ISTITUTO PER L’ORIENTE
C. A. NALLINO

eretto in Ente morale con decreto del Presidente detla Repubblica

n. 498, 5 gennaio 1953 C.A. NALLINO
V1A A. CARONCINI 19— 00197 ROMA c.e. postale: 28411007
‘R 06-8084106—06-8080710 e-mail ipocan@ipocan.ic
& 06-8079395 hetp://www.ipocan.it

LIstituto per 'Orience, fondato il 13 marzo 1921, si propone di divulgare ed ac-
crescere la conoscenza della vita culturale, politica ed economica dell'Oriente, soprartutto
musulmano, pubblicando la rivista ORIENTE MODERNO, stampando opere di caratrere
precipuamente divulgarivo, ma sempre ispirate 3 rigorosi criteri scientifici, istituendo una
biblioteca specializzata nella sua sede, promuovendo conferenze e discussion, favorendo
I'incontro a Roma fra studiosi di ogni parce del mondo, ecc.

Per disposizione statutaria la direzione scientifica dell'Istituto deve essere affidaca
a un orientalista, professore di Istituti d'istruzione superiore o membra &' Accademie go-
vernative.

Con le elezioni del 21-1-2005, in applicazione delle norme statutarie, Ie cariche
sociali per il triennio 2005-2007 sono state costituite nel modo seguente:

Presidente: Prof, FRANCESCO CASTRO

(Universita degli Studi di Roma “Tor Vergata™)
Vice Presidente: Prof, GIAN MARIA PICCINELLI (SUN di Napoli)
Consiglieri scientifici: Prof, DANIELA AMALDI (Universita di Pisa);

Prof, CLAUDIC Lo JACONG (UNO di Napoli)

Prof. GIORGIO VERCELLIN (Universita “Ca’ Foscari”
di Venezia}

Consiglieri Prof, MICHELE BERNARDINT (UNO di Napoli}
Prof. MASSIMO PaPA (Universich di Bologna)

Traslitterazione per Larabo:

3) b’ t’ E’ g’ }'13 b! d) d) r, z‘} s, g’ S! d_', ‘F’ ;’ c’ g’ f’ q’ k’ 1’ m’
n, h, w, y; a-1-3; a (alif magsirah); ah-at (& marbitah); al- (anche da-
\me' a lettere “solari”y; ay, aw (dittonghil; ayy, iyy.

Traslitterazione per il persiano:

i,bphshéhxdzozisi s b g fq
k, g, |, m, n; v—u=—ow (vav); h — - (hafife); y—i—cy (ye), 7, 0,3, 6, %",
iye; -e\-ye (e2dfe)

Per i testi in turco si adotta il moderno alfabeto turco, ricorrendo al sistema di traslitte-
razione scientifica per losmanlica coerente con i sopraindicati sistemn.

La Rivista, con minime varianti, fa proprio il sistema di riferimenti bibliografici sugge-
rito dalla normativa IS0 690 (Bib[t’agmpbimf references, Content, form and structure).

La rivista Oriente Moderno, di carattere puramente e imparzialmente informarivo,
non ha opinioni sue propr; anche i pareri espressi negli articoli originali che ospita
rappresentano soltanto il pensiero personale dei Hspettivi autori.

ORIENTE MODERNO

RIVISTA D'INFORMAZIONE E DI STUDI
PER LA DIFFUSIONE DELLA CONOSCENZA DELLA CULTURA
DELL'ORIENTE SOPRATTUTTO MUSULMANO

NUOVA SERIE, ANNO XXV (LXXXVI), 1, 2006

THE OTTOMANS AND TRADE

Edited by
Ebru BOYAR and Kate FLEET

ER 7,
0% 2t

%,

%
]
0

&
.,
-
72
=
C.

A.NALLIN



CONTENTS

Editors’ preface

Rossitsa GRADEVA, Villagers in international trade: the case of
Chervena voda, seventeenth to the beginning of the eighteenth
ceniuries

Stefka PARVEVA, The influence of the market on the urban
agrarian space: the case of the town of Arcadia in 1716

Fruma ZACHS, Commerce and merchants under Amir Basir
IT: from market town to commercial centre

Antonis ANASTASOPQULOS, Building alliances: a christian
merchant in eighteenth-century Karaferye

Svetla [ANEVA, The commercial practices and protoindustrial
activities of Haci Hristo Rachkov, a Bulgarian trader at the
end of the eighteenth to the beginning of the nineteenth censury

Eyal GINIO, When coffee brought about wealth and prestige:
the impact of Egyptian trade on Salonica

Elena FRANGAKIS-SYRETT, Market networks and Ostoman-
Eurapean commerce, c. 1700-1825

Maurits VAN DEN BOOGERT, Ottoman Greeks in the Dutch
Levant trade: collective strategy and individual practice

Dariusz KOLODZIEJCZYK, Slave hunting and slave
redemption as a business enterprise: the northern Black Sea
region in the sixteenth to seventeenth centuries

Jane HATHAWAY, The Ottomans and the Yemeni coffee trade

Salih OZBARAN, Orzomans and the India trade in the
sixteenth century: some new data and reconsiderations

Jan SCHMIDT, Hamza Efendi’s treatise on buying and Selling
of 1678

Kate FLEET, Law and trade in the early fificenth-century: the
case of Cagi Sati Oglu

Ebru BOYAR, Public good and private exploitation: criticism
of the Tobacco Régie in 1909

8y

1-20

21-49

51-63

63-75

77-91

93-107

109-128

129-147

149-159

161-171

173-179

181-186

187-1%1

193-200



ANTONIS ANASTASOPOULOS
(UNIVERSITY OF CRETE)

BUILDING ALLIANCES: A CHRISTIAN MERCHANT
IN EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY KARAFERYE

imitrios Bekellas! was born into 2 family of means and lived in Karaferye

(Veroia, in what is today northern Greece) in the second half of the 18th
century. Qur aim here is to discuss his case as an indicative example of the
strategies that a Christian Balkan merchant pursued in order effectively to face
real and potential menaces to his status and property. As may be ¢kpected, and
as surviving documents demonstrate, the quest for protection and allies was a
crucial prierity for such a merchant.

We do not know a great deal abour the Bekellas family and its activiries in
the 18th century. Qur information consists of small pieces of information com-
ing from archival documents, literary texts, inscriptions and later secondary
sources. Dimitrios’s father was called Hadji Manolis. He was one of the Christian
notables of Karaferye. In the funeral orarion delivered on the occasion of his
death, he is described as a noble, wealthy and respectable member of the local
communiry, but the only concrete piece of information about him from archival
sources is that he possessed some land in the Karaferye district.?

1 — 1t seems that there were two basic variations of the Bekellas family name in the [8th cen-
tury: ane with an ' and another with an ‘€ in the first syllable. In che funeral oration on the
occasion of the death of Dimitrios's facher, the family name appears as «Mmkédags (Bikellas]
(sce foomote 2). Dimitrios himself signs letters as w0 Anpitpiog o MmekéAhags [Bekellas].
Eventually, the family name became «Bikéhagy [Vikelas] (Demetrios Vikelas, H Zeij Mov My
Life], Athens, Sylloges pros Diadesin Ophelimon Vivlion, 1908, p. 7). The French traveller
Cousinéry cites the name as «Békéla» (Esprit Marie Cousinéry, Voyage dans lz Macédoine, Pa-
ris, Imprimeric Royale, 1831, vol. 1, p. 68:71). The family name has been read mistakenly as
“Batalas” in sicif entries published in loar: K. Vasdravelles, (ed.), feropmxd Apyeia Maxedoviag.
B'. Apyetov Bepolag — Nactong 15951885 fHistorical Archives of Macedonia. 11, Veroia-Naous-
sa Archive, 1598-1886], Thessaloniki, Heraircia Makedonikon Spoudon, 1954. ‘This misread-
ing was inevirably reproduced by later bibliography (see, for instance, Nicolas G. Svoronos, Le
commerce de Salonique au XVIIT sitele, Paris, Presses Universitaires de France, 1956, p. 393).

2 — PFor the funeral oration by loasaph Kornelios of Zante, a professional orator, see Vikelas,
Zw#, p. 9-10. According to Ioasaph, «Tevwmpéveg ané yovelg &g Tovg onoioug GoTPamTIEY 1)
Euévew, avadpeppévog pécw £1¢ THbMY v KodAippoov Ko noldppoov Bipowty ... Hto o
pokepitg pie swiv Napovyodovécopog ... Estvipebav &g alvataciv Tov ... evyéveln, 56Eo,
T, @ijun, KO, Kmpate, theve, Yeuppol, viupa, Sovkat, Soddor. ..». Hadji Manolis possi-
bly died in 1762 (Gheorghios Ch. Chionides, “H ex Bepolug Katayopévn Oworévee Bikéda”

Oriente Mederwo
OM, XXV n.s. (LX), 1, 2006, p. 65-75
© Istituto per 'Oriente C. A. Nallino - Roma



66 ANTONIS ANASTASOPOULOS

Concerning other members of the Bekellas family,? Dimitrios is known to
have been a merchant and a licenced (berariz) dragoman of the British consulate
in Salonica.4 According to Ottoman documents, he was residing in Karaferye,
where he saw to the affairs of the British consul.’ However, this may have sim-
ply been a pretext justifying his appointment as 2 dragoman, as it is not known
whether there really were British commercial interests in Karaferye.%

There are two differing versions about the date of Dimitrios’s death. Accord-
ing to Otroman sources, he died before 7 Rebiyiilevvel 1213 (19 August 1798),
when his berat was transferred to a certain Musa in Salonica due to Dimitrios’s

[The Vikelas family of Veroia], Makedoniba, 7 (1966-1967), p. 211). According to Otroman
sevsi defierleri from the sicils of Karaferye, Aci Bekela owned some land in the village of
Makroguz (General State Archives of Greece/[mathia Branch, Karaferye Sicilleri [hereafter KS]
vol. 81/microfilm exposure 13/page 387-388 [1759] and KS 85/6/427-429 [1765]). Aci Bek-
ela may well be the same person as Aci Manol, who possessed land in Kulura (K5 81/13/387-
388 [1759], K5 91/8/860-863 [1770] and KS 96/4/295-3/297 [1777]). As to the possibility
that Manolis had died in 1762, it was not unusual to register someone as 2 landowner in the
tevei defievleri cven after his deach. In 1765 che Kulura fand was registered as the land of the
«Manologullars (K8 85/17/774). According to an older sicil, Aci Bekela also possessed land in
the village of Tagramon; he also figured among the represencatives of the Christians of Kara-
ferye (HL. Vehbi Giinay, 1159 (M. 1746) Tarihli Karaferye Kazas: §eriye Sicili (T ranskripsiyon
ve Degerlendirme) [The 1746 (1159 H.) Court Register of the Keza of Karaferye (Transcrip-
tion and Evaluation)}, unpublished Yitksek Lisans Tezi (MA thesis), Ege Universitesi, Izmir,
1993, p. 106 (the name has been read as «Benlar}, 156, 172).

3 _ Chiomides has collected all available informasion about the Bekellas family in his "H &x
Bepoing Katayouévn Oucoyéveld Biktia”. See also his mare recent arguments in his “Anuti-
Tpiog MmucEAhog. O Neoavoxaivedelg Apymrémg mg Owoyévelag Bikého” [Demertios Bikel-
fas. The newly discovered parriarch of the Vikelas familyl, Maxedovics Huepoioyw Tpevddvi,
LXXI (1956), p. 61-64.

4— Far a brief overview of the historical development and significance of the berasls and
dragoman titles and status, sce Alexander FL de Groot, “The changing national characeer of the
dragoman {1736-1863)" in Gerard Happ (ed.), Fremde Erfabrungen. Asiaten und Afrikaner in
Dentschland, Osierreich und in der Schweiz bis I 945, Betlin, Das Arabische Buch, 1996, p.
297-304.

% _ Bekellas’s ferat was originally issued in early Ramazan 1178 (22 February — 3 March
1765) and was renewed on 3 Cemaziyelahur 1188 (11 August 1774) (Basbakanlik Osmank
Aryivi, Istanbul [hereafter BOA], Divel-i Ecnsbiye Defterteri [hereafter DED] vol. 35/1, p.
120/ doc. 413 and 126/442). The information abour the renewal of Bekellas's ferer in 1774 is
reproduced in 2 published list of the official dragomans of the western consulates in Salonika.
The List is wndated, but most likely belongs to 1797. It is nated in it thar Bekellas’s two ser-
vants were Panayotaki Meliorho and Stavros Papadimou Lioliou {loan. K. Vasdravelles, (ed.},
Tetopixd Apyeia Mowedoviag. A'. Apyelov Qeoaalovixge 1695-1912 [Historical Archives of Ma-
cedonia. 1. Thessaloniki Archive 1695-1912], Thessaloniki, Hetairciza Makedonikon Spouden,
1952, p. 331-353 [ne 250]). The family name has been mistakenly read as «MmekATicr. As ex-
pecred, Bekellas's name is absent from a similar list of 1761 (#b:d., p. 232-253 [no. 186]).

6 — 1f there really were British commercial interests in Karaferye, these must have heen related
in all likelihood to the trade of cotron yarn and fabrics (see Svoronos, Le commerce de Salonique
au XVIT sitele, p. 181-182, 198, 208). In his book about the commerce of Salonica, Svoronos
notes thar the British were cooperating with locals in incernal trade (ibid., p. 166-168, 193-194).
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death.” According to his grandson’s account though, Dimitrios moved at a cer-
tain stage in his life to Istanbul, where he traded in cotton fabrics, especially the
renowned cotton towels of Karaferye. He abandoned Istanbul because of the
outbreak of the Greek Revolution in 1821 and eventually settled on the com-
mercial Aegean island of Syros.® As becomes obvious, there is a significant dis-
crepancy of more than 20 years between the two versions. Given the fact that
Vikelas, Dimitrios’s grandson, was born in 1835, wrote his autobiography at
around the turn of the 20th century and admitted that he knew little about his
ancestors, as no family archive or documents had survived, [ think thar until we
discover mote concrete information about Dimitrios’s life, the official Owoman
version appeats to be more reliable than the information coming from Vikelas,
Dimitrios’s brother Nikolaos was a merchant in Pest; he was naruralised there
in 1794, He is known to have been an acrive member of the local Greek commu-
nity with an interest in the promotion of learning. Another Bekellas, Gheorghios,
was among those who decided to establish a Greek Orthodox church in the same
city. His connection with the other two Bekellas is not certain; he may have been
their brother. Other members of the family are known to have lived in Karaferye,
but we really know nothing but their names; one of them, Stamatios — possibly
another brother of Dimitrios — composed an epigram for a visiting bishop.’?
Overall, it appears that the family had expanded from Karaferye to Istanbul!!
and Pest sometime in the late 18ch and early 19th centuries, It is reasonable to
suspect that the members of the Bekellas family formed a commercial network,
which included their native town and two important commercial centres within
and beyond Ottoman borders, but no hard evidence has surfaced yet to support

7 _BOA, DED 35/1/140/590. 1 wish to express my gratitude to Dr Maurits van den Boogert
for providing the information coming from the Ditvel-i Ecnebiye Defterleri {see also footnore 5).
B — Vikelas, Zof, p. 4, 10.

9 - If Dimitrios was still living in 1821, he must have heen well over 70 years old. If he died
by 1798, then his son must have been at least around, and most likely, over 40 when his wife
gave birth to Dimitrios Vikelas,

10 - Chionides, “H &x Bepoing Katayopévn Grkoyéven BucAa”, p. 213-215; Vikelas, Za], p.
12-13. It becomes apparent from various pfé'ccs of evidence thar, like several other merchanc
farnilies of the same period, the Bekellas fBmily was a cultured one; its members were educated
and were involved in establishing schools, buying books, composing epigrams, and making com-
patisons drawn from Homer (according o Dimitrios's leter of 1777 against the local metropoli-
tan, «... vt pe Cooypagitn €ov Gepoithv ko Tou Gepoirov yeipove.. ). It is known that Dimic-
rios studied in the Macedonian town of Kozani (Mich. Ath. Kalinderes, Ta: Avté Eyypoge. t5
Anpiotncic Biftiobras Kofevng 1676-1808 (The Unbound Documents of the Municipal Li-
brary of Kozani 1676-1808], Thessaloniki, Demoitike Vivliotheke Kozanes, 1951, p. 29; Chion-
ides, °H sk Bepoing Katayousvn Owoyévew, Bera”, p. 212). For members of the Bekellas fam-
ily, especially Nikolaos, as subscribers for books, see Gheorghios K. Myares, “Zovlpopmté Br-
Briev and m Bépow ko ™ Néovoe peral 1758 ket 1839” [Book Subscribers from Veroia and
Naoussa, 1758-1839], Moxedovixs Huspoddyio Zpevddvn, LXX (1995), p. 243-252.

11 — Regardless of whether it was Dimitrios who moved to Istanbul or a son of his, there is no
doubr that a Bekellas family branch was based in the Ottoman capital by 1821.
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this suggestion.!2 In this context, the beratl: status apparently safeguarded the
pasition of those who were required to remain in the original family base in the
Balkan hinterland.

A number of Greek and Ottoman documents show Dimitrios to be involved
in local antagonisms and judicial dispures. We may divide these into four basic
caregories: disputes with the Church, with the Christian community of Karaf-
erye, with Otroman officials and local Muslim men of power, and with other
individuals.

Two of Bekellas's surviving letters refer to his problems with the local met-
ropolitan. The first one is dated 1777; in it Bekellas protested to the Merropoli-
tan of Salonica because the latter’s counterpart in Karaferye had unjustifiably
discriminated against him. Bekellas also suggested that the metropolitan fa-
voured other people, who were presumably antagonising him on the local scene.
From the answer of the Metropolitan of Salonica we learn that Bekellas was
deemed responsible for the submission of slanderous complaints against the
Metropoliran of Karaferye to the Patriarchate in Istanbul. The Metropolitan of
Salenica made it clear thar he would take Bekellas's side only if it was proved
that he had nothing to do with the accusations against the local metropolitan.!?

In 1784 Bekellas wrote ancther letter against the Metropelitan of Karaferye,
buc this rime addressed his protest to the Greek Orthodox Pacriarch in Istanbul,
He reiterated his allegations abour the disctimination against him for no other
reason than pure hate on the part of the prelate, and focused on one specific epi-
sode to suppert his view. More specifically, he accused the merropolitan of in-
structing his scribes not to collect his donation, nor those of those around him, for
an upcoming major religious service; as a result their names would apparently
not be commemorated in the course of the Holy Liturgy, unlike the names of
the rest of the Christian inhabirants of Karaferye and of the nearby town of
Agustos {Naoussa). Whar is interesting is that Bekellas claimed that the metro-
politan did the same to two other Christians of Karaferye, the Kehayaoglus, who
enjoyed, as he did, the protection of foreign consuls.'¥ This suggests that the
metropolitan’s attitude possibly stemmed from intracommunal grievances con-
nected with the facr thac those with beratl status did not share in the tax bur-
den, unlike the rest of the community. Similar tension and problems were not
unusual in Salonica, the centre of the senzcak to which Karaferye belonged. There,
the merropolitan sided with the lay leadership of the Christian community and
exerted pressure on the tax-exempted beraths.)?

12 — Cf. Traian Stoianovich’s classic “The conquering Balkan Orthodox merchant”, The Jour-
nal of Economic History, 20 (1960), p. 234-313, esp. p. 295-296.

13 — Kalinderes, Ta Avrd Eyypape tic dnpotixic Biflwbisme Kolivns 1676-1808, p. 28-29
(26 March 1777), 30-31 ().

14 —Ihid., p. 31-33 (14 October 1784). One of the two Kehayaoglus co-signed the lewes; this

one was under Swedish protection, while the other was under Neapolitan protection.

15 — See, for instance, Konstantinos D. Merzios, Mynueia Maxedovieic letopias [IMonuments
of the History of Macedonia], Thessaloniki, Hetaireia Makedonikon Spoudon, 1947, p. 326,
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The friction between the Bekellas family and the Church wenrt back in time.
Some 50 years before the letter of Dimitrios, the Patriarch in Istanbul had peti-
tioned the Porte and demanded thar Aci Mano! Bekella be incarcerated in the for-
tress of Volos. Using parricularly scrong language, the Patriarch accused Bekella of
being an evil man and an intriguer, who had repeatedly conspired to cause prob-
lems in the local community; he was also disobedient to the Metropalitan of Kara-
ferye and hindered the proper collection of taxes.’S The disruption of tax collec-
rion is admirttedly a common locus in petitions to the Porre, but it is not imprab-
able thar there really existed as early as thar a dispute between the Bekellas family
and other prominent members of the communiry on tax grounds.

Surviving sicil entries prove that, in the casc of Dimitrios, financial issues
were indeed the source of tension berween him and the Christian communiry
leaders, We learn from a sicif entry of 1771 that Bekellas reached a compromise
with the kocabags of Karaferye, who owed him 1,400 gurus from a logn (or sev-
eral loans). Before reaching this compromise through the intervention of un-
named mediators, Bekellas had demanded — apparently as a measure to exert
pressure on them — that two 4acabagis be taken to Salonica and tried before the
miizesellim and the local ez No more details are given about the exact nature
of the debt, but we may assume that the koczbagss represented the focal Christian
community and not simply themselves.!”

A few months later, a sultanic decree was issued concerning the request of
Bekellas — specifically called a bazirgan (merchant) this time — to bring to justice
two kocabagss of Karaferye for illegally collecting a total of 636 gurys from him
in the course of one year.'® One of them, Karacaoglu, was one of the two ko-
cabagis who were involved in the previous case; apparently the two sides still had
open accounts to settle. This time again Karacaoglu and another zimmi were or-
dered to appear in Salonica, where the case was o be heard in the presence of
the local judge and the deputy governor. As the decres made reference to the ex-
emption of beratls merchants, like Bekellas, from the cizye and ekalif~i srfiye
taxes, we may safely assume thar the issue at stake was the licensed merchant’s
fiscal obligations.1?

Ler’s move now to the third category of cases, that is, problems with local

_— P
359-360, 362-366.

16 = BOA, Cevder Adliye 6040 {it bears aﬂ?atriarchal seal dated 1734),

17 — KS 91/22/920/entry 3 (4 February 1771); ef. the incomplete KS 91/22/919/2 {-).

18 — XS 953/1/348/1 and 2 (1.9 October 1771 & 23 November 1772). It seems strange that
there is a distance of more than a year beoween the two entries — the ferman and the buyrulds
issued on the basis of it. This may be due o a scribal exror. In any case, the perition submitted
to the Porte about this case was dated 1771.

19 — Whar remains unclear in the case of Karaferye in the second half of che 18th century is
whether the local court could be bypassed simply on the requesc of a litigant (and largely
thanks to his connections) or whether certain criteria should be met before such an action was
taken. More generally, the relation berween the Karaferye and Salonica courts remains an open
question, especially in the light of the scantiness of judicial cases in the surviving sicils of
Karaferye from this period.



70 ANTONIS ANASTASOPOULOS

Muslim officials and men of influence. In early 1765 the Sultan issued two de-
crees dealing with a petition by Bekeloglu Dimitraki and another zimmi of
Karaferye. Dimitrios accused the town's £ad: of having imprisoned him illegally
and extracted 670 guruy from him, while the second victim of the judge claimed
that he had been unjustly fined and forced to pay 400 gurny. As a resulc of the
petition, a mubzir of the kazasker of Rumeli was ordered to go to Karaferye and
report back to the Porte after having carried our an investigadon ameng the lo-
cal population as to the conduct of their kad:.?

Five years later, Dimitrios complained that Tsmail Sefkat, the rvoyvoda of
Karaferye, and Kara Ahmed, a local #yan,?! had harassed and intimidated him
and eventually forced him to pay them 1,802 gurws. Furthermore, when the two
men heard that Bekellas intended to bring a charge against them, they conspired
te present him as a nuisance and ro render his allegations less credible by acquir-
ing 2 document from the local court of law saying that he was constantdly pro-
testing about oppression that he had supposedly suffered sometimes from the lo- i
cal judges and sometimes from the local notables — which must not have been
very difficulr to achieve with all of Bekellas’s antagonisms and complaints. Even-
tually though, Bekellas was successful in obraining a sultanic decree according to
which his case would be heard before the judge and the depury governor in Sa-
lonica, since it was impossible to have a fair trial in Karaferye;?? indeed a few
weeks later the naib of Salonica sent a letter to the authorities of Karaferye in-
forming them about Dimitrios’s allegations and asking for Kara Ahmed and the
voyvoda to be sent to Salonica to appear in court. 23

Dimitrios’s judicial problems were not limited to those with the Christian
community and Otroman officials. As a businessman, he naturally faced dis-
putes arising from his business activities. fn 1765 a certain Kostanrin com-
plained to the Porte, because #acir (merchant) Dimitraki was refusing to hand over
half of the earnings of a rather profitable joint venture.2? Seven years later, in
1772, a certain Osman brought another suit against Bekeloghu Dimitraki for not
discharging a debt of 570 gurus, which had resulted partly from a loan and pardy
from business transactions. The case was to be heard in Salonica following orders

20 — BOA, Rumeli Ahkim Defrerleri (hereafter RAD) vol. 21/ entry 787 (13-21 February
1765} and RAD 21/811 {22 February-3 March 1765).

21 — Kara Ahmed’s name appears quite often in the sicils of Karaferye. He was anything bur a
man of impeccable character. Cf. Antonis Anastasopoulos, “Lighting the flame of disorder:
ayan infighting and state intervention in Ottoman Karaferye, 1758-59", International Journal
of Turkish Studies, VII/1-2 (2002}, p. 73-88. Unfortunately chis article was printed with sev-
eral mistakes.

22 — KS§ 91/11/625 {20-29 November 1770). This entry has been published in Greek in Vas-
dravelles, Joropimd Apyela Maxsdoviag B'. Apyeiov Bepoiag — Naoboys 1598-1836, p. 193-194
{no. 210). The decree has also been preserved in Historical Archives of Macedonia, Salonica/Se-
lanik Sicilleri 118/52-53.

23 — K§ 91/20/916/1 {17 December 1770). It is noted under KS 91/11/625 that a decree by
the miltesellim of Salonica about the same case was also received by the court of Karaferye.

24 - BOA, RAD 20/526 (27 September-G October 1763).
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from Istanbul.2

It is obvious that a man like Dimitrios was fighting on so many fronts that
he needed allies and protection if he wished to secure his wealth and promote
his interests. His greatest guarantee was the beratls dragoman status, thar is Brit-
ish protection, and he used it repeatedly. When Kostantin demanded his share
from the profits of their partnership, Bekellas benefited from the terms of the
Ottoman Capitulations to England, as he refused to have this dispute heard lo-
cally. Indeed, according to the Capitulations, disputes concerning sums of money
exceeding 4,000 zkges could be heard only before the Imperial Council in Istan-
bul26 When Kostantin complained, the Porte further pointed out that foreign
subjects could not be tried in the absence of the ambassador, the consul or the
dragoman (apparently the principal one) of their country.2

Bekellas made use of his beratl status on other occasions, too. In 1770 he
went to Istanbul in order to inform the British ambassador about the voyvods
and Kara Ahmed. The petition was subsequently submitted to the Porte not by
Bekellas himself, but by the ambassader on his behalf. In the sultanic decree that
was then issued, Dimitrios was not treated as an Otoman subject, but as a mi-
stemin, a foreign subject residing in the realm of Islam, whose rights had o be
respected.?8 Furthermore, the two Muslims were warned that they would be
brought to Istanbul if they refused to behave. The British ambassador also peti-
tioned the Porte on behalf of Bekellas in his two lawsuits against the Karaferye
kocabagis.®® As noted above, the miitesellim of Salonica then stressed that mer-
chants in the service of the British consul as dragomans were exempted from the
cizye and the rekalif-i rfiye; chis was a benefit stemming from the berath status
and an important advantage over the rest of the Christian community of Karaf-
erye. The formulation of imperial and other decrees demonstrates clearly that
whereas legality and oppression were defined on the basis of the “noble sharia”
(and/or kanun) for the common zimmis, two more elements came inco play in
the case of licensed dragomans and extended the bounds of their rights, namely
the Capirulations and their patents (¢mugayir-i abdname-i hiimayun ve stirut-1 be-
rat») .50

Thus, British protection served Bekellas well not only in his business transac-
' ¢

25— BOA, RAD 27/87 (19-27 Sepresitber 1772).

26 — See for instance article 24 of the English Capirulations of 1601 (ER, s.v. «Imiyazar. ii, -
the Quoman empirer (Halil Tnalcik), 101, 1971, p. 1180-1181).

27 — Thus Bekellas not only evaded trial in Karaferye, bur also practically limited Kostantin's
right to protest.

98 _ For the status of the miistemin from a docurinal paint of view, see ER, s.v. «Aman» (Jo-
seph Schacht), I, 1960, p. 431-432. For the application of this notion to the Ouweman context,
see £P2, s.0. «Imtiyazat. il. — the Ottoman empire» (Inalcik), p. 11791182,

29 _ 1 am indebred to Dr Mauriss van den Boogert who was kind enough to send me a photo-
capy of the petition submitted by the British ambassador for the second case (BOA, A. DVN.
DVE 81/94 [1771)).

30 — The citation comes from KS 93/1/348/1.
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tions,3! but also in his judicial affairs, He had his petitions forwarded by the
ambassador of 2 major foreign power, and, thanks 1o the Capitulations, he could
avoid the hearing of his cases in Karaferye when he wished otherwise. Further-
more, he could not be tried in the absence of British diplomatic representatives,
just as if he were a foreigner himself. Besides, the exemption from cigye and
other raxes must have meant a considerable financial relief. This exemprion ex-
tended 1o the sons and two servants of the dragomans, which allowed them to
build a tax-exempt network and to bring under their patronage relatives or part-
nets, who could be passed off as servants.*2

There are admittedly cases in which Bekellass special status is not men-
tioned at all, For instance, in the reply of the Porte to his allegations abour the
kady in 1765 there is no reference to his being a dragoman, but ar that point
Bekellas had indeed not yet become a dragoman. We may acrually assume thar it
was incidents like this thac made him seek foreign protection, as the process of .
obraining it was completed at the same time when the two decrees about the
kads were issued. No mention of his ferath status is made in the decree concern-
ing his dispute with Osman either. But on this occasion, the petition had been
submitted by the latter, who had good reasons to conceal Dimitrios’s special
status. Bekellas may have invoked his éerar at a later stage of the procedure so as
to block the execution of the imperial order, Overall, we should not neglect the
fact thar Bekellas had been born an Cittoman subject and lived in an Ottoman
environment, Therefore, he was subject to and made use of the Ortoman meth-
ods of finding justice; prominent among those was the right to appeal to the
Imperial Council and the sultan himself:3? Besides, the eventual outcome of any
case would be decided by the Otroman authorities and not by the British ambas-
sador or consul. Their role was to make their protégé’s voice louder and more ef-
fecrive, when appealing to the Ottoman state.

British protection was welcome when it came to the Ottoman authorities, but
was apparently insufficient when it came to disputes with the local metropolitan.
There Bekellas had to seek protection and allies within the Greek Orthodox mi-
liew. In fact, his letrer to the Metropolitan of Salonica suggests that Dimitrios may
have been systematically cultivaring good relations with the higher clergy, so as to
be able to use their influence whenever necessary. A surviving letrer in which he
congratulates the Veroiot Bishop of Servia and Kozani on his election to that of

31 — A berarls merchant enjoyed lower custem durties on imports and expores (Christine Phil-
liou, “Mischief in the Old Regime: provincial dragomans and social change ar the turn of the
nineteenth century”, New Perspectives on Turkey, 25 (2001}, p. 106).

32 — Cf. Mertzios, Mvnucio. Moxedovirre lotopiag, p. 33G-337. Berats eventually became a
commaodity sold o wealthy merchants. It cost some 2-3,000 guryy to ger the licence to become
a dragoman of the French consulate in Salonica in the 18th century (Svoronos, Le commeree de
Salonigue aw XVIIT sidcle, p. 152), When a check was made in Aleppo in 1790, only six of the
some 1,500 zimmi merchlanrs with &erars proved to be true dragomans (ER, 5. «lmtiyazat. ii.
— the Cutoman empirer {Inalcik), p. 1187).

33 — See Halil inalal, “Sikayer Hakk: <Ari-i Hal ve <Ari-i Mabzarlar” {The right to protest:
Carg-i hils and “ari-i mahgars), Osmanls Arastirmalar, 7-8 (1988), p. 33-54.
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fice and on the warm welcome by his flock was apparenly part of rhis policy.34
On the other hand, it is interesting to note that when writing to the Patri-
arch, Bekellas was very careful in his choice of words and the tone of his protest.
Obvicusly he knew thar he was not allowed to overstep certain limits, and was
also aware of the solidarity among the prelates, which was clearly demonstrated
in the reply by the Merropolitan of Salonica to his request for support in 1777.
Besides, the threat of excommunication, which was taken very seriously not only
for its consequences in the afterlife but also because of the social isolarion that it
entailed in chis world, always hung over the head of a layman such as Bekellas.
Finally, Bekellas’s allies included people in the same position as himself; pre-
sumably they could achieve more united than individually. Such were the Keha-
yaoglus, who were also dragomans, lived in the same town and were faced with
the same problems.3® Whar is noteworthy is that Bekellas's allies do not seem o
have included Muslims. Karaferyc was a mixed town from a religious point of
view, and there existed instances of legal or extra-legal collaboration among
Christian and Muslim members of the local elite for the common benefit or to
avoid troubles with the state authorities.?8 Bekellas’s contacts with Muslims
cannot have been limited to his lawsuits with Osman, the kadb, the voyvoda and
Kara Ahmed. In fact, Osman’s case suggests that he had dealings with Muslims.
It is worth mentioning that the French Cousinéry, who visited Karaferye
probably at some point before the French Revolution, stated that he had been
enterained by a certain «Békélas, a rich man who was well versed in scholarly
Greek and enjoyed British protection thanks to a berar that he had received from
the Parte. Cousinéry did nor cite Bekellas’s first name, but his host can quite
reasonably be identified as Dimitrios. According to the French traveller, the dis-
tance between Karaferye and Salonica was too long to guarantee effective protec-
tion, and Bekellas was obliged to travel often to the latter town, where he even-
tually died a poor man.28 After his death, his children transferred their activities

34 — Kalinderes, Ta Aved Eymaga wie dypotneis Bifobrixns Koldvne 1676-1808, p. 73 (8

July 1785). .

35 — It may be added here that Bekelka.s'_,(«o EnuAzprog xetth pavouhh kal Spayopdvog g

ryythtépegy) was among the signamricsﬁo‘fa collective letter in favour of the dragoman of the
Venetian consul in Salonica (29 Marc}ﬁ 1766) (Spyridon P. Lambras, “To ev @EUG&?\:DV‘]CH[ Be-

vetuehv Tlpokevelov kot to ueré mng MokeSoviag Epmdpov tiov Beverdv” (The Venetian consu-
late in Salonica and Venetian commerce with Macedonia], Moxedovicév Huepoadywov Tlap-
pexedovikod Zuikoyou, V (1912), p. 234-235).

6 — Cf. Anastasopoulos, “Lighting the flame of disorder: ayan infighting and state interven-
tion in Ottoman Karaferye, [758-39”, p. 84-85.

37 — Cousinéry was in the Levanc for about 30 years undl 1793 and again during the reign of
Louis XVIII (1814-1824); some of his remarks indicace that his narration about Karaferye refers
to the period prior to 1793, but the author does not specify the exact time of his visit there, \ﬁ.ke—
las suggests char the two men probably mer around 1763 and Chionides accepts this dating
(Vikelas, Zeosf, p. 425; Chionides, “H ex Bepoiog Katayopévn Owoyéverr Bicéha®, p. 212).

38 — BOA, RAD 207526 and 27/87 confiem that Dimitrios was spending time in Salonica. It
is not known if Bekellas actually died 4 poor man, or if Cousinéry exaggerated.
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and wealth abroad (vdans I'Allemagnes). What is' interesting is that Cousinéry
claimed that Bekellas suffered more vexations from his fellow Greeks than from
Otroman officials and Muslim men of power.??

To conclude, what is important in Bekellass case is thae it allows us fo see a
Balkan merchant having recourse to several authorities and individuals in order
to secure his position. One had to decide cach time how one could best tackle a
challenge, This obviously also explains why there were cases of Muslims and
Jews who did not, when it came to bringing action against Greek Orthodox op-
ponenis, turn to the kad: court but to the church authorities requesting that
they excommunicate them. 40

On the one hand, Bekellas cultivated personal relations with church officials,
foreign diplomats, and fellow townsmen; on the other hand, he made use of
formal institutions. Simply having a good personal relarion with the British con-
sul in Salonica was not as effective as holding the official tide of the dragoman of
the consulate, just as good personal relations with the Metropolitan of Salonica.,
were not enough to secure his support against the Metropolitan of Karaferye.
However, the fact thac the Christian community of Karaferye kept putting pres-
sure on Bekellas over tax issues, even though his tax exemption was officially ac-
knowledged, suggests that the dragoman status provided some bur not absolute
immuntty cither, The Ottoman system did have institutions that could protect a
merchant like Bekellas, but the eventual outcome depended on many factors,
such as the integrity and efficiency of state officials, the real weight of such insti-
tutions in society, actual respect for sultanic decrees, and particularly the line of
action taken by the person whose interests were under threat. For instance, Bek-
ellas chosc to appeal to the state authorities and eventually the kads court when
challenged by Muslims or Christians of Karaferye who had clearly broken the
law, made use of the terms of the Capitulations in commercial disputes and
turned to church officials when discriminated against by the metropolitan in a
way that was not breaking Islamic or Ottoman law. From another viewpoint,
formal and informal methods of tackling problems kept alternating; Bekellas had
to make the right choice in each particular instance. In Christine Philliou’s
words, «[provincial dragomans] were always open to using old and new instiru-
tions alike for their survival and prosperity. ... Provincial dragomans, like many
other groups around them, pushed the social and exploited the geopolitical
boundaries that had been set for them, undermining state authority by actively

39 — Cousinéry, Voyage dans la Magédpine, vol, |, p. 68-69. According to Andreas Andreades,
who wrote in 1910, cthe whole Bekellas family was forced to leave Karaferye because the wealth
of Dimitrios «exivnoe v mheovetiav tav Tobpravs [excited greed in the Turks], but this may
merely be an early 20th-century and-Turkish stereocype (Andr. M, Andreades, “Anpirpiog Bi-
xéag” [Demertrios Vikelas], Maxedoviv Hugpoldpov Happarsdovicot Zvdddyou, 11T (1910),
p. 40-41 as cited by Chionides, “H ex Bepolog Kateyouévn Owoyévewn Bucéa”, p. 211).

40 — See examples in Panaghiotes D). Michaelares, Apoprouds. H Tpooapuoys miag Howie otic
Avoyraisentes g Tovprokpariag [Excommunication. The Adapration of a Penalty to the Ne-
cessities of Ottoman Rulel, Athens, Ethniko Hidryma Ereunan/Kentro Neoellenikon Ere-
unon, 1997, p. 428-429.
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engaging institutions and appropriating them as cheir own».4! Of course, this
does not mean that they were always successful in doing so or that they were be-
yond the reach of formal Qttoman institutions and local rivals at all times. Quite
the contrary: there was high risk, even for their own life, in provoking their fel-
low citizens in the way that Dimitrios did.

Despite the lawsuits and vexations, Dimitrios Bekellas spent a considerable
part or even the whole of his life in Karaferye. Eventually though the family left
town. They may have done so because Karaferye was too small 1o accommodate
their business ambitions. They may also have been forced to leave because they
were exposed to more threats than they could bear.%? Most likely, they left be-
cause of a combination of both.*3 We shall not know until more informacion
surfaces about the Bekellas family. Regardless of the eventual outcome, chough,
what is striking in Bekellas's case is that he could afford an impressive degree of
self-confidence as a resulr of the opportunities offered to him by the general con-
ditions in which a Balkan merchant operated in the 18th century, He thus felc
strong enough to deal with all sorts of opponents and antagonists, who might
otherwise have been able to humiliate or even eliminate him.

The Bekellas case is not by any means unique, and that is why it is relevanc:
it exemplifies the possibilities that were opening up for Christian merchants in
the southern Balkans in the second half of the 18th century, as well as highlight-
ing the limirations within which they had to operate. These limirations were set
not only by the greed of officials and bullies, but quite as often by anragonisms
within the Christian community. As such the Bekellas case is a typical one that
deserves further study.

£

a

41 — Philliou, “Mischief in the Old qﬂégimc: provincial dragomans and social change at the
turn of the nineteenth century”, p. 103-104.

42 — When Dimitrios’s grandson visited the family house in 1901, he was impressed by its
heavy courtyard gate and sturdy windowless ground-floor walls, and commented that «At
TowdTos Tpopukiieic peptopolv v EAAEWY aogaksiag ko Tov Pofov xaxofodiov emdpo-
pcww fsuch precautions testify to the lack of safery and the fear of malicious raids] (Vikelas,
Zap, p. 423},

43~ One is tempted to ask why Bekellas’s berat was not sransferred to his relatives after his
death. Were chey not interested in it, because they had moved out of Karaferye, or did they fail
to maintain control of it against competition? According to Philliou (“Mischicf in the Old Re-
gime: provincial dragomans and social change ar the twrn of che nineteenth century”, p. 109},
it was very common for dragomans to bequeath their dtle to their sons and relatives.



