MODERNITIES COMPARED: STATE TRANSFORMATIONS
AND CONSTITUTIONS OF PROPERTY IN THE
QING AND OTTOMAN EMPIRES
HURI ISLAMOGLU

in Shared Histories of Modernity in China, India and the Ottoman Empire. Huri Islamoglu &Peter Perdue .eds.  London, New Delhi, Routledge, 2009.
Modernity has long been the preserve of Europe. Social science per​spectives on modernization that have shaped the categories of histori​cal analysis since the nineteenth century have excluded the Ottoman and the Chinese empires from mappings of modernity. (Turner 1978)Instead, the two empires are designated as part of an undifferentiated and a historical domain of the East, characterized by what it lacks: individual owner​ship of property, rational organization of market activity, and rational bureaucratic forms of government. This construct of the East provides a contrast to an equally abstract domain of the West (including west​ern Europe and its extensions in the United States) privileged with the presence of modern forms. This high drama of absences and presences of idealized properties has been instrumental in legitimating European domination of the East. The notion of oriental despotism has been a central feature of that legitimation   (Islamoglu-Inan 1987 ; Perdue  2004) In Asia it facilitated the setting  up of colonial administrations that could be identified as rational and bureau​cratic, as opposed to the arbitrary rule of the despot and the constraints that such rule imposed on social and economic progress. At the same time, once Asia was frozen in an imagined straitjacket of Oriental Despotism, any indigenous transformation of statecraft in modern times was dismissed, either as not conforming to the bureaucratic rational model (as was the case for China) or as a poor and ineffective aping of the European model (as was the case for the Ottoman Empire). On the whole, Oriental Despotism became a short-hand explanation for why Asia did not develop.

This article addresses the experiences of modernity of the Ottoman and Qing Empires in the eighteenth and the nineteenth centuries. It will focus on statecraft, or practices of governing or ordering social real​ity. More specifically, it will focus on administrative rulings or law and procedures which ordered and defined property relations on land. The idea behind this undertaking is to formulate an understanding of moder​nity that is historical and contingent, and that does not confine mod​ern transformations in the governing of social reality to the European experience, or treat the experience of non-European regions as derivative. What is proposed instead is a shared experience of modernity, with multiple paths of modern transformations. The comparison of modern transformations in statecraft in two non-European regions provides an important starting point for bringing into focus the universality of the experience of modernity, beyond the narrow confines of western Europe.
Methodologically, this venture calls for setting aside analysis that has its starting point in ideal types—a check-list of modern properties gen​erally associated with the nineteenth-century European experience in state-building and its colonial extensions. These properties have been appropriated and mobilized to support diverse political and ideological positions. For example, the ideal type of the centralized bureaucratic government has not only been part of a vocabulary of European dom​ination, it has also been assimilated in defensive renderings of non-European histories that seek to show that this form of government existed in Asia long before it did in Europe.
Contemporary critics of modern statecraft, most recently James C. Scott, also take the bureaucratic organization of society to be a defining feature of modernity.(Scott 1998) For Scott, it was the administrative and legal prac​tices of modern statecraft which simplified, standardized, uniformized and therefore rationalized social relations, including property and taxa​tion relations, and rendered them administratively legible and accessible to state control. Thus, standardization and uniformization differentiated modern administration from pre-modern statecraft. The latter was char​acterized by an inability to cut through the web of particularistic cus​tomary practices making up the myriad of property arrangements and to establish its claims of taxation and surveillance over society. In fact, in Scott's analysis, the binary contrast between modern and pre-modern statecraft parallels the East/West dichotomy of modernization theory. The only difference is that, while for proponents of the modernization perspective, the central state-building project and its practices of bureau​cratization and rationalization represent the hallmarks of modern progress to be emulated and aspired to, for Scott, they spell the harsh reality of the modern state's administrative and scientific coercion.
The modernization perspective and Scott's analysis thus converge in casting modern statecraft as an ideal type, abstracted from the historical contexts of power relations. Both analyses focus on the effects of this state form on society. For modernization theory, bureaucratic penetration accounts for social integration.
 For Scott, modern forms of statecraft, invasive and controlling, condemn society to eternal impotence; by con​trast, pre-modern state forms, hitherto characterized as ineffective, allowed room for polities and negotiations among social groups. The descrip​tive mode hypostatizes and renders non-problematic what it identifies as the brave new world of the modern leviathan, as against the idyllic era of negotiations or polities that preceded it.
Responding to accounts of idealized absences and presences rooted in binary perceptions of a  hypostatized world history, this  article intro​duces an understanding of the history of modernity in which Europe and non-Europe shared. In a preliminary way, this history refers to different strategies of coping with the dual challenges of competition  among  political and military formations and  of commercial expansion, both of which were experienced in varying degrees throughout Eurasia from roughly the fifteenth century. One institutional response to this dual challenge was to centralize power in the hands of rulers and bureaucracies. In European and non-European areas, this response signaled a. ten​dency towards concentration of coercive and moral authority so as to maintain social harmony while promoting social and economic welfare. Fulfillment of these goals depended on raising revenues, especially in the eighteenth and the nineteenth century when intensification of competition among states, as well as the exigency of resistance to European colonial expansion, resulted in increased military expenditures. Moreover, central government expenditures in this later period also had to be expanded to cover social welfare costs that had previously been the responsibility of different groups that were part of the ruling coalition. In turn, the taxation imperative compelled governments to become closely involved in promoting economic activity, so that state fiscality and economic growth were inseparable features of the nineteenth cen​tury historical environments.
These developments always took place in the context of power rela​tions, external as well as internal. The individual contexts of power rela​tions where state objectives and legitimation idioms are formulated and negotiated, may appropriately be called a state environments. Statecraft or institutions that order social reality are part of these environments; the different institutions represent power fields where social relations are constituted. When viewed in this perspective, what Scott describes as customary or untouched by statecraft in pre-modern environments, can be seen as constituted through practices of statecraft, albeit of a different kind. In contrast to the nineteenth century, the constitutive practices of early modern statecraft were rooted in power contexts where central rulers competed and shared power with different groups. In this frame​work, statecraft was an art of accommodation, aimed at distributing taxable resources among members of the ruling blocs. By contrast, in the nineteenth century, when power was centered in state bureaucra​cies, statecraft no longer aimed at distributing resources. It focused instead on directing resources to the center, so as to enable the state to deliver the "greatest happiness of greatest numbers" in terms of secu​rity writ large, meaning military mobilization against internal and exter​nal enemies as well as economic growth.
Both early modern and modern practices of statecraft were domains of negotiation or of politics. For Scott, only a pre-modern "local" soci​ety, blessed with a partially "blind" and incapacitated state, could have politics, that is, continual negotiations of customary practice that ordered property relations and other aspects of life. In a mood recalling the anti-statist civil society perspectives of the 1990s, Scott relishes the plu​rality and diversity of political life in his imagined pre-modern society. This article  , refusing to confine politics to a reified domain of pre-modern society, will argue that in early modern state environments, the practice of statecraft represented the sum total of particularistic settlements negotiated among different groups, one of which was made up by the representatives of the central authority. For instance, in the Ottoman Empire during the sixteenth century, tax regulations for individual provinces were settlements negotiated between central officials, local officials, and local groups, including the cultivators. Thus, what was cus​tomary was constituted through negotiated settlements that were summed up in administrative regulations, as well as the rulings of provincial courts of law. Legitimation idiom which unified the diverse particularistic negotiation processes was an understanding of justice; it rested on the abil​ity of institutions of statecraft to accommodate the different interests.
By contrast, in the nineteenth century, when power focused in the central government to the exclusion of other groups, the ability of the central government to mediate among different interests represented the legitimating idiom of the new state environment. Such mediation was to be effected through general laws, administrative rulings and pro​cedures which stood in contrast to the particularity of rules and proce​dures of the early modern environments. The challenging of central government, in turn, took the form of challenging and negotiating the generality of institutions that ordered social relations. Because he identifies "politics" with society at a distance from the state, understood as a mul​titude of practices of control and surveillance, Scott is unable to rec​ognize the distinctively modern politics of administration. Instead he draws attention to the politically emasculated character of the admin​istratively constituted modern society. This  article does not view admin​istrative practices as disembodied tools of control or subjugation. In the lived experience of modern statecraft, law and attempts at mapping and registering land and property were constantly challenged. Such resis​tance was far from being ineffectual. The fact that a comprehensive cadastral mapping of imperial territories could not be carried out in the nineteenth century Ottoman context suggests the success of this resistance.
The Ottoman Land Code of 1858, which introduced individual own​ership in land as well as procedures for compiling land and property registers, also point to the fact that administrative practice was a site of negotiations. Only slowly did modern administrative practice, objectified and de-personalized, emerge as the arbitrator among the different interests in land from which it distanced itself. (Arthurs, 1985  )The ability of the central government to render its uniform and general rulings acceptable in the eyes of different social groupings —in other words, its legitimacy— rested on mediation and arbitration affected through its administrative practices. As such, the modern state did not have an existence separate from the society it sought to control and subject; it was continually formed and consolidated in the processes and procedures that were fashioning a rural society of free-holders. In that sense, the struggle of the central government to obtain legibility and simplicity in land tenure, as part of its imperatives of taxation and economic growth, was a prolonged one; the attainment of state objectives was ultimately contingent on the ability of its agencies to conciliate different interests and on the power relations between the different groups and these agencies. Lastly, local or customary practice did not altogether disappear. Rather, as in the case of regional codes issued in response to contestations of the Land Code, these practices were renegotiated and their particularity re-estab​lished this time in relation to the general precepts of the Code, and not simply as recognitions of the local on its own terms.

Modernity as conceived here is political, and therefore contingent on historical contexts of power relations, both among states and within indi​vidual state environments. Modernity in this sense cannot be confined to an idealized image of the nineteenth century European experience of central state building and the forms of statecraft associated with it. First, in the perspective of this article, the history of modernity is not confined to the moment of European domination in the nineteenth century; rather it is extended back in time to include the experiences of early modernity in European and non-European regions. Nor were modern forms of statecraft confined to the kind of bureaucratic prac​tices that sought uniformization and standardization of social relations. These practices are found at a specific moment in power configurations in certain regions, when the balance of power shifts to central bureaucracies. In areas where such a shift did not occur, other modern forms of governing continued to exist. The Chinese experience of state-building initiative at the local or regional level in the nineteenth and early twentieth century is a case in point. 
 This exercise in historical relativity lends itself to a problematization of bureaucratization or  of rational forms of government. It also points to future possibilities of governing modern society and economy other than those that focus on central​ized state bureaucracies. This consideration has particular relevance at the opening of the twenty-first century, when the institutions for steering and regulating economic and social activity that have been identified with centralized administration seem increasingly inadequate for the task. In the present-day context of accelerated social and economic integra​tion on a world-scale, regional forms of governance that transcend the limits of central state administration, seem to hold a promise for a more effective organization of societal life.
Secondly, perception of modernity as historically and politically con​tingent underlines its conflicting and problematic character in Europe and non-Europe alike. It focuses attention on the processes of modern transformations and not on "idealized" outcomes abstracted from highly-complex historical experiences. Not all of the different processes of mod​ern transformation were able to meet the challenges of survival in inter-state competition and capitalist transformation in the nineteenth century. Consider for a moment the Ottoman and Austro-Hungarian Empires. These multi-national empires collapsed in the early twentieth century, mainly because of strong nationalist movements, despite having under​gone modern transformations in terms of orderings of social relations, and as importantly in terms of idioms of rule. This essay will focus on the Ottoman case.

Contingencies of Stale Centralism

Centralized political power is highly prized in the historiography of modernity. Responding to allegations by Eurocentric historiography that modern forms of government were not to be found in Asia. Ottoman and Chinese historians have stressed the existence of centralized states long before such a feat was achieved in Europe in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.(Inalcik 1973 ; Wong 1997). This perspective often focuses on central institu​tions such as armies and bureaucracies. In the case of China, the civil service bureaucracy and the system of elite education are identified as mechanisms for integrating local groups into imperial service. Similarly, the Ottoman devshirme system was a mode of imperial integration through recruitment of Christian youths from conquered territories, who were then trained as military and civilian elites to staff the infantry and the central as well as provincial administrations. During the sixteenth century, the Ottoman infantry or janissaries provided an edge to the Ottomans in the competition with the emerging European states, some of which still relied mainly on cavalry. The Chinese civil service bureau​cracy, spanning the empire, was important in ensuring a domestic order that promoted China's early economic prosperity, including commercial expansion and the development of market networks.  (Frank 1998)
The institutional perspective is problematic on a number of counts. Above all, it has a tendency to abstract institutions from the specific contexts of power obtaining when they were formed. Hence, institutions identified as representing the early modern Ottoman or Chinese cen​tral states are often backward projections of idealized institutional forms associated with the nineteenth century European administrative states. At the same time, emphasis on centralization at an early date saddles the historian with the problem of having to explain why these empires could not maintain their lead over Europe in the race toward central institutions. More often than not, one is compelled to juggle various decline scenarios. For the Ottomans, the seventeenth century marks the beginning of such a downward slide, whereas for the Qing it is the nineteenth century. Hence, the task of the historian becomes one of explaining the decline of such institutions including the janissaries, the system of revenue grants, the devshirme, the imperial civil service , or the examination system, as if these were immutable features of a "golden age" that could no longer be sustained by the Ottomans and the Chinese of a later era.
 Finally, insofar as the institutional locus claims a certain uniqueness for early modern Asian state formations in terms of their central institutions, it abstracts them from the larger context of modernity that they shared with European areas, albeit in forms deter​mined by their specific historical circumstances.
To counter the fetishization of imperial state centralization, this article  will focus not on institutions themselves but on processes of ordering social reality in different historical contexts. Here, statecraft refers not simply to sets of central institutions but to the processes of ordering social relations among different groups or interests. This approach allows for differentiation between early modern and modern state environments, but it also seeks to guard against unilinear, progressivist conceptions of history. In effect, one finds an entanglement of the early modern with the modern, as the central rulers or administrations caught up in military and political competition (internal as well as external) sought to wrestle power from other actors and affect changes in modes of governing.
In early modern state contexts ,both  European and non-European, cen​tralism involved a series of negotiated settlements shaped by a distrib​utive ethos. Thus, the different institutions ordering social relations sought to accommodate the groups competing for control over resources (agri​culture and trade); as well as the producers of agricultural surpluses through a series of particularistic negotiations. For the most part, these institutions represented the sum total of settlements negotiated between the ruler and the different groups. Such settlements involved relations of reciprocity. For instance, in return for tax exemptions, groups com​peting for revenues as well as agricultural producers performed certain tasks, such as provisioning provincial armies, or social services like the maintenance of infrastructure, or charitable work.
 The position of the ruler and the individuals or groups  varied in   different contexts of negotiation with the balance of power between them. Despite claims on the part of rulers to divine sanction, the legitimacy of the center, or the authority of the ruler, rested with the ability to negotiate settlements.

In the Ottoman Empire, from its inception in the fourteenth cen​tury, the saga of state formation was one of continual attempts at cen​tralizing of power in the hands of the ruler and his court. In this respect, the Ottoman experience shows certain parallels to early modern European cases of state-making characterized by the incessant struggles of monarchs against the established claims or rights of feudal bodies, clerics, and municipal governments. In the Ottoman case, however, the enti​tlements and obligations of military and provincial elites, and of a reli​gious establishment that over-lapped with provincial or feudal and urban elites, were not expressed in a language of pre-established legal rights. Until the nineteenth century, the various claims to sources of revenue (such as taxes on land and on trade) including the claims of the ruler and his court, were formalized in a set of rules that represented nego​tiated settlements between the ruler and the different groups that con​stituted the ruling bloc. His role as dispenser of justice  allowed the ruler the right to negotiate these settlements hence  differentiate himself from the elites with whom he competed for entitlements to tax revenues. An understanding of justice, cast in terms of the ruler's abil​ity to ensure order or freedom from social strife, in turn,   had been an idiom of rule or a legitimating discourse which imparted a coherence to diverse patterns of negotiation, and made it possible for the ruler to represent the state. In practice, the ruler's justice presupposed measures to accommodate the competing power claims within the ruling bloc. Thus, during the formative centuries of the empire, until the late sixteenth century, sources of revenue were distributed among different groups as their revenue grants. These groups included the military commanders who acted as provincial admin​istrators, members of the religious establishment, and former rulers in conquered territories. While the ruler made grants of revenue in return for contributions of mounted soldiers for cavalry and/or performance of social services, the concern for enlisting the political allegiance of different groups was paramount in the distribution of revenue grants. This may explain the apparently arbitrary character of the exercise of ruler's justice vis-à-vis elite groups. Above all, justice involved making provision for individual circumstances in different areas, as well as for the different types of revenue grants. These provisions, included in state ordinances and provincial regulations, responded to individual circum​stances and were negotiated with respect to the power commanded by the parties at different time periods in different areas.
Because the central government needed more cash to build central armies to meet intensified inter-state competition on its European fron​tiers, and because of the commercial expansion that began in the sixteenth century and (with a brief pause in the seventeenth century) continued into the eighteenth century, tax-farming came to be widely adopted as the preferred mode of fiscal extraction. As such tax-farming was another moment in the distributionist mode of imperial integration, at a time when the composition of the ruling bloc underwent change. Despite its departure from the earlier system of revenue grants, associated with the zenith of Ottoman centralism in its golden age, tax-farming did not represent a rupture with previous forms of governance. It belonged to the context of power relations imbued with the ethos of distributive-accommodation. 
During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries and until mid-nine​teenth century, the Ottoman central government was engaged in inces​sant struggles with tax farmers over control of tax revenues. These struggles were worked out in tax-farming contracts that represented negotiated settlements between the central government and the different groups of tax-farmers. In these settlements, the central government sought the allegiance of these groups, as well as securing for itself a share in revenues. On the other hand, in order to discipline the more powerful groups, including the members of the religious establishments (Christian and Muslim), military commanders and officials, and the provincial elites, the central government in the late seventeenth century attempted to re-direct the assignment of tax farms away from old elites towards new elites in the process of formation, especially in the provinces.   (Saltzman 1993)

In Qing China, imperial centralism was not mediated by a system of revenue grants nor by tax farming. Instead, Qing officials were engaged in continual negotiations with different groups of landholders in the different provinces over the amount of tax that was to be paid to the state. The taxation claim of the imperial government, as well as multiple claims over land use, were negotiated in multiple and partic​ularistic settlements embodied in contracts, in the provisions of cus​tomary law, and the statutory law of individual provinces. As was the case in the Ottoman Empire, the different rulings, representing multi​ple negotiated settlements, responded to individual circumstances; they varied over time and from one locality to another with conditions of production and with political and social leverage enjoyed by different parties to negotiations.(Perdue 2004)       
The reference point for multiple settlements and particularistic rul​ings was the Confucian understanding of domestic order that formed the legitimating idiom of imperial government. It was rooted in the shared context of pre-industrial society where food shortages were a main cause of social unrest, while the maintenance of social harmony presupposed the continuity of agricultural production. Perdue refers to the ideal of Qing administration as being one of upholding  independent peasants, each self-sufficient in his plot and able to pay taxes in cash to the state.(Perdue 2004) The social reality of the countryside was, however, much more com​plicated. Multiple layers of use claims prevailed over a single plot, includ​ing those of '"owners" or holders of sub-soil rights who paid taxes to the imperial government and tenants or holders of top-soil rights who paid rent to "owners." Nevertheless, state policy remained committed to the continuity of agricultural production by peasant cultivators either as tenants or "owners," and to the maintenance of social harmony. To this end, the central government instituted in the eighteenth century, a state-wide civilian provisioning network that included a highly devel​oped granary system(Will et al 1991); government measures promoted security of tenure, sought to regulate land markets and return refugees to their lands.
 

Similarly, in the early Ottoman Empire, ruler's justice presupposed the perpetuation of the subsistence production of peasant households which provided the rural as well as the urban populations with foodstuffs.(Islamoglu-Inan 1994)  While state-wide famine relief was practiced, Ottoman subsistence management emphasized regulations that controlled the movement of foodstuffs, as well as raw materials; the aim was to ensure local provi​sioning through the formation of regional economies. Moreover, to ensure the continuity of food production, regulations restricted the alien​ability or divisibility of the subsistence holdings, limited the freedom of movement of cultivators and regulated fallow practices. State rulings included in provincial regulations, as well as in edicts by the ruler responding to individual complaints, sought to protect subsistence pro​ducers from extortion by holders of revenue grants. To this end, these rulings delineated the use rights of producers, as well as their obligations to different groups of revenue claimants. These obligations included specifications of the form in which dues were paid (in kind, in labor, or in money), the rates at which they were paid, and exemptions from payments in return for services rendered. Regulations varied from one locality to another, depending on the conditions of production and on the political or military status of cultivators; they represented series of settlements negotiated between the cultivators and the extractors of their surpluses over long periods of time. Finally, the different rulings and contracts that regulated actual land use represented multi-layered, shared claims that were negotiated over land use, including webs of grazing and planting rights on common lands, as well as on individual plots.

In brief, the pattern of negotiated settlements that characterized the orderings of social relations in the early modern state environments of the Ottoman and Qing Empires, suggests an understanding of statecraft premised on a reconciliation of particularisms, of localisms. This under​standing departs from Scott's view, which situates negotiative activity, politics, in the society and out of the reach of the pre-modern state. On this basis. Scott makes the pre-modern state absolutely ineffectual in terms of its ability to subjugate society to its control. But if one asks what the state was able to do in a given context of power relations. and what kinds of orderings of property relations were possible, one sees that the boundaries of politics are  drawn by   power relations  existing in a given historical context  and the central authority sought to establish its order within those boundaries through a multitude of particularistic negotiations, so as to achieve a measure of social harmony.
In the nineteenth century, both the Ottoman and the Qing imper​ial governments were confronted with challenges of domestic rebellion and of European imperialistic penetration. The Qing government proved to be more successful in meeting these challenges and was able to main​tain its territorial integrity, while the Ottoman government lost significant territories both to rebellion and in foreign wars. Wong argues that unlike the developments in Western Europe  ( and also in the Ottoman Empire)  in Qing China the concerns for mobilizing resources and men to meet mili​tary and political challenges did not lead to a centralization of power in a modern bureaucracy. Instead, for Wong, modern state formation in Qing China was characterized by an expansion of local government capacities, by a more formal involvement of local elites in local affairs, and by a blurring of the distinction between officials and local elites, so that elites were employed in the staffing of government bureaus. Modern state formation in this sense emphasized popular mobilization and social control, and was part of an attempt to implement a Confucian agenda for domestic order.(Wong 1997) In this connection, Wong points to imperial government's enlisting of the cooperation of local elites, especially for addressing social welfare concerns and most centrally that of famine relief. He argues that in the late nineteenth and the early twentieth cen​tury, the Qing did not formulate a new agenda of rule and remained committed to the Confucian agenda. This should not, however, suggest a continuity in terms of societal dynamics. One could perhaps talk about an attempt to recast the Confucian agenda in a new context of power relations in which localities dominated. Wong points to the diminished capacities of the central government in addressing social welfare concerns in the nineteenth century when compared to eighteenth century. He also mentions the resistance of local gentries to the strong official control directed towards extracting revenue and men. The outcome appears to have been a shift in the balance of power and a relocation of the state-building initiative in the localities with the development of provincial military units and consultative gentry assemblies. The latter, in the late nineteenth century, became sites for politics where the claims of the central government on the provincial gentries, in the form of re​venues, and of cooperation in the management of subsistence (which involved provisioning grains during  times of famine) were variously met, resisted, evaded, or negotiated. This localization of politics, as well as the military led to an undermining of the capacity of the central state to rule and to the declaration of independence by provincial govern​ments in 1911.
By contrast, in the Ottoman Empire the shift to a modern state for​mation meant a radical shift in the balance of power to the central government, consisting of the central army and the bureaucracy. This new arrangement undermined the distributionist-accommodative mode of imperial integration premised on the negotiation of diverse claims over resources. In the nineteenth century, confronted by domestic rebel​lion in Egypt and the Balkans and by wars with Russia, the Ottoman central government sought to appropriate the tax revenues that had formerly accrued to military commanders, members of the religious establishments, and tax-farmers. This involved a dissociation of state power from the networks of negotiated settlements with divergent inter​ests and focusing it instead on the central bureaucracy and the army. Statecraft no longer sought to accommodate but to subjugate through coercive means which included the use of the central armies, as is evi​denced in the case of the abolition of the janissary corps.
 Statecraft also sought to subjugate through an ordering of social relations by means of administrative rules and procedures that cast these relations in general and universal terms. This meant that rules that were no longer summations of negotiations between the ruler and the different groups or individuals; they did not impart privilege and impose obligations on particular individuals or groups. One such privilege had been exemp​tion from state taxes; removal of that privilege meant the subjection of  tax-farmers and of religious institutions to the general rule that required the payment of state taxes by all subjects.
This implied a much more radical constitution of social reality through administrative practice than was implied in the earlier state environ​ment with its legitimation concern  that impelled rulers to  concentrate   on  distributive activity and on main​taining social harmony. Conquest had previously been the primary means of expanding revenue, but the limits of Ottoman territorial expan​sion were reached in the second half of the eighteenth century. If many European states faced a similar limitation (e.g. after the treaty of West​phalia in 1648), they compensated for it by colonial ventures and the building of merchant empires. At the same time, both the Ottoman and European states resorted to intensive modes of revenue-raising. This implied a coupling of the revenue concern with that of increasing the productive capacity of the population, of land, of industry.
 That is, the central authority would not simply content itself by appropriating what was previously determined , it also sought to create further wealth to be taxed. In the nineteenth century, this consciousness of the 'econ​omy' on the part of the Ottoman government is revealed in the kinds of precise information demanded from local officials  about  productivity figures as well as  levels of supply and   demand for different products .

In Qing China, territorial conquests in central Asia during the eigh​teenth century demonstrate a similar concern to increase the revenues of the imperial government, as do the attempts during this period to reduce the number of claimants to agrarian surpluses. Moreover, in the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries, Qing China attempted to im​prove its productive capacity, even though existing power configurations did not allow for a crystallization of the central bureaucracy or for general and universal practices of ordering social reality to promote economic growth. Instead, the imperial state sought to achieve this objec​tive through the negotiative environments of consultative provincial assemblies.(Wong 1997)
The imperative for a radically new constitution of reality resulted in a shift in the self-definition or legitimation of central authority. It was no longer a question of the ruler's ability to maintain social peace through distributive measures but rather of the efficacy of its adminis​tration and its ability to deliver in material terms to its subjects, that is, to ensure the "greatest happiness of greatest number.'" Efficacy in this sense was gauged by the government's ability to provide for social welfare (which included maintaining an acceptable level of subsistence) as well as measures to improve productive capacity. In the earlier period, the local groups accommodated in particularistic settlements were expected to monitor rulings designed to maintain the level of subsistence, includ​ing those relating to the security of land tenure. With the focusing of power at the center, famine relief became the responsibility of the central government. The Qing attempt in the eighteenth century to concentrate power and revenues at the center through the introduction of individual ownership coincided with the introduction of the granary system. When such centralization failed, the central government enlisted the assistance of local gentries in famine relief. In the Ottoman Empire a granary system was introduced in the late eighteenth century. It also coincided with the moment when the central government was seeking to reduce the power of tax-farmers who previously ran the granaries.(Guran 1998)  Similarly, in the early period, other social welfare provisions such as health, edu​cation, and municipal services in cities, were the responsibility of reli​gious foundations.( Ozbek 1999/2000) When the central bureaucracy sought to eliminate the foundations and lay claim over the resources they controlled, the provisioning of the welfare services too devolved on the central bureaucracy. 
In the nineteenth century Ottoman Empire, did this reconstitution of social reality through administrative practices of the central govern​ment, with the shift from a distributive ethos to one of state welfarism and productionism, spell erasure of the local? No, it signaled rather its re-constitution and insertion into the new state environment. This is de​monstrated in the next section in relation to compiling cadastral surveys of the land and formation of local commissions to undertake this task.
For the modern Ottoman state, the administering of property entailed constitution of individual freeholds. This meant the elimination of the multiple claims over use and tax revenues from land and established the owner as the sole claimant to title and use. It also established the central state as the sole claimant to tax revenues. In fact, constitution of individual freeholds was closely related to the interrelated features of modernity in the nineteenth century, namely those of state fiscality and economic growth. In the productivist perspective of the nineteenth century, as Bentham succinctly put it, property was entirely the work of law (by which he meant administration) it was nothing but a guar​antee, provided by the law, for individual expectations to derive cer​tain advantages from a thing which a person was said to possess. In this sense, individual property created in law provided the individual with a security and freedom that facilitated his decisions regarding production. It was instrumental in fulfilling an individual's expectations in realizing his or her welfare. To the utilitarian mind, the objective of government in legislative activity was to deliver the "greatest possible hap​piness of the community.” 
 In the nineteenth century when  concerns for market expansion (arguably conceived in terms of maximization of an individual's expectations) overlapped with concerns for increasing state revenues, it was evident to political economists and statesmen alike that the burden for creating the new economic order fell upon central administrations (Kanth 1986) The story of how central administration constituted individual ownership is thus the story of the constitution of the modern Ottoman state.

Administering Property
Individual ownership or private property is a fetishized institution. Institutionalist  historians, most notably Douglas C. North (1981)and Eric L. Jones(1988), attribute the development of private property in western Europe to attempts on the part of commercial groups to reduce transaction costs incumbent on multiple and overlapping claims that characterized property rights in pre-industrial society. The result was expansion of commercial activity and economic growth associated with capitalistic economic development. Conversely, these authors attribute what they perceived to be the "economic stagnation" or absence of capitalism in China and the Ottoman empire to state ownership of land in these societies, which they believe to have prevented the development of private ownership and stifled individual initiative in economic activity. Without going into how this formulation is entangled with the notion of Oriental Despotism, and leaving aside also the debatable nature of the assumed correlation between economic growth and private owner​ship,
 I would simply like to point to the fact that this economistic perspective fails to reveal the power relations that underlay the devel​opment of individual ownership in both European and non-European areas. Central to these power relations has been  the development of cen​tralized states which sought to lay exclusive claims to tax revenues from land. (Islamoglu 2000)
A. Law and the Administration of Property

In early modern European and non-European areas, in keeping with the distributionist-accommodationist objectives of governments, prop​erty rights on land were understood as a bundle of claims that largely corresponded to the multiple settlements negotiated among different groups. (Maine 1920)These settlements were cast in terms of rules that were variously formulated by the state or the ruler, formulated in customary practice that was given the seal of approval or incorporated by the ruler, by court rulings. One common feature of these formulations was that they sought to accommodate the existing multiple interests and were not exclusive.
In the Ottoman Empire, definitions of property rights on land con​sisted of a bundle of rights representing claims to land use, revenues and title. The title to land (rakaba) generally lay with the ruler (or the treasury). This did not represent a title of ownership in the modern sense but ability on the part of the ruler, or the central government, to distribute rights to revenues from land and in so doing, to negotiate with different groups or individuals the conditions of their allegiance. State "ownership" also served to define the boundaries of the heritable use rights that cultivators had over their plots; by protecting the rights of cultivators, the state sought to ensure continuity of agricultural pro​duction and, therefore, production for subsistence and for tax payment. State rulings introduced in provincial regulations and reiterated in numer​ous edicts also imposed limits on the divisibility and alienability of use rights. They also restricted the cultivation of non-grain crops, and the time-periods for which lands could be left uncultivated or left fallow. Given that most taxes were paid in kind, rulings emphasized the pri​macy of grain production on state lands.

These claims were continuously negotiated and redefined, however. For instance, depending on the nature of the settlement negotiated among the par​ties, the rights to revenues could rest with a freeholder (mülk), a pious endowment, or with the treasury, while the title rested with the state or the treasury. This should not suggest that the claim of the state to title was an absolute one: especially in areas where there had been strong resistance to the Ottoman conquest, Ottoman rulers conceded the right to title to former ruling groups. These groups included members of the religious establishment in the Muslim region of Anatolia. The rights to revenues from such lands could be assigned to state officials, and state regulations relating to subsistence production applied also to these lands.
Similarly, the different categories, which defined entitlements to revenues and to land use, did not correspond to an understanding of ownership in the modern sense. I have already discussed what state "ownership" stood for in the  pre-nineteenth century Ottoman administrative universe. Nor did mülk (freehold) signify pri​vate ownership; instead it was a category of entitlement to tax revenues which the grantee held by virtue of an official document of entitlement from the ruler. In that sense mülk or freehold did not differ from other types of revenue grants.  On the other hand, the holder of the mülk grant could alienate his right to revenues, transfer it to his heirs, or convert it into mortmain property or vakıf. Trees or buildings on agricultural holdings, as well as other produce, were also classified as freehold which, in this case, referred to entitlement to the fruits of land. These claims were differentiated from miri claims, or the "ownership" claims of the central treasury, over the soil where the trees and buildings stood and on grain fields. The cultivators of miri lands had inheritable usufruct rights which they held by a deed issued for a fee by the local administrator cum revenue holder.
What differentiated the bundle of claims that constituted property rights on land in Qing China from that in the Ottoman Empire was that in the Qing case the bundle did not include multiple claims over tax revenues. Instead it consisted of the imperial government ‘s  tax demand from the gentry or holders of sub-soil rights, the rent claims of the gentry, the usufruct claims of the holders of top-soil rights or tenants, and the use claims of subcontractors from holders of topsoil rights. The first of these claims could be interpreted as a grand rent paid to the imperial government in view of the loosely defined ownership of all lands by the emperor. These multiple claims were continually re​negotiated and were formulated in a plethora of contractual settlements issued by the courts, carrying the official stamp of approval by the impe​rial government.(Macaluley 2001, Perdue 2004) At the same time, these claims were formulated in official rulings of the emperor which, as was the case in the Ottoman Empire, represented an appropriation or accommodation of the exist​ing local understandings of property rights to the vocabulary of official rule. On the other hand, asense of Confucian domestic order and its central premise, the concern for maintaining the security of tenure of peasant cultivators   imparted a unity to the maze of nego​tiated settlements . This was the idiom of rule that defined the limits of what was possible and what was not in terms of property settlements on land. To it the imperial state owed its ability to rule and the gen​try its ability to extract rent.

Melissa Macauley, in her article in this volume, has shown that in the eighteenth century the attempt of the Qing imperial government to re-define the top-soil rights of the gentry as individual ownership rights, to the exclusion of the multiple claims of permanent tenancies, failed. The proposed change would also have eliminated the conditional sales that resulted in confusion about who at a given point was the "owner" and thus responsible for tax payment. Through this measure of simpli​fication, the central state had sought to increase its revenues, or realize its administrative ideal of creating the individual holders paying taxes in cash to the state. It met resistance from holders of top-soil rights, as well as the gentry, for whom conditional sales provided escape-valves from tax responsibilities. On the other hand, the inability of the imperial government gto institute individual ownership pointed to the limits of its action in a given context of power relations with given vocabularies of legitimation.
The Ottoman central government did succeed in introducing indi​vidual ownership, but it did so following bitter struggles waged espe​cially against the different groups with claims over tax revenues from land; at the same time it sought to mediate, through particularistic con​cessions, the claims of subsistence producers who were threatened by the loss of their heritable usufruct rights. This meant a recasting of power mappings that constituted the state context and an idiom of rule that increasingly departed from the understanding of the distributive justice of the ruler and  relied on  administrative proce​dure to mediate the different property claims.
Though the nineteenth century is aptly described, here too, as the "age of property”(Forster 1997) the Ottoman environment did not fall prey to the religion of property that raged especially in post-revolutionary France, a region Ottoman administrators watched closely. This was not due to any innate predisposition against private property stemming from state ownership in land or the lethal effects of state intervention in economic activity. Quite simply, the Ottoman administrators, in line with the con​servative governments in Europe and central Europe, watched with a great deal of  trepidation the disputes over the introduction of indi​vidual/absolute ownership that raged in the French countryside. Ottoman territories themselves were not entirely free of such disturbances. The liberal guarantees included in the reform edict of 1839 had encouraged the provincial tax-farmers and notables to register their tax-farms (or revenue grants )as their private property. The decisions  reached by  provincial
assemblies, which the reforms introduced, as well as those by judges in provincial courts of law
 served to buttress this new form of property. For instance, a decision of the Vidin Council, taken soon after the issu​ing of the 1839 edict and referring to the abolition of corvee imposi​tions, stated that "no person could cultivate or take over another's land without payment; he will have to pay by some other means [than corvee]."  This meant that in  the course of its deliberations , the council  had established  a single rent  , signaled by the abolition of corvee, while at the same time establishing  the tenancy status of cultivators on lands owned by tax-farmers.(Inalcik 1943) In 1851 when the cultivators ("tenants," share-croppers) in Vidin broke into open rebellion, they were voicing their claims vis-a-vis the tax farmers by demanding title deeds on land: in other words, the cultivators had learned to employ the vocabulary of private ownership.
The rupture in the old order of property resulted in widespread rebel​lions throughout the Balkans, in Bulgaria, Bosnia, and Albania. In each case, the rebels were cultivators who also staked their claims in terms of individual ownership rights. The nascent central bureaucracy , attempting to contain rebellion, found itself in the position of mediating the claims of different groups for absolute ownership; its capacity to  negotiate multiple property claims ultimately     was to  differentiate  the central state from other actors and  help establish the authority of the central bureaucracy.   Hence,  at this  historical "moment" the  bureaucratic state took over  the constituting of individual ownership through its administrative practices, as none of the traditional propertied inter​ests could claim to do.
 

The drafting of the Land Code of 1858 was a major political suc​cess. It attested to the Ottoman central government's ability to estab​lish its claim to mediate among different interests, so as to set forth a general code that henceforth provided the reference point in all prop​erty matters. By contrast, the French state, throughout the nineteenth century, failed to pass a rural code in the face of intransigence on the part of propertied classes who saw in such a code an instrument to strengthen their own hand.(Aberdam 1982)
On the other hand, the text of the Ottoman Land Code was highly negotiated, testifying to the problems encountered in codifying property relations. Yet the Code did include a definition of individual ownership that supplanted earlier definitions of multiple claims to revenues and to land use. It has been argued that the Code sought to establish the own​ership rights of cultivators at the  expense of the tax farmers who came to control large tracts of land, thus allowing the central state to main​tain its justice-dispensing function.(Barkan 1940) But the Code did not explicitly favor any one group; while it included some measures to restrict alien​ation of land, it included others that facilitated exchange. In the Balkans where land was controlled by local notables who were also tax-farm​ers, and land was worked under sharecropping arrangements, the Code became an instrument by which the notables established absolute ownership rights to the detriment of the use-rights of the cultivator-sharecroppers. In this case, the central government, needing the polit​ical and military support in the face of local resistance and nationalist aspirations, backed the ownership claims of the notables. The impor​tant point is that the Land Code established the central state as the agency for the constitution of individual ownership rights. It was on state lands that the state's unique claim to tax revenue was established; it was also on state lands that individual ownership rights were instituted. This implied a change in the meaning of miri or state lands. Prior to the Code state ownership enabled the ruler to exercise his distribu​tionist justice by assigning revenues to different groups to obtain their political allegiance and to ensure subsistence production. Under the Code, state ownership took on a character close to absolute ownership, which could be transferred to individuals by means of sales contracts and land registration. Yet the Code represented a compromise ;   alongside the miri  the Code admitted to the presence of  the categories of vakif , mulk  , mawat(vacant ) which were not subject to  bureaucracy’s  universal demands for taxation  and rules  of individual  ownership. Vakif  and mulk  categories , in turn, represented  the resistance to  bureaucratic  authority  and  the central government continually countered  this resistance by extending its practices of land registration as well as  sales and lease contracts to non-state lands. 

B. Land Surveys and the Administration of Property
Law was constitutive of individual ownership in the sense of providing an overall legal framework for social relations. But the constitu​tion of individual ownership also  took place through registration and through surveys. The latter represented the compilation of statistical information on land, ownership, and production.
From the perspective of the fiscal or administrative goals of the cen​tral government, the most desirable situation was to attach every par​cel of taxable property to an individual responsible for paying tax on it. To this end, the Ottoman government encouraged registration of property in the name of individuals, who were designated as individual heads of households. This practice began as early as 1847. The sur​veys, which were undertaken in 1859/60, aimed at ensuring the regis​tration of all lands and properties. In this sense, these surveys approximated to the character of the modern cadastral survey.
Most significantly, the constitution of individual ownership meant a change in the categories in terms of which land and resources were recorded. Land surveys had been a central practice of Ottoman state​craft from the early days of the empire. In keeping with the distribu​tive logic of state power in the earlier period, the early tax surveys represented an administrative universe divided between the military class, or the recipients of revenue grants, and the taxpayers. The military class appeared in the registers as holders of power positions; they were not persons but recipients of taxes. Since they  were exempt from taxes, nei​ther their names nor their numbers were recorded. Taxpayers, on the other hand, were recorded by their names; the amount of produce col​lected as taxes was also entered into the registers. Land was recorded as a category' of taxation, in relation to a tax that fell on the person as well as the land (resm-i çift). The unit of measurement was the çift or the area ploughed by a pair of oxen. Çift, however, varied with climatic and ecological conditions. Its plasticity, in turn, made it amenable in an environment in which payment of taxes was subject to a negotia​tive process.
Earlier surveys were blind to those aspects of social reality that did not fall within the purview of taxation. They were signifiers of shifting power positions, transcribed in the continual distribution and redistrib​ution of resources among different groups in a given locality. Though the surveys did give information about population, production, and land. their main purpose was the mapping of power relations in a given region. At the same time, they bore witness to the recognition of the authority of the ruler, since revenue entitlements were described in the given format of the register and carried out by means of procedures determined by the center. The much-acclaimed tax registers (tahrirs) constituted an important vocabulary through which the Ottoman under​standing of distributive justice was articulated.
The nineteenth-century surveys represented a radically different state environment. There was no question in the minds of the nineteenth-century Ottoman bureaucrats that access to information on population, income, wealth and property was a pre-requisite for realizing the modern aspiration of state taxation and economic growth. To this end, begin​ning in the 1830s, the central government undertook the preparation of statistics including population censuses, income registers and cadas​tral surveys. Clearly, the central government put a great deal of effort into the preparation of these surveys. These preparations included pilot projects in selected districts and the work of constituting local com​missions to carry out the collecting and recording of information. That this was an urgent matter for the central government is attested by the fact that the preparation of eighteen thousand income registers (temettuat defterleri) compiled between  I840-1845,(Guran   , Kaya  2005, Saracoglu 1998) covering all imperial territories outside of Arab lands, was completed within the surprisingly short time. There also appears to have been a continuous effort on the part of the central government to explain and to justify why new assessments of wealth and income were necessary. To this end. statements by govern​ment officials stressed the need for assessments on the grounds of com​plaints about heavy tax burdens and of inequitable distribution of taxes among different regions and individuals. Tax evasions on the part of members of former ruling groups were considered a primary cause of inequity in the distribution of tax.

All such efforts notwithstanding, information recorded in income reg​isters was not used in the assessment of taxes. That this information was at times glaringly defective was probably not lost on central gov​ernment officials. 
 The problem was that individual heads of house​holds had been less than candid in declarations of their wealth. The central government was well aware that muhtars (village headmen) and imams (prayer leaders), who received and recorded the declarations of wealth from these individuals, tended to overlook the inaccurate state​ments. These deficiencies were also revealing of power configurations on the level of the village, a situation the central government set out to remedy in the preparation of the subsequent surveys.
Surveys were not simply repositories of information. Systems of classification and the categories included in the income register surveys, compiled fourteen years before the Land Code of 1858, were pivotal to the constitution of individual ownership. First, the income registers did not classify information on different regions on the basis of holders of revenue grants, as was the case with the earlier registers. Rather, these registers rested on the assumption that the central state was the primary recipient of taxes and the members of the former military class were themselves subject to state taxes, together with ordinary house​holds. Instead of separate surveys devoted to proceeds from different types of revenue grants  (tımar defterleri, mukataa defterleri, vakıf defterleri), income registers classified information on the basis of listings of house​holds. In the old surveys, the unit of recording had been the village whose revenues were apportioned amongst different revenue grant-holders; payment of taxes was the collective liability of the village and taxes (other than the tithe) were equally distributed amongst households on the basis of negotiated arrangements within the village. In the 1840-1845 income registers and the subsequent property and income surveys of the nineteenth century, the unit of recording was the individual house​hold, which was taxed on the basis of its income. The household was the site of individual ownership and in the process it was redefined as an "atomized" unit with responsibilities for payment of taxes and for economic activity. The household became the pivotal point around which administration could operate. The income registers included detailed inventories of lands and animals in the possession of the household, and at the end of each entry there was an estimate of household income. It must be emphasized that not all of what was recorded was taxed. Entries in income registers also listed items that were not taxed. In this sense, these registers were not simply tax books, they were constitutive of the household as an economic unit.
For one thing, the registers record all land in the possession of the household, not just those lands that were cultivated and taxed. This suggests that land was no longer being treated simply as a tax cate​gory. It was also an asset that yielded income to its possessor. Income registers recorded lands that were cultivated, left fallow, or leased out. They also recorded income from land leases and the cash income accru​ing from the land for the year before registration as well as the year of registration. The abstraction of land from the context of a negotiative-accommodative system of taxation becomes manifest in the adop​tion in the income registers of the dönüm, an aerial unit of measurement, instead of the çift, a unit of measurement characterized by its plasticity and therefore by its negotiability. This was, no doubt, a step in the direction of standardization and uniformization of the measurement unit, which was integral to the central government's effort to simplify prop​erty relations on land. The introduction of the aerial unit of measure​ment was important from the point of objectification of land as a "thing," as the object of ownership and the object of exchange in the market.
The dual objectives of modern administration, economic growth and state fiscality, coincided with administrative practices directed towards aug​menting the productive capacity of land and other resources that were expected to result in increased state revenues.   The Instructions to Property Officials in the Provinces issued in January 1857,
 are indicative of the interest the central government had in detailed information on land and other productive resources. These instructions include lists of questions the property officials in the provinces were expected to seek answers for and report on to district officials and governors. Property officials were also expected to enter these results in registers and send them to Istanbul each year in February or at the latest in early March.
 At the outset of the instructions it is stated that, "the generosity of the ruler dictated that he rendered services for the progress of agriculture which would benefit the country and his subjects." To this end, exact infor​mation was to be obtained for all villages in all districts and sub-dis​tricts. These included measurements of areas of cultivated fields and figures on seed/yield ratios at a given harvest time.
 For individual farms, it meant information on the area of each farm in aerial units of measurement, the area sown and the amount of seed cultivated, and the area of land left fallow: the yields from vineyards and grape presses, as well as the amount of grape produce consumed in the locality of the farm, and the amount exported.
Assessment of the income from land and its yields , inseparable from an interest in the productive capacity of land, was a primary objec​tive of these statistics. The Instructions to Property Officials, in the spirit of market management that was characteristic of the nineteenth-century political economy, asked for comparative figures. Thus, the property officials were to note the yearly variations in production or yields and in prices. The central government wanted to know how the changes in the supply of a given good were reflected in its price, and what factors affected its supply, or production. A factor that caused a fall in pro​duction was to be countered by administrative intervention. To this end, property officials were instructed to enlist the assistance of agri​cultural officials to combat diseases that affected the vineyards, causing a fall in state revenues and harming the owners of vineyard. All of these concerns referred to a domain outside of taxation, to that of economic activity of the individual household.
Lastly, the practices of numbering and of classifying data in the  numbers registers were very important to the process of individuation of owner​ship as well as to the exercise of central government controls. The prac​tice of numbering was initiated in the income registers of 1840-1845 by the affixing of numbers to individual households. The Regulation for the Surveying of Property and Population issued in 1860
 states that fields. orchards, pasturelands and vineyards should be recorded in properly listings in terms of general and particular numbers.
 The 1860 regis​ters for which the above instructions were issued are not yet  available to researchers. Thus, it is not clear what was meant by  general and partic​ular numbers assigned to land or property. But the procedure of number​ing properties and individual households made possible an administrative crystallization of the individual householder as holder of property, on the one hand, and, on the other hand, of land or property as a "thing" to be owned or exchanged and to be taxed on its income. 

Moreover, the recording of land in registers presupposed that documents of own​ership, title deeds (tapu), were shown to the scribes in charge of record​ing; in the event that these were not available, they were to be renewed in the courts. These documents were to include the general number of property or land as it was recorded in the property register, together with descriptions of its borders and of its shape. 
These descriptions of the registration practices with multiple registers correlated with each other through systems of numbering and of tables, represent an ordering of landed property laid before the eyes of the central administrators and made accessible for their intervention. As such, they represent a snapshot  of the  Ottoman administrative universe  of the nineteenth century.

The saga of preparing surveys in the nineteenth century was one of continual struggle between the central government and the local notables. Hoping to evade state taxes and conscription , the notables , who more often than not acted in collaboration  with local populations, resisted the demands of the central state to provide information about the wealth and population of their household. State measures in the face  of such resistance took the form of sanctions and severe punishment, including three years of prison in irons
; there were also exhortations to officials to persuade the population to give honest disclosures of their wealth and property.

The central  government still sought to mediate the interests of different groups, but now by integrating local elites into the new administrative framework for the collection and recording of  land and population statistics. The Regulation for the Survey of Property and Population of 1860 stipulated the appointment of commissions at the different levels of provincial administration , ranging from the eyalet (district) to the village . These commissions included assessors  who were to be chosen from among the respected persons in  individual localities. At the village level, a commission of  six  members was to be appointed for a group of six villages, with  each village providing one member. Commissions were expected to meet weekly in the summer and biweekly in the winter on a given day of the week. They decided on the distribution of taxes among the households according to their ability to pay, and were also responsible for reporting to the District Council births and deaths, persons who moved , and buildings constructed without permission. It appears that these commissions(which in all likelihood were to be chosen from among respectable persons in the region) stood above the village administration represented by the muhtar (headman).In the compiling of income registers, the village headmen had played a very important role  and had shown poor performance from the point of view of the central government. The Regulation of 1860  stated that village headmen came from lower classes and people from respectable backgrounds deemed it below their dignity to hold this position. For reform and restitution to be executed properly , the Regulation continued, village headmen had to be appointed from among  persons who were considered trustworthy, by the central government and the local population. To this end, the Regulation stipulated that scribes 
 appointed by the central government should dismiss the existing village headmen and appoint  new ones from among the trustworthy and respected persons in the village . Whether or not the appointment of new village headmen by the government, or the inclusion of locally respected persons in the Commissions were  effective devices in making possible the collection of more accurate information, it  is not possible to tell.

We do know that despite the flurry of administrative activity in relation to the compilation of property and land registers , the Ottoman state did not succeed in executing cadastral maps, which were central to the process of cadastral surveying. Cadastral maps remain the final achievement of the modern state in constituting individual ownership on land. They enabled cutting across the maze of  property relations and established administrative controls over the land, its resources and population. Above all, cadastral maps draw boundaries and leave no ambiguity as to who owns what. James Scott  states that cadastral maps “… are designed to make a local situation legible to an outsider.” (Scott 1998) This may explain the remarkable success of cadastral mapping in the colonial contexts of the nineteenth century where the map provided an outsider-state with a “bird’s eye view’.( Saumarez Smith  2004) In the case of the non-colonial Ottoman state, its ability to be an outsider , that is , to abstract itself  from the context of power relations within the empire, was far more limited. As a result , the central government conceded to local demand in curbing its practices of registering of wealth and land. It did so because in areas such as the Balkans, the central government heavily relied on  the collaboration of the notables to contain social unrest, which in the nineteenth century was increasingly expressed in terms of nationalist aspirations. In the absence of a reserve army of administrators that could be brought in from a colonial homeland, the Ottoman state depended on local notables for instituting the new administrative order, as was the case in the   forming of commissions for the preparation of surveys.
No longer operating in an administrative universe of distributive-accommodative practices, and lacking the home-country reference point for its actions that the European colonial states had, the Ottoman state sought justifica​tion for its practices in political maneuverings. The outcome was a spate of compromises, and grand undertakings that could not be put into practice, as was the case with the income registers, as well as the numer​ous amendments to the Land Code in the form of regional regulations. All of these point to resistance to administrative practices that sought to simplify, to clarify, and ultimately to define a new ordering of social relations. Politics triumphed after all without the legitimating vocabu​lary of distributive justice. Yet, by recording land as individual prop​erty, and by registering and numbering land and properties in the names of individual households, the new regime left its imprint on social rela​tions in general and property relations in particular. In the end per​haps, the legitimacy of this regime came to rest on the execution of these bureaucratic practices, on the incessant upward and downward flow of documents.

Conclusion

This essay has tried to cut the Gordian knot of questions surrounding modern transformation in two regions that are often characterized as failures or, at best, as outsiders with ambiguous standings in the enchanted realm of modernity. The Ottomans succeeded in introducing individ​ual ownership and they did so by means of the bureaucratic practices of  a mod​ern central state. The Qing did  not institute  a centralized  bureaucratic  state in the  nineteenth century. Nor  could the Qing introduce individual ownership. On the other hand, the creation of a bureaucratic state was not a guarantee for the sur​vival of the Ottoman imperial entity in interstate competition which, in the nineteenth century, included economic development. By contrast, the Qing Empire maintained its integrity without bureaucratic forms of statecraft, and despite the fact that the central government collapsed in the early twentieth century. In this case, non-central forms of modern statecraft, including local consultative agencies, were able to mobilize the military power and perhaps the developmental energy needed for survival in the military and political arena. These contrasts between central state-building and state-building initiative at the regional level notwithstanding, both the Ottoman and Qing contexts witnessed mod​ern transformations. This  essay has illustrated modern transformation in the Ottoman environment through the ordering of property relations on land. It has shown that the transformation that occurred was prob​lematic and contingent. Individual ownership was established by law, but was contested vehemently by the former claimants to revenues and by holders of diverse use claims; instituting of individual property through the drawing of cadastral maps was also resisted. Yet, the legal recognition of individual ownership and the new categories for cadastral surveying radically altered the very terms in which property relations on land were negotiated and perceived. That is, while various land-holding groups  continued to enjoy the benefits they derived from land and, in all likelihood, evaded tax​ation, they did so in the capacity of landowners with ownership titles  or  as tenants on privately owned lands. As such they submitted to the categories of individual ownership and to domi​nation by the central bureaucracy in the form of being subjected to its procedures regarding lease contracts and registration of property. Moreover,  reforms  in landed property rights  and administrative  reforms contributed  to increases in state revenues that were witnessed in the final decades of the nineteenth century. Yet the such increases  could not keep apace with  increases in expenditures  and   hence could not prevent  the empire from coming to the brink of financial collapse at the end of the nineteenth century.(Pamuk 2008) At the same time, modern transformation resulted in dramatic changes in property relations and in the nature of state power, the impact of which was visible both in the organization of the Ottoman agricultural economy and in the nature of successor states, especially in the Balkans(Pallarait 1997) and in Anatolia.(Barkan 1937a- 1937e; Barkan 1938) As significantly, modern transformation implied that the very self definition of the state, its idiom of rule, was no longer that of justice premised on the distribution of claims to revenue and land use in order to accommodate different interests with the objec​tive of maintaining social harmony. Instead, the legitimating principle of the Ottoman state in the nineteenth century was its ability to admin​ister effectively and equitably; it dispensed justice not through distribu​tion but through equitable administration of its demands from (most notably taxation demands) and its services to its subjects. It was repre​sented no longer by the just ruler but by the generality and uniformity of administrative practice that imparted to the bureaucrat the role of mediator. The figure of the bureaucrat came to represent the state, embodied its identity. This was an identity in keeping with the multi​national character of the empire. It aspired to affect an erasure of all national identities. As importantly, not beclouded by the romanticism of nationalism, it was a thoroughly modern (in the Weberian sense) identity. It was perhaps this identity that survived until the 1980s, but has since been undermined by radical changes in the context of power relations rooted in the expansion of market exchange activity, both inter​national and domestic, so that a search is now underway for new self-definition of state . This is not very different from the situation in other world regions that, within their own trajectories of modern transformation, seem to be engaged in similar searches.
� Philip Huang has pointed to an absence in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries in China, of bureaucratization and rationalization, emphasizing the degree to which this absence affected the ability of the state to form alliances with divergent groups (elites)to consolidate its powers. (Huang 1985).] In other words, if the Chinese imperial state had not failed to bureaucratize and affect an integration of society by means of a modern administrative appa�ratus, might it have escaped collapse at the hands of provincial assemblies and the new military troops? The posing of this counterfactual reveals an understanding of bureau�cratization as an ideal formulation, abstracted from any given historical experience of state-making, whether European or non-European.





� Islamoglu(2000) discusses  particularization in relation to the generality of the Land Code of 1858 and the provincial regulations that were drafted at this time. 





� Against the model of bureaucratization as state-building, Wong poses popular mobi�lization and social control as a model of Chinese state-building. What distinguishes this model is its accommodative, negotiated character as evidenced in consultative gentry assemblies in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Wong suggests that this fabric of social relations may have contributed to the preservation of the imperial unit even after the collapse of the empire. (Wong 1997)





� Representative of seventeenth century accounts of Ottoman decline is Koci Bey’s treatise or his ‘advice to the sultan’(Koci Bey 1972) . Inalcik (1974) based  his account  of Ottoman decline on Koci Bey’s treatise. Abulhaj argued that the seventeenth-century accounts of decline were penned by the members of the central administration who were on the losing end as a result of institutional changes affected by changes in power configurations both internally and externally, espe�cially in relation to intensification of military and political competition and the increased cash requirements of the central government to finance armies. (Abulhaj 1991) . Linda Darling(1996) and Ariel Saltzman (1993) provide critiques of the decline thesis. 





�  Guery (1984) provides an account  of relations of reciprocity in the context of the French state of the seven�teenth century. 





�  David Parker (1981) discussed this point in relation to the activities of French kings in the sev�enteenth century.


 


� State policy was also instrumental in empowering, alternatively, the different groups with claims over rents and land use in their struggles against one another and, at times, against the central government when the latter sought, in the eighteenth century, to sim�plify the multiple claims to use or permanent tenancy and to rationalize its taxation claims. (Macauley,2001)





� Janissaries, who were the former infantry corps, were subsequently closely affiliated with urban craft guilds and constituted an important force in urban society





�  Selcuk Dursun (2001) discusses measures in the nineteenth century, by the Ottoman government, to protect and to render the population more productive. Michelle Foucault (1991)discusses the population politics of the modern state in general . 





� The Ottoman interest in political economy is demon�strated by the translation in 1852 of Jean Baptiste Say's Economie politique, one of the most popular political economy texts of the nineteenth century





� Bentham presented an impassioned critique of the eighteenth-century formulations of Natural Law theory, which posed property as being natural (see Blackstone). According to Bentham, "properly and law are born together, and die together. Before laws were made, there was no property; take away laws and property ceases" (Bentham 1931:113). Then Bentham pro�ceeds to link property to security: "law creates whatever is to be secured." In this sense, Bentham established a direct link between property and law as governance.








� Research undertaken in the 1980s amidst the Thatcherite hysteria for privatization has shown that it was the existence of a competitive environment and not private owner�ship that was determinant of economic efficiency or growth. Peter Perdue discusses this issue in relation to patent law(Perdue  2004)





� An important point of difference between the Ottoman and Qing imperial con�texts would be that in Qing China taxes were paid in cash, while in the Ottoman Empire they were mostly paid in kind. This factor may explain the more intimate involvement of cultivators with the market in the Qing context, while in the Ottoman case it was the tax collectors and the holders of revenue grants who were involved in market trans�actions.( Islamoglu-Inan 1994) 





� The practice of issuing certificates (hüccets) by judges in establishing property rights was a common one. In the earlier period this practice was used to establish the "free-hold" (mülk) claims over revenue. Such freehold claims included the ability to exchange freely and to bequeath to heirs rights to revenues from land and other taxable resources. In the nineteenth century, it appears that the practice of establishing properly rights through issuing court certificates was a means of establishing "absolute" ownership claims.





� I have already referred to the role of the decisions of provincial councils in the Balkans in the formulation of individual ownership rights. Ottoman historians know very little about the decisions of kadı courts on property matters in the nineteenth century; after all there is no reason why the kadis who were part of provincial power networks,  would not support the prop�erty claims of tax farmers and other Ottoman officials, as did the English magistrates (Arthurs 1985).and the French jurists (Kelley and Smith,1984) with their close affiliations to local propertied groups. 





� Taşra Mülkiye ve Mal Memurlarına verilen Talimatdır," 15 Cumade'l-ula 1273/11 (January 1857) in Düstur, I. Tertib, vol. 1, 2nd ed.,pp. 555-8. Article 2 addresses  the failure of notables to register their sons in order to exempt them from military ser�vice and to pay less tax. A number of decrees issued by the central state prior to or at the time of the compilation of the 1844 survey, as well as accounts referring to a failed attempt at compiling a survey in 1838 , point to complaints about heavy tax bur�dens on ordinary people and to situations where notables did not pay taxes.








� In a number of cases, the tithe payments were recorded as nearly 45% of the total income from a cultivated area.





� "Taşra Mülkiye ve Mal Memurlarına verilen Talimatdır," 15 Cumade'1-ula 1273(11 January 1857),in Düstur, I. Tertib, vol.  1. 2nd ed., pp.555-58.





� "Taşra Mülkiye ve Mal Memurlarına verilen Talimatdır," 15 Cumade'1-ula 1273 (11 January 1857), in Düstur, I. Tertib, vol. 1, 2nd ed., pp.555-58. Article 5  addresses corrupt practices in the process of registration. Changes in production were to be reported every month to the new  Treasury by property officials or mülkiye memurları.





� Finance Ministry Register  (Maliye Nezareti Defteri) dated 1272(1856),  no. 797 includes an entry of cultivated lands for villages in the kaza of Can located in the province (sancak) of Biga. This register, in contrast to those of earlier years, contains information on the area of cultivated lands, the geographic location of fields, quantities of seed planted and yields for individual crops for the years 1856 and 1857. The figures given are those of quantities measured in kiles and they are not monetary values. The format of individual entries in the register is as follows: the name of the head of the household is followed by the numbers of animals he owns, the lands he cultivates (which are represented in the measurement units of kita and dönüm), the quantity of seed culti�vated, and yields in kite for individual crops. At the end of the records for each village, quantities of seed and yields for individual crops are totaled. I am grateful to my doctoral student Yücel Alp Kaya for providing me with this information.








� “Tahrir-i Emlak ve Nüfus Nizamnamesi” (Regulation for registry of Property and Population)  , 14 Cumade'l-ula 1277 (28 November 1860),  in  Düstur, I. Tertib, vol.  1, 2nd ed., pp.889-902.








� Changes in the status of property due to sales and leases as well as births and deaths were entered in daily registers [yevmiye defterleri) and were subsequently recorded in the main registers where each household was assigned a number. This may suggest a preliminary step in the direction of proper cadastral surveys.











� “Tahrir-i Emlak ve Nüfus Nizamnamesi”( Regulation for Registry of Property and Population), Fasl-i Evvel (First Chapter). Article 12  notes that  the property register  will include general figures and description and registration  of boundaries (defter-i emlakde muharrer umumi rakamlar ve eşkal ve akyise ve hudud tarif ve tahrir olunacak.)








� “Tahrir-i Emlak ve Nüfus Nizamnamesi”, Fasl-i sani(second chapter); in the process of recording the population, persons failing to present birth cerificates were not to be allowed  access to courts and their travel certificates were to be revoked.





� Mesail-i Muhimme, 58/15





� The grand commission at the provincial centers included 22 scribes who were members of the ilmiye or scholarly class, four  estimate-makers, and one chairperson(reis),( “Tahrir-i Emlak ve Nüfus Nizamnamesi”, Fasl-i Evvel(first chapter))








� It is important to note that in the  compiling of income urveys, survey officials were initially appointed from the center.In the face of local opposition, this practice was discontinued after 1844. I am thankful to Professor Tevfik Guran for this information.
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