MOHAIR MANUFACTURE AND MOHAIR WORKSHOPS
IN SEVENTEENTH - CENTURY ANKARA

Suraia FAROQHI

From the sixteenth to the nineteenth centuries, the city
of Ankara possessed international renown on account of the
“fine mohair cloth woven in this city and the surrounding regi-
on. As a raw material; manufacturers used the hair of a special
type of goat, known as the tiftik keg¢isi or Angora goat. It ap-
pears that this type of goat was difficult to acclimatize outsi-

de of the Anatolian steppe, and it was widely believed that mo-
hair lost its sheen when the goat was taken out of its natural
habitat. Thus Evliya Celebi expressed his satisfaction that at-
tempts on the part of Europeans to breed the Angora goat in -
their own countries had failed.? In fact, only during the se-
cond half of the nineteenth century was the animal success-
~fully acclimatized in South Africa. However, the distribution
of the Angora goat was not entirely limited to the steppe im-
mediately surrounding Ankara. Even though most Europeans
were not aware of the fact, in the sixteenth century the regi-

1 Evliya Celebi, Seyahaénamesl, 10 vols, (Istanbul, 1314/1696-97
te 1983), vol 2, 432. _ ‘

Xavier de Planhol, <Rayonnement urbain et sélection animale :
une solution nouvelle du probléme de 14 chévre d’Angora, séerétariat
d'état aux universités, Comité des travaux historigues et scientifiqu-
es, Bulletin de la section de géographie, Etudes de géographie histo=
rigue, LXXXIT (1975-717), 179-196. This study also contains a useful
summary of previous research concerning the Angora goa:t,
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on of Mardin also possessed its mohair manufactures.? In ad-
dition, early Ottoman Bursa had also gained a reputation as
a textile centre producing mohair cloth. Thus it appears likely
that the Angora goat was bred near the latter two cities ag
well. ‘ :
Among nineteenth and twentieth century scholars, con-
siderable controversy has raged with respect to the manner in
which the breeding of Angora gots came to be localized in
the region of Ankara. Certain authors have assumed that the
tittik kecisi was native to the area and had lived there since
remote antiquity. Other researchers assume that this parti-
cular variety of goat had been brought from Central Asia by
the Turks who migrated to Anatolia in the eleventh or
twelfth century Recently, - Xavier de Planhol has suggested
yet a third explanation. This geographer stresses the fact that
~ Bursa appears to have been a ceritre of the mohair trade befo-
re Ankara. In addition, he points out that representations of
mohair goats have survived from various periods of antiqu-
ity, from Sumerian down to Roman times, Thus Planhol as-
sumes that while Angora goats will occasmnally occur in or-
dinary flocks due to mutation, the conscious breeding of mo-
hair-producing animals on a large scale was an innovation of
the Ottoman period, and particularly of the fifteenth cen-
tury. In Planhol’s opinion it was the textile centre of Ankara
that created the flocks of mohair goats pasturing in the ne-
arby steppe rather than the other way around.

In spite of the picturesque c1rcums1:ances surrounding
the mohair trade, there exist comparatively few studies on
the subject. Moreover, the most detailed of these investigati-
ons has unfortunately remained unpublished.? While the

2- Nejat Goyling, XVI. Yiizyilda Mardin Sancaj, I. U, Edebiyat
Fakﬁltesi Yayinlan, no. 1458, (Istanbul 1969), p. 137. However it is
possible that in this area, the term sof was used for fine woolen cloth,
Moreover, the industry declined in the second. half of the 18 th cent-
ury, and coarser textiles took its place, :

3 Ozer Ergene, £1580- 1596 Yillan Arasinda Ankara ve Konya Be-
hirlerinin Mukayeseli Ineelenmesi Yoluyla Osmanh Behirlerinin Ku-
rumlari Ve quyo- Ekonomik Yaplsl Uzerine Bir Deneme» Ph. D. diss "
Ankarg U’niversitesi Dil ve Tarih Cografya Faknltesi (Ankara 1973}.

212



Bursa silk - industry between the fifteenth and nineteenth
centuries has been studied in detail by Inalcik, Dalsar, Erder
and Cizakga, the mohair manufactures of Ankara after abo-
ut 1615¢ have remained all but uninvestigated. Scattered
observations by European travellers and merchants, which
oceasionaly include a few remarks on manufacturing proces-
ses,® constitute almost our only publlshed source of informa-
tion on the subject.

However, recently sorne progress has been made in this
respect. Murat Cizakca has been able to collect data concer-
ning the bids made to the Ottoman state treasury by would-
be tax farmers who aspired to collect, on behalf of the Otto- -
man state, the dues paid by the users of mohair presses (cem
dere) These data constitute a valuable indicator concerning

This study also refers to mohair workshops locat,ed within prlvate
houses. !

4 Halil Iraleix, <Bursa and the Commerce of the Levant,». Jour-
nal of the Economic and Social I-Ilstory of the Orlent III 2 (1960),
131-147. (Form now on : JESHO). o

Halil Inalcik, «Bursa I. XV, Asir Sanayi ve Tlcaret Tarihine Dair
Vesikalary, Belleten, XXIV, 93- (1960), 45-110, ‘

_ Fahri Dalsar, Tiirk Sanayl ve Ticaret Tarihinde Bursa'da Ipekgl-
lik, Istanbul Universitesi Yayinlarindan 856, iktisat Fakiiltesi No 116
¢Istanbul, 144U),

Leila Erder, <Bursa Ipek Sanayiinde Teknolojik Gelismeler (1835-
18G65),» Titrkiye 1ktisat Tarihi Qzerine Arastlrmalar, Geligme Dergis
bzel sayis1 (1978), 111-122,

Murat Cizakea, «A Short History of t,he Bursa Silk Industry (1500-
1900) 2, JESHO, XXIII, 1-2 (1980), 142-152, '

Murat Cizakc¢a, <Price History and the Bursa Silk Industry : A
Study in Ottoman Industrial Decline 1550-1650», The Journal of Eco-
nomic History, XL, 3 (1980), 533-550.

For the Ankara mohair manufacture before 1615 compare : Oger
Ergenc, ¢1600-1615 Yillar1 Arasinda Ankara Iktlsadl Tar1h1ne A1t Arasg-
tirmalary, in : Tirkiye iktisat Tarihi Semlnerl ed Osman Okyar Unal
Nalbantoglu (Anl;ara 1975), p. 145-168.

5 For an example compare : David French, «A Sixteenth Cen-
tury English Merhant in Ankara?s, Anatolian Studles, XXII (1972),
241-271. See also the literature reviewed 0n p. 179-181 in Planhol,
{Rayonnement»
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the fortunes of the mohair-weaving industry®. For the time
being, however, no figures of this type have been located for
the second half of the seventeenth century. Thus it appears
useful to explore other Ottoman sources as well. In the long
run, investigations of this type may permit us to follow the
fortunes of Ankara’s mohair industry until its final decline
in the first half of the nineteenth century.

Such an undertaking is of particular interest, as the
craft industries of the Ottoman Empire, or at least those
that have been studied in some detail, appear to follow at le-
ast two separate patterns. From Braude’s study of the Salonica
c¢uha weavers,” and Cizakga’s work on the silk manufacture
of Bursa, we gain an impression of decline, beginning in the -
cate sixteenth or early seventeenth eentury, in which the ef-
fects of European competition are clearly visible. Among the
reasons for the deindustrialization of Salonica, Braude points
to an increase in the price of Balkan wool, which largely supp-
lied the Venetian woollen industry during its brief sixteenth-
century prosperity.? In addition, Braude emphasizes direct

" competition on the part of imported English woolen cloth,
particularly after British ships had begun to enter the Medi- .
terranean in large numbers, that is, from about the fifteen-
eighties onward. European competition also appears to have
been responsible for the decline of the Bursa silk manufactu-
re after about 1570, although its impact in this case was may-
be somewhat less dramatie, As Italian silk manufactures we-

) \
6 Murat Qizakca, <Impact of Free Trade on the Ottoman Textile

Bector, 1550-1700», Presented at the Conference on Problems and Po-
licies of Industrialization in Opening Economies, August 24 th- 28 th,
1931, Tarabya, Istanbul. I thank the author for allowing me to use
this article in manuscript.

7 Benjamin Braude, ¢International Competition and Domestic
Cloth in the Ottoman Empire 1500-1650, A Study in Undevelopments,
Beview, I1,3 (1979), 437-454,

8 Domenico Bella, <The Rise and Fa.ll of the Venetian Woolen
Industrys, in : Crisis and Change in the Venetian Ecomomy in the
Birteenth and Beventeenth Centuries, ed, Brian Pullan (London,,
1968), p. 106-1286,
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re mechanized, and silk weaving was newly established in
England, European merchants competed for the supply of
Iranian raw silk, which at least until the seventeenth century, -
constituted the chief source of raw material for the Bursa silk
manufactures.® At the same time, stagnation or even decline
of purchasing power among the wealthier inhabitants of the
Ottoman Empire, who made up the chief clientéle of the
Bursa silk weavers, did not permit the manufacturers to ine-
. rease their prices in line with rising raw material costs. In the
long run, this ‘profit squeeze’ was to lead to the decline of
the Bursa silk manufactures.1 '

Rather a different picture emerges from the studies
which Nikolai Todorov has published concerning the manu-
facture of rough woolen cloths (aba), first in Filibe (Plovdiv)
and the surrounding countryside, and later in the towns and
villages of southern Bulgaria in general.* From modest be-
ginnings at the end of the sixteenth century, the industry
seems to have axpanded vigorously, until in the eighteenth
and early nineteenth centuries, itinerant traders not only
supplied the inhabitants of remote Anatolian villages, but e-
ven exported their wares as far as India. Apparently the aba
manufacture of southern Bulgaria, until at least about 1830
was protected by the fact that before the advent of the fac-
tory system, low-priced textiles had less to fear from foreign
competition than luxury or semi-luxury fabrics. In fact,even
in the mid-nineteenth century, the woolen manufactures of.
southern Bulgaria, now at least pa:i"tly converted o the fac-
tory system, were able to maintain themselves by supplying
the Ottoman army with uniforms. Thus it appears that Bul-
garian textile manufactures, which flourished particulary in
the eighteenth and early nineteenth centurles, were not par-
ticularly affected by competitors bidding up the price of the

9 Dalsar, Bursa‘da Ipekecilik, p. 306-309,
10 Cizakca, «Price History», 538
11 Nikolai Todorov, ¢«19. Yizyllin Ilk Yarisinda Bulganstan s
naf Tegkllatinda Baz Karakter Defismeleris, L . Ikiisat Fakiiltesi
Mecmmasy, 27, 1-2 (1967-68), 1-36. )
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relatively low-quality raw wool which they employed. Moreo-
ver, the distribution system wused by these local producers.
was on the whole superior to the methods employed by Euro-
pean merchants nnportmg woolen cloth into the Ottoman
Empire.

Under these c1rcumstances_,- it appears particularly
worthwhile to find out something about the pattern followed
by the mohair industry of seventeenth-century Ankara. Did
it correspond to the decline of Bursa and Salonica, or else to.
the vigorous expansion of the Filibe aba manufacturers? Or _
did the mohair industry follow some other pattern, as yet uni-
dentified? While the present paper cannot claim to put-forth
a definitive answer, some pieces of evidence, to be discussed
presently, make it appear rather unlikely that the situation
of the seventeenth-century Ankara mohair industry was as
gloomy as that of the Bursa silk or the Salonica woolen manu-
facturers. :

MOCHAIR WORKSHOFS iN ' SEVENTEENTH )
CENTURY ANEKARA

Among the evidence to be reviewed, the number of re-
corded mohair workshops sof k&rhénesi is of particular sig-
nificance. These workshops usually constituted part of hou-
ses otherwise used for residential purposes. For this reason,
woi*-kshops of this type are rarely mentioned among the shops
and hans of Ankara’s business district (e¢arsi). Now the kadi
‘Tegisters of Ankara, and incidentally those of most other large
Ottoman towns as well, very frequently listed the rooms of a
house sold, donated, or divided up among the heirs of a dece-
ased person.'? It was the aim of this procedure to make the
property identifiable without any possibility of error. As a .
result, it becomes possible to count the mohair workshops
which changed owners or formed the subject of litigation

12 For the use of this kind of matenal ecompare ;. Nikolai Todo-
rov, <La différentiation de la populatmn utbaine d’apréds les régistres
de cadis de Vidin. Sofia et Ruse», Studia Baleanica, HI, La ville bal-
kanigque XVe-XIXe sidcle, (Sofia, 1970), 45-63,
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within a given time period. At a later stage the resulting fi- -
gures can then be related to the total number of houses docu- -
mented in the kady’s records during the period under investi- -

gation.

. For the purposes of the present study, two different time -
periods have been selected. The earlier period begins in
1002/1593-94 and continues until 1010/1601-2. During those
years, 343 cases of house sales, or of litigation concerning.
houses, were recorded in a manner detailed enough that the re-
levant documents could be used in the present investigation. .
For the second per10d which begins in 1099/1687-88 and con-
tinues until 1104/1692-93, 290 usable cases were located.!®
On the whole, the later records tend to be more precise, if also
rather wordier, than their counterparts from the years aro-
und 1600, Thus the older records in many cases simply refer
to a workshop while the later ones usually specify that a mo-
hair workshop, (sof karhé.nesi) is intended. It has been assu-
med that the more general term used in older records gene-
rally refers to mohair workshops,* If occasionally a works-
hop that was not a mohair weaver’s shop has slipped in, thus
leading to some over-estimation of the number of mohair
weaver’s shops in Ankara especially around 1600, this will
only serve to stress the point to be made in the present article.

Among the 343 houses purchased or disputed in the years
around 1600,30 possessed a mohair workshop (8.7 %). In the
sixteen-nineties, .28 out of 290 building were equipped with a
mohair-weaving workshop, which amounts to 9.7 %. Given
the fact that the available sample is rather less than per-
fect, it may be concluded that the share of houses equipped

13 . The kadl sicilleri (AKS) of Ankara and Kayseri are housed in
"the Etnografya Muzesi Ankara. Yor the\purposes of the present study
vols 5,6,7,8,67,68,69,70,71,72 have been used.

14 In the records dating from the later 17 th century ‘sof kdrha-
nes¥ is generally used instead of the more general term, Moreover in
many instanees, references to looms (fezgah) often indicate that a
weaver's workshop was in fact meant. Even so, 1t cannot be excluded -
that a few texts in fact do refer to other kinds of workshops.
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with workshops for mohair-weaving changed little in the co-
urse of the seventeenth century. If it turns out that the per-
centage of mohair workshops in late sixteenth and early se- *
venteenth century Ankara has been somewhat overestima-
ted, a slight increase may even have occurred in the course of
the seventeenth century.

In order to determine whether the production of mohair
cloth equally remained stable, we would need to find out so-
mething about the number of looms usually found in a single
workshop. Again, we possess more information concerning
the sixteen-nineties than about years immediately before or
after 1600. For the earlier . period, the number of looms is re-
corded in 8 out of 30 cases, that is in slightly more than a
- guarter of all documents. For the sixteen-nineties however,
we posess this inforination in more than one half of all cases
(16 out of 28) .15

From the limited evidence at our disposal, the number of
looms assembled in one workshop does not appear to have
changed very much in the course of the seventeenth century.

" Table 1 : Bistribution of Looms in Ankara Mohair Wbrkshops

Number of looms in 1 2- 3 4  5-10 Total
one shop -

-1002-1010

{1593-94/1601-02) - 5 1 2 - 8
1099-1104 ) . _

(1687-88/1892-93) 1 7 5 2 1 11

In the years around 1600, the medlan number of looms amo-
unted to just 2, while the average lay at 2.6.

Ninety years later the corresponding values had increased
to 2.5 and 2.9 respectively. However the sixteen-nineties co-
urnit includes two workshops which apparently stood by them-

15 Since looms are referred to in a substantial number of ca.ses,-
one can assume that the typical ‘sof karhanesi’.was in fact a weaver's
workshop, and not simply a place used for the manufacture of yarn.
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selves and were not part of any domestic unit. Both these
workshops were fairly large, one of them containing four
_looms, and the other, eight.’® If these two units are excluded,
- the average number of looms per shop drops to 2.4, while the
median again stands at 2, Thus at least the small domestic
workshops, which in all likelihood - accounted for most of the
mohair cloth produced in Ankara, remained a fairly stable u-
nit throughout the seventeenth century. Under these cir-
cumstances, one might well surmise that the production of
mohair cloth likewise showed little change.

However it is possible that during the intervening years,
there occurred a decline in output followed by some slight re-
_covery. The figures concerning taw farmer’s bids for the
Ankara dye-house (s) and mohair press (es), which have been
discussed in ah as yet unpublished article by Murat: Cizakga,
indicate a decline in Ankara textile production during the be-
ginning years of the seventeenth century.'” However the cur-
ve established by Cizak¢a does not lead us beyond about 1610,
50 that there need not be any contradiction between Cizak-
¢a’s observations and those outlined in the present article.

In this contex, it is of some interest to be able to gauge
the'amount of money invested in the mohair weavers’ works-
hops and particulary in their looms. For the  years around
1600, this is difficult to do, since all the workshops referred to
formed part of a larger domestic unit. However an approxima-
teideacan be gained fromthe prices of very small houses
which included a workshop, because in such cases the shop was
probably the most valuble part of the house. Thus a house
consisting of just one room and a workshop with 2 looms
changed hand for 3000 akg¢e.* A larger workshop (4
looms), along with a courtyard and a room, fetched 12,000
akge,® while another workshops, with only a courtyard attac-

16 AKS 69, p. 36, no 103 ; p. 2, no. 11,
17 Cizakca, «Free Trades,

18 AKS 5, p. 131, no 545,

19 AKS .8, p. 194, no 1740.
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hed, was sold for 4000 akg¢e.” While it is impossible to be pre-
cise, one may assume that a workshop with two looms during
those years could be purchased for a few thousand akge, a mo-
derate investment well within the reach of even a modest town
dweller of Ankara. :

We possess more information for the years around 1690,
due to an interesting document dealing with the sale of mo-
hair looms, independently from the building in which they
were housed.?* In this particular instance, one Mehmed Celebi
“owned 3 looms, a women named Ayni a single loom, while a
third party, Ahmed b. Abubekir Cavug owned the remaining
- four looms, Mehmed Celebi and Ayni sold their looms to Ah-
med b. Abubekir Cavug for 6 gurus, that is 1.5 gurus for each
* loom, while no reference is made to property rights to the bu-
ilding in which the looms were housed. Thus a family inves-
ting in a workshop with 2 or 3 looms should have spent about
3-5 gurus on the implements themselves a very modest sum,
~ considering that a finished piece of moha1r cloth durlng tho-
" se years might fetch up to 50 esedi gurus.?

Prices paid for mohair workshops duting the sixteen-ni-
neties seem to have varied a great deal according to circum-
stances. A workshop with 4 looms, to which apparently no
dwelling was attached, sold for 80 esedi gurug in 1101 /1688-89,
while another workshop with the same number of looms chan-
.ged hands for only 17 esedi gurug.®® How much of this price
difference was due-to the quality of the implements found in
the workshop and how much was due to the size and quality
- of the land on which the building was situated, is not indica-
“ted in the documents recording the sales in question,

A low degree of investment in fixed capital is of course
not a feature uniqué to the Ankara sof industry. Craftsmen
manufacturing woolen cloth in sixteenth or seventeenth-cen-

20 AKS 8, p. 148, no 1352.

21 AKS 69, p. 2, no 11,

22 AKS 65, p. 136, no 385, For 10 pieces of sof valued at 23 gurus,
compare AKS 72, p. 179, no 374,

23 AKS 69, p. 36, no 103 ; 68, p. 60, no 154,
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tury Venice equally worked with very cheap implements,*

However, the finishing of mohair cloth apparently differed -

. from the actual weaving, in that fairly costly machinéry
was required. In Sevval 1100/July-August 1689 the numerous
family of a certain Asvadar zimmi, who had died some time
earlier, sold a press for the finishing of mohair cloth (sof cen-
deresi) to the Ankara miiderris Miderriszade Abdurrahman
- Efendi, and in return received the very respectable sum of
400 gurug- esedi® Other Ankara ulema also invested in this
kind of enterprise. Thus we learn that the seyhiilislam
Ankaravi Mehmed Efendi, while already resident in Istanbul;
used the services of the Ankara miifti to puchase shares in a
sof cenderesi and in a dye-house.?® The value of the shares
thus purchased is recorded as 914.gurug. If one recalls that at
the end of the seventeenth century, a house consisting of se--
veral rooms could easily be bought for 100-400 gurug, the im-
portance of this investment is once again made apparent '

To round off this overview over the input costs necessary
to manufacture a piece of ‘mohair cloth, we need some infor-
mation concerning the wages of weavers on one hand, and
~ the price of raw mohair and mohair yarn on the other. Un-
- fortunately, the Ankara kad registers of the late seventeenth .
century are very uncommunicative on these matters.2” To'
begin with, we do not know many ‘family workshops® contain-
ing 2/3 looms worked directly for sale to the customer, and’
how many depended upon merchant entrepreneurs. It is pos-
sible that many mohair weavers relied only upon the services
of a few apprentices, who were not paid,”® and in certain ins-

' 24 Richard Tiiden Rapp, Industry and Economic Pecline 1n Se-

venteenth-Century Venice, (Cambrldge Mass, London, 1976), p. 118 ff.

25 AKS 69, p. 16, no 51, :

26 AKS 69, p. 48, no 134. _

27 For a brief'dvervlew compare Ergencg, cAnkara Iktisadl Tari-
hine Ait Aragtirmalars, p. 151-160. -

28 See AKS 69, p. 189, no 481 for the case of a man who clalmed
pay as a hired labourer, but later had to admit that he had served as
an (unpald) apprentice.
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tances might even live in the master’s house.? Since house
and workshop were so0 often closely associated, it is also pos-
sible that certain craftsmen were aided by their wives and
‘children.

Equally little is know about the manner in which the mo-
"hair weavers supplied themselves with the yarn which they
needed for their work. In late seventeenth century Ankara,
there existed, apart from the mohair weavers (sofcu), sepa-
rate guilds of mohair sellers (tiftikci) and of yarn sellers
(iplikgt) *° Unfortunately, the extant records do not permit
us to describe the relationships which must have existed bet-
ween these different guilds. However, Ankara certainly pos-
sessed wholesalers dealing in mohair thread, who probably
also handled sales to exporting European merchants. Thus a
dispute involving a certain® Jewish merchant -called Ishak
Haham, who had served as the legal representative of an Izmir
trader, concerned a debt of 525 gurus3' This debt had been
incurred when Ishak Haham purchased mohair yarn from
another Ankara trader, the zimmi Kara Sinan. Unfortuna-
tely the quantity of yarn purchased has not been indicated in
the kady’s register. o

THE SOCIAL COMPOSITION OF ANKARA
MOHAIR MANUFACTURERS

Apart from the conditions under which mohair fabrics
were produced in seventeenth-century Ankara, the kadr's re-
gisters also contain some information on the religious affilia-
tion of the: producers, The information in question can be
summarized in the following table : '

29 On this matter, though referring to guildsmen not of Ankara
but of Merzifon, compare Suralya Faroghl, «The Life Story of an Ur-
ban Saint in the Ottoman Empire ; Piri Baba of Merzifon»; Tarih Der-
glst, 32 (1979, 6. o ) )

30 AKS 72, p. 18, no 48,

31 AKS 69, p. 89, no 31,
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Tablo 2 : Muslims and non-Muslims as Owners of Moha1r

Workshops

Transaction Muslim Muslim Non-Muslim an-Mﬁslim
taking place seller seller - seller and seller and
between and and muslim non-muslim Total

’ muslim non-muslim Buyer Buyer

: buyer buyer .
About 1600 9 2 . B 12 30
"About 1690 3 5 3 17 28 ‘

1mcludes one case in Which the religious affiliation of the buyer
remains undetermined,

For the years around 1600, it appears that the ownership
of mohair workshops was more or less equally divided bet-
ween Muslims and non-Muslims. Fifteen Muslim bought or
otherwise acquired workshops, while fourteen non-Muslims
were in the same position. There was a general tendency for

" both Muslims and non-Muslims to do business among them-
selves, particularly since a certain number of transacticns
took place between relatives and neighbours. This feature ho-
wever, did not exclude buying and selling of real property ac-
ross the religious barrier., For while the city was divided bet-
ween mainly Muslim and mainly non-Muslim town quarters,
it has frequently been observed, both for Ankara and for ot-
her Anatolian cities, that religious homogenelty was not ri-
gidly insisted upon.®

About 1690, the profession of weaving sof had become
much more markedly a non-Muslim occupation than been the
case in the past. To be sure, Muslims still owned and acquired
mohair workshops, but the majority of transactions now took
place between non-Muslims, At the same time, the tiftikeis
were predominantly or even totally Muslim. 3 Unfortunately,

" data on urban population are much less abundant in the case

32 For a parallel situatton in Kayseri compare Ronald . Jen-
nings, «Zimmis (non-Muslims) in early 17 th Century Ottoman Judi-
cial Recordse», JESHO, X XTI, 3 (1978), 280,

33 A number of representatives of this trade, all Muslims have

been enumerated in AKS 72, p. 18, no 46.
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of seventeenth-century Ankara than for Tokat or Kayseri du-
ring the same period, Therefore it is not possible at present to
relate the increasing activity or Ankara zimrmis as weavers of
mohair cloth, to the migratory currents which probably af--
fected the composition of the Ankara population during the
Celali rebellions of the late sixteenth and early seventeenth
centuries ‘

.- From the documents at our disposal, it seems that mem-
bers of the Ottoman administration did not usually own mo-
hair workshops in Ankara. As the city constituted the centre .
of a sancak, the almost total absence of the sancakbeyi and of -
his retinue among the owners of mohair workshops is note-
worthy. This state of affairs is.all the more striking when
compared with the situation in sixteenth and seventeenth
century Edirne,* where the askeri were frequently active in
commerce and industry. Seyyid and ulema families appear
somewhat more frequently as the owners of sof workshops
than the sancakbeyi and his men, but it is impossible to deter-
mine whether these workshops were run by members of the
proprietors’ families themselves, or whether they were leased
out. Thus the miiderris Seyyid Muharrem Efendi b. Ibrahim
Celebi sold a house, complete with sof workshop, to a certain
Sergis for the very respectable sum of 550 gurus.*® Seyhiilislam
Ankaravi Mehmed Efendi and the miiderris Miiderriszade Ab-
durrahman Efendi, have already been mentioned in a diffe-
rent context as owning workshops and implements used in
the manufacture of mohair cloth.

That most masters were fairly modest men is corrobora-
ted by the fact that they frequently had to sell their houses
and workshops due to debt. This fact is explicitly mentioned
ni five cases from the period before and after 1600, and in four

3¢ AKS 8, p. 181, no 1636 refers to a janissary buying a mohair’
workshop. According to AKS 69, p, 78, no. 208, Ahmet bey, son of
. Muslu Pasa, sold his house and mohair workshop after moving to,
Istanbul, On Edirne : Omer Lirtfi Barkan, <Edirne Askeri Kassamma
Alt Tereke Defterieri (1545 1659)», Belgeler, II1, 5-8 (1966) 59 ff. N
35 AKS T1, p. 124, no 273, ’
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instances from the years around 1690. In the difficult years of -
the beginning seventeenth century, Hizir v. Ayvaz had borro-
wed 180 Ottoman gold pieces (sikke flori} from the janissary
Ispartavi Ali bey b. Abdullah.®® Another master had borrowed
from a prominent seyyid,*” while two others had turned to pi-
ous foundations.* In three cases, the borrowers concluded a
semi-fictitious sale, intended both to secure the loan and to
ensure interest payments disguised as rent. One former ow-
ner of a mohair workshop, acknowleding a debt of 600 akge to
a local vakif, promised to pay 90 akee of rent every year, a sum
which corresponds exactly to the 15 percent rate at which pi-
ous foundations usually lent out money. Hizir v. Ayvaz had
" horrowed money-for a period of 180 days, and promised to pay
1500 akge in ‘rent’ for the house which he had mortgaged. As
the Ottoman gold coin during those years was officially equi- -
valent to 120 akee, Ispartavi Ali bey also expected a return of
‘about 14 % on his money. Seyyid Mehmed Celebi had lent out .
12,000 akge for a period of 6 months, and demanded 1200 akge
in ‘rent’ that is a yearly interest of 20 percent. While credit.in
sixteenth and seventeenth century Ankara was certainly not
cheap, the rates of interest demanded were probably not con-
sidered usurious.

-

Unfortunately it is not possible to calcul-ate interest ra-
tes with respect to the loans recorded in the sixteen-nineties.
While one case of a ‘mortgage’ occurs among these docu-
ments as well, the amount of ‘rent’ paid is not specified.®®
Another document from this period refers to a curious case of
charity.?® When the zimmi Gabril from the mahalle of Haci
Dogan died, he left a house valued at 40 gurug and debts to the
vakifs of Kochisar and Haci Dogan mahalies, amounting to a
fotal of 54 gurus. A certain Mahmud bey b. Mustafa offered

36 AKS 8, p. 181, no 1636,

37 AKS 5, p. 116, no 481,

38 AXS 8, p. 222, no 1997,

39 Compare Ronald C. Jennings, «Loans and Credit in Early 17
th. Century Ottoman Judicial Recordss, JESHO, XVI 2-3 (1973) 188~
190, See AKS 64, p. 88, no 237,

40 AXS 68, . 117 no 292;
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to buy the house at the price of 54 gurus, thereby ensuring
that the foundations got their money back. Bu at the same
time he obviously helped out Gabril’s heirs, although we do
- not know whether they were expected to render him a service
in return, -

It is worth noting that the non-Muslims of seventeenth -
century Ankara were not part1cular1y prominent as money-
" lenders, and in fact the cases cited above show that they were
quite frequently in debt to Muslims; This situation is not at
all unexpected, as it, confirms the observations made by Halil _
~ Inalcik for fifteenth and sixteenth- -century Bursa; and by
Ronald Jennings for - seventeenth-century Kayserii* Appa-
rently, the financial pre-eminence of the Ankara non-Mus-
lims, which was frequently observed and commented upon in
the nineteenth century,* was not yet very notlceable during
" the years before and around 1690. {

STATE PROTECTION FOR THE MOHAIR
WEAVERS OF ANKARA

It has been remarked many times that the Ottoman ad-
ministration down to the nineteenth century did not develop
a coherent policy to protect local manufacturés. Imports, even.
if they competed with the wares produced by local craftsman,
were not generally interfered with. On the other hand, the
exportation of potential military supplies such as arms, hor-
ses, grain,® or metals was prohibited in principle. Other goods,
such as leather, cotton, or even nut-gall, might be included
amohg the ‘forbidden’ goods if reclamations and protestati-

41 Compare Halil Inaleik, ¢Capital Formation in the Ottoman
Empire,» The Journal of Economic History, XXIX (1969) 97-140 and
Jennings, «Loans and Credits, 213-214.

42 Compare in this respect the contributions concerning 19th
century Ankara in’ the collective volume Tarik :I¢inde Ankara (in
press).

43 On the regulation of the grain trade compare Liitfi Giicer
¢Osmanli Imparatorlugu Dahilinde Hububat Ticaretinin Tabi Oldugu
Kayitlars, 1. U. Tktisat Fakiiitesi Mecmuasi, 13, 1-4 (1951-52), 79-98.



ons of scarcity made themselves heard, particularly from a-
mong the consumers of Istanbul. Yet other items, such as the
_ Iranian silk purchased in sizeable quantities by English and
French merchants, could almost always be exported without
limitations. Thus certain craftsmen, particularly if they ser-
ved the Ottoman state directly, could count upon -a measure
of official protection, while others were left imore or less t.o

the1r own devices.

Mohair cloth, whose texture resembled that of silk, was
considered a luxury item, and the’ Habsburg ambassador
Busbecq remarked that Kanuni Siileyman habitually wore
it.#* As a ‘rich’ manufacture, mohair cloths paid a considerab-
le amount of duty. In the early seventeenth century, we find
a stamp duty (damga), in addition to payments demanded
for the use of mohair presses (cendere).* Moreover, the reve-
nues collected from the dyers" workshops (boyahane) pro-
bably consisted mainly of dues demanded from people who
had mohair cloth dyed. In addition, at the end of the sixteenth
century, the so-called zarar-1 kassahiye dues were instituted,
in order to pay for the mounting expense of supplying the

“janissary messes with meat. This latter due amounted to 1 %
of the value of all mohair cloth marketed, and at the very be-
ginning of the seventeenth century, the kassab akgesi tax
farm produced 593.000 akege in eighteen months,

As the collection of damga, cendere, Boyahane, and kas-
sabiye dues was generally farmed out, not only the Ottoman
treasury, but also certain important and influential tax far-
mers had a direct interest in the prosperity of the mohair tra-
de. More significantly, at least cendere taxes could only be
collected from woven cloth, not from mohair thread. Thus.
the prosperity of the relevant tax farm was closely connected
with the fate of the Ankara cloth manufacture,

44 . The Turkish Letters of Ogier Ghiselin de Busbecq, Imperial
‘Ambassador at Constantinople 1554-1562, tr. Edward Seymour Forster
(Oxford, 1966), p. 50.

45 For these dues compare Ergeng, cAnkara. iktlsa.dl Tarihine
Ait Arastirmalar», p, 160-163,
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.Under these circumstances, it is not surprising that the
tax farmers in charge of collecting the different mohair-ba-
sed taxes should have taken steps to protect the Ankara mo-
hair weavers. We possess the copy of a ferman dated Safer
1055/March-April 1645 and addressed to the kadr of Ankara,
upon a request presented to the Porte by Al official in char-
ge of collecting cendere and brokerage (simsariye) dues.*s In
‘his complaint, Ali had referred to the fact that unworked
goats hair (tiftik) and mohair yarn produced in the sancak
of Ankara could not legally be taken out of the province ; that
is, this valuable raw material had to be sold to local weavers.
However recently this command had been infringed upon, and
~ certain merchants had been sending goats’ hair and yarn to
Aleppo, Izmir, Sinop, and Samsun, where it was loaded onto
ships coming from ‘outside’ (harigden). As a result, the looms
of Ankara remained empty, and state revenues suffered in
consequence. Therefore the tax collector demanded a confir-
mation of the previous order prohibiting the exportation of
raw mohair and mohair yarn, which was granted. In the re-
levant ferman we find the stipulation, fairly common in such’
cases, that contravening merchants were to have: the1r goats’
hair and yarn conﬁscated

ThlS text is interesting from several points of view. Flrst
of all, the tax collector reminded the Ottoman central admi-
nistration of a command previously issued in this matter.
While no date is given for this earlier ferman, it is likely that
it was issued at some time during the early seventeenth cen-
tury, when Dutch and English ships showed increasing acti-
vity in the Mediterranean. Even more - interesting is the list
of port towns to which mohair yarn and raw mohair were
supposedly being conveyed. There is nothing surprising abo-
ut Izmir, which during this period was already a popular port
of call among European merchants, Aleppo was also a major
centre of foreign trade. But due to the extra transportation
expenses incurred, it is unlikely that European - merchants

46 Bagbakanhk Arsivi Istanbul (BA), Maliyedeh Miidevver- 7527,
p. 69.
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bought mohair yarn from Ankara in this locality. Whatever
yarn went to Aleppo must have been intended for local manu-
factures,*” or else for exportation to Iran or India. Even more
puzzling is the reference to Samsun and Sinop. If the tax col-
lector did not just automatically record the two ports located
nearest to Ankara (which is unlikely, given the insigniticance
of Samsun during this period),*® then mohair yarn and/or un-
worked mohair must have been exported to the Crimea, the
Ottoman possessions in southern Russia, or else to' Rumeli.*’
~ In the middle of the seventeenth ecentury European merc-
‘hants were virtually absent from the Black Sea, so that it is
not very probable that tiftik or mohair yarn were being expor-
ted to Europe in this roundabout fashion. Thus the channels
by which goats’ hair and yarn were marketed tfurn out to ha-
" ve been much more complicated than it appears at first sight.

It would be of great interest to determine whether the
prohibition to sell raw mohair and mohair yarn outside of
the Ankara sancak was enforced, anid whether it served in any
way to protect the cloth manufacture of that city. Conside-
ring that English merchants 'in the late seventeenth and
early eighteenth centuries bought sizeable quantities of mo-
hair to make into buttons, the prohibition eannot have been
all too rigidly enforced.® In fact certain English firms promi-
nent in the Levant trade maintained factors in Ankara, who-
se main funetion it was to supervise the manufacture of mo-

47 The German Wolffgang Aigen, who spent seven years in se-
venteenth-century Alleppo serving a Venetian merchant, . refers to
cloth imade of goatshair exported by English merchints from Aleppo,
However, che might surmise that this had been manufactured in
Mardin and not in Ankara : Sieben Jahre in Aleppo (1656-1663). Ein
Abschnitt aus den «Reissbeschreibungen» des Wolffgang Aigen, ed.
Andreas Tietze (Vienna, 1980), p. 79-80, :

48 BA, Ma.llyeden Miidevver 3880, p. 4 ff, ‘

49’ Concerning the trade between Ottoman Anatolia and the so-
uthern shores of the Black Sea, compare Halil Tnaleik, «The Question
of the Closing of the Black Sea under the Ottoma.ns» Archeion Pontou,
35 (1979}, 74-110.

‘50 Ralph Davis, Aleppo and Devonshire Square (London, 1967),
. 28 - . T
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hair yarn, even though they also occasionally purchased ‘ca-
melots’, that is ready-made mohair cloth.

On the other hand, we possess evidence -that the seven-
teenth-century prohibition had not been totally abandoned
even in early hineteenth-century Ankara. There survives a

_document dated 1232/1816-17,*" which deals with the projec-
ted increase of dyehouse dues, and with the manner in which
this measure might affect the Ankara mohair trade. This do-
cument enumerates in great detail various dues, which by
this late date may have been at least partly obsolete, and
which were supposedly being collected from mohair manufac-
turers and mohair traders of the Ankara region. On the other

" hand, the document unfortunately does not contain any qu-

antitative information, which would permit  us to calculate
the amount of mohair cloth and mohair yarn still manufactu-

.. red in the Ankara sancak at the beginning of the mneteenth

| century .

‘However, the text does refer to the fact that 1000 loads
(viik) of coarse tiftik thread from the Ankara area, or more
particularly from Yabanabad (Kizilcahamam}), Sorba (Pa--
zar) and Beypazari, had in the past been conveyed to the port
of Izmir. Yet in recent years, possibly due to the effects of
the Napoleonic wars and the subsequent depression of trade,
this coarse mohair thread was again being used in its area of
origin. Some of it was employed in the manufacture of deco-
rative braid (gaytan) to be sewn onto kaftans, a kind of ma-
‘tacture which was also expanding in nineteenth-century so-
uthern Bulgaria.®? The remaining mohair was used to manu-
tacture belts (kusak) and camelots (§al1) in the towns of
Tosya and Kochisar (Ilgaz), fabrics which were
possibly of an inferior quality when compared to the -
textiles manufactured in Ankara. It is ‘well - known
that, quite apart from the trade crisis of the early nineteenth
century, mohair exports to England and France declined or
stagnated throughout the eighteenth century, partly due to
the replacement of mohair by metal buttons in European fas-

51 BA, Cevdet Iktisat 971,
52 Todorov, «Karakter Deéismeleri» 26- 27
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hions. Local craftsmen seem to have found 'ways and meansg
to use the raw material which this development had placed at

their disposal.®

In this context, the 1232/1816-17 report aiso refers to the -
- limitations placed upon the exportation of unworked mohair
and of mohair yarn. We learn that goatskins with the white
hair still attached to them, white goats’ hair (tiféik) and fine
quality white mohair yarn producéd in the Ankara area had
to be sold in Ankara proper. These goods could nof be carried
" out of the area, and in particular, could not be sold to Euro-
pean merchants. Under these circumstances it is quite possib-
le that at least for a while, the exportation of mohair for but-
ton manufacture and local weaving of mohair cloth existed
side by side. However, the situation should have changed
when sof was crowded out of the market’ by competing Euro-
pean fabrics, and we still lack a detailed study which would
show us when and how that happened.

If internal customs rates as reflected in the 1232/1816-17
document were not too blatantly anachronistic, Aleppo must
have continued as a market of some importance for "Ankara
mohair, For apart from Istanbul and Izmir, Aleppo constitu-
ted the only destination mentioned by name in the early ni-
neteenth-century customs regulations concerning Ankara.
Warfare, and the advance of the Russian state into areas ad-
joining the Black Sea, seem to have eliminated the markets
that Ankara mohair may have possessed in th1s region du-
ring the seventeenth century.

~ Another remarkaple feature of the 1232/1816-17 repoxt
- are the reasons whlch it presents for the decline of the Ankara

53 Paul Masson, Histoire du commerce francais dans Ie Levant
an XVIIIe siécele, (Par1s 1911), p. 457, remarks that in the 17th century,
Ankara mohair fa.brlcs and not just thread or raw mohair, were being
imported into France in sizeablé quantities, Only by 1730 did the de-
velopment of mohair weaving in Lille, Arras, and Amiens lead to the
disappearance of this branch of commerce,

Planhol, <Rayonnement urbains, 180 mentions the fact that the
Ankara manufactures of mohair cloth rema.med reasonably actwe and
prosperous until about 1820. . !
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beyahane, for which no tax farmer had wished to take respon-
sibility during the preceding years - (1229/1813-14 and 1230/
1814-15). Under the impact of the Napoleonic wars, dyestuffs
imported from Europe had increased five to sixfold in price,
and the same thing applied to locally produced raw materi-
als, such as firewood or nut-gall, However, nowhere in this
detailed report is there any mention of a decline in the num-
ber of mohair weavers, workshops or looms. Obviously, it is al-
ways problematic to argue ex silentio, particularly as the his-
_ tory of the Ankara mohair manufactures is as yet very little
khown. Also, since the report in question is particularly con-
cerned with keeping the increase in boyahane dues at a level-
which the manufacturers of mohair cloth and other textiles
could afford, it may be assumed that the manufacturers we-
re visibly in need of protection. By the same token, the mar-
ket for mohair cloth should have been rather less than buo-
yant. At the same time it appears that the Ankara manufac-
ture of mohair cloth was far from dead, even as late as the
Napoleonic period. In the same sense, one might argue that -
the prohibition upon the export of fine yarn ~would not still
have been on the books in 1816-17, if the Ankara manufactu-
res had already dwindled away beyond any hope of revival 5

CONCLUSION

Apart from the documents reviewed above, there exists
some evidence which makes it seem likely that Ankara did not
lose population during the seventeenth century, and may in
fact have grown. From the sales documents concerning hou-
ses which have been exploited in the present study, it beco-
mes apparent that the habit of building houses with an up-
per floor first became widespread in Ankara during the seven-
teenth century. In the years shortly before and after 1600,
only 36 out of 343 documents (10.5 %) refer to the existence
of an upper floor. About 1690, on the other hand, 152 out of

" 54 For a review of the European traﬁel literature concerning

Ankara, see Semavi Eyice, <cAnkara'min Eski Bir Resmi» Atatiirk Kon-
feranslar, IV (Ankara 1972) p 6l1-124.
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290 documents (524 %) mention the existence of dwellings
built on at least two levels.

One might object to this piece of evidence by pointing
out that the sales documents of the late sixteenth and early
seventeenth centuries are notoriously vague in their descrip-
tions, and that many existing upper floors may have gone un-
recorded. There may be some justification in this objection.
Bu at the same time, the difference between the two figures
is so great that it probably had some base in reality, What is
more, in seventeenth-century Kayseri, dwellings built on mo-
re than one level were considerably less frequent than in
Ankara {(mentioned in 1.3 % of all cases arcound 1600, incre-
ase to 10.6 % around 1690), Now Kayseri was in many ways

- a town comparable to Ankara, which at times even surpassed
its rival in population. However, the area in which it was built
was much more prone to earthquakes than the district of
Ankara,’ which explains why the people of Kayseri should
have hesitated to construct houses of more than one floor, If
this difference in building traditions, which obvicusly made
sense given the different characteristics of the two urban si-
tes, was reflected in the kadis’ registers, there is no reason to
assume that the difference between Ankara‘ houses in 1600
should simply have been a matter of defective recording.

The accuracy of the sicil descriptions thus vindicated, it
seems reasonable to accept that dwellings built on several le-
vels became popular in seventeenth-century Ankara, In addi-
tion, the number of inhabitable rooms contained in one house
equally showed a tendency to rise. While in the years shortly
before and after 1600, 39.9 % of all documents concerned hou-
ses of three or more inhabitable rooms, by the sixteen-nineti-

es this percentage had increased to 48.6 %. Thus it appears

very probable that the central section of late seventeenth-cen-
tury Ankara was more densely inhabitated in 1690 than it had

55 Compare EI2, article Kayserl by Ronald Jennings. See also
Wolf-Dieter Hiitteroth, Tlirkel (Darmstadt, 1982) which seems to show

that Ankara is somewhat less threatened by serlous earthquakes
than Kayserl. i
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been ninety years earlier. This in turn would seem to indicate
" that Ankara did not decline as far as the number of inhabi-
tants was concerned, and may in fact have begun to grow aga-
in onee the most difficult years of the Celali rebellions had- -
passed.

Obviously this fact does not in itself prove that the Ankara
- mohair industry remained prospercus during the seventeenth
century. As is known for instance from the example of Venice
during those very same years, a city might retain its previous
level of population and standard of living, while its economic
bage shifted away from international frade and cloth manu-
facture. For Venice found new bases of prosperity in an acti-
ve regional trade in agricultural products, in rural- invest-
ment and in luxury manufactures.’® Considering the fact that -
our knowledge of the economy of Ankara in the seventeenth
century is rather defective, at least a partial shift in econo-
mic activity may very easily have escaped our attention.

At the same time, reasonable ‘stability and prosperity in
the textile manufactures of Ankara until at least the sixteen-
nineties would tie in with the observations made by several
economic historians, and most recently by Fernand Braudel,"™
Braudel stresses the fact that contemporary European chser-
~ vers of the Ottoman Empire during the seventeenth and eigh-
teenth centuries tended to exaggerate the Empire’s political
and economic weaknesses, For generally these authors were
advocating a policy of political and economic aggrandize-
~ment vis & vis the Offoman Empire, "and tended to delude

themselves and others, "as far as the feasibility of this policy
was concerned.® | '

In the same vein, André Raymond considers the econo-
mic decline of Cairoc as an event that became fully apparent
only during the second half of the eighteenth century.®® Jud-

56 Rapp, Venice, p. 105, :

57 Fernand Braudel, Clyilization matérielle et capitalmme 3 vols
(Paris, 1979), vol 3, Le temps du monde, 402-418. .

58 Braudel, Le temps, 4186.

59 André Raymond, Artisans et commercants du Caire 2 yols
(Damascus, 1973-74), vol 2, 807-814. ‘
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ging from the hans, ¢arsis, and other business-oriented strue-
tures erected in sixteenth and. seventeenth-century Aleppo,
~this city continued to function as an economic centre of in-

" ternational stature for a long time after the Ottoman con-
quest.® That Bursa and Salonica cloth manufactures dec-
lined during the same period, largely under the impact of
European competition, modifies ‘but does not contradict this
picture of overall economic strength. After all it has been
shown that European- textile manufactures during the pre-in-
dustrial period also changed their locations fairly often, and
that new manufactures frequently compensated for a decline
of the 0ld.®* In this context, the abaci of Filibe (Plovdiv) and
other Rumelian towns might be considered = the successors of
the declining industry of Salonica.

On the other hand, it might be obgected that while the
mohair industry of seventeenth-century Ankara did not dee-
- line, it did not advance either, and that this fact was enough
to rob the industry of any positive impact which it might ot-
herwise have had upon the Ottoman economy as a whole. A
remark by Omer Liitfi Barkan, in the course of his important
study concerning the effects of the sixteenth-century price
revolution in the Ottoman Empire, clearly reflects this attitu-
de.®? Certainly, there is no evidence that the sof manufactures
of seventeenth-century Ankara showed the dynamism which
apparently characterized the aba manufactures of the Filibe
‘region during the eighteenth century At the same time, aut-
hors like Richard Rapp have pointed out that in an industrial
environment geared to the production of consumer goods,* in
which investment in fixed capital is at a low level, staghation

60 André Raymond, «la conguéte ottomane et le développe-
ment des grandes villes arabes. Le cas du Caire, de Damas et d’Aleps,
Revu'e de I'Oecident musulman et méditerranéen, 1 (1979), 115-134.

61 Fernand Braudel, Civilization matérielle et capitalisme, 3 vols
(Paris, 1979), vol. 2 Les Jeux de I'échange, 268-273.

82 Omer L{itfi Barkan, «The Price Revolution of the Sixtéenth

" . Century : A Turning Point in the Economic History of the Middle

East, <Int. Journal of Middle East Studies, 8, 1 (1975), 8.
63 Rapp, Venice, p, 166,
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of industrial output may very well be accompanied by a rea-
sonable level of both population and prosperity. Perhaps the
‘Indian summer’ of the Ankara mohair industry during the
seventieenth century constituted a case of this type.
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