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“He is our man, our trusted agent”: 

The period of Ali Pasha’s domination in the kazas  

of Serfice, Çaharşenbe, and Eğri Bucak through an 

evaluation of his agents and organs 
 

 

 

li Pasha’s life and career have attracted attention from a large number 

of students of Ottoman history, amateur historians and students of local 

histories, as well as worshippers of fictional stories about the Orient and fic-

titious Oriental despots who are always depicted in their minds as mysteri-

ous, grim, and more often than not bloodthirsty, tyrants whose lives are 

shrouded in mystery and secrecy. Ali Pasha emerged as the ideal encapsula-

tion of an Oriental despot long before the time of his death. Already during 

his lifetime there were circulating legendary tales about him, which were 

produced massively by people who visited and met with him, people such as 

the British antiquarian and topographer, William Martin Leake, and the 

French diplomat and historian, François Pouqueville, who traveled at the 

beginning of the 19th century around Ali Pasha’s polity and recorded the 

situation that they faced there. At the same time, they acted as official emis-

saries of their governments to Ali Pasha’s court in Ioannina, who spied and 

reported back to their employers every piece of infomration that they were 

able to collect during their travels. It is still a matter of strong debate why the 

career of the “Muslim Bonaparte”, as Ali Pasha was dubbed by Lord Byron, 

has attracted such attention, though a greater mystery is why the myths 

surrounding Ali Pasha’s career and life have persisted for such a long time 

after his violent death that dreadful day of 24 January 1822 at the hands of 

his enemies. If one takes under consideration the progress in the last two 

A 
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centuries in historiography and the subsequent marginalisation of romantic 

historiographical paradigms and obsolete schemes of interpretation of histo-

rical events, the mystery becomes all the more inexplicable.
1
 It seems pro-

bable that Ali Pasha deliberately used the image of the “Muslim oriental 

despot” who ruled the lands where once the renowned Ancient Greek civili-

sation had flourished, which Western European orientalists and Philhellenes 

had created about him and his regime.
2
 

Whether we should label Ali Pasha a wise and pragmatic ruler or a 

bloodthirsty tyrant is a matter of perception and how one may approach Ali 

Pasha’s life and polity and interpret the multifarious available primary 

sources on his activities. An analytical and critical analysis of the available 

bibliography would fall outside the scope of this article. Suffice to say here 

that one should keep in mind that Ali Pasha’s life reveals that he was a 

typical product of his time. The Ottoman 18th century, also known as the 

“Age of the Ayans”, was a period of financial and political decentralisation.
3
 

                                                           
1. K. E. Fleming has provided so far, the most thorough critical examination of this phe-

nomenon and in her monograph on Ali Pasha’s career and polity provides useful insight 

into the persistence of romantic schemes of interpretation of Ali Pasha’s life and career. 

For additional information on these romantic perceptions see K. E. Fleming, The Mus-

lim Bonaparte: Diplomacy and Orientalism in Ali Pasha’s Greece, Princeton University 

Press, Princeton 1999, pp. 3-35. For an overall description and analysis of Ali Pasha’s 

early stages of his career, his relations with the klephts and armatoloi and how he ex-

ploited them to impose his authority over Ioannina and establish his polity, see ibid., pp. 

32-46; Dennis N. Skiotis, “From Bandit to Pasha: First Steps in the Rise to Power of Ali 

of Tepelen, 1750-1784”, International Journal of Middle East Studies 2/3 (1971) 219-

244. 

2. On the history of Orientalism as a cultural movement and an academic discipline see 

Robert Irwin, For Lust of Knowing, The Orientalists and their Enemies, Penguin Books, 

London/New York 2007. This book presents a comprehensive history of Orientalism 

and provides a useful insight into the early stages of its history, when a passion was ex-

pressed for the ancient civilisations, on the one hand, and Islam and the Far East, on the 

other. This monograph also constituted a brave attempt at attacking the outdated, but 

still highly influential, theories of Edward Said, who is famous for the publication in 

1978 of his infamous work Orientalism. – On the influences and role of Philhellenism 

in Ali Pasha’s relations with Western Europe and the ways that the Philhellenes and 

Orientalists perceived Ali Pasha’s life and times see Fleming, The Muslim Bonaparte, 

pp. 13-16, 149-155. 

3. This term was initially used by Bruce McGowan to designate the Ottoman history be-

tween 1699 and 1812. For additional information and explanation for the adoption of 

this term see Bruce McGowan, “The Age of the Ayans”, in: Halil Inalcik – Donald 
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According to Bruce McGowan, the basic trait of the Ottoman 18th century 

was the blurring of existent dichotomies and career backgrounds, and the 

violation of all rules concerning and regulating landholding, with a general 

assault on state-owned (miri) lands. Local provincial élites and newly-

formed central élites achieved domination by participating in the tax-farming 

system. In this way a‘yans and bankers, who financed the tax-farming sys-

tem and were indispensable for its smooth operation, managed to take over 

from older élites and to become the real 18th-century protagonists. 

McGowan also distinguishes between two generations of a‘yans. The 

first generation of lesser a‘yans were by-products of tax-farming and of in-

terference in the management of their communities. These people were the 

intermediaries between central state authorities and their communities, as 

they undertook the responsibility for tax collection and money-lending to 

villagers and poor urban centre dwellers, something that helped them gain 

prestige, respect and power. From the ranks of these lesser local notables 

emerged a second generation of local magnates who formed a select group 

of grand a‘yans who were warlords, since they gained power by force and 

quasi-official networks. This second generation made its appearance in the 

late-18th century catastrophic wars against Russia and Austria, when they 

mustered their own militias, formed of men residing in their territories, and 

offered them to the central state to fight its external enemies. They thus 

managed to establish direct communication links with Istanbul and exploit 

the desperate needs of the Ottoman state for soldiers. For this reason, by sav-

ing the Ottoman state, they seized total control over vast territories, thus ac-

celerating the decentralisation of political power.
4
 In this period the survival 

of the Ottoman polity was secured through intricate negotiations between the 

imperial centre and the peripheral magnates, who, by taking advantage of the 

daunting needs of the state administration for cash and troops, succeeded in 

imposing their will and securing their position within the Ottoman imperial 

system. Thus local notables emerged during the “Age of the Ayans” as pow-

                                                                                                                                        
Quataert (eds.), An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire, vol. II, Cam-

bridge University Press, Cambridge 1994, pp. 637-758.  

4. McGowan, “The Age of the Ayans”, pp. 658-663. 
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erful financial and military contractors, who were acknowledged by the im-

perial centre as “Partners of the Empire”.
5
 

Ali Pasha numbered among these powerful provincial magnates who 

succeeded in forming their own semi-autonomous polities and distinguished 

themselves as the real protagonists of Ottoman political and military history 

in the last quarter of the 18th and first quarter of the 19th century. Ali Pasha 

was a “partner of the Empire” whose polity was built upon Istanbul’s inabil-

ity to defend its territories and impose its unified control and rule over the 

vast swarm of land nominally under the sway of the Ottoman Sultans. Yet, 

despite his power and wealth which he used to develop in secrecy independ-

ent relationships with foreign powers and thus be acknowledged as a force to 

reckon with, Ali Pasha proved during his 35-year career incapable of break-

ing away and establishing his own, independent state. As payback for his 

disloyalty and his violation of the terms of “partnership”, he was finally 

branded a traitor. After a short, but violent, war that culminated in the infa-

mous siege of Ioannina by the imperial forces, Ali pasha was captured and 

executed, whilst his vast properties were confiscated by the state and incor-

porated to the Sultanic properties (Emlak-i Hümayun).  

This article aims at presenting certain aspects of Ali Pasha’s rule over 

the three neighbouring kazas of Serfice, Çaharşenbe, and Eğri Bucak from c. 

1790 until c. 1820, when his polity collapsed as a result of the deathly blows 

inflicted upon him by the sultanic army despatcehd to quell the insurgency. 

This period is dominated at local level by the figure of Serficeli Hacı Halil 

Ağa, the man who constituted for thirty years Ali Pasha’s trustworthy agent 

in the broader area of the southeasternmost areas of Ali Pasha’s polity. I will 

thus delve into an examination of Serficeli Hacı Halil Ağa’s career and his 

relationship with Ali Pasha, in an attempt at evaluating an exemplary case of 

a partnership between an influential, though minor, local notable and a pow-

erful, grand a‘yan, who reigned uncontested for more than thirty years over a 

vast swarm of territories under the, more or less, nominal suzerainty of the 

Ottoman Sultan. I will also examine Ali Pasha’s rule over the kaza of Eğri 

Bucak, with particular focus on the community of Kozani, where, as will be 

                                                           
5. The term “Partners of the Empire” was used by Ali Yaycioğlu in his latest monograph 

on the Ottoman 18th-century Partners of the Empire, The Crisis of the Ottoman Order 

in the Age of Revolutions, Stanford University Press, Stanford CA 2016. 
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shown, Ali Pasha ruled with the assistance of the faction of Alifrones, which, 

as its name clearly suggests, overtly supported his cause, whilst its leader, 

Rousis Kontorousis, and members received in return for their services Ali 

Pasha’s support vis-à-vis their adversaries. 

My overall aim is to prove by making use of the theories recently pro-

posed by Bruce McGowan and Ali Yaycioğlu that the two generations of 

minor and grand a‘yans coexisted and in a period of great changes and gen-

eral paralysis of the Ottoman imperial administration combined their over-

lapping interests, which allowed for the formation of coalitions among them-

selves that permeated, or even replaced, the bonds of imperial partnership 

that they formed with Istanbul. Thus, the grand and minor magnates were 

first and foremost “partners of a‘yan networks” and only secondarily “part-

ners of the empire”.
6
 

 

 

The historico-geographical background: 

 

The kazas of Serfice and Çaharşenbe occupied the southernmost parts of 

today’s prefecture of Kozani. During the first two centuries of Ottoman rule 

and as a result of the administrative organisation introduced by the Ottomans 

after their conquest of the area around 1430, the southern parts of the mod-

ern prefecture of Kozani were placed under the authority of a judge (kadı) 

whose seat was the old Byzantine fortress of Servia, which was now known 

as Serfice. Before its upgrade to a normal kaza the area under the jurisdiction 

of the judge of Serfice was organised as a vilayet that fell under the authority 

of the kaza of Kara Ferye (: Veroia).
7
 The kaza of Serfice covered the territo-

                                                           
6. For additional information on the Ottoman notables and systems of tax-farming see 

Dimitrios Lamprakis, The relationship between centre and periphery in the Ottoman 

era of experimentation with and adaptation of institutions for fiscal demands: the cases 

of Kozani, Serfice, and Velvendos, ca.1690 – ca.1820, unpublished PhD Dissertation, 

University of Birmingham, College of Arts and Law, Center of Modern Greek, Byzan-

tine and Ottoman Studies, October 2017, pp. 4-12, 17-30, 95-107. This article is based 

on my preliminary findings initially presented in the respective chapters of my Disserta-

tion. For additional information and for the sake of comparison see ibid., pp. 62-90, 

124-182, 238-256. 

7. For the original administrative structure of the kaza of Serfice in the first century after 

the Ottoman conquest and establishment of the Ottoman domination in the area under 
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ries under the jurisdiction of the local bishop of Servia, a fact that shows 

clearly the ways in which the Ottomans took advantage of pre-existing ad-

ministrative mechanisms, such as the ecclesiastical mechanism that had been 

established by the Byzantines almost ten centuries before the appearance of 

the Ottomans in the area. The kaza of Serfice was split into three smaller 

kazas sometime after 1613, when the last tapu tahrir register was drafted, 

which refers for the last time to the unified kaza of Serfice. As a result of the 

fragmentation of the old kaza of Serfice there emerged two new kazas, 

namely the kaza of Çaharşenbe and the kaza of Eğri Bucak, which com-

prised parts of the older kaza of Serfice that were taken away and formed 

separate administrative units. The old kaza of Serfice was thus reduced to a 

shadow of its former self and kept only the villages located in the right 

(southern) bank of river İnce Kara Su (today: Haliacmon) around the town of 

Serfice. The kaza of Çaharşenbe comprised a mixture of Christian settle-

ments and Muslim Turkish settlements inhabited by Muslims of Yörük 

origins concentrated on both banks of river Haliacmon. The kaza of Eğri 

Bucak occupied the northernmost parts of the old kaza of Serfice and, with 

the notable exception of Kozani, which was the largest and most developed 

Christian settlement in the broader area under examination, contained exclu-

sively Muslim Yörük villages that surrounded Kozani from all directions. 

The new kazas appear in Ottoman documents for the first time in the early 

1640s a time that coincided with the spread of use of tax-farming in tax-

assessment and the collection of revenues. The spread of tax-farming and the 

subsequent bureaucratisation of tax-assessment and revenue-raising made 

necessary the breaking of pre-existing, larger administrative units into small-

er and thus more easily manageable entities.  

The 17th and 18th centuries saw the rising in prominence of two Chri-

stian settlements, namely Velvendos and Kozani, which emerged as the so-

cio-economic and administrative centres of the area under examination and 

rivalled the domination of Serfice. To begin with, Kozani became the most 

important and richest settlement in the area where there were gradually con-

centrated the local ecclesiastical and Ottoman administrative authorities, 

                                                                                                                                        
examination see Kostas Kambouridis – Georgios Salakides, Η επαρχία Σερβίων τον 16ο 

αιώνα μέσα από οθωμανικές πηγές [The Province of Servia during the 16th Century 

through Ottoman Sources], Ekdotikos Oikos Ant. Stamouli, Thessaloniki 2013, p. 20. 
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which contributed to the concentration of wealth and power in the hands of 

the local Christian population. The Kozanites thus played during the 18th 

century a prominent role in the establishment by Christian merchants of 

complex trade networks that permeated the Ottoman Balkans and Habsburg 

dominions in Hungary and Austria. The bonds that the Kozanites established 

with Central and Western European countries and the accumulation of 

wealth also contributed to the improvement of living standards in the home-

town, the founding of institutions for higher education, the rise in literacy 

and above all the spreading of the ideas of Enlightenment. All this gave rise 

to intra-communal strife and factionalism among local Christian notables 

and the local bishop, who represented ecclesiastical authtorities at local 

level, but was also considered by the Ottoman administration a tax-farmer 

and member of the official administrative mechanism in his own right, for 

the post of the local kocabaşı and the subsequent control over the Kozanite 

community. Antagonisms, feuds, and influx of wealth fundamentally trans-

formed the Kozanite society and gave birth to two opposing factions, namely 

the Alifrones and the Dimokratikoi, which were organised around two lead-

ing figures, namely Rousis Kontorousis and Georgios Avliotis, who vied for 

supremacy and control of local communal and political affairs. Their antag-

onism led to the outbreak of violent and bloody feuds, which culminated in 

an all-out civil war that afflicted local society and hampered the local admin-

istrative and economic activities. Another consequence of Kozani’s econo-

mic boom during the second half of the 18th century was that it also became 

part of the malikâne life-term tax-farming system, which was introduced for 

the first time in 1695. Kozani was outsourced to and owned from 1761 until 

1796 by a member of the Ottoman imperial dynasty, namely Fatma Hanım 

Sultan, who was a granddaughter of Sultan Ahmed III (1703-1730), namely 

daughter of Saliha Sultan, who was daughter of Sultan Ahmed III, and of 

Sarı Mustafa Pasha, son of Deli Hüseyin Pasha.
8
 The always absentee 

malikâne-beneficiary and the Muslim voyvodas, who were appointed by 

                                                           
8. For Fatma Hanım Sultan see Mehmed Süreya, Sicil-i Osmani, vol. I, Tarih Vakfı Yurt 

Yayınları 30, Istanbul 1996, p. 13; for Saliha Sultan, ibid., pp. 37-38; for Sarı Mustafa 

Pasha, ibid., vol. IV, p. 1205; for Deli Hüseyin Pasha, ibid., vol. III, p. 720. For Fatma 

Hanım Sultan’s brief genealogical tree see A. D. Alderson, The Structure of the Otto-

man Dynasty, Clarendon Press, Oxford 1956, p. 172, Genealogical Table XLI. 
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Fatma Hanım Sultan to run the business on her behalf, constituted another 

two elements of influence in local communal affairs.
9
 It thus comes as no big 

surprise that the two aforementioned Christian factions formed alliances with 

Muslim local notables who vied for the post of voyvoda. Thus, local nota-

bles, Muslim and non-Muslim alike, formed cross-confessional partnerships, 

aiming at outmanoeuvring their adversaries and imposing their control over 

the Kozanite malikâne tax-farm and community, which constituted the par-

amount sources of wealth and power. 

Velvendos followed the trend that dictated for major settlements and 

large villages in the countryside to be included in the tax-farming system. 

Thus, as becomes apparent, Velvendos followed the general trend and tax-

farming became during the 17th century the prevalent and dominant method 

of tax-assessment and collection. Yet Velvendos was in reality a large vil-

lage which was characterised by rapid demographic growth and swift econo-

mic development due to the efficiency of its population in commercial acti-

vities in Central Europe. As was the case with Kozani, Velvendos was intro-

duced to the malikâne life-term tax-farming system and also was conferred 

upon a member of the Ottoman imperial family, namely Hibetullah Hanım 

Sultan who was a daughter of Ümmügülsüm Sultan, a daughter of Sultan 

Ahmed III, and Sirke Osman Pasha. It is worth noting that, as daughters of 

two daughters of Sultan Ahmed III, Hibetullah Hanım Sultan, the malikâne-

beneficiary of the neighbouring tax-farm of Velvendos, and Fatma Hanım 

Sultan, the malikâne-beneficiary of the tax-farm of Kozani, were first 

cousins.
10

 

                                                           
9. On the application of the system of malikâne in Kozani see Georgios Salakides, “Το 

οθωμανικό σύστημα του μαλικιανέ (Malikâne) στην Κοζάνη” [The Ottoman System of 

Malikâne in Kozani], in: Ch. Karanasios, K. Ntinas, D. Milonas, D. Skrekas (eds.), Κο-

ζάνη, 600 Χρόνια Ιστορίας: Γένεση και ανάπτυξη μιας Μακεδονικής μητρόπολης, Πρα-

κτικά Β΄ συνεδρίου τοπικής ιστορίας, Κοζάνη 27-30 Σεπτεμβρίου 2012 [Kozani, 600 

Years of History: The Genesis and Development of a Macedonian Metropolis, Pro-

ceedings of the 2nd Symposium of Local History, held in Kozani, 27-30 September 

2012], Dimos Kozanis, Organismos Athlitismou, Politismou, kai Neolaias, Kozani 

2014, pp. 87-112. and Lamprakis, The relationship between centre and periphery, pp. 

17-92. 

10. On Hibetullah Hanım Sultan see Mehmed Süreyya, Sicill-i Osmani, Tarih Vakfı Yurt 

Yayınları 30, Istanbul 1996, vol. I, pp. 17-18. On Ümmügülsüm Sultan see ibid., p. 44. 
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Serfice was at the beginning of the 18th century the seat of a kadı and 

administrative centre of the homonymous kaza. As a result of the diminution 

in the size of the Christian population during the 17th century, the 16th-

century demographic balance was totally reversed.  According to the first 

poll-tax registers compiled after the introduction of reforms in poll-tax as-

sessment and collection in 1691 the Christian population of Serfice was only 

350-400 male adult individuals subject to poll-tax payment, namely an over-

all number of only 800-1,000 people.
11

 At the same time, Serfice was a hass 

of the Tatar Khan of Crimea,
12

 a fact that played a decisive role in the fiscal 

and administrative status of the tax-farm of Serfice, because Serfice was dur-

ing the 18th century an appanage of members of the Giray dynasty of the 

Tatar Khans of Crimea. A series of documents
13

 issued in 949 AH / 1542-43 

AD and 958 AH / 1551-52 AD, respectively, indicate that short-term tax-

farming was in full application in Serfice at least since the mid-16th century, 

though at that time tax-farming contracts pertained exclusively to the tithes 

and fees that were registered in the tapu tahrir registers and did not include 

                                                           
11. For more exact information, see BOA, MAD.d..04374; BOA, MAD.d..03421; BOA, 

D.CMH.d..26671. These three registers were compiled in 1692, 1693 and 1694 respec-

tively. They contain useful information about the poll-tax classification of the popula-

tion and its overall structure.  

12. BOA, MAD.d..04374, p. 182: kaza-yı Serfice nefs-i Serfice hass-ı Tatar Han. – We still 

lack a comprehensive narrative and monograph on the history of the Khanate of Crimea. 

There is a large number of 18th and 19th-century monographs, whose scientific and ac-

ademic value is disputable, for they are defective in terms of modern academic stand-

ards. To my knowledge, there are only three studies which can provide their reader with 

a credible analysis and information on this understudied and neglected polity that domi-

nated the north shores of the Black Sea, the Caucasus, and the Ukrainian steppes for 

more than four centuries. All three monographs were written by Alan W. Fisher. The 

first monograph examines the process and series of events that led to the annexation of 

the Crimean Khanate by the Russian Empire in 1783. The second monograph examines 

the history of the Crimean Tatars during the period of the Ottoman sovereignty over the 

Khanate of Crimea and the period after the annexation of Crimea in 1783 by Russia, un-

til the pogrom against and the deportation of the Muslim Crimean Tatars organised and 

carried out in 1944 by the Soviet Union during the grim events of the World War II. 

The third monograph contains a series of articles and essays on the history of the Cri-

mea, the Crimean Khanate, and the Crimean Tatars from the 15th through the 18th cen-

turies. For additional information see Alan W. Fisher, The Annexation of the Crimea 

1772-1783, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 1970; Alan W. Fisher, The Crime-

an Tatars, Hoover Institution Press, Stanford CA: 1978; Alan W. Fisher, Between Rus-

sia, Ottomans and Turks: Crimea and Crimean Tatars, The Isis Press, Istanbul 1998. 

13. BOA, MAD.d..00118, pp. 2, 99. 
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the poll-tax or the ‘avarız and nüzül extraordinary levies.
14

 However, after 

tax-farming became the primary means of tax-collection the poll-tax and 

extraordinary levies of Serfice passed into the iltizam system and were 

farmed out through auction also on an annual or three-year basis to the high-

est prospective bidder. Serfice followed the general trend and tax-farming 

became during the 17th century the prevalent and dominant method of tax-

assessment and collection. We should not forget that Serfice was an im-

portant pre-Ottoman urban centre and seat of a Muslim judge which, as a 

major settlement and due to its long history and socio-economic importance, 

retained in the 18th century a relative predominance over its surroundings. 

Serfice was also a settlement with a considerable mixture of populations of 

various origins and religious denominations. Τhe vast majority of the popu-

lation were Muslims, either descendants of the Turks established there after 

the Ottoman conquest, or local converts of Christian origins. There was also 

an important, though constantly shrinking, community of Christians who 

were descendants of the old Byzantine, pre-conquest, population and two 

smaller communities of Jews and Gypsies. In stark contrast to Kozani and 

Velvendos, whose population was, with the exception of the small number of 

Muslim administrative personnel residing there, completely homogeneous, 

Serfice was a heterogeneous entity and thus completely different from its 

two principal counterparts. 

The countryside did not follow the trend dictated by Istanbul for the in-

troduction of more developed and economically flourishing settlements into 

the tax-farming system. On the contrary, the less developed settlements in 

the countryside remained in the centuries after the fragmentation of the old 

kaza of Serfice part of the timar system, which was converted in the course 

of the 17th and 18th centuries into a mechanism for the payment of salaries, 

in the form of benefices that consisted of revenues which were generated in 

the provinces, to state officials and individuals dependent on the state. This 

mechanism operated parallel to the system of remunerations defrayed by the 

imperial treasury in cash. The basic difference between these two systems 

was that whilst the timar was calculated on an annual basis and consisted of 

                                                           
14. BOA, MAD.d..00118, p. 99: mukata‘a-ı Serfice ve tevabi‘ha ki ‘an tahvil-i Mehmed 

Paşa hassdır iltizam edüb der ‘uhde-i Hasan bin Nasuh ‘an nefs-i Kara Ferye fi sene 

248,479 akçe fi selase senin 745,431 akçe. 
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fixed and non-fixed levies on estimated annual agricultural yields and the 

economic activity of the taxpayers, the ‘ulüfe was calculated on a daily basis 

and paid regularly by the treasury in cash, three or four times a year. Availa-

ble documentation also shows that the timar system could be combined with 

or replaced by tax-farming, especially in cases of unproductive and deficient 

prebends, which the state farmed out to individuals willing to invest their 

funds in the long-term development and efflorescence of remote provincial 

places. Since the importance and role of provincial cavalry forces in Otto-

man warfare had been diminished after the Military Revolution in the late 

16th century, the provincial timar-holders were degraded into an auxiliary 

force of secondary importance. This force was in the 18th century manned 

with provincials, whilst it was observed an ever-increasing tendency to the 

assignment of timar grants to “peasant” Janissaries, or members of collateral 

corps under the jurisdiction of the Janissary corps, who were remunerated 

for their services with timar grants, instead of the payment of a regular sala-

ry paid to them directly from the imperial treasury.
15

 The timar-holding ca-

dres operated like a police force with the duty of enforcing law and order in 

the localities where their timars were located. Some of them were, further-

more, entrusted with the special duty of guarding the countryside and the 

communications through the mountainous passages and highways. They, 

thus, supervised the operation of and kept in check the complex network of 

armatolıks in the vicinity of the town of Serfice, thus complementing the 

policing duties of the Christian armatoloi. There were also timars which 

were bestowed on high-ranking Palace officials and members of the Otto-

man provincial and central administration, on the one hand, and protégés of 

influential viziers and pashas, on the other. All of these individuals were ab-

sentee beneficiaries of the wealth generated by the socio-economic activities 

of the local indigenous population and was thence allotted to their prebends. 

Tax-farming in the areas where the timar system was still in full operation 

was applied only in the collection of the cizye poll-tax levied upon the non-

Mulsim population and the ‘avarız extraordinary levies imposed on both 

                                                           
15. The term “peasant” Janissaries was introduced recently by Evgeni Radushev, “Peasant 

Janissaries?”, Journal of Social History 42/2 (2008) 447-467. It denotes the local, yerli 

in Ottoman Turkish, Janissaries who were trained and served in the provinces and were 

not the products of the palace educational service. 
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Muslims and non-Muslims. The survival of the timar system and the simul-

taneous application of two overlapping and distinct systems of tax-

assessment and collection in the less developed and remote territories of the 

area under examination is of particular importance, because it created a pe-

culiar network of conflicting powers and interests, which moulded its histor-

ical and socio-economic and political development.  

In what follows I will attempt to describe the period of Ali Pasha’s 

domination through an examination and evaluation of the activities of his 

agents and organs. I will begin with the kazas of Serfice and Çaharşenbe and 

then I will examine the kaza of Eğri Bucak and Kozani. I will conclude my 

analysis with a brief recapitulation and presentation of my conclusions 

through a comparison between the two case-studies. 

 

 

The period of Ali Pasha’s domination in the kazas  

of Serfice and Çaharşenbe: The career of Serficeli Hacı Halil Ağa 

 

The period c. 1790 – c. 1820 was marked by the total domination of Ali Pa-

sha throughout the area under study, which was brought gradually under his 

sway, where it remained until his downfall and execution in 1822. Due to the 

confusion covering the last two years of Ali Pasha’s life and career, which 

was brought about by the continuous campaigns, revolts, and total disorgani-

sation of the administrative system that he had meticulously erected in his 

30-year long career, the exact date marking the end of Ali Pasha’s presence 

in Serfice and Velvendos is unknown. For this reason, 1820 is merely an 

approximative date that needs to be treated and perceived as a symbolic 

temporal limit. In this part I will refer to the career of Ali Pasha’s most trust-

ed agent in the area of Serfice and Velvendos, Serficeli Halil Ağa, after his 

appointment in 1791 as a‘yan of Serfice. Halil Ağa’s case constitutes a typi-

cal example of the participation of a member of the local élite in local politi-

cal processes and can be used ideally for an analysis and descriptions of the 

methods that Ali Pasha used throughout the territories under his control in 

his attempts at strengthening, consolidating, and expanding his rule over as 

large as possible a geographical space. 
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Ali Pasha appeared for the first time in the kazas of Serfice and 

Çaharşenbe in 1791 when he appointed Serficeli Hacı Halil Ağa to the post 

of the a‘yan of Serfice. The latter would remain for the next thirty years until 

Ali Pasha’s downfall and execution his trusted agent and organ in the kazas 

of Serfice and Çaharşenbe, where he would operate always in concordance 

with his patron’s interests and ideas of governance. We should begin our 

analysis of Serficeli Hacı Halil Ağa’s career with a short reference to his 

identity and activities prior to his appointment to the post of a‘yan of 

Serfice.  

Serficeli Hacı Halil Ağa appears for the first time in a late-18th-century 

contract, which expounds the circumstances of the leasing of the tax-farm of 

the customary levy on sheep of Serfice and its dependencies (‘adet-i ağnam-ı 

Serfice ve tevabi‘i mukata‘ası) in 1205 AH / 1790-91 AD. The contract de-

picts the role of Serficeli Halil Ağa, who was depicted in the contract as a 

local magnate, in the local socio-economic life and the power that he had 

obtained through his relationship with the circles of influential Istanbul-

based magnates. The document also shows the antagonism that was devel-

oped between Halil Ağa and another influential figure, namely Hacı Ismail 

Pasha, for the control over and leasing of the tax-farm of the customary tax 

on sheep of Serfice and its dependencies. Despite his initial failure, as we 

will see immediately below, to obtain the tax-farm, Halil’s influence and 

contacts among the members of the Janissary corps secured him the support 

of Ali Pasha, who eventually appointed him in 1791 to the post of the a‘yan 

of Serfice. The sole available source on the leasing of the aforementioned 

tax-farm is the draft text of a mandate which was issued by the Grand Vizier 

as a summary of the procedures followed in the aforementioned case. The 

document is not dated, but the Prime Minister’s Ottoman Archives date it 

around 1205 AH / 1790-91 AD. Furthermore, from the two officials men-

tioned in the document, namely Ismail Pasha and Halil Ağa, we could date 

the document around 1790-91.
16

 

                                                           
16. BOA, HAT.0185-8612: şevketlü kirametlü mühabetlü kadretlü veliyyü’n-ni‘met efendim 

padışahım merfu‘u’l-vizare İsmail Paşa’nın ref‘ olunan mukata‘atından ‘adet-i ağnam-ı 

Serfice ve tevabi‘i mukata‘asının nısf hissesi bundan akdem lede’l-müzayede on dört bin 

ğuruş mu‘accele ile talebi üzerinde karar ve mu‘accelesi eğerçi darbhane-i ‘amireye 

teslim olunmuş olub lakin mukata‘a-ı merkume ordu-yı hümayunda dahı müzayede 
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The mandate states that the tax-farm of the customary tax on sheep of 

Serfice and its dependencies was previously farmed out by Hacı Ismail Pa-

sha, who had been recently deprived of the rank and title of vizier, because, 

being commander during the Russo-Ottoman war of 1787-1792 of the impe-

rial troops in Moldavia, he failed to defend the fortress of Bender, which was 

occupied by the Russians.
17

 At the auction held to that end, half of the 

aforementioned tax-farm had been leased by and bestowed upon Ismail Pa-

sha, on condition that he defrayed at the conclusion of the bargain as down 

payment (mu‘accele) the sum of 14,000 ğuruş. Notwithstanding the fact that 

the mu‘accele had been fully paid and delivered to the imperial mint, after 

Ismail Pasha had been demoted and his property had been confiscated, the 

aforementioned tax-farm was auctioned anew amidst imperial-army officers. 

The Grand Vizier notified the administration of the bestowal of the afore-

mentioned tax-farm upon a certain Halil Ağa
18

 for 14,500 ğuruş, a sum 

                                                                                                                                        
olunub hala sipahiler ağası Halil Ağa üzerinde on dört bin beşyüz ğuruşa karar dade 

olduğu sadr-ı a‘zamları tarafından tahrir olunduğundan ve bu suretde rikâb-ı 

hümayunda verilen mu‘acceleden ordu mu‘accelesi beşyüz ğuruş ziyade olduğundan 

‘atebe-i ‘ulyalarına ‘arz olundukda ziyade kim verüb miriye enfe‘ ise ana verile deyü 

mübarek hatt-ı hümayunları şerefyafte-i sudur olmuşıdı bina’en ‘aleyhi mukaddema bu 

tarafda ‘uhdesinde karar eden kulları keff-i yed etmeyüb mukaddem verdiği on dört bin 

ğuruşun üzerine bin ğuruş dahı zamm ve ma‘ zamm on beş bin ğuruşa kabul eylediğin 

ve mukaddema darbhane-i ‘amireye teslim eylediği on dört bin ğuruş darbhane-i 

‘amireden verilen kalyoncu mevacibine tertib olunmuş olduğundan bir habbesi 

darbhane-i ‘amirede kalmayub ru-yı iktiza ederse darbhaneden verilemeyeceği der-

kenar olunduğun defeterdar efendi kulları bir kıt‘a takririyle beyan etmekle husus-ı 

merkuma da’ir evrak-ı sa’ire ile cümlesi ma‘ruz ‘atebe-i şahaneleri kılınmışdır manzur-

ı hümayunları buyuruldukda emr ve ferman-ı şevketlü kirametlü mühabetlü kadretlü 

veliyyü’n-ni‘metim efendim padışahım hazretlerinindir. 

17. Süreyya, Sicill-i Osmani, vol. III, p. 833. For the Russo-Ottoman war of 1787-1792 see 

Stanford J. Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey, vol. I: Empire of 

the Gazis: The Rise and Decline of the Ottoman Empire, 1280-1808, Cambridge Uni-

versity Press, Cambridge 1976, pp. 258-260; Virginia Aksan, Ottoman Wars 1700-

1870: An Empire Besieged, Pearson Longman, London 2007, pp. 160-170. 

18. Süreyya, Sicill-i Osmani, vol. II, p. 570. There is one Hacı Halil Ağa who is referred to 

as Serfiçeli, namely from Serfice. Süreyya does not refer whether he had ever obtained 

the title of the commander of the cavalrymen who formed the first regiment of the 

kapıkulu household cavalry (sipahiler ağası), but he is referred to as having obtained 

the titles of silahşor (senior member of the first regiment of the kapıkulu household 

cavalry) and kapıcıbaşı (chief door-keeper in the Sultan’s palace). Furthermore, as we 

will see below, in the personal archive of Ali Pasha there appears one Halil Ağa who 

was Ali Pasha’s local agent and in 1791 had been appointed by him as chief notable 

(a‘yan) of Serfice. Since the two dates coincide, and due to close proximity in time be-
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which he had already defrayed. Thus, because in this way the second 

mu‘accele paid by the army official was 500 ğuruş more than the first 

mu‘accele, which İsmail Pasha had initially defrayed on the occasion of the 

Sultan’s presence on horseback (rikâb-ı hümayun), a petition was submitted 

to the Sultanic Court to examine the case. Accordingly, a sultanic mandate 

was issued and sent to the Grand Vizier, which decreed that it was indis-

pensable to be clarified who had defrayed the additional sum and, in case 

this sum was most profitable for the state and did not cause further ramify-

cations and friction among officers, it had to be accepted and received by the 

state authorities. 

Consequently, the party which had initially secured the tax-farm, name-

ly Ismail Pasha, did not withdraw his claims, but, since he added another 

1,000 ğuruş to the amount of 14,000 ğuruş which he had already defrayed, 

the state received and collected the overall amount of 15,000 ğuruş. Additio-

nally, the sultanic exchequer (defterdar efendi) explained with an official 

report that a marginal note was required to be written down which would 

explicitly report to that, because the initially defrayed amount of 14,000 

ğuruş had been withdrawn from the imperial mint and dispensed on payment 

of the wages of the sailors of the ships of the line (kalyoncu mevacibine 

tertib). In case Ismail Pasha demanded a refund, it would be impossible for 

the imperial mint to deliver and return the said amount to him. Thus, the 

document concludes, all documents related to this issue, alongside all addi-

tional ones, were presented and submitted to the Sultanic Court for further 

examination. 

Although we do not know the result of this procedure, we could sup-

pose that Ismail Pasha finally prevailed over Halil Ağa and retained the tax-

farm, because he defrayed as prospective bidder the highest down payment. 

Due to the extremely strenuous circumstances brought about by the war 

which the Ottomans waged on two fronts against the Russians and Austrians 

(1787-1792), and due to the need of the imperial treasury for cash to pay for 

                                                                                                                                        
tween the case examined hereby and the case of the appointment of the new a‘yan in 

Serfice, we can assume that Halil Ağa, who appears in this document, is one and the 

same person as the one referred to as Ali Pasha’s agent in the document preserved in Ali 

Pasha’s personal archive. 
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war expenses, the administration accepted without delay Ismail Pasha’s of-

fer. Moreover, as the imperial treasurer had declared, the treasury had al-

ready spent to the payment of wages the amount, which Ismail Pasha had 

already paid in advance and forwarded to the imperial treasury to secure 

possession of the tax-farm of the customary tax on sheep in Serfice and its 

dependencies. Thus, a refund was deemed impossible. 

What is of particular importance in this affair is Halil Ağa’s role as a 

protagonist figure. It is mandatory to indicate that what follows is based on 

the assumption that the Halil Ağa referred to in this document is the same 

with the one appointed by Ali Pasha as a‘yan of Serfice and referred to as 

Serficeli in Süreyya’s Sicill-i Osmani. As the nickname Serficeli suggests, 

Halil Ağa originated from Serfice. The title ağa suggests that he was a senior 

Janissary officer, whilst the titles silahşor, kapıcıbaşı, and sipahiler ağası, 

which he had been decorated with during his career, allow for the assump-

tion that he was a kapıkulu Janissary who served in the Topkapı Palace. Halil 

Ağa entered the kapıkulu household cavalry of the Porte and joined the first 

regiment that was recruited from sons of Ottoman beys and sipahi timar-

holders.
19

 The title silahşor was attributed to him as a mark of seniority 

amidst his younger comrades.
20

 Later on, he was given the title of “chief-

doorkeeper (:kapıcıbaşı)” and was appointed commander of the gatekeepers 

serving at the gates of the Topkapı Palace.
21

 In 1790-1791 he was serving as 

sipahiler ağası or sipahi oğlanları ağası, namely as commander of the first 

regiment of the kapıkulu household cavalry of the Porte.
22

 As Yaycioğlu as-

serts, the title kapıcıbaşı was in late 18th century conferred alongside the 

title mirahur-ı evvel to members of wealthy provincial households of nota-

                                                           
19. Gustav Bayerle, Pashas, Begs and Effendis: A Historical Dictionary of Titles and Terms 

in the Ottoman Empire, The Isis Press, Istanbul 1997, p. 137. 

20. On the title and duties of silahşor see James Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon 

showing in English the Significations of the Turkish Terms, Istanbul 1890, pp. 1069-

1070; Mehmet Zeki Pakalın, Osmanlı Tarih Deyimleri ve Terimleri Sözlüğü, [Dictio-

nary of Expressions and Terms of Ottoman History], Milli Eğitim Basımevi, Istanbul 

1993, vol. III, p. 226. 

21. Bayerle, Pashas, Begs and Effendis, p. 93; Pakalın, Dictionary of Expressions and 

Terms, vol. II, pp. 167-169; H. A. R. Gibb – Harold Bowen, Islamic Society and the 

West, A Study of the Impact of Western Civilization on Moslem Culture in the Near 

East, Oxford University Press, London/New York/Toronto 1950, pp. 346-347.  

22. Bayerle, Pashas, Begs and Effendis, p. 137; Pakalın, Dictionary of Expressions and 

Terms, vol. III, pp. 233-235. 
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bles (hanedans) who were not formal members of the Ottoman administra-

tive hierarchies, but rather served the state from various posts and offices 

which they acquired from with contracts and agreements struck with the 

state owing to their local power and wealth. Hence, we could argue that not 

only did Serficeli Halil Ağa serve in the Topkapı Palace, but also was a 

promiment member of a family of local notables from Serfice who recogni-

sed the Sultan’s authority by sending their offspring to serve in the Imperial 

Palace, whilst also accepting the time-honoured honorific titles which were 

conferred upon them by the Porte. Thus, we can trace the operation of a 

titular mechanism that functioned in two ways: on the one hand, it extended 

the Sultan’s power and might in the provinces, where the local notables who 

were thus connected to the Sultan and the Porte used the titular grants to 

further enhance their legitimacy and the prestige of their households at local 

level.
23

 

We can, thus, argue that Serficeli Halil Ağa was an officer who, most 

probably due to his father’s prestige and ‘askeri status, and his wealth and 

acquaintances to influential officers, had managed to enter the imperial pala-

ce and follow the career paths offered to all individuals who entered the pal-

ace career, either as servants and slaves of the Sultan or as freeborn Mus-

lims.
24

 Thus, Halil Ağa, followed the career path offered to all kapıkulu Jan-

issaries, i.e. the career of an officer who was based in Istanbul and salaried 

directly by the state. By serving in the household cavalry of the Sultan, Halil 

Ağa managed to climb the echelons of the imperial palace hierarchy and 

reached a particular level of prominence and prestige, which he would have 

been totally unable to achieve with the limited opportunities that occurred 

within the provincial reality. It seems probable that he tried to use his influ-

ence and power to obtain on a short-term basis the tax-farm of the customary 

tax on sheep in Serfice and its dependencies, in order to obtain a base that he 

                                                           
23. Yaycioğlu, Partners of the Empire, p. 77. 

24. On Palace hierarchy and career paths and opportunities in 16th-18th centuries see Metin 

Kunt, The Sultan’s Servants: The Transformation of Ottoman Provincial Government, 

1550-1650, Columbia University Press, New York 1983; Colin Imber, The Ottoman 

Empire, 1300-1650: The Structure of Power, Palgrave Macmillan, New York 22009, pp. 

131-203; Suraiya Faroqhi, “Crisis and Change”, in: İnalcık – Quataert (eds.), An Eco-

nomic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire, vol. II, pp. 552-557, 561-564, 570-

573. 
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would use later to establish his control over his native town. Ismail Pasha’s 

hardships presented an unprecedented opportunity which Halil Ağa could 

not let go untapped, for openly to antagonise such a powerful military officer 

as Ismail Pasha would have been otherwise unimaginable. As we will see 

immediately below, despite his initial failure to obtain control of the tax-

farm of the customary tax on sheep in Serfice and its dependencies, Halil 

Ağa joined Ali Pasha’s faction and just a few months later was appointed by 

his new patron to the post of the a‘yan of Serfice. 

The only source for Halil Ağa’s appointment to the post of the a‘yan of 

Serfice is a promissory letter dated 17-09-1791 which was sent by the nota-

bles of Serfice on behalf of the population of Serfice to Ali Pasha. The 

re‘aya of Serfice along with the notables of Serfice representing them agreed 

upon and promised to accept Halil Ağa’s appointment as the active a‘yan of 

the vilayet of Serfice. In case they broke this agreement, by supporting 

somebody else aspiring to the post of a‘yan, and inflicted damage to Halil 

Ağa’s interests, and thus by extension to the interests of Ali Pasha himself, 

they promised to defray as compensation to Ali Pasha the amount of 5,000 

ğuruş.
25

 As the letter explicitly states, Halil Ağa was appointed a‘yan of 

Serfice with Ali Pasha’s intervention and his appointment and smooth instal-

lation in his post was supervised and executed by a supervising agent (nazır) 

of Ali Pasha’s, who had been dispatched to Serfice especially to that end, 

                                                           
25. I should remind the reader hereby that Ali Pasha’s archive is written almost exclusively 

in Greek and thus all terms referred to in the document of the archive are exact transla-

tion of their Ottoman Turkish counterparts. Thus, the term a‘yan of the vilayet (in 

Greek: αγιάνης του βιλαετίου/ayanis tou vilaetiou) should be exact translation of the re-

nowned Ottoman Turkish term a‘yan-ı vilayet, which denotes the chief and primary no-

table of a given locality. For additional information, see: Pakalın, Dictionary of Expres-

sions and Terms, vol. I, pp. 120-122. For Ali Pasha’s archive and the importance of 

what Ali Yaycioğlu calls “the vernacularization of governance”, which was vividly 

expressed with the use of Greek vernacular in his administration and court, see Fleming, 

The Muslim Bonaparte, pp. 63-66; Vasilis Panagiotopoulos, Αρχείο Αλή πασά, Συλλογής 

Ι. Χότζη, Γενναδείου Βιβλιοθήκης της Αμερικανικής Σχολής Αθηνών [The Archive of Ali 

Pasha, Collection Ioannis Chotzis, Gennadeios Library of the American School of Ath-

ens], Institouto Neoellinikon Meleton, Ethniko Idryma Erevnon, Athens 2007, vol. IV, 

pp. 151-156. On the idea of “vernacularization of governance” see Yaycioğlu, Partners 

of the Empire, pp. 91-94. 
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and whose anonymous note appears on the back side of the letter and testi-

fies that all duties entrusted upon him had been fulfilled.
26

 

As becomes apparent, Halil Ağa, immediately after his unsuccessful at-

tempt to obtain for himself the tax-farm of the customary tax on sheep in 

Serfice and its dependencies, aligned himself with Ali Pasha and with his 

support was appointed chief notable of Serfice. Thus, he became Ali Pasha’s 

protégé and representative in Serfice with the duty of protecting and promot-

ing Ali Pasha’s interests in Serfice and its vicinity. Halil Ağa would retain 

this office almost undisputedly until Ali Pasha’s downfall, when all his 

agents would be ousted and expelled from their posts and offices. Thus, 

Serficeli Halil Ağa achieved his aims and emerged as a protagonist figure in 

the place of his origin, whilst Ali Pasha, by providing support to a high-

ranking palace official and notable figure in Serfice, obtained a prominent 

ally and trustworthy supporter of his cause. We should remind the reader 

here that the three kazas of Serfice, Çaharşenbe, and Eğri Bucak were locat-

ed in a complicated area which included within its geographical and admin-

istrative limits a variety of settlements, populations, and administrative insti-

tutions. To mention but a few, there existed the derbends guarding the stra-

tegic mountainous arteries that led from Macedonia to Thessaly and vice 

versa, the Turkish settlements which were inhabited by the Evlad-ı Fatihan 

Yörüks and located in the Eordaia Basin, North of Serfice and Kozani, and 

the Christian settlements, amongst which the most prominent was during the 

18th century Kozani, which was still in the early 1790s Fatma Hanım 

Sultan’s malikâne and thus out of Ali Pasha’s reach. We will describe imme-

diately below the circumstances of Kozani’s annexation in the late 1790s to 

Ali Pasha’s polity. Suffice it to say for now that Ali Pasha with the appoint-

tment of Halil Ağa as a‘yan of Serfice thus avoided disturbing the delicate 

balance prevailing over the complicated and cumbersome landscape of the 

countryside around Serfice. Furthermore, by creating a basis of operations, 

he made a decisive step towards imposing his domination and bringing the 

area under his rule.  

Although the available sources are few in number, they provide ade-

quate information on Halil Ağa’s activities and duties during his 30-year 

                                                           
26. Panagiotopoulos, The Archive of Ali Pasha, vol. I, p. 24. 
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long tenure and testify to his catalytic role in the political and economic af-

fairs of Serfice and its vicinity. I will use here two reports which he perso-

nally despatched to Ali Pasha to inform him on various issues pertaining to 

Serfice and its surroundings. According to the first report, which is dated 25 

September 1801, Halil Ağa states that in that year he was acting in the 

broader area of the left bank of river Aliakmon as the a‘yan of Serfice and 

Ali Pasha’s special agent in the two kazas of Serfice and Çaharşenbe (in the 

Greek text: Tziarsampas/Τζιαρσαμπάς). He also states that by operating in 

the area as Ali Pasha’s trusty agent he had arrested a number of notables 

from the Christian settlements in the area and dispatched them to Ioannina, 

where they would remain in custody as Ali Pasha’s prisoners. Unfortunately, 

Halil Ağa does not provide in his report any details pertaining to this delicate 

issue, hence it is impossible to verify the exact number and identity of the 

notables arrested by him. However, as Halil Ağa refers, he acted as a‘yan of 

the vilayet of Serfice, which means that he was the chief notable not only of 

Serfice proper, but also of the whole of the homonymous kaza. Thus, it 

seems probable that, although the identity of the aforementioned notables is 

unknown, they came from within the limits of that kaza and had been arrest-

ed because their compatriots and relatives opposed the prospect of pledging 

fully and officially their allegiance to and supporting Ali Pasha.
27

 

A plausible explanation can be found in two almost contemporary re-

ports that had been dispatched by the people of Velvendos and the local 

armatolos Siaperas in early July 1801. The two reports refer to the activity 

of a band of klephts, led by the Piziotades
28

 brothers, who plundered the set-

                                                           
27. Panagiotopoulos, The Archive of Ali Pasha, vol. I, pp. 195-196. 

28. Both Piziotades and Siaperas, who was sent by Ali Pasha to investigate this case and if 

need arose to engage with the bandits led by the Piziotades, were typical examples of 

leaders of small armed bands that lived through an unstable and turbulent career which 

included  both the opportunity to be called, as armatoloi, to the service of local Muslim 

and Christian notables and magnates as well as the potential threat to be deprived of 

their posts and salaries and thus resort to banditry, in which case they turned into 

klephts. The bands led by the Piziotades and Siaperas had been initially part of the fa-

mous band of the Macedonian arch-klepht Nikos Tsaras. During the 1787-92 war be-

tween the Ottomans, and the Russians and Austrians, the band of Tsiaras operated in 

Macedonia as a band of Klefts and succeeded through its ceaseless and energetic activi-

ty to receive from the Ottoman authorities a set of armatolikia alongside various and 

numerous privileges, in return for their submission and cessation of their activities. The 

Piziotades and Siaperas received two neighbouring armatolıks, namely the Piziotades 
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tlements in the area of Serfice and Velvendos. The klephts, after they had 

made an agreement with the notables of Katafygi, had established their hide-

out in the village of Katafygi, a mountainous settlement located on Mount 

Pieria. The klepths were allowed to stay in the aforementioned village and in 

return for shelter and accommodation they were expected to provide to the 

village and its inhabitants armed resistance against any kind of external 

threat. Thus, it seems plausible that Ali Pasha, by making use of his office of 

overseer of the mountainous passages (derbendat nazırı),
29

 commanded an 

                                                                                                                                        
received the armatolık of Serfice, whilst Siaperas received the armatolık of the areas on 

the right bank of river Haliacmon, North of Serfice and South of Kozani. We could thus 

assume that there was a covert antagonism between the two, which escalated to open 

war when the Piziotades were deprived of their armatolık and returned to banditry. As a 

consequence, it was only natural for Ali Pasha to send the band of Siaperas to investi-

gate the case and, if need arose, to fight their former companions. On the clan of Tsiaras 

see Nikolaos Kasomoulis, Ενθυμήματα Στρατιωτικά της Επαναστάσεως των Ελλήνων, 

1821-1833 [Military Memoirs of the Revolution of the Greek People, 1821-1833], Ek-

doseis Vergina, Athens 2005, vol. I, pp. 91-92, 115-125, 135-136, 142-147. On the 

clans of the Piziotades and Siaperas, see: Ibid, pp. 124-125. 

It is worth mentioning that in the survey registers (tapu tahrir defterleri) dating 

from the 16th century there is recorded the derbend village of Komos which guarded the 

mountainous passages in the area around Serfice. This village does not exist today and 

its exact location remains a mystery. On the village of Komos, the obligations of its 

population and the tax exemptions granted by the Ottomans in return for their services 

see Kambouridis – Salakides, The Province of Servia during the 16th Century, p. 119; 

Dimitrios Lamprakis, “Φορολογικές ελαφρύνσεις και απαλλαγές στην περιοχή Σερβίων 

κατά τον 17ο αιώνα [Tax Reliefs and Exemptions in the Area of Servia during the 17th 

Century]” in: Kozani, 600 Years of History, pp. 113-132. For a summative examination 

of the Ottoman system of derbend villages see Cengiz Orhonlu, Osmanlı İmparator-

luğu’nda Derbend Teşkilatı [The Structure of Derbends in the Ottoman Empire], Eren 

Editions, Istanbul 21990. 

29. Ali Pasha held this post since 1787 when Sultan Abdülhamid I (1774-1789) conferred it 

upon Ali in recognition of the latter’s abilities to tackle banditry and exterminate the 

nuisance of the roaming bandits in the Epirotan, Macedonian, and Thessalian country-

side. The post of derbendat nazırı was introduced sometime in early 18th century when 

Istanbul aimed after the conclusion of the catastrophic war against the Holy League 

(1683-1699) at imposing its rule over the bands charged with guarding the mountainous 

passages throughout Rumelia and thus enforcing rural law and order. The post of 

derbendat nazırı was thus introduced to denote the officer who would supervise this 

procedure and carry out Istanbul’s orders. The holder of this office was thus allowed 

great power and influence, since he was free to communicate and negotiate with the 

multifarious armed bands of irregulars and bandits roaming the countryside. Ali Pasha 

would repeatedly during his long career use this post, which allowed him free and 

unopposed access to areas outside the limits of the paşalık of Yanya, as an excudse to 

intervene in the affairs of his neighbours or even invade their territories and wage open 
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urgent mobilisation of the bands of armatoloi located in the surrounding are-

as in an attempt to subdue what he perceived as acts of sedition and defiance 

of his commands and domination. Of course, if this pressing issue remained 

unattended, it could develop to a bad example for others to follow, thus caus-

ing severe complications in his domination throughout Ali Pasha’s realms.
30

 

Hence, we could assume that Halil Ağa presided over and supervised 

the operations against the Piziotades and the notables of Katafygi, whom he 

arrested and dispatched, along with their families and relatives, to Ioannina 

for the intimidation and submission of the Katafygiote community to Ali 

Pasha’s sway and will. Thus, Halil Ağa was used by Ali Pasha as a means to 

interfere in the affairs of the community of Velvendos, which was not yet at 

that point Ali Pasha’s property. Ali Pasha took profit of his post of derben-

dat nazırı, which placed him at the centre of the cycle of rural violence and 

insecurity. He mobilised the armed band of the armatolos Siaperas, who was 

placed and active on the mountainous passages of Olympos and Pieria 

mountain ranges, and used this affair to interfere in local affairs and impose 

his rule, on the pretext that he provided security against and protection from 

the depredations of the klephts and brigands harrying the countryside near 

Velvendos.
31

 Thus, we should consider this case and the subsequent interfer-

ence of Ali Pasha into the affairs of Velvendos as the decisive step towards 

reaffirming and consolidating his rule not only over Velvendos, but also in 

the broader area. Moreover, Ali Pasha set a clear example of his implacable 

treatment of aspirants to separation and disregard for his authority.
32

 

                                                                                                                                        
war against them. For additional information on the post of derbendat nazırı see 

Orhonlu, The Structure of Derbends in the Ottoman Empire, pp. 119-148. For additional 

information on how Ali Pasha made use of this post see Panagiotopoulos, The Archive 

of Ali Pasha, vol. I, pp. 30-34.  

30. Panagiotopoulos, The Archive of Ali Pasha, vol. I, pp. 154-155, 157-158. 

31. For examples on Ali Pasha’s interference in cases similar to the case examined hereby, 

as well as for a short analysis of the structure of the fiscal machinery he had established 

on the lands under his rule, see Dimitris Dimitropoulos, “Aspects of the Working of the 

Fiscal Machinery in the Areas Ruled by Ali Paşa” in: Antonis Anastasopoulos – Elias 

Kolovos (eds.), Ottoman Rule and the Balkans, 1760-1850: Conflict, Transformation, 

Adaptation. Proceedings of an International Conference held in Rethymno, Greece, 13-

14 December 2003, University of Crete-Department of History and Archeology, 

Rethymno 2007, pp. 61-72. 

32. The most typical example of this relentless behaviour of Ali Pasha against bandits, 

klephts, and mountainous settlements that ignored his power and prerogative is the war 
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In the second report, which is dated 4 May 1808, Halil Ağa states that 

he operated in the broader area around Serfice and Velvendos as Ali Pasha’s 

appointed inspector and informer, with the specific task of gathering and 

dispatching to Ioannina information and news about the activities of certain 

families and clans of klephts active in the areas of Platamon, Alasonya, and 

Domeniko.
33

 As the available bibliography on Ali Pasha’s venture informs 

us, the period 1807-1809 is marked by Ali Pasha’s onslaught on the klephts 

of Western Macedonia, Thessaly, and Epirus, in an attempt to subdue the 

clans that refused to abide by his commands.
34

 As becomes clear, Halil Ağa 

had become by that time a substantial agent within the administration of the 

derbends and, more precisely, he was responsible for inspection and surveil-

lance operations within the limits of the armatolık of Serfice that encom-

passed the passages traversing the Olympos and Chasia mountain ranges and 

led from Macedonia to Thessaly and vice versa.
35

 Thus, Halil Ağa’s status 

was gradually upgraded and over the years Ali Pasha conferred upon him 

                                                                                                                                        
against the Souliots. For a contemporary detailed and analytical eyewitness of the war, 

see: Christoforos Peraivos, Ιστορία του Σουλίου και της Πάργας [History of Souli and 

Parga], Athens 1857. 

33. On the klephts and armatoloi of Western and Southwestern Macedonia during the 18th 

century, and especially the clans of Lazaioi, Biziotaioi, and Tsaraioi (or Tsaras bro-

thers), which Halil Ağa refers to as being the primary subject of surveillance, see John 

Vasdravellis, Klepths, Armatoles, and Pirates in Macedonia during the Rule of the 

Turks, Etaireia Makedonikon Spoudon, Thessaloniki 1975, pp. 55-75. Vasdravellis is 

recognised as one of the first Modern Greek historians who used Ottoman primary 

sources in their research and narrative. Vasdravellis was the first Greek historian who 

translated into Greek the Ottoman kadı sicilleri of Thessaloniki and based his mono-

graphs on the data which they provided him with. The collection of Vasdravellis’ stud-

ies and monographs bear the name Historical Archives of Macedonia and were all pub-

lished by the Association of Macedonian Studies in Thessaloniki.  

34. For a vivid and direct account of the events of the 1807-1809 Ali Pasha’s onslaught on 

the klephts of Macedonia and Western Greece see Kasomoulis, Military Memoirs, 

vol. I, pp. 115-125, 135-147. 

35. For more information on the armatolıks of Olympos and Chasia see Kasomoulis, Mili-

tary Memoirs, vol. I, pp. 85, 115-125, 138-173. Unfortunately, there is lack of com-

plete and modern approaches to the institutions of klephts and armatoloi, and all mono-

graphs referring to them are inspired and guided by the traditional 19th-century roman-

tic Greek historiographical trends. However, Nikolaos Kasomoulis is a valuable source 

of invaluable first-hand information on the overall activities of the various and numer-

ous clans of klephts and armatoloi throughout Macedonia, Thessaly, Epirus, and Sterea 

Hellas, especially in the latter part of the 18th and early part of the 19th centuries. For 

the general onslaught by Ali Pasha against the klephts in 1807-1809 see Vasdravellis, 

Klephts, Armatoles, Pirates, pp. 65-69. 
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multifarious tasks that were closely related to the smooth function of the 

administration of and security in the area under his control. Along with the 

post of the chief notable of Serfice and its vicinity, which he firmly retained 

under his possession since 1791, Halil Ağa occupied various other posts and 

assumed an additional number of duties, whose fulfillment consolidated Ali 

Pasha’s domination throughout the area of Serfice and Velvendos, whilst 

enabled Halil Ağa’s protracted and undisputed preeminence over his rivals 

and competitors.
36

 

Halil Ağa’s career and fortunes, however, followed those of his protec-

tor and master. In 1815, due to the rise of strong and highly influential voic-

es which opposed not only Ali Pasha, but all separatist magnates, and 

staunchly supported the idea of reforms and modernisation of the Ottoman 

political, economic, and administrative apparatus, Ali Pasha’s venture ente-

red a phase of crises that marked the beginning of the end of his long and 

successful career. Suddenly Ali Pasha found himself playing a passive role 

and defending his cause against his enemies. Halil Ağa, who had been until 

that time the undisputed protagonist of all socio-economic and political af-

fairs in Serfice and the broader area, became the object of severe criticism 

due to his close relationship and identification with Ali Pasha and his inter-

ests. 

Two reports of Hüseyin Bey, who was Ali Pasha’s representative agent 

(kapu çuhadar) in Istanbul, dated 14 and 18 November 1815 respectively, 

reveal the unfavorable atmosphere against both Ali Pasha and Halil Ağa, 

regarding their relationship with the Porte and central state authorities. The 

first report informed Ali Pasha on the decision taken by the Porte regarding 

Halil Ağa’s stripping of his offices and titles, and subsequently his exile to 

the island of Lesvos. As Hüseyin Bey reported, the vali of Rumelia had pro-

posed this penalty to be imposed on Halil Ağa, after the people of Serfice 

had repeatedly denounced him and submitted reports against his seditious 

and lawless activities and overall behaviour. The Porte endorsed the vali’s 

proposal, sanctioned its full application and issued a warning against any 

potential opposition against their decision. As Hüseyin Bey emphasised in 

his report, the decision stipulated that, in case Ali Pasha or Halil Ağa de-

                                                           
36. Panagiotopoulos, The Archive of Ali Pasha, vol. I, pp. 757-759. 
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murred at the decision made by the Porte and the imperial council, and the 

punishment imposed on Halil Ağa, the tax-farm of Serfice, which Ali Pasha 

had farmed out in previous time and had sublet to Halil Ağa, would be irrev-

ocably confiscated by the Porte and the imperial treasury, whilst further 

sanctions would be adjunctively imposed on both Ali Pasha and Halil Ağa. 

Hüseyin Bey claimed that the situation was far worse than anticipated, be-

cause Halet Efendi
37

 exerted vast influence on the members of the imperial 

council against Ali Pasha and his supporters, and, thus, there were required 

delicate manoeuvres on this complicated issue, if this adverse climate was to 

be reversed.
38

 

In the second report, Hüseyin Bey explicitly presented Halet Efendi as 

the mastermind behind and instigator of the decisions made in the last meet-

ing of the imperial council against Ali Pasha and Halil Ağa. Halet Efendi 

insisted upon Halil Ağa’s exile to the island of Lesvos and his immediate 

departure from Serfice, so that both Ali Pasha and Halil Ağa demonstrated 

tangible and practical respect for the imperial orders and the Sultan’s prerog-

ative. Accordingly, as Hüseyin Bey reported, Halet Efendi, due to his close-

ness to the Sultan and his prominent role within the Sultanic Court, would 

immediately initialise the process of annulling the imperial order which stip-

ulated Halil Ağa’s exile to the island of Lesvos. Thus, as Hüseyin Bey ex-

horted Ali Pasha, it was of vital importance for him and his trusty agent to 

demonstrate practical and tangible respect for the officials in power and obe-

dience to their commands and orders. To that end, Halil Ağa had to go 

                                                           
37. Mehmed Said Halet Efendi was during the early part of Mahmud II’s reign the most 

influential and prominent figure and leader of the conservative elements in Ottoman 

politics. Since 10 September 1815 he was the steward of the Sultanic Court and nişancı 

of the imperial council. Thus, he was Sultan Mahmud II’s closest political and military 

adviser, who assisted Mahmud on all issues pertaining to military campaigns and ideo-

logical propaganda against the provincial notables and secessionist magnates in Rume-

lia, Anatolia, and the Arab Provinces. Halet Efendi would organise and orchestrate inter 

alia Ali Pasha’s eradication. However, he opposed staunchly all efforts at modernisation 

and especially reform of the Janissary corps. Hence, he had built and led a coalition of 

conservative political, religious, and military figures. On Halet Efendi see Stanford J. 

Shaw – Ezel Kural Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey, Volume 

II: Reform, Revolution and Republic: The Rise of Modern Turkey, 1808-1975, Cam-

bridge University Press, Cambridge/New York NY 1977, p. 8; Süreyya, Sicill-i Osmani, 

vol. II, pp. 564-565. 

38. Panagiotopoulos, The Archive of Ali Pasha, vol. II, pp. 621-622. 



154 DIMITRIOS K. LAMPRAKIS 

promptly to Lesvos and then petition both local and central authorities for 

his immediate release, whilst Hüseyin Bey promised that he would forward 

Halil’s petitions to the officials responsible for handling this delicate issue.
39

 

There is no additional information or details about this important issue. 

We are totally unaware of both Ali Pasha and Halil Ağa’s reaction to the 

Porte’s order and for this reason it is impossible to say whether Halil Ağa 

actually went into exile to the island of Lesvos. Be that as it may, I think the 

most important fact in this issue is that for the first time the Porte officials 

expressed openly their opposition and enmity towards Ali Pasha, even 

though not directly against him, but against one of his close supporters and 

trusty agents. We should keep in mind that Halil Ağa operated in an area 

whose control, due to its strategic location, was of vital and utmost im-

portance for both Ali Pasha and the imperial authorities, especially in case 

open hostilities between the imperial centre and the separatist provincial 

magnate broke out. Thus, this case should be considered one amongst many 

preemptive strikes, which the Porte authorities dealt in their attempts to 

gradually and progressively weaken Ali Pasha and his followers, before the 

final onslaught on them was launched.
40

 

As far as Halil Ağa is concerned, he retained Ali Pasha’s trust and, until 

his downfall, operated in the region of Serfice and Velvendos as his trusty 

agent. According to a report of the people of Velvendos, dated 26 December 

1817, Ali Pasha had delegated to Halil Ağa the authority to assess and, ac-

cordingly, collect all taxes and levies due from the community of Velven-

dos, but the people accused him of oppressive behaviour, corruption, and 

                                                           
39. Panagiotopoulos, The Archive of Ali Pasha, vol. II, p. 628. 

40. Ali Pasha’s archive contains a variety and large number of reports submitted to him by 

his kapu çuhadars residing in Istanbul. All reports testify unanimously to the fact that, 

despite Ali Pasha’s efforts to convince the Porte and the Sultan’s courtiers of his good 

intentions and loyalty, their esteem for Ali Pasha was gradually and progressively di-

minishing, especially after 1815, when as is known the imperial centre on the instigation 

of Halet Efendi decided upon eliminating Ali Pasha and all separatist magnates within 

the Ottoman realm. For more information on this issue, see: Panagiotopoulos, The Ar-

chive of Ali Pasha, volumes II and III, where all reports can be found and read in their 

prototype form, alongside useful comments added and provided by the editors of the 

published version of Ali Pasha’s archival documents. For additional information on the 

political landscape and the preparation of the onslaught on notables and separatist mag-

nates in Rumelia, Anatolia, and the Arab Provinces, see Shaw, History of the Ottoman 

Empire and Modern Turkey, vol. II, pp. 6-19. 
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embezzlement, and as a result he was immediately dismissed from his duties. 

After that, he made in 1818 an unsuccessful attempt to purchase with the 

support of Ali Pasha the malikâne of Kaisaria,
41

 a small village that was lo-

cated on the right bank of the river Haliacmon.  In 1819 Veli Pasha, son of 

Ali Pasha, subleased to Halil Ağa the right of collecting the fees and taxes 

due from the community of the village of Küçük Vança, which was a çiftlik 

of his, whilst Ali Pasha bestowed upon him the prerogative to act as the ex-

clusive representative of the village for all communal affairs pertaining to 

the assessment and collection of taxes.
42

 Thus, it is apparent that although 

Halil Ağa remained loyal to Ali Pasha, as a profound consequence of the 

persecution he had suffered after 1815, he had been deprived of the post of 

the a‘yan of Serfice and his prestige had diminished severely. Now he tried 

to expand and build upon the privileges that he had accumulated during the 

previous years of his long career.
43

 

These arrangements must be placed within the context of a forlorn at-

tempt of Ali Pasha to retain his control and domination over the area, which 

marked the easternmost boundaries of his polity. A receipt which was issued 

by Es-Seyyid Mehmed, the then-superintendent of the affairs of the governor 

of the sancak of Tırhala (today: Trikala), provides a useful insight into this 

argument. The receipt contains information on the subleasing to Veliyyüddin 

Pasha, the then-governor of the sancak of Tırhala, of three tax-farms, which 

had been originally farmed out jointly by Esma Sultan,
44

 a certain Mehmed 

Himmet Ağa, and a certain Ahmed Ağa. Although the receipt is undated, 

since the contract of the sublease of the tax-farms to Veliyyüddin Pasha was 

dated 1 Mart 1234 RC / 16 Cimaziyyülevvel 1234 AH / 13-3-1819 AD, we 

could argue that this date is also a terminus post quem for the date of the is-

suance of this receipt.
45

  

                                                           
41. Panagiotopoulos, The Archive of Ali Pasha, vol. III, pp. 165-166. 

42. Panagiotopoulos, The Archive of Ali Pasha, vol. III, pp. 431-432. 

43. Panagiotopoulos, The Archive of Ali Pasha, vol. II, p. 922. 

44. Esma Sultan was daughter of Sultan Abdülhamid I (1774-1789) and sister of Sultan 

Mahmud II (1808-1839). For additional details regarding her life see Süreyya, Sicill-i 

Osmani, vol. I, p. 12.  

45. BOA, C.ML.462-18755: beray-i bedel-i iltizam-ı mukata‘a-ı Alasonya ma‘ ‘adet-i 

ağnam-ı Serfice ve tevabi‘ha vacib ‘an evvel Mart-ı sene 1234 ile ğayet-i Şubat-ı sene-i 

m[ezbure] ve cizye-i kalem-i Alasonya ma‘ Köleler ba-i‘tibar ‘an ğurre-i Muharrem-i 

sene-i m[ezbure] ile sene-i kâmile der  ‘uhde - i  hazret - i  Esma Sul tan  
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As the receipt mentions, Veliyyüddin Pasha subleased on the basis of 

the iltizam system the tax-farm of the hasses of Alasonya and its dependen-

cies, and the tax-farm of the sheep-tax of Serfice for a whole economic year, 

namely for the period between 1 Mart 1234 RC / 13-3-1819 AD and 28 

Şubat 1234 RC / 12-3-1820 AD. Moreover, Veliyyüddin Pasha subleased, 

again on the basis of the iltizam system, the tax-farm of the poll-tax of Ala-

sonya and the village of Köleler (today: Anthotopos),
46

 which was attached 

to the other two tax-farms, for the whole lunar year 1234, namely the period 

between 1 Muharrem 1234 AH / 31-10-1818 AD and 29 Zilhicce 1234 AH / 

19-10-1819 AD. As was usual in such cases, the formal possession of the 

subleased tax-farms and the right of the collection of the taxes was left to the 

subleasing party. Furthermore, Esma Sultan received an imperial order, 

which cited these terms and certified the sublease of the three aforementio-

ned tax-farms to Veliyyüddin Pasha.
47

 

                                                                                                                                        
‘a l iyye tü’ş -şan  ve  Meh med Himmet  Ağa ve  Ahmed Bey  ğayr ez hisse-i 

darbhane-i ‘amire. 

46. Köleler must not be confused with its almost namesake Kileler, which became famous 

in the latter part of the 19th century for the great peasant uprisings against the Thessali-

an çiftlik-owners and, for this reason, retains until today its original Turkish name, in 

stark deviation from the rule of complete Hellenisation of the toponyms and names of 

settlements with profoundly Turkish and Slavic names, applied in 1927 throughout 

Greece; Alexanrdos Drakakis – Stylianos Koundouros, Αρχεία περί της συστάσεως και 

εξελίξεως των Δήμων και Κοινοτήτων (1836-1939) και της διοικητικής διαιρέσεως του 

Κράτους [Documentation on the Constitution and Development of the Municipalities 

and Townships (1836-1939) and the Administrative Structure of the Greek State], Ath-

ens 1939, vol. II, p. 559. 

47. BOA, C.ML.462-18755: vech-i tahrir-i huruf oldur kidevletlü ‘ısmetlü veliyye-i ni‘am 

Esma Sultan aliyyetü’ş-şan efendimiz hazretlerinin havass-ı celilelerinden Alasonya ve 

tevabi‘i ve ‘adet-i ağnam-ı Serfice mukata‘asının işbu bin ikiyüz otuz dört senesi Martı 

ibtidasından Şubatı ğayetine varınca ve merbut olan Alasonya ma‘ Köleler cizyesi dahı 

sene-i merkum Muharremi’nden bir sene-i kâmile zabt ve cibayeti ber muceb-i şurut 

hala Tırhala sancağı mutasarrıfı vezir-i mükerrem devletlü ‘inayetlü veliyyü’n-ni‘am 

Veliyyü’d-din Paşa efendimiz hazretlerinin ‘uhde-i müşirilerine ihale ve iltizam olunub 

zabtıyçün sultan-ı müşarün-ileyha efendimiz hazretlerinin taraf-ı seniyyelerinden bir 

kıt‘a hüküm-i şerif ahz olunmuş olmağla mukata‘a-ı mezkurun sene-i merkume 

mahsuben hısas-ı fa’iz-i hazret-i sultan-ı müşarün-ileyha ve müşterikân ve bedel-i 

ilzam-ı ‘adet-i ağnam ve mal-i haremeyn ve mal-i cizye ve kalemiyye ve maasarıf-ı 

sa’iresi olan ğayr ez hisse-i darbhane ber vech-i bala yalnız yüz yetmiş iki bin sekiz yüz 

seksen ğuruş vacibü’l-eda ve lazımu’l-kaza deynimdir nice te‘ala deynim olan meblağ-ı 

mezburu vakt ve zamanları duhullarında hazine-i devletlerine ve mehall-i sa’ireye 

tamamen ve kâmilen eda ve teslim ve te’diye deyn  olunub rü’yyet-i hesab birle senedatı 

taraf-ı ‘alilerine teslim olınmak şartıyla işbu memhur ve ma‘mul bihi deyn temessükü 
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As Es-Seyyid Mehmed mentions, this receipt was written and given to 

Mehmed Sa‘id Bey Efendi, the then-steward of Esma Sultan as a formal 

recognition of Veliyyüddin Pasha’s obligations vis-à-vis the three aforemen-

tioned primary contractors. Veliyyüddin Pasha recognised that it was his 

obligation to pay his debt, amounting to the overall sum of 172,880 ğuruş, to 

the three aforementioned individuals. This sum consisted of a) the interest 

that was to be generated in that year from the shares of each one of the three 

primary contractors, b) the equivalent of the leasing fee of the tax-farm of 

the sheep-tax of Serfice, c) the ordinary annual payment for the maintenance 

of the sacred places of Mecca and Medina, and d) the annual returns of the 

poll-tax of the tax-farm of Alasonya and Köleler, along with the fees of the 

bureau participating in the leasing of the aforementioned tax-farm and all 

remaining expenses, with the exception of the share of the imperial mint. 

Moreover, the sublessee recognised his obligation to pay at the proper time 

the aforementioned sum, completely and perfectly, to the personal treasuries 

of Esma Sultan and the other beneficiaries. 

Immediately after an examination of the accounts of the participating 

parties, the necessary official promissory notes were to be delivered and giv-

en to Esma Sultan. It is also worth mentioning that the receipt is accom-

panied by a sealed marginal note dated 17 Muharrem 1234 AH / 16-11-1818 

AD, which mentions that the undersigned, whose identity is, due to damage 

that renders his seal illegible, unknown, had declared his intention to stand 

as guarantor for Veliyyüddin Pasha, regarding the complete and timely pay-

ment of the aforementioned sum.
48

 

As far as the tax-farm of the sheep-tax of Serfice is concerned, the over-

all equivalent of its leasing fee amounted to 11,000 ğuruş, which were to be 

paid to two beneficiaries, namely a certain Osman Ağa and a certain 

Mehmed Salim Ağa. Their relationship with Esma Sultan, Mehmed Himmet 

Ağa, and Ahmed Ağa is not explained in the document, but it seems plau-

sible that they were sublessees, who had outsourced their right of  collecting 

                                                                                                                                        
tahrir ve müşarün-ileyha efendimizin kethüdaları devletlü ‘inayyetlü Mehmed Sa‘id Bey 

Efendi hazretlerine i‘ta olundu 

bende-i Es-Seyyid Mehmed müdir-i ümur-ı mutasarrıf-ı Tırhala halen. 

48. BOA, C.ML.462-18755: derun-ı temessükde muharrer meblağ-ı mezkurun vakt-ı 

taksitleri duhullarında tamamen edasına ben dahı kefil bi’l-mal olduğum ecilden işbu 

mehalle şerh verilüb temhir olundufi 17 Muharrem sene 1234. 
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the sheep-tax to Veliyyüddin Pasha. We also do not know where they came 

from, but, we could assume, that if they were natives of Serfice, then they 

were also acquaintances of Serficeli Halil Ağa’s and worked in full concert 

with him. Yet, this is merely a logical assumption, which is not based on 

extant documentation. Be that as it may, according to the note mentioning 

each one’s share, Osman Ağa was beneficiary of the sum of 8,000 ğuruş and 

Mehmed Salim Ağa of the remaining 3,000 ğuruş.
49

 

This rearrangement did not last long, however. As Panagiotis Lioufis, 

the most prominent local amateur historian of Kozani, states, when the prop-

erties of Ali Pasha and his sons were confiscated in the course of the sultanic 

campaigns against them, Halil Ağa abandoned his overlord and asked with 

the mediation of Veniamin, the then-bishop of Kozani and Servia, to be par-

doned officially and appointed to the post of the derbend ağası of the arma-

tolıks of Servia, Chasia, Elassona, Kailaria, and Grevena. Lioufis also pre-

sents a letter dated July 1820, which Halil Ağa despatched to Veniamin to 

announce his appointment by Hüseyin Pasha, the governor-general of 

Rumelia, to the aforementioned post and declare his faith in the Sultan and 

his government.
50

 Since there are no available Ottoman documents referring 

to these momentous events, it is impossible to determine their exact date and 

the details of Halil Ağa’s abandonment of Ali Pasha’s cause. It seems plau-

sible, however, that when Halil Ağa realised that his overlord was doomed, 

he communicated the Ottoman government and declared his intention to be-

tray his master, but only if he were allowed to retain a certain part of his for-

tune and the office of the derbend ağası of the areas which he had adminis-

tered personally and dominated over for almost three decades. Therefore, 

since Ali Pasha’s resistance collapsed by late 1820, we can assume that Halil 

Ağa, betrayed Ali Pasha’s cause and joined the Ottoman government forces 

a few months earlier, most probably, as his letter points out, in June or July 

1820. It goes without saying that the fast collapse of Ali Pasha’s forces in 

Thessaly and Macedonia contributed to the capitulation of his supporters. 

We should not forget that at that time Ali Pasha’s forces abandoned their 

posts and, whilst the vast majority of them surrendered without fighting, a 

                                                           
49. BOA, C.ML.462-18755: beray-i bedel-i iltizam-ı mukata‘a-ı ‘adet-i ağnam-ı Serfice 

sene 1234 der Martğuruş / 8,000 hisse-i Osman Ağa / 3,000 hisse-i Mehmed Salim Ağa. 

50. P. N. Lioufis, Ιστορία της Κοζάνης [A history of Kozani], Athens 1924, p. 84. 
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small minority, who were Ali Pasha’s élite and most loyal warriors, retreated 

hastily to Ioannina to assist in its defense against the sultanic forces under 

Hurşid Pasha’s leadership. 

Halil Ağa did not succeed to retain his post for long. From a report dat-

ed 3 Şa‘ban 1239 AH / 3-4-1824 AD, which the governor-general of 

Rumelia and commander-in-chief of the Ottoman Rumelian army, Derviş 

Mustafa Pasha,
51

 addressed to the Sultan to report on Halil Ağa’s activities 

after the downfall of Tepedelenli Ali Pasha, we learn that Halil Ağa had fled 

some time ago to Thessaloniki where he attempted to communicate with the 

central and local authorities in an attempt to apologise for his overall beha-

viour and thus secure a post within the provincial administrative apparatus. 

The report explicitly states that Halil Ağa had committed during his 

long career and during the period of Ali Pasha’s domination over Serfice all 

kinds of fraud and execrable acts against the poor and weak people under his 

supervision and administration. The report does mention the agreement be-

tween Halil Ağa and the government in 1820, for it states that, after Ali Pa-

sha’s execution, Halil had fled to Thessaloniki and somehow managed to 

regain for himself the post of the derbend ağası in the area of Serfice and its 

dependencies. However, due to his strained past record and because he had 

always been one of Ali Pasha’s closest and most loyal agents, he was finally 

deemed by the authorities untrustworthy and incapable of fulfilling his du-

ties. Furthermore, the sultan delegated to the authorities the immediate pro-

curement of the tranquility and ease of the poor people, and the elimination 

and chastisement of all those servants of Ali Pahsa who, like Halil Ağa, were 

deemed detrimental to public and social order. Therefore, the implementa-

tion of all necessary measures for the punishment of Halil Ağa, as well as the 

appointment in his place of a suitable official as derbend ağası, was delegat-

ed by the Sultan’s authority for immediate execution. However, whilst the 

authorities pondered the method of the execution of Halil Ağa’s chastise-

ment and substitution, it became apparent that if Halil was punished at that 

very time, it would provoke serious concerns and fears for their lives to a 

large number of people, who like Halil Ağa had been members of 

Tepedelenli’s party and his supporters, but were still free and active. For this 

                                                           
51. Süreyya, Sicill-i Osmani, vol. II, p. 418. 
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reason, and in order to avoid detrimental complications and any convulsive 

reactions from the aforementioned former supporters of Ali Pasha, the au-

thorities decided that it would be preferable to set aside and postpone provi-

sionally the execution of Halil’s punishment, until a more appropriate occa-

sion occurred.
52

 

It seems plausible that Halil Ağa, in his attempt to find protection and 

shelter from his rivals in Serfice and Istanbul, went to Thessaloniki, because 

he could count on the support and assistance of the then-governor of Selanik, 

Kör İbrahim Pasha,
53

 who was a Topkapı palace graduate who had occupied 

some of the highest ranks within the palace service. As Süreyya informs us, 

İbrahim Pasha, before he obtained administrative posts in the provincial ad-

ministrative hierarchy, had served at the initial stages of his career in the 

Topkapı palace bostancıyan corps,
54

 then became bostancıbaşı and imme-

                                                           
52. BOA, HAT.0872-38754: devletlü ‘inayetlü übbehetlü ‘atıfetlü merhametlü veliyyü’n-

ni‘am kesirü’l-lutf ve’l-kerem efendim sultanım hazretleri Serficeli Halil nam 

kimesnenin mukaddema Tepedelenli zamanında bulunduğu mehallerin fukara ve 

zu‘afasına etmedik fesad ve mel‘aneti kalmamış ve merkum Tepedelenli i‘damından 

sonra Selanik’e gelüb Serfice ve havalisi derbend ağalığını bir takrib tahsil eylemiş ise 

de merkum lazımü’t-te’dib olduğu sahihan taraf-ı bedihiyyü’ş-şeref-i asafanalerine 

haber verilmiş olmağla cemi‘ zamanda bu misillü muzırr ‘ıbad olınların ref‘ ve 

te’dibleriyle istihsal-ı asayiş-i fukara lazimesini icra mukteza-yı mülkdariden olduğuna 

bina’en yerine ahar münasibi derbend ağası ta‘yyin kılınarak merkum Halil’in icra-yı 

lazime-i te’dibi mukaddema ‘uhde-i çakeriye ihale buyurulmuş ve ol-babda sahıfe-pira-

yı sudur  olan emr-name-i ‘aliyyeleri mantuku üzere derbendat-ı mezkure ahar 

münasibine ihale olınarak merkum derbend ağalığından çıkarılmış ve tıbk-ı irade-i 

‘aliyyeleri üzere icra-yı te’dibi sureti her çend tefekkür olunmuş ise de Tepedelenli 

takımından bunun gibi ba‘zileri dahı olmak hasebiyle şimdi merkumun icra-yı te’dibine 

ibtidar olunsa sa’irlerinin vesveseye zahıb olmalarını muceb olacağından merkum 

Halil’in icra-yı te’dibinden şimdilik sarf-ı nazarla vakt-ı merhununa ta‘lik olunmuş 

olduğunun ‘arz ve ifadesi vesile ibraz-ı levazim-i sadakat ve ‘ubudiyyetim olmuşdur 

inşa’l-lah te‘ali lede es‘adü’l-vusul bu babda ve her halde emr ve ferman-ı devletlü 

‘inayyetlü übbehetlü ‘atıfetlü merhametlü veliyyü’n-ni‘am kesirü’l-lutf ve’l-kerem 

efendim sultanım hazretlerinindir fi 3 Şa‘ban sene 1239 bende-i Derviş Mustafa vali-i 

Rum-İli ve ser-‘asker. 

53. Süreyya, Sicill-i Osmani, vol. III, p. 786. 

54. The bostancıyan served as guards at the imperial palaces, especially guarding the gar-

dens of the imperial palaces, where they were entrusted with guarding the pavilions of 

the Sultan and his household. They were headed by their oldest and most senior mem-

ber, the bostancıbaşı. On the bostancıyan and the bostancıbaşı, see: Pakalın, Dictionary 

of Expressions and Terms, vol. I, pp. 239-240; Gibb – Bowen, Islamic Society and the 

West, pp. 84, 350-351. 
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diately afterwards was promoted directly to the post of mirahur-ı evvel.
55

 We 

should bear in mind that, before he became involved in the provincial affairs 

and administration of Serfice, Halil Ağa had been at the initial stages of his 

career a prominent and high-ranking palace official. Thus, we could argue 

that the bonds of fellowship and partnership, which all officers serving at the 

imperial palace acquired during their service and bore with them during the 

later stages of their career, and sometimes until the very end of their life, 

must have played a decisive role in this case.
56

 Thus, according to a marginal 

note written on the aforementioned report, İbrahim Pasha supported whole-

heartedly Halil Ağa, by placing him in his own retinue and appointing him 

kassab başı
57

 in Thessaloniki.
58

 The details of the later years of Halil Ağa’s 

life and his relationship with İbrahim Pasha are a mystery, with the excep-

tion of the exact date and location of his death, which, as Süreyya points out, 

occurred in Istanbul, on 30 June 1833.
59

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
55. The mirahur-ı evvel was the officer at the head of the Palace officers who were entrust-

ed with the administration and accommodation of expenses, due for the palace animals 

and the horses bred and raised in the imperial stables. For more information, see: 

Pakalın, Dictionary of Expressions and Terms, vol. II, p. 542; Gibb and Bowen, Islamic 

Society and the West, p. 355. 

56. On the issue of the life, training, and relationship amongst male officers and staff of the 

Ottoman imperial palaces, see İlber Ortayli, Private and Royal Life in the Ottoman Life, 

Blue Dome Press, New York 2013. For their female counterparts see the pioneering 

monograph of Leslie Peirce’s, that covers the issues of the organisation and structure of 

the female microcosm within the complicated universe of the imperial palace. For more 

information see Leslie P. Peirce, The Imperial Harem: Women and Sovereignty in the 

Ottoman Empire, Oxford University Press, New York/Oxford 1993. 

57. Kassab başı was the title of the official responsible for the collection of the sheep-tax 

(resm-i ağnam-ı celebkeşan) in a certain locality. By extension this title was also given 

to the director of the office of the sheep-tax; Redhouse, Turkish and English Lexicon, 

p. 1455. 

58. BOA, HAT.0872-38754: Selanik mutasarrıfı dahı ma‘yyetine merkum Halil Ağa’nın 

kassab başı nasbını iltimas eylediğine. 

59. Süreyya, Sicill-i Osmani, vol. II, p. 570. 
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The period of Ali Pasha’s domination in the kaza of Eğri Bucak:  

Kozani as an exemplary case study 

 

Kozani was since late 17th century part of the kaza of Eğri Bucak, which 

comprised an overall number of 35 villages, of which Kozani was the only 

Christian settlement whilst the remaining 34 were inhabited by a Muslim 

Turkish population of Yörük origins whose ancestors had immigrated and 

settled in the area during the 15th and 16th centuries. Due to a lack of ade-

quate documentation on Ali Pasha’s activities in the kaza of Eğri Bucak and 

the methods of governance that he applied in the administration of the 

Evlad-ı Fatihan villages, in the second section of this paper I will focus ex-

clusively on Kozani. Before I do that, however, I feel the need to present the 

historical background of the history of Kozani and the kaza of Eğri Bucak 

prior to the imposition of Ali Pasha’s rule. 

 

a) The kaza of Eğri Bucak and Kozani during the 18th century: some 

preliminary notes 

To begin with, the Yörük organisation was abolished in 1691 when it became 

obvious to Istanbul that, by the end of the 17
th
 century, Υörüks were no lon-

ger needed as a fighting force and their role had been reduced to carrying out 

merely auxiliary duties. They were for this reason deprived on an empire-

wide scale of the privileges and tax-exemption that they had enjoyed since 

their initial settlement in Rumelia, and were by this moment onwards regu-

larly and normally taxed, though again at a reduced rate compared to the 

common Muslim re‘aya. In return, the flattering name “sons of the conque-

rors” (Evlad-ı Fatihan) was attributed to them.
60

 After that, the Muslim Tur-

kish settlements of the two neighbouring kazas of Eğri Bucak and Çahar-

şenbe followed their own separate path, although 18th-century available 

documents prove that as far as ‘avarız extraordinary taxes were concerned, 

they were assessed and recorded in common ‘avarız taxation registers and 

                                                           
60. M. Tayyib Gökbilgin, Rumeli’de Yürükler, Tatarlar ve Evlad-ı Fatihan, IÜ Edebiyat 

Fakültesi Yayınlarından, 748 [Yürüks, Tatars, and Sons of Conquerors in Rumelia, 

From the Publications of the Faculty of Literature, University of Istanbul], Osman 

Yalçin Matbaası, İstanbul 1957. This is the only detailed study of the organisation of the 

Υörüks and Evlad-ı Fatihan of Rumelia, but is somewhat outdated and obsolete. 
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were thus collected from Christian and Muslim settlements alike, without 

any visible signs of separation or segregation between them.
61

 

Yet Kozani, owing to the fact that it was a Christian settlement, in fact 

it was the only Christian settlement within the limits of the kaza of Eğri 

Bucak, constituted a separate fiscal unit (mukata‘a) that was outsourced sep-

arately to private contractors on the basis of the malikâne system of life-term 

tax-farming. Taking also under consideration the fact that the 18th century 

had been a period of great economic development, which came as a result of 

the establishment of Kozanite merchant firms in Central Europe, especially 

in the Austrian Habsburg realms, these two characteristics help explain why 

the Kozanite community developed a strong feeling of autonomy and self-

governance that determined the historical path of Kozani during the 18th 

century. The Kozanite community developed at an early stage a specific so-

cio-political and economic life that was dominated by intra-communal fac-

tionalism and dispute resolution system. These feuds were sometimes violent 

and often reached the point of civil strife which almost broke apart the 

community. Kozani was during the 18th century the epicentre of long-term 

bilateral factionalism,
62

 with long lasting alliances and cross-confessional 

partnerships being formed between Muslims and Christians. These factions, 

which constantly vied for control and supremacy over the tax-farm and the 

community of Kozani, were formed and directed by Muslims and Christians 

                                                           
61. A typical example of such ‘avarız taxation registers is a register that was compiled on 1 

Cemaziyyülevvel 1122 AH / 28-6-1710 AD and pertained to an allocation and 

apportionment of the ‘avarız and nüzül extraordinary levies due to be levied upon and 

paid by the population of the kaza of Eğri Bucak for the economic year 1122 RC, be-

ginning on 1 Mart 1122 RC / 11 Muharrem 1122 AH / 12-3-1710 AD. This document is 

preserved in the Prime Minister’s Ottoman Archives in Istanbul and is classified as 

BOA, D.HSK.d..25661.  

62. I have borrowed this term from Jane Hathaway, who uses it to describe the factional 

feuds in 18th century Egypt. She calls bilateral factionalism the situation in which “a 

political culture is dominated by two rival blocs (factions) with no third available”. Ac-

cording to her definition, “membership of these factions is not exclusive to élites, nor 

are the factions equivalent to households led by élites, rather they incorporate non-

élites, notably soldiers and notable members of the community”. These factions rather 

dichotomise the society and they are inclusive corporations, rather than elitist exclusive 

organisations. For more information see Jane Hathaway, “Bilateral Factionalism in the 

Ottoman Provinces”, in: Antonis Anastasopoulos (ed.), Provincial Elites in the Ottoman 

Empire, Halcyon Days in Crete V, A Symposium Held in Rethymno, 10-12 January 

2003, Crete University Press, Rethymno 2005, pp. 31-39. 
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alike. Their leaders succeeded to combine forces for each party to achieve its 

goals and superseded, therefore, any religious and ethnic boundaries. At the 

end of the 18th century Kozani was dominated by the bloody feud between 

the two most prominent factions that had emerged sometime in the early 

1780s, namely the Alifrones, led by Rousis Kontorousis, who was a staunch 

supporter and advocate of Ali Pasha’s cause, and the Dimokratikoi, led by 

Georgios Avliotis. The first faction was named Alifrones after the support 

that its leader and members received from Ali Pasha of Ioannina. Literally 

the term Alifrones means “those who support and advocate the ideas of Ali 

[Pasha]”. It was used as disparaging characterisation, since Ali Pasha was 

equated in that period, and later all the more, with the notions of tyranny, 

oppression, falsehood, and deceit. Thus, his supporters, real and alleged 

ones, were coloured by their opponents with dark colours, as equally tyran-

nical, oppressive, and deceptive as their patron and master. The second fac-

tion was named by its opponents “the faction of the Dimokratikoi (Demo-

crats)”, as a reflection of their ideas of a more equal and fairer organisation 

and management of the communal affairs. However, it is a well-known fact 

that, during the 18th century, the idea of Democracy was synonymous with 

overthrowing the traditional time-honoured status quo. The 18th-century 

Kozanite élite, which comprised a great number of Kozanite families en-

gaged with commercial activities through their firms, which were based in 

important Western- and Central-European emporia, were acquainted with 

modern Western ideas, which they communicated through their contacts 

with local élites and the rising bourgeoisie.
63

 They were used, therefore, to 

communicate various circulating ideas and theories on politics, economy, 

and religion. Apart from that, we should not forget that during that same pe-

riod the school of Kozani hosted great thinkers as teachers, some of whom, 

the most shining example being Evgenios Voulgaris, acted as primary vec-

                                                           
63. On the rise of a bourgeois class in the Ottoman Empire see the excellent and ground-

breaking monograph of Fatma Müge Göçek, Rise of the Bourgeoisie, Demise of Empire, 

Ottoman Westernization and Social Change, Oxford University Press, Oxford/New 

York 1996), where the author analyses the emergence in the course of the 18th and 19th 

centuries of Ottoman bureaucratic and commercial bourgeoisie in response to contem-

poraneous military and fiscal reforms, and the contacts with Western Europe, which re-

sulted in the penetration of Western ideas into the Ottoman lands. 
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tors for the ideas of Enlightenment.
64

 Thus, we could suppose that the Alifro-

nes were an elitist and conservative faction defending the status and wealth 

of its members and the Church, always concurring with the Bishop and de-

fending his interests. On the other hand, the faction of the Dimokratikoi was 

formed by members of the Kozanite community belonging to less prestig-

ious social strata and families whose members were considered by their ad-

versaries as upstarts, most probably because they had immigrated into Koza-

ni from neighbouring areas and were thus not members of the indigenous 

élite. The most typical example is, of course, the surname Avliotis, which 

denotes “someone from the village of Avles”, which was always recorded in 

the Ottoman documents as Havlılar.
65

 Be that as it may, the leading members 

of both factions were rich Kozanites, who had studied medicine or law 

abroad, received a broad education based on the ideas of the Enlightenment, 

and were rich and successful merchants, who were mostly based in Vienna, 

Budapest, and Bucharest. They all aimed, regardless of the theories and ide-

as that they propagated, at the management of the affairs of Kozani, through 

their status, wealth, and power.  

Ali Pasha’s intervention in Kozanite affairs coincided with the outbreak 

of the most violent phase of the clash between the two aforementioned fac-

tions and the profound inability of the community to resolve the dispute in-

ternally and peacefully. Avliotis had already organised in 1780 a rebellion to 

overthrow Kontorousis and the regime that he had established with the sup-

port of the Bishop of Servia and Kozani, Ignatios (1752-1785). The latter 

was the leader of the old “faction of Thessaloniki” that had dominated the 

Kozanite political arena for three decades after the transfer of the seat of the 

                                                           
64. Lioufis, History of Kozani, pp. 175-278. Lioufis presents an analytical history of the 

school of Kozani and provides us with valuable information about the teachers who 

served in the school during the three centuries of its operation. However, there is not 

any updated monograph on the role of the school of and education, in general, in Kozani 

or in other important urban centers of the Greek lands during the same period. Further-

more, it would be worth studying the role of these figures in the development and en-

richment of the ideas of the Ottoman Enlightenment. Was there a relationship between 

these provincial “enlightened” figures and the Istanbul-based statesmen and polymaths 

who expressed the ideas of the Ottoman Enlightenment? And, if we are able to testify to 

the existence of such a relationship, how close was this relationship and what were the 

channels of communication?  

65. Konst. Ntinas, Κοζανίτικα Επώνυμα 1759-1916 [Kozanite Family Names 1759-1916], 

Kozani 1995, pp. 103-104. 
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bishopric from Servia/Serfice to Kozani and was the actual predecessor of 

the Alifrones faction. Avliotis’ initial attempt proved after a short-lived vic-

tory utterly unsuccessful, a fact that compelled him to go into voluntary exile 

to Budapest where he resorted to his family firm operating there. His sup-

porters were persecuted and severely punished and as a result of these grim 

persecutions, the Bishop Ignatios and Rousis Kontorousis’ faction estab-

lished their undisputed domination over the Kozanite community. Their 

domination was further consolidated by the expulsion of all Muslim officers 

who had assisted Avliotis in his uprising and the appointment by Fatma 

Hanım Sultan of a new and trustworthy voyvoda. 

The Greek archive of Ali Pasha contains a report which the notables 

despatched to Fatma Hanım Sultan (Sultana Hanum Fatme, in the original 

Greek text), in order to thank her for the appointment of a certain Osman 

Ağa as voyvoda and zabıt of Kozani. They asked from her to protect him 

from his opponents who, as they attested, would use “any kind of lies and 

calumnies to discredit him, aiming at his dismissal and replacement”. Fur-

thermore, they asked her to issue an order which should stipulate that no one 

could interfere in Osman Ağa’s duties and activities, because Kozani was 

already in a precarious condition, due to the recurring factional feuds and the 

recent uprising led by Avliotis. The letter is dated 13 February 1784 and is 

the first official document after the suppression of the uprising of Avliotis. 

For this reason, we may securely assume that the 11 notables undersigning 

the report are all members of the Kontorousis’ faction, since it seems natural 

that, after the events that the supporters of the faction of the Dimokratikoi 

had caused during their uprising, they would never be allowed again to take 

part in the management of communal affairs.
66

 Osman Ağa was a figure who 

made his appearance in Kozani after the uprising led by Georgios Avliotis 

                                                           
66. These are the names of the 11 notables undersigning the report: Ioannis Papalouïa, 

Rousis Misiou, Latzkos Dimou, Rousis Kontorousis, Georgios Theodorou, Georgios 

Michail, Markos Zisi, Kiro Stefani, Ioannis Georgiou, Georgios Agora and Ioannis 

Charisis. Since most notables are signing with their father’s name and not their family 

name it is impossible to shed light on their identity. Yet, the family names of the most 

prominent members of the Kontrousis appear in the document, namely Rousis Kon-

torousis himself, Ioannis Papalouïa, Rousis Misiou, Georgios Agora, and Ioannis 

Charisis, who were all rich merchants running family firms and companies based in Bu-

dapest and Bucharest. For these families see Ntinas, Kozanite Family Names, pp. 210, 

254; Lioufis, History of Kozani, pp. 334-337.  
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and his supporters. In a letter addressing the Metropolitan of Thessaloniki 

after the death of the Bishop Ignatios in 1785, Osman is still mentioned as 

the voyvoda of Kozani. He was a close supporter and partner of Rousis Kon-

torousis and was for this reason closely affiliated with his supporters and 

their faction.
67

 

Yet, this letter reveals something extremely enlightening for the years 

that followed and the history of Kozani. The fact that the letter was found in 

Ali Pasha’s personal archive testifies to the support that he provided to the 

Alifrones. This early testimony to the relationship between Ali Pasha and 

Rousis Kontorousis reveals the interest and interference of Ali Pasha in 

Kozanite affairs, but also his increasing strength and fame, which allowed 

him to be called upon by a relatively distant locality, which was far from the 

centre of Ali Pasha’s operations, to act as referee in its communal feuds and 

patron of one of the two factions vying for supremacy. Ali pasha was well 

aware of the fact that the serbestiyyet immunity of the malikâne of Kozani 

and the fact that the malikâne was contracted by and outsourced to a member 

of the reigning dynasty rendered for the time being any claims of interfer-

ence into and ownership over Kozani ungrounded and unrealistic. It is also a 

matter of question whether Ali Pasha had any ability to spread his influence 

over such an extensive area, for he was in the early 1780s nothing more than 

a petty Muslim Albanian warlord, without any real basis of operation. To 

obtain such a basis, he would have to wait until 1787-1789, when in only 

two years he would succeed, initially, to be officially proclaimed by the 

Porte the superintendent of the mountainous passages of Rumelia and, im-

mediately afterwards, obtain the paşalık of Yanya (today: Ioannina) for him-

self. Be that as it may, this early bond would later prove decisive, for, as we 

will see immediately below, when the malikâne of Kozani became, after 

Fatma Hanım Sultan’s death, part of the newly-established esham system of 

tax-farming,
68

 Ali Pasha succeeded with the support of the Alifrones to im-

                                                           
67. Panagiotopoulos, The Archive of Ali Pasha, vol. I, pp. 18-20. 

68. The new system, in contrast to malikâne, where a whole tax-farm was sold on a life-

term basis, provided that only the anticipated annual profit of a revenue source would be 

sold, realised in shares (esham). According to the new system, the estimated annual 

profit was divided into a large number of shares, which were sold to the prospective in-

vestors at five to six times the anticipated annual profit. The revenue was then collected 

either by a state agent or secondary tax-farmers, who defrayed to the shareholders the 
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pose his undisputed rule over Kozani, which was secured by the close rela-

tionship which he had developed with the Alifrones and the multifaceted 

support that he provided to them, whenever need arose. 

 

b) The period of Ali Pasha’s rule over Kozani 

The period of the actual domination of Ali Pasha over Kozani begun with the 

death of Bishop Ignatios and the appointment of his successor Theofilos in 

1785, and ended with the downfall and execution of Ali Pasha in 1820, when 

he was proclaimed a traitor and stripped of all his possessions, property, and 

tax-farming rights. This period is marked by the harsh rule of the Alifrones, 

the crisis of the uprising of Avliotis’ supporters in 1795-1797 and, finally, 

the gradual sidelining of Kontorousis by Ali Pasha, after the imposition of 

his direct rule over Kozani in 1801, and his replacement in the leadership of 

the community by more temperate members of his faction, who were more 

acceptable by the community, but always Ali Pasha’s obedient instruments.  

Bishop Ignatios died after a brief illness on 20 April 1785. Consequent-

ly, the Metropolitan of Thessaloniki Iakobos III immediately set in motion 

the procedures for his successor’s election. Two candidates were proposed: 

Maximos, the former Patriarchal commissioner and secretary of the deceased 

bishop, and Theofilos, the chief secretary of the Metropolitan of Thessalo-

niki. Theofilos was deemed more suitable, because it was acknowledged that 

he was a mature and temperate politician and a man who possessed a high 

                                                                                                                                        
dividends due from the specific source. This caused an increase in returns from revenue 

sources and subsequently an increase in the number of shares sold. As shares multiplied 

and free and broad transactions among shareholders occurred, the state imposed a 10% 

tax on such transfers and turned shares into bearer’s shares, thus facilitating transfers 

and broadening the group of people lending to the state by operating in the sector of 

public finance and tax-farming. It is worth mentioning that under the new system wom-

en and non-Muslims were allowed for the first time to purchase shares. The esham sys-

tem was tantamount to long-term loan on behalf of the state. The new system regula-

tions were initially applied on all vacant and empty malikânes, namely malikânes whose 

owners had died and no heirs had been found, which were gathered by the state and put 

on market under the new system. The long-term plan was the gradual elimination of the 

malikâne system; Linda Darling, Revenue-Raising and Legitimacy: Tax Collection and 

Finance Administration in the Ottoman Empire, 1560-1660, E. J. Brill, Leiden 1997, pp. 

129-131; Murat Çizakça, A Comparative Evolution of Business Partnership: The Islam-

ic World and Europe, with Specific Reference to the Ottoman Archives, E. J. Brill, Lei-

den/New York 1996, pp. 179-185. 
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degree of ecclesiastical and secular education, in contrast to Maximos who 

was considered a corrupt priest devoid of the level of knowledge and ex-

perience that a man was expected to possess. Theofilos was thus elected and, 

as the Ottoman regulations stipulated, after he had been officially presented 

before the Ottoman authorities, he was appointed officially through the issu-

ance of an imperial diploma of appointment. The imperial diploma (berat-ı 

‘alişan) which was issued by the Ottoman authorities is dated 16 Şevval 

1199 AH / 22-8-1785 AD.
69

 As Lioufis cites, Theofilos was warmly 

welcomed by the community of Kozani and his flock all over his diocese, 

especially by the leaders of the community of Kozani, namely Rousis 

Kontorousis, who had personally mediated for Theofilos’ election, Georgios 

Sakellarios, and Logothetis Ioannis Louïas.
70

 

Theofilos came from Veroia, hence his nickname “Verrhoieus” 

(Βερροιεύς), and was a protégé of the Metropolitan of Thessaloniki Iakobos 

III. Under his protection and due to his high level of education, Theofilos 

managed to climb the echelon of the ecclesiastical hierarchy and, after he 

had served for a long period as Iakobos’ chief secretary, he was appointed 

Bishop of Servia and Kozani. He was the first bishop that was not a scion of 

the Katakalou family that had monopolised the bishopric’s seat since its 

transfer from Servia to Kozani in 1745. His election reassured the strong 

bonds between the bishopric of Servia and Kozani, and the metropolis of 

Thessaloniki, and certified the right of the metropolitan of Thessaloniki to 

elect and appoint the bishop as his subordinate. It came as a natural 

consequence that the party of Thessaloniki, founded and managed by the 

Bishops Meletios o Katakalou (1745-1752) and Ignatios o Katakalou (1752-

1785), Theofilos’ two immediate predecessors, in 1785 ceased officially to 

exist and power fell into Kontorousis and his supporters’ hands, who from 

that time onwards would dominate the Kozanite political arena. 

As the composition of the first community synod and the ecclesiastical 

synod of the priests (synodos ton iereon) after Theofilos’ election reveals, 

Kontorousis and his faction were the exclusive representatives of the 

                                                           
69. Georgios Salakides, Τα σουλτανικά έγγραφα της βιβλιοθήκης Κοζάνης [The Sultanic 

Documents of the Municipal Library of Kozani], INBA, Kozani 2004, pp. 23-31, 205-

209. 

70. Lioufis, History of Kozani, p. 64-65. 
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community and the remaining factions were blocked from participating and 

expressing their opinions. Their members belonged all to the Alifrones and 

were close partners and collaborators of Rousis Kontorousis.
71

 The most 

urgent issue for the new Bishop was the precarious condition of his diocese 

and especially of Kozani, whih came as a result of the constant violent 

factional feuds and the debts of his predecessor who, as I have already men-

tioned, used to borrow large amounts of money in the name of the commu-

nity on usurious terms and spent in financing the activiites of his protégés. 

Theofilos acted immediately and refused to pay the money owed to the 

creditors of his predecessor. The creditors, who were not only Christians, but 

Muslims and Jews as well, threatened him that they would address their 

demands to the Ottoman judicial authorities and furthermore blackmailed 

him that they would ask for his dismissal from his office. Theofilos managed 

to obtain a legal opinion from the local court, which confirmed that a bishop 

was not to be held responsible for paying off the debts of his deceased or 

dismissed predecessor. However, the creditors persisted in their threats and 

blackmails. For this reason, Theofilos made use of the term that allowed 

him, through the mediation of the metropolitan of Thessaloniki and the 

patriarch, to bring the case before the imperial council and be examined, ac-

cordingly,  by the authorities in Istanbul. Theofilos asked for a ferman to be 

issued that would stipulate that neither he nor his flock were to be held 

responsible for paying off Ignatios’ debts, the aforementiomed creditors be 

prohibited from threatening and blackmailing Theofilos, and enforce their 

compliance to the clause of his diploma of appointment, which stipulated 

that all litigations of the bishop should be brought and examined before the 

imperial council. The authorities in Istanbul investigated the case and issued 

an imperial order which reassured that the acting bishop was not to be held 

responsible for his predecessor’s acts and debts, whilst it ordered Ignatios’ 

                                                           
71. Lioufis, History of Kozani, p. 64. He refers to a congratulatory letter of the people of 

Kozani addressing Theofilos on the occasion of his appointment as Bishop of Servia 

and Kozani, which contains the names of the notables of Kozani who undersigned the 

letter. For more congratulatory letters of the people of Kozani and the diocese of Servia 

and Kozani congratulating Theofilos on the occasion of his appointment as their bishop, 

see Michail Kalinderis, Τα λυτά έγγραφα της Δημοτικής Βιβλιοθήκης Κοζάνης, 1676-

1808 [The Unbound Documents of the Municipal Library of Kozani, 1676-1808], Thes-

saloniki 1951, pp. 60-73. 
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creditors to abstain from threatening and blackmailing Theofilos. Accor-

dingly, they were aksed to forward any petition and complaints against him 

to the imperial council in Istanbul.
72

 

We have no further information on the administration of Kozani and the 

feuds that erupted for the domination of a given faction over its rivals. The 

Ottoman documents provide us with no information on the administration of 

the tax-farm during the latest part of Fatma Hanım Sultan’s tenure as 

malikâne-beneficiary, which faction she supported, or who he had appointed 

to act as her representative in Kozani. What we know is that Fatma Hanım 

Sultan died sometime in 1796 and the tax-farm of Kozani was incorporated 

into the resources which were used for financing the nizam-ı cedid reforms 

undertaken by Sultan Selim III.
73

 At the same time a major crisis erupted in 

Kozani in 1795 in an uprising orchestrated by Georgios Avliotis. Although 

we have no documents providing us with concrete information on this, the 

events show that Avliotis organised a rebellion to overthrow Kontorousis 

and his regime. 

A letter of Theofilos, which addressed the Metropolitan of Thessaloniki 

and is reproduced by Lioufis, contains his testimony on the events that fol-

lowed. Lioufis says that during the 1780s and 1790s Tepedelenli Ali Pasha 

showed openly his interest in the affairs of Kozani and until 1795, when 

Avliotis returned to Kozani after he had been in exile for 13 years, Rousis 

Kontorousis had governed Kozani undisputedly, by collaborating with the 

voyvodas of Kozani who were all supported and financed by Ali Pasha. At 

the same time, Kontorousis had imposed his quasi-tyrannical regime and 

levied heavy and illegal taxes and dues on the families that had previously 

supported Georgios Avliotis, during the events of 1781-1782 and could op-

pose the absoluteness of his power. Although Lioufis does not refer to the 

source of his information, he provides us with the names of the persecuted 

families that had left Kozani in an attempt to save their lives and fortunes. 

                                                           
72. Salakides, Sultanic Documents, pp. 91-92, 126-127. This ferman is still preserved in the 

Municipal Library of Kozani.  

73. On the Nızam-ı Cedid reforms of Selim III see Stanford J. Shaw, “The Nizam-ı Cedid 

Army under Sultan Selim III 1789-1807”, Oriens 18/19 (1965/1966) 168-184; Aksan, 

Ottoman Wars, pp. 186-206, where Aksan discusses Selim III’s attempts at reforming 

the Ottoman military forces and compares them to previous 18th-century attempts at re-

forms. 
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They were the Kondis, Boukos, Lousianis, and Oikonomos families. Avlio-

tis, permanent resident of Budapest since 1782, was informed by them about 

the tyrannical persecution of his supporters by his archrival and was thus 

convinced to go to Istanbul. It was expected that he could obtain there an 

imperial order which would provide him with the right to overthrow Kon-

torousis and establish himself as the new ruler of Kozani and representative 

agent of Fatma Hanım Sultan. Lioufis just informs us that Avliotis came 

back to Kozani bearing with him an imperial order and a letter written by 

Fatma Hanım Sultan, which announced that he had been appointed the new 

kocabaşı of Kozani. It goes without saying that this triumphant comeback of 

Avliotis provided, to him and his supporters, the excuse to persecute and 

punish Kontorousis and his supporters.
74

 

Lioufis informs us that since 1793 the voyvoda of Kozani was an Alba-

nian, without mentioning, however, his name or identity, but overtly assum-

ing that he was an agent of Ali Pasha’s, despite the fact that this voyvoda, 

like all his predecessors, had been appointed by Fatma Hanım Sultan, who 

was still the beneficiary of the malikâne of Kozani. This Albanian was, al-

ways according to Lioufis’ narrative, an “oppressive, tyrannical, and corrupt 

hireling of Ali” and the people of Kozani resorted, for this reason, to Fatma 

Hanım Sultan’s protection and asked from her to send one of her agents to 

Kozani to protect them and enforce law and order. Fatma Hanım Sultan re-

sponded by sending to Kozani an agent to check the accounts of the commu-

nity and the activities of the “oppressive” voyvoda. However, according to 

Lioufis’ narrative, the Albanian was supported by “other darker forces”, 

overtly implying that he was supported by Kontorousis, a fact that allowed 

him to refuse any control and furthermore renew his tenure for one more 

year. Fatma Hanım Sultan sent thus to Kozani her own steward (kethüda: 

eksapesteile ton idion tis Kechagia, in Lioufis’ words) with the duty of 

enforcing law and order, and restoring the proper administration of her tax-

farm.
75

 

Although Theofilos states in his letter that Georgios Avliotis arrived 

coincidentally at Kozani, immediately after the arrival of Fatma Hanım Sul-

                                                           
74. Lioufis, History of Kozani, pp. 69-78. 

75. Lioufis, History of Kozani, pp. 71-72. 
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tan’s steward, we could assume that he had been in regular communication 

with Fatma Hanım Sultan and had obtained her approval and permission to 

act jointly with her steward. Avliotis was thus installed as the new kocabaşı 

and immediately indulged in the persecution of the Alifrones supporters of 

Kontorousis. When, however, he tried to arrest the Albanian voyvoda and 

indict him, the Albanian threatened to invade Kozani, assisted by his private 

army consisting of irregular Albanian soldiers, destroy the settlement, and 

exterminate the population. Thus, when Avliotis refused to yield to his ob-

jections and demands, the Albanian ex-vovyvoda invaded Kozani assisted by 

his bodyguards, who Ali Pasha had offered him for his own protection. A 

real battle between Avliotis’ supporters and the Albanian irregular forces 

ensued, which ended with the defeat of the voyvoda, his arrest and his im-

prisonment in Manastır (today: Bitola), the usual place of residence of the 

governor-general of Rumelia, where he was tried and executed. Kontorousis 

escaped and went to Ioannina, where he sought the protection of Ali Pasha. 

Avliotis remained kocabaşı of Kozani for the next two years. He im-

posed a harsh regime aiming at punishing and deporting from Kozani all of 

Kontorousis’ supporters. Kontorousis managed to gradually gather them in 

Ioannina, where he organised his counterstrike under the auspices of the 

“Epirotan Tyranny”. Kontorousis returned to Kozani in 1797 backed by Ali 

Pasha, who offered him the necessary funds and soldiers. He invaded Kozani 

escorted by his Albanian irregulars and arrested Avliotis, who was executed 

without trial. His most prominent supporters were executed as well, and their 

properties were confiscated and offered as booty to Ali Pasha’s soldiers. It 

seems more than suggestive that, with Fatma Hanım Sultan’s death in 1796, 

the tax-farm of Kozani had ceased to be her malikâne and did no longer en-

joy the status of the serbestiyyet. Ali Pasha found the opportunity to interfere 

in the affairs of Kozani and overtly set hands on its revenues, whıch oc-

curred eventually when Ali Pasha farmed out the tax-farm of Kozani in 

1801, officially imposing in this way his domination over the town and its 

community. 

As the testimony of Theofilos and Lioufis’ narrative imply, these events 

took place under the guidance and the instigation of Rousis Kontorousis who 

was supported and financed by Ali Pasha, who aimed in his turn at the ex-

pansion and strengthening of his influence towards Western Macedonia and 
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especially the region of Kozani, where, as was discussed prevıously, Ali Pa-

sha had made his initial appearance in 1791, when Serficeli Halil Ağa, Ali’s 

most trustworthy agent in the area, was appointed a‘yan of Serfice. On the 

other hand, Theofilos’ narrative proves that the bishop sympathised with 

Avliotis’ case and secretly supported him, since he considered these events 

as an opportunity to rid himself of the domination of Kontorousis and his 

supporters, to whom he was heavily indebted, because he owed his election 

to their open support.
76

 

After the execution of Georgios Avliotis and the suppression of his re-

volt, Rousis Kontorousis became a real dictator in Kozani, under the auspi-

ces of his patron and powerful protector Ali Pasha. He established a regime 

of violence and lawlessness, which allowed him to govern Kozani unop-

posed. He even killed by poison his son-in-law
77

 and his most prominent 

supporter Logothetis Ioannis Louïas,
78

 because he believed that they were 

organising a conspiracy to overthrow him. He was gradually set aside by Ali 

Pasha, because he considered him too dangerous for the security of his dom-

ination over Kozani, for Kozani’s prosperity and social peace, and complete-

ly incapable of administering the tax-farm of Kozani on his behalf. We 

should not forget that by 1801 Ali Pasha was the tax-farmer of the mukata‘a 

of Kozani, which obliged him to pay into the imperial treasury the annual 

installment (mal) of the revenues accruing from his investment. For this rea-

son, Rousis Kontorousis was replaced in 1806 by Ioannis Avgoustinou.
79

 

                                                           
76. Although Lioufis testifies that Theofilos owed extravagant amounts of money to mem-

bers of the Kontorousis’ faction, I was not able to locate any primary sources testifying 

to his claims, neither Ottoman nor Greek. It seems however plausible that the precarious 

condition of his diocese and his flock, always apparent in communal documents, had 

contributed to Theofilos’ inability of paying the ecclesiastical taxes and dues that he had 

to defray on an annual basis to the metropolitan of Thessaloniki and the patriarch in Is-

tanbul). It seems, therefore probable that, aside from the moral obligation, he had bor-

rowed large amounts of money to pay off his debts and serve his needs. 

77. Lioufis does not provide us with the name of this “son-in-law”, but most probably he 

was Rousis Misiou, one of the oldest supporters of Kontorousis’ cause.  

78. He was a member of one of the oldest Kozanite families, which, according to the local 

traditions, had immigrated to Kozani from Epirus in times immemorial. For additional 

information see Ntinas, Kozanite Family Names, p. 166. 

79. He was also known as Ioannis Stinou or Stinoulis. He was one of the prominent Koza-

nites who sent an official congratulatory letter to Theofilos, when he was appointed 

Bishop of Servia and Kozani in 1785. His letter is dated 23 May 1785. For the full text 
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When the latter died in 1810, Ali Pasha appointed Ioannis Papadopoulos
80

 

and his brother Georgios as kocabaşıs of Kozani. These two brothers were 

known as the “sons of Papadia (wife of a priest)” and were sons of a certain 

Papa-Dimitrios who served as priest in Kozani during Bishop Ignatios’ ten-

ure. They were more temperate than Rousis Kontorousis and they aimed 

through the establishment of a fair and moderate administration at healing 

the wounds of the internecine social strife and continuous factional feuds. 

Nevertheless, they were loathed and openly accused by the Kozanites of 

supporting Ali Pasha’s “tyranny” and acting as his hirelings. Their tenure 

was marked by the reopening of the School of Kozani, which had been since 

1780 closed due to the lack of proper funding, and the affirmation of the 

bishop’s role as guarantor of the socio-economic stability of the community. 

In 1820, after Ali Pasha’s downfall, they were deposed and tried by the 

community, and were consequently sentenced to lifelong exile and confisca-

tion of their property. 

Apart from this brief narrative provided by Lioufis, there are very few 

documents covering the period of Ali Pasha’s domination over Kozani. 

There are only two extant Ottoman documents confirming and renewing his 

rights over the collection of the revenues accruing from and the administra-

tion of the tax-farm of Kozani. The first is dated 1801 and covers his initial 

appointment and the second is dated 1819 and refers to a renewal of his ten-

ure for the next year. 

In 1801, according to an imperial order issued on 20 Zilka‘de 1215 AH 

/ 4-4-1801 AD, Ali Pasha was accepted and declared as the legal tax-farmer 

of the revenues of the tax-farm of Kozani. Ali Pasha farmed out, directly and 

without an auction, for one economic year the poll-tax and the extraordinary 

levies of the 2/3 of the tax-farm of Kozani, namely the two shares held ac-

cording to the newly-introduced esham system by the new imperial treasury, 

in return for the sum of 25,556 ğuruş, including the tax-farm’s annual 

returns, its office fees amd expenses, and the fee substitute for the value of 

the leasing transaction. Ali Pasha’s tenure was arranged to begin from 1 

                                                                                                                                        
of the letter and information about Ioannis Stinoulis see Kalimderis, Unbound Docu-

ments, p. 73; Lioufis, History of Kozani, p. 291; Ntinas, Kozanite Family Names, p. 232. 

80. He was also known as Kyr-Nannos. “Nannos” in the Kozanite dialect is the alternative 

of the name Ioannis. 
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Mart 1215 RC / 27 Şevval 1215 AH / 13-3-1801 AD and last a whole eco-

nomic year, until the end of Şubat 1215 RC / 12-3-1802 AD. The imperial 

order secured and ratified the free and monopolistic administration 

(serbestiyyet ve yed-i vahıd üzere) of the tax-farm by Ali Pasha and his rep-

resentatives in Kozani. It also imposed that the poll-tax, ‘avarız, and what-

ever revenue is further produced, after 1 Muharrem 1216 AH / 14-5-1801 

AD, would be, as the old secular law and the common practice required, col-

lected and delivered to the imperial treasury. Nobody else had the right to 

interfere in the administration of the tax-farm and the collection of its reve-

nues, since it was a monopolistically and freely administered tax-farm. Fur-

thermore, the order commanded Ali Pasha to deliver and pay into the new 

imperial treasury all sums that would accrue from tax-collection due for the 

economic year 1215 RC / 1801-1802 AD. An official sealed receipt of debt 

(memhur deyn temessükü) was deposited in the new imperial treasury by its 

treasurer, El-Hacc İbrahim Reşid. The order acknowledged the right of tax-

collection and administration to the officers, whom Ali Pasha would appoint 

as his representatives, and to the local judicial authorities, who were com-

manded to help Ali Pasha and his representatives in the just allocation and 

collection of taxes, preventing therefore anyone from illegally interfering in 

the procedure.
81

 

                                                           
81. BOA, C.ML..18398: mukata‘at-ı miriyyeden sülüsan hissesi irad-ı cedid-i hümayunum 

hazinesi tarafından zabt olunan Paşa sancağında vaki‘ hassha-yı Kozana ve tevabi‘i 

mukata‘ası ötedenberü yed-i vahidden idare olunugelmekle el-haletü hazihi mukata‘a-ı 

mezburu iki yüz on beş senesi Martı ibtidasından ve cizye ve ‘avarızı ikiyüz on altı 

senesi Muharremi ğurresinden bir sene-i kâmile zabt ve rabt eylemek üzere iltizamına 

talib ve rağıb olan halan Yanya sancağı mutasarrıfı destur-ı mükerrem müşir müfahhım 

nizamü’l-‘alem vezirim Debedelenli Ali Paşa adam Allah te’ala aclalahü ya ma‘hü mal 

ve kalemiyye ve harc-ı aklam yalnız yigirmi beş bin beşyüz elli altı ğuruş bedel-i iltizam 

ile der ‘uhde ve iltizam olunub muşarün-ileyh dahi iltizam ve kabul ile bedel-i iltızamı 

olan meblağ-ı mezburu vakıt ve zamanla eda ve teslim eylemek üzere irad-i cedid-i 

hümayunum hazinesine deyn temesükki vermeğin mukata‘a-ı mezbureyi iki yüz on beş 

senesi Martı’ndan ve cizye ve ‘avarızı iki yüz on altı senesi Muharremi ğurresinden bir 

sene-i kâmile zabt ve rabt ve vaki‘ olan mahsulat der sevman-ı kanun-ı kadim ve 

olıgeldüği üzere ahz ve kabz eyleyüb taraf-ı ahardan mudahale olunmamak üzere yed-i 

vahidden zabtıyçün emr-i şerifim ı‘tası babında hala irad-ı cedid-i hümayunum hazinesi 

defterdarı iftiharü’l-emacid ve’l-akârim El-Hacc İbrahim Reşid dame mucdehü memhur 

temessük vermeğin hazine-i ‘amiremde mahfuz hasıl mukata‘ası defterlerine nazar 

olundukda zaman-ı zabt Mart ibtidasından olan Paşa sancağında vaki‘ hassha-yı 

Kozana ve tevabi‘i mukata‘asının sülüsan hissesi Fatma Hanım Sultan mahlulundan 



“HE IS OUR MAN, OUR TRUSTED AGENT” 177 

It becomes evident that Ali Pasha used his influence on certain Istanbul 

officials and managed to secure for himself the leasing of the tax-farm of 

Kozani with the support of the Alifrones faction. At that time, Ali was still at 

the beginning of his career and was a prominent and influential low-ranking 

official and military officer, leader of a large group of irregular soldiers of 

Albanian (primarily) and Greek origins. His initial tenure lasted, as the doc-

ument shows, for merely one economic year, but he succeeded afterwards to 

dominate the political landscape of Kozani and impose his long-term rule 

over the settlement and the community, which lasted for almost 20 years. 

The second document referring to the activities of Ali Pasha in Kozani 

is a receipt (temessük) written on behalf of Ali Pasha by the superintendent 

of the imperial mint (nazır-ı darbhane-i ‘amire), Es-Seyyid Abdurrahman 

Bey. It bears the date 7 Rebi‘ulevvel 1234 AH / 4-1-1819 AD and refers to 

the tax-farm of Kozani and its leasing by Ali Pasha. As the document states, 

this tax-farm was always monopolistically held and freely administered 

(serbestiyyet üzere) by its tax-farmers; hence it was given, directly and with-

out an auction, under Ali Pasha’s jurisdiction under the condition that it 

would be monopolistically and freely held and controlled by its tax-farmer, 

for a whole economic year, namely from the beginning of Mart 1234 RC / 

13-3-1819 AD until the end of Şubat 1234RC / 12-3-1820 AD. Ali Pasha 

contracted for the administration and collection of the poll-tax and ‘avarız, 

attached to this tax-farm, which, alongside the annual returns, the fees of the 

bureau participating in the transaction, the bureau expenses, the farming-out 

fee, and all accruing interests, amounted to the overall sum of 29,425 ğuruş. 

Ali Pasha (or rather his representative in Istanbul) delivered to the treasury 

of the imperial mint this sealed receipt, in order to pay his debt and deliver 

the aforementioned sum at the proper and predetermined time. In return for 

                                                                                                                                        
irad-ı cedid hazinesi tarafından zabt olunduğunu natık malikâneden kıran-ı ‘alim ve 

hayr ka’imesi mukayyed olmağla imdi vech-i meşruh üzere ‘amel olunmak fernanım 

olmuşdur buyurdumki hükm-i şerifim vardıkda  bu babda sadır olan emrim üzere ‘amel 

edüp dahi hisse-i mezbur müteveffiyye-i muma-ileyhin mahlulundan hazine-i mezbure 

canıbından zabt olunduğu hazine-i ‘amirem defterlerinde mukayyed olmağla sizki kuzat 

ve nevab-ı muma-ileyhüm siz müşarün-ileyhin yedine verilen ferman-ı ‘alişanım 

mucebince mukata‘a-ı mezbure-i hali sene-i mezbureye mahsuban bedel-i iltizamı 

meblağ-ı mezburu vakt-i kadretiyle eda ve cizye ve ‘avarızı dahi ikiyüz on altı senesine 

mahsuban cibayet eylemek şartıyla zabt ve rabt  ve vaki‘ olan mahsulat der sevman-i 

kanun-ı kadim ve olıgeldüği üzere ahz ve kabz ve cem‘ ve tahsil etdirdüp. 
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his services, Ali Pasha was allowed to keep any additional produce of any 

kind, and any dues and tolls, which would accrue during his tenure from the 

activities of the people, as the old secular law and common practice re-

quired.
82

 

As is evident, the tax-farm of Kozani remained under the jurisdiction 

and administration of the new imperial treasury until 1807, when a Janis-

sary-lead revolution deposed Sultan Selim III (1789-1807), who was re-

placed by Mustafa IV (1807-1808), and abolished the New Order and all 

institutions related to its funding. After the new imperial treasury was abol-

ished, the tax-farm of Kozani passed into the jurisdiction of the imperial 

mint. The 2/3 of the tax-farm, which had been theretofore administered by 

the new imperial treasury, passed into the jurisdiction of the imperial mint 

and 1/3 was jointly held by an unspecified number of investors. Thus, Koza-

ni continued to be administered under the regulations of the esham system 

and was divided again in 3 distinct shares, 2 of which were administered by 

the imperial mint and were farmed out on its behalf and 1 which was given 

to an unspecified number of private investors. Ali Pasha seems to have con-

tinued his farming out on a short-term (annual) basis the revenue sources 

which corresponded to the 2/3 shares, namely those under the possession and 

jurisdiction of the imperial mint. In 1813, in a register of Ali Pasha’s person-

                                                           
82. BOA, C.ML..529-21677: ba-hatt-ı hümayun-ı şevketmakrun darbhane-i ‘amire 

tarafından zabt ve idare olunan mukata‘at-ı miriyyeden Paşa sancağında vaki‘ hassha-

yı Kozani ve tevabi‘i mukata‘asının sülüsan hissesi darbhane-i ‘amirede ve diğer sülüs 

hissesi müşterekleri ‘uhdesinde olub ötedenberü yed-i vahidden zabt ve idare 

olunugelmekden naşi mukata‘a-ı mezkureyi işbu bin ikiyüz otuz dört senesi Martı 

ibtidasından Şubatı ğayetine değin bir sene-i kâmile yed-i vahidden zabt ve rabt 

eylemek ve zaman-ı zabt ve cibayeti Muharrem ğurresinden olub merbut olan Kozani 

cizye ve ‘avarızını dahi ikiyüz otuz beş senesine mahsuban zabt ve cibatet eylemek üzere 

der ‘uhde ve iltizamına talıb ve rağıb olan halan Yanya sancağı mutasarrıfı vezir-i 

mükerrem sa‘detlü Ali Paşa hazretlerine ba-irade-i seniyye-i sabiği üzere mukata‘a ve 

cizye ve ‘avarız-ı mezkure ma‘ mal ve kalemiyye ve harc-ı aklam ve fa’iz cem‘an yigirmi 

dokuz bin dört yüz yigirmi beş ğuruş bedel-i iltizam ile der ‘uhde ve ilzam olunub 

müşarün-ileyh dahi iltizam ve kabul bir-le bedel-i iltizamı olan meblağ-ı mezburu vakıt 

ve zamanıyla eda ve teslim eylemek üzere darbhane-i ‘amire hazinesine memhur deyn 

temessüki vermeğin ber-menval-ı muharrer mukata‘a-ı mezkureyi işbu ikiyüz otuz dört 

senesi Martı ibtidasından Şubatı ğayetine değin bir sene-i kâmile yed-i vahidden zabt ve 

rabt ve merbut olan cizye ve ‘avarız-ı mezkureyi dahi ikiyüz otuz beş senesine mahsuban 

zabt ve cibayet ve vaki‘ olan mahsulat ve rüsumatın kanun-ı kadim ve olıgeldüği üzere 

ahz ve kabz eyleyüb taraf-ı ahardan mudahale ve ta‘rruz olunmamak üzere yed-i 

vahidden zabtıyçün emr-i şerif i‘tası babında işbu temessük verildi. 
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al accounts,
83

 which records the dealings of Ali Pasha with a certain Gaspar-

is, who was his chief banker stationed at Istanbul, there is a reference that 

Ali Pasha purchased the remaining uncontracted and unclaimed share of the 

1/3 of the tax-farm of Kozani worth 21,581 ğuruş and 20 akçes, in order to 

obtain the right to fully control the tax-farm without any interference of 

other external parties. 

We do not possess any further information about the way Ali Pasha 

administered Kozani and we do not know who his representatives and ap-

pointed tax-collectors were. However, based on the information we possess 

about earlier periods, we could suppose that Ali Pasha entrusted tax-collec-

tion to local notable personalities, who were of course the most prominent 

among his local supporters. In 1820, when he was officially declared a rebel 

and all his property and tax-farms were confiscated by the state, he presuma-

bly lost also control over Kozani and its dependent tax-farms, which re-

turned into the control and direct administration of the imperial mint and, 

later on, the imperial treasury and its bureau of the imperial hasses.
84

 

Be that as it may, from the information at our disposal we can deduce 

that Ali Pasha ruled Kozani through his agents who were absolutely depend-

ent on his support and thus loyal to his cause. It seems plausible that Kozani 

enjoyed a privileged status which provided the community with the right of 

the administration of its affairs by its local notables, who were of course loy-

al to Ali Pasha. We could also suppose that Kozani was also frequently visit-

ed by Serficeli Halil Ağa, who, as has already been discussed, was for thirty 

years the most trustworthy agent of Ali Pasha in the broader area of Serfice 

and Velvendos. Serficeli Halil Ağa must have played the role of a 

supervisor, who interfered in the Kozanite communal affairs whenever need 

arose and was commanded by his overlord, Ali Pasha. Furthermore, we 

                                                           
83. Panagiotopoulos, The Archive of Ali Pasha, vol. II, p. 789. 

84. A ferman which is dated 12 Şa‘ban 1249 / 25-12-1833 and is preserved in the Koben-

tareios Library of Kozani testifies to the fact that the tax-farm of Kozani was at the be-

ginning of the 1830s under the administration of the imperial treasury and the bureau of 

the imperial hasses, and was farmed out on the basis of the iltizam system. As an exam-

ple, in 1248 AH / 1832-1833, the tax-farm of Kozani was outsourced to the then-vali of 

Rumelia, Hüseyin Pasha. Therefore, it seems plausible that the malikâne and esham sys-

tems of tax-farming were abolished in Kozani immediately after the downfall of Ali Pa-

sha. For the original Ottoman text and the Greek translation of this ferman see Sala-

kides, Sultanic Documents, pp. 147-148, 224-225.  
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could argue that Ali Pasha aimed at imposing a system of unified super-

vision and administration of the area that coincided with the administrative 

limits of the diocese of Servia and Kozani, namely the area that was within 

the limits of the kazas of Serfice, Çaharşenbe, and Eğri Bucak. The stability 

of this area was extremely important for Ali Pasha, because Serfice and Vel-

vendos were located at the crossroads of the armatolıks of Mount Olympos 

and at the opening of the most important mountainous passage, the Saranta-

poros passage, which controlled the traffic between Western Macedonia and 

Thessaly. For this reason, it is only natural to assume that Kozani was also 

included in this system of controls, because we should keep in mind that 

Kozani was the most important and wealthiest settlement in the broader area. 

Be that as it may, we can be sure that Ali Pasha considered the community 

of Kozani directly and exclusively accountable to him, which entitled him to 

administer on the community’s behalf and make unilateral decisions on the 

affairs of the Kozanite community. 

As an example, I could cite the case of Ali Pasha’s acquittal of the debts 

of the Kozanite community, which accrued from the loans that the communi-

ty had concluded on a collective basis with prominent creditors and money-

lenders in Ioannina. This he did in order to achieve an undisputed and com-

plete control of the community by merging the Kozanite communal debts 

into his personal account, making use therefore of the vicious circle of in-

debtedness and dispossession of the community lands.
85

 Another case is pre-

sented in a petition
86

 of the Kozanite community addressing Ali Pasha. The 

people stated in their petition that they had borrowed 2,100 ğuruş (grosia 

aslania, in the Greek text) from Ali Pasha to pay the fee of a certain 

Mustafulis Konitziotis who was zabıt (police officer) and voyvoda of Kozani 

                                                           
85. Panagiotopoulos, The Archive of Ali Pasha, vol. I, p. 777. The document is dated 1808. 

On Ali Pasha’s methods of imposing his control over the various communal entities 

within his dominions see Ahmet Uzun, “Tepedelenli Ali Paşa ve Mal Varlığı” [Ali Pa-

sha and His Fortune], Beletten LXV/244 (2001) 1035-1077, 1056; Dimitris Dimitropou-

los, “Aspects of the Working of the Fiscal Machinery in the Areas Ruled by Ali Paşa”, 

in: Antonis Anastasopoulos – Elias Kolovos (eds.), Ottoman Rule and the Balkans, 

1760-1850: Conflict, Transformation, Adaptation. Proceedings of an International Con-

ference held in Rethymno, Greece, 13-14 December 2003, University of Crete-Depar-

tment of History and Archeology, Rethymno 2007, pp. 61-72. 

86. Panagiotopoulos, The Archive of Ali Pasha, II, pp. 868-869. The document is dated 

1813. 
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during the period of the great factional and communal feuds. There is no 

available information on the identity of this Mustafulis Konitziotis, his fac-

tional affiliation and support, nor the exact date of his tenure. As his name 

implies, he must have been a Muslim Albanian from Konitza and an agent of 

Ali Pasha’s. Be that as it may, the report states that the people of Kozani 

made up their relations and solved their differences. For this reason, they 

asked from Ali Pasha to pay back only the capital they had initially bor-

rowed and not the annually accruing interest. Furthermore, they reported that 

Mustafulis, resident of Istanbul at that time, had spent this money for his 

own purposes and interests in Istanbul and paid nothing for the needs of the 

community. Yet the most important aspect of this case is, apart from eventu-

al details, the ability of the community of Kozani to converse directly with 

Ali Pasha and the anticipation by Ali Pasha that the Kozanite community 

was a legal entity with its own rights and obligations. 

Ali Pasha also intervened in cases of communal strife or whenever dis-

putes broke out among members of the community. A typical example of 

such a case is a report that was submitted for examination to the sultan by a 

Porte official. The official’s identity is unknown, for, though the document 

was sealed by its author, the seal is in profound decay and thus completely 

illegible. The document is dated 25 Şevval 1215 AH / 11-3-1801 AD, just 24 

days before Ali’s official declaration as the legal tax-farmer of the revenues 

of the tax-farm of Kozani. The report refers to a strife that had recently 

broken out among some Christian inhabitants of the village of Kozani. It was 

submitted on behalf of a certain number of Kozanites who had been 

wrongfully accused by another Kozanite of attacking him, vandalising his 

property, and raiding and setting his house ablaze. 

The report explicitly mentions that an inhabitant of Kozani, a certain 

Babo Lukuva,
87

 submitted a petition to the soldiers holding the stirrups of 

                                                           
87. Lukuvas or Lakovas was a prominent Kozanite family that emigrated to Kozani from 

Epirus sometime in late 17th or early 18th centuries. The family owned a thriving 

business firm in Budapest. Lioufis mentions that the Lakovas family was affiliated with 

the Takiatzis family. Two members of the Lakovas family, namely Lazaros and Dim-

itiros, lived at the beginning of the 18th century in Budapest next to the heads of the 

Takiatzis family, namely Dimitrios and Nikolaos. They studied in Budapest with the 

economic support of their Takiatzis patrons and worked as shareholders in their firm. 

After their patrons retired, the two Lakovas brothers inherited a share of the Takiatzis 
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the Sultan when the latter was present on horseback on state occasions 

(rikâb-ı hümayun). This individual communicated to the authorities that he 

was a “modest” and “quiet” person, always occupied “with his own concerns 

and worldy goods and affairs”. He emphasises that he “never had behaved or 

treated anybody in a way that could violate the Shari‘a”. Nevertheless, he 

mentioned, while he had no debts and he did not stand as bail or security for 

anybody, some Christian inhabitants of Kozani, namely a certain Aci Puyo,
88

 

a certain Dimitri[s] “the furrier”, a certain Yorgi[s], a certain Analko, a cer-

tain Yorgi[s] Bahuy,
89

 a certain Dina Kira,
90

 a certain Aleksi[s] [son of] 

Yanaki[s], and a certain Kost[as], showed their “immodesty” and “indescre-

tion” by meddling in his affairs. These individuals supported unanimously 

one another and, by being of one heart and mind, they demanded in 1214 

AH / 1799-1800 AD money from him, “in sheer opposition to the Shari‘a 

and without any reasonable justification”. He also reported that not only did 

these individuals set an ambush and attacked him with guns, but also raided 

his house. In addition to plundering and wrongfully taking away his property 

and money as spoil, thus inflicting damage exceeding the sum of 10,000 

ğuruş, they also set his house ablaze, whilst he managed to narrowly and 

miraculously escape with his life. The aforementioned individuals being thus 

                                                                                                                                        
firm in Budapest and became famous merchants there. Ntinas, Kozanite Family Names, 

p. 166; Lioufis, History of Kozani, pp. 303-304. 

88. Ntinas, Kozanite Family Names, p. 256, mentions the family name Hatzimpougias in 

Kozani. The prefix “Aci” can be found in a large number of Christian family names 

throughout the Empire during the 17th and 18th centuries, and it has been suggested by 

Ottomanist historians that it was synonymous with the Turkish prefix Hacı that was 

used by Muslims who had made the pilgrimage to the Holy Cities of Mecca and Medi-

na. In the case of Christians this prefix designated Christians who had made the pil-

grimage to the Holy Land, especially the Holy Sepulchre in Jerusalem. Svetlana Ivano-

va has also suggested that Christians who adopted among others the prefixes “hacı” and 

“kir” were also members of the group of local notables who played a prominent role in 

the administration of communal affairs of their localities. For additional information see 

Svetlana Ivanova, “Varoş: The Elites of the Reaya in the Towns of Rumeli, Seven-

teenth-Eighteenth Centuries”, in: Antonis Anastasopoulos (ed.), Provincial Elites in the 

Ottoman Empire, Halcyon Days in Crete V, A Symposium Held in Rethymno, 10-12 

January 2003, Crete University Press, Rethymno 2005, pp. 221-222. 

89. It seems probable that the scribe referred to the family name Pachis, which he misspel-

led and recorded in the erroneous form “Bahuy”. Ntinas, Kozanite Family Names, 

p. 214. 

90. This name could be a mispelling of the family name Kirgias, though Ntinas cites that its 

initial appearance in Kozani dates from 1907; Ntinas, Kozanite Family Names, p. 157. 
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engaged in such “shameful” and “disgraceful” acts, the Porte thought it nec-

essary to issue a ferman that was addressed to Veliyyüdin Pasha, second son 

of Tepedelenli Ali Pasha,
91

 who was the then-acting superintendent of the 

mountainous passages (derbendat nazırı). The ferman was despatched to 

him by Derviş Mustafa, who numbered among the ağas of the Inside Service 

(enderun ağalarından) of the Topkapı Palace and was the acting deputy of 

the Grand Vizier, who due to his participation in military campaign was at 

that time away from Istnabul (rikâb-ı hümayun kaimakamı).
92

 Derviş 

Mustafa was appointed by the Sultan special agent to investigate this case 

and do justice and establish the victim’s rights.
93

 

The ferman emphasised that its stipulations had to be applied wholly 

and without any deviations. When the aforementioned Christians were im-

mediately after the arrival of the ferman promptly summoned before the lo-

                                                           
91. On Veliyyudin Pasha, see Süreyya, Sicill-i Osmani, vol. V, p. 1662. Additional informa-

tion on Veliyüddin Pasha’s life and career can also be found in Spyridon Aravantinos, 

Ιστορία του Αλή πασά του Τεπελενλή, συγγραφείσα επί τη βάσει ανεκδότου έργου του Πα-

ναγιώτου Αραβαντινού [History of Ali Pasha from Tepelen, written on the basis of an 

unpublished work of Panagiotis Aravantinos], Athens 1895, in Fleming’s monograph on 

Ali Pasha’s polity, The Muslim Bonaparte, and in Ali Pasha’s personal archive (Pana-

giotopoulos, The Archive of Ali Pasha, passim). 

92. On the rikâb-ı hümayun kaimakamlığı see Pakalın, Dictionary of Expressions and 

Terms, vol. III, p. 45; Gibb – Bowen, Islamic Society and the West, p. 114. Gibb and 

Bowen mention that the viziers who were appointed to replace the Grand Vizier when 

he was commanding in the field were called kaimakams, which literally meant “stand-

ing in the station of”. This duty was in most cases given to the Second Vizier who en-

joyed during his tenure almost all the authority of the Grand Vizier except in the area 

where the army was operating, because the army was under the command of his superi-

or Grand Vizier.  

93. BOA.C.ZB..4053: sa‘adetlü devletlü mürüvvetlü ra’fetlü karındaş-ı vala şanım sultanım 

hazretleri Kozana nam karye mütemmekinlerinden Babo Lukuva nam zimmi rikâb-ı 

hümayuna ‘arzuhal edüb bu kendü halinde ‘araziyye mukayyed olub hilaf-ı şer‘-i şerif 

kimesneye vaz‘ ve hareketi ve borc ve kefaleti yoğiken yine karye-i mezbur 

mütemmekinlerinden Aci Puyo ve kürkçü Dimitri ve Yorgi ve Analko ve Yorgi Bahuy ve 

Dina Kira ve Aleksi Yanaki ve Kost[a] nam zimmiler kendü hallerinde olmayub 

birbirleriyle yekdil ve yekcihet olarak hilaf-ı şer‘ ve bi-ğayri hakkın bin ikiyüz on dört 

senesinde celeb-i mal sevdasıyla alet-i harb ile bunun üzerine hücum birle menzilini 

basub on bin ğuruşlukdan mütecaviz emval ve eşyasını ğasb ve ğaret eyledüklerinden 

ma-‘ada menzilini dahı ıhrak bi’n-nar eyledüklerinde bir takrib tahlis-i can eylediğin 

inha ve bunların bu makule fezahete ibtidar ile icra ve ihkak-ı hakk olunmak babında 

derbendat nazırı Veliyyüdin Paşa’ya hitaben şeref-riz sudur eden bir kıt‘a ferman-ı 

celilü’ş-şan rikâb-ı hümayun ka’im-makamı enderun ağalarından Derviş Mustafa 

mübaşiretiyle. 
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cal authorities and imprisoned, it became apparent that the situation was not 

exactly similar to the victim’s communicated description of events. In fact, 

there had been reached an understanding between the two partıes for the 

resolution of their conflict and the two parties had eventually been recon-

ciled. The special agent was recalled and his official duties were thus com-

pleted. He produced his official report containing his sincere explanation of 

the events and circumstances and he submitted all necessary documents and 

his report to the Sultan for further examination.
94

 

The report concludes with a stereotypical reference to the sultanic mer-

cy and benevolence. The author emphasises that “the solemn hope and ut-

most desire of the wrongfully accused Kozanites was that they thereafter and 

until the End of Time and Last Judgment not be forgotten or cast away from 

the benevolent rescript of the Sultan’s radiant mirror”.
95

 This stereotypical 

and highly emotional expression depicts the desire of the aforementioned, 

wrongfully accused Kozanites for a favourable decision from the Sultan in 

order for them to be acquitted of all charges laid against them. The report is 

also accompanied by a marginal note dated 13 Zilka‘de 1215 AH / 28-3-

1801 AD, which called for some additional notes to be taken on the basis of 

the official record of the aforementioned ferman, which would further eluci-

date its contents and thus shed light on the details of this case.
96

 

This case is of particular importance for various reasons. It coincides, 

first of all, with the official declaration of Tepedelenli Ali Pasha as the sole, 

legal tax-farmer of the revenues of the tax-farm of Kozani on 20 Zilka‘de 

1215 AH / 4-4-1801 AD, four years after the final victory of the Alifrones 

against their Dimokratikoi rivals. Although this dispute preceded Ali Pasha’s 

imposition of his rule on Kozani, it seems probable that the two events were 

somehow correlated. This assumption can be further strengthened by the 

                                                           
94. BOA, C.ZB..4053: vürudunda malide ve bir ser ve çeşm nihade kılınub der ‘akb re‘aya-

yı  mesfurunu ihzar ve habs olundukda zimmi-i mesfurun inhası üzere olmayub ancak 

kat‘-ı mu‘araza içün irza ve ıslah zatü’l-bayn olmalarıyla mübaşir-i muma-ileyhi 

itmam-ı hidmet-i me’muresiyle i‘ade olunduğu beyanıyla ‘ariza-ı muhlisi tahrir ve savb-

ı vala nisablarına ba‘s ve tesyir kılındı. 

95. BOA, C.ZB..4053: nice te‘ala ‘inde es‘ade’l-vusul ba‘d ez-in canib-i rüyya-

meccanilerin hatt-ı secencel-i münirlerinden endahte ve insa buyurulmamak me’mul ve 

aksa-yı amal-ı halisanemizdir. 

96. BOA, C.ZB..4053: mazmunu verilen emrin kaydi balasına şerh verilmek buyuruldu fi 

13 Zi’l-ka‘de sene 1215. 
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identity of the protagonists in this dispute. Babo Lukuva was a member of 

the Lukuvas/Lakovas family, which was in close relations with the Takiatzis 

family, which was in its turn a prominent member of the Alifrones faction 

led by Rousis Kontorousis. On the other hand, it seems plausible that Aci 

Puyo, Dimitri[s] “the furrier”, Yorgi[s], Analko, Yorgi[s] Bahuy, Dina Kira, 

Aleksi[s] [son of] Yanaki[s], and Kost[as], who had been wrongfully 

accused by Babo Lukuva, were all affiliated with the Dimokratikoi faction 

led by Georgios Avliotis. Although the decades-long dispute between these 

two factions had been terminated in 1797, when Kontourousis, who was then 

backed by Ali Pasha, defeated his opponents, executed Georgios Avliotis, 

and eventually imposed the undisputed rule of his faction over Kozani, one 

could assume that minor disputes still broke out among various members 

affiliated with the two aforementioned factions. It seems, therefore, that this 

dispute was merely a typical case of settling of old accounts between the two 

factions that had vied since the early 1780s for supremacy and domination of 

the Kozanite community. It is also particularly improtant the fact that the 

investigation of this case was assigned to Veliyüddin Pasha, who was Ali 

Pasha’s son and holder at that time of the important office of the superinten-

dent of the mountainous passages (derbendat nazırı). This proves in my 

opinion the fact that the Porte recognised that Kozani fell within Ali Pasha’s 

sphere of influence. This was later that year recognised officially when Ali 

Pasha was accepted and declared by the administration as the sole, legal tax-

farmer of the revenues of the tax-farm of Kozani, which constituted in fact 

the official recognition by the Porte of Ali Pasha’s monopolistic and undis-

puted rule over Kozani. Yet, though one might expect that Veliyüddin 

Pasha’s intervention would have ended with a decision in favour of his 

father’s protégé, namely Babo Lukuva, this was not the actual result. The 

case ended with the acknowledgment of the wrongfully accused individuals’ 

innocence and complete acquittal of all charges. This again proves the fact 

that, despite Ali Pasha’s undisputed rule locally, Istanbul still had a say in 

local affairs, especially in cases of law enforcement and promotion of jus-

tice. 

To return to the evaluation of Ali Pasha’s domination over Kozani, we 

should also mention that this period was also marked, in stark contrast to the 

preceding period, by the peaceful tenure of local bishops. Theofilos, as has 
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already been mentioned, sympathised with Avliotis, but suceeded to hide his 

sympathies and, despite the pogrom against Avliotis’ supporters, retained his 

post. When he died in 1811, he was suceeded peacefully by Dionysios, 

whose short tenure ended with his sudden death in 1815. Dionysios was also 

peacefully succeeded by Veniamin Karipoglou (: 1815-1849), an offspring 

of an old and wealthy family from Thessaloniki, who experienced during his 

long tenure the great changes, which the events of the downfall of Ali Pasha 

in the early 1820s and the great reforms during the 1830s and 1840s, known 

today in the Ottomanist historiography as the Tanzimat reforms, brought 

about.
97

 

Ali Pasha’s rule over Kozani was terminated in 1820, when he was 

declared a traitor and the Porte declared war against him. Kalinderis has 

published three copies of two patriarchal letters and a letter of the Bishop 

Veniamin addressing the patriarch
98

 dated May 1820, referring to the down-

fall of Ali Pasha. The first letter refers to the new governor-general of 

Tırhala and superintendent of the mountainous passages of Rumelia, the in-

famous Dramalı Mahmud Pasha, who replaced the deposed Veliyyüddin Pa-

sha, son of Ali Pasha. The second letter refers to the downfall of Ali Pasha 

and commands the bishop and his flock to provide support to the sultanic 

forces and authorities, whilst it forbids any provision of support to Ali Pasha 

during the campaign against him. The third letter is the response of the Bish-

op of Servia and Kozani Veniamin to the patriarch. He reports that, after he 

had delivered the sultanic commands to the notables of his diocese, he was 

assured by them personally, and on behalf of the population, that the flock of 

his diocese would support the sultan and would immediately inform the au-

                                                           
97. On the ecclesiastical history of Kozani during this period see Nikolaos Delialis, Επι-

σκοπικά Κοζάνης [Episcopal Affairs of Kozani], Kozani 1972, pp. 19-21. For a modern 

approach to the ecclesiastical history of the bishopric/metropolis of Servia and Kozani, 

and a comparison with the neighbouring bishopric/metropolis of Sisanion and Siatista, 

see Anastasios Dardas, “Συνόψιση εκκλησιαστικής ιστορίας σε Σέρβια, Κοζάνη και 

Σιάτιστα” [Summarisation of the ecclesiastical history of Kozani, Servia, and Siatista] 

in: Kozani, 600 Years of History, pp. 149-162. 

98. The letters are included in the Codex of the Bishopric for the years 1815-1831. This 

codex is now preserved in the Municipal Library of Kozani. For the full text of the let-

ters see Michail Kalinderis, Γραπτά Μνημεία από τη Δυτική Μακεδονία Χρόνων 

Τουρκοκρατίας [Written Monuments from Western Macedonia in the age of the 

“Turkokratia”], Eparchiaki Phoni, Ptolemais 1940, p. 70. 
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thorities on the activities of Ali Pasha’s agents. Ali Pasha was arrested and 

executed on 24 January 1822, but his domination and rule over Kozani had 

been in fact terminated already by September 1820, when his forces aban-

doned their posts and, whilst the vast majority of them surrendered without 

fighting, a small minority, who were Ali Pasha’s élite and most loyal warri-

ors, retreated hastily to Ioannina to assist in its defense against the sultanic 

forces led by Hurşid Pasha.
99

 At the same time Kozani entered a new era, 

because, after the outbreak of the Greek Revolution in March 1821, a new 

national centre emerged in Southern Greece and began its transformation to 

                                                           
99. We still lack a complete monograph with a modern approach to the events that led to 

Ali Pasha’s downfall and the events during the sultanic campaign against him. Thus, it 

is mandatory to base our analysis of the events on Aravantinos’ old-fashioned 19th-

century narrative. Aravantinos was a 19th-century Greek scholar and educator, who is 

most famous for his work the Ιστορία του Αλή πασά του Τεπελενλή [History of Ali Pasha 

from Tepedelen], a work that remained unfinished and unpublished during his lifetime, 

due to his untimely death in 1870, at the age of 59. The work was completed and pub-

lished in 1895 by his namesake son, another Spyridon Aravantinos, who aspired at writ-

ing a modern, according to the standards of that time, history of Ali Pasha’s venture, 

which would be based upon a critical analysis of all available primary sources, namely 

18th and 19th-century travelogues, histories, stories, and folk songs related and refer-

ring to Ali Pasha, and, unlike all previous monographs on Ali Pasha’s life, would be to-

tally void and free of lyricism and dramatisation, as well as of sanctification or vilifica-

tion of its protagonist figure of Ali Pasha. The fact that this work still remains a classic 

and indispensable guide for and handbook on Ali Pasha’s venture, testifies to the long-

term success of Aravantinos’ project, but also the long-term lack of interest of the mod-

ern scholars and historiography in Ali Pasha’s life and career. 

For a brief review of the most noteworthy 19th-century monographs on Ali Pasha 

see Spyridon Aravantinos, History of Ali Pasha from Tepelen, pp. κδ΄-με΄ [24-45]. – For 

the downfall of Ali Pasha see Aravantinos, History of Ali Pasha, pp. 267-338. – There 

are also two articles in Turkish that provide a brief analysis on the causes and events of 

Ali Pasha’s downfall. For more information see Naci Çakın, “Tepedelenli Ali Paşa 

Ayaklanması, Bu Ayaklanmanın Etkisiyle Mora Ayaklanması ve Yunanıstan’ın Bağı-

msızlığına Kavunması” [The Revolt of Ali Pasha from Tepedelen and Its Consequences 

upon the Revolt in the Peloponnese and Greece’s Route towards Independence], Askeri 

Tarih Bülteni 14/27 (1989) 69-81; Ahmet Uzun, “Tepedelenli Ali Paşa ve Mal Varlığı” 

[Tepedelenli Ali Pasha and His Property], Belleten 65/244 (2001) 1036-1077. See also 

Fleming, The Muslim Bonaparte, for a brief review of Ali Pasha’s career and his down-

fall. It is indispensable to note that this monograph focuses upon Ali Pasha’s diplomatic 

relations with Britain, France and Russia, and the ways his polity was formulated in or-

der to cope with the late-18th- and early-19th-century developments in diplomacy and 

war-making. It does not touch upon Ali Pasha’s life and times, nor the reasons for and 

events that led to his downfall and execution. 
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an independent state, which would gradually turn into a counterweight and 

rival to the old and time-honoured Ottoman order of things.  

 

 

Conclusions 

 

Ali Pasha’s career and methods of governance have caused a great contro-

versy among historians and various interpretations have been presented in 

the last decades for his activities and relations with minor local notables and 

his agents operating in the areas under his domination, on the one hand, and 

Istanbul, on the other. This article attempted a short examination of Ali Pa-

sha’s relations with a local prominent figure, namely Serficeli Hacı Halil 

Ağa, who acted as his agent and organ in the broader area of the kazas of 

Serfice, Çaharşenbe, and, probably, Eğri Bucak. Halil Ağa took advantage of 

his ‘askeri status and imperial palace affiliations, and by aligning his inte-

rests with Ali Pasha’s cause and respective interests, he managed to be ap-

pointed a‘yan of Serfice, a post that he kept for three decades and used to 

impose his rule over Serfice and its hinterland, which thus fell under Alı 

Pasha’s sway. In Kozani, which was the most developped and wealthy settle-

ment in the area, Ali Pasha took advantage of the intra-communal strife and 

factionalism and by supporting the faction of Alifrones, which took its 

defamatory name from its opponets because its members supported whole-

heartedly Ali Pasha’s cause, against the rival faction of Dimokratikoi and 

thus imposed his undisputed rule over the tax-farm and community of Koza-

ni. At the same time, after the death of Fatma Hanım Sultan, the last life-

term contractor and owner of the malikâne of Kozani, Ali Pasha convinced 

Istanbul that he was the ideal contractor for the tax-farm of Kozani and suc-

ceeded to impose his monopolistic rule over and administration of the 

mukata‘a of Kozani. Thus Ali Pasha reigned over Kozani having secured his 

postition both internally and exteranlly, since he enjoyed the support and 

acceptance of the local community and its leaders, on the one hand, and the 

Porte, on the other. 

It also became apparent that Ali Pasha attempted by making use of the 

office of the superintendent of the mountainous passages (derbendat nazırı), 

which he had held from the earliest stages of his adventurous career, to 
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impose strict control over the the cycle of rural violence and insecurity. As 

the operations against the bands of the Piziotades and Siaperas show, Ali 

Pasha sought to subdue with the assistance of his organs the bands of brig-

ands and bandits who roamed and infested the countryside, whilst they found 

a safe haven amidst the village communities which, like Katafygi on Mount 

Pieria, were located in remote, mountainous areas which Ali Pasha could not 

that easily reach and impose his rules over the tough and stiff-necked moun-

taineers. In our case, Halil Ağa’s close familiriaty with the socio-economic 

and geographical landscape of the area, and especially Olympos and Pieria 

mountain ranges, enabled Ali Pasha’s extermination of the local gangs of 

klephts and armatoles. Their raids and attacks against the lowland communi-

ties and arteries and passages that traversed the Olympos and Chasia moun-

tain ranges and led from Macedonia to Thessaly and vice versa, had troubled 

the local authorities and Istanbul for more than a century, since at least the 

time of Evliya Çelebi’s visits in the area in 1661 and 1668.
100

 Now, Ali 

Pasha succeeded in bringing their activites to an end and thus secure 

Istanbul’s favourable opinion and graditude. 

Undoubtedly more research is required on the issues of Ali Pasha’s 

career, methods of governance, approach towards and handling of local 

communities, and the formation of his extensive landed property, which at 

the time of his downfall and execution comprised around 1,000 çiftlik estates 

held by himself and members of his household, especially his sons and 

grandsons. Further research will enable historians to shed additional light on 

Ali Pasha’s life and times, and will thus allow for the production of a com-

                                                           
100. Evliya Çelebi whilst passing in 1668 from Serfice and the mountainous passage of 

Sarantaporos on his way to the island of Crete to participate in the last phase of the 

siege of Candia, which lasted from 1648 to 1669. He remarked with great dismay that 

Sarantaporos was a dangerous passage which was infested by local bandits known as 

hayduks, an alternative spelling of the Ottoman term haydud which denotes the Chris-

tian mountain bandits. He mentions that “I want never to return there, nor shall I ever 

cross this accursed place, for the passage smells human blood. Because it was a steep 

passage, surrounded by thick forests, it formed an ideal place for bandits to set an am-

bush and thus exterminate innocent people. Thousands of martyrs are buried there, who 

had fallen prey to bandit attacks. God’s providence protected us and we crossed the de-

file safe and unharmed”. On that issue and Evliya Çelebi’s comments on Saran-taporos 

see Vassilis Demetriades, Η Κεντρική και Δυτική Μακεδονία κατά τον Εβλιγιά Τσελεμπή 

[Central and Western Macedonia according to Evliya Çelebi], Makedoniki Biliothi-

ki/Etaireia Makedonikon Spoudon, Thessaloniki 1973, p. 268. 
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plete and objective evaluation of his character and ideology. For now, it 

seems sufficient to say that the “Muslim Bonaparte” was not merely a 

“bloodthirsty, oriental tyrant and despot”, but rather a product of his own 

time who managed to manipulate the Ottoman system, whilst, by taking ad-

vantage of Istnabul’s weaknesses and grim needs for cash and soldiers, he 

established his own polity and rule over an extensive area, a fact that suffices 

to highlight him as one most important and influential a‘yan magnates in 

Ottoman history. One can easily argue that his life and career are an ideal 

field of study, which would allow modern historian to interpret the phenom-

enon of a‘yanship and the emergence of provincial magnates as equal part-

ners in the Ottoman imperial enterprise. Thus, it comes as a natural conse-

quence that Ali Pasha’s mark has been imprinted on and is still apparent in 

the areas that he ruled over, even two centuries after his downfall and death.  

  



“HE IS OUR MAN, OUR TRUSTED AGENT” 191 

 

 

Περίληψη 

 

Ο 18ος αι. αποτελεί μια περίοδο αποκέντρωσης της πολιτικής και οικονομι-

κής ζωής της Οθωμανικής Αυτοκρατορίας και της συνακόλουθης ανάδυσης 

ενός στρώματος πανίσχυρων αμφισβητιών του μονοπωλίου της σουλτανικής 

εξουσίας, των γνωστών στην βιβλιογραφία ως αγιάννηδων. Εις εξ αυτών 

ήταν και ο Αλή πασάς Τεπελενλής, ο οποίος απετέλεσε ένα αγκάθι στα 

πλευρά της Υψηλής Πύλης για περισσότερο από τρεις δεκαετίες, ώς την ε-

ξόντωση και εκτέλεσή του το 1822. Αυτή η μελέτη ερευνά πτυχές της κυρι-

αρχίας του Αλή πασά στη Δυτική Μακεδονία, στις περιοχές Σερβίων, Βελ-

βενδού και Κοζάνης, ενώ επιχειρεί μια προκαταρκτική εξέταση των σχέσε-

ων του Αλή πασά με τοπικούς προεστούς, μουσουλμάνους και χριστιανούς, 

μέσα από την παράλληλη εξέταση της σχέσης του Αλή πασά με το «κόμμα»/ 

φατρία των Αληφρόνων στην Κοζάνη και των σχέσεων του Αλή με τον Χα-

τζή Χαλήλ Αγά Σερβιώτη (Serficeli Hacı Halil Ağa), ο οποίος απετέλεσε για 

τρεις δεκαετίες τον βασικό πράκτορα και αντιπρόσωπο του Αλή πασά και 

της εξουσίας του στην περιοχή Σερβίων, Βελβενδού και Κοζάνης. Ακόμη, 

εξετάζονται οι δραστηριότητές του ως τοπικού επικεφαλής σωμάτων ασφα-

λείας και αστυνόμευσης της υπαίθρου καθώς και οι επιχειρήσεις που διεξή-

γαγε εναντίον κλεφτών και αρματολών στην περιοχή υπό την επίβλεψή του. 

Η μελέτη καταλήγει στο συμπέρασμα ότι οι σχέσεις μεταξύ των αγιάννηδων 

διαφόρων βαθμίδων και ιεραρχικών τοποθετήσεων διαμορφώνονταν μέσα 

από τη συνεργασία και την υποστήριξη των συμφερόντων των συμμετεχό-

ντων σε αυτές τις συμμαχίες. Οι μεν τοπικοί προεστοί και οι περιφερειακές 

αρχοντίες, όπως ήταν ο Ρούσης Κοντορούσης στην Κοζάνη και ο Χατζή 

Χαλήλ Αγάς των Σερβίων, βάσιζαν τα συμφέροντα τους στην υποστήριξη 

του Αλή πασά, αλλά ταυτόχρονα εξυπηρετούσαν τα συμφέροντα του προ-

στάτη κυρίου τους, ο οποίος εξαρτούσε την ύπαρξή του στην υποστήριξη 

που ελάμβανε σε τοπικό επίπεδο από τους προεστούς. Τέλος, η μελέτη απο-

δεικνύει την εύθραυστη κράση αυτών των συμμαχιών και περιγράφει την 

κατάρρευσή τους, λαμβάνοντας ως παράδειγμα την προδοσία του Χατζή 

Χαλήλ Αγά απέναντι στον Αλή πασά όταν αυτός κηρύχθηκε αποστάτης και 

προδότης. 


