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Abstract

The state of forests of the Ottoman Empire during the 16th and 17th centuries is a sparsely researched topic because Ottoman sources are generally silent regarding the state of forests in the mentioned period. However, Ottoman detailed (mufassal) tax surveys give us a lead on the possibility of researching forests through the tax on pigs and their grazing in the forests, at least in the provinces with considerable Christian population practicing pig farming. The present paper deals with the three Ottoman sancaks in the region of Slavonia in the 16th and 17th centuries: Sancak of Syrmia (Sirem), Sancak of Požega (Pojega), and Sancak of Pakrac (Pakraç, Zaçasna, or Çernik), where the Christian population represented a majority. The amount of money obtained through taxes on pigs was very high in numerous Slavonian settlements. Pigs needed to be reared by letting them graze in oak and beech forests and eat fallen acorns; this practice is called pannage. The presumption is that the surroundings of the settlements with huge number of pigs were heavily covered with oak and beech forests. Thus, the spatial distribution of pig farming settlements of Ottoman Slavonia is presumed to be correlated with the distribution of Slavonian forests. The comparison is based on the data on resm-i pelit tax in the detailed Ottoman tax surveys and on the data on the approximate distribution of forests in Slavonia in the 1698 and 1702 Habsburg censuses of Slavonia, and it demonstrates clear correlation.
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Özet
Osmanlı İmparatorluğu’nda 16. ile 17. yüzyıllarda ormanların durumu, az araştırılmış bir konudur çünkü Osmanlı kaynakları söz konusu dönemde ormanlar hakkında genellikle sessizdir. Ancak Osmanlı mufassal tahrir defterleri, domuzlar ile domuzların ormanlarda otlatma üzerinde vergi yoluyla ormanların araştırma imkanını bize yol vermektedir – en azından domuz tarımı uygulanan Hıristiyan nüfusa sahip olan illerde. Bu makale, 16. ve 17. yüzyıllarda Slavonya bölgesinde olan üç Osmanlı sancak ile ilgilenmektedir: Sirem (Syrmia) Sancağı, Pojega (Požega) ile Pakraç (Pakrac, Zaçasna veya Çernik) Sancağı. Bu sancaklarda Hıristiyan nüfusu çoğunluğu temsil ettmiştir. Çok Slavonya yerleşiminde domuzlar üzerinde vergi yoluyla elde edilen para miktarı çok yüksek olmuştur. Domuzları meşe ve kayın ormanlarında otlattırıp düşmüş meşe palamudu yedirmek gerekli olmuştu. Varsayımımız, domuzların büyük sayıda olan yerleşimlerin çevresi meşe ve kayın ormanları ile yoğun kaplı olmasıdır. Böylece, Osmanlı Slavonya'nın domuz yetiştiriciliği nüfusunun mekânsal dağılımı Slavonya ormanlarının mekânsal dağılımına ilişkilendirilmektir. Karşılaştırma, detaylı Osmanlı vergi Osmanlı mufassal tahrir defterlerinde olan resm-i pelit vergi verilerine ve 1698 ile 1702 yılında Slavonya’da düzenlenmiş olan Habsburg nüfus sayımlarında ormanların yaklaşık dağılımına dayanan verilere dayanmakta ve açık korelasyon göstermektedir.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Osmanlı İmparatorluğu, Erken Modern Dönem, ormanlar, Slavonya, domuz yetiştiriciliği
Introduction and Methodology
The state of forests of the Ottoman Empire during the 16th and 17th centuries is a sparsely researched topic primarily because Ottoman sources are generally silent regarding forests in the mentioned period. However, Ottoman detailed tax surveys give us several leads on the possibility of researching forests. One lead is Ottoman taxes on pigs, especially the tax on their grazing in the forests (resm-i pelit). This tax was introduced in Ottoman provinces with considerable Christian (i.e., non-Muslim) population practicing pig farming. A good province to focus research on is the region of Slavonia, which is situated in the Western Balkans and was under Ottoman rule from 1526 to 1691, during which period Christian population represented a majority. This is why the amount of money obtained through tax on pigs, which the Christian villagers of Slavonia predominantly raised, was very high in numerous Slavonian settlements. In order to raise swine properly, villagers had to let them enter the forests surrounding their villages and eat acorns and beechmast. Raising the pigs this way reduced the cost of raising them. This activity is called pannage; it is the practice in which domestic pigs were fattened in oak and beech forests mainly from late September to December every year, and in some regions even until January. Oak and beech trees provided acorns and beechmast that fell from the branches and accumulated on the ground, after which pigs fed on them. During other months of the year, swine grazed the pastures surrounding the villages and were fed some other food, for instance, grain crops such as barley and wheat, as well as human food waste.
This practice was common in Europe since prehistory and continued to use it in southern Europe until the 20th century.
 In early modern Europe, pannage was the primary means of raising swine and it depended on the availability of spacious oak and beech forests and water sources. Acorns and beechmast provided the cheapest and high caloric source of pig fodder and were essential for fattening and bringing pigs to slaughtering condition in winter. The tannin in acorns staved off diarrhea and improved the quality of the pig meat. Swine in forests also ate grass, tubers, roots, fungi, worms, frogs, mice, insects, slugs, larvae, and other small animals rich in protein to supplement their nutritional needs.

Thus, the spatial distribution of the pig farming population can generally be linked to the spatial distribution of forests.
 The same presumption can be made for the forests of Ottoman Slavonia, i.e., that the surroundings of the settlements with huge number of pigs were covered with oak and beech forests. The aim of this paper will be to correlate the data on resm-i pelit tax in Ottoman detailed tax registers (mufassal tahrir defterleri) and on the data on pig farming and the approximate distribution of forests in Slavonia in the 1698 and 1702 Habsburg censuses of Slavonia, which will be explained later.
With regard to Slavonia, it was never a composite and clearly distinctive territory. The term Slavonia was established in the Middle Ages, when it used to designate the territory between the Drava, Sava and Danube rivers, excepting the territory of Syrmia, which is located further downstream toward the confluence of the latter two rivers. The Ottoman Empire extended its rule over parts of Slavonia in the years between 1526 and 1552 in a series of military campaigns. The Ottoman forces first penetrated Slavonia with the Hungarian military campaign of Sultan Suleiman the Magnificent in 1526, when only the utmost eastern parts of Slavonia were conquered. By 1540, the eastern and central parts of Slavonia were under control of the Ottomans and regular administration was introduced through the establishment of the Sancak of Syrmia (Sirem) and Sancak of Požega (Pojega), the latter comprising the biggest Slavonian section. After new Ottoman victories in western Slavonia, the border between the Habsburg and Ottoman Empires stabilized in 1552 in western Slavonia on the river Ilova, and in that area the Sancak of Pakrac was established.
 By the end of Ottoman rule in Slavonia in 1691, the territory delimitated by the four mentioned rivers began to be called Slavonia; this region will be the topic of this paper.

Slavonia was relatively sparsely populated and covered with thick forests.
 Oak and beech trees (Quercus robur and Fagus sylvatica), among other species, grew throughout Slavonia, as well as throughout the Pannonian (or Carpathian) Basin, of which Slavonia is its southwestern border.
 The high concentration of pig farming in Slavonia (as well as Syrmia in its western part) is associated with the presence of these thick oak and beech forests and marshes, which were used for pig grazing.
 The importance of pannage for the Slavonian pig-raising population can be estimated based on the conclusions by Péter Szabó on pannage activities in the Pannonian Basin: in practice, existence of an acorn-bearing forest signified a forest in which pannage was practiced.

Did pig farming have a negative effect on Slavonian forests during Ottoman rule? One of the most common ways in which Slavonian peasants impeded natural reforestation (not taking into account forest felling) was through pannage as previously described. This practice is what caused the interruption of natural renewal of forests due to the damage to coppice regrowth and other ground flora that the pigs ate. Swine fed on acorns and beechnuts that otherwise could have germinated and grown into full trees. The scope of damage was accentuated in years when mast was less abundant on forest ground than usual; swine would then eat more ground flora and less seeds would have the chance to sprout and grow into trees. However, this process was slow and had only a marginal effect.
 Furthermore, pasturing of swine in the forests was possible only on the outskirts of (in early modern Slavonia generally) dense virgin forests – thus the damage was lesser.

There are a number of Ottoman taxes concerning pig farming: resm-i hınzır or hanazır, i.e., general tax on pigs;
 resm-i bojik, i.e., tax on slaughtering of swine; resm-i pelit or pellut, i.e., tax on swine that spent nights grazing in forests. The latter tax is the most useful because it precisely determines the number of pigs that were driven into forests, and we will use it in our comparison. Ottoman detailed tax registers for the Slavonian sancaks demonstrate that, in accordance with the prevalence of pig farming and pannage activities throughout Slavonia, resm-i pelit was collected in the Sancaks of Požega and Syrmia.
 With regard to western Slavonia and the Sancak of Pakrac, it was also covered with thick forests, and a high concentration of pig farming and pannage activities was to be expected. The 1698 Habsburg census describes immense areas of acorn-bearing forests throughout the territory of the former Sancak of Pakrac.
 However, kanunnames of the two mufassal defters of the Sancak of Pakrac conducted in 1565 and 1584 do not mention resm-i pelit.
 This fact is not peculiar, since this sancak almost in its entirety was regarded as an Ottoman border zone called serhat, meaning that the inhabitants of the sancak were exempted from most taxes, here apparently including resm-i pelit as well.
 The same tax exemption was present in certain parts of the Sancaks of Požega and Syrmia due to the need to exempt pass keepers (derbentçiler) and bridge keepers and repairers (köprücüler) that were assigned by Ottoman authorities with the task of guarding and repairing bridges situated in impassable forests in exchange for a certain (or sometimes complete) amount of tax exemption.
 As regards resm-i pelit and its mentions in the Slavonian defters, the aforementioned kanunnames for the Sancaks of Požega and Syrmia reveal that Ottoman tax collectors demanded one akçe per every swine that was staying overnight in oak and beech forests.

Our proposed method of comparing the spatial distribution of the pig farming population and their pannage activities and the spatial distribution of Slavonian forests has already been proposed or at least hinted at by other researchers of Ottoman and post-Ottoman Slavonia, namely Nenad Moačanin and Milan Vrbanus, although they have not proceeded to analyze this correlation more closely.
 Moačanin stressed the importance of pannage for pig raising and determined that the Christian settlements of Slavonia with the biggest production of pig meat per capita were eastern Slavonian settlements Gorjani and Sveti Đurađ. The varoş of Gorjani’s extraordinary per capita production is what compelled Moačanin to presume that in the mentioned varoş specialization in production was the case. For us it is important that Gorjani inhabitants practiced pannage in oak forests and paid a high amount of resm-i pelit.
 Vrbanus also emphasized the connection between oak and beech forests of Slavonia and the practice of pannage. Furthermore, he determined that at the end of the 17th century some Slavonian counties, for instance Brod, Slobodnica, Kobaš, and Našice, had the biggest percentage of oak and mixed forests in the region; at some places, they represented as much as 2/3 of the whole forest fund of a county, and thus those counties had the best prerequisites for the development of pig farming.

Comparison of Ottoman and Habsburg Tax Surveys

We cannot compare the distribution of Slavonian forests during Ottoman rule and the state of forests today because much has changed in the state of forests of Slavonia in the last centuries, especially in the 19th century, when Slavonian forests experienced rapid deforestation due to exploitation for industrial purposes.
 Our source for comparison of the distribution of forests will be, on the one hand, the 1579 mufassal defter of the Sancak of Požega because it is the last known Ottoman mufassal defter for the biggest Slavonian sancak, and on the other hand, the Slavonian censuses conducted by the Habsburg authorities in 1698 and 1702,
 i.e., soon after the end of Ottoman rule in Slavonia. This comparison is adequate because Ottoman rule did not have a detrimental effect on the state of Slavonian forests; thus it stayed almost the same during the 16th and 17th centuries.
 The Habsburg censuses indicate, among other things, the type, quality, and distribution of Slavonian forests at the time. The censuses, which were written in Latin, for every surveyed settlement indicate if it had (or not) a silva glandinosa or glandifera, i.e., an acorn- and/or beechmast-bearing forest. A part of the censuses are very detailed and even provide the number of swine (and other animals) in the Slavonian settlements. In the table below is (in the first box on the left) a list of settlements listed in the 1579 detailed tax register with at least some amount of resm-i pelit tax due to the Ottoman authorities, and (in the other three boxes) a list of information for those same settlements as they are presented in the 1579 Ottoman survey and in the 1698 and 1702 Habsburg censuses. The settlement names are listed as they appear today. It was not possible to locate some acorn- or beechmast-bearing forests by comparing the data in the Ottoman defter and in Habsburg surveys because the village to which the forest was adjacent disappeared for whichever reason (usually abandonment) before the Habsburg censuses were carried out, or the Habsburg authorities did not include the village in either of the censuses. It is due to these two reasons that the mentioned Ottoman villages have not been included in the table.
	settlement name
	1579 Ottoman tax survey
	1698 Habsburg census
	1702 Habsburg census

	Doljanovci
	resm-i pelit was collected; amount unknown

	50 acres of acorn-bearing forests

	mountainous acorn-bearing forests


	Vetovo
	resm-i pelit was collected; amount unknown

	“acorn-bearing forests extend for ¼ of an hour” of walking distance

	

	Sulkovci
	resm-i pelit was collected; amount unknown

	25 acres of forests used only for firewood

	56 acres of forests for firewood


	Kadanovci
	80 akçes of resm-i pelit

	14 pigs in the village surrounded by forests

	19 pigs in the village; 66 acres of acorn-bearing forests


	Dobrogošće
	resm-i pelit was collected; amount unknown

	30 acres of forests used only for firewood

	50 acres of acorn-bearing forests


	Buk (near Svilna)
	450 akçes of resm-i pelit

	12 pigs in the village surrounded by acorn-bearing forests

	

	Jurakovac
	resm-i pelit was collected; amount unknown

	
	45 pigs in the village; no data on forests


	Granje
	resm-i pelit was collected; amount unknown

	a small forest used only for firewood

	36 acres of forests used only for firewood


	forests along the Mrsunja river (near Slobodnica)
	2000 akçes of resm-i pelit

	96 pigs in Slobodnica and 100 acres of oak forests

	

	Kuti Trnjanski and Kopanica
	370 akçes of resm-i pelit

	205 pigs and 150 acres of oak forests

	

	Podcrkavlje
	resm-i pelit was collected; amount unknown

	about 200 acres of mixed forests

	

	Gornji Slatinik
	resm-i pelit was collected; amount unknown

	5 acres of acorn-bearing forests

	

	Sredanci
	resm-i pelit was collected; amount unknown

	
	“acorn-bearing forests extend for 1 hour of walk in longitude and ½ of an hour in latitude”


	Gornja Bebrina
	1545 akçes of resm-i pelit

	10 acres of forests used for firewood

	

	Jošava
	940 akçes of resm-i pelit

	
	62 pigs in the village; 700 acres of acorn-bearing forests


	Gorjani
	1500 akçes of resm-i pelit

	
	1800 acres of acorn-bearing forests


	Podgorač
	50 akçes of resm-i pelit

	
	“immeasurable” acorn-bearing forests


	Ceremošnjak
	775 akçes of resm-i pelit

	
	no more acorn-bearing forests


	Dubravnik and Topolje
	1599 akçes of resm-i pelit

	
	6 pigs in Dubravnik; 200 (or 300) acres of acorn-bearing and firewood forests; 2475 acres of acorn-bearing forests


	Bučje
	650 akçes of resm-i pelit

	
	“When the acorns ripen, they could raise about 1000 pigs”


	Levanjska Varoš
	553 akçes of resm-i pelit

	
	75 pigs and 3500 acres of acorn-bearing forests


	Hrkanovci Đakovački
	resm-i pelit was collected; amount unknown

	
	50 pigs and 2200 acres of acorn-bearing forests


	Selci Đakovački
	250 akçes of resm-i pelit

	
	42 pigs and 525 acres of acorn-bearing forests


	Slobodna Vlast
	29 akçes of resm-i pelit

	
	96 pigs and 185 acres of acorn-bearing forests


	Subotica
	4020 akçes of resm-i pelit

	
	“great acorn-bearing forests extend for 1/2 of day of walk in longitude and 1 day in latitude”


	Breštanovci
	2327 akçes of resm-i pelit

	no acorn-bearing forests

	no acorn-bearing forests


	Čačinci
	266 akçes of resm-i pelit

	11 pigs in the village; acorn-bearing forests

	57 pigs in the village and “great forests”


	Krajna
	4000 akçes of resm-i pelit

	300 acres of acorn-bearing forests

	41 pigs in the village “among great forests”


	Stara Jošava
	452 akçes of resm-i pelit

	26 pigs and 300 acres of acorn-bearing forests

	

	Donja Motičina
	800 akçes of resm-i pelit

	333 acres of acorn-bearing forests

	

	Pritisnica
	1000 akçes of resm-i pelit

	acorn-bearing forest

	

	Rakitovica
	450 akçes of resm-i pelit

	about 150 acres of acorn-bearing forests

	65 pigs and 100 acres of acorn-bearing forests


	Brod (near Valpovo)
	3090 akçes of resm-i pelit

	50 acres of acorn-bearing forests

	

	Kopanovci
	4750 akçes of resm-i pelit

	300 acres of acorn-bearing forests

	

	Stara Brezovica
	450 akçes of resm-i pelit

	“acorn-bearing and firewood forests extend for 1 and ½ of an hour“ of walk

	


Conclusion
The comparison made in the above table demonstrates clear correlation between the spatial distribution of pig farming settlements of Ottoman Slavonia and the distribution of Slavonian forests, i.e., that the surroundings of the settlements with the biggest number of pigs were heavily covered with oak and beech forests. Although our chosen sources enable us to only approximately situate the forests of Ottoman Slavonia, they still give us the opportunity to locate the disappeared forests transformed into agricultural fields after the end of Ottoman rule and explain how the way of life of local population during Ottoman times was influenced by the forests in their vicinity. This will be the focus of our future research.
These conclusions could also be applied to other Ottoman provinces in the Balkans that had a significant Christian population, for instance, the sancaks on the territory of Hungary, Serbia, Bosnia, and other modern countries, and I hope that this paper made a small contribution to this topic.
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