihzade, Vessafzade — contributed half of all the seyhiilislams in the
period 1703-1839, and scores of kadiaskers and great mollas. A balance was struck
between palace interventionism and ulema aristocracy. Their complementary
patrimonialisms mutually guaranteed each other’s right of access, and together
set the conditions for others” entry. The partnership was fuelled in the first
instance, however, not by the amicable division of ilmiye resources, but by
shared interests in social conservatism and in the continuing paramount status
of Islamic law in Ottoman governance.

The indulgence of aristocratic ilmiye leadership in the eighteenth century
coincided with broad shifts in Ottoman statecraft and the regime’s conse-
quently greater reliance on the several roles of the ulema. The eighteenth
century was a century of negotiation, and the diplomatic bargaining that pre-
ceded warfare, followed it and substituted for it after 1699 raised the premium
on the skills of the literate. Although the ulema were not so central to the diplo-
matic process as were foreign-office functionaries, they often participated as
negotiators, ambassadors, councillors and lawyers. They were indispensable
whenever Ottoman legitimacy was at issue, or when theological expertise
was required, both of which figured in the joint Iranian-Shiite—Ottoman-Sunni
ulema assemblies to consider Nadir Shah’s “fifth orthodox school” proposal and,
after the loss of the Crimea, in efforts to recast the Ottoman caliphate into
a spiritual custodianship of Muslims outside as well as inside the Ottoman
dominion.

It was on the domestic front, however, that the ulema—palace consociation
was fully realised. In the seventeenth century, confronted by the activist puri-
tanism of the Kadizadeli preacher movement, common cause sometimes took
the form of seyhiilislams helping to quell urban unrest by mediating between
Kadizadeli vigilantism and targeted sufis.” Since the Kadizadelis also had in
their sights the sufi connections and cosmopolitanism of some ulema, the latter
had a vested interest in quashing Kadizadelis outbursts. Most sultans and their
deputies, Murad IV a conspicuous exception, usually supported ulema cen-
trism against the intolerance and exclusiveness that the Kadizadelis espoused.
In any case, the bottom-up empowerment that Kadizadelis preachers pro-
moted hardly fitted the palace’s or the ulema elite’s vision of social order.

The relationship between ulema and palace was cemented by the new polit-
ical realities of the eighteenth century. Since the opening of the century, social

13 Madeline C. Zilfi, “The Kadizadelis: Discordant Revivalism in Seventeenth-Century
Istanbul’, Journal of Near Eastern Studies 45 (1986), 251-74.
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stability had displaced warfare as the more visible and compelling ingredi-
ent of Ottoman claims to legitimacy. Social and cultural dissonance in this
period came hand in hand with the new reliance on Western diplomatic
intermediaries, European economic expansion and the inroads of market cul-
ture. Foreign Christians and the growing number of non-Muslim Ottomans
attached to them moved in an alternative world whose powers, gifts and hon-
ours lay largely outside the sultan’s reach. Efforts to combat the erosion of
the domestic status hierarchy, to shore up Ottoman domestic imperial order
and to hearten Muslims who perceived their own devaluation demanded the
services of the medrese-trained. The ulema, the certified exponents of the law,
employed the powerful rhetoric of religious prescription in the name of social
stability and sultanic legitimacy. Despite the social cleavages within their own
ranks and the divergent ways that their membership responded to this or that
imperial policy, ulema and palace for most of the eighteenth century were part
of the same ruling enterprise.
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II
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Representations: women between ‘East and West’

In the Ottoman East as in other societies, women’s lived experience and soci-
ety’s representation of women seldom coincided. In early modern Istanbul
and Damascus, as in London and Lyons, or for that matter ancient Rome and
Athens, women’s lives were more complex and varied than their contempo-
raries were ready to concede. In Western and Mediterranean literary traditions,
women’s daily lives, like the lives of most men, went unremarked. But unlike
men, women tended to be aggregated into idealised or deplored versions of a
collective self - women as they should be, set against the dire potential of the
Eve within." It is not that real women, individual and identified, lacked social
validity in Ottoman consciousness. Rather, the integral category of “wom-
ankind’, though undifferentiated by class, vocation, or creed, was more fully
realised and answered larger cultural needs. “‘Womankind’ comprehended a
stock of images expressive of society’s anxieties and aspirations. Sometimes
very good, sometimes very bad, women as womankind were staples of moral-
ists and belletrists alike. In those rare instances when ordinary women were
permitted to touch ground in the literature, they were customarily limited to
sexualised or domestic preoccupations.

For most of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the depiction of
Ottoman Muslim women did not differ significantly from their representation
in earlier times. All in all, it was a story that was rarely told, at least for the
written record. Even the genre of the privileged, that of illustrious women, is
thin in comparison to its counterparts in early Islamic and contemporaneous
Europeansocieties; few women are included at all, within a scant few categories

1 Fatima Mernissi, Beyond the Veil: Male—Female Dynamics in a Modern Muslim Society, rev.
edn (Bloomington, 1987 [1975]); Leila Ahmed, Women and Gender in Islam: Historical Roots
of a Modern Debate (New Haven, 1992); Denise Spellberg, Politics, Gender and the Islamic
Past (New York, 1994); and for Europe, Olwen Hufton, The Prospect Before Her: A History
of Women in Western Europe, Volume 1, 1500—1800 (New York, 1995), pp. 2835, passim.
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of representation. The pious benefactress, by definition a person of wealth and
in practice one with political connections, stands out as the model of choice of
Ottoman chroniclers and their audiences. In the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries, the philanthropic woman, usually a royal woman, was joined in the
chronicles by the political queen mother (valide) and the helpmate princess
counsellor. In the seventeenth century, the lives of the valides Késem and
Turhan spilled over from the chronicles’ commemorative necrologies to the
centre stage of political events, because of their management — or, as it is
reported, their misappropriation — of the sultanate. In the eighteenth century,
the poet Fitnat Hanim — non-royal and a woman with a calling — and a half-
dozen sisters or daughters of Ahmed III, Mustafa Il and Selim III all have their
brief turn in the historical literature. To the extent that other stories about
other kinds of women were told, women tended to appear as a category unto
themselves, enclosed in narratives fixed on their sexuality. It was women’s
sexuality that gave force and malleability to the symbolism of “‘womankind’
to begin with.

Seventeenth- and eighteenth-century literary representations of Ottoman
women occur in variant Eastern and Western forms. Both are in the main the
product of male observation and, more problematically, of masculinist valu-
ation. Like the societies that produced them, both representations are deeply
invested in what historians of women have called ‘the ideology of women'’s
limited proper sphere’.> Ottoman moralists and the classical authorities they
relied on conceived of women in domestic and sexual terms. ‘Her contribu-
tion . . . is by both taking care of the house and by satisfying [her husband’s]
sexual desire,” al-Ghazali (d. 1111) says.? The sixteenth-century catechism writer
Birgivi, probably the most influential moralist of the early modern centuries,
declares that “women’s obligations are within the home, to bake bread, clean
up the dishes, do the laundry, prepare meals and the like’.# Indeed, he main-
tains that responsibilities to the home are a matter of heaven and hell for a
woman, for if ‘she does not do these . . . tasks, she is a sinner’.” In more gen-
eral terms, women are instructed to be obedient to male authority and to be
unobtrusive —even invisible — to the unrelated public. Screened from outsiders,
decent women should, and supposedly do, attend to the needs of husband,

2 Judith L. Newton, Mary P. Ryan and Judith R. Walkowitz, Sex and Class in Women’s
History (London, 1983), p. 10.

3 Madelain Farah, Marriage and Sexuality in Islam: A Translation of al-Ghazali’s Book on the
Etiquette of Marriage from the ‘Ihya’(Salt Lake City, 1984), pp. 66—7.

4 Birgivi [Birgili] Mehmed, Tarikat-i muhammediyye terciimesi, trans. Celal Yildirim
(Istanbul, 1981), p. 478.

5 Ibid.
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family and household. As for the European image of the Ottoman woman, the
traveller’s-eye view was directed to the preoccupations, though not necessarily
the meanings, that Ottoman society itself employed. The domestic woman,
the obedient woman, the pious woman and their antitheses were templates
for Buropeans as much as for Ottomans.

Early modern travellers loved comparisons. Most also shared an inclination
to superiority. Travellers to the Ottoman East routinely displayed an aptitude
for the game, but by the late eighteenth century their accounts tended toward
unrelieved disparagement. Over the centuries, European observers had shifted
the weight of their criticisms away from armies and statecraft to economics
and society itself. Their commentaries attacked Ottoman social practices and
intimate family relations whether or not their authors or their sources had
experienced such things directly. In the nineteenth century, travellers who took
up the subject of women focused their animus on veiling, polygamy and the
sex-segregation symbolised by the harem. The prototype of what has come to
be called ‘Orientalism’ builds on the most negative outpourings of generations
of memoirists — Sandys and Rycaut in the seventeenth century, d’Arvieux,
de Tott and Habesci in the eighteenth, and countless Egypt-watchers in the
nineteenth from the brother and sister Lane to Lord Cromer.® More often than
not Muslim women are portrayed as men’s chattels, boxed up in harems and
repressed into ignorance and sexual depravity. The perception of women'’s
condition as a signature Islamic or Eastern barbarity, and the articulation
of a comprehensive Western critique of the Ottoman Islamic social system,
however, came into their own only in the later nineteenth century.”

6 George Sandys, Sandys Travailes: Containing a History of the Originall and Present State of the
Turkish Empire . .. (London, 1652); George Sandys, A Relation of a Journey Begunne, Anno Dom
1610, in Samuel Purchas, Hakluytus Posthumus, or Purchas, his Pilgrimes, 20 vols. (Glasgow,
19057 [1625]), vol. VIII, pp. 88—248; Sir Paul Rycaut, The History of the Turkish Empire from
the Year 1623 to the Year 1677 . . . , 2 vols. (London, 1680); Sir Paul Rycaut, The History of
the Turks Beginning with the Year 1679 . . . until the End of the Year 1698 and 1699 (London,
1699); Louis Laurent d’Arvieux, Mémoires du Chevalier d’Arvieux . . . , 6 vols. (Paris, 1735);
Elias Habesci, The Present State of the Ottoman Empire (London, 1784); Frangois Baron de
Tott, Memoirs of Baron de Tott, 2. vols. (New York, 1973 [1785]); E. W. Lane, An Account of the
Manners and Customs of the Modern Egyptians (New York, 1973 [1860]); Sophia Lane [Poole],
The Englishwoman in Egypt: Letters from Cairo, Written during a Residence there in 1842, 3,
&r 4, [and 1845—46], with E. W. Lane . . ., 3 vols. (London, 1844—6); Evelyn Baring, Lord
Cromer, cited and analysed by Ahmed, Women and Gender in Islam, pp. 152—63. See Judith
Mabro, Veiled Half-Truths (London and New York, 1996 [1991]); Billie Melman, Women’s
Orients: English Women and the Middle East, 1718-1918 (Ann Arbor, 1992).

See especially Ahmed, Women and Gender in Islam; also Mabro, Veiled Half-Truths; Malek
Alloula, The Colonial Harem (Minneapolis, 1986); Meyda Yegenoglu, Colonial Fantasies:
Toward a Feminist Reading of Orientalism (London, 1998); Melman, Women’s Orients; Rana
Kabbani, Europe’s Myths of Orient (Bloomington, 1986); Reina Lewis, Gendering Orientalism:

N
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Nonetheless, Ottoman society was not without its defenders. A minority
of Western commentators, especially those writing before the mid-eighteenth
century, put forward views that tended more towards curiosity and fascination
than condemnation.® Given that Europe did not give up burning and hanging
witches until well into the eighteenth century, it is perhaps not surprising
that Ottoman gender practices raised fewer European eyebrows before the
nineteenth century. European visitors before the modern era were not much
interested in the legal status of women, still less with the question of whether,
by this or that practice, women as women were being wronged. The con-
ceptualisation of misogyny as an evil did not engage early modern European
thought much more than it did the Islamic East, or more than abolitionism
and the evils of slavery did in either place. Despite the tendency in recent
historiography to impose the totalised East—West polarities of the later nine-
teenth century onto all European observations, the East—West divide of the
early modern period was permeable and unsystematic.” Social practices were
not seen as germane to the overall struggle, and were not often identifiable as
Eastern or Western in any case.

Lady Mary Wortley Montagu’s deeply felt consideration of Ottoman
women, although standing alone in its sympathetic particulars, reflects the
sort of cultural receptivity that was still possible in the early Enlightenment.™
Her account is not always the wise first-person reportage that later readers
and Montagu herself make of it, but it injects a ray of empiricism into the

Race, Femininity and Representation (London, 1996); Lisa Lowe, Critical Terrains: Frenchand
British Orientalisms (Ithaca, 1991); Mervat Hatem, “Through Each Other’s Eyes: Egyptian,
Levantine-Egyptian, and European Women’s Images of Themselves and of Each Other
1862-1920°, Women’s Studies International Forum 12 (1989), 183-98; Irvin Cemil Schick, “The
Women of Turkey as Sexual Personae: Images from Western Literature’, in Deconstruct-
ing Images of the Turkish Woman, ed. Zehra F. Arat (New York, 1998), pp. 83-100. Although
indebted to Edward Said’s Orientalism (New York, 1978), all of these amend Said’s
male-referenced thesis.

8 Ogier Ghislain de Busbecq, The Turkish Letters of Ogier Ghiselin de Busbecq (Oxford, 1927);
Antoine Galland, Journal . . . pendant son séjour a Constantinople 1672—1673 (Paris, 1881);
Ottaviano Bon, The Sultan’s Seraglio (London, 1996); Alexander Russell, The Natural
History of Aleppo, 2 vols. (London, 1794); Alain Grosrichard, The Sultan’s Court: European
Fantasies of the East, trans. Liz Heron (London and New York, 1998 [1979]), p. 197, notes
37-8; Albert Hourani, Islam in European Thought (Cambridge, 1991), pp. 136-8; Bernard
Lewis, ‘Some Reflections on the Decline of the Ottoman Empire’, Studia Islamica o
(1958), 111—27.

9 John M. MacKenzie, Orientalism: History, Theory and the Arts (Manchester and New York,
1995).

10 Lady Mary Wortley Montagu, The Complete Letters of Lady Mary Wortley Montagu, 3 vols.,
ed. Robert Halsband (Oxford, 1965-7), vol. I, pp. 304-427; Elizabeth Craven, Memoirs of
the Margravine of Anspach, Written by Herself, 2 vols. (London, 1826), pp. 166—7; Melman,
Women’s Orients, pp. 86-8.
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study of Ottoman women — by which Montagu meant ladies of the privi-
leged classes — and dispels the grosser misrepresentations of other accounts.
Chief among these misrepresentations was the act of representation itself,
Montagu argued, inasmuch as it was the product of male ‘observers’ who, lack-
ing access and understanding, could only pretend to knowledge of Ottoman
women.

Montagu takes exception to the Europeans’ easy equation between veil-
ing and enslavement. With her own class biases intact, she contends that the
life of upper-class Ottoman women had much to recommend it — creature
comforts, warm relationships with other women of the household, including
servants and slaves, the possibility of loving marriages and advantageous pro-
tections afforded by the anonymity of veiling. In some ofher musings, Montagu
homogenises elite Ottoman women into veiled versions of European ladies,
more sheltered and thus more prone to boredom, but similarly eager for diver-
sion. Veiling, this ‘perpetual masquerade’, as she called it, was for Montagu the
instrument of women’s liberation, a way out of the harem’s tedium through
the protective disguise of anonymity." Montagu’s breezy cultural relativism
overestimates Ottoman women’s mobility and the value women of what-
ever class might have put on ‘independence’ and the freedom of the streets.
Nonetheless, her imputation of advantage and utility to the veil, and of per-
sonality and individuality to ‘harem women’, is a humanising corrective to the
usual story. It also gives women’s social reality an uncustomary measure of
complexity.

The value of the account lies not only in establishing these basic truths but
also in suggesting the web of interests that made Ottoman women'’s sexuality
a charged issue in the eighteenth century. Issues of visibility and invisibility
loomed large over matters of status and power in pre-modern history. They
were central to the gender system of Ottoman society. Cultural preconceptions
and textual authority, as well as the gender and class dimensions of observation
and representation, are all ultimately about ‘seeing’” women. The ideal of
concealment and the correlation between the unseen woman, on the one
hand, and female purity and social order, on the other, were increasingly
invoked by Ottoman authorities in the eighteenth century. For societies that
assume sexual incitement in the meeting between unrelated men and women,
‘seeing’ is at best the precursor, and at worst the equivalent, of carnal knowing.
A look is an arrow of Satan’, ‘Looking constitutes adultery by the eyes” and
‘Every eye is an adulterer’ are among many widely cited Islamic traditions

11 Montagu, Complete Letters, vol. I, p- 328.
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regarding the perils of heterosexual seeing.” Orwell reminds us that seeing
also constitutes an act of recognition.” Where women’s place and space are
subordinate to men’s, seeing women in male space concedes them the right
of access. The concealment offered by veils and feraces, however, announced
women’s presence in male space as temporary and provisional."

Pre-modern Eastern and Western narratives about Ottoman women con-
verge on the theme of ‘seeing’ women — in the indigenous variant, the insti-
tutional exertions to keep women unseeable, and in the Western, the efforts
of outsiders to see, know, or recognise. Whether or not Knolles, Rycaut and
Hill “and all his brethren voyage-writers’ had misunderstood the harem and its
denizens as much as Montagu and others contend, the problem of male trav-
ellers, and of their male hosts, was a certain inability to see women, literally
or figuratively.”

Ottoman and other sexualities

Recent scholarship on European imperialism and on the Western view of Mid-
dle Eastern (Ottoman/Egyptian/Arab/Islamic) sexuality focuses on Western
authorship of the sexually imagined ‘Orient’. The image of the harem as
a lascivious nest accordingly emerges as the outlandish product of Western
imaginings.”® To a large extent it is. A millennium of Christian (or Western
or European) anti-Islamic polemic centres on accusations of depraved and
unfettered sexuality. Most Western literary and visual renderings of the harem
in the Ottoman era consider Middle Eastern, ‘Oriental’ women from the
same line of vision. Disregarding the harem’s familial, communal and spa-
tial reasons for being, they dwell instead on sexual atmospherics — langorous
women, carnality, undress. Nonetheless, imagining a harem in terms of sex-
ually available women was not just a Western pastime. Westerners, however
ill-informed or ill-intentioned, did not invent ab vacuo the carnal dimensions
of the harem, much less of polygamy and concubinage. Gender and sexu-
ality were fundamental to the organisation of societies everywhere. In the

12 Farah, Marriage and Sexuality in Islam, pp. 17, 75; Murtaza Mutahhari, The Islamic Modest
Dress, trans. Laleh Bakhtiar, 2nd edn. (Albuquerque, 1989 [1988]), p. 78; Mernissi, Beyond
the Veil, pp. 141-2; Leslie P. Peirce, ‘Seniority, Sexuality, and Social Order: The Vocabulary
of Gender in Early Modern Ottoman Society’, in Women in the Ottoman Empire, ed.
Madeline C. Zilfi (Leiden, 1997), pp. 16996, at pp. 174-5, 178 and passim.

13 George Orwell, Shooting an Elephant, and Other Essays (London, 1950).

14 Mernissi, Beyond the Veil, p. 140 and passim; Fatima Mernissi, Women’s Rebellion and Islamic
Memory (London, 1996), p. 41 and passim.

15 Montagu, Complete Letters, vol. I, pp. 405-6.

16 Ahmed, Women and Gender in Islam, passim.
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hierarchy-minded Ottoman system, they manifested themselves in strikingly
concrete ways.

Sexuality was not a fit topic for polite Ottoman conversation, but it was a
salient feature of Ottoman political and social governance. Institutions and
practices that sought to remove things sexual from public consciousness
inevitably trained a spotlight on them. Moralist insistence on sex segrega-
tion, veiling, strict gender codes and on female sexual purity as the measure
of family honour was predicated on a dark vision of the dangerous volatility
of heterosexuality. There was no allowance for innocence in the unsanctioned
mixing of the sexes. According to Islamic tradition, when an unmarried man
and woman are together, Satan is also present.” The regulation of women’s
clothing and physical mobility in the Ottoman seventeenth and eighteenth cen-
turies as well as in numerous other Islamic states gave voice to similar fears.
Many such laws singled out economic targets as well as women, but the theme
of social disorder was most consistently expressed in gender-specific terms.
In al-Ghaz4li’s foundational chapters on marriage and society, the calamity of
social disorder follows from the failure to control women. It is women’s irre-
sistible and assertive sexual nature which, ifleft uncontrolled, destroys social —
particularly male — equanimity; chaos then ensues.™

Al-Ghazali’s was the most comprehensive pronouncement on women’s
potent sexual nature and his voice one of the most authoritative in the history
of Islamic thought. He was widely read, or at least widely cited, in Ottoman
learned circles, but the themes he sounded were particularly ‘Ottomanised’
through the assigned texts of the Ottoman medrese curriculum. Two of the
mainstays of the curriculum, the Qur’anic commentary of Abdullah ibn ‘Umar
Baydawi (Turkish, Kadi Beyzavi, d. 1286?), and its gloss by Shihdbaddin al-
Khafaji (d. 1659), take al-Ghazali’s position on women’s physicality a step fur-
ther. For them, a woman’s entire body is effectively pudendal (‘awra). Thus
women must be completely covered, face and hands included, except within
the circle of permitted relatives or out of absolute necessity, such as for medical
reasons."

Men who undertook medrese training in the later Ottoman centuries were,
by curriculum and vocational milieu, steeped in the twin traditions of gen-
der segregation and male superiority. As budding exponents of the law, they

17 Mernissi, Beyond the Veil, p. 42.

18 Farah, Marriage and Sexuality in Islam; Abu Hamid Muhammad al-Ghazali, Thya ‘ulum
al-din, cited in Mernissi, Beyond the Veil, pp. 27—45.

19 Barbara F Stowasser, Women in the Qur’an, Traditions, and Interpretations (New York and
Oxford, 1994), p. 94.
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were invested in the continued regulation of gendered difference. Because
of the centralisation of medrese education and of juristic employment — and
unemployment — the medrese-trained were concentrated in the capital, which
made them a potent force in both imperial and local politics. The moral and
status interests of students and less well-off religious functionaries made the
lower strata of the religious bureaucracy active players in the socio-economic
disturbances of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Yet the medrese sys-
tem was by no means the sole source of misogynist thinking; the poetry of
the time afforded another arena for the inculcation of superior male virtues.
Although the legal enterprise as a whole — fetvas, court cases, legal treatises,
the appeals process — dispensed conflicting messages on the subject of women,
the medreses’ uniform curriculum, their reliance on limited and limiting texts
and the system’s monopoly on education allowed little room in authoritative
circles for a female-affirming counter-discourse.

As for the role of polygamy and slave concubinage in Ottoman women'’s
history, many travellers can be faulted for overstating the incidence of those
practices in the population at large.>* The significance of polygamy and concu-
binage, however, was not a function of numbers. Their social resonance went
well beyond the 5 or 10 per cent that polygamous households are thought
to have represented.” Both polygamy and slave concubinage presumed a

20 Fanny Davis, The Ottoman Lady: A Social History from 1718 to 1918 (New York and West-
port, 1986), pp. 87ff.; Mouradgea d’Ohsson, Tableau général de I’empire othoman, 7 vols.
(Paris, 1787-1824), vol. IV, pp. 341-3; Sir James Porter, Turkey, its History and Progress, 2
vols. (London, 1854), vol. I, p. 319, vol. II, p. 367; Charles White, Three Years in Constantino-
ple, 3 vols. (London, 1845), vol. II, p. 299, vol. III, p. 7; Russell, Natural History, vol. I,
Pp. 110, 276-8; Lane, Manners and Customs, pp. 178—9; Ahmed, Women and Gender in Islam,
pp. 106-8; Madeline C. Zilfi, ‘Elite Circulation in the Ottoman Empire’, Journal of the Eco-
nomic and Social History of the Orient 26 (1983), 318—64, at p. 331; Iris Agmon, “Women, Class,
and Gender: Muslim Jaffa and Haifa at the Turn of the Twentieth Century’, International
Journal of Middle East Studies 30 (1998), 477—500.

21 Omer Latfi Barkan, ‘Edirne askeri kassamina it tereke defterleri (1545-1659)’, Belgeler 3,
56 (1966), 1479, at p. 14; Colette Establet and Jean-Paul Pascual, ‘Famille et démographie
a Damas autour de 1700: Quelques données nouvelles,” in Histoire économique et sociale de
UEmpire ottoman et de la Turquie (1326-1960): Actes du Congres international tenu a Aix-en-
Provence du 1er d 4 juillet 1992, ed. Daniel Panzac (Paris and Louvain, 1995), pp. 42745, at
PP. 443—5; Haim Gerber, ‘Social and Economic Position of Women in an Ottoman City:
Bursa, 16001700, International Journal of Middle East Studies 12 (1980), 231—44, at p. 232;
Ronald C. Jennings, Christians and Muslims in Ottoman Cyprus, 1571—1640 (New York and
London, 1993), p. 29; Abraham Marcus, The Middle East on the Eve of Modernity: Aleppo in the
Eighteenth Century (New York, 1989), pp. 199—200; Bruce Masters, “The Economic Role of
Women in a Pre-Capitalist Muslim Society: The Case of Seventeenth-Century Aleppo’,
paper presented to the Middle East Studies Association Annual Meeting, Chicago, 1983,
p- 12; Hiiseyin Ozdeger, 14631640 yillan Bursa sehri tereke defterleri (Istanbul, 1988), p. 50;
Said Oztiirk, Askeri kassama ait onyedinci asir Istanbul tereke defterleri (Istanbul, 1995),
pp. 110-13; Judith E. Tucker, “Ties That Bound: Women and Family in Eighteenth- and
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capacious male virility, and both sanctioned a special category of women —
enslaved outsiders — to serve that virility if free marriage, even multiple free
marriages, did not. Some polygamous households, perhaps most, were the
product of legal marriages to free women. In other households slave women
were their masters’ mates — whether legally married, ‘common law’ or casual —
and sometimes the bearers of their children.”” But even when slave women
were not sexually employed, they were critical accoutrements of great house-
holds and, given the elites’” domination of early modern culture, of society
itself.

The labour of domestic slaves, like that of paid servants in less grand sur-
roundings, gave leisure to masters and mistresses. But the worth of domestic
slaves, especially of “above stairs” slaves in the larger households, lay not in
raw physical exertions or in capital skills but in intimate service and display.”
Ultimately, the value of the luxury slave was owed to her — or, less and less
commonly, his — servile state.* In the upper-class harems that opened up to
Westerners like Montagu and, later, Julia Pardoe,* the slave girls who plied
visitors with sherbets, colognes and hankies created the signifying aesthetic
of their owners’ class position. Despite, and to some extent because of, the
higher maintenance costs of slave labour as compared with labour for hire,*
slave ownership demonstrated wealth and consequence. As wartime opportu-
nities to acquire slaves diminished over the centuries, slave-holding more and
more became a mark of the upper classes, those already possessing the money
to make a market purchase. However, the seal of slavery’s value to Ottoman

Nineteenth-Century Nablus’, in Women in Middle Eastern History: Shifting Boundaries in
Sex and Gender, ed. Nikki R. Keddie and Beth Baron (New Haven, 1991), pp. 233-53, at
Pp- 239—40.
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Legal Interpretations: Muftis and their Fatwas, ed. M. K. Masud, B. Messick and D. S.
Powers (Cambridge, MA, 1996), pp. 141-9; Yenisehirli Abdullah, Behget el-fetava (Istanbul,
1266/1849), pp. 133ff.; M. Ertugrul Diizdag, Seyhiilislim Ebussuiid Efendi fetvalar 11$inda
16. aswr Tiirk hayati (Istanbul, 1972), esp. pp. 121—4.

23 Judith E. Tucker, Women in Nineteenth-Century Egypt (Cambridge, 1985), p. 168; Ehud
R. Toledano, The Ottoman Slave Trade and its Suppression, 1840—1890 (Princeton, 1982),
pp. 280-1; Mary Ann Fay, "‘Women and Households: Gender, Power and Culture in
Eighteenth-Century Egypt’, Ph.D. thesis, Georgetown University (1993); Mary Ann Fay,
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39-52.

24 David Brion Davis, New York Review of Books, vol. 93 (17 October 1996), p. 53.
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‘prestige production™ was the long association between the Ottoman gov-
erning classes and slave-based households.

In wealthy households, where sex segregation was common practice
whether or not the householder was polygamous, slave women were both
screens against the outside and companions for the women within. In less
wealthy families, a female slave might be the only full-time female servant in
the household, in which case her role was more drudgery than adornment.?®
Butin any household, or where there was no household or family at all, female
slaves, whatever their function and irrespective of their owners’ class or rank,
were legally sexual objects; they were, for their male owners, ‘what their right
hand possesses’.*® Contrary to some recent studies, a slave woman’s market-
place designation as household labour rather than potential concubine did
not relieve her of a sexual role if her master desired it.** Female slaves’ sex-
ual availability — men’s slave alternative in a conjugal world — put all women
on notice. The slave model of female obedience was no doubt only one of
many calls to female propriety in Ottoman times, but it was enduring. The
metropolitan nature of Ottoman slavery gave urban women a close sense of
slaves’ vulnerability.

The construction of slavery as domestic slavery, and domestic slavery as
essentially female, although not unique to the Ottomans or to Islamic sys-
tems, are associated with the southern and eastern Mediterranean in recent
centuries, most especially the last two or three centuries of the empire. In
Ottoman urban society, the social and cultural weight of female domestic slav-
ery had increased over the centuries. In terms of slaves for purely domestic
uses, females increasingly outnumbered males in urban centres and in the east-
ern Mediterranean provinces generally?' But equally, the shift was conditioned
on the status-affirming function of female slaves, especially in the light of the
emulative drives of the rising bourgeoisie and, increasingly in the nineteenth
century, the feminisation of domestic labour.

Female slavery’s embeddedness in Ottoman society became a matter of
record in the nineteenth century. Having gone along with the international
ban on the African slave trade in the middle of the century, the Ottomans clung

27 James L. Watson (ed.), Asian and African Systems of Slavery (Berkeley, 1980), p. 14.

28 Necdet Sakaoglu, ‘Esir Ticareti’, Diinden bugiine Istanbul ansklopedisi.
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for decades longer to the Caucasus trade and to slavery itself, both of which
revolved around ‘the trafficin women’.>* Between the sixteenth and nineteenth
centuries, the male ruling elites had gradually become decoupled from the
enslavement process and, asa result of the nineteenth-century reforms initiated
by Mahmud II and his successors during the Tanzimat, from the discourse of
slavery itself. Government officials’ freedom from confiscation and execution
after 1838 pushed forward the conceptualisation of male persons as essentially
free. Slavery as domestic labour, and women — especially women of the lower
orders — as domestic labourers enjoyed no such transformation. The elision
between female and slave was to some extent always in play in Ottoman
Islamic culture, but it was in the later empire that the distinction between
slave and male was asserted. Although wealth and class position shielded many
women from the harsher labour implications of these processes, women prior
to the nineteenth century were at least nominally subject to a common sexual
culture. The gendered inequalities of slavery, inheritance rules and childhood
marriage, and the conflation of women with sexual services in the language
of marriage,® established a hierarchised sexual culture. Its everyday signs in
the urban milieu were obligatory veiling and obligatory sex segregation.

It goes without saying that Ottoman society was not monolithic. The state
sanctioned certain hierarchical dichotomies — askeri over reaya, male over
female and Muslim over non-Muslim — but these masked numerous informal
variations. The members of each of the ascendant groups were nominally equal
and unified, but differences in wealth and privilege produced unacknowledged
subsets of insiders and outsiders. For the majority of Ottoman Muslims, even
for many askeris, the finer things in life — meat and helva, or a new suit of
clothes, or paid servants — were beyond reach most of the time. For most, too,
luxuriant polygamy was culturally foreign, even exotic.

The polygamous confinement of women, which was favoured by wealthy
Muslim families, was a matter of curiosity, envy, and sometimes resentment,
for more than one category of indigenous have-not. The have-not factor was
heightened for military and police affiliates. For one thing, apart from men with
religious designations or titles — haci (Arabic hajj), pilgrim; hafiz, memorizer of
the Qur’an; and geyh (Arabic shaykh) — polygamy itself was more common — if

32 See Toledano, The Ottoman Slave Trade; Toledano, Slavery and Abolition; Erdem, Slavery
in the Ottoman Empire.

33 Colin Imber, "‘Women, Marriage, and Property: Mahr in the Behcetii’l-Fetava of Yenisehirli
Abdullah,” in Women in the Ottoman Empire, ed. Madeline C. Zilfi (Leiden, 1997), pp. 81—
104, at pp. 87ff; Shahla Haeri, Law of Desire: Temporary Marriage in Shi’i Iran (Syracuse,
1989), pp- 33—72; Ahmed, Women and Gender in Islam, pp. 86—7 and passim.
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not most common — among military-administrative groups, especially the
vizieral elite > For Ottoman troops who were paid neither well nor punctu-
ally, female captives were sexually and economically as good as gold. In the
Wallachian campaign of 1060/1650, fifteen slaves — worth about 45,000 akges —
were captured for every two Ottoman soldiers; 81,000 captives were taken in
the campaign of 1683 and 50,000 in 1788; many of these must have been female ®
The tulip craze of the early eighteenth century notwithstanding, it was the
price of slaves, especially female slaves, that routinely topped the market.?
Even ordinary, not particularly ‘beautiful’, male and female slaves were like
money in the bank. The female slave residents of great households, whether
or not their owners intended them for sexual use,” must have been the stuff
of dreams, for Ottoman males on the margins of that world, as much as for
Western outsiders.”®

Until the 1980s, the bulk of the work on women in the contemporary
Middle East either collapsed the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries into an
undifferentiated ‘traditional’ past, or read them forward into a prolonged nine-
teenth century of European domination and a reinforcing Orientalist ‘gaze’.
Both periodisations assumed knowledge of the early modern period that is
even now elusive. Both also subordinated internal Middle Eastern processes
to East—West foreign relations. In fact, in the seventeenth century and in much
of the eighteenth, when Western hegemony was not yet in place, the common
male gaze on women was as determining as national origins. But, whatever
their national loyalties — or their gender, Montagu notwithstanding — most
observers were not inclined to move beyond the received wisdom of polari-
ties. The West’s harem stories in the pre-modern era propose a binary world
of East versus West. At the same time, they inadvertently put forward an alter-
native reading of one of the East’s stories about itself. The East-West frame on
the subject of women overshadows a common tradition in which the diversity
of women’s experience as social beings was not only unseen — which is to say
unrecognised — but to a great extent denied.

34 Alan Duben and Cem Behar, Istanbul Households: Marriage, Family and Fertility 18801940
(Cambridge, 1991), pp. 156—7.

35 Osman Cetin, Sicilleregore Bursa’daihtida hareketlerive sosyal sonuglari (1472—1909) (Ankara,
1994), p. 50; Erdem, Slavery in the Ottoman Empire, p. 30.

36 Toledano, The Ottoman Slave Trade, pp. 63-7; izzet Sak, ‘Konya'da koleler (16. yiizyil
sonu—17. ylizyil)’, Osmanh Arastirmalar 9 (1989), 159-97, at p. 175; Sakaoglu, ‘Esir Ticareti’,
p. 202.

37 Ahmed Akgiindiiz, Islém hukukunda kélelik-cdriyelik miiessesesi ve Osmanli’da harem, 2nd
edn (Istanbul, 1995), pp. 423—4.

38 Mernissi, Women’s Rebellion, pp. 71, 77—90; also Ahmed, Women and Gender in Islam, p. 86,
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Women and property

Until recently, the least recognised of women’s activities arguably lay in
the economic sphere. Studies in the kadi registers, however, have offered a
sharp refutation of the unpropertied, economically inactive — in one word,
negligible — woman. Ordinary women as well as women of the elites not only
possessed moveable and immoveable property in appreciable amounts,* but
actively tended to their property rights. Women made and dissolved contracts.
They sold, bequeathed, rented, leased and invested property, and they did so
in substantial numbers.*° If women were not actively involved in safeguarding
their wealth, as is sometimes argued, they need not have appeared in person
in court, yet many women did so, often without male kin being present.

It is true that women were more often sellers than buyers of real property.
Nonetheless, it is not clear that their behaviour weakened the potential for
autonomy. On the face of it, women’s divestment of real property appears to
undermine female heirs’ guarantees under the Islamic inheritance system by, in
effect, facilitating the reversion of real property to male ownership. However,
we do not know what unlitigated bargains women may have struck around
such transfers. Female sellers may in fact have negotiated certain advantages as
aresult of their decision to sell. Women who transferred property to brothers or
other male kin may have traded property for good will, in exchange for the right
to make future claims to their siblings” support and protection. As Annelies
Moors has argued, the loss of property rights ‘often coincides” with gains in
other areas, for example in marriage arrangements.* We are not surprised by
a bargain for security, but the balance between choice and autonomy, on the
one hand, and expectation and coercion, on the other, remains obscure.

A similar question of legal rights and social applications arises from dower
right practices. Marriage contracts were sealed by the transfer or promise of
transfer of a dower or mehr (also mihr, Arabic, mahr) to the new bride. In
the Islamic East generally, it had long been the custom to divide the dower
into two parts, the prompt mehr payable immediately, and a deferred portion,

39 Fatma Miige Gogek and Marc David Baer, ‘Social Boundaries of Ottoman Women'’s
Experience in Eighteenth-Century Galata Court Records’, in Women in the Ottoman
Empire, ed. Madeline C. Zilfi (Leiden, 1997), pp. 48-65, at pp. 52—4, 61.

40 Ronald C. Jennings, “Women in Early 17th-Century Ottoman Judicial Records — the
Sharia Court of Anatolian Kayseri’, Journal of the Economic and Social History of the
Orient 18 (1975), 53-114, at p. 114; Jennings, Christians and Muslims, p. 21; Gerber, ‘Social
and Economic Position of Women’, p. 233.

41 Annelies Moors, ‘Debating Islamic Family Law: Legal Texts and Social Practices’, in A
Social History of Women and Gender in the Modern Middle East, ed. Margaret L. Meriwether
and Judith E. Tucker (Boulder, 1999), pp. 162—6.

238



Muslim women in the early modern era

generally a larger sum, payable upon demand, though usually upon divorce
or the death of the husband or wife. The deferred dower held a number of
advantages for the new couple in that the husband could start out married life
with a future debt rather than a current deficit, and he could draw against the
sum for the benefit of his married home. For the bride, her husband’s debt to
her represented a cash reserve, ‘money in the bank’, until some hardship, such
as divorce, necessitated its use. If the dower remained unpaid in her lifetime, it
passed to her heirs upon her death. Mehr amounts in most cases were modest.
Even in askeri families, among those whose dowers were entered into the
court record, mehr was under 2,000 ak¢es. Women from lesser families were
fortunate to have halfthat amount.** Since amounts were pegged to the bride’s
socio-economic status, they represented meaningful sums to the individuals
involved. Among other things, a simple dwelling could be bought for 200
akges, and a considerably better one for 2,000.# Two thousand akces could
also secure the services of two housemaids for a year with cash to spare.*
And 4 or 5 akges per day provided for the daily upkeep of a child of the lower
classes.®

Like most men, women acquired the bulk of their property through inher-
itance, usually as passed on to them from parents and spouses. Female heirs
came into possession of as varied a range of inheritances as did men. Shares in
shops and businesses, usufruct rights, and salary-bearing vakif posts tended to
be reserved in the first instance for male kin, but women are known to have
inherited rights to all of these. In the case of vakif posts, a wife, daughter or
other female relative was sometimes a primary designee for the role of vakif
administrator (miitevelliye).*® Not infrequently, the female line was specifically
excluded, but overall these were outnumbered by inclusive designations.#
And, of course, women were themselves vakif founders. Yediyildiz’s sample
from the 6,000 new acts of vakifrecorded in the Vakiflar Miidiirliigii for present-
day Turkey in the eighteenth century reveals that 17 per cent (18 per cent of

42 Oztiirk, Askeri kassama ait, pp. 221-2, 223—4 and 391—405; Marcus, The Middle East,
Pp. 205-6.

43 Suraiya Faroghi, Men of Modest Substance: House Owners and House Property in Seventeenth-
Century Ankara and Kayseri (Cambridge, 1987), p. 121.

44 Istanbul Miiftiiltigii (hereafter IstM), 2/178, fol. 8a, and 6/ 404, fol. 62b.

45 Oztiirk, Askeri kassama ait, pp. 407-14; Duben and Behar, Istanbul Households, pp. 117-19.

46 IstM, 2/178, fol. 23b, and 1/2s, fol. 48b, both for mid-eighteenth-century Istanbul; Bahaed-
din Yediyildiz, Institution du vaqf au XVIIIe siécle en Turquie (Ankara, 1985), p. 188; Margaret
L. Meriwether, ‘Women and Waqf Revisited’, in Women in the Ottoman Empire, ed. Made-
line C. Zilfi (Leiden, 1997), pp. 12852, at pp. 140-3; Masters, “The Economic Role of
Women’, p. 14.

47 Yediyildiz, Institution du vaqf, p. 188; Meriwether, “Women and Waqf, pp. 142-3; Tucker,
Women in Nineteenth-Century Egypt, p. 96.
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cash vakifs) were founded by women.** Women’s share of charitable activities,
however, varied widely over time and space. The stepped-up public presence
of royal women under Ahmed III helped to raise the overall percentage of
women’s endowments to 27 per cent of all new vakifs in that reign.* In Cairo,
the figure for the eighteenth century as a whole was 25 per cent.” In Aleppo,
women created 30—40 per cent of new vakyfs in the eighteenth century. For
the late eighteenth century through the early nineteenth, women’s percent-
age was 51 in Aleppo.”” Most female founders in the major cities were members
of the imperial family or represented askeri lineages. But in some locales, such
as Harput in the early nineteenth century, the high proportion of non-askeri
founders, including females, gives evidence of wider access to significant agri-
cultural and commercial sources of wealth.”

Despite the disparities between the various studies” findings, and the fact
that we do not know how meaningful the Aleppo data are for any part of
the territory that is now modern Turkey, a number of common features of
Ottoman vakifs do emerge. First, there was an overall rise in new vakifsbetween
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Women’s share as founders also
seems to have increased relative to previous centuries. Yediyildiz calculates
that the number of vakifs had skyrocketed by the eighteenth century, with
82 per cent to be characterised as familial (ehli; Arabic, ahli) or semi-familial.
These provided all or part of their revenues to the material comfort of the
founder’s family.?* Women’s vakifs were part of the larger trend, although not
always or everywhere in identical proportions with men’s. As Yiiksel argues,
the rise in vakifs generally, and the flight to family-aid vakifs particularly, were
tied to a concomitant rise in state confiscations (miisadere) of private property
in the eighteenth century. The urge to protect family wealth was a response to
the state’s growing appetite for the fortunes of individuals whose estates were
not legally subject to seizure.> Women'’s inclination to the vakif solution, like
men’s, must be regarded in this light. The public side of endowments, however,

48 Yediyildiz, Institution du vaqf, pp. 148-51, 162.

49 Shirine Hamadeh, “The City’s Pleasures: Architectural Sensibility in Eighteenth-Century
Istanbul’, Ph.D. thesis, Massachusetts Institute of Technology (1999), p. 99.

50 Mary Ann Fay, “Women and Wagf: Property, Power, and the Domain of Gender in
Eighteenth-Century Egypt’, in Women in the Ottoman Empire, ed. Madeline C. Zilfi
(Leiden, 1997), pp. 28—47, at p. 34.

51 Meriwether, "Women and Waqf”, pp. 131-2.

52 Fahrettin Tizlak, ‘XIX. yiizyilin ilk yarisinda Harput vakiflarr’, Vakiflar Dergisi 22 (1991),
69-75.

53 Yediyildiz, Institution du vaqf, pp. 13ff; Hasan Yiiksel, “"Vakif-miisadere iligkisi (Sam valisi
Vezir Siileyman Pasa Olay1)’, Osmanl Arastirmalan 12 (1992), 309-424, €sp. p. 409.
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cannot be discounted, even in the eighteenth century’s familial age. Although
the percentage of new, purely public (hayri) foundations had dwindled by
the eighteenth century, a sizeable majority, 75 per cent, of eighteenth-century
vakifs were semi-familial, and thus at least partly charitable, in nature.”® Their
founders had more than just the security of their families in mind when they
set up their endowments.

Among the occasional non-domestic functions available to them, women
sometimes served as tax-farmers, most probably as a consequence of inher-
itance or, in the case of palace women, through imperial assignment. Like
many males, women administered their tax-farms through subcontractors.®
For women the decision was less a convenience than a necessity. Women’s
direct access to wealth in the public domain, in any event, was limited. Among
other deterrents, they were barred from official government positions and the
training institutions — schools, military units and the like — that led to them.
Even when women served as vakif administrators, they did so primarily on
behalf of family vakifs and smaller endowments in general. The great public
vakifs founded by men were on the whole out of reach; they were usually given
over to the administration of an upright, titled member of the ulema or other
official as specified in the vakif charter. Since emoluments from imperial or
vizier-founded endowments were considerable, women’s lack of access to
official hierarchy posts was doubly disadvantageous in terms of the control of
wealth.

The pattern of men’s superior access to wealth is evidenced by the much
larger vakifs that men endowed, and by the larger overall estates that men were
able to leave to heirs. If the evidence for Istanbul and Aleppo is any gauge,
even women'’s largest vakifs and estates seldom approached the prodigious
riches of any number of male testaments. In both regards, the very richest
male estates were not only more numerous relative to women'’s in the highest
brackets, but individually they were worth two or more times as much as the
wealthiest female estates.” To be sure, men’s and women’s estates reflected
a similar composition, with residential dwellings predominating.’® The value
of women’s estates, however, cluster at the lower end of the range of values.

It is a common finding of studies of women and property that women'’s
representation among the wealthy is inversely proportional to the amount
of wealth at issue.”” Women’s control over property as both distributable

55 Yediyildiz, Institution du vaqf, pp. 13ft. 56 Faroghi, Towns and Townsmen, p. 301.

57 Oztiirk, Askeri kassama ait, p. 139. 58 Ibid., pp. 163, 167.
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wealth and the management of assets was markedly less than that of men.
And regardless of how much or how little property women held, property
ownership itself was hardly universal. Debate will continue as to whether
women’s visibility — that is, their now recognised economic and courtroom
activities — alter the old view of women as not only unseen but powerless.

Family and identity

In the final analysis, women’s social latitude was conditioned on their place
in the family and household. The central social fact in the lives of women
and men in Ottoman society of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries was
family — or, more accurately, was still family. Its configuration, its turns of
fortune and most of all its loss or absence, more than any other feature of
early modern experience, determined life’s chances. Whatever else conspired
to rearrange individual lives — and for men such possibilities were greater than
for women — it was as a family member that an individual’s social place was
first reckoned.

The family, whatever its shape, was especially defining for women. It was in
and of the family that women were truly seen. The natal family, and thereafter
the marital family if they married — and most women did — were the source of
women’s social networks and their education in religion and social conduct,
the only schooling that the overwhelming majority of women ever received.
Family relationships were the key to identity, within and beyond kin and
household. It wasas the ‘daughter of or ‘mother of thata woman wasaccorded
primary recognition and value. Even slaves gained protections and a measure
of social existence to the extent that they were incorporated into families.

Family households were anything but stable. Families are by nature works
in progress, sloughing off and gaining members with marriage, divorce and
mortality.*® Ideally the Ottoman family household grew from a parental pair
and unmarried children to complex multi-generational arrangements of mar-
ried and unmarried offspring, assorted spouses, maiden aunts and orphaned
nephews — usually in a tumble of overlapping ages. In time all family house-
holds contracted. Some older or previously married women lived on their
own, but they were few and far between. Economic dependency, the custom
of male sponsorship and protection, neighbourhood concerns about unmoni-
tored women and the tendency to remarry® kept the number of female-headed

60 Marcus, The Middle East, pp. 195—201.
61 Duben and Behar, Istanbul Households, pp. 115-16, 120-30; Jennings, ‘Women in Ottoman
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households low and their duration short-lived. Economic insecurity acceler-
ated the rate of remarriage for both widows and divorcées, but those who
were still in their child-bearing years held the marital advantage, with divorcées
favoured over widows. Women of greater means seem to have had less appetite
for remarriage, but the evidence is scattered and points to an inclination rather
than a predictable pattern.®® As for other incentives towards the married state,
the near-universal conviction regarding the social and religious appropriate-
ness of marriage and family worked against single householding for both men
and women.

Court cases involving minor children offer abundant evidence of the elas-
ticity of households. In disputes over child custody, the court acted not to
validate household formations but to ensure that children had caregivers.
Islamic law prefers males in the male line and stipulates precedence, starting
with the paternal grandfather, for guardianship of the fatherless. Judges, how-
ever, frequently endorsed non-normative arrangements proposed by women.
In Meriwether’s study of Aleppo in the eighteenth century, mothers, maternal
grandmothers and maternal aunts, among other women, were named child
custodians more than half the time despite male and male-line priority.” Some
decisions occurred when paternal relatives were dead or otherwise unavail-
able. A good many, however, took place despite males” availability. When the
choice was between a close matrilineal relative and a more distant patrilineal
one and the woman in question presented herself as a suitable person, judges
might favour the matrilineal side as better for the child’s interests. Since cus-
todianship required the supervision of children’s estates, some of which were
substantial in Aleppo, Meriwether argues that the choice of female custodi-
ans reflected confidence in women beyond their capacity for nurturing.® A
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subtext of class, wealth and contingent politics was no doubt in play here, but
precisely how they mattered relative to male counter-claimants requires wider
investigation. The claims of upper-class women and women of the wealthy
commercial classes, for example, were aided by the standing of their families,
but upper-class women — women of the governing elites — arguably lived more
sequestered, male-mediated lives. Claims made in their names may say little
about female agency or the judicial validation of women as a whole. What
remains unknown in all these calculations is the role of local and individual
circumstances when litigants were ostensibly of the same class or status group
and a judge ruled for one guardian or family over another.

The circulation of children within the orbit of family networks ensured
that household forms would be fluid and that extra-household family ties
would have a certain amount of life in them. The law imposed a legal and
moral reality on such ties whether or not they were otherwise operative.
Patriliny was preferred, but matrilineal ties were far from negligible. Relatives
on both sides ‘counted’, in Meriwether’s phrase.” The legal preference for
male custodians and guardians, even over the claims of mothers, however,
reinforced the cultural importance of male kin and the patriarchal ideal of
male-directed families and households.

Thus the male ideal was widely upheld in practice, but as can be seen in
the case of children, when misfortune struck, a good many could not find
new homes in line with legal preference. Wars and demographic storms killed
parents, grandparents and other potential custodians. Children’s gender was
also consequential. In the broad-brush terms that become necessary in the
absence of direct evidence, we are left to surmise that the cultural preference
for boys and, with few exceptions, the higher economic value of dependent
males left parentless girls more vulnerable than boys to neglect and other
maltreatment. Girls were demonstrably more subject to child marriage, whose
potential for abuse the shari‘a was at pains to prevent. The ‘option of puberty’
entitled girlsupon reaching puberty to repudiate husbands contracted for them
in their minority.% The option’s affirmation of freely contracted marriage was
nonetheless limited, since it did not extend to marriages arranged by a father
or grandfather. If court records are representative, girls rarely challenged their

65 Meriwether, The Kin who Count.

66 John L. Esposito, Women in Muslim Family Law (Syracuse, 1982), pp. 17-18; Catalcali Ali
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marriages upon coming of age. In any case, when they did so, they were
not always striking a blow for independence. For one thing, they were only
children when in legal terms they came of age. No doubt many girls acted
with the support if not the urging of their natal families, sometimes because
a more advantageous match had presented itself.

For women who became mothers, any number of circumstances could
trigger shifts in roles as well as in residence. A new bride typically left her
parents” home for her husband’s, but subsequent moves were not likely to be in
lockstep with patriarchy or virilocality. The impact of mortality and fertility, the
wishes ofboth female and male family membersand the discretion of the courts
widened the distance between norms and behaviour. And then there was the
early modern world itself. Famine, rural flight, infant mortality and early adult
mortality were joined in the two centuries by devastating wars fought and re-
fought against Iran, Venice, Russia and Austria-Hungary. In Istanbul great
fires occurred on an almost yearly basis, destroying the dwellings of tens of
thousands. Atleast once in the period, earthquakes levelled Erzurum, Aleppo,
Diyarbekir, Ankara, Izmir, Izmit, Bursa and central Istanbul along with scores
of surrounding villages whose losses will never be known.” Lethal bursts
of cholera, whooping cough, smallpox and plague swept thousands more
away.®® Survival as a society tested the limits of family and the Islamic ethic
of community. In such times of trouble, “family” was not so much a matter
of form or kin as of wider social solidarities in making room and making do.
The line between family and friends cannot have been sharply drawn in a
society that knew such trouble yet nonetheless was well known for its social
coherence.

Although no household structure was the overwhelming standard through-
out the empire or even in Anatolia and Thrace, the patrilocal, multi-
generational extended family household — of grandparents, one or more
married sons and one or more generations of unmarried children—was the aspi-
ration and ideal. That it comprised less than a majority of households has been
demonstrated for anumber oflocales. Indeed, historians have argued that even
if most people spent part of their lives in extended arrangements, they could
not have done so for long given the ebbs and flows of mortality and divorce.
Small households were a by-product of the comings and goings of complex

67 N. N. Ambraseys and Caroline F. Finkel, The Seismicity of Turkey and Adjacent Areas: A
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households. In urban areas, they were also a preferred structure in their
own right. Duben and Behar have shown that small households — including
the nuclear form - accounted for 60 per cent of all households in Istan-
bul by the late nineteenth century.®® The seventeenth and eighteenth cen-
turies lack the nineteenth century’s census data, but impressionistic evidence
points to the pre-nineteenth-century prominence if not prevalence of small
urban households in the cities of the central provinces.”® Gerber has found
no sign that extended families existed in Bursa in the seventeenth century
‘or ever’.”" Faroghi’s study of housing stock in seventeenth-century Ankara
and Kayseri suggests the preponderance of smaller housing units in central
Anatolia, and thus the early establishment and wide distribution in Ottoman
Turkish society of the pattern of smaller families living under one roof.” In
this regard, the principal Ottoman Turkish pattern — like Bulgaria’s — bears
a greater resemblance to much of western Europe — whose families of few
children and few grandparents together were well established long before the
Industrial Revolution — than to Russia and much of eastern Europe. Although
extended families persisted in western Europe as they certainly did in Ottoman
Turkey and among Bulgaria’s Christian and Muslim populations, Russia and
most of eastern Europe had an overwhelming preponderance of complex
households.”

Within the family setting, the harsher face of women’s subordination —
of junior women generally and of outsider brides particularly — is associ-
ated with the gender and age hierarchies of intergenerational, complex or
extended households, particularly in families that could not displace their
regular labour needs onto servants and slaves. The existence of the nuclear
family form, however, did not guarantee nuclear functioning, hardly prac-
ticable given that Ottoman legal and customary practice reinforced family
mutuality and interdependence beyond the nuclear unit. The main lines of
family law — custodial rights, inheritance rules and male divorce prerogatives —
remained unchallenged prior to the nineteenth century.”* Movement towards
egalitarian marriage was also checked by the weakness of transformative

69 Duben and Behar, Istanbul Households, p. 75.

70 Alan Duben, “Turkish Families and Households in Historical Perspective’, Journal
of Family History 10 (1985), 75-97, at p. 91; Duben and Behar, Istanbul Households,
p. 243.
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(Albany, 1995), p. I51.
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73 For exceptions see Todorova, Balkan Family Structute, pp. 11015, 121, 124.

74 Madeline C. Zilfi, “We Don’t Get Along”: Women and Hul Divorce in the Eigh-
teenth Century’, in Women in the Ottoman Empire, ed. Madeline C. Zilfi (Leiden, 1997),
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economics at the level of the family”> Even when individual families differed
from expectation, their behaviour was not generalised into a critique of the
normative system itself. The extended or multiple ideal remained alive not just
because families did often live in multiple arrangements, but because, irrespec-
tive of household structure, family ties and family-like ties had demonstrable
utility for both men and women. Patterns of sociability, the obligations of
relatedness, the many forms and expectations of parenting and care-giving,
and religio-ethical values of inclusion and mutual responsibility were powerful
arguments for investing in kin and fictive kin solidarities.

It can be argued that the family, broadly defined, was alive and well, but
that marriage in the period was much less so. The added value placed on
the extended family and on male priority within family relationships strained
the conjugal bond. Middle Eastern society was a married society because
early marriage, rapid remarriage and the idealisation of the married condition
made it so, not because the conjugal bond was particularly strong. In the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, hul (Arabic khul‘), divorce, whereby
a wife materially compensates her husband in exchange for his consent to
divorce, was a common practice in the empire from Istanbul to Cairo and
points in between.”® There are no systematic counts of hul relative to divorce
by male-initiated repudiation, talak, and the total number of divorces, i.e., hul
plus talak dissolutions,” remains unknown since husbands could repudiate
wives without mediation or registration by the legal system. Even without
talak data, the abundance of known hul cases already tells us that divorce by
any name was an inescapable feature of eighteenth-century life. It was more
prevalent in the cities, it seems, although it was unevenly distributed across
the urban environment. The vast majority of the cases involved Muslims, the
predominant population of the area, although cases concerning Christians
and Jews can also be found here and elsewhere. In Istanbul, about a hundred

Pp. 264-96; and for somewhat different findings, Abdal-Rehim, “The Family and Gender
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247



MADELINE C. ZILFI

hul cases appear annually in the court registers for just the neighbourhoods
adjacent to the Fatih Mosque. Hul cases are prominent in the records for
Cyprusin the seventeenth century,”® while in Aleppo in the eighteenth century,
the annual figure for hul was also high, probably between 300 and 400 in a
population of 130,000.7°

The Fatih area of Istanbul, then as now, comprised some of the city’s most
crowded neighbourhoods. Population density, however, does not explain why
women streamed into court from these precincts in order to end their mar-
riages. Money problems were a chronic factor in marital breakdown. The Fatih
area had numerous economic vulnerabilities, but it was not unique in these
regards. The vocational make-up of the population, however, is suggestive.
Many of the husbands were affiliated with imperial military or policing units.
This observation reinforces the case for a distinctive military-caste ethos and
subculture, intersected in marriage matters by economic problems. Among
the military cadres, the marital bond appears to have been particularly tenu-
ous, by reason of serial monogamy among the lower ranks, and concubinage
and polygamy among the higher-ups.*

On the other hand, since hul is by definition female initiated, its high fre-
quency implies a certain autonomy on women'’s part, with women seeming to
act in their own interests by pursuing the divorce option when their husbands
might have wished to continue the marriage. However, one cannot go too far
with the presumption of female autonomy. It is clear that some hul divorces
in fact reflected husbandly rather than wifely strategy. By ceding the initiative,
husbands could be rid of unwanted wives without having to pay a divorce
stipend (nafaka) or the delayed dowry (mehr-i miieccel), both of which were
incumbent upon him if he initiated the dissolution by invoking talak. Freed
of divorce debt, husbands would enhance their financial position in seeking
out another mate. Apart from personal advantages to either wife or husband,
it is also possible that the hul process was a popular alternative to talak for
larger, social reasons, in that society seems to have preferred the mutuality
and consensual dynamics of hul over talak’s blatant unilateralism.®” There is
good reason to believe that hul very often did operate as a disguised substitute
for male-initiated talak.

The harmonious formulae of the hul declaration— “We do not have a
good life together . . . we acquit and absolve each other of any and all

78 Jennings, Christians and Muslims, pp. 27-8.
79 Marcus, The Middle East, pp. 205-6, 338.
8o Zilfi, “We Don’t Get Along™, pp. 293-5.
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debts . . . we renounce all claims” — belie the fact that divorce broke families
apart.®> Hundreds of court entries make reference to bitter and prolonged
disputes of the sort that have kept courts busy the world over: child custody
claims and support payments; dower balances; and the division of marital
property.® Ottoman women had reason to become cognisant of their legal
rights. Newlyweds may not have entered marriage with such knowledge, but
among families of ordinary means, women’s and children’s rights to financial
support after divorce were matters of survival. A divorced woman'’s relatives,
those who were to take her in, would have encouraged her in her entitlements
when the need arose.®

Not all of the women and girls who used the courts — whether for domestic
entitlements or property transactions — did so in their own interests and of
their own volition. We must assume, though, that most cases are what they
seem — that is, that domestic cases had primarily to do with the expressed
issue even if other concerns were in play. What we cannot discern is where
and how family strategies intersected with wives’, sisters” and daughters’ legal
assertions. Be that as it may, contemporaneous calls to shari‘a, raised in the
expectation of justice and fair play, had a basis in fact in women’s lives as well as
in men’s. Women, especially urban women of the middling and lower classes,
were frequent users of the court’s services. Their legal undertakings parallel
those of men, except in the revealing realm of divorce-related disputes, which
often represented the lion’s share of female plaintiffs’ cases in larger urban
areas. In any event, women sought the court’s intervention far more than strict
sequestration and male sponsorship should have allowed, if both had regularly
been practised. The high incidence of women’s court appearances, the variety
of cases that brought women there and their courtroom demeanour — often
appearing on their own to make declarations directly — indicate confidence in
the legal system and in their own standing as legal persons.®> Although appeals
to the law reflect the failure of private solutions, they nonetheless underline
the vital role of the courts in supporting women’s social well-being.
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It is difficult to assess the record of failed marriages against present-day
claims that pre-modern society afforded women higher status and greater
protections than in the modern era. Also, the reality of frequent divorce is
not easily reconciled with the prescriptive literature’s vision of male-headed
families as stable, harmonious and, for women, protective. The historical
record presents a complex picture, and the record is incomplete, even for the
times and places for which ample evidence survives. Nonetheless, the dense
divorce activity in urban centres, especially among military-linked elements,
points to the importance of class and status-group segmentation. In addition
to differences in levels of income and sources of accumulated wealth, the voca-
tions of male breadwinners supported distinctive socio-economic solidarities
and distinctive masculine subcultures. Given the evidence of divorce-inducing
socio-economic environments, polygyny in the higher military-administrative
ranks and perhaps serial monogamy in the lower, as well as the military’s front-
line access to captive women, the situation of women born or married into
such families was more precarious than for the population generally, or even
for non-military elements of the elite.

Old and new in family households

The size and mobility of urban populations made an eclectic mix of house-
hold types inescapable in the urban setting. At the same time that small-family
households were on the rise, extended family lineages were pooling influ-
ence to dominate imperial and local provincial politics. Popular confidence
in the extended family as a bulwark of security owes much to the durability
and wealth of society’s prominent large families. Family names — the famous
-zade (son-of) designations of the mid-seventeenth century through the early
nineteenth — marked the expanding grip of ‘people with “known” names’,*
generation after generation of office-holders from the same family lines. The
formalised valuing of family ties in male elite recruitment was remarkably
pervasive after the late seventeenth century. It was not only the scale of the
long eighteenth century’s family enterprise, but the unabashed use of family
ties, especially patrilineal ties, as necessary and sufficient qualification for high
rank in the governing elites, that distinguished the period. The upper reaches
of the government in this period endorsed family-right recruitment. At the
same time, the dynasty took to projecting a familial sovereign image to suit

86 Eric]. Leed, The Mind of the Traveler (New York, 1991), p. 273.
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the aristocratic age and to reinforce the dynasty’s reliance on family power
and a legitimacy grounded in social stability.”

The centrality of primary ties eased the incorporation of royal women
into a number of imperial projects. Royal daughters, sisters and nieces, whose
births and marriages were extravagantly celebrated, played an enhanced role in
Ottoman ceremony, court life and urban culture. Royal women’s life passages
figured prominently in the dynasty’s self-representation. While the matings of
the dynasty’s males were palace affairs, the weddings of women of the Ottoman
line, close relatives of the ruler, were for public consumption; they embod-
ied, among other things, the dynasty’s wider social claims as the first family
among many. Blood members of the dynasty, princesses projected Ottoman
sovereignty without posing a political threat. Showcasing the marriages of
princesses — and publicly appropriating the political and material capital of
vizieral bridegrooms — offered spectacle and perhaps conciliation to the urban
public.

Shirine Hamadeh’s study of architectural meaning in eighteenth-century
Istanbul notes the transformative role of elite female “patrons of the urban
space’. Royal women’s palaces were stylish residences, where sometimes
before there had been no significant housing of any kind.*® Beginning with the
way they dressed their own male and female attendants and decorated their
palaces, royal women were also style-setters for the nascent consumerism of
the eighteenth century. Theirs was a social world validated by visits from
the sultan and others of the royal household. Princesses” houses, with or
without husbands in evidence, extended the imperial presence. Princesses
Hadice, daughter of Mustafa III, and the two Esmas — the elder the daughter
of Ahmed III and sister of Mustafa III and Abdiilhamid I, while the younger
was the daughter of Abdiilhamid I - presided not only over their households
but effectively over the surrounding neighbourhoods. The public fountains
that royal women endowed also influenced urban settlement patterns. Both
palaces and waterworks, Hamadeh suggests, contributed to an Islamising trend
in the city’s development. Muslims gravitated towards the new installations.
In another sense, though, women’s vakif endowments, which frequently took
the form of water provisioning, perhaps inadvertently reflected a wider, non-
denominational, urban sensibility. Together with satellite courts, and dynastic

87 Madeline C. Zilfi, A Medrese for the Palace: Ottoman Dynastic Legitimation in the
Eighteenth Century’, Journal of the American Oriental Society 113, 2 (1993), 184-91.
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celebrations that rivalled those prescribed by the religious calendar, much of
women’s architectural sponsorship pointed to the kind of secularist discourse
that would dominate much of the nineteenth century.

Although royal women loomed large in the dynasty’s family portrait, their
role was not especially active, much less directive. Initiatives, and the resources
to sustain them, belonged to male rulership. The realities of Ottoman patriar-
chalism were underscored by the betrothal of toddler princesses to viziers, a
practice that had taken hold in the seventeenth century. Nonetheless, oppor-
tunities and agency for the adult royal woman expanded in the eighteenth
century.® After a tentative start in the late 1600s, mature princesses com-
monly lived away from Topkap: Palace in mini-courts of their own. As in
other centuries a number of royal women served as helpmates and coun-
sellors to their reigning relative. Ahmed III's daughter Fatima is said to have
encouraged the regime’s francophilia, while his sister Hadice, a long-time con-
fidante, was at his side through several crises, even advising him on how to
appease the rebels of 1730.°° For his part, Mustafa Il doted on a favourite niece,
the Hanum Sultan of the 1760s. He visited her daily, according to reports.” The
integrated eighteenth-century imperial family, although not without its own
family quarrels and factions, stands in stark contrast to the internecine pol-
itics that destroyed the peace of the imperial household during most of the
seventeenth century.

The greater visibility of the royal household mirrored the new prominence
of non-royal elite families. Notwithstanding the longevity of elite lineages,
little is known about wives, sisters and daughters. Charitable acts gave some
women a public face. Otherwise the moneyed classes preferred obscurity
for their women. The poet Fitnat was a notable exception. Born Ziibeyde,
Fitnat was the daughter, granddaughter, niece, and sister of seyhiilislams in
the illustrious Ebu Ishakzade line.”> She became a woman doubly famous,
because of her family origins and because she had in her poetry a career of
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ed. Osman Okyar and Unal Nalbantoglu (Ankara, 1975), pp. 23196, at pp. 236ff., noted
in Faroqhi, Towns and Townsmen, p. 301; Peirce, Imperial Harem, pp. 1481t.

9o Ahmed Refik Altunay, Fatma Sultan (Istanbul, n.d.), p. 19; Anon., Relation des deux rebel-
lions arrivées a Constantinople en 1730 et 1731 (The Hague, 1737), cited in Joseph von
Hammer-Purgstalls, Geschichte des osmanischen Reiches, 10 vols. (Graz, 1963), vol. VII, p. 382;
M. Miinir Aktepe, Patrona isyani (1730) (Istanbul, 1958), p. 139.

o1 Hammer-Purgstall, Geschichte des osmanischen Reiches, vol. VIII, p. 210.

92 Mehmed Siireyya, Sicill-i Osmani, 4 vols. (Istanbul, 130815/ 1891-7), vol. IV, pp. 24-5; Zihni
Mehmed, Mesahirel-Nisa, 2 vols. (Istanbul, 1294-6/1877-9), vol. I1, pp. 142—5; Cavit Baysun,
‘Esad, Mehmed’ and Ali Canib Yontem, ‘Fitnat Hanum’, both in Isldm Ansiklopedisi (Milli
Egitim Bakanhgy).

1

252



Muslim women in the early modern era

sorts. However, the little that is related about her personality and pastimes
raises questions about her family as much as about the young woman who
early on showed a flair for words. Fitnat’s natal family equipped her with
an education and encouraged her poetry. She enjoyed a certain amount of
recognition in her own time and apparently participated, in writing though
not necessarily face to face, in the circle of celebrated upper-crust poets
that included Hasmet Efendi and Mustafa III's grand vizier Koca Ragib Pasa
(d. 1763). Her marriage, to the son of another eminent ulema family, was by all
reports unhappy. Indeed, the record of Fitnat’s personal life all but disappears
in these later years, until her death in 1194/1780. Her story is in many respects
one of stifled promise, with the nurturing latitude of the parental home reined
in by the strictures of marriage and an unsympathetic mate.

In terms of the here-and-now of the eighteenth century, Fitnat’s biography
also hints at differing cultural dispositions within the body of the Ottoman
elite, one represented by the culturally engaged household of Fitnat’s father,
a religious scholar, poet and patron of the arts, and the other reflected in the
Feyzullahzade family into which Fitnat had married, a family little known for
pastimes outside the religious career track. Perhaps this is what the poet-kadi
izzet Molla had in mind when he referred to Fitnat's husband as ‘that ass
Dervish Efendi’.”® Marriage had the power to transform women’s lives, in
Fitnat’s case apparently for the worse.

Subcultural variations within the elite occupations arose in part from differ-
ing mixes of compensations and punishments. Members of the secular elites —
grand viziers, provincial governors and janissary commanders — had access to
greater fortunes and power. However, banishment, execution and the confis-
cation of property were daily hazards in their world. Property comprised all
forms of wealth, including slaves. The widely used confiscation process rent
the fabric of home and household. With confiscation, the estates of disgraced
masters, including any human property, were sold or distributed to others.
Even legal wives and offspring were not always exempted from maltreatment.
Until the reforms of the nineteenth century, forced dispossession occurred
even when officials left office or died peacefully and honourably. In the worst
of circumstances, when the urban mob or rural band acted out its version of
justice, legal wives, well born or not, shared the fate of slaves. One of the most
outrageous incidents occurred in 1688, when an Istanbul military mob, not
satisfied with Grand Vizier Abaza Siyavus Pasa’s removal from office, stormed
his house and seized his harem of ninety-two women, including his wife. The

o3 Cited in E. J. W. Gibb, A History of Ottoman Poetry, 6 vols. (London, 1958-67).
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women were maimed and paraded through the streets. Siyavus’s wife was
freeborn, a member of the eminent Kopriilii family, and guarded by armed
servants and a courageous husband, none of which spared her from viola-
tion.”* Such outbursts were reminders of the fact that in extreme cases no
official, irrespective of rank, was immune, and neither were his womenfolk.

The eighteenth century and legislative restraints

The connections between the vitality of the elite patriarchal family in the eigh-
teenth century, the wave of social restrictions on women in the same period
and the early inroads of market culture require more disentangling than can be
attempted here. However, it is clear that women — metaphorical, productive
and reproductive — were central to these processes or at least to contempora-
neous perceptions of these processes. Nowhere is this more apparent than in
the sumptuary regulations of the eighteenth century. Most of these decry con-
sumer excess and visual disturbances to public order. True to the generalising
mode of the prescriptive genre, they address women as a group — taife-i nisvan.
Only then do they proceed to distinguish between Muslim and non-Muslim.
The theme of the legislation was ostensibly women’s morality — the lack of it
among some women and the need for it among all women. The textual detail,
however, circles around the problem of communal boundaries and religious
identity.

In the decrees, norms of modesty and simplicity are invoked for all women.
Muslim women, however, are particularly called to account for sartorial
and behavioural transgressions. Whatever the perceived faults — and these
vary between reigns — women’s behaviour is denounced in both moral and
social terms.” Insisting upon the preservation of external distinctions between
Muslim and non-Muslim, the decrees rebuke ‘believing women’ for adopting
clothing resembling that of non-Muslims. Those who deviate from Muslim
women’s street uniform dishonour themselves, it is said, and by obscuring the
boundary between religious communities, transgressors threaten the believ-
ing community itself. The variousrestrictions on women’s mobility in the eigh-
teenth century are of a piece with the denunciations of women’s dress in that
period. Regardless of the contingencies that lay behind individual regulations,

94 Silahdar Findiklih Mehmed Aga, Silahdar tarihi, 2 vols. (Istanbul, 1928), vol. II, pp. 325-35;
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sumptuary restrictions speak volumes about social anxiety. Apparently
women’s transgressions were regarded as especially provocative by some,
yet females were only one of many politically marginalised groups, including
native Christian and Jewish merchants, whose physical presence — through
new forms of dress or uncustomary visibility or mobility — increased social
dissonance. Urban women — or, more accurately, women of the middle and
upper urban classes, whose disposable wealth enabled them to experiment
with fashion and leisure time — were a principal target of the legislation.
Women certainly represented an old point of tension. But in the eighteenth
century women from the emerging middle classes became visible in increas-
ing numbers, representing a new element of social assertion. As for the laws,
they inadvertently testified to women’s different, and changing, social reali-
ties. While the language of the law pronounced women a unified category
bound by a single moral standard, with every new issuance the law’s own
prescriptions repeatedly offered evidence of women’s diversity and society’s
propensity to change.
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The Ottoman Jews

MINNA ROZEN

The people

In the early seventeenth century,” Ottoman Jewry comprised immigrants from
the Catholic world as well as members of indigenous communities, which the
Ottomansinherited together with the countries they conquered. Some of these
countries were Muslim and others were Greek Orthodox. The indigenous
Jewish communities of the Muslim world usually spoke Arabic, while those of
the Greek Orthodox world were generally Greek speakers. The members of
the immigrant communities that grew up in the empire from 1492 on usually
spoke a Castilian dialect of Spanish, but also a southern and Sicilian dialect of
Italian, as well as Portuguese.

During the seventeenth century, the flow of Jewish refugees from Catholic
Europe to the Ottoman Empire came to a virtual standstill. This was because
the pool of ‘New Christians’ in Spain and Portugal who still wished to live in ‘a
Jewish place’ had dried up. Another, more compelling, reason was the rise
in international trade, which led various Catholic countries to suffer the
presence of ‘New Christians” who secretly observed — or openly reverted to —
their former Jewish religion, for their commercial contribution. In certain
places, such as Leghorn (Livorno) (in 1593), such Jews were even awarded
rights very similar to those granted to Christians.

In the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, the globalisation of
commerce led to Jewish immigration of another kind; the new immigrants
were Jews who held on to the nationality of their Catholic countries of origin
and settled in the empire for economic reasons. These were placed under the

1 Avigdor Levy (ed.), The Jews of the Ottoman Empire (Princeton, 1994); Bernard Lewis, The
Jews of Islam (Princeton, 1984); Stanford J. Shaw, The Jews of the Ottoman Empire and the
Turkish Republic (New York, 1991); Walter E Weiker, Ottoman Turks and the Jewish Polity
(Lanham, 1992).
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protection of the French consulates, and later other European consulates. The
‘Francos’, as these Jews came to be called by the local Jews, were absolved
from paying taxes to the Ottoman authorities.> Although numerically small,
inthe course of time they became extremely influential in Jewish society. These
Jews spoke Portuguese, but also Italian. From the early eighteenth century to
the 1880s, the stream of Jews from the lands of Christendom to the Ottoman
Empire dried up completely.?

The Ottoman state vis-a-vis the Jews

The Ottoman state was first and foremost a Muslim state, based on the teach-
ings of Islam. It was based on a belief in the supremacy of Islam and Muslims
over other religions and their adherents. Indeed, the protection that Muslim
rulers extended to members of the monotheistic religions was contingent
on their recognition of the pre-eminent place of the Muslim faith within the
empire. As a Muslim state, the empire allowed Jews and members of other reli-
gions to conduct their internal affairs as they saw fit. Since Islamic law applied
primarily to Muslims, the Muslim ruler did not intervene in the affairs of
non-Muslims, except when necessary. The Ottoman Empire extended its pro-
tection (zimmet) to all its monotheistic subjects inside and outside its borders,
as long as they were obedient and submissive.

The Ottoman state, however, was not merely a Muslim state, but an amal-
gam of cultural and political traditions. Some of these originated from the
Central Asian culture of the forebears of the founders of the empire, while
others derived from the imperial traditions of the Middle East and Asia Minor.
In the light of the above, the empire considered it a given that all state
resources, human or otherwise, were the sultan’s property. Likewise, obe-
dience to the sultan and the supremacy of the askeri — in other words, the

2 Franco = free, in Spanish. Another possible explanation is that the Jewish definition is
derived from the Ottoman Turkish, a language in which the word frenci meant someone
from Catholic Europe.
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military—administrative cadre — and of the Muslim judicature over the reaya
(the simple taxpayer), irrespective of denomination, were taken for granted,
and so was the use of Turkish as the language of government. The other side
of the coin, however, was that the sultan considered himself obliged to rule
all his subjects, including Jews, justly, and to see to their needs. This meant
that while the Jews of the empire, as zimmis, could never be askeri, since this
implied dominion over Muslims, all other occupations were open to them. In
their dealings with the institutions of government they had to speak Turkish,
but in their day-to-day lives they continued speaking Judeo-Spanish or Arabic
and, to a lesser extent, Greek and Aramaic, but almost never Turkish.* Within
these parameters, the Jewish community led a peaceful existence, with the
government intervening only when called upon to do so by one of its Jewish
subjects.

During the sixteenth century wealthy Jews from the lands of Christen-
dom, people such as Mosheh and Yosef Hamon, Yosef Nasi, Don Shelo-
moh ibn Ya‘ish, the Soncino family and others, achieved wealth and political
influence that transcended their zimmi status. This phenomenon diminished
during the seventeenth century, and ceased altogether in the course of the
eighteenth.”

Unlike their predecessors, the Jewish plutocrats of the empire’s intermediate
period did not engage in commerce or intervene in its European foreign
policy, but were holders of various government monopolies: court bankers
(sarraf ); provisioners of various army regiments; and managers of the affairs
of the askeri top brass.® They were not ostentatious, their homes looking very
simple from the outside, and unlike their predecessors were careful not to
infringe the restrictions placed upon them as member of an inferior faith. Those
who failed to do so paid not only with their possessions, but also with their
lives.”

4 Minna Rozen, A History of the Jewish Community of Istanbul: The Formative Years (145315 66)
(Leiden, 2002), pp. 16-34.

5 Ibid., pp. 2090-14.

6 Avraham Ya‘ari (ed.), ‘Mas‘ot Rabbi Yeshayah mi-Zalazitz’, in Mas‘ot Eretz Yisrael, ed.
Avraham Ya‘ari (Ramat Gan, 1973), p. 390; Yitzhaq Ben Tzevi, “The “Mas ot Sasson Hai ben
Qastiel”’, in Mehqarim u-Meqorot, ed. Yitzhaq Ben Tzevi (Jerusalem, 1966), p. 469; Minna
Rozen, ‘La vie économique des juifs du bassin méditerranéen de I'expulsion d’Espagne
(1492) a la fin du XVIlle siecle’, in La société juive a travers les dges, ed. Samuel Trigano,
vol. III (Paris, 1993), pp. 341-3, and notes 561—4.

7 Minna Rozen, “Tzarfat ve-Yhudei Mitzrayim’; Thomas D. Philipp, “The Farhi Family and
the Changing Position of Jews in Syria, 1750-1860°, Middle Eastern Studies 20, 4 (1984),
37-52; Jacob Marcus, The Jew in the Medieval World: A Sourcebook, 315-1791 (New York,
1938), pp. 15-19 (see also on the internet: http: // www.fordham.edu/halsall/ jewish/ 1772-
jewsinislam.html).
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The Jews vis-a-vis the Ottoman state

The sultan’s authority, and the importance of the Ottoman Empire in the
life of its Jewish subjects, were perceived in the seventeenth century as an
incontrovertible fact. This was not due to any recollection of the goodwill the
empire showed in welcoming the Spanish expellees and Portuguese refugees,
as was commonly argued during the period of Abdiilhamid I1.® There was
no such recollection, or evidence thereof, during the three centuries leading
up to the Hamidean period. The duty of loyalty and obedience was accepted
unquestioningly by the Jews, both because it was the key to their survival
and because, throughout the period in question, obedience to the state and
its rulers was closely bound up with obedience to the community’s economic
elite. Since this elite was closely connected with the askeri class, it was eager
to cultivate obedience and loyalty to the Ottoman regime. Thus, for example,
when it looked as if the Ottoman government might construe the Sabbatean
movement (1666) as revolutionary, the Jewish elite in politically sensitive places
suchas]Jerusalem and Istanbul rejected Sabbatai Sevi.” The Jews never explicitly
or emphatically voiced their dissatisfaction with the corruption or incompe-
tence of the Ottoman regime. Thus, for example, when Salonika’s Jews were
unhappy with the tax burden imposed on them in the late seventeenth and
early eighteenth centuries, they simply chose to migrate to other cities in the
empire, or sought the protection of foreign states.*

The Jews vis-a-vis the ambient society

The Ottoman state’s acceptance of the right of “others’ to be different fostered
diversity. The result was that throughout the centuries under discussion, Jewish
society, like other religious and ethnic groups in the empire, was subjected to
two opposing forces: one tended towards the reinforcement of individuality
and diversity, and the other towards cultural assimilation. On the one hand,
everyday life worked towards the creation ofa common cultural infrastructure,
even if no one was prepared to admit it. On the other hand, Jewish society was
allowed to foster its individuality, and maintain its own religion and language.

8 Minna Rozen, The Last Ottoman Century and Beyond: The Jewish Community of Turkey and
the Balkans 1808—1945, 2 vols. (Tel Aviv, 2005), vol. I, pp. 98—9; Avigdor Levy, The Sephardim
in the Ottoman Empire (Princeton, 1992), pp. 1-3.

9 Gershom Scholem, Sabbetai Sebi (Princeton, 1973), p. 233; Jacob Barnai, ‘Messianism and
Leadership: The Sabbatean Movement and the Leadership of the Jewish Communities
in the Ottoman Empire’, in Ottoman and Turkish Jewry: Community and Leadership, ed.
Aron Rodrigue (Bloomington, 1992), pp. 167—82, at pp. 16970, 174-5.

10 Minna Rozen, ‘Contest and Rivalry’, p. 338.
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The ambient society, whether Muslim or Greek, was not necessarily perceived
as dangerous or hostile, but as “alien” and apart. Excessive involvement in the
ambient society was frowned upon as reflecting low moral standards. This
was particularly true of the middle classes, especially in relation to women. A
Jewish woman who spoke Turkish — or, at the end of this period, even Greek —
was assumed to be mixing in the wrong circles.” The distinction between the
haremlik, or the private section of the house, and the selamlik, or public section,
adopted willingly by the Jewish community, was a cornerstone of the Jews’
attitude toward the ambient society. The wish to protect women and young
children of an impressionable age from external influences made it possible
for generations of Jews in the Ottoman lands to reinforce their linguistic and
cultural distinctiveness.

On the other hand, this tolerance of difference made it extremely difficult
to maintain an absolute separation between Jewish society and the ambient
society. Some traits of assimilation of Ottoman culture were common to great
parts of the empire. The impression of Turkish music, decorative arts, fash-
ion in dress and furniture was widespread.” On the other hand, in Istanbul,
the Jewish—Turkish acculturation also happened in the opposite direction,
especially in one field, the performing arts. Jews took an active part and an
important role in all branches of the performing arts, and their influence is
to be traced especially in the Karagoz plays.” The mutual influences between
Jewish and Muslim circles of mystics should also be taken into account.* The
degree of separation and of assimilation of tastes and mores varied from place
to place. In Salonika, for example, where Jews formed the largest religious

11 Rabbi Yosef Ibn Lev, Responsa, vol. III (Amsterdam, 1725), sec. 4:3a; Rabbi Yosef ben
Mosheh mi-Trani, Responsa, 2 vols. (Lvov, 1861), vol. II, sec. 244:46a, responsum from
1619, sec. 33:51b.

12 Tova Be'eri, ‘Shelomoh Mazal-Tov ve-Nitzanei Hashpa‘atah shel ha-Shirah ha-Turkit

‘al ha-Shirah ha-‘Ivrit’, Pe’amim 59 (1994), 65—76; Andreas Tietze and Joseph Yahalom,

Ottoman Melodies Hebrew Hymns: A Sixteenth Century Cross-Cultural Adventure (Budapest,

1995); Edwin Seroussi, ‘Musika ‘Osmanit Qlasit be-Qerev Yehudei Saloniqi’, in Ladinar:

Mehgqarim ba-Sifrut, ba-Musika u-ba-Historiah shel Dovrei Ladino, ed. Judith Dishon and

Shmuel Refael (Tel Aviv, 1998), pp. 79-92; Edwin Seroussi, “The Turkish Makam in the

Musical Culture of the Ottoman Jews: Sources and Examples’, Israel Studies in Musicology

5(1990), 43-68; Minna Rozen, Haskdy Cemetery: Typology of Stones (Tel Aviv, 1994), pp. 393—

430; Minna Rozen, ‘Classical Echoes in Ottoman Istanbul’, in Hellenic Arts and Jewish

Arts, ed. Asher Ovadiah (Tel Aviv, 1998), pp. 393—-430.

iThan Basgoz, “The Waqwaq Tree in the Turkish Shadow-Play Theatre: Karagoz and the

Story of Esther’, in Levy (ed.), The Jews of the Ottoman Empire, pp. 549-57.

14 In the meantime, see Madeline C. Zilfi, The Politics of Piety: The Ottoman Ulema in the
Postclassical Age (1600-1800) (Minneapolis, 1988), pp. 153—6; Jane Hathaway, “The Grand
Vizier and the False Messiah: The Sabbatai Sevi Controversy and the Ottoman Reform in
Egypt’, Journal of the American Oriental Society 117, 4 (1997), 665. See also M. Idel, ‘Mistiqah
Yehudit ve-Mistigah Muslemit’, Mahanayim 1 (1992), 28-33.
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group, a Jew could live his entire life without having to exchange more than a
few sentences in a language other than Judaeo-Spanish. This fact was signifi-
cant not only in cultural-linguistic terms, but also in terms of self-definition.
A Jewish inhabitant of Salonika, for example, considered himself a Salonikan
par excellence, and members of other religious groups as expendable aliens.
If he related to anyone from this alien culture, it was to members of the rul-
ing Muslim Turcophone class only, with whom he had dealings, and whose
protection he enjoyed.” The Istanbul Jew, on the other hand, had a different
attitude towards the ambient society. Since Jews formed a tiny minority of
the capital’s enormous population, and since the city’s economy revolved to
a large extent around the royal court, the Jewish community there was far
more enmeshed with the ambient Muslim society than in any other place in
the empire. It was far more interested in the fate of the empire and its rulers
than was any other Jewish community in the empire, and the tendency to
emulate Muslim society was more pronounced here than elsewhere. This was
particularly evident among the Jewish elite, whose life was a downscaled ver-
sion of that of the Ottoman elite.”® At the other end of the social spectrum,
boatmen and fishermen, owners of coffeehouses and other marginal groups
were also more involved with Gentile society.” In general, Istanbul Jewish
society spoke more Turkish than any other Jewish community in the empire,
although by the end of the eighteenth century the vast majority of Jews here
also spoke Judaeo-Spanish among themselves and, to a much lesser extent,
Greek.

Jews who lived in the provincial towns of the empire were also forced to
relate more to Gentile society. As a very small percentage of the population
in medium and small towns, Jews were forced into constant contact with the
ambient society, and this left its mark. The effects varied according to the
ambient society — the Jewish community appeared more Slavic, if the ambient
society was Slavic, more Greek if the ambient society spoke Greek. This sheds
light on the Judaeo-Spanish saying: “The provincial [Jew] is half Christian’
‘Kasaliko — medio kristianiko’.”® In Izmir, ‘the city of heretics’, home to many
Greeks and Christian foreigners, Jewish life was affected by ties with Christian
Europe and the ambient Christian society.”

15 Rozen, The Last Ottoman Century, vol. I, ch. 7. 16 Rozen, History, pp. 216—20.

17 Rabbi Mosheh Benvenisti, Responsa: Penei Mosheh, vol. I (Istanbul, 1669), sec. 42, p. 105a.;
Rabbi Yehiel Bassan, Responsa (Istanbul, 1737), sec. 23:14a-b (testimony from the summer
of 1666).

18 Rozen, History, pp. 281—2.

19 Hayim Benvenisti, Responsa Ba‘yei Hayai, vol. I (Salonika, 1791), secs. 2:1b (1654), 13:10b
(1662); Hayim Benvenisti, Sheyarei Kenest ha-Gedolah: Orah Hayim (Istanbul, 1729), p. 64b;
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These developments found expression in geographical variations in
the Judaeo-Spanish vernacular. In Arab-speaking countries, the language
incorporated Arabic words, while in Bulgaria, Serbia and Bosnia, it included
Slavic words. The Judaeo-Spanish spoken in Istanbul had far more Turkish
words than did the Judaeo-Spanish spoken in Salonika.*

The ambient society vis-a-vis the Jews

Since the society in which the Jews of the empire lived was heterogeneous,
it is impossible to speak of a uniform attitude towards them. Moreover, the
attitude towards Jews was not governed solely by religious considerations, but
also by ethnic and class factors. Within Turcophone Muslim society, Jews as
a group were perceived as useful, trustworthy and loyal to the state. On the
other hand, they were portrayed as cowardly and contemptible.* The same
was true in Arabophone Muslim society, with one exception: attempts by the
local Muslim elite to consolidate its hold on Jerusalem and the Holy Places led
it to perceive all non-Muslims, Jews and Christians alike, as an alien, not to say
hostile, element, whereas the local Ottoman administration regarded them as
a legitimate channel for the transfer of funds from the lands of Christendom
to its own pockets.*

Christian society in the empire, irrespective of ethnic affiliation, perceived
Jews as a group implanted by the Ottoman conqueror, and as the sultan’s loyal
servants. Even before the rise of the nationalist movements in the Balkans,
this perception was sufficient to single out Jews as the enemies of Christian
society in the empire. Since the Muslims’ superiority was uncontested, Jews

Hayim Abul‘afia, Hanan Elohim (Izmir, 1736), sec. 30. Cf. Jacob Barnai, Shabta’ut: Hebetim
Hevratiyim (Jerusalem, 2000), pp. 65-8.

20 David Bunis, Leshon Judezmo: Mavo li-Lshonam shel ha-Yehudim ha-Sefaradim ba-Imperiyah
ha-‘Ot’manit (Jerusalem, 1999), pp. 24-35; David Bunis, Voices from Jewish Salonika
(Jerusalem, 1999), pp. 63-122.

21 Rozen, The Last Ottoman Century, vol. I, ch. 6.

22 Minna Rozen, Ha-Qehilah ha-Yehudit bi-Yrushalayim ba-Me’ah ha-Yod-Zayin (Tel Aviv, 1984),
pp. 21-63; Minna Rozen, Jewish Identity and Society in the Seventeenth Century: Reflections
on the Life and Works of Refael Mordekhai Malki (Tiibingen, 1992), pp. 8-12; Amnon Cohen,
Yehudei Yerushalayim ba-Me’ah ha-Shesh-‘Esreh le-fi Te‘udot Turkiyot shel Beit ha-Din ha-
Shari (Jerusalem, 1976), pp. 36—41, 50-1, 55—6, 50—60, 63—4, 67; Amnon Cohen, Jewish Life
under Islam (Cambridge, 1984); Amnon Cohen, Elishev‘a Simon Pikali and ‘Ovadiyah
Salameh, Yehudim be-Veit ha-Mishpat ha-Muslemi: Hevrah, Kalkalah ve-Irgun Qehilati bi-
Yrushalayim ha-‘Ot’manit, ha-Me’ah ha-Shesh-Esreh (Jerusalem, 1993), pp. 109—23, 155—
8; Amnon Cohen, Elishev‘a Simon Pikali and ‘Ovadiyah Salameh, Yehudim be-Veit ha-
Mishpat ha-Muslemi: Hevrah, Kalkalah ve-Irgun Qehilati bi-Yrushalayim ha-‘Ot’manit, ha-
Me’ah ha-Shemoneh-‘Esreh (Jerusalem, 1996), pp. 145-9; Jacob Barnai, The Jews in Palestine
in the Eighteenth Century, trans. Naomi Goldblum (Tuscaloosa, 1992), pp. 84-6.
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were the only sparring partner left. The Orthodox ecclesiastical tradition lent
a moral imprimatur to this attitude. Many Greek, Macedonian and Bulgarian
folksongs of this period portrayed Jews as cunning, avaricious and miserly,
and accused them of abducting young women and Christian children for
nefarious purposes.? Thus while the Ottoman Muslims saw Jews as clever,
cowardly and contemptible, the Greek Orthodox saw the Jew as downright
evil and dangerous.

The culture of the empire’s Jews

The processes of change that overtook the Jews of the empire during the sev-
enteenth and eighteenth centuries were significant at several levels. As long as
immigration from Europe continued, even if on a tiny scale, Jewish society in
the empire underwent a process of ferment and change. Once immigration
ceased, the catalyst for change disappeared too and, increasingly, Jewish soci-
ety became a microcosm of Ottoman Muslim society, which it attempted to
emulate. The transition from international commerce to local commerce and
business with the Ottoman ruling cadres was but one symptom of a general
process of change that swept through Jewish society in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries. This process was characterised by a tendency toward
introversion, acquiescence and satisfaction with the status quo. For Jews to
engage in international trade of any significance, they would have had to study
foreign languages, and be involved in the politics, cultures and economies of
foreign countries — all of which ran counter to their socio-cultural ethos at that
pointin time and place.* Such activities were left up to the ‘Francos’, who were
considered ‘lapsed Jews’, desecrators of the Sabbath and outright heretics.” An
interesting manifestation of this process of atrophy and apathy was the sale of
numerous ancient manuscripts containing the works of Greek philosophers,
both in the original and in translation, that had been brought over at tremen-
dous risk from the Tands of the expulsion’, and that were now sold to French
diplomats and European merchants. Not only did the indigenous Jews show
no interest in these manuscripts, they failed to understand a word of them or
their wider significance.*® Jewish society had become extremely materialistic.

23 Rozen, The Last Ottoman Century, vol. 1, ch. 6.

24 Lewis, The Jews of Islam, pp. 140—6.

25 Rozen, ‘Contest and Rivalry,” p. 323, notes 66-7; Rozen, ‘Collective Memories’; see also
Tzevi, ““Mas‘ot’™”, pp. 443—6.

26 Joseph R. Hacker, ‘Kitvei ha-Yad ha-‘Tvriyim shel Jan Batist Qolber ve-ha-Moreshet ha-
Ruanit shel Yehudei ha-Imperiyah ha-‘Ot'manit’, Zion 62 (1997), 327-68.
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This process of stagnation left its mark even on religious study and research,
which had always been a cornerstone of religious identity. The focus changed
from innovative and creative thinking to the study of cabbalistic and mystical
literature. Possibly the Sabbatean episode had had a deterrent effect on inno-
vation; but even without it, there were plenty of other pointers to this process.
Moreover, whereas scholars of previous generations had focused on Jewish
legal literature in an attempt to adapt it to constantly changing conditions, in
the period under discussion research and exegesis came to a standstill. Even the
rabbinical responsa of that period were merely a tedious repetition of former
halachic rulings and were totally lacking in innovation or originality.”

The structure of Jewish society

Throughout the empire’s existence, leadership of the Jewish community was
vested in a small group of wealthy men whose power derived from their wealth,
and from their ties with the local or imperial Ottoman administration. This
was especially evident in the capital where, for generations, the community
was led by the Tzontzin (Soncino), Hamon, Rosanes, ‘Uziel and Vieliesid
families,*® and later the Ibn Zonanah, Ajiman and Carmona families,? and in
provincial capitals such as Cairo, where the community was led by the family
of the Jewish sarraf bagi (court banker), and Damascus, where the Farhi family
ruled the community for many generations.*

Likewise, in places where the Ottoman administration had a clear financial
interest, there was a strong correlation between ties with the central gov-
ernment and leadership of the Jewish community. An interesting example of
this phenomenon involved the Jewish community of Samokov in present-day
Bulgaria. Samokov was an important iron-mining centre, and as such, vital to

27 Jacob Barnai, ‘Hayei ha-Ru’ah ve-ha-Yetzirah ha-Sifrutit shel Yehudei ha-Imperiyah
ha-‘Ot'manit’, Si’ah 14 (1980), 11-31; Barnai, Shabta’ut, pp. 113-19; Le’ah Borenstein-
Makovetsky, ‘Sifrut ha-Halakhah be-Qushta ba-Shanim 1750-1900°, Ladinar I (1998), 13—
22; Le’ah Borenstein-Makovetsky, ‘Sifrut ha-Halakhah be-Salonigi ba-Shanim 1750-1900’,
Ladinar 2 (2001), 15-35; Le’ah Borenstein-Makovetsky, ‘Sifrut ha-Halakhah be-Turgiyah
Yavan ve-ha-Balqanim ba-Shanim 1750-1900°, Pe‘amim 86—7 (2001), 124-74.

28 Tzevi, “Mas‘ot™, p. 469; Le’ah Borenstein-Makovetsky, ‘Le-Toledot Qehilat Qushta be-
Emtza‘itah shel ha-Me’ah ha-Tet Zayin: Hakhameyhah ha-Sefardim ve-ha-Romaniotim’,
Michael 9 (1985), 27-54. See the tombstone of Sultanah, widow of the leader of Israel Yosef
‘Uziel (d. 3 October 1710) (Diaspora Research Institute, Documentation Project of Turkish
Jewry, computerised database (Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv University), Haskdy cemetery, tombstone
120, lot no. 4-12, film no. 56A (12 January, 1988)).

29 Rozen, The Last Ottoman Century, vol. I, ch. 3.

30 Rozen, “Tzarfat ve-Yhudei Mitzrayim’, pp. 420—41; Rozen, ‘La Vie économique’, pp. 363—
565, notes 558—61.
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the imperial administration. The Ariyeh family, which monopolised the iron
mining and marketing trade from 1772 onwards, were also leaders of the Jewish
community of Samokov.*

Despite a certain turnover in the seventeenth-century community leader-
ship, leaders of the community were not elected democratically, but rather
through a process of co-optation. Participation in political life was restricted
to taxpayers only, and those in the highest tax bracket wielded the greatest
political clout.

Throughout the seventeenth century the Jewish communities in large cities
such as Istanbul and Salonika underwent changes that reached their apex after
1700. One of the most important changes took place at the organisational
level. As will be recalled, these large communities had evolved in the sixteenth
century from separate congregations originating in Christian Europe or the
Balkans. The members of these congregations lived near their synagogues,
which served both as social and religious centres. They obeyed their leaders,
venerated their rabbis, studied Torah under them, suffered their admonish-
ments, educated their children together and supported each other in times of
trouble.

Although this congregational structure helped the expellees and refugees
overcome the trauma of displacement, it was very costly** As long as the
empire maintained its conquering momentum, Jews also enjoyed the eco-
nomic benefits of the plunder and loot that flowed into its centres. How-
ever, the structural crisis of the late sixteenth and the monetary crisis of the
seventeenth century led the Jews of the empire to rationalise their organisa-
tional culture. This process had already begun in the sixteenth century, when
Ottoman taxation policy forced them to close ranks in order to obtain better
terms from the authorities and to decide how best to distribute the tax burden
among themselves. The congregations of the large communities were also
forced to cooperate in social, welfare and educational matters. Throughout
the empire, education had been the community’s greatest expense, and since
not everyone profited from it, it had always been a bone of contention. Edu-
cating poor children, who far outnumbered the rich, had always been a big
headache for the wealthy, who financed the community’s institutions. They
were caught between the wish to cut back on expenditure and the recognition

31 Hayim Keshales, Qorot Yehudei Bulgariah, vol. I (Tel Aviv, 1971), pp. 411-12; Gavriel Arie,
Généalogie de la famille Arie de 1766 4 1929 (n.p., 1929).

32 Rozen, History, pp. 63-87; Minna Rozen, ‘Individual and Community in Jewish Society
of the Ottoman Empire: Salonika in the Sixteenth Century’, in Levy (ed.), The Jews of
the Ottoman Empire, pp. 215-74.
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that, throughout history, education had always been the key to Jewish sur-
vival. Different localities adopted different solutions to this problem. In the
early sixteenth century, the sultan (probably Selim I) had awarded the Jews of
Istanbul a plot of land in the Eminénii area, where today’s Yeni Cami is located,
to serve the welfare needs of the city’s Jewish population. A three-storey
building was erected on this plot, to accommodate the capital’s poor, who
were supported by the various congregations. The third storey housed the
Jewish school. We see from the above that, even if each congregation sup-
ported its own poor, they joined forces when the situation called for it.** The
trend toward organisational centralisation, however, was precipitated to an
even greater extent by the fires that were a common occurrence in the six-
teenth and seventeenth centuries.?* These fires caused Jews from the same
background, who were members of the same congregation, to move to other
neighbourhoods and congregations, where people spoke a different language
and had a different historical memory. After the Yeni Cami was built on the
charred remains of the Jewish neighbourhood, which was burnt down in 1660,
the Jews of the old quarter, who had lived there since the beginning of Ottoman
rule and even before, were forced to move to Haskdy and Balat.*® With this
move, it no longer made sense to maintain separate congregations, and with
the decline in resources, the abolition of the congregational rabbinical courts
and their replacement by district courts and tribunals was only a question of
time. By the late seventeenth century, the organisational pattern of the Jewish
community in the city had crystallised. The autonomous congregations with
their separate rabbinical courts were replaced by three large district rabbinical
courts, in Haskoy, Balat and Galata, governed by a supreme court presided over
by the rav ha-kolel, elected from among the dayanim (judges) of the three quar-
ters. This rabbinical court operated various tribunals, such as the dayanei ha-
hazaqot (fixed assets tribunal),?® the anti-vice tribunal which deliberated mat-
ters of morality —both of which dated back to the early sixteenth century®” —and

33 Rabbi Betzalel Ashkenazi, Responsa (Venice, 1595 ) (in Hebrew), sec. 13:48b; Rabbi Eliyahu
Ibn Hayim, Responsa (Venice, 1610), sec. 84:128a—130b.

34 Minna Rozen and Benjamin Arbel, ‘Great Fire in the Metropolis: The Case of the
Istanbul Conflagration of 1569 and its Description by Marcantonio Barbaro’, in Mamluk
and Ottoman Societies: Studies in Honour of Michael Winter, ed. David Wasserstein and Ami
Ayalon (New York, 2005), pp. 134-63.

35 Uriel Heyd, “The Jewish Communities of Istanbul in the Seventeenth Century’, Oriens 6
(1953), 299—314; Minna Rozen, ‘Public Space and Private Space among the Jews of Istanbul
during the Sixteenth through Seventeenth Centuries’, Turcica 30 (1998), 331-46.

36 Rozen, History, pp. 79, 86.

37 Le’ah Borenstein-Makovetsky, “The Va’ad Berurei Averot as a Judicial Body in Christian
Spain and the Ottoman Empire’, Jewish Law Association Studies 11 (2000), 117—40.
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the beit din isur ve-heter (rituals tribunal, on matters relating to forbidden foods,
personal status and related issues), which evolved in the seventeenth century.38
A similar process took place in Salonika where, in the early sixteenth century,
the Jews built the Talmud Torah ha-Gadol, a complex that included a hospital,
amental asylum, a soup kitchen, a hostel, a wool factory cum warehouse and
a school. Unlike its Istanbul counterpart, Salonika’s Jewish school catered to
all the city’s Jewish children, rich and poor alike. Poor children studied there
for free, while the children of the wealthy paid fees. The poor children also
received a set of clothes each year, paid for by the community. The school
taught Torah studies to children aged four to thirteen. The most gifted stu-
dents graduated to a higher yeshiva, located in the same compound, and went
on to become rabbis, dayanim and teachers at the same institution, and else-
where in the Ottoman Empire. This complex, which continued to function
for several centuries, was remarkable not only as a social enterprise, but also
as the antithesis of what the congregations of Salonika had striven to achieve
throughout the sixteenth century — the preservation of their financial and
judicial autonomy and sovereignty* The existence of the Talmud Torah ha-
Gadol led to the establishment of a supreme rabbinical court for the Salonika
community, in which the rabbis of the various congregations served in turn,
presided over by the rav ha-kolel, a rabbi chosen from among their ranks. The
economic decline of Salonika in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries
led to the strengthening of the communal judicial institutions at the expense
of the congregational ones. All that remained of the congregations was the
neighbourhood synagogue, which served as a place of worship and also as a
meeting place for debating topics of public interest, and as a house of study
for the paterfamilias after working hours, although as we have seen, the level
of religious studies declined during this period. The centralisation of the judi-
cial system was accompanied by the centralisation of the administrative-fiscal
system, with the focus passing from the congregation to the community. The
leaders of the community, who were also its wealthiest members, were for-
mally elected by the direct taxpayers, and formed an executive body in its own

38 Le’ah Borenstein-Makovetsky, ‘Pinqas Memunei Isur ve-Heter be-Qushta Min ha-Me’ot
ha-Yod-Het ve-ha-Yod-Tet’, Alei Sefer 14 (1987), 99-124; Le’ah Borenstein-Makovetsky,
Pingas Beit Din Isur ve-Heter shel Qehilat Istanbul 1710-1904 (Lod, 1999); Minna Rozen, ‘A
Pound of Flesh: Meat Trade and Social Conflict among the Jews of Istanbul, 1700-1923’,
in Crafts and Crafismen in the Ottoman Empire, ed. Suraiya Faroghi and Randi Deguilhem
(London, 2005), pp. 195-234.

39 Y. R. Molkho and A. S. Amarilio, “Yalqut Haskamot Saloniqi be-Ladino’, Sefunot 2 (1958),
27—60; A. S. Amarilio, ‘Hevrat Talmud Torah ha-Gadol be-Saloniqi’, Sefunot 13 (The Book
of Greek Jewry 3) (1971-8), 273-308.
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right. In reality, as noted above, these leaders were usually co-opted whenever
there were openings due to death, resignation or emigration.

In the course of the eighteenth century, the rich members of the large com-
munities (Izmir, Salonika and Istanbul) attempted to reduce direct, progressive
taxation, and raise the indirect taxation imposed on food products that required
a ritual seal, such as wine, cheese, matzah and, above all, meat. Their success
meant that the financial burden for public services to the community was
transferred from the rich to the poor, who henceforth had to pay taxes from
the first kurug they spent. In order to maintain this situation, the plutocrats
had to buttress their leadership positions and obfuscate the financial affairs of
the community as far as possible. By equating the communal order with the
imperial order of things, they implied that acceptance of the community lead-
ership was tantamount to acceptance of the sultan’s authority.*° The Francos,
for their part, tried to avoid paying communal taxes, for political as well as
financial reasons. For them, paying taxes symbolised their acceptance of the
sultan’s rule over them, and placed them in the same category as all other non-
Muslim subjects, something they wished at all costs to avoid. They therefore
preferred charity to paying taxes. The struggle between them and the local
community usually ended in monetary settlements that satisfied both parties.
In Izmir, however, this struggle continued well into the nineteenth century,
and tore apart the community’s social fabric.#"

The Jews of the empire and the economy

At the time of arrival the Jewish immigrants were considered an economic
asset to the empire, because of the new skills they brought with them as well as
their economic ties with their countries of origin. Consequently, throughout
the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, the Iberian expellees and refugees inte-
grated easily into the empire’s economic life. They practised a wide range of
trades and were active in all branches of commerce, including tax-farming and
government monopolies.** The decline of immigration in the mid-sixteenth

40 Rozen, A Pound of Flesh’, pp. 218-24; Rozen, The Last Ottoman Century, vol. I, ch. 5.

41 Rozen, ‘Strangersina Strange Land’, pp. 146-54; Rozen, ‘Collective Memories and Group
Boundaries’; Jacob Barnai, ‘Rabbi Hayim Benvenisti ve-Rabbanut Izmir bi-Zmano’, in
Yemei ha-Sahar, ed. Minna Rozen (Tel Aviv, 1996), pp. 151-91; Jacob Barnai, “The Devel-
opment of Community Organizational Structures: The Case of Izmir’, in Jews, Turks,
Ottomans, ed. Avigdor Levy (Syracuse, 2002), pp. 35-5I. Avner Levi, ‘Shav’at Aniyim:
Social Cleavage, Class War and Leadership in the Sephardi Community: The Case of
Izmir, 1847°, in Ottoman and Turkish Jewry, Community and Leadership, ed. A. Rodrigue
(Bloomington, 1992), pp. 183—202.

42 Rozen, History, pp. 222—43.
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century, the severance of ties with the lands of Christendom and the integration
of the immigrants” offspring into the socio-economic fabric of the Ottoman
Empire did away with the relative advantage enjoyed by the first generations
of immigrants. International trade, the forte of the sixteenth-century immi-
grants, was taken over by Greeks and Armenians, as Jewish entrepreneurs
favoured business ties with the sultan’s administration rather than private
initiatives in areas that had become foreign to them. They preferred to be
tax-farmers, hold government monopolies or handle the affairs of the rul-
ing class. For the eighteenth-century Jewish homo economicus, the ideal was
to be engaged in a safe local trade, preferably one that involved ties with the
Ottoman authorities.”® Implicit in this ideal was the importance of stability and
preservation of the status quo. Any divergence from the status quo or innova-
tion was considered forbidden and dangerous territory. Even an entrepreneur
such as Sasson Hai of the house of Qastiel, who spent his whole life travelling
to India and South-east Asia on business, marketing gems and pearls on an
international scale, felt that he had wasted his life, since his quest for wealth
had estranged him from home and heritage and the purpose oflife, which was
to study Torah and raise children to do likewise.*

Most Jews of the empire during this period worked as petty tradesmen and
artisans, hired workers or retailers. Tax- and customs-farming was reserved
for the economic elite, and the latter had to compete fiercely with Armenians
and Greeks.# The only Jews who engaged in commerce in a big way were the
Francos, who controlled a large part of the empire’s trade with Italy and, in
the mid-eighteenth century, also began trading with Basra, which served as a
passageway to India and Iran.*®

Another aspect of the economic life of this period was the emphasis on
professional specialisation, as the guilds of each religion tried to preserve their
monopoly over certain professions. While the structure and work methods
of the Jewish guilds largely resembled those of their Muslim counterparts,
there was very little cooperation between the guilds belonging to different
groups.¥

43 Rozen, ‘La vie économique’, pp. 324—43. 44 Tzevi, ““Mas‘ot™, pp. 436, 451, 470-1.

45 Daniel Goffman, Jews in Early Modern Ottoman Commerce’, in Jews, Turks, Ottomans,
ed. Avigdor Levy (Syracuse, 2002), pp. 15-34.

46 Rozen, ‘Strangers in a Strange Land’, pp. 147-53 and notes.

47 Minna Rozen, ‘Boatmen and Fishermen’s Guilds in Nineteenth Century Istanbul’,
Mediterranean Historical Review 15 (2000), 72—93; Yaron Ben Na’eh, ‘Bein Gildah le-Qahal:
ha-Havarot ha-Yehudiot ba-Imperiyah ha-‘Ot'manit ba-Me’ot ha-Yod Zayin — ha-Yod
Het’, Zion 63 (1998), 277-318; Edhem Eldem, French Trade in Istanbul in the Eighteenth
Century (Leiden, 1999), pp. 47-51.
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In conclusion, the economic situation of the Jews of the empire in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries was characterised by ethnic introversion,
fear of initiative and innovation, and the concentration of wealth in the hands
of a few.

The family life of the Ottoman Jews

The Ottoman Jewish family adopted many of the values of the Ottoman
Muslim family. This process of assimilation was neither hard nor traumatic,
since to a certain degree the family values of the two societies had coincided
from the beginning; thus assimilation largely involved a shedding of customs
adopted in medieval Spain or Italy. The leitmotif of the family in both Muslim
and Jewish cultures, since time immemorial, was the preservation of the name
and memory of the male branch of the family. In Jewish culture, this theme
gave rise to a body of inheritance laws favouring boys over girls, brothers over
sisters, and even the father’s family over that of the mother. A Jewish woman
who turned to a shari‘a judge was likely to get a better deal there than in the
rabbinical courts. Another consequence was the preference — particularly on
the part of males — for marrying relatives.

An interesting expression of the Jews’ assimilation of Ottoman norms of
behaviour was the readiness with which the Spanish immigrants discarded
the amendments to the Jewish law of succession made in Christian Europe,
regarding a husband’s right to inherit his wife’s estate if she died childless (the
Tulitulah (Toldedo) Regulation). Earlier customs were rapidly re-adopted.
The Romaniot Jews, on the other hand, influenced by Greek society, contin-
ued upholding their own version of the Toledo Regulation. The impact of
local customs was also visible in the imposition of restrictions on a woman'’s
freedom of movement and contact with members of the opposite sex, a matter
concerning which the Spanish expellees had been fairly liberal. These restric-
tions were the norm in Ottoman high society, and fitted in with the Jewish
ideal of All glorious is the king’s daughter within the palace’. The Jewish
middle- and upper-class home, like its Muslim counterpart, was divided into
the haremlik, where the family lived and which was barred to male visitors
other than relatives, and the selamlik, where male visitors were received, and
which was barred to women at such times. A “self-respecting’ Jewish woman,
like her Muslim counterpart, went out only for family visits, ritual immersion
or pilgrimage to a holy site. Even then she was accompanied by attendants
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or male relatives. Ordinary women, on the other hand, did not enjoy such
‘privileges’.#®

There thus developed a huge divide between the perception of the family
by the early expellees and that which had become dominant after two-and-
a-half centuries of Jewish existence in the Ottoman Empire. This is apparent
from the criticism the rabbis of the empire levelled at the Francos settling
in the Ottoman Empire at the end of the seventeenth century. Two customs
that elicited particularly harsh reactions were the custom of Franco women
walking alone in public, and the habit of Francos to go out in the company of
their wives and daughters.

In certain areas change was unnecessary. In Jewish as well as in Muslim
society, for example, juvenile marriage was the norm, particularly for women:
twelve was considered an ideal age for girls to get married. This was no doubt
also a function of the short lifespan characteristic of that period.

In conclusion

From all perspectives the 1600s and 1700s were the most ‘Ottoman’ centuries for
the Jews of the empire. In this period the integration of the Jewish immigrant
society into the ambient culture reached its height, and most of the cords
that tied it to Christian Europe were severed. Virtually the only remaining
link was the Judaeo-Spanish language and its literary tradition. Along with
religion, language continued to serve as a dividing line between the Jews
and the ruling Muslim society, which the former otherwise looked up to and
wished to emulate. Yet it was the Jewish community’s success in integrating
within the Ottoman order that diminished its ability to contribute something
new to the ambient society. The loss of this innovative potential was one of the
main reasons for the deterioration of the Jewish community’s political status
on the eve of the Tanzimat.

48 Rozen, History, pp. 105-91; Ruth Lamdan, A Separate People: Jewish Women in Palestine Syria
and Egypt in the Sixteenth Century (Leiden, 2000); Le’ah Borenstein Makovetsky, “Taganot
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ha-Mizrah, ed. A. Haim (Jerusalem, 1991), pp. 3-24; Le’ah Borenstein-Makovetsky, ‘Nisuin
ve-Gerushin ba-Hevrah ha-Yehudit be-Istanbul ba-Me’ot ha-Shemoneh-‘Esreh ve-ha-
Tesha ‘Esreh’, Michael 14 (1997), 130-69; Le’ah Borenstein-Makovetsky, ‘Ha-Mishpahah
ha-Yehudit be-Istanbul ba-Me’ot ha-Shemoneh-‘Esreh ve-ha-Tesh‘a-"Esreh ki-Yhidah
Kalkalit’, in Eros, Erusin ve-Isurim: Miniyut u-Mishpahah ba-Historiyah, ed. Israel Bartal
and Yesha’ayahu Gafni (Jerusalem, 1998), pp. 305-33.
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Christians constituted a significant minority of the population of the Ottoman
Empire in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, although their actual
numbers is a matter of scholarly speculation.” The obscurity in the histor-
ical record reflects the deterioration in the regularity and accuracy of the
registration of individual adult non-Muslim males for taxation (cizye) from
the practice of the previous century when the central government was in a
better position to maintain its authority and to count its subjects.* Neverthe-
less, we can be reasonably sure that Christians were in the majority in the
European provinces, with the exception of some Albanian kazas. They were
also clearly in the minority in Anatolia and the Arab provinces, even if they
were present in most cities and regions, and were perhaps the actual majority
in mountainous regions such as Mount Lebanon, Sasun and the Tur Abdin,
which had long served as places of refuge. It was only in the sultan’s posses-
sions in the Arabian Peninsula and North Africa that they were completely
absent.

Most Christians in those two centuries were either peasants or numbered
among the urban poor. Assuch, the rhythm of their lives differedlittle from that
of their ancestors of a century before. Among the elites of the various Christian
communities, however, significant changes were occurring. In the seventeenth

1 Yousseff Courbage and Philip Fargues, Christians and Jews under Islam, trans. Judy Mabro
(London, 1997), pp. 99-109; Oded Peri, Christianity under Islam in Jerusalem: The Question
of the Holy Sites in Early Ottoman Times (Leiden, 2001), pp. 10-24; Bruce Masters, Christians
and Jews in the Ottoman Arab World: The Roots of Sectarianism (Cambridge, 2001), pp. 53—60.
Omer Liitfi Barkan, ‘Essai sur les données statistiques des registres de recensement dans
I’empire ottoman aux XVe et XVle siécles’, Journal of the Economic and Social History of the
Orient 1 (1957), 9-36, at p. 20; Charles Issawi, ‘Comment on Professor Barkan’s Estimate
of the Population of the Ottoman Empire, 1520-1530", Journal of the Economic and Social
History of the Orient 1 (1957), 320—31; Dennis Hupchick, The Bulgarians in the Seventeenth
Century: Slavic Orthodox Society and Culture under Ottoman Rule (Jefferson, 1993), pp. 13-18;
Ronald C. Jennings, “‘Urban Population in Anatolia in the Sixteenth Century: A Study of
Kayseri, Karaman, Amasya, Trabzon, and Erzurum’, International Journal of Middle East
Studies 7 (1976), 21-57.
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century, the fortunes of Christian merchants and bankers were on the rise in the
capital and in many of the provincial centres, often at the expense of Ottoman
Jews. By the middle of the eighteenth century, Christian merchants had come
to dominate the export trade of the empire in cooperation, or at times in
competition, with the western European trading companies.? Furthermore,
Western and Western-influenced education was increasingly an option for
the children of the Christian elites, whether abroad or at home in schools first
established by Roman Catholic missionaries and, increasingly as the eighteenth
century progressed, in academies funded by wealthy merchants who sought
secular rather than spiritual results.*

Most importantly, these two centuries witnessed the intense political strug-
gle that created the millets wherein religious identity for many of the empire’s
Christians became contested and was ultimately rearticulated. All three trends
were interrelated and contributed to an emerging power struggle through
which the Christian elites in the capital sought to extend their hegemony over
their co-religionists in the provinces while local elites sought to resist the pull
of the centre.” Istanbul’s Greek Orthodox and Armenian Apostolic Christians
had succeeded in their ambitions by the middle of the eighteenth century
with the definitive establishment of the Armenian and Greek Orthodox mil-
lets, backed by the sultan’s writ. Their victory had, however, only accentuated
the grievances of the Christian laity in the empire’s provincial centres, and
these would re-emerge in the nineteenth century, recast in the rhetoric of
nationalism.

With the establishment of the millets, the Christians of the empire were
recognised by the Ottoman bureaucracy as existing in a social hierarchy gov-
erned either by the Greek Orthodox Ecumenical patriarch from his see in the
Phanar/Fener district of the capital or by the Apostolic Armenian patriarch
of Istanbul, housed in Kum Kapi. The Christians of the Asian and African
provinces who were neither Orthodox nor Armenians — Copts, Jacobites,
Maronites and Nestorians — were officially placed under the political, if not
spiritual, direction of the Armenian patriarch although that authority was

3 Daniel Goffman, The Ottoman Empire and Early Modern Europe (Cambridge, 2002), pp. 83-91,
170—82.

4 Richard Clogg, “The Greek Mercantile Bourgeoisie: “Progressive” or “Revolutionary”?’,
in Balkan Society in the Age of Greek Independence, ed. Richard Clogg (London, 1981),
pp. 85-110.

5 Hagop Barsoumian, “The Dual Role of the Armenian Amira Class within the Ottoman
Government and the Armenian Millet (1750-1850)’, in Christians and Jews in the Ottoman
Empire: The Functioning of a Plural Society, 2 vols., ed. Benjamin Braude and Bernard Lewis
(New York and London, 1982), vol. I, pp. 171-84.
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typically exercised only in the defence of traditionalist clergy against Catholic
sympathisers. Although the term millet was ultimately derived from the Ara-
bic milla, ‘nation’, the millets were configured to be religious communities,
not nations in the modern sense. But the ordering of the non-Muslims of the
empire into vertically segmented social groups contained the beginnings of
a transformation,; a religiously based identity changed into a national one. In
the two millets, religious hegemony would also be invoked in the eighteenth
century to impose linguistic conformity to the tongue of the Holy Mother
Church, whether it was Greek or Armenian. The millets had, therefore, both a
cultural and a political function, in addition to their more transparent spiritual
role.® Each was headed by a cleric who was appointed by the sultan from a
list of names submitted by the church leadership; this dignitary would reside
in Istanbul. The patriarchs were, however, largely free to order the affairs of
their respective communities as long as they remained loyal to the sultan. In
return, the millet’s leadership could, in theory, rely on the civil representatives
of the sultan, i.e. governors and kadis, to implement its will over an errant
flock in the provinces.”

The emergence of the millet system lay in the ambitions of the Orthodox
Ecumenical patriarch of Constantinople to secure his authority over all the
Orthodox faithful in the sultan’s realm, called simply, if somewhat ambigu-
ously, the Rum in Ottoman Turkish. By a tradition dating to Constantine the
Great, all Christians in what had been the Eastern Roman Empire were under
the spiritual stewardship of the church in Constantinople, represented by the
Ecumenical patriarch. The Arab conquests of the seventh century had greatly
reduced Constantinople’s influence in the other Orthodox patriarchal sees —
Antioch, Jerusalem and Alexandria — but did not eliminate it. That tenuous
connection was, however, severed in the Mamluk period when synods in Con-
stantinople appointed nominal patriarchs for the ‘lost” sees, but these rarely
visited the places they represented in the ecclesiastical hierarchy. The excep-
tion to this rule was Jerusalem, a city that figured too prominently in Ortho-
doxy’s spiritual geography to be abandoned to home rule.® In the absence of
patriarchal supervision, Orthodox Christians outside the Byzantine Empire

6 Victor Roudometof, ‘From Rum Millet to Greek Nation: Enlightenment, Secularization,
and National Identity in Ottoman Balkan Society, 1453—1821", Journal of Modern Greek
Studies 16 (1998), 11-48.

7 Masters, Christians and Jews, pp. 61-5.

8 P.J. Vatikiotis, “The Greek Orthodox Patriarchate of Jerusalem between Hellenism and
Arabism’, Middle Eastern Studies 30 (1994), 916—29; Peri, Christianity under Islam, pp. 98-9.
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developed their own traditions for the selection of their church leaders who,
unsurprisingly, were usually local in origin. Ironically, the Ottoman conquest
of Constantinople and the subsequent conquests of Syria, Egypt, Cyprus and
Crete created a new geo-political reality wherein most of the Orthodox faithful
in the Mediterranean basin were once again the subjects of the same politi-
cal ruler. This provided the opportunity for the church in the sultan’s newly
proclaimed capital to reassert its authority over its distant flock.

Partisans of the centralisation of church authority in the see of Constantino-
ple claimed in the eighteenth century that they were simply returning to a
precedent long established by Mehmed II (the Conqueror), if not by Con-
stantine himself. There is, however, little historical evidence to support this
claim.® Theoleptos, patriarch of Constantinople, informed Sultan Selim I in
1519 that his grandfather Mehmed the Conqueror had granted to Gennadios
Scholarios the right to maintain churches in the newly constituted capital of
the Ottoman Empire and the spiritual stewardship of all of his Orthodox sub-
jects. This seems to be the earliest documented invocation of the origin myth
of the millet system. But Theoleptos was unable to present a firman confirming
his claim, saying that there had once been one, but that it had been destroyed
in a fire. He did, however, present three aged janissaries who supported his
assertion with their oaths.” In 945/1538—9, an unnamed patriarch repeated the
claim. On that occasion, two Muslims gave supporting testimony, saying that
they had been present when Fatih Sultan Mehmed had granted those rights to
the ‘monk’ Gennadios. Perhaps sensing the implausibility of their testimony,
the writer of the question submitted to the seyhiilislam, Ebu’s-sutid Efendi,
added that one witness was 130 years old and the other 116." Although in both
cases the urgency for advancing the claim was to forestall the conversion of
Orthodox churches in Istanbul to mosques, the invocation of a tradition dat-
ing back to ‘the time of the conquest” would underpin the debate over the
legitimacy of the millet system and its prerogatives. Undoubtedly inspired by
the Greek appeal to the legitimacy of the past, Armenian loyalists in Istanbul
advanced the claim in the eighteenth century that Mehmed the Conqueror
had bestowed authority over all the Armenian faithful on Bishop Yuvakim

9 Benjamin Braude, ‘Foundation Myths of the Millet System’, Christians and Jews in the
Ottoman Empire: The Functioning of a Plural Society, 2 vols., ed. Benjamin Braude and
Bernard Lewis (New York and London, 1982), vol. I, pp. 69-88.
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11 M. Ertugrul Diizdag, Seyhiilislim Ebussuiid Efendi fetvalan 1siginda 16. asir Tiirk hayati

(Istanbul, 1972), p. 104.
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in Bursa before the conquest of Istanbul, establishing a precedence over the
Orthodox in the antiquity of their myth of origin.”

If Mehmed Il had indeed thought to centralise the spiritual lives of his Chris-
tian subjects under one authority, his successors in the sixteenth century gave
little thought as to whom their Christian subjects should hold their spiritual
allegiance as long as their temporal allegiance was to themselves. That they
did not always favour the Ecumenical patriarch is illustrated by the conver-
sion of the formerly autocephalous metropolitan see of Pe¢ to an independent
patriarchate in 1557. This came at the request of Sokollu Mehmed Paga and it
was his brother, Makerije, who was elevated to the post. By creating a wholly
Slavic church hierarchy, Sultan Siileyman I undoubtedly calculated that a Slav
Orthodox patriarch friendly to the House of Osman would help secure the
Balkans at a time when the Holy League sought to wrest the region from
the empire.” With a similar concession to political advantage over religious
orthodoxy, Ottoman officials often intervened at the request of the merchant
princes of Dubrovnik to protect Roman Catholic clergy who were seek-
ing to proselytise Orthodox Christians in the Balkans in the seventeenth
century.™

The poaching of the Orthodox faithful by Catholic missionaries led the
patriarchs in Istanbul to seek a broader role in the empire at large, a process
that initiated the struggle to establish the millets. In the sixteenth century, the
Orthodox patriarchs of Constantinople had been open to contact with Latin
Catholics in the capital,® but attitudes changed as the number of Catholic
clergy in the empire increased and their actions became more aggressive. As
Ottoman law prohibited their mission to the empire’s Muslims, the missionar-
ies concentrated their efforts on wooing the allegiance oflocal Christians from
patriarch to pope. Following the example of Latin missionaries already at work
in the Polish—Ukrainian borderlands among the Orthodox faithful, Catholic
priests and friars created what came to be known as ‘Uniate’ churches, i.e. in
communion with Rome.

In 1627 as an opening salvo in the defence of Orthodoxy, Patriarch Kyrillos
Loukaris gave his blessing to the establishment of the first Greek-language

12 Kevork Bardakjian, “The Rise of the Armenian Patriarchate of Constantinople’, in Chris-
tians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire: The Functioning ofa Plural Society, 2 vols., ed. Benjamin
Braude and Bernard Lewis (New York, 1982), vol. I, pp. 89-100.

13 George Maloney, A History of Orthodox Theology since 1453 (Belmont, 1976), p. 251.

14 Daniel Goffman, ‘Ottoman Millets in the Early Seventeenth Century’, New Perspectives
on Turkey 11 (1994), 133—58, at pp. 144—6.

15 Charles Frazee, Catholics and Sultans: The Church and the Ottoman Empire 1453-1923
(London, 1983), p. 29.
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printing-press in Istanbul. The press began to print anti-Catholic polemics, a
development that angered the French, who convinced the Ottoman authori-
ties to dismantle the printing-press the following year.” Throughout the next
two decades, the French intervened in the politics of the patriarchate of Con-
stantinople, trying to place men sympathetic to the Catholic cause in the see.
Similar machinations occurred throughout the century in the Orthodox see
of Antioch, housed in Damascus, and that of the Armenian catholicos of
Sis, located after 1601 in Aleppo.” However, these intrigues only inspired a
newly galvanised Orthodox clergy to seek to expand the prerogatives of the
patriarchate.

The vacillating attitudes of the sultans toward Catholic missionaries oper-
ating in their realm reflected the ambivalence of Islamic law that held that
doctrinal differences among Christians were of no concern to Muslims. That
indifference evaporated in 1695, however, after the Venetians attempted to
seize the island of Chios. The local Catholics collaborated with the invaders,
giving the Ecumenical patriarch the proof he needed that Catholicism made
for disloyal subjects.” From then until 1830, when French pressure led Sultan
Mahmud II to recognise the Armenian Catholic millet, the sultans consis-
tently sided with the Ecumenical patriarch and his ally the Apostolic Armenian
patriarch against the attempts by Catholic clergy to win over the loyalty of the
empire’s Christians to the pope.

Despite the shift in the sultans’ attitudes towards them, Catholic missionar-
ies continued to operate under French protection and increasingly local clergy,
trained in Rome, were able to preserve and propagate the Catholic mission.*
The result was schism. By the middle of the eighteenth century, there existed
a parallel Catholic hierarchy to that of the traditional clergy in every Eastern-
rite church. The rituals changed little, but the new ‘Uniate’ churches pledged
their fealty to the pope in Rome and gained a connection to Catholic Europe.
In this way, the Melkite Catholic Church split from the Greek Orthodox in
the see of Antioch, the Chaldean Catholic Church grew out of the Nestorians,
the Armenian Catholic Church from the Apostolic Church and so on. All of
these churches were illegal by the sultans’ writ, but local Muslim authorities
were often amenable to bribery and the sultans’ commands were not univer-
sally applied. Pockets of newly minted Catholics flourished in the port cities of

16 Ibid., pp. 92-3.

17 Masters, Christians and Jews, pp. 80—8; Robert Haddad, Syrian Christians in Muslim Society:
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Palestine and Lebanon, in Aleppo and even on the sultan’s doorstep in Istanbul,
where Armenian merchants doggedly supported the Catholic cause, often at
great expense to their treasure and lives.*

In the Balkans outside Bosnia, the Catholics had little long-lasting success
in winning the lasting spiritual loyalty of Orthodox Slavs or Greeks.* But the
Ecumenical patriarchs’ fear of the Catholic challenge led them to attempt to
centralise the church hierarchy under their control wherever possible. In the
case of Crete or Cyprus, this simply meant replacinglocal clergy with men from
the capital. > But in the Slav lands, centralisation meant Hellenisation. This
was accomplished politically with the abolition of the independent patriarchate
of Pet in 1766 and the archbishopric of Ohrid a year later, both of which had
nourished Slavonic Orthodox culture. This power grab enhanced the role of
the independent Serbian archbishopric at Sremski Karlovci in the Habsburg-
ruled Vojvodina. When the patriarchate of Pe¢ was abolished, the patriarch
simply moved into the Habsburg lands. From that point on, the ambitions
of Serbs to reclaim their church and eventually their nation were nurtured
outside the sultan’s control.” For Orthodox Bulgarians, the centralisation of
all church authority in the hands of Greek speakers sparked a revived interest
in the history of the Bulgarian kingdom and in the development of a literary
Bulgarian language in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Local clergy
fostered a parallel awakening of interest in history and the vernacularlanguage
in Wallachia among peoples who were yet to become Rumanians in their
collective imagination but who had become restive with a Greek-controlled
church and economy.

The struggle over the centralisation of church authority in both the Ortho-
dox and the Armenian millets had inadvertently sparked the growth of ethnic
consciousness that would emerge as the Romantic nationalisms of the nine-
teenth century. In the case of the Armenians, it had a unifying effect by pro-
viding divine sanction to one literary language, as many who were Armenian
in their religious loyalties had long been subsumed into the larger Turkish-
or Arabic-speaking linguistic communities among whom they lived. For the
Orthodox, it had the opposite effect of splintering a community of the faithful,
some of whom preferred literacy in their mother tongues to that of the Mother

20 Masters, Christians and Jews, pp. 80—95; Vartan Artinian, “The Formation of Catholic and
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Church. Whether in Syria, Bulgaria, Rumania or Serbia, the attempts by the
Ecumenical patriarch to consolidate his authority gave rise to a resistance by
local clergy who increasingly voiced their opposition in the local vernaculars,
unintentionally creating the basis of a national consciousness.

The politics behind the creation of the millets required a great deal of money.
The triumph of the Ecumenical patriarch would not have been possible with-
out the financial support of the Orthodox merchants in the capital. These were
collectively labelled the Phanariotes, after the district of the city which housed
the patriarchate and where many chose to build their homes. The Phanariotes
were often descended from Byzantine noble families with strong ties to the
Ecumenical patriarch. They supported the upkeep of churches, monasteries
and the priesthood, while their relatives filled the ranks of the higher clergy.
By the eighteenth century, the Phanariotes controlled much of the wealth and
trade of the Ottoman Balkans. Using that wealth, they were able to convince
the Ottoman officials that a Orthodox millet centred in the capital would stop
the erosion of Ottoman authority in the Balkans.** Similarly the Uniate move-
ments, where successful, and the monks of the Balkans who were writing
national histories and definitive grammars for what would become ‘national’
languages, were supported by local merchants who resented the idea that they
might lose influence in their local churches, the only political institution in
which they had any voice.

Orthodoxy won the ‘millet wars’. By the mid-eighteenth century, the
Ottoman state stood ready to assist the guardians of ‘tradition’ against the inno-
vation of Catholicism and the traditions of local autonomy that had emerged
in the absence of a centralised Mother Church. That victory had come at a
cost, however. The Christian communities of the empire had experienced a
struggle that affected not only the elites but ultimately all the laity. Which
language to pray in had become an issue of fundamental political importance,
and equally political was the question of which authority could claim the ulti-
mate spiritual allegiance of the faithful. Coming to a decision on these matters
would ultimately reshape the identities of Ottoman Christians.

24 Dimitrije Djorjevi¢ and Stephen Fischer-Galati, The Balkan Revolutionary Tradition (New
York, 1981), pp. 45-57.
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Capitulations and Western trade

EDHEM ELDEM

Western trade in the Ottoman Empire: questions,
issues and sources

The issue of Western trade and that of its legal framework, the capitulations,
has always been viewed as crucial in the understanding of certain transforma-
tions undergone by the Ottoman Empire in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries. The implicit argument behind these statements is that, in the long
run, Western trade and economic presence in the Levant has worked towards
the gradual integration of the Ottoman Empire into an economic system
that came to be dominated by Western powers. This integration, in turn, has
generally been described in rather negative terms, ranging from (Ottoman)
passivity to signs of an impending domination of the Ottoman economy by
the commercial and industrial supremacy of Europe. In that sense, it is rather
striking that most scenarios concerning the evolution of Western trading activ-
ity in the eastern Mediterranean basin tend to reinforce the often-criticised
vision of decline applied to the Ottoman Empire as a whole and, more particu-
larly, to its military and diplomatic performance against the growing power of
Western nations. Political and diplomatic in essence as it may have been, the
Eastern Question is inextricably linked to the outcome of over three centuries
of commercial interaction between Europe and the Ottomans.

This, one may argue, is even truer of the seventeenth and eighteenth cen-
turies. While the sixteenth century is generally associated with the emergence
of the Ottoman capitulatory regime and the granting of the first commercial
‘privileges’ to the French and the English, the implicit understanding is that
these treaties were granted out of a combination of a self-assured magnanimity
and a desire to forge durable political alliances with certain Western powers.
However, from the seventeenth century on, this image of Ottoman superiority
and autonomy is gradually tempered by the sense of an increasingly aggres-
sive encroachment of European trading activity on the Ottoman domains.
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The development of the already existing French, Venetian and Genoese trade,
the rising competition of the English on the same turf and the appearance of
yet another maritime power — the Dutch Provinces — all confirmed the notion
that the Western ‘miracle’ — of which the ‘rise of the Atlantic economies’ was
one of the most blatant signs — was about to change the rapports de force that
had until then characterised the economic and commercial relations between
Europe and the Ottoman Empire.

In that sense, the eighteenth century could only be the logical consequence
of this gradual transformation. A confirmation of the preceding trend, it sig-
nalled the predominance of Western nations — mostly the French — over Levan-
tine trade and prefigured the watershed of the nineteenth century and the total
domination of Ottoman markets by Westerners. The transformation under-
gone by Western trade was both quantitative and qualitative: not only had it
grown in volume, it had also acquired a typical pattern of unequal exchange,
with European manufactured goods flooding an Ottoman economy which
was forced into the subservient role of feeding the growing Western indus-
tries with raw materials. In three centuries of relentless effort, Western traders
had been able to subdue the Ottoman economy, together with its principal
actors, and to prepare the ground for the violent onslaught of European capi-
talist expansion in the last century of the empire’s existence.

Needless to say, this rather mechanistic scenario has long been criticised for
its tendency to oversimplify what was in fact a much more complex process —
from the broader perspective of relative underdevelopment —and a much more
marginal and therefore less determining one — within the narrower context of
commercial domination. Yet, despite the obvious shortcomings of this model,
one has to account for the undeniable fact that the terms under which trade
was conducted between Europe and the Ottoman Empire evolved from a
situation of equality or even of relative Ottoman superiority to one that is best
described as an effective domination or influence of Western economic actors
over Ottoman markets, production and consumption.

This raises the question of the coexistence of the somewhat paradoxical
notion of a marginal position and influence of Western trade in the empire
eventually developing into a full-fledged domination of a quasi-colonial type.
Combining these two notions requires, therefore, allowing for anon-linear and
complex chain of causality linking the rather mild level of penetration that char-
acterised the Levant trade of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries with
the dramatically violent kind of unequal exchange witnessed throughout the
Tanzimat period. The major explanation that can be advanced in the direc-
tion of this non-linear plot is the fact that the situation that seems to have
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crystallised after the 1840s was not necessarily the outcome of a smooth and
cumulative process of a purely commercial and economic nature. On the one
hand, one could easily argue that much of the development of Western trade
during the period went hand in hand with diplomatic and political processes
whose incidence on trade was in no way negligible. Supported by the growing
power of their respective states, relayed by the embassies in Istanbul and a wide
consular network in the provinces, Western traders were thus able to compen-
sate for their potential weakness and limitations on the local market through
the use of extra-economic means of negotiation and, eventually, persuasion.
On the other, one should keep in mind that, even from a strictly economic per-
spective, it is rather likely that what prepared the ground for the quasi-colonial
situation of the nineteenth century took place at the very end of the period
under study, namely during the last decades of the eighteenth century and the
first decades of the nineteenth. In other words, to assume a cumulative and
gradual effect of penetration from the seventeenth century to the nineteenth
is quite akin to building a scenario that would describe an undifferentiated
continuum of economic development for western Europe during the same
period. If the initial phase of the Industrial Revolution, say from the 1760s to
the 1820s, resulted in the drastic transformation of the most developed areas
of the Western world, to the point of relegating the preceding period to the
status of an economic ancien régime, one should all the better be able to accept
the idea that most of the preconditions of “peripheralisation’ of the Ottoman
economy were not to emerge before the maturation of an industrial Europe
with an actual capacity to dominate the Ottoman markets.

The aim is not to negate the existence of a gradual pattern of domination
inherent to the widening and development of Western trade in the eastern
Mediterranean, but rather to put this process into a wider, and possibly more
realistic, perspective that would allow for a combination of several factors in
explaining its complexity. At any rate, for the period under study, the argument
that Western trade was much more marginal than was previously thought,
both in terms of its volume compared to Eastern and domestic trade and,
consequently, in terms of its possible influence on Ottoman markets and pro-
duction, has gained wide recognition throughout the field. Apart from bring-
ing about a fruitful discussion about the alternative dynamics and timing of
later integration on unequal terms, this argument has been characterised by
a notable absence of rigorous and convincing quantitative data to support it.
Indeed, the discovery of the ‘marginality’ of European trade in the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries, although aimed at a quantitative countering of the
alleged dynamics of domination during the period, has relied on a surprisingly
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thin layer of evidence. Based on hunches, on certain qualitative indications
and on an evident amount of common sense, this ‘revisionist’ assessment of
Western trade is still begging for extensive research into the ‘other’ —and now
admittedly more important — trades of the empire, namely the domestic and
Eastern trades.

Interestingly, the same obstacles that make it difficult to assess the mag-
nitude of non-Western trade in the region were originally at the basis of the
distortion that tended to overemphasise and exaggerate the importance of
the Levant trade in the economic downfall of the Ottoman Empire. These
obstacles are, generally speaking, directly related to the nature of the sources
available and, as its logical consequence, to the historiographical tradition that
has developed around the exploitation of these sources. Indeed, one of the
most striking aspects of this area of investigation is that it has almost system-
atically developed thanks to the use of Western sources, and in a direction
that could often be qualified as an extension of Western economic history. In
other words, a number of European sources — produced by state administra-
tions, chambers of commerce, diplomatic and consular missions and agents,
and occasional traders — have helped constitute a rich historical literature of
European presence and trade in the Levant with little, if any, concern for, or
insight into, Ottoman dynamics and responses to the process. To illustrate
this trend, one need only look at the wealth of research conducted on French
commercial involvement in the region during the seventeenth and, most par-
ticularly, the eighteenth centuries: most of this literature treats French trade
as an extension of the ‘metropolitan’ economy, with a minimal amount of
Ottoman documentation to use against — or in complement with — the over-
whelming mass of reports, statistical tables and correspondence emanating
from the Quai d’Orsay archives or from the archives of the Marseilles Cham-
ber of Commerce. With an Ottoman Empire defined more as a geographical
area than a complex socio-economic entity, the chances of grasping the ‘local’
dynamics are evidently low, assuming, of course, that such an intention should
have ever existed. Ottoman dynamics are thus often relegated to a rather super-
ficial and stereotypical account, generally mediated by contemporary Western
observers, or, in the best case, by a genuine effort at deducing or reconstituting
them from patchy evidence from the Ottoman archives.

The preceding paragraph is not a diatribe against Eurocentrism or some
economic variant of Orientalism. True, there is little doubt that some authors
of the late nineteenth or early twentieth century had little concern or curiosity
for things Ottoman, beyond the somewhat exotic stage they provided for a
staunchly Western narrative of adventure and success. However, apart from
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the fact that it is, after all, perfectly legitimate to treat Western trade in the
Ottoman Empire as a European phenomenon and to study it from a Western
perspective and within a Western problematic, one can hardly ignore the fact
that practically no Ottoman archival material was available at that date for
any consistent study of these phenomena. For later periods, this excuse may
no longer have been true. Yet one should keep in mind that the harsh real-
ity of the limits and nature of the available documentation can be a serious
obstacle to the realisation of a historically balanced and impartial analysis. In
this respect, there is a blatant discrepancy between European and Ottoman
co