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 POPULATION FALL IN SEVENTEENTH CENTURY ANATOLIA:

 Some Findings for the Districts of Canik and Bozok











Mehmet Öz*
Ottoman historians have been  well aware of the fact that the so-called classical institutions of the sixteenth century  underwent a process of transformation dating approximately from the turn of the seventeenth century. As a matter of fact, the Ottomans themselves were the first observers to underline a certain change or, to use their words, a decline or decay in their state and society, which they generally attributed to such factors as bribery, corruption, nepotism and, most importantly, deviation from the established law (kanun-ı kadim).

This study will attempt to analyse an aspect of this process by focusing on changes in settlements and population in two Anatolian districts (Canik and Bozok districts, corresponding roughly to the present day provinces of Samsun and Yozgat in north-central and central Anatolia respectively) in the late sixteenth and first half of the seventeenth century. As is well-known, with a few exceptions mostly related to newly-conquered regions, the Ottomans abandoned their classical method of survey or tahrir system, registration of tax-paying population and taxable resources of administrative districts where the timar system was in force.
 This was closely connected with the fact that  the timar system began to lose its central place in the provincial administration as a result of a general transformation in the social, military and fiscal areas towards the end of the 16th century. Largely relying on what some contemporary Ottoman observers wrote on the situation, modern historians have been, until recently, inclined to attribute the failure of the central government to continue  carrying out provincial surveys to its increasing inability.
 

However, thanks to the studies of some Ottomanists in the last quarter of the twentieth century it has been deemed much more appropriate to approach the seventeenth-century developments in the Ottoman lands as troubles, problems of adaptation to new circumstances not as outright decline, corruption etc.
 In this general framework, returning to our case, needless to say that the Ottoman government never ceased to keep a close eye on the taxable resources of the empire; but, since the revenues allocated under the timar system gradually lost their significance for the centre and the state needed more cash income to meet the new demands of the army and bureaucracy, there occurred a shift in the financial system. In fact the Ottomans had not applied, with negligible exceptions,  the timar system in the Arab lands conquered in the sixteenth century; this may be attributed to such factors as the unsuitability of these lands for the timar system, but the increasing need of the state for cash revenue must also have had a bearing on this.
 From the mid-16th century on, the Ottomans gradually increased the use of the tax-farming system (iltizam), through which they hoped to finance military expeditions and to close budget deficits.

Other financial measures involved the avârız and cizye taxes. As a result of the transformation of the military and fiscal systems, the Ottomans became more and more concerned with such taxes as head-tax (cizye) imposed upon the non-Muslim subjects of the empire and the previously occasional levies called avariz-ı divaniyye. In this process, the state felt obliged to maintain a tight control over these resources through new and specialised types of surveys, while the classical tahrir (survey) lost its importance due to the fact that the timar system lost its central role in provincial taxation. Thus, the Ottoman state reorganised its military and financial structure in the face of new developments.
 Under the circumstances the classical tax-registers or tahrir defters were, in a sense, replaced by such registers as avârız-registers(detailed and summary ones), cizye registers etc. , which would better serve the financial needs of the government.
 It seems that while the detailed avârız registers  can be found to have been compiled throughout the seventeenth century for some districts
, especially during the 1640s the Ottoman government ordered a detailed survey of the households, urban and rural, to establish a basis for avârız and cizye taxes in various parts of the empire, and a series of registers compiled as a result of these surveys have survived today.
 These sources have attracted scholarly attention for some years but they are yet to be used in such a way to tackle some significant problems of the Ottoman historiography with regard to the first half of the seventeenth century. 
  

For the district of Canik we have at our disposal three registers, compiled at the end of the same survey undertaken by Murad Efendi, the defterdar or finance director of the Province of  Rum (Sivas): MM 3880, MM 458 and MM 268.
 For Bozok, on the other hand, we have one register, compiled as a result of the same survey (MM 4874).
 According to a document preserved in the Kadi’s Court Registers of Amasya, Murad Efendi was sent a firman on 28 November 1641 to the effect that  some Muslim and non-Muslim taxpayers left the places where they were recorded for the towns and villages that were situated in the sultanic hass estates, in the free livings (serbest dirliks) of high officials and in the lands belonging to pious foundations set up by sultans, grand viziers and prominent officials; their aim was to avoid paying such taxes as avârız (the so-called extraordinary levy) and cizye (head-tax for non-Muslims). Murad Efendi was ordered to investigate the situation in the Province of Sivas (corresponding roughly to present-day provinces of Sivas, Tokat, Amasya,Çorum, Samsun, Yozgat) and to record the avârız-households, the mukataas (tax-farms), non-Muslim tax-payers, tax-exempts such as pass-guardians (derbendci), bridge-keepers (köprücü) etc. and those tax-payers who had previously gone unrecorded (haric-ez-defter). He was also warned not to heed those claiming that they were exempt from taxation and to compile in a register whether the houses and properties of such askerîs (members of the ruling class) as jannisaries, sipahis, the learned men (the ulema) and the seyyids (persons claiming descent to Prophet Muhammad) had belonged to ordinary tax-payers (reaya hanesi) or not.
 This order clearly indicates the changing priorities of the Ottoman government and the new problems  faced in the first half of the 17th century. As a matter of fact tax-evasion can be considered as a perennial phenomenon, but we should accept the fact that the state had to change the classical method of revenue-surveys as the importance of the administration of the cizye and avârız taxes increased.
There are further examples pertaining to other districts in Anatolia. The Kadı of Kayseri was charged with the survey of the Province of Karaman
 and we have some registers compiled as a result of this survey (MM 3074, 3016, 6510, 7063). From these registers one understands that the tax-paying populations of some kazas or sub-districts were not registered as they were exempt from avârız in return for certain services (such as Bor, Şücaeddin, Niğde, in return for the service of saltpetre (güherçile) , and Aksaray for the sulphur (kükürd)), meanwhile the households of some districts (such as Turgud, Bayburd and Ereğli in the Province of Karaman) were not included in the mevkufat registers, for they were not surveyed.

In another firman (dated 1052/1642) sent to Cafer Efendi, in charge of the Mukataa (tax-farms) Treasury of the Province of Erzurum and commissioned with the avârız and cizye-survey of the same province, it was pointed out that members of the military such as jannisaries, sipahis, timar-holders etc. appropriated the lands, orchards, vineyards previously under the use of the ordinary tax-payers, and that since the askerîs did not pay the avârız, their burden also fell on the shoulders of the reaya. It was stated that whoever held the raiyyet-land under his possession would also pay the avârız.
 On the other hand, only two years after this survey, a new survey was initiated on a petition sent by the governor of Erzurum to the effect that there occurred a plaque in the region that caused many deaths; this of course meant that those who survived the plaque “could not afford to pay the taxes of the deceased as well as their own.”
 

These documents clearly attest to the efforts by the Ottoman central government to increase its tax-revenue to the extent where it would subject to taxation members of the previously tax-exempt askerî groups. Some Ottoman historians have considered this development as one of the measures taken by the Ottomans to improve their financial situation.

Canik and Bozok around 1640

The districts of Canik and Bozok under examination correspond roughly to modern provinces of Samsun and Yozgat respectively. The first includes western parts (Ünye, Fatsa, Korgan etc.) of modern province of Ordu while excluding three sub-districts (Ladik, Havza, Vezirköprü) of the present-day Samsun. As for Bozok it included some part of the modern Sivas (Şarkışla, Gemerek etc.) to the east as well as part of Zile, a sub-district in the Tokat area to the north, while excluding the modern sub-district of Çekerek and northern parts of Akdağmadeni.

In both regions, as in many other areas, we see a proliferation of kazas (sub-districts under the authority of a kadı or magistrate); while the 16th century Canik had only 7 kazas there were 19 in the 17th century. In the district of Bozok, the number of kazas increased from 2 to 9 between 1576 and 1642. When we look at the places where the new kazas were formed it appears that they were mostly the mountainous regions. This in turn implies that the state aimed to closely monitor every corner of the country through its kadıs.
 However, this situation entails another discussion and here we should turn to settlement patterns and demographic features in the districts in question.

A comparison of the results derived from the last classical detailed tahrir register with those obtained from the detailed avârız registers has demonstrated that in the sub-province of Canik there occurred no dramatic change in the number of the settlements (villages and inhabited mezraas) between 1570’s and 1640s, even though there appears to have been a noticeable change in village names. The observation that we come across some “new” villages while some old ones are missing in the registers does not automatically mean a simple change in village names; this rather implies that while some old villages disappeared, new ones were set up.
 Besides, one should take into consideration the possibility that there might have been a dramatic decrease in the number of inhabited villages between 1590s and 1610s when the Celali rebellions hit the countryside which might have been compensated partly in the relatively stable conditions of the following decades. A closer examination of the villages in the Bafra sub-district reveals that while over 70 villages out of 138 appearing in sixteenth century registers continued to exist,  nearly 50 ‘new’ villages were recorded in the register dated 1642. However, one should be very careful in evaluating this data at its face value, as, for instance, some 17 sixteenth-century villages that seem to have disappeared around 1642 have survived up to the present day.

How can this picture be explained? It should  be pointed out first of all that changes in settlement patterns and population were probably affected in varying degrees by natural phenomena such as earthquakes, climatic change, famine and droughts
; however, as Özel argues “..the special conditions which provided grounds for famine and pestilence appear to have been determined by the greater events of the period, the human-made events which played the major role in the overall destruction and resultant changes in the Anatolian countryside.”
 Thus, it seems quite logical to argue that while some villages lost their inhabitants during the Celali rebellions, and at least some of their previous inhabitants founded “new” villages in much safer locations, a considerable number of the peasants might have returned to their original settlements once the detrimental effects of the Celali turmoil faded away in the countryside. Meanwhile, early seventeenth century also witnessed a dramatic decrease in the population of small-sized town of Samsun, but it appears that Samsun suffered more from the Cossack attacks than from the Celalis. On the basis of the available sources it seems that the population of this town dropped approximately from 1600 to 700.
 

As for the district of Bozok one should be more cautious in evaluating the data obtained from the registers, simply because we know that semi-nomadic Turcoman groups densely inhabited the region. This might have caused their omission in the 1642 register; in fact even for 16th century records one must be extremely careful. These reservations in mind, it is observed that, despite the inclusion in 1642 of the sub-district of Budaközü, the number of villages in the Bozok region fell from 629 to 548 between 1576 and 1642.

With regard to the rural and urban population there appears to have been a dramatic decrease if one is to believe the numbers given in these registers. Thanks to the research in Ottoman Archives it has been argued that there was a substantial increase in the population of the Ottoman lands in the second half of the 16th century, although it appears a little doubtful whether this was the case for all the areas. Be that as it may, some studies have demonstrated that the population of certain areas, including Canik and Bozok, increased dramatically between 1520s and 1570s whereas the increase in the total amount of cultivated land was far from matching the rate of population rise.
 

This trend seems to have been reversed in the last quarter of the 16th and the first half of the 17th centuries. We establish a 70 to 80 per cent decrease in the population of such areas as Canik, Amasya, Bozok, Denizli and Harput  if the household unit is taken as the basis of our computation.
 It may be argued that such  a fall in the population is far from reflecting the reality just as might have been the case with the 70-to 80 per cent increase in the 16th century. In fact one may doubt the reliability of our figures on various grounds; but one should also take into account the fact that these records were compiled to help the government learn the taxable resources of the Empire. Therefore, I believe that the government did its best in having the tax-paying subjects recorded in the registers, while the latter might have done their best to evade it.

At this point I will attempt to draw attention briefly to an important point that, I think, has not yet been adequately dealt with: whether there was a subsistence crisis between 1570s and 1640s and, if so, how can this be analysed. To put such an issue on the agenda, one needs to have at his/her disposal concrete data pertaining to the per capita or per household production figures for the period concerned and unfortunately the sources of the period do not provide us with such data, even though one can reach at some rather controversial figures for the 1570s based on estimated tax-amounts from the tahrir registers. It is clear that detailed avârız survey registers give no data related to agricultural production or peasant taxation. Given this, the question arises how one can compare the two periods (1570s and 1640s) to investigate the subsistence problem in the districts under study. It appears to me that there is a way of at least approaching this matter, though through an indirect and, some may think, rather hazardous one: to compare households figures from the two period while taking into consideration the amount of cultivated lands designated as çift, nim-çift, bennâk, zemin
 etc. in 1570s. What I suggest here is that if one compares the çift-hane figures from the 1570s with the hane or household figures from the 1640s, it will be possible to assess the extent to which the latter figures can be relied upon for the study of the demographic and social history of the areas for which they were drawn up. I believe that such a comparison will also enable us to deal with such complicated an issue as the subsistence crisis, even though there are no tax-figures or quantitative data related to the extent of cultivated lands for 1640s. To this end, I have chosen the sub-districts of Samsun, Bafra and Kavak in the Sub-province (sancak) of Canik, for the boundaries of these sub-districts or kazas appear to have remained more or less the same between the two periods under examination (for 1642 the sub-district of Alaçam was included in that of Bafra). Below, I give, on the basis of the detailed register of 1576, the numbers of household heads as well as the total number of çiftliks in the villages of these areas, and compare them with the household heads figures belonging to the 1642 register. The çiftlik figures include ordinary raiyyet farmsteads designated as çift, nim-çift and bennak as well as those land registered as zemin and mevkuf (unallocated) zemins.

The figures suggest that while the peasants of these areas did not have sufficient land in the second half of the 16th century when rural population experienced a substantial increase. This was followed by a rapid decrease probably at the beginning of the seventeenth century, changing this picture to such an extent that in the sub-districts of Bafra and Samsun an average tax-paying household was able to cultivate a full çift, if one thinks that the amount of arable land in the region remained unchanged. Moreover, the peasants of Kavak appear to have been able to improve even further their poor situation if we are to believe the figures. Even though one cannot be certain about the exactness of the 1576 figures and has no data regarding the extent of arable land for 1642, it may be argued that this kind of comparisons for other areas might shed some light on changes in the population and economic conditions of Anatolian peasantry during the period from the mid-sixteenth to the mid-seventeenth century.
Peasant Households and Çiftliks in Bafra, Kavak And Samsun

Sub-district

1576


1642



Hane

Çift(lik)

Hane

Bafra

3546

1311

1415

Kavak

1730

 392

667

Samsun

1789

 744

603

Furthermore, Ottoman historians have long been aware that during this period many peasant farms were taken over by influential people including members of the ruling class
, and, as stated above, introductory parts of the detailed avârız registers and imperial decrees sent to the officials in charge of these surveys clearly attest to this phenomenon. Given this,  we cannot make assumptions on the extent of an average plot of land cultivated by an ordinary tax-paying peasant family.  However, if the vulnerable issue of public safety during the first half of the seventeenth century is taken into consideration, it would not be unsafe to assume that there was a relative shortage of labour vis-à-vis the abundance of arable land, and this may have enabled the Anatolian peasantry or what remained as peasants in Anatolian countryside after the most violent part of the Great Celali rebellions to cultivate sufficient land for their livelihood.

From this brief evaluation it can safely be concluded that we do not have hard data demonstrating to what extent these records regarding settlements and population reflect the actual situation. However, given the limitations of a pre-industrial agrarian society where no meaningful improvements in the agricultural technology had been observed throughout these centuries, it is plausible that a period of population increase, which brought about certain social problems, would be followed by a decrease.
 In this context, it must be said that scholars are well aware of the devastating effects of the Celali rebellions in Anatolia. Many peasants left their places for towns or safer villages; we do not exactly know how many perished in those circumstances. The population increase in the second quarter of the 16th century had already forced young men in the countryside to search their livelihood as workers in towns, medrese or college students or sekban and sarıcas (paid soldiers) in the retinues of governors.
 
In conclusion, the picture that emerges from a brief examination of mid-seventeenth century detailed avârız-hane registers seems to point to a decrease -at least- in the sedentary population of Anatolian countryside, and some degree of break-down in rural settlements. It appears that we need more research to check the reliability of these data on the one hand, and to study the changes in settlement patterns and population after  1650s on the other, for it is important to find out to what extent and for what reasons the “disappeared” villages of  the period between 1570s and 1640s  “re-appeared” in the following centuries. 

Table I : Number of Villages and Peasant Households (Hane) in the District of Canik (1576-1642)

1576
1642

Subdistrict (Kazâ)
Village
 Hane
Subdistrict
Village
Hane

Arım
148
4707
Arım

80
1288

Kavak
40
1730
Kavak
52
667

Samsun
85
1789
Samsun
89
603

Bafra
138
3546
Bafra

Alaçam
110

18
1211

204

Satılmış
98
4666
Satılmış

Meydan

Cevizderesi

Cöreği

Keşderesi

Sergis
32

18.

18

9

11

15
200

284

217

110

66

157

Note that  I have included only  those categories that entail household status, i.e. çift, nim-çift, bennak and caba as well as müzevvec or married(for non-Muslims) for 1576; also note that a total of 903 askerî households, 1181 mücerreds or bachelors and 429 tax-exempts were also recorded in 1642. In addition 778 tax-paying subjects were recorded as kendirci, i.e. hemp-growers in the above districts; from another register  MM 268) exclusively dealing with the hemp-growers and thus including the kendirci reaya of other sub-districts such as Ökse, Terme, Ayvacık, Hisarcık, İfraz, Ünye and Akçay we understand that  there was a total of 1381 (1364 according to my calculation) hemp-growers in the Canik area.

Table II: Number of Villages and Households (Hane) in the District of Bozok (1576-1642)

1576
1642

Subdistrict (Nâhiye)
Village
Hane
Subdistrict (Kaza)
Village
Hane

Akdağ
63
1970
Akdağ
106
948

Gedik + Çıbık
83
3025
Gedik-i Çıbık
71
531

Çıbık
49
1388
-
-
0

Emlak
62
2022
Emlak
49
367

Boğazlıyan
90
2793
Boğazlıyan
43
195

Sorkun
11
238
Sorkun
87
976

Baltı
56
1961
Bozok
63
380

Karadere
50
1445
Budaközü
57
349

Selmanlu
27
815
Selmanlu-yı Sagir
21
152

Deliceözü
12
459
Selmanlu-yı Kebir
51
471

Kanak-ı Zir
44
873




Kanak-ı Bâlâ
60
1145




Aliki
22
570




TOTAL
629
18704
TOTAL
548
4369

Note that the two kazas of the 16th century, Akdağ and Bozok, included 7 (Gedük, Emlak, Çıbık, Akdağ, Aliki, Kanak-ı Bâlâ and Boğazlıyan) and 6 (Kanak-ı zir, Sorkun, Baltı, Karadere, Delüceözü and Süleymanlu) nahiyes (sub-districts) respectively. Also note that there were 252 mücerreds or bachelors and 386 askerî hane in the district in 1642. Also note that the District of Bozok did not include the greater part of the Sorkun sub-district in the 16th century, and that some changes occurred in nâhiye borders in the first half of the 17th century. For 1576 I have used the figures found in the work of Y. Koç (XVI. Yüzyılda Bir Osmanlı Sancağının İskân ve Nüfus Yapısı, Ankara, 1989, p. 57). Around 1576 a total of 18.232 tax-payers were recorded as bachelors able to earn their living (caba) while 4548 persons were classified as simply bachelors (mücerred). Far from reflecting the actual situation, this shows the difference in the recording systems of the two periods.
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� For such surveys in general see, L. Darling, “Avârız Tahriri: Seventeenth and Eighteenth Century Ottoman Survey Registers”, Turkish Studies Association Bulletin, 10 (1986), pp. 23-26; idem, Revenue-Raising.., pp. 87 ff. For the importance of cizye and avârız registers see also, B. McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe: Taxation, Trade and the Struggle for Land, 1600-1800, Cambridge, 1981.For an analysis of avârız and cizye registers and their importance and potential for the demographic history of the Ottoman Empire see, Oktay Özel, “Avarız ve Cizye Defterleri”, Osmanlı’da Bilgi ve İstatistik, ed. Şevket Pamuk, Devlet İstatistik Enstitüsü Publications, Ankara,2000, pp. 35-50. For a general evaluation of these sources for the demographic history of Ottoman Anattolia see idem, “17. Yüzyıl Osmanlı Demografik ve İskan Tarihi için Önemli Bir Kaynak: Mufassal Avarız Defterleri”, XII. Türk Tarih Kongresi-1994, vol. II, Ankara 2000, pp. 735-743 and “ The Population Changes in Ottoman Anatolia during the 16th and 17th centuries: The ‘Demographic Crisis’ Reconsidered”, forthcoming. There are of course countless avârız-hâne lists, but the detailed avârız registers are different in that they list the adult male population of a district, be they tax-paying subjects(re’aya) or military men (askerî, i.e. tax-exempt members  of the ruling class, including the ulema and sâdât, i.e. descendants of the Prophet Muhammed). 


� There are of course some articles in which these sources have been used, but, as far as I am aware,  the only exhaustive study based on them and attempting to shed light on the effects of the Celali rebellion on the Anatolian countryside is Oktay Özel’s hitherto unpublished Ph.D. dissertation entitled Changes in Settlement Patterns, Population and Society in Rural Anatolia: A Case Study of Amasya (1576-1642 (University of Manchester, 1993). For other studies using these records see, Mehmet İpşirli, “XVII. Asır Ortalarında Tokat Şehri”, Türk Tarihinde ve Kültüründe Tokat Sempozyumu (2-6 Temmuz 1986), Ankara, 1987, pp. 57-70; M. Feridun Emecen, “Kayacık Kazâsı Avârız Defteri”, İstanbul Üniversitesi Edebiyat Fakültesi Tarih Enstitüsü Dergisi, XII (1981-2), pp. 160-170; M. Öztürk, “1616 Tarihli Halep Avârız-hâne Defteri”, OTAM (Ankara Üniversitesi Osmanlı Tarihi Araştırmaları Merkezi Dergisi), VIII (1997), pp. 249-293; M.A.Ünal,  “1056/1646 Tarihli Avârız Defterine Göre 17. Yüzyıl Ortalarında Harput”, Belleten, LI/199 (1987), pp.119-129 [reprinted in: idem, Osmanlı Devri Üzerine Makaleler-Araştırmalar, Isparta, 1999, pp.110-118); idem, “1646 (1056) Tarihli Harput Kazâsı Avârız Defteri”, Ege Üniversitesi Tarih İncelemeleri Dergisi, XII (1997), pp. 9-73 [reprinted in: Osmanlı Devri Üzerine Makaleler-Araştırmalar, Isparta, 1999, pp. 119-169]; Gökçe, ibid. 


� While the first one includes the subdistricts of Samsun, Bafra, Kavak, Meydan, Serkis, Keşderesi, Cevizderesi, Cöreği, Satılmış and Alaçam the second belongs to the subdistrict of Arım. The last one, on the other hand, provides a list of those villages in the region some or all of whose inhabitants were engaged in hemp cultivation and liable for providing semi-processed hemp for the Arsenal. While we have not come across a detailed register for the sub-districts of Ünye, Terme, Akçay, Fenaris, İfraz, Ayvacık, Hisarcık and Ökse, on the basis of this last register it seems certain that these areas were too surveyed at the time but the register(s) or the part of the main register belonging to the region is missing. The results obtained from them is briefly discussed in my “XVII. Yüzyıl Ortasına Doğru Canik Sancağı”, Prof. Dr. Bayram Kodaman’a Armağan, Samsun, 1993, pp. 193-206.





� All these registers are preserved in the Başbakanlık Osmanlı Arşivi [Prime Ministry Ottoman Archives] in İstanbul.


� For some documents sent to Murad Efendi (and their English translations), see Özel, Changes..., p. 228-238. For Turkish version, see Özel, “Avarız ve Cizye Defterleri”.


� See also Darling, Revenue-Raising, p. 98.


� See MM 3074, introductory part. Here we also see that the kaza of Koçhisar was not surveyed.


� MM 299, p. 2.


� Darling, Revenue-Raising and Legitimacy, pp. 97-98.


� See for example, ibid.


� I have tried to identify the borders of these sub-provinces on the basis of the villages whose names have been identified in modern maps and lists.


� Cf. Özel, Changes..., p.58. Özel draws attention to the central role of kadis in the assessment and collection process of the so-called extraordinary levies (avârız).


� Cf. Özel, Changes..., pp. 125-143.


� Note that the 1642 register for Canik is not in a good condition and a small part of the ‘disappearances’ may be attributed to our misreadings. However, it is also apparent that some 8 new villages appearing in 1642 can be identified today, which demonstrates the fact that some new settlements were founded while some others disappeared between 1576 and 1642. Similar situation is observed in the Amasya district where out of the 144 villages that seem to have disappeared between 1576 and 1642 43 “re-emerged in time and survived to the twentieth century.” (Özel, Changes.., p.141).


� Özel, Changes, pp. 171-175.


� Ibid, pp. 175-176.


� In this article I dwell on the general picture of the Canik and Bozok areas. I am aware of the fact that each area was subjected to some different changes; for example, beside the effects of the Celalis, the town of Samsun and neighbouring coastal areas suffered also from the Cossack attacks. See  V. Ostopchuk, “Five Documents from the Topkapı Palace Archive on the Ottoman Defence of the Black Sea against the Cossacks-1639”, Journal of Turkish Studies, X, 1986, pp. 98-101. We find a note in MM 3880 which attests to the destruction caused by Cossack attacks on Samsun (p. 4). 


�  See Öz, “Bozok Sancağında İskan ve Nüfus,(1539-1642)”, XII. Türk Tarih Kongresi-Bildiriler, Ankara, 2000, p.794.


� See, M.A.Cook, Population Pressure in Rural Anatolia, 1450-1600, London, 1972. Cf. Mehmet Öz, XV-XVI. Yüzyıllarda Canik Sancağı, Ankara, 1999; Özel, “17. Yüzyıl Osmanlı Demografi..”, p. 741.


� For these results see the works of Öz, Özel, Gökçe and Ünal. For an earlier study focusing on the demographic changes in Ottoman Anatolia from the late 16th to the early 17th century see, S. Faroqhi-L. Erder, “Population Rise and Fall in Anatolia, 1550-1620”, Middle Eastern Studies, v. XI, 1975, pp. 284-301.


� As is well-known a çift corresponds roughly to 60-150 dönüms (one dönüm being 1000 sq.m.) depending on the quality of the land. Nim-çift means half a farmstead while (ekinlü-)bennâk denotes a peasant holding less than half a çift. Literally meaning land, zemin denotes those small plots allocated to peasants on the basis of one akçe per  two dönüms.


� A çift corresponds roughly 60 to 150 dönüm of land (one dönüm being approximately 1000sqm), depending on the quality of the land while nim-çift means half a çift. I have assumed that an average bennak-holding corrsponded a quarter of a full çift. Meanwhile, literally meaning land, the term zemin denotes the lands not allocated to the tax-payers as their farms but given to them as plots of land for which they paid the dönüm-tax.


� See for example, B. McGowan, Economic Life in Ottoman Europe; H. İnalcık, “The Emergence of Big Farms, Çiftliks: State, Landlords and tenants”, Contributions à l’historie économique et sociale de l’Empire Ottoman, Paris, 1983, pp. 111-112. R. Abou El-Haj attaches extreme importance to the process of privatisation of the state (miri) land in explaining the changes in the nature of the Ottoman state: Formation of the Modern State-The Ottoman Empire   Sixteenth to the Eighteenth Century, New York, 1991.


� Earlier research has shown that most of those villages that had relatively smaller populations disappeared during the Celali rebellions and that a noteworthy percentage of the recorded population around 1640 were cited as birunî or outcomer. See Özel, Changes..., p. 138,  159.  


� Recently M. Todorova expressed her doubts on the arguments regarding a sharp decrease in the population in the seventeenth centruy; see her “Was there a Demographic Crisis in the Ottoman Empire in the Seventeenth Century?”, Etudes Balkaniques, 2 (1988), pp. 55-63. However, her arguments do not seem to be valid for the regions under examination. I am rather inclined to agree with Le Roy Ladurie about the Malthusian cycle for a  pre-industrial agrarian society; see his “Peasants”, The New Cambridge Modern History, XIII-Companion Volume, Cambridge, 1979, pp. 115-163.


� For this issue in general see, M. Akdağ, Türk Halkının Dirlik ve Düzenlik Kavgası-Celalî İsyanları, Ankara, 1975. Whether this movement of the young people from the countryside to towns or to the military service was due to the hardships in the rural life or attractiveness of the new opportunities (push or pull factors) has been discussed by historians such as Akdağ, Cook, İnalcık and İslamoğlu-İnan.





� This sub-district corresponds only a part of the 16th century Arım.





