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Abstra&

“Provisioning the Ottoman Capital: Istanbul’s Market Gardens between the

Seventeenth and Nineteenth Centuries”

Ayse Nur Akdal, Master’s Candidate at the Atatiirk Institute
for Modern Turkish History at Bogazici University, 2016

Assoc. Prof. Cengiz Kirli, Thesis Advisor

This study is about market gardens and their gardeners, which were a distinc-
tive part of Ottoman Istanbul until recently. It draws on first and second-hand
sources to examine the locations, physical features, and property structures of
market gardens together with those who worked in there and how they were
organized. Moreover, the study reveals the role and importance of market gar-
dens in the provisioning of the city.

Based on archival material, the study describes the urban fabric, the labor
structure, and migration with help of visual data. Although the market gar-
dens of Istanbul played an important role in the provisioning of the city,
shaped its urban landscape, and provided job opportunities for migrant labor-
ers, they have not received the attention they deserve in Ottoman studies. The
foremost goal of the study is to comprehensively document and compile the
rich multi-faceted historical data. Another aim is to test two assumptions in
the literature on Ottoman history against the historical data, namely, that Is-
tanbul was a “city of consumption,” and that there was essentially a fixed,

ethno-religious division of labor in the Empire.

25,000 words
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Ozet

“Osmanli Istanbulu'nun Iagesi: Onyedinci ve Ondokuzuncu Yiizyillar

Arasinda Istanbul Bostanlar1”

Ayse Nur Akdal, Yiiksek Lisans Adayi, 2016

Bogazici Universitesi Atatiirk Ilkeleri ve Inkilap Tarihi Enstitiisii
Dog. Dr. Cengiz Kirli, Tez Danigmani

Bu ¢alisma son donemlerine kadar Osmanli Istanbulu’nun ayrilmaz bir par-
¢ast olan bostanlar1 ve buralarda calisan bahcivanlart konu almaktadir.
Calismada bostanlarin yerleri, fiziksel 6zellikleri ve yetistirilen tiriinlerin yani
sira, miilkiyet yapilari, kimler tarafindan isletildikleri ve kimlerin calistig ile
ilgili bilgiler birincil ve ikincil kaynaklardan yararlanilarak incelenmektedir.
Ayrica bostanlarin, kentin iagesindeki rolii ve 6nemi de ortaya konulmaktadir.

Caligma arsiv materyalleri 151ginda, donemin kent dokusunu, is giicii
yapisini ve gd¢ olgusunu, gorsel malzemeler yardimiyla betimlemektedir. Is-
tanbul’'un iasesinde 6nemli yere sahip olan, kent peysajin1 bicimlendiren ve
cok sayida goecmen isciye is olanagi saglayan bostanlar, bir arastirma konusu
olarak Osmanli ¢caligmalari literatiiriinde hak ettikleri yeri bulamamuigtir. Cok
boyutlu ve zengin tarihsel malzemeyi kapsamlica derleyerek okuyucuya sun-
mak bu ¢aligmanin 6nde gelen hedefidir. Bunun yaninda, Osmanl: tarihi lit-
eratiiriindeki yaygin iki kabulii, yani Istanbul’un bir “tiiketim kenti” olduguna
ve Imparatorluk’ta sabit bir etnik-dinsel isboliimii bulunduguna dair var-

sayimlari tarihsel veriler 15181nda stnamaktir.

25.000 kelime
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Introduction

ecently, several debates have escalated around environmentalist move-

ments to save the gardens in Yedikule, Kuzguncuk, and Piyale Pasa; in
short, the gardens of Istanbul. This has coincided with a phenomenon of urban
agriculture becoming popular both in academic circles and in the media. Of
course, the once extensive presence of gardens within the city is long gone,
and for the most part, only their names remain, as the names of streets,
mosques, and public baths. However, urban agricultural lands still exist, de-
spite their diminishing total size. Resisting radically changing circumstances
and with standing the test of time, urban gardens are a current issue as much
as a historical one.

Urban agricultural lands in Istanbul gradually began losing ground under
the influence of modernization at the end of the nineteenth century. They were
among the first lands to be dispensed with when land was needed to build new
consulates, factories, train stations, schools, and military barracks. Even so, up
until the last quarter of the twentieth century, Istanbul maintained agricultural
production even within its central districts. One encounters these gardens of-
ten on old maps. The urban form of the city changed tremendously with a
rapid population increase, that started in the second half of the twentieth cen-
tury. In the absence of planned measures to guard against the phenomenon,
the result was an inevitably haphazard urbanization. Population growth af-

fected the landscape order as rapid increases in construction altered existing
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(authentic) land-uses. This resulted in the formation of new residential dis-
tricts on what had earlier been garden-lands. Thus, urban agricultural lands
that had existed for more than a thousand years dramatically lost ground in
the span of twenty to thirty years. Another process supporting this course of
events was changes in transportation technology. After the 1950s, road con-
struction projects started to be carried out throughout the country, which
caused urban agricultural lands to lose their significance. In this sense, Istan-
bul is just another example of a city in which the development of capitalism
expelled the “rural” from urban areas. This led the city to become provisioned
via a global food market reliance on fossil fuels.

Historically, the boundaries between the urban and the rural have never
been clear: food production and urban space were never as segregated in pre-
industrial cities as they are today. At present, the city is thought to be the locus
of secondary and tertiary activities (processing raw materials and providing
health, education, and similar services) than primary activities such as animal
husbandry or agriculture. However, before the modernization of transporta-
tion, fresh, perishable vegetables were produced in intra-urban and peri-ur-
ban areas and complemented the rural production of staple foods. A garden
with domestic farm animals within the city center would be surprising today,
whereas a hundred years ago it was an ordinary part of daily, urban life. The
distinction between “townsmen” and “countrymen” did exist. For instance,
Eylip, an important district in Istanbul including both urban and rural ele-
ments. It is difficult to address the question whether a gardener in the center
of Ottoman Eytiip was living an urban or rural life, since one could alterna-
tively approach the question from the point of view of his place of residence
or of his profession.

In Turkish, the terms bostan, bagge, and bag all generally refer to gardens.
The word bostan refers to a vegetable garden or a melon patch. The Ottomans
generally used the word bostan specifically for vegetable gardens; however, it
is probable that a few fruit trees also existed in a bostan. Bahge is a more in-
clusive term; it can mean an orchard, a vegetable garden, a flower garden, or a
park. It is generally collocated with an adjective to indicate the function of the
garden. The word bag is a specific name generally used for vineyards. As gar-

dens in the Ottoman era generally had a mixed organization of vegetables and
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fruit trees, both bah¢e and bostan were used interchangeably in archival doc-
uments. Since the subject of the present study consists of market-oriented gar-
dens, the term “market garden” will be used to for substitute both bostan and
bahge. While the term “vegetable garden” would also be appropriate “market
garden” will be preffered to emphasize.

Istanbul’s agricultural lands and horticultural traditions have lasted for
centuries. They have provided sustenance to the city from the antiquity up
until modern times. The city has always been dense, and provisioning it was
naturally a crucial issue. There had to be an organized, large, complex food
supply network to meet the needs of the city. In historical narratives, Istanbul
has generally been presented as a city of consumption -sometimes even a “par-
asitic” city. However, the literature on the provisioning of the city generally
focus on grains and meat, whereas fresh produce is overlooked. In fact, the
consumption of fresh food in Istanbul was provided for through goods pro-
duced within the city itself, which was a natural result of a lack of developed
transportation and preservation technologies.

Although there is a wide literature on the urban history and food culture
of Istanbul (focusing mostly on court cuisine), there are few works directly
addressing the city’s market gardens in the Ottoman era. A study by Suraiya
Faroqui and an article by Ayhan Han and Aleksandar Shopov are notable ex-
amples. As a matter of a fact, market gardens constituted one of the pillars in
the provisioning the city and were highly relevant to its organizational struc-
ture -however neglected they are by researchers. Other works not directly re-
lated to the issue but important for their ancillary information can be grouped
as such follows: studies on Constantinople’s gardens, parks and food culture
in the Byzantine era,' studies on Istanbul’s food culture and especially court

cuisine in the Ottoman era,” studies on Istanbul’s gardens in the fields of art

For see examples, see Henry Maguire, “Gardens and Parks in Costantinople,” in Dumbarton
Oaks Papers 54 (2000).; John L. Teall, “The Byzantine Agriculture Tradition,” Dumbarton
Oaks Papers 25 (1971).; J. Koder, “Fresh Vegetable for the Capital,” in Constantinople and Its
Hinterland: Papers from the Twenty-Seveth Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies, ed. Cyril
Mango and Gilbert Dagron, (Oxford, 1993), 49-56.

For example, see Arif Bilgin, Osmanli Saray Mutfagi 1453-1650 (Istanbul: Kitabevi, 2004)
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history and landscape architecture,’ and studies on Istanbul’s agricultural
fields during the Republican period.*

The present study aims to fill this gap in the literature to an extent, focusing
on archival records related to Ottoman Istanbul’s market gardens and garden-
ers between the seventeenth and nineteenth centuries. The motivation for se-
lecting this topic is academic negligence, despite its being an interesting and
informative field of research. Rich archival materials provide a wide range of
content from migration to urban agriculture. Indeed, the urban agricultural
system of Istanbul includes such topics as; provisioning, labor migration,
property structures, division of labor, socio-spatial relations, and security. This
creates a certain difficulty for the researcher, since it demands reliable
knowledge of each of these topics. Moreover, a thorough examination of all
such, topics would demand a voluminous work. In this regard, the present
study’s intent is not to scrutinize every issue related to the market gardens and
gardeners in a detailed fashion, but to present a general overview and point
out possible research agendas. The original contributions of the thesis are that
it reveals new, unused archival materials; provides a general descriptive pic-
ture of the phenomena; visualizes and schematizes urban agricultural activi-
ties in Ottoman Istanbul; tests the relevant literature against newly found ar-
chival data; and raises new questions on the matter. Accordingly, the market
gardens of Istanbul are examined according to their liminal position between
the urban and the rural, their importance in the provisioning of the city, and
as potential employment opportunities for migrant workers. The main ques-
tions the study raises are as follows: is it possible to draw a line separating the
urban and the rural, and what does that imply for conceptualizing “the city”
in historical research? Is the common assumption that Istanbul is a “city of
consumption” valid in terms of the provisioning of fresh food for the city? Is

the generally accepted account in Ottoman studies that there was an ethno-

For examples, see Nurhan Atasoy, A garden for the sultan: gardens and flowers in Ottoman
culture, Istanbul: Aygaz, 2002).; Goniil Aslanoglu Evyapan, Eski Tiirk Bahgeleri ve Ozellikle
Eski Istanbul Bahgeleri, (Ankara:Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi, 1972).

For example, see Paul J. Kaldjian, “Istanbul’s Bostans: A Millennium of Market Gardens,” Ge-

ographical Review 94, (July 2004), 284-304.



PROVISIONING THE OTTOMAN CAPITAL

religious division of labor valid for gardeners who worked in Istanbul’s market
gardens of Istanbul?

The thesis is composed of five chapters including the introduction and
conclusion. The second chapter, “Literature Review, the Method, and the Fo-
cus of the Study,” will critically discuss the relevant literature, and will consist
of four subsections. First, the ambiguity of “the urban” and “the rural” and the
changing criteria for distinguishing between them in pre-industrial and post-
industrial contexts is noted. It will be questioned whether it is actually possible
to draw a sharp line between the two. Furthermore, the historical and geo-
graphical trajectories of urban agriculture will be traced drawing on examples
that show that although the terms are relatively new, the phenomenon itself
dates back to early historical periods; variously motivated by war, economic
crisis, and famine. Certain settlement utopias based on the idea of urban-rural
togetherness will be examined. Second, the urban provisioning system of the
Ottoman Empire will be presented. The importance, regulations, and
measures regarding the provisioning of the imperial capital, Istanbul, will be
described. The geographical extent of the provisioning process will be de-
picted, and fundamental resources such as food and fuel will be mapped out
according to von Thunen’s model. The locations and main supply lines that
provided Istanbul with fresh fruits and vegetables will be touched upon. The
lack of a description of the provisioning of fresh products in academic the lit-
erature will be noted. A critique of the assumption that Istanbul was a city of
consumption -a “parasitic” city-, will be developed based on the widespread
presence of market gardening in the city. The third section will deal with ques-
tions of migration and the ethno-religious division of labor in the Ottoman
Empire, with reference to generally accepted and alternative models. It docu-
ments the reasons behind the vast waves of migration toward to Istanbul in
the period in question, as well as measures taken by the administration. A
typification of the migration (i.e., mass migration, chain migration, etc.) will
be defined. The problems that migrants encountered and their reactions will
be listed. Also, the ethno-religious division of labor in the Ottoman Empire
will be discussed critically, including a comparison of the generally accepted
and a competing thesis. Lastly, in the subsection about the methodology of the
study, the aforementioned topics that constitute the three main axes of the

study will be evaluated, and the position of the present study will be clarified.
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The third chapter, “Historical Inheritence,” will deal with the historical in-
heritance of the market gardens in the Byzantine Constantinople. To that end,
the property structures, the relation between the land ownership and power,
the geographical layout of the gardens within the city, and their various func-
tions will be presented by means of secondary sources. The section will give a
brief description of certain aspects and structures of urban agriculture that
where inherited from the Ottomans. In the second subsection, the fall and
rebuilding of the city will be mentioned. The methods and endeavors of the
Ottoman administration to bring the city back to its magnificent days will be
depicted. In this regard, the vakif system will be explained. Lastly, continuities
and ruptures after the fall of the city —including developments under the Ot-
toman rule up to the seventeenth century- will be briefly presented based on
secondary resources.

The fourth and main chapter of the study, “Istanbul’s Market Gardens and
Gardeners between the Seventeeth and Nineteenth Centuries” will draw upon
firsthand archive sources. This section will be divided into two subchapters
regarding gardens and gardeners, respectively. The section about gardens will
start with a detailed description of a typical market garden based on the doc-
uments. Then, the locations of the gardens in the city will be described in de-
tail. The existing data will be visualized and certain deductions and specula-
tions regarding matters not directly accessible in the material (such as garden
sizes, types, etc.) will be made based on the locations and number of employ-
ees. The property structures and possessions of the market gardens will be ex-
amined and classified according to the Ottoman land system. Gardens that
belonged to female owners will be listed separately since these are exceptional.
The second section of this chapter will deal with gardeners. The aggregate
quantity of gardeners and their living conditions will be examined. The ad-
ministrative records prepared for surveying the gardening business in the city
will be described and the guarantorship system and its social function for gov-
ernance and security will be examined. Visual materials and tables based on
firsthand archival sources, which document many characteristics of gardeners
(hometowns, religious affiliations, ethnicities, and family patterns) will be pre-
pared for different points in time. Since the majority of the gardeners were
migrants, the hometowns and possible migration routes will be documented

and mapped.
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Lastly, the conclusion will compile the findings of the study and answer
the questions raised by the thesis. Another issue just outside the time period
of the study -how the market gardens began to gradually become extinct at
end of the Ottoman era- will be mentioned briefly to encourage further work

on the subject.



The Literature, Method, and the Focus of the Study

T his study is inspired by the observation that the role and function of ur-
ban agriculture in Ottoman Istanbul is a generally overlooked topic in
the historiography of the city. As influential factors shaping urban space, or-
ganizational structures, and patterns of daily life, urban agricultural activities
-and market gardens and gardeners in particular- should not be ignored. This
presents a critical review of the relevant literature, illustrating what is lacking
from it. This study is organized according to three main axes -respectively ur-
ban-rural linkages, provisioning, migrant gardeners vis-a-vis the “myth” of
ethno-religious division of labor in Ottoman Empire -this chapter will exam-
ine problematic assumptions within each sub-topic, clarifying the position of

the present study.

§ 2.1 Urban Agriculture and Urban-Rural Linkages

2.1.1  Ambiguity of the Urban and the Rural

In an era when transportation facilities were inadequate and cooling technol-
ogies for preserving fresh food were lacking, the production of perishable
foods was necessarily handled with in the city and at its periphery. Therefore,
there were farmers who resided in the city. At first sight, their profession seems
to be a naturally “rural” activity while they inhabit an “urban” area. The prob-

lem of fresh food preservation also led to a division among cultivation areas
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(e.g. grain was sown in large farms far from the city).! Yet, with the baggage of
current nomenclature, which was constituted in order to analyze the modern
concept of the urban, this situation seems contradictory to the academic mi-
lieu in urban studies. They have difficulty identifying this ambiguous phenom-
enon, which does not allow for drawing a distinct line between the urban and
the rural.

Therefore, when speaking about the city, one must take into account
whether it exists in a pre-industrial or post-industrial context. In the former,
rural characteristics such as engagement with agricultural activities and un-
derdeveloped infrastructure dominated “urban” life to an extent. In this con-
text, an increase in the extent of agricultural fields around the city would allow
for population growth. However, this symptom would imply the opposite in a
post-industrial metropolitan area. With modernization, necessity for agricul-
ture in urban and peri-urban areas diminished as a result of advanced trans-
portation technologies, proliferation of factories, and a growing population.
Fields were transformed into more profitable investments.> Moreover, the ur-
ban organization spread to non-urban fringes to dominate and exploit rural
resources (surplus population, raw materials, etc.) kowtowing to capitalistic
interests.’ These gradual processes gave way to what is called “the urbanization
of rural.” Although agriculture was previously the only sector in rural areas,
due to the afore mentioned process, it has since lost that significance and is
today penetrated by non-agricultural economic activities.*

If a separating line between the urban and the rural really exists, how
should it be drawn? Answering this question is not so simple as “the bounda-
ries of urban settlement are usually more blurred than portrayed by adminis-
trative delimitations... a large number of households in urban areas tend to

rely on rural resources, and rural populations are increasingly engaged in non-

A detailed example is in the section “Provisioning the Ottoman Capital.”

In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, city utopias and plans in Europe included correla-
tions between the urban and rural. This issue will be examined in detail in the next section.
Micheal Lipton, Why Poor People Stay Poor: Urban Bias in World Development, (London:
Temple Smith, 1977), 13.

Ahu Aliye Guliimser, “Rural Areas as Promising Hot Spots: Sustainable Rural Development

Scenarios” (PhD. diss., Istanbul Technical University, 2009).
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agricultural activities.”® There is no general consensus among scholars, and
each researcher approaches the problem of urban-rural distinction from a dif-
ferent perspective highlighting different factors. The most well-known para-
digms for separating the urban from the rural are: demography and popula-
tion structures, economic structures, environmental structures, and social
structures.® Such classifications, which set the rural in opposition to the urban,
ignore the fact that the dominant transformative power of capitalist agglom-
eration extends beyond local limits to supply needs such as “socioeconomic
activities, metabolic cycles and growth imperatives.”” For instance, the he-
gemony of national and international trade networks were established on non-
urban territories and places where capitalist markets were underdeveloped.

The new situation can be summarized as follows;

This newly consolidated, planetary formation of urbanization has
blurred, even exploded, long -entrenched sociospatial borders- not
only between city and countryside, urban and rural, core and periph-
ery, metropole and colony, society and nature but also between the ur-

ban, regional, national and global scales themselves.®

The notion “city” gave place to an “urbanization process” with the accel-
eration of urban growth. As Gandy indicates, “[w]e can never really under-
stand cities as simply ‘things in themselves’ since they are manifestations of
broader processes of change, connection and re-combination. Cities are just a
particular form of urbanization.” Harvey similarly highlights the importance

of the “process” in grasping the dynamics of the modern city by stating, “the

Cecilia Tacoli, “Rural-Urban Interactions: A Guide to the Literature,” Environment and Ur-
banization 10 (1998): 147.

Ibid.

Neil, Brenner, Introduction to Implosions/Explosions: Towards a Study of Planetary Urbaniza-
tion, ed. Neil Brenner (Berlin: Jovis, 2014), 20.

Ibid., p. 18.

Matthew Gandy, “Where does the City End?,” in Implosions/Explosions: Towards a Study of

Planetary Urbanization, ed. Neil Brenner. (Berlin: Jovis, 2014), 86.

10
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‘thing’ we call a “city’ is the outcome of a ‘process’ that we call “‘urbanization.”"°
In parallel with these, Brenner renders the difference between the old percep-
tion of the city “as a bounded, nodal and relatively self-enclosed sociospatial
condition” and the new approach of urbanization as “urban without an out-
side.”! As mentioned before, the old perception, which locates the city at the
core of the problem, emphasizes features such as scale, density, and social di-
versity as primary indicators to make a distinction between the cities and non-
cities.’? However, as Lefevbre puts it, capitalist urbanization, which extends its
operational landscapes to large-scale spatial formations beyond conventional
zones of urban agglomeration, caused the submission of the agrarian to the
urban.”

Lastly, two intertwined processes caused the relative autonomy and self-
sufficiency of the countryside to diminish: the emergence of capitalist territo-
rial organization as a result of changing property relations and spatial division
of labor,'* which destroyed “any transparent differentiation between city and
countryside,”" on the one hand; and techo-structural interference such as
“the extension of logistical, commercial and touristic infrastructures... con-
struction of major industrial estates, large-scale housing ensembles in periph-
eral locations... [and] the destruction of quasi-autonomous agrarian commu-

»16

nities in old rural zones”!® on the other.

David Harvey, “Cities or Urbanization?,” in Implosions/Explosions: Towards a Study of Plane-
tary Urbanization, ed. Neil Brenner. (Berlin: Jovis, 2014), 61.

Brenner, Introduction, 15.

Ibid., p. 15.

Alvora Sevilla-Buitrago, “Urbs in Rure: Historical Enclosure and the Extended Urbanization
of the Countryside,” in Implosions/Explosions: Towards a Study of Planetary Urbanization, ed.
Neil Brenner. (Berlin: Jovis, 2014), 236.

Alvora Sevilla-Buitrago, “Urbs in Rure,” 237-238.

Brenner, Introduction, 17.

Ibid., p. 17.

11
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2.1.2  Urban Agriculture in History

Of late, urban agriculture is a growing topic in the literature. It was popular-
ized by the 1996 United Nations Habitat Conference in Istanbul which de-
scribed “...the growing, processing, and distribution of food and other prod-
ucts through intensive plant cultivation and animal husbandry in and around
cities.”” In the conference, the concept of “urban agriculture” was applied to
use to describe the phenomenon.' The United Nations Development Pro-
gramme (UNDP) declared that urban agriculture was an expanding industry.
According to research made by the UNDP, the amount of agricultural produc-
tion in and around the cities has increased dramatically in various countries.
In 1980 only 30% of American agricultural production was produced in met-
ropolitan areas, whereas by 1990 it had increased to %40. According to the
Council for Agricultural Science and Technology (CAST), urban agriculture
has social, environmental, economic, and sanitary dimensions. Generally, this
growing activity is regarded as beneficial. The most common benefits are eco-
nomic development, diminishing of poverty, food security, reutilization of ur-
ban waste and waste water, and the contribution to the ecology and biodiver-
sity of urban areas."

There are differences between urban and rural agricultural production.
The former is involved in, interacts with, and is integrated into the economic
and ecological systems of the city. Moreover, it becomes more prevalent in dif-
ficult socio-economic circumstances such as wars, financial crises, and pov-
erty. Furthermore, compared with rural agriculture, the former has lower

costs and is more profitable. As might be expected, while the rural agriculture

Urban Agriculture Committee of the Community Food Security Coalition (CFSC) 2003.
__Urban Agriculture, Food, Jobs and Sustainable Cities, (New York: The United Nations De-
velopment Programme, 1996), 25.

Behice Bilgi Solduk, “Stirdiriilebilir Kentsel Gelismenin Saglanmasi Agisindan Kentsel

Tarimin Roli, Istanbul Metropoliten Alan’ Ornegl (Master’s Thesis, Istanbul Technical Uni-

versity, 2010), 19.
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industry is predicated on mass output of a few select products, urban agricul-
ture has smaller units of production, but more product diversity. Lastly, urban
agricultural activities benefit from the facilities of urban infrastructure.
Although, the phenomenon of urban agriculture has been growing re-
cently utopic ideas about synthesizing the urban and the rural to bring about
new styles of cohabitation and overcome problems stemming from rapid in-
dustrialization and urbanization have long existed.?! Ebenezer Howard’s Gar-
den City planning method (revealed in 1898, in the United Kingdom) created
self-contained communities with a harmonious co-existence of residential, in-
dustrial, and agricultural areas. In this model, a large share of the land was
allocated for food production.? The founder of utopian socialism and the co-
operative movement, Robert Owen, imagined the New Moral World, an ide-
alized settlement model that covered every aspect of social life. The project
was envisioned in the 1820s as a communal village established on 100-150 hec-
tares of land, which would accommodate 1200 people. The community mem-
bers were to be employed in both farms and factories. He bought a town
named “New Harmony” in India to realize his dream.* James Silk Bucking-
ham planed a settlement model called “Victoria” in the 1840s, in which inhab-
itants would engage in agricultural activities just outside the city.** In his
utopic design for Broadacre City, Frank Lloyd Wright was inspired by ancient
urban architecture, imagining a harmony of nature and architecture. He pre-

dicted that in the future, agricultural fields and architecture would be more

Ibid., p. 31.

Hillary Angelo and David Wachsmuth, “Urbanization Urban Political Ecology: A Critique of
Methodological Cityism,” in Implosions/Explosions: Towards a Study of Planetary Urbaniza-
tion, ed. Neil Brenner. (Berlin: Jovis, 2014), 372.

Yao Dong and Di Xia, “Bostans: Agricultural Generators for Istanbul’s Urbanization” (paper
presented as Penny White Award Proposal, October 19, 2010), 1.

Zeynep A. Giiler-Ucer and Giilsen Yilmaz, “Housing Typologies in the Context of Urban Uto-
pias,” G. U. Journal of Science 17 (2004): 136.

Solduk, “Sturduriilebilir,” 25.
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interdependent than in his present time.> Lastly, Le Corbusier thought to re-

organize cities from a functional, rationalist point of view. In his ideal city

model, urban agricultural fields played a crucial role.*

Studies in the field of urban agriculture generally examine contemporary is-

sues and largely consist of reports.”” Urban agriculture includes different ty-

Ibid., p. 27.
Ibid., p. 26.
For instance, surveys by UNICEEF, the United Nations Development Programme, and rea-

gional and local offices of various countries.
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pologies, such as market gardens, allotment gardens, kitchen gardens, war gar-
dens, and victory gardens. In contemporary studies there is also a division
based on the level ofdevelopment in particular countries, which mainly exam-
ine and compare different applications of urban agriculture. For example, ac-
cording to the report prepared by the UNDP, the dynamics of urban agricul-
ture is not same between developing and developed countries. The emergence
of urban agriculture in developing countries is generally related to the inade-
quacy of urban facilities and transportation technologies to meet the needs of
rapidly growing urban populations. Thus, adequate supply of fresh products
is insufficient, causing a rise in food prices. For this reason, entities called “al-
lotment gardens” or “community gardens,” in which poor people can cultivate
their own food for low costs, became prevalent. Mostly, poorer people are in-
terested in this phenomenon because fresh foods are beyond their purchasing
power; however, with the application of urban agriculture, prices decrease to
more modest levels. In developed, Western countries, the issue of food supply
and urban agriculture are popular and well supported but for a different mo-
tivation. This popularity is the result of ecological concerns: if a city procures
its food from its immediate vicinity, fossil fuel consumption will decrease. In
underdeveloped countries, urban agriculture is practiced by the poor, whereas
in developed countries generally middle or upper-middle classes are at the
forefront. In both cases, urban agriculture faces the pressures of urban devel-
opment, population growth, and enforcement of health and nuisance regula-
tions that impose more sterile environments.?

Naturally, during exceptional circumstances such as a famine, public en-
forcement on urban agriculture for health and nuisance reasons are left aside.
Modern urban agriculture is not a new phenomenon in Western countries. It
dates back to the world wars. In these periods, urban farming became preva-
lent due to the risk of famine and for other strategic purposes. For instance,
when World War II broke out, Britain was importing more than two-third of
the nation’s food requirements. This was a real problem that led the British
government to consider it also as a war of food. Every measure was taken to

increase the efficiency of agriculture, including further mechanization of the

Chiara Tornaghi, “Critical Geography of Urban Agriculture,” Progress in Human Geography
38 (2014): 555.
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agricultural sector. The trend called “Victory Gardens” or “War Gardens” was
aresult of this necessity. Countries like the United States, the United Kingdom,
Canada, Australia, Poland, and Germany all encouraged their citizens to par-
take in urban agriculture, promoting these activities as “patriotic.” The British
campaign, “Dig for Victory,” was a prominent example, by means of which
domestic vegetable production had reached six million tons per annum by the
end of the war.” These community gardens were located at private residences
and public parks where vegetables, fruits, and herbs were produced. Produc-
tion of food in the urban areas played a redeeming role not only during war,
but also during economic crises such as the Great Depression in 1929. Follow-
ing such wars and crises, these gardens were mostly turned into recreation

areas and or gave way to more profitable sectors.
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Franklin Ginn, “Dig for Victory! New Histories of Wartime Gardening in Britain,” Journal of

Historical Geography 38 (2012): 296.
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There are several studies focusing on urban agriculture in contemporary con-
texts. Paul Kaldjian’s descriptive work on the market gardens of Istanbul is a
significant example.*® Kaldijan examines contemporary practices in Istanbul’s
market gardens by means of anthropological observation and interviews with
gardeners. In his holistic approach, he takes the gardens as integral parts of
the city landscape and considers the institution of gardens in debates of urban
agriculture and food security. Accordingly, he points to migrant families who
depend on a single income, stressing the importance of urban agriculture for
meeting their livelihood needs. He schematizes market gardens in contempo-
rary practice by classifying cultivation arrangements according to the vegeta-
ble types, facilities, and equipment (e.g. baskets, stakes, and other gardening
tools) present in the gardens. Furthermore, he asserts the importance of mar-
ket gardens for the provisioning of the neighborhoods in which they are lo-
cated. In the end, the author centers on the gradual process by which gardens
are squeezed into smaller areas as a result of rapid urbanization, moderniza-
tion, and industrialization, and suggests policy implications.

Other studies analyze urban agriculture from a historical perspective. For
instance, Barthel and Isendahl associate urban agriculture with food security
and sustainability it in two pre-industrial contexts: the classical Mayan civili-
zation of the late first millennium AD and Byzantine Constantinople.’' The
authors explore how cities with histories full of crises managed issues of food
security, as well as what kind of “social-ecological memory” helped them to
overcome trouble. For instance, when Byzantine Constantinople was under
siege, pleasure gardens in the city were gradually replacedwith farm fields and
kitchen gardens. Besides that, Barthel and Isendahl criticize the modernist
paradigm of the Chicago School of urban sociology, founded in the 1920s and
traceable to the present day. According to this paradigm, “urban life is an es-

sentialist reality separate from rural life;” however, Barthel and Isendahl point

Paul J. Kaldjian, “Istanbul’s Bostans: A Millennium of Market Gardens,” Geographical Review
94, (July 2004), 284-304.

Stephan Barthel and Christian Isedahl. “Urban Gardens, Agriculture, and Water Manage-
ment: Sources of Resilience for Long-term Food Security in Cities,” Ecological Economics 86

(February 2013): 224-234.

17



32
33

34

AYSE NUR AKDAL

out that “physical separation between urban and rural sectors emerged largely
as a consequence of modernist space-time compression.”* Such a critical ap-
proach is predisposed to hold that urban agriculture is a proper characteristic
of urban support systems on the long run on a global scale. According to the
authors, agricultural production is not “the antithesis of the city;" quite the
contrary, it is a part of the city complex that provides a flexible provision sys-
tem.

Another study on urban agriculture from a historical perspective is
Stanhill’s work focusing on the urban agro-ecosystems (marais)* of Paris in
the second half of the nineteenth century.** According to Stanhill, one sixth of
Paris’ total land area (13.3 square kilometers) served as market gardens and
their total yield was more than 100,000 tons yearly. In this form of “French
gardening”, which employed an “inter- and successional” cropping system,
each year’s harvest varied from three to six times but rarely fell below that
range. The urban agro-ecosystem not only supplied the city with fresh food,
but also provided a creative, productive solution to one major problem in the
city, namely abundant animal manure. Moreover, by means of glass cloches
and straw mats, out-of-season production became possible. Stanhill states that
the system had gradually developed since the Middle Ages to the point it be-
came a complex, significant activity by the nineteenth century. However, it de-
clined rapidly after motor vehicles replaced horses and competition for urban
land rose.

Ancient or modern, developed or underdeveloped -all sorts of agricultural
activities have existed in urban contexts predominantly for the provisioning

the city. The gardens of Ottoman Istanbul were no exception.

Ibid., p. 224.

French term “marais” stands for vegetable garden. The third arrondissement in the central
Paris inherited the name “marais” from its historical function.

Gerald Stanhill, “An Urban Agro-Ecosystem: The Example of Nineteenth Century Paris,”
Agro-Ecosystems 3 (1977), 269-284.
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§ 2.2 Provisioning the Ottoman Capital

35
36
37
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As the capital in administrative, military, economic, religious, and educational
terms, Istanbul was a node connecting a complex commercial network, in-
cluding the network regarding the food supply. The food shed of the capital
had always been wide, as it acquired its provisions from a large hinterland.
Beyond that, the “labor hinterland” of the city was also wide: the need for a
labor force employed in diverse crafts was supplied permanent and seasonal
immigrant workers. Its geographical position was suitable for maintaining
such a hinterland: “Istanbul, at the nexus of the Mediterranean and Black seas
and seated astride the overland routes between Europe and the Near East, has
profited much from its position, serving for almost three millennia as a prime
trading center.”® A wide, complex geographical organization was needed to
feed such a metropolis, where all sorts of food products were consumed in
vast amounts. From the rule of East Rome through the Ottoman era, the pro-
visioning the capital was always under the control and organization of the
state, which was a political and administrative necessity for ruling elites.*
The state served was both as the organizer and also controller, preventing
black market and low quality foods.*” This system also served to control pop-
ulation increase by determining refugee policies.”® However, the fact that it
pursued provisioning policies did not mean that the state transported goods
itself. The Ottoman state was mainly interested in organization and surveil-
lance, but did not have its own mercantile fleets or caravans. Overseas trade
was conducted on specialized boats by shipowners who had their own guild.”
Free trade and export of some materials (such as grain, cotton, wool, wax, and
leather.) were banned to prevent speculation and the flow of goods to foreign

markets, only those who were granted permission by the state could trade

Gideon Sjoberg, The Preindustrial City: Past and Present (New York: Free Press, 1965), 86.
Diinden Bugiine Istanbul Ansiklopedisi, s. v. “lage: Bizans Dénemi.”

Ilber Ortayly, Istanbul’dan Sayfalar (istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlari, 1999), 144.

Cafer Cift¢i, “Osmanli Déneminde Istanbul’un lasesinde Bursa’nin Rolii,” Osmanl: Tarihi
Arastirma ve Uygulama Merkezi (OTAM) Dergisi 16, (2004), 151-171.

Robert Mantran, 17 Yiizyilin Ikinci Yarisinda Istanbul: Kurumsal, Iktisadi, Toplumsal Tarih
Denemesi II (Ankara: V Yayinlari, 1986), 83-98.
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these materials. These privileged few were generally selected among notable
merchants and ship owners.*’ Since the official, fixed prices of goods were un-
satisfactory to traders, illegal repricing and black-marketeering were com-
mon.*

As a metropole, Istanbul needed outside support.* It had hardly any ex-
ported goods; on the contrary, foreign trade was mostly unidirectional.** Pro-
visionialism was the most significant principle of Ottoman economic policy
and the state consistently interfered in economic life.* The main goal of pro-
visionialism was to provide goods and services as cheaply, abundantly, and at
a high level of quality. In other words, the supply level should be as high as
possible.*® According to the Encyclopedia of the Ottoman Empire, provi-
sionialism is the one of three basic principles of the Ottoman economy, the
other two being fiscalism and traditionalism.* But the most prominent among
them was provisionialism, since productivity had a low average rate in the
Empire. The aim was not to produce for export, but to meet domestic demand.
Excess goods in towns were generally sent to large cities with high levels of
consumption, especially to Istanbul.

Although the port of Istanbul was significant, to a large extent it was used
for importing, and unlike the ports of Izmir and Iskenderiye, it was not active

in overseas trade.” Taking that into consideration, Mantran claims that even

Halil Inalcik, Devlet-i Aliyye: Osmanli Imparatorlugu Uzerine Arastirmalar I, (Istanbul: Is Ban-
kas1 Yayinlari, 2014), 280.

Liitfi Giiger, “Istanbul’un fasesi i¢in Liizumlu Hububatin Temini Meselesi,” Istanbul Universi-
tesi Iktisat Fakiiltesi Mecmuast XI (1950): 401.

Feridun Emecen, “XVI. Asrin lkinci Yarisinda Istanbul ve Sarayin lagesi I¢in Bati
Anadolu’dan Yapilan Sevkiyat” (paper presented at seminar of Tarih Boyunca Istanbul, Istan-
bul, 1988)

Mantran, 17. Yiizyilin Ikinci Yarisinda Istanbul II, 93.

Mehmet Geng, Osmanli Imparatorlugunda Devlet ve Ekonomi, (Istanbul: Otiiken Yayinlari,
2000), 45-46. See also Cift¢i, Osmanli Déneminde Istanbul’un Iasesinde Bursa’nin Rolii, 153-
154.

Ibid., 45-46.

Enyclopedia of the Ottoman Empire, s. v. “Istanbul.”

Robert Mantran, 17 Yiizyilin Ikinci Yarisinda Istanbul: Kurumsal, Iktisadi, Toplumsal Tarih
Denemesi I (Ankara: V Yayinlari, 1986), o1.
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though Istanbul was an administrative, military, and religious capital, it was
non-productive. His argument follows that the consumer goods accruing in
the city were being used for intra-city consumption; there was hardly any ex-
porting of goods. The gigantic market that was Istanbul had an immense ca-
pacity to absorb imported supplies, which kept the city from developing any
remarkable industry. Which is to say, imported goods did not encourage pro-
duction in the city.*® In parallel, capitals such as Rome, Venice, Vienna, Paris,
London, Delhi, Beijing, and Istanbul are acknowledged to be “parasitic cities”
in most studies urban history.*

The parasitic city metaphor is justified by the facts of overconsumption
and a lack of production. However, urban agricultural spaces in Istanbul and
its vicinity open the issue up for discussion: putting other goods aside, was the
city not self-sufficient in terms of fresh food? Accordingly, one intent of the
present study is to examine the role and scale of market gardens for the provi-
sioning of the city. Relevant studies on the subject focus on the grain supply,
and fresh food produce is mostly overlooked. The exception is Suraiya
Faroqghi’s study about the fresh food supply of Istanbul where she adapts von
Thunen’s model of agricultural lands to Ottoman Istanbul.*

The grouping model created by Johann Heinrich von Thunen in the nine-
teenth century can be a useful analytical tool for schematizing urban-rural
distinctions (see figure 2.4). In his agricultural land use model, Thunen posi-
tions agricultural land vis-a-vis the city center given respective transportation
costs. He presupposed that all land was plain and possessed the same fertility
level. Such a model provides a generalized picture about zone-product over-
laps in the city. According to Thunen’s model, there is a city center surrounded
by agricultural rings. The closest circle consists of market gardens and dairy
farms, since such products are perishable. Also, as these gardens were culti-
vated intensively, they did not require extensive land area. Forests, providing

wood, are located in the second circle due to their high transportation cost,

Ibid., 98.

Edhem Eldem, Daniel Goffman and Bruce Masters, Dogu ile Bati1 Arasinda Osmanli Kenti:
Halep, Izmir, Istanbul (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi, 2003), 25.

Suraiya Faroghi, “Supplying Seventeenth and Eighteenth Century Istanbul with Fresh Food,”
in Nourrir les cités de la Méditerranée: Antiquité-Temps modernes, ed. Brigitte Marin and Cath-

erine Virlouvet (Paris: MMSH and Adrien Maisonneuve, 2003), 273-30
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and their importance for the city as fuel and construction material. In the next
circle are durable products (grains and field crops) that have relatively low

transportations costs. The last circle includes livestock and ranching.

RANGHING and LIVESTOCK

Figure 2.4 Istanbul in von Thunen’s Model

Istanbul’s geographical location was more convenient for marine transporta-
tion. Istanbul was being nourished to a large extent with goods transported by
sea, since ships carry far more weight than land transportation means. The
expense of keeping animals usually exceeded the value of the products they

were used to carry.” Thus the rings were never as homogenous the model (fig-

Donald Quataert, The Ottoman Empire, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 117.
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ure 2.4). When the topography of Istanbul is considered, the correlation be-
tween distance and journey speed (time) is weak. Since maritime transporta-
tion is faster, a location further away but on the coast would even out with a
much closer location on land. Two different points producing the same prod-
uct may be located different radial distances from the city center, making it
impossible to create proper, circular zones. For example, settlements near the
Marmara Sea (such as Mudanya, Izmit, Yalova, amd Bursa) and the Black Sea
(Trabzon, Crimea, and Dobrudja) were other centers of fresh produce supply
together with agricultural areas within the city.

Various regions and centers were active in the provisioning of Istanbul.
The regions that were supplying of Istanbul were places where production for
the market developed early. Especially farms (¢iftlik) in the vicinity of the city
and along the western shores of the Black Sea played a crucial role. These
farms were seen as areas for investment. Istanbul imported its domestic needs
from a variety of locations: Products such as raisins, vinegar, olives, and wine
came from vineyards along the coast of the Aegean Sea.” The city’s demand
for wood was satisfied from the immediate vicinity of the city and from the
Balkans, while grain was supplied from Ruscuk (Ruse) and other places along
the western shores of the Black Sea, Western Anatolia, Dubrovnik, Thessaly,
Macedonia, and Egypt. Egypt also supplied rice.>® The onus of supplying meat
belonged to wealthy individuals in the upcountry of the Balkans and nomadic

tribes in Anatolia (See Figure 2.5).

Suraiya Faroghi, “Crisis and Change, 1590-1699,” in An Economic and Social History of the
Ottoman Empire, ed. Halil Inalcik and Donald Quataert (Cambridge and New York: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1997), 577.

Faroghi, “Chiris and Change,” 620-621.; Cafer Ciftci, Osmanli Déneminde Istanbul’un lagesi,
160. See also, Mantran, 17. Yiizyilin Ikinci Yarisinda Istanbul I, 174-176.
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Figure 2.5 Locations of basic resources for provisioning Istanbul

Just as in the Roman Era, the extent of the hinterlands of the Ottoman capital
did not remain constant through the centuries. The regions supplying food to
the city were determined according to needs and conditions (such as the loss
or gain of territory) of each particular time. Territorial expansion of the em-
pire generally implied an increase in the total quantity of goods flowing to the
city.> Also fluctatations in the ciy population affected the scope of city’s food
hinterland and number of vegetable gardens in the city changed according to

the aggragate demand.

Giilsiim Ece Turnator, “The Provisioning of the Byzantine Constantinople” (Master’s Thesis,

Bogazici University, 2000).
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§ 2.3 Migrant Workers and Ethno-Religious Division of Labor in
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the Ottoman Empire

The population of the capital consisted of various ethno-religious entities: a
miniature reflection of the empire itself. As a center of sea trade, it had a cos-
mopolitan, multi-lingual culture. It was also a destination for migrants, espe-
cially those who were searching for work. Walking far distances and only re-
turning home after years of work was a common pattern of life for migrant
workers in the Ottoman Empire. Generally, they lived in communal, bachelor
quarters, inns, or coffeehouses. After working for years, they usually handed
off their jobs to newly arrived, fellow townsmen.>® Both chain migration and
mass migration were common.’® Mass migration was generally connected
with sudden, dramatic events, like the loss of imperial territory. Chain migra-
tion was more common. This latter form of migration is a gradual, long-term
process in which the relationship of migrants to their hometowns and their
chance of returning persists. In this kind of migration, first wave of migrants
generally influenced fellow countrymen to follow if the conditions they en-
countered were good. Also, chain migration provided more opportunities for
migrants to confront deficient urban conditions with the help of their infor-
mal relational networks.?” Taking the regulated structure of urban life under
Ottoman rule into consideration, it was difficult to enter into city life and the

local labor market without references and liaisons such as fellow townsmen,

Quataert, The Ottoman Empire, 114.

Cem Behar, A neighborhood in Ottoman Istanbul: Fruit Vendors and Civil Servants in the
Kasap Ilyas Mahalle, (Albany: State University of New York Press, 2003), 96.
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artisanal groups, or various affiliations.*® In this regard, characteristics of iden-
tity such as “origin, religion, family, belonging profession, membership in la-

bor, civic or religious institutions”

were key.

Migration waves changed life in Istanbul. The increasing population began
to be perceived as a problem starting in the middle of the sixteenth century.
While the factors such lost territory, increasing tax burdens, banditry, and re-
bellions “pushed” the population off their lands, life in Istanbul looked like an
attractive option with its security, absence of peasant taxes, job opportunities,
and abundance of food due to abundant hospices and the provisionalist policy
of the court.® With the drastic influx of migrants from both Rumelia and An-
atolia, the administration developed policies against the migration.®* As Her-
zog states, “controlling the movement is closely linked to the question of iden-
tifying the individual.”®? As a result, certain characteristics of individuals were
noted in record books.** Although the administration was inadequate to con-
trol the flow of migrants, some measures were successfully implemented. The
most common way to manage the flow was the sponsorship system (kefalet),
in which confirmation of a trustworthy person was sought, granting permit to
pass (miirur tezkeresi) through checkpoints at the entrances of the city and at
other necessary locations. “Suspicious” men were sent back.%

In the Ottoman Empire, an individual had various identities in terms of

religion, origin, occupation, and social status (i.e. ruling classes or subjects).

Betiil Basaran, Selim III, Social Control and Policing in Istanbul at the End of the Eighteenth
Century: Between Crisis and Order (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2014), 25-27. See also Nora Lafi, “The
Ottoman Urban Governance of Migrations and the Stakes of Modernity,” in The City in the
Ottoman Empire: Migration and the Making of Urban Modernity, ed. Ulrike Freitag et al. (Lon-
don; New York: Routledge, 2011), 20.

Lafi, “The Ottoman Urban Governance,” 20.

Basaran, Selim III, Social Control and Policing in Istanbul, 30-31

Ibid., 27-29. See also Behar, A Neighborhood in Ottoman Istanbul, 96.

Christoph Herzog, “Migration and the State: On Ottoman Regulations Concerning Migration
since the Age of Mahmud I1,” in The City in the Ottoman Empire: Migration and the Making
of Urban Modernity, ed. Ulrike Freitag et al. (London; New York: Routledge, 2011), 117.

More detailed information is in the section “Gardeners” in the present work.

Basaran, Selim III, Social Control and Policing in Istanbul, 36-38. See also Herzog “Migration
and the State,” 119. Behar, A neighborhood in Ottoman Istanbul, 96.
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The boundaries among them were not fixed.® Quataert points out common
depictions by Ottoman historians, one of which is that “each community lived
in isolation from one another.”® Same representation is also used while ex-
amining the division of labor in Ottoman economic life. However, there is a
gradual increase in critical approaches to such widely accepted assumptions.
Kirlr’s study based on survey registers of nineteenth century Istanbul is one
example.®” He constructs a detailed profile of labor force in the city. Drawing
attention to metropolitan Istanbul, where people from diverse religious and
ethnic backgrounds lived and worked together, he evaluates academic as-
sumptions regarding the classical question of just how integrated people in
Ottoman society actually were? The most popular answer highlights the
ethno-religious division of labor and confessional community system of the
empire. This system operates by grouping people according to their religion
or ethnicity. People were thus able to present themselves more effectively as a
group than as individuals. According to Kirly, this pattern of thought is the
product of the early modern era, which considered society in terms of legally
defined limits. He points out that society also operates outside of the formal,
legal systems of the state. It is a unidimensional understanding to define com-
munities according to confessional and ethnic allegiances, one which neglects
relational and spatial aspects: the interrelation between janissaries and trades-
men, for instance,® or ethno-religious division of labor specific to regions. In
parallel, Quataert highlights the inaptitude of generalizing ethno-religious di-
vision of labor to the whole empire, calling it a “myth.” While some specific
overlaps between occupational categories and ethno-religious groups were
observed in some parts of Istanbul, they were not apparent everywhere in the

city.®” Moreover, in some regions of Istanbul some one-half of the labor force

Quataert, The Ottoman Empire, 140.

Ibid., 173.

Cengiz Kirli, “A Profile of the Labor Force in Early Nineteenth-Century Istanbul,” Interna-
tional Labor and Working Class History 60 (Fall 2001): 125-140.

See the works of Bagaran and Kirlw.

Quataert, The Ottoman Empire, 179.
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consisted of migrant workers. When these migrants are taken into considera-
tion, spatial, occupational, and ethno-religious correlations dissolve.”

Kirli refers to two articles in which ethno-religious division of labor is con-
sidered as given, without considering the relational and regional aspects of the
issue. One is a 1917 article of Sussnitzki, in which he argues for a sharp ethno-
religious division of labor in the labor market.” He suggests that Muslims gen-
erally worked in agricultural sectors, whereas non-Muslims participated in
trade. The other is an article of Issawi’? in which he maintains the general view
of Sussnitzki: “In Turkey, the Greeks, Armenians and Jews, in that order, dom-
inated the urban sector and controlled a considerable part of the rural.””* Alt-
hough these works are useful for the historical material they provide, their

assumptions on the division of labor in the Ottoman Empire need refinement.

§ 2.4 Methodology of the Study

70
71

72

73

As seen in the review above, the role and function of urban agriculture in Ot-
toman Istanbul has been generally ignored. This study presents a multifaceted
description of market gardens by documenting available materials and filling
a vacuum in the relevant literature. Also, the study visualizes the data for fur-
ther surveys.

First of all, the approach should be clarified in order to put market gardens
of Istanbul in a proper historical context. How can one define the relationship
between the “urban” and the “rural” in the past, given that its conditions are
different than the modern present with respect to the structural processes of
modern urban development and the problems and needs of the modern city.

According to the modernist view, rural space is thought to be antipodal to the

Basaran, Selim III, Social Control and Policing in Istanbul, 40. See also Kirl1 and Behar’s works.
A.]. Sussnitzki, “Zur Gliederung wirtschaftslicher Arbeit nach Nationalitaten in der Turkei,”
Archiv Wirtschaftsforschung im Orient IT (1917): 382-407. An English translation appeared in
“Ethnic Division of Labor,” in The Economic and Social History of the Middle East, 1800-
1914, ed. Charles Issawi (Chicago, 1966), 114-125.

Charles Issawi, “The Transformation of the Economic Position of the Millets in the Nineteenth
Century,” in Christians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire, ed. Benjamin Braude and Bernard
Lewis (New York: Holmes and Maier Publishers 1982).

Ibid., 262.
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urban, referring to a fixed assent of the urban-rural distinction. The present
study stands closer to the mentioned authors’ position, which elaborately crit-
icizes such approaches. Also, it agrees with the point of view that it is not pos-
sible to draw a sharp distinction between the urban and the rural. Hence, the
first axis of the present study will show that market gardens in Istanbul during
the examined period —as spaces of urban agricultural production- were an in-
separable part of city life. Although this study is limited to the example of Is-
tanbul between the seventeenth and nineteenth centuries, it encourages the
rethinking of the urban-rural ambiguity, perceptions of urban space, and ur-
ban identity throughout the field of urban history.

The second axis of the study concerns the provisioning of Istanbul. As
mentioned above, metropolises like Istanbul are constructed in urban history
as non-productive and sometimes as parasitic given their huge consumer-ori-
ented markets. However, one can question the deduction that Istanbul was
inadequate in every respect simply based on the size of its consumer market.
Such a generalization needs more detailed, elaborate empirical evidence re-
garding each and every sector of consumer goods. Research that examines the
urban history of Ottoman Istanbul should take the principle of “provisional-
ism” (iase) into account, yet studies about the provisioning of Istanbul gener-
ally focus only grain and meat consumption. It is understandable why these
items became the prominent components of Istanbul’s food consumption pat-
terns given the feeding habits of the time. However, as will be seen in this
study, this is no reason to ignore fresh products when examining the food pro-
visioning of the city. Also, the study will whether the production capacity of

market gardens was sufficient to supply Istanbul with fresh food.
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Historical Inheritance

W hen traced back, the phenomenon of urban agriculture in Istanbul
appears to be almost as old as the city itself. Istanbul had been an
administrative, military, and religious capital for centuries, it inhabited a high
population except in certain times of crisis. As mentioned, providing the city
with fresh fruits and vegetables was always a concern for cities of such a scale,
and its provisioning was thus subject to a complex organization and surveil-
lance process. In the Byzantine period, this process was supervised by the Pal-
ace and the Church, while under the Ottoman rule, ruling elites and vakifs

that belonged to them generally handled it.

§ 3.1 Urban Agriculture in Byzantine Constantinople

1

The pre-Ottoman food production system of the city worth mentioning to dis-
tinguish among aspects inherited from Byzantine Istanbul and those which
became defunct. Fortunately, there is a recent literature concerning Constan-
tinople’s garden culture in the Byzantine era. Teall is interested in the social
status of gardening in the empire, describing the taste and interest of elites for
gardening, which was perceived as a “skilled and dignified occupation” at the
time."' Landed estates were not concerned with producing a yield and a finan-

cial return, but they offered opportunities to highlight or even advance social

John L. Teall, “The Byzantine Agriculture Tradition,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers 25 (1971), 38.
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status. The local aristocracy owned market gardens surrounding the city; how-
ever, there were also agricultural entrepreneurs who lived outside the city but
held garden properties as investments.

Costantinides shows how the gardens of Constantinople were categori-
cally divided according to function.? There were two main groups: productive
and pleasure gardens (see figure 2.6). Although this categorization helps the
reader to comprehend the general framework, in neither the Byzantine nor
Ottoman eras was there a zoning system in modern sense of the term. Such
categorizations do not reflect actual conditions per se. For example, certain

parts of the palatial gardens were also cultivated for vegetables and fruits.

Productive Gardens Pleasure Gardens
Market Gardens Kitchen Gardens Palatial Gardens
for Domestic Use (e.g. Great Palace,

Blacherani)

Public Gardens
Gardens belong to Outside the

[ Ruling Elites Public Buildings

(e.g. Holy Apostles)

| _Gardens belong to I

Land-Owners

| Gardens belong to
Monastic Communities

Imperial Game Parks
for Hunting
Surrounding of the City
(e.g. Philopation)

Private Gardens
in Urban Houses
Gardens of Villas
Outside

the City Wall

Figure 3.1 A General view of the gardens in Constantinople according to
their functions and owners. This figure was created with information from the

article of Costas N. Constantinides.

Costas N. Constantinides, “Byzantine Garden and Horticulture in the Late Byzantine Period,
1204-1453: The Secular Sources,” in Byzantine Garden Culture, ed. Antony Littlewood, Henry
Maguire, and Joachim Wolschke-Bulmahn, (Washington D.C.: Dumbarton Oaks Research
Library and Collection, 2002), 87-103.
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Similarly, Frankopan mentions that in the Byzantine era, large-scale tracks of
land belonged to one of the following groups: the emperor and the aristocracy;,
monasteries, and land-owning farmers (oikos).* He highlights the relation be-
tween owning land (as an investment or as a means of production) and power.
For instance, one of the primary sources of revenue for the empire and the
emperor was achieved by the “control[ling] of land, of its tenants and of its
owners.”* The land held central importance for the Byzantine state: the mili-
tary, social hierarchy, reward systems, and administration were all organized
according to it.” By seizing large tracts of land, the emperor could grant power
and obligations to those who were close to him. The correlation between the
transference of power and granting of land continued in the Ottoman era.
People from lower classes grew food on smaller private plots called kitchen
gardens. Although monasteries and the aristocracy held most arable land,
these were mostly rented out and worked on by small holders. For example,
according to a Byzantine document called Praktika written in early fifteenth
century, the Athonite Monastery of Iveron held estates outside the Golden
Gate of Constantinople (Yedikule). The monastery allowed an aristocratic
family to manage the lands in return for paying an annual rent of gold coins
and meeting the food requirements of the monastery with products from the
gardens. The specific products mentioned in the document are cabbage, leeks,
carrots, garlic, onions, courgettes, melons, cucumbers, and pomegranates.
From this list, which contains both winter and summer vegetables, we can de-
duce that the gardens were being cultivated and producing a harvest in all sea-
sons. Aristocratic families sublet the land in small plots to a number of gar-
deners, and by doing so the family earned much more than the annual rent
paid to the monastery.® The earnings were also related to the quality of soil,
the kind of crops that could be cultivated, and how far the land was from the

markets.

P. Frankopan, “Land and Power in the Middle and Late Periods.” In A Social History of By-
zantium, edited by John Haldon, (Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell Press, 2009), pp. 112-143.

Ibid., 113.

Ibid., 113.

Costantinides, “Byzantine Garden and Horticulture in the Late Byzantine Period,” 89.
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The research of Koder, on the other hand, concerns more technical aspects of
gardening, such as production and supply rates per unit area.” According to
him, approximately 16 square kilometers of land in and around twelfth cen-
tury Constantinople easily satisfied the fresh produce needs of 300 to 500
thousand people (see figure 3.2). Koder based his estimations on the findings
of horticultural studies. According to these, 40 square meters under pre-in-
dustrial conditions in a central European climate are enough for the total an-
nual vegetable consumption of one person.® The list of plants and vegetables
grown in Constantinople throughout the year (listed in Geoponika)® proves
that city dwellers would have had sufficient fresh vegetables in each season.

A large part of the agricultural areas were located in the vicinity of the
city’s land walls, which run three kilometers from the Marmara Sea in the
south to the Golden Horn in the north. As in Ottoman times, the built-up area
in the Byzantine era did not fill the entire land area within the land walls, so
agricultural lands located both within and outside the walls.’* Land-owners
used the lower floors of the wall’s watchtowers and gates as storage for agri-
cultural tools and goods.!' The land walls joined the seaward walls at the
Golden Horn and the Marmara Sea, thus encircling the peninsula of ancient
Constantinople. These walls were built to defend the city against attack, and
the exterior perimeter of the landwalls had a wide ditch designed to help in
the city’s defense; however, it seems that these moist fields were turned into
areas of cultivation area which provided vegetables for the capital through the

centuries (see figure 3.3).

J. Koder, “Fresh Vegetable for the Capital,” in Constantinople and Its Hinterland: Papers from
the Twenty-Seveth Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies, ed. Cyril Mango and Gilbert Dag-
ron, (Oxford, 1993), 49-56.

Ibid., pp. 51.

An ancient book collection and horticultural encyclopedia from thenth century Byzantium.
Ibid., pp. 53.

Allessandra Ricci, “Intengible Cultural Heritage in Istanbul: The Case of the Land Wall’s Byz-
antine Orchards” (paper presented at International Istanbul Historical Peninsula Symposium,

Istanbul, 2008.
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Figure 3.2 Map of Constantinople’s agricultural fields. This map is edited
from Koder. The shaded sections (16 km?) represent areas used for agriculture,
which according to Koder were enough to feed a half million people. The

green dots represent cisterns.

Vegetable and Fruit Gardens in the
Moats of Theodosian Walls

Figure 3.3 Plan of Theodosian walls
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Located just outside the city walls were the suburban palaces and villas of rul-
ing elites with their gardens. The most well-known among them was Philopa-
tion which was used as an imperial hunting ground and marshalling area for
troops (see figure 3.2). These activities continued during the Ottoman era.

Even though to a large extent market gardens were distributed along the
land walls, others were located where the Lycus River (Bayrampasa deresi)
emptied into the Sea of Marmara. This fertile land was called Vlanga (Langa)
in the Byzantine period, and kept its name and agricultural function under
Ottoman rule. Besides the arable lands the Theodosian Walls, gardens sur-
rounded the Church of the Apostles (later Fatih Mosque), and people living
there grew enough food there to support themselves.> Also monasteries like
the Monastery of Studiou (later Imrahor Ilyas Bey Mosque) located in Sa-
matya had their own horticultural areas (see figure 3.2).

The cisterns shown in figure 3.2 are ones that had dried up in time and
were turned into cultivated land (see figure 3.2). Inherited from the Byzantine
Empire, they kept their agricultural function in the Ottoman era and were
called sunken gardens (¢ukur bostan) with reference to their concave shape.
There were three old cisterns on the historical peninsula: the Cistern of Aspar
in the district of Balat where there is presently a park, the Cistern of Aetius in
Karagiimriik which is now used as a soccer field, and the Cistern of Aya
Mocius in Seyit Omer. These old and dried cisterns continued be cultivated in
Ottoman times.

Agricultural activity in Constantinople was also motivated by the threat of
attacks and potential loss of food producing regions. Muslims had organized
twelve expeditions against the city. Food production in urban areas were also
sufficient to prevent a famine in the cases of siege (Constantinople was be-
sieged many times by Arabs, Sassanids, Latins, Bulgarians, and Turks). While
arable lands within and along the city walls were densely cultivated during
such periods of stress, pleasure gardens could also be turned into cultivated
land. This fact is clear in a text by Nicholas Mesarites, a Byzantine clergy-man
and writer who lived in the twelfth century. He mentions that people living

near the Holy Apostles (which was demolished and replaced by the Fatih

Henry Maguire, “Gardens and Parks in Costantinople,” in Dumbarton Oaks Papers 54 (2000):

263.

35



AYSE NUR AKDAL

'PF.' .'..-— : ' ﬁ p . i ,,_‘JE:

Figure 3.5 The Cistern of Aspar in Balat.

36



13

14

PROVISIONING THE OTTOMAN CAPITAL

Mosque after the capture of the city) grew food in their gardens to reduce the

risk of famine during war. Citing Mesarites, Maguire writes:

People from whom this church is far distant can see from afar the
wheat being brought in; for those who live near it, the wheat alone
which grows in the land about their houses is sufficient for their nour-
ishment, they need no care for invasion of barbarians, for the mighty

waves of the sea (or) for the dangers from pirates."’

In the period from 1204 to 1453, many such threats were witnessed, including
the Crusades and attacks by the Ottomans. In this period, safety and the lux-
ury of the city declined; pleasure and flower gardens were gradually replaced
by vegetable and kitchen gardens.'* At the end of the fourteenth century, for
example, the city was blockaded for eight years; however, city dwellers with-
stood the threat. Although there was a decline in the population of the city
during that period, its cause was not famine. In times of food shortages, the
Church was seen as a form of insurance and earned a prestigious reputation.
Under threat, large landowners tended to escape the city, leaving their pre-
cious lands behind. On the contrary, the Church had to remain, and as the
largest landowner it became the only guarantor of provisions.

The Byzantine land system did not undergo significant transformation in
the Ottoman era. The imperial estates of Constantinople changed hands, of
course, but Byzantine traditions were kept to a degree. First and foremost,
families close to the Sultan received their share of the profitable agricultural
business, just as in the Byzantine era. Moreover, peri-urban and intra-urban
agriculture in Istanbul continued under Ottoman rule. Traditional vegetable
gardens and orchards, called bostan, kept playing an important role in feeding
the city and resumed their characteristic role in the urban landscape. While it
the Emperor, aristocrats, the Church, monasteries, and commoners possessed
the lands in the Byzantine Empire, they passed into the hands of the Sultan,

palace bureaucracy, military elites, vakifs, religious lodges and commoners.

Nicholas Mesarites, “Description of the Church of the Holy Apostles at Constantinople”
translated by Henry Maguire in Gardens and Parks in Costantinople, 2000.

Costantinides, “Byzantine Garden and Horticulture,” 87.
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§ 3.2 After the Fall of Constantinople

15
16
17
18
19

Just before the fall of the city, Constantinople had become disconnected from
its hinterland, and its population had decreased to as little as 25 thousand peo-
ple. As the city changed hands, Sultan Mehmet II tried to restore the city by
establishing an administrative body and policies to revive economic life."” The
Patriarchate and some Greek notables were included in the administrative
processes. In addition, he undertook strategies to repopulate the city by reset-
tling people from different regions. This included, bringning back warmer city
dwellers who had run away and forcing certain groups (especially skilled and
experienced craftsmen) to migrate from all over the empire.'® This policy of
repopulating Istanbul continued through the sixteenth century."”

Alongside activities directed at increasing the population, projects for the
reconstruction of the city began. This brought with it a mobilization of labor,
capital, and material. New social complexes, including hans, medreses,
mosques, public soup kitchens, and shelters were constructed in the process.
Also, a new Bedesten (the future Grand Bazaar) was built to bring the city’s
economy back to pre-war standards. Mehmet II had a palace (Eski Saray in
the district of Beyazid) and a kiilliye (the mosque that took the place of the
Holy Apostol) constructed in his name. A project for a new palace (Topkapi)
in Sarayburnu started in this period. Churches and monasteries were con-
verted into mosques and dervish lodges, and a shrine in the name of Eyiip (a
companion of prophet Muhammed who allegedly died along the walls of the
city during a siege) was built to the north of the city and became a popular
destination among Muslims. With all this, a rapid process of Islamization
started.’® Mehmet II granted the homes of former Greeks to soldiers and der-
vishes who had participated in the siege and large tracts of land to his military

officers.'” New neighborhoods emerged around mosques belonging to notable

Robert Mantran, Istanbul Tarihi, (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlari, 2001), 192-193.

Geng, Osmanli Imparatorlugunda Devlet ve Ekonomi, 9.

Basaran, Selim III, Social Control and Policing in Istanbul, 28.

Mantran, Istanbul Tarihi, 196-197.

Halil, Inalcik, “Istanbul: An Islamic City,” in Essays in Ottoman History, ed. Halil Inalcik, (Is-
tanbul: Eren Yayinlari, 1998), 252-253.
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families. Even today, many neighborhoods and mosques are called by the
names of their founders, such as Hoca Pasa, Gedik Ahmet Paga, and Davut
Paga.?

According to Inalcik, the reconstruction of Istanbul made use of the vakif
system, an essential element of the Turkish-Islamic city. Public services were
provided by these vakifs, which were divided into two groups according to
their charters: individual vakifs and pious foundations. The former were es-
tablished to protect family interests and wealth. pious foundation, on the other
hand, consisted of facilities directly related to charity services; places of wor-
ship, poorhouses (imarethane), fountains, public baths, bridges, schools, and
hospitals, Second, pious foundation also included profit-oriented establish-
ments that funded such facilities, such as shops, rental properties, and market
gardens.” For example, the vakif of Ayasofya mosque owned many shops to-
gether with extensive market gardens in Istanbul, with which it covered ex-
penses.*

In due time, the policies of Mehmet II proved successful and the city re-
gained its prominence. The population doubled within 25 years of the con-
quest. At the end of the seventeenth century, it reached 300 thousands.” Un-
doubtedly, labor migration played a role in this dramatic growth, which will
be examined with regard to gardeners within the following chapter. In the
middle of the seventeenth century, the vast majority of the population well
within the city walls.” Inhabitants consisted of Greeks, Armenians, Jews, and
mainly Turks. Two crowded suburban districts located outside of the walls
were significant, namely Eyiip and Yedikule. On the opposite shore of the
Golden Horn, Galata -a former colony of the Genoese and Venice became a
densely populated trade center. Two prominent settlements were located

along the shores of Bosphorus: Uskiidar in Anatolia and Besiktas in Europe.?*

Inalcik, Devlet-i Aliyye-I, 125-127.

Ibid., 261.

Aleksandar Shopov and Ayhan Han, “Osmanli Istanbul’'unda Kent i¢i Tarimsal Toprak
Kullanimi ve Déniisiimleri: Yedikule Bostanlari,” Toplumsal Tarih Dergisi 236, (2013): 35.
Stefanos Yerasimos, “16. Yiizyilda Istanbul’un Niifusu,” Toplumsal Tarih 14 (1995): 26-27.

Mantran, 17. Yiizyilin Ikinci Yarisinda Istanbul I, 41-42.
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One of the most important positions in the administration of Istanbul was
the Kadi.*® In the Ottoman era, Kadis were both judicial authorities and ad-
ministrative chiefs. Beside these duties, they had a role in conducting munic-
ipal affairs. There was one kad: in Istanbul intra-muros and three others in
greater Istanbul (Bilad-1 Selase) each responsible for wide swaths of the city.
These were the Eyiip Kadisi (the area in Istanbul extra-muros that extended to
Catalca and Silivri), the Galata Kadisi (Beyoglu, along western shore of the
Bosphorous), and the Uskiidar Kadis: (which included the whole of Anatolian

Istanbul).?* Among the municipal duties of the Kadis were assigning Kethiida

25 A judge of Islamic canon law, and, in Ottoman history, governor of a kaza
26  Osman Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i Umur-1 Belediyye I (Istanbul: IBB Kiiltiir Isleri Daire Bagkanlig1,
1995), 287. See also Islam Ansiklopedisi, s. v. “Kad1.”
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(stewards) and Yigitbas (deputy stewards) for guilds,” designating narh (ad-
ministered prices),?® distributing and recording the gediks** and organizing

among the crafts.*

In the broadest sense, esnaf (tradesmen) was an occupational organization or institution that
includs any employees in any specialized production or service sector profession. Every esnaf
had an administrative body (guild council). This council consisted of notables and masters of
the relevant profession. The headman was called the kethiida; and another important member
of the council was the yigitbasi. There was only one kethiida, but the latter could be several in
number. The main duties of a kethiida was to represent the organization to the state, inform
members about state orders, ensure obedience, reconcile disagreements among members,
propertly manage the organization’s savings, lead the council, conduct rituals for recruitment
or promotion of members, participate and supervise price fixing meetings to prevent unfair
competition, arrange the supply and distribution of raw materials demanded by the member
craftsmen as well as th services, needs, and labor force requested by the state, and finally, to
collect jizya taxes from non-Muslim members. For more detail, see Islam Ansiklopedisi, s. v.
“Esnaf.”

Until the practice was dissolved in 1865, food prices were oficially fixed. This implementation,
called narh forbade sales above a set price. For more detail, see Ergin, Mecelle-i Umur-u
Belediyye I, 393.

Gedik is a term that “had come to mean the right to practice a particular trade at at specific
work” by until the end of the 19th century. For more detailed information see Engin Deniz
Akarl, “Gedik: Implements, Mastership, Shop Usufruct, and Monopoly among Istanbul Ar-
tisans, 1750-1850,” in Wissenschaftskolleg Jahrbook 1986, (Berlin: 1987), 223-232. For more de-
tailed survey, see the same author’s “Gedik: A bundle of Rights and Obligations for Istanbul
Artisans and Traders, 1750-1840,” in Law, Anthropology, and The Constitution of the Social:
Making Persons and Things, ed. Alain Pottage and Martha Mundy. (Cambridge University
Press, 2004), 166-200.

Ibid., 291.
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Istanbul’s Market Gardens and Their Gardeners: Between

the Seventeenth and Nineteenth Centuries

ix survey registers of what constitute the fundamental records which are
S investigated in this study. Such records were prepared to monitor and
limit the increasing population of the city as a result of waves of migration
from Rumelia and Anatolia, as well as for policing (zaptiye) stemming from
growing security concerns.' Although they employ different archival codes, all
the registers follow a pattern, wherein they provide detailed information re-
garding the hometowns, names, physical descriptions, and titles of workers.
Within the survey registers, gardens are grouped according to location. There
is detailed information about the gedik holder or the miistecir (lease holder) of
each garden, about those who worked in the gardens, and about who was lia-
ble for these people to the state. In light of these, relevant maps were prepared
regarding both the gardens and the issues about gardeners. The table 4.1 and

figure 4.1 illustrate the geographical scope and content of these six registers.

This can be clearly seen in the organization of the BOA record, NFS.d, 4, 29.Z.1207 (Agoust 7,
1793).
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Table 4.1 Geographical distribution of Market Gardens and Gardeners ac-

cording to the specified registers*

Register Date Geographical Area No. of Gar- No. of Gar-
No. dens deners
D.M.d 36860 1637 Uskiidar 60 184
D.BSM 1712 Istanbul Intra-muros 228 (7 not 978
1841%% cultivated)
NFS 1 1733 Istanbul Extra-muros (from 167 (7 not 636

Yedikule to Ayvansaray, Eylip, cultivated)

and Haskoy)
A.DVN 1792 Eastern shore of the Bospho- 169 611
881+ rus (Kadikoy to Anadolu Ka-

vagi)

Western shore of Bosphorus 89 297

(Besiktas to Rumelikavag)

NFES 4 1793 Istanbul Extra-muros (Eyiip 276 938
to Yedikule and Catalca)

NFS.d 15 1827 Istanbul Intra-muros 231 986
D.BSM (?) Eytp-Haskoy-Siitliice 79 (1 not cul- 232
42648F04% tivated)

Western shore of Bosphorus 70 193

(Besiktas to Rumelikavag)

* (BOA) D.M.d.: Bab-1 Defter-i Miiteferrik (Records of Treasury); (BOA) D.BSM.: Basmu-
hasebe Kalemi (Records of the Office of Chief Accountant); (BOA) NFS.: Niifus Defterleri
(Census Registers); (BOA) A.DVN: Divan (Beylik¢i) Kalemi Defterleri

** Record mentioned by Shopov and Han (Shopov and Han, 2013)

*** Record previously transcribed by Hiiseyin Nejat Ertug (Ertug, 1997)

0 Record examined by Cengiz Kirli (Kirly, 2001)
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Figure 4.1 Sketch oflocations of recorded market gardens (for a detailed map

of Istanbul intra-muros, see Appendix A)

As it is seen in the figure 4.1, market gardens were spread throughout the
greater city area. Most of these parts of Istanbul were semi-rural. This was a
natural outcome of the geography of the city with its many shores. The gardens
along the Bosphorus were clustered around the “villages of Bosphorus,” which
have today become part of the city proper. Interestingly, the number of market
gardens in Istanbul intra-muros was almost equal to the sum of those located
along both shores of the Bosphorus and in Istanbul extra-muros, even though

the latter had much more open space in which to expand. Another significant
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detail about gardens along the Bosphorus is that the number on the eastern,
Anatolia shore is almost double that of those in the western shore.

Istanbul in the Ottoman era did not develop in concentric circles around
a center. As mentioned in the previous chapter, it was a collection of dispersed
neighborhoods clustered around mosques. In the registers, the locations of
and directions to gardens are generally indicated with reference to these
neighborhoods. Each register provides certain information about garden lo-
cations in different time, so it is possible to trace and map the locations, espe-
cially in Istanbul intra-muros where the names of landmarks persist in the
names of streets, and mosques. However, when the registrations of gardens in
the books are checked against actual conditions, it is clear that clerks did not
necessarily “follow” regular routes (see Appendix A). This was probably clerks
were not mobile; they not actually visit each garden. Rather, the gardeners in
charge or the steward of gardeners (bahgwvanlar kethiidasi) informed him of
the status and relevant conditions of their gardens.

Before evaluating the registers, some limits and opportunities of these
sources should be noted. First of all, although they provide certain standard
items of information, not every detail is present in each book. For instance,
the marital status and the title of registered individuals are absent from some
records, but this does not mean that the records lacked a systematic method.
It seems records were updated when significant changes occur, such as an in-
dividual leaving a location (reft) or a death (meft). Also, some speculation is
possible by comparing data given in different registers. For instance, relatively
more information is given about the individuals who were responsible in the
gardens: for the most part, gedik or lease holders.? Since it is often observed,
it is possible to project this pattern to registers where such details are lacking.
The case of a register from 1827 is an example. The marital statuses of the gar-
deners on the first line of the record are noted; however, there is no data re-
garding their status as gedik or lease holders. One can deduce that the indi-
viduals recorded first were also in positions of responsibility based on the fact
that their marital status is highlighted. The clerk was possibly more interested

in marital details of people with higher status due to matters of inheritance.

BOA, NFS, 4, 29.Z.1207 (Agoust 7,1793). and BOA, D.B§M, 1841.
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Another issue with the sources concerns chronological differences. In
some cases, the period between successive register books stretches over a cen-
tury. Yet, this fact can be used for a spatial comparison. One can observe con-
tinuities and patterns in a given place by comparing two different periods. In
other words, it is possible to assess the distribution of the urban agricultural
landscape in terms of “continuity of space.” Two cases provide sound exam-
ples here. First, the names of certain gardens in Istanbul (Lalezar Bahgesi,
Civizade Bahgesi, Bucak Bahgesi, Langa Bahgeleri, Cukur Bostanlar, Kaya Sul-
tan Bahgesi, Kurkcubasi Bahgesi, and Davutpasa Bahgesi) were noted by the
famous traveler Evliya Celebi, and are also found in the examined records.’
Even today, a park named “Cukur Bostan” exists in the district of Fatih, alt-
hough no market gardens are left in the neighborhood. Second, some market
gardens (such as Bucak Bostan1 and Malc1 Bostani) that are found in the reg-
isters are also on a map prepared by Resat Ekrem Kogu in the first half of the
twentieth century (see Appendix D). It is possible to make a comparison of
the number of gardens in different periods.

The following sections include the results of these comparisons as well as
deductions with regard to how urban agriculture took shape in Istanbul, to the
spatial distribution of property relations and division of labor, and to the
ethno-religious characteristics of workers in the gardening profession. Fur-
thermore, they include detailed information about a particular aspect of labor
migration to Istanbul, which created a remarkable labor market in the pre-
industrial era. Finally, they present a picture of how policing and migration

control took shape in the examined period.

Kahraman, Seyit Ali, and Yiicel Dagly, trans. Giiniimiiz Tiirk¢esiyle Evliya Celebi Seyehatnam-
esi: Istanbul II (Istanbul: Yap1 Kredi Yayinlari, 2013), 558.
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§ 4.1 Market Gardens of the City

Market gardening was a profitable, urban business. * This is what led to the
tendency to employ empty spaces in the city as gardens. For instance, Okmey-
dani, set aside as an archery range by Mehmet II, was spared from market
gardens with the help of the stern warnings of sultans. Altinay mentions two
decrees regarding Okmeydani, dated 1730 and 1849, both of which forbade
market gardens in the region.” On the other hand, market gardens were of
utmost importance in the provisioning of the city, to which the state itself at-
tached an obvious emphasis. The Ottoman administration tried to regulate
and ensure the continued presence of gardens in the city. For instance, there
were occasions when property holders ruined gardens or cut down trees due
to their over-taxation, endangering the balance of the provisioning of the city.®
The administration developed measures against such incidents. Market gar-
dens within the city were expensive.” Their production type should be thought
within the urban context. A document dated 1834, for example, gives infor-
mation about a garden specialized in silk production that occupied a large part
of the Hekimbas1 Ciftligi (Hekimbasi farm) located in Goksu.® This cultivation
area belonged to the Imperial Mint (Darphane-yi Amire), and its operation
was a net loss due to high labor costs in the silk production sector. According
to the record, “the costs are a few times higher than the profits.” For this rea-
son, the relevant director of the Darphane-yi Amire recommended replacing

the garden’s mulberry trees with vegetables and fruits. His argument was

4 The yearly income of a market garden around Samatya was worth the aggregate income of 17
shops in Aksaray. See the article of Shapov and Han, “Osmanli Istanbul’'unda Kent i¢i Tarimsal
Toprak Kullanimi ve Déntigtimleri,” 34-38.

5  Ahmet Refik Altinay, Onikinci Asr-1 Hicride Istanbul Hayati 1689-1785, (Istanbul: Enderun
Kitabevi Yayinlari, 1988), 112-115.

6 BOA, DH-HMS, 1-2, 9.C.1329 (December 8, 1916).
In the neighborhood (around Langa) examined by Behar, a market garden was worth 500
kurus in 1780, whereas the price of a house was around 300 kurus. This is high. For more
detail, see Cem Behar, Bir Mahallenin Dogumu ve Oliimii 1494-2008: Osmanli Imparator-
lugunda Kasap Ilyas Mahallesi, (Istanbul: Yap: Kredi Yayinlari, 2014), 119.

8 BOA, DRB, 1-5117.Za.1249, (March 28, 1834).
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based on the notion that silk production was more proper for rural agricul-
ture. One can deduce that agricultural activity was perceived in terms of urban
and rural production, and market gardens were understood to be part of ur-
ban agriculture up until the late nineteenth century. As a profitable sector,
market gardening was a significant source of employment. According to a
study by Kirli and Bagaran about the artisans of Istanbul, gardens were the

city’s third largest employers, behind coffee houses and barber shops.’

4.1.1  Portrait of A Market Garden

“A shack surrounded by gardens, a trellis, a lean to roof, a well, a kitchen, a
toilet, a pond, trees with fruits and a vegetable garden...” This excerpt de-
scribes a market garden in the district of Kasap ilyas belonging to the vakif of
Hurside Hatun.' Figure 4.4, a report dated 1866, provides more details.'" It
was prepared to approximate the market values of products from a garden
named Cukurbostan in the Tomtom neighborhood around the district of Ga-
lata-Tophane. According to the document, the reason for the survey was a re-
quest by French nuns to build an orphanage on land where the garden was
located. They conveyed their wish to the Sultan and he approved it. Thus, a
committee led by the Istanbul Bahg¢ivanlari Kethiidas: (steward of gardeners of
Istanbul) was assigned to calculate and prepare a table of current market val-
ues for the garden’s vegetables and fruits. The garden is located in the city
center. Although remarkable, it was usual for gardens to be located in the cen-
ter of Istanbul at that time. Nevertheless, there is no mention of any landscape
details or topographical features of the garden in the document. Also, it does
not comment on stables, wells, water wheels, or lodgings for gardeners, which
were present in other gardens. The document only itemizes the fruits and veg-
etables cultivated and the pine sticks necessary to bind these. The variety of

products shows that it was a mix type.

Cengiz Kirli and Betiil Bagaran, “18. Yiizyil Sonlarinda Osmanli Esnafi,” in Osmanli’dan Cum-
huriyet’e Esnaf ve Ticaret, ed. Fatmagiil Demirel, (Istanbul: Tarih Vakf1 Yurt Yayinlari, 2012),
10.

Behar, Bir Mahallenin Dogumu ve Oliimii, 103.

BOA, I.LHR.221.12899, 27.Ra.1283 (Agoust 9, 1866).
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The total value of the products in the garden amounted to approximately
75 thousand kurus, which corresponds to the purchasing power of 13,500 pre-
sent-day Turkish lira, a relatively high amount.'? The unit of measure for cul-
tivated land used as a garden was called tahta, which refers to a plot approxi-
mately 2-3 X 10-15 meters or the sum of products harvested from around 20-
45 square meters of land (see figures 4.2 and 4.3). Calculating via tahta units,
it is possible to estimate the size of the garden in metric units. The garden had
a few tahta for each of different vegetables totaling 35, so the estimated total
area was 35 X (20-45) = 700-1,575 m2 square meters of cultivated land, a small
garden of its kind.

Though not stated in the document, animals played a crucial role for sus-
taining the aforementioned agricultural system. Horses were used for trans-
portation of raw materials and finished products, as well as to run water
wheels, since most market gardens in the city were irrigated by wells, although
some benefited from a river or creek passing through it.’> Animals also sup-
plied nourishing manure to the gardens.'* Gardening was labor intensive work
and required both animal power and manual labor, demanding tools such as
the capa (mattock), the ¢atal bel (digging fork), and the bel (shovel)."® The
needs of seed were satisfied both by the previous harvest and by seed ven-
dors.'

Sebzehanes (vegetable markets) were important for the distribution of
products including those imported from outside the city. Imported products
were brought first to the sebzehane and sold to traders after the Palace pur-
chased the best goods for itself. The sebzehane system restraining the trader
from buying freely, serving to prevent undesirable price increases in Istanbul’s

fresh products market.'” But to bypass the sebzehane, some merchants bought

Sevket Pamuk, editor, 500 Years of Prices and Wages in Istanbul and Other Cities, (Ankara: TC
Basbakanlik Devlet Istatistik Enstitiisii, 2000).

Paul J. Kaldjian, “Istanbul’s Bostans: A Millennium of Market Gardens,” 284-304.

See BOA, BEO, 4273.320424, 28.R.1332 (March 25, 1914); Barthel and Isedahl, Urban Gardens,
Agriculture, and Water Management, 224-234.

BOA, D.BSM.d, 7641, 15.Ra.1224 (April 30, 1809).

More detailed infromation about seed vendors is in the section “The Gardeners of the City.”

BOA, Cevdet Belediye, 5669, 19.Z.1123 (January 28, 1712).
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Figure 4.3 Another image of a tahta
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Dersaadet-1 bahgivan esnafindan Galata kolunda
Tophane civarinda Tomtom mahallesinde

Cukur Bostanin bilctimle meyve ve sebzesinin
beyn-el-esnaf keshi ve tahmini defteridir

(Fi 27 Rebiiil Ahir Sene 83 / Fi 26 Agustos Sene 82)

1 Roka Salatas

4 Turup 3 Yer Fasulyesi 2 Turp Salata

14 (tahta) x 12= 4 (tahta)x20= 1 (tahta) 8§ (tahta) x 25=
168 kurus 80 kurus 20 kurus 200 kurus
£ Yas (?) 7Nane & Arsun | 5 Sakiz Kabag
Kereviz () Fasulyesi ve Patlican

1 (tahta) 1 (tahta) 13 (tahta) x12=
50 kurug 25 kurug 30 kurug 156 kurug
12 Ayva 11Lahanave 10Domat 9 Mayd
sekerkoruk(?) Karnabahar  Ocak
ve Ekmek Fidam

Ayvasi agaci

1 {tahta) 1 (tahta)

240 kurug 1250 kurus 120 kurug 30 kurusg

15GCam sinklar 14 Patlican Inciri 12 Seftali Yarma

yemis Fidam ve sar| paye
baglamak Seftalisi Agaa
igin
1 {tahta)
120 kurus 100 kurus 2350 kurus

Toplam: 7499 Kurus

Bala-y1 defterde muharrir oldugu tizere

esnaf-l merkumeden lazim geldigi ile kesif ve muayene
ve tahmin olundukda valniz

yedi bin dort yiz doksan dokuz kurusa balig

olmus oldugu malumu alilerine buyrulmak

icabindan ishu mahalle serh ve tahrir olundu

(Fi 27 Rebidil Ahir Sene 283)

Asitane-yi Kethida-yi esnafi bahgivanlandir

1- Rocket salad 6- Bean (1) 11- Seedlings of Cabbage
2- Radish salad 7 Mint and Cauliflower

3-Bean (7) a-Celery 12-Quince tree

4-Turnip 9- Parsley 13- Peach tree
5-Vegetable marrow 10-Tomato  14- Fig sapling

and aubergine

15- Pine sticks to tie plants up

Figure 4.4 A record indicating the products of a market garden in 1886 (orig-

inally transcribed by the author)
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and stored goods secretly, and thus sold at higher prices than determined by
the state.'®

Since most shops were located in the city center, they were inadequate for
distributing goods to the city as a whole. Thus, there were peddlers and porters
who daily sold fresh products in the far corners of the city. In his book exam-
ining five hundred years of the history of the Kasap Ilyas neighborhood, Behar
mentions peddlers and porters who would buy products from the gardens of
Langa and sell in faraway districts, usually transporting the goods by means
of donkeys and horses. These occupations were not seasonal, as gardens
yielded produce year around.'® Boats carried out transportation of goods, pas-
sengers and food between coastline neighborhoods.?

Another issue concerning gardens was security. A verdict dated 1754,
aimed to prevent people from cutting the trees and damaging the vegetable
gardens of the Bayrampasa Vakfi around Edirnekapi. The kadi stated that
these people were members of piyade and siivari taifesi (infantry and cavalry)
and that they were fought off by the Haslar subasis1 (army officer).?! Unfortu-
nately, there is no data about the attackers’ motivations; they were probably
related to uprisings in the period. These were the after effects of the 1730 revolt
of Patrona Halil?? and a 1740 revolt called the “market rebellion.”?* Occasional
watchmen patrolled some gardens to prevent security breaches mentioned
above. Although no mention of such guards is found in eighteenth century
records, a survey register dated 1827 mentions 9 watchmen patrolling in dif-

ferent neighborhoods of Istanbul intra-muros.*

Erhan Afyoncu, “Tarih Boyunca Istanbul’un Iagesi,” Bugiin, October 10, 2011.

Behar, Bir Mahallenin Dogumu ve Oliimii, 183-184.

Cengiz Orhonlu, “Osmanl Tiirkleri Devrinde Istanbul’da Kayikeilik ve Kayik Isletmeciligi,”
Tarih Dergisi 11 (1966): 109.

Ahmet Kal’a, editor, Ahkam Defterleri: Istanbul Tarim Tarihi I (Istanbul: Istanbul Arastirma-
lar1 Merkezi, 1997), 315-316.

The Patrona Halil revolt is detailed in the section “The Gardeners of the City.”

For more detailed information, see Basaran, Selim III, Social Control and Policing in Istanbul.
BOA, NFS, 15, 29.Z.1242 (July 24, 1827).
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§ 4.2 The Market Gardens According to Locations and Sizes

25

The locations of gardens were highly dependent to water sources (ground wa-
ter, running water). However, Istanbul’s topography was not very suitable for
reaching to fresh water sources easily. This is the reason why Istanbul’s vege-
table gardens were generally located in valley bottoms. Since the eastern side
of Bosphorus was hillier, there were longer and wider valley bottoms. This may
be the topographical reason of the existences of more gardens in the eastern
side.”

Survey registers proffer rewarding data about the gardens. Clerks usually
describe gardens and various features in detail, which allows the particulari-
ties of garden owners and products to be imagined. The clerks who compiled
the survey records examined in this study categorized the gardens according
to features such as: the products produced in it (e.g. gardens of mint, onions,
lemons, flowers, etc.), the names and titles of owners (e.g. Bayram Pasha,
Rugen Bey, etc.), the occupations of owners (e.g. the garden of the custom of-
ficer, tinsmith, breadmaker, etc.), the garden’s form (e.g. sunken gardens), and
their locations (e.g. garden located at Mevlevihane Kapi, around Kanai lodge,
around Ayvansaray Kapisy, etc.).

The registers examined provide useful details for determining the loca-
tions and sizes of gardens. Some gardens retained their names for centuries
even when inherited by neighbors, or the names were given to streets and
parks, which provides allows them to be conveniently located on a contempo-
rary map (See the Appendix A). Moreover, as the registers belong to different
years, changing conditions of a given location can be compared. For instance,
when the registers concerning Istanbul intra-muros from 1735 and 1827 are
compared, it is observed that neither the number of gardens nor gardeners
had changed over the 100-year period. On the other hand, two registers con-
cerning Istanbul extra-muros in 1733 and 1793 show an increase of around 65%
over 60 years (see table 4.1). The reason is the inclusion of an additional dis-
trict, Catalca that was not registered in the older book. This suggests that the
gardening hinterland of Istanbul grew in parallel with the increasing popula-

tion as uncultivated lands were transformed into gardens. One cannot make

I am thankful to Prof. Murat Giiveng for his much valuable insights on the issue.
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similar comparisons for gardens along the shores of the Bospohorus due to a
lack of periodical information. However, as mentioned, the number of gardens
on the eastern shore was almost twice that of those on the western shore. All
aside, the density of Istanbul intra-muros with regard to the number of gar-
dens and gardeners was unexpectedly high.

Gardens registered along the shores of the Bosphorus were located in the
villages called Bogaz kdyleri. Even though they had more room in which to
extend, the total size of these gardens with respect to those in Istanbul intra-
muros were more or less the same. Taking both Istanbul intra-muros and ex-
tra-muros into consideration, gardens were clustered where the topography
was suitable. The band just outside the Theodosian Walls, stretching from Yed-
ikule in the south to Eyiip in the north, was filled with gardens. As shown in
topographical maps by Wolfgang Miiller-Winerer, the Yenibahce region where
the Bayrampasa River basin ran through the city not built up and was available
for gardening.” Also, there were large gardens in the fertile lands in the dis-
trict of Langa where the Bayrampasa River meets with the sea. Eyiip was more
rural, characterized by countryside except for its center. Ayvansaray, Edir-
nekapi, Egrikapi, Yenikapi, and Yedikule were neighborhoods of Eyiip that in-
cluded many gardens (see figure 4.5).”

Although it was not unusual to see gardens in the city center, most were
situated in less populated areas. As Ayverdi states, the most populated regions
were around the Beyazid Mosque and along the Hali¢ coastline; density de-

creased towards the shores of the Marmara Sea.?®

Wolfgang Miiller-Wiener, Istanbul'un Tarihsel Topografyasi: 17. Yiizyil Baglarina kadar Byzan-
tion-Konstaninopolis-Istanbul (Istanbul: Yapi Kredi Yayinlari, 2001).

Tillay Artan, “Terekeler Isiginda 18. Yiizyil Ortasinda Eyiip’te Yagam Tarzi ve Standartlarina
Bir Bakig: Orta Halliligin Aynasi,” in 18. Yiizy:l Kad: Sicilleri Isiginda Eyiip’te Sosyal Yasam, ed.
Tiilay Artan, (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yayinlari, 2008), 52.

Ekrem Hakki Ayverdi, Fetih Devri Sonlarinda Istanbul Mahalleleri Sehrin Iskan: ve Niifusu
(Ankara: Dogus Matbbast, 1958).
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Gardens were mostly mid-sized, yet there were a few large ones employing up
to 15 gardeners. Large gardens were located in extra-muros around the Langa
region. Gardens significantly shaped the urban fabric. The total number of
gardens in Istanbul intra-muros was around 230, and approximately 1000 peo-
ple worked these gardens (see table 4.1). Thus, the average number of workers
per garden was around four. This was slightly more than workplaces in other
crafts. Kirlr’s study shows that the average number of employees in shops was
two and a half, illustrating again that gardening was more labor-intensive than
other sectors.?

According to Koder’s map,* the gardening area in Istanbul extra-muros
was around 13 square kilometers, whereas within the city walls it occupied 3
of the city’s 15 square kilometers. So approximately 20% of the walled city con-
sisted of gardens. Based on Koder’s calculations, one can determine that one

gardener worked around 0.3 hectares of land. Koder also postulates that 40

Kirli and Basaran, “18. Yiizyil Sonlarinda Osmanli Esnafi,” 7-42.
The map is in the section “Urban Agriculture in Byzantine Constantinople” in the third chap-

ter.
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square meters of garden produced enough fresh vegetables for one person. As
the population of greater Istanbul in the seventeenth century was estimated to
be 300 thousand a total area of 12 square kilometers of gardening land would
have been needed to supply the city with fresh food.*! The arable lands of Is-
tanbul were much larger than this, showing that Istanbul was self-sufficient in

terms of fresh food.

4.2.1  Possession of Market Gardens

Gardens of Istanbul were divided into two main categories in terms of their
ownership: those belonging to the Sultan (has bahgeler) and those in the pos-
session of commoners (reaya), vakifs,* or Janissaries. Both produced for the
market. Beside these, there were kitchen gardens, which supplied to individual
households and were irrelevant to market demand. According to the registers
examined, there were only two locations where a market garden was part of a
private household.

Excluding the Sultan’s gardens, most gardens in Istanbul had the status of
miilk® or vakif only one garden held the status miri. In some, responsibilities
were undertaken by an individual other than the owner (deruhte edilmis),
some were alloted (hisseli), some were entailed estates (mesruta), and some
were part of the commons (miisterek). Most gardens were owned by rich elites
or vakifs founded by them. These are properties that had been granted by the
Sultan. Significant pious foundations (vakif) such as Fatih Hospice or Hagia
Sophia Mosque had exclusive estates and farmlands from which they merely
procured income. Among other possessions, the vakif of Hagia Sophia owned
some part of the lands in Langa.** As with the Byzantine emperors, Ottomans
sultans granted agricultural lands within and around the cities, which were

significant sources of income, to those who had developed and maintained

Betiil Bagaran, “The 1829 Census and the Population of Istanbul during the Late 18th and early
19th Centuries,” in Studies on Istanbul and Beyond the Freely Papers, ed. Robert G. Ousterhout,
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Museum Publications, 2007), 53-71.

The vakif system is explained in detail under in the section “After the Fall of Constantinople.”
Miilk means possession, property or real estate, the right of property of which belongs to land-
owner.

Shopov and Han, “Osmanli Istanbul’unda Kent i¢i Tarimsal Toprak Kullanimi,” 34-38.
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close personal relationships. In this way, wealth was kept within a close circle
of favored individuals. This situation was reshaped by redistribution of land
that occurred at certain conjunctions, such as the enthronement of a new sul-
tan. Having been granted land in the capital by the Sultan conveyed an hon-
orable status, in addition to the fact that it was quite profitable. This is why
some notables living outside Istanbul also had land in the city.

According to survey registers, the possession of gardens can be classified
as: 1) gardens belonging to high ranking officers and their vakifs (e.g. the gar-
dens of Bayram Pasa, Nakkas Pasa, Seyhiilislam, Seyh of Kabe, etc.), 2) gardens
that belonged to the Palace bureaucracy (e.g. the gardens of the Haremeyn
translators, sealer, clerk, kads, etc.), 3) gardens belonging to members of the
Enderun (e.g. the gardens of the Agha of the Gate of Felicity, the Agha of the
House of Felicity, Sarik¢ibasi, Silahdar Aga, Sahincibasi, Tirnakey, etc.), 4) gar-
dens that belonged to municipal service administrators (e.g. the gardens of the
Customs Officer, Tomb Keeper, Chief Inspector of Weights and Measures,
Kursuncubasi, Tuz Emini, Koyun Emini, etc.), 5) gardens belonging to guilds
or military vakifs (e.g. the gardens of Orta,* Ocak,* Lonca, etc.), 6) gardens
that belonged to religious lodges or other religious institutions (e.g. the gar-
dens of the lodge of Mevlevi dervishes, lodge of Emirler, lodge of Sufis, lodge
of Himmetzade, Kiirk¢ii Mosque, churches, etc.), and 7) gardens belonging to
commoners (e.g. the gardens of the tinsmith, bath attendant, bread maker,
butcher, etc.) Although the property belonged to garden owners, possession
rights were either undertaken by others (gedik sahibi) or rented to lease-hold-
ers (miistecir).

Another issue was the taxation of garden goods. Vegetables and fruits cul-
tivated in other towns were subject to taxes such as dsr-i bostan ve sebze, osr-i
piyaz, 6sr-i meyve ve sebze, and 0sr-i sir. Although no records regarding taxa-
tion were encountered in the archival documents, this practice was probably

also the case in Istanbul.?”

Orta was a military term used to indicate a janissary troop.
The ocak of the Janissaries meant the whole corps of Janissary forces.
Ibrahim Solak, “Osmanli imparatorlugu Déneminde Anadolu’da Meyve ve Sebze Uretimi,”

Tiirkiye Arastirmalar: Dergisi 24 (2008): 230.
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4.2.1.1  Women Garden Owners

It is difficult to estimate whether women worked as gardeners due to a lack of
data in the registers. It is known that women and men being together in a
public place was considered improper in Ottoman society, as illustrated by the
fact that the clerk noted that two male gardeners who worked for a woman
(Topal Arife Hatun) were themselves “married.”® According to the clerk,
Arife Hatun lived in her own garden, and the clerk may have found this situ-
ation problematic. Thus he remarked on the gardeners’ marital statuses.
There were gardens that were owned by women, although it was an excep-
tional situation. In the survey registers, there were 35 gardens belonging to 21
women.* These women were generally wives, sisters, mothers or daughters of
elite citizens or were themselves sultans, and the latter often owned more than
garden. Only six women owners are recorded without any reference to men or
their title, only with respect to their location. (See table 4.2). The names listed
represent the current or erstwhile owners of the gardens: ownership may have

changed hands in time.

Table 4.2 Titles of women who own one or more gardens

Title Number of
gardens

Fazli Paga deruhde-yi Ismetli Emine Sultan ~ Sultan 3
Bayrampasa deruhte-yi ismetli Hazret-i HaticeSultan 2
Sultan

Ismetli Hatice Sultan Sultan 3
Ismetli hazreti Fatma Sultan Sultan 5
Ismetli hazret-i Atike Sultan Sultan 5
Saime Sultan Sultan 1
Baskadin hazretkerinin Matron 1

BOA, NFS, 1, 29.Z.1145 (June 12, 1733).
BOA, NFS, 1, 29.Z.1145 (June 12, 1733) and BOA, D.BSM, 1841.
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Title Number of
gardens
Suyolcu kerimesi Haci Kadin Haci 1
Hatice Hatun kerime-yi koyun emini Daughter  of 1

Koyun Emini

Merhum Hiiseyin Pasa kerimesi Rahime HanimDaughter  of 1
Pasha

Hamza Aga kerimesi saki-i Ciibbe-yi Ali Daughter  of 2
Hazma Aga

Tabakzade kerimesi Daughter  of 1
Tabakzade

Eyytibliizade haseki Siileyman Aga validesi Mother of 1
Stileyman Aga

Merhum Kazasker Salih Efendi'nin ehli haniminLady of Ka- 1
zasker

Celebioglu merhumun ehli hanimin Lady of 1
Celebioglu

Fatma kadin sakin-i Aksaray Woman 1

Topal Arife Hatun sakin-i bostan Woman 1

Ibsir ehli Bahtiyar kadin Woman 1

Fatma Hatun sakin-i Catal ¢esme Woman 1

Serife Hatun Woman 1

Fatma Hatun Woman 1

4.2.2  Private Gardens of the Sultans (Hasbahge)

The term hasbahge refers to gardens owned by the Sultan himself. The term
was originally coined for the garden of Topkap: Palace, but in time it turned

into a general name for all gardens belonging to the Sultan. There were around
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50-60 such gardens in distinct neighborhoods of Istanbul and its vicinity.*’
Some of these included Uskudar garden, Tower garden (Kule-bahge) in
Cengelkoy, Tersane garden in Kasimpasa, Kandilli garden, Karabali garden in
Kabatas, Sadabad garden along the Golden Horn, and other gardens in Bebek,
Rumelihisari, Pagabahge, Fenerbahge, and Eytip.*' Beside has bahges or elite’s
gardens, there were public gardens where people from diferent ages, genders,
ranks, and status entertained. Sadabad garden in Kagithane district was one
of them.*

These were not only pleasure gardens for use by the Sultan and the elites,
but places of agricultural production. Even in the gardens of Topkap: Palace
there were agricultural areas that supplied fresh food for the Palace.* Further-
more, vegetables, fruits, and flower varieties harvested from these gardens
were sold to shops for profit. Although the royal treasury derived profit from
selling such products, their productivity was symbolic compared to special-
ized agricultural estates (¢iftlik). It was common to see a residential quarter, a
dairy, a small mosque, storehouses, fountains, wells, and dormitories for gar-
deners in these royal gardens. Some of them had mineral resources such as
limestone in Beykoz and Cubuklu gardens.

These gardens were cultivated and protected by an exclusive group of gar-
deners called bostanci. Like other royal service units, these were recruited

from among non-Muslim groups (devsirme)** and had their own association,

Inalcik, Devlet-i Aliyye II, 111-112. Also see the archival record BOA, D, 7263, sene 1092 (in
1681).

Giilru, Necipoglu. “The Suburan Landscape of Sixteenth century Istanbul as a Mirror of
Classcial Ottoman Garden Culture,” in Gardens in the Time of the Great Muslim Empires: The-
ory and Design, ed. Attilio Petruccioli. (Leiden and New York and Kéln: Brill, 1997), 32-71.
Shirine Hamadeh, The City’s Pleasures: Istanbul in the Eighteenth Century, (Seattle: University
of Washington Press, 2008):3.

Kahraman, Seyit Ali, and Yiicel Dagly, trans., Giiniimiiz Tiirkcesiyle Evliya Celebi Seyehatnam-
esi: Istanbul II (Istanbul: Yap Kredi Yayinlari, 2013).

The method of recruiting administrators and soldiers in the Ottoman Empire. The system
started to break down in the sixteenth century. For further detail, see Quataert, The Ottoman

Empire, 98-100.
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called Bostanci Ocag1.* The foundation of this ocak is as old as the janissaries.*®
Bostancis responsible for handling the Sultan’s gardens were divided into has-
bahge bostancilar: and hassa bostancilari. The former group served in the gar-
dens of Topkapi Palace, while the latter worked gardens outside of the Palace.*
Twenty to thirty bostancis worked in each garden under the command of a
garden master. According to Inalcik, these were the second most populous
military group in Istanbul after the janissaries.*® A document dated in the sev-
enteenth century records that around three thousand bostancis served in Is-
tanbul.® Inciciyan mentions that this number had grown to six thousand by
the eighteenth century.”® Since bostancis were a military class, they were also
responsible for the security of the gardens where they worked. Moreover, has
bostancis of Topkap1 Palace would protect the Palace when necessary. They
were mostly used by the Sultan against rebel groups such as the janissaries.*!
The head of all bostancis was called the bostancibasi. Among his duties were
recording and reporting to the Sultan income obtained from the sale of the
gardens’ products.* In these documents, the yearly income of each garden was
recorded individual. Other duties of the bostancibas: included patrolling dis-
tricts order of the coastlines of the Bosphorus, the Prince Islands, and the
Asian shores, as well as and preventing immigrants from entering the city,

stopping them at the Bostanci Kopriisii (Bridge of Bostanct).

Inalcik, Devlet-i Aliye I, 207.

Abdiilkadir Ozcan, “Bostancilarin Beledi Hizmetleri ve Bostancibasi Defterlerinin Istan-
bul’'un Toponomisi Bakimindan Degeri” (paper presented at the seminar of Tarih Boyunca
Istanbul, 1988).

Muzaffer Erdogan, “Osmanli Devrinde Istanbul Bahgeleri,” Vakiflar Dergisi 4, (1958): 151-154.
See also, Giilru Necipoglu, “The Suburan Landscape of Sixteenth century Istanbul,” 33.
Inalcik, Devleti Aliye I, 210-211.

Inalcik, Devleti Aliye II, 111-112.

Ozcan, “Bostancilarin Beledi Hizmetleri.”

Inalcik, Devleti Aliye II, 111-112.

BOA, D, 7263, sene 1092 (in 1681).
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Just as with the Byzantines, Ottoman elites were interested in gardening.
This is best observed in books about gardening and floriculture.>® Ruling elites
(viziers, pashas, treasurers, and ulemas) had suburban palaces, villas, and ag-
ricultural estates in addition to their permanent residences in the city.>* Those
who owned gardens had servants who worked there. The garden of Bayram
Pasha near Edirnekapy; the Grand Gardens of Riistem Pasha and his wife,
Mihrimah Sultan, in Uskiidar; Sokollu Mehmet Pasha in Eyiip; and the garden
of Sivayus Pasha near Bakirkoy are examples. Yet, although ruling elites owned
estates bestowed by the Sultan, it was uncertain whether they could hold on
them. There was always a risk of confiscation due to a death, moving out, or
simply the Sultan’s command.* For example, the estate of the Chief Treasurer

Iskender Celebi was turned into a has bahge after its owner was executed.*

§ 4.3 Gardeners of the City
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Gardeners constituted a significant, essential part of the city’s population.
Their numbers reached almost one thousand in Istanbul intra-muros. As will
be shown, they consisted mostly of migrants, from which important conclu-
sions will be drawn that are contrary to the common view of the ethno-reli-
gious division of labor in the Ottoman Empire. As Behar,”” Kirli,® and
Quataert™ indicate, the myth of “ethno-religious division of labor” in the Ot-
toman Empire is restrictive, inadequate, and too generic for an empire that
had spread across a wide geography and was constituted of various types of
social and economic units. Other kinds of relationships such as being from

the same town and connection to the space are foregrounded in those authors

For example; Tezkire-yi siikufeciyan, Revnaku’l-ezhar, Sitkkufename, Mi’yaru’l-ezhar, Fe-
rahname, Garsname, etc. For more detailed information, see Erdogan, Osmanli Devletinde
Istanbul Bahgeleri, 149-182.

Giilru Necipoglu, “The Suburan Landscape of Sixteenth century Istanbul,” 32-71.

>

Erdogan, “Osmanli Devletinde Istanbul Bahceleri,” 152.

Giilru Necipoglu, “The Suburan Landscape of Sixteenth century Istanbul,” 41.
Behar, Bir Mahallenin Dogumu ve Oliimii, 160-166.

Karly, “A Profile of the Labor Force,” 125-140.

Quataert, The Ottoman Empire.
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works. For instance, Behar mentions eighteenth century peddlers from the vi-
cinity of Arapgiri who worked in the Kasap Ilyas neighborhood close to Langa.
He explains the interrelation between the occupation and the origin of the
workers, which in this case was the decision of a state officer who had once
served in Arapgiri to keep his servants close, resulting in a chain of migration.
In this example, almost all the individuals who resided in the same area of
Istanbul were from the same place and held the same occupation. In line with
Quataert, Behar does not generalize based on a single case. Accepting the
presence of such division of labor to an extent, Kirli similarly regards such
generalizations with suspicion when examining Istanbul’s artisans and trad-
ers, pointing out possible cross-correlations. For example, he mentions of a
profession of majority non-Muslims where the deputy steward was Muslim.
He also emphasizes the dominance of Muslims in trading through stores, un-
dermining the common thesis that links Muslims to non-commercial activi-
ties. Correspondingly, the present study agrees with the view of these authors
and opposes the stereotype of ethno-religious communities based on occupa-
tion. For instance, there is a common view linking non-Muslims to fruit and
vegetable cultivation, and Muslims to grain. In this study, it is shown that
plenty of Muslims worked in the market gardens of Istanbul even if non-Mus-
lims predominated.

The findings of the present study are not only consistent with those of the
aforementioned authors, but the survey registers on which the research is
based provide useful, detailed data in this regard. The goal of these registers
was to have a record of the working populations of Istanbul for security rea-
sons.® As a result, the records emphasize individuals’ name, father’s name,
physical description, title, marital status, and homeland, and they were re-
viewed every six months. Revisions include marks such as reft and meft, refer-
ring to leaving and death, respectively. The facts of migration and migrant
workers appear explicitly in these registers. The majority of migrants was from
Balkan provinces, and most traveled to Istanbul and then returned home, as
the mark reft implies. Although out of the temporal scope of the study, another

example points to seasonal migration in the gardening sector. A document

Karly, “A Profile of the Labor Force,” 125-140.
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dated 1903 shows that the government suspected a Bulgarian gardener of at-
tending a rebellion in Bulgaria when he moved back to his homeland for the
off season.®' An additional group of gardeners in Istanbul were registered as
Istanbulite. In a nutshell, the majority of gardeners were seasonal, migrant la-
borers (see the maps in the appendices). However, as Kirli indicates, it is a
mystery what the clerks took as the criterion for being considered a native
Istanbulite.® The city is mentioned by different names in the documents, e.g.
“Istanbul” or “Asitane.” For the most part, the latter referred to intra-wall re-
gions of Istanbul, wheras the extent of the former is unclear. Additionaly,
Eylip, Haskoy, Edirnekapi, Ayastefanos (Yesilkdy), Makrikoy (Bakirkdy),
Kalfakoy (Catalca), and Bahgekdy (Sariyer) are other origins recorded in the
books.

According to the registers, the total number of towns from which migrants
came numbered around a hundred, and most were in the Balkans (Rumeli),
the demographic center of the empire until its dissolution.®® As Orhonlu
states, it was not possible for the villagers or townsfolk to move at will within
the Ottoman Empire.® Peasants who migrated without permission were
called ¢iftbozan. The reasons for the high rates of migration from the Balkans

were weakening central authority, territorial losses,* the decline of the timar

BOA, BEO, 2006.150391, 24.Za.1320 (February 22, 1903).

Karly, “A Profile of the Labor Force,” 125-140.

Quataert, The Ottoman Empire, 111.

Cengiz Orhonlu, “Osmanli Imparatorlugunda Sehircilik ve Ulagim,” Izmir: Ege Universitesi
Edebiyat Fakultesi Yayinlari 31, (1984): 7.

The defeat of the Ottoman army in Vienna led to the dissolution of the empire in the Balkans.
For more detail, see Ziilkiif Orug, Balkanlarda Tiirk Olmak, (Ankara: Vadi Yayinlari, 2013),
94. Also Resat Kasaba, Bir Konargicer Imparatorluk: Osmanhda Gogebeler, Gogmenler ve

Siginmacilar (Istanbul: Kitap Yayinevi, 2012).; Quataert, The Ottoman Empire, 116.
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institution and the rise of larger farms (¢iftlik),* on upsurge of banditry, pop-
ulation increase,” droughts, famines, and rebellions. Non-Muslims suffered
most from such developments. According to Jelavich, under the giftlik system,
a Christian peasant was obliged to pay taxes to the state, the estate holder, and
the Church at the same time.® This provides a clue as to why the gardeners of
Istanbul were mostly Christians from the Balkans.

Being a Balkan migrant was hard due to region’s the mountainous topog-
raphy (see figure 4.6). There were two main access roads. The first followed
the river basin of the Danube to the Black Sea. The second started at the meet-
ing point of the Danube and Sava rivers, following either 1) the Morova valley,
Nis, and Vardar valley to arrive at the port of Thessalonica or 2) the Dragoman
Passage from Sofia, to Plovdiv, to Edirne, eventually arriving in Istanbul. An-
other ancillary road was the “Via Egnatia,” which dated to the Roman era,
which followed the route from Drag¢ (Dyrrhacium), Iskombi (Apollonia), or
Ohrid Lake to Thessalonica. Water routes followed rivers such as the Danube

or Maritza.®

One reason behind the rapid expansion of the Ottoman Empire into the Balkans in the sev-
enteenth century reestablishing the central authority once held by the Byzantine Empire in
the region, was the decision to accommodate small land holders and institute the timar sys-
tem. In time, the rights of the timar holder over subjects increased to the detriment of peas-
ants, and a new economic unit came into existence: the ¢iftlik. In this new system, the owner
of a ciftlik had rights almost equivalent to private property, which gradually led to a ‘more
work, less gain’ situation for peasants. For more details, see Islam Ansiklopedisi, s. v. “Timar”
and “Ciftlik.” EW. Carter, editor, An Historical Geography of the Balkans (New York: Academic
Press, 1977), 177-181.

According to Inalcik, the population in Balkans increased in thesixteenth century. Inalcik de-
duces this from tax increases in the region. Population in increase led to financial difficulties,
which triggered the migration to cities. For more detail, see Inalcik, Devlet-i Aliyye 1, 203.
Jelavich, History of the Balkans: Eighteenth and Nineteeth Century, 67.

Barbara Jelavich, History of the Balkans: Eighteenth and Nineteeth Century, (Cambridge: Uni-
versity Press, 1999). See Quataert, The Ottoman Empire, 118.
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Figure 4.6 Map of most traveled routes from the Balkans
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Both individual and chain migration are discernible in the registers. Towns
such as Permet, Manastir (Bitola), Ohri (Ohrid), Nigde, Edirne, and Sarigol
(Ellispontos?) were centers of intense chain migration (see the maps in the ap-
pendices). There were also significant numbers of individuals for a chain was
not apparent, the number of places with low emmigration rates (1-5 persons)
is high. The towns from which migrants came were mostly located in present-
day Bulgaria, Greece, and Albania. Only three out of approximately on hun-
dred towns mentioned in the documents, supplied more Muslim than non-
Muslim migrants. These were Avlonya (Vlore), Tepedelen (Tepelene), and Foga
(Fotcha). Some towns from which the most migrants came were religious cen-
ters, such as Ohri and Tirnova (Tarnovo), which successively hosted the Patri-
archate of the Bulgarian Orthodox Church. Others, such as Manastir (Mo-
nastir) and Belgrade were centers of trade. Some were villages (e.g. Topgular
and Yenice were villages of Kirkkilise, and Maden was probably a village of
Nigde), while others were former garrisons that had experienced Islamisation
(as Permet, the town from which the most migrants had come). Many mi-
grants also came from small towns that later became larger cities after the Ot-
toman conquest, such as Filibe (Plovdiv) , Sofya (Sofia), Belgrade, Sarayova,
Uskiip (Skopje), Yenisehir (Larissa), Elbasan, Manastir, Késtence (Kostanta),
and Ruscuk (Ruse).” Two settlements, namely Permet and Ohri in Albania are
often mentioned in the registers (see the maps in the appendices). The reason
may be the continuation of an older pattern: the earliest migrating groups
were seasonal laborers from Albania who worked the farms of the rich in the
vicinity of Istanbul in the sixteenth century.” On the other hand, there were
few centers in Anatolia from which migrants came to work in the gardens of
Istanbul. According to the registers, Nigde which was the source of the most

Anatolian migrants who bacame gardeners. The main reason for migration

Halil Inalcik, “Tiirkler ve Balkanlar,” Tiirkliik Bilgisi 3, (2005): 22.

Suraiya Faroghi, “Eyiip Kadi Sicillerine Yansidig1 Sekliyle 18. Yiizyil ‘Biiyiik Istanbul’una Gég,”
in 18. Yiizy:l Kad: Sicilleri Isiginda Eytip’te Sosyal Yasam ed. Tilay Artan. (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi
Yurt Yayinlari, 2008), 41.
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from Anatolia may be related to the Jelali revolts,”* but; it is interesting that
among other Anatolian provinces, migrants who became gardeners generally
came from Nigde. How and through which networks these migrants from
Nigde were integrated into the gardening sector is unknown.

During Ottoman rule, migration, especially migrating to Istanbul was not
simple. Migrants could enter the city only with permission papers (tezkere)
and certification of a guarantor (kefil). During and after the seventeenth cen-
tury, migrants were unwanted and refused. Two important reasons were prob-
lems with security and provisioning. Increasing population had resulted in a
scarcity of food and fresh water.” After the Patrona Halil revolt of 1730, immi-
grants -specifically those of Albanian origin were deemed potential criminals
by the ruling elite.” There were around twelve thousand Albanian migrants in
the city, most of whom actively participated in the revolt.” After the rebellion,
the administration continued to see all migrants and especially bachelors as a
potential threat to the city. It began implementing a strict surveillance sys-
tem.”® This is evident in a register dated 1733, where gardeners of Albanian
origin are particularly thoroughly documented (see map of “Origins of the
Gardeners in 1733”). Although several edicts strictly monitored and controled
migration, these were not effective enough, as migrants developed alternative
ways (such as side roads) to pass checkpoints and arrive in the city.”” There

was yet another procedure of control: keeping bail registers. Those without

The name given to rebellions against Ottoman rule that happened in Anatolia during six-
teenth and seventeenth centuries, which caused a flow of the rural population to cities. It dra-
matically changed the socio-economic structure of Anatolia. See Islam Ansiklopedisi, s. v.
“Celali Isyanlar1.”

Diinden bugiine Istanbul Ansiklopedisi, s. v. “Iage.”

A revolt led by the Albanian Patrona Halil during the reign of Ahmet III. It gained the popular
support of Albanians living in the city. For more detail, see Basaran, Selim III, Social Control
and Policing in Istanbul.

Bruce McGowan, “The Age of the Ayans, 1699-1812,” in An economic and social history of the
Ottoman Empire, ed. Halil Inalcik and Donald Quataert (Cambridge and New York: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1997), 770.

Basaran, Selim III, Social Control and Policing in Istanbul, 23.

Faroqhi, Eyiip Kad Sicilleri, 34.
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guarantors (kefil) were captured and deported.” This system of sponsorship
had a basic principle: the guarantor had to assure authorities that the individ-
uals he vouched for would not violate the restrictions. In Ottoman legal terms,
guarantorship (kefalet) and witnessing (sehadet) were taken together, which
was a common principle for managing both subject-state and inter-subject re-
lations. The system aimed to render an “unknown” person trustworthy and
responsible via multiple references.” It was an efficient way of ruling group of
subjects. The rationale was the intention of the Ottoman state to take a single
individual as the interlocutor representing a whole group, while at the same
time, individuals were not legally considered as such, but as part of a commu-
nity.®

The guarantorship system was applied to gardens as follow: the gardener
responsible for a garden - was typically at the same time a miistecir (lease
holder) or gedik holder — would stand bail for the gardeners working for him,
while these guarantors were also vouched for by someone else: sometimes the
steward of gardeners (bahgivanlar kethiidast) himself, or a deputy steward
(yigitbas), or another responsible gardener. This intention of the state to ad-
dress individuals as representatives of a group is also observed in gardens run
by joint gardeners, where one would stand bail for the other partners (seriks).
All the gardens examined were under the responsibility of an individual either
gedik holders or miistecirs. The number of the former was much more than the
latter (see Appendix H). The clerks not only noted their names, but various
information about them. For example, in a register on Istanbul intra-muros
dated 1827, the rucial status of each person at the top of the list is marked.
Several titles are noted, although not often. These can be classified as military
class (cebeci, bese, bostani), profession (bah¢ivanoglu, bah¢ivanzade, bahgivan
babasi, yigitbasi, usta, ¢irak, aylak¢i, yanasma, hizmetgar), religious status (es-

seyid, molla, tekyenisin el-hac, emir), local to Istanbul (sehri) or some other

Kirli and Basaran, “18. Yiizyil Sonlarinda Osmanli Esnafi,” 10.
For detailed information, see Abdullah Saydam, “Osmanlilar’da Kefalet Usulii,” Tarih ve Top-
lum 164 (Agustos 1997): 4-12.

Kirl: and Basaran, “18. Yiizyil Sonlarinda Osmanli Esnaf1,” 9.
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reference (garip). References to military class suggest the janissaries involve-
ment in the gardening business and the organic relations between tradesmen,
military, and religious organizations.®' Moreover, there are data regarding the
ages of gardeners. The clerks noted appearances next to some names indicat-
ing whether they were young or old: gen¢ oglan (young boy), taze (freshman),
kiigiik (little), ter biyikli (with a new moustache), taze tras (cleanly shaven),
and ihtiyar (an old man). Based on such features one can deduce that the ma-
jority of gardeners were young men, once again showing that gardening was
toilsome and demanded intense labor. In terms of discipline, those who
worked in market gardens were much more free than those working in the
private gardens of the Sultan (has bahge). The latter’s appearance and behavior
were strictly control. According to an edict dated 1713, bostancis of the has
bahge were expected to be unmarried, to wear proper suits, and to stay in the
gardens at night, keeping themselves busy with worship and exercise.®?

Since most gardeners were seasonal migrants, they probably did not bring
their families with them. Presumably, gardeners who were responsible for a
garden (gedik holder or miistecir) were making profit at their own expense.
However, it is not well known what kind of a wage system was applied to gar-
den laborers, nor what were their living conditions. According to Orug, these
migrants faced housing problems, unemployment, low wages, and resistance
from the native population.®* These problems generally were overcome
through informal networks - geting help from already settled individualsfrom
the same hometown to find a job and settle down® It is not clear whether all
gardeners were affiliated with formal networks such as guilds but, Basaran in-
dicates that many seasonal workers were operating outside the guild structure

to avoid taxes.®

For more detailed information, see Cengiz Kirli and Betiil Bagaran. “Some Observations on
Istanbul’s Artisans During the Reign of Selim III (1789-1808).

>

Erdogan, “Osmanli Déneminde Istanbul Bahgeleri,” 152.
Orug, Balkanlarda Tiirk Olmak, 97.
Behar, a neighborhood in Ottoman Istanbul, 96.

Bagaran, Selim II1, Social Control and Policing in Istanbul, 31.
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Finding a place to stay was significant for migrants. Newcomers usually
resided in peripheral districts such as Uskiidar and Eyiip.* As Faroghi indi-
cates, Eytlip was like an extension of the Balkans due to the large presence of
migrant populations.?” Those among migrants who were gedik holder or miis-
tecir were earning well, but the same might not be the case for laborers. Alt-
hough the wage system of this particular formation is unclear, in the registers
a note next to some names is observed, namely “hirelings” (yanasma, hiz-
metgar). It is possible that these were working for board. The laborers and mi-
grants in charge were mostly bachelors and lived in shacks built within the
gardens,® as residing in residential areas was forbidden for bachelors in Istan-
bul even if they had permission to work.*” They generally resided in inns,
bachelor quarters, coffeehouses, or the shops were they worked. Most proba-
bly, gardeners who were natives of Istanbul owned other houses in the city. For
instance, there were gardeners who lived in the district center of Eyiip.”® The
registers show that Muslims and non-Muslims, natives and migrants worked
together in the same gardens, and no ethno-religious divisions are apparent in
the documents. Such a division existed only to a limited extent in a register on
Uskiidar dated 1637, where Muslims and non-Muslims worked together in
only three gardens.

When the registers are compared, one trend becomes clear: Muslim gar-
deners decreased in number in the course of time, contrary to expectation.
This can be interpreted in two ways: either migrants stuck with their religious
affiliation (mostly Christianity), or if some converted to Islam, continuous mi-
gration resulted in their replacement with non-Muslim newcomers. Another
remarkable trend is the decrease in the number of Balkan migrants working
in gardens in 1827, replaced by a dramatic increase in natives of Istanbul. In all
the other (older) registers, Permet had topped the list. This change may have

occurred in 1827 or started some time before. In either case, it is possible to

Diinden bugiine Istanbul Ansiklopedisi, s. v. “Iage.”

Faroqhi, Eyiip Kad: Sicilleri, 37.

64th matter of Ebniye Kanunu (building code) and BOA, 1.DH, 243.14779, 27.M.1268 (No-
vember 21, 1851).

Basaran, Selim III, Social Control and Policing in Istanbul, 37.

Artan, Terekeler Isiginda 18. Yiizyil Ortasinda Eyiip, 52.
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speculate about the reason: the grandsons of gardeners who were registered as

coming from Permet started identifying as natives of Istanbul.

Table 4.3 Rational changes in the regions where the gardeners come from

Balkans Anatolia Istanbul Islands

1733 83% 12% 5% -
(Istanbul Extra-Muros)

1735 85% 13% 2% -
(Istanbul Intra-Muros)

1793 79% 13% 6% 2%
(Istanbul Extra-Muros)

1827 67% 2% 30% 1%
(Istanbul Intra-Muros)

Religious affinities and family relations constituted an important aspect of the
migration process. The vast majority of gardeners were non-Muslims. Uskii-
dar, where the majority of inhabitants were Muslims, was the exception where
the number of gardeners from both religious backgrounds in the seventeenth
century was balanced. Gardeners in another district populated mainly by
Muslims, namely Eytip, were mostly non-Muslim (see the maps in the appen-
dices). Thus, generalizations are inadequate; however, it is possible to illustrate
the spatial distribution of gardeners in relation to their religious and ethnic
identities. Religious affiliations or ethnic identities of the individuals are as-
sumed according to the names, though names such as Yagmur, Bahadur,
Arslan, Karaoglan, and Edin do not suggest a particular background. A more
detailed work would take Christian-Turkish groups who especially inhabited
the area around Yedikule into consideration. This study does not make any
interpretations based on the ethnicity of individuals’ names because in the Ot-

toman world, ethnicity anyway referred to confessional differences. The main
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means of differentiation was religion, such as Muslim, Christian, and Jewish.”!
However, some documents include occasional notes about the ethnic identi-
ties of individual gardeners: Bulgarian, Rum, Albanian from Berat, Turk, Ar-
menian, and Copt. The category Kipti (copt) corresponded to “gypsies,” and
since the hometowns of none (except one from Tirnova) was recorded, it can
be assumed they were natives of Istanbul. On the other hand, there were Al-

banians recorded with reference to their town (Berat).

Table 4.4 Ethnicities recorded in 1733

Bulgarian Rum  Albanian  Copt Turk  Armenian Total
from Berat
46 28 6 4 1 1 86
53% 33% 7% 5% 1% 1%

Lastly, although it is not within the scope of the present study, it should be
stated that gardening was not solely the concern of gardeners; several profes-
sions were dependent or closely connected to it. Occupations such as mer-
chantry, water wheel repair, seed supplying, and husbandry are prominent ex-
amples. These are related directly in terms of material input and labor
processes, or indirectly in terms of transportation and repair. Among these,
supplying seeds was of particular importance. In a register on Istanbul intra-
muro dated 1827, six seed suppliers from Istanbul are recorded.’” In another
document, seed suppliers belonging to the Istabl-1 Amire directorate are men-
tioned.” Yet, there are no clear signs of a monopoly or any regulation of seed

vendors; So, there must have been some gardeners who saved their own seeds.

Quataert, The Ottoman Empire, 173.
BOA, NFS, 15, 29.Z.1207 (August 7, 1793)
BOA, A.DVN, 39.56.
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Conclusion

Elbette Istanbul, sonuna kadar sadace wmarul

yetistiren bir memleket kalmayacaktr.

- Ahmet Hamdi Tanpinar, Huzur

T his study conveys that the market gardens of Istanbul are an inseparable
part of the history of the city. Inherited from the past, market gardens
continue to shape the urban landscape through the first half of the Republic
of Turkey. In the second half, however, they gradually dissipated, leaving be-
hind few cultural remnants. As a result, research in this field and ascertaining
early gardens’ locations are toilsome and in some cases fruitless work. Today,
almost all market gardens in the city have lost their agricultural function; only
the names of streets, mosques, and squares provide clues to their whereabouts.
The present study documented the physical features and mapped the locations
of a large number of market gardens in both intra-muros and greater Istanbul
from the seventeenth through the nineteenth century, drawing firs on histor-
ical records and using contemporary clues as necessary. It also illustrated how
profitable and widespread a business gardening was in the period examined.
Generally speaking, mid-sized market gardens in which three or four people
worked constituted the majority of gardens in the city. Apart from those, there
were some large gardens in which ten to fifteen gardeners worked. These were

generally located at the periphery of the city. There were some gardens with
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only a single worker, as well. Although gardens were dispersed throughout Is-
tanbul, many were located in central neighborhoods. The study also docu-
mented the ownership/possession profiles of market gardens, harvesting in-
formation about owners from the registers. It seems that in both the Roman
and Ottoman Empires, gardens in the city were generally owned by those of
high rank. Yet while the properties belonged to such owners, possession rights
were undertaken either by gedik holders or lease-holders (miistecir). There
were also women among owners, although this was exceptional. Another issue
is whether the accepted assumption that holds Istanbul to be a city of con-
sumption is valid in every respect. Based on the calculations, the study finds
that Istanbul was self-sufficient city in terms of its need for fresh food.

The gardening sector of Istanbul was dominated by migrants who came
from towns such as Premedi (Permet), Ohrid, Manastir (Bitola), Nigde,
Grebenes (Grebenets), Edirne, and Gollii Kesre (Kastoria). Almost one hun-
dred such individuals were recorded in the registers, most of whom came from
the most populous region of the Empire, the Balkans. The study shed light on
possible migration routes, networks of relationship in which migrants were
involved, their dwelling locations, and their status with regard to owner-
ship/possession of the gardens. While only a few migrants came from some of
these towns, hundreds came from others. The findings show that most of the
migrant gardeners were from Balkans who came to the city and found jobs as
seasonal workers through networks of their countrymen and became seasonal
workers. The number of non-Muslim gardeners was more than those who
were Muslim. In the gardening sector, gedik holders were more common than
lease holders. This wide range data was gathered from Ottoman Istanbul’s sur-
vey registers.

The study questioned the assumption that there was a strict ethno-reli-
gious division of labor in the Ottoman Empire. The findings illustrate that the
correlation of Muslims with grain cultivation and non-Muslims with garden-
ing! is overstated. In fact, the distribution of gardeners with respect to their
ethno-religious identities changed according to the period and the location of
the gardens. For instance, Uskudar had many more Muslim gardeners than

other districts. Additionally, the study documented the correlation between

Quataert, The Ottoman Empire, 179.
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gardening activity and social status. When individuals who got involved in the
gardening business are examined according to status, it becomes clear that
people of various religious, occupational, marital, and class backgrounds are
involved. In some registers marital status was particularly noted, from which
it was deduced that most gardeners were young bachelors. The involvement of
janissaries in the gardening business was revealed, which implies organic re-
lations between tradesmen and military organizations. Another discovery was
that spatial mobility and networks among relatives and countrymen were as
effective as any other factor for determining the distribution of the labor force
in the gardening sector. For example, despite being affiliated with different
confessional communities, gardeners generally worked in the same gardens
with fellow townsmen. In conclusion, this study suggests that any attempt to
find a pattern in the division of labor must adopt a broad perspective, taking
factors and variables other than religion and ethnicity into consideration, such
as spatial relations, and social status.

The study highlighted the ambiguity between the urban and the rural in
pre-modern contexts. The fact that Istanbul suppoted many market gardens
even at the center supports this claim. The reasons behind this - namely trans-
portation technologies and land rent - were cited in the study.

Another important issue, not mentioned in the study is the transformation
and restructuring processes the gardens undergo during the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries. In the Ottoman era, changing the structure of gardens
required special permission since they were crucial for the provisioning of the
city. Starting in the nineteenth century, the gardens of Istanbul underwent re-
structuring due to population increases and modernization. For instance, the
market gardens belonging to the Ministry of Finance (Hazine-yi Hassa-y1 Sa-
hane) in Magka were given to the Italian ambassador to build an embassy that
later became Magka Akif Tuncel Technical High School.? Also, the land on

BOA, BEO, 4700.352459, 6.R.1340 (December 6, 1921).
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which the German Hospital in Taksim currently sits was once a market gar-
den. It was sold by Evkaf-1 Hiimayun Nezareti to the German Embassy.’> An-
other example is Galatasaray High School, a part of which property was again
formally a market garden.*

Last, another topic for research would focus on the effect of changes in the
legal status of gardens during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries on the
restructuring of lands that formerly hosted market gardens. During the nine-
teenth century, market gardens and wastelands began to be subdivided and in
turn became residential properties. Much later, in the 1970s, the concept of the
freehold flat (kat miiliyeti) emerged and new neighborhoods appeared. The
sixteenth and seventeenth articles of the building code (Ebniye Kanunu),
which was introduced in 1891, provides detailed information about building
on subdivided former market gardens and wastelands. Plans were also drafted
for wastelands resulting from fire, and some market gardens were added to
such new restructuring projects.” A document dated 1861 mentions the pro-
cess of selling lands in the Aksaray district that had been market gardens, but
which was destroyed by a fire there.® As seen in such examples, there is a sig-
nificant, unexplored field about the process by which construction occurred
on market garden lands during nineteenth century - an interesting issue miss-

ing from the literature.

BOA, I.LDH, 765.62358, 15.Ra.1295 (March 19, 1878).
BOA, HAT, 1484.40, 27.R.1217 (August 27, 1802).

21" matter of the Ebniye Kanunu (building code).
BOA, AMKT.MVL, 143.59, 6.L.1278 (April 25, 1862).

77



Appendix A Locations of Gardens According to Landmarks in 1712, inside the City Walls

Location of Gardens According to Landmarks
in 1712, inside the City Walls

*The base map shows 19" century Istanbul prepared by Ekrem Hakki Ayverdi

L 17

This map prepared based on register no DBSM.1841 by the author

1 Gardens near Lale Cesme (fountain)
2 Gardens near Aksaray
3 Gardens near the ismail Aga Mosque
4 Gardens in Karagdz neighbourhood
5 Gardens near the Saraghane (Saddlery)
6 Gardens near the Medresa of ibrahim P
7 Gardens near Soguk Cesme
8 Gardens near the square of Acemoglani
9 Gardens near Vezneciler
10 Gardens near Celladgesmesi (fountain)
11 Gardens near Nisanci, Kumkapi
12 Gardens outside the Kumkapi
13 Gardens near Peykhane
14 Gardens near Mahmud Pasa
15 Gardens near the port of Davutpasa
16 Gardens near Etyemez tekyesi (the lodg
17 Gardens near Sultan Cesmesi (fountain)
18 Gardens near Avrat Pazari (Slave Wome
19 Gardens near Horhor
20 Gardens near At Pazari (Horse Bazaar)
21 Gardens near Yokus Cesme (fountain)
22 Gardens near the Hatuniye Mosque
23 Gardens near Kiztasi
24 Gardens near the Murad Pasa Mosque
25 Gardens near Molla Gurani
26 Gardens near the Cavus Mosque
27 Gardens near Kiiguk Langa
28 Gardens near Narlikapi
29 Gardens near Yedikule
30 Gardens near Samatya
31 Gardens in Haci Evhad neigbourhood
32 Gardens in Haci Piri neighbourhood
33 Gardens near the Malci Mosque
34 Gardens in Haci Kadin neigbourhood
35 Gardens near the Davutpasa Mosque
36 Gardens near Aga Cayir
37 Gardens near the Meseli Mosque
38 Gardens near Kiglik Mustafa Paga
39 Gardens near Silivrikapi (Gate of Kalagrc
40 Gardens near Tavanh Cesme (fountain)
41 Gardens in Uzun Yusuf neighbourhood
42 lalezar gardens
43 Altimermer gardens
44 Gardens near Kiigik Hamam
45 Gardens near Uzuncaova
46 Gardens in Macuncu neighbourhoud
47 Gardens near Odabasi Carsisi
48 Gardens near the Bekir Pasa Mosque
49 Gardens in the Karabas neighbourhood
50 Gardens near the kiosk of Halicilar
51 Gardens near Simkeshane
52 Gardens near Sehremini (Prefect of the
53 Gardens near Topkapi (Gate of St Roma
54 Gardens near the Kurkgli Mosque
55 Gardens near Civizade
56 Gardens near Sarmasik
Gardens near Kizil Musluk
Gardens near Taslikapi
Gardens near Katir Hani
Gardens near the port of Kadirga
Gardens near Sulukule Cesmesi (fountai
Gardens near Aga Hamami (bath)
Gardens near the fountain of Yusuf Pas:
Gardens near the fountain of Tozkoparz
Gardens near Sufiler
Gardens near Bucak Bagi
Gardens