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ABSTRACT

Continuity and Change on the Bosphorus Shore:

Arnavutkoy Before and After the Greek Revolution of 1821

This study examines some crucial phases of transformation in Arnavutkdy (Mega
Revma), in terms of its social topography and landscape. It especially centers on the
Greek Revolution of 1821, as the first serious disruption that affected the Greek
Orthodox population of the village. Comparing sources related to the periods
preceding and following 1821, my aim in this study was to show how and why the
turbulent times of the Greek Revolution shaped population and settlement patterns of
Arnavutkdy. With the help of a variety of sources ranging from the Bostancibasi
registers, population registers, official chronicles, travel and geographical narratives,
and various other documents from the Ottoman state archives, | have tried to reflect
on Ottoman responses to the Revolution (which were by no means constant) and how
Ottoman policies and actions affected the social and physical space of Arnavutkdy in
the short and the long run. My sources also enabled me to make comparisons
between other Bosphorus villages with dominant Greek Orthodox populations and

see how and why the case of Arnavutkdy is unique.



OZET

Bogazici Kiyilarinda Siireklilik ve Degisim:

1821 Yunan Ihtilali Oncesi ve Sonrasi Arnavutkdy

Bu c¢alisma Arnavutkdy’iin, eski adiyla Mega Revma’nin sosyal topografya ve
peyzaji agisindan kritik degisim ve doniisiim donemlerini ele almaktadir ve 6zellikle
yerlesimin Rum Ortodoks niifusunu etkilemis ilk ciddi darbe olan 1821 Yunan
Ihtilali konusunu merkezine almistir. Bu tezin as1l amaci, 1821 dncesi ve takip eden
donemlerdeki kaynaklar1 karsilastirarak, Yunan Ihtilalinin, Arnavutkdy niifus ve
yerlesimini neden ve nasil etkiledigini gostermektir. Bostancibasi defterleri, niifus
defterleri, kronikler, seyahatnameler ve Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi’nde bulunan
cesitli belgelerin 1s18inda Osmanli Devleti’nin Yunan ihtilaline kars1 tutum ve
tepkileri, devletin izledigi politikalarin ve siirdiiriilen faaliyetlerin Arnavutkdy’ii kisa
ve uzun vadede, sosyal ve fiziksel olarak nasil etkiledigi yansitilmaya caligilmistir.
Kullanilan kaynaklar, Rum Ortodoks niifusun yogunlukta oldugu diger Bogazigi
koylerinle Arnavutkdy’iin arasinda bir mukayese yapmaya ve Arnavutkdy’iin bu
baglamda neden ve nasil benzersiz bir 6rnek teskil ettigini gostermeye olanak

saglamistir.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

As a social and urban micro-history study, this thesis intended to uncover the links
between the Greek Revolution of 1821 and the transformation of social topography
and landscape in a Bosphorus village with dominant Greek Orthodox population.
This thesis constitutes a small part of a much complicated and larger picture. It
reflects primarily on the Ottoman stance and response to the Revolution, and how it
affected Arnavutkdy, a Bosphorus village, rather than the larger city; it lacks a
specific perspective on the Empire’s Greek Orthodox subjects, an aspect that recent
publications on the topic, based on Greek sources and often quoted in this work, are

increasingly scrutinizing.

| have used unpublished primary sources such as imperial orders, population
records, documents of internal affairs secretary and ministry of finance and so on,
from the Ottoman State Archives, photographs, published primary sources including
the Bostancibasi registers, official chronicles such as Sanizade and Esad Efendi,

contemporary travel accounts, plans and images.

My principal ambition was to understand the relationship between politics,
identity and space in a crucial transformational phase of a Bosphorus village (today
known as Arnavutkdy), which has a very long history that goes back to antiquity.
Thus, the second chapter of this thesis concentrates on its early history, which starts
with an evaluation of the names given to that region during antiquity and Byzantine
periods. Each name reflects one facet of the identity and character of this place. |
have tried to situate it properly within geography and history with the help of

secondary sources and published primary sources such as Dionysos Byzantios’



Anaplous Bosporou and Pierre Gilles” De Bospora Thracio, I have also tried to shed
light on the social groups and some individuals lining here, and on the main
architectural developments of the era, such as the construction of its main church,
which was built by Constantine the Great and dedicated to Archangel Michael, later
to be renovated during other periods of Byzantine sovereignty. The monument was
so important for the village that two of its names (Michailion and Asomaton) during

Byzantine period were inspired from it.

The second part of the second chapter poses questions such as the following:
What were the characteristics of the village during the last years of Byzantine period
in terms of its population and settlement? And how they changed after the Ottoman
conquest of Constantinople? | have tried to answer these questions firstly by dealing
with the settlement policies of Mehmed 11, such as the practice of “forced re-
settlement” known as siirgiin, and the rights or privileges granted to the city’s former
residents and so on. In that way, | have endeavored to show why and approximately
when the village was named as Arnavutkdy, who constituted its newly shaped
population, and from where these new residents migrated to the village either by
their free will or by force. | have tried to reflect on population and settlement
patterns after 1452 with the help of primary sources, both contemporary and from
later periods, and also secondary sources which provided me with valuable data
about post-conquest Constantinople, such as Cigdem Kafescioglu’s groundbreaking
book Constantinopolis/Istanbul: cultural encounter, imperial vision, and the
construction of the Ottoman capital and Halil Inalcik’s The survey of Istanbul 1455.
Finally, seventeenth century Arnavutkdy on the eve of a transformation was
portrayed within the boundaries of the limited information that Evliya Celebi,

Eremya Celebi, inciciyan and Ayvansarayi Hafiz Hiiseyin Efendi offered us.



The third chapter continues where the second chapter left off, and starts with (pre-)
eighteenth century prospect of Bosphorus villages and particularly Arnavutkdy. The
main concern of this chapter is to understand what kind of changes and
transformations took place during the eighteenth century, which developments
attracted the Istanbul elites, both Muslim and non-Muslim, to the Bosphorus shores:
the Phanariots to ArnavutkOy or Tarabya, members of the imperial family and high
Ottoman bureaucrats to Bebek or Defterdarburnu. To this end, | have introduced
firstly the issue of the seasonal withdrawal known as the practice of go¢. Stating that
it was neither invented nor practiced solely by the Ottoman sultans, I have briefly
explained its former examples such as Byzantine emperors’ ceremonial departures
and seasonal stays on the shores of the Bosphorus and the Propontis. Secondly, |
have dealt with the reasons why Istanbul had experienced such a tremendous and

unprecedented building activity in Istanbul during the eighteenth century.

The rest of the third chapter starts with presenting the reasons of Phanariot
withdrawal from their historic site at Phanar, and their settlement to Bosphorus
villages such as Mega Revma (Arnavutkoy), Kurugesme, Yenikoy and Therapia.
Epidemics such as cholera, plague and typhoid, and catasthropic fires occurring in
Phanar were often suggested in secondary literature as the reasons why well-to-do
families residing in this district of Istanbul chose to retreat to Bosphorus. I have
suggested, instead, that there were other reasons and motivations that attracted
Phanariots and their entourage, such as the relative freedom or distance from the
authority and control of the sultan and the patriarch. I have also shown that
Arnavutkdy was not immune to epidemics, on the contrary such cases of infectious
diseases were seen first on the shores of Istanbul since they were often carried to the

city via sea route by the ships. Similarly, with its wooden architecture Arnavutkoy



was as much in danger of conflagration as any other neighbourhood within the

walled city.

Having discussed the Phanariot’s possible motivations and reasons to reside
in Arnavutkoy-Kurugesme area, I have tried to clarify briefly what kind of an elite
class they were, their positions within the Ottoman state and their diverse origins
(even though most of them claimed Byzantine lineage). The last and the most
important part of the third chapter consists of an evaluation of the available
bostancibasi registers from the end of the eighteenth century and the beginning of the
nineteenth. For the purposes of this thesis, | have analyzed Arnavutkdy in detail from
the Bostancibasi Registers of 1791, 1803 and 1815. I have also included Kurugesme
in my analysis since there were no clear-cut boundaries between these two
Bosphorus villages, and some portions of Kurugesme which were closer to
Arnavutkdy showed very similar patterns to its immediate neighbor (see Appendix
A, Fig.1). Inthe appendices, | have added tables to show each entry of the
Bostancibasi registers in Arnavutkdy and Kurugesme area to illustrate my
comparisons and analysis. I have also analysed Arnavutkdy’s shops and working

population from an esnaf-kefalet defteri recorded during Selim III’s reign.

The fourth chapter aims to find out how the Greek Revolution has become
part and parcel of the history of the village, in other words my intention in this
chapter was to show how the crisis of 1821 was inscribed in the space, settlement
patterns and landscape of Arnavutkdy. At the beginning, I have explained how the
Phanariots have been disgraced in the eyes of the Ottoman Sultans already at the turn
of the nineteenth century. As a result, we can see that even before 1821 only four
Phanariot families were considered loyal and fit to serve as hospodars of the

Danubian principalities. Under the second subtitle, I have tried to clarify their



educational background, their cultural and intellectual abilities, and their relation
with Arnavutkdy; also their ties with the philanthropic foundations and secret
societies which were founded with more or less same principles and aims, that is to
contribute to the educational and intellectual development of Greek society, to
enhance ancient Greek ideals, and in some cases to promote and support the struggle
for independence. Being highly educated and powerful members of the Greek millet
(politically and financially), some Phanariots were placed in top positions in
revolutionary cadres, as influential members of the secret societies such as Filiki
Etareia, or as leaders of the revolutionary army. Hence, when the Ottoman state
started reacting to the upheaval and repressing the revolutionary movement, the
Sultan put all the blame on the Phanariots and punished them severely. After all, they
were the ones who seduced and misled the innocent and loyal Greek reaya to rebel
against their rightful and most generous sovereign, and against the state. The Greek
Orthodox patriarch and the clergy could not escape the violence that came by the
order of the state or by the hand of the mob once the news of the uprising reached the
Ottoman capital. Mob violence could also aim at ordinary people, such as
shopkeepers or people who worked for Phanariots. If seen suspicious they could be
killed at spot, which occurred mostly in Bosphorus villages such as Arnavutkdy. I
have tracked numerous executions and pogroms in Arnavutkdy during 1821, from
the chronicles of Sanizade. However, it becomes impossible to follow in the official
chronicles what happened in after Sanizade left the post of vakaniivis to Esad Efendi
in September 1821. Thus, I have looked at official documents from the Ottoman state
archives to understand Ottoman State’s measures to keep its Greek subjects in
control and its capital city secure. These new orders and preventive or repressive

measures which I have found in numerous hatt-i hiimayuns varied from forced



deportation from the city, armament of the Muslims and disarmament of Christians
(not only Greek Orthodox), control and surveillance of sea traffic, confiscations of
moveable and immoveable properties of the Phanariots and their exiles to Anatolian
cities together with their whole retinues. All of these orders such as the search and
collection of the weapons and cannons, or the confiscations of real estate properties
closely concerned Arnavutkdy, due to its dominant non-Muslim population most of
which consisted of Greek Orthodox subjects, with a relevant number of Phanariots
among them. The remoteness of the village from the city and its closeness to the
Black Sea increased the fog of suspicion in the mind of the Ottoman Sultan. As a

result, the village was closely surveilled during and after the Greek Revolution.

Approximately eight or nine years after the outbreak of the Revolution,
around the time the independent Greek State was established, the Ottoman State has
changed its stance against its Greek subjects. For instance, Phanariots that had been
exiled to Anatolian cities were given permission to return back to Istanbul.
Moreover, the reality of the years following the revolution did not evolve according
to governmental plans. While it was strongly desired that a social turn-over from
non-Muslims to ehl-i Islam should materialize in Arnavutkoy, the houses and lands
confiscated during the turbulent years of the revolution were bought mostly by non-
Muslims again. For inescapable economic, social and cultural reasons, Greeks living
in the Ottoman Empire after the revolution by far surpassed the number of those
living in the newly established Greek State. In Arnavutkdy, the dominant population
was still Greek and non-Muslim in terms of settlement patterns. Having realized that
the short-term strategy did not work out as anticipated, the Ottoman state was
compelled to accept both the existence of the new independent Greek state, and the

reality of a large Greek Orthodox population still remaining within its own



boundaries, a population that could no longer be demonized as unloyal, but was
rather to be reintegrated in the system of governance, and in the social fabric of the
empire. This explains in part the apparently inclusive and conciliatory stance of the
late 1820s and 1830s, at least on the surface. Although the documents are silent on
this issue, a closer look and analysis of them made me question the hidden intentions
and plans behind the new orders and regulations. In the final analysis, at Arnavutkdy
these apparent contradictions materialized in a landscape where the major structures
conceived for Islamization and state control — the mosque and the karakol — occupy
the waterfront and coexist side by side with the most revered landmark of Greek
orthodoxy, the church of Taxiarchis. Far from signifying a situation of peaceful,
multicultural cohabitation (in line with fashionable and nostalgic understandings of
Ottoman “pluralism”), this juxtaposition of contrasting symbols in the political
landscape of Arnavutkdy should be read as the inscription in space of a long,
dramatic struggle for identification with, and control of, an exceptionally contested

and contented site.



CHAPTER 2

EARLY HISTORY

2.1 Ancient and Byzantine names of the village

Why to start with the names of a place? The study of the place-names or toponymy
makes great sense if someone is interested in local history. The names given to a
place define the characteristics of a place such as its geographical features, a nearby
hill or stream; and social characteristics such as its former or current residents. In the
case Arnavutkdy, it was even more important to study the names since the language
of the majority of its residents (Greeks) and their sovereign (Ottomans) were

different and each name reflects one facet of the identity and character of this place.

The area that we know today as Arnavutkdy which situates between
Kurugesme and Bebek, was known as Hestiai (“Hotir”) in Antiquity.! The word
Hestiai or Estiai?> meant quarries and it was most probably an allusion to the
limestone quarries® that were opened by the first settlers of the village namely Greeks
from Megara and Argos®. The village was located between two promontories on the
European side of the Bosphorus. The second promontory, today known as
“Akimtiburnu” was one of the narrowest spots of the strait and it was “referred as

Akrotirion Estie in the oldest surviving source about the history of the area written by

! Dionysos Byzantios, Bogazici 'nde Bir Gezinti "Anaplous Bosporou™ (Istanbul: Yap: Kredi
Yayinlari, 2010), 57-58.

2 Orhan Tiirker, Mega Revma’dan Arnavutkdy’e: bir Bogazici hikayesi. (Istanbul: Sel Yaymncilik,
1999) 12.

3 Regad Ekrem Kogu Istanbul Ansiklopedisi, C.2, (Istanbul: Tan Matbaasi, 1958), 1039.

4 Turker, Mega Revma’dan Arnavutkoy’e: Bir Bogazigi hikayesi 17.



historian Polivios who lived approximately two hundred years before Christ”.> Later
in Byzantine sources, such as Prokopios, Theophanes and Eusthatius’ works®, the
area was referred as Anaplos or Anaplus which means something that goes opposite
to the wind or to the sea stream. While other Byzantine historians such as Georgios
Kedrenos have referred to the ancient village as Sostenios, some dismissed both
Anaplos and Sostenios for being misinterpretations and claimed that Anaplos was
infact a name given to the whole European shores of the Bosphorus and Sostenios to
the Leostenion Bay’ (Istinye). This argument was especially advocated by Petrus
Gyllius or Pierre Gilles the French botanist who came to Constantinople during the
time of Ottoman Sultan Suleyman | and wrote a book called De Bospora Thracio.
Although it seems certain that Anaplos was used in some sources to denote the
narrowest spot of Bosphorus, or mistakenly used to denote Hestiai; it is more
probable that it was actually a name given to the whole piece of land on the
European side just as the names Thracia or Thracio were used to represent that side
of the Bosphorus in antiquity. The titles of Pierre Gilles’ and Dionysios Byzantios’
books, namely De Bosporo Thracio and Anaplous Bosporou may serve to explain the
complexity here. Just as Bosporo Thracio has been used to differentiate it from the
Bosporo Kymmerio, Anaplous should have been used to designate the spot and
differentiate it from other straits (see Appendix A, Fig.2). In fact, because of its
literal meaning Anaplous could have been used incorrectly to designate the narrowest
part of the strait. However, the narrowest part of the Bosphorus is actually between

Pyrrhias Cyon (Rumeli Hisar) and Ehaia (Kandilli), thus it coincides to a fragment of

5 Tirker, Mega Revma’dan Arnavutkdy’e: Bir Bogazigi hikayesi, 12.
® G.V.Incicyan Bogazici Sayfiveleri, (Istanbul: Eren Yayincilik, 2000), 65.

7 Incicyan, Bogazigi Sayfiyeleri, 109. Note of the editor Orhan Duru.



land between Rhoodes Akra (Kayalar Burnu) and Akrotirion Estie (Akinti Burnu) on
the European side not only Hestiai which is a small settlement coming before the

Akrotirion Estie (Akintiburnu)®,

Byzantinist scholar Semavi Eyice adds another name to the list. According to
him this area was called Promotu and it was named after Promotus who became a
consul at the end of the fourth century CE probably because he had built a villa in
this village. This name does not appear neither in Pierre Gilles’ nor in Dionysos
Byzantios’ books, thus we may assume that it was used for a very short period of
time, then forgotten and replaced by another name. Eyice suggests that it was

forgotten already in the sixth century.®

“There was a tendency for ancient cities or villages to be named after their
temples. For instance, in polytheistic cultures they were named after the city god or
temple most of the time.”!? Orhan Tiirker suggests that in Hestiai there was probably
a temple dedicated to the sea god Poseidon, however we cannot be sure due to lack
of evidence.!! After Christianity the places started to be named after monasteries and
churches that were built in the area.”*? In this respect, it was no surprise that the
village came to be known as Mihailion after Constantine the Great has commissioned
the building of a church here in Hestiai and dedicated it to the archangel Michael

(Arhangelos Mihail) whom he believed to be seen in the village®®. Since the building

& The ancient names are taken directly from the notes of the editor Mehmet Fatih Yavuz who
translated Dionysios Byzantios’ Anaplous Bosporou as Bogazigi ‘nde Bir Gezinti. See. 26-32.

9 Semavi Eyice, Bizans Devrinde Bogazigi (Istanbul: Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Basimevi, 1976), 26-28.
0 Inciciyan, Bogazigi Sayfiyeleri, 86.

11 Tiirker, Mega Revma'dan Arnavutkdy'e: bir Bogazigi hikayesi, 17.

12 Incicyan, Bogazici Sayfiyeleri, 86.

13 Tiirker, Mega Revma'dan Arnavutkoy'e: bir Bogazici hikayesi, 13.

10



was in a state of decay in sixth century, inhabitants of Mihailion petitioned and asked
from the emperor to renovate their church. Afterwards it was totally demolished and
commissioned to be rebuilt by Justinianos (527-565), then again restored and
renovated several times by Byzantine emperors such as by Basil | and Isaakhios
Angelos. ** Michailion proved to be long lasting and widely known since we can
encounter this name almost in every account of the history of the village. The church
also inspired another name befitting its spiritual character: Asomaton (Acoudtwv),
which means intangible in English and came to be used by the local Greeks to denote
the village’s connection to the Angel. Occasionally the village was also referred as
Asomatos.’ It is not certain however when the name Mihailion was left behind and
the name Asomaton replaced its place. Orhan Tiirker suggests that it may already
started to be used by Greeks during the time of the conquest of Constantinople and
states that the name was recorded on the lists of churches by Trifonos and
Paterakis.® However, Pierre Gilles who came to Constantinople in sixteenth century
does not mention that name even once. Again according to Tiirker, during the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries Asomaton was in use together with another
name which | will explain in the following paragraph. Since Incicyan refers to
Asomaton as one of the names of the village we may safely suggest that at least in

the eighteenth century it was known and probably used by the local people.

The last and the most important name has derived from a geographical
characteristic of the village. The most powerful stream off the European coast

coming from the Black Sea towards the Propontis (Marmara) in front of the second

¥ Incicyan, Bogazigi Sayfiyeleri, 108-109, see also. Eyice, Bizans Devrinde Bogazigi, 26-27.
15 incicyan, Bogazigi Sayfiyeleri, 108.

16 Tiirker, Mega Revma'dan Arnavutkdy'e : bir Bogazigi hikayesi, 13.
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promontory of the village which marks its northern end was known as Bathys Rhyaks
(deep stream) during the Byzantine period. During Pierre Gilles’ stay in
Constantinople Greeks were calling this stream the Mega Rheuma thus naming the
village behind this stream as Mega Revma.!’ The stream at this point was so strong
that ships were having difficulties to pass or to dock. Justinianos has built a safe dock
here and connected it to the renowned Arhangelos Mihail Church. “Between them he
set up a local market place which demarcated the atrium of the church which was
surrounded by a beautiful portico and the dock on the seaside. The marketplace had
marble flooring and the church was furnished with colorful marbles, columns and
with a high dome.”*® It was a conscious decision to build the main church of the
village on seashore level rather than on the hills extending venerably behind the

village. The new hub brought about an economic and cultural liveliness to the area.

According to Semavi Eyice this place was “abandoned and dilapidated during
the last century of the Byzantine sovereignty since Bosphorus was not seen as
secure”®® as it used to be in the good old days. On the contrary, according to Incicyan
“during the last days of the Byzantine Empire a considerable number of people were
residing outside the walls of Constantinople especially on the shores of the
Bosphorus.”? The real situation however was most probably closer to what was told
by the Byzantinist scholar Eyice since it is known from the works of the historians

Dukas and Phrantzes that Mehmed Il ordered to use the remains of Michailion

Monastery/Church such as its columns in the construction of Rumeli Hisar in 1452,

17 Byzantios, Bogazici'nde Bir Gezinti "Anaplous Bosporou”, 58.

18 Byice, Bizans Devrinde Bogazigi, 27. See also. Petrus Gyllius, Istanbul Bogaz: (Istanbul: Eren
Yayincilik, 2000), 102.

19 Eyice, Bizans Devrinde Bogazigi, 27.

20 Incicyan, Bogazici Sayfiyeleri, 85.
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In fact, Michailion was not the only church that was left to decay in this period.
Inciciyan states that “during the time of Christianity that is to say in Byzantine times,
the number of Christian churches and monasteries was reaching up to three hundred
sixty five but two hundred years later when Du Cange counted them they were

reduced to forty seven.”?!

2.2 What happens after the Ottoman conquest?

To be sure, the disappearance of so many churches and monasteries after the
conquest of the city by the Ottomans had more than one reason. It was not a period
of political decline and decadence of a city but rather the rise of a new political
regime and the reconstruction of its capital city. Mehmed the Il constructed an
Islamic empire on the ashes of a Christian empire. Although he granted rights and
privileges to the Greek Orthodox Church and its community, the main aim was to
create a Muslim city either by building new mosqgues or by converting the existing
churches into mosques. The reconstruction activities of Constantinople after the
conquest are beyond the scope of this study, thus I will only refer to Mehmed II’s
reign in terms of its population and settlement policies in order to show how
population patterns of the city in general and of Mega Revma in particular have

changed.

Immediately after the conquest he tried to attract people to his capital city by
granting tax amnesty and other inducements. Above all, Turks were the largest group
that Mehmed I1 wanted to resettle in Constantinople which is an act that serves one

of Mehmed’s aims: The “Turkification” and “Islamicization” of his newly conquered

2t Incicyan, Bogazici Sayfiyeleri, 86.
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capital city. “This process was not based on converting the non-muslim inhabitants
of the city to Islam rather by importing Turks to the capital city.”?? | have chosen the
word “import” consciously since the first attempt to attract people to Constantinople
failed despite all efforts and the Sultan decided to bring in people by force which was
a policy called “surgun” at the time. Surgun was not only limited to Turkish Muslims
but also for the non-muslim subjects living within the borders of the empire.
“Whereas Muslim subjects were brought mostly from Western and Central Anatolia
but also from Thracia, Christian and Jewish subjects were taken from the Balkans
and from all over Anatolia.”?® This policy too failed to some extent because “those
who got a house were required to pay to the treasury a rent, this caused
dissatisfaction to the immigrants, therefore some of the settlers started to leave the
city”.?* Thereafter, Mehmed II issued an imperial order and granted them “the full

proprietorship”?

of their houses. It is only then “the city began to flourish and
prosper”.2® This brings me to his second aim and probably the most important
objective of his re-settlement policies: To create a multinational and prosperous
capital city. To reach his goal, he promised protection to the people of Galata
especially the Genoese even though they have fought against the Ottomans during
the siege. “Although the Genoese have lost their priority in trade activities under

Byzantine rule, they have enjoyed the rights granted by Mehmed I1 until the

Venetian Republic declare war against the Sultan. The relations continued in spite of

22 Caroline Finkel, Riiyadan Imparatorluga Osmanli: Osmanli Imparatorlugu'nun Oykiisii 1300-1923
(Istanbul: Timas Yaynlari, 2007), 51.

23 |bid.

24 Halil Inalcik, The survey of Istanbul 1455 (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Is Bankasi Kiiltiir Yaymlari, 2012),
582.

2 1bid.

2 |bid.
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decrease in trade activities due to wars and political tensions and Venetians stayed as
an important international trade partner until mid-seventeenth century”?’. Having
ascertained the loyalty of the long established trade partners Mehmed Il also
encouraged Armenians and Jews known for their skills in artisanship and commerce
to settle in the city. Greeks were also forcefully imported from all corners of the
empire. Deportations continued alongside Mehmed II’s new military campaigns?®.
Thanks to Kritovulos we know that people from Morea, Trebizond, Old and New
Phokia, Argos and Illirya (Albania) were deported to Constantinople®®. For instance
he says that, “he (Mehmed II) resettled the ones who were superior or had some kind
of an expertise in Constantinople as soon as he got back from Peloponnese. Others

were re-settled in villages outside the city to cultivate the land”*°,

Mehmed Il ordered his viziers to establish new mahalles (quarters) in
Konstantiniyye (the turkicisized name of Constantinople) for the newly imported
muslim populace. These new mahalles were formed around a mosque or an imaret (a
complex which comprised a local mosque, buildings for charitable services such as a
soup kitchen and commercial buildings annexed to the complex to provide income
and to maintain the pious foundation (wagf)).3*Most of the time the newly

established quarters were given the names of the hometowns of the immigrants such

27 Eric R. Dursteler, Istanbul’daki Venedikliler, Yenicag Baslarinda Akdeniz de Millet, Kimlik ve Bir
arada Varolus (istanbul: Tiirkiye Is Bankasi1 Yayinlari, 2012), 34.

28 Cigdem Kafescioglu, Constantinopolis / Istanbul: cultural encounter, imperial vision, and the
construction of the Ottoman Capital, (University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State University Press,
2009), 179. “...massive deportations of communities from newly acquired territories to
Constantinople accompanied Ottoman territorial expansion”.

2 Ari Cokona, ed., Kritovulos Tarihi 1451 — 1467 (Istanbul: Heyamola Yayinlari, 2012), 17.

30 Cokona, Kritovulos Tarihi 1451 - 1467, 413.

3 Finkel, Riiyadan Imparatorluga Osmanli: Osmanli Imparatorlugu'nun Ovykiisii, 51-52. See also.
Inalcik, The Survey of Istanbul 1455, 10.
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as Aksar ay DRespie afefforssohTurkifecation and Islamicization
“some quarters kept their original Greek
(Pal atio), VIaherna ( Bl aeMemer(tksi®armarapa mat y :

and Fener (Phanarion) etc.’

Wh e n Me h me the pos$séssion bfohe ¢ity, despite its centtlaeg
history Mega Revma was abandoned by its Greek inhabitants and its main church
Arhangelos Mihail was in ruins. To provision his capital city he broughtcaptives
from Peloponnese and-settled thenin Bosphorus villages to make them cultivate
the land. Most probably the lllyrian (Albanian) captives that Kritovulos talks about
gave the village their name. British traveler and author Edwin A. Grosvenor states in
his bookConstantinoplé h amaoltikeuiwas a desert waste in 1
Scander Beg (Il skender Bey) of Al bania pa:
has peopled the villa&butwi ahsoaptdseshat
Al banian type of set bythesmelhavsited nt i rel y di
Constantinople in 1870's. As an i mportanit

American Robert College in Istanbul and taught history there.

Although it is not known exactly when Ottomans started to call the village
“Arnawuidt k we know that the village took i
taken from Epirus and Albania and resettled in this area by force. The first record of
the name Arnavutkodéy appears on “a docume.]

the bostancils about the prohibition of hunt for common people (reaya) in the

2| n a ITkesukvey of Istanbul 145%161-462
33 Edwin A. GrosvenorConstantinople,Boston, Roberts Brothers, 1893851

34 GrosvenorConstantinople161
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http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1381&hid=1759



http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1381&hid=5120



http://www.ottomaninscriptions.com/verse.aspx?ref=list&bid=1212&hid=1485





































































































































