A STUDY ON RURAL SPACE, LAND AND SOCIO-AGRARIAN STRUCTURE
IN OTTOMAN EDIRNE, 1613-1670

A THESIS SUBMITTED TO
THE GRADUATE SCHOOL OF SOCIAL SCIENCES
OF
MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

BY

GURER KARAGEDIKLI

IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR
THE DEGREE OF DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
IN
THE DEPARTMENT OF HISTORY

AUGUST 2017






Approval of the Graduate School of Social Sciences

Prof. Dr. Tiilin Geng6z
Director

I certify that this thesis satisfies all the requirements as a thesis for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy.

Prof. Dr. Omer Turan
Head of Department

This is to certify that we have read this thesis and that in our opinion it is fully
adequate, in scope and quality, as a thesis for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

Prof. Dr. Secil Karal Akgiin
Supervisor

Examining Committee Members

Prof. Dr. Segil Karal Akgiin (METU, HIST)

Prof. Dr. Ozer Ergeng (BILKENT UNIL., HIST)

Prof. Dr. Omer Turan (METU, HIST)

Prof. Dr. Recep Boztemur (METU, HIST)

Prof. Dr. Mehmet Seyitdanlioglu (HACETTEPE UNI., HIST)



I hereby declare that all information in this document has been obtained and
presented in accordance with academic rules and ethical conduct. I also declare
that, as required by these rules and conduct, I have fully cited and referenced
all material and results that are not original to this work.

Name, Last name :

Signature

il



ABSTRACT

A STUDY ON RURAL SPACE, LAND AND SOCIO-AGRARIAN STRUCTURE
IN OTTOMAN EDIRNE (1613-1670)

Karagedikli, Glirer
Ph.D., Department of History

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Se¢il Karal Akgiin

August 2017, 273 pages

This study analyzes the Edirne region in the late seventeenth century, during which
the city of Edirne witnessed a fascinating spatial and demographic enlargement due
to the very fact that the Ottoman Sultans preferred to physically reside there. The
demographic rise — and hence spatial dispersion of the city necessitated certain
requirements that are imperative for us to better comprehend the city’s position in the
seventeenth century. The increasing necessities of the city not only brought about the
internal organization of the city per se, but also gave way to a new administrative
organization of its hinterland. In this regard, the present study aims at understanding
the city’s role in the organization of and integration with its rural surroundings in the
period under scrutiny. The latter is given prime importance through a method of

exclusive focus on land and landholding in the rural hinterland of the city of Edirne.

Keywords: Edirne, Rural Hinterland, Land, Space, Seventeenth Century
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OSMANLI EDIRNE’SINDE KIRSAL MEKAN, TOPRAK VE TOPLUMSAL-
TARIMSAL YAPI UZERINE BIR CALISMA
(1613-1670)

Karagedikli, Glirer
Doktora, Tarih Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Secil Karal Akgiin

Agustos 2017, 273 sayfa

Bu calisma, 17. yiizyil boyunca Osmanli sultanlarinin bizzat yagamalarindan Gtiirii
ciddi bir niifus artisina ve mekansal biiylimeye sahitlik eden, Osmanli Edirne’sinde
kirsal mekan, toprak ve tarimsal yapiy1 incelemektedir. Bu demografik ve mekansal
gelisim, sehrin 17. yiizyildaki durumunu daha iyi anlamamiza yardim edecek bazi
gereksinimleri de beraberinde getirmistir. Sehrin artan gereksinimleri, bir yandan
sehrin kendi i¢inde organizasyonunu beraberinde getiritken, diger yandan da
hinterlandinin yeni bir idari yapiya kavugmasma yol agmistir. Bu baglamda, bu
calisma sehrin kirsal hinterlandindaki organizasyonu ve onunla entegrasyonunu
anlamay1 amaglamaktadir. Calima analizinde, kirsal kesime toprak ve toprak

tasarrufu iizerinden yogunlasacaktir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Edirne, Kirsal Hinterland, Toprak, Mekan, On Yedinci Yiizyil



To the memory of my beloved father, Yasar Karagedikli
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This study analyzes the Edirne region in the late seventeenth century, during which
the city of Edirne witnessed a fascinating spatial and demographic enlargement due
to the very fact that the Ottoman Sultans preferred to physically reside there. The
demographic rise — and hence spatial dispersion — of the city necessitates certain
acknowledgements that are imperative for a comprehension of the city’s position in
the seventeenth century. In this regard, the present study aims to provide a better
explanation of the city’s role in the organization of and integration with its rural
surroundings in the period under scrutiny. The rural surroundings of Edirne are
given primary attention through a method focusing exclusively on land and
landholding. At this point, one can ask the following questions: how did Edirne
tolerate a significant demographic rise in a way that it could feed its residents? The
Edirne of the seventeenth century was not a city that could possibly so in the

preceding century; then how about its rural surroundings?

However simple these questions seem to be, it is important to underline that the
rural society in the Edirne district did not only meet its own needs but also fed the
cities in its closest proximity, as well as contributed to the provisioning of the
capital city of the Empire, Istanbul. Being deeply intertwined spaces, the
interconnection of Edirne and its countryside increased due to a variety of factors
such as demographic mobility, provisioning of cities, service demand of country,
and the like. Thus, rural spheres of Edirne ought to be taken into consideration not
as an auxiliary unit of the city, but rather as its indispensible component. This can

be understood by treating the region of Edirne in a holistic way that pictures the



settlement patterns, the nature of those settlements, and their relations with the city
covering them under its jurisdiction. In this regard, this study is an undertaking in
understanding Edirne through its rural hinterland that was not static, but was rather
dynamic taking different shapes in relation with changing circumstances. Modern
scholarship has produced a good number studies dealing with different cities within
the Ottoman state. However, there are very few examples that deal with the
Ottoman city and its rural surroundings in this way because most of the extant
literature paid attention either to the city per se or to the countryside within
economic and judicial domains exclusively. Hence, it is important to see the

relevant studies in the Ottomanist historiography.

The literature at hand concerning regional studies in the post-classical period is still
lacking an undertaking such as the above due to various reasons such as the
unavailability of relevant sources to visualize a whole area despite the fact that
researches on rural societies have constituted a significant portion in the
historiography in the last few decades. Between the 1960s and the 1980s,
researchers in Turkey were in an enthusiastic dispute on the possible causes of the
underdevelopment of the country. This intellectual debate was much shaped around
the theoretical frameworks of both feudalism and the Asiatic mode of production. It
was not the Ottomanist historians’ contributions dominated these intellectual
discussions, but was rather the non-historians who were influenced by the
theoretical works of prominent scholars in Europe.! These non-specialists of
Ottoman history, getting influenced by theoretical discussions elsewhere, did
influence Turkish historians with their works that most commonly defended one of
the two frames just mentioned above. In the meantime, while influencing historians
via their works, they benefited from the empirical studies of students of Ottoman
history, who used Ottoman archival sources in order to illuminate the state structure

as well as societal relations.

' Mehmet Ali Kiligbay, Feodalite ve Klasik Dénem Osmanli Uretim Tarzi (Ankara: Gazi, 1985);
Sencer Divitgioglu, Asya Uretim Tarzi ve Osmanli Toplumu (Istanbul: Sermet, 1971); Muzaffer ilhan
Erdost, Osmanli Imparatorlugu’'nda Miilkivet Iliskileri: Asya Bigimi ve Feodalizm (Ankara: Onur,
1989). Also see Stefanos Yerasimos, Azgelismigslik Siirecinde Tiirkiye (Istanbul: Belge, 1986); Idris
Kiigiikdmer, “Asyagil Uretim Bigimi, Yeniden Uretim ve Sivil Toplum,” Toplum ve Bilim 2, (1977):
3-30.
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This interaction between the Ottomanist historians and non-Ottomanist researchers
occurred at a time when the former began using a particular kind of tax surveys
(tahrir defterleri) that would dominate the field until the early 1990s after when the
historical inquiry among students of Ottoman history shifted to research questions
shaped more around cultural and intellectual history.” During the heyday of the so-
called defterology studies, one line of historical inquiry in Ottoman studies at the
time, students of Ottoman history interested in the “classical age” were lucky in their
attempts to explain rural societies, as the regular tax surveys enabled them to re-

construct sixteenth century social and rural realities.

Since in the following centuries Ottoman central authorities did not prepare such
regular tax surveys that were compatible to the surveys of the sixteenth century,
historians specializing in the later Ottoman periods were not as fortunate as those
working on the earlier centuries who had opportunities to benefit from “a happy
marriage of sources” as termed by Amy Singer.* Despite the fact that the Ottoman

State still produced different kinds of registers concerning its tax revenues, none of

* Heath Lowry, Studies in Defterology. Ottoman Society in the Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries
(Istanbul: The ISIS Press, 1992); Michael Kiel, “Population growth and food production in 16th
century Athens and Attica according to the Ottoman Tahrir Defters,” in Proceedings of the VIth
Cambridge CIEPO Symposium, ed. J.-L. Bacque Gammont and E. van Donzel (istanbul-Paris-
Leiden: Divit Press, 1987), 115-133; Omer Lutfi Barkan and Enver Merigli, eds., Hiidavendigdr
Livast Tahrir Defterleri (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1988); Halil Inalcik, ed., Hicri 835 Tarihli
Siiret-i Defter-i Sancak-i Arvanid (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih, 1954); Ahmet Ozkiling et al., 438 Numaral
Muhdsebe Vildyet-i Anadolu Defteri (Ankara: Devlet Arsivleri Genel Miiriidliigii, 1993); Omer Liitfi
Barkan, XV ve XVI. Aswrlarda Osmanli Imparatorlugunda Zirai Ekonominin Hukuki ve Mali
Esaslari. Kanunlar 1 (Istanbul: Biirhaneddin Matbasi, 1943); Mehmet Oz, “Tahrir Defterlerinin
Osmanli Tarihi Arastirmalarinda Kullanilmas1 Hakkinda Bazi Ddsiinceler,” Vakiflar Dergisi 22,
(1991): 429-439; Kemal Cicek, “Osmanlilardan Once Akdeniz Diinyasinda Yapilan Tahrirler
Hakkinda Baz1 Gozlemler,” AU Osmanli Tarihi Arastirma ve Uygulama Merkezi Dergisi OTAM 6,
(1995): 51-89; Zeki Arikan, “Tahrir Defterlerinde Gegen Deyimler,” Osmanli Arastirmalar: 16,
(1996): 1-13; Fatma Acun, “Osmanli Tarihi Arastirmalarinin Genigleyen Sinirlari: Defteroloji,” Tiirk
Kiiltiirii Incelemeleri Dergisi 1, (2000): 319-332; Suraiya Faroghi, “Tahrir,” in Encyclopedia of Islam
X, 2nd ed. (Leiden: Brill, 2000), 112-113; Feridun M. Emecen, “Sosyal Tarih Kaynag1 Olarak Tahrir
Defterleri,” in Tarih ve Sosyoloji Semineri, 28-29 Mayis 1990: Bildiriler (istanbul: Istanbul
Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, 1991), 149-155; Feridun M. Emecen, “Mufassaldan Icmale,”
Osmanli Arastirmalar: 16, (1996): 37-44; Halil Inalcik, “Osmanlilarda Raiyyet Riisumu,” 77K
Belleten XXIII, (1959): 575-610; Tiber Halasi-Kun, “Some Notes on Ottoman Mufassal Defter
Studies,” Journal of Turkish Studies X, (1986): 163-166; Rhoads Murphey, “Ottoman Census
Methods in the Mid-sixteenth Century: Three Case Studies,” Studia Islamica 71, (1990): 115-126.

’ Heath Lowry, “The Ottoman Tahrir Defterleri as a source for social and economic history: pitfalls
and limitations,” in Studies in Defterology: Ottoman Society in the Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries
(istanbul: The Isis Press, 1992), 3-18.

* Amy Singer, “Tapu Tahrir Defterleri and Kad: Sicilleri: A Happy Marriage of Sources,” Tarih 1,
(1990): 95-125.



these provided the “full” picture as the tahrirs of the earlier periods had done for
historians who were to combine different kinds of Ottoman sources.” The next
generation of Ottoman historians were not that fortunate as far as different regional
contexts in the post-classical period are concerned, since no compatible archival
sources were found. Hence, scholars combined various archival sources (but not tax

surveys as they did not exist) to analyze rural society in this period.’

Students of Ottoman history found their mine of information to verify the data
provided by the surveys of the sixteenth century when a new kind of source was
discovered that were detailed household tax surveys (mufassal avariz defterleri). In
terms of area coverage, population and production, no sources had equipped to the
historian with the detailed information as the tax registers had done. With this data,
historians were convinced that these household registers offered an understanding of
the settlement patterns and demographic situation in the seventeenth century. They
could also argue that the detailed household tax registers could provide a fuller
picture of rural society of the seventeenth century Ottoman Empire.” For instance,
having chosen Amasya and its rural environs as his case study, Oktay Ozel claims
that rural society in central Anatolia faced serious disturbances in the mid-
seventeenth century following the disintegration of the classical Ottoman timar
regime that had been the backbone of the entire system. Known as the Celali bandits,
rebellious groups comprising a good number of unemployed young men ravaged the
countryside of Anatolia that was also facing a series of economic, political and

climatic difficulties.®

> Linda T. Darling, Revenue-Raising and Legitimacy. Tax Collection and Finance Administration in
the Ottoman Empire 1560-1660 (Leiden: Brill, 1996).

% See Bruce McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe: Taxation, Trade and the Struggle for
Land, 1600-1800 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981); Haim Gerber, The Social Origins
of the Modern Middle East (London: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1994).

7 Oktay Ozel, “Avénz ve Cizye Defterleri,” in Osmanli Devleti’'nde Bilgi ve Istatistik, ed. Halil
Inalcik and Sevket Pamuk (Ankara: TC. Basbakanlik Devlet Istatistik Enstitiisii, 2000), 35-50; Oktay
Ozel, “17. Yiizy1l Osmanl Demografi ve iskan Tarihi igin Onemli Bir Kaynak: Mufassal Avariz
Defterleri,” in XII. Tiirk Tarih Kongresi (Ankara, 12-16 Eyliil 1994), Kongreye Sunulan Bildiriler 111,
(Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu, 1999), 735-743.

¥ Oktay Ozel studied the destructive effects of the Celali rebellions in Anatolia in one of his articles
recently published. See Oktay Ozel, “The Reign of Violence: The celalis c. 1550-1700,” in The
Ottoman World, ed. Christine Woodhead (London: Routledge, 2012), 184-202. Also see Oktay Ozel,
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A second line of historical inquiry, which was based on sicil collections (Muslim
court registers) in different geographical contexts, has treated this topic in a rather
more complete method by integrating the city with its rural hinterland. Using such
collections, Ozer Ergeng, in his study on Bursa in the sixteenth century, underlines
that the rural surroundings of Bursa at that time were adjusted in accordance with the
city’s demographic expansion that was very significant in the century and that was in
line with the general demographic trend evident in the Ottoman country. In so doing,
the administrative organization in the sixteenth century compiled rural sites from
other sub-provinces (sancak or liva) under the jurisdiction of Bursa, which dispersed
the city’s control over larger areas and helped to feed Bursa’s growing population.’
Ozer Ergeng has drawn a similar picture for sixteenth century Ankara by utilizing
from Muslim court registers in a multidisciplinary method.'® Other historians, basing
their studies on Muslim court registers, have also attempted to understand the
interaction of the Ottoman city with its surroundings in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, which were times the Ottoman state was facing serious political
and economic transformations.'' However, lack of available tax surveys from the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries prevented scholars from analyzing the region

they dealt with in a complete way.

By the early 2000s, some Ottomanist scholars began working on the centre-periphery

relations in order to revise the scholarly understanding of the eighteenth century that

“Population Changes in Ottoman Anatolia in the 16™ and 17" Centuries: The “Demographic Crisis”
Reconsidered,” International Journal of Middle East Studies 36, (2004): 191.

® Ozer Ergeng, XVI. Yiizyil Sonlarinda Bursa (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 2006).
' Ozer Ergeng, XVI. Yiizyilda Ankara ve Konya (Ankara: Tarih Vakfi, 2012), 62-63.

" Modern scholars of Ottoman history researched different regions in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries. However, their works were mostly without such tax surveys. They mostly benefited from
local Muslim court registers and other archival sources. See Haim Gerber, Economy and Society in
an Ottoman City: Bursa, 1600-1700 (Jerusalem: Hebrew University, 1988); Dror Ze‘evi, An Ottoman
Century: The District of Jerusalem in the 1600s (New York: State University of New York Press,
1996); Hiilya Tas, XVII. Yiizyilda Ankara (Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu, 2006); Hiilya Canbakal,
Society and Politics in an Ottoman Town: ‘Ayntab in the 17" Century (Leiden: Brill, 2007); Abraham
Marcus, The Middle East on the Eve of Modernity: Aleppo in the Eighteenth Century (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1992). For a recent study on the relations between city and country
through lenses of Salonika and its countryside see Irfan Kokdas, “When the Countryside is Free:
Urban Politics, Local Autonomy and the Changing Social Structure in Ottoman Salonika, 1740-
1820,” unpublished PhD thesis (State University of New York, 2013). I would like to thank Irfan
Kokdas for kindly sending me his dissertation and his published article. Also see Nenad Moacanin,
Town and Country on the Middle Danube, 1526-1690 (Leiden: Brill, 2006).
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was for long viewed in relation with the so-called decline paradigm, i.e., loosening
central authority and strengthening local power holders.'? Dina R. Khoury analyzed
the relations between the state and Mosuli society “to test the efficacy of the
centralization/decentralization paradigm.””> Others also produced scholarly
researches by focusing on different territorial contexts in the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries.'* All of these scholarly works, which analyzed local politics
from the point of view of “state-society dichotomy”, contributed in a great deal to the

current state of knowledge of students of Ottoman history."’

In agricultural empires, land was the prime means of living, producing and
contesting for the subjects, and the Ottoman Empire was one of this sort. The
literature not undermining the significance of land has researched this crucial matter
mainly within three lines. While the first line analyzed land and land possession in
the Ottoman Empire based on the tax surveys of the sixteenth century,'® the second
line attempted to evaluate land ownership following the Land Code of 1858."” The

third line that needs to be mentioned here analyzed land and land holding within

"2 Dina Rizk Khoury, State and Provincial Society in the Ottoman Empire. Mosul, 1540-1834
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 9; Kenneth M. Cuno, The Pasha's peasants: land,
society, and economy in Lower Egypt, 1740-1858 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992);
Ariel Salzmann, Tocqueville in the Ottoman Empire: rival paths to the modern state (Leiden: Brill,
2004); Ariel Salzmann, “An ancien régime revisited: privatization and political economy in the 18th
century Ottoman Empire,” Politics & Society 21, (1993): 393—-423. For the most recent study treating
local power holders in a holistic way see Ali Yaycioglu, Partners of the Empire: The Crisis of the
Ottoman Order in the Age of Revolutions (California: Stanford University Press, 2016).

" Khoury, State and Provincial Society in the Ottoman Empire, 9.

'* See Bruce McGowan, “The Age of the Ayan,” in An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman
Empire, Vol. II, 1600-1914, ed. Halil Inalcik and Donald Quartaert (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1997), 637-758; Marc Aymes, A Provincial Society of the Ottoman Empire: Cyprus
and Eastern Mediterranean in the Nineteenth Century (New York: Routledge, 2014). Also see
Antonis Anatasopoulos, ed., Provincial elites in the Ottoman Empire: Halcyon Days in Crete V: a
symposium held in Rethymnon 10-12 January 2003 (Crete: Crete University Press, 2005); Isik
Tamdogan, “‘Biiyiikleri Saymak, Kiigiikleri Sevmek’ 18. Yiizyil Adana’sinda Ayanlarin iliski Aglari
ve Iki Farkli Iliski Yiiriitme Uslubu,” Tarih ve Toplum Yeni Yaklagmlar 1, (2005): 77-96; James
Grehan, Consumer Culture and Everyday Life in FEighteenth-Century Damascus (Washington:
Washington University Press, 2007).

1> Kokdas, “When the Countryside is Free,” 10.
1 See footnote 2.

"7 Huri Islamoglu, “Property as a Contested Domain: A Re-evaluation of Ottoman Land Code of
1858,” in New perspectives on property and land in the Middle East, ed. Roger Owen (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 2000), 3-61. Also see Attila E. Aytekin, “Agrarian Relations, Property and
Law: an Analysis of the Land Code of 1858 in the Ottoman Empire,” Middle Eastern Studies 45, no.
6 (2009): 935-951.



judicial or jurisprudential domain based on responsa (fetva) collections.'® With few
exceptions, though, land possession in the Ottoman Empire after the sixteenth
century — and before the nineteenth — has been overlooked due to the lack of relevant
empirical data on which new insights could be structured on.'”” Among them, one
study deserves special attention: Ozer Ergeng and Hiilya Tas, in their work on land
use in Ottoman Anatolia, analyzed the types of land possessions based on cases
obtained from the Muslim courts of Hatay, Bursa, Konya, Amasya, and Harput. The
authors prove that the applications of the nineteenth century reforms were in actual
fact were valid in the previous two centuries. Hence, the land code of 1858 and the
developments following it ought not to be analyzed without considering the land

system of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.*’

Very recently, historians have uncovered some new tax surveys prepared during a
period of a series of conquests in the seventeenth century. The tax survey that is of
significance for the present study is the one the Ottoman central state authorities
prepared after the conquest of Crete in 1669. Molly Greene, in her article published
in 1996, analyzed the land survey that the Ottomans prepared in Crete in 1669 just
before the island was incorporated into the Ottoman administrative system.”' It was
not a novel practice for the Ottomans to survey a recently conquered land. What was
new, however, was that the Ottomans implemented new ways of registering the lands
in the Crete survey of 1669. This survey has been analyzed by other scholars who

agreed that it was a new survey, despite its similarities with the classical fahrirs of

'8 Sabrina Joseph, Islamic Law on Peasant Usufiuct in Ottoman Syria: 17th to Early 19th Century.
(Leiden: Brill, 2012). Also see Martha Mundy and Richard S. Smith, Governing Property, Making
the Modern State: Law, Administration and Production in Ottoman Syria (London: 1. B. Tauris,
2007).

' For various articles in this line see Martin P. Bunton, New perspectives on property and land in the
Middle East (Harvard CMES, 2000); Caglar Keyder and Faruk Tabak, eds., Landholding and
Commercial Agriculture in the Middle East: Globalization, Revolution, and Popular Culture
(Albany: State University of New York Press, 1991). In the latter, Halil Inalcik and Gilles Veinstein’s
works are of significance for land issues in the pre-1858 Ottoman Empire.

%% Ozer Ergeng and Hiilya Tas, “Assessments on Land Usufruct and Ownership in Anatolia during the
17™ and 18™ Centuries,” Ajames 23, no. 2 (2007): 1-32. Also see Ozer Ergeng, “18. Yiizyil Osmanh
Anadolu’sunda Tarmm Uretiminde Yeni Boyutlar: Muzira‘a ve Muraba‘a Sézlesmeleri,” Kebikeg
Insan Bilimleri I¢in Kaynak Arastirmalar: Dergisi 23 (2007): 129-139.

*l Molly Greene, “An Islamic Experiment? Ottoman Land Policy on Crete,” Mediterranean

Historical Review 11, no. 1 (1996): 60-78.



the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries.”> Although Ottomanist historians claimed that
this practice of the Cretan survey did not become a widespread application in the
Ottoman realms, other similar or dissimilar surveys have been discovered in the
Ottoman archives shedding further light on the new registration practices the
Ottomans were experimenting. Similar to Crete, the Ottoman central administration
undertook a tax survey for Podolia in 1681 following its conquest in the seventeenth
century. This was the last territory that became an Ottoman land during the reign of
Mehmed IV.* Within two decades or so, the Ottomans did the same for the Morea
when they recaptured it from the Venetians in 1715. This was followed by a series of
other tax surveys in the Aegean the islands.”* Although new surveys similar to (not
identically) tahrirs were undertaken for some parts of the Ottoman Empire (i.e.,
Podolia and the Morea after their conquests by the Ottomans, and Semendire)
between the late seventeenth and the mid-eighteenth centuries, this did not become a
general practice throughout the Ottoman territories.”> However, most of the recent

researches have dealt with these late seventeenth and early eighteenth century

** Since Omer Liitfi Barkan who first analyzed the kanunname of the Cretan survey of 1669, scholars
have extensively studied it. Also see Greene, “An Islamic Experiment?”; Molly Greene, 4 Shared
World: Christians and Muslims in the Early Modern Mediterranean (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2000); Elias Kolovos, “Beyond ‘Classical’Ottoman Defterology: A Preliminary Assessment of
the Tahrir Registers of 1670-71 Concerning Crete and the Aegean Islands,” in The Ottoman Empire,
the Balkans, the Greek Lands: Toward a Social and Economic History (Studies in Honor of John C.
Alexander), ed. Elias Kolovos (Istanbul: The Isis Press, 2007), 201-35; Eugenia Kermeli, “Caught in
between Faith and Cash: The Ottoman Land System of Crete, 1645-1670,” in The Eastern
Mediterranean under Ottoman Rule: Crete, 1645-1840 (Halcyon Days in Crete VI, A Symposium
Held in Rethymno, 13-15 January 2006), ed. Antonis Anastasopoulos (Crete: Crete University Press,
2008); Evangelia Balta and Mustafa Oguz, eds., Livd-i Resmo Tahrir Defteri (Ankara: Tirk Tarih
Kurumu, 2009).

* Dariusz Kotodziejczyk, The Ottoman Survey Register of Podolia (ca. 1681). Defter-i Mufassal-i
Eyalet-i Kamanige (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1994).

** Evangelia Balta, “The Ottoman Surveys of Siphnos (17th-18th Centuries),” Ankara Universitesi
Osmanli Tarihi Arastirma ve Uygulama Merkezi Dergisi 18, (2006): 51-69. Also see Stefka Parveva,
“Agrarian Land and Harvest in the South-west Peloponnese in the early eighteenth century,” in
Village, Town and People in the Ottoman Balkans 16™-mid-19" Century, ed. Stefka Parveva
(fstanbul: ISIS Press, 2009), 61-110.

» Kotodziejczyk, The Ottoman Survey Register of Podolia (ca. 1681); Miroslav Pavlovic,

“Postclassical defterology: Possibilities of Socio-economic research in contemporary Ottoman
Studies,” Journal of Historical Researches (Istrazivanja) 26, (2015): 66-81.
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surveys in order to analyze how the Ottomans integrated the newly conquered lands

into the Ottoman political and administrative systems.

The most recent line of inquiry in Ottoman studies has emerged in parallel to the
current agenda of historical research in the world that is related with the so-called
“spatial turn.” Two current projects in this respect deserve special attention. The first
is a forthcoming book edited by Ali Yaycioglu and Cemal Kafadar that brings
together a number of papers in order to provide a better spatial understanding for the
early modern Ottoman Empire.”” The second one is on a rather narrow geographical
context: Crete.”® Research on space greatly contributes to our current state of
knowledge of the early modern Ottoman Empire in a way that interprets conceptual

frames empire-wide as well as at local levels.”

In this dissertation dealing with the interaction of the city with its rural hinterland by
focusing on the Edirne district, I, in light of the current literature, argue that the
relations of Edirne with its rural surroundings was re-organized in the seventeenth
century, when the city witnessed a tremendous population rise bringing about a
higher demand of provisioning. Hence, this demographic rise in the city not only
stimulated the organization of the city per se, but also necessitated the re-
organization of the city’s rural surroundings. In this regard, I further argue that
similar to the Bursa district of the late sixteenth century as elaborated by Ozer
Ergeng, the rural space of the Edirne region of the seventeenth century was also re-

organized in a way that increased its allocations (fahsisat) from the surrounding

%% It was also this period when a new generation of Ottomanist historians began to praise the scholarly
shift towards the peasant in Ottoman studies. Elias Kolovos, ed., Ottoman Rural Societies and
Economies: Halcyon Days in Crete VIII: a Symposium Held in Rethymno 13-15 January 2012 (Crete:
Crete University Press, 2015).

" The papers were presented in a workshop organized in Stanford University in 2016. The
proceedings will be published under the title of Ali Yaycioglu and Cemal Kafadar, Ottoman
Topologies: Production of Space in an Early Modern Empire (California: Stanford University Press,
forthcoming).

*¥ The name of the project is Mediterranean Insularities: Space, Landscape and Agriculture in Early
Modern Cyprus and Crete. This is a still ongoing project undertaken by Elias Kolovos and Antonis
Hadjikyriacou. See its website on http://medins.ims.forth.gr (accessed on 11 July 2017).

% See Ozer Ergeng, “Perception of Space in the Early Modern Ottoman World: ‘Vatan’ and ‘Diyar-1
Aher’ within the Triangular Context of ‘Memalik-i Mahruse’, ‘Diyar-1 Acem’ and ‘Frengistan,’” in
Ottoman Topologies: Production of Space in an Early Modern Empire, ed. Ali Yaycioglu and Cemal
Kafadar (California: Stanford University Press, forthcoming). I would like to thank Ozer Ergeng for

allowing me to read his unpublished work.



districts in order to alleviate the provisioning demand of Edirne. However, unlike the
Bursa case, this re-organization was arranged in a concrete and horizontal way by the
enlargement of rural sites of Edirne from within the same sub-province that was the

Pasa sancak or liva.

Sources

In order to test these hypotheses, this study uses a new data set based on a newly
found survey (tahrir-i cedid) prepared in 1670 for the district of Edirne that I use
here for the first time. The Edirne survey of 1670, prepared almost in the same year
and in the same way with that of the Cretan survey of 1669, is far more advantageous
in terms of settlement typologies vis-a-vis the enlargement of the Edirne district,
peasant holding and ¢if#lik sizes. The survey consists of two separate parts that I
brought together due to the fact that they belonged to the same defter that is detailed
in Chapter II1.*

Besides this survey that forms the backbone of this research, other archival and
contemporary sources were also used to complement the data at hand in order to see
the bigger picture concerning the region. The first of these sources are the last tax
surveys prepared during the late sixteenth and early years of the seventeenth
centuries. Three classical tahrir registers (Tapu-tahrir defterleri) were used to
compare the data in hand. These are TT 729, TT 1001 and TT 648.>' All of these are

stored in the Basbakanlik Archive in istanbul.*?

Though they were prepared in a
different way from the Edirne survey of 1670, the tax surveys (tahrirs) of the late

sixteenth century and the early seventeenth are of great importance in order to

3% Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi Maliyeden Miidevver (hereafter BOA MAD), 133, [undated], pp. 1-
185; BOA MAD 556, 1081/1670, pp. 6-211. This survey is described in detail in Chapter III where I
analyze peasant holdings and large estates.

3! Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi (hereafter, BOA), TT 729; TT 648; TT 1001.

** Tayyip Gokbilgin and Ahmet Yigit analyzed TT 729 and TT 648 in their works. Gokbilgin states
that they were badly bound; hence need to be read carefully. See Tayyib M. Gokbilgin, XV-XV1I.
Asiwrlarda Edirne ve Pasa Livdsi: vakiflar, miilkler, mukataalar (Istanbul: Istanbul Edebiyat Fakiiltesi
Basimevi, 1952) and Ahmet Yigit, “XVI. Yiizyilin Ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas1,” unpublished PhD
Thesis (Mugla University, 1998).
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initially define the settlement names in the Edirne district, i.e., as abandoned and/or
inhabited. Secondly, especially for the villages within the classical miri land regime,
it was necessary to see the continuity of villages (be a timar, zeamet or hdss village).
Thirdly, the latest tax surveys of the classical period for the Edirne district were
crucial to compare the revenue amounts recorded in the Edirne survey of 1670.
Unfortunately, the latter survey did not record the total annual revenues for all
settlements. This made is essential to read previous tax surveys of the late sixteenth

and early seventeenth centuries.

Moreover, there is one detailed avariz register (mufassal avariz defteri) prepared in
1686 that is of great importance for the present study.” Catalogued as the TT 817
register in the Basbakanlik Archives in Istanbul, this survey does not provide
compatible data to that of the Edirne survey of 1670, yet it offers indispensible
details regarding the villages whose residents moved to neighboring settlements or
that were hit by plague affecting their demographic situation. The only researchers
mentioning this avariz survey are Suraiya Faroghi and Stefka Parveva. Faroghi
analyzed it in one of her articles that was about a flood that occurred in 1690.
However, she mentioned the survey briefly only in relation with determining the
names of some villages in the Ada sub-district of the Edirne district.** Parveva, too,
mentioned the survey shortly in her article on the Edirne region in the late

seventeenth century.”” In addition to the mentioned, in this study, a later survey that

¥ BOA TT 817, 1097/1686, pp. 1-48. Recorded the rural sites of Edirne, this was the completing part
of the mufassal avariz register of 1686 (KK 2711, 1097/1686) recording the city per se that some
historians used (see Giirer Karagedikli, “In Search of a Jewish Community in the Early Modern
Ottoman Empire: The Case of the Edirne Jewish Community (1686-1750),” unpublished Master’s
Thesis (Bilkent University, 2011); Yunus Ugur, “The Historical Interaction of the city with its
mahalles: Ottoman Edirne in the Late Seventeenth and Early Eighteenth Centuries,” unpublished
PhD Thesis (Bogazi¢i University, 2014)). Although some historians assert that these surveys are
compatible with the classical tahrirs, the avariz registers are different from the mevkufat registers.
One has to keep in mind that the detailed avariz surveys registered the reaya who were responsible to
pay avariz taxes, hence they did not include all the people living in cities and villages.

** Suraiya Faroghi, “A Natural Disaster as an Indicator of Agricultural Change: Flooding in the
Edirne Area, 1100/1688-89,” in Natural Disasters in the Ottoman Empire: Halcyon Days in Crete
I: a symposium held Rethymnon 10-12 January 1997, ed. Elizabeth Zachariadou (Crete: Crete
University Press, 1999), 251-263.

%> Stefka Parveva, “Rural Agrarian and Social Structure in the Edirne Region during the Second Half
of the Seventeenth Century,” in in Village, Town and People in the Ottoman Balkans 16"-mid-19"
Century, ed. Stefka Parveva (Istanbul: The Isis Press, 2009), 38.
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is a summary avariz register (icmdl) was used also.’® This survey gives us very
important information about the situation of neighborhoods and villages for later

years.

Another archival source used in this study comprises judicial records from the Edirne
Muslim Court (Edirne Ser Gyye Sicilleri). Unfortunately, until the beginning of the
eighteenth century, Edirne Muslim court registers contain only probate inventories
(tereke or muhallefat) that are the bequest records of state officials (askeri) as well as
“civilians” (beledi). These are also crucial records to observe the lives of not only
urban dwellers but also rural residents’.’” This study thus used the available data in
the Muslim court registers of Edirne to determine the probate inventories of rural
dwellers as well as urban residents owning immovable property in the rural spheres
of Edirne. Despite all their limitations, they also provide information to indicate the
number of siblings’ village dwellers had at the time of their deaths. Hence ten full

registers recorded within ten years beginning from the time of the registration of the

Edirne survey of 1670 were used in this study.”®

The writings of contemporary observers (both European and Ottoman) were also
very illuminating for this research in a sense that they offer qualitative information
that complement the quantitative data we gain from the archival sources.
Contemporary Ottoman chronicles such as the Tarih-i Naima of Mustafa Naima
Efendi®®, Tarih-i Ragid of Rasid Mehmed Efendi,” the Seyahatname of Evliya
Celebi,* the Fezleke and of Katip Celebi,” and the Zeyl-i Fezleke and Nusretname

** BOA KK 2726 (1098/1687), pp. 1-42.

*7 For the Edirne probate inventories see Omer Liitfi Barkan, “Edirne Askeri Kassamina Ait Tereke
Defterleri (1545-1659),” Belgeler 3, no. 5-6 (1966): 1-479; Giilser Oguz, “Bir Osmanli Kentinde
Tasinir ve Taginmaz Mal Varligina Dayali Servet Analizi: Edirne Ornegi,” unpublished PhD Thesis
(Ankara University, 2013).

3 These are Edirne Ser‘iyye Sicilleri (hereafter ESS), 4669, 4670, 4671, 4672, 4673, 4674, 4675,
4676, 4677, 4678.

3 Mustafa Naima Efendi, Tarih-i Naima, 6 vols, ed. Mehmet Ipsirli (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu,
2007).

* Mehmed Rasid, Tarih-i Rasid ve Zeyli, 6 vols, ed. Abdiilkadir Ozcan et al. (Istanbul: Klasik, 2013).

*! Evliya Celebi, Seyahatname vol.3, ed. Yiicel Dagli and Seyit Ali Kahraman (istanbul: Yapi Kredi,
1999).

2 Zeynep Aycibin, “Katip Celebi Fezleke-Tahlil ve Metin,” unpublished PhD Thesis (Mimar Sinan
Giizel Sanatlar Universitesi, 2007).

12



of Findiklili Silahdar Mehmed Aga*® were also resorted to as they vividly portrayed
the period under scrutiny. Moreover, the Vekayiname of Abdurrahman Abdi Pasa
closely describes the hunting activities of Sultan Mehmed IV, who was in Edirne

most of the time of his reign and traveled around the villages in the Edirne region.*

Contemporary Western observers of Edirne provided a good deal of information
about the city and its rural surroundings as well. Especially during the reign of
Mehmed IV who often traveled around the Edirne region due to his royal hunting
expeditions, some European visitors had opportunities to see rural sites around
Edirne.* In this regard, John Covel, a Christian envoy of the British ambassador to
Istanbul, recorded very vividly his observations the originals of which are now in the

British Museum in London.*¢

In concluding, based on the above sources, in order to verify or support the
arguments I raised above, the present study aims to contribute to the current literature
by providing new empirical data through a new survey prepared for the Edirne
district in the late seventeenth century. By way of a regional study on the district of
Edirne that was the physical seat for the Ottoman royalty throughout the seventeenth
and first years of the eighteenth centuries, it is aimed that the empirical findings
widen our understanding of how the Ottomans organized space and how the
perception of space changed in the early modern period. Furthermore, the present
study also expects to contribute to the scholarly discussions on land use, land

holdings, and estate formation in the early modern Ottoman Empire.

Through the above proceedings, this dissertation follows a thematic structure that

consists of three following chapters. Although the chapters are bound around a

* Mehmet Topal, “Silahdar Findiklili Mehmed Aga, Nusretname, 1106-1133 (1695-1721), Tahlil ve
Metin,” unpubished PhD Thesis (Marmara Universitesi, 2001).

* Sevim Ilgiirel, “Enisii’l-miisaimirin (Abdurrahman Hibri’nin) Tahlili ve Tenkitli Nesri,”
unpublished PhD Thesis (istanbul Universitesi, 1972); Fahri Cetin Derin, “Abdurrahman Abdi Pasa
Vekayi’namesi. Tahlil ve Metin Tenkidi,” unpublished PhD Thesis (Istanbul Universitesi, 1993).

* John Covel, “Extracts from the Diaries of Dr. John Covel, 1670-1679,” in Early Voyages and
Travels in the Levant (London: Hayklut Society, 1892). Also see Anthony Galland, Istanbul’a Ait
Giinliik Hatiralar 1672-1673, I-11, trans. Nahid Sirr1 Orik (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1998).

* (Ozdemir Nutku provides some of Covel’s original drawings in his work. See Ozdemir Nutku, /V.
Mehmet'in Edirne Senligi (1675) (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1987).
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common framework, they can also be read as independent parts. After the
Introduction chapter, Chapter 2 examines the position of Edirne within the Ottoman
socio-political world. For that, this chapter describes a short historical background of
the city of Edirne since its conquest by the Ottomans in the mid-fourteenth century
towards the beginning of the twentieth giving us an opportunity to better comprehend

the city in terms of its demography and social structure.

Chapter 3 analyzes land and landholding in the Edirne district in the late seventeenth
century. Having exclusively relied upon the data of the Edirne survey of 1670
(tahrir-i cedid) that recorded landholdings in a system of metric measurement, |
analyze land cover and land use in the Edirne district in the late seventeenth century.
The data, which enables the analysis of the socioeconomic use of land (such as
arable land, forestry, meadows, and the like), forms a basis for spatial and territorial
analyses, which are crucial for understanding land and landholding system in the
early modern period. Following a detailed description of landscape of the Edirne
region, this chapter is concerned with the peasant holdings and large estates, which
aims to empirically contribute to the scholarly discussions on landholding and ¢if#/iks

in the early modern Ottoman Empire.

In Chapter 4, the kaza of Edirne (more specifically its sub-districts) are taken up in
more detail in order to better explain the rural structure in terms of settlement
typologies (such as the village, the hamlet and “exempted farm”) and of revenues
(hdss, ze ‘dmet or timar). These rural settlements are displayed more specifically on
maps. This was accomplished by way of geographic information system (GIS)
technologies based on geo-referencing each rural unit. This is crucial for it enables
visualizing the district of Edirne through GIS maps drawn. In the procedure of
making the maps, the physical distinction of rural units is attributed, as to whether
they were inhabited settlements or uninhabited locations that were or were not in the
possession of neighboring villages. Although this attempts to draw the picture of the
Edirne district based on the latest survey of Edirne that is the Edirne survey of 1670,
it benefits from the tax surveys of the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries
that were the last classical tax surveys (tahrirs) the Ottoman finance department

undertook for the district. Chapter 4 also analyzes the demographic situation in the
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five sub-districts of Edirne in terms of social and religious compositions of villages
that greatly varied from one to another. In addition, the number of men with askeri
status who were physically residing in the villages around Edirne is of great

significance for the general thesis of the present study.

For a final word, this chapter demonstrates that the interaction between Edirne and
its rural sites were intensified in the seventeenth century when the residence of
Ottoman sultans in the city consecutively brought about a sharp rise in its population.
The city’s significant demographic rise could only be understood in relation with its
rural hinterland that also faced a sharp territorial dispersion in the century under
scrutiny. Once this is accomplished, the study moves to the city’s rural surroundings
that were not static during the period under research but was rather dynamic taking a
larger shape as the city was enlarged. In other words, administratively speaking, this
chapter shows how the city tolerated the demographic enlargement by bringing a
larger rural sphere under its jurisdiction in the seventeenth century, making the
Edirne district (kaza) that more or less found its natural physical boundaries during

the seventeenth century.
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CHAPTER 2

EDIRNE IN THE OTTOMAN SOCIO-POLITICAL COSMOS

2.1 Ottoman Edirne

2.1.1. A Brief Historical Background of Edirne

Once the city of Adrianople for the Roman/Byzantine Empire, Edirne was a city of
great importance for the Ottoman state throughout its history. The Ottomans
conquered the city in 1361 and henceforth used it as a base to further their conquests
in the Balkans when the State was expanding towards the west in the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries.?” Indeed, Ottoman power was consolidated in the Balkans in the
fourteenth century after a decisive victory it gained at the battle of Sirp Sindig:
against a crusader army composed of military forces from various European states to
stop the Ottoman expansion. The Ottomans continued to conquer the strongholds in
Europe including Sofia in 1382. Following this period of expansion in the fourteenth
century, the Ottomans faced a serious threat coming not from the West but from the
East that was the army of Timur the Lame. Edirne became an arena of rivalry of the
Ottoman princes when the state fell into a period of political chaos — the Interregnum
— upon the defeat of Battle of Ankara fought with Timur in 1403. Political contention

between the rival princes lasted about a decade until Mehmed I re-established their

47 Halil Inalcik, “Edirne’nin Fethi,” in Edirne-Edirne nin 600. Fethi Yildoniimii Armagan (Ankara:
Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1993), 137-159.
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Ottoman political unity.*® In the following decades, the Ottomans turned Edirne into
an imperial centre where a new palace was constructed just before the Byzantium

capital, Constantinople, was conquered.*

When the Ottomans seized Constantinople (later Konstantiniyye or Istanbul) in 1453,
Edirne stayed in the shadow of the new capital administratively. Yet, the following
Ottoman Sultans still favored the city, beautifying it through the roles of the pious
endowments (wagfs) established by the Sultans, royal family members, ruling elites,
and ordinary people.”® Furthermore, the city became a cultural centre in the sixteenth
century during when the city homed a significant number of scholars and many
architectural complexes were established.’' Indeed, it was precisely in the sixteenth
century that the Selimiye Mosque, the marvelous product of the great Ottoman

architect, Mimar Sinan, was erected in the city.

Edirne’s importance among the Ottoman rulers as well as its place in state
mechanism did not change much in the following century, as it physically became a
de facto seat for the Ottoman sultans during most of the seventeenth century.
Historians thus depicted that Edirne lived its “golden age” in this period during
which the Ottoman sultans mostly preferred to reside there. In the seventeenth
century, Edirne continued being also a centre the military assembly center before the
army’s northern or western campaigns. Likewise, in the late eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries, it retained its significant position as a defense line when the

Empire was territorially shrinking as a result of long and devastating wars.

* Dimitris J. Kastritsis, The Sons of Bayezid: Empire Building and Representation in the Ottoman
Civil War of 1402-1413 (Leiden: Brill, 2007).

# Rifat Osman Tosyavizade, Edirne Sarayi (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1989).
>0 Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livdst.

°! Aziz Nazmi Sakir-Tas, Adrianopol'den Edirne'ye. Edirne ve Civarinda Osmanh Kiiltiir ve Bilim
Muhitinin Olusumu (XIV-XVI Yiizy1l) (Istanbul: Bogazici Universitesi Yaymevi, 2009).
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Figure 1. Sketch of Edirne (Leiden MS as shown in Luda Klusdkova)

From the mid-seventeenth century on, during the reigns of Mehmed IV, Ahmed II
and Mustafa III, Edirne played the role of “unofficial” capital that positively affected
the city, and this role strengthened the demographic situation and political influence
of the city. A significant number of state officials (both at office and retired) lived in
the city throughout the seventeenth century. Almost 20 per cent of the city- dwellers
were under the state service according to two official surveys undertaken in the last
quarter of the seventeenth and the beginning of the eighteenth centuries
respectively.”® This so-called golden age came to an end as a result of the so-called
Edirne Incident of 1703, at which date Mustafa II was deposed that brought about the
return of the Imperial Seat to Istanbul.” Students of Ottoman history in general and
those specializing in Edirne in particular have long depicted the Edirne Incident as a
crucial turning point in the history of the city that brought about a decline in its
significance because of the proceeding rulers’ negligence in residing there as much

as their predecessors had done prior to 1703.

> Ozer Ergeng, “XVIIL. Yiizyil Baglarinda Edirne’nin Demografik Durumu Hakkinda Baz1 Bilgiler,”
in IX. Tiirk Tarih Kongresi (21-25 Eyliil 1981) Kongreye Sunulan Bildiriler (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu, 1989), 1415-1424; Giirer Karagedikli, “Bir Payitahti Yeniden Disiinmek: 18. Yiizyil
Baslarinda Edirne Sehrinin Sosyal ve Mekansal Yapist Uzerine Baz1 Gozlemler,” in Prof. Dr. Ozer
Ergen¢’e Armagan, ed. Umit Ekin (istanbul: Bilgi Sanat Yayinlari, 2013), 221-231; Ugur, “The
Historical Interaction of the City with Its Mahalles.”

> Sebra F. Meservey, “Feyzullah Efendi: An Ottoman Seyhiilislam,” unpublished PhD Thesis
(Princeton University, 1967); Rifa’at Abou-el-Haj, The 1703 Rebellion and the Structure of Ottoman
Politics (Leiden: Nederlands Historisch-Archaeologisch Instituut Te Istanbul, 1984).
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Almost all of the scholarly works dealing with the Ottoman city in the eighteenth
century focus on the administrative structure, power relations, and lately wealth.
Scholars also argued that Ottoman cities and their inhabitants were better off in terms
of their wealth compared to the previous century, which has long been depicted
within the Ottoman ‘“seventeenth century crises”. History of Edirne in the
aforementioned two centuries has rather been treated in an opposite understanding
due to the unique political processes that the city went through. Throughout the
seventeenth century, the Ottoman sultans — particularly Mehmed IV (Avci) and
Mustafa II — preferred to stay in Edirne rather than staying in Istanbul that became
the fortune of the city as the sojourns of the sultans made the seventeenth century the
“golden period” for Edirne. This was the main factor of the city’s increasing
population and popularity among state officials, traders, and even foreign embassies.

Up to this point, the general discourse is understandable.

However, with a rather reductionist approach caused mostly by the Edirne Incident
of 1703 that brought about the return of the Imperial Seat to Istanbul and Sultan
Mustafa II’s abdication and a series of other events, modern historiography has
tended to depict the city’s history within the “decline” discourse — i.e., population of
the city decreased, state neglected it, and finally it lost its old glorious days. One
reason for this decline discourse is that the city’s history has long been described in
parallel to the Ottoman Empire’s political and military history in the eighteenth
century, and thus mostly within the “decline paradigm”. This discourse based its
argument on three events that occurred in the first half of the eighteenth century: The
“Edirne Incident” of 1703 (Edirne vak ‘ast), the Great Fire of 1742 (ihrak-1 kebir),
and the Great Earthquake of 1752 (zelzele-i ‘azime).”* Modern historiography of
Ottoman Edirne has long depicted the city’s position in the century concerned within

the discourse of “neglect and decline”.

If these three incidents had affected the city severely and caused irreversible
economic and social traumas, one may suspect that the property relations must have

been affected from this as well. Economic, sociological and anthropological theories

> See Yunus Ugur, “Edirne,” in Encyclopedia of the Ottoman Empire, ed. Gabor Agoston and Bruce
Masters (New York: Facts on File, Inc., 2009), 195-197; Feridun M. Emecen, “Tarih Koridorlarinda
Bir Sinir Sehri: Edirne,” in Edirne: Serhattaki Payitaht, ed. Emin Nedret Isli and M. Sabri Kozlu
(Istanbul: Yap1 Kredi, 1998), 49-69.
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have drawn frameworks to enable understanding urban structures and personal and
communal relations. They provide general explanations, at given exogenous shocks
(i.e., earthquake, fire, or unrest), to how the urban structure and social relations in
general and property relations in particular are affected in the short and long terms.
By systematically and empirically analyzing the entire series of property sale
contracts extracted from the sicils between the dates mentioned above, a recent study
has shown that the number of property transactions throughout the eighteenth
century decreased by the 1730s, which might testify to a decline in the number of

people residing in the city.”

It is not this study’s main concern to verify this decline discourse of the city.
However, one may conceivably assert that the city of Edirne faced demographic
“decline” by the thirties of the eighteenth century. Following the permanent return of
the seat to Istanbul, it would make more sense to state that the city in fact found its
demographic equilibrium. As such, while the students of Ottoman history viewed the
seventeenth — and very early years of the eighteenth — century as Edirne’s “golden
age”, they repeatedly underlined its “decline” in the following centuries.”
Additionally, even though the two disasters must have indeed negatively affected the
city’s economy, it will be a slight exaggeration to talk about the complete
abandonment of Edirne in the eighteenth century. The situation of Edirne in the
eighteenth century needs to be analyzed through further empirical examination.
However, despite the fact that Edirne might have lost a good number of officials
hitherto resided in the Edirne Palace as well as merchants and foreign diplomatic
personnel located in Edirne because of the Sultan’s presence there, it is wise to say
that Edirne still kept its position due to its closeness to Istanbul and its essential
position on the road of intersections of imperial roads that I will further describe

below.”” The other assertion is that it was still the base for the army for military

> Giirer Karagedikli and Ali Coskun Tuncer, “The people next door: Housing and Neighbourhood in
Ottoman Edirne, 1734-1814,” papr presented at the annual meeting for the Economic History Society
Annual Conference (Cambridge, April 1-3,2016).

°% Historical studies have repeatedly advocated this decline narrative of Edirne in the eighteenth
century. For some examples see Ugur, “Edirne”; Tayyip Gokbilgin, “Edirne,” in 7DV Islam
Ansiklopedisi vol. 10 (Istanbul: Tiirk Diyanet Vakfi, 1994), 425-431.

" For contemporary views, see Tarih-i Rasid; Tarih-i Naima; Giovanni Francesco Gemelli Careri, A
Voyage Round the World (J. Walthoe, 1732), 54-55.
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campaigns in Europe. Furthermore, various European traders still chose to locate in

Edirne for commercial purposes in the following centuries.”®

The nineteenth century, however, was rather different. In the beginning of the
century, during the reign of Selim III, leading notables rebelled giving way to the
“Second Edirne Incident” in 1806.” Furthermore, with the so-called “Auspicious
event” in 1826, the Ottoman State abolished the Janissary corps stationed in every
city throughout the empire. Edirne also homed a good number of Janissaries whose
abolishing affected the city demographically and economically. Following this event,
Edirne was devastated when the Russian army invaded the city in 1829 that would
not be the last invasion. Almost half a century later, the Russians invaded the city
again during the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78 (also known as the '93 Harbi).
Historians have a consensus on the devastating effects of these two invasions that left

destructive marks on the city and its people, many of whom abandoned Edirne.*’

In the early years of the twentieth century during which the Ottoman State engaged
in a series of long wars, Edirne was occupied twice by Bulgaria in 1912 for a very
short time until its return to the Ottomans in 1913 and by Greece between 1919-22
respectively. The latter came to an end with the War of Independence when the
Turkish army re-took it from the Greek military forces. Consequently, with the
signing of the Lausanne Peace Treaty in 1923 that guaranteed the independence of
today’s Turkey, Edirne remained as one of the cities located in the Turkish

Republic’s lands in the European continent.

>% Halil Sahillioglu, “XVIII. Yiizyilda Edirne’nin Ticari imkanlar1,” Belgelerle Tiirk Tarihi Dergisi,
13, (1968): 60-68. Also see Georges Koutzakiotis, Cavalla, une échelle égéenne au XVIlle siecle.
Négociants europeens et notables ottomans (istanbul: Isis Press, 2009).

%% Gokbilgin, “Edirne,” 426.
%0 Bekir Sitki Baykal, Edirne 'nin Ugramig oldugu Istilalar (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1968).
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2.1.2. Demographic Picture

The city of Edirne had no more than ten thousand of people when the Ottomans
captured it in the early 1360s.°' Two settlement points were seen as inhabited by the
fourteenth century, namely the Aina area across the Tunca River and the Kalei¢i that
is the Citadel built during the Roman era.®* Yunus Ugur analyzed in detail the city’s
spatial and demographic enlargement in the seventeenth century, and compared it to
that of the previous centuries. He points out that by the fourteenth and fifteenth
centuries the city grew in the directions of the north, east and northwest.> The spatial
diffusion of Edirne was related to the increasing number of people lived there. The
earliest complete Ottoman tax surveys for Edirne was from the first decade of the
sixteenth century that gives a population figure of no more than 20.000.** However,
as a “population pressure” was the case in the entire Mediterranean basin in the
sixteenth century,” the Ottoman lands also faced a demographic boom towards the
second half of the same century that has been a well-analyzed topic by the students
of Ottoman history based on tahrir registers.®® This “pressure” was evident in Edirne
too. During the second half of the sixteenth century, the population of Edirne
increased to a number of 30.000. This trend of increasing number of people
continued in the seventeenth century when the city became the de facto capital of the

Ottoman State. This increase of population in the seventeenth and early eighteenth

%1 A city’s description ought to be done through the wordings of the Ottomans: a place where “bazar
durur cum’a kilmur”. See Ozer Ergenc, “Osmanli Sehrindeki Yonetim Kurumlarinin Niteligi Uzerine
Bazi Disiinceler,” in XVIII. Tiirk Tarih Kongresi Bildirileri VIII, vol. 2 (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu, 1981), 1265. Also see Ozer Ergeng, “Osmanlilarda Esnaf ve Devlet Iliskileri,” in Tarihte
Tiirk Devletleri Il (Ankara: Ankara Universitesi Yaynlari, 1987), 627.

62 See various works in Edirne: Edirne'nin 600. Fetih Yildoniimii Armagan Kitabi (Ankara: Tiirk
Tarih Kurumu, 1993).

63 Ugur, “The Historical Interaction of the City with Its Mahalles,” 103. Also see Sercan Yildirim,
“Kurulusundan XVIII. Yiizyila Kadar Rumeli-Edirne Kent Kurgusu ve Yapi Gruplart. Manzume,
Imaret, Kiilliye Iliskisinin Cagdas Kent ve Mimarlik Ilkeleri Agisindan Degerlendirilmesi,”
unpublished PhD Thesis (Gazi University, 1991).

6 Omer Liitfi Barkan, “Research on the Ottoman Fiscal Survey,” in Studies in the Economic History
of the Middle East, ed. Michael A. Cook (London: Oxford University Press, 1978), 163-171.

% Michael A. Cook, The Population Pressure in Ottoman Anatolia (London: Oxford University
Press, 1972).

% That even created a name for its researchers as “defterology”. For a literature review see Lowry,
Studies in Defterology: Ottoman Society in the Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries.
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centuries was for sure closely linked to the Sultan’s — and his entourage including
crowded personnel in the Palace — existence in Edirne. In fact, this period witnessed
that imperial meetings were gathered in Edirne, and the Sultan accepted the foreign
ambassadors in the Edirne Palace.”” In this period, its population rose to 40.000 in

the beginning of the eighteenth century.®®

The most detailed studies on the population of the city of Edirne in the late
seventeenth century are based on Ottoman archival sources used by few scholars. So
far, two important types of documents have been used to create an aggregate
demographic picture for seventeenth century Edirne. One is a detailed avariz register,
and the second is a surety survey prepared in 1703.% Despite these detailed works
providing rather quantitative demographic figures for the seventeenth and early
eighteenth centuries, the information regarding the number of people who resided in
Edirne throughout the eighteenth century comes from rather qualitative sources such

as European travelers visited the city.”

Furthermore, it is hard to estimate the number of people in the nineteenth century
that was changeable due to the flow of migrants and refugees escaping from their
homes in Europe now captured by European and newly founded Balkan states. As
the Ottoman central authorities began to undertake its first population registers

documenting children as well as adults (only the males for both) with the 1831

67 Contemporary Ottoman and western writers repeatedly state this. See Tarih-i Naima; Tarih-i
Rasid; Galland, Istanbul’a Ait Giinliik Hatiralar 1672-1673; Covel. “Extracts from the Diaries of Dr.
John Covel, 1670-1679.”

6% Karagedikli, “Bir Payitaht: Yeniden Diisiinmek.”

% Giirer Karagedikli used this detailed avariz register of 1686 for the first time concerning the Jewish
community of Edirne. Later, Yunus Ugur analyzed it in more detail regarding the interaction of the
city with its neighborhoods. See Karagedikli, “In Search of a Jewish Community in the Early Modern
Ottoman Empire: The Case of the Edirne Jewish Community (1686-1750)”; Ugur, “The Historical
Interaction of the City with Its Mahalles: Ottoman Edirne in the Late Seventeenth and Early
Eighteenth Centuries.” The surety survey was first partially discovered by Ozer Ergeng. Later,
Feridun Emecen mentioned shortly that it had the completing parts as well. Ozer Ergeng, “XVIII.
Yiizyil Baslarinda Edirne’nin Demografik Durumu Hakkinda Bazi Bilgiler”; Feridun Emecen, “Tarih
Koridorlarinda Bir Sinir Sehri: Edirne.” Edirne: Serhattaki Payitaht. In 2013 and 2014, two works
also analyzed this surety register. These works are Karagedikli, “Bir Payitaht1 Yeniden Diigiinmek”;
Ugur, “The Historical Interaction of the City with Its Mahalles.”

" Edirne was similar to medium size Ottoman cities such as Bursa, Izmir, Salonika, and Sofia that
had about 20.000 souls in the seventeenth century. Ugur, “The Historical Interaction of the City with
Its Mahalles,” 71.
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Population Survey, we have slightly more reliable sources of demographic figures.”'
According to Tonta Ak’s estimations, the population of Edirne (including the city
centre and its villages within the four sub-districts — nahiye) increased from 88.906
in 1831 to 137.322 in 1870-71. This number decreased to 85.783 in 1891-92. Then
again it reached to a number of 106.938 in 1898-99 and of 121.480 in 1909.” While
the increase in the population was related to incoming Balkan refugees who
abandoned their homes and poured into the remaining parts of the Ottoman realm as
a result of the lands lost, the decrease was the result of the shifts in borders due to the

independence declaration of Bulgaria.

2.1.3. Geography and Climate

Through a larger lens, Edirne is situated at a point surrounded by the Black Sea
(Bahr-1 Siyah) in the West, by the Aegean Sea (Bahr-1 Riim) and the Sea of Marmara
(Marmara Denizi) in the South. Located in the intersection of three rivers (namely
Merig, Tunca and Arda rivers), Edirne is positioned on the ancient Roman road via
militaris (or orta kol as the Ottomans referred to). Since the ancient times, the road
system in the Balkans played a crucial role to give an opportunity for trespassing
through a corridor created by the Meri¢ valley. This road enabled those who

controlled these lands to move towards the Hungarian plains.”

While the Meri¢ River connects Edirne to the Rhodope Mountains, the Tunca River
does the same to the Balkan Mountains. The Arda River, meeting the other two

rivers in the point where the Maras village is located, feeds the Kara Balkan part of

"' However, unlike its registration method for Muslims that counted Muslim males as children
(sitbyan), young (tuvana) and old (amel-mande), the 1831 population survey documented non-
Muslims in accordance with their poll-tax liabilities (as a’la, evsat and edna). Enver Ziya Karal,
Osmanli  Imparatorlugu’'nda Ik Niifus Sayimi, 1831 (Ankara: Basvekalet Istatistik Umum
Midiirliigii, 1943). For the most recent analysis of the Edirne population in the nineteenth century
based on archival sources see Emine Tonta Ak, “XIX. Yiizyil Edirne Niifusu: Demografik ve Sosyal
Bir Degerlendirme,” in Uluslararas: Edirne’nin Fethi’nin 650. Yili Sempozyumu (Edirne: Trakya
Universitesi Yaymlari, 2011), 231-263.

> Ak, “XIX. Yiizy1l Edirne Niifusu,” 260.
7 Besim Darkot, Edirne. Cografi Giris (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1964), 2.
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the Rhodope Mountains. These three rivers also make the region where the fertile
plains are situated around Edirne. In short, the region surrounding Edirne can be
classified as follows: i) the Istranca mountains in the north ii) the Ergene basin and
the Merig valley in the south iii) the Thracian plateau and mountains. It is stated that
the region had few sub-regions that had different climates, floras and economic

facilities.”

Edirne’s location that gave the city a strategic importance was a good reason for
merchants for visiting and establishing commercial networks from there throughout
the sixteenth and eighteenth centuries. Ragusan and French merchants had
permanent trade bases in the city of Edirne showing that the city was also important
for trade despite the fact that both Bursa nor Salonika were also well known with for
their specific products such as silk and ¢uka. However, being the imperial seat
throughout the seventeenth century and the base of the imperial army during the
eighteenth century was a great impetus for merchants to have stable commercial

units in the city.”

Edirne was a city that had heavy rains and snow in the winter that caused the three
above-mentioned rivers to flood, which was a well-known matter occurred following
the winter Ottoman archival documents and contemporaries often recorded.”® Severe
winters that hardened the lives of the residents in the city of Edirne and in its villages
were also quite common. Some scholars tend to interpret these very extremely cold
winters as an indication that the “Little Ice Age” was in fact evident in the Ottoman

Empire.”’

™ Hamid Sadi, “Pasaeli,” Tiirk Hukuk ve Iktisat Mecmuasi 2 (1927). Also see Hamid Sadi Selen,
“Bolge Planciligimiz Bakimindan Edirne Sehri ve Dogu Trakya,” in Yedinci Iskan ve Sehircilik
Haftasi Konferanslar: (Ankara: Seving Matbaasi, 1964), 71.

™ For the Ragusan activities in Edirne see Ekaterina Veceva, “Andrinople et la Commerce des
Ragusains aux XVI°-VII®siecles,” Bulgarian Historical Review 17, no. 3 (1989): 62-67. Also for the
French traders in Edirne see Koutzakiotis, Cavalla, une échelle égéenne au XVIlle siécle.

7% Faroghi, “A Natural Disaster as an indicator of agricultural change.” For contemporaries see
Anonim Osmanli Tarihi, ed. Abdiilkadir Ozcan (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 2000), 5 and
Abdurrahman Hibri, Enisii’l-miisamirin, trans. Ratip Kazancigil (Edirne: Tiirk Kiitiiphaneciler
Dernegi, 1996), 48-49.

7 For the “Little Ice Age” in the Ottoman Empire see Sam White, The climate of rebellion in the
early modern Ottoman Empire (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011); Ozlem Sert,
“Kelemen Mikes’ in Mektuplarina Goére 1716-1758 Yillar1 Mevsim Takvimi,” Kebike¢ Insan
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However, scholars have noted that Edirne had changeable temperatures both in the
winter and summer that was a direct result of its position surrounded by climatically
transitory regions. Namely, it had a very close resemblance to climatic conditions of
Central and Eastern Europe (that had heavy winters, hot summers, and rain in every
season), the Black Sea coast (that had rain in every season as well) and the
Mediterranean (that had hot and dry summers and, marrow and rainy winters). In
other words, it was not surprising to see changeable temperatures in the Edirne

region.”®

2.1.4. Edirne in the Ottoman Administrative System

The Ottoman administrative system consisted of two parts being the centre and the
provinces. The provincial organization was made of the village (karye), sub-district
(ndhiye), district (kaza), sub-province (sancak or livd), and the province (eydlet).”
The smallest administrative unit in this system was nahiye® that I also use as an

analytical tool in my analysis.

Edirne’s administrative position in the Ottoman political system changed as the
Ottomans furthered their conquests in the region. When the Ottomans set up a
province (eyalet or vilayet) in the Balkans in the second half of the fifteenth century,
Edirne, along with Vize, Cirmen and Kirkkilise, became the first sub-provinces

(sancak or liva) of the Rumeli Province (Rumeli Beylerbeyiligi).*' By the thirties of

Bilimleri igcin Kaynak Arastirmalart Dergisi 23, (2007): 79-83. Selim Karahasanoglu, Kadi ve
giinliigii: Sadreddinzade Telhisi Mustafa Efendi giinliigii (1711-1735) iistiine bir inceleme (Istanbul:
Tiirkiye Is Bankas1 Kiiltiir Yayinlar1, 2013).

"8 Darkot, Edirne. Cografi Girig, 9-10.

7 {smail Hakk1 Uzungarsili, Osmanli Tarihi I (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1983), 503; Yigit, “XVI.
Yiizyilin Ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas1,” 105.

% Yusuf Halagoglu, XIV-XVII. Yiizyillarda Osmanhlarda Devlet Teskilat: ve Sosyal Yap: (Ankara:
Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1995).

' On Ottoman conquests and expansion methods see Omer Liitfi Barkan, “Osmanh

Imparatorlugunda Bir Iskan ve Kolonizasyon Metodu Olarak Vakiflar ve Temlikler,” Vakiflar
Dergisi 11, (1942): 279-386; Omer Liitfi Barkan, “Osmanli Imparatorlugunda Bir Iskan ve
Kolonizasyon Metodu Olarak Siirgiinler,” Iktisat Fakiiltesi Mecmuas: X1, no. 1-4 (1949-50): 524-
561; Omer Liitfi Barkan, “Osmanli imparatorlugunda Bir Iskan ve Kolonizasyon Metodu Olarak
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the sixteenth century, there were only eight provinces in the Ottoman Empire (see
below map about Edirne’s close surroundings).** In the Ottoman administrative
system, each province had a sub-province (pasa sancagi) where its highest official
who was responsible to govern that provincial centre resided. In the beginning,

Edirne became the centre of the Rumeli Province.

However, as the Ottoman conquests moved towards the farther west, Edirne would
lose its status that was to be given to other cities. During the reign of Siileyman the
Magnificent Sofia became the centre of the Rumeli Province,® which consisted of 26
sub-provinces at the beginning of the sixteenth century.* Despite its closeness to
Cirmen that was another sub-province in the Rumeli Province in the sixteenth
century, Edirne was shown as a district (kaza) in Ottoman fiscal registers as
belonging to the sub-province of Pasa (Pasa Sancagt). According to Gokbilgin, this
was due to the fact that Edirne was attached to the governor of the Rumeli Province
rather than the sancakbeyi of the Cirmen sub-province.* However, though some sub-
provinces were under the possession of the governor of Rumeli in the sixteenth
century, Edirne was not one of them. By the early decades of the sixteenth century as
shown in Ottoman fiscal registers, Edirne was not the centre of the Province. Nor
was it the centre of any sub-province (i.e., the Pasa or Cirmen Sub-Provinces). In

fact, Edirne’s revenues were under the control of the Ottoman Sultan.®

Siirgiinler,” Iktisat Fakiiltesi Mecmuast X111, no. 1-4 (1951-52): 56-78; Omer Liitfi Barkan, “Osmanh
Imparatorlugunda Bir Iskan ve Kolonizasyon Metodu Olarak Siirgiinler,” /ktisat Fakiiltesi Mecmuast
XV, no. 1-4 (1953-54): 209-23. Also see Halil Inalcik, “Ottoman Methods of Conquest,” Studia
Islamica 2, (1954): 103-129.

%2 Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi, 17; Halil Inaleik, “The Conquest of Edirne (1361),” Archivum
Ottomanicum 3, (1971): 185-210.

% Yigit, “XVI. Yiizyilin ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazasi,” 106-107; Nevin Geng, XVI. Yiizyil Sofya
Mufassal Tahrir Defteri'nde Sofya Kazasi (Eskisehir: Anadolu Universitesi Yayinlari, 1988), 15.
Also see Michael Ursinus, Grievance Administration (sikayet) in an Ottoman Province: The
Kaymakam of Rumelia’s ‘Record Book of Complaints’ of 1781-1783 (London: Routledge Curzon,
2005).

% 370 Numarali Muhasebe-i Vilayet-i Rum-ili Defteri (937/1530) 1, 4-5.
8 Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Paga Livasi, 17.

86 Yigit, “XVI. Yiizyilin ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas1,” 108. Also see Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa
Livasz.
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Figure 2. Towns in Edirne’s close surroundings
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To sum up, Edirne was not the centre of any Province by the early decades of the
sixteenth century as shown in Ottoman fiscal registers. Nor was it the centre of any

sub-province (i.e., the Pasa or Cirmen Sub-Provinces).

When the Ottoman Empire began retreating from its European provinces bringing
about not only the dwindling of its territories but also a new administrative
reorganization vis-a-vis the Tanzimat reform movement in the second half of the
nineteenth century, Edirne itself became a centre of a province (Edirne Vildyeti) as
well as of a sub-province (Edirne Sancagi) that held its name. It was still also a
district (kaza) similar to the pre-reform periods.”” Despite the changes in the
administrative organization in the nineteenth century, the Edirne kaza still kept its

territorial dispersion.

Though Edirne was a district centre during the centuries this study deals with, its
administrative personnel were not as though the ones in a standard district. As
mentioned above, it was not under the control of the governor of the Rumeli
Province since its revenues were registered as belonging to the Sultan.*® Edirne may
be compared to Bursa that had similar administrative governance. Bursa was a “free
district” (serbest kaza) that had the highest official (hdssa harc emini) for its
administrative affairs.” Hence, similar to the latter, Edirne had an imperial gardener
(bostancibdst) who was responsible to look after the city and its close rural

hinterland in terms of city’s security and governance.”

2.2. An Ottoman padyitiht: Edirne in the Seventeenth Century

Following a background on the historical and demographic development of Edirne as

well as its place in the Ottoman administrative stratum, it is now necessary to

¥7 Tahir Sezen, Osmanli yer adlart (alfabetik sirayla) (Istanbul: Basbakanlik Devlet Arsivleri Genel
Midiirligi, 20006).

% Yigit, “XVI. Yiizyilin ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas1,” 108.
% Ergeng, XVI. Yiizyilin Sonlarinda Bursa.

% Murat Yildiz, Bah¢wvanliktan Saray Muhafizhigina: Bostanci Ocagr (Istanbul: Yitik Hazine
Yayinlari, 2010).
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analyze the city in detail in the seventeenth century because contemporary political
dynamics had a massive impact on the city’s position in the seventeenth century.
Yunus Ugur asserts that this position “can be understood as a process of becoming an
imperial or capital city beyond its status as a hunting or encampment area.”" Indeed,
as also observed by the contemporaries, Edirne flourished by the first years of
Ahmed I; however, it was during the reigns of Mehmed IV and Mustafa I, who
physically resided in Edirne, that brought a “golden age” to Edirne that can be seen
in contemporary chronicles.”” The former Sultan gathered royal hunting expeditions
in the villages of Edirne during his reign that sits in the middle of the period this
thesis is dealing with.” In this de facto capital for the Ottomans in the seventeenth
century, state officials in the city — both in office and retired — reached significant
numbers in the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries.”* Luckily, unlike many
cities in the Ottoman lands, there are two official registers from the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries that enable us to make inferences about aggregate demographic
figures for the city of Edirne.”” By the late-seventeenth century, the city held a
Muslim majority with a significant number of non-Muslims (Orthodox Christians,

Jews and Armenians), making almost 20 per cent of the entire population.”®

o Ugur, “The Historical Interaction of the City with Its Mahalles,” 73.
2 Anonim Osmanli Tarihi, ed. Abdiilkadir Ozcan.
% Derin, “Abdurrahman Abdi Pasa Vekayi’-namesi.”

* Two official surveys from the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries show that 20 percent of total
population was of askeri origin. See Karagedikli, “Bir Payitaht1 Yeniden Digiinmek.”

% These official figures are the detailed household tax register (mufassal ‘avariz defteri) that was
recorded in 1686 and a surety survey (kefdlet defteri) conducted in 1703. See the sources in
Introduction of the present study.

% Giirer Karagedikli, “Bir Payitaht: Yeniden Diisiinmek,” 226-7; Ugur, “Historical Interaction of the
City with Its Mahalles,” 167-78. Until the early seventeenth century, the city’s population did not
have a robust Armenian community, though it had some merchants and transients as well as some
deserting from Anatolian cities due the Celali chaos that broke out in the 1590s. By the beginning of
the seventeenth century, Ottoman sources mention an Armenian community whose members were
scattered geographically in the city. Researchers have noticed this later appearance of Armenians in
big Western Anatolian and Rumelian cities (i.e. Edirne and Tekirdag). Rhoads Murphey, “Population
Movements and Labor Mobility in Balkan Contexts: A Glance at Post-1600 Ottoman Social
Realities,” in South East Europe in History: The Past, the Present and the Problems of Balkanology,
ed. Melek Delilbagt (Ankara: Ankara University Press, 1999), 90-92. Also see Emecen, “Tarih
Koridorlarinda Bir Sinir Sehri,” 62.
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Both Western and Ottoman contemporaries underline Ottoman sultans’ long stays in
Edirne that motivated many foreign envoys to stay in the city.”” Furthermore, it was
this very same inducement making many high-ranking state officials to own
residences both in the city and in the near-by villages of Edirne. Recent studies show
that more than 20 per cent of the city dwellers were of askeri origin in the late
seventeenth century, a very good number being of high statuses.”® Along with the
bostancibasi, high-ranking officials were very a routine for the city life in Edirne in
the seventeenth century. In the seventeenth century, when the Ottoman sultans were
residing there, it was under the governance of the eminent state officials. Evliya
Celebi writes the contemporary administrative position of Edirne as follows:
“Stileyman Han-1 Kanini tahriri {izere Sehr-i Edirne Rumeli eyaletidir. Amma taht-1
sani olmagila bir hakim miidahale edemeyiib cemi’i salb u siyaseti ve clirm [ii]

cindyeti Edirne bostancibasilari hiikkimetindedir.”””

Having in mind that these men had also their households residing in Edirne, the
city’s demographic rise makes more sense. The city’s population rose to 40.000 in
the late seventeenth century based on official Ottoman documents. However,
considering the shortcomings of these sources, this number was most probably
higher as shown in other contemporary sources. By taking into account the effect of
the Ottoman sultans’ physical existence in Edirne, Francesco Careri, for instance,
estimated the number of people residing in Edirne around 100.000 in the last decade

of the seventeenth century.'”

7 Abdiilkadir Ozcan et al., eds., Tarih-i Rasid (istanbul: Klasik, 2013), 533, 583, 628, and passim;
Defterdar Sart Mehmed Pasa, Ziibde-i Vekdyiat: Tahlil ve Metin (1066-1116/1656-1704), ed.
Abdiilkadir Ozcan (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1995), 418, 604, 680, and passim; Careri, 4 Voyage
Round the World, 60.

% Karagedikli, “Bir Payitaht: Yeniden Diisiinmek.”

% The other high-ranking men officials were as follows: “ikinci hakimi ... Mevleviyyetdir ... tigiincii
hakim-i Ser’l mezheb-i Hanefiyye Seyhiil-islami ... Dordiincti hakimi ... nakibii’l-esrafdir ...Besinci
hakimi ... ayak nad’ibidir ... Altinct hakimi sipdh kethiidayeridir ... Yedinci hakimi dergadh-1 ali’
tarafindan bir oda neferatiyla yenigeri ¢obracisi [sic] zabitdir ... Sekizinci hakimi yenigeri ocagindan
kal‘a dizdar ... Tokuzuncu zabiti sehir voyvadasidir kim bostancibasi tarafindandir ... Onuncu valisi
muhtesib agadir ... On birinci zabiti giimriik eminidir ... On ikinci hakim haraccr agadir kim onii¢ bin
re’s kefereden cizye-i Omer'i alur ... On iigiincii zabiti hane-i avariz agasidir ... On dérdiincii hakimi
Sahbender olan bezzazistan kethiidasidir...” See Evliya Celebi, Seyahatname 111, 236-237.

1% Careri, A4 Voyage Round the World, 56. A similar demographic ovservation is provided by a
French document. For that see Sahillioglu, “XVIII. Yiizyilda Edirne’nin Ticari imkanlar1.”
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By accepting that to fully explain Edirne’s political-administrative status requires
more research, Yunus Ugur asserts that Edirne became an appealing destination for
Istanbul’s political and social elites after the 1680s due to the general crises of the

101
seventeenth century.

Yet, this explanation is partly related to the period of Ugur’s
research focus based on certain archival materials and contemporary observations.
However, we need to analyze the city prior to the 1680s, especially the long reign of
Mehmed IV whose presence was a great motivation for many who preferred to reside
in Edirne. In other words, the city of Edirne indeed faced a great demographic rise
throughout the seventeenth century having a population somewhere between 50-
100.000. But how did the city tolerate this much “population pressure”? How did it

feed its residents? More importantly, can we conceivably understand the city by

solely focusing on its city-based internal structure?

Obviously, we cannot understand the city without taking into consideration its
interaction with rural surroundings that were allocated as fiefs to eminent political
figures in the seventeenth century. Furthermore, rural surroundings were to feed the
city’s residents. This is why we emphasize the period of Mehmed IV during which
not only the city’s administrative structure was re-shaped vis-a-vis the topography of
the city but also the spatial organization of Edirne’s rural spheres were re-formed in a
way that it could be sufficient for the city’s population. Hence, it is imperative for us
to understand the rural dimension of the Edirne district in the seventeenth century
that was not the same with that of the preceding century. Below, I analyze land and

landhoding in Edirne’s rural hinterland in the late seventeenth century.

" Ugur, “Historical Interaction of the City with Its Mahalles,” 94.
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CHAPTER 3

LANDHOLDING IN THE EDIRNE REGION

3.1. Source for Empirical Data

The evaluations and analyses in this section are mostly based on the mufassal survey

register will be detailed below.

3.1.1. Survey registers in a period of Post-Classical tahrirs

Before going into interpreting the raw data that the Edirne survey provides, it will be
helpful to introduce the 1670 detailed register (defter-i mufassal) as a separate sub-
part. This is justified because, despite its similarities, the register being presented in
this study is not a replica of the classical detailed defters of the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries. Enabling the Ottoman state apparatus to control its economic and
human supplies, the classical surveys, as Halil Inalcik points out, were the basic tool
of the Ottoman state.'** Despite this advantage, though, these surveys did not conceal
all the taxable units as they omitted various categories of tax-paying population that
were free from paying taxes like derbendci, lagimci, as well as vakif villages that

103

were not within the miri system. ~ Although there were exceptions related to the

new sultans’ enthronements and other reasons such as the introduction of new taxes,

12 fnalcik, “Ottoman Methods of Conquest.”

19 Kotodziejezyk, The Ottoman Survey Register of Podolia (ca.1681), 11-12.
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these registers were prepared every thirty years during the sixteenth century.'®
Darius Kolodziejczyk, in his meticulous analysis of the detailed register of Kamanice

prepared in 1681, writes the following:

The defter-i mufassal listed the following basic categories of information:
the names of settlements with the districts they belonged to; the names of all
tax-paying inhabitants; the types of taxes and other sources of revenue
attached to each locality and their annual amounts; totals for the numbers of
tax payers; and the aggregate expected revenue. After all provincial incomes
were registered, they were divided among the sultan’s domains (havass-i
hiimayun), revenues of high functionaries (hdss), and military “fiefs”
(zeamets with annual income of 20,000 akce or more and timars with
incomes less than that amount).'®

By the end of the sixteenth century, preparing these sorts of detailed registers were
not in common practice any more due to various reasons such as the changing
military and fiscal priorities.'® Furthermore, new extraordinary taxes called avariz
were in more demand by the state and traditional taxes no longer formed the most
indispensable portion of state income.'®” However, Ottoman fiscal registers did not
completely cease as the central state began to be forming different registration
techniques in relation with the changing necessities. Detailed household tax registers
(mufassal avariz defterleri) were to be implemented in the seventeenth century that

were not similar to classical tahrir surveys.'*®

1% Kotodziejczyk, The Ottoman Survey Register of Podolia (ca.1681), 11. Also see inalcik,

“Ottoman Methods of Conquest,” and Inalcik, Hicri 835 Tarihli Suret-i Defter-i Sancak-1 Arnavid.
19 Kotodziejezyk, The Ottoman Survey Register of Podolia (ca.1681), 11.

1% Halil inalcik, “Military and Fiscal Transformation in the Ottoman Empire, 1600-1700,” Archivum
Ottomanicum 6, (1980): 283-337.

17 For the changing structure of the Ottoman financial as well as military structures see Halil inalcik,

“The Socio-Political Effects of the Diffusion of Fire-arms in the Middle East,” in War, technology
and society in the Middle East, ed. Vernon J. Parry and Malcolm Yapp (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1975), 195-217; Inalcik, “Military and Fiscal Transformation in the Ottoman Empire”;
Douglas Howard, “The Ottoman Timar System and Its Transformation, 1563-1656,” unpublished
PhD Thesis (Indiana University, 1987); Muhsin Soyudogan, “Reassessing the Timar System: The
Case Study of Vidin (1455-1693),” unpublished PhD Thesis (Bilkent University, 2012).

1% Ozel, “17. Yiizy1l Osmanli Demografi ve iskan Tarihi i¢in Onemli Bir Kaynak: Mufassal Avariz
Defteri”; Siileyman Demirci, “Complaints about Avériz assessment and payment in the Avariz-tax
system: An aspect of the relationship between centre and periphery. A case study of Kayseri, 1618-
1700,” Journal of the Economic and Social History of the Orient 46, no. 4 (2003): 437-474.
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When implementing this new tax survey practice of avariz, the Ottoman state was in
the period of a series of new conquests that brought the central state the requirement
to register the human and fiscal resources of the newly conquered lands such as
Uyvan, Crete and Kamanige. By the second half of the seventeenth century, the
detailed register of Uyvar was compiled in 1664.'” Furthermore, when the Ottomans
finally completed the conquest of Crete, they were to compile a mufassal defter in
1669.""° The Ottomans had prepared another survey for Crete in 1650. These new
surveys were not prepared under one single form, having similarities with and

differences from classical survey registers of the earlier centuries.

The first Crete survey prepared in 1650 certainly had similarities with the classical
tax registers of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. However, the 1669 one
compiled folowing the final conquest of the island in 1669 cannot be regarded as a
classical tax register (fapu tahrir), though it contained the jargon of the earlier
periods. According to Molly Green, it was “no doubt out of a desire to preserve the
appearance of continuity with the past.”''" Since the survey recorded the land and
population of the island dissimilar to the earlier tahrirs that prioritized the tax
responsibilities of villagers within the timar system, Green further claims that it was
not this survey’s goal to implement the classical ¢ift-hane system in the rural sites of
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Crete.

In the example of the Cretan survey of 1669, the register penned the name of the
village first, and then listed the names of the landholders. Furthermore, the details of

how much land, vineyard, orchard and so on were possessed by each villager were

1% Original defter is in the Basbakanlik Arsivi in Istanbul under the catalogue number TT 698. For
more information see Kotodziejczyk, The Ottoman Survey Register of Podolia (ca.1681), 12 footnote
50.

"% Kolovos, “Beyond ‘Classical’Ottoman Defterology: A Preliminary Assessment of the Tahrir

Registers of 1670-71 Concerning Crete and the Aegean Islands”; Greene, “An Islamic experiment?
Ottoman land policy on Crete.” Also see Greene, 4 shared world: Christians and Muslims in the
early modern Mediterranean.

" Green, 4 Shared World, 23.

12 Green, A Shared World, 23-24. For further details about the Crete Survey and its kanunname see
Green, A Shared World, 23-29. Also see Balta and Oguz, eds., Livd-i Resmo Tahrir Defteri. Elias
Kolovos also analyzed the Cretan survey as well as those instigated in the Aegean islands in the same
period. Kolovos, “Beyond ‘Classical’ Ottoman Defterology.”
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also documented. At the end of each record, the landed property the village had in

total (in cerib) along with the taxes (both in cash and kind) to be paid was given.'"

The Edirne survey, which was eventually compiled in 1670 and which will be
detailed below, was realized at the time of the Ottoman conquest of Crete in 1669,
after which date the central state authorities undertook in order to figure out the
revenue it would bring (people, land, and produce as taxable units) and to integrate it

"4 Furthermore, the Edirne survey of 1670 was designed in

to the Ottoman regime.
the same fashion with that of the Cretan survey of 1669, albeit with differences. The
overlapping village boundaries entailed all sorts of contentions between dwellers
from neighboring villages.'"> Hence, the surveyors of the Edirne register of 1670
were very vigilant in recording the village boundaries. At the beginning of the entry
of each village, its physical lines were clearly drawn by using natural markers (i.e.,

lake, forest, river etc) or other human made markers (i.e., a rock located as a line

between villages) in order to clarify the village boundaries.

13 Green, A Shared World, 24. Also see Balta and Oguz, eds., Livd-i Resmo Tahrir Defteri.

"% Scholars have extensively studied the survey of Crete. Though its kanunname overtly states the
registration date as 1669-90 (H. 1080), Molly Green introduces the survey undated as authorities
highly likely brought them together sometime between 1669 and 1673, because a page contains a
marginal note dated 1673-74. See Green, A Shared World, 23, 38n. However, this argument is refuted
by Evangelia Balta and Mustafa Oguz, who published the transcription of the survey that is stored in
the Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi in Istanbul under the cataloguing number of Tapu Tahrir, 825. See
Balta and Oguz, eds., Liva-i Resmo Tahrir Defteri.

"> Michael Nizri, “Defining Village Boundaries at the Time of the Introduction of the Malikane
System: The Struggle of the Ottoman State for Reaffirming Ownership of the Land,” Journal of the
Ottoman and Turkish Studies Association 2, no. 1 (2015): 37-57.
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3.1.2. Introducing the Tahrir-i Cedid of 1670

“...re‘dyanin defteri dahi divan-1 defterhanesinde
mazblt olub otuz senede bir tahrir olub miirde ve
marizleri ifrAz ve haric ez defter olan1 miiceddeden
deftere kayd ittirmek lazimdir™" '

Defterdar Sar1 Mehmed Pasa

An Ottoman bureaucrat himself from the finance department, Defterdar Sari
Mehmed Pasa expressed what had been the ideal regarding the preparation of tax
surveys (fahrir) in the Ottoman Empire throughout the periods prior to the
seventeenth century. Such an explanation, however, was by no means the case for all
regions, as surveys were prepared every 30 years in some provinces while every 50
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in others.”© When looking at the tax surveys of the Edirne district, it seems like the

1% The last of the classical tax surveys

region was registered every 45 or 50 years.
was prepared for the Edirne district during the first years of Ahmed I’s reign, which
witnessed serious military and financial upheavals giving way to the fiscal

experimentations of the Ottoman state in preparing new surveys.'"”

The Edirne survey of 1670 under consideration was prepared in this period during
which the Ottomans were having new fiscal experimentations that I just mentioned
above. It has similarities as well as differences both with the classical survey

registers of the sixteenth century and surveys of the seventeenth. The Survey

" Defterdar Sar1 Mehmet Paga, Devlet adamlarina 6giitler: Osmanhilarda devlet diizeni: Nesdyihii’l-
viizerd ve’l-iimerd, ed. Hiiseyin Ragip Ugural (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1969), 77.

"7 Omer Latfi Barkan, “Tiirkiye'de Imparatorluk Devirlerinin Biiyiik Niifus ve Arazi Tahrirleri ve
Hakana Mahsus Istatistik Defterleri,” IU Iktisat Fakiiltesi Mecmuas: 11, no. 1 (1940): 20-59; Omer
Latfi Barkan, “Tiirkiye'de imparatorluk Devirlerinin Biiyiik Niifus ve Arazi Tahrirleri ve Hakana
Mabhsus Istatistik Defterleri,” IU Iktisat Fakiiltesi Mecmuasi 11, no. 2 (1941): 214-247; Inalcik, Hicri
835 Tarihli Suret-i Defter-i Sancak-i Arvanid. Also see Oz, “Tahrir Defterlerinin Osmanl Tarihi
Arastirmalarinda Kullanilmas1 Hakkinda Bazi Diislinceler.”

18 Consecutive tax surveys for the district of Edirne can be counted as TT 20 (1485), TT 77 (1517),
TT 370 (1570), TT 648 (1613?). Yigit, “XVI. Yiizyilin Ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas1.” Also see
Stefan Dimitrov, “Naselenie i selishta v Sakar planina i prilezhashtiya y rayon prez XV-XVI vek,”
[Population and settlements in Sakar Mountain and its adjacent area in XVth-XVIth centuries]
unpublished PhD Thesis (Sofia, 2014) [in Bulgarian].

1o Kermeli, “Caught in Between Faith and Cash: The Ottoman Land System in Crete, 1645-1670.”
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consisting of two parts makes it clear that it is a detailed one (mufassal defter) and

20 In the Prime Ministry’s Ottoman Archive in

will be used here for the first time.
Istanbul, the two parts of the Edirne survey were not bound in one single volume.'!
When I first discovered the MAD 133,'** which begins with the title that it was the
register of the district of Edirne (defter-i kaza-i Edirne), 1 realized that it did not
include the settlements and other revenue means of the sub-district of Coke that
made a significant portion of the Edirne district territorially. This was rather
disappointing, because without the villages of the Coke sub-district I would not be
able to analyze the entire Edirne region. When I further plowed in the Ottoman
archive in Istanbul, I found out that the missing part of MAD 133 that included the
villages of Coke nahiye were brought together under another catalogue numbered
MAD 556. This part of the survey starts with an entry indicating that it was the “new
detailed register of the sub-district of Coke belonging to Edirne the Protected”
(mufassal defter-i tahrir-i cedid-i ndhiye-i Céke tabi i Edirne el-mahriisa).'>

In the fist part of the survey that compiled the details of landed property in four sub-
districts (the sub-districts of Ada, Uskiidar, Manastir and Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa), there
is no note clearly stating the date of registration. On the marginal notes, though, it is
stated that new “sales” (fiiritht) took place or were registered in 1080/1669.
However, concerning the registration date, MAD 556 offers rather clear references. It
is stated that the register of the Coke nahiye was prepared in 1670 following an
imperial order (bd fermdn-1 ‘ali el-vdki* fi 24 Sevvali‘l-mu ‘azzam sene 1081).'**
Regarding the registration practices of villages and their details, and the village
residents and their land possessions, MAD 133 and MAD 556 by all means make the

two completing parts of the same survey. The completion of this survey highly likely

took more than one year.

120 The first and the second parts are catalogued under the cataloguing numbers of BOA MAD 133

and BOA MAD 556 respectively.

"2 Tt is highly likely that when the first part was being catalogued the personnel of the archive were

not aware that it had missing parts because it did not include all the nahiyes of the Edirne kaza.

122 Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi Maliyeden Miidevver (hereafter BOA MAD), 133, [undated], pp. 1-
185.

2 BOA MAD 556, 1081/1670, pp. 6-211.

"2 MAD 556, p. 6.
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Furthermore, along with the separate catalougings of the two parts of the same
survey, the MAD 133 was not carefully bound either. Hence, the first part of the
survey was not paginated correctly; a clear observation that can be made from pages
containing Arabic numbers in two types.'*> Moreover, some pages end abruptly. The
sudden termination of the village of Kafir Doganci is of this sort, which makes it
seem like the villages of the Ada sub-district end. However, as the details of the
Kafir Doganci village appear on later pages,'* surely it was not the end of the Ada

127

nahiye. © Hence, I carefully read each page in order to find the survey’s correct
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form.

Having said that no other scholar ever used the Edirne survey of 1670 before, based
on the documents she found at the Sts. Cyril and Methodius National Library in
Sofia, Stefka Parveva analyzed 21 villages (as well as two separate mezra’as’ and
two muisellem ¢iftliks’) in Edirne that contain some fragmented parts of the detailed
survey this study deals with. Evidently, the details of these 21 villages make a very
small portion of the Edirne district in the seventeenth century. However, the Edirne
Survey of 1670 that I found in the Prime Ministry’s Ottoman Archive in Istanbul
contains comprehensive data that further allows us to understand the actual situation
of the villages in the Edirne district (for the comparison of pages for the village of

Biiyiik ismailce see Figure 3).'*

' MAD 133, p. 30 (with Arabic number).

126 MAD 133, p. 92 (31 with Arabic page number). The rest of the village of Kafir Doganci is on

page 92b (31 with Arabic page number) and 93a (32 with Arabic page number).

2" Between page 92 and page 121, we see the rest of the villages of the Ada nahiye. Between the

pages of 31 and 92, we see the Uskiidar nahiye’s villages.

28 For the villages of the Ada nahiye see MAD 133, pp. 1-31 and pp. 92b-121. For the villages of the
Uskiidar nahiye see MAD 133, pp. 32-82 and pp. 122-123. The data are prepared after correcting this
binding error. For the villages of the Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa nahiye see MAD 133, pp. 83-92a. The
villages of the Manastir nahiye were on between page 127 and page 185 of MAD 133. The villages in
the Coke nahiye are in MAD 556.

129 For Stefka Parveva’s a few articles on the same subject see Stefka Parveva, “Villages, Peasants

and Landholdings in the Edirne Region in the Second Half of the 17" Century,” in Regions, Borders,
Societies, Identities in Central and Southeast Europe, 17"21*" Centuries Collected Studies, ed. Penka
Peykovska and Gabor Demeter (Sofia and Budapest, 2013), 17-33; Parveva, “Rural Agrarian and
Social Structure in the Edirne Region during the Second Half of the Seventeenth Century”; Stefka
Parveva, Land and People during the Seventeenth -First Decades of the Eighteenth — Century.
Reclamation and Organization of the Agrarian and Social Space in the Central and Southern
Balkans under the Ottoman Rule (Sofia: Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, 2011) [in Bulgarian] Also
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The marginal calculations, which are not observed in the Edirne survey of 1670 used
in the present study, indicate that the fragmented documents Parveva analyzed were
the initial registers listing the rural sites of the district of Edirne. Hence, the
documents she used are most likely the drafts that were penned during the actual
registration process in the field. The rest of the registers were probably lost or
destroyed. The documents Parveva found in the Bulgarian archives concern the
villages of Mihalig, iflahanli, Maras, Haskdy, Biiyiik Ismailce, Sokiin, Pavlikan,
Yiiriicekler, Koyunlu, Yiiriis, Kaba Oyiik, Ayntabli, Omurca, Kafir Haci, Karaagac
Kemal, Glavanli, Akpinar, Diidiik¢i, Diidiik¢i Yenicesi, Etmek¢i and Saltikli.
Parveva has analyzed these villages in a number of articles and in one of her books,
as she discovered some villages during her archival research in the Bulgarian

archives later.'*°

The Edirne survey of 1670 that I found in the Prime Ministry’s Ottoman Archive in
Istanbul (hereafter BOA) provides detailed accounts of almost 350 rural settlements
(villages, hamlets and miisellem c¢iftliks), which made the entire district of Edirne in
the late seventeenth century. Moreover, when the drafts were then sent to Istanbul
where the new figures would be compared with those of the old registers (defter-i
atik), they would be brought together as one single register. Another hint that makes
me think that the fragmented Bulgarian documents prepared during the actual
surveying procedure is that landed property sizes (in cerib) are written on the
margins of pages on the Bulgarian documents that made the total area of a village. In
the pages of the Edirne Survey, however, this was not the case because only the total

regional size of a village is given at the bottom of the page (see Figure 3).

The Edirne survey of 1670 was the final register, which was prepared by comparing
the details of landed property registered in the fragments penned during the actual
surveying procedure that were most likely the ones Parveva worked on. The
comparison of the details of villages (or ¢iftliks or mezraas) in the old registers to

those of the new one is not extant in the documents Parveva analyzed. For instance,

see Stefka Parveva, Village, Town and People in the Ottoman Balkans 16™-Mid-19" Century
(fstanbul: The Isis Press, 2009), 11-60.

0 The documents Parveva used have other differences from the ones I found in the Bagbakanlk

Archive in Istanbul. Compare MAD 133 and MAD 556 with the Bulgarian ones in Parveva’s studies.
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as for the village of Biiyiik Ismailce (see Figure 3 of the two images of the same
village from the Bulgarian and Prime Ministry’s Archives above), the Edirne Survey
has additional information that we do not see in the other; the village of Biiyiik
Ismailce, which was recorded in the Edirne Survey as belonging to the endowment of

131

Sultan Bayezid, had revenue of 13672 akges. °" The documents from the Bulgarian

archives do not contain this latter information.

Moreover, unlike the details given in the previous century’s tax surveys, though, the
new survey provides hints about the current fiscal developments of the time when the
survey was realized, i.e., the Ottomans’ more frequent use of a system that brought a
few villages under one revenue unit (mukataa) became a common practice in the late
seventeenth century.'>> Pertaining to the dating of the Edirne Survey, since there is
no clear indication in the documents she analyzed and hence relying upon the
marginal notes on the “sales” (fiiriht) of villages in the register, Parveva assumes
that it must have been registered in the autumn of 1669."* Her assertion regarding
the dating of the actual surveying process might be right. However, we see the
actual compilation date of the entire deffer in 1670. The only date in the entire
register regarding the compilation date is viewed in the part that concerns the sub-
district of Coke.">* However, there is no information of dating in the other part of the

133 Hence, one may conceivably speculate that the

survey comprising four nahiyes.
initial registration took place — at least in some parts of the kaza of Edirne — after the

sowing season of 1669.

! The both texts read: “Karye-i Biiyiik Ismailce tabi*-i nahiye-i Uskiidar ‘an evkaf-i Sultdn Bayezid

der Edirne”

132 Both texts refer to this situation. It reads: “karye-i mezbiir Ismd ‘ilce mukdta ‘ast tevabi* ile ma‘an

iki yiik yirmi bin [220,000] akgeye fiiritht olunagelmisdir. Bd-ihbdr-1 karye-i m{ezbiir |’ MAD. 133, p.
50 and Sts Cyril and Methodius National Library (NLCM) F.1, a.u. 15114, p. 4. I would like to thank
Kayhan Orbay for providing me with the copies of the Sts Cyril and Methodius documents.

13 Parveva, “Villages, Peasants and Landholdings,” 20.
4 MAD 556, p. 6.

" MAD 133.
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The Edirne survey of 1670 registered the villages and other components of rural
landscape in the Edirne district (kaza) that had five sub-districts (nahiyes) in the
seventeenth century. In this period, based on the model set up in the sixteenth
century, the district of Edirne was still a part of the administrative division of the
European lands of the Ottoman Empire. Edirne was still within the sub-Province
(sancak or liva) of Pasa in this period whose seat (pasa sancagt) in the period under

question was Sofia.'*®

There is a clear indication that the city of Edirne, being one of the largest Ottoman
cities in the seventeenth century, was the centre of the Ottoman realm in the Eastern
Rumelia providing various services to other smaller towns and receiving the produce
they supplied. This superior position of the city of Edirne among other small or
medium-size towns in the region is not only supported by the Ottoman archival
sources providing sturdy population data. Contemporary observers like Abdurraman
Hibri also noted that Edirne was the centre in this part of the Ottoman country where

the dwellers in the neighboring towns were coming to sell and buy goods."’

This administrative organization did not change until the late nineteenth century.
Though it is meaningful to say that each sub-district had a varying number of
villages because not all of them were recorded over time under the boundary of the
same nahiye, [ will use the administrative unit of nahiye in this study employing the
way of Ottoman registration practices in order to better explain the landscape of

Edirne and visualize the changing topographical position of villages.

1% Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livdst.

57 {lgiirel, “Enisii’l-miisamirin (Abdurrahman Hibri’nin) Tahlili ve Tenkitli Nesri.”
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Figure 3. Two records of the same village. The one on the left is from the Sts Cyril
and Methodius Archive (Sofia), and the one on the right is from the Prime Ministry’s

Ottoman Archive (Istanbul).
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As can be seen from Figure 4, by the end of the seventeenth century, the district of
Edirne reached to the borders of four neighboring districts (kaza), namely Kirkkilise
in the east, Yanbolu in the north, Dimetoka in the south and Harmanli in the west.
The district of Edirne had five sub-districts in the late seventeenth century. The
majority of the villages were in two sub-districts — Coke and Uskiidar nahiyes. The
sub-district of Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa, the smallest nahiye in the district, became a
nahiye of Edirne in the century under study, while it was a district centre during the
earlier centuries (for the incomplete distribution of villages within these five nahiyes,

see Map on the nahiyes below).

The map does not show all the villages recorded in the 1670 survey register because
it was impossible to pinpoint all the villages’ coordinates based on geo-referencing
them from historical maps and other contemporary and modern sources. As can be
seen from the Edirne survey, the Ottoman fiscal register compilers definitely had a
sense of location that brought together many villages under the jurisdiction of a
nahiye in a specific location, which was done based on previously implemented
registers in hand. Following the new administrative re-organization of the Edirne
district in the seventeenth century that was different from the one set up in the
preceding century. While the Coke sub-district was roughly located between the city
of Edirne and the city of Kirkkilise (modern Kirklareli), the sub-district of Ada was
located in the southeast of Edirne towards Dimetoka. The other three nahiyes were
roughly in the region between Edirne, Yanbolu (modern Yambol) in the north and

Harmanli or Haskdy in the West.

3.1.3. Terminology

The Edirne survey of 1670 employs terms both similar to and different from the
classical tax registers. In terms of the administrative definition of rural settlements, it
used the same definitions that the surveys of the previous centuries had done such as
karye, mezraa, and miisellem. The latter units were recored under the term nahiye. In

this study, I use the term “nahiye” as an administrative sub-division employed by the
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Ottomans within its state jargon that defines an area comprising a number of rural
settlements — i.e., villages, miisellem lands, and hamlets. The term, however, did not
only denote to sub-divide rural hinterlands of cities. As shown by Yunus Ugur, both
contemporaries (like Abdurrahman Hibri of the seventeenth century) and modern
scholars (like Osman Nuri Peremeci of the twentieth century) utilized from this

phrase for defining the city districts (semt or nahiye)."®

% Ugur, “The Historical Interaction of the City with Its Mahalles,” 100-101.
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Figure 4. The nahiyes in the district of Edirne
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Nevertheless, within the state’s registration practices, the nahiye signified mostly the

sub-district of a district (kaza) consisting of a number of villages.'*’

The village was
registered in the defter in a way that it was an inhabited settlement where its
residents as well as the dwellers of neighboring villages had agricultural activities
and possessed landed property. While the residents in the particular village were not
overtly registered as residing there, those from the neighboring villages who
possessed some sorts of landed property were explicitly recorded in a way (sdkin-i
such and such village) that reveals they were living somewhere else. For instance,
when the registrar penned the landed property in the village of Sahinci of the sub-
district of Ada, among many, Ibrahim son of Veli, a resident of the neighboring
village of Keniseli, was recorded as one having 15 cerib of arable land (tarla) and his
current status as a dweller in another village.'** Moreover, if there were others from
the same neighboring village possessing landed property in the village recorded, the
registrar would record the person by mentioning his residential affiliation with the

same location.'*!

Furthermore, the Edirne survey of 1670 did not register the landed property under
dwellers’ use or possession in one single form. As for the sub-districts of Ada,
Uskiidar, and Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa that were highly likely recorded by the same
registrar (a fact that is obvious from his hand-writing), the landed property possessed
by the dwellers was penned in the same way “the land of such and such”. Likewise,
the sub-district of Coke that was registered by another registrar recorded the landed

property of dwellers in the same way.'**

Contrary to these four sub-districts, however, the nahiye of Manastir, which must
have been registered by someone else, contains a slightly different way of recording

for the landed property there. In this part of the survey, the registrar penned the

% [lhan Sahin, “Nahiye,” in TDV Islam Ansiklopedisi vol. 32 (istanbul: Tiirk Diyanet Vakfi, 2006),
306-307.

140 “zemin-i Ibrahim bin Veli sikin-i karye-i Keniseli 15 cerib tarla”. MAD 133, p. 9.

! For instance, “zemin-i Deli Hiiseyin Buzak¢izade sdkin-i karye-i Keniseli” is followed by “zemin-i

Mustafa veled Safer sdkin-i karye-i mfezbiir [’. MAD 133, p. 9.
142 For example, “zemin-i Seyyid Mehmed bin Halil” MAD 556, p. 1.
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dwellers’ possessions as “the land in the hands of such and such.”'* Yet, some
landed property was under the possession (tasarruf) of some people who were of
askeri origin. The lands associated with these men and women were penned down as

h” 144

“the land possessed by such and suc When the same men controlled landed

property in villages of the other sub-districts, his name would appear with the name

of the village where he resided (sdkin-i such and such).'*

In the recordings of the residents of a given village, the Edirne survey of 1670 made
distinctions between those who were originally living there and those that later
became the residents there. One term specifically used for those new comers was
yvabanct (literally “outsider”). This is another clue that makes us consider rural
settlements as dynamic entities that received new residents from other villages or

towns to physically live."*

The status of the village (whether it is a vakif or timar village) was checked through
the old registers (defter-i atik). Similar to classical tax surveys of the sixteenth
century, most of the villages were documented according to the revenue they would
yield (hdsil) obtained from the old registers. For instance, when the lands of the
village of Etmekgi in the nahiye of Uskiidar were recorded, the Finance Ministry
added the supplementary information coming from the “old register.”'*’ Albeit
undetailed productions recorded as aggregate amounts in the old registers, the

present revenue that was provided by the people of the village was added to the

'3 For example, “zemin der yed-i Yorgi veled Yani”. “Nahiye-i Manastir tabi‘-i kaza-yi Edirne der

Liva-y1 Pasa” MAD 133, pp. 127-185.

% Two examples of these are “zemin der tasarruf-i Sinan Aga ser-Bostiniyin™ or “zemin der

tasarruf-t Ummiihan Hatin bint Kuyucu Mehmed Bey”. MAD 133, p. 127.

' Surely, we do not see these differences in sixteenth century registers. Halil inalcik states that the
miri lands were divided into two as tapulu and mukataalu. Inalcik, An Economic and Social History
of the Ottoman Empire vol. 1 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994). Also see Oz, “Tahrir
Defterlerinin Osmanli Tarihi Arastirmalarinda Kullanilmast Hakkinda Bazi Diisilinceler.”

' 1 read this word as “yabanci”. Stefka Parveva also reads it as “yabanci”. See Parveva, “Rural

Agrarian and Social Structure in the Edirne Region during the Second Half of the Seventeenth
Century.”

"7 For instance, regarding the landed property in the village of Yarbuz Tatar (or Erbuz Ata), the text

reads: “bi-ihbdr-1 re’aya temlik-i Aise ve Fatima hatun ‘an evidd-1 Yarbuz Tatar hdsil 23000 akge”
MAD 133, p. 30.
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survey.'*® Then the survey recorded the village as reflected in the old register and

determined the updated value at which it was “sold.”'*’

All villages, miisellem lands and hamlets were recorded in metric measurements in
cerib.”™® The Ottomans generally used the unit of déniim for evaluating the size of
landed property (land, vineyard, and so on)."”' Although the law (kanunname)
attributed to Siileyman the Magnificent mentions the unit of cerib,">* it was not in
common use in the Ottoman lands until the reign of Mehmed IV (Avci), whose
period witnessed a few survey implementations in newly conquered lands. The only
other register employed this metric unit for measuring landed property was the 1669

survey of Crete.'”

What this survey recorded regarding the landed property included the arable lands
(tarla), vineyards (bag), gardens (bag¢e), meadows (¢ayir), common pasture (mer ‘a-
i mevdsi), as well as vacant lands that are neither in use in any way nor possessed by
anyone, yet in good condition to cultivate (arz-1 hdli bild-sahib zer’a salih).">* The
latter sometimes also contained empty lands with mountainous portions that are not
cultivated at all (daglik). At the end of the list of each settlement recorded, the total

territory including arable lands and others is given.

Moreover, unlike the classical tax registers, the Edirne survey of 1670 defined the
village (hamlet and miisellem lands also) boundaries in detail. This allows us to

make confirm the locations of villages on GIS maps, because some villages contain

18 <biihbdr-1 ahdli-yi karye-yi mezbiir.” MAD 133, passim.

149 As for the village of Etmekgi, the text reads: “ber mucib-i defter-i attk Vakf-i Timurtas Bey 3663
[ak¢e]” followed by “bi-ihbdr-1 ahali-i karye-i mezbir fiiriht 10,000 [ak¢e der sene 1080]” MAD
133, p. 32.

%" Omer Nasuhi Bilmen, Hukuk-1 Islamiyye ve Istilahat-1 Fikhiyye Kamusu vol.4 (istanbul: Bilmen
Yaynevi, nd), 130.

"1 On Ottoman metric units see Halil Inalcik, “Introduction to Ottoman Metrology,” Turcica XV,
(1983): 311- 342.

152 Milli Tetiibbalar Macmuasi vol. 1, no. 2, 314.

'3 Balta and Oguz, eds., Livd-i Resmo Tahrir Defteri. In the introduction part of the book, the authors

think that the cerib was equal to the doniim. However, the former was in actual fact almost 3 times
bigger than the latter. See footnote 48 and 50.

'3 For a discussion of landed property that were orchards and vineyards see Colin Imber, “The Status

of Orchards and Fruit Trees in Ottoman Law,” Istanbul Universitesi Tarih Enstitiisii Dergisi 12,
(1982): 763-774.
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the same names that otherwise make it difficult to determine the exact location of the
settlement. For one example, the boundaries of the village of Ahi, in the nahiye of

Uskiidar, is defined with the following details:

Karye-i mezburun [Ahi] hudud-1 sinurt Batkonsaz'da giin batisinda dikili
siur tasina ve andan yine dikili tasa ve andan Azimceli mezarina andan
Uskiidar’dan gelen dereye andan dik asagi Evce kavaga ve andan giin
batisina giden yiiksek yere ve andan dik asagi Isak¢i mezra’asina ve andan
dik asagr Cuka Sekban dimek ile ma’ruf olan dikili tagsa ve andan dudub giin
dogusundan dikili kayaya andan Maldepe’ye andan dereye iniib dereden dik
yukart Uskiidar’dan gelen Yumuk tas képriive ve andan dik yukar: yine
Batkonsaz’'a miintehi olur "’

Village boundaries in the Ottoman country of the early modern period were not
specifically recorded in the tax surveys of the sixteenth century. However, this does
not mean that the Ottomans had no awareness of the territorial coverage of rural
settlements. Some scholars claim that it was not until the nineteenth century that the
Ottomans became aware of drawing boundaries for rural sites in a modern sense.'*®
Although the matter of village boundaries is a field that needs further empirical
investigation, few scholars state that archival documents clearly show the
opposite.””’  Furthermore, boundaries were clearly defined when a village was
endowed as a revenue unit to a pious endowment.””® When rural dwellers had
contention over landed property, it was a common practice to determine the exact

boundary of the land through the information provided by the witnesses.

However, as the villagers often had problems over the use of common pastures that

were in the possession of more than one neighboring village, it was necessary to

'S MAD 133, p. 44.

3¢ yiicel Terzibasoglu, “Struggles over Land and Population Movements in North-Western Anatolia,

1877-1914,” in Sociétés rurales ottomanes Ottoman Rural Societies, ed. Mohammad Afifi et al., eds.
(Cairo: Institut francais d'archéologie orientale, 2005), 297-308. Also see, Alp Yiicel Kaya and Yiicel
Terzibagoglu, “Tahrir’den Kadastro’ya: 1874 Istanbul Emlak Tahriri ve Vergisi: Kadastro tabir
olunur tahrir-i emlak,” Tarih ve Toplum: Yeni Yaklasimlar 9, (2009): 7-56.

137 Nizri, “Defining Village Boundaries at the Time of the Introduction of the Malikane System.”

Also see Ozer Ergeng and Hiilya Tas, “Assessments on Land Usufruct and Ownership in Anatolia
during the 17" and 18" Centuries.”

"% Very few scholars have mentioned village boundaries in their works. For example see Michael
Nizri, “Defining Village Boundaries at the Time of the Introduction of the Malikane System.”
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solve the problem and rightly draw the boundaries of villages, which was a matter in
times of a quarrel. The Edirne survey of 1670 in detail drew the boundaries of rural
settlements in the three nahiyes of the Edirne district. The physical boundaries of the
rural sites within the sub-districts of Ada, Uskiidar and Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa were
clearly defined in the register, highly likely by the same registrar’s close attention.
However, it was not the case for the sub-districts of Manastir and Coke. This was
probably so because the census taker did not pay attention to this specific issue in the

. . 159
nahiyes he was recording.

Combining the information of village boundaries with the metric measurement as
cerib provided in the Edirne survey, it can be seen that the Ottomans were aware of
the village boundaries well before the implementations of the nineteenth century
reforms. As stated above, in case of a contention between village dwellers
concerning arable lands or meadows, it was a common practice to determine the
boundaries of lands under investigation. However, as the tax-farming (iltizam)
system that created all sorts of quarrels was more in use in the seventeenth century, it
became a common practice to draw the borders of villages as a whole to determine
the boundaries within which the tax-farmer would receive his revenue and would not
clash with the other settlements that could be under a sipahi’s or vakif’s control.
Otherwise, disagreements continued between different groups of people who were
either the timar holder or a tax-farmer who were having a certain part of a revenue
unit. So, in order to end these conflicts, the Ottoman authorities needed a new
solution that would provide more concrete data of settlement boundaries — be a

village, a mezra’a or miisellem.'®

Furthermore, unlike the tax surveys of the earlier centuries that did not rely upon
metric measurement of landed property in the concerned region, the Edirne survey of
1670 did measure the landscape of the Edirne district in a way that would provide

more concrete and reliable information in terms of the village boundaries. In the

' For the nahiye of Manastir see MAD 133, pp. 123-185 and MAD 556 for the C6ke nahiye.

10 Nizri, “Defining Village Boundaries at the Time of the Introduction of the Malikane System.”
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classical tahrirs, the land a peasant family cultivated was recorded as a ¢ift.'®" A cift
was the peasant farm ploughed by a pair of oxen and was considered according to its

productivity (ala, evsat, and edna).'®

In the Edirne survey of 1670, though, the lands
(arable land, vineyard, and so on) that the peasant families possessed in the Edirne
district were measured in a different form of unit (cerib). A cerib was almost three
times of a domiim that the Ottoman laws and jurisprudential authorities would

normally use when referring to arable lands.'®

As stated before, the only survey
registered the land in a similar way was the survey of Crete realized in 1669
following the conquest of the island. The arable lands possessed by Cretan families
were incredibly small varying between 1-10 cerib.'®* The lands that the peasants
possessed in the villages within the Edirne district were significantly higher that I

will further analyze below.

Following a long description of the 1670 Edirne survey register in the previous
chapter that constitutes the backbone of the present study, in this chapter, I will focus
on the rural sites of the Edirne district by understanding its rural society vis-a-vis the
landscape, land, and landholding in the seventeenth century. In doing so, I will
initially draw the land cover of the Edirne district as reflected in the Edirne survey of
1670. This portrays for us the landscape of the Edirne region providing in return
certain data for each village’s topographical specifications. This is yet another
important set of information giving an opportunity to understand the investment
patterns of urbanites in the rural hinterland of Edirne. Consequently, I will analyze
the land regime in the Edirne region. Finally, I will combine these two in order to
provide a better sense of the socio-economic depiction of the region. The latter will
facilitate noting the differences between villages in terms of land use and land
possession vis-a-vis religious and social segmentations/differentiation of people in

society.

' Inalcik, “Osmanhlarda Raiyyet Riisumu.” Also see Halil inalcik, “Cift-Hane Sistemi ve Kyliiniin

Vergilendirilmesi,” in Dogu Bati: Makaleler II (istanbul: Dogu Bati1 Yayinlari, 2016), 96-110.

12 Halil Inalcik, “Koy, Koylii ve imparatorluk,” in Osmanli imparatorlugu, Toplum ve Ekonomi

(Istanbul: Eren, 1996). Akgiindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri.

19 A fetva issued by Ebusssud Efendi states the following: “Ve cerib dedikleri, tillen ve arzen altmis
zira ‘ olmakdir ki, misahada 3600 zira“ olur ... doniim ki, tillen ve arzen 35 zira’ dir; misahada 1225
zird ‘ olur. Cerib-i ser ‘inin siiliisiinden 25 zird * zdid olur” Akglindiiz, Osmanli Kanunnameleri 1, 150.

1% For the survey’s transliteration see Balta and Oguz, eds., Livd-i Resmo Tahrir Defteri.
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3.2. Land cover in the Edirne district

The land cover did not only include arable land but also meadows, forests, common
pastures, and the like. In this regard, what proportion of this landscape was available
for human use and what other options rural society benefited from it will be given
prime importance. As the Edirne survey of 1670 allows me to draw physical
boundaries of the rural settlements in metric measurement, I will include the location
variable in understanding the data accompanying the settlement types described in
the previous chapter. Finally, with the above-mentioned analyses, the survey register
done for the kaza of Edirne in 1670 will be the one drawn upon most heavily, albeit
other archival sources such as detailed avariz registers and probate inventories from
the same period and other contemporary accounts considered in order to further
enhance the arguments offered in the present study. One of the most original aspects
of the present study is that it deals with land use and landholding in the early modern
Ottoman Empire based on a new survey register that provides a set of data enabling

us to test for location variable.

The present study will also treat the rural settlements under different groupings in
accordance with their positions as revenue units. The data that the Edirne survey
supplies gives a glut of information for the last quarter of the seventeenth century in
terms of ethno-religious composition, land cover, land use of the settlements.
Majority of the studies approaching land use in the early modern Ottoman period
base their area of research based on data that does not provide spatial information
revealing metric measurements. However, in the Edirne survey of 1670 for the first
time in Ottoman rural and land studies, space is taken into account and allows us to

165

use both historical and geographical data. > The data that the Edirne survey register

provides was as follows:

1% Very few studies in Ottoman historiography used location information on maps to enhance their

research, though the tendency of benefiting from this is on the rise. However, many of these works
have focused on different cities per se. See Nina Ergin, “Mapping Istanbul’s hammams of 1752 and
their employees,” in Bread from the Lion’s Mouth: Artisans Struggling for a Livelihood in Ottoman
Cities, ed. Suraiya Faroghi (New York: Berghahn, 2015), 108-35; Ugur, “The Historical Interaction
of the City with Its Mahalles”; Sokrates D. Petmezas’ recent work on Vostizza through Venetian
registers seems to be the only study employing GIS tools on land use in the early modern Ottoman
Empire. See Sokrates D. Petmezas, “Land Tenure and Land Settlement in Vostizza from Ottoman to
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All the information supplied by the Edirne survey register for each settlement point
in the Edirne region was entered in Excel spreadsheets by using different columns
such as the name of the settlement, names of the land holders including their religion
and gender, types of land they possessed, and the like. Furthermore, I used software

16 In order to

called ArcGIS program to locate the rural settlement points on maps.
do that, I initially determined the coordinates of each village or mezra’a by using
modern geo-referencing methods. In locating the villages on maps through their
“actual” coordinates, I used a number of sources such as primary and secondary
sources, historical maps from the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, as well as

online data providers that locate settlement points on maps not only with today’s

village names but also with other name(s) used during the Ottoman times.'’

Currently, it is possible to portray the boundaries of the villages and
mezra’as/miisellem ciftliks as the 1670 register provides the total sizes of settlements
(i.e., arable lands, meadows, gardens, vineyards, empty lands etc.). There are many
advantages of the 1670 Edirne register that allows me to show various aspects of
rural life on maps. Thus, the boundaries that I showed in maps refer to actual sizes of

villages.

Despite all these barriers blocking the visual mapping of historical data through
modern tools, it is still possible to find out where the settlement points were actually
located by bringing together historical location data, historical maps, Geographic
Information System (GIS) technologies, and modern geographic tools. However
attractive it seems to be, to use GIS technologies in historical inquiry has some
obstacles to spot exact locations. The first problem to locate settlement points is that
we have no maps from the periods prior to the nineteenth century that enable the
researcher to combine historical data with location data. Secondly, even though

many settlement points are indicated in nineteenth century maps, their exact sites

Venetian Rule: G.I.S. Mapping of the Venetian Cadastro of 1700,” in Ottoman Rural Societies and
Economies Halcyon Days in Crete VIII A Symposium Held in Rethymno 13-15 January 2012, ed.
Elias Kolovos (Crete: Crete University Press, 2015), 423-459.

1% 1 would like to thank Shehram Yusufzade and Necibe Altun for helping me to visualize the

historical data on maps.

"7 1 benefited from websites like the followings: http://www.fallingrain.com/world/index.html;

http://lazarus.elte.hu/hun/digkonyv/topo/200e/44-42 jpg.
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may not be true, since it is known that villages get emptied, re-inhabited, re-named
and/or physically moved to other locations over time. Furthermore, some villages

may have disappeared totally.

To summarize, in this study I do not offer a classical treatment of Ottoman survey
registers as did the previous generation of scholars of Ottoman history. On the
contrary, in order to better comprehend the rural life and structure of the early
modern Ottoman Empire, I propose to treat one nahiye — the smallest rural
administrative unit — having different characteristics from another meaning that

topographical position and status of each nahiye’s villages mattered.

When registering the village, as the survey recorded landed property in metric
measurement, all those people possessing arable land, vineyard and so on were
recorded in such a way making us to infer that the majority of the dwellers in the
village must have been recorded. This is yet another feature of the Edirne survey of
1670 that we do not see in other sorts of tax registers from the previous centuries. In
fact, this did not become a common practice until the preparations of nineteenth
century temettiiat registers that would record landed property of rural dwellers in

168 We can also see with the

order to calculate their income from the lands worked on.
data providing each village’s total land cover. What was this land cover? Which units

of landed property did the registrars pay attention to record?

The most apparent one was the arable land (tarla) from which the Ottoman central
government extracted the most significant portion of state revenues. The survey also
recorded the vacant lands (arz-1 hali bila-sahib zer ‘a salih) that were also suitable for
sowing but not currently worked on by anyone (arz-1 hali bila-sahib zer‘a salih),
pastures (mer ‘a), meadows (¢ayir), vineyards (bag), and gardens (bag¢e and bostan).
As far as the Edirne survey of 1670 reveals regarding the total area of the Edirne
district, we see that the rural hinterland of Edirne covered an area of more than 2.2

million cerib'® in the late seventeenth century (see Table 1). In other words, the

' Fadimana Celik worked on the sub-district on Céke based on the nineteenth century temettiiat

registers. See Fadimana Celik, Coke Nahiyesi 'nin Sosyal ve Ekonomik Yapisi (Temettiiat Defterlerine
Gire) (Edirne: Edirne Valiligi, 2013).

191 cerib equals 2.9 déniims, and 1 hectare equals 10 déniims.
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rural space of Edirne would conceal an area of almost 6.5 million doniims that would
mean 663.897 hectare (see Figure 5). This metric data of land cover allows us to

study the Edirne region in a more analytical way based on GIS techniques.'”

As can be seen from the Table below, the portion of arable lands in the Edirne
district in overall made 25% of all land cover. In terms of the proportion of arable
lands in different sub-districts, the Ada nahiye comes forward with 35% followed by
the Manastir nahiye with 31%. While agricultural lands were pretty large in the
former, they were significantly smaller in the latter, which will be analyzed below.
The shares of arable lands in the nahiyes of Coke, Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa, and Uskiidar
were 15%, 17%, and 23% respectively. The former two had the smallest arable land

percentages among the five sub-districts.

The Ada sub-district in this respect offers rather explanatory data. In a total area of
585.000 cerib, 209.000 cerib of land was cultivated for grain production in the sub-
district of Ada. In other words, the total area of arable lands comprised 35% of all
land cover in this nahiye. This surely ought to be treated in line with the
topographical advantages of this part of the Edirne region. One had to keep in mind
that the Ada nahiye’s villages were located on the fertile plain between the rivers of
Arda and Meri¢. This is also observed in the Map above on which we can see

intensified red color in the Ada sub-district.

7" One has to keep in mind that the locations on the GIS Maps do not include all the settlement
points we have in the Edirne survey of 1670. Dots on the Maps only show those settlements that I
was able to spot by georeferencing their coordinates.
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Table 1. Land types in the Edirne district in 1670

Nahiye Total land Tarla Hali Mer¢a Bag, bagce  Cayir
cover (cerib) (cerib) (cerib) (cerib) and bostan  (cerib)
(cerib)

Ada 585.850,25 209.245  114.698,5 194.980,5 11.847 17.230
(100%) (%35) (%19) (%33) (2%) (%2,9)

Uskiidar 914.604,5 216.636 90.458 469.648 10.872 2.559
(%23) (%9,8) (%51) (1,1%) (%0,2)

Cisr-i 176.480 31.103,5 16.812,5 94.946,5 268 8.949
Mustafa (%17) (%9,5) (%53) (0,1%) (%5,0)

Pasa

Manastir 119.191,5 37.443,5 29.016 54.800 774 127,5
(%31) (%24) (%45) (0,6%) (%0,1)

Coke 493.177 78.861 176.222,5 224.833 10.590 2.388
(%15) (%35) (%45) (2,1%) (%0,4)
TOTAL 2.289.303,25 573.289  427.207,5 1.039.207 34.351 31.253,5

Sources: MAD 133; MAD 556
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Figure 5. Land Cover in the Edirne district in 1670
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Another good example that needs attention is the sub-district of Manastir in the
Edirne district. Having the smallest portion of land cover in the Edirne region with
only 119.00 cerib, this nahiye had 37.000 cerib of arable lands that made 31% of all
its land cover. Keeping in mind that the villages in this nahiye were located in places
of high altitude, it is still interesting to see high proportion of arable lands in this
mountainous region of the Edirne district. However, as will be further elaborated
below, this might be related to possessed lands being rather small in villages in the
villages of this nahiye. This is of significance because, though mountainous, people
might have been more eager to open more arable lands for cultivation in order to
produce more surpluses for themselves and for meeting taxes the state demanded in

the period.

The Coke nahiye also deserves also attention due to its interesting figures that the
Edirne survey of 1670 provides. Although it has the third largest total land cover in
the Edirne region with 493.000 cerib (1.109.000 déniim making 110.000 hectare), the
portion of arable lands in this nahiye is rather insignificant. With 78.000 cerib, the
(Coke nahiye had the smallest portion of arable lands (15% of all land cover) in the
Edirne district. Similar to the nahiye of Coke, the Cisr-i Mustafa Paga nahiye also
had a small portion of arable land. As far as what the survey recorded is concerned,
the total area of the nahiye was around 176.000 cerib. Only 17% of this total land

cover (31.000 cerib) was arable land.

One of the fascinating observations we make from Table 1 is the significant portion
of pastures in different nahiyes allowing us to make inferences regarding the animal
husbandry in the region. In fact, the pastures had the highest proportion of total land
cover in all the nahiyes. In the Uskiidar and Cisr-i Mustafa Paga sub-districts, the
portion of pastures was 51% and 53% respectively. Likewise, both the Coke and
Manastir nahiyes had pastures consisting of 45% of the entire land cover. The only
sub-district having relatively low share of pastures in the region is the Ada sub-
district. The latter nahiye’s pastures made 33% of its entire rural land. As the villages
get far away from the city of Edirne, we see that the portion of green color gets
intensified that can be interpreted in a way that animal husbandry was a way of

living within these villages that had higher altitudes. Keeping in mind that pastures
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were in joint use of the village community, it is safe to say that the villages where
pastures made a significant part of total land cover were very suitable for animal
husbandry but not for grain production. This is also obvious from the Edirne survey
that provides quantitative data for large estate formation that I will further elaborate

in the part sub-headed by the large askeri farms (ekabir ¢iftlikleri).

Another point in relation with landholding in the Edirne district that needs to be
mentioned here is the meadows (¢ayir). Although very insignificant in comparison
with arable lands and common pastures, landholders were also in possession of
meadows used for animal feeding. The Ada sub-district comes forward with the
highest proportion of meadows that was more than 17.000 cerib. This was more than
8.000, 2.500, and 2.300 cerib in the sub-districts of Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa, Uskiidar and
Coke respectively. It was only 127 cerib in the Manastir nahiye. Considering that
commoners did not generally possess meadows, it makes sense that the most
significant meadow distribution was to the Ada nahiye. One ought to keep in mind
that the villages in the Ada nahiye had a significant number of sultanic allocations
where a good number of state officials resided. Lands in many of these sultanic
allotments were also worked on by way of sharecropping (ortak¢i). The state
provided the seed to landholders that were to work on and cultivate the land. When
harvest time arrived and the produce was collected, the seed given would be spared
and the rest would be shared.'”' Furthermore, these villages also had state-owned

barns (miri ahur) that needed straw for animals of state use.'”

The only landed property that could be bought, sold, and/or inherited — that are
vineyards, orchards, and gardens — needs to be analyzed under a separate paragraph.
Within the boundaries of the Edirne district, as far as the aggregate data that the

Edirne survey supplies is concerned, around 28.000 cerib of vineyard was owned

I On the ortakg1 villages see Omer Litfi Barkan, “XV. ve XVI. Asirlarda Osmanli

Imparatorlugunda Toprak Is¢iliginin Organizasyonu Sekilleri,” Iktisat fakiiltesi Mecmuast 1, no. 1
(1939): 29-74; Omer Liitfi Barkan, “XV. ve XVI. Asirlarda Osmanli Imparatorlugunda Toprak
Isciliginin Organizasyonu Sekilleri,” Iktisat fakiiltesi Mecmuas: 1, no. 2 (1940): 198-245; Omer Liitfi
Barkan, “XV. ve XVI. Asirlarda Osmanli imparatorlugunda Toprak is¢iliginin Organizasyonu
Sekilleri,” Iktisat fakiiltesi Mecmuasi 1, no. 4 (1939): 397-447.

"2 On the animals as transportation means see Umit Ekin, “Osmanli imparatorlugu’nda Nakliye
Hayvanlarinin Bakimi ve Masraflar1,” Kebike¢ Insan Bilimleri I¢in Kaynak Arastirmalar: Dergisi 9
(2004): 327-334.
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both by villagers and urban dwellers. The most striking examples in this regard are
the Ada and Coke sub-districts, both of which had around 10.000 cerib of vineyards.
Moreover, following these two nahiyes, the Uskiidar sub-district had more than
7.000 cerib of vineyards in the late seventeent century. The lowest vineyard coverage
seems to be evident in the sub-districts of Manastir and Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa having
only around 750 and 250 cerib of vineyard respectively. Considering the fact that
most villages in the Ada nahiye were located on the plains around the rivers of Arda
and Merig, it makes sense that this sub-district had a significant area of vineyards.
The Céke and Uskiidar sub-districts’ villages had good vineyards watered by the
Meri¢ River. The physical closeness of villages in these nahiyes has to be associated

with the city of Edirne where there was a large comsumer demand for vegetables.'”

Along with arable lands and pastures, vacant lands also made a significant part of
land cover in the Edirne district in the late seventeenth century. What the areas of
vacant lands show us is that land not yet worked on was still available for cultivation
in Edirne’s rural hinterland. The Coke and Manastir nahiyes had the highest
percentages of vacant lands that were 35% ad 24% respectively. What was the reason
for this? The Edirne survey of 1670 supplies interesting definitions that allow us to
interpret the high percentage of vacant lands. Such lands in the Ada nahiye made
only 19% of the entire rural land cover. In the Uskiidar and Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa sub-
districts, however, empty lands seem to have the lowest proportion. The vacant lands
made just more than 9% in the both sub-districts. This can also be seen from Figure
5. When we look at the Coke nahiye, the blue color seems to get intensified towards
the plains. This can be interpreted in a way that vacant lands still made a good
portion in plains. What were these lands that were “vacant and not owned” (hali bila
sahib)? Considering the significant proportion of this sort of land, its meaning and

implication in the Edirne region needs to be clarified.

The definition of the survey clearly shows that these lands were not owned (bild
sahib). Yet, this does not mean that they were no man’s land that could be usurped
by whomever wished to do so. The second part of the definition is about these lands’

suitability for agriculture (zer‘a salih). As can be clearly seen from Table 1, the

' Parveva, “Villages, Peasants and Landholdings,” 26.
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villages in the Edirne district had good percentages of vacant lands, which testify to
the abundance not to the scarcity of the land in this region. They were highly likely
the lands rented out by the state (mukataalu arazi) as elaborated by Halil inalcik.'™
When people from the cities wanted to possess lands in villages, they probably
rented out these mukataalu lands, as well as bought from villagers who sold their
right of possession on arable lands by the consent of the “landowner” (sahib-i arz),
which was a “legitimate business method.”'” This will be further analyzed in the

next section about the peasant holdings as well as about large estates.

All in all, by closely analyzing Table 1 and Figure 5, we can say that the Ada sub-
district had the highest proportion of arable lands among the five nahiyes. This was
closely related to the topographical characteristics of this sub-district that was a plain
located on fertile soil encircled by the rivers. It is not surprising to see that the Adss
domains of the sultans were mostly located in this area. Furthermore, the villages
that located on the Uskiidar and Céke nahiyes’ plain parts had also larger proportions
of arable lands. In the mountainous parts of the Edirne district close to the
mountainous part covered by the Manastir district, however, it seems like common
pastures made the majority of the land cover. This was especially the case in the hilly

parts of the sub-districts of Manastir, and Cisr-i Mustafa Pagsa.

3.3. Land Distribution in the Edirne Region

The Ottomans, similar to previous Islamic states, arranged land distribution under
three catagories in accordance with people. These were the “arz-1 Osriyye” for
Muslims, “arz-1 haraciyye” for non-Muslims, and “arz-1 emiriyye” for the residents
of the lands that the Ottomans conquered. Land, on the other hand, was divided into
five units: land as property (miilk), lands left for pious endowments (vakif),
abandoned (metriik) lands, empty lands that were of no use for agriculture (mevat),

and lands as property of the state (miri). The latter making the largest portion of land

" inalcik, An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire v. 1.

'3 Gerber, The Social Origins of the Modern Middle East, 37.
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in the Ottoman Empire belonged to the state and the people cultivating them were
merely renters.'’® The centre of the land system the Ottomans employed was the
timar regime that the Ottomans established in the earlier centuries. That was not in

use in all lands of the Ottoman country throughout centuries.'”’

This land regime that the Ottomans established in the fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries did not allow individuals to formally own agricultural land because it was
only the state that actually could have the ownership of the land. However,
individuals or institutions were granted land by the state. In practice, it was a “two-
fold system of with those who legally and practically controlled the land on behalf of
the state (the timar system and the wagf, especially the so-called sultanic wagfs) and

those who actually held and worked on it, that is, the peasants.”'"®

Similar to the case of Bursa where the majority of the land was controlled by the
sultanic waqfs, the Edirne region was also under the control of many wagqfs that
received the taxes from and watched over the villages via waqf managers. The timar
system, on the other hand, though not negligible, was not in charge of many villages
in the Edirne region. The fimar holders’ names not registered in 1670, as it was
evident in the sixteenth century surveys. This was partially related to the dissolving
nature of the timar regime vis-a-vis the increasing application of the tax-farming

179

system. '~ Moreover, as the timar regime was in considerable change, the state was

more involvement in managing the abandoned fiefs as is evident in the Edirne survey

of 1670.'8°

"7 Halil Cin, Miri Arazi ve Bu Arazinin Ozel Miilkiyete Déniigiimii (Konya: Selguk Universitesi

Yayinlari, 1987).

""" Halil inalcik, Osmanh Imparatorlugu Klasik Cag (1300-1600) (Istanbul: Yapi Kredi Yaymlari,
2004), 109-111.

'8 Gerber, The Social Origins of the Modern Middle East, 19-20.

' inalcik, “Military and Fiscal Transformation in the Ottoman Empire.” Despite the fact that the

names of the fief holders were registered in other documents produced by the state. See Erhan
Afyoncu, Osmanli Devlet Teskilatinda Defterhane-i Amire (XVI.-XVIII. Yiizyillar) (Ankara: Turk
Tarih Kurumu, 2014).

80 Tas, XVIL Yiizyilda Ankara, 61-63. On the changes that took place in the Ottoman fiscal system

see Yavuz Cezar, Osmanli Maliyesinde Bunalim ve Degisim Dénemi (Istanbul: Alan Yayncilik,
1986).
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As far as the data provided by the 1670 survey is concerned, the classical land
system seems to have endured in the late seventeenth century, though management
and distribution of villages as fief allocations show changing patterns. What I mean
by this is that it was mostly the peasants holding varying portions of lands. However,
unlike the classical period’s definition in terms of land portions as ¢ift between 60
and 150 doniims (one déniim being almost 1.000 square meters), land possessions of
peasants in the late seventeenth century Edirne region were registered in a different
method, i.e., their actual physical coverage. How should we evaluate these
agricultural land sizes? Whether it testifies to the inability of the system that could
not avoid the rapid partition of the land'®' in the seventeenth century shall be

elaborated below.

The data in hand also shows that the rules in law books such as “simple succession”
(intikal-i ‘GdP) that did not include the payment of a tax continued.'® However, land
was also exchanged or transacted. Within the boundaries that the law books
underlined, lands with trees on them that could not be plowed were sold, bought and
inherited. The probate inventories from the seventeenth century show that non-arable
lands (i.e., bag, bagge, and the like) of both urban rural deceased dwellers were

183

inherited by the legal heirs.””” Furthermore, sicil collections also prove that these

. 184
assets were open to transaction.

Unlike vineyards and gardens, though, arable lands could not be left to legal heirs as
their property. In thousands of documents concerning the probate inventories of
deceased Edirne residents both from the city and villages, I did not come across a
single case of a possessed agricultural land passed to the legal heirs during the
owner’s lifetime. The transaction, however, was still possible but it could only be

done with the consent of the “landowner” (sahib-i arz), i.e., the waqf manager or

"8I Gerber observes this phenomenon in the Bursa region. See Gerber, The Social Origins of the
Modern Middle East.

'%2 Gerber, The Social Origins of the Modern Middle East, 22.

'3 For a few studies based on probate inventories see Barkan, “Edirne Askerl Kassami'na Ait Tereke

Defterleri (1545-1659)”; Oguz, “Bir Osmanli Kentinde Tasinir ve Taginmaz Mal Varligina Dayali
Servet Analizi: Edirne Ornegi.”

'8 Gerber, The Social Origins of the Modern Middle East; Ergeng and Tas, “Assessments on Land
Usufruct and Ownership in Anatolia during the 17" and 18™ Centuries.”
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timar holder, etc.'® Similar to Haim Gerber’s observations for the region of Bursa in
the seventeenth century, what the peasants in the Edirne villages did this in regards
to selling the arable lands under their possession was that they were selling the right
of possession of the land.'™ Another point supporting the state’s full ownership of
the land is that agricultural lands were not endowed like other sorts of property

187
owned.

One of the most fascinating features of the Edirne survey of 1670 is that it recorded
the landed property in the Edirne district in metric measurements. What I mean by
metric measurement is that land possessions of villagers were recorded in a measured
way (ber miiceb-i mesdha) that was not the case in earlier tax surveys. As stated
above, unlike the classical tax surveys of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, this
survey recorded the land under peasants’ control by measuring them in the unit of

cerib that will be further analyzed below.

In classical tax surveys, arable lands were associated with the term ¢ift referring to
the size of land according to its productivity. As Ottoman kanunnames underlined, a
cift was 60 doniim if the land was in good ability, 100 déniim if medium, and 150
doniim if its productivity was not good.'™ Halil inalcik framed this as the ¢ift-hane
system whose key element was a male peasant who held a certain portion of arable

land and plaughed with a pair of oxen. In other words, it was a unit that made

' This is the usual reference we see in the eighteenth century sicil collections of Edirne. Whenever a

plot of agricultural land was sold, the “landowner” consented giving a tapu. Ergen¢ and Tas,
“Assessments on Land Usufruct and Ownership in Anatolia during the 17" and 18™ Centuries.”

1% Gerber, The Social Origins of the Modern Middle East, 23. Though this was refuted by some
scholars working on the island of Crete eventually conquered by the Ottomans in 1669. See Greene,
“An Islamic Experiment”; Kermeli, “Caught in between Faith and Cash.”

"7 1t has been argued that the agricultural land in Crete was in full possession of the local peasants as

property (miilk), so that they could sell or buy it at the shari’a court. However, despite the court cases
from Crete used by these scholars as a proof for ownership, it seems that there was no Cretan peasant
that turned his landed “property” to waqf. On the Ottoman land policy applications see Greene, “An
Islamic Experiment”; Eugenia Kermeli, “Caught in between Faith and Cash.”

'8 Barkan, XV ve XVI inct Asirlarda Osmanli Imparatorlugunda Zirai Ekonominin Hukuki ve Mali

Esaslari. Kanunlar 1.
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produced to fulfill the needs of the family and it consisted of the household’s labor

with the oxen.'®’

Some state-owned lands were distributed as timars consisting of ciftliks. In the
classical period, each timar was generally controlled by the sipahi. The latter did not
own the land, but managed it for the ruler who had the rakabe of the whole lands in
the empire. Among these state-owned lands (miri), a fief holder (sipahi or timar-
holder as most common terms) was to gather dues on the land he was overseeing and
to keep its safety. The tithe (Osiir) was the main revenue of the fief holder who was

in turn obliged to supply soldiers during war times.'*’

According to Halil Inalcik, an agrarian empire itself, the Ottoman Empire had a
fiscal system based on the taxation of land, termed as the c¢ift-resmi or ¢ifi-tax.
Peasants could manage the peasant farm that provided the means of the livelihood
for the family, but the state regulated his use of the land. Furthermore, they had to
relinquish a certain percentage of the income fixed at that time. A peasant household
was considered a single taxable unit within this taxation system, and the position of
each peasant household was determined according to the size of land and the work
capacity of the family. The state apparatus watched over the system with tax surveys

prepared every twenty or thirty years via registering each piece of ¢ift."”!

3.3.1. Village dwellers and “others”

Before analyzing land distribution in the Edirne region, I will provide a brief survey
of the landholders dwelling both in villages and cities. What I mean by this is that

people were not only possessing lands that were within the boundaries of the given

"% inalcik, “Cift-Hane Sistemi ve Koyliiniin Vergilendirilmesi”; inalcik, “Osmanhlar’da Raiyyet

Riisimu.” For a recent study on the cift-hane system see Kayhan Orbay, “Osmanli Cift-Hane
Sistemi,” unpublished MA Thesis (Ankara University, 2011).

0 Omer Liitfi Barkan, “Timar,” in Islam Ansiklopedisi vol. 12 (istanbul: MEB Basimevi, 1979),
286-333. Also see Inalcik, “Cift-Hane Sistemi ve K&yliiniin Vergilendirilmesi”; Orbay, “Osmanli
Cift-Hane Sistemi.”

P! inalcik, “Cift-Hane Sistemi ve Koyliiniin Vergilendirilmesi.”
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village. On the contrary, some villagers seem not to have possessed lands in the
village they dwelled, yet did so in neighboring villages. This is something that we
would not see in the previous centuries during which the classical timar regime
would have its heydays. However, as the classical timar regime began to dissolve or
gained different forms in the early decades of the seventeenth century, both villagers
and urbanites began to mobilize horizontally by acquiring landed property in
different locales. In other words, at least based on the data the Edirne survey
provides, landed property seem to have been allocated to different people not only
residing in a given village, but also to others living in other villages as well as in
cities. This was something that probably began before, yet its intensification was

immense by the seventeenth century.

Unlike the tax surveys of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries that did not record
peasant holdings in relation with their residential affiliations, the Edirne survey of
1670 recorded the landholders in relation with their residential identities, i.e.,
whether they resided in neighboring villages or in cities. As can be seen from the
table below, the villages in the Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa sub-district had a significant
number of people who resided elsewhere. In total, 33 per cent of the landholders
seem to have dwelled either in neighboring villages, in district centers or cities like

Cisr-i Mustafa Paga or Edirne.
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Table 2. Landholders in the ndhiye of Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa

Village name  # of land possessors # of land possessors Total

residing in the village  residing else where

Karaoglanh 20 16 36
Saruhanli 19 12 31
Hac1 Obasi 23 6 29
Stileymanca 10 3 13
Hisarli 41 19 60
Siile 12 7 19
Otlu Hac1 13 6 19
Derzi Pare 11 16 27
Aladag 45 30 75
Habibce 51 0 51
Bunakl 23 6 29
Akova 13 26 39
Iflahanli 31 1 32
TOTAL 312 (67%) 148 (33%) 460
(100%)

Source: MAD 133, pp.83-93

The existence of landholders who were not residents in a given village is a rather
tricky matter. Since the landholder possessing property in another village would
concern the revenue owner (sahib-i arz) of the village where he resided as well as the
sahib-i arz of the village where he possessed land, unless there was a smooth
situation that contended both there would be a contention. This would be even more
evident during the seventeenth century when the iltizam system’s intensification
gave way to the ongoing land based disagreements between the tax farmer and the
peasant, and/or between the revenue holder (i.e., sipahi, vakif manager, etc.) of a
neighboring village and the tax farmer of another. It seems that all villages in the
Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa nahiye had different numbers of non-residents holding landed
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property in those villages varying between 1 and 30 households. In the village of
Itkahanl, for instance, the only person who possessed a plot of agricultural land was
a Christian man named Dimitri. A resident of the neighboring village of Aladag in
the same nahiye, Dimitri had 29 cerib of agricultural land in the Iflahanh village. In
the village of Aladag where he resided, he possessed 71 cerib of arable land and 1/4
of the vineyards. In the religiously mixed village of Iflahanli, the land Dimitri
possessed was a significant portion that he must have owned with the consent of the
sahib-i arz (the vakif manager of the village, i.e., the miitevelli) since the village
belonged to a vakif. The village of Aladag where he was dwelling was a timar
village, however. How did the sipahi of the village of Aladag and the miitevelli of
the village of Iflahanl solve this dual matter? Did this create a disputation between
the two sahib-i arzes? Was it rather a win-win matter? Or did it not concern them at
all? Could it be considered as an evidence for the dissolution of the timar system or

the less effective sipahis in the seventeenth century?

Unfortunately, we do not know whether Dimitri’s land possession in a neighboring
village created some sorts of contentions between the sipahi of the village of his
residence and Dimitri. Since we do not have the ilams and hiiccets from the city’s
Muslim court registers in the seventeenth century, it is impossible for us to trace this
case in the Muslim court records of Edirne. The case of Dimitri was also applicable
to other villages in the same nahiye. Except for the village of Habibce where all
landholders were residents in the same village, villagers holding landed property in
other villages seem to be a common trend in the Edirne region. All dwellers holding

lands in other villages were either from neighboring village or close towns.
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Table 3. Landholders in the ndhiye of Manastir

Village name # of land possessors # of land possessors Total

residing in the village  residing else where

Fikele 37 38 75
Vakf-1 Derbend 156 45 201
Kozluca 155 36 191
Doganoglu+Sirem 107 96 203
Kavakl 55 68 123
Yavuz Dere 12 0 12
Manastir-1 kebir 69 11 80
Bagce Pinari 30 5 35
AzizHalifa 20 1 21
(Vakaf)

Dermanli 11 3 14
Kayacik 29 1 30
Iskender Pazar1 20 10 30
Koyun Pmar 19 3 22
Dervis 17 2 19
Drama 28 50 78
Kose Kulfalli 34 54 88
Aziz Halifa 34 17 51
(Deliiceli)

Sahl 49 93 142
Sinekli-yi Gebran 26 4 30
Kircal Obas1 9 0 9
Sinekli-yi Miislim 13 32 45
Manastir-1 sagir 57 18 75
Cakal Pinar 15 0 15
(Catma)

Akalan 25 0 25
Pare 11 1 12
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Table 3. (Continued)

Miseli 28 36 64
Danismendlii 18 10 28
Sah Melik 17 12 29
Isikl 97 1 98
Defterdar 27 0 27
Tura Bey Obast 29 0 29
Yusuflu 33 12 45
Papas 31 16 47
Saltikl 15 3 18
Besayakli(Davud 19 21 40
Beglii)

Gacel Ova 43 0 43
TOTAL 1395 (69%) 699 (31%) 2019

(100%)

Similar to the sub-district of Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa, quite a few people residing in other
locations possessed landed property in the villages in the Manastir nahiye of the
Edirne district. As can be seen from Table 3 on the Manastir nahiye, 31 per cent of
the landholders in this nahiye were dwelling elsewhere. Similar to the land
proportions of village dwellers that were rather in small sizes, those possessing lands
in neighboring villages also had very small amounts of lands or vineyards. The
preacher and the resident of the village of Iskender Pazari in the dub-district of
Manastir, Ali Hoca (miiezzin), possessed only 7 cerib of arable land in the village of
his residence. Ali Hoca seems to have owned arable lands in other neighboring
villages. He had 5 cerib of land in the village of Koyun Pinar1 and 2 cerib of arable
land in the village of Dervis, both being in the very close vicinity of the Iskender

Pazar1 village.

The division of an existing village to two separate ones seems to have also been a

reason for the peasants’ land possession in neighboring villages. When the Muslim
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and Christian dwellers of the village of Sinekli began living among their own kinds,
they could not give up their agricultural lands that now remained within the
boundaries of the other village. Having separated their villages according to religion
that was most likely based on tax disputation, both villagers had lands in the other
village. The two Muslim men, Mustafa Aga and Ivaz son of Hiiseyin, had 45 and 53
cerib of agricultural land respectively in the Muslim village of Sinekli (karye-i
Sinekli-i Muslim). They both had half a cerib of land in the Christian village of
Sinekli (karye-i Sinekli-i Gebran) also. However, the Christian residents of the
village of Christian Sinekli owned larger arable lands that remained in the Muslim
village of Sinekli. All of the residents now dwelling in the village of Sinekli-i Gebran

had good amounts of land varying from 1 to 50 cerib.
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Table 4. Landholders in the ndhiye of Uskiidar

Village name # of land possessors # of land possessors Total
residing in the village  residing else where
Etmekei 16 2 18
Karabulut 20 1 21
Yahsi Fakih 23 16 39
Akpinar 17 1 18
Uzgas 15 18
Kose Hamza 15 11 26
Avariz 31 12 43
Ulu Sahin 3 3 6
Kafir Haci 31 8 39
Nefs-i Uskiidar 298 123 421
Kay1 93 18 111
Nusretli 23 27 50
Ahi 10 16 26
Doganc1 20 7 27
Dimitri 57 13 70
Avcilar 45 27 72
Kara Hizir 44 17 61
Kafir Pinarca 54 49 103
Umurca 15 1 16
Sokiin 18 44 62
Biiyiik Ismailce 17 8 25
Pavlikan (Donuz 17 7 24
Dere)
Haskdy 19 9 28
Yoriicekli 19 6 25
Mihalig 64 0 64
Letke 65 33 98
Yahsi Beglii 47 7 54
Dervis Depe 106 67 173
Sogucak 48 83 131
Koca Yakublu 41 3 44
Kiisti 31 3 34
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Table 4. (Continued)

Kerastal Haci1
Timurhanl
Tirk Pinarca
Kerume
Emrudlu
Kafiralan
Arabli
Hayreddince
Menacilar
Hizir Aga
Kara Pelid
Kurdcali
Obruklu
Yenice
Cingane Pasa
Geredeli
Galavanh
Salihli
Yumuklu
Giilsuret
Sadikl
Carakli
Halifa
Uguralan
Simavnali
Hidir Yoriik
Resullii
Piring¢iyad
Kara Pinar
Elhac Ibrahim
Obas1

Yeni Yayla
Durmuslu
(Arabaci)
Kirk Pasa
Akca Ibrahim
Koyunlu
Evris

Maras
Kemal
Kirsehir
Hatun
TOTAL

18
33
22
36
36
25
12
27
40
12
17
27
23
10
2
16
17
16
12
16
25
8
41
15
40
12
10
9
18
10

24
21

32

27

2

31

70

41

20

40
2255 (63%)

13

17

39

7

11

31
1282 (37%)

22
43
28
104
42
57
14
30
61
20
26
39
26
13
16
41
50
30
49
24
41
64
41
16
54
12
17
19
36
42

74
35

33
29
35
48
109
48
31
71
3537
(100%)
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The nahiye of Uskiidar provides similar figures regarding the non-resident
landholders in villages. Table 4 on the Uskiidar nahiye shows that 37 per cent of
landholders were dwelling in neighboring villages and/or towns. Like the case of
Sinekli residents dividing their villages according to their religion, a village in the
Uskiidar nahiye seems to offer a similar picture. The village of Pinarca was divided
into two, one called as “Turkish” Pmarca (karye-i Tiirk Pinarca), the other as
“infidel” (karye-i Kafir Pinarca). The only difference was that the residents of the
both villages were Christians. Most probably, village dwellers had tax-based disputes
causing the division of the village eventually. Similar to the villages of the Manastir
nahiye where neighboring villagers had small amounts of arable lands, in the villages
of the Uskiidar nahiye, village dwellers residing certain villages also possessed

agricultural lands of small amounts from neighboring villages.

A very striking example in this regard is the Ada nahiye where almost half of the
landholders were the residents of other rural locations as well as of the city of Edirne.
As pointed out in various parts of this study and shown in maps, the villages in this
sub-district were in physical propinquity with Edirne. Initially, this physical
proximity of villages to Edirne created a safer zone for dwellers that helped to
sustain their agricultural activities. Secondly, as high-ranking state officials also
possessed landed property in most of these villages, villagers seem to have access to
political power via these landholding elites who had close connections with the

Palace that was then in Edirne.

Table 5. Landholders in the ndhiye of Ada

Village name # of land possessors # of land possessors Total
residing in the village residing else where
Ahur+Hirvat 79 2 81
Ineoglu 73 10 83
Keniseli 71 8 79
Sahinci 47 29 76
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Table 5. (Continued)

Omerbegli

Sofular

Ece Sultan

Bosna
Yundbergos+Tatarli
Karaagag

Corek

Diidiik¢ii Yenicesi
Diidiikct

Saltikl

Ayntabli

Kulakl

Doganca Arzi
Bazarli

Yarbuz Ata/Tatar
Kafir Doganc1
Kaba Oyiik

Tiirk Doganci
Kara Ishakli
Kiiramidli
Timurtas

Polad

Azadl

Sarabdar (Kesanlu)
Daye Hatun

Kose Doganct Murad
[Ibegi Bergos
Eymirli

Bulakhi

Karakasim

Sazlidere

69
59
25
39
66
55
67
70

31
30
37
92
81
50
125
37
10
17
60
28
55
117
106
45
21
27
58
28
29
15

32
22
31
0
36
38
26
10
13
11
26
124
13
19

19
24
18
100
98
13
253
240
141
54
28

N L O AN

101
81
56
39
102
93
93
80
22
42
56
161
105
100
54
144
61
28
117
158
41
308
357
247
99
49
54
64
28
34
22
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Table 5. (Continued)

Abal1 23 31 54

Ogul Pasa 37 1 38

Oyiiklii Tatar1 9 14 23

Elgili 25 7 32

Sigircalu 37 2 39

Ceke Tatar1 23 3 26

Iskender 179 63 242

TOTAL 2161 (53%) 1608(43%) 3769 (100%)

It seems that peasants possessing arable lands and/or vineyards in neighboring
villages was becoming a trend in the Ottoman Empire. At least, it was a seeming
trend in the Edirne region.'”* The first possible explanation for this is that peasant
holdings were becoming small plots as a result of the initial holder’s death that gave
way to the division of the land among the legal heirs. Some of the heirs probably
sold their right of possession to other villagers who were residents of neighboring
villages, as well as to those who were residing in towns. Alternatively, some of these
villagers migrated to neighboring villages or to cities without abandoning their lands.

Hence, they were recorded in the survey of 1670 as residents of such locales.'”

"2 In another geographical context shown in the Cretan survey of 1669 that was prepared in a similar

way to the Edirne survey, for instance, we do not see peasants holding landed property in neighboring
villages. We have to keep in mind that the island was taken after a long siege, which had a massive
effect on the island. On the raw data of this survey see Balta and Oguz, eds., Livd-i Resmo Tahrir
Defteri.

193 In fact, this would become another trend that we see in the Edirne region, which must have started

before. The eighteenth century Edirne court registers provide an abundant number of cases regarding
the prebend holder’s attempt to bring villagers who had resided in other locales back to their original
place of residence where they held arable lands and had tax obligations.
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3.3.2. Single vs. joint landholders

The second point that needs to be underlined is the land possession status that is
whether villagers possessed lands individually or jointly. This is also related to the
parceling of agricultural lands in the Edirne region. What is evident in the Edirne
survey of 1670 is that the vast majority of landholders possessed lands individually.
In other words, joint possession was not a widespread phenomenon in the rural
hinterland of Edirne. This is yet another proof on the parceling of the lands between
the legal heirs who inherited after their father died. When the land possessor died, his
son inherited the land on simple succession (intkal-i adi). If the deceased had more
than one son, the brothers would inherit the land jointly (ber vech-i istirdk) on simple
succession again that did not require a deed payment (resm-i tapu). However, the
land would later be divided between the successors with the consent of the sahib-i

194
arz.

As stated before, the Edirne survey of 1670 shows that joint land possession of
brothers was not a common practice in the region. In the Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa sub-
district’s villages, almost all of the village dwellers possessed the land individually
(that is the land was registered under the name of one single person). In other words,
the data in hand suggests that the villagers of the Cisr-i Mustafa Paga sub-district (see
Table 6) did not have joint possession of the land.

14 Eighteenth century court records provide a nuber of cases in which we see brothers coming to the

kadi’s court for getting their own share (hisse) with the consent of the sahib-i arz.
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Table 6. Land possession statuses of dwellers in the Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa nahiye

Village name  # of single landholders # of joint landholders Total

Karaoglanh 20 0 20
Saruhanli 19 0 19
Hac1 Obasi 23 0 23
Stileymanca 10 0 10
Hisarli 41 0 41
Siile 12 0 12
Otlu Hac1 13 0 13
Derzi Pare 11 0 11
Aladag 45 0 45
Habibce 51 0 51
Bunakli 23 1 23
Akova 13 0 13
Iflahanli 31 0 31
TOTAL 312 1 313

In the part of the Edirne survey of 1670 concerning the Cisr-i Mustafa Paga sub-
district, we find only one entry registering a joint land possession, which was in the
village of Bunakli. In this case, we see Mustafa and Halil who seem to have jointly
possessed a plot of arable land that was 64 cerib. This entry suggests that they were
brothers from the same father (zemin der yed-i Mustafa ve Halil veledan-1 Yayla
tarla 64 cerib). Other than this unique entry confirming the joint landholding of the
two brothers, villagers possessed the entire landed property in the Cisr-i Mustafa

Pasa sub-district individually that deserves further examination.

Regarding single or joint use of lands, a similar picture is also evident in the villages
of the Manastir sub-district. A vast majority of villagers in this nahiye seem to have

possessed the land as one. Among the villagers in this nahiye, we see only two
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entries in the village of Fikele and one in the village of Miseli referring to joint use
of arable lands. In the former village, we see Esteyano and Levando possessing 30,5
cerib of agricultural land, and Tolo and Mito possessing 57,5 cerib of land. In the
both cases, the two men were brothers (birdderan) and in possession of the land
jointly (ber vech-i istirak).'”

In the latter village that was a religiously mixed one with Muslim and Christian
residents, only one entry is seen in the Edirne survey of 1670 that suggests the land
was in possession of two village dwellers jointly. In this example, we see Siileyman
and Neste having 4 cerib of land."”® This entry allows us to make some basic — yet
necessary — assumptions about the changing trends of the seventeenth century vis-a-
vis the land regime. As the entry does not underline the two men’s familial
connection (i.e., having the same father), the two men seem not to be brothers (unless
Siileyman was not a convert) unlike the two entries from the village of Fikele that I
just mentioned above. Contrarily, their names suggest that one of them was Muslim
and the other Christian. Moreover, the land possessed by these two men is
significantly small (4 cerib only). In this confessionally mixed village, for joint
investment, Siileyman and Neste were highly likely neighbors who bought the use

right of the land from the landowner (sahib-i arz) of the village.

Table 7. Land possession statuses of dwellers in the Manastir nahiye

Village name # of single landholders # of joint landholders Total
Fikele 35 2 37
Vakf-1 Derbend 156 0 156
Kozluca 155 0 155
Doganoglu+Sirem 107 0 107
Kavakl 55 0 55

195 “zemin der yed-i Esteryano ve Levando birdderdn veleddn-1 Andriya ber vech-i istirdk tarla 30,5

cerib” and “zemin der yed-i Tolo ve Mito birdderdan veledan-i Duka ber vech-i istirdk tarla 57,5
certb” MAD 133.

19 “zemin der-yed-i Siileyman ve Neste ber vech-i istirdk tarla 4 cerib” MAD 133.
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Table 7. (Continued)

Yavuz Dere
Manastir-1 kebir
Bagge Pinan

Aziz Halifa (Vakif)
Dermanl

Kayacik

Iskender Pazar1
Koyun Pinari
Dervis

Drama

Kose Kulfalli

Aziz Halifa (Deliiceli)
Sahli

Sinekli-yi Gebran
Kircal Obast
Sinekli-yi Miislim
Manastir-1 sagir
Cakal Pmar (Catma)
Akalan

Pare

Migeli
Danismendlii

Sah Melik

Isiklh

Defterdar

Tura Bey Obast
Yusuflu

Papas

Saltikl

Besayakli (Davud Beglii)

Gacel Ova

12
69
30
20
11
29
20
19
17
28
34
34
49
26

13
57
15
25
11
28
18
17
97
27
29
33
31
15

43
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12
69
30
20
11
29
20
19
17
28
34
34
49
26

13
57
15
25
11
28
18
17
97
27
29
33
31
15
19
43
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Regarding the joint land possession, a similar picture in the villages of the Uskiidar
sub-district is evident. The vast majority of landholders possessed their lands
individually. Only in five villages in this nahiye, we come across 6 entries
confirming villagers’ joint possession of land. These villages were the Maras,
Glavanli, and Nusretli where the villagers in joint possession of the land were
brothers. In the village of Nusretli, Hac1 and Abdullah sons of Yusuf had 25 cerib of
land (zemin-i Hact ve Abdullah veledan-i1 Yusuf tarla 25 cerib); in the village of
Glavanl, Kirala and Gordi sons of Perdevan had 151,5 cerib of land (zemin-i Kirala
ve Gordi veleddn-1 Perdevan tarla 151,5 cerib); and in the village of Maras, Mustafa
and Ahmed sons of Hiiseyin had 142 cerib of land and 17 cerib of meadow jointly

(zemin-i Mustafa ve Ahmed veleddn-1 Hiiseyin tarla 142 cerib ¢aywr 17 cerib).

Unlike these brothers who jointly possessed lands in the above written villages where
they resided, the village of Yahsi Fakih in the Uskiidar nahiye had two entries
suggesting a different trend in terms of land possession. These two cases show that
the joint landholders were not brothers but partners (istirak). In the first case, four
men owned a small portion of arable land that was only 11 cerib (Misirli Mehmed ve
Mahmud ve Kara Ahmed ve Kel Ali ber vech-i istirdk tarla 11 cerib). In the second
case, 13 men possessed 180 cerib of land jointly (zemin-i Kér Ahmed ve Omer ve
Misirlt Mehmed ve Ahmed ve Mahmud ve Mustafa ve Kopgali Ali ve Kel Ali ve Veli
ve Kenan Bey ve Hasan bese ve Mustafa Bese ve Talafar Hiiseyin ber vech-i istirdak
tarla 180 cerib). In fact, three of the former four landholders holding 11 cerib of land
were among the 13 men of the latter case. Not only had they possessed landed
property together with others, some of these men individually possessed some lands

1."7 However, similar to the case of Siileymand and Neste who had a small

as wel
portion of arable land together in the village of Miseli of the Manastir nahiye, it
seems that some villagers held lands together with some others dwelling in the same
village. They most likely combined their capital and bought the use right of arable

lands (hakk-1 tasarruf) from the “landowner” (sahib-i arz) of the village. In this case,

7 For example, Hasan Bese had 8 cerib, Kel Ali had 2,9 cerib, Misirli Mehmed 2,5 cerib, Kopgali
Ali 9 cerib, Talafar Hiiseyin 9 cerib of land on their own. See the village of Yahsi Fakih in MAD
133, p. 33.
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it was the manager of the Yahsi Fakih endowment who was controlling the lands of

this vakif village.

An interesting observation regarding the joint use of landed property in the Edirne
district can be made from the data on the Coke sub-district. As stated earlier, this
nahiye was not registered similar to other four nahiyes, that is, landholders were not
differentiated in accordance with their residential affinities. Keeping this in mind,
though, the data in hand allows us to underline that a good number of landholders
seem to have enjoyed the use right of landed property jointly. Table 8 shows the
names of the villages in the Coke nahiye where we encounter multiple landholder-
ships. Considering the fact that the total number of village dwellers holding lands
must have been around 3350 (see Chapter II on the population of villages), the
number of joint landholders in this nahiye is not significant. However, compared to
other sub-districts where only very few of the villagers held the land jointly, the
register that concerns the rural dwellers in the villages of the Coke sub-district show

that 29 entries included more than one name as landholders.'”®

% MAD 556.
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Table 8. Dwellers jointly possessing land in the Coke nahiye

Village name # of joint |Names of joint landholders Type of land
landholders (in cerib)
Musabeyli 1 Rabia ve Fatima (istirdk) bag 2 c.
Kara Yusuflu Hiiseyin ve Hasan (istirdk) tarla 67 c.
1 bag 1,5 c.
Eskinci 1 Yusuf ve Ahmed (istirak) tarla 70 cerib
Siile 2 Ali ve Mustafa (istirdk) bag 1,5 c.
Saban ve Mustafa (istirdk) Bag 1,5 c.
Donuzculu 3 Hiiseyin ve Hizir (istirak) tarla 32 c.
Mehmed ve Ziilfikar (istirak) tarla 75 c.
Mehmed ve Hizir (istirdk) tarla 27c.
Tatarlar 4 Mehmed ve Ahmed (istirak) bag 1 c.
Ibrahim bese ve Hamza (istirdk) Bag 6 c.
Hamza ve Bilal (istirak) Bag 1,5 c.
Abdullah ve Musa (istirak) Bag 4 c.
Stileyman 2 Ahmed ve Ayse (N/A) cayir2 c.
Danismend Ahemd ve Resul (istirdk) Bag 1,5 c.
Omer Obas1 1 Ilya ve Miko (istirak) tarla 12 c.
Don 1 Yorgo ve Nikola (istirdk) bag 1,5 c.
Fakih Derbend 1 Gorki ve Kiro (istirdak) tarla 42,5 c.
Cigilli 2 Mehmed ve Mustafa biraderdn tarla 15 c.
Nikola ve Kogo (istirdk) Tarla 22 c.
Haci Danismend |2 Mehemd ve Sahin (istirdk) tarla 19 c.
Ibrahim ve Halil (istirdk) Bag 3,5 c.
Sar1 Danismend |1 Timur ve Habib (istirdk) bag 1 c.
Akbinar 1 Havva ve Gevher (istirdk) tarla 7 c.
Yiinliice 1 Mehmed ve Musa (istirak) bag 1,5 c.
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Table 8. (Continued)

Pravadi 2 Minko ve Dutlu Aklagéz istirdk tarla 25 c.
Yuvan ve Atnas (istirdk) Tarla 16 c.
Karaca 2 Hasan ve Hiiseyin istirak tarla 58 c.

Mehmed ve Bostanizade ve Mustafa |cayir 13 c.

ve Stileyman ve Mehemd istirak

Tasc1 Arnavud 1 Ali ve Mehmed istirdk bag 1 c.

TOTAL 29

As can be seen from the Table 8, 18 villages had dwellers possessing arable lands,
meadows, and/or vineyards jointly. Only in one entry, we see the two villagers who
held a plot of arable land in the hamlet of Cigilli of the Coke sub-district due to their
familial relations (zemin-i Mehmed ve Mustafa birdderdan ber vech-i istirdk tarla 15
cerib) jointly. Mustafa and Mehmed were the only men in this nahiye whose land
was recorded in relation with their family ties. When their father died, they must
have jointly held the land with simple succession most likely bacause they were the
only sons of their deceased father. At the time of the Edirne survey of 1670, the land
was still under their joint possession. Probably living in the same house, they were

working on the land together without dividing it.

Other than this entry, one interesting example that we encounter in the Coke sub-
district is related to a plot of meadow possessed by one certain Ahmed and Ayse.
The two holders of the meadow were not registered in relation with any affiliation.
They may be spouses. However, they were probably not from the same father. If
such family ties ever existed between the two, we can assume, the registrar would

underline it.

Other than these two examples, the rest of the villagers who had joint use of landed
property in the Coke nahiye were recorded as having shared land or vineyards. In
other words, assuming that they were not relatives that would otherwise be penned,
we can speculated that they later began possessing these lands by buying them from

the former owner (in cases of vineyards) or from the sahib-i arz (in cases of arable

85



lands or meadows). One of the interesting observations we can make from the Edirne
survey of 1671 is women’s involvement in acquiring landed property in the rural
hinterland of Edirne. The entry of the two women, Havva and Gevher, is a good
example in this regard. As the entry does not reveal whether or not these two women
were sisters, we can also assume that they might have bought the right of use for the
agricultural land from the sahib-i arz of the village of Akbinar. Alternatively, they
could be sisters who acquired the use right of the land by making the payment (resm-

i tapu) to the sahib-i arz.

Overall, it seems that the villagers were buying and selling vineyards as well as their
right of use through the consent of the sahib-i arz in the Edirne region in the
seventeenth century, which was the result of various reasons. I will further elaborate
this below. Following this detailed description of village residents and non-residents,
as well as single and joint landholders that in rural sites of Edirne in this rather
changing period, we can now analyze the landholding distributions. In the following
part, I will consider the peasant farm (ra ‘iyyet ¢iftligi) and large estates (ekdbir
¢iftligi) as two concepts of land analyses. The former is essential for our
understanding of the continuing — yet changing — structure of peasant holdings, while
the latter is important to comprehend the completing part of this picture that has so

far been analyzed without providing sufficient empirical data.

The horizontal mobility of rural dwellers from one village to another or from villages
to cities, and the urbanites from cities to villages by way of acquiring landed
property (agricultural land, vineyard, meadow, and so on) brought about the
development of two trends: 1) the partitioning of peasant farms ii) accumulation of
lands in the hands of urban elites by way of establishing ¢if#/iks. What we see in the
Edirne region based on the data that the Edirne survey of 1670 supplies is these two
trends, which were evident in the Ottoman Empire in the seventeenth century yet to
be intensified in the eighteenth.'” The first of these two is the diminishing land
possession of the villagers. The second trend is the increasing land accumulation of

the elite of official origin. Though underlined by Ottomanist historians for a long

1 Gerber, The Social Origins of the Modern Middle East, 43-65. Also see McGowan, Economic Life
in Ottoman Europe.
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time, as far as | am aware of, none of them empirically and quantitatively proved
this, which was a result of the shortcomings of extant sources that did not allow the
previous generation of scholars to do such empirical analyses. What I will do in the
following pages is to show these two trends quantitatively for a specific region based

on a unique survey prepared for the district of Edirne in 1670.

3.4. Ciftliks in the Edirne Region

Ottomanist historians now believe that the phenomenon did not remain unchanged

throughout the long history of the Ottoman Empire.**

The first meaning of the term
that the historian comes across in many written documents is its relation to peasant
farm deriving from the so-called “cift”, a land worked on by a family with the help
of a pair of oxen.*”' The second meaning is related to a particular aspect such as the

formation of the ¢iftliks that the existing literature has maninly focused on.

As Haim Gerber rightly states, by the seventeenth century, a ¢ifflik began to
“designate an estate - that is a large house adjacent to arable land of varying size,

which could consist of less or much more than one chift.”**

Keeping in mind this
changing meaning of the term, there have been different hypotheses about the
reasons for the foundation of ¢iftliks. One was, as argued by Mustafa Akdag, the
Celali revolts of the late sixteenth century that brought about the abandonement of

villages that were usurped by military men.**?

This side of the story has been related to market-oriented agricultural production.
Below, I will initially deal with the term’s first meaning that is peasant holdings.

Then, I will turn my attention to the second meaning that ¢iftlik has been most

% Caglar Keyder, “Introduction: Large-scale Commercial Agriculture in the Ottoman Empire?” in

Landholding and Commercial Agriculture in the Middle East, ed. Caglar Keyder and Faruk Tabak
(Albany: State University of New York Press, 1991), 1-13.

" Inalcik, “Cift-hane sistami ve Koyliiniin Vergilendirilmesi.”
292 Gerber, The Social Origins of the Modern Middle East, 36.

29 Mustafa Akdag, “Celali Fetreti,” Ankara Universitesi Dil ve Tarih-Cografya Fakiiltesi Dergisi 16,
no. 1-2 (1958): 53-107.
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generally linked with. The first part of this double consideration is crucial for our
understanding of landholding in the agrarian Ottoman Empire where the vast
majority of lands were basically in the hands of the peasants. Yet, the second part of
the story is also important that makes it possible to better understand how

agricultural economy was organised and transformed in the Ottoman Empire.

3.4.1. Peasant farms (ra ‘iyyet ciftliks)

In the Ottoman jargon, there were two words for the peasant farm that were “ciftlik”

and “bastina”.*** The former was a plot of arable land that a peasant family worked

on in order to produce grain. Arable lands held by reaya legally belonged to the

205

state.”~ The latter, on the other hand, had two types. First was the military bastina

that was private property, and the second one was the peasant bastina that was equal

206
k.

to the peasant ¢iftli The Edirne Survey of 1670 recorded only one village where

the dwellers were registered having arable lands that were defined as “bastina.” It
was the village of Polad some of whose dwellers’ lands were recorded as bastina.*"’
It was a vakif village with a majority of Christian reaya. However, not all the
Christian dwellers from this village were recorded based on the same registration
pratice. Why only some villagers residing in this village were recorded in such a way
is not clear. However, one can only speculate that those dwellers might have met

208

certain obligations such as voynuk, doganci, yuvaci, or martolos.”" The village of

Polad was in the very close proximity of Edirne. In fact, it was one of the stops

2 inalcik, Hicri 835 Tarihli Siret-i Defter-i Sancak-1; Halil Inalcik, Fatih Devri Uzerinde Tetkikler
ve Vesikalar I (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1954), 171-175; Yavuz Ercan, Osmanli
Imparatorlugunda Bulgarlar ve Voynuklar (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1986), 54-90.

2% Inalcik, “Cift-hane sistami ve Koyliiniin Vergilendirilmesi.”
2% inaleik, Hicri 835 Tarihli Siiret-i Defter-i Sancak-1 Arvanid.
2TMAD 133, p. 99-102.

2% As is well known, the peasant farms possesed by such Christians of askeri titles were different
from the ordinary raiyyet ¢iftlik. See Feridun Emecen, “Bastina,” in TDV Islam Ansiklopedisi vol. 5,
(Istanbul: Tiirk Diyanet Vakfi, 1992), 136.
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(menzil) where the imperial army gathered when the army was proceeding towards

the war zone.”"”

Ottomanist historians working on agricultural activities and land possessions of
peasants have long made their assumptions based on two sorts of documents, i.e., the
tax surveys (tahrir defterleri) and Muslim court registers (kad: sicilleri).*"° Though
providing a massive mine of data, classical tahrirs prepared in the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries registered land sizes as ¢ift/nim-¢ift that is a rather vague term

211

despite its strict definition in law books.” " Muslim court registers, on the other hand,

refer to the agricultural land generally in cases of legal disputes. These cases refer to
the field size of the concerned landed property brought to the attention of the kadi.*'?
Very rarely, though, in cases of transactions or land partitioning between brothers,
agricultural lands are mentioned in relation with the seed it absorbed.””> The basic
formula we see in Muslim court registers is “the plot that absorbs such and such kile
or miidd seed” (such and such kile/miidd tohum isti ‘ab ider tarla).*'* Though offering
basic explanations to some issues, neither classical tax surveys that provide
aggregate data but not land sizes nor Muslim court registers’ entries that offer scanty

amount of information allow historians to reach convincing conclusions about the

two trends.

2% Derin, “Abdurrahman Abdi Pasa Vekayi’-namesi,” 301.

1% inaleik, An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire, 103-178; Amy Singer,

Palestinian peasants and Ottoman officials: Rural administration around sixteenth-century
Jerusalem (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994); Gerber, Economy and Society in an
Ottoman City: Bursa, 1600-1700; Ze’evi, An Ottoman Century: The District of Jerusalem in the
1600s; Ergeng and Tas, “Assessments on Land Usufruct and Ownership in Anatolia during the 17"
and 18™ Centuries.” Very recently, some historians began using vakif account books for analyzing
agricultural production in the Ottoman Empire. See Kayhan Orbay, “16. ve 17. Yiizyillarda Bursa
Ekonomisi: Sultan Celebi Mehmed Yesil Imaret’inin Mali Tarihi (1553-1650),” Osmanli Tarihi
Arastirma ve Uygulama Merkezi Dergisi OTAM 22, no. 22 (2007): 125-158.

2" Omer Litfi Barkan, “Ciftlik,” in Islam Ansiklopedisi vol. 3, (Istanbul: MEB Basimevi, 1977), 392-
397; Inalcik, “Cift-hane sistami ve Kdoyliiniin Vergilendirilmesi”; Ahmet Akgiindiiz, Osmanli
Kantinnameleri ve Hukuki Tahlilleri vol. 1-IX, (istanbul: FEY Vakfi Yaynlari, 1990).

12 Ozer Ergeng and Hiilya Tas, ““Assessments on Land Usufruct and Ownership in Anatolia during
the 17" and 18™ Centuries.” Also Ergeng, “18. Yiizy1l Osmanli Anadolu’sunda Tarim Uretiminde
Yeni Boyutlar.”

13 Gerber, The Social Origins of the Modern Middle East, 25.
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As stated before, the peasant farmhouse system (the ¢ift-hane system) was a concept
that is essential to analyze village micro economy in general and peasant holdings in
particular.”" In this system, a peasant household had a certain amount of land under
his possession worked on by a pair of oxen. Defined as ¢ift in the law books of the
sixteenth century, the land that the peasant possessed in this system varied between
60 and 150 doniims depending on the fertility of the land.”'® The term ¢iff, however,
did not have an unequivocal meaning as far as the land sizes are concerned.
Regarding the land size, ¢ift was not the only concept the Ottoman fiscal departments
employed. While the periodical tax surveys employed this concept as a means of
defining the land sizes in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, more specific
measurements were also used to define landed property. What was the size of land
the peasant possessed? Was it the same throughout the periods? Was the land divided
between the heirs, which came into being as the result of the death of the head of

household?

For the Edirne region, we have in hand a unique survey that recorded the landed
property in a measured way. The present study is the first attempt to make a map of
arable land sizes in a more definite way for an entire region in the Ottoman
Empire.”'” Some scholars have attempted to do this for other regions but in a rather
intuitive way based on a number of sources. Haim Gerber calculated that an average
peasant landholding was 0.4 ¢ift in the Bursa region in the late seventeenth century

based on the records of Bursa sicils. However, his calculation did not provide precise

1% {nalcik, “Cift-hane sistemi ve Koyliiniin Vergilendirilmesi”; Halil inalcik, The Middle East & the

Balkans Under the Ottoman Empire: Essays on Economy & Society (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1993).

21 Barkan, XV ve XVI. Asirlarda Osmanli Imparatorlugunda Zirai Ekonominin Hukuki ve Mali
Esaslary; Akgiindliz, Osmanl Kaniinndmeleri ve Hukuki Tahlilleri.

" Having read the original tax survey of TT 821 for Crete and its trancription showing that land

sizes are extremely small compared to the Edirne region, we can confidently say that the Cretan
survey would not allow the historian to analyze the same issues that the present study does. However,
the two surveys can be compared in term of shanging registration practices in the seventeenth century
and so on. For the Crete survey see Balta and Oguz, eds., Livd-i Resmo Tahrir Defteri.
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land areas as the author himself admits.”® Bruce McGowan has also provided some

tentative information on peasant landholdings in the Bitola district.*"”

The Edirne survey of 1670, though, supplies a massive data mine in terms of revenue
units, prebendal allocations, land size, peasant profiles, urban involvement in rural
spheres of Edirne, and so forth. However, as far as the available data is concerned,
peasants possessed varying size of lands that was related to different reasons.
Undoubtedly, geography was an important reason in this changing land size. This
was also a motive for urbanites and/or those wishing to invest in landed property in

the hinterland of Edirne.

Unfortunately, the Edirne survey of 1670 does not reveal any information about the
landless villagers. It registered the residents of a given village according to their
landed property such as arable land, meadow, garden, and/or vineyard. In other
words, if a villager was entered onto the survey, it meant that she/he was in
possession of some sort of landed property. Furthermore, sometimes villagers were
in possession of both arable lands and vineyards. Yet, in some cases they were
recorded as having only one of them. Hence, unlike the case of Bursa, the Edirne
survey does not represent the landless villagers at all.**° This does not mean that
there was no landless peasant in the villages of in the Edirne district in the late
seventeenth century. Nonetheless, as far as the land cover of the Edirne district is
concerned, what we can confidently say that there was indeed no scarcity of land. On
the contrary, villagers were living in a world of abundant land. This does not mean
that villagers lived in a landscape offering the exactly same components of land

Cover.

*® Gerber, The Social Origins of the Modern Middle East, 27.

1 McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe.

% In Bursa, 50 per cent of the villagers were landless as claimed by Gerber, The Social Origins of

the Modern Middle East, 28.
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3.4.1.1. Average peasant holdings in the Edirne region

Can we conceivably treat one village in the same way we do another in terms of land
sizes and peasant holdings? Were there differences between villages and peasant
possessions? How significant were they? However basic they seem to be, these
questions are still unanswered for different regions in the early modern Ottoman
Empire, especially for the post-classical years at which period empire-wide tax
surveys were not being prepared. As expressed in the above pages, even the classical
tax surveys did not offer sufficient answers to these questions, though the previous

generation of historians had to rely upon them heavily.*'

How the Edirne survey of 1670 differs from the registration techniques of classical
tax surveys can be explained by measuring the actual lands possessed by peasant
households within and outside the village boundaries. It seems apparent that villagers
possessed arable lands from as small as half a cerib (just more than 1 déniim) to as
big as 300 cerib (more than 600 doniim). In other words, what we see in the Edirne
region is that there was a significant number of village dwellers possessed very small
size of lands, as well as very big ones (at least a lot bigger than what law books
defined as peasant farms on which modern scholarship relied). This is definitely a
conflicting observation with the scholars who analyzed the same matter for different
regions.”*? 1 will empirically consider this by analyzing the villages of each sub-

district in order to better comprehend the entire Edirne district in a holistic way.

When analyzing each peasant holding in the villages, I classified the lands for every
10-cerib-range until the land size reach 50 cerib. This was done in order to be able to
see whether villagers’ land possession remained within or diminished from the land
barriers determined by law books in the sixteenth century. Considering the fact that

Ottomanist historians have regarded 100 doniim (almost 50 cerib) as the average

! For an extensive list of regional studies based on the tax surveys see Oz, “Tahrir Defterlerinin

Osmanlit Tarihi Arastirmalarinda Kullanimas1 Hakkinda Bazi Diisiinceler,” 429-430 footnotes 1 and
2. Also see Lowry, Studies in Defterology.

2 On the European soils of the Ottoman Empire see McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe.
On the Anatolian lands of the Ottoman Empire see Gerber, The Social Origins of the Modern Middle
East.
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peasant land holding, the range between 1 and 100 cerib would allow us to better
study villagers’ land holdings.*”® Keeping in mind that villagers in fact possessed
varying sizes of landed property in the Edirne region, this range selection is a sound
method to empirically test for the continuity or discontinuity of the raiyyet ¢iftlik

system in one area of the Ottoman core lands.

On the other hand, the three range selections (from 100 to 250, from 250 to 500, and
from 500 to 1000+ cerib of land) are imperative for the analysis of the other end of
the land possession that is the so-called large estates in the Ottoman Empire. Being a
debated area of research in Ottoman studies, some historians have argued that ¢iftlik
formation was a common phenomenon in the Ottoman lands by the eighteenth
century. This range selection will also allow me to re-consider the phenomenon by

providing a more solid set of data.

Having employed this method of range selection, below I will analyze peasant
holdings in the villages of the Edirne district on sub-district (ndhiye) level. This
“location-specific approach™** is essential to better comprehend the peasant
holdings at the micro-level since each sub-district and its villages might have
dissimilar specifications. Hence, I use the sub-district as an analytical frame initially
for the sake of convenience of analysis. Additionally, each nahiye comprising a
group of villages had different topographical characteristics, and socio-economic and
political realities. Hence, by analyzing each sub-district making a certain part of the
Edirne district, it would be easier to geographically analyze land possessions in the

Edirne region in the early modern period.

Each sub-district had similarities with and differences from others, which will be
grouped in the way I make below. In this respect, I treat the Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa
nahiye on its own due to the land amounts possessed by the peasants, and the
disinclination of the askeri group members to invest in this nahiye. Moreover, |

analyze the Manastir and Coke nahiyes together since they seem to provide

¥ Compare Parveva, “Rural Agrarian and Social Structure in the Edirne Region during the Second
Half of the Seventeenth Century” with McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe, 74.

% McGowan underlined the importance of this approach in order to better comprehend the

phenomenon in the Ottoman Empire. See McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe, 74.
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similarities with regards to very low land amounts that the villagers held. Likewise,
the Uskiidar and Ada sub-districts resemble in a parallel way that peasant land
amounts were extremely large in these two sub-districts. This rather deeper
“location-specific approach” will allow me to understand the process of landholding,
as well as re-consider some long prevailing assumptions regarding peasant farms and

estate formation in the in the early modern Ottoman Empire.

3.4.1.1.1. The Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa nahiye

The Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa nahiye had one of the smallest areas in terms of the land
cover. Demographically speaking, it was the smallest sub-district under the
jurisdiction of the Edirne district. Within its boundaries, there were 14 villages, 8
hamlets (mezra‘a), and 1 miisellem c¢iftlik recorded in the Edirne survey of 1670.
Total land cover of this nahiye was more than 176.000 cerib (almost 400.000 déniim
making 40.000 hectares). Only 31.000 cerib (almost 70.000 déniim) of this total area
was of agricultural land character that more than 750 people possessed in the late

seventeenth century.

Within this general picture, the land distribution among landholders in the villages of
this nahiye was provided in the below table. Based on basic mathematics, the
average land held by peasants would be around 41 cerib (around 93 doniim) of arable
land, which is a land size within the brackets of the so-called raiyyet ciftlik.*>
However, what the above Table on land distribution in the villages of the Cisr-i
Mustafa Pasa nahiye shows that the arable land sizes the landholders possessed
varied from 1 cerib (2,25 déniim) to 100 cerib (225 déniim) in this nahiye. The below
table provides is the summative version of the above table enabling us to see land

possession within various brackets.

*» McGowan argues that 100 déniims or one ¢ift was an area of arable land that one man could work

to cultivate by using draught animals. See McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe, 75.
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Figure 6. Land distribution in the Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa nahiye
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Table 9. Land sizes in the Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa sub-district

1-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-100  101-250 251-500

cerib cerib cerib cerib cerib cerib cerib cerib

144 108 91 44 42 127 83 4

(22,3%) (16,7%) (14,1%) (6,8%) (6,5%) (19,7%) (12,9%) (0,6%)

With the total of the first five columns on the above table, what we see in the Cisr-i
Mustafa Pasa sub-district regarding land amounts that villagers possessed is that
almost 65% of all landholders’ possessions were within the brackets of the so-called
raiyyet ¢iftlik size. The generally accepted land size for the latter was 100 doniim,
which was a peasant family’s maximum land amount that a man with his family by
using animal power worked on. As repeated above, both Bruce McGowan and Haim
Gerber asserted that the land amount a peasant family could cultivate in the early

modern Ottoman Empire did not exceed 100 déniims (or one ¢ift as they defined).”°

Having said this, the data for the Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa district we get from the Edirne
survey of 1670 offers a different picture for peasant land holdings. The last three
columns on the above table show that villagers’ holdings were much bigger than the
standard peasant ciftlik size (i.e., 100 doniims). In fact, 35% of the villagers’
holdings in this nahiye were bigger than 100 doniims. In the village of Kara Oglanli,
two Christian men who were most likely brothers (an inference made both from their
father’s name and them being registered one after another) had around 660 and 300
doniim of land respectively.””” They most likely had the use right of the land jointly
when their father passed away. Then, they must have divided the land unevenly that
might happen due to various reasons. Moreover, Todori son of Gergi from the same

228
d.

village had 560 doniim of lan Muslim men living in the neighboring villages also

possessed large amounts of land. Halil son of Hasan, and Hiiseyin son of Sefer, both

*® McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe; Gerber, Economy and Society in an Ottoman City:

Bursa, 1600-1700. Also Gerber, The Social Origins of the Modern Middle East.
27 “zomin-i Kozo? veled-i Vel¢o” and “zemin-i Balaban veled-i Velco” MAD 133.

22 MAD 133.
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residing in the village of Siilleymanca, possessed 650 and 519 déniim of land
respectively.””” The rest of the dwellers of the same village were no different. The

land amounts they possessed varied between 250 and 300 déniim.

3.4.1.1.2. The Manastir nahiye

The Manastir nahiye lied on the smallest area in the Edirne district. The total the land
cover of this sub-district was almost 120.000 cerib (almost 270.000 doniim making
27.000 hectares). Villagers used almost 31 percent of this total land cover for
agriculture. The land amounts under the possession of villagers in the Manastir sub-
district offer a striking picture of landholding. As can be seen from from the below
table with the, an extremely large majority of land under villagers’ possessions were
less than the “standard” peasant farm that was considered to be maximum 100
doniim. Almost 95 percent of landholders possessed a plot of land that was equal or
less than that amount. An extreme observation among this population is that almost
half of the villagers possessed a plot of land between 1 and 5 cerib (between 2 to 20
doniim). Only 5 percent of all landholders had lands exceeding the area of 100
doniim. This is an important observation that supports Caglar Keyder’s argument

saying that peasants in the Ottoman Empire held very small proportions of landed

proper‘[y.23 0

Table 10. Land sizes in the Manastir sub-distrcit

1-10 11-20  21-30  31-40  41-50  51-100 101-250 251-500

cerib cerib cerib cerib cerib cerib cerib cerib

1069 534 261 149 &5 84 12 1

(48,7%) (24,3%) (11,8%) (6,7%) (3,8%) (3.8%) (0,5%) (0,04%)

2 MAD 133.

2% Keyder, “Introduction.”
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Almost 50 percent of landholders held less than one fifth of the standard raiyyet
ciftlik. Moreover, almost 25 percent had less than two fifth. The land amounts prove
that villagers possessed significantly low amount of land testifying to a production
level for household consumption. As explained above, lying on a hilly region, the
Manastir sub-district was an area of great pastures that were most likely used by
village communities for animal husbandry. Hence, we see a less inclination or
specialization of peasants in grain production in this sub-district. This was not due to
villagers’ enthusiasm for profit maximization by raising animals rather than
producing grain. The small amount of lands held by villagers was a direct

inducement of the landscape, which did not allow peasants to possess large farms.

Only 13 people seem to have had land exceeding the size of one peasant farm. The
tendency of relatively large landholdings in this sub-district happens to appear in the
village of Fikele, which was closer to the plains in the southern part of this nahiye. In
this village, 11 people had the right of possession (tasarruf) of agricultural lands
larger than 100 déniims. This is yet another proof for elite motivation in investing in
rural spheres of urban centers by acquiring agricultural land. However, unlike the
elite men’s large holdings covering large amounts of land, which were called as
“ciftlik” in the other nahiyes, the massive land amounts of urban elites of state origin
in the village of Fikele were not associated with the term ciftlik. This may be the
disinterest of the scribe who might have registered the large estate-like landed
property in this part of the Edirne district in a different way. As explained in Chapter
III, the Manastir sub-district’s surveyor did not pay attention to some specifications
of villages that the surveyors of other nahiyes did. Maybe the surveyor’s disinterest
in writing the ¢iftlik status of the property was one of them. All in all, other than
these few men and women some of whom with very high political status such as
Sinan Aga the Chief Gardener (ser-Bostaniyan) of Edirne, the land amounts in this

sub-district were very close to the standard peasant farm sizes.
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3.4.1.1.3. The Coke nahiye

What we observe for the villages of the Manastir nahiye regarding the land amounts
is also applicable to the Coke sub-district as well. The villages with extremely small
land amounts in this nahiye also deserve attention. Almost 90 percent of the
landholders in this nahiye had agricultural land not exceeding 100 déniim. More than
50 percent of villagers possessed land one fifth of the standard peasant farm
maximum. Most villagers in the nahiye of Coke did not possess large land amounts

because villages were mostly in forests and hilly regions.

Table 11. Land sizes in the Coke sub-district

1-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51- 101- 251-500 501- 1000+

certb certb certb certb  cerib 100 250  cerib 1000 certb
certb  certbh certbh

1770 736 371 177 119 190 72 15 1 3

(51,2%) (22,3%)  (10,7%)  (5,1%) (3.4%) (5,5%) (2%) (0,4%) (0,02%) (0,08%)

Only around 7 percent had land amounts between 110 and 225 doniim. Very small
peasant landholding amounts in the Coke nahiye that is a situation similar to the
Manastir sub-district notwithstanding, land plot sizes between 225 and 550 déniim
seem to be more evident in Coke. The landholders of this sort seem to be state
officials who were most likely either residing in those villages such as Yakub Aga
and Ali Aga who possessed 306 cerib (688 doniim) and 279 cerib (630 doniim) of

arable land respectively in the village of Timurhanli.”!

#1 Contemporaries complained about the askeri men residing in villages in the Edirne region.
Goriceli Kogi Bey, Kog¢i Bey Risdlesi (Eski ve Yeni Harflerle), ed. Yilmaz Kurt (Ankara: Ecdad,
1994).
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Ahmed Bey who seems to have had 492 cerib (1107 doniim) of land in the village of
Habiller that was a zeamet village. It seems that half of Ahmed Bey’s land was sown
(mezru) and the other half was fallow (keleme/gelembe).>* Considering that
villagers possessed extremely small land amounts and Ahmed Bey’s possession was
a significant land amount, Ahmed Bey most likely tilled his land with sharecroppers
from the same village or neighboring ones by way of miizara’a contracts.”” Sinan
Aga the bostancibasi had the entire lands of the village of Hac1 Dogan that was 1800
cerib.>* The village was an abandoned one that had no dweller (Karye-i Hact
Dogan, tabi*-i Coke hdli ez-ra ‘iyyet). Like Sinan Aga, a certain Ali Aga, another
man of askeri ofigin, had the entire lands of the village of Casnigir that was 625
cerib. He might be the former bostancibasi of Edirne yet we have not indication
about it.”> An interesting entry that recorded two men named Abdullah ve
Abdurrahman who had 1044 cerib of land in Hizir Aga village, which had 2165 cerib

236
d.

of total arable lan That means almost half of the land cultivated was in the

possession of these two men.

3.4.1.1.4. The Uskiidar nahiye

In the sub-district of Uskiidar, we see a similar picture to that of the Cisr-i Mustafa
Pasa nahiye regarding the landholding proportions of villagers, particularly the ones
having standard lands. However, regarding the vast lands possessed by men of askeri
origin, we see a different panorama. A nahiye having villages on the plain soils
between the Tunca and Meri¢ rivers, which were similar to Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa

villages, rural dwellers had both small and large lands.

22 For fallow lands in the Edirne district, we encounter different definitions most due to different

land surveyors. We see the term keleme in the Coke nahiye and hali in the Uskiidar and Cisr-i
Mustafa Pasa nahiyes. The agricultural lands in the Ada and Manastir nahiyes were not recorded as
sown and fallow.

3 Ergeng, “18. Yiizy1l Osmanli Anadolu’sunda Tarim Uretiminde Yeni Boyutlar.”

24 “zemin der yed-i Sinan [Aga] Ser-Bostaniyan-i Edirne.” MAD 556.
23 “zemin der yed-i Ali Aga, Karye-i Cagnigir, tabi*-i Céke Vakf-i merhiim Sultdn Bdyezid, der-
Edirne.” MAD 556.

B6 MAD 556.
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Table 12. Land sizes in the Uskiidar sub-district

1-10 11-20  21-30 31-40 41-50 51-100 101-250 251- 501-1000 1000+

certb certb certb certb certb certb certb 500 certb certb
certb

729 568 396 292 212 714 380 69 30 11

21,4% (16,7% (11,6% (8,5%) (6,2%) (20,9% (11,4 (2%) 0,8% (0,3%)

) ) ) ) %)

As can be seen from the table above, almost 65 percent of villagers had land amounts
varying from 1 to 100 doniims. Furthermore, more than 30 percent of villagers
possessed lands between 100 and 550 doniims. The rest of the landholders in this
nahiye (with 3 percent) had the largest land sizes. The land amounts of these men
varied from 550 to 2.250 doniims. Very rarely, though, few men had exceptionally

large land amounts in ten villages, which will be analyzed in detail in the following

pages.

In the villages of the Uskiidar sub-district, too, peasants had various amounts of
lands both extremely large and small. The former can be shown based on peasant
landholdings from the village of Kafir Haci, which was an exclusively Christian
village. Christian peasants in this village possessed agricultural land amounts as large
as 600 doniims, as was the case for Kosta son of the priest (of the village?).
Furthermore, two brothers, Yorgo and Boghos sons of Loska, had 510 and 477
doniims of land, which testifies to an almost even partition of the land they inherited
as the legal heirs by way of simple succession (intikal-i adi). However, this also
shows that some peasants must have possessed even larger amounts of land a few
decades earlier.””’ Yorgo and Boghos’ father, a certain Loska, had evidently had

almost 1000 déniim of arable land in the village of Karif Haci, which is way above a

ZTMAD 133.
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238 What is inferable from

standard peasant farm accepted to be around 100 déniim.
the data is that peasant farms must have shrunk as a result of the partitioning of the

land between the heirs following the death of the landholder.

3.4.1.1.5. The Ada nahiye

The land amount proportions in the sub-district of Ada very much resemble those in
the Uskiidar nahiye. Almost 63 percent of landholders in the villages of the Ada
nahiye were in possession of villagers attesting to lands of standard peasant farm
sizes. Only almost 5 percent of landholders possessed incredibly big agricultural

plots (over 250 cerib or 560 doniim).

Table 13. Land sizes in the Ada sub-district

1-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-100 101-250 251- 501- 1000+
certb certb certb certb  cerib  cerib certb 500 1000 certb

certb  cerib

484 402 327 254 214 479 379 93 25 11

(18,1%) (15%)  (12,2%) (9,5%) (8%) (17,9%) (142%) (3,4%) 0,9%  (0,4%)

¥ Both tahrir studies and later works underlined this. Halil inalcik, “The Emergence of Big Farms,

Ciftliks: State, Landlords, and Tenants,” in Landholding and Commercial Agriculture in the Middle
East, ed. Caglar Keyder and Faruk Tabak (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1991), 17-
34; McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe; Gerber, The Social Origins of the Modern Middle
East.
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One of the fascinating observations we make from the data on the Ada nahiye is that
common peasants large farms way above 100 doniim. One Muslim man named Ali
son of Mehmed, and a Christian called Kirane son of Kiryaki, both residents of the
village of Sigircalu, possessed 207 cerib (465 doniim) and 102 cerib (229 déniim) of
arable land respectively. These two men of reaya origin were not the only examples
that prove the so-called “standard” peasant farm size should be reconsidered. Vasil
son of Yani from the village of Karakasim holding a land amounted 235 cerib (528
doniim); Osman son of Abdullah and Caker Abdullah, both were probably new
converts having 238 cerib (535 doniim) and 438 cerib (783 doniim); Pola son of
Ustoyan from the village of Bunakl1 possessing 135 cerib (531 déniim) of arable land
are only a few among very many men of reaya status possessing much larger lands
that Bruce McGowan would have considered large estates. None of these men,
however, were not big landowners involved in massive agricultural activities with
export orientation or other sorts. This seems to be the case for other names in the
Edirne region who seem to have owned large arable lands attached to large houses
and storages, which the Edirne survey of 1670 deliberately and overtly recorded as

ciftlik that I will in detail analyze below.

All in all, one should be cautious to employ the assumption that the amount of up to
100 doniim was a standard land size cultivated by one peasant family. The same also
applies to the assumption on more than one peasant family on behalf of someone else
probably cultivated other lands that exceeded this standard amount, which might be

another indication testifying to large estate formation.””

Empirical evidence in hand
from the Edirne region shows a drastically different picture. Instead of a vague land
size definition such as a ¢iff accepted to be 100 doniims maximum, having recorded
the amount of lands as cerib that was 2,25 times bigger than the doniim, what the
Edirne survey of 1671 proves is that peasant holdings in the Edirne district exceed

the standard peasant holding size, which were not large estates

If I were to treat these land sizes according to McGowan’s frame, I would have to
say that there was a massive process of ¢iftlikization in this part of the Edirne district.

Nonetheless, this is by no means the case. These land amounts were in actual fact

2% McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe, 77.
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peasant holdings worked on and cultivated by reaya. Both Muslim and non-Muslims
of reaya origin alike had large lands under their possession. I am able to say this
because none of the Muslims “holding land in their hands” (zemin der yed-i) were
registered based on their askeri titles; no need to mention the non-Muslims who were
of no askeri origin. As shall be further elaborated in the later pages of this study
under the sub-heading called “ekabir ¢iftliks”, the Edirne survey of 1671 overtly
defined those large estates mostly owned by urban elites as “ciftlik” that covered

massive arable lands and as well as edifices with agricultural tools.

For now, the evidence in hand regarding land amounts of peasants testify to a great
divergence from what Bruce McGowan asserted for Ottoman Europe in general and
for the Bitola district in particular. Similar to the doubts of late Gilles Veinstein who
rightly underlines that one has to be cautious when using land proportions based on

the term of ¢ift for large estates,”*’

the data for the Edirne district proves the
existence of large reaya farms that were much bigger than the presumed raiyyet

ciftlik sizes long defended by scholars.

3.4.2. Large askeri estates (ekdbir ciftliks)

In 1991, Caglar Keyder, surfacing his doubts about the concept of ¢iftlik, wrote the

following:

[T]he expansion of the giftlik was unpredictable and most haphazard; in
practice it became a collection of unlikely money-making practices that were
in a particular moment possible. This is precisely the reason why ‘ciftlik’ has
remained so elusive and confusing a concept; it has been described
phenomena so diverse that it might be best to avoid the term altogether for
purpose of clarity.**!

9 Gilles Veinstein, “On the ciftlik debate,” in Landholding and Commercial Agriculture in the
Middle East, ed. Caglar Keyder and Faruk Tabak (Albany: State University of New York Press,
1991), 35-53.

! Keyder, “Introduction,” 13.
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Though Keyder’s warning is a fair one in a way that the term carries more than one
meaning, Ottomanist historians have not relinquished to employ the term ¢if#/ik in
their analyses to better understand large estates and their formation. Moreover, a
good proportion of the extant literature has mainly focused on the ¢iftliks and the
process of c¢iftlikization in different regional contexts in relation with the market-
oriented agricultural production in the Ottoman Empire.*** Indeed, ¢iftlik did not
have a unified meaning throughout the long history of the Ottoman Empire. Also
depending on the source material found in the archives, the term describes
landownership types on one hand, and agricultural production in landed property on
the other. However, in a vast agrarian political entity like the Ottoman Empire, the
phenomenon of ¢iftliks deserves further attention since its existence intensified as the
time passed. Moreover, looking into the rural society and economy from the vantage
point of the term will surely enable us to comprehend how agricultural economy was

organized in the Ottoman Empire in general and in the Edirne region in particular.

It was Bruce McGowan, who in 1981 pointed out the existence of large estates in the
Bitola (Manastir) region in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, asserted that a
standard peasant farm consisted of maximum 100 déniims so any land exceeding that
amount should not be considered a reaya farm.*** Following the book of McGowan,
historians further elaborated the term for different regions. Haim Gerber states that
peasants’ land amounts did not exceed 100 déniims in the Bursa region confirming in

244

a way the ovservation of McGowan.”" However, a peasant family farm was not

2 For some examples in the literature on big farms see Halil inalcik, “Capital Formation in the

Ottoman Empire,” Journal of Economic History 29, (1969): 97-140; Inalcik, “The Emergence of Bir
Farms, Ciftliks: State, Landlords, and Tenants”; McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe; Yuzo
Nagata, “Documents on the Big Farms (giftliks) of the Notables in Western Anatolia,” Studia
Culturae Islamicae, no. 4 (Tokyo, 1976); Veinstein, “On the ¢iftlik debate”; Suraiya Faroghi, “Land
Transfer, Land Disputes and Askeri holdings in Ankara (1520-1650),” in Memorial Omer L. Barkan,
ed. Robert Mantran (Paris: Libr. D’Amérique et d’Orient Adrien Maisonneuve, 1980), 87-99;
Michael Ursinus, “The Ciftlik Sahibleri of Manastir as a Local Elite, Late Sevententh to Early
Nineteenth Century,” in Procincial Elites in the Ottoman Empire, ed. Antonis Anastasopoulos,
(Rethymno: Crete University Press, 2005), 247-257; Gerber, Social Origins of the Modern Middle
East, 20-66; Kokdas, “When the Country is Free: Urban Poitics, Local Autonomy and the Changing
Social Structure in Ottoman Salonika, 1740-1820.”

* McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe.

* Gerber, The Social Origins of the Modern Middle East.
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necessarily 60-150 doniims.**

In fact, as rightly underlined in his work on the
Middle Danube, Nenad Moacanin states that 4-hectare (40 doniim) holdings were
more common in the region he analyzed. However, despite this observation on a
rather small raiyyet ¢iftlik portions, he asserts that a ¢iftlik of 10 hectares should be

labeled as “estate” not simply a farm.**°

Halil inalcik’s contribution to the ¢iftlik debate is of interest for the present study.
Inalcik, believes that plantation-like large estates producing for the market were
usually founded on abandoned (mevaf) lands not within areas under the cift-hane
system. Moreover, he also puts forward that they were among the members of the
ruling group establishing these estates on waste or abandoned lands before the
eighteenth century.**’ Despite Inalcik’s close attention to the ciftliks, he did not
elaborate the connections between the ciftliks as landed estates and spatial
distribution of land use and so forth. These sorts of allocation of waste or abandoned
lands to high-ranking state officials were also visible in the Edirne district that I will

analyze below in detail.

An area that could be regarded as the immediate hinterland of Istanbul, the Edirne
district is an intriguing case study for understanding the ¢iftlik phenomenon in what
can be said to be the early stages of the process of ¢iftlikization. The involvement of
the members of the ruling class in this matter by establishing estates in rural spheres
of Edirne in the seventeenth century is quite evident. This is contrary to the argument
of Bruce McGowan who put forward with question mark that ¢iftliks seem not to be

visible towards the east of Salonika. I will empirically analyze this below through a

** Indeed, archival sources for other regions in the Ottoman realms show that a ¢ift was far lower

than the 60-150 bracket. A detailed household survey (avdriz) for the Kiitahya sub-province (/ivd)
shows that a ¢ift was considered around 30 déniim in the Usak district. For instance, the arable land
of two bothers in the village of Damlah of the Usak district was recorded as follows: “ciftlik-i Ivaz
Efendi ve Ismail Celebi birdderdn 4 ¢ift be-her ¢ift fi 30 déniimdiir.” The same survey recorded
another piece of land in the village of Dul Arslan of the Usak district as 300 déniim equaling 10 ¢ift.
In other words, one ¢ift was accepted being equal to 30 déniim. Another entry in the very same
survey recorded the lands of a zaviye as 500 déniim equaling 17 ¢ift that makes one ¢ift almost around
30 doniim. For respective cases see BOA MAD 2498 (H.1088), 14, 21, 71. This definition of ¢ift size
supports the estimation of Nenad Moacanin. I would like to thank Mehmet Ali Celik for taking my
attention to this survey and providing me the original documents.

246 Moacanin, Town and Country in the Middle Danube, 222.

7 {nalcik, “The Emergence of Big Farms, Ciftliks,” 19.
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“location-specific” method on the Edirne region, a region that is under very close
surveillance of the Ottoman state. In fact, the imperial court itself was in Edirne

during most of the seventeenth century and the first years of the eighteenth.

As explained above, villagers had different land amounts under their possession
depending on the topographical specifications and political positions of the village
where they dwelled. Though a significant number of peasants’ landholdings were
between 60-150 déniim that is within the bracket of the so-called reaya farm, many
possessed much smaller or much larger land amounts as well. Likewise, not all land
amounts that the askeri class members held covered large areas. Usually, these
askeris’ lands were modest in size that they possibly acquired the right of possession

from a peasant who sold it by the consent of the “landowner” (bd izn-i sahib-i ‘arz).

Nonetheless, the villages in the Edirne district had very large arable lands in the
hands of urban dwellers most of whom were among the ruling elite. Previously stated
above, most of the time such large possessions of askeri class members were
recorded by overtly making its ¢iftlik status that was most likely the ones founded on

the mevat lands granted by the state as elaborated by Halil Inalcik.

The case of Sinan Aga will be illuminating to understand the involvement of men of
askeri origin in possessing large estates established on vacant or abandoned fields.
As the most prominent political figure in Edirne, in addition to his other duties, he
was involved in reclamation of vacant and abandoned villages that were granted to
him as ¢iftliks in the seventeenth century supporting the argument of Halil Inalcik.
This is not surprising, nonetheless. At the time of the Edirne survey of 1670, Sinan
Aga was the “Chief imperial gardener” in this center of government (Ser

248

Bostdniyan-1 Hassa der Edirne).””” Being the highest official in the city from which

he would provide security to 48 districts by “quickly reaching to those places like a

95249

centipede. The governors of Rumeli could not interfere the city’s protection.””

The city of Edirne, one of the three seats (tahtgdah-i seldse) of the Ottoman Empire,

*¥ For the bostanci ocagi in Edirne see Murat Yildiz, “15-19. Yiizyillarda Edirne’de Asayisi
Saglayan Bir Kurum: Edirne Bostanc1 Ocag1,” History Studies 3, no. 3 (2011), 386.
¥ Evliya Celebi, Seyahatname 111, 236.

230 Ibid.
107



enjoyed the very long sojourns of the Ottoman sultans throughout the seventeenth
century. Hence, important figures also chose to reside in the city of Edirne
throughput the seventeenth century. The then sultan Mehmed IV also known as the
“hunter (Avci1)” was residing in Edirne most of the time busy with royal hunting

expeditions in the rural hinterland of Edirne.””!

As the man with lots of responsibilities in the Edirne region, Sinan Aga would by all
means be aware of the availability of vacant lands and abandoned villages, which
would be improved by reclamation. When the village dwellers abandoned (hali ez
raiyyet) the village of Hac1 Dogan in the Coke sub-district, in a way that Halil inalcik
described, the chief gardener Sinan Aga was granted a massive area of arable land
that would highly likely attract other villagers to settle there. The land was 1800

cerib (more than 4000 déniim), 300 of which were sown and 1500 was fallow.**?

Sinan Aga’s involvement in holding the entire land amount of a village was not
unique to him. Kiiciik Mehmed Pasa from the village of Saruhanli-y1 Kebir in the
(Coke nahiye was of this sort as well. Apparently, the entire village with almost 9000
doniim arable land was in the possession of the said man as a ¢iftlik.”> The below
table shows the ¢iftliks in the Ada and Uskiidar sub-districts registered as such in the
Edirne survey of 1670. In other words, the large landed estates associated with their
owners were recorded as “ciftliks”. How should we read these people whose names
were associated with large ciftliks? Were they the ones who established large estates

on vacant or abandoned lands as argued by Halil inalcik.

»! For details on Mehmed IV’s royal hunting expeditions see Derin, “Abdurrahman Abdi Pasa
Vekayi’-namesi”.
2 MAD 556.

23 «cifilik der-Tasarruf-i Kiiciik Mehmed Pasa der-Karye-i Saruhdnli-i kebir.” MAD 556.
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Table

14. Ciftliks in the Edirne district in 1670

Ciftlik owner Title Village Village Nahiye Tarla Cayrr  Agil
(ciftlik-i) status (ceribldonii  (cerib) (cerib)
m)
Mustafa Pasa Pasa/vezir  Timurtas Vakif Ada 42/94,5 18
Mustafa Pasa Pasa/vezir  Polad Vakif Ada 175/393,5 4
Ali Bey Bey/ciindi  Kose Vakif Ada 686,5/1544
Doganci
Murad
Kapucu Hasan Bey Kose Vakif Ada 273/614
Bey Doganci
Murad
Sinan Aga Aga/Bosta  Sazlidere Vakif Ada 3162/7114 625 2116
ncibasi
Ziilfikar Aga Aga/Kaim  Karakasim Vakif Ada 786/1768 130
makam
Hiiseyin Pasa Pasa Iskender Vakif Ada 1600
Mehmed Efendi Uzgas Vakif ~ Uskiidar 1147/2580
Efendi
Mustafa Celebi Celebi/Nak Nefs-i Vakif Uskiidar 908/1043
Nakibzade ibzade Uskiidar
Seyid Mehmed Aga Nefs-i Vakif ~ Uskiidar 1174/2641
Aga v. Hasan Uskiidar
Abdullah Aga  Aga Kirk Pasa Vakif  Uskiidar 253/569
Mustafa Aga v. Aga Akga Vakif ~ Uskiidar 454/1021
Abdullah Ibrahim
Mustaf Aga Aga Akga Vakif ~ Uskiidar 320/720
Ibrahim
Giiher Hatun ~ Hatun Kemal Vakif  Uskiidar 530/1192
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Table 14. (Continued)

Ali Aga Aga Kemal Vakif Uskiidar 461/1037
Ali Aga Aga Kemal Timar  Uskiidar 140/315
(mezra)

As can be seen from the names of the people holding ciftliks, they were all bearing
askeri titles such as pasa, aga, bey, and efendi. Also, the definition of these men’s
farms was directly associated with the term, ciftlik (¢ift/ik-i such and such). The
ciftlik sizes they possessed varied from 100 doniim to 7000 doniim. By looking at the
amounts of lands that were all one piece rather than many pieces, it can be argued
that these lands may have been formed on lands that were once abandoned, so that
the state allocated them to these officials for reclamation. One would possibly think
that once men with good fortune reclaimed these abandoned lands, they might have

the “ownership” of them.

However, it was the ¢iftliks they erected on the land that were freehold property not
the land itself. Hence when we look at the probate inventories of the men owning
ciftliks in the villages, we see that the legal heirs inherited these properties not the
land. In fact we have one exceptional example in hand showing that a large amount
of land registered as “¢iftlik” in the village of Kose Doganct Murad of the Ada
nahiye was endowed by its holder. Kapucu Hasan Bey, who possessed 273 cerib of
arable land (614 doniim), seems to have turned this land to revenue for the Holy
cities in Meccca and Medina (Mezkiir [Kapucu Hasan Bey | hdl-i haydtinda Medine-i
Miinevvere'yve vakf eylemis bi-ihbdr-1 re'dyd-yi [karye-i | mfezbiir ). If read not indeep
but from the surface, this would be a fascinating example showing that a piece of
land could be endowed. Holding a large amount of land in a vakif village, he was
probably paying the tithe to the “landowner” of the village (in this instance the
miitevelli of the vakif). Ther rest of the revenue seems to be endowed for the holy

cities. >

3 MAD 133.
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However, large ¢iftliks in the Edirne region do not seem to be established only on
abandoned lands granted to state officials for reclamation reasons, as men with good
fortune bought houses and lands in the villages that would be called “edifice known
as ciftlik” (¢iftlik ta‘bir olunur menzil) in the sicil collections of Edirne in the

eighteenth century.””

This type of ¢iftlik formation must have started before the
eighteenth century, which has been discussed around the so-called “ciftlik debate”
for various areas and regions in the Ottoman context. This sort of ¢iftlik most
probably contained a mansion where the landholder was living. In these cases, the
term ¢iftlik is not only associated with the large land but also with the other edifices

attached to it.

Unlike higher up state officials’ large estates that were overtly identified as ¢iftliks in
the Edirne survey of 1670, these massive lands were not described in the same way.
However, as can be seen from the below table, a vast majority of these zemin holders
was of askeri origin that in a way completes the study of Halil inalcik because these
lands could also be labeled as ekabir ciftliks. 30 of these large lands were possessed
by the “men of sword” with such titles as aga, bey, cavus, usta, etc. 5 men were of

religious background, i.e., efendi.

Similar to the ones explicitly labeled as ¢iftliks, other than the holidings of Sinan
Aga, the bostancibasi of Edirne, the amounts of large land possessions of the men of
askeri origin also varied between 500 cerib (1100 déniim) and 8000 cerib (16.000
doniim). Two points regarding the locations of these enormous land holdings deserve
attention. The first one is that, other than one hamlet (that was a timar), and a small
village (that was a timar also), they were all in vakif villages of the Ada and Uskiidar
sub-districts. Moreover, all of these villages were in close vicinity of the city of
Edirne where the chief political decision maker and his entourage were located. This
brings us to a two dimensional processes that must have influenced the decision of
to-be-¢iftlik owners. First is that they could be able to acquire a sufficient land in a

village that would not cause much trouble to them. Second is that the village would

%3 Qale deeds for ¢ciftliks make it clear that a ¢iftlik was the combination of houses, stores, barns, and
along with a large arable land attached to them.
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be around the city of Edirne, so that they could control its agricultural produce that

would bring profit to its holder.

The below map of distance analysis of villages in the Edirne district is illuminating
in this regard. As can be seen, most of the villages in the Ada and Uskiidar sub-
districts have in close physical propinquity with the city of Edirne that was a
significant reason for the elites of askeri origin. The red dots, which are less than
5000 meters (5 km), denote the closest villages to Edirne in the Edirne district. As
the village gets farer away from the city of Edirne, the dot color on map gets to

orange, yellow, and green.
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Table 15. Large lands that could be considered ekabir ¢iftliks

Landholder |Title Village Village |Nahiye Tarla Cayrr |Agil
(zemin-i) Status (ceribldén | (cerib) |(cerib)
tim)
Yusuf Aga |Aga/Cabi |Oyiiklii Vakif  |Ada 915/2058
Tatar

Yusuf Efendi/Ka |Oyiiklii Vakif  |Ada 671/1509
Efendi immakam | Tatar

-1

defterdar
Durmus Sarban Oyiiklii Vakif  |Ada 1278/287
sarban Tatar 5
Mihman Hatun Oyiiklii Vakif  |Ada 1038/233
Hatun  bt. Tatar 5
Merhum
Osman Aga
Bayezid Bey Oyiiklii Vakif | Ada 260/585
Bey Tatar
Giilcii Haci |Hact Iskender Vakif  |Ada 262/589 |3
Mehmed
Ibrahim Aga-y1 Iskender Vakif | Ada 2881/648
Aga Saray-1 2

Atik
Ebubekir Efendi Iskender Vakif  |Ada 572/1287
Efendi
Mehmed v. Karaagag Vakif  |Ada 842,5/189 |20
Hiiseyin 4
Mustafa b. Yarbuz Ata |Vakif |Ada 3406/766 361
Ali 3
Kethiidazad
e
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Table 15. (Continued)

Stileyman [Aga Ece Sultan |Vakif |Ada 552/1242

Aga

Durmus Aga Tiirk Unkno |Ada 830/1867

Aga Doganci wn

Mahmud Efendi Kiramidli  |Vakif |Ada 886/1993

Efendi .

Elhac Kara

Idris

Mahmud Efendi Kiramidli  |Vakif |Ada 818/1840

Efendi .

Elhac

Kasim

Elhac Haci Kiramidli  |Vakif |Ada 539,5/121

Mehmed 2

Hamza Celebi Kiramidli  |Vakif |Ada 867/1950

Celebi v.

Elhac ilyas

Sinan Aga |Aga/Bosta |Haci Musa |Vakif |Ada 10000/22
ncibasi 500

Ibrahim Bey Kulakl Vakif  |Ada 1022/229

Bey 9

Osman Aga |Aga/silah | Akpiar Uskiidar | 1223/275
dar 1

Osman Aga |Aga/silah |Kiipliice/me |Timar |Uskiidar |1140/256
dar zraa 5

Memis Bey Uzgas Vakif | Uskiidar |734/1651

Halil Bey b.

Mehmed

Kose Vakif 3729/839

Hac1 Arslan |Haci Hamza Uskiidar |0
Aga/Bosta |Kose Vakif

Sinan Aga |ncibast Hamza Uskiidar |463/1041
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Table 15. (Continued)

Ibrahim Vakif
Aga ve
Mehemd AgatBey |Kose
Bey (istiraken) |Hamza Uskiidar |545/1226
Ali Aga Timar
Ser- Aga/Bosta
Bostaniyan- |ncibast
1 Sabik (sabik) Ulu Sahin Uskiidar  [499/1122
Ibrahim Timar
Cavus V.
Bekir Cavus Ulu Sahin Uskiidar  |532/1197
Kara Kasim Vakif
Aga Aga Ahi Uskiidar  [601/1352
Ali Aga v. Vakif
Ahemd Aga Ahi Uskiidar  |706/1588
Ismail Vakif
Celebi  v.
Mehmed Celebi Ahi Uskiidar  |530/1192
Hadice bt. Vakif
Solak Ahi Uskiidar  |578/1300
Aga/Bosta Vakaf 1189/267
Sinan Aga |ncibasi Avariz Uskiidar |5
Mustafa Vakif
Usta Usta Doganci Uskiidar  |629/1415
Osman Aga |Aga Doganci Valaf Uskiidar  |529/1190
Abdiilbaki Vakif
Celebi Celebi Doganc1 Uskiidar |437/983
Hiiseyin Vakif
Bey Bey Doganct Uskiidar  [798/1795
Saban Base |Bese Doganci Valaf Uskiidar  |310/697
Stileyman Vakif
Bey Bey Doganci Uskiidar  |308/693
Vakif
Aga/Bosta | Timurtag/m 1221/274
Sinan Aga |ncibasi ezraa Uskiidar |7
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Table 15. (Continued)

Biiyiik Vakif
Mehmed Ismailce 1549/348
Usta Usta Uskiidar |5
Biiyiik Vakif
Ali Bey v. Ismailce
Abdullah  |Bey Uskiidar |857/1928
Biiyiik Vakif
Mehmed v. Ismailce 1029/231
Eyiib Uskiidar |5
Mustafa v. Biiyiik Vakif
Ahmed Ismailce
Korucu Uskiidar |583/1311
Efendi/kai Vakif
Mehmed b-i Akgca
Efendi Muradiye |Ibrahim Uskiidar |809/1820
Halil v. Ali Vakif
Cavus Cavus Koyunlu Uskiidar | 800/1800
Mehmed Vakif
Bey b.
Abdulla Bey Kirsehir Uskiidar | 889/2000
Vakif 1311/294
Nasuh Usta |Usta Hatun Uskiidar |9
Abdurrahm
an ve Vakif 1044/234
Abdullah N/A Hizir Aga Coke 9
Omer
Efendi Efendi Hizir Aga Vakif | Coke 363/816
Mustafa
imam imam Sungurculu |Timar |Coke 354/796

Evidently, men with askeri titles possessed massive arable lands in villages that were
not recorded as ¢iftliks in the Edirne survey of 1670. The amount range of this sort of

arable land varied from 500 doniim to 9000 doniim. It might have been the
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specification of the land that did not actually contain a house on, but it might also

have been the surveyor’s disinterest to record the term.

For the latter, an interesting example comes forward. Saban son of Cafer, a resident
of the village of Doganc1 of the Uskiidar nahiye, died three year after the Edirne
survey of 1670 completed. Although the survey did not record his land as ¢iftlik, his
estates distributed among his legal heirs included two ciftliks in the villages of

256

Doganci and Kirsehir.””” When we look at the Edirne survey we find that he was

recorded as Sa’ban bese veled-i Ca’fer in the village of Doganci where he possessed
130 cerib of fallow land (hali tarla) and 180 cerib of sown land (mezru® tarla).*’
Furthermore, confirming his probate inventories, his name also appears in the record
concerning the village of Kirsehir where he possessed 59 cerib of fallow land (hali

258

tarla) and 78,5 cerib of sown land (mezru’ tarla).”" In two pieces, Saban bese held

more than 1000 déniim land that was not recorded as ¢iftlik in the Edirne survey.

Then, what does the term ¢iftlik in his probate inventories refer to? Does it refer to
the house or the land? In total, the two ¢iftliks’ value was calculated 31.000 akge.
That amount allows us to reach a price for each doniim that seems to be 31 akge.
Haim Gerber informs us about the value of one déniim of land in the Bursa region by
his own calculations that was 70 akge in the end of the seventeenth century.”’
Perhaps, the price was calculated for the house and all the agricultural tools in it.
This seems more possible because probate inventories of other rural dwellers show
that house prices in villages had around the same value.**® Ali Bey possessed only 30

cerib of arable land and 10 cerib of meadow (cayur) in the same village.*®' Moreover,

26 «cifilik der karye-i mezbire kiymet 25000 [ ak¢e ]’ and “def*a ¢iftlik der karye-i Kirsehir kiymet
6000 [akge]’. Edirne Ser’iyye Sicilleri (hereafter ESS) No. 52, 26a-1 (Evail-i Rebiii’l-evvel 1084).
*"MAD 133.

» MAD 133.

% Gerber, The Social Origins of the Modern Middle East, 27.

2% When Ali Bey son of Musa, a resident of the village of Ineoglu in the Ada nahiye, died also three

years after the Edirne survey was prepared, his estates were distributed to his heirs. His house in the
village was valued 20.000 akge (I hdne der karye-i mezbiire 20000 [ak¢e ]’). ESS 52, 22a-1 (25 Safer
1084).

1 MAD 133.
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he possessed 10 cerib of agricultural land in the hamlet of Saruhan (mezra‘a-yi

Saruhan) in the close vicinity of his village.***

Likewise, in the Manastir nahiye, askeri presence was not significant either. The only
askeri ¢iftliks that deserve special attention were in the village of Fikele that was
located in the close vicinity of Edirne. These men were Sinan Aga the chief gardener
(bostancibast), Hact Mehemed Celalizade, Mustafa Bey the gatekeeper in the Edirne
Palace (bevvab-1 sultani), one Omer Cavus, and one Seydi Cavus. These men’s land
amounts in the said village were 485 cerib (1091 doniim), 185 cerib (416 doniim),
150 cerib (337 doniim), 133 cerib (299 doniim), 117 cerib (263 doniim) respectively.
All of these men were recorded as those in possession of the land (der tasarruf-i)
rather than having the land in their hand (der yed-i). It brings us to a conclusion that
all these men of askeri status were in the possession of agricultural lands by way of a
certificate from the “landowner” (sahib-i arz), even though transactions of arable
lands were not recorded in the Muslim court registers in the seventeenth and

eighteenth centuries.”®

The men were most probably living in the city of Edirne (a fact that is evident in the
case of Sinan Aga and Mustafa Bey), yet leasing the land to local villagers as
sharecroppers. As Ozer Ergeng has shown, sharecropping in the Ottoman lands was
an increasing practice of agricultural activity in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries.”** It is by no means possible to detect all the lands cultivated by way of
sharecropping. However, being aware of the fact that many men of high ranking
askeri statuses were physically living in city centers, it would not be meaningless to
assume that the lands in their possession would be worked on by villagers residing in

the village or near-by villages.**

222 MAD 133.

2% McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe, 143-144.

*%% Ergeng, “18. Yiizy1l Osmanli Anadolu’sunda Tarim Uretiminde Yeni Boyutlar.”

263 Other than the above stated men, the only man having a proportionally large amount of land in the
Manastir nahiye was Mehmed Hoca in the village of Kose Kulfalli who was the priest of the same
village. He had (der yed-i) 131 cerib of agricultural land. MAD 133.
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3.5. Sown and fallow lands in the Edirne district

One way of better understanding the land possessions of men of askeri origin is to
look at the proportion of sown and fallow lands. As stated before, the Edirne survey
of 1670 was not recorded in a unified way that is evident in different registration
practices done for different nahiyes. One of them is each surveyor’s own method of
recording the entire land amount under rural dwellers’ or urban elites’ possession in
villages. For the sub-districts of Uskiidar, Coke, and Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa villages, the
registrar preferred to divide the land as sown and fallow. The registrars did not
follow a similar method in dividing the lands as such in the villages of the Manastir
and Ada nahiyes. In the latter two, the land was recorded as one block without

mentioning its current division.

As far as the three sub-districts are concerned, what is evident in Table 16 is that a
significant proportion of arable land in the Edirne district seems to be uncultivated
for the sowing season of 1669-1670. Surely, the data from the three sub-districts may
not prove conclusive information for the entire district. More than 65 percent of the
land in the Coke nahiye was left seedless. Only 35 percent was to be cultivated that
can also be seen from the map below. There, the blue color’s share is concentrated in
the Coke nahiye that is located towards the east of Edirne. This was most likely

related to the rather small land amounts that the peasants possessed.
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Table 16. Sown and fallow land proportions in the Edirne district in 1670

Nahiye Total land Total arable Fallow land Sown land
cover land (cerib) (cerib)
(cerib) (cerib)
Uskiidar 914.604,5 216.636 122.902 93.734,5
(100%) (56,7%) (43,3%)
Coke 493.177 78.861 27.496 51.365
(100%) (34,8%) (65,2%)
Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa  176.480 31.103,5 19.231 11.872,5
(100%) (61,8%) (38,2%)
Ada 585.850,25 209245 N/A N/A
(100%)
Manastir 119.191,5 37443,5 N/A N/A
(100%)

Significantly small amounts of lands must have induced villagers to sow bigger
proportions leaving less to be fallow. In the sub-districts of Uskiidar and Cisr-i
Mustafa Pasa, there seems to be a reverse picture that is lands were mostly fallow (57
percent and 62 percent respectively). In these villages whose lands were registered
according to sown and fallow portions, one neeeds to take into consideration the
large estates and their effectively sown proportions. Surely, the data provides a snap
shot that is the sowing season of 1669-1670. The askeri presence in the villages of
the Cisr-i Mustafa Paga nahiye is significantly low. The men registered as
landholders were dwelling in the villages or in the town of Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa.

Hasan Cavus from the village of Bunakli, Kadri sipahi from the village of Habibce,
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Omer Hace from the village of Siileymanca were of presumably askeri origin. The
rest of the landholders were of reaya origin. Furthermore, their land amounts did not
significantly exceed the peasant holdings (Hasan Cavus with 103 cerib, Kadri sipahi
with 37 cerib, and Omer Hace with 235 cerib).

In terms of sown and fallow proportions of land that was under the possession of
men with askeri status (particularly those men possessing significantly large land
amounts), the nahiyes of Uskiidar is of importance. The first reason for this is the
topographical specifications of villages in this sub-district. The land cover of the
villages in the Uskiidar nahiye was recorded in a way that it differentiated sown and
fallow lands, which gives the historian a unique opportunity to make several

analyses.

Table 17 is made based on the land possessions of men who were residents of the
city of Edirne when the 1670 survey was prepared. They, however, had very large
amounts of land in the villages of the sub-district of Uskiidar. As stated before, the
villages (as well as the Ada nahiye’s villages) in this nahiye were very popular
among askeri class members who possessed considerable portions of arable lands.
However, unlike the Ada nahiye, lands in the Uskiidar nahiye were recorded as sown

and fallow.

The land amounts that the residents of Edirne with askeri titles possessed in the
villages of Uskiidar nahiye testify to very large ciftlik formations in the region. As
can be seen from Table 17, men with such askeri titles as aga, bey, efendi, ¢avus, and
the like possessed very large amounts of lands in these villages where they were not
residing. The total land amount possessed varied between 500 and 5000 doniim.
Concerning how effectively the askeri men worked on their lands, what the below
table shows is intriguing. Among 25 cases with very large lands in villages, 18 of
them had more than 50 percent left fallow. The lands of 12 of them almost had 70
percent being fallow. Surely, it is evident that higher up askeri class members
possessed very large agrigultural lands, yet it seems that the majority of lands was

not seeded, at least it was so in the sowing season of 1660-1670.
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Figure 8. Proportions of sown and fallow lands
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Table 17. Sown-Fallow proportions in large “ciftliks

95266

Title Sown Sown %  Fallow Fallow % Total Total %
(cerib) (cerib) (cerib)
Bey 560 56 436 44 996 100
Bey 186 36 320 64 507 100
Bey 504 72 191 28 695 100
Celebi 422 67 205,5 33 627,5 100
Aga 600 54 504 46 1104 100
Aga 352 44 448 56 800 100
Aga 717 57 506 43 1247 100
Aga 870 76 270 24 1140 100
Efendi 840 67 307 33 1247 100
Bey 345 47 389 53 734 100
Haci 2434 65 1295 35 3729 100
Aga 265 57 198 43 463 100
Aga+Bey 385 70 120 30 545 100
Efendi 185 53 160 47 345 100
Cavus 217 62 132 38 349 100
Aga 665 55 524 45 1189 100
Aga 116 43 152 57 268 100
Aga 231 46 268 54 499 100
Cavus 148 27 384 73 532 100
Aga 305 91 30 9 335 100

266
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The table is based on the lands of the following people residing in Edirne but having lands in
villages: Sa’ban Bey, Sarrac Mustafa Bey, Osman Bey Solak from the village of Etmekgi; Ismail
Celebi v. Mehmed, Osman Aga v. Baki from the village of Karabulut; Mehmed Aga v. Hasan Aga
from the village of Yahsi Fakih; Osman Aga Silahdar from the village of Akpinar; Siileyman Aga
Silahdar from the hamlet of Kiipliice; Mehmed Efendi, and Memis Halil Bey v. Mehmed from the
village of Uzgas; Hac1 Arslan, Sinan Aga Bostani, Ibrahim Aga ve Mehmed Bey, Mehmed Efendi,
and Mustafa Cavus from the village of Kose Hamza; Sinan Aga Bostani, and Omer Aga from the
village of Avariz; Ali Aga Ser-Bostaniyan-1 Sabik, and ibrahim Cavus v. Bekir from the village of
Ulu Sahin; Seyyid Mehemd Aga (v. Hasan) from the hamlet of Mahmadli; Seyyid Mehmed Aga v.
Hasan from the village of Nefs-i Uskiidar; Sinan Aga ser-bostaniyan from the hamlet of Timurtas;
Abdullah Aga from th village of Kirk Pasa.



Table 17. (Continued)

Aga 777 66 397 34 1174 100
Celebi 522 64 286 36 808 100
Aga 970 79 251 21 1221 100
Aga 47 18 206 82 253 100
Efendi 569 70 240 30 809 100

It seems that the closer the village to the city of Edirne was the larger the land
amount that the askeri class members possessed. Surely, it was so with reasoning.
The location of the villages perfectly makes sense to understand the motivation of
askeri class members to make such big investments on the land. In other words, the
location did matter for investment preferences of men with good fortune. It has been
noted by scholars that men of relatively better fortune did invest their money in real
estate in cities. However, it seems that by the seventeenth century possessing land
became a relatively popular type of investment for those who were seeking new

avenues of investment.
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CHAPTER 4

RURAL STRUCTURE OF THE DISTRICT (KAZA) OF EDIRNE IN THE
SEVENTEENTH CENTURY

4.1. Edirne’s Rural Surroundings

Research on the rural hinterland of Edirne can be done through a wide range of
sources such as tax registers (fahrir defterleri), household tax registers (avariz
defterleri), poll-tax registers (cizye defterleri) and so on. Also, Muslim court registers
of Edirne offer the historian a mine of information about villagers, their lives, and the
interaction between the urbanites and rural dwellers despite the fact that peasants
happen to appear in the sicils more seldom compared to their contemporaries lived in

cities.?®’

Tayyip Gokbilgin, Ahmet Yigit, and Stefan Dimitrov are some of the scholars who
have in detail analyzed the city of Edirne and its villages based on the tax registers
produced in the late fifteenth and during the sixteenth centuries. Gokbilgin’s Edirne

ve Pasa Livasi has remained as the main reference book for anyone interested in

%7 Suraiya Faroghi, Approaching Ottoman history: an introduction to the sources (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1999). Also see James A Reilly, A small town in Syria: Ottoman Hama
in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. (Oxford: Peter Lang Pub Inc., 2002).
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Edirne.*®® Other than Gokbilgin, other scholars also analyzed the Edirne district in
the sixteenth century. While Yigit, along with a number of other Ottoman sources,
focused on the late sixteenth century,”® Dimitrov compared the earlier tahrirs to

those registered throughout the sixteenth century for the Sakar region.””

Scholars benefiting from Edirne’s Muslim court registers for their research also seem
to be on the rise. As stated in the Sources of this work, Muslim court registers of
Edirne for the seventeenth century consists of probate inventories (fereke or kassam
defterleri) exclusively. Thus, historians working on the city in this century are forced
to use these specific sources that compose a significant part of the Muslim court

. 271
registers.

Saricaoglu, on the other hand, used the Edirne Muslim court registers in his study
that deals with the centre-periphery relations in the nineteenth century Ottoman
Empire during the reign of Mahmud II by focusing on the example of Edirne.”’> He
used Muslim court registers for household tax figures (avariz) of the villages located
in the district of Edirne. However, it is obvious that the villages recorded in sicils
never mentioned the entire district due to the registration method of those specific
documents that I in detail discussed in Introduction vis-a-vis the avariz registers.
Other than the classical tax surveys, historians have also used other sorts of

documents to delineate rural structure of the Edirne district.

268 Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi.

9 yigit, “XVI. Yiizyiln Ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas1.”

270 I would like to thank Stefan Dimitrov for his kindness to send me some tables of his thesis. He

also shared some of his maps that helped me to locate some villages on GIS maps that would
otherwise be missing. Stefan Dimitrov, “Naselenie i selishta v Sakar planina.” Also see Harun Yeni,
“Demography and Settlement in Pasa Sancagi Sol-Kol Region according to Muhasebe-i Vilayet-i
Rumeli Defteri dated 1530,” unpublished MA Thesis (Bilkent University, 2006).

*"! Since Barkan’s Edirne Askeri Kassamina Ait Tereke Defterleri was published, probate inventories
have been a mine of sources for Ottoman historians in their research. It is almost impossible to give a
thorough list of these studies. However, for Edirne, a tentative list can be made as follows: Barkan,
“Edirne Askeri Kassamina Ait Tereke Defterleri (1545-1659)”; Levent Kuru, “29 Numarali Edirne
Ser’iye Sicili,” unpublished MA Thesis (Trakya Universitesi, 2006).

2”2 Mehmed Esat Saricaoglu, Mali Tarih A¢isindan Osmanli Devietinde Merkez-Tasra Iliskileri (II.
Mahmut Déneminde Edirne Ornegi) (Ankara: Kiiltiir Bakanligi, 2001).

127



Figure 9. A sketch of Edirne’s immediate surroundings drawn by John Covel, late
seventeenth century (in Ozdemir Nutku, Edirne Senligi)

Fadimana Celik, for instance, also dealt with the villages of Edirne in her study. She
focused on the sub-district of Coke through the temettiiat registers. >”> Her findings
were of help to compare rural property of the sub-district of Coke in the mid-

nineteenth century to those in the period under scrutiny.?’*

Though a good number of scholars have used the same method of comparing the

figures of the sixteenth century tahrirs to the avariz registers of the seventeenth

" Historians have also used Temettiiat registers in order to understand the changes that occurred
during the time of reforms known as Tanzimat vis-a-vis rural societies and the Land Law of 1858
implemented only a decade after the temettiiat registers were instigated. See Celik, Temettiiat
Defterlerine Gore Edirne Kazasi. 1 would like to thank Fadimana Celik for being very kind to send
me the original temettiiat documents of some of the villages in Edirne.

274 For some of the most recent studies see Baber Johansen, The Islamic Law on Land Tax and Rent:

The Peasants’ Loss of Property Rights as Interpreted in the Hanafite Legal Literature of the Mamluk
and Ottoman Periods. (London: Routledge, 2016); Aytekin, “Agrarian relations, property and law:
An analysis of the Land Code of 1858 in the Ottoman Empire.”
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century household surveys in order to understand the settlement patterns in different
geographical contexts, it is still disputable whether or not the data that these two
surveys are compatible. Whether the so-called “abandoned” villages were in actual
fact emptied as a result of worsening political, economic and climatic conditions still
begs an answer. It will be naive to consider the complete desertion of settlements by
merely looking at the aggregate data of different sorts of documents. Ottoman
sources certainly allow the historian to trace the marks of settlements presumed as
disappeared. The initial misunderstanding may be related to the changing
organization of the administrative units (be they nahiye, kaza or sancak). In other
words, in the absence of modern cadastral surveys, settlements were interchangeably
registered under different administrative divisions, meaning that one village could
be seen under a certain district at one time, while it is possible to see it under a new
district at another time. Thus, in order to ensure the total absconding of villages, it is
necessary to look at documents the central state departments produced

meanwhile.?”

Another point to be made is that Ottoman rural society was governed under different
sub-systems. In other words, villages were administered under different statuses —
i.e., timar or vakif.*’® As some rural settlements were endowed as revenue to various
religious foundations, it is possible to find their marks in the vakif documents that
were regularly kept by the vakif administration in order to keep information up to
date. As I explain below, timar villages seem to have been the most vulnerable
among the rural settlements during difficult times. It was mostly the timar villages
that turned to what became abandoned settlements (i.e., mezra ‘a or miisellem ¢iftlik).
Thus, it is imperative to clarify the administrative statuses of villages and to follow
up their traces in documents both produced by the central state and/or the pious

endowment.

" The “hurufat” registers are one of these archival documents that can verify the historian’s

conclusion she/he reaches through surveys. About hurufat registers see Yasemin Beyazit, “Hurufat
Defterlerinin Sehir Tarihi Aragtirmalarindaki Yeri,” History Studies 5, no. 1 (2013): 39-69.

*76 See the village typologies in this Chapter.
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Figure 10. Settlement points in the District of Edirne
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As for changing political conditions and the Edirne villages’ positions, there are an
abundant number of references in various archival sources.”’’ As mentioned just
above, it is easier to follow the changing economic, demographic and agricultural
situation of vakif villages compared to timar ones as they mostly belonged to
Sultanic endowments that produced a good number of vakif documents to record

. . . 278
their massive revenues and expenditures.

4.1.1. The Expanding Environs of Edirne

Sarah D. Shields was right in stating that “the city and the countryside lived not in
separate impermeable spaces, but in a mutual space, sharing people, the things they
made, and the things they used ... exchanged between the urban and rural

populations.”*”

In other words, a city’s immediate rural hinterland should not be
treated as a disconnected realm that feeds the people of and meets the needs in that
city. As the city expands territorially and demographically, it encompasses wider
regions around in order to supply goods and services it produces, and to extract the
produce offered to it. Edirne well fits in this description from the time it was

conquered by the Ottomans in 1361.

What was the city’s immediate rural surrounding like in this period of rise that
Edirne witnessed both politically and demographically? Did the rural hinterland of
Edirne closely follow this trend? In the following paragraphs, I will try to draw the
rural settlement in the kaza of Edirne throughout centuries, though the weight will be
given to the last quarter of the seventeenth century due to practical reasons provided
by the 1670 register’s advantages. In terms of the existence/disappearance of villages

as well as demographic figures, the data supplied by the Edirne survey of 1670 will

277 Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi.

*8 For vakif account books see Kayhan Orbay, “Structure and Content of the Wagqf Account Books

as Sources for Ottoman Economic and Institutional History,” Turcica Revue D Etudes Turques 39,
(2007): 3-48.

*” Sarah D. Shields, “Interdependent Spaces: Relations Between the City and the Countryside in the
Nineteenth Century,” in The Urban Social History of the Middle East 1750-1950, ed. Peter Sluglett
(Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 2008): 43-66.
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from time to time be compared to an avariz survey compiled in 1686. This latter
survey is the completing part of the 1686 Edirne avariz register, which recorded the

men with avariz tax obligation.

The villages within the jurisdiction of the kaza of Edirne were also mentioned in
other archival sources such as tax or household tax registers (tahrir or avariz),
endowment deeds (vakfiye), and Muslim court registers. However, until the
seventeenth century, the sub-division of the district of Edirne did not come to a level
from which point the number of the sub-districts of Edirne sustained its position.
This was due partially to the escalating importance of the city of Edirne that faced a
demographic growth throughout the seventeenth century.”®” The city physically
became the seat of the Ottoman rulers — particularly of Mehmed IV, Mustafa II and
Ahmed III. As the city almost doubled demographically in the seventeenth century,
the immediate rural hinterland of Edirne that would meet the needs of the residents
likewise increased. This was similar to Bursa, as Ozer Ergenc informs us, whose
close rural hinterland became bigger as the needs of the population increased.”®' As
stated before, demographically Edirne was a medium size city similar to Bursa and
Salonika. There was not a specialized industry that defined the city. However, as the
city lived its “golden age” in the seventeenth century, the city homed a significant
number of state officials (retired or at office), as well as transients and visitors to

pass towards other important centers, Istanbul being the first in line.

Edirne proves to be a fascinating example in this regard. Comparing the Edirne
survey register of 1670 to the sixteenth century tahrirs of the Pasa sub-province, in
which Edirne and its rural sites would be recorded as well, may be a good method
pertaining to the number of villages and other types of settlements. The main reason
for this is that the district of Edirne of the seventeenth century was not the same
district of the previous century. As stated above, the city of Edirne was significantly

bigger in the second half of the seventeenth century due to the importance given to it

0 Ugur, “The Historical Interaction of the City with Its Mahalles”; Karagedikli, “Bir Payitaht:
Yeniden Diisiinmek.”

1 Ergeng, XVI. Yiizyiin Sonlarinda Bursa, 109.
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during the reigns of some Ottoman sultans. Corresponding to this development, the

district of Edirne subsumed more rural sites in order to meet the needs of the city.

The Ottoman fiscal registers from the last decade of the fifteenth century
documenting the district of Edirne show that there were 212 villages and 10 hamlets.
The number of villages would increase to 232 and yet that of hamlets would decrease
to 2 by the thirties of the following century. When the Ottomans prepared a new

survey register in 1570, the number of villages registered rose to 254.2%

This may
not necessarily be attributed to the appearance of new villages or the disappearance
of the existing settlements. Rather, the continuing negotiations between various rural
dwellers and the state agents (both associating closely with those rural units or not)
would bring about the registration of them under different districts. This would
especially be the case following the post-malikane period during which various

revenue-holders would attempt to prevail in order to secure their returns.**?

The mentioned process from the sixteenth century through the late seventeenth could
not be thought separately from the administrative organization of the district of
Edirne. The first data concerning the rural hinterland of Edirne, albeit incomplete,
come from a detailed tax register dated 1485 that was compiled more than a century

* It can be inferred from the

later following the Ottoman conquest of Edirne.*®
register that the villages — that are to be seen in later registers as being under Edirne’s
jurisdiction — were registered under such sub-districts as Fikele, Uskiidar, Kizilagac
and Dimetoka. The only nahiye that is stated in this earliest tax survey — that we also
see in the seventeenth century — is Uskiidar. However, this should not be understood
in a way that other nahiyes disappeared. They were basically recorded with other
names. This register was also undertaken during a period of still continuing Ottoman
conquests in the region meaning that Ottomans were still in the process of defining

definite administrative boundaries. Our data regarding the villages and rural spheres

of the kaza of Edirne in the sixteenth century come from two registers carried out in

2 Dimitrov, “Naselenie i selishta v Sakar planina”; Yigit, “XVI. Yiizyilin ikinci Yarisinda Edirne

Kazas1.”

¥ There are an abundant number of cases in the eighteenth century Edirne Muslim court registers
concerning various revenue-based contentions between revenue holders of villages.

% Also see Dimitrov, “Naselenie i selishta v Sakar planina.” Tapu Tahrir No. 20 (H.890-900/1485).
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1519 and 1530 respectively.”® The district of Edirne was recorded as having four
sub-districts (Prevadi, Fikele, Uskiidar, Kizilagag) having around 200 villages,
including those villages that directly belonged to the district centre (merkez nahiye).
It will make more sense to argue that the process of the administrative organization

was still under way.**°

The process of re-organizing the Edirne district took a sturdier shape in the last
quarter of the sixteenth century. When the Ottomans carried out the last survey of the
sixteenth century for the Pasa sub-Province of which Edirne was a part, the
administrative sub-division of the district reached to its almost utmost mature

*%7 That is, other than the central sub-district (merkez nahiye as stated in the

shape.
register), the other sub-district names are identical with those we see in the registers
recorded in the seventeenth century. While the Fikele and Uskiidar sub-districts were
to be combined under the name of the Uskiidar nahiye, Prevadi sub-district was to be
renamed as the Coke nahiye. Moreover, the Kizilagac sub-district was to be renamed
as the Manastir nahiye, after the village of Manastir became the “centre” of the said
sub-district. Furthermore, the sub-district of Ada is evident in the late sixteenth

*%% The latter seems to have comprised some of the villages that had

century tahrirs.
been recorded as part of the central-sub-district. These four nahiyes, which
comprised a good number of between Dimetoka in the south, Yanbolu in the north,
Kirkkilise in the east, and Harmanli in the west, were under the jurisdiction of Edirne

until the mid-seventeenth century making its immediate rural hinterland.

However, the immediate rural hinterland of Edirne consisted of five nahiyes in the
second half of the seventeenth century that did not change much until the last quarter
of the nineteenth century, during which the Ottoman Empire’s territories in the
Balkans began shrinking, and the state inaugurated a new administrative re-

organization. The sub-districts within the boundaries of the city of Edirne were Ada,

% Tapu Tahrir No. 77 (H.925/1519) and Tapu Tahrir 370 (1530). The latter has also been published
by the Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi. See Ahmet Ozkiling et al. eds., 370 Numarali Muhasebe-i
Vilayet-i Rum-Ili Defteri (937/1530) I Tipkibasim (Ankara: Devlet Arsivleri Genel Miidiirliigii,
2001).

2% Ibid.

*7Yigit, “XVI. Yiizyihn ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas1,” 129-133.
28 1bid.,133.
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Uskiidar, Manastir, Coke, and Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa. This rise would come to being
with the inclusion of the Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa sub-district. The latter was also

observed as a district centre (kaza)**’

coming under the jurisdiction of Edirne in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries that I detail below. Though various sources
provide different administrative definitions for Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa (modern day
Slivengrad in Bulgaria), it was initially defined as a town centre with its own villages
in the Cirmen fahrir defters of the sixteenth century. When visited it in 1653, Evliya
Celebi wrote the town of Cisr-1 Mustafa Pasa “Cirmen sancagi hakinde nehr-i Merig
kenarmnda bir bagli ve baggeli ve yedi yiiz aded kiremit Oortiilii ma ‘mir

., . 53290
hanelerdir.”

In the last quarter of the seventeenth century, though, Cisr-i Mustafa
Pasa had 14 villages and as well as 8 hamlets within its boundaries.”' Hence, with
the Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa nahiye as can be seen from the Table 18, the number of

villages increased to 256 in 1670.

All in all, administratively speaking, throughout the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries Edirne was registered as a district under the Pasa sub-Province whose
centre was Sofia. However, Edirne was not under the rule of the Rumeli governor.
This resembles what Ozer Ergeng observes for Bursa that was a serbest district due
to its special character and hence was exempted from the authority of the governor of

Hiidavendigar.*”

Until the end of the nineteenth century, the district of Edirne
retained its territorial scattering almost intact, as far as the number of sub-districts
(nahiye) is concerned. The area comprising the immediate rural hinterland of Edirne
had more than 250 villages a significant number of which had been granted as temlik
to the men who were involved in the Ottoman conquests of the region in the

fourteenth and fifteenth centuries.””

% parveva, “Villages, Peasants and Landholdings in the Edirne Region in the Second Half of the 17"
Century,” 20.

0 Evliya Celebi, Seyahatname 111, 232.

I MAD 133, pp. 83-93.

2 Ergeng, XVI. Yiizyiin Sonlarinda Bursa.

293 Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi.
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Furthermore, almost half of the rural settlements were allocated as fiefs (timar,
zeamet, hdss). The rural space of Edirne will be further analyzed based on the Edirne
survey documented in the last quarter of the seventeenth century. The rural
settlements will allow me to construct the existing situation in the countryside of
Edirne in this period. Like I mentioned before, it is difficult to find out the exact
number of rural settlements in a certain area as the administrative boundaries of
regions change over time. However, knowing that the area of the Edirne district
comprising the same five sub-districts that did not change since the mid-seventeenth
century and did not depreciate until the late nineteenth century, it is my aim here to
map the rural hinterland of Edirne based on the registers as well as on other

documentary evidence from the seventeenth century.

Other than the Edirne Survey of 1670, none of the before mentioned archival sources
specify in measurement the actual area of the region in general and of villages in
particular that otherwise create all sorts of problems for the historian. Nor do they
refer to any area information in terms of land, vineyard, forest and other rural
property sizes. Despite a vague reference to “¢ift” or ciftlik in the classical sense of
tax registers of the sixteenth century (whatever they meant), the avdriz defter that is
by nature compiled to register those people owning land or other immovable (emlak
or ardzi).”* The Edirne survey of 1670 (tahrir-i cedid), on the other hand, gives us
an almost full picture of the kaza of Edirne in terms of the size of area the present
study deals with, the landed property, and so forth. It is important to know the size of
each landed property (i.e., arable land, orchard, vineyard, meadow and the like) and
the territorial scattering of villages in order to properly locate them on GIS map,
even though it is hard to locate each village with utmost accuracy. Fortunately, this
register allows us to do so as it registered villages, miisellem ¢iftliks and mezraas in
terms of their territorial diffusion, as well as their neighboring villages and

boundaries. This will be analyzed in detail below.

% For ¢ift see Halil inalcik, “Ciftlik,” in TDV Islam Ansiklopedisi vol. 8, (istanbul: Tiirk Diyanet
Vakfi, 1993), 313-314; Inalcik, An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire vol.1. Also
see Barkan, “Ciftlik.”
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There is a clear indication that the city of Edirne, being one of the largest Ottoman
cities in the seventeenth century, was the centre of the Ottoman realm in the Eastern
Rumelia providing various services to other smaller towns and receiving the produce
they supplied. This superior position of the city of Edirne among other small or
medium-size towns in the region is not only supported by the Ottoman archival
sources providing sturdy population data. Contemporary observers like Abdurraman
Hibri also noted that Edirne was the centre in this part of the Ottoman country where

the dwellers in the neighboring towns were coming to sell and buy goods.**

The administratively defined region was the Edirne kaza (with its nahiyes and finally
its villages).””® However, since we have the exact location information for most of
these administratively defined settlement points, the data offer us more than it seems
to do. The register divided the district into five sub-districts (nahiyes), under which
varying numbers of villages or abandoned villages were listed. The five nahiyes are
as follows: the Ada, Uskiidar, Manastir, Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa, and Coke sub-districts.
While the Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa was the smallest among the five nahiyes in terms of
the number of villages located within its jurisdiction, the Coke sub-district seem like
it had the biggest number of villages within its administratively drawn borders

(however problematic).

This administrative organization did not change until the late nineteenth century.
Though it is meaningful to say that each sub-district had a varying number of
villages because not all of them were recorded over time under the boundary of the
same nahiye, [ will use the administrative unit of nahiye in this study employing the
way of Ottoman registration practices in order to better understand the landscape of

Edirne and visualize the changing topographical position of villages.

As can be seen from the Figure 2, by the end of the seventeenth century, the district
of Edirne reached to the borders of four neighboring districts (kaza), namely those
Kirkkilise in the east, Yanbolu in the north, Dimetoka in the south and Harmanl: in

the west. The majority of the villages in the district of Edirne were in two sub-

%% Sevim llgiirel, “Enisii’l-miisdmirin (Abdurrahman Hibri’nin) Tahlili ve Tenkitli Negri.”

%% For the administrative definition of nahiye see Sahin, “Nahiye.”
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districts — Coke and Uskiidar nahiyes. The sub-district of Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa, the
smallest nahiye in the district, became a nahiye of Edirne in the century under

297

study,” " while it was a district centre during the earlier centuries (for the incomplete

distribution of villages within these five nahiyes, see Figure 4.

The map does not show all the villages recorded in the 1670 survey register because
it was impossible to pinpoint all the villages’ coordinates based on geo-referencing
them from historical maps and other contemporary and modern sources. As can be
seen from the Edirne survey, the Ottoman fiscal register compilers definitely had a
sense of location that brought together many villages under the jurisdiction of a
nahiye in a specific location, which was done based on previously implemented

registers in hand.

Following the new administrative re-organization of the Edirne district in the
seventeenth century that was different from the one set up in the preceding century,
the Coke sub-district was roughly located between the city of Edirne and the city of
Kirkkilise (modern Kirklareli), the sub-district of Ada was located in the southeast of
Edirne towards Dimetoka. The other three nahiyes were roughly within the
triangular region between Yanbolu (modern Yambol) in the north and Harmanli in

the West, and Edirne in the South.

4.2. Settlement Typologies

Under each nahiye, the register recorded every rural settlement inhabited or
otherwise. These were the village (karye), the hamlet (mezra ‘a) that was adjacent to
a village, and the “exempted farm” (miisellem ciftlik). Villages were recorded with
their current and/or other known names (nam-i1 diger). The 1670 Edirne survey
recorded 256 inhabited villages, 62 hamlets that were in the possession of
neighboring village dwellers, and 32 miisellem c¢iftliks. Due to the problem of finding

actual coordinates of each settlement, it was impossible to show all hamlets and

7 See relevant pages in this chapter.
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miisellem lands on the GIS map. Thus, the map below shows the villages whose
coordinates were identified according to historical maps, contemporary accounts, as

well as other sources that helped to spot the locations of settlements.

Table 18. Number of settlements in the nahiyes of the Edirne kaza in 1670

Ada Uskiidar Cisr-i  Mustafa Manastir Coke
sub-district sub-district Pasa sub-district sub-district sub-district
(ndhiye) (ndhiye) (ndhiye) (ndhiye) (ndhiye)
Village (karye) 48 73 15 40 80
Hamlet (mezra‘a) 10 23 8 12 9
Miisellem ciftlik 7 13 2 0 12

4.2.1. The karye

A village (karye) was the smallest rural unit comprising a large area of arable land,
meadow, and vacant land.”® Following the earlier states’ registration practices
regarding the village, what the Ottomans did following their conquests in the
Balkans was to bring together a number of villages under a sub-district (ndhiye),
which would be more elaborated in the sixteenth century. However, the organization
of administrative boundaries in its realms was an ongoing consideration for the
Ottoman state since cities, towns, as well as villages got bigger or smaller due to
various reasons. Hence, some villages that we see within the jurisdiction of other
administrative units in the sixteenth century would be recorded under different sub-

provincial or provincial units.*”’

% Oktay Ozel, “XV-XVI. Yiizyillarda Anadolu’da Kirsal (Zirai) Organizasyon: Koyliler ve
Koyler,” unpublished MA Thesis (Hacettepe University, 1986).

¥ Ahmet Ozkiling et al., eds., Osmanli Yer Adlari:-I Rumeli Eyaleti (1514-1550) (istanbul: Devlet
Arsivleri Genel Mudiirliigi, 2013), 1-48.
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Figure 11. Settlement types in the District of Edirne
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In survey registers, most of the time, villages were recorded separately. Yet, in some
cases we see two villages or one village and a hamlet were recorded as one unit.
These villages were highly likely very close to each other whose arable lands were
overlapped or considered as one single revenue unit (mukataa).’® Furthermore, in
some cases, we see villages being registered with the adjacent hamlets or

. 301
misellems.

As can be seen from Table 18, based on the data extracted from the Edirne survey of
1670, the nahiye of Coke comprised the highest number of villages in the district of
Edirne in the seventeenth century. The number of villages was 80 in this sub-district.
This was followed by the nahiye of Uskiidar that had 73 villages. The nahiyes of Ada
and Manastir had relatively smaller numbers of villages being 48 and 40
respectively. Finally, the nahiye of Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa was the smallest sub-district
of the Edirne kaza in the seventeenth century consisting only of 15 villages. This

matches the density of villages shown in Figure 11.

The territorial spread of the district of Edirne was no doubt a reason in the increase
of villages in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. However, there were other
reasons behind this such as division of rural settlements giving way to the emergence
of new villages. Thus, the story of a village is of importance here to understand the
increase and/or decrease in the their numbers in a given sub-district. It is
understandable from tax surveys and other contemporary narrative sources that
villages appeared, disappeared, separated, divided, and united throughout a long time
span. One case here is explanatory: The story of the village of Sabuncu (or
Timurhan ¢iftligi as its another known name) in the Coke sub-district. Obviously,
there is no information of this village we get from the pre-Ottoman times. The first
information about the village of Sabuncu comes from the fifteenth century in relation

with Davud Pasa, the Governor of Rumeli during the reign of Mehmed II (the

3% For example, “Karye-i Yundbergos ma ‘a Tatarli”, “Karye-i Kulakli ma‘a karye-i Topal”, “Karye-i

Kiiramidli ma ‘a Sekbanly” in the Ada nahiye; “Karye-i Vakif Derbend ma‘a karye-i Yeni”, “Karye-i
Kozluca ma‘a karye-i Cukur”, “Karye-i Doganoglu ma‘a Karye-i Sirem” in the Manastir nahiye;
“Karye-i Hact Danismend ma ‘a karye-i Yunak” in the Coke nahiye.

1 Some examples are “Karye-i Ilgili ma‘a mezra’a-i Topalak” in the Ada nahiye; “Karye-i Sokiin
ma ‘a mezra’a-i Karaca Siileymanli” in the Uskiidar nahiye.
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Conqueror).”” Known as Koca Davud Pasa also, Davud Pasa bought this village

from Yusuf Celebi son of Isa Celebi son of Dogan Bey.

The sixteenth century tax surveys reads:

vakf-1 Davud Pasa defter-i atikde Yusuf Celebi bin Isa Fakih bin Dogan Bey
deyli kayd olunub mezbiir Davud Paga Dogan Beyiin veresesinden satun alub
Istanbul’da olan cAmi‘ine ve medresesine vakf itdi. Karye-yi Sabuncu nim-1
diger Timurhan ¢iftlik tabi‘-i Edirne.*”

The story of the village of Sabuncu did not end at this point. When Davud Pasa died,
his son Mehmed Bey inherited the village from his father’s estates. When Mehmed
Bey died, probably with no heir, the village — with his other properties — was
transferred to the state treasury. In 1519, Dukakin-zade Ahmed Pasa bought it from
the treasury and became his property. Within one decade, however, the village would
be accepted as belonging to its initial owner’s endowment. As Tayyip Gokbilgin
informs, a tax survey from around the last quarter of the sixteenth century provides a

more detailed explanation.

The text reads:

zikr olan karye Davud Pasa’nin miilkii olub mezkir oglu Mehmed Bey’den
[6liince] beylige dikmis imis. Ahmed Pasa Dukakin Beylerbeylikden satun
almis imis. Asildan Coban Viran nam karyeden ayrilub miistakil kdy olmusg
deyii defter-i attkde mukayyed bulundu. Haliyda Padigsdh-1 alem-penah
hazretlerinin huziir-1 paye-serirlerine arzolundu ki mezblr Hasan Fakih
ciftligi dimekle ma‘raf karye[yi] mukaddema merhiim Sultin Bayezid Han
Davud Paga’ya temlik idiib miilk-name-yi serif-erzani kilub ol dahi vakf
itmis imis. Vakfiyyet {izere tasarruf olunurken mezblir Davud Pasa’nin oglu
vefat idiib metrukati zabt olundukda ol ¢iftlik dahi miilkiimdiir deyiible zabt
olunub sonra timara virilmis vakfa indyet iderler ‘arz olundugu sebebden fi
10 Sa‘ban 935 tarihinde karye-yi mezbire vakfa [tabi‘] olund1 [ve] vakfiyyet
tizere mukarrer kilinub emr-i serif micebince timardan ref* olundi deyii

defter-i attkde mukayyed bulunmagin vech-i mesrih iizere defter-i cedide
kayd olund:.”**

302 Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi, 405.
% 1bid., 406.
304 Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi, 406-407.
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The village was recorded in the Edirne survey of 1671 as a vakif village endowed to
the religious foundation of Davud Pasa in Istanbul (vakf-t Davud Pasa der

% In a detailed household register (mufassal defter-i aviriz) documented

Asitane).
around the same period, without mentioning the name of the endowment that it
belonged to, the village of Sabuncu would be recorded as an inhabited village within

the borders of the sub-district of Coke.>*

4.2.2. The mezra‘a

As for the hamlet (mezra ‘a),’® in the Edirne survey of 1670, we observe 54 of them
recorded in the district of Edirne, whose number was around 14 a century earlier.
What was the reason behind this increase in the number of hamlets? Does it tell us a
story about villages presumably abandoned due to political and economic scantiness
of the seventeenth century? Does it resemble the narrative on the villages of Anatolia
that was hit hard by the political, financial and climatic problems of the seventeenth
century? How should we read the appearance of many hamlets in the period under

consideration?

In the Ottoman terminology, though law books (kdniinndmes) state that a hamlet
should have cemetery, water and an abandoned settlement, tax surveys (tahrir) imply
that a hamlet was most of the time an vacant village (hali) with an arable land
surrounding it. However, some hamlets had some people residing in it. It is known
that the sixteenth century Ottoman Empire witnessed a considerable population rise
that brought about the establishment of villages with new fields opened to

cultivation.

% BOA MAD 556 (1081/1670), p. 6.

3% BOA TT 817 (1097/1686), p. 18.

397 For the term mezraa see Halil Inalcik, “Mazra‘a,” in Encyclopeadia of Islam VI, 2™ ed. (Leiden:

Brill, 1991), 959-961 and ilhan Sahin, “Mezra’a,” in TDV Islam Ansiklopedisi vol. 29 (istanbul: Tiirk
Diyanet Vakfi, 2004), 546-548.
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There is a continuing debate on the term mezraa. Halil Inalcik, for instance, proposed

99308

that the mezraa composed of “abandoned arable lands of miri status.””" Sahin argues

that the existence of hamlets made possible the emergence of villages as new

settlements.’”’

The process of a village becoming vacant (mezra ’a) and turning again
into a settled village (karye) was prevalent in the Ottoman lands. It is impossible to
identify all the settlements of this sort due to some problems such as changing of

310 Nevertheless, it is still feasible to detect

names, transferring of location and so on.
some settlements going from one to another. For sixteenth century Syria, Wolf-
Dieter Hiitteroth claims that mezraas were consisted of tiny arable areas within the
village territory scattered in hilly parts. The fields were in the possession of the
village.’'" Suraiya Faroghi says that mezraas were impermanent fields that “certain
families ... cultivat[ed] the surrounding fields and pasture[d] their flocks”.>'* She
further claims for Anatolia and the Balkans that in places where sedentary villages

.. . . 313 - -
made the majority, villages had one or more mezraas under their use.” ~ Similar to

Faroqhi, Fikret Adanir analyzed the settlement type of mezraa and rejected the

argument that a mezraa was a deserted village. He supports the explanation of some
scholars based on the relation “between the mezraa and transhumance or the
nomadic way of life ... [that] the emergence of new villages and the extension of the

99314

arable land were indicators of sedentation of pastoral groups. He further claims

that mezraas played an important role in relation with restoration of wasteland.”"”

Having taken into account of the ongoing debate on the mezraa, it is safe to say that

there is no one single definition for the mezraa. Whether it was an abandoned village,

% Inalcik, “The Emergence of Big Farms, Ciftliks.”

39 Sahin, “Mezra‘a,” 547.

19 Kotzageorgis, “Haric ez defter and hali ane’l reaya Villages,” 238.

' Wolf-Dieter Hitteroth and Kamal Abdulfattah, Historical Geography of Palestine, Transjordan

and Southern Syria in the Late Sixteenth Century (Erlangen: Frankische Geographische Ges., 1977).

*12 Suraiya Faroghi, “Rural Society in Anatolia and the Balkans During the Sixteenth Century I,”
Turcica 9, no. 1 (1977): 161-195; Suraiya Faroghi, “Rural Society in Anatolia and the Balkans
During the Sixteenth Century II” Turcica 11, (1979): 103-153.

31 Ibid.

314 Fikret Adanir, Balkans. History and Historiography (istanbul: Eren, 2014), 62-63.
> Ibid.
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or it was a vacant land already in the possession of its neighboring village cultivated
by its dwellers requires further empirical investigation. Considering that much
information regarding the mezraa comes from the sixteenth century based on the
classical tax surveys (tahrir defterleri), how it evolved throughout the following

periods requires one to take into account other types of sources.

The Edirne survey of 1670, in this respect, offers an abundant mine of information.
The survey under consideration treated hamlets (see Figure 11) as emptied villages
that were recorded in the tax surveys as villages with arable fields. The cultivators
were the villagers who were residing in the neighboring villages. In order to
understand this, the current and previous status of villages ought to be treated
together. In the 1670 Edirne survey, we see 54 hamlets that were only 14 a century
earlier, something that is in line with the conclusion provided by earlier tahrir
studies.’’® Some of these villages probably became vacant when their residents
somehow abandoned the settlement due to war, epidemic and/or disputes over

taxation with the agents of the central state.

As can be seen from Table 18, the nahiye of Uskiidar had the biggest number of
hamlets in the late seventeenth century having 23 mezraas recorded under it. Other
than this, the other sub-districts had almost the same number of hamlets varying
between 8 and 12. Considering the number of villages in the five nahiyes, though,
the highest density of hamlets was in the sub-district of Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa being 53
per cent. Keeping in mind that the number of villages was 15, this rate should not
deceive the historian. This rate was respectively 30 and 31 per cent in the nahiyes of
Manastir and Uskiidar. The lowest numbers of hamlets were in the Coke and Ada

nahiyes with 11 and 20 per cent respectively.

Though an increase in the number of hamlets of the region in the period under
scrutiny is evident, their number was significantly lower than that of villages.
Furthermore, other than the Manastir nahiye, it ought to be stated that their
distribution among the 5 sub-districts was almost even. The sub-district of Manastir

located in the most mountainous part towards the northwest of the Edirne district had

31 Sahin, “Mezra‘a,” 547.
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the utmost number of hamlets. This was similar to the region of Safed where the

. . . 317
number of hamlets seems to have increased in its mountainous parts.

Furthermore, some villages became vacant in time and were reduced to the status of
mazraa. Some of the villages that we see in the tahrir registers of the sixteenth
century do not exist in the 1670 Edirne survey register. For instance, though they
were registered as “karye” in the sixteenth century, some villages must have been
vacated by the last quarter of the seventeenth century as they were recorded as

318 The Saruhan and Mezid Bey villages in the Ada nahiye; the Yunus and

mezra’a.
Timurtas villages in the Uskiidar nahiye; the Ortakg1, Timurcili, Eyiicikli, Osman and
Balabanl villages in the Manastir nahiye; and the Karagiilli/Karagolli, Doldoken,
and Inbiikii/Deliklii Kaya villages in the Céke nahiye seem to have been abandoned

by villagers, and their lands began to be cultivated by neighboring villages.

The story of the Karagiilli’Karag6lli hamlet may be an illuminating one in this
regard. It had been recorded in the sixteenth century tax surveys as a village
endowed to Bayezid II’s foundation in Edirne. At that time it was a village recorded
within the nahiye of Pravadi that would be reorganized under the Coke sub-district in
the seventeenth. Its revenue seems to have increased throughout the sixteenth
century.’'” However, the initial sign for the village’s decline was apparent when it
was recorded in the tax survey of the early seventeenth century (during the time of

Ahmed I).**
The text reads:

karye-i Karagiillii/Karagollii tabi‘-i kaza-y1 Edirne. Karye-i mezbiire yolu
Eflak ve Nigbolu ve Silistre yollar iizerinde vaki‘ olub Emazli gegiidinde ve
Tasdepe-yi kafir ormani1 dimekle ma‘rif nam derbend ziyade muhak ve
muhatara yer olmagm avende ve revende miirlir ve ublirunda kiilll 1ztirab
cekiib da‘ima yollarina haramzade iniib telef-i nefs itmeden hali olmayub
karye-i mezblre derbendci olmak igiin adaletlii Padisahimiz Sultan Ahmed

! Hitteroth and Abdulfattah, Historical Geography of Palestine, Transjordan and Southern Syria in

the Late Sixteenth Century.
318 {nalcik, “Mazra’a.”
319 Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi, 363.

320 There are three different tax surveys from the period of Ahmed I. These are BOA TT 648, TT 729,
and TT 1001.
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Han ... Hazretlerinden ahkdm-1 serifeleri olmagin hin-i tahrirde iizerlerine
ademler gonderiliib fi‘l-vaki® karye-i mezbire yollar1 derbend olmalarina
ziyade mithim olub derbendci ta‘yin idiilb mevacib-i ‘Orfiyye [ve] ‘asar-1
ser‘iyyelerin ve sa‘ir riisimatlarin tamam viriib ancak ‘avariz-1 divaniyyeden
ve tekalif-i ‘Orflyyeden ve siirsat ve arpa ve saman ve degirmen ve otlak

arabasi ve climle tekalif-i sakkadan mu‘af ve miisellem olmalariciin defter-i
cedide kayd olundu®'

Tayyib Gokbilgin’s calculations through the tax surveys of the sixteenth century
show that the number of dwellers in the village of Karagiillii was 22 hane in the late

fifteenth century and this dropped to 12 hane in the 1520s.>**

The entry above shows
the steady decline of the village that would eventually be abandoned by its
inhabitants who most probably began living in a neighboring village. The Edirne
survey of 1670 would record it as a hamlet (mezra ‘a) now belonging (tdbi ‘) to the
village of Taslik Miisellemi. The hamlet of Karagiillii was recorded in this register
with a tiny portion of arable land (only 206 cerib) and 23 cerib of vineyard in good
condition (ma ‘miir).*>

Other examples in the Edirne survey of 1670 also support the definition of Halil
Inalcik that the hamlet was originally an inhabited village then became abandoned,
as is evident through the information provided by old registers. The Edirne survey of
1670 provides both the old and new statuses of the settlements in the Edirne region
in a way whether it was originally a village or not. It is overtly stated that the hamlet

of Kara Budak, for instance, that it had been recorded as a village named Sekban in

the previous register (defter-i atik).***

Sometimes these abandoned villages, which were emptied at certain times and hence
were recorded as hamlet, were re-inhabited later on therefore the following survey
recorded them as such. The village or Kum is a good example in this regard. When
the Edirne survey of 1670 was being prepared, the registrar recorded no residents in

this village. The actual situation of peasants was that they at that time were residing

1BOA TT 729, p. 111.
322 Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi, 363.
3 “mezra ‘a-yi Karagiillii/Karagollii tabi i karye-i Tashk Miisellemi tabi*-i Céke”. MAD 556, p. 59.

%% The text reads: “ber miiceb-i defter-i atik karye-i Sekbdn nam-1 diger Kara Budakli.” MAD 133, p.
81. For more cases see MAD 133, pp. 88 and 116.
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in the fields of a miisellem ciftlik.>* In the avariz survey prepared almost two
decades later, the surveyor would record the village inhabited by 15 Muslim

villagers.**®

What we can discern from all these is that villages could be vacated by
various reasons; could be used by neighboring villages; and be re-occupied by their
original residents or by others. Alternatively, they could remain as hamlets following

their abandonement until no body used their fields at all.

4.2.3. The miisellem ciftlik

Other than the villages and hamlets in the Edirne region, the Edirne survey of 1670
recorded the “exempted farms” or miisellem ¢ifiliks as yet another separate unit of
revenue. In the last tahrirs of the sixteenth century, unlike the hamlets and villages,
we do not see these fields granted to soldiers in lieu of their tax obligations. This was
because they were being registered in separate surveys.’>’ These ciftliks (see Figure
11) were the arable lands granted during the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries to
ordinary rural settlers who were exempted from extraordinary taxes instead of
realizing these obligations. It is stated that this group of soldiers who were active in
military campaigns in the fourteenth century lost their military means by the late
fifteenth century. Their revenue comprised some produce they ripped from land and

d.>?® What we can infer about the arable lands of miisellem

some minor taxes obtaine
ciftliks is that they were highly likely the g¢iftliks granted to the military units of
“yaya and miisellem” in lieu of military participation in war times, yet, as the war

capacity of these military units deteriorated, these lands were later registered as part

323 See MAD 133, p. 76.

326 15 men were registered as liable to have two avariz hane even though the register penned only one
and a half (“karye-i mezbirun iki haneye tahammiilleri vardir ferman Sultanimindir”). See TT 817, p.
33.

**" Emine Dingeg, “Osmanh Ordusunda Geri Hizmet Kurumu Olarak Vize Miisellemleri,”

Dumlupinar Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi 17, (2015).

% Feridun Emecen, “Yaya ve Miisellem,” in TDV Islam Ansiklopedisi vol. 43 (istanbul: Tiirk

Diyanet Vakfi, 2013), 355. Also see Muzaffer Arikan, XV. Aswda Yaya ve Miisellem Ocaklari
(Ankara: AU DTCF, 1966).
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of their neighboring villages. The lands on these settlements were recorded as arable

) ) . 329
lands in metric measurement in cerib.

Geographically speaking, this group of units that backed up the army was organized
in Western Anatolia and Rumelia. These units were solid around the Meri¢ valley in

the latter.>*°

Having taken into consideration the diminishing involvement of these
military units in war times, it will not be wrong to assume that the fields, which had
previously been granted to them as their ¢iftliks, were converted to the status of
peasant farms (re ‘Gyd ¢iftliks) by the end of the sixteenth century.”' Despite the fact
that the miisellems had lost their military involvement in war times in the sixteenth
century, by the late seventeenth century, we see these “farms” overtly stated as
miisellem ¢iftlik. The latter was under the use of a neighboring village by highly
likely paying for its use-right. The latter assumption is supported by the note attached
to fields of the miisellem c¢iftlik of Kara Yakub (also known as Kilisalu) now
possessed by neighboring villagers. Its total field was 2025 cerib jointly worked on
by the residents of two neighboring villages, which were the vilages of Ece Sultan

and Yund Bergos. The amount recorded for this entry was 950 ak¢e, most probably
paid by the people living in these two villages.”?

As for the miisellem ¢iftliks in the Edirne region, we see 35 of them around the
Merig valley. Putting aside the nahiye of Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa that seems to have had
only 2 miisellem ciftliks in its territory in the late seventeenth century, the number of
these farms in the nahiyes of Ada, C6ke and Uskiidar varied between 7 and 13. The
majority of the areas in the latter three sub-districts were around the Meri¢ valley,

3 The only striking

supporting the earlier observations made by the scholars.
exemption among the sub-districts was the Manastir nahiye that had none of these
within its territory in the late seventeenth century. The possible explanation for this is

that this nahiye was in the most mountainous part of the Edirne district close to the

3% For instance “tarla ber miiceb-i mesdha 4500 cerib” MAD 133, p. 115.

3% Arikan, XV. Asirda Yaya ve Miisellem Ocaklari. Also see Emecen, “Yaya ve Miisellem,” 354.
31 Arikan, XV. Asirda Yaya ve Miisellem Ocaklar.

32 «ciftlik-i Kara Yakub nam-i diger Kilisalu der kurb-i karye-i Ece Sultan der tasarruf-i ahdli-yi
karye-i Ece Sultan ve ahdli-yi karye-i Yund Bergos miisellem tarla 2025 cerib” MAD 133, p. 14a.

3 Arikan, XV. Asirda Yaya ve Miisellem Ocaklari. Also see Emecen, “Yaya ve Miisellem,” 354.
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Rhodope Mountains where lands could not be granted as farms to miisellem units in

the earlier centuries.

What was their status before and at the time of the survey? The Edirne survey of
1670 clarifies the old and current statuses of these miisellem ciftliks. For instance,
one particular miisellem ¢iftlik registered as the Yahsi Fakih ¢iftlik in the 1670
survey (¢iftlik-i Yahsi Fakih) had been one certain miisellem c¢iftlik known as Kara
Ishak in the earlier survey (ber miiceb-i defter-i atik ¢iftlik-i miisellem es-sehir bi-
Kara Ishak) highly likely because it was close to the village of Kara Ishak (der nezd-
i karye-i Kara Ishak). In 1670, it was under the possession of the villages of Kara
Ishakli and Eymirli.”** The majority of these units were registered as miisellem
ciftlik, though sometimes their statuses of the earlier centuries were referred to, also.
For instance, few of them were recorded as Cingdne miisellem or Kizilca

.. 335
miisellem.

It seems that the neighboring villages used all these miisellem c¢iftliks as a whole. In
the sub-district of Ada, there were seven of these sorts of allocations that were under
the use of the villages around them. The ¢if#/ik recorded in the Edirne survey of 1670
under the name of Kara Yakub had been penned down as a miisellem ¢iftlik in the old
register. The arable land belonging to this ciftlik was in the vicinity of the Ece Sultan
village and was measured 2025 cerib that was under the possession of the two

neighboring villages.>*®

While some miisellem ¢iftliks were in the proximity to villages, some of them were
within the boundary of neighboring villages. For instance, when the registrar
recorded the village of Abali along with its territory, two miisellem ¢iftliks (Bulgurca
and Selahik) were recorded within its borders. The latter two were in the physical

territory of the village of Abali (¢ifilik-i mezbiir Abali karyesi hudiidu igindedir).

34 “der tasarruf-1 ahali-yi karye-i Kara Ishakli ve karye-i Eymirli”. MAD 133, p. 113.

33 MAD 133, pages 98, 113, and passim. On this term see Dingeg, “Osmanli Ordusunda Geri Hizmet

Kurumu Olarak Vize Miisellemleri.”

36 «ciftlik-i Kara Yakub ndm-1 diger Kiliselu der kurb-i karye-i Ece Sultan der tasarruf-i ahdli-yi

karye-yi Ece Sultan ve karye-yi ahdli-yi Yund Bergos.” In the same entry we see “ber miiceb-i defter-i
atik ¢iftlik-i miisellem” MAD 133, p. 14.
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Also, the village cultivated their lands collectively.””’ However, unlike villages and
hamlets, the vast majority of arable lands of these miisellem c¢iftliks seem to have

been cultivated by the neighboring villages as a whole.””®

There are certainly
exemptions, yet these are very few and the land that individuals cultivated is very
small. For an example see one of the miisellem ciftliks in the sub-district of Uskiidar.
This was one that did not exist in the “concise” register given (hdric ez defter) to the
registrars in the field. In fact, the total area of this particular miisellem ¢iftlik was
significantly small; hence the land sown by the rural dwellers from the neighboring

villages was also low (only 28 cerib). **°

The Edirne survey of 1670 provides a very explanatory example in this regard. When
the registrar recorded the village of Kum in the sub-district of Uskiidar in the close
vicinity of a miisellem land (karye-i Kum tabi‘-i néhiye-i Uskiidar der nezd-i zemin-i
miisellem), no dwellers were recorded in the village. However, under this entry, the
registrar recorded the said miisellem land called Azizlii, its location, and who
possessed it (miisellem c¢iftlik-i Azizlii der kurb-i mezra’a-yi Ada Doganci der
tasarruf-1 ahali-yi karye-yi mezbir). The miisellem land of Azizlii had a total area of
5776 cerib including the arable land and the pasture (tarla ve mer ‘G-yi mevasi ber-
miiceb-i mesdha 5776 cerib). Finally, it recorded the reason behind why the people

of the village of Kum were dwelling in the territory of this miisellem land.
The text reads:

karye-yi mezbir [Kum] ahdlisi miisellem topraginda [miisellem c¢iftlik-i
Azizlii] sakin olmagla davarlarima kifdyet mikddrt mer‘alart olmayub
kurbiinde Elhdc Ibrahim Obasi cemd ‘ati Ada Doganci nam mezra ‘ada sdkin
olub mezra‘a-yi mezbiirun mer ‘asi ziyade olmagin kendii davarlarina kifdyet
eyledigiinden ma ‘ada ziydde mer ‘alarinda Ikiz Oyiik’de Aziiz egrekine andan
Kaba Ovyiige andan dikili tasa andan Kuyuca karyesi deresiyle Ikiz Oyiik’e
varinca Kum karyesi ahdlisinin davarlart baldda mastur olan hudid
mer ‘asinda gezmek tizere Ada Doganci mezra’asinda sdakin olan Elhdc

TMAD 133, p. 115.

38 The total areas of these miisellem ¢iftliks varied between 80 and 25000 cerib.

39 «ciftlik-i miisellem der tasarruf-i karye-i Yahsi Begli” The lands cultivated by individuals are as

follows: “zemin der yed-i Mehmed Bey mezru’ tarla 10 cerib; zemin der yed-i Kalem? mezru’ tarla 3
cerib; zemin der yed-i Ali bagci mezru’ tarla 15 cerib.” MAD 133, p. 65.
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Ibrdhim Obasi cema ‘atinin ... rizdlariyla ta‘yin olunub bu mahalle serh
virildi fi 5 Clemaziyii’l-evvel ] sene 1081°*"

Though showing the existence of cultivators with nomadic origin keeping the said
hamlet in their use (in this case the Elhac Ibrahim Obasi cemaati), this short entry in
the Edirne survey of 1670 supports the arguments of Halil Inalcik’s argument that a
hamlet was an “abandoned land of miri status”. While this entry states that a certain
nomadic group was residing in the hamlet, another entry in the survey underlining
the permanent settlement of the same nomadic group as the village of Elhac Ibrahim
Obas1 makes us believe that this particular group of nomadic people had already

**! Hence, as far as this particular case is

completed the process of sedentation.
concerned, it would not be meaningful to state that the hamlet was under the

cultivation of a nomadic group per se.

4.3. Settlements as Revenue Units (dirliks)

The Edirne Survey of 1670 not only listed the villages in accordance with their
current situation (i.e., village, hamlet or miisellem; inhabited or uninhabited) but also
recorded them according to their statuses understood by the Ottoman state’s
administrative jargon (i.e., dirlik — timar, zedmet or hdss — or vakif villages). This
survey, similar to the earlier tahrirs, recorded most of the settlements according to
the categorical divisions such as the sultan’s domain (havdss-1 hiimdyiin), revenues
of royal family members or high-ranking state officials (hdss), as well as other
“prebendal” allocations (ze ‘amet or timar). However, unlike the classical tahrirs of
the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries not recording religious endowments that were

excluded from the “state property (miri) and often comprised entire villages™*,

9 MAD 133, p. 76.

**! The entry reads: “karye-yi Elhac Ibrahim Obasi ma’a mezra’a-yi Ada Doganci tabi’-i nahiye-i

Uskiidar.” The entry also states that this village was not existent in the “concise register” given by the
Finance department (defterhaneden virilen icmadlde ¢ikmamisdir)” MAD 133, p. 75.

**? Darius Kotodziejczyk, The Ottoman Survey Register of Podolia (ca.1681), 12.
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villages that were endowed as revenue units for religious foundations were also

recorded in the Edirne survey of 1670.

Based on the Ottoman registration practices, some lands were distributed to state
officials in lieu of their salaries. Defined as dirlik lands in the Ottoman jargon, these
grants were classified in accordance with their revenues. In the classical period, the
settlements — with peasants cultivating its lands — that provided its dirlik-holder an
annual income between 1000-19.999 akg¢e was called as timar; the ones providing
revenue between 20.000-99.999 akce as zeamet; and finally those providing an

income above 100.000 ak¢e was called as hdss.>*

While the hdss was given to the sultan, the royal family members as well as the
state’s officials with highest ranks, zeamet was granted to the state personnel with

. 344
second degree of importance.

Though Tayyip Gokbilgin claims that it was an old
tradition to grant large state revenues to the royal family members, as the Ottoman
Empire’s administrative structure matured, this practice became more noticeable by
the sixteenth century onward. Edirne, being one of the three seats of the Ottoman
Empire with Bursa and Istanbul (tahtgdh-1 seldse), had a significant number of
revenue units (mukataa) granted to the Sultans and other royal family members. By
the end of the sixteenth century, in parallel to the administrative enlargement of the
district of Edirne, there were 25 hdss villages. Most of these villages were located in
the sub-district of Ada where 15 villages of this sort located (also known as the Ada

haslarr).** This number was to increase to 34 by the last quarter of the seventeenth

century.

Interestingly, the Edirne district did not have many zeamets granted. In the last
quarter of the sixteenth century, the kaza had only two zeamets that was to rise to

seven in the last quarter of the following century.’*® Some of these zeamets were

3 Ahmet Akgiindiiz, Osmanh Kanunndmeleri ve Hukuki Tahlilleri vol. 9 (istanbul: Osmanli

Arastirmalar1 Vakfi, 1996), 43-44.

** Inaleik, Classical Age.

** yigit, “XVI. Yiizyiln ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazasi,” 198. Also see Omer Litfi Barkan, XV ve
XVI. Asirlarda Osmanli Imparatorlugu’'nda Zirai Ekonominin Hukuki ve Mali Esaslart, 107-109.

% Only one zeamet-holder’s name was specified in the tahrir registers of the period. Yahya Kethiida,
the zeamet holder of the village of Cagirgan and Sah Melek. Ahmet Yigit thinks that these two
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recorded with the names of the men holding them in parallel with the registration

practices of tax surveys of the sixteenth century.

The empire wide surveys were of great significance for the State for pursuing the
timar regime. One of the advantages of these tahrirs kept regularly until the late
sixteenth century, after which date regular empire wide surveys were not to be
undertaken by the central State, was that they registered the names and the statuses

of those people who were presented as fimar holders.”*’

These were mostly the
sipahis who were responsible for looking after the village and its peasants as well as

for collecting taxes in lieu of their salary.

Furthermore, the sipahis were also expected to participate in military campaigns with
a cebelii whose expenses they would cover. The names and the social statuses of
those to whom various rural revenues were granted can also be seen in the Edirne
tahrirs. Ahmet Yigit’s calculations based tax survey registers indicate that there were
29 timar villages in the Edirne district in the late sixteenth century. 24 of these were
possessed by men of askeri origin, while only 4 of them by those of “civilian”

. . 348
origin.

Curently, there is a common understanding that the fimar regime began to
disintegrate around the last decade of the sixteenth century.’* As the fimar system

dwindled that went hand in hand with the diminishing importance of the sipahi, we

zeamets were brought under a single revenue unit (mukataa). Yigit, “XVI1. Yiizyilm Ikinci Yarisinda
Edirne Kazasi1,” 199. Also see TT TD 494, p. 149.

**7 Though the central state regularly undertook different kinds of surveys, they were not the same

kind at all. See the Sources part in Introduction.

**¥ These timar villages were Yaycilu, Sungurculu, Doganci Abad (Yunak), Haci Danismend, Eymir

Hanlu (Emirhanlu), Mihal, Kemal, Ulu Sahi, Ddgercelii, Biiyiik Unlii, Yiikliice, Bugurcak Yahsi,
Esekci, Yundlu, Seli Beglii, Eflak Sahin, Sar1 Temirciilii, ildutan (Dogancu Umur), Kayki Deresi
(ibrahim) Ishak, Yenice, Ismail (Tatarlu), Ozbeklii, Siileyman Fakih and Karacalu, Kiipliice, Kdse
Timur, Iciklii, Habiller, Imreler, El¢ili, Vasil (Sofular), Mehter Ali, Mezraa-i Yorilkk Umur, Mezraa-i
Karaca Oyiik (Mal Depesi), Mezraa-i Yusuf Pinar1, Mezraa-i D6ldoken, Mezraa-i Sogiitgiik, Mezraa-
i Isiklar Yurdu, Mezraa-i Inciigiiz, Yeni Koy, Danismendlii, Karaca Resul, Mezraa-i Pesrevli,
Colaklu, Korucu-i Kiigiik, Doganci Umur (Kayalu Dere) and Topal Omer. Yigit, “XVI. Yiizyilin
Ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas1,” 200-202.

** Inalcik, “Military and Fiscal Transformations in the Ottoman Empire.”
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do not see the names of timar-holders recorded in the seventeenth century

registers.”® This was also the case in the Edirne district in the seventeenth century.

To sum up, throughout the sixteenth century that was a period of organization giving
way to various regulations in terms of the boundaries of administrative units, the
Edirne district witnessed a territorial expansion thanks to Edirne’s socio-political and
regional importance. In other words, the district’s rural hinterland continuously
enlarged taking more and more rural settlements under its control. By the end of the
sixteenth century, Edirne’s countryside almost reached its natural limits becoming
neighbor to district centers such as Yanbolu (today Yambol in Bulgaria) in the north,
Kirkkilise in the east, Dimetoka in the south, and Harmanli in the west. This
territorial expansion of the Edirne district allowed it to amass more than 250 villages
under its jurisdiction. In the following century, during which the city retained further
importance due to long sojourns of the Ottoman Sultan and his entourage, the
number of settlements that came to under its jurisdiction proliferated significantly. In
the late seventeenth century registers undertaken for tax purposes, it seems as though
the number of villages recorded under the district of Edirne did not diminish; on the
contrary, the number of settlement points along with the mezraas increased to almost

320. This situation will be further analyzed in the next part.

% Inalcik, “Military and Fiscal Transformation.” We see the names of timar holders in some other

sources like der-derst registers. See Erhan Afyoncu, “XVII. Yiizyi1l Osmanli Biirokrasisinde Iki Yeni
Defter: Cebe ve Derdest Defterleri,” Tarih Incelemeleri Dergisi 15, no. 1 (2015): 221-230.
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Table 19. Revenue units in the Edirne district in 1670

-
O
=
Name of sub-district o) k=
B 3 g @ =t
= g - L 2=
3 =i [:5) S a
N = N T )
Ada 31 4 1 12 17
Uskiidar 60 30 0 0 15
Manastir 28 9 1 8 1
Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa 3 16 1 1 3
Coke 32 29 4 11 16
TOTAL 144 85 7 34 52

As explained above, in the first part of the register, initially the village name
(sometimes its other known-as name as well) and then its administrative status (as
hass, zeamet, timar or vakif village) was recorded. On top of this, it also clarified that
the situation was like in the old survey (ber miiceb-i defter-i atik) registering it as a
landed unit producing certain amount of revenue (hdsi/). Though the Edirne district
had 29 timar villages recorded in the last quarter of the sixteenth century tahrirs,>'
their number was to increase to more than 85 in the late seventeenth century. Yet, as
can be seen from Table 19, the number of timar villages was lower compared to
those vakif villages. In other words, it will not be an exaggeration to state that the
rural hinterland of Edirne was indeed controlled by Sultanic allocations (Akdsses) and

various vakifs.

#1yigit, “XVI. Yiizyihn ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas1,” 200-202.
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Figure 12. Settlements as Revenue units
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4.3.1. The hdss allocations

The Edirne survey of 1670 classify these units as the ones allocated to the sultan, to
the royal family members, to the high-ranking state officials, as well as those granted
to the Crimean Khans. In the late seventeenth century, 20 villages and mezraas were
allocated to the Sultans as Hdass-1 Hiimayun. Furthermore, 2 villages in the sub-
district of Coke were distributed as /dss domains to the then Crimean Khans.*** The
latter two villages most likely allocated to the Crimean Khans in the late seventeenth

353

century were among the sultanic domains in the sixteenth century.””” The Crimean

khans had large allocations in the European lands of the Ottoman Empire.*>*

As can be seen from Table 20 there were 12 hdss villages in the sub-district of Ada,
while this number was 9 in the Manastir and 11 in the Coke nahiyesi. In the Cisr-i
Mustafa Paga nahiye only one village (karye-i Hact Obast) was allocated as hdss to
the sub-governor of the Cirmen sub-province. Finally, there was no revenue
allocated as hdss in the Uskiidar sub-district. All these villages were considered
altogether, as seen in other sources prepared in the same period.® The sultan’s
domains were of importance that will be later analyzed in detail. The reason for this
is that there are abundant documents concerning these villages as they were among
the revenues of the Sultan. Furthermore, they were in the proximity of the city of
Edirne. One of them even had a palace for the sultan. Throughout the reign of
Mehmed IV, the sultan often visited this village during his hunting expeditions in

second half of the seventeenth century.’®

3% “karye-i Saruhanli-y1 sagir tabi‘-i Céke Havdss-1 Tatarhdn; karye-i Gerde-i kiigiik tabi*-i Coke
Havdss-1 Tatarhan.” MAD 556.

3 Yigit. “XVI. Yiizyihn ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas1,” 197-199. Also see TT 729, pp. 85-88.

% For the settlements of Crimean tartars see Hakan Kiriml, Tirkiye deki Kirum Tatar ve Nogay Koy

Yerlesimleri (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi, 2012).

> Along with MAD 133 and MAD 556, BOA TT 817, KK 2726, and DHSK 25631 were also
benefitted from.

3% This was the village of Comlek in the sub-district of Coke. See Derin, “Abdurrahman Abdi Pasa

Vekayi’-namesi,” 213, 431, 293, and passim. It has also been published in a book format. See Fahri
Cetin Derin, “Abdurrahman Abdi Pasa Vekdyi'-namesi: Osmanl tarihi” (1648-1682) (Istanbul:
Camlica, 2008). All the references in the present study are from the original thesis.
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In terms of the geographical distribution of the sultan’s domains, it seems evident
that the majority of these allocations were in the sub-district of Ada. In fact, during
the sixteenth century, these domains were recorded under the name of the “domains
of Ada (Ada hdslar1)”.>>” The majority of the sultan’s domains (Havdss-1 Hiimdyiin)
were in the sub-district of Ada, where 8 hdss villages were located. These were the
villages of Ahur with the land (yurd) of Hirvat, ineoglu, Keniseli, Sahinci, Umur Bey
(ndm-1 diger Mezid Beg), Sofular, Bosna and the hamlet of Saruhan.”® The latter had

been registered as a village in the tax surveys of the late sixteenth century.”’

Furthermore, the last classical tax survey prepared for the Pasa sub-province in 1613
in the reign of Ahmed I, this settlement was still an inhabited village.’®® That would
turn to a hamlet towards the end of the seventeenth century, which is marked as an
uninhabited one (hdli ez ra‘iyyet) in the Edirne survey of 1670.°®' Furthermore, in
the same sub-district, the villages of Yundbergos, Tatarli, and Bazarli were the

domains of the Haseki Sultan.*

In addition to the sultanic allocations in the Ada sub-district, the villages of Hatib,

Karaca, Comlek in the sub-district of Coke were also recorded as the sultan’s

363

domains.”™ In the latter sub-district, 4 villages were also allocated to the three

sancakbeys or mir-livds in the Rumeli Province (namely those who governed the

364

sub-provinces of Cirmen, Kirkkilise and Vize).”™" Interestingly, as Tayyib Gokbilgin

337 For more details on these units in the sixteenth century see Barkan, Kanunlar, 108; Gokbilgin,

Edirne ve Paga Livast, 69.

¥ TT 648 and TT 1001. For a comparison with the sixteenth century figures see Yigit. “XVI.

Yiizyilin Ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas1.” Also Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livast.

% Yigit. “XVI. Yiizyihn ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas1.”

% In this survey, the sub-province (/ivd) of Pasa was most probably mistakenly recorded as a

province (eydlet). On the first page of the register “siiret-i defter-i mufasssaf-1 Edirne tabi‘-i eydlet-i
Pasa.” TT 648, p. 1. Also see Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pagsa Livasi, 534.

%1 The survey reads: “mezra’a-i Saruhan tabi ‘i nahiye-i Ada.” MAD 133, p. 3.

%% “karye-i Yundbergos ma’a Tatarli ‘an havass-1 Haseki Sultan; karye-i Bazarli ‘an Havass-i
Haseki Sultan.” MAD 133.

% In fact, the Sultan Mehmed IV had a palace in the village of Cémlek where he resided often

during his hunting expeditions in the region. Derin, “Abdurrahman Abdi Paga Vekayi’-namesi,” 219,
221,222,325 and passim.

%% “karye-i Hact Obast ‘an havas-1 Mirliva-i Cirmen, karye-i Hamzabegli ve Rumbegli ‘an havas-i
Mirliva-i Kirkkilise; karye-i Ummanlik ‘an havas-1 Mirliva-i Vize.” MAD 133.
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informs us, the villages of Rumbeyli and Hamzabeyli, which had been registered in
the tax surveys of the sixteenth century as the /idss domains of Ali Pasa (Hadim)
when he was the governor of the Rumeli Province, were recorded as domains of the

governors of Kirkkilise.®

Two villages in the Edirne district seem to have been allocated to two eminent
political figures of the seventeenth century (i.e., the bostancibasi of Edirne and the
Sertopi).*®® Furthermore, the village of Akpimar seems to be allocated to a certain
Hacizade.”” It seems that the sultan allocated in the seventeenth century some of his

own domains to the khans of Crimea as well as to some of his close acquaintances.

The annual revenues of these domains were of other significant information recorded
in the Edirne survey of 1670. The register took the yearly revenues of each domain

% of the Pasa sub-province (the

recorded in the last classical survey (defter-i atik)
1613 register) as the base value. It then determined the new annual revenues (hdst/),
highly likely, in accordance with the new monetary and fiscal realities. All the
annual revenues derived from the defter-i atik refer to the tax survey of 1613.°% As
Tayyib Gokbilgin rightly recorded, the pages of this survey were not bound in the
right way.””

Having carefully read all the pages of the survey, I was able to detect some of the
entries that concern the revenues allocated as timar, zeamet or hdss in the Edirne

district. Furthermore, we have another tax survey from the same period of Ahmed I

that is TT 729 register.’’' However, despite the fact that the latter survey was
g p y

363 Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi, 396 footnote 625. For a comparison see TT 648.

% “karye-i Hact Danismend hass-1 Sertopi [Topcubasi]- karye-i Tavsankorusu hass-1 Ser-Bostdni
[Bostancibdsi ]’ MAD 133.

%7 “karye-i Akpinar tabi-i Coke havdss-1 Hacizdade” MAD 556. 1 was unable to figure out the person
in question. However, the village was the sultan’s domain where he also had a palace. See Ziya
Yilmazer, ‘Isd-zdde Tarihi (Metin ve Tahlil) (Istanbul, 1997), 117.

3% The defter-i atik attributes to the previous tax survey.

39 TT 648.

7% Gokbilgin says that this defter ought to be re-bound after a close and careful examination.
Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi, 535.

T BOA TT 729 (sometime between 1603 and 1618 during the reign of Ahmed I). When Tayyip
Gokbilgin analyzed the TT 729 tax survey, the pages were not numbered. This was probably done

160



prepared during the reign of the same ruler, the totals of the same revenue units do
not corroborate with the values of TT 648 register. Hence, I did not take into account
the total revenue values provided in TT 729 for each village or hamlet. On the other
hand, the unreliability of the revenue values in the very early seventeenth century
tahrirs becomes evident due to the fact that they resemble the late sixteenth century
tahrirs in terms of the revenue values.’’* As can be seen from the Table 20 (revenues
of hdss allocations), the expected annual revenues of each unit were adjusted in the
late seventeenth century. Nevertheless, unlike the 1613 tax survey (and other
classical tax surveys likewise), the Edirne survey of 1670 did not in detail record all
the taxable production that would yield the total annual revenue under the entry
hasil. On the contrary, the total annual revenue obtained from the previous tax
survey was recorded at the beginning of each settlement along with its physical
borders. This amount was not recorded during the actual surveying procedure.
Rather, when the detailed registration obtained by the survey registrars in the field
were sent to Istanbul, Ottoman finance bureaucrats added extra information that

would adjust the old values to the current realities.

later. However, it was not brought together in a coherent way. I compared the settlement names and
other details evident in TT 729, TT 1001 and TT 648.

*72 For the revenue values in late sixteenth century tahrirs see Yigit. “XVIL. Yiizyihn ikinci Yarisinda

Edirne Kazas1,” 198-199.
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Table 20. Revenues (hdsil) of hdss allocations (values in akge)

Settlement Sub-district  Defter of Defter-i atik Defter-i FiirGht
1570°7 (1613) cedid (1670) (1670)
Karye-i AhlGr ma‘a 9.825+5.630  9.825+5.630
yurd-1 Hirvat Ada (15.455) (15.455) 40.000 25.000
Mezra‘a-i Saruhan’™  Ada 5.793 5.793 N/A 3.500
Karye-i Ineoglu Ada 12.851 12.851 35.000 25.000
Karye-i Keniseli Ada 14.372 14.372 50.000 32.000
Karye-i Sahinci Ada 6.958 6.958 N/A 20.000
Karye-i Omer Begli  Ada 13.655 13.655 N/A 25.000
Karye-i Sofular Ada 13.594 13.594 70.000 34.000
Karye-i Bosna Ada 17.645 17.645 N/A 50.000
Karye-i ilbegi Ada 10.071 10.071°" 20.000 15.000
Bergos
Karye-i Eymirli Ada 5.796 5.796 N/A N/A
Karye-i Yund
Bergos ma‘a kaye-i  Ada 7+3.250 10.418+3.250 N/A 22.000
Tatarl

*" The annual revenues of hass villages recorded in the defter of 1570 are obtained from Yigit, “XVI.

Yiizyilin ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazasi,” 198-199.

™ 1t was recorded as a village in the tahrir of 1570. See Yigit, “XVI. Yiizyiln ikinci Yarisinda

Edirne Kazas1,” 199.
B TT 1001, p. 91.
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Table 20. (Continued)

Karye-i Saltikl1 Ada 4.594 4.594 N/A N/A
Karye-i Bazarl Ada ? 3.250%7 N/A 22.000
Karye-i Gerde-i Coke 3.289 3.289 N/A N/A
Kiigiik

Karye-i Saruhanli-y1

sagir Coke 2.502 2.502 N/A N/A
Karye-i Comlek Coke 3.553 3.553 N/A N/A
Karye-i Hatib Coke 7.197 7.197 N/A N/A
Karye-i Karaca Coke 11.625 N/A N/A N/A

Moreover, what we can infer from this additional information provided by local
people (bi-ihbdr-1 ahdli-yi karye) is that the finance department highly likely verified
it with other official figures, consequently reaching the “sale” (fiiriiht) value of each
settlement. Evidently, this was lower than the expected annual revenues that would
attract potential bidders. Unfortunately, the Edirne survey of 1670 does not provide

all these additional information — the old and new revenues, and sale value for each

village or hamlet. Sometimes annual revenue gained from the 1613 tax survey was
added on top of the survey’s actual recordings, yet the new expected revenue was not
included. This was also so for fimar or vakif domains recorded in the survey.
Unfortunately, the villages, hamlets and miisellem ¢ifiliks in the nahiyes of Manastir
and Coke®”” were not recorded with this additional information that was germane to

the other three sub-districts of Edirne.

0 TT 1001, p. 99.

37 The figures of revenues for the old register refer to the TT 648 survey. As the Edirne survey of

1670 regarding do not provide the revenues of the villages in the Manastir and Cdke nahiyes, I
consult with the original defter-i atik.

163



However, luckily, sometimes we see all the three entries (See Table 20 above on
hass revenues). The revenues above give interesting insights. As far as the hdss
allocations are concerned, it seems that even the early seventeenth century expected
hass revenues do not approach to the amounts that the kanunnames recommended.
The revenue values for hdss domains in the beginning of the seventeenth century are
roughly between 2.500 and 20.000 akge, that is the amount normally associated with
timar allocations. By comparing the revenues recorded in the last tahrir of the
sixteenth century for Edirne (the tahrir prepared in 1570) to the first tahrir of the
seventeenth (the tahrir prepared in 1613), we can safely say that the total revenues of
hass villages were mere duplication. For instance, the annual revenues of the villages
of Ahur, Ineoglu, Keniseli, Sahinci, Omer Begli, Sofular, Bosna, ilbegi Bergos,
Eymirli seem not to have changed in more than fourty years. This was most probably
not the reality. It was either the registrar who was probably too busy to calculate the
up-to-date revenue of the fief or he was not really interested in updating it. Hence,
the total annual revenues recorded in classical tahrirs ought to be carefully read,

since they do not provide us adjusted values.

The Edirne survey of 1670 allows us to say for Adss allotments that the adjustments
of revenues were realized by the last quarter of the seventeenth century, even though
it seems that the adjusted values of revenues for these units were still far lower than
the ones that were extant in law books. As can be seen from the 1670 survey, the
new adjusted values determined for these allocations varied between 20.000 and
70.000 akge per year. This was most probably due to the fact that the revenues of
these allocations were going to the central treasury that was in need of cash flow in
the period under research. Evidently, it was a period that the Ottoman central
treasury went under a massive expenditure due to the conquest of Crete. The
duplication of revenue amounts in the previous tax surveys can be attributed to the
very nature of the timar system, in which fief holders were getting the annual
revenues themselves. As the system went substantial transformations in the
seventeenth century, it was the central state that paid much more attention to the up-
to-date revenue of allotments in the Edirne region. Though it is beyond the scope of

the present research to make generalizations for the entire Ottoman country, as far as
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the Edirne district is concerned, the classical surveys’ quantitative data seems not to

reveal trustworthy figures.

4.3.2. The ze‘admet allocations

The number of zeamet allocations in the Edirne district seems to be very low

compared to other districts in the Ottoman country.’”

In total, there were 7 villages
distributed as zeamets. The two extreme sub-districts in this respect were the
Uskiidar and Coke nahiyes. While the former had no zeamet, the latter had 4 that
make the majority of this sort of allocations.’” Moreover, the sub-districts of Ada,

Manastir, and Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa had one zeamet.”™

Some of these zeamet villages were not associated with any name. For instance,
recorded as a revenue unit of zeamet, the village of Lalkova (also known as Derbend-
1 sagir) in the Coke nahiye and the village of Akalan in the Manastir nahiye were not
linked to any state personnel.”® The village of Habiller was allocated as a zeamet to

a certain Mustafa.>%?

Not having recorded any title for this man, we can speculate
that he might have been a soldier showing utmost ability in wartime, hence receiving
a grant allocation. Furthermore, some zeamet allocations were recorded under certain
state bureaucrats. A certain Ibrahim Aga seems to be the revenue holder of the
village of Malkoglar in the sub-district of Coke as zeamet.”® Another example was

Kara Kulak Ahmed Aga who was the dirlik holder of the village of Siileyman

% In the late sixteenth century, the Edirne district had only two zeamet villages. See Yigit, “XVI.

Yiizyilin ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas1,” 199.

3" The zeamets in the Coke nahiye were the villages of Habiller, Siileyman Danigsmend, Malkoglar,

Lalkova nam-1 diger Derbend-i Sagir.

% The village of Abali in the Ada nahiye; the village of Siileymanac in the Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa

nahiye; and the village of Akalan (also known as Bulgucular) in the Manastir nahiye.

3 “karye-i Lalkova ndm-1 diger Derbend-i Sagir tabi‘*-i Cike ze ‘dmetdir”; “karye-i Akalan ndm-i
diger Burgucular tabi *-i ndhiye-i Manastir ‘an kaza-i Edirne ze ‘dmet” MAD 556.

2 “karye-i Habiller tabi*-i Coke ze ‘dmet be-ndm Mustafa” MAD 556. Its revenue was 1850 akge in
the late sixteenth century that was under the possession of Fayik Mehmed Hazreti Mehmed Paga. See
Yigit, “XVI. Yiizyilin Ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas1,” 199.

3 “karye-i Malkoclar tabi*-i Coke ze ‘Gmet be-ndm Ibrahim Aga” MAD 556.
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Danismendli in the same sub-district as zeamer.’®* Single zeamet holders were not
always relevant in the Edirne district all the time, as was the case with the village of
Abal1 in the sub-district of Ada that was held by two seemingly state officials

residing in Cirpan.”®’

As can be seen from Table 21, the only zeamet allotments that are associated with
their adjusted revenue in 1670 are the villages of Abali in the sub-district of Ada and
Doganci in the Uskiidar nahiye. Without mentioning its yield in the previous register,
the Edirne survey of 1671 states that the new revenue of the Abali village was 20.000
akge. It was under the possession of two men who lived in Cirpan. The two seem to
have “sold” their allotment to a tax-farmer who bought the revenue of the village for
15.000 akge. Normally, the amount the tax farmer paid would be lower than the
expected revenue of the unit. This is also clear in the register that the margin between
the “sold” and the yield was 5.000 akg¢e that was the tax farmer’s profit. The village
of Doganci’s previous revenue was 9.000 akce in the beginning of the seventeenth
century. By the last quarter of the same century, that would be adjusted and sold for
18.000 akge.

¥ “karye-i Siileyman Danismendli tabi‘-i Coke ze ‘dmet be-ndam Kara Kulak Ahmed Aga” MAD 556.

5 “Abali zeamet-i Hasan Aga-zade ve Ibrahim Aga sikin-i Cirpan” MAD 133,
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Table 21. Revenues (hdsil) of ze ‘amet allocations (values in akge)

Settlement Sub-district ~ Defter-i attk  Defter-i cedid  Fiirtht
(1613) (1671) (1070)

Karye-i Abali Ada N/A 20.000 15.000

Karye-i Doganci Uskiidar 9.000 N/A 18.000

Karye-i Siileymanca  Cisr-i N/A N/A N/A

Mustafa Pasa

Karye-i Akalan Manastir N/A N/A N/A

(Burgucular)

Karye-i Habiller Coke N/A N/A N/A

Karye-i Stileyman Coke N/A N/A N/A

Danismendli

Karye-i Malkoglar Coke N/A N/A N/A

Karye-i Lalkova Coke N/A N/A N/A

(Derbend-i sagir)

Sources: TT 648; TT 729; MAD 133; MAD 556; Gokbilgin, Pasa Livasi

Though not mentioned through its adjusted revenue, another zeamet allotment that
deserves attention is the village of Habiller. Tayyip Gokbilgin claims that Bayezid 11
granted this village (and other two villages) as a timar to a palace servant named
Mehter Dursun who later endowed them. The sixteenth century tax surveys,

however, only recorded the village of Coban Virani as a vakif village, not the village

of Habiller.*%®

386 Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi, 412-413.
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Two villages in the sub-district of Coke, which we can associate both with hdss and
zeamet revenues, seem to be recorded differently. As they were registered under a
rather strange definition of “Adssa-zeamer”, | am unable to categorize them. For now,
we can only speculate that they were probably allocated to high-ranking officers as

p . . 387
hdss or zeamet from time to time.

4.3.3. The timar allocations

As Cornell H. Fleischer rightly defines, a timar was a “revenue-procucing land unit
... but not its ownership, [that] was granted by the government to a sipdhi.”>*®
However, not all timars were granted by the state to cavalrymen (sipahis), since

many of them were allocated to non-sipahis.**’

The number of timar villages within
the Edirne district seems to have increased in the late seventeenth century. As
opposed to 29 fimar villages recorded in the sixteenth century tax surveys,” " we see
68 villages as well as 17 mezraas recorded as timar in the Edirne survey of 1670.
The latter was a direct result of the territorial spread of the district of Edirne, thanks
to the political importance Edirne gained throughout the seventeenth century. Among
these timar villages and mezraas, the 1670 Edirne survey registered only one village
by mentioning the name of its revenue holder specifically. The village of Cesme, of

the Coke sub-district, was of this sort that was the prebend of the guard of the

Yedikule in Istanbul (timar-1 dizddr-1 Yedikule der Asitane).' Muhsin Soyudogan

¥ These villages were Hasan Aga and Turfalli (also known as incekli) in the Coke nahiye.
%% Cornell H. Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual in the Ottoman Empire: The Historian Mustafa
Ali (1541-1600) (New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1986), 59.

% Muhsin Soyudogan divides timars into two as physical and contracted. He also divides the latter

into four as generic, guards’, falconers’and pseudo timars. See Soyudogan, “Reassessing the Timar
System: The Case Study of Vidin (1455-1693),” 36-50.

*Yigit, “XVI. Yiizyihn ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas1,” 200-202.

1 While timar villages were registered along with their holders’ names in these imperial surveys, the

surveys undertaken in the following centuries for different reasons did not record the timar holder’s
name. We would see the names of these timar holders in the der-dest or timar ruznamge defiers. See
Afyoncu, Osmanli Devlet Teskilatinda Defterhane-i Amire (XVI.-XVIII. Yiizyillar).
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states that timars were also allocated to military personnel who were placed in a

fortress for guarding a city or its surrounding.*

In terms of the timar allocations in the district of Edirne in the late seventeenth
century, the most striking region seems to be the Ada sub-district where only two
villages were granted as timar. In the sub-districts of Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa and
Manastir, this number was nine and eight respectively. The Coke nahiye had five
timar villages. In the latter, all these settlements were recorded as abandoned (hali ez

% As explained above, the additional information for villages that the

ra ‘iyyet).
survey provides (such as its revenues in the old and new surveys) is not relevant for
the sub-districts of Manastir and Coke. This was also applicable to timar villages.
Hence, timar villages from these two sub-districts were not entered onto Table 22
below. The only villages and hamlets with old and new revenues were in the sub-

districts of Ada, Uskiidar and Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa.

Regarding the annual revenues extracted from a timar village, the Table below is
very illuminating because it provides information about the last yearly revenue of the
village as reflected in the last tax survey (defter-i atik), as well as the revenue
adjusted in the survey of 1670 (tahrir-i cedid) depending on the new financial
necessities and expectations. As can be seen from Table 22, some timars became
miri mukataa now allocated to various people at a certain price. This was again in re
lation with the dissolving of the timar regime bringing about some villages under a
direct state management rather than their holders, i.e., sipdhis. Though not for all the
settlements recorded, the Edirne survey of 1670 provides one certain information
pertaining to the amount for which the village was farmed out (fiiriihf). The column
under fiiritht refers to these sorts of prebendal allocations. If there is no reference
under the “sale” category, some marginal notes (der-kendr) are very helpful to see
the current conditions of these fimar allocations. For instance, when the registrar

recorded the village of Kara Oglanl in the Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa sub-district, he

%2 Soyudogan, “Reassessing the Timar System,” 46.

*% In these villages, there was no individual that possessed arable land, but only neighboring villagers

owning vineyards. The villages of Esek¢i, Ulusay, Resuller, Mihrali Bese, Imrali in the Coke nahiye
were all recorded as deserted. MAD 556. The villages of Musa Haci and Kogak in the Ada nahiye
were of this sort as well. For the term “hali ez raiyyet” with a slight nuance see Kotzagiorgis, “Haric
ez defter and Hali an-el reaya villages.”
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clarified that the concerned information was gathered from the village dwellers that

informed the registrars about the “sold” value that was 6000 akge every year.””*

Registered as inhabited, some of these villages (like Simavnali, Sadikli, or Elhac
Ibrahim Obas1) were not existent in the concise register provided by the Finance
department to the registrars.””> One of the striking features of these allocations is
that the villages that later turned to hamlets were timar villages. For example, the
hamlets of Isak¢1, Yunus, and Sadi Fakih in the sub-district of Uskiidar had been
recorded as villages in the sixteenth century tax surveys. In the Edirne survey of
1670, we see these villages as hamlets that were under the use of neighboring
villages.*® Moreover, the timar villages in the Cke sub-district also deserve special
attention. Five villages as well as two hamlets that were once inhabited villages in

397
the area were recorded as abandoned ones.

The timar allotments in the Edirne district also give interesting details. Similar to
hass allocations, it seems that the revenues determined for these units in the previous
survey do not catch the amounts underlined in law books either. The revenues
expected from these villages in the beginning of the seventeenth century varied
between 4.500 and 10.000 akge, which is something within the limits determined in

law books.

9% “karye-i mezbir timar olub be-her sene altisar bin akgeye fiiritht olunur imis bi-ihbdr-1 ahdli-yi

karye-i mezbiir” MAD 133, p. 63.

% “defterhdneden virilen icmdlde ¢itkmamigdir” or “hdric ez defter.” For some examples see MAD
133, pp. 46, 51, 59, 71, 73, 75, and 76. On the latter in the Dimetoka region see Kotzageorgis, “Haric
ez defter and Hali ane‘l reaya villages,”

% For the Uskiidar nahiye’s villages see MAD 133.

7 Recorded as “hdli ez ra‘iyyer”. These were the villages Eskinci, Ulu Pasa, Resuller, Mihrali Bese,

Imrali. Also the hamlets of Inbiikii (also known as Deliklii Kaya) and Cakirli. The latter hamlets were
very close to the village of Comlek. MAD 556.
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Table 22. Revenues (hdsil) of timar allocations (values in akge)

Settlement Sub-district Defter-i atik Defter-i cedid Furaht
(1613) (1670) (1670)
Karye-i Kulaklima‘a  Ada 5.455+700 N/A 30.000

karye-i Topal

Karye-i Ilgili ma‘a Ada 5.000+600 12.000 9.000
mezra‘a-i Topalak
Mezra‘a-i Kiipliice®™®  Uskiidar 5.100 N/A 6.000
Karye-i Ulu Sahin Uskiidar 5.200 N/A 5.000
Mezra‘a-i Isakei Uskiidar 4.500 N/A 6.000
Karye-i Dimitri Uskiidar N/A N/A 30.000
Karye-i Mihali¢ Uskiidar N/A N/A 18.000
Karye-i Yahsi Begli Uskiidar 5.600 N/A N/A
Karye-i Timurhanl Uskiidar 7.000 N/A N/A
Karye-i Kurdcali Uskiidar N/A N/A 5.000
Karye-i Yenice Uskiidar 10.000 N/A N/A
Karye-i Geredeli Uskiidar N/A N/A 9.000
Karye-i Resuller Uskiidar 4.500 N/A N/A
Karye-i Kara Pinar ~ Uskiidar N/A N/A 5.000
Karye-i Kemal Uskiidar 8.200 N/A N/A
Karye- Saruhanl Cisr-i N/A N/A 15.000
Mustafa Pasa

Sources: TT 648; TT 729; MAD 133; Gokbilgin, Pasa Livasi

3% In the sixteenth century, it was recorded as a village. See TT 1001, p. 120

171



The adjusted revenues of allotments were not recorded for the all timar villages. The
only village that was registered with the adjusted revenue in the Edirne survey of
1670 is the village of Ilcili that was regarded as one unit with the hamlet of Topalak
both being in the sub-district of Ada. This village’s adjusted expected revenue was
12.000 ak¢e almost doubling the value of the previous survey undertaken more than
half a century ago. In the old survey of 1613, the village of Ilgili’s annual revenue
amounted to 5000 akce, which had also been calculated at the same amount in the

last survey of the sixteenth century (the tahrir of 1570).*

It seems that some prebendal allotments came under the tax-farming system as new
mukataas. This is evident in the register recording some of the timar villages under
the term “‘fiiriiht”. The values of “sale” varied between 5.000 and 30.000 akge. As
stated above, due to the changing financial realities of the period under research, the
timar system was under a massive change that brought about a different type of fief
allocations as well. Similar to the hdss villages in the Edirne district that I just
mentioned above, this is evident for the timar villages as well. While some timars
were farmed out at a very reasonable amount that was very close to their amount
recorded in the latest classsical register of 1613, some timars were “sold” at a very
high price. As can be seen from Table 22, the villages of Ulu Sahin and Isakg1, and
the hamlet of Kiipliice were all sold for 5000 and 6000 akge respectively, despite the
fact that their revenues had been recorded in the deffer-i atik around the same
amount. Furthermore, the village of Il¢ili with the hamlet of Topalak was sold for

9000 akge, though its current revenue was expected to produce 12000 akge.

Three outstanding timar villages regarding this “sale” value were the vilages of
Dimitri and Mihali¢ in the Uskiidar sub-district, and the villages of Kulakli and
Topal in the Ada sub-district. As for the former two villages, the Edirne survey did
not refer to any revenue according to the previous register, yet their current expected
produces were penned down as 30.000 and 18.000 akge respectively. The latter two
villages, on the other hand, were registered in relation to the revenues registered both
in the previous tax survey of 1613 and the Edirne survey of 1670. Recorded in the

1670 Edirne survey with reference to the defter-i ‘atik that I also verified with cross-

% Yigit, “XVI. Yiizyihn ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas1,” 201.
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cheking the TT 648 defter, the older revenues of the Kulakli and Topal villages were
5.455 and 700 akge respectively. In the Edirne survey of 1670, the two timar villages

were farmed out for 30.000 akg¢e under one single revenue unit (mukataa).

However, other than those villages farmed out, for some villages the revenue or
amount of sale are unknown. For instance, the revenues of the villages of Yahsi
Beglii, Resullii, Timurhanli, Yenice, and Kemal are of this sort. The sipahis of these
villages continued to hold on their own timar villages. Hence, as the taxes were

400 the amount of “sale” was not known in some

being extracted by their own sipahis,
villages.**' As Muhsin Soyudogan rightly defines, these were “physical timars” that
were held by the sipahi.*”* The sipahis either held their timars themselves or farmed

them out.

The amounts of sales seem to be updated so that might reflect the period’s financial
realities or the new holder’s ability to pay. Looking into the details of timar villages
from the 1670 Edirne survey, it seems that some fimars had already been farmed out
due to various reasons, despite the scholarship’s long enduring argument that it was a
self-sufficient system. Obviously, it was not. As Nil Tekgiil eloquently explains, the
timar regime became a “vulnerable system” by the late sixteenth century, during
which revenues were not meeting the needs of their holders in war times. Hence,
during war periods that necessitated more financial reimbursement, sipahis were

already in need of cash from the central treasury.*”

In line with the cash requirement during war times, sipahis would begin to farm out
their revenues to tax farmers or other bidders that would extract more revenue. Dror
Ze’evi states that by the early seventeenth century timar revenues from villages in

the Jerusalem district began to be farmed out. This had already become a trend in the

400 “karye-i Yahsi Beglii tdbi‘-i nahive-i Uskiidar sipdhisi kendii zabt ider ne mikdar akce virdiigii
ma ‘lim degildir” MAD 133, p. 53a. For more timar villages in the Edirne district whose revenues
were extracted by their timar holders see MAD 133, p. 46, 53b.

Y “ne mikdar akgeye fiiritht oldugu ma ‘lim degildir” MAD 133, p. 122.
2 Soyudogan, “Reassessing the Timar System,” 36.

#% Nil Tekgiil, “Cash Loans to Ottoman Timariots During Military Campaigns (Sixteenth-
Seventeenth Centuries). A Vulnarable Fiscal System?” Journal of the Economic and Social History
of the Orient 59, (2016): 590-617.
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sixteenth century that would be intensified towards the end of the same century.*"*
The Edirne survey of 1670 seems to support this trend. During this transaction trend
that must have started before in the Edirne region, it seems that this weak system

found some new ways by the end of the seventeenth century to ease the financial

hardships in relation with the period’s own developments.*”’

Unfortunately, we do not have the sicil records from the seventeenth century that
would reveal these transactions. Yet, as far as the timar villages are concerned, the
Edirne survey of 1670 also gives a similar view. As can be seen from Table 22
(timar revenues), in 1670 quite a few timar holders (either sipahis or others being
granted villages as their fiefs) seem to farm out their timars to tax farmers or other
men of good fortune. Throughout the eighteenth century, furthermore, the contracts
between the timar holder and the tax farmer registered in the sicils became so very

common. One example is as follows:

AAAAA

timarim aklamindan Edirne kazasinda Coke nadhiyesine tdbi® Timur karyesi
isbu bin yiiz elli dokuz senesi Marti ibtidasindan igbu bin yiiz altmis senesi
Subat1 gayetine gelince be-her senesi yiiz onar gurusa iki sene bir tahvil ile
iki yiiz yirmi gurug[a] haliya hadika-i hassa ustalarindan sa‘adetlii Ebubekir
Aga’ya der ‘uhde ve iltizdm idiib ve bedel-i iltizdmi olan iki senelik iki yiiz
yirmi gurusu yedinden bi‘t-tamam pesin alub kabz idiib ve karye-i mezbiirda
vaki‘ olan ‘asar-1 ser‘iyye ve riisimat-1 sa‘ire ve tdpu-y1 zemin ve ‘Osr-i
gevare ve doniim-1 bagat ve bostan ve ispenge-i gebran ve bennak ve resm-i
otlak ve kislak ve bad-1 heva ve yave ve kagglin ve kul ve cariye ... ve
bahalar1 ahz ve kabz idiib ve timar-1 mezblr mefrizii‘l-kalem ve maktu‘ii‘l-
kadem min kiilli‘l-viicih serbest olub ve bu tarih-i temessiikden gerek
mukaddem ve mu‘ahhir bir memhirlu temessiikiim zuhlr iderse ‘amel
olunmayub isbu temessiikiimiize ‘amel olunub zabt u rabt eylemek igiin
yedine igbu temessiik virildi tarafimizdan ve taraf-1 ahardan bir kimesne

méni‘ olmaya. Bende-i Mehemmed sipahi**®

*9% Dror Ze’evi, Jerusalem. An Ottoman District in the Seventeenth: The District of Jerusalem in the

1600s (New York: SUNY Press, 2012).

9% This new system would evolve to the malikane system within a few decades. See Mehmet Geng,
Osmanli Imparatorlugu'nda Devlet ve Ekonomi (Istanbul: Otiiken, 2000).
% Edirne Ser‘iyye Sicili (hereafter ESS) 140, 19a-1 [1159/].
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The above entry in the Edirne sicils concerning the farming out of the revenues of
the timar village of Timur in the Coke sub-district is illuminating. The sipahi of the
said village farmed out his prebendal allotment for 110 gurus (13.200 akge if we
consider 1 gurus equaling 120 akce) per year. This value is in line with timar
transactions taken place in Jerusalem.”’ Interestingly, even in a rather late period,
the value of the sale is within the standard ratios determined by the lawbooks
(kanunnames). In this specific case, the timar holder (Mehemmed sipahi) leased the
revenues of his fief allocation to Ebubekir Aga, who was a master in royal garden in

Edirne (hadika-i hassa ustalarindan), for two years (iki sene bir tahvil).

4.4. The Settlements Endowed (vakifs)

In terms of the administrative statuses of rural settlements, tax registers have
provided historians an enormous mine of information. Since the 1970s, historians
have dealt with the data in and the nature of these sources.*”® The tahrir registers
have also attracted historians specializing in Edirne. Tayyip Gokbilgin’s findings
have been of significant use for the later scholars. Ahmet Yigit’s estimation based on
the tahrir register of Edirne from the late sixteenth century show that there were 91
villages the revenues of which were donated to various pious endowments. The
revenues of 66 villages were for the endowments founded in the city of Edirne, while

the rest was for various others established elsewhere throughout the Empire.*” I

n
terms of their founders, these endowments can be analyzed under two classifications.
The first group comprising the vakifs that were founded by the Sultans and other
ruling elite, which had close political and economic connections to the royal family.
This group can again be sub-divided as the ones originally established in Edirne and

those founded elsewhere. The second one included the vakifs that were founded by

407 Ze’evi, Jerusalem. An Ottoman District in the Seventeenth.

408 1t is almost impossible to count all the tahrir-based studies here. However, for a list can be found

in Lowry, Studies in Defterology.

409 Yigit, “X VL. Yiizyilin Ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazasi,” 190-197. Also see Dimitrov, “Naselenie i

selishta v Sakar planina.”
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the famous names that provided great benefit to the Ottoman state when it was

territorially expanding in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries.

Among the vakif villages in the sixteenth century, the majority belonged to the imaret
of the Sultan Bayezid Endowment that obtained the revenues of 29 villages within
the district of Edirne according to the late sixteenth century tax surveys. These
villages were Muratcalu, Kirk, Pravadi, Karagiillii, Haci Umur, Sofular (Beglii),
Casnigir, Korucu-i Biizérg, Eynesi, Kara Ishaklu, Cengellii, Kazan, Yorgii¢, Aslihan,
Ahi, Haci Temur Han, Kirsehirli, Pmarci, Korucu-i Kiigiikk, Mahmudg¢a (Kara
Kasimlu), Biiriicekler, Lefkeli, Veled-i S6giit, Hact Melek (Aslihan), Ismailge,

Hinzir Virani, Mahmad, Sar1 Tur Ali and Kemal.*'’

By the end of the seventeenth
century, the number of settlements belonging to the same vakif within the Edirne
district rose to 50. What this meant was those villages, though previously recorded as
belonging to the same vakif (Bayezid II) but not recorded under the sub-districts of

Edirne, were now recorded in the Edirne district.

This was a direct result of the Edirne district’s territorial expansion in the proceeding
century during which it encompassed new settlements (i.e., villages, miisellem c¢iftliks
and mezraas) that had been recorded in the sixteenth century registers as belonging
to other districts in the region. For instance, the villages of Ayntablu and Kara Isaklu
that had been registered within the boundary of the district of Dimetoka now
appeared under Edirne’s jurisdiction.*'' Furthermore, the villages of Uguralan, Hizir
Aga, Kavakli, Davud Beglii used to be seen in the registers of Kizilagag (Fikeli) were
in the late seventeenth century registers recorded under the Uskiidar district of
Edirne.*"” In addition to the shifting boundaries in the region, varying recording
methods in the registers were another reason behind this increase. When officials
went to the region with a concise register (icmdl) in hand to record the rural sites,
they realized that the icmal did not refer to some settlements that were in actual fact

existent.

9 yigit, “XVI. Yiizyihn ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazasi,” 193-194. For the Sultan Bayezid imaret

see GOkbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livast, 357-378.

1 Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Paga Livast, 367. On Dimetoka in the early modern Ottoman period see
Phokion Kotzageorgis, “The Ciftliks in the kaza of Dimetoka (15“’—17th Centuries)” (in Greek);
Kotzageorgis, “Haric ez defter and hali ane’l reaya Villages.”

412 Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi, 368.
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In the Edirne survey of 1670, the villages of Emrudlu, Gerume, Kafiralan, Arabli and
Kara Pelid were recorded with a marginal note (der-kendr) saying they were not
writtten in the concise register given by the Finance Office (defterhdne-i Amire).*"”
Though the 1670 survey mentions the Yavuz Dere, Koyun Pinari, Sinekli-yi Gebran
and Kircal Obasi villages, the sixteenth century records did not. Sometimes, large
pious endowments like Bayezid II seem to encompass the revenues of villages that
were recorded under different vakifs previously. The village of Saltikli that was
recorded as the miilk of Ferhad Aga that, according to Gokbilgin, was not existent in

414

the sixteenth century.” ™ We see this village as belonging to the Bayezid II in the

seventeenth century.

The imaret of Sultan Murad Endowment (known as Muradiye) had the revenues of 9
villages endowed for it. In the late seventeenth century registers, we see these
villages as belonging to the same vakif with one exception, which was the village of
Nasirlu that could not be seen in it. This village was probably recorded with another

o e s 415
name (for example as the mezra ‘a-i Cingdne Yurdu).

These two endowments that had massive income sources and expenditures, were
followed by another vakif founded by a famous fifteenth century figure, Sinan Pasa,
the husband to Sultan Bayezid II’ the daughter. His pious endowment, established in
the sub-district of Uskiidar of the Edirne district, were getting the revenues of 9

416 In the late seventeenth

villages, all of which were located in the same sub-district.
century, we see 11 settlements under this vakif. However, this was again related to
the territorial enlargement of the Edirne district that encompassed some villages in
Kizilagag in the north by the seventeenth century. In the sixteenth century, the Sinan

Pasa endowment had had the revenues of 9 villages in the Edirne district and 3

413 “defterhdneden virilen icmalde ¢ikmamigdir.” MAD. 133.

4 Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi, 413.

15 These villages were Daye Hatun, Oyiiklii, Derzi Halil, Iskender, C6lmekei, Kiisan, Aksakal,

Nasirlu, Cingene (Ceke) Tatar and Akpmar. Yigit, “XVI. Yiizyilin Ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas,”
191. For the Sultan Murad Imaret see Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi, 203-210.

416 These villages were nefs-i Uskiidar, Dervis Depe, Kay1, Koca Yakub, Avcilar, Kosta, Nusretlii,

Kurdcu Dogan, Saru Danigsmend. Ahmet Yigit. “XVI. Yiizyilm ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas1,” 191-
192. For the Sinan Pasa Endowment see Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi, 453-55.
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villages in the Kizilaga¢ nahiye. These three villages would be registered under the

sub-district of Uskiidar in the seventeenth century.*!”

Other than these three above-mentioned pious endowments, very few vakifs received
the revenues of more than one village. The endowments of Sultan Yildirim
Bayezid*'®, Sahabeddin Pasa*"’, Timurtas Bey**” were the ones originally established
in the city of Edirne. The endowments of Sultan Siileyman Han, Eyiip Ensari, Murad
Pasa, Davud Pasa, Imaret-i Karaca Pasa, and Kasim Pasa were the ones founded

421
elsewhere.

The famous famous names that participated in the Ottoman conquest (fiitithat) of the
Balkans in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries were granted various villages
throughout the district of Edirne as private property (temlik or miilk) by the Sultan.
These villages granted as property to these respected persons were then endowed for
their children (ziirriyyet or eviddiyyet). In the late sixteenth century, we see 15
villages of this sort within the district of Edirne. The pious endowments to which the
revenues of the granted villages were donated were the vakifs of Pertev Pasa,
Sarabdar Hamza, Mahmud Celebi Efendi, Mehter Dursun, Tiitiinsiiz Ahmed Bey,
Hasan Bey, Seyh Hun, Mevlana Sah Celebi, Erbuz (Yarbuz) Ata/Tatar, Hac1 Dogan,
Mahmud Bey bin isfendiyar, Kethiida-i Bevvab Davud Bey, and Mustafa veled
Yahsi Fakih. The only vakif of this sort having more than one village was the Seyh

7 These villages were Kalavanli, Obruklu and Cingane Pasa. Apart from these villages, mezra’a-i

Karabas not mentioned in the sixteenth century was recorded as “hdric ez-defter-i icmdl-i defterhdne-
i amire” MAD 133. Regarding the latter see Kotzageorgis, “Haric ez defter and hali ane’l reaya
Villages.”

% The villages that belonged to this vakif are Maras and Polat. Yigit, “XVI. Yiizyitln ikinci

Yarisinda Edirne Kazasi1,” 190. Also see Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi, 177-182.

19 The villages belonging to this vakif are Toyge Mahmud (Sahabeddin Pasa), Bahadirlu (Bahadir)

and Bey (Doger) Kdy. Yigit, “XVI. Yiizyilin Ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazasi,” 191. Also see
Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi, 255-261.

20 These villages were Timurtas Bey (Sart Yakub), Etmekci, Karun (Timurtas). Yigit, “XVI.

Yiizyilin Ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas1,” 192. Also see Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livast, 200-203.

*2I The villages were Fakih Deresi and Kapluca (Sultan Siileyman Han); isa Fakih and Nasirlu (Eyiip

Ensari); Hasan Fakih and Sabuncu (Davud Pasa); Kiiciik Unlii and Hacilar (Kasim Pasa); Sekban/
Kara Budaklu, Karaaga¢ and Corek (Murad Pasa); Eyvanlu, Hac1 Fakih, Mezraa-i Omer Obasi,
(Imaret-i Karaca Pasa). Yigit, “XVI. Yiizyilin Ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas1,” 192-193. Also see
Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Paga Livasi, pages related to the above-stated vakifs.
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Hun Bey. The villages of Ogul Pasa, Yilma Ali and Hizirca were endowed to it.***

This indicates some villages that the Sultans granted some villages to legendary

persons as temlik were later endowed to their descendants.

According to Islamic Law, the property belonging to pious endowments could not be
confiscated by the State, even though Mehmed II the Conqueror (Fdtih) officially
took over the property of many vakifs in the mid-fifteenth century. This was the only
example that shows the state’s taking over the property of religious foundations.
However, when Bayezid II the Pious (Sofu) accessed to throne, the vakif statuses of

villages were recognized and they retained their position.**’

As can be seen from the Edirne survey of 1670, the majority of villages (almost
50%) in the Edirne district belonged to various pious endowments (Figure 12), many
of which were large Sultanic vakifs or those founded by legendary or private persons
of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries who played crucial roles in the process of
conquest of the region. Among these, the vakifs of Sultan Bayezid in Edirne need
particular attention. 50 out of 340 settlements belonged to this vakif. In other words,
almost one sixth of the entire rural economy was under the control of the Vakif of
Sultan Bayezid.*** This denotes that some villages in the Edirne district were granted
to the pious endowments founded by the Sultans to securely sustain them, and this

can be seen from Table 23 based on the revenues they yielded.

As stated before, the Manastir sub-district recorded in the first part of the Edirne
survey (MAD 133, pp.127-185) and the Coke sub-district recorded in the second part
of the Edirne survey (MAD 556) were not detailed similar to the other three sub-

2 Yigit, “XVI. Yiizyihn ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas1,” 196-197. Also see Gokbilgin, Edirne ve
Pasa Livast.

2 The status of pious endowments has been well analyzed by scholars. See Bahaeddin Yediyildiz,

XVIII. Yiizyilda Tiirkiye'de Vakif Miiessesesi: bir sosyal tarih incelemesi (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu Yayinlari, 2003). Also see Haim Gerber, “The waqf institution in early Ottoman Edirne,”
Asian and African Studies 17, (1983): 29-45. Tayyip Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi, passim.

% In fact, the Vakif of Sultan Bayezid II had almost 90 villages in the region between inéz, Yanbolu

and Yenice-i Zagra. For further details on this vakif see Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livast, 357-379.
Kayhan Orbay analyzed its financial situation in the first half of the seventeenth century based on the
same vakif’s account books. Kayhan Orbay, “Edirne II. Bayezid Vakfinin Mali Tarihi,” 4. U.
Giineydogu Avrupa Calismalar: Uygulama ve Arastirma Merkezi Dergisi (GAMER) 1, (2012): 113-
141.
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districts. Hence, as they were not recorded with the previous (defter-i atik) and
current expected revenues (tahrir-i cedid), settlements in these two nahiyes are not in
the tables above. The tables consist only of the vilages and some hamlets within the

boundaries of the sub-districts of Ada, Uskiidar and Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa.

Table 23. Revenues (hdsi/) of vakif domains (values in akge)

Settlement Sub-district Defter-i atik Defter-i cedid Fiiraht
(1613) (1671) (1670)
Karye-i Ece Sultan Ada 9.597 N/A N/A
Karye-i Karaagag Ada 17.370 N/A 15.000
Karye-i Corek Ada 20.860 N/A 25.000
Karye-i Diidiik¢ii Ada 7.796 N/A N/A
Karye-i Ayntabli Ada 7.451 N/A N/A
Karye-i Yarbuz Ata* Ada N/A 23.000 []
Karye-i Kaba Oyiik*® Ada 3.075 N/A []
Karye-i Kara Ishakli  Ada 5.386 N/A N/A
Karye-i Kiiramidli Ada [T [ 1% 47.000

23 <bi_ihbdr-1 re ‘dyd temlik-i Aise ve Fatima Hatun ‘an evldd-1 Yarbuz Tatar” MAD 133, p. 30.

20 <firitht sene 1080 ...” MAD 133, p. 93.

27 “defter-i ‘atik vakf [-1]...” MAD 133, p. 96.

#28 <« bd-ihbdr-1 ahdli-yi re ‘dyd” MAD 133, 96.
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Table 23. (Continued)

Karye-i Timurtas
(nam-1 diger Karun) ~ Ada™ 5.452 N/A []

Karye-i Sarabdar
(nam-1 diger Kesanl)) Ada 4.668"° N/A 31.000*"

Karye-i Kara Kasim

(nam-1 diger Ada 10.209*2 N/A N/A
Mahmudcalu)
Karye-i Ogul Pasa*”®  Ada 5.183 N/A N/A

Karye-i Sigicali (ndm-
1 diger Balaban) Ada 5.000%* 15.000 10.000

% In the sixteenth century tax surveys, this village was within the Uskiidar Nahiye. Gokbilgin,

Edirne ve Paga Livast, 200.
B0 “ber-miiceb-i defter-i atik temlik-i merhiim Sarabddr Hamza Bey” MAD 133, p. 108.
B “hala fiiriht sene 1080” MAD 133, p. 108.

B2 “ber miiceb-i defter-i atik vakf-i cdami‘-i merhiim Sultan Bayezid Han tibe serd™” MAD 133, p.
114. This village had revenue of 3005 akge in the beginning of the sixteenth century that increased to
4460 akce towards last quarter of the same century. See Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi, 365. As
can be seen in the table, it seems that its revenue rose to more than 10.000 akge in the first decade of
the seventeenth century.

3 “ber-miiceb-i defter-i atik temlik-i merhiim Seyh Hun Bey.” In 1671, this village was registered as
belonging to the vakf of the mosque of Hiiseyin Efendi in Aksaray in Istanbul (‘an vakf-1 cami‘-i
Hiiseyin Efendi der Aksaray tabi -i mahmiyye-i Istanbul bi- ihbar-1 ahdli-yi mfezbiir J). MAD 133, pp.
115-16. The endowment of Seyh Hun Bey had three villages (Ogul Pasa, Hizirca, and Yalama Ali)
recorded in the sixteenth century tax surveys (Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi, 526). The latter two
villages, however, were recorded in 1670 as mezra ‘as belonging to the village of Ogul Pasa. MAD
133, pp.116 and 118.

3 See Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Paga Livast, 320-21. This value of revenue of the village was the same
in the last quarter of the sixteenth century. A century later, it was almost double. Though not extant in
the 1613 tax survey, the Edirne survey of 1670 states that the revenue of the village was 5000 akge as
given by the old register. It is highly likely that the old register duplicated the same revenue of the
late sixteenth century. Hence the old survey value we see in the Edirne survey of 1671. MAD 133, p.
118.
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Table 23. (Continued)

Karye-i Etmekgi Uskiidar 3.663 N/A 10.000
Karye-i Yakub Uskiidar 2.999 N/A 7.000
Karye-i Karabulut Uskiidar 4.047 N/A 10.000
Karye-i Yahsi Fakih  Uskiidar 5.826 N/A 25.000*
Karye-i Akpinar Uskiidar 5.200%° N/A 11.000
Karye-i Uzgas Uskiidar 10.101 N/A 12.000
Karye-i Kose Hamza ~ Uskiidar 7.093 N/A 18.000
Karye-i Avariz Uskiidar 7.047 N/A 12.000
Karye-i Kafir Hact Uskiidar N/A N/A 24.000*"

Karye-i Nefs-i

Uskiidar Uskiidar 27.925 N/A N/A
Karye-i Kay1 Uskiidar 3.913 N/A N/A
Karye-i Nusretli Uskiidar 6.500 N/A N/A
Karye-i Ahi Uskiidar 6.214 N/A 12.000**

435« < gsakir-i mansira Edirne’de oldukda kurk elli bin akge virirlermis” MAD 133, p. 33.

¢ Sixteenth century surveys read: “vakf-i ‘imdret-i Balaban Pasa der Edirne karye-i Akpibar tabi-i
Edirne [hdsil] 5200.” Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi, 224. The Edirne survey of 1670 underlines
the old revenue as 38.735 ak¢e. However, this amount refers to the total annual revenues of the vakif
from all sorts of income units.

7 In the Edirne survey, it was registered as 200 kurus. I multiplied this by 120 akge (1 kurus=120

akce). MAD 133, p. 35.
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Karye-i Avcilar Uskiidar 4.530 N/A [ 1%

Karye-i Kafir Pinarca  Uskiidar 5.652 N/A [1*
Karye-i Umurca Uskiidar N/A*™! N/A 7.000
Mezra‘a-i Timurtas ~ Uskiidar 3.856™ N/A [T
Karye-i

Sokiin+mezraa Uskiidar 6.602 N/A [T
Karye-i Biiyiik Uskiidar 12.972 N/A [1*¥
Ismailce

Karye-i Donuz Dere  Uskiidar 2.742 N/A [ ¥
Karye-i Haskoy Uskiidar 8.160 N/A [1¥
Karye-i Yoriicekli Uskiidar 6.798 N/A [1*

B8 <Kiriht ma‘a mukdta‘a-i Isma ‘ilce bi-ihbdr-1 ahdli-yi karye-i m[ezbiir ] be-her sene 12.000 akg¢e”
MAD 133, p. 44.

B9 <“firitht bi-ihbdr-1 ahdli-yi karye-i mezbiir ma‘a mukata ‘a-i Uskiidar” MAD 133, p. 45

M0 <fiiritht ma‘a mukata ‘a-i Ismailce”. The villagers did not know how much it was farmed out for
“ne mikdar akgeye fiiriiht olundugu ahdli-yi karyenin ma ‘limlari degildir.” MAD 133, p. 47.

! <defterhaneden virilen icmdlde ¢ikmamisdir.” MAD 133, p. 48.
2 “ber miiceb-i defter-i atik vakf-1 karye-i Timurtas Bey ndm-1 diger Saru Ya‘kiib” MAD 133, p. 48.
3 <bi_ihbar-1 ahdli-yi karye-i m[ezbiir ] fiiritht ma ‘a karye-i Etmek¢i.” MAD 133, p. 48.

M4 <fiiritht ma‘a mukata ‘a-i Ismailce bi-ihbdr-1 ahdli-yi karye-i m[ezbir ]’ MAD 133, p. 48.

5 “karye-i mezbiir Ismailce mukata ‘ast tevabi* ile ma ‘an iki yiik yirmi bin [220.000] ak¢eye fiiriiht
olunagelmigdir bi-ihbar-1 re ‘dyda.” MAD 133, p. 49.

MO <fiiritht ma‘a mukata ‘a-i karye-yi Ismailce bi-ihbdr-1 ahdli-yi karye-i mezbir” MAD 133, p. 50.

T “fiiritht ma‘a mukata ‘a-i karye-yi Ismailce bi-ihbdr-1 ahdli-yi karye-i mezbir” MAD 133, p. 50.

M8 <firiiht ma‘a mukata ‘a-i karye-yi Ismailce bi-ihbdr-1 ahdli-yi karye-i mezbir” MAD 133, p. 50.
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Table 23. (Continued)

Karye-i Lefke Uskiidar 26.214 N/A [
Karye-i Dervis Depe  Uskiidar 4.971 N/A [ T
Karye-i Koca Yakub  Uskiidar 2.604 N/A [1*
Karye-i Kiisti Uskiidar 2.881 N/A [ 1%
Karye-i Dervis Uskiidar 4.386 N/A [ 1%
Mezra‘a-i Aslithan Uskiidar 1.737 N/A [ ]454
Karye-i Kirgehir Uskiidar 7.578 N/A N/A
Karye-i Hatun Uskiidar N/A 32.325 N/A

The table above allows us to make some interesting observations about the rural
settlements allocated to different vakifs. The values of revenues given in the Edirne
survey, though, ought not to be considered only in relation with their vakif status.
Whether they were in close vicinity of Edirne and/or other towns, or were located in
a mountainous area or close to rivers also requires close examination of these

villages. In other words, their spatial position should also be taken into consideration

9 “firiiht ma ‘mukata ‘a-i karye-yi Ismailce bi-ihbdr-1 ahdli-yi karye-i mezbiir” MAD 133, p. 52.
0 <firiht bi-ihbdr-1 ahdli-yi karye-i mezbiir ma ‘a mukata ‘a-i Uskiidar” MAD 133, p. 54.

BV “fiiriht bi-ihbdr-1 ahdli-yi karye-i mezbiir ma ‘a mukataa-i Uskiidar” MAD 133, p. 58.

W2 <fiiriht bi-ihbdr-1 ahdli-yi karye-i mezbiir ma ‘a mukataa-i Uskiidar” MAD 133, p. 59.

33 “fiiritht ma ‘a mukataa-i karye-yi Ismailce bi-ihbdr-1 ahdli-yi karye-i m[ezbir ]’ MAD 133.
% “mezra‘a-i Aslihan der tasarruf-i ahdli-yi karye-yi Kemal ve karye-yi Kara Ismailce ‘an vakf-

merhim Sultdn Bayezid Hdn.” Also, on the top of the entry, it reads: “fiiriht ma‘a mukataa-i
Ismailce.” MAD 133.
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along with their territorial size that had both arable and vacant lands, as well as other

taxable means.

In terms of annual revenues of vakif vilages, the majority of village revenues
recorded in the previous survey that was most likely the one prepared during the
reign of Ahmed I varied between 2000 and 9000 ak¢e. The few revenue exceptions
exceeding the amount of 10.000 ak¢e were the villages of Lefke (around 26.000
akge), Sokiin (around 12.000 akge), Nefs-i Uskiidar (around 27.000 akge), Akpiar
(around 38.000 akcge), Corek (around 20.000 akge), and Karaagac¢ (around 17.000
akge). The last two villages in the Ada sub-district were very close to the city of

Edirne. The rest of these villages were in the Uskiidar nahiye.

Keeping the older revenue values in mind, the Edirne survey of 1670 registered very
few vakif villages with their current revenue. For instance, the village of Sigircali

455

(also known as Balaban) was of this sort.”” It had a revenue of 5.000 akge in the late

sixteenth century that had been 10.700 akce in the early sixteenth century obtained

456
The revenue would be

from 79 households of Muslim and Christian dwellers.
adjusted to the amount of 15.000 akge at the end of the seventeenth century. Having
adjusted the revenue of the village, it was sold for 10.000 ak¢e as a lamp-sum (ber-
vech-i maktu ).’ Phokion Kotzageorgis asserts that this village was abandoned in
the late seventeenth century. The reason for this abondenment was because its status
was dropped to a timar village. However, there is no solid proof showing its status
diminished. As the Edirne survey of 1670 shows, the village was a vakif village in

the late sixteenth century and later in the seventeenth century.*®

Other than the village of Sigircali that belonged to the Giilsah Hatun endowment in

Bursa, though current revenue values are not existent in the Edirne survey of 1670, it

3 The Edirne survey of 1670 refers to the 1613 tax survey as the defter-i ‘atik mentioning that the

village belonged to the vakif of Giilsah Hatun, the mother of Sultan Mustafa (ber miiceb-i defter-i
‘attk vakf-1 Giilsah Hatin mdder-i Sultan Mustafa). For its current status in 1670, the survey reads:
“karye-i Sigircalt ndm-1 diger Balaban tdbi -i ndhiye-i Ada ‘an evkdf-i tiirbe-i Giilsah Sultan medfiin
der Buriisa.” MAD, 133, p. 118.

436 Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi, 320-321.
“TMAD, 133, p. 118.

% Compare with Phokion Kotzageorgis “Haric ez defter and hali ane’l reaya Villages,” 242-243.
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can be inferred from the “sold” amounts that the annual revenues of a good number
of vakif villages were adjusted in accordance with the current financial realities (see
Table 23). The best explanatory villages are the ones within the Uskiidar sub-district.
For example, as seen from the Edirne survey of 1670, the yearly revenue of the
village of Ahi was around 6.000 by the first decade of the seventeenth century. This
had been recorded around 3300 akge in the last quarter of the previous century.*”’
The revenue would be sold for 12.000 akce that makes us believe that the actual
potential of produce of the village must have been higher. Other examples are the
villages of Avariz,*® Yahsi Fakih,*®' Kose Hamza,*® Akpmar,463 Yakup, and
464

Etmekei™" all of whose annual revenues seem to have been modified by two to three

times by the late seventeenth century.

The vakif villages in the sub-district of Ada, mostly situated on the moist lands
between the rivers of Arda and Merig, seem to be have yielded higher revenues sold
at higher prices in the last quarter of the seventeenth century despite their modest
revenues half a century ago. Similar to the yearly yields of the villages in the sub-
district of Uskiidar, these vakif villages in the Ada nahiye had revenues not fluctuated
greatly when the last classical tax survey of the Edirne district materialized.
Nevertheless, though not all the vakif villages in this part of the district were
recorded according to the values of their annual revenues as reflected in the old and

465

the current surveys, the villages of Sarabdar (also known as Kesanlu)™” and

459 Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi, 364.

0 Gokbilgin identified this village as Havaros/Cavaros/Cavaroz that refers to Avariz. Some 19"
century maps name this village as Havariz. Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livasi, 245.

41 Ibid., 175-176.

462 Ibid., 248-251.

%93 Jts revenues were given to the imaret of the vakif of Balaban Pasa in Edirne where its founder

established a mosque and an imaret. The Edirne survey of 1670 underlines the old revenue as 38.735
akge. However, unlike the other entries recording the revenue of the village only, this entry refers to
the entire revenue of the Balaban Pasa Vakfi. This value was also existent in the late sixteenth
century tax surveys. Gokbilgin says that “imaret vakfi, bu asrin ikinci yarisinda, Edirne i¢inde bazi
diik[k]an zemin mukataalar1 ve sdirleri ile birlikte 38.735 akgeyi buluyordu.” Gokbilgin, Edirne ve
Pasa Livasi, 224.

464 Ibid., 200.

%3 This village belonged to the Sarabdar Hamza Bey endowment. Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa Livast,

234-235.
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. . 41-466
Kiiramidli

in the Ada sub-district were sold at enormous prices. While the
former’s fiiritht was 31.000 akce, the latter’s value was 47.000 akge that were both

significantly higher than the fiiriiht of other villages recorded in the survey.

A last word needs to be added in terms of the registration of the value of each
revenue unit (be timar, zeamet, hdss or vakif) recorded in the Edirne survey. In this
respect, the Edirne survey of 1670 resembles the classical tax surveys (fahrirs) of
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. However, unlike the earlier tax surveys, it did not
record the taxable items separately in detail such as the sorts of taxes and other
revenue units attached to the village and their yearly amounts. The expected annual
revenue of a rural settlement was given as a whole following the registration of each
dweller’s landed property, which would allow Ottoman fiscal registrars to calculate

the yields they produced.

Thus, this survey is important, and differs from those earlier tahrirs in a way that it
recorded each village dweller that possessed land, vineyard, or both according to
their physical specifications metrically measured. Furthermore, the Edirne survey of
1670 also provide concrete set of data about some trends that seem to have
intensified in the Ottoman Empire by the late seventeenth century. Seventeenth
century changes in Ottoman society show two diametrically opposite trends in land
possession. First, land sizes possessed by peasants tended to get smaller as a result of
the partition of lands among family members. This would cause the diminishing
involvement of smaller number of peasants in agricultural activities. Second, a good
number of had larger lands with the intention of keeping more agricultural produce
in order to make further profit mostly through the state’s purchases. Another trend
we see in this new survey is the tax farming of smaller taxable units as single
revenues.*®’ Rather than farming out each village separately, as the Edirne survey of

1670 recorded, villages with certain physical propinquity that mostly belonged to the

% In the sixteenth century tax surveys this village was registered as belonging to Hadim Ayas Bey’s

endowment (karye-i Kér Umud vakf-1 Ayas Bey). Its revenue was 15.000 akge in the early sixteenth
century and was 22.997 akge in the last quarter of the same century. Gokbilgin, Edirne ve Pasa
Livasi, 318.

*7 On miri mukataas see Tas, XVII. Yiizyilda Ankara, 61-62.
187



same vakif were farmed out as one revenue unit under (mukataa). The two best

examples in this regard are the Uskiidar, Yavuz Dere, and Ismailce mukataas.

4.5. The Population in the Edirne District: A Picture in 1670

The issue of population in the early modern Ottoman Empire has been a well-
contested domain of research among Ottomanist historians who have long benefited
from classical tax surveys of the earlier centuries in relation with the population

boom of the sixteenth century.**®

The latter surveys supplying meaningful
demographic pictures for Anatolian and Balkan cities would not be the case for the
following two centuries, albeit the few exceptions in the seventeenth and eighteenth

. 469
centuries.

Like I mentioned above, the analysis of demographic situation in rural spheres in the
Ottoman realms have for long been based on classical tax surveys. Despite their
intrinsic problems and despite the fact that these surveys were not prepared for
demographic purposes, Ottomanist historians attempted to create demographic data
for various locales in the Empire.*”® However, the almost termination of classical tax
surveys enforced historians to employ other archival sources in order to work on

demographic trends in the Ottoman Empire. This was mostly done by benefiting

468 Cook, Population Pressure in Rural Anatolia, 1450—1600.

9 These later surveys are the tahrir of Uyvar in 1664, of Crete in 1669, and of Kamanige in 1681.

For the transliterations of the latter two surveys see Dariusz Kolodziejczyk, The Ottoman Survey
Register of Podolia (ca. 1681),; Balta and Oguz, eds., Livd-i Resmo Tahrir Defteri.

479 1¢ is almost impossible to mention all the tahrir-based studies here. For a short list see Inalcik,

Siiret-i Defter-i Sancak-1 Arvanid; Nejat Gdyiing, XVI. Yiizyilda Mardin Sancag: (Istanbul: Istanbul
Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, 1969); Hiiseyin Ozdeger, XVI Yiizyilda Aywntab Livasi (Istanbul:
Istanbul Universitesi Yayinlar, 1988); Ismet Miroglu, XVI. Yiizyilda Bayburt Sancag: (Istanbul:
Bayburt Kiiltiir ve Yardimlagsma Dernegi, 1975); Yusuf Halagoglu, “Tapu-tahrir Defterlerine gore 16.
Yiizyilin ikinci Yarisinda Sis (Kozan) Sancagi,” [UEF Tarih Dergisi XXXII, (1979): 819-892; Yuzo
Nagata, “16. Yiizyilda Manisa Koyleri-1531 Tarihli Saruhan Sancagma Ait Bir Tahrir Defterini
Inceleme Denemesi,” JUEF Tarih Dergisi XXXII, (1979): 731-758; Zeki Arikan, “Hamid
Sancagi’nda Timar Diizenine Iliskin Arastirmalar,” [UEF Tarih Enstitiisii Dergisi XIII, (1982): 101-
126; Mehdi ilhan, “Some notes on the settlements and population of the sancak of Amid according to
the 1518 Ottoman Cadastral Survey,” AUDTFCF Tarih Arastirmalart Dergisi XIV, no. 25 (1981-
82): 415- 436; Bahaeddin Yediyildiz, Ordu Kazasi Sosyal Tarihi-1455-1613 (Ankara: Kiiltir ve
Turizm Bakanligi Yayinlari, 1985); Suraiya Faroghi, “The Peasants of Saideli in the late 16th
century,” Archivum Ottomanicum VIII, (1983): 215-250; Feridun M. Emecen, XVI. Aswrda Manisa
Kazasi (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1989).
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from poll-tax registers for the Balkans as observed in the works of Bruce

471
McGowan.

Nevertheless, historians have tended to employ other archival sources
in order to understand the demographic portrait of any given region in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Amongst these, while some historians have
used avdriz surveys providing at least some amount of information regarding the
numbers of avariz households that were by no means real household numbers, or
temettiiat registers in order to understand the household sizes of families.*’””
Furthermore, some studies have recently used other sorts of archival sources that
enable the historian to understand demographic trends in certain cities. Yunus Ugur,
having specifically focused on the smallest administrative unit in the city of Edirne,

analyzed two different kinds of surveys (one is avariz and the other is kefdlet survey)

in order to draw the demographic picture in seventeenth century Edirne.*”

4.5.1. Average Village size in the Edirne District

As far as rural settlements are concerned in the seventeenth century, which was an
era immediately followed by the termination of classical tax surveys, neither avariz
surveys not poll-tax registers of the seventeenth century supply compatible data to
those of the tahrirs of the sixteenth century. In this respect, regarding the population
of the Edirne district, we can extract substantial information from the Edirne survey
of 1670 as it provides well-matching demographic data for the region. Despite its

potential for offering similar population data to the previously prepared tax surveys,

! McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe.

2 Ozel, “17. Yiizy1l Osmanli Demografi ve iskan Tarihi i¢in Onemli Bir Kaynak: Mufassal Avariz
Defteri”; Demirci, “Complaints about Avariz assessment and payment in the Avariz-tax system: An
aspect of the relationship between centre and periphery. A case study of Kayseri, 1618-1700”; Ali
Agikel, “Changes in Settlement patterns, Population and Society in North-Central Anatolia: A Case
Study of the District (Kazd) of Tokat (1574-1643),” unpublished PhD Thesis (Birmingham
University, 1999). When the nineteenth century tax surveys came into being, temettiiat registers and
population surveys gave historians an opportunity to see population trends. See Nuri Adiyeke,
“Temettiiat Satimlar1 ve Bu sayimlari Diizenleyen Nizamname Ornekleri,” Osmanli Tarihi Arastirma
ve Uygulama Merkezi Dergisi OTAM 11, no. 11 (2000): 769-823.

7 Ugur, “The Historical Interaction of the City with Its Mahalles.”
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one needs to understand the terminology employed in the register for determining the

landed property.

In terms of the residential affiliations of registered people in different villages, the
majority of entries were in a rather unequivocal way. What I mean by this is that
whether a landholder from a neighboring village or someone who was residing in a
city was registered with affiliation to his/her place of residence. In other words, those
registered who were not permanent residents of the given village were registered
with affiliations pertaining to their place of residence (sdkin-i such and such). On the
other hand, the registration of residents of the dwellers of the given village without

specified affinities make us assume that they were in fact the residents of the village.

I make this distinction by reading the names one by one and then following those
who that also possessed lands or vineyards in other neighboring villages. For
example, when the landed possessions of Ibrahim Usta, a resident of the village of
Avariz in the sub-district of Uskiidar, were registered, his name was not associated
with the village. In other words, his name was not recorded in a way that he was a

resident of the village of Avariz.*”*

However, when his lands in the neighboring
village of Kdse Hamza were recorded, his name was overtly associated with his
place of residence.*”” In making the distinction between residents and non-residents
of the given village, the only exception was the part of the survey that recorded the
village dwellers within the sub-district of Coke (i.e., MAD 556).*’® In this part of the

survey, villagers were not recorded in a similar way to those within the other four

sub-districts that differentiated their residential affiliations.

This is yet another problem that historians face when they attempt to generate a
rough quantitative figure for demographic situation of a given region based on tax
surveys. Classical tax surveys of the sixteenth century do not always underline the

residential affiliation of the landholder in a specific village. Thus, it is not always

474 Under the village of Avariz, “zemin der yed-i Ibrahim Usta hdli tarla 30 cerib, mezrii* tarla 22

cerib, [toplam ] tarla 52 cerib.” MAD 133.

3 Under the village of Kése Hamza, “zemin der yed-i Ibrahim Usta sékin-i karye-i Avariz hali tarla

35.” MAD 133.

7% In this part of the survey, the names were recorded along with their professional or other sorts of

titles (i.e., pasa, aga, bey, bevvab, korucu, bekgi etc.) but not with their residential connections.
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easy to understand the number of actual residents in a given rural settlement. What
does the existence of villagers possessing land in neighboring villages tell us? Does
it say something about an increasing level of horizontal mobility of villagers that was
strictly discouraged during the classical period? Or does it testify to the languishing

of the timar system?

Thus, other than the number of residents within the Coke sub-district, we can more
or less safely determine the number of villagers that allow us to make different
analyses. The first analysis that we can make based on the Edirne survey’s
registration practices is understandably the population sizes of villages in terms of
their residents. Secondly, we can determine the religious composition of settlements
where mixed or homogenous rural communities lived. This allows us to analyze land
possessing rural communities in terms of their religious affiliations. Thirdly, the
survey recorded the residents and non-residents gender wise. Though women barely
exist as the possessors of arable lands, the existence of few women might show a

changing trend in the seventeenth century that will be further detailed below.

Keeping in mind that no one seems to have been permanent resident either in
mezraas or miisellems®”’, the only dwellers we need to take into consideration for
getting a better sense of the village population were those not registered as residents
somewhere else. In other words, undertaking their surveying obligations with the
assistance of local people, the surveyors that registered a specific village must have
recorded all heads of households possessing a piece of land (arable land, meadow
etc) in a given village. In other words, the Edirne survey of 1671 overtly states the
residential affinities of village dwellers as to whether they were residents of that
particular village or were residing in a neighboring village. In other words, similar to
tahrir defters, people possessing arable land (tarla) ploughed by a pair of oxen (¢ift
as in the classical tahrirs) were recorded. However, villagers who did not possess

arable land but owned other landed property (i.e., vineyard, garden etc) were also

77 Being uninhabited settlements, mezraa and miisellem ¢iftliks were excluded when I was creating

the aggregate population data. For instance, see the people in the villages of Deliiceli ve Kose
Kulfalli possessed the lands in the mezraa of Eyiicekli in the Manastir sub-district. Likewise, the
mezraa of Besayakli was used by the people in the village of Besayakli in Manastir nahiye. MAD
133.
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registered. Hence, the population data we have in hand must be close to the actual

number of household heads.

Beginning with the Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa nahiye, which consisted of one of the two
smallest landed areas in the Edirne district (the other was the Manastir nahiye), it
seems that in this small sub-district there were around 300 households in the late
seventeenth century. As can be seen, the majority of landed property was under the
use of the village dwellers in the Cisr-i Mustafa Paga sub-district. The villages in this
sub-district in 1671 seem to have had a varying number of residents. While the
smallest ones with the lowest numbers of residents residing there and cultivating the
soil were the villages of Siileymanca, Siile, Otlu Haci, Derzi Pare, and Akova with
just more than 10 households; the largest villages were Habibce, Aladag, and Hisarl
having 51, 45, and 41 households respectively. The rest of the villages in this sub-
district had a number of households that varied between 20 and 30. What we can say
about this nahiye is that the average size of villages was rather modest compared to
other nahiyes. All in all, the average household size in Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa villages

seems to be 24.

The Uskiidar nahiye seems to have around 2255 households in the late seventeenth
century. Despite the barriers that our survey innates we can say that the average size
of villages in the nahiye of Uskiidar was 29,4. Furthermore, similar to other nahiyes
in the Edirne District, some villages of the Manastir sub-district seem to have had
considerable number of dwellers. The villages of Vakf-1 Derbend, Kozluca, Isikli,
Manastir-1 Kebir, Manstir-1 Sagir, and Kavakli made the largest villages in the
Manastir nahiye. The numbers of people residing in these villages were 156, 155, 97,
69, 57, 57 respectively. The Manastir nahiye had 1395 households in the late
seventeenth century. Furthermore, the average village population was 37,3 in the

nahiye of Manastir in 1670.

Despite the rather high altitude compared to villages in other nahiyes, the numbers of
residents of villages in this sub-district are relatively high. This high percentage of
average population size was possibly the result of the deviation these villages create.
However, this might be related to the size of arable land possessed by villagers. In

the villages of the Manastir nahiye, villagers possessed relatively smaller size of land
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to cultivate, a conclusion that can be drawn both from geographical reasons and from
the higher partition of arable lands following the death of the prime land possessor.
Though we have no concrete set of data that shed light on the family sizes of
villagers in the seventeenth century Edirne region, we can speculate that households
had more legal heirs that might have brought about the further division of land

478

among male siblings.””” Hence, we can say that the land sizes get smaller as sons

inherited the land upon the death of the father.

The most fascinating sub-district that is very critical in our analysis not only in terms
of the demographic situation in the villages but also in terms of urbanites’
involvement in land possession in rural sites is the Ada nahiye. As can be seen from
Table 24 (table on population of Ada), with few exemptions such as the villages of
Oyiiklii Tatar, Diidiik¢ii, Tiirk Doganci, Sazlhidere, Kara Ishakli whose number of
residents varied between 9 and 17, number of people residing in the villages of Ada
nahiye was relatively high compared to other sub-districts. All in all, following my
calculations, it can be claimed that this nahiye had around 2151 households. The
average demographic size of the villages in this nahiye was 51,5 people, which was
more than two times than the village size in the sub-district of Uskiidar. As explained
above, the villages in the sub-district of Ada were located on the plain region of the
Edirne district. This is important because, as the villages were on or around the
fertile lands, the productivity of lands was rather high, which must have enabled the

residents of those villages to meet their tax burden more easily.

As mentioned above, unfortunately, the part of the Edirne survey of 1670 that
recorded the villages in the Coke nahiye did not register landed property holders by
making such a distinction. In other words, all the landholders’ names were penned
without mentioning their residential affiliation. Hence, it was impossible to create
even a tentative aggregate population data for the villages located within the
boundaries of the Coke sub-district. Due to the impracticality of the figures derived
from the Coke nahiye, I omitted this part of the Edirne district from my demographic

analysis. However, having the average percentage of village residents as landholders

78 About family sizes in the city of Edirne see Ugur, “The Historical Interaction of the City with Its
Mabhalles.”
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in other nahiyes (that are 69% for the Manastir nahiye, 67% for Cisr-i Mustafa Paga
nahiye, 63% for the Uskiidar nahiye and 57% for the Ada nahiye), we can have
tentative household numbers in the Coke nahiye. With all the miscalculation
possibilities included (i.e., repetitions etc), if we consider that the half of the
landholders registered in this sub-district was the village residents we reach a

conclusion that more than 3350 households were living in the villages of the Coke

nahiye.
Table 24. Population density of villages in 1670
# of families Ada Uskiidar Manastir Cisr-i Mustafa Coke
nahiye ndhiye ndhiye Pasa ndhiye ndhiye
1-25 10 42 15 9 N/A
26-50 14 21 14 2 N/A
51-75 11 5 3 1 N/A
76-100 3 1 1 N/A
101-125 3 1 1 N/A
126-150 N/A
150+ 1 1 2 N/A
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As can be seen from the above table that disregards the Coke data concerning the
village sizes, the household numbers in villages seem to be relatively low. The
majority of villages had maximum of 50 hanes. Villages exceeding the number of
100 households were incredibly rare. There was no such village in the Cisr-i Mustafa
Pasa sub-district. It is evident that some of the largest villages with the highest
population sizes were within the Ada nahiye. The latter was in close physical
proximity to Edirne that was not only the largest consumer of the produce from
villages, but also the nearest provider of various services to them. Hence, it makes
sense that the villages around the city of Edirne would have a relatively high number
of residents. Furthermore, the villages with close connection with Edirne were under
the close surveillance of the imperial power. Especially, during the reign of Mehmed
IV, who often visited near-by-villages due to the royal hunting expeditions in the
Edirne region, these villages were under close attention of Edirne. Contemporary
European and Ottoman observers vividly expressed this fact during their long or

short sojourns to Edirne.*”

Some rural settlements with very significant number of residents deserve special
attention in order to understand the clustering of villages in the Edirne district in the
seventeenth century. What I mean by clustering is that some villages seem to be the
local minor centre of a few surrounding villages, most probably providing to them
some daily services such as grocery, barber, and the like. The village of nefs-i
Uskiidar (karye-i nefs-i Uskiidar) was one of them. Considering the fact that the term
“nefs” generally referred to the city or town centre in the Ottoman jargon, it will be

wise to say that the village of nefs-i Uskiidar was not a standard village.

All inaccuracy likelihoods kept in mind; the rural surroundings of the city of Edirne
had around 9.500 households in the late seventeenth century as far as the Edirne
survey of 1670 is concerned. This makes a massive rural population residing in an
area that was in the jurisdiction of Edirne, which witnessed a significant

demographic rise in the same century due to Mehmed IV’s existence in line with its

" Isa-zade Abdullah, Isa-zade Tarihi (Metin ve Tahlil), ed. Ziya Yilmazer (istanbul: istanbul Fetih
Cemiyeti, 1996); Derin, “Abdurrahman Abdi Pasa Vekayi’-namesi”. Also see Covel, “Extracts from
the Diaries of Dr. John Covel, 1670-1679”.
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political importance. As mentioned before, during the seventeenth century, the

population of the city of Edirne was between 40-50.000.**

What we can estimate is that the rural surroundings of the city of Edirne had a
relatively good number of people that was sufficient to feed the city with the produce
offered. This is evident from the rural production of the Edirne district in the
eighteenth century during which it did not only provide for the provisioning of

Edirne but also that of Istanbul.**!

4.5.2. Religious Composition of Villages in the Edirne district

One of the most interesting observations we can make from the data in hand is the
religious composition of villages in the Edirne district. Unlike the classical tahrirs of
the sixteenth century that barely allow us to make inferences regarding the religious
mixture of rural settlements because they did not overtly state whether dwellers

resided in the given village or not, "

the Edirne survey of 1670 recorded the village
dwellers according to their residential connections. As stated above, the nahiye of
(Coke has been deliberately excluded from this analysis because the Edirne survey of

1670 did not record the villages of this nahiye by making this differentiation.

Table 25. Religious composition of villages in the nahiye of Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa

0 Ugur, “The Historical Interaction of the City with Its Mahalles”; Karagedikli, “Bir Payitaht:

Yeniden Diisiinmek.”

1 The Muslim court registers of Edirne in eighteenth century include many imperial edicts that

ordered the participation of the Edirne villages to the provisioning of Istanbul. See ESS 174, 25 Zi’l-
hicce 1176, p.13b; ESS 189, h. 1187, pp.79-80; ESS 181, 11 Rebiii’l-evvel 1182, p. 14b

2 Despite this, many scholars attempted to analyze the religious mixture of rural settlements in the

Ottoman country based on the tahrir surveys of the sixteenth century. See Yigit, “XVI. Yiizyilin
Ikinci Yarisinda Edirne Kazas1.” Also see Anton Minkov, Conversion to Islam in the Balkans: Kisve
Bahast petitions and Ottoman Social Life 1670-1730 (Leiden: Brill, 2004), 65-100; Alexandre
Popovic and Asma Rashid, “The Muslim Culture in the Balkans (16™-18"™ Centuries),” Islamic
Studies 36, no. 2/3 (1997): 177-190.
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Village name # of Muslims # of non-Muslims Total

Karaoglanl 9 11 20
Saruhanl 17 2 19
Hac1 Obast 23 0 23
Stileymanca 10 0 10
Hisarl 23 18 41
Siile 2 10 12
Otlu Haci 13 0 13
Derzi Pare 0 11 11
Aladag 0 45 45
Habibce 51 0 51
Bunakl 23 0 23
Akova 0 13 13
Iflahanli 24 7 31

The most convenient nahiye for such an analysis is the Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa sub-
district consisting of 13 villages with permanent dwellers physically residing there

and working on the land.**

Amongst these 13 villages, 5 villages had exclusively
Muslim dwellers and 3 villages had exclusively Christian. Furthermore, 5 villages
seem to have been inhabited both by the Muslims and Christians (zimmi). However,
among these “mixed” settlements, the villages of Saruhanli and iflahanli had a
Muslim majority, while the village of Siile had a Christian predominance. Only, the
villages of Kara Oglanli and Hisarli had a mixed proportion of population in an
acceptable sense. As far as religions of village dwellers are concerned, what we can

say is that there seems to be a religious fragmentation in the villages of the Cisr-i

Mustafa Pasa nahiye in the late seventeenth century.

* The same nahiye also comprised 8 hamlets that were under the use of neighboring village

dwellers. These mezraas were Gokpinar, Kara Kasan, ilyasca, Bunakli, Evekli, Rumsah, Oyacik, and
Mensal. As the lands in these hamlets were worked on by non-permanent dwellers in these rural sites
and as the villagers cultivating the lands were overtly stated in relation with the name of the villages
where they resided, I did not take into account the villagers registered under these mazraas in order to
avoid any repitition. For the villages and mezraas of the Cisr-i Mustafa Paga nahiye see MAD 133,
pp. 83-93
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Despite the fact that religious mixture seems quite evident in the Cisr-i Mustafa Paga
villages, what we see in the Manastir sub-district is a religious polarization. As can
be seen from the Table below, amongst 36 villages 20 had religious exclusivity of
one religion or the other. 15 of these 20 villages had Christian residents exclusively,

while the remaining 5 villages had only Muslim residents.

Table 26. Religious composition of villages in the nahiye of Manastir

Village name # of Muslims # of non-Muslims Total
Fikele 0 37 37
Vakf-1 Derbend 0 156 156
Kozluca 0 155 155
Doganoglu+Sirem 0 107 107
Kavakl 0 55 55
Yavuz Dere 0 12 12
Manastir-1 kebir 0 67 69
Bagge Pinarn 1 29 30
Aziz Halifa (Vakif) 14 6 20
Dermanh 0 11 11
Kayacik 3 26 29
Iskender Pazari 20 0 20
Koyun Pinari 18 1 19
Dervis 16 1 17
Drama 28 0 28
Kose Kulfalli 25 9 34
Aziz Halifa (Deliiceli) 0 34 34
Sahli 14 35 49
Sinekli-yi Gebran 0 26 26
Kircal Obast 9 0 9
Sinekli-yi Miislim 10 3 13
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Table 26. (Continued)

Manastir-1 sagir 1 56 57
Cakal Pinar (Catma) 0 15 15
Akalan 0 25 25
Pare 11 0 11
Migeli 9 19 28
Danismendlii 4 14 18
Sah Melik 3 14 17
Isikl 15 82 97
Defterdar 0 27 27
Tura Bey Obasi 29 0 29
Yusuflu 31 2 33
Papas 0 31 31
Saltikl 14 1 15
Besayakli (Davud Beglii) 4 15 19
Gacel Ova 0 43 43

Among all villages of the Manastir nahiye, 13 villages seem to have had religiously
mixed populations, though either Muslims or Christians had a majority. The villages
of Bagce Pmar1, Koyun Pinari, Dervis, Manastir-1 sagir and Saltikli had only one
resident being from the other religion. As for the villages of Manastir-1 sagir Sah
Melik, Danigmenlii, Kayacik, and Bagce Pinar1 that had predominantly Christian
populations, the Muslims residing in these villages were either the sipahis of these
villages or those possessing land there with the sahib-i arz’s certicate (tasarruf
temessiikii)."™ Alternatively, these Muslims may have been the new converts as is
evident in their names recorded (nev Miislim or Abdullah as their patronymic).*® No
matter of what, the existence of these Muslim men does not change the religious

predominance of Christians in these villages.

% For instance, the sipahi is the only Muslim in the village of Kara Hizir. MAD 133. Mustafa b.

Abdullah, a new convert living in the village of Evris, was the only Muslim recorded as a resident of
the same village. MAD 133.

3 Margariti v. Kara Mustafa from the village of Avcilar in the nahiye of Uskiidar was recorded as a

new Muslim (nev Miislim). MAD 133. Yusuf v. Abdullah from the village of Ahi was of this sort.
Also, 2 of the four Muslim residents of the village of Kemal in the Uskiidar nahiye were new
converts.
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The other line of the story is about those villages that had Muslim majority with only
a few Christian dwellers. This type of villages were Yusuflu, Saltikli, Kése Kulfalli,
Koyun Pinar1, Dervis, and Aziz Halifa. The Christian dwellers residing in these

villages may have been the “new comers”*

or sharecroppers from other villagers as
well. Alternatively, these men and women might be the ones deserting the
neighboring villages due to calamities like plague. Plague did not infrequently visit
the Ottoman lands in the early modern period, which has recently been studied by
scholars.*®” Despite its frequent appearance in cities, plague was also a devastating
factor in villages causing their dwellers’ desertion; at least it was the case until its
worst period ended. Indeed, archival sources such as the 1686 avariz register reveal
that plague caused a drop in the number of villagers as some departed from villages
due to the plague in the Edirne district. The village of Sarabdar Hamza Bey in the

Ada sub-district was one that was hit hard by plague after the imperial survey

(probably of 1670?). The entry reads:

karye-i mezbiire evkdfa mesrita olmagin mukaddemd hdne vaz*‘ olunmayub
Ibrahim Efendi tahririnde [the survey of 1670?] hdne vaz* olunmagla ve
karye-i mezbiireye ta‘tin isdbet itmegin ancak dort [avdriz] hdneye
tahammiilii vardir ferman Sultnimindir*™®®

Another similar example was the village of Kaba Oyiik. It was most likely the plague
in 1670 that caused a drop in the number of dwellers in the 1686 avariz register. In
fact, the number of residents in the village of Kaba Oyiik was 37 households in the
1670 survey, yet 8 casualties from the plague following this date was what decreased

the village dwellers’ population. The entry reads:

ba’de’t-tahrir [following the Edirne survey of 1670?] karye-i mezbiire
re‘dydasina ta‘un isabet itmegin sekiz nefer re‘dydsi miird olub perisan

¢ The register refers to a specific word (yabanct) when defining these new comers. The vilages of

Avariz, Hac1 Kafir, Nefs-i Uskiidar, Kay1, Kara Hizir and Umurca had a good number of yabanc:
villagers. MAD 133.

*7 Daniel Panzac, Osmanli Imparatorlugu'nda veba: 1700-1850, trans. Serap Yilmaz (istanbul: Tarih

Vakfi, 1997); Niikhet Varlik, Plague and Empire in the Early Modern Mediterranean World
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015).

8 B.0.A. TT 817, p. 6.
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olmagla ancak iki [avdriz] hdneye tahammiilii  vardw  fermdn

. 489
Sultanimindir

Table 27. Religious composition of villages in the ndhiye of Uskiidar

Village name # of Muslims # of non-Muslims Total
Etmekei 16 0 16
Karabulut 17 3 20
Yahsi Fakih 23 0 23
Akpinar 14 3 17
Uzgas 11 4 15
Kose Hamza 15 0 15
Avariz 18 13 31
Ulu Sahin 3 0 3
Kafir Haci 0 31 31
Nefs-i Uskiidar 86 212 298
Kay1 0 93 93
Nusretli 18 5 23
Ahi 9 1 10
Doganc1 20 0 20
Dimitri 0 57 57
Avcilar 37 8 45
Kara Hizir 1 43 44
Kafir Pinarca 0 54 54
Umurca 14 1 15
Sokiin 13 5 18
Biiyiik ismailce 17 0 17
Pavlikan (Donuz Dere) 0 17 17
Haskdoy 2 17 19
Yoriicekli 1 18 19
Mihalig 0 64 64
Letke 0 65 65
Yahsi Beglii 47 0 47
* 1bid., p. 4.
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Table 27. (Continued)

Dervis Depe 0 106 106
Sogucak 0 48 48
Koca Yakublu 41 0 41
Kiisti 31 0 31
Kerastal Haci 18 0 18
Timurhanl 5 28 33
Tirk Pmarca 0 22 22
Kerume 0 36 36
Emrudlu 0 36 36
Kafiralan 0 25 25
Arabli 12 0 12
Hayreddince 27 0 27
Menacilar 0 40 40
Hizir Aga 12 0 12
Kara Pelid 0 17 17
Kurdcali 5 22 27
Obruklu 0 23 23
Yenice 0 10 10
Cingane Pasa 0 2 2
Geredeli 16 0 16
Galavanh 0 17 17
Salihli 16 0 16
Yumuklu 12 0 12
Giilsuret 0 16 16
Sadikli 25 0 25
Carakl 8 0 8
Halifa 41 0 41
Uguralan 15 0 15
Simavnali 6 34 40
Hidir Yoriik 12 0 12
Resullii 10 0 10
Piring¢iyad 9 0 9
Kara Pmar 18 0 18
Elhac Ibrahim Obasi 10 0 10
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Table 27. (Continued)

Yeni Yayla 24 0 24
Durmuslu (Arabaci) 21 0 21
Kirk Paga 0 32 32
Akca Ibrahim 27 0 27
Koyunlu 22 0 22
Evris 2 29 31
Maras 12 58 70
Kemal 4 37 41
Kirsehir 18 2 20
Hatun 6 34 40

In the nahiye of Uskiidar, 29 villages were exclusively Muslim, while 21 villages
were exclusively Christian. Other than these one faith exclusive villages, there were
mixed villages that had Muslim or Christian majority. The villages of Kara Hizir and
Evris seem to have had only one and two Muslim residents respectively. The
former’s only Muslim resident was the sipahi of the village (Sipahi Mehmed Bey).
The latter village’s Muslims, though, were the new Muslims (Mehmed veled
Abdullah and Mustafa veled Abdullah) who were still residing in the same village

even after their conversion.
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Table 28. Religious composition of villages in the ndhiye of Ada

Village name # of Muslims # of non-Muslims Total
Ahur+Hirvat 79 0 79
Ineoglu 73 0 73
Keniseli 71 0 71
Sahinci 47 0 47
Omerbegli 69 0 69
Sofular 59 0 59
Ece Sultan 25 0 25
Bosna 38 1 39
Yundbergos+Tatarli 66 0 66
Karaagac 4 51 55
Corek 8 59 67
Diidiik¢ii Yenicesi 0 70 70
Didiikeii 8 1 9
Saltikl 31 0 31
Ayntabli 30 0 30
Kulakli 10 27 37
Doganca Arzi 30 62 92
Bazarli 0 81 81
Yarbuz Ata/Tatar 20 30 50
Kafir Doganc1 1 124 125
Kaba Oyiik 2 35 37
Tiirk Doganci 10 0 10
Kara Ishakli 17 0 17
Kiiramidli 60 0 60
Timurtas 28 0 28
Polad 7 48 55
Azadli 37 80 117
Sarabdar (Kesanlu) 39 67 106
Daye Hatun 11 34 45
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Table 28. (Continued)

Kose Doganct Murad 20 | 21
[Ibegi Bergos 25 2 27
Eymirli 58 0 58
Bulakhi 11 17 28
Karakasim 13 16 29
Sazlidere 15 0 15
Abali 23 0 23
Ogul Pasa 36 1 37
Oyiiklii Tatar1 9 0 9
Elgili 25 0 25
Sigircalu 29 8 37
Ceke Tatar1 22 1 23
Iskender 17 162 179

The table below shows the religious fragmentation observed in the villages of the
Edirne district in the seventeenth century. In the table ME refers to villages with
exclusive Muslim populations, while CE indicates the villages with exclusive
Christian dwellers. The letters of ME and CE are used to indicate the villages where
no member of the other faith was permanently resided. In other words, when there
was no Muslim residing in a Christian village, it is shown as CE. Alternatively, if
there was no Christian permanently living in a Muslim village, the village is shown

as ME.
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Table 29. Number of villages according to religious fragmentation

Nahiye ME CE M-MD M-CD
Uskiidar 29 21 10 12
Manastir 5 15 7 9
Cirs-i Mustafa Pasa 5 3 3 2

Ada 19 2 7 14
Coke N/A N/A N/A N/A
TOTAL 58 41 27 37

(35%)  (25%)  (16%) (22%)

ME: Muslim exclusive; CE: Christian exclusive; M-MD: Mixed with
Muslim dominance; M-CD: Mixed with Christian dominance

Moreover, there were also mixed villages inhabited by both Christians and Muslims.
However, as some of these mixed villages had varying number of members from the
other faith (i.e., majority is Muslim with few Christians, or vice versa), they have to
be treated differently regarding their dominance. Hence, I used the abbreviations of
M-MD (Mixed but Muslim dominant) and M-CD (mixed but Christian dominant) in
order to differentiate the religious composition of the villages. As can be clearly
seen from the table, in the late seventeenth century, the villages in the Edirne district
were significantly segmented in terms of religious affiliations of villagers. 60
percent of the villages comprised religiously homogenous populations. On the other
hand, religiously mixed villages were not insignificant either. Unfortunately, the
registration practices for the nahiyes of Ada, Uskiidar, Cisr-i Mustafa Pasa, and
Manastir was not applicable to the Coke sub-district, hence its villages were not
included into this analysis. Keeping in mind that Coke nahiye consisted of the
highest number of villages in the Edirne kaza, this confession based analysis may

have to be amended with other archival documents that supply similar data.
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4.5.3. Askeris in the Edirne villages

Koci Bey, a seventeenth century author, in his famous treatise prepared for the young
Ottoman Sultan Murad IV, would write the following concerning the group of

military men called “ultfeli”:

Ve boliik ta‘ifesinde cari olan kandin ki Istanbul ve Edirne ve Bursa beyninde
olan kura ve kasabatda sakin olmaktir. Cari olan kanin bi‘l-kiilliye feramis

olunub ...etraf Ui eknafa miistevli olmuslardir. Ve kurad ve kasabati kabza-i

tasarruflara almislardir*”

Although the above statement was written in relation to a specific group of military
men who were now residing in places other than what was assigned to them, what
contemporary Ottoman intellectuals like Kog¢i Bey observed was by no means a
groundless gossip. Modern Ottomanist historians have long underlined the
permanent establishment of askeri men in rural parts in the vicinity of cities.*”’
Indeed, men with specific askeri titles (like uliifeli) were well involved in acquiring
landed property in the rural spheres of large cities in the Ottoman Empire. In the
villages located around the cities of Istanbul, Bursa and Edirne that were the three
seats of the Ottoman Empire, it was a legal matter that Koci Bey also agreed with.
For the Bursa region, for instance, Haim Gerber asserts that the rural hinterland of

Bursa was in fact penetrated by urban elites.*

Yet, to what extent do we see this penetration? If the involvement of these men was
so extensive, did it create a threat for the peasant who held the backbone of the
landed property in the Ottoman Empire? In other words, did this penetration reduce
the peasant to the status of sharecroppers initially, leading their indebtedness in the

middle range, and physically drawing them out from villages eventually?

0 Goriceli Kogi Bey, Kogi Bey Rislesi, 51.

1 For a general reading on the matter in the classical period see Inalcik, An Economic and Social

History of the Ottoman Empire vol.1. In the second volume of the same study, McGowan, “The age
of the Ayan.” For the Balkans see Moacanin, Town and Country and McGowan, Economic Life in
Ottoman Europe. For Anatolian provinces see Gerber, Economy and Society in an Ottoman City:
Bursa, 1600-1700. Also see Gerber, Social origins of the Modern Middle East.

2 Gerber, Social origins of the Modern Middle East.
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In order to answer these questions that will be dealt with in the following pages of
this study, one needs to detect the degree of existence of these men in a specific
region. Indeed, the men with titles seem to have involved with landholding in the
Edirne region. Below, I will initially identify these men and women (if any)
involving in agricultural activities in the rural hinterland of Edirne, which will be
done by dividing them into two groups. The first group comprises those who seem to
have lived in villages as permanent residents. The second group includes those who
lived in the city of Edirne yet held some sorts of landed property in villages. Being
aware of the fact that the titles may not always underline the askeri status of people
because of their inherent problem, the below table was made based the selection of
such titles as aga, bey, pasa, bese, ciindi, seyid, celebi, efendi, halife, dede, and so on.
Those who were not recorded with an askeri title yet attached to a state position are

taken into account, as it is clear that they were in the service of the Sultan.*”

Table 30. Landholders with askeri titles according to their place of residence

Name of sub-district # of askeris living in # of askeris living in
villages Edirne

Uskiidar 264 44

Manastir 73 3

Cisr-i Mustafa Paga 20 2

Ada 345 98

Coke N/A N/A

3 For example, “Arnavud Halil bevvab-1 Sultani der Edirne” is one of these. Karye-i Manastir-1

sagir in the Manastir nahiye. The titles like bevvab, kapucu, and so on are taken into account in this
regard.
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It seems that men with askeri titles tended to live mostly in the villages of the sub-
districts of Uskiidar and Ada. Furthermore, those who lived in Edirne also seem to
have acquired landed property in these nahiyes. It makes sense to say that men of
askeri origin did live in rural sites of Edirne, though not in significant portions. This
was not unknown to contemporary Ottomans during the seventeenth century when
Ko¢i Bey was complaining about the existence of askeri class members in the

villages where they were making profit.***

It seems quite evident that askeris
dwelling in Edirne were well involved in the rural economy of Edirne by acquiring
landed property in villages that were a significant dependant of the city of Edirne.
With the demographic rise in the city of Edirne in the seventeenth century, the rural
hinterland of the city was re-organized by increasing the allocations to the city in

order to tolerate this population rise that would otherwise be impossible to happen.

% Goriceli Kogi Bey, Kogi Bey Risdlesi.
209



CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

In the present research I analyzed the Edirne district in its entirety through a new set
of data based on archival sources in order to answer the research questions that I

raised in Introduction, based on wich I reached the following conclusions:

The initial important conlusion that this thesis draws attention to is that Edirne was
the “rising star” of the seventeenth century Ottoman political cosmos. There were
surely reasons for this. Edirne was not an ordinary city; it was one of the three seats
(tahtgdh-1 seldse) for the Ottomans, and a frontier hub where military campaigns
towards the West and the North were gathered. Hence, Edirne needed special
attention. However, the rather different political realities of the seventeenth century
brought the city to a new stage. To begin with, during most of the seventeenth
century, the consecutive Ottoman sultans continued to reside in Edirne that made the
city’s population double. The demographic rise in Edirne in the seventeenth century
necessitated the placement of wider rural sites under its jurisdiction in order to better
meet the needs of the city. Hence, further integration of the city of Edirne with its
rural hinterland was inevitable. Most of the questions that this study sought to answer
were related to the organization of rural space around Edirne in the early modern
period. Thus, I did not only treat the city per se, but also analyzed its rural
surroundings as the city’s crucial interdependent component. Doubtlessly, the city of
Edirne witnessed a massive enlargement in the seventeenth century that was not only
underlined by the modern scholarship but also by the contemporaries lived in the
period. As mentioned above, the city’s physical and demographic enlargement not
only brought about a new administrative structure of Edirne, but also necessitated its

further integration with its rural surroundings. This occurred in a way that rural
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hinterland of Edirne was re-organized in the mid-seventeenth century. As the Edirne
kaza in the seventeenth century was composed of the villages that were not under its
jurisdiction in the sixteenth century, it took a re-organized form that continued to
exist until the late nineteenth century. The seventeenth century’s administrative re-
organization of the Edirne district brought under its control five sub-districts (nahiye)

covering a region of more than 320 villages.

In this analysis of space organization in the Edirne district, it is a good way to
compare it with Bursa that was an “independent district” as well, and had witnessed
a similar spatial organization in the late sixteenth century. However, while the re-
organization of space in the Bursa case was realized in a way that various rural sites
from other sub-provinces were brought under the jurisdiction of Bursa, the
organization of space in the Edirne case was more different. What I mean by this is
that unlike the Bursa district that brought rural units under its jurisdiction from other
sub-provinces that were not in physical proximity with Bursa, the Edirne district was
re-organized by bringing rural settlements under its jurisdiction from within the very
same sub-province. The city encompassed a larger rural hinterland in order to
tolerate the city’s demographic boom that it faced throughout the seventeenth and
early years of the eighteenth centuries, which was directly related to the existence of

the Ottoman sultans in Edirne.

Furthermore, the present research empirically contributes to the literature by
assembling a new data set based on a newly discovered survey prepared in the late
seventeenth century, which was also related to the very role of the city of Edirne in
the seventeenth century. In this respect, it shows that the Ottomans were in the way
to register rural sites in a more sound way that was not evident in the previous
centuries. In this regard, the unit of measurement as cerib shows a new attempt of the
Ottomans’ changing registration practices in the seventeenth century. It also
empirically and quantitatively shows the sizes of peasant farms as well as the so-
called estates. Although the previous generation of scholars analyzed land and land
possession without empirically proving how land possession of peasants and high

status state officials changed in the seventeenth century, this research provides a

211



concrete set of data that shows the physical extension of peasant farms and estates in

the Edirne region in the seventeenth century.

The empirical data used in this dissertation was based mostly on one specific survey
register prepared in 1670. The survey register under consideration was not in a
unified form in the Prime Ministry’s Ottoman Archive; hence, 1 brought them
together by carefully reading each picece and that eventually allowed me to make my
analyses on a meaningful whole. Furthermore, following the final completion of the
said survey register, I came to a position that enabled me to understand the reasoning
of the Ottoman tax surveys from a wider perspective. In other words, the 1670
Edirne survey had different registration logics from classical tax surveys, which was
in line with the changing fiscal and military realities of the second half of the

seventeenth century.

For a final word, empirical contributions of this dissertation notwithstanding, new
archival evidence and interpretations of the sources will in the future certainly widen
our knowledge of city-countryside interaction and socio-agrarian structures in the

early modern Ottoman Empire.
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Appendix B. List of settlements in the Edirne district

Nahiyes | Setllement
Settlement names in 1670 in 1670 | names today | Country
Ahur Ada Nea Vyssa Greece
Mezra'a-i Saruhan Ada
Eyneoglu Ada Sakkos Greece
Keniseli Ada Orestiada Greece
Sahinci Ada Palaia Sayini Greece
) Palaion
Omer Begli (Umur Bey) Ada Khimonion Greece
Sofular Ada Safiko Greece
Ece Sultan (Ahmed Fakih) Ada Patagi Greece
Ciftlik-i Kara Yakub Ada
Bosna Ada Bosna Turkey
Yundbergos ma'a Tatarl Ada Sterna Greece
Yurd-1 Ahur-1 miri es-sehr be-Emir Gazi | Ada
Karaagac Ada Karaagag Turkey
Corek Ada Kastanies Greece
Diidiik¢li Yenicesi Ada
Diidiikei Ada
Saltikl Ada Valtos Greece
Ayntabli Ada Chandras Greece
Kulakli ma'a karye-i Topal Ada Arzos Greece
Doganca Arizi Ada Rizia Greece
Bazarl Ada
Mezra'a-i Koru es-sehr be-Tavsan Ada
Yarbuz Tatar (Tatar) Ada
Kafir Doganci Ada Greece

Megali
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Doxipara

Kaba Oyiik Ada Vrysi Greece
Mikra
Tiirk Doganci Ada Doxipara Greece
Kara Ishakli Ada Lepti Greece
Kiiramidli ma'a Sekbanli Ada Keramos Greece
Miisellem Ciftlik Bahadirh Ada
Mezra'a-i Calik Ada
Timurtas Ada Demirtas Turkey
Pulad Ada Polat Turkey
Azadli Ada Azath Turkey
Musa Haci Ada
Kogak Ada
Sarabdar nam-1 diger Kesanlu Ada Serbettar Turkey
Mandira/
Daye Hatun Ada Tayakadin Turkey
Mezra'a-i Derzi Ali Ada
Kose Doganct Murad Ada Doyran Turkey
[Ibegli Bergos Ada Neos Pyrgos Greece
Miisellem Ciftlik-i Karaca Ada
Emirler Ada Kavyli Greece
Ciftlik-1 Yahsi Fakih karye-i Emirler Ada
Bulakl (Kulaklr) Ada
Kara Kasim (Mahmudca) Ada Karakasim Turkey
Sazli Dere Ada Sazlidere Turkey
Abal1 Ada Abalar Turkey
Miisellem Ciftlik-i Bulgurca Ali Ada
Miisellem Ciftlik-i Salamuk Ada
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Ogul Pasa Ada Ogulpasa Turkey

Mezra'a-i Hizirca Ada

Mezra'a-i Kebe Kal'ali Ada

Oyiiklii Tatari Ada Uyiiklii Tatar | Turkey

Mezra'a-i Cingane Yurdu Ada

[l¢ili ma'a mezra'a-i Topalak Ada Elcili Turkey

Sigircalu (Balaban) Ada Sigircili Turkey

Mezra'a-i Yalamagh Ada

Ceke Tatarli Ada Kiigiiktatarkdy | Turkey

Mezra'a-i Mezid Bey kurb-i Ceke Tat. Ada

Iskender Ada Iskender Turkey

Etmekei Uskiidar | Ekmekgi Turkey

Mezra'a-i Ya'kub Uskiidar

Karabulut Uskiidar | Karabulut Turkey

Yahsi Fakih Uskiidar

Akbinar Uskiidar | Sirpsindig1 Turkey

Mezra'a-i Kiipliice Uskiidar

Uzgas Uskiidar | Uzgac Turkey

Kose Hamza Uskiidar | Kése Hamza Turkey

Havariz Uskiidar | Avariz Turkey

Ulu Bayir (Ulu Sahin) Uskiidar

Kafir Hac Uskiidar | Blaguntsi Bulgaria

Mezra'a-i Comlekei Uskiidar | Cémlekkoy Turkey

Mezra'a-i Isake1 Uskiidar

Mezra'a-i Mahmadli Uskiidar

Nefs-i Uskiidar Uskiidar | Shtit Bulgaria
) Raykova

Kay1 Uskiidar | Mogila Bulgaria
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Miisellem Ciftlik-i Sokiin nam-1 diger

Budak Uskiidar

Nusretli Uskiidar

Ahi Uskiidar | Ahikdy Turkey
Doganci Uskiidar | Budakdoganca | Turkey
Dimitri Uskiidar | Dimitrovche Bulgaria
Avcilar Uskiidar | Ravna Gora Bulgaria
Kara Hizir Uskiidar | Chernodub Bulgaria
Kafir Pinarca Uskiidar | Izvotova Bulgaria
Umurca Uskiidar

Miisellem Ciftlik-i Sokiin Tatar Uskiidar

Mezra'a-i Timurtag Uskiidar

Sokiin ma'a mezra'a-i Karaca Siileymanli | Uskiidar

Miisellem Ciftlik-i Sonsuz (Tudlu) Uskiidar

Biiyiik Ismailce Uskiidar | Biiyiikismailce | Turkey
Donuz Dere (Pavlikan) Uskiidar

Haskdy nam-1 diger Aslihan Uskiidar | Sladun Bulgaria
Y orticekli Uskiidar | Razdel Bulgaria
Mihali¢ Uskiidar | Mikhalich Bulgaria
Lefke Uskiidar | Levka Bulgaria
Yahsi Beglii Uskiidar | Vaskovo Bulgaria
Mezra'a-i Yunus Uskiidar

) Dervishka

Dervis Depe Uskiidar | Mogila Bulgaria
Sogucak Uskiidar | Studena Bulgaria
Mezra'a-i Korucu Uskiidar

Mezra'a-i Karabasg Uskiidar

Koca Ya'kub Uskiidar | Lisovo? Bulgaria
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Kiistii (Kiisti) Uskiidar | Kostur Bulgaria
Kerdesal? Haci Uskiidar | Blaguntsi Bulgaria
Timurhanlh Uskiidar
Tiirk Pmarca Uskiidar
Geriice Uskiidar
Akhadli? Uskiidar
) Bulgarska
Kafiralan Uskiidar | Polyana Bulgaria
Arabli Uskiidar | Chernozem Bulgaria
Hizir Baba Uskiidar
Hayreddince Uskiidar
Miisellem Ciftlik Uskiidar
Mezra'a-i Sadi Fakih Uskiidar
Mezra'a-i Sadi Fakih Uskiidar
Menacilar Uskiidar | Polski Gradets | Bulgaria
Hizir Aga Uskiidar
Mezra'a-i yurd-i Sofular Uskiidar | Mudrets Bulgaria
Mezra'a-i Bekirli Yurdu Uskiidar
Miisellem Ciftlik-i Sofular Uskiidar
Kara Pelid Uskiidar | Mednikarovo | Bulgaria
Miisellem Ciftlik-i Yeni Pinar Uskiidar
Kurdcal1? Uskiidar | Iskritsa Bulgaria
Obruklu Uskiidar | Obruchishte Bulgaria
Miisellem Ciftlik-i Ali Baba Uskiidar
Yenice Uskiidar
Cingane Pasa Uskiidar | Voyvodovo Bulgaria
Geredeli Uskiidar | Cherepovo Bulgaria
Kalavanh Uskiidar | Glavan Bulgaria
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Salihli Uskiidar | Branitsa Bulgaria
Yumuklu Uskiidar

Giilsuret Uskiidar | Dositeevo? Bulgaria
Sadikli ma'a mahalle-i Bayir Yolu ve )

mezraa-i Uskiidar | Tyanevo Bulgaria
Miisellem Ciftlik be-nam Soflake1? Uskiidar

Citakli ma'a mezra'a-i Danismend Deresi | Uskiidar

Halife Uskiidar | Pomoshtnik Bulgaria
Ugur Alaki Uskiidar

Simavnali Uskiidar | Trojan Bulgaria
Hidir Yoriik Uskiidar | Vladimirovo? | Bulgaria
Resullii Uskiidar

Piringyal Uskiidar

Kara Pinar Uskiidar

Miisellem Ciftlik-i Ugan Uskiidar

Elhac ibrahim Obasi Uskiidar

Kum Uskiidar | Pyasuchevo Bulgaria
Miisellem Ciftlik-1 Azizlii Uskiidar

Yelli Baba Uskiidar

Miisellem Ciftlik-i Babagi Uskiidar

Durmuslu Uskiidar

Mezra'a-i Orta Berde Uskiidar

Mezra'a-i Sadi Fakih Uskiidar

Kirk Pasa Uskiidar | Generalovo Bulgaria
Miisellem Ciftlik-i Alan Uskiidar

Akca Ibrahim Uskiidar

Miisellem Ciftlik-i Fakirce Uskiidar

Koyunlu Uskiidar
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Evris Uskiidar
Mar'as Uskiidar | Marasia Greece
Kemal Uskiidar | Kemal Turkey
Mezra'a-i Budak Uskiidar
Mezra'a-i Aslihan Uskiidar
Kirsehir Uskiidar
Mezra'a-i Kemal Uskiidar
Hatun Uskiidar | Kadinkdy Turkey
Cisr-i
Mustafa
Kara Oglanh Pasa
Cisr-i
Mustafa
Mezra'a-i Gokpinar Basi Pasa
Cisr-i
Mustafa
Mezra'a-i Kara Veli Cayirt Pasa
Cisr-i
Mustafa
Koyunlu Pasa Ovcharovo Bulgaria
Cisr-i
Mustafa
Miisellem Ciftlik-1 Koseler Pasa
Cisr-i
Mustafa
Saruhanl Pasa Oryakhovo Bulgaria
Cisr-i
Mustafa
Haci1 Obasi Pasa Yerusalimovo | Bulgaria
Cisr-i
Mustafa
Stileymanca Pasa Bulgarin Bulgaria
Cisr-i
Mustafa
Hisarli Pasa Rogozinovo Bulgaria
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Sula

Cisr-1
Mustafa
Pasa

Dositeevo

Bulgaria

Otlu Haci

Cisr-1
Mustafa
Pasa

Derzi Pare

Cisr-1
Mustafa
Pasa

Aladag

Cisr-1
Mustafa
Pasa

Pustrogor

Bulgaria

Habibce

Cisr-1
Mustafa
Pasa

Lyubimets

Bulgaria

Mezra'a-i Ilyasca

Cisr-1
Mustafa
Pasa

Mezra'a-i Karamanli

Cisr-1
Mustafa
Pasa

Kharmanli

Bulgaria

Bunakh

Cisr-1
Mustafa
Pasa

Georgi-
Dobrevo

Bulgaria

Mezra'a-i Evekli

Cisr-1
Mustafa
Pasa

Akova

Cisr-1
Mustafa
Pasa

Mezra'a-i Rumsah

Cisr-1
Mustafa
Pasa

Mezra'a-i Oyacik

Cisr-1
Mustafa
Pasa

Miisellem Ciftlik

Cisr-i
Mustafa
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Pasa

Cisr-i

Mustafa
Mezra'a-i Mensal? Pasa

Cisr-i
' Mustafa
Iflahanlt Pasa Momkovo Bulgaria
Fikele Manastir | Matochina Bulgaria
Vakif Derbend ma'a karye-i Yeni Manastir | Ustrem Bulgaria
Kozluca ma'a karye-i Cukur Manastir | Ureshnik Bulgaria
Doganoglu Ma'a Karye-i Sirem Manastir | Duganovo Bulgaria
Kavakli Manastir | Topolovgrad Bulgaria
Yavuz Dere Manastir | Dobroselets Bulgaria

Golyam
Manastir-1 Kebir Manastir | Manastir Bulgaria
Bagge Pinari Manastir
Aziz Halife Manastir | Miladinovtsi Bulgaria
Dermanli Manastir
Kayacik Manastir | Skalitsa Bulgaria
Mezra'a-i Ortak¢1 nam-1 diger Ortake1
Ciftlik Manastir
Mezra'a-i Saveili Manastir
Iskender Pazari Manastir
Mezra'a-i Asiklar? Yurdu Manastir
Mezra'a-i Timurcalt Manastir
Ovchi

Koyun Pinar1 Manastir | Kladenets Bulgaria
Dervis Manastir | Malomir? Bulgaria
Drama Manastir | Drama Bulgaria
Mezra'a-i Eyneoglu Ciftlik-i Miiselleman | Manastir
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Kose Kulfalli (Kulfallr) Manastir | Savino Bulgaria
Aziz Halifa Nam-1 diger Deliiceli Manastir
Mezra'a-i Eyiiciikli Ciftlik-i miiselleman | Manastir
Sahli ma'a mahalle-i Sinabli Manastir | Knyazhevo Bulgaria
Mezra'a-i Sinabli Manastir | Sinapovo Bulgaria
Sinekli-i Gebran Manastir
Kircal Obasi Manastir
Kara Sinekli-i Miislim Manastir
Maluk
Manastir-1 Sagir Manastir | Manastir Bulgaria
(Cakal Pmar nam-1 diger Catma Manastir | Catmakdy Turkey
Ak Alan nam-1 diger Burgucular Manastir | Polyana Bulgaria
Mezra'a-i Osman an ¢iftlik-i Miiselleman | Manastir
Pare? 'an ifraz-1 karye-i Koca Bigak Manastir
Miseli Manastir | Dubovo Bulgaria
General-
Danigmendlii Manastir | Toshevo Bulgaria
Sah Melek Manastir
Isikl1 ma'a mahalle-i Gokmen Obasi Manastir | Barisovo Bulgaria
Defterdar Manastir
Tura Bey Obasi Manastir
Yusuflu Manastir
Papas Manastir | Popovo Bulgaria
Mezra'a-i Balabanl Ciftlik-i Miiselleman | Manastir
Saltikl1 Manastir
Besayakli nam-1 diger Davud Beglii Manastir | Zlatinitsa Bulgaria
Mezra'a-i Besayakli 'an Ciftlik-i
miiselleman Manastir
Mezra'a-i Kiireci Manastir
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Mezra'a-i Yalicali 'an Ciftlik-i

Miiselleman Manastir
Gacel Ova Manastir | Granitovo Bulgaria
Sabuncu (Timurhan Ciftligi) Coke
Musabegli Coke Musabeyli Turkey
Miisellem Ciftlik tabi'-i karye-i Musa B. | Coke
Kiiciik
Geredeli
Gerede-i Kiiglik Coke (haritada)
Hiziraga Coke Hidiraga Turkey
Kara Yusuflu Coke Karayusuf Turkey
Saruhanli-i sagir Coke
Saruhanli-i kebir Coke
Kayapa Coke Kayapa Turkey
Ortaket Coke Ortaket Turkey
Timurcali
Timurcilii (Demircili) Coke (Haritada) Turkey
Sungurculu Coke Sungurculu Turkey
Yaycili Coke Yagcili Turkey
Miisellem Ciftlik tabi'-i karye-i
Sungurrculu ve Yaycili Coke
Timurhanlt Coke Demirhanl Turkey
Kuru Pelteli (Burnu Benbeli) Coke
Kos Ciftligi
Kos Coke (Haritada) Turkey
Habiller/Gabil
Habiller Coke er Turkey
Esekei Coke
Ulusay (Ulu Pasa?) Coke
Resuller Coke
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Mihrali Bese (Mehter Ali) Coke
Cobanlt Coke
Hact Umurlu Coke Haciumur Turkey
Imral1 Coke
Gecdinli Coke Geckinli Turkey
Selimbegli Coke
Taslik Miisellimi Coke Taslimiisellim | Turkey
Mezra'a-i Kara Goller tabi'-i karye-i
Taslik Miisellimi Coke
Taslik Sekbant Coke Taslisekban Turkey
Miisellem Ciftlik der kurb-1 Tagslik
Sekbani Coke
Siile Coke Siilecik Turkey
Miisellem Ciftlik der kurb-i karye-i Sule | Coke
Domurcalu Coke Domurcali Turkey
Tatarlar Coke Tatarlar Turkey
Sogiidciik Coke
Miisellem Ciftlik der kurb-1 karye-i
Sogiideiik Coke

Siileymandanis
Stileyman Danismendli Coke ment Turkey
Omer Obas1 Ma'a Yurd Eyvanlu Coke Omerobakdy Turkey
(Cesme nam-1 diger Yenikoy Coke Cesmekdy Turkey
Veysal Nam-1 diger Sofular Coke Vaysal Turkey
Malkoglar Coke Malkoglar Turkey
Ocak nam-1 diger Ebiiklii? Baba Coke Kraynovo Bulgaria
Sohta Obas1 Nam-1 Diger Kurbagilik Coke
Karaaga¢ nam-1 diger Esillii? Coke
Dolab Coke

250




Omer Obas1 Nam-1 Diger Boyalik-1 Bala

Sharhovo

Ma'a Zir Coke (Boyalik) Bulgaria

Miisellem Ciftlik der kurb-1 Boyalik Bala | Coke

Miisellem Ciftlik der kurb-1 Boyalik-1 Zir

ma'a Bala Coke

Kovanlik Coke

Elemenli (II-eminli) Coke Sitovo Bulgaria

Haydarl Coke

Miisellem Ciftlik der kurb-1 Muradanlh Coke

Muradanh Coke Mamarchevo Bulgaria

Lalkova Nam-1 diger Derbend-i sagir Coke Lalkovo Bulgaria

Catalderbend (Cataldere-Catalkdy) Coke Razdel Bulgaria

Miisellem Ciftlik der kurb-1 karye-i

Degirmen Dere. Coke

Degirmenderesi Coke Melnitsa Bulgaria

Hamzabegli Coke Hamzabeyli Turkey

Timur Coke Demirkoy Turkey

Rumbegli Coke Lesovo Bulgaria

Miisellem Ciftlik be-nam Islamli der

kurb-i Timur Coke

Miisellem Ciftlik Kalayci der kurb-1

karye-i Timur Coke

Don Coke Donkoy Turkey

Turfalli nam-1 diger Encekli Coke Iglika Bulgaria

Miisellem Ciftlik benam-1 Cakarli der

kurb-1 Hacilar Coke

Kiiciik Unlii Coke Kiiciikoglinlii | Turkey
Vulcha

Kurdalani Coke Polyana Bulgaria

Fakih Derbendi (Derbend-i Kebir) Coke
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Mezra'a-i Balabanli der kurb-1 karye-i

Fakih Derbendi Coke

Mezra'a-i Cigilli Coke

Hac1 Baba Coke Hacilar Turkey
Biiyiik Unlii Coke Biiyiikogiinlii | Turkey
Hac1 Danismend ma'a karye-i Yunak Coke Hacidanigsment | Turkey
Sar1 Danismendli Coke Saridanisment | Turkey
Mezra'a-i Zaviye-i vakf-1 Muhyiddin

Baba Coke

Mezra'a-i Yundlu Coke

Mezra'a-i Doldoken Coke Kiigtikdollik Turkey
Pasa Coke Lalapasa Turkey
Akpinar Coke Comlekakpinar | Turkey
Yenice Coke Hanliyenice Turkey
Mezra'a-i Pesravli Coke

Yiinliice Coke Yiinliice Turkey
Pravadi Coke Sinankdy Turkey
Comlek Coke Comlekkoy Turkey
Mezra'a-i In-Biikii Nam-1 diger Deliklii

Kaya der kurb-1 karye-i Comlek Coke

Mezra'a-i Cakirli? Sultan der kurb-1

karye-i Comlek Coke

Muradcili Coke Murateili Turkey
Hatib Coke Hatip Turkey
Inesi (Eynesi) Coke

Vakif Coke

Korucu Kose Baba Coke Korucu Turkey
Ummanlik? Coke

Tavsan Korusu Coke
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Meneksesofula

Sofular Coke r Turkey
Kirik Coke
Hasan Aga Coke Hasanaga Turkey
Casnigir Coke
Karaca Coke Biiyiikdolliik Turkey
Haci Dogan Coke
Tasc1 Arnavud Coke Tasct Arnavud | Turkey
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Appendix C. Edirne Villages in 1670
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Nationality: Turkish (TC)

Date and Place of Birth: 24 May 1979 , Ankara
Marital Status: Single

Phone: +90 312 210 50 33

Fax: +90 312 210 79 73

email: gurer@metu.edu.tr
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Appendix E. Turkish Summary/Tiirkce Ozet

OSMANLI EDIRNESINDE KIRSAL MEKAN, TOPRAK VE TOPLUMSAL-
TARIMSAL YAPI UZERINE BIR CALISMA, 1613-1670

Giris

Bu calisma, on yedinci ylizyillda Edirne bdlgesini analiz etmektedir. Edirne, on
yedinci ylizy1l boyunca Osmanli sultanlarinin bizzat orada yasamalarindan otiirii
onemli bir mekansal ve demografik biiylimeye sahitlik etmigtir. Sehrin bu
demografik ve mekansal biliylimesi, Edirne’nin durumunu daha iyi anlamamizi
saglayacak bazi bilgileri de gerektirmektedir. Bu baglamda, eldeki calisma,
incelenen donemde Edirne sehrinin kirsal c¢evresi ile entegrasyonu ve
organizasyonunda oynadig1 rolii daha iyi agiklamay1 amaclamaktadir. Sehrin kirsal
cevresinin analizinde ise, toprak ve toprak tasarrufu 6zellikle lizerinde durulan iki
mesele olarak secilmistir. Bu noktada, su sorular sorulabilir: Sehrin sakinlerini
besleyebilme olanaklar1 agisindan, Edirne sehri on yedinci ylizyildaki bu ciddi
demografik biiylimeyi nasil tolere etmistir? On yedinci yiizyilin Edirnesi bir 6nceki

yiizyilin sehri degildi; peki kirsal ¢evresinin durumu neydi?

Her ne kadar basit sorularmis gibi goriinse de, bu sorulara cevap vermek igin
yalnizca kendi ihtiyaclarini degil ama ayni zamanda imparatorlugun baskenti olan
Istanbul’un iasesi dahil yakin gevresindeki sehirleri de besleyen Edirne kazasmin
kirsal toplumunu anlamak gerekmektedir. Birbirine derinden bagli mekanlar olarak
Edirne ve kirsalinin birbirine bagimliligi, niifus hareketliligi, sehirlerin iagesi, kirsal
kesimin hizmet talebi ve benzeri birka¢ factor nedeniyle artmistir. Dolayisiyla,
Edirne’nin kirsal c¢evresi sehrin tamamlayici iinitesi olarak degil ama onun
vazgecilmez parcasi olarak dikkate alinmalidir. Bu durum, yerlesim Oriintiilerini, bu
yerlesimlerin dogasini ve sehirle iligkilerini ortaya koyan Edirne bdlgesinin biitiinciil

bir bi¢imde incelenmesiyle anlasilabilir. Bu baglamda, bu calisma, duragan degil
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bilakis dinamik olarak degisen durumlara bagl olarak sekil degistiren Edirne’yi
kirsal hinterland1 {izerinden anlamayr amaclayan bir c¢alismadir. Modern
historiyografya Osmanli Devleti’ndeki farkli sehirlerle ilgilenen Onemli sayida
caligma iiretmistir. Ne yazik ki, Osmanli sehrini kirsali ile birlikte bu sekilde ele alan
calisma sayisit pek azdir. Ciinkii, varolan literatiiriin ¢ok Onemli bir kismi ya
miinhasiran sehre ya da kirsal kesime dikkat ¢ekmistir. Dolayist ile, Osmanl
tarihyazimindaki alakali ¢alismalara bakmak yerinde olacaktir. Literatiirde, klasik
donem sonrasina yogunlasan bolge ¢alismalari, yukarida belirtilen gibi bir ¢alismay1
hala ihtiva etmemektedir. Bunun farkli nedenleri vardir. Bunlardan en
onemlilerinden birisi, her ne kadar kirsal topluluklar {izerine yapilan ¢aligmalar son
yillarda literatiirde onemli bir porsiyon olustursa da, bir bolgeyi biitiin halinde

gérmeyi saglayan alakali kaynaklarin eksikligidir.

1960lar ile 1980ler arasinda, Tiirkiye’deki Osmanli Tarihi aragtirmacilar iilkenin az
gelismisligi hakkinda cok ilging bir tartigmanin i¢indeydiler. Bu entellektiiel
tartigma, daha ziyade feodalizm ve Asya tipi liretim tarzi kuramsal cergeveleri
etrafinda sekilleniyordu. Fakat, bu entelektiiel tartismalar1 domine eden Osmanl
tarih¢ilerinin katkilar1 degil, Osmanli tarihgisi olmayan ve kaynaklar1 tanimayan
ama Avrupa’daki caligmalarin teorik agiklamalarindan yararlanan aydinlarin
katkilartydi. Avrupa’daki teorik tartigmalardan etkilenen bu Osmanli tarihgisi
olmayan arastirmacilar, Tiirk tarihgilerinin ¢alismalarini da etkilediler. Bu arada, Bu
arastirmacilar bir taraftan Osmanl tarihgilerini etkilerlerken, bir taraftan da devlet
yapisini ve toplumsal iliskileri aydinlatmak icin arsiv vesaiki kullanan Osmanl

tarihi aragtirmacilarinin ampirik ¢aligmalarindan istifade etmisglerdir.

Osmanl tarihi arastirmacilart ile Osmanli tarihi uzmani olmayan arastiricilari
arasindaki bu etkilesim, Osmanli tarihgilerinin ¢ok 6zel bir arsiv vesaiki tiiri olan
tahrir defterlerinin kullanmaya basladiklar1 bir doneme tesadiif etti. Tahrir defterleri
kullanarak iiretilen ¢aligmalar, bu alan1 erken 1990lara kadar domine edecekti. Daha
sonralari1 ise aragtirma sorular1 daha ziyade entelektiiel ve kiiltiir tarihi ¢aligmalarina
kaydi. Osmanl tarihi ¢aligmalarinin o dénemdeki bir ayagini olusturan defteroloji
aragtirmalarinin en parlak giinlerinde, klasik donem Osmanli kirsal toplumlarim

aciklamaya ¢alisan Osmanli tarihgileri ¢ok sansliydilar. Zira, siirekli tutulan Osmanl
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tahrir kayitlar: tarihgilere on altincr yiizyil toplumsal ve kirsal gergeklerini yeniden

yapilandirma olanag: verdi.

Klasik dénem sonrasinda Osmanli devleti tahrir defterlerinin muadili olan kayitlar
tutmamislardir. Bu durum, klasik donem sonrasi periyotlara egilen tarihgileri, klasik
donem uzmanlarina nazaran daha az sansh yapmistir. Her ne kadar, Osmanh
Devleti kendi vergi gelirlerini kayit altina almak i¢in farkli tiirde kayit tutma
pratiklerini devam ettirmislerse de, bu kayitlarin hicbirisi tarihgiler i¢in erken donem
tahrirleri gibi tiim resmi gosterecek olanaklart sunmamigtir. Daha evvelden de
zikredildigi lizere, post-klasik donem Osmanli Devleti’nde farkli cografi baglamlar
s0z konusu oldugunda, sonraki kusak Osmanli tarihgileri o kadar da sansh
degillerdi. Dolayist ile, arastirmacilar klasik donem sonrasi kirsal toplumu analiz
etmek icin bu donemde artik tahrir defterleri tutulmadig: icin, ¢ok farkli arsiv

belgelerini birlikte kullanmislardir .

Osmanl tarihini arastiranlar, klasik donem tahrir defterlerinin sundugu verileri
sinama olanagmi yeni bir bilgi madeni olan mufassal avariz defterlerini
kesfettiklerinde bulmuslardir. Cografi kapsam, niifus ve iiretim anlaminda higbir
arsiv kaydi klasik donem tahrirlerinin sundugu bilgiyi ihtiva etmemektedir. Ne var
ki, tarihg¢iler mufassal avariz defterlerinin sundugu veri setiyle on yedinci yiizyil
yerlesim Oriintiileri ve demografik durum hakkinda 6nemli ¢ikarsamalar yapilacagini
belirttiler. Bu defterlerin sundugu verilerin kirsal kesimin tiim resmini verecegini de
iddia ettiler. Ornegin, Amasya ve kirsali gevresine egilen calismasinda, Oktay Ozel
bir dizi ekonomik, siyasi ve iklimsel zorluklar yasayan Osmanli sisteminin temelini
olusturan klasik timar rejiminin ¢oziildiigli on yedinci yiizyilda, Orta Anadolu’da
kirsal toplumun ciddi calkantilar yasadigini iddia etmistir. Celali eskiyalar1 olarak
bilinen issiz gen¢ erkeklerden miirekkep gruplarin, Anadolu kirsalini tarumar

ettiklerini belirtmistir.

Ikinci bir tarihsel arastirma alani ise farkli cografi baglamlarda sicil koleksiyonlarina
dayali olarak yapilan arastirmalardir. Bu c¢alismalar, arastirma konularin1 daha
biitiinciil bir bicimde ele almislar ve sehri kirsal hinterland1 ile birlikte
degerlendirmislerdir. Bu tiir belge tiirlerinden yararlanan Ozer Ergeng, on altinci

ylizy1l Bursa’s1 iizerine yaptig1 ¢calismasinda, Bursa sehrinin kirsal ¢evresinin sehrin
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biliyliyen niifusuna ve uyumlu bir sekilde genisledigini ve kendini adapte ettigini
belirtmistir. Bu durum, on altinc1 yiizyilin ikinci yarisinda agikc¢a gozlemlenen niifus
baskisi ile de uyumlu bir durumdur. Bunun olabilmesi ise, on altinci ylizyilda
Bursa’nin idari organizasyonunda farkli sancaklardan kirsal birimler Bursa’nin idari
kontroliine girmistir ki, biiyliyen niifusuyla sehrin etki alanim arttirmistir. Ozer
Ergeng, kad1 mahkemesi kayitlarindan yararlanarak benzer bir resmi disiplinlerarasi
bir yontemle Ankara i¢in de ¢izmisti. Kadi mahkemesi kayitlarim1 kullanan diger
tarih¢iler de, Osmanli Devleti’nin ciddi ekonomik ve politik dontigiimler yasadigi on
yedinci ve on sekizinci ylizyillarda Osmanli sehrinin kirsali ile olan iligkisini
anlamaya caligmiglardir. Ne var ki, gerekli tahrir defteri eksikligi, bu tarihgileri

caligmalarinda bolgelerini biitiinciil bir sekilde analiz etmelerini engellemistir.

2000’li yillarin basindan itibaren, Osmanli baglaminda merkez-tasra iliskilerini
calisan bazi Osmanl tarihgileri uzun zamandir gerileme paradigmasi (zayiflayan
merkezi otorite ve giiglenen tasra giicleri vb.) lizerinden degerlendirilen Osmanli on
sekizinci yiizyilini revize etmeye baslamislardir. Dina R. Khoury, devletle Musul
toplumu arasindaki iligkileri incelemis ve “merkezilesme/adem-i merkezilesme
paradigmasi1 etkisini” test etmistir. Digerleri de, on sekizinci ve on dokuzuncu
yiizyillarda farkli topraksal baglamlar i¢in benzer akademik ¢aligmalar sunmuslardir.
“Devlet-toplum dikotomisi” iizerinden yerel politigi anlamaya calisan tim bu
akademik caligmalar, Osmanli tarihg¢ilerinin bilgi birikimlerine onemli katkilar

sunmustur.

Tarim imparatorluklarinda toprak hayatta kalmanin, iiretmenin ve ¢ekismenin
birincil aractydi. Osmanli imparatorlugu kesinlikle bunlardan biriydi. Topragin bu
onemini es gegmeyen Osmanli tarihyazimi, bu 6nemli meseleyi genel olarak ii¢
arastirma kolundan incelemistir. Bunlardan birincisi, Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nda
toprak ve toprak tasarrufunu klasik tahrir defterlerine dayanarak analiz etmisir.
Ikinci arastirma kolu, bu meseleyi on dokuzuncu yiizy1l toprak reformu baglaminda
1858 Arazi Kanunnamesi iizerinden incelemistir. Ugiinciisii ise, toprak ve toprak
tasarrufunu fetva koleksiyonlarina dayanarak incelemistir. Birkag istisna disinda, on
altinct ylizyildan sonra - ve on dokuzuncu yiizyildan 6nce - Osmanli Devleti’nde

toprak tasarrufu meselesi, gerekli ampirik verinin yoksunlugundan Otiiri
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gecistirilmistir. Bu istisnalar arasindan birinin 6zellikle belirtilmesi gerekir. Osmanl
Anadolu’sunda toprak kullanimi meselesi iizerine calismalarinda, Ozer Ergeng ve
Hiillya Tas, Hatay, Bursa, Konya, Amasya ve Harput seriyye sicillerinden
derledikleri mahkeme kayitlar1 yoluyla toprak tasarrufu tiplerini analiz ettiler.
Yazarlar, on dokuzuncu yiizy1l reformlarindaki uygulamalarin aslinda 6nceki iki
yiizyil icin de gegerli oldugunu gosterdiler. Dolayisiyla, 1858 Arazi Kanunnamesi ve
sonrasindaki gelismelerin on yedinci ve on sekizinci yiizyillardaki toprak sistemi

incelenmeden bir anlam ifade edemeyecegini belirttiler.

Kisa sure once tarihgiler, on yedinci yilizy1l Osmanl fiituhati sirasinda/sonrasinda

tutulan yeni bir tahrir defteri tiiriinii kesfettiler. Bu arastirma i¢in de 6nem arz eden
bir tiir olan bu tahrir kaydi, Osmanlilarin Girit’i fethettigi 1669 tarihinden sonra
tutulmustur. 1996 senesinden yayinlanan makalesinde Molly Greene, Osmanlilarin
1669 tarihinde aday1 fethetmelerinin ardindan Osmanli idari sistemine dahil edilecek
olan Girit i¢in yapilan iste bu tahrir defterini incelemistir. Fethedilen topraklarin
tahririni yapmak, Osmanlilar i¢in kuskusuz yeni bir uygulama degildi. Ne var ki,
yeni olan sey, Osmanlilarin Girit adasindaki topraklart kayda gegirirken bu tahrirde
yeni kayit pratiklerini kullanmalariydi. 1669 Girit tahriri diger bazi tarihgiler
tarafindan da ¢alisilmistir. Klasik donem tahrirleriyle bazi benzerlikleri bir yana,
aragtirmacilar bu tahririn yeni tiir bir tahrir oldugu konusunda hem fikir olmuslardir.
Her ne kadar Osmanli tarihini ¢alisan arastirmacilar Girit tahriri benzeri kayitlarin
Osmanli memleketinde yaygin bir pratik olmadigini belirtseler de, Osmanlilarin on
yedinci ve on sekizinci yiizyillarda tecriibe ettikleri kayit tutma pratikleri konusunda
sahip oldugumuz bilgi birikimine daha fazla 151k tutan yeni tahrir kayitlar
bulunmustur. Girit’e benzer bir sekilde, 1681°de fethedildikten sonra, Osmanli
merkezi idaresi Podolia i¢in de bir tahrir kayd: yapmistir. Bu toprak, IV. Mehmed’in
saltanat1 sirasinda fethedilen son toprak parcast olmustur. Osmanlilar, 1715°te
Mora’y1 Venedik’ten yeniden aldiklarinda, ,Mora i¢in de tahrir kaydi tutmuslardir.
Mora tahriri, daha sonra Ege adalarinda uygulamaya gegirilen bir dizi yeni tahrir

kaydi tarafindan takip edilmistir.

Her ne kadar, bu yeni tahrirler Osmanli memleketinde on yedinci ve on sekizinci

yiizyillarda tutulan kayitlarla biitiiniiyle benzer kayitlar olmasa da (6rnegin Podolia,
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Mora ya da Semendire gibi), Girit tahriri benzeri kayitlar Osmanli topraklarinda
genel uygulama halini almamistir. Ne var ki, yakin zamandaki arastirmalarin biiyiik
bir ¢cogunlugu, on yedinci ve on sekizinci ylizyillarda yapilan tahrirleri, Osmanlilarin
yeni fethedilen topraklar1 nasil bir sekilde politik ve idari sistemlerine

eklemlediklerini analiz etmek i¢in kullandilar.

Diinyadaki tarih aragtirmalar1 ajandasina da paralel olarak, Osmanli tarihi
caligmalarinin en yeni arastirma alani “mekansal-doniis” olmustur. Bu baglamda, iki
cok yeni proje zikredilmeyi hak etmektedir. Birincisi, Ali Yaycioglu ve Cemal
Kafadar’in birlikte editorliglinii yaptiklar1 ve bir dizi makaleden olusacak
kitaplaridir ki, mekan anlayisimiza yeni boyutlar getirecegi bir gergektir. ikincisi ise,
daha dar bir cografi baglami olan Girit hakkindadir. Mekan {izerine yapilan bu
caligmalar, erken modern Osmanli diinyasinda gerek impratorluk gerekse yerel
diizeylerde kavramsal g¢erceveleri yorumlamamiz igin bilgi birikimimize onemli
katkilar saglamislardir. Edirne iginse, literatiiriin neredeyse tamami dogrudan sehre
odaklanmistir. Konu {izerine en yeni ¢alisma Yunus Ugur’un doktora tezidir. Ugur

tezinde, sehri en kii¢iik idari birim mahalle {izerinden incelemistir.

Bu tezde, ben Osmanli sehrinin kirsal hinterland: ile olan etkilesimini Edirne kazasi
iizerinden ele aliyorum. Varolan literatiir 15181nda, biiylik bir niifus artisina sahitlik
ettigi ve iage ihtiyacinin inanilmaz arttig1 on yedinci yiizyilda, Edirne’nin kirsal
cevresi ile iligkilerinin yeniden organize edildigini iddia ediyorum. Dolayisiyla,
sehrin bu biiyliyen niifusu sadece sehrin i¢ organizasyonunun degil, onun kirsal
cevresinin de yeniden yapilandirilmasini beraberinde getirmistir. Bu baglamda, on
altinci yiizyi1lda Bursa kazasina benzer bir bicimde, sehrin tahsisatlarinin arttirilmasi
yoluyla on yedinci yiizyilin Edirne kazasinda da kirsal mekan yeniden organize
edilmistir. Bu da, sehrin biiyliyen niifusunun iase talebini rahatlatmada birincil
¢oziim olmustur. Ne var ki, Bursa Orneginden farkli olarak, Edirne’nin kirsal
cevresinin yeniden organizasyonu ayni liva igerisinden tahsisatlar yapilarak

gergeklestirilmistir.
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Kaynaklar

Bu hipotezleri sinamak i¢in, ¢alismamda ben, tahrir defterleri, avariz defterleri, kad1
sicilleri, cagdag Osmanli ve Batili yazarlarin yazdiklar eserler gibi bir ¢ok farkli
kaynak tiirii kullandim. Ne var ki, bu tez 6zellikle bir tahrir kaydinin sundugu
ampirik veriyi detaylica kullanacaktir.. iki boliimden olusan bu tahrir, Osmanlilarin
Girit’i fethettigi yilda hazirlanmis olan 1670 tarihli Edirne mufassal tahrir defteridir.
Bu defterin Edirne kazasi i¢in yapilan daha evvelki tahrir defterlerinden farki,
Edirne kazasinin yerlesim tiplerini daha net bir bicimde ortaya koymasidir. Bununla
birlikte, toprak tiirleri ve ciftlik biiyiiklikleri de daha net bir sekilde kayda

gecirilmistir. Tezin {i¢lincii boliimiinde daha ayrintili bir bigimde ele alinmustir.

Tezin ana kaynag1 olan bu tahrir defterinin sundugu bilgilerin yaninda, diger arsiv
belgeleri ve ¢agdas kaynaklar1 da bolge hakkinda biiylik resmi gormemizi saglayan
ampirik veri setine tamamlayici bilgi sunmak i¢in kulanilmistir. Bunlardan birincisi,
on altinci yilizyilin sonu ve on yedinci yiizyilin hemen baslarinda Osmanlilarin
Edirne icin hazirladig1 tahrir defterleridir. Ug¢ klasik tapu tahrir defteri eldeki
verilerle mukayeseli olarak kullanilmigtir. Bunlar TT 729, TT 1001 ve TT 648
numaral1 defterlerdir. Bunlarin tiimii istanbul’da Basbakanlik Osmanli Arsivleri’nde
tutulmaktadir. Her ne kadar klasik tapu tahrir defterleri 1670 Edirne tahrir
defterinden farkli 6zellikler ihtiva etse de, on altinci yiizy1l ve on yedinci yiizyil
tahrirleri bu ¢alisma icin cok biiyiik Snem arz etmektedirler. ilkin, yerlesimlerin adu,
yeri, eski ve yeni taksimattaki durumlarini1 gérmek ancak bu on altinci yiizyil ve on
yedinci yiizy1l tahrir defterlerini okumakla miimkiin olmaktadir. Ilaveten, yerlesim
birimlerinin terk edilmis ya da hala meskun yerler olup olmadig1 da, eski tahrirlerle
mukayese edilerek goriilmektedir. Ikinci olarak, miri rejim igineki yerlesimlerin
durumu i¢in, kdylerin ne tiir tahsisat bi¢imine tekabiil ettigini (6rn. timar, zeamet,
hass) bulmak énem gostermektedir. Ugiincii olarak, on altinci yiizy1l sonu ve on
yedinci yiizyilin baslarinin son tahrir defterleri, 1670 Edirne tahririnde belirtilen
hasil miktarlarint mukayese etmemiz i¢in 6nemli bilgiler sunmaktadir. Maalesef,

1670 Edirne tahriri kaydedilen tiim yerlesim birimleri i¢in hasil miktarlarini
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kaydetmemistir. Bu durum, on altinct yiizyil ve on yedinci ylizyil klasik donem

tahrir kayitlarinin okunmasini gerekli kilmaktadir.

Ek olarak, diger bir arsiv belgesi ise 1686 yilinda kayda gecirilmis mufassal avariz
defteridir. Istanbul’daki Basbakanlik Osmanl1 Arsivlerinde TT 817 katalog numarali
bu defter, 1670 Edirne tahririndeki verileri birlikte degerlendirebilecegimiz bilgiler
sunmaktadir. Bununla birlikte, bu defter kdy sakinlerinin olas1 karisiklik ya da dogal
afet durumlarinda nerelere gittikleri konusunda da ¢ok 6nemli bilgiler vermektedir.
Bu dogal afetlerin basinda Osmanli topraklarini siklikla ziyaret eden veba
gelmektedir. Bu defterden bugiine kadar iki tarih¢i kisaca bahsetmistir. Suraiya
Faroghi, Edirne civarinda 1690 tarihinde meydana gelmis bir sel felaketi lizerine
olan ¢alismasinda, bu defterden kisaca bahseder. Ne var ki, Faroghi bunu Edirne
kazas1 sinirlarinda olan Ada nahiyesine tabi bazi kdy isimlerini netlestirmek i¢in
kullanmigtir. Faroghi’den baska, Stetka Parveva da bu defteri ge¢ on yedinci
yiizyilda Edirne bolgesi lizerine ¢alismasinda kisaca zikretmistir. Bu kaynaklara ek
olarak, bu tezde bir icmal defter de kullanilmistir. Bu icmal kayit bize Edirne’deki

koylerin ve mahallelerin durumu hakkinda kisa der-kenarlar sunmaktadir.

Bu calismada kullanilan bir diger arsiv kaynagi ise, Edirne Seriyye Sicillerindeki
kayitlardan olugmaktadir. Maalesef, on sekizinci ylizyilin baslarina kadar, Edirne
kadu sicilleri tereke ya da muhallefat defterlerinden baska kayit ihtiva etmemektedir.
Bu kayitlar, 6len askeri ya da sivil kimselerin dldiikten sonra kayda gegcen mal
varliklari igerir. Yalnmizca sehirliler degil ayn1 zamanda kirsalda yasayanlarin da
hayatlar1 mal varliklar1 hakkinda tafsilatli bilgiler sunan bu kayzitlar, bize ¢ok dnemli
bilgiler verir. Bu tezde, kirsalda yasayan kisilerin mal varliklar1 incelenmis ve eldeki
veri ile mukayese edilmistir. Tim sinirlarina ve problemlerine ragmen, muhallefat
kayitlar1 kirsalda ve sehirde yasayan kisilerin 6lmeden 6ndeki durumu hakkinda
veriler sunar. Bunun i¢in, 1670 Edirne tahririnin diizenlendigi tarihten baslayarak

on yil i¢indeki terekeler incelenmistir.

Hem Osmanli hem de Avrupali ¢agdas gozlemcilerin yazdiklari, bu ¢alismanin
kullandig1 kantitatif veri setini tamamlayici kalitatif bilgiler sunmaktadir. Tarih-i
Naima, Tarih-i Rasid, Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, Katip Celebi’nin Fezleke’si

gibi cagdas Osmanli kronikleri bu ¢alismada kullanilan bazi Osmanli yazarlarindan
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eserlerdir. Bunlarla birlikte, Abdurrahman Abdi Pasa Vekayinamesi incelenen
donemde Osmanl1 padisahi olan IV. Mehmed’in giinliik hayat1 ve politik gelismeler
hakkinda ¢ok yakindan ve ayrintili bilgiler icermektedir. Bu ¢agdas gdzlemcinin
eserinin dnemi, IV. Mehmed’in bizzat olay kaydedicisi olmasidir. $oyle ki, yazar,
Osmanli sultaninin gittigi ve katildigi av partilerini yakindan gézlemleme firsati
bulmustur. IV. Mehmed’in av seyahatlari Edirne civarindaki koyleri siklikla
icermigstir. Abdurrahman Abdi Pasa Vekayinamesi’nin Edirne koyleri hakkinda da

detayli gbzlemler sunmasi bakimindan degerli bir eserdir.

Cagdas Batili gozlemcilerin yazdiklar1 da Edirne sehri ve kirsal ¢evresi hakkinda
tafsilatl bilgiler sunmaktadir. Ozellikle IV. Mehmed’in Edirne sehrinde uzun siireler
kalmas: ve kirsal bolgelerde uzun av seyahatlerine ¢ikmasi, Batili resmi
ziyeretgilerin bu sehre sultan1 gérmek i¢in siklikla gelmeleri sonucunu dogurmustur.
Bunlar arasinda da John Covel’in yazdigi giinliik Edirne koyleri hakkinda c¢ok

ayrintili bilgiler sunmaktadir.

Sonug olarak, yukar: belirtilen kaynaklara dayanarak, tezde one siiriilen arglimanlari
smnamak icin, eldeki caligma literature yeni ampirik verilerle katki sunmay1
hedeflemektedir. On yedinci yiizyil boyunca imparatorlugun de facto bassehri olan
Edirne i¢in ¢ikarilan bu verilerle, erken modern dénemde mekanin nasil algilandigi
ve yeniden nasil organize edildigi aciklanmaya ¢alisiimaktadir. ilaveten, bu calisma
erken modern Osmanli imparatorlugunda toprak kullanimi, toprak tasarrufu ve
ciftlik tartigmalar1 iizerine yapilan akademik caligmalara katki yapmay1

hedeflemektedir.

Bu yolla, eldeki tez tematik bir yapida birbirini takip eden bdliimlerden
olusmaktadir. Giris ve Sonu¢ boliimlerinin haricinde, tez iic ana kisimdan
olusmaktadir. ikinci béliimde, Edirne’nin Osmanli sosyo-politik diinyasindaki yeri
incelenmektedir. Bunun i¢in, Edirne’nin on dordiincii yiizyildaki fethinden yirminci
ylizy1l baslarina kadar kisa bir tarihi arka plani verilmektedir. Bu, sehrin demografik

ve sosyal dokusunu daha iyi anlamamizi saglayacaktir.

Ucgiincii boliim, on yedinci yiizy1l sonlarinda Edirne kazasinda toprak ve toprak

tasarrufu konusunu incelemektedir. 1670 tarihli Edirne tahrir defterinin sundugu
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verilere dayanarak yapilan bu bdliimde, Osmanlilarin metrik olarak kayda gegirdigi
toprak tiirleri analizin temelini olusturmaktadir. Topragin sosyo-ekonomik kullanimi
acisindan da bize ¢ok degerli bilgiler sunan eldeki veri, mekansal analiz i¢in de
temel teskil etmektedir. Bu ise, erken modern Osmanli diinyasinda toprak ve toprak
kullanimt {izerine bilgilerimizi genisletmektedir. Edirne bdlgesinin toprak ortiisiiniin
kisa bir tarifinden sonra, bu boliim ayni zamanda kdyliilerin toprak tasarruflari ve

biiylik ciftlik olusumlari ile de ilgilenmektedir..

Dordiincii boliimde, kirsal yapiyi, yerlesim tiplerini (kdy, mezraa ve miisellem
ciftlik) ve bu yerlesimlerin tahsisatlar i¢cindeki yerlerini (hass, zeamet, timar) daha
iyi aciklamak i¢in, Edirne kazasi nahiyeleri ile birlikte analiz edilecektir. Bu kirsal
yerlesim birimleri haritalar lizerinde de gosterilmektedir. Bu da cografi bilgi
sistemleri olarak bilinen bir program yardimi ile olusturulan haritalar yoluyla
yapilmistir. Bu haritalar analizimiz i¢in Onemlidir, zira yerlesimlerin nerede
olduklari, sakinlerinin olup olmadiklari, ya da topraklarin civar bolgelerdeki kisiler
tarafindan tasarruf edilip edilmediklerini bize gorsel olarak sunmaktadir. Her ne
kadar haritalama islemi 1670 Edirne tahririne dayali verilerden ¢ikarilmissa da,
erken donem klasik tahrir defterleri de kullanilmistir. Bu bolim ayni zamanda
Edirne kazasinin nahiyelerinin niifus durumunu da dini kimlikler iizerinden analiz
etmektedir ki, dini kompozisyonlar birbirinden farklilik gostermektedir. Ek olarak,
Edirne koylerinde yasayan askeri lakapli devlet gorevlileri de bu bdliimiin iizerinde
durdugu durumlardan biridir. Edirne kazasindaki koylerde yasayan askeri ziimre
mensuplar1 bu tezin ana argiimani agisindan ¢ok biiyiik 6nem tagimaktadir. Nihai bir
s0z olarak, bu boliim Edirne sehrinin ve kirsal cevresiyle iliskisinin Osmanl
sultanlarinin fiziki olarak yasadiklari ve sehrin niifusunun katlandigi on yedinci
yiizy1l boyunca nasil derinlestigi ve yeniden organize edildigini gostermektedir.
Sehirdeki bu demografik sicrama ayni donemde keskin bir mekansal genigleme
yasayan sehrin kirsal hinterlandi ile daha iyi anlasilabilir. Bundan sonra, c¢alisma
dogrudan sehrin idari kontroliinde bulunan ve duragan degil dinamik bir yap1
gosteren kirsal ¢evreye odaklanmaktadir. Bu yapi, degisen durumlara gore farkli
sekiller almasiyla da 6nem arz etmektedir. Diger bir ifade ile, idari bir dille ifade
etmek gerekirse, bu boliim Edirne sehrinin on yedinci yiizyilda yasadigi demografik

biliylimeyi, daha genis bir kirsal hinterland1 kontrolii altina alarak nasil tolere ettigini
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gostermektedir. Bu donem ayni zamanda Edirne kazasinin on yedinci yiizyilda dogal

sinirlarina ulastigr donemdir.

Post-klasik Osmanhh memleketinde tahrirler ve mekan: Tahrir-i Cedid-i Edirne

Bu bolimdeki degerlendirmeler ve analizler 1670 tarihli Edirne tahrir defterinden
derlenen verilere dayanmaktadir. Bu defter, baz1 farkliliklar ihtiva etmesiyle
birlikte, 1669 senesinde hazirlanmis Girit tahriri ile benzerlik gdstermektedir. iki
defter de, toprak kayitlarini klasik tahrir defterlerinde olmayan bir pratik tizerinden
yapmustir. Soyle ki, on altinci ylizy1l tahrirlerinde toprak biiyiikliikleri daha ziyade
muglak bir birim olan ¢ift iizerinde yapilirken, Girit ve Edirne tahrirlerinde toprak
Olgtimleri daha net bir birim olan cerib {izerinden yapilmistir. Bununla birlikte,
Edirne tahriri Girit tahririnden farkliliklar da gdstermektedir. Kdylerin birbirine
karigan ve siklikla problem yaratan sinirlart bu defterde dikkate alinmis ve koy
sinirlart belli belirteglerle ¢izilmistir. Bu, tahrircilerin kdy sinirlar1 konusunda ne
kadar dikkatli olduklarmin bir gostergesidir. Her koyiin kaydinin baglangicinda,
koyiin fiziki smurlar belirtilmistir. Bunu yaparken kullanilan gostergeler, donemin
siir belirtme ifadeleri olan gol, orman, nehir, delikli tag vb. belirtegler yoluyla

yapilmustir.

1670 tarihli Edirne tahririnin sundugu ham veriyi degerlendirmeye ge¢cmeden Once,
bu defteri tanitmak faydali olacaktir. Degerlendirme altindaki Edirne tahrir defteri
1670 tarihinde, yani tam da Osmanlilarin yeni mali deneyimler yasadigi bir donem
olan on yedinci ylizyilin sonlarinda yapilmistir. Bu defter on altinci yiizyil klasik
dénem tahrirleriyle hem benzerlikler hem de farkliliklar barindirmaktadir. Iki
kisimdan miirekkep olan 1670 Edirne tahrir defteri mufassal bir defterdir ve bu tezde
ilk kez kullanilmaktadir. Istanbul’da Basbakanlik Osmanli Arsivleri’nde bulunan bu
defterin boliimleri ayni1 katalog ic¢inde bir araya getirilmemistir. Ben, Edirne
Kazasi’na ait oldugu ilk sayfasinda yazili bu defterin ilk kismi1 olan MAD 133’i
buldugum zaman, Coke nahiyesinin yerlesim birimlerinin bu defterde kayith
olmadigini fark ettim. Bu aslinda biraz hayal kiriklig1 da yaratmisti. Zira, on yedinci

yiizyilda Coke nahiyesi Edirne kazasinin ¢ok 6nemli bir boliimiinii olusturmaktaydi.
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Arsivde daha fazla mesai harcayarak defterin geri kalan kisimlarini aradigimda,
MAD 133’iin eksik kismi olan defteri de buldum. Bu defter MAD 556 katalog
numarast ile arsivde bulunmaktadir ve Coke nahiyesinin yerlesim iinitelerinin
kayitlarin1 ihtiva etmektedir. Defterin ilk sayfasi bunu acik¢a yazmaktadir:

“mufassal defter-i tahrir-i cedid-i nahiye-i Coke tabi-i Edirne el-mahriisa.”

Edirne kazasinin dort nahiyesinde bulunan kdylerin toprak detaylarini barindiran
defterin birinci kism1 olan MAD 133’de (Ada, Manastir, Uskiidar, Cisr-i Mustafa
Pasa) tahririn hangi tarihte yapildig1 konusunda herhangi bir kayit bulunmamaktadir.
Defterin bu kisminin der-kenarlarinda ise, 1669 tarihinde yeni “satis (fiiriht)’larin
yapildig1 kaydi goriiniir. Ne var ki, defterin diizenlendigi tarih, MAD 556’da net
olarak belirtilmektedir. Defterin bu kisminin ilk sayfasinda “fi 24 Sevvali’l-
mu’azzam sene 1081 ifadesi gegmektedir. Ky sakinlerinin tasarruflarinda bulunan
topraklar s6z konusu oldugunda, MAD 133 ve MAD 556 ayni defterin iki

tamamlayic1 kismidir.

[laveten, aym defterin farkli katalog numarasiyla arsive girmis iki farkli pargasinin
olmasimin yaninda, MAD 133’lin sayfalar1 da dogru bir sekilde ciltlenmemistir.
Dolayistyla, tahrir defterinin bu boliimii dogru sayfa numaralarina sahip degildir. Bu
durum, MAD 133’lin sayfalarinda iki farkli tiirde rakamin bulunmasindan
anlagilmaktadir. Ek olarak, bazi sayfalar aniden bitmektedir. Mesela, Kafir Doganci
koytiiniin kaydinin aniden kesilmesi Ada nahiyesi kayitlarinin sona erdigi izlenimi
vermektedir. Ne var ki, Kafir Doganci kdytiiniin kayit ayrintilari ilerleyen sayfalarda
yeniden ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Yani, Ada nahiyesinin kdylerinin sayimi bitmemis,
sadece defter diizgiin ciltlenmediginden bdyle bir izlenim uyandirmistir. Dolayisi

ile, defterin dogru formunun bulunmasi i¢in, MAD 133’iin tiim sayfalarini ¢ok
dikkatli bir sekilde okudum.

1670 Edirne tahririni daha once kimsenin kullanmadigini sdylemistim. Ne ki, Stetka
Parveva, Sofya’daki St Cyril ve Methodius Ulusal Kiitiiphanesi arsivinde buldugu
bazi daginik parga belgeler ile Edirne kazasinin 21 adet kdyiiniin ve mezraasinin
analizini yapmistir. Agikcasi, 21 adet yerlesim yeri, on yedinci ylizyillda Edirne
kazasmin ¢ok kiigiik bir kismini olusturmaktadir. Benim Bagbakanlik Osmanl

Arsivlerinde buldugum 1670 Edirne tahriri ise, Edirne kazasinin tiim nahiyeleri ve
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koylerinin detaylarini barindirmaktadir ki, toplam 350 civarinda kirsal yerlesime

tekabiil etmektedir.

Stefka Parveva’nin analiz ettifi par¢a belgelerdeki der-kenar notlar, benim arsivde
buldugum 1670 tarihli Edirne tahririnin sayfalarinda yoktur. Bu, Parveva’nin
buldugu parca belgelerin tahririn alanda kaydedildigi sirada tutulmus miisveddeleri
olabilecegi fikrini akla getirmektedir. Bu ilk miisveddelerin geri kalan kisimlari
biiyiik ihtimalle tahrib oldu ya da kayboldu. Parveva’nin Bulgar arsivlerinde
buldugu belgeler Mihalig, Iflahanli, Maras, Haskdy, Biiyiik Ismailce, Sokiin,
Pavlikan, Yiiriicekler, Koyunlu, Yiiriis, Kaba Oyiik, Ayntabli, Omurca, Kafir Haci,
Karaaga¢, Kemal, Glavanli, Akpinar, Diidiik¢i, Diidiik¢i Yenicesi, , Etmek¢i ve
Saltikli kdylerinin detaylarmi icermektedir. Parveva bu koylerin durumlarim
yayinladig1 birka¢ makalede ele almistir. Daha sonra ayni arsivde bagka kdylerin de

kayitlarini bulmustur.

Daha evvel zikrettigim gibi, benim Osmanli Arsivlerinde buldugum 1670 tarihli
Edirne tahriri agagi yukart 350 adet kirsal yerlesim biriminin detayli kayitlarini
ihtiva etmektedir. Bu birimlerin ¢ok 6nemli bir kism1 kdy, geri kalan1 ise mezraa ve
miisellem ciftliktir. Bes nahiye altinda kaydedilen tiim bu kirsal yerlesimler, Edirne
kazasinin on yedinci ylizyilin sonlarinda tamamini olusturmaktadir. Ek olarak, bu
miisveddeler Istanbul’a gonderildigi zaman, kayitlar defter-i atikteki kayitlarla
karsilastirilmis ve tek bir defter haline sokulmustur.. Beni, Bulgar belgelerinin bu
tahririn ilk miisveddeleri olduguna yonelten bir diger ipucu ise, belgelerdeki der-
kenarlardir. Normalde, her koylin sakinleri tasarruflarinda bulunan toprak
biiyiikliiklerine gore kayda gecirilmis ve bu kayitlarda rakamlar alt alta toplanmis ve
yekun bulunmustur. Benim buldugum 1670 Edirne tahririnde ise bu der-kenarlar

yoktur. Yani bu parga belgelerin, ilk yazilan eskiz kayitlari oldugu malumdur.

1670 tarihli Edirne tahrir defteri bu kayit siirecinin nihai basamagi olan defterhane-i
amirede mahfuz tahririn son halidir. Yani Parveva’nin Bulgar arsivinde buldugu
parga belgeler, bizim tahririmizin alanda tutulmus eskiz kayitlar1 olmalidir. {laveten,
bizim defterimizde olan baz1 kayitlar Parveva’nin kullandigi belgelerde
goriinmemektedir. Bunlar, alanda defter edilen kayitlarin defterhane-i amirede

mahfuz son tahrir (defter-i atik) kayitlar1 ile mukayese edilmesinden gelen eski
268



verilerdir. Mesela, Biiyiik Ismailce kdyii icin Parveva’mn Bulgar arsivlerinde
buldugu belgelere bakildiginda, bu kdy icin eski defterlere herhangi bir atif
bulunmamaktadir. Buna karsin, benim buldugum defterde, Biiyiik Ismailce kdyiiniin
Edirne’de bulunan Sultan Bayezid vakfina miilhak bir kdy oldugu yazilmaktadir. Bu
bilgi de bir onceki tahrir kaydina referansla verilmektedir. Bu kayit, bu koyiin bir
onceki defterde gelirinin 13672 ak¢e oldugunu belirtmektedir. Bulgar arsivlerinin

belgeleri ise bu kayitlar ihtiva etmemektedir.

Ek olarak, klasik donemin tahrir defterlerinin aksine, 1670 tarihli Edirne tahrir
defteri tahririn yapildigt donemki mali gelismeler hakkinda detayli bilgiler
sunmaktadir. Klasik dénemde, tahrir defterleri dirlikleri kaydettiginden ve dirlikler
de hazineye degil dogrudan dirlik sahibine gittiginden, tahriri yapan o dirligin
gergek hasilinin ne kadar oldugu hakkinda ¢ok da dikkatli olmamis olabilir. Bu da, o
dirliklerin klasik donemde gergek miktarinin tahrir defterlerine girmemis olabilecegi
sorusunu aklimiza getirmektedir. Yani, bu veriler kuvvetle muhtemel itibari
rakamlar oldugundan, farkl tarihlerde kaydedilmis tahrirlere bakip hasil miktarlar
iizerinden analiz yapmak sakincali goriinmektedir. Ne var ki, on yedinci yiizyilin
ortalarindan itibaren, degisen askeri ve mali kosullarin da zorlamasiyla, Osmanlilar
bosalan dirlikleri miri mukataa olarak ihale etmeye baslamiglardir. Iste 1670 tarihli
Edirne tahrir defteri tam da bdyle bir donemde kaydedilmistir. Dirliklerin itibari

degil gercek degerini yani o donemdeki hasilini ortaya koymus olmalidir.

Sonug

Bu ¢alisma, Edirne kazasini biitiinciil bir sekilde eldeki arsiv belgelerine dayanarak
analiz etmistir. Bu analizde, giris kisminda sorulan sorulara yanit bulunmaya

calisilmistir. Bunun neticesinde su sonuclara ulasilmistir:

Dikkat cekilmesi gereken ilk 6nemli sonug, Edirne sehrinin on yedinci yiizyilin
Osmanl politik diinyasinin “yiikselen yildiz1” oldugudur. Bunun tabi ki sebepleri
vardi. Soyle ki, Edirne siradan bir sehir degildi; tahtgdh-1 selaseden biri olarak
Osmanlilar i¢in her daim 6nemini muhafaza eden Edirne sehri, ilk zamanlar devletin
Rumelideki fiituhatinin merkezi olmustur. Bu merkezden de hem Kuzeye hem de
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Batiya fetihler gerceklesmistir. Ayn1 zamanda, Edirne payitaht olmasi nedeniyle de
Osmanli padisahlarinin hassi statiisiindeydi ve Osmanli sutanlarmin énemli gelir
kalemlerini barindirmaktaydi. Bu 6neminden 6tiirii, Edirne 6zel bir ilgi gérmiistiir.
Ne ki, on yedinci ylizyilin farkli politik gerekgeleri ve gercekleri sehri farkli bir
seviyeye getirmistir. Soyle ki, on yedinci ylizyilin ¢ok biiyiik bir boliimiinde farkli
Osmanl sultanlar1 Edirne’de ikamet etmeyi tercih etmislerdir. Sultanin sehirdeki

fiziki varlig1, sehrin niifusunu neredeyse ikiye katlamistir.

Stiphesiz, Edirne’nin on yedinci yiizyil boyunca yasadigi niifus biiylimesi yalnizca
modern arastirmacilarca belirtilmemis, ayn1 zamanda cagdas yazarlarca da alt1
cizilmistir. Hem ¢agdaslarca hem de modern tarihgilerce belirtilen bu durum, yani
Edirne sehrinin on yedinci yiizyilda yasadigi demografik biiyiime, sehrin kontrolii
altina daha biiyiik bir kirsal ¢evreyi almasini gerekli kilmistir. Bu kirsal hinterland
sehrin ihtiyaglarim1 daha iyi karsilamak igin gerekli olan alani olusturmaktaydi.
Dolayisiyla, Edirne sehrinin kirsal hinterlandi ile daha derin bir entegrasyonu
kaginilmazdi. Iste bu calismanin cevaplamaya c¢alistigi sorularm c¢ok biiyiik bir
boliimii, erken modern doénemde kirsal mekanin organize edilmesi ile alakalidir.
Bunun igin, bu calisma yalnizca sehri tek basina analiz etmemis, ayn1 zamanda
kirsal ¢evreyi sehrin ayrilmaz bir pargasi olarak agiklamaya dahil etmistir. Daha
evvel de zikredildigi tizere, sehrin yasadig: fiziki ve demografik biiyiime yalnizca
sehrin yeniden organize edilmesini gerektirmedi. Bu durum, ayni zamanda, idari
anlamda daha kompleks bir hal alan sehrin kirsal cevresi ile daha derinden

entegrasyonunu da beraberinde getirdi.

Bu durumu on yedinci yiizy1l ortalarinda daha net gérmekteyiz. Soyle ki, on yedinci
ylizyilin ortalarina kadar Edirne’nin idari ve adli kontroliinde olmayan kirsal
yerlesimler, bu donemde Edirne kazasinin smirlarina dahil edilmislerdir. Her ne
kadar, bu kirsal yerlesimlerin bazilar1 zaman zaman baska idari birimlerin sinirlarina
girse de, Edirne kazasinin on yedinci yiizyilda kazandigi bu yeni durum takip eden
iki yiizyil boyunca da devam etmistir. On dokuzuncu ylizyilin son ¢eyreginde ise,
yeni bir idari organizayona tabi olmustur. On yedinci yiizyilin ikinci yarisindaki
Edirne kazasi, kontrolii altina devasa bir kirsal alan1 dahil etmistir. Bu alan da 350

civarinda bir kirsal yerlesime tekabiil etmistir.
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Bu mekansal degisim analizinde, Edirne’yi Bursa ile mukayese etmek, bize daha
anlamli ¢ikarsamalar yapma olanagi verecektir. Hem Edirne hem de Bursa, Osmanl
idari jargonunda “serbest kaza” olarak bilinen iki idari birimdir. Yani, ne Edirne ne
de Bursa valilerin miidahale edebildigi sehirler degildir. Hem Bursa’nin hem de
Edirne’nin asayis isleri dogrudan padisahin belirledigi kisilerce yapilmaktadir.
Edirne’de bostancibasi, Bursa’da ise hassa harc emini bu gorevleri yerine
getirmektedir. Bursa sehri, on altinci yiizyilin ikinci yarisinda sehrin yasadigi niifus
biliylimesine bagli olarak, benzer bir mekan organizasyonuna sahit olmustur. Bu
organizasyonda, sehrin idari ve adli denetimine daha biiylik bir kirsal alan dahil
edilmistir. Lakin, bu dahil edilen kirsal alan farkli sancaklarda bulunan yerlerden
olusmustur. Edirne’de ise durum farkhidir. S$dyle ki, Bursa’nin mekan
organizasyonunda sehrin kontroliine giren kirsal yerlesimler Bursa ile fiziki
yakinligt  olmayan yerlerden olusurken, Edirne’nin mekansal yeniden
organizasyonu, ayni sancagin farkli kazalarindan ve Edirne’ye fiziki yakinlig1 olan
yerlerden yapilmistir. On yedinci ylizyilda Edirne’de fiziki olarak bulunan Osmanl
sultanlar1 ile dogrudan ilgili olan niifus biiylimesini ve bu niifusun iase ihtiyaci,,
Edirne’nin on yedinci ylizyilda daha biiyiik bir kirsal hinterlandi biinyesine dahil

etmesiyle karsilanmistir.

Ek olarak, bu calisma yeni bir veri seti ile literature ampirik olarak katki
saglamaktadir. Bu veri seti, arsivlerde yeni bulunan bir post-klasik tahrir defterinin
bize sundugu bilgilerden derlenmistir. Bu defterin hazirlanmasi da sehrin on yedinci
yiizyilda yasadigi “yiikselen yildiz” olmasi ozelliiyle dogrudan ilgilidir. Bu
baglamda, bu caligma Osmanlilarin on yedinci yilizyillda daha kesin bir kayit
yontemini uygulamaya koyduklarinin kanitin1 sunmaktadir. Soyle ki, topraklarin
Olgiilmesinde birim olarak ceribin kullanilmasi, Osmanlilarin degisen bir kayit
pratigini on yedinci yiizyillda uygulamaya gegirdiklerini gdstermektedir. Bu 0l¢ii
biriminin kullanilmasi, yani Osmanlilarin toprak biiyiikliiklerini daha kesin 6l¢iilerle
bilme ¢abasi baz1 ihtiyaglarin sonucu olmustur. Yani, bu donemin kayit pratigi iki
trendin ortaya ¢ikmasi ile alakalidir. Bunlar, bir taraftan kdyliilerin tasarrufunda olan
topraklarin kiiciilmesi, diger yandan da sehirli askeri ziimrelerin elinde temerkiiz
eden topraklarin biiylimesi, yani ¢iftliklesme siirecidir. Bu ¢alisma, Edirne

orneginden, bu iki trendi de ampirik olarak agiklamaktadir. On yedinci yiizyil
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sonlarina gelindiginde, reayanin elindeki toprak biiytikliiklerinin klasik donem
tahrirlerinin sdyledigi toprak biiyiikliikleriyle uzaktan yakindan bir alakas1 olmadig1
gozlenmektedir. Kuskusuz bu durum, kirsal yerlesimlerin topografik durumu ile de
alakalidir. Eldeki arsiv kaynaklarinin bu tiir ¢ikarsamalar yapacak veriler sunmamasi
nedeniyle, daha evvelki kusak Osmanli tarih¢ileri hem raiyyet ciftliklerini hem de
ekabir ciftliklerini ampirik olarak sinayamamiglardir. Her ne kadar bazi ¢aligmalar
kimi agiklamalar getirmigsse de, bunlar bir bolgede hem reaya ¢iftliginin
doniisiimiini hem de ekabir ciftliklerinin olusumlarini  biitlinciil  olarak
aciklayamamisglardir. Dolayisiyla, bu calisma ¢ok saglam bir veri setiyle, Edirne
bolgesinde hem reaya ciftliklerinin hem de biiyiik ¢iftliklerin fiziki boyutlarini
ortaya koymaktadir.

Son olarak, bu tezde kullanilan ampirik veri seti klasik donem sonrasinda hazirlanan
bir tahrir defterinden elde edilmistir. Bu tahrir defteri de, Istanbul’daki Basbakanlik
Osmanl1 Arsivlerinde tek bir katalog numarasi altinda bulunmamaigstir. Farkli katalog
numaralariyla arsive giren ayn tahrir defterinin pargalarini ben bir araya getirdim ve
defteri dikkatlice okuyarak orginal formunu buldum. Tahrir defterinin bir araya
getirilisi, bana analizimi anlamli bir biitiin {izerinden yapma olanagi verdi. Bu bize
Osmanli tahrir defterlerinin hazirlanisinin mantigini daha genis bir perspektiften
anlama olanag1 vermistir. Soyle ki, 1670 tarihli Edirne tahriri klasik donem
tahrirlerinden farkli kayit mantigina sahiptir. Ki, bu degisik kayit mantig1 on yedinci
ylizyilin ikinci yarisindan itibaren gozlemlenen mali ve askeri doniisiimlerle

paralellik gostermektedir.

Son bir s6z olarak, bu tezin ampirik katkilar1 bir kenara, yakin gelecekte yeni arsiv
belgelerinin bulunmasi ve kaynaklarin yeniden yorumlanmasiyla hem Osmanli
baglaminda sehir-kir iligkisi hem de tarimsal-kirsal yapi hakkindaki bilgilerimiz
daha da artacaktir.
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