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ABSTRACT

In the half-century before World War 1, about a million Muslims from Russia
arrived in the Ottoman domains. Most of them came as refugees fleeing war and
persecution. This dissertation examines how Muslim refugees from the North Caucasus
region transformed the Ottoman Empire and how the Ottoman government handled refugee
migration. This project is the first to investigate the political economy of refugee
resettlement in the Ottoman provinces of Danube, Sivas, and Damascus, respectively in the
Balkans, Anatolia, and Greater Syria. Ottoman refugee resettlement produced multiple
outcomes. It reinvigorated regional economies, shaped local forms of capital accumulation,
and created intercommunal tensions over land. This project revisits late Ottoman history
through the lens of migration, holding the resettlement of Muslims as critical to the making
of the modern Balkans, Turkey, and the Levant.

The ability of refugees to tap into local economies underpinned Ottoman regional
and imperial stability. State support, whether in financial aid, legal infrastructure, or
transportation, was paramount to the economic success of agricultural refugee settlements.
In the northern Balkans, for example, insufficient state subsidies and scarcity of land for
refugees contributed to the outbreak of Muslim-Christian clashes and then to the 1877-78
Russo-Ottoman War, which ultimately ejected the Ottomans from much of the Balkans. In
central Anatolia, a lack of state investment hindered the development of refugee
settlements, which led to economic stagnation of the region. In contrast, in the Levant,
Circassian and Chechen refugees took advantage of the state-built Hejaz Railway and land

reforms to create booming settlements. Their villages attracted Syrian, Transjordanian, and



Palestinian merchants and local bedouin pastoralists. The refugees founded three of the
four largest cities in modern Jordan, including the capital city of Amman.

This bottom-up history of refugee migration and resettlement is based on archival
materials from Turkey, Jordan, Bulgaria, Russia, Georgia, and the United Kingdom,
including previously unknown private letters and refugee petitions. It traces the mobility
and networks of Muslim refugees throughout the Ottoman Empire and across the Russo-
Ottoman frontier. North Caucasian refugees sustained their dispersed communities, while
reformulating their identities, through a web of kinship ties, villages networks, and
diasporic associations. Some of them maintained connections to Russia, engaging in
vigorous trans-imperial correspondence and often attempting to reimmigrate, despite
Russian and Ottoman objection to their return migration. This dissertation weaves together
social, cultural, and economic history to write a new chapter in global refugee migration in

the late imperial age.



ABBREVIATIONS

The following list corresponds to the most common abbreviations in this dissertation:

BOA — Prime Minister Ottoman Archive, Istanbul

CDM - Center of Documents and Manuscripts, Amman

DLS — Department of Land and Survey, Amman

GARF — National Archive of the Russian Federation, Moscow

MnV — Museum of the Bulgarian Renaissance, Varna

NBKM — Cyril and Methodius National Library, Sofia

RGVIA — Russian State Military-Historical Archive, Moscow

SSSA — National Historical Archive of Georgia, Thilisi

TNA FO — The National Archives of the United Kingdom, Records of the Foreign Office,
London

TsDA — Central State Archive of Bulgaria, Sofia

TsGA KBR — Central State Archive of the Kabardino-Balkar Republic, Nalchik

TsGA RD — Central State Archive of the Republic of Dagestan, Makhachkala

TsGA RSO-A — Central State Archive of the Republic of North Ossetia-Alania,
Vladikavkaz
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TRANSLITERATION AND CALENDAR

| transliterate Ottoman Turkish using Modern Turkish orthography, without diacritics. For
Arabic, | adopt a modified transliteration system of the International Journal of Middle
East Studies (IJMES). I mark ayn as [‘] and hamza as [’]. Following the IJMES convention,
| adopt diacritics when transliterating terms and phrases and omit diacritics when citing

literature.

In the transliteration of foreign words, | generally follow IJMES guidelines, notably in not
italicizing common terms in Middle Eastern historiography, such as shaykh, madrasa, and
‘ulama. For words of Arabic origin, | adopt spellings that correspond to Arabic
transliteration rules, rather than Modern Turkish orthography: for example, hijra, muhajir,

and hajj.

For Russian and Bulgarian, | use the Library of Congress transliteration system. For rare

transliterations from Adyghe and Kabardin, I use the BGN/PCGN romanization table.

The names of less known geographic localities are transliterated according to the rules
outlined for modern Turkish, Arabic, and Russian: respectively, Resadiye, Na‘ur, and
Chadakh. For the names of well-known locations, | use standard English spellings: for

example, Istanbul, not Istanbul; Amman, not ‘Amman; Nalchik, not Nal’chik.

In citations of Ottoman sources, | include two dates. The first is the date that appears on
the document, either Hijri or Rumi. The second is the corresponding date in the Gregorian
calendar. | transliterate the names of months following Modern Turkish orthography (e.g.
rebiulevvel) for documents written in either Ottoman Turkish or Arabic. When citing

Russian imperial sources, I use the original date from the source, in the Julian calendar.
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MEASUREMENTS AND CURRENCY

Land area

1 donlim = 4 evlek = 1,600 arsin
1 donlim = 939.9 square meters = 10,117 square feet
4.31 donum =1 acre
10.64 doniim = 1 hectare

Weight

1 kile = 20 okka = 8,000 dirhem
1 kile = 25.66 kg
1 okka = 1.28 kg

Currency

1 kurus = 40 para

100 kurus = 1 Ottoman lira

The amount of kurus needed to purchase:

Year British pound French franc Russian ruble
1864 128.5 5 17.3
1878 108.9 4.3 11.3
1914 110.1 4.4 11.5

Source: Denzel, Handbook of World Exchange Rates, 370, 394-95.
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INTRODUCTION

In 1902, a group of 700 Muslim families, who had left Russia, wrote a petition to
the Ottoman Refugee Commission, a governmental agency in Istanbul that was in charge
of settling new immigrants in the Ottoman Empire. The petition said:

Nine months ago, we have taken refuge in the land of the compassionate [Ottoman]
Sultan to preserve our Muslim faith. We were temporarily settled near Erzurum [in
eastern Anatolia, now Turkey], where we have been destitute. The food rations
that the Ottoman government gave us as new immigrants were suspended after
only four months, and many of our children died of hunger, while others remain
sick. For the permanent place of settlement, the provincial governor of Erzurum
wishes to send us to Bitlis, whereas the provincial governor of Damascus wishes
to settle us among some ruins. We have relatives who had previously emigrated to
Syria, and in the name of Islam and justice, we beg you to allow us to move closer
to them.!

Upon receiving this petition, written in Ottoman Turkish by one Kirim Sultan on behalf of
probably over 3,000 Circassian refugees, the Refugee Commission consulted the Office of
the Grand Vizier on the matter. The Ottoman government previously hoped to find
agricultural land to settle these refugees permanently in the provinces of Van or Bitlis, in
eastern Anatolia, or maybe in Bursa, in western Anatolia, where the previous group of
immigrants from Russia had gone. But these Circassians resisted being sent to those places
and had already dispatched their deputies to scout out prospective land in Syria. The
Refugee Commission figured that it had little choice but to rent out steamboats that would
deliver immigrants from the Black Sea port of Trabzon, which was near Erzurum, to the
Mediterranean port of Beirut (now in Lebanon), as long as refugees would pay their own

way.? From there, the Circassians would move closer to their relatives, whether those lived

! Prime Minister Ottoman Archive (Basbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi, Istanbul, hereafter cited as BOA)
A.MKT.MHM 520/8; reprinted in Osmanii Belgelerinde Kafkas Goécleri, ed. Kemal Gurulkan (Istanbul:
Bagbakanlik Devlet Arsivleri Genel Miudurligi, 2012), vol. 1, 532, 534.

2 BOA A.MKT.MHM 520/8; reprinted in Ibid., vol. 1, 532-33, 535.
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in refugee villages near Damascus, Hama, or Aleppo (now in Syria) or in the refugee
villages of Amman and Jerash (now in Jordan). This refugee petition and the Refugee
Commission’s deliberations over it highlight the critical issues that the Ottoman
government faced in its refugee resettlement policy, namely a lack of funding and
difficulties in finding sufficient agricultural land. They also disclose that immigrants often
contested the government’s orders and negotiated their settlement in their new empire.

The final half-century of Ottoman rule was an era of upheaval in the Middle East
and the Balkans. The Ottoman Empire, which had once dominated the Eastern
Mediterranean and Black Sea regions, lost most of its European and North African
territories and was nearly bankrupt. Yet at its lowest geopolitical point, the empire became
a major immigrant destination. Muslim communities from lost Ottoman territories and
neighboring states moved to the Ottoman Empire. Among those immigrants were about a
million Muslims from the North Caucasus, part of the Russian Empire. Between 1860 and
1914, Circassian, Chechen, Daghestani, and other refugees settled in nearly every province
of the Ottoman Empire. They founded over a thousand new villages. The resettlement of
Muslim refugees dramatically transformed the demography of the empire and was a
harbinger of population relocations and forced homogenization that befell the Middle East
and the Balkans in the twentieth century. This dissertation examines how the Ottoman
government handled the resettlement of Muslims from Russia and how those refugees
changed the Ottoman Empire.

This dissertation weaves together social, economic, and cultural history. The first
part of this dissertation focuses on the political economy of refugee villages in the Ottoman

provinces of Danube, Sivas, and Damascus, respectively in the northern Balkans, central



Anatolia, and southern Syria. | argue that refugees’ ability to tap into local economies, with
support from the state in financial aid and legal infrastructure, was crucial to regional
stability. In the northern Balkans, for example, insufficient state subsidies and scarcity of
land for refugees contributed to the outbreak of Muslim-Christian clashes in 1876 and the
1877-78 Russo-Ottoman War, which ejected the Ottomans from much of the region. In
central Anatolia, a lack of state investment hindered the development of refugee
settlements and led to economic stagnation. In contrast, in the southern Levant, North
Caucasian refugees took advantage of an Ottoman-built railway, land reforms, and real
estate opportunities to create booming villages; they founded three of the four largest cities
in modern Jordan, including the capital city of Amman. This part also incorporates histories
of two refugee families: one headed by two remarkable women, Sayetkhan and her
daughter Giil‘azar, whose lives | trace through land registers and court records, and the
other led by two brothers, Fuat and Cevat, whose stories | narrate through their personal
correspondence.®

The second part of this dissertation adopts a bird’s eye view on Muslim refugee
migration to the Ottoman Empire. It draws on different geographic areas of the Ottoman
Empire and investigates change in migration patterns and resettlement policies over the
entire 1860-1914 period. Based on surviving documents, many of which were written by
refugees themselves, | explore the North Caucasians’ networks and mobility. These refugee
worlds within the Ottoman Empire were sustained through familial and ethnic kinship
networks, ties between refugee villages, and supra-ethnic formal associations. The wide

geography of resettlement guided the emergence of new communal identities for Muslim

3 The two families are connected, as Cevat Bey was a legal representative hired by Sayetkhan and
Giil‘azar’s family.



refugees from Russia. North Caucasian Muslims also fostered social networks between the
Ottoman and Russian empires. In the late imperial age of evolving notions of citizenship
and travel bans, many refugees found ways to communicate with their families in the North
Caucasus, to clandestinely travel back, or to reimmigrate permanently.

The narrative of this dissertation begins in 1860, during the final stage of the
Caucasus War (1817-64), waged by the Russian Empire for control over the North
Caucasus, when tens of thousands of Circassian refugees started disembarking on Ottoman
shores. At the time, the Ottoman Empire experienced a series of internal reorganizations,
or the Tanzimat era. The resettlement of Muslim refugees-turned-immigrants became a
part of the empire’s many centralizing reforms. | follow the story of the Ottoman
resettlement of refugees until 1914. The outbreak of World War |, which pitted the
Ottoman and Russian empires against each other one last time, halted continuing Muslim
emigration from the North Caucasus. The war would also change how the Ottoman state,
now governed by the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP), administered Muslim
immigration.

This dissertation is a “trans-imperial” history of migration. By focusing on
displacement and resettlement, | examine social and political processes in the Ottoman and
Russian empires. In the late nineteenth century, these two multiethnic empires, through
attrition or expansion, witnessed a dramatic change in their ethno-religious make-up, which
had consequences to how imperial administrators would manage diversity and give
preference to certain populations. This dissertation demonstrates that the migration of
refugees from the North Caucasus was fundamental to the two empires’ policies on

immigration and emigration, which were linked to the broader notions of sovereignty and



imperial identity. 1 also regard Muslim refugees as having been trans-imperial subjects.
Many refugees were displaced from the Russian Empire, dispersed in refugee villages
throughout the Ottoman Empire, and some returned or dreamed of returning to the
Caucasus. But it was not their mobility per se that makes their border-crossing story trans-
imperial. It was their engagement with populations in both empires, their reliance on social
networks that spanned the Russo-Ottoman border, and their occasional negotiations with

both empires on the terms of their migration.

Terminology: Muhajirs as Refugees

The notion of one’s “refugee” identity in the late Ottoman era must be scrutinized.
The term “refugee,” as a political and legal designation, is a product of the twentieth-
century international system constructed around the sovereignty of nation-states.* The
commonly accepted definition of a refugee, as laid out in the 1951 UN Convention relating

to the Status of Refugees, is as follows:

[Any person who] owing to well-founded fear of persecution for reasons of race,
religion, nationality, membership of a particular social group or political opinion,
is outside the country of his nationality and is unable or, owing to such fear, is
unwilling to avail himself of the protection of that country; or who, not having a
nationality and being outside the country of his former habitual residence ... is
unable or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to return to it.>

In a legal sense, the application of the term “refugee” to any historical events prior to World
War 1l is retroactive. Yet the term has a longer history in western European societies.

Contemporaries applied the term to French Huguenots as early as the seventeenth century,

4 See Peter Gatrell, The Making of the Modern Refugee (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 5-7.
5 Article 1(A)(2) of the 1951 Convention. The definition was reiterated in the 1967 Protocol to the
Convention, which removed temporal and spatial limitations of the 1951 Convention, which had only
applied to persons who became refugees as a result of events occurring in Europe before 1951.
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and, in the aftermath of World War I, to Armenian and Russian refugees, but that historical
usage emphasized political and humanitarian aspects and not a post-1951 legal aspect of
one’s refugee status.®

The term that the North Caucasians and the Ottoman government used in the 1860-
1914 period was muhajir (Ar. muhajir — pl. muhdajiran; Ott. Tur. muhacir — pl.
muhacirler).” The term lacks an equivalent in English. It can be translated as “immigrant,”
“emigrant,” or “refugee,” each of which captures certain aspects of what being a muhajir
entailed.

The Arabic term muhajir is derived from hijra, which denotes a journey of the
Prophet Muhammad from Mecca to Yathrib (Medina) in 622 CE. The Prophet
Muhammad’s companions who undertook the journey to preserve their nascent religious
movement were known as muhajirin. Throughout Islamic history, various Muslim
communities and individuals that had left their homeland for reasons of actual, perceived,
or anticipated religious persecution adopted the term in emulation of the Prophet’s
companions. The concept of hijra is tightly linked to the notion that a Muslim population
should leave dar al-harb (Ar. “domain of war”), or a territory under non-Muslim rule, for

dar al-islam (Ar. “domain of Islam™), or a territory ruled by a Muslim dynasty.® Thus, the

6 On the interwar origins of the modern refugee regime and humanitarianism see, respectively, Claudena
Skran, Refugees in Inter-War Europe: The Emergence of a Regime (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995); Keith
David Watenpaugh, Bread from Stones: the Middle East and the Making of Modern Humanitarianism
(Oakland, CA: University of California Press, 2015); idem., “The League of Nations’ Rescue of Armenian
Genocide Survivors and the Making of Modern Humanitarianism (1920-1927),” American Historical
Review 115, no. 5 (2010): 1315-39; Laura Robson, States of Separation: Transfer, Partition, and the
Making of the Modern Middle East (Oakland, CA: University of California Press, 2017), 35-64.

" The Russian government used the term pereselenets (Rus. “someone who relocates™) or, aware of the
terminology preferred by North Caucasians, mukhadzhir.

8 On a debate on what constitutes dar al-harb and dar al-isiam, see Khaled Abou El Fadl, “Islamic Law
and Muslim Minorities: The Juristic Discourse on Muslim Minorities from the Second/Eighth to the
Eleventh/Seventeenth Centuries,” Islamic Law and Society 1, no. 2 (1994): 141-87.



migrations of Muslim muhajirs could have been a result of forced displacement,
preemptory voluntary emigration, or a combination thereof.®

The hijra offers a way of thinking about refugee migration and resettlement that is
different from an international refugee regime that coalesced in the second half of the
twentieth century. The modern refugee regime, based on the 1951 Convention, derives
refugee identity from one’s citizenship in a nation-state that can no longer guarantee basic
rights. A muhajir identity comes from one’s belonging to a religious community.
Nineteenth-century muhajirs had to grapple with state borders, citizenship, and travel
documents, but they also engaged with the idea of hijra, wherein migration was understood
or expressed through the language of faith, not sovereign political entities.

The terms muhajir and hijra provided the vocabulary for refugee migration even in
several post-imperial societies in the twentieth century. Thus, in the 1947 partition in South
Asia, Indian Muslims who left for or fled to Pakistan became known as mohajirs.'? After
the 1948 Palestine War, some Palestinians spoke of their experiences of displacement and
flight as hijra.** In recent decades, some Afghan Muslims fleeing the Soviet invasion called
themselves muhajirs.'> Moreover, the notion of hijra, as a crucial component of early

Islamic history, appeals to revisionist Islamist movements. The terrorist organization

9 On a debate among nineteenth-century Russian Muslims as to whether the Russian Empire constituted dar
al-harb or dar al-islam, see Robert D. Crews, For Prophet and Tsar: Islam and Empire in Russia and
Central Asia (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2009), 3, 86-89.

10 See Vazira F.-Y. Zamindar, The Long Partition and the Making of Modern South Asia: Refugees,
Boundaries, Histories (New York: Columbia University Press, 2010).

11 See Ilana Feldman, “Home as a Refrain: Remembering and Living Displacement in Gaza,” History and
Memory 18, no. 2 (2006): 10-47. Interestingly, the Egyptian press had once described Jewish survivors of
the Holocaust who had immigrated in Palestine as muhdjiran; see Esther Webman, “The War and the
Holocaust in the Egyptian Public Discourse, 1945-1947,” in Arab Responses to Fascism and Nazism:
Attraction and Repulsion, ed. Israel Gershoni (Austin, TX: University of Texas Press, 2014), 256.

12 M. Nazif Shahrani, “Afghanistan’s Muhajirin (Muslim “Refugee Warriors”): Politics of Mistrust and
Distrust of Politics,” in Mistrusting Refugees, eds. E. Valentine Daniel and John C. Knudsen (Berkeley,
CA: University of California Press, 1995), 187-206.



known as the “Islamic state,” or ISIS, reportedly used the term muhajir to refer to those
who emigrated to its territories.* Another jihadist group in the Syrian civil war, which
consists primarily of Chechen fighters from the North Caucasus, also utilizes the term in
its title, Jaysh al-muhajirin wa-l-ansar (Ar. “army of muhajirs and helpers™).'*

A rich religious heritage of the term hijra does not mean that nineteenth-century
North Caucasian Muslims understood their migration in religious terms. Most of them were
expelled from the Caucasus, and others chose to emigrate for economic, social, and
religious reasons. Hijra was the best term available to North Caucasians to make sense of
their journey, and it provided a religious justification for their immigration into the
Ottoman domains, which, even if not a primary reason for migration for everyone, became
an acceptable and honorable way to frame their exodus at the time. Moreover, one should
not dismiss the emotional value that moving to the caliphate and the seat of the holiest
Islamic sites may have held for ordinary Muslims, particularly when escaping violence or
discrimination. North Caucasian Muslims almost exclusively used the term muhajir for
self-designation.

In the second half of the nineteenth century, the Ottoman government integrated
the term muhacir into its immigration framework. The 1857 Immigration Law (Ott. Tur.
Muhacirin Kanunnamesi) did not specify that a muhacir needed to be a Muslim, effectively

using the term for anyone willing to immigrate into the empire and accept Ottoman

13 Rebecca Gould, “Hijra Before ISIS,” The Montréal Review (May 2015); Jessica Stern and J.M. Berger,
“ISIS and the Foreign-Fighter Phenomenon,” The Atlantic (8 March 2015).

14 Ansar, or “helpers,” is a term for residents of Yathrib/Medina who hosted the Prophet Muhammad and
muhajirin after their hijra from Mecca. The group was formerly known as Katibat al-muhajirin (Ar.
“muhajirs’ battalion”); see “Foreign Jihadis Change Face of Syrian Civil War,” The Guardian (25
December 2014).



subjecthood.® The Ottomans published the text of the law in European journals, which
attracted interest from potential immigrant groups, such as Maltese, Irish, and Bessarabian
Germans.'® Nevertheless, the governmental and popular understanding of the term implied
a muhajir’s Muslim identity, displacement, and need for refuge. The Ottoman Refugee
Commission (Ott. Tur. Muhacirin Komisyonu) was created in 1860 to resettle Crimean and
North Caucasian Muslims. As the nineteenth century progressed, more Muslims arrived
from recently lost Ottoman territories: after 1877-78, from Bulgaria, Serbia, Montenegro,
and the eastern Anatolian territories lost to Russia; and, in 1912-13, from throughout the
Balkans. The Porte also accepted small groups of muhajirs from Italian-occupied Libya,
French-occupied Tunisia, Austrian-occupied Bosnia, and British-occupied Cyprus.!” In
1897, the commission was renamed the Islamic Refugee Commission (Ott. Tur.
Muhacirin-i Islamiye Komisyonu).'® By that time, the term muhacir, in addition to its
religious legacy, has acquired pro-Ottoman and anti-colonial political sentiments.

The designation of muhacir in the Ottoman Empire was a legal and administrative
term, conferring immigration privileges and subsidies, and was also a way of categorizing

people. Previously, in internal correspondence, court records, and land registers, Ottoman

15 See “Conditions arrétées par le Gouvernement Impérial au sujet de la colonisation en Turquie” (25
February 1857), in Législation Ottomane, ed. Grégoire Aristarchi Bey (Istanbul: Fréres Nicolaides, 1873-
88), 16-19.

16 Ultimately, few European Christians immigrated in the Ottoman Empire, notably Polish and Hungarian
revolutionaries after the 1848 uprisings; Germans, Old Believers, and Cossacks from Russia; and
Bulgarians, Greeks, and Armenians from Russia who had reimmigrated in the Ottoman Empire; see Kemal
H. Karpat, Ottoman Population, 1830-1914: Demographic and Social Characteristics (Madison, WI:
University of Wisconsin Press, 1985), 62-65.

17 See Peter Alford Andrews, “Muhacirler,” in Cumhuriyet Dénemi Turkiye Ansiklopedisi 12 (1996): 515-
20; Kemal H. Karpat, “Muslim Migration: A Response to Aldeeb Abu-Sahlieh,” The International
Migration Review 30, no. 1 (1996): 79-89.

18 Kemal H. Karpat, “The Status of the Muslim Under European Rule: The Eviction and Settlement of the
Cerkes,” Journal of the Institute of Muslim Minority Affairs 1, no. 2 - 2, no. 1 (1979-80): 7-27; reprinted in
Studies on Ottoman Social and Political History: Selected Articles and Essays, ed. Karpat (Leiden: Brill,
2002), 663.



subjects were identified by their residence (e.g. Arnavutkdy ahalisinden), their religion,
especially for non-Muslims (e.g. Ermeni milletinden), or their tribal affiliation (e.g. Afsar
asiretinden). Being part of a muhacir community became a form of collective
categorization, further broken down by regional origin (e.g. Kars, Batum, or Girit
muhacirler) or ethnicity (e.g. Cerkes, Tatar, or Laz muhacirler). In the empire’s final
decades, many people had been newly relocated and resettled, including many nomadic
communities. ** Yet only those who were processed through the Ottoman Refugee
Commission, almost exclusively Muslims, entered administrative records as muhacirler.
This designation, embraced by many refugees, mandated by the state, and widely accepted
by host communities, became a social identity in its own right. Second- and third-
generation immigrants, whether from the North Caucasus, Crimea, or the Balkans, would
call themselves and be referred to as muhacirler in the late Ottoman Empire and
Republican Turkey.?® The evolution of a distinct identity, based on one’s history of
displacement, can be attributed to the state’s enabling of difference from the beginning,
through political economy and geographic dispersal of immigrant communities.

In 1913, the CUP-led government clarified the distinction between muhacir and
newly introduced miulteci (“refugee” in modern Turkish), drawing on a procedural

disavowal of one’s former citizenship.?! Muhacirler were those who immigrated in the

19 See Resat Kasaba, A Moveable Empire: Ottoman Nomads, Migrants, and Refugees (Seattle, WA:
Washington University Press, 1999).

20 |ikewise, in Pakistan, mohajir became a social and political community in its own right; see Julian J.
Richards, “Mohajir Subnationalism and the Mohajir Qaumi Movement in Sindh Province, Pakistan,” Ph.D.
dissertation (University of Cambridge, 1994).

2L Articles 2-4, Iskan-1 Muhacirin Nizamnamesi (13 May 1913). For rich scholarship on late imperial
subjecthood/citizenship, see Will Hanley, Identifying with Nationality: Europeans, Ottomans, and
Egyptians in Alexandria (New York: Columbia University Press, 2017); special issue in Journal of the
Ottoman and Turkish Studies Association 3, no. 2 (2016); Eric Lohr, Russian Citizenship: From Empire to
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Ottoman “protected domains,” with their citizenship cancelled by their former state. All
those emigrating from the Russian Empire, for example, were regarded as muhacirler
because their Russian subjecthood either was revoked or lapsed after a short period.
Multeciler were those who could not secure abrogation of their former citizenship, arrived
in the Ottoman state as foreign citizens, and then applied for naturalization.?? In that period,
the government also often used the term gbé¢cmen (“emigrant/immigrant” in modern
Turkish). Nevertheless, by the final decades of Ottoman rule, the term muhacir became a
common administrative term for immigrants. The historical legacy notwithstanding, local
officials sometimes applied the term muhacir to Jewish immigrants in Palestine, German
settlers in Libya, and even internally displaced Greek and Armenian survivors of the
genocide.?

The present-day translations of the term “refugee” in Turkish, Arabic, and Russian
are, respectively, milteci, /aji’, and bezhenets. None of these terms were commonly used
or applied to North Caucasians in 1860-1914. The Circassian-language term for
Circassians’ displacement and migration was Istambylakw’d (Mcmambwinaxiys, “exodus to
Istanbul”), although, by the early twentieth century, North Caucasian muhajir intellectuals
would commonly use hicret (the Ottoman Turkish spelling of hijra).2* The contemporary

Turkish-based North Caucasian diaspora uses Turkish terms blyik go¢ (“great

Soviet Union (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2002); special issue in Kritika: Explorations in
Russian and Eurasian History 7, no. 2-3 (2006).

22 Fuat Dindar, [ttihat ve Terakki 'nin Miisliimanlart Iskan Politikas: (1913-1918) (Istanbul: iletisim, 2001),
227-44.

23 See, respectively, BOA BEO 2/113 (8 sevval 1309, 6 May 1892); HR.TO 33/18 (23 June 1887); DH.SFR
601/81 (7 tesrin-i sani 1334, 20 November 1918).

24 See Adam M. Gutov et al., eds., Adygskie pesni vremion Kavkazskoi voiny, 2nd ed. (Nalchik: Pechatnyi
dvor, 2014), 606-10; “Hicret Mi, Hezimet Mi?” Guaze, no. 2 (10 April 1911), no. 27 (28 December 1911);
“Hicret ve Avdet,” Guaze, no. 5 (4 May 1911), in EImas Zeynep Arslan, “Circassian Organizations in the
Ottoman Empire (1908-1923),” M.A. dissertation (Bogazi¢i University, 2008), 100-20.

11



migration”), slrgln (“banishment”), and soykirim (“genocide”) to refer to their
displacement.

In this dissertation, | prefer to use the term muhajir, in its better-known
transliteration from Arabic, as an original, multifaceted term preferred by the main actors
of the unfolding story. I use the terms “refugee,” “immigrant,” and “emigrant” when
discussing relevant stages of muhajirs’ experiences. | prioritize the term “refugee,” which,
although an imperfect and partial translation, captures the essence of one’s becoming a
muhajir and opens up a possibility to conceptualize a non-western form of a “refugee
regime,” based on hijra and the Ottoman resettlement of muhajirs.

The relationship between the late Ottoman muhajir and the post-1951 refugee is
complex. On the one hand, North Caucasian muhajirs had an easy path to naturalization,
compared to many modern-day refugees, in some ways making them akin to nineteenth-
century European immigrants to the United States. Most muhajirs received Ottoman
citizenship shortly after their arrival in the empire. On the other hand, the experiences of
North Caucasian muhajirs were similar to many modern-day refugees. Most muhajirs were
expelled or were prompted to flee during the war, and some muhajirs emigrated later
because they were negatively affected by the outcomes of the war. Whatever the
circumstances of muhajirs’ departure from the North Caucasus were, most of them could
never go back because the Russian authorities formally banned return migration and

reimmigration.?®

% James H. Meyer, “Immigration, Return, and the Politics of Citizenship: Russian Muslims in the Ottoman
Empire, 1860-1914,” International Journal of Middle East Studies 39 (2007): 15-32.
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Locating Russo-Ottoman Muslim Migrations within Global Migration History

My work situates the North Caucasians’ displacement and resettlement within
Middle Eastern, Eurasian, and global migration history. Muhajirs’ migration coincided
with, and was part of, what is often called the “first wave of globalization” between 1870
and 1914.2° Characterized by agricultural expansion and improvements in trans-oceanic
transportation, the first wave is best known for voluntary migration from southern and
eastern Europe to the Americas.?’ By focusing on refugees, this dissertation investigates
the darker side of international migration at the time.

Throughout the 1860-1914 period, migrations from the Caucasus to the Ottoman
Empire were steeped in several global contexts. One of them was demographic
engineering, which refers to state-directed removal and resettlement of ethno-religious
groups in order to consolidate control over territories by homogenizing their populations
or altering their demographic ratios.?® Mass migration from the North Caucasus began

during Russia’s war to annex the region and reached its height during the Russian-

% Nearly ten percent of the world’s population participated in long-distance labor migration during the
“first wave.” See Paul Collier and David Dollar, Globalization, Growth, and Poverty: Building an Inclusive
World Economy (Washington, D.C.: World Bank; New York: Oxford University Press, 2002), 24-26.

27 The other major type of migration in this period, albeit less studied, was from India and China to Sri
Lanka and Southeast Asia, some of it having been forced migration. See Sunil S. Amrith, Crossing the Bay
of Bengal: the Furies of Nature and the Fortunes of Migrants (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
2013).

28 On Ottoman demographic engineering, see Fuat Diindar, Modern Tiirkiye ‘nin Sifresi: Ittihat ve

Terakki 'nin Etnisite Miihendisligi (1913-1918) (Istanbul: letisim Yayinlar1, 2008); Nesim Seker,
“Demographic Engineering in the Late Ottoman Empire and the Armenians,” Middle Eastern Studies 43,
no. 3 (2007): 461-74. For a study crossing the Ottoman/republican divide, see Ugur Umit Ungor, “Seeking
Like a Nation-State: Young Turk Social Engineering in Eastern Turkey, 1913-50,” Journal of Genocide
Research 10 (2008): 15-39. The European Journal of Turkish Studies dedicated three thematic issues to the
study of demographic engineering in the Ottoman Empire and Republican Turkey; see issues 7 (2008), 12
(2011), and 16 (2013). On Russian demographic engineering in the Caucasus, see Nicholas B. Breyfogle,
Heretics and Colonizers: Forging Russia’s Empire in the South Caucasus (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press, 2011); Dana Sherry, “Social Alchemy on the Black Sea Coast, 1860-65,” Kritika 10, no. 1 (2009): 7-
30.
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perpetrated ethnic cleansing of the Circassian coast in 1863-64, followed by the
colonization of the fertile Kuban and Terek regions with Christian settlers. [See next
section — “Migrations from the North Caucasus to the Ottoman Empire.”] The refugee
migration was also abetted by Ottoman willingness to accept and resettle a large Muslim
population.

Lord Curzon, Britain’s post-World War | Foreign Secretary, famously referred to
demographic changes in the Balkans in the early twentieth century as the “unmixing of
peoples,” a term that later became associated with international negotiations over Middle
Eastern demographics in Lausanne in 1923.2° This dissertation demonstrates that the
“unmixing” of communities had begun as early as the second half of the nineteenth century.
Moreover, the exodus of North Caucasian Muslims from the Russian Empire and their
resettlement in the Ottoman Empire set a precedent for population transfers and
displacements in the Middle East and eastern Europe. The idea that a large population could
be moved elsewhere for the benefit of the state fit various ideologies and was subsequently
deployed in the 1915 Armenian Genocide, the 1923 Greek-Turkish population exchange,
and Stalin’s deportations in the 1930s and 1940s.

This dissertation is part of the nascent scholarship on the political economy of the
collapse of the Ottoman Empire.®® The Ottoman settlement of muhajirs, when conducted
without sufficient financial support and planning, also contributed to social instability,

including muhajirs’ conflicts with local populations over land and formation of

2% Michael Robert Marrus, The Unwanted: European Refugees in the Twentieth Century (Philadelphia:
Temple University Press, 2002), 41; see also Rogers Brubaker, “Aftermaths of Empire and the Unmixing
of Peoples: Historical and Comparative Perspectives,” Ethnic and Racial Studies 18, no. 2 (1995): 189-218.
30 See Ellinor Morack, The Dowry of the State? The Politics of Abandoned Property and the Population
Exchange in Turkey, 1921-1945 (Bamberg: University of Bamberg Press, 2017), 41-122; Taner Akgam and
Umit Kurt, The Spirit of the Laws: The Plunder of Wealth in the Armenian Genocide (New York:
Berghahn, 2015).
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paramilitary organizations. By the early twentieth century, the Ottomans intentionally
settled Muslim immigrants to dilute Christian populations and to achieve a desirable
demographic balance in strategic provinces. The settlement of Muslim muhajirs also went
in hand with dispossessing Christian minorities, particularly Armenians, Greeks, and
Assyrians, in the Ottoman Empire.3! The Ottoman settlement of Muslim refugees provides
a critical context for the rise of sectarianism, which led to the Armenian genocide and the
violent break-up of the empire.

Immigration of Muslims from Russia accelerated the incorporation of the Ottoman
Empire into the global economy.3? In the second half of the nineteenth century, the
Ottoman government heavily invested in agricultural production in order to increase the
export of cereals and cash crops overseas. The shortage of labor emerged as a major
obstacle in expanding agricultural production.®® The arrival of about a million muhajirs
was therefore fortuitous for the Ottomans’ long-term economic objectives. The
government settled muhajirs in the countryside, expecting them to till previously
uncultivated land, to produce wheat, to protect railways and telegraph lines, and to
eventually pay taxes.®* In accordance with the 1857 Immigration Law, the Ottoman

Refugee Commission granted all muhajirs free plots of agricultural land, an exemption

31 See Diindar, Iskan Politikast, 62-66, 130-34; Michael A. Reynolds, Shattering Empires: The Clash and
Collapse of the Ottoman and Russian Empires, 1908-1918 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2011), 61-63; Janet Klein, The Margins of Empire: Kurdish Militias in the Ottoman Tribal Zone (Stanford,
CA: Stanford University Press, 2011), 128-69.

32 On late Ottoman economy, see Roger Owen, The Middle East in the World Economy, 1800-1914
(London and New York: I.B. Tauris, 1993); Resat Kasaba, The Ottoman Empire and the World Economy:
The Nineteenth Century (Albany, NY: State University of New York, 1988); Joel Beinin, Workers and
Peasants in the Modern Middle East (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 44-70.

33 Kasaba, The Ottoman Empire and the World Economy, 68.

34 See Karpat, Ottoman Population, 68, 76-77; Eugene L. Rogan, Frontiers of the State in the Late Ottoman
Empire: Transjordan, 1850-1921 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 70-94.
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from military service for twenty-five years and from taxes for six years in the Balkans and
twelve years in Anatolia, in addition to a one-time grant of cattle, farming tools, and grain
and temporary financial aid. These exemptions and benefits were conditional upon
muhajirs’ staying on and tilling the land. From an economic perspective, the settlement of
Muslim muhajirs had conflicting results. It may have bolstered Ottoman rule by
contributing to the growth of the Ottoman economy in the late nineteenth century.
Refugees were facilitators of expansion of networks of capital that boosted agriculture and
spurred urban development in parts of the Middle East and the Balkans.*® Yet it may have
also expedited the Ottoman collapse by increasing Ottoman public debt, as the government
kept borrowing money to settle immigrants.

This dissertation contributes to the interdisciplinary scholarship on immigration
and resettlement by examining village economies of Muslim refugees, bringing together
two phenomena that are usually studied apart. Rural settlement is typically associated with
voluntary immigration, whereas forced refugee displacement usually leads to settlement in
refugee camps and urban areas. The Ottoman immigration program was not starkly
different from those of Russia, the United States, or British dominions at the time —
emphasizing agricultural production, frontier expansion, and demographic growth.

The Russian Empire, for example, witnessed a massive transfer of a working
population towards its new areas in Siberia, Central Asia, the Caucasus, and southern
Ukraine. Russia’s 1889 Resettlement Law guaranteed free land to all immigrants. It made

a distinction, just like the 1857 Ottoman Immigration Law, between the Asian and

3 Karpat, Ottoman Population, 76.
% See Vladimir Hamed-Troyansky, “Circassian Refugees and the Making of Amman, 1878-1914,”
International Journal of Middle East Studies 49, no. 4 (2017): 605-23.
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European parts of the empire, favoring settlers who moved east of the Ural Mountains. In
Russia’s European provinces, peasants rented the allotted land for six to twelve years
before they received a permanent deed on the land and were exempt from taxation and
conscription for two years. In the Asian provinces, settlers received immediate land
usufruct rights, were exempted from full tax payments for three years and half payments
for three additional years, and were free from army conscription for three years.®” Similarly
to the Ottoman Empire, Russia sought to recruit foreign immigrants. It attracted a number
of German, Czech, and Polish farmers from Austria-Hungary and Bulgarian, Armenian,
and Greek immigrants from the Ottoman Empire; many of them settled in the Caucasus
and Crimea, effectively replacing those Muslims who had become muhajirs.

The United States government passed a series of Homestead Acts, between 1862
and 1930, to encourage the establishment of farming settlements, mostly west of the
Mississippi River. Similarly to muhajirs in the Ottoman Empire, American homesteaders
needed to demonstrate commitment to their allotted land to secure full rights of land tenure.
Thus, the 1862 act granted a deed of title to free public domain, up to 160 acres, to a male
or female “head of a family” who resided on the land for at least five years and improved
the land through farming.®

In the decades prior to World War 1, the governments of Canada, Australia, New
Zealand, and South Africa passed similar legislative packages to encourage immigration

and agriculture. For example, in the mid-nineteenth century, the Australian colonies

37 Aleksandr A. Kaufman, Pereselenie i kolonizatsiia (Saint Petersburg: Biblioteka obshchestvennoi pol’zy,
1905), 24-30.

3 See Thomas Donaldson, The Public Domain: Its History, with Statistics (Washington, D.C.: G.P.O.,
1884/1970), 332-56; Richard White, “I¢t’s Your Misfortune and None of My Own”: A New History of the
American West (Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 1993), 137-54.
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adopted a series of land acts and other legislation in order to open up land ownership to
poorer immigrants, to free up land from mass-scale squatting, and to encourage wheat
cultivation. Farmers were required to reside on the land for one to three years and make
improvements to the land for them to obtain title to the land.*® In Canada, the 1872
Dominion Lands Act invited immigrants from Europe, the United States, and eastern
Canada to develop the prairies. The government offered 160 acres of free land to anyone
willing to reside on the land and build a house, within three years.*° Unlike in the Ottoman
Empire, private entities, be they shipping companies or large colonial employers, often
played a key role in driving settler colonialism in the British dominions.

The Ottoman settlement of immigrants in rural areas across the Balkans, Anatolia,
and Syria was part of the global nineteenth-century story of agricultural expansion and
settlement of the frontier. Yet the Ottoman example had two major distinctions from its
foreign counterparts. First, throughout the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, refugee
migration channeled much of rural immigration into the Ottoman Empire. For most
Russian Muslims, the act of moving to unfamiliar Ottoman lands and becoming farmers
was not voluntary. Second, the Ottoman state exercised a more thorough control over
resettlement, choosing settlement locations within the empire, as well as placing explicit
prohibitions on muhajirs from moving to urban areas. These circumstances mattered

immensely for muhajirs’ economic integration.

39 See Marjory Harper and Stephen Constantine, Migration and Empire (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2010), 41-74.

40 Walter T.K. Nugent, Crossings: The Great Transatlantic Migrations, 1870-1914 (Bloomington, IN:
Indiana University Press, 2000), 144; see also Harper and Constantine, Migration and Empire, 11-40.
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The migration of Muslims from Russia to the Ottoman Empire is also intertwined
with global slavery and abolitionism. Slavery was being phased out in the Russian
Caucasus in the 1860s, but slave ownership remained legal in the Ottoman Empire.*
According to Ottoman estimates, as many as 150,000 Circassians arrived in the empire as
slaves in the second half of the nineteenth century.*? Slaves from the Caucasus had served
in elite urban Ottoman households, including the imperial harem, for centuries.*® In the
1860s, however, many Circassian families arrived with Circassian slaves who did primarily
agricultural work for them. Therefore, Muslim refugee exodus from Russia to the Ottoman
Empire had extended the institution of Circassian agricultural slavery for several more
generations, while also dramatically increasing the number of slaves in the Ottoman
Empire, which hindered abolitionist efforts in the empire. This dissertation investigates a
remarkable convergence of refugee and slave histories. The Ottoman government
recognized both masters and slaves as muhajirs, conferring the same immigration
privileges and citizenship to both, while also affirming Circassian masters’ ownership over
their slaves.

By the early twentieth century, the hijra of Muslims from Russia to the Ottoman
Empire constituted a distinct type of international migration. It incorporated various strands

of mobility: forced migration after ethnic cleansing or as a result of slavery; labor migration

41 On late Ottoman slavery, see Ehud R. Toledano, As If Silent and Absent: Bonds of Enslavement in the
Islamic Middle East (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2007); idem., The Ottoman Slave Trade and
Its Suppression, 1840-1890 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1982); Ceyda Karamursel,
“Transplanted Slavery, Contested Freedom and Vernacularization of Rights in the Reform Era Ottoman
Empire,” Comparative Studies in Society and History 59, no. 3 (2017): 690-714; idem., ““In the Age of
Freedom, in the Name of Justice’: Slaves, Slaveholders, and the State in the Late Ottoman Empire and
Early Turkish Republic, 1857-1933,” Ph.D. dissertation (University of Pennsylvania, 2015).

42 Ehud R. Toledano, Slavery and Abolition in the Ottoman Middle East (Seattle: University of Washington
Press, 1998), 84.

43 See Leslie P. Peirce, The Imperial Harem: Women and Sovereignty in the Ottoman Empire (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1993).
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and agricultural resettlement; and religious migration. This migration drew on older
migration patterns in the Middle East and the Islamic world but was also a decidedly
modern, late imperial phenomenon linked to European colonial expansion and the

shrinking of the Ottoman-Muslim world.

Historiography

The topic of Muslim migrations from the North Caucasus remains relatively
unknown within the fields of modern Middle Eastern and Ottoman history, Russian history,
and global migration history. This study aims to speak to Ottoman historians, considering
the impact of Muslim refugee migrations on the making of the modern Balkans, Turkey,
and the Arab world; to Russian historians, not least because displacement from the
Caucasus tells us much about the making of the colonial empire; and to global migration
scholars because the study of hijra integrates the Ottoman and Islamic world into
international migration history of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.

In general, much of scholarship on North Caucasian muhajirs, or other Muslim
refugees from that period, focuses on their arrival in Ottoman ports. This phase was most
visible and reported on by Ottoman authorities and foreign consuls. We know relatively
little about what happened next, how refugee communities fared in their new settlements,
except for instances when they were involved in serious conflicts with local populations.

Until recently, the topic of North Caucasian migration was overlooked in English-
language scholarship, owing to the peculiarities of Cold War-era historical research: a

separation between the Russian/Soviet and Middle Eastern area studies, with implications

20



for funding and language training; the low priority of the Caucasus in Russia-centric
scholarship; a lack of access to Soviet archives and, until recently, Turkish archives; as
well as a relatively low profile of the North Caucasian diaspora in the west, compared to
other Middle Eastern minorities.**

Several historians laid the groundwork for the study of North Caucasian refugees
in the late Ottoman period, having proposed comprehensive frameworks to examine
Muslim immigration. Kemal H. Karpat conducted pioneering demographic work on
refugee migration and situated Ottoman immigration policies within the broader contexts
of Ottoman history. He astutely noted the role of North Caucasian Muslims in the processes
of Islamization and Turkification of Anatolia — a feat of Hamidian, Young Turk, and early
Republican demographic engineering, considering that most North Caucasians were not
particularly devout Muslims and were not Turks.* Mark Pinson proposed to view
nineteenth-century migrations between the Ottoman and Russian empires as “demographic
warfare.”*® He drew attention to “religious sorting,” whereby Ottoman Christians moved
to Russia and Russians Muslims fled to the Ottoman state, but he may have overstated the
role that the two empires, especially the Ottomans, played in directing this process in the
1860s. Justin McCarthy situated North Caucasian migration within a series of expulsions
of Muslims into the Ottoman Empire and the loss of “Muslim territories” to Russia, Greece,

Bulgaria, Romania, Serbia, and others. His narrative helps to explain the attitudes among

44 On the politics of historical research bridging the Middle East and Russia/eastern Europe, see James H.
Meyer, “For the Russianist in Istanbul and the Ottomanist in Russia: A Guide to the Archives of Eurasia,”
Ab Imperio 4 (2008): 281-85. On scholarly limitations of area studies, see Zachary Lockman, Contending
Visions of the Middle East: The History and Politics of Orientalism (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2004), 121-29, 236-41.

4 Karpat, Ottoman Population, esp. 57-58, 75-77.

46 Mark Pinson, “Demographic Warfare: An Aspect of Ottoman and Russian Policy, 1854-1866,” Ph.D.
dissertation (Harvard University, 1970).
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many Ottoman elites in the empire’s final decades, and his demographic count is useful,
but those should have never been used to juxtapose the sufferings of one Ottoman
community against the other.%’ Norman Lewis positioned Circassian and Chechen
settlement in Greater Syria as part of a state-driven sedentarization program, pursued by
the late Ottoman state and then the Syrian and Jordanian governments.*® Resat Kasaba
articulated a similar argument, finding that, in the late Ottoman era, refugees and nomads
were two major components of a “moveable empire,” and that the government grew
increasingly intolerant of mobility, which it could not control, and therefore sought to settle
both groups.*®

For many decades, in Turkey, Jordan, and Syria, research on North Caucasian
migration remained the domain of North Caucasian diasporic writers. Many of these
professionally-trained and amateur historians produced seminal works that laid out the
timeline of displacements and arrivals, the major challenges faced during migration, and
ethnic demographics of resettlement.> Such works commonly utilized available sources in
Turkish and Arabic and drew on diasporic oral history. In the Middle East, research on
muhajirs faced particular ideological limitations and biases. In Turkey, drawing attention
to non-Turkishness and non-Anatolian origins of North Caucasians constituted a sensitive

issue for many decades.® The North Caucasian diaspora in Turkey also suffered a public

47 Justin McCarthy, Death and Exile: The Ethnic Cleansing of Ottoman Muslims, 1821-1922 (Princeton,
NJ: Darwin Press, 1995).

48 Norman Lewis, Nomads and Settlers in Syria and Jordan, 1800-1980 (Cambridge and New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1987).

49 Kasaba, Moveable Empire.

50 See, for example, Ismail Berkok, Tarihte Kafkasya (Istanbul, 1958); Shauket (Habjoka) Mufti, Heroes
and Emperors in Circassian History (Beirut: Librairie du Liban, 1972).

5 For an early work on muhajirs, see Ahmet Cevat Eren, Tiirkiye 'de GO¢ ve Gogmen Meseleleri (Istanbul:
Nurgdk Matbaasi, 1966).
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image problem due to the common perception of Ahmet Anzavur and Cerkes Ethem, two
Circassian leaders, as traitors to Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk’s cause.® Several works
emphasized contributions of muhajir communities to the Turkish National Movement.>
Likewise, in Syria and Jordan, studies on muhajirs by North Caucasian writers often
stressed the commitment of these non-Arab minorities to the Syrian and Jordanian nation-
states and popular causes, such as Palestinian liberation.>* Since the late 1980s, North
Caucasian diasporic historians in Turkey and Jordan published important works, often
critical of how the Ottoman government handled refugee resettlement.>

In the Soviet Union, the topic of North Caucasian migrations to the Ottoman
Empire, although not entirely taboo, was not welcomed. The subject matter would have
required a sensitive discussion of how Russia annexed the Circassian coast and an
acknowledgement of a massive North Caucasian diaspora outside of Soviet borders; it

could potentially open up grievances in a region that lived through Stalinist deportations

52 See Blilent Bilmez, “A Nationalist Discourse of Heroism and Treason: The Construction of an Official’
Image of Cerkes Ethem (1886-1948) in Turkish Historiography, and Recent Challenges,” in Untold
Histories of the Middle East: Recovering Voices from the 19th and 20th Centuries, eds. Amy Singer et al.
(London: Routledge, 2011), 106-23; Zeynel Abidin Besleney, The Circassian Diaspora in Turkey: A
Political History (London: Routledge, 2014), 60-75.

%3 See Sefer E. Berzeg, ed., Turkiye Kurtulus Savasi'nda Cerkes Gogmenleri (Istanbul: Nart Yayimncilik,
1990); Muhittin Unal, Kurtulus Savas:n ‘da Cerkeslerin Rolii (Ankara: TAKAV, 2000).

54 See Mohammad Kheir Haghandoga, The Circassians: Origin, History, Customs, Traditions, Immigration
to Jordan (Amman: Rafidi Print, 1985); Muhammad Kheyr Ismail, Dalil al-ansab al-sharkasiyya: dirasa fi
asl al-sharkas wa tarikhuhum wa ansabuhum wa amakin tajammu ‘akum fi al-jumhuriyya al- ‘arabiyya al-
suriyya (Damascus: Dar al-Salam, 1993).

% See izzet Aydemir, Gog: Kuzey Kafkasya'dan Gog Tarihi (Ankara: Gelisim Matbaasi, 1988); Bedri
Habicoglu, Kafkasya 'dan Anadolu’yva Gogler (Istanbul: Nart Yayincilik, 1993); Nedim Ipek, Rumeli den
Anadolu’ya Tirk Gocleri (1877-1890) (Ankara: Tirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1994); Stleyman Erkan,
Kirim ve Kafkasya Gocleri (1878-1908): Tatarlar. Cerkezler, Abhazlar, Gurcller, Ahiskalilar,
Dagistanlilar, Cegenler, Digerleri (Trabzon: KTU, 1996); Abdullah Saydam, Kim ve Kafkas Gocleri,
1856-1876 (Ankara: Turk Tarih Kurumu, 1997); Jawdat Hilmi Nashkhu, Tarikh al-sharkas (al-adighah)
wa al-shishan fi liwa’i Hawran wa al-Balqga’ (1878-1920) (Amman: Lajnat Tarikh al-Urdun, 1998);
Muhammad Khayr Mamsir Batsaj, Al-Mawsu ‘a al-tarikhiyya li-I-umma al-sharkasiyya “al-adigha”: min
al-alf al- ‘ashir ma gabla al-milad ila al-alf al-thalith ma 5 ‘ada al-milad, 7 vols. (Amman: Dar al-Wa’il,
2009).
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of entire ethnic groups in the 1930s and 1940s. In the early 1980s, Georgii Dzidzariia
produced a seminal work on Abkhaz displacements into the Ottoman Empire.>® After the
collapse of the Soviet Union, a number of Russian historians turned to research on
muhajirs. In the 1990s and 2000s, several monographs came out on the subject of
Circassian deportations®” and the North Caucasian diaspora, especially in the Arabic-
speaking world. *® Scholars, based in North Caucasian autonomous republics, often
produced studies focused on migrations of specific ethnic groups: Circassians,>® Karachays

and Balkars,®° Ossetians,%! Chechens,®? and Daghestanis.®

% Georgii A. Dzidzariia, Makhadzhirstvo i problemy istorii Abkhazii XIX stoletiia (Sukhumi: Alashara,
1982).
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62 Said-Emi S. Badaev, Chechenskaia diaspora na Srednem i Blizhnem Vostoke: istoriia i sovremennost’
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In the past two decades, the study of late Ottoman migration began to attract greater
attention in the field of Middle Eastern studies.®* Some of the most exciting new works on
Middle Eastern migration examined mobility between the Ottoman and Russian empires:
from pilgrims to intellectuals to prisoners of war.®® The Ottoman Refugee Commission
came under scrutiny for how it handled refugee resettlement.®® New works appeared on
other Muslim muhajirs in the Ottoman Empire,®” whereas North Caucasian muhajirs were
examined within ethnic politics of late Ottoman northwestern Anatolia® and twentieth-
century Turkey. ®° Seteney Shami introduced anthropologists to the contemporary

Circassian diaspora, leading to new comparative scholarship on transnational identities in
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IIAE DNTs RAN, 2014).
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Russian Hajj: Empire and the Pilgrimage to Mecca (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2015); James H.
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dissertation (University of Cambridge, 2012).
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the Middle East.” Finally, several biographical and autobiographical works of prominent
muhajirs and slaves, including women whose voices had so often been omitted from the
historical narrative, appeared in recent years, providing yet another perspective of North

Caucasian-cum-Ottoman identities in the late Ottoman era.’*

Archival Materials

This dissertation is primarily based on archival research in Turkey, Jordan,
Bulgaria, Georgia, the United Kingdom, and the Russian Federation, including the
autonomous republics of Kabardino-Balkaria, North Ossetia-Alania, and Daghestan. I also
use several documents that | accessed in archives in Romania and Azerbaijan. To construct
a narrative that features perspectives of as many historical actors as possible, I use different
types of archival sources: Ottoman and Russian imperial records, writings by external
observers, and documents produced by muhajirs themselves.

The state-produced evidence includes, on the Ottoman side, correspondence

between the Ottoman government and provincial (vilayet), subprovincial (sancak), and

0 See Seteney Shami, “Ethnicity and Leadership: The Circassians in Jordan,” Ph.D. dissertation
(University of California, Berkeley, 1982); idem., “Disjuncture in Ethnicity: Negotiating Circassian
Identity in Jordan, Turkey and the Caucasus,” New Perspectives 12 (1995): 70-95; idem., “Circassian
Encounters: The Self as Other and the Production of the Homeland in the North Caucasus,” Development
and Change 29, no. 4 (1998): 617-46; Eiji Miyazawa, “Memory Politics: Circassians of Uzunyayla,
Turkey,” Ph.D. dissertation (School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London, 2004); Kari S.
Neely, “Diasporic Representations: A Study of Circassian and Armenian ldentities in Greater Syria,” Ph.D.
dissertation (University of Michigan, 2008).

1 See, for example, Benjamin C. Fortna, The Circassian: The Life of Esref Bey, Late Ottoman Insurgent
and Special Agent (London: Hurst & Co., 2016); Leyla Acba, Bir Cerkes Prensesinin Harem Hatiralar
(Istanbul: Timasg, 2010); Douglas Scott Brookes, The Concubine, the Princess, and the Teacher: Voices
from the Ottoman Harem (Austin, TX: University of Texas Press, 2010); Aydin Osman Erkan, Turn My
Head to the Caucasus: The Biography of Osman Ferid Pasha (Istanbul: Citlembik Publications, 2009). For
a bibliography of North Caucasian memoirs, see Sefer E. Berzeg, Kafkasya ve Diaspora Yayin Hayatindan
(Ankara: Kuban Matbaacilik, 2008), 160-175.
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district (kaza) authorities, and, on the Russian side, between the administration of the
Caucasus Viceroy in Tiflis, and North Caucasian provincial (oblast’) and district (okrug)
authorities. | utilize different types of Ottoman administrative registers that record the
population (nlfus defteri), tax payments (osiir defteri), allowances (tayinat/iane defteri),
and land allotments (arazi defteri) of muhajir communities. In Sofia, | sorted through boxes
of yet uncataloged population and tax records from the late Ottoman Balkans. In Amman,
| received rare access to the land records of late Ottoman Transjordan, collecting a dataset
of all property transactions conducted in Amman and surrounding villages between 1889
and 1913. My other sources for Transjordan include an extensive collection of Arabic-
language court records. In the Russian imperial archives, | examined local police protocols
preserved in Thilisi and secret police files held in Moscow.

Writings by external observers include travel accounts of European and American
visitors to the Ottoman Empire. | use newspapers published in the Ottoman Empire, in
Ottoman Turkish and Bulgarian, and in the Caucasus in Russian. | also draw on British and
Russian consular reports from different Ottoman provinces that constitute a precious source
of information about muhajirs’ settlements and relations with other communities. Foreign
consuls typically collected their intelligence from local Ottoman populations.

Documents written by muhajirs themselves remain rare evidence in Middle Eastern
migration and refugee studies. In Istanbul, | accessed many communal petitions that
muhajirs sent to the government, including the Ottoman Refugee Commission whose
documents only recently became available.” In Sofia, | found many individual petitions

that muhajirs settled in the Balkans sent to district, subprovincial, and provincial

2 On Ottoman petitions, see Yuval Ben-Bassat, Petitioning the Sultan: Protests and Justice in Late
Ottoman Palestine (London: 1.B. Tauris, 2013).
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authorities, which contain more immediate requests and complaints. In Thilisi and Nalchik,
| gathered petitions to the Russian authorities from both Caucasus-based Muslims asking
for emigration and Ottoman-based muhajirs requesting repatriation. Muhajirs’ voices are
also found in complaints that refugees sent to North Caucasian diasporic periodicals
established in Cairo, Istanbul, Paris, and the Caucasus in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth century.

Through outreach to diasporic organizations and networks in the Middle East, | also
located a number of private letters that were exchanged within muhajir families. One such
collection of 58 letters has been preserved by a muhajir family in Amman. Between 1890
and 1915, members of this upper-class Circassian family exchanged letters from their
locations in western, central, southern, and eastern Anatolia, Transjordan, and the North
Caucasus. | also found a small collection of letters received by Chechen muhajirs in al-
Zarqa’ from their families in Daghestan between 1910 and 1912, and dozens of muhajirs’
letters that were apprehended by tsarist authorities at the Russo-Ottoman border and are
now preserved in archives in Thilisi, Nalchik, and Makhachkala. In addition to examining
petitions and letters, | conducted several dozen interviews with descendants of muhajirs in
Jordan and Turkey.

This project originated in my ambition to write a history “from below,” exploring
how refugees negotiated with their host empire and participated in regional labor markets.
Because Ottoman scholarship, due to our sources, remains very archive-oriented and
therefore state-centered, | aspired to give utmost attention to “refugee voices.” That proved
a challenging act, even as | tapped into previously unknown or unstudied documents, such

as refugee petitions and private letters. Petitions were written by the most educated
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members of refugee communities, often the ‘ulama [Muslim religious leaders], posing the
question to what extent they represented the interests of the entire community. In many
cases, they were written by state-appointed scribes, who described immigrants’ concerns
in a language that the state sanctioned and deemed appropriate. Private letters, on the other
hand, were typically the product of notables, whose interests did not always align with
lesser-status immigrants. Nevertheless, in many ways, this dissertation constitutes a study
of migration and resettlement “from the bottom up.” By investigating both the political
economy of refugee villages and refugees’ networks, | examine how resettlement and

settling-in had proceeded in practice.

Summary of the Chapters

The first part of this dissertation examines the political economy of North
Caucasian resettlement by focusing on three case studies in the Ottoman Balkans, Anatolia,
and Levant. Chapter 1 surveys refugee resettlement in the Dobruja region, home to one of
the largest Muslim refugee populations in the Ottoman Balkans, between 1860 and 1878.
| argue that refugee resettlement in the northern Balkans was largely an economic failure
because of insufficient and delayed distribution of land and financial aid, although that was
not apparent until the mid-1870s, when economic hardship and inequality resulted in high
levels of muhajir-perpetrated crime. Refugee communities experienced internal conflicts,
primarily over land distribution and relations between Circassian slave owners and their

slaves. During the 1877-78 Russo-Ottoman War, muhajir populations of Dobruja
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evacuated to Anatolia and the Levant and, after the war, were barred from returning to
Bulgaria, Serbia, and Romania.

In a short interlude, | focus on the 1877-80 Levantine refugee crisis, provoked by
the 1877-78 Russo-Ottoman war, and particularly on refugee pressure and economic
inflation in Levantine port cities in modern-day Turkey, Syria, Lebanon, and Israel. Tens
of thousands of North Caucasian muhajirs became “double refugees,” having been
displaced from their homes in the Balkans to interior regions of Syria.

Chapter 2 examines North Caucasian villages in the Balga’ region in Ottoman
Transjordan. Between 1878 and 1914, North Caucasian muhajirs founded seven villages
in the Balga’. Based on Ottoman land and court registers, | reconstruct the economic rise
of Amman and regard muhajirs as facilitators of the expansion of Ottoman networks of
capital. Amman flourished because muhajirs took advantage of the 1858 Ottoman Land
Code and Ottoman railway infrastructure, succeeded in attracting Syrian, Palestinian, and
Transjordanian capital, and forged ties with bedouin communities. | also examine the
development of smaller muhajir villages of Wadi al-Sir, al-Rusayfa, and Na‘ur.

Chapter 3 focuses on muhajir settlements in the Uzunyayla region in central
Anatolia between 1860 and 1914. One of the largest resettlement areas, the Uzunyayla
plateau hosted over 70 North Caucasian villages. Muhajirs in Uzunyayla lived in proximity
to Armenians and Turkic-speaking Afsar nomads; the latter came into a conflict with
muhajirs over rights to the land in the plateau, leading to a state military intervention. The
geographic isolation of the region and lack of state investment led to the eventual economic

stagnation of Uzunyayla.
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Chapter 4 revisits the history of Muslim refugees in the broader political and social
contexts of the late Ottoman Empire. | argue that many conflicts in which muhajirs were
involved originated in intercommunal competition over land and contested interpretations
of land tenure and ownership. Over the 1860-1914 period, Ottoman strategies in resettling
refugees evolved, reflecting the empire’s shifting demographic, military, and economic
priorities. Since the 1877-78 Russo-Ottoman War, the Ottoman government recruited and
militarizated muhajir militias, which contributed to new rounds of displacement, ethnic
cleansing, and genocide in the 1910s.

The second part of this dissertation explores the mobility of North Caucasian
muhajir communities both within the Ottoman Empire and between the Ottoman and
Russian states. Chapter 5 examines social affiliations of muhajirs in the Ottoman Empire
through family ties, village networks, and formal muhajir associations. North Caucasian
notables often utilized their connections to both high- and lower-status muhajirs to recreate
hierarchies that were in place before their migration from the Caucasus. Village networks
allowed for the creation of new pan-ethnic and pan-Caucasian identities, whereas the
formal associations, founded in Cairo and Istanbul, promoted their particularist visions of
the “Circassian” or “North Caucasian” identity, while stressing muhajirs’ loyalty to
Ottoman society and global Muslim community.

Chapter 6 focuses on return migration of muhajirs from the Ottoman Empire to the
Russian Caucasus, which challenged the policies laid out by the two imperial governments.
By reviewing little-known “returnee refugee” crises on the Russo-Ottoman border,
involving Chechens in 1867-71 and Abkhaz in 1878-81, I trace the evolution of Russia’s

policy on Muslim reimmigration. Muhajirs employed different methods to regain access to
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their homeland, with unsanctioned reimmigration being the most daring and often most
successful strategy.

Chapter 7 articulates the notion of the North Caucasian world as part of the broader
Russo-Ottoman Muslim world, which was sustained by the communication of Muslims
across the Russo-Ottoman frontier through private correspondence, public debates over
hijra, and a culture of rumors. This chapter challenges an artificial distinction imposed on
the studies of southern Russian and eastern Ottoman territories and problematizes the North
Caucasian hijra, which was shaped by Russian colonial and Ottoman immigration policies

but also drew heavily on regional and trans-Eurasian legacies of Muslim migration.
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Migrations from the North Caucasus to the Ottoman Empire

The Caucasus Mountains, stretching between the Black and Caspian seas, are
among Eurasia’s most formidable natural barriers. This mountain chain, and the geography
and environment it commanded, allowed the Caucasus to become, first, home to dozens of
isolated ethno-linguistic communities and, second, a frontier zone for the Russian,
Ottoman, and Iranian empires between the sixteenth and twentieth centuries.! Today, the
North Caucasus is fully within the Russian Federation and is separated into seven
autonomous republics, whereas the South Caucasus is shared between the republics of
Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan.? The central part of the Caucasus consists primarily of
mountains and plateaus, whereas its western and eastern parts feature mountain slopes and
coastal areas — critical passages between the Eurasian steppe and the broader Middle East.
In the early modern period, the western Caucasus territories on the Black Sea coast had
been under the influence of the Ottoman Empire and the Crimean Khanate. The territories
in present-day Daghestan and Azerbaijan, lying in the eastern Caucasus and on the Caspian

Sea coast, had greater connections to Iran.?

! Several scholars examined the North Caucasus as an imperial “frontier”’; see Austin Jersild, Orientalism
and Empire: North Caucasus Mountain Peoples and the Georgian Frontier, 1845-1917 (Montreal: McGill-
Queen’s University Press, 2002); Thomas Barrett, At the Edge of the Empire: The Terek Cossacks and the
North Caucasus Frontier, 1700-1860 (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1999); idem., “Lines of Uncertainty:
The Frontiers of the North Caucasus,” Slavic Review 54, no. 3 (1995): 578-601; Michael Khodarkovsky,
Russia’s Steppe Frontier: The Making of a Colonial Empire, 1500-1800 (Bloomington, IN: Indiana
University Press, 2002).

2 0On modern history of the Caucasus, see Charles King, The Ghost of Freedom: A History of the Caucasus
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2008); Ronald Grigor Suny, Looking Toward Ararat: Armenia in
Modern History (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 1993); idem., The Making of the Georgian
Nation, 2nd ed. (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 2007); Dmitrii lu. Arapov, Vladimir O.
Bobrovnikov, and Irina L. Babich, Severnyi Kavkaz v sostave Rossiiskoi imperii (Moscow: Novoe
Literaturnoe Obozrenie, 2007).

3 On early modern history of the Caucasus, see Michael Khodarkovsky, “Of Christianity, Enlightenment,
and Colonialism: Russia in the North Caucasus, 1550-1800,” The Journal of Modern History 71, no. 2
(1999): 394-430;
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Muslims of the North Caucasus

The Caucasus region accommodates remarkable ethno-linguistic diversity. The
tenth-century Arab historian al-Mas‘udi called the region the “mountain of tongues.”*
Three language families are endemic to the Caucasus: Northwest Caucasian, Northeast
Caucasian, and Kartvelian. The region also hosts populations speaking Turkic, Indo-
European, and Semitic languages.

In the South Caucasus, the dominant ethnic groups are Georgians (speaking a
Kartvelian language), Armenians (speaking an Indo-European language), and Azeris
(speaking a Turkic language). Smaller communities, living south of the Caucasus
Mountains, include Caucasus Greeks, Assyrians, Sunni and Yazidi Kurds, and Georgian
Jews.

The western coast of the North Caucasus is home to Circassians, Abazins, and
Abkhaz, speaking closely related but mutually unintelligible languages of the Northwest
Caucasian language family.> All three languages have a number of dialects, reflecting
intra-ethnic divisions within their communities, and none of them had an established
literary tradition by the mid-nineteenth century. Circassians, or the Adyghe in their native

language, consist of about twelve historical communities or “tribes”: Abzakh, Bzhedugh,

David Marshall Lang, The Last Years of the Georgian Monarchy, 1658-1832 (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1957).

4 See John C. Catford, “Mountain of Tongues: The Languages of the Caucasus,” Annual Review of
Anthropology 6 (1977): 283-314.

5> For contemporary accounts of Circassia before Russian conquest, see Edouard Taitbout de Marigny,
Three Voyages in the Black Sea to the Coast of Circassia (London: John Murray, 1837); Frédéric DuBois
de Montperreux, Voyage autour du Caucase chez les Tcherkesses et les Abkhases, 6 vols. (Paris: Librairie
de Gide, 1839-43); John A. Longworth, A Year Among the Circassians, 2 vols. (London: Colburn, 1840);
James Stanislaus Bell, Journal of a Residence in Circassia, 2 vols. (London: Moxon, 1840).
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Figure 1: Ethnographic map of the Northwest Caucasus in the late eighteenth century
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Hatugwai, Mamkhlegh, Natukhai, Temirgoi, Yegerugwai, Zhaney, Shapsugh, Ubykh,®
Besleney, and Kabardin.” The exact composition and terminology are disputed both in the
Caucasus and in diaspora. In this dissertation, | collectively refer to the first ten
communities, mostly living on the Black Sea coast, as “western Circassians” and to

Besleney and Kabardins on interior plateaus as “eastern Circassians,” according to their

& The Ubykh, although often counted as a subdivision of Circassians, are sometimes considered a separate
people. Ubykhs were one of the groups that were expelled/displaced from the Caucasus in their entirety in
1863-64. The Ubykh language made international headlines in 1992, when its last native speaker, Tevfik
Eseng, passed away in Turkey; see Daniel Nettle and Suzanne Romaine, Vanishing Voices: The Extinction
of the World Languages (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 1-2.

" For an overview of different Circassian communities, see Walter Richmond, The Northwest Caucasus:
Past, Present, Future (London and New York: Routledge 2011), 20-25.
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nineteenth-century geography within the North Caucasus. Wherever possible, | identify
specific subgroups of Circassian muhajirs. To the south of Circassians, down the Black Sea
coast, lived Abazins and Abkhaz, or Abkhazians. The Ottomans generally referred to both
communities as “Abaza.”

The Northcentral Caucasus, around the Terek River, is home to three large
communities: Ossetians, speaking an Iranian (Indo-European) language, and Ingush and
Chechens, two closely related Vainakh people speaking languages of the Northeast
Caucasian language family. Daghestan, in the Northeast Caucasus, is one of the world’s
most culturally heterogeneous regions.® Whereas Circassian, Chechen, and Ossetian
constitute ethnic designations, “Daghestani” always denoted a collective regional
designation. Over forty ethnic groups inhabit Daghestan’s mountains, steppes, and coastal
plains. Most of them speak mutually unintelligible Northeast Caucasian languages, such as
Avar, Dargin, Lezgin, Lak, and Tabasaran. Chechens and Azeris live in Daghestan as well.
In addition to the aforementioned ethno-linguistic groups, four Turkic-speaking
communities live in the Northcentral and Northeast Caucasus: Balkars, Karachays,
Kumyks, and Nogai Tatars.

A traveler in the nineteenth-century North Caucasus would also encounter
Mountain Jews, transplanted Armenian and Georgian communities, and resident Persian
and Ottoman subjects. Finally, from the late eighteenth century, Russian and Ukrainian

Cossacks and peasants settled on the northern rim of the region, and schismatic Orthodox

8 See Moshe Gammer, ed., Written Culture in Daghestan (Helsinki: Academia Scientiarum Fennica, 2015);
idem., ed., Islam and Sufism in Daghestan (Helsinki: Academia Scientiarum Fennica, 2009); idem. and
David J. Wasserstein, eds., Daghestan and the World of Islam (Helsinki: Finnish Academy of Science and
Letters, 2006).
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communities made their way to the South Caucasus.® Russian colonization would
accelerate in the 1860s, particularly along the Kuban and Terek rivers.

The ethno-linguistic diversity in the Caucasus often befuddled the nearby empires.
In late Imperial Russia, North Caucasian Muslims were collectively referred to as
“mountaineers” (Rus. gortsy), an identity that was Orientalized and romanticized in
nineteenth-century Russian literature.! In the late Ottoman Empire, Circassians (Ott. Tur.
Cerkesler), as the largest incoming group, often served as an umbrella designation for all
muhajirs from the North Caucasus.'?

By the second half of the nineteenth century, the Caucasus region constituted a
patchwork of religious identities and traditions. In the South Caucasus, Armenians and
Georgians were mostly Christians (their medieval states were, respectively, first and
second to adopt Christianity as a state religion), whereas Azeris were predominantly
Twelver Shi‘a, with a Sunni minority. Small Jewish populations lived on both sides of the
Caucasus Mountains. In the North Caucasus, Ossetia and Abkhazia were near-equally split
between Muslims and Christians prior to the Russian conquest and Muslim migrations to
the Ottoman Empire. Kabarda also had a small Christian population, and southern
Daghestan had a Twelver Shi‘a population. The rest, and the overwhelming majority, of
the population of the North Caucasus was Sunni Muslim. Sunni Islam was, by no means,

homogeneous in the region. Some Muslim communities traced their origins to the Arab

® See Khodarkovsky, “Of Christianity, Enlightenment, and Colonialism”; Breyfogle, Heretics and
Colonizers.

10 See Sherry, “Social Alchemy on the Black Sea Coast”; Zarema Kh. Ibragimova, Chechenskaia istoriia:
politika, ekonomika, kul tura. Vtoraia polovina X1X veka (Moscow: Evraziia +, 2002), 59-73.

11 See Susan Layton, Russian Literature and Empire: Conquest of the Caucasus from Pushkin to Tolstoy
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015).

12 On the usage of “Circassians™ as a supra-ethnic designation, see Besleney, Circassian Diaspora, 20-22,
54,
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conquest of Derbent in the mid-seventh century. Other North Caucasian populations
embraced Islam gradually under the influence of different powers: the Abbasid Caliphate,
the Golden Horde, the Crimean Khanate, and the Ottoman, Safavid, and Qajar empires.
Anti-Russian resistance and the spread of Sufi tarigas in the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries accelerated the conversion of many North Caucasian communities to Islam.3 In
the western Caucasus, Circassians, Abkhaz, and Turkic communities followed the Hanafi
madhhab, similarly to most Ottoman Muslim subjects in Anatolia and the Balkans and
most Russian Muslim subjects in Central Asia and the Volga region.** In the Northeast
Caucasus, Ingush, Chechens, and some Daghestanis belonged to the Shafi‘i madhhab,
similarly to Ottoman and Qajar populations in Kurdistan. Well into the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries, local pre-Islamic and pre-Christian traditions continued to play an
important role in the social life of many North Caucasian communities.®

The harsh terrain and poor accessibility of many Caucasus territories ensured the
political autonomy of its many communities well into the early modern period. Russia
reached the North Caucasus with the conguests of the neighboring khanates of Kazan

(1552) and Astrakhan (1556). Since then, several groups had accepted Russian subjecthood

13 On a rich debate on the origins and impact of Sufi movements in the North Caucasus, see Michael
Kemper, “The North Caucasian Khalidiyya and ‘Muridism’: Historiographical Problems,” Journal of the
History of Sufism 1-2, no. 5 (2007): 151-67; Alexander Knysh, “Sufism as an Explanatory Paradigm: The
Issue of the Motivations of Sufi Resistance Movements in Western and Russian Scholarship,” Die Welt des
Islams 42, no. 2 (2002): 139-73; Anna Zelkina, In Quest for God and Freedom: The Sufi Response to the
Russian Advance in the North Caucasus (London: Hurst & Co, 2000); Moshe Gammer, “The Beginnings of
the Nagshbandiyya in Daghestan and the Russian Conquest of the Caucasus,” Die Welt des Islams 34
(1994): 204-17.

14 For late Imperial Russia’s engagement with her Muslim populations, see a seminal study by Robert D.
Crews, For Prophet and Tsar; see also idem., “Empire and the Confessional State: Islam and Religious
Politics in Nineteenth-Century Russia,” American Historical Review 108, no. 1 (2003): 50-83; James H.
Meyer, “Speaking Sharia to the State: Muslim Protesters, Tsarist Officials, and the Islamic Discourses of
Late Imperial Russia,” Kritika: Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History 14, no. 3 (2013): 485-505.
15 See Awustin Jersild, “Faith, Custom, and Ritual in the Borderlands: Orthodoxy, Islam, and the ‘Small
Peoples’ of the Middle Volga and the North Caucasus,” The Russian Review 59, no. 4 (2000): 512-29.
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or claimed tsarist protection.’® The defining moment in the history of the region was the
Treaty of Kuglk Kaynarca (1774), following the 1768-74 Russo-Ottoman War, a major
military and diplomatic defeat for the Ottoman Empire. The treaty affirmed Russia’s
sovereignty over Kabarda, in the Northcentral Caucasus, which held a strategic mountain
pass into the South Caucasus and had become a platform for Russia’s subsequent conquests
in the region. The Ottomans also ended their protectorate over the Crimean Khanate, an
influential actor in North Caucasian politics in its own right, leading to Russia’s eventual
annexation of Crimea in 1783.Y7

Much of the South Caucasus, since the sixteenth century, had been part of the
Iranian realm, but the Ottoman Empire had contested the region. The Ottomans emerged
victorious in the 1578-90 war, and the Safavids reconquered their lost territories in the
1603-18 war. The disintegration of the Safavid state in the first half of the eighteenth
century allowed the Ottomans to reestablish political control over the region before the
Qajars reclaimed much of the South Caucasus and Daghestan. In 1801, Russia incorporated
the eastern Georgian kingdom of Kartli and Kakheti, and, ten years later, the western
Georgian kingdom of Imereti. Qajar Iran relinquished all its South Caucasian territories to
Russia in the treaties of Gulistan (1813) and Turkmenchay (1828).®

After having gained the entire South Caucasus by 1828, Russia focused on

solidifying its presence in the North Caucasus. Between 1817 and 1864, Russia fought a

16 See Sean Pollock, “Empire by Invitation? Russian Empire-Building in the Caucasus in the Reign of
Catherine I1,” Ph.D. dissertation (Harvard University, 2006); Chantal Lemercier-Quelquejay, “Cooptation
of the Elites in Kabarda and Daghestan in the Sixteenth Century,” in The North Caucasus Barrier: The
Russian Advance Towards the Muslim World, ed. Marie Bennigsen Broxup (London: Hurst, 1996), 18-44.
17 See Alan W. Fisher, The Russian Annexation of the Crimea, 1772-1783 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1970); Hakan Kirimli, National Movements and National Identity Among the Crimean
Tatars, 1905-1916 (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1996), 1-31.

18 See Suny, The Making of the Georgian Nation, 49-60, 63-95.
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series of conflicts, collectively known as the Caucasus War.'® Its primary opponent was
the Caucasus Imamate (1828-59), which united territories in northern Daghestan and
Chechnya and inspired other groups in the region to fight the Russian state.?® The
establishment of the imamate in 1828 was a political milestone. For centuries, territories
on both sides of the Caucasus Mountains formed khanates, princely states, and tribal
confederations, grounding their legitimacy in dynastic genealogy and often seeking
patronage of nearby empires. The imamate was a centralized state, which rooted its
ideology in anti-colonialism, with Islam as a unifying factor; the notion of jihad [struggle]
against Russia and the adoption of shari‘a [Islamic law] were critical in the history of the
imamate.? In 1859, its third and final imam, Shamil, surrendered to Russia.??

In the final years of the Caucasus War, the Russian military focused on coastal
Circassia, the last remaining autonomous territories in the Caucasus. To resist occupation,
western Circassian communities united to proclaim independence, established a

parliament, and even sought recognition of their statehood in Istanbul and London.?® The

19 On periodization and historiography of the Caucasus War, see Arapov et al., Severnyi Kavkaz, 112-35.
See also W.E.D. Allen and Paul Muratoff, Caucasian Battlefields: A History of the Wars on the Turco-
Caucasian Border, 1828-1921 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1953).

20 See Michael Khodarkovsky, Bitter Choices: Loyalty and Betrayal in the Russian Conquest of the North
Caucasus (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2011); Moshe Gammer, Muslim Resistance to the Tsar:
Shamil and the Conquest of Chechnia and Daghestan (London: Frank Cass, 1992).

21 See Georgi Derluguian, “The Forgotten Complexities of the North Caucasus Jihad,” in Caucasus
Paradigms: Anthropologies, Histories, and the Making of a World Area, eds. Bruce Grant and Lale Yal¢in-
Heckmann (Berlin: LIT Verlag, 2007), 75-92; Anna Zelkina, “Jihad in the Name of God: Shaykh Shamil as
the Religious Leader of the Caucasus,” Central Asian Survey 21, no. 3 (2002): 249-64; Michael Kemper,
“Khalidiyya Networks in Daghestan and the Question of Jihad,” Die Welt des Islams 42, no. 1 (2002): 41-
71.

22 On Georgian, Chechen, and Daghestani experiences of colonialism and anti-colonial resistance, see
Rebecca Gould, Writers and Rebels: The Literature of Insurgency in the Caucasus (New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press, 2017).

23 See Paul Manning, “Just Like England: On the Liberal Institutions of the Circassians,” Comparative
Studies in Society and History 51, no. 3 (2009): 590-618; Charles King, “Imagining Circassia: David
Urquhart and the Making of North Caucasus Nationalism,” The Russian Review 66, no. 2 (2007): 238-55.
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Circassian coast was a strategic territory that the Russian military held crucial for its control
over the northern part of the Black Sea and over the North and South Caucasus. The fertile
Circassian territories also held considerable economic potential. Several tsarist military and
civil factions long advocated Slavic colonization of the Circassian coast.?* By 1864,
Russian troops established physical control over the entire Northwest Caucasus, while
directing or abetting mass-scale displacement of Muslim populations into the Ottoman

Empire.?®

Migrations from the North Caucasus to the Ottoman Empire

This dissertation explores several types of migration from the North Caucasus to
the Ottoman Empire. In addition to muhajirs who hailed from the north of the Caucasus
Mountains, it includes Muslim groups from two South Caucasus regions, Abkhazia [now,
de jure part of Georgia, de facto independent] and Zakatala [in Azerbaijan], that, ethno-
linguistically and in terms of migration patterns, represented the “extension” of the North
Caucasus. Viewing “North Caucasians” as a category of Ottoman-era muhajirs is a choice
in itself because various ethnic and sub-ethnic groups from the North Caucasus
experienced different types of displacement, ranging from brutal expulsions to migration
under little duress. | contend, however, that investigating the settlement of North Caucasian

muhajirs from different communities over five decades provides a more complex analysis

24 See Arapov et al., Severnyi Kavkaz, 157-62.

% paul B. Henze, “Fire and Sword in the Caucasus: The 19th Century Resistance of the North Caucasian
Mountaineers,” Central Asian Survey 2, no. 1 (1983): 5-44.; idem., “Circassian Resistance to Russia,” in
The North Caucasus Barrier, ed. Marie Bennigsen Broxup, 62-111; Pinson, “Demographic Warfare,” 85-
124,

41



of the Ottoman resettlement program and of Muslim mobility between the Russian and
Ottoman empires. The first part of my dissertation, focusing on the provinces of Danube,
Sivas, and Damascus, features primarily western Circassians, Abkhaz, Kabardins, and
Chechens; these ethnic groups, in that order, were also the largest North Caucasian
communities in the Ottoman Empire. The second part of my dissertation, by examining
muhajirs’ mobility, looks at historical actors from those same communities, as well as
Ossetians, Daghestanis, and Turkic groups.

Although estimates vary widely, about a million Muslims left the North Caucasus
in the second half of the nineteenth century and the early twentieth century.?® [See Table
1.] I distinguish four periods in the history of Muslim migrations from the Caucasus: from
the 1850s until 1862, 1863-64, between 1865 and 1878, and the post-1878 era.?’

In the 1850s, tens of thousands of Circassians and Nogai Tatars emigrated to the
Ottoman Empire amidst the ongoing Caucasus War. Some left in the wake of Russian
conquest of their territories, or in anticipation of such, and others to reunite with their
families that had already moved to Anatolia.?® The Ottoman Empire was familiar terrain

for many Northwest Caucasians: high-status families commonly studied and did business

% Kemal Karpat estimates that between 1859 and 1879 up to two million people, mostly Circassians, left
the Caucasus for the Ottoman state but only 1,500,000 survived and were resettled. In 1881-1914, a half
million more Circassians and Tatars arrived; see Ottoman Population, 69-70. Justin McCarthy estimates
that 1,200,000 Muslims left the North Caucasus and 800,000 lived to be resettled, including 600,000 in
1856-64 and 200,000 after 1864; see Death and Exile, 36, 53n45. The lowest count is the Russian
military’s count of 493,194 muhajirs in 1858-1865; Adol’f P. Berzhe “Vyselenie gortsev s Kavkaza,”
Russkaia starina 33 and 36 (1882), reprinted as Vyselenie gortsev s Kavkaza (Nalchik: Izdatel’stvo M. i V.
Kotliarovykh, 2010), 4. The largest estimate belongs to the Circassian historian Sultan Devlet-Giray, who
claimed that 3,097,949 North Caucasian Muslims left for the Ottoman Empire in 1816-1910, including
around 2,750,000 Circassians who were present in the empire by 1910; see Dzidzariia, Makhadzhirstvo,
420. For different estimates, see Jersild, Orientalism and Empire, 25-27, 171-72n102; Habigoglu,
Kafkasya'dan Anadolu’ya Gogler, 70-73; Kushkhabiev, Cherkesy v Sirii, 31-34.

27 For a break-down into six periods and a nuanced discussion of different reasons for Muslim emigration,
see Arapov et al., Severnyi Kavkaz, 155-83. See also Habicoglu, Kafkasya dan Anadolu’ya Gogler, 74-84.
28 On Nogai Tatar muhajirs, see Cuthell, “Muhacirin Komisyonu,” 149-55.
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there, and many Muslims traversed the Ottoman domains as hajjis every year.?® The
Ottoman state had also hosted generations of Muslims escaping Russian rule, from Kazan
Tatars in prior centuries to Crimean Tatars who had been steadily emigrating since the late
eighteenth century.® In 1860, Mikhail Loris-Melikov, a Russian general, later appointed
as Governor of Terek Province, traveled to Istanbul to negotiate the emigration of the
Circassians. The Porte agreed to accept 40,000-50,000 immigrants over a period of several
years.3! Refugee numbers exceeded this figure over the next several years, but the two
empires did not renegotiate that deal. In this period, anywhere between 50,000 and 150,000
North Caucasian muhajirs had emigrated.*2

Much of the overall migration from the North Caucasus to the Ottoman Empire
happened in the short span of 1863-64, as part of mass expulsions of Circassians in the

final years of the Caucasus War. During the war, the Russian military burnt dozens of

29 See Kane, Russian Hajj.

30 On Kazan muhajirs, see Cuthell, “Muhacirin Komisyonu,” 139-142. On Crimean muhajirs, see Hakan
Kiriml, Tiirkiye 'deki Kirim Tatar ve Nogay Koy Yerlesimleri; idem., “Emigrations from the Crimea to the
Ottoman Empire during the Crimean War,” Middle Eastern Studies 44, no. 5 (2008): 751-77; Mara
Kozelsky, “Casualties of Conflict: Crimean Tatars during the Crimean War,” Slavic Review 67, no. 4
(2008): 866-91; Brian Glyn Williams, The Crimean Tatars: The Diaspora Experience and the Forging of a
Nation (Leiden: Brill, 2001); idem., “Hijra and Forced Migration from Nineteenth-Century Russia to the
Ottoman Empire. A Critical Analysis of the Great Crimean Tatar Emigration of 1860-1861,” Cahiers du
Monde Russe 41, no. 1 (2000): 79-108; Mark Pinson, “Russian Policy and the Emigration of the Crimean
Tatars to the Ottoman Empire (1854-1862),” Giineydogu Avrupa Arastirmalar: Dergisi 1 (1972): 37-55; 2-
3 (1974): 101-14; idem., “Demographic Warfare,” 22-84; Alan W. Fisher, “Emigration of Muslims from
the Russian Empire in the Years after the Crimean War,” Jahrbucher fiir Geschichte Osteeuropas 35
(1987): 356-71; Cuthell, “Muhacirin Komisyonu,” 142-49.

31 See Karpat, “The Status of the Muslim Under European Rule,” reprinted in Studies on Ottoman Social
and Political History, 653n6, based on Ottoman evidence. For an interpretation of the agreement, based on
Russian sources, see Arapov et al., Severnyi Kavkaz, 172.

32 According to Karpat, 46,000-50,000 Nogai Tatars emigrated between the 1853-56 Crimean War and
1860; Ottoman Population, 66. Kumykov cites that 30,000 Nogai Tatars emigrated in 1858-59 and 10,000
Kabardins in 1860-61; Vyselenie adygov, 94, 11. 400 Ossetian households emigrated to Kars Subprovince
at the same time; Habigoglu, Kafkasya 'dan Anadolu’ya Gogler, 91. Habigoglu, based on Ottoman
documents, estimates that 150,000 muhajirs, mostly Nogai Tatars and Circassians, had entered the empire
by May 1861; Kafkasya 'dan Anadolu’ya Gogler, 75.
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Circassian villages, killing or expelling their populations, and destroying the crops.®* Many
Circassian communities were evicted from their mountainous villages, and the only
alternative offered to them by the Russian military was relocating to new settlements that
were either in coastal malarial swamps and flooded lands or in near-coastal plateaus where
they would be interspersed among Cossack settlements.* The violence, employed by the
army, and popular expectations of future atrocities provoked mass flight of Circassians
towards the Black Sea coast, where they waited for boats to take them to the Ottoman
Empire.® Over a half million western Circassians fled to the Ottoman Empire by 1864.
[See Table 1.]

The 1863-64 Circassian refugee crisis was among the largest humanitarian disasters
in the history of both the Russian and the Ottoman empires. The tsarist government, willing
to get rid of the population that it considered hostile, contracted and paid private shipping
companies to take muhajirs to the Ottoman port cities of Trabzon, Ordu, Samsun, Istanbul,
Kostence, and Varna.® As hundreds of thousands of Circassians waited on the Circassian
coast for the boats to arrive, a harsh winter, famine, and an outbreak of typhus claimed tens

of thousands of lives. Many more died onboard the boats and then in the Ottoman port

33 See Irma Kreiten, “A Colonial Experiment in Cleansing: the Russian Conquest of Western Caucasus,
1856-65.” Journal of Genocide Research 11, no. 2-3 (2009): 213-41; Willis Brooks, “The Politics of the
Conquest of the Caucasus, 1855-1864,” Nationalities Papers 24, no. 4 (1996): 649-60.

3 Kumykov, Vyselenie adygov, 12-14, 47-87.

3 For a classic study on “anticipatory” refugee movement, see Egon F. Kunz, “The Refugee in Flight:
Kinetic Models and Forms of Displacement,” The International Migration Review 7, no. 2 (1973): 125-46.
3 See Kumykov, Vyselenie adygov, 21-47, 98-109. For published primary sources from Russian archives
detailing gradual Circassian displacement, through a combination of expulsions and dispossession, see
Rashad Kh. Gugov et al., eds., Tragicheskie posledstviia Kavkazskoi voiny dlia adygov: vtoraia polovina
XIX - nachalo XX veka (Nalchik: EI’-Fa, 2000); Tugan Kh. Kumykov, ed., Problemy Kavkazskoi voiny i
vyselenie cherkesov v predely Osmanskoi imperii, 20-70e gg. XIX v.: sbornik arkhivnykh dokumentov
(Nalchik: Elbrus, 2001-03); idem., Vyselenie adygov; Grigorii A. Dzagurov, ed., Pereselenie gortsev v
Turtsiiu: materialy po istorii gorskikh narodov (Rostov-Don: Sevkavkniga, 1925).
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cities, which were unprepared for such a massive refugee influx.®” In the course of two
years, anywhere between 80 and 90 percent of the western Circassian population had left
Russia, and up to a quarter of the refugees died before reaching their new homes in the
Ottoman Empire.®

The violent displacement of Circassians in the 1860s remains a highly contentious
issue in Russia and in the Circassian diaspora. The government of the Russian Federation
adopted a stance similar to those of its Imperial and Soviet predecessors, stressing the
voluntary nature of Circassian emigration and refusing to acknowledge its responsibility.
Since the 1990s, a growing number of political actors have called for the recognition of the
Circassian genocide.® The issue generated international news headlines during the 2014

Winter Olympic Games in Sochi, which coincided with the 150th anniversary of Circassian

37 For foreign accounts of the 1863-64 Circassian refugee crisis, see House of Commons, Papers
Respecting the Settlement of Circassian Emigrants in Turkey (London: Harrison and Son, 1864); Edouard
Dulaurier, “La Russie dans le Caucase, fin de la guerre de Circassie et dispersion des tribus tcherkesses.
L’exode des Circassiens et la colonisation russe,” Revue des Deux Mondes (1865-66); British, French, and
Italian documents in Fabio L. Grassi, Una Nuova Patria: L ‘esodo dei Circassi verso /’Impero Ottomano
(Istanbul: Isis Press, 2014). See also Pinson, “Demographic Warfare,” 125-48; Cuthell, “Muhacirin
Komisyonu,” 191-213; Nazan Cicek, ““Talihsiz Cerkesleri ingiliz Peksimeti’: Ingiliz Arsiv Belgelerinde
Bilyiik Cerkes Gogil (Subat 1864 - Mayis 1865),” Ankara Universitesi Siyasal Bilimler Fakiiltesi Dergisi
64, no. 1 (2009): 57-88; Sarah A.S. Isla Rosser-Owen, “The First ‘Circassian Exodus’ to the Ottoman
Empire (1858-1867), and the Ottoman Response, Based on the Accounts of Contemporary British
Observers,” M.A. dissertation (School of Oriental and African Studies, 2007); Musa Sasmaz, “Immigration
and Settlement of Circassians in the Ottoman Empire on British Documents, 1857-1864,” OTAM 9 (1999):
331-66.

3 See Besleney, Circassian Diaspora, 20; Karpat, Ottoman Population, 69-70

39 The parliaments of the autonomous republics of Kabardino-Balkariia and Adygea, within the Russian
Federation, recognized the Circassian genocide (Circ./Kab. adsieom s nvonkwevoklyso) in, respectively,
1992 and 1996. In 2011, Georgia became the first sovereign state to recognize the Circassian genocide. For
the case that Circassian displacements and ethnic cleansing constituted a genocide, see Walter Richmond,
The Circassian Genocide (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 2013); Aliy Kasumov and Hasan
Kasumov, Cerkes Soykurimi: Cerkeslerin X1X. Yiizyil Kurtulug Savag: Tarihi (Ankara: TAKAV, 1995). See
also Robert Geraci, “Genocidal Impulses and Fantasies in Imperial Russia,” in Empire, Colony, Genocide:
Congquest, Occupation, and Subaltern Resistance in World History, ed. A. Dirk Moses (New York:
Berghahn, 2008), 343-71; Peter Holquist, “To Count, to Extract, to Exterminate: Population Statistics and
Population Politics in Late Imperial and Soviet Russia,” in A State of Nations: Empire and Nation-Making
in the Age of Lenin and Stalin, eds. Terry Martin and Ronald Grigor Suny (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2001), 111-44.
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expulsions from that very region and prompted worldwide North Caucasian diasporic
protests.*°

The mass displacement redrew the demography of the Northwest Caucasus. Several
Circassian tribes — Ubykh, Hatugwai, and Natukhai — were expelled from the Caucasus in
their entirety. Western Circassians were not allowed to return from the Ottoman Empire,
and their lands were repopulated by Russian and Ukrainian peasants.** Later, Soviet
demographic engineering resulted in the fracturing of the Circassians who had remained in
the Caucasus into four census-approved “nationalities” — Adyghe, Kabardin, Cherkess, and
Shapsugh — three of which received their autonomous republics: Adygea, with a Russian
majority; and Kabardino-Balkaria and Karachay-Cherkessia, each shared with a Turkic-
speaking “titular nation.” The Soviet government sanctioned the development of two
literary languages: Adyghe, or western Circassian, and Kabardino-Cherkess, or eastern
Circassian.*

The third stage of migration from the North Caucasus, between 1865 and 1878,
took place amidst the entrenchment of Russian civil rule across the Caucasus.*® The
Russian government passed a series of social and economic reforms, most importantly land

reform and the abolition of slavery, both of which were implemented in stages across the

40 See Sufian Zhemukhov, “The Birth of Modern Circassian Nationalism,” Nationalities Papers 40, no. 4
(2012): 503-24.

41 See Sherry, “Social Alchemy on the Black Sea Coast.”

42 On the early Soviet “nationalities policy,” see Francine Hirsch, Empire of Nations: Ethnographic
Knowledge and the Making of the Soviet Union (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2005); Terry Martin,
The Affirmative Action Empire: Nations and Nationalism in the Soviet Union (Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 2001); Yuri Slezkine, “The USSR as a Communal Apartment, or How a Socialist State
Promoted Ethnic Particularism,” Slavic Review 53, no. 2 (1994): 414-52.

43 On the best overview of this period, see Arapov et al., Severnyi Kavkaz, 136-54, 211-28.
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North Caucasus in the 1860s.* Many Muslim peasants, especially Kabardins, Ossetians,
and Chechens in the Northcentral Caucasian highlands, emigrated because, in the course
of the land reform, they lost communal pastures or were forced to relocate to new villages.
For example, in 1865-67, 93 villages in Greater Kabarda were forcibly reorganized into
33, and 25 villages in Lesser Kabarda into nine.*® Many notables who owned slaves
emigrated because Russian abolitionism, coupled with land reforms, threatened to
undermine their socio-economic status, which they hoped they would still be able to
maintain in the Ottoman Empire.

In this period, a series of anti-colonial uprisings erupted in the Caucasus. All of
them ended in defeat, and the largest — in Chechnya in 1864, in Abkhazia in 1866, and in
Abkhazia, Chechnya, and Daghestan in 1877 — resulted in new waves of emigration.
Following the 1864 uprising of Kunta Hajji in Chechnya, the Russian and Ottoman
governments cooperated in organizing the emigration of at least 23,057 Muslims, primarily
Chechens, in 1865.46 After the 1866 uprising in Abkhazia, 19,342 Muslim Abkhaz
emigrated to Anatolia in 1867.%" Finally, the 1877 revolts across the North Caucasus

coincided with the outbreak of the 1877-78 Russo-Ottoman War and resulted in the

44 See Liubov Kurtynova-D’Herlugnan, The Tsar’s Abolitionists: The Slave Trade in the Caucasus and Its
Suppression (Leiden: Brill, 2010); Tugan Kh. Kumykov, Sotsial 'no-ekonomicheskie otnosheniia i otmena
krepostnogo prava v Kabarde i Balkarii (1800-1869 gg.) (Nalchik: Kabardino-Balkarskoe knizhnoe
izdatel’stvo, 1959).

45 Arapov et al., Severnyi Kavkaz, 172.

46 Although all households were listed as Chechen by Russian officials, there were also Karabulak, Ingush,
Ossetian, Kabardin, and Nogai Tatar families. Contemporary historians estimate the number to have been
in excess of 40,000 people. National Historical Archive of Georgia (Sakartvelos sakhelmtsipo saistorio
arkivi, Thilisi, hereafter cited as SSSA) f. 545, op. 1, d. 90 (1865), d. 2852, I. 65 (25 May 1871);
Ibragimova, Emigratsiia chechentsev, 33-43. See Appendix IX.

47 Dzidzariia, Makhadzhirstvo, 289. See also Georgy Chochiev, “1867 Abhaz Gogline Dair Birkag Rus,
Osmanl ve ingiliz Belgesi,” Journal of Caucasian Studies 1, no. 1 (2015): 103-58; Bezhan Khorava,
Mukhadzhirstvo abkhazov 1867 goda (Thilisi: Artanudzhi, 2013).
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departure of about 30,000-50,000 Muslim Abkhaz and small groups of Chechens and
Daghestanis.*

In the fourth period, after 1878, emigration from the Caucasus had a more voluntary
character than before. Many Muslims left for the Ottoman Empire in order to reunite with
their families or to seek better economic opportunities. The larger groups of muhajirs in
the post-1878 period included: at least 5,000 Karachays and 2,000 Balkars in 1884-87;*
around 6,000 Kabardins by 1890;>° over 9,000 western Circassians in 1890-91;% 16,000
Kabardins and about 1,500-2,000 Chechens in 1895;°? up to 4,000 Chechen, Kabardin, and
Balkar muhajirs in 1900-02;>3 over 1,000 Ingush muhajirs in 1904;°* 1,454 Kabardins and
600 Daghestanis, in 1905;> about 5,000 Karachays and over 2,000 Balkars in 1905-06;®

700 Chechen families in 1905-06;%" and about 2,000 Ingush and Chechens in 1912.%8

48 On Abkhaz emigration in 1877, see Dzidzariia, Makhadzhirstvo, 371-73. On the 1877 uprisings in
Chechnya and Daghestan, see Timur M. Aitberov et al., eds., Vosstaniia dagestantsev i chechentsev v
posleshamilevskuiu epokhu i imamat 1877 goda: materialy (Makhachkala: IIAE DNTs RAN, 2001).

49 Kipkeeva, Karachaevo-balkarskaia diaspora, 29.

%0 Ibid., 29.

51 BOA DH.MKT 1749/28 (21 zilhicce 1307, 8 August 1890). In 1890, the Ottomans agreed to accept up to
24,000 western Circassians, but only the first party of over 9,000 people had been resettled; see a dispatch
by the Russian ambassador in Istanbul (18 August 1894), reprinted in Tragicheskie posledstviia, eds.
Gugov et al., 337-40.

52 Badaev, Chechenskaia diaspora, 227.

53 In 1900, separate groups of 152 Chechens and 260 Kabardins arrived in Damascus to be resettled in
Amman and Na‘ur. In 1901, 823 more Kabardins arrived to be resettled in al-Zarga’; see Kushkhabiev,
Cherkesy v Sirii, 71, 160. Overall, in 1900-02, 2,601 Kabardins and 781 Balkars left Kabarda; see
Kushkhabiev, Cherkesy v Sirii, 31; Badaev, Chechenskaia diaspora, 227.

54 Badaev, Chechenskaia diaspora, 221.

%5 According to Russian consular data, up to 3,000 muhajirs waited for resettlement in Aleppo in 1905;
Kushkhabiev, Cherkesy v Sirii, 72-73, 161. Some muhajirs from that emigrating Kabardin party founded a
settlement in al-Raqgqa; see Mohammed A.L. Hammad, The History of the Circassians and the Anzour
Dynastic Family: the Adyghes, Chechens, Daghistanis and Ossetes (Al-Raqqa, Syria, 2001).

% Kipkeeva, Karachaevo-balkarskaia diaspora, 52.

57 Zarema Kh. Ibragimova, Chechenskii narod v Rossiiskoi imperii: adaptatsionnyi period (Moscow:
Probel-2000, 2006), 393.

%8 Badaev, Chechenskaia diaspora, 227.

48



Table 1: North Caucasian muhajirs by ethnicity, 1860-1914

Ethnic group Estimates Reference
Circassians (western) 470,703 — 1,008,000 5
Kabardins 60,000 60
Abkhaz and Abazins 50,000 — 145,000 61
Chechens and Ingush 23,057 — 90,000 62
Ossetians 5,000 — 10,000 63
Daghestanis 20,000 — 25,000 64
Karachays and Balkars 10,000 — 15,756 6
Nogai Tatars 30,000 — 70,000 66
Total: 668,760 — 1,423,756

%9 Adolf P. Berzhe, a Russian Orientalist scholar and head of the Caucasus Archaeographic Commission,
estimated that 470,703 western Circassians had left in the 1858-65 period; Vyselenie gortsev, 8-9.
Salaheddin Bey, an Ottoman official in charge of counting immigrants, estimated that, by 1867, 1,008,000
Circassians had immigrated, of them 595,000 settled in Rumelia and 413,000 in Anatolia; see Karpat,
Ottoman Population, 27. The European observers Ubicini and Courteille counted 300,000 Circassian
muhajirs in 1855-63 and 700,000 muhajirs by 1864, of whom only 595,000 survived; Etat Présent de
[’Empire Ottoman (Paris: J. Dumaine, 1876), 37.

80 Kumykov cites 60,000 Kabardin muhajirs; Vyselenie adygov, 17.

61 Habigoglu cites 50,000 Abkhaz and Abazin muhajirs in 1858-79; Kafkasya 'dan Anadolu’ya Gogler, 89.
Fisher cites 100,000 Abkhaz muhajirs in 1859-64 and 14,500 Abaza muhajirs in 1861-63; “Emigration of
Muslims,” 363. Dzidzariia estimates 135,000 Abkhaz and Abazin muhajirs in the 1860s and 1870s;
Makhadzhirstvo, 373. Aydemir counts over 145,000 Abkhaz muhajirs in 1858-79; Gog, 113-14.

62 The Russian government estimated that 23,057 muhajirs, most of them Chechens, left Terek Province in
1865; see Appendix IX. Arapov et al. cite 40,000 Chechen and Ingush muhajirs; Severnyi Kavkaz, 179.
Habigoglu estimates 45,000 Chechen and Ingush muhajirs between 1863 and 1901; Kafkasya 'dan
Anadolu’ya Gogler, 86. Ibragimova estimates that the actual number of 1865 muhajirs could have been as
high as 90,000, Emigratsiia chechentsev, 43.

83 Chochiev cites 5,000 Ossetian muhajirs; “The Case of Anatolian Ossetians,” 105. Kushkhabiev estimates
10,000 Ossetian muhajirs; Cherkesy v Sirii, 31. Arapov et al. cite 8,000-10,000 Ossetian muhajirs; Severnyi
Kavkaz, 179.

8 Magomeddadaev estimates that 20,000 Daghestani muhajirs emigrated between the 1820s and the 1920s;
Emigratsiia dagestantsev, vol. 2, 85; Habicoglu cites 20,000 Daghestani muhajirs in 1847-1907;
Kafkasya'dan Anadolu’ya Gogler, 85-86. Arapov et al. cite 20-25,000 Daghestani muhajirs; Severnyi
Kavkaz, 179.

% Borlakova estimates 10,000 Karachay and Balkar muhajirs, including 3,000 Karachays and 1,000
Balkars in 1884-93 and 4,000 Karachays and 2,000 Balkars in 1901-07; “Karachaevo-balkarskaia
emigratsiia,” 16. Kipkeeva cites “at least 12,000 people” and provides a cumulative total of 14,000
Karachay and Balkar muhajirs in 1884-87 and 1905-06 periods; Karachaevo-balkarskaia diaspora, 29, 52.
Kushkhabiev cites 15,756 Karachay muhajirs in 1887-94 and 1905-06; Cherkesy v Sirii, 31-32.

8 Habigoglu estimates 30,000 Kuban Nogai muhajirs in 1858-63; Kafkasya 'dan Anadolu’ya Gogler, 87.
Berzhe estimates 30,650 Kuban Nogai muhajirs in 1858-64; Vyselenie gortsev, 7. Arapov et al. cite 39,660
Nogai muhajirs, including Kuban Nogais; Severnyi Kavkaz, 179. Kipkeeva cites 70,000 Nogai muhajirs in
1858-66; Severnyi Kavkaz v Rossiiskoi imperii: narody, migratsii, territorii (Stavropol: SGU, 2008), 357.
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The estimates are for first-generation muhajirs who were born in the North
Caucasus and were expelled into or emigrated to the Ottoman Empire. The lower
numbers, particularly for western Circassians, Chechens, and Ingush, represent
Russian military estimates that were temporally limited and should be considered

as very conservative. Based on my archival research on specific Ottoman areas of

resettlement, | expect the actual numbers of muhajirs to be closer to the higher

estimates listed in the table. In this dissertation, I cite a general estimate of a million

North Caucasian muhajirs in the 1860-1914 period.

This dissertation, by drawing on different refugee waves from the colonial
Caucasus to the Ottoman Empire, problematizes the notions of forced, semi-voluntary, and
voluntary migration. The major phase, between 1860 and 1864, witnessed violent
displacement; the 1865-78 period combined elements of forced and voluntary migration;
and the pre-1860 and post-1878 periods tilted towards voluntary migration. | demonstrate
how interconnected different strands of migration were. Many muhajirs, even when
forcibly displaced from the Caucasus, in their perception of the Ottoman Empire, drew on
older migration narratives, including labor migration, hijra, and religious pilgrimage.
Moreover, even the same traveling party could include people relocating for various
reasons, for example, voluntarily emigrating notables and their coerced slaves. The term
“voluntary migration” itself is problematic in the imperial and colonial context. During the
war and after the occupation and imposition of colonial rule, any kind of migration was
hardly voluntary, but was the result of a collapse of old social, economic, and political

institutions culminating in one’s decision to seek more favorable conditions in another

empire.
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Figure 2: Map of North Caucasian villages in Anatolia, Greater Syria, and Iraq

C T
O
i
- o N e S
- &e
" Ay, ahAisar . ‘.
B ® : Aksara!
; w ) ) P
2 .“ { ALH “~3 @) 2 Diyarbakr
8N g e R w2
i 4 i PO
; R e e
gectum 4&%%;' "jtalya .
R anisd " oy ;O

0 Cypruse
Paphos™
Tagog

Lebanoh
= / Ramadi
/ ! slol Baﬂ?iad.
[ ’
astus ®
Haiﬁﬁlﬁ) Iraq Karbala
o, < AL,S

o

/~ Amsnan
TalAvivs Vafao | i o
o 2ocgleMy MRS L O @
Marsa Matruh Alexandria Port Said o 7 ll o kg
s i a, SVl s oy 2 .= Jordan Map data £201 6 GeoBasis-DE/BKG (©2009), Google, Mapa GiStael,

In this visualization, each dot represents a muhajir village.®” All villages, over a
thousand in total, were founded between the 1850s and 1914. The map is color coded
for ethnic origins of villages’ majority inhabitants: red — western and eastern
Circassians (704 villages); green — Abkhaz and Abazins (199); blue — Daghestanis
(98); purple — Chechens and Ingush (55); pink — Ossetians (43); orange — Karachays
and Balkars (22).

Within the Ottoman Empire, the geography of Circassian resettlement reflected

different waves of migration from the Caucasus. [See Figure 2.] Most Circassians who had

57 The visualization is part of my digital database of North Caucasian muhajir villages in the Ottoman
Empire, which | assembled during my fieldwork. 1 use the contemporary political map, from Google Maps,
as a base layer. Villages that failed or were abandoned in the late Ottoman period are not shown on the
map, which accounts for the notable omission of villages in the Balkans, most of which were evacuated by
1878. The database is based on my archival research as well as the painstaking work of North Caucasian
diasporic historians and activists. | credit two main sources: Murat Papsu, who generously shared with me
his own digital map of villages and a list of Sivas villages; and Tbrahim Sediyani, “Tiirkiye’deki Cerkes
Koyleri” (6 September 2008), <www.circassiancenter.com/cc-turkiye/arastirma/0500-cerkeskoyleri.htm>
(accessed on 21 June 2017).
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been expelled in the 1863-64 period belonged to the Shapsugh, Abzakh, and Natukhai
communities from the Black Sea coast. They arrived in the Ottoman Empire by boat and
settled throughout the Balkans and northern and western Anatolia. Most Circassians who
had emigrated after 1864 were Kabardins from plateaus of the Northcentral Caucasus. They
arrived overland and settled primarily in central Anatolia and Greater Syria. Abkhaz and
Abazins settled in western Anatolia, with some villages found in central Anatolia.
Daghestanis, most of whom arrived in the final decades of the empire, also settled in
western and central Anatolia. Chechens and Ingush were scattered throughout the empire,
with large areas of resettlement being interior parts of Anatolia, Iraq, and Transjordan.
Fewer than a couple dozen of Karachay and Balkar villages were established in western
and central Anatolia. Ossetians primarily lived in central and eastern Anatolian provinces.

Resettlement of North Caucasian muhajirs within the Ottoman Empire changed
over the 1860-1914 period. The resettlement depended on such factors as financial and
logistical capabilities of the Refugee Commission, the availability of land, and the
negotiating power of incoming immigrants.% | identify three broad models, according to
which Ottoman resettlement proceeded. In the first model, as | demonstrate in Chapter 1,
following the 1863-64 Circassian deportations, the Ottomans resettled most muhajirs into
villages in the Balkans and Anatolia, with little input from refugees as to where they wanted

to go. Some villages were newly established, but many were older villages with Muslim or

8 On state policies in resettling muhajirs, see Cuthell, “Muhacirin Komisyonu,” esp. 187-88; Diindar, Iskan
Politikast; Fratantuono, “Migration Administration”; idem., “State Fears and Immigrant Tiers: Historical
Analysis as a Method in Evaluating Migration Categories,” Middle East Journal of Refugee Studies 2
(2017): 97-115; Giilfettin Celik, “Osmanli Devleti’nin Niifus ve iskan Politikas1,” Divan 1 (1999): 49-110;
Bagak Kale, “Transforming an Empire: The Ottoman Empire’s Immigration and Settlement Policies in the
Nineteenth and Early Twentieth Centuries,” Middle Eastern Studies 50, no. 2 (2014): 252-71.
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Christian communities. In the second resettlement model, which was implemented, for
example, in the Levant after the 1877-78 Russo-Ottoman War, the state directed refugees
to certain areas where muhajirs had greater freedom in choosing their places of settlement.
They typically joined older North Caucasian villages or established new ones. Chapter 2
examines that type of resettlement. The third model, characteristic of pre-1863 and post-
1878 migrations from the North Caucasus, and often associated with the migration of
upper-class North Caucasians, accorded more agency to prospective immigrants. In many
cases, muhajirs had time to prepare for their journey and could negotiate where to settle.

Chapter 3 and the story of the Khutatzades in Chapter 5 represent that type of resettlement.
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CHAPTER 1

Refugees in the Dobruja Region, 1860-1878:

The Political Economy of Resettlement and Conflict

In 1874, the authorities in Tulga Subprovince, located on the Danube River in the
northernmost part of the Ottoman Empire, received a petition from Hajj Ishak Efendi, a
locally settled Circassian refugee. The short complaint, written in Ottoman Turkish, similar
to many others lying on their table, read as follows:

I am a Circassian muhajir and, a year ago, have immigrated (Ott. Tur. hicret
idlp) to the village of Giilbasi, in Mecidiye District. From the time of my arrival
until now, I did not receive a thing from the authorities. | was not given a house,
or an ox, or agricultural land. I could not collect harvest from the land. |
repeatedly asked for a cash stipend, grain, and oxen to provide for my five
children, but received nothing. Without a house, | do not know where we will
live this winter. | beg the authorities to give me, your humble servant, a house, a
pair of oxen, and a plot of land.

The sentiments of Hajj Ishak Efendi echoed across the Ottoman Balkans and, indeed, the
rest of the empire. In the second half of the nineteenth century, about a million North
Caucasian Muslims from the Russian Empire arrived in the Ottoman domains as refugees.
How they would cope, with or without the government’s assistance, had important
repercussions for the economy and social stability of their host regions and, as it turned
out, the territorial integrity of the Ottoman state.

This chapter examines the resettlement of North Caucasian muhajirs in the northern
Balkans, specifically the Dobruja region of Danube Province, between 1860 and 1878. It

focuses on the implementation of the state resettlement program and the dynamics of

! The Oriental Collection at the Cyril and Methodius National Library (Natsional’na biblioteka “Sv. Sv.
Kiril i Metodii,” Sofia, hereafter cited as NBKM) 169/1534 (11 eylil 1290, 23 September 1874).
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refugees’ conflicts. | draw on administrative registers of population, tax, land, and
allowances from three Dobrujan districts: Hacioglu Pazarcik (now Dobrich, Bulgaria),
Babadag, and Macin (both in Romania). These districts, situated in the subprovinces of
Varna and Tulca, provide a crosscut of Circassian and Abkhaz muhajir settlements in,
respectively, southern, central, and northern Dobruja.? I demonstrate that, in the 1860s,
many refugee groups experienced internal conflicts, primarily over slaveholding and land
usufruct rights, which slowed down their economic development and reaffirmed the role
of the state as an arbiter of justice. In the 1870s, a combination of local, Ottoman, and
global economic developments further impeded immigrants’ economic progress, making
evident the shortcomings of refugee resettlement and leading to a rise in refugee-
perpetrated crime. | argue that the allotment of land was central to the downfall of refugee
resettlement: slow distribution and insufficient amount of land paralyzed many muhajirs’
agricultural efforts, prompting some to join the gendarmerie (zaptiye) or irregular militias
(basibozuk), whereas a perceived seizure of communal land by the state in favor of
muhajirs aggrieved local communities. The brewing conflict between muhajirs and others
contributed to the outbreak of the 1877-78 Russo-Ottoman War, which had redrawn the

map of eastern Europe.

2 In Ottoman documents, Abkhaz and Abazins both appear as “Abaza.” | assume that most Abaza muhajirs
in Dobruja were Abkhaz. In the village of Rakil in Magin District, one of the largest “Abaza” villages in
Dobruja, local residents visited their relatives in Russia’s “Suhum sancagi,” which would correspond to
Abkhazia; see NBKM Tulga 55/20, f. 38b, no. 43 (17 mart 1289, 29 March 1873).
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Refugee Resettlement in Dobruja

Danube Province, the northernmost part of the Ottoman Empire, stretched from
Nis, in modern-day southern Serbia, across western and northern Bulgaria, to Tulca, in
eastern Romania.® In the north, the province bordered the United Principalities of
Wallachia and Moldavia, formally under Ottoman suzerainty until 1878, and the Kingdom
of Hungary, part of the dual monarchy of the Habsburgs. To the south, lay the Ottoman
province of Edirne, and, to the west, the de facto independent Principality of Serbia. The
creation of Danube Province accompanied, and was integral to, the promulgation of the
1864 Vilayet Law (Ott. Tur. Teskil-i Vilayet Nizamnamesi). This law, drafted by two
Tanzimat reformers, Grand Vizier (1863-66) Mehmet Fuat Pasa and Governor of Danube
Province (1864-68) Midhat Pasa, created a hierarchical bureaucracy running through
imperial provinces, both ensuring state centralization, as many upper-level offices were
appointed directly from Istanbul, and fostering local-level communal governance through
an elaborate system of elected councils. Danube Province served as a pilot region for
Midhat Pasa’s administrative reforms, which were then replicated across the empire.*

Danube Province ranked among the wealthiest Ottoman provinces. It hosted
prominent commercial centers: the growing Black Sea ports of Kdstence (Constanta) and

Varna, the Danubian ports of Vidin, Ruscuk (Ruse), Silistre, and Tulca (Tulcea), and the

3 Danube Province consisted of seven subprovinces: Ruscuk, Varna, Tulca, Tirnova, Vidin, Sofia, and Nis.
Nis Subprovince was part of Kosovo Province in 1865-74. A separate Sofia Province was created in 1876
but merged into Edirne Province in 1877.

4 In 1868, Midhat Pasa left Danube Province to preside over the imperial Council of State and, in 1876, co-
drafted the Ottoman Constitution serving as the first Grand Vizier of the short-lived First Constitutional
Era; see Milen Petrov, “Tanzimat for the Countryside: Midhat Pasa and the Vilayet of Danube, 1864-
1868,” Ph.D. dissertation (Princeton University, 2006); Bekir Kog, “Tuna Vilayeti Gogmenleri ve Midhat
Pasa,” Journal of Caucasian Studies 2, no. 4 (2017): 55-70.
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old trade emporia in the interior, such as Tarnovo, Sofia, and Nis. Danube Province was a
premier agricultural region exporting grain, corn, grapes, livestock, cotton textiles, and
wool.> The province hosted one of the most heterodox populations in the empire, being
home to Orthodox Bulgarians, Greeks, Serbs, and Romanians, and Muslim Turks and
Pomaks (Slavic Muslims), as well as urban Armenian, Jewish, and Greek Catholic
populations.® By 1874, non-Muslims formed about 60 percent and Muslims 40 percent of

the population of Danube Province. [See Table 2.]

Table 2: Male population of Danube Province in 1874

Subprovince Muslims Non-Muslims Total
Ruscuk 173,889 119,609 293,498
Vidin 27,761 138,411 166,172
Sofya 31,736 147,954 179,690
Tirnova 62,091 138,128 200,219
Tulca 56,724 44,147 100,871
Varna 44,878 16,701 61,579
Total: 397,079 604,950 1,002,029

Source: Salname-i Vilayet-i Tuna (h. 1291, 1874), 124-27. For analysis of the
1874 Ottoman data, see Koyuncu, “Tuna Vilayeti’nde Nufus ve Demografi,”
711-13.

5 On economy in Danube Province, see John R. Lampe and Marvin R. Jackson, Balkan Economic History,
1550-1950: From Imperial Borderlands to Developing Nations (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University
Press, 1982), 133-53; see also Liuben Berov, Ikonomicheskoto razvitie na Bilgariia prez vekovete (Sofia:
Profizdat, 1974), 69-82.

& On demography in Danube Province, see Askin Koyuncu, “Tuna Vilayeti’nde Niifus ve Demografi
(1864-1877),” Turkish Studies 9, no. 4 (2014): 675-737; Nikolai Todorov, The Balkan City, 1400-1900
(Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1983), 340-65; Daniela Angelova, Demografsko razvitie na
Biilgarskoto Chernomorsko kraibrezhie prez XIX vek (do 1878 g.) (Sofia: Regaliia-6, 2013).
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Following the 1863-64 Circassian refugee crisis, Danube Province emerged as a
primary destination for North Caucasian muhajirs. It held available agricultural land,
required a greater farming population, and was conveniently situated on the Black Sea, so
that boats could conveniently deliver muhajirs from the Caucasus to its ports.” In 1860-78,
Danube Province accepted up to 150,000 Muslim immigrants from the Caucasus, mostly
western Circassians (Shapsugh, Ubykh, Bzhedugh, and Abzakh communities) and about
8,000 Abkhaz.® Elsewhere in the Ottoman Balkans, Edirne Province hosted over 200,000
North Caucasian muhajirs, and smaller groups settled in the Prizren and Salonica
provinces.® Within Danube Province, North Caucasian refugees settled in the subprovinces
of Nis in the southwest, Vidin in the northwest, Ruscuk in the north, and Varna and Tulca
in the northeast, the latter two collectively known as the Dobruja region.°

The historical region of Dobruja had, for centuries, served as an entry into the
empire from the north. The great Danube River separated the region from Wallachia and
Bessarabia. In the Danubian delta, the Dobrujan port of Sulina stood across from Izmail, a

mighty Ottoman fortress that Russia had held between 1790 and 1856. By the 1860s, the

" According to some, the Ottomans chose Danube Province, and Dobruja in particular, for strategic reasons.
Yucel Terzibasoglu writes, “The Crimean and Circassian settlements on the [Dobrujan] plan were arranged
S0 as to provide lines of resistance to any further Russian advance”; “Landlords, Nomads, and Refugees,”
130.

8 Estimates of the muhajir population in Danube Province vary widely. The official 1874 Ottoman census
lists the number of Muslim muhajir men (from the Caucasus, Crimea, and Serbia) at 64,398, or 5.64
percent of the male population of the province; see Koyuncu, “Tuna Vilayeti’nde Nifus ve Demografi,”
686-87, 714. Several European contemporaries list the Circassian population in Bulgaria in 1860-77 as the
fourth largest group after Bulgarians, Turks, and Crimean Tatars; see Nikola V. Mikhov, ed., Naselenieto
na Turtsiia i Balgariia prez XV i XIX v.: bibliografski izdirvaniia s statistichni i etnografski danni, vols.
2-3 (Sofia: Tsarska pridvorna pechanitsa, 1924-29).

 An often cited number is 595,000 Circassians in the Ottoman Balkans, based on an estimate by
Salaheddin Bey, an Ottoman official; Karpat, Ottoman Population, 27.

10 Southern Dobruja, or Varna Subprovince, included the districts of Varna, Hacioglu Pazarcik (Dobrich),
Balgik, Pravadi, and Mangalya. The city of Varna itself, historically, was not part of the Dobruja region.
Central and northern Dobruja, or Tulga Subprovince, comprised the districts of Tulca, Macin, Babadag,
Isakga, Sulina, Késtence, and Mecidiye.
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Russian domains lay merely a few dozen miles to the north. Unlike much of Danube
Province, which consisted of valleys and mountains, Dobruja was a steppe region. Mostly
flat and brown, with a hilly region to its northwest and delta marshes to its northeast, the
Dobruja plain was one of the westernmost extensions of the great Eurasian steppe. In the
late 1870s, herds of wild steppe horses still roamed the Dobruja plain, once part of a trans-
continental nomadic highway from Mongolia to Hungary.*

Dobruja, unlike much of Danube Province, held a Muslim majority by the 1870s.
[See Table 2.] Out of its total population of 300,000, 170,000 were Muslims.*? Situated
within the fluctuating frontier zone between the Turkic/Muslim/Ottoman and
Slavic/Christian/Russian worlds, Dobruja constituted a transit zone for communities
migrating in either direction. Beginning in the fifteenth century, Dobruja was a common
place of exile for Nogai and Crimean Tatars, whose lands lay to the north.® In the
seventeenth century, Moldavian and Wallachian peasants came to Dobruja to escape
serfdom. In the first half of the nineteenth century, many Bulgarians emigrated to Russian-
held Bessarabia and Crimea in search of agricultural land; thousands passed through
Dobruja on their way there or on their way back, and stayed there.!* Later in the century,
they were joined by Bulgarians from the rest of Danube Province, attracted by available
land and new trade opportunities in port towns. In 1858, the population of Dobruja

consisted of 30 percent Turkish, 23 percent Wallachian, and 14 percent each Crimean Tatar

11 See Williams, Crimean Tatars, 202. On the history of Dobruja, see Strashimir Dimitrov et al., Istoriia na
Dobrudzha, 3 vol. (Sofia: Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, 1984-88).

12 Dimitrov et al., Istoriia na Dobrudzha, vol. 3, 190.

13 See Williams, Crimean Tatars, 204-05.

14 On Bulgarian migrations to Russia, see Robarts, Migration and Disease, 33-82; Pinson, “Demographic
Warfare,” 154-69. On Bulgarian migrations to Dobruja, see Todorov, The Balkan City, 366-83.
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and Bulgarian households.'® The region was also home to small Christian communities of
emigrants from Russia: Cossacks, Lipovans, Molokans, and Germans. In the decade after
the Crimean War (1853-56), over 120,000 Crimean Tatars settled in Danube Province,
most of them in Dobruja.'® In 1863-64, about 20,000-30,000 Circassians and Abkhaz
arrived in Dobruja. North Caucasian muhajirs constituted anywhere between five and ten
percent of Dobruja’s overall population and a larger share of its rural population.

Dobruja prospered through the Danubian river trade in Tulca, Isakca, and Magin
with Austria-Hungary, Wallachia, and Russia and through sea trade via its cosmopolitan
ports in Varna and Kdstence, which increasingly catered to Mediterranean and western
European markets. Ottoman Dobruja hosted the largest fair in the northern Balkans, in
Hacioglu Pazarcik.!” Dobruja’s interior regions around Babadag and Mecidiye were
known for husbandry, primarily sheep- and horse-breeding, but also increasingly produced
wheat and corn, under Ottoman pressure to bolster the empire’s agricultural production.
Railways accelerated this economic transition, linking up interior sites of production with
ports to facilitate export. The first railway project in the Ottoman Balkans (and the first one
completed in the empire) was a short railway in Dobruja, built between Cerna Voda and

Kostence via Mecidiye in 1860.%8 In 1866, the second railway in the Balkans connected

15 Edward S.1. Neale [British Consul in VVarna] (28 March 1858), in Izvori za istoriiata na Dobrudzha, eds.
Velko Tonev et al. (Sofia: Vekove, 2003), vol. 4, p. 44. In addition to these communities, Dobruja hosted
Christian and Muslim Roma populations. In 1831-33, 150 Muslim families immigrated from Syria. In
1873, about 150 muhajirs from Lazistan arrived to settle in Isak¢a, northern Dobruja; NBKM 169/1526 (24
cemaziyelahir 1290, 19 August 1873).

16 On Crimean Tatars in Dobruja, see Kemal H. Karpat, “Ottoman Urbanism: The Crimean Emigration to
Dobruca and the Founding of Mecidiye, 1856-1878,” International Journal of Turkish Studies 3, no. 1
(1984-85): 1-25; Williams, Crimean Tatars, 196-226; Maria Mikhailova-Mruvkarova, Za Krimskite Tatari
ot Severoiztochna Bilgariia (Sofia: Avangard Prima, 2013).

17 Other prominent fairs were in Eski Cuma (now Targovishte, Bulgaria) and Mecidiye (now Medgidia,
Romania). See Todorov, The Balkan City, 416-28.

18 The first Ottoman railway was the 130-km Izmir-Aydm line, which was commissioned in 1856. Its first
part was opened in 1860.
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Ruscuk, the Danubian provincial capital, with VVarna. Operated by British companies, the

two lines transported grain, which was then sold to British and French markets.*®

Institutional Framework for Resettlement:

The Ottoman Refugee Commission and the Ottoman Immigration Law

Facing the necessity to resettle hundreds of thousands of Crimean Tatar, Circassian,
Abkhaz and other Muslim muhajirs, who were expelled from or voluntarily emigrated from
the Russian Empire, the Ottoman government created the Refugee Commission (Ott. Tur.
Muhacirin Komisyonu) in 1860.2° The Commission, operating as an independent agency
of the government, had its own budget, staff, and branches across the empire. Its primary
duties included registering incoming muhajirs, finding for them temporary settlement in
port cities, feeding them, paying for their medications, and finally transporting them to
their final places of residence, whether newly-built or long-settled villages. The
organization closely cooperated with the central government, provincial administrations,
border authorities, and the Ottoman Red Crescent.?! In November 1865, the Ottoman
government, assuming that the worst part of the Circassian refugee crisis had passed,

dissolved the Commission — evidence that the Ottoman government was not prepared for

1° The Rusguk-Varna line was built by a company owned by William Gladstone, leader of Britain’s Liberal
Party, who was an outspoken critic of Benjamin Disraeli’s government’s response, perceived by him as
insufficient, to the Ottoman suppression of the 1876 April Uprising in Bulgaria.

20 See Cuthell, “Muhacirin Komisyonu,” 83-126. In the years prior to the establishment of the Commission,
the Ottomans experimented with various forms of refugee management. In 1849, the government set up a
special commission to settle refugees from Hungary. During the 1853-56 Crimean War, the Ministry of
Trade took charge of refugee-related matters; Diindar, Iskan Politikasi, 57-58.

21 The Ottoman Red Crescent, founded as Hilal-i Ahmer Cemiyeti in 1868, was the empire’s foremost
humanitarian organization. It focused on providing medical relief to soldiers.

61



the scale of the refugee crisis and had a questionable understanding of what the resettlement
of hundreds of thousands of refugees entailed. The continued flow of North Caucasian
refugees and complaints about resettlement from throughout the empire prompted the
Ottomans to reinstate the Commission eight months later.??

The Commission was reorganized several times, and only in 1878, did it become a
permanent governmental agency, set up as a general directorate (/dare-i Umumiye-i
Muhacirin  Komisyonu). 2 In 1893, the Commission added “Islamic” to its name
(Muhacirin-i Islamiye Komisyonu), reflective of the Pan-Islamist orientation of
Abdilhamid II’s government and the role that the organization was expected to play in the
Ottomans’ soft policy towards the Muslim world. As the state accepted new rounds of
displaced Muslims from elsewhere, the Commission expanded its infrastructure to take
care of new refugees. It played the leading role in resettling muhajirs from Bulgaria after
the 1877-78 War and those from Serbia, Macedonia, and Greece after the 1912-13 Balkan
Wars.2*

The Ottoman refugee resettlement program operated within the government’s
immigration framework. The Ottoman immigration program relied on three incentives: the
core guarantee of free land, temporary exemptions from taxation and military service, and
conditional allowances. The 1857 Immigration Law (Ott. Tur. Muhacirin Kanunnamesi),

a cornerstone of the program, stated that immigrants would be given the most fertile of the

22 Saydam, Kuum ve Kafkas Gogleri, 113.

23 Terzibasoglu, “Landlords, Nomads, and Refugees,” 131. On reorganizations, see Diindar, Iskan
Politikasi, 58-62.

24 In 1914, the Refugee Commission was reorganized as the Directorate General for the Settlements of
Tribes and Refugees (Iskan-1 Asair ve Muhacirin Midiriyet-i Umumiye), partially in order to prevent
competing claims for land by muhajirs and nomads.
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available miri [state] or abandoned vakif [religious endowment] land.?® In reality, the
government struggled to provide all immigrants with sufficient land. Land allotment varied
widely by region and the timing of immigrants’ arrival. Earlier groups were more likely to
receive larger land plots, when land was still widely available, than later waves of
immigrants. Families settling in central and eastern Anatolia or Syria could expect larger
land plots than those seeking refuge in the densely populated Balkan and western and
northern Anatolian provinces.

In addition to free land, muhajirs received an exemption from military service for
twenty-five years and from taxes for six years in the Balkans and twelve years in Anatolia.?®
By 1878, taxation and military service exemptions went down to three and ten years,
respectively, and were further cut to one and six years in 1881.%” An exemption from
military service for North Caucasian muhajirs was removed altogether in 1888.%
Allowances for muhajirs commonly included a one-time grant of cattle (ideally, a pair of
oxen per household), crop seeds, and farming tools.?® In the first years of settlement,
muhajirs often received an allowance distributed in cash (15 kurus® per adult and 7.5 kurus
per child per month) or wheat, a temporary measure deemed essential to their survival until

settlements became self-sufficient.>* Governmental allowances, or aid, to immigrants were

% Article IV, “Conditions arrétées par le Gouvernement Impérial au sujet de la colonisation en Turquie,” in
Législation Ottomane, ed. Aristarchi Bey, 16-19.

% Article V1, “Conditions arrétées par le Gouvernement Impérial au sujet de la colonisation en Turquie,” in
Législation Ottomane, ed. Aristarchi Bey, 16-19.

21 Eren, Tiirkiye 'de Gog ve Gogmen Meseleleri, 41; ipek, Rumeli ‘den Anadolu’ya Turk Gogleri, 221-23.

28 Baderkhan, Severokavkazskaia diaspora, 66.

2% Oxen were the costliest investment for the state. In 1865, in Dobruja, a price for a pair of oxen ranged
between 660 and 800 kurus; NBKM 169/396, 419-22, 1505-06 (1865-66).

30 A kurug, an Ottoman currency, was divided into 40 para. In 1864, a British pound was worth 128.5
kurus, and 100 French francs — 498 kurus. By 1878, their prices went down, respectively, to 109 kurug and
432 kurus; Markus A. Denzel, Handbook of World Exchange Rates, 1590-1914 (Farnham: Ashgate, 2010),
394.

3L NBKM 22/733 (3 may:s 1286, 3 May 1870).
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not written into law and depended on the availability of funds in regional treasuries. In
practice, in many areas, they were distributed irregularly if at all.

The 1857 law tied all financial incentives, including exemptions and allowances, to
immigrants’ staying on their government-issued land. Refugees could claim preferential
treatment for tax and military draft purposes as long as they could be found tilling their
land plots. Muhajirs had a right, and commonly used it, to petition for their relocation to
another village for family reunification or environmental reasons.3? Even if muhajirs
received a governmental authorization to change their settlement, their tax exemption
schedule would still commence from the time of their original allotment. According to the
1857 law, immigrants could sell the land only after having tilled the land for twenty years
(reduced to ten years in 1887). Leaving the land before the twenty-year term resulted in the

government’s reappropriation of the land, along with all buildings erected by muhajirs.®

When Circassian and Abkhaz muhajirs arrived in the Dobrujan ports of Varna and
Kostence, they were housed in army barracks or other temporary accommodation before
the Refugee Commission could find permanent resettlement locations for them.®* Local
authorities paid for the food and medicine provided to refugees while they were in
temporary locations. Once the muhajirs moved to their designated villages, subprovincial

and district authorities were charged with allocating land and allowances and building

3 On North Caucasian petitions, see Georgy Chochiev, “XIX. Yiizyilin Ikinci Yarisinda Osmanl
Imparatorlugu’nda Kuzey Kafkas Gogmenlerinin Toplumsal Uyarlanmasina Dair Bazi Goriisler,” Kebikeg
23 (2007): 407-56.

33 Articles VIII and IX, “Conditions arrétées par le Gouvernement Impérial au sujet de la colonisation en
Turquie,” in Législation Ottomane, ed. Aristarchi Bey, 16-19. Also, see BOA DH.MKT 1905/16 (12
kanun-z evvel 1307, 24 December 1891).

34 On muhajirs’ arrival in the Balkan ports, see Mark Pinson, “Ottoman Colonization of the Circassians in
Rumeli after the Crimean War,” Etudes Balkaniques 3 (1972): 72-74.
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medical facilities for refugees. *®* The government often instructed local village
communities to help with settling muhajirs: four households were to take care of one
muhajir household. Balkan and Anatolian villagers would build North Caucasian muhajirs
a house, provide them with food for the winter, supply them with a pair of oxen, a cart, a
plow, and other agricultural tools, and sow their first harvest. The authorities would
compensate villagers for their efforts within three years.® In practice, reimbursements to
local communities were not always complete, in some areas covering only a quarter of
villagers® expenses, with the rest having been proclaimed as charity.®” Expectedly, local
residents resisted this imposed burden and often complained to the authorities. In 1864,
Bulgarian peasants in Tirnova Subprovince submitted the following petition:

The government ordered us to provide millet for Circassian muhajirs. In our area
of the Balkan Mountains, it is difficult and even impossible for the following
reasons. First, our people do not sow millet; it does not grow here. Second, we do
not have available fields for millet because all fields are sown with other cereals.
Third, we do not have enough oxen [to prepare millet fields]. Fourth, our men are
scattered around Bulgaria looking for work.®

Most muhajirs in Danube Province, including Dobruja, resettled in the already
existing villages. Local officials sought to place muhajirs with other Muslim communities,

probably to avoid an unnecessary interrreligious dimension of any potential tensions

% See Stoianka Kenderova, Bolnitsi za bedni i preselnitsi v Dunavskiia vilaet (Sofia: NBKM, 2015).

3 This policy of the Refugee Commission built on an established practice. The 1861 instructions for
settling Crimean Tatars in Danube Province spelled out the same policy; see Museum of the Bulgarian
Renaissance (Muzei na Viizrazhdaneto, Varna; hereafter cited as MnV) f. 5, op. 2, d. 26, no. 1613, 1l. 101-
02 (July 1861).

37 Margarita Dobreva, “Circassian Colonization in the Danube Vilayet and Social Integration (Preliminary
Notes),” Journal of the Center for Ottoman Studies (OTAM) 33 (2013): 12. In June 1865, residents of Sofia
Subprovince “donated” 38,000 kurus to refugee resettlement, the sum that the government did not
reimburse them for building houses, providing food and firewood, and transporting muhajirs; Ventsislav
Muchinov, “Politika na Osmanskata vlast za spraviane s bezhanskata kriza v bulgarskite zemi ot kraia na
50-te i 60-te godini na XIX vek,” Anamneza 8, no. 4 (2013): 89-90.

38 NBKM 11A.2892 (29 May 1864). | thank Gergana Georgieva for sharing this document with me.
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between immigrants and local residents; this early policy is apparent in the 1860
instructions, issued by the newly created Refugee Commission for Dobruja, wherein
Crimean Tatars were to be settled away from Christian villages to avoid potential
troubles. * In southern Dobruja’s Hacioglu Pazarcik District, for example, muhajirs
constituted 24 percent of the population; they inhabited 78 out of 108 villages, sharing 50
villages with other Muslims (Turks, Crimean Tatars, and Roma), 20 villages with Muslims
and Christians, and only three villages solely with Christians (Bulgarians). Five villages
had a muhajir-only population.*® [See Appendix 1.] In central Dobruja’s Babadag District,
Circassian muhajirs formed 14 percent of the population; they lived in 23 out of 58 villages,
sharing thirteen villages with Turks and Crimean Tatars, six villages with both Muslims
and Christians, and only two villages with Bulgarians. Two Babadag villages, Vefikiye and
Baspinar, were Circassian-only and housed 28 percent of the entire muhajir population.*
[See Appendix Il.] This pattern of refugee resettlement — interspersed with other
communities, but with a preference for Muslim neighbors — was common throughout the
Balkans. The Refugee Commission avoided settling muhajirs in towns because it intended
for them to become farmers and to expand the empire’s agricultural production.
Nevertheless, the wealthier muhajirs and artisans often gravitated towards urban

settlements, which could mean losing state support in allowances and exemptions.*?

% Saydam, Kuum ve Kafkas Gogleri, 128.

40 NBKM 22/274a (1874).

41 The government must have taken into consideration, at least to some extent, local communities” wishes
in determining where to settle muhajirs. Notably, in Babadag District and most others, Circassians did not
share villages with Moldavian, German, and Lipovan communities, who tended to live in monoethnic
villages. NBKM 170/292 (c. 1872-76).

42 In the town of Babadag, Circassians formed three new neighborhoods. Babadag muhajir artisans included
hoe-makers (¢apact), oar-makers (kurekei), sheep drovers (celeb), cart-makers (arabac), fruit sellers
(manav), grocers (bakkal), bakers (ekmekgi), coffee sellers (kahveci), gardeners (bahcevan), butchers
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The primary duty of the Commission after it had settled refugees was the dispersal
of grain and farm animals to support destitute muhajirs and encourage their pursuits in
agriculture and husbandry. Economic resources were reallocated locally. For example,
wheat, barley, and sheep for muhajirs in Hacioglu Pazarcik District came out of state
storehouses and sheepfolds in the Balcik and Mangalya districts.*® This policy ensured that
Dobrujan tax payments, in the form of grain and sheep, stayed in Dobruja and sustained
local low-income communities and, by proxy, regional economy. Taxes collected from
earlier muhajirs, such as Crimean Tatars, often paid for the resettlement of Circassian
muhajirs in the 1860s, whose tax payments in the 1870s, in turn, would be allocated to new
groups of muhajirs arriving from the Caucasus.**

The resettlement of North Caucasians across the Ottoman Empire affected the
social structures of muhajir communities, particularly pertaining to their leadership. The
specifics varied depending on the ethno-cultural characteristics of each group, the
circumstances of their migration (forced, voluntary, or semi-voluntary), and the type of
resettlement (monoethnic, mixed muhajir, or mixed with established Ottoman
communities). Amidst the chaos of the 1863-64 Circassian refugee crisis and the
subsequent 1867 Abkhaz migration, many muhajir communities were separated and
resettled in villages scattered hundreds of miles away from each other. Mountaineers’
traditional leadership, from princely families, often moved to Istanbul and other major

cities. Their connections, resources, and education allowed them to integrate easily into the

(kasap), blacksmiths (demirci), furriers (ferra), as well as odd-jobbers (talepten); NBKM 22/268 (1866),
22A/225 (1877).

43 Some wheat and sheep were brought over from Salonika; NBKM 22/289 (8 mart 1288, 20 March 1872);
22A/333 (26 nisan 1286, 8 May 1870).

4 See NBKM 170A/128 (20 muharrem 1283, 4 June 1866); 173/308 (17 zilhicce 1290, 5 February 1874).
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Ottoman urban elites. Many refugees, tucked away in Balkan and Anatolian villages,
temporarily found themselves without traditional hereditary leadership or looked to lesser
notables for guidance and patronage.“ The Ottoman administrative reforms, which
coincided with refugee migration, provided a framework for the consolidation of new rural
refugee elites through the institution of village councils.

Village councils were a fundamental part of Ottoman governance after the
promulgation of the 1864 Vilayet Law. According to new legislation, every village in the
empire was to elect a village council, presided by a muhtar [village headman]. Village
councils, the lowest-level administrative units in the empire, were meant to aid higher-level
district and provincial authorities in tax collection and law enforcement.*® The 1871
amendment to the Vilayet Law further specified the functions of village headmen, who
became paid employees of the state. Village councils were part of the broader Ottoman
centralization project under the Tanzimat reforms. The central government wished to know
with whom it was dealing and who was to be held accountable. It was also, however, an
expansion of popular participation in governance. Throughout the empire, tens of
thousands of elected village representatives made executive decisions in their districts,
negotiated with Ottoman authorities, and staked out local demands.

Village councils played a particularly important role in the integration of muhajir
communities into Ottoman society. Village councillors, serving as the provincial

authorities’ eyes and ears on the ground, drew up population lists for their communities,

4 Circassian communities differed in their upper social structure. The Kabardin, Bzhedug, Hatugwai,
Temirgoy, and Besleney communities had hereditary princes, whereas Shapsugh, Abzakh, Natukhai, and
Ubykh communities did not. See Valentin K. Gardanov, Obshchestvennyi stroi adygskikh narodov (XVIII -
pervaia polovina X1X v.) (Moscow: Nauka, 1967).

46 See Musa Cadircy, “Tiirkiye’de Muhtarlik Teskilatinin Kurulmas: Uzerine Bir Inceleme,” Belleten 34
(1970): 409-420.
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upon the basis of which the Refugee Commission dispensed financial aid, cereals, and farm
animals. Councils and headmen played a role in allotting the assigned land to village
residents and distributing aid. They managed the construction of village mosques, schools,
and public fountains and made arrangements about communal farming. Village councils
vouched for their residents when they applied for temporary travel permissions (Ott. Tur.
mirur tezkeresi).*’ These responsibilities and privileges solidified the authority of village
headmen and councillors, who were often drawn from those muhajirs who had already

enjoyed a higher social status back in the Caucasus.

Circassian Slavery and Slave Revolts in Dobruja

Upon having dispatched muhajirs to their new villages, the government had limited
knowledge of how refugees’ settling in unfolded. The authorities would often find out
about resettlement problems only when refugees explicitly asked for help, by petitioning
the Refugee Commission or provincial officials. For the study of late Ottoman migration,
communal and individual petitions remain an invaluable tool in gauging the political
economy of refugee settlements.

In January 1877, seven Circassian notables — Musa, Mehmet, Siileyman, Mehmet
‘Ali, Kanhat, Idris, and ‘Osman — sent a collective petition to the Tulca subprovincial

governor. They complained that three slaves of Mehmet in the village of Urum Bey in

47 Mrur tezkeresi, a form of an internal passport, regulated intra-imperial movement for different groups of
Ottoman residents, not only muhajirs; see David Gutman, “Travel Documents, Mobility Control, and the
Ottoman State in an Age of Global Migration, 1880-1915,” Journal of the Ottoman and Turkish Studies
Association 3, no. 2 (2016): 347-68. For muhajirs’ requests for mirur tezkeresi, see NBKM 169/2955, f.
22b, no. 47 (12 nisan 1287, 24 April 1871), f. 23b, no. 53 (15 nisan 1287, 27 April 1871).
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Hirsova District refused to obey their master. By their example, two other slaves belonging
to Mehmet “Ali of the same southern Dobrujan village also refused to do household service.
That group of slaves, the “disobedient mischief-makers” (Ott. Tur. itaatsiz mufsidler),
started inciting (tahrik ederek) other slaves in neighboring districts. The notables asked the
governor to intervene to prevent the spread of slave disturbances. They asked to punish
those slaves to set an example for others.*®

A month later, two of the notables whose slaves had rebelled sent another petition
to the Tulga subprovincial governor. They complained that the government failed to resolve
the issue. Following their first petition, the local gendarmerie came twice. They confiscated
weapons from slaves but did not arrest them. Their slaves’ behavior, they alleged, was
against Circassian customs. They repeated their demand to have their insubordinate slaves
arrested to serve as a deterrent for others.*

Slavery constituted the most contentious issue for many muhajir communities,
cutting deeply into their social customs and economic practices. In the 1860s, many
Circassian immigrants brought their slaves with them. Slave labor, which remains mostly
“invisible” in Ottoman historical record, was paramount to the political economy of
hundreds of muhajir villages. Occasionally, slaves rebelled against their masters’ attempts
to recreate old Circassian society in the Ottoman Balkans.

Circassian slavery has been among the most visible aspects of Ottoman slavery in

literature. British Romantic authors and American traveling circuses popularized the notion

48 NBKM Tulca 54/20 (8 kanun-z sani 1292, 20 January 1877).
49 NBKM 169/1551 (9 subat 1292, 21 February 1877).
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of a “Circassian beauty” in a Sultan’s harem.>® Already in the late nineteenth century, anti-
abolitionist Ottoman intellectuals depicted Ottoman slavery, particularly Circassian
slavery, as a more benign form of global slavery in order to distinguish it from brutal trans-
Atlantic black slave trade.>* Through various social and military institutions, Circassian
slavery had been an engine of remarkable social mobility for those select few who became
valis [governors], viziers [ministers], hasekis [favorite concubines], and Valide Sultans
[mothers of sultans].>® Such career trajectories were, indeed, closed to black slaves in the
trans-Atlantic world or in the Ottoman state itself. After the 1860s, however, the absolute
majority of Circassian slaves toiled in agricultural servitude.>

In the North Caucasus, the culture of slaveholding was not uniform. Different
communities developed their own social hierarchies, economic practices, and gender
norms. By the mid-nineteenth century, some had been in the process of abolishing slavery
through internal reforms (Chechen and Ingush areas), and others retained elements of
slaveholding (western Circassia, Abkhazia, Kabarda, and Daghestan). The social structure
of slavery and serfdom in historical Circassia was complex. Unfree persons belonged to
three categories: unauty, who were mostly women, had no right to hold any property and
could be separated from their family and sold at their owners” whim; pshitli, akin to Russian
serfs, had limited property rights and were obliged to pay levies and do agricultural service

for their masters for part of the year; and ogi, a transitional stage to freemen, were exempt

%0 See Linda Frost, “The Circassian Beauty and the Circassian Slave: Gender, Imperialism, and American
Popular Entertainment,” in Freakery: Cultural Spectacles of the Extraordinary Body, ed. Rosemarie
Garland Thomson (New York: New York University Press, 1996), 248-62.

51 See Toledano, Slavery and Abolition, 112-34.

52 See Peirce, Imperial Harem, 57-149, 229-65.

%3 See Toledano, Slavery and Abolition, 81-111.
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from land service and served as guardsmen for their masters.> Intra-Caucasus slavery
rarely cut through racial, ethnic, or linguistic divide, with most slaves belonging to the
same cultural community as their masters, which made the system markedly different from
highly racialized trans-Atlantic forms of slavery.>®

Following the Caucasus War (1817-64), the Russian government pushed ahead
with abolitionism across the Caucasus region. Serfdom and slavery were outlawed in in
Terek Province [modern-day Chechnya, Ingushetia, North Ossetia, and Kabardino-
Balkaria] in 1866, in Daghestan Province in 1867, in Kuban Province [historical Circassian
territories] in 1868, and in Sukhum District [Abkhazia] in 1870.% Tsarist reforms extended
to all unfree Muslims in the region. Similarly to other European empires, Russia had lived
through a bitter internal debate on abolitionism, with more liberal political strands carrying
the day. Emperor Alexander |1, popularly hailed as “the Liberator,” emancipated Russian
serfs in 1861 and enshrined abolitionism as part of Russia’s “civilizing mission” in the
periphery.>” Russian abolitionism in the Caucasus, as elsewhere, was only partially driven

by humanitarian concerns. Continued slavery in the Caucasus reinforced the political and

4 SSSA f. 416, op. 3, d. 315 (1866).

55 Most slaves belonged to the same ethnic group as their masters, but some slaves were acquired through
conquest and belonged to different communities. Limited evidence exists for some Circassians bringing
Russian slaves/prisoners of war with them to the Ottoman Empire; see NBKM Tulga 52/12 (8 haziran
1280, 20 June 1864). Also, the Caucasus served as one of the northernmost destinations for Sub-Saharan
African slaves. As late as 1848-50, at least nine black slaves were purchased into Kabarda; see Central
State Archive of the Kabardino-Balkar Republic (Tsentral’nyi gosudarstvennyi arkhiv Kabardino-
Balkarskoi Respubliki, Nalchik, hereafter cited as TsSGA KBR) f. 24, op. 1, d. 7 (4 March 1852). See also
Toledano, Slavery and Abolition, 82.

% On slavery and abolitionism among western Circassians, see SSSA f. 7, op. 8, d. 9 (1872); f. 416, op. 3,
d. 1047 (1867); Kabardins, f. 416, op. 3, d. 122 (1866), d. 321-23 (1863), d. 1051 (1865); Abkhaz, f. 416,
op. 3, d. 1019 (1870), d. 1021 (1870-72); f. 545, op. 1, d. 422 (1868); Ossetians, f. 416, op. 3, d. 324
(1863), d. 1054 (1867); Chechens, f. 416, op. 3, d. 325 (1863), d. 1048 (1862), d. 1052 (1866);
Daghestanis, f. 416, op. 3, d. 205 (1866); d. 326 (1863), d. 1034 (1861). See also Kurtynova-D’Herlugnan,
The Tsar’s Abolitionists.

5" Russia’s abolitionist reforms were first tried out in the Baltic provinces of Estland, Lifland, and Courland
in 1816-19.
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economic dominance of local Muslim notables, some of whom had previously been
opposed to Russian rule. Emancipation would reduce their power and pave the way to land
reform across the region. Russia’s phasing out of slavery and serfdom in the Caucasus was
gradual and accommodationist, similarly to how abolitionist reforms proceeded in the
United States. ®® Nevertheless, Russian reforms provoked resistance among many
slaveholding families, especially in the Kuban and Terek provinces, many of whom chose
to emigrate to the Ottoman Empire, usually bringing their slaves with them.>®

Slavery was never formally outlawed in the Ottoman Empire, as abolitionism faced
significant resistance from many urban and rural elites. Instead, under British pressure and
as a result of internal reforms, the Ottomans suppressed slave trade in a series of edicts: the
sale of Circassian and Georgian slaves was prohibited in 1854-55 and that of African slaves
in 1857.%°

The British consul in Edirne had a starkly negative view about the proliferation of
slavery in the Ottoman Balkans, reinforced by Circassian immigration:

When the Circassians settled in this Vilaet — 8 or 9 years ago ... most of the
district Governors imprudently allowed the Circassian Chiefs to form their
settlements by clans, and to develop in them their social institutions and customs
to which they had been accustomed in their native Country. ... Phsli, or slaves of
the Hanouks [chiefs] ... are generally very harshly treated, are subjected to
corporal punishment and other cruel indignities and, from all I am told, do not

8 On U.S. abolitionism, see Ira Berlin, The Long Emancipation: The Demise of Slavery in the United States
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2015). On Ottoman abolitionism, see Toledano, Ottoman
Slave Trade and Its Suppression; idem., Slavery and Abolition, 89-134; Y. Hakan Erdem, Slavery in the
Ottoman Empire and Its Demise, 1800-1909 (Houndmills: Macmillan Press, 1996), 94-151.

59 Under Russian legislation, North Caucasian notables were not allowed to compel their slaves to
accompany them in emigration to the Ottoman Empire. Their slaves had to make this decision on their own.
The emigration of many slaves was likely a result of coercion by their masters.

80 Toledano, Ottoman Slave Trade and Its Suppression, 115-23, 135-38. On British abolitionist pressure on
the Ottoman Empire, see Toledano, Ottoman Slave Trade and Its Suppression, 91-123, 224-78; Erdem,
Slavery in the Ottoman Empire, 67-93, 132-36.
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enjoy the protection and immunities the Mahomedan Legislation grants to the
servile classes.®

Slave revolts remain a little-known aspect of late Ottoman history.®? Ottoman slave
rebellions were local affairs, with limited participation. Nevertheless, they are crucial to
understanding the dynamics of immigrant integration and imperial administration of
resettlement. The most distinctive element of those disturbances, which made the
Circassian case so unlike the grand slave rebellions in Haiti, Cuba, and U.S. antebellum
South, other than their limited scope, was the agency of the adversary. For Circassian
slaves, the opponent was a Circassian slave owner, not the state.%® They usually regarded
the state as a guarantor of their rights. So did their owners.

For many slaves, the state was an ultimate arbiter of justice, whose protection they
sought by citing state-enacted bans on slave trade and appealing to the sultan’s protection
of his subjects. In 1871, a British consul in Kdstence wrote that Circassians in Mecidiye
District rebelled against their masters who “kept [them] in a state of serfdom, made [them]
work without wages, beaten and sold.”® Slaves appealed to the Ottoman authorities,
expressing their desire to return under Russian rule rather than live in servitude of their
masters.®® Around the same time, in eastern Thrace, a group of slaves rebelled when they

found out that slave trade had been outlawed in the Ottoman state, assuming that they could

81 The National Archives of the United Kingdom, Records of the Foreign Office (London, hereafter cited as
TNA FO) 195/934, Blunt to Elliot, #12 (Edirne, 23 February 1871).

62 On a Circassian slave riot in Mandira, Edirne in 1866, see Toledano, Slavery and Abolition, 95-96. On
Circassian slaveholders’ armed suppression of slaves’ requests for freedom in Corlu, Tekfurdag: in 1874;
see ibid., 100.

83 See Toledano, As If Silent and Absent, 108-52.

% TNA FO 195/937, Sankey to Dalyell, #13 (Kdstence, 29 May 1871), f. 461.

% Ibid.
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legally challenge their slave status. After the gendarmerie failed to persuade slaves to return
to their master, the authorities had to negotiate their status and eventual manumission.®®

Consuls regularly sent dispatches lamenting the continued slave trade in the
Balkans despite Ottoman edicts that prohibited it. British officials held slavery to be
pervasive because high-ranking officials, from district governors to judges, were complicit
in the slave trade and rarely punished slave merchants or manumitted illegally purchased
slaves. Russian consular officials reported as much. The Russian consul in Varna wrote
that ““all wealthy Turks in Varna,” including both subprovincial and district governors,
“have been buying Circassian women,” who sold cheaply amidst the refugee crisis.®” The
British consul in Kdstence wrote that one Nur Bey, an Abkhaz slave-trader from the village
of Rakil, in Magcin District, sold a girl to the Magcin district governor for 3,000 Aurus. He
sold another girl to the Macin fisheries contractor. That case was only known because the
contractor’s wife returned from Istanbul, had the girl returned to the slave-dealer, and the
two men went to court over slave price restitution.®® This may have been the reason for
many slaves’ hesitation to contact local authorities, who were perceived as corrupt and
invested in slaveholding, for help, prompting them to reach out to foreign consuls or appeal
directly to the provincial governor.

The 1863-64 Circassian refugee crisis reinforced the institution of slavery in the
Ottoman Empire. On the one hand, the mass Circassian expulsion from Russia resulted in
thousands of women and children having been sold into slavery by their masters or destitute

families in the ports of Trabzon, Samsun, and Istanbul.%® No reliable estimates exist for

% Pravo 8, no. 21, appendix (6 August 1873), a reprint from The Levant Times and Shipping Gazette.
57 MnV f. 5, op. 2.23, d. 1621, N. 65 (26 August 1870), ff. 2258-60.

% TNA FO 195/937, Sankey to Dalyell, #11 (Kdstence, 24 May 1871), f. 459.

% See Toledano, Slavery and Abolition, 85-95; Cuthell, “Muhacirin Komisyonu,” 240-46.
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numbers of such sales. On the other hand, many muhajirs took their inherited household
slaves with them into their villages. Contemporary reports suggest the scope of slave
ownership in muhajir villages: reportedly, in some settlements near Edirne, there were five
slaves to one freeman;’® and, in the Kahramanmarag area, in eastern Anatolia, more than
half of Kabardin immigrants were slaves.”* Consuls reported that the Ottoman slave market
was saturated after 1864: “now the stock of white slaves is easily supported by local
production, whereas formerly it was supplied under very difficult circumstances by foreign
and uncertain markets.”’?> Hence the paradox of the Ottoman settlement of refugees: all
muhajirs, by default, were Ottoman subjects, in accordance with the 1857 Immigration
Law, but slavery remained legal, and refugee slaves could not enjoy the full privileges of
their Ottoman subjecthood or immigrant benefits conferred by the law.

Many slave-owning muhajirs notables, whose power was amplified though village
councils, profiteered from the Ottoman resettlement of muhajirs at the expense of their own
communities. First, some Circassian notables registered land that was earmarked for other
muhajirs, especially slaves, in their own names, thus becoming large landowners. They
were set to further benefit from the labor of their subordinates, who turned into share-
croppers on their notables’ land.” Second, some notables extended high-interest loans to
other muhajirs by using the capital out of the state-granted aid to the entire refugee
community.” When notables were in charge of village councils, they could have free reign

on the registration of land in the village and distribution of allowances. Thus, the institution

O TNA FO 195/934, Blunt to Elliot, #12 (Edirne, 23 February 1871).

I TNA FO 195/1405, Bennet to Dufferin, #12 (Kayseri, 17 July 1882).
2TNA FO 195/901, Blunt to Elliot, #8 (Edirne, 25 January 1868), ff. 64-64r.
8 TNA FO 195/934, Blunt to Elliot, #12 (Edirne, 23 February 1871).

"4 Terzibasoglu, “Landlords, Nomads, and Refugees,” 132-34.
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of slavery perpetuated inequality within muhajir settlements, making substantial portions

of the refugee population economically insecure and vulnerable to exploitation.

Land Conflicts in Dobruja

The scarcity of agricultural land constituted another major source of intra- and
intercommunal conflicts for muhajir communities in Dobruja and across the empire. The
1857 Immigration Law needs to be read alongside the 1858 Land Code (Kanun-i Arazi).
The introduction of the Land Code, a landmark achievement of the Tanzimat era,
accelerated the transformation of a relationship between Ottoman subjects and their
property, as well as a relationship between the state and landowners. The 1858 legislative
act, which divided all land in the empire into five categories: milk, miri, vakif, metruke,
and mevat, provided an updated and centralized framework governing land ownership that
better suited the needs of an expanding Ottoman and global market.” The Ottoman Land
Code laid groundwork for land-related legislation in Turkey and other Ottoman successor
states in the Balkans and the Levant.”

The exact meanings of the Land Code were contested and interpreted differently by
various interest groups, but, by clarifying and affirming certain forms of land ownership

and sale, it opened up much of the empire to new forms of capital accumulation.”” In

75| refrain from translating these names into English, as translations carry a Euro- or American-centric
understanding of property ownership and tenure. The following translations are commonly used in
historiography: state lands (miri), freehold or privately owned property (miilk), religious endowments
(vakif), abandoned lands (metruke), and dead or uncultivated lands (mevat).

76 In Jordan, for example, the Land Settlement Law of 1933 drew heavily on the 1858 Ottoman Land Code;
see Michael R. Fischbach, State, Society, and Land in Jordan (Leiden: Brill, 2000), 106.

7 For the text of the Ottoman Land Code, see Ahmet Akgiindiiz, Mukayeseli Zslam ve Osmanli Hukuku
Kiilliyat: (Diyarbekir: Dicle Universitesi Hukuk Fakiiltesi, 1986), 683-715; Stanley Fisher, Ottoman Land
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Danube Province, among the Land Code’s major consequences was an accelerated demise
of ciftliks, large agricultural estates in the hands of Muslim and Christian landowners that
long dominated economic life in the region. ”® The Land Code was favorable to
implementing the settlement of refugees. First, the state reasserted its ownership of all miri
land; peasants and landowners had rights of usufruct, which could be sold, but not of full
ownership (Article 3). Second, the state reserved the right to abrogate one’s usufruct rights
if the laborer did not till the land or did not pay taxes for three years (Article 68).” Third,
the Land Code eroded communal rights to the land, whether of settled or nomadic
communities, prioritizing individual over collective rights (Article 8). 8 These
developments allowed for the state to dispense agricultural land in favor of refugees and
backed refugees’ rights to the land that may have been claimed, but not used, by someone
else.

The new code also provided the definition of a ¢iftlik — in this instance, not a large
agricultural estate, but an administrative unit of arable land — as a tract of land, cultivated

and harvested annually, that requires one yoke of oxen to work it. It measured 70-80

Laws: Containing the Ottoman Land Code and Later Legislation Affecting Land (London: Oxford
University Press, 1919).

8 For the 1858 Land Code in the Balkans, see UIf Brunnbauer, “Descent of Territoriality: Inheritance and
Family Forms in the Late Ottoman and Early Post-Ottoman Balkans,” in Household and Family in the
Balkans, ed. Karl Kaser (Vienna and Berlin: LIT Verlag, 2012), 305-26, 308-11. On ¢iftliks in the northern
Balkans, see Strashimir Dimitrov, “Chiflishkoto stopanstvo prez 50-70-te godina na XIX vek,” Istoricheski
pregled 9, no. 2 (1955): 3-34.

8 The rule was not always enforced. After the 1877-78 War, however, as land was in scarce supply across
the empire, the Council of Ministers issued an order for the land that remained uncultivated for three years
to be confiscated for the settlement of refugees; Yiicel Terzibasoglu, “Land Disputes and Ethno-Politics:
Northwestern Anatolia, 1877-1912,” in Land Rights, Ethno-Nationality, and Sovereignty in History, eds.
Stanley L. Engerman and Jacob Metzer (London and New York: Routledge, 2004), 168.

8 Notably, the Russian land reform in the North Caucasus, implemented over the 1860s, had the same
effect. Local Muslim communities lost agricultural and pasture land that they had previously regarded as
communal; see SSSA f. 1087, op. 2, d. 201 (Kabarda, 1869). f. 416, op. 3, d. 1021 (Abkhazia, 1870-72).
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doniim®? of fertile land, or 100 déniim of land of medium productivity, or 130 déniim of
arid and marshy land (Article 131). Regional refugee commissions aspired to this 1858
definition of a ¢iftlik in their allotments of land to muhajirs: one ¢iftlik per household.

In Dobruja, North Caucasian refugees of the first wave generally received
allotments within those parameters. For example, the village of ‘Ali Bey in Hacioglu
Pazarcik District, in southern Dobruja, was a new settlement for muhajirs from Russia.®?
Out of 73 muhajir households, 61 received land. Among those, 47 were registered as “old”
arrivals, likely Crimean Tatars from the early 1860s, and 14 were “new” arrivals, likely
Circassians who arrived after 1864. The old arrivals received, on average, 5.3 plots of land
to the total of 232 doniim. The “new” arrivals received, on average, 3.2 plots of land to the
total of 100 dénim. Four Bulgarian absentee landowners, who resided in neighboring
villages, collectively owned 12,100 doniim, half of the land in the village.®® This pattern is
representative for many villages: larger plots of land tilled by long-settled communities,
smaller ones by earlier immigrants, and the smallest ones by new immigrants. Some
families, likely slaves, received no land whatsoever and sharecropped for their neighbors.

Further north, in Babadag District in central Dobruja, in the mixed village of
Kongaz, Circassians held usufruct rights to an average of 111 donim per household

compared to 216 donim for Bulgarians and 187 doénim for Turks. In the village of Haci

8L A donuim, a standard measurement for land in the Ottoman Empire, equals 939.9 square meters or 10,117
square feet. A hectare amounts to 10.64 dénlim; an acre — to 4.31 d6éniim.

8 For the demography and economy of Hacioglu Pazarcik District, see Khristo Gandev and Giilab
Gulabov, eds., Turski izvori za Bilgarskata istoriia, vol. 2 — Dobrichka Kaza (Sofia: Bulgarian Academy
of Sciences, 1960).

8 Gandev and Galtbov, Turski izvori, no. 18, pp. 161-64 (1874).
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Omer, Circassian residents tilled, on average, 96 doniim, and Turkish residents — 153
doniim 8

A persistent belief of the Ottoman administration throughout the 1860s and 1870s
appears to have been that the empire had plenty of uncultivated land, and it was a matter
of efficient work of local refugee commissions to find and apportion that land to muhajirs.®
The presumed availability of land, however, did not mean that the land could be readily
available: some of it consisted of swamps or mountains, unusable for agriculture, or was
in the difficult to access areas. In many cases, local villages or nomadic groups claimed the
untilled land as communal property, in contravention of the 1858 Land Code but in line
with the locally entrenched norms of land usage.®® Local authorities rarely shared the
central government’s optimism about how much land they could dispose of. Even in
Dobruja, as early as 1860, the administration noted a scarcity of cultivable land and
concluded that the region could only support 20,000 more immigrants.” That was before
the onslaught of the final round of Crimean immigration and the 1863-64 Circassian
refugee crisis.

The general allotment for new immigrant families, across Dobruja and the empire,
was 60 doniim per household. It was repeated in instructions to district administrators and
repeatedly invoked by refugees in their petitions as a minimal standard that must be reached

and yet was unavailable in many localities. For example, in northwestern Bulgaria, in

8 NBKM 170/81 (1874).

8 For a similar conclusion, see Terzibasoglu, “Landlords, Nomads, and Refugees,” 129.

8 See Terzibasoglu, “Landlords, Nomads, and Refugees,” 149-57; see also idem., ““A Very Important
Requirement of Social Life’: Privatisation of Land, Criminalization of Custom, and Land Disputes in
Nineteenth-Century Anatolia,” in Les Acteurs des Transformations Foncieres Autour de la Méditeranée au
X1Xe Siécle, eds. Vanessa Guéno and Didier Cuignard (Paris: Karthala, 2013), 25-47.

87 Karpat, “Ottoman Urbanism,” 222.
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Rahova (Oryahovo) District, five out of six refugee villages, for which we have data,
received a median of 30 donim per household; the sixth village received a median of 75
donuim per household. In the neighboring ivraca (Vratsa) District, the median distribution
for four refugee villages was in the range of only 15 to 24 doniim per household.®

To allot land to refugees, local administrations conducted land surveys and audits
of existing title deeds, which slowed down the apportionment of land. Limited funding also
impeded timely distribution of farm animals and crop seeds. Many muhajirs complained
that they did not receive the promised agricultural land, oxen, or even houses, even though
several years had passed since their arrival. Subprovincial administrators warned that
petitions had to be dealt with urgently, so that the communities “were not completely
deprived of agricultural pursuits.””®®

In many cases, the original land grant to a village community, which would then be
allotted to individuals by a village council, was definitive. New households emerging
within the village had to rely on their families’ land. Village councils could petition district
authorities to reassign a young family to another settlement in order to avoid the dreaded
reallotment (takassum) of land.®® Former slaves also sent their petitions. In 1874, Ahmed,
a Circassian from the village of Orta in Babadag District, sent a message to local
authorities. He informed them that he recently bought himself out of slavery, chose to stay

in his old village, and since then received a house but not agricultural land. Ahmed, who

8 Margarita Dobreva, “Bulgaristan’in Ivraca ve Rahova Kazalarinda Yasayan Cerkeslerin Niifus Yapis1 ve
Iktisadi Etkinlikleri (1860-1870),” Journal of Caucasian Studies 1, no. 2 (2016): 70.

8 NBKM 170/342 (28 nisan 1292, 10 May 1876).

% NBKM 170/290 (8 mays 1291, 20 May 1875).
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was starting a new life as a freeman, requested the government to find him a plot of land,
to which he was entitled as a muhajir.®*

Communal petitions from Dobruja-based refugees reveal that a common
understanding of the land allotment process was that land was distributed based on how
many oxen muhajirs owned. In 1872, a group of Circassian muhajirs in Mecidiye District
wrote the following petition:

We, [Circassian muhajirs] of the village of Duce, in Mecidiye District, write in
relation to our arable lands. According to the government instructions, for every
pair of oxen [that we own], we would receive 60 dénim of land [from the
government]. We currently have four pairs of draft oxen and, correspondingly, till
240 donim of land. However, more Circassians are arriving, and there is not
enough land for everyone. A group of [new] refugees seized some of the land in
our village by force. We appeal to the government to restore our rights to that
land.®2

Another petition, sent from Babadag District in 1874, also testifies to a growing
competition over land within muhajir communities:

We, Circassian muhajirs of the village of Ak Kadm, write to you about the
distribution of our land, which proceeded based on the amount of [farm] animals
that we own. When [the distribution] happened, because we were poor, we had no
animals, and therefore received little land. Now, we own animals and would like
to have more land in order to take up agriculture. Because our village is close to
the Balkan Mountains and land there is tillable, we established a land committee,
which opened up more agricultural land. However, a group of people from our
village threatens to release their animals on that land, even though our village has
plenty of grazing land for animals. They wish to seize our new lands. Many of us
would love to set up gardens there. We ask the authorities to send a title deed
official, on governmental payroll, to settle our disagreements.®

In late Ottoman Dobruja, where even established Christian and Muslim
communities (Ott. Tur. ahali-i kadime) were often second- and third-generation

immigrants, the state’s claim to the miri land was rarely challenged. Most Ottoman

%1 NBKM 169/1536 (19 tesrin-i sani 1290, 24 November 1874).
92 NBKM 169/1517 (26 nisan 1288, 8 May 1872).
% NBKM 170/1035 (4 mayis 1290, 16 May 1874).
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residents, including muhajirs, experienced the Land Code firsthand through single-page
tapu [title deeds], issued to them by the state. Title deeds commonly specified the exact
size and borders of a land plot. Copies of the post-1858 title deeds were preserved at local
and regional land registries; these documents were readily accepted by courts and
provincial administrations as evidence of usufruct rights. * Refugee communities
embraced tapu as a definitive authorization of their individual usufruct rights. In many
petitions, muhajirs expressly asked local authorities to issue them title deeds in order to
resolve a local land dispute once and for all.

In 1873, district authorities of Macin, in northwestern Dobruja, were untangling a
web of complaints from Circassian residents of three Circassian villages. Magin District, a
strategic mountainous area nestled in the last “loop” of the Danube before it flows into
Black Sea, hosted a heterogeneous population of Moldavians, Bulgarians, Turks, and
Circassian and Abkhaz muhajirs. [See Appendix Ill.] Circassians moved into the first
village, Balabanca, soon after 1864. They received some agricultural carts and tools,
including plows, axes, and hoes, as well as cattle: some were given a pair of oxen per
household (hane), others per extended family (familya), comprising several households.®
The land that Balabanca Circassians initially received was insufficient for agriculture or
pasture. The muhajirs, however, opened up more watered land (sulu yerler) on the slopes

of the Magin Mountains and, by the 1870s, tilled more than 60 doniim per household.®®

% Tapu title deeds were issued to Ottoman residents upon the payment of ten years worth of égiir tax.
Muhajirs, upon the allotment of land, received temporary title deeds, to be upgraded to permanent ones
upon ten years of tax payment. See also Anton Minkov, “Ottoman Tapu Title Deeds in the Eighteenth and
Nineteenth Centuries: Origin, Typology and Diplomatics,” Islamic Law and Society 7, no. 1 (2000): 3.

% NBKM OAK Collection 141/2; 169/1511 (9 kanun-: evvel 1281, 21 December 1865); 172/50-51 (31
kanun-z evvel 1281, 12 January 1866).

% NBKM Magin 172/87, f. 72a, no. 25 (14 muharrem 1289, 24 March 1872).
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The second village, Sikanka, accepted several waves of Circassian refugees. Its
earlier immigrants arrived together with those who settled in Balabanca and were likely
related to them. By the time new Circassians arrived in 1867-68, the available land in the
village was scarce. The 41 new Circassian households expected to receive 60 donim of
land per household, but were allotted, on average, only 40 donim. The village, surrounded
by mountains on all four sides, lacked space to expand its fields.®” To offer more land to
muhajirs, district authorities offered them the Kara Bilin meadows lying between them and
the village of Balabanca. Balabanca muhajirs held usufruct rights to the meadow, part of
which they were assigned and part of which they acquired privately in the preceding
years.® They had purchased 410 doniim of the meadow, having paid seven kurus per
doniim, with the sale authorized by the Magin district governor.®® Balabanca Circassians,
with issued title deeds in hand, protested the re-distribution of their meadow land. Sikanka
villagers then petitioned the government to expand their lands in another direction. In the
vicinity of their village lay a semi-abandoned village of Crimean Tatars, who had arrived
twenty years prior and whose settlement failed. Circassians asked to apportion them some
of the land of that village.'®

The third village, Cafarka, attached to the neighboring Isakc¢a District, hosted its
first Circassian muhajirs in 1870. The village also faced a shortage of available land in a
mountainous terrain. For this reason, district authorities apportioned 600 dénim of land

from Balabanca muhajirs to their new Cafarka neighbors. Balabanca Circassians, who

% NBKM Tulga 55/20, f. 37b, no. 36 (11 mart 1289, 23 March 1873).

% NBKM Magin 172/87, . 72a, no. 25 (14 muharrem 1289, 24 March 1872).
9% NBKM 169/1553 (5 nisan 1293, 17 April 1877).

100 NBKM Tulca 55/20, . 37b, no. 36 (11 mart 1289, 23 March 1873).
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already claimed usufruct rights to that land, protested and seized 250 doniim of that land.2*
The Balabanca village council, including their imam, also complained to the Magin district
authorities and the Tulga subprovincial authorities about the infringement on their usufruct
rights, as confirmed through their title deeds.'%? Negotiations between the two villages of
co-ethnic refugees ensued, under the arbitrage of the authorities. Stories like these were
commonplace across the empire, from the Danubian delta to the Cukurova marshes, to the
Kurdish mountains. In Dobruja, muhajirs were more likely to come into conflict over land
with each other; in other parts of the country, they contested land with Turks, Crimean
Tatars, Bulgarians, Greeks, Armenians, Kurds, and Arabs.

Communal complaints and petitions about land were not unique to North Caucasian
muhajirs. Dobrujan residents, as attested by hundreds of surviving documents, were avid
petitioners. Thus, in 1876, German immigrants from the Russian Empire, Vasil and Andrey
[sic], complained that their two villages near Isakgca, in northern Dobruja, were not allotted
enough land and, therefore, they could not pay dsiir [tithe] tax.1%® In 1877, Turkish villagers
from Kostence District, who moved (Ott. Tur. hicret etmek) to Hacioglu Pazarcik District
in search of land for a new settlement, also wrote to subprovincial authorities. They
lamented that they had not found a suitable location yet and lived in abject poverty. “Winter
is coming,” they wrote, emphasizing their urgent need for assistance in finding land and
housing for their communities to survive —a common plea in the Ottoman age of refugees

and immigrants.1%

101 NBKM Magin 172/87, f. 75b, no. 48 (22 muharrem 1289, 1 April 1872).

102 NBKM Tulca 57/1, ff. 1, 20 (15 sevval 1288, 28 December 1871), f. 22 (22 sevval 1288, 4 January
1872)

103 NBKM 169/1546 (27 temmuz 1292, 8 August 1876).

104 NBKM 169/1556 (3 tesrin-i evvel 1293, 15 October 1877).
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Economic Inequality and Intercommunal Violence

In Balkan historiography, the settlement of North Caucasian muhajirs is
remembered primarily for leading to banditry throughout the country, culminating in anti-
Christian violence of 1876-78. To understand why refugee resettlement came to an
ignominious end in Danube Province, | will elaborate upon the process of muhajirs’
economic integration.

The government’s early forecast about the economy of refugee settlements was
optimistic. In April 1866, when most muhajirs had only been reaping their first harvest and
many had not even been allotted land plots, the official provincial newspaper, Danube
(Tuna, 1865-77), reported that, in the previous year, Circassian muhajirs in Dobruja
produced more crops than they needed to sustain themselves. % Such news aimed to foster
public goodwill and patience towards muhajirs amidst continuing refugee migration. It was
also a falsehood. Muhajirs were hardly self-sufficient in their first settlement years, and
many villages in Dobruja never reached the level of self-sustenance. Moreover, the
authorities were hardly able to estimate refugees’ agricultural output; such data would have
only been recoverable from tithe tax returns, which muhajirs did not start paying until later.
Some villages may have been doing better than others. Reportedly, the provincial governor
was impressed with how quickly Circassian refugees had been settling in, building new
houses, and taking up agriculture, and even offered the Russian vice-consul in Tulga to

tour Circassian villages in the area.'%

105 Tuna, no. 67 (24 April 1866).
106 Konstantin N. Leont’ev [Vice-Consul in Tulca], Diplomaticheskie doneseniia, pis 'ma, zapiski, otchety
1865-1872 gg. (Moscow: Rosspen, 2003), no. 276, pp. 156-58 (20 October 1867).
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The first complaints about refugees emerged soon after their arrival. Different
communities reported that groups of armed muhajirs had robbed them on the road. In
northern Dobruja, an early target of muhajirs’ looting was a community of German farmers,
among the wealthiest immigrants in the area. The Ottoman authorities insisted that a
Circassian attack on a German village was an isolated incident over the rights to arable
land. The Germans did not think so and eventually sought help from the Russian vice-
consulate, even expressing a wish to emigrate to Russia if their security in Ottoman
Dobruja could no longer be guaranteed.'®” Notably, however, refugee-related violence in
Dobruja, and by many accounts elsewhere, did not follow a strict Muslim-Christian divide,
nor was it necessarily perpetrated solely by muhajirs. As early as 1863, a group of Nogai
Tatars from Russia’s Kuban province, who had just settled in southern Dobruja, contacted
the Russian consul to complain that local Turkish residents had been attacking their
villages, killing people, and looting their possessions.1%®

The early signs of refugee-perpetrated crime and high levels of gun ownership
prompted the Ottomans to issue regulations on the issue in 1869-70. The government
recommended local officials not to settle muhajirs in large groups, ideally breaking them
up into different settlements, a policy that had not been carried out for previous refugee
groups but became the Refugee Commission’s preferred policy in the years to come. The
authorities were to confiscate refugees’ firearms, which was notoriously difficult to

implement. The government also explicitly pushed for assimilationist policies: if possible,

W7 Leont’ev, Diplomaticheskie doneseniia, no. 59, pp. 200-01 (15 March 1868); no. 104, pp. 206-08 (23
April 1868); no. 129, pp. 209-10 (6 May 1868).
108 MnV f. 5, op. 2, d. 24, no. 1615, I1. 147-50 (4 July 1863).
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refugees were to be placed in existing villages and encouraged to intermarry with non-
North Caucasian communities.%®

Intercommunal relations, fueled by economic insecurity, began to unravel in the
early 1870s. In this period, district authorities began to alert provincial and imperial
administrations of an increase in refugee-committed crimes — mostly, theft of horses and
sheep — in Dobruja and in the Balkans at large.** In the previously discussed tri-village
area near Magin, villagers reported that Circassians from Babadag District, who would
come from across the mountains, and local Circassians from Balabanca and other villages
were stealing local cattle.*! Balkan newspapers published a deluge of complaints about
Circassian bandits who oppressed local villagers and made travel through their regions
unsafe. 80 percent of all references to Circassians in the Bulgarian-language press,
published primarily in Istanbul before 1878, were related to crimes committed by
muhajirs.'*2

As intercommunal relations worsened, muhajir village councils played an
increasingly important role. Local authorities called upon village councils to forestall crime
in their areas. In Babadag District, the authorities complained about muhajirs’ “abominable
issue of theft” of horses, oxen, and sheep from non-immigrant communities. They believed

that most Circassian village headmen were not only unhelpful in resolving those crimes,

but, in fact, aided and partnered in the act of theft. They urged better cooperation between

109 Terzibasoglu, “Landlords, Nomads, and Refugees,” 132.

110 See, for example, NBKM 172/86, f. 9b, no. 70 (Magin District, 1870); 20/823 (Varna District, 1871);
170/303 (Babadag District, 1876).

11 NBKM 172/86, f. 24b, no. 189 (11 tesrin-i evvel 1286, 23 October 1870).

112 Georgi lakimov, “Viizrozhdenskiiat pechat za cherkezite v biilgarskite zemi prez 60-te - 70-te godini na
XIX v.,” Istoriia 4-5 (2004): 74.
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district authorities across Dobruja to track down stolen animals that were quickly moved
to other areas and resold there.''® In 1872, the Hacioglu Pazarcik district authorities
outlined two strategies in tackling the rise in muhajirs’ crime. First, the authorities
recognized the importance of developing a working relationship with elected village
councils in muhajir settlements, while stressing to village headmen that it was their duty to
cooperate with Ottoman authorities and to make sure that no criminals could hide among
their residents. Second, the Hacioglu Pazarcik district authorities insisted that the
prohibition on the purchase of stolen animals should be strictly enforced and urged their
subprovincial superiors in Varna to increase police presence at fairs, where such sales
occurred. !4

As banditry continued and communal relations disintegrated across the province,
the Danubian provincial administration issued instructions for district authorities to
impress upon muhajir communal leaders and notables that they could no longer abet
banditry, including storing the loot in their villages and harboring perpetrators. The
provincial administration admonished that if Circassian leaders continued to do so and did
not cooperate fully with Ottoman authorities, they would bring harm on their entire
communities and would not be spared punishment.1°

Many mubhajir villages resorted to issuing signed communal statements, to assuage
neighboring communities and to vouch for their residents’ good behavior. These statements
were often produced in response to crimes committed by local muhajirs. Muhajir village

councils offered a guarantee (kefalet) that their residents or those under their jurisdiction

113 NBKM Babadag 9/13 (cemaziyelahir 1285, September/October 1868).
114 NBKM 22/287 (9 sevval 1288, 22 December 1871).
115 NBKM Silistre 30/6 (h. 1293, 1876-77).
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would not harm anyone. Those who dare commit “theft or other types of crime” would be
surrendered to local authorities. Muhajir communities also vowed not to harbor non-local
muhajirs who did not have an authorization to be there (tezkeresiz). Such statements were
signed and sealed by village councils, including a headman and an imam, and often heads
of every village household.!®

What happened in the early 1870s? Why did instances of economic crime by
refugees increase across the Balkans and some parts of Anatolia? | offer four inter-
connected explanations. First, global prices for grain, an important export for the empire,
and for Danube Province in particular, fluctuated in the 1870s. Based on data for Dobrujan
grain sales from Varna, following the growth in exports through the 1860s, sales dropped
significantly in 1869-70. Grain export stagnated through the 1870s, never recovering the
volume of sales of 1864.117 The stagnation was a result of the global Long Depression,
which began in 1873 and decreased international prices and demand for grain. It directly
hit those muhajir households that produced a surplus of grain.

Second, with declining agricultural exports and revenue, the Ottomans struggled to
pay their mounting debt to the European states. The government took out its first loans

during the 1853-56 Crimean War, then kept borrowing to pay for refugee resettlement, and,

116 See, for example, NBKM Tulga 51/21 (7 nisan 1283, 19 April 1867).

117 Michael R. Palairet, The Balkan Economies c. 1800-1914: Evolution Without Development (Cambridge
and New York: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 62-63; see also Lampe and Jackson, Balkan Economic
History, 138-39. After the 1870s, the importance of export of cereals further decreased. Thus, in 1897, the
Ottoman Empire exported 48 million kurus worth of barley and 15 million kurus worth of wheat, compared
to 177 million kurus worth of grapes and 136 million kurus worth of silk, respectively two leading Ottoman
exports; see Donald Quataert, “The Age of Reforms, 1812-1914,” in An Economic and Social History of
the Ottoman Empire, eds. Halil Inalcik and Donald Quataert (New York: Cambridge University Press,
1994), vol. 2, 833. By 1914, about a quarter of all Ottoman agricultural production was exported; Ibid.,
829.
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in 1869-75, borrowed more than its projected revenues for that period.*'® In 1875, the Porte
declared a sovereign default on its loan repayments. Reduced grain exports and budgetary
woes, both effects of the Long Depression, depleted the Ottoman government’s cash
reserves and severely impeded its ability to offer sufficient aid to muhajirs.

Third, the Balkans experienced a massive drought in 1872-73. Many struggling
refugee villages lost their harvest. It coincided with a drought in Anatolia in 1872-75, with
the collapsing harvests and failing exports further exacerbating the empire’s financial woes
and leading to its default.''® This put severe pressure on the budget of the Refugee
Commission and provincial treasuries, which distributed aid to muhajirs. In 1876, the
Babadag district authorities notified the Danubian provincial governor that a delay in the
payment of cash allowances to muhajirs was directly responsible for their affliction with
poverty.*?°

Finally, in 1869-70, six-year tax exemptions for Circassian muhajirs were set to
expire. For many muhajirs, if not most, because they received their title deeds and oxen
with a delay, exemptions expired a few years later. Many refugee settlements were in no
position to pay their full dues. For example, Circassians from the village of Balabanca, the
ones who were contesting land with other muhajirs in their area, owed the government
1,064 kurus in tax in 1873-74.12! Across the region, muhajirs were falling short on their

payments, neglecting their tax bills, or borrowing money to pay their dues. Tax registers

118 Quataert, “The Age of Reforms,” in An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire, eds.
Inalcik and Quataert, vol. 2, 773. See also Murat Birdal, The Political Economy of Ottoman Public Debt:
Insolvency and European Financial Control in the Late Nineteenth Century (London and New York: 1.B.
Tauris, 2010), 17-62.

119 Stanford J. Shaw and Ezel Kural Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1977), vol. 2, 156.

120 NBKM 170/341 (4 subat 1291, 16 February 1876).

121 NBKM 172A/58 (h. 1289, 1872-73).
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from Dobruja as late as 1877 reveal that refugee communities were paying little tax
proportionate to their population. By that point, monthly cash or grain stipends were rare;
the poorest and disabled muhajirs received a priority.*??

The limited tax-paying capability of muhajirs is important because the
government’s strategy for refugees’ integration rested on the idea that refugees’ taxes
would eventually pay for their villages® further economic development. Muhajirs’ taxes
were deposited into two types of accounts: at regional branches of the Public Benefits Bank
(Ott. Tur. menafi sandig: or memleket sandigr) and at the Refugee Commission. The Public
Benefits Bank, a Tanzimat innovation that came out of Midhat Pasa’s experiments when
he was a governor of Nis in 1863, was an agricultural credit cooperative that provided
farmers with low-interest loans in cash, farm animals, and seeds.'? In the 1870s, regional
branches of the new untested bank were often short of funds, and loans to refugees, given
the high risk that they entailed, were hardly a priority. Village tax accounts with the
Refugee Commission were supposed to pay for salaries to village teachers and building

schools.*?* In many villages, however, muhajirs’ tax contributions to those accounts were

minimal.

122 NBKM 175/46 (27 agustos 1289, 8 September 1873). Many muhajirs complained about the suspension
in aid and asked that their benefits resume; see NBKM 22/293 (Hacioglu Pazarcik District, 1874).

123 The Public Benefits Bank, established nationally in 1865, was renamed as the Agricultural Bank (Ziraat
Bankast) in 1887. By 2016, it remains state-owned and is the largest bank in Turkey by total assets. Midhat
Paga’s original 1863 institution was among the first agricultural cooperatives in European history. The
Raiffeisen rural credit unions appeared in Prussia in the late 1840s, and similar institutions emerged in
Austria, Belgium, and Italy only after the 1880s; see Mehmet Celik, “Tanzimat in the Balkans: Midhat
Pasha’s Governorship in the Danube Province (Tuna Vilayeti), 1864-1868,” M.A. dissertation (Bilkent
University, 2007), 58-62. Roger Owen is skeptical about the success of the Public Benefits Bank in
providing loans to peasants. Because provincial and subprovincial menafi sandig: were governed by locally
elected councils, often made up of well-off landowners and merchants, agricultural loans were more likely
to end up in the hands of richer cultivators; see The Middle East in the World Economy, 118.

124 Dobreva, “Circassian Colonization,” 18.
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Muhajirs expressed their discontent with inadequate state support in many petitions
to the authorities. In March 1870, for example, Circassian muhajirs from several villages
in Magin District wrote a communal petition to district authorities. The petition was written
in Arabic, which signals that muhajirs might not have found anyone proficient in Ottoman
Turkish to express their grievances, a sign of their limited social integration. Their petition
read as follows:

We are submitting this great complaint on behalf of Circassian muhajirs, the young
and the old, of Magin District. We elected our legal representative, Muhammad
Amin, to present our complaints to the councillors of Magin. We are pitiful and
weak, and we did not find mercy or compassion from you until now because what
we asked for has not been fulfilled, like it has been for other muhajirs. You made
us carry a heavy burden, in contrast to other muhajirs. We have arrived to [serve
in] the reserve forces (Ar. ‘asker ikhtiyati) three years ago and have been living in
poverty, with no monthly stipend and no provision of food or drink. We have been
pleading [for help] day after day, and we received no good will from either [the
army] major or the council. Our beloved state has halted [its support for] reserve
forces, which is why we did not send any of our reserve soldiers to [serve at] the
cordon. All our village headmen, village council members, and reserve soldiers
raise their complaints to Tulca [Subprovince], as our hopes of [receiving]
compassion have been dashed by you, and we do not rest because of you.1?

This petition on behalf of slighted muhajirs, unusually stern for this genre of
writing, reveals curious details. First, the authorities fell short of providing funds for
settling immigrants, even to muhajirs placed on a strategic frontier, across the river from
Russia’s Bessarabia. Second, different refugee groups were in contact with their ethnic
brethren and knew what they were entitled to and what others in the region had received.
Later waves of refugees, such as these petitioners who had arrived in 1866, demanded the
same treatment as accorded to earlier muhajirs. Third, this group explicitly described itself

as having come to serve as “reserve soldiers,” presumably as voluntary troops for the

125 NBKM 172Ar/1/1 (29 zilkade 1286, 2 March 1870). | thank Vladimir Bobrovnikov for kindly sharing
with me this and other documents, collected by the 2009 Russian Institute of Oriental Studies archival
expedition to Bulgaria.
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border guard. This may have been a deliberate move to demonstrate their worth to the state
and/or a veiled threat, alluding to their fighting skills, in order to elicit support from the
authorities.

By the mid-1870s, many muhajir settlements in Dobruja were not self-sufficient in
terms of food production. In 1876, the Tulca authorities received communal pleas for aid
from two Circassian villages, Vefikiye and Gugaca. Vefikiye was one of the largest
Circassian villages in Dobruja. Its village council, including two headmen and a people’s
representative (Ott. Tur. ahali-i vekil), informed the authorities that the village had run out
of bread. Circassian muhajirs faced the “most severe necessity” in foodstuff and asked the
district to provide them with 300 kile*?® of millet, which they would repay after the next
harvest.!2” The village council of Gugaca, similarly, complained of insufficient grain and
bread reserves and asked for a loan of 90 kile of millet, taken out of the regionally collected
taxes.'?® The Babadag district council, overseeing the two villages, verified and endorsed
Circassian petitions to the subprovincial authorities.

With muhajirs’ agricultural settlements struggling across the northern Balkans,
some officials openly questioned the government’s strategy in settling most refugees in
villages and turning them into peasants. In 1874, officials in Silistre District wrote that
some Circassians in their area were as successful in agriculture as local residents, whereas

others sold their agricultural tools out of want, failed to produce crops, and were now

126 A kile is an Ottoman unit of volume. Its value varied widely by region, time period, and commodity. In
the late Ottoman period, in wheat and flour, it usually equaled 20 okka, or 25.66 kg.

127 NBKM 170A/169, no. 2, 4 (1 mayis 1292, 13 May 1876).

128 |bid., no. 1, 3 (2-3 may1s 1292, 14-15 May 1876).
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starving. The authorities suggested that those muhajirs should be given an opportunity to
do crafts and trade to which they were accustomed.'?®

To assess economic inequality between muhajirs and other communities, | analyze
economic data from available tax registers for Dobruja’s Babadag District.*3® Ottoman tax
registers provide information on the male population and észir tax for every village. The
ostir tax was levied on every able-bodied man and is a good indicator of the general well-
being of the community because it corresponds to the cost of grain and vegetables produced
per household. Prices for agricultural products were similar across the district, and the
amount of produce ordinarily had a correlation to the amount and fertility of land that a
household tilled. Overall, although far from a precise calculation, the dsiir tax offers the
best available data on the comparative economy of different Ottoman communities within
the same region. In 1873, across 56 tax-paying villages of the district, the average dszir tax
per adult male was 70.32 kurus. If broken down by communities residing in 26 monoethnic
villages, Germans paid on average 108.06 kurus, Bulgarians — 103.60 kurus, Moldavians
— 86.34 kurus, Crimeans — 63.11 kurus, Turks — 60.80 kurus, and Circassians — 36.11

kurug. 3t

129 NBKM 119/1005 (8 rebitilevvel 1291, 25 April 1874).

130 For published data on other late Ottoman Danubian districts, see Slavka Draganova, Materiali za
Dunavskiia vilaet: Rusenska, Silistrenska, Shumenska i Tutrakanska kaza, prez 50-te - 70-te godini na X1X
v. (Sofia: Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, 1980); idem., Berkovskoto selo v navecherieto na
Osvobozhdenieto: statistichesko izsledvane spored Osmanskite daniichni registri (Sofia: Bulgarian
Academy of Sciences, 1985).

131 | exclude from my analysis all mixed villages in the district because tax registers do not provide a break
down of tax payments by different communities. | estimate the average of all males living in monoethnic
villages divided on the total gg:ir tax, not the average of village totals because villages were of different
sizes. Data from Vladimir Todorov-Khindalov, ed., Godishnik na Narodna Biblioteka v Sofiia, 1926-28
(Sofia, 1930).
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In addition to the dsiir tax, which was set at ten percent but could rise up to fifteen
percent in certain years, local communities paid four major taxes: a military tax (bedel-i
askeri) for non-Muslims at 26.5 kurus annually, a profit tax (temettliat vergisi) of three
percent (four percent since 1878), an income tax (irad vergisi) of four percent, and a
property tax (emlak vergisi) of four percent.*3? By 1877, Circassian muhajirs did not pay a
profit tax or an income tax, unlike other communities. Across 32 villages, with monoethnic
populations, the average property tax per resident was as follows: for Bulgarians — 22.99
kurus, Germans — 22.47 kurus, Moldavians — 18.56 kurus, Turks — 17.55 kurus, Crimean
Tatars — 16.16 kurus, Lipovans — 8.75 kurus, and Circassians — 7.99 kurus. The difference
was even more pronounced in the town of Babadag itself, where the older neighborhoods
reported the average property tax of 15.52 kurus per male, in contrast to the average tax for
immigrant neighborhoods of Crimean Tatars — 1.94 kurus and of Circassians — 1.32
kurus.*>3 [See Appendix IV.]

The available statistics for sheep and goat ownership among Babadag District
residents in 1872 corroborate the extent of intercommunal inequality. 61 percent of tax-
paying Bulgarian households, 34 percent of Turkish households, and 22 percent Circassian

households owned 100 or more sheep and goats. Conversely, 28 percent Circassian

132 Smaller taxes in Danube Province included an animal tax (the reformed sheep tax) of nine kurus
annually for cattle and four kurug for sheep, goats, and pigs, with the right of pasture taxed at the same rate;
a tax on agricultural produce for sale at one kurus per cart of produce and five percent on cattle sales; and a
road construction tax, whereby, since 1869, peasants spend four days a year, or twenty days in a year
within a five-year period (after 1889, 25 days), building roads; see Leont’ev, Diplomaticheskie doneseniia,
no. 190, pp. 227-28 (6 July 1868); ipek, Rumeli’'den Anadolu’ya Turk Gogleri, 220. For a classic study on
late Ottoman taxes, see Stanford J. Shaw, “The Nineteenth-Century Ottoman Tax Reforms and Revenue
System,” International Journal of Middle East Studies 6, no. 4 (1975): 421-59.

133 The NBKM Badagag 9/12 tax register does not provide population numbers. | utilize population data
from the NBKM 170/292 and 170A/243 registers. | estimate the average of all men and women living in
monoethnic villages divided on the total property tax, not the average of village totals because villages
were of different sizes. Data from NBKM Babadag 9/12 (25 mays 1293, 6 June 1877).
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families owned one to ten sheep and goats, whereas only 18 percent Turks and one percent
Bulgarians did.*®* The situation was likely even worse for muhajirs: only tax-paying
farmers were included in the statistics; likely, the poorest families did not pay tax, either
being exempt from it or dodging it, and were not listed in tax registers. For Danube
Province as a whole, the numbers were similar. Households that reported owning less than
ten sheep and goats represented 80 percent of Muslim Roma, 60 percent Circassians, 57
percent Christian Roma, 38 percent Turks, 25 percent Tatars, and 21 percent Bulgarians.!®®
In the two decades before 1878, the rough average estimate for Danube Province was
twenty to thirty sheep or goats per household.*3® Muhajir averages were far below those
numbers, pointing to widespread poverty among North Caucasians.

Data are comparable for other Danubian regions. In Berkovca (Berkovitsa) District,
in the northwestern part of Danube Province, according to one estimate, by the 1870s,
almost two-thirds of Circassian households did not produce enough crops to feed a four-
member household.*®’ 66 percent of muhajir households there could be considered “poor,”
against the average of 11 percent for all ethnic groups in the district.*3 In the same district,
an average Circassian household held 44 dénim of land, compared to 56 donim for Turks

and 88 donlim for Bulgarians. The average price of land, which reflected, above all, the

134 Slavka Draganova, Selskoto naselenie na Dunavski vilaet (Sofia: Avangard Prima, 2005), 130.

135 The notable difference for Danube Province as a whole is that the percentage of households owning over
100 sheep and goats was similar to Bulgarians, Tatars, Turks, and Circassians, within the 10-15 percent
range. These calculations should be taken with a grain of salt, as the overall sample is only 16,293
households, including 124 Circassian families. Well-off families are more likely to feature in the sample;
Draganova, Selskoto Naselenie, 129-30.

136 Draganova, Selskoto Naselenie, 231. Another study provides a similar number of 79.5 doniim; see
Palairet, The Balkan Economies, 65.

187 Dobreva, “Circassian Colonization,” 19-20; see also Dobreva, “Remarks on the Circassian Settlements
in the Kaza of Lom and Belogradchik,” in Prouchvaniia po Stopanska istoriia i istoriia na sotsialno-
ikonomicheskata sfera v lugozapadna Biilgariia, eds. Petar Parvanov and Boryana Dimitrova
(Blagoevgrad: Ul Neofit Rilski, 2015), 106-30.

138 Draganova, Berkovskoto selo, 33-34.
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quality of soil, was 60.4 kurus per donim for Circassians, compared to 87.3 and 91.8 kurus
per dénuim for, respectively, Turks and Bulgarians.'®® The amount and quality of land
translated into harvests: an average Circassian household produced 205 sheaves of wheat
and 1,083 okkas'*® of corn, compared to 272 sheaves and 1,060 okkas for Turks, and 467
sheaves and 1,486 okkas for Bulgarians.'#! The average price of houses in the area was 641
kurus for Circassians against 2,300 kurus for Turks and 3,732 kurug for Bulgarians.'#?

This economic disparity between long-settled and immigrant populations in
Dobruja represents a general pattern in the Ottoman Balkans. It should come as no surprise
that a refugee population lagged behind its neighbors in terms of accumulated wealth. It
takes immigrants generations to catch up, if ever, with established communities. Yet this
disparity, exacerbated by economic turbulence in the 1870s, is crucial to understanding
what happened in the Balkans in 1876-78.

The worsening economic climate and the failure of muhajirs’ agricultural
settlements accelerated Circassians’ entrance into the Ottoman gendarmerie (zaptiye).
These were often the only salaried positions available to Muslim immigrants in the
countryside. In a telling petition, in 1874, Abkhaz muhajirs from the village of Rakil, in
Macin District, expressed their communal desire to join the zaptiye service in order to
escape poverty. They explained that they did not receive sufficient agricultural land, or

allowances, and were not farming at the moment.** Without connections or military

training, North Caucasian muhajirs could not easily join the Ottoman army. They were

139 1bid., 27.

140 An okka, an Ottoman measure of weight, equals 400 dirhem. One okka corresponds to 1.283 kg.
141 Draganova, Berkovskoto selo, 46.

142 1bid., 38-39.

143 NBKM 172A/127 (2 mart 1290, 14 March 1874).
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exempt from military service and, in that period, could only volunteer as irregular cavalry
(basibozuk) forces. By the late 1870s, many muhajir men were part of basibozuk militias.

The 1876 April Uprising marked a breakdown in intercommunal relations and a
surge in violence perpetrated by refugees. The uprising was organized by the Bulgarian
revolutionary committees, with an ultimate objective of Bulgaria’s independence. The
uprising only lasted several weeks. The Ottoman basibozuk forces, with many muhajirs in
their ranks, violently put down the rebellion.'** The atrocities committed by Ottoman
forces, dubbed in the trans-Atlantic media as the “Bulgarian Horrors,” set the stage for
Russia’s declaration of war against the Ottoman Empire in April 1877.

The 1877-78 Russo-Ottoman War is known as the “Liberation War” (Bg.
Osvoboditelna voina) in Bulgarian historiography and the “War of [12]93” [Tur. 93 Harbi]
in Turkish historiography. It started in April 1877, when the Russian troops marched into
Romania, upon Romania’s invitation. In June, the Russian-Romanian forces crossed the
Danube into Ottoman Bulgaria.}*> Many Ottoman Bulgarians supported Russian troops;
others fought on the Ottoman side. Dobruja, like the rest of Danube Province, soon became
engulfed in intercommunal violence. In July, the coastal town of Kavarna, near Varna, was
besieged by an armed militia, including Circassian, Laz, and Tatar muhajirs, from regular

and irregular soldiers, who demanded a hefty fee from townsfolk for their “protection.” A

144 Exact numbers of fatalities in 1876 are unknown and disputed. Eugene Schuyler, the American Consul
in Istanbul who visited the region after the atrocities, claimed that 65 Christian villages were destroyed and
15,000 people were killed; “Mr. Schuyler’s Preliminary Report on the Moslem Atrocities” (10 August
1876), in Januarius A. MacGahan and Eugene Schuyler, The Turkish Atrocities in Bulgaria (London:
Bradbury, Agnew & Co., 1876), 89-94.

145 On the 1877-78 Russo-Ottoman War, see M. Hakan Yavuz and Peter Sluglett, eds., War and
Diplomacy: The Russo-Turkish War of 1877-1878 and the Treaty of Berlin (Salt Lake City, UT: University
of Utah Press, 2011).
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failed attempt at extortion escalated to looting of this predominantly Greek town.**® In the
months leading to the Russian occupation, basibozuk forces committed numerous acts of
violence against local Christian populations. **’ In turn, Russian troops and armed
Bulgarian volunteers perpetrated violence against Turkish, Tatar, and Circassian
civilians.**® By the time of the 1877-78 war, the violence, whatever its underlying
economic and political motives, was explicitly interrreligious. The Russian coalition,
which included Romania, Serbia, Montenegro, and the Bulgarian volunteers, won the war.
By the end of the 1877-78 Russo-Ottoman War, virtually the entire North Caucasian
population of Danube Province fled for the safety of Ottoman Anatolia or Greater Syria. *°

Over a half million Muslims had been displaced from the Balkans by 187910

The Post-1878 Balkans and Refugee Lands

The 1877-78 Russo-Ottoman War set Bulgaria on a path to independence. The
Treaty of San Stefano, which ended the war in March 1878, proposed a massive Bulgarian
state that would have dominated the eastern Balkans, which remained a Bulgarian

irredentist ideal for generations to come. In summer 1878, Britain, France, and Austria-

146 On the 1877 Kavarna massacre, see Velko Tonev, Kavarna se Vdigna: Izsledvane, dokumenti i materiali
za viistanieto na kavarnentsi prez 1877 g. (Sofia, 1997); Tonev et al., lzvori za istoriiata na Dobrudzha,
vol. 4, 389-93, 398-405.

147 See Bilal N. Simgir, ed., Rumeli ‘den Tlirk Gogleri: Belgeler (Ankara: Turk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi,
1989), vol. 1, 122-23; Tonev et al., Izvori za istoriiata na Dobrudzha, vol. 3, 306-07; vol. 4, 210-12, 308-
12, 343-49, 362-67, 371-73, 383-93,

148 See Simsir, Rumeli’den Tlrk Gogleri, vol. 1, 130-31, 172-73, 178-81, 199-200, 350; NBKM Varna
24/22 (11 haziran 1294, 13 June 1878).

149 On refugee migration from the Balkans during the 1877-78 war, see ipek, Rumeli’den Anadolu’ya Turk
Gogleri, 11-41; McCarthy, Death and Exile, 59-108.

150 Aydemir estimates that out of a half million displaced Muslims, 300,000 were Circassians; Gog, 141.
McCarthy puts the number of Muslim refugees from Bulgaria by 1879 at 515,000 and Muslim losses at
261,937; Death and Exile, 90-91.
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Hungary forced Russia to revise the post-war settlement in the Treaty of Berlin. Most of
Danube Province was remade into an autonomous Principality of Bulgaria, under nominal
Ottoman sovereignty but de facto independent. The subprovinces of Tulca and Nis, within
Danube Province, were ceded to respectively Romania and Serbia. Out of the subprovinces
of Plovdiv and Sliven, within Edirne Province, the European Powers fashioned an
autonomous Ottoman province of Eastern Rumelia. The Ottomans had little actual control
over these territories. The Principality of Bulgaria annexed Eastern Rumelia in 1885; the
unification was formally recognized internationally in 1908, when Bulgaria proclaimed its
independence.

The Russians, whose troops were present in Bulgaria throughout 1878, took an
early lead in reforming the administration of the new Bulgarian state.*>! One of the pressing
issues was the question of Muslim refugees, both native Turks and Pomaks, and Crimean
and North Caucasian muhajirs who had fled their homes in the northern Balkans. There
was a pressure from many sections of Bulgarian society to ban the re-entry of North
Caucasian muhajirs into Bulgaria. The Bulgarian bishop of Filibe (Plovdiv), for example,
wrote to the Russian vice-consul to express his support for the Russian proposal at the
1876-77 Constantinople Conference — a conference on the future of Bulgaria held in the
Ottoman capital, to which the Ottomans were not invited — to move all North Caucasian

muhajirs out of the Balkans and into Anatolia. He asked that Bulgarians be delivered from

151 The provisional authorities adapted Russia’s institutional knowledge to Bulgarian circumstances. For
example, when faced with the need to counsel Bulgarian district governors on how to administer vakif’
properties, tsarist authorities consulted a report from Orenburg on how Russia administered her vakif
properties in Turkestan; see Central State Archive of Bulgaria (Tsentralniiat darzhaven arkhiv, Sofia,
hereafter cited as TsDA) f. 159K, op. 1, d. 1, Il. 1-32 (9 October 1877). The first head of the Provisional
Russian Administration in Bulgaria was Vladimir Cherkassky, an avowed Pan-Slavist. In a twist of
historical irony, he came from a princely Circassian family that converted to Christianity and joined
Russian service in the sixteenth century.
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that “terrible plague” and cited a precedent — five months earlier, the Greek royal family
successfully negotiated with the Ottomans not to settle Circassians on the Greek border.?

In August 1878, Prince Aleksandr Dondukov-Korsakov, the head of the Russian
provisional administration in Bulgaria, issued an order allowing Bulgarian Muslims, who
fled their homes, to return, with the exception of the Circassians.*>® He justified the ban by
asserting that Circassians had committed crimes during the war and that the Christian
population was likely to exact revenge should Circassians return. Dondukov-Korsakov
pointed out that emptied Circassian lands could be used to accommodate returning Muslim
refugees who were native to Bulgaria.’>*

The lands vacated by North Caucasian muhajirs became a hotly contested
commodity in post-independence Bulgaria. The debate surrounding their legal status
reveals how the land distribution in 1860-78 came to be remembered and exposes the
continuity in the post-1878 state management of the land.*® In 1880, the Bulgarian
government issued the Law Regarding Circassian and Tatar Lands.'*® This law categorized

all abandoned estates as private, communal, or state lands. Private and communal lands

152 «pis’mo bolgarskogo Episkopa Filippopolia k Vitse-konsulu Gerovu” (22 December 1876), in Todor
Panchev, ed., Dokumenti za Biilgarskata istoriia (Sofia: Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, 1932), vol. 2,
282-83. On the Greek case, see BOA HR.TO 122/77 (31 July 1876), in Osmanli: Belgelerinde Kafkas
Gogleri, ed. Gurulkan, vol. 2, 287-88.

153 Prince A.M. Dondukov-Korsakov to D.A. Miliutin (6 August 1878), in Sbornik materialov po
grazhdanskomu upravleniiu i okkupatsii v Bolgarii v 1877-78-79 gg., ed. Nikolai R. Ovsianyi (Saint
Petersburg: Tovarishchestvo Khudozhestvennoi Pechati, 1906), 22-26.

154 Article 12 of the Treaty of Berlin (13 July 1878) stipulated that Muslim landowners who chose to
remain outside of the Principality may retain their lands. North Caucasian muhajirs were not allowed to
retain their lands in violation of the article.

155 On land policy in post-1878 Bulgaria, see Anna M. Mirkova, Muslim Land, Christian Labor:
Transforming Ottoman Imperial Subjects into Bulgarian National Citizens, 1878-1939 (Budapest: Central
European University Press, 2017); Petar Todorov, Agrarnite otnosheniia v luzhna Dobrudzha 1878-1944 g.
(Veliko Tarnovo: VU Kiril i Metodii, 1982); Khristo Khristov, Agrarniiat viipros v Biilgarskata
natsionalna revoliutsiia (Sofia: Nauka i izkustvo, 1976).

156 «Zakon za cherkezkite i tatarskite zemi” (14 December 1880) in TsDA f. 159K, op. 1, d. 5, Il. 29-32; on
drafting the law, see TsDA f. 159K, op. 1, d. 5; d. 66, II. 16-19.
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were returned to, respectively, individuals and village communities, from whom the
Ottoman government took them, unless the Ottomans had compensated their former
owners, in which case those lands were now considered state property. The Bulgarian state
also claimed all Circassian and Tatar lands that had not been cultivated prior to muhajirs’
arrival as state land. Overall, in southern Dobruja, through an 1886 survey of “abandoned”
Circassian and Tatar lands and “unclaimed” Turkish lands, the state took control of more
than 157,147 doniim of land, over 96 percent of which were agricultural fields.*>’

The Bulgarian government had several options as to what to do with the new land
in its possession. Strapped for cash, the government sold some of it at public auctions, a
policy that contributed to the consolidation of mass agricultural estates in southern Dobruja
in the post-1878 period. 1 The government rented out some estates to private
individuals.®® The lion’s share of the land, however, was reserved for new Bulgarian
immigrants, or preselnitsi, who moved to their newly independent “homeland” from
different parts of the Ottoman, Romanov, and Habsburg domains. ¢

After the promulgation of the 1880 law, the government in Sofia was inundated
with hundreds of individual and communal petitions from ethnic Bulgarians asking for land
reclamation and confirmation of their title deeds.*! Bulgarian rural communities often
contested what the government considered to be state land. First, villages regarded many
lands that the Ottomans had assigned to muhajirs between 1860 and 1878 as their historical

communal land (Bg. obshtinskata zemia), whereas the Bulgarian state, drawing on

157 TsDA f. 159K, op. 1, d. 107, II. 73-84 (1886).

158 TSDA f. 159K, op. 1, d. 31, II. 61-76 (2 April 1880).

19 TsDA f. 159K, op. 1, d. 49, Il. 45-46 (1881-82).

160 State Archive, Dobrich Branch (Diirzhaven arkhiv, Dobrich) f. 181K, op. 1, d. 1, Il. 60-600b, 62-620b
(November 1879); TsDA f. 159K, op. 1, d. 26, Il, 12-120b (1880)

161 See petitions in TsDA f. 159K, op. 1, d. 26 (1880), d. 95 (1881-85), d. 107 (1886), d. 180 (1885-91).
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inherited Ottoman documentation, considered it to have been miri [state] land before 1860.
Many peasants demanded an immediate restoration of what they perceived as their right
(Bg. zakonno nashe pravo) to the land that they argued they had lost to North Caucasian
muhajirs. *%2 In a telling 1880 petition from around Kula, in northwestern Bulgaria,
Bulgarian peasants wrote:

Sixteen years ago, Circassians arrived in our district. The Ottoman government, by

force, took the best and most fertile lands from us. Having lost the good land, we

had to go to Serbia, Wallachia, and other places to earn a living. Upon the

Circassians’ departure, we returned, took back our land, and started tilling it.

However, the government prohibits us from working that land. We are begging the

government to reconsider this policy because we are farmers and have no other

land and need to provide for our children. If you do not give this land to us, we

will be forced to [again] scatter around looking for work.163

Second, many petitioners disputed that they had received compensation for their
land from the Ottoman government and demanded restitution of their land from the
Bulgarian government as its successor. Remarkably, some Bulgarians who admitted having
been compensated by the Ottomans for their land offered to return that same money to the
new government in Sofia in exchange for their former lands. The 1864 Ottoman
compensation rate was 75 kurug per donim. The Bulgarian government agreed to the
exchange at that same rate.%* In this curious case, the Bulgarian government did not only
honor transactions between the Ottoman state and Bulgarian peasants but even willingly

served as their guarantor. Overall, the Bulgarian government upheld many tenets of the

Ottoman land code, which preserved the dominant role of the state and guaranteed

162 TsDA f. 159K, op. 1, d. 26, I. 78 (25 November 1880).

163 TsDA, f. 159K, op. 1, d. 26, II. 12-120b (17 May 1880); for similar sentiments of disappointment and
threats to re-emigrate, around Varna, see f. 159K, op. 1, d. 57, |. 365 (20 October 1882).

164 TSDA f. 159K, op. 1, d. 66, II. 154-55 (1883).
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continued dominance of regional land magnates, and, therefore, a degree of political
stability in a new state.

In some cases, for example, near Tsaribrod (now in Serbia), new Bulgarian
immigrants moved into muhajirs’ abandoned houses and tilled their lands. The government
had little choice but to acquiesce to the acts of squatting. It sold them additional abandoned
land at below-the-market prices.®® The transformation that occurred included transfers of
land from departing Muslims in favor of arriving Christian immigrants.

Romania, which assumed control over central and northern Dobruja after 1878, also
appropriated abandoned Circassian and Abkhaz lands as public land. Romania’s 1880 and
1882 land laws allowed new cultivators to convert public land into private property upon
fifteen years of tax payments (since 1884, twenty years);'% in Bulgaria, the 1880 law
required settlers to make tax payments on their new land for ten years (later, twenty years),
upon which they would be free to sell it.!8” Both systems resembled the 1857 Ottoman
Immigration Law, which allowed for the sale of usufruct rights after twenty years of tax
payments.

In 1880, ethnic Romanians formed only 27.5 percent of central and northern
Dobruja’s population. In the following years, the Romanian government encouraged
migration from other parts of the country to “Romanianize” the sparcely populated region,

allotting or selling 104,550 hectares of land, which was once tilled by muhajirs, to

165 TsDA f. 159K, op. 1, d. 95, I. 134 (25 August 1881).

186 George Ungureanu, “The Avatars of the Miri Land in Post-Ottoman Dobrudja: Judicial Formulas and
Ethno-Political Interests,” Academic Journal of Interdisciplinary Studies (Rome) 2, no. 3 (2013): 12.

187 Todorov, Agrarnite otnosheniia v luzhna Dobrudzha, 17.

105



Romanian settlers.'®® The government carried out a comprehensive cadastral survey in
1883 to reapportion the Dobrujan land. In most cases, Romanian immigrants who arrived
in Dobruja from other parts of the country took over the abandoned Circassian and Abkhaz
lands.'® Notably, cadastral surveys of state land, followed by redistribution of land to
Romanians and Bulgarians, were part of a broader campaign by, respectively, the
Romanian and Bulgarian states to reshape the ethnic make-up of their new territories.
Nowhere were they more pronounced than in Dobruja, a formerly Muslim majority region,
which had to be re-made in the post-1878 period.

Notably, Circassian, Abkhaz, Crimean Tatar, and Nogai Tatar muhajirs who left
northern Dobruja in 1878 did not forget about their abandoned lands and tried to reclaim
their property. After the 1877-78 war and the Romanian independence, the Ottoman
Empire and Romania agreed that the Romanian Refugee Commission (Ott. Tur. Romanya
Muhacirin Komisyonu) would be established under the auspices of the Ottoman Ministry
of Foreign Affairs, primarily to deal with the property left in Romania by muhajirs who
had moved to the Ottoman Empire.’® That commission accumulated hundreds of
statements and petitions from muhajirs regarding their former agricultural lands. For
example, Nogai Tatar and Circassian muhajirs from Babagag District left at least 37
requests regarding land in [the village of] Kamber, 37 in Kongaz, 40 in Hacilar, 11 in

Cineli, 14 in Ak Kadin, 34 in Baspinar, five in Vakife (Vefikiye?), 13 in Karaman, eight in

188 Todorov, Agrarnite otnosheniia v luzhna Dobrudzha, 13. Justin McCarthy estimates that, as a result of
war atrocities and emigration, the Muslim population of central and northern Dobruja decreased from about
184,000 to about 32,000, or by 83 percent, between 1877 and 1879; “The Demography of the 1877-78
Russo-Turkish War,” in The Ottoman-Russian War of 1877-78, ed. Omer Turan (Ankara: Middle East
Technical University, 2007), 66-69.

169 See National Archive of Romania, Tulcea Branch (Directia Judeteani Tulcea a Arhivelor Nationale),
156/28 for survey in the former Tulca Subprovince; see 173/112 for the villages of Balabanca and Cafarka.
170 Mihai Maxim, “Yergogii,” Islam Ansiklopedisi, vol. 43 (2013): 484.
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Figure 3: Ethnographic map of Dobruja in 1918
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Hamamci, four in Zemlik; and from Magin District, 15 in Soganlik, 14 in Balabanca, 18 in
Cerna, and 12 in Kircalar. }™* In statements collected about twenty-five years after
displacement or emigration from Dobruja, muhajirs gave specific information about the
size and location of their or their parents’ former lands.

Dobruja itself remained a contested ground, this time between the Bulgarian and
Romanian nation-states. In 1878, Bulgaria initially received the entire Dobruja, in San
Stefano, but then, in Berlin, Russia ceded northern and central Dobruja to Romania in
exchange for southern Bessarabia for herself. After the 1913 Second Balkan War, when
Bulgaria had attacked Serbia and Greece, Romania intervened and occupied southern
Dobruja, directing Romanian settlers there. During World War |, when Bulgaria and
Romania fought in different alliances, the Central Powers first reassigned the entirety of
Dobruja to Bulgaria, and the Allied Powers then returned the whole region to Romania.
During World War 11, Bulgaria regained southern Dobruja, followed by a population
exchange of Bulgarian and Romanian minorities into their “mother” states. The final border
between the two countries, now an internal European Union border, stabilized at what was

an arbitrarily drawn cross-Dobruja line of the 1878 Treaty of Berlin.

Conclusion: Refugees, the State, and Lessons of Resettlement

The resettlement of Muslim refugees from the Caucasus in the northern Balkans in

1860-78 ultimately failed. By the end of the 1877-78 Russo-Ottoman War, all North

11 The count is based on descriptions of documents in the HR.MHC.02 collection, as they appear in the
BOA digital catalogue. For example, for the village of Kamber, see BOA HR.MHC.02 2/9; 4/12-13; 6/25,
27, 8/38; 9/4-6, 9-10, 13-15, 19, 23, 25, 27; 10/3-5, 11, 16-18, 21, 24, 26-27, 34, 40; 11/2, 5-6, 41, 70/15;
72/49 (h. 1319-20, 1903-04).
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Caucasian muhajirs fled Danube Province. The settlement of refugees in the Ottoman
Balkans floundered at its early stage. The state failed to efficiently deliver the key
components of its resettlement/immigration package, a sufficient amount of land and
agricultural aid, for refugee economies to take off. By the 1870s, hundreds of refugee
villages were in distress, as the state scaled down its support amidst an economic recession,
which coincided with the expiration of tax exemptions for muhajirs. Limited economic
self-sufficiency contributed to many muhajirs’ committing economic crimes against their
neighbors or seeking employment in the zaptiye service and basibozuk forces, both of
which further inflamed intercommunal relations in Danube Province.

This chapter challenges historiography on the resettlement of muhajirs in the
Balkans. On the one hand, | presented a counter-narrative to the analysis of Muslim refugee
resettlement in much of the Balkan, and particularly Bulgarian, historiographical tradition.
In that body of literature, North Caucasian muhajirs are remembered primarily as bandits
or state henchmen, reflective of the role that some of them played in suppressing the 1876
April Uprising and during the 1877-78 Russo-Ottoman War. Their settlement in Danube
Province is interpreted as the Ottomans’ demographic and military ploy to increase the
Muslim population in the Balkans, while keeping in check its Christian communities.'’2
This interpretation, which served its historical and historiographical purpose in the post-
1878 period, generalizes refugees’ experiences, retrospectively reads the history of refugee
resettlement through the prism of its demise, and searches for the root of refugee-related

problems with decision-makers in Istanbul rather than in regional circumstances. By

172 5ee, for example, Ventsislav Muchinov, Migratsionna politika na Osmanskata imperiia v Biilgarskite
zemi prez XIX vek (do 1878 g.) (Sofia: Regaliia-6, 2013); Todor Balkanski, Cherkezite v bilgarskite zemi:
ezikovoarkheologicheski prochit (Veliko Tarnovo: IK Znak 94, 2011).
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focusing on Dobruja, this chapter examined local conditions that gradually led to the
disintegration of communal stability in 1876-78. On the other hand, | problematized the
narrative of resettlement that is widespread in Turkish scholarship.l”® In that literature,
which often downplays muhajirs’ role in the 1876-78 violence in the Balkans, the Ottoman
state appears as a hegemonic actor and muhajirs exercise surprisingly little agency. By
using refugees’ petitions, | demonstrated that muhajirs actively fought for economic justice
and criticized what they perceived as the government’s indifference to their grievances.
Moreover, the existing scholarship frames conflicts, caused by refugee resettlement,
primarily in intercommunal terms, as North Caucasian muhajirs versus local Christian or
Muslim residents. This approach, which supports certain ethno-nationalist and
developmentalist narratives, obscures tension that was found within muhajir communities
themselves. | assert that conflicts within muhajir communities, particularly over slavery
and land, affected immigrants” overall economic well-being.

The political economy of refugee resettlement is crucial to understanding sectarian
upheavals across the Balkans. Intercommunal conflict in modern Middle Eastern history is
often presented as an outcome of long-standing cultural grievances, exacerbated by
political oppression. This vision has origins in the Orientalist narrative of an allegedly
centuries-long Muslim-Christian antagonism and nationalist historiographies in modern
Turkey and the Balkans. This perspective seems convincing if one were to look at the
conflicts in the late Ottoman and post-Ottoman world: the Armenian Genocide, the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict, the division of Cyprus, the Lebanese Civil War, the Yugoslav Wars,

and the implosion of post-2003 Irag and post-2011 Syria — what they all share is violent

173 See, for example, Saydam, Kirim ve Kafkas Gogleri; Habicoglu, Kafkasya ‘dan Anadolu 'ya Gogler.
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politicization of ethnic and/or religious differences. Political sectarianism, however, in its
correlation of ethno-religious identities with physical territory and political loyalties, is a
modern phenomenon in the Middle East and the Balkans.'’* How exactly and when it
developed remains a subject of debate. Recently, several scholars pointed to the economic
foundation of late Ottoman sectarianism, specifically the post-1858 commaodification of
land and new forms of capital accumulation, which intensified communal conflicts over
the land and resources that were then channeled into and remembered as ethno-religious
conflicts.!” Focused studies of the dynamics of this transition remain rare. This history
focusing on the political economy of refugee resettlement, while complementing the
narratives of the Bulgarian revolutionary struggle and the Russo-Ottoman geopolitical
rivalry, lays out a road map to understanding the destabilization of the Balkans in 1876-78.

The short-lived Danubian settlement of North Caucasian muhajirs had far-reaching
consequences. For the Balkan nation-states, particularly Bulgaria that “came of age” in
1878, the expulsion of North Caucasian refugees was among the first steps in a series of
policies that diminished their once-prominent Muslim populations to tiny minorities over
the course of the twentieth century.!’® The Ottoman government learned of the risk (or
potential) of Muslim immigration in generating interethnic and interreligious violence,
contingent on economic desperation and limited social mobility of muhajir communities.

In the aftermath of the 1877-78 war, the Ottomans may have given a higher priority to

174 See Ussama Makdisi, The Culture of Sectarianism: Community, History, and Violence in Nineteenth-
Century Ottoman Lebanon (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2000); Max Weiss, In the
Shadow of Sectarianism: Law, Shi ‘ism, and the Making of Modern Lebanon (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2010).

175 See Klein, Margins of Empire; Blumi, Ottoman Refugees.

176 On Turkic-speaking communities in post-1878 Bulgaria, see Omer Turan, The Turkish Minority in
Bulgaria, 1878-1908 (Ankara: Turk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1998). On Dobrujan Muslims in post-1878
Romania, see Catalina Hunt, ““Speaking National® in Dobruca. Muslim Adaptation to Romanian Policies
Between 1878 and 1914,” Revue Des Etudes Sud-est Européennes 52 (2014): 145-69.

111



efficient distribution of land to muhajirs. The post-1878 refugee settlement, including by
muhajirs who had fled Danube Province, included some of the most successful examples
of muhajirs’ economies in the history of late Ottoman immigration, notably Circassian

settlements in Transjordan.
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INTERLUDE

The Levantine Refugee Crisis of 1878-80

The 1877-78 Russo-Ottoman War led to the displacement of over a half million
Muslims from Danube Province, in the northern Balkans, and Elviye-i Selése (the three
administrative units of Kars, Ardahan, and Batum), in eastern Anatolia.! Many refugees
were North Caucasian muhajirs who had only been living in the Ottoman Empire since the
early 1860s. Following the 1878 Treaty of Berlin and Prince Dondukov-Korsakov’s order
banning the Circassians’ return to Bulgaria, most North Caucasian muhajirs from Danube
Province became “double refugees.” Unable to return to their homes, they had to resettle
for the second time. The Ottoman government, facing its second mass-scale Circassian
refugee crisis (since 1863-64), opened up Greater Syria for refugee resettlement.?

Why did the Ottomans not send muhajirs to Greater Syria earlier? In the 1860s, it
would have been too expensive for the Ottoman government to resettle Circassian muhajirs
in the Levant. The ports of northern Anatolia and the western Balkans, all on the Black
Sea, were the closest harbors to the Circassian coast during the 1863-64 Circassian refugee
crisis. Correspondingly, Circassians who found themselves in the ports of Burgas, Varna,
and Kostence, were resettled in the Danube and Edirne provinces, in the northern Balkans.
In turn, most refugees who disembarked in Trabzon, Samsun, Ordu, and Istanbul were

ordered to move to villages in northern and western Anatolia.

! McCarthy estimates 515,000 Muslim refugees from Bulgaria by 1879 and more than 70,000 Muslim
refugees from the South Caucasus, primarily from the Kars and Ardahan areas, by 1881; Death and Exile,
90, 113.

2 On Damascus Province during the 1877-78 war, see S. Tufan Buzpinar, “The Repercussions of the
Russian-Ottoman War of 1877-1878 on the Ottoman Arab Provinces,” in The Ottoman-Russian War of
1877-78, ed. Turan, 227-39; Ipek, Rumeli 'den Anadolu’ya Tirk Gogleri, 208-10, 212-14.
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Following a humiliating loss in the 1877-78 war, which put a spotlight on how the
Ottoman Empire treated its Christian communities, the Ottoman government exercised
limited freedom in where it could resettle muhajirs. The 1878 Treaty of Berlin prohibited
the Porte from settling refugees in Eastern Rumelia, a Bulgarian-majority province that
would be annexed by and united with the Principality of Bulgaria in 1885. The Ottoman
government could not resettle too many Muslim refugees in its remaining Balkan territories
or in eastern Anatolia lest it provoke complaints from Christian communities and European
consuls. The eastern provinces of Damascus, Aleppo, and Adana with relatively sparse
populations and the abundance of land, emerged as attractive refugee destinations. [See
Appendices V, VI, and VII.] The government expected muhajirs to settle the interior of
Syria. Notably, in the 1878-1914 period, practically no North Caucasian muhajirs settled
in the mutasarrifates of Mount Lebanon and Jerusalem, the two territories with special
administrative status, owing to their large Christian populations and European

involvement.

Refugees in the Levantine Ports

The port cities of Damascus Province were the first to bear the brunt of the 1878-
80 Levantine refugee crisis.®> Muhajirs from the Balkans started arriving in early 1878,
having previously waited for months in Edirne, Salonika, and Istanbul for embarkation.

The central government designated all ports between Adana and Haifa as recipients of

3 By 1878, Damascus Province included the subprovinces of Damascus, Hama, Latakia, Tripoli, Beirut,
Acre, Hawran, and Balga’. In 1888, all coastal subprovinces of Damascus Province were united into Beirut
Province. The broader region of Greater Syria also included Aleppo Province, with its attached
mutasarrifate of Deir ez-Zor, and the autonomous mutasarrifates of Jerusalem and Beirut.
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refugees. In February 1878, the first 1,000 Circassian refugees disembarked in Beirut,
1,500 in Acre, and 2,000 in Tripoli. [See Table 3.] In March, 8,000 more Circassian
refugees arrived in Tripoli, which had become a major refugee destination in the Eastern
Mediterranean. By April, up to 25,000 Muslim refugees, mostly Circassians, had arrived

in Damascus Province.*

Table 3: Circassian arrivals from the Balkans to Greater Syria in 1878

Date | Population Port city Interior Notes Reference
transit
Feb 1,000 Beirut Damascus TNA FO 424/68,
1878 conf. 3602, f. 146.
1,500 Acre Nablus no. 247, in RTGB,
T 1:351-52.
2,000 Tripoli Homs
Mar 1,300 Latakia Arrived from TNA FO 424/68,
1878 Salonika. Mostly conf. 3602, f. 186,
Circassians, some no. 344/1, in
Rumeli Turks. RTGB, 1:357.
Mar 2,500 Latakia Arrived from Kavala. | TNA FO 424/69,
1878 (planned), 500 refugees died conf. 3625, ff. 27-
Acre aboard the Austrian 29, no. 59/2-3, in
(arrived) steamboat Sphinx. RTGB, 1:387-90.
Many survivors
moved to Amman.
Mar 8,000 Tripoli Hama TNA FO 424/69,
1878 conf. 3625, ff.
1,500 Latakia Refused to go to 162-63, no. 279,
Jableh. 279/1, in RTGB,
1:403-4.

4 According to the numbers of Henri Guys, the French consul in Beirut; see Simsir, Rumeli’den Turk
Gogleri, vol. 1, 415. Konstantin D. Petkovich, the Russian consul in Beirut, reported that, by September
1878, 45,090 muhajirs were present on the Syrian coast, of them around 20,000 earmarked for Aleppo
Province; see Kushkhabiev, Cherkesy v Sirii, 159; Baderkhan, Severokavkazskaia diaspora, 63. According
to Ottoman sources, by September 1879, 26,713 Rumelian refugees, chiefly Circassians, had been sent to
Damascus Province and 15,709 to Aleppo Province from Istanbul alone; see Georgy Chochiev, “Rasselenie
severokavkazskikh immigrantov v arabskikh provintsiiakh Osmanskoi imperii (vtoraia polovina X1X -
nachalo XX v.),” in Osmanskaia imperiia: sobytiia i liudi, eds. Mikhail S. Meier and Svetlana F.
Oreshkova, (Moscow: Gumanitarii, 2000), 102.
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allowed to disembark
in Beirut.

Date | Population Port city Interior Notes Reference
transit
July | 500 Tripoli By July 1878, Tripoli | TNA FO 424/73,
1878 had 10,000 refugees | conf. 3752, f. 66,
that were to be sent no. 89/1, in RTGB,
to Hama. 1:542; Lewis
1987: 97.
July | 1,200 Acre TNA FO 424/73,
1878 conf. 3752, f. 67,
no. 89/3, in RTGB,
July 482 Haifa Nablus Not allowed to 1:544.
1878 disembark in Acre.
Aug 1,200 Beirut Homs, Arrived from TNA FO 424/74,
1878 Hama, Salonika and conf. 3776, ff.
Nablus Istanbul. 158-59, no. 239,
in RTGB, 1:594.
Sep 900 Acre Nablus Arrived from Kushkhabiev
1878 Salonika. Not 1993: 68.

The situation in port cities was dire. The Ottoman authorities were caught off guard

by having to accommodate thousands of refugees whom they had already resettled once,

with much trouble and at a great cost. Port authorities and municipalities in Greater Syria,

having been spared the refugee crisis of the 1860s, had little experience in dealing with a

humanitarian disaster on this scale. Thousands of refugees slept in mosques, tekkes, and

army barracks. As those filled up, refugees were forced into the streets and bazaars.® The

Tripoli and Latakia authorities occasionally dispersed their refugees around smaller coastal

towns and villages, such as Jableh, Baniyas, and ‘Arab al-Mulk, for lack of accommodation

> TNA FO 424/68, conf. 3602, f. 186, no. 344/1, in Simsir, Rumeli’den Turk Gogleri, vol. 1, 357.
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within the city.® The Acre and Beirut port authorities often refused to let new ships
disembark refugees, rerouting them to other Eastern Mediterranean ports.’

Meanwhile, the authorities searched for interior locations suitable for permanent
refugee villages. Local authorities sought to move refugees inland as soon as possible. This
was necessary in order to guarantee space in the ports for new refugees, prevent the spread
of epidemics and crime on the coast, and ensure the North Caucasian muhajirs would not
attempt to escape back to Rumelia or Anatolia by sea. Local authorities also had a financial
incentive. The central government, through the Ottoman Refugee Commission, paid for
the transportation of refugees to the ports and interior villages, as well as their subsistence
when “on the move.” Regional administrations were responsible for funding the
maintenance of refugees, once they were not moving, either in ports or temporary interior
locations. This system ensured that port authorities had a vested interest in dispatching
refugees to their designated permanent villages as soon as possible. This financial
arrangement resulted in drawn out negotiations between ports and hinterland districts over
who could accommodate how many immigrants.

As few agricultural settlements were ready to accept muhajirs in 1878, the North
Caucasians were first sent to big cities in Syria’s interior for temporary residence. Refugees
from Beirut went to Damascus, from Acre and Haifa to Nablus, from Tripoli and Latakia
to Homs and Hama, and from Alexandretta to Aleppo. Coastal municipal authorities footed

the bill to clear out their refugee populations. Many Arabic-language receipts for refugee-

5 TNA FO 424/69, conf. 3625, ff. 162-63, no. 279, in Simsir, Rumeli ‘den Turk Gocleri, vol. 1, 403.
"TNA FO 424/74, conf. 3776, ff. 158-59, no. 239, in Simsir, Rumeli’den Turk Gogleri, vol. 1, 594; Anzor
V. Kushkhabiev, ed., Istoriia adygov v dokumentakh Osmanskogo gosudarstvennogo arkhiva (Nalchik:
Respublikanskii poligrafkombinat im. Revoliutsii 1905 g., 2009), 93.
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related expenses survive in Sofia. Thus, in 1877, the Beirut treasury paid 118.5 kurus for
road expenses of two Daghestanis, Ahmed ibn Yusef and Rafiki Mehmed, moving to
Damascus. The sum included the cost of lodging, bread, and wheel carts; the latter, at 105
kurus, was the costliest part of the journey.® At the height of the refugee crisis in 1878,
funding for the transportation of thousands of muhajirs was not readily available, resulting
in long delays.

North Caucasian refugees, who already spent months waiting for a vessel in the
Balkan ports and weeks on overcrowded ships, were often penniless and sickly.'° Diseases,
such as typhus and smallpox, which typically accompany migrant populations in wartime,
ravaged the Levantine port cities and hinterland. In early 1878, smallpox swept through the
tightly-packed mosques and madrasas of Tripoli.!* The high rate of mortality is evident in
the receipts for funeral services for deceased refugees, paid for by the city authorities. By
December 1878, sixty muhajirs had been dying daily in Tripoli.*? Refugee population

registers also suggest high child mortality. For example, when one group of muhajirs

8 In 1931, the Turkish government sold many archival documents for recycling to a paper factory in
Bulgaria. The documents arrived by train, and, upon customs inspection, were sent to the National Library,
where they form the bulk of the Ottoman collection of the Oriental Department; Secil Uluisik, “National
Library of Bulgaria,” Hazine (9 May 2015). <hazine.info/national-library-bulgaria> (accessed on 11
October 2017); see also Vladimir O. Bobrovnikov, “Rossiiskie musul’mane posle arkhivnoi revoliutsii:
vzgliad s Kavkaza i iz Bolgarii,” Ab Imperio 4 (2008): 325-26. For short descriptions of Arabic documents,
see Stoyanka Kenderova and Viktor V. Lebedev, Inventory of the Documents in Arabic Language Kept in
the Oriental Department of the Cyril and Methodius National Library in Sofia, XIl1-XX c. (Sofia, 1984).

® NBKM 279A/357 (9 mart 1293, 21 March 1877). Also, see NBKM 282A/278 (19 mart 1293, 31 March
1877).

10 BOA HR.TO 254/8 (27 July 1878); Y.PRK.KOM 3/24 (23 zilhicce 1298, 16 November 1881), reprinted
and translated in Kushkhabiev, Istoriia adygov, 94-100.

11 _ewis, Nomads and Settlers, 99.

12 NBKM 286Ar/60 (1878-81).
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arrived in Damascus District in January 1880, its adult-child ratio was staggeringly low at
10:1.1

The Circassians’ unfortunate reputation as troublemakers in the Balkans followed
them to Syria. Local residents quickly blamed a spike in contraband trade and robberies on
refugees. According to consular reports, some muhajirs brought with them gold, which,
upon police inspection, turned out to be loot from Bulgarian churches.'* A British consul
reported a local rumor that the North Caucasians had abducted Rumelian girls and sought
to sell them into slavery in Syria. The authorities investigated and even found one Christian
woman living with muhajirs, but she claimed to have voluntarily followed a young
Circassian man by the name of Ismail and wanted to marry him and convert to Islam. Local
authorities put her under house arrest, and the Greek Orthodox clergy tried to change her
mind, apparently to no avail.'® The Tripoli Christians also complained to local consuls that
the Circassians assaulted and robbed a Christian merchant. After an ensuing investigation,
the British consul reported that the aforementioned merchant was not sober at the time of
the incident and harassed a Circassian woman, thereby incurring wrath of her
compatriots.®

Municipal authorities often shared local residents’ concerns and suspicions. Thus,

in July 1878, the Acre authorities refused to let a carrier ship into the port, and over 400

13 Individuals younger than 10 years old were counted as children. NBKM 279A/361 (28 subat 1298, 12
March 1883). One explanation, other than high child mortality, is that some muhajirs registered children as
adults in order to qualify for greater government assistance. A child received only a half of an adult’s
financial aid.

14 TNA FO 424/68, conf. 3601, f. 146, no. 247 (28 February 1878), in Simsir, Rumeli den Tlrk Gogleri,
vol. 1, 351-52.

15 Ibid.

16 TNA FO 424/73, conf. 3752, f. 66, no. 89/1 (19 July 1878), in Simsir, Rumeli ’den Tiirk Gogleri, vol. 1,
542-44.
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Circassians disembarked on the shore outside of the port. The unwanted refugees asked for
shelter at a local mosque and were turned away. Eventually, some of them forced their way
inside, had an armed fight with the locals, and were arrested and brought to court.!’ It was
not the only reported clash between refugees and local residents in Acre, and it would not
be unreasonable to assume the same pattern for other port cities during the crisis.

The refugee crisis, following an expensive war, contributed to rising costs of food
products, particularly in areas of high population pressure. A comparison of prices for
bread that local authorities purchased for refugees, however incomplete and incidental,
gives us an idea about the impact of war and refugee crisis on the economy. [See Table 4.]
The price of bread was highly unstable during the crisis, subject to local economic
pressures and global market prices, affected by the war between Russia and the Ottoman
Empire, the two grain exporters. As more refugees disembarked in Levantine ports in
March 1878, an okka of bread in Tripoli reached the price of 175 para against the regular
price of 60-63 para across Syria. Later in 1878, the prices for bread in Tripoli went down
to stabilize at around 125 para per okka. Generally, bread was more expensive in
overcrowded ports than in the hinterland. As more refugees arrived in their designated
settlements, population pressure pushed up prices in the interior. For example, prices for
bread in Hama (91 para per okka, October 1879) and Quneitra (100 para per okka,
February 1880) were relatively high because their surrounding areas absorbed many

immigrants, and merchants likely had to import cereals from other regions.

17 BOA HR.TO 205/21 (24 July 1878), in Kushkhabiev, Istoriia adygov, 93.
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Table 4: Cost of bread in Damascus Province, 1878-80

Location Date Cost per okka, in Reference
para
Tripoli March 1878 175 279A/358
April 1878 c. 148
May 1878 125
June 1878 125
July 1878 125-150
August 1878 125 286Ar/60
July 1879 62 286Ar/61
November 1879 74
Jableh June 1878 63 282A/200
Jableh and ‘Arab January 1880 70 279A/2299
al-Mulk
February 1880 70 287Ar/11
Latakia March 1879 60 287Ar/12
Acre March 1879 65 280Ar/13
April 1879 70
Nablus July 1879 63 283Ar/54
August 1879 61
September 1879 61 283Ar/54,
279A/359
Jenin August 1879 61 283Ar/56
Hama October 1879 91 279A/2151
Quneitra February 1880 100 279A/1924

All documents are from NBKM.
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The inflation of food prices was even more dramatic in other parts of the empire,
for example, in the northern Balkans, the region hit hardest during the 1877-78 Russo-
Ottoman War. Local authorities in Sumen District documented their expenses on bread for
Circassian, Abkhaz, and Crimean Tatar muhajirs who had been fleeing their district. From
the already high 150 para per okka in July 1878, the price of bread went up to 200 para
per okka in December 1878, and to 260 para per okka in February 1879.8

The assigned daily food ration amounted to 200 dirhem (642g) of bread per adult
and 100 dirhem (321g) per child, or 150 dirhem (481g) of flour per adult and 75 dirhem
(2419) per child.?® [See Table 5.] With no other aid given out by the authorities, these
rations constituted a bare minimum required to preserve life. Even then, municipal
treasuries could not always cope with the demand, as the case of coastal villages Jableh
and ‘Arab al-Mulk attests. Since June 1878, the two villages temporarily housed several
thousand refugees at a time, struggling to distribute bread to all. By early 1880, the situation
worsened because the municipal councils of Jableh and ‘Arab al-Mulk had enough money
to provide food to no more than ten percent of the refugee population of over 2,000 people.
The authorities issued an order that bread should be distributed to the neediest refugees:

widows, elderly, orphans, and disabled persons.?

18 NBKM OAK Collection 180/9 (1878-79).

19 NBKM 287Ar/12, 287Ar/43, 279A/1924, 279A/2151; 280Ar/29; OAK Collection 180/9 (1878-79).

20 NBKM 282A/200 (27 tesrin-i sani 1294, 9 December 1878); NBKM 279A/2299 (21 kanun-z sani 1295,
2 February 1880); 287Ar/11 (24 subat 1295, 7 March 1880).

122



Table 5: Daily rations for muhajirs in Damascus Province, 1878-80

Provision | Location Date Daily Ration Population Reference
Bread Jableh June Irregular, ranging 2,000-3,000 282A/200
1878 from one to 87 okka | people
per family per month
Jableh and | Feb 1880 | Only to widows, 2,029 people 287Ar/11
‘Arab al- orphans, elderly, and
Mulk disabled
Latakia Mar 1879 | 200 dirhem per adult | 414 people 287Ar/12
100 dirhem per child
Nablus Sep 1879 | 184-185 dirhem per 641 people 279A/359
adult (516 adults,
92 dirhem per child 125 children)
Quneitra | Feb 1880 | 200 dirhem per adult | 1,305 people 279A/1924
100 dirhem per child | (955 adults,
350 children)
Bread Hama Oct 1879 | 200 dirhem per adult | 445 people 279A/2151
and 100 dirhem per child | (371 adults,
wheat 74 children)
Flour Tiberias Apr-July | 150 dirhem per adult | 84 people 280Ar/29
1879 75 dirhem per child
Money Jabal Dec 1879 | 30 para per adult 749 people 279A/360
Kalmun 15 para per child (670 adults,
District 79 children)
Jan 1880 | 30 para per adult 752 people 279A/361
15 para per child (684 adults,
68 children)

All documents are from NBKM.

The authorities could choose to pay a daily allowance in cash: 30 para per adult

and 15 para per child, which would buy the prescribed 200 dirhem of bread per adult and
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100 dirhem per child, if the price of bread was at its lowest: 60 para per okka.?* During the
refugee crisis, the price was hardly ever that low in resettlement areas. [See Table 4.]
Registers of monthly allocations of bread and wheat for refugees reveal that over half of
designated recipients of food subsidies were women.??> Bread handouts were cancelled in
1880, presumably for the lack of funds and to forcefully prompt agricultural self-
sufficiency among North Caucasian muhajirs.?®

The massive refugee crisis created economic hardship for many, but was also an
economic opportunity for others in host regions. In the Levant, large landowners and wheat
merchants benefited from the rising prices of bread, and millers and bakers witnessed a
boost to their business. Some entrepreneurs secured contracts to sell directly to municipal
authorities. Thus, in 1878, a Tripoli bread merchant, Mustafa Aga al-Shermene, was paid
309,851 kurus 30 para for two and a half months’ worth of bread and peksimet? for
refugees.?® Another contractor, known only as Mustafa, received 100,129 kurug for the
bread given out to Crimean Tatar and Circassian immigrants over two months.?® The
government also paid refugees’ medical bills. A chemist, Ilyas al-Haddad, charged the
Tripoli municipal treasury 5,400 kurus for medicine that he prescribed to refugees.?” The

sums paid out to contractors for accommodation and maintenance of refugees were

2L The numbers remained steady for over two decades. For 1880, see NBKM 279A/360 (30 kanun-: evvel
1295, 11 January 1880); 279A/2299 (21 kanun-z sani 1295, 2 February 1880); 287Ar/11 (24 subat 1295, 7
March 1880). For 1901-2, see Kushkhabiev, Cherkesy v Sirii, 71.

22 NBKM 279A/360 (30 kanun-z evvel 1295, 11 January 1880); 279A/2151 (24 kanun-: sani 1295, 5
February 1880).

23 BOA I.MMS 59/2786 (2 saban 1295, 1 August 1878).

24 peksimet is zwieback or rusk, a type of hard, dried bread that does not stale for a long time and could
therefore be stocked up.

25 NBKM 279A/358 (28 eyliil 1294, 10 October 1878).

26 NBKM 286Ar/61 (9 kanun-z evvel 1295, 21 December 1879).

27 NBKM 286Ar/59 (17 mayis 1294, 29 May 1878). Also see 286Ar/57 (1 temmuz 1294, 13 July 1878);
282Ar/40 (late 1870s).
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enormous. Although direct proof is difficult to ascertain in the available documentation,
one could expect a fertile field for corruption in a situation when local municipalities gave
out contracts to local businesses, while receiving reimbursement from the imperial center.
At least one contemporary observer reported that much government funding for refugees

was embezzled.?®

Refugees in the Syrian Interior

Prior to the 1878-80 refugee crisis, few North Caucasians immigrated in Greater
Syria, compared to Anatolia and the Balkans. The first Circassian muhajirs arrived in Syria
by sea as early as 1859. They were few, and their agricultural settlements around Quneitra,
Nablus, and Aleppo likely failed.?® In 1865-66, 13,648 Chechens arrived in Ra’s al-*Ayn,
in northern Syria.>® Most of those muhajirs came overland through Tiflis, Kars, Erzurum,
and Diyarbekir. Around 1872, about 1,000 Circassians and 400 Daghestanis settled around
Homs and Hama and in the Golan Heights.3! These early villages were southernmost North
Caucasian settlements at the time, and epidemics and local conflicts took their toll on

minute muhajir communities. By the late 1870s, only 5,000 Chechens remained in Ra’s al-

28 Nikolai V. Maksimov, Dve voiny 1876-1878 gg. (Saint Petersburg, 1878), 574; cited in Ganich, Cherkesy
v lordanii, 60.

29 See, for Quneitra, BOA A.MKT.MHM 169/66 (10 rebitilahir 1276, 6 November 1859); for Aleppo
villages, A MKT.MHM 203/14 (5 cemaziyelahir 1277, 19 December 1860); for Nablus villages,
A.MKT.NzD 335/81 (6 cemaziyelahir 1277, 20 December 1860); A.MKT.NZD 336/57 (11 cemaziyelahir
1277, 25 December 1860); A.MKT.MHM 204/42 (16 cemaziyelahir 1277, 30 December 1860).

30 Berzhe, Vyselenie gortsev, 61.

31 Kushkhabiev, Cherkesy v Sirii, 65. Lewis cites 1873 as the foundation date of earliest muhajir villages
near Hama, but lists the population as Daghestani. He also cites 1873 as the foundation date of Quneitra,
the earliest Circassian village in the Golan Heights; see Settlers and Nomads, 117, 119. According to
archival evidence, several Daghestani villages were established near Hama as early as 1865; see BOA
[.MMS 50/2155 (15 saban 1291, 27 September 1874).
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‘Ayn; about three to four hundred people lived in Quneitra; and many villages around
Hama and Nablus lay abandoned.®? In this respect, the 1878 refugee wave constituted a
lifeline to the existing North Caucasian communities in Syria.

The lack of governmental support was central to the failure of earlier immigrants.
For example, muhajir villages around Hama were hard hit by insufficient aid and resulting
insolvency throughout the 1870s. In 1871, the Daghestani muhajirs complained to the
Refugee Commission about unfavorable climate, unsatisfactory land allotments, and late
and incomplete distribution of aid by the Hama district authorities. They requested to move
to a different area. The local government refused to provide new land but issued some
payments to placate the muhajirs.® In July 1874, it came to the attention of the Refugee
Commission that the North Caucasians, who had been staying in the vicinity of Hama for
nine years, did not receive some of the promised aid and the villages were owed 139,000
kurug in subsidies, including 90,000 kurus in direct payments to muhajirs. The Commission
reasoned that procuring necessary supplies and paying stipends would “save immigrants
from poverty and hardship.” The Financial Ministry agreed that “agriculture must be
facilitated” in Syria, and provided the necessary sum.3* Nevertheless, the Hama villages
were still underfunded, as only six months later the Hama subprovincial treasury appealed
to Istanbul for auxiliary funds because it lacked 158,000 Aurus to support the North

Caucasian settlements.®

32 Kushkhabiev, Cherkesy v Sirii, 65; Lewis, Nomads and Settlers, 104-5.
33 BOA 1.DH 640/44541 (14 saban 1288, 29 October 1871).

3 BOA I.MMS 50/2155 (15 saban 1291, 27 September 1874).

% BOA I.MMS 51/2235 (5 safer 1292, 13 March 1875)
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Many refugees refused to settle in some areas. A harsh climate and poor agricultural
land were the most common sources of complaints.® Thus, 1,500 Circassians who arrived
in Latakia in March 1878 would not go to nearby Jableh. Muhajirs claimed that it was ripe
with malaria and was too close to Jabal Ansariyya, presumably meaning that they feared a
potential conflict with Alawites.3” Over 3,000 muhajirs that were sent for resettlement in
Hama Subprovince abandoned their villages due to a lack of governmental assistance and
returned to Tripoli, demanding passage back to Istanbul.*®

Pre-1878 villages served as a model and core for future villages. Most refugees
were directed to the existing North Caucasian villages or settled around them.*® Thus, a
register from October 1879 lists 445 Circassian refugees in five villages in Hama District:
Murj al-Durr (Merjidor), Hazab, Selil, Tell ‘Ada, and Deir Shamil, as well as the city of
Hama itself. Those muhajirs had previously settled in various locations in the Balkans: the
districts of Rusguk (now Ruse, Bulgaria), Babadag (Babadag, Romania), Hirsova
(Harsova, Romania), Tulca (Tulcea, Romania), and Tirhala (Trikala, Greece).*° These
immigrants joined the existing North Caucasian community living near Hama.

North Caucasian villages in Greater Syria were primarily located in five areas: in
the Balga’ (around Amman), the Golan Heights (around Quneitra), the Damascus area

(around Murj al-Sultan), between Homs and Hama, and to the northeast of Aleppo (around

3 See BOA 1.DH 640/44541 (14 saban 1288, 29 October 1871); HH.THR 465/2 (22 February 1888), in
Osmanli Belgelerinde Kafkas Gocleri, ed. Gurulkan, vol. 2, 316-17; A MKT.MHM 527/12 (3 muharrem
1325, 16 February 1907).

ST TNA FO 424/69, conf. 3625, f. 162, no. 279, in Simsir, Rumeli 'den Tiirk Gogleri, vol. 1, 403.

38 |_ewis, Nomads and Settlers, 99.

39 See also Berat Yildiz, “Emigrations from the Russian Empire to the Ottoman Empire,” M.A. dissertation
(Bilkent University, 2006), 110.

40 NBKM 279A/2151 (24 kanun-z sani 1295, 5 February 1880).

127



Manbij).*! [See Appendix V.] Although these areas lay at a long distance from each other,
one could draw a line through them. This line coincided with the western edge of the Syrian
Desert and, broadly speaking, divided sedentary economies from nomadic ones. By the end
of the Ottoman period, the overall number of North Caucasian muhajirs in Syria reached
50,000-75,000 people.*?

After arriving from ports into the Syrian interior, most muhajirs stayed in temporary
housing. They were typically hosted by local villagers, while their houses were being built
— often by those same villagers or by muhajirs themselves. Provincial officials, at least in
some areas, visited resettlement locations to monitor the construction progress, to identify
what aid needs to be provided, and to assess communal relations. Thus, in October 1879, a
land registry official in Safad District traveled to the villages of Safa, ‘Alma, Qabba‘a, al-
Ra’s al-Ahmar, ‘Ayn al-Zaytun, Taytaba, al-Husn, and Biriyya to make sure that the
Circassians who had recently arrived in the aforementioned villages were settling in well

and did not cause too much trouble to the locals.*®

41 In addition to these areas, Circassians set up villages in northern Transjordan (Jerash) and northern
Palestine (Kafr Kama and Rehaniya), and Chechens settled in northern Syria (Ra’s al-°Ayn) and eastern
Syria (around Deir ez-Zor).

42 Polatkan argues that 25,000 refugees arrived in Greater Syria in the 1860s and that, in 1878, 50,000 more
settled in Aleppo Province and Deir ez-Zor Mutasarrifate and 25,000 in Damascus Province; see Salih
Polatkan, “Kafkasya’dan Osmanli imparatorluga Yapilan Gégler,” Kuzey Kafkasya Dergisi 66-67 (1987):
8, 10. Karpat estimates that about 100,000 Muslim refugees, of them 36,000-38,000 Circassians, arrived in
Syria between 1878 and 1906; see “The Status of the Muslim Under European Rule,” reprinted in Studies
on Ottoman Social and Political History, 671. Natho estimates that, in 1872-1910, more than 60,000
Circassians settled in Greater Syria, including 26,182 refugees for 1878; see Kadir I. Natho, Circassian
History (New York, 2009), 302, 394-95. The Russian consul in Damascus counted 36,690 Circassians in
Damascus Province in 1904; see Kushkhabiev, Cherkesy v Sirii, 76. Aydemir estimates the number of
Circassian refugees to Ottoman Syria at 70,000; see Gog, 171. Chochiev also counts 70,000 immigrants in
Syria in the 1866-1908 period; “Rasselenie severokavkazskikh immigrantov,” 102-3.

43 NBKM 280Ar/34 (15 tesrin-i evvel 1295, 27 October 1879).
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In December 1879, we find 749 North Caucasians, eligible for a monthly allowance,
distributed around 30 different villages in Jabal Kalmun District, near Damascus.** Most
of them had been expecting relocation to permanent settlements around Damascus or in the
Golan Heights. In February 1880, 1,305 people, including 300 children, received
governmental aid in nine villages in the Golan Heights: Bi’'r ‘Ajam, Mumsiya, Merkez
Khamanira, ‘Ayn Ziwan, Mansura, Surman, Khan Arnabe, Burayga, and Quneitra. Of
them, 140 were listed as newly arrived.*

The North Caucasians’ arrival in 1878 coincided with a change in provincial
leadership. Ahmed Sefik Midhat Pasa, the former governor of Danube Province (1864-68),
was appointed as new governor of Damascus Province (1878-80). “© Under his
governorship in the 1860s, Danube Province was one of the largest refugee-hosting
provinces (see Chapter 1).4” One of the great reformers of the Tanzimat era and the Grand
Vizier during the first Constitutional Era (1876-77), Midhat Pasa was exiled to Europe by
Sultan Abdualhamid 1. Under British influence, Midhat Pasa was allowed to return and was
granted the governorship of Syria.*® He set an ambitious goal to double the revenues of his
new province.*® Muhajirs, many of whom his administration had previously resettled in the

Balkans, would now play a critical role in his economic agenda in the Levant. To boost

4 Villages that hosted the refugees included Jerya, Deir Salman, Berze, Bilaliya, Qisa, Qasmiya, ‘Ibada,
Haran, Huzrema, Murj Sultan, Bezina, Doma, Kafarin, ‘Adra, Ghazlayna, Medire, Sakka, Bahariya, Mid’a,
Beit Siva, Nashabiya, Utaya, Ja’idiya, Hadira al-Turkoman, Jewber, as well as suburbs of Damascus, Sham
‘Adasi and Sham Ahmediye. NBKM 279A/360 (30 kanun-z evvel 1295, 11 January 1880), 279A/361 (28
subat 1298, 12 March 1883). See Salname-i Vilayet-i Suriye (h. 1299, 1882), 298-99.

5 NBKM 279A/1924 (March 1881).

46 Najib E. Saliba, “The Achievements of Midhat Pasha as Governor of the Province of Syria, 1878-1880,”
International Journal of Middle East Studies 9, no. 3 (1978): 307-23.

47 See also Dobreva, “Circassian Colonization”; Kog, “Tuna Vilayeti Gogmenleri ve Midhat Pasa.”

48 _eila Hudson, Transforming Damascus: Space and Modernity in an Islamic City (New York: Tauris
Academic Studies, 2008), 26.

49 Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 72.
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revenue, Midhat Pasa emphasized agricultural exploitation of the fertile but uncultivated
miri lands, especially in southern Syria. North Caucasian muhajirs were the exact kind of
population that could expand agricultural production in Damascus Province.*

To raise funds for refugees, the Damascus provincial government implemented an
extraordinary tax of four kurus for every male resident.>* North Caucasian muhajirs were
subjected to the same levy.>? The Damascus municipal authorities imposed a tax on meat
imports, the proceeds from which funded refugee relief efforts.>® Locally collected taxes
typically stayed in the area to fund subsidies for refugee populations. Thus, as early as
1879, little tax (55 kurus) was collected from muhajirs in Tabariyya (Tiberias) and
immediately put towards the cost of flour for new refugees settled in the same area.>* Local
communities also gave donations for refugee resettlement. Thus, Hama residents provided
6,000 kg of wheat and 4,000 kg of barley for the Circassian muhajirs’ first sowings.>®

The Syrian provincial and municipal authorities were ill-prepared to deal with the
1878-80 refugee crisis, as they struggled to provide sufficient housing and food to refugees
and to get them to inland settlements quickly enough. Crime, epidemics, and the inflation
of prices exacerbated relations between coastal residents and North Caucasian muhajirs.
The crisis also presented economic opportunities, particularly for grain producers and

bread merchants in the Levant. In the aftermath of the refugee crisis, North Caucasian

%0 For an overview of Syrian economy in the late Ottoman period, see Owen, Middle East in the World
Economy, 153-79, 244-72.

51 Lewis, Nomads and Settlers, 99.

52 Ganich, Cherkesy v lordanii, 61.

%3 Chochiev, “Rasselenie severokavkazskikh immigrantov,” 104.

5 NBKM 283Ar/55 (31 agustos 1295, 12 September 1879).

%5 TNA FO 424/73, conf. 3752, f. 66, no. 89/1, in Simsir, Rumeli 'den Tiirk Gogleri, vol. 1, p. 542; Lewis,
Nomads and Settlers, 99.
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muhajirs founded dozens of villages throughout Greater Syria, specifically in interior parts

of the Damascus and Aleppo provinces.
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CHAPTER 2

Refugees in the Balqa’ Region, 1878-1914:
Land, Capital, and the Making of Amman

In 1912, Giil‘azar bin Hamid, along with her six female and two male relatives,
sold six shops and a sixteen-room residence, the largest house in Amman at the time, to
Yusuf al-Sukkar.! Giil‘azar bin Hamid came from a wealthy Circassian family, part of the
community of muhajirs from the North Caucasus who had emigrated to Ottoman Syria.
Having arrived in central Transjordan only a few decades prior, these refugees established
agricultural settlements that, with time, proved an economic success; indeed, three out of
the four largest cities in modern Jordan — Amman, al-Zarqga’, and al-Rusayfa — were
founded by muhajirs from the North Caucasus.? The buyer, Yusuf al-Sukkar, was a
prominent merchant from Salt and an elected Greek Orthodox representative to the
Ottoman Assembly. The commercial transaction between the two parties reflected a new
chapter in the development of the Amman region, marked by a greater economic
engagement between the Circassian refugee community and Levantine merchants.

This chapter examines the settlement of North Caucasian muhajirs in the Balqga’
region, in central Transjordan.® The first muhajirs to arrive in this interior part of Damascus
Province were Circassian refugees fleeing the Balkans during the 1877-78 Russo-Ottoman

War. They established their first village in Amman, which grew to become the present-day

! Department of Land and Survey (Dairat al-aradi wa-l-masaha, hereafter cited as DLS) Defter 10/1/1, f. 40,
#7-20, f. 47, #22, 24-35 (temmuz - agustos 1328, July - Sep 1912).

2 Jordan Department of Population Statistics, 2015 Census. <census.dos.gov. jo/wp-
content/uploads/sites/2/2016/04/No_of _pop_depand_on_gov.pdf> (accessed on 19 June 2017).

3 See also Hamed-Troyansky, “Circassian Refugees and the Making of Amman, 1878-1914.” Parts of the
article are reprinted with permission of Cambridge University Press.
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capital of Jordan. By the end of Ottoman rule, about 5,000 to 6,500 North Caucasian
muhajirs lived in Transjordan.* | focus on the development of the real estate market in the
Balqga’, specifically the registration, sale, and purchase of property by North Caucasian
refugees, Levantine merchants, and Transjordanian bedouin between 1878 and 1914. This
chapter is based on new types of evidence: judicial records® and land registers.®

| argue that the village of Amman was transformed into an important economic
outpost on the nomadic frontier thanks to the convergence of refugee labor, Syrian and
Palestinian capital, Ottoman infrastructure, and access to the bedouin economy. The rapid
growth of Amman and its new administrative status as a district center, by 1914, allowed
it to be considered a viable option for the Jordanian capital after World War 1.” This chapter
demonstrates that North Caucasian refugees were active players in the real estate market.
Muhajirs used the shari‘a court and the new land registry to to legitimize their economic
transactions, accelerating the evolution of a new property regime and economic

development of the Balga’ region.

4 Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 76n26.

5 Copies of court records for Salt District are preserved at the Center of Documents and Manuscripts
(Markaz al-watha’iq wa-l-makhtatat, University of Jordan, Amman, hereafter cited as CDM). For the
catalogue of court records, see Muhammad ‘Adnan Bakhit, Kashshaf ihsa’i zamani li-sijillat al-mahakim
al-shar ‘iyya wa-l-awgaf al-islamiyya fi Bilad al-Sham (Amman: University of Jordan, 1984).

6 Ottoman land registers for Salt District are kept at the DLS in Jabal al-Waybdeh, Amman; previously
located in Salt. Thank to the research access, granted by the Jordanian Ministry of the Interior, | have a
complete database of all recorded property transactions in Amman and the surrounding Circassian and
Chechen villages between 1889 and 1913, based on Defters 1/1/1, 1/5/1, 5/1/1, 7/1/1, 9/1/1, 10/1/1, 18/1/1,
19/1/1, 30/1/2, 31/1/2, and 32/1/2. 1 would like to thank A.B., A.H., and 1.B. of DLS for their unreserved
hospitality, patience, and goodwill, as well as Eugene L. Rogan and Nora Barakat for their advice in
obtaining research access. For the catalogue of land registers, see Hind Abu al-Sha‘r, Sijillat al-aradi fi-I-
Urdun, 1876-1960 (Amman: Al-Bayt University, 2002).

7 See Khayr al-Din Zirikli, ‘Aman fi ‘Amman: mudhakkirat ‘amayn fi ‘asimat sharq al-Urdun (Cairo: al-
Matba‘a al-‘Arabiyya, 1925); Eugene L. Rogan, “The Making of a Capital: Amman, 1918-1928,” in
Amman: Ville et Société, eds. Jean Hannoyer and Seteney Shami (Beirut: Cermoc, 1996), 89-107. On
Mandate-era Transjordan, see Mary C. Wilson, King Abdullah, Britain, and the Making of Jordan
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987); Tariq Tell, The Social and Economic Origins of
Monarchy in Jordan (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013).
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Existing scholarship on Jordanian Circassians often prioritizes demographic and
ethnographic analysis. In contrast, I focus on the understudied economic aspect of
settlement, of which we know very little. Furthermore, rather than exploring refugee
villages within a self-contained refugee world — a staple in historiography — | treat them as
part of the economy of the Balqa’ and the broader Ottoman Levant.® The historiography of
Amman often stresses the Mandate period. In contrast, |1 explore the emergence of an
economically vibrant urban community in the first two decades of the twentieth century.
This is among the first studies of Amman to make extensive use of Ottoman land records
and to integrate Circassian and Syro-Palestinian lineages in the foundational narrative of
the city.® It delves into urban and economic history in its exploration of the role of outside
capital in the early stages of the making of a city. By looking at refugees as real estate

owners, farmers, and entrepreneurs, this chapter moves away from the traditional dynamic

8 See Lewis, Nomads and Settlers, 96-123; Raouf Sa‘d Abujaber, Pioneers Over Jordan: The Frontier of
Settlement in Transjordan, 1850-1914 (London: I.B. Tauris, 1989), 197-216. For Jordanian-Circassian
historical accounts, see Haghandoga, Circassians; Nashkhu, Tarikh al-sharkas (al-adighah) wa al-shishan;
Muhammad Khayr Mamsir Batsaj, Al-Mawsu ‘a al-tarikhiyya li-l-umma al-sharkasiyya “al-adigha”: min
al-alf al- ‘ashir ma gabla al-milad ila al-alf al-thalith ma 5 ‘ada al-milad, vols. 4 and 5 (Amman: Dar al-
Wa’il, 2009). See also Seteney Shami, “Ethnicity and Leadership: the Circassians in Jordan”; idem.,
“Nineteenth-Century Circassian Settlements in Jordan,” The History and Archaeology of Jordan, 4 (1992):
417-21; Ganich, Cherkesy v lordanii; idem. “Circassian Diaspora in Jordan: Self-identification, Ideas about
Historical Homeland and Impact on North Caucasian Developments,” Central Asia and the Caucasus 19
(2003): 23-39.

® On prior work with Salt land registers for Transjordanian histories, see Rogan, Frontiers of the State;
Fischbach, State, Society, and Land in Jordan; Martha Mundy and Richard S. Smith, Governing Property,
Making the Modern State: Law, Administration and Production in Ottoman Syria (London: I.B. Tauris,
2007). For a seminal study of Amman that integrates the Ottoman and Mandate periods, see Marwan D.
Hanania, “From Colony to Capital: A Socio-Economic and Political History of Amman, 1878-1958,”
Ph.D. dissertation (Stanford University, 2010). See also Hind Abu al-Sha‘r and Nufan Hamud, ‘Amman fi
al- ‘ahd al-Hashimi, vol. 1, 1916-1952 (Amman: Greater Amman Municipality, 2004); Nufan Hamud,
‘Amman wa jiwaruha khilal al-fatra 1864-1921 (Amman: Business Bank Publications, 1996); idem.,
“‘Amman fi awakhir al-‘ahd al-‘uthmani: dirasa fi tatawwur awdaiha al-idariyya wa-l-ijtima’iyya wa-I-
igtisadiyya,” in Amman: Ville et Société, eds. Hannoyer and Shami, 72-88; Jane M. Hacker, Modern
‘Amman: A Social Study (Durham: Durham Colleges in the University of Durham, 1960), 7-21; Rogan,
“The Making of a Capital”; ‘Abd Allah Rashid, Malamih al-Hayaa al-Sha ‘biyya fi Madinat ‘Amman,
1878-1948 (Amman: Wizarat al-Thagafa, 1983). For published Amman court records, see Salah Yusuf
Qazan, ‘Amman fi matla ‘ al-qarn al- ‘ashrin: al-sijill al-shar i al-awwal li-nahiyat ‘Amman, 1319-1326
H/1902-1908 M, dirasa wa-tahqig (Amman: Ministry of Culture, 2002).
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of refugees and the state, common in the fields of Ottoman history and refugee studies,
focusing instead on refugees and the market. By examining land and court records of
several upper-class Circassian individuals, this chapter also provides a rare reconstruction

of a refugee family history in the late Ottoman period.

Ottoman Transjordan and the Post-1858 Property Regime

The Ottomans claimed sovereignty over the region to the east of the Jordan River
since 1516-17. But, in practice, the Ottoman dynasty had established minimal
administrative and military presence in the region and, for centuries, depended on local
landowning notables or bedouin tribes that wielded control over a vast region between
Damascus and the Hejaz. In the mid-nineteenth century, the Ottomans started integrating
their nomadic frontier into the administrative structures of Damascus Province. Ottoman
rule in the area was bolstered by two campaigns against the Balga’ bedouin on behalf of
an energetic Damascus governor, Mehmed Rasid Pasa.?

By the late 1860s, the territory of Transjordan — more commonly understood by
contemporary observers as southeastern Syria or eastern Palestine — was divided between
the subprovinces of Hawran and Balqa’ within Damascus Province. Hawran Subprovince
included the district of *Ajlun, the northernmost region of Transjordan. Balqa’ Subprovince

was divided into the districts of Salt and Karak, in addition to a few districts in Palestine.!

10 Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 48-52.

11 On the Ottoman administration of Transjordan, see Eugene L. Rogan, “Bringing the State Back: The
Limits of Ottoman Rule in Transjordan, 1840-1910,” in Village, Steppe and State: The Social Origins of
Modern Jordan, eds. Eugene L. Rogan and Tariq Tell (London: British Academic Press, 1994), 32-57;
idem., Frontiers of the State, 44-69; Max Gross, “Ottoman Rule in the Province of Damascus, 1860-1909,”
Ph.D. dissertation (Georgetown University, 1979).
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In the second round of

administrative reorganization in

Figure 4: Map of Ottoman Transjordan
in the early twentieth century
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road, connecting Aleppo and Damascus with Medina, and the territory (Ar. dira) of the
Bani Sakhr tribe. In the early modern period, the economy of the Balga’ was closely tied

to Jabal Nablus, whose merchants bought olive oil, livestock, butter, and barilla plant for
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soap production from the Balqa’ bedouin.'? By the end of the eighteenth century, the last
villages of the Balqa’ were abandoned, and Salt became its sole sedentary settlement.*®
Salt merchants served as intermediaries between the Nabulsi market and the bedouin of
Balqa’ and beyond.**

The process of sedentarization on the Transjordanian frontier occurred in several
waves.™® Starting in the 1860s, Christian and Muslim communities set up new villages, as
a result of overpopulation and communal strife in their old settlements. In Salt District,
prominent new settlements included Madaba, established by Catholic Arabs from Karak,
and Fuheis, founded by Orthodox Arabs from Salt.'® Between 1878 and 1914, several
Muslim refugee communities that were displaced from the Balkans and the Caucasus
arrived in Ottoman Transjordan. In Salt District, Circassians founded settlements in
Amman (1878), Wadi al-Sir (1880), Na‘ur (1901), and Rusayfa (1904);}” Chechens set up
the villages of al-Zarqa’ (1902), al-Sukhna (1905), and Sweileh (1906);'® and Turkmens

settled in al-Ruman (early 1880s).1° Outside of the Balga’, Circassians moved to Jerash

12 See Beshara Doumani, Rediscovering Palestine: Merchants and Peasants in Jabal Nablus, 1700-1900
(Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1995), 203-05.

13 On the history of Salt, see Jurj Farid Tarif Dawud, Al-Salt wa jiwaruha (Amman: Jordan Press
Association, 1994).

14 The connection between Salt and Nablus remained strong enough for the two towns to be included, in
1867, within the new Balga’ Subprovince; see Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 51. On the shared history of
Jabal Nablus and Balqa’, see Ihsan al-Nimr, Tarikh Jabal Nablus wa Balga’, 4 vols. (Damascus and
Nablus, 1938-1974).

15 For the three-wave sedentarization model, see Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 45-47.

16 See Muhammad Abd al-Qadir Khuraysat, Al-Masihiyun fi gada’ al-Salt: al-Salt, al-Fuhays, Ramimin,
1869-1920 (Amman: Ministry of Culture, 2012).

17 _ewis, Nomads and Settlers, 115-16.

18 | use dates from Lewis, Nomads and Settlers, 116-17; and Abujaber, Pioneers over Jordan, 215.
Hanania dates the establishment of Sweileh and al-Sukhna to, respectively, 1907 and 1912; “From Colony
to Capital,” 69-70. Al-Zarga’ and Sweileh became mixed Chechen-Circassian settlements already in the
Ottoman period. On al-Zarga’, see Hind Abu al-Sha‘r and ‘Abd Allah Mutlag ‘Assaf, Al-Zarga’: al-
nash’ah wa-I-tafawwur, 1903-1935 (Amman: Wizarat al-Thagafa, 2013).

19 On Turkmen muhajirs, see Eugene L. Rogan, “Turkuman of al-Ruman: An Ottoman Settlement in South-
Eastern Syria,” Arabic Historical Review for Ottoman Studies 1-2 (1990): 91-106.
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(1884) in ‘Ajlun District;?® Chechens settled near Druze refugees in the al-Azraq oasis
(1932) to the east;?* and Turkmens established the southernmost refugee settlement in al-
Lajjun (1905) in Karak District.?? Finally, starting in the 1880s, semi-nomadic bedouin
communities established dozens of villages in an attempt to increase their share of cereal
production; they also engaged in the “defensive registration” of land to arrest the loss of
their territories to refugee settlements.??

Middle Eastern historians have long recognized the importance of the 1858
Ottoman Land Code in the economic transformation of the late Ottoman Empire, but their
interpretation of it varies. One older school, which generally espoused modernization
theory, views the Land Code as the government’s attempt to reverse Ottoman “decline”
and regain rights to the land that it had lost over the preceding centuries.?* Another school,
in part inspired by the world-systems theory, sees land ownership reforms as a European-
imposed innovation that introduced private property to the Middle East.?® A third school,

better attuned to internal developments within the Ottoman Empire, rejects the notion that

20 |_ewis, Nomads and Settlers, 115. Fischbach mentions 1878 as the foundation date; State, Society and
Land in Jordan, 12.

21| ewis, Nomads and Settlers, 117.

22 Rogan, “Bringing the State Back,” 46.

23 On the sedentarization of tribes, see Kasaba, Moveable Empire; Lewis, Nomads and Settlers, chapters 1,
3, 4, and 7. On the nomadic management of land in the late Ottoman Salt District, see Nora Barakat, “An
Empty Land? Nomads and Property Administration in Hamidian Syria,” Ph.D. dissertation (University of
California, Berkeley, 2015). On the “defensive registration” of land, see Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 85-
92; Fischbach, State, Society and Land in Jordan, 36-63. The “defensive registration” was not limited to
Transjordan. Ycel Terzibasoglu writes that, in western Anatolia, “the threat of refugee settlement
compelled the local population to cultivate [their claimed but previously uncultivated lands] or turn
pastures into fields”; “Landlords, Nomads and Refugees,” 157.

24 See Roderic H. Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire, 1856-1876 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 1963); Gabriel Baer, “The Evolution of Private Landownership in Egypt and the Fertile Crescent,” in
The Economic History of the Middle East, 1800-1914, ed. Charles Philip Issawi (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1966), 79-90.

2 For an early response to this approach, see Kenneth Cuno, “The Origins of Private Ownership of Land in
Egypt: A Reappraisal,” International Journal of Middle East Studies 12 (1980): 245-75.
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the Land Code was merely an attempt to emulate the western economic order or an
imposition of the global market. Instead, it emphasizes the Ottomans’ aspiration to increase
tax revenue and/or preserve rural stability by legitimizing many existing landholding
practices.?®

| draw on the latter school of thought and utilize a modified version of the
framework, constructed by Martha Mundy and Eugene Rogan, who studied the application
of the 1858 Land Code in northern and central Transjordan respectively.?” The Land Code
produced drastically different outcomes throughout the empire, Greater Syria, and even
within Transjordan, because local communities molded the Land Code to reflect existing
socio-economic practices and suit their needs. By focusing on North Caucasian settlements,
this study provides a fuller picture of how the 1858 Land Code operated in the context of
refugee resettlement in the Ottoman Empire. First, | explore the effects of the arrival of
refugees on property regime in the eastern Balga’ — the kind of change in land ownership
and tenure that occurred in other parts of Greater Syria and Anatolia, where refugees were
resettled, but differed from neighboring areas in Transjordan that did not experience
refugee migration. ? Notably, the areas settled by refugees witnessed an increased
contention over land between muhajirs and neighboring communities, high rates of state-

sanctioned land registration, and prevalence of communal farming and small land

% See Quataert, “The Age of Reforms,” in An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire, eds.
Inalcik and Quataert, vol. 2, 856-61; Huri Islamoglu, “Property as a Contested Domain: A Reevaluation of
the Ottoman Land Code of 1858,” in New Perspectives on Property and Land in the Middle East, ed. Roger
Owen (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2000), 3-61.

27 See Martha Mundy, “The State of Property: Late Ottoman Southern Syria, the Kaza of ‘Ajlun (1875-
1918),” in Constituting Modernity: Private Property in the East and West, ed. Huri Islamoglu (London and
New York: I.B. Tauris, 2004), 214-47; Mundy and Smith, Governing Property; Rogan, Frontiers of the
State.

28 On the effects of refugee settlement on property relations in Western Anatolia, see Terzibasoglu,
“Landlords, Nomads and Refugees.”
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ownership. Second, | emphasize that market forces, namely the penetration of non-local
capital, drove the registration and sale of land in the region.?® The confluence of Syrian and
Palestinian mercantile capital and Circassian real estate resulted in the growth of commerce
and urban development in refugee villages. Arab merchants then consolidated large
agricultural estates by buying up bedouin land. Commercial transactions within and outside
of refugee settlements stimulated land registration by local Arab and refugee communities,
thus entrenching the new Land Code-based property regime.

The transition to a new land regime proceeded slowly in the Balga’, and an Ottoman
land registry opened in Salt only in 1891. Prior to that, land transactions in Salt District
were recorded through the shari‘a court and went untaxed.®® The Salt registry employed
Circassian muhajirs as land registration officials (Ott. Tur. tapu katibi). A Circassian clerk
would guide members of his community, many of whom could not speak Arabic, through
the registration process.®! The new institution recorded land registration in two types of
registers: yoklama and da ‘imi. The yoklama [roll-call] registration was carried out in
villages since the 1870s in order to determine the amount of agricultural land and
population to be taxed.? In the muhajirs’ case, the yoklama registration followed the

allotment of land. Because the land was given to muhajirs for free, in accordance with the

2 Rogan astutely observes that, unlike in ‘Ajlun, “tapu clerks were posted in al-Salt and al-Karak to record
those districts’ lands more discretely, through control of the real estate market, on a transaction-by-
transaction basis”; see Eugene L. Rogan, “Incorporating the Periphery: The Ottoman Extension of Direct
Rule over Southeastern Syria (Transjordan), 1867-1914,” Ph.D. dissertation (Harvard University, 1991),
307.

30 The oldest land register for Amman, which is currently available at DLS, is Defter 18/1/1 for 1891-95.
Six earlier land registers for Salt District (1879-86), which Rogan mentions, were inaccessible at DLS as of
2014; see Rogan, “Incorporating the Periphery,” 314.

31 Ganich, Cherkesy v lordanii, 64.

32 On the yoklama registration, see Mundy and Smith, Governing Property, 70.
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1857 Immigration Law, they did not pay tax during the registration. In contrast, bedouin
tribes and settled Transjordanians were required to pay taxes when registering land.*

The land registry recorded transactions on the land that had already been registered
in da ‘imi registers. The land registry’s assumption of the shari‘a court’s historical function
of land registration constituted, through the “bureaucratization of land,” an expansion of
state taxation to Transjordan; judges did not tax transactions that were recorded in court,
whereas officials at a land registry collected and recorded tax payments for land
transactions.®* The buyer paid a valuation tax (Ott. Tur. harac mu ‘tad) in the amount of
three percent of the purchase price of the property, alongside the cost of a title deed, which
ranged from four to 7.5 kurus, and an administrative fee (Ott. Tur. katibiye) of one kurus.®®
If property was not yet registered, the seller was required to obtain title by registering it
through yoklama and pay relevant taxes and fees before selling it. In those cases, the land
registry imposed a 1.5 percent tax each on a vendor and a buyer.

Land registers for the Balqa’ were printed in Ottoman Turkish and filled out by a
local clerk. The recorded information included location, including village neighborhood or
tribal territory, type of land, size of a land plot, and name of the beneficiary. Agricultural
land was registered as miri, and urban property, such as houses, gardens, stables, grape

orchards, and (in the case of Amman) caves, as milk. Agricultural land was measured in

33 Bedouin were exempt from the valuation tax (harac mu ‘tad) by government orders of 1877; see Rogan,
Frontiers of the State, 86. By the 1890s, however, bedouin paid tax when registering property in the Balga’.
34 Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 90-91.

3 Harac mu ‘tad was also charged during registration when cultivators could prove that they had a right to
usufruct (hakk-: karar), based on long-standing tenure and payment of tax. Local cultivators who could not
verify the record of cultivation in the last ten years, paid a higher-rate bedel-i misl. The customary tax was
likely not standardized for all regions and communities, as Mundy and Smith cite its rate in Ajlun District
at five percent; see Governing Property, on hakk-: karar, 28-29, 48-49; on harac mu ‘tad and bedel-i misl,
68-73, 260n32.
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doniim and evlek, and urban property in arsin.>® Most entries included a description of
estate borders, a transaction date, an estimated value of property at the time of its
registration (Ar. gimat tahrir al-amlak), and, in the case of a transfer of ownership, the
name of the new owner and the purchase price (Ar. badal al-faragh).

During the sale of milk property, a seller transferred the right of ownership to a
buyer. At the sale of miri land, one merely transferred the right of usufruct to that land, as
the legal title (Ar. ragaba) belonged to the state; usufruct rights were private and
permanent, as long as the land was cultivated and the tithe paid to the state. Refugees were
allowed to sell the right of usufruct to the land that was given to them for free only after
twenty years of cultivation. They could, however, use their own means to purchase usufruct
rights from other communities and resell them later at any time.

The archive of the Ottoman land registry provides a rare view into the evolution of
the real estate market and the property regime in the region, although it has certain
limitations. A prerequisite for every transaction entered into a land register was the
willingness of a buyer and a seller to place their business on record, which necessarily
carried tax consequences. Levantine merchants were more likely than local communities
to use the Ottoman land registry because they strove to safeguard their new investments by
having their purchases recorded by the state. Furthermore, land registry officials only

recorded information conveyed to them, and any nuances of familial share distribution or

3 In Ottoman Syria, including Transjordan, an old déniim (atik déniim) measured 939.9 square meters and
was divided into four evlek or 1,600 arsin. An old evlek measured 229.7 square meters, and an old arsin
0.57 square meters. In the late Ottoman period, a new system (mikyas-i cedid) was adopted for
administrative purposes. A new dénum (cedid doéniim) measured 2,500 square meters and was divided into
25 evlek, with a new evlek corresponding to 100 square meters. These numbers are cited by the Ankara-
based Tapu ve Kadastro Genel Miidiirliigii, the department that inherited functions of the Ottoman land
registry; see Hayrettin Gultekin, Osmanlica tapu terimleri sozligii (2007). The Salt land registry recorded
land transactions in both old and new measurement systems, but the former was better understood and
preferred by local populations, as evidenced in local court records.
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communal shareholding agreement, unless explicitly stated, remain unknown to us. In
other words, what the archive reveals is a fraction of the landholding landscape of the
Balqga’, and it does not take into account the “shadow economy” of Amman’s real estate

market.

Amman: A Refugee Colony and Commercial Outpost on the Frontier

Amman is one of the youngest Middle Eastern and global capital cities. Although
it sits atop an ancient Neolithic-Ammonite-Hellenic settlement and a Roman provincial
capital, the site was only revived sometime in 1878-79, when Circassian refugees arrived
in the area.®” Since then, Amman became a quintessential refugee city, with its four-
million-strong population stemming from successive refugee waves: Circassians until
1912, Armenians in 1915-22, Palestinians in 1948 and 1967, Iraqis since 2003, and Syrians
since 2011.

In the absence of archival evidence for the first decade in the history of Amman,
European and American travel accounts are invaluable in piecing together the early years

of the refugee community.®® The first written evidence comes from Laurence Oliphant, a

87 Although Amman lacked a permanent settlement by the time the Circassians arrived, it was not
uninhabited. The al-Hadid clan of the Balgawiyya tribal confederation long claimed and cultivated some
lands around Amman; see Abujaber, Pioneers over Jordan, 195, 203-4. The ‘Adwan and the Bani Sakhr
tribes shared the waters of the Amman springs; by the 1870s, the al-Fayiz clan of the Bani Sakhr camped
out by the springs in summer and owned a mill there; see Mustafa B. Hamarneh, “Amman in British Travel
Accounts of the 19th Century,” in Amman: Ville et Société, eds. Hannoyer and Shami, 66; Abujaber,
Pioneers Over Jordan, 195. By 1872, the Damascus provincial government knew of 200 households tilling
the land in Amman; see Hamud, ““Amman fi awakhir al-‘ahd al-‘uthmani,” 85. In 1876, an English traveler
confirmed that Salti residents set up farms a few miles from the ruins of Amman; see Charles M. Doughty,
Travels in Arabia Deserta, vol. 1 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1888), 18.

38 For a discussion of travel accounts of Ottoman Amman, see Hamarneh, “Amman in British Travel
Accounts”; Hanania, “From Colony to Capital,” 56-70; Ganich, Cherkesy v lordanii, 64-69.
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Victorian traveler who surveyed Palestine in order to promote Jewish settlement there and
left a sympathetic account of Circassian refugees.® Oliphant believed that the Ottoman
government sent Circassian refugees to Amman, a view accepted by many historians.*
Indeed, at the time, the Ottoman government prioritized colonizing the Balga’ area and
even considered creating an “Amman province.”** The government also confirmed the
refugees’ settlement and allotment of land in Amman through several decrees on
provincial, subprovincial, and district levels.*? However, we do not have evidence that the
Ottoman Refugee Commission sent muhajirs specifically to the site of Amman.
Circumstantial oral evidence gives credence to an alternative foundational story — that the
Circassians found the location for their village on their own and had the government
approve the settlement site afterwards.*® The establishment of of refugee villages often

required protracted negotiations between muhajirs, district and provincial authorities, and

39 Laurence Oliphant, Land of Gilead, with Excursions in the Lebanon (Edinburgh and London: W.
Blackwood and Sons, 1880), 251-57.

40 See Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 75; Hanania, “From Colony to Capital,” 31-32, 46-50.

41 See a report produced by Kamil Pasa, an Ottoman official, and dated 6 October 1878 in Halil Sahillioglu,
“A Project for the Creation of Amman Vilayet,” in Studies in Ottoman Economic and Social History, ed.
Halil Sahillioglu (Istanbul: Research Center for Islamic History, Art and Culture, 1999), 175-88; and
Hanania, “From Colony to Capital,” 43, 46-52.

42 See Rogan, “Incorporating the Periphery,” 335n66.

43 According to one oral recollection, the first settlers were Shapsugh refugees from Ottoman Bulgaria,
who, having arrived in Acre, were sent inland to Nablus and its environs for temporary settlement. A group
of refugees then moved eastward and, after crossing the Jordan River, sent out scouting expeditions to
locate an appropriate location for a permanent settlement. Two horsemen first arrived at the ruins of the
Citadel at Jabal al-Qal‘a. One of them heard the sound of running water down in the valley and, upon
descending down the hill, found the stream, or Sayl ‘Amman. The first Circassian settlement in
Transjordan was founded on its banks. This recollection belongs to a high-ranking Jordanian-Circassian
official who heard it from a family that descended from one of the horsemen; interview in Amman (14
August 2014). Although the veracity of this account cannot be ascertained, archival evidence confirms that
following muhajirs’ flight from the Balkans and arrival in Haifa and Acre, some temporarily stayed in
villages around Nablus, Safed, Tiberius, and Jenin in 1878-79; see NBKM f. 279A, d. 359; f. 280Ar, d. 29,
34; . 283Ar., d. 54, 55, 56. See also Haghandoqga, Circassians, 31, 36, although he mentions 1868 as the
foundation date of Amman, which was further reproduced in some accounts.
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local communities, and refugees sometimes had to “establish facts on the ground,” by
settling the area, before securing the government’s authorization.

The chief attraction of Amman for an agricultural settlement was its water
resources. The village had two sources of water: the Amman springs, or Ra’s al-‘Ayn, and
a stream in the valley, or Sayl ‘Amman, that remained dry during the summer. The stream
ran through the village, which grew on its banks.* By 1880, only 150 people remained
from the original group of 500 refugees.*® One of the reasons for Amman’s success — as
compared to hundreds of refugee villages across the empire that were depopulated due to
starvation, disease, and flight in the first years after foundation — was successive migration
of new refugees over the years.

Ottoman Amman was far from a homogeneous settlement; it was divided into four
districts — Shapsugh, Qabartay, Abzakh, and Muhajirin — founded when different waves of
Circassian muhajirs arrived in Amman.*® The spatial division was reinforced by an ethno-
cultural diversity within the Circassian community and the nature of emigration of different
groups: some were displaced from the Balkans, others came from generation-old refugee
settlements in Anatolia, and many arrived directly from the Caucasus. What further

differentiated the four districts were the amount and quality of land that immigrants

4 Haghandoga, Circassians, 33, 38. By the 1950s, due to urbanization and overpopulation, the stream
resembled open sewers and was encased in a culvert and buried underground. One of the few contemporary
reminders of the stream is the name of a popular street in Downtown Amman, Saqf al-Sayl (“Ceiling of the
Stream”). Hiding a river away under a bustling metropolis is a global practice. The River Fleet in London,
the Cheonggyecheon in Seoul, the Neglinnaya River in Moscow, Minetta Brook under New York’s
Manhattan, the Tank Stream in Sydney, and the ChangPu River in Beijing are among many rivers that were
forced underground over the course of nineteenth and twentieth centuries as a result of pollution and as an
urban planning necessity.

% In 1880 a second group of 25 families arrived in Amman; Hacker, Modern ‘4mman, 10.

46 Seteney Shami, “The Circassians of Amman: Historical Narratives, Urban Dwelling and the Construction
of Identity,” in Amman: Ville et Société, eds. Hannoyer and Shami, 303-22; Hanania, “From Colony to
Capital,” 52-55. Smaller, non-Circassian districts began to form by the end of the Ottoman period; see
Hamud, “‘Amman fi awakhir al-‘ahd al-‘uthmani,” 74-75.
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received upon their arrival, which shaped the economic development of each community,

as well as their relations with each other and with their Arab neighbors.

The first settlers in

Amman were of the
Shapsugh subgroup of
Circassians, who came to
Bulgaria from the
Caucasus in the 1860s and
were expelled from the
Balkans during the 1877-
78 Russo-Ottoman War.
They settled among the
ruins of the Roman
theatre and used its stones

in the building of their

Figure 5: Photograph of late Ottoman Amman

View of Amman from the Roman theater toward the
Qabartay quarter and the markets. American Colony in
Jerusalem, Photo Department. Between 1900 and 1920.
Library of Congress, Prints and Photographs Division. LC-
M32-B-361.

first homes.*” Their settlement, later known as the Shapsugh quarter, stretched from the

ruins of the theatre to the foothills of Jabal Qal‘a and Jabal Jofeh. They set up their gardens

along Sayl ‘Amman into the valley and took up pastures to the south and east of the village.

In 1890-91, the Shapsugh quarter numbered about 120 households.* In 1912, some of the

new arrivals settled in the Shapsugh quarter, having received, in accordance with Ottoman

guidelines, 70 or 100 déniim of agricultural land.*

47 Oliphant, Land of Gilead, 251-57.

48 Hamud, ““Amman fi awakhir al-‘ahd al-‘uthmani,” 82.
49 DLS Defter 5/1/1, ff. 274-75, #134-42 (subat 1327, Feb/Mar 1912).
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Kabardins and Abzakh, who arrived in 1880-92, formed the next refugee wave. In
the Ottoman period, they came to be referred to as ahl ‘4mman to differentiate them, the
core population of the town, from the earlier Shapsugh and those who came later.>° The
Qabartay quarter, named after the Kabardin population and known as Nafs ‘Amman,
constituted the largest quarter in Ottoman Amman. It extended from the old ‘Omari
Mosque to the southern slopes of Jabal Qal‘a, and, by 1890-91, included 139 households.>*

The mass registration of land in the district occurred sometime in the early 1900s,
with registration instigated by Mirza Pasa Wasfi, a Circassian commander of the Amman
gendarmerie force, on instructions from Damascus. Several dozen Circassian households
received allotments of 70, 100, or 130 dénim of land, in one contiguous plot, which was
atypical for land distribution in muhajirs> villages in Transjordan. % In 1906, 136
households in the Qabartay quarter benefited from another round of land registration.
Almost every family registered a house (190 arsin), a garden (400 arsin), and 70 donim of
agricultural land, distributed in large plots (between 20 and 50 dénim) in six areas: Murj
al-Sikka, Murj al-Hammam, ‘Abdun, Umm Azina, al-Fi’a, and ‘Abd Dirhem.** In the final
round of Ottoman yoklama registration in 1912, 59 households of new Circassian arrivals
registered 70, 100, or 130 donim; despite the well-ordered and equal nature of the
allotment, the land registry allowed for some exceptions, with one man having registered

800 donuim of land.>* The Abzakh quarter of Amman, smaller in size than the Qabartay and

50 Seteney Shami, “Circassians of Amman,” 308.

51 Hamud, ““‘Amman fi awakhir al-ahd al-‘uthmani,” 79.

52 Abujaber relies on his Circassian informant to report that Mirza Pasa Wasfi’s first systematic registration
occurred in 1890. However, Mirza Paga Wasfi’s family only arrived in Amman in the early 1900s, and the
da ‘imi register that recorded land allotments dates from the same period. See Abujaber, Pioneers Over
Jordan, 213; DLS Defter 30/1/2, ff. 106-15, #142-93 (1899-1903).

3 DLS Defter 7/1/1, ff. 1-92, #1-549 (mart 1322, Mar/Apr 1906).

4 DLS Defter 5/1/1, f. 1, #1-12, 143-202 (subat 1327, Feb/Mar 1912).
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Shapsugh quarters, extended toward the slopes of Jabal Weibdeh and Wadi al-Haddadeh;
by 1890-91, it only had 35 houses.>®

The youngest Circassian quarter was founded by new Kabardin immigrants who
came directly from the Russian Empire around 1902.°® They settled near the Amman
springs, which gave the name to their quarter, Ra’s al-‘Ayn, although local communities
called their neighborhood Hayy al-Muhajirin. The district was located farther away from
the rest of the town; one had to cross a forest to come to the springs.®” The land surrounding
the springs was already claimed by the earlier groups of Circassian immigrants from ahl
‘Amman.®® Thus, the first registration of property in the quarter occurred in 1893, when 14
households received several plots of land each, to the average of 57.5 déniim.>® In the
second yoklama survey in 1896-97, 17 new families claimed contiguous plots of land, to
the average of 97 doniim.°

The arrival of newcomers, even though they belonged to the same Kabardin ethnic
group as the bulk of Amman’s Circassians, set in motion a conflict over land within the
muhajir community. Some of the new immigrants were ejected from the valley and had to
travel to Damascus to complain about their mistreatment to the provincial governor.5!
Moreover, by building their houses around the Amman springs, the new community
jeopardized access to water for nearby bedouin clans of two rival confederations, the Bani

Sakhr and the Balgawiyya. The springs became a focal point of conflict over the right to

5% Hamud, ““‘Amman fi awakhir al-‘ahd al-‘uthmani,” 77.

%6 Abujaber, Pioneers over Jordan, 199.

57 Shami, “Circassians of Amman,” 308-09.

%8 |bid.

59 DLS Defter 18/1/1, ff. 123-30, #25-77 (tesrin-i sani 1309, Nov/Dec 1893); Defter 19/1/1, ff. 43-46, #28-
44 (kanun-: evvel 1312, Dec 1896/Jan 1897).

80 DLS Defter 19/1/1, ff. 43-46, #28-44 (kanun-: evvel 1312, Dec 1896/Jan 1897).

61 Shami, “Circassians of Amman,” 310-11.
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use water and claims to land in the eastern Balga’ between Circassian refugees and Bedouin

communities.®?

Table 6: Average purchase price of agricultural land in Amman,
kurug per doniim, 1891-1912

Initially registered by residents of: | 1901-03 | 1904-09 | 1910-12
Qabartay quarter 33 37 56
Shapsugh quarter 103 186 134*
Abzakh quarter 52 30 53*

All transactions are registered as da ‘imi, i.e. represented a transfer of usufruct
rights. Calculations for this table and Tables 7, 8, 9, and 10 are based on Ottoman
land records in DLS Defters 5/1/1, 7/1/1, 10/1/1, 18/1/1, 19/1/1, 30/1/2, 31/1/2,
and 32/1/2.

* The number of transactions on record is too low to provide a reliable estimate.

As new immigrants arrived, they occupied the available miri land around Amman.
Seteney Shami writes:

The Shapsoug farmed land that today comprise Jabal Jofeh, Taj, Hussein, Nuzha,
the Sport City and Shmeisani, whereas ahl ‘4mmdn had what comprises Jabal
Webdeh, Ashrafiyya and Jabal Amman till Bayadir Wadi Seer, and the Muhajirin
had scattered lands to the south and southwest, in Abdoun and towards Marj al-
Hamam.%?

The allotment of land was determined through intra-Circassian negotiations and affirmed
by community elders. It was then communicated by the muhajir leadership to the Salt land
registry, which formalized individuals’ usufruct rights to the land. Circassians set up small

gardens, irrigated through Sayl ‘Amman, to grow vegetables and fruit trees, and utilized

%2 Ibid., 312-15; Haghandoga, Circassians, 44-46.
63 Shami, “Circassians of Amman,” 3009.
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large plots of rainfed land for the cultivation of wheat and barley or pasture. Prices for the
land sold by Shapsugh residents were notably higher than those for the land in other
quarters of Amman. [See Table 6.] The Shapsugh, as the founders and first residents in
Amman, had an opportunity to lay claim to the best rainfed fields in the valley.

The village of Amman expanded rapidly, and foreign travelers heaped praise on the
growing settlement.%* An Anglican missionary remarked in 1893 that Amman hosted the
population of about 1,000 Circassians. The town had two defined streets, one purely
commercial and lined by shops, and “nearly all houses were surrounded by a yard enclosed
by a wall of stone.”®® By 1899, 500 families lived in Amman.® Two years later, an
American, Frederick Jones Bliss (whose father, Daniel Bliss, founded the Syrian Protestant
College, now the American University in Beirut), made a stop in the town and further
complimented the orderly look of Amman: “Their [Circassian] houses are built of old
materials as well as of mud brick. The town has a neat, thrifty appearance. Every room has
a chimney; every house its porch or balcony. The yards are nicely swept.”®’ In 1905,
another American traveler highly praised the settlement, saying that her group was “utterly
unprepared, after six hours of riding across a lonely tableland, to find an orderly town,”

like Amman, “of an aspect so superior to anything we had seen since leaving Jerusalem.”%®

8 Historians disagree on when Amman became a town. Eugene Rogan, for example, calls Amman a
“minor Ottoman village™ as late as 1918; see “The Making of a Capital,” 92. Through the lens of non-local
capital accumulation, | consider Amman to have become a town by the late 1900s and, certainly, by the
time of the construction of a postal and telegraph office and a government office (saray) in the early 1910s.
On the anthropological approach to the emergence of the Circassian urban identity, see Shami, “Circassians
of Amman.”

8 Robinson Lees, “Journey East of Jordan,” Geographical Journal 5 (1895): 38-43; quoted in Hacker,
Modern ‘Amman, 17.

% Hamud, ““Amman fi awakhir al-‘ahd al-‘uthmani,” 85.

57 Frederick Jones Bliss, “Narrative of an Expedition to Moab and Gilead in March, 1895,” Palestine
Exploration Fund Quarterly Statement 27, no. 3 (1895): 203-35.

% Adela M. Goodrich-Freer, In a Syrian Saddle (London: Methuen & Co., 1905), 101-02.
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Amman, the largest Circassian settlement in Transjordan, soon attracted Arab
investors and was integrated into the Levantine networks of capital. The chief attraction of
the Balqga’ for regional merchants was cheap grain that they could resell at higher prices in
Jerusalem, Nablus, and Damascus. The grain market of the Levant centered around the
grain plain of Hawran, to the north of the Balga’. The production of Hawrani wheat went
up in the wake of increased European demand during the Crimean War (1853-56) and poor
harvest years in the 1860s. Syrian landowning notables and coastal merchants made a profit
from the rising cost of grain on global markets. The end of the U.S. Civil War (1865) and
the opening of the Suez Canal (1869) precipitated the arrival of cheaper American, Indian,
and Australian grain in Europe. The rise and subsequent fall in the European demand for
Syrian grain contributed to the instability in the Hawran in the 1860s.° Then came the
Long, or Great, Depression, which depressed global prices for grain in the 1870s and
1880s.7° These developments crushed a prior price advantage of Syrian grain for export
and lowered prices for cereals on the Ottoman market. By the 1890s, the demand for grain
increased again, especially at home: in the booming Levantine ports, such as Jaffa, Haifa,
and Beirut, and the interior cities, especially Nablus and Damascus, whose economies grew

in the final decades of the nineteenth century.”

89 See Linda S. Schilcher, “The Hauran Conflicts of the 1860s: A Chapter in the Rural History of Modern
Syria,” International Journal of Middle East Studies 13 (1981): 159-79; idem., “Violence in Rural Syria in
the 1880s and 1890s: State Centralization, Rural Integration and the World Market,” in Peasants and
Politics in the Modern Middle East, eds. Farhad Kazemi and John Waterbury (Miami, FL: Florida
International University Press, 1991), 50-84.

0 The dates for the Long Depression, in traditional historiography, are 1873-96. Later scholarship, although
acknowledging the falling prices for the principal articles of commerce, reassessed the impact of the
depression on major global economies; see Forrest Capie and Geoffrey Wood, "Great Depression of 1873—
1896,” in Business Cycles and Depressions: An Encyclopedia, eds. David Glasner and Thomas F. Cooley
(New York: Garland Publishing, 1997), 148-49.

1 By the late nineteenth century, Nablus turned from an exporter to an importer of wheat; its economy
blossomed not least thanks to the expanding soap industry; see Gad G. Gilbar, “Economic and Social
Consequences of the Opening of New Markets: The Case of Nablus, 1870-1914,” in The Syrian Land:
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Cereal harvests from the Hawran grain plain had long been accounted for by the
leading Damascene landowning families, who derived their wealth from selling grain to
the Ottoman state, foreign merchants, and Syrian populace. Merchants operating on a
smaller scale had limited opportunities in obtaining a market share in the Hawrani grain
trade.’? A fierce competition in the unfavorable economic climate in the 1870s and 1880s
pushed grain merchants to develop new supply chains, especially in the Balga’. Urban
Levantine merchants were previously wary of investing into the Balqga’, with its sparse and
mostly nomadic population and meager agricultural surplus. It was the expansion of the
Ottoman administrative power to Salt, coupled with the establishment of dozens of bedouin
villages, North Caucasian and Turkic refugee settlements, and private agricultural estates,
that raised the “investment grade” of the Balga’. Levantine traders soon moved in to secure
their dominance over the new market.

An early influx of non-Circassian capital came from within the immediate Balga’
region. The first Arab merchants in Amman came from Salt, from both long-settled
Christian and Muslim communities and recently arrived Nabulsis and others, known
locally as aghrab.” Thus, in the early 1890s, Raghib bin ‘Abd al-Qadir Shammut, a Salti

merchant, bought four shops in the Shapsugh quarter for 2,300 kurus each.” Shammut was

Processes of Integration and Fragmentation: Bilad al-Sham from the 18th to the 20th Century, eds.
Thomas Philipp and Birgit Schaebler (Stuttgart: F. Steiner, 1998), 281-91.

72 See Philip S. Khoury, Urban Notables and Arab Nationalism: The Politics of Damascus, 1860-1920
(Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press, 1983), 26-28; James Reilly, “Status Groups and
Property-Holding in the Damascus Hinterland, 1828-1880,” International Journal of Middle East Studies
21 (1989): 517-39; Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 100-01. See also Gad G. Gilbar, “The Muslim Big
Merchant-Entrepreneurs of the Middle East, 1860-1914,” Die Welt des Islams 43, no. 1 (2003): 1-36; Linda
S. Schilcher, Families in Politics: Damascene Factions and Estates of the 18th and 19th Centuries
(Stuttgart: Franz Steiner, 1985).

3 On Salti merchants, see Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 99-102. On non-Circassian migration to Ottoman
Amman, see Hanania, “From Colony to Capital,” 75-79.

74 DLS Defter 18/1/1, ff. 78-79, #13-16 (1891-95).
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among the leading moneylenders in Salt and played a part in the Ottoman administration
of the Balqa’.”® Many Saltis made their fortunes and assembled their land portfolios
through moneylending to Balqga’ villagers and tribes, some of whom eventually defaulted
on their obligations and handed over their land. They extended their services to North
Caucasian muhajirs. The Salti commerce was linked to the broader networks of capital in
eastern and northern Palestine; merchants operating in the Balga’ had benefited from a
growing economy of Nablus in the late Ottoman period. In 1903, a religious scholar from
Damascus, who visited Amman, claimed that the commerce reached “the highest level of
activity,” with new residents settling there and constructing new buildings.”®

Amman’s commercial significance increased over the construction of the Hejaz
Railway, which connected Damascus to Medina and became operational in central
Transjordan in 1903.”” The southernmost North Caucasian villages in the Ottoman Empire
were now connected to the emerging Levantine railway grid. The train would leave
Damascus at 8:00 am and arrive in Amman at 9:00 pm. The route that once took several
days in a heavily armed caravan could now be completed in one day, with Turkish coffee

served on demand.”® The Hejaz Railway gave a tremendous boost to regional trade and

S Shammut served on the Education Council of Salt District; see Eugene L. Rogan, “Moneylending and
Capital Flows from Nablus, Damascus, and Jerusalem to Qada’ al-Salt in the Last Decades of Ottoman
Rule,” in The Syrian Land in the 18th and 19th Century: The Common and the Specific in the Historical
Experience, ed. Thomas Philipp (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner, 1992), 251; idem., Frontiers of the State, 118.

76 Jamal al-Din Qasimi in Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 160.

" The Damascus-Amman section of the line, with a change in Muzayrib, was opened for traffic in
December 1903; TNA FO 195/2144, Richards to O’Conor, #91 (Damascus, 15 December 1903). On the
Hejaz Railway, see William Ochsenwald, The Hijaz Railroad (Charlottesville, VA: University Press of
Virginia, 1980); Murat Ozyiiksel, The Hejaz Railway and the Ottoman Empire: Modernity,
Industrialisation and Ottoman Decline (London: I.B. Tauris, 2014). For the 1900 treatise by a Damascene
notable, ‘Arif ibn Sa‘id al-Munayyir, in support of the Hejaz Railway, see Jacob M. Landau, The Hejaz
Railway and the Muslim Pilgrimage. A Case of Ottoman Political Propaganda (Detroit, MI: Wayne State
University Press, 1971).

8 In 1903, a fast caravan journey from Damascus to Medina took 28 days; see Bradshaw’s Through Routes
to the Capitals of the World and Overland Guide to India, Persia, and the Far East (London: H. Blacklock,
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delivered solid advantages to Amman over the old administrative center in Salt that was
not serviced by the railroad. The Balga’ grain and other produce could now be sent directly
to Damascus from Amman; an advantage that Salt did not enjoy. From Damascus, through
the French-built Syrian railway network, products of the Balga’ could be delivered to
Beirut, Homs, Tripoli, and Aleppo. Via a branch of the Hejaz Railway, Amman was linked
to Haifa, the fastest growing port in the Eastern Mediterranean.”® Furthermore, the Hejaz
Railway increased the number of Muslim pilgrims going to hajj, serving not only Syrians
but also Muslims from Anatolia, Iraq, and the Caucasus. Amman was well-positioned to
take full advantage of the economic benefits arising from the increased pilgrim traffic. Salt,
a district capital and the Ottoman base in the region, remained a destination of choice for
Syrian and Palestinian capital until the end of the Ottoman rule. Amman, however,
provided a solid alternative for investment, growing at a faster rate than Salt or other
Circassian and Chechen settlements.

Amman offered Levantine merchants relative security in what was still a largely
nomadic region, as well as an additional access point to the bedouin’s economy. As far as
security was concerned, Circassian migrants had several armed clashes with bedouin over
land that were resolved — more or less — in favor of refugees (see Chapter 4).2° By the
1890s, the Circassians established an alliance with the Bani Sakhr, arguably the most
powerful tribe in the region.®* Not only did this alliance deter the prospect of a clash

between North Caucasian communities and the Balgawiyya or the ‘Adwan tribes, thus

1903), 147. For the Syrian and Transjordanian portion of the Pilgrimage Road (Darb al-4ajj al-shami), see
map in Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 53.

8 Michael E. Bonine, “The Introduction of Railroads in the Eastern Mediterranean: Economic and Social
Impacts,” in The Syrian Land, eds. Philipp and Schaebler, 53-78.

80 Haghandoga, Circassians, 44-46.

81 Haghandoqa, Circassians, 44-45; Mufti, Heroes and Emperors, 275-76.
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bolstering the security of Amman as a trading post, but it provided new opportunities for
trade with the Bani Sakhr, whose territories lay to the east of the railway. Furthermore, the
construction, maintenance, and protection of the railway necessitated the arrival of

Ottoman troops that were stationed outside of Amman, thus guaranteeing further protection

to the town, its inhabitants, and its growing wealth.

Table 7: Shops purchased in Amman, 1891-1912

Buyers 1891-95 |1896-99 |1900-03 |[1904-09 [1910-12
Circassians 6 2 9 4
Arab merchants, total 4 5 21 15
from Salt 4 5 3 6
from Damascus 13 7
from Nablus 1 2

elsewhere from Palestine 4

Total: 4 6 7 30 19

All transactions are registered as da ‘imi. All sellers are local Circassians; some of
the shops bought by Circassians were resold to Arab merchants in later years. |
omitted those da ‘imi transactions that represented transfer of ownership within the
family upon the death of the title-holder.
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Table 8:

Average purchase price of shops in Amman in kurus, 1891-1912

Quarter 1890s | 1901-03 | 1904-09 | 1910-12
Qabartay 543 1,580 4,086 6,839
Shapsugh 2,300 2,583

Abzakh 2,950 5,500*

Estimates are based on the bedel-i faragh price, i.e. the price of sale. Grey spaces

represent the lack of data. The sizes of shops were not identical and ranged between

20 and 50 argin.

* The number of transactions on record is too low to serve as a reliable estimate.

After the opening of the Hejaz Railway, Amman experienced a boom in the
construction and sale of shops to Syrian buyers. [See Table 7 and Table 8.] Between 1904
and 1909, Damascene merchants alone purchased thirteen shops, or 43 percent of all
transactions. Before the construction of the Hejaz Railway, commerce in Amman was
dominated by Salti merchants and Circassians; after 1904, Damascenes formed the most
active group in purchasing shops in Amman’s markets; many shops were later resold at a
handsome profit.

Notably, Arab merchant families who bought shops and houses in Amman did not
belong to the old Syrian and Palestinian political or commercial elites.®? Families that
feature in Amman’s land registers represented “new money.” Many of them made their

wealth in the Hawran grain trade, having benefited from the high prices in the 1850s-60s

and the 1858 Ottoman Land Code, which eased their expansion into the southern Hawran

82 On the old Damascene elites, see Albert Hourani, “Ottoman Reform and the Politics of Notables,” in
Beginnings of Modernization in the Middle East: The Nineteenth Century, eds. William R. Polk and
Richard L. Chambers (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1968), reprinted in 1981 and 1993; Khoury,
Urban Notables.
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and the Balqa’.8 Most Syrian merchants came from the Maydan district of Damascus, a
premier Levantine marketplace that was oriented towards southern Syrian markets.%
Damascene merchants, with a wealth of experience in the Hawran and a history of trade
with Druze and bedouin communities, regarded Transjordan as an extension of their
already existing market of supply and demand.

It was common for Damascene merchants, such as Muhiddin al-Sa‘di,®® Abu al-
Khayr, Salih and Muhammad al-Hatakhet, Muhammad Derwish, and Ibrahim and Abu
Abdullah al-Qattan, to enter into partnerships when buying shops, houses, and stables.
One of the most active Damascene families was the al-Bostanji family.®’ It purchased three
shops in the Shapsugh quarter, pooled resources with others to acquire two large shops and
two houses in the Qabartay quarter, as well as to buy out a stake in a 9,550-dénim plot of
land in Umm Qusayr, south of Amman.®8 Other Syrian mercantile families included al-
Humsi (originally from Homs, via Damascus), al-Shami, al-Wahhab, al-Sahadi, al-Raghib,
and Habib. The arrival of Syrian capital and an increase in general security in the area

accelerated an influx of capital from elsewhere. The al-Qabsiya® and al-Mushrish

8 Khoury, Urban Notables, 26-27; Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 99-112; Gilbar, “The Case of Nablus.”
8 Khoury, Urban Notables, 21.

8 The Sa‘di family were among the early Syrian merchants trading on the Transjordanian nomadic frontier.
Muhammad Khayru al-Sa‘di, from the Maydan area of Damascus, came to Transjordan in the 1860s,
trading in cattle and then selling clothing to bedouin for wool and butter; see Abla M. Amawi, “The
Transjordanian State and the Enterprising Merchants of Amman,” in Amman: Ville et Société, eds.
Hannoyer and Shami, 112.

8 DLS Defter 31/1/2, ff. 235-38, #25, 28-30, ff. 283-84, #7; 32/1/2, ff. 57-58, #44-45, ff. 81-82, #4-5.

87 Bostaniji, or Bostanci, was a traditional title for the guards of the Ottoman palace in Istanbul. In the mid-
eighteenth century, Hiseyin Pasa Bostanct was a governor of Damascus.

8 DLS Defter 31/1/2, ff. 283-84, #9-11, ff. 332-33, #32-34 (1909-10), 32/1/2, ff. 53-54, #23 (tesrin-i sani
1324, Nov/Dec 1908); 10/1/1, f. 33, #9 (mart 1326, Mar/Apr 1910).

8 DLS Defter 32/1/2, ff. 23-24, #154 (mart 1326, Mar/Apr 1910).

9 DLS Defter 31/1/2, ff. 375-76, #60-61 (1903-10).
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families from Salt, al-Saymani® and Asfurs® from Nablus, and al-Samadi®® from Fuheis
bought shops in Amman in the 1900s.

The purchase of Circassian real estate by Arab buyers was part of the broader
phenomenon of the expansion of Syrian and Palestinian capital in Transjordan. Thus, in
1910, the Abujabers, Orthodox Christians from Nablus (via Salt), who already owned the
largest grain-producing estate in the country, registered thousands of dénim of land around
Amman.? Hanna Efendi bin Fransis Batatu, a Jerusalemite Catholic merchant, purchased
a share in the 12,500-donim plot of land in the Bani Sakhr village of Tunayb, in the vicinity
of Amman, from Jamila, a daughter of Ibrahim Abujaber, for 15,000 kurus.®® She made a
445 percent profit. Batatu engaged in moneylending across the Balga’, providing his
services to the Bani Sakhr shaykh Rumayh ibn Fayiz, which resulted in Batatu’s gradual
obtaining of land in the Bani Sakhr territories.®® These and other families were part of the
Syro-Palestinian landowning class that by the early twentieth century already came to
dominate the economic life in Salt, Irbid, and ‘Ajlun.®" Their economic power often
translated into political power in the Ottoman administration, and vice versa, cementing

their position at the helm of an emerging Transjordanian society.%

%1 DLS Defter 10/1/1, f. 4, #34 (1910-12).

9 The “Asfurs established a prominent mercantile dynasty. Yusuf ‘ Asfur was the first president of the
Amman Chamber of Commerce, established in 1923. Later, Mithgal ‘Asfur co-founded the Jordanian
cigarette industry; see Abla M. Amawi, “The Consolidation of the Merchant Class in Transjordan During
the Second World War,” in Village, Steppe and State, eds. Rogan and Tell, 179. DLS Defter 31/1/2, ff.
237-38, #31 (1908-09); 32/1/2, ff. 125-26, #28, ff. 153-54, #34 (1910-12); 10/1/1, f. 40, #67 (1912);
Abujaber, Pioneers Over Jordan, 280n21, 108.

9 DLS Defter 31/1/2, ff. 332-33, #35 (1903-10).

% DLS Defter 32/1/2, ff. 27-28, #176-79 (mart 1326, Mar/Apr 1910). On the history of the Abujaber
family, see Abujaber, Pioneers Over Jordan, 134-62; idem., Qissat ‘a’ilat Abu Jabir (al-Jawabira) fi-1-
Nasira wa-Nablus wa-I-Salt wa-I-Yaduda wa-I-Jaweida wa-Qurayyat Nafi * (Amman, 2004).

% One out of 24 shares. The government-estimated value of the entire agricultural estate was 66,000 kurus.
DLS Defter 32/1/2, ff. 315-16, #40, ff. 341-42, #78 (eylul 1328, Sep/Oct 1912).

% Fischbach, State, Society, and Land in Jordan, 57.

97 Amawi, “The Consolidation of the Merchant Class,” 165.

% Fischbach, State, Society, and Land in Jordan, 54-59; Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 116-20.
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Table 9: Houses purchased in Amman, 1889-1912

Buyer Seller 1889-94 | 1895-99 | 1900-03 | 1904-09 | 1910-12 Profit rate*
Circassian | Circassian 4 2 4 0.28
Arab Circassian 2 2 1 8 11 0.43
Arab Arab 2 2 3 0.53
Total: 2 2 7 12 18

* The profit rate is the difference between the final sale price (bedel-i faragh) and
the estimated property cost (tahrir-i emlak kimat:). For example, when a house that
is evaluated, through yoklama, at 1,000 kurus is sold for 1,280 kurus, the profit
rate is 0.28.

Many Arab families purchased houses from Circassians to establish a base for
business in the eastern Balga’. [See Table 9.] For most, Amman was but another location
in their commercial enterprise that they managed from Damascus or elsewhere, but some
merchants from less prominent families relocated to an up-and-coming Circassian town on
the desert frontier. As might be expected, Circassians who sold houses to Arabs generally
made a better profit (43 percent on average) than when selling houses to fellow Circassians
(28 percent on average). Of course, the idea of profit is arbitrary, considering that
Circassians received the land for free; the evaluation price of their houses was determined
by the Salt land registry and existed only on paper. By the 1900s, Arab merchants started
speculating in real estate, reselling houses to Syrian newcomers at an average profit of 53
percent. Before the construction of the Hejaz Railway, houses in Amman rarely sold for
more than two thousand kurus. By the early 1910s, the leading Damascene and Salti

families, such as Hatakhet, Darwish, al-Sahadi, Dawud, al-Sukkar, and ‘Asfur, paid 10,000
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kurus and more for their family residences.®® Furthermore, some bedouin tribal leaders
purchased houses in the booming settlement, most likely, as guest houses (Ar. madafa) for
their tribal members who would visit Amman for business. Thus, in 1912, Shaykh Idris
Efendi, son of Shaykh Rajab Efendi, bought a property in the Abzakh quarter for 5,430
kurug. 1%

In Amman, part of the commercial success of Levantine merchants could be
attributed to their having formed a close-knit community, based on a shared cultural
background and commercial experience that set them apart from resident Circassians, who
were, in all respects, outsiders in the region. Syrian and Palestinian merchants would
consolidate as a social class and dominate commerce in Amman during the Mandate. The
influential Amman Chamber of Commerce, founded in 1923, consisted almost entirely of
merchants of Syrian and Palestinian descent, some of whom invested in Amman shortly
after the construction of the Hejaz Railway.'%

Circassian muhajirs were active in not only selling their original land allotments
but also in building up capital to purchase more real estate, some of it for further resale.
Ahmed bin Yaqub Lukhud, a Circassian, for example, registered a series of houses, shops,
gardens, and a cave in his name; he sold three shops to the Bostanji family and a house to

the Habib family from Damascus.'%> The Ottoman period witnessed an emergence of a

9 DLS Defter 31/1/2, ff. 283-84, #7 (1905); 32/1/2, ff. 129-30, #1 (1907), ff. 65-66, #43 (1910); 10/1/1, f.
40, #7-8, f. 47, #22 (1912), f. 40, #67 (1912).

100 The 684-argin size of the property, too large for a regular house, is suggestive of its use as a guest house.
DLS Defter 32/1/2, ff. 345-46, #91 (tesrin-i sani 1328, Nov/Dec 1912).

101 On the Amman Chamber of Commerce, see Pete W. Moore, Doing Business in the Middle East: Politics
and Economic Crisis in Jordan and Kuwait (Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press,
2004), 57-81; Amawi, “The Consolidation of the Merchant Class.”

102 DLS Defter 31/1/2, ff. 326-27, #1-3 (temmuz 1309, July/Aug 1893); ff. 332-33, #31-33 (1909-10);
Defter 32/1/2, ff. 221-22, #162-63 (temmuz 1309, July/Aug 1893), ff. 246-47, #20-22 (kanun-: evvel 1327 -
mart 1328, Dec 1911 - Mar 1912); Defter 10/1/1, f. 37, #20-22 (subat 1327, Feb/Mar 1912).
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nascent Circassian bourgeoisie, such as the Khurmas, 1% the Qurshas, 1% and the
Matekris, 1% that invested in shops and houses and conducted business with Arab
merchants. As early as 1895, Emruz Bey Binbasi bin Qumaq Bey, a Circassian, bought
into a business with several Transjordanian Arabs to purchase four mills near Amman.1%
The mills, constructed prior to refugees’ arrival, served the Circassian and bedouin wheat-
producing communities. Entrepreneurial Circassian families usually belonged to the early
Shapsugh refugee wave, who received the best land, or were Kabardin newcomers, who
had an advantage of a starting capital for investment. Some Circassian families brought
their wealth from Russia, whereas others established advantageous marital alliances with
other Circassians in older refugee settlements in the Golan Heights!®” or Muslim Arabs in
the Balqa’.1%®

Why then did North Caucasian immigrants, who were often successful in
agriculture and husbandry, not become thriving merchants in Transjordan? The prevailing

view in scholarship, which has been internalized in the diaspora, is that muhajirs were not

interested in trade.® One of the reasons why muhajirs found it hard to occupy a

103 DS Defter 31/1/2, ff. 275-76, #40, ff. 341-44, #82, 95 (1903-10); Defter 32/1/2, ff. 55-56, #33 (1910-
12).

104 DLS Defter 32/1/2, ff. 127-28, #41-51 (temmuz 1309, July/Aug 1893, kanun-: evvel 1326, Dec 1910/Jan
1911), ff. 271-74, #47-50 (nisan 1328, Apr/May 1912)

105 DLS Defter 31/1/2, ff. 95-98, #1-9 (1903-10); 32/1/2, ff. 119-20, #26-28 (Oct/Nov 1910), ff. 125-26,
#28 (tesrin-i sani 1326, Nov/Dec 1910).

106 DLS Defter 18/1/1, ff. 98-101, #69-85, ff. 142-43, #83-98 (1894-95). Eugene L. Rogan argues that water
mills were usually held in joint ownership in Salt District because they required significant investment; see
“Reconstructing Water Mills in Late Ottoman Transjordan,” Studies in the History and Archaeology of
Jordan 5 (1992): 753.

107 See, for example, CDM Defter Salt 7, #198 (10 receb 1320, 13 October 1902).

108 One of the earliest available Salt court cases involving a Circassian refugee is a marriage registration
between a Circassian woman and a bedouin shaykh of a mosque in Salt; CDM Defter Salt 4, #11 (3 sevval
1308, 12 May 1891).

109 Abujaber, based on oral testimony, mentions that the first Circassian merchant set up shop in Amman
only in the 1930s; Pioneers Over Jordan, 203.
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commercial niche is that they lacked financial and social capital for the establishment of
successful trading operations. Merchants from neighboring Salt, Nablus, and Damascus
moved into Amman not long after its foundation and commanded sizeable cash resources
and access to established markets in Palestine and Syria. Well into the Mandate period,
Levantine merchants maintained shops across the British- and French-drawn borders and
could reinforce their capital in Amman with cash from elsewhere. *° Furthermore,
Circassian tradesmen, who were not well-integrated into regional economic networks,
could not deliver manufactured goods to the Balga’ market as easily as Syrian and
Palestinian merchants. Nor were they in a position to engage directly with the largest grain
buyers in Damascus, Beirut, or Haifa. Soon enough, they were priced out of the most
coveted marketplaces in Amman.

Nevertheless, Circassian immigrants did engage in local and regional trade. These
vendors remain largely invisible in the historical record because they served local refugee
villages, rarely conducted long-distance and bulk trade, and had little interaction with the
state. A large part of their trade was artisanal. Circassians introduced oxen-drawn wheel
carts, and had advanced skills in jewellery, carpentry, and metalwork. European travelers
in the late nineteenth century commonly praised Circassians’ artisanal skills, especially
when compared to those of Transjordanian and Palestinian peasants.!'! Some of the shops
that Circassians built and did not sell to Syrian and Palestinian merchants remained in the

hands of Circassian artisans.

110 See Amawi, “The Enterprising Merchants of Amman.”

111 See George Adam Smith, The Historical Geography of the Holy Land, Especially in Relation to the
History of Israel and of the Early Church, 10th ed. (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1903), 19-20, 668;
Freer, In a Syrian Saddle, 104-05; Nikodim P. Kondakov, Arkheologicheskoe puteshestvie po Sirii i
Palestine (Saint Petersburg: Imperatorskaia Akademiia Nauk, 1904), 123-24.
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Circassians also established a profitable trade in timber. Upon their arrival, forests
of pine and oak tree grew around Amman and Wadi al-Sir. Muhajirs used timber in the
construction of their houses, apparently, to the point of denuding the hills around Amman
in a matter of two decades.''? They sold timber and coal as far away as Jerusalem.!*

Circassian Amman gradually became a regionally important marketplace for
agricultural produce. By the 1910s, Circassian settlements in Amman and Wadi al-Sir
already produced a surplus of grain for sale. % Moreover, Circassians served as
intermediaries who marketed the bedouin agricultural or artisanal production for export.
The Bani Sakhr, for example, stored their grain harvest in the Circassian village of Wadi
al-Sir.X*® Circassians also bought cattle from the Bani Sakhr and wheat from semi-settled
bedouin tribes in the Balga’.*'® A British traveler to Amman wrote that in 1893 “most of
the corn of the Balga [was] brought here and afterwards sent in charge of Circassians to
Jerusalem.”*” Oral history confirms that local Circassians established direct trade links

with buyers in Jerusalem and traveled there for business to trade in wheat and barley; those

ties survived into the Mandate period.!'® By the early twentieth century, Circassian

112 Freer, In a Syrian Saddle, 105.

113 Suleiman Mousa, “Jordan: Towards the End of the Ottoman Empire 1841-1918,” in Studies in the
History and Archaeology of Jordan, ed. Adnan Hadid (Amman: Department of Antiquities, 1982), 385-91;
interview in Amman (17 August 2014).

114 Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 100; Abujaber, Pioneers Over Jordan, 108.

115 See Musa ‘Ali Janib, Muwatin sharkasi yatahaddath ‘an masgat »a 'sihi (Amman: al-Mu’allif, 2006);
interview with Janib in Wadi al-Sir (11 August 2014).

116 The purchase of wheat by Circassians from bedouin “tent-dwellers,” most likely of the Hamida tribe
from around Salt, is attested in court documents. The bedouin were represented in court by a member of the
al-Sahadi family, Damascene grain merchants, who moved to Salt and bought houses in Amman. See CDM
Defter Salt 7, #19, 53; Salt 11, ff. 53-54 (August—October 1903); DLS Defter 32/1/2, ff. 129-30, #1
(1907); ff. 173-74, #36 (1910).

17 The “corn” may have referred to wheat or barley in this period. See Lees, “Journey East of Jordan,”
cited in Hacker, Modern ‘Amman, 17; see also Khalil al-Khatib in Hanania, “From Colony to Capital,” 76.
118 Interview at the Circassian Charitable Association, Amman (14 August 2014).
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mubhajirs, Syrian and Palestinian Figure 6: Photograph of Amman
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established in Amman. The first
three council headmen were all Circassians: Ismail Babug, Ahmad al-Khatib, and As‘ad
Khamdukh.?® By the outbreak of World War I, Amman was an administrative district

center and an Ottoman frontier outpost of growing strategic and commercial significance.

119 Hamud, ““Amman fi awakhir al-‘ahd al-‘uthmani,” 80-83.
120 Hanania, “From Colony to Capital,” 106.
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Amman’s Hinterland: Circassian Villages,

Transjordanian Merchants, and Bedouin Land

Circassian muhajirs established all their Transjordanian villages, with the exception
of Jerash, around Amman. The economic development of these villages mirrored that of
Amman in many regards: muhajirs received land for free and engaged primarily in
agriculture. The notable difference lay, first, in a closer relationship between the “satellite”
muhajir villages and bedouin, especially when it came to land registration and sales.
Second, Syrian and Palestinian capital did not play a defining role in the evolution of
smaller villages as it did for Amman. The natural trading partners for these settlements
were Amman and the surrounding bedouin tribes. I will explore the early economic history
of the smaller villages of Wadi al-Sir, Rusayfa, and Na‘ur, based on previously unstudied

land records, and will place them in the context of the political economy of the Balqa’.

Wadi al-Sir

Wadi al-Sir is the second largest and oldest North Caucasian settlement in Salt
District.1?! In 1880, Circassians of, mostly, the Bzhedugh ethnic subgroup founded the
villages by the springs in a forested area, to the west of Amman. The history of muhajirs’
real estate in Wadi al-Sir is closely tied to bedouin’s registration of land. Through the 1893

yoklama, the earliest available on record, bedouin tribes, especially the Abbadis, registered

121 For a history of Wadi al-Sir and its inhabitants, from a local perspective, see Janib, Muwdtin sharkasr
yatahaddath ‘an masqat ra ’sihi.
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a massive amount of land Figure 7: Photograph of Wadi al-Sir in 1905
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Bernhard Moritz. Berlin: Dietrich Riemer, 1916.

al-Fayiz, of the Bani Sakhr Library of Congress, Prints and Photographs Division.
Lot 3704, no. 14. LC-DIG-ppmsca-38101.

tribe, registered an extensive

plot of land, to the size of 12,420 déniim, in the vicinity of Wadi al-Sir.'?* They

subsequently sold half of their shares, via their legal representative Farah Efendi bin Salih

Abujaber, to an Orthodox resident of Madaba, Hatta bin Fara.'?® Their father, Sattam al-

Fayiz, a leader of the most powerful clan of the Bani Sakhr, struck an alliance with the

Ottoman authorities and moved to secure large tracts of fertile land through Ottoman

registration in the 1880s, when much of his tribe was still nomadic.?® The al-Fayiz clan in

122 See DLS Defter 1/1/1.

123 D1 S Defter 19/1/1, ff. 5-6, #1-4 (19 nisan 1313, 1 May 1897).

124 The government-estimated value of the plot was 621,000 kurus; DLS Defter 32/1/2, ff. 348-49, #13
(tesrin-i evvel 1313, Oct/Nov 1897). The sons of Sattam al-Fayiz further registered arable land and houses
in Um al-‘Amad, Qastal, Jiziya, Zubayir, and Sufa; see Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 87. On Mithgal al-
Fayiz, see Yoav Alon, The Shaykh of Shaykhs: Mithgal al-Fayiz and Tribal Leadership in Modern Jordan
(Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2016).

125 DLS Defter 32/1/2, ff. 348-49, #15 (kanun-: evvel 1328, Dec 1912/Jan 1913).

126 The al-Fayiz clan emerged as the landholding elite in the Balga’ as early as the 1860s, having
consolidated its hold on the sale of Balqa’ wheat across the Jordan River to Jerusalem; see Tariq Tell,
“Guns, Gold, and Grain: War and Food Supply in the Making of Transjordan,” in War, Institutions, and
Saocial Change in the Middle East, ed. Steven Heydemann (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press,
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fact had a prior history of tensions with Madaba residents. Sattam al-Fayiz unsuccessfully
contested the land of Madaba, a historical territory of the Bani Sakhr, that was taken up by
an immigrant Christian community from Karak. In 1880, the Ottoman administration ruled
against the Bani Sakhr, setting a precedent for Transjordan, whereby sedentary cultivators’
claims to the land on which they paid taxes, in accordance with the 1858 Land Code,
trumped nomads’ claims to uncultivated land on which they paid no taxes.'?’

In later years, some of the land that nomadic and sedentary communities registered
around Wadi al-Sir was resold to Circassians. Thus, in 1909, Sultan ‘Abdullah bin
Muhammad al-Huseyn sold 50 donim of land that he had registered in 1899 to seven men
from four Circassian families for 10,800 kurus, having realized a 440 percent profit on his
investment.?® At the turn of the century, Shukri bin Ibrahim Qa‘war?® sold 160 doniim of
land that he had registered in 1879, before the establishment of Wadi al-Sir, to Ibrahim and
Mahmud, sons of Hajj Jidaq, for 18,000 kurus, a staggering amount at the time.**°

Wadi al-Sir, soon after its inception, was divided into two quarters, each named
after an ethnic subgroup of the Circassians: Bzhedugh and Abzakh. Each quarter had its
own mosque, with a Bzhedugh and Abzakh imam, respectively. The older and larger

Bzhedugh quarter witnessed several small waves of immigration, with people registering

their agricultural land in groups shortly after their arrival. In the 1908 yoklama registration,

2000), 37. On Sattam al-Fayiz, see Alon, Shaykh of Shaykhs, 7-22; Abujaber, Pioneers Over Jordan, 177-
96; Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 79-81, 85-87.

127 Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 77-82.

128 DS Defter 31/1/2, ff. 365-66, #1-2 (agustos 1909, Aug/Sep 1909, yoklama in kanun-z sani 1314,
Jan/Feb 1899).

129 The Qa‘war family were among the landowning families that actively took advantage of the 1858 Land
Code and bought up the bedouin land; they purchased half of Qurayya Salim; see Rogan, Frontiers of the
State, 111. In the twentieth century, they would become one of the most prominent Jordanian commercial
dynasties, after having founded Jordan’s first and only phosphate company in Rusayfa in 1935.

130 DLS Defter 30/1/2, ff. 45-46, #6 (yoklama in eylll 1295, Sep/Oct 1879; da ‘imi in 1899-1903).
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15 households registered houses and miri land, with an average amount of 82.6 dénum per
household.*®! In 1909-10, 35 households registered houses and miri land, with an average
amount of 84.8 doniim per household.*3 In 1910-12, several more families registered land
for the first time, but most transactions from that period were of Circassians buying each
other’s land.'® In the Abzakh quarter, the first plots were registered through yoklama in
1893-94, with most registrations having occurred in the post-1909 period.*3* Much of the
land distributed to Circassians lay in Bayader (“threshing grounds”) between Wadi al-Sir
and Amman. As the area became part of Greater Amman towards the late twentieth century,
the cost of land in Bayader skyrocketed.*®

Similar to Amman, some Circassian families emerged as a new economic elite of
the Wadi al-Sir community, having engaged in real estate speculation. For example, two
brothers of the al-Qas family (sometimes recorded as Tatar), Ahmed and Hasan, registered
up to 223.75 donim of miri land and 14 donim of garden milk land. They participated in
the purchase of a 50-donim plot from the bedouin al-Huseyn family and then sold their
share to other Circassians for profit.**® The brothers also opened a bakery (95 arsin),
estimated at 10,000 kurus, and two shops (70 arsin), worth 2,000 kurus each.*” Another
Circassian family of eight siblings, seven brothers and a sister, listed as children of Shurukh
Kokh, registered about 1,013 dénim and bought 103 déniim from others in the 1909-12

period. Members of the family set up four shops and a bakery.'%

181 DLS Defter 9/1/1, ff. 138-383 (subat 1325, Feb/Mar 1910).

132 DS Defter 31/1/2, ff. 85-88, #8-20, ff. 324-25, #14-18 (13 Aug 1909); 32/1/2, ff. 105-371 (1909-10).
133 DS Defter 32/1/2 (1910-12).

134 DLS Defter 31/1/2, ff. 367-70, #17-20 (kanun-z evvel 1309, Dec 1893/Jan 1894).

135 Interview in Wadi al-Sir (11 August 2014).

136 DLS Defter 32/1/2, ff. 161-62, #27 (kanun-: sani 1325, Jan/Feb 1910).

137 DLS Defter 31/1/2, ff. 229-30, #3-4 (17 temmuz 1324, 30 July 1908).

138 DLS Defter 9/1/1, ff. 246-49, #1452-56 (subat 1325, Feb/Mar 1910).
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Wadi al-Sir also attracted investment from Salt. Several Muslim Saltis bought
agricultural land.*®® Some Greek Orthodox Saltis purchased urban property: for example,
Yusuf bin ‘Aisa Abu al-Batab‘a registered a 20-déniim garden.'*® Nevertheless, unlike in
Amman, there is no indication that Arab merchants dominated trade in Wadi al-Sir. All
shops that were entered into property registers had been in the hands of Circassians, and
most land sales remained an internal Circassian affair, at least, into the early 1910s.

Trade in Wadi al-Sir was localized, and an economic partnership with the
surrounding bedouin tribes was crucial to the survival of the village. Circassians bought
cattle from the Bani Sakhr, and the Bani Sakhr stored their grain in Wadi al-Sir.}4 A
Russian traveler wrote that the Wadi al-Sir’s “broad plateau, from one end to another, as
far as our eyes could see, was sown with wheat that Circassians cultivated.”**? Wadi al-
Sir’s Circassians, in a pattern that was similar to that of other small muhajir villages, sold
their surplus of grain and purchased sugar and other foodstuffs from Syria and Palestine,

either via traveling Arab merchants or Circassian merchants in Amman.43

al-Rusayfa
Another Circassian settlement was in al-Rusayfa, conveniently located between
Amman and al-Zarga’. It is known as the home of Jordan’s phosphate industry. Al-

Rusayfa’s population exploded after the influx of the 1948 refugees from Palestine, and it

139 DL S Defter 32/1/2, ff. 85-86, #19, ff. 147-48, #57-58, ff. 165-66, #4 (1909-11).

190 DL S Defter 32/1/2, ff. 33-34, #219-20 (27 subat 1325, 12 March 1910).

141 According to a local Circassian historian, Musa ‘Ali Janib, Circassians and the Bani Sakhr forged a
mutually beneficial economic partnership, and the Bani Sakhr came to regard Circassians as “cousins”; see
Janib, Muwatin sharkasi, 9. The statement is reflective of both the contemporary politics of the Circassian
community in Jordan and the unspoken orthodoxy in the Jordanian historiography to describe interethnic
relations in positive terms.

142 Kondakov, Arkheologicheskoe puteshestvie po Sirii i Palestine, 124.

143 Interview in Wadi al-Sir (11 August 2014).

169



is now the fourth largest city in Jordan. Al-Rusayfa was founded in 1903 by Circassian
immigrants from Kabarda, most of whom arrived directly from the Russian Empire. The
settlement, similar to Amman and al-Zarqa’, benefited from its position on the Hejaz
Railway. Two yoklama surveys were carried out soon after its establishment, in December
1903 and July 1904.1#* Although separated only by seven months, the two surveys present
a stark contrast in land registration practices. In late 1903, only seven Circassian
households registered land. They were assigned two large plots of land each, totalling 100
or 130 dénum per household, very much in line with how much land was generally
promised to muhajirs in Transjordan by the Ottoman government.* In July 1904, 32
Circassian households registered agricultural land and houses. They received, on average,
2.45 plots of land each, totaling only 19.4 déniim per household.

The disparity in allotted land could be interpreted in several ways. It may be that
different numbers in the two surveys reflect social inequality. The first seven families either
were of a higher social status or simply laid claim to the land first, which is why they
registered the largest plots of land in the area, whereas later immigrants claimed whatever
remained. Land registers may also be viewed as a product of internal politics and
negotiations within a village community. Circassian farmers could have agreed to
commonly use some of the registered land for pasture; after all, land-sharing was part of
the Circassian agricultural tradition.**® Accordingly, under this view, the early registration

of land constituted an advance claim to the land that would later form a communal pasture

144 DLS Defter 31/1/2, ff. 7-10, #2-15 (kanun-z evvel 1319, Dec 1903/Jan 1904), ff. 21-52 (temmuz 1320,
July/Aug 1904); Defter 32/1/2, ff. 97-98, #9-16 (temmuz 1320, July/Aug 1904).

145 See, for example, Abujaber, Pioneers Over Jordan, 213.

146 See Kumykov, Sotsial 'no-ekonomicheskie otnosheniia; Teimuraz D. Botsvadze, Sotsial 'no-
ekonomicheskie otnosheniia v Kabarde v pervoi polovine XIX veka (Thilisi: Metsniereba, 1965).
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or threshing grounds. It could also be that refugees agreed to communally till some of the
land or use it for pasture, while acknowledging that families of a higher social status would
receive Ottoman-confirmed usufruct rights for the largest plots of land. Land registration
by muhajir communities (and others) often reflected an internal power struggle, even if its

precise dynamic remains obscured.

Na‘ur

Another example of Figure 8: Aerial photograph of Na‘ur in 1918

Circassian-bedouin coexistence
and economic cooperation
underlies the history of Na‘ur, a
village to the southwest of
Amman. Na‘ur now hosts a
50,000-strong community of
Circassians,  Christian  and

Muslim Jordanians, and

Palestinians. Regarded as the Bavarian State Archive, BayHStA, BS-Paléstina 1158.

_ _ 1 May 1918.
best preserved Circassian town

in Jordan, Na‘ur largely avoided the post-1948 population explosion that transformed
Amman, al-Zarqa’, al-Rusayfa, and Jerash and, distant enough from the capital, did not
(yet) become a suburb of Amman, unlike Sweileh and Wadi al-Sir. It hosts an annual

Circassian fair, and its downtown, still very much a Circassian quarter, maintains remnants
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of its early twentieth-century landscape; one can see original Circassian fruit gardens, stone
wells, drinking fountains, and an old mosque.

The village of Na‘ur was founded in 1900. Oral history records that Na‘ur’s
Circassian founders came from Shapsugh, Ubykh, and Bzhedugh communities and set off
from western Circassia/Kuban Province in 1898. They traveled to Istanbul by sea and from
there by land, across much of Anatolia and Syria, to Salt, where they waited for nine
months to find a good location for their village.**” It is likely that their representatives
vetted the area of Na‘ur and then, joined by a few Kabardin families, negotiated it as a
settlement with the Salt authorities. Upon their arrival, muhajirs built their houses around
the Na‘ur springs, set up gardens in their vicinity, and sowed their first harvest.'*®

The first yoklama survey in the village occurred shortly after its foundation,
sometime before March 1902. The allotment of land in Na‘ur, on paper at least, seems to
have been a paragon of orderly distribution. 60 households registered a house and three
plots of land, with each family receiving either 70, 100, or 130 dénim, or 105.8 dénim on
average.'*® Circassians received land in the areas of Bedih, Beyt Zira‘a, Bi’l‘as, Um ‘Aliqa,
and some in Murj al-Hammam and the land adjacent to the hajj caravan road. The second
yoklama survey occurred in 1909 to register land for new Circassian arrivals. 19

households received three plots each totalling 70 déniim per family.*>°

147 Interview with the Circassian elders’ council in Na‘ur (31 August 2014).

148 The first settlers constructed an irrigation system around the springs. They set up a stone pool around the
springs to use for drinking; a stream then fed into a larger pool, from which farm animals drank; the rest of
the water was channelled into canals that irrigated people’s fruit gardens. Interview with the Circassian
elders’ council in Na‘ur (31 August 2014).

149 DLS Defter 30/1/1, ff. 126-65, #42-271 (1316 - mart 1318, 1900 - Mar/Apr 1902).

150 DLS Defter 1/5/1, ff. 1-2, #1-73 (1909).

172



The land of Na‘ur was a historical territory of the Afashat branch of the ‘Ajarma
tribe.!® Notably, land transactions between Circassians and the ‘Afashat bedouin began
immediately after the foundation of the settlement, underlying a collaborative relationship
between the two communities; this also serves as indirect evidence that North Caucasian
immigrants negotiated the location of their new village with the tribe in advance, having
been, no doubt, aware of Circassians’ prior land conflicts with bedouin over land near
Amman and Wadi al-Sir (more in Chapter 4). In fact, the first land registration in Na‘ur, in
1901, when Circassians already tilled the land, was conducted by the ‘Afashat bedouin.!>
The ‘Afashat also registered a few houses, as mulk property, within the Circassian
settlement. Between 1901 and 1909, the ‘Afashat routinely sold their land plots to
Circassians, usually for the same price as estimated by the Salt land registry, or at a slightly
higher rate. In 1910-12, perhaps reflecting the declining fortunes of the tribe, Circassians
acquired land plots for well below their government-estimated value.*>

The early Circassian community in Na‘ur relied on the limited cash capital that they
brought from Russia and aid from the state and private benefactors.® The first imam in
Na‘ur was a Circassian, Shaykh Barakat Bazadogh (in Ottoman documents, Barakat
Efendi) who was educated in Crimea. Crimean madrasas were an important part of a

religious landscape for educated Circassians, some of whom also went to study in Istanbul

51 The ‘Ajarma was one of the smaller tribes of the Balgawiyya tribal alliance, which also included
‘Adwan, Balgawiyya, Bani Hasan, Bani Hamida, Da‘ja, al-Hadid, Saltiyya, and others. The ‘Ajarma were
semi-settled and cultivated some land already by the eighteenth century; see Abujaber, Pioneers Over
Jordan, 68.

152 DLS Defter 30/1/1, ff. 310-11, #2-3 (1901). The ‘Ajarma tribe registered land in Salt District as early as
1879-85. See Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 86.

158 DL S Defter 30/1/2, ff. 174-75, #3, 5-6, ff. 194-95, #5, 11-12, ff. 310-11, #2-3 (1902-09); Defter 32/1/2,
ff. 173-74, #45-46 (1910-12), ff. 392-93, #169 (kanun-: sani 1328, Jan/Feb 1913). Also, see CDM Defter
Salt 8, f. 18 (24 sevval 1330, 6 October 1912).

154 BOA DH.MKT 2714/66 (28 zilhicce 1326, 21 January 1909); I.DH. 1397/28 (28 safer 1320, 6 June
1910); DH. TMIK.S 36/48 (11 zilkade 1319, 19 February 1902); SD 2294/35 (7 safer 1320, 16 May 1902).
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and Cairo, both before and after their migration to the Ottoman state. According to popular
memory, back in Russia, Shaykh Barakat was an ardent proponent of emigration to the
Ottoman Empire. When in Transjordan, Shaykh Barakat personally went to Palestine and
Egypt to solicit donations for the construction of the first mosque in Na‘ur. In Egypt, he
reportedly found sponsors among the Turko-Circassian elites, a remnant of the Mamluk
era, who served as benefactors of their ethnic brethren in Transjordan.*>® The mosque
construction began in 1904 and was completed in 1908.

As a new settlement in a strategic location by the springs and in the vicinity of an
up-and-coming Amman, Na‘ur was an attractive location for Greek Orthodox merchants
from nearby Salt. Land sales between Circassians and Christian merchants began soon after
the establishment of the village. In March 1902, two Greek Orthodox Christians from Salt,
Faraj bin lbrahim al-Sahaq and Najib Efendi al-Ibrahim, purchased usufruct rights to the
plots previously registered by Circassians.*®® Faraj bin Ibrahim, a merchant, settled in the
village, and, in later years, bought two houses from the ° Afashat bedouin, built new houses,
and purchased and a plot of land from the Circassian imam, Shaykh Barakat.'® In 1910-
12, merchants of the al-Mutri and al-Mu‘ashir families registered houses and land that they
purchased from the ‘Afashat or other Christians.®® Salim al-Nai al-Musa, a Greek

Orthodox Christian, registered 381 doniim of agricultural land for 36,375 kurus.*>® These

155 Interview with the Circassian elders’ council in Na‘ur (31 August 2014).

156 DLS Defter 30/1/2, ff. 118-19, #1; Defter 32/1/2, ff. 161-62, #26, ff. 267-268, #6 (mart 1318, Mar/Apr
1902).

157 DLS Defter 30/1/2, ff. 118-19, #1; Defter 32/1/2, ff. 161-62, #26, ff. 267-268, #6 (mart 1318, Mar/Apr
1902); CDM Defter Salt 10, f. 302 (29 sevval 1329, 23 October 1911).

158 The Mu‘ashir family was one of the leading Christian families in Salt; see Rogan, Frontiers of the State,
118. DLS Defter 32/1/2, ff. 113-14, #105, ff. 392-93, #170 (1910-12).

159 Al-Musa also paid 1,865 kurus, or over five percent of property value, in tax upon registering his six
large plots of land that were located all around Na‘ur. DLS Defter 10/1/1, f. 18, #39-44; Defter 32/1/2, ff.
185-86, #39-44 (1910-12).
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Greek Orthodox merchants lay the foundation of Na‘ur’s Christian community that
established its own district to the north of the Circassian quarter. Prominent Muslim
merchants, like Suleyman Efendi Tugan, a scion of the Tugan political dynasty of Nablus,
also purchased land, houses, and stables from Circassians.'®® Over the course of the
twentieth century, many ‘Afashat families settled down in Na‘ur, having founded their own
quarters.

The sale of the government-issued land by the Na‘ur Circassians demonstrates that
muhajirs did not always comply with the twenty-year ban on transferring their usufruct
rights, and the Ottoman land registry exercised discretion in approving those transactions.
The objective of the Ottoman administration was to entrench a new property regime in the
Balqga’. This is why the land registration officials may have been willing to allow those
land sales between muhajirs and merchants, as long as the land remained in cultivation and
all parties paid their respective taxes. The government’s objective also meant that many
Bedouin faced an uphill battle in proving their rights to the land that had been uncultivated
and was claimed by sedentary newcomers. 6!

In 1901-03, Ottoman land registration officials recorded the price of land around
Na‘ur to be between 18 and 38 kurug per doniim, depending on the quality of land and its
proximity to the springs.*? In 1910-12, the value of land was estimated to be between 76

and 137 kurug per doniim.*%® Na‘ur became increasingly attractive to investors for its secure

160 Suleyman Efendi was a son of Dawud Efendi who moved to Salt from Nablus and made a fortune by
selling manufactured Palestinian products, providing moneylending services, and buying up agricultural
and pastoral products for resale in Palestine; see Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 95-98; CDM Defter Salt 8,
f. 35 (29 sevval 1331, 1 October 1913). For the Nabulsi Tugans, see Doumani, Rediscovering Palestine, 37-
39, 42-44; Mustafa al-Abbasi, Tarikh al-Tugan fi Jabal Nablus (Shefa-*Amr: Dar al-Mashriq, 1990).

161 Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 76-82; Abujaber, Pioneers Over Jordan, 206-10.

162 DLS Defter 30/1/2.

163 DLS Defters 1/5/1, 10/1/1, and 32/1/2.
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position in the interior of the Balga’, thanks to a collaborative relationship between Na‘ur’s
residents and the ‘Ajarma bedouin. The village was also conveniently located on the road

between Madaba and Salt, and Madaba and Amman.

Table 10: Average price of agricultural land in Circassian villages
in the Balqa’, kurus per doniim, 1891-1912

Initially registered by 1890s, 1901-03, 1904-09, 1910-12, 1910-12,
residents of: yoklama yoklama yoklama yoklama da ‘imi
Amman, Qabartay quarter 60 42 64 84 56
Amman, Shapsugh quarter 72 53 174 281 134*
Wadi al-Sir, Bzhedugh 40* 51 56 61 53*
quarter

Wadi al-Sir, Abzakh 67 49 63 72 48
quarter

Na‘ur N/A 34 53 101* 61

The yoklama prices are government-estimated prices at the time of the initial
registration of land. The da imi prices are dictated by the market and represent
monetary transactions.

* The number of transactions on record is too low to serve as a reliable estimate.

Within one generation, prices of agricultural land increased in muhajir villages
throughout the Balga’. [See Table 10.] Market prices did not, however, catch up with the
government’s inflated projections. Thus, in the early 1910s, the average sales prices of land
lagged behind the average yoklama price by 33 percent for the residents of Amman’s
Qabartay quarter and Wadi al-Sir’s Abzakh quarter, 52 percent for Amman’s Shapsugh
quarter, and 13 percent at Wadi al-Sir’s Bzhedugh quarter. The prices of land and urban
property in Circassian villages, despite a considerable hike over a few decades, were low

for regional and Ottoman standards. Thus, shortly before World War |, agricultural land in
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the neighboring Palestine cost, on average, 300 francs (1,320 kurus) per donim.'®* That
was almost ten times the average selling price of the best agricultural land around Amman
that belonged to residents of Amman’s Shapsugh quarter in 1910-12. The low prices further
stimulated an influx of the Syrian and Palestinian capital to the Balqa’.

In the 1878-1914 period, North Caucasian muhajirs transformed the economy of
the Balga’ region. They excelled in carpentry and the blacksmith craft, cultivated wheat
and barley, and built houses, shops, and windmills within closely connected agricultural
settlements. They gradually increased their participation in local and regional trade by
forging ties to settled and nomadic Transjordanian communities. As their settlements grew
larger and the security of the area increased, partially due to the construction of the Hejaz
Railway, muhajirs found themselves atop a lucrative market in rural and semi-urban real
estate. An increasing economic stature of the muhajir community necessitated its closer

engagement with Ottoman institutions in the Balqa’.

Refugees and the Court: An Economic Instrument and a Dual System of Justice

The shari‘a court in Salt, presided over by an Ottoman-appointed judge, was among
the most prominent symbols of Ottoman rule in the region. It was also one of the main
dispute resolution mechanisms available to sedentary and nomadic communities in central

Transjordan.t%® As a result of judicial reforms during the Tanzimat, shari‘a courts, based

164 Ruth Kark, “The Contribution of the Ottoman Regime to the Development of Jerusalem and Jaffa, 1840-
1917,” in Palestine in the Late Ottoman Period: Political, Social, and Economic Transformation, ed. David
Kushner (Jerusalem: Yad Izhak Ben Zvi, 1986), 49.

185 For a foray into the historiography of Ottoman justice system, see Leslie P. Peirce, Morality Tales: Law
and Gender in the Ottoman Court of Aintab (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2003); Iris
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on Islamic law, were complemented by nizamiye, or civil law, courts.'®® Although the lines
between the two court systems were not clear-cut, shari‘a courts adjudicated cases falling
within the domain of family law, whereas nizamiye courts addressed penal and commercial
law, including real estate transactions. In practice, nizamiye courts were not set up
everywhere. Salt District lacked a nizamiye court, and all matters of law were decided in a
shari‘a court. Even after the Ottoman land registry took over the court’s historical function
of registering land, local residents in the Balga’ continued to regard the court as a legitimate
record-keeper of their real estate history and often registered changes in ownership and
transfer of land in both the shari‘a court and the land registry.

The muhajirs’ participation in the Ottoman judicial system is yet to attract serious
historical attention. North Caucasian refugees begin appearing in the registers of the Salt
court around 1890-91.1%7 The settlements in Amman and Wadi al-Sir existed for about a
decade by then. It is possible that Circassian immigrants, although many of them had prior
experience with Ottoman rule in the Balkans, were wary of the institution of the court at
first. In their first years of going to court, Circassians primarily attended to the business of

marriage. The shari‘a court affirmed their matrimonies in a way familiar to muhajirs from

Agmon, Family and Court: Legal Culture and Modernity in Late Ottoman Palestine (Syracuse, NY:
Syracuse University Press, 2006).

186 The Ottoman civil code (1869-76), or Mecelle, laid the basis for the civil law in modern Jordan. On the
nizamiye justice system, see Avi Rubin, Ottoman Nizamiye Courts: Law and Modernity (New York:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2011).

167 See CDM Defter Salt 4, #11, 26, 36. North Caucasian refugees can be identified in registers by either
their description as muhajirs, their ethnic designation (pl. Cherakisa or Shishan), their village, or
sometimes their names.
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their days in the Balkans or parts of the  Figure 9: Court cases involving Circassian
muhajirs in the Balga’, 1901-03

Caucasus. In that early stage, muhajirs
rarely registered business transactions in
court or brought monetary lawsuits against
each other. Lawsuits that came to the
attention of the court often involved a
Circassian muhajir and a non-Circassian
party, usually a Salti merchant. In many 15

ways, the Salt court was the site of

interaction and contestation between

various communities in the Balga’ region. . .
The estimate is based on 44 cases

recorded in CDM Defters Salt 6 and 7.
Overall, 28 cases are from Amman and
16 are from Wadi al-Sir.

Refugees engaged in a legal and social
dialogue with others to contest movable and
immovable property and, by doing this, negotiated their position as an equal partner and
part of the socio-economic fabric of the Balqa’.

With time, North Caucasian refugees developed a keen appreciation for the
institution of the court as an instrument of legitimizing their economic transactions, be they
the transfer of usufruct rights to the land, disputes over the sale of farm animals, or
contestation over inheritance and dower [payment by the groom to the bride at the time of
marriage that becomes her property]. Thus, in 1901-03, 34 percent of all cases in Circassian

settlements concerned inheritance, 25 percent — the repayment of loans, and 23 percent —
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the sale or dispute over property.'®® [See Figure 9.] By the early twentieth century, dozens
of lawsuits, involving North Caucasian muhajirs, as either plaintiffs or defendants, were
pending in the Salt court every year. Muhajirs began to appear as witnesses in legal affairs
between their Arab neighbors, once their settlements attracted non-Circassian residents and
they achieved a greater social standing in the Balqga’.

North Caucasian women often brought cases to court, especially to address
financial complications arising from a divorce or the death of a spouse. In 1912, for
example, Denukh bint ‘Aisa and Basha bint Salih, two Circassian women from Sweileh, a
muhajir village to the north of Amman, appeared before the judge. Their legal
representative, also a Circassian and a brother of the first woman, Janbut bin ‘Aisa, was
absent from the proceedings because he was visiting his ancestral village in Nalchik
District in the Russian Empire. Denukh wanted the Ottoman shari‘a court to authorize her
sale and cession (Ar. bay * wa faragh) of the land and movable and immovable property
that she inherited from her father in the Russian Kabarda. The second woman, Basha, filed
a lawsuit against her husband, who also left Transjordan for the Caucasus. Because he
failed to provide adequate spousal support, she demanded a divorce, either talaq (initiated
by husband) or khul‘a (initiated by wife), so that she could be free and “have all rights
associated with marriage [restored to her].””16°

Defining the power of the court through legal jurisdiction, with which the state
endowed it, is a historiographical pitfall, stemming from our own highly structured,

elaborate, and powerful judicial systems. The functions of an Ottoman district court and

188 | handpicked CDM Defters Salt 6 and 7 for analysis because the period that they cover (Aug 1901 - Feb
1903) witnessed an increase in refugees’ litigation in court. Court registers for prior years feature fewer
cases involving North Caucasian refugees.

169 CDM Defter Salt 17, #148 (13 cemaziyelahir 1330, 9 June 1912).
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the scope of its activity were negotiated by the communities and individuals who chose to
use the institution. This perspective helps to understand the limitations of the judicial
archive. Notably, the court in Salt registered few, if any, instances of sexual transgression
and/or violence within the Circassian community. The social life of the refugee community
remained a jealously guarded domain, rarely exposed to “outsiders,” including the Ottoman
court.

North Caucasian immigrants instituted internal dispute resolution mechanisms in
their villages. The socio-political life of muhajirs was guided by village councils, a part of
the Circassian communal life back in the Caucasus and an Ottoman-sanctioned semi-
formal institution in the wake of the 1864 Vilayet Law. Those councils consisted of an
elected village headman, an imam, and representatives of prominent families in the
community. Although the role of village councils differed throughout the empire, these
institutions wielded significant power because they served as an intermediary between their
communities and the state. Muhajir village councils often took upon themselves the
policing of social mores. To resolve conflicts and dispense justice within their
communities, they applied ‘adat [customary law] that North Caucasians had practiced for
centuries.’® A criminal incident, such as theft, that had occurred within the muhajir
community would appear in a court register only if internal dispute resolution mechanisms

failed, and one or several parties resorted to appealing to the state to redress injustice.

170 For the “adat law in the Caucasus, see Vladimir O. Bobrovnikov, Musul'mane Severnogo Kavkaza:
obychai, pravo, nasilie (Moscow: IV RAN, 2002); Michael Kemper, ““Adat Against Shari‘a: Russian
Approaches Towards Daghestani ‘Customary Law’ in the 19th Century,” Ab Imperio 3 (2005): 147-74. For
published sources, see Fedor I. Leontovich, Adaty Kavkazskikh gortsev: materialy po obychnomu pravu
Severnago i Vostochnago Kavkaza, 2 vols. (Odessa: Tipografiia P.A. Zelenogo, 1882-83).
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The Salt court also rarely adjudicated any conflicts over land between refugees and
bedouin. An altercation between the two had serious repercussions for the safety of both
communities and the social stability in the Balga’, and those conflicts were resolved, at
times through violence and at other times not, by the opposing parties and their mediators.
The Ottoman court, whether due to the perceived weakness of its enforcement mechanisms
or its insufficient authority, was typically shunned out of bedouin-muhajir relations.

The Ottoman judicial system, based on the flexibly applied Islamic law, therefore,
coexisted with an internal and informal judicial system, rooted in customary law.!"* The
latter remains, mostly, hidden from public record, and its existence can be ascertained from
diasporic oral history, the legacy of ‘adat in the Caucasus, and speculations on what is

missing in Ottoman shari‘a records."?

Writing a Muhajir Family History

Family histories are difficult to come by in late Ottoman historiography because of

the scarcity of original sources.'’® In the literature on Ottoman migration, few accounts of

171 On the flexibility of Ottoman Islamic law, see, for example, Judith E. Tucker, In the House of the Law:
Gender and Islamic Law in Ottoman Syria and Palestine (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press,
1998).

172 An internal system of justice was not unique to muhajir communities. Transjordanian bedouin relied on
customary law. In the Hashemite Jordan, in the interests of social stability, the monarchy formalized and, in
some respects, empowered the institution of a bedouin “tribal council.” To amplify their communal
bargaining position, descendants of North Caucasian muhajirs adopted the “tribal” designation and formed,
in 1969, a Circassian Tribal Council and, in 1979, a Circassian-Chechen Tribal Council; see Joseph A.
Massad, Colonial Effects: The Making of a National Identity in Jordan (New York: Columbia University
Press, 2001), 67. See also, Ahmed Saleh Suleiman Owidi, “Bedouin Justice in Jordan: The Customary
Legal System of the Tribes and Its Integration into the Framework of State Policy from 1921 Onwards,”
Ph.D. dissertation (University of Cambridge, 1982).

173 See Beshara Doumani, ed., Family History in the Middle East: Household, Property, and Gender
(Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 2003); Edmund Burke 111, ed., Struggle and Survival in
the Modern Middle East (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1993).
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immigrant families exist, although good studies on individual experiences of migration
exist.1”* On the basis of Ottoman court and land records from Salt, | reconstruct an
economic family history of an upper-class muhajir family in Amman between the mid-
1890s and 1912. The story of this family begins with their lawyer.

Jawad Bey bin Ismail bin Muhammad Bey, a Circassian muhajir, was an attorney
who played a prominent role in facilitating Circassians’ engagement with the shari‘a court
in Salt. Upon emigration from Russia, his Kabardin family of noble descent resided in
Aziziye, the center of the Circassian colonies in central Anatolia. He obtained an education
in Istanbul, and then moved his family to Amman in search of better economic
opportunities.t” Jawad Bey relocated to Amman sometime in 1896, and, at the end of that
year, he registered 120 donim of agricultural land as a resident of the Qabartay Jadid
neighborhood.1’® He also happened to be the brother of Fuat Bey Khutatzade, who sent
him dozens of letters from Istanbul that present a unique insight into the life of an upper
middle-class Ottoman Circassian family at the turn of the century (see Chapter 5).

Knowledgeable about Ottoman law and proficient in Ottoman Turkish, Jawad Bey
offered legal counsel and representation to members of Amman’s Circassian community.
In the late Ottoman period, he was one of the few local Circassians with a formal Ottoman

education. One of his early appearances in court was, on his own behalf, as a claimant

174 Scholars of late Ottoman slavery have been particularly efficient in excavating individuals’ experiences;
see Toledano, As If Silent and Absent; idem., “Slave Dealers, Women, Pregnancy, and Abortion: The Story
of a Circassian Slave-Girl in Mid-Nineteenth-Century Cairo,” Slavery and Abolition 2, no. 1 (1981): 53-68;
Eve M. Troutt Powell, Tell This in My Memory: Stories of Enslavement from Egypt, Sudan and the
Ottoman Empire (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2012).

175 Interview with S. Khutat in Amman (15 September 2014).

176 DLS 19/1/1, ff. 43-44, #29 (kanun-: evvel 1312, Dec 1896/Jan 1897).
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alleging that his two buffalos were stolen by another Circassian.!’’” The court ruled in his
favor.

In the early 1900s, Jawad Bey became involved in litigation for the family of the
late Hajj Islam bin Muhammad Efendi. The family, whose Circassian surname the court
did not record, resided in the Qabartay quarter and was among the wealthiest families of
Amman and the eastern Balga’. In 1901, the patriarch of the family, Hajj Islam bin
Muhammad bin ‘Abdullah, died. He fathered two children: a daughter, Khadija, and a son,
Hamid. The latter predeceased his father and was survived by his widow, Sayetkhan, and
their two underage children, a five-year-old girl, Giil‘azar, and a two-year-old boy, ‘Azir.

The two deaths — of Hajj Islam and his son Hajj Hamid — sparked a series of lawsuits
that involved the leadership of Amman’s muhajir community and required intervention
from the Anatolian branch of the family. In 1901, ‘Amr Efendi, a family representative,
sued Sayetkhan, the widow of the late Hamid. He claimed that she concealed a number of
things from the inventory of her husband’s remaining property (Ar. matrikat) that was
performed shortly after his death. She reportedly hid 20 French liras,*’® 500 kile of barley,
two wool mattresses, a prayer rug, three carpets, a sewing machine, a harness, and a cow.
He accused her of intentionally lowering the amount of inheritance that would be doled out
to Hamid’s heirs, namely her own children. Sayetkhan’s lawyer, Jawad Bey, insisted that
his client was innocent. He claimed that the property in question had, indeed, remained in

her house, but that she had not known that it was concealed from the inventory until the

177 CDM Defter Salt 5, #31 (15 saban 1315, 9 January 1898). Jawad Bey [Cevat Bey] mentioned this
incident in his correspondence with his brother; Khutatzade Collection. Letter no. 40, Fuat Bey to Cevat
Bey (9 July 1898).

178 In Ottoman Transjordan, French gold liras were a currency of choice, especially in land transactions in
and around Amman; Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 167; see also Abdul-Karim Rafeq, “Ownership of Real
Property by Foreigners in Syria, 1869-1873,” in New Perspectives on Property and Land in the Middle
East, ed. Roger Owen (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2000), 210-11.
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day she was summoned to court. He noted that Sayetkhan, a grieving widow, put ‘Amr
Efendi in charge of conducting an inventory, and he was in a better position to explain the
inconsistencies. He also accused ‘Amr Efendi of collecting rent from the seven shops of
the late Hamid for two and a half years, which he did not record or turn over to his widow.
The court reviewed an earlier judgement that stripped Sayetkhan of her guardianship rights
over her children upon finding that she had acted in bad faith towards the children’s
inheritance by concealing property. It issued another holding against her, ordering her to
turn over all property that had not been surveyed and that had remained in her house.”
‘Amr Efendi was then appointed as a legal guardian of Sayetkhan’s two underage
children, Giil‘azar and ‘Azir. In what must have been his attempt to reclaim all outstanding
debts to the family, he initiated a lawsuit against the local Circassian imam, Hajj Sha‘b
Efendi bin Tahir bin Durug. ‘Amr Efendi claimed that the late Hajj Islam, the children’s
grandfather, gave the imam 60 Ottoman liras and 20 French liras as zakat to distribute the
money to the people in need. ‘Amr Efendi claimed that the late family patriarch was insane
(Ar. ma ‘tuh), and therefore the transaction should be considered invalid and the money
must be returned. The imam testified that he had already distributed the money and denied
that the community’s benefactor was mentally incapacitated. ‘Amr Efendi called forward
two witnesses, whose sole role was to put in doubt the sanity of the late Hajj Islam. They
both recalled how “the late Hajj Ismail entered the running stream, by his village, naked.
People who were passing by, old and young, told him that it was shameful. He replied to
them that it was not shameful.”*® Upon hearing this curious incident, the judge requested

the two most prominent members of the Circassian community, the muhtar [village

179 CDM Defter Salt 6, ff. 6-8 (26 rebitlahir 1319, 12 August 1901).
180 CDM Defter Salt 6, ff. 49-50 (2 saban 1319, 14 November 1901).
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headman] and the imam of Amman, to vouch for the trustworthiness of the two witnesses.
They reported that the two witnesses should not be trusted. The judge then dismissed the
unflattering testimonies and ruled that the plaintiff had no right to claim money from the
defendant. The fact that this scandalous lawsuit, reclaiming zakat from the imam and
accusing a prominent deceased member of the community of skinny-dipping, reached the
Ottoman court at all hints at a failure to reach an internal resolution on a sensitive matter.
This lawsuit may have exposed a rift between one of Amman’s wealthiest families and its
administrative elite.

The following day, the family was back in court. The late Hajj Islam’s will was
read out to the family in the presence of two men: Jawad Bey, the attorney, and Muhammad
Agha, a cousin of the late Hamid who arrived to the Balga’ from Anatolia to take care of
the family business. The patriarch’s daughter, Khadija, and two grandchildren, Giil‘azar
and ‘Azir, inherited all his property. All household items, recent harvest, farm animals, and
debts owed were painstakingly counted in a detailed inventory written in Arabic. The
inventory, the abridged summary of which appears below, provides a rare insight into the

household of an upper-class Circassian family in a semi-urban setting.*®

Table 11: Inventory of Hajj Islam’s inheritance in 1901

Amount

Article

Value in
kurus

Amount

Article

Value in
kurus

1. Furniture and household items

2. Agricultural products and farm animals

14 Carpets 1,874 2sa’ Barley 1,000
1 Copper tray 81 5sa‘ | Wheat 7,650
2 Silk-adorned blanket 74 3.5sa‘ | Barley 5,102.5

181 CDM Defter Salt 6, f. 53 (3 saban 1901, 15 November 1901).




0.5s5a“ | Wheat
1 Sewing machine 435 lsa“ | Barley 1,018
1sa® | Burghul
1 Dye 16 Wheat, barley 82
2 Wooden bridge (?) 120 4sa‘ | Cheese 292
1 Mirror 13 1 Calf 106
33 Pillows
5 Mattresses 628 g 8;(5\2 1,360
7 Blankets
2 Carpets
8 | Teacups 250 2| Donkeys 192
1 Agricultural cart
6 Spoons
1 Copper tray
5 Copper dishes 90 3. Financial articles
7 Tin dishes
4 Chinese-style pots . .
X 8 Cash in Ottoman lira
2 Cop_per cooking pots 87 5 Cash in French lira 1,607.5
2 Frying pan
1 Copper pitcher
1 Tin pitcher 180 Loan | due 96.5
3 Copper cauldron
2 Dining table .
2 | Wooden chest 144 ';ﬁj%;:lg“)e (inwheat | 357
4 Arabic ? (Jse «e) y
2 Copper jug
1 Copper pitcher .
> Bowls 50 4. Slave girl
6 Spoons
1 Iron chain Tekne (<3) bint
23 | Glass beads 15 ‘Abdullah 180
1 Plough with handle 110
1 Clock , *
5 Qaradagh roses (?) 500 Total: 25,581
Circassian harness
1 with saddle 720
1 Silver dagger 720 A sa‘is a unit of volume equal to about a
1 Circassian belt gallon.
6 Curtains ]
2 Oil lamp 95 *All articles come to the total value
- - of 25,583 kurus 20 para, but the
1 Birdcage chair 48 inventory lists the total value as
6 Arabic ? (s < e) 290 25,581 kurus.
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Notably, a large proportion of the inheritance, or 58 percent of the total value of
25,581 kurug, was in the stored harvest of wheat, barley, and burghul. Despite its upper-
class status, this family, like most North Caucasian immigrants in Transjordan, derived
much of its income from agriculture, the surplus of which it exported. The presence of a
slave girl (Ar. jariya) in the inventory is unusual; although Circassian communities,
particularly the Kabardins, often held slaves in villages in Anatolia and the Balkans, the
practice was rare in Ottoman Transjordan. The remarkably low price of a slave girl suggests
that the family may have only had a partial stake in the cost of her labor.*®?

Records of the Salt land registry complement those of the shari‘a court, thus
allowing us a fuller view of the family’s financial planning. The two underage heirs,
Giil‘azar and ‘Azir, came into inheritance of a large land portfolio upon the death of their
father, Hajj Hamid, sometime in 1896-97. They inherited four plots of land around Amman,
to the total size of 100 doniim and the government-estimated value of 10,370 kurus, as well
as half of the shares in seven more plots of land totalling 1,158 donlm, with their shares
estimated at 20,120 kurus. 8 Circassian muhajirs did not receive that much land from the
government for free. In all likelihood, the family bought these plots of land directly from
bedouin using the cash capital that they brought to Transjordan from the Russian Kabarda.

The management of the family finances became more complicated when
Muhammad Agha, the aforementioned Circassian from Anatolia, had married Sayetkhan
bint Qurash bin Qoghulug, the widow of his late cousin. We can only speculate what

happened. She could have been married off by the behind-the-curtains family members, or

182 For a sample of currencies, prices, and salaries in the neighboring Palestine, see Johann Bussow,
Hamidian Palestine: Politics and Society in the District of Jerusalem, 1872-1908 (Leiden and Boston:
Brill, 2011), 563-64n.

183 DLS Defter 31/1/2, ff. 353-54, #50-60 (subat 1312 - nisan 1313, Feb/Mar 1897 - Apr/May 1898).
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she could have chosen to marry someone from the Anatolian branch of the family to find
a new footing in her late husband’s family. They could have also gotten married because
they fell in love. Sayetkhan reclaimed her guardianship over her two children, which she
shared with her new husband, but it was Muhammad Agha whom the judge had appointed
as the sole custodian of the children’s wealth. Muhammad Agha swore to manage their
affairs soundly and in the best interests of his stepchildren: “to preserve what ought to be
preserved and to sell what it is feared may be damaged.”8*

Muhammad Agha certainly acted quickly in investing the liquid capital from his
stepchildren’s inheritance. Only a month after the original will was announced, he loaned
almost the entire amount of cash that the children inherited (27,798 kurus 30 para) to two
men: Sa‘id bin Khayr bin ‘Ali Abu Qura, a Damascene merchant and moneylender who
resided in Salt, and his partner, Hajj ‘ Amr Efendi, a Circassian from Amman.*®® They were
obliged to repay the loan, with interest, within nine months, and another member of the
wealthy al-Khayr family served as a guarantor of the loan.8

Shortly thereafter, Sayetkhan sued Muhammad Agha, her new husband, over the
dower from her first marriage.'®” She was represented by her old Circassian attorney,
Jawad Bey. Sayetkhan likely came from the Circassian community in the Golan Heights,
because her marriage to Hajj Hamid was registered in the Quneitra shari‘a court. It was

common for Jordanian Circassians to seek a bride in the Golan Heights well into the

184 CDM Defter Salt 7, #54 (28 zilkade 1319, 8 March 1902).

185 CDM Defter Salt 6, f. 70 (24 saban 1319, 6 December 1901).

18 The Khayr family of Damascus established itself in Salt, when Muhammad Khayr Abu Qura, father of
the buyer, bought shares of the Balgawiyya tribal lands in al-Rajib and Abu ‘Alinda in 1883; see Rogan,
Frontiers of the State, 111n50. Said Efendi Khayr was one of the largest moneylenders in Salt; see Michael
J. Reimer, “Control of Urban Wagfs in al-Salt, Transjordan,” in Held in Trust: Wagf in the Islamic World,
ed. Pascale Gazaleh (Cairo: American University in Cairo Press, 2011), 112.

187 CDM Defter Salt 7, #198 (10 receb 1320, 13 October 1902).
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twentieth century. 188 Sayetkhan’s dower, promised to her by the late Hajj Hamid,
constituted 240 Ottoman liras, including an advance (Ar. mahr mu ‘ajjal or mugaddam) and
post-wedding (Ar. mahr mu’ajjal or mu’akhkhar) payments. Sayetkhan resorted to a
lawsuit to reclaim that value, in movable and immovable property, out of the total
inheritance.'® This type of lawsuit was the most common one involving Circassian women
in the Balga’. In both Islamic law and Circassian customary law, the dower belonged
exclusively to the wife and was required to be separated from the shared inheritance, which
did not always happen in practice. Muhammad Agha, who was in charge of Sayetkhan’s
first husband’s inheritance, argued that an advance dower was a “Circassian custom” and
that it “could not be imagined that any of it remained [unpaid to the wife] until the death
of the husband,” as for the post-wedding payment, he did not know whether Sayetkhan
received it or not.1%

The burden of proof was placed on the claimant. Sayetkhan provided a copy of the
statement by the Quneitra court validating her marriage. It transpired that she previously
sued Muhammad Agha in Quneitra for a small sum of 25 kurus that her late husband had
lent him out of her dower and that the Quneitra court obliged Muhammad Agha to repay
her. This time, Sayetkhan’s attorney brought forward five witnesses: two Circassians from
Amman who witnessed the trial back in Quneitra and three Circassians from the Golan
Heights who were present at the signing of a marriage contract back in Quneitra and
confirmed her late husband’s pledge of 240 Ottoman liras. Jawad Bey provided sufficient

evidence that Sayetkhan was promised her dower, and in the absence of evidence that she

188 Interview at the Circassian Charitable Association, Amman (14 August 2014).
189 CDM Defter Salt 6, ff. 118-19 (10 receb 1320, 13 October 1902).
190 | pid.
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ever received the money, the court ordered Muhammad Agha to pay the dower to his new
wife out of her first husband’s estate.!%

Jawad Bey, the attorney, soon established a new kind of relationship with the family
that he represented in court. He borrowed money from Muhammad Agha, who took the
cash out of the two children’s inheritance. Muhammad Agha lent Jawad Bey 6,500 kurus
and also sold him a house for 2,925 kurus, although Jawad Bey did not pay anything and
added the sum to his overall debt to the family.®? As a collateral, Jawad Bey mortgaged
his four shops that lay in the Qabartay quarter of Amman, near the mosque. The term of
his loan was two years and seven months, and if the money was not paid back in full,
Muhammad Agha reserved the right to sell his shops at a fair cost to any buyer and extract
Jawad Bey’s debt from it.1*® There was a tacit acknowledgement that the price of the four
shops was higher than the loan; this further underscores the entrepreneurial acumen of
Jawad Bey, who, as land records reveal, bought the four shops only four to five years prior
for 563 kurug each.’® It is likely that Jawad Bey, a newcomer to Amman, borrowed the
cash to invest in more property, sensing the lucrative opportunities that would arise with
the opening of a direct railway link to Damascus later that year. He must have repaid his
debt to Muhammad Agha because the land registry has no record of the auctioning of his
shops.

Meanwhile, the family of Sayetkhan and Muhammad Agha continued re-

registering their shares in both the shari‘a court and the land registry in Salt. Sometime in

191 |bid.

192 CDM Defter Salt 9, f. 159 (12 zilkade 1320, 10 February 1903); Salt 7, #237 (21 zilkade 1320, 19
February 1903).

193 Known as bay ‘ bi-l-wafa’.

194 DLS Defter 19/1/1, ff. 361-62, #98-101 (1898-99).
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the first decade of the twentieth century, young ‘Azir passed away, and his mother,
Sayetkhan, inherited all his shares in an agricultural estate of 1,259 doniim.**® Shortly
thereafter, Sayetkhan passed away as well, and all her shares were divided equally between
her only surviving child, Giil‘azar, and her half-sister Najiya.®® Those transfers of usufruct
rights were described in detail by the Salt land registry because, in 1909-10, the two young
women made sure to properly re-register the land in their names and had the government
re-evaluate the cost of their properties, which had not been evaluated since 1893.1%7 Most
of their land was estimated at a price of over 100 kurus per dénim, which in the Amman
real estate market corresponded to prices for some of the best rainfed land in the valley.
Giil‘azar, at this point, was one of the richest women in Amman, and her agricultural estate
was the largest, on record, of any North Caucasian muhajir in the Balga’.

The final chapter in this story comes with yet another round of inheritance and the
entrance of Palestinian/Transjordanian capital in what until now was mostly a Circassian
story. In 1912, ‘Abd al-Majid (Abdilmecit), from another branch of the family, passed
away, and the urban property that he wholly or partially owned, was re-registered by nine
heirs, seven of whom were women, including Giil‘azar, who received over two thirds of
everything.'®® The joint property included a sixteen-room house — the largest house on
record in Ottoman Amman — valued at 12,500 kurus, and six shops, estimated at 3,000 to
5,000 kurus each. The properties lay in the Qabartay quarter of Amman, or more

specifically in the area known as “Sultani,” adjacent to the main road connecting Damascus

195 DLS Defter 31/1/2, ff. 355-58, #61-71 (kanun-: evvel 1325, Dec 1909/Jan 1910).

196 DLS Defter 31/1/2, ff. 357-60, #72-82 (kanun-: evvel 1325, Dec 1909/Jan 1910).

197 DLS Defter 31/1/2, ff. 359-66, #83-120 (kanun-z evvel 1325, Dec 1909/Jan 1910). The third owner of
the shared property was Hajj ‘Amr Efendi.

198 Giil‘azar owned 2,210 shares out 3,240; other heirs include Najiya, ‘Ali Mirza, Devlet Mirza, Fatima,
Kheyriya, Zakiya, Amina, and Kushanay. DLS Defter 10/1/1, ff. 46-47, #15-21 (temmuz 1328, July/Aug
1912).
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to the Hejaz, or al-tarig al-sultani (now known as King’s Highway). The nine heirs ordered
formal re-registration of these expensive properties, with a detailed distribution of shares
and records of prior court-sanctioned transactions, because they wanted to establish a
legally traceable history of succession before they could sell the properties to a potential
buyer.1%

The buyer was Yusuf al-Sukkar, a scion of the al-Sukkar house, an elite family of
Salt that was well-established in both commerce and politics. After the restoration of the
Ottoman Constitution in 1908, Yusuf al-Sukkar was elected to the lower house (Ott. Tur.
Meclis-i Mebusan) of the Ottoman Assembly (Meclis-i Umumi) as a Greek Orthodox
representative.?%® Al-Sukkar must have appreciated the strategic importance and economic
potential of Amman, which was still several times smaller than Salt, and moved in to secure
prime real estate in the up-and-coming town. 2% He already owned 130 déniim of
agricultural land around Amman that he had purchased during an earlier wave of the
expansion of Salti capital in the eastern Balqa’.2%2 He bought the sixteen-room house and
six shops from Giil‘azar’s family for an exceedingly high price at the time: he paid 9,000
to 15,000 kurus for the shops, triple their original value, and about 32,340 kurus for the
house, over two and a half times its original value.?%®

Most tourists to Amman are familiar with the Husseini Mosque, at the heart of

Downtown. To the east of the mosque lies Suq al-Sukkar. With dozens of fruit and

19 The house and shops were surrounded by property owned by other Circassians, which is a good
indication that, at the time, the prime real estate in Nafs Amman was still in the hands of muhajirs.

200 Atallah Mansour, Narrow Gate Churches: The Christian Presence in the Holy Land Under Muslim and
Jewish Rule (Pasadena, CA: Hope, 2004), 195.

201 On Yusuf al-Sukkar’s spectacular residence in Salt, located beside the building of the Ottoman
administration, see Rogan, Frontiers of the State, 118-19.

202 DLS Defter 30/1/2, ff. 118-19, #10 (1899-1903).

203 DLS Defter 10/1/1, f. 40, #7-20, f. 47, #22, 24-35 (temmuz - agustos 1328, July - Sep 1912).
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vegetable stalls, it is among the more colorful markets (sugs) of Amman, and its name is
often translated as “sugar market”; sukkar means sugar in Arabic. The market is, in fact,
named after the al-Sukkar family, who owned it; the family possibly derived its name from
trading in sugar in the preceding centuries. The al-Sukkar family’s starting investment in
that market was the six shops that it purchased from Giil‘azar and her eight relatives in
1912,

Financial and legal transactions of Giil‘azar’s family underscore the local and
regional character of muhajirs’ economic activities, which centered around agriculture.
Wealthier families engaged in real estate speculation and moneylending at interest, despite
nominal shari‘a prohibition of the latter. The state played an increasingly important role in
regulating economic activity, through its shari‘a court and land registry. Records reveal
minimal foreign presence in the Balga’, unlike in other parts of Ottoman Syria. Speculation
over property in the nomadic Balga’ was an almost exclusively Levantine affair. Records
of a shari‘a court and a land registry also put spotlight on the agency of muhajir women.
Giil‘azar and her female relatives, operating within the constraints of a male-dominated
social environment, were active participants on the real estate market and stood at the helm
of one of the wealthiest families in Amman.

Giil‘azar’s family history is not a typical refugee story. Neither is it atypical, as
dozens of Circassian refugee families prospered during the economic rise of Ottoman
Amman, similar to other muhajir families across the country that, through land registration
and real estate speculation, managed to forge a fortune in the final decades of imperial rule.
The narrative of private accumulation of wealth, such as this one, exemplifies the

experience of refugee elites, whose social and economic capital and expertise proved
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invaluable for navigating their communities through the formative years of the post-

Ottoman successor states.

Conclusion: Refugees, Capital, and the Empire

Traditional historiography often considers Ottoman-era refugees — rightfully so —
as victims of nationalism, sectarianism, and colonialism. One scholar recently suggested
an additional lens: viewing Ottoman refugees as victims of globalization and capitalism.2%
Indeed, the transformation of local property regimes, changes in the economic relations
between the coast and the interior, and the rise of new elites put in motion destructive
processes that turned hundreds of thousands of people into refugees in the late Ottoman
period. | have demonstrated that refugees could also serve as facilitators of the expansion
of Ottoman networks of capital. Muhajirs increased cereal production, created new markets
of supply and demand, and were intermediaries for bedouin produce in the Balga’. Their
settlement prompted “defensive registration” and resale of land by local communities. The
town of Amman attracted Transjordanian, Palestinian, and Syrian merchants, who invested
their capital in commerce and set up cash-oriented agricultural estates in the area. Muhajir
settlements accelerated the commaodification of land and the evolution of a new property
regime in the Balga’ and, by extension, modern Jordan.

Muslim refugees have all too often been portrayed as “imperial pawns” or
instruments of Ottoman centralization. The empire certainly benefited from having a

sedentary, industrious, and loyal population in central Transjordan. Moreover, in the first

204 Blumi, Ottoman Refugees, esp. 17-42.
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two decades of the twentieth century, the Circassians did the lion’s share of Ottoman tax-
collecting and policing in the area. The agency of the state, however, should not be
overstated. The imperial administration, namely the Ottoman Refugee Commission, played
a minor role in settling refugees in Transjordan, especially when compared to its major
efforts to move refugees to specific areas in the Balkans and Anatolia.?®® The state was also
hardly physically present in the region, save for a shari‘a court, a land registry, and a small
military garrison. The government, nevertheless, was crucial to refugees’ success because
it created the legal-economic framework and institutions that allowed an emerging
capitalist market in real estate and agricultural goods to flourish. The 1857 Immigration
Law confirmed privileges and exemptions for refugee villages, and the 1858 Land Code
gradually opened up the Balga’ region for foreign investment and agricultural
development. The construction of the Hejaz Railway, the single most important footprint
of the state in Transjordan, was instrumental in bringing Levantine capital to Amman and
ensuring security in the area. In other words, refugees were successful in the Balga’ region
because, through their agricultural and artisanal labor and real estate management, they
tapped into the needs of the Levantine market and because the empire enabled them to do
SO.

The history of North Caucasian muhajirs in the Balga’ is a story of the expansion
of the 1858 Ottoman Land Code and of mercantile networks of capital in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth century. The narrative outlined in this chapter is unique to Transjordan,
especially due to the impact of the Hejaz Railway, but similar economic processes unfolded

throughout the empire. In the steppes of Dobruja, the marshes of Cukurova, and the

205 See Cuthell, “Muhacirin Komisyonu,” 165-213.
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plateaus of Uzunyayla, North Caucasian refugees established settlements on the land
granted to them by the government. Their villages, whether they succeeded financially or

not, altered the economies of host regions within the Ottoman Empire.
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CHAPTER 3

Refugees in the Uzunyayla Region, 1860-1914:

Reconstructing the Caucasus in the Anatolian Heartland

Between 1860 and 1862, several thousand Circassian muhajirs arrived in the
Ottoman ports of Trabzon, Samsun, and Sinop on the Black Sea. Upon disembarking on
the Ottoman shore, many of these immigrants requested government officials from the
newly formed Ottoman Refugee Commission to send them to a place called Uzunyayla.
Uzunyayla, meaning “long plateau” in Turkish, is a remote highland in central Anatolia,
about three hundred miles away from the Black Sea coast. Many Ottoman officials
probably first learned of Uzunyayla from those Muslims from Russia, most of whom spoke
no Turkish but were intent on reaching that hidden mountainous valley, where they could
start building a new Caucasus.

This chapter examines the settlement of North Caucasian muhajirs in Uzunyayla,
part of Sivas Province, between 1860 and 1914. One may think of Uzunyayla as a buckle
on a belt of refugee settlements that went through the geographic center of the Ottoman
Empire.2 This belt comprised, from north to south, the provinces of Trabzon, Sivas, Adana,
Aleppo, and Damascus. Uzunyayla lay in the middle of an imaginary line of North
Caucasian settlements — several hundred in total — running from the Black Sea coast deep

into the Syrian desert. By the early twentieth century, Uzunyayla was a region with one of

! See BOA A.MKT.NZD 384/80 (10 cemaziyelahir 1278, 13 December 1861). For other studies of North
Caucasian muhajirs in Uzunyayla, see Omer Karatas, “Cerkeslerin Sivas-Uzunyayla’ya Iskanlar1 ve
Karsilastiklar1 Sorunlar (H. 1277-1287/M. 1860-1870),” Ph.D. dissertation (Ege Universitesi, 2012); Selma
Yel and Ahmet Gundiiz, “XIX. Yiizyilda Carlik Rusyasi’nin Cerkesleri Surgun Etmesi ve Uzunyaylaya
Yerlestirilmeleri (1860-1865),” Turkish Studies 3, no. 4 (2008): 949-83; Miyazawa, “Memory Politics.”

2 For this idea, see also Miyazawa, “Memory Politics,” 17.
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the largest North Caucasian populations in the Ottoman Empire, totaling about 40,000
people.® It was also one of the most ethnically diverse areas of refugee resettlement, with
approximately 77 villages hosting Circassian (western and eastern), Abazin, Chechen,
Ossetian, and Karachay communities. [See a full list in Appendix VI1I1.] These muhajirs
recreated their version of the North Caucasus in this Anatolian plateau. The isolation and
near-absence of settled population in Uzunyayla provided muhajirs with an opportunity for
compact settlement, which many preferred over being dispersed across the empire. Yet
Uzunyayla’s distance from major urban centers and a lack of imperial infrastructure,
investment, and interest also meant that muhajir settlements had few opportunities to
advance.

This microhistory weaves together stories of slavery, brigandage, and pastoral
nomadism in late Ottoman Anatolia. It contributes to scholarship on central Anatolia, a
region that has received less historical attention than Anatolia’s coastal regions or
Armenian and Kurdish areas farther east. Yet Sivas Province, lying in the center of
Anatolia and sharing borders with seven provinces, found itself involved in almost every
regional crisis and was fundamental to Ottoman control over its Anatolian core. Sivas
Province held some of the earliest refugee resettlement areas and, eventually, one of the
largest refugee populations; whatever happened to the settlement of muhajirs in Sivas
reverberated across the empire. The story of Uzunyayla should also be of interest to

scholars of diasporas and migration as an example of a compact settlement of

3 Yel and Giindiiz estimate that 40,200 North Caucasian immigrants moved to Uzunyayla in 1860-65;
“Uzunyaylaya Yerlestirilmeleri,” 965.

4 The exact number of villages differs slightly in historiography, reflective of the shifting ethnic
demographics in the twentieth century and an open interpretation of Uzunyayla’s borders. Counting extant
villages, Yel and Gundiiz identify 74 villages (2008: 972-73); Miyazawa — 71 villages (2004: 17); and
Karatag — 73 villages (2012: 264-71).
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heterogeneous immigrant groups who rebuilt parts of their lost homeland abroad. This
process is more commonly associated with eighteenth- and nineteenth-century settler
societies in the Americas than with Muslim refugees in the Ottoman Middle East. What
sets Uzunyayla apart is that muhajirs built a new community on their isolated plateau, as
the world of others — nomadic Muslims and settled Christians — was crumbling around

them, while Uzunyayla itself had become both a “refugee valley” and a “slave valley.”

Geography of Uzunyayla

What allowed Uzunyayla to become the second “homeland” for many North
Caucasian muhajirs is its remarkable geography. The Uzunyayla plateau lies at 1,550-1,630
meters (5,085-5,348 feet) above sea level, surrounded by mountains reaching 1,800 to
2,700 meters (5,906-8,858 feet) on all four sides.® In the southeast, the plateau is limited
by the Tahtali Mountains, which constitute the northern extension of the great Taurus
mountain chain of southern Anatolia. In the west lies the Hinzir Mountain, and, in the north
and east, the foothills of Tecer and Yama mountain chains. The surrounding mountains
turn Uzunyayla into a narrow, high-altitude basin, which is about 50 km wide. The Zamant1
River, one of Turkey’s best rivers for rafting, finds its source in western Uzunyayla. The
river leaves the plateau via an opening at Pinarbasi, which served as a historical entrance
to the plateau and where Circassians would found the town of Aziziye, in the foothills of
the Sirvan Mountain. The Zamant1 River then snakes its way south, to the west of the

Tahtali Mountains and to the east of the Ala Daglari, before joining the Seyhan River,

5 Miyazawa, “Memory Politics,” 16-17; Resat__izblrak, “Uzunyayla’da Cografya Arastirmalari,” in
Uzunyayla: Rapor ve Belgeleri, ed. Muhittin Unal (Ankara: Kaf-Dav, 2008), vol. 2, 74-93.
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Turkey’s longest river. The Seyhan River carries Zamanti’s waters through the city of
Adana and the fertile region of Cukurova, or “hollow plain” in Turkish, into the
Mediterranean Sea. The stunning geographic contrast between the “hollow plain” of
Cukurova, the inhospitable Taurus Mountains to its north, and the well-hidden “long
plateau” of Uzunyayla within the mountains created a web of migratory routes followed
by nomadic populations. The story of North Caucasian resettlement in Uzunyayla is a
history of transformation of some centuries-old migratory patterns in central and southern
Anatolia.®

The climate of Uzunyaya is harsh, which partially explains why the region lacked
a substantial settled population by the mid-nineteenth century. Summers in Uzunyayla are
cool, and winters are severe, with temperatures below zero for several months. In winter,
heavy snow cuts off communication between villages across the vast plateau, making
Uzunyayla virtually impenetrable for outsiders and also hardly traversable for locals —
whether in the late Ottoman period or today.” According to communal histories, North
Caucasian muhajirs favored resettlement in Uzunyayla precisely because the area mirrored
climatic conditions in their homeland.® The climate and terrain are, indeed, similar to those
of the plateaus of Kabarda in the Northcentral Caucasus. Western Circassian and Abazin
muhajirs, from valleys and foothills on the eastern Black Sea coast, must have had a more

difficult time getting used to unforgiving Uzunyayla winters.

8 For an environmental and social history of the Cukurova delta plain and its northern mountains, see Chris
Gratien, “The Mountains Are Ours: Ecology and Settlement in Late Ottoman and Early Republican Cilicia,
1856-1956,” Ph.D. dissertation (Georgetown University, 2015).

" Interview in Karakuyu Koy, Pinarbag: District, Turkey (25 July 2017).

8 See Miyazawa, “Memory Politics,” 69; Madina M. Pashtova, “Fol’klor v cherkesskoi diaspore Turtsii:
funktsional’nye i regional’no-lokal’nye osobennosti,” in Fol kloristika | kul turnaia antropologiia
segodnia, eds. Aleksandra S. Arkhipova et al. (Moscow: RGGU, 2012), 420.

201



Figure 10: Map of Sivas Province in 1890
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Sivas Province includes the subprovinces of Amasya, Tokat, Karahisar-1 Sarki, and Sivas. The district

of Aziziye, within Sivas Subprovince, lies in the southwestern corner of the province. Vital Cuinet, La
Turquie d’A4sie: géographie administrative, statistique, descriptive et raisonnée de chaque province de
I'Asie-Mineure, 1890-95.

In 1860, Uzunyayla was part of Kayseri Subprovince within Sivas Province. After
the 1864 Vilayet Law, the Kaiseri region was assigned to Ankara Province, whereas
Uzunyayla remained within Sivas Province, lying in the province’s southwestern district
of Aziziye, Sivas Subprovince. [See Figure 10.] The administrative border of Ankara

Province ran only a few dozen miles to the west of Aziziye, and in the south the district
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bordered the provinces of Adana and Aleppo. Aziziye was the only town in the area. The
closest large city was Kaiseri, just under a hundred miles west in the neighboring province.
The provincial center of Sivas was over a hundred miles away to the north, across the
rugged mountainous terrain. In the early twentieth century, a journey from Uzunyayla to

Sivas took three days.’

North Caucasian Resettlement in Uzunyayla

The first North Caucasians started arriving in Uzunyayla sometime in 1859.1° At
the time, the plateau hosted a small sedentary community and had sufficient land to
accommodate thousands of potential muhajirs.}! As we have seen in previous chapters,
most of the land allocated to immigrants in Dobruja and the Balga’ was miri. In central and
southern Anatolia, uncultivated land was categorized as miri, mevat, and vakif. For
example, in Ankara Subprovince, 75 percent of all land allocated to muhajirs had been
formally registered as vakif land.*?> Much of Uzunyayla’s land constituted part of large
charitable endowments, particularly the Mekka and Medina vakif and the Atik Valide

Sultan vakif:*® Yet the administrators of these endowments were in the imperial capital,

® Milo A. Jewett (Sivas, 15 October 1900), in Commercial Relations of the United States with Foreign
Countries During the Year 1900 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1901), vol. 1, 1140.

10 See BOA A.MKT.UM 365/56 (15 safer 1276, 13 September 1859); 386/8 (24 cemaziyelevvel 1276, 19
December 1859); see also Habigoglu, Kafkasya dan Anadolu’ya Gogler, 167. Oral histories suggest that
some villages were founded as early as 1835 and 1853, which is unlikely; see Miyazawa, “Memory
Politics,” 71-72.

11 An Ottoman document from 1854 mentions nomadic raids by Afsars, Celikanlis, and others on “people
of Uzunyayla” (Ott. Tur. Uzunyayla ahalisi), which suggests a settled population; BOA A.MKT.MHM
60/1 (4 safer 1271, 27 October 1854).

12 Hasan Yksel, “Kafkas Gogmen Vakiflari,” Ankara Universitesi Osmani: Tarihi Arastirma ve Uygulama
Merkezi Dergisi 5 (1994): 119.

13 BOA AMKT.MVL 131/13 (14 safer 1278, 21 August 1861); .MVL 452/20210 (22 safer 1278, 29
August 1861); see also Karatas, “Cerkeslerin Sivas-Uzunyayla’ya Iskanlar1,” 19-20; Habigoglu,
Kafkasya'dan Anadolu’ya Gogler, 167.
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and, in practice, the land was freely used by nomadic communities who came to Uzunyayla
to graze their herds of horses in summer. From the perspective of the state, the settlement
of Uzunyayla presented a rare opportunity to find enough cultivable land without
disturbing other settled communities, while also “reclaiming” the land from nomads. The
resettlement of muhajirs in Uzunyayla was also part of the state’s larger campaign to
promote sedentary lifestyle and agricultural cultivation. As much as nine-tenths of the
cultivated land in interior Anatolia was only settled since 1860.*

By 1860, hundreds of North Caucasian muhajirs had been arriving by sea and sent
for resettlement in Uzunyayla. For example, in July 1860, Ottoman authorities registered
547 Circassians and four Daghestanis who disembarked in the ports of Trabzon and
Samsun and proceeded to Sivas Province for resettlement.'® In May 1861, 415 Circassians
landed in Trabzon and were sent to Sivas Province.'® Over the next two months, 1,649
Daghestani, Chechen, Circassian, Nogai Tatar, and Abazin muhajirs arrived in Samsun.
They spent winter in the districts of Bafra, Kavak, and Amasya, all near Samsun, awaiting
their relocation for permanent settlement in Sivas.’

In August 1860, the Sivas authorities sent an urgent telegram to the newly formed
Refugee Commission (calling it the “Commission for Circassian Refugees” or Muhacirin-
i Cerakise Komisyonu).'® The authorities acknowledged that every muhajir household

should receive a couple of oxen, a cart, a plow, seeds for their first harvest, and daily

14 Wolf-Dieter Hutteroth, “The Influence of Social Structure on Land Division and Settlement in Inner
Anatolia,” in Turkey: Geographic and Social Perspectives, eds. Peter Benedict et al. (Leiden: E.J. Brill,
1974), 21; cited in An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire, eds. Inalcik and Quataert, vol.
1, 160.

15 BOA MAD.d 23110 (29 zilhicce 1276, 18 July 1860).

16 BOA MAD.d 23113 (6 zilkade 1277, 16 May 1861).

17 BOA MAD.d 23112 (29 zilhicce 1277, 8 July 1861).

18 BOA A.MKT.NZD 321/94 (1 safer 1277, 19 August 1860).

204



rations. That aid, however, had not been delivered to muhajirs in Sivas, and winter was
approaching. The Sivas officials warned the Refugee Commission that, should aid not
arrive, muhajirs would starve to death. Moreover, the Sivas government lacked funds to
pay for oxen and carts to move many muhajirs from their temporary villages to
Uzunyayla.®

A few months later, the Sivas authorities, who still experienced a shortfall in
funding, attempted to frame refugee resettlement in terms of regional and imperial security,
perhaps astutely anticipating future challenges. Ahmed Hamdi, the Sivas governor, wrote
to Istanbul that the Baghdad road (Bagdat caddesi), a historic route from Istanbul to
Baghdad, went in the vicinity of Uzunyayla, which should be an additional stimulus for the
government to ensure that the settlement of muhajirs proceeds orderly and enough funding
is sent to his province, so that public order prevails in this strategic area.?°

In his work on the first decade of Circassian resettlement, Omer Karatas argues that
the transportation of a large number of muhajirs from the Black Sea ports, or transit interior
locations, to Uzunyayla required a tremendous expense and logistical cooperation between
different imperial and provincial authorities.? According to available Ottoman evidence,
in the fall of 1862, the government spent 1,023,834 kurus and 14 para on houses, oxen,
agricultural tools, and seeds for 1,547 households, or 9,073 people, in Sivas Subprovince.?

In the same time period and likely for the same muhajirs, the authorities bought 87,642 kile

19 1hid.

20 BOA A.MKT.MHM 435/43 (25 rebillahir 1277, 10 November 1860); reprinted in Osman/: Belgelerinde
Kafkas Gogleri, ed. Gurulkan, vol. 2, 46.

2 See Karatas, “Cerkeslerin Sivas-Uzunyayla’ya Iskanlar1,” 59-93, 111-20. See also, for example, BOA
A.MKT.UM 403/86 (12 sevval 1276, 3 May 1860); 456/38 (10 saban 1277, 21 February 1861).

22 BOA ML.MSF.d 16636 (17 rebitilevvel 1279, 12 September 1862).
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of bread for 58,797 kurus.?® For the winter of 1862-63, 425 households of Circassian and
Chechen muhajirs in Aziziye were given five Istanbul kile (about 128 kg in total) of wheat
each. The total cost was 29,642 kurus 20 para, and the Kayseri subprovincial treasury
covered the expenses.?* In addition to these figures, the government allocated separate
funds for muhajirs’ houses and transportation. In the early 1860s, the yearly costs of
settling muhajirs in Uzunyayla must have run into several million kurus.

The government declared that the imperial treasury could not cover all expenses of
settling muhajirs in Sivas.?® Therefore, the authorities relegated part of the burden on local
populations, which was the same policy that they applied in the Balkans (see Chapter 1).
Many communities throughout Anatolia were expected to contribute their labor, products,
and living space to the settlement of muhajirs. Their contributions, depending on local
circumstances, were either acts of charity, public work to be reimbursed later, or coerced
uncompensated labor.

By one estimate, between 1860 and 1864, residents of at least nineteen Sivas
districts contributed aid to the total value of 425,715 kurus.?® Communities in the district
of Veray provided free-of-charge transportation for muhajirs from Samsun to Amasya and
Sivas.?” Residents of Konya villages provided transportation for Daghestani muhajirs from
Konya to Sivas.?® Local populations in the surrounding districts of Alucra, Tonus

(Altinyayla), Asudi (Gilinpmnar), Kangal, Yildizeli, and Gedikgik temporarily hosted

23 BOA ML.MSF.d 16633 (7 rebillevvel 1279, 2 September 1862).

24 BOA ML.MSF.d 16116 (5 saban 1279, 26 January 1863).

%5 BOA A.MKT.MHM 193/94 (17 safer 1277, 4 September 1860).

% See Karatas, “Cerkeslerin Sivas-Uzunyayla’ya Iskanlari,” 99-102.

27 BOA A.MKT.UM 459/90 (23 saban 1277, 6 March 1861).

28 BOA A.MKT.UM 520/4 (23 cemaziyelevvel 1278, 26 November 1861).
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muhajirs and built houses for them.?® For example, in September 1860, the Gedikgik
district governor sent a petition, co-signed by the district mufti and 100 villagers, to have
the people of Gedikcik reimbursed for building 32 houses for Circassian muhajirs in 18
different villages in Uzunyayla.*

The government also made early arrangements to set up a religious infrastructure
in Uzunyayla. Muhajirs often arrived with religious leaders in their midst. Ottoman
authorities regularly conferred upon the North Caucasian ‘ulama positions of imams of
newly built mosques in immigrant villages, thus reinforcing their social standing within
their communities. The Ottomans took pains to preserve this social group, not only because
of the state’s dire need for educated ‘ulama but also because they were seen as communal
representatives whom the Ottomans could integrate into their provincial elites.®! The
‘ulama were likely to be among few people in the village who could read and write in
Arabic or Ottoman Turkish and therefore served the role of petitioners on behalf of their
communities and the authorities’ points of contact in their communication with refugees.
By 1861, the government funded the construction of seven mosques in Uzunyayla and
appointed imams from among the muhajirs’ ‘ulama.®* Communities from the district of

Hafik also donated their labor to build a mosque and a primary school for muhajirs.

2 BOA A MKT.MHM 200/76 (11 cemaziyelevvel 1277, 25 November 1860); 202/24 (27 cemaziyelevvel
1277, 11 December 1860); 202/99 (4 cemaziyelahir 1277, 18 December 1860); 211/58 (23 saban 1277, 6
March 1861); A.MKT.UM 430/11 (17 rebililevvel 1277, 3 October 1860), 453/8 (23 receb 1277, 4
February 1861); AAMKT.NzZD 335/65 (4 cemaziyelahir 1277, 18 December 1860).

30 BOA AMKT.UM 430/11 (27 safer 1277, 14 September 1860). For more petitions from local
populations, see AAMKT.UM 435/43 (rebiulevvel-rebitlahir 1277, September-November 1860).

31 On Ottoman policies towards muhajirs’ leadership, see Cuthell, “Muhacirin Komisyonu,” 127-64.

32 BOA A MKT.MHM 204/85 (24 cemaziyelahir 1277, 7 January 1861); 213/74 (19 ramazan 1277, 31
March 1861); A.MKT.NZD 348/63 (4 sevval 1277, 15 April 1861). On Uzunyayla Circassians’ religious
leadership in the twentieth century, see Hamit Yuksel, “Uzunyayla Cerkeslerinde Din-Gelenek
Oydasmasinda Adamey Hafiz Ali Efendi’nin Roli,” in Ge¢misten Gelecege Cerkesler: Kiiltir, Kimlik ve
Siyaset, eds. Sevda Alankus and Esra Oktay Ar1 (Ankara: Kafdav Yaynlari, 2014), 293-308.

33 BOA AMKT.MHM 215/88 (12 sevval 1277, 23 April 1861).
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By the early 1860s, Uzunyayla emerged as one of the main destinations for North
Caucasian immigrants in the Ottoman Empire. The rumors of a hidden plateau in the center
of Anatolia — with abundant land and a familiar climate — traveled quickly among muhajirs.
As a result, many muhajirs who had been settled elsewhere in the Ottoman Empire and
were unsatisfied with their locations considered moving to Uzunyayla.

In their petitions to the state, many muhajirs who sought relocation to Uzunyayla
described the hardships they faced in other locations. In April 1861, Mir Hdseyin, a
Circassian notable, wrote the following petition to local Ottoman officials:

I come from the Hatugwai tribe and, twenty months ago, with 56 members of my
tribe, | arrived in Istanbul. We were temporarily settled in Kuzugudenli and
Sarioglan districts in Kayseri Subprovince, Ankara Province. We did not receive
help from local Turkmens and other tribes, and five-six of our people died of
hunger there. Some members of our tribe had previously settled in Uzunyayla, and
[from them we know that] Uzunyayla has available miri land in the areas of
Pinarbas1 and Punarkiglak.3*

This group of Circassian muhajirs had the support of local authorities, who endorsed their
relocation to Uzunyayla in a letter to the Ankara provincial governor, describing muhajirs
as destitute and deserving of support from the state and charity from local communities.*

In another petition, sent in June 1861, a group of 96 muhajirs, of the Altikesek tribe,
requested to move from Bursa Subprovince to Uzunyayla due to hunger. They lamented
that the daily wages to which they were entitled were not paid promptly. “One day we

would be given wages and for five days we would not be given anything, then we would

3 BOA AMKT.UM 464/71, f. 2 (20 ramazan 1277, 1 April 1861).
% Ibid., f. 1 (26 ramazan, 1277, 7 April 1861).
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receive wages for two days and nothing for ten days,” wrote three Circassian
representatives, ishak, Mehmed, and Ademi, on behalf of their community.*
The following table, based on Ottoman archival data, demonstrates the popular

appeal of Uzunyayla as a place of ingathering of North Caucasians from all over Anatolia.

Table 12: North Caucasians who moved to Uzunyayla
after being settled elsewhere, 1860-62

Households | Population Ethnic Prior place of Date* Archival code
group settlement
57 257 Abazin Varna 05/15/1860 | A.MKT.UM
(Altikesek) | Subprovince 405/51
500 Chechens Canik 01/20/1861 | AMKT.MHM
Subprovince, 206/60, 209/64,
Bafra District 210/55
1 9 Circassians | Hudavendigar 03/19/1861 | MVL 367/38
Subprovince,
Mihali¢ District
57 Circassians | Kayseri 04/07/1861 | AAMKT.UM
Subprovince 464/71
Circassians | Bolu Subprovince | 05/17/1861 | A.MKT.NZD
and Nogai 352/92
Tatars
214 1,400 Circassians | Kastamonu 05/18/1861 | AMKT.MHM
Subprovince 219/53,
A.MKT.MHM
228/22
170 1,314 Circassians | Bozok 05/19/1861 | AMKT.NZD
and Tatars | Subprovince 353/12
10 112 Abazin Ertugrul 05/28/1861 | A.MKT.NZD
(Altikesek) | Subprovince, 353/100
Bilecik District
260 Circassians | Kayseri 06/09/1861 | AMKT.MHM
(Hatugwai) | Subprovince 222/5

%6 BOA AMKT.UM 477/67 (25 zilkade 1277, 4 June 1861). The petitioners refer to themselves as
Circassians. The Altikesek tribe would later be categorized as part of the Abazin ethnic group. Abazins are
an ethnic group closely related to Circassians and Abkhaz.
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200 Chechens | Aydin 06/09/1861 | A MKT.MHM
Subprovince 222/9
13 96 Abazin Kitahya 06/12/1861 | AMKT.MHM
(Altikesek) | Subprovince, 222/55,
Karacasehir A.MKT.UM
District 477167
7 30 Kumyks Kitahya 07/04/1861 | AMKT.UM
Subprovince 481/17
Circassians | Bolu 07/08/1861 | AMKT.UM
(Kabardins) | Subprovince, 481/98
Giimiisabad
District
400 Circassians | Amasya 07/24/1861 | AMKT.MHM
Subprovince 227/51
36 Daghestanis | Kastamonu 08/18/1861 | AMKT.MHM
Subprovince 231/57, 233/15,
A.MKT.NZD
363/98
240 Nogai Cankiri 08/24/1861 | AMKT.MHM
Tatars Subprovince 232/32
200 Nogai Karahisar-1 Sahib | 10/22/1861 | A.MKT.UM
Tatars Subprovince 509/18
32 Circassians | Saruhan 01/01/1862 | AMKT.UM
Subprovince, 529/37, 530/71
Guzelhisar
District

Uzunyayla increased, so did Uzunyayla’s appeal as a region that could become the “little
Caucasus.”3’ By early 1862, over 10,000 muhajirs were present in Uzunyayla.*® Muhajirs

streamed in Uzunyayla from different directions. Most arrived by boat from the Northwest

* Dates of governmental correspondence about each relocation.
All archival sources are from BOA. For similar estimates, see Karatag 2012: 53-57.

As the multi-ethnic and almost exclusively North Caucasian population of

37 See Eiji Miyazawa, “Reconstruction of the Landscape of Homeland Among Circassians in the Uzunyayla

Plateau,” Bulletin of the Society for Near Eastern Studies in Japan 50, no. 1 (2007): 128-55; Besleney,
Circassian Diaspora, 15; Karatas, “Cerkeslerin Sivas-Uzunyayla’ya Iskanlar1,” 2.
38 Habigoglu, Kafkasya 'dan Anadolu’ya Gogler, 169.
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Caucasus via northern Anatolia; many came from the Northcentral Caucasus by land; and
some relocated from other Ottoman settlements. Among the latter group, some muhajirs
relocated from nearby, making their way from malarial marshes of Cukurova for the cooler
climes of Uzunyayla.*® Others came from far afield. Even in Dobruja muhajirs have heard
of Uzunyayla. In 1866, chiefs of the Circassian Hatugwai community, whose people had
arrived in Varna for settlement in the Ottoman Balkans, petitioned the Refugee
Commission to instead be sent to Sivas.*°

Muhajirs who had arrived early, in 1859-62, were often better off than those who
came during the Circassian refugee crisis in 1863-64. The former chose to emigrate when
it was becoming clear that Russia would eventually annex all Circassian territories. The
Circassian, Abazin, and Nogai Tatar notables among them had an opportunity to sell their
estates prior to entering the Ottoman Empire. Their experiences were different from the
latter group, consisting of thousands of penniless North Caucasian peasants fleeing ethnic
cleansing in 1863-64. The earlier waves of muhajirs transferred part of their wealth into
Uzunyayla. For example, in 1860, ‘Ali Bey, a Circassian notable who had settled in Sivas
Province, appointed a representative in the Russian Empire to collect a sum equivalent to
94,400 kurus left from the sale of his estate.** According to the Ottoman Foreign Ministry’s
documentation, prior to emigrating from Circassia, ‘Ali Bey sold two slave men, several
dozen horses, a few oxen, over a thousand sheep and goats, and a firearm to three buyers,

two of them Russian generals and one an Abkhaz notable. ‘Ali Bey likely sold his property

3 Miyazawa, “Memory Politics,” 69; Gratien, “The Mountains Are Ours,” 88-90. See also the story of the
Khutatzades in Chapter 5.

40 BOA A MKT.MHM 337/2 (1 safer 1282, 26 June 1865).

41 BOA HR.MKT 365/70, f. 3 (25 cemaziyelevvel 1277, 9 December 1860).
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in a hurry and did not collect the full payment, which he now tried to reclaim in Russia,
with the full support of the Ottoman government.

Uzunyayla’s muhajir communities often petitioned authorities to allow their family
members in the Russian Caucasus to join them in the Ottoman Empire. After a series of
Russian administrative reforms aiming to curb mass Muslim exodus, legal emigration to
the Ottoman Empire was administratively and financially cumbersome for many families
(see Chapter 6). Families on both sides of the Russo-Ottoman frontier were aware of this.
Many muhajirs, who had become Ottoman subjects, petitioned the Porte to grant a request
for their families, who were still in the Caucasus and were Russian subjects, to immigrate
in the Ottoman Empire. If that request was approved, the Ottoman Foreign Ministry would
convey its invitation for a specific Muslim family to immigrate to the Russian authorities,
which could potentially speed up the process of receiving the Russian approval for that
family to emigrate. North Caucasian muhajirs, hailing from different ethnic groups and
villages in Uzunyayla, repeatedly petitioned the government to achieve family
reunification.*?

The Ottoman government directed muhajirs to the general area of Uzunyayla, but
itis likely that, upon their arrival in the region, muhajirs exercised some control in choosing
a place for their new villages — in relation to natural landmarks, such as rivers and springs,
but also to other North Caucasian villages.*® Today, some members of the North Caucasian

diaspora in Uzunyayla believe that “the way Circassians founded villages in Uzunyayla is

42 See BOA HR.ID 4/10 (1872), 4/59 (1873), 12/5 (1888), 7/4 (1894), 12/43 (1902), 12/46 (1903);
HR.SFR.1 37/86 (1873).

“3 For a breakdown of North Caucasian villages in Uzunyayla depending on the nature of muhajirs’ arrival
— by land or by sea — see Karatas, “Cerkeslerin Sivas-Uzunyayla’ya Iskanlar1,” 39-47.
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exactly the same as the locations of the villages in [Kabarda].”** This diasporic perception
is based on the fact that many Uzunyayla villages were set up in clusters to mimic the social
organization of communities in the North Caucasus. For example, seven villages in the
middle of Uzunyayla were settled by muhajirs from Kundet-ey, a region in Great Kabarda;
that cluster of villages is known by muhajirs as “Kundet-ey Seven Villages.”* The North
Caucasian communities often gave their new villages the names of their old villages in the
Caucasus.*®

Muhajirs divided the Uzunyayla plateau into several ethnic and sub-ethnic sections,
some of them with specific economic characteristics. Eiji Miyazawa, an anthropologist
who studied and lived among the Circassian community in Uzunyayla, identifies four
culturally and economically distinct regions within modern Uzunyayla:

Uzunyayla proper is a plain almost co-extensive with Orensehir sub-district in the
north-east of Pinarbasi, where villages featured vast but unirrigated lands used for
growing cereals and pasturing livestock; “Bogurbagi” was the name given to the
cluster of smaller villages in the Central (Merkez) sub-district around the town,
which people in Uzunyayla proper also called “Potato Villages,” because smaller
areas of irrigated land were used to grow fruit and vegetables; Soriimsek Valley
was the site of a group of villages in Kaynar sub-district, stretching along the
southern skirt of Hunzur Mountain (2641m), where vegetables were grown.
Uzunyayla proper contained mostly Kabardian villages, while Sorimsek Valley
had both Hatukoy and Abzekh villages and Bogurbas: included both Kabardian
and Abaza villages. Also, there was a small ethnic enclave of several Abaza
villages among Kabardians at the north edge of Uzunyayla on the boundary
between Pinarbasi and Sarkisla.*’

The establishment of several dozen villages in Uzunyayla allowed North
Caucasians, chiefly Circassians, to not only preserve many cultural traditions from the

Caucasus but to also create new ones. Over the decades, Uzunyayla became a center for

4 Miyazawa, “Memory Politics,” 75.
% |bid., 20-21, 130-31.

46 |bid., 74-90.

47 Ibid., 76-77.
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Figure 11: Map of North Caucasian villages in Uzunyayla
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77 villages. The map is color coded for ethnic origins of village inhabitants: red —
Circassians; green — Abazins; purple — Chechens; pink — Ossetians; orange —
Karachays. This visualization is part of my digital database of North Caucasian
muhajir villages in the Ottoman Empire. For a complete map, see Error!
Reference source not found.. | would like to thank Murat Papsu for generously
sharing his data on North Caucasian villages in Uzunyayla.

oral cultural production in its own right. Its residents created new variations of their old

songs and composed new songs; wrote new tales about old folk heroes as if they had been

living with them in Anatolia; and reproduced some playful stereotypes about different
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Figure 12: Road map of North Caucasian villages in Uzunyayla
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Source: KafkasEvi, <www.kafkasevi.com/uploads/uzunyayla-harita.jpg>
(accessed on 7 March 2018).

Circassian tribes, based on their new experiences in Uzunyayla. Circassians elsewhere in
Anatolia have been using Uzunyayla as a diasporic cultural marker, referring to Uzunyayla-

style wedding dance parties, “word battles,” and folk tales.*® The idea of Uzunyayla as a

48 Madina M. Pashtova, “K probleme opisaniia lokal’nykh fol’klornykh traditsii: cherkesy Uzun-laily
(Turtsiia),” Vestnik Adygeiskogo gosudarstvennogo universiteta 2 (2011): 29-35; “Subetnonimicheskii
tekst-markirovka v adygskoi fol’klornoi kul’ture,” Vestnik nauki (Maikop: ARIGI) 1 (2011): 162-75.
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“little motherland,” as it is expressed in the Kabardin language, is still alive in the Turkish-
based Circassian diaspora.*®

Today, Uzunyayla hosts villages of North Caucasians, Turks (including Afsars and
Bulgarian Turks), and Kurds. In the late Ottoman period, the Uzunyayla plateau was almost
exclusively a North Caucasian territory. Its core was taken up by villages of eastern
Circassians (Kabardins), western Circassians (Hatugwai and Abzakh), and Abazins.
Chechen, Ossetian, and Karachay villages lay on the margins of Uzunyayla. [See Figure
11 and Figure 12.]

In 1861, the authorities overseeing the resettlement of refugees in Uzunyayla
enthusiastically endorsed establishing a town near the plateau.>® The chosen area, called
Pinarbasi, lay at the entrance to Uzunyayla. At the time, thousands of muhajirs had arrived
in Uzunyayla from other provinces, and newly set up villages could not accommodate
everyone. The families who had been awaiting housing, over 500 in total, became the
founders of the new town.

The town was named Aziziye, in honor of Sultan Abdilaziz (r. 1861-76), who
ascended to the throne a few months prior and during whose reign most North Caucasians
would arrive in the Ottoman Empire. It was the first place in the empire to bear the new
sultan’s name. > The name of Aziziye later became a popular choice for muhajir

settlements, rivaled perhaps only by the name of Hamidiye, given to many villages that

49 Madina M. Pashtova, “Kavkazskaia voina v ‘klassicheskikh’ formakh fol’klora i sovremennom
sotsiokul’turnom diskurse cherkesskoi diaspory,” Kavkazskaia voina: sobytiia, fakty, uroki, eds. Kasbulat
F. Dzamikhov et al. (Nalchik: KBIGI, 2015), 160-61.

0 BOA A.MKT.MHM 233/23 (21 safer 1278, 28 August 1861).

51 Rhoads Murphey, Exploring Ottoman Sovereignty: Tradition, Image and Practice in the Ottoman
Imperial Household, 1400-1800 (London: Continuum, 2008), 12, 282n27.
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were established during the reign of Sultan Abdtlhamid I (r. 1876-1909). The eight chiefs
of Hatugway and Kabardin Circassians wrote a statement, affirming the economic potential
of the new settlement.>? They asserted that the area of Pinarbasi, lying on the Zamant
River, had “vast grassy and watery lands” to facilitate muhajirs® agriculture. Even more
importantly, sitting in the foothills of the Sirvan Mountain, it was within a one-hour ride
from the forest. Uzunyayla was devoid of trees, making Aziziye crucial for muhajirs’
access to a secure supply of precious timber for the construction of their houses and stables.
The new town would also serve as a regional marketplace, where Uzunyayla’s North
Caucasian farmers and pastoralists would come to trade with each other and with

communities living outside of Uzunyayla.>

Table 13: First muhajir population in Aziziye, Sivas Province in 1861

Households Ethnic group Avrea traveling from

214 Circassians (Kabardins) Kastamonu

100 Circassians (Kabardins) Kitahya

135 Daghestanis, Chechens, Kitahya (?)
Kumyks [sic]

27 Circassians (Kabardins) Trabzon

60 Circassians (Hatugwai) Yozgat

Total: 536

Source: BOA A.MKT.UM 491/43, f. 2 (15 muharrem 1278, 23 July 1861).
Based on another source, Karatas provides a list of 929 households; see Karatas
2012: 110.

52 BOA A.MKT.UM 491/43, f. 1 (7 safer 1278, 14 August 1861).
%3 Ibid. See also Karatas, “Cerkeslerin Sivas-Uzunyayla’ya Iskanlar1,” 107-09.
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The town of Aziziye, in addition to accommodating several thousand muhajirs and
setting an economic foundation for the development of the Uzunyayla villages, also served
administrative and security objectives. From the administrative perspective, the Sivas
provincial authorities must have preferred Uzunyayla to be governed from an easily
accessible town, which would be close to Uzunyayla but not on the plateau itself. In 1861,
Aziziye became a center of its own district; in 1862 — a subprovince; and since 1865 — a
district again.>* The security function of Aziziye was related to the escalating conflict

between North Caucasian muhajirs and the Afsar tribe.

The Conflict with the Afsars in the 1860s

The Turkish term yayla, often translated as “plateau” or “highland,” is related to
the term yaylak, which denotes summer highland pastures. That term implies a claim to the
land by nomadic or settled communities who use the area seasonally. The Uzunyayla
plateau was a summer pasture for the Afsars, a Turkic-speaking community of pastoralists
that migrated between their winter pastures, or kuslak, in Cukurova, in the south, and their
summer pastures in plateaus of the Taurus Mountains, in the north.> The Afsars were the
largest nomadic community in this part of Anatolia, counting about 3,000 tents and owning
40,000 sheep, 3,000 goats, 40,000 heads of cattle, and 9,000 camels in Adana Province

alone.>® The Afsars would spend winters, tending to their numerous herds of horses and

5 Karatas, “Cerkeslerin Sivas-Uzunyayla’ya Iskanlar1,” 110.

%5 See Gratien, “The Mountains Are Ours,” 45.

%6 Data from Victor Langlois, Voyage dans la Cilicie et dans les montagnes du Taurus: éxécuté pendant les
années 1852-1853 (Paris, 1861); cited in Gratien, “The Mountains Are Ours,” 64.
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flocks of sheep in the foothills of Adana Province and, in summer, move to the cooler
climate of Uzunyayla.®’

For Afsars, the settlement of North Caucasians in Uzunyayla represented yet
another development in a long history of the state’s encroachment on their territory and
assault on their ways of life. Beginning in the 1830s, the Ottoman government embarked
on a renewed campaign to sedentarize nomadic communities, as part of the broader
processes of increasing the tax base, promoting agriculture, bolstering military recruitment,
and “pacifying” far-flung regions of the empire.5® The government particularly targeted the
Afsars, as the strongest nomadic community in this strategic region linking central Anatolia
with the Mediterranean coast and the Levant. In the 1840s and 1850s, Afsar members were
dispersed, mixed with other tribes, and permanently settled against their will.>° In the years
preceding muhajirs’ arrival, the Afsars found their geography and dominance in this part
of Anatolia constricting.

North Caucasian muhajirs and Afsars clashed shortly after the first Circassians
stepped foot on the plateau.®® Already in 1860, one of the first Circassian immigrant groups
in Uzunyayla complained that it was unable to settle in the area due to the hostility of the

Afsars.%! The following year, multiple groups of muhajirs arrived in Uzunyayla from other

5" For a nuanced discussion of two different climates in Cukurova’s marshes and foothills, and a history of
seasonal migrations by Cukurova’s settled and nomadic populations, see Gratien, “The Mountains Are
Ours,” 50-70.

%8 Kasaba, Moveable Empire, 99-108.

%9 Kasaba, Moveable Empire, 100, 105; see also Andrew Gordon Gould, “Pashas and Brigands: Ottoman
Provincial Reform and Its Impact on the Nomadic Tribes of Southern Anatolia, 1840-1885,” Ph.D.
dissertation (University of California, Los Angeles, 1973).

% For a comprehensive overview of the Afsar-muhajir conflict, see Karatas, “Cerkeslerin Sivas-
Uzunyayla’ya Iskanlar1,” 202-51. See also Habigoglu, Kafkasya 'dan Anadolu’ya Gogler, 167-69; Cuthell,
“Muhacirin Komisyonu,” 174-78.

61 BOA A.MKT.UM 403/86 (12 sevval 1276; 3 May 1860).
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regions of Anatolia. Many of them settled around the springs or by the Zamant1 River,
where the Afsars typically set up their camps.5? When the Afsars returned to Uzunyayla
for the summer, they found thousands of refugees and their horses on their historical
pastures.

Muhajirs and Afsars clashed over the right to the land and water sources at several
locations across Uzunyayla.®® One of the more serious confrontations started in June with
an Afsar raid on a muhajir village, which led to the Circassians’ pursuit of Afsar horsemen
and escalated to a series of communal revenge attacks on each other. Several North
Caucasian villages pulled their forces to fight Afsar tribesmen. The Afsars’ losses are
unknown. Among the muhajirs’ eighteen dead and wounded were members of Hatugwai,
Kabardin, Besleney, Ubykh, and Abazin (Altikesek) communities, indicative of a joint
muhajir effort in Uzunyayla — an experience that must have further forged a sense of unity
among Uzunyayla’s North Caucasians.®*

The Afsars, in alliance with other nomadic communities, planned to assemble a
joint force of about 5,000 men to contest Uzunyayla.®® The muhajirs sent telegrams to the
government asking for immediate military backing. The young refugee town of Aziziye at
the time served as additional protection against Afsar attacks.®® The town guarded one of

the entrances into Uzunyayla, and many villages lay beyond the town.

62 K aratas, “Cerkeslerin Sivas-Uzunyayla’ya Iskanlari,” 208-10.

63 See Karatas, “Cerkeslerin Sivas-Uzunyayla’ya iskanlari,” 211-20; Yel and Guindiiz, “Uzunyaylaya
Yerlestirilmeleri,” 966-68; BOA I.MVL 464/20949 (23 saban 1278, 23 February 1862); reprinted in Fethi
Giingor, “Cerkeslerin Uzunyayla’da Iskan1 — Kaynar Mahallesi Ornegi,” Yeni Tiirkiye 74 (2015): 737-40.
64 Karatas, “Cerkeslerin Sivas-Uzunyayla’ya Iskanlar1,” 214-18.

8 BOA A.MKT.UM 483/67 (5 muharrem 1278, 13 July 1861); Karatas, “Cerkeslerin Sivas-Uzunyayla’ya
Iskanlar1,” 213, 218.

% BOA A.MKT.UM 491/32, f. 2 (15 muharrem 1278, 23 July 1861).
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In 1861-62, it looked like the two communities were heading for an all-out war.
Initially, the Ottoman government hoped that a conflict could be avoided. The authorities
launched an investigation into why the lands claimed by the Afsars were distributed to
muhajirs and why some muhajirs occupied the Afsars’ tents.®” In the same year, the
government even negotiated a deal with the Afsars, whereby the Afsars would leave their
tents for muhajirs to use in lieu of their unpaid taxes to the government.®® But soon enough,
the authorities were pushed into making a choice about how it would respond to the
escalating conflict. For the Ottoman government, the settlement of muhajirs in Uzunyayla
represented a significant investment. It was one of the largest refugee resettlement areas,
and the state had already poured several million kurus into setting up villages and
transporting refugees. The confrontation with the Afsars provoked an early flight from
muhajir villages. For example, as early as June 1861, 360 Circassian households, initially
settled in Sivas Province, moved further east to Maras Province; and 30 Nogai Tatar and
Daghestani households left for Mamuret-iil-Aziz Province.®® In spring 1863, a group of
Kabardin muhajirs petitioned the government for relocation toward Kars and Erzurum,
explicitly citing the danger of living near the Afsars.”® The symbolic status that Uzunyayla
came to enjoy among Circassians across the empire put further spotlight on how the
Ottoman government would handle the situation and whether it would back muhajirs’
rights to the land that it promised them. The Ottoman government had committed to

supporting the muhajirs’ cause.

5 BOA A.MKT.UM 500/86 (17 rebillevvel 1278, 22 September 1861); 514/51 (5 cemaziyelevvel 1278, 8
November 1861).

68 Karatas, “Cerkeslerin Sivas-Uzunyayla’ya Iskanlar1,” 20.

89 BOA A.MKT.MHM 475/75 (25 zilkade 1277, 4 June 1861); 760/109 (7 zilhicce 1277, 16 June 1861).
" BOA MVL 416/88 (2 zilkade 1279, 21 April 1863).
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The Sivas provincial authorities requested military assistance from neighboring
provinces — Konya, Adana, Maras, Mamuret-il-Aziz, Ankara, and Aleppo — in
apprehending Afsar “bandits” (Ott. Tur. eskiya) and sending reinforcements to Aziziye.’*
The situation was deemed serious enough that, in 1862, the governor of Sivas Province,
Zeki Pasa, personally arrived in Uzunyayla. He forced the two sides into negotiations.’?
Most likely, the government exerted pressure on the Afsars to cede their claims to the land
in exchange for tax relief. Both sides eventually concluded a peace agreement, whereby
the Afsars accepted the settlement of muhajirs in Uzunyayla. In order to prevent further
clashes between the two communities, some Afsar leaders were expelled.” The Afsars had
to find summer pastures elsewhere, and many of them were settled in the nearby Sariz
valley, to the south of Aziziye, and along the Zamant1 River, to the west of Aziziye.”® The
government established a separate administrative unit (Sadabad) to ensure that the Afsars’
affairs were administered separately from the “Circassian” Aziziye District.”

Localized skirmishes over the use of meadows and springs continued between
muhajirs and Afsars over the next couple of years.”® The truce was fragile and depended
on goodwill from many communities and local leaders. Throughout the 1860s, the Sivas

authorities monitored the situation in case auxiliary troops were needed in Aziziye.”” At

1 See BOA A.MKT.NZD 350/95 (24 sevval 1277, 5 May 1861); 362/93 (11 safer 1278, 18 August 1861);
A.MKT.UM 471/82 and 471/84 (2 zilkade 1277, 12 May 1861); 497/48 (19 zilhicce 1277, 28 June 1861);
489/8 (22 muharrem 1278, 30 July 1861); 492/93 (12 safer 1278, 19 August 1861).

72 See Karatas, “Cerkeslerin Sivas-Uzunyayla’ya Iskanlari,” 220-22; BOA MVL 640/6 (10 cemaziyelevvel
1279, 3 November 1862).

S NBKM Varna 1/16, #1 (16 mart 1279, 28 March 1863); BOA MVL 640/18 (22 rebitlahir 1279, 17
October 1862)

4 BOA MVL 712/104 (11 rebitilahir 1282, 3 September 1865). See also Gratien, “The Mountains Are
Ours,” 45-46.

75 Karatas, “Cerkeslerin Sivas-Uzunyayla’ya Iskanlar1,” 238, 208n658.

8 BOA MVL 645/58 (9 zilkade 1279, 28 April 1863); 649/96 (3 zilhicce 1279, 22 May 1863); 648/39 (5
zilhicce 1279, 24 May 1863); AMKT.MHM 271/9 and 271/15 (9 safer 1280, 26 July 1863).

7 See Karatas, “Cerkeslerin Sivas-Uzunyayla’ya Iskanlari,” 225-30.

222



some point, after yet another clash between the two communities, the government
considered bringing soldiers from Késtence (now Constanta, Romania), by boat, to Samsun
and from there to Aziziye.” The fact that this was even discussed suggests how few law
enforcement officers were available in central and southern Anatolia at the time.

The Afsars’ loss of their historical pastures in Uzunyayla must have increased
economic pressure on this nomadic community, which led to its brigandage in parts of
southern Anatolia. Local settled communities issued complaints about roaming Afsar
bandits and protested against any permanent settlement of nomads in their vicinity. Thus,
in 1864, representatives of settled Muslim and Armenian communities from the Kozan
Mountains in Aleppo Province (since 1869, Adana) sent joint petitions to the governor of
their neighboring province of Sivas. The villagers complained about Afsar bandits who
were coming to Cukurova from Sivas Province, invading their mountains, killing their
people, and seizing their possessions.”® The confrontation between muhajirs and Afsars in
Uzunyayla and its effects on the Afsar economy had transregional repercussions.

The conflict between Circassians and Afsars and its resolution through
governmental intervention were formative in communal histories of those communities. It
was also re-interpreted to fit certain imagined narratives. One such interpretation, recorded
in the Circassian community, features a more peaceful and gendered version of what
transpired in Uzunyayla in the 1860s:

During the early period after Circassians were sent to Central Anatolia to settle, an
Avsar bey fell in love with a Circassian girl. He asked her father, a Circassian bey,
for the girl. The father demanded Uzunyayla in exchange for the girl. The Avsar
bey accepted the proposal, and Circassians settled in Uzunyayla. The girl died
young. The large plain was left for Circassians.®

8 BOA A MKT.MHM 304/63 (27 muharrem 1281, 2 July 1864).

" BOA MVL 694/66, f. 1 (cemaziyelahir 1281, November 1864), f. 2 (21 cemaziyelahir 1281, 21
November 1864).

8 Miyazawa, “Memory Politics,” 47.
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This fanciful story about an intercommunal relationship that might or might not
have taken place captures two important elements. It elevates the critical agency of “beys,”
or muhajir and tribal leadership. At this early stage of North Caucasian migrations, for
example, the Ottomans recorded every emigrating/immigrating party in Uzunyayla by the
names of their leaders. These people, typically of princely or aristocratic descent, made
major decisions about the sites of settlement and relations with other communities. This
oral history also indicates that the settlement of muhajirs stemmed from negotiations with
the Afsars, and it might very well have been so. It is likely that the two communities
negotiated the terms of their truce and final settlement, exercising an agency far greater
than the one we would know from documents that position the Ottoman troops as the
central actor in the story.

The relations between North Caucasian muhajirs and Afsars remained frosty since
the 1860s. In subsequent decades, some Afsars founded villages on the margins of
Uzunyayla. Members of the two communities occasionally clashed, usually over isolated
acts of theft of cattle or seizure of land, but their leadership, with occasional intercession
from local authorities, resolved those transgressions before they could escalate to a larger

conflict.8?

81 See, for example, BOA MVL 736/77 (19 rebitilevvel 1284, 21 July 1867); HR.SYS 2941/87 (23
September 1878). Because of the broader repercussions of the Uzunyayla conflict, many negotiators were
involved. For example, in 1865, the Kastamonu governor purchased gifts to leaders of both Afsars and
Circassians in Aziziye Subprovince; see MVL 713/100 (27 rebiulahir 1282, 19 September 1865).
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Slavery in Uzunyayla

Refugee resettlement in Uzunyayla was also notable for a large number of slaves.
Uzunyayla provided a particularly fitting environment for Circassian agricultural slavery
to survive.®? Indeed, some believed it to be a region with the largest number of slaves in
the Ottoman Empire by the early twentieth century.® The British estimated the number of
slaves at two thousand in Aziziye District by 1881.84 Local Circassians claimed that 1,407
slaves lived in the district by 1911.8°

In Uzunyayla, hereditary bondage within muhajir communities lingered with little
interference from outsiders. More than half of North Caucasian villages in Uzunyayla were
Kabardin. By the mid-nineteenth century, the Kabardin society maintained the most rigid
social hierarchy among Circassian communities, characterized by commonplace slave
ownership, a practice that was, by then, abandoned in many western Circassian
communities.®® Uzunyayla, with its abundant land, attracted many Kabardin notables who
had been emigrating from Russia of their volition throughout the 1860s. Those well-off
muhajirs were more likely than others to own slaves. In many respects, Uzunyayla was a
diasporic extension of Kabarda because the founding families of each village attempted to
reconstruct social relations as they knew them back in the old country. Slaves, attached to

their masters’ households, were an important part of that socio-economic structure.

82 On slavery in Uzunyayla, see Miyazawa, “Memory Politics”; idem., “The Past as a Resource for the
Slave Descendants of Circassians in Turkey,” in The Past as a Resource in the Turkic Speaking World, ed.
I1diké Bellér-Hann (Wirzburg: Ergon-Verl., 2008), 59-84.

8 «Klelik Aleyhinde,” Guaze 2 (10 April 1911), f. 6; reprinted in Arslan, “Circassian Organizations,” 255.
8 British Parliamentary Papers, 1881, Turkey no. 6, 6; cited in Miyazawa, “Memory Politics,” 73n53.

8 «“Kslelik Aleyhinde,” Guaze 7 (18 May 1911), f. 1; cited in Arslan, “Circassian Organizations,” 79.

8 On Kabardin social hierarchy, see Amjad Jaimoukha, The Circassians: A Handbook (Richmond: Curzon,
2001), 157-60; Gardanov, Obshchestvennyi stroi adygskikh narodov.
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On March 18, 1872, the Ottoman Embassy in Saint Petersburg relayed a memorable
petition, in French, to the Russian authorities. The petition came from 13 Kabardin
families, formerly Russian subjects and now Ottoman subjects who were resident in
Uzunyayla. These high-status families, when emigrating to the Ottoman Empire, left their
slaves in Kabarda (Terek Province). The families, represented by one Hajj Arslan Bey of
the Anzurzade (Anzorov) family, collectively claimed to have left 108 male and female
slaves in Russia and asked the Russian government for 16,867 rubles to “recover their
debts.”8

Slavery in Kabarda was legally discontinued in 1866.8 What must have happened
is that notable Kabardin families were promised compensation by the Russian government
for liberating their slaves as part of the 1866 abolitionist reform. Russia took a gradual
approach to abolitionism in the North Caucasus. New cases of enslavement were outlawed,
but existing slave ownership remained temporarily in place. Slave owners were required to
liberate every slave they had after a certain number of years in servitude. They were also
incentivized to free their slaves sooner of their own volition, in exchange for state
compensation.®

The families that filed the petition must have set their slaves free before emigrating
to the Ottoman Empire and did not collect their payment. We do not know whether the
Russian government responded to, let alone paid, the Uzunyayla notables. What matters is
that these notables expected Russia to pay and thought that they had legal ground to

demand a payment, and to that effect sent a bill, with a detailed breakdown of prices for

8 BOA HR.SFR.1 32/38 (18 March 1872).

8 For abolitionist legislation in Kabarda, see SSSA f. 416, op. 3, d. 122 (1866), d. 321-23 (1863).

% For slave emancipation deals in different parts of the North Caucasus, see SSSA f. 545, op. 1, d. 25, II.
14-25 (1862), 56-63 (1864); f. 545, op. 1, d. 422, II. 85-98, 212-15 (1870).
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human beings they once owned. These notables also had enough political capital to ensure
that the Sivas provincial authorities sign off on their petition, which was then transmitted
to Russia on the letterhead of the Ottoman Foreign Ministry. The Ottomans relayed other
petitions from former Russian subjects, requesting to be reimbursed for liberating and/or
leaving their slaves behind. Thus, in 1874, a group of Circassian muhajirs in Maras
Province requested an even greater sum of 53,720 rubles as compensation for their former
slaves.*

For the Ottoman government, Circassian agricultural slavery presented a challenge.
Before the 1860s, Circassian slavery in the empire had primarily been urban household
slavery, and agricultural slavery on a mass scale was not common. Agricultural slavery
hindered Ottoman efforts to boost military conscription because Circassian slave owners
would not let their slaves enlist in the army, which was the main reason the government
wished to end agricultural slavery.®* On paper, Circassian slave trade in the Ottoman
Empire was banned in 1854-55.%2 Slave ownership, on the other hand, remained legal until
the end of the empire, with many regional and imperial powerholders personally invested
in keeping it that way. The government, seeking to phase out agricultural slavery,
proceeded cautiously in order not to antagonize slave owners. The Ottoman Council of
Ministers discussed how to deal with Circassian agricultural slavery in 1867 and 1882. The

1882 deliberations occurred after the Sivas military authorities attempted to register

% BOA HR.SFR.1 53/44 (10 December 1874).

% Toledano, Slavery and Abolition, 81-111; Elbruz Umut Aksoy, “White Slaves and Circassian Slavery
from the Ottoman Empire to the Turkish Republic,” M.A. dissertation (Istanbul Bilgi University, 2017), 31,
76-77.

92 Toledano, Ottoman Slave Trade and Its Suppression, 115-23; Erdem, Slavery in the Ottoman Empire,
102-07.
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muhajir slaves in the draft lists, which was vehemently opposed by Circassian slaveholding
freemen.®® The government settled on a compromise, whereby it honored hereditary
agricultural slavery among Circassians, but encouraged slaveholders to free slaves through
milkatebe [contract of manumission] and offered slaveholders land as a manumission fee.%
This compromise may sound similar to the gradual abolitionist approach in the Russian
Caucasus in the 1860s, but it was not. The Ottomans did not outlaw lifelong slavery, and
children could still be born into slavery.

Few first-person accounts by slaves from Uzunyayla are available to us. One
remarkable story has been preserved in British consular archives. In late April of 1899, a
man knocked on the door of the British vice-consul in Sivas. This man from Uzunyayla
was ordered to stay in Sivas by the provincial court, which was deliberating his appeal for
manumission. Not expecting to receive justice in court, the man sought intercession of a
foreign power as his last resort. He made the following statement to the British vice-consul:

My name is Taka Oghlou Daoud, and | am a Chechen. | was as a child taken into
the service of a Circassian of the village of Chamoush in the Kaza of Azizie and,
on the death of my master, became the servant of his son Medjid, but have never
been a slave. | married and had two daughters, who were sold as slaves by Medjid
for £135. | cried and protested in vain, and was hung up for three days with my
toes just touching the ground. Later | had five more children, four sons and a
daughter. A short time ago, my master said he intended to sell them also. | then
went to Azizie and lodged a complaint in court against Medjid.%

The judge in Aziziye, reportedly being “terrorized by the Circassians,” ruled against
Taka, who then appealed to a higher court in Istanbul, which vacated the sentence from
Aziziye and sent the case to the provincial court in Sivas. Taka complained that the judicial

system was stacked against people like him. He claimed:

% Toledano, Slavery and Abolition, 102-06.
% Toledano, Slavery and Abolition, 110-11.
% TNA FO 195/2059, Anderson to O’Conor, #1 (Sivas, 4 May 1899), ff. 195-96r.
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I wish to employ an advocate, but am not allowed to do so. | do not understand
Turkish well and wish to have an interpreter of my own tribe, but am not allowed
to do so. I want to hand in a written statement of my case, but the Cadi’s clerk will
not accept it. The Clerk wrote out a statement of my case, and made me sign it, but
I do not know what he has written down. ... | hear the Mufti intends to decide
against me. | and my children are living in a khan, poor and hungry, and are not
allowed to ask for alms.%

Taka claimed that the provincial governor, to whom he appealed to intervene in his case,
was bought off by Taka’s wealthy master, whereas the presiding judge in Sivas would not
dare to issue a decision unfavorable to Uzunyayla’s powerful slave-owning class. Taka
suggested that Uzunyayla elites held influence in Sivas, partially through their ethnic
networks, whose members may have lobbied on their behalf.

We do not know how the Sivas provincial judge ruled and whether Taka managed
to keep his children. This tragic case is unusual because Taka succeeded in taking his
grievances out of Uzunyayla to the district court in Aziziye, then, even more remarkably,
to the office of Seyhiilislam in Istanbul, and then to a provincial court, office of the
governor, and British vice-consulate in Sivas. This kind of exposure must have
embarrassed his masters and other slave owners who did not wish the state to intervene and
potentially compromise their social dominance.

The prospects of between a thousand and two thousand slaves living in turn-of-the-
century Uzunyayla were bleak. Few slave owners manumitted their slaves without pressure
from the state, which rarely intervened in Uzunyayla affairs.®” In other parts of the empire,
runaway slaves sometimes fled to foreign consulates to seek protection; an ensuing scandal

often resulted in their manumission.®® For Uzunyayla slaves, the nearest consulates were

% Ibid.

% For rare interventions, see BOA DH.MKT 2647/55 (9 sevval 1326, 4 November 1908); 2699/22 (9
zilhicce 1326, 2 January 1909).

% See Toledano, As If Silent and Absent, 62-65, 103-04, 148-50.
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in faraway Sivas and Adana, beyond the mountains. Most slaves in Uzunyayla, toiling in
various forms of agricultural servitude, could not rely on the protection of outsiders.

Circassian slaves in Uzunyayla occasionally rebelled against their masters. One
such revolt took place in Aziziye in 1880, when 26 run-away slaves fought their masters
for their freedom. One slave and one slaveowner were killed, six slaves were recaptured,
two slaves disappeared, and seventeen slaves reached Sivas, where they were arrested on
the orders of the provincial governor.®® Another revolt took place in 1911, when six slaves
and five masters were killed in the village of Kazancik in Uzunyayla.’® The nascent
Circassian press in Istanbul publicized news of that revolt as an example of injustice against
muhajirs who were unfortunate to be born as slaves. The Ottoman government, likely in
response to pressure from the Circassian Union and Support Association, which was
strongly in support of abolitionism, allocated some money for settling some slaves in
separate villages.'*

Discrimination against slaves continued even after some of them were manumitted
and moved to a different village. One such village was Karakuyu, now one of the largest
villages in Uzunyayla and informally known as a “slave village.” Within Karakuyu, social
hierarchies lingered between its “upper” and “lower” quarters. Residents of the Upper

Quarter, many of whom descended from freemen, were known to look down on those in

9 Stewart, the British vice-consul in Sivas, cited in G. Rolin-Jacquemyns, “Armenia, the Armenians and
Treaties, Part II1,” The Armenian Herald 1, no. 7 (1918): 381n47.

100 «g slelik Aleyhinde,” Guaze 2 (10 April 1911), f. 6; cited in Arslan, “Circassian Organizations,” 77;
“Kolelik Aleyhinde,” Guaze 9 (1 June 1911), f. 4; cited in Arslan, “Circassian Organizations,” 81.

101 BOA BEO 3887/291512 (29 rebitilahir 1329, 29 April 1911); 3899/292398 (1 cemaziyelahir 1329, 30
May 1911). According to Guaze, the government spent 911,800 kurus; Arslan, “Circassian Organizations,”
79. Another Ottoman practice was settling liberated slaves in different existing villages. In 1874, the
government liberated Circassian slaves in Corlu, Tekfurdag: Subprovince and moved 250 carts of them to
different villages, one family per village; see Toledano, Slavery and Abolition, 100-01.
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the Lower Quarter, most of whom descended from slaves.'%? In modern Uzunyayla, one’s
ancestry — from freemen or from slaves — remains a significant marker of difference.’%®

Slavery lingered in Uzunyayla and the rest of Anatolia into the early Republican era.%*

Uzunyayla after the 1877-78 Russo-Ottoman War

The 1877-78 War imposed a massive burden on Ottoman economy and society.
After the humiliating loss of territories and populations in the Balkans and eastern Anatolia,
the Ottomans stared at a vastly reduced empire, a depleted treasury, an escalating debt, and
collapsed morale. After the war, security of life and property generally deteriorated across
central and eastern Anatolia. The British vice-consul in Sivas described the state of the
province and particularly Uzunyayla and its surrounding areas as “one of impending
anarchy.”® Among the main culprits were muhajirs, many of whom became destitute
during the war and some of whom resorted to brigandage across the Sivas, Ankara, and
Adana provinces.

The region faced a massive shortage of law enforcement because the central

government could not afford to hire more zaptiye [gendarmerie]. The scale of the problem

102 Miyazawa, “Memory Politics,” 21-22.

103 On modern-day discrimination of descendants of slaves in Uzunyayla, see Miyazawa, “Memory
Politics,” 127-210; Aksoy, “White Slaves and Circassian Slavery,” 133-34, 193-95.

104 Aksoy, based on oral history, cites 1940 as the year when the last slave sale took place in Anatolia;
“White Slaves and Circassian Slavery,” 132-33. One should keep in mind that the sale of Circassian
women to men from outside the community for marriage continued at least into the 1940s and 1950s as the
part of the Circassian vase tradition; see Ibid., 187-93. According to one oral recollection, it was a common
practice for Turkish men to annually visit Circassian villages around Marag (now Kahramanmaras) to buy
women for marriage. The last sale took place in 1957-58, when 23 Circassian women were sold; see Ibid.,
191-92, based on our interview in Istanbul with a Circassian man from around Maras who bore witness to
the last sale (1 November 2014).

105 TNA FO 424/91, Wilson to Layard, inclosure 1 in #45 (Sivas, 7 October 1879).
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is best illustrated by the following incident. In the fall of 1879, a band of Circassians
attacked the Greek village of Suleyman kdy in Vezirkdpri District, in the north of Sivas
Province. The village residents sent a telegram to their subprovincial center in Amasya
urging to send zaptiye to repel attackers. The district in question was only thirty miles away
from Amasya, but the Amasya subprovincial governor refused to send any reinforcements.
The British vice-consul reported that, upon reading the telegram, the Amasya subprovincial
governor told him the following: “What can | do with the force | have at Amasia, five
zaptiehs? | cannot leave the town unprotected.”% The lack of manpower prevented
governors across Anatolia from dispatching support to nearby villages, rendering parts of
the countryside fair game for robbers. The lootings continued in Vezirképri District, and
later 22 Greek villages in the area presented communal petitions to the authorities alleging
the loss of 50 horses, 62 mares, 58 mules, 330 oxen, 462 sheep and goats, and 256 bushels
of corn, in addition to money and household items, to Circassian bandits.?

The Sivas governor authorized the Ottoman military to supplement the understaffed
zaptiye forces in order to restore order in parts of the province. This move, however, had
an unexpected outcome. The chief of Ottoman military forces in Sivas was Musa Pasa
(1818-89), an Ossetian notable, widely regarded as one of the most prominent North
Caucasian muhajirs in the empire. Known in modern Turkish historiography as Musa Bey
and in Russian historiography as Musa Kundukhov, Musa Pasa had served as a high-
ranking officer in both the Russian and Ottoman armies. He also happens to be among the

most fascinating and controversial figures in the history of North Caucasian migrations to

106 TNA FO 424/91, Wilson to Layard, inclosure 1 in #45 (Sivas, 7 October 1879); see also 424/106,
Wilson to Layard, inclosure 3 in #64 (Sivas, 22 January 1880).
107 TNA FO 424/106, Wilson to Layard, inclosure 5 in #64 (Sivas, January 1880).
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the Ottoman Empire. Born into a Muslim Ossetian princely family, Musa Pasa was
educated in Saint Petersburg and made a successful military career in the Caucasus. In
1865, under Russian orders, he organized the emigration of 4,990 Chechen, Ingush,
Ossetian, and Kabardin families to the Ottoman Empire (see Chapter 6). Unexpectedly for
many, he emigrated with his own family and settled in Sivas. The pre-emigration, Russian
phase of his career is well documented, particularly thanks to Musa Pasa’s memoirs, first
published in Paris in the 1930s.%®

The Ottoman phase of his career is less known.%® Upon arrival in the Ottoman
Empire, Musa Pasa settled in Uzunyayla. He later relocated to the village of Batmantas
near Tokat, in the north of Sivas Province.!’® By late 1866, he petitioned the Ottoman
government to grant him a military rank, with governors of the Sivas and Erzurum
provinces endorsing his request. In 1867, the Ottoman government appointed him a major
general (mirliva), although Musa Pasa likely did not actively serve until the next war.t*
With the outbreak of the 1877-78 Russo-Ottoman War, Musa Pasa was appointed a
commander of a 4,000-strong Circassian cavalry unit fighting on the Anatolian front

against the Russian army (see Chapter 4). After his unit was defeated early in the war,

108 Musa Kundukhov, “Memuary Generala Musa-Pashi Kundukhova,” Kavkaz/Le Caucase (Paris) 1-5, 8,
10-12 (1936); 3, 5, 7-8, 10 (1937).

109 See Georgy Chochiev’s excellent study, “General Musa Kundukhov: nekotorye fakty zhizni i
deiatel’nosti v emigratsii,” Kavkazskii sbornik 3 (35) (2006): 65-86.

110 Alikhan Kantemir, preface to “Musa Pasha Kundukhov,” Kavkaz/Le Caucase 4 (1936): 17; Chochiev,
“General Musa Kundukhov,” 67; idem., “Severokavkazskie sela okruga Tokat glazami frantsuzskogo
iezuita: kniazheskaia svad’ba i versiia ‘Sag”aestee’ Temirbolata Mamsurova,” lzvestiia SOIGSI 21 (60)
(2016): 124-25.

111 BOA I.MMS 34/1398 (29 sevval 1283, 6 March 1867), cited in Chochiev, “General Musa Kundukhov,”
67.
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Musa Pasa briefly commanded the Anatolian army and then took charge of Erzurum after
the end of the Russian occupation of the city.!*?

After the war, Musa Pasa became chief of military forces in Sivas Province.
According to British consular records, his tenure was marked by accusations of bias in
favor of North Caucasian muhajirs. Several local communities complained to the British
vice-consul that Musa Pasa “would not listen to any accusations brought against the
Circassians.”*'3 Reportedly, he released Circassian suspects from jail, did not investigate
crimes involving muhajirs, and influenced decisions about the settlement of new muhajirs
on terms favorable to them.'* Musa Pasa himself denied all accusations and was backed
by the Sivas governor, who suggested to the British vice-consul that Musa Pasa’s mistakes
may have arisen from his “imperfect knowledge of the Turkish language.”

The British assessment was that Musa Pasa’s favorable treatment of North
Caucasians stemmed from his “desire to ingratiate himself with the Circassians, with
whom he hopes to play a leading part in the event of future complications.”*!® The British
certainly regarded Musa Pasa as someone who played the long game, which they may have
used to their advantage. In the Foreign Office archives, | discovered that in his final years
Musa Pasa, while based in Erzurum, agreed to be an informant of the British regarding
developments in the Russian Caucasus. The British Consul in Erzurum wrote to London:

I last year took certain steps in [intelligence-gathering], and have correspondents
in Kars and Tiflis. | soon, however, realized that no news | was likely to get from
such sources ... was likely to equal that procurable by Moussa Pasha, was more
uncertain than his, and liable to cease in critical times, when most wanted. ... | was
enabled through his friendship to assure the Director General of Military

112 Chochiev, “General Musa Kundukhov,” 72-73.

13 TNA FO 424/106, Wilson to Layard, inclosure 1 in #57, . 109 (Sivas, 6 January 1880).

114 TNA FO 424/106, Wilson to Layard, inclosure 3 in #55, ff. 101-02 (Sivas, 6 January 1880).
115 TNA FO 424/106, Wilson to Layard, inclosure 1 in #57, f. 109 (Sivas, 6 January 1880).

116 | pid.
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Intelligence, that in the case of the recurrence of such a crisis as that of 1884, | had
every prospect of being able to supply accurate information concerning events in
Trans-Caucasia, at a very moderate expenditure, and, as | informed him privately
I had offered to contribute 100 T.L. towards 200 T.L. offered by the Pasha for
some information which it would be desirable to possess now.!

Musa Pasa died in Erzurum in 1889. His son, Bekir Sami Kunduh, served as Foreign
Minister in the first Turkish nationalist government, chaired by Mustafa Kemal Pasa, in
1920-21.

The 1877-78 war produced new waves of refugees who were resettled in
Uzunyayla. The new muhajirs were Turks from Kars Province, North Caucasians from
Russia, and North Caucasians expelled from the Ottoman Balkans. By one estimate,
between 1877 and 1879, about 17,000 Circassians and Crimean Tatars arrived in Sivas
Province by sea, via Samsun, and 10,000 more arrived by land, via Kars.!*® By February

1880, 13,472 new muhajirs were present in Sivas Subprovince alone. [See Table 14.]

Table 14: Mubhajir arrivals in Sivas Subprovince, 1877-79

Ethnic and regional origins* Population
Nogai Tatars 289
Circassians 1,724
Daghestanis 1,054
Kars Muslims 8,515
Erzerum Muslims 95

Rumeli Circassians 1,729
Rumeli Muslims 66

Total: 13,472

U7 TNA FO 195/1652, Chermside to White, #21 (Erzurum, 16 June 1889), ff. 166-69, 168r.
118 TNA FO 424/106, Wilson to Layard, inclosure 7 in #64 (Sivas, 23 January 1880).
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TNA FO 424/106, Wilson to Layard, inclosure 1 in #129 (Sivas, 18 February
1880).

* All categories are preserved as they appear in the original source. The
designation of “Muslims” means that these muhajirs were Turks or other non-
North Caucasian Muslims.

Of the 13,472 muhajirs, 10,494 people remained unassigned to permanent
locations, and most of them were likely directed to Aziziye District.!'® Considering that
the population of Sivas Subprovince in 1880 was about 120,000 and that of Aziziye District
somewhere between 20,000 and 30,000, most of it being recent immigrants themselves,
the burden of new immigrants on Sivas Province and Uzunyayla in particular was
considerable.*?® The government implemented its old practice of entrusting new muhajir
households to local families, in the proportion of one to four in some areas. Those local
families, usually Muslims, provided lodging, food, and fodder for livestock and built new
houses for Muslim immigrants.*?! Very few 1878 muhajirs received the aid that they were
entitled to from the state. Nor did local villagers receive compensation for their labor for
new immigrants.1?2

The economic aspect of the resettlement of new muhajirs bred resentment, which
grew stronger if new muhajirs were assigned land that had been claimed by their neighbors.
For example, in Vezirkdpri District, which | mentioned earlier for its Circassians’ attacks
on Greek villagers, in the same winter of 1879, Abkhaz muhajirs were attacked by their
Greek neighbors. The local Greek villagers and Turkish notables, who reportedly prompted

the Greeks to act, resented that the government had planned to issue tapu [title deeds] to

19 TNA FO 424/106, Wilson to Layard, inclosure 1 in #129 (Sivas, 18 February 1880).
120 | pid.

121 TNA FO 424/106, Wilson to Layard, inclosure 7 in #64 (Sivas, 23 January 1880).
122 | pid.
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Abkhaz newcomers on the land that they contested as theirs.!?® The land issue remained a
source of contention and a thorn in intercommunal relations for decades. In the 1890s, 90
percent of all land-related litigation in Sivas Province stemmed from the settlement of
muhajirs.*?*

The settlement of muhajirs also provided ample opportunities for corruption. The
same British vice-consul accused the Ottoman Refugee Commission, including its
leadership in Sivas, of self-enrichment. Reportedly, the officials extorted money from the
refugees, by threatening to settle them on barren lands or charging them for an assignment
to good locations, as well as from the local populations by threatening to settle refugees in
their areas.'?® The accusations of corruption are difficult to substantiate, and one may
presume a bias in the British reporting on the matter. However, British consular reports
were typically based on information from their local informants, Ottoman Christians and
Muslims. Those accusations likely accurately reflect the locals’ grievances against the
Ottoman Refugee Commission. Moreover, the accusations of corruption during the
settlement of muhajirs were not novel or rare, and a precedent existed even for the
settlement in Uzunyayla. In 1861, the former vakif” minister in Sivas Province was

investigated and found guilty of embezzlement for selling empty lands of one of the vakif

in Uzunyayla.'?

123 TNA FO 424/106, Wilson to Layard, inclosure 4 in #64 (Sivas, 23 January 1880).

124 Al Karaca, Anadolu Islahat: ve Ahmet Sakir Paga (1838-1899) (Istanbul: Eren, 1993), 110.

125 TNA FO 424/91, Wilson to Layard, inclosure 1 in #45 (Sivas, 7 October 1879); 424/106, Wilson to
Layard, inclosure 7 in #64 (Sivas, 23 January 1880); FO 424/122, Wilson to Dufferin, inclosure in #62
(Sivas, 23 July 1881).

126 BOA AMKT.MVL 127/4 (18 sevval 1277, 29 April 1861); 131/13 (14 safer 1278, 21 August 1861).
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The post-war economic turmoil contributed to the emergence of a shadow
economy. Some muhajirs became involved in economic activities that the government
deemed illegal because it could not tax them. By the 1880s, muhajirs in some parts of
central Anatolia participated in the production and smuggling of drugs, particularly hemp,
[Turkish] yellow berries, and opium.*?” In the following decades, as the Ottoman Régie
Company monopolized the tobacco market in the empire, some Circassians in Sivas,
similarly to muhajirs on the Black Sea coast, also dabbled in smuggling tobacco.'?8

The post-war years were a period of hardship in Uzunyayla because of the loss of
state aid for older muhajir villages, population pressure due to new immigrants, and a
depressed economy in the broader region. However, it could have been much worse in
Uzunyayla. In 1879, the Uzunyayla muhajirs lived through a serious crisis, which nearly
resulted in the economic ruin of their community but was averted thanks to the North
Caucasians’ prompt mobilization of political support for their cause. The crisis concerned
muhajirs’ horses, and its origins lay in the Ottoman government’s continued program of

sedentarizing nomads, particularly in southern Anatolia. In the summer of 1878, the

Kozanoglu rebellion broke out in the Adana hinterland, in southern Anatolia, in response

127 The evidence is circumstantial. Thus, we know that Indian hemp (esrar) was “cultivated on the confines
both of the Kaisarieh and Azizieh districts”; see TNA FO 424/122, Bennet to Dufferin, inclosure in #93
(Sivas, 11 August 1881). The British also reported that Circassians were primary cultivators of hemp,
opium, yellow berries, and tobacco in Tokat Subprovince, north of Sivas Subprovince; see FO 424/122,
Richards to Wilson, inclosure 1 in #130 (Sivas, 8 March 1881).

128 BOA DH.MKT 333/38 (1312); DH.MKT 476/32 (1903). On smuggling of medicine and saltpeter in
Aziziye, see DH.TMIK.M 109/20 (1319). According to Louis Rambert, general director of the Régie,
North Caucasian muhajirs played a prominent role in the production and contraband of tobacco; see
Chochiev, “Severokavkazskie sela okruga Tokat,” 138n3. On tobacco smuggling in the late Ottoman
Empire, see Mustafa Batman, Tobacco Smuggling in the Black Sea Region of the Ottoman Empire, 1883-
1914 (Istanbul: Libra, 2016).
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to the government’s heavy-handed measures against nomadic communities.'?® In the
aftermath of the rebellion, the government issued a decree with new policies on the
migration of local tribes.® That decree had unintended consequences because one of its
articles prohibited the Afsars and the Circassians from “com[ing] down to Cukurova during
the winter under the pretext of wintering or grazing their animals.”*3!

The Circassians were included in the article because they engaged in transhumance
[seasonal migration of people and livestock] as much as their neighboring nomadic
populations. In the 1860s, Kabardins, who arrived in Uzunyayla by land from the
Northcentral Caucasus, brought with them horses of Kabarda breed. Horse-breeding, in
addition to being a central element in Kabardin culture, became the staple of Uzunyayla
Circassians’ defense capabilities and economy. Much of the wealth of Kabardins was
locked in their horses that commanded high prices on the market. Having arrived in central
Anatolia, Circassians quickly adopted seasonal pastoral routes of local nomadic tribes
because that was the only way to preserve their herds in harsh Uzunyayla winters. In winter
months, while most Circassians stayed in Uzunyayla, their shepherds moved their herds —
about 3,000 horses — to Cukurova in the south, thus repeating the seasonal track followed
by Afsars.'®?

In October 1879, upon learning about the government’s plans to enforce the decree

and to prohibit Circassians from entering Adana Province, the Uzunyayla Circassians

129 This was the second Kozanoglu rebellion; see Gratien, “The Mountains Are Ours,” 200-06. The first
rebellion occurred in 1866 as a protest against the Furka-i Islahiyye (Ott. Tur. “improvement division™); see
Ibid., 150-67.

130 Gratien, “The Mountains Are Ours,” 205-06.

131 Article 8 in Ahmed Cevdet Pasa, “Instructions regarding the inhabitants of Cukurova and their going to
the yayla” (26 sevval 1295, 23 October 1878). For the full text of the decree, in Ottoman Turkish and in
English translation, see Gratien, “The Mountains Are Ours,” 211-14.

132 TNA FO 424/91, Wilson to Layard, inclosure 4 in #99 (Sivas, 28 October 1879).
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elected representatives who would head to their provincial capital of Sivas and would
appeal, first, to the governor and, then, to foreign representatives (or, at least, the British)
in a bid to change the policy determined in Istanbul. The expediency was of utmost
importance, as this British consular dispatch demonstrates:

The [Uzunyayla] plateau ... is entirely destitute of trees, and the winter is one of

great severity. There is little or no material for building, and, even if there were,

sheds could not be erected in time to save the horses. Snow has already fallen in

the Yailas, and ... winter sets in on these plateaus with slight warning; if the horses

are caught by deep snow they will all perish.t*
The Sivas governor, Abidin Pasa, reportedly sent at least four telegrams to the Porte, and
the British vice-consul in Sivas repeatedly telegraphed his embassy in Istanbul about the
matter.13* The issue at stake was not only the well-being of the muhajir community in
remote Uzunyayla but the stability of the area at large. The authorities feared that should
the Circassians lose their herds, they would turn to plundering neighboring populations.
Meanwhile, the Uzunyayla Circassians, preparing for their worst-case scenario, made
arrangements to take their herds to Aleppo Province; if the road south remained closed to
them, they would trek eastward, across snowy mountains, to sell those horses that would
have survived the trip.**®> The mobilization of support in Sivas paid off. In early November,
the Porte communicated its permission for Circassians to continue their seasonal
migrations to Cukurova.*® What would certainly have been an economic doom for
muhajirs was averted.

The Ottoman government, notwithstanding its legislative misstep in 1878,

developed a direct interest in the success of Circassians’ horse-breeding in Uzunyayla. The

132 |bid.
134 TNA FO 424/91, Wilson to Layard, inclosure 1 in #100 (Sivas, 3 November 1879).
135 |bid.
136 TNA FO 424/106, Wilson to Layard, inclosure 6 in #2 (Sivas, 21 November 1879).
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Ottoman army became the largest buyer of Uzunyayla horses, likely for its Fourth Army
headquartered in Erzincan, to the east of Sivas Province. An army representative would
visit Aziziye annually, in late May, around the time when Circassians’ herds were returning
from Cukurova, in order to select and buy horses.'®’ For example, in 1903, the Ottoman
army commissioned a purchase of 500 Kabarda horses from Aziziye District.**® These
army contracts likely became critical to the Uzunyayla muhajirs’ economy. Interestingly,
back in the Caucasus, the Russian army also purchased Kabarda horses for its cavalry
troops. Kabardins who stayed in the Caucasus annually sold about 1,297 horses to the
Russian army.'%

The Ottoman army’s reliance on a stable supply of horses from Uzunyayla may
have also provided the muhajirs with some leverage in their future negotiations with the
authorities. Thus, in the same year of 1903, Circassians of Aziziye protested against the
newly announced tax on horses, donkeys, and oxen. They telegraphed the Porte their
request for an exemption from the tax and, in the case of refusal, asked for permission to
return to Russia.'*° The North Caucasians, a tax-paying population in a semi-nomadic area,
threatened not only to leave their settlements, in which the government heavily invested,
but also to take their precious animals with them.

The Uzunyayla muhajirs continued to send their herds of horses, alongside Afsars’
flocks and herds, down to Cukurova every winter.**! This transhumance continued at least

into the early Turkish republican period, for as long as Circassians had large herds.'*? The

13T TNA FO 195/2025, Maunsell to O’Conor, #42 (Sivas, 15 June 1898), ff. 278r-279.
138 TNA FO 195/2136, Anderson to O’Conor, #9 (Sivas, 7 October 1903).

139 |bragimova, Chechenskaia istoriia, 291-92.

140 | bid.

141 TNA FO 195/1405, Bennet to Dufferin, #3 (Adana, 6 February 1882).

142 See Miyazawa, “Memory Politics,” 254.
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Kabarda breed of horses gave rise to the famed Uzunyayla breed, one of the main

“Anatolian” horse breeds today.

Aziziye Armenians and North Caucasians in the 1890s

The story of North Caucasian resettlement in Uzunyayla intersects with histories of
violence against Armenians in late Ottoman Anatolia. Sivas Province was one of the “six
Armenian provinces” (Ott. Tur. Vilayat-: Sitte), where Armenians formed a significant
community.**® In the late nineteenth century, Armenians constituted about 13-15 percent
of the Sivas population. 4 Most Armenians in Sivas Province lived in northern
subprovinces, as well as Giriin District in the south. Substantial Armenian communities
could also be found in Maras Subprovince, part of Aleppo Province, in southern Anatolia.

Aziziye District had one of the smallest Armenian populations in the province. In
1898, the British estimated the number of Armenians in the district to be 510, or two
percent of the total population of 27,510.1*° Armenians resided in the town of Aziziye and
several villages, including Sivgin, Ekrek, and Yarhisar.'*® The Armenians moved to
Aziziye soon after the establishment of the town. In late 1865, about 200 Armenian

households from Hacin (now Saimbeyli) in the Taurus Mountains petitioned authorities to

143 The term was first used during the 1878 Congress of Berlin following the 1877-78 Russo-Ottoman War.
On different estimates of the Ottoman Armenian population, see Fuat Diindar, Crime of Numbers: The Role
of Statistics in the Armenian Question, 1878-1918 (New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers, 2010), 11-
66, 141-56.

144 The Ottoman data (1881-93): 116,545 Armenians out of 926,971 residents. The French data (1893-97):
170,433 Armenians out of 1,086,015. The British data (1895): 133,367 Armenians out of 910,580. The
Armenian Patriarchate (1880) estimated a much higher ratio of 40 percent: 57,000 Armenians out of
142,000; see Diindar, Crime of Numbers, 23.

145 TNA FO 195/2025, Maunsell to O’Conor, #42 (Sivas, 15 June 1898), f. 280.

146 1bid., f. 279.
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allow their relocation to Aziziye due to Hagin’s overpopulation and lack of available
land.**" By the late 1890s, the Armenian community formed a quarter of the population of
Aziziye.’*® The Armenians were the only Christian and mostly-urban community in this
district of Muslim farmers and nomads.

Between 1894 and 1896, anti-Armenian violence swept across Anatolia. The so-
called “Hamidian massacres” were inspired, directed, and abetted by the central

government, costing the lives of tens of thousands of Armenians.!4°

Table 15: Attacks on Armenians in Sivas Province, 1895-96
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District g @ % | S8 28 g5 | 62| 5 | 8gl &=
2] o =l = o= E < X EQ 22
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T2 2 | 5 = 2% < | F|%g0o
Sivas 3,375 | 961 2,000 |6 87 1,185 | 3 81 |3
Hafik 1,201 | 715 8 1 1 365 26 |85
(Koghisar)
Zara (Kocgiri) | 696 166 2 20 3
Divrigi 1,460 | 1,292 | 135 16 1 350 312 9 21
Aziziye 132 1
Blnyan-1 500
Hamid
(Sarimsakli)
Gurin 1,929 | 1,929 3 1,251 | 1,150 |90 180 | 8
Sarkisla 2,035 1,287 17 76 110 6 66 2

147 BOA A MKT.MHM 348/18 (8 saban 1282, 27 December 1865).

148 The population of Aziziye in 1897-98 was 1,600, of whom 400 were non-Muslims, likely Armenians;
Ali Giler, Osmanl: Devletinde Azinlikiar (Istanbul: Turan Yayincilik, 1997), 53.

149 Scholars’ estimates of Armenian fatalities range from 50,000 to 300,000; see Robert Melson, “A
Theoretical Enquiry into the Armenian Massacres of 1894-1896,” Comparative Studies in Society and
History 24, no. 3 (1982): 481-509, esp. 489. See also Garabet K. Moumdjian, “Struggling for a
Constitutional Regime: Armenian-Young Turk Relations in the Era of Abdilhamid 11, 1895-1909,” Ph.D.