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An abstract of the Thesis of Julia Eva Strutz, for the degree of Master of Arts in
History

from the Institute of Social Sciences to be taken in February 2010.

Title: Stileymaniye — a Case-Study of an Intra-Mural Neighbourhood during the
Nineteenth Century in Istanbul

With the concept of mahalle as the key concept to grasp everyday life in the Ottoman
Empire, this thesis tries to understand ordinary life in a not very ordinary
neighbourhood, the Siileymaniye mahalle in Istanbul. Siilleymaniye, once inhabited
by religious, military and educational elites, in the contemporary discourse advanced
to a symbol for the riches of the lost Empire without examining, however, the
nineteenth century. This case-study on the mahalle focusses on the turbulent years
1815 to 1885 with an attempt to observe change in the institutional structure of the
city, the social make-up of the mahalle and its built environment.

It offers insights into the ways these three aspects — institutional, social and built
change — mutually influence each other and gives hints to the question, which of
these changes actually affected the micro-scale. In the process of this undertaking,
the concept of the mahalle as a distinct and identity-generating community with poor
and rich living side by side is juxtaposed with mahalle borders in flux and a clear
socioeconomic segregation. An unexpected picture of a mahalle emerges with a high
share of female property and illicit activities in a neighbourhood that at least until
1885 is still one of the principal areas in Istanbul.



Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii'nde Tarih Yiiksek Lisans derecesi i¢in Julia Eva Struz
tarafindan Araklik 2009'ta teslim edilen tezim Ozeti

Basglik: Siileymaniye — 19. Yiizy1l boyunca Istanbul'da sur-igi bir mahalle'de bir
ornek olay incelemesi

Osmanli Imparatorlugunda giindelik hayat: yakalamakta anahtar unsur olan mahalle
kavramu araciligiyla bu tez, siradig1 bir mahallede siradan hayati anlamay1
denemektedir. Giincel séylemde 6zlenen ve kaybolan Imparatorlugun degerlerini
simgeledigi - ondokuzuncu yiizyil incelenmeden - iddia edilen Istanbul'daki
Stileymaniye mahallesi bir zamanlar dini, askeri ve egitim elitlerinin ikamet ettigi
bolgedir. Bu 6rnek olay incelemesi, 1815 ile 1885 arasindaki firtinali yillara
odaklanarak, sehrin kurumsal sekillenmesini, mahallenin sosyal yapisi ile yapili
cevrenin degisimini gézlemlemektedir. Bu ii¢ alandaki degisimlerin - kurumsal,
sosyal ve yapili gevre - birbirine nasil tesir etti§inin vechelerini sunmakta ve hangi
degisimlerin mikro seviyeyi etkilediginin ipuglarini vermektedir. Fakirlerle
zenginlerin bir arada yasadigi, belirgin, kimlikli ve cemaat olusturan bildigimiz
mabhalle kavraminin aksine, Siileymaniye’de bu donemde mahalle sinirlarinin
akigkanlig1 ve sosyo-ekonomik ayrigsma farkli bir mahalle yapisi sergilemektedir. En
azindan 1885'e kadar hala Istanbul'un ana bolgelerinden biri olan Siileymaniye’de
miilk sahipliginde kadinlarin dikkat ¢ekici pay1, yasa/ahlak dig1 faaliyetlerle
iligkilendirilebilecek umulmayan bir tablo da ortaya koymaktadir.
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Preface

In a way this thesis is writing about and around a gap. Siileymaniye neighbourhood,
like (almost) any other mahalle in the Ottoman Empire so far has not been explored
by academicians and primary sources for Siileymaniye during the nineteenth centruy
are rare. While the rarity of socio-economic data for a local level especially for
Istanbul does not come as a surprise, the lack of any consistent source for
Stileymaniye by contrast to its vicinity or other areas of the city is remarkable.
Finding such sources — primary or secondary — took up most of the time of this
thesis, still the result is deficient. Admittedly, I started to work on this topic with
having an abstract idea of a topic and then looked for sources — and not the other way
around, like a more experienced historian would have done. When I understood that
there is indeed a gap at Siileymaniye, it was already to late personally (not timewise)
to give up the topic — although I was advise to do so unless I had a research team
with ten assistants and nine years time to hand in the thesis.

Still, I would defend my naive approach for bearing a number of advantages. I was
first forced to make use and assemble many instruments necessary for the study of
neighbourhoods in Istanbul. Micro-level case studies have not yet achieve great
popularity among historians of the Ottoman Empire and thus one still has to explore
their ways, instruments and methods. This is an attempt to do a case-study of a
neighbourhood for a relativley short period of time and thus with greater detail. I
secondly came across a source I would not have found without desperatly searching
for primary sources on Siileymaniye — the varidat defterleri. To my knowledge, these
have not been studied although they contains very valuable information on house
size, construction material, number of houses per mahalle, property owners and the
like in Istanbul in 1873 — with a few missing neighbourhoods, one of them being
Stileymaniye mahalle unfortunately. Thus, I was only able to analyse the mahalles
adjacent to Siileymaniye. Lastly, I think that this thesis with this broad question, in
this theoretical framework and structure and with its gaps and difficulties in finding
answers, poses many new questions and problems, which would have been
impossibe to ask in another framework.

One might argue and deservedly so that I should have entitled this thesis “Hoca
Giyasiiddin mahalle” or “Hoca Hamze mahalle”, because indeed I got to know much
more about the neighbourhoods in Siileymaniye's vicinity. However, contemporary
labeling fuses Siileymaniye as a mahalle and Siileymaniye as a much larger area. The
urban renewal project of Siileymaniye (“Siileymaniye Yenilenme Projesi”’) launched
by the Fatih municipality and conducted by KITAS, for instance, includes four
neighbourhoods “in” Siileymaniye. None of them coincides with the historical and
contemporary Siileymaniye mahalle. In this thesis I thus understand Siileymaniye
both as the mahalle and as the region around it and distinguish in the following
between “Siileymaniye” (being the mahalle and the adjacent area) and “Siileymaniye
mahalle” (being the neighbourhood only).
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Siileymaniye, this area of 1.5 square kilometres

is our identity, our passport.

It is the title deed of our homeland.

Our reckless behaviour here,

- to abandon this area to the tumult of the big city there,

is a plain suicide.

And it is necessary to say that it is a suicide

we should feel ashamed of towards the future generations.'

Overlooking the Golden Horn, its minarets standing out majestically from the
imperial skyline, full of the pretty wooden palaces, nowadays constructed as the
vernacular?® of the Turkish people, once inhabited by the best of Ottoman society;
Siileymaniye stands for much more than a neighbourhood: If we believe Ilber
Ortayly, it is the title deed and identity card of the Turkish people. An identity,
however, shamefully neglected during the last century of Republicanism. Although
Ortayli's reading probably represents only one version of attributes associated with
Siileymaniye, the argument that the area used to be one of the wealthiest of Istanbul
and the Ottoman Empire is still valid as is the fact that we know almost nothing
about urban everyday life on the so-called historic peninsular, Siileymaniye in

particular.

1 Ilber Ortayl, “Mimar Sinan,” in Osmanli'yt Yeniden Kesfetmek, ed. Ilber Ortayl1. Istanbul:
Timasg, 2006, p. 25. original quote: “Siileymaniye, 1.5 kilometrekare alaniyla bizim kimligim-
izdir, niifus kagidimizdir. Bizim bu memleketteki tapumuzdur. Buradaki laubali davranigimiz,
biiyiik sehrin hengamesine bu muhiti birakmamiz diipediiz bir intihardir. Ustelik gelecek
nesillere kars1 bizi utandiracak bir intihar oldugunu séylemek gerekir." (author's translation)

2 Sedad Hakki Eldem, Tiirk Evi: Osmanli donemi =Turkish House: Ottoman period (Istanbul:
Tiirkiye Anit, Cevre, Turizm Degerlerini Koruma Vakfi, 1984).; Maurice Cerasi, “The Formation
of the Ottoman House Types: A comparative study in interaction with neighboring cultures,”
Mugarnas 15 (1998), p. 116-156.; Sibel Bozdogan, Modernism and Nation Building. Turkish
Architectural Culture in the Early Republic (Seattle/London: University of Washington Press,
2001).



Siileymaniye's narrative is deeply intertwined with the concept of the
mahalle, as it presumably ensured the moral and economic well-being of a
community. At the same time, the mahalle is handled as the key concept to the
understanding of everyday life in the Ottoman Empire.’ The following case-study of
nineteenth-century Siileymaniye tries to understand how ordinary life in this
mahalle was like, if and how elites (still) lived there in the face of rapid economic
and institutional changes.

These questions are not only relevant to the historical discourse. Istanbul is a
city recently rediscovering and reinventing its history; it does so however often in a
self-orientalising manner.* Siileymaniye has been chosen for an urban transformation
project which translates its shiny history into a modern dream of living in “authentic”
wooden houses in a secure environment: Gated community living projected for
Osmanli Prestij Konutlar: on the area of the IMC (Istanbul Manifaturacilar Carsist,
the Textile Traders' Market along the Atatiirk Boulevard), pedestrian precincts, green
space and underground parking lots, the renovation of some of the valuable wooden
houses and an ominous Museum City (Miize Kent) in the neighbourhoods around
Siileymaniye mosque.’ In the course of this, many houses in Siileymaniye have been
bought from the proprietors by the municipality®, torn down by the municipality's

executive force KIPTAS’, some saw considerable repairs by KUDEB® and some are

3 Ekrem Isin, “19. yy.'da Modernlesme ve Giindelik Hayat,” in Tanzimat'tan Cumhuriyet'e Tiirkiye
Ansiklopedisi, eds. Murta Belge and Fahri Aral. (Istanbul: iletisim, 1985), p. 538.

4  Ayfer Bartu, Who Owns the Old Quarters? Rewriting Histories in a Global Era, in Istanbul.
Between the Global and the Local. ed. Caglar Keyder (Rowman & Littlefield Publishers:
Lanham), pp. 31 —46.

5  Istanbul Biiyiiksehir belediyyesi, Tarihi Yarimada (Eminénii-Fatih), 1/5000 Olgekli Koruma
Amach Nazim Imar Plant Raporu (Istanbul: Myth Maker, 2003).

6  Fatih Municipality, 28 October 2009, Siileymaniye Bélgesi Yenilenme Projesi, http://www.fatih.-
bel.tr/kate detay.asp?id=72&tur=387 [06.12.2009].

7 KIPTAS, KIPTAS Konut Bélgeleri, http://www.kiptas.com.tr [02.12.2009].

8  Koruma Uygulama ve Denetim Midiirligi (KUDEB),
http://www.ibb.gov.tr/sites/kudeb/Documents/index.htm [02.12.2009].
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already rebuilt in concrete with wooden cladding. Creating their Ottoman dream the
municipality is busy displacing the disadvantaged population of rural migrants
involved in the informal economy of trash collection and car parking or working as
day-labourers, which rented or occupied the houses since the 1950s.

Writing Siileymaniye's history is therefore not an innocent endeavour, but
directly linked to the present and highly political. It is no coincidence that
conferences organised by the municipality like the “Emindnii Symposiums” or civil
society actors like the Kiiltiir Ocagi Vakfi, who organised the Siileymaniye
Symposium in the past years invariably discussed the urban history of fifteenth- to
the eighteenth-century Istanbul, not the nineteenth century. The academic
achievements of these conferences are limited to an era when the empire was still
very imperial, Istanbul still a city of sultanic glamour and Siileymaniye the most
glamorous among Istanbul's neighbourhoods. The discussions and results of these
conferences are valuable and often faultless — to transpose their “truths” to a twenty-
first century urban fabric, however, is reprehensible. The aim of this investigation
into Siileymaniye in the nineteenth century - and I have no reason to conceal this — is
to present an alternative urban vision of the neighbourhood, which is no less
authentic and historical.

The concept of mahalle is closely knit to urban history in the Ottoman
Empire. As it attributes a high symbolic value to the micro-scale, an analysis of a
neighbourhood can not ignore the idea of mahalle. Before starting the analysis of the
mahalle itself, I will first try to provide an outline of the concept as a theoretical
framework put to the test in the case of Siileymaniye during the nineteenth century.

An inquiry into Siileymaniye in the light of is changing history requires the analysis



of the different factors influencing life in the neighbourhood. The micro-scale of the
neighbourhood quite self-evidently mirrors the large picture of the nineteenth-
century context, the position of the Ottoman Empire and its capital in the world with
its political and economic effects. Besides these, I suppose that institutional change,
changes in the built environment, social change and their mutual interaction are
the most important factors defining life in a neighbourhood. The thesis is structured
according to these factors.

For this investigation, I chose the years 1815 to 1885. This period of seventy
years thus starts about 10 years before Mahmud II dissolved the Janissary corps,
thereby triggering enormous change in the institutional, built and social make-up of
Istanbul. It ends with the third and last attempt to found a municipality (sehre-
madneti) in 1885, which in some respects marks the end of this transformation
process. Moreover, this selection is source-based with 1816/17 as the years of the
only published register of the kadi courts of Istanbul (Ser'iye sicileri) and 1885 as the
year the first (modern-style) census of the Ottoman Empire was undertaken. The
primary and secondary sources used in this thesis will be discussed in the following

chapter.



CHAPTER 2

SOURCES

As micro-scale studies in Ottoman History are still quite rare, only few works guide
the researcher on her way through the jungle of Ottoman archival sources or serve as
an example of how local history can be written’. It seems that useful sources for
urban history on a micro level are rather limited as are the instruments (like maps,
lists of mahalle, published sources etc.) ready to be used by the researcher. Like
many things in this thesis, the primary sources used are part of an attempt to find
ways to answer questions — more or less successfully. Basically, three types of
primary sources were used: records of the kadi court of Istanbul (ser'iye sicilleri), tax

registers (variddat defterleri) and the census of 1885.

Ser'iye Sicilleri
Ser'iye Sicilleri are the records of the kadi's court where he ruled on family,
inheritance and property (i'/am) issues as well as acted as a notary (hiiccet) or
registered directives from the central state. Just as there were four high-ranking kadis
in Istanbul, 13 kadi courts' decided on law suits in the city. The delineation of their

areas, however, appear to have been rather permeable so that one also finds cases on

9  Cem Behar, 4 Neighbourhood in Ottoman Istanbul. Fruit Vendors and Civil servants in the
Kasap Ilyas mahalle (New York: SUNY Press, 2003), p. 25.

10 these are: Istanbul, Uskiidar, Kasimpasa, Davudpasa, Adalar, Galata, Balat, Haskoy, Besiktas,
Tophane, Mahmud Paga. I also included Yenikdy and Kartal in my count of 13. These were of
course not yet part of the city of Constantinople.
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Uskiidar or Kasimpasa in the records of the Istanbul court. Likewise, kadi courts
were not limited to Muslims, but one can observe Non-Muslims applying to these
courts as well."" With the tanzimat the Ser'iye sicils are recorded in a more formalised
way including the name, addresses and occasionally the profession of presenters,
represented and witnesses and are structured in similar ways: after the relationship
between represented and representing would be clarified, information about the
livelihood would be given and finally the court's decision laid out."

For an area like Siileymaniye, where we do expect a Muslim majority, the
records of the Istanbul court offer an opportunity to follow the issues brought to
court: They inform us about names, place of residence, professions, divorces, selling
of property, sharing of heritage, items inherited or disputes in the community ranging
from inappropriate decoration of a house to capital crime". Still, we know little
about the actual procedures taking place in court. Dismissing 40 years of attempts to
use the sicills for social history in a factual and often statistical way, the postmodern
discourse stressed the methodological problems involved in studying these records —
the natural selection of people applying to court, the way the proceedings are
recorded, when and by whom. Yet, as the kadi records are among the few sources
available for writing social history — clearly not for a “history from below” or a

history of everyday life — I can not refrain from using them on a factual level."

11 Ahmet Akgiindiiz, Ser'ive Sicilleri: Mahiyet, Toplu Katalogu ve Se¢me Hiikiimler (Istanbul: Tiirk
Diinyasi Arastirmalart Vakfi, 1988), pp. 12.

12 Akgiindiiz 1988: p. 19.

13 Sevgi Aktiire, 19.Yiizyil sonunda Anadolu Kenti Mekansal Yap1 Cézumlemesi (Ankara: Ortadogu
Teknik Universitesi Mimarlik Fakiiltesi Baski Atdlyesi, 1978), p. 23.

14 Yunus Ugur, The Ottoman Court Records and the Making of 'Urban History' with special
reference to Mudanya Sicils (1645-1800) (MA Thesis, Bogazici Universitesi, 2001), p. 23., Elyse
Semerdjian, “Off the straight path”. Illicit Sex, Law and Community in Ottoman Aleppo
(Syracus: Syracus University Press, 2008), pp. 63., Hiilya Canbakal, Society and Politics in an
Ottoman Town: 'Ayntab in the 17" century (Leiden: Brill 2007), pp. 125., Leslie Pierce, Morality
Tales. Law and Gender in the Ottoman Court of Aintab. (Berkley: University of California Press
2003), pp. 86., for an example of a study about Istanbul using kadi rescords: Tiilay Artan, Early
20th Century Maps and 18th-19th Century Court Records: Urban Continuity on the Bosphorus,
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Adding to this nuisance, using the sicills for a single mahalle requires very
cumbersome work. To find cases pertaining to the Siileymaniye mahalle, one has to
sift through all the cases brought before the Istanbul court, amounting to several
hundred cases per year, only a fraction of which concern Siileymaniye: After a
week's work, for instance, one thus might find a handful of cases with a couple of
names and prices of houses. A coherent picture, however, only emerges with a great
number of court records. Sort of a backdoor I used, are master theses based on the
transliteration of a whole register and the Halil Inalcik Arastirma Projesi undertaken
by Sabanci University which currently transliterates and digitalises the kadi court
records of the Istanbul court — so far the first volume of registers of 1816-1817 are
published.

In this thesis I used the Ser'iye sicilleri for three years (1816/17", 1855' and
1870'7) with a total of 30 cases that relate to the quarter Siileymaniye. My
contribution thus are the records of 1855 (no. 199) selected by the simple reason that
1855 is somehow in the middle of the period and a time on which I lacked any other

kind of source.

Variddt Defterleri
As varidat defterleri have not been used by researchers so far to my knowledge, only
few things about their immediate functions are known. In the Basbakanlik Arsivi they
are registered under Maliyyet Nezareti — Varidat Muhasebesi (ML.VRD).

Apparently, the purpose of these registers is the recording of the amount of tax paid

Environmental Design: Urban Morphogenesis, Maps and Cadastral Plans. 1993. pp. 96-111.

15 Nejdet Ertug, Seriyye Sicilleri'ne Gorve Istanbul Tarihi: Istanbul Mahkemesi 121 Numarali
Ser'iye Sicili, 1231-1232/1816-1817 (Istanbul: Sabanci Universitesi Yayinlar1, 2006).

16 ISAM library: Ser'iye Sicileri No. 199, Ilam, 1271-1272, 0001/0199-001/013.

17  Salih Sahin, Istanbul kadiligi 225. No.'lu Seri'yye Sicilinin Transkripsyonu ve Degerlendirilmesi
(MA thesis, Marmara Universitesi, 2001).



for real estate (vergi-i emldk) by households according to mahalle in 1290/1873.
Besides this information, the registers include such valuable information as the type
of house, street name and street number, a place of reference (semt-i meshiir) for the
mahalle, the construction material of the building and what it contains in the inside
or on the plot (miistemildt), the size of the plot, the name(s) of the property owner(s),
the value of the property, the date and type of the title deed (tarih-i sened) and to
which foundation (vdkif) the estate belongs to'®. The Basbakanlik Arsivi stores
hundreds of these registers, the collection, however, seems to be incomplete — it
misses Siileymaniye mahallesi. Instead of Siileymaniye, I used the registers of three
mahalles in its immediate vicinity: Sar1 Bayezid'®, Hoca Giyasiiddin® and Hoca
Hamze*'. Together with a short description of the location of the building®, this
information allows to draw at least the approximation of a map of the mahalles in
1873. This map can only be a semblance as we only know the size of the plot, but not
the exact size and shape of the building. Additionally, the scribes of the registers
used different methods of recording. While, for instance, the scribe of Hoca Hamze
noted the number of storeys of a house if they were more than one, no such remark is
made for the other neighbourhoods — that all of the buildings had only a ground floor
is very unlikely. The remodelling of the mahalle is further complicated by the fact
that reliable maps are only available for later periods, thus the course of the streets

and their names might have changed. Street names and numbers were only getting

18 Indeed all land registered in the defter belongs to a variety of foundations. I would exclude the
possibility that the defter only included houses built on land belonging to a foundation as there
are no gaps in the records.

19 Bagbakanlik Argivi: ML.VRD 3842

20 Bagbakanlik Argivi: ML. VRD 3717

21 Bagbakanlik Arsivi: ML. VRD 3807

22 such as: “Hiiseyin Bey hanesi ve Fatma Hanim hénesi ve Tiirbe zukag1 ve taraf-1 rabi' tarik-i
amm” (ML. VRD 3717 No.1)



common with the 1860s, in 1873 they were presumably still very unstable.” In some
cases I thus had to use a rather creative approach to locate the houses — such as in the
case of Kiilhan Street located in Hoca Hamze. The description of the houses
indicates the location of the houses as next to a medrese and one of them as next to
Stileymaniye hammami. The only possible street is thus the street leading along the
Siileymaniye medrese to the hamam — called Saman-Veren street in Ayverdi** and the
Alman Mavileri®. Based on such speculations, the maps can only be approximations
and need to be understood in this way. A visualisation even of this kind offers many
advantages over a pure numerical description such as the identification of areas — and
not only streets or neighbourhoods - of low and high value buildings, big and small
plots or ownership structures. This will be addressed in more detail in chapter 5.2.
Additionally, the mere nature of tax registers involves a number of problems. Quite
naturally, property owners try to register their building at low value in order to pay
less tax. These registers thus have to be handled with care and might be more telling
with regard to fiscal evasion than with regard to “real” numbers. One of the pertinent
strategies, I guess, may have been the registration of many shareholders. An owner
of many houses would on paper share the property with his wife officially to save

some money. In parts, this might explain the high share women have in real estate.

The Census of 1885
Resulting from the new raison d'état evolving at the beginning of the nineteenth

century, the Ottoman Empire began to collect information about its population by the

23 Behar 2003: 25

24 Ekrem Hakk1 Ayverdi, /9. Asirda Istanbul Haritas: (Istanbul, 1958).

25 Irfan Dagdelen, Alman Mavileri 1913-1914. Istanbul Haritalar, Vol. 2. (istanbul Biiyiiksehir
belediyyesi Yaymlari: Istanbul, 2007).



way of censuses. The first of these was undertaken in 1831°° and then subsequently
in 1855, 1873 and 1881.” The latter comes close to the present-day understanding of
a census as it was meant for purposes other than taxation or military conscription for
the first time. It included both males and females and had an estimated margin of
error of only 2-5%.%® The census was undertaken by the Niifiis-u Umiimi Idéresi, a
unit inside the Ministry of Interior, which sent a census scribe (niifiis kdtibi) to each
mahalle who was assisted by the religious leader and a council of elders. In the
population registers (sicill-i niifiis) they recorded name, place of birth and residence
(including street and house number), age, religion, occupation, marital status and
health (and for men their military status and style of their mustache or beard).”
In all likelihood, the 1885 census data today is still stored in the Istanbul Valiligi and
not accessible to the public. Cem Behar and Alan Duben were able to access this data
a couple of years ago and took a 5% sample of the census (every 20™ page).** With
their help, I got to use the data they have for Siileymaniye and its surroundings —
which totals three houses.

To substitute for this insufficient assemble of primary sources, I made use of an

admittedly rather eclectic mixture of published sources. Among these range the

26 Enver Ziya Karal, Osmanl Imparatorlugunda Ilk Niifus Sayimi 1831 (Ankara: T.C. Bagvekalet
Istatistik Umum Miidiirliigii, 1943). Istanbullus were exempted from military conscription and
forced labour and thus the 1831 census does not include Istanbul. However, apparently a census
was organised in 1829 (Sedat Bing6l, 1829 Istanbul Niifus Sayimi ve Tophane Kasabas: (Eskise-
hir: T.C. Anadolu Universitesi Yaynlari, 2004). The result of this census for Istanbul was
recorded in the kadi sicilleri. While they do exists for Beyoglu, I was unfortunately not able to
locate them for intramural Istanbul. They were apparently not recorded in the Istanbul court
registers.

27 There apparently exist more than these, but they have not been uncovered until present-day.
Stanford Shaw, “The Ottoman Census System and Population, 1831 — 1914,” The International
Journal of Middle East Studies 9, no. 3 (1978), p. 127.

28 Kemal H. Karpat, “Ottoman Population records and The Census of 1881/82-1893,* IJMES, no. 9
(1978), pp. 237-374., Stanford Shaw, “The Population of Istanbul in the Nineteenth Century,”
IJMES 10 (1979), pp. 265-277.

29  Shaw 1978: p. 331

30 Alan Duben and Cem Behar, Istanbul Households. Marriage, Family and Fertility, 1880-1940
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002). pp. 15-18.
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havadis jurnalleri, some sort of report by state detectives to the state, from the 1840s
published by Deniz Kirl1 and the Istanbul Mektuplari, a collection of newspaper
articles taken down by Basiretci Ali Efendi in the 1870s. To define the borders of
Siileymaniye mahalle, 1 utilised a list of mahalles published in Bing6l's work on the

1829 census in Tophane and another one published by Isli for 1877.
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CHAPTER 3

THE CONCEPT OF MAHALLE IN THE ISLAMIC CITY

Writing a monograph about a neighbourhood necessitates a review of the concept
mahalle and it is this conceptual framework, in which I would like to situate this case
study on Siileymaniye. Given the abundance of conceptual implications connected to
it, the English word 'neighbourhood' is a rather imprecise translation of the concept
of mahalle. The mahalle is the conceptual centrepiece of the ideal of an 'Islamic
City'. According to this ideal type, cities in the Islamic 'realm' supposedly share
certain characteristics, which are attributed to Islamic law, tradition or “the high
value accorded to spiritual factors and the search for harmony based on permanent
values” ' The Islamic City has been conceptualised as the antipode of the European
City ever since the dawn of urban studies as a discipline in the beginning of early
twentieth-century Western Europe - in particular so by Max Weber.”> Conceptually it
matched well with prevalent “urban planning schemes of the colonial
administrators” as it legitimised modernisation liberating the 'indigenous' from their

burden of quintessential traditional culture.” Thus, from the very beginning, the

31 Ervin Y. Galantay, “Islamic Identity and the Metropolis: Continuity and Conflict,” in Islamic
Identity and the Metropolis: Continuity and Conflict, The Middle East City. Ancient Traditions
Confront a Modern World, ed. Abdulaziz Y. Saqqaf (New York: Paragon House, 1986), p. 5.

32  Max Weber, Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft. Die Wirtschaft und die gesellschaftlichen Ordnungen
und die Mdchte. Nachlaf3 (Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 2000"%), p. 11.

33 Jakob Skovgaard-Petersen, “Introduction. Public Place and Public Spheres in Transformation -
The City Conceived, Perceived and Experiences,” in Public Place and Public Spheres in
Transformation - The City Conveived, Perceived and Experiences, Middle Eastern cities, 1900-
1950, eds. Nielsen, Chr. Korsholm; Skovgaard-Petersen, Jakob (Aarhus: Aarhus University
Press, 2001), p. 11, for another good discussion, I think, see: Dale F. Eickelmann, “Is there an
Islamic City? The Making of a Quarter in a Moroccan Town”, International Journal for Middle
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Islamic City was understood as an obstacle to modernity, capitalism and democracy.
As might be expected of this masterpiece of Orientalist reasoning, the mahalle is
apprehended as unchangingly existing in all times and places with Muslim heritage.
What makes 'Islamic Cities' different from 'European Cities', particularly on a level
that goes beyond orientalist or revisionist perception, remains vague to present-day.
Scholars struggling with this concept continuously find themselves in theoretical
dead ends: Stating that there is no standard form of a Muslim city, Ettinghausen
(1973) observes that “everybody senses that even in spite of this variety there are
certain features which distinguish traditional Near Eastern towns from those of the
West and leave no doubt that we are in such a place, should we by any chance land
on one from an airplane on a non-scheduled stop”.** Abu-Lughod (1987) likewise,
after masterly showing how researchers mutually copied results from each other,
concludes that Islamic jurisdiction and property law translate into socio-spatial
distinctions and gender segregation different from those in the West.” Eldem,
Goffmann and Masters (1999) by contrast conclude “something that perhaps should
always have been obvious, that there simply never has been such a thing as a
normative 'Ottoman', 'Arab’, or 'Islamic’ city, any more than there has ever been a
typical 'French', 'English’, or 'Christian metropolis'."°

Maybe posing the very question itself is the actual problem. Nevertheless,

especially on a local level, the concept of the Islamic City and within it of the

mahalle is an understudied topic where judgements are only made on the basis of

Eastern Studies 5,10.3 (1974), p. 274.

34 Richard Ettinghausen, “Muslim Cities: Old and New”, in Muslim Cities: Old and New, From
Madina to Metropolis. Heritage and Change in the Near Eastern City, ed. Carl L. Brown (New
Jersey: Darwin Press), 1973, pp. 290-318.

35 Janet L. Abu-Lughod, “The Islamic City - Historic Myth, Islamic Essence, and Contemporary
Relevance”, IJMES 19, no. 2 (1987), p. 155-176.

36 Edhem Eldem, Daniel Goffman and Bruce Masters, The Ottoman City between East and West.
Aleppo, Izmir and Istanbul (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999). p. 213.
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assumptions.”” To confront this mythological concept with historical realities - I'm far
from searching for the truth — becomes even more relevant, as historians (and along
with them politicians) increasingly allude to the mahalle as an aspect of a golden, but
lost past.*®

Before starting this examination into the historical realities of one single
mahalle — the Siileymaniye mahalle - 1 will summarise what is known about the
concept mahalle under four headings: mahalle in the city, mahalle as legal, political
and social community, mahalle as private space and mahalle as social and religious
integrity. Writing about this topic is a constant struggle with an unsettled or
imprecise terminology. Is it the Islamic, Near -, Far-, Middle Eastern, Arab, Ottoman
or Turkish City I am writing about? Or “the” non-European, non-Western City? Am I
writing about the ninth or the nineteenth century? As this chapter aims at outlining
the state-of-the-art research undertaken on this topic, which by and large is very
imprecise on these questions, the reader is asked to excuse my own generalisations

for now.

Mabhalle in the city
To determine the average size of a mahalle already gives reason for disagreement.
Alada proposes a number between ten and fifty houses per mahalle for the sixteenth
century.” By stark contrast, Cerasi, writing about the eighteenth and nineteenth

centuries determines the size of a mahalle as between 100 and 120 houses.*’ A list of

37 The only case-study of a mahalle touching upon the concept mahalle that exists to my
knowledge is Behar 2003.

38 Turan A. Alkan, “mahalle® in mahalle, Sehir ve Yerel Yonetimler, eds. Vecdi Akyiiz and Seyfettin
Unlii (Istanbul: Ilke Yayinlar, 1996), p. 205-207.; Turgut Cansever, “Osmanli Sehir in Osmanli
Sehir, Islam Geleneginden Giiniimiizii Sehir ve Yerel Yonetimler, eds. Vecdi Akyiiz and Seyfettin
Unlii (Istanbul: Ilker Yayinlari, 1996), p. 383.

39  Adalet Bayramoglu Alada, Osmanli Sehrinde mahalle (Istanbul: Siimer, 2008), p.143.

40 Maurice M. Cerasi. Osmanli Kenti. Osmanli Imparatorlugu'nda 18. ve 19. Yiizyillarda Kent
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mahalles containing their respective number of houses prepared for Istanbul in 1876,
shows an average size of 126.6 houses per mahalle.*' We can only speculate about
this divergence.

The mahalle is a residential area clearly separated from the outside. The
outside constitutes another mahalle — each mahalle revolving around its own centre,
in theory mostly a mescid — is functionally distinct especially from the commercial
areas of a city.* An important concern of urban administration in Istanbul was for
instance to keep the lodgings of bachelors, the bekar odalari, out of residential
areas.” Although mahalles were almost monofunctionally meant for housing only,
the density of housing in the big commercial centres of the Empire at the end of the
eighteenth century increased to a degree that shops could also be found on the
ground floor of residential buildings.* Recently, however, the stability and
absoluteness of this multi-centred structure of autonomous mahalle in the city has
been questioned. The demarcation lines between mahalles, Cem Behar observes in
his case study on Kasap Ilyas Mahallesi in Istanbul, were not as vigourously drawn
as the conventional concept of mahalle implies. “At the local level, mobility and

" sub-areas within the mahalle

change seem to have been the rule, not the exception
appeared, merged with another mahalle or split up again. What this fluidity might

have implied for the local community will be discussed again in chapter 5 of this

thesis.

Uygarlhigr ve Mimarisi (Istanbul: Yap1 Kredi Yayinlari, 2001), p.72.

41  Emin Nedret Isli, “Istanbul'un mahalle Isimlerine Ait Kaynaklar ve 1876-1877 Tarihli 'Esami-i
Mahallat”™, Istanbul 44 (2002), pp. 71-77.

42 Cem Behar, “Fruit Vendors and Civil Servants. A Social and Demographic Portrait of a
Neighbourhood Community in Intra-Mural Istanbul (Kasap ilyas mahalle) in 1885, Bogazi¢i
Journal, 11, no. 1-2 (1997): p. 23.

43 Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul. Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993), p.8.

44 Cerasi 2001: p.85.

45  Behar 2003: pp.9.
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Mahalle as legal, political and social community
The idea that the mahalle formed a legal, political and social community is based on
Islamic law, which by contrast to Roman law does not know juridical personhood. A
political community thus only existed as a community of believers in the mahalle
and not for the whole city or as corporate bodies.*® Accordingly, an administrative
centre as it can be found in many European Cities with a town-hall, the church, guild
and bourgeois housing neatly arranged around a public square, is absent in the
Islamic City.* In the Islamic City, and - to be more precise for once - in the Ottoman
City during the classical period, all social, religious, administrative and municipal
functions were accomplished in the mahalle with the imdm in the mosque as the
central figure.* This absence of the juridical person is referred to as one of the main
differences between the Islamic and the European city and gives reason for some to
claim that cities with an Islamic heritage in actual fact lack the decisive faculty to be
real cities.”

The inhabitants of the mahalle, it is claimed in an often romanticising
manner, were guarantors for each other in law suits or for newcomers to a mahalle,
shared juridical responsibility towards other mahalles in case of crime (blood
money), they could decide collectively to force somebody showing unwanted

behaviour out of the mahalle and organised cohabitation, such as the management of

46 Weber 2000: p.12., Stefan Yerasimos, “Tanzimat'in Kent Reformlar1 Uzerine”, in: Tanzimat
Degisim Siirecinde Osmanli Imperatorlugu, Inalcik, Halil; Seyitdanlioglu, Mehmet (eds.).
Ankara: Phoenix Yayinevi, 2006, p. 355., Alada 2008: 125ff., Albert H. Hourani, “The Islamic
City in the Light of Recent Research”, in The Islamic City. A Colloquium, eds. Hourani, A.H.;
Stern, S.M. (Oxford, Pennsylvania: Bruni Cassirer, University of Pennsylvania Press), 1970. p.
24., Heghnar Watenpaugh, Image of an Ottoman City: Imperial Architecture and Urban Experi-
ence in Aleppo in the 16th and 17th Centuries (Leiden: Brill, 2004), p. 10.

47 Cerasi 2001: p. 106.

48 Alada 2008: p. 168. What however happened if more than one mosque and one imam were
present in one mahalle — as was often the case in intra-mural Istanbul — is still among the
questions to be answered.

49  Weber 2000: p.12, Alada 2008: p.134.
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water or waste, collectively. Some mahalles kept an avariz ak¢ast vakfi to collect
money used for repairs of public buildings, for paying wages of public employees or
extraordinary taxes of the state.® Wealthier inhabitants of a mahalle together with the
foundations (vdkif) located in it were thus responsible for the financial and moral
well-being of their cohabitants.”' “While the mahalle with its functional and
structural characteristics was the basic social and administrative unit of the
Ottoman social formation, with its organised inner relationships it constituted at the
same time the core of civil society”.>* Mahalles are understood as communities

safeguarding protection and cohesion and strengthening local identity.”

Mahalle as private space
This perception of the mahalle as shared by a community does not allow the space
within it to be understood as openly accessible to the whole of urban society. In a
legal sense, the category of public space as a space used and appropriated by
everyone did not exist in the Islamic City because - besides space owned by private
persons, the Sultan or foundations - space was only shared among neighbours or the
local community.** This resulted in the famous maze-like structure of the mahalle
full of dead-end streets.” The rules of use with respect to these dead-ends were

negotiated by all neighbours and constituted a compromise between legal property

50 Alada 2008: p. 136, pp.151.

51 Dogan Kuban, Istanbul. An Urban History (Istanbul: The Economic and Social History Founda-
tion of Turkey, 1996). p. 219.

52 original quote: "mahalle, islevsel ve yapisal 6zellikleri ile Osmanli toplumsal kurulusu iginde
toplumsal ve yonetsel bir taban birimi olustururken, ayni zamanda, orgiitlenmis i iliskileriyle bir
sivil toplum ¢ekirdegini tanimlamaktadir." Alada 2008: p.176

53 Behar 2003: p. 4., Isik Tamdogan-Abel, “Osmanli Déneminden Giiniimiiz Tiirkiye'sine "Bizim
Mahalle",” Istanbul Dergisi 40 (2000).

54 Yerasimos 2006: p. 355.

55 Eugen Wirth, “Zur Konzeption der islamischen Stadt: Privatheit im islamischen Orient versus
Offentlichkeit in Antike und Okzident,” Die Welt des Islams 31, no. 1 (1991). p. 68., Hourani
1970, p. 24.
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rights of the inhabitants and their need for privacy. Despite the fact that very few
details are actually known about the dead-end streets and the small streets within a
mahalle®, they are normally labelled semi-private space or as some call it, the space
of the extended family.”” It remains that the only public space in the mahalle
therefore was the open space around the mosque or public fountains.™

As another important fact leading to this formation of the neighbourhood
structure, the “Islamic principle of privacy of women (hence, privacy in the family)”
is identified.” The mahalle is female space, while the mosque, the market and the
coffeehouse are frequented by men.” Therefore the mahalle needed to be sheltered
from external, possibly male intruders and segregated from the commercial functions
of the city (as mentioned above) - “The familiar appearance of the last century
mahalles with their mahalle bakkali (the local shop) was probably rather uncommon

in early Istanbul. In the day-time, the mahalle was only for the women. “°'

Mahalle as social and religious entity
Underpinning the argument of the mahalle as a community and a private space, it is
finally argued that mahalles were segregated from each other following religious or
ethnic lines primarily and only secondarily according to socio-economic or class
status. The structuring of mahalles according to religious and ethnic belonging
derives from principles of community organisation and taxation, which had distinct

community leaders and rules for each millet or ethno-religious group.®

56 Behar 2003: 49.

57 Galantay 1986: p.9.

58 Behar 2003: p.6., Kuban 1996: p.209.
59 Celik 1993: p.8.

60 Alada 2008: p. 162.

61 Kuban 1996: p. 209.

62 Hourani 1970: p. 22.
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However, this radical ethno-religious separation of mahalle in the Ottoman context
has become seriously questioned. In Istanbul mahalles apparently never belonged
homogeneously to one millet.”

There is however a general agreement that wealthy and poor, palaces and huts
in the mahalle were placed side by side. Exclusively aristocratic or wealthy
neighbourhoods as well as poor or impoverished ones are special cases rarely found
in Ottoman cities.* Segregation with regard to class is a phenomenon occurring only

19 and is often referred to as

with the second half of the twentieth century in Istanbu
the prime reason why class consciousness and class antagonism was never as
pronounced as in the West.

Behar's work on Kasap ilyas mahallesi being the only exception I am aware
of, the concept the mahalle has not been subject to empirical, historical research in

an Ottoman context. Hopefully, this thesis can help to support or question some of

the listed assumptions.

63  Cerasi 2001: p. 88.

64 Behar 2003: p. 5., Fikret Y1ilmaz and Sabri Yetkin. izmir. Kent Tarihi (Izmir: T.C. Kiiltiir
Bakanlig1, 2002), {lhan Tekeli, “Osmanli Sehir idaresinde Thtisab Miiessesesi,” in eds. Akyiiz,
Vecdi and Unlii, Seyfettin, Osmanli Imparatorlugu'nda Kent Planlama Pratiginin Gelisimi ve
Korunmasindaki Etkileri (Istanbul: lke Yayinlari, 1996), p. 358.

65 Alan Duben 2002: p. 31.
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CHAPTER 4

ISTANBUL DURING THE NINETEENTH CENTURY

The problem is to present the interrelations
without lapsing into tedious repetitions.

I must here put a burden upon the reader,
to try to keep the themes in perspective

as part of a totality of interrelations that
constitutes the driving force of social
transformation in a given place and time.

General overviews of Istanbul during the nineteenth century are numerous®. Instead
of writing yet another slightly redundant such resume, in what follows I will try to
understand how the “history of events” interacts with institutional change and more
specifically urban administrative reforms. Reform efforts such as the tanzimat
dominated the city on all levels and interact with social and economic developments.
It is for instance impossible to disentangle on the one hand population growth, fires
or social unrest from institutional change and on the other hand administrative
reforms relevant for “urban administration” from reform of taxation or the military.
Urban administration in Istanbul until the middle of the nineteenth century can not be
understood in the present-day sense as a body designed to complete tasks directly
pertaining the city or the neighbourhood having a defined level of autonomy or

dependencies towards a centralised bureaucracy. This might be the reason why the

66 Harvey, David, Paris, Capital of Modernity (New York: Routledge, 2003). p. 102.

67 e.g. Celik 1993: p. 38-45., Kemal H. Karpat, “The Social and Economic Transformation of
Istanbul in the Nineteenth Century,” in ed. Karpat, Kemal H. The Social and Economic
Transformation of Istanbul in the Nineteenth Century., Studies in Ottoman Social and Political
History. Selected Articles and Essays (Leiden/Boston/Kéln: Brill, 2002), pp. 243-290.

20



general evaluation of urban administration in the Ottoman Empire is perceived as a
history of failure and absence of a 'real' municipality. Several others reasons for the
failure of municipal governance have been discussed: Mostly, the emergence of a
modern municipality is dated to 1857 with the establishment of the Sixth
Municipality in Galata and Pera and conceptualised in a framework of foreign
pressure that instigated following the example of the Parisian municipality. Apart
from reasons such as lack of democratisation, “modern” population and budget, it is
claimed that municipalities were alien to the Ottomans and thus could not work.*®
Often it is implied that urban functions were therefore not fulfilled in Ottoman
cities.” In contrast to searching for a body called “municipality” (belediyye) that
includes on top of it procedures of collective decision-making, I propose tracing back
the functions typical for an urban administrative body such as security, hygiene or
construction works. Combining the general history of Istanbul with urban
administrative reform permits to observe that there was indeed a meaningful system
of urban administration in intra-mural Istanbul prior to the 1865, the year the
sehremaneti was newly instituted, that had to be transformed according to the new
governance models introduced in the nineteenth century.

There is another reason for combining chronological overview and
institutional change. As outlined in the introduction, I am trying to analyse
institutional change, changes in the built environment and social change and the way
they mutually influence each other in Siilleymaniye mahallesi. Apparently or maybe

until the day we know more about the subject, urban reforms were uniformly applied

68 for a discussion of this see: Christoph Neumann, “Marjinal Modernitenin Catigma Mekan Olarak
Altinc1 Daire-i belediyye” in Altinict Daire - Ik belediyye. Beyoglu'nda Idare, Toplum ve Kentli-
lik. 1857 — 1913. Sergi Katalogu. 2002, p. 4-5.

69 Rosenthal, Steven. The Politics of Dependency. Urban Reform in Istanbul. (Connecticut:
Greenwood Press, 1980), p. 30.
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to the whole city with the exception of Beyoglu rendering it impossible to make any
statement on Siileymaniye mahalle in particular. This intertwines with the view that
urban reforms during the nineteenth century did not manage to affect the
neighbourhood directly.”” On the mahalle level we can thus merely observe the
effects of institutional change — how institutional change affected the built
environment and the social make-up.

In the following, I will provide a rather linear narrative organised in five
periods: a very rough picture of the initial situation up to until 1815, secondly the
period until the destruction of the Janissary corps in 1826, third the period until 1856
and the two devastating fires of Aksaray and Hocapasa, fourthly the interval until
1876 and the proclamation of the constitution. Finally the period that stretches

approximately until 1885 will be examined.

The Gradual Abolition of the Preceding Administration and its Elites
Since the middle of the sixteenth century and the gradual dissolution of state
ownership on land and direct taxation, the classical prebendal system of the Ottoman
Empire was hollowed out. Accelerating this process, the military reforms by Mustafa
IIT and Abdiilhamid I during the eighteenth century are the decisive cause for the
emergence of a new elite.”' Often the tributary system was sidelined by mercenary
armies, especially in the Balkans and the Arab provinces. As loyalties among the
military class towards the Ottoman Empire decreased and were exchanged by
loyalties towards heads of political households, the d'ydans, the Empire's army not

only became ineffective and undisciplined, it even became a military threat for the

70  Ilber Ortayli, Tanzimat Devrinde Osmanli Mahalli Idareleri (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu
Basievi, 2000), p.131.
71 Karpat 2002: The Transformation. p. 30.
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central government and created problems in terms of taxation and integrity of the
whole empire.

The city of Istanbul and its administration until the beginning of the
nineteenth century were deeply intermingled and depended upon this roughly
sketched tributary system. Indeed, there was no single administrative body designed
to cope with urban issues, but instead the highest officials of the military, religious
and legislative institutions were involved in these. Already the question, of whom the
inhabitants of Istanbul would identify as the official in charge of the city, is a
question difficult to answer. Most probably the official in charge of the city would be
the kadi.” He and, in his absence the kaymakam, had to co-operate with the four
kadis of Istanbul, Galata, Uskiidar and Eyiip. The kadi made juridical judgements
and sanctions; he was responsible for the implementation of governmental decisions;
he controlled the guilds and the fixed prices (narh). To fulfil these tasks he was
supported by and co-operated with various other bodies: Together with the muhtesib
he controlled the guilds™. These two and the subagi, which is a military rank (his
chief is the yeniceri agast), controlled the market and its prices. The miitevellis
administered the foundations. The yeniceri agas: was held responsible for major
security issues. In Istanbul, the region these high-ranking Janissaries were taking care
of coincided with their other tasks within the city - the bostancis were in charge of
the gardens and the shores of the Bosporus, the kapudan pasa responsible for the
navy and thus also for Kasimpasa (the quarter of the shipyards) or the ¢ardak

¢orbaci in Siileymaniye where his corps and the office of the yeniceri agasi, the aga

72 Mantran Robert, Istanbul Dans la Second Moitié du XVIle Siécle (Paris: Librairie Adrien
Maisonneuve, 1962), p. 124.

73 Ziya Kazici, “Osmanli Sehir Idaresinde Ihtisab Miiessesesi,* in eds. Vecdi Akyiiz and Seyfettin
Unlii. Osmanli Sehir Idaresinde Ihtisab Miiessesesi, Islam Geleneginden Giiniimiizii Sehir ve
Yerel Yonetimler (Istanbul: Tlke Yaymlar1, 1996), pp. 299-329.
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kapusu, were located.” Repairs of houses and streets used to be done by the sehir
emini and his subordinate, the bind emini. In the case of new constructions, however,
the sehir emini was responsible for providing building material and the mi'marbasi
who was liable for technical questions.”

In a Muslim mahalle the imdam was the highest authority. He was charged
with distributing the shares of the lump-sum taxes paid to the central state among the
inhabitants and to collect them. Moreover he performed as a guarantor for every

inhabitant.”

The imdm was charged with keeping up public order including
cleanliness of the mahalle and the compliance to rules regarding clothing, drinking
and prayer. The avariz vakfi — a fund collected among the inhabitants of a mahalle
used both to pay the mentioned lump-sum taxes, but also to support the ill and poor,
maintenance or repair of the water distribution system and public buildings — was
likewise administered by the imdm.” In a nutshell, the imdm fulfilled the functions of
a municipality on a small-scale local level.

This labyrinthine system of which I only describe the highest ranks (see
illustration 1 for an overview) is further complicated by mediators between the
different bodies such as the sah bender or the ¢cavugbasi and people with functions
that are presently unclear.” For my purposes, however, details are less important than

the general picture emerging from this description. Urban administration in Istanbul

until 1826 was a mélange of central and local administration and heavily interwoven

74 Mantran 1962: p.151.

75 1lhan Tekeli 1996: p. 359.

76 Cem Behar 2003: p.7. see also: Ilber Ortayli, Tanzimattan Cumhuriyete Yerel Yonetim Gelenegi.
(Istanbul: Hil Yayin, 1985), pp. 112., Cerasi 2001: pp. 70., Bilal Eryilmaz, “Osmanl Yerel
Yénetiminde Istanbul sehr-emaneti,” in eds. Vecdi Akyiiz and Seyfettin Unlii, Osmanli Yerel
Yonetiminde Istanbul sehr-emdneti, Islam Geleneginden Giiniimiizii Sehir ve Yerel Yonetimler
(istanbul: ilker Yayinlar1, 1996), pp. 331-353.

77 Beydili 2001: pp. 7.

78 Mantran 1962: p. 147, 151
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or synonymous with systems of military, economic and juridical administration. This
arrangement was relatively autonomous from the centre” and financially never

centralised®.

Urban Administration until 1826 *

|

Sey-hilislam

kad Pl i nazir
| arpa emini yenigeri |
i . agasi
na'ib muhlteswb sah bender  bugday émini  arpa anbari C}aVUSL_\\ ‘ mitevelli

bostanci bagi

mini bag
hir eminj cebeci bagl
. / ﬁ - \\‘\ topgu bag!
mimar bagi su naziri tahir subag!
chef of apudan paga
emini /

subasgi kul oglan

guilds bin Goplik subag

kireggi bagt subag! ases muhiz aga gorbaci

tamirat muddrd bagi
anbar emini

bocek ases  salma bagl bekgi
bag gukadar

Imam

* adoption after Mantran 1863

Tllustration 1: Urban administration until 1826

Not surprisingly changes in the military, for instance, would therefore have strong
repercussions on all other fields of administration. As the system has it, problems
within the military were accompanied by other dysfunctional sectors. Who could be
trusted to take care of security in the city in the name of the government now? Who
was to fight fires?

It may have been partly caused by an often insurgent military and thus the

79  Often this independence from the centre and mahalle institutions such as the avariz vakfi are
interpreted as self-administration (e.g. Alada 2008, Celik 1993). I believe there is an important
difference between state officials people know personally and self-administration. The question,
for instance, of whether the Imam was perceived as an outside or as part of the mahalle, is
largely answered and might have changed over time and among different groups in the mahalle.

80 Money for the “urban administrators” was gathered by themselves via taxes of shop owners
(yevmiye-i dekakin), money for concessions, fees and the like. see: Siddik Timerkan, Tiirkiye'de
belediyyeler: Tarihi Gelisim ve Bugiinkii Durum (Ankara: Igisler Bakanlig1 Yaymnlari, 1946), p.9,
Ortayl1 2000: p.126.
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absence of an effective system of urban administration that between 1807 and 1817,
Istanbul witnessed 71 fires.*’ Moreover, the nineteenth century was a period of
population growth, migration to Istanbul and overall urbanisation of the Empire.
While during the sixteenth century the population ratio between Istanbul and the
second biggest city was 10:1, it fell to 5:1 in the course of the nineteenth century.®
Thus the government was confronted by growing difficulties to supply Istanbul with
food-stuff in the traditional system of provisionalism and fixed-prices. To counteract,
the government applied market mechanisms and under conditions of increasing
demand paid the difference between market price and fixed price. This measure was
not only a financial burden, but also meant the genesis of a merchant class and the
opening to foreign markets.® Additionally, property conditions in Istanbul at the
beginning of the nineteenth century appear to have been extremely unfavourable for
a government to steer population growth. Almost all built-on property and arable
land in the city was in the hands of foundations and thus, to some degree, out of
governmental reach.*

We can thus conclude that “the differentiation of the political system and the
rise of a new political cadre” occurring in the years to come, “are related to the
social differentiation and to its underlying causes: changes in occupation, in

ownership patterns, income level, and cultural-political value.”™

81 Kemal H. Karpat, “The Social and Economic Transformation of Istanbul in the Nineteenth
Century,” in ed. Kemal H. Karpat, The Social and Economic Transformation of Istanbul in the
Nineteenth Century., Studies in Ottoman Social and Political History. Selected Articles and
Essays (Leiden/Boston/Koéln: Brill, 2002), pp. 243-290, in 1808 the Bayezid Firetower was built
— a nice symbol of the new approach.

82 Ilhan Tekeli 1996: p. 362.

83 Karpat 2002: The Social. p. 246.

84 R.H. Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire 1856-1876 (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1963). p 257.

85 Karpat 2002: The Transformation. p.29.
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Getting Rid of the Oppositional Strongholds of the Old System: 1815-1839

Well aware of the destiny of his predecessor, Mahmud II's first priority was to
annihilate the d'ydns; he succeeded in doing so around 1815.% The following years
we can observe Mahmud II's continuous efforts at centralisation and securing his
power base, in the process of which especially the Janissaries lost grounds and
reacted with unrest and public misbehaviour. For Istanbul's population these years
must have been marked by drunk soldiers in the streets, harassing passers-by and
posing a constant threat to governmental stability. In 1826 Mahmud II ordered to kill
the Janissaries in a single night after making them gather in a single place; an event,
which Turkish history until now remembers as the “auspicious event” (vak'a-i
hayriyye). Shortly after, the Sultan also got rid of the firemen unit (tulumbacilar) and
only re-established a voluntary firemen corps after a fire had already caused
extensive damage to the city.®” Again, these steps weakened the administrative

system in many ways.

In Istanbul and many others cities, the Janissaries had played a crucial role in the
Ottoman urban economy. (...) The sultan's actions in 1826 disarmed the urban
guildsmen and eliminated the most powerful and best-organized advocates of
protectionism. Thus, the 1826 event paved the way for the subsequent evolution of
Ottoman economic liberalism.*

Beside the extinction of one of the strongholds against economic laissez-faire,
the kadi was weakened by the dismissal of his armed forces and his
responsibility to ensure security and public order in the city was given to yet

another army — the newly established asakir-i mansiire-i muhammediyye

86 Karpat 2002: The Transformation. p. 41.

87 Karpat 2002: The Social. p. 357., Ergin, Osman Nuri, Mecelle-i Umiir-1 Belediyye (Istanbul:
Istanbul Biiyiiksehir belediyyesi Kiiltiir Isleri Daire Bagskanlig1, 1995), p. 1125.

88 Donald Quataert, “The Age of Reforms” in ed. Donald Quataert, The Age of Reforms, An
Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1997), p. 764.
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controlled by the ser-asker instead of the yenigeri agasi*” - and a new police
association. Responsibility for security, narh and quality control in the
markets, tax collection and the control of the guilds was given to the ihtisab
nezareti instead of the kadi.”® Additionally and quite interestingly, among the
responsibilities of this new supervising institution was also the control of
migration and the placement of bachelor's rooms (bekdr odalart) in the city.”!
Other posts, like the ¢opliik subasilar:, which used to supervise streets and
buildings for cleanliness and good condition as part of the military, were
subordinated to this new office.”? With regard to functions fulfilled by the
urban administration, the ihtisab nezareti evidently restructured the existing
functions without adding to its activities.

But Mahmud II's struggle for centralisation was not yet completed. In the
same year 1826 he established the complex of the bdb-1 mesihat (or fetvahane) as the
office of the Seyh-iil islam, which was formally institutionalised as part of the
government bureaucracy.” Simultaneously, in 1826, the superintendancy of
foundations (evkaf-1 hiimdyun nezareti) was established.” With this measure the
central state tried to reach out for endowments and to concentrate control over them
them in one hand. The land endowed to a foundation, the purpose of the foundation,
its income and its (often quite dilapidated) state used to be outside the control of the

central bureaucracy, but could now gradually be assembled and administered in the

89 The Aga of the Janissaries was exchanged by the Serasker, who united the functions commander
in chief, minister of war, garrison commander and police chief in the capital.

90 Eryilmaz 1996: pp. 331. Serim Denel, Batillagma siirecinde Istanbul'da Tasarim ve Dig
Mekanlarda Degisim ve Nedenleri (Ankara: 1982), p. 14.

91  Cumbhur Tezsezen, Omer Agagli, Tiirkiye'de Yerel Yonetim Sistemi i¢inde belediyyeler (Ankara:
Maliye ve Hukuk Yayinlari, 1995), p.12., Ortayli 2000: p.129.

92  Ergin 1995: p. 859/860, Tiimerkan 1946

93 Karpat 2002: The Transformation. p. 42.

94  Ortayl 1985: Tanzimattan., Ilhan Tekeli, “19. Yiizyilda Istanbul Metropol Alanmnin Déniisiim,”
in eds. Halil Inalcik, Mehmet Seyitdanlioglu, Tanzimat Degisim Siirecinde Osmanli Imperat-
orlugu (Ankara: Phoenix Yayinevi, 2006), p. 364.
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evkaf-1 hiimdyun nezareti. Until 1836 apparently, all foundations were managed by
this new Directorate.”

What was left under the control of the kadr after these reforms, was the
surveillance of property (until 1839) and jurisdiction.”® For the first time however, he
fulfilled these functions not from his private domicile, but from an office located at
the bab-1 mesihat.”’ In the following year, on the level of the mahalle, the imdm was
substituted by the muhtdr, being left only with religious service.”

With these measures, Mahmud succeeded to take successively control
of the collection of the expenditure from the foundations, one of the most
important autonomous urban institutions. Both the formation of the bab-1
megihat and the Directorate of Foundations were directly linked to the central
administration and thus diminished the financial and administrative autonomy
of the ulemd' from the central government. Consequently, these measures
crippled the status of a powerful and potentially oppositional strata of
Ottoman society.”

Osman Nuri Ergin stresses the importance of the year 1831 for urban
administration. In this year the head of architects (mi'mdrbagst), who was
responsible for the construction of state-sponsored monuments and repair
works, the water management, pavements and the control of civil buildings
was associated with the office of the sehre-mdnet. The new office, the

Directorate for Imperial Buildings (ebniye-i hassa miidiirliigii) functioned like

95  Nazif Oztiirk, Tiirk Yenilesme Tarihi Cercevesinde vikif Miiessesesi (Ankara: Tiirkiye Diyanet
Vakfi Yayinlari, 1995), pp. 68.

96 Tiimerkan 1946: p. 7, 12. Aktiire 1987: p. 93.

97  Ortayl1 2000: p. 12.

98 Alan Duben, “Household Formation in Late Ottoman Istanbul”, IJMES 22 (1990), pp. 419-435.,
Alada 2008: p. 185.

99 Lewis 1968: pp. 93-97. Tekeli 2006: 364., Seyit Ali Kahraman, Evkaf~1 Hiimayun Nezareti
(Kitabevi: Istanbul, 2006), p. 6.
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a building authority, which also took up some of the municipal functions of
the evfak-1 hiimdyun in 1836 and was dissolved only when a first attempt to
found a municipality was made in 1853/54.'%

The year 1839 first saw the statement of a utopian rule, which was repeatedly
restated in the years to come. The ilm ii haber stipulated that streets had to be 7.60
meters wide, houses be made out of stone, new developed streets in a geometric
order and without dead ends.'"!

Besides these severe institutional changes, the years between 1815 and
1839 witnessed Mahmud's launch of an educational reform by establishing
the first two riisdiyye schools in 1827. He assigned Helmuth von Moltke the
task to suggest a plan improving the street pattern in 1839. This plan with five
major arteries stretching from East to West in intra-muros Istanbul would
ultimately be realised under Abdiilmecid. From 1839 onwards one of these
branches would pass along Siilleymaniye mahalle leading from Bayezid
Square to Fatih. Additionally, a wooden bridge was constructed between
Unkapani and Azapkapi in 1836 connecting for the first time the two sides of
the Golden Horn; and the waterfront up to the bridge on both sides was
reorganised and cleaned. Moreover, the construction of hospitals, barracks,
roads, the telegraph and post system, railroads in the whole Empire began to
take pace. It goes without saying that these accomplishments were
accompanied by population growth and social, economic and occupational
differentiation, and so had great influence on the city. Not only that new

means of transportation allowed for suburbanisation and urban outgrowth', a

100 Ergin: 1995. ch. 9.1., Tekeli 2006: p. 367., Denel 1987: p. 14.
101 Stéfan Yerasimos 2006: p. 347 —362., Ergin 1995: p. 1003.
102 Tekeli 1996: p. 363.
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change in the logic of social services and governance is also observable.
Instead of having foundations taking care of education and health, the central

government increasingly substituted them with own services.'”

A System in Transformation: 1839 - 1856
The death of Mahmud II, Abdiilmecid I's accession to the throne and his declaration
of the Edict of Giilhane in 1839 is generally understood as the beginning of the
reform period tanzimat. In the first stage following the Giilhane edict, which featured
the establishment of a new tax system, new rules of military conscription and
guaranteed the security of life, honour and property of all Ottoman subjects, the
Supreme Council of Judicial Ordinances (meclis-i vala-yi ahkdam-1 adliyye) was
instituted.'™ In the following reorganisation of provincial administration the meclis-i
vala was envisaged as the highest council where representatives of the elected
provincial councils would deliberate regularly. Istanbul had, unlike other parts of the
Empire, a special status: In place of the vdli, the zabtiyye nezareti (police directorate)
took responsibility of policing and the municipal organs in Istanbul were not elected,
but assigned.'” Replacing the traditional tax-system'®, a new tax-collector, the
muhassil, and councils in the re-organised provinces (eydlet) and districts (kaza)
were established. Among the council members was one director each for property,
population and real estate property issues, the kadi, the miifti, and a military-police

officer as well as four representatives selected by lot; the council was kept informed,

103 Ozbek, Nadir. “Osmanli Imparatorlugu'nda 'Sosyal Yardim' Uygulamalar1,” in eds. Inalcik, Halil;
Seyitdanlioglu, Mehmet, Tanzimat degisim Siirecinde Osmanly imperatorlugu (Ankara: Phoenix
Yayinevi, 2006), pp. 401-423.

104 Davison 1963: p. 40.

105 Ortayli 1985: 66.

106 The former system of taxation, the iltizam, is characterised by the collection of a fixed sum per

province by the miiltezim. This fixed sum was sent to Istanbul after subtracting all the expenses
for the province.
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gave advice and decided upon law suits.'”” Taxes were no longer paid as a lump sum
per province, but per capita and sent to Istanbul. All in all the reform failed as the
councils did not meet regularly and were dominated by the old elite that actually had
been thought to be deprived of power. Even more importantly, the system of direct
taxation never succeeded in collecting the planned sums. Nevertheless, this reform
laid the basis for an administrative system with centralised ministries with their own
specialised staff and budget. The guarantee of security of life and property as
proclaimed in the Edict of Giilhane also secured the tenure of bureaucratic positions
and thus helped in the emergence of a new elite protected from sultanic wrath.'®®
With the expanding bureaucracy of the Ottoman Empire since the end of the 1830s,
Istanbul became home to a new major consumption group. The bureaucratic elite
furthered the emergence of service sectors and trade directed towards their needs
rather than industrial production.'” Investments were mainly done in institutions of
higher education such as the (later failing) university project (start of construction
work in 1845) or the academy of Science (eciimen-i danig, 1851); state archives were
established and transportation to the new living environment of the administrator was
improved by measures such as the ferry boat service starting in 1851 or the
construction of a second bridge crossing the Golden Horn in 1845."°

All that went hand in hand with institutional change. The zabtiye miisiriyet
(marshallship of police force)was founded in 1846 and meant to replace the ihtisab

nezareti. While taking up the issue of fire-fighting'"', it did not take over its functions

107 Ortayl 1985: pp. 33.

108 Karpat 2002: The Social. pp. 259.; Carter V. Findley, Bureaucratic Reform in the Ottoman
Empire. The Sublime Porte 1789 -1922 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1980), p. 152.

109 Karpat 2002: The Social. p. 262.

110 Emel Ardaman “Perspective and Istanbul, the Capital of the Ottoman Empire,” Journal of
Design History, 20, no. 2 (2007), p.5., Karpat 2002: The Social.

111 Ergin 1995: p. 1125
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of control of the guilds and the market prices (narh), which were only taken away
from the ihtisdb nezareti and given to the sehr-emaneti in 1855. Shuffling names and
functions again, the Imperial Directorate for Buildings (ebniye-i hassa miidiirliigii)
was integrated into a ministry of public works (ndfia nezdreti) in 1849.""

Starting with 1848, a series of regulations were passed to regularise the urban
fabric. The Building Regulation of 1848 (ebniye nizam-ndmesi) mainly determined
three types of streets with a minimum width. Main avenues had to be 7.60 meters
wide, ordinary avenues 6 meters and all other streets 4.5 meters. The regulation
furthermore stressed the need to eliminate dead ends.'"” Still, the regulation was
“concerned only with efficiency in communication, did not take into account the
quality of the streets in terms of density and light. Thus, building heights were
determined by construction methods alone, with brick and stone buildings being
higher than timber structures.”"* 1lhan Tekeli states that the first stone houses in
intra-muros Istanbul were indeed only built after 1855.""° The regulations of 1848
and 1849, which were largely repeating the law of the previous year, lacked the
centre piece to accomplish their aim — expropriation, not interpreted as in line with
Islamic law, was introduced only in 1856.""

The beginning of the Crimean War in 1853 posed serious challenges to the

112 Tiimerkan 1946: p.11.

113 Ergin 1995: p. 1031

114 Celik 1993: p. 51. Denel and Ergin by contrasts states heights of buildings: The height of wooden
houses were restricted to 22 zira (ca. 18,7 m) and to 30 zira (25,7 m) for kdrgir (brick) houses.
(Denel 1987: p. 58, Ergin 1995: p. 1001). I think these are enormous heights, which however
decreased with the years.

115 Tekeli 2006, p. 368.

116 Stéphane Yerasimos, “Occidentalisation de I'espace urbain: Istanbul 1839-1871,” in ed. Daniel
Panzac, Les Villes dans I'Empire Ottoman: Activités et Sociétés (Paris: Centre National de la
Recherches Scientifiques, 1991), pp. 103., contradiction: Tiimerkan 1946, the 1848 Ebniye
Nizam-namesi: To widen the street, houses should be bought from the owners, if they refuse to
sell, their houses would be torn down, the maximum height of buildings was defined, mills,
ovens and shops had to be built our of stone or brick, the houses chimneys and ovens had to be
made out of stone or brick.

33



city. The flow of migrants coming to Istanbul already since the beginning of the
century from Rumelia was confounded by thousands of soldiers from Great Britain
and France. This situation on the one hand occasioned popular and broad contact
with European foreigners, but on the other hand constituted the final straw to make

the situation unbearable.'” As Ortayli describes the situation:

Everyday ships full of soldiers and supplies were coming to Istanbul. The carts
carrying these masses and provisions got stuck in the narrow streets, hospitals, hotels
and pensions would not suffice and the arising danger of an epidemic could not be
banned.'®

The Ottoman Empire reacted by taking up the issue of urban administration again.
Linked to the meclis-i vdla an organ for the collection of taxes (umiir-u ndfia
nezareti), for security (the zabtiye miigiriyeti we already know), the control of guilds
and narh (ticdret nezareti), the office of the sehr-emdnet were (re-)created in 1854.'"°
What was the scope of the responsibilities of the sehr-emdneti is evidently still a little
unclear: While Ortayli claims that the sehr-emdneti only controlled the guilds, the
market and collected taxes, Neumann additionally lists food supply, cleanliness and
charity among its responsibilities and Aktiire adds to this control of prices, quality,
measures and construction and maintenance of streets and pavements.'?’ The sehr-
emin was head of the new city council (sehir meclisi) that consisted of 12 members
nominated by the meclis-i vald and the sultan. The council could deliberate on issues
like pedestrian ways and matters connected to city hygiene and make proposals to the

sultan. Indeed the office of the sehr-emaneti did not turn out to be a successful

117 Karpat 2002: The Social. p. 267.

118 Ortayli 1985: p. 120., original quote: “Istanbul'a hergiin gemiler dolusu asker ve malzeme
geliyordu. Bu kalabalig1 ve erzaki tagiyacak yiik arabalari dar yollarda kaliyor, hastane otel ve
pansiyon yetismiyor, baggosteren salgin hastalik tehlikesi dnlenemiyordu.” Epidemics in Istanbul
occurred in 1803, 1812, 1813 and 1834 (pest), in 1841-44 (smallpoxs) and in 1841, 1863, 1893
(cholera). see Ortayl1 2000: p.214.

119 Eryilmaz 1996: p. 341.; Karpat 2002: The Social. p. 263., Ortayl1 2000: p.135.

120 Ortayli 2000: p. 137., Neumann 2002: p. 7., Aktiire 1987: 94.
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concept, something that was partly due to its closely monitored status as an organ of
the meclis-i vala, which could not decide upon its own budget. During the 20 years
of its existence, the sehremin changed 19 times and is said to have lacked experience
as did the members of the city council.'!
Simultaneously the intizam-i sehir komisyonu was founded with the aim to report on
the European municipal systems and to propose measures to meet the urban
challenge.'** They presented a project to establish 14 municipalities (in Ayasofya,
Aksaray, Fatih, Eyiip, Kasimpasa, Pera, Besiktag, Emirgan, Biiyiikdere, Beykoz,
Beylerbeyi, Uskiidar, Kadikdy, Adalar) to the sultan. With the exception of a model
municipality — the altinci daire-i belediyye — created in Galata, Pera and Tophane in
1857, this plan was refused. Although it was originally planned to link the altinc:
daire to the sehr-emaneti, it was in actual fact linked to the government directly.'*?
In terms of urban administration, the years between 1839 and 1856 are
confusing times and by all accounts unsuccessful administrative performance with
ever changing names and responsibilities of institutions and ever new regulations
restating past ones. The period following the proclamation of the Edict of Giilhane
has never been seriously considered, when it comes to the question of dating the first
establishment of a municipality in Istanbul. However, by stressing functions other
than large-scale public construction work and embellishment done by an institution
with mechanisms of collective decision making, I hope I was able to show that the
city was administered by various bodies long before the municipality in Beyoglu was
established. A judgement about the impact of this system in transforming Istanbul is

difficult. There is however an important difference, I believe, between talking about

121 Eryilmaz 1996: pp. 334, Ortayl 1985: p. 117.
122 FErgin 1995: p. 1278
123 Neumann 2002; Karpat 2002: The Social. p. 286., Tekeli 2006
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and investigating a system in transformation with doubtable repercussions on the city
and to declare that there was a near-absolute lack of urban administration until 1857

(still with doubtable repercussions on the city).

The Fire of 1856 as the watershed

For Istanbul the year 1856 heralded a new era at least in three ways. First,
Abdiilmecid issued a new declaration, the islahat ferman: that mainly repeated and
specified the Edict of Giilhane. Seemingly more important for the city itself,
however, was the removal of the Sultanic Palace to the northern outskirts of Istanbul,
which spatially symbolised a new attitude towards ruling outside of the city. The new
Dolmabahge Palace was close to the areas heretofore inhabited by non-Muslims and
furthered the influx of Muslim bureaucratic elites to the Northern side of the Golden
Horn. An enormous impact on the inhabitants of Istanbul, thirdly, had the devastating
Aksaray fire known to be the biggest fire in the city's history, which burned down the
whole corridor between Hagia Sophia and the Bayezid Mosque from sea to sea in 32
hours. Areas demolished by the fire were targeted subsequently as development
areas, where streets grids were established and dead end streets opened up as
regulated by the Regulation on Streets (zukaklara ddir nizam-name) in 1858.'**

Answering to foreign capital pressure and an alarming budgetary situation,
the land code (ardzi kaniinamesi) of 1858 changed the Empire's land ownership
structures by converting the state-owned land (miri) around the city into private
property (miilk) and giving permission to the state to sell miri land at market value.

This was a radical shift in property relations as it first bore the idea of title deeds and

124 Celik 1993: p. 51.
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superseded the state as the main constructor of public buildings.'*

In 1863 the ebniye iddresi (Building administration) was institutionalised. It was
given responsibility for the development and construction of public facilities -
following the example of the altinct daire — in eight districts of Istanbul.'® This new
building authority issued (and then stopped working) the Street and Building
Regulation (turuk ve ebniye nizim-namesi) in 1863 and the Ebniye Memurlarinin
Stiret-i Tertip ve Tayiniyle Vazdif-i Memuriyetlerini Havi Nizdm-ndme in 1864."*
Besides proposing that building directors should be sent to each district's
municipality, they added two new categories to the already existing streets and
defined the widest avenue as having a width of 11.5 meters. It determined that all
new buildings constructed had to be rectangular. Unfortunately, these regulations did
not prevent a second devastating fire in the area around Hocapasa in 1865.

As a reaction to the fires the islahdt-i turuk komisyonu was installed in the
following year. The commission was entrusted with restructuring the area burned
down by the Hocapasa fire with straight and wide streets organised in a grid. Its
sphere of influence however by far extended the destroyed area, reaching out even to
Besiktas and Beyoglu. The commission's interventions, even if limited to a couple of
years, left traces in the city and even in Siilleymaniye mahallesi (see chapter 5.1).
With its work it anticipated the application of many of the laws passed — all of which
restated again and again that buildings had to be made out of stone, street patterns to
be geometric while slowly increasing the minimal width of streets.'*®

These efforts continued after Abdiilmecid was succeeded by his brother

125 Tekeli 2006, Ardaman 2007: p. 3., Aktiire 1978: p. 42.
126 Ergin 1995: p. 963

127 Ergin 1995: p. 965

128 Denel 1987: p. 17., Ergin 1995: pp. 936, 944, 1222.
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Abdiilaziz in 1861. After the vildyet nizam-ndmesi of 1864 determined that the
muhtdr in the mahalle was to be elected'”, the idea to select local administrators by
public vote, was also embraced by the municipal code (dersaddet idare-i belediyye
nizamnamesi) of 1868. Implementing the example of the municipality in Beyoglu to
the other fourteen districts of the city, this law again re-established a sehr-emdneti
and two councils on a city-wide level. The municipal duties of the sehremin - Server
Paga was the first to be nominated as sehremin - were handed over to an office of
technical affairs (hey'et-i fenniye miidiriyeti), an office for sanitary affairs (hey'et-i
sthhiye miidiriyeti) and an office for economic affairs (umiir-u iktisadiyye
miidiriyeti).”*" The sehr-emdneti meclisi consisting of one representative of each
district and six members of the hab-1 ali acted as an administrative court and was in
charge of the fire-fighters, control of the guild regulations, the fixed price (now
exclusively applied to bread'') and the foundation of a museum. A second assembly,
the daire meclisi, was composed of four representatives from each district, would
hold a general assembly (cem iyyet-i umiimiye-i belediyye) to exercise budgetary
control and decide about infrastructural projects. The members sent by the districts
were to be elected locally — which turned out to be among the stumbling stones of the
reform as these elections with the exception of a few districts never took place.'*

Be it with the intention to educate the often mentioned inexperienced public
officials or not - the same period brought about more educational reform and with it
new schools in the city. The famous Galatasaray Lisesi was opened in 1868, two new

types of primary schools (sibydn and riisdiyye), two new secondary schools

129 Ortayl1 1996, p. 354.; Ortayli 1985: pp. 54.

130 Karpat: The Social. 2002: p. 287., Ergin 1995: p. 966

131 Ortayl 2000: p. 205.

132 Neumann 2009: 4., Ortayli 1985: p. 146., Denel 1982: p. 15.
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(i'dadiyye and sultaniyye) as well as higher special schools and the university (dar-
til-fiintin-i osmaniye) were opened in the following year.'* In 1868 the Tiinel
underground connecting Karakdy with Pera started working, in 1872 two tram lines
were opened on both sides of the Golden Horn and in 1871 the first train from
Europe arrived in Istanbul.”*

In 1875 the Regulation on Construction Methods in Istanbul (Istanbul ve
beled-i seldsede yapilacak ebniyenin siret-i ingdiyyesine ddir nizam-name) divided
the city into two zones, creating one zone in which timber constructions were
completely forbidden and another in which stone firewalls were required only

between the buildings.

The rationale here was to enforce fire resistant kargir construction in the denser and
more prestigious parts of the city. The primary zone included the eastern half of the
Istanbul peninsula, defined in the west by the Unkapani-Aksaray axis, Sisli, and the
Grande Rue area in Pera, as well as the shoreline from Azapkapi to Ortakoy. '

Years of crisis: 1876 - 1885
In the year 1876, the Ottoman Empire slid into a “period of chaos”"*%. In 1875, the
Porte had no longer been able to pay the interests of its bondholders, the imperial
treasury collapsed, and in 1876 Abdiilaziz was toppled by a plot and later committed
suicide, his successor Murad V soon became insane over this event and had to be
succeeded by Abdiilhamid II in the same year, while Bulgarian revolutionaries staged
a revolt."’’ Siileymaniye as a meeting place and place for demonstration played an
interesting role in dethroning Abdiilaziz. It was the Siileymaniye mosque were

theological students — apparently armed - staged a mass meeting against the Sultan.

133 Davison 1963: 249.

134 Ardaman 2007: pp.5. Ortayl1 2000: p. 228.
135 Celik 1993: 52., Ergin 1995: p. 1052

136 Davison 1963: 304.

137 Encyclopedia of Islam, s.v. “Tanzimat.”
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Likewise, Kayserili Ahmed Paga, minister of the marine and an inhabitant of
Siileymaniye, was among the principal men ousting Abdiilaziz."*

This economic and political crisis was surely strongly felt in the city. During the
crisis, for instance, growth rates of foreign trade with Istanbul as its major hub,
dropped to 2.6% after they had been growing at a speed of 5.5% between the years
1840 and 1870."

Abdiilhamid II continued with high speed in transforming his empire. A
constitution was declared in 1876 and the newly established parliament passed the
dersdadet ve vilayet belediyye kaniinlar: (Istanbul and Provincial Municipal Laws).
These laws again established elected councils now also involving the muhtdr and the
imam in cities and villages, which could prepare a yearly budget, control the property
on land and discuss and make decisions.'*® Abolishing the special status of the
municipalities successfully implemented with this law's predecessor (Beyoglu,
Tarabya and Adalar), 14 municipalities were founded in Istanbul (which were later
increased to 20 and then again reduced to 10)."*' Given the fiscal situation of the
empire, this attempt to establish municipalities was not crowned with success and
sidelined in 1878.'*

The above-mentioned avariz vakfi — the mahalle fund allocated among its
inhabitants — was put under state authority in 1877. With this step, the mahalle as a
communal financial body and as a self-administering entity was finally abolished.'®

Five years later, the Building Law (ebniye kaniinu) was enacted, mainly

repeating what had been ordered in terms of building regulations several times

138 Davison 1963: pp. 326.

139 Quataert 1997: p. 828.

140 Ortayli 1996, Celik 1993: p. 51.

141 Ortayl1 1985: 147., Christoph Neumann, Elected, but Never in Office, (unpublished paper 2009).
142 Aktiire 1978: p. 96.

143 Alada 2008: p. 192.
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before. This law of 1882 increased the minimal size of the smallest streets to 7,60

meters. The main difference to its forerunners was the rule that any area hit by a loss

of more then 10 buildings in a fire would be considered as a field (farla, the law is

also known as the tarla rule) and would thus be subjected to re-planning in a grid.'*

The new municipalities however only began to work properly in the 1880s. In

1885 another sehr-emaneti was founded in Istanbul with branches in all districts of

Istanbul in 1886, but until the Second Constitutional Period elections for the councils

were never organised in Istanbul with the exception of a couple of places.'*

Function

until 1826

1826 -1839

1939 -1854

1854-1868

1868 —
1884

control of the

kadi + muhtesib +
subast

ihtisab Nezareti

ihtisab Nezareti

Ticaret Nezareti +
Sehr-emaneti (1)

sehr-emaneti

@

muhtar

market
(customs,
measures)
fixed price kadi + muhtesib + | Ihtisdb Nezareti Ihtisab Nezareti Sehr-emaneti (1) sehr-emaneti
(n arh ) subast 2
control of the | kadi + muhtesib ihtisab Nezareti Ihtisab Nezareti Ticaret Nezareti + | sehr-emaneti
gui lds sehr-emaneti (1) 2)
jurisdic[ion kadi kadi kadi kadi Kadi
security Janissary Aga ihtisab Nezareti, Zabtiyye Miisiriyyet | Zabtiyye Misiriyyet | Zabtiyye
Serasker Miisiriyyet
repairs sehir emini + bina Ebniye-i Nafia Nafia Nafia
emini Hassa Nezareti Nezareti Nezareti
Midiirligi
construction sehir emini + mi'mar | Ebniye-i Nafia Nafia Nafia
works bast Hassa Nezareti Nezareti Nezareti
Midirligi
administration | Kizlar Agas1 + nazir | Evkaf-1 Evkaf-1 Evkaf-1 Evkaf-1
. + miitevelli Hiimayun Hiimayun Hiimayun Hiimayun
Of f oundations Nezareti Nezareti Nezéreti Nezareti
ﬁ re ﬁ gh ting tulumbaci Zabtiyye Miisiriyyet | Zabtiyye Miigiriyyet | sehr-emaneti
(2
tax collection | muhtesib, imam Ihtisab Nezareti Meclis-i vala Umir-u Nafia Umir-u Nafia
(mubhassil) Nezareti Nezareti
cleanliness imam, ¢opliik subag | Thtisab Nezareti Ihtisab Nezareti sehr-emaneti (1) sehr-emaneti
2
chari ty foundations Evkaf-1 Himayun Evkaf-1 Himayun sehr-emaneti (1) sehr-emaneti
)
migration imam ihtisab Nezareti, muhtar muhtar muhtar

Table 1: Functions fulfilled by urban administration 1815 - 1885

144 Celik 1993: p. 51.
145 Eryilmaz 1996: p. 342.
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To sum up, approaching the topic of institutional change from the angle of
functions, the perception of urban administration as a story of continuous failure
changes slightly. Disregarding the institutional form in which they were to be
organised, functions of an urban administration did not change (see tab.1), the only
new function emerging with the institutionalisation of the belediyye being
embellishment. The institutional transformation occurring during the nineteenth
century is thus one of form, rather than of content. The tributary system of urban
administration in place until 1826 depended on individuals (hopefully) loyal to the
state, but financially bound to the locality. This was transformed to an institutional
form with superintendencies evolving into ministries, their local branches and state
officials paid by the central state — a process the contemporary planning discourse
might call upscaling and centralisation. Admittedly, the functions of urban
administration in their new form were badly fulfilled, the main reason being that we
face a confusing system in transformation, which did not succeed in aggregating a
clear, new form.

This interpretation contrasts with the majority of studies on urban
administration during the nineteenth century, which mostly date the formation of the
first modern municipality to 1857 (the Administration of altinci daire) implying with
more or less rigour that before this date there was no institution concerned with the
city as such and that the city was left in its chaos. This statement entails a very

narrow understanding of institutionalisation, such as Ilber Ortayli's:

“The point at issue with local administration is continuity and the attaining of a legal person, in
short institutionalisation. It is clear that for a long time we can not talk about such an
administrative-legal process for societies in Ottoman cities and rural areas.”'*°

146 Ortayl1 2000: p. 122. original quote: "Yerel yonetimde, devamlilik ve hukuki bir kigilik
kazanmak, yani kurumsallagsmak s6z konusudur. Bdyle bir idari-hukuki siirecin ise Osmanli
kentleri veya kirsal alandaki topluluklar i¢in uzun zaman s6z konusu olmadig1 agiktir.”
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For Ilber Ortayls, institutionalisation is equivalent to a legal person and thus only a
municipality is an institution. A broader — and maybe more sociological than political
science — understanding of institutions beyond legal persons, allows to perceive the
“Ottoman case” before 1857 as equally institutionalised and maybe even more
efficient.

Seen in synopsis with the “history of events” this institutional transformation
especially after the dissolution of the Janissaries is a mere necessity of a broader
framework and the centralising spirit of its implementation is nothing new to the
Ottomans. This account is completely ignorant of the issue of foreign influence and
pressure, which undeniably existed - the question is: to what effect? Emphasising the
reasonability and continuity of institutional change discards accounts that interpret
the establishment of municipalities as a pure spawn of European imperialism.'*’

The impact of institutional change on the mahalle was rather limited.'* The
central government before and after 1826 was unable to enforce directives on a local
level, as we can observe with building regulations constantly restated, but rarely
followed. It is thus rather improbable that — as claimed by Alada'®’ - shared
responsibility among the inhabitants of the mahalle was replaced by bureaucracy and
a centralised administration, as this centralised administration was incapable of
sufficiently substituting reciprocity networks in the mahalle. Indeed, the imam lost in

status and responsibility and was, in administrative aspects, replaced by the muhtar.

147 This discussion leads to the topic of elections and local democracy as a mechanism to gain
legitimacy by public vote indeed is a new and maybe “Western” strategy. Local elections in the
Ottoman Empire were introduced without a popular movement (Ortayli 2000: p. 31), but as we
have seen never successfully exercised. The reason for this failure is probably that the initiation
of local elections were not inspired by democratic sentiments, but by the need to accommodate
the old elites with new posts, to share the financial burden of urban transformation and to please
European rivals and partners — the councils of the newly established municipalities in Istanbul
were invariably staffed with rich merchants and high level bureaucrats at the end of their career.

148 Ortayl1 2000: p. 131.

149 Alada 2008: p. 186.
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Still, the imam literally was in the mosque and knew the mahalle, its inhabitants and
the job much better than the muhtar — a fact, which in some cases may have secured
a rather smooth transformation'’, but also meant the persistence of old hierarchies

besides the new.'!

150 Behar 2003: p. 7.
151 Ortayl1 2000: p. 124.
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CHAPTER 5

SULEYMANIYE IN THE NINETEENTH CENTURY

After this more general survey of the nineteenth century in Istanbul, I now want to
focus on the mahalle of Siilleymaniye. A short introduction to its location within the
city and its characteristics, which is based on secondary literature, is followed by an
attempt to determine the boundaries of the Siileymaniye mahalle. In the absence of
administrative delineation of mahalles during the nineteenth century coupled with
the notion of mahalle as social entities (as described in the first chapter), this
endeavour turns out to be a more delicate question than one might initially surmise.
To illustrate this problem it helps to envision the present-day location of the
administrative mahalle
of Siileymaniye (ill. 2), which stretches from Beyazit
Square along Dariilfiinun Street to the South, Bozdogan
Street and Kirazl1 Mescid Street until Sifahane Street to
VanaLizs the West, includes the Siileymaniye Mosque complex
and the Seraskeriat (which is today a part of the
University of Istanbul) and consists in the north-east of
a second residential quarter somehow separated from
[lustration 2: Present-day administrative  the first by the monumental buildings. In everyday-

borders of the Siileymaniye mahallesi

language but also in academic research'”* however, Siileymaniye mahalle denotes a

152 Miibeccel B. Kiray, “Modern Sehirlerin Gelismesi ve Tiirkiye'ye Has Bazi Egilimler,* in ed.
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larger area encompassing parts of the hill slopes down to the Golden Horn, which are
administratively part of the mahalles Demirtag and Hoca Giyasiiddin. Thus, we can
observe a discrepancy between the perceived and the conceived mahalle of
Siileymaniye. Travelling almost 200 years back in time, it is impossible to transplant
the present-day boundaries of Siilleymaniye mahalle, without asking whether and
how they might have changed. One might presume that with the attempts to exert
control over urban dwellers and count them in the census during the second half of
the nineteenth century, there was a need for a clear administrative delineating of
quarters. This question is important not so much with regard to administrative
conception, but is crucial for the social or perceptional dimension of the mahalle. If
the mahalle was indeed a community fostering “a durable sense of local identity”,
yet having a shadowy spatial delimitation with ever changing borders'”, its
inhabitant must have known that he or she was part of the mahalle as a social entity.
It is this characteristic of the mahalle that I shall try to trace in the following.
Siileymaniye mahalle obtained its name from the mosque built between 1550
and 1557 on order of Sultan Siileyman I by his architect Mimar Sinan. Before the
mosque was built, the area housed the Eski Saray, the residence of the Aga of the
Janissaries and the Katib Semseddin Foundation. More than a hundred years after the
Ottoman conquest of Istanbul, the city was by this time crowded with inhabitants and
foundations. This made it necessary to relocate some former inhabitants of the area
for this giant building project of Siileyman I, which apparently increased the value of

housing in the area'>* and might have been one of the reasons why the area around

ibidem Modern Sehirlerin Gelismesi ve Tiirkiye've Has Bazi Egilimler, Kent Yazilar: (Istanbul:
Baglam Yayncilik, 1998), pp. 9-18.

153 Behar 2003: p. 4.

154 Stéphanos Yerasimos, Siileymaniye (Istanbul: Yapi Kredi Yayinlari, 1997), p. 56.
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the mosque gained a reputation of being wealthy. More important however seems the
concentration of educational and religious institutions of high prestige to which the
mosque complex added and its proximity to the harbour in Unkapani on the one and
the Kapali Carst on the other side. Moreover, Ilber Ortayli names the high number
and density of foundations as a reason for the concentration of wealth in quarters like
Siileymaniye."** Even though the size of the foundation of Siileymaniye mosque itself
is indeed very impressive, this statement seems quite odd as neither in the tahrir

defteri of 1546 nor 1600 a mahalle named Siileymaniye existed yet'°

. Ayverdi gives
numbers of foundations and their amount of money organised by nahiye. Neither the
nahiyes brahim Paga nor Seyh Ebiilvefa, parts of which form the area Siileymaniye
(see tab. 2), are outstanding. Between the years 1456 to 1546 the nahiye ibrahim
Pasa had attracted 4,17%, the nahiye Seyh Ebiilvefa 7,65% of the total amount of
money spend in newly founded foundations. Compared to the other 11 nahiyes of
Istanbul, this is a number lower than average."’

About the nature of this wealth very little indeed is known. There seems to
exists however, an agreement on the wealth and the social integrity of the quarter
throughout four centuries. Describing the sixteenth century in Istanbul, the historian

and writer, Ahmet Refik Altinay, who wrote in the first third of the twentieth century,

characterised the area as follows:

Inside of Istanbul, especially in the districts of Siileymaniye, Ayasofya and Edirnekapi, were
the palaces of the viziers and the highest judges. The most important buildings were the
mosques and the medreses. The houses surrounding them were in the middle of big gardens
full of fruit trees. It was a pleasure to live in these simply-made houses erected in between
almond, plum and peach trees, which opened their flowers in spring with elegant colours,
wisteria hanging from the windows and vine that was just sprouting. The people listening to

155 TIlber Ortayli, Ulema Semtlerinde Gezinti, in ed. ibidem Istanbul'dan Sayfalar (Istanbul: Iletigim,
1987), p. 49 - 64.

156 Omer Liifti Barkan and Ekrem Hakki Ayverdi (eds.), Istanbul vakiflari tahrir defteri: 953 (1546)
Tarihli (Istanbul: Istanbul Fetih Cemiyeti Istanbul Enstitiisii, 1970); Mehmet Canatar, Istanbul
vékiflar tahrir Defteri (Istanbul: Istanbul Fetih Cemiyeti, 2004).

157 Barkan/Ayverdi 1970: p. XXXI.
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tales of holy war on hot summer days, with corn planted in the gardens, sunflowers with their
big green leaves, white-veined purple and dark-red ivy climbing up to the alcove, were really

happy'ISS

For the seventeenth century Mantran names Siilleymaniye among the residential
quarters that are exceptionally “aristocratique™'’. Few years after the foundation
of the Siileymaniye complex, as we learn from the Istanbul Ansiklopedisi, the area
developed into an “ulema neighbourhood”. With the placing of the Aga Kapus:,
Daire-i Umiir-i Askeriye, Kigla-y1 Hiimdayun, Cebehane, Siileymaniye Kislas:
however, it attained mainly military-administrative functions.'® Ortayli, by
contrast, who presumably coined the term “ulema semti”, quotes the centres of
learning in Siileymaniye (and Vefa, Vezneciler, Zeyrek, Fatih, Carsamba) that
existed there until the nineteenth century and claims that a transformation of the
learned classes by educational reforms found its expression in the establishment of
the new-style schools (Medresetii'l Kudat, Mercan Idadisi, Dariissafaka) in the
area.'" With the installation of the residence of the Seyh-iil islam (or Bab-1
Mesihat) in Siileymaniye in 1826, the appointment, dismissal, the work and the
gossip of the ulemd’' also moved to Siileymaniye'®. In short, the idea we have of
rather rich inhabitants of Siileymaniye remains rather vague and ahistorical. Were

they people working in military-administrative functions or members of the

158 Ahmet Altinay Refik, Eski Istanbul (istanbul: iletisim Yaynlari, 1998), p. 55. original quote:
Istanbul i¢inde, 6zellikle Siileymaniye, Ayasofya ve Edrinekap1 semtlerinde vezirlerin ve kazask-
erlerin saraylar1 vardi. En 6nemli yapilart cdmilere ve medreseler olusturuyordu. Bunlari ¢evres-
inde toplanan evler, meyve agaglartyla dolu biiyiik bahgeler ortasindaydi. Ilkbahar zarif renklerle
acan badem, erik ve seftali agaglarinin, pencerelerden sarkan mor salkimlarin, heniiz filizlenen
asmalarin arasinda basit sekilleriyle yiikselen bu evlerde oturmak zevkti. Yazin sicak giinlerinde,
bahgelerde dikilen misirlar, iri yesil yaprakli ay ¢igekleri, ¢ardaklara tirmanan beyaz ¢izgili mor
ve fes rengi sarmasiklar karsisinda gaza menkibeleri dinleyen halk pek mutluydu.”

159 Mantran 1962: p. 42. Besides Siileymaniye, he identifies Atmeydani, Aya Sofya, Edirnekapi,
Divanyolu, Vefa and Beyazit Square as rich areas.

160 Istanbul Ansiklopedisi. s.v. “Siileymaniye®.

161 Ilber Ortayls, “Istanbul'da Ulema Semtleri,” in ed. ibidem, Osmanli'yi Yeniden kesfetmek
(istanbul: Timas Yayinlar1, 2006), pp. 101-108.

162 Ortayl1 1987: p. 49-64.
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learned classes? Or both? How did the social composition of Siileymaniye change
with the extinction of the Janissaries in 1826 and the expansion of the bureaucracy
during the following years? Did the new religious functions given to Siileymaniye
after 1826 lead to more members of the ulemd'living in Siilleymaniye and if so,
did they substitute or complement officials working in administrative and military
branches?

Despite these largely unanswered questions, writers of Siileymaniye's history
agree on another point: Among the palaces of the rich, modest houses existed;

19 _like in all places and times Ottoman cities

poor and rich lived side by side
were segregated rather along ethnic and religious, than along socio-economic lines
(see chapter 3). Does this also apply to one of the presumably richest and most

elitist quarters in the capital of the Ottoman Empire?

Besides these statements about the social composition of Siileymaniye mahalle, a
couple of remarks can be made about it's location. Apparently, during the nineteenth
century, Siileymaniye was a residential quarter, which did not attract Istanbullus'
visits from other parts of the city. Listing the areas used for a stroll in the seventeenth
century already, Evliya Celebi names Atmeydani, Aga Cayiri, Yeni Bahge,

Baruthane, Vefa, Bayezid Veli, Kadirga Limani, Sehzade, Yedi Kule, Valide cami, Aya
Sofya, Langa Gardens, Lalezar, Eminonii Square, Odun Kapisi, Ayazma Kapisi,
Biiyiik Ayazma Iskelesi, Eyiib Kapisi, Kum Kap1, Langa Kapi, the beach at Langa,
Samatya Square and Davud Pasa Kapisi. While his list contains many areas around
Stileymaniye like Vefa, Sehzade, Odun Kapisi, Ayazma Kapist or Bayezid Veli

Mosque, Siilleymaniye mosque is suspiciously absent.'®*

163 Ortayli 2006, Mantran 1963: 42.
164 cited in Mantran 1962: p. 40.
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Frangois Georgeon observes a change in the entertainment habits of Istanbul's
population during the nineteenth century and a new concentration of these activities
to the south of Siileymaniye. Entertainment and cultural activities — public
storytelling, coffeehouses and Karagdz - during the evening were concentrated on the
nights of the month of Ramadan. While the centre of this kind of entertainment was
originally located at the Hippodrome, at the beginning of the tanzimat it was to be
found around Aksaray and continued to crawl along the Divanyolu to the West. In
1860 its centre was at the tiirbe of Mahmud II and in the last quarter of the nineteenth
century it arrived in Sehzadebasi. It united both the usual Ramadan activities,
Georgeon claims, with new forms to spend leisure time like theatre.'® Similarly,
with the partly destruction and transformation of the exterior courtyard of Bayezid
mosque to Seraskerlik or Bayezid square following the dissolution of the Janissaries
in 1826 a new public square emerged. "New forms of public life,” Nese Gurallar
claims “such as strolling, women's promenade, reading in kiraathane, going to
theatres, were all staged in Beyazid meydani and around, which became a true
centre of attraction for these activities in the nineteenth century”.'*

It is possible to conclude that Direkleraras: and Bayezid square in the direct vicinity
of Siileymaniye gained geographic centrality and became an accessible destination
for Istanbul's society during the nineteenth century. Apart from the regular dinner
parties in the konaks (mansions) of high officials during Ramadan'®’, Siileymaniye
appears to have been largely unaffected by these developments in Direklerarasi: and

Bayezid square— at least the travelogues by European travellers to Istanbul, the main

165 Francgois Georgeon, “Le Ramadan a Istanbul. De L'Empire a la Republique,* in eds. Dumont,
Paul, Georgeon, Francoise, Vivre dans I'Empire Ottoman: Sociabilities et Relations Intercom-
munautaires (XVIIle-XXe siecles), (Paris: Editions L'Harmattan, 1997), pp. 31-113.

166 Nese Gurallar, Emergence of Modern Public Space from a Traditional Mosque Courtyard: Early
Nineteenth Century Istanbul, Beyazit. (VDM Verlag, 2009), p.2.

167 Balikhane Nazir1 Ali Riza Bey, Istanbul'da Ramazan Mevsimi (Istanbul: 1998). p.79.
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sourced used by Georgeon, do not leave a single trace of it.

In its north-east, Siileymaniye is framed by Istanbul’s bazaar area —
Kapaligarsi and Tahtakale. The latter especially, parts of which are included in the
tax registers (variddt defterleri) of 1873, was popular both for is coffeehouses and its
night life, as well as being a commercial area with handicrafts and caravanserais
(han) lodging bachelor workers. Given the changes in Istanbul's economic structure
during the nineteenth century, simple common sense suggests a transformation of
these areas as well. To my best knowledge, however, the bazaar area during the
nineteenth - century has not been studied and thus Giilersoy's remarks about the spirit
of frugality, friendship and trust in the covered bazaar being slowly superseded by
Western materialism, greediness and profit orientation needs yet to be
substantiated.'®®

By contrast to European travellers, starting with the twentieth century
Ottoman poets and writers refer to Siilleymaniye — or more precisely to the
Stileymaniye mosque — in their work. Yahya Kemal's poem Siileymaniye'de bir
Bayram Sabahi (A bayram morning in Siilleymaniye) for the first time'®” in 1956
ascribes motives of historicity, religiosity and military strength of Ottoman
civilisation to Siileymaniye while bemoaning its decline. After praising the

architecture as an expression of God, he goes on

Gordiim 6n safte oturmus nefer esvapli biri
Dinliyor vecd ile tekrar alinan Tekbir'i

Ne kadar saf idi simast bu mii'min neferin!
Kimdi? Banisi mi mimari m1 ulvi eserin?

Ta Malazgird ovasindan yiiriiyen Tiirkoglu

Bu nefer miydi? Derin gozleri yaglarla dolu,
Yiizii diinyada yigit ylizlerinin en giizeli,

Cok biiyiik yurdu kuran hem koruyan kudretimiz
Her zaman varligimiz, hem kanimiz hem etimiz;

168 Istanbul Ansiklopedisi, s.v. “Kapalicars1”.
169 Ekrem Kaftan, Tiirk Siirinde Siileymaniye, (unpublished article of a presentation given at
Siileymaniye Sempozyumu 2008 organized by KOCAV)
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Vatanin hem yasayan varisi hem sahibi o,
Goriiniir halka bu giinlerde teselli gibi o,

Hem bu toprakta bugiin, bizde kalan her yerde,
Hem de ¢oktan beri kaybettigimiz yerlerde.

Tanpinar approaches Siileymaniye in his diaries in the following way. Again the

topic is Ottoman civilisation.

I am a Westerner. I am sure that Christianity has a better, a richer heritage worked out with
more depths. Here I'm in conflict with myself. Besides Siileymaniye and one or two musical
works, I do not know of anything that can be measures with Western standards. I know that I

am not a person that can be influence easily.’”’

In conclusion, Siileymaniye mosque and the mahalle surrounding it was a
residential neighbourhood in the very heart of what today is called the “Historic
Peninsula”, yet in the backwaters of economic or entertainment destinations. In the
historic and present-day discourse, it has become a symbol, perhaps even a “lieu de
mémoire”'” - at least for a certain strata of Turkish society - for Islamic civilisation
and a golden, however lost past.

To trace down the borders of this mythic mahalle, 1 propose two strategies.
First, I will examine lists of mahalles compiled for several reasons during the
nineteenth century and as a second strategy make use of spatial references in mahalle
lists and census.

With regard to lists of mahalle I can firstly use the census of 1829.'72 In

1876/77, a list of mahalles was compiled in preparation of the election of

representatives of the meclis-i mebtisdn, which mentions the nearest landmarks and

170 Inci Enginiin and Zeynep Keman, Giinliiklerin 1s1ginda Tanpinar'la basbasa (Istanbul: Dergah,
2007), p. 332, original quote: “Garpliyim. Hiristiyanligin daha iyi, daha zengin miraslarla, daha
derinden islendigine eminim. Burada kendi kendimle asikar sekilde tezattayim. Siileymaniye'den
bagka garpla dlciilecek bir iki musiki eserinden bagka bir sey tanimiyorum. Kolaylikla tesir
altinda kalan adamlardan olmadigimi biliyorum.”

171 Pierre Nora, Zwischen Geschichte und Geddchnis. (Frankfurt: Fischer Taschenbuch, 1998).

172 Bing6l 2004, the census itself was recorded in the kadi Sicilleri. I was able to trace the census
including Tophane in the sicil of the kadi of Galata, for the Historic Peninsular, which would
include Siileymanyie, this sicil doen not seem to exist.
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includes the number of houses'”. For 1885, I use the mahalle names that can be
found in the first proper census in the Ottoman Empire, which also contains some
street names for each mahalle. Finally, Ekrem Hakki Ayverdi's'”* work on mahalle
was of great help as he also tries to trace back names and boundaries of mahalles.
As a second strategy, I used spatial references added to some of the mahalle lists, the
variddt defterleri and, as much as they are common, in the Ser'iye Sicilleri. With the

help of these, I hope to be able to further investigate in the social dimension — the

mahalle as perceived by its inhabitants — of the neighbourhoods.

173 This document was published in Isli 2002: pp. 71-77. As the lists contains the number of houses,
I was able to get an average of 126,6 houses per mahalle. From this one can at least conclude,
that the mahalles in question are not extraordinarily big.

174 Ekrem Hakki Ayverdi, Fatih Devri Sonlarinda Istanbul mahalleleri Sehrin Iskdni ve Niifusu,
(Istanbul: vakiflar Umum Miidiirliigii Nesriyat, 1958). Unfortunatly, Ayverdi often treats names
of mahalles as something timesless or simultaneously occurring. Therefore I can't do much more
than listing the mahalle names he cites.

53



“STISTI20 AU UT PRJST] PUIT 20 SIUTET 1104
DUE TTIRLAEL] BIOL] SEM TIPPUSEATD) BIO] 107 2men qoue Anuateddyy (c¢-d) - isiueia)sos ‘uspsugasyng uaprypiassw 1qi3snu spudi wiass)oyopy wppndory paofy i piog

DRUIYBPY UBPB[oYDNL 1Y NG 1y JIpLoA prdny aiqg 8j 1sapof] |, viog pauiyapy -8 ][DyDI-1q DYUD 1G] i ppnynE sopgy 1-e)joyopy, oypudny dg pySog,, (SI1E1S oG] IRAsy
(s2sno7
przedag neg 1 §7) AmrEmiamg Efan
-PIosAL 12BN TS[EYEIN] ey prsadeg | -Ingd geS -qinysep | (epen) przadeg nmes (ezan) przadeg
wIppasedlD) EI0H PIsA przadeg Ueg - UES FEEl | przedag ues EEN T-PIS 1-A[EUEN | TUES -PIIsA 1-2[TEEly
(s2snon
OF) RATETARNS QATIETARNS
QI TIPPSTORS | 1-QINY-3ap TIPPasTIRg | (EJ2)\) WppaswRg quE (e52\) mIppOSWRg
- - mppastRg QuEy -ATEEN QUE 1-EYEN PRS2 T-A[EVEN | QUEN F-PIIsAy 1-2[Teely
(1) 193125 | (1saqreqey 1P1sajy] 193[25
TS2[[eE - e redes] gy Sog mzf wmurewr | fag ;) 19325 S2g
WPES] 1EH | ISATEEI PRSI Aag FIZTH dag BTy -| -32p Aag mZH 2[RRI PRSI -AEUEN | FZIH PRSI 1-2[TEElY
Xapim
U} UT EZUIER] 20EY
I2pTM TEIATIETIES, T
STONEDTNOT 0] 20U2I2]2T (efeg
sanid ‘(efeq wapEIgp) TOTEIQ]) EZUIER] 22
TSTEUE NUE[STY PUE J20Y EZWE] 208 PRS2 | ProsApy 1-2[TEepy (eFan)
-[0- EZUreY BI0H PRSI (sasnoy g¢) derey 1-2[[enepy pue(esed (1saqpeqepy prasagy
IIMEEN TSATENEN 1-qeg QU ezoey | nsidey onpQ -QInyep | wpesqp uh) Senmu] | Sepnun wep)) Sepmuon]
1S2fEER Sermua( TPIISAPA] SELNIL, 1OEH EZWEH E30H EJ0H -2[[EEIN |  EZWEH EJ0H -A[[EEl | TOEH PRSI I-AATEEI | 1OEH PRSI 1-2[TETEl
s1dey] unpo)
T-QIT-I2p TPP2I4EL] UIPPILAEL] 2IEL]
nsndey gy D0 F[EEp | I-TUE]) 1-2{[EUEN PUE (ezap) wppder]
1IN 1PIISIP] ESE PRI (sasnoy g) puE 2AMEWANG | (1S2AT0ET EfaN) PIEREE | 298} - 0E)) T-2[[EfEly
TIPPIIAEH] EXOH TSATEYEN WppALE Ed0H | AMEANG QI [ -QIOj-IRP WIPPAseAlD) | -[J PAUMURYRJN BN |  PUE LOEIEH-[0,pAUNRJY
unasedis) eIoH IPISIP esed PAUGRY [ “Wppazedln) edof] | wppasedin) aj[enepy EJ0H 1-3[[EUEy PSS 1-[EUE | EXEN PRSI 1-2[[RRly
(sasmof /1) ey
Jurenny [-afmeniamg
admremdamng -|  uemdamg gy T2 [ETE admrEmiag - -
Aepol pIaaly £881 LL/9LST 0€/6T81 009T e, 9FCT FeL

Table 2: List of mahalle
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The picture emerging from these lists has no obvious pattern. The earlier
tahrir aside, there seems to have existed a mahalle called Siileymaniye during the
nineteenth century, but its location can only be approximately guessed via the
existence of other mahalle around it: its borders were not defined at all. One might
argue that the number of lists is not sufficient to show a development. This is true, if
one surmises that the borders of a mahalle changed at an enormous speed.
Comparing the lists of 1876 and 1885 which are separated only by a nine-year gap,
the compilation of mahalles in the area has changed completely. Hoca Hayreddin
was apparently only a sub-mahalle in 1876, but is normally listed in 1885. While
listed in 1876, Sar1 Bayezid, Sticaeddin and Suhte Hatip (which only appear in this
list) have vanished and three mahalles, Molla Hiisrev, Hizir Bey and Saman Viran,
which had not been listed in 1876 can be found in 1885. May one conclude that the
borders of mahalles changed at a speed of ten years to a degree that the make-up of
an area became almost unrecognisable?

Mahalle lists, however, can only reflect what the state official counting them
was able to apprehend. They thus only allow one, I think important, conclusion: The
Ottoman State even towards the end of the nineteenth century was unable to
delineate the basic units of its polity for a period longer than ten years. This implies
that representatives at a local level appointed or even elected as the muhtdrs, could
hardly know what and who they were actually representing. The central state was
unable to exert control in the mahalle.

Mahalle lists only tell about the administrative or conceptional dimension of
the mahalle, but say very little about its social role (see chapter 3). Therefore, I have

tried to make use of spatial references made in the Ser'iye sicilleri, the mahalle lists
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and the varidat defterleri. Parties of a law suit or a notary activity were regularly

registered by stating their name and the mahalle they lived in. Smaller mahalles or

those without any significant landmark were often related to well-known

monuments. Siileymaniye Mosque is such a landmark and it goes without saying that

Siileymaniye mahalle was not defined in further detail. As was the case with the list

above, the mahalles Hoca Giyasiiddin or Katib Semseddin, others were described as

being close to Siileymaniye Mosque ( “Istanbul’'da Siileymaniye kurbunda Kemeralti

nam mahallede”'™). These spatial references can be used to understand better what

was perceived as belonging together. But again this involves problems: Did people

introduce themselves in the court by saying “I'm Serife Tevhide bint el-Hac 'Osman

bin Hasan. I live in Sar1 Bayezid mahalle close to the Siileymaniye mosque” or was

is the scribe who put the spatial reference into the document?'® Did he simply note

how the applicant described him or herself? Did he draw from some common

knowledge?

The analysis of the 30 cases available to me and stretching over a period of 63

years is unfortunately not enough to detect a pattern in these spatial references — if

there is any. One would need a much larger number of cases.

1817/18 1829 1855/56 1870 1873 1876

(16 cases) (mahalle list) (6 cases) (3 cases) |varidat (mahalle list)
defterleri

Katib Semseddin | Katib Semseddin Katib Semseddin

Hace Hamza

Sar1 Bayezid Sar1 Bayezid Sar1 Bayezid

Deveoglu Yokusu

Tiryaki Cars1

Giyasiiddin Hoca Giyasiiddin Hoca Giyasiiddin Hoca Giyasiiddin | Hoca

Giyasiiddin
Cifteler
Aga Kapusu

175 Istanbul Mahkemesi 199: 17-3.

176 Istanbul Mahkemesi, 121 Numarali, 1816-1817. Nr. 17-129/25b-1.1 (published by Ertug 2006).
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Suhte Hatip Suhte Hatip

Molla Hiisrev Molla Hiisrev

Kemer Alt1

Molla Giirani

Dar-iil hadis

Sticaeddin

Table 3: Mahalle and Place names referred to as being in the vicinity of Siileymaniye

Taken together, the mahalle lists and the spatial references at least give hints
to the frequency and durability of mahalle names in the vicinity of Siileymaniye. The
quarters Katib Semseddin, Sar1 Bayezid, Hoca Giyasiiddin and Hace Hamze are
amongst those with a relatively stable connotations and give an opportunity for a

tentative delineation of Siileymaniye (maps 1 and 2).

Map 1: Places referring to Siileymaniye in 1817 (blue) and
1829 (ved)
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Map 2: Places referring to Siileymaniye in 1855 (vellow), 1870
(orange) and 1876 (green)

For a modernist mind, these statements are not satisfactory. To observe social
and built change on a micro-spatial level, I have to delineate the space more precisely
to decide what material I should in- or exclude. I therefore define two territories —
Siileymaniye and an adjacent territory around it including the above mentioned
mahalles Katib Semseddin, Hace Hamza, Sar1 Bayezid and Hoca Giyasiiddin (map
3).

In conclusion, neither on an administrative (mahalle lists), nor on a
perceptional level, a distinct and defined Siileymaniye mahalle is discernible. There
may have existed a myriad of reasons for the lack of written traces and sources of
Stileymaniye mahalle and neighbourhoods adjacent to it. But the fact that it is

impossible to trace down the mahalle, sharply contrast with both the concept of
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mahalle as outlined in chapter two and also to the importance given to Siileymaniye
mahalle in particular. Does the lack of information tell us something about the
subject matter? Is not finding anything already a result? It is apparent that in order to
answer these questions, much more research is necessary. Thus, I can only restate
what has been expressed by Cem Behar: “The demarcation lines between mahalles
were never so strict and the horizontal mobility of the residents was much higher

than is usually admitted”."”

177 Behar 2003: p. 9.
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CHAPTER 5.1.

CHANGES IN THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT

The large centre section of the area vaguely defined as Siileymaniye in the last
chapter is actually monumental structure — the Siileymaniye mosque complex and the
Old Palace, later Seraskeriat. As a big chunk of Siileymaniye is thus dedicated to
religious and military functions, changes in the built environment are closely related
to institutional changes during the nineteenth century. The attempt to apprehend
changes in the built environment of this space below will start with its network of
streets, followed by public buildings such as monuments, fountains and schools and

finally the residential buildings.

The network of streets
During the nineteenth-century, street layout usually only changed radically after
fires; the arrangement of streets in grids was thus confined to areas burned down (as
described in Chapter 4). In the period under consideration, Siileymaniye largely
escaped the destiny of being burned down. Luckily, neither the Aksaray fire in 1856
nor the Hocapasa fire in 1865 touched upon the mahalle. Besides the seventh
Hocapasa Fire in 1826, which burned down the former and thus temporarily

abandoned Agakapusu'”®, and the Cibali Fire in 1833, which damaged the area

178 Mustafa Cezar, Osmanli Devrinde Istanbul Yapilarinda Tahribrat Yapan Yanginlar ve Tabii
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streching from the tabhane of the Siileymaniye mosque to Vefa Square in the south-
west'”, only two small fires occurred in the area. On the first of February 1871, 9
houses burned down in Divoglu Yokusu. A bigger one happened in 1879 in

Siileymaniye in the part close to Vefa, where 42 houses were destroyed by fire.'*

Map 3: Siileymaniye 1826 - 1838 (adoption of a historic map)

Generally thus, the networks of streets in Siileymaniye remained comparably
stable throughout the century as this area was not targeted for redevelopment with a
grid plan. Still, minor activities pertaining to the street layout have to be noted. In
the period from 1815 to 1885, a couple of new streets were added as becomes

apparent if one compares the two maps (3 and 4)'"®'. In many cases these new streets

Afetler, (Istanbul: Berksoy Matbaasi, 1963), p. 46.
179 Cezar 1963: p. 48.
180 Ergin 1995: p. 1228.
181 Map 3 is catalogued in the Photograph Collection of the German Archeological Institute (DAI)
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were former cul-de-sac, which had been opened up or rather extended to the next
crossroad. The most drastic of these changes actually happened at the edges of our
area of interest. Starting in 1839, the Moltke plan extended the Divanyolu, to the

south of Siileymaniye (see chapter 4 of this thesis).

as “city map 1818”. With no more information about the origin of this map at hand, it is very
improbable that it shows 1818 - the Old Palaces is noted as “Seraskeriat”. As the map does not
yet include Moltke's extention of the Divanyolu in 1839 (see chapter 4 of this thesis), one can
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Hllustration 4. Siileymaniye in the 1860s (adoption of Ayverdi 1958)

Likewise, the Islahdt-1 Turuk Komisyonu restructured the whole area east of the

Seraskeriat in 1865. The commission stated that the inhabitants of Bayezid, Aksaray
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and Fatih had great difficulty to transport wood and coal from the markets located at
the coastline to their houses as there existed no street that could be used by carts and
transport on horseback was difficult and expensive. Additionally, certain military
vehicles had to pass to the Seraskeriat. It was thus ordered to built a street which
allowed carts to pass easily extending from the South of Mahmud Pasa to the
Southern end of Uzungarsi passing by Mercan Street.'®* This transformation is easily
visible in the maps above.

Later maps, such as the Alman Maviler of 1905 or Pervitich of 1935 (planche 41),
show two more streets added to Siileymaniye: Avni Paga Street (ill. 6) and Kayserili

Ahmed Paga Street (ill. 5). These streets and their houses are thus younger than the

1860s.

i

Hllustration 6: Avni Pasa Sokak (20th century)

Ilustration 5: Kayserili Ahmed Pasa Sokak 20th centL;r);)

— £k

Regarding the main thoroughfares leading to the neighbourhood, the Kirazli Mescid

Street and Vefa Meydani Street remained stable — even until today.'® The streets

182 Ergin 1995: p. 956.
183 Thomas Padmanabhan, “A few Aspects concerning the Identity of the Siileymaniye Area,” in ed.
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around the Siileymaniye mosque leading to the Megsihat and towards Dokmeciler had
widths between 5.44 and 6.80 m already. In the area in front of 7Tirydki Carsisi they
were 13.60 and 17.00 m wide. Around 1826 this was apparently considered as too
broad as on the one side, wooden appendices had been added to the buildings and on
the other side, in front of the mosque's walls, little shops of lantern makers (fenerci)
and pencil sellers (divit¢i) had been constructed. Compared to another story (or
maybe urban legend), which seemingly happened in the close-by Hac: Kadin
mahallesi briefly before the fire there in 1899, these streets seem to be enormously
wide streets. According to this account, the streets in Hac1 Kadin there so narrow —
between 1.36 and 1.70 m, as many other inner-mahalle streets - that two neighbours
passed a child from the upper window of one house to the one of the opposite side of
the street, but unfortunately dropped it.'*

This poses the question in which way, mosque complexes such as the
Stileymaniye mosque influenced the built environment of their adjacent
neighbourhoods. Although the Siileymaniye mosque had been implanted into an
already existing neighbourhood in the sixteenth century, later construction work and
the width of streets might have been influenced by or adjusted to the complex. Two
carts, for instance, could easily pass each other in Ayse Kadin Street — a street
leading to the mosque.'® In another sense, the existence of monumental structures
appears to have been at least an impediment to uncontrolled building activities. In
1868 the islahdt-i turuk komisyonu ordered to tear down the wooden houses close to

“Hagia Sophia and around the Siileymaniye complex in order to provide for

IRCICA, Architectural Heritage Today: Istanbul-Siileymaniye and Mostar 2004. Program report
'95, (Istanbul: IRCICA, 1996), p. 356.

184 Ergin 1995: p. 1006/7.

185 Resat Erkem Kogu: Istanbul Ansiklopedisi. 3. Vol. Istanbul: istanbul Ansiklopedisi ve Nesriyat.
1960: p.1638.
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unobstructed view on these monuments. '

With regard to the condition of streets and infrastructure in Siileymaniye, the
city letters (sehir mektubu) published by Basiret¢i Ali Efendi between 1871 and 1877
in the newspaper Basiret give some impressions. Notably, all his accounts relating to
Siileymaniye bemoan the bad state of the neighbourhood — a dilapidated building'’,
someone falls into an open manhole during the night and gets injured'®®, a sewage
system covered with earth and resulting difficulties in navigating carriage and animal

"% and a marble stone falling on the streets.'” Even if keeping in

through the streets
mind that he tried to trigger intervention by the authorities — at the end of many
articles he demands to take measures — and wrote about Siileymaniye once a year at
best, Basiret¢i Ali Efendi's descriptions clearly convey an impression of an area in
disrepair. Yet, it is difficult to judge the actual situation from his portraits of decay
especially since we miss direct comparison to other areas and earlier periods.
Paradoxically, public investment in Siileymaniye's infrastructure was quite sparse
because there was no fire in the area, still we see the Islahdt-i Turuk Komisyonu at

work. With regard to private investment, probable especially in an area with rich

inhabitants of high reputation, we lack any record.

Public and Monumental structures

In order to trace changes in the public and monumental structures of Siileymaniye

186 Celik 1993: 59.

187 Basiret¢i Ali Efendi, Istanbul Mektuplari, (Istanbul: Kitabevi, 2001), p. 32.: Sehir mektubu no.
16, Basiret, nr. 392, 27 Rebiyiilevvel 1288, p. 1-2.

188 Basiretci Ali Efendi 2001: p. 95.: Sehir mektubu, no. 6, Basiret, nr. 791, 28 Ramazan 1289, p. 1-
2.

189 Basiretci Ali Efendi 2001: p. 188.: Sehir mektubu no. 49, Basiret, nr. 1052, 18 Saban 1290, p. 1-
2.

190 Basiretci Ali Efendi 2001: p. 568.: Sehir mektubu no. 202, Basiret, nr. 1999, 13 Muharrem 1294,

p. 3.
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(see map in the appendix), I will pick some of the dominant buildings of the
neighbourhood. The public infrastructure in Siileymaniye is older than the
nineteenth-century. Therefore change can not so much observed in the actual built
form as in the purpose these forms fulfilled — I think in this respect one encounters
quite an important novelty.

Known as the largest of Ottoman buildings enterprises, it is needless to say
that the socio-religious complex (kiilliye) of the Siileymaniye foundation dominated
the whole area with its mosque and two mausolea (zirbe) for the sultan and his wife
Hiirrem at the centre, the ddr-iil-hadis (school specialised on the study of the hadith),
a tib medresesi (school specialised on medicine), the medrese evvel, saniye, saliye,
rabia (the Empire's most prestigious general medreses), a miilazimlar medresesi
(Koran school for children), a hamam, the dariizziyafe or tabhane (hospice), the ddr-

tis-sifd or bimarhane (hospital for
.\ mental illnesses), a han
(caravanserai) and rows of
shops."! In 1837 the expenditure

of the foundation added up to

130.816,2 gurus every single

Hllustration 7: View from the fire tower, 1839

year.'”? Concerning the built form

of the mosque complex, the mosque was redecorated in “an ugly baroque-rococo

191 Avyansaray Hiiseyin Efendi, Hadikatii'l-cevami: Istanbul cAmileri ve Diger Dini Sivil Yapilar
(Istanbul: Isaret Yaynlari, 2001), p.56., Kemal Edip Kiirkgiioglu, Siileymaniye Vakfiyesi
(Ankara: Vakiflar Umum Miidiirliigii, 1962), Tahsin Oz, Istanbul CAmileri (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu, 1962)., Ahmed Nezih Galitekin, Osmanli Kaynaklarma gére Istanbul. cami, Tekke,
Medrese, Tiirbe, Hamam, Kiitiiphane, Matbaa, mahalle ve Selatin Imaretleri (Istanbul: 1§aret
Yayinlari, 2003), pp. 752.

192 Tevfik Giirhan, Ekonomik ve Maddi Yonleriyle vikiflar. Siileymaniye ve Sehzade Siileyman Pasa
vékiflar: (Istanbul: Kitabevi, 2006), p. 15.
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style”'”” by the architect Fossati and the inscriptions renewed in 1869. The medreses,
the hospital, the dariizziyafe underwent interesting change in our period of interest.
The dar-iis-sifa used to cure male patients (erkek hastalart) until 1845, when this
specialisation was transferred to Bezmialem Valide Sultan Gureba Hospital. After
that time, only male mental patients were treated at the hospital (erkek akil hastalarr)
until the cholera in 1865 broke out and the dar-iis-sifa was used as a quarantine
station. In 1873 it lost its function as a hospital and was transformed into a saddlery
(sarachane); later, in 1887 the harbiye nezareti's military press (askeri matbaa)
moved into the building. Included in its complex was also a #1b medresesi, a
pharmacy and a dariil'alakir."* In a somewhat comparable manner, the dariilzziyafe
was to be transformed into a museum of Islamic art in late years of the nineteenth
century. An interesting shift, at least with regard to names, can be observed with the
medreses on the Northern side of the mosque. After they saw repairs in 1870s, one
can notice that they are then referred to as dokmeciler medrese (the hamam likewise)
and no longer Siileymaniye medresesi — a change in naming that might indicate a

change in hierarchies among the buildings and their functions.

193 Giilri Necipoglu-Kafadar, “The Siileymaniye Complex in Istanbul: An Interpretation,”
Mugarnas 3 (1985), p. 106.

194 Giirkan, Kazim Ismail, Siileymaniye dariissifas: (Istanbul: Istanbul Universitesi Tip Fakiiltesi,
1966). The dariil'alakir is translated as droglar evi, presumable some kind of pharmacy, shop or
dump for drugs.
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The second massive structure on the eastern border of the area was the Old
Palace (eski saray). Until 1826 this complex was used as a secondary palace of the

sultan. The sultan used to go to the eski saray for entertainment and especially during

nrm'r] T T.']l]_]"]
.w%’%‘%

- wwﬂ:

[lustration 8: Seraskerltk (before 1880)
religious holidays it was a stage for ceremonies.'”’ After the extinction of the

Janissaries, concubines and servants were moved to the Topkap1 palace and the Cifte
Saray in Eylip. The area of the Old Palace was given to the new military institution,
the Seraskerlik. From 1826 onwards many buildings were added to it: The fire tower
was moved from the Agakapu in 1826, a military hospital (bdb-1 seraskeri hastanesi)
erected in 1841."¢ About other additions to the site — like the barracks (Siileymaniye
kaglasi and Kislay-1 Hiimayun), the ammunition storage (cebehane), the telegrafhane
and the fotografhane — few things are known. Still, the Seraskerlik was clearly a
much more elaborate and modern military headquarters than the agakapusu had been
and implied an influx of military functions to the neighbourhood.

The buildings of the former centres of military power, the agakapusu was given to

the new religious body created in 1826, the seyh-iil islamlik or — as the building was

195 Galitekin 2003: p. 205, Ortayl1 2000: p. 214.
196 Niyazi Ahmet Banoglu. Tarihi ve Efsaneleriyle Istanbul Semtleri (Istanbul: Selis Kitaplar, 2007).
p- 345, Ergin 1995: p. 1143.
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now called after Mahmud II forbade use of the old name agakapu - bab-1 mesihat.
Shortly before the new staff could actually start to work, the seventh Hocapasa Fire
destroyed the former agakapusu, so that they had to wait for another year to move
into their new domicile.”” Anyhow, we can observe not only an influx of military
functions, but also an influx of religious functions to Siileymaniye in 1826. We have
thus seen that two of the most important new governmental institution established in
1826 moved to Siilleymaniye, which testifies to the importance that was attributed to
Stileymaniye during this period.

Turning to minor public and religious buildings, change, as mentioned, is
difficult to observe. A few patterns can be detected, however. In the area under
observation six mosques are located: Mehmed Paga camii/ Hoca Giyastiddin camii
(1517/18"%), Hoca Hamze cami (1561'), Katib Semseddin cdmii (during the reign
of Bayezid I1.*"°), Kirazli Mescid (founding date could not be determined®"),
Kapudan Ibrahim Pasa camii (1725%?), Sar1 Bayezid cAmii (built during the reign of
Mehmed I1.2**). Obviously thus, the mosques surrounding Siileymaniye mosque are
older, their appearance unchanged until present-day. An exception is Kapudan
Ibrahim Pasa cami, built in the eighteenth century, which not only contained a
mosque but also a hamam, a fountain, a mekteb and a soup kitchen. In 1826, the
hamam was transformed into the Takvimhane for a couple of years and then, after a

couple of years, into the Muallimhane-i Niivvab (later called Medresetii'l Kuzat) in

197 Diinden Bugiine Istanbul Ansiklopedisi, s.v. Aga Kapisi, Kogu 1958: p. 246.

198 Diinden Bugiine Istanbul Ansiklopedisi, s.v. “Mehmed Pasa cami”, Oz 1962: p. 101.

199 Ayvansarayi 2001: p. 162.

200 Nuran Giilgen, “Siileymaniye'de Hoca Giyaseddin (Mehmed Paga) ve Katib Semseddin (Cankur-
taran) mescidleri,” (unpublished article of a presentation given at Siileymaniye Sempozyumu
2008 organized by KOCAV)., Oz 1962: p. 39.

201 Oz 1962: p. 90.

202 Oz 1962: p. 82., Ayvansaray 2001: 236., Diinden Bugiine Istanbul Ansiklopedisi, s.v.”’Kaptan
Ibrahim Pagsa cAmi”.

203 Ayvansaray 2001: p. 192.
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1845. The Muallimhane-i Niivvab had a two-year program to educate the ulema to
serve as kadis or na'ibs in the religious courts.”

The series of new schools opened in Siileymaniye after 1826 are interesting
as they underline Siileymaniye's sustained symbolic value also for education. Besides
the “traditional” medreses located in the region (Siileyman Subas1 der Kirazli Mescid
Medresesi of 1587*”, the Mekteb Ataullah Efendi, the Siyavug Pasa Medresesi of
1590 and Nevruz Kadin Mektebi founded in the 18th Century) a number of new
schools were established in addition to the aforementioned Muallimhane-i Niivvab.
In 1839, one of the two new-style grammar schools, which stand for Mahmud II's
attempts to form a modern educated elite, was set up in Siilleymaniye. Besides
traditional subjects, the Mekteb-i Umum-i Edebiye installed in Siileymaniye taught
French and “modern” science.”” Moreover, the new middle schools (riisdiye), which
were thought as consecutive to the szbydn schools and instituted simultaneously, can
be found in the area — such as the mekteb included in the Ibrahim Pasa complex that
was transformed to a riigdiye in 1839. The second educational reform of the
nineteenth century under Abdiilaziz in 1868 that aimed at improving the students'
abilities after primary school, but before university, with a new type of schools
(idddiye)*”” had similar ramifications: the Divoglu Idddiye in 1868 and the Mekteb-i
Niivvab were located in Siileymaniye. Moreover, the Siileymaniye Inas Mektebi was
opened in Siileymaniye mahallesi in 1872, and the Telegraf mektebi linked to the
Posta ve Telegraf Nezareti in 1873. By contrast to the preceding centuries, the new

actor “central administration” (and no longer only foundations) thus entered the

204 Diinden Bugiine Istanbul Ansiklopedisi, s.v. “Medresetii'lii Kuzat”, Akiba Jun, A New School for
Qadis: Education of the Sharia Judges in the Late Ottoman Empire, Turcica 35 (2003): pp. 125-
63.

205 Galitekin 2003: p. 770.

206 Lewis 1968: p. 84/85.

207 Fortna 2005: pp. 119.
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educational scene by opening new schools, but also by improving the conditions of
the existing schools. An example for this is the Siyavus Pasa Medresesi, which like

other foundations saw repairs of the building in 1848, 1850 after a fire and 1873.>"

The number of fountains in the area amounts up to eight most of which had
been built in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries: Sinan Sebili (16"
century), Abdullah Aga (Ali Efendi Zade) Cesmesi (1693), Ali Aga Devoglu
Cesmesi (1696), Kaptan Pasa Mektebi Cesmesi (1745), Siileymaniye Meydan
Cesmesi (1792), Ali Efendi Cesmesi (1813), Kirazli Mescid Sokagindaki Cesme
(probably Sefer Aga Cesmesi, no inscription) and Serife Ayse Siddika Hanim
Cesmesi (1841)*. Besides the two already mentioned Aamams included in the
Kapudan Ibrahim Pasa and the Siileymaniye mosque complexes, we can note one

more bath in Ayse Kadin Sokag1.

Buildings with explicit economic purposes were quite rare in the
neighbourhood of Siileymaniye. Besides the #ans in Tahtakale dated to earlier
periods, only the Sabuncu Han was built after 1800 in the Sabuncu Hani Street.

To sum up, with regard to the built environment we can observe mainly the
effects of educational reform and reform of the administration of foundations. They
materialise in Siilleymaniye in form of new schools on the one, and with changed
functions within the buildings on the other hand: a hospital alters its specialisation, a
hamam turns into a school, a soup kitchen becomes a museum. In contrast to
preceding centuries, the central administration (and this is probably the reason why

we have traces of repairs, for instance) instead of the religious foundations cares for

208 Miibahat S. Kiitiikoglu, XX.Asra Erigen Istanbul Medreseleri, (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu,
2000).

209 Egemen, Affan, Istanbul'un Cesme ve Sebilleri. (Resimler;i ve Kitabeli ile 1165 Cesme ve Sebil)
(Istanbul: Aritan Yaymevi, 1993). pp. 750, 16, 121, 456, 766, 473, 783.
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the maintenance of public buildings. The built environment of Siileymaniye during
the nineteenth century changed considerably — but only within the frame of the

already existing built structures.

Residential buildings
To trace down the vernacular is unfortunately much more difficult than public
buildings while being of high interest for the purpose of this thesis. Generally,
population growth and urbanisation of the nineteenth century lead to a shortage of
residential space in Istanbul. Consequently, prices for housing increased, houses
grew in height, courtyards got smaller. After 1855 and as an effect of the building
regulations, some houses in intra muros Istanbul were constructed with cut limestone
(kdrgir).*"® According to Cerasi, konaks (mansions) in the 19th century shrank in
size, but “were constituted of the same architectural elements of the typical middle-

class housing of traditional Istanbul, though they were more refined and very much

larger” "

The varidat registers of 1873 offer a systematic insight into residential
Siileymaniye at one certain point of time. In the three neighbourhoods covered by the
registers (Hoca Giyasiiddin, Sar1 Bayezid, Hoca Hamze, see map 4, 5 and 6), we find
a total of 240 buildings, 19 of which were public buildings. Of this total of 221
houses 6 were hans, 32 were shops (diikkan), one a bakkal, eight gardens, 12 stalls or
stables and 19 other structures (cellars, mola tasi etc.). Seven of the entries are noted
as plot (arsa) only. This leaves us with a total of 129 houses. Out of these, 30 were
registered as houses (hdne), 94 as houses with garden (hdne ma' bdgge) and five as

mansions with a garden and a fountain (konak ma' bag¢e ma' sebil). With regard to

210 Denel 1982: p. 43.
211 Cerasi, Maurice. The Istanbul Divanyolu (Wiirzburg: Ergon Verlag, 2004), p. 67.
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construction material of buildings other than commercial structures and public
buildings, which were made out of stone, we find only one more brick house in Sar1
Bayezid and 8 houses partly constructed with brick (nim kdr-gir) in Hoca Hamze. In
Hoca Gryasiiddin 100% of the building stock was wooden. The date of the title deeds
registered in the defter tells something about the age of the building stock. On
average the title deeds date from around 1273-1276 /1856-1859 without noteworthy
differences between the mahalles. The oldest building was located in Hoca Hamze
and dated to 1782. Until 1873, we can thus conclude, the housing stock of the area
was still wooden although the houses had only been constructed during the past 15
years on average. Indeed, between 1815 and 1873 the housing stock was completely
renewed. Siileymaniye's inhabitants did not seem to worry too much about building

regulations.
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Map 4: Hoca Giyasiiddin Mahalle 1873

Two of the houses contained in the registers of 1873, can be identified with buildings
still existing in 2007.*'* The three-storey wooden house (ill. 9) belonging to Binbasi
Tayyar Bey bin es-Seyyid Hac1 Ahmed in 1873 in Cami Sokak No. 5 for Sar1
Bayezid is an upper middle-class house and according to plot and description still

existed in 2007.

212 Ozge Nihan Uysal, Geleneksel Tiirk Evi I¢ Mekan Kurgusunun Ihce{enmesi ve Siileymaniye
Bolgesi Ornekleri Analizi (MA thesis, Mimar Sinan Giizel Sanatlar Universitesi, 2007).
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Map 6: Sart Bayezid Mahalle 1873

The other house (ill. 10) identified in the registers and still existing is a rowhouse on
steep Tavanli Cesme Sk. belonging to Isma'il Aga bin Veli. It has a second floor, but
is a rather modest structure. With more detailed descriptions in the registers maybe
one could identify more houses, still this low number conveys the impression that
Stileymaniye's housing stock of today is younger than 1873. For this I have found

affirmation, in the miniscule hints I was able to collect at other places.
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Hllustration 9: House in Sart Bayezid Cd. (after Uysal 2007: p. 43)

Sedat Hakk: Eldem's collection of wooden “Turkish Houses”, contains the
mansion of Ferid Pasa. Ferid Pasa used to be the kethiida of Adile Sultan and
minister of state (nazir). He built a three-storied wooden house at the intersection of
Fetva Yokusu (which has become Seyh-iil islam Caddesi in 1873) and Odunkapusu
Caddesi.?"® As a property owner named Ferid Paga cannot be discovered in the
registers of 1873, the probability that Ferid Pasa Konak was built after 1873 is very
high. Eldem's collection also contains the Kaptan Paga Konagi, built by Kaptan
Ibrahim Pasa next to his mosque complex in 1725. This huge edifice still existed in

the 1850s.*'*

213 Eldem 1984: pp. 96.
214 Eldem 1984: p. 99.
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Furthermore, we have knowledge of the famous Kayserili Ahmed Pasa
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Hllustration 10: House in Tavanl Cegsme Sk. 18 (after Uysal 2007: p.70)

Konag1 located in the street that took its name from that building. The owner of this

house — the minister of the maritime affairs — was involved in ousting Sultan

Abdiilaziz in 1876, opted for a very particular decoration of his wooden house with a

the Ottoman court of arms overarching the central sofa and wall paintings showing

both tropical landscapes with camels and pyramids and the achievements of the

Ottoman modernity like steamships (partly burning) and airplanes. The street

Kayserili Ahmed Paga however is not yet included in Ayverdi's map showing

Istanbul around the 1880, which indicates that Kayserili Ahmed Pasa built his house

later than this date.
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Hlustration 1 .' ayserili Ahmed Pasa ona (1973)
Obviously, these are only the most imposing houses of the richest of Siileymaniye.
The built environment in Siileymaniye as we know from pictures taken much later
was mostly wooden. The building date, it seems to me, of the wooden finery of
Siileymaniye has to be set towards the end of the nineteenth century. The moving in
or at least building activity of high state men like Kayserili Ahmed Pasa and Ferid
Pasa, pose a lot of questions to the decline narrative of the neighbourhood even if

their examples are exceptions.

In conclusion, Siileymaniye during the nineteenth century was a stage for
institutional change where we can watch reforms of the military, the religious
establishment, the educational system and the foundation transforming its built
environment at high speed. It was an area central to the Ottoman state and
accordingly saw public investment by the buildings authorities and in its educational
profile. A decline in the built environment is hardly visible given the fact that the
housing stock in 1873 was only 15 years old, only few empty plots and that until

1885 (some) members of the elites still move in — also for private investment
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Stileymaniye was much more than a lost case. The Pervititch maps of 1935 of course
reveal a very different picture with more than half of the area's plots (especially those

located in its northern part) categorised as empty or abandoned?".

215 Jacques Pervitich. Sigorta Haritalarinda Istanbul: Istanbul in the Insurance Maps of Jacques
Pervitich (Tarih Vakfi Yayinlari: Istanbul 2001), planche 41, 68, 69.
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CHAPTER 5.2.

SOCIAL CHANGE IN SULEYMANIYE

The thesis put forward by urban historians concerning social change in intra muros
Istanbul during the nineteenth century is one of decline and gradual impoverishment.
As a result of institutional and economic change bolstered by a growing bureaucratic
and governmental elite in love with European lifestyle neighbourhoods like
Stileymaniye, Fatih, Carsamba or Sultan Selim were abandoned by the rich.
According to this thesis, towards the end of the century they resettled in areas like
Ayaspasa, Nisantagi or Yildiz and triggered an outgrowth of the city to the North.?'®
However, few is indeed known about the nature of the elites inhabiting and later
leaving Siileymaniye indeed is known. Moreover, such an exodus of elites hardly
could have happened within a short period of time, but was most probably indicated
much earlier — especially in the face of fast institutional change throughout the entire
century.

To observe social change requires a great amount of detailed information
difficult to acquire. Instead of presenting a coherent picture of social change in
Stileymaniye, I can therefore only present a number of tentative answers and even
more new questions. A short “who is who” of the area will be followed by a zoom in
on the area in 1873 and the tax registers (variddat defteri). 1 will then discuss the most

unexpected and surprising result (at least for me): The role of women.

216 Tekeli 2006: p.373, Denel 1982: p. 46, Celik 1993: p. 38.
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“Who is Who” in Siileymaniye
The seri'yye sicilleri and the varidat defterleri provide a long list of inhabitants who
lived in the neighbourhood in the years 1816/17, 1855, 1870 and 1873 of which only
few can be identified with a rank and profession. Still, it gives an idea of the
prominent inhabitants living in the area.

Among the inhabitants of Siileymaniye mahalle, we find Miralayzade es-
Seyyid Mehmed Sa'deddin Aba ibn Veliyyiiddin, the Voyvoda of Tire (who died in
Siileymaniye in 1816)*'7 and the former Odun Emini’’* Mehmed Cavus Aga bin
Osman bin Siileyman (who died there in 1827).2" Still alive was in 1873 and at this
point quite bankrupt as we will see in a short while - Hamdi Bey ibn el-Hacc (?)
Osman Pasa, a functionary of the Fevdid-i Osmaniye Kompanyasi (the company
providing passenger transport by ship across the sea of Marmara®’). As mentioned in
chapter 5.1., we also know — this time not from sources, but from touristic
guidebooks - about Kayserili Ahmed Pasa's mansion in Kayserili Ahmed Paga
Sokagi. Minister of the Marine, Kayserili Ahmed Pasa was among those high state
officials, who ousted Sultan Abdiilaziz in May 1876*'. He must have lived in his
Siileymaniye konak between 1860 until his death in 1878.

Equally few inhabitants can be identified in Katib Semseddin: ‘Abdurrahman
Efendi bin ibrahim, the Imam of Katib Semseddin in 1815°%, es-Seyyid Mehmed

Efendi ibn Omer, firefighter in the neighbourhood who died in 1817 and Mustafa

217 Ertug 2006: no. 122: 2-349/37a-3.2

218 the official in charge to organize the supply of construction material for the city

219 Ozkan Gokgen, Istanbul Bab Mahkemesi 149 No'lu Ser'ive sicili Defterine Gére Istanbul'da
Sosyal Hayat (MA thesis, Marmara Universitesi, 2003), p. 248.

220 Diinden Bugiine Istanbul Ansiklopedisi, s.v. “Fevdid-i Osmaniyye Kompanyasi”, Ortayli 2000:
227.

221 Davison 1963: p. 330.

222 Ertug 2006: no. 2-349/20b-1.w
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Aga ibn el-Hacc (....), Nalbur Kethiidasi (chief of the ironmonger guild) in 1817.%%

In Hoca Giyasiiddin, the only inhabitants identified with some certainty are
the imdm of the mahalle Isma'il Efendi bin Hasan’** and Hasan Tahsin Efendi bin
Haci Halil. Hasan Tahsin Efendi was probably a merchant granted the right to expand
the gas plant in Yedikule.*

For Hoca Hamze and Sar1 Bayezid, more as well as later data is available. In
Hoca Hamze, we know about Sabit Efendi, official of the Divan-1 Hiimayun, who has

a saadethane in Divoglu Yokusu in 1817%°

. Mehmed Pasa, the vali of Tunus who
lived there in 1873%*", Mumcular Kethiidas1 (chief of the candlemakers' guild) Haci
Ahmed Aga and the Konya Kethiidas1t Mehmet Halid Efendi were living in Hoca
Hamze in 1873.7* At some point after 1873 (his property is not included in the tax
registers), Ferid Paga must have moved to Hoca Hamze. Ferid Pasa was the steward
of Adile Sultan and later minister of state.??” The inhabitants identified in Hoca
Hamze are high-end bureaucrats.

In Sar1 Bayezid, finally, besides the former muhtar of the mahalle Mehmed
Efendi bin Hasan, three persons with higher military posts can be listed in 1873: the
naval colonel (Bahriye Miralay) Rasid Bey bin Es-Seyyid 'Omer, the major (binbasz)
Tayyar Bey bin es-Seyyid Hact Ahmed and the corps commander (ferik) Zihni Paga
bin Isma'il.>*

This is, admittedly, a rather poor listing of personalities living in the area.

223 both Ertug 2006: no. 1-121/32b-3.1

224 BOA, ML.VRD.d.3717

225 Mehmed Siireyya, Sicill-i Osmani 1327/1909, Vol. 2. (Westmead: Gregg International Publishers,
1971. p.55, Ergin 1995: p. 2636.

226 Ertug 2006: 17-129/46b-1.1

227 Siireyya 1971, Vol. 5.1.: p.55, Ergin 1995, p.136.

228 BOA ML.VRD.d 3807

229 Eldem 1984, Vol. 2: p. 96.

230 BOA ML.VRD.d 3842
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Although it is impossible to observe elite change with such evddence, I still find the
mixture of high posts — military, state and commercial - quite interesting.
Siileymaniye until the third quarter of the nineteenth century offered a befitting
habitat for Hamdi Bey, one of the employees of the first steamship company of the
Ottoman Empire, politicians with radical methods to attain their goals like Kayserili
Ahmed Paga or Hasan Tahsin Efendi, operating the gas plant. Their existence in the
quarter - even if they were exceptions - contradicts the statement that “modern men

of state” left Siileymaniye towards the end of the century.

The area in 1873

The varidat registers offer the opportunity for a more precise zoom-in on three
neighbourhoods (Hoca Giyasiiddin, Sar1 Bayezid, Hoca Hamze) in 1873. Besides
giving an insight into the socio-economic structure of the area, this source is also
telling with respect to the concept of mahalle. My conclusions are summarised under
the following subheadings: distribution of wealth, the structure of the mahalle and
property relations.

The distribution of wealth
A method to trace the distribution of wealth in the area is the comparison of taxes
paid for real estate (vergi-i emldk). On a mere numerical level, the following table

shows the mean of taxes paid per street and mahalle.
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Maslak Sokak accordingly has the lowest average of the real estate tax at 22,5 gurus,

Hoca

Guyasiiddin |Sar1 Bayezid | Hace Hamza
Cami'-i Serif-i Sokak 27,50
Cikmaz Sokak 26,00
Harem Zokak 54,90
Maslak Zokak 22,50
Mehmed Pasa Yokusu 47,54 .
Tavanli Cesme Zokak 55,20 90,00
Tiurbe Sokak 41,64 .
Sar1 Beyazid Caddesi . 250,00
Cami Sokak . 107,40
Abaci Cesme Sokak . 67,38
Vefa Caddesi . 206,67
Cikmaz Toprak Sokak . 51,20 .
Kemer Alt1 . . 90,40
Divoglu Yokusu . . 107,33
Kepenekgi Sokak . . 105,00
Divoglu Mekteb Sokak . . 67,20
Uzuncarg: Caddesi . . 356,31
Pacac1 Sokak . . 177,33
Sekerci Sokak . . 213,60
Seyh Davud Sokak . . 1041,60
Kiilhan Sokak . . 201,33
Odunkapusu Yokusu . . 105,89
Seyh-iil islam Kap1 ) . 385,82
Mean per Mahalle 39,32 128,77 259,26

Table 4: Average of taxes paid according to mahalle and street

the type of property there invariably being houses with gardens. Not surprisingly, the
highest taxes are paid in the commercial area — Seyh Davud Street, Uzungars1 Street,
Sekerci and Pacaci Street. Excluding these from the calculation, Seyh-iil islam Kap1
Street leads the count for real estate tax paid with an average of 385.82 gurus, the
type of property here being invariably mansions (konak) with gardens and fountains.
The average of taxes paid cumulatively on a mahalle level varies considerably. While
the mean in Hoca Giyasiiddin is only 39.32 gurus, it more than triples in Sar1
Bayezid (128.77 gurus) and is more than seven times higher in Hoce Hamze (259.26
gurug). If again the commercial areas are excluded, the real estate tax in Hoca Hamze

still average at 151.85 gurus (the average of commercial real estate being 447.21
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gurus). Thus, the mean of taxes paid in the residential areas of Hoca Hamze is more
than four times higher than in Hoca Giyasiiddin.

There are two possible methods of mapping this distribution. A scale by
percentile - what do 25 %, 50% and 75% per cent of the population in these
neighbourhoods pay for their real estate — is more sensitive to changes on the lower
levels of taxes. 25% of the inhabitants pay less than 28 gurus for their property, 50%
pay less than 49 gurus and 75% less than 101 gurus. More valuable property — or
property for which more than 300 gurus are paid — is however distributed indistinctly
although they vary considerably and rise up to 4348 gurus (for a han with ten
rooms). Besides this scale by percentile thus, another scale was used with equal
differences between the categories in order to map differences in taxes on a higher
level. It does not distinguish however between low and high amounts paid by 75% of
the population (see maps 7-12). The picture emerging from the maps is one of sharp
differences between the neighbourhoods and a residential mix to a varying degree.
While in Hoca Giyasiiddin there are only three households and a bakkal (or five per
cent of the property owners) paying more than 100 gurus (which anyways applies to
less than 25% of the households in total), in Sar1 Bayezid by contrast 47% of the
households pay more than 100 gurus. In Hoca Giyasiiddin a third or 26 households
pays less than 28 gurug, in Sar1 Bayezid this is the case for only five or 15% of the
households. These two neighbouring mahalles contrast with Hoca Hamze where 36
or 36% of the households pay more than 100 gurus and only 8 households (14%) less
than 28 gurug. While this is more or less similar to Sar1 Bayezid, the differences in
the higher amount of taxes paid are more pronounced in Hoca Hamze. In Sar1

Bayezid 3 households pay more than 300, one household more than 400 gurus. In
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Map 9: Sari Bayezid mahalle taxation 1873
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Map 10: Hoca Giyasiiddin mahalle taxation 1 1873
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Hoca Hamze one household pays more than 300, none pays more than 400, but 3
households pay more than 500 gurus in the residential areas of the neighbourhood.
The differences in taxes paid for property in Hoca Hamze are thus more pronounced
than in Sar1 Bayezid.

The value of a house (kiymet-i emlak) is another indicator in measuring the
distribution of wealth. For the whole area the value of a house — or property
categorised as hdne (house), hane ma' bagge (house with garden) and konak ma’
bagce ma' sebil (mansion with garden and fountain) - averages 27,100 gurus, 500
gurus being the cheapest and 800000 gurus the most expensive property. The average
value varies between 32,362 gurus in Sar1 Bayezid, 10,270 gurus in Hoca
Giyasiiddin and 50,118 gurus in Hoca Hamze. Again, a similar distribution emerges
with the lowest house values in Hoca Giyastiddin, Sar1 Bayezid taking a place in the
middle and Hoca Hamze heading the table (see maps 13 - 15). Yet, as long as these
figures are not set in relation with the purchasing power of the time, they remain
relatively meaningless. We might thus calculate a price of a house in terms of
working days for an unqualified construction worker in Istanbul, who earned about 8
gurug for a day's work in 1873.%' To purchase an average priced house in Hoca
Giyasiiddin thus, he had to work 1,284 days (3.5 years), 4,045 (11 years) to buy one
in Sar1 Bayezid and 6,264 days (17 years) to possess a house in Hoca Hamze.

Supposing that the value of a property equals the price for which it is sold
opens up an opportunity for a tentative comparison between the value of property in

1873 and

231 according to the statistics prepared by Sevket Pamuk (ed.). Istanbul ve Diger Kentlerde 500
Yillik Fiyatlar ve Ucretler 1469-1998 = 500 years of Prices and Wages in Istanbul and other
Cities (Ankara: Bagbakanlik Devlet Istatistik Enstitiisii, 2000).
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prices of property in 1818 as indicated in the court records.”* In 1818 a garden in

1-5000 [ ] 35 001 - 45 000
5001 - 15 000 Bl  45001-55000
[ ]

[ ]

15001 - 25 000 < 55000
25001 - 35 000 public building

Map 13: Value of real estate in Hoca Guyasiiddin 1873

232 This supposition quite apparently involves again several problems connected to the nature of tax
registers. The interest of the homeowner in a tax registers naturally is to pay less tax and thus to
register his house at low value. This contrasts with purchasing a house, as the homeowner tries to
sell it at the highest value possible.
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Map 14: Value of real estate in Sart Bayezid 1873
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Map 15: Value of real estate in Hoca Hamze in 1873
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Hoca Hamze is sold for 260 gurus™*, a quilt- makers shop in Hoca Giyasiiddin for
2,000 gurus™*, and a bakkal shop in Tiryaki Carsisi for 680 gurus™*. Thus, to buy the
garden in Hoca Hamze, an unqualified construction worker had to work for 170 days,
after 1309 days (or 3,5 years) of work he could buy the quilt-makers shop in Hoca
Giyasiiddin and after 445 days the bakkaliye in Tiryaki Cars1. In another law suit in
1855, an oilmill (yaghane) located in Kemer Alt1 was sold for 22,000 gurus or,
converted to the currency 'working days', 2,781 days (7.6 years) of work. The price
in the tax registers of 1873 for a garden averages 6,000 gurus (750 days, about 2
years) and the price for a bakkal 24,108 gurus (3,013 days, 8 years). These numbers
imply an enormous increase in prices between 1818 and 1873.

Maybe a more direct comparison is possible: The register of 1873 most probably
includes the quilt-makers shop in Hoca Giyasiiddin — still owned by non-Muslims,
next to the Mehmed Paga Fountain, but no longer a quilt-makers shop, but that of an
ordinary bakkal. The defter determined the value of the bakkal shop at 12,000 gurus
— which is a moderate increase from 1,309 working days or 2,000 gurus in 1816 to
1,500 working days in 1873.%’

To buy a house as an unqualified construction worker, who could supposedly
save up to 10% of his income for housing, in any other area than Hoca Giyasiiddin
was evidently impossible during a lifetime. With regard to real estate prices even
Hoca Giyasiiddin seems to have been a rather wealthy area — our unqualified
construction worker would have to save up money for approximately 35 years.

As already mentioned, calculations for the value of houses are based on the

233 Istanbul Mahkemesi 122: 8-66/8b-1.4

234 Istanbul Mahkemesi 122: 1-120/9b-2.3

235 Istanbul Mahkemesi 122: 1-122/57b-1.4

236 Istanbul Mahkemesi 199: 17-3

237 Changes in the real value of the shop can be measured, by comparing the silver content. The
increase is actually quite substantial from 7,44 gram in 1817 to 11,95 gram in 1873.
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size of the plot with most houses including gardens — indeed the registers otherwise
tell us nothing about the size of the house (see chap. 2). To balance this possible
delusion, the number of rooms inside the houses can be compared (tab. 4). On
average again, in Hoca Giyasiiddin houses contain three rooms contrasted by five
and almost six rooms in the other two mahalles, respectively. This confirms the

notion of distribution of wealth, that we had been able to grasp so far.

rooms mean in the mahalle

Cami'-i Serif-i Sokak 35
Cikmaz Sokak 3
Hoca Giyasiiddin il/{a;selr: ksgcl)(lgk 3:45‘
Mehmed Pasa Yokusu 3,04

Tirbe Zokak 3,38 33
Tavanli Cesme Sokak 3,6
Sar1 Beyazid Caddesi 7.4
Cami Sokak 6,25
Sar1 Beyazid Abaci Cesme Sokak 4,57
Vefa Caddesi 6,5

Cikmaz Toprak Sokak 32 5,13
Kemer Alt1 3,63
Divoglu Yokusu 7,5
Kepenekg¢i Sokak 4
Hoca Hamze Divoglu Mekteb Sokak 3,25
Kiilhan Sokak 10,25
Odunkapusu Yokusu 49

Seyhiilislam Kapu Caddesi 8,11 5,95

Table 5: Average of rooms according to street and mahalle

Another good indicator for the distribution of wealth appears to be the
existence of running water as it correlates with the amount of real estate tax, value
and size of the property (map 16-18).”* While only 3 houses in Hoca Giyasiiddin

were connected to fresh water sources, in Sar1 Bayezid 6 houses (17%) and 58

238 this has been observed as well by Ugur Tanyeli, “Norms of Domestic comfort and Luxury in
Ottoman Metropolises Sixteenth to Eighteenth Century,” in eds. Faroghi, Surayia; Neumann,
Christoph, The Illuminated Table, the Prosperous House (Wirzburg: Ergon Verlag, 2003), pp.
301-316.
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household connected to
the water system

Map 16: Households connected to the water system in Hoca Gryasiiddin 1873
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E household connected to
the water system

Map 17: Households connected to the water system in Sart Bayezid 1873
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Map 18: Households connected to the water system in Hoca Hamze 1873
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houses (75%) in the residential areas of Hoca Hamze were connected to the water
system. Hoca Hamze quite clearly profited from the water system in place for its
commercial area to which 82% of the houses were connected. These are, I think,
quite surprisingly high numbers even if we compare them to an international context
— in post-Haussmann Paris "half the houses did not have running water in 1870, and
the distribution system to commercial establishments was weakly articulated. "™
Taken together, these factors describe a clear distribution of wealth. While
Sar1 Bayezid and Hoca Hamze have a similar residential mix, Hoca Giyasiiddin is by
far the most homogeneous, with a similar low to average amount paid for rather
modest housing. Besides these differences between the mahalles, two patterns in the
distribution of wealth can be detected. The area covered by the registers is placed on
the hill slopes leading down to the Golden Horn. As typical for Istanbul until present-
day, the further up on the hill property is located, the more valuable it is, as these
locations guarantee a view on the water. Likewise, the streets more or less on the
ridge (Seyh-iil islam Kap1 Caddesi, Vefa Caddesi and Sar1 Bayezid Caddesi) house
mansions or huge houses. A second intervening pattern is the width of streets. The
aforementioned streets and additionally Tavanli Cesme Sokag1 are thoroughfares and
contrast with small streets and dead-ends like Cikmaz Sokak in Hoca Giyasiiddin or
(Cikmaz Toprak Sokagi in Sar1 Bayezid. The smaller the streets, the cheaper the

property along these streets.

239 Harvey 2003: p. 251.
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The structure of the mahalle

The observations made so far imply three very different mahalles making it difficult
to generalise on this topic. Hoca Giyasiiddin firstly, is a modest mahalle with a rather
uniform stock of wooden housing. It consists of 76 residential buildings, one
bakkaliye and three public-religious buildings organised along seven streets.
Secondly, Sari Bayezid with its 33 residential buildings (one being brick
construction), three public-religious buildings and six streets is far smaller and richer
than Hoca Giyastiddin. The huge quarter of Hoca Hamze, thirdly, is divided into a
residential and a commercial area. While on the one hand, the 42 commercial
buildings are brick structures, Hoca Hamze's residential area is made up of 129
buildings, only eight of which are partly brick construction. Thanks to its commercial

240

area with its bekar odalari**’, Hoca Hamze benefits from 12 public-religious

buildings.

How does this diversity fit with the concept of mahalle summarised under
four headings (namely, “mahalle in the city”, “mahalle as Legal, Political and Social
community”, “mahalle as Private Space” and “mahalle as Social and Religious
Entity) in chapter 1? With regard to size (as a short reminder, according to the

literature 100 — 120 houses are an average size of a mahalle during the nineteenth

century), Sar1 Bayezid is miniscule and Hoca Hamze mammoth-sized. Moreover, as

240 As the commercial area of Hoca Hamze leads to a completely different topic, I restrict myself
here to a short comment. Bekar odalari are lodgings for (oftentimes seasonal, generally
unmarried) labourers that are situated in commercial areas. In the commercial area Necis Hani
(26 oda and a toilet), Mehmed Emiroglu Hani (18 oda), Halil Efendi Hani (20 oda and a toilet),
Seyh Davud Hani (10 oda, toilet, tiirbe, mescid, sadirvan and a bakery) and one single oda are
located. Except Seyh Davud Hani, these hans had no noteworthy infrastructure, so that daily
needs had to be fulfilled in the mahalle. For more on this topic: Florian Riedler, “Wanderarbeiter
(bekar) im Istanbul des 19. Jahrhunderts: Zwischen Marginalitit und Normalitét,” in eds. Pistor-
Hatam A.; Richter, A., Bettler, Prostitutierte, Paria: Randgruppen in Asiatischen Gesellschaften
(Hamburg: EB-Verlag, 2008).
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regards the notion that mahalles are supposed to be functionally different from the
commercial areas of the city, Hoca Hamze as a mixed commercial-residential quarter
is rather unconventional. To boot, the margin between commercial and residential
dividing the mahalle in two, is a divide between bachelor's rooms and Tahtakale's
wild life on the one and mansions of Siileymaniye's rich inhabitants on the other
hand. Yet one has to note, that the commercial and the residential parts of the
mahalle are well segregated parts divided by a steep geography. Still, I doubt that
this proximity would not allow for interpenetration between the two areas —
rendering the whole idea of semi-private female space in the mahalle ad absurdum.
Cem Behar has observed the emergence of sub-areas in Kasap Ilyas mahallesi and

"2 of mahalles. A possible and — given the fact

constant “merges and acquisitions
that this is the only indicator - very cautious interpretation of this mixture is to
understand it as a slow extension of the market area into Siileymaniye's residential

quarters - a process which becomes very obvious in the 1950s.%

By and large, our three mahalles are homogeneously Muslim quarters with
non-Muslims present as shopkeepers, but apparently not as residents. Heterogeneous
however, is the residential mix in Hoca Hamze and Sar1 Bayezid. Although an upper-
strata of society inhabits these quarters, they are not exclusive to moderate income
groups. Indeed, palaces and huts are placed side by side. As we have seen, this

contrasts sharply with Hoca Gryasiiddin.

241 Behar 2003: p.16.
242 Kiray 1998: p. 13.
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Property relations

70 % of the building stock in the area under observation belongs to foundations
(vakif), 20 % of which are in the hands of small foundations or foundations owning
only little property in the area. 50% of the building stock is held by only 19
foundations (see maps f-h). 19 buildings are connected to the Haremeyn-i Serifeyn
foundations. The income of these foundations was collected and send to Mekka and
Medina once a year (surre)**. A majority of them are located in Hoca Giyasiiddin. At
second place and the biggest landlord turns to be the endowment of Merzifonlu Kara
Mustafa Pasa with 15. Merzifonlu Kara Mustafa Paga had been grand vizier, who
launched the siege of Vienna in 1683.%* In Hoca Hamze the mansions lined up along
Seyhiilislam Caddesi (the konaks of Tahir Pasa with its annexes, Mehmed Izzet Bey
and Mumcular Kethiidas1 Hact Ahmed Aga) and the houses in Kemer Alt1 and

Kepenekei Sokagi are connected to this foundation.

243 Kahraman 2006: p. 3, Oztiirk 1995: p. 30, 76.
244 Siireyya Vol. 4.2. 1971: p.478.
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Binbagi Haci Mustafa Aga foundation
BBl Harameyn-i Serifeyn foundation

[4 ] Hoca Giyasiiddin foundation

[5] Izzet Paga foundation

Kapudan Kaymak foundation

Katib $emseddin foundation
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|'lIII
f}*
IIIII
|
|
|

Rusnamci Omer Efendi foundation W’%—j“
Serpeykan Haci Mustafa Aga
foundation N
Sultan Kethiidasi El-Hac Mehmed
Pasa foundation

g Seyhiilharem es-Seyyid Mehmed Efendi
foundation

Map 19: Foundations in Hoca Guyasiiddin 1873
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Harameyn-i $erifeyn foundation

Kapudan Kaymak foundation

Sar Beyazid foundation

Sipahilar Adasi Mehmed Emir A§ia foundation
Sultan Kethildasi El-Hac Mehmed Paga foundatior

Ruznamci Efendi Ali Efendi foundation

Map 20: Foundations in Sart Bayezid 1873
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These are the most valuable regions in the registers.

The names and titles stated in the register as owners of a property or a share
of it, shed a light on property relations in the area. To draw conclusions, however, is
a partly dangerous undertaking, as titles - “Efendi”” and “Haci” especially - seem to
be ambiguous and are often used interchangeably.** Almost a third of the property is
owned by more than one shareholder. Shops with Muslim and non-Muslim

shareholders are not uncommon.

Hoca
Gryasiiddin | San Beyazid | Hoca Hamze |Total
Efendi 24 9 14 47
Haci 4 0 14 18
Aga 13 2 12 27
Bey 2 7 10 19
Paga 0 3 12 15
es-Seyyid 3 3 2 8
Molla 1 0 0 1
Hanim 28 7 15 50
non-Muslim 1 0 4 5
non specific 4 0 0 4
other high (military) 0 3 0 3
Total 80 34 83 197

Table 6: Rank of first shareholder of property

Regarding only the owner or the shareholder named first in the registers as visible in
tab. 6, the expected picture of high ranks in Hoca Hamze and low ranks in Hoca
Giyasiiddin emerges. For instance, 12 of the owners in Hoca Hamza bear the high
military rank of pasa, while in Hoca Giyasiiddin not a single person of this title can

be identified.

A common practice appears to be dividing property between a married

couple. Hence, a quarter of the persons named as second shareholders are female

245 more on this problem see: Canbakal, Ayntab at the End of the Seventeenth-Century: A study of
Notables and Urban Politics, (doctoral thesis, Havard University, 1999), p. 131.
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with a great majority of them being the wife of the first shareholder. Thus, almost 30
per cent of the property is owned by women — a surprising finding, which I will deal

with in the following.

Women as homeowners
The female share of a total of 57 595 zira'land is 16 741,55 zira' or 29 per cent. This
number however changes according to mahalle. The mean of female property in
Hoca Giyasiiddin rises considerably in some streets up to 71, 65 and 62 per cent in
(Cikmaz Sokak, Maslak Sokagi and Tavanli Cesme Sokagi (tab. 6). This stands in

sharp contrast to streets in Hoca Hamze in general and more specifically to its

Percent of
female
San Hoca Hace property
Beyazid | Giyasiiddin | Hamze in total

Cami'-i Serif-i Sokak 43,50 . . 0,36
Cikmaz Sokak 53,06 . . 0,71
Harem Sokak 88,50 . . 0,37
Maslak Sokak 67,50 . . 0,65
Mehmed Pasa Yokusu 46,25 . . 0,35
Tavanli Cesme Sokak 40,25 79,17 . 0,31
Tiirbe Sokak 86,18 . . 0,08
Sar1 Beyazid Caddesi . 310,80 . 0,26
Cami Sokak . 0 . 0
Abaci Cesme Zukagi . 9,44 . 0,03
Vefa Caddesi . 412,50 . 0,34
Cikmaz Toprak Sokak . 49,66 . 0,21
Kemer Alt1 . . 83,64 0,39
Divoglu Yokusu . . 76,76 0,5
Kepenekgi Sokak . . 42,50 0,34
Divoglu Mekteb Sokak . . 22,10 0,13
Uzungarg1 Caddesi . . 11,64 0,24
Pacaci Sokak . . 0 0
Sekerci Sokak . . 2,34 0,03
Seyh Davud Sokak . . 0 0
Kiilhan Sokak . . 375,00 0,4
Odunkapusu Yokusu . . 65,73 0,26
Seyhiilislam Kapu Caddesi . . 206,25 0,32
TOTAL 425,24 861,57 885,95

Table 7: Average of zira' land owned by women according to street and mahalle
commercial area. In
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Pacaci, Sekerci and Seyh Davud Sokak women own nothing. As visible in the maps

(maps 22 - 24 ), a female-property geography extends from Tavanli Cesme Sokagi
(on
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o

L
A
w
S
R

Map 22: Portion of land owned by women in Hoca Guyastiddin
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Map 24: Portion of land owned by women in Hoca Hamze
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the southern side, which belongs to Sar1 Bayezid with 41 per cent of the property in
the hands of women) to Hoca Giyasiiddin. Here, 20 of the houses are owned by
women only. These numbers are, even by today's standards quite astonishing. It is
clear that the bigger and wealthier the house, the larger the share owned by men.
Although, as mentioned before, a part of this high share might be explained by
strategies to save taxes and household formation by single women was not
unthinkable?*, the coincidence of relative moderate or poor living conditions and
female homeownership poses new questions. If a woman is the single owner, does
this imply that she is the only breadwinner of the household? Is she a widow? If this
was the case, female homeownership would be synonymous — and this again,
unfortunately, has not changed until today — with poverty. Having said this, a look
into the census of 1885 or rather the meagre yield provided by the 5% sample offers

an alternative explanation.

Dubious Business in Siileymaniye
The 5% sample of the census data only contains 3 households in the vicinity of
Stileymaniye. All of them are located in Tavanl Cesme Sokagi numbers 3,7 and 9
respectively. Thus, these houses are situated down the hill in Hizir Bey mahallesi —
and as the tax registers of 1873 contain the street numbers 17 to 31 — a direct
comparison is impossible. The households included in the census however are
noteworthy: All of them are owned by single females aged between 15 and 41 years,
two of which are given as widows, one of them as living together with a co-resident
without familial relationship. This “co-resident” is coming from Circassia and is

working as a day labourer (rengber) only 21 years of age. One of the widows, who is

246 Duben 1990: p. 428.
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15-years old, shares her house with a 20-years old, unmarried farmer from Erzurum.
Although the profession of these young “widows” is registered as “unknown” in the
census, there can be little doubt to the means these women make a living. Obviously
the three women living in three neighbouring houses in Tavanli Cesme Sokag1 were
prostitutes.

Of course it is difficult to travel back 12 years in time, 100 meter uphill and
conclude that some of the female homeowners in Hoca Giyasiiddin were also
prostitutes. This guesswork nonetheless is supported by another hint, I found in
Cengiz Kirll's work on the havadis jurnalleri. In 1840 one of the police officers
overhears a conversation in a coffee house close to Sarachane, where an officer

complains about prostitutes in Siileymaniye:

Devlet-i Aliyye'de bir zabit olsam evvela Siileymaniye'de olan yalan sahidleriyle
fahigelerin ¢aresine bakar idim. Bu ¢ekilen sikind1 boyle hilafi kabil ediib
agikare yalan gahidleri bayagi bir esnaf. Fahiseler dahi saglarini agsun, gégsiinii
acgsun buna Hakk'in rizas1 var midir? Ya'ni boyle seyler ser'inin hilafi oldugunu
Kazasker ve hakimler biliyorlar iken boyle kaziblerin sehadetlerini turub da'va
gormelerine mu'cib olunur. Hakk teéla 6rf-i Osmaniyye'ye zeval vermesin, kustr

yine bizdedir.*’
Prostitutes strolling around in revealing clothes in 1840 and several whorehouses in a
row in 1885 clearly does not match the narrative told about Siileymaniye (see chap.
4). Given the fact that Siileymaniye is full of secondary schools, close to the harbour
and the market area, imagining young men searching for “distraction” is not so
difficult and an integral part of daily life in big cities. Apparently, the existence of
prostitution rather needs to be interpreted as an integral part of city life, than as an
indicator for a dilapidated area or decline. Still, in order to come up with more than

tentative answers, the topic is too neglected especially for intra-muros Istanbul and

247 Cengiz Kurli, Sultan ve Kamuoyu. Osmanli Modernlesme Siirecinde "Havadis Jurnalleri" (1840-
1844) (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Is Bankas1 Yaynlari, 2009). p. 171/172.
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the evidence presented here insufficient.

Divorce rates in Siileymaniye
Indeed, the female population in the area under observation is a quite astonishing

one. Among the 23 cases of the ser'iye sicilleri analysed, five are concerned with

ot

divorce. According to law,

divorce was only possible if 3 ~'

the husband ended the
marriage (talak), both
spouses agreed on a
dissolution of marriage (hul

divorce) or if a problem with

VN a8 ,
Hllustration 15: Women in front of the Siileymaniye mausoleum (ca.
1890 - 1910)
appeared. Hul divorces were

the dowry (mehr-i miieccel)

common practice in the seventeenth and eighteenth century?*, but it is still hard to
estimate divorce rates and the proportion of Aul divorces among divorces in general.
Among the 62 law-suits brought to the courts of Istanbul by women in 1675 only
three cases are concerned with Aul divorce and another three with the dowry.?*
Akoz's work on a marriage register (nikah defteri) of an imdm in a mahalle in
Besiktas might give another idea. Of the 267 marriages registered between 1869 and

1883, seven were ended by the man and one by the woman.”® Seen in this light, one

248 Madeline C. Zilfi. "We don't get along": Women And Hul Divorce in the Eighteenth Century,” in
ed. Zilfi, Madeline C., Women in the Ottoman Empire. Middle Eastern Women in the Early
Modern Era (Leiden/New York/Koln: Brill, 2007), p. 264-296.

249 Fariba Zarinebahr-Sahr, “Women, Law, and Imperial Justice in Ottoman Istanbul in the Late
Seventeenth Century,” in ed. Sonbol, Amira El1 Azhary, Women, Law, and Imperial Justice in
Ottoman Istanbul in the Late Seventeenth Century, Women, the Family, and Divorce Laws in
Islamic History (Syracuse, N.Y.: Syracuse University Press, 1996), p. 88.

250 Alaaddin Akoz, Bir imdmin Nikah Defteri (Konya: Tablet Kitabevi, 2006). p. 50.
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talak divorce, three hul divorces and one woman applying to the court to get a higher
dowry among 23 cases covering the years 1817, 1855 and 1870 only, is rather
extraordinary. Two hul divorces are undertaken by women living in Hoca Giyasiiddin
in the years 1827*! and 1855*”, the third one in 1817* in Siileymaniye. The most
interesting case, from my point of view, is the case of Fatima Hanim ibnet-i Mehmed
Ali who is divorced by the mentioned former functionary of the Fevdid-i Osmaniye
Kompanyasi Hamdi Bey ibn Osman Pasa in 1870 in Siileymaniye. Hamdi Bey not
only missed to pay the dowry of 5000 gurus to his former wife, but also used parts of
her property (two shawls, 3 quilts, a golden watch, 2 silver spoons, 1 silver cup and
her jewellery) as guarantees to lend money. Fatima Hanim ibnet-i Mehmed Ali
applies to the court claiming 6000 gurus from her husband — which is quite a
substantial amount of money.”** Hamdi Bey, however, seems to be unable to pay this
amount as only four days later he applies to court to get back a certain golden watch
worth 1000 gurus which he gave Ahmed Hulusi Efendi ibn Mehmed Ali for
“repairs”.>

Evidently, hul/ divorce and women exercising agency in law-suits using
Islamic family law is not restricted to the independent but needy women of Hoca
Giyasiiddin. The cases at hand cut across mahalle, rank and class: It is Hadice bint
el-Hacc 'Omer getting divorced from Mehmed Bese ibn Memis (holding a military
title) in Siileymaniye as well as Ayse Hatun binti Mehmed divorcing 'Seyh
'Abdurrahman bin Téhi (holding a high religious title) in Hoca Giyasiiddin and the

mentioned Hamdi Bey, a former employee of the modern business Fevaid-i

251 Gokegen 2003: p. 218.

252 Istanbul Mahkemesi 199: 47-1
253 Ertug 2006: no. 2-351/42b-2.1.
254 Sahin 2001: p. 181.

255 Sahin 2001: p. 174
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Osmaniye Kompanyasi. Yet, to describe a pattern, one would need to read another
hundred law- suits.

In conclusion, the data at hand does not provide the opportunity to observe
social change. Besides this rather disillusioning fact, we are able to make the
following remarks: High state officials are still moving to the area in the second half
of the nineteenth century. To share a living environment with people involved in
trade and people of not necessarily honourable social status — like prostitutes and
divorced women — does not seem to have deterred them. Members of the religious
classes are hard to trace in Siileymaniye, but seem to have constituted one small

group among military officials and “modern” bureaucrats.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUDING REMARKS

As soon as we direct our attention away from the minarets down to the ground and
fix its history to the nineteenth century, an unexpected picture — though with many
missing parts — emerges before our eyes. These concluding remarks try to tie together
the little pieces mentioned in this thesis.

Attempt and failure to locate the mahalle Stileymaniye is a miserable
outcome for a thesis committed to detect its everyday life. The absence of the
mahalle in archival sources, however, is revealing. The Ottoman state had no
influence in delineating the mahalle and was hardly able to grasp its changing
borders. To some degree at least, the (in)ability of the administration to define
Siileymaniye mahallesi, might interact with the strength of a mahalle-bound identity.
This question however, can only be answered by further research comparing different
mahalle. The insights we gain into the three mahalle in the third quarter of the
nineteenth century, do not allow for any conclusion but one: Towards the end of the
nineteenth century in Istanbul a great variety of neighbourhood formations was
conceivable. On the one extreme stands Hoca Giyasiiddin as a modest quarter with
uniformly small, wooden houses and an extraordinary high percentage of female
property owners. Hoca Hamze, the other extreme, is a posh neighbourhood with

wooden mansions lined up side-by-side in one of its parts and a commercial area in
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the other. None of them fits the outlined concept of mahalle. This variety makes it
hard to form an opinion on the question of the socio-economic distribution in the
mahalles. Is the difference between Hoca Giyasiiddin and Hoca Hamze one of
coincidence or does it indicate the beginnings of class-based socio-economic
differentiation? The observed patterns of concentration of wealth along the mountain
ridge and wide streets very much points to stratification according to class within
each of the mahalle and the mahalles compared to each other. One could speculate
that the beginnings of socio-economic segregation have to be dated earlier than to the
Young Turk period and the exit of elites from intramural Istanbul®°, but started in
intramural Istanbul in the second half of the nineteenth century.

If we juxtapose the three aspects institutional change, built environment and
social change in an attempt to understand their interaction, we can reckon with the
following:

1. The abolition of the Janissaries marks a radical change for Siileymaniye's
built and social environment. Subsequent reforms of the foundations and the
educational system likewise have an effect on the area. None of the Empire's
attempts to regularise the built environment, find notable repercussion.
Siileymaniye is and stays wooden until the very late nineteenth century.

2. The Islahat-1 Turuk Komisyonu is the only urban institution with an effect on
Siileymaniye by contrast to any of the municipal undertakings in 1854, 1868
and 1885. The commission, as we see in the example of Siilleymaniye, is not
only concerned with rebuilding the areas destroyed by fire and with future
fire prevention, but also is concerned with the display of mosques and traffic

throughout the city. Even if the Islahdt-1 Turuk Komisyonu, founded in 1865,

256 Duben/Behar 2002: p. 31.
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is an ad hoc reaction to the devastating fires, it is the first time any body of
the new governance models introduced in the nineteenth century acts
effectively on genuine functions of a municipality.

Siileymaniye and its adjacent areas are residential quarters in the backwaters
of the adventurous urban life of Tahtakale, Beyazit Square, Direkleraras1 and
Unkapani. Still, ordinary life in this neighbourhood is hard to imagine.
During religious holidays, it seems, Siileymaniye was frequented by outsiders
dining in the mansion of one of Siileymaniye's officials. Many students resort
to the area using it also as a stage for their political disagreement in 1876.
Adding women in revealing clothes earning a living in dubious business to
this population does seem too far fetched and does not necessarily imply
decline of the area.

The role of women in the neighbourhood is remarkable also with respect to
their large share in real estate. The areas owned by women simultaneously
have a homogeneously small and wooden fabric located on the steep hill
slopes. We can thus conclude that female ownership of houses in
Siileymaniye coincides with poverty and that many of these women were
widows.

To observe elite change after the institutional change of 1826 (new religious
functions, new and different military functions), sources are not sufficient.
What I find surprising is the almost complete absence of religious elites in the
varidat of 1873. Members of the religious classes are hard to trace in
Siileymaniye, but are seemingly one small group among military officials and

“modern” bureaucrats.
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6. Decline of the neighbourhood or exodus of the rich until 1885, with the
sources at hand, is not observable. The housing stock in 1873 is only 15 years
old and few plots remain empty plots. Until 1885 (some) elites still move to
the area as the examples of Kayserili Ahmed Paga, Ferid Pasa, Hamdi Bey

and Tahsin Bey show.

With Tanpinar's guidance, we can lastly enter the house of Misirli Galib Paga on the
Simhane Street in Siileymaniye, close to the Bozdogan aqueduct presumably around

the 1930s. It underlines the just said:

This Galib Paga married three times, the third wife died. The first wife from Egypt with her
topknot, headscarf and jewellery, walks around in the house with a walking stick and a whip in
her hand. Kumasi olan ikinci kadin dahi bu kadina hiirmet eder, tavla oyunlarinda ona
yenilirmis. In the house lives also the daughter of the second wife (Kerime Hanim). The
husband of the daughter, the dentist Hamit Bey (who also did the teeth of Atatiirk) have
different servants each. In the house there is also a cook, her husband and son, and a Russian
gardener. They make the gardener plant hyacinths and tulips, the sanim wanders among them.
Popular saz players and singers gather in this house every evening after the prayer during
Ramadan and amuse themselves. Occasionally, they give a masked ball for 100, 140 persons,
Feyhama Bey (Durab) comes to this ball as a zeibek, his wife Glizin Hanim with a costume of a
Egyptian man on her head a fes.”’

257 Enginiin/Keman 2007: p. 178. original quote: “Bu Galib Pasa ii¢ defa evlenmis, ii¢iincii kadin
6lmiis. Misirh olan birinci kadin hotozlu, basortiilii, miicevherli, elinde baston ve kirbag evde
dolagirmig. Kumasi olan ikinci kadin dahi bu kadina hiirmet eder, tavla oyunlarinda ona
yenilirmis. Evde bu ikinci kadinin, ikinci kadinla kizinin (Kerime hanim), bu kizin kocas1 disgi
Hamit Bey'in (Atatiirk dahi diglerini yaptirmig) birer ayr1 hizmetciler varmis. Evde ayrica bir
ascl1, kocast ve oglu, Rus bir bah¢ivan varmis. Bahg¢ivana stimbiil ve lale diktirir, hanim bunlarin
arasinda dolagirmig. Meshur saz ve ses sanatkarlart her gece teraviden sonra bu evde toplanirlar,
eglenirlermis. Ara sira 100, 150 kisilik maskeli balo dahi verilir, Feyhaman Bey (Duran) zeybek,
karis1 Glizin Hanim Misirli erkek kiyafetiyle basta fes baloya gelirlermis.”
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