ADALYA

£ AKMED

KOC UNIVERSITY
Suna & Inan Kirag
Research Center for

Mediterranean Civilizations

24 2021

25 years







24 2021 ISSN 1301-2746

ADALYA

The Annual of the Ko¢ University Suna & Inan Kirag Research Center

for Mediterranean Civilizations

OFFPRINT

&2, xoc UNiversiTES: <2 AKMED

7’/‘\\§ KOC UNIVERSITY
Suna & Inan Kirag 25 year S

Research Center for

Mediterranean Civilizations



ADALYA

The Annual of the Kog University Suna & inan Kirag Research Center
for Mediterranean Civilizations (AKMED)

Adalya, a peer reviewed publication, is indexed in the A&HCI (Arts & Humanities
Citation Index) — CC / A&H (Current Contents / Arts & Humanities), Social
Sciences and Humanities Database of TUBITAK / ULAKBIM Tr index, and
ERIHPLUS (European Reference Index for the Humanities and Social Sciences).

Mode of publication ~ Worldwide periodical
Publisher certificate number 18318
ISSN 1301-2746
Publisher management — Kog University
Rumelifeneri Yolu, 34450 Sartyer / Istanbul
Publisher ~ Umran Savas Inan, President, on behalf of Kog¢ University
Editor-in-chief ~ Oguz Tekin
Editors  Tarkan Kahya and Arif Yaci
English copyediting ~ Mark Wilson

Editorial advisory board ~ (Members serve for a period of five years)
Mustafa Adak, Akdeniz University (2018-2022)
Engin Akytrek, Kog University (2018-2022)
Emanuela Borgia, Universita di Roma Sapienza (2021-2025)
Nicholas D. Cahill, University of Wisconsin-Madison (2018-2022)
Edhem Eldem, Bogazici University / Collége de France (2018-2022)
C. Brian Rose, University of Pennsylvania (2018-2022)
Christopher H. Roosevelt, Kog¢ University (2021-2025)

Charlotte Roueché, Emerita, King’s College London (2019-2023)
Christof Schuler, DAI Miinchen (2017-2021)

© Kog University AKMED, 2021
Production  Zero Production Ltd.
Abdullah Sok. No. 17 Taksim 34433 Istanbul
Tel: +90 (212) 244-75 21 » Fax: +90 (212) 244 32 09
info@zerobooksonline.com; www.zerobooksonline.com
Printing  Fotokitap Fotograf Uriinleri Paz. ve Tic. Ltd. Sti.
Orug Reis Mah. Tekstilkent B-5 Blok No. 10-AH111
Esenler - istanbul / Turkey
Certificate number: 47448
Mailing address ~ Barbaros Mah. Kocatepe Sok. No. 22
Kalei¢i 07100 Antalya - TURKEY
Tel: +90 (242) 243 42 74 » Fax: +90 (242) 243 80 13
https://akmed ku.edu.tr

E-mail address  adalya@ku.edu.tr

S

7’1“\V KOC UNIVERSITY
Suna & Inan Kirag 25 year S

Research Center for

% goc UNIVERSITES] /2 AKMED

Mediterranean Civilizations



Contents

Umay Oguzhanoglu
What Happened Between Beycesultan X111 and XI1I? New Answers from Laodikeia-Kandilkiry

Early Bronze Age Levels
Meltem Dogan-Alparslan — K. Serdar Girginer

Biilent Isler — S. Recai Tekoglu

Gul Isin

‘Dancers Sarcophagiss”

Gonca Cankardes-Senol — Aygiin Ekin-Meric

Pinar Cagnis

Burak Arslan

Metropolis Theater

Girkan Ergin

Tugba Tas Giese

Secil Tezer Altay

Bahar Ogus

Burhan Varkivanc — Ismail Akan Atila

Ceren Unal — Ismail Ozcihan — Merve Toy

1
A Hittite Seal and Seal Impressions from Tatarli Hoyiik 31
Rock-Cut Tombs and Two Lycian Inscriptions from Karabel-Camdag 43
The Farewell Dance to the Dead: The Dancers on the Portal of Trysa's Heroon and the Xanthos
61
Stamps of Hellenistic Imported Amphorae Found in the Excavations of Nicaea (Iznik) Theater ... 79
Trade Relations between Byzantion and the Black Sea Region in the Hellenistic Period:
An Assessment through Recently Found Amphora Stamps 101
The Stylistic Features and Stonework Details of the Prohedriai and Lion’s Feet in the
123
Modes of Viewing the Urban Landscapes and Public Gardens of Early Imperial Rome ................ 153
Die Waffenreliefs im Versturz des Marktgebdudes von Kapikaya in Pisidien 183
A Late Recompense: The Rediscovered Monumental Octagon at Pergamon 215
Animal Footprints on Roman Tiles from Perge and Aizanoi 229
A New Monumental Gate from the Roman Imperial Period on the Attaleia City Walls ............. 249
269

A Group of Roman and Late Antique Bone Objects Found in Ancient Tralleis




\Y Contents

Emanuela Borgia
Minima Epigraphica: On Some Roman and Byzantine Inscribed Objects from Elaiussa
Sebaste (Cilicia)

Antonios Vratimos
Toghril Beg and Alp Arslan in the Historia of Michael Attaleiates

Mustafa Nuri Tatbul
Abandonment, Continuity, Transformation: Setting Komana into Archaeological Context

through the Middle Byzantine and Early Turkish Periods
[klil Selcuk

Ottoman Market Regulation and Inspection in the Early Modern Period

Erdogan Aslan — L. Ufuk Erdogan
The Underwater Recovery Excavation at Kekova Adasi: Observations on the Tek Ada Shipwreck
and Finds

Samil Yirsen
The Construction Process of a School: The Antalya Kalei¢i Orthodox Christian Girls’ School

(Dumlupinar Secondary School) in Ottoman Archival Documents

297

311

325

355

375



ADALYA 24, 2021

Ottoman Market Regulation and Inspection
in the Early Modern Period

IKLIL SELCUK*

Abstract

This article looks at Ottoman market regulation
policies and practices, by highlighting some
turning points in their evolution in the early
modern period. The task of the Ottoman mar-
ket inspector evolved to focus largely on the
mundane or economic affairs of the market,
diverging from previous practices in Islamicate
societies. The study interprets particularities
of Ottoman market regulation policies by ac-
counting for nuanced interpretations of the
implementation of rules regarding non-Muslim
subjects, overlapping jurisdictions between po-
licing and market inspection, and the increas-
ing intricacies of tax farming.

Keywords: muhtesib, commanding good, tax
farming, provisionism, public good, maximum
price

Oz

Bu makale, Osmanli carsi-pazar denetim politi-
kalarint ve pratiklerini erken modern dénemde
meydana gelen bazi degisimler ile doniim nok-
talarini irdeleyerek incelemektedir. Bu donem-
de Osmanli ¢arst ve pazarlarinin denetiminden
sorumlu olan gorevlinin, daha énce islam diin-
yasinda gorilen tablodan ayrisarak, agirlikl
olarak diinyevi meselelere odaklandigi goriil-
mektedir. Bu calisma Osmanli pazar kontroli
yontem ve politikalarinin hususiyetlerini, gayri
Mislim tebaa, carst ve sehirde i¢ ice gecen hu-
kuki denetim yetki alanlari ve iltizam sistemi-
nin giderek karmasiklasan yapisint géz Ontine
alarak, ntiansl bir sekilde ele almaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: muhtesib, emr bi’l-ma‘ruf,
iltizam, iasecilik, maslaha, narh

The Ottoman approach to market regulation and inspection is the main subject of this study.
Questions on ideological and practical concerns that guided Ottoman market regulation,
milestones, distinguishing features of these policies, and their implementation prompted my
research.! This quest began with a look at ideals and moral imperatives on urban life, market
production and exchange that are epitomized by the Islamic institution of hisba and futuwwa
ethics, both of which predated the Ottoman period. Theoretical and comparative discussions
on moral economy in the medieval context, such as the work of Narotzky and Manzano,

* Assoc. Prof. iklil Selcuk, Ozyegin Universitesi, insan ve Toplum Bilimleri Bolimii, Cekmekoy Kampiisi,
Nisantepe Mah. Orman Sk. 34794 Cekmekoy Istanbul, Tiirkiye. E-Mail: iklil.selcuk@ozyegin.edu.tr; https://orcid.
org/0000-0002-4391-6903

I am grateful to my colleague Feray Coskun for reading and criticizing the final draft of this paper. I am indebted
to all participants in my presentations of parts of relevant research at various conferences for their input: March
28, 2019, 29 May1s University History Department; April 11, 2019, Ko¢ University AKMED; June 7, 2019, Austrian
Academy of Sciences Urban Agencies Workshop; September 27, 2019, Ibn Haldun University 2. Uluslararas:
Stileymaniye Sempozyumu; October 4, 2019 Bogazi¢i University Kadin Kadina Tarih Konferansi; December 17,
2019, Ozyegin University ITB Cass Seminar. I extend my gratitude to the anonymous referees for their comments.



356 iklil Selcuk

further sparked my interest.? The morals of the medieval era reflect a balanced concern with
religious obligations (observing rituals, public segregation of men and women, rules regarding
non-Muslims, preventing public immorality such as alcohol consumption) and mundane af-
fairs (prices, provisioning, hoarding, usury and the like). Ottoman market rules from the 15th
century on, increasingly, if not solely, focused on economic affairs.?> Their implementation, on
the other hand, was contingent on a complex array of factors including groups and individu-
als who impacted urban market conditions while interacting with each other. While examining
Ottoman market regulation and inspection, the present study draws attention to some turning
points in their evolution from the formative years until the 1800s.* Some profound changes,
which took place in the 19th century, will be mentioned at the end of the paper but will not
be scrutinized in detail. Many facets of market regulation are already known. My aim, there-
fore, is to provide a nuanced interpretation, without appeal to the “pragmatism of policy mak-
ers,” a convenient path given discrepancies between “Ottoman” and “Islamic” versions of simi-
lar institutions that impacted market regulation.’

Ottoman market regulation, or ibtisab, was derived from the Islamic principle of hisba
based on the Qur’anic injunction of “commanding good and forbidding wrong,” (henceforth
commanding good).® This duty, which in its broad sense befell all believers, was entrusted
in the medieval period with the market inspector (mubtesib; Ar. mubtasib) who was author-
ized to carry out the duty on behalf of the sovereign.” The origin of this office goes back to
the lifetime of the Prophet, who is reported to have appointed inspectors named ‘a@mil al-siiq
to oversee the Medina market. The Umayyads continued the office under the name of sahib
al-sugq, still using this terminology when a part of the dynasty moved to the Maghrib. Abbasid
rulers are known to have preferred to use mubtasib for market inspectors, which has been
interpreted as a rise in emphasis on commanding good, rather than a more limited under-
standing of checking market transactions.® Kristen Stilt’s Islamic Law in Action provides a
comprehensive account of the Mamluk muhbtasib. She suggests a translation of the title of the
officer that reflects the intricacy of terminological matters, origins and various duties of the
mubtasib:

[S8)

Narotzky and Manzano 2014.
For a revealing portrayal of the functions of the Ottoman market inspector, see Faroghi 2009, 37.

Beginning with an analysis of sources from the early medieval period, Narotzky and Manzano 2014, 44-45, un-
derline the extensive influence of hisba by stating that: “...hisba creates a particular brand of moral economy that
becomes hegemonic and stabilizes economic life until the eighteenth century in what Shechter has defined for the
Ottoman polity as a “good-enough” economy, whose objective was not growth and accumulation, but a market-
welfare system....”

n

On “pragmatism”: Dagli 2013, 194-202. The medieval Islamicate world is the basis of the present contextualization.
A comparison with the larger Mediterranean context, specifically with Byzantine market regulation and the office of
the eparch, is not delved into mainly because of the limitation of space.

6 Kallek 1998; Cook 2000.

The ideals of economic justice in the broadest sense that guided the jurisdiction of the official were based on just
price, fair commerce, circle of equity, quadripartite division of society, household economy (tadbir al-manzil),
and futuwwa. These ideals underlined the necessity of maintaining proper weights and measures; the need to set
maximum prices under extraordinary circumstances; provisioning; prevention of hoarding, speculation, usury, col-
lusion, profiteering and enormous damage; and immoral behavior. On the parallel concerns with market weights
and measures in antiquity, see Tekin 2016. Recurring themes of morality that guided market regulation from late
antiquity to Ottoman times deserve further attention. I have dedicated a separate article to these topics, entitled
“A Conceptual Account of Market Morals that Resonated in Medieval Anatolia under Christian and Muslim Rule,”
which is forthcoming in Medieval Worlds.

For details see Buckley 1992, 60-63. For a discussion of the origins and corresponding terminology used to desig-
nate the official, see Stilt 2011, 38-42.
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The term muhtasib has often been translated in western literature as “market in-
spector,” a choice possibly influenced by the many descriptions of the jurisdiction
that involve commerce and commercial transactions or by the related title suhib
al-suqg, “guardian of the market.” Such a translation of the title is, however, too
narrow. As will be seen, the jurisdiction of the mubtasib extended to any evident
public action, whether in the fields of devotional practice, commerce, or crime.
The position is better expressed as an inspector and regulator of the markets and
public behavior generally.?

As in the early and later medieval periods, Ottoman “markets and public behavior” were
regulated under market conditions, amidst negotiations of urban agents'® including craftsmen,
their experts (ehl-i hibre), wholesalers, merchants, notables, mubtesib and ahis.!* The order
of the marketplace related to good governance and public good (maslabha) since the interac-
tions of groups and individuals in public places, which provided basic necessities and qual-
ity standards of products, concurred in this realm.!? Interregional and international dealers of
large volumes of commodities, such as resident merchants who held permanent offices in the
bedestans (central covered bazaars of major towns) or worked from their headquarters in as-
sociation with brokers (simsar), were exempt from the mandate of the market inspector.'> The
likely reason for their exemption is that their commercial merchandise was checked, taxed or
fined by customs officers.

The Ottoman mubtesib, like his predecessors, was aided in his duties by experts from
among craftsmen or by various other officers such as the chief architect (mi‘marbasy), when
pertinent, as well as by his own assistants. His booth was centrally located in the urban mar-
ket to allow convenient access in all directions."* When market conditions (especially market
prices) prevailed over rules imposed by the authorities, one of a few possibilities material-
ized. Under these circumstances, either the mubtesib threatened the wrongdoer with penalty
or chastisement or applied fines and punishments including ignominious parading. Or he and
his helpers accepted bribes to allow the progression of market conditions.” As simple as
this observation sounds, market regulation practice and its evolution over time appears to be
complex.

A variety of sources reflect the complexity of issues regarding market regulation. Besides
the Quran,'® major sources include prophetic traditions (hadith), related chapters in works

9 Stilt 2011, 42.

10" such negotiations, based on observations of later Ottoman periods, are described as “a space of struggle” by

Huricihan Islamoglu (2004, 6-7) and as “confrontations, resistance, negotiations or deliberations among groups of

individuals when confronted with a social reality premised on market interests” (cited by Narotzky and Manzano

2014, 35).

For a recent overview on ahbis, a medieval brotherhood of professional, chivalric and spiritual qualities, see

Peacock 2019, 117-44. See also the seminal work of Golpimarlt 1949.

On maslaba see Akarli 2010. On the blurred lines between public and private, see Mottahedeh and Stilt 2003;

Klein 2006.

13 On bedestan see inalcik 1979-1980.

4 Ergenc 1995, 103-9.

15 On the Ottoman mubtesib and his punishments see Heyd 1973, 301; Lange 2008, 170, 225; Faroghi 2009, 37-39. On
ignominious parading see Lange 2007.

11

12

16 «And let there be [arising] from you a nation inviting to [all that is] good, enjoining what is right and forbidding

what is wrong, and those will be the successful” (The Qur'an, 3:104); “Hence, o my people, [always] give full meas-
ure and weight, with equity, and do not deprive people of what is rightfully theirs, and do not act wickedly on
earth by spreading corruption” (The Qur'an, 11:85).
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of Islamic Law and jurisprudence (such as al-Mawardi, 11th century; al-Ghazali, 12th century;
Ibn Taymiyyah, 14th century), and handbooks of prescriptions to market inspectors.!” Islamic
theoretical works from both pre-Ottoman and later periods portray the ideal mubtesib as a
good and honest Muslim man who is “sufficiently trained” in Islamic Law.'® Generally common
to these sources is the purpose of maintaining market order, most significantly, checking the
standards of market goods, preventing hoarding of basic necessities, and averting those who
hinder fair trade, which requires close monitoring of craftsmen and manufacturers. A categori-
zation of occupations by Maya Shatzmiller, who utilizes among other sources market inspector
manuals from the early medieval period, puts forward the degree of specialization, division of
labor, and a shift towards the manufacturing sector in the Islamic realm.!” Pre-Ottoman sources
also uphold proper religious conduct in towns, notably the segregation of sexes, observing
Friday prayer with the congregation, fasting during Ramadan, and checking the public behav-
ior of dbhimmis (non-Muslim people of the book under Muslim rule). Positions on two issues
- hoarding and price setting - are specifically noteworthy for the present study. Hoarding was
clearly condemned by all legal authorities in the pre-Ottoman Islamicate world; however, price
setting (Ar. tas7 r) was only allowed by some schools under specific circumstances of famine
or dearth to protect the public good (maslaba).?°

Different schools of Sunni Islam diverge in their interpretation of whether the principle of
commanding good may be applied by lay subjects with or without the permission of the ruler;
with or without the use of violence.?! The Ottoman position on these matters required the per-
mission of the ruler to authorize his agents to command good. Tt focused on the economic and
fiscal aspects of market inspection, and systematically set, codified and implemented maximum
prices for the first time in the Islamicate world.?? Existing studies reflect Ottoman market regu-
lation policies based on sultanic law codes (kanunndame), biographical dictionaries, pamphlets
of weights and measures, mubtesib appointment deeds, fiscal records of market-tax farms,
chronicles and maximum-price lists.?? This article focuses on legal / prescriptive sources with
an effort to understand and interpret them within their socio-economic and political contexts.

Late Medieval Market Inspection Tendencies

A wider look at late medieval pre-Ottoman market regulation in central Eurasia signals a
transformation toward increased intervention on the part of government authorities, and a cor-
responding change in the background of market inspectors from scholarly to military circles.

17
18

Such as al-Shayzart, 12th century; Ibn al-Ukhtuwah, 14th century; Ibn Bassam, 15th century.

The education level necessary for appointment to the office of mubtasib is not so clear; however, sources suggest
that the mubtasib must have the proficiency to understand and interpret relevant legal sources. See al-Shayzart
1946; 1999, 28-32; Ibn al-Ukhtwah 1938, 14-15.

19 Shatzmiller 1994, 11-98.

20 Sabra 2003. More specifically, the Hanaf1 and Maliki schools were more lenient regarding fas‘ir as opposed to the

Hanbali and Shafi’t interpretations. On the imposition of the rules in Mamluk Egypt, see Stilt 2011, 154-74.

21 Cook 2000, 470-79. In tune with the Hanefi school of Islamic Law, Ottoman intellectuals followed established

Islamic theoretical interpretations. Opposing perspectives on entitlement and authority over the urban market sur-
faced occasionally, such as the struggle between 17th-century Kadizadeli scholars and Sufi circles concerning the
principle of commanding good underlined in Cook 2000, 316-34. As a reaction to the Kadizadeli position, Katib
Celebi’s 17th-century work Mizanii’l-hakk f1 ibtiyari’lebakk features a chapter on emr bi’'l ma‘rif (commanding
good); see Katib Chelebi 1957, 91.15.

22 Fora comprehensive analysis see Kafadar 1986, 97-137.

23 Barkan 1942a, 331-36; Kavakci 1975; Kiitiikoglu 1983; Kafadar 1986; Kazici 1996; Kallek 1998, 2006; Tas 2007;
Saracoglu 2016.
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Christian Lange’s work on late 12th-century Seljuk Baghdad reveals a transformation in the of-
fice of the mubtasib. Lange shows that during this period the Seljuks created their own market
inspector by granting him previously unknown powers and functions.? These new mubtasibs,
according to the author, were closer to higher echelons of government rather than being natu-
ral extensions of scholarly (ulama’) circles who were designated authorities on commanding
good. Based on Seljuk panegyrics, while the authority of the Sultan was extended to the mubta-
sib, unauthorized individuals were no longer allowed to exercise the public role of command-
ing good.?> The punitive powers of Seljuk mubtasibs expanded, as they were now allowed
to use ignominious parading (tashhir) as well as “statutory” (hadd/budiid) and discretionary
punishments (fa‘zir). Prostitutes, cheating merchants, thieves, grave robbers, tricksters, drunk-
ards, perjurers, blasphemers and cannibals suffered ignominious parading.?® Commanding
good thus became an instrument in official hands, coinciding with Nizam al-Mulk’s surveillance
program of espionage agents (jasusan), which mainly targeted Isma’ilis. This purge, in turn,
ignited a reaction from scholars who reminded officials that it was only appropriate to com-
mand good in case the duty was unmistakably overlooked and to forbid wrong in case it was
obviously committed (“zahir’ as opposed to “maktiim” or “sirr’).?” By the end of the 12th cen-
tury, mubtasibs became so intrusive (somewhat like inquisitors) that proscriptions against their
abuses rather than prescription of their duties were required.?®

Stilt suggests a similar transformation regarding the mubtasibs of Cairo and Fustat towards
the end of the Mamluk Sultanate. Part of this change concerns the backgrounds of the mubta-
sibs. In the earlier periods, market inspectors with a legal education, such as jurists, were ap-
pointed to this post. In time, however, the preference shifted to influential individuals who
were close to the Sultan or to amirs,? who had the potential of marshaling political support
when necessary.?® Another expression of change involved the practice of maximum price set-
ting, which due to its controversial nature, was not liberally allowed in Mamluk towns, but was
occasionally practiced under specific circumstances such as food scarcity or famine announced
by the qadi. Stilt suggests that price setting gained frequency toward the looming Ottoman
conquest. As the Mamluk sultanate mobilized all means to deal with the approaching danger,
they increased taxation. Craftsmen and townspeople who struggled to pay these taxes tended
to raise commodity prices, which in turn led to complaints from the urban population, and ne-
cessitated maximum price setting.3!

Were there comparable leanings in market inspection in late medieval Anatolia prior to the
Ottomans? What was the focus of duties of the mubtesib? Only meager information precedes
that provided by sources from the 15th century. A council of market inspection appears un-
der the Rum-Seljuks. A royal decree of appointment reveals that the market inspector’s duties
focused on commercial transactions, scales, and crafts, but also included keeping non-Muslims

%4 Lange 2011, 159.

25 Lange 2011, 163.

26 Lange 2007, 2008; 2011, 164-65.
27 Lange 2011, 166.

28 Lange 2011, 167, underlines a similar observation made on a Khwarazmshah letter of appointment by Wittmann
2006.

Amir (amir): commander; an officer of the sultan in several ranks commensurate with the size of his unit of sol-
diers; definition by Stilt 2011, 211.

30" Stile 2011, 63-71.
31 gilt 2011, 169-71.

29



360 iklil Selcuk

in check.%? A 14th century appointment decree refers to both economic and moral-religious
facets of market inspection.3® An early 15th-century manual of epistolography discloses that
price setting was practiced and that the duties of the market inspector of Ladik included an-
nouncing official maximum prices as well as commanding good with respect to religious
norms.3* Sources that shed light on market inspection from this period indicate an overall tra-
jectory towards the prevalence of mundane affairs.®

The market inspector of this period held his office as a tax farm (nukdta’a), consistent with
the later Ottoman practice. In addition to the earliest-available appointment deeds, chronicles
penned in the 15th century provide a window into early Ottoman market regulation and taxa-
tion policies, albeit retrospectively. Cemal Kafadar’'s work on late 16th century socio-economic
changes and their perception by contemporary writers within the “decline paradigm” shows
that 15th-century chroniclers already represented a relatively more centralized Ottoman state
apparatus and its revenue-producing fiscalist measure. At the beginning these were categori-
cally despised by a more primitive and radical redistributive order that did not prioritize a
state treasury and its fiscalist operations.3® Tax farming, auctioning out the right to collect the
revenue from fees, taxes and fines on market activities to the highest bidder continued to be a
determining factor in the choice of individuals who were appointed as market inspector.?” Tax
farming, therefore, deserves a closer look, particularly regarding its links to the organization of
urban space, production, provisioning and price controls.

The Focus on the Mundane among the Duties of the Ottoman Market Inspector

The concept of sik-1 sultani, found in Ottoman documents of the classical period, designated
urban markets at large. This concept defined a hypothetical marketplace located in a site that
was well known by the local population. There a specific spot was assigned to each commod-
ity. Both the location and the commercial transactions of the market were expected to be in
the best interest of ordinary subjects ( fukardaya evia ve enfa”).?® The officials who collected
corresponding taxes on transaction - emin (appointed official responsible for tax collection
in return for a salary) or miiltezim (tax farmer who acquired the right to collect taxes from a
particular economic activity through bidding and placing a down payment in an auction) - as-
sumed both fiscal and administrative functions. They carried these out from a stand or a booth
in the marketplace. Market taxes from any given location at a certain period in time were col-
lected either by an emin or a muiltezim. Different authorities inspected the commodities of
long-distance trade brought by merchants (damga emini), and the goods brought from the im-
mediate hinterland (kapan emini).3® This system of farming out the rights to collect taxes was
applied from 1500s onwards and gained momentum later in the 16th century in the context of
price movements, transformation of military technology, and fiscal measures necessary to meet

32 Konevi 1958, 43-44 (13th cent.).

33 al-HT'T 1963, 33-34.

34 Kiimlu Hafiz Hiisam 2008 (14th cent.).
35 Wittmann 2006.

30 Kafadar 1986, 22-40.

37 On tax farming see Geng 2000b; 2003; Darling 1996, 1-21; Ozvar 2003, 29-94. On mubhtesibs holding office as tax
farm see Faroghi 2009, 191.

58 Ergenc 2012, 171.
39 Ergenc 2012, 173.
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the requirements of financing increased numbers of soldiers in the standing army.*" As tax
farming provided the fisc with a down payment from the candidate for the post of mubtesib,
its implementation proliferated due to inflationary pressures and war expenditure during the
long 17th century. 1695 was the date of the introduction of the lifetime tax farms to prevent
abuse in the field of production and to facilitate tax collection. Tax farming remained in use
well into the 19th century.#!

The Mubtesib was both a fiscal agent and a part of the inspection and organization of
manufacturing by local producers. Fiscal and administrative duties of other functionaries like
the police (zaim / subasy) or asesbasi were similarly organized. Since the right to collect dues
(ibtisab riistimu) on income sources that belonged to the sultan was “farmed out” to these
functionaries, market taxes (bdac-1 bazar) charged on grain, wheat, fruits, timber and provisions
as such were included in the income of the market regulation tax farm (ibtisab mukata’asi).
Records on tax farms reveal the connection of urban centers, where goods and services were
produced, with their rural hinterland. The urban market is portrayed as the scene for the sale
of commodities demanded by the people (ragbet-i nas), at prices that were supposed to be in
their best interest.*? Halil inalcik portrays the “Ottoman economic mind” as an approach that
involved control over artisan guilds, thus rendering trade and market prices significant aspects
of the continuity of production. Ottoman authorities determined maximum prices ideally to
prevent profiteering by merchants and craftsmen.*3 Correspondingly, the quantity of produc-
tion was also limited in order to prevent market prices from becoming too low.#*

Following the conquest of Constantinople, maximum price setting becomes a regular
duty of the Ottoman mubtesib, as documented by 15th century appointment deeds as well as
law codes issued beginning with Mehmed II's rule (1451-1481).%> A noteworthy term used in
Mehmed IT's law addressed to the mubtesib is beraber fdaide, which can be translated as com-
mon good or collective benefit. The document reveals that rules are promulgated to prevent
craftsmen from selling at prices of their discretion (her nice isterler ise ol vech tizre). The Sultan
orders price setting on market commodities to preserve the common good.*°

Codification of market rules by Mehmed II's successor Bayezid II (1481-1512) in the early
16th century coincides with a number of developments that are underlined by Cemal Kafadar
within the context of what he calls “the textual turn of the late-fifteenth century.”” Bayezid
I’s codification follows his effectual European expedition (1484) and peace with Venice and
Hungary. The Sultan’s reversal of confiscations of Sufi and waqf property by his father Mehmed
II, his forced settlements of the “supporters of Ardabil,” and his patronage over the Bektasi

40 fnaleik 1980.
4 Faroghi 2009, 191; Ergenc¢ 1995, 105.
Ergeng 2012, 172.

43 fnalcik 1970, 1979-1980.

44 This echoes the Byzantine principle of laesio enormis, meaning enormous damage done to the seller who

consciously charges a lower price than half the just price. Enormous damage was of concern with respect to land
sales by poor peasants to power holders, as well as keeping wage levels from dropping below just wages. For a
discusson of laesio enormis, see Laiou and Morrison 2007, 58-59, 62-63.

% Beldiceanu 1973, 161-62, 431-32; Akgiindiiz 1990, Vol. 1.

46« bu babda anlarn hallerine nazar ediib ehl-i hirfetin alub satdugi nesnelertin asil sermayelerini ayru ve harcin
ayru teftis etdtrb ana gore kendiler ictin fiyide kodurub narhini ta’yin etdirdim.” The document is published by
Akgtindiiz 1990, 1:378-79.

47

On this conceptualization, see Kafadar 2019, 84.
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order of dervishes concur with the rise of the Safavid threat and the consequent growth of con-
fessional (Sunni) sensitivities.*®

The products of this political environment - the law codes on the regulation of the markets
of Edirne and Bursa (both dated 1501) and that of Istanbul (undated) - are marked within the
corpus of sultanic laws owing to their comprehensiveness and endurance over time. The Bursa
market code deserves a closer look since the old capital was a significant manufacturing cen-
ter at the crossroads of commerce.” Bursa required a thorough market law on account of the
vibrancy of its local market life, the volume of its interregional and international trade that spe-
cialized on different branches of silk textile manufacturing, and its function of provisioning the
Topkapi Palace. The law code on the regulation of the Bursa market starts by explaining the
initial market inspection, which led to the drafting of the code. According to the preliminary
order, groups of artisans (ebl-i hiref) and their experts (ebl-i hibre) in the Bursa market were
summoned and questioned on the price and quality of the goods sold at the market. Artisans
were asked about the old maximum price in their trade, and whether it prevailed in the mar-
ket. If it was different, they were questioned about the reason for the difference, and about
when the breach first appeared. None of the groups of artisans had kept the old maximum
price since six or seven years previously (since 1496-1497).° A loosening of market inspection
in 15th-century Bursa led to higher prices than the original maximum prices. It is fair to imag-
ine these were market prices determined by supply and demand, which were allowed by the
mubtesib and his assistants, in return for systematic bribes. There is no explanation as to the
cause of this discrepancy. Early Ottoman chronicles seem to present fewer details outside the
legal document itself. Specifically for the early 16th century, it is rather difficult to document
the context which might have caused inflationary pressures in local markets. Chroniclers of lat-
er periods, however, are informative on a comparatively much wider scope of topics included
in their narratives.

A collection of imperial orders from 1501 (Ahkdm Defteri), which predates the Law, refers
to oppression exercised by the mubtesib of Bursa on the sherbet makers / sellers. Upon the
petition of a sherbet maker, the imperial council sent an order cautioning the qadi of Bursa
about such activity in the last days of July 1501.5! Immediately following this record, another
names four individuals as those who establish proximity to the mubtesib, inducing him to op-
pression. These men are to be removed from the vicinity of the mubtesib according to the or-
der.5? Such documents, however rare, display existing problems to do with ibtisab administra-
tion prior to the market code.

In fact, the Law Code reveals contemporary market conditions since it is partly descriptive
and partly prescriptive. Not only the testimony of the mubtesib, but also the testimonies of
craftsmen and other market folk are recorded. These testimonies appear in a certain degree
of abstraction, in other words, names of particular individuals are not mentioned next to their
declarations. Rather than references to specific people, the market law includes general phrases

48 For further on Bayezid II's tenure and policies, see Kafadar 2019, 88-89. For a contextualization of Bayezid II's re-
ign within the early-modern Mediterranean setting, see Selcuk and Ytksel (forthcoming).

49 Akgiindiiz 1990, 2:183-229; Barkan 1942a, 331-36. On Bursa guilds and comercial life, see Faroghi 1995; Ergenc
2006, 178-238; Selcuk 2015.

50" See Beldiceanu 1973, 208; Akglindiiz 1990, 2:191; Barkan 1942a, 340; Barkan 1942b, 15.
51 Sahin and Emecen 1994, no. 418, 115.

Sahin and Emecen 1994, no. 418, 115. “Her kim mubtesib olur ise, anun yanina varub miislimanlara ‘azim zulm @
hayf iderler imis...”
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such as “trustworthy Muslims” or “the grocers, their experts, and the notables of the town” who
were consulted and testified that the rules of the market had been abandoned for years. The
Law narrates actual problems, suggesting remedies with specific references to the beginning
of the problems concerning maximum prices. Unlike general manuals on hisba, which would
include warnings to the market inspector about common ways of fraud, the Law associates so-
cial and market conditions with actions expected from the mubtesib. Neither theoretical legal
sources nor commanding good are mentioned in the Law but it reveals several things: 1) the
variety of trades and craftsmen found in Bursa, 2) the primary concerns of the government
regarding market control, 3) the methods of price setting and the main actors involved in this
process, 4) the problems that appeared in the implementation of these regulations, and 5) the
suggested solutions and, in some cases, their success or failure. Intriguingly, the Law reports
that craftsmen were consulted to find out about “kaniin-1 kadim,” which may imply customary
practice with respect to prices, manufacturing and service standards that were accepted as the
norm. This shows the contractual feature of the Law and indicates the agency of the artisans
since they, rather than the Sultan, were the source of authority of information.

In contrast to the Bursa market law, that of Istanbul includes two clauses that relate to
religious duties: “Those who do not fast during the month of Ramadan must be punished
and publicly displayed” and “(the names of) Those who do not perform the prayers must
be searched and obtained from the prayer leader of the neighborhood and they must be
punished.”® The Edirne law code, though mostly concerned with maximum price setting, also
includes warnings about moral and religious duties.”* Why the Bursa market code lacks such
clauses is obscure. There is a certain level of difficulty with putting forward a contextual ex-
planation, since the Tstanbul code is undated.> If, as Barkan claims, the three codes of Edirne,
Bursa and Istanbul are indeed contemporaneous (from 1501), perhaps the political milieu of
the capital shaped the Istanbul code in tune with the aforementioned sensitivities regarding the
rising Safavid challenge. If the Istanbul code was composed in later years or a later decade,
which in my opinion is likely, then the warning against those who neglect attending Friday
noon prayer with the congregation can be expounded based on the analysis put forward by
Gulru Necipoglu regarding the mid-16th century proliferation of Friday mosques in the age
of chief architect Sinan, and the corresponding sensitivity toward public attendance to Friday

noon prayer.>

Moreover, their exclusion from a particular law code did not necessarily mean that the au-
thorities undermined moral / religious imperatives. The intricacy of the situation requires an
examination of the subast (za’7 mii’l-vakt) who functioned as the urban police.’” The legiti-
macy of the policing duty of the subas: similarly rests on commanding good, which often put
them in charge of substance prohibitions like tobacco ban. Along with the imminence of legiti-
macy and authority of the subast and mubtesib, various sources show that their areas of influ-
ence were reciprocally fluid. In some cases, the same individual assumed both responsibilities.

53

», o«

“...ve ramazan ayinda oruc dutmayanin gerekdir ki hakkindan geliib teshir ideler.”; “...ve namaz kilmayana kil
diye namaz kilmayan: mahalle imamindan teftis idib hakkindan geline.” Akgtindtiz 1990, 2:121-29.

54 Beldiceanu 1973, 74.

5 Barkan 1942a, 328, maintains that the Istanbul code is contemporaneous with the 1501 codes of Bursa and Edirne.

However, this assertion requires further scrutiny.
560
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See Necipoglu 2005, 47-59 for this assessment under the title of “Religio-legal contexts of mosque construction.”
The fees collected by the subag: fell under the category of taxes levied on occasional cases (bdd-i hava or
tayyarat), such as dues on certain crimes (ctirm ti cindyet). On the jurisdiction and duties of the subasi, see Ergenc
1995, 69-71. On “overlapping jurisdictions” between sahib al-shurta and mubtasib, see Lange 2006.
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Regarding the proximate duties between the police and the market inspector, T argue that
both moral / religious and mundane concerns of urban public places received attention from
the Ottoman authorities. The mubtasib seems to have assumed the responsibility of oversee-
ing economic issues; however, the interplay between these offices was complex and will be
revisited later. For instance, both the jurisdiction and the relevant dues that provided revenue
for their tax farms were subjects of dispute during the sovereignty claims of Selim I's brother
Sultan Ahmed and his son, who declared dominion over Bursa. Consequently, Selim I sent an
imperial order in 1512, reclaiming the market (ihtisab) and policing (subasiiik) taxes confis-
cated from the people of Bursa by the followers of Sultan Ahmed. The order addressed both
the qadi and the hassa harc emini of Bursa, who was the administrator of the town entitled to
the revenues of tax farms of market regulation and policing functions.>®

Selim I (r. 1512-1520) did not add to Bayezid’s market codes in a major may; however,
Stileyman the Magnificent (r. 1520-1566) ordered their extension and revision to the scale of
expansion in his realm. Revised market laws thereafter remain true to the spirit of earlier ex-
amples, as in the inclusion of references to kanun-1 kadim.> Necessary changes took place in
the realm of regulations of urban markets, however, giving rise to new and / or middling pro-
fessions, especially in textile manufacturing as a result of increased specialization and division
of labor. Likewise, the general market-law code of Sileyman focused on economic issues. Past
laws were revised due to a breach of maximum prices. The market code opened with punish-
ments for those who neglected their prayers, witnesses who lied in court, and the fee on legal
procedures fixed at 10%. The rest is similar to Bayezid II's code with a focus on maximum
prices, quality of manufacturing goods, and issues with craft groups. It was a longer list, since
Istanbul flourished as a center of palace consumption and was a point of attraction for migra-
tion that required a wider network of provisioning as well as increased specialization and divi-
sion of tasks by crafts groups. In this context, separate market laws were issued for other cities
as Bursa, Diyarbekir and Trabzon. While the Istanbul market code specified a profit margin of
20%,% Halil Sahillioglu documents a broader range (5-33%) in circulation at the time.®" Such

high profit margins were usually allowed based on the talent of particular craftsmen.®

Blurred Boundaries and Overlapping Jurisdictions

While the permitted or tolerated profit margins for commodities produced and sold by artisans
under the jurisdiction of the mubtesib varied in different contexts, so did the backgrounds and
identities of the official. The chief juristconsult for much of the reign of Sultan Siileyman was
Ebu’s-su’ud Efendi, who held this office between 1545-1574. He cautioned in a legal opinion
(fetva) against farming the office held by the mubtesib to a non-Muslim subject (dhimm?i).

BCR A 20, 199. Hassa Harc Emini, to whom the imperial order was addressed with the gadi, was the administra-
tor of the city of Bursa on behalf of the Sultan. This function was similar to that of the grand vezir in Istanbul. The
hassa barc emini administered Bursa according to the system of free usufruct (ber vech-i serbestiyyet) which gave
his area of influence relative autonomy. All principal tax collectors, like the subas: in charge of policing the town,
reported to him. The tax revenue gathered in return for the services of these officers was generally used towards
the purchase of goods and services bought for the palace rather than being directly transferred to the treasury. On
the office of hassa harc emini, see Inalctk 1960; Ergenc 2006; Bilgin 2006; Selcuk 2013.

Akgiindiiz asserts that 90% of the sultanic law codes were complete by the end of the reign of Murad III (r. 1546-
1595). Akgiindiiz 1990, 1:7-8.

“...Ve ribahorlar onin onikiye ziyadeye virmeyeler...”; see Akgtndiz 1990, 2:295.
Sahillioglu 1967.

For a thorough discussion of the Ottoman policy on prices, see Kafadar 1986, 97-137.
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According to this legal opinion, in case the said non-Muslim caused problems for the Muslim
community, the jurist’s verdict was to severely punish the dhimmi and to put an end to the
tenure of the Muslim mubtesib who delegated power to the said dhimmi.% The likely reason
for this legal opinion was that there were non-Muslim market inspectors. More significantly,
they did not only hold their positions in the capacity of a delegated deputy, but were actually
appointed officially. Local circumstances could call for appointing non-Muslims as tax farmers
because of their specific skills, networks and access to local knowledge, for instance, in neigh-
borhoods populated by non-Muslims. Especially in Greek neighborhoods, the appointment of
such a contender for office was likely to be approved.®*

Besides the identity of market inspectors, court records from the early 16th century on ex-
pose various facets of market regulation. Parallel to the concerns underlined in the sultanic law
codes, court cases reflect infringements of manufacturing standards and the official prices.®
It was mainly the prices, quantities and scales used in marketing the most crucial necessities,
such as wheat, flour, bread, rice and meat, that were kept under close check by the muh-
tesib.%° Monitoring manufacturing standards, on the other hand, required the mubtesib to have
local knowledge of production processes. As reported in a representative case from the early
16th century, a mubtesib of Bursa identified a silk weaver who disregarded production stan-
dards.9 Along with the necessity of the bidder of the market tax farm to be a man of wealth,
he was therefore obliged to recognize proper production standards. Edhem Eldem’s scrutiny of
the production of bricks and roof tiles in Thrace reveals that the bricks and tiles produced in
Hora were shipped to Istanbul to be used in construction at the capital. Eldem highlights that
the Hora tiles were a significant component of Istanbul’s building projects, and the inspector
of the Istanbul markets closely monitored their standards as per the building codes by keeping
the standard mold used in production.®®

Court records further support the aforementioned fluidity between the market inspector and
the police (subast / zaim) regarding the paucity of religious concerns and lack of references to
commanding good among the assigned duties of the mubtesib in sultanic law codes. A certain
emin Timurhan was born in the Selman Aga neighborhood of Uskiidar as an ordinary member
of the tax-paying (re’aya) class. However, he managed to put himself through one of the paths
of upward mobility to join the rank of administrator (beg) and held both the offices of muhb-
tesib and subasi in Uskiidar in 1524. He is recorded to have spotted a drunk cook and taken
him to court.%?

03 Akgiindiiz 1990, 4:44.

% In 1550 the market inspection duty of the village of Cengelkdy was given to a Greek named Nikola b. Poli: UCR 17

55b / 3, 1550. Similarly, that of the village of Istavroz was granted to Nikola b. Amboroze in 1556: UCR 19 OK / 2,
1556. Another record from 1551 reveals the officer as Aleksi mubtesib: UCR 17 65a-1, 1551.

UCR 51 a-1, 1524, lists the official prices of food items sold in the Samandira market. UCR 5 69a-3, 1524, reports
that cherries were sold at lower prices than the official price.

On the deficiency of the weight of bread, see UCR 17 29 b-6, 1551. On infringement during rice sale, see UCR 17
63 a-4, 1551. On the bakeries of Istanbul, see Demirtas 2008.

7 BCR 34-2, 1520.

08 Eldem 2017, 453.
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UCR 5 90 b-3, 1524. The story of Timurhan is noteworthy, since he started out as an assistant (is eri) to the pre-
vious emin / subagi of Uskiidar, who was the top administrator of the district. Timurhan rose to the office later,
and maintained it longer than previous holders of the same post. On the details of the career of Timurhan, see
Tas 2019. Several years later in 1563, another subas: appointed after Timurhan spotted sour sherbet production
(presumably fermented or alcoholic) in Uskiidar, which suggests that the responsibilities of subas: included moral
religious duties; see UCR 26 41 b-1, 1563.
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Price Regime, Provisioning and the Public Good

I have so far underlined two priorities of Ottoman market inspection, namely, manufacturing
standards and official prices. Both are pivotal components of economic mentality, relevant
policy measures, and their implementation for the purpose of provisioning the population with
the necessities of proper standards at affordable prices.”” Numerous documents and studies
on Ottoman provisioning and price regulation shed light on the subject.”! Particularly, qadis
and other officials who were part of the provisioning mechanism were explicitly warned about
contraband trade.”?

Cemal Kafadar’s findings based on perceptions of market policies by Ottoman intellectuals
demonstrate that wealth redistribution via price ceilings, despite [laissez-faire premises associ-
ated with prevalent notions of Islamic Law, were viewed as the guarantee of the continuation
of the good order of society (nizam-1 ‘alem).”? The good order of society was closely related
to rising fiscal demands as a result of the increasingly challenging military expeditions during
the long 17th century to Poland, Crete and Vienna. Throughout this period, the major source of
revenue from the tax farms of market inspection accrued from fines charged for infringements.
Adaptation to fiscal challenges of the 17th century often resulted in mergers of market regula-
tion tax farms with other functions, such as the public treasury (beytiilmal), and revisions of
maximum prices.”

Seven Agir’s recent comparative research on Ottoman and Castillian provisioning pro-
grams demonstrates that the institutional framework of Ottoman policy persisted until the
political and military challenges of the 18th century.”” Despite these challenges, price controls
remained a symbol of good and just governance and legitimization, albeit in discourse, well
into the second half of the 18th century. Provisioning and official price-setting policies were
instrumental beyond the obvious purposes, since they could be used by the administration
to limit the power and wealth of merchants and usurers. Following a noteworthy interven-
tion in the Ottoman currency (ak¢e) between 1580-15806, the government, by appointing them
to the function of celepkesan (meat provider) in the 1590s, forced these subjects to purchase
large numbers of sheep at market prices, which would then be sold at the official maximum
price, causing them losses.”® Agir suggests that in the short run, price controls might have
provided stability against fluctuations due to production cycles. Secondly, as long as hoarding
and contraband trade did not exceed certain limits, price controls could have enabled urban

70 On provisionist mentality, see Geng 2000a; also Inalcik 1970.

71 To name a few, see Gilicer 1964; Faroghi 1979-80; Sayar 1986; Giiran 1984-85; Kiitiikoglu 1997; Murphey 1988;
Aynural 2002; Yildirrm 2002; Ozveren 2003.

On March 19, 1592 the qgadis of Mediterranean shores were ordered to check the vessels that carried grain from
these shores to Istanbul by stressing the significance of their mission as “incomparable to any other business.”
“Istanbul zahiresi s@’ir umira kiyas olunmaz tedariki begayet miihimdir”; see MD 69, 235, 467. On October 13,
1592 another order was issued addressing the same gadis, reminding them that it was a time of grain shortage and
that selling grain to European purchasers would be severely punished. «.. kuffar-1 hakisare viriilmesi memnu’u
hiimaytnumda ecdadim ruhiyctn bir vechile haklarinuzdan gelintr ki sa’irlere mucib-i ibret olursuz dahi ana gore
mukayyed olasiz”; see MD 69, 359, 516.

73 Kafadar 1986, 139.
74

72

On mergers of tax farms in 17th-century Ankara, see Tas 2006, 56-61. On 17th-century maximum price lists, see
Kitiikoglu 1983.

Agir 2009, 113-89. The 18th century also coincides with a relative reduction in the authority of the mubtesib, re-
flected in the form of increased mutual reciprocal supervision of artisans; see Kiitikoglu 1986; Faroghi 2006, 346.

76 Greenwood 1988, 279; Cizakca 2013, 264.
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consumers to purchase relatively plentiful and reasonably priced bread. Finally, price regula-
tions might have carried their weight due to dominant views in the society as well as economic
rhetoric, which highlighted public good versus individual interest and served the legitimization
of the administration.””

Nineteenth-Century Realities

Case studies by Ozer Ergen¢ and Hiilya Tas demonstrate the complexity of the late 18th and
early 19th centuries based on an examination of the revenues of tax farms.”® Tas documents
significant turning points in the function and authority of the mubtesib.” This transformation
relates to the rise of Izmir as a commercial port city linked to European trade. The lucrative
and relatively protected angora wool (sof) manufacturing of Ankara was negatively affected
by the unparalleled demand for angora wool thread instead of the woven fabric itself. Rather
than traditional artisanal groups who produced woolen textiles, new divisions of craftsmen
facilitated the transfer of raw wool to Izmir. At the same time, there were shifts in the areas of
jurisdiction of damga tax farm officers and the mubtesib of Ankara. This was a complicated
process that not only caused a struggle among various tax farmers, but also some overlap in
their revenues. As European vessels brought their commodities to Izmir, taxing the imported
merchandise as it entered the hinterland befell the mubtesib of Ankara. This change also cre-
ated a space of struggle over whether the seller or buyer was to be taxed. Similarly, taxation
of raw woolen thread turned into a disputed issue. By the end of this transformative period,
revenues of the market tax farm in the first half of the 19th century increased to reach unprec-

edented sums.3?

In this context, an imperial order concerning the market taxes of Ankara dated 1828 defines
commanding good as the basis of authority of the ruler over the subjects, reflecting the rede-
ployment of Islamic discourse.®! The document underlines the need to appoint a new, adroit
and resourceful mubtesib with a knowledge of religion.?? It adds that the revenue of the mar-
ket tax is reserved for the expenses of the reform army (Asakir-i Mansure-i Muhammediyye)
of Mahmud II (r. 1808-1839) which was established following the abolishing of the Janissary
corps in 1826. For this purpose, ibtisab tax-farm revenues were directed to the newly estab-
lished “treasury of tax farms” (Mukataat Hazinesi) renamed Manstre Hazinesi in 1834, which
underlines the objective of financing the aforementioned reform army.®3 That this imperial
order reserves room for listing the moral / religious as well as the mundane duties of the
mubtesib may reflect an effort not only to legitimize the revenues reserved for the reform
army by resorting to religious rhetoric provided by the medieval institution of commanding
good, but also to take this opportunity to expand the scope of taxation based on the religious

77 Agir 2010.

78 Ergeng 2000; Tas 2007.
79 Tas 2007.

80 Tag 2007, 418.

81 “ba-husis salah-1 hal-i Alem ve dlemiyanimn {iss-i esdst olan emr-i ma‘rif ve nehy ani’l-miinker ahkdmimim icrds: zim-

ninda vaz‘ ve tahsis kilinmis olan kdntn-1 ihtisab dahi killiyen metrik ve munsi kalmis oldugundan”; see ACR 228 /
123, 1828.

“diyanetkar ve kargiizar birinin muhtesib nasb ve ta‘yiniyle emr-i ma‘raf ve nehy ani’l-miinker ahkdmi icrd olunma-
s1”; see ACR 228 / 123, 1828.

83 Orhonlu 1998.
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surveillance of urban public space 84 The end of this newly established treasury coincided with
the Anglo-Ottoman Commercial Treaty of 1838, which led to the abolition of protective and
monopolistic fiscal policies of the Ottoman regime.

Within the course of the 19th century, a transformation took place from the vestiges of the
ancien régime toward the particular circumstances described by Safa Saracoglu. This trans-
formation in “the nature of Ottoman governance,” in Saracoglu’s words, entailed a shift from
interventionism towards free-market policies along with legal institutions that developed ac-
cordingly. The institutional reflection of this transformation was the establishment of provincial
councils (eyalet meclisi), which assumed market control functions as of 1849.%° In this context,
the ihtisab organization was finally abolished in 1854.

Conclusion

This article examined market regulation policies and practices embodied in the jurisdictional,
administrative and fiscal functions of the Ottoman market inspector - the mubtesib. Throughout
the early modern period, the duties of the official focused on price ceilings and quality stand-
ards, in contrast to the relatively balanced appeal to economic and religious regulation of
medieval urban markets. A trajectory converging on the mundane duties of the Islamic market
inspector, which for various reasons (some identified by existing studies), might have already
emerged prior to Ottoman rule. As fiscalist policies gained momentum into the 15th century,
the Ottoman conquest of Constantinople constituted a significant watershed. Law codes prom-
ulgated by the sultans, beginning with Mehmed II, codified market inspection rules and further
crystallized the price regime. While abstract, legal and moral views shaped Ottoman market
regulation ideals, their implementation over non-Muslim subjects along with the farming of
corresponding tax revenues and overlapping jurisdictions of the urban police and market in-
spector paint a complex picture. The continuity of systematic and codified price setting was
closely related to provisionist concerns, upon which a plethora of dynamics acted. The per-
severance of the price regime through centuries shows that it was an instrument of legitimacy
that helped maintain the “order of the society,” not only by facilitating provisions of necessities
but also by enabling checks on the accumulation of wealth in the hands of subjects. Ironically,
the 19th century, amidst competition from European manufacturers, reform efforts and fiscal
crises, created a “new” legitimacy tool out of the Islamic injunction of commanding good with
regard to the market inspector.

84 Brefe 1997, 53-62; Tas 2007, 424-29.
85 Kitiikoglu 1992.
86 Saracoglu 2016, 85-90.



Ottoman Market Regulation and Inspection in the Early Modern Period 369

Bibliography

Primary Sources

ACR (Ankara Court Records) 228 / 123, 1828
BCR (Bursa Court Records) 34-2, 1520

BCR A 20, 199

MD (Mithimme Defteri) 69, 467-235, 1592
MD 69, 516-359, 1592

UCR (Uskiidar Court Records) 17 55 b / 3, 1550
UCR 5 69 a-3, 1524

UCR 5 90 b-3, 1524

UCR 17 29 b-6, 1551

UCR 17 63 a-4, 1551

UCR 17 65 a-1, 1551

UCR 19 OK / 2, 1556

{ICR 26 41 b-1, 1563

UCR 51 a-1, 1524

Secondary Sources

Agir, S. 2009. “From Welfare to Wealth: Ottoman and Spanish Grain Trade Policies in a Time of Change.”
Ph.D. diss., Princeton University.

Agir, S. 2010. “Osmanlrda Iasecilik ve Fiyat Politikalart: Bir Istanbul-Madrid Karsilastirmasi, 1500-1700.”
Dogu Bati 52:101-31.
Akarli, E.D. 2010. “Maslaha: From ‘Common Good’ to ‘Raison d’¢tat’ in the Experience of Istanbul

Artisans, 1730-1840.” In Hoca, ‘Allame, Puits De Science: Essays in Honor of Kemal H. Karpat,
edited by K. Durukan, R.W. Zens and A.Z. Durukan, 63-79. Istanbul: The Isis Press.

Akglindiiz, A. 1990. Osmanl Kanunndmeleri ve Hukuki Tablilleri. 9 vols. FEY Vakfi Yayinlar: 1. fImi
Arastirmalar Serisi 1. Osmanli Arastirmalart Vakfi Yayinlart 1, 4, 12. ilm1 Arastirmalar Serisi 1,
3. Istanbul: FEY Vakfi Yayinlari.

al-HU'1 (Hasan Ibn-‘Abd-al-Mu'min al-HU'1). 1963. Gunyetu’l-katib ve munyetu t-lib : Rusiimu ' r-resa’il ve
Nucitmu’l-faza’il, edited by A.S. Erzi. Selcukiler Devrine Aid insd Eserleri 1a. Ankara Universitesi
flahiyat Fakdiltesi 40. Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi.

al-Shayzari (‘Abd al-Rahman ibn Nasr al-Shayzari). 1946. The Book of al-mubtassib entitled Nibayat
al-rutba [T talab al-bisba, edited by al-Baz al-Arini. Cairo: Association of Authorship, Translation
& Publication Press.

al-Shayzari. (‘Abd al-Rahman ibn Nasr al-Shayzari.) 1999. The Book of the Islamic Market Inspector /

Nibayat al-rutba [T talab al-bisba, Translated by R.P. Buckley. JSS Suppl. 9. Oxford / New York.
Oxford University Press.

Aynural, S. 2002. Istanbul Degirmenleri ve Firinlar: (Zabire Ticareti) 1740-1840. Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi
Yurt Yaynlart.

Barkan, O.L. 1942a. “XV. Asrin Sonunda Baz Biiyiik Sehirlerde Esya ve Yiyecek Fiyatlarinin Tespit ve
Teftisi Hususlarint Tanzim Eden Kanunlar.” Tarib Vesikalar: Dergisi 1.5:326-40.

Barkan, O.L. 1942b. “XV. Asrin Sonunda Baz Biiyiik Sehirlerde Esya ve Yiyecek Fiyatlarinin Tespit ve
Teftisi Hususlarini Tanzim Eden Kanunlar.” Tarib Vesikalar: Dergisi 2.7:15-40.



370 iklil Selcuk

Beldiceanu, N. 1973. Recherche sur la ville ottomane au XVe siécle, étude et actes. Paris: Adrien
Maisonneuve.

Bilgin, A. 2006. Osmanl Tasrasinda bir Maliye Kurumu: Bursa Hassa Har¢ Eminligi. Istanbul: Kitabevi.
Buckley, R.P. 1992. “The Muhtasib.” Arabica. Revue d’études arabes et islamiques 39.1:59-117.
Cook, M. 2000. Commanding Right and Forbidding Wrong in Islamic Thought. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

Cizakca, M. 2013. “The Ottoman Government and Economic Life: Taxation, Public Finance and Trade
Controls.” In The Ottoman Empire as a World Power, 1453-1603, edited by S.N. Faroghi and
K. Fleet, 241-75. The Cambridge History of Turkey 2. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Dagli, M. 2013. “The Limits of Ottoman Pragmatism.” History and Theory 52:194-213.

Darling, L.T. 1996. Revenue-raising and Legitimacy: Tax Collection and Finance Administration in the
Ottoman Empire 1560-1660. Leiden: Brill.

Demirtas, M. 2008. Osmaniida Firmcilik. 17. Yiizyi. Istanbul: Kitap Yayinevi.

Eldem, E. 2017. “Of Bricks and Tiles: The History of a Local Industry in the Area of Mirefte (Thrace).” In
Living the Good Life, Consumption in the Qing and Ottoman Empires of the Eighteenth Century,
edited by E. Akcetin and S. Faroghi, 433-73. Rulers & Elites 13. Leiden / Boston: Brill.

Erefe, I. 1997. “Bread and Provisioning in the Ottoman Empire: 1750-1860.” Master’s thesis, Bilkent
University.

Ergenc, O. 1995. Osmanli Kidsik Dénemi Kent Tarihciligine Katki: XVI. Yiizyilda Ankara ve Konya.
Ankara Enstitist Vakfi Yayimnlart 1. Ankara: Ankara Enstitiisi Vakfi.

Ergenc, O. 2000. “XVIII. Yizyilda Ankara-izmir iliskisi: Tiftik Ipligi Ticareti.” In CIEPO XIV. Sempozyumu
Bildirileri. 5-7 Eyliil 2000, Cesme, edited by T. Baykara. Turk Tarih Kurumu Yayinlari 26.76-78.
Ankara: Turk Tarih Kurumu.

Ergenc, O. 2006. XVI. Yiizyilin Sonlarinda Bursa. Yerlesimi, Yonetimi, ERonomik ve Sosyal Durumu
Uzerine Bir Arastirma. AKDTYK Tirk Tarih Kurumu Yayinlart 27.8. Tirkiyenin Sosyal ve
Ekonomik Tarihini Sondaj Metoduyla Arastirma Grubu Kaynak Yayin Dizisi 0. Ankara: Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu.

Ergenc, O. 2012. Sebir, Toplum, Devlet. Osmanli Taribi Yazilar:. Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yayinlart.

Faroghi, S. 1979-1980. “istanbul’un Iasesi ve Tekirdag - Rodoscuk Limani (16. - 17. yiizyillar).” ODTU
Gelisme Dergisi / METU Studies in Development:139-54.

Faroghi, S. 1995. “Ottoman Guilds in the Late Eighteenth Century: The Bursa Case.” In Making a Living
in the Ottoman Lands 1480-1820, edited by S. Faroghi, 92-112. Analecta Isisiana 18: Ottoman and
Turkish Studies 18. Istanbul: The Isis Press.

Faroghi, S. 2006. “Guildsmen and Handicraft Producers.” In The Cambridge History of Turkey. Vol. 3,
The Later Ottoman Empire, 1603-1839, edited by S.N. Faroghi, 336-55. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Faroqhi, S. 2009. Artisans of Empire Crafts and Craftspeople under the Ottomans. Library of
Ottoman Studies 17. London / New York: I.B. Tauris.

Geng, M. 2000a. Osmanii Imparatorlugu’nda Devlet ve Ekonomi. Kiiltiir Serisi 186. Istanbul: Otiiken
Nesriyat.

Geng, M. 2000b. “iltizam.” In Trirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islam Ansiklopedisi 22:154-58.

Geng, M. 2003. “Malikdne.” In Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islam Ansiklopedisi 27:516-18.

Golpinarli, A. 1949. “Islam ve Tiirk illerinde Fiitiivvet Teskilati ve Kaynaklar.” Istanbul Universitesi Iktisat
Fakiiltesi Mecmuasi 11.1-4:6-354.



Ottoman Market Regulation and Inspection in the Early Modern Period 371

Greenwood, A. 1988. “Istanbul’s Meat Provisioning: A Study of the Celepkesan System.” Ph.D. diss.,
University of Chicago.

Gilcer, L. 1964. XVI-XVII. Aswrlarda Osmanli Imparatorlugunda Hububat Meselesi ve Hububattan Alinan
Vergiler. Istanbul Universitesi Yayinlart 1075. iktisat Fakiiltesi Nesriyati 152. Istanbul: Istanbul
Universitesi Tktisat Fakiiltesi.

Guran, T. 1984-1985. “The State Role in the Grain Supply of Istanbul: The Grain Administration, 1793-
1839.” International Journal of Turkish Studies 3.1:27-41.

Heyd, U. 1973. Studies in Old Ottoman Criminal Law, edited by V.L. Ménage. Oxford: Clarendon Pres.

Ibn al-Ukhtwah (Muhammad ibn Muhammad Ibn al-Ukhuwah). 1938. Ma alim al-qurbab [T abkam
al-hisbab, edited by R. Levy. EJ.W. Gibb Memorial Series. New Ser. 12. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press for the Trustees of the E.J.W. Gibb Memorial / Luzac & Co.

Ibn Bassam (Muhammad ibn Ahmad Ibn Bassam). 1968. Nibayat al-rutbab [T talab al-hisbah, edited by
Husam al-Din al-Samarra’t. Baghdad: Matba‘at al-Ma‘arif.

Inalcik, H. 1960. “Bursa XV. Astr Sanayi ve Ticaret Tarihine Dair Vesikalar.” Belleten 24.93:45-102.

inalcik, H. 1970. “The Ottoman Economic Mind and Aspects of the Ottoman Economy.” In Studies in
the Economic History of the Middle East, from the Rise of Islam to the Present Day, edited by
M.A. Cook, 217-28. School of Oriental and African Studies. London / New York: Oxford University
Press.

Inalcik, H. 1979-1980. “The Hub of the City. The Bedestan of Istanbul.” International Journal of Turkish
Studies 1:1-17.

Inalcik, H. 1980. “Military and Fiscal Transformation in the Ottoman Empire, 1600-1700.” Archivum
Ottomanicum 6:283-337.

Islamoglu, H. 2004. “Politics of Administering Property: Law and Statistics in the 19th Century Ottoman
Empire.” In Constituting Modernity. Private Property in the East and West, edited by H. islamoglu,
3-34. The Islamic Mediterranean 5. London / New York: [.B. Tauris.

Kafadar, C. 1986. “When Coins Turned into Drops of Dew and Bankers Became Robbers of Shadows:
The Boundaries of Ottoman Economic Imagination at the end of the Sixteenth Century.” Ph.D.
diss., McGill University.

Kafadar, C. 2019. “Between Amasya and Istanbul: Bayezid II, His Librarian and the Textual Turn of the
Late-Fifteenth Century.” In Treasures of Knowledge: An Inventory of the Ottoman Palace Library,
1502/3-1503/4) Vol. 1, Essays, edited by G. Necipoglu, C. Kafadar, and C.H. Fleischer, 79-153.
Studies and Sources in Islamic Art and Architecture. Supplements to Muqgarnas 14/1, 14/2. Leiden
/ Boston: Brill.

Kallek, C. 1998. “Hisbe.” Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islam Ansiklopedisi 18:143-45.

Kallek, C. 2006. “Narh.” In Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Isiam Ansiklopedisi 32:387-89.

Katib Chelebi. 1957. The Balance of Truth. Translated by G.L. Lewis. Ethical and Religious Classics of East
and West 19. London: George Allen and Unwin.

Kavakc1, Y.Z. 1975. Hisbe Teskilati: Bir Islam Hukuk ve Tarih Miiessesesi Olarak Kurulus ve Gelismesi.
Atatiirk Universitesi Yayinlar1 431. Islimi ilimler Fakiiltesi Yayin 2. Arastirma Yayin 2. Ankara:
Baylan Matbaast.

Kazict, Z. 1996. “Osmanli Sehir idaresinde Thtisab Miiessesesi.” In Islam Geleneginden Giintimiize Sehir ve

Yerel Yonetimler, edited by V. Akyiiz and S. Unlii, 355-88. ilke Yaynlari 20.1. 2 vols. Istanbul: ilke
Yayinlari.

Kirimlu Hafiz Hisam. 2008. Teressiil (Hact Selimaga, Nurbanu no: 122/ 5), edited and translated by
S. Tekin. Sources of Oriental Languages and Literatures 87. Turkish Sources 77. Cambridge,
Massachussetts: The Department of Near Eastern Languages and Literatures, Harvard University.



372 iklil Selcuk

Klein, Y. 2006. “Between Public and Private: An examination of Hisba Literature.” Harvard Middle
Eastern and Islamic Review 7:41-62.

Konevi. 1958. “Tekaririi’l-mendsib.” In Tiirkiye Selcuklular: Hakkinda Resmi Vesikalar, edited by
O. Turan. Turk Tarih Kurumu Yayinlart 7.32. Ankara: Ttrk Tarih Kurumu.

Kutikoglu, M.S. 1983. Osmanhilarda Narh Miiessesesi ve 1640 Taribli Narh Defteri. Enderun Yayinlari 13.
Istanbul: Enderun Kitabevi.

Kitiikoglu, M. 1986. “Osmanli Esnafinda Oto-Kontrol Miessesesi.” In Abilik ve Esnaf, Konferanslar ve
Seminer: Metinler, Tartismalar, 55-76. Istanbul Esnaf ve Sanatkarlar Dernekleri Birligi Yaynlart 1.
Istanbul: Yaylacilik Matbaast.

Kiitiikoglu, M.S. 1992. “Baltaliman1 Muahedesi. 16 Agustos 1838 Tarihinde Yapilan Osmanli-ingiliz Ticaret
Muahedesi.” TDV Isidm Ansiklopedisi 5:38-40.

Kitikoglu, M.S. 1997. “Istanbul’da Ekmegin Temininde Devletin Rolit (XVIII-XIX. Yizyillar Arsiv
Kaynaklary).” Selcuk Universitesi Ata Dergisi Prof.Dr. Nejat Goyiing Ozel Sayist 7:55-74.

Laiou, A.E., and C. Morrison. 2007. The Byzantine Economy. Cambridge Medieval Textbooks. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Lange, C. 2000. “Hisba and the Problem of Overlapping Jurisdictions: An Introduction to, and Translation
of, Hisba Diplomas in Qalqashandi Subh al-a‘sha.” Harvard Middle Eastern and Islamic Review
7:85-107.

Lange, C. 2007. “Legal and Cultural Aspects of Ignominious Parading (tashhir) in Islam.” Islamic Law and
Society 14:81-108.

Lange, C. 2008. Justice, Punishment and the Medieval Muslim Imagination. Cambridge Studies in Islamic
Civilization. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Lange, C. 2011. “Changes in the Office of Hisba under the Seljugs.” In The Seljugs, Politics, Society and
Culture, edited by C. Lange and S. Mecit, 157-81. Edinburg: Edinburgh University Press.

Mottahedeh, R., and K. Stilt. 2003. “Public and Private as Viewed through the Work of the Mubtasib.”
Social Research 70.3:735-48.

Murphey, R. 1988. “Provisioning Istanbul: The State and Subsistence in the Early Modern Middle East.”
Food and Foodways. Explorations in the History and Culture of Human Nourishment 2.1:217-63.

Narotzky, S., and E. Manzano. 2014. “The Hisba, the Muhtasib and the Struggle over Political Power and
a Moral Economy: An Enquiry into Institutions.” In Diverging Paths? The Shapes of Power and
Institutions in Medieval Christendom and Islam, edited by J. Hudson and A. Rodriguez, 30-54. The
Medieval Mediterranean. Peoples, Economies and Cultures, 400-1500. Vol. 101. Leiden / Boston:
Brill.

Necipoglu, G. 2005. The Age of Sinan. Architectural Culture in the Ottoman Empire. London: Reaktion
Books.

Orhonlu, C. 1998. “Hazine.” Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islam Ansiklopedisi 17:130-33.
Ozvar, E. 2003. Osmanh Maliyesinde Malikdne Uygulamasi. Istanbul: Kitabevi Yayinlart.

Ozveren, E. 2003. “Black Sea and the Grain Provisioning of Istanbul in the Longue Durée.” In Nourrir les
cités de Méditerranée: Antiquité - Temps modernes, edited by B. Marin and C. Virlouvet, 223-49.
Collection L'atelier méditerranéen. Paris: Maisonneuve & Larose.

Peacock, A.C.S. 2019. Islam, Literature and Society in Mongol Anatolia. Cambridge Studies in Islamic
Civilization. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Sabra, A. 2003. “Prices are in God’s Hands’: The Theory and Practice of Price Control in the Medieval
Islamic World.” In Poverty and Charity in Middle Eastern Contexts, edited by M. Bonner, M. Ener,
and A. Singer, 73-93. Suny Series in the Social and Economic History of the Middle East. Albany:
State University of New York Press.



Ottoman Market Regulation and Inspection in the Early Modern Period 373

Sahillioglu, H. 1967. “Osmanlilarda Narh Miiessesesi ve 1525 Yili Sonunda Istanbul’'da Fiyatlar.” Belgelerle
Tiirk Taribi Dergisi 1.1:36-40; 2.2:54-56; 3.3:50-53.
Saracoglu M.S. 2016. “Economic interventionism, Islamic Law and Provincial Government in the Ottoman

Empire.” In Law and Legality in the Ottoman Empire and Republic of Turkey, edited by K.F. Schull,
M.S. Saracoglu, and R. Zens, 65-91. Bloomington / Indiana: Indiana University Press.

Sayar, A.G. 1986. Osmanh Iktisat Diisiincesinin Gagdaslasmast (Klasik Dénem den II. Abdiilbamid’e). Der
Yayin 41. Tiirkiye'de iktisat Diistincesinin Gelismesi 1. Istanbul: Der Yaymevi.

Selcuk, 1. 2013. “On besinci Yiizyil Bursa Orneginde Osmanli Sehir Ekonomisi ve Yonetim Ozellikleri
Uzerine.” In Prof. Dr. Ozer Ergeng’e Armagan, edited by U. Ekin, 351-62. Istanbul: Bilgi Kiiltiir
Sanat Yayinlari.

Selcuk, 1. 2015. “Tracing Esnd/fin Early Fifteenth-Century Bursa Court Records.” In Bread from the
Lion’s Mouth. Artisans Struggling for a Livelibood in Ottoman Cities, edited by S. Faroghi, 51-69.
International Studies in Social History 25. New York: Berghann Books.

Selcuk, 1., and C. Yiiksel. Forthcoming. “Early Modern Reflections on Bayezid II's Reign.” In Festschrift
in bonor of Prof. Cemal Kafadar, edited by R. Goshgarian, I. Makdisi, A. Yaycioglu. Boston, M.A.:
Academic Studies Press.

Shatzmiller, M. 1994. Labour in the Medieval Islamic World. Islamic History and Civilization. Studies and
Texts 4. Leiden / London / Koln: E.J. Brill.

Stilt, K.A. 2011. Islamic Law in Action: Authority, Discretion, and Everyday Experiences in Mamluk Egypt.
Oxford / New York: Oxford University Press.

Sahin, 1., and F. Emecen. 1994. Osmanlilarda Divdn-Biirokrasi-Abkdm: II. Bdyezid Dénemine Ait
906/1501 Taribli Abkdm Defteri. istanbul: Ttirk Diinyast Aragtirmalart Vakfi.

Tas, H. 2006. Ankara’nin Biitiinciil Taribine Katki: XVII. Yiizyilda Ankara. Atatirk Kiltir, Dil ve Tarih
Yiksek Kurumu Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Yaymnlari 27. Dizi 9. Ankara: Ttrk Tarih Kurumu.

Tas, H. 2007. “Ihtisab Mukata’ast Verilerinin Sehir Ekonomisi Ac¢isindan Anlami: Ankara Ornegi.” Uludag
Universitesi Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi 13.2:409-36.

Tas, H. 2019. “is Erligi'nden ‘Subasilik’a: Kariyer Basamaklarini Tirmanan Uskiidar Emini Timurhan
Bey.” In Journal of Turkish Studies / Tiirkliik Bilgisi Arastirmalary 52. Festschrift in Honor of
Ozer Ergeng. Part 2, edited by C. Kafadar, G.A. Tekin, and N. Tekgiil, 291-321. Cambridge, Mass:
Harvard University Near Eastern Languages and Civilizations.

Tekin, O. 2016. Balance Weights in the Aegean World. Classical and Hellenistic Periods. Supplementary
Issue of the Corpus Ponderum Antiquorum et Islamicorum. Istanbul: Turkish Institute of
Archaeology.

Wittmann, R. 2006. “The Muhtasib in Seljuq Times: Insights from Four Chancery Manuals.” Harvard
Middle Eastern and Islamic Review 7:108-28.

Yildirim, O. 2002. “Bread and Empire: The Workings of Grain Provisioning in Istanbul during the
Eighteenth Century.” ERC Working Papers in Economics, 01/04. https://erc.metu.edu.tr/en/system/
files/menu/series01/0104.pdf

Makale Gelis / Received : 30.11.2020
Makale Kabul / Accepted : 12.03.2021











