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Crisis and State Intervention
in Late Eighteenth-century
Karaferye (mod. Veroia)!

ANTONIS ANASTASOPOULOS

Modern historiography has invariably considered the eighteenth century
a period of reduced central control over the Ottoman provinces. The
state was giving ground, while the provincial elites (gyans) were expanding
their power, since their cooperation and good will had become essential for
administering smoothly the affairs of the realm. This phenomenon has tradi-
tionally been viewed as an aspect of and a factor that accelerated the general
“decline” of the Ottoman Empire.? In more recent years, it has been singled
out as the trademark of a whole era: the period of “decentralization™ or “the
age of the ayans.”* The wars against Russia in the second half of the eigh-
teenth century enhanced the self-confidence of the ayans, because the state
depended extensively on their services for the recruitment of troops as well
as for the collection and dispatch of provisions; besides, governors who
were ordered to participate in campaigns often entrusted the administration
and security of their districts to ayans for the duration of their absence.” As
a result, central authorities were faced with serious challenges from their
provinces in the closing decades of the century.’
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12 THE OTTOMAN BALKANS, 1750-1830

A study of state involvement in instances of local crisis in the provinces
can contribute some evidence as to whether the central authorities main-
tained overall control of the empire or had been reduced to overlords with
only nominal authority.” When faced with a serious problem, the inhabitants
of a region presumably turned to that person or authority that was thought
to be best equipped for coping with it successfully.® In fact, reports about
local crises kept reaching the central authorities quite often even in the last
decades of the eighteenth century, that is, when their control over the prov-
inces is considered to have been at a low. The persistence of that practice
over the centuries is connected with the role of the Porte as redresser of
wrongs and guarantor of the welfare of its subjects.

Public order was indispensable for the proper functioning of the Otto-
man system of administration, and its preservation was projected as one of
the basic duties of the state and its officials. According to the Islamic tradi-
tion of government that the Ottomans had adopted, the subjects of the state
were entitled to conditions of order and justice, so as to be able to produce
wealth, part of which the state would then collect in the form of taxation
for the needs of the army, the administration, and the palace. Consequently,
official Ottoman ideology put particular emphasis on justice and the protec-
tion of the subjects from oppression and the excesses of corrupt officials
and roaming outlaws.® It is obvious that such a policy in the long run pro-
moted the state’s own interests, as it secured the loyalty of its subjects and
guaranteed its continuing existence. Regardless, however, of whether the
state’s concern for its subjects was indeed genuine or not, the population of
the empire benefited from this ideological stance, since it entailed Istanbul’s
obligation to intervene in the provinces and restore order whenever it re-
ceived a petition that reported a breach of law.!®

In the light of late-eighteenth-century developments, though, it is an is-
sue whether people of that time were petitioning the Porte because its inter-
vention was known to be effective or just because it was a natural last step
to take when everything else had failed. There were also occasions when
the Porte intervened in the name of the people, but really following reports
that it had received from its own provincial officials and not from members
of the local society. A second issue is whether the government had devel-
oped consistent operable mechanisms of dealing with local crises that were
challenging—in reality or theoretically/ideologically —the proper function-
g of Ottoman institutions. That would include a mechanism of checking,
either at the center or locally, the truth of claims submitted to it. In fact, it
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seems that the Porte took all claims to be true in principle and expected
provincial authorities eventually to establish if they were justified or not." It
is, therefore, important to investigate carefully the role played in such cases
by state officials, such as governors, deputy governors, and judges, because
they represented the interests of the state but exercised their authority in
the local setting. Such systematic investigation could lead to an attempt to
determine whether there were one or several patterns of state intervention in
crises in the provinces, as well as their evolution over time. Here we will fo-
cus on one particular case from Karaferye in the southern Balkans in 1782;
we will also try to draw parallels with and point out differences from other
occasions of state intervention in the region and elsewhere, so as to place
that particular incident in a wider context.

In the second half of the eighteenth century, the town of Karaferye was
the center of a kaza, which belonged to the sancak of Selénik (Salonica).
The judge (kad:) of the Islamic court was the immediate representative of
the Ottoman state in the region,!? but the affairs of the kaza were also un-
der the jurisdiction of the sancak authorities. Those were the pasha-gover-
nor (mutasarrif) or his deputy (miitesellim), who was usually selected from
among the local notables. Karaferye and a large section of the kaza were
part of the imperial estates (havass-i hiimayun), and their fiscal revenue
was farmed out on life-term contracts (ber vech-i maiikdne). The tax farmer
then subleased the district’s income to a third party who held the title of
voyvoda, strictly speaking, the vayvoda’s authority was fiscal, as defined by
his contract with the malikdne holder,'? but he certainly played an important
political role in the affairs of the kaza. Karaferye had a mixed population of
Muslims and Christians (as well as some Jews).' The Muslim and Christian
community leaders, usually described as ayans and kocabagis respectively,
were another significant factor in local politics. Military authority was en-
trusted basically to the commander (serdar) of the janissaries,' but also to
the mercenary troops (sekbans) charged with fighting brigandage and secur-
ing the passages of the region.

The single most important source about Ottoman Karaferye is the reg-
isters of the town’s Islamic court of law (kad: sicilleri). The surviving reg-
isters of the latter half of the eighteenth century mostly contain incoming
orders either from Istanbul or Salonica, a fair proportion of which were
issued in response to petitions of individuals or groups of people or to re-
ports by local officials, Overall, the court registers demonstrate both that the
sultan’s subjects made quite extensive use of their right to appeal to him, and
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that correspondence among various authorities —including Istanbul — was
frequent.’® As valuable a source as they are, Ottoman decrees and court
registers were compiled for the needs of Ottoman administration and there-
fore usually do not supply detailed accounts of how cases developed from
beginning to end."” Given that there are not any supplementary sources that
could fill the narrative gaps of the court registers of Karaferye or counter the
version of events found in them, the surviving material usually gives hints
rather than definite answers to the questions and hypotheses of the modern
historian.

Information about the 1782 incident comes from one decree (buyruldu)
issued by the deputy governor of Salonica and two imperial decrees (fer-
man), which have been copied in the judicial registers of Karaferye. Ac-
cording to them, the serdar of Karaferye was murdered a few days after
his appointment to the post. A group of more than twenty men stormed his
residence and killed him with a bullet from a firearm, while also wounding
one of his men in the course of the battle. The intruders had a casualty too,
as they lost one of their men in the exchange of fire. The motive for the at-
tack was not specified. At first, it was said that the murder was completely
unjustified; later, it was stated that it was related to local antagonisms and
grudges that the inhabitants of Karaferye held against one another. Such
problems were not unusual in the town' and frequently were intrinsically
linked to the wider struggle for local domination, which was in turn closely
connected with financial interests and the control of the fiscal and military
resources of the region.

Four inhabitants of Karaferye were identified as leaders of the group
of men who carried out the attack. Those four were Elhacmehmedagazade
Seyyid Osman Bey, Hafiz Ali and Abdullah Agha, the sons of Mustafa
Agha, and Osman Agha.”® The dead intruder was said to be a2 man of Os-
man Bey. Initially, the incident was reported to the miitesellim of Salonica,
but soon the Porte, too, was informed about it. The state appointed an agent
of its own to the case and ordered the Islamic court of Karaferye to hold a
public trial and determine the identity of the culprits of the attack; those
found guilty should be imprisoned.” There was also a financial aspect in
the case, but it was not explained very well in the documents. According to
the imperial decrees, the court of law was expected to establish the debts
of the accused, collect them and return them to their rightful owners (zim-
metlerinde sabit olan hukuk-i ibad gerle tahsil ve istirdad: ger<an sabit olan
hukuk-i ibad marifet-i gere tahsil ve ashabina istirdad)? On the whole,
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the state put particular emphasis on the judicial resolution of the crisis, All
parties involved were summoned to appear in court and present their argu-
ments; the judge would then decide who was guilty of what and who was
innocent. However, things did not develop as smoothly as planned, since
the state agent, who had been appointed in order to assist the court of law,
was accused of misconduct. The eventual outcome of the case is sadly not
known, because no further entries about this incident can be found in the
surviving registers of the Islamic court of Karaferye. We do not have any
minutes of the investigation that was carried out or private correspondence
or diaries of those involved in the affair either.

We can discuss the case in some detail, however, on the basis of the
three decrees issued by the authorities of Salonica and Istanbul. The buyrul-
du was issued by Abdurrahman, the miitesellim of the sancak of Salonica,
on 12 June 1782, and was addressed to the kad: of Karaferye as well as
to the district’s elite and petty functionaries (ayan-i vilayet ve zabitan ve
ig erleri).”2 Abdurrahman did not state in his decree whether he had been
informed about the incident through official channels or from a private pe-
tition, nor did he give any concrete instructions. The case had not yet been
reported to Istanbul, since the miitesellim warned that if the culprits of the
murder were not tracked down, arrested, and eliminated, news of the attack
would reach the Porte and then more people would be implicated in and
criticized for what had happened. The higher a case reached, the more bur-
densome and costly it became for the local population, since more officials
were involved in restoring order and the people of the region in question
were obliged to cover their expenses and fees as well as to cope with their
illegal demands.

It has been argued that the eighteenth-century kadr’s power was severe-
ly compromised by the rise of the ayans,? but this and other cases suggest
that, as far as official thetoric was concerned, he was the undisputable heart
of the Ottoman system of administration and also a vital link between the
state and the locality in crisis management. In fact, the only Karaferye au-
thority to which the buyruldu actually referred was the kadi,™ even though
the arrest of the culprits required by all means the use of force, and the miit-
esellim did not dispatch troops or even an agent to oversee the operation. He
entrusted the local elements in Karaferye with the arrest but did not specify
them, which is a sign either of indifference or of confidence in local institu-
tions and notables, with the kad: occupying a special place among them. The
miitesellim only asked to be notified of the progress of the investigation. It
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seems as if he did not treat the particular incident as very serious, and he
also apparently thought that it could be dealt with locally.

The formulation of the miitesellim’s decree offers itself to remarks on
official ideology as expressed by a state official who probably was of lo-
cal origin.”® The miitesellim called the culprits of the attack egkiya (out-
laws, bandits) and classified the incident as fitne (sedition, disorder).” Both
words form part of the standard terminology used by the state and its rep-
resentatives when referring to the disruption of the daily routine of provin-
cial life. To initiate action, the miitesellim pointed out that fitne was not to
God'’s liking, but he also had recourse to a much more immediate threat,
namely the possible intervention of the central authorities. Besides, he in-
sisted on two motifs connected with the ideal of order. First, he indicated
in the opening phrase of his decree that it was a holy duty of the elite and
those in power to guarantee the welfare of the poor subjects of the sultan
and to maintain order in the realm; actually, the serdar had been appointed
so as to fulfill these duties for the benefit of the local populace. Second, he
stressed the danger of disorder spreading to other regions if tolerated; such
an eventuality was obviously an unwelcome menace to the stability of the
Ottoman system.

Things did not turn out the way Abdurrahman had hoped that they
would. On the contrary, the culprits of the attack were not arrested and
the central authorities did get informed of and involved in the affair. The
first ferman was issued one month after the buyruldy, in mid-July 17822 It
was addressed to Hasan, the new miitesellim of Salonica, and to the Islamic
judge of Karaferye (called naib, i.e. deputy judge, this time), who remained
the only local recipient of decrees about the incident, In the light of their
ascendancy in the Balkans in the second half of the eighteenth century, it is
important to note the absence of the ayans of Karaferye from among the ad-
dressees of this and most fermans of that period.” The Porte was informed
about the incident from dispatches that the new muiitesellim had sent to it.
Hasan actually held the title of imperial head doorkeeper (dergdh-i muallam
kapicibagilarindan), and did (or was forced by circumstances to do) what
his predecessor had chosen not to, namely inform the government of what
had happened in Karaferye. Probably the new miitesellim was an outsider,
because it was noted in the ferman that the incident had taken place prior to
his arrival in the region. If Abdurrahman was indeed a local ayarn, one may
assume that he was bound by a notion of local interest, which Hasan did
not share; instead, his own loyalty was to the sultan—even though it is not
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known if his title still bore with it a special link to or a sense of duty toward
the Palace in the closing decades of the eighteenth century —and the gover-
nor who had appointed him. However, Hasan was not the only informant of
the central government. An ilam of the naib of Karaferye had also reached
Istanbul in the meantime.* Thus, the local judge performed his role as chan-
nel of communication between the center and the periphery.

On the ideological level, the formulation of the decree of the central
authorities strongly resembles that of the former miitesellim. The culprits
of the attack were again branded egkiya, only that this time it was speci-
fied that the group behind the four leading figures were brigands (ziimre-i
egkiyadan mdlumiilesami sekavetkdrlar: tahrik . . ). The incident was not
called fitne, but was given another usual characterization of situations that
the state viewed as instances of disorder: ihtilal-i belde (disturbance of the
public order of the town). Furthermore, the decree stated that it had been
reported that following the incident, the poor subjects of the sultan (fukara)
had been left feeling insecure, and that if the sitnation was not remedied,
they would be increasingly oppressed and tormented by the day, while the
region would experience chaotic conditions. That was sufficient cause for
alarm and necessitated the state’s intervention with a view to restoring order
(kaza-i mezkiir geregi gibi taht-i nizama [sic] ve rabitaya idhal). Thus, the
incident was coated with an ideological garb, which presented it as some-
thing more dangerous than a mere criminal act, namely a threat to the stabil-
ity of Ottoman society. Nevertheless, the state did not step in by virtue of its
authority alone, but, as always, because it had been asked to issue a decree
that would give a solution to the problem. In other words, the state invoked
society and its torment as a means of legitimizing its intervention.

On this particular occasion, the state went one step further and clarified
that it was the valis’ and miitesellims’ duty to restore order in their regions
and to make sure that people prosper. Consequently, the miitesellim was
charged with bringing to justice those accused of the attack and the murder
of the serdar. However, he was not alone in the case any more, as the state
appointed its own agent. His appointment was a sign par excellence of the
state’s immediate concern for the case, as he was expected to play a central
part in the resolution of the crisis.* Ismail, the agent, was an imperial head
doorkeeper, like Hasan. Apart from the title, the two men also largely shared
jurisdictional area, since Ismail was mubayaac: (supervisor of the compul-
sory sale of grain to the state) of Salonica, It is not known if he was a local
figure or not, nor on what grounds he was selected as the state’s agent. Due
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to lack of evidence, one can only speculate that somehow he may have been
thought of as a specialist in handling the financial aspect of the case, or that
he was the nearest available kapicibagt, or maybe that he had mediated for
the case to reach Istanbul.>!

Ismail was instructed to assist not only the miitesellim but also the court
of law during the trial which was expected to take place. The state believed
that that trial would restore order in the town and, thus, gave a solution,
which did not deviate from its usual legalistic/judicial approach to distur-
bances in the provinces.*® Those accused in the serdar case were to be tried
in public in the presence of their opponents. The Islamic court of law was
ordered to establish, collect, and return what was due by the accused, and
also keep in jail those proved —in accordance with the provisions of the law
(yer‘an)—to have committed the murder. Thus, the court of law was once
again confirmed as the center of provincial administration. Before closing
the decree, the state did not fail to exhibit its traditional distrust of its offi-
cials, as it warned them against extracting amounts of money from innocent
and decent people, who had nothing to do with the case.* Otherwise, the
state was content to expect to receive a report about the speedy settlement of
the affair and return to the everyday routine. However, for the case to close,
the miitesellim and the mubayaac: had to manage to arrest the culprits first.
They also needed to be men of integrity.

‘Indeed, the mubayaac: did not make proper use of his appointment, or
so he was accused in a second ferman issued between 29 September and 7
October 1782, that is, two and a half months after the first one.* It was ad-
dressed again to Hasan, miitesellim of Salonica, and to the kad: of Karafer-
ye.” According to the ferman, the mubayaact sent a report to the Porte and
explained that the egkiya had fled before the arrival of the first ferman and
had not been found.* He and the sharia court then proceeded to confiscate
the properties of the accused (emlak, ¢ifilikdn, mahsular). They compiled an
inventory and sent it to Istanbul, indicating that if farmed out, the confis-
cated property would generate an annual income of 5,000 kurug.

However, the case did not end there, as Seyyid Osman Bey, Abdullah
Agha, and Hafiz Ali exercised their right to send a petition (arzuhal) to the
Porte and present their version of the facts. Even though one would have
imagined that it was in the Porte’s interest to accept its agent’s version as
the truth and close the case as fast as possible, the account of those who had
been named as the culprits of the attack and the murder was not rejected,
but taken very seriously. This attitude stemmed either from the state’s utter
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respect for the principle of justice or from its realization that it could not
ignore the three men, who presumably were persons with influence on local
society.” In either case, the state acted in a way that eventually was in con-
formity with the principle of protecting its subjects from the abuses of those
in power. Of course, it has to be admitted that there is a third, more prosaic
explanation, namely that the three men had good connections that enabled
their voice to reach the Porte.

Osman, Abdullah, and Ali complained that they were not related to the
murder of the serdar and that they had been wrongfully accused by spiteful
local enemies despite the absence of legally acceptable evidence against
them. They also claimed that their enemies had obtained ilams against them
through bribery. Furthermore, they alleged that the mubayaact had con-
cealed that the sultan had ordered that a public trial be held in Karaferye;
instead, he had claimed that the ferman simply referred to their sentences
and arrangements concerning their detention (kalebend). He asked them to
pay a service fee (on kese akce hizmet-i mitbagiriyye), and when it became
obvious that they did not possess the money that he had asked, he confis-

‘cated their properties.

To make their case stronger, the three men presented a group petition
(mahzar) by the people of Karaferye, who confirmed that the accused were
not connected with the murder and that the serdar had orally named his
murderers before he died. The state's agent was accused of misconduct and
it was asked that he be removed from the case. Indeed, the Porte confirmed
that it was illegal to confiscate the properties without trial, and replaced
Ismail with Ali, one of its gediklis (holder of a privilege), who became its
new agent to the case. Otherwise, orders remained the same. A trial still had
to be held and its outcome had.to be reported to the Porte, This time, the lo-
cal court of law and the new agent were explicitly warned to strictly follow
the orders and to avoid siding with one or the other party.® It is not entirely
clear how the authorities reached this decision. The claims of the three men
were sanctioned by the bagdefterdar who reported that the confiscation had
not been carried out in the prescribed way and asked for the replacement of
the agent. The seyhiilislam was also involved in the affair, but the relevant
section of the ferman does not allow us to understand exactly how. Most
likely, two inhabitants of Salonica informed him about the situation and the
illegal actions of the mubayaac:, and asked for justice for the three men. On
the side of the copy of the ferman in the judicial register of Karaferye, the
scribe noted that a letter of the grand vizier and a decree of the miitesellim
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of Salonica had also been received about the same case. The arrival of three
decrees indicates that by then the affair was taken quite seriously. Consider-
ing that originally the muitesellim had thought that issuing a buyruldu was
enough, one is justified in asking whether it had been unrealistic on the part
of that official to expect such a case to be resolved at the level of the sancak
or whether the case reached Istanbul due to bad handling and as a result of
the connections of those involved.

What emerges clearly from the authorities’ response to the serdar inci-
dent is that law and order were at all times in the heart of Ottoman official
ideology and rhetoric at all levels of administration. The incident was not
treated as a simple murder case or as a private affair.® It was not seen as
a direct challenge to Ottoman authority either. In the eyes of Ottoman ad-
ministrators it was the subjects’ feeling of safety and presumably their trust
in the Ottoman system of government at large that was at stake. In case the
murder of the serdar went unpunished, respect for order could collapse, and
that would eventually have a serious impact on a cash-strapped administra-
tion that was in need for social and fiscal stability.* Besides, Karaferye may
not have been an important town, but there were good reasons for the state

to dislike unrest in the region. First of all, the routes connecting Macedonia

with southern Greece passed through the district. Then, Russia posed in the
last third of the eighteenth century a very real threat to the territorial integ-
rity of the Ottoman Empire, and Karaferye was a predominantly Christian
region. Finally, the central authorities were struggling for a number of years
to restrain the Albanians, who had managed to dominate much of the institu-
tional framework and economic life of southwestern Macedonia. Appearing
weak was obviously not an option for the Ottoman state in the face of such
internal and external challenges to its authority.*!

A situation that was somewhat similar to that of 1782 had arisen in
the region 162 years earlier. In 1620, Mirza, the subag of Karaferye, was
found dead in a river near the town.*? Certain aspects of this incident serve
as food for thought, both on how crisis situations were dealt with and on
the limitations set on the historian by the sources. What is interesting for
our purposes is that the early-seventeenth-century incident was handled as
a private affair: the relatives of the dead man went to the local court of law,
asked for an investigation to be carried out, and accused someone of the
murder. That person was arrested, tried in the Islamic court of Salonica, and
executed. Even though the victim was an official,® like the serdar in 1782,
there was no mention of applying to higher administrative authorities or of
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their involvement in the investigation about the murder. Four possibilities
open up, when trying to explain why this affair was handled differently from
the one in 1782. The first possibility is that the affair of 1620 was indeed
considered to be private/personal with no further consequences for the life
of the district or for public order as perceived by Ottoman official ideol-
ogy. The culprit was discovered rather quickly and was found to be a lowly
individual (a slave of the voyvoda, but still a slave) who posed no threat to
the Ottoman system.* His motive was not cited in the surviving sources, but
he apparently did not express the feelings or serve the purposes of a larger
interest group. .

This is the likeliest explanation for the different handling, but one should
also consider the time distance between the two cases. On the one hand, con-
ditions in the Balkan provinces of the empire were very different in 1620
and in 1782, and the state may have been much more sensitive to responding
to what was perceived as a challenge to stability on the latter than on the for-
mer occasion. On the other hand, procedures may have been different in the
early seventeenth century, so that such crimes were not reported to higher

~ authorities, but were handled locally. Nevertheless, given the tenacity of

traditional forms in the Ottoman polity, this explanation is rather unlikely.
Another possibility is that the difference between the two cases is an

illusion that stems from the nature of the source material. That is, gaps may

exist in the court registers of either 1620 or 1782, or different principles of

' keeping records may have applied to the two eras. As the 1782 case becomes

known to us through incoming orders of the provincial and central admin-
istration and not through local registrations, even though a trial must have
taken place at some point, so could there have been an appeal to the Salonica
or Istanbul authorities in 1620, but without keeping record of it. It was not
necessary that such a decree should be mentioned in the surviving entries.
The fourth possibility touches on a methodological problem. Quite sim-
ply, it may be a vain anachronism to try to establish strict procedures. Even
nowadays, when fixed principles apply (or supposedly apply) to the han-
dling of criminal affairs and crises, not all cases are dealt with identically. It
is not unlikely that appealing to Salonica or Istanbul depended on whim and
the particular circumstances. In other words, it is possible that there was not
a standard procedure. If a case was considered threatening or if it had not
been settled locally after a certain period of time, and someone, whether in
an official capacity or not, decided to report it to a higher authority, then the -
situation got out of local control and entered the regional or imperial setting.
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From then on, steps and the relevant rhetoric were more or less standardi;ed
and the steps of action taken depended both on the urgency of the situation
as well as on the efficiency of those involved in resolving the problem.

Still, the main question is why the 1782 incident was not treated as a
private affair—as the murder by his enemies of an individual who happened
to hold an office. Was it that the victim was the serdar, an official with law-
enforcement authority? Was it the number of intruders and the violence of
the incident? Was it the identity of the intruders? Or was it the general con-
ditions and balance of power in late-eighteenth-century Karaferye, of which
we know very little due to lack of contemporaneous narrative sources that
deal with the town's microhistory? It is reasonable to assume that it was
local circumstances and people who decided whether a murder would be
considered a private matter that could be dealt with locally or whether they
would take it to higher authorities and thus transform it into a crisis situation
connected with the issue of stability in the region.* If circumstances were
not taken into consideration, the 1620 and 1782 cases would paradoxically
suggest that Istanbul was more readily invited to interfere in local life in t!:le
period of decentralization than in the early seventeenth century, when its
control over the provinces was supposedly tighter and those involved in the
murder had been the deputy and the slave of its appointee.

This would mean that the role of the state was to determine what steps
should be taken each time for the restoration of order: it was, though, the lo-
cal society that decided in the first place what was a crisis and what was not.
According to Islamic law, the kad: court could investigate homicide oply
after the victim’s next of kin had brought action; there was no prosecution
ex officio. Thus, in theory the murder of the serdar could have been inves-
tigated only if his relatives had applied to the kad: and asked for rctaliaFion
or blood money; in theory again, it was a decision of the victim’s relatives
to bring such issues to the public sphere. However, there was no mention of
the relatives of the deceased in 1782, and the whole case certainly surpassed
the limits of a mere murder. Since Ottoman legal theory had brought matters
relating to public order under the jurisdiction of the ehi-i érf,* a crime with
repercussions on local politics lay in a gray zone between sharia and kanun,
and its handling was determined by local conditions.

As far as state intervention in the provinces is concerned, a compari-
son with other cases from the near or distant past reveals certain constants.
For instance, respect for formal procedures was a very important aspect of
Ottoman ideology; it actually was an idea that cut through social groups
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and geographic regions. Suraiya Faroghi has pointed out that a kad; in late-
sixteenth-century Anatolia did not simply try to exert influence on his col-
league in Corum so as to have his robber enemy convicted, but “used his
contacts to push his complaint against Canfedaoglu and his men through
the appropriate offices, and . . . secured a rescript which ordered the kad;
of Corum to hear the case. On another occasion, probably somewhat later,
he secured a rescript that Canfedaoglu was to be executed if he had killed
anyone.” In other words, the kad: felt that he had to apply to the central au-
thorities, even though contacting the local judge could have sufficed. When
compared with the case of 1782 from Karaferye, Faroghi's study suggests
that little had changed over time in the official response of the state au-
thorities to crisis situations in the provinces. At first, a provincial governor,
namely the governor-general of Rum, reported the case to the Porte. The
imperial council then ordered that the case should be tried by the kad:s
of Sivas and Gelmugad with the assistance of the governor-general, who
apparently acted as state agent. As in 1782, the state did not convict the ac-
cused; instead, it entrusted two provincial kadis with establishing the guilt

~ of Canfedaoglu, and only instructed that he should be sentenced to death in

case he was found guilty, as indeed happened.*® Almost two hundred years
later, the procedure was still the same, despite the difference in the geo-
graphical setting and the general conditions of the empire. Of course, there
is an issue as to whether state officials were equally powerful and efficient
in 1595 and in 1782. Apart from that, it becomes apparent that it was not
due to weakness or detachment from the provinces that the state only con-
tributed two decrees and an agent to the Karaferye incident. Giving judicial
solutions to local problems was an immutable principle of Ottoman admin-
istration; in that sense, the state acted predictably in 1782. If a situation was
thought to be more critical or urgent, then the authorities could decide to
send in troops and restore order.

That happened in Karaferye in 1758-59. There was a conflict between
two rival groups of ayans, whose actions had created conditions of ihtilal-i
nizam and fitne, and rendered them egkiya in the eyes of the state. Following
petitions by the population of the district, the Porte intervened in order to
defend its subjects and its sense of order. At first, the state tried to settle the
issue through decrees that were ordering the incarceration and banishment
of those involved in the troubles. When it was realized that one of them
had a force of four hundred armed Albanians and could not be arrested, the
state dispatched troops under the command of the governor of Kdstendil
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and appointed an agent, who was charged with informing the Porte about
developments in the case as well as with confiscating the property of the
rebel. When troops failed in their mission to arrest him, the state put to use
another of its administrative methods by making the local people sign decla-
rations that were holding them collectively responsible against the return of
the undesired members of the two groups to the kaza. In the meantime, the
state filled ail vacancies in the administrative framework of the kaza so as
to facilitate return to normality. The kad: of Karaferye was involved in the
handling of the affair in his roles as a channel of communication between
Istanbul and Karaferye, a notary and a judge, and all relevant documents
were copied in his register.®

The centrality of the role of the kad: also becomes apparent in two cases
of expulsion of governors by the janissaries and population of Aleppo in 1775
and 1784, The kad: did not take the initiative, but the rebels sought his sanc-
tion before taking action, while, on one occasion, he actually met with the
governor before his removal, Furthermore, the rebels explained the reasons
for their revolt in reports that they sent to the Porte via the Islamic court,*
Even though the Porte’s and the governors’ control was certainly weakened
and the kad: might have been forcibly dragged into action, it is interesting to
note that the Ottomnan state and its institutions remained stable points of refer-
ence. Such cases confirm that the subjects of the sultan could only imagine
themselves in the Ottoman context, and that usually they rejected the repre-
sentatives of the system without contesting the essence of that system,

The murder case of 1782 can also be juxtaposed with another case of
the same year which lies midway between that one and the 175859 distur-
bances, and shows that sometimes a warning could precede action through
the sharia court, a governor, or an agent. Ali Riigdi Efendi, former kad:
of Siroz (Serres) and ayan of Karaferye,” was accused of oppressing the
population of the mukataa of Karaferye, which was held as malikdne by a
certain Ismail, an imperial sword-bearer (cenab-i hilafetmeabm silahdar:
olan mir Ismail). More specifically, he was accused of meddling in the af-
fairs of the region and in the appointment of armed guards (pandor) as well
as of charging the population amounts of money disguised as taxes and in-
terfering with the apportionment of taxes. It is not clarified who notified the
Porte of his behavior, but it may have been either the kad: or the voyvoda
via the malikdne holder, because these two were the addressees of the fer-
man that was issued. Besides, these two officials, kad: and voyvoda, were
the only ones who were entitled to handle the affairs of the inhabitants of the

CRISIS AND STATE INTERVENTION IN KARAFERYE 25

region, as was explained in the ferman. The issue was again disturbance of
the public order of the region (ihtilal-i nizam) that resulted in impoverish-
ment and flight of the reaya and subsequently led to reduction of the tax rev-
enue (mal-i miri). However, this time it was admitted that the weifare of the
subjects was not the sultan’s only concern, as it was stated that the revenue
that accrued from the Karaferye mukataa was large, and obviously, there-
fore, Ali Riigdi Efendi’s attitude could not be tolerated. As far as ideology is
concerned, it is also interesting to note that the i#tilal category was used to
bring together dissimilar situations, such as fiscal abuses and the murder of
a serdar. Al Riigdi had been exiled in the past for the same sort of behavior,
and this time he was given notice that if the Porte heard more of him, he
would be immediately sentenced to life banishment to “distant places.”
The kad: was once again heavily involved in the affair. He was held respon-
sible for reporting to the Porte about Ali Riigdi’s behavior, for taking action
against him, as well as for protecting the subjects and preventing any similar
abuses (he shared this last responsibility with the voyvoda).’

It is not known why the state refrained from immediately banishing Ali

"Riigdi Efendi and contented itself with mere warnings. Maybe it was hop-

ing to exchange leniency for the local notable’s compliance, since the use of
force caused tension in local life without always having the desired effects.
In any case, negotiation was a long-standing governmental practice by the
end of the eighteenth century.3 The individuals who petitioned or were re-
ported to the Porte were in fact bargaining their social and economic status.
The Porte was also negotiating its prestige and power. Even though it was
not prepared to formally cede portions of its authority to provincial mag-
nates or non-governmental agents, still it was willing to change a deciston or
a course of action when presented with new evidence, or to display leniency
when it appeared that it served its purposes better than decisiveness did.®
One lesson to be Iearnt from state involvement in the local crises of
Karaferye in 1782 is that the Porte was after all still the center of the empire
and the authority that was providing the institutional framework for deal-
ing with crises and local antagonisms. Its control over the provinces may
have been much weaker than in past centuries, but when an affair failed to
be settled informally or at the kaza or sancak levels, appealing to Istanbul
was the natural next step despite the danger of exposing oneself to rapa-
cious officials and high costs. On the other hand, the state was happy to
fulfill its traditional role as guarantor of order, because the petitions of its
subjects and the reports of its officials were offering it an opportunity to
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reconfirm its authority in the context of the minor or major challenges of
the late eighteenth century. In other words, access to local offices and tax
farms did bring provincial elites and their interests closer to the state, as has
been argued convincingly,® but the principles of justice and intervention in
the name of the regya enabled the state constantly to reconfirm its ties not
only with a small proportion but with all of its subjects and to have a sense
of control over its provinces in the adverse circumstances of that time.”” Of
course, the basic question is whether the state maintained real power over
the provinces or whether it had been reduced to a mere overlord by default
until Mahmud II decisively challenged the authority of the ayans.

As far as response to local crises is concerned, the overall picture is
that central and provincial officials appointed to a case were given a certain
degree of freedom of action, but that Istanbul maintained the prerogative
of the final check of their acts through their reports as well as through peti-
tions received from any party involved. Besides, it was unrealistic for the
state center to expect to be able to check speedily and accurately the truth of
every single claim that came from whatever locality in the Balkans or else-
where, unless that concerned an issue that had been entered in the registers
of the central bureaucracy. If not, the central authorities simply lent their
prestige to the petitioners by repeating their version of events in a decree.
It was eventually the court of justice or the governor who decided the out-
come locally. If a party felt that they had been wronged, they maintained
the right to appeal anew to the Porte. Depending on the case's weight, the
central authorities might decide to appoint a special imperial agent or to
dispatch troops. Such a decision stressed the Porte’s concern for the case
and obviously made local authorities more careful in their handling of it.
On the whoie, though, the state appears to be putting trust in the existing
administrative procedures, which were definitely decentralized in that the
decision was not made in the center of the empire. That characteristic of
Ottoman administration is of crucial importance, because institutions and
procedures had not changed much since the sixteenth century, but the more
powerful the local elites, the more active the role they had to play in crisis
management and the stronger the pressure they could apply on state officials
and representatives. Since the Islamic court of law played a major part in
most cases (even when the state had merely issued a warning to someone),
it was obviously susceptible to such pressure. Nevertheless, the state kept
entrusting it with bringing an end even to crises which obviously conceale
deeper enmities and antagonisms. '
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This (admittedly sometimes excessive) trust in provincial judges arous-
es some suspicion, which can lead to the opposite argument, namely that the
state’s attitude should be interpreted as total paralysis of its mechanisms, A
weakened central state whose main predicament was the preservation of the
privileges of its elite may have been content to issue decrees and devolve
authority to officials lower in the hierarchy rather than to spend its energies
in resolving local crises, which were not that threatening to the Ottoman
way. The higher the number of fermans issued for a single case, the stronger
the suspicion that the state was unable or indifferent to act effectively and
close the case. However, only further research can give more safe indica-
tions as to the relationship of the Ottoman state with its provinces in the late
eighteenth century and its attitude toward anomalous situations that arose in

 the periphery and were reported to it. This is particularly true of Ottoman

Karaferye, whose systematic study is still in its infancy.’
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It is not clear from the formulation of the decree whether the last-named was
also a brother of Ali and Abdullah (Elhacmehmedagazade Esseyyid Osman
Beg ve Mustafa A§a’'mn ogullart Hafiz Ali ve Abdullah Aga ve diger Osmn
Aga demekle ma'ruf kimesneler). As will be explained below, Osman Aga is
mentioned in only one of the two fermans about the incident.

Imprisonment was not a standard penalty for murder. According to kanun,
criminals were imprisoned until the sultan decided on their proper penalty
(Heyd, Studies in Qld Ortoman Criminal Law, 301-3). On the other hand,
imprisonment and banishment were not unusual penalties for people who had
committed what today would have been called political crimes.

Hakk-i abd (or hakk adami) is a technical legal term denoting the right or
claim of a human being as opposed to the right of God (hakk Aliah). Murder,
bodily harm, and damage to property as well as the punishment demanded for
them (retaliation, blood money, damages) fall under the “hakk adami” catego-
ry (Joseph Schacht, An Introduction to Islamic Law [Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 19641, 113, 176-77; Hevd, Studies in Old Ottoman Criminal Law,
204-7). In the Redhouse dictionary, Aukuk-i ibad is translated as “rights due
from man to man” (s.v. “huqiiq,” A Turkish and English Lexicon by Sir James
W. Redhouse [Istanbul: Printed for the American Mission by A. H. Boyajian,
1890]). I believe that in the present context the term is best rendered in Eng-
lish as “claims” or “damages.”

KS 98/131/2; a simplified Greek translation of this entry has appeared in Vasdrav-
elles, Historika Archeia Makedonias, 223-24. Tt is important to know who the
recipients of a decree were, because those were presurnably the authorities and
individuals that its issuer considered to be legally qualified to handle an affair.

Cf. Sadat, “Rumeli Ayanlari,” 351; Inalcik, “Centralization and Decentraliza-
tion,” 4142, _ '
The phrase ayan-i vilayet ve zabitan ve ig erleri is largely formulaic, as it
appears in many decrees of that time, Usually the officials who really were
expected to play a part in the handling of an affair were singled out and th.elr
names were placed before the ayans and functionaries in the opening section
of a decree.

A local ayan called Abdurrahman Apa is known to have been repeatedly
miitesellim of Salonica from the 1740s at least to the early 1770s (Antonios
Anastasopoulos, “Imperial Institutions and Local Communities: Ottoman
Karaferye, 1758-1774,” Ph.D. diss., University of Cambridge, 1999, 107--3).
Eighteenth-century miitesellims were often selected from among local nota-
bles (Inalcik, “Centralization and Decentralization,” 31-35).

The term egkiya was not reserved for robbers or bandits, but for cutlaws in
the wider sense. For instance, the janissaries were termed egkiya in the decree
concerning the suppression of the corps in 1826 (Butrus Abu-Manneh, “The
Nagshbandiyya-Mujaddidiyya in the Ottoman Lands in the Early 19th Cen-
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outside the bounds of legality was called so. Bandits were usually specified
in the eniries of the Ottornan registers of Karaferye as haydut egkiyas: (see
also Eyal Ginio, “The Administration of Criminal Justice in Ottoman Selanik
(Salonica) during the Eighteenth Century,” Turcica 30 [1598]: 201). Gerber
renders “fitne” as “civil war” and “social disturbance” (Gerber, State, Society,
and Law, 106, 228),

KS 98/143. A Greek translation (with some mistakes) of this entry, too, has
appeared in Vasdravelles, Historika Archeia Makedonias, 224-25.

The ayans were included among the addressees of most buyruldus issued by
the authorities of Salonica, but were absent from most Jermans,

The meaning is not very clear at this point. The ilam was sent initially to a
vekil and then to the Porte (. . . kaza-i mezbur naibi meviana-i mumaileyhin ve-
kilin tarafina viirud ediib bu defa deraliyeme irsal olunan bir kira ilamundan
miisteban olmagia . . ). Could this vekil be the former miitesellim?
Depending on how threatening a situation was assessed to be, the state might
express its concern by sending troops to the region. Cf. Anastasopoulos, “Im-
perial Institutions and Local Communities,” ch. 5 (pp. 91-119). A somewhat
modified version of this chapter has been published {unfortunately with some
mistakes, mostly in definitions of terms) as “Lighting the Flame of Disorder:
Ayan Infighting and State Intervention in Qttoman Karaferye, 1758-59,” In-
ternational Journal of Turkish Studies 8 (2002): 73-88.

At least in the sixteenth century, the Porte often had its decrees delivered to
their recipients by officials who were experts on the particular topic that the
decree was about (J. E. Matuz, “Transmission of Directives from the Center to
the Periphery in the Ottoman State from the Beginning until the Seventeenth
Century,” in Decision Making and Change in the Ottoman Empire, ed. Cae-
sar E. Farah [Kirksville, Missouri: Thomas Jefferson University Press, 1993],
).

See telling examples of the tenacity of legalism in the Ottoman context in.
Ergene, “On Ottoman Justice,” 84, and Gerber, State, Saciety, and Law, 114,
138-40,

The ferman refers to oppression and abuses contrary to the sultan's will but
also to the illustrious sharia (mugayir-i seriat-i garra). Even though the state
was aware of the undesirable side effects of dispatching officials to the prov-
inces, it did not have any other mechanism of intervention in crises nor any
means of preventing their misbehavior. The system relied on the right of the
people to denounce such phenomena to the imperial council.
K§ 98/158/2. Osman Agha, the fourth member of the group, is not mentioned
in this decree.
The name of the Islamic judge of Karaferye was never stated in state decrees
of the second half of the eighteenth century. Some decrees referred to the naib
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of the town and others to the kadt. It is not certain that the authorities paid at-
tention to who was actually serving at the time of issuing a decree.

The report submitted by the mubayaact 1o the Porte was called kaime in the
document. According to Pakalin, this type of document was issued by those
higher in rank and sent to those lower in the hierarchy (Mehmet Zeki Pakalin,
s.v. “kaime,” Osmanit Tarih Deyimleri ve Terimleri Sézligii [Dictionary of
Ottoman Historical Expressions and Terms], vol. 2 {Istanbul: Milli EEitim
Basumevi, 1951]). However, here the kaime clearly followed the opposite di-
rection.

The three men not only had landed property, but also belonged to the aris-
tocracy of the region, They pointed this out in their petition and the central
authorities reproduced the term that the three men had used for themselves
(hanedanzade) in the summary of their petition in the ferman.

It was pointed out repeatedly in this section of the document that guilt should
be proved in accordance with the sharia.

The usual form of response to a simple private petition was not a ferman, but
a rather short note on top of the text of the petition, and this is the way both
texts were copied in the kadt's register.

The 1780s belonged to an era of economic instability and inflation (Mehm-
et Geng, “L'économie ottomane et la guerre au XVIle siécle,” Turcica 27
[1995]): 177, 180-82).

For large-scale operations against Albanians in 1779, see Nicolas G. Svoro-
nos, Le commerce de Salonique au XVIile sidcle (Paris: Presses Universitaires
de France, 1956), 30-31.

This incident has been studied and analyzed by Eleni Gara, “Drolophonoi kai
Dikastes sten Othomanike Veroia” [Murderers and Judges in Ottoman Veroia
(Kara Ferye)], IMEros 1 (2001): 113-30.

The subag: was in fact a sort of deputy governor of Karaferye, since he was
sitting in for the voyvoda-emin appointed by the state to supervise its estate in
the area.

. Cf. Gerber's comments about when the Ottoman state intervened in local af-

fairs in his Strate, Society, and Law, 125-26.

A case from Salonica seems to confirm that not every impressive murder of
a powerful individual generated a crisis. Eyal Ginio’s account of the incident
gives the impression that the murder of a tax farmer and his retinue by their
hosts near Salonica around 1740 did not require recourse to the provincial or
central authorities until the heirs of the deceased sued the legal representatives
of the inhabitants of the kaza not for the murder, but for the siolen money that
was still missing. The two sides eventually reached a compromise through the
agency of the kethiida of the governor of Salonica (Ginio, “The Administra-
tion of Criminal Justice in Ottoman Seldnik,” 206).
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