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URBAN DEVELOPMENT IN OTTOMAN
ANATOLIA ( 16.—17. CENTURIES )

Suraiya FAROQHI

No towns without markets... In late fifteenth and early sixteenth
century Anatolia, only administirative centres seem to have possessed
matkeling facilities. Under these circumstances, it is probable that the
Ottoman taxation system stimulated the development of a market
economy. Peasants sold produce in order to pay their taxes. In turn,
Ottoman sipahis offered agricultural commodities for sale, which they
had collected from the primary producers as dues, but which for one
reason or ancther they did not consume themselves. )

On the other hand, once 2 market was regularly atrended, it might
form a valuable source of revenue to the Ortoman state. Accerding to
Agsikpasazade, the founder of the Ottoman state Osman Gazi had very
much objected to the idea of collecting dues from a market which he
had done nothing to promote. Less than three centuries later, Ottoman
official attitudes had undergone a drastic change. For when in the last
decades of the sixieenth ceniury there emerged a messianic movement
among the Christians of Thessaly, the most scandalous aspect of its
leader's teachings was that he prohibited the frequentation of markets.
As a result, Ottoman administrators lost part of their revenues, and
the machinery of the state was set in motion to bring the peasants
back to urban and rural market places. Thus marketing and administrative
control were clogely associated in the Ottoman towns of both Aratolia
and the Balkans.Z

MERCHANTS, PEASANTS, AND CRAFTSMEN IN RELATION TO THE
URBAN MARKET '

INTERREGIONAL TRADE AND URBAN GROWTH

Particularly in the less accessible provinces of scuthern and southwestern
Anatolia, extension of Ottoman control and of the marketing network
developed as parallel phenomena. Very possibly, some markets wete
founded by administrative fiar, in order to collect market duss and permit

-the conversion of tax grains into ready cash. But if the economic life

of the villages affected by these decisions had not been relatively open
to regional and interregional exchange , attempts to set up markets
would _have resulted in failure even if backed by the powerful OQutoman
state.” Certainly,conditions of transportation forced villages and districts
to be more or less self-sufficient in grains.4 But even so, a certain
amount of regional and interregional exchange must have existed in the
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pre-Ottoman period, and these exchanges were certainly intensified in
the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries.

If many Anatolian towns of the early Ottoman period thus appear as
small administrative and market centres, these few and scattered urban
. settlements were to develop into a much more closely integrated
increase. It must be admitted that our information corcerning Anatolian
population in the late fifteenth century is blatantly insufficient and
probably unrelizsble. However, it does appear as if many parts of Anatolia
were very thinly settled as late as the reigns of Mehmed the Conquercr
(1451-81) and of Bayezid 11 {1481-1512). Unfortunately, the Ottoman
tax registers of sixteenth-century Anatolia have not vet as been
systematically evaluated. Therefore it is at present impossible to decide
whether towns grew at the same rate as overall population, or whether
the share of rownsmen in the total population of Anarolia increased

or declined in the course of the sixteenth century. However, as a
wotking hypothesis, it may be assumed that at least in the moire
commercially active regions, the percentage of townsmen did in fact
grow.

Whatever the relationship of utban growth te overall population
increase may have been, a minor administrative role as a district
centre and associated marketing functions were clearly not sufficient
to explain why many towns attracted immigrants and grew appreciably.
However, such a phenomencn can be observed in many Anatolian

towns during the sixteenth century. Growing international rtrade is

the first explanation that comes to mind. However,ithe increase in

$: RJENNINGS, Urban Population in urban population was so widely spread that international trade alone

Anatolia in the 3ixtsenth Century: A

Study of Kayseri, Karaman, Amasys, cannot he congidered a sufficient explanation. Thus a city like Kayseri,
Trabzen, and Erzurum, Intemational . H : s

Touaal of Middis Bast Stedies, v.7, 1976, whose role in international trade was ceptainly minor, grew to be

p. 27-34_ the second city of Anatolia after Bursa.

Under these circumstances, it must be assumed that commercial
exchanpes taking place within the Ottoman Empire accounted for at
least & good share of the urban growth taking place in sixteenth
century Anatolia, It would be a good thing if we could in any way
measure the volume of Ottoman interregional trade. Almost the only
possibility offering itself is to establish series of the bids made by
would-be tax farmers willing to take over the collection of urban
commercial dues on behalf of the Ottoman :1reasury. Unfortunately
series of this type, if by chance they can be compiled, are full of
gaps, and consequently difficult to interpret. Even worse, taxes upon
commetrcial activities and others that have little if anything to do
with trade are very often agpregated and recorded as a single figure.
Thus at least for the time being, the expansion of internal trade in
the Ottoman Empire of the sixteenth century must remain a hypothesis,
albeit a very likely one.

Connected with this hypoethesis is anorher assumption, namely that in
the course of the sixteenth century, the circulation of money ‘within
the Ottoman economy increased. Ageain direct indications are lacking,
but indirect evidence does point in this direction. Thus the weakening
of the umar system and its widespread replacement by tax farming
were probably connected with the central governments need for cash.
On the other hand, if the Ottoman government had not been tied down

§. B.CVETKOVA, Changements intervenus by an increasing number of money commitments, we could scarcely
dans la condition de s population des explain the avid search after sources of cash revenue, which can be
1960 p. 307 wades historiques, v.5, observed throughout the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.

URBANIZATION AND FLIGHT FROM THE LAND

It is tempting to connect the related assumptions of increasing

internal trade and of growing money circulation with significant changes
in the system of Ottoman landholding. Probably these changes began

in the second half of the sixteenth century. The classical Ortoman
system of landholding had never excluded the possibility that peasants
might transfer their right of possession to a.given piece of land
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against payment of money. Legally speaking, such a transfer was not
considered a sale, and the local admmlstrator had to give his
permission for the transfer to be valid.” However within the context
of the Ottoman land system, it is likely that such cases were
originally considered exceptional. On the other hand, from the late
sixteenth or early seventeenth cemtury onward, such transfers became
guite common, at least in the vicinity of major cities such as Ankara
or Kayseri. Moreover, the permission of the local administrator was
increasingly granted as a matter of routine. Thus what might be termed
a land market came into beihg, and in the vicinity of Kayseri the
process advanced to the point that fields owned as freehold property
(miilk) were no longer an unusual phencmenon. :

Under the circumstances, the classical Otroman system of inheritable
peasant tenures ceased to be efficient as 2 means of keeping peasants
on the land. In fact, once tenures became easily transferable, the
system began to work sgainst stable peasant holdings. For the price paid
for the mere right of possession to a field was much lower than the
price of a piece of land owned as freehold property. Thereby a peasant

.might find it necessary to get rid of a field in order to pay a trifling

debr. It is very likely thar many of the late sixteenth century migrants
to Anatolian towns were in one way or another victims of the emerging
land market.

From the Ottoman administration's point of view, these changes involved
a crisis in the established system of revenue collection. With these
considerations in mind, the Sultans of the late sixteenth and early
seventeenth centuries tried to reverse the trend toward peasant
expropriation and migratien, although on the whole with limited success.
In this sense, it can be said that the Ottoman administration attempred
to limit urban expansion. This policy was very explicit where Istanbul
was concerned.8 Bui to a lesser degree, it applied to late sixteenth

and early seventeenth century prov1nc1al owns as well.

Thus it can be concluded that by this period, the Ottoman government
had reversed its policies with respect to urbanisation. For Mehmed the
Conqueror had used force and persuasion in order to induce his subjects
to settle in his newly-conquered capital.¥ In the same sense, the eatly
Ottoman Sultans, and the rulers of many fifteenth-century Anatolian
principalities had established the covered markets, hans, and rows of
shops thar made up the c¢arsi of many an Anatolian town. When exactly
this reversal of policy occured, is difficult to determine. However it is
remarkable that in most Anatolian towns, the construction of pious
foundations endowed with large numbers of shops slowed down aftet abourt
1530, while attempts tg limit the growth of the capital are documented
from 1567-68 onward.!V It must be assumed that the limited productivity

of agriculture was the decisive factor behind this change of policy. Cerrainly,:

commercial dues, such as could only be Tevied in a town, were often
more valuable than the agricuttural taxes of several vllla.ges taken
together. But without a decisive change in agrlcultural technique, only
:fi. llicrlmted number of hands could be freed from work in gardens or
ields.

On the other hand, settling in & town was not eguivalent to giving up
agriculture altogether. Braudel has stressed tHat pre-industrial towns
in general, and Mediterranean towns in particular, were more than
semi-agricultural in character,!l and Anatolian towns were no exceptions
to this rule. Duting the Celali uprisings, peasants frequently scught
shelter within the walls of a town. Many moved back {or were forced
by the Ottoman administration to return) to their villages after the
worst of the fighting had passed.lZ2 But others must have stayed, and
it is not unreasonable to assume that some of these newly-baked
'townsmen' made their living by cultivatring fields and vineyards. Thus
Anatolian towns at the end of the sixteenth century appear to have -
grown in sme, but their sem1-agrlcultural character remained, If
anything, it became more pronounced.l



38

14, H.IMNALCIK, Capital Formation in the
Cuoman Empite, The Journal of Economic
History, v.2%, n.1, 196%, p. 97-140.

15. G.BAER, Monopolies and Resiricuive
Praclices in Turkish Guilds, Journal of
the Economic and Social History of the
Onent, v.13, n.2, 1970, p. 145-163.

H.CERBER, Guilds in Seventeemh-(lemuw
Anawlian Bursa, Asian and African
Stedies, v.11, n.l, 1976, p. 59-B&.

16, N.TODOROV, 19. Yiyihn Hk Yansinda
Bulgeiistan Esnal Tegkilaninda Bag
Karakter Degigmeleri, Istanbul Universitesi
Ikeisar Fakiltesi Mecsmuasi, ¢.27, n.1-2,
1967, 3. 28.

17. On medieval European guildsmen,
compare S.THRUPP, Medieval Indusery
1000-1500, The Fontana Ecomomic
History of Europe, ed. C.Cippola;
Glasgow: Colling/Fentana 1972, v.1,
The Middle Ages, p. 265-274.

Fig. L A birds-eyy view of Tolkat, one of

the commercial ¢erlres of Crioman:
Anatelia [n the foreground Voyvoda
hans, in the centre the Haluniye
Mosque.

S. FAROQHI

CRAFTSMEN AND INTERREGIONAL EXCHANGE

The life and growth of a town is not sufficiently determined by
describing its role in international, interregional, or even local trade,
and by analysing its relations with its rural hinterland (Figure 1).

For the most characteristic group of urban dwellers were the craftsmen,
who engaged in small-scale production mainly for a local market, and
who with more or less luck tried to maintain 2 certain degree of
independence vis 3 vis the major merchants. Inalcik's studies have shown
frequent instances of conflict between merchants and craftsmen,
partlcularly with respect to the thorny question of interest-bearin
loans.l% Conflicts between these two groups were moreover exacerbated
by the fact that the profit which craftsmen might legally make was
limited by offical intervention. For the prices of many goods and
services were determined by the kadi, whose decisions the guildsmen
could only influence to a limited degree. On the other hand, no such
restrictions applied 1o merchants, who especially if they were active .

in international trade, practically were left to determine their own
margins of profit. -

From clder studies of the Ottoman guild system one gains the impression
that the rules concerning membership were quite rigid, and entry into

& guild often tied 1o conditions difficult to fulfill for all those who

were not themselves the sons of guild masters. However a recent stwudy
has been able to show that conditions varied considerably from city to
¢ity and probably from period to period.13 In a major manufacturing
city such as Bursa, regulations seem to have been more flexible than

in smaller towns with a more limited market, or possibly than in the
capital itself. This adaptibility of the guild system explains why even in
the early nineteenth century, major textile producers of southern Bulgaria
preferred to work through the guilds rather than break out of them,l6
as large-scale producers in early modern Europe so Frequently did. In

the same context, it is worth noting that while conflict between masters
and journeymen wishing to set up their own workshops was certainly not
absent from Ottoman Anstolian cities, journeymen never seem to have
attempted to establish their own seperate organizations.1?

If the majority of town-dwellers were craftsmen, the prosperity or

decline of the major crafts should have led to the growth or decay of

the towns where these trades were being exercised. During the last years,
several craft industries have been investigated and the results are not
without interest for the- history of Ottoman town development. Murat
Gizakga in his work on'the Bursa silk manufacture of the sixteenth
century has concluded that manufacturers were caught berween increasing

0
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raw material costs and a limited market for the goods they produced,
so that price rises in raw silk could not be readily passed on to the
purchasers of Bursa silk fabrics.18 In the long run, this situation was
to lead to a decline of the Bursa silk manufacturers, while at the same
time the export of raw silk gained greater importance. This fact in
turn may account for the relatively slow growth of Bursa population
afrer about 1£00.

Similar conclusions have been arrived at by Benjamin Braude in his work
on the Salonica wool manufactures. This-lartter researcher has suggested
that increasing raw wool prices in Rumeli and a contracting market for
the relatively expensive fabrics produced by the weavers of Salonica,
led to a decline of the industry from the middle of the sevenreenth
century onwards.l? However in the case of Salonica, commercial activities
gseem to have taken the place of the woolen industry, so that the

city continued to grow throughout the eighteenth century. On the other
hand, Todorov's work on the manufacture of rough woolen fabrics (aba)
in southern Bulparia has shown that this branch of trade did quite well .
throughout the eighteenth century, and eontinued to prosper until weil
into the nineteenth.20 .

No study has as yet been undertaken of the Ankara mohair (sof)
industry after about 1620, but it seems that in spite of momentary
difficulties in the middle of the seventeenth century, the manufacrure
of mohair textiles was of importance until about 1800.21 Thus it is
probable that crises were limited to certain industries, and did not
engulf all types of craft manufacture at the same time. In addition,

it is probable thar conjunciural variations occurred between about 1600
and 1820, An industry that found itself in serious difficulties around the
year 1600 may very well have picked up 2 century later. Unfortunately,
since research into possible economic fluctuations within the Ottoman
economy is as yet in its infancy, all that can be said in this context is
mere or less speculative and subject to future revision.

When examining Ottoman craft production, it must not be forgotten that
certain crafismen, both urban and rural, were obliged to deliver a
considerable share of the goods which they produced to the Ottoman
state. In certain places, deliveries to the Ottoman state might be
demanded but sporadically, such as when artisans were required to
furnish shoes or camel harnesses for a troop of scldiers which happened
to pass through their town. But more often such services were demanded
regularly, Thus the sailcloth needed by the Arsenal in Istanbul was
largely furnished by the Aegean coastal regions of Anartolia, while rope
was manufactured in Samsun and the surrounding districts. In such areas,
work on behalf of the Ottoman central administration must have become
an integral part of the regional economy.

Deliveries of the type outlined above belonged to the broad domain of
'command economy' which contrasted with the market-oriented activities
of the craftsmen when they were working for ordinary subjects of the
Ottoman Empire. Admittedly, the Ottoman state paid the artisans whom

it employed for their services. However, these payments generally were
not equivalent to the price the goods and services provided would have
commanded in the town market.22 Unfortunately, a systematic comparison

- between prices in the urban market and prices paid by the Ottoman

administration has not as yet been undertaken for any branch of
production. Such a2 comparison is beset with many difficulties, due to
the extreme dispersal of the relevant information. However, we can

risk the hypothesis that craftsmen working for the Ottoman state made
so small a profit that they had to increase the price of the goods and .
services which they furnished to the ordinary consumer. Thus deliveries
to the Ottoman state must have been financed by a kind of tax, payable
by urban consumers in general.

This artangement becomes more clearly visible when we examine the
financing of the so-called orducu, craftsmen who accompanied the Ottoman
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army on campaign.23 These carftsmen were selected by the guilds.
Members of these latter organizations also had to find the capital which
was needed to equip their fellow guildsmen appointed to follow the
Otroman army. Quite often disputes ensued concerning the amounrts of
money to be supplied by individual guilds. The frequency of these
conflicrs shows that such levies constituted a heavy burden upon the
guildsmen. The latter must again have passed on part of this lead

to their customers. For given most craftsmens' notorious lack of
resources, they could scarcely have survived in any other fashion.

A question which has not yet been sufficienily investigated is the

_impact which this 'command economy' had upon the history of Cttoman

town development. As a working hypothesis, plausible but in need of
verification, it might be proposed that in areas upon which the Ottoman
state made heavy demands, urbanization was held back. For in such
districts, production for the Ottoman state may have taken up so much
of the craftsmens' time and resources that only a small share of their
production could be marketed. At the same time, in an area producing
mainly for the Ottoman state, there was little need to locally set up
the institutions which were normally needed for storing, transperting,
and marketing the goods produced by urban and rural craftsmen. For
whenever the Ottoman state was involved, all the necessary arrangements
had already been made in istanbul. However, without credit facilices,
hans, and market places, no urban garsi could be expected to develop.

THE TOWN AS AN ADMINISTRATIVE CENTRE
URBAN INSTITUTIONS

The set of hypotheses and tentative conclusions outlined above deals
mainly with the economic functions of the Ottoman Anatolian town,

that is with the ways and means by which the town dwellers of the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries made a living, However, the town
should equally be regarded as a religious and administrative centre. Apart
from the fact that higher-ranking administrative officials and ulema
constituted the upper ‘echelons of urban society, the radiation of a town
consisted partly of the reputation which its schools and ulema managed
to gain in the surrounding provinces.24

More important on a day-to~day basis was the existence of Friday
mosques {cami) in the towns, while these instituticns were rare in the
surrounding countryside. Not so rare possibly as the vakif registers of
the sixteenth century would have us believe, because these documents
tend to underenumerate particularly rural foundations (F'igure 2).
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Fig. 3. The cisadel of Gaziantep.

But villagers often preferred the market in the district centre to be
held on a Friday, so that they could attend communal prayers before
returning to their homes.25 If towns of the sixteenth century provided
provided services to the surrounding countryside 26 it is likely that the
opportunity to attend a fully-fledged mosque constituted the urban
service most valued by the villapes.

Since no record was kept of who used what mosque, it is not possible
to say anything about the rural districts serviced by urban mosques.
However we are better informed concerning the impact of kadis' courts,
at least with respect to the larger towns of Anatolia. For in the
documents recording the salient facts of court cases which have been
preserved in the court registers (sicil), it was customary to record the
plaintiff's place of residence. Thus it becomes possible to draw the limits
of the district serviced by an imporiant court, such as that of Ankara
or Kayseri. At the outer fringss of such a district, villagers doubtlessly
bhad a choice between the central court and the courts of certain large
villagers or small towns such as Ayas or Gubuk in the case of Ankara.

But the registers of these smaller cousts have rarely been preserved for
the period preceding the second half of the nineteenth century, and
often enough nothing at all remains. In this context, it should be
interesting to compare the limits of actual court use with the boundaries
of the formally constitured districts administered by a given kadi. For

in this roundabout manner, it becomes possible to test the efficiency

of the Ottoman administrative and judicial organization.

An investigation into the administrative functions of Ottoman towns

also involves a study of the distribution of urban citadels. On the whole,
the impact of town walls upon urban life should have been relatively
weak. For the typical Anarolian rown was an open town, not surrgunded
by walls until the insecurity of the Celali period made some arrangement
for defence necessary.27 The kale (citadel) was the only fortified part
of the town, usually of very modest dimensions (Figure 3).

In most cases the business centre was located outside the walls. While
in certain towns only Muslims were allowed to reside in the citadel,
this was by no means a general rule. Quite to the contrary, in an
important city like Edirne, Muslims might leave most of the citadel’s
narrow streets to the Christian population and settle in more spacious
quarters outside of the fortified area.28 All these facts indicate that
the walls of Ottoman citadels did not contribute much te the 'urban'




42

29. Bagbakanlik Argivi, Mihiime Defreri
75, p. 194, n. 391 {1012/1603-04]),

30. Baybakanhk Argivi, Mihimme Delteri
79, p. 255, n. 616 [1019/1609-10}.

3. M.AKDAG, Celali lsyantan {1550-
1603), Ankarz: Ankara Universitesi, D3l
ve Tarih-Cogralya Fakiliest Yaywmlan,
1943, 5. BR-A9.

32, OLBARKAN and E.AYVERDI,
Isianbul Vakeflar, Taheir Defreri 953
(1546) Tarthli, istanbul: falanbul Ferih
Cemiyeti Yayinlar, 1970.

33. W.HOTTERROTH and K ABDULFATTAH,
Historical Geocgraphy of Palescine,

Transjordan and Sourhern Syria in the

Late 16th Century, Erlangen: Frinkische
Geographische Gosellschali, 1977, map

n.o%.

Fig. 4. A citadel by the seashore:
Marmatis.

S. FAROQHI

prestige of a particular town, nor were they intended as a means of
controiling the movements of urban residents. The citadels and walls
of Anatolian towns appear to have been purely utilitarian structures,
hastily repaired when it was feared that Iranian troops or Celali bands
might attack- Otherwise, they were left to themselves, and peacefully
crumbled away.(Figure 4).

At the same time, the soldiers and officers who manned these citadels
were an active element in urban life. We possess evidence of local
jenissaries lending money on a fairly grand scale, and acquiring houses
and gardens in urban territory.29 Qthers gained control of boat traffic
between istanbul and the Anatolian shores of the Sea of Marmara, and
made handsome profits by raising the price of maritime transp_iorta.tion-30
Yet others turned to more openly illegal activities, and certain
janissaries and fortress commanders were even known to make common
cause with highway robbers. Thus in 1567-77 the kethiida of the
fortress of Sincp was involved in what might well be .regart‘gled as the
1Great Train Robbery' of the sixteenth century {Figure 5). 1

THE FLOW OF TAXATION

For their [unctioning, urban institutions as described above depended
directly or indirectly upon sums of money that had been collected as
taxes. In an economy in which the vast majority of all producers
were peasants of nomads, urban settlements could not have survived

without a flow of taxes from the countryside. Istanbul, as the capital
of the Ottoman Empire, was of course the chief destination of all
taxation revenues. But provincial towns played a not inconsiderable
role in this process, partly as relay siations, partly because a share of
the taxes collecied in the countryside was consumed in sancak capitals
and distript centres. Most information concerning the flow of taxation
revenues is available with respect 1o pious foundations. Thus it is
possible to map the data concerning mid-sixteenth century Istanbul
foundations,for the relevant register has been published by Barkan and
Ayverdi.32 Once such a map has been prepared, it will be possible 1o
distinguish at one glance the area whose taxable wealth was drained
toward Istanbul through the vakif mechanism. With a similar aim in
mind. Hiitteroth and Abdulfatrah have published a map showing the
sources of revenue which had been granted to pious foundations in

southern Syria and Paiestine.33 Comparable maps could easily be drawn
for most Anatolian provinces.




URBAN DEVELOPMENT IN OTTOMAN ANATOLIA (16.-17. CENTURIES) 43

Fig. §. Poru and citade] in Sinop.

34, Q.L.BARKAN, O I Imparatoriug
Bitgelerine Dair Notlar, Istanbul Dniversitesi
lkrisat Fakileesi Mecmuasi, ¢.15, n.1-4,
1953-54, 5. 247,

35, 0.L.BARKAN H. 933934 {M.1527-
1528) Mali Yihna it Bitge Oroegi,
Iseanbul Universivesi, lioisar Fakalyesi
Mecmiuas, ¢.15, n.l-4, 1953-54, s, 251-329.

H.$AHILLIOGLU, Osmanh ldaresinde Kibns'in
lik ¥1li Biitgesi, Trk Tarih Kurumu Belgeler,
G4, 7B, 1967, 5, 1-34. _

36. On the appearance of Beypazan in the
middle of the seventeenth century, compare
EVLIYA Celebi, Seyah i, latanbul
lkdam Maibaasi, oy, v.2, p. 456-457, While
makes no references to a covered markes,
this institution, which characierized al) pros
perous towns,had existed in the 16cth century.
Compare K.KREISER, Bedesten Bauten im
Osmanischen Reich, lsianbuler Mitteilungen
v.29, 1979, 5. 3TR-379. .

However, considering that only about twelve percent of all tax revenues
recorded in the sixteenth-century registers had been assigned to pious

foundations,”™ even a detailed analysis of vakif finances tells us
relatively little abour the flow of tax revenues. On the other hand, a
detailed study of Ottoman crown lands (has] has more potential in
this direction, if only because about one half of all state revenues
was administered in this fashion. At first glance, the figures contzined
in the summaries to the sixteenth century tax registers appear to
furnish an indication concetning the taxable wealth transfetred to
[stanbul as revenue from crown lands. Unfortunately for the historian,
the Ottoman central administration from a very early period onwards
was in the habit of farming cut the collection of these revenues.
Therefore the figures recorded in the tax registers often have very
little relation to the sums of money which the Treasury. actually
received from the Ottoman imperial domain. However the budgets of the
Ottoman Empire, which have been studied by Omer L.Barkan, do

allow 2z more realistic appreciation of has revenues. In addition, the
provincial budgets, of which only a small number has been studied

to date, permit the estimation of revenues transferred to Istanbul
from individual provinces.35 :

In order toc understand the impact of the taxation system and
particularly of the collection of has revenues upon the development
of provincial towns, it is necessary to study tax farming as it
functioned on a day-to-day level. To cite one example among many,
one might compile a series of the mcney bids made by tax farmers
competing for the fiscal administration of a major complex

of rice fields surrounding Beypazan. At the same time, one

‘might try to establish the guantities of rice which the tax farmers in
charge of the Beypazan rice fields threw upon the market every year.
At present nothing is known about the manner in which the rice
production of Beypazan rose or fell in the course of the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries. But one might expect to find that the
decline of this town as a commercial centie, which was obvious as
early as the mid-seventeénth century, had something to do with a
crisis in rice growing.36

While tax-farming significantly affected the Anarolian regional
economies it i alsc of intetest to study the tax farmers as a .
social group. From the monographs on Ottoman cities which have
already been completed, it has be::?me apparent that the major
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Fig. 6. Shops in 2 small town {Goyniik).
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tax farmers always formed part of the narrow decision-making
group which existed in every uiban community. Tax farmers, as part
of their contracts, were granted what might be termed 'rights of
patronage', Not only could they suggest candidates for appointments
to tunars and similar positions, they were the paymasters of many
soldiers and lower-level functionaries, and thus must have been able
to exercise considerable local influence. Thus it is all the more -
surprising that except for Mehmed Geng's work on tax farms of the
eighteenth century, and André Raymond's study of the Cairo tax
farmers, very few attempts have been made g analyze the social
compaosition of this crucially important group.

Closer examination of the taxation revenues flowing through Ottoman
cities finally leads us to a discussion of the degree of administrative
autonomy that these cities may have possessed. Three categories have
been proposed by authors such as Stoianovich and Braudel, namely
‘dependent’, 'semi-dependent’, and 'sutonomous' cities.38 While
Stotanovich has tended to class all Outoman cities of the sixteenth
century as belonging to the 'dependent' type, Ozer Ergeng¢ has come
to the conclusion that late sixteenth century Ankara was not as
closely dependent upon decisions made in Istanbul as might appear

at first sight. From Ergeng's analysis, it seems that Ankara should
rather be classed as a 'semi-dependent' city, for important under
takings, such as the construction of a new city wall, could be decided
and financed by local initiatives. Certainly, & larger number of
derailed city monographs will be needed before we can know how
many Anatolian towns had as strongly developed an urban life as
Ankara.3? But even at our present state of information, it does appear
quite likely that researchers have tended to overestimate rhe cohesion
of mahalles and religious groups, and to underestimate the degres

of integration which prevailed in the larger Anatclian towns.

PHYSICAL. LAYOUT AND GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION
THE TCOWNSCAFE : HUMAN HABITATIONS

Urban activities as outlined above led to a .characteristic spatial
organization, which has been outlined in recent studies by Kuban and
Stoianovich.4® When one wishes to go beyond the observations

recorded by these authors, several possibilities offer themselves. Thus
for instance one might study the concrete functioning of the town
quarters (mahalle) (Figures 6 and 7). Such a project would involve
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Fig. 7. A street in Gaziantep., Note
the difference between substruciure
and upper floor in the house 10°
the right

the manner in which the payment of taxes was arranged among the
inhabitants, and locally-based pious foundations were administered.
Disputes between mahalles can also be used to show up the power
structure established in a given town.

Ancther possible alternative consists of examining the relationship of
Anatolian towns with the countryside surrounding them, particularly
the way in which gardens and vineyards were used by urban dwellers.
Planhol has pointed out that Denizli throughout the Ottoman period
constituted a kind of 'garden city', with a very small garsi and

41. X. de PLANHOL, Le cadre gdographique: residen 1 3 41 i e of town

L e Lo D e ces d!r&perseddal:nong garlglens _B.I]l]d (vm]t;:_)iards. This dtyp '

Lycos, Le Mymphée, ed. Jean des Gagniers was quite widespread 1n Anatolia, with {Eski) Malatya and Kirgenir

et al. Quebec, Paris: Les Presses de 1'Universicd i i H

Tl e Begannd. 1969, o 398 <400. as two particularly obvious examples. Where and how this type of town
developed might tepay a closer investigation.

The 'garden town' is of particular interest as an urban type, since

bag villages surrounding a major seitlement often developed into what
might be called 'satellite towns'. In the course of time, such a bag
settlement might even surpass the older central town, such as happened
in the case of Malatya. Thus a number of bag settements seem to
have shown considerable dynamism, and their development provides
certain insights into the functioning of Ottoman urban society.

Other possibilities of research are conmected with the history of urban
housing. Traditional houses, mainly of the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries, have been extensively investigated by historians of

2. For an overall typology, with pariculas architecture.42 However since the number of existing houses dating
emphasis upon [sranbul, see SH.ELDEM, H - : -
Tk Evi Plan Trpteris Istanbul:lotanbol from the elghtgenth, seventzenth, or s;xteenth_ century is quite limited,
Teknik Universitesi, Mimarlk Fakiltesi, resource to written documents can be of considerable assistance

1954. (Figures 8 and 9).. At least where the larger cities are concerned,

documents recording the sale of dwellings include an enumeration of the
rocms in~each house . Sales documents also mention the special
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Fig. 8. Domestic architeciure: the inner
courtyard of a house in Caziantep.

Fig. 9. Damestic architecture in
Gaziantep: note the sequence of
windaws and the maosazic-oor.

44, For a 17th cenlury example, see the
Kayseri kadi siilleri (Etnegrafya Minesi,
Ankara), v.100, p.13 (1104/1692-93). For
existing structures, campare N.GAKIROGLY
Kaygerl Bvleri, [stanbul: lscanbul Telkmik
Oniversitesi Mimarhk Fakiiltesi, 1952, 5. 23-34.

44. L.LERDER and 5.FARQQHIL, The
Developmentof the Anatolian Urhan Metwork
During the Sixieenth Centary, journal of
the Eeonomic and Social History of the
Qriont, v.23, n.3, p. 265-303.

S. FAROGH!

acrivities for which certain
or weaving. Admittedly, the very smallest and poorest houses were
underrepresented in the sales coniracts, as their ownership was in most

tooms were reserved, such as cooking

cases rransferred without recourse to the kadi's court On the other
hand, the extant documents probably allow us to form a reasonably
accurate impression of the houses inhabited by the more well-to~do
townsmen. Occasionally we can also find descriptions of the konaks
belonging to urban notables, that permit us to¢ reconstruct the
physical setting in which the life of ayan families took place.43

RIVER VALLEYS, COASTS, AND CARAVAN ROUTES AS URBAN
SITES

Market towns, sancak cenires, and major cities of ten thousand
inhabitants and more did not exist in isolation. Certain of the biggest
towns were even served by smaller ones, such as Bursa by Mudanya.#
Administrative acrion on the part of the Ottoman state equally
contributed toward establishing a hierarchy among Ottoman towns.
However, it must be admitted that these hierarchics were often weakly
developed. Bursa or Kayseri dominated large districts more or less
exclusively rural, and the food-producing potential of their respective
hinterlands was probably monopolized by the appetites and demands
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46, For the number of taxpayers registered
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48, HINALCIX, The Question of the Closing
of the Black Sea under the Qtwemans,
Azcheion Pontou, 35, 1978, p. 74-110.

49. N.ULKER, “The Rise of ltmir 1588-1740",
Unpublished doctoral thesis, University of
Michigan, Aon Arbor Mich., 1974,

. the city.

of these two large cities. On the other hand, certain settlements
which were clearly subcrdinate to a large town of the neighbourhood
could themselves be considered towns only 'by courtesy'. Thus at the
end of the sixteenth century a place hike Mudanya did not possess 400
taxpayers and a market, features which in the present study have
been accepted as the minimum criteria opposing small towns to
villages.43

In the geographical distribution of Anatolian towns;certain regularities
are also apparent. Urban sites were often found near rivers, although
towns built directly on  the banks of a major water course, were
comparatively rare. A number of factors contributed toward this
choice of location. Except for the Euvohrates and Tigris, Anatolian

rivers were of little vse for cransportation purposes. Moreover, since
rivers flowing through plains frequently changed their courses, leaving
the immediately adjacent land marshy and unhealthy, there existed
no reason why people should have selected a river bank as the site
of a2 rown.

On the other hand, the agricultural potential of areas receiving
sufficient water obviously increased, so that the ideal location for

a town seems to have been a low hill at some distance from the
river. Such sites were selected meinly for the smaller towns. This
observation confirms the assumption that in such cases agricultural
considerations predominated.While certain medium-sized and larger
towns also developed in locations of this type, the overall distribution
pattern of the more important settlements was not determined by
the proximity of rivers.

The second remarkable feature characterizing the geographical
distribution of sixteenth-century Anatolian towns is the almost
complete absence of port cities. Trabzon, Sinop and possibly Antalys
were the only settlements which functioned as port towns and held
more than 1000 taxpayers at the end of the sixteenth-century.46
lemir, which grew into a major port in the course of the seventeenth
century, even at the end of Kanuni Siileyman's reign could be counted
as barely more than & big village, and the same applied to such
places as Eregli (Karadeniz Erelisi), or Foga.

Under these circumstances, all the major cities of Anatolia depended
upon caravan trade. Even Bursa, which is situated but a few kilometres
Irom the sea, relied much more upon catavan trade ‘Ahan upon jphe small
number of boats that brought Bulgarian iron or Egyptian spices to
7.all other large towns of Anatolia did not even possess
Bursa's limited interest in maritime trade, and were resolutely
continental in Character.

At the same time, the Aegean and the Black Sea carried a considerable
amount of boat traffic. However, most of these ships served the
enormous needs of the Ottoman capital, even there also existed an
appreciable amount of trade between Anatolian towns and the Ottoman
province of Kefe in southern Russia.48 It can be assumed that this
orientation of maritime trade toward Istanbul explains the weak
development of port towns in Ottoman Anatolia. For the pressure upon
coastal regions with marketable foodstuffs was severe, and such areas
may simply not have been able to retain enough of their grain

supplies to permit the development of large towns. Only the
intensification of Eutopean-dominated international trade in the
seventeenth century was to cause the disruption of this pattern, and
permit the rise of lzmir as a major port city.49

CONCLUSION

From the investigation of Anatolian town life in irs various aspects,
the major theme which emerges again and again is .the impact of the


city.47.All
Russia.48.lt

48

it However er the same time, the guarantee
of buign able 1w sell a minimum number of
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Ottoman state. Without the intervention of the Ottoman central
administration, the city of Istanbul would never have gained the
ascendancy over -all provincial towns which it possessed in fact.
Deliveries to the army, navy, and Palace constituted a burden which
was born by the urban economy as a whole.50 Officials and tax
farmers sent out by the central administration made the basic
decisions in Anatolian towns. Least not least, the grass-roots
institution of local markets was closely connected with the tax
demands of the Otioman state. Under these circumsiances, the
dividing line between ‘'political' and 'economic' history becomes
almost impossible to draw.

The present study has been conceived as an attempt to analyse a
specific topic. As has appeared from recent debates concerning the
character of the Ottoman social formation, the number of analytical
studies is as yet insufficient, both in quantity and in quality, to permit
a satissff.ctory understanding of the Ottoman state and society as a
whole.®! At the present time, attempts at synthesis are mainly usefu)
because they disengage the basic concepts, which historians dealing
with concrete problems of documentation are often inclined to neglect.
However even at the present stage of our knowledge, we can be sure
that the peculiar relationship of the Ottoman state to commerce,

and thereby indirectly to town development, constituted one of the
most crucial elements of the Ottoman social formation.

OSMANLI ANADOLUSUNDA .KENTSEL GELISIM (16.-17. YOZYILLAR)
OZET

Bu makalenin bazi béliimleri, yazarnn yayintanmakra olan "Towns and
Townsmen of Ottoman Anatolia, Trade, Crafts, and Food Preduction

in an Urban Setting 1520-1650" adli kitabimn ézetini olugturmaktad:r.
Ote yandan, "ldari Merkez Olarak Anadolu Kenti” ile Kentsel Cevrede
Evler" diye adlandirilan béliimler, halen devam etmekte olan iki
aragtirmamn gegici sonuglarim bildirmektedir. Bu durumda sunulan
makale, uzun siireli olarak tasarlanan bir galigmamn belirli bir
basamaginda elde edilen sonuglan ve kamitlanmaya ¢ahgilan varsayimlan
dile getirmektedir.

Makale 1520 ile 1650 yiltan arasindaki d3nemi kapsamakta ve iig ana
béliimden olugmaktadar. Birincisinde, pazar olgusu iizerinde durulmakradir.
Sira ile, tiiccar ve hdlgeleraras: ticaret, kidyli ve arazi alim-satimi,
esnaf Orgiitleri ile bélgeleraras ricaret ele almmistir. Pazarlarin

olugmasi, onbeginct ve erken oraltinei yiizyilda gittikge biiyliyen ve kentsel -

bir hal alan idari merkezlerden baglamig, daha sonra kéy ve yaylalara
kadar yeyilmigtir. Onaltine: yiizyil sonlarina dogru kéyliintin tarimsal
arazi {izerindeki tasarruf hakki dahi, genigleyen pazar iligkilerinin
icine girmig ve satin alinmasi veya satilmas: mijmkiin olan bir mal
olmugtur, Bu gekilde borcu olan bir kdyliintin, topraklanm yitirmesi
olgusu agiklanabilmektedir.

Bu baglamda, Osmanli merkezi idaresinin kentlesme olgusunun kargisinda
takindifs tawir iizere durulmugtur. Onbesinci yizyilda ve onaltine:
yizyihn ilk yansinda kentlerin bilytimesi, vakef yoluyla ele alinan garg:
yapumitun bir sonucu olarak merkezi idare tarafmndan tegvik edilmigti.
Ancak bu tiir tegvik Snlemleri, onaltinc: yiizydin ikinei yansidan
baglayarak bir hayli seyreklegmis ve 1600 dolaylarinda Osmanli hiikiimeti,
kirszl alanlardan kentlere ve dzellikle Istanbul'a dogru meydana gelen
akim durdurmak igin 8nlemler uygulamaya baglamistir.

Bu durumda Anadolu kentlerinin geligiminin, Osmanl devletinin
miidabalesinden soyutlanamayacaf agikca périilmektedir. Osmanh
devletinin kente ve ticarete karsi izledigi politika, zaman zaman
celisen Ggelerdan olusmugtur. Bir kag yiizy:lhk bir siireg iginde bu
dgeletin géreceli 6nemini Kavramak, Anadolu kent peligimini #nemli

derecede aydinlatmig olmak demektir.
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