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ABSTRACT

MILITARIZATION OF OTTOMAN RUMELIA:
THE MOUNTAIN BANDITS (1785-1808)

Yilmaz, Erol Ozan
M.A., Department History

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Omer Turan

September 2016, 121 Pages

This thesis analyzes the process of the widespread and ever-lasting banditry in
Rumelia between 1785 and 1808 and the state’s response against it within a context
in which the Ottoman government attempted to reassert central authority over the
provinces. The historical conditions of the period, structure of the mountain bandits,
emergence and development of the banditry will be discussed alongside the reasons
of the end of the banditry and the effects of the state measures. The research aims to
shed light on the historical conditions of Rumelian province under the rule of the
Ottoman Empire at the end of the 18" century which corresponds to a period when
the legitimacy of the central authority was declining in the eyes of the local

population before and during the national awakenings in the Balkans.

Keywords: Mountain Bandits, Ayan, Rumelia, Ottoman Empire, 18" Century.
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OSMANLI RUMELI’SININ ASKERILESMESI:
DAGLI ISYANLARI (1785-1808)

Yilmaz, Erol Ozan
Yiiksek Lisans, Tarih Bolimi

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Omer Turan

Eyliil 2016, 121 Sayfa

Bu tez, 1785 ve 1808 aras1 Rumeli’de ortaya ¢ikan ve genis bir alana yayilarak uzun
bir siire devam eden eskiyaligi ve devletin buna karsi miidahalesini, Osmanli
hiiklimetinin tasrada yeniden merkezi otoriteyi saglamaya calistigi bir donemin
baglaminda incelemektedir. Bu dénemin tarihi kosullari, dagh eskiyasmnin yapisi,
eskiyaligin ortaya ¢ikisi ve gelisimi, eskiyaligin sona ermesi ve devletin almis oldugu
Onlemlerle beraber tartisilacaktir. Bu arastirma, tasra toplumunun goziinde merkezi
otoritenin mesruiyetini kaybetmeye basladigi ve Balkanlarda milli uyanis donemi
oncesi veya sirasina denk gelen 18. yiizyll sonundaki Osmanli Imparatorlugu

egemenligindeki Rumeli eyaletinin tarihi kosullarina 151k tutmay1 amaclamaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Dagli Eskiyasi, Ayan, Rumeli, Osmanli Imparatorlugu, 18.
Yiizyil.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The subject of this thesis corresponds to one of the most problematic periods of the
Ottoman history that it was immediately before or during the national awakenings
occurred in the Balkans throughout the 19" century, when the people of Rumelia still
lingered strongly in their memories the disorders which had ravaged most of the
region. That is why the period remained a crucial part of the discourse of the Balkan
nationalisms over the course of the 19" and 20" centuries. On the other hand, it is a
part of the history of the Ottoman centralization and modernization. Through the
establishment of a new type of soldiery division trained and equipped with the
European style and the establishment of a new treasury (the Irad-1 Cedid Treasury) to
finance it as part of a wider and escalating modernization program called the Nizam-:
Cedid (the New Order), the beginning and the end of the military modernization
attempts run into the same phase of decentralization process and provincial havoc in
Rumelia. Hence, as a historical force, the subject of the mountain banditry merits
studying to understand a short but in itself a very long period, affecting both the
social and political fate of many actors like the local population and notables of

Rumelia as well as the state itself.

As it will be seen throughout the first and second chapters, the period was a product
of two centuries-long transformations of financial, administrative and military
institutions, through which the Ottoman Empire adjusted itself into the changing and
compelling necessities of the time. Nevertheless, the resultant conditions also
brought with them some endemic difficulties into the Ottoman socio-economic and
political life. One of the important aspects of these developments was widespread
banditry, infesting on a large scale first Anatolia, mainly between the last decades of
the 16" and beginning of the 17" centuries. A century later, Rumelia witnessed

similar disorders, specifically between 1785 and 1807.



The subject of the mountain banditry interests, in the first place, history studies of the
Ottoman Empire and the Bulgarian community under the rule of the same empire.
Nevertheless, it has been studied as a whole only in two monographs, as one in
Turkish and the other in Bulgarian.® There is no satisfactory information about the
mountain banditry in the historiography in English, in which it is referred most of the
time as “kircalis” or “kirdjalis”. On the other hand, one can be informed of the
mountain bandits through the studies falling into the reign of Selim 11l or in general
through those of centralization and modernization of the Ottoman Empire. However,
they only mention about the mountain bandits as partially and briefly as it is related
to their topics.?

In the Bulgarian historiography as briefly provided by Gergena Georgieva®, the
mountain banditry remained long as part of the national discourse, being limited only
to a couple of passages. Moreover, it is included within a wider analysis of the
“anarchy” years under the name of “Kurdjali (Kircali) time”. This term encompasses
various participants such as mostly the mountain bandits, the ayans, the pashas and,
in general, the Ottoman Muslims of Rumelia, who, accordingly, all oppressed the
Bulgarian nation. Here, the importance of the subject is that the problem of suffering
of the Bulgarians under the Ottoman rule, as underlined by Georgieva, was squeezed

in a short time which lasted diversely twenty or thirty years-long.*

This study depends on one of the most significant and extensive studies about the
ayans and mountain bandits in the Bulgarian historiography, such as, the study of

Vera P. Mutafchieva, Kepmkanuiicko Bpeme [The Kircali Time]. Whereby and

! Yiicel Ozkaya, Osmanli imparatorlugunda Dadli isyanlari, 1791-1983, (Ankara: Dil ve Tarih Cografya
Fakiltesi Basimevi, 1983); Bepa MyTtadumeBa, Kvpoxcanulicko Bpeme, (Copua: Uspatenctso Ha
Bbarapckata Akagemus Ha Haykute, 1993) [Vera Mutafchieva, Kurdjalii Time, (Sofia: Publishing of
the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, 1993)].

2 Among the most important works of this kind is Stanford J. Shaw’s Between Old and New: The
Ottoman Empire under Sultan Selim Ill, 1789-1807, Vol. 2, (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1971).

3 Gergena Georgieva, “The Kircali Time as Metonymy: History as Emotion” in Ottoman Legacies in
the Contemporary Mediterranean: The Balkans and the Middle East Compared, ed. Eyal Ginio and
Karl Kaser, Conference and Lecture Series, 8, (Jerusalem: The European Forum at the Hebrew
University, 2013), pp. 311-334.

4bid, p. 316.



owing to the much recent essay of Gergena Georgieva, the approaches of the
Bulgarian historiography are informed briefly. According to Vera P. Mutafchieva,
many historians in Bulgaria were affected by the negative assessment of Konstantin
Josef Jire¢ek.® Basing on the kadi sicils of Bulgaria (sharia court registers),
Mutafchieva analyzes the development of the mountain banditry and puts a special
section related to its effects on the Bulgarian community.

As to the Turkish historiography, the monograph of Yiicel Ozkaya provides compact
information on the subject while it seems that he was considerably affected by the
work of Ahmed Cevdet Pasha, Tarih-i Cevdet.® Most of the time, he follows the
same structure and arguments of Ahmed Cevdet’s voluminous study of the history of
the Ottoman Empire. However, he provides and analyzes numerous Ottoman

dispatches sent from or to Istanbul.

Moreover, Uzungarsili provides with his three monographs dealing with some of the
prominent ayans and pashas who were closely associated with the subject matter,
focusing especially on the last phases of the mountain banditry.” On the other hand,
apart from a series of other secondary sources, Tolga Ugur Esmer’s dissertation,
which focused on the “economy of banditry” through the close study of an important
bandit leader and his “network of violence” within the mountain banditry,
contributed a valuable point of view outside the centralism and decentralism

paradigm together with abundant information over the activities mountain bandits.®

As for the primary sources, the related documents in the Prime Ministry Archive in
Istanbul were attempted to be used as much possible as. In order to fill the void in the

literature over the mountain bandits, the focus is given on researching the state

> Bepa MyTadumnesa, Kopdxanulicko Bpeme, p. 5, 10.

6 Ahmed Cevdet Pasa, Tarih-i Cevdet, Vol. 4, (istanbul: Ucdal Nesriyat, 1984); Ahmed Cevdet Pasa,
Tarih-i Cevdet, Vol. 3, (istanbul: Ucdal Nesriyat, 1984).

7 [smail Hakki Uzuncarsili, Meshur Rumeli Ayanlarindan Tirsinikli ismail, Yilikoglu Siileyman Adalar ve
Alemdar Mustafa Pasa, Turk Tarih Kurumu Yayinlari, Series VII, No. 6, (istanbul: Maarif Matbaasi,
1942); “Nizam-i Cedid Ricalinden Kadi Abdurrahman Pasa”, Belleten, XXXV, No. 138 (1791, April);
“Vezir Hakki Mehmed Pasa, 1747-1811" Tiirkiyat Mecmuasi, Vol. 6, (1939).

8 Tolga Ugur Esmer, “A Culture of Rebellion: Networks of Violence and Competing Discourses of
Justice in the Ottoman Empire, 1790-1808", (Doctoral Dissertation), (Chicago: The University of
Chicago, 2009).
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correspondences with the members of the provincial administration in Rumelia as
well as the special agents who were sent to Rumelia during the period. The
classification of Cevdet through collections of Adliye, Askeriye, Dahiliye, Maliye
and Zabtiye and the classification of Hatt-1 Hiimayun are researched and most of the

study is compiled through the work on the second sources.

The aim of the study is to identify the problems of the widespread unrest of the
mountain bandits in a specific region of the Ottoman realm (mostly in the present-
day Bulgaria in the province of Rumelia) and the state responses and limitations in
dealing with it. Through a close review of the historical process of the mountain
bandits and the state measures against it, in the light of other important
developments, it was undertaken to discern a period in which the process of de-
centralization peaked through the system of ayan/lik (local administration by the local
notables) while at the same time, the state attempted to reassert its power over the

provinces and modernize its institutions before the well-known “Tanzimat Period”.

The banditry phenomenon was approached according to the specifications of the
work of Eric J. Hobsbawn.® The important aspects of banditry are taken into
consideration but there is no specific classification in which one could gather all the
elements of the mountain bandits. Nevertheless, accordingly, while these bandits
included peasants which had complex relations with other elements of various kinds,
their actions could not be regarded as “social banditry”.’® However, as already
mentioned, the subject was exposed to such category in some historiographies of the
Balkans that some of the elements of the unrest in Rumelia during the period were
regarded as heroes who, accordingly, contributed to the establishment of national
liberations in the Balkans. Rather, the crucial aspect seems to be inefficient and
complicated administration of the time, corresponding to a period immediately after
the war of 1787-1792 with Austria and Russia. Therefore, banditry could be regarded

as “not a program for peasant society but Self-help to escape it in particular

9 E. J. Hobsbawn, Bandits, (New York: Pantheon Books, 1981).

10 |bid, Bandits, p. 17.



circumstances”.'! Moreover, rather than the non-self-sufficient peasants, the most
important role in the mountain bandits seems to be played by the ex-soldiers who
were either deserters or disbanded ones that they were tolerated and even protected
where it seems “law and government leave [left] only the faintest trace in the

Balkans”.*?

The main body of the study is held in four chapters that the first two of them are
about the transformation of the classical Ottoman institutions and the 18" century
socio-economic and political context. In the third chapter, the emergence and the
development of the mountain banditry as well as the state response and measures are
studied. In the last chapter, together with the last phase of the banditry, the end of the

mountain bandits is investigated.

11 Hobsbawn, Bandits, p. 21, 22, 24.

12 |pid, p. 48.



CHAPTER I

MILITARY AND FISCAL TRANSFORMATION OF THE EARLY-MODERN
OTTOMAN EMPIRE

2.1.The Crises of the Late 16" and the Early 17" Centuries

From the second half of the 16" century onwards, especially after the 1580s, the
Ottoman Empire began to undergo important economic, financial, military and
demographic changes which were to bring about the transformation of the Ottoman

military, fiscal and provincial administrative structures.*®

The first signs of the crises were argued to have been the devaluation of the mid-
1580s and the following inflation due mainly to the arrival of vast amounts of silver
which occurred as a result of the increasing trade with Western countries, the
growing financial burden of the long wars with Iran and Austria and the resultant
state deficits, together with the aspects of changing trading patterns and expansion of
a monetary economy.'* Because of the devaluation, the main Ottoman currency the
akge’s value decreased nearly to half by losing forty four percent of its silver content,

bringing about substantial increases in the prices of commodities.*®

13 Suraiya Faroghi, “Krizler ve Degisim, 1590-1699” in Osmanli imparatorlugu’nun Ekonomik ve Sosyal
Tarihi, 1600-1914 ed. Halil inalcik and Donald Quataert, (istanbul: Eren Yayincilik, 2004), pp. 543-757,
p. 562

14 Baki Tezcan, “The Ottoman Monetary Crisis of 1585 Revisited”, Journal of the Economic and Social
History of the Orient, Vol. 52, No. 3 (2009), pp. 460-504, p. 460; Omer Liitfi Barkan, “The Price
Revolution of the Sixteenth Century: A Turning Point in the Economic History of the Near East”,
International Journal of Middle East Studies, Vol. 6, No.1 (Jan. 1975), pp. 3-28, p. 13-14.

15 Tezcan, “Monetary Crisis of 1585”, pp. 460-461, pp. 484-485; Sevket Pamuk, “The Price Revolution
in the Ottoman Empire Reconsidered”, International Journal of Middle East Studies, Vol. 33, No.1
(Feb., 2001), pp. 69-89, pp. 78-80. As a result of the arrival of huge amounts of cheap American
silver, the mines in Rumelia were closed in the first half of the 17th century. Ahmet Tabakoglu,
Gerileme Dénemine Girerken Osmanl Maliyesi, (istanbul: Dergah Yayinlari, 1985), p. 239.
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Apart from the influx of silver, the increasing financial burdens of the wars at the end
of the 16™ century had negative effects on the Ottoman finances by creating
budgetary deficits. It was because of the fact that while the wars no longer provided
with gains in terms of booty and taxable lands and people, the new war technologies
and battle tactics resulted in the need for maintaining larger armies of food-soldiers
with firearms and increasing frequency and duration of wars in both Eastern and
Western fronts. These necessitated a great deal of money supply for the central

government.t®

As a result of the devaluation and the price increases, if the provincial administration
is considered, the incomes of the #imarli sipahis (provincial cavalries) based on fiefs,
the incomes of the members of high-ranking military and administrative class based
on salaries or on the allocation of hasses (larger fief units) and the incomes of the
kapikulu members (mainly the members of the Janissary corps and imperial cavalry
units) fell proportionately.!” Thus, many sipahis refused to join costly wars and
began to leave their timars since their livelihoods were depended on established
revenues from their fiefs. On the other hand, to compensate this, many provincial
officials attempted to raise their revenues through imposing exactions on the
peasants, which resulted in the breakdown of the discipline in the military-

administrative class, furthering the disruption of order.*®

In addition to the economic and financial crises, there is also an argument over a
population pressure from the second half of the 16™ century onwards until the
beginning of the 17" century that it had a crucial role in the breakdown of the social
order and in further economic deterioration in both Anatolia and Rumelia, where the
fundamental system of timar was applied. One side of the argument is on the

population increase which is argued to have occurred as part of a general population

16 Karen Barkey, Bandits and Bureaucrats: The Ottoman Route to State Centralization, (New York:
Cornell University Press, 1994), pp. 50-51; Faroghi, “Krizler ve Degisim”, p. 564; Pamuk, “The Price
Revolution”, p. 83-84.

17 Tezcan, “The Ottoman Monetary Crisis of 15857, p. 497.

8 Halil inalcik, “Military and Fiscal Transformation in the Ottoman Empire, 1600-1700”, Archivum
Ottomanicum, Vol. 1, (1980), pp. 283-337, pp. 312-313; Halil inalcik, “16. Asrin ikinci Yarisinda
Tirkiye’de Fiyat Hareketleri”, Belleten, XXXIV, No. 136 (1970), pp. 557-607, p. 605.

7



increase from the 16" century to the beginning of the 17" century and doubled in
Europe and Asia. Accordingly, at least, in Northcentral and Western Anatolia in the
second half of the 16™ century, there was a rapid demographic growth and
insufficient agricultural lands.® Because of the ongoing economic deterioration and
concurrent population increase and lack of arable lands, the population of villages is
indicated to have started to abandon their lands. Furthermore, the increasing burden
of taxation and demand for the recruitment of soldiers from the peasantry are argued
to have played important roles in the movement of peasants from their villages.
Nevertheless, it is pointed out that these were individual young peasants who already
had an inclination towards entering into the military class or medreses (theology
schools) as students as well as having a desire to participate in the urban economy

which offered job opportunities.?

One of the important results of the migrations of villagers or their becoming nomads
was the loss of taxation by the central government that when the rebellions relieved,
it tried to recover these losses by bringing the migrators through granting of tax
exemptions and by emplacing of the nomads. Moreover, these movements were
important factors in the subsequent spread of Celdli rebellions and the banditry on
the part of levend soldiers.?! The same economic and social disorders were to play
crucial roles in the emergence and expansion of the mountain bandits during the

period between approximately 1785 and 1808.

1% Fernand Braudel, The Mediterranean and the Mediterranean World in the Age of Philip Il, Vol. 1,
(London: Harper and Row Publishers, 1972), p. 402; M. A., Cook, Population Pressure in Rural
Anatolia, 1450-1600, (London: Oxford University Press, 1972), p. 10; Oktay Ozel, “Population
Changes in Ottoman Anatolia during the 16" and 17" Centuries: The ‘Demographic Crisis’
Reconsidered”, International Journal of Middle East Studies, Vol. 36, No. 2 (May, 2004), pp. 183-205,
p. 185, 188, 199.

20 jnalcik, “Military and Fiscal”, p. 287, pp. 293-293; Ozel, “Population Changes”, p. 188; Mustafa
Akdag, “Osmanl Imparatorlugu’nun Kurulus ve inkisafi Devrinde Tirkiye'nin iktisadi Vaziyeti”,
Belleten, XIV, No. 55 (Temmuz 1950), pp. 319-411, p. 346, 376-383; Mustafa Akdag, Tiirk Halkinin
Dirlik ve Diizenlik Kavgasi: Celéli isyanlari, (istanbul: Cem Yayinevi, Eyliil 1995), pp. 61-64; Huricihan
islamoglu, Osmanli Imparatoriugu’nda Deviet ve Kéylii, (istanbul: iletisim Yayinlari, 2010), pp. 234-
235.

21 Kayhan Orbay, “Ottoman Central Administration and War Finance, Late Seventeenth Century”,
XIV. Economic History Congress, Session 106: State and Finance in the Early Modern Times in the
Eurasian Continuum (Helsinki, 2006), p. 10; Ozel, “Population Changes”, p. 188.

8



2.2.The Military Transformation

The transformation of the Ottoman military organization played an important role in
the deterioration of the imperial finances and had negative effects on the economy
and society as well. It is argued that this was because of the fact that, at the end of the
16" century, the Western countries’ military power became stronger due to the new

developments in the military arena.??

According to the historiography of the “Military Revolution” thesis which often
consists of the period between the mid-16" and mid-17" centuries, there was a chain
of developments in the military field at the end of the 16" century. Accorginly, then,
larger armies began to be formed together with the developments in the military
tactics and in the military technology. In the enlargement of armies, population
growth played an important role and much wider use of firearms, a new style of
artillery fortifications determined the style of waging war in terms of being
defensive. No less important was the newly emergent issues of logistics, recruitment
strategies and the resultant military organization, all leading to growing military
expenditures and to the need for the marshalling of resources. This on its part is
argued to have led to social and political reverberations that states were now able to
impose much more authority on the people by demanding from them more taxes,
compulsory works, impositions, contributions as well as accommodation obligations.
In addition, it is argued that states as a result of the increasing financial needs were
forced to make more political concessions to the periphery in return for its support.?
In this respect, the frequency and duration of wars waged by the Ottoman Empire
take attention in the rise of power of ayans in the provinces during especially the
most critical war periods of 1593-1606, 1683-1699 and 1768-1774 that forced the

central government to seek the support of the local notables.

22 Barkey, Bandits and Bureaucrats, p. 24.

23 (Clifford J. Rogers, “The Military Revolution in History and Historiography” in The Military
Revolution Debate: Readings on the Military Transformation of Early Modern Europe ed. Clifford J.
Rogers, (Colorado: Westview Press, 1995), pp. 1-10, pp. 2-7.

9



As a response to the military developments of the West, at the end of the 16™
century, the Ottoman government tried to increase its soldiers with firearms since,
then, the main composition of the Ottoman army was the sipahis equipped with
conventional weapons like sword, shield, bow and arrow. They showed their
incapacity against the soldiers equipped with firearms during the war of 1593 and
1606 against Austria. It is indicated that compelled by the urgent need for infantry
with firearms, hence, the Ottoman government attempted to increase first the
members of the standing army of the Janissaries. More importantly, through the
recruitment of paid soldiers for a limited time period (the levends or the sekban-
saricas) from the peasants, due to their inexpensive costs, the government could
balance both the ineffectiveness of the sipahis and the fiscal problems originated by

the heavy war expenses.?*

However, besides their financial burden, the increase in the numbers of the Janissary
corps had important political consequences for the central authority of the Ottoman
state. Firstly, it is maintained that the Janissaries started to dominate the capital
through the high offices of their organizations and from now on, they participated in
a coalition which was consisted of the mothers of sultans, the Palace officials and the
ulema (high members of the judiciary) that this was to have a crucial effect in the
state affairs between 1617 and 1656, especially after a coup in 1622 in Istanbul.
Apart from this, during the rebellions of the Celdlis in 17" century, the struggle
between the Janissaries in the capital and the levend rebels who desired to share the
same privileges with them is asserted to have brought about the weakening of central
authority in the provinces.?® Secondly, they were started to dominate the provincial
centers of the Empire. From 1559 onwards, the Janissaries began to spread Anatolian
provinces under the formation of garrisons. Before they were in a dominant situation
in Istanbul, especially during the most critical period of the Celdli rebellions, they
had been stationed in most of the towns and cities of Anatolia in order to fight
against the rebellious levend-sekban bandits. Nevertheless, they often continued to

remain longer in the cities and towns, resulting in their participation into urban and

24 nalcik, “Military and Fiscal”, pp. 285-286, p. 288.

25 |bid, p. 289.
10



rural socio-economic life.® In addition, whether as part of the Janissaries or the
kaptkulu sipahis, these kapikulu segments started to obtain some urban and
provincial posts and acquired some agricultural lands and formed farms (¢iftliks) in
the countryside. Thus, they were able to gather considerable wealth in their hands
through the exemption from taxation as being the members of the military-
administrative class. This furthered the burden of the peasants as well as that of the
urban population since the share of the kapikulus in the payment of emergency taxes
like the avariz was left on the rest of the population. Moreover, by obtaining
agricultural lands and a place in trade, they acquired leading urban social and
economic positions in the 17" century. Subsequently, they played an important role
in the rise of prominence of local notables in the administration of provinces when

the central authority could no longer reach to the provinces.?’

In addition to the Janissaries, the levends played an important role in the social and
political life of the Ottoman Empire. These type of soldiers were an effective means
for the government to recruit soldiers with firearms in a short duration since their
formations did not necessitate long training like that of the Janissaries and also since
they were inexpensive.?® However, after their disbandment, as they were no longer
paid, by maintaining their béliik organizations, the levends resorted to exactions,
plunder and brigandage in the countryside as well as attempting homicide and theft
in big cities in Anatolia. Moreover, when united, they could even attack and capture
big cities like Bursa and Urfa.?® In addition to Anatolia, the Balkans also witnessed,
to certain extent, the spread of banditry in relation to hiring levends during the 17"

and 18™ centuries.®® Nevertheless, it is argued that although Anatolia was a region

%6 fnalcik, “Military and Fiscal”, p. 290; Akdag, “Tiirkiyenin iktisadi Vaziyeti”, p. 332, pp. 343-344.
7 Inalcik, “Military and Fiscal”, p. 291; Akdag, “Turkiyenin iktisadi Vaziyeti”, pp. 345-346.
28 Mustafa Cezar, Osmanli Tarihinde Levendler, (istanbul: Celikcilt Matbaasi, 1965), p. 30.

2 fnalcik, “Military and Fiscal”, p. 286, 292, pp. 297-299; Akdag, “Tirkiyenin iktisadi Vaziyeti”, p. 381-
382.

30 Halil inalcik indicates that the Ottoman government from 1600 onwards recruited its best
mercenary troops from Bosnia and Albania. It was because of the fact that the people of the Balkans
had easy access to cheap firearms. “Military and Fiscal”, p. 289, 294. Later, at the end of the 18
century, the Albanian levend soldiers were to have a prominent role in the disorders of the mountain
bandits and their recruitment and passage into Rumelia were to be forbidden.
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for unprecedented social up-and-downs in the 16" and 17" centuries, the Balkans did
not undergo the same disorders to such extent.3!

Moreover, from the mid-16" century onward, assertedly, the levends had started to
show growing inclination towards entering into the military class in order to share
the same privileges with the Janissaries. Their leaders, on the other hand, were
pursuing administrative positions in the Ottoman system in the 17" century and some
of them acquired posts like that of a bey, a pasha and even a grand vizier. It was
because of the fact that as being in a great need for these paid soldiers in times of
wars, the government encouraged the governors to maintain increasing numbers of

levend soldiers.3?

As for the precautions taken against the disorders of the levends, Mustafa Cezar
indicates that the reasons of the emergence of the levend soldiers were initially not
well-understood by the government officials till the “Great Celali” depredations.
Instead, the precautions remained to exterminate these vagrant peasant-soldiers
rather than providing the necessary solution to prevent the formation of big ¢iftliks
which contributed to the spread of levend phenomenon.®®* On the other hand, the
Ottoman government from time to time resorted to call to arms (nefir-i amm). That is
why as the provincial army of the sipahis being responsible for the security and order

in the provinces was no longer successful against the levends, the population of

31 Kemal H. Karpat, “Ottoman Relations with the Balkan Nations after 1683,” in Studies on Ottoman
Social and Political History: Selected Articles and Essays ed. Kemal H. Karpat, (Leiden: Brill, 2002), pp.
385-433, p. 390; Fikret Adanir, “Tradition and Rural Change in Southeastern Europe During Ottoman
Rule,” in The Origins of Backwardness in Eastern Europe: Economics and Politics from the Middle
Ages until the Early Twentieth Century ed. Daniel Chirot, (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1991), pp. 131-176, p. 142; Cezar, Osmanli Tarihinde Levendler, p. 225, 229.

32 fnalcik, “Military and Fiscal”, pp. 298-299, 303; Barkey, Bandits and Bureaucrats, p. 18; Faroghi,
“Krizler ve Degisim”, pp. 548-549. Akdag indicates that the levend crowd did not have leaders from
among them. Rather, these leaders were often from the military-administrative class who rebelled
against the central government in seeking post or just because of the economic breakdown.
“Tirkiyenin iktisadi Vaziyeti”, p. 140.

33 Cezar, Osmanli Tarihinde Levendler, p. 64.
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Anatolia was let to be organized as militia forces under the command of local
notables. In addition, towns and cities were surrounded with stockades.®*

One of the most important social results of these disorders was the great movement
of the population from their villages as well as towns and cities. In return, this
furthered the burden of taxation like the avariz on the people left behind. Also,
famine emerged since the agricultural production decreased due to the Celali
depredations, especially during the early years of the first decade of the 17
century.®® As for the political consequences of the Celdli-levend movements, it is
pointed out that they contributed to the decentralization in the Ottoman Empire
because of the fact that the Celdli-levend rebels, together with the nefir-i amm
soldiers who accustomed to training as fighting men, provided to rebellious pashas
and ayan with the principal military source of manpower on which they based their
military strength in the 17" and 18" centuries. In addition, it is asserted that the
population of Anatolia by seeking and obtaining weapons to defend itself against the
levends sought the assistance of local rulers rather than that of the ineffective state,

allowing them to raise their prestige in the eyes of local population.3®

The levend-Celdali “rebellions” of the late 16™ and early 17 centuries in Anatolia
highly resembles to the disorders of the mountain bandits in the late 18" century. In
this case, the levends also played a crucial role in the formation of bandit groups and
in the retinues of the ayans who, to a certain extent, were among the causes of

expansion of banditry and the obstacle against the suppression of it.

2.3.The Fiscal Transformation

As a result of the crises beginning with the second half of the 16™ century and of the

urgent financial needs caused by the military changes, the government had to

34 inalcik, “Military and Fiscal”, p. 304, 295; Akdag, Tiirk Halkinin Dirlik ve Diizenlik Kavgasi, pp. 450-
452,

%5 |bid, p. 446, 447, 452-453.

36 fnalcik, “Military and Fiscal”, pp. 295, p. 297, 304, pp. 310-11.
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increase its cash revenues. Therefore, as an attempt to reorganize the finances
throughout the 17" century, alternative ways to increase revenue sources were

developed.®’

Firstly, it is asserted that at the beginning, the established tax system based on timar
system was maintained in fear of further socio-political unrest. Instead, the
emergency taxes like avariz® collected in principle directly by the central treasury
were resorted to balance the budgetary deficits since they were easier to assess and
collect in cash than the taxes related to cultivation. Consequently, together with the
cizye (poll tax)*°, these emergency taxes such as avariz-i divaniye (taxes collected by
the state) and tekalif-i orfiye (customary levies collected by the state agents) turned
from temporary to regular basis during the war period between 1593-1606 and they
became principal taxes in cash during the 17" and 18" centuries.*® However,
collected by the local government officials like pashas and beys, their deputies, the
agents of the central government or governors, the kadis as well as the vagrant
levends, the tekalif-i orfiye is argued to have become one of the most oppressive
actions against the local population by the beginning of the late 16™ century. Thus,
from now on, they started to be called tekalif-i sakka, salgun or salma.*! It was
mainly because of the serious financial problems of the pashas and beys in the
provinces as a result of the inflation and the devaluation of the ak¢e at the end of the

16™ century. In addition, these state officials had to maintain large numbers of levend

37 Linda T. Darling, Revenue-Raising and Legitimacy: Tax Collection and Finance Administration in the
Ottoman Empire, 1560-1660, (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1996), p. 81; Eftal Siikrii Batmaz, “iltizam Sisteminin
XVIII. Yizyildaki Boyutlar” Tarih Arastirmalari Dergisi, Vol. 18, No. 29 (1996), pp. 39-50, p. 39; inalcik,
“Military and Fiscal”, p. 312.

38 |t was an old practice in the both Eastern and Western states that from the Middle Ages, the
urgent financial needs of the governments were met through the application of emergency taxes. In
the Ottoman case, the tax was collected on the basis of dues such as services of different kinds and
payments in kind or cash from an established section of the society. At first, the number of each unit
(avariz-hane) and the amount to be paid had to be established according to the ability of the unit.
There were exemptions from this kind of tax as grants or in return for certain services. Darling,
Revenue Raising, p. 83, pp.87-89; inalcik, “Military, and Fiscal”, pp. 313-315.

3% Tabakoglu, Gerileme Dénemine Girerken, p. 172. The Rumelia region was important in the
collection of the cizye tax that revenues were more in Rumelia than Anatolia since Rumelia had more
densely populated by the non-Muslims.

40 Darling, Revenue Raising, p. 82; inalcik, “Military and Fiscal”, p. 82, pp. 313-317.

41 Halil inalcik, “Adaletnameler”, Belgeler, Vol. 2, No. 3-4 (1993), pp. 49-145, p. 75.
14



troops in case of need on the part of the government during wartimes. Hence, in
order not to jeopardize their positions, they put the cost of their retinues on the
population.*2

One of the crucial results of the avariz taxes’ turning into regular basis and of the
collection of such extra-taxes is argued to have been the abandonment of the
population of their places, putting additional financial burdens on those who
remained there. Likewise, in order to pay their share in the taxes, people sometimes
resorted to usurers and when they did not have the necessary means to repay their
debt, they left their lands to the usurers, allowing the formation of big farms (¢iftliks).
Furthermore, sometimes, the kadis (judges) misused their authority and demanded
bribes in order not to exaggerate the number of avariz-hanes. Consequently, all of
these could result in serious social disorders in the provinces.** On the other hand,
the abandonment of people often ended with a great deal of revenue losses on the
part of central treasury since the land remained uncultivated. Therefore, the central
government had to consider the ability of the population to pay their taxes. In this
matter, in order to relieve the population from the burden of avariz taxes, the local
notables were also made responsible in the intermediacy and testimony to the local
population’s claims over the ratios beyond their means.** Moreover, the local
notables in order to help the poor sections of the population founded cash vakifs
(endowments) and avariz chests and in some cases, they sent the amount in advance,
on the condition that the amount was to be paid back later by the population. All

these are argued to have furthered positively the image of the ayans before the

42 Inalcik, “Military and Fiscal”, pp. 305-306, 317-318. This tax was subject to the permission of the
sultan but because of the conditions of the period, especially during wars, the established customs
were open to abuses since the government was in need of large numbers of levend soldiers, allowing
such actions be ignored. Akdag, Tiirk Halkinin Dirlik ve Diizenlik Kavgasi, pp. 58-60.

43 Cezar, Osmanli Tarihinde Levendler, pp. 62-64; Akdag, Tiirk Halkinin Dirlik ve Diizenlik Kavgasi, pp.
61-64. It has been asserted that the extraordinary taxes became a great burden for the Balkan
peasantry after the war in Crete. Fikret Adanir, “Tradition and Rural Change”, p. 143.

44 Halil inalcik, “Adaletnameler”, p. 72.
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government and among the local population, contributing to the ayans’ rise to

unprecedented prominence in the provincial affairs.*®

Another method of revenue raising by the central government was the extension of
iltizam while the timar system continued to exist. In the classical period of the
Ottoman Empire, the timar system had been a practical solution to the problems of
limited availability of transportation, of financial and bureaucratic organization and
of methods and means in a pre-industrial society. In such an economic structure, the
mayjority of taxes were collected in kind and distributed to the government or military
officials as payments due to the difficulties of turning the taxes collected in kind to
cash by the central treasury. In addition, the protection of the reaya and the revenue
resources was more possible since the timar owners resided with the peasants in the
countryside.*® However, it was during the period that the central government was no
longer able to control effectively its revenue resources due to some technical,
economic and bureaucratic difficulties. As a result of the breakdown in the timar
system, especially when the taxes were paid in kind, the tasks of collection and
storage of these taxes in distant provinces were formidable for the central
government.*” Moreover, because of the increasing military costs, the government
was in an urgent need of funds. Thus, the more practical way to overcome the

situation was enlarging the application of the iltizam system.*®

In the iltizam system, the revenue sources*® which were under the direct control of
the central treasury were auctioned to individuals for a specific time period, usually
for three years. The highest bidder firstly had to pay an advance payment, which

could be many months ago before a miiltezim extracted revenue from his iltizam

% fnalcik, “Military and Fiscal”, p. 316.
46 Mehmet Geng, Osmanli imparatoriugu’nda Devlet ve Ekonomi, (istanbul: Otiiken, 2014), pp. 95-96.
7 Inalcik, “Military and Fiscal”, p. 330, 331; Genc, Devlet ve Ekonomi, p. 96.

48 Geng, Devlet ve Ekonomi, p. 147. During the classical period, the iltizam was an important part of
the administrative-financial structure of the Ottoman Empire as well as of all Near-Eastern empires.
From the 1580s onward, the number of tax-farming increased rapidly and became widespread in the
18" century while the fact that the turn from the timar to iltizam firstly began from the small units
(dirliks). inalcik, “Military and Fiscal”, p. 327, 328-329.

4 The farmed out revenue units were as such; custom duties, mines, state monopolies, other
revenue sources not related to land and urban dues. Geng, Devlet ve Ekonomi, pp. 113-114.
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source. After that, he would give annual installments.®® Moreover, the miiltezim had
to show assurances to obtain the right of taxation of a revenue resource. In addition
to his all properties in his holdings as sureties, regardless of the size of his wealth, he
had to present another reliable assurance.>*

However, in the administration of the system, a miiltezim could divide his iltizam unit
into smaller ones and he could sell them to secondary miiltezims, especially in the
case of large units. Thus, there could be interdependent miiltezims. The state on its
part, as the principal owner of these revenue resources and as the protector of the
population, had the right to interfere in any iltizam owner’s affairs over the specific
iltizam unit. For this purpose, the government appointed an agent to each miiltezim to
check their accounts. On the other hand, in the collection of revenues of an iltizam
unit, the governors were made responsible by providing them with troops if
necessary.>? In addition, there were also types of allocations in the form of iltizam,
which started to be applied by a decree in 1697. Hasses, zeamets or large timar units
which were assigned to pashas, beys and other officials; to the women of the Harem,
Palace officials, scribes, ¢avuses as arpaliks were often given to miiltezims since
these above mentioned individuals were not in a situation to control their revenue
units.>® As a practical way to extract revenue from their resources, these “absentee”
miiltezims appointed agents such as miitesellim, voyvoda or subagi. In this case, some
of their administrative authority was transferred to these agents. In addition to
appointing agents, they also resorted to farm their revenue units to sub-miiltezims
who had miitesellim, voyvoda or subas: origins. By this way, from the beginning of

the 1600s, the local notables started to constitute this type of miiltezims that many

50 nalcik, “Military and Fiscal”, p. 237; Geng, Devlet ve Ekonomi, p. 98.

51 fnalcik, “Military and Fiscal”, pp. 237-238. inalcik indicates that by living in big cities, these were
often money changers (sarrafs), big merchants engaged in international trade or credit relations.
Later, from the end of the 16™ century onwards, the members of the military class also acquired
some iltizam rights though they were small provincial units. Ibid, pp. 331-332.

52 |bid, p. 328.

>3 Batmaz, “iltizam Sisteminin”, pp. 43-44.
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wealthy local notables of the 17" and 18™ centuries originated through maintaining

lucrative revenue sources in a long time.>*

While initially the period of iltizam contracts were for three years, in time, it was
extended into lifetime tenures (malikdne) in increasing numbers. It is pointed out that
the extension was because of the fact that the miiltezims in order to maximize their
profit in a limited time period did not care the maintenance of the revenue resources,
becoming more ruinous for the economy. On the other hand, assertedly, malikane
practice was regarded to benefit the reaya since under the life-time terms, the
revenue units could be taken care.®® That is why in the beginning, some revenue units
(mukataas) were given to the military-administrative class for life-time terms as their
salaries.® Moreover, especially during the second half of the 17" century, the
number of mukataas given for life-time terms considerably increased due to the
budgetary deficits originated from the long war between 1683 and 1699.
Consequently, the wide range of application of the system was announced by a
ferman in 1695.5" Nevertheless, the planned protection of the reaya from the
deficiencies of iltizam system was not fulfilled due to the sub-miiltezim practices in

the malikdne system, t00.58

The malikane was used especially in the revenue units based on lands, and except for
the kadis, intervention of government officials into the affairs of malikdne owners
was not allowed. On the other hand, some responsibilities and authorities related to
the protection of the population were authorized to them, in which, the lump-sum
given in advance was deemed as surety. In addition, it is argued that the heirs of the
malikdane holders were given preferential rights in the auctions contributed to the fact

that a new type of people emerged, who were based on large territories as free

54 Inalcik, “Military and Fiscal”, pp. 331-332.

5 Yasar Yicel, “Osmanl imparatorlugunda Desantralizasyona (Adem-i Merkeziyet) Dair Genel
Gozlemler”, Belleten, XXXVIII, No. 42, pp. 657-708, p. 683.

56 nalcik, “Military and Fiscal”, p. 229; Tabakoglu, Gerileme Dénemine Girerken, p. 129-130; Genc,
Devlet ve Ekonomi, p. 99. By 1714, the mukaata auctions were also open to the reaya but then they
were prohibited from assuming malikéne units. Ibid, p. 103.

57 Geng, Devlet ve Ekonomi, p. 100, 101.

>8 Tabakoglu, Gerileme Dénemine Girerken, p. 135.
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holders.>® In time, these malikdne holders were consisted mainly of high-ranking
members of the military-administrative class and of the ulema who had close
relations with the central authority. By living in Istanbul, they gave their iltizams to
sub-miiltezims. In this respect, it is indicated that the malikdne application did not
take over the iltizam system altogether and it was placed within the established

iltizam system in terms of actual administration of the revenue resources.®

Consequently, the agents of malikdne holders or sub-miiltezims with authorities
began to be selected from the local notables who had wealth, influence and much
closer knowledge of the region.®* One of the important results of this system is that
the tax-farming with large mukataa or hass revenues resulted in the rise of many
ayan and local dynasties in the 18" century, which, as argued, led to the

decentralization of the Ottoman administration. 52

On the other hand, as Dina Rizk Khoury indicates, on the example of Mosul, the tax
farming system in the 18" century was a process in which a large part of the society
in the provinces thus became “Ottomanized”.®® In addition to Khoury, Ariel
Salzmann also maintains that as a result of this practice, there emerged “diffused but
interrelated loci of state power” and under changing political and socio-economic

conditions, new alliances with different social groups emerged out of this system.®*

To sum up, the crises of the late 16™ and early 17" centuries were responsible for the
immediate changes in the Ottoman military and fiscal organization though furthering

the socio-economic disorders in the Empire. An important element of the

59 inalcik, “Military and Fiscal”, p. 229; Geng, Devlet ve Ekonomi, pp. 103-104, p. 105; Batmaz,
“Iitizam Sisteminin”, p. 46, 48.

0 Geng, Devlet ve Ekonomi, p. 107, 157; Yiicel, “Desantralizasyona Dair Genel Gozlemler”, pp. 683-
684.

61 Geng, Devlet ve Ekonomi, p. 108.
62 fnalcik, “Military and Fiscal”, p. 229, 331.

8 Dina Rizk Khoury, State and Provincial Society in the Ottoman Empire, Mosul, 1540-1834,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), p. 107.

6 Ariel Salzmann, An Ancien Régime Revisited: ‘Privatization’ and Political Economy in the
Eighteenth-Century Ottoman Empire”, Politics and Society, Vol. 21, No. 4, (December 1993), pp. 393-
423, p. 395, 397.
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transformation was that the authority of the state decreased while the local notables
rose to prominence in the provincial administration. Furthermore, the emergence and
the increase in the number of levend soldiers from the end of the 16™ century
onwards were important factors in the outbreak and expansion of the mountain

banditry in Rumelia at the end of the 18" century.
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CHAPTER 11l

THE 18™ CENTURY CONTEXT LEADING TO THE EMERGENCE OF
THE MOUNTAIN BANDITS

3.1.The Collapse of the Ottoman Central Authority in the Provinces

3.1.1 The Decline in the Power of Governors and Kadis

Because of the malikdne system which now came to encompass some of the sancaks
and even some eyalets, the classical administration of the provinces underwent
important changes during the 18" century.®> One of the most important changes in
the provincial administration is asserted to have been the decline of governors’
power due to the reduction in hass allocation which occurred as a result of the cash
need of the central treasury. The main composition of economic power of the
governors before then was large hasses which now started to be incorporated into the
malikdne system. Instead, they were now given shrinking miri mukataas which they
in turn converted into iltizams. This reduced the financial and, thus, the military
capacity of the governors while extending the available means for the formation of
powerful local figures who undertook through the iltizam system the financial and

administrative authority in the provinces.%®

The other important change for the decline of governors’ authority was because of
the extension of the system of arpalik which had been used so far, in practice, when
the governors did not reside in their region. Through which, the viziers and

mirmirans, appointed voyvodas or miitesellims as deputies to administer the allocated

6 QOrhan Kilig, “18. Yizyil Osmanli Eyalet ve Sancak Tevcihatinin Sistematik Tetkiki”, XV. Tiirk Tarih
Kongresi, (Ankara: 11-15 Sep., 2006), Ayribasim, Osmanh Tarihi-A, Vol. 4, No.1, (Ankara: 2010), pp.
1025-1044, p. 1025.

56 |bid, p. 1038.
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regions as well as the post of a sancakbeyi or a vali, especially in times of wars on
behalf of the absentee official. The practice was firstly applied to some of the
sancaks given to the mirmirans but, in time, as the number of viziers increased, it
started to be expanded also to the viziers in the 18" century.” While the arpalik
system was applied in Rumelia, Anatolia and Karaman eyalets in the first half of the
18" century, from then on, it was extended to the other eyalets as well. Moreover,
although a vizier or a mirmiran could be given more than one sancak as arpalik,
some of the pashas were given mahassilliks and miitesellimliks. It is argued that this
change resulted in the weakening of the administration of some of the sancaks which
now started to be managed by miitesellims and voyvodas who are deemed to have
been not powerful enough and not responsible for the wellbeing of the sancaks as the

governors had done once.®®

Furthermore, the reduction of the governors’ tenures is asserted to be important in
the collapse of central authority in the provinces. The term of office of the governors
had been reduced from the second half of the 17" century and they turned to be
appointed for one year to be replaced to another eyelet if his tenure was not extended
for another one year, most often the maximum term of office was three years in

theory.°

Therefore, at the end of the 18™ century, the governors could not force their authority
in the provincial affairs as their incomes did not meet the expenses of the security of

the provinces through maintaining large retinues.”

7 Kilig, “18. Yuzyil Osmanl Eyalet ve Sancak Tevcihati”, p. 1033, 1043. Mir-i miran or mirmirans
(beylerbeyis who had not the title of vizier) had two tails while viziers (valis) had three. Orhan Kilig,
“Klasik Donem Osmanh Tasra Teskilati: Beylerbeyilikler-Eyaletler, Kaptanliklar, Voyvodaliklar,
Meliklikler (1362-1799)”, Osmanli, Vol.9, (Ankara: Yeni Turkiye Yayinlari, 1999), pp. 887-898, p. 888-
889.

68 Kilig, “18. Yiizyll Osmanli Eyalet ve Sancak Tevcihati”, p. 1033-1036, 1034, 1044.
8 Kilig, “Klasik Dénem Osmanli Tasra Teskilati”, p. 890.

70 Gergana Georgieva, “Administrative Structure and Government of Rumelia in the Late Eighteenth
and Early Nineteenth Centuries: The Functions and Activities of the Vali of Rumeli”, in Ottoman Rule
and the Balkans, 1760-1850: Conflict, Transformation, Adaptation, ed. Antonis Anastapoulos and
Elias Kolovos, Proceedings of an International Conference Held in Rethymno, Greece, 13-14
December, 2003, (Rethymno, Department of History and Archaeology of the University of Crete,
2007), pp. 3-19, p. 10.
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On the other hand, it is argued that due to lack of adequate incomes, the governors
resorted to abuses such as collecting excessive taxes like tekalif-i sakka, which
turned into big a problem in the provincial administration from the 17" to the 19"
century. That is why the governors became more dependent on the support of the
local notables and especially of the ayans as their influence in the provinces was

undermined.”?

In addition to the governors, the kadis also lost their prestige and influence like the
valis did and they were also forced to accept the local ayans’ power. Moreover, as
being also shifted frequently, they became obliged to cooperate with and to seek the
assistance of the local notables in the provincial administration throughout the 18%
century. Thus, they were, only by this way, able to compel the enforcement of the

laws and the maintenance of the legitimacy of the state mechanism."?

These developments towards the collapse of central authority in the provinces
culminated in the disruption of order and widespread banditry during the last decades
of the 18" century. After the war of 1787-92, during the period of anarchy, while
engaging in the suppression of banditry and reforming its army, the state had to cope
with the rebellion of Pazvantoglu Osman, the war of 1798 with Napoleonic France
and the Serbian Uprising of 1804.7

3.1.2 The Rise of the Ayans

So far, certain factors which led to the emergence and strengthening of the local
notables has been referred to signify the importance of the military and financial

transformation of the Ottoman Empire between the last decades of the 16" and the

7! Georgieva, “Administrative Structure”, p. 6, 8.

72 |bid, p. 10; Bruce McGowan, “Ayanlar Cagi, 1699-1812”, in Osmanli Imparatoriugu’nun Ekonomik
ve Sosyal Tarihi, 1600-1914, ed. Halil inalcik and Donald Quataert, Vol. 2, (istanbul: Eren Yayincilik,
2004), pp. 761-884, p. 783.

73 Vera P. Mutafchieva, “XVIII. Yizyilin Son on Yilinda Ayanlk Miiessesesi”, istanbul Universitesi
Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Tarih Dergisi, No.31, (istanbul: Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Basimevi, 1978), pp. 163-182, p.
182; McGowan, “Ayanlar Cagl”, p. 786.
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beginning of the 18" centuries. Throughout the 18" century, the institution of the
ayanlik played an important role in the history of the Ottoman Empire. To have a
clear idea about the ayans and their role in the 18" century, it is important to know
the origins and the functions of the local notables during the classical period which

corresponds approximately between 13" to 16" centuries.

It is indicated that in the classical period, the ayans were a group of people who
organized the relations between the state and the local population, represented the
interests of the local people and assisted with the officials in the fulfilment of the
state orders on the city base. Regarded as the prominent city members, they came
from the wealthy and influential sections of the society like big merchants, artisans,
tradesmen, the ulema and the other respected religious figures like imams, hatips,
tarikat seyhs and seyyids. From the late 16™ century onwards, with the new
conditions in the Empire, these “esraf’ and ayans” are said to have been inclined
towards being incorporated into the Ottoman military class (askeri) through
undertaking more responsibilities in the provincial affairs as the state resorted more

and more to their help.”

However, the change in the nature of the “esraf and ayans” is argued by Halil Inalcik
as it is related to the establishment and involvement of the increasing numbers of the
Janissaries into the provincial life during the Celali depredations. Accordingly,
besides the local ulema, guild masters and big merchants, the Janissaries became one
of the leading members of the local society through assuming iltizam rights and
engaging in commerce and manufacturing.” Thus, rather than the ulema, those
coming from the kapikulu origins like yeniceri serdar: and kethiidayeri started to
dominate local notables since they had the advantage of possessing military

backgrounds.’®

74 Ozer Ergeng, “Osmanli Klasik Dénemindeki Esraf ve Ayan Uzerine Bazi Bilgiler,” The Journal of
Ottoman Studies, |Il, (istanbul: 1982), pp. 105-118, p. 106, 117.

75 Halil inalcik, Osmanli imparatoriugu: Klasik Cag (1300-1600), (istanbul: Yapi Kredi Yayinlari, 2003),
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Moreover, from the 18" century onwards, the local notables were differentiated
among themselves under two main categories, firstly, as individuals called “ayans”
as the semi-official heads of the kazas, towns and villages and then as the respected
members of local society as termed with “ayan-: vilayet”, “ayan and esraf”, “ayan-i
memleket” or, as Vera Mutafchieva asserts, “mahalli ayan” who assisted to the chief
ayan (the bag-ayan or the reis-i ayan) in the administration of the district. Moreover,
there was a hierarchical order in the formation of the chief ayans as well, in which a
small group composed of the most powerful ayans (hanedan) dominated a much
larger group of lesser ayans.”’

The functions of the ayans were crucial for the state and they were authorized with
various tasks which had been previously belonged to the kadis such as administration
of local affairs and security of the provinces, collection of taxes, recruitment of
soldiers for the army and supplying provisions and materials both for the capital and
the army when needed.” It was because of the decay of the timar system that
provincial administration lost its functionaries and authority.”® Outside wartimes, the
most important duty of the ayans is asserted to have been composing of local
expenditure account books (the tevzi defteris) in which the ayans played an important
role in the assessment and collection of various taxes which were to be spent in

return for various services in the provincial administration.®

As for the extent of the authority of an ayan, it is indicated that it was not fixed with
a limited territory although it was essentially organized around the center of a kaza
unit consisted of its villages. Still, some of the ayans were able to extend their

authorities over much larger areas encompassing a couple of kazas.®!

77 Mutafchieva, “Ayanlik Muessesesi”, pp. 163-182, p. 165; Deena R. Sadat, “Rumeli Ayanlari: The
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Similarly, when and why exactly the system of ayanlik was established is not clear.
Some of the historians put more emphasis on the wars and they maintain that from
the late 17" to the 18" century, the increasing frequency and duration of the wars
played an important role in the undermining of central authority in the provinces and
in its becoming more and more depended on the financial and military assistance of
the local notables. Accordingly, as Yiicel Ozkaya brings forward, the ayans had
already become de facto rulers of the districts, towns and villages in their regions
before the decree of 1726, which announced that the local notables from the time
onwards would be allowed to undertake the posts of sancakbeyis, leaving aside the
practice of selecting this provincial administrative cadre from the members of the
Enderun. Hence, the decree is regarded by him as the most important factor for the

recognition of the ayanlik by the central government.®?

Consequently, the ayans became established towards the middle of the 18" century
in some of the important sancaks and kazas in Anatolia. However, the development
of the ayanlik is argued to correspond to the period from the 1740s onwards since
during which time the ayaniik as an institution became widespread over cities, towns
and villages.®® Mutafchieva asserts that the ayaniik in Rumelia was on its way to be
established from the late 1740s onwards by giving the example of the rivalry for the
ayanlik in Razgrad (Hezargrad) district in 1747. Howeer, she does not regard it

widespread in whole Rumelia during the time.4

As it started to be established throughout the Empire though differing from region to
region, the basic principle determining the selection of an ayan, according to Ismail
Hakki Uzungarsili, became the consent of the local population, in which process
governors had no right to interfere. Yet, the candidate ayan had to be from among the
local notables of whom, in theory, the government had to have a close knowledge.

They also had to possess influence and capacity to carry out the orders of the central

82 Yiicel Ozkaya, Osmanli imparatorlugunda Ayanlik, (Ankara: Ankara Universitesi Basimevi, 1977),
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government.8® Then, a proof of the consent (mahzar) of the local population and the
rest of the local notables towards his ayaniik had to be shown and a testimonial
document (ilam) of the kad: and the confirmation (buyuruldu) of the governor of the

region were required.®®

Nevertheless, Mutafchieva indicates that the selection of an ayan was not always the
result of the votes by the local population.®” First of all, from the middle of the 18"
century, instead of the consent of the population or of the other notables, bribery was
involved in the selection that those who offered the most amounts to kad:s and valis
in return for their confirmation began to be elected as ayan. This created a severe
rivalry among the local notables and put an extra tax burden on the local population
as the selected ayan usually imposed much of the costs of bribing into the expense

registers of the district (kaza).%®

Apart from bribery, armed struggle also played a crucial role in the obtainment of
ayanlik. As claimed by Yiicel Ozkaya, the fact that the first thing in being an ayan
was regarded by the state as the high level of wealth and power so that they could
assist the government when needed encouraged the local notables to resort to
violence against their rivals and against the population.®® Mutafchieva denotes that
the struggle for ayaniik most often took place with bloody rivalry and resulted in the
selection of whom with highest military power. In this respect, the local population
was involved in the selection through being seemed on the side of the most powerful

one for the ayaniik.*°

Consequently, in each kaza, a couple of factions took part in the rivalry and they

resorted to using large groups of vagrant levends in Anatolia and especially in
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Rumelia, where the Albanian sekbans were recruited with large numbers in the
struggle of ayaniik. According to an example provided by Antonis Anastapoulos,
between 1758 and 1759, during the rivalry of two ayans in Karaferye (a kaza of the
sancak of Thessaloniki), one of them had nearly four hundred Albanian forces in his
retinue and he could not be arrested just by sending orders by the central government
as the incident had been petitioned by the local people to Istanbul. Instead, the
government had to send troops to the kaza although they failed to arrest him.%:

In addition, it is claimed that many local notables protected and also cooperated with
the bandits. This gave them a crucial leverage in the pursuit of ayanlik that attacks
against rival ayans and repeated invasions of their regions brought about a shift in
the allegiance of the local population for the mightier party in order secure greater
protection against raids.®> On the other hand, the suppression of banditry was
regarded also as an opportunity to prove the limits of the ayans’ military and fiscal
abilities against the other ayans.®® Nevertheless, in some cases, military struggle was

to result in some Albanians and bandits’ coming to ayanlik.%

Because of the struggles through military action, the duration of ayanlik was not
based on a limited time period and most of the time, the ayans could not remain in
the post for a long time although some of them sustained their position nearly for

twenty to thirty years and they were able to pass their ayanlik to their sons.*®

Yet, the most important element providing wealth, influence and legitimacy to local
notables in the eyes of the local population and the government is said to have been
acquisition of the posts of miitesellim, muhassil and voyvoda in the provincial

administration.®® As the practice of arpalik became widespread during the 18"
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92 Ozkaya, Osmanli imparatorlugunda Ayanlik, p. 84, p. 130-131; Zens, “Provincial Powers”, p. 445.
9 McGowan, “Ayanlar Cag”, p. 795.

9 Mutafchieva, “Ayanlik Miiessesesi”, p. 170-171.

9 Nagata, Muhsinzade Mehmed Pasa, pp. 5-6; Mutafchieva, “Ayanlik Miiessesesi”, p. 171.

% Ozkaya, Osmanli imparatorlugunda Ayanlik, p. 126.
28



century, most of the miitesellims were selected from among the influential local
notables like the members of the Karaosmanoglu family who obtained the ayan/ik of
the mukataas of Saruhan in the middle of the 18™ century. In addition to
miitesellimlik, the family had a number of ¢iftliks, hans and shops in izmir.%’

In this respect, being a miitesellim together with the post of ayanlik played a crucial
role in the maintenance of wealth and influence in a given region. Therefore, most
often, the selection of the ayans was not held on the basis of popular support. Rather,
it came through the enforcement of the winner of the rivalry between the local
notables. Hence, those who had more military and financial power and more
influence on the population as well as having close relationship with the governors,
the kadis, the other local notables and high officials in the capital were in better

positions towards being ayan.®

3.2.The Collapse of the Ottoman Military System

It is important to acknowledge the role of the long wars in terms of the collapse of
the central authority and the ayans’ coming into seen and taking responsibilities
more than ever. During the war between 1683 and 1699 and the wars of the early 18"
century, the resources of the central government were exhausted while the provincial
officials like sancakbeyis as being on the front left the country with a power vacuum.
Also, the remaining sancakbeyis are argued to have been unable to fulfil the
increasing scale of requested orders for the supply of soldiers and provisions, giving
the opportunity to influential local notables be incorporated into the provincial

system.%

While the ayanlik was established and in time strengthened its position in some of
the Anatolian and Rumelian kazas and sancaks from 1726 onwards, the crucial factor

which gave a real impetus for the spread and development of the ayanlik is asserted
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by some historians to be the war of 1768-74 with Russia and that of 1787-1792 with
Russia and Austria.l® During these wars and especially in the more critical phases,
in administrative and military matters like recruitment of soldiers and provisioning
the army and securing the provinces against bandits, the assistance of the official
ayans as well as the dynasties of the local notables (hanedans) and the ayan-: vilayet
(ayan and esraf) started to be appealed more frequently than ever .2t During the first
years of the war of 1768-1774, as the all administrators were called to the front,
especially the ayans of border regions like Rusguk (Ruse) and Silistre were made

responsible for procurement of wood, wagons, provisions, and military supplies.2%

In addition to these services, they were occasionally called to direct the soldiers they
recruited to sent to the battlefields. It was because of the fact that then, the main
Ottoman military power, the timarli sipahis had long been decreased in number and
military quality. Also, the numbers of actual participants to the wars and the
discipline of the Janissaries on the battlefield diminished to a great extent.'®® That the
ayans of Rumelia and Anatolia were continuously called to the army during the
campaigns gave the ayans characteristics of commanders. As seen in the rebellion in
the Morea during the Russian war, it was only possible with the military support of
the nearby ayans to suppress the rebellion.** Thus, the right to recruit and lead their
local soldiers in the battles is argued to have ensured the legitimacy of the ayans

before the government and gave them more prestige and power in the provinces.%

It is claimed that the state’s being in a more destitute position vis a vis the local
notables during the war of 1768-74 and the its weakness aftermath led the ayans to

become more confident about themselves. Thus, they continued despotic ways of
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administration in their districts.’°® As Mutafchieva also underlines, one of the most
important factors in the central government’s acceptance of the ayans’ prominence
was due to the weakness of the imperial military as the timarli sipahis and the
Janissaries lost their importance.’®” Therefore, during the second half of the 18%
century, some of the local notables reached such a prominence that they started to
correspond directly with the Sadrazam bypassing the governors in the provinces,
constituting a major danger against the authority of the state in the provinces. %

On the other hand, that the order of the Ottoman military organization was broke
down led to one of the most important factors in the anarchy in Rumelia. The mass
defection and disbandment of the forces of the ayans and of the Ottoman army
during and after the defeats of the two wars of 1768-1774 and 1787-1792 played an

important role in the tumult.*%

3.3.The Socio-Economic Conditions in the Provinces

Especially during the second half of the 18™ century when the ayans increased their
wealth and power while the central authority and power diminished due to the wars,
as Mutafchieva maintains, the ayans created the preconditions for the anarchy in the
Ottoman Empire.* Firstly, the illegal extractions under the pretext of ayaniye (the
payment for the service of an ayan) became burdensome for the local population.
Adding more expenses into the tevzi defteris in their name after they obtained the
post of the ayaniik led to many complaint-petitions which were sent to Istanbul.!!!
Moreover, they also tried to return their costs of bribes paid to the kad:is and valis in

the selection of ayan by putting heavy taxes on the population. On the other hand, it
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is asserted that besides the economic oppression, the ayans also resorted to various
illegal actions such as homicide, kidnapping, abduction of girls, raids and plunders of
the dominions of their rivals and acquiring lands by force, which would lead to
further complaints to Istanbul. However, sometimes, these legitimate appeals could
backfire and often the ayans and the population tried to be reconciled by the
government, allowing the ayans to continue their actions against the population.t2

Secondly, the rivalry between the contenders for the ayanlik resulted in disorders in
the provinces due to large numbers of irregular soldiers and bandits they brought
together. Their forces allowed them to oppress the local population as well as to
subdue the officials of the central government.’'® As Deena Sadat maintains, “state
of controlled and modulated anarchy” was, to a certain extent, preferable for the
ayans since it provided them the intimidation of the peasantry and a ground for free
action against the central government’s surveillance.''* Due to the patronage of
bandits by the ayans, banditry became widespread since the governors and kadis
were now not able to prevent their actions, bringing about many peasants’

abandonment of their villages.*®

On the other hand, because of the expansion of ¢ifiliks, through the intensifying and
extending world commerce by often illegal exports of agricultural products and raw

materials during especially after the middle of the 18™ century!!®, many peasants
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who became landless, then, came to refuge and cooperate with the wealthy local
notables. They could afford the means and jobs for vagrant peasants, allowing the
ayans further their influence among the local population.*’

On the other hand, the increasing number of landless peasants who became a
permanent human reserve in booty seeking actions was to be among the factors
which started kircali banditry.!'® Then, in the 18" century, the problem of vagrant
levends, though to a lesser extent than in the 17" century, was also a constant
problem of banditry. Besides them, there were also kap:/i-levends who were among
the retinues of the local ayans as well as the governors, which resorted to banditry
when they were not paid by their employers.'*°

In consequence of the abuses against the population and the widespread anarchy, it is
estimated that during the mid-18™ century, the population of the Balkans dropped to
three million while it had been eight million at the end of the 16" century. Moreover,
between 1768 and 1812, approximately 200.000 Bulgarians moved to Romania,
Macedonia and Istanbul.*?® As Bruce McGowan argues, the movement of the peasant
population shows the extreme point of the burdensome conditions of the period, in
which people risked pursuing a cloudy future by leaving behind their homes, walls of
their homes, orchards and the things which were hard labored to build.'?* Despite the
attempts of the government to prevent the movement of them, numerous peasants
fled to mountains and there they started a semi-pastoral life while some of them just

joined the banditry which was prevalent both in Anatolia and especially Rumelia.?2

In order to relieve the burden of the local population, especially during the second
half of the 18th century, the state issued many decrees of justice (adalet fermani)

against the illegal activities of the ayans, the provincial officials and the bandits.
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Between 1766 and 1768, the decrees were issued to prevent their abuses, and with
another decree in 1779, the practice of obtaining an ilam from a kad: and a buyuruldu
from a vali was abandoned. Instead, the ayans had to acquire a consent letter (kaime)
from the Sadrazam. According to Yuzo Nagata, it was also a part of the plan to curb
the power of some of the influential ayans like Capanogullar1 and Karaosmanogullari
in Anatolia, through which the government tried to impose some degree of central

authority in the provinces.*?®

Nevertheless, the terms of these decrees were not complied by many ayans of both
Anatolia and Rumelia. Therefore, in fear of the ayans’ strengthening and of their
oppression, in 1786, it was announced that the institution of the ayanlik was
abolished and in all kazas and kasabas, the selection of sehir kethiidas from among
the elders of the districts was established so that the abuses of authority against the
population ended. Nevertheless, in many places, the ayanlik continued to exist
together with the sehir kethiidaligi since many ayans did not comply with the new
order and did not allow the sehir kethiidas to function properly. On the other hand,
the sehir kethiidas themselves are argued to have been incapable of fulfilling the
responsibilities given by the government due to the lack of power and influence
among the population. Thus, with the renewal of war in 1787 with Russia and
Austria, as the main military support came from them, the system of ayanlik was
reestablished in 1790 on the basis of the consent of the population in the selection of

ayan. 124

However, the same problems continued to exist and as Sadat argues, the government
efforts to reform the ayanlik contributed to the fact that the ayans became more
conscious of their power and independence vis a vis the government. Thus, they were

able to exert more absolute authority than ever.1%

On the other hand, when the government was able to force his authority, some

methods to punish the rebellious ayans were applied such as returning the illegally
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collected amount to the population, abolishing their rights of miitesellim and ayanlik,
banishing or just restraining them to certain places (kalebend), sometimes executing
or more simply just advising them against such activities with warnings.?® However,
during the second half of the 18" century, the central government often pardoned the
ayans since their repression could lead to further challenges for the state. Also, in
order to benefit from their financial and military power both in wars and in the
provincial security, the government was obliged to be prudent against the rebellious
ayans.*?’ Another way to cope with them was rewarding them with some important
posts such as sancakbeyligi. By this way, the government tried to incorporate them
into the Ottoman system and to avoid their rebellion. In addition, it is claimed that
the government often attempted to play the ayans off against each other by
supporting the most powerful of them. 28

These developments towards the collapse of central authority and disruption of order
in the provinces culminated in the widespread banditry during the last decades of the
18™ century. After the war of 1787-1792, during the period of tumult, the state faced
the most critical face of the century that while engaging in the suppression of
banditry and reforming its army, it had to cope with the rebellion of Pazvantoglu
Osman, the war of 1798 with Napoleonic France and the Serbian Uprising of
1804.12°

3.4.The Ayans of Rumelia at the End of the 18" and Beginning of the 19%

Centuries

Before introducing Rumelian ayans, it is important to present some of the influential
ayans and ayan dynasties of Anatolia. The two of the most influential of them were

Capanogullari, who controlled the central parts of Anatolia, like Corum, Yozgat and
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its surroundings and Karaosmanogullar1 who controlled Manisa and its surroundings.
There were also influential ayans in the provinces of Trabzon, Canik, in Eastern
Anatolia and in far-off Bagdad, Damascus and Sidon that they had also lesser ayans
who attached to them in a hierarchical order.**°

As for Rumelia, in the northern part, there was Yilikoglu Siileyman around Silistre
(Silistra) and Deliorman region; Tirsiniklizade around Rusguk (Ruse), Tmrnova
(Tarnovo) region and most importantly Pazvantoglu Osman in Vidin. In the southern
part, there was Tokatgikli Siileyman around Giimiilcine (Komotini) region, Ismail
Bey around Serez (Serres) and later Dagdevirenoglu Mehmed Aga around Edirne. In
Southwestern Rumelia, where the local dynasties had the title of vizierate and
hereditary posts of governors, there was Kara Mahmud and Ibrahim pashas around
Iskodra (Shkoder) and Tepedelenli Ali Pasha in Yanya (loannina) and his son Veli
Pasha in Morea. As indicated by ismail Hakki Uzungarsili, among the most powerful
ayans in terms of military power were Tirsiniklizade Ismail in the northern part of

Rumelia and Tokatgikl1 Siileyman in the southern part.3!

In the northern part of Rumelia, Tirsinikli Ismail and Pazvantoglu Osman were the
two most powerful ayans and they had lesser ayans under their authority.®
Tirsinikli is regarded by Uzungarsili as the most cunning and bravest of all the ayans
of Rumelia that while he remained loyal to the state, he acted otherwise when it suits.
Behind his power laid the ayanlik of Ruscuk, which he obtained in 1796 and the
mukataa rights given to him around Tirnova in 1800. In addition, for his successes in
the Deliorman region against Pazvantoglu Osman when he took Tirnova and tried
also to capture Ruscuk, Tirsinikli was granted the title of kapicibasilik in 1797. By

these ways, he furthered his legitimacy and influence in the region.'3® He is indicated

130 Uzuncarsili, Meshur Rumeli Ayanlarindan, p. 3.
131 |hid, p. 7.
132 Mutafchieva, “Ayanlk Miiessesesi”, p. 175.

133 Uzuncarsili, Meshur Rumeli Ayanlarindan, pp. 7-11.
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to have been able to form an army composed of 20.000 soldiers conscripted from his
local population.*3*

Despite the government support and trust for Tirsinikli Ismail, after having become
powerful enough, he expanded over the kazas of Yeni Pazar (Novi Pazar), Eski
Cuma (Targovishte), Osman Pazari1 (Omurtag), Sumnu (Shumen), Hezargrad
(Razgrad) and attempted to expand further over the region of Deliorman and Silistre,
where another rival of him, Yilikoglu Siileyman was situated along with some parts
of the Deliorman region. Tirsinikli Ismail tried to expel Yilikoglu out of Silistre.
These two ayans of the Danubian region, Tirsinikli and Yilikkoglu are asserted to
have been such powerful that they could even resist the entrence of the governors of
Silistre province into their seat in Silistre.!3> After Tirsinikli, Alemdar Mustafa came
to the ayanlik of Ruscuk. It is argued that after having become the Sadrazam, as
being one of the influential ayans and having a close knowledge of the Rumelia, he
contributed to the reestablishing of authority in the region,**

As to Pazvantoglu Osman, he had been a wealthy and an influential member of the
local community as being a part of the local kapikulus before he became the ayan of
Vidin. After becoming the ayan, he attempted to expand over the Danubian region
which is situated north of the Balkan Mountains and he was able to appoint some of
his followers as voyvodas, subasis, and boliikbasis in the adjacent kazas.®’ He
protected many rebellious elements within his domains and after 1792, the
Janissaries banished from Belgrade took refuge in Vidin. Moreover, numerous
kircali bands and bandit leaders like Kara Mustafa, Gavur Imam and Macar Ali took
refuge in Vidin and secured his patronage by making raids outside Vidin region on
behalf of him.2*® One of the most important events of the period is argued to have

been the suppression of Pazvantoglu Osman. For that purpose, a couple of valis were

134 Mutafchieva, “Ayanlik Miiessesesi”, p. 181.

135 Uzungarsili, Meshur Rumeli Ayanlarindan, p. 11, pp. 14-15; Mutafchieva, “Ayanlik Miiessesesi”, p.
174.

136 viicel Ozkaya, Dadli isyanlari, p. 6.
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appointed against him but he was able to get rid of the three sieges of Vidin and
sustained his misdoings until he was given the title of vizier with three tail.1%
Pazvantoglu Osman is said to have had wide support from different Christian groups
and from the first national figures of the Balkans during the period of national

awakenings.14°

The last influential ayan of the northern part of Rumelia was Yilikoglu Siileyman. As
asserted by Mutafchieva, he was the first big kircali leader who destroyed the region
of Deliorman during the war of 1787-1792 and struggled for the domination of the
Silistre and the Deliorman region in the northern part of Rumelia.*** Around 1794-
1795, he occupied and started to control the two regions as being the ayan of Silistre.
It is indicated that Yilikoglu was one of the allies of Pazvantoglu Osman until the

latter’s death.'*?

In Southern Rumelia, there was also a rivalry between the great ayans for the
domination over the Albanian lands.*® The Bushatlis are indicated to have been able
to form big ¢iftliks in Albania and they obtained their influence during the war of
1768-1774. Apart from its mukataas, the family established commercial cultivation
in the Albanian lowlands on the coastline.*** During the period of the most renowned
member of the Bushathh family, Kara Mahmud Pasha (1775-1796), the central
government attempted to suppress the family a couple of times. However, when
failed to do so, the government came to confirm him as the governor of the region

and gave him the title of vizier. It is asserted that in order to counterbalance his

139 Georgieva, “Administrative Structure and Government of Rumelia”, p. 11; Rossitsa Gradeva,
“Osman Pazvantoglu of Vidin: Between Old and New”, in The Ottoman Balkans, 1750-1830, ed.
Frederick F. Anscombe, (Princeton: Markus Wiener Publishers, 2005), pp. 115-161, p. 122-123.
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Conflict, Transformation, Adaptation, ed. Antonis Anastapoulos and Elias Kolovos, Proceedings of an
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position against the central government, Kara Mahmud followed on its own a
separate foreign policy but remained seemingly loyal to the Sultan. Still, his main
goal was to establish an autonomous principality under the Ottoman suzerainty.4®

On the other hand, Tepedelenli Ali Pasha is indicated to have got his power from the
derbent¢i (guarding passes) organization against the banditry which gained
momentum from the 1760s onwards. He obtained the title of pasha between 1783
and 1784 and sustained his position until 1822. He was appointed twice as the
basbug (commander) of the derbent¢i organization between 1793 and 1794 and 1803
and 1804. It is put forward that while he did not make a significant contribution
during wartimes, he inclined to show obedience once the war was about to come to
an end.'*® He was able to expand his dominion from Southern Albania, parts of
Macedonia to the present-day Greece, all of which encompassed nearly one and half
million people and his great wealth based on the formation of ¢iftliks, custom duties
and extortion. He suppressed the lesser ayans around him or tied them to himself.'4’
On the other hand, similar to Kara Mahmud Pasha and Pazvantoglu Osman, he is
asserted to have brought security, facilitating the growth of trade and allowed some
sort of religious liberty by giving permission to the restoration of the churches and
promoting Greek education in his domains. He also pursued separate foreign

relations and tried to found a sort of independent state.*4®

In Northeastern Greece, Ismail of Serres was the most powerful ayan of the region
between Northern and Southwestern Rumelia. He is informed to have had many
retinues numbered approximately five thousands and ¢ifiliks on which cotton
production was made densely.?*® As it will be seen in the next chapters, he was the
most conspicuous figure in Rumelia. While he is seen to have remained loyal to the
state by taking the responsibility of dealing with the banditry, he is accused of having

supported clandestinely the idea of decentralization throughout Rumelia.
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The last ayan who seem to have appeared in the last phase of the rise of the ayans
and the disorders of the late-18" and beginning of the 19" century was
Dagdevirenoglu Mehmed Aga. He was situated around Edirne and although he came
from a humble origin, he was a part of the kaprkulus and had the title of kapicibast
when he became the ayan of Edirne in 1802. Like the other ayans, initially, he
performed the duties like suppression and settlement of the pardoned bandits and
seemed loyal to the state. Then, Edirne was the closest place to Istanbul among the
other important centers of the ayanlik. Thus, it was under more central surveillance
and it was also the headquarter of the Balkans.™ It is indicated that because of the
heavy taxes (the salmas) he collected from the local population, he was complained
to Istanbul many times and also made bandit-like raids into the adjacent regions like
Corlu and Tekirdag.'®! Due to his kapikulu background, when he became powerful,
he is argued to have shown inclination against the military and administrative
reforms of the Nizam-: Cedid*®? (New Order) and incited the local people against the
arrival of Kadi1 Abdurrahman with the soldiers of the New Order, by not carrying out
the orders of supply of provisions for the forthcoming army. Moreover, in 1806,
during the event known as the “Second Edirne Incident” (ikinci Edirne Vakasi), he
acted as the most important factor in the rebellion against the Nizam-: Cedid, when
the other great ayans like Tirsinikli Ismail and Yilikoglu Siileyman and those of the

adjacent areas of Edirne took part in the resistance to the New Order.3

As it is understood, before and during the emergence of the mountain banditry, there

was a decentralized administrative structure in Rumelia, in which the conditions of

150 cemal Gokge, “Edirne Ayani Dagdeviren-oglu Mehmed Aga” Tarih Dergisi, Vol. 17, No. 22 (1967),
pp. 97-110, pp. 97-99.

131 |bid, p. 105, 105-106.

152 The Nizam-i Cedid units were established first in 1792 and integrated into the Bostanci Ocadi in
the Janissary organization. Initially, the soldiers of the Nizam-i Cedid were selected from the
Janissaries but upon their reluctance against European type of training they were not included into
the new system. As their numbers increased, a new barrack was founded in Uskiidar and this new
style of soldiers was also extended into some parts of Anatolia, too. Ahmed Cevdet Pasa, Tarih-i
Cevdet, Vol. 4, p. 2064-65. It is indicated that the last partition of Poland in 1795 led to a crucial
concern for the Ottoman government since Russia now was able to confront the Ottoman Empire
more than before. Moreover, the treaty of Campo Formio in 1797 made France a neighbor of the
Ottoman Empire. Lamouche, Tiirkiye Tarihi, pp. 259-260.

153 Lamouche, Tiirkiye Tarihi, p. 100-102.
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local population deteriorated as a result of the oppression of the officials, ayans and
bandits. On the other hand, the region became a war-zone as a result of the two

unsuccessful wars with Russia and Austria.

The trend which were to appear in the period of tumult was that while there was a
tendency towards establishing kind of autonomous regions either through rebelling
against the state or through inter-ayan rivalries, the state was attempting to prevent at
least one of the ayans’ rise to preeminence by endeavoring to favor one to another.
As it will be seen, throughout the period of unrest, the government would attempt to
tolerate the existence of some of troublemakers and seek to collaborate with and
coopt them into the Ottoman system while the others were in rebellion against the

state.
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CHAPTER IV

THE EMERGENCE AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE MOUNTAIN
BANDITRY

4.1.The Emergence and Features of the Mountain Bandits

4.1.1 The Emergence of the Mountain Bandits

The public order before and during the emergence years of the kircali or the
mountain bandits, as already mentioned in the previous chapter, was chaotic since
the central authority was unable to protect and even reach at the provinces any
longer. Under these circumstances, many people formed bands or attended the
already emergent bandit groups which some of the local notables manipulated for
their interests.”> Moreover, the war with Russia and Austria on two fronts between
1787 and 1792 brought about further power vacuum in the province of Rumelia as
the state paid more attention to the frontlines rather than the central and remote parts

of the province.!*®

As Tolga Ugur Esmer cites, Mutafchieva provides valuable information about the
conditions of social life in Rumelia. Accordingly, as the Tatar Khans, like Devlet
Giray, had fled from Crimea even before the war of 1768-1774 and had come with
their retinues around Eastern Thrace. By joining other militarized groups, there they
began plunder and led to the flight of the local population to take refuge in towns and
cities along the Maritsa River and the surrounding Balkan and Rhodope mountains,

especially around Kircaali (Kardzali). Accordingly, this brought about a sense which

154 Enver Ziya Karal, Selim IlI’iin Hatt-1 Humayunlar, (Ankara: Tuirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1942), p.
115.

155 Ozkaya, Dagli Isyanlari, p. 16.
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was “to normalize of banditry as a legitimate means of subsistence as well as

protest”.1®

However, the exact date of the emergence of the mountain bandits or the kircalis is a
bit controversial in the literature. Most of the historical writings associate it to the
end of the war with Austria in 1791 and with Russia in 1792. Moreover, as Vera
Mutafchieva notes, if the folklore works in the Bulgarian history are involved, the
beginning of the mountain banditry dates even back to the 1770s or 1780s.*’

On the other hand, Stanford J. Shaw mentions about the extension of the activities of
the “mountain rebels” between 1787 and 1795.%8 Yet, as many other historians point
out, Ismail Hakki Uzuncarsil talks about the emergence of the mountain bandits in
1792 and he correlates it to the releasement of the forces of ayans after the war of
1787-1792. As the Ottoman army had returned from the battle front, Tahir Pasha was
charged against the bandits who had been established around Kircaali and Haskoy
(Haskovo).t*® Similar argument, focusing on a mass defection during the war which
led to the emergence of the mountain banditry, was maintained by Colonel
Lamouche and A. F. Miller, who were as asserted by Mutafchieva, affected by the
work of Jireéek, by giving the same date and arguments.*®® On the other hand, A. F.
Miller links the start of the banditry to the establishment of the Nizam-1 Cedid in
1792. He evaluates it as the most serious threat to the reformation and to the Sultan
himself while, on the other hand, accepting the role of the decades-long ruin of

agriculture and dispossession of the peasantry from the land.®*

156 Esmer, “A Culture of Rebellion”, p. 60.

157 Mytadumesa, Kvpdxncanuiicko Bpeme, p. 49.

158 Stanford J. Shaw, Between Old and New, p. 227.

159 fsmail Hakki Uzuncarsili, Vezir Mehmed Hakki Pasa, p. 179.

160 Kolonel Lamouche, Tiirkiye Tarihi: Baslangictan Bugiine Kadar, trans. Galip Kemali S6ylemezoglu,
(Istanbul: Kanaat Kitabevi, 1942), p. 260; A. F. Miller, Mustapha Pacha Bairaktar, (Bucarest:
Association Internationale d'Etudes du Sud-est Européen, 1975), p. 113; Mutafchieva,
Kvpoxcanulicko Bpeme, p. 49. She concludes that this date noted in JireCek’s work titled “History of
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Revolution”, published in 1829.
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Besides, Ahmed Cevdet Pasha indicates that the emergence of the mountain bandits
was related to the ayan rivalry in Rumelia. Accordingly, as they could not afford to
meet the expenses of their soldiers, in time, they started to recruit from the bandit
groups of the mountains of Kircaali, from the population of Deliorman and Albania,

allowing them to plunder adjacent areas instead of a regular salary. 2

Yet, in his another work, Uzuncarsili highlights that the sharp activities of the
mountain bandits corresponded to the ends of the Austrian and Russian wars in
1791.1%3 Similarly, Yiicel Ozkaya assumes that the phenomenon started during the
war, even before the peace talks as far as the then available documents are taken into
consideration. Because a document from June 1791 speaks of some actions taken
against the mountain bandits, he admits that the banditry must have existed before
1791 though not elaborating on how far it could date back.®* Nevertheless, he argues
that the date given by Uzungarsili may refer to the point from which onwards the
mountain bandits expanded their numbers and their activities after the eight-month
armistice between the Russians and the Ottomans, during which the Ottoman troops

were not demobilized that it could incite desertion.®®

As far as the available contemporary Ottoman documents are addressed, it is seen
that the mountain bandits emerged before 1791. While a document dating back to
December 1785 was the only one between 1785 and 1787, the disposition of the term

“dagl eskiyas1” (mountain bandits) within it proves the already existence of the

state had lost long ago into the control of the Palace. Therefore, it was related to the redistribution
of wealth and power and the reaction of the local notables to the Nizam-i Cedid differed among
them. Unlike Anatolian ayans like Karaosmanogullari and Capanogullari who remained loyal to the
state in its efforts of founding and strengthening the new army, the Rumelian ayans opposed it.
intilaller Caginda Osmanli Ordusu: Osmanli imparatorlugu’nda Sosyoekonomik ve Sosyopolitik
Degisim Uzerine Bir inceleme (1793-1826), (istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yayinlari, 2016), p. 6, 207.

162 Ahmed Cevdet Pasa, Tarih-i Cevdet, Vol. 4, p. 1821.
163 Uzuncarsili, “Kadi Abdurrahman Pasa”, (April, 1971), p. 262.

164 Ozkaya, Dagli isyanlari, p. 1, 5, 21. For the document see BOA. HAT, 211, 11438, 29 Zilhicce 1205
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mountain bandits during the mid-1780s in Rumelia.’®® By referring Atanasov,
Mutafchieva indicates that in the events in Haskdy in September 1785, in which 700-
800 bandits operated under the leadership of Haci ibrahimoglu, Ak Osman and
Krwvircikli Halil, according to folk memory, there was the nickname “kircali”. She
also adduces that at the end of October 1785, the banditry became infested around
Filibe (Plovdiv), Cirpan (Chirpan), Eski Zagra (Stara Zagora) and Yeni Zagra (Nova
Zagora).1®’

It is seen that the orders related to the mountain bandits increased throughout 1787,
encompassing a large area from Shkoder in Albania to Kesan in Southern Thrace. 68
After a relaxation of disorders of the bandits during 1788, it is understood that
around July 1789, the orders against the mountain bandits again intensified,
specifying that the bandits emerged once again.'®® Nevertheless, the actual increase
in the number of disorders and decrees about the mountain bandits starts from
August 1791, when Tahir Pasha was sent against the mountain bandits, and increased
through 1792.17°

4.1.2 The Features and of the Mountain Bandits

As already mentioned, from the beginning of the 17" century and especially from the
mid-18™ century onwards, banditry was not a strange characteristic of the social life

in Anatolia and the Balkans.

166 BOA. C.DH., 309, 15409, 29 Muharrem 1200 [2 December 1785]. The document indicates that
before this time, the kadi of the district (kaza) of Servi had already informed istanbul of that there
had been no mountain bandits in their kaza and also indicates that there was still none in their
district.

187 MyTadunesa, Kopdxcanuticko Bpeme, pp. 62-63. Actually, the abovementioned document speaks
of the same bandit leaders. BOA. C.DH., 309, 15409, 29 Muharrem 1200 [2 December 1785].
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Rebillevvel 1202 [20 December 1787].
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Mutafchieva, in order to make a distinction between the previous form of banditry
and the emergent mountain banditry, attempts to identify the characteristics of the
mountain bandits. According to her, to name an act of banditry as the work of the
mountain bandits, the most important elements were “quantitative and qualitative”.
Then, the banditry should include an increased human source and an extended area
of influence. Accordingly, she informs of the growing number or massiveness of the
bandits already in 1780s.1’* The events in Northeastern Bulgaria show the typology
of the mountain bandits that there was a sort of prevalence of multiple and outright
banditry together with the professionalization of the bandits, such as the formation of
separate battalions. The new groups were able to capture, rob and burn villages
together with destroying several hundred people of the population, which was
different than the previous banditries in which a few groups of “haramis” and rebels
had taken part. However, as she indicates, such methods of mass killings and mass

robbery were not inherent in the mountain banditry as a whole.!"

In addition, for her, the other typical features of the mountain bandits are also seen in
the events of the early 1780s. These were the interaction of the bandits with ayans
and the composition of their battalions mixed socially and ethnically, deemed as a
new trait of the bandits.!”® Apart from Northeastern Bulgaria, established
characteristics of the mountain bandits are also seen in the events occurred south of
the Balkan Mountains, around Haskoy and Eastern Rhodopes. Here, unlike previous
periods, the bandits started to operate through flat areas as well as the mountains with

frequent and severe attacks.!’

One of the most important elements in the development of the mountain bandits was
the deserters or ex-soldiers of sekban-kind. On the example of Kara Feyzi, who was
among the upmost troublemakers of the time, the irregular soldiers’ banditry is
argued to have been related to their (during and after the war) “being mistreated,

abused, denied pay or basic rights to which the subjects of the Ottoman Empire were

171 MyTadumnesa, Kvpdxanulicko Bpeme, p. 51, 57.
172 |bid, p. 59.
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entitled”.'”® To understand the formation of the mountain bandits, it could be
beneficial to take into attention Fatih Yesil’s regard about the mountain bandits. He
rather sees them as bands of ex-mercenaries (sekbans) who turned into banditry as
they became unemployed.*"®

After their emergence, these bandits quickly are indicated to have expanded their
numbers because the urban and rural populations continuously participated into them
as the situation of the Ottoman Empire was open to such formations. Their numbers
are said to have reached immediately twenty-five thousand and even exceeded.!”” It
is argued that since various ayans recruited numerous members of bandits as their
retinues, many people tended to participate into banditry for a livelihood. Yiicel
Ozkaya asserts that from a certain point, the bandits under the service of ayans in
Rumelia became uncontrolled and led to the emergence of the phenomenon.!® The
participation of increasing numbers of large groups of landless people, who are
asserted to have never participated in ayan battalions, into the banditry was always
permanent through which they came back with their shares to their villages after

raids.1"®

As an example to the bandit patrons, Pazvantoglu Osman had a great number of them
in his service and he also openly patronized and encouraged bandits into pillaging
around the adjacent regions of other ayans or simply around resourceful territories
outside his territory. On the other hand, some of the population became obliged to
assist them in fear of plunder and murder.*® It is maintained that the mountain
bandits did not make a distinction between Muslims and Christians and between the

rich and poor in their atrocities.’8 Mutafchieva argues that the banditry,
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encompassing thousands of people, emerged and continued to remain as a social
phenomenon because it did not have an ideology, an ensuing program and even a
focus. It was just for a livelihood and did not intend to bring any change in the

existing social order.!82

In the official documents, the mountain bandits are addressed as “kircalt” or “kircali
eskiyas1” and “dagl” (mountaineers) and, most of the time, as “dagli eskiyasi”
(mountain bandits). Ahmed Cevdet Pasha indicates that as the first famous bandits
were those who had been recruited from the mountains of Kircaali, the whole bandits
were called “dagl eskiyasi” although they were composed of various nationalities
and communities.*® In addition, Lamouche mentions that the kircalis emerged firstly
from Haskdy and they were composed mostly of Turks, then, Tatars, Albanians, the
Bosnians and also Bulgarians.'® Along with the presence of many Bulgarians within
the mountain bandits, it is asserted that among the army-like forces of Pazvantoglu

Osman were there Bulgarian cavalry divisions.8®

Moreover, Albanian sekbans were among the most important elements of the
mountain bandits or, in general, of banditry and unrest in the Balkans. Since the
“ayans and derebeys” (great families of local notables) made use of the bandits and
the Albanian sekbans, the dagli movement is argued to have rapidly spread all
around the Rumelian province.'® According to Frederick F. Anscombe, most of the
mountain bandits were Albanians. Their banditry had already spread in the 1770s and
1780s but peaked between the 1790s and 1800s. Because of the poverty of Albanian-
inhabited territories, it is suggested that the wars of the late-18" century aggravated
the burdensome nature of life in Albania and forced many of them who were armed
to seek whatever means were possible for a living. Around the beginning of the

1790s, the Albanian bandits composed nearly of 1500-2000 men were wandering
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around the present-day Macedonia, leading to disorders and thus to the migration of
the population.’®” Then, it was a widespread practice to use Albanians as private
retinues by the ayans, state officials as well as by the state in times of wars or against
the campaigns on the bandits. Here, the problem is that the Albanians, especially
those who were send against the mountain bandits, could change side and participate
into them. 8 In addition, among the mountain bandits, there were numerous deserter
soldiers of Anatolian origin who could not reach Anatolia. These Anatolian recruits
are asserted to have been strangers to the lands of Rumelia and did not know the
farming or other jobs there. Therefore, being out of livelihood, in time, they mixed

with the mountain bandits.8°

As for the equipment and organization of the mountain bandits, they are indicated to
have been armed with sword, handgun and rifles and composed of both infantry and
cavalries under the formation of béliiks (companies) commanded by béliikbasis
(officers), similar to the formation of the Celali-levends. These companies or
battalions could merge and make combined action, reaching thousands of soldiers. %
The other important thing in the banditry is that they remained active mainly in the
summer season. If Kara Feyzi and Deli Kadri are taken examples, they usually
attempted to obtain an official pardon before winters.®! As spring started, the bandits
raided and plundered villages and even cities. In some examples, they are asserted to
have destroyed some settlements completely and kidnapped some women while
killing men.2®2 It was a common practice of the mountain bandits to request funds
from a village or a region through sending a tezkere, threatening to attack the

settlement if they were not satisfied with the requested sum.!®® According to the

187 Frederick F. Anscombe, “Albanians and ‘Mountain Bandits’”, in The Ottoman Balkans, 1750-1830,
ed. Frederick F. Anscombe, (Princeton: Markus Wiener Publishers, 2005), pp. 87-113, pp. 87-90.

188 |pid, p. 91. Actually, the bandits, who came under the services of a prominent man, themselves
were not bound to any binding loyalty. Esmer, “A Culture of Rebellion”, p. 86.

18 Miller, Mustapha Pacha, pp. 113-114.

130 L amouche, Tiirkiye Tarihi, p. 260, MyTadumnesa, Kvpdxanuticko Bpeme, p. 64.
%1 Esmer, “A Culture of Rebellion”, p. 111.

132 Lamouche, Tiirkiye Tarihi, p. 261.
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Marxist history writing in Bulgaria, as Mutafchieva informs, it is asserted that many
flourishing industrially and commercially rich cities were destroyed and ruined.
Therefore, industry and commerce stopped because of the mountain bandits. 1%

Geographically, the disorders caused by the activities of the mountain bandits
occurred mainly on three areas in Rumelia, within much of the present-day Bulgaria.
One was around the Rhodopes that the banditry intensified on the Maritsa River line,
mainly from Samokov down through Filibe, Haskdy, Edirne to Gelibolu area and in
the last phase of the banditry to the capital. The other one was around the western
line of the Black Sea, encompassing mainly, Dobri¢ (Dobrich), Varna, Sumnu
(Shumen), Burgaz or Bergos (Burgas) and their hinterlands. The last one was around
the northern line of the Balkan Mountains, encompassing mainly Plevne (Pleven),
Lof¢a (Lovech), Zistovi (Svishtov), Selvi (Sevlievo), Tirnova (Tarnovo) and Rusguk
(Ruse), where, together with the hinterland regions of Eastern Rumelia, the frequent
reports about the activities of the mountain bandits seem to have concentrated. They
also spread into Wallachia and exceptionally, extended into the present-day

Macedonia and even into Albania.t®

4.2.The Development of the Mountain Banditry

421 Between 1785 and 1791

At the end of October 1785, the bandits had already infested in Central Bulgaria,
attacking the villages around Filibe, Cirpan, Eski Zagra and Yeni Zagra. As being
pursued by bostancibasi of Edirne, they settled to fight in Kizanlik (Kazanluk) and

took shelter in another troublemaker called Kuru Hasan. Here, numerous bands

134 MyTtadumnesa, Kopdaanuticko Bpeme, p. 10.

195 Nicolae Jorga, Osmanli imparatorlugu Tarihi, 1774-1912, trans. Niliufer Epceli, Vol. 5, (istanbul:
Yeditepe Yayinevi, 2005), p. 104. The Mountain banditry in the region of Albania is seen especially
during the first years of the unrest. For example, for the disorders in Albania around the end of 1787
and beginning of 1788 see BOA. AE. SABH.I., 256, 17218, 10 Rebililevvel 1202 [20 December 1787];
BOA. C.ZB., 57, 2812, 30 Rebililevvel 1202 [9 January 1788].
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entered into open conflict with local militia of Eski Zagra on 25 October 1785 and
receded where they were surrounded and much of them were destroyed by the local
militia. However, the remaining bandits from the battle were able to escape and
spread throughout northern Thrace.'®® On the other hand, before the end of 1785, due
to the rivalry for the legal ayaniik of Rusguk and Eski Cuma (Targovishte) in
Northeastern Bulgaria, there appeared the disorders of the ayans who are asserted to
have already had close relationship with kircali battalions.*’

By 1786, except for Northwestern Bulgaria, the anarchy had spread over Central and
Northeastern Bulgaria, Northern and Eastern Thrace and even over Western
Macedonia. In June 1786, the kircali chiefs around the regions of Sumnu and
Deliorman together with those of the city of Yeni Pazar (Novi Pazar, east of Sumnu)
are indicated to have planned to attack the city of Sumnu. Therefore, the government
entrusted a haseki who resided in Osman Pazar1 (Omurtag, south of Sumnu) with the
defense of the city. Accordingly, by the help of the kad: of the city, he was to
organize the local people in fortifying the city and preparing defensive measures
against the bandits. However, the bandits were able to take the city and thus the kad:

and the haseki.1®®

It is assumed that during the eve of the war with Russia and Austria between 1787
and 1792, the government gave its priority over the frontier region of the Danube
line. Therefore, the order around Vidin and Rusguk is suggested to have been more
important so that the fighting capacity was not undermined. Thus, the disorders
throughout the rest of Rumelia were not possible to be resisted equally everywhere
by the government. Consequently, the wartime is indicated to have escalated the

unrest in Rumelia.'%°

Moreover, the reason of the increasing activities of banditry in Rumelia is asserted to

have been also due to the mass desertion of “delis” or “delils” (paid soldiers) from

196 MyTtadumnesa, Kopdaanuticko Bpeme, p. 63.
197 |bid, p. 65.
198 |bid, pp. 70-71, p. 66.

199 |pid, p. 71.
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the Ottoman army. It is maintained that they had already formed separate
components in the disorders, nevertheless, there is no evidence of the “delis” after
1790.2° Accordingly, it is suggested that they either participated into the retinues of
the local notables or to the mountain bandits. During the time, Northeastern Bulgaria
became a region of waypoint for deserters’ spread into surrounding areas and there
emerged new individual bandits who were not from the region of northern

Bulgaria.?!

It is pointed out that the region of Yambol and Edirne had been completely ruined by
numerous attacks of the mountain bandits and till the mid-1790s, as one of the
characteristics of the mountain bandits, the main activities became around raiding
and pillaging villages and merchants of the fairs that they chose the most vulnerable
targets which could provide them booty. For example, in June 1791, while the war of
1787 and 1792 still ongoing, the mountain bandits attacked the merchants and the

passengers who were on the way to or from the fair of Islimye (Sliven).2%

Moreover, around the end of the year, the bandits under one of the renowned bandit
leaders called Deli (literally, madman) Kadri and his companies raided and
plundered the villages around the region of Edirne. During the counteroffensive
against them, it is pointed out that rather than escaping the combat, the bandits

resorted to counter offensive by setting fire the surrounding of the villages.?%

Alper Baser, by referring to Asim Efendi and, through citing from Kemal Beydilli, to
Hafiz Mehmet Efendi, argues that the emergence and development of the banditry
was related to the insufficiency of the Edirne bostancit ocagr which, as provided by

Murat Yildiz, controlled forty eight districts around Edirne.?%

Between 1785 and 1792, as banditry came to spread over much of the present-day

Bulgaria and other parts of Rumelia, some of the features of the mountain banditry

200 MyTtadumnesa, Kopdaanuticko Bpeme, pp. 72-74.
201 |bid, p. 86.

202 Ozkaya, Dagli isyanlari, p. 21.

203 |bid.

204 Alper Baser, Eskiyaliktan Ayanhda Kircaalili Emin Ada, (Konya: Cizgi Kitabevi Yayinlari, 2014), p. 14.
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became established such as escaping the battles when they were about to be
terminated and their interaction with the ayans and other troublesome figures like
Kuru Hasan. Moreover, they showed a tendency to raid vulnerable but profitable
targets like villages and fairs. Lastly, the ex-soldiers (deserters) became a crucial part

of the mountain banditry, constituting the actual martial section.

4.2.2 Between 1792 and 1795

As already mentioned, some historians correlate the mountain banditry to the strong
reaction against the reforms of the Nizam-: Cedid. After the peace, therefore, it is
asserted that the unrest in Rumelia took a new stage.?® For example, as mentioned
before, three major outbreaks of secession occurred in the northern and Western
Balkans, respectively in Belgrade, Vidin and Shkoder in the early 1790s.20¢

By the beginning of 1793, it became established that separate kwrcali battalions
united and began to tribute the productive population, thus, leading Rumelia to fall
into anarchy.?%’ It is stated that during the period throughout 1792 and 1793, the
banditry in Rumelia peaked and gained regional characteristics. For example, in
Northern Bulgaria large scale disorders occurred through unified large military
compounds. In Northeastern Bulgaria, the interaction between local ayans and the
bandits became obvious while in Northwestern Bulgaria, the anarchy included
different troubled forces like the kircalis, the Janissaries or local rural population.
However, unlike Northern Bulgaria, throughout Southern Bulgaria the bandits acted
separately and temporarily. Here, the unions were more perishable than that of

Northern Bulgaria and their actions were inconsistent with each other. Some of the

205 MyTtadumnesa, Kopdaanuticko Bpeme, p. 92.
206 |bid, p. 102, 104.
207 |bid, p. 104, 107.
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elements were the locals who are said to have went back to their original places after
the lootings.?%

Similarly, the mid-1790s is identified with the consolidation of the mountain bandits
through growing number of battalions as a result of unification. Then, a bandit group
composed of four hundred men is deemed as a helpless band. Such a band could be
defenseless against both other compounds and government troops that in Rumelia
there was no room for them.?%° During 1794, it seems that the activities of the bandits
increased and even reached to Gelibolu. In May, after having ruined some of the
villages on the way to the center of the district, if their requests were not made, they
even threatened to attack the town of Gelibolu, where a baruthane (gunpowder mill)
and a peksimathane (hardtack house) were located. In the case of Gelibolu, it is seen
that the bandits sent some tezkires (request letters) to the settlements before

assaulting.?0

Because of the increasing banditry during 1794, people started to move safer places,
aggravating both the destruction of production around Rumelia and the loss of
income on the part of the state. It is argued that in order to prevent this, the state
made some unsuccessful efforts by issuing orders to resettle the population as the
banditry was not over yet.?* According to a document sent to the governor of Silistre
in September 1794, some of the villages in Filibe became empty and their population
fled to Wallachia. In this case, the government appealed to the migrators by repairing
their houses which had been burned down during the bandit raids. Moreover, it was
underlined that the people were not to be charged with the payment of the repair and

they were also to be spared from the taxes like tekalif-i sakka.?*?
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To prevent the migration of people, the state from time to time appealed to people by
sparing them from taxes like tekalif-i sakka and orfiye or demanding lesser amounts
and by repairing their buildings.?'®

As it is argued, the banditry became a part of a scheme against the Nizam-i Cedid and
by spreading even to Gelibolu, they led to the migration of some of the population.
To prevent this, the government sought to bring the people back. On the other hand,
as a distinct feature, the bandits started to send some lists to settlements, indicating of

their requests.

4.2.3 Between 1795 and 1803

With the year of 1795, it is seen that the mountain banditry became, to greater extent,
associated with the ayanlik and the bandits started to raid even the cities and towns
like Plevne and Lofca. The rebellion of Pazvantoglu Osman in Vidin had an
important role in the extension of the banditry through his protection and patronizing
of the bandits around north of the Balkan Mountains. Some of his famous associates
were the two leaders of the mountain bandits Macar Ali and Gavur Imam. Moreover,
there were lesser influential bandit leaders like Rami Bayraktar, Porigeli, Canak Veli
Muslu, Kara Mustafa?’*, who made raids and plunders on behalf of Pazvantoglu
Osman.?’® Moreover, Pazvantoglu was regarded as the center of opposition to the
reforms of Selim I11 that he brought in Vidin various groups of dissidents, such as the

yamaks (the Janissaries stationed in border fortresses) who had been banned from

213 For example, in addition to 1794, in April 1797, the village of Akcakenisa or Akgakilise in Filibe was
speared from the taxes of tekdlif-i 6rfiye and sakka. BOA. C.ML.., 96, 4305, 18 Ramazan 1211 [17
April 1797]. Moreover, in some cases, the taxes were collected less. See BOA. C.ML., 711, 29049, 02
Cemaziyelahir 1215 [21 October 1800]. On the other hand, the state was attentive to the repair or
reconstruction of the churches ravaged by the bandits. See BOA. HAT, 1462, 81, 29 Zilhicce 1210 [5
July 1796]; BOA. C.ADL., 88, 5300, 17 Zilkade 1213 [22 April 1799]; BOA. HAT, 1480, 30, 29 Zilhicce
1215 [13 May 1801]; BOA. C. ADL., 9, 589, 29 Safer 1219 [9 June 1804].

214 “Karg” was a widespread sobriquet of the time used by the mountain bandits. As cited in Esmer,
according to J.H. Kramer’s definition, “kara” could be related to the affiliation with dark hair and skin
or with strength and power as Kara Mustafa Pasha who besieged Vienna in 1683. Esmer, “A Culture
of Rebellion”, p. 15.
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Belgrade.?'® By this way, he was able to form army-like bandit groups organized
under battalions which were composed of Albanian, Bulgarian and Bosnian bandits.
They raided and plundered the adjacent regions in order to extend the sphere of

influence and territory of Pazvantoghu.?*’

It is asserted that beginning with 1796, the mountain banditry reached at its highest
peak which was to last four years, in which new bandit leaders appeared.?'® On the
other hand, as Baser argues, from 1796 onwards, the mountain bandits were
separated into two groups. Thus, one part of the bandits was composed of those who
cooperated with Pazvantoglu Osman and the other part was consisted of those who
had conflicts with and were defeated by Tokatgikli Siileyman. Apart from them,
there were some unconfined ones who, from time to time, either worked with

Pazvantoglu Osman and Tokatcikli Siileyman or conflicted with him.?°

In September 1796, thus, the districts along the Danube line (Tuna Boyu or Tuna
Yalis1) such as Plevne, Lofca, Selvi, Nigbolu (Nikopol) and Tirnova and the region
of Wallachia came under constant bandit activities while some of them like Lofca
were able to resist. Again, in August, the bandits of Pazvantoglu made raids in the
Danube line and because they were not resisted through a determined response by the
government, the scale of banditry increased around this part of Rumelia and reached
at various directions till Rus¢uk, Sumnu, Varna, to the east towards the Black Sea; to
Wallachia on the north, to Belgrade on the west; and to Sofia on the south stretching
behind the Balkan Mountains.??° It is asserted that because of the fact that it turned
out to be a struggle for the redistribution of land and expanding influence and
suzerainty for mastery of Northern Bulgaria, the mountain banditry reached at a point

that attracted even the attention of the European powers.??
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Therefore, once the bandits were defeated throughout Rumelia, they tend to return
and take shelter in Vidin. During 1797, Tirsinikli ismail appeared as a barrier against
the expansion of Pazvantoglu Osman’s the activities along the Danube River. For
example, as the men of Pazvantoglu raided a village close to Rusguk and requested
the surrender of the city, while it was heard that some three thousand men were to
participate to these bandits from Vidin, Tirsinikli refused the surrender and by the
support of the local people, he was able to repel Pazvantoglu’s men. Then, some of
the cities like Tirnova, Zistovi and Selvi, which had been occupied by the bandits,
were rescued through a counter-offensive by Tirsinikli although this would not last

long.?%2

As a result of the consequent siege of Pazvantoglu Osman in Vidin in 1798, the
banditry is asserted to have been once again able to reinforce itself since the war
efforts which had necessitated money and soldiers from the local population
contributed to the participation of local people into banditry. In addition, the deserter
forces who were from among those brought from Anatolia for the siege could not
able to return. Anatolia. Thus, they increased the human reserve of the mountain

bandits in Rumelia.??®

During 1799, the activities of the bandits increasingly spread down to the region
around Edirne. On 23 June, after having plundered the merchants of the fair of
Islimye, they continued to expand into Burgaz by Filibeli Mustafa, Hizir and Manav
Ibrahim on the one hand, and into Kirkkilise on the other by Kara Feyzi, Cenk¢ioglu
and Isaoglu, who were among the most famous and elusive bandit leaders.??* It is
argued that Kara Feyzi may have pursued a policy of making himself a local ayan in

Haskdy or in another city around the Maritsa River valley.??

Around the same region, another figure comes into the issue of banditry. As being

among the Crimean princes, Mehmed Giray encouraged the mountain bandits and
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made banditry on himself. He is said to have raided and plundered the district Eski
Cuma with a five to six thousand bandits and stayed there for forty to fifty days-long
and burned numerous villages.?®® Moreover, around 1800, Mehmed Giray led to
disorders around Sumnu and Hezargrad (Razgrad) with his numerous Albanian
troops and with the support of the mountain bandits. While he was defeated at the
end of the battles, he remained a potential threat that he could rally around him a
large number of bandits.?%’

Meanwhile, Kara Feyzi’s attacks in the richest regions of Thrace with four to five
thousands brigands under a single command are argued to be the new feature of the
mountain banditry. Mutafchieva categorizes Kara Feyzi’s act as not a kircali attack
but a real march of an army of the mountain bandits. Consequently, during 1801 and
1802, by settling between Edirne and Istanbul, they had severed any relationship
with Edirne and the capital.??®

As it is seen, between 1795 and 1803, the activities of the bandits focused mainly on
the regions where ayan rivalry and expansion occurred in Northern Bulgaria.
Therefore, Pazvantoglu Osman became a patron for the banditry. On the other hand,
some individual bandit groups even threatened the capital through infesting the
region around Edirne. Moreover, a new component was included into the banditry as
Mehmed Giray created uproar through coordination with the mountain bandits and

Pazvantoglu Osman.

4.2.4 Between 1803 and 1808

While the main areas of banditry had so far concentrated around the Maritsa River,
Western Thrace and the north of the Balkan Mountains, after 1803, the activities of

226 Ozkaya, Dagli isyanlari, 59-60, p. 64.
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the bandits even spread to the outskirts of Istanbul.??® Actually, as asserted by
Mutafchieva, by the end of 1805, in Northern Bulgaria, the power structure no longer
allowed the disorders in its purest form and only in exceptional cases, the banditry
occurred in this region.?° As it will be seen in the state responses against the
banditry in the next chapter, the banditry around 1803 and 1804 came more or less to
a halt after being defeated by the Nizam-: Cedid forces. Thus, the banditry entered
into a phase in which some individual bandit leaders continued to ravage around
Edirne, in pursuit of appointments to the ayanliks of some districts.

However, during 1805, it is seen that the scale of banditry again increased due to the
rebellious activities of Tirsinikli Ismail. Like Pazvantoglu Osman, he too rebelled,
made raids and attempted to extend his area of influence along the eastern coast of
Rumelia. Hence, the banditry spread again into the region of Edirne.?** On the other
hand, while making disorders in Eastern Rumelia along the Black Sea region, by
inciting the ayans, the population, the Janissaries and the mountain bandits around
Edirne, he is asserted to have led to the outbreak of the “Second Edirne Event”.
Nevertheless, meanwhile, he was killed and his death is asserted to have created fear
among the bandits and the opponents of the Nizam-: Cedid soldiers, which were sent

to suppress the mountain bandits and to curb the power of the ayans in Rumelia.?*?

It is put forward that the Edirne Event was the last act of anarchy in Rumelia, which
followed the consolidation of centrifugal forces in the empire and preceded the war
with Russia in 1806, in which many of the ayans participated. Moreover, by referring
to Ahmed Cevdet Pasha, Mutafchieva claims that these ayans actually wanted the
anarchy to end in Rumelia. Accordingly, as they had strengthened their economic
position and recruited enough troops, now, they needed some sort of peace through

the approval of their existence by the central government. This would be established
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through the Sened-i Jttifak (the Deed of Alliance), which was signed between the
sultan and the prominent ayans of Rumelia and Anatolia. However, it lasted short.?®

4.3.The State Measures Against the Emergence and Development of the

Mountain Banditry

4.3.1 Between 1785 and 1791

Mutafchieva indicates that through the evolution of the banditry towards the kircalis
or the mountain banditry between especially 1780 and 1785, the traditional
countermeasures had totally failed against the new phenomenon. Accordingly, these
traditional measures were mutual guarantee or surety of the population and granting
amnesty. Therefore, new countermeasures were added such as sending special
punitive troops and calling for resistance of the local population against abusers

(nefir-i amm).23

On the other hand, as it is mentioned in the part related to the development of the
mountain banditry, the bostancibas: of Edirne was on the pursuit of the bandits
around 1785 and a haseki was charged with organizing the resistance by the local

population of Sumnu against the attack of the bandits on the city.

Similarly, according to a document dating back 8 July 1787, to wipe out the bandits
in Dimetoka, Glimiilcine, Sultanyeri, Haskdy and Cirmen districts, it is again seen
that the state charged the bostancibasi of Edirne and a special haseki (mahsus
haseki). However, the haseki is seen to have requested from the aforementioned

districts’ agas about seventy to eighty purses of akges for himself and a hundred
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akges for the bostancibagi to be collected from the local population for the service of
the two officials.?*®

Nevertheless, the state is argued to have been unable to effectively handle the
problem of banditry during the war of 1787-1792 since available means and the

attention of the government were concentrated on the war.

4.3.2 Between 1791 and 1795

After the peace treaties of Svishtov with Austria in 1791 and lasi with Russia in
1792, the government was able to deal definitely with the banditry since it could
divert its resources and military personnel now available to send on the bandits.?3®
Moreover, from now on, apart from the bostancibast of Edirne, some special agents
were entrusted against the mountain bandits. The most important figure seems to
have been the mutasarrif of Cirmen, (Ormenio, near Edirne in present-day Greece)
who was often charged with the fulfillment of special orders sent by the central
government. Besides the exceptions, the mutasarrif of Cirmen is seen in official
documents most often as “dagli iizerine memur” (entrusted against the mountain
bandits). Subordinate to him seems to have been the bostancibags: of Edirne, who also
engaged constantly in the fulfillment of the orders. From time to time, the governors

of Silistre were also made responsible against the bandits.

Furthermore, aside from the high-ranking members of the military-administrative
class, the other figures were the kadis and naibs who organized the state needs and
inform the population about the precautions against the mountain bandits. Moreover,
there were voyvodas who could also be regarded as part of the state apparatus
although most of them were selected from the local notables. Yet, the most important
element against the bandits seems to have been the role of the ayans along with the
other local notables and influential members of the provincial population. The

mutasarrif of Cirmen and the other pashas were constantly ordered to organize and
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collaborate with the ayans who, according to the requested precautions, had to assist
them in the fight and pursuit of bandits.

It can be identified that rather than sending a standing army who could pursuit and
fight against the bandits, from the beginning onwards, the bostancibagsis of Edirne,
the mutasarrifs of Cirmen and later the governors of Rumelia recruited soldiers from
the local population or from the Albanians. In addition, the ayans seem to have been
incorporated into the fight against the banditry by providing soldiers and sometimes

leading them into the fight and pursuit of bandits.

It can be noticed that the methods which would be used during the 1790s were well
under practice even in 1791. Then, Tahir Pasha as the mutasarrif of Cirmen was
entrusted against the mountain bandits. In order to confront the dagl: leaders of Haci
Ibrahimoglu Bilal, Kér Yusuf and others, he was ordered to organize a nefir-i amm in
the districts of Filibe, Eski Zagra and Cirpan. Moreover, the voyvodas of the districts
of Dimetoka (Didimoticho), Sultanyeri (Krumovgrad), Giimiilcine (Komotini) and
Ahigelebi (Smolyan) were to protect the borders of the districts. In addition, the
bostancibast of Edirne and the ayans of Dimetoka, Sultanyeri, Ahigelebi, Filibe,
Cirpan, Eski Zagra, Yeni Zagra, Cirmen, Akcakizanlik (in Cirmen), Haskoy,
Uzuncaabad (in Haskoy) were to provide soldiers to confront the bandits.?®” Also,
Tahir Pasha was to recruit 1500 sekbans and to pursuit the bandits and also the

deserter soldiers who had escaped during the war to the Balkan Mountains.?*

However, since Tahir Pasha is asserted to have had disagreements with the ayans,
they wanted him to be replaced by Alaaddin Pasha. Here, it is important that the
pashas directly entrusted by the state against the banditry would show characteristics
of frequent dismissals and replacements as it is seen with Alaaddin Pasha, too. He
was dismissed in a short time due to the charges and complaints by the ayans.?*° It

was because of the fact that while he was ordered to cooperate with the ayans and
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given large number of soldiers under his command, he was accused of being greedy
and of illegal extraction and oppression.?4

According to a document, it was suggested that the selection of the mutasarrif of
Cirmen was better to be from among the mighty viziers who were fair, moderate and
not covetous. Moreover, rather than nefir-i amm soldiers, sekbans with salaries were
advised, whose payments were to be collected from the population according to their

means.24!

After Alaaddin Pasha, in 1792, Hamamizade Ahmed Pasha was appointed as the
mutasarryf of Cirmen against the bandits and elevated to vizierate. Nonetheless, he
was immediately sent against the yamaks in Belgrade as the warden. After him, the
governor of Silistre, Zihneli Hasan Pasha was entrusted against the bandits through
the addition of the office of Cirmen mutasarriflik into his post.242

During 1793, the government requested a coordinated counteroffensive against the
bandits and the governor of Silistre and mutasarrif of Cirmen, Zihneli Hasan Pasha
and the governor of Rumelia were ordered to collaborate together with other officials
and to confront and pursuit the bandits. Besides, the bandits escaping to Albania
were ordered to be prevented from their direction by the closing the derbends of
Lofca, Cuma and Samokov; the roads around Sofia by the miitesellim of Sofia and
the roads around Manastir (Bitola). In addition, some of the ayans were requested to
enter into the service of these governors. Here, the ayans were informed that they
were to meet the expenses of their own troops.?*® This could limit their effectiveness

or lead them not to participate in the fights.

240 Uzuncarsili, “Vezir Hakki Mehmed Pasa”, p. 181.

...... viizera-y1 azamdan munsif ve mutedil ve tama’-i hamdan ari bir vezir Cirmen sancadi tevcih ve
maiyetine derme ¢atma nefir-i amm askeri ugratmayub Sarigiil ve havalisinden mahiye ile sekban
tahrir ve mahiyeleri masarif-i kesireye muhtag oldugu halde etraf ve havali kazalardan hal ve
téhmetlerine gére tasrih olunarak ba-emr-i ‘GIi mahiyeleri tahsil ...” BOA. C.DH., 93, 4662, 03
Rebillahir 1207 [18 November 1792].

242 Ahmed Cevdet Pasa, Tarih-i Cevdet, Vol. 3, p. 1490.

243 Ozkaya, Dagli [syanlari, p. 23.
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Yet, the ayans were also ordered to get ready through procuring proportianate
soldiers.?** Moreover, a nefir-i amm was asked to be organized, in which local
soldiers were ordered to move against the bandits rather than remaining on the
defensive. However, it is stated that as such calls failed since the population lacked
the weapons which the brigands and the troubled Janissaries had, the government
provided firearms for the reaya, regardless of their nationality and religion.?*°

As an another method to curb the banditry, by the end of 1793, first amnesty for the
mountain bandits was resorted due to the realization of the state’s inability to control
Rumelia.?*® The bostancibas: of Edirne was charged with negotiating secretly with
some of the bandit leaders. In return for amnesty, the bandits had to be settled around
the districts or in the villages. However, they did not obey their promises and began
their plunders around Haskdy and Filibe.?*” Therefore, the amnesty remained dull for
nearly three years since during which time the conditions did not change. The act of
the state is interpreted by Mutafchieva as a “tactical response” to the rise of
Pazvantoglu Osman, who is deemed to have become more dangerous than the

banditry for the state.?*

Due to Zihneli Hasan Pasha’s failure against the mountain bandits and the
continuation of the banditry, the suppression of it was given to Ali Pasha through the
office of the mutasarriflik of Cirmen. It is asserted that as the government concern
turned to appoint an influential vizier, the previous Warden of Vidin, Vizier Ali
Pasha was preferred. Moreover, the government took care of enhancing his power
through appointing the soldiers close to his region under his service and through an
increase in his wealth and military supplies. Later, the province of Karaman was also

given to him in order to increase his wealth.?*°

244 Ozkaya, Dagli isyanlari, p. 23.

245 MyTtadumnesa, Kopdxanuticko Bpeme, p. 114.
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248 MyTtadumnesa, Kopdxanuticko Bpeme, p. 122.
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Nevertheless, during 1794, it can be regarded that the state measures revolved mainly
around the assistance of the ayans. Some of the kazas, such as Dobruca, Pazarcik
(Pazardzhik), Filibe, Cirpan, Akgekizanlik, Eski Zagra, Yeni Zagra, Selvi, Nevahi-i
Yanik and Cirmen, which were adjacent to where the bandits situated and made
plunders, were ordered to provide with soldiers and to sent them into the service of
Ali Pasha. In the case of Ali Pasha, it can be inferred that he was determined to
confront the bandits. For example, after the combats with the bandits around
Pazarcik and killing of a great deal of them, he pursued them relentlessly till some of
the villages in Giimiilcine. Afterwards, in another case, he soon responded to the
mountain bandits situated back in Haskdy. Similarly, as the bandits escaped to one of
the villages of Nevrekop (Gotse Delchev), he pursued and forced them into another
retreat.?>® The escape of the bandits after the officials defeated them was a
problematic trait of the bandits. Therefore, although the officials or the ayans

pursued them, they were not always successful at destroying them completely.

As Ozkaya argues, from a document dating back August 1794, it is understood that
the government was determined to wipe out the banditry in Rumelia. Here, from the
passage addressing to Ali Pasha, “daglu nami isidilmeyecek vechile ciimlesinin idam
ve izaleye ve su giinlerde kiilliyen gaileyi bitiriib”, it can be assumed that the state
was in a hurry to finish it.2* Consequently, during 1794, the bandits were encircled
from all sides and, in return, the bandits around the south of the Rhodopes again
requested amnesty. This request of the bandits made Ali Pasha to believe that the
problem of mountain banditry was resolved. However, the pardons granted by the
state to the bandits was becoming a temporary solution, through which the bandits
remained silent for a while although they continued the same disorders afterwards.
Thus, Ali Pasha’s mercy for the bandits is argued to have led him to be replaced by

Hac1 Abdi Pasha as the mutasarrif of Cirmen.??

During the time of Hac1 Abdi Pasha, it is indicated that the relationship between the

ayans and the mountain bandits was found out by him. Thus, he attempted to break

250 Ahmed Cevdet Pasa, Tarih-i Cevdet, Vol. 3, pp. 1494-1495.
251 Ozkaya, Dagli isyanlari, p. 27.

252 |bid, p. 28-29. Also, see BOA. HAT, 74, 3079, 15 Rebiiilahir 1209 [9 November 1794].
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this union.?>® After all, by assuming he would not overcome the bandit leaders, such
as Hac1 Manav, under such a condition, he attempted to recruit into his retinue and
brought them to Silistre. However, the interesting thing here is that, as he did not
trust the bandits of Hac1i Manav, Hac1 Abdi Pasha later organized an attack on them
in Yeni Pazar with the help of the ayans of Sumnu and Hezargrad. Nevertheless,
Hac1 Manav was able to escape with a few bandits from the combat and passed to
Giimiilcine.?* It can be concluded that this kind of acts against the bandits could
incite them to interpret amnesties as null. Therefore, to expect the mountain bandits
easily and full-heartedly to remain peaceful where they were resettled was hardly

possible.

As Haci Abdi Pasha remained in Silistre after the escape of the bandits southwards,
the bandits now turned their attention around Edirne.?® As in this case, the
movement of the mountain bandits from one region to another was a crucial problem
to overcome. Therefore, the role of the ayans in restricting their movement through

the control of the roads and passes was significant.

Another important element in the continuation of the mountain banditry in Rumelia
was the distractions while the state was engaging in the banditry. Now, it had to cope
also with the disorders in Vidin and Belgrade, in which Pazvantoglu Osman played
crucial roles.?®® His forces gathered in Vidin acted across the pasalik of Belgrade and
became threatening. As a result of his activities, the government is asserted to have
been forced to tolerate the arbitrariness of some of the bandit leaders wandering

around Southern Bulgaria.?®’

To sum up, between 1791 and 1795, the state appointed the mutasarrif of Cirmen
against the mountain bandits and attempted to raise his financial and military power.

Nevertheless, the officials who were given the special duty of repressing the bandits

253 MyTtadumnesa, Kopdxanuticko Bpeme, p. 136.

254 Uzuncarsili, “Vezir Hakki Mehmed Pasa”, p. 182.
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were frequently replaced by another. This shows that the government did not have a
definite and effective program against the banditry. Thus, frequent replacements
would eventually undermine the power of the offices of these men who were charged
against the mountain bandits. Also, they would encourage the ayans to demand the
dismissal of a governor or mutasarrif. On the other hand, the amnesty of 1793 did
not prevent the banditry and the state, most of the time, attempted to seek the help of
the ayans in the confrontation and pursuit of the bandits. Moreover, the distractions
like the rebellion of Pazvantoglu Osman and that of Kara Mahmud inhibited the
effectiveness of the government against the banditry.

4.3.3 Between 1795 and 1800

As it is mentioned before, Pazvantoglu Osman was using the mountain bandits and
the yamaks of Belgrade against other ayans and against the warden of Belgrade.
Thus, during 1795, his presence became an obstacle for the resolution of the
banditry. Therefore, two years after the general amnesty, the government took an
initiative to smash Pazvantoglu. For that, Giircii Osman Pasha was appointed as the
warden of Vidin and ordered to form an army from the local population around
Nigbolu. This army was to subdue Vidin.?®® Moreover, the governor of Rumelia,
Hac1 Mustafa Pasha and the nephew of Tepedelenli Ali, Mehmed Pasha were ordered
to assist Giircii Osman Pasha. Nevertheless, it is argued that the two pashas did not
get along with and due to the forthcoming winter, the siege of Vidin became

unsuccessful.?®®

Thus, as an already established practice of the time, the amnesty for Pazvantoglu was
requested formulaically by the population and the former warden of Vidin,
Pekmezcizade Mehmed Pasha. In response, the sultan approved the pardon as
Pazvantoglu had not been crushed while the problem of banditry was still ongoing.

Accordingly, Pazvantoglu Osman would not support the yamaks of Belgrade and

258 Ahmed Cevdet Pasa, Tarih-i Cevdet, Vol. 3, p. 1586.

259 |bid, p. 1587.
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would not attack the districts around his territories. Moreover, he would have to obey
the orders of the warden of Vidin.?®® The pardon of him was related not only to the
military failure of the aforementioned pashas but also to the external developments in
Europe and Iran. That is why the government is argued to have planned to pacify at
least the trouble of Pazvantoglu. Meanwhile, as the state was engaging in the issue of
Vidin, the rear regions had come to be insecure and around Eastern Balkans, the
events of the bandits increased.?!

It is implied that the state had been so far determined to concentrate his efforts on
one side of the troublemakers, either the rebellious ayans like Pazvantoglu Osman
and Kara Mahmud Pasha or the mountain bandits. Thus, after the pardon of
Pazvantoglu in February 1796, the state cancelled the general amnesty decreed in
1793 and started new offensive against the bandits.?%? Another factor argued for the
revocation of the amnesty was that after 1796, the battalions of the bandits attacked
even major cities such as Gilimiilcine, Filibe, Pazarcik, Dimetoka and settled in
Haskdy, Sultanyeri, Giimiilcine and Ahicelebi, approaching towards Edirne.?%
Although the inability of the state against Pazvantoglu and the pardon of him are
asserted to have encouraged some of the bandit leaders like Kara Feyzi and, in
general, brought about an increase in the banditry, the state was able to pacify some

of the influential bandit leaders like Hact Manav and the ayan of Haskoy. 2%

It is pointed out that between 1789 and 1796, the ayans through their political allies
in Istanbul were “usually able to secure the appointment of less active and able men”
against the bandits.?®® As it is seen, thus far, the government had entrusted some
influential officials such the mutasarrif of Cirmen, the bostancibas: of Edirne and in

some cases the governors of Silistre with the suppression of mountain banditry. Most

260 Ozkaya, Dagli isyanlari, p. 35.
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264 Esmer, “A Culture of Rebellion”, p. 108; Ozkaya, Dagli, p. 35; Ahmed Cevdet Pasa, Tarih-i Cevdet,
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of the time, the task was expected to be fulfilled by the mutasarrif of Cirmen and his
properties and financial power were attempted to be enhanced so that he could
manage his affairs properly. Yet, from 1796 onwards, the governor of Rumelia
became more important and the state planned to entrust more powerful and able

viziers as the beylerbeyi (governor-general) of Rumelia against the bandits.

In January 1796, Hakki Bey was elevated to vizierate and appointed as the governor
of Rumelia with the duty of subduing the bandits. He is argued to have been a
renowned state official known for his righteousness and severity?® and it is claimed
that the sultan appointed him deliberately or he might have been detracted from
Istanbul through being appointed to a mission in Rumelia. Uzungarsili, informs about
a state tradition in which some influential viziers who had characteristics of criticism

and opposition were expelled from Istanbul.?®”

Unlike previous pashas who were depended much on the forces of the ayans and,
from time to time, recruited from among the local population, Hakki Pasha was
provided with also some of the trained soldiers from the divisions of the Janissaries,
such as fop¢us (bombardiers), arabacis (waggoneers) and humbaracis
(grenadiers).?®® Moreover, the support of Anatolia was resorted on a higher scale and
the mutasarrif’ of Kocaeli with his one thousand soldiers was brought under the
service of Hakki Pasha. Likewise, the prominent ayans of Anatolia like Caparzade

and Karaosmanoglu were ordered to provide soldiers.?%°

Besides Hakki Pasha, the mutasarrif of Cirmen, now, Palasli Mehmed Pasha also
continued to function against the mountain bandits.?’® Moreover, along with the high
officers and the ayans, in the meantime, the state appealed more and more to some of
the influential men of the Rumelian districts. Accordingly, a delilbag: called Karliaga

in Filibe was to recruit five hundred soldiers and each delilbas: of Giimiilcine and

266 Enver Ziya Karal, Selim III’iin Hatt-1 Humayunlari, p. 118.
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Dimetoka was to prepare a hundred soldiers.?’ On the other hand, in order to
investigate the conditions of the ayans and to protect the districts, some hasekis were
sent from Istanbul. For example, Haseki Mustafa was to confront the bandit leader
Hac1 Manav, who escaped from Tuna Yalis: and came to Glimiilcine, where he was

to be killed.2"

It can be assumed that the counteroffensive against the mountain bandits increased
after the governorship of Hakki Pasha. Unlike predeccessors of him, Hakki Pasha
attempted to investigate and analyze the problem in order to eliminate the reasons
and to find effective solutions to the elements leading to banditry. Furthermore, he
made it obligatory to carry miirur tezkeres (certificates for passengers) between
districts and severely punished those caught without it. Also, he tied the population
of Rumelia to each other with sureties in order to identify the strangers who could be

bandits.2"®

By sending agents, he made investigations about the conditions of the ayans and the
administrators of Rumelia. Thus, the very places from where the bandits emerged
were searched and the ayans who supported the mountain bandits were determined
and tried to be eliminated. Consequently, according to a document provided by
Enver Ziya Karal, in 1796, a long list of important ayans and officials who supported

the bandit leaders were specified.?’*

As a result, Veysioglu Halil, the ayan of Dimetoka; the other Halil, the ayan of Yeni
Zagra and Tokulluoglu Mehmed, the ayan of Istib (Shtip in present-day Macedonia)

and the Yeniceri ustasi of Eski Zagra were executed for their support in the

271 Ozkaya, Dagli isyanlari, p. 36; Ahmed Cevdet Pasa, Tarih-i Cevdet, Vol. 3, p. 1588.
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banditry.2” On the other hand, in order to deter the ayans from backing the bandits,

Hakk1 Pasha also attempted to expropriate the properties of the executed ayans.?’

Similarly, many bandits were killed and their heads were sent to Istanbul.?’” Some of
the important bandit leaders, such as Sinab?’® and Ejderoglu and his companions,
were killed. It is asserted that during his term, the mountain banditry came to
disappear.2”® At least Edirne and its adjacent areas were in order while the banditry
continued to exist throughout Rumelia. Therefore, the bandits concentrated their
activities around Northern Bulgaria, through which the men of Pazvantoglu, Macar
Ali and Gavur Imam with their bandits attacked several times to the districts of
Tirnova, Selvi, Lofca, Plevne and expanded their atrocities around Nigbolu.?® It is
argued that the offensive of Hakki Pasha and the cancellation of the amnesty led to
the unification of the battalions of the bandits and enabled them to tour even around
the capital.?8!

As a result, Hakki Pasha was deemed unsuccessful and replaced by the warden of
Belgrade, Mustafa Pasha.?®? By referring to Nuri Halil Bey, Uzuncarsili indicates
that Hakki1 Pasha was dismissed since he was not able to fulfill the orders as the

intended way and since the bandit leaders, like Macar Ali and Gavur Imam,
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increased their activities around Northern Bulgaria.?® On the other hand, it is argued
by Asim Efendi that the success of Hakki Pasha against the banditry, through which
he could become the grand vizier, intimidated the viziers in Istanbul. Thus, he was
demonstrated by them to the sultan as unsuccessful and introduced as an opponent of
the Nizam-: Cedid. Moreover, the ayans were also against him that they supported

the viziers in making Hakki Pasha worthless in the eyes of the sultan.?%*

It is stated that after Hakki Pasha, while Selim Il nominated the governor of
Anatolia, Alo Pasha, the members of the high council (erbab-: sura) did not consider
it appropriate. Thus, Mustafa Pasha was appointed as the governor of Rumelia and
Alo Pasha was charged against the bandits. 28

The efforts of Hakk1 Pasha, and later that of Mustafa Pasha and Alo Pasha led some
of the mountain bandits to move northwards and during the summer of 1797, the
bandits concentrated north of the Balkan Mountains.?® In the meantime, the
Janissaries who had escaped from Belgrade also took refuge in Vidin and contributed
to the banditry outside Vidin.?®” According to Ahmed Cevdet Pasha, since the
suppression of Pazvantoglu was not possible, the bandits were attempted to be
eliminated one by one. Therefore, the governor of Anatolia, Alo Pasha was also sent
with this mission to Rumelia. Moreover, in the meantime, Pazvantoglu was given the
muhassitk of Vidin in order to pacify him. Neverteless, it failed to be beneficial as
Pazvantoglu continued to make disorders around the region and he planned to

expand even into Ruscuk and Varna.?8®

It is argued that in fear of the French expansion over the Mediterranean and victories

in Europe, the government responded to the situation by charging Kiiciik Hiiseyin
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Pasha as the serasker against Vidin. Meantime, the Janissaries under the service of

Pazvantoglu were tried to be lured into leaving Pazvantoglu.?%°

Before January 1798, the governors, many other officials and the ayans of the two
provinces of Rumelia and Anatolia were charged against Pazvantoglu Osman, who
now controlled various districts through bandit leaders along the Danube and north
of the Balkan Mountains.?®® Consequently, the confrontation covered a large area and
was composed of many actors. In order to pacify Pazvantoglu’s problem, the

government attempted to besiege him and his men wherever possible.%!

Thus, the state did not accept the request of amnesty by Pazvantoglu and determined
to destroy him. Hence, numerous orders were made about that once he was smashed
and encircled, in order to prevent the escape of him and his men, the roads were to be
closed and some menzils were to be established around Vidin and its hinterland.
Here, it is also seen that the government appealed to reward those who killed the
companions of Pazvantoglu alive or dead.?®?> On the other hand, some of the
companions of Pazvantoglu, such as the ayan of Plevne, Topuzoglu, turned against
him and participated to the state efforts. These precautions outside of Vidin were
successful, wherefore some of the cities and districts occupied by the bandit leaders
were recovered and Otuzbiroglu with his two hundred men was executed in February
1798. Moreover, during the spring of 1798, Macar Ali and Gavur Imam were

defeated and reported to be killed in the combats around Lom.?%

However, the siege of Vidin was not prospering. As it prolonged, the military coasts
increased and with the advent of winter, it became also hard to make military
maneuvers.?®* On the other hand, due to the French invasion of Egypt and the rumor

that the French forces were to invade Bosnia too along with the ongoing Wahhabi
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rebellion in Arabia?®, the state came to accept the request of Pazvantoglu’s amnesty.
Accordingly, he would stay peacefully and would not support the yamaks of
Belgrade any longer.2%

Once the government was in trouble with other distractions, one of the important
features of its policy in dealing with the banditry was giving the bandits or troubled
figures with some titles and duties. Likewise, the state granted Pazvantoglu Osman
the title of kapicicibasilik and appointed him as the warden of Vidin. The title of
vizierate would follow it in June 1799. Thus, as he remained peaceful for a while and
the orders related to the banditry were sent him too, the government was able to
focus on the issue of suppressing mountain banditry.?” Nevertheless, his misdeeds
became escalated after a while. It is argued that since forgiving the bandits,
rebellious ayans and officials somehow legitimatized the actions of the bandits in the
eyes of them, Tirsinikli Ismail, Yilikoglu Siileyman and Tepedelenli Ali Pasha would
act the same way in the following periods by taking courage of the example of

Pazvantoglu Osman.?%

During 1799 and 1800, the movements of the bandits concentrated again around
Northern Rumelia. Together with some bandit leaders, like Kara Feyzi, Cenk¢ioglu
and Kara Mustafa, Cengiz Mehmed Giray operated in the same region between
Sumnu and Hezargrad and attempted to expand towards Tirnova. As he had nearly
three thousand soldiers, it was hard to overcome him. That is why the state ordered

the nearby ayans of Rusc¢uk, Sumnu and Hezargrad to confront Cengiz Giray and to

295 The Wahhabi sect was based on a purified doctrine of the Quran and Islam and even rejected the
existence of mosques and the veneration to the Prophet Muhammed. The movement rapidly spread
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hinder their movements if they tried to come over the other side of the Balkan

Mountains.2°

In the meantime, assertedly, from now onwards, Pazvantoglu Osman would not
become as stronger as than before since Tirsinikli Ismail, the ayan of Rusguk was
able to confront his attacks over Northern Bulgaria.®® Actually, it is alleged that
Tirsinikli Ismail was another troublesome figure like Pazvantoglu. However, as he
was the only force against the attacks of Pazvantoglu Osman in the region and as the
state had no power to engage with another usurper in the same area, he was regarded
loyal by the state. Therefore, from 1799 onwards, the government left the
suppression of banditry in Northern Bulgaria to Tirsinikli Ismail, relying much on the

rivalry between Pazvantoglu and him.3%

To conclude, from the beginning of the mountain banditry, through the involvement
of the ayans’ interaction with the bandits, the unrest in Rumelia escalated and the
state measures increased with it. One of the important aspects of the countermeasures
of the state lays in the fact that the state did not advance upon the disorders of the
mountain bandits and the ayans at the same time. By issuing amnesties either to the
bandits or Pazvantoglu, the state attempted to concentrate and eradicate the elements
of the unrest one by one. On the other hand, rather than sending the troops stationed
in Istanbul, the state undertook to organize local elements such as the officials,
ayans, influential men and the population of Rumelia itself. Thus, it seems that while
the legitimacy of Istanbul in the eyes of the productive population fell relative to the
failure of the government in eradication of the banditry in Rumelia, the central
authority reasserted itself at least if numerous dispatches related to the suppression of

banditry sent into and from Rumelia are taken into consideration.
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CHAPTER V

THE END OF THE MOUNTAIN BANDITRY

5.1.The State Measures towards the End of the Mountain Banditry

5.1.1 Between 1800 and 1803

Around 1800, the bandits even spread to Istanbul that the state became anxious.
Therefore, to eliminate their passage across Edirne, the bostancibasi of Edirne was
charged with closing the roads to Istanbul. In the meantime, Tayyar Pasha was
appointed against the bandits around Edirne on 23 September 1800, dealing with the

three famous bandit leaders; Cigercioglu, Isaoglu and Kara Feyzi.3%

By referring to Schlechta-Wssehrd, Mutafchieva indicates that the bandits even
requested the abolishment of the reforms of the Nizam-: Cedid and the beheading of
some of the influential state officials.3®® That is why it is asserted that the
appointment of the Nizam-: Cedid soldiers was planned to be send against the

mountain bandits and Tayyar Pasha was ordered to bring new Anatolian forces.3%

In the last days of 1800, Pazvantoglu Osman’s activities in Wallachia brought about

foreign pressure to suspend his actions across the Danube. However, as he drew his
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forces from there, he directed them around Nis (NiS), leading to his vizierate be

dropped and a third siege of Vidin be planned.%

Nevertheless, while the mountain bandits were beset all around Rumelia, it was not
possible to wipe out the mountain banditry. They were able to move around and,
from time to time, increase their activities. Hence, in January 1801, Hakki Pasha was
once again appointed as the governor and serasker of Rumelia. His term of office
was initially determined to be three years but later extended with additional two
years.3%® On the other hand, Musa Pasha was trying to settle the disorders around the
Northern Rumelia and he was able to win some of the bandit leaders over while he
continued to send soldiers to the villages between Nigbolu and Plevne. However,
meeting their salaries along with those of the bandits who then became Musa Pasha’s
soldiers was a problem for him. Thus, his effectiveness was limited for financial
matters. Provisioning of the troops or retinues had always been a big problem in the
combats against the bandits. 3%’

On the other hand, during his second term, Hakki Pasha also had to confront Giircii
Osman Pasha, who opposed the arrival of him towards Sofia and recruited numerous
sekbans. Osman Pasha is asserted to have become more troublesome than the
mountain bandits for Hakk1 Pasha.3%® Meanwhile, although Hakk: Pasha attempted to
capture Cenkcioglu, Isaoglu and Kara Feyzi, he was not provided the necessary
support by the government. Military and financial needs of Hakki Pasha, such as the
required weapons, ammunition and money could not be met due to insufficient
funds. Therefore, he became indebted to his soldiers. Moreover, the Anatolian forces
which Hakki Pasha had requested were not sent to his aid in time. Also, it is argued

that his request of the punishment of Giircii Osman Pasha was not accepted due to
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the ambivalence of the government. On the contrary, Giircii Osman Pasha was to be

charged against the bandits as they became infested again around Edirne.3°

In this turmoil, on 19 February 1801, the amnesty of the bandits was again sought by
the government. It is attested that during this period, the state attempted to pacify the
problem of mountain banditry by pardoning and settling some of the prominent
bandit leaders through the cooperation of the ayans of Rumelia.®® However, unlike
the previous ones, this time, the state ordered them to be transported into Anatolia

although they did not again comply with their promises to remain peaceful.3!

Thereupon, Hakk:1 Pasha was also regarded ineffective against the mountain bandits
and replaced by his subordinate Omer Aga, the ayan of Filibe.3'> Omer Aga was
given vizierate and ordered to cooperate with Tokatgikli Siileyman, the ayan of
Glimiilcine. Here, it is argued that while Tokatg¢ikli had shown respect and obedience
to Hakki Pasha, he did not act likewise towards Omer Pasha, who as a member of the
Rumelian ayans was deemed lesser in importance in comparison to Tokat¢ikli. That

is why he was also dismissed from the office within a short time.3

So far, the state had appointed some viziers and mirmirans as the governors of
Rumelia against the mountain bandits. Except for Omer Aga, after the case of
Tokatcikli against him, a more powerful and respected figure among the local
notables was appointed in April 1802 as the governor and serasker of Rumelia.
Tepedelenli Ali Pasha, being one of the most influential ayans in Rumelia, so far,
had not attended to the counteroffensives against the mountain bandits due to his
conflicts with the neighboring Souliotes around Epirus. He was a powerful man in

his area of influence and also in Rumelia because of his wealth and large humbers of
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soldiers composed mainly of Albanian sekbans.®** Apart from the suppression of the
banditry, it was asserted that his power was to countervail Pazvantoglu Osman and
Tirsinikli Ismail along with subduing Giircii Osman Pasha, who continued to

rampage in Thrace."®

On the other hand, he was to bring the Albanian sekbans within the mountain bandits
and within the retinues of the pashas and beys of Rumelia back to Albania. Since
many of them were from Tosk, which was the region of Tepedelenli, it was planned
that he could bring them back to Albania and could relieve the density of disorders of
the bandits.?'® Besides, some of the people among the mountain bandits regarded as
strangers like those of Anatolians were also attempted to be detached from the
bandits. Accordingly, Anatolians were to be sent back to Anatolia.3'’

The appointment of Tepedelenli Ali Pasha itself is asserted to have been effective
against the bandits who had much to fear from Ali Pasha’s strength and reputation.
Therefore, the bandits appealed him for an amnesty and promised to remain peaceful
by giving hostages of three hundred men of their own. Kara Feyzi and Kara Mustafa
were also pardoned as they promised to be settled in Filibe.3!® Nevertheless, although
Tepedelenli Ali Pasha was ordered to act at once, because of his delay by staying in
his region for three months, the companions of Pazvantoglu are asserted to have been
able to move freely and throw Northern Rumelia into disarray.3!® Therefore, the
weakness of the state against Pazvantoglu forced the government to pardon and
entitle him again as a vizier. It is again argued that the task of overcoming the

mountain bandits relieved after his pardon.32°
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While Tepedelenli Ali Pasha’s office was a period of relative order, it is indicated
that as the other influential ayans of Rumelia were afraid of him, they did not want
him to remain as a superior over them and promised to aid the state in eliminating the
banditry in Rumelia if Tepedelenli was dismissed. Therefore, the government could
not dare to oppose the request of the ayans who could unify against such an order.3?!
In addition to his delay in acting against the bandits, it is claimed that his request that
his son be given the mutasarriflik of Tirhala (Trikala) confused the government with
that he could extend his influence with the power of his son’s office.3?? As a result,
Tepedelenli Ali Pasha was removed from the governorship of Rumelia and replaced

by the mutasarrif of Thessaloniki, Vani Mehmed Pasha in the beginning of 1803.3%

5.1.2 Between 1803 and 1808

It is asserted that upon the dismissal of Tepedelenli Ali Pasha, the mountain bandits
started their latest offensive in Eastern Thrace. From 1803 onwards, the bandits had
been active even around Istanbul and they had become established between Edirne

and Catalca.3?*

Therefore, as frequently happened, Vani Mehmed Pasha was displaced and in
November 1803, the mutasarrif of Shkoder Ibrahim Pasha (the son of Kara Mahmud
Pasha of the Bushatlis) was appointed as the governor and serasker of Rumelia. This
was designed also to counterbalance the power of Tepedelenli Ali Pasha in
Rumelia.®®® Moreover, during October 1803, the government took a serious stand

against those who ignored and acted slowly in the matter of the banditry.®?® Some of
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the ayans helping the bandits were executed such as, Tokat¢ikli Siileyman, who had
been suspected of helping the bandits. After his death by the help of Tirsinikli ismail
in 1804, the ayan of Filibe, Hiiseyin Bey and Menlikli Osman Bey, his brother and

some of his men were also executed.3?’

In the meantime, as mentioned before, the Nizam-: Cedid soldiers were sent against
the bandits and Kadi1 Abdurrahman marched against the bandits around Malkara on
28 July 1804. He was able to defeat them while some of them escaped towards the
Balkan Mountains. This is argued to have led to a temporary stability around
Thrace.3? These new soldiers are asserted to be obedient and disciplined that their

importance was welcomed by all.?°

Meanwhile two of the most famous leaders of the mountain bandits Kara Feyzi and
Deli Kadri were pardoned in September 1805-6 after two years of devastation
throughout Eastern Thrace. Thus, they were pardoned and ratified as the ayans of
Filibe and Burgaz. The reason for such legalization of them is explained as an
“intricate maneuver” by the government. As the state had already attempted to clear
the way from Istanbul to Serbia, thus, it was able to send his troops to suppress the
Serbian revolt.3*® On the other hand, she maintains that the two kircali leaders were
well aware of the fact that there was no prospect of success any longer for the
mountain bandits since the elements of the anarchy which had provided the bandits

with a suitable environment now denied the existence of them.33!

It is argued that while the Rumelian disorders relieved in this year, there appeared
new troubles besides the Serbian Revolt. Now, the rebellion of Tayyar Mahmud
Pasha had to be dealt with.>*? More importantly, as Tirsinikli Ismail’s hostile

activities against the adjacent regions intensified, he became another problem for the
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state. His main aim is asserted to have been expanding from the Danube, along with
the coastline of the Black Sea down to Edirne.33* Due to his rebellion, the banditry is
said to have been seen once again everywhere in Rumelia. Therefore, to suppress
him, the governor of Silistre was charged while the disorders of the bandits increased
around Edirne.®** As an important center of cereals, the region now occupied by
Tirsinikli was crucial for the provisioning of the capital. Thus, the order in the region

was an important concern of the central government.33®

On the other hand, as a result of the foreign policy, the security of the military roads
lying to the west and north were aimed to be established. As a result, after the
appeasement of Kara Feyzi and Deli Kadri, the government attempted to get rid of
Tirsinikli Ismail in Northern Bulgaria.®® Accordingly, Kadi Abdurrahman Pasha was
planned to be sent to Edirne under the pretext of leading the auxiliary forces against
the Serbian uprising and against a possible Russian attack. Nevertheless, the actual
plan was to intimidate the ayans with the Nizam-: Cedid soldiers and to establish it in
Rumelia.®*” Then, composed mainly of the Nizam-: Cedid soldiers, his forces are
estimated to have been approximately fifteen to twenty thousand.®3® Since the Edirne
Event broke out due to the advance of Kadi1 Pasha and since the Janissaries also led
to disorders in Istanbul, these soldiers were called back to Silivri, by leaving the

cavalry units in Corlu and the infantry in Tekirdag.>*

For the failure against the incident in Edirne, contrary to Ahmed Cevdet’s arguments

on the achievement of the Nizam-: Cedid soldiers and the insolvency of Selim IlI
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during the period, it is argued by Asim Efendi that while Kadi Pasha had nearly
twenty thousand of new soldiers under his command, since many of them were
recruited by force and they were reluctant to fight, it was obvious that this army
would also become ineffectual.®*° On the other hand, while Asim Efendi records that
the forces rallied in Edirne against the Nizam-: Cedid were “karga dernegi” (literally,
where confusion reigned), Cevdet Pasha indicates that many of the opponents
exceeding twenty thousand were desperados.34!

To sum, from 1803 onwards, the state considered the expansion of the bandits before
Istanbul as the most crucial problem to deal with while engaging in the French
invasion of Egypt and later the Serbian revolt. Through the appointment of the two
influential ayans of Tepedelenli and ibrahim pashas who were in a kind of local
rivalry and were potential threats to the central authority, the state attempted at least
to bring a balance to the Rumelian affairs. On the other hand, their power and
influence were important towards at least splitting the bandits if not exterminating
them. Moreover, the success of the Nizam-1 Cedid forces broke the back of the
mountain bandits that there remained some of the individual battalions, which were

also attempted to be pacified through co-optation.

5.2.The Reasons for the Prolonged Banditry

5.2.1 The Weakness of the State

One of the arguments about the failure against the mountain bandits is on the military
ineffectiveness of the governors at the end of the 18" century, which is related to the
number of the governors’ retinues, which was no longer considerable enough to
support a governor to take action like those of previous centuries.?*? As already

mentioned, the reason was the reduction in their incomes. While the state gave the
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task of the suppression of the mountain banditry to the offices such as the governor
of Rumelia and the mutasarrif of Cirmen with additional revenue sources and titles,
it is seen that they were always in need of ready cash for prolonged campaigns.®** On
the other hand, mobilizing large numbers of soldiers against the mountain bandits
was not quite possible in terms of payment, provisioning and arming the soldiers for
long durations. Maintaining such a force was possible only seasonally if the bandits
concentrated on a region. Therefore, allied action against them was a necessary
compound for a successful result. However, the ayans or the other individuals which
the state charged against bandits usually could not organize among themselves for a

coordinated action.®*

On the other hand, according to Ahmed Cevdet Pasha, the state was too late to
undertake an effective solution against the banditry in the first place. Therefore, once
it was tried to be suppressed, the measures even incited the people and, consequently,
increased the number of bandits.3*® In addition, because of the frequent
reappointments, the terms of many governors lasted short. As in the case of Hakki1
Pasha’s second appointment, it is seen that although the government assured him for
five-year term, he was replaced within five months.®*® This was a factor preventing
the governors and mutasarrifs from being affiliated with the conditions of the region
and the banditry. The new officials always had to start from the beginning and they
were not always able to differentiate themselves from the deeds of the previous ones.
Only with Hakk1 Pasha’s first term of governorship of Rumelia, some changes can be

differentiated in the ways to extinguish the banditry.

It is argued that the occasional amnesties given to the bandit leaders encouraged the
bandits in that the pardons were interpreted by them as weakness of the government
to handle the issue. Also, some rewards and gifts granted to the famous bandit

leaders to incite the lesser ones are argued to have promoted bandits’ misdoings in
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the hope that they could also be rewarded.®*’ Apart from the ones given to the
bandits and their leaders, the amnesties of Pazvantoglu are the foremost examples of
that forgiving the ringleaders did not provide an absolute solution. Only after the
third amnesty of Pazvantoglu Osman, it is seen that he remained, in theory, loyal to
the government that even some orders related to combat with the bandits were sent to
Pazvantoglu Osman.®*® Yiicel Ozkaya asserts that after the amnesties, the bandits
continued their plunders for a while under the condition of being forgiven. In
addition, the relatives and acquaintances of them helped the settled bandits to further
their misdoings. The pardons of the bandits, on the other hand, are argued to be a
crucial problem for the public opinion against the central government, through which

the trust for the state protection was reversed.34°

It can be concluded that there was not a well-prepared program against both the
banditry and rebellious ayans like Pazvantoglu Osman. For example, during the siege
of Vidin, despite all the time for preparations in the winter, there appeared lack of
provisions, ammunitions and also, interestingly, lack of effective siege weaponry. On
the other hand, the siege lasted long as result of the inability of the forces towards a
unified assault on the castle.>° Yet, it is also argued that the forces sent against the
bandits by the government or the local notables lacked the necessary training and

discipline that they were either escaped or tended to participate into the bandits.%

5.2.2 The Role of the Centrifugal Forces

While the government depended on the assistance of the local officials and ayans

from the beginning of the movement, many of them did not fully comply with the
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orders and remained loose in their actions.®* For instance, the nazir of Filibe, after
engaging in the bandits for a while, he did not pursue the bandits with the pretext of
protecting his region. At the end, he returned to his region although it was not
ordered him to do so. Similarly, the nazir of Drama acted like the nazur of Filibe. The
government then had to confine itself to warn them about complying with the
orders.* On the other hand, some of the ayans did not take it serious to pursue the
bandits who went out of their territories. Similarly, as the siege against Pazvantoglu
Osman lasted eight months, Tepedelenli Ali Pasha came back to his region by
expressing that he had been far away from his territory too long. This was because of
the fact that they did not want their seat of power to remain vacant and some other
influential members of their community to take it over.*** Tirsinikli Ismail is also
accused of being not serious about the suppression of banditry and of acted according
to his interests, especially after 1803. For example, as he was ordered to pursuit the
bandits, while he reported to the government that he surrounded and fought with the
bandits around the village of Karadren, he actually returned to Ruscuk after a short

time.3%

On the other hand, explicitly or in secret, some of the ayans protected and patronized
the bandits on their own. This played a crucial role in the taking suppression of the
banditry long. On the other hand, it is argued that the ayans were afraid of being
eventually eliminated after the destruction of the mountain bandits.®*® Moreover,
some of the ayans of Rumelia used the bandits to extend their area of influence and
destroy their rival ayans. In this regard, the most important figure who supported the
mountain bandits was Pazvantoglu Osman. It is claimed that because of him, the
disorders of the mountain bandits continued despite the efforts of the government. As

mentioned before, he was dispatching his bandit leaders constantly along the Danube
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River both in Bulgaria and Wallachia.®®" Also, whenever the bandits came to be
defeated or surrounded, they were able to take shelter in his region that the state had

to strive more to engage in banditry over and over again.®*®

Besides him, Tirsinikli Ismail in Rusguk and Yilikoglu Siileyman in Silistre were the
other ayans who continually caused disturbances for that purpose. These two are also
seen to have attempted to use some of the famous bandit leaders, such as Manav
Ibrahim, who were under the service of Pazvantoglu Osman. As Yilikoglu was
successful in winning over Manav Ibrahim, he was able to take advantage from him
against Tirsinikli Ismail, through making Manav plundered the districts of Pravadi
(Provaida), Kozluca (Suvorovo) and Hacioglu Pazarcik (Dobrich), which were under
the influence of Tirsinikli. On the other hand, he also benefited from the
collaboration of Kusancali, who was another companion of Pazvantoglu Osman, Ali

Molla and later Manav ibrahim.3%°

Futhermore, more individual but effective ayans, like those of Haskdy, Emin Aga
and Giimiilcine, Tokat¢ikli Siileyman, were also important in the continuation of
banditry as they clandestinely supported the bandit leaders like Kara Feyzi.
According to a dispatch, provided by Esmer, around the end of 1804, after Tokat¢ikl
Siileyman’s death, officials of Karaagac Iskelesi reported that numerous hidden
cannonballs and other different kinds of weapons and supplies had been found in his

former region. 3%

If it is taken into consideration that some of the ayans like Pazvantoglu Osman and
Tirsinikli Ismail had under their authority lesser ayans, stretching to large areas, the
importance of their role in the matter becomes crucial. Hence, it can be inferred that

their existence was a guarantee for the mountain bandits.*
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5.2.3 The Other Elements

Besides the above-mentioned difficulties, it was a formidable task to control over
such a large area on which the bandits spread and frequently moved from one place
to another. It was not easy to respond to all the directions at the same time, especially
if it is taken into consideration that in fear of plunder, some of the local people had to
obey the bandits’ requests related to the provisions and the other necessities,
providing the bandits to maintain their turmoil.®®? As Anscombe mentions about a
document dating back before the war of 1787-92, “it would take twenty thousand
men to hunt down for a thousand bandits, given the rough and wild terrain in which
they hid.”®% On the other hand, if Kara Feyzi is taken exmaple, the bandits stayed
away from conventional military strategies and used various types of “guerilla-like
tactics”, hindering the success of the pashas, beys, ayans and the others who were
sent against them. In addition, they were in touch with other bandit groups that
shared their forces, ammunition and intelligence, which were very crucial in the
management of their movements. Thus, it is argued that their concomitant and
coordinated attacks encompassing a wide area eventually undermined the

effectiveness of the forces sent against them. %%

Moreover, despite all the rules restricting the passage of the Albanians from Albania
into Rumelia, they did not work as intended. In this, Tepedelenli Ali Pasha also had
an important part that while he was appointed as the derbendler basbugu around
1802, he did not comply with the orders and let some of the Albanians into Rumelia.
Also, it is indicated that his area of control through the derbend system did not cover

all of the problematic areas.3®°

On the other hand, the rebellion of the Wahhabis in the Arabian Peninsula, the

French invasion of the seven islands near the Morea, the invasion of Egypt and a
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possible attack against Bosnia were important distractions for the government. Thus,
the state was not able to bring a decisive end to the banditry. As in the siege of Vidin,
the commander of the forces sent against Pazvantoglu had to abandon the siege since
the requested ammunition and provisions could not be provided due to the
mobilization for repulsing the French invasion army.*®® Lastly, Giircii Osman Pasha,
the former governor of Rumelia before Hakki Pasha, created also problems for the

state, paralyzing Hakki Pasha’s efforts against the bandits.®’

5.3.The End of the Mountain Banditry

5.3.1 The Liquidation of the Prominent Troublemakers

Among the most convincing arguments about the end of the mountain banditry, the
deaths of the prominent ayans play a crucial role. In 1804, the death of Tokat¢ikl
Siileyman, who instigated the mountain banditry around Edirne, had an important
part in the pacification of the bandits around Thrace. It is argued that due to his
death, after the bandits’ defeat inflicted by Kadi Abdurrahman during 1804, the
mountain bandits were faded away as they no longer benefited from Tokat¢ikli’s
support.®%® Similarly, the death of Tirsinikli Ismail in 1805 is asserted to have

brought an end to the unrest in Rumelia.

Similarly, Pazvantoglu Osman, who had been the most crucial factor in the disorders
in Rumelia, is asserted to have stopped being a crucial problem for the state even
before his death in 1807. Accordingly, after being pardoned and elevated to the
office of the warden of Vidin, he remained for a while loyal and served for the state
during the Russian war which started in 1806. On the other hand, it is claimed that

his power had already diminished after the Serbian Revolt in 1804 and after the

366 Ozkaya, Dagli isyanlari, p. 16, 46, 56; Uzuncarsili, Meshur Rumeli Ayanlarindan, p. 11.
367 Ozkaya, Dagli isyanlari, p. 81.

368 Uzuncarsili, “Kadi Abdurrahman Pasa”, (April, 1971), pp. 268-269; Yesil, ihtilaller Caginda Osmanli
Ordusu, p. 53.
89



defeat of the mountain bandits by the Nizam-: Cedid soldiers.*®® Moreover, the
ascension of Tirsinikli Ismail in Rusguk was another blow to the power of
Pazvantoglu Osman while he was losing the alliance of his most prominent bandit
leaders, such as Manav Ibrahim and Kara Feyzi. It is asserted that kircali chiefs no
longer relied on him since his power and prestige were undermined by the national
movements and blocked by external forces, leading him to shrink in Vidin fortress.3"

It is indicated that the date related to the mountain banditry ends with the second
phase of the Russian war between 1809 and 1812 in relation to the liquidation of
troubled ayans. Accordingly, following the end of war with Russia, the central
government started to eliminate some of the remaining influential ayans like idris
Molla, who had replaced Pazvantoglu as the ayan of Vidin. As he was removed from
Vidin, the subordinate ayans of Vidin were left without protection of a patron like
Pazvantoglu Osman and Idris Molla. Thus, they came to reconcile with the central
government in 1813.3"1 At the same year, the ayans of Haskdy and Edirne, Emin Aga
and Dagdevirenoglu were also executed and Yilikoglu was repelled from Silistre.3"
Together with the arrestment of Yilikoglu in Bogdan (present-day Moldovia), it is
pointed out that the ayan regime along the Danube River came to an end. Later, the
lesser ayans were also eliminated such as the ayan of Hezargrad, Hasan Aga in
1816.37% On the other hand, the execution of Emin Aga and the death of Ismail Bey
of Serez are argued to have brought an end to the mountain banditry and the ayan

regime in the Balkans."*

Meanwhile, some of the influential ayan families of Anatolia such as

Karaosmanogullar1 and Hadimogullar1 are indicated to have faded away. Capanoglu

369 Miller, Mustapha Pacha, pp. 109-110; Mytadumnesa, Kvpdxanuticko Bpeme, p. 320, pp. 324-325.
370 |bid, pp. 317-318, 333.
371 |bid, p. 374, 378.
372 |bid, p. 375.
373 Jorga, Osmanli Imparatorlugu Tarihi, pp. 194-195.
374 Baser, Kircaalili Emin Ada, p. 28.
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was also eliminated and forced to escape into Russia.®”® The deaths or the
elimination of the influential Anatolian ayans were important that the state could turn
its attention to Rumelian matters and centralization efforts in general. Lastly,
together with the execution of Tepedelenli Ali Pasha in 1822, the only remaining
prominent ayan became Mustafa Bushatli because of his help in the suppression of
Tepedelenli and in the Greek uprising.3

On the other hand, it is maintained that after winning the battle for the division of
political power over Rumelia, the ayanlik could not tolerate more mobile tumult. For
similar reasons, even after 1802, the brigands are assumed to have turned into ayan
battalions which now were disciplined and undivided.®”” Similarly, Baser argues that
the strengthening of the ayans to such an extent and their control of a considerable
part of Rumelia and the Balkans limited their activities and thus downplayed the
importance of banditry.3"

Apart from the liquidation of prominent ayans, the deaths or pacification of some
troublesome leaders of the mountain bandits were also crucial in the end of the
banditry. Actually, according to the documents around December 1802 and April
1803, it is seen that the state orders speak of the elimination of the banditry and the
request of reinstating the migrated population to their places.®’® From this time
onwards, the orders seem to focus on completing the resettlement of the bandits.
Therefore, it can be concluded that except for some of the individual bandit leaders,
like Kara Feyzi, whose negotiation did not go well with the state and continued to

roam around Edirne, the banditry came to be subsided as a whole in Rumelia. &

375 Jorga, Osmanli iImparatorlugu Tarihi, p. 135, 198.
376 MyTtadumnesa, Kopdxanuiicko Bpeme, pp. 376-377.
377 |bid.

378 Baser, Kircaalili Emin Ada, p. 27

379 BOA. C.DH., 38, 1883, 29 Saban 1217 [25 December 1802], BOA. C.ZB., 8, 397, 29 Saban 1217 [25
December 1805]; BOA. C.ZB., 9, 440, 27 Zilkade 1217 [21 Mart 1803]; BOA. C.D., 79, 3944, 09 Zilhicce
1216 [12 April 1802].

380 BOA. HAT, 65, 2837, 29 Zilhicce 1217 [22 April 1803]; BOA. HAT, 65, 2837 A, 29 Zilhicce 1217 [22
April 1803].
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The deaths of Manav Ibrahim and Celiloglu by Tirsinikli Ismail and Alemdar
Mustafa in 1805 were asserted to have already brought about an end to the banditry
in Northern Bulgaria.®®! Being among the most troublemakers in Rumelia from the
beginning of the 1790s till the midst of the first decade of the 19" century, Kara
Feyzi was co-opted and incorporated into the Ottoman provincial system as the ayan
of Breznik and Iznebolu around 1806-1807, turning much or less an obedient and
peaceful element of the social life in Rumelia.38?

Moreover, the population of Rumelia is asserted as another point in the weakening of
the mountain bandits since they accustomed to defend themselves more successfully
against their actions, such as through founding defensive systems. 383

In addition, it is indicated that during the war with Russia, at least against the
Russian forces, together with twenty thousand Janissaries and the ten thousand
Anatolian soldiers sent by Capanoglu and Karaosmanoglu, there were numerous
Rumelian bandits composed of different nationalities. Through the war, many of the
mountain bandits were cut off from their habitual field of action, namely Thrace. 8
Like Kusancali Halil and his companion Ipsalali Ahmed, Gavur Hasan and Kara
Feyzi, some important bandit leaders cooperated with the prominent ayans of
Rumelia against the Russians. Afterwards, Kusancali Halil and Gavur Hasan are said

to have disappeared from the scene.3°

Likewise, the troublesome pashas who had distracted the government from the issue

of the banditry were also eliminated, like Giircii Osman and Tayyar pashas. 3

Lastly, many of the Albanians, who had been so far created tremendous disorders
over much of Rumelia, were now sent to the war with Russia in 1806. Thus, the

employment of the Albanians reduced the scale of the banditry. It is also asserted that

381 Uzuncarsili, Meshur Rumeli Ayanlarindan, p. 21.

382 Esmer, “A Culture of Rebellion”, p. 2, 12, 310.

383 MyTtadumnesa, Kopdaanuticko Bpeme, p. 377.

384 Jorga, Osmanli Imparatorlugu Tarihi, p. 174; MyTadunesa, Kopdxcanuiicko Bpeme, p. 378.
385 Jorga, Osmanli iImparatorlugu Tarihi, p. 172, 180, 194.

386 MyTtadumnesa, Kopdxanuticko Bpeme, p. 311.
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due to the increase in trade as a result of the “Napoleonic wars” and the peaceful
conditions brought by the successors of Kara Mahmud Pasha, Albania gained
relative stability.>8’

5.3.2 The Nizam-1 Cedid Soldiers and Alemdar’s Rise to Power

Ismail Hakki Uzungarsili assumes that the Nizam-i Cedid soldiers under the
command of Kadi Abdurrahman inflicted the decisive strike to the mountain
bandits.®® Similar to him, Jorga indicates that these soldiers uprooted the bandits in
Rumelia.®®® Miller also adds that after the defeat of the mountain bandits, in which
many of them were killed by the regular troops, the mountain bandits lost their
importance and later, they became a part of the reactionaries in 1806.3%

On the other hand, it is argued that after having become the ayan of Ruscuk,
Alemdar Mustafa was a moderate and obedient figure towards the government.3!
Accordingly, he tried to improve the agriculture and attempted to remove illegal
taxes and forced labor in his domain, which became beneficial for the return of the
people to their places.®®? Moreover, once on the way to Istanbul when Selim III was
attempted to be re-enthroned, he brought with him the majority of former kircali
forces composed of those who after the defeat of 1804 and the weakening of
Pazvantoglu had come under the service of Alemdar Mustafa and regarded him as a
safer master.3% It is estimated that his forces, including the soldiers of the ayans who

were devoted to him, were twenty thousand.®®* On the other hand, as Alemdar

387 Anscombe, “Albanians and Mountain Bandits”, pp. 105-106.

388 Uzuncarsili, “Kadi Abdurrahman Pasa”, (April, 1971), pp. 299; Miller, Mustapha Pacha, p. 114.
389 Jorga, Osmanli iImparatorlugu Tarihi, p. 136.

3%0 Miller, Mustapha Pacha, p. 115.

331 Uzuncarsili, Meshur Rumeli Ayanlarindan, p. 29, 50, 53.

392 |bid, p. 29, 55.

333 Miller, Mustapha Pacha, p. 125.
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Mustafa became sadrazam, the ayans of Rumelia are said to have obeyed the state
orders in fear of him. Besides, since Alemdar had been the ayan of Hezargrad and
later replaced Tirsinikli Ismail Aga in Rusguk, the rest of the ayans and local
notables are argued to have regarded him as one of their own and trusted his
deeds.3%

Lastly, the Sened-i /ttifak is argued to be an element in the end of the mountain
banditry. Alemdar Mustafa Pasha requested all the influential ayans of Rumelia and
Anatolia to convene in Istanbul to discuss the state affairs. In this convention, the
authority of the sultan and the central government was planned to be established
while the authority and power of the ayans were also guaranteed by the state.
Therefore, in 1808, an alliance under the name of the Sened-i [ttifak between the
state and the ayans was devised to reestablish the central administration in the
provinces and also to prevent the opposition to the reforms the state.3%

As it is seen, the death of the “rebellious” ayans and the prominent bandit leaders as
well as the “rebellious” pashas played a crucial role in the end of the mountain
banditry. It is argued that the nature of the banditry had already changed after the
1800s that some individual bandit leaders like Kara Feyzi and Deli Kadri rallied
around them a considerable force, who attempted to negotiate with the state so that
they were integrated into the Ottoman administrative system as ayans of some of the
districts. Together with the death or elimination of some prominent troublemakers

(patrons of bandits), therefore, their cooptation brought an end to the banditry.

It is also claimed that then, as the banditry in Rumelia did not threaten the state to
such an extent like between the mid-1780s and 1808, the term the “mountain
bandits” disappeared.®®” Similar argument is also provided by Alper Baser. Initially,
he cites from Kemal Beydilli that Hafiz Mehmed Efendi ends the mountain banditry
with the accession of Mustafa 1V. Similarly, he adds that since the history works of

Sanizade and Cabi do not provide separate headings for the mountain bandits after

395 Ahmed Cevdet Pasa, Tarih-i Cevdet, Vol. 5, (istanbul: U¢dal Nesriyat, 1984), p. 2240.
3% Uzuncarsili, Meshur Rumeli Ayanlarindan, p. 138, pp. 140-141.

397 Ozkaya, Ozkaya, Dadli isyanlari, pp. 102-103.
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the year 1808, it could be interpreted that the mountain banditry came to an end after
1808.3%

398 Baser, Kircaalili Emin Aga, p. 26.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

The banditry known by the name of its protagonists, the mountain bandits or the
kircalis, occurred throughout the province of Rumelia in the Ottoman Balkans
between approximately 1785 and 1808. The most affected regions were much of the
present-day Bulgaria, Northeastern Greece and Thracian part of Turkey, in which
economic and social order was undermined through the long unrest that many of the
local population migrated to safer places. On the other hand, by endeavoring to repel
the bandits or participating into them, many of the local people became militarized
or, at least, became acquainted with a militarized life. This was to play an important
role in the subsequent periods, in which the nascent Balkan nationalism was to

benefit from this development.

On the other hand, the subject was an integral part of the historical forces leading to
the development of Ottoman “centralization” and “modernization”. It was a product
of a process in which, from the late 16" to the beginning of the 19" century, the two
centuries-long Ottoman military and fiscal transformations brought with the
characteristics of kind of autonomous regional administrations, on which the
Ottoman state mechanism came to depend more and more in administrative, financial

and, most importantly, military matters.

Consequently, under these economic, social, financial and military developments, the
phenomenon of banditry had already become a part of social life in Anatolia and the
Balkans before the emergence of the mountain bandits. Thus, unable to deal with
external and internal powers at the end of the 18" century, the state became obliged
to reform its institutions and to regain the control of financial and military resources
in the provinces. Arguably, the true development of the mountain banditry
corresponds to the beginning of the Nizam-: Cedid reform program, through the

establishment of the Nizam-1 Cedid soldiery and imposing new taxes related to it.
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Therefore, it seems that as the state paid more attention to pacify the issue of
banditry and regain the control of the provinces, it turns out that the banditry
aggravated in relation to the participation of other actors into the tumult in Rumelia.

The ayan rivalries and later secessionisms are seen to have recurred from the early
1790s to the midst of the first decade of the 19™ century. As the most important
figure of the time, Pazvantoglu Osman was not unique in his “rebellion” against the
central authority. Before him, Kara Mahmud Pasha of the Bushatlis had already
tested and proved the capacity of the central government against such developments
and the several pardons and cooption of him by the government was a mere response
to its inefficiency in the control of the provinces.

In this respect, the ayans or prominent members of the local notables of Rumelia
such as Kara Mahmud of the Bushatlis in Shkoder, Tepedelenli Ali Pasha in Janina,
Pazvantoglu Osman in Vidin, and later Tirsinikli Ismail in Ruse and the other lesser
ones are seen refractory unlike those of Anatolians in relation to the loyalty and
support for the state efforts over “centralization” and “modernization”. This is not to
say that the banditry was totally depended on the ayan rivalries and secessionisms in
Rumelia. Nevertheless, as a driving power, the institution of ayanlik, at least,
partially enabled the bandits to further their disorders, which paralyzed the Ottoman
reassertion of central control in Rumelia. As it is seen in the state measures against
the mountain bandits, the banditry could be suppressed fi there was no existence of
the kind of ayans who protected and incited the bandits, let alone their cooperation
with the government to confront and suppress the bandits. Distinctively, in the case
of Pazvantoglu Osman and later Tokatgikli Siileyman, it appears that the banditry

played a role of leverage for their irredentist political and financial concerns.

Conversely, it is argued that with the strengthening of the local notables at the turn of
the 19" century, the nature of the relationship between the ayans and the bandits
changed, no longer, allowing a similar uncontrolled anarchy in Rumelia. Then, only
some individual bandit leaders were able to continue their disorders between Sofia
and Istanbul. However, it was also different than the previous years that they pursued
legitimate financial and political careers by forcing the government to recognize

them as ayans of some lucrative districts.
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On the other hand, becoming a part of the reaction against the reforms in its last
phase, the mountain bandits seemingly played a part in the abolishment of the
Nizam-: Cedid, whose military wing at least would be restored in a short time under
different name “Sekban-: Cedid”, which was led by Alemdar Mustafa Pasha.

As to the effects and limits of the government response against the mountain bandits,
it seems that there was not much to reinvent a systematic liquidation of the
troublemakers. Rather, the most remarkable attempt of the government seems to have
been the cooptation and integration of the troubled figures into the existing order
when the government had not the capacity to overcome the problem. By trying first
pardoning and settling the bandits, the government tried to pacify them. In addition,
it was not uncommon that the bandit leaders or those who had had bandit careers
became ayans or a part of the local notables. As in the case of Kara Feyzi and
Kusancali Halil, the government made use of them against the Russians during the

war which started in 1806.

Whether success or failure against the entire uproar, the result of the state efforts
against the mountain bandits was the infiltration of the Ottoman central authority into
Rumelia. This happened through a series of correspondences of orders and reports,
collaboration with the local notables and population, cooption and integration of the
troublemakers into the Ottoman mechanism. On the other hand, the banditry
provided the state with the legitimate ground to eliminate or at least intimidate
recalcitrant elements in Rumelia as well as Anatolia. In the pretext of accusing some
ayans of collaborating with the bandits, the state was able to confront and to seek the

support of the other ayans and local notables.
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APPENDICES

A. THE FIRST DOCUMENT SPEAKING OF THE MOUNTAIN
BANDITS

The document indicates that before this time, the kad: of the district (kaza) of Servi
(Sevlievo) had already informed Istanbul of that there had been no mountain bandits

in their kaza and also indicates that there was still none in their district. BOA. C.DH.,
309, 15409, 29 Muharrem 1200 [2 December 1785].
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B. THE PHYSICAL MAP OF BULGARIA
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C. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Bu caligmada, 18. yiizyil sonu ve 19. yiizyil baslarinda, 1785 ve 1808 yillar1 arasinda
Rumeli’de ortaya ¢ikan Dagli Eskiyasi ele alinmistir. Daha ¢ok bugiin Bulgaristan
smirlar1 igerisinde kalan Osmanli topraklarinda yogunluk kazanarak uzun bir siire
devam eden eskiyaligin ortaya ¢ikisi, gelisimi ve sona erisi, eskiyaliga karst Osmanli
hiiklimeti tarafindan alinan Onlemler ve Devlet’in eskiyalikla ugrastigi1 sirada
karsilastigi sorunlar tizerinden incelenmistir. Sonug olarak, eskiyalikla miicadele
iizerinden Devlet’in bilhassa Rumeli’de yeniden merkezilesme siirecine girdigi, ve
eskiyanin ortadan kaldirilmasina paralel olarak adem-i merkeziyet¢i bir hiiviyet
kazanan belli bash ayanlarin ortadan kalkmasi1 veya kaldirilmas: iizerinden ayanlik

kurumunun tasfiye edildigi tespit edilmistir.

Bu c¢alisma cogunlukla ikinci el kaynaklar {izerinden olusturulmustur. Eskiyaligin
ortaya c¢ikisi, gelisimi ve sonuglanmasi, devletin aldigi tedbirler ve karsilastig
giigliikler konusunda ortaya atilan tartismalar ve bilgiler tizerinden dagh eskiyaligi
ele alinmistir. Vera P. Mutafvhieva ve Yiicel Ozkaya’nin dagl eskiyasi iizerine
hazirladiklar1 eserler temel alinarak donem tizerine yapilmis diger ¢aligmalar da bu
baglamda miimkiin oldugunca goézden geg¢irilmistir. Konunun ayanlikla i¢ ice
bulunmus olmasi, ayanligmm da c¢ok c¢alisilan konulardan biri olmasi bakimindan
eskiyalikla ilgili oldukga ¢ok bilgiye rastlanilmistir. Ancak iizerinde durulan sorunlar
ve tartigmalar genellikle birbirine benzemektedir. Eskiyaligi kapsayan ¢alismalar goz
Oniine alindiginda, tizerine ¢alisma yapilan ve donemin en dikkat ¢eken isimlerinden
bazilar1 Pazvantoglu Osman, Tirsinikli Ismail, Yihikoglu Siileyman, Tokatcikli
Stileyman, Hakki Pasa ve Kadi Abdurrahman Pasa’dir. Bu c¢alismada, kullanilan
belgelerin  ¢ogunu Basbakanlik Osmanli  Arsivi'ndeki Cevdet tasnifleri
olusturmaktadir. Dagh eskiyaligi, bu ¢alismada bir biitiin olarak ele alindigindan
ancak literatlirde bos kalan veyahut yapilan bazi gozlemlerin ve sonuglarin
desteklenmesine yonelik bir arsiv ¢alismasi yapilabilmistir. Nitekim dagh eskiyaligi
uzun bir donemi kapsamasi ve c¢esitli konu basliklar1 altinda toplanabilmesi
bakimindan kendi i¢inde zengin bir arastirma sahasi barindirmaktadir. Bu ¢alismada,
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eskiyalik ve devlet tedbirleri tizerinden III. Selim’in saltanatina denk gelen bir
doneme 151k tutulmak istenmistir. ikinci Mahmud donemi merkezilesme ve
reformlar1 ve 19. yiizyilda Balkanlarda ortaya ¢ikan milliyet¢ilik konularinin daha iyi
anlasilabilmesi acisindan dagh eskiyaligmin toplum ve devlet {izerine biraktig1 etki

bakimimdan bu konu olduk¢a 6nemli goriilmiistiir.

Dagli Eskiyasmin ortaya cikis ve gelisim sebeplerini anlamak adma ilk iki boliimde
Osmanli Devleti’nin 16. yiizyil sonlarindan 18. yiizyil sonuna kadar gegirdigi sosyo-
ekonomik, mali, idari ve askeri degisimler ele alimmustir. Anlasildigi iizere, konunun
esasini olusturan eskiyalik faaliyeti daha 16. yiizy1l sonlarindan baslayarak 18. yiizyil
sonlarina gelinceye kadar basta Anadolu ve daha az olmak iizere Rumeli’de ciddi
boyutlara ulasan sosyo-ekonomik ve demografik karisikliklara neden olmustur.
Bunun arkasinda, 16. ylizyill sonunda yasanmaya baslayan “krizler ve degisim
donemi” yatmaktadir. Birinci boliimde, Osmanli Devleti’nin 16. yiizy1l sonundan 18.
ylizyll sonuna kadar gecirdigi kriz ve degisimler iic ana bashk altinda
degerlendirilmistir. Bunlar, 16. yiizy1l sonu ve 17. ylizyil bas1 krizleri, askeri degisim

ve mali degisim olarak adlandirilmistir.

Genel olarak Akdeniz havzasinda ve 6zelde Osmanli Devleti’ndeki niifus artisina
paralel olarak bu yiizyll sonunda ortaya ¢ikan sorunlar arasinda paranin deger
kaybetmesi ve buna karsilik olarak temel tiiketim maddelerinde goriilen fiyat
artiglar;, Osmanh idari ve mali, dolayisiyla, toplum yapisini da degistirecek dnemli
etkiler yaratmistr. Bu donemde goriilen Celali Isyanlarinin ortaya c¢ikis
sebeplerinden bir tanesi, bahsi gecen niifus artis1 ve buna bagli olarak tarim
arazilerinin artan niifusu karsilayamamis olmasidir. Diger sebepler arasinda fiyat
artiglarmin yasanmis olmasi1 yer alir. Amerika’dan Avrupa yoluyla Osmanl
topraklarina giren ucuz glimiis neticesi Osmanli paras1 deger kaybetmis, bunun
yaninda Devlet tarafindan da paranin degerinin diisiliriilmesi sonucunda yiikselis
egiliminde olan fiyatlarin daha da artarak ekonomik krize neden oldugu goriilmiistiir.
Diger taraftan, maasghi devlet gorevlileri ve timarli sipahiler de paranin deger

kaybetmesi sonucunda ekonomik olarak ciddi sekilde etkilenmistir.

Ayni sekilde, artan niifusa yeterli is imkanmi sunamayan kdy yasaminin, kdylerini

terk eden insanlar yiiziinden bozulmaya basladig1 goriiliir. Koyden kente yaganan go¢
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sonrasi, kentlerde de niifus baskis1t meydana gelmistir. Topraksiz ve igsiz kalan bu
gurup i¢cinden ¢ikarak sekban olan insanlarin, bu durumda eskiyaliga meylettikleri ve
neticede hali hazirda kotii durumda olan sosyo-ekonomik durumu daha da zor
duruma soktuklar1 goriiliir. Celali-sekban isyanlar1 olarak da adlandirilan ve
Anadolu’da goriilen bu eskiyalik yiiziinden Anadolu’da zirai {iretim ve ticaret

sekteye ugramustir.

Devletin “klasik donemi” icerisinde temel idari, mali ve askeri yapilanmasini
olusturan timar sistemi bu gelismeler neticesinde yipranmis ve eski etkinligini
kaybetmeye baslamistir. Bunu ve dolayisiyla devletin yeniden-yapilanma siirecini
olusturan bir diger 6nemli etken ise, bu yiizyil sonu itibariyla Avrupa’da ortaya ¢ikan
yeni askeri gelismelerdir. Askeri teknoloji ve savas idaresindeki gelismeler
neticesinde, o zamana kadar Osmanli Devleti ordusunun temelini olusturan ve ancak
ekim ve hasat zamani (bahar baslangici-yaz sonu) arasinda savasi siirdiirebilecek
timarl sipahiler yerine, daha ¢ok maagh tiifekli-piyade askerine ihtiya¢ duyulmustur.
Buna baglh olarak, sayilar1 artirilan ulufeli Yenigeriler kadar donemin en onemli
gelismelerinden birisi de savas baslangict veya srrasinda toplanilan ve savas
bitiminde terhis edilen maash-gecici sekban askerlerinin ortaya ¢ikisi olmustur.
Sayilar1 artan Yenigeriler, merkezde ve daha sonra tasrada merkezi Devlet otoritesini
sarsarak siyasi hayati ve bunun yaninda bolgesel sosyo-ekonomik yasantiyi
degistirecek 6nemli bir unsur olmaya baslamistir. Yenigeriler kadar, sekbanlar
veyahut bir diger adiyla levendler de silahli ve askeri bir yasantiya alisik bir sekilde
Anadolu ve Rumeli’de eskiyalik yaparak ciddi karigikliklara neden olmustur.

Osmanli hiikiimetinin daha fazla tiifekli piyadeye ve dolayisiyla daha ¢ok nakit
paraya ihtiya¢c duymasi ise diger taraftan bozulmaya baslayan timar sisteminin yerine
daha c¢ok kaynak saglayacagi diisiiniilen iltizam sisteminin yerlesmesine neden
olmustur. Agik artirma usuliiyle mukataa adi verilen belirli toprak ve finans
initelerinin vergi toplama hakkinin {i¢ yilligina verildigi bu uygulamanin topragi ve
koyliyli korumakta aciz kaldigi goriilmiistiir. Bunda etkili olan 6nemli bir etmen
olarak miiltezimlerin kisa zamanda ¢ok kar elde etmeye ¢aligmalar1 gosterilmistir.
Boylelikle, vergi toplama hakkina sahip olduklar1 birimlerin ¢esitli ihtiyaclarmi
gézetmemeleri -veya koylilye kredi ve bor¢ vererek onlar1 borglandirmalari-
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sebebiyle koylii ve dolayisiyla vergi kaynagi perisan olmustur. Buna engel olmak
adina 17. ylizyl sonlarinda kayd-1 hayat ile verilen malikane uygulamasma
gecilmistir. Bu sistemle beraber, malikdne sahiplerinin topraklarin ve dolayisiyla
koyliiniin korunmasina 6zen gosterecekleri diisiiniilmiistiir. Ancak reayanin ve vergi
kaynagmin korunmasi saglanamamistir. Burada, malikdne olarak verilen topraklarin

da tipki iltizam sistemi i¢erisinde oldugu gibi alt birimlere ayrildig1 goriiliir.

Ayrica, bu donemle ilgili en 6nemli gelismeler arasinda “ciftliklesme” egilimi yer
almaktadir. Keza, koyliinlin borg¢landirilmasi ile arazilerinin ellerinden alimmasi
sonucunda ¢iftliklerin yayginlastigi ve bu koyliilerin buralarda iicretli galisanlar
durumuna diistiikleri goriliir. Eskiyaligin artmasinin sebeplerinden biri olarak bu

stirecin yer aldig1 sdylenebilir.

Buna ek olarak, finansal acigi kapatmak iizere devletin olagan {istii vergileri
olaganlastirmas1 ve yeni vergiler konmasinin yaninda, devlet gorevlilerinin halktan
usulsiiz topladiklar1 “tekalif-i sakka” tiiriinden vergiler de ekonomik ve sosyal hayat1
derinden etkileyerek konunun esasini olusturan eskiyalik olgusunun ortaya ¢ikmasina

katkida bulunmustur.

Belirtilen degisim donemine kadar Osmanli Devleti'nde Anadolu ve Rumeli’de
uygulanarak sosyal hareketliligi engelleyen ancak nispeten giivenligin ve tiretimin
devamlilig1 agisindan 6nemli bir yere sahip olan timar sistemi, etkinligini ve yerini
kaybetmeye baslamistir. Bunun sonucunda, tasradaki “ciftliklesme” siireci de hesaba
katilirsa, topraksiz kalarak koyiinii terk etmeye baslayan halk, daha ¢ok da bu sosyo-
ekonomik c¢evreden ortaya c¢ikan geng-bekar erkekler, is bulmak adina tasra
yoneticilerine ve ileri gelenlerine, savas zamanlarinda ise devlete de “kapilanarak”
yeni bir ziimreyi olusturmuslardir. Egkiyalik icin 6nemli bir kaynak teskil eden bu
parali askerler, ayni zamanda ortaya ¢ikmaya baslayan ancak c¢ok daha kokli
bicimde kendisini tasra hayatinda hissettirecek olan ayanlarin giiclenmesinin de

onemli bir parcasi olmustur.

Mali ve askeri degisimlere ve dolayisiyla devletin merkezi otoritesinin tagrada eskisi
gibi etkisini hissettirememesine paralel olarak, ayanlar tistlendikleri gesitli vazifelerle

tagra yonetiminin bir pargasi olarak sivrilerek 18. yiizyillin sonuna gelindiginde
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merkezce kontrol altina alinmalar1 gii¢ olacak finansal ve askeri giice ulasmiglardir.
Devletin, 18. yiizy1ll basinda ayanligi —i¢inde bulundugu askeri, idari ve finansal
zarurete nazaran- resmi bir vazife olarak tanimasi neticesi, ylizyll boyunca ve
ozellikle yiizyil sonlarina dogru, ayanlar arasinda ve ayanlarla devlet arasindaki

niifuz miicadeleleri artarak Rumeli’de siirekli bir karisiklik ortami olugmustur.

Ozellikle yiizy1l ortasindan sonra, savas donemleri sirasinda ve sonrasinda giiclenen
ayanlik ve ayan miicadeleleri yaninda eskiyalik da Rumeli’de kentsel ve daha ¢ok
kirsal olmak iizere sosyo-ekonomik hayati derinden etkilemistir. Devletin gerekli
idari ve askeri giice sahip olmamasi neticesi adalet dagitimi da bundan etkilenerek
toplumun giiclii olan kesim tarafina meyletmesine neden olmustur. Bunun haricinde
bircok kimse topragini veyahut isini giiclinii birakarak daha giivenli gordiikleri sehir
ve kasabalara ya da -daha g¢ok Hristiyan kesim- Osmanli topraklar1 dismma gog

etmislerdir.

Bu sartlar altinda 1787 ve 1792 arasindaki savastan da yenik ve finansal olarak
iflasin esiginde ayrilan Osmanli Devleti, tasrada merkezi otoritesini, daha da
onemlisi finansal ve askeri kaynaklarini1 yeniden merkezde toplama amacima yonelik
reform hareketlerine girismistir. Ancak hem toplum nazarinda yeni koyulan vergiler
hem de ayanlar nezdinde devletin merkezilesme caligmalari reformlara karsi olan bir
tepkiyi de beraberinde getirmistir. 1793 yilinda kurulan Nizam-1 Cedid askeri
teskilat1 ve daha sonra irad-1 Cedid hazinesinin kurulmasi, dolayisiyla yeni vergiler
konulmasi iizerine, bu donemde, Devlet hem merkezde Yenigerilerin, ulemanin ve
Istanbul halkinin tepkisini iizerine ¢ekmis hem de tasrada ayanlar basta olmak iizere,
Yenigeri ve halkin nefretine neden olmustur. Bu hususta, Anadolu ve Rumeli
birbirinden ayrilmaktadir. Yeni askeri teskilatin desteklenmesi agisindan Anadolu
ayanlarmin devlete sadik kalarak reformlara destek olduklari goriiliirken, Rumeli
ayanlarinin bu yenilik hareketlerinin karsisinda olduklari anlasilmaktadir. Bunda,
Rumeli’de ki Yenigeri karakterinin daha baskin olmasi da dnemli rol oynamistir. 18.
yizyilin sonlarma gelindiginde Rumeli’deki niifuzlu bazi ayanlarm Yenigeri
gecmiglerinin  olmas1 ve bunlarla iligki aglar1 kurmalar1 neticesinde, yapilan
yeniliklerle ellerindeki ayricaliklar1 kaybetmek istememeleri Devlet’e karsi olan
hareketlere bu guruplarin daha kolay katilmalarna neden olmustur. Pazvantoglu
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Osman ele alindiginda, Yenigeri ocagma mensup bulunmasi nedeniyle, Belgrad
yamaklarint yanma c¢ekebilmistir. Ayn1 zamanda, yeni koyulan vergilere karsi
goriinerek de bolge halkinin destegini kazanmaya calismistir. Tam da bu doneme
denk gelerek ortaya g¢ikan ve gelisen dagl eskiyaliginin uzun bir siire etkisini
artirarak devam ettirmesi iizerine Devlet’in bu sorunu bastirmak adina almis oldugu
tedbirlerle, kaynaklarmi ve zamanmni harcamasi sonucunda merkezilesme ve

yenilesme is1 uzamis ve sekteye ugramistir.

1785 civarinda ilk defa belgelerde “dagl eskiyasi” olarak adina rastlanan kalabalik
eskiya gruplar1 1791°den itibaren 1787-1792 Osmanli-Rus ve Avusturya savasi
sonlarinda savastan kagan ve savasin sonunda terhis edilen askerlerin de katilimiyla
yeni bir gekil almistir. Anadolu’dan getirilen askerlerin firari olmalar1 nedeniyle
tekrar evlerine veya bolgelerine donememeleri ve Rumeli’den toplanan askerlerle
birlikte igsiz ve ge¢imden mahrum olmak iizere kalabalik ve silahli olarak eskiyaliga
basvurmasi sonucunda Rumeli’deki eskiyalik daha cok paramiliter bir goriiniime
dontismiistiir. Daglh eskiyasini olusturan unsurlar biliyiikk ¢ogunlugunu Miisliiman
Osmanli halkindan bir kesim olusturmustur. Bunlarin igerisinde Arnavutlar,
Bosnaklar, Tatarlar, Anadolu’dan gelen askerler ve bir kistm Rumeli halk1 6nemli rol
oynar. Ancak, eskiyalar arasinda Hristiyanlarin da yer aldig1 goriilmiistiir. Bu kesim
daha ¢ok Pazvantogluna bagli eskiya guruplar1 arasinda yer almaktadir. Eskiyalarin
savunmasiz koy ve panayirlar kadar tahkim edilmis kasaba ve sehirlere, daglik
araziler yaninda diizliik alanlara da saldirmalar1 sonucunda Osmanli yoneticileri
bunlar1 ortadan kaldirmak i¢in eskiyaligin siddetinin artirmasina paralel olarak ¢esitli

tedbirler almstir.

Alinan Onlemler arasinda en dikkat ¢ekici olanmi, merkezden atanan pasalar
nezaretinde bolgesel giiclerin eskiya iizerine atanmasi olusturmaktadir. Rumeli’deki
ayanlar, kendi maiyetleriyle veyahut bolgelerinden topladiklar1 askerler ile eskiya
iizerine gorevlendirilmislerdir. Bunun yaninda, Anadolu ayanmin yardimina da
onemli derecede basvurulmustur. Rumeli ayanina nazaran Anadolu’daki ayanlarin,
Devletin atmis oldugu merkezilesme ve yenilesme adimlarina daha sadik goriinerek
yardimda bulunmasina ragmen eskiyanin tedibi i¢in Anadolu’dan istenen askerler
bazen zamaninda gonderilememis bazen de hi¢ Rumeli’ye ulasmamistir. Ayanlara ek
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olarak, Rumeli’de gorev alan bazi pasalar ve diger devlet gorevlileri de topladiklari

askerler ile eskiya takibinde gorev almistir.

Dagli eskiyas1 sorununun biiyiimesi ve engellenememesine denk olarak, Devlet’in bu
sorunla miicadele adina zaman i¢inde daha kudretli ve niifuzlu pasalari Rumeli’de
gorevlendirmeye calistigr goriilmektedir. 1780’lerin ortalarindan 1791°e kadar dagh
eskiyasi ile miicadelede Edirne bostancibasisinin en 6nemli unsur oldugu ortaya
¢ikmaktadir. Bunun disinda, merkezden atanan veyahut Rumeli’de bulunan bazi
hasekilerin de dagli sorunu {iizerine gorevlendirildigi goriilir. Ancak, savas sona
erdikten sonra eskiyaya karsi gérevlendirilen asil isim Cirmen mutasarrifi olmustur.
Bu donemde ¢esitli pasalar Cirmen mutasarrifi olarak atanmis veyahut Cirmen
mutasarrifligina getirildiklerinde vezarete yiikseltilmislerdir. Doénem igerisinde
Cirmen mutasarrifinin zenginligi ve askeri kaynaklar1 artirilmaya ¢alisilarak eskiyaya
kars1 basarili olmasi amaglanmistir. Ancak, 1795 yilinda, Pazvantoglu Osman’in
eskiyaya destek olmasina karsi alinan tedbirler sonucunda basarisiz olunmasi
ardindan eskiyaligin artmasi nedeniyle 1796 yilinda artik Rumeli’de eskiyaya kars1
gorevlendirilen en yetkili unsurun Rumeli valisi oldugu goriilmektedir. Hakki1 Pasa
ile birlikte Rumeli valilerinin eskiyaya karst en st makam olarak
gorevlendirilmelerinin  yaninda onceki diger unsurlarin da eskiyaya karsi
gorevlendirilmeye devam ettikleri goriilmektedir. Cirmen mutasarrifi, Edirne
bostancibasisi ve bunlarin yaninda Silistre valisi bizzat dagh iizerine gorevli
kilmmislardir. Ancak, Hakk1 Pasa’nin ikinci Rumeli valiliginden sonra dagli eskiyasi
ile miicadele etmek iizere Rumeli valiligine 6nce Filibe ayaninin, daha sonra da
Tepedelenli Ali ve Ibrahim pasalarin atandig1 goriilmektedir. Rumeli’de niifuz ve
kudret sahibi olan bu iki ayanin Rumeli valiligine atanmasiyla, eskiyaya kars1 6nemli
bir glic kazanmay1 hedefleyen hiikiimet ayni zamanda bu iki ayan arasindaki gii¢
miicadelesinden da yararlanarak Arnavutluk dolaylarinda gii¢c kazanan bu ayanlardan
birinin digerine nazaran daha ¢ok Sivrilmesini engellemeyi amaglamistir. Bunun
yaninda, dikkat ¢eken bir diger husus da, bilhassa bu iki Arnavutluk ayaninin, Kuzey
Bulgaristan ve Rodoplar cevresindeki gliclii veya giiclenmekte olan ayanlari

dengelemek amaciyla Rumeli valisi olarak atanmig olmalaridir.
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Ayanlar kadar, eskiya ve ayan-pasa kuvvetlerinin arasinda goriilen Arnavutlar da bu
donemdeki en dikkat ¢ekici unsurlardan birini teskil etmektedir. Bunun nedeni ise
Arnavutlarin  daha c¢ok parali asker olmalar1 nedeniyle kolaylikla saf
degistirebilmeleri ve eskiyaya katilmalaridir. Ayrica, eskiya arasinda Onemli
miktarda Arnavut’un yer aldigi goriilmektedir. Daha Once bahsedilen sebeplerin
disinda, bu donem Arnavutluk’ta yasanan niifus artisi ve bolgedeki ¢iftliklesme
sorunu da hesaba katilirsa maisetsiz kalan Arnavut halkinin, Arnavutluk dismdaki
bolgelere tagsmast Rumeli’de cok sayida goriilmelerini agiklamaktadir. Ayrica,
savaslarda ve ayanlarin maiyyetlerinde sekban olarak gorev almalar1 da bolgede
sirekli mevcut olmalarma neden olmustur. Eskiyaligin Onlenmesi i¢in alinan
tedbirlerin en Onemlilerinden bir kag¢ini, bunlarin Arnavutluk’tan Rumeli’ye
gecirilmemesi veyahut eskiya arasmmda ve ayan ve pasalarm maiyetlerinde

bulunanlarmnin Arnavutluk’a gonderilmeleri olusturmaktadir.

Bununla beraber, eskiyaya karsi savunma ve saldir1 tedbirleri arasinda nefir-i amm
yani halkin silahli bir sekilde eskiyaya karsi organizasyonu onemli bir yer teskil
etmistir. Bu bakimdan, eskiyanin elinde bulunan silah ve cephaneden yoksun
bulunan Rumeli halkmin, “kanun-1 kadim”e ters diisecek sekilde, silahlanmasina izin
verilmesi, hatta yeri geldiginden bizzat devlet tarafindan silahlandirilmasi da
milliyet¢ilik ¢aginda goriilecegi lizere toplumun askeri bir tecriibe kazanmig olmasi

bakimindan 6nemlidir.

Ancak, alinan biitiin tedbirlere karsi, eskiyalik uzun bir siire devam etmistir. Bunda,
bazi ayanlarin, kendi niifuz alanlarmi genisletmek veyahut hi¢ olmazsa devletin
kendileriyle ugragmasini Onlemek adina, eskiyayr himaye ederek desteklemesi
onemli yer edinmistir. Bu ayanlardan veyahut Rumeli toplumunun ileri gelenlerinden
en Onemlisi Pazvantoglu Osman’dir. Tuna Nehri lizerinde Vidin’de konuslanip
Belgrad, Kuzey Bulgaristan, Eflak ve hatta Balkan Daglarinin giineyine kadar
sarkarak kendi alanini eskiyalar1 ve Belgrad yamaklarini destekleyerek genisletmeye
calismistir. Bu yilizden, eskiyalar, Pazvantoglu Osman’dan maddi destek gordiikleri
kadar, Devlet tedbirleri sonucu tizerlerine gidilip sikistirildiklarinda Vidin’e kagma
imkanmi bulmuslardir. Pazvantoglu Osman kadar aleni olmasa da diger bir¢ok irili
ufakli ayan ve ileri gelenler de eskiyaya kendi ¢ikarlar1 adina destek olmustur.
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Pazvantoglu Osman o6rneginde goriildiigli iizere, Devlet’in, yeri geldiginde
Rumeli’de yer alan en niifuzlu ayanlardan birinin {izerine gidebildigi ve diger
ayanlarin destegini isteyerek onlar1 yanina ¢ektigi goriilmektedir. Ancak, bu doneme
gelinceye dek Devlet’in Rumeli’deki ayanlara karsi aldigi tavir, birinin istiine hat
sathada mesruiyet saglanmadan kati bir sekilde gitmektense birbirleri arasindaki
niifuz miicadelelerine sessiz kalarak birini digerine kirdirmak ve her iki taraftan
birinin ¢ok fazla giiclenmesine mani olmak {izerine yogunlasmaktadir. Bu usul,
ayanligin kuvvetlenmesine paralel olarak 18. ylizyilin ikinci yarisindan itibaren
Devlet tarafindan benimsenmis bir politika seklinde goriinmekte ve dagh
eskiyaligmin siirdiigii donemde daha da Onem kazanmaktadir. Bu agidan
degerlendirildiginde, eskiyanin ve isyana meyilli ayanlarin ayn1 doneme denk gelen
varliklari, zaman zaman birinin ¢ikardig1 sikintilar sonucu digerine katlanmak

durumunda kalimmastyla sonu¢lanmaistir.

Devletin eli gii¢lendiginde ise, Pazvantoglu Osman eskiyaya ve Belgrad yamaklarina
desteginden dolay1 cezalandirilmak istenmis ve Vidin iki sefer kusatilmistir.
Bunlarda basar1 saglayamayan hiikiimet, ister istemez Pazvantoglu’nu affetmek ve
hatta sonunda ona vezirlik vermek zorunda kalarak gailesini defetmek yolunu
secmistir. Bu donemde goriilen en ilgi ¢ekici tedbirlerden birisi, sorun c¢ikaran
unsurlardan birinden birinin ortadan kaldirilmasma dikkat edilmesidir. Eskiyalik
sorunu ortaya ¢ikip gelisme asamasinayken Arnavutluk’ta Kara Mahmud Pasa’nin
isyan1 bastirilmadan evvel, Devlet, eskiyalar i¢in genel af ilan etmis ve Mahmud
Pasa’nin iizerine yiirtimiistiir. Ayni1 sekilde, Pazvantoglu Osman kusatildiktan ve
affedilerek Vidin Muhafizlig1 kendisine verildikten sonra, Devlet, eskiyaya verdigi

aflar1 geri cekmis ve onlar1 ortadan kaldirmay1 hedeflemistir.

Alman tedbirlerin basarisizlifa ugramasi veyahut eskiyaligin devam etmesinin
sebeplerinden bir digeri de bu doneme rastlayan tedirgin edici uluslararasi
gelismelerdir. Fransa’min  Avrupa’daki savaslar1 ve Iyon Denizi civarmda
genisleyerek Osmanli Devleti’ne sinirdas olmasi, dig gelismelere karsi tedbirli
davranilarak eskiyalia karsi alinan tedbirlerin sinirli kalmasina neden olmustur.
Ayni sekilde, Fransa’nin Misir’1 iggal etmesi ve arkasindan Bosna’yi1 da isgal edecegi
haberinin alinmas1 eskiyaliga karsi bir siire i¢in de olsa yeteri kadar tedbir alinmasini
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engelleyen faktorlerdendir. Arabistan’da uzun siire devam eden Vahhabi isyanlar1 da,
yenilesme ve merkezilesme adimlar1 kadar, eskiyalik konusunda da Devlet’in elini

kolunu baglayan diger sebepler arasinda yer almaktadir.

Nitekim eskiyaligin siirmesinde en g¢arpict unsurlardan birisi olarak ayanlarin onlar1
himaye etmeleri veyahut eskiya takibinde gerekli yardimi yapmaktan ¢ekinmeleri yer
alir. Devletin cesitli kaza ayanlarini, pasalar vasitasiyla organize ederek eskiyayi
gerekli goriildiigli sekilde sikistirmasi sonucu, yardim alacak unsurlardan mahrum
olacak eskiya da ister istemez sonmek zorunda kalabilirdi. Ancak burada, bdlgenin
daglik olmas1 ve eskiyanin kolayca bir bolgeden diger bir bolgeye kagmasi da onlarin

takibini zorlastiran etmenlerden olmustur.

Ayanlarm, eskiyaligin siirmesinde oldugu kadar eskiyaligin sona ermesinde de rolleri
onemli olmustur. 1800’li yillardan itibaren, bazi ayanlarin c¢ok giiglenip artik
eskiyalara eskiden oldugu gibi ragbet etmeyerek kuvvetlerini kendi bolge halkindan
olusturmalar1 veya eskiyalar1 kendi kuvvetleri igine diizenli ve disiplinli bir sekilde
katmalar1 neticesinde eskiyalifin Kuzey Bulgaristan’da sona erdigi goriilmiistiir.
Ayni sekilde, uzun zamandir eskiyaya karsi miicadele etmekte olan Rumeli halkinin
da eskiyaliga kars1 direncinin artmas1 ve etkili savunma tedbirleri almasi1 neticesinde,
genel olarak, eskiyaligin goriinim degistirdigi goriilmektedir. Geride kalan
eskiyalarin ise, Osmanl hiikiimetiyle anlasma arayisi icerisinde olup bir kazanin

ayanligini elde etmek isteyen eskiya liderleri etrafinda birlestigi goriiliir.

Bunun yaninda, bazi gii¢lii ve niifuzlu ayanlarin 6lmeleri veyahut oldiirtilmeleri de
eskiyaligin sona ermesinde 6nemli rol oynamistir. 1804 ve sonrast donemde, 6len
veyahut 1806°da baslaylp 1812°de biten Osmanli-Rus savasindan sonra Ikinci
Mahmud’un merkezilesme politikas1 ile beraber bazi 6nemli ayanlarin tasfiye
edilmesi neticesinde eskiyalar destek gorecekleri kimselerden mahrum kalarak eskisi
kadar siddetli ve yaygin hareketlerde bulunamamislardir. Ayanlarin bazilarmin
eskiyayr diizenli asker olarak kuvvetleri arasmna katmalari, bazilarinin da 6lmeleri
veya Oldiiriilmeleri sonucunda eskiyalarin kuvvetli birer hamiden mahrum
kalmalarmin yaninda, 1804 yilinda Nizam-1 Cedid adi altinda kurulan ve Avrupa
teknik ve techizatiyla donatilan yeni tip askerin eskiyaya karsi gostermis oldugu

basar1 da eskiyaligin belinin kirilmasinda etkili olmustur.
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Tespit edilebilen Osmanli belgelerinde dagh eskiyasina ait son belgeler 1805 yilina
ait olup daha 1802-1803 yillarinda eskiyaligin bittigine ve yerini yurdunu terk eden
Rumeli halkinin yerlerine geri dondiiriilmelerine dair bircok evrak bulunmaktadir.
Bu da dagh eskiyaliginin 1802-1803 yillarindan sonra, en azindan eskisi kadar yogun
ve yaygin olmadigini gostermektedir. Doneme ait vekayinamelerde, 1808 yilindan
sonraki donemde, dagl eskiyasina dair ¢ok fazla bilgi yer almamaktadir. Ayni
sekilde, bu tarihten sonra gergeklesen miinferit eskiyalik olaylarinin da eskisi gibi
Devlet’1 ugrastiracak boyutlarda olmamasindan dolay1 dagh eskiyaligmin sona erdigi

tahmin edilmektedir.

Sonug olarak, bu donem sirasinda ve sonunda, merkezilesme adma dagh eskiyaligini
ortadan kaldirmak iizere Devlet tarafindan alinan tedbirler ile birlikte Rumeli’de
oldugu kadar Anadolu da ayan ve pasalarla siki iliskiler kuruldugu goriilmiistiir.
Eskiyanin ve eskiyaya yardimci olan ayanlarin tedibi {izerine gonderilen sayisiz emir
ve bunlarin takibi neticesinde, Devlet’in Rumeli’deki daha siddetli ve adem-i
merkeziyete meyilli olan ayanlar1 mesru bir zemin {izerinden, en azindan, tasfiye

etmeye ¢alismig oldugu sonucuna varilmistir.
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