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Venetians and Ottomans in the Early Modern Age
Essays on Economic and Social Connected History

edited by Anna Valerio

Abstract

In the time that goes from the 15th to the 18th century, the Ottoman Empire
went through a series of transformations and a period of continuous territorial
expansion that affected both the social and the economic life of the state itself,
its historical trading partner Venice, as well as the once Venetian territories of
Cyprus and Crete that passed into Ottoman hands respectively in the 16th and
17th centuries. The coexistence of these two great entities, Venice and the Ot-
toman Empire, in the Mediterranean has been emphasized several times under
different perspectives. In particular, as a result of an accurate study of original
and unique sources, the eight contributions of this miscellaneous volume attain
the aim of giving a detailed account of the social and economic relationship
between these two great empires in those years. In the first section of the vol-
ume, essays that focus on Ottoman economy and trade, based on some Venetian
sources from the 15th and 16th century, along with a focus on social and political
aspects within the Ottoman state, are included; the papers of the second part are,
however, mainly about the newly conquered territories of Crete and Cyprus and
the changes they went through in terms of their social and economic status. In
other words, the present volume by means of the detailed presentations of some
of the historical events pertaining to the Ottomans and Venetians show that the
dynamics of their mutual relations influenced the way these two great powers
learned how to live together in the neighbouring areas, trying to preserve and
strengthen their own economic and social development.

Keywords Venice. Ottoman. Crete. Cyprus. Trade. Property.
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Introduction

The present volume is a collection of some of the papers presented at
the 14th International Congress of Ottoman Social and Economic History
(ICOSEH) held in Sofia, 24-28 July 2017. The decision of compiling such a
book is mainly due to the wish of bringing together those papers that deal
with the topic of Venice and the former Venetian colonies, in particular
Crete and Cyprus, which passed to the Ottoman Empire during the Early
Modern Age. The book is divided into two parts. In the first one, there are
the papers about Ottoman economy and trade as reported by some Vene-
tian sources from XV and XVI century, whereas the second part presents
the articles that deal with Crete and Cyprus after their conquest by the
Ottoman Empire. The book aims at showing the intertwined relationships
between the Venetians and the Ottomans regarding, in particular, their
economic and social contacts from a wide range of events and facts which
result from the extensive and accurate work of scholars carrying out their
research in institutions around or near the Mediterranean regions. Essays
are written in both English and Turkish language.

In the first essay, Snezhana Rakova presents some of the earliest Vene-
tian sources containing important information about the income and ex-
penses of the Ottoman state during the XV century, resulting in empha-
sizing the undeniable dominant role of Venice in Christian Europe. In the
second article, Maria Pia Pedani aims at refuting ancient historiographi-
cal theories according to which Muslims excluded themselves from the
international trade preferring to have Jews and Christians handle it, by
providing extensive documentation that proves the presence of Ottoman
merchants in Venice during the Early Modern Age. Another aspect of trade
between the Ottoman state and Venice is represented by Iassen Vanev and
his analysis and comparison of two inter-state commercial charters. In the
last article of this first section, Levent Kaya Ocakacan builds his argument
around the strong tie between economic and social life in the Ottoman
Empire during the early modern period, when the Ottoman Empire was a
dynastic state with its own peculiar system and succession strategies. The
narrative around the celebration of the sehzade and his posting describes
in detail the function of dynastic strategies in determining the continuity
and the ‘centralization’ of rule and governance by the Sultan.

Moving on to the second part of the book, the reader is introduced to the
four remaining articles each covering a different aspect of the economic

9



Venetians and Ottomans in the Early Modern Age, 9-10

and social continuity and change of Crete and Cyprus after their conquest
by the Ottomans. Elias Kolovos presents the transformation of Venetian
Candia into the new Ottoman Kandiye, occurred in the XVII century, by in-
vestigating the register where information about the spatial arrangement
of the city under the new rule is contained. This is, however, only a prelimi-
nary study of a wider project which aims at digitalizing all the information
available in the register in order to study the spatial evolution of the city.
Crete and its strategic role in the trade of goods like wine, soap and olive
oil across the Mediterranean make up the background of Ayse Adiyeke’s
article where the author focuses in particular on the investigation of wine
production and trade on the newly conquered island. Nuri Adiyeke’s arti-
cle is a detailed study of the registration of some villages on the island of
Crete in three Ottoman surveys run respectively in 1650, 1670 and 1704.
The author aims at making a comparison between these data and the ones
regarding other villages in the same sources in terms of their demographic
and economic structures. In conclusion, Cyprus and its commercial activi-
ties during the XVIII century is what is presented in Ozgiir Oral’s article.
In particular, it is underlined the role of the port of Larnaca in the Easter
Mediterranean for the Western world, Venice included.

This book offers the possibility to retrace the relationship between Vene-
tians and Ottomans in terms of their economic and social history from the
end of the XV until the XVIII century showing the permeability of the ruling
forces of these two great empires within a continuous and changing stream.

Anna Valerio

10 Introduction
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The Earliest Records of Income and Expenses
of the Sultan

Snezhana Rakova
(South-West University “Neofit Rilski”, Bulgaria)

Abstract This paper presents in a chronological order some Venetian sources (primarily, but not
only) containing data about the Ottoman state, governance, income and army. This information is
analyzed and presented in the form of tables, which give us different types of revenues and expenses.
Itisunique for the 15th century and can be compared partially only with the contemporary ottoman
written documentation. Presented here is the data from the works of Laonicos Chalkokondyles, and
manuscripts of lacopo Promontorio de Campis, a Venetian anonymous author from 1490, the Vene-
tian Relazione by Alvise Sagondino from 1496 and other diplomatic reports from the first decades of
the 16th century. The report of Felix Petantius from 1502 to the Hungarian king has been added to
other Venetian texts, because it was edited in a different manuscript version and presented to Venice.

Keywords Laonicos Chalkokondyles. lacopo Promontorio de Campis. Anonymous author from
1490. Venetian diplomats. Felix Petantius. Income and expenses of the Ottoman Empire.

The contribution of Venice to the knowledge of the budget of the Ottoman
state is very precious, particularly for the early periods of the Ottoman
history. Chronologically, this study will cover the time of the first mentions
of the Sultan’s revenue in Venetian (and also in Western) sources from
the middle of the 15th century to the time of the appearance of the first
Ottoman sources (c. 1530).

Firstly, we have to pay tribute to the work of the great Ottomanists of
the 20th century. It is to them that we owe everything we know until now
about the finances of the Ottoman Empire from the 15th century. Among
the most distinguished are the names of Franz Babinger, to whom we are
indebted for the publishing and comments of the manuscript of Iacopo
Promontorio de Campis (Babinger 1956), and to the great researcher of
the Venetian Archive Nicolae Iorga for discovering many of the Venetian
texts. But as far as the study of Ottoman history is concerned, first we
have to note the remarkable contributions of Omer Liitfi Barkan and Halil
Inalcik to the study of the problems of economic history, and especially
for illuminating the financial organization of the early Ottoman Empire.
Perhaps, it is possible now to add some more details to the analysis of
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Venetians and Ottomans in the Early Modern Age, 13-30

already well-known sources, or even to discover some new evidence and
new manuscripts that have remained unknown until now.

It is not the place here to discuss the research on the Ottoman financial
documentation itself, although this has been the problem of investigation
of numerous scholars until recently. The research publications of Linda
Darling (1996, 1997, 2008) can be mentioned as an example. On the basis
of this and other studies, the important conclusions about the state of the
Sultan’s income are as follows: the Ottoman revenue surveys appear in the
first half of the 14th century, but they only apply to some regions, usually
newly conquered ones, as for example the register of the Arvanid sandjak
from 1431, or individual cities as Thessaloniki, Istanbul etc. in the 15th cen-
tury; there is no preserved general survey of the entire Empire that dates
back to the 15th century (Darling 1997; Barkan [1970] 1978; Boykov 2016).

It is important therefore to turn to other sources. In his studies, Halil
Inalcik has shown the importance of Western, primarily Venetian informa-
tion about the income of the Empire. We could start from a general view
of the Sultan’s revenue, which Inalcik included in his Economic and Social
History of the Ottoman Empire. Until 1527 (i.e. the time of appearance
of first general Ottoman surveys), we have ten reports concerning the
Sultan’s profit, written mostly by Western authors. The first notice on the
revenue belongs to Bertrandon de la Broquiére, a Bourgoundian diplomat
who visited Adrianople in 1433 and reported about 2,500,000 ducats (as
quoted in Babinger 1978, 26). About thirty years later the famous historian
Laonicos Chalkokondyles gives us a detailed description of the revenue
sources for the treasury of the Sultan, which will be discussed below. Then,
Alvise Sagondino (1496), Andrea Gritti (1503), Teodoro Spandugino Can-
tacuscino (c. 1510), Tommaso Mocenigo (c. 1520), Marco Minio (1522),
Pietro Zeno (1524) and Pietro Bragadin (1527) follow.

The well-known Genoese merchant Jacopo Promontorio de Campis can
be added to the authors, included in Inalcik’s list. He writes about the
Ottoman state in its treaty dated 1475 and should therefore be placed
among the first Western informers (see Babinger 1956). Seven of the ten
authors, pointed out by inalcik, are Venetians. If we exclude the earliest
author, the above mentioned Bertrandon de la Broquiere, who shows us
that the Turkish governors themselves gladly shared internal information
on the revenues of the Sultan, it should be noted that the information on
the Sultan’s budget is present in the diplomatic reports, kept in the Vene-
tian archive and Marciana library. The first of these diplomatic reports
appeared at the very end of the 15th century. We might contemplate a bit
more on the connections of two of the other informers with Venice. The
famous historian Laonicos Chalkokondyles (c. 1430-1470) follows suit and
we know that his cousin or brother, according to some scholars, Demetrios
Chalkokondyles was a professor of Greek at the Studio di Padova (the uni-
versity of Venice) and that Laonicos himself has had close contacts with

14 Rakova. The Earliest Records of Income and Expenses of the Sultan
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Italian men of letters such as Ciriaco d’Ancona. The next one is Theodore
Spandounes or Spandugino, who lived for some time in Venice, and then
was forced to leave for France where he died probably in 1538.

Returning to Laonicos Chalkokondyles, at first it must be noted that
although he has been known to the historians for a long time, only re-
cently we have become more aware of the quantity of information he
possessed and his worldly connection with the Ottoman grandees, as well
as with the Italian humanists. Now we can refer to the new edition of the
Chalkokondyles’s Histories, produced by Anthony Kaldellis three years ago
with some interesting accompanying studies (Kaldellis 2012, 2014; Preis-
er-Kapeller 2013). Nevertheless, we owe Franz Babinger and Nicolae Iorga
the illumination of the circle of Byzantine intellectuals formed around the
new Sultan - Mehmed the Conqueror in Constantinople (Babinger 1978,
246-7; lorga [1935] 1982, 55). While explaining from whom he learned
about the Sultan’s accounts, Chalkokondyles himself pointed out one of the
padishah’s secretaries, the one who was responsible for the calculations
(Kaldellis 2014, 264). We are talking about one of the sons of Georgios
Amiroutzes (1400-1470), a Greek nobleman from Trebizond, who became
the Sultan’s calligrapher.

Here are the items of the budget, pointed out in book 8 from The Histo-
ries: the kharaj (poll tax) from Europe (i.e. Rumelia), the taxes on cattle,
trade, mines, rice and salt, and finally the tributes from foreign rulers,
which are about 100,000 ducats (see Appendix 1). Thus, the income of
the Sultan, according to Laonicos, including both what accrues to him
through the Porte and to the so-called hazine (treasury) of the sultan,
is about 4,000,000 gold pieces. Together with the revenues from the
timars (land revenues), it reaches the incredible number of 9,000,000. As
Chalkokondyles points out, the expenses of the Sultan are mainly for the
salaries of the army. Speros Vryonis (1976), in his well-grounded article
on this issue, published 40 years ago, calculates only the stated revenues
which reach 2,300,000. It has to be noted that we have the revenue from
the kharaj from Rumelia, 900,000 ducats, and the numbers of other rev-
enues are pointed out for Rumelia and Anatolia together (Vryonis 1976,
425-6). Vryonis compares further the data from Chalkokondyles with the
numbers reported later by lacopo Promontorio de Campis, and also with
the numbers about the amount of the kharaj from the Ottoman survey from
1488-89 which is stated as being 29,929,538 akces (i.e. 610,806 ducats.
Exchange rate 49 akce to 1 ducat) (Vryonis 1976, 428-30).

The information from the Genoese Jacopo Promontorio de Campis from
1475 is well known from the first edition and commentary of his manu-
script, written by Franz Babinger (1956) (see Appendix 2). To this famous
author we owe quite detailed information about the Sultan’s income and
expenditure, although its accuracy can be questioned. The Genoese mer-
chant obviously has direct information, and for the first time we have the
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complete budget per items from Rumelia and Anatolia, including revenues
from Constantinople, Gallipoli, Thessaloniki, Enos, etc., as well as taxes
on salt production and mines. The total number of revenues is 1,831,000
ducats, and the reported expenses about the Sultan’s stables, payment,
cucina (nutrition for the court), harem, gifts and dowries, and for the fleet
amounted to 1,375,000. Even if Jacopo Promontorio de Campis’ manu-
script is preserved in Bologna, we can hardly assume that his report ever
reached Venice. It was not probably known in Venice, but 15 years later
a detailed register of the Sultan’s revenues and expenses was drawn up
there. A two-page manuscript by an anonymous author is kept in a codex
from Marino Sanudo’s possessions, which is preserved in the Marciana
Library. The manuscript was studied for the first time 110 years ago by
Nicolae Iorga and excerpts from it are included in the second volume of
his History of the Ottoman Empire, published in 1909, but incomplete and
with many errors and missing parts (Iorga [1909] 2015, 215-18). Here we
provide a full text with a new reading, both in terms of the text and the
numbers of ducats derived from different sources of income (see Appendix
3 according to the original version in Italian).

The title of the text is: Intrade del Signor Turcho de la Grexia, 1490
(Revenues of the sultan from Greece, 1490; see Appendix 3). According
to the anonymous author, the revenues from Rumelia in 1490 are about
two million from kharaj, commerchio (the tax on trade) including taxes
from the different cities (Sofia, Thessaloniki, Philippopolis, Adrianople and
Constantinople), revenues from salt, alum, inherited goods and naturally
from tributes from Bosnia, Wallachia, Trebizond, Ragusa, islands etc.: in
total 1,125,000 ducats (number, which differs from the author’s account-
ing!). The revenue from Anatolia is much less, and it is derived mainly from
Bursa, from the production of alum and from the copper from Kastamoni.
According to our reading, it amounts to approximately 180,000. As far as
the expenditures given by this author are concerned, the cost is mostly
for the army: 350,000 ducats, for the palace and its janissaries, slaves,
stables, and also great expenses are noted for clothing.

There are doubts about the authorship of the document containing this
information. It could be ascribed to Giovanni Maria Angiolello (Vicenza
1451-c. 1525) citizen of Venice, who returned to Italy exactly in that year
after many travels in the Ottoman Empire, and who had previously been the
defterdar (treasurer) of the Sultan. According to his biography, written by
Babinger, he was in Vicenza until his death (Babinger 1961; Danova 2010).

The next series of records, mentioned already at the beginning, be-
longs to the Venetian diplomats. Some of them knew Turkish, as is the
case with the first among them: Alvise Sagondino (1496). Upon his return
from the mission, Sagondino gives to the Venetian authorities quite a de-
tailed report about the revenues of the Sultan (Bayezid II), his army and
his expenses (the text of the relazione is in Sanuto 1879, 397-400). The

16 Rakova. The Earliest Records of Income and Expenses of the Sultan
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reported revenue of Bayezid is 2,400,000 ducats per year, distributed in
the following way:

From kharaj 900,000
From a third of the kharaj 300,000
From all his ports [scalosie] 500,000
From tax on the livestock, oxen [castroni] 400,000
From certain donations 300,000

The Sultan spent all this revenue and had so far withdrawn 3,000,000 from
his father’s deposit, which had been 6,000,000, according to the hearsay.

The Venetian envoys after Sagondino were also obliged to mention the
revenues to the Sultan’s treasury and the army expenses, the number of the
different kinds of soldiers and the number of ships. As Inalcik stated, the
reports of Venetian ambassadors provided information about the Sultan’s
income through the years: Andrea Gritti (1503) reported 5,000,000 ducats,
Tommaso Mocenigo (c. 1520) 3,130,000, Marco Minio (1522) 3,000,000,
Pietro Zeno (1524) 4,500,000, Pietro Bragadin (1527) 4,500,000 only for
central treasury.

We shall not deal with this in detail, but it would be necessary to point
out that we owe Maria Pia Pedani the discovery and publishing of some
relazioni (ambassadors’ reports), which have been unknown so far (Pedani-
Fabris 1996). The ones of Tommaso Contarini from 1522 and Tommaso
Mocenigo from 1530 are especially important, because they directly report
the Sultan’s budget. They provide detailed and very precise information
on the specific types of revenue from Rumelia and Anatolia (Contarini
1996, 39; Mocenigo 1996, 43-4) (cf. Appendix 5). Extremely valuable in
this case is the fact that their information can be compared to the first
Ottoman general surveys. The report of Tommaso Contarini from 1522,
for example, points out the total of 6,202,500 ducats of revenues. In his
turn Tommaso Mocenigo reported a revenue of 6,240,000 ducats, gathered
from salt mines, mines and livestock pastures in Gretia (i.e. Rumelia) and
from trade taxes, possessions, property fees, fishponds - a total of half a
million ducats from Europe; from the same sources in Anatolia the amount
of revenue is half as low (750,000 ducats); only from the kharaj the income
amounts to 2,300,000 and the expenses, primarily for the army, are about
five million (Mocenigo 1996, 43-4).

On the other hand, as inalcik points out, in 1528 the state revenue is
9,650,000 in Venetian ducats (inalcik 1973, 116 without source quotation).

Finally, we would like to conclude with a text from 1502 which brings to
our knowledge the sultan’s revenues. It was not written by a Venetian, but
by a Hungarian diplomat. Nevertheless its appearance is related to Venice.
The manuscript has not been published yet, as far as we know. This is an

Rakova. The Earliest Records of Income and Expenses of the Sultan 17
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autograph of Felix Petantius (known as Felix Raguzinus and Felix Petancic,
1455-1522) written in Latin. In 1501-1502 Petanci¢ was carrying out an
important mission as an envoy of the Hungarian king. He passed through
the Turkish lands, visited Rhodes and Venice in his travel back, and in the
end presented to his king two valuable manuscripts. One of them has been
known to the historians for a long time - it was studied and published by
Agostino Pertusi - Quibus itineribus Turci sint aggrigendi (The Roads on
which it is possible to go towards the Turks), but the second one is almost
unknown. Petanci¢ can be trusted, because he was among the few diplo-
mats of his time who knew Turkish and probably had access to the right
information (Pertusi 1970, 490; Rakova 2014).

The manuscript presented here is named Genealogy of the Turkish Sul-
tans, and it is preserved in Budapest (see Appendix 4). As it was con-
ceived, it aimed to present the succession order of the Ottoman sultans,
the principal governors even with their images, the structure of the Otto-
man government and the composition of the army, and also arrange the
collected data in clear order. It is also obvious that this manuscript was
meant to be looked through, not published. We will mention here only the
part with the statistics.

The revenues are given separately for Rumelia and Anatolia: 1,500,000
and 2,000,000 ducats respectively. The author also gives the number of the
households in the two parts of the Empire: 80,000 Christian and 50,000
Turkish for Rumelia, and, a total of 1,600,000 Christian and Turkish for
Anatolia (this numbers can be contested, cf. Boykov 2016). The sultan’s
treasury revenue is said to come from taxes, inheritance, taxation on cat-
tle, trade with salt, copper and other metals, taxation on agricultural pro-
duce, custom taxes, etc. The expenditures of the Empire are chiefly for
payment of daily rations and money for the army, but the author does not
indicate the sums. In fact, we are able to identify the possible source of the
part of the information that relates to the revenue of the Ottoman Empire:
La Relazione by Alvise Sagondino.

The Venetian connection is expressed in the presence of a special manu-
script by Petanci¢, left in the Venetian archive, now in Correr Library.? It
also has not been published yet, but it presents a version of the previous
one already commented here, although it does not give specific numbers
for the revenues, but only lists them by items. The total sum given is
4,000,000. Its title and incipit are Felicis Petantii Ragusei. Commentari-
olum de Rebus Turcharu[m] ad Wladislaum Regem / Felix Petantius Ragu-
seus ad Ser[enissimu]m Wladislau[m] hungarie et Boemie Regem.

1 Budapest, National Library, cod. lat. 378. URL http://www.corvina.oszk.hu/corvinas-
html/hublcodlat378.htm (2018-02-22).

2 Venezia, Biblioteca del Museo Correr, Correr 894, 7 folios’ recto/verso).
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There are some opportunities for further research that could arise from
what has been mentioned so far. The individual items of the sultan’s rev-
enues, reported by the various authors could be compared. They can be
systematized according to the three extant in all the authors sections:
Rumelia’s revenue, Anatolia’s income, and the revenues from vassal tribu-
tary states. It can also be summed up both on the increase in revenue
by individual items and on the general trend of revenue growth for the
sultan’s treasury. The Venetian reports could be juxtaposed and verified
with the help of the present Ottoman sources - for the period until 1502,
as well as for the next one, after the full registers of the revenues of the
Ottoman Empire got revealed.

Three of the sources presented and commented here for the first time
are preserved as manuscripts in the Marciana Library, Library of Correr
Museum, and in Budapest. Without any doubt they contain valuable and
reliable information. They are the earliest evidence of revenues and expen-
ditures in the Ottoman Empire - hence the role of Venice as an information
hub for Christian Europe is once again unconditionally confirmed.
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Appendixes

Appendix1 The revenues of the sultan by Chalkokondyles, c. 1465
Source: Kaldellis 2014, Book 8, 256-71, here presented as quotations from the text; cf. Vryonis 1976,
425-6

1 Tribute (= kharaj) from Europe (= Rumelia) ~900,000 ducats

2 one tenth upon income from the Turks and from the others ?

3 The tax called bastina (patrimony) ?

4 The tax on sheep pasturage ?

5 Beyond the tribute, there are many special fees that ~300,000
are assigned to the sultan throughout Europe and Asia, gold pieces
generated by horses, camels, mules, and oxen

6 In addition, the sultan generates substantial income from 250,000
his tenants

7 The sultan’s herds of horses, camels, and mules, which are ~50,000
from pastures throughout his realm, generate
Other revenues 200,000

9 From trade, ferries, metals, rice, copper, alum, and one-fifth ~200,000
tax on slaves

10 From metals ~ 100,000

11 From rice, in sultan’s farms, and the sultan’s other regular ~ 200,000
revenues

12 Tributes ~100,000

In total: ~ 4,000,000 ducats

20 Rakova. The Earliest Records of Income and Expenses of the Sultan



Venetians and Ottomans in the Early Modern Age, 13-30

Appendix2 The revenues of the sultan by Jacopo Promontorio de Campis, 1475 (in Italian)
Source: Babinger 1956; Zattoni 2006

Revenues from Rumelia

Revenues from Anatolia

Focatico Europa 850,000 from Dazio Saruchan, Ajdyn, 32,000
fuochi 550,000 Mentesi

Gabella (shiavi di prede) 50,000 Dazio Alanya 12,000

Dazio Costantinopoli 70,000 Focea vecchia 20,000

(allume + focatico)

Dazio Gallipoli 9,000 Dazio Brussa 50,000

Saline Europa 92,000 Dazio Kastamonu 150,000

Doni, doti ecc. 200,000 Dazio Trebisonda 10,000

Zecca 123,000 Dazio e saline Caffa 10,000

Miniere Europa 120,000 Totale Karaman 35,000

Dazio Enos 11,000 Saline Asia 12,000

Dazio Salonicco 2,500

Dazio Negroponte 12,500

Dazio Morea 31,500

DazioValona 1,500

Tassa sui grani Europa 20,000

Dazio Sofia 1,000

Dazio Adrianopoli 12,000

Zingari Europa 9,000

Balnei Europa 8,000

Gabellariso 15,000

Dazio bestiame 10,000

Tributo Valacchia, Venezia, Each one 10,000

Chio 30,000

Tributo Ragusa 20,000

Totale Europa 1,469,000 Totale Asia 331,000

Expenditures

Spese Ducati
Stalle 100,000
Salari 550,000
Cucina 125,000
Harem 100,000
Doni, doti ecc. 200,000
Flotta 300,000
Totale spese 1,375,000
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Appendix 3 Venetian Anonymous, 1490 (in Italian)

Source: Venezia, Biblioteca Marciana, Marc. it. cl. VI, c. 277 (=5806), f. 169v-170r (transliteration and

explanations of terms by Maria Pia Pedani)

+ Intrade del Signor Turcho de la Grexia, 1490. In primis

Cargi di cristiani, iudei, chaxe 29 mila de casali 600. Li alttri non pagano per duc. 500 mila
frenchixie per diversi modi. Non messe lor summe. Pagano l’'uno per l’altro

mezo a l'anno

Saline uno ano per l'alttro duc. 96 mila
La Servia con li chargi inferttuti in tutto val duc. 76 mila
Schali de Chonstantinopolli Galipolli duc. 42 mila
Argentture sue in diversi logi duc. 56 mila
Chanpi grexi duc. 130 mila
Chomerchi de Sofia, Servia, Salonichi, Filipopolli, Antrinopolli et duc. 96 mila
Chonstantinopolli et altri passi in diverssi logi, val

Chomerchiin diversi logi de chastroni duc. 16 mila
Comerchio de li homeni morti senza eredi vano al Signor duc. 20 mila
Caragi de Bosgne che dal quondam Stefano era ducati 8 mila, in summa duc. 18 mila
Caragi de la Valachia altha duc. 17 mila
Caragi de la Valachia bassa duc. 6 mila
Trabesonde ducati 3 mila, Chafe ducati 3 mila, in summa duc.6mila
Samastro [Amastris], Sinopi, in tutto duc. 16 mila
Afonia [Avlonya, Valona] con chasteli do in Albania duc.3mila
L'ixola de Mettellin duc. 6 mila
Negroponte con pil logi duc. 25 mila
Sio de tributo duc. 12 mila
Rhaguxi de tributo duc. 14 mila
Intrade de Turchia

Burssa, passo prexo giuso de montagne duc. 16 mila
Comerchi presiin Altilogi [Altoluogo / Aydin] in summa duc. 29 mila
Comerchi de chastrioni con altre intrate de insule duc. 10 mila
Saline de Turchia duc. 12 mila
Argentture de Turchia duc. 10 mila
Alume uno anno per l'altro duc. 50 mila
Rhami de Chastamoni duc. 50 mila

summa ducati 1196 mila
810 mila
resto val ducati 386 mila
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Le spese del Signor Turcho per uno anno
Soldatti pagadi de de fora del Seragio, da pagare 25 mila axpri a chalvalo duc. 300 mila

Scudieri, zasci [cavus (envoy)], metegi [mehter (members of a musical band)]  duc. 48 mila
bostanci [ bostanci (member of imperial guard)], garzoni, aufalci [ ulufeci (paid
soldier)], sufai [ sipahi (cavalry soldier)]

Dentro del Seraio che son putti 200 con sui monechi [eunuchi (eunuchs)] duc. 17 mila
El Seraio de le done con li monechi [eunuchi] duc. 68 mila
Schiavi adentro del Seraio spexe duc. 20 mila
La gente del Segnor dento che sia per esser giovan duc. 50 mila
Ale sue stale de chavali, muli, gambeli duc. 80 mila
L’ordinario de le spexe de pavioni et toleri et cetera duc. 10 mila
Del vestir de ganiseri de sargi tezute [stoffe tessute (woven fabrics)] duc. 28 mila
Del vestir de la chorte del Signor de pani de lana de lin duc. 24 mila
Del vestir de la chorte de pani de seta et cetera duc. 50 mila
Del vestir de pelo de la chorte duc. 20 mila
Pani de seta de Burssa et de altri paexi in Persse et cetera duc. 60 mila
Diversse chosse de cetero chel chaso tole duc. 10 mila
Prexenti de el Signor, un ano per l’altro duc. 25 mila
summa duc. 810 mila
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Appendix4a. Felix Petancié, 1502 (in Latin)
Source: Budapest, National Library, cod. lat. 378

Genealogia Turcor[um] imperator[um] lex imperii Domo militiaeque habita dedicata
Ser[enissimo Principi Voladislauo Hungarie Bohemie & C[roatie]. Regi gloriosissimo.

[f. 4] PROVENTUS EVROPE.

De.ccccecee.M [80,000] domor[um] que sunt in europa
x[ristilanor[um]/ a ducl[atibus] duob[us] usq[ue] a
duc[atibus].x. soluentiu[m] tributu[m] habe[n]t/

.i[d est] M.[iliJon VC M([il]a [1,500,000]

De domib[us].ccccc.™ Turcor[um]

CC M[ila] L M[ila] [250,000]

De Sale quod consumitur

CC. M[ila] [200,000]

De decimis &ssicla argenti

De pasculis grossor[m] animaliu[m] & minoru[um]

]
CC. M[ila]. xx [220,000]
ila]

De piscib[us] salitis Maris et fluuior[um]

[
CC. M[ila] [200,000]
CC. M[ila] [200,000]

De omnibus fructibus terre

CCCC. Mila] [50,000]

De censu moree epyrri moldouiae Scij & Rhag[usi].

LXX [70,000]

De hereditatib[us] mortuor[um]

LXXX. [80,000]

De omnibus scalogijs [?] i [d est] datijs

CCCCC. M[ila] [500,000]

De passu gallipolitano

CL. M[ila] [150,000]

PROVENTVS ASIE.

De uno Miol°"[milion].cccccc.” Domor[um| x[rist]ianor[um]
& Turcor[um] i[n] Asia/ existentium habet

.I1. Milion. [2,000,000]

De decimis Animalium grossor[um] & minor[um]

.CCCCCC. M[ila] [600,000]

De datijs mercantiar[um]

CXX. M[ila] [120,000]

De allumine Rocce

C M[ila] [100,000]

De Bombice & Risio

CCCC M[ila] [400,000]

De Cupro Castamonie

CC-M[ila] [200,000]

De serico Burscie

C. M[ila] [100,000]

De censu g[uod] habet a Charamam sinope sinisso anguri

finica/ Candeloro Chapha & de alijs satrapis maioribus et mi/

noribus

CL M[ila]-[150,000]

EXITVS IMPER[ATORIS].
Stipendia Spahioglan(is ?] soluphtar Capici Solaki etc.

quottidiana sunt ista vzt[videlicet] ab uno floreno ad mediu[m]

uiritim data. J[us]ta[?] Janiciarior[um] stipendia viritim
data sunt ista vzt[videlicet] maiora.XXV. asprar[um] uel circa
minora vero quatuor asprar[um]. Que vniuersa acce-

dunt ad summa[m] annuam ducatorum.
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Appendix4b. Felix Petancié, 1502 Second version (in Latin)
Source: Venezia, Biblioteca del Museo Correr, Correr 894

[f. 4r/v]... Ex universa itaque summa domus in Jmperio

suo existente tam Christianorum quam turcharum, et aliarum

nationu[m] que viritim pendunt tributum singulis annis Jtem ex

fodinis auri et argenti ferri plumbi / et aliorum metalloru[m]

ac ex Sycla monetarum tam in Romania quam in Anatolia:

Jtem ex [ceteris] fodinis in Chestemoni, et ex fodinis aluminis

in Anatolia: Jtem ex bombice oriza. et ex vectigalibus

Sericiin bursia. Item ex piscibus salitis tam Maritimis quam

fluvialibus: Jtem ex redditibus salium [salinam?] tam in Romania quam
in Anatolia. Jtem ex decimis et pascuis cunctorum aigalium:

Jtem ex omnibus fructibus et ceteris terre nascentijs:

Jtem ex portiorijs in Anatolia, et ex scalogijs in Romania.i.[in]

doanis siue uectigalibus: Jtem ex tractu Gallipolitano, et aliorum locorum
Jtem ex hereditatibus mortuorum gn[?] ex deffectu propinquorum deuolunt[ur?]
bona ad Jmpereatoris: Jtem ex tributo variarum urbium que

sunt in Romania.i.[in] Morea, Epyro, Moldouia, scio

Calogero[?], et Rhagusio: similiter ex urbibus et provincijs que

suntin Anatolia.i.[in] a Charaman, Synope, Symisso. anguri

finica, Candeloro, Capha, et alijs satrapis maioribus vel

minoribus habet circiter quadrigessies centena milia numerorum aurorum [4,000,000]...
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Appendix5. Tommaso Contarini, 1522 (in Italian)
Source: Contarini 1996, 39 [194v]: Intrade del Signor Turcho

Carazo ducati 1,500,000
Bestiame 1,000,000
Menere 900,000
Comerchi 700,000
Sali 500,000
Cassi -
Legno 100,000
Beitumazi 100,000
Passi 500,000
Peschiere 500,000
Cecha 300,000
censi Bogdan ducati 60,000
Ulacco 12,000
Ragusi 12,000
Syo 10,000
Cypro 8,000
Zante 500

Which results in total (not summed by the author): 6,202,500 ducats
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Abstract Theaim of this paperis to study the presence of Ottoman merchants in Venice in the Early
Modern Age. The Ottoman shipping partnership as well as the Venetian commenda were based on the
mudarebe (classical Islamic shipping partnership) and several examples of this kind of partnerships
may be found even between Christians and Muslims. Notarial deeds were above all proxies and often
give information on merchants, their number and even their private life. Some of them were agents
but there were also family companies and Ottoman grandees who were involved in international
trade. Communities of merchants both in Istanbul and in Venice were also sometimes created. Last
but not least, these sources contain also some examples of insurance made by Muslims to protect
their goods. In general in the 16th and 17th centuries, the Ottoman merchants who traded in Venice
were not alone, but they could refer to a real commercial network. Ancient historiographical theories
say that in the Early Modern Age Ottoman Muslims were not interested in international trade and
that they left it completely in Christian and Jewish hands, however documents tell us a completely
different story, a story of contacts, exchanges, and even confidence and friendship.
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1 Introduction

After Paolo Preto’s book (1975) and Giorgio Vercellin’s (1979, 1980) and
Cemal Kafadar’s (1986) papers, many scholars (cf. for instance Kése 2010)
dealt with the presence of Muslim merchants in Venice, their number, the
places where they lived, the goods they used to sell and buy, the interpret-
ers and the brokers who helped them. Even the petitions they made to
the government to solve the problems they had to face in a foreign land
were studied. Few scholars, however, were interested in the commercial
networks they belonged to, in the private deeds they made, in the devices
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they used to live and trade in a land where no kadi: was available. This
paper aims to be a first approach to a study of this kind, made obviously
on scattered news, found in the most different archival sources discovered
in about forty years of study. By drawing upon such a far unknown rich
archival documentation, it examines the economic practices that gener-
ated, established, shaped, and maintained a culture of trust, which formed
the very foundation of the Veneto-Ottoman commerce.

2 Peace Agreements and Ottoman Merchants in Venice

Since 1416 the ahidnames (peace agreement) established reciprocal rights
for Ottoman and Venetian merchants who traded between the two coun-
tries. These documents were not unilateral grants (berat), derived from
the idea of safe-conduct (aman), as those issued by the sultan for Dutch,
French and English merchants in the following centuries. They were real
bilateral agreements, derived from a truce (hudna), and the two rulers
swore two documents alike (Theunissen 1998; Pedani 1996, 2017; van
den Boogert 2005).

The 1453 agreement clearly stated that Ottoman merchants had to pay
the same custom duties as the Venetians did, but in the 15th century the
sultan’s subjects who reached Venice were very few. Their number began
to increase in the 16th century when they discovered the potentiality of the
Rialto market. In July 1504, for instance, a certain Davud arrived with three
boxes full of goods. He said that they belonged to the sultan and asked to
avoid duties on them. The Ottoman ambassador Ali bey, who was in Ven-
ice in those days, did not know anything about him. Venetians, however,
decided to believe Davud’s words and exempted him from any taxation.!

Other scattered news about Muslim merchants in Venice can be found.
In 1507 three Venetian prostitutes were punished because they had had
intercourse with Turks, despite the law that prohibited these practices.
This fact shows that Muslims were present in that period and could freely
wander around the city (Preto 1975, 127-8; Sanuto 1879-1903, vol. 7, 115;
Molmenti 1927, 468). In 1518 a merchant, the tanner Ayas, wanted to
reach Venice with 8 packs (soma) of leathers and 4 packs of sheepskins but
he was made slave in Trau (Trogir) and set free only after the payment of
250 ducats. During that time the merchant Hasan Hiiseyin left Venice by
a Venetian ship but near Dulcigno (Ulcinj) it was attacked and the fabrics
he had with him were brought to San Nicolo di Bari. Other Ottoman mer-
chants from Negroponte (Egriboz/Eubea) too were robbed while they were
travelling on Venetian ships. Besides Muslims, even the sultan’s Christian

1 Venezia, Archivio di Stato (ASVe), Senato, Deliberazioni, Secrete, reg. 40, c. 44v.
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subjects were involved in international trade. For instance Giacomo Ralli
from Constantinople looked for a passage on a Venetian ship at Cattaro
(Kotor) but he was robbed by the captain of 25,000 akg¢es (500 ducats),
some precious stones and other goods.?

In this period the foreign merchants who wanted to trade in Venice had
to use brokers. They often did not know the Italian language and could be
easily swindled by tricksters. Thus, in 1534 the Venetian authorities estab-
lished that all the transactions with Turks had to be made in the presence
of the interpreter Girolamo Civran, who had been Muslim, had studied in
a medrese, and was an official of the ducal chancellery. From this moment
onwards Ottoman merchants had to pay the same duties of the Venetians
but also a special tax of 3 % due to the interpreter (Pedani, forthcoming).?

Venetian notarial deeds show also other peculiar practices used by Otto-
man merchants. In Venice they had no possibility to make a deed in front of
a kadi, but they could ask to a Venetian notary to make a deed alla usanza
turchesca (according to the Turkish custom). On 2 January 1561 two Ot-
toman subjects, the Christian Greek Jacob Alexopoulos from Trebisonda
(Trabzon) and the Turk from Istanbul Veli reis, went to the notary Rocco
de’ Benedetti. They wanted to make a commercial partnership. Alexopou-
los risked his money and goods in the affaire while Veli reis risked his
karamusal (Ottoman boat). The deed was made segondo il costume che si
tiene in Turchia fra turchi et sudditi del Turco (according to the custom
of Turkey and of the sultan’s subjects).*

3 Commercial Partnerships

The most widespread Islamic and Ottoman partnership was the mudarebe,
on which the European commenda was based. A rich merchant entrusted
his money or merchandise to an agent (mudarib) who traded for him and
gave him back a previously agreed-upon share of the profits. As a reward
the agent received the remaining share. Any loss that could result from
a dangerous journey or an unsuccessful business was shouldered by the
investor while the other could lose only his time or efforts. This was the
most important kind of business partnership practiced in the Ottoman
Empire (Cizakca 1996, 4-6).

It is probable that between the 16th and the 18th century in Venice
too, several merchants were agents who traded in the name and with the
money of investors who remained in Istanbul or other places of the empire.

2 ASVe, Senato, Deliberazioni, Secrete, reg. 47, cc. 153v-159.
3 ASVe, Collegio Notatorio, reg. 22, vv. 153v-154.
4 ASVe, Notarile Atti, b. 429, cc. 4v-5. Thanks to Mauro Bondioli for this reference.
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Some notarial deeds hint to this fact. For instance, in 1542 the divan-i
hiimayun tercumani Yunus bey had a share in the goods stored in a shop
(volta) in Rialto after the death of Hoca Siilleyman Cevheri, a dealer in jew-
els as his name explains,® while in 1588 Hiiseyin (Issaim) from Bosnasaray
(Sarajevo) was Haci Sinan’s agent and the whole merchandise he had with
him belonged to the investor.® In 1589 the sultan asked the doge to give to
Haci Yusuf, who spoke in the name of Mehmed and Heva, sons and heirs
of the merchant Kara Haci from Uskup (Skopje), the goods and money left
by his two agents Ahmed and Hirrem bin Abdullah, both having died in
Venice (Pedani Fabris 1994, no. 988).” These kinds of affairs often came
to light if either the agent or the investor died and several deeds were
required to deliver money and goods to the heirs. For instance, in 1625
Haci Resul died in Istanbul and the defterdar Mehmed wrote a letter to the
doge for this reason (Mumcu 2013, no. 438).% According to Eric Dursteler
a large scale merchant, called Resul aga or sipahi, was active in the first
twenty years of the 17th century. His own account book testifies that he
used to send annually between Venice and Istanbul 550 bolts of camlets,
40 bales of silk, 200 bales of wax, other goods, and 20,000 ducats in cash
(Dursteler 2002, 114). We do not know if Resul aga of the house of the
miifti of Cyprus Saat efendi, quoted in two Venetian documents (Pedani
2010Db, nos. 608, 612), the aga/sipahi and Haci Resul were the same person
even if it was very probable.

The Ottoman shipping partnership too was based on the classical mu-
darebe. The captain’s services could be rewarded by paying a fee but
sometimes he too was one of the members of the society. The crew was also
either paid or had a share in profits and losses. This kind of partnership
usually consisted of three or four partners and their shares were divided
into 40 parts (Cizakca 1996, 88-91, 128). Some Venetian notarial deeds
make reference to societies of this kind, in particular three affairs that
deal with the sale of ships. In 1636 Bayram reis (captain) from Istanbul,
Osman bese from Terranova in Albania, a small village on the Drin river
(probably a janissary according to his title) and Karim (Chierin) Celebi
from the Tophane in Istanbul, sold the vessel called Le tre lune to Lorenzo
Tetta but some days later they cancelled the sale and sold it again to Pietro
Bevilacqua and Hasan Celebi from Modone (Moton). They acted in solidum
and each of them had a share of one third. They also promised to give to
the buyers the hiiccet (kadi’s deed) that testified it had been sold to them

ASVe, Senato, Deliberazioni, Secrete, reg. 62, cc. 14r-v.
ASVe, Notarile Atti, reg. 3359, cc. 281v-282.

ASVe, Documenti Turchi, b. 8, No. 988.

ASVe, Bailo a Costantinopoli, b. 251, reg. 335, cc. 25 a-b.
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by Sar Yusuf in Algers. Part of the money had been already given to them
to pay the mariners who had clearly no share in the partnership. The part-
ners were called patroni et parcenevoli in the text, that is to say captains
(reis in Ottoman) and owners of the ship (Pedani 2008, 3-21).° Another
deed dates back to 30 October 164 1. This time Murad reis Umorovich and
Stuleyman Haci1 Mehmedovich from Castelnuovo (Hersek Nova) in solidum
sold the vessel called La Madonna di Sabioncello that they had bought in
Ragusa (Dubrovnik) to Pietro Bevilacqua and Gabriele Martinelli.® Both
sales were made by means of a Venetian notary and it is interesting to
note that no broker was present in both even though, in the first affair, it is
clearly written that the sellers must pay the tax for the brokers. The third
deed was made in 1567. Three Muslim and Christian sailors, Teodorino
Presoleni from Corfu, Ahmed from Crete and Draco from Chania (Canea)
contested a contract made with the captain Cafer reis from Genoa: they
said that they deserved more than the 15 gold scudi given to each other
member of the crew. The crew was made of 57 mariners and each of them
was paid with a share of the profits.™

Other partnerships existed in the Ottoman world. There was the mu-
fawada where the two partners were equal, and they could deal with the
whole capital even if the invested amounts and the subsequent profits
could be different. Then, there was the inan (musaraka) where each part-
ner could invest different amounts and the profits could also be distributed
in different shares according not only to the investments but also to the
reputation of each partner. On the contrary, the losses were assigned ac-
cording to each party’s investment. Lastly the viich was established when
the partners had no money and had to find capital even if they had a good
reputation as traders (Cizakca 1996, 6-9).

It is difficult to understand which kind of partnership Ottoman merchants
who traded in Venice preferred since their societies were established be-
fore they left. We can, however, discover family partnerships where two
members of the same family shared the work and the capital. This was the
case of Pir Kaya bin Binyad from Harput in Anatolia and his brother, Haci1
Kara, who died in Venice; in 1615 he went to Istanbul where he received a
hiiccet by the vice-kadi Mehmed bin Haci ilias that stated that he and his
nephews Mustafa and Fatime were Haci Kara’s heirs (Mumcu 2013, no.
190).22 In 1628 Mehmed Celebi Basdaro from Terranova sold 19 sacks of
wool that his father Hiseyin bey Basdaro embarked in Durazzo.

9 ASVe, Notarile Atti, reg. 11,000, cc. 255-256, 264v-265, 271v, 275v-278, 306-309, 327v-328.
10 ASVe, Notarile Atti, b. 2940, cc. 182-183.

11 ASVe, Notarile Atti, b. 3280, cc. 580r-580v, 586v-587v, 588v-591v. Thanks to Mauro
Bondioli for this reference.

12 ASVe, Bailo a Costantinopoli, b. 250, reg. 331, cc. 11 a-b.
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Sometimes, the money used by merchants involved in Venetian trade
had been borrowed from pious foundations and fund administrated by
guardians on behalf of their orphan wards. These foundations clearly were
cash vakf whose endowed capital was only “transferred” to borrowers;
after a certain period, usually a year, it was returned to the vakf plus a
certain extra-amount, which was then spent for all sorts of pious or social
purposes. In this way it was possible to remain within the law and avoid the
charge of usury. It has been also proved that the bulk of their credits went
to small-scale consumers rather than to capital pooling entrepreneurs, at
least for the Bursa zone (Cizakca 1996, 131-4). On the contrary, a research
based on Venetian documents shows that the Bosnian cash vakf could
finance with major trade capital and lend almost all their capital to a few
merchants who could borrow from many institutions at the same time. In
the ordinary mudaraba partnership losses of capital, due to acts of God or
third parties, was the responsibility of the investor alone while the agent
could lose only his labour and time but when the money of a cash vakf was
involved it had to be refunded by the borrower, no matter what had hap-
pened on the journey (Faroghi 2014, 84-5; 2004, 225-39; 2016, 41-2). This
explains why the merchants involved in such a situation did everything in
their power to recover the losses. They made petitions (arz) to the sultan
as the merchants from Bosnia who left Venice and were attacked by Uskoks
pirates in 1588 (Stefini 2015, 153-76; Ortega 2014, 74-5).

Other examples of money borrowed from cash vakf can be found in
Venetian documents, besides the Bosnian merchants attacked by Uskoks
in 1588. For instance in 1591 the Senate gave back to Hac1 Yusuf 2,600
ducats belonging to orphans left by two Ottoman merchants who had died
in Venice.?® In 1617 other merchants from Bosnia were attacked by the
Spanish fleet in the Adriatic and they asked the sultan to send a ¢avus,
Mustafa, to Venice to try to recover their properties most of which had
been borrowed from pious institutions and fund administrated by guard-
ians (Pedani Fabris 1994, no. 1214).*4

4 Ottoman Merchants

Notarial deeds usually specify if the Ottoman merchants knew Italian or
not because in this case an interpreter was required. Thus, there were
persons who spoke Italian, such as Murad reis Umorovich and Siilleyman
Haci Mehmedovich from Castelnuovo (Hersek Nova) (1641)* and the 39

13 ASVe, Senato, Deliberazioni, Costantinopoli, reg. 8, c. 31v.
14 ASVe, Documenti Turchi, b. 11, no. 1214.
15 ASVe, Notarile Atti, b. 2940, cc. 182-183.
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Turks and 6 Greeks who signed together a deed in 1628 (ad annum, with
the merchants’ seals). On the contrary, others did not speak Italian and the
interpreters could be brokers, inhabitants of Venice, captains of ships or
even other Ottoman subjects.’” Most deeds were proxies and the attorney
too could be a broker, the captain of a ship, another Christian or Muslim
Ottoman subject or even a Venetian. Religion was of no importance in this
case and the proxies were based above all on how much the chosen person
was reliable and trustful.

The partnerships were usually made among Ottoman Muslims but some
of them could involve also Christian Greeks, Jews or even Persians. For
instance, in 1583 Haci1 Ahmed arrived in Venice with a Persian partner,
Ali, who, at a certain point, decided to convert to Christianity. Thus, the
whole capital, that reached the sum of 5,500 piastre plus some goods, was
seized by the Venetian officials. Only after many petitions and appeals did
Haci1 Ahmed succeed in getting all the money back (Pedani Fabris 1994,
nos. 927, 929).18

To find Ottoman-Venetian commercial society is more difficult. In 1492
and 1601 two laws forbade partnerships with Muslims. On 29 November
1248, to prevent partnerships with foreigners, the Great Council of Venice
decided that the goods both of Venetians and of people from abroad were
exempted from a 2.5 % tax which had to be paid on the goods of interna-
tional companies. Another law concerning the same subject was issued in
1272, when it was decided that Venetians could not bring home the goods
of foreigners (Cessi 1931, 120; Ashtor 1983, 398).* Yet these prohibi-
tions also signal that in real life these practices did occur. For instance,
the partners who sold the famous golden crown-like helmet to Stileyman
the Magnificent in 1532 was formed by Vincenzo Livrieri, jeweller and
the brothers Caorlini, goldsmiths (12 parts/carati of the capital), Pietro
Morosini (4 carati), Giacomo Corner, Pietro Zen and Marcantonio Sanudo
(4 carati), and the defterdar Iskender Celebi (4 carati). That is to say it
was a Venetian commenda divided into 24 carati and not an Ottoman ship
partnership which was usually divided into 40 parts (Sanuto 1879-1903,
vol. 56, 358-9). In 1567 a Christian and a Muslim, Elia son of Marco from
Cania and Hasan reis (Cussam Reys) sold their ship to two Venetians. The
payment had to be made half in Venice and half in Istanbul, but, in ad-
vance, they had to give to the new owners the hiiccet, certifying that the

16 ASVe, Notarile Atti, b. reg. 10890, cc. 665-667; b. 10928.

17 ASVe, Notarile Atti, reg. 27, cc. 27v, 114-114v, 154y, 177v-178; b. 3357, cc. 60v-61, b.
3358, cc. 153v-154, reg. 10890, cc. 640v-641v.

18 ASVe, Documenti Turchi, b. 7, nos. 927,929.

19 ASVe, Maggior Consiglio, Comune II, cc. 115-115v. ASVe, Senato, Deliberazioni, Costan-
tinopoli, reg. 9, cc. 160-160v. ASVe, Senato, Deliberazioni, Mar, reg. 13, cc. 91v-93.
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ship belongs to them, and to pay the arrears they had with some Jews.?® As
we have already seen in 1636 Pietro Bevilacqua and Hasan Celebi bought
together the vessel Le Tre Lune. It may be noted that the 1601 law was
issued after a dispute arose because of a partnership of this kind agreed
in Istanbul between the Venetian Agazzi family and an influential Ottoman
official, Ali aga, the chief of the janissaries, brother-in-law of the poweful
kapiagasi Gazanfer and husband of his sister, Beatrice Michiel (Dursteler
2006, 51-2; Pedani 2000, 9-32; Pedani 2010a, 225).

Sometimes Ottoman grandees were also involved in trade in Venice that
they exercised by agents. A galliot belonging to a vizier was taken by the
Spanish fleet in the Adriatic about 1617 and Venetians refunded him with
48,000 ducats while 70,000 piastre were given to the merchants involved
(Pedani Fabris 1994, no. 1344).%* A letter with no date, written by the
sancakbeyi of Bosnia, deals probably with the same episode. It says that
the cavus and miiteferrika Mumin aga lost 30,000 thalers in goods bought
in Venice for himself and for the imperial palace (Pedani Fabris 1994, no.
1990).22 Other grandees were Cafer pasa, involved in trade in the last years
of the 16th century and the grand vizier Gumiilcili Nasuh (1611-1614),
were both quoted by Dursteler (Dursteler 2002, 118-21). These important
persons often asked for special exemptions and protection for their goods
and agents (Ortega 2014, 71).

The Ottoman envoys too did not usually pay duties. In 1523 Hasan bey
arrived with three ships charged with silk clothes to sell, with a value of
1,500 ducats belonging to the merchant from Castelnuovo (Hersek Nova)
that travelled with him. In 1525 another envoy, a Moor, left Venice with
a galley and two ships full of goods; in 1529 Yunus asked to be refunded
for the 25 ducats he had paid in his previous voyage in 1526 as duties on
pairs of spectacles, a clock and several pieces of Murano glass; in 1533 he
arrived with golden and silk clothes worth 12,000 ducats but, this time,
Venetian authorities pretended that at least the merchants who travelled
with him paid the duties (Pedani 1994, 49, 85).

The story of another important merchant Seyyid Abdi ¢avus has been
described by Suraiya Faroghi (Faroghi 2014, 79-82). Venetians called him
the emir dagli zambelotti, because of his involvement in the trade of cam-
lets from Ankara. About 1586 a shipment he had made was taken by the
Uskoks in the Adriatic; two of his servants were killed and another, Piyale,
spent time in Senj as a prisoner. To have his man and his goods returned,
Seyyid Abdi wrote petitions to the doge and to the sultan; in 1588 an offi-

20 ASVe, Notarile Atti, b. 3280, cc. 511v-512v, 555v-556r, 562v, 564v-565v, 588v-591v, 612r-
612r, 615r-616v, 631r-631v. Thanks to Mauro Bondioli for this reference.

21 ASVe, Documenti Turchi, b. 12, No. 1344.
22 ASVe, Documenti Turchi, b. 19, no. 1990.
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cial envoy was sent from the court to settle the affair; in 1591 the merchant
himself sent the Venetian interpreter Mateca Salvago as his agent and in
1594 his man Hisrev to settle his affaires which were finally solved by a
broker, Filippo Emmanuel (Pedani 1994, 177).

5 A Community of Merchants

The mudarabas were usually made by three or four partners but this does
not mean that Ottomans could not create larger societies. For instance the
kapan tuccalart were merchants organized in special guild-like structures
who were granted a special status and privileges. These merchants usually
were the only ones who could purchase special merchandise (usually food)
in a certain region but had the duty to bring and sell it only in Istanbul.
Furthermore their ships were granted priority in loading and unloading
(Cizakca 1996, 117-22). We do not know if those who used to trade in Ven-
ice had a special imperial title of privilege (berat) to supply Istanbul with
special goods but we know that they were sometimes considered a group
and could also act as a group, at least at the beginning of the 17th century.
Looking in the archives it is possible to find, for instance, a petition that
the 17 most important Istanbul merchants interested in Venetian trade
was made to the Senate of the Republic in November 1616. Each of them
had different agents and were members of different partnerships but they
all had realized that their agents in Venice deceived them by selling and
buying their goods at higher and lower prices than those they asserted. In
this way they could take the difference. For the Istanbul merchants it was
difficult to end their partnerships abruptly, thus they asked the Venetian
authorities to re-establish the ancient custom and that Venetian brokers
carefully signed all the bargains they made in an official register.?
There are other examples of Ottoman merchants acting as a group or a
guild-like structure. This happened, for instance, when the persons tempo-
rarily in the Venetian fondaco created an agent to take care of their inter-
ests either in loading and unloading their goods or in front of the Venetian
authorities. In Venice Ottoman subjects had no consul but in some Venetian
places, for instance the islands of Corfu and Zante, they used to choose
their own consuls. This practice began at the end of the 16th century; it
developed in the following one, when these representatives were officially
recognised by the Republic, and then went on in the 18th century, when
the sultan began to issue berats to confirm them (Pedani 2005, 213-19).
In Venice there was not a real consul but the functions were the same.
He was called fattore in the documents, such as those that Venetians

23 ASVe, Senato, Dispacci Ambasciatori, Costantinopoli, filza 82, cc. 72r-72v, 1616, 2 nov./1°.
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had in some foreign places where no consul was available. For instance,
in 1626, just seven years after the institution of the fondaco, the Turk-
ish and Greek Ottoman merchants from Terranova, Scutari (Iskenderiye),
Elbasan, Antivari and Croia (Kroya/Akcahisar) and all those who came
from the ports of Durazzo (Dirag/Durrés), Scutari and Antivari, called a
notary and created an attorney to deal with their merchandise. They were
both private and merchants of the imperial casna (hassa) and with this
deed they cancelled all the proxies that some of them had already made
for other persons. With another deed they all chose Cristoforo Damiani
son of Ludovico as their agent for this job.** About one hundred and fifty
years later, in 1795, the forty merchants present in the fondaco behaved
in the same way and created a new agent to take care of their goods: the
Venetian Agostino Marchiori.?

There were also other moments in which the merchants acted as a com-
munity. In 1670, for instance, after the end of the Cretan war (1645-1669),
a group of them asked new rules for their trade to the Cinque Savi alla
Mercanzia, the Venetian officials, who dealt with trade. In 1672 they all
went to the same office with a lawyer to protest against unjust taxes but
after two years the Ottoman subjects present in Venice refused to pay him
and to fulfil what had been decided by their predecessors (Pedani 2007,
39-54).% In 1654, during the Cretan war, the whole Ottoman community of
the merchants of leather, made of Christian, Jewish and Muslim subjects,
made petitions against the Venetian guild of the tanners that had created
a trust to keep the price low. This time, the Ottomans began to boycott the
Rialto market and threaten the authorities to choose another place to trade.
In the end they succeeded in getting a ruling against the Venetian guild
(ST, filza 609; Pedani 2008, 13; Pedani 2010a, 230; Ortega 2014, 68-69).

At the same time Venetian authorities began to consider the sultan’s
subject of the fondaco as a community with their chief representatives. For
instance, in 1586 five Muslims, Hac1 Ali ibn Ahmed from Ankara, Ahmed
ibn Hiiseyn, Nasrullah celebi ibn Mehmed, Mehmed ibn Mehmed and a
certain Ahmed, certified that a girl Gulsen/Dorotea from Budua, daugther
of Ahmed ¢avus, had sworn in their presence that she wanted to follow her
mother’s faith and be a Christian (Pedani 2007, 10; Ortega 2014, 83-4).
In the 18th century many Venetian documents made reference to some
merchants who had lived in Venice for a long period, the so-called vec-
chiardi del fontego, as the persons with whom to deal if the entire Muslim
community in Venice was involved. In this case some Muslims had prob-

24 ASVe, Notarile Atti, reg. 10890, cc. 665-667.
25 ASVe, Cinque Savi alla Mercanzia, 2a serie, b. 996, fasc. Fedi di sanseri, 24 Aug. 1795.

26 ASVe, Cinque Savi alla Mercanzia, 2a serie, b. 186, fasc. no. 113/1, 18 Nov. 1670; fasc.
no. 113/2, 5 Sep. 1701.
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ably decided to remain in Venice for ever, while the bulk of the community
came to and fro according to seasons.

6 Insurances
In his book about business partnership Murat Cizakca states:

In the Ottoman case, it can be presumed that an effective maritime in-
surance did not exist. Certainly, not a single document has been found
to indicate the contrary. (Cizakca 1996, 128-9)

Venetian documents can help us in this research too. The oldest witness of
an insurance made by an Ottoman Muslim dates back to 17 October 1559.
Itis in a letter written by the bailo Marino Cavalli to the Senate. He stated
that his son Sigismondo acted as the kapudan-i derya’s agent to get the
premium of an insurance made by another agent, Pompeo Boro, by means
of a third person, Girolamo Fella. It made reference to a ship the great
admiral had rented (that probably underwent an accident). The money
for making the insurance had been paid in Ancona but it was made with
Venetian insurers. Now Girolamo Fella did not want to give back the 2,450
ducats of the premium, even if he had already cashed 500 ducats from the
insurers.?” In that year the chief of the Ottoman navy was Piyale pasha
(1554-1567), a Croatian renegade, who took part in the siege of Malta
and the conquest of Cyprus and was the first great admiral to become
also vizier. Clearly if insurances did not yet exist in the Ottoman Empire,
the sultan’s subjects could appeal to other states, even of the Christian
Europe, to insure their goods.

Other documents dating back to the following century show that to in-
sure a ship or a load it was possible to go to a kadi. For instance, in 1602
a Venetian, Tranquillo Coletti, stated that he had paid 1,000 akg¢es for the
hiiccets necessary to insure the merchandise he had sent to Venice by an
Ottoman caramussale (karamusal). This time he asked the bailo to ensure
the other owners of the goods take part in paying the insurance.?

It was easier, however, to apply to Venetian insurers. Three years later
a certain Mehmed wrote a petition (arz) to the sultan asking that the
Venetians were obliged to pay the premium of an insurance he had made
in Cairo with the Venetian consul Giovanni da Mosto (1599-1602). He
presented to the divan not only the Christian deeds but also some hiiccets
testifying that the consul had agreed to refund the damages that he and

27 ASVe, Senato, Dispacci Ambasciatori, Costantinopoli, b. 2B, 17 Oct. 1559.
28 ASVe, Bailo a Costantinopoli, b. 272, reg. 387, 27 Jul. 1602.
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his partners could suffer during their sea journey from Cairo to Venice
(Mumcu 2013, No. 107).2 In 1592 another Muslim, Mustafa, agent of Ali
bey made a proxy: he charged the draper Giovanni from Corsica to take
care of his master’s wool that is or will be sent to Venice from Albania by
a Venetian ship and also to spend 300 ducats to insure it.** Again on 12
July 1611 Mehmed Celebi from Croia, agent of a group of investors (reises,
hocas and janissaries) from Scutari in Albania, made an insurance with
the Venetian insurer Giovanni Trombino on the wool and skins arriving in
Venice on the marciliana of the captain Giorgio son of Nicolo.*

Sometimes the distinction between a real insurance and only a promise
is not clear. For instance another petition was made in 1620: some mer-
chants attacked by the Spanish fleet in the Adriatic said that they had made
an insurance before leaving Venice against the damage that could occur
during the sea journey with the Venetian authorities and that the bailo had
to refund them (Mumcu 2013, No. 305).32 After many petitions, letters and
other documents, in the end, the Venetian government decided to pay in
order to avoid problems caused also by the presence of a vizier among the
72 owners. The kadi of Gelibolu Abdullah made a hiiccet to certify that
70,000 tolars were paid as a premium for goods worth 186,000 tolars.
The payment was made by three Venetians, Francesco Negroni, Antonio
Ferri and Giovanni Pietro Rigoni, who procured the goods that could be
recovered. This is what it is written in the Italian translation, even if in the
hiiccet it is written that if the Venetians could recover the merchandise
they had to give it back to the merchants. In another document in Ital-
ian these three persons state that they acted in the name of the Venetian
government as dummies (Mumcu 2013, No. 308; Pedani-Fabris 1994, nos.
1271, 1272, 1275).33

The bailo in Constantinople was involved in affaires of this kind when
consuls or other official representatives of the Republic, acting as private
persons, agreed to make insurances or even only verbally reassure Ot-
toman merchants. The distinction between a private and a public role
was clear for the Venetian authorities but very ambiguous for the Otto-
man ones. This is clearly stated in a name-i hiimayun issued by Osman II
in 1618. The sultan says that the Republic must recognize the promises
made by the count and other officials of Spalato (Split) to his merchants.

29 ASVe, Bailo a Costantinopoli, b. 250, reg. 331. c. 32.
30 ASVe, Notarile Atti, reg. 11913, cc. 269-269v.

31 ASVe, Notarile Atti, reg. 11933, cc. 547-548.

32 ASVe, Bailo a Costantinopoli, b. 251, reg. 334, cc. 1-3.

33 ASVe, Bailo a Costantinopoli, b. 251, reg. 334, cc. 8-10; b. 251, reg. 334, cc. 1-3. ASVe,
Documenti Turchi, b. 12, nos. 1271, 1272, 1275.
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They were officials of the Republic and could not act as private persons.
Trusting their promises the Ottoman subjects began their voyage, now that
they had been placed under the protection of some Venetian armed gal-
leys, even if they were then overcome by the Spanish fleet (Pedani Fabris
1994, nos. 1127, 1231).34

Promises or real insurances were made not only by Venetian officials
but also by consuls of other nations. About 1723 the French consul in
Crete, Lamer, assured some Ottoman merchants that had decided to rent
a ship with the Venetian flag. During the voyage they were attacked by a
corsair from Malta and, this time, both the Venetian bailo and the French
ambassador in Istanbul were involved in the matter.®® The same thing hap-
pened ten years later, in 1735, when 43 Muslim merchants from Morea
(Mora) rented a Venetian vessel and asked the French consul to check the
captain’s patente (licence). He answered that the document assured them
against the risks of corsairs and during the journey their ship was sacked
by a Spanish privateer.?® After two years of quarrels, in 1739, the sultan
issued an order: no Muslim or haracguzar (Christian or Jewish) merchant
could embark on a Venetian ship without an insurance signed by a Venetian
consul’s or ambassador’s own hand.*”

7 Life and Death in Venice

Most of the deeds made by Ottoman merchants in Venice were proxies.
This is a clear hint that the Ottoman community in Venice was made by
persons who did not remain for a long period. They usually stood for the
time necessary to sell and buy their goods. If we must take into account the
journeys of the Venetian mude (convoy of ships), Ottoman merchants prob-
ably either arrived in spring and left in autumn or arrived in autumn and
left in spring. Other foreigners settled in the city for longer periods: many
Germans arrived with their families; as happened for men from Lucca, Flor-
ence, and even for Armenians, Greeks or Jews. Some Muslims, however,
stopped for longer periods and they probably became the reference for the
others. Otherwise no explanation is possible for the fact that the Venetian
registers of the dead certify the presence in the city of very old merchants
who died at the age of eighty or ninety (Lucchetta 1997, 133-46).

The numbers of the Ottoman merchants increased in the 16th and in the

34 ASVe, Documenti Turchi, b. 9, nos. 1127, 1231.

35 ASVe, Bailo a Costantinopoli, b. 255, reg. 351, cc. 237-241.

36 ASVe, Bailo a Costantinopoli, b. 257, reg. 356, cc. 132-135.

37 ASVe, Bailo a Costantinopoli, b. 257, reg. 357, cc. 46-59; b. 258, reg, 359, cc. 289-298.
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first half of the 17th century but three wars (1645-69, 1684-99, 1714-18)
ruined their trade. Since the number of brokers in Venice was always 200
from 1504 to 1799, the number of those who worked with Turks may hint to
the trend of Muslim mercantile activity: the brokers for Turks were 15-20 in
1587,33in 1631, 25in 1674-5, 11in 1751 and 5 in 1768 (Vercellin 1980, 60-
4). Most commercial agreements were made in the presence of brokers who
had to sign them in their official register but sometimes even the Ottomans
went to a notary to sign a deed, for instance when they had to sell a ship.
In this case they promised, however, to pay the taxes due to the brokers.

Once, Venice was a violent city and many Muslims were killed, although
some died of disease. On feeling the impending fatal moment some of them
asked for a notary. They did not make a will but only a declaration to settle
their affairs. If they could not do this, their heirs had to make petitions in
Istanbul or also Venice to get back the money that usually was taken by
the state in order to deliver it to the right persons. The story of Huseyin
Celebi bin Haci Hidr bin ilyas, a suf (wool) merchant from Ayas (1575),
described by Cemal Kafadar was not extraordinary. We may recall here
that it ended not with his funeral but in spring 1577, when the Republic
sent to his father in Istanbul the 2,950 ducats, 19 grossi and 6 piccoli (that
is to say 833 sequins) that had been kept in the Venetian Mint (Zecca)
under his name. It took so much time because there was the plague and
also the secretary of that office had died and had left all his papers in the
greatest confusion.?® Other Muslims died in Venice: Hasan bin Inayetullah
(1579) (Pedani Fabris 1994, no. 888),* the ninety-year-old Hoca Dervis
from Beypazari (1588), slipping on the wet pavement of the street (Pedani
2010b, no. 420; Lucchetta 1997, 140),*° Ahmed and Hirrem bin Abdullah
who died at Rialto (1589) (Pedani Fabris 1994, no. 988),* Hac1 Hiiseyin bin
Abdullah (1591),* Hac1 Kara (1615) (Mumcu 2013, no. 190),** Hiiseyin bin
Hasan who was killed by Mustafa bin Abdullah (Pedani Fabris 1994, no.
2001),* and Ibrahim from Valona (Avlonya/Vlore) who was killed by some
Venetians (1720) after having taken part to a brawl during which another
Turk from Gianina (Yanya/loannina) died.*

Records of Ottoman subjects’ commercial activity abound in the Vene-

38 ASVe, Senato, Deliberazioni, Costantinopoli, reg. 5 cc. 37, 39, 40-41, 51-52v.
39 ASVe, Documenti Turchi, b. 7, no. 888.

40 ASVe, Lettere e Scritture Turchesche, filza 4, cc. 112-113.

41 ASVe, Documenti Turchi, b. 8, no. 988.

42 ASVe, Bailo a Costantinopoli, b. 252, reg. 343, c. 89; Mumcu 2013, no. 940.
43 ASVe, Bailo a Costantinopoli, b. 250, reg. 331, c. 11.

44 ASVe, Documenti Turchi, b. 20, No. 2001.

45 ASVe, Bailo a Costantinopoli, b. 254, reg. 350, cc. 112-116, 325-329.
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tian Archives, but it is much more difficult to find information about their
private life. For instance, there is the draft of a merchant’s letter and an-
other letter written by a Persian (or by an Ottoman spy) to the doge and
in both, Venice is described as a very expensive city. There is also a letter
in Arabic by Haci Ahmed Lutfi to a friend in Trieste in 1802 and a report
in the same language by a Christian Ottoman subject, Rad from Aleppo,
who arrived in Venice to trade in 1644-1656: he wandered in the city to
see the churches and holy relics that surely were of no interest to a Muslim
(Pedani Fabris 1994, nos. 1995, 2000, 2012; Pedani 1995, 227-36; Faroghi
2014, 82-3; Pedani, Issa 2016, 375-400).4

8 Conclusion

In general Venetian documents show that in the 16th and 17th centuries
the Ottoman merchants who traded in Venice were not alone but could
make reference to a real commercial network that, starting from Istan-
bul, had its bases not only in Ragusa, Spalato, Durazzo but also in the
Western coast of the Adriatic (Pedani Fabris 1994, nos. 130, 245).%4" Thus,
exchange letters issued in Venice could be paid in Ancona and vice-versa.
If in some moments the Venetian market appeared reluctant to welcome
Muslims, they could threaten Venetian authorities to leave the Rialto and
move to Ragusa or Ancona (Pedani Fabris 1994, nos. 249, 1368).* The
severe Venetian laws tried to force all the ships crossing the Adriatic to
reach first Venice and then other ports in order to get the duties on their
loads, but many Ottoman merchants preferred to follow other routes and
to arrive in Venice only at the end of a long journey. Moreover, the sources
show the existence of strict links between Ottoman subjects and Christian
merchants. Venetian merchants could loan money and then be reimbursed
by means of the credits a Muslim merchant had in Venice. Notarial deeds
show that Christians could act in the name of a Muslim or help him in his
trade or even share the same business.

Ancient historiographical theories say that in the Early Modern Age Ot-
toman Muslims were not interested in international trade and that they
left it completely in Christian and Jewish hands, but documents tell us a
completely different story, a story of contacts, exchanges, and even con-
fidence and friendship.

46 ASVe, Documenti Turchi, b. 19, no. 1995; b. 20, nos. 2000, 2012.
47 ASVe, Documenti Turchi, b. 1 no. 130; b. 2, no. 245.
48 ASVe, Documenti Turchi, b. 2, no. 249; b. 13, no. 1368.
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Abstract The goal of this article is to compare two inter-state commercial charters as the title
suggests, a chrysobull by the Byzantine emperor John VIIl and a document signed by Mehmed the
Conqueror. The Ottoman Empire at that time was expanding at the expense of the Venetian thalas-
socracy, and particularly Byzantium. Venice, in its turn, was deriving more trade privileges from
the dying Byzantine Empire. The emphasis in the article will be put on the similarities between the
documents proving the continuity in the various spheres of international politics in the Late Middle
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The present work will deal with two commercial charters from the middle
of the 15th century settling the relations between Venice and Byzantium
and the Ottoman Empire. The first one was signed in 1446 between Ven-
ice and Sultan Mehmed II the Conqueror (1444-1446, 1451-1481) and
the other one, from 1448, is between La Serenissima and one of the last
Byzantine Emperors - John VIII Paleologus (1425-1448), confirming the
Venetian commercial privileges in Constantinople. The original of both
texts is in Greek, and they are kept in the Venetian archive, together with
their copies translated into Italian. In fact, all the peace treaties of the
Ottoman Sultans with European states were written in Greek until the end
of the 15th century.

First, however, a brief introduction of the historical context surround-
ing the issuance of the two documents is needed. As it is clear from the
chronological period, there are contrasting circumstances surrounding the
Byzantine Empire and the Ottoman state. While the former was already
a small entity taking its last breaths of air, the latter was undertaking a
swift expansion, replacing the Eastern Roman Empire from its previous
place. The Turkish rulers were imposing their authority on an ever larger
territory, and finally including on the highly coveted Constantinople. In
the past, Byzantium had controlled many of the trade routes in the Orient
and the Eastern Mediterranean, as well as the commercial activities in
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the Black Sea region. Now, this role is taken over by the Ottoman Empire.
In addition to the drastic weakening of the Byzantine power, the eroding
effect, exercised on it by another great force, this time maritime - Ven-
ice - can be observed. The latter placed Constantinople under strong eco-
nomic dependence and financial indebtedness. Nevertheless, the Greek
emperors tried to limit, to a certain extent, the Venetian trade privileges
on the territory of the Byzantine Empire.

The treaty between Mehmed II and Venice followed directly an impor-
tant watershed event - the famous Crusade of Varna in 1444, led by King
Wtadistaw III of Poland, John Huniadi - Voivode of Transylvania and Duke
Philip the Good of Burgundy. It resulted in a disastrous defeat for the Chris-
tian forces and Franz Babinger (1992, 40) refers to this episode as being

one of the most decisive events not only of the Ottoman, but of all West-
ern history.

and that the neighboring countries of the Ottamam Empire, along with
others, were “paralyzed with fear”.

Under these circumstances, part of the Christian powers were seeking
cooperation with the Sultan, and Venice seemed to have adopted the most
realistic stance by undertaking measures to come to suitable terms with
Mehmed II (Babinger 1992, 42). The Venetians were one of the first to reg-
ulate Venice trade privileges with the Ottomans, and the 1446 charter is
perhaps the only one left to the present day from Mehmed the Conqueror’s
first ruling period (Babinger 1992, 44). Moreover, this treaty, the oldest
preserved Ottoman document written in Greek (Theunissen 1998, 196) is
found in the Venetian State Archives! published by Babinger and Délger
(1956, 270-7). Scholars like Maria Pia Pedani Fabris have also contributed
to a great degree in publishing documents of this kind, such as the latest
Ottoman imperial treaty, also written in Greek (Pedani Fabris 1994).

The official name of this type of documents is ahd-name and it repre-
sents an interstate treaty, agreement, convention (Stoyanov 1991, 145).
According to Hans Theunnissen (1998), the most accurate translation of
chrysobull (John VIII’s document, here analyzed, which is also a chrysob-
ull), is namely ahd-name. The author rejects another possible translation as
ferman, as this would be interpreted as order, decree, command, whereas
the chrysobull or ahd-name does not represent a vertical relationship,
but is rather a treaty between two parties that are considered equivalent
(Theunissen 1998, 62).

According to Stoyanov (1991), the form of the opening part of the docu-
ments of the name type consists of the following well-known elements:

1 Venezia, Archivio di Stato (ASVe), Miscellanea Atti Diplomatici e Privati, b. 38, no. 1110.
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the invocation - which includes the calling of God’s name -, the prophet,
and the first four righteous caliphs. It proceeds with a list of the titles and
possessions of the Sultan or his genealogy, in other words with the intitula-
tion (Theunissen 1998, 143). There is also a brief appeal to the addressee
called inscription, which is sometimes accompanied by a greeting (saluta-
tion), after which comes the actual text. In the narrative part of the docu-
ment the following elements - exposition, disposition and sanction - are
identified. The so called eschatocol or the final part of the document is
followed by the date (Theunissen 1998, 263), and these characteristics
largely coincide with the form of the Byzantine chrysobull. First, however,
it is necessary to briefly examine the content of the two documents - the
charters of Emperor John VIII and Sultan Mehmed II.

Mehmed’s ahd-name deals with issues such as the conditions for the
exchange of slaves between the two empires, the rights and freedoms of
merchants, the penalties that both countries have to bear for damages,
thefts, etc., and it is clear that the measures must be reciprocal for both
sides (Thomas, Predelli [1880-89] 2012, 366).2 Thus, for example, the char-
ter states that if a Venetian slave, for whatever reason, should find himself
in a place which is a part of my dominion (i.e. the Ottoman state) and has
become a Muslim, then 1,000 aspers in cash must be paid to my lordship
for every slave, and if he is a Christian, he must be returned without any
excuse (Rakova 2017, 310).2

The same applies to the Venetians with respect towards Mehmed’s em-
pire (Rakova 2017, 310). And if the slave is a Christian, he has to go back
without any justification. Similarly, as far as the merchants are concerned,
the document states that all Venetian traders, and those who consider
themselves Venetians, in whatever place of My Lordship they might be, go,
come and trade with each other as Venetians, so that any of them should
infringe or commit any other wrongdoing, must not be detained or pun-
ished one for the other. Likewise, the same must apply to my merchants
that are located in the places of the Venetians (Rakova 2017, 310). The
treaty from 1446 itself is almost a literal repetition of another such agree-
ment between the Ottomans and Venice from 1430 (Rakova 2017, 128).

Actually, the cooperation with Mehmed did not come without a prize
for Venice. In fact, the Ottomans collaborated more with Venice’s main
maritime rival, Genoa. The latter was given a trade capitulation by the
Ottomans as early as 1352 and with it the monopoly over the alum pro-

2 Here we can find the original Greek text of the treaty, whereas the Italian translation is
in Thomas, Predelli 1880-89, 366-72. Clauses of the document in Greek could also be found
in Babinger 1950, 267-71.

3 The Bulgarian translation of a later document between Venice and the Ottoman Empire
from 1454 in Rakova 2017, 306-16 is used here, because the author found out that parts of
the treaty from 1446 are identical with it.

Vanev. The last Venetian-Byzantine Trade Agreement 51



Venetians and Ottomans in the Early Modern Age, 49-56

duction in Manisa (Inalcik 1973, 134). In return, the Genoese helped the
Ottomans in critical moments, for example, by ferrying soldiers across the
Dardanelles in 1444 during the above mentioned crusade of Varna and ob-
serving neutrality during the decisive siege of Constantinople. The Turks
also implemented economic tactics against Venice. Thus by renewing the
trade privileges of the Venetians and allowing them to trade wheat, the
Sultan convinced them to subside their efforts in case of war like the two
pointed out in this paragraph (inalcik 1973, 134). Nonetheless, Venice and
the Ottomans could be considered to have been fairly equal partners in
these capitulations. Nothing like this can be said about the mutual rela-
tions between the Serenissima and Byzantium, arranged through docu-
ments like John VIII's chrysobull.

This charter is also a repetition and confirmation of other treaties
signed previously. In this case, there are eight of them, issued in 1406,
1412, 1418, 1423, 1431, 1436, 1442 and 1448. As Donald Nicol (2001,
497) writes, reading the text of the last treaty, signed in 1448 is reading
something that even then had passed History. It explicitly reiterates that
Byzantium owes Venice 30,000 gold ducats with the interest, for which a
part of the imperial treasury was pawned 105 years ago, so the loan was
from 1343 (Nicol 2001, 497). This gives the idea of the great indebtedness
of the Byzantine basileus to Venice, as already mentioned above.

The charter also settles other issues such as the reduction of the num-
ber of Venetian pubs in Constantinople to 15, the conditions under which
the Venetians were permitted to sell wheat in the territory of the Byzan-
tine Empire (Miklosich, Miuller 1865, 217-19). They could not trade grain
produced on Greek soil and were forbidden to present themselves as
Romans. In Mehmed’s ahd-name, on the other hand, it is simply said that
the Venetians can trade freely within the Ottoman Empire. The chrys-
obull also concisely refers to the island of Tenedos in the Aegean Sea,
where the Emperor (as well as Venice and Genoa, which had led a long
and exhausting war for it) has a special interest because of its strategic
location at the mouth of the Dardanelles. It is literally said, however, that
this question remains “hanging in the air” (Miklosich, Miiller 1865, 222).

Notwithstanding the different circumstances under which these con-
tracts were drawn up, and hence the reason for their production, it is
possible to discern many resemblances between them. It is difficult not
to mention the fact that the diplomatic and business language is similar,
the beautiful, frilly style of expression is observed in both documents.
For example, the Venetian Doge Francesco Foscari (1423-1457) is de-
scribed in John’s Chrysobull as prominent, remarkable and magnificent
(Miklosich, Miller 1865, 216). Such flattering words are also used in the
Ottoman-Venetian document with respect to the same figure. Besides, the
Byzantine Emperor swears on the life-giving cross and the Gospels, while
Mehmed takes the oath to the 124,000 prophets from Adam to Mohammed
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(Babinger, Dolger 1956, 270). The titularity of the ruler, as well as the
lavishly embellished with epithets introductory part also contribute to
the similarity of the papers.

A more detailed look at Mehmed’s ahd-name and John’s chrysobull re-
veals even more identical structural features such as the invocatio or the
administration of an oath in the name of God. In Mehmed’s charter, it is
represented by the phrase “In the name of the great Lord, amen”, while
the chrysobull contains a stylized cross at the very beginning of the text,
or the so-called symbolic invocatio. In the next element - the combined
‘titularity-oath’, the sultan swears on the above-mentioned prophets, as
well as on his life and the life and soul of his father. The Byzantine basi-
leus is considerably more laconic in this part, and after mentioning his
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name he presents himself as the autocrator of the Romans in the name
of Christ (cf. Figs. 1-2).

Proceeding into the narrative part of the documents, or as Theunissen
(1998, 197) calls it expositio-naratio section of both treaties the Venetian
bailo in Constantinople and the Venetian doge are mentioned, and it is
underlined that the peace agreement is valid between the two countries,
the two peoples and all those who are subordinate to the doge on the one
hand, and to the Emperor or the Sultan, on the other. The dispositio ele-
ment (Theunissen 1998, 197) is the part where the clauses of the treaty
are listed, as most of them have been reciprocal in the 1446 ahd-name.
The provisions in John’s chrysobull are not mutual for both sides, probably
due to the political and economic weakness of the Byzantine Empire. The
contracts also include the sanctio. Here Mehmed II swears to keep the
peace, as long as the Venetians do the same, and mentions that he will
punish anyone of his subjects who has done any damage to the Comune
Veneciarum and the latter was obliged to respond with the same. As for the
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treaty signed by John, it is possible to observe there the already mentioned
swearing on the life-giving cross and the Gospels.

In fact, the chrysobull was the traditional form for drafting treaties
between Venice and Byzantium since as early as 992 (Theunissen 1998,
58). The Venetians used to write these documents in red ink and stamp
them with a gold seal; this practice, similar to the Byzantine chrysobulls,
dates back to the Seljuks. The Sultan’s signature - eius superscriptum (the
tughra) - was placed at the top of the document, as was the case with the
Byzantine emperors (Theunissen 1998, 62). These facts allows Theunissen
to assert that the Seljuk Sultans and the Venetian Podestas (the Primates of
the Venetian colonies) have deliberately adopted these Byzantine customs.

Even without listing all these deliberations, so far the resemblance be-
tween the last Byzantine trade charter with Venice and the first such
contract between the city of the lagoon and the Sultan who conquered
Constantinople should not surprise us. It can be viewed as an embodiment
and symbol of the fact that the processes characterizing the relations be-
tween Byzantium and the Venetian thalassocracy preserved their general
configuration with respect to the Ottoman rulers. The main reason for
this is that the contractual relationship between Byzantium and Venice
created a sustainable framework for many of the cultural and economic
interactions in the Eastern Mediterranean not only during the late Middle
Ages. We observe continuity in the Early Modern Period, where the Sub-
lime Gate was becoming an increasingly important factor in international
politics. These arguments attach enough broad scope and significance to
the subject in question.

The Byzantine heritage, however, is not confined only to the economic
and commercial activities and the diplomatic formulas in the aforemen-
tioned chronological and geographical space. The whole Ottoman state ap-
paratus and functioning of society was not much more than a continuation
of the Byzantine model. In other words, the Islamic culture of the Ottomans
followed directly the “Byzantine style of theocracy and adoption of the
Byzantine formal institutions” (Vryonis 1969-70, 307). A bracket should be
opened here however, because other authors challenge these statements
thus forming a scholarly debate on the genesis of the Ottoman state ma-
chinery. Mehmet Kopriila (1953) is one of them. He argues that Western
impacts were not that strong in the Ottoman case. However, if Vryonis’s
opinion is accepted as reliable, then it is necessary to take into account
that the Ottoman culture, although being Muslim in the high echelons of
the state, remained largely Byzantine in the folk culture, hence amidst
the vast portion of the populace. This confirms again that the Byzantine
world continued its existence, even physically, long after the demise of the
empire and the conquest of Constantinople by Mehmed II the Conqueror.
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Abstract The Ottoman Empire was a dynastic state, as were its counterparts in Europe and Asia in
the early modern period. In order to explain the characteristics of this dynastic governance model, it
is essential to focus on how the Ottoman ‘state’ mechanism functioned. One of the prominent aspects
of the dynastic state was the integration of politics in household units. Direct or indirect connection
of people to these households was the main condition of legitimacy. Thus, the redistribution and
succession strategies had a centralized importance in dynastic states. Since being a member of the
dynasty was a given category, the state could be reduced to the house of the dynasty at the micro
levels. This house transcended those living in it, and in order to sustain the continuity of the house,
there was a need to create a ritual showing ‘the loyalty to the dynastic household’. This loyalty was
the dominant factor in ensuring the continuity of the house, in other words, the ‘state’, and therefore,
the succession strategies in dynastic states had a key importance.

Summary 1 Introduction. - 2 The Imperial Circumcision Festival of 1582, or Sultan Murad IlI’s
Absolution Show. - 3 Sehzade Mehmed’s Provincial Posting Ceremony. - 4 Conclusion.
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1 Introduction

Mehmed II, who represents the ‘centralization’ of the Ottoman Empire,
legalized fratricide in order to sustain this continuity. He attempted to rear-
range the redistribution, reproduction and succession strategies in order
to create a centralized household system (Peirce 1993, 15-56). The main
characteristic of this model was the loyalty of his servants’ households to
the house of the sultan. Besides fratricide, the Ottomans also created a
multinational ruling elite in order to secure the continuity of their house-
holds. Since the early days of the Ottoman principality, non-Muslim sub-
jects of the bey served him; however, after Murad II, Ottomans legalized
levying Christian subjects of the sultan from his own territory, and after
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the conquest of Constantinople, Mehmed II institutionalized this system as
the devsirme (non-Muslim recruits) system (Ozcan 1994, 254; Uzuncarsili
1988, 5-34; Kunt 1983, 7-12).

The main aspect of this system was to create a central army and ruling
elite that belonged only to the Ottoman dynasty (cf. Wittek 1971; Koprulu
1994; Gibbons 1916; Lowry 2003; Kafadar 1995; inalcik 1980a).

Since all kind of property belonged to the Ottoman dynasty, and because
of the patrimonial character of the Ottoman government, the sehzade
(imperial prince) participated in dynastic rule as their birthright (Kunt
2007, 65). The sehzade could be appointed as district governor in order
to gain ruling experience as the candidate for the throne. Furthermore,
this method prevented the princes from creating alliances in the capital
to overthrow their fathers. Moreover, it was prohibited for them to stay
in the capital, as the protectors of the throne, while their fathers were on
campaigns. The retired high-ranking administrators were chosen as the
deputies of the sultan while he was on a campaign. They were responsi-
ble for protecting the throne and sustaining the continuity of the house.
Since the sultan’s house represented the ‘state’, the location of his house
represented the ‘state authority’. Protecting the house of the sultan, which
was located in Constantinople, was more transcendent than protecting the
sultan himself; thus, protecting the house of the sultan meant protecting
all cultural, economic and symbolic capital forms (Bourdieu 1986). Dur-
ing the transformation and crisis times, the sultan was questioned as the
representative of all these accumulated forms.

Since the festivities were one of the most important public affairs in
Ottoman history, they can show the political struggles, the rivalries and
the query of the imperial order of the time. They also allow examining the
mechanisms of opposition since all the groups within the empire represent
themselves in this kind of events. In Ottoman history there were two types
of celebrations. One of them was held for the important occasions for the
royal family, such as circumcisions and weddings and the other was held
for political occasions such as celebration of victories. These two occa-
sions, and especially the ones held for the royal family, were important to
show the loyalty of the other households to the sultan’s one. The festivity
of 1582 was the most influential one in terms of its scale; the events that
occurred during the festivity show the fragility of the imperial administra-
tion during crises while the provincial posting ceremony of Sehzade Me-
hmed clearly demonstrates the political struggles in the late 16th century
Ottoman Empire.

In this paper, I would like to focus on the relationship between Sultan
Murad III and his son Sehzade Mehmed, since their relationship was an
example of the changing dynamics of the Ottoman reproduction strate-
gies (see Bourdieu 2014, 233-48), by addressing in particular the festivity
that was held for the circumcision of Sehzade Mehmed and his provincial
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posting ceremony for his sancak (district). During the study I will to try to
answer the following questions.

Why did Murad III need to organize a tremendous festivity for the cir-
cumcision of his son Sehzade Mehmed? Why did he make new arrange-
ments in the protocol during the festivities? What was the main reason of
the struggles between the cavalry soldiers and the janissaries during the
festivities? Why did Murad III postpone the provincial posting of Mehmed
III? Why did he apply a curfew for janissaries during the provincial posting
ceremony of the sehzade?

The main sources for this study will be the Venetian sources because
they narrate the incidences in detail, while the Turkish sources and the
other European sources usually neglect the problems that occurred during
the circumcision festivity of 1582 and the provincial posting ceremony of
Mehmed III. The Turkish sources such as the Surname-i Hiimayun (Impe-
rial Festival Book), Tarih-i Selaniki, Cami’ti’l-Buhur Der Mecalis-i Sur and
Intizami Surnamesi gave contradictory dates for the starting day of the
festivity and other important days of the festival (Oztekin 1996; Baykal
1992, 65; Arslan 2009; Ipsirli 1989, 131; Atasoy 1997; Turan 2004, 288).
Foreign sources also dated the important events of the festivity differently
(Ozkan 2003; Stout 1966. Cf. also And 1982, 259-60; Reyhanl1 1983, 55-9).

2 The Imperial Circumcision Festival of 1582,
or Sultan Murad III’s Absolution Show.

In the last quarter of the 16th century, the Ottomans had to deal with
a variety of problems, including the need to catch up with new military
technology and the transformation of the timar (land revenue) system
and monetization (Tezcan 2001, 2009, 2010; Kafadar 1986; Borekgi 2010;
Ocakacan 2016).

Murad IIT had to adapt his governance method to these changes. He
ascended to the throne on December 22, 1574%, one week after his father
Selim II’s death on December 15, 15742 (for the discussions about Selim
II’s death cf. Emecen 2009, 417). Since the first days of his sultanate, he
directly targeted the strengthened household of the Grand Vizier Sokullu
Mehmed Pasha and tried to isolate himself from public affairs while trans-
forming the classical administration methods. He consciously targeted the
vezirial households and tried to break the power of the divan-1 hiimayun

1 ASVe (ASVe), Senato, Dispacci Ambasciatori, Costantinopoli, filza 7, 22 Dec. 1574, cc.
475-76.

2 ASVe, Senato, Dispacci Ambasciatori, Costantinopoli, filza 7, 20 Dec. 1574, c. 469
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(central government). The main reason of that struggle between the Ot-
toman high ranking administrators and Murad III was the rivalry for the
control of the tax farming, which became a common practice with the en-
thronement of Murad III. The enderun (inner service) and harem gained
huge importance with the distribution of the tax farming while the central
government was losing its importance in the administration.

After the assassination of Sokollu Mehmed Pasha and the restriction of
the authority of the central government, the clients of the high-ranking
administrators and the deceased Pasha wanted to use the janissaries as
a tool to suppress the authority of Sultan Murad III. In this period, the
Ottomans also had been fighting against the Safavids, and they could not
achieve any relevant success. In order to show his authority to the public
and to foreign states, Murad III decided to celebrate the circumcision of
his son Sehzade Mehmed with an enormous festivity. He was planning to
use the festival as an instrument to show his authority over his adminis-
trators, the janissaries and his son Sehzade Mehmed who was supported
by the uneasy factions. It is a common tradition to organize this kind
of festivities after military defeats to eradicate their negative effects on
people. As Metin And indicated in his ground breaking book 40 days 40
nights, Mehmed II had married Sitt Hatun with an ostentatious wedding
after the defeat of Akcahisar. And after the unsuccessful campaign in
Belgrade, he organized a tremendous circumcision festival for his sons
Bayezid and Mustafa. Suleyman I had also organized fancy circumcision
festivities for four of his sons on June 27, 1530, after the unfruitful siege
of Vienna (And 2000, 19). In these cases, the sultans wanted to show their
households’ power and their generosity to the public even though they had
been defeated in military campaigns. Murad III also wanted to show his
authority by the help of this circumcision festivity; however, in this case,
there was a difference. Murad III had not gained any important success
against the Safavids, but the Ottoman army had not been defeated on any
border. The main reason for this festivity was to show the absolute author-
ity of the sultan to his own subjects since they were uneasy because of the
economic and political transformation of the Ottoman Empire during the
last quarter of the 16th century. The problems that emerged during the
festivities clearly demonstrate the tension between the sultan’s subjects. It
would be wrong to say that the sultan was not interested in attracting the
attention of the foreign states however, it is plausible to accept that while
he was attempting to show his absolute authority to his subjects, he also
wanted to ensure peaceful relations with the foreign states especially after
the assassination of Sokollu Mehmed Pasha, who had preferred amicable
relations with them.

Murad III scheduled the celebrations for March 1582, the overlap of two
festivities: the arrival of surre-i Hiimayun (Rebi’tiilevvel 12; Buzpinar 2009)
from Mecca and the arrival of nevruz (spring); however, due to the delay of
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the arrival of the ships from Egypt bringing materials for the festivity (cf.
Oku 2017), everything was postponed until the end of May (Terzioglu 1995,
84). The invitations had been sent one year earlier to the Holy Roman
Empire, Russia, Poland, Georgia, Persia, Morocco, Tunisia and the Otto-
man vassals of Transylvania (Erdel) and Ragusa (Dubrovnik), whereas to
Venice the invitation letter had been brought by the ¢esnigir (Imperial Tast-
er) of the Sultan Hasan Agha.® High-level Ottoman administrators had also
been invited to the celebrations (cf. Oztekin 1996, 98-100 for a copy of the
Imperial edict). The sultan also appointed the Rumeli beylerbeyi (the gen-
eral governor of Rumelia) Ibrahim Pasha as the diijiinciibas: (supervisor
of the wedding); the Anadolu beylerbeyi (the general governor of Anatolia)
Cafer Pasha, who was the son-in-law of Sokollu Mehmed Pasha, as the
serbetc¢ibasi (supervisor of the sherbet and the watchman); the kapudan-i
derya (grand admiral) Kilic Ali Pasha as the mimarbasi (supervisor of the
architects); and the yeniceri agasi (the chief of the janissaries) Ferhad
Pasha as the muhafizbasi (supervisor of the guardians) (Uran 1941, 12).

Before the official starting day of the festivity, the valide sultan (Queen
Mother) Nurbanu organized festivities in the old palace or Bayezid Palace
for the sultan and Sehzade Mehmed. After the celebrations in the palace,
the sultan returned to the Topkap1 Palace on May 26, 1582, with his reti-
nue.* Two days after their arrival at Topkap1 Palace, the sultan and Sehzade
Mehmed went to Ibrahim Pasha Palace at At Meydani (the Hippodrome),®
where the festivities were to be held. There, the sultan oversaw the prepa-
rations for the forthcoming festivity.

On May 29, 1582, Sehzade Mehmed went to the old palace once again in
order to visit his mother Safiye Sultan, and then he returned to At Meydani,
where his father was waiting. During this short journey, it was clear that
Sultan Murad III wanted to prove that he was the only authority in the
empire. Sehzade Mehmed rode his horse alone on this journey, and the
high-ranking administrators were not allowed to accompany him. It was a
usual procedure to send the princes to their sancaks after their circumci-
sion with their retinue; however, Murad III still had not decided who would
accompany the prince in his sancak. Also, nobody advised him as usual
during his trip. During the ceremonies, it was understood that Murad III
would not send his son to his sancak after his circumcision. Moreover,
the janissaries who were accompanying him were disarmed; this could be
understandable in the ordinary conditions since the prince did not have
any right to rule before his circumcision; however, the idea arisen during
the festival shows that the sultan made this decision consciously because

3 ASVe, Senato, Dispacci Ambasciatori, Costantinopoli, filza 16, disp. 20, 28 May 1582, c. 86.
4 ASVe, Senato, Dispacci Ambasciatori, Costantinopoli, filza 16, disp. 20, c. 86.
5 ASVe, Senato, Dispacci Ambasciatori, Costantinopoli, filza 16, disp. 20, c. 87.
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the janissaries were supporting Sehzade Mehmed against him. In addition,
the sehzade was not allowed to adorn his horse, his dresses and his men.

On the 30th of June, the sultan had planned to go to Edirnekap1 in order
to sacrifice animals and to watch the race, which would take place from
Catalca to Edirnekap1 in honour of his son Sehzade Mehmed, and after-
wards, he was planning to return to the Topkapi1 palace. However, he was
warned that the janissaries felt uneasy because they were not allowed to
join the festivity. The sultan postponed his trip to Edirnekapi, as he was
afraid that the janissaries could attempt a revolt against him; he wanted
to find out more about these rumours. One night while the festivity was
going on at At Meydani, the janissaries set fire to three different parts of
the city. The grand vizier Koca Sinan Pasha and the chief of the janissaries
Ferhad Agha immediately left the festivity and went to the neighbourhoods
which the janissaries had set fire to. They were hoping to extinguish the
fire before it started to spread all over the city. They called the janissaries
in order to negotiate with them; however, the soldiers refused the offer,
saying that they could call the buffoons and the kind of people who were
represented in the festivities and taken into consideration by the sultan.
The janissaries knew that being included in a parade during a festivity
represented their belonging, as a community, to the sultan’s household.
However, the sultan did not allow them to represent themselves as a sepa-
rate entity since he suspected their actions against him, and because he
knew they were supporting Sehzade Mehmed. This time, the tumult was
suppressed by the help of the people before the fire spread to the other
sides of the city; however, the grand vizier and Ferhad Agha knew that this
was just the beginning. They wanted to find the responsible ones for the
tumult and bribe them; however, they could not manage it.¢

On July 15th, the 4th vizier Cerrah Mehmed Pasha, who was a surgeon
and the barber of the sultan circumcised Sehzade Mehmed in the inner
chambers of the Topkap1 Palace as the official records had cited. Actually,
the prince had been circumcised three years before this festivity. The rea-
son for this postponement of the celebration was the sickness of Sultan
Murad during that time. However, as it is made clear later, the real reason
of the late celebration was the rivalry of the Sultan Murad and Sehzade
Mehmed in the imperial administration (Pedani Fabris 1996, 268-70).

The sultan was planning to end the festivity two days after the circum-
cision but he was afraid that the janissaries might revolt. Even though
the pashas suppressed their earlier attempt, these unruly kuls (servants)
of the sultan were still restless. In order to satisfy them, the sultan pro-
longed the festivity for another ten days, thinking to make the chiefs of
the janissaries happy during that time. Moreover, he was expecting news

6 ASVe, Senato, Dispacci Ambasciatori, Costantinopoli, filza 16, 2 July 1582, c. 112
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from Persia since his grandees such as the beglerbegs (general governor),
sancakbegs and others were present in Constantinople for the festivity. In
case of bad news from Persia, he was thinking to assign the grandees to
the war. Meanwhile, a son of the sultan was born and his birth celebrated
with fireworks at At Meydani. Although it was done with the intention of
being a good sign, the baby died the next day.

A couple of days after the prolongation of the festivity, a skirmish oc-
curred between the janissaries and the cavalry soldiers. The cavalry tied up
subasi (superintendent) Bilmez Ahmed Cavus and took him to At Meydanti,
where the Sultan was watching the ceremonies, and after that, the chief
of the janissaries Ferhad Agha came to the square with the janissaries. At
that point, the soldiers started to fight and in this turmoil, the janissaries
killed two cavalrymen. The fight continued all night, and Grand Vizier Koca
Sinan Pasha held responsible Ferhad Agha for the disorder, therefore the
agha was dismissed. In his place, the emiralem (chief of imperial band
and tentsetters) of the sultan was appointed, and the subasi was arrested
and immediately sent to prison together with the others who were held
responsible for this turmoil.” After this, the sultan wanted to end the festiv-
ity, and on July 22 he returned to Topkapi Palace with Sehzade Mehmed.?
After a short while, queen mother Nurbanu appointed Ferhad Agha, who
was dismissed during the festivity, as the Rumeli beylerbeyi, and the previ-
ous Rumeli beylerbeyi, ibrahim Pasha, was appointed as the fifth vizier.?

There had been tension between the cavalry soldiers and the janissaries
for a long time since they represented the different groups within the em-
pire. The cavalry had investments in tax farms after the 1560s; moreover,
they were supported by the viziers, especially after the death of Sokollu
Mehmed Pasha in 1579. When Murad III attempted to strengthen the
power of the ‘palace administration’, he diminished the power of the ‘cen-
tral government’, and in order to put pressure on Murad III’s politics, the
viziers started to use the cavalry soldiers. Since tax farming had started
to become dominant in the Ottoman economy in the control of the palace
administration toward the end of the 16th century, these soldiers became
a balance factor between the Ottoman dynasty and the ruling elite (Akdag
1947, 19; 1999, 89; Inalcik 1980b, 290-1; Turan 1997, 150-2; Ocakacan
2016, 86-90). The janissaries also started to become tradesman at the end
of the century, and due to the unfruitful campaigns, they were putting pres-
sure on the Ottoman government since they could not earn money. As was
common in the last quarter of the 16th century, they revolted against the
changes in the Ottoman administration. During the reign of Sultan Murad

7 ASVe, Senato, Dispacci Ambasciatori, Costantinopoli, filza 16, 21 July 1582, cc. 123-25.
8 ASVe, Senato, Dispacci Ambasciatori, Costantinopoli, filza 16, disp. 31, cc. 133-34.
9 ASVe, Senato, Dispacci Ambasciatori, Costantinopoli, filza 16, c. 182.
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I1I, he tried to keep them out of the imperial politics in order to protect his
household. As will be seen later, the janissaries always supported Sehzade
Mehmed against Sultan Murad III hoping to regain their old privileges,
and threatened the sultan.

During the festivity, it was observed that many changes were made by
the sultan in the administration after his accession to the throne. It was
not a coincidence that the janissaries were not involved in the festivity.
The sultan consciously wanted to isolate them from the dynastic politics
along with the ruling elite and the other important groups of the admin-
istration. The historian Mustafa Ali states that the sultan did not eat with
the other important figures of the time, such as the ulema (the doctors
of the holy law), viziers and other administrators of the Ottoman Empire
and blames the grand vizier for not warning the sultan to eat with his of-
ficials (Oztekin 1996, 239-348). However, Sultan Murad III made all these
actions consciously during the festivities. He preferred not to eat with his
subjects as his grandfather Siilleyman I always did during the festivities
(Sahin 2018, 463-92). He wanted to show his subjects that he was the only
authority in the administration of the empire by isolating himself from
them. He was trying to eliminate those who were sharing his authority.
One year after the assassination of Sokollu Mehmed Pasha, he tried not
to give the imperial seal to the grand viziers; however, he was forced to
cancel his decree? and after interrupting any direct connection with the
grand viziers he put into effect the telhis practice. According to that, the
results of the meetings of the divan-1 hiimayun (central government) would
be given to the sultan in written form by the palace administrators, mainly
by the kapiaga (chief white eunuch) (Pal [1994] 2000). These changes in
the imperial administration were the result of the centralization attempts
of the empire. These changes also can be observed more easily in festivi-
ties and important days, as was seen during the circumcision festivities
of Sehzade Mehmed.

3 Sehzade Mehmed’s Provincial Posting Ceremony

Murad III also changed the imperial tradition of sending the princes
to their sancaks after their circumcision. Sehzade Mehmed had to wait
until his grandmother Nurbanu’s death in order to be allowed to go to
his district in Manisa. He was the last sehzade who went to a district in
order to gain government experience, and also, he did not have any rival
prince candidates for the throne. In fact, Murad III as well did not have

10 ASVe, Senato, Dispacci Ambasciatori, Costantinopoli, filza 14, cc. 109, 139.
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any rival while he was a prince in Manisa; however, he was aware of the
rivalries between his uncle Bayezid and father Selim; moreover, he knew
how the different loci of power supported the sehzades for the throne.
One of the most important problems of the sehzades was the integration
of their households into their father’s household while they were being
enthroned (Kunt 2007, 63-71). While Murad III isolated the dynasty from
his ruling elite, he knew that a variety of powers would support Sehzade
Mehmed against his absolute rule. One of the main reasons for not send-
ing the prince to his district after his circumcision was to establish his
own sultanic authority over his subjects; meanwhile, he was showing to
his servants that he could change all the traditions without consulting
anyone. The ceremony of Sehzade Mehmed before going to his sancak
was also proof of the fact that Sultan Murad feared him. The janissaries
demanded Sultan Murad to lead them in the Persian campaign but he did
not want to leave Constantinople. After that, Sehzade Mehmed wanted
to be the commander of the army and he asked permission to his father
for that. However, the queen mother Nurbanu convinced the sultan not
to allow the sehzade to lead the army since she was afraid that the janis-
saries might overthrow Sultan Murad in alliance with Sehzade Mehmed
(Pedani Fabris 1996, 268-70).

After the circumcision festivity of Sehzade Mehmed, the queen mother
Nurbanu fell sick with a stomach infection. On December 6th, 1583, her
health worsened, and the next day, after seeing her son Murad III, who
came to visit her at Topkap: Palace in the morning, she died.!* Actually
in this period, the sultan wanted to get rid of the clients of his mother
Nurbanu in the imperial palace. Two days before the death of his mother,
Murad IIT had dismissed 30 important aghas from the palace, and one of
them was banished to Cairo. As an excuse, he said that these men got ex-
traordinarily rich. After the death of Nurbanu Sultan, Murad III ordered
the preparation of the provincial posting ceremony of Sehzade Mehmed.
Even though everyone was expecting the death of the queen mother to
postpone his leaving, the sultan expedited the preparations. He ordered
the construction of a pavilion in Uskudar for his son’s leaving, according
to the tradition, and wanted him to leave the capital on Friday, December
16, 1583.2 The Venetian bailo tells that the queen mother had willed for
the sultan to send Sehzade Mehmed to his sancak immediately after her
death. He also added that the sultan was suspicious of his son Mehmed.
It is really difficult to understand why Murad III had waited for the death

11 ASVe, Senato, Dispacci Ambasciatori, Costantinopoli, filza 18, disp. 25, 13 Dec. 1583,
cc. 241-45.

12 ASVe, Senato, Dispacci Ambasciatori, Costantinopoli, filza 18, disp. 26, 13 Dec. 1583,
cc. 252-64.
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of his mother Nurbanu Sultan to send the prince to his sancak if it was
not a coincidence. Most probably, it was the result of the rivalry between
Nurbanu Sultan and the mother of Sehzade Mehmed, Safiye Sultan. Nur-
banu Sultan was the first valide sultan who used this title in Ottoman his-
tory, and she was acting independently since she was responsible for the
administration of the imperial harem. She created many alliances in the
imperial palace, including the clients of the ex-network of the deceased
grand vizier, Sokollu Mehmed Pasha, thanks to her daughter Esmahan
Sultan’s marriage with him. Moreover, as a result of Murad III's attempts
to organize the imperial palace as a locus of power, the population of the
enderun and harem tripled (Necipoglu 1991, 165). In this new period,
Nurbanu Sultan was ruling the empire with her son. As stated above, she
could appoint or dismiss the high-ranking administrators in the empire.
Most probably, Sultan Murad was afraid of her empire-wide clients, since
they hated Safiye Sultan, who would be the most powerful woman in the
imperial administration after the valide sultan’s death. It is likely that
Murad IIT did not want to allow his son to establish new networks with
the clients of Nurbanu. This hurry to send him to his sancak after waiting
more than a year after his circumcision could be explained by that fear.
Sehzade Mehmed could not start his voyage for his sancak on Friday
the 16th as had been determined before. Grand vizier Siyavus Pasha, af-
ter discussing with the ulema, warned the sultan that it was not suitable
to send his sehzade on Friday since this day is sacred and dedicated to
God. It would not be decent to prevent people from going to the mosques
and listening to the orations of the holy men since the sehzade’s leaving
ceremonies would disturb the daily life of people. Actually, Murad III, who
strongly believed in predictions, had decided upon Friday with his astrolo-
gers and predictors. After hearing the pasha’s advice, he consulted again
his predictors for any other day, and the next day, Saturday, was decided
upon for the prince to leave the capital. Murad III called his haseki (fa-
vorite), Safiye Sultan, to join him at Topkapi1 Palace so that he could spend
some time with her and Sehzade Mehmed while the kaptan-1 derya was
arming ten ships to accompany the sehzade first to Uskudar and then to
the Gulf of Izmit. On Saturday, all the high-level administrators, including
the grand vizier and the seyhtilislam (grand mufti), went to Topkapi Palace
to kiss the hand of the sultan and accompany the sehzade. The sultan was
waiting for his son on his throne, and when the prince approached his fa-
ther, the sultan noticed that Sehzade Mehmed was crying. Than he stood
up and sat on the floor with his son and recommended that he should listen
to his advisors, who would be near him in his sancak. It is worth noticing
that while Sultan Murad advised his son to be obedient to his advisors in
his sancak, he did not have any reputable and important figure near him.
The sultan left Topkapi Palace after giving precious gifts to his sehzade
and went to the seaside palace in order to see his son passing by to Uskudar
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with the imperial armada. The Venetian bailo cites that the sultan was
crying nonstop, since he would not have any other chance to see his son
again. Sehzade Mehmed came out of his room and approached the divan-i
hiimayun, where all the grandees were waiting for him. He mounted a
horse adorned with precious jewels and started to go towards the har-
bour in Eminonu where the kapudan-1 derya was waiting to convey him to
Uskudar. During this short voyage, the grandees, in turn according to their
rank, accompanied the prince and gave advice to him, which was actually
a common provincial posting ceremony for the Ottomans. However, as
Metin Kunt (2007, 64) quotes from both the Ottoman historian Selaniki,
who was an eyewitness of the event, and Mustafa Ali, the narratives about
the protocol differ. Selaniki tells that the first one who advised the sehzade
was the grand mufti; however, Mustafa Ali says that grand vizier Siyavus
Pasha was the first one who approached the sehzade (Kunt 2007, 64). In
this respect, the Venetian bailo’s narrative matches with that of Selaniki
Efendi. He also told that the prince first called the grand mufti and then
the hoca (advisor) of Murad III and then the other grandees accordingly.
These differences in the Ottoman chronicles are important since they al-
low one to see the problems of the late 16th century. Most probably, as
a strong critic of Murad III, Mustafa Ali changed the places of the grand
mufti and the grand vizier in order to show how Murad III had changed the
traditional functioning of the state (cf. Fleischer 1986). It is also interestg
ing to observe that Sehzade Mehmed first talked with the grand mufti. If
it was not a sign of the sudden islamisation of the Ottoman policy, it shows
the dynasty’s attempts to isolate itself from its ruling elite by adopting the
Islamic law (Tezcan 2010, 19-45).

When the sehzade arrived in Eminonu, kapudan-i1 derya Kili¢ Ali Pasha
was waiting for him. He did not overdo anything regarding the prepara-
tion of the ceremony in order not to make the sultan angry. He knew that
a pompous preparation for the prince could damage the absolute authority
of the sultan. Actually, the kapudan-1 derya was right: the sultan was wary
of being overthrown by the janissaries in favor of Prince Mehmed. That
day, he prohibited the janissaries to go out; he did not want even one Janis-
sary to accompany the prince because of his fear. He knew that the people
loved Prince Mehmed, and there would be a huge crowd on the streets in
order to see him, and there would be a problem if the Janissaries targeted
Sultan Murad with the support of the public. The prince boarded the ship
with the other grandees who were accompanying him, and the ships sailed
toward the sea palace of the sultan in order to salute him, then turned back
toward the tersane (shipyard) and sailed to Uskudar. The ships did not do
any salvo as was done traditionally in the provincial posting ceremonies of
the princes. When the ships arrived at Uskudar, the sehzade went directly
to the huge pavilion with his retinue that was prepared for him in Uskudar.
The viziers and the other grandees gave precious gifts to the prince, and
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then they returned to Constantinople. The same night, Sehzade Mehmed
went to the palace located in Uskudar, where all the sultanas and his
mother Safiye, who got sick because of her grief, were waiting for him.
All the sultanas gave precious gifts to the sehzade, including 120 beauti-
ful women. On Saturday, the prince returned to his pavilion and accepted
the gifts presented to him. After the grand vizier Siyavus Pasha returned
to Constantinople, he immediately told the sultan what had happened in
Uskudar and said that Sehzade Mehmed requested him to say to his fa-
ther that he was not the son of the sultan but was the most insignificant
slave of him, and he would be obedient to him forever. Apart from being a
ritual, most probably Prince Mehmed said these words to his father since
he felt his father’s uneasiness toward him. The Venetian bailo says that
the hurry to send the sehzade to his sancak after the death of Nurbanu
Sultan, the curfew for the janissaries and the modest preparation of the
kapudan-1 derya to convey him to Uskudar made the sehzade think that
his father was distrustful of him.

The sehzade was right about his feelings. While the grand vizier told the
sehzade’s words to the sultan, he added that it would have been better if
the sultan had accompanied the sehzade until his pavilion in Uskudar and
advised him as Sultan Stleyman did for his sehzades during their depar-
ture from Uskudar. However, the sultan responded to the vizier as if he
could not hear his words about accompanying his sehzade and responded
that if the sehzade would do what he had said to the vizier, it would be
better for him and then ordered that the prince had to depart immediately
to his sancak without stopping at any point. The grand vizier Siyavus told
the sultan’s words to the prince, who said that it would be better to depart
immediately since his father was jealous to see him in Uskudar. On the
19 December 1582, the prince started his voyage to his sancak with the
kapudan-1 derya, who would ferry him with 10 galleys until the Izmit Gulf.®®

Sehzade Mehmed left Constantinople with a huge group of men. As
Mustafa Ali cited, his household included 1,500-2,000 men. As was men-
tioned before, however, Sultan Murad did not allow important figures of
the Ottoman administration to be near Sehzade Mehmed. This was just
the beginning of the tension between Sultan Murad III and Sehzade Me-
hmed. During the reign of the sultan, he was always wary of his prince
trying to dethrone him. For instance, he did not allow his viziers to visit
the prince in his sancak because of his fear. The Venetians’ demand to see
the sehzade in his sancak was another example of the tension between the
sultan and the sehzade. The Venetian bailo had asked the grand vizier to
visit the sehzade in his sancak, saying that it was a tradition. The bailos
had visited Princes Selim, Beyazid and Mustafa while they were in their

13 ASVe, Senato, Dispacci Ambasciatori, Costantinopoli, filza 18, disp. 29, cc. 281-85.
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sancaks, so this time they wished to visit Sehzade Mehmed. However, Mu-
rad III rejected their demand, saying that they did not visit him while he
was in his sancak in Manisa. Even though the Venetian bailo responded to
the sultan by saying that they were at war while he was ruling his sancak
and that it was the only reason they could not visit him; despite the long
negotiation, the sultan was not convinced and said that the Venetians
could not visit the sehzade even though they had tight relations with his
mother, Safiye Sultan.*

4 Conclusion

The worldwide economic and political changes during the last quarter of
the 16th century forced the Ottoman dynasty to adapt to the new condi-
tions. The high tension between Sehzade Mehmed and Sultan Murad III
was the result of these changing dynamics of the Ottoman ruling methods.
In order to cope with the new military technology and monetization in the
economy, Murad III attempted to isolate the dynasty by strengthening
the imperial palace as a locus of power while restricting the authority of
the ‘central government’. The transition from the classical Ottoman fief
system to tax farming also disturbed the balance of the economic forces
in the empire. When the palace administrators started to sell the revenue
grants, they benefited from this transaction. The viziers and other gran-
dees wanted to regain their authority against the palace administration.
To do that, they used the janissaries and six cavalry regiments as a tool
to suppress Sultan Murad III's attempts to create a more centralized gov-
ernment. Murad III's isolation from the public and from his own admin-
istrators was not a coincidence. He knew that he had to reorganize the
administration without sharing his authority with the others. And on any
occasion, he wanted to show the public and his administrators and, if there
was a possibility, the foreign states that he was the only authority in the
empire. Sehzade Mehmed’s circumcision festival and his provincial posting
ceremony were important occasions for the sultan to show his absolute
authority to the public. He wanted to give a clear message to his servants
by not eating with them during the festivity, not allowing the janissaries to
accompany the prince in his provincial posting ceremony and not advising
the prince in Uskudar while he was waiting for departure to his sancak.
He was the only ruler of the Ottoman house and Sehzade Mehmed was a
servant of him.

14 ASVe, Senato, Dispacci Ambasciatori, Costantinopoli, filza 21, 16 Aug. 1585, cc. 557-59;
22 Aug. 1585, cc. 589-91.
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Abstract The paper is a preliminary study of the register Tapu Tahrir 798 located in the Ottoman
Archives (Basbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi) in Istanbul. In 1669 it surveys the newly conquered town of
Candia (Crete) in great detail, from quarter to quarter and from building to building. The register
provides rich information for the Venetian Candia, since it includes the public buildings of the town
that passed to the Ottomans, as well as the names of the previous owners of the town dwellings, who
had evacuated the town after its surrender, and the names of the current owners. Thus, this source
provides us with the tools to study the spatial transformation of the town during the transition from
the Venetian to the Ottoman rule, the settlement patterns of the religious and social groups, and
the social use of space. A full study of the register is under way by the author and a team of experts,
within a research program of the Institute for Mediterranean Studies, FO.RT.H. (Mediterranean Cul-
tural Landscapes).

Keywords Venetian Candia. Ottoman Candia. Crete. Spatial history. Ottoman history.

In the autumn of 1669, Venice surrendered Candia, the precious town on
the island of Crete, to the Ottomans, who had invaded the island already
24 years before (Greene 2000; Gulsoy 2004). The aim of this paper is to
present the Ottoman register that was compiled immediately after the
surrender of the Venetian Candia, the evacuation of the town by the vast
majority of its inhabitants, who left with the Venetian fleet, and the en-
trance of the Ottoman besieging army in the town. The register surveys
the newly conquered town of Candia from quarter to quarter and from
building to building, in great detail.

The register is in the Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi (Ottoman Archives of
the Prime Minister’s Office) in Istanbul and his call number is Tapu Tahrir
798. In total it has 256 pages, which the archivists have numbered using
Latin numbers. After the first folio, which was left blank, on page 1, the
register starts with a list of the 55 recorded quarters of the Venetian Can-
dia, including a reference to the folio number for every quarter, according
to the original pagination in Arabic numerals.

There follows, on page 3, the calligraphic incipit of the register, where
the author addresses the Grand Vizier Ahmet Pasa, son of the Grand
Vizier (vezir-i dzam ibn-i vezir-i dzam), i.e., Kopriili Mehmet Pasa. Ac-
cording to this introduction, the Koprilizade Ahmet Pasa, after his
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Figure 1. Tapu Tahrir 798, page 1. Source: Istanbul, Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi
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Figure 2. Tapu Tahrir 798, page 3. Source: Istanbul, Basbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi
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auspicious arrival at the Holy War of Crete (cezire-i Girid cihadi), during
the reign of Gazi Sultan Mehmet Han, was able to conquer the well-built
fortress of Candia (hisn-i hasin-i Kandiyenin feth ve teshir firuzi mukaddir
ve ruzi olub) and to drive out the infidels; upon the conquest, he ordered
that the fortress of Candia should be transformed into a prayer hall in
favour of Islam (mabed-i islam). For this reason, Ahmet Pasa requested a
new survey of the buildings, urban dwellings, gardens and tree-gardens,
as well as empty plots in the interior of the walls of Candia during the
Hicri year 1080 (1669-70). The register which was compiled following
his order was sent for archival keeping in the Sultanic Treasury and that
is why it is preserved today in Bagsbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi in Istanbul.

We do not know the Ottoman compiler of the register. However, we
know that during the survey he availed himself of the help of an inter-
preter, a certain Nicolaki Castrofylaka, one of the few Christians who
had remained in Candia after the surrender of the town. His house was
registered in one of the quarters of Candia, with the note that “sahibi
mevcud hala tercimanlik eder” (its owner was present and functioned as
an interpreter). The same Nicolaki Castrofylaka was also registered, the
first among thirteen heads of Christian households, in the highest category
for the payment of the cizye (dla), in the register Tapu Tahrir 980 on page
157 (Kolovos, Sariyannis 2008, 207).

The survey starts on page 4 of the register, under the following heading:
Defter-i enbiye ve miisekkefdt ve hadaik ve besatin ve dekdkin ve cevami
ve arazi-i haliye der derun-i kal’a-1 Kandiye el-vaki fi sene 1080 (Register
of the buildings, urban dwellings, gardens, tree-gardens, shops, mosques
and empty plots in the interior of the fortress of Candia). There follows the
survey of the Arsenal (Tersane), which preceded the survey of the quar-
ters of the town. The Venetian Arsenal was registered with five shipyards
(goz) with capacity for two galleys (which can be identified with the Vene-
tian Arsenali Antichi), and nine shipyards with capacity for one galley (the
Venetian Arsenali Vecchi, Nuovi and Nuovissimi), thus, a total of fourteen
shipyards (for the shipyards of the Venetian Candia, cf. Tzompanaki 1996,
277-83, with drawings and plans and Georgopoulou 2001, 66-7).

Starting from page 5, the register surveys the 55 quarters of the Vene-
tian Candia, named after their churches. It is interesting to note that
this first Ottoman register follows the Greek vocabulary for the Candia
quarters, which will be renamed in the following years after the Islamic
religious buildings which had established in the meantime. On page 18,
for example, in the quarter of Kera Hosti, the survey registers the Catho-
lic monastery of San Francesco (manastir-1 San Fransesko), with the note
that it was turned into the Great Mosque of Sultan Mehmet Han (cami-i
kebir-i Sultan Mehemmed Han). In the following years, the quarter of Kera
Hosti will be renamed as the mahalle (quarter) of the Sultanic Mosque of
Candia. The Ottoman register includes also the following information for
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the monastery of the Franciscan monks of Candia (Georgopoulou 2001,
152-3): apart from the church, which was transformed into a mosque im-
mediately after the surrender of Candia, the former monastic complex
included 30 upper-story rooms in good condition, 23 ground-floor rooms
also in good condition, four audience halls (divanhane), four cisterns, four
lofts, four fountains, one kitchen and a rectangular minaret, obviously the
bell-tower of the church. The monastery had three tree-gardens includ-
ing grapevines, pine-trees, almond trees, mandarin trees, pomegranate
trees, pear trees, roses etc. In total, the plot of the monastic complex
was 164 cubits in length and 80 cubits in width (124.3 x 60.64 m = ca.
7,500 square meters), if we estimate the Ottoman architect’s cubit (zera)
to be 758 cm.?

On page 52, the survey registers the Voltone Gate of the old fortress
(Bab-1 Kala-1 Atik nam-1 diger Volton), i.e., the medieval fortification of
Candia which was enclosed into the new trace italienne fortress during
the 16th century. The Gate included seven iron windows, ten vaulted open
air shops in good condition and seven roofed shops, for a total of 17 shops,
seven upper-story rooms also in good condition, as well as five banks func-
tioning as shops (dolap diikkdn). It is known that these shops were located
in the western part of the Gate during the Venetian centuries (Tzompanaki
1996, 63, including a drawing of the Voltone Gate reproduced here and
Georgopoulou 2001, 46). The whole complex of the Voltone Gate measured
643 square meters (40 cubits in length and 28 cubits in width = 30.3 X
21.2 m). The Gate was adjacent to the wall of the old fortress to the east
and to the aforementioned shops called ‘of Castrofylaka’ to the west. The
street was crossing the Gate from south to north. According to the Otto-
man register, during the quartering of the imperial army in the town, the
Voltone Gate was occupied by Recep Aga, from the 22nd regiment (b6liik)
of the Imperial Janissaries. On the 1st Saban 1080 (25 December 1669),
Recep Aga, being the miitevelli (administrator) of the evkaf (pious foun-
dation) of the Grand Vizier Ahmet Pasa, bought the Gate from the fisc,
against a payment of 1,888 %2 esedi kurus (Dutch lion thalers).

On page 89 of the register, you find the Palazzo Ducale of Candia (hane-
i Duka; Georgopoulou 2001, 94-100), with one council hall (divan), 22
ground-floor rooms, two audience halls in the upper story (divanhane),
nine upper-story rooms and a kitchen, a big stable, a big depot, four court-
yards, three cisterns, and even sixteen shops in good condition, two shops
in ruins, and a separate big shop. In total, the plot was equal to 2,000
square meters (80 cubits in length and 45 in width = 60.6 x 34.1 m). The
Palazzo was standing in the vicinity of the market (¢arsi) of Candia. Ac-

1 This is the identification of the zera/arsin-1 benna by inalcik 1983, 339. Hinz 1955, 59
estimates the zird al-mimadri as equal to 0.798 m and for the 19th century to 0.789 m. Ace
cording to Mehmet Erkal (1991), the Ottoman architect’s cubit was equal to 0, 5775 m.
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Figure 3. The Venetian
Arsenal of Candia
Source: Venice, Museo
Storico Navale.
Published in
Tzompanaki 1996, 308

Figure 4. The Voltone
Gate of the old fortress
Source: Tzompanaki
1996, 63
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cording to the information contained in the register, after the surrender
of Candia, the Palazzo was occupied by Ibrahim Pasa. The note above the
entry informs us that the upper part of the Palazzo was auctioned on the
13th Recep 1080 (7 December 1669), and was sold to Hasan Aga, against
a payment of 2,400 esedi kurus. Hasan Aga was the Administrator of the
evkaf of defterdar (treasurer) Ahmet Pasa, and he had also bought the
remaining building and plot on the 4th Zilhicce 1081 (15 March 1671),
against a payment of 500 esedi kurus.

Moving now to the quarters of the Venetian Candia listed in the Otto-
man register from 1669, an example of the quarter of Kera Pisoteichiotissa
(Mahalle-i Kera Pisotisa), surveyed between page 20 and 24 follows. The
church of Kera Pisoteichiotissa was included in the survey, with its borders,
the house of Papa Da Rodo and the street. Moreover, the register notes that
this church was located just opposite the mosque of the Sultan, i.e., the
former monastery of San Francesco. We can corroborate the topography
of the Ottoman register with the help of the almost contemporary drawing
of the town of Candia by General Wertmuller, the Savoyard Swiss officer in
command of the Venetian artillery. Moreover, every entry in the Ottoman
register includes, as it has already been noted, the exact dimensions of
the plots and the buildings in Ottoman cubits. As a result, it is also pos-
sible to use these measurements in order to improve the mapping of the
Venetian and Ottoman town of Candia: in our example, the church of Kera
Pisoteichiotissa measured 110, 24 square meters (19 x 14 cubits = 14.4 x
10.6 m) and its tree garden 36 square meters (9 x 7 cubits = 6.8 x 5.3 m).

The Ottoman register surveys also the urban dwellings in every quarter
of Candia. Let us examine, for example, the entry for the house of Papa Da
Rodo, the neighbour of the church of Kera Pisoteichiotissa. His house was
adjacent to the house of Papa Androuli, to the house of Marko Moudatso, and
to the street. The house included nine ground-floor and three upper-story
rooms, all in good condition. The house complex included two cisterns, two
wells, two gates, two courtyards with grapevines and three iron windows.
We can estimate the surface of the plot to be 273 square meters (20 x 24
cubits = 15.1 x 18.1 m). According to the note above the entry for the
house of Papa Da Rodo, after the entrance of the Ottoman army in Candia,
his house was occupied by the 43rd cemaat (regiment) of the Imperial
Janissaries. Another note, dated 17 Saban 1080 (10 January 1670) informs
that, presumably after the leave of the 43rd cemaat, the former house of
Papa Da Rodo was auctioned and sold against 100 esedi kurus to Mehmet
Celebi, head miezzin of “the sacred mosque of His Excellency the Sultan
(Hiidavendigar)”, i.e., of the former monastery of San Francesco.

The last page of the register, page 248, includes a Sultanic order ad-
dressed to the Governor (vali) of Crete, the kadi of Candia and the defter-
dar of Crete, dated 26 Saban 1083 (17 December 1672). From this text we
are informed that the dwellings, shops, depots, gardens and tree-gardens
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Figure 5: Venetian Candia, Drawing of the town by General Wertmiiller
Source: Tzompanaki 1996, 289
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which were surveyed immediately after the conquest of Candia, were auc-
tioned and sold to those who wished for them during the quartering of
the Sultanic Army in Candia. After the departure of the Army, defterdar
Bekir continued to sell the properties on behalf of the fisc. Later, another
Sultanic decree was sent to Candia, ordering the auction of all the remain-
ing properties, and the registration of all transactions in the ruznamce
(register of the Treasury of Crete). Thus, it seems that the register, before
its departure for Istanbul, continued to be used for the registrations of
the transactions of the surveyed properties to the Muslim buyers who had
chosen to remain in Candia.

A full study and publication of the Ottoman register of Venetian Candia
is under way by the author and a team of students (including Evita Dan-
dali, Dimitris Giagtzoglou, and Efthymios Machairas), in the course of a
research program within the Institutes for Mediterranean Studies and
for Computer Science, FO.R.T.H. (Mediterranean Cultural Landscapes).
The aim is to digitalize the spatial information from this register. We have
already geo-referred the map of General Wertmiller and started to enter
the information from the register on an ArcGIS map. We plan also to use
a 3D model of the Venetian Candia in order to present digitally the trans-
formation of Venetian Candia into the new Ottoman Kandiye. Through the
use of the digital tools, we will be able to study the spatial transformation
of the town, the settlement patterns of the religious and social groups and
the social use of space.
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Abstract Being animportant stop of the Levant trade of the Serenissima, Crete was a strategic
place for the trade of wine across the Mediterranean. While the fifteenth and the sixteenth
centuries were the golden age of Cretan viniculture, when Crete passed from the Venetian to

the Ottoman rule, the agricultural economy and the export potential of the island witnessed a
significant transformation and the production of wine began to decline. According to previous
studies wine was replaced by olive oil and soap. However, recent research has shown that this was
achange which had begun already under the Venetian rule. During the Ottoman rule, the vineyards
of Crete and wine production continued, although somehow limited. In this article the Ottoman
legislation concerning viniculture in Crete after the Ottoman conquest will be presented.

Summary 1Dogu Akdeniz’de Gii¢ Dengelerinin Degisimi. - 2 Uziim{in Diisiisi. - 3 Uziimden Zeytine
Vardiya Degisimi. - 4 Osmanli Déneminde Uziim / Sarap.

Keywords Venetian. Ottoman. Crete. Rethymno. Vineyards.

1 Dogu Akdeniz’de Gii¢ Dengelerinin Degisimi

Osmanli Devleti’nin Istanbul’u fethiyle birlikte Dogu Roma Iimparatorlugu
tarihe karisti. Bu fetih Dogu Akdeniz’deki hem siyasi hem de ticari
dengeleri alt Uist etti. Levant ticaretinin en onemli iki aktori olan Ceneviz
ve Venedik bu ticaret faaliyetleri sirasinda, daha dnceleri Bizans, Memluk
ve Selcuklularla iliski icinde iken artik Osmanli iImparatorlugu ile muhatap
olmak durumunda kaldilar.

Osmanlilarin Levant ticaretine ilk miidahalesi, yapilan anlasmalarla
Venedik Cumhuriyeti'ni Ceneviz’in bir adim oniine gegirmek oldu. Vene-
diklilere Istanbul’da daimi el¢i bulundurma hakk verildigi gibi bu elginin
Osmanl nezdindeki itibar diger iilkelerin elgilerinden daha yukarida tu-
tuldu. Bu cercevede Venedik Cumhuriyeti'nin daha sonraki donemlerde;
Halep, Kahire, Izmir gibi bircok ticari merkezde konsolosluklar actigini
goruyoruz.
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Akdeniz’'de ticaret, yenidiinyanin okyanus ticaretinde oldugu gibi, haf-
talarca suren yorucu deniz yolculuklar ile yapilmiyordu. Gemiler, Akdeniz
kiy1 ve ada limanlarinda duraklayarak ¢ bes giunlitk yolculuklarla seyir
gerceklestiriyorlardi. Dolayisiyla Akdeniz deniz ticareti kiy1 ve ada liman
koloni duraklarindan olusan bir organizasyonla saglaniyordu (Braudel
1993, 125, 182; Heyd 1975, 197, 307). Bu kiyi-menzil denizciligi sayesin-
de gemiler ylk alip indirecekleri limana dogrudan gitmezler, gerek iase
ve gerekse giuivenlik icin aradaki bircok limana daha ugrarlardi. Nitekim
Venedik Cumhuriyeti’'nin siyasi organizasyonu da buna uygun bir sekilde
idi; Cumhuriyetin merkezi Venedik sehri, tasrasi ise ¢ok sayidaki koloni
liman/ada birlesmesinden olusuyordu (Brown 1895, 298).

Venedik Cumhuriyeti'ne ait liman koloni dizilimi batidan doguya dogru;
Balkan yarimadasinin Adriyatik/Dalmacya kiyilari, Kefalonya, Korfu adala-
r1, Mora, Girit, Ege Adalar ve son nokta Kibris adasi idi. Bu koloni liman
diziliminin ayni zamanda Osmanli’nin yayilma alanlari ile birebir ortusti-
gune dikkat gekmek gerekir. Sagladigi avantajlarla Dogu Akdeniz ticare-
tinde Venedik Cumhuriyetini 6n plana ¢ikaran Osmanli, yayilma stratejisi
acisindan onun hayat alanini hedef almisti. Venedik’in sonunu getirecek
olan siire¢ de Osmanli’nin bu yayilma stratejisinde yatiyordu. Istanbul’un
fethinden hemen sonra baslayan Ege Adalari’nin (Archipelago) fethi, ar-
dindan Mora ve Balkanlarin Dalmagya kiyilarinin fethi, Kefalonya, Zante,
Aya Mavra ve Korfu Adalari, Rodos, Kibris ve nihayet son nokta Girit’in
fethi, Venedik icin Akdeniz’de sonun baslangici demekti.

Tam bu noktada Girit Adasi’'nin Venedik’in Levant ticaretinde oldugu
kadar 15. ve 16. ylzyilda Akdeniz’de tiizimiin yolculugunda da 6nemli
bir menzil oldugunu diisiinmek igin gecgerli sebeplerimiz bulunmaktadir.
Bu donem Girit’in tarimsal tarihi icinde sarabin zirve yaptigi bir donem-
di. Sarabin en kalitelisini arayan ve buna 6vgiiler diizen Ingiltere’ye bile
Girit Adasi’nin tath saraplarn ulasiyordu (Greene 2000, 110). Venedik’in
tim baskilama c¢abalarina, adada tahil Giretimini arttirmak iginyaptikla-
rimidahalelere ragmen saraptan saglanan kazanc¢ oldukca karliydi. Bu
yiizden adada soylu toprak sahipleri kendilerini bagcihiga adadi ve tim
yasantilarini buna gore sekillendirdi.

Ayrica Avrupa, basta ‘malmsey’ ad1 verilen tatl sarabin yani sira adanin
peynir balmumu vb. gibi diger bazi liks tiketim mallariyla ¢ok yakindan
ilgiliydi. Uziim adanin giineyinde Mesara Ovasi’nda yetisiyordu ve adanin
uc buyuk sehri bu ovanin bitisiginde, deniz kiyisinda konumlanmaisti.
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2 Uziimiin Diisiisii

Girit 16. yuzyilldan 17. yuzyila, Venedik hakimiyetinden Osmanh
hakimiyetine gectigi gibi, ayni cagda adanin tarimsal ekonomisi ve ihracat
potansiyeli de onemli bir dontisim gecirdi. Bu doniisim tarihgiler arasinda
tartisilmakta ve temelde iklimsel, cevresel ve pazar talepleri dogrultusunda
sekillenen dis ticaret sartlariyla agiklanmaktadir.

Molly Greene Venedik’in Girit’teki karl tizim uretimi ve zevkli tath
sarabin ihracatiyla ¢ok ilgili olmadigini s6yliiyor. Onlar daha ¢ok adanin
dogu ticareti yapan gemileri i¢in bir durak ve dagitim merkezi olmasiyla
ve Akdeniz’de devriye gezen donanmasi i¢in guvenli bir liman olmasiyla
ilgiliydiler (Greene 2000, 111).

Ozellikle 1569-1573 Osmanli Venedik savaslar sirasinda donanmanin
iasesi ve peksimet ihtiyacinin karsilanmasi on plana ¢ikmisti. Bu nedenle
Venedik merkezi yonetimi icin Ada’nin iziimi ve sarabindan 6nce tahil arzi
hayati 6neme sahip oldu. Diger yandan Osmanlilarin savas sirasinda tahil
ticaretini yasaklamalar: tahil krizinin artmasina yol agti. Tum bu sartlar
altinda 17. yiizy1l baslarinda Venedikliler adada bugday ekimi yapilmasi
1g1n baglar zorla sokmeye basladilar (Greene 2000, 114).

Uziim iiretimindeki diisiise bir baska gerekgeolarak Avrupa’da tretimin
artmasi da gosterilmektedir. Bu donemde Ispanya’da genis araziler iize-
rinde uzum yetistirilmeye ve Girit'inkine benzer tatli saraplar uretilmeye
baslanmisti. Buna ek olarak cam sise ve mantarin icadiyla kuru sarap fer-
mente olmadan yolculuk yapabilmekte ve uzun yillar saklanabilmekteydi
(Stallsmith 2007, 159). Onceden kiiplerin icinde tasinan ve agzi balmumu
ile kapatilan sarap uzun yolculuklara fazla dayanamiyordu. Ayrica yine 17.
Yuzyilin ilk yarisinda Avrupa’da ortaya ¢ikan ekonomik kriz de Girit’in luks
mallarina karsi talebi azaltmisti.

Girit’te bu donemde uretimde yasanan dususun bir bagka nedeninin de
iklim ile iliskili oldugu ileri stirilmektedir. 1500-1700 yillan kiigik buzul
ca@ olarak tanimlanmis ve sicaklik diistis ve ylkselislerinde anormallikler,
asir1 yagislar yasanmistir. Bu yagislar nedeniyle erozyon ve su baskinlari
hububat tretimine biiyiik zarar vermis ve tahil ihtiyacini, dolayisiyla da
ordunun peksimet ihtiyacini katlamisti. Venedik Senatosu 1577 ve 1602
yillarinda Girit’te baglarin sokiilerek hububat ekimi yapilmasi i¢in 6nlemler
gelistirdi (Stallsmith 2007, 158). Ancak tim bu ¢cabalarin da adada tiziim
uretimini tamamen bitirdigini soylemek mimkiin degildir.

3 Uziimden Zeytine Vardiya Degisimi
Girit izerine yapilan calismalarda genellikle Adanin Osmanli egemenligi

altinda bir vardiya degisimi oldugu, tiziimiin yerini zeytinin; sarabin yerini
zeytinyaginin ve sabunun aldig: dillendirilmektedir. Ancak son yillarda
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ortaya c¢ikan arastirmalar bu vardiya degisiminin Venedik doéneminde
basladigina isaret etmektedir.

Ada’da bagciligin distist gibi zeytinciligin ylikselisinin de bir dizi nede-
ne bagl olarak bir seyir izledigi yine bazi tarihg¢iler tarafindan tartisilmis
ve gerekcelendirilmistir.

Venedik hiikiimeti sarap ticaretindeki disus ve tahil iretimindeki acik-
tan kaynaklanan ekonomik gerilemeyi durdurmak icin 17. ytizyilda zeytin-
yag1 ticaretini tesvik etmeye, zeytin sikma atolyelerini gelistirmeye calisti
(Stallsmith 2007, 159). Diger yandan bu donemde Venedik Akdeniz’'deki
ticaret tekelini kaybetmis, Fransiz ticcarlar daha biyik rol oynamaya bas-
lamislardi. Onlarin da ilgisi Marsilya’daki sabun fabrikalarinin ihtiyacinin
karsilanmasi dogrultusunda Girit zeytinyagina yoneldi (Stallsmith 2007,
164; Brumfield 2004, 56).

Sonug olarak kismen degisen uluslararasi piyasalar, kismen de Venedik
ve Osmanl hiikkiimetlerinin tarim politikalarinin sonuclar:1 nedeniyle Gi-
rit’in el deg@istirmesine adanin tariminda da 6nemli degisiklikler eslik etti.

Christos Hadziiossif tarihciler tarafindan one striilen tarimsal donisu-
mundeki bu gerekgelerin tarimsal ekonominin tiretim surecindeki emek
ve millkiyet gibi iki cok 6nemli bashigini ihmal ettigini ortaya koymustur.
ilk olarak Hadziiossif’unda belirttigi iizere, her ikisi de farkli {iretim siireci
ve eme(i gerektirdiginden déniistirilebilir plantasyonlar degildir (Had-
ziiossif 2016, 122).

Ikincisi, bagcilik usta tarim iscilerine ihtiya¢c duyan cok emek harcanan
bir faaliyettir. Brumfield Girit savasi sonrasi usta tarim iscilerinin aday1
terk ettigini ifade eder (Brumfield 2004, 56). Oysa zeytin sadece hasat
zamani emek gerektiriyordu. Bu da geleneksel olarak kadin ve ¢ocuklar
tarafindan yapilirdi. Ustelik zeytin, iklim degisikliklerine kars1 oldukca
direncli bir urtindi. Buna ek olarak Osmanli’nin fethinden sonra adada
yogun emek gerektiren bagcilik faaliyetinde ¢calistirilacak insan giicii bul-
mak iki nedenle zorlasmist. ilki 17.yy.1n sonunda niifustaki genel azalma,
ikincisi soylu toprak sahiplerinin aday: terk etmesiyle koylu tuzerindeki
ticari urtn baskisinin sona ermesiydi (Hadziiossif 2016, 122).

Venedik yonetimi Cumhuriyet’in temel ihtiyaclari ve ekonomik beklen-
tileri dogrultusunda adanin tarimsal faaliyetlerini kontrol altinda tutmak
icin merkantilist yaklasimla merkezi kontrol olusturmustu. Osmanhlarin
bu konuda koyluytu, tarimsal tretimdeki bireysel tercihlerinde daha 6z-
gur biraktiklar1 gozlenmektedir. Bu da Hadziiossif’e gore koyluyu fazla
emek gerektirmeyen, istelik de donemin pazar talepleri dogrultusunda
giderek ragbet goren zeytine yonlendirmistir. Ben de bu konuda yazar ile
hemfikirim; ¢linkii, Hadziiossef’in de belirttigi gibi tizim ve zeytin tiiretimi
birbirinin yerine ikame edilebilecek plantasyonlar degildi. Hem ekildikleri
alanlar itibariyla hem de tiretim stirecindeki insan giicii katkis1 nedeniyle
bu iki Grtintn birbirinin yerini almasi olanakli gorinmuyordu (Hadziiossif
2016, 122). Tahrir defterleri tizerinde yaptigimiz inceleme de bu tespiti
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dogruladi. Zeytincilikteki artisi bagciliktaki azalma ayni1 oranda izlemi-
yordu. Bunu ne koy koy elde ettigimiz sonuclarda ne de Resmo livasinin
bitininde ortaya c¢ikan gorintiide izah etmek miimkiin degildi. Her iki
uriniin de artis ve azalis grafigi ancak kendi icinde bir anlam ifade edebi-
lirdi. Yani 6zetle her iki iiriinlin iiretim potansiyelindeki de@isimi basitge
ayni doneme denk gelmisti.

Tarimsal faaliyet olarak,‘yerine ge¢me’s6z konusu olmadigi net olarak
gorilmektedir. Ancak tekrar etmekte yarar vardir ki bu verilerle tarimsal
uretimin ekonomik katkis1 baglaminda séylemek demimkiin degildir.

4 OsmanliDéneminde Uziim / Sarap

Elde ettigimiz bulgulara gore Girit'te bagcilik ve sarap turetimi Osmanlh
egemenliginde de devam etti. Ancak adanin ekonomik verilerine ve ticaret
hacmine girmeyecek kadar yerel ve bolgesel kaldi1 (Brumfield 2004, 55).
Stallsmith, adanin Osmanh egemenligine girmesiyle aday: terk eden
Venedik toprak sahiplerinin geride biraktiklar1 baglarini Manastirlarin
satin aldigini ve yerel ihtiyaclar icin sarap lretimine devam ettiklerini
belirtmektedir (Stallsmith 2007, 159).

Adada Osmanli egemenliginin kurulmasi sirasinda bagcilik ve sarap
faaliyetlerinin yerel ve bolgesel de olsa devam ettiginin en agik géstergesi,
yapilan diizenlemelerde bag ve sarap vergilerinin yer almasidir. Buna dair
ilk bulgu 1650 tarihli Tapu tahrir defterinde yer alan Girit kanunnamesinin
bag maddesidir. Bu maddede yer alan ifadesi izerinde durulmasi gereken
bir noktadir. “Mislimanlar yeniden bag dikse bedel-i 6sr her doniime
yirmiser akce vereler. Ve eger kafirden bag alinmis olur ise ke’l-evvel 6sr
alimir”.* Osiir iiriin {izerinden degil doniim iizerinden hesaplanmaktadir.
Ote yandan Kanunnamedeki bu ciimle yeni baglarin Miisliimanlar
tarafindan dikildigini arka planda duyurmaktadir. Daha ileri giderek sunu
da soyleyebiliriz: Osmanli, yeni bag dikilmesi konusunda herhangi bir
sinirlama getirmemis hatta bunun oniinii agcacak bir diizenleme yapmaigtir.

Yine ayni kanunnamede yer alan “ve meyhanelerden hamr satilsa
kelinderin ve kananesin getirip muhir bastira ve muhur akgesi iki akge
alina”? hikmunden anlasildig1 kadariyla meyhanelerde satilan sarap icin
kullanilan 6Ol¢ii araclart mihiirlenecek ve bu minval tizere sarap satisi
vergilendirilecektir.

1669’da adanin fethi tamamlandiktan bir yil sonra 1670’te tahrir islemi
tekrarlanmis ve bu kez bag maddesi “Kism-1 sani ki baglari ve escar-1 miis-
mire-yi muttasilaylr miistemil bagceleri mesaha olunub ketb-i ser’iyede

1 BOA,Tapu Tahrir Defteri, no. 820.
2 BOA,Tapu Tahrir Defteri, no. 820.
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Ek. 1. Azalan Bag Milopotamu Ayo Monos Koy, 1670 bag cerib (déniim) 105
Kaynak: BOA, Tapu Tahrir Defteri, no. 822

Ek. 2. Azalan Bag Milopotamu Ayo Monos Koy, 1704 bag cerib (d6niim) 27,5
Kaynak: TKA, Kandiye Mufassal Defteri eski no. 489, yeni no. 1
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Ek. 3. Artan Bag Resmo Acipopula Koyli, 1670 bag cerib (doniim) 182
Kaynak: BOA, Tapu Tahrir Defteri, no. 822
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Ek. 4. Artan Bag Resmo Acipopula Koy, 1704 bag cerib (doniim) 273,5
Kaynak: TKA, Kandiye Mufassal Defteri eski no. 489, yeni no. 1
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tayin buyurulan harag-1 mukataa olmak tizere her bir cerib bag
veyahut bagceden on dirhem-i ser’i vaz olunub ziyade ve noksan talep
olunmaz”seklinde kaleme alinmistir.?

Ada’da Osmanli doneminde sarap uretimi ve satisinin devam ettigini
gosteren en ilging madde ise 1669 yilinda ilan edilen Girit Gimrik Kanun-
namesindeki “hamr (sarap) ve ‘arak (raki) kéfirlere rizk olmagla hamr ve
‘arak alub gitseler ve gotiirseler bahasi hisab olunub takdir olundukdan
sonra yuzde dort akce gumrik alina”. (Karancikou 2003, 129-30) hikm1i-
diir. Zira burada kefere tiiccarin sarap ve raki alip gotiirebilecegi acikca
belirtilmistir. Sarap ve raki ticaretinin serbest birakilmasinin gerekcesi de
‘keferenin rizki’ yani gecim kaynagi olmasina baglanmaktadair.

Tahrirlerde osir ve harac birlikte hesaplanarak maktu vergi ad1 altinda
gosterilmistir. 1670 sayiminda baglar ala, evsat ve edna olarak ii¢ statiiye
ayrilmis ve iiciniin de maktu vergileri, ala bir cerib (doniim) 120 akge,
evsat bir cerib 60 akce, edna bir cerib 30 akce seklinde ayr1 ayr belirlen-
misti. 1704 sayiminda baglar i¢in boyle bir ayrim yapilmadi, her cerib 102
akceden hesaplandi.

Diger yandan ihtiyag hasil oldugunda baglarin tecdiden tahrir edildigine
dair Resmo seriye sicillerinde bazi kayitlara rastladik. Bu tahrirlerde onemli
miktarda Miisliimanin da bag sahibi oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Ornegin 1108
(M. 1696-1697) yilinda yapilan bir tahrirde Resmo Kasteloz koyunde 75
bag sahibinden on birinin Miisliman oldugu gorilmektedir.® Yine 1113
(M.1701-1702) tarihinde yapilan yazimda Resmo’ya bagh Karoti koytinde
61 bag sahibinden 10’unun Miisliiman oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Bu noktada
bir cumleyle belirtmekte yarar vardir ki adada Musliman nifusun buyuk
bir kismi ihtida neticesinde olusmustur.

Girit'te bu tarimsal doniisimii belirli bir zaman dilimi ve belirli bir cog-
rafi kesitte resimleyebilmek amaciyla Osmanli doneminde yapilan iki farkh
gelir sayimini (tapu tahrir) esas aldik. Orneklemimiz Osmanli egemenligi-
nin ilk 35 yil1 (1670-1704) ve adanin Resmo kentidir.

Girit'te Osmanli doneminde ii¢ adet sayim yapilmistir. Bunlardan ilki
1650 de Hanya Resmo alindiktan sonra gerceklestirilmistir. Ikincisi ise
1670 Kandiye alindiktan ve adanin fethi tamamlandiktan sonra yapilmis-
tir. Son tahrir ise 1704 tarihinde yani 35 yil sonra gerceklesti. Aslinda bu
Osmanl tahrir gelene@inin neredeyse sona erdigi bir donemde yapilmistir
ve hemen hemen Osmanlinin son yaptigi tahrirlerdendir.

Omer Liitfi Barkan, tahrirleri Osmanli imparatorlugu’nda idari ve mali
diizenin zorunlu bir araci olarak kabul eder (Barkan, Mericli 1988, 4). ‘Thti-
yac hasil oldukca’ yapilan tahrirler defter edilir ve timara ve maliyeye ait is-
lemler bu defterler iizerinden islem gorurlerdi. Mufassal (detayli) ve icmal

3 BOA, Tapu Tahrir Defteri, no. 825.
4 VGMA, Resmo Seriye Sicilleri, no. 3110, s. 45.
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(ozet) defterlerde, yazilan yerin idari birimleri, haneler, tasarruf ettikleri
arazi ve vergi matrahlar: net olarak yaziliyordu. Dolayisiyla bu defterler
ekonomik acgidan oldukca onemli bilgiler icermektedir. Ada’da Osmanl
egemenliginin kurulma stirecinde tarimsal faaliyetlerin ve iiretim iliskile-
rinin incelenmesinde de tahrirler son derece ilging veriler sunmaktadir.

Adada liziim tiretiminin durumunu gérmek icin Osmanli egemenligi altin-
da kayda alinan 1670 ve 1704 tarihli iki adet tapu tahrir defterini inceleme-
ye aldik. Bu galismada tahrir kayitlarinin sundugu veriler bizi sinirlada. ilkin
Osmanl egemenliginde adada iziim tretimini rekolte ve ihracat agisindan
karsilagtirabilecek veriler ne yazik ki bu defterlerde mevcut degildi. Bu
nedenle uretimi veya hasilati karsilastirma sansimiz olmada.

ikincisi vergi gelirlerini karsilastirma sansimiz da olmadi. Ciinkii 1670
sayiminda baglar ala evsat ve edna olarak ii¢ statiiye ayrilmis ve iiciiniin de
vergi oranlari, ala bir cerib (doniim) 120 akge, evsat bir cerib 60 akce, ed-
na bir cerib 30 akce seklinde ayr1 ayri belirlenmisti. Oysa 1704 sayiminda
baglar i¢in bdyle bir ayrim yapilmadi, her cerib 102 ak¢ceden hesaplanda.
Bu nedenle vergi hasilatini da uretimin azalmasi ya da artmasi anlaminda
karsilastirma sansimiz olmadi.

Tum bu saydigimiz nedenlerle her iki tahriri yan yana getirdigimizde
uzumau uretim/rekolte ve ihracat agisindan karsilastirma sansimiz olmada.
Geriye elimizde uretimin adada gelisimini izlemek i¢in tek ol¢ut kaldi. Bu
da vergiye konu olan bag 0l¢ciim (alan/mesaha) miktaridir. Bag miktarini
karsilayan olciit, alan olcust birimi olan ceribtir. Cerib 6l¢t birimi olarak
bu ytizyilda yaklasik bir donume karsilik gelmektedir.

Bu calismadaki amacimiz Girit'te Osmanh egemenliginin kurulmasi si-
rasinda baglarin durumunu resmetmekti. Bu amagcla ¢alismamizda Resmo
livasina bagh koylerdeki 1670 ve 1704 sayimlarinda, baglarin alan mikta-
rin1 yan yana getirdik.

Karsimiza cikan tabloda ilk tespit bag miktarinin da bazi koylerde aza-
lirken bazilarinda artmis oldugudur. Ornegin Milopotamu Nahiyesine bagh
Ayo Monos koyiinde bu otuz bes yil icinde bag miktar1 %23 oraninda aza-
lirken Resmo merkeze bagli Acipopula koyiinde %51 oraninda artmistir
(Bakiniz Ek).

Bu artis veya azalis hicbir koyde ayni oranda degildir. Asagidaki tablo-
larda gorildigu tizere nahiye bazinda da toplam artis ve azalis farklilik
gostermektedir. Ustelik yine asagidaki tabloda goriildiigii {izere Resmo
livas1 genelinde 1670°’den 1704’e otuz bes yil icinde toplam artis ve aza-
lis goruntist oldukca farkhidir. Bu siire igcinde bag miktari %9 oraninda
azalmastir.
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NAHIYE-Yi RESMO

Bag cerib
1650 1704 Fark Yizde
5395.5 5259.75 -135.75 -%2.5
NAHIYE-Yi MILOPOTAMU
Bag cerib
1650 1704 Fark Yizde
3855 3225.25 -629.75 -%16.3
NAHIYE-YI AYVASIL
Bag cerib
1650 1705 Fark Yizde
1290.5 933.5 -357 -%27.7
NAHIYE-Yi AMARI
Bag cerib
1650 1705 Fark Yiizde
1409.5 1458 +48.5 +%3.4
RESMO LiIVASI GENEL TOPLAM
Bag cerib
1650 1705 Fark Yizde
11,950.5 10,876.5 -1,074 %9

Osmanl egemenligi altinda baglarin durumu sik¢a kontrol edilmis, harap
halde bulunan baglarin tespiti ve bundan dolay1 reayanin vergi talebiyle
rahatsiz edilmemesi amaciyla uyarilar yapilmistir. 1670 ile 1705 tahrir-
leri arasinda zaman zaman sipahiler ya da reaya tarafindan gerceklesen
talepler dogrultusunda baglarin yerel ve bolgesel olarak yeniden tahrir
edildigi gorulmustiir. Ayn1 donemi kapsayan Resmo seriye sicilleri tize-
rinde yaptigimiz calismada zaman zaman koy sipahilerinin veya reayanin
talebi ve Kandiye Pasasi’nin emriyle baglarda yeniden ol¢gim yapildigi
anlasilmaktadir.

94 Niikhet Adiyeke. Osmanli Egemenligi’nin ilk illarinda Resmo Baglari



Venetians and Ottomans in the Early Modern Age, 85-96

Ol¢iimiin “atik ve cedid mahsuldar olan baglarin memhur miri resen
(halat) ile ve marifet-i ser’le” sithhat ve hakikat iizere yapilmasi ve bu bahane
ile reayanin taciz edilmemesi de ayrica belirtilmistir.’

Sonuc olarak adada Osmanh egemenligi altinda bagcilik faaliyetlerinin
devamettigi kayitlardan anlasilmaktadir. Ustelik 1704 tarihli tapu tahrir
defterinde yer alan kanunnamede de bu baglarin milkiyet konusu oldugu ve
miras paylasiminda giindeme getirilecegi acikca ifade edilmistir. “...cezire-i
mesfurenin arazisi arazi-i haraciyeden olmagile ahalisinin yedlerinde ibka
olunan bag ve bagce ve bostan ve sair arazi miilkleri olub emlak-1 saire
gibi tasarruf iderler mesela fevt olsalar vereseleri beyninde ale’l-vechii’l-
ser’ taksim olunur...”.® Buna uygun olarak kadi kayitlarinda baglar satis
hikimlerinde ve tereke paylasimlarinda yer almakla birlikte adada tiziim
uretimi, bagcilik diizenlemeleri, rekoltesi ve ihracati gibi bilgiler yer
bulamamistir. Kanunname hiitkiimlerinden de anlasildig: kadariyla adada
lizlim ve sarap Uretimi ve ticareti yapilmasina ragmen,tiim bunlarin adanin
ekonomik ve ticari verilerini etkileyecek boyutta olmadigi anlasilmaktadir.
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Abstract Since the beginning of the Ottoman state, Ottoman sultans used to award state (miri)
lands to certain individuals in full property (miilk). Full property landowners had the right to exploit
their lands as they liked. Immediately after the conquest of Crete, in 1645, some of the villages on the
island were awarded as full properties to the Ottoman generals leading the expedition on the island.
The Ottoman surveys register a total of 19 villages held in full property across Ottoman Crete: Two
villages in the district of Chania were granted in full property to Murad Pasa and one in the district of
Rethymno to the Grand Vizier Fazil Ahmed Pasa. The latter had also secured for himself a total of 16
villages held in full property in the district of Candia. This article has followed in detail the registra-
tion of these villages in the Ottoman surveys of 1650, 1670 and 1704, comparing their demographic
and economic structures to the data concerning other villages in the same sources, belonging to the
state or to pious foundations.
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Osmanli Imparatorlugu'nda genel cercevede toprak devletin miilkiidiir.
Sultanin kendisi ile simgelesen devlet icin miilk sahibinin de sultan olmasi
kacinilmaz bir sonuctur. Teorik tartismalarin 6tesinde sultan, kendisine ait
olan bu topraklar istedigi gibi tasarruf ederdi. Bu gercevede devlete ait
topraklarin bir kismi, hizmet akdi icin timarlara birakilir, bir kismi islam
hukukundaki yegane tiizel kisilik olarak taninmis vakiflara tahsis edilir, bir
kismi da sultanin ylksek iradesi ile bazi kigilere miilk olarak bahsedilirdi.
Stphesiz ki, bu ¢ tur toprak tasarrufu arasinda belli cerceve ve yonlerde
gecisler s0z konusu idi.

Devletin mulku olan toprak, temlik olarak bazi askeri ve mulki imeraya
hizmetlerine karsilik, 6zellikle de fiituhata istirak ve hizmet etmis olma-
nin temin ettigi bir hak ve miikafat olarak meccanen veriliyordu. (Barkan
1980a, 234; Barkan 1980b, 253). Bu kisiler de ¢cogunlukla “aristokrat ve
seckin yoneticiler” idi. (Inalcik 2000, 166) Barkan’in belirttigine gore bu
temlikler iki grupta olabiliyordu. Birinci grup: Mutlak miilkler, ki onlar1
sahih bir miulk olarak diisuinebiliriz, malik miilkiinii ne isterse yapabilirdi.
ikinci grup: Miilk-i mahz / hakk-1 sirf, bunlar da tahsis ve irsat kabilinden
olan miilklerdir. Burada devredilen sey toprak degil sadece vergi gelirle-
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ridir. (Barkan 1980a, 235; Barkan 1980b, 253) Ikinci grup icinde verilen
temlikleri bir miulkiyet kaydindan ziyade vergi toplama sistematizasyonu
icinde dusunmek gerekir.

Sultan tarafindan acik bir sekilde temlik edilmis topraklarin malikleri
topragin gercek sahibi gibi davranma hakkina sahip oluyordu. Malik bu
topraklan satabilir, hibe edebilir, miras birakabilirdi. Keza rehin, sufa,
vasiyet ve vakaf ahitleri de bu topraklar icin gecerli idi. (Barkan 1980a,
231)* Nitekim kayitlardan bu temlik topraklarda hukuksal olarak en cok
karsilasilan islemlerin intikal ve vakfa doniistiirme oldugu gorilmektedir.
Bu temlikler baglarda sahislara bir gelir gibi diistiniilse de esasinda bir vakif
maksadinin oldugu sdylenebilir. (Barkan 1980b, 261; inalcik 2000, 164 vd.)

Osmanli Imparatorlugu icin yukarida sézii edilen genel bilgilerin Gi-
rit'teki Osmanl toprak miilkiyeti igin de gegerli oldugunu soyleyebiliriz.
Ada, XVII. yuzyilin ortalarinda Venediklilerden alinmis ve burada Osmanl
yonetimi tesis edilmis, timar sistemi kurgulanmis ve devlete ait topraklarin
buyuk bir kisminda bu sistem uygulanmistir. Bu cercevede bazi topraklar
da yonetici elitlere miilk olarak tahsis edilmistir. Burada bir sinirlamanin
altim1 gizmemiz gerekir. 1705 tarihli kanunnamede yazili olan “cezire-i
mesfurenin arazisi arazi-i haraciyeden olmag ile ahalisinin yedlerinde ibka
olunan bag ve bagge ve bostan ve sair arazi miilkleri olub emlak-1 saire gibi
tasarruf iderler mesela fevt olsalar vereseleri beyninde ale’l-vechii’l-ser’
taksim olunur” kaydi (TKA, 1705 tarihli Kandiye Mufassal Defteri, eski no.
488; yeni no. 4, s. 2a) bizim kastettigimiz miilkiyet organizasyonu degildir.
Burada tek tek emlakin milkiyeti s6z konusudur ve bunun mesruiyeti de
kadimden malik olma gelenegidir. Burada malik bir tarlanin, bir bagin yani
belirli ve kii¢lik bir topragin sahibidir. Aslinda Girit’te 6zel miilkiyet adanin
fethinden itibaren sekillenmistir. Hububat tretiminin yapildig: tarlalar,
Girit’'teki tim Osmanli egemenligi stiresince, Osmanli’nin baska memle-
ketlerinde olmadigi bicimde 6zel mulkiyete acik olmustu (Bkz. Veinstein,
Triantafyiliou Balandé 1980; Adiyeke 2001). Bizim inceleyecegimiz milki-
yet hakki timar sisteminin tamamlayicisi olan, idarenin yeni fatih pasalara
milk olarak tevcih ettikleri buylik topraklardir. Belirtilmesi gereken bir
baska nokta da sudur, yukarida bahsi gecen tevcihatlarin sultanin iradesi
ile gerceklesmis olmasi gerekirken, sultan bu keyfiyeti adadaki yonetici-
lere birakmigtir. Stiiphesiz ki sultanin Girit adasindaki timar dagilimlarinin
detay ile ilgilenme sans1 yoktu. Adanin fatih pasalari bu sistemi kendileri
belirliyorlardi. Inceledigimiz belgeler suskun kalmakla birlikte Inalcik,
temliklerin sultandan dogrudan veya iist diizey yoneticiler kanaliyla talep
edilerek elde edildigini soylemektedir (Inalcik 2000, 164).

Orta donemlerin yaygin bir kurumu olan timar sistemini Girit’te, adaya

1 Keza Mihaloglu Ali Bey’in temlik koylerini evlatlarina, zevcelerine ve kullarina taksim
etmistir (Barkan 1980b, 258).

98 Adiyeke. Fatih Pasalar’in Kendilerine Armagani



Venetians and Ottomans in the Early Modern Age, 97-110

XIII. yuzyilin basindan itibaren hakim olan Venedikliler de uygulamislar-
dir. Farkli donemlerde farkli uygulamalar olmakla birlikte, Venedik do-
neminde de bazi timar sahipleri timarini istedigi kisiye devretme, miras
birakma, satma, hibe etme hakkina sahipti. (Zinkeisen 2011, 422 vd- 456
vd). Dolayisiyla Girit'in Osmanh yonetimine ge¢cmesinden sonra hem kendi
hukukunda hem de yerel gelenekte var olan bu temlik sistemi yaygin bir
sekilde olmasa da uygulama alanina girmistir. Kayitlarda Girit’te temlik
topraklara sahip iic Osmanli yoneticisi aileye rastlanmistir. Bunlarin ilki
Kandiye fatihi vezir-i azam Koépriliizade Fazil Ahmed Pasa, digeri vezir-i
azam Hiuseyin Pasa ve onun ogullarindan Ahmed Bey ve torunu Hiseyin,
sonuncusu da vezir Murad Pasa’dir.

Sayisal olarak en cok temlik koy, vezir Hiiseyin Pasa’nin oglu Ahmed
Bey’e verilmistir. 1650 tahririnde Hiseyin Pasa’dan so0z ederken; “vezir
Hiseyin Pasa fatih-i cezire-yi Girid” denilmektedir. Aym tarihli icmal
defterinde Hiiseyin Pasa’nin asagida detaylandiracagimiz karyeleri kendisi
icin degil, “kendi oglu Ahmed Bey igin temlik ettirdigi” agik¢a yazmaktadir.?
Defterlerde, Ahmed Bey’den alisiimadik bir sekilde “Ahmed Bey veled-i
Hiseyin Pasa” veya “Huseyin Pasa’nmin veledi” diye s0z etmektedir.
1705 tahririnde ise temlik sahibi “Ahmed bin Huseyin Pasazade” olarak
gecmektedir, yani Ahmet Bey’in oglu Hiiseyin Bey’dir. Sayisal acidan, ikinci
olarak “veziri-i azam ve serdar-1 ekrem Fazil Ahmed Pasa”nin temlikleri son
olarak da vezir Murad Pasa’nin temlikleri kayitlidir.

Kayitlarda bu kisilere temlik haklarinin yukarida belirtildigi gibi
gosterdikleri yararhiliklardan dolay: verildigi belirtilmistir. Fazil Ahmed
Pasa’ya “ugur-u din 4 mibin ve umur-u hiimayun-sevket karinde avn-i
rabbani ve inayet-samdani birle hidemat-1 mebrure ve fituhat-1 meskurede
viucud[a] getirdikleri bezl-i kud[r]et ve sarf-1 himmetleri mukabelesinde”
(TKA, eskino. 488; yenino. 4, s. 215), Murad Pasa’ya da bundan 6nce olan
seferlerde ve Hanya Kalesi’'nin fethinde kuffar ile yapilan muharebede “yuz
akliklar1 gostermis oldugundan”® bazi topraklar ve koyler temlik olarak
verilmisti. Stiphesiz Hiiseyin Pasa’nin da temliklere mazhar olmasinin
bunun gibi sebeplere dayali oldugunu diisiinebiliriz. Nitekim Kopasi “o
misilli [temlik] kuranin kism-1 azami Girid’in tarih-i fethinde bir mevki-i
miumtaz ahz ile sohret kazanmis olan serdar-1 Girid Hiiseyin Pasa’nin
uhdesinde temlik edilmis idi” demektedir.?

Tapu tahrir defterlerinde temliklerin, mutlaka sultanin hatt-1 himayunu
veya temlikname-i hiimayunu ile milk olarak ihsan edildigi yazilidir. Hatt-1

2 BOA, TT. d. no. 785, s. 108, 110.
3 BOA, TT. d. no. 820, s. 132.

4 Andreya Kopasi ([1315] 1897-98, 1159), Hiiseyin Pasa’nin kendi el yazisi ile yazilmis, 5
Ocak 1659 tarihli bir vasiyetnamede, “bu temlikat-1 mezkureye ne surette nail oldugunu
anlattigin1” soylemektedir.
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hiimayunlarda topraklarin maliklerinin bu topraklar dilerse satabilecekleri
dilerse hibe edecekleri ve dilerlerse vakf edebilecekleri acik ve net olarak
yaziyordu.® Bu arazilerin miilkiyetinin temlik sahibine birakildig: gibi,
buradaki tum vergiler de “hukuk-u seriye ve rusum-u orfiyye” temlik
sahibine birakiliyordu. Bu arazilerin milkiyetinin temlik sahibine birakildig:
gibi, buradaki tim vergiler de “hukuk-u seriye ve riisum-u orfiyye” temlik
sahibine birakiliyordu.®

Girit’teki temlik arazilerini iki grupta incelemek mimkiin gorinmektedir.
Birinci grupta bir koy tamamen bir kisiye temlik olarak birakilmaktadir.
ikinci grup ise sehirde veya kodyde arazinin bir kisminin temlik birakildigi
topraklardir. Anlagildigi kadariyla, kéyin tamami bir kisiye temlik
verilmis ise herhangi bir haritalamaya, sinirnameye gerek yoktu. Fakat
temlikler kentte veya timar koylerinin arazisi icinde ise sinirnameler
dizenlendigi gorulmustur. Zira kamu arazisi ile milk arazinin kesin olarak
ayrilmasi ve tartisma yaratmayacak sekilde temlik arazinin haritalanmasi
gerekmektedir. Barkan, bunun kadilar ve mahallin ileri gelenleri tarafindan
teskil edilen komisyonlar tarafindan yapilan incelemeler ve isaret koymalar
seklinde sinirlarin tespit edilip sinirnameler diizenlendigini belirtir (1980b,
265-6). Gercekten de 16707 ve 1705 (TKA., eski no. 488; yeni no. 4, s.
215b) (Bkz. Ek) tarihli tahrir defterlerinde bazi sinirnameler kayitlidir.
Sinirnamelerde milk olarak kayith arazinin sinir komsular: tiim yonleriyle
tek tek anilmakta temlik arazinin haritasi ¢gikarilmaktadir. Bu isin, Barkan’in
belirttigi gibi kadi ve ileri gelenlerden olusan bir komisyon marifetiyle
gercgeklestirildigini belirtmek gerekir.

Girit savaslarinin devam edip Hanya ve Resmo’nun Osmanli yonetimine
yeni girdigi donemde yapilan 1650 tahririnde® 6zellikle Hiiseyin Pasa’nin
oglu Ahmed Bey tzerine temlik edilmis ¢ok sayida koy bulunmaktadir.
Adanin dogu kisminin heniiz Osmanl yonetimine girmedigi bu déonemde
bu kisinin tizerinde milk olarak kayitli 13 koéy vardir. Kenuryo’da® 8,
Granbusa’da 3, Pedye ve Hanya’'da da birer adet olmak tizere toplam 13

5 BOA, TT. d. no. 785, s. 109; TT. d. no. 820, s. 116-118.

6 Cf. BOA, TT. d. no. 820 s. 116-117. Temliklerile ilgili tim bilgiler Tapu tahrir defterlerinde
kayitlidir. Bunan disinda ayri bir defter yoktur. Halil inalcik British Library’de I. Siileyman
donemine ait bir temlikname koleksiyonu bulundugunu soylemektedir (2000, 166, dipnot 1).

7 BOA, TT. d. no. 825, s. 822.
8 BOA, Girit Mufassal Defteri, TT. d. no. 820; Girit icmal Defteri, TT. d. no. 785.

9 Rumca yerlesim isimlerinin okunmasi 6nemli bir problemdir. Yazim katiplerinin her ne
kadar yerli insanlardan yardim alsalar da bu isimleri Tiirk fonetigine gore farklilastirdik-
lar: anlasilmaktadir. Bir baska sorun da Rumca bu isimleri Arap harfleriyle yazmaktan
kaynaklanmistir. Bazen katip kendine goére isimleri degistirmistir. Ornegin; Mournyes
veya Murnies kdyiinu katip cok acik bir sekilde Murniye seklinde yazmistir. Genel olarak
katibin yazim sekline uygun yazimlari kabul ettik ve parantez iginde koyliin Yunanca ismini
yazdik. KOy isimlerinin okunusunda yararlandigimiz en 6nemli kaynak ise University of
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adet koy Hiiseyin Pasaoglu Ahmed Bey’in temlikidir. Bu 13 koyiin toplam
geliri 252,780 akcedir. Burada ilgin¢ bir konu da sudur, Pedye nahiyesi
Piskopi (Episkopi) karyesinin geliri 48,780 akge olarak yazilmis, fakat diger
karyelerin hepsinde gelirler 10,000 veya 20,000 akce gibi yuvarlanarak
yazilmistir. Bu yazimda koylerin toprak miktarlarn hicbir sekilde
belirtilmemis, sadece elde edilen urun miktar ve ¢esidi kaydedilmistir.
Ahmet Bey’in temlik koyleri Tablo I'dedir.

No Koy ismi Nahiyesi Hane sayisi Hasilati (akge)
1 Piskopi Pedye 146 48,780
2 Peri Kenuryo 46 10,000
3 Alikyanu (Alithini) Kenuryo 70 10,000
4 Bobya (Pobya) Kenuryo 172 20,000
5 Plorya (Plora) Kenuryo 95 20,000
6 Hristolagi(Hirolagi) Kenuryo 16 14,000
7 Platano (Platanos) Kenuryo 14 10,000
8 Monohoro ve metohu Kenuryo 121 20,000
9 Monohoro Cigalyas (Galias) Kenuryo 25 20,000
10 Spaluse(Sympallousa) Piryotice 51 20,000
11 Tibaki Piryotice 53 20,000
12 Aya Tiryada Piryotice 82 20,000
13 Alikanu Hanya 63 20,000

Tablo 1. 1650 Yili Hiiseyin Pagsaoglu Ahmed Bey Temlikleri
Kaynak: BOA, TT. d. no. 820, ss. 125-131

Crete, Institute for Mediterranean Studies tarafindan hazirlanan Digital Crete oldu (ht-
tp://digitalcrete.ims.forth.gr/index.php?1=1) Ayrica bu konudaki yardimlar: i¢in Elias
Kolovos’a tesekkiir ederim.
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1650 tahririnde Murad Pasa’nin Hanya Nahiyesi'ne bagh bir temlik koyt
(Furniya Kasteli) vardir ki bunun geliri de 18,000 akcedir. Ayrica Hiseyin
Pasaoglu Ahmet Bey’'in Hanya'ya bagli 14 farkli has ve zeamet koylerinde
parcali temlik arazileri de vardi.

1650 tahririnden once Hiuseyin Pasa’nin baska karyeleri de temlik
olarak aldigini soyleyebiliriz. Zira bu tahrirde, Hiiseyin Pasaoglu Ahmed
Bey’in Kisamu nahiyesinde 5 adet (Asiliya?, Piskopi, Lukya?, Drapanya);
Hanya (Vrisesve Drakiyana), Apokoron (ArmenusveNea Horyo) ve Resmo
(Prases ve Hromanastiri [Hora Manastir]) nahiyelerinde de ikiser adet
olmak lizere toplam 11 adet miilk koyunu vakfa cevirttigi belirtilmigtir.
Detaylar hakkinda ileride tizerinde duracagimiz temlik koylerin vakfa
donusturilmesi uygulamasi cergevesinde yapilan bu islemlerde bu koylerin
gelirleri yazilmamistir.*

1670 yilinda adanin tamamen fethini miiteakiben yapilan tahrirler™
ise Girit’in butunu hakkinda daha onemli bilgiler sunmaktadir (1650 ve
1670 yillarinda yapilan iki tahririn genel anlamda degerlendirilmesi ve
karsilastirilmasi icin bkn. Giilsoy 2001). Idari boliimlenmenin farklilastigini
da goz onunde tutarak bu tarihteki temlikleri 6zetlersek en ¢ok temlik
karyenin Hiiseyin Pasaoglu Ahmed Bey’e kayith oldugunu soyleyebiliriz.
Bu kisinin Kenuryo nahiyesinde ¢ok sayida koy ve metoh (¢iftlik), temlikleri
bulunmaktadir. Ayrica, Monofaca, Piryotice ve Pedye nahiyesinde de
temlik koyleri bulunmaktadir. Bu koylerin toplam geliri ise 476,223 akcgeyi
bulmaktadir. Bu karyelerin dokimu Tablo II’dedir.

No Koy ismi Nahiyesi Hane sayisi Hasilati (akge)
1 Piskopi (Episkopi) Pedye 261 87,488
2 Kuse (Kouses) Kenuryo 24 16,495
3 Metohoryo Aliya ? Kenuryo 30 8,538
4 Popya (Pobya) Kenuryo 94 62,616
5 Peri Kenuryo 42 25,965
6 Alisini Kenuryo 39 15,841
7 Monohoro Yalya (Monochoro Galya) ~ Kenuryo 21 13,832
8 Metoh-u Listaroz (Metohoryaki) Kenuryo 6 5,088
9 Karye-i Metoh-u Elya? Kenuryo 4 3,030
10 Karye-i Metoh-u ikserikara (Xeri Kara) Kenuryo 8 1,575
11 Plora Kenuryo 106 54,791
12 Metoh-u Platano {Plora} Kenuryo 31 34,605
13 Metoh-u Kuvari {Plora} Kenuryo 2 6,750

10 Cf. BOA, TT. d. no.785, s. 109. Defter serhinde her ne kadar agikca “onbir” kéyden soz
etse de yukarida da goriilldigi gibi on adet koy ismi yazilmistir.

11 BOA, Girit, Hanya Resmo Mufassal Defteri, TT. d. no. 822; Girit, Kandiye Sitia Mufassal
Defteri, TT. d. no. 825.
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14 Metoh-u Kustoliyana{Plora} Kenurya 12 12,705
15 Aya Triyanda Piryotice 71 37,983
16 Sibalussa Piryotice 70 31,144
17 Dibaki (Tymbaki) Piryotice 62 57,777

Tablo 2. 1670 Yili Hiiseyin Pasaoglu Ahmed Bey Temlikleri
Kaynak: BOA, TT. d. no. 825, s. 168-851 arasI muhtelif

1670 tarihli tahrirden anlasildigina gore, Murad Pasa’nin Hanya’da
toplam 40,000 akceye yakin gelire sahip 3 karyesi, Fazil Ahmed Pasa’nin
da Monofaca nahiyesinde 2, Milapotamu nahiyesinde de 1 temlik karyesi
mevcuttur. Ahmed Pasa’nin Temenos kazasinda parcali farkhh temlik
arazileri de bulunmaktadir. Bu temliklerin tespit edilen toplam geliri
309,726 akcedir. Buna ek olarak ayni kazanin havass-1 himayun olan
Gavnos ? koyiunde geliri belirtilmemis 38,371 cerib arazi de Ahmet Pasa
temlikidir. 1670 yilinda Fazil Ahmed Pasa’nin ve Murad Pasa’nin temlik
koyleri ile ilgili detay Tablo III’dedir.

No Koy ismi Nahiyesi Temlik Sahibi Hane sayisi Hasilati (akge)
1 AyaVarvara Monofaca Fazil Ahmed Pasa 198 102,709

2 AyaToma  Monofaga Fazil Ahmed Pasa 224 75,762

3 Ayairini Milopotamu Fazil Ahmed Pasa 278 122,595

4 Murniye Hanya Murad Pasa 56 30,369

5 Meskla Hanya Murad Pasa 24 9,140

Tablo 3. 1670 Yili Fazil Ahmed Pasa ve Murad Pasa Temlikleri
Kaynak: ilk iki kdy; BOA, TT. d. no. 825, s. 910-913 / 950-954. Diger kdyler; BOA, TT. d. no. 822, ss.
43-45 [/ 504-508

Temlik koylerinin 6ykiist izleyebildigimiz son kaynak 1705 tahrirleridir.
Girit’e ait son tapu tahrirleri olan (TKA, Hanya Mufassal Defteri, eski no.
489; yeni no. 1; Kandiye Mufassal Defteri, eski no. 488; yeni no. 4)* bu
defterler 6zellikle 1670 defterleri ile buyuk bir benzerlik gostermektedir.
Temlik koyleri agisindan en ¢ok temlik yine Hiiseyin Pasazade Ahmed Bey
adina kayithdir. Kenuryo kazasinda 11, Piryotice kazasinda 3 ve Kandiye’de
bir koy bu kisinin miulkiyetindedir. Bu koylerin toplam geliri 278,013
akcedir. Hiiseyin Pasaoglu Ahmed Bey’in temliklerinin genel 6zeti Tablo
IV’'tedir.

12 Bu tahrirler H. 1116-1117 yillarinda yapilmistir. 1704-1706 yillar: arasina isabet eden
bu defterleri 1705 yil1 tahriri olarak kabul ettik.
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No Koy ismi Nahiyesi Hane sayisi Hasilati (akge)
1 Piskopi Kandiye 175 49,581
2 Kuse Kenuryo 24 4,362
3 Metohoryo Aliya ? Kenuryo 41 4,370
4 Bobya Kenuryo 120 46,973
5 Alisini Kenuryo 28 10,618
6 Monohoro Yali Kenuryo 20 4,209
7 Listaro Kenuryo 13 5,332
8 Pilora (Plora) Kenuryo 97 32,560
9 Platano Kenuryo 16 11,808
10 Kuvari Kenuryo 4 4,890
11 Kustoliyana Kenuryo 22 6,478
12 Aya Triyanda Kenuryo 5 1,106
13 Sibalussa Piryotice 58 19,150
14 Dibaki Piryotice 65 49,180
15 Triyanda (Hagi Triadha) Piryotice 81 19,150

Tablo 4. 1705 Yili Hiiseyin Pasaoglu Ahmed Bey Temlikleri
Kaynak: TKA, eski no. 488; yeni no. 4, muhtelif sayfalar

Inceledigimiz 1705 tahririnde, Fazil Ahmed Pasa’nmin Monofaca’da 2,
Milopotamu’da bir koy toplam 184,628 akcelik temliki kaydedilmistir. Ayni
tahrirde Murad Pasa’nin ise kayithi olan 2 karyesi bulunmaktadir. Bunlarin
bilgileri Tablo V’dedir.

No Koy ismi Nahiyesi Temlik Sahibi Hane sayisi Hasilati (akge)
1 Murniya Hanya Murad Pasa 79 26,299
2 Meskla Hanya Murad Pasa 27 10,030
3 Magarites Milopotamu Fazil Ahmed Pasa 438 92,154
4 Anadolu Monofaga Fazil Ahmed Pasa 153 38,113
5 AyaVarvara Monofaca Fazil Ahmed Pasa 158 54,361

Tablo 5. 1705 Yili Fazil Ahmed Pasa ve Murad Pasa Temlikleri
Kaynak: TKA,eski no. 489; yeni no. 1; eski no. 488; yeni no. 4. Muhtelif sayfalar

Temlik koyleri ile timar ve vakif koyleri karsilagtirildiginda gbéze carpan
herhangi bir farklilasma bulunmamaktadir. Buytkliik ve zenginlik bakimindan,
uretimde bir uzmanlagma bulunmamasi bakimindan temlik kéylerinin diger
koylerle benzer oldugunu soyleyebiliriz. Temlik koylerinin diger temlik
koyleri ile karsilastirilmasinda da dikkate deger farklilagsmalarin olmadigini
sOyleyebiliriz. Ancak koylerdeki hane gelirlerinin genel olarak c¢ok farkl
oldugunu soyleyebiliriz. Tablolardan anlasildigi kadaryla kdylerde hane
basina diisen hasilat 1,220 akgeye kadar cikabilmekte veya 181 akgeye kadar
diisebilmektedir.
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1650 tahririnde toprak esas alinmamis, Uriinler esas alinmistir. Tek tek
urun miktarlari yazilmakla birlikte bu urunlerin ne kadar bir topraktan
elde edildigi kayith degildir. 1670 ve 1705 tahrirlerinde ilk tahririn aksine
toprak miktar: detayli olarak yazilmigtir. Tarlalar ala ve muvassat (vasat)
olarak cerib miktariyla ayri ayri yazilmistir. Baglar da ala, evsat ve ed-
na olarak u¢ grupta belirtildikten sonra bunlarin vergilendirilmesinden
elde edilecek gelirler de belirtilmistir. Bunlara ek olarak bahce, bostan,
cayirlarin yani sira bos topraklar da “arz-1 hali” olarak yazilmis ve vergi-
lendirilmistir. Defterlerde zeytin ve diger meyve agaclari da yazilarak her
birinin vergileri yazilmistir. Dolayisiyla 1670 verileri ile 1705 verilerini
karsilastirmak mimkiin goruinmektedir. Temlik koylerin her ug¢ tahrirde
karsilastirilabilecek veriler sadece hane sayilar ve toplam hasilatlardir.

Karsilastirmalar her zaman anlamli sonuclar vermemektedir. Ornegin;
Murniye koyl 1670 sayimlarinda 56 hane ve toplam 932 cerib bir araziye
sahip iken hasilat1 30,369 akcgedir. 1705tahririnde koy buyumis 79 hanelik
1062 cerib araziye sahip bir koy haline gelmis fakat hasilati yaklasik %10
gerileyerek 26,299 akceye dusmustur. Keza Meskla karyesinde 1670’den
1705 yilina degin hane sayisi %10 artarak 24’den 27 ¢gikmis toprak bii-
yiuklugu ise %75 artarak 282 ceribden 463 ceribe ylikselmistir. Hasilata
baktigimiz zaman %10°luk bir artis yasanmis ve 9140 akcge olan hasilat
10,030 akceye yukselmistir.

1670 tahriri ile 1705 tahriri de kéylerin stirekligi agisindan 6nemli veriler
sunmaktadir. Hiiseyin Pasaoglu Ahmet Bey temlik kéylerinden Piskopi, Kuse,
Metohoryo Aliya, Pobya, Alisini, Monohoro Yali, Metoh-u Listaroz (Metohor-
yaki), Plora, Metoh-u Platano, Metoh-u Kuvari, Metoh-u Kustoliyana, Aya
Triyanda, Sibalussa ve Dibaki karyelerinin 1670 yi1l1 hane sayilari ve toplam
hasilati karsilastirildig: zaman dikkat ceken durum sudur. Koylerin hane sa-
yilar1 bazilarinda artmis bazilarinda azalmistir. Fakat Listaroz karyesi haric
butun koylerin toplam hasilatinda 6nemli bir azalma goze carpmaktadir.

Temlik kdylerin doneminde yasadigi 6nemli bir sorun bu kéylerin genel
tahrirler sirasinda farkli kisilere ve kurumlara yazilmalar: ve cgesitli
taarruzlara maruz kalmas: olmustur. Ornegin; Kursiua kéyiinde bazi
yerler hatt-1 himayun ile Murat Pasa’ya temlik edildigi halde sonradan
bazi kisiler bunun milkiyetine timar ve zeamet yoluyla miidahalede
bulunmuslardir. Daha sonra bu miilklerin bir kismi geri verildiyse de
Piskopi karyesinin geri verilme islemi unutulmustur. Buranin da hatt-1
hiitmayun mucibince geriverilmesii¢in 11 Kasim 1654 de islem yapilmistir.?®
Keza 1673 Ekim tarihli bir kayitta vezir-i azam Ahmed Pasa’nin Kandiye
Kalesi altinda ve muhtelif karyelerdeki parcali temliklerinin “kesf ve
muayene” olunarak, hiicceti mucibince defterhane-yi amirede tashih

13 BOA, TT. d. no. 820, s. 132.
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edilip mucibince kayit edilmesi gerekliligi yazilmistir.2* Her iki kaydin
da genel tahririn hemen arkasina tarihlenmesi bu konularda tahrirler
cercevesinde sorunlar yasandigini gostermektedir.

Temlik arazinin dogal bir stire¢ olan mirastan sonra en ¢ok vakfa doniis-
tiirme islemine maruz kaldig1 goriillmektedir. Barkan’in, bu temliklerin kimi
zaman arazinin vakfa ¢evrilmesi icin bir 6nbicim olabilecegi (Barkan 1980
b, 251 dipnot 3) tezi de pek gbz ardi edilecek bir goriis degildir. Nitekim
Girit’e ait her li¢ tahrirde de buna dair ¢ok sayida islem ile kargilasilmakta-
dir. Temliklerin vakfa donuistirilmesinden 6énce 1650 tahrir defterlerinde
basta vezir Hiiseyin Pasa’ya (Bkz. Sagir 2013), 1670 ve 1705 tahrirlerinde
vezir Fazil Ahmet Pasa’ya ve daha birgok yoneticiye ait cok sayida vakif koy
ve miilkleri defterlerde kayithidir. Bu koy ve arazilerin, Osmanli egemenli-
gine girisi sirasinda vakif arazisi olarak kaydedildigi disiintilmelidir. D6-
niusme isleminde ise toprak bir kisiye miilk olarak tescil edilmekte bu kisi
de bir stire sonra bu miilkiini vakfa devretmektedir. Anlasildig: kadari ile
temliklerin vakfa gevrilmesi yeni bina ve vakiflarin kurulmasi ile iligkilidir.

Temliklerin vakfa gevrilmesi ile ilgili ilk ornek Nisan 1659 tarihlidir. Vezir-i
azam Hiiseyin Pasa’nin Girit'te bulunan kethiidas1 Omer Aga vasitasiyla
yapilan islemde Pigi karyesi ve Resmo kalesindeki hamamin gelirleri
Resmo’da bina ettirdigi camiye vakfedilmistir.?®* Ayrica aym tarihte birgok
koy Resmo ve Kisamu’da bina ettirdigi caminin miihimmat ve mirtezikasi
icin vakfedilmistir. Ayrica 14 farkh koydeki parcali temlikler de bu vakiflara
zam olunmustur.!®

1745 Subat tarihli bir islem de Dariissade Agasi Besir AGa’nin arzuha-
linden izlenmektedir. Defterde, bundan once temlik olan Hanya nahiyesine
bagh Furniya ve Meskla karyelerinin yeni bina olunan “medrese-i latife”
icin vakif olarak aktarildig: yazilidir. Bu iki koyiin kayith bag, bahce, zey-
tin ve diger agaclarin vakfa aktarilmasi i¢in gerek yerel mali gorevlilerle
gerekse merkez maliyesi ile yazismalar yapilmis; yillik 39,109 akce tutan
gelirlerin, ad1 gecen vakfa, medresenin masraflarn icin vakif kaydedilme-
sine karar verilmigtir (TKA, eski no. 489; yeni no. 1, s. 26b-27a).

Son olarak hem ilging hem de detaylan hakkinda bilgimiz olmayan ve
uygulanip uygulanmadigini tam olarak bilemedigimiz bir vakiftan soz
edecegiz. Girit'te bir donem Osmanli yoneticisi olarak ¢alismis ve oldukca
onemli bilgiler sunan Andrea Kopasi, Hiiseyin Pasa’nin bir vasiyetinden s6z
etmektedir. Bu vasiyetinde Pasa’nin Hanya’da, Kandiye’de ve Resmo’da
birer tane eytam ve ihtiyac sandigi kurdugundan s6z etmektedir.’” Buna

14 BOA, TT. d. no. 825, s. 506.
15 BOA, TT. d. no.820, s. 116-118.
16 BOA, TT. d. no.785, s. 109-110.

17 “Eytam ve ihtiya¢ sandig1” terimi XIX. yiizyilda kullanilan bir terimdir. Kopasi ¢ok
buytk bir ihtimalle bu terimleri nikud vakfi karsiliginda kullanmigtir.
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gore bu sandiklan bir baskan dort iiye gonilliler yoneteceklerdi. Asar ve
tapu hasilatinin “her ne mikdar murad ve emr” ederse o miktar vakfa gelir
yazilacaktir. Sandiktan ¢ikan akgenin her kesesi yani 500 kurus, aylik 31 akce
faizle kefiller ile talep edenlere verilecektir. Bu sandiklarin amaci ahaliden
anasiz, babasiz, akrabasiz, yetim kalan kiz ve erkeklere nafaka, elbise temin
etmek gelin olacaklara ¢eyiz almakti. Bu sandiklarin muhasebesi her alt1 ayda
bir kontrol edilecekti. (Kopasi[1315] 1897-98, 1159) Bu kontrol mekanizmasi
ashinda tiim para vakiflari icin uygulanan bir prosedir idi. Kopasi bu bilgileri
verirken vakfinin kurulusunda hangi koylerin vakfa donisturialdigiuni
yazmamaktadir.

Sonug olarak; ilk etapta merkezden olduk¢a uzakta olan topraklarin
temlik sahibi Osmanl elitleri icin ne gibi avantajlar sagladig: tartisilsa da
gecen zaman iginde elitlerin ahfadina bu durum ¢ok 6nemli avantajlar sag-
lamistir. Bu milk sahiplerinin biytk bir cogunlugu temlik koylerin vergi
ve gesitli gelirlerini camilere ve diger hayir kurumlarina vakfetmislerdir.
Cami ve diger kurumlarin masraflan vakif hasilatindan giktiktan sonra ka-
lan hasilat “sart-1 vakf vechle” varislere kaliyordu. Kalan para bu kisilerin
ekonomik olarak rahat bir hayat siirdirmelerini olanakl kiliyordu. Buna
ek olarak bu kisilerin bu koylerin “umuruna nazarat etmek” vazifesi de
kendilerine intikal ediyordu. (Kopasi [1315] 1897-98, 1159) Bu durum da
bu kisilerin toplumsal prestijlerinin devamini sagliyordu.

Sultanin ihsani olan temlikler yine sultanin iradesiyle miisadere yontemi
ile tekrar miriye donusturulebilirdi. Ne varki vakfa donusturulen temlikler
vasitasiyla fatih pasalar ahfadinin gelecegini hem ekonomik agidan hem
de toplumsal statii agisindan garanti altina almis oluyorlardi. Girit’'te de
bu siirecin sisteme uygun olarak yiuradigi gorilmektedir.
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Kaynaklar

TT. d. = Girit Tapu Tahrir Defterleri

BOA = Istanbul, Basbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi

TT. d. no. 785, 1650 Tarihli Girit icmal Defteri.

TT. d. no. 820, 1650 Tarihli Girit Mufassal Defteri.

TT. d. no. 822, 1670 Tarihli Hanya, Resmo Mufassal Defteri.
TT. d. no. 825, 1670 Tarihli Kandiye, Sitia Mufassal Defteri.
TKA = Ankara, Tapu Kadastro Arsivi

Eski no. 489; yeni no. 1, 1705 Tarihli Hanya Mufassal Defteri.
Eski no. 488; yeni no. 4, 1705 Tarihli Kandiye Mufassal Defteri.
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Ek. 1. Tapu Kadastro Arsivi, Kandiye Mufassal Defteri, eski no. 488; yeni no. 4, s. 215b.
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Vezir-i a’zam ve serdar-1 ekrem Ahmed Pasa adam-allahu te’ala ve iclale-
hunun ugir-u din ve miibin ve umiir-u htimayin sevket karinde 'avn-i rab-
bani ve ‘inayet samedani birle hidemat-1 mebrire ve fitihat-1 meskirede
viichid getiirdiikleri bez-i kud[r]et ve sarf-1 himmetleri mukabelesinde ba-
hatt-1 himaylin sevket makriin hibe ve temlik ve ihsan buyurulan balada
mastlr Topalti’'nda dahil-i emlak ve arazinin sintr ve hudud deyu rikni
zikr olunur ber-mfcib-i defter mesaha ka’le-i Kandiye haricinde sahil-i
bahrin sark tarafinda vaki’ Nazarata dimekle ma’rif mevz’ide Ibrahim
Pasayurdu altindaki sedd ile mezarlik altindan geciib Pedye nam karye
yolunda ve andan tarik-i ‘Amm ile gidiib Tashdag’in altinda vaki Incir sedd
uzerinde vaki tarik-i hass ile harabe sirahaneye ve andan yine zikr olunan
incir sedd iizerindeki yol ile CaAmesily Deresi'ne ve yine andan dere ile
bir mikdar yukaru gidiib zikr olunan derenin {izerinde yol ile Aktepe’den
yukaru hardbe manastira ve andan sedd kenarinda vaki’ sirehaneye ve
andan sedd ile tarik-i ‘dmma miintehi olub ba’dehu dort yol basina ve an-
dan Frenkyol ile yenigerilerin eski karagolhanesine andan Tekye altinda
vaki’ Frenkyolu’'nda Buriisa nam karyede vaki’ hamam yerine ve andan
yine zikr olunan Buriisa karyesi sinor dahilinde Eskiordu altinda vaki’
tarik-i ‘amm ile Anadolu kardgolhanesine ve andan yine tarik-i ‘dmm ile
Rumili karagolhanesine andan derede vaki’ Hasan Pasa Kopriisii dimekle
meshir tas kopriiye ve andan kopriylu gecib yol ile sedd tizerinde vaki’
magaraya ve andan yolun sol tarafinda vaki’ harabe sirehdneye ve andan
yine yol ile Finike ndm karyeye tefrik olunan yol basina ve andan Alayyolu
ile tepede vaki’ ii¢ yol basina ve andan asagi yine Alayyolu ile {i¢ yol basina
ve andan asagi1 yine Alayyolu ile ova yolunun iizerine ugrayub andan yine
Alay tarikiyle Finike Deresi'ne ve andan yine zikr olunan tarik-i alay ile
yol tizerinde vaki’ yerlii bliyiik kayaya ve andan bas muhasebeci Mehmed
Efendi oldugu sedd basinda vaki’ magaralar tizerinde yol ile mezarhga
ve andan beglik kassdbhaneye ve andan asagi sedd ile Vardiye Kulesi al-
tinda harabe sirehdneye ve andan asagi yine {i¢ yol basinda vaki’ harabe
sirahaneye ve andan Uluyol altindaki eski bina yerinde deryaya dogru vaz’
olunan nisan taglan ile su deresinin deryaya muhtelit ve miilahik oldugu
mahallden deryaya miintehi olur.
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Abstract Inthe 18th century, Larnaca, the main international port of Cyprus, enjoyed a very vivid
commercial life. The island’s rich sources and its geographical position made Cyprus a center of
attraction in the Levant and during this period, an important number of ships visited the island.
This article offers a portrait of the commercial and transportational activities in Larnaca based on
the Venetian registers of 1774-75 located in the ASVe, prepared by Bernardo Caprara, the island’s
Venetian Consul. The analysis of the registers will bring to light the Western participation in the com-
mercial life of the Levant; the port’s potential; the distribution of the flags of the ships that docked
in the port; and the types of ships that were used by foreign states. Special interest will be given to
the products which were imported and exported from the port of Larnaca.

Summary 1 Giris. - 2 Kaynaklara Dair. - 3 Veri incelemesi.

Keywords Larnaca. Commodity. Levant. Trade. Maritime transportation.

1 Giris

Osmanl limanlarinin sunmus oldugu ticari firsatlardan istifade etmek
isteyen Batili devletler, Osmanli Devleti'nden almay1 basardiklari
ahidnamelerle Akdeniz’de ticari bir orgitlenme yoluna gitmislerdir.
Temelde konsolosluklar ihdas1 vasitasiyla tesis edilen bu orgutlenme ile
Batili devletler hem boélgedeki tacirlerinin ticaretlerini rahatlikla devam
ettirmesini temin ederlerken hem de bu temsilcilerin tiretmis olduklari
raporlar vasitasiyla bolgeye yonelik ticari politikalarini belirleme ve
gerektiginde giincelleme imkanina kavusmuslardir. 18. ylizyila gelindiginde
de Osmanli egemenligindeki Dogu Akdeniz limanlarinda ¢ok sayida
konsolos yahut konsolos vekilinin gorev yaptigi goriilmektedir (Bkz. Ozkul
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2013, 256-7).

Akdeniz’in kadim devletlerinden biri olan ve bir donem Kibris adasinda
dogrudan egemenlik tesis etmis bulunan Venedik Cumhuriyeti, adanin
Osmanli egemenligine girmesi ile birlikte buradaki ticari ¢ikarlarini
muhafaza etmek icin Osmanli Devleti'nden almis oldugu miisaade ile
1588 yilinda Larnaka’da bir konsolosluk agmistir.? 1645 senesinde Girit’in
Osmanlilarca kusatilmasi ile patlak veren savas (1645-1669) Venedik
Cumbhuriyeti’'ni icerisinde Kibris konsoloslugunun da bulundugu Osmanl
Devleti'nde faal bulunan konsolosluklarini kapamaya mecbur etmis ve
konsolosluk sistemi bir daha 1718 tarihinde Venedik Cumbhuriyeti ile
Osmanli Devleti arasindaki son savasi (1715-1718) bitirecek olan Pasarofca
Antlasmasi imzalanincaya dek tam anlamiyla islevsel hale gelememistir
(Ianiro 2009, 187).2 Bu tarihten sonra Haleb ve Iskenderiye konsolosluklari
ile Larnaka’daki Kibris ve tevabii konsoloslugu bolgedeki ti¢ 6nemli
konsolosluk merkezi olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir (Oral 2017, 96-170).
Burada gorev yapan konsoloslar Venedik devleti i¢in icra ettikleri bir
¢ok fonksiyonun yaninda énemli birer enformasyon kaynagi olmuslardir
(Pedani 2007).

1764 y1l1 28 Eylil'iinde esasen Livorno dogumlu bir Venedik vatandas:
olan Bernardo Caprara 9 Nisan 1765 tarihinden itibaren géreve baslamak
uzere Venedik’in Kibris ve tevabii konsolosu olarak secilir® ve 1778
senesinde hayatini kaybedene kadar gecen donemde bu vazifeyi icra
eder.* Bu donemde konsolosluk kancilaryasinin tiretmis oldugu evrak
biiylik 6lgiide giiniimiize ulasmistir ve adadaki Venedik ticari varligini bu
evraktan hareketle takip edebilmek miumkiin olmaktadir. Bu calismanin
ana malzemesini olusturan Larnaka limanina giris yapan ve bu limandan
ayrilan gemileri gosteren asagida daha da detaylandirilacak olan listeler
Bernardo Caprara tarafindan hazirlatilmis olup bu evrak icerisinde
daginik bir bicimde yer almaktadir.

Osmanli Devleti'nin Rusya ile biiyik bir miicadele igcerisine girdigi
1768-1774 savas periyodu Osmanli Devleti'ni derinden sarstigi gibi, bu

1 ASVe, Cinque Savi alla Mercanzia, Seconda Serie, Consoli, Vice Consoli in Genere, b. 21,
d. 169 prima. 3 Haziran 1588 tarihli bir kararla ile tesekkil ettirilmistir.

2 Kibris’a 1710 yilinda Paulo Scrivanich konsolos olarak atansa da, sadece 1 yil gorev
yapacaktir. Konsoloslugun bir kez daha islevsel hale gelmesi ancak 1721 yilinda Liberal
Calogera’nin atanmasi ile miimkiin olacaktir.

3 ASVe, Cinque Savi alla Mercanzia, Terminazioni, b. 282, no: 71, 28 Eylil 1764. Caprara,
gorevine ancak 4 Haziran 1765 tarihinde baslayabilecektir 9 Cemaziyelahir 1179/23 Kasim
1765 tarihinde Osmanlilarca berati verilmistir (BOA, Diivel-i Ecnebiye Defterleri (A.DVN.
DVE), 16/4, s. 138/330). 28 Cemaziyelahir 1195/19 Kasim 1774’te de ciilus dolayisiyla kon-
solosluk berat1 yenilenmistir (16/4, s. 141/346).

4 ASVe, Cinque Savi alla Mercanzia, b. 649, no: 94, ek 1 ve ek 2, 25 Eylil 1770 ve b. 650,
18 Kasim 1778.
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savas esnasinda Rus donanmasinin Baltik Denizi'nden hareketle
Akdeniz’e girmesi ve burada faaliyetlere baslamasi Akdeniz’deki
dengeleri degistirici bir gelisme olmustur. Bu siirecte Akdeniz'deki
Osmanli donanmasinin tamamina yakininin Cesme’de imha edilmis
olmasi ve Rus donanmasinin Osmanli kiyilarinda serbestce hareket
edebilir hale gelmesi Osmanl ticaretini durma noktasina getirir. Bu
durum bu dénemde izmir'de gérev yapmakta olan Venedik’in izmir
konsolosu Luca Cortazzi ile birlikte Fransa, ingiltere, Napoli, Hollanda,
Isve¢ ve Prusya temsilcilerinin bu hususta Rus ordulari kumandani
Orlov’a hitaben yazdiklar: bir mektupta c¢ok iyi resmedilmektedir. Bu
temsilciler toplulugu Ruslarin bolgedeki faaliyetleri ve ¢ok sayida Tirka
esir etmis olmalari dolayisiyla Efren¢ milletinin ve yerli Rumlarin ticaret
yapamaz hale geldiklerini yazarlarken, konsoloslarin Orlov’dan bir an
evvel esirlerin serbest birakilmasini talep ettikleri gériiliir.’ Tipki izmir’de
oldugu gibi imparatorlugun diger limanlarinda da benzer tedirginligin
yasandigi ve ilaveten Osmanli tliccarinin giivenlik sikintilari dolayisiyla
deniz ticaretine dahil olamadiklarini soylemek mumkundir.

Bu savas siirecinde Osmanli gemileri ile Rus gemileri son olarak 28
Ekim 1772’de Balyabadra’'da kars: karsiya gelmislerdir (Blackmore 2011,
133); bundan sonra Akdeniz’de Ruslarin etkisi azalacak ve ticarette nor-
mallesme suireci basglayacaktir. Osmanli Devleti'nin 26 Temmuz 1774 se-
nesinde Rusya ile Kiicik Kaynarca Antlasmasi’nin imzalamasi ile birlikte
Akdeniz’'deki savas durumu resmen ortadan kalkmigtir. Antlasmanin 17.
maddesi uyarinca, Rusya Akdeniz’'de ele gecgirdigi yerleri iade ederken, 11.
maddesi ile de Karadeniz ve Akdeniz’de Rus gemilerinin serbestce ticaret
yapabilmesi hususu da diizenlenmistir. Boylece Akdeniz’de 1768 sonrasi
Rusya kaynakli olarak olusmus olan guvenlik sikintisi tamamen ortadan
kaldirilmis olur (Bkz. Beydilli 2002; Bostan 1995, 357-359).

Bu kisa calismada Osmanli karasularinda guvenlik sikintilarinin buyuk
Olciide azalmis oldugu 1774-1775 yillarini kapsayan iki yillik bir periyotta
Larnaka limanindaki deniz ticari tasimaciligina dair Bernardo Caprara
tarafindan hazirlatilan listelerden elde edilen verilerin bir analizi ya-
pilacaktir. Oncelikle galismaya esas olan kaynaklarin kisa bir tanitimi
yapilacak, ne tir ozellikler gosterdikleri ve ne gibi bilgiler ihtiva ettikleri
konusuna deginilecektir. ikinci olarak bu kaynaklarda yer alan verilerin
tasnifi ve sonrasinda tahlili yoluna gidilecektir. Bu sayede Larnaka li-
maninda 1774 ve 1775 yillar1 arasinda yasanan uluslararasi deniz ticari
hareketliliginin bir resminin ¢izilmesi hedeflenmektedir.

5 ASVe, Cinque Savi alla Mercaniza, b. 749, numarasiz, 21 Temmuz 1770.
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2 Kaynaklara Dair

Venedik Devlet Arsivi‘'nde (ASVe) Cinque Savi alla Mercanzia tasnifi
icerisindeki Konsolos Mektuplar: (Lettere dei Consoli) serisindeki 649 ve
650 numarali dosyalar igerisinde Bernardo Caprara tarafindan hazirlatilmis
olan iki tur liste yer almaktadir. Bunlardan ilki Kibris Limanina Giren ve
Limandan Ayrilan Yabanci Gemilere Ait Kayit Defteri'nin Ozeti (Estratto
dal Libro Annotazione dell’Arrivo e Partenza de Bastimenti Esteri in
Questa Rada di Cipro) digeri ise Kibris Limanina Giren ve Limandan
Ayrilan Venedik Gemilerine Ait Kayit Defterinin Ozeti (Estratto dal Libro
Annotazione dell’Arrivo e Partenza de Bastimenti Veneti in Questa Rada di
Cipro) bash@ini tasirlar. Bu dosyalar icerisinde ¢ok sayida benzer liste yer
almakla birlikte 1774 ve 1775 yillarina ait hem Venedik hem de yabanci
gemilere ait kayitlar1 havi 6zet listelerinde bir eksiklik yer almiyor olusu
ve bu donemde yukarida da ifade edildigi izere ticaretin normallesme
surecine girmis olmasi bu iki seneye odaklanilmasinin baslica etkeni
olmustur.

Yabanci gemilere ait kayitlar tarih bazh tutulmus olup, ticaret gemi-
lerinin limana giris tarihi esas alinmak suretiyle iki siitun halinde hazir-
lanmislardir. Tarihin ardindan geminin nereden geldigi hususuna aciklik
getirilmektedir. Ardindan geminin cinsinin ne oldugu izah edilir. Onu ge-
minin bandirasinin ne oldugu takip eder. O dénemde de gemilere isim
verme uygulamasi yaygin oldugundan gemilerin isimleri de bu kayitlarda
kendilerine yer bulmuslardir. Geminin ismini kaptanin ismi takip eder.
Kaptanin isminden sonra ise varsa sayet geminin kargo durumuna dair
bilgiler yer alir. Sonrasinda ise zaman zaman geminin varig yerinin neresi
olduguna dair bilgi verilir. Ikinci siitunda ise bu sefer geminin Larnaka
limanindan ayrilis tarihine yer verilmektedir. Geminin cinsinin ne oldugu,
kargosunun ne oldugu ve varis yeri ve varsa duraklarinin ne olacagi burada
detaylandirilir. Bu bilgiler disinda bazen gemilere dair bazi diger agiklama
ve notlara da yer verilmistir.

Larnaka limanina giren Venedik bandirali gemilere dair tutulan kayitlar
ise yabanci gemilere dair kayitlardan farklh olarak bazi ilave enformasyonu
havidirler. Bu kayitlar evrak tanzim usulu itibariyle yabanci gemilere dair
tutulan kayitlarla benzesirler. Bununla birlikte Larnaka’ya gelen Venedik
gemilerine hasredilmis olan kisimda yukaridakilere ilaveten patent numa-
rasi da yer almaktadir. Bu kisimda ayrica gemideki personel sayisina dair
notlar bulunur. Bu kisimda son olarak ise geminin yuk kapasitesi yaklasik
olarak verilmektedir. iste asagida 1774 yili basindan 1775 yil1 sonuna ka-
dar gegen donem icerisinde Larnaka limanindaki deniz ticari tagimaciligini
resmeden bu iki tir kaydin tahlili yapilacaktir.
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3 Veriincelemesi

Ocak 1774 tarihi ile 20 Aralik 1775 tarihi arasindaki periyotta, Larnaka
limanina giris yapan gemilere dair 506 kayit tespit edilmistir. Bunlardan 10
adedi Osmanli bandirali gemilerdir; bu gemilerin ticaret yahut tasimacilik
amaciyla limana ugramadiklari, resmi gorevlileri tasiyan ya da donanmaya
ait olan gemiler olduklar: gorilmektedir.® Osmanli gemilerine ait kayitlar
gibi Rus gemilerine ait olan 4 adet kayit da benzer niteliktedir; bu
gemilerin de limana giris amaclar: ticari olmaktan uzaktir. Donanmaya
ait olan gemiler bir takim ihtiyaclarini gidermek yahut kotii havalarin
olumsuz etkilerinden kendilerini muhafaza etmek amaciyla buraya gelip
bir stire kalip yollarina devam etmislerdir. Geri kalan 492 adet kayit,
ticari kaygilarla hareket eden gemilere ait kayitlardir ve veri analizinde
bu kayitlar esas alinacaktir.

Oncelikli olarak, liman giris kayitlarindan hareketle, hangi iilkeye ait
gemilerin kac defa Larnaka limanina giris yaptiklarinin tespitini yap-
mak gerekir. 1774 yilinda Fransa bandirali gemilerin 174 defa, Venedik
bandirali gemilerin 65 defa, Ingiliz bandirali gemilerin 10 defa, Isvec
bandirali gemilerin 3 defa ve Hollanda bandirali 1 geminin de 1 defa ol-
mak iizere toplamda 253 defa limana giris yapildig: tespit edilmistir. 1775
senesinde ise bu rakam 239’dur ve Fransa bandirali gemilerin 153, Ven-
edik bandirali gemilerin 65, Ingiltere bandirali gemilerin 15, Dubrovnik
bandirali gemilerin 3, Napoli bandirali gemilerin 2 Isve¢ bandirali 1 gemi-
nin 1 defa limana girmesi ile olusmustur. 1775 senesinde 6nceki seneden
farkli olarak Dubrovnik ve Napoli gemilerinin Larnaka limanina ugradiklar:
gorulur; yine bir onceki seneden farkli olarak bu sene Hollanda bandirali
herhangi bir geminin limana girisi tespit edilememistir. Toplamda, bu iki
senelik periyotta, 327 defa Fransa bandirali, 130 defa Venedik bandirali,
25 defa ingiliz bandirali ve 10 defa da Napoli, Dubrovnik, isve(; ve Hollan-
da bandirali gemilerin Larnaka limanina giris yaptiklar tespit edilmistir.
Asagidaki 1 numarali grafikte iki senenin toplaminin ytizdesel dagilimi
gorulmektedir.

6 23 Eyliil 1775 tarihinde Larnaka limanina giren Laz ibrahim’in kaptani oldugu Osmanli
bandirali bir gemiye dair tutulan kay:it 6zel bir 6nemi hak etmektedir. Bu donemde Filistin’in
kuzeyinde kontrolii ele gecirmis olan Zahir el-Omer kendi bélgesindeki iskele ve limanlarin
gumruk gelirlerine el koymus ve Osmanli Devleti'ne 6demesi gereken vergiyi 6dememistir.
Bu gelisme uizerine Cezayirli Hasan Pasa bolgeyi kontrol etmek tizere gonderilmis ve Zahir
el-Omer éldiiriilerek bélgede yeniden Osmanli kontrolii temin edilmistir (23 Agustos 1775)
(Emecen 2013, 90-91). Caprara’nin kaydina gore Kapicibasi Abdi Bey, Zahir el-Omer’e ait
olan 30,000,000 kurus tutarindaki hazineye el koymustur ve bu hazineyi Laz Ibrahim’in
gemisi ile Istanbul’a gétiirmektedir. Bu gemi 25 Eyliil 1775 tarihinde limana gelen Cezayirli
Hasan Pasa idaresindeki bir filo ile bulusarak 30 Eyliil’de istanbul’a dogru hareket eder
(ASVe, Cinque Savi alla Mercanzia, b. 649, numarasiz).
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Kayitlardan ¢ikarilabilen ikinci tiur veri ise gemi turlerine dairdir. Larnaka
merkezli deniz ticari tasimaciliina devletler degisik tirlerde gemilerle
istirak etmislerdir. Bélgede en yogun kullanilan gemi tiirlerinin polacca,
chechia, snow, tartana barca, brigantino, corvetta ve nave cinsi gemiler
olduklarn gorulur. Toplamda 10 farkli kayitta ise gemi tirleri olarak ba-
tello, bombarda, galeotta (4), smak (3), vascello isimleri karsimiza ¢ikar.
Bunlarin detaylarimi asagidaki 2 numarali grafikte bulmak mimkiindir.
Burada asil olarak, hangi devletlerin ne tir gemiler tercih ettiklerine dair
baz tespitlerde bulunulacaktir. Fransizlarin 59 seferini polacca, 57 sefer-
ini snow, 57 seferini tartana, 50 seferini barca, 38 seferini corvetta, 29
seferini brigantino, 10 seferini nave, 10 seferini fregata, 8 seferini pinco,
4 seferini galeotta, 1 seferini vascello, 1 seferini bombarda ve 1 seferini
de batello tiru gemilerle gerceklestirdikleri goruliir. Larnaka’ya ugrayan
ingiliz gemilerinin ayrintilarina bakildiginda ise Ingilizlerin 9 seferini
snow, 8 seferini brigantino, 4 seferini nave, 3 seferini smak ve 1 seferini de
chechia tiirii gemilerle gerceklestirdikleri gériiliir. isvecliler dort seferini
de tartana ile gerceklestirirlerken, Napolililer iki seferini de tartana, Du-
brovnikler 2 seferini nave, 1 seferini polacca ve Hollandalilar da 1 seferini
nave turu gemilerle gerceklestirmis gorulmektedirler.

Yukarida detaylandirilan yabanci bandirali gemilerin yuk kapasitelerinin
tespiti mimkiin degilken Venedik bandirali gemiler i¢in bu kayitlar detayli
veriler sunar. Bu iki senelik periyotta Venedik bandirali gemilerin toplam
130 seferinin 73’0 chechia turu gemilerle yapilmistir. Chechialarin en
kiiciigli 70 botta Candiottalik” bir kapasiteye sahipken en biiyiigiinin ka-
pasitesi ise 290 botta Candiottadir. 18 adet seferin ise nave baslig1 altinda
kaydedilmis gemiler tarafindan gerceklestirildigi gorilir; bu gemilerden
en kucuk tonajlis1 162 botta Candiotta ile Antonio Viscovich idaresindeki Li
Tre Fratelli gemisi iken, en buyuk tonajli gemiler ise 500 botta Candiottalik
Pietro Petrina’nin Il Diamantesi ile Domenico Rossini’'nin Fede Trionfante
isimli gemilerdir. Larnaka’ya 23 defa ugradiklarini gérdigimiiz Venedik
polaccalarinin en kiicigii 66 botta Candiottalik Pietro Calugerovich’in Ma-
donna del Rosario e San Antonio di Padova isimli gemisi, en biiyiigi ise
Daniel Valsamachi’'nin 250 botta Candiottalik La Madonna d’Aquili e San
Nicolo gemisidir. Mattio Bosidarich 50 botta Candiottalik Madonna del
Rosario e San Vicenzo Ferrerio isimli polacchettasi ile Larnaka limanina
5 kez giris yapmuistir; diger polacchettalardan biri 50 botta Candiotta,
digeri ise 59 botta Candiotta yuk tasima kapasitesine sahiptir. Zuanne
Kravolich 90 botta Candiottalik San Antonio di Padova isimli tartanasi
ile s6z konusu donemde sadece 2 kez Larnaka limanina ugramistir. Son
olarak, bolgede aktif bir kaptan olan Gio.Antonio Panovich’in 172 botta

7 Botta Candiotta: Gemi kapasitelerini belirtmek i¢in kullanilan bir tabirdir. 1 botta Can-
diotta ise 2000 libbra grossa/954 kilograma tekabil eder (Bkz. Chambers, Pullan 2001).
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Candiottalik pinchettosu ise iki sene icerisinde Larnaka’dan hareketle 8
farkl sefer duzenleyecektir. Toplamda bu iki yillik periyotta Venedik gemi-
lerinin yaklasik 19,633 botta Candiottalik bir yiik hacminin ortaya ¢iktig:
hesaplanmaktadir; bunun ton olarak karsilig: ise 18,729,8’dir.

Gemi tlrlerinin yam sira, bu bolgedeki deniz ticari tasimaciligina kati-
lan gemi sayisini da tespit etmek imkani1 mevcuttur. Yukarida toplam 492
seferin gergeklestirildigi belirtilmisti. Bunlardan Fransizlara ait olan 327
sefer, 146 farkhh gemi ile gerceklestirilmistir. Venedikliler tarafindan ger-
ceklestirilen 130 seferde ise 44 farkli gemi kullamilmistir. Ingilizlerin 25
seferinde 13, Dubrovnik’in 3 seferinde 2, Isve(;’in 4 seferinde 1, Napoli'nin
2 seferinde 1 ve son olarak Hollanda'nin 1 seferinde de 1 gemi olmak
uzere toplam 208 farkli gemi bu ticari hareketlilikte rol istlenmis olarak
gorulmektedir. Fransizlarin kullanmis olduklar: gemilerin 13 tanesi barca,
1 tanesi batello, 1 tanesi bombarda, 17 tanesi brigantino, 16 tanesi cor-
vetta, 7 tanesi fregata, 2 tanesi galeotta, 8 tanesi nave, 4 tanesi pinco, 30
tanesi polacca, 24 tanesi snow, 22 tanesi tartana, 1 tanesi de vascellodur.
Venedik bandiral gemilerin ise, 21 tanesi Chechia, 11 tanesi nave, 1 tanesi
pinchetto, 7 tanesi polacca, 2 tanesi polachetta ve 1 tanesi de tartanadir.
ingiltere 4 brigantino, 1 chechia, 4 nave, 1 smak ve 3 snow; Dubrovnik 1
nave ve 1 polacca, Hollanda 1 nave, Napoli 1 tartana, isveg 1 brigantino
ile seferlerini gerceklestirmislerdir.

Bu kayitlarin da gosterdigi iizere Larnaka’daki deniz ticari tasimacili-
gmnin iki yoni mevcuttur. Kibris’in ana ihracat limani olmasi hasebiyle,
uluslararasi ticaretin 6nemli bir duragi olan Larnaka’ya, bu iki yillik periyot
icerisinde Amsterdam, Livorno, Londra, Malta, Marsilya, Toulon ve Vene-
dik gibi limanlardan emtia getiren yahut, Larnaka’dan yiiklemis olduklar:
emtiayl bu merkezlere gotiiren gemiler mevcuttur. Ote yandan, yabanci
bandirali gemilerin Osmanl ig ticaret ve tasimaciligina istirakleri ile olu-
san diger bir yon mevcuttur. Osmanlh tebaasi olan tiiccar ya da hacilar
tarafindan kiralandiklarini gérdiigiimiiz yabanci bandirali gemiler Osmanl
limanlan arasinda yogun bir hareketlilik igerisine girmislerdir. Ozellikle
Fransiz ve Venedik bandirali gemilerin bolgede uzun sture kalarak ticari
tasimacilik yaptiklan dikkati ¢ceker. Yabanci bandirali gemilerin kiralama
bedellerine dair veriler bu kayitlarda yer almazken, Venedik bandirali ge-
milerin bazilarina dair bu tarz bir enformasyona ulasmak mumkiundir.
Venedik gemilerinin kiralama so6zlesmeleri, konsolos arsiv kayitlar: arasin-
da buyuk olciide yer almakla birlikte bu ¢alismaya dahil edilmemislerdir.

1774 ve 1775 yillarinda Larnaka limanina yonelik olarak dizenlenen
492 seferin %10.97’sine tekabiil eden 54 seferde kaptanlar geldikleri yer
olarak Osmanl limanlar disinda bir limani deklare etmislerdir.® Bu 492

8 Buradan elde edilen veriler, Daniel Panzac’in iskenderiye icin yapmis oldugu incel-
emenin sonuglari ile ortiisur. O da, 1785’te Iskenderiye’ye 552 Avrupa bandirali geminin
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gemiden 11 tanesi, Larnaka limanindan ayrilirken gidecedi yeri beyan
etmemis, ettiyse de Caprara’nin katibi tarafindan buna dair bir kayit
tutulmamastir. Kalan 481 seferin %16’sina tekabiil eden 77 sefer Osmanh
limanlarn disinda bir limana yonelik olarak gerceklestirilmistir. Bunlarin
detaylarina asagida yer verilecektir.

Limana giris kayitlar1 esas alindiginda Fransa’'nin Akdeniz’deki en
onemli limani olan Marsilya 27 seferle ilk sirada yer alir. Bu gemilerden
bazilar1 Larnaka limaninda yik bosalmis olmakla birlikte, gemilerin
biiyiikk kisminin esasen Iskenderun, Trablussam, Akka, Sayda ve Beyrut
gibi Suriye kiyisindaki diger Osmanl limanlarina devam ettikleri gorulir.
Sadece Marsilya’dan hareketle 14 Temmuz 1775 tarihinde Larnaka’ya
ulasan Francesco Despolies’e ait olan Le Senac isimli brigantino,
Marsilya’ya donecegini beyan etmistir. Getirmis oldugu kargoya dair
enformasyonun yer almadigi bu geminin, Larnaka’dan sonra Tarsus’a
ugrayip burada bugday yikleyip Marsilya’ya gidecegi gorilir. 23 Mayis
1774’te Larnaka’ya ulasan Francesco Maron’a ait olan Fransiz bandiral
L'Amabile Felicita isimli nave ise, Kibris’a yeni atanan Ingiliz konsolosu
olan Sig. Giovanni Badington'u (John Boddington®) getirecektir. Ondan
kisa bir stire sonra 9 Haziran 1774’te Larnaka’ya ulasan Spirito Simon’un
kaptani oldugu I’Amabile Maria adl1 gemiyle Fransa’da 15. Lois'nin 6ldigu
ve yerine 16. Lois’nin gectigi bilgisi Kibris’a ulasacaktir.® 38 seferde
Fransa bandirasi tasiyan gemilerin kaptanlar1 Larnaka’dan ayrildiktan
sonra Marsilya’ya gideceklerini beyan etmislerdir. Bu gemilerin kargo
durumlarina bakildiginda, arpa, bugday, piring, hububat, yiin, pamuk, ipek
ve boyanin 6ne c¢iktigi goruliir. 1 gemi Marsilya’ya gitmeden 6nce Sayda'ya,
1 gemi Sur’a, 1 gemi Malta’ya ve 1 gemi de Guney Anadolu kiyilarina
ugrayacaklarini ardindan Marsilya’ya gideceklerini beyan etmislerdir.
Gemilerin Larnaka’ya varista yaptiklari beyan uyarinca Fransa'ya ait bir
diger liman olan Toulon da iki kayitta karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.

Bu stirecte Venedik’ten hareketle Larnaka’ya ulasan gemi sayisi ise
13’tiir. Bu gemilerden 6 tanesi Venedik’ten iskenderiye’ye gidip orada bir
miktar yiik bosaltmis ve Iskenderiye’den hareketle Larnaka’ya gitmisler-
dir. Gemilerin kargo durumlarina dair detayl bilgi verilmemekle birlikte,
sadece Sebastiano Buschia’nin kaptani oldugu Providenza Divina isimli

vardigini ve bunlardan sadece %12.1'nin Avrupa ile ticaret yaptigini soylemektedir (Bkz.
Panzac 1992, 197).

9 Kibris’taki yabanci konsoloslara dair en kapsamli ¢alismalardan birini kaleme almis
olan Ali Efdal Ozkul, John Boddington'u sadece 1759 (-1758) yilinda konsolos muavini olarak
gorev yapmis olarak gosterir. Makalesinde 1775’te konsolos olarak gorevlendirildigine dair
herhangi bir bilgi yer almaz (Bkz. Ozkul 2013, 256-7; Laidlaw 2010, 251’de Boddington’un
konsolos olarak gorev yaptigini yazar).

10 10 Mayis 1774’te tahta ¢ikan XVI. Lois’ye ait bu haber, 1 aydan kisa bir siire icerisinde
Larnaka’ya ulasacaktir.
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navenin 6 Eylil 1775 tarihinde bos olarak limana geldigi, burada 9 giin
kaldiktan sonra yine bos olarak Limasol’a keciboynuzu yiikleyip iskende-
riye’e gotirmek tizere hareket ettigi yazilidir. Venedik’'ten gelip Les ve
Parga’ya dogru yola cikacak olan Mattio Cossulich’in Fede isimli chec-
hiasi ise buraya katran ve kereste goturecektir. Pietro Zane’ye ait olan
San Luiggi isimli checia ise 35 gun boyunca Larnaka limaninda yattiktan
sonra pamuk, yln, sarap ve ipek yiikleyip 1 Agustos 1775’te Venedik'e
dogru yola cikacaktir. Ayni sekilde 13 gemi, Larnaka limanindan ayrilir-
ken gittikleri yer olarak Venedik sehrini beyan edeceklerdir. Bu gemilerin
kargo durumlarina bakildiginda Zane 6rneg@inin gosterdigi iizere pamuk,
sarap, ipek ve yluiniin baslica ihra¢ mali oldugu gorilir. Pietro Premuda’nin
stivar oldugu Regina Ester isimli nave, Venedik’e gitmeden once Zante
ve Korfu'ya da ugrayacagini ifade etmistir. Bes 6rnekte ise Larnaka’dan
ayrildiktan sonra iskenderiye’ye ugrayan naveler buradan da Venedik’e
dogru yola ¢ikacaklardir.

Akdeniz’in bir diger 6nemli limani olan Livorno'nun da Larnaka ile dog-
rudan ticari baglar oldugu goériilmektedir. isvec (2), Dubrovnik (1), Fransa
(1) ve Venedik (4) bandirali gemiler Livorno’dan hareketle Larnaka’ya
dogru 8 sefer gerceklestirmistir. Gemilerin kargo durumlarina dair detayl
veri kayitlarda yer almaz; sadece Kaptan Lorenzo Rossin’in idaresindeki
Madonna del Rosario e San Antonio di Padova isimli chechia Livorno’dan
yola ¢iktiktan sonra Hanya'ya ugramis ve 25 Nisan 1774’te Larnaka'ya
kargosunda sabun ve kapi mentesesi olmak suretiyle varmistir. Sabunu
Hanya’dan yuklemis olsa gerektir. Larnaka’daki iki haftalik ikametinin
ardindan 9 Mayis 1774’te Yafa’ya hareket etmistir. Livorno’dan gelen Ve-
nedik bandirali Kaptan Zuanne Botterini’'nin siivar oldugu Il Pachetto del
Zante isimli chechia ise, Kibris’taki Venedik konsolos naibi tarafindan ki-
ralanarak Baf yakinlarinda kaza geciren bir ingiliz gemisini kurtarmak
icin 2 Haziran 1774’te Larnaka limanindan ayrilmistir. 2 Venedik, 2 Isvec,
1 Fransa, 1 Ingiltere ve 1 Dubrovnik gemisi Larnaka’dan ayrilirken Livor-
no’ya dogru hareket edecekleri bilgisini liman otoritelerine vereceklerdir.
Kargolar arasinda one ¢ikan emtia ise kiil, piring, ylin, sarap ve hububattir.

Malta’dan Larnaka’ya bu iki yillik periyotta iki adet Fransiz bandiral
geminin geldigi goriilir. Kargo durumlarina dair bir enformasyona sahip
olmadigimiz bu iki gemiden biri Larnaka sonrasi Suriye’ye devam ederken,
digeri gidecedi yeri beyan etmemistir. Buna mukabil, ayni1 donemde 8 adet
Fransa bandirali gemi Malta’ya dogru yola ¢ikacaktir. Bu gemilerden 4 ta-
nesi Larnaka’ya Sur tizerinden gelmislerdir ve geldiklerinde kargolarinda
arpa ve bugday yukli olduklari goruliir; bunlar:1 Malta'ya tasiyacaklardir.
Malta’nin ardindan Marsilya’ya dogru yolculuguna devam edecek olan
Spirito Simon’un kaptani oldugu I’Amabile Maria isimli tartana ise Lipari
sarab1 yuklu bir bicimde 5 Temmuz 1774’te Larnaka limanindan ayrilir.

1774 yilinda Londra’dan hareketle Larnaka’ya ulasan gemi bulunmaz-
ken, 1775 yilinda Ingiltere bandirali Perth ve Peggi isimli iki gemi Larnaka
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limanina giris yapacaktir. iki gemi de ii¢ giin bu limanda kalip iskenderun’a
dogru hareket edeceklerdir. Buna karsin 1774'te 3 adet, 1775’te de 4 adet
gemi Larnaka’dan hareketle Londra’ya gidecektir. Bunlardan sadece 1
tanesi Fransa bandirali bir gemi iken kalan seferler ingiltere bandiral
gemilerle gerceklestirilmistir. Pamuk, ipek, yun ve keresteyle birlikte ilag
sanayiinde kullanilan Ebucehil karpuzu (coloquintida) Londra’ya tasinan
emtia arasinda yer alir. Son olarak 12 Mayis 1774 tarihinde Hollanda
bandirali bir navenin Larnaka limanina giris yaptigini ve burada dort giin
kaldiktan sonra Iskenderun’a dogru seyahatine devam ettigini ilave etmek
gerekir. 1774 ve 1775 yillarinda Amsterdam’a dogru harekete gececegini
beyan eden herhangi bir gemi yer almamaktadir.

Yukarida detaylandirilan uluslararasi hareketliligin yani sira, bu yillarda
yabanci bandirali gemilerin Osmanl tebaasinca kiralanmasi ve deniz ticari
tasimaciligina dahil edilmesi de s6z konusudur. Esasen Osmanli Devleti’nin
bu durumdan rahatsiz olarak zaman zaman yabanci bandirali gemileri i¢
ticarete dahil etmekten uzak tutmaya galistigini fakat her defasinda bu
kararindan geri adim atmak zorunda kaldigini, yabanci gemilerin deniz
ticari tasimaciligina aktif katilimlarinin devam ettigi gorilmektedir. Bu
kayitlardan hareketle Akka, Antalya, Beyrut, Dimyat, Ege Adalari, isken-
deriye, Iskenderun, istanbul, izmir, Lazkiye, Magosa, Mersin, Sayda, Sur,
Tarsus, Trablussam ve Yafa’'nin Larnaka ile siki ticari baglar oldugu ve
yabanci gemilerin Larnaka ile bu limanlar arasinda ticari tasimacilik isinde
dogrudan rol aldiklar: gorilmektedir. Hatir1 sayilir miktarda gemi de gide-
cegi yeri belirtmemis, alla sorte yahut alla ventura kismet aramak {izere
Larnaka limanindan ayrilmiglardir.

Gemilerin kargolarina iliskin notlar ise maalesef ¢ok fazla ayrint1 ver-
mekten uzaktir. Larnaka’ya ulasan gemilerin yarisindan daha az bir miktar
(213 adet) gemi igin kargo bilgisi yer alir; bunlardan 70 tanesinin bos ola-
rak Larnaka’ya geldigi belirtilmistir. Kalan gemilerin ise arpa, bugday ve
sair hububat, piring, pamuk, kahve, kumas, kereste, yakacak odun,sabun,
yag, sarap, tuz, titun, kil, ipek, deri, ila¢ ve keciboynuzu gibi emtia ile
Larnaka’ya ulastiklarina dair kayitlar tutulmustur. 12 gemi Rum ve Ermeni
Hacilarn kutsal topraklara tasimislardir. Sur’dan Istanbul’a yolcu tasiyan
Kaptan Mattio Bosidarich’in Venedik bandirali Madonna del Rosario e San
Vicenzo Ferrerio adl1 gemisi 6rneginde oldugu gibi yolcu tasiyan gemiler
de mevcuttur. 21 Agustos 1774 tarihinde Larnaka limanina ugrayan Kap-
tan Giorgio Oliviato’'nun stvar oldugu Venedik bandiral1 San Nicola isimli
gemisi de Istanbul’daki gérevini heniiz tamamlamis olan sabik baylos Paolo
Renier’in misafirlerini tasimaktadir. Yine 3 Kasim 1775’te Larnaka’ya ula-
san Kaptan Steffano Erzegovich idaresindeki Venedik bandirali Madonna
del Grazie e San Antonio di Padova isimli chechia ise Venedik’'in Haleb’teki
konsolosu olan Domenico Serioli’yi Izmir'e gotiirmektedir.

Larnaka limanindan ayrilan gemilerin kargo durumlarina dair tutulan
notlarda da benzer bir durumla karsilasilmaktadir. Burada dikkat ¢eken

120 Oral. Venedik Konsolosu Bernardo Caprara’nin Bazi Gozlemler



Venetians and Ottomans in the Modern Age, 111-122

Kibris’in genel ticari trendine uygun olarak pamuk, sarap, ipek, keciboy-
nuzu, boya ve tuz yiikleyen gemilerin yogunlugudur. Bunlarin miktarla-
rina yahut kimin hesabina yapildigina dair veriler ise oldukca sinirlidir.
Larnaka’dan hareketle kutsal topraklara haci tasimaciligi yapildigt gibi,
Larnaka’dan diger Dogu Akdeniz limanlarina yolcu tasimaciligi yapan ge-
milerin de mevcut oldugu gorulir. Osmanl devlet gorevlilerinin de zaman
zaman yabanci bandirali gemilerle seyahat ettiklerine sahit olmaktayiz. 27
Haziran 1775’te Larnaka’dan Lazkiye’ye dogru yola ¢ikan Mattio di Mattio
Piecetta’nin kaptani oldugu Providenza Divina isimli Venedik bandirali
chechia Bagdat mollasi tarafindan kiralanmistir. 19 Aralik 1775’te Larna-
ka’dan hareket eden Fransiz bandirali bir gemi ise Kudiis mollasini Yafa'ya
goturmektedir. 29 Aralik 1775’te Larnaka’da hareketle Trablussam’a dog-
ru yola ¢ikan Kaptan Zuanne Marin’in Madonna del Rosario e San Antonio
di Padova adli gemisinde ise bir silahdar aga yer almaktadir. Stirgiine gon-
derilen Seyhilislam kahyasi ise Venedik bandirali Pietro Calugerovich’in
polaccasi ile Yafa’ya gonderilmistir. Zahir el-Omer Isyani ile ugrasmakta
olan Osmanl Devleti, Kapicibasi Abdi Aga’y: bolgeye Fransiz bandirali Le
Conquerant isimli bir gemi ile gondermistir. Baska bir ornekte ise, Misir
bolgesinde Bulutkapan Ali Bey’in ¢cikarmis oldugu karisikliklarla miicadele
icin bolgeye muhimmat sevkiyati yapan Osmanh Devleti'nin, Kaptan Joseph
David’in stivar oldugu La Rosalia isimli corvettasini kullandigi goralir.
Sonug olarak iki yillik bir periyodu ele alan bu kisa ¢alismanin goster-
digi tzere Dogu Akdeniz’'de Fransa ve Venedik basta olmak {izere yabanci
bandirali cok sayida gemi faal vaziyettedir. 18. yluzyil ticaretine dair genel
kabulleri destekleyici bir sekilde Fransa’nin bolgedeki ticareti domine ettigi
burada da net bir bigcimde gorilur; sasirtici olan Venedik Cumhuriyeti'nin
de azzimsanmayacak bir sekilde bolge ticareti ve tasimaciliginda ustlendigi
roldiir. Venedik bandirali gemiler, hem kendi tilkeleri ile Dogu Akdeniz liman-
lar1 arasindaki ticarete katki saglamislar, hem de Osmanli limanlari arasinda
ticari tasimacilik yapmiglardir. Bu listelerdeki veriler, bize bolgedeki ticaretin
niteligi noktasinda ayrintili veriler sunamasalar da bu ticaretin 6nemli bir
yoniini olusturan ticari tasimacilik hususunu agikliga kavusturmamiza yar-
dimci olurlar. Bu sayede, Larnaka limani 6zelinde Kibris adasinin Dogu Akde-
niz’de 6nemli bir ticari durak olma 6zelliginin alt1 bir kez daha ¢izilmis olur.

Kaynaklar

ASVe = Venezia, Archivio di Stato:
Cinque Savi alla Mercanzia, Terminazioni, b. 282.
Cinque Savi alla Mercanzia, Lettere dei Consoli, Cipro, bb. 649, 650, 651.
Cinque Savi alla Mercaniza, Lettere dei Consoli, Smirne, b. 749.
Cinque Savi alla Mercanzia, Seconda Serie, Consoli, Vice Consoli in Ge-
nere, b. 21.
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BOA = Istanbul, Basbakanlik Osmanh Arsivi, Diivel-i Ecnebiye Defterleri
(A.DVN.DVE), 16/4.
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