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Abstract: In this study, 19th century Bulgarian financial developments will be 

discussed in parallel with the commercial developments. The focus of the study is the 

network of relations established by important merchant families that emerged in the 

19th century with the sarrafs of Istanbul (Galata) and important merchants like 

Georgiev, Puliev, Çalıkoğlu, Tezvetoğlu etc. They had established strong financial ties 

with the Galata bankers/sarrafs. I will try to answer some questions such as following 

ones. What factors were important in establishing these ties? Was this relationship 

necessary? What were the benefits of the money changers and Bulgarian merchants 

from these financial cooperations? What was the role of the state in this relationship? 

What was the role of local administrators in the network of sarrafs and merchants? 

Key words: Galata Sarrafs, Ottoman Empire, Financial Partnership, Bulgarian 

Merchants, Tax Farming 
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Main Dynamics in the Emergence of the Financial Sector in Bulgaria 

In the 19th century, the Balkans was among the regions where political, social and 

economic activities were most dynamic in the Ottoman Empire. The Bulgarian lands, 

located in the center of the Balkans, had its share of these developments. Commercial 

and financial institutions, and political ideologies had emerged, and developments in 

social and religious life had begun to take place. The Bulgarian lands most important 

advantage was that it’s placement on the Black Sea coast and on the commercial routes 

extending into Europe. Being located at the center of trade on and around the Danube 

River offered attractive opportunities for Bulgarian cities and merchants. After the 

Küçük Kaynarca Agreement, the commercial activities and connections of the 

Bulgarians in the regions around the Black Sea increased significantly. Bulgarian 

trading houses with branches in both the Ottoman Empire and the Russian Empire were 
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established. Bulgarians started to increase its activities in Russian ports such as Odessa 

and Kherson, in intermediate trade centers such as Bucharest and Akkerman, and 

Danube trade centers such as Kilia, Ismail, Galati, and Ibrail (Robarts, 2008). 

After the Baltalimanı Agreement, Bulgarian lands became more attractive to 

European traders. The closeness of Bulgaria to both Central Europe and the Black Sea 

made its trade capacity high. Many commodities such as corn, barley, rye, tallow, 

unprocessed wool, wax, honey, and linseed began to be exported (Adreleanu, 2014). In 

the 19th century, the development of agricultural and commercial products on the 

territory of Bulgaria continued. This situation also attracted the attention of Minas 

Bıjışkyan, who examined the region on the spot. He expressed his observations with 

the phrase “The poor people of the Bulgarians farm, the rich ones trade”. Minas 

Bıjışkyan also emphasized that both trade and agriculture are alive and the demand for 

Bulgarian commercial commodities is high (Bıjışkyan, 1969).  

Demand for products in Bulgarian lands developed Bulgarian merchants and 

cities. Although Bulgarians have been involved in international trade since app. 1750s, 

they did not come to the fore until the 1820s (Robarts, 2016, pp. 71–85). However, this 

situation began to change towards the middle of the 19th century. Some developments 

deepened trade and trade networks in Bulgarian territory. Fairs established in and 

around Dobrudzha were leading these developments. The trade fair in Dobrudzha was 

held every year in May. In addition to the merchants engaged in long-distance trade in 

Europe, merchants from Rumelia and Anatolia were also participating in this fair. 

Merchants from Izmir, Sinop, and Trabzon were attending the fair in Islimiye. There 

were weekly, monthly or annual trade fairs in İslimiye, Uzunca (Uzundzhovo), 

Pazarcık, Mangalia, Karasu (Chernavoda), Eski Cuma (Targovishte) and Babadağ. 

These fairs were open for about forty days and were visited by an average of 50 000 

people (Robarts, 2008, p. 173). Uzunca Fair was the biggest and best-known fair. It 

played a very important role in the introduction of Bulgarian products to the 

international market. From 1841 to 1875 it had become a meeting point for many 

European traders with local merchants (MacDermott, 1962, p. 84). 

Ottoman and Greek merchants came to the ports around Dobrudzha and 

participated in international trade. Balchik Port was not windy due to its environmental 

conditions, with this feature it was seen as a shelter for traders similar to the 

Mediterranean Livorno Port. It should be pointed out that because the state was not 

giving credit to the peasants, the merchant had to finance them. The state authority saw 

these merchants as legitimate and when independence was gained in the continuous 

time period, these merchants turned into “permanent money lenders (Sarraf)”. Some 

traders had made the transition towards the finance. However, they could not 

accumulate capitals as large as the money changers in Istanbul. Like every 
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merchant/entrepreneur who wanted to carry out trade and financial transactions in the 

empire, Bulgarian merchants had to work with Galata money changers. We can best 

examine this relationship in the tax farming sector. The business where the Galata 

Sarrafs, the Ottoman Empire and the Bulgarian merchants most intersected was tax 

farming. The tax farming sector was an area where Bulgarian merchant/entrepreneurs 

invested their capital. 

 

Bulgarian Merchants, Galata Sarrafs and Tax Farming 

The Bulgarian traders, who were developing in the commercial and agricultural 

sectors entered the financial markets. One of the most active investment instruments of 

the financial markets was the tax farming sector. It may be necessary to start with a 

simple question here. What did the Bulgarian merchants who wanted to collect taxes 

on behalf of the Ottoman Empire need?  

 

A strong partner in the Sublime Port 

The loss of political power or its sharing with decentralized structures gave control 

to the provincial notables during the 18th century. This power, when combined with 

economic-based privileges such as arbitrary determination of tax rates, enrichment 

through tax farming, and the authority to distribute taxation, brought the forces called 

“kocabaşı” or “ayan” to the stage of history (Şakul, 2018, pp. 121–145). The Ottoman 

bureaucracy's approval of this transfer of authority in the economic field was the main 

reason for the competition in the provinces. The competition for iltizam was not limited 

to power relations in the countryside. To become a multezim, it was necessary to 

establish good relations with the palace and Bab-ı Ali. Close relations with powerful 

bureaucrats made it possible for tax farmers to stand out in tenders. For this reason, tax 

farmers came to Istanbul before the tender periods, trying to establish connections in 

these circles, or they had a family member permanently residing in Istanbul. 

Considering the abundance of officials in the Ottoman bureaucracy in the 18th and 19th 

centuries, it can also be observed that bureaucrats have moved to a dimension other 

than the official hierarchy in the struggle for tax farming (Salzmann, 2011, p. 127). In 

other words, being rich enough to be able to get tax farming did not provide an 

advantage on its own, it was necessary to obtain a patron and to get bail (guarantee or 

in Turkish taahhüt) from a money-changer (sarraf) who was trusted by the palace. For 

example, in 1814, Ali Pasha trusted Omer Luther He authorized the collection of tithe 

for the farms of Choropani, Tourkochori, Tripatamos, Vassova, Oredi Abat, Pozart, 

Axarmeni, Londzipor, Kastania, Korinos, and Stoupi (Dimitropoulos, 2003, pp. 61–

72). The famous Jewish Arie family in Bulgaria was getting tenders for tax farming in 

the vicinity of Nis, thanks to Midhat Pasha, with whom he had close relations. Almost 
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every entrepreneur had to establish such relations to receive iltizam. While some 

entrepreneurs had patrons such as pashas and governors, the patrons of families such 

as Chalikov and Gümüşgerdan, was directly the sultan. Another job that was as 

important as obtaining a patron was getting bail/guarantee from the sarraf. 

 

Organization 

Anyone eager to obtain tax-collection authority had to have their own team or 

subcontractors. Human resources were needed for the processes of learning the terms 

of the tender, collecting the tax from the public, delivering the collected tax to the 

treasury or money changer, etc. 

 

Capital 

Large amounts of capital were required both to maintain the organization and to 

maintain efficiency in the process. 

 

Sarraf’s Bail/ Guarentee 

A moneychanger's bail/guarantee was the most necessary thing for anyone 

wanting to enter an auction. Without this document, tax collection would not have been 

authorized. The state did not want to make a loss from the tax process. The authorities 

wanted the assurance of a sarraf to prevent possible setbacks. In addition, the Ottoman 

Empire received the undue tax amount in advance in the tax farming system. All 

calculations were approximate estimates, since taxable events had not yet occurred. 

The state was doing a job in its favor by putting money that had not yet appeared in its 

coffers. Thanks to the sarrafs, this income was guaranteed. Bulgarian merchants were 

examining the tax accounts of previous years. In addition, they were making land 

observations and counting of the goods and cattle belonging to the tax in question. 

According to these calculations, they were estimating the tax amounts of the next years. 

An entrepreneur had to participate in an auction to obtain tax collection 

authorization. Entrepreneurs made bids to the government to collect the taxes of the 

places determined in these tenders for a certain period. The person who made the 

highest bid was getting the tax farm of that region. There were some conditions to 

participate in the tender; making a commitment to the treasury and getting a bail 

certificate from a money changer who has gained the trust of the state. The state gave 

privileged bills called “tailed” to the money changers who gained their trust. These 

people, called treasury money changers or tailed money changers, paid a fee of 2,500 

to 10,000 kuruş to enter the group of money changers. Money changer's bail was 

stipulated in the tax iltizam of all kinds of taxes. The costs that the taxpayer did not pay 

would be paid to the state by the money changer, and the state would not deal with the 
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taxpayer (Sayın, 1999, pp. 57–58). In the tax farming system, the money changers both 

vouched for tax farming and took part in the marketing and trade of the taxed products 

(Sonyel, 1993, pp. 121–122). In other words, it can be said that sarrafs had crucial 

positions in the tax farming system, both on the official side and on the informal trade 

side. According to Ariel Salzmann, money changers; were silent partners in contracts. 

While doing trade, they did not think about which goods would be sold to whom, for 

how much, and logistics problems. He would become a partner by just giving a share, 

sarraf would get his money with his profit on the maturity day of the agreement 

(Salzmann, 2011, p. 166). 

The partnerships between the money changers and the tax collectors resulted in 

the deterioration of the balance of power in the 19th century. Both the money changers 

and tax farmers gained a lot of power with the partnerships they made in this period. 

Since taxpayers were directly involved with the public in the collection and follow-up 

of taxes, they gradually gained power in the regions where they collected taxes and 

expanded their areas of authority. Ahmet Cevdet Paşa, one of the 19th – century 

chroniclers, explains the relationship and process between money changers and tax 

farmers as follows; “The sharia affairs, which are the biggest human rights support, 

went into all confusion and turmoil when some ignorant and rascals, uglier and more 

hateful than the naibs, tendered tax returns. They started to use naibs who collect like 

voivode” (Cevdet Paşa, 1974, p. 163). The people Ahmet Cevdet Paşa spoke of were 

authoritative intermediaries that emerged in the Balkans, especially in Bulgaria. They 

were making serious profits by acting together with powerful money changers in the 

iltizam auctions. According to Yuzo Nagata, who has dealt with the subject in detail 

for many years, the powerful voivodes were engaged in similar commercial and 

financial activities throughout the empire. Nagata states that in the 19th century, the 

Karaosmanoğlu family received many tax farming tenders in Saruhan and its vicinity 

and that they did much business together with the powerful money-changers of the 

time, Karabet, Anastaş, Tıngıroğlu Ovanes, and states that powerful families in 

Anatolia, just like in the Balkans, turned to tax farming as a revenue sector (Nagata, 

1997, pp. 86–87). 

Although the general summary of the process was like this, each tax farming 

process could have its own differences. For this reason, it would be useful to go through 

examples. This method can give us information about the relationship between 

Bulgarian merchants and Galata money changers. 
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Case 1 

 
 

In the 1860–1861 the tender for a special tax (small cattle tax) of the Plovdiv, 

Pazarcık, Zağra-i Atik, and Hasköy sanjaks was held in Istanbul; It was bought for 

3,628,000 kurus by two people named Hacı Mustafa Ağa and Halil Bey and transferred 

to Salco Chomakov, one of the well-known local entrepreneurs in the region. Salco 

Chomakov, too, did not undertake this business directly, because it requires large 

capital. He shared the risk by taking other entrepreneurs, Hacı Luk Penço, Hacı Deyan, 

and Nikolaki Hristoviç from Pazarcık, with him1. Sapçizade Daviçon, a money changer 

in Istanbul, was the guarantor for Chomakov and his friends to be given lower tax 

farming. In March 1860, Chomakov and his friends were supposed to convey the 

3,628,000 kuruş tax to the upper tax farmers, namely Hacı Mustafa Ağa and Halil Bey. 

However, the money received by the owners of upper tenure was 3,098,168 kurus. 

Chomakov reported that the lack of money was because some people in Pazarcık and 

Zağra-ı Atik did not pay their taxes. Thereupon, the money changer Daviçon asked the 

governor of Plovdiv to help2. It is an important situation that Daviçon asked for help 

from the Plovdiv governor. It shows the extent of the partnership between Bulgarian 

merchants/entrepreneurs and money changers. Sarraf Daviçon followed the tax farming 

process carefully after he took the risk and revealed his capital. When all the money 

was not collected, he took the initiative and asked for help from the state authorities. 

 

  

                                                
1  Народна библиотека „Св. св. Кирил и Методий“ – София, Български исторически 

архив (NLKM, BHA), Ф. 70, а.е. 142, л. 212–214. 
2  NLKM, BHA, Ф. 70, а.е. 142, л. 212–214. 

Hacı Mustafa Ağa 
& Halil Bey

Salco Chomakov Hacı Luk Penço Hacı Deyan Nikola Hristoviç

Sarraf Sapçizade
Daviçon
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Case 2 

 
 

Chomakov and his friends might be pleased with the partnership they have 

established, that the same four people (Chomakov, Hacı Luk Penço, Hacı Deyan and 

Nikolaki Hristoviç) undertook the task of collecting Vidin's cattle taxes for 1861, again 

with the bail/guarentee of the money changer Daviçon. For this tax farm, the money 

changer Daviçon paid 3,590,000 kuruş in cash to the Ottoman treasury3. Chorbacı Luka 

and Chorbacı Salco were responsible for collecting the tax. However, when the debt 

arising from tax farming came to Daviçon, they sent a total of 3,303,069 kuruş, 

including Salco Chomakov 2,302,447 kurus, Chorbacı Luka 896,262 kurus, and 

Chorbacı Salco 40,775 kurus4. Chorbacı Deyan and Chorbacı Nikola's share in this tax 

farm was less than the others. These two Chorbacıs followed the tender process, 

counted the commodity in question, and did the collection after the tax was finalized. 

In return for the work they did, they took part in the process as “small” partners. Small 

partners, with whom large families like Chomakov worked together, usually received 

a certain salary or commission in return for their work. However, as seen in this 

example, small partners could also have financial obligations in the process. Although 

the partners seemed happy with each other, it is understood that Sarraf Sapçizade 

Daviçon was not very happy with this partnership. Because Daviçon had done his duty 

by delivering the necessary amount for the tender price to the treasury, and Salco 

Chomakov had done his part by delivering his share to Daviçon. However, other 

partners delayed due payments to Daviçon and made them incomplete. In the letter he 

wrote to Chomakov, Daviçon was expressing his complaint openly, saying that he 

would take the seals of the others away. However, a way out must have been found 

later, because in another tender, Daviçon again gave bail to these names5. 

 

  

                                                
3  NLKM, BHA, Ф. 70, а.е. 142, л. 212–214. 
4  NLKM, BHA, Ф. 70, а.е. 142, л. 212–214. 
5  NLKM, BHA, Ф. 70, а.е. 142, л. 55. 

Sarraf Sapçizade
Daviçon

Salco Chomakov Hacı Luk Penço Hacı Dеyan Nikola Hristoviç
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Case 3 

 
 

A partnership formed in 1846 by Stoyan Çalıkov, Dimitar Kirikov, Salcho 

Chomakov, and Stoyan Çalıkoğlu's son, Georges Çalıkoğlu; Kyustendil was authorized 

to collect the tithe tax of the sanjaks of Dupnitsa, Radomir, Pirot, Kumanovo, Breznik, 

Sofia and Samokov. As a result of this tax farming tender, 5 million kuruş cash was 

entered into the state coffers. Ibrahim Andon and Sarraf Mıgırdiç were the money 

changers who delivered this money to the treasury on behalf of the partnership and 

were the guarantors of this tax farm6. After deducting the interest and commissions paid 

to the surety money changers, a total profit of 2,907,370 kuruş was made from this 

business. According to the partnership agreement, this profit was to be divided into four 

equal parts. A profit share of 726,842 kuruş was deducted from each taxpayer's account 

from the tithe tax of the aforementioned accidents7. 

The point that draws attention here is that there were two guarantees in a tax farm. 

There could be two main reasons for this. The state may have asked for two guarantors, 

since the amount of the tender was large or a single money changer might not have the 

power to pay 5 million kuruş to the treasury. As a result, there were two money 

changers in this process. As the amount of money in question increased, the 

organization expanded as well. 

 

Case 4 

Was it a necessity always to work with the same sarraf? 

In the 19th century, there was a sarraf where Bulgarian merchants generally 

worked. However, they did not have to work with the same sarrafs all the time. This 

situation could change depending on whether the sarraf was an official or not. For 

example; Haci Mincoglu worked with sarrafs such as Tapçilestov, Hoca Maksut and 

Hoca Misak, the Chomakov family; Haçador, Samuel Artin, Tapçilestov, Agop, Avenis 

                                                
6  NLKM, BHA, Ф. 782, а.е. 97, л. 112.  
7  NLKM, BHA, Ф. 782, а.е. 170, л. 9. 

Sarraf Mıgırdiç
Sarraf İbrahim 

Andon

Stoyan Çalıkov Dimitar Kirikov
Salco 

Chomakov
Georges 
Çalıkov
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(Avadis), Agop, Kirkor, Hazer, Daviçon, Komondo etc. they worked with diferent 

sarrafs. 

 

Case 5 

Trust Problem 

Not everyone could be expected to know each other. A Bulgarian merchant might 

not have done business with any Galata sarraf before. Mutual trust between the 

merchant and the sarraf was extremely impotrant. Some intermediary persons might be 

necessary to provide this trust. In 1264, 3 Muslim merchants wanted to collect the tithe 

tax of Tatarpazarı. However, they did not know any sarrafs. They told the situation to 

the Bulgarian merchant Haji Zane. Bulgarian Merchant said that to sarraf Simonoğlu 

Hazar there would be no problem if he was the guarantor of this tax farming. However, 

Muslim merchants could not pay their debts to the sarraf. Haji Zane was held 

responsible for this situation and his property was confiscated (it could be the 

guarantor's guarantee)8. Nikola Tezvetoğlu joined forces with Hacı Ömer Bey, a 

Muslim notable, to enter the tender for the tithes of Plovdiv, İzladi, and Pazarcık 

districts in 1851. The partners had to show a money changer as a surety in tax farming, 

and Tezvetoğlu's prestige and capital alone were not enough to get the money changer's 

bail. By showing an example of entrepreneurship, Tezvetoğlu convinced Sarraf 

Pazarcıklı Hacı Aleko to issue a document showing the money changer's bail. The 

partners, who won the tender for a total price of 1,010,805 kuruş, gave 532,800 kuruş 

of this price to the Ottoman treasury. The remaining 478,005 kuruş price was paid with 

the loan opened by the money changer Pazarcıklı Hacı Aleko. The movable and 

immovable properties of Hacı Ömer Bey were shown as collateral for this loan. At the 

end of the process, the two had paid their debts to the money changer and made a certain 

profit9. 

Nikola Tezvetoglu succeeded in realizing another link of this partnership chain he 

established in 1863. Nikola Tezvetoglu convinced Mustafa Cezzar Bey to collect the 

tithes of the Lom, Oriakhovo, Berkovitsa, and Vratsa regions. The total cost of this tax 

farm was 3,920,333 kuruş. Nikola Tezvetoğlu also solved the money changer's bail 

business. Bulgarian country money changer Hristo Tapçilestov would give the money 

changer's bail required for this tender. As a tender condition, the Ottoman treasury 

demanded that half of the total taxpayer money be paid in advance. Hristo Tapçilestov 

deposited the aforementioned 1,960,166 kuruş into the treasury on behalf of the 

                                                
8  BOA, HR. MKT., 55/53 (24.01.1853 (13.04.12690); BOA, İ.MVL.,303/12387 (15.04.1854 

(17.07.1270)). 
9  NLKM, BHA, Ф. 782, a.е. 97, л. 398. 
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partners. The process turned out to be profitable for both tax farmers and money 

changers10. 

 

Case 6 

Was one sarraf enough? 

A document from 1858 contains some information about the details of the tender 

and tax farming procedure that Salcho Chomakov received. According to this; the 

tender was held in the presence of the Ottoman authorities in the region. Tender 

organizers were Hristaki, Rüstem Pasha and Hacı Mustafa Ağa. Salcho Chomakov was 

going to pay a total of 352,500 kuruş to the treasury to collect the taxes of goats and 

goats of some of the districts of Zağra-i Atik for 1 (one) year under the following 

conditions: 

- that he would not harm the people in the slightest; 

- that he would pay the amount in question to the guarantor, in four equal 

installments; 

- It would make a payment of 88,125 kuruş in each of March, April, May and 

June; 

- He stated that he would accept an interest rate of 1000 cents in total if he did not 

pay the installments on time.  

Chomakov's guarantor in the tender was Sapçızade Daviçon. However, there were 

also the money changers who pledged the bail of Sapçızade Daviçon for this tax farm, 

a kind of guarantors of the money changer. It was Kamondo and Baltacı and Sarraf 

Kirkor from Galata bankers11. The relationship of trust was not only between the sarraf 

and the merchant. The relationship between the sarraf and the state was also important. 

Cash status, debt status, investments, etc. of sarrafs was followed by the state. There 

could be different applications when the sarraf was in a difficult situation. Such an 

event took place in 1858. Salco Chomakov's guarantor was not enough in a tax farm. 

The state demanded guarantor sarraf from the sarraf Hazer. As a result, three sarrafs 

became the guarantors of the other sarraf. 

Consequently, there was a win-win situation between the sarraf and the merchant. 

Bulgarian merchants were making serious profits from the tax farming sector. In order 

to do this, they needed sarrafs. The sarrafs, on the other hand, earned money as 

guarantors to the merchants. The sarrafs were getting commission from tax farms, of 

which they were guarantors.  

 

                                                
10 NLKM, BHA, Ф. 6, a.e. 9003, л. 25. 
11  НБКМ-БИА, Ф. 70, a.е. 142, л. 200. 
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