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ABOUT CONTRADICTORY POLICY
OF PURCHASES OF MUSLIM ESTATES IN BELGRADE
AND THE PRINCIPALITY OF SERBIA*

Abstract: The administration of the Principality of Serbia pursued a contradictory
policy of purchases of Muslim estates. The paper highlights regulations and procedures
which complicated rather than facilitated the purchase process and the resettlement
of the Muslim population. It is shown that the state recognised the sale of private
estates of Muslims who did not have tapis, although there were many of them, thus
missing the opportunity of including into the state fund the lands unsecured by tapis,
thus bringing a part of its population in a semi-dependent position. The state
introduced the pre-emption right for the land user, but for the estates of those Muslims
who already moved out and not for those who stayed in the country. It allowed
Muslims to purchase land outside the varos, despite the Hatt-i sharif provisions. It even
granted land to some of them. All this shows that the move of Prince Milos Obrenovi¢
was wrongly assessed —in 1833, the Prince allowed that Muslims should not leave until
the spring, thus purportedly thwarting their fast and efficient resettlement, and
allowing the Porte to change the policy of the resettlement of Muslims from the
Principality of Serbia.

Keywords: Principality of Serbia, Belgrade, purchase of Muslims’ estates, tapis, pre-emption

right, tithe, vojvodluk.

Contradictory and controversial solutions can be observed if measures undertaken
by the administration of the Principality of Serbia to purchase lands of the Muslim
population are assessed from the aspect of rationality and consistency of policy,
interests of the state and some social groups, and the efficiency of resettlement. The
Hatt-i sharif of 1830, promulgated in Belgrade on 12 December in Turkish, and on 13
December in Serbian, envisaged that the Muslim population should leave the country,
excluding the garrisons in fortresses, and sell their private immovables within a year,

" This article is the result of the project No. 177030 of the Ministry of Education, Science and
Technological Development of the Republic of Serbia.
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at a fair price, to be assessed by a separate commission.! This decision opened the
following controversial issue, though of technical nature given the then technical and
communication capacities and the number of Muslims —how to set up a commission
within a year, assess the estates of all those interested, find a buyer and sell the
estate. It is clear that Serbian policy at the time did not focus on the technical, but
political aspect of the issue. It soon transpired that the Porte, which interpreted the
Hatt-i sharif provision entirely differently, intended to resolve this technical issue only
subsequently. This technical question became more complex with the decision of
Prince Milos Obrenovié¢ (1815-1839; 1858-1860) to enable Turks to stay in Serbia
until spring.

The initial readiness of Muslims from Belgrade and other Muslims, including those
who were reputable and rich, to sell their estates immediately upon the proclamation
of the Hatt-i sharif, soon disappeared.? This was due to the controversial measure of
Prince Milos, who acquiesced that, because of winter and bad roads, Muslims should
not move out until spring. On the one hand, this decision was used by Belgrade vizier

1P. Jbywuh, Cpbuja, icTopuja cpricke ApKaBHOCTH, Kib. I, Cpbuja n LipHa Fopa — HOBOBEKOBHE
cpncke ap:kase (=Mcmopuja cpnicke dprasHocmu), Hou Cag 6. r. [2001], 91-92. Literature
usually speaks about the resettlement of the Turkish population, although Turks were not the
only Muslims in Serbia. The term Ottoman was not used in the Principality of Serbia. The
term Turk was used instead. All Muslims were considered Turks, regardless of whether they
were members of the Turkish or other peoples, excluding Gypsies, whose belonging to the
Roma people was always the main indicator of their identity, regardless of whether they
were Muslims or Christians. In specific circumstances, usually when it had to be emphasised
that they differed from Turks by their aggressive behaviour towards the Christian population,
the names Arnauts and Bosniaks were used. The term Bosniak, however, was not reserved
for Muslims only. It was used to designate Christians from Bosnia as well (b. NepyHuuunh,
Ynpasa eapowu beoepada 1812—-1912, beorpag 1970, 38, 53; b. NepyHuumh, beoepadcku
cy0 1819-1839, beorpag 1964, 117-118, 185; *Kusemu y beoepady 1837—-1841, nokymeHTa
Ynpase rpaga beorpaga, k. 1, npup. rpyna aytopa, beorpag 2003, 484; V. Wewym,
Apb6aHacu y Momopassrey 1815-1834, AnekcuHau, M okoamHa y npowsoctu, 500 rogmHa og,
npBOr NMcaHor nomeHa, 1516-2016, 360pHMK pagoBa ca MehyHapoaHOr Hay4yHor cKyna
ofpkaHor 3. centembpa 2016. roguHe y AnekcuHuy, 3aBu4yajHM My3ej AnekcuHad,
AnekcuHay, 2016, 130-131).

2 According to Bartolomeo Kunibert, within three days of the proclamation of the Hatt-i sharif,
almost all estates of Muslims in Belgrade and the environs were sold, first of those who were
rich and reputable, and later of the rest of them, and were paid immediately (5. KyHubepr,
Cprncku ycmaHaK u npea eanadasuHa Musnowa ObpeHosuha, beorpag 1901, 266). Prince
Milos ordered the Belgraders that no one should rent shops and houses from Muslims any
more, but should buy the real estate used, which certainly increased the number of
purchased estates (M. MaBpunosuh, Musow ObpeHosuh, k. I, (1827-1835), beorpaa 1912,
317). It was not only Muslims from Belgrade who sold real estate and moved out, but others
as well, such as those from Soko and Lesnica (T. P. bophesuh, Apxuscka epaha 3a Hacerba y
Cpbuju y speme npese 8aa0e KHe3a Musowa (1815-1839), Cpncku eTHorpadpckn 360pHMK,
Cpncka Kpas/beBCKa akagemwuja, Khb. XXXVII, npBo ogesbere, Hace/ba M nopekno
CTAaHOBHMLITBA, Khb. 22, beorpag—3emyH 1926, 328-330).
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Husein Pasha (1826-1833), who asked for instructions from the Porte, and was then
scolded for allowing the sale of estates and resettlement of Belgrade Muslims. The
Porte interpreted the Hatt-i sharif provision about resettlement in a way that the
Turkish population would move out and sell their estates only upon the expiry of one
year from the proclamation of the Hatt-i sharif, when a special commissioner would
be sent to Serbia. This halted the sale of estates, led to the abandonment of court-
certified purchase and sale contracts, and was to result in the return of tapis or
money, which, it seems, did not happen, at least in the majority of cases.?

It is believed in historiography that by his heedless decision Milos Obrenovié¢
thwarted efficient and fast resettlement of Muslims from the Principality of Serbia. He
was derided for superfluous humanness and inadequate frugality. By postponing the
resettlement, Prince Milo$ shortened the time envisaged for final resettlement of the
Muslim population by at least a fourth, and probably by a third, in circumstances
which left little time for the completion of this process. This certainly complicated
the resettlement process, though unnecessary as winter could be used to find buyers.
However, this measure was assessed as excessive understanding of difficulties of the
Muslim population and opening room for breaching the agreement.*

However, what the Prince was particularly criticised about was his misplaced
frugality. On the other hand, by not spending money on gifts for the Belgrade vizier, he
was accused of causing his dissatisfaction and change of attitude towards the
resettlement of Muslims. Bartolomeo Kunibert saw the change in Ottoman policy in
the fact that the Prince refused to pay to the vizier the requested 250,000 groschen for
advocating successful conclusion of negotiations about the Hatt-i sharif. Therefore, the
vizier, dissatisfied and fearful about his position, decided to advise Belgrade Muslims not
to move out as Belgrade had the fortress and they could also be considered a garrison
(since both the erliye and sipahis had military duties as well). He asked for instructions
from the Porte about whether Belgrade Muslims could be exempted, which led to a
change in Porte’s policy. Already during the vizier’s first address, the Porte made it clear
that it interpreted the Hatt-i sharif provisions about the resettlement of Muslims in its
own way, which indicates that the dissatisfaction of the Belgrade vizier and the lack of
readiness of Prince Milos to ingratiate with him with new presents could not significantly
influence the Porte’s policy and change the process of resettlement of the Muslim
population, as well as that Kunibert’s remarks about the feeling of “mercy in wrong
time and poorly understood saving”> were not substantiated.

On the other hand, Mihailo Gavrilovi¢, an undisputed authority in interpreting the
history of Serbia during the first rule of Prince Milo$ Obrenovi¢, also underlines
Prince’s unreadiness to continue to bestow gifts on Ottoman dignitaries, both the

3 M. Faspunosuh, Munow O6peHosuh, Kib. lIl, 318-319.

4 Ibidem.

> B. KyHnbepT, Cpricku ycmaHakK u npea enadasuHa Musowa ObpeHosuha, 269; P. Jbywuh,
KHexesuHa Cpbuja (1830-1839), CAHY, nocebHa n3aarba, Khb. DLXX, Oaesberbe UCTOPUjCKUX
HayKa, Kkb. 12, beorpapg 1986, 317.
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Belgrade vizier and those on the Porte, as an important reason for the Porte’s changed
policy. Bypassed during the distribution of “baksheesh” or dissatisfied with the gifts
received for services they made during the debate and final review of the Hatt-i sharif,
Ottoman dignitaries, as he believed, stopped providing any further support to the
Prince.® Gavrilovi¢ broadens the responsibility of the Prince saying that he disregarded
Serbia’s interests by “not placing at disposal all means that would facilitate the
migration” of the Muslim population from Serbia.” This critical interpretation of
Prince’s policy implies that his adequate policy had to contain financial support —
personal or state, for the fast purchase of estates (as the Prince ensured other
conditions).

Immediately upon the proclamation of the Hatt-i sharif, more reputable and
wealthier Turks were usually selling their estates, while more reputable and wealthier
Serbs — mainly civil servants, were buying them. The purchase of such highly valuable
estates implied large quantities of cash in circulation. Interested civil servants and
MPs, who came to Belgrade on the occasion of reading of the Hatt-i sharif,
purportedly expected a fast sale of estates and brought cash for payment. However,
it is more probable that such “necessary amounts of money” were intended for
downpayment, as it is said that in the months that followed, due to the uncertain
destiny of the Muslim population in Belgrade and fortress outer towns, buyers
refused to receive downpayment, hoping for a favourable solution to the problem,
while Belgrade Muslims spent the money received in downpayment as they often
went to find shelter in the fortress and returned to their houses in the varos.®

The criticism directed at Prince Milo$ because of his unreadiness to facilitate the
purchase of estates with his or state money, i.e. to make their purchase easier and
speed it up by placing into circulation a much greater quantity of money seems, after
all, ungrounded for several reasons. In the first half of the 19t century, Serbia had a
chronic shortage of cash, which is why loans and partnership operations were rather
widespread.® Loans were given by affluent persons — mainly merchants and clerks,
who could now engage their capital more adequately when purchasing Muslim
estates. On the other hand, the state collected considerable amounts in its funds,
primarily in the State Treasury. Only somewhat lesser funds were collected in Prince’s
treasury.® This money could be used to intervene during estate purchases and it was

5 From 1830 to 1834, total 3,842,001 groschen were spent on gifts to ministers and other Ottoman
dignitaries, of which 2,274,837 groschen in money and other gifts for the Sultan, 354,216 groschen
for ministers and dignitaries, and 240,767 Turkish groschen for other dignitaries (M. NeTposwh,
®uHaHcuje u ycmaHose 0bHosmeHe Cpbuje 0o 1842, beorpag, 1901, 517-518).

7 M. TaBpunosuh, Musow ObpeHosuh, Kib. I, 318.

8 B. KyHubept, Cpricku ycmaHak u npea enadasuHa Munowa ObpeHosuha, 266, 269-271.

9D. Mili¢, Trgovina Srbije 1815-1839, Nolit, Ekonomska biblioteka 9, Beograd 1959, 197-199;
Ucmopuja beoepada, K. 2, lesemHaecmu sek, yp. B. Yybpunosuh, MpocseTa, Beorpag,
1974, 392-393.

10 Budget surpluses were recorded almost every year (apart in the second half of 1815 and
both halves of 1816 and 1818), ranging from 215,400 to 1,589,000 groschen from 1830 to 1837
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only Prince Milo$ who could grant a loan from the state fund for such purposes as a
public loan still did not exist at the time.!* Even in the conditions of Prince’s
authoritarian rule and given that he did not make a stark difference between the state
and his own treasury, it is hard to imagine that in 1830, in such a short time, he could
grant significant loans from the state treasury for paying private purchases by civil
servants and other affluent members of society — even more so as significant amounts
from the state and his personal treasury were already engaged in loans he granted to
merchants for the purpose of cattle trading, and loans that he granted through his
banker German and otherwise to wholesalers, such as the Simi¢ brothers, Misa
Anastasijevi¢, Haim Davico, for salt trade.? According to the “Protocol on money
given for loans in 1839, 1840, 1841 and 1842, which also recorded 97 loan items
opened in 1836—1838,® the first loans from the State Treasury were disbursed only
in 1836. This suggests that longer-term loans were not granted in earlier years and
that, given the lack of capital, it was most opportune to invest state money not in
real estate, but in trade, which could yield high returns and ensure economic activity.

According to preserved data, Prince Milos granted a loan from the state treasury
for the purchase of estates owned by Muslims, but only in 1833, in Cuprija.’* In 1834,
he granted a 300-ducat loan to Milosav Zdravkovi¢ Resavac, who was buying estates
of local Muslims in Cuprija for his own and Prince’s account. The loan was granted as
Resavac was temporarily short of cash only because his son Jova had still not arrived
in Curpija. Resavac was obliged to repay the loan immediately upon his return to
Belgrade, which is why it is probable that it was a short-term loan.® Other direct data
about the fact that private purchases of Muslim estates after the 1833 Hatt-i sharif
were financed by money from the state treasury have not been found, and one can
therefore assume that such form of lending was not widespread even in 1833.% On
the contrary, there are data indicating that a significant portion of Muslim estates

(M. NeTposuh, duHaHcuje u ycmaHose, Kib. |, 504-509). In 1830, the Prince had 582,129
groschen in cash, the following year 738,624 groschen, in 1832 — 826,653, in 1833 —
1,905,765 groschen at the tax exchange rate. Over the following five years, cash in his
treasury ranged between 414,922 and 1,173,720 groschen (ibidem, 497).

11 Aloan from public funds was approved in 1839 under the Decree for a State Treasury Loan,
which prescribed loan disbursement terms, and under the Degree on Intabulation, which
defined loan collateral terms (36opHuk 3akoHa, |, 1840, 116—-118, 124-125).

2 Yiemopuja beoepada, Krb. 2, 1974, 393.

13 Apxus Cpbuje (=AC), MuHucTapcTBo dpuHaHcuja (=M®), KasHauejcTso, nHB. 6p. 239.

1 Under the 1833 Hatt-i sharif, the deadline for the resettlement of the Muslim population
was five years, whereafter those who stayed had to withdraw to fortresses, excluding
Belgrade Muslims who could live in the Outer Town as well (M. Faspunosuh, Musow
Ob6peHosuh, kib. I, 615; P. Jbywwuh, KHexcesuHa Cpbuja, 317-318).

15T. P. hophesuh, Apxuscka epaha 3a Hacesva y Cpbuju, 206—-207.

It is possible that loans were granted under similar conditions as Resavac’s loan, and were
repaid before 1836, when the first systematic data about the granting of loans from the
State Treasury were recorded.
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was purchased by those who agreed with owners on their own. Prince Milos also
purchased high-value estates Muslim for his account and with his money." It is true
that many estates were bought with money from the state treasury, but such money
was not used to finance private purchases, but purchases in state interest. In Cuprija,
for instance, already in 1833, Milosav Zdravkovi¢ bought the “entire ¢ars1” upon the
Prince’s order, and “almost all fields and meadows, and up to 40 houses [...] which
were a bit better” and “all fields in Ada”. Until 24 February, he spent 115,000 groschen
for these and other purchases. Sellers were usually “these main” Turks. The Prince
ordered that state money be used also to purchase small-value real estate, in
possession of a great number of Muslims, including those almost valueless, which no
one wanted to buy.!® This was to ensure the resettlement of a greater number of
Muslims. Even in later years, when the Porte endeavoured to aggravate the sale of
estates of the Muslim population still remaining in Serbia, Muslims’ agricultural land,
plots of land, houses and economic facilities were purchased with state money.* The
real estate purchased became state ownership.

The state treasury and “loans” from the state treasury were engaged usually for
purchases of greater land parcels owned by well-known Muslim families, such as the
Jaji¢s and Vrencevics, worked by a larger number of peasants, or during the purchases
of land, worked by the very poor population that could not purchase the parcels they
used. In such circumstances, the total amount was paid to the owner with state
money, and users then returned money to the state treasury. Such “collective loans”
from the state treasury were granted to entire villages or all users of an estate. The
total sum was equally distributed to all purchase participants. An obligation with a
precise term of repaying the borrowed money was issued. These loans were used
usually when there was no other way to pay the land offered for sale.?° However,
there is no evidence that loans were granted from the state treasury to private
persons for purchase purposes.

It was only after the resettlement of the Muslim urban population from fortress
outer towns in 1862 and the years that followed, that loans from the state treasury
became to be regularly used when purchasing estates owned by Muslims. A real
estate price hike, particularly in Belgrade, triggered by the final sale of estates owned

7T, P. hophesuh, Apxuscka epaha 3a Haceroa y Cpbuju, 209. Prince Milo$ purchased with his
own funds high-value estates, particularly in nahiyes which were joined with the Principality
of Serbia in 1833. Among tens of different buildings and land particles — watermills, plots of
land, fields, meadows, grazing fields, the most valuable were Danube guards, (B.
CrojaHuesuh, KHez Munow u MicmoyHa Cpbuja 1833—-1838, CAHY, nocebHa nsaama Kib.
CCXCVII, Opesberbe apyluTBEHMX HayKa, Khb. 26, Beorpag 1957, 209, 211-212; H. *uskosuh,
Yaudku Hemupu 1828—-1838, Tutoso Yxkuue 1979, 250).

18T, P. hophesuh, Apxuscka epaha 3a Hacesva y Cpbuju, 207—209.

19 B. NepyHununh, 3emmuwHa cgojuHa y Cpbuju 1815-1845, beorpag 1977, 302.

20 P, Jbywuh, KHexesuHa Cpbuja, 328; b. NepyHnunh, 3emmuwHa cgojuHa y Cpbuju, 318—
319, 324. If they could not or did not wish to pay the obligation, new tentative users lost
their right to land, which could be sold to another person (ibidem).
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by Muslims, resulted in unprecedented profits within a year or two — for instance, a
house worth 2,500 or 3,050 ducats in 1867 could be sold for 4,000 already in 1869.%
This encouraged many to buy at auctions the estates of resettled Muslims, which
were now owned by the state.?? During these purchases, it was envisaged that a half
of the auctioned price be given in cash “in circulation for several weeks”, while for the
rest, they [buyers — B. M. K] “will be received by the Administration of Funds for
Debtors about Granting Money at Interest from its Treasury”.?®> The government
previously prepared itself for this process and the State Treasury, with other state
funds and court deposits was merged in 1862 into the Administration of Funds — a
monetary bureau operating as a mortgage bank.?

The policy of proving ownership of real estate during the purchase of estates
owned by Muslims was also inconsistent and controversial. According to the Hatt-i
sharifs of 1830 and 1833, Muslims had the right to sell real estate in ownership —
miljk.?> Ownership over real estate was proven by tapis. In some cases, the Serbian
state also recognised ownership confirmed by senets. The sales of ownership proven
by tapis were never disputable.?® However, Muslims enjoyed many estates, considering

2L H. Kpctvh, [HesHUK. MpusamHu xcusom, Kib. Il (3. jaHyap 1867 — 6. deyembap 1874), npup.
A. Bynetuh, bubnuoteka [lga ctoneha, K. 15, 3aBog, 3a yiibeHMKe 1 HacTaBHA CPeAacTBa,
Beorpapg, 6. r.[2007], 43, 110, 229; Un. H. BykaHosuh, Yéucmeo kHe3za Muxausna u dozahaju
0 Kojuma ce Huje cmeso eosopumu, Kib. |, beorpag, 6. r, 194-198, 200-203, 206—-208. The
sale of ten Muslim estates in Belgrade in late 1867 and early 1868 resulted in the revenue
of 514,012 tax groschen and 20 paras (Ibid, 197).

22 Under the agreement between the Serbian and Turkish party from 1865, concluded based on
the Kanlica conference, the state undertook the obligation to pay for Turkish real estate in
Belgrade (including the damage caused by the bombing and conflicts in 1862) the sum of nine
million groschen (150,000 ducats). The property was proclaimed state ownership. At auctions,
such property was first leased. The decision on sale was adopted in 1868. Already in 1869, full
sale was abandoned and the state opted for gradual sale in order to maintain a high price of
such real estate (b. MepyHuuuh, Ynpasa sapowu beoepada, 679-680; Un. H. hykaHosuh,
Ybucmeo kHe3a Muxauna u dozahaju o Kojuma ce Huje cmesno 2osopumu, 194-201, 206-208).

2 n. H. BykaHosuh, Y6ucmeo kHesa Muxauna u dozahaju o Kojuma ce Huje cmeno 20eopumu, 197.

24 The Administration of Funds merged all state funds — of central and local authorities,
municipalities, churches and monasteries, court and deposit funds, including funds of private
persons deposited with courts or invested for saving purposes, i.e. lending money at interest.
The Administration of Funds granted loans worth 1,000-50,000 tax groschen by the order of
application; higher-value loans were granted under separate decisions, provided sufficient
funds were left (3axkoH o ynpasu poHdo08a, 360pHMK 3akoHa XV, 1863, 87; 3akoH o0 dasarby
HoB8aya Nod uHMepec u3 Kace Ynpase ¢poHoo8a, 360pHUK 3aKoHa XV, 93-94).

% P, Jbywwuh, KHexesuHa Cpbuja, 7-8.

% B. MepyHuuwnh, 3emmuwHa ceojuHa y Cpbuju, 287, 301, 327; b. NepyHunuunh, JedHo cmonehe
Kparvesa, 125-126; b. NepyHuunh, Hacesbe u 2pad Cmedepeso, 394—-395. As of 1839, the Serbian
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them private ownership, while not having tapis on them. In such circumstances, the
Serbian administration acquiesced that ownership of real estate be recognised also
based on testimonies of “good witnesses”; later, it was sufficient to have a testimony
that the land was not seized to recognise ownership.?’

Accepting the factual situation created a number of problems and brought about
unexpected situations, particularly in urban settlements. For instance, in Smederevo,
in 1841, a problem which occurred because Muslims did not have tapis was solved by
leasing the disputable lands first to Muslims, the purported owners, and the state
later purchased them from them. A similar decision was made for the Turkish land in
Valjevo.?® There were also other unexpected consequences of such inadequate policy.
The erstwhile masters in Kladovo paid a tithe, since in 1834 Prince Milos allowed the
Muslims of Kladovo to reap harvest, provided they delivered a tenth part of products
to the Serbian authorities. The so-called urban tithe was also paid by the Muslims of
Soko in 1836.%°

Real estate owned by Muslims was created mainly by the sale of state property.
In urban settlements, it consisted mainly of plots of lands and buildings (shops, inns,
watermills, hans, houses, etc.), and to a considerably lesser extent of arable land. In
rural settlements, it consisted mainly of arable land, though there were also buildings,
mainly barns and watermills, while someone also had a han and very rarely a house
with a plot of land.?® Abandoning the policy of proving ownership of tapis was a
problematic decision, particularly in regard to urban land — both urban plots of lands
and agricultural land in urban settlements.?* The decree of 1839 regulated the legal
status of urban land owned by Muslims, with the exception of land outside the town
moat (varos), which was in some settlements also called the vojvodluk. At the time,

state allowed the resettled Muslims who had tapis to agree on purchases at border
guarantines and meetings, without entering the country (6. MepyHuunh, Cmedepescka
ManaHka u okonuHa, Cmegepescka ManaHka 1980, 358—359).

27 P, Jbywwuh, KHexesuHa Cpbuja, 325; b. NepyHuunh, JedHo cmonehe Kpamesa, 67. A
difference was made between tapis issued by sipahis and the so-called vizier tapis, issued by
the Ottoman authorities. Only vizier tapis were considered valid. There were doubts (or
awareness) that sipahi tapis were issued mutually so as to legalise the right to the seized
lands, which is why it was necessary to testify that the land had not been seized (B.
MNepyHuuuh, Kpywesay y jeoHom eeky, 99-100; b. NepyHnunh, 3emsbuwHa ceojuHa y Cpbuju,
319, 325-326.).

8 AC, ApaBHu caseT, 1841, Ho 11, 233, 371, 442; AC, M®, N, 1841, ¢. V, PHo 378; Mo, I,
1840, fen. npotokon 6p. 113, 154.

29 B, CrojaHuesuh, KHe3 Musow u McmouHa Cpbuja, 149; b. NepyHnunh, 3emsouwiHa ceojuHa
y Cpbuju, 340.

30 B. CrojaHuesuh, KHe3 Munow u UicmoyHa Cpbuja, 147-148; b. NepyHununh, JeoHo cmonehe
Kparvesa, 62, 99-102.

311n Uzice, for instance, the vojvodluk occupied the area of one-hour walk (H. Pagocasmbesuh,
Yxcuue, epad u Haxuja — okpyxcje y spemeHy cmpaxa (1788—1862), Ykuue 2013, 147), while
it did not exist in Belgrade, though Muslims possessed land around settlements and in Vracar,
and were leasing it, as if it was located in the vojvodluk.

8
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it was not agreed whether the rights of Muslims to keep real estate concerned that
area as well, or only the varos. Under this decree, churches received waqf lands for
use, which used to belong to mosques, while state property and abandoned plots of
the Muslim population were proclaimed state ownership of the Principality of
Serbia.3? Under the decree, waqgf plots of lands were delivered to churches for use
(but not in ownership). This decision was respected in the Principality of Serbia, as
attested by the fact that in Smederevo, in 1841, upon the Turks’ complaint, land —
earlier delivered to the church, was returned to the mosque.> However, in 1840, the
policy determined in 1839 was abandoned. By the decision of 30 June 1840, waqf
lands became state-owned. Therefore, in 1842, the decision from 1839 was confirmed
again, and all waqgf lands which did not belong to mosques where services were
performed were again delivered to churches.®* Such legal changes were, in fact, not
important for Muslims remaining in Serbia.

The decree of 1839 envisaged that the urban land of the Muslim population,
which consisted mainly of plots of land, should be divided into three categories. The
plots of land whose owners were known were to belong to municipalities, which was
to sell them to Serbs at a precisely defined maximum price for each category.
Municipal and state plots of land were sold at the same price — the first-class plot for
three thalers, the second-class for two, and third-class plot for one thaler.3> As
mentioned, the decree exempted plots of land in Belgrade outside the moat, and
they were divided into categories (classes) in 1842 —in six, and not in three classes as
in other urban settlements. The last, sixth class consisted of Palilula plots of land, on
the outskirts, next to the cemetery and roads.3® Tapis were issued as proof of
ownership to buyers of such municipal and state plots of land. However, when the
Constitution Defenders came to power, such purchase in some areas was declared
null, purportedly because the land did not belong to the state, and money was
returned to buyers. In other cases, however, purchase was recognised and new tapis
were issued to buyers.?’

According to the decree of 1839, the plots of land which had owners but at the
time the decree was adopted no longer had owners or owners were unknown,
belonged to the state. This concerned agricultural land as well.3® By abandoning the
policy of strict observance of proving ownership by tapis, the Serbian state deprived
itself of significant surfaces of urban land, which could bring revenue from sale, which

32 B, NepyHuumnh, 3emmwuwHa ceojuHa y Cpbuju, 247, 370; P. Jbywuh, [Tpeo HamecHUWME0
(1839-1840), NpocseTa, 6. m., 6. 1. [Beorpag 1995], 80; 360opHuk 3akoHa, 30, 1877, 268—
269; B. MepyHuuuh, Hacemwe u epad Cmedepeso, 592-594.

3 B, NepyHununh, 3emmpuwHa ceojuHa y Cpbuju, 246-247.

34 Ibidem, 248-250; b. NepyHunuunh, JedHo cmonehe Kparvesa, 137-142, 146—148.

35 360pHuUK 3akoHa, 30, 1877, 268; b. NMepyHunuuh, JedHo cmonehe Kpamesa, 93, 72-95.

36 B. NepyHunuunh, 3emmpuwHa ceojuHa y Cpbuju, 372.

37 P, Jbywwuh, KHexesuHa Cpbuja, 61.

38 360pHuK 3akoHa, 30, 1877, 268; P. Jbywuh, KHexesuHa Cpbuja, 61; 6. NepyHuunh, Hacerve
u epad Cmedepeso, Cmepepeso 6. r. [1976], 391-392.
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it could use to erect state buildings and other facilities, or ensure resources through
its use, perhaps space as well, for the regulation or urbanisation of the urban area, as
the chance was lost to include such real estate into the state land fund.

It was only in 1845 that a regulation was adopted recognising only the purchase
from Muslim owners who had tapis whose authenticity was confirmed by the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs, if the owner already moved out. In addition, an estate offered for
sale had to be “investigated”, i.e. checked by “people knowledgeable about it”. They
confirmed that the land belonged to the owner, within the specified boundaries, as
it often happened that the seller would sell land within much greater boundaries or
that the buyer stated he had bought the land in much greater boundaries.?* However,
this regulation was aimed at preventing abuse and court disputes about proving
ownership, rather than at accelerating the purchase process, as it required new
binding procedures.

The importance of tolerating sales without proving ownership by tapis was
particularly conspicuous in UZice. The Turks of UZice managed to proclaim the local
vojvodluk, which was once a part of the sultan hass, a private estate and enjoy it until
1862.° The usufructuaries of unsold land owned by Muslims were treated by the
Serbian state as lessees, who gave a tithe to Turks on account of the lease*!, which
was then sold at auctions. Land owners, mainly resettled to Bosnia, were paid from
the sum obtained. The users of agricultural land of resettled Muslims in rural
settlements had the same obligations and status. For instance, in Podrinje and Jadar,
large non-purchased land was given to users in lease, on the condition that they paid
a tithe.*? Such situation, however, placed the usufructuaries of such land in a specific

3 360pHuK 3akoHa, IV, 1849, 38; b. MepyHuuuh, 3empuwiHa ceojuHa y Cpbuju, 297; b. MepyHuuuh,
JedHo cmonehe Kpamesa, 67; b. MepyHnunh, AnekcuHay u okonuHa, beorpag 1978, 263; D.
Mili¢, Trgovina Srbije, 59. 360pHuk 3akoHa, Ill, 1847, 86, 168-169; IV, 1849, 37.

4 A. Hukonwuh, Cyamarcku criaxunayuu (mykade) y Cpbuju (1815-1835), 360pHuk Myseja Mpsor
cpnckor yctaHka | (1959) 34; P. Jbywwuh, KHexcesuHa Cpbuja, 324; H. uskosuh, Yauuku Hemupu
1828-1838, TutoBo Yxkuue 1979, 285-286; H. Pagocasrwesuh, Yicuye, epad u Haxuja, 147.

41 Serbs who worked land parcels of Muslims in urban areas gave from one ninth to one fourth
of products, depending on the case and settlement. For the non-purchased land in Podrinje,
the state envisaged a tenth of products (AC, AC, 1841, Ho 11, 233, 371, 442; M®, 1, 1841,
¢.V, PHo 378; M®, N, 1840, fen. npoTtokon 6p. 113, 154; Krkaxcecka KaHuenapuja, Yr#u4yka
Haxuja (1831-1839), k. |, npup. H. Pagocasmwesuh, Yxuue—beorpag 2005, 194-197;
360pHuk 3akoHa, 30, 1877, 267).

42 B. MNepyHnuwnh, 3emmwuwHa ceojuHa y Cpbuju, 292-295, 304-305, 314-315. It is interesting that
the lessee status was favoured by at least a part of the rural population. In 1837, they asked to
purchase only the fruits from the land they used, whose yields were given for lease at auctions,
claiming: “giving a tithe in the sown Turkish lands is very useful for us and we are perfectly
satisfied” (B. MepyHununh, 3embuwHa cgojuHa y Cpbuju, 296). In Serbia, ownership of fruits was
separated from ownership of orchards, i.e. land, and the owner of fruits was the person who
planted them (Mun. C. ®unnnosuh, CeojuHa ohaka Mo HapoOHUM npasHUM obu4ajuma,
McTopucko-npasHK 360pHMK, opraH OnwTer cemmHapa 3a UCTOpUjy AprKase W Npasa, rog, |, cs.
2 (CapajeBo, 1949) 71-73; b. NepyHununh, Hacerve u 2pad Cmedepeso, 750-751).
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legal position, which was not the case with the remaining part of the Serbian
population. They were in a semi-dependent position as their legal status practically
did not change compared to the time when the sipahi system functioned.*

In 1835, Prince Milos tried to abolish the tithe to the unsold land of Muslims, but
the order was not implemented, nor was the decision of the Regency (1839-1840),
which aimed, after the lapse of five years envisaged for the resettlement of Muslims
under the 1833 Hatt-i sharif, to abolish that right for lands in the vojvodluk of urban
settlements. When in 1841 “lessees” themselves stopped giving a tithe, the state
administration also missed the chance to support their requests and the requests of
UZice district authorities to “liberate” those subjects “and other Serbian people from
paying taxes to Turks”. The arguments of local authorities clearly show that they were
aware of the specific position of users of land owned by Muslims.**

Even more controversial was the readiness of Serbian authorities to grant to
Muslims, after the Hatt-i sharif of 1833, arable land, allow them to buy land in the
town area and tolerate land usurpation in that area. In 1836, Nikola Hadzi Brzak,
president of the Belgrade court, granted to four Muslims — vizier’s officers, total 32
days of arable land in the Belgrade area (around 18 ares). It is even less comprehensible
that Tabak Ibrahim and Ibrahim Tabakovi¢ Ali bey were allowed to buy land outside the
moat on several instances —in 1850, 1861 and 1862. They bought it through private
arrangements, as well as at auctions — not only arable land (vineyards), but land for
brickyards as well. The former possessed around 1,600 m? of land in the area, and the

4 P, Jbywwuh, KHexcesuHa Cpbuja, 335; H. uskosuh, Yrcuuku Hemupu, 260; T. P. Hopheswuh.
Apxuecka epaha 3a Hacesva y Cpbuju, 312, 438; b. MepyHuunh, Hacerve u epad Cmedepeso,
607. From the Constitution of 1838 and the Law on Land Return of 1839, the lessees of state
land settled in aliyas obtained the right of ownership of such land (P. /bywwuh, KnexcesuHa
Cpbuja, 60). Since then, only the lessees of agricultural land of resettled Muslims remained in
the specific status of tithe payers. That it was not ordinary lease paid in kind is reflected in the
fact that in the sipahi system, the issuance of tapis for agricultural land, during the transfer of
estates from one “owner” to another, meant, in fact, the transfer of the lease right as the sipahi
himself did not have the ownership right (M. Fraspunosuh, Musow Obperosuh, Kib. I, (1821—
1826), beorpaga 1909, 340). It is therefore not possible to believe that there was a change in the
legal position of lessees of estates owned by Muslims. The specific status created by paying a
tithe is also indicated by the fact that the Serbian authorities did not allow the owners of land
purchased from Muslims, where somebody else’s crops remained, to collect the tithe — not
even in the first and only year when somebody else’s crops were there (b. NepyHuuuh,
3emrmouwHa ceojuHa y Cpbuju, 335—336). As understood by the Serbian authorities as well, the
tithe was legally connected only with the use of land owned by Muslims.

4 B. NepyHuunh, 3emmuwHa ceojuHa y Cpbuju, 311-315; P. Jbywwuh, Mpeo HamecHUwWmMso,
83; P. Jbywwuh, Ymcuye y obHosmeHoj Cpbuju, Uctopuja Tutosor Yxuua (oo 1918),
UcTopujckn nHctutyT, beorpaa—Tutoso Yxuue 1989, 390.
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latter almost 43,000 m2. The time of purchase of some parts was not known, meaning
they may have been bought even before the Hatt-i sharif of 1833.%°

As it can be seen, Belgrade Muslims acquired great surfaces of land outside the
varos even after they were forbidden not only to purchase, but also to own land
outside urban settlements. Though one might ascribe this to corruptive behaviour of
the Serbian administration as the two above persons were rich and reputable
Belgrade Muslims, the fact that even anonymous vizier’s officers were receiving and
keeping, until the early 1860s, land in the area supports the view of inadequate policy
of the Serbian administration. Such policy was sporadically implemented not only
before but also after the expiry of the five-year deadline envisaged by the Hatt-i sharif
of 1833 for the resettlement of the Muslim population. In such circumstances, it is no
wonder that local authorities tolerated vizier’s usurpation, whereby he almost
doubled his cair in the Belgrade area and that lesser usurpations of other reputable
Muslims were tolerated for decades.*® The controversy of such policy is reflected in
its breach of valid regulations of the Principality. That no corruptive behaviour was in
place is also confirmed by the fact that in 1837 the Serbian authorities granted
agricultural land to the Muslim population in Soko, “so that they would enjoy it”.#” A
similar situation was seen in Sabac, where Muslims acquired land until 1844. Local
authorities tolerated such practice not only in regard to natives, but also in cases
when land was acquired by Muslim newcomers. Parallel attempts were made to
prohibit the use of land to those Muslims who did not leave Serbia, at least the land
on which they had no tapis. Such an attempt was made in 1842 by Prince Mihailo
Obrenovi¢ (1840-1842; 1860-1868) through a special order.*®

The policy of efficient resettlement of the Muslim population and purchase of
their estates contravened some legal solutions about the purchase of those estates.
The regulations governing the purchase stipulated the pre-emption right for the
usufructuary, i.e. owner of a building in somebody else’s land. This is entirely
understandable as the state thus protected its subjects, particularly the social position
of the major part of the population —the peasantry.* However, the pre-emption right
was binding only for Muslims who stayed to live in Serbia. Those who left could offer
their land for sale to anyone.>® Such legal solutions facilitated the sale of estates of the

4 Mueemu y beoepady, Kib. 3,211-212.

 Ibidem.

47 B. NepyHnuuh, 3empuwHa ceojuHa y Cpbuju, 301.

4 B. NepyHnuuh, Monuc mypckux 3emarva u kKyha y LWanuy, Ffoanwwmbak McTopujckor apxmsa
VI (Wabav, 1968) 478—-480; b. NepyHuuunh, 3emmuwHa c8ojuHa y Cpbuju, 315—-316.

4 B. NepyHuumnh, 3emwuwHa cgojuHa y Cpbuju, 314. There was also the obligation to sell land
to the house owner on the plot of land owned by a Muslim, with Prince Milos$ insisting that
the owner of the building should buy land from the Muslim (M. Faspunosuh, Muaow
ObpeHosuh, Kkib. I, 317; B. NepyHuunh, Hacesrve u 2pad Cmedepeso, 593).

0 360pHuK 3akoHa, I, 1847, 168.
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already resettled Muslim population, and aggravated the sale for those who remained
to live in Serbia, as land users were often not prepared to purchase it. Favouring the
sale of estates of already resettled Muslims at the expense of social security of the
domestic population was certainly a controversial measure, moreover so as it would
be expected that, if sacrificing the social position of its own population, the state did
so to encourage the sale of estates of Muslims who stayed to live in Serbia, in order
to accelerate their resettlement.

The rule of the Constitution Defenders was the time of harmonisation of legal
practices in various fields. Thus, conditions for sale and purchase of agricultural land
owned by Muslims were harmonised. However, instead of the expected
harmonisation of the purchase policy for both categories of Muslims on the principle
of respecting the pre-emption right, the state acted quite to the contrary. It equalised
the conditions by abolishing the pre-emption right. In 1843, usufructuaries of
agricultural land of Muslims were given a deadline until St Peter’s Day of 1844 to
purchase the land which they worked, while land owners were allowed to sell it to
anyone after the expiry of the deadline. The long-lasting practice of usufructuaries’
procrastination to buy the plots of land which they tilled or used otherwise certainly
influenced the change in the purchase policy. The decree, however, did not achieve
the expected result and did not accelerate the purchase of agricultural land. It was
therefore published in 1845 in a stricter form. In 1847, a decree was adopted,
declaring null and void all purchases not based on the regulation of 1845.5!

Changes in legal norms, their non-compliance with the assumed aim of the Serbian
state — this being the resettlement of Muslims as soon as possible and the sale of
their estates —and the Porte’s policy which after 1833 aggravated and even hindered
the sale of Muslim estates to prevent or postpone for as long as possible their
resettlement from urban settlements, prolonged the purchase process and brought
about the deterioration of numerous Muslim estates and, on the other hand, resulted
in unauthorised seizures of Turkish land and property usurpation.>? Serbian
authorities tried on several occasions (1849 and again in 1852) to prevent
unauthorised seizures of such land. By the decree of 1852, it was also treated as
unauthorised seizure of municipal land, if no force was applied during the seizure,
while those who forcefully seized land were brought before the regular court.>
Neither of these safeguard measures was efficient. The first failed because municipal
land was not sufficiently protected either, while the second failed because the usurper
usually could not apply force against anyone since the owner had already moved out.
Muslim property in urban settlements was also usurped — in Belgrade particularly
after the bombing of 1862. Under the Kanlica agreement, Muslim property became
state-owned, which the state gave in lease or sold to interested persons.>* Local

51 360pHuK 3aKoHa, IV, 1849, 37-38.

52 6. NepyHunuuh, Ipad Barbeso u He2080 yrpasHo nodpy4je 1815-1915, Basbeso 1973, 488494, 501.

53 P, Jbywwuh, KHexesuHa Cpbuja, 324—-325; 360pHuk 3aKkoHa, V1, 1853, 152—-153.

% Wn. H. bykaHoswuh, Y6ucmeo kHe3a Muxauna u doz2ahaju 0 Kojuma ce Huje cmeso 208opumu,
193-198.
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authorities in Belgrade endeavoured to arrange their ownership rights and user rights
of usufructuaries of Muslim estates. This is why those estates and their users were
recorded in 1865. According to that list, including 683 ordinal numbers of recorded
Muslim estates (only one estate was not entered under one ordinal number), at least
451 estates were usurped.>®

In 1843, authorities tried to resolve numerous disputes and court procedures —
carried out in relation to disputing the ownership right to plots once owned by
Muslims — by supplementing the Law on Land Return of 1839. The supplement
envisaged that the usufructuary could keep the land if he proved how and when he
took property; if he failed to do so, the land was transferred to state ownership.>®
Although these solutions were not important for resettled Muslims and Muslim real
estate owners in general, they were highly important for final regulation of ownership
rights in the country.

% B. NepyHuunh, Ynpasa eapowu beoepada, 571. The list shows that a great portion of
Muslims’ property was in a dilapidated state (as many as 117 plots of land were empty
because houses collapsed or were in such a dilapidated state (arabat) that no one wanted to
live in them (or even usurp them), while many that were inhabited were described as bad,
dilapidated and similar. It is also visible that owners themselves — Muslims, leased a very small
number of their real estate (only 75), while even fewer pieces of real estate (38) were leased
with the consent of the Serbian authorities. The list also specifies those users whose status
was not precisely defined (85), with a high probability that it was illegal, and 26 of those who
were as users “found” there before the bombing of Belgrade. There was, however, real estate
(21), mainly houses, leased to Christians by other Christians, although it was a list of property
owned by Muslims (B. MepyHuuunh, Ynpasa eapowu beoepada, 606—650).

6 AC, M®, N, 1841, ¢. V, PHo 357, ¢. VI, PHo 419, 423; 1843, ¢. VI, PHo 1; 360pHUK 3aKOHa,
VI, 1853, 152-153; A. Munuh, Paszsoj npuspede y Jadpy 0o 1914. 2o00uHe, Japap y
npownoctu, JTosHmua 1985, 346.
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BELGRAT VE SIRBiISTAN PRENSLIGI’NDE MUSLUMANLARA AiT EMLAKIN SATIN
ALINMASINDAKi iHTILAFLAR

Ozet

Devletin ve bu devletin yonetiminin Misliman nifusun Sirbistan Prensligi’'nden
goc etmesine ve emlakini satmasini hizlandirmaya olan kalici bir niyetinin var oldugu
kabul ediliyorsa eger, bu emlakin satin alinmasi politikasinin da bir noktaya kadar
ihtilafli oldugu g6z ardi edilmemelidir. Bu mulkiin devlet hazinesine katmak veya ekim
amacl kullanmak adina kendisine toprak almaktan aciz yoksul kirsal kesimi
desteklemek i¢in devlet parasi ile satin alinmasi haricinde devletin aldigl 6nlemlerin
biyuk bir kismi etkin satin alma sinirlari icerisinde ihtilafliydi.

Muslimanlarin  sahip oldugu mialkin Hatt-1 Serif'te yer alan hukimlerce
satilmasi/alinmasi 6ngériliyordu. Her ne kadar milk sahipligi tapular araciligi ile ispatlansa
bile 1845 senesinde kadar Sirbistan devleti milkiyeti kanitlayacak gecerli belgeye sahip
olmayan Musliimanlardan emlak alimina g6z yumdu. Boylece, kayith olmayan milkin
devlet hazinesine dahil edilmesi firsati kagirilmis ve bazi teammuiller Misliiman niifusunun
(Ujice voyvodaligina) nihai gocline kadar beklemek zorunda kalmisti.

Satin alma isleminde glgllkler g¢ikartan, buna karsin kullanicilarin toplumsal
mevkisini gozeten oncelikli satin alma hakkinin satin almada kullanici ¢ikarlari
acisindan ekiklikleri oldugu 1845 senesinde fark edildiginde bu hak kaldinlmisti. Ne var
ki oncelikli satin alma hakkinin ilgasi halihazirda gog¢ etmis Musliman nifusun lehine
olup Sirbistan’da hala yasamakta olanlar icin lehte olmamistir. Buna ek olarak devlet,
her ne kadar Hatt-1 Serif'te 6ngdrilen taahhitlere ve Sirbistan Prensligi lehine pozitif
duzenlemelere karsl olsa da Mislimanlardan tasinmaz milk satin alimina goz
yummustu.

19. ylzyihn altmish yillarina kadar Mislimanlar ekilebilir arazi, iktisadi tesekkdller
ve sehir icerisinde konut mulkini hem 6zel sahislardan hem de muzayedeler araciligl
ile satin alabiliyor, bazi araziler ise yerel yetkililer tarafindan hibe edilebiliyordu.

Yillar boyu devam eden ve uyumsuz 6nlemler iceren politikalar Milos Obernovic’in
politikalarina yapilan muhalefetin hi¢ de akildisi olmadigini gostermistir. Bu
muhaliflere gore Milos Muslimanlari Sirbistan’dan ivedi bir sekilde sinirdisi etme
firsatini degerlendirmemis, Hatt-1 Serif’in 1833 Aralik ayinda yirirlige girmis olmasina
ragmen Turk yetkililerinin - Bab-1 Ali'nin - Sirbistan Prensligi’'ndeki Muslimanlara karsi
politikalarinin degistigi bir sonraki senenin baharina kadar kalmalarina izin vermisti.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Sirbistan Prensligi, Misliman emlakin satin alinmasi, 6ncelikli
satin alma hakki, dstr vergisi, voyvodalik
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BojaHa MumKoBuh Katuh

O NMPOTUBYPEYHOCTUMA NMOJIUTUKE OTKYNMA MYC/IMMAHCKUX UMAA
Y BEOTPALY N KHEXEBUHU CPBUIN

Pesnme

YKONMKO ce NpeTnocTaBu [ia je [ip’KaBa U keHa aaMUHUCTPaLUMja buna TpajHo
3aMHTEepecoBaHa 3a WTO 6pXe uce/baBatbe MYC/NMMAHCKOr CTaHOBHMULLTBA W3
KHexkeBunHe Cpbuje u npoaajy HeroBmx MMmarba, NOAUMTUKA OTKyNa TUX MMakba 6una
je y ogpeheHoj mepu KOoHTpoBep3Ha. M3yaumajyhmn oTKyn TUX MMatba AP*KAaBHUM
HOBLEM paau YyK/byuymBarka y GOHA AP)KABHOr BAaCHMWTBA M paan nomohu
CMPOMALLHOM Ce/balUTBY Koje Huje BU0 y CTakby Aa OTKYMNW 3eM/bULLHE NapLiene Koje
je obpahunBano, 3HayajaH A€o mepa Koje je npeay3ena Ap»asa 610 je npoTMBypeyaH
Cca CTaHoOBMWTA eduKacHor oOTKyna. XaTuwepudw cy npeasuhann pa ce
npoaajy/Kynyjy umarba y BNaCHULLTBY MyC/IMMaHa. MaKo je BNaCHULITBO [0Ka3nBaHO
Tanujama, CpPncka Ap»aea je Ao 1845. Tonepmucana oTKyn noceaa mycanmaHa Koju
HUCY MManu Tanuje Kao A0Ka3 BAACHWUWTBA. TaKo je nponywTeHa NpuavMKa Aa
Tanujama HeobesbeheHo 3emsbuLuTe yhe y GOHA APKABHOT 3eM/bULLITA U CTBOPEHM
Cy npecefaHn Koju cy cCe OoAp¥Kaiu [0 KOHAYHOr Mces/baBakba MYC/IMMAHCKOT
CTaHOBHMLITBA (BOjBOA/YK Y YiKMLY). [paBo NPBOKYMa, KOje je oTexxaBasio OTKyM, anu
je WTUTMAO0 CoLMjanHM NONOXKAj KOPUCHMKA, YKMHYT je 1845, Kaga ce yBmnaeno ga
KOPUCHWUUM HUCY NpeTepaHo 3auHTePecoBaHM 3a OTKyN. MehyTum, NpBOKynN je YKUHYT
y KopucT Beh uce/beHUX MyCcaMMaHa, @ He OHUX KOjWu cy ocTanu ga »kuee y Cpbujn.
[pKaBa je ToNepucana 1 KynoBMHE HEMOKPETHOCTU O, CTPAHE MYC/IMMaHa, UaKo je
TO 6UN0 NPOTUBHO XaTUwepudMma, Na U NO3UTUBHUM MpPonNUcMma KHeKeBUHe
Cpbuje. MycnMmanu cy cBe 40 NoyeTka wesgecetTux rogmHa 19. BeKka Kynosanu y
rpagckom atapy obpaamBo 3emsbuLTe, NpuBpeaHe objekte, u Kyhe 3a cTaHOBakbe,
KaKO 0J, MPMBATHUX INLA, TAKO U HA IMUMTALMjaMa, @ HEKMMa je 3eM/ba U A04e/beHa
O/, CTPAHe /IOKA/IHUX BNIACTU Ha YXKMBAHbE.

Buweroguwmwa NOAMTUMKA HeycarnalweHUnx Mmepa yKkasdyje fa Ccy HeyTeMes/beHe
KPUTMKE Ha padvyH KHe3a Munowa ObpeHosuha Koju je, HABOAHO, MPOMNYCTUO LUAHCY
33 6p30 ucesberwe MycaMmaHa u3s Cpbuje 403BOAMBLUM Aa Moc/e Mpornalera
Xatnwepuda y aeuembpy 1833. octaHy ao nponeha y semsbu, unme je omoryhmo
MopTK Aa NPOMEHMN CBOjY NOINTUKY Npema MycaMmaHuma y KHexesuHu Cpbuju.

KroyuHe peyu: KHexkeBuHa Cpbuja, beorpas, oTKyn Mmarba MyCcAMMaHa, Tanuje,
NPBOKYN, AeceTaK, BOjBOAJYK.
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