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Abstract

This paper presents the development of the political situation in the Pashaluk of
Belgrade in the late 18" and early 19" century. On the eve of the 19" century, the
Turkish feudal system faced the events that deeply shook the entire legal and socio-
economic order in the empire. Under such circumstances, the Turkish Empire underwent
major upheavals, which were caused by wars with Austria and Russia, the political
changes in Europe, as well as the growing liberation movements of subordinated Balkan
peoples. These movements, which were particularly prominent in the Pashaluk of
Belgrade, gave rise to a massive liberation uprising of the Serbian people in the early
19" century, known as the Serbian revolution, which marked the beginning of a new
era in the history of the Serbian people.
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MOJIATUYKE NPUJIUKE Y BEOTPAJCKOM
MAIIAJIYKY Y IPEJBEYEPJE CPIICKE PEBOJTYLINJE
(1787-1804)

AncTpakT

VY pany je mpukasaH pa3Boj MOIUTHIKUX NpHiMKa y beorpanckoM mamanyky Kpajem
18. u mouerkom 19. Beka.V mnpeaseuepje 19. Beka TypckH GeyqaTHi CHCTEM CYOUHO Ce ca
npouecuMa Koju cy QyOOKO y3ApMaiM LEJOKYHaH NMpPaBHH W JAPYIITBEHO-EKOHOMCKH
nopeak y uapcray. I1ox TakBiM pa3BojeM MpHIHKa, TYpCKO LapCTBO MPEKHUBIHABAIIO j&
OITacHe MOTpece Koju Cy OMIM W3a3BaHH PAaTOBUMA ca AyCTpHjoM B PycijoM, HOMMTHIKAM

2 This paper is the result of research conducted within the projects of the Ministry of
Education, Science, and Technological Development of the Republic of Serbia: The
Serbian Nation — Integrative and Disintegrative Processes (Ref. N0.177014) and
Modernization of the Western Balkans (Ref. N0.177099).
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npomeHama y EBponm, kao M cBe jauuM OCIOOOIMIAYKMM IOKpPETUMa MOTIHE-EHHX
GankaHcKUX Hapona. Tw MOKpeTH, KOju Cy HapOYHTO JONUIM JI0 M3pakaja Ha HOAPYUH)Y
Beorpanckor mamramyka, omoryhuwmm cy ga ce modeTkoMm 19. Beka, NMOKpEHE BEHKU
0CIIO00JUITAUKH yCTaHAK CPIICKOI Hapoa, Mo3HaT kao CpIicka peBoOdyLja, ca KOjoM je
3arroyesia HoBa eroxa y HCTOPHjU CPIICKOT Hapo/a.

Kibyune peun: Aycrpuja, beorpaacku namanyk, jaHH9apH, CpIIcKy Hapos, Typcka.

INTRODUCTION

Following the heyday of its political rise, the Turkish Empire in the
mid-18" century entered a period of growing political and economic crisis,
which culminated in the feudal anarchy at the beginning of the 19" century.
Exposed to strong shocks, coming from European coalitions, the Turkish
Empire also faced the growing penetration of new capitalist economic
relations. The new economic relations, as well as the wars between the
European countries and the Ottoman Empire, destroyed the Turkish feudal
system, affected the political and economic emancipation of the subordinated
Christians in Turkey, and resulted in strong economic connections between
the Turkish state and Europe. This process was especially pronounced in the
Balkans, where the focus of economic and social progress gradually shifted
from the dominant Turkish-Muslim layer to the new forces that emerged
from the ranks of subordinated Balkan Christians (Panteli¢, 1949, pp. 105-
110). Therefore, the process of disintegration of the Turkish feudal system
led to the strengthening of the religious-national and socio-economic
conflict in the Balkans. Exposed to all these shocks, the Turkish military-
political and feudal system entered a serious crisis. Its consequences
primarily affected the subordinated Christians, the so-called rayah, which
was subjected to forced labor (chiflik), terror of authorities, forced migration,
epidemics, and starvation. However, this crisis gave rise to the struggle for
liberation of the Balkan peoples, which led to their national and political
liberation in the 19" century (Stoianovich, 1994, p. 172). The last decades of
the 18" and the beginning of the 19™ century represented a historic milestone
in the development of the Serbian people, which had been under Ottoman
feudal rule for several centuries. The wars of the European powers against
the Ottoman Empire brought new shocks, and almost no war was waged
without armed support of the peasant masses. Up in arms during the Balkan
wars, the Serbian people suffered the consequences of the outcomes of such
wars and the policies of forces that led them. Until the end of the 18" century,
Serbian people fought during the Austro-Turkish wars that raged on through
Serbia. During the 18" century, it became even more obvious that Austria
was fighting to seize the territory of the European part of the Ottoman
Empire, and that enslaved people, fighting for liberation from the Ottoman
rule and their political independence, would not find support there (Radonjic,
1950, pp. 105-110; Pordevi¢ & Fisher-Galati, 1981, pp. 47-50).
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According to the administrative and territorial division of the
Rumelia Eyalet in the late 18™ and early 19" century, Serbia entirely or
partially covered the territory of the following eyalets: Belgrade, Novi Pazar,
Nis, Leskovac, Vranje, Pe¢, Pristina, as well as parts of the Bosnia, Vidin,
Skadar, and Prizren Eyalets. The territory of Serbia bordered the Bosnian
Eyalet and Zvornik and Herzegovina Sanjak in the west, the Skopje and
Tetovo Pashaluk in the south, and the Sofia pashaluk and Custendil Ayanluk
in the east. It is estimated that in the geographical territory of Serbia in the
late 18™ and early 19™ century, there lived about a million people, and that
the same number lived in the surrounding area under the Ottoman rule
(Ljusi¢, 1998, p. 24; Stojancevic, 1955, pp. 3-4; Stojancevié et al., 1994, p.
14). Of all the areas the Serbian people inhabited in Turkey, they were the
most homogeneous in northern areas, i.e. the Pashaluk of Belgrade. The
Serbian population was compact, interconnected with the old customary
law and patriarchal institutions. Family cooperatives and the village were
the backbone of their social organization. It is on the ground of the
Pashaluk of Belgrade that the idea of liberation of the Serbian people was
spawned, which led to a sharp conflict between the Serbian people and the
Turkish state, and the outbreak of the Serbian revolution (Vukanovi¢, 1975,
pp. 24-30).

PARTICIPATION OF SERBS IN THE AUSTRO-TURKISH WARS

After the Austro-Turkish war, which lasted from 1737 to 1739, Serbia
remained outside the war zone for a long time. Wishing to secure its southern
border against the threats posed by Prussia and France, Austria signed a
“perpetual peace” with the Porte in 1747. Driven by bad experience with
Austria and its war (which led to the Second Migration of Serbs), the
Serbs completely distanced themselves from Vienna, and hesitated for a
long time to take up arms and embark on a new war adventure (SamardZic,
1960, pp. 46-52). However, Russian successes in the war against the Turks
(1768-1774) forced Austria to establish their presence in the area of the
Pashaluk of Belgrade and start its operation after a long hiatus. The
intention of the Russian Empress, Catherine Il of Russia, to liberate the
Balkans from the Turks and bring its empire to the shores of the
Mediterranean and Aegean seas, caused a great discomfort in Vienna.
After the failure in the war with Prussia, Austria could not allow a failure
in the Balkans. As each direct confrontation with Russia could cause its
alliance with Prussia, Vienna decided on a policy of compromise with St.
Petersburg (Z6llner, 1984, p. 320). Therefore, in 1780, in Mogilev, a meeting
between the Russian Empress, Catherine 1, and the Austrian ruler, Joseph
11, was held, leading to the alliance between the two empires in 1782. The
basis of the agreement was the division of the Balkan Peninsula into the
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Russian and Austrian sphere of interest. Russia planned to create two new
countries in the Balkans: Dacia, which would include Wallachia, Moldova,
and Bessarabia, and Byzantium, with its capital in Tsargrad, led by Prince
Constantine the Great, the grandson of the Russian empress. Austria, for
its part, wanted the territory from Wallachia to Olt, Nikopol, Vidin, Orsova,
Belgrade, and the shortest line from Belgrade to the mouth of the river
Drina to the Adriatic Sea (Popovi¢, 1996, pp. 117-123). Serbia was not
involved in the Russian plan, and was not a part of any combination. Austria
had a similar attitude, and did not support the creation of a new Serbian state,
as it would mean the strengthening of Orthodoxy. Only a year after the
establishment of the alliance, Russia attacked Turkey and occupied Crimea.
The Russians then offered Austria to immediately jointly declare the war
on Turkey, but Austria refused, claiming not to be ready for war. Although it
refused to take part in the war, Austria immediately began scouting the
area and strong political agitation among the Serbian population on the
territory of the Pashaluk of Belgrade. Austrian agents quickly established
numerous contacts with the Serbian leaders, who were exposed to serious
oppression by the Turkish authorities and the janissaries, and eagerly
anticipated alliance with the Christian state, which would bring them
liberation from Turkish slavery (Gavrilovi¢, 1978, pp. 36-60). As time
passed, relations between Russia and Turkey deteriorated. Many unsolved
problems culminated in 1787, when the Porte declared war on Russia.
Austria did not immediately enter the war. It happened in February 1788.*
Turkish authorities closely monitored the developments in the Pashaluk of
Belgrade. To prevent possible insurrectionist movements in Serbia, the
Turkish authorities resorted to violent disarmament of the Serbian people
during the Austrian war preparations (1787). In extensive actions, which
the Turks carried out in a number of villages under the pretext of looking
for hidden weapons, the Serbian people were subjected to intense terror
of the Turkish military and Bashibazouk units. Fleeing from the Turkish
terror, many people fled across the Sava and the Danube to the Austrian
side, forming volunteer troops, “Free Corps” (Freikorps), under the command
of Austrian officers. Austrian supreme command needed these troops to
facilitate the operation of regular troops, and for causing a possible mass
uprising in Serbia. Commander-in-Chief of the Serbian Free Corps was an
active Austrian Major, Mihailo Mihaljevi¢. When the attempt to make a
foray into Belgrade and the surrounding fortifications with the help of the
Serbs in early December 1787 failed, Austria launched military operations
against the Turks in early February (Corovié, 1993, pp. 501-503).

! Already in 1787, in the Black Sea port Kherson, Catherine Il and Joseph 11 agreed
on further steps the two forces should take against the Ottoman Empire. The first war
operations in which Russia had success started during the same year (Stadtmdiller,
1966, p. 80).
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Serbian volunteers actively participated in the battles with the
Turkish armed forces and the raids on Turkish ships on the Danube. Koca
Andelkovi¢ particularly distinguished himself among the Serbian volunteers
who fought against the Turks. Born near Jagodina, he was a former trader,
who fled from the Turkish terror to Austria in mid-1787. At the time, Radi¢
Petrovi¢ fought side by side with Koca, forming the first Serbian troop with
Ko¢a Andelkovi¢ and young Karadorde Petrovi¢.? Koga actively participated
in the battles against the Turkish forces. After the attack of the Austrian army
and Free Corps on Smederevo, Koca refused to return to Austrian territory,
and moved into the interior of Serbia with a group of fellow Serbian
fighters. With his small troop, Koca attacked the Turks, and in a very short
time liberated PoZarevac, Hasan Pasha’s Palanka, Batocina, and Bagrdan,
where he established his headquarters. Solidifying his position in the Bagrdan
Gorge, Koca conquered the Tsargrad Road, which was the most important
Turkish road in Serbia (Gavrilovi¢, 1985, pp. 31-45).

The successes on the military front and great personal courage built
Koca’s reputation among the people, so his troop grew to about 500
fighters in a short time. Having attracted additional manpower, Koca
continued his attacks against the Turks. In a surprise raid, Koc¢a and his
fellow fighters attacked the janissary garrison in Kragujevac, where he
achieved great success. People named this entire war effort “Koca’s
Frontier”. Taking Kragujevac and cutting off the Tsargrad Road were the
ultimate achievements by Koca and his fellow fighters. The Austrian
command awarded Koca the rank of a captain and the gold medal, but denied
him the much-needed military aid and weaponry. Serbian fighters were left
alone, fighting almost daily with numerous Turkish detachments (Pordevi¢,
1979, pp. 19-30). The entire 1788 was full of missed opportunities. The
Austrians did not initiate decisive operations, and the Turks consolidated
after the first surprises and launched a broad offensive. The first target
was the detachment of Koca Andelkovi¢. In mid-April, the janissary
detachment, under the command of Deli Ahmet, began to suppress the
Serbian rebels. As the Austrian command hesitated to launch decisive
operations and failed to help Ko¢a with arms and ammunition, whereas
the Turks constantly brought in reinforcements, the position of Koca’s
detachment was all the more difficult. Permanent attacks of the Turks, razing
of villages, hunger due to poor crop yields, and Turkish preparations for a
general attack on the rebellious areas made Koca dissolve the detachment
and join the volunteer detachment under the Austrian command, as the
leader of one of the troops. Having crushed the resistance of Koca’s and

2 Arhiv Srbije (The Archive of Serbia; hereinafter referred to as: AS), Ministarstvo
prosvete i crkvenih dela (Ministry of Education and Religious Affairs; hereinafter
referred to as: MPs-P), 1841, fll, r 47, BNo. 1672, lvanjica, October 1, 1841; Ibid,
BNo. 1564/1841.
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other detachments, the Turks began to implement a large-scale campaign
of terror over the people. Fleeing from the Turkish handschars, a large
number of Serbs left their homes and sought refuge in Austria. It is estimated
that by the end of June, around 50,000 people fled to the monarchy. After
crushing the Serbian detachments, in the summer of 1788 the Turks moved
the battlefield to the Austrian soil. Their offensive in Banat surprised the
weak Austrian forces, so the Turks occupied the entire southern Banat and
entered Panéevo. In the battles with the Turks, captain Koca was killed
while defending the mining town of Brzesko (Ljusi¢, 1993, pp. 32-40;
Panteli¢, 1930, p. 11).

Similar to Koc¢a’s detachment, the Homolje detachment of Marjan
Jovanovi¢ was active as well. He gathered 300 fighters and went from
Homolje to Resava, where his detachment, which had since grown to 700
people, cruised between Cuprija and PoZarevac. In this territory, Jovanovié’s
detachment remained until the beginning of May, when it was forced by
strong Turkish pressure from Vidin to cross the Danube into Austria. In early
1789, Jovanovi¢’s detachment returned to Serbia, but this time as a unit
under the command of the Austrian army. In addition to Koca’s and
Jovanovi¢’s detachments, volunteer detachments under the command of the
Austrian army officers, Mihailo Mihaljevi¢, and Branavacki took part in the
fighting against the Turks. These detachments were from their very
beginning under the command of the General Staff of the Austrian army, and
they led the actions coordinated with the movements of the Austrian army
units (Jaksi¢, 1937, pp. 39-42). Mihaljevi¢’s detachment excelled in the
battles for Sabac, in which the people of Sabac and Valjevo nahias also
participated, as well as in actions in Valjevo and Zvornik, while Branavacki’s
detachment participated in the battles near Pore¢, Brza Palanka, Kladovo,
Negotin, and across the river Timok. Volunteer detachments received
precious help from the people of the regions in which they conducted military
operations. It was estimated that at the time of the uprising in 1804 there were
about 18,000 soldiers who participated in war activities from 1788 to 1790,
which represented a significant force with considerable military experience
(Ivi¢, 1935, p. 67).

Turkish offensive in Banat did not last long. Insufficiently prepared
for long-term warfare, the Turkish army quickly lost its offensive power and
failed to utilize its initial success. In the fall, both sides agreed on a truce that
lasted until the summer of 1789. The first months of 1789 caused major
problems to the Austrian Empire. Their main competitor in the German
world, Prussia, entered into an alliance with England and Holland, which
was directly aimed against Austrian interests. When the news reached
Vienna that Prussia intended to draw Turkey into the alliance, Austria
decided on a swift and decisive military campaign in order to compel Turkey
to capitulate. In late August, the Austrian army crossed the border and
immediately began to expel the Turkish troops. In late September, the
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Austrians conquered Belgrade, after which they began to advance into the
interior of the Pashaluk of Belgrade.® Despite significant military successes
they achieved in the war with Turkey, the Austrian court increasingly
considered ending hostilities with the Porte and making peace. The reason
for this lay both in the resistance of the Hungarian opposition, which did
not support the warlike policy of Joseph Il, and in the changes in Western
Europe that emerged after the outbreak of the French Bourgeois Revolution.
Austro-Turkish war finished with the peace treaty in Svishtov, signed on
August 4, 1791. With this peace, which was concluded with the mediation
of England®, Prussia, and Holland, Austria renounced all conquest in
Turkey, with the exception of insignificant corrections of borders.” This
peace granted amnesty for Christians, Turkish subordinates from Serbia,
Montenegro, Bosnia, Wallachia, and Moldova, who fought in the war
against the Porte (Popovi¢, 1996, pp. 121-123).

STATUS OF SERBS IN THE PASHALUK OF BELGRADE AFTER
THE FINAL AUSTRO-TURKISH WAR

When the Habsburg monarchy signed the peace treaty of Svishtov,
thus abandoning the policy of conquest of the Balkan Peninsula, it became
clear to the Serbian intelligence that the liberation of Serbia could only
come by strengthening the national movements and relying on own forces.
As soon as the signs were clear that Austria withdrew from the war, Serbian
elders began to think independently about the possibility of further armed
struggle, and then about the political battle to establish self-government.
In January 1790, Stevan Jovanovi¢, the TronoSa Archimandrite, asked
Austria for help with soldiers and weapons in order to purge Serbia from
the Turks, but was denied. When peace negotiations began in late 1790,
Jovanovi¢ expected, given previous promises, that the Austrian emperor
would put pressure on the Porte, so that the Serbs in the Pashaluk of
Belgrade could obtain certain privileges. When all of that came to nothing, in
1791 Jovanovi¢ sent a proclamation to the Porte, demanding the same

% Field Marshal Laudon thanked the President of the Court Council of War, Count
Hadik, who had given him the draft of the fortress, for a quick conquest of Belgrade
(Regele, 1949, p. 58).

# Selim 111 considered England “an important and traditional friend” of the Ottoman
Empire during the Russo-Turkish wars (Shaw, 1971, p. 187). For more information on
the influence of international policy and diplomacy in the Ottoman Empire, with
special reference to the British, see: Palmer, A. (2011).

% After the wars, which the Ottoman Empire survived, Selim 111 had the opportunity to
carry out the reforms he had started. For more information about the reforms, see:
Shaw & Shaw, 1976, pp. 260, 261-277.
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rights for the Serbian people in the Pashaluk of Belgrade as the ones
Christians in Wallachia and Moldova already had (Pordevi¢, 1979, p. 57;
Ristanovi¢, 2000, pp. 39-44).

Upon completion of the Austro-Turkish war, some of the measures
that the Porte took to consolidate power in the Pashaluk of Belgrade were
the following: banning janissaries to return to the Pashaluk of Belgrade
and amnesty to the Serbian people to participate in the war on the Austrian
side. The power in the Pashaluk of Belgrade was entrusted to Becir Pasha,
who executed a prominent janissary leader, Deli Ahmet, and issued a
firman, prohibiting the return of janissaries to the Pashaluk of Belgrade.
Beéir Pasha’s measures provoked a rebellion of janissary pashas of Nis,
but it was quickly suppressed. The janissaries who were withdrawn from
Belgrade and called to Tsargrad rebelled on the way through Bulgaria and
joined Kardzhali detachments that roamed northwestern Bulgaria. Heading
these detachments was a renegade from the Porte, Osman Pazvantoglu.® In
1793, he managed to take power in the Pashaluk of Vidin, from where he
sent his Kardzhalis to raid Serbia and Wallachia. As one of the most
powerful feudal lords in the Pashaluk of Vidin, Pazvantoglu did not
recognize the sovereignty of the Sultan and the Porte, and gathered all the
opponents of the central authorities in Tsargrad. After Be¢ir Pasha, who
was sent to Bitola in July 1792, Mehmed Pekmedzi Pasha was appointed
the new Belgrade Vizier. Unlike the energetic and resourceful Becir
Pasha, the new Belgrade Vizier proved to be inert and inept, of which the
expelled janissaries took advantage (Karadzi¢, 1947, pp. 15-23). In August,
their detachments arrived before the walls of Belgrade, and then, with the
help of the Belgrade Turks, seized the city and captured the Vizier. The
news of janissaries’ return to Belgrade caused huge concern at the Porte,
which immediately ordered the Bosnian Pasha and the Ni§ Muhafiz to go
to Belgrade with their detachments and reestablish the authority of the
imperial government. While the Bosnian army was easily broken, another
army, under the command of the Ni§ Topal Ahmed-Pasha, succeeded in
late November to break the janissaries and expel them from Belgrade. As a
reward for the successful action, Topal Ahmed-Pasha was appointed the
Belgrade Vizier in January 1793. He only stayed in this position for six
months, but even that short period was enough for the Serbian people to
remember him as a great tyrant and harach collector (Jaksi¢, 1937, p. 135).

Topal Ahmed-Pasha was succeeded by Hadji Mustafa Pasha, who
became the Belgrade Vizier in July 1793, and, according to Vuk Karadzic,
was one of the most important figures in recent Serbian history. As an
educated, open-minded, and progressive man, Hadzi Mustafa-Pasha thought

® AS, MPs-P, 1841, fll, r 47, BNo. 1614, No. 456, Slatina, July 15, 1841; Ibid, No.
348, BNo. 1816/1841, Zajecar, October 6, 1841
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that only radical reforms could ensure peace and improve the situation in
the troubled Pashaluk of Belgrade. Therefore, his appointment marked the
victory of the forces in Tsargrad that had pushed for radical reforms in the
European provinces of the Ottoman Empire. Knowing about the relatively
weak detachments of the imperial army, which could not cope with
numerous janissaries and Kardzhalis, Mustafa-Pasha set out to organize
Serbian military detachments. Turkish authorities were well aware that many
of the Serbs had gained enviable military training and combat experience in
the last Austro-Turkish war, and that they could be of great benefit in fighting
the janissaries. As the Serbs themselves had an interest to get rid of the
janissaries, it was logical to expect that they would do everything to help the
authorities bring peace to the Pashaluk of Belgrade. The Serbian National
Army, which was subordinated to the Turkish “imperial” service, was well
armed and numbered approximately fifteen thousand people. It had its
command staff (Haram-bashi and Boluk-bashi), and was led by a Bimbashi,
Stanko Arambasi¢, a native of the Belgrade nahia (Stojancevi¢, 1980, pp.
12-30). Immediately upon the appointment of Hadzi Mustafa-Pasha,
janissaries once again tried to occupy the Pashaluk of Belgrade. They took
Pozarevac by surprise, from where they went to Smederevo. However, they
were defeated near Kolari, in battles with detachments of the Smederevo
Turks and Serbian troops. The battle of Kolari showed that the Serbian
detachments were disciplined and well organized and trained military
units, which could be used for successful prosecution of the renegades.
Hadzi Mustafa-Pasha himself exclusively selected Serbian fighters for his
personal security escort. As a reward for help in dealing with renegades
from the imperial government, the first firmans were sent to Belgrade in
August 1793, which gave the Serbs in the Pashaluk of Belgrade some
self-governing privileges. Old national governments were established; the
villages elected princes (knez), whereas the principals elected dukes
(oborknez); the Turks were banned entry in purely Serbian villages. Princes
were ordered to put up inns (han) for the Turks in the road-adjacent areas, so
that they would not stop by at the Serbs to spend the night, which often
caused conflicts. However, in case violence or robbery occurred, the princes
were authorized to apprehend the culprits. The princes were allowed to keep
the detachments of pandurs with Boluk-bashis in order to maintain road
safety (Pordevi¢, 1979, p. 63). The amount of tax to be paid was determined
(15 piasters per year for each head of the household), as well as sipahi’s
duties and obligations to be paid to the pasha. Any violence against the
Christian population was strictly forbidden. A special firman was issued,
allowing the Serbs in the Pashaluk of Belgrade to renew and build their
church. All of these self-governing privileges that Serbs received through
the Porte’s firmans were in many respects similar to the privileges that the
Turkish authorities gave to the Greek population of the Archipelago. New
measures by the Turkish authorities, which guaranteed personal and property
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security of the population of the Pashaluk of Belgrade, favorable socio-
economic conditions in terms of abolition of the chiflik and the expulsion
of the janissaries, as well as internal self-government that would protect
the Serbian population, led to the fact that the economic power of Serbian
villages significantly strengthened within a short period of time.

However, this situation in the Pashaluk of Belgrade did not last long.
In the summer of 1797, the Belgrade Vizier, Mustafa-Pasha, was appointed
Rumelian beylerbey, with a mission to restore the authority of the Porte in
Vidin and purge Rumelia of outlaws. While Hadzi Mustafa-Pasha was in
Plovdiv, from where he directed operations against Pazvantoglu, the Vidin
ruler ordered janissary-kardzhali detachments to attack Serbia. Sudden
attack of Pazvantoglu’s troops completely surprised the Turkish and
Serbian detachments near PoZarevac, which retreated in disarray. After the
conquest of Pozarevac, the janissaries went to Belgrade, and took the lower
town. The fall of the Belgrade Fortress was prevented by the Serbian
detachments from Valjevo, which mounted a strong frontal assault on the
janissaries and inflicted significant losses on them. Serbian detachments
and Turkish imperial army continued to attack the janissaries, and soon
expelled them from the Pashaluk of Belgrade. In early 1798, the Porte
conducted extensive military preparations against Pazvantoglu, but attacks on
Vidin remained without success. Mustafa-Pasha was therefore dismissed
from the position of Rumelian beylerbey, and he returned to the Pashaluk
of Belgrade (Corovi¢, 1993, pp. 522-525).

The general situation in the Ottoman Empire rapidly deteriorated
with the French invasion of Egypt in the summer of 1798. Aware of the
fact that it could not at the same time wage war against the French and
against separatist rebels, the Porte reprieved all the outlaws, among who
were Pazvantoglu and the janissaries. In the beginning of 1799, the Porte’s
firman granting the return of janissaries to Serbia arrived in the Pashaluk
of Belgrade. The return of the janissaries meant a renewal of the Turkish
terror and the onset of a new evil. After the return of janissaries to the
Pashaluk of Belgrade, conflicts were more common. Eager for revenge,
fanatical and rapacious, the janissary chiefs, stationed in the interior of the
Pashaluk, immediately started to pillage and plunder. First, the commander
of the Serbian armed detachments, Stanko Arambasi¢, was deceitfully
killed, and then the efforts to take weapons from the Serbs started. Shortly
after the murder of Stanko Arambasié, following the order of Zvornik
pasha, the TronoSa Archimandrite, Stevan Jovanovi¢, was murdered too.
In late February 1800, the janissary unrest erupted in Sabac, resulting in the
murder of two Serbian princes.” Determined to severely punish the culprits

" AS, Li¢na zbirka Ljubomira Kovagevi¢a [Personal Collection of Ljubomir Kovagevi¢],
No. 366/1804
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and at the same time send a clear warning to the janissaries that the law
must be obeyed, Hadzi Mustafa-Pasha sent a detachment of horsemen, who
captured the troublemakers and then killed them in the middle of the
Sabac bazaar. Another reason why Mustafa-Pasha clashed with the
janissaries was because they refused to fight Pazvantoglu’s troops, which,
in the spring of 1800, relaunched attacks on the border regions of the
Pashaluk of Belgrade. Determined to get rid of Hadzi Mustafa-Pasha and
seize power, the janissaries organized a raid and captured Belgrade in
July 1801. Mustafa-Pasha was kept in prison until mid-December, when
the Belgrade dahias ordered his murder (Pordevi¢, 1979, p. 82). In the
beginning of 1802, four dahias distinguished themselves as the chief
organizers of the events in the Pashaluk of Belgrade: Aganlija, Ku¢uk
Alija, Mula Jusuf, and Mehmed-Aga Foc¢i¢. The new Belgrade vizier,
Hasan Pasha, who was appointed by the Porte, became their puppet and had
no real power. Unable to restore order in the Pashaluk of Belgrade, the Porte
feared that the janissaries could establish stronger links with the Vidin ruler,
Pazvantoglu, which would further complicate the situation. Therefore, it
opted for the policy of appeasement towards janissaries. Receiving the
dahias’ promises that they would remain loyal to the Sultan, the Porte issued
a special firman in early May 1802, absolving the Belgrade janissaries of any
guilt. Since they received legitimacy from the Porte, the janissaries began to
build power in the Pashaluk of Belgrade, where a period of terror ensued, as
their main tool and hallmark in organizing and holding power (Radonjic,
1950, p. 320). The dahias were thereby given the opportunity to legalize their
abuse in the Pashaluk of Belgrade. After that, the dahias turned to Serbs. The
dahias were particularly embittered with the Serbs for their involvement in
the fighting against the exiled janissaries and Pazvantoglu’s troops. All
the privileges obtained by Sultan’s firmans in the period from 1793 to
1796 were immediately abolished, and Serbian principal self-government
was nipped in the bud. Wishing to strengthen their power, the dahias
banished from the Pashaluk of Belgrade all the sipahis who did not support
their government. The banished sipahis, whose number was not small,
sought salvation from the janissaries in the nearby pashaluks, while their
sipahiluks were snatched by the masses of Muslims who, upon dahias’
invitation, flooded the Pashaluk of Belgrade. There was a significant influx
of Muslims from Vidin, Bosnia, and Old Serbia, and it was in them that
dahias found their main support for the brutal system of control over the
subordinate Serbian folk. In addition to the arrival of Muslims from the
surrounding pashaluks, the janissary forces grew stronger when some of
their previous opponents turned to dahias. Fearing the resistance and unrest,
the janissaries took special security measures inside the Pashaluk of
Belgrade. In towns and provinces, the dahias appointed their kabadahias as
musellims and dukes, who had an armed escort of 20 to 30 janissaries. In
addition, each Serbian village had a subashi with several janissaries. Hans
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were erected in provinces and in many villages, with a crew of 10 to 20
janissaries (Gavrilovi¢, 1985, 47-50).

CONCLUSION

In mid-1802, the first attempt was made to get rid of the dahias. It
was organized by sipahis and other “imperial” Turks, with the participation
of the Serbs. The Turkish side in this conspiracy actively involved Hasan-
Bey, Mehmed-Aga Konjalija, and Mutis-Aga. Due to a conflict with the
dahias, these Turks had to leave their estates and escape to Zemun, where
they made contact with the fugitive Serbian merchants and princes. Based
on the agreement between the sipahis and Stevan Stanosevi¢ (who led the
fugitive Serbian rulers), the preparations for the uprising against the
dahias in the Pashaluk of Belgrade began in early March. The center of
Serbian resistance was located in the town of Beli Potok, in which the
smuggled weapons and ammunition began to arrive. The main role in
bringing down the dahian authorities in Serbia was entrusted to sipahi Tosun-
Aga and Serbian princes, brothers Marko and Vasa Carapié.® The rebellion
against the dahias began in mid-June. Having gathered a detachment of 1,900
people, 500 of which were Serbs, Tosun-Aga headed from Krajina in the
direction of Pozarevac, from where he planned to forcibly head for Belgrade
and surprise the janissaries. At the same time, StanoSevi¢ and his comrades
moved from Zemun and brought the ammunition and weapons to Beli
Potok, where a number of Serbs awaited them. The Serbian detachment
then went in the direction of Belgrade and deployed around Avala,
expecting the arrival of Tosun-aga, in order to then jointly attack the
janissaries. However, after a few days, the Serbs learnt that the janissaries
completely shattered Tosun-Aga on two occasions (on the Morava River
and near Jagodina), and that the joint attacks on the dahias would be futile.
Subsequently, the gathered Serbian detachments withdrew from Avala and
went deeper into the interior of the Pashaluk. The failed attempt against the
dahias in 1802, which was more a conspiracy than an uprising, impinged
on the Serbs only. Many Turks who were involved in the uprising reconciled
themselves with the dahias and, as a sign of reconciliation, handed them a
list of Serbs who participated in the anti-dahian movement. Tosun-Aga
himself reconciled with the dahias, and became the “fifth dahia” (Pordevié,
1979, p. 92; Stojancevi¢, 1980, pp. 21-24).

Overcoming the resistance of the sipahis and the people, the
janissaries once again introduced chiflik, increased duties, while their

8 AS, Knjazeva Kancelarija, XII, 66, Kaleni¢, March 21, 1820; Ibid, XII, 76, Jagodina,
June 2, 1820; AS, MPs-P, 1841, f I, r 47, KBNo. 1595/1841.
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violence threatened the safety of life and property. This situation affected
all layers of the Serbian people. During the two-year dahian rule, Serbian
people in the Pashaluk of Belgrade were so pressured by exploitation and
abuse that the way out of this situation could only be sought in direct
collision with the dahian system. Slaughter of the princes (serb. Seca
knezova) accelerated the widening of the obvious gap between the Serbian
nation and the Turks, and served as the immediate cause of the outbreak
of the Serbian revolution.

REFERENCES

hoposuh, B. (1993). Hcmopuja Cpoa. [The History of the Serbs]. Beorpan: BUT'3.

Pordevi¢, D. & Fischer-Galati, S. (1981). The Balkan Revolutionary Tradition. New
York: Columbia University Press.

‘Bophesuh, M. (1979). Cpbuja y ycmanxy 1804-1813 [Serbia in the uprising 1804-
1813]. Beorpax: Pan.

TaBpunosuh, M. (1978). Munow Obpenosuh, krwuea I (1813-1820) [Milos Obrenovic,
Vol. 1 (1813-1820)]. Beorpaa: Cnoso Jby0Be.

Taspunosuh, C. (1985). I'palha 6Geuxux apxusa o Ilpsom cpnckom ycmanxy (1804-
1810), kruea I [Archive Material from the Vienna Archives about the First
Serbian Uprising (1804-1810), Vol. 1]. beorpan: CAHY.

Weuh, A. (1935). Cnucu Beuxux apxusa o Ipsom cpnckom ycmanky [The Writings
from the Vienna Archives on the First Serbian Uprising]. beorpax: CKA.

Jakmmwh, T. (1937). Bopba 3a cno6ody Cpouje 1788-1816 [The struggle for the
freedom of Serbia from 1788 to 1816]. beorpanx: I'ena Kon.

Kapayuh, C.B. (1947). Ilpsu u JJpyeu cpncku ycmanak [The First and the Second
Serbian Uprising]. Beorpax: TIpocsera.

Jbymmah, P. (1998). Jocemwasara, ucemwasara u nonyrayuonu 2youyu y H0808eKOBHO]
Cpbuju (1804-1918), Cpbuja 19. sexa [Immigration, emigration and population
losses in modern Serbia (1804-1918), Serbia in the 19" century]. Beorpax:
HNY ,.Bojcka‘.

Jbymmh, P. (1993). Boowco Kapahophe, krwuea 1. [Vozd Karadorde, Vol. I] CmenepeBcka
ITananka: MuBect Excniopr.

Palmer, A. (2011). The Decline and Fall of the Ottoman Empire, Fall River Press.

Manrtenuh, 1. (1830). Kouuna Kpajuna [Koca's frontier]. beorpan: I'enia Kom.

Mantenuh, . (1949). Beoepadcku nawanyx npeo Ipeu cpncku ycmanax [The
Pashaluk of Belgrade Before the First Serbian Uprising]. Beorpax: CK3.

[Momosuh, B. (1996). Hcmouno numarve, ucmopujcku npeeied 6opoe 0ko ONCmaHka
ocmanaujcke yapegune y Jlesawmy u na Bankany [The Eastern Question,
historical preview of the battle for the survival of the Ottoman Empire in the
Levant and the Balkans]. Beorpan: Cyx6enun muct CPJ.

Pamowuh, J. (1950). Pumcka xypuja u jyscnocnogercke semme 00 XVI 0o XIX eexa
[Roman Curia and South Slavic countries from sixteenth to nineteenth century].
Beorpan: CAH.

Regele, O. (1949). Der 0sterreichische Hofkriegsrat 1556-1848. Wien: Druck und
Verlag der dsterreichischen Staatsdruckerei.

Pucranouli, C. (2000). IIpsu cpncku ycmanax y ucmopuju u mpaouyuju [The first
Serbian uprising in history and tradition]. Beorpax: BYKAH.



978

Camapnuh, P. (1960). beoepao u Cpbuja y cnucuma ¢panyyckux caspemenuxa XVI-
XVIII eexa [Belgrade and Serbia in the writings of French contemporaries
from 16" to 18th century]. Beorpax: IIpocsera.

Shaw, J.S. (1971). Between Old and New: The Ottoman Empire under Sultan Selim
I11. 1789-1807. Harvard University Press.

Shaw, J.S, & Shaw, E.K. (1976). History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey,
vol. 1. Cambridge University Press.

Stadtmiiller, G. (1966). Geschichte der habsburgischen Macht. Stuttgart: Kohlhammer
Verlag.

Crojanuesuh, B. (1955). Cmanosnuwmeo Cpbuje 3a epeme Ilpsoe ycmanka [The
population of Serbia during the First Uprising]. Ucrupujcku yacomnmc 3-4.
Beorpan: Ucropujcku Uuctutyr CAH.

Crojanuesuh, B. (1980). Cpouja y speme IIpsoz yemanxa 1804-1813 [Serbia during
the First Uprising 1804-1813]. JleckoBau: Hapoxau wmysej y JleckoBily.

Crojanuesuh, B., Munuhesuh, J., [Toros, Y., Joanosuh, P. & Exmeunh, M. (1994).
Hcmopuja cpnekoe napooa, kruza V-1. [History of the Serbian People, Vol.
V-1.] Beorpan: CK3.

Stoianovich, T. (1994). Balkan Worlds. The First and Last Europe. London: Armnok
& M. E. Sharpe.

Byxanoruh, T. (1975). Hacema y Cpbuju y doba npseoe cpnckoe yemanka 1804-1813
[Settlements in Serbia during the First Serbian Uprising 1804-1813]. Bpame:
Hapoxanu my3e;.

Zollner, E. (1984). Geschichte Osterreichs. Von den Anfingen bis zur Gegenwart.
Wien: Verlag fiir Geschichte und Politik.

UNPUBLISHED ARCHIVE MATERIAL

Arhiv Srbije, Ministarstvo Prosvete i crkvenih dela za 1841 [Archive of Serbia, Ministry of
Education and Religious Affairs for 1841], fll, r 47, BNo. 1672, Ivanjica, October
1, 1841; Ibid, BNo. 1564/1841; BNo. 1614, No. 456, Slatina, July 15, 1841; Ibid,
No 348, BNo. 1816/1841, Zajecar, October 6, 1841; Ibid, KBNo. 1595/1841.

Arhiv Srbije, Li¢ni fond Ljubomira Kovacevica, br. 366/1804. [Archive of Serbia,
Personal Collection of Ljubomir Kovacevic¢, no. 366/1804.]

Arhiv Srbije, KnjaZeva Kancelarija, [Archive of Serbia, Chancellery of the Knjaz]
XII, 66, Kaleni¢, March 21,1820; Ibid XII, 76, Jagodina, June 2, 1820.

MOJINTUYKE IIPUJIUKE Y BEOT'PAJICKOM
MAIIAJIYKY Y IPEJBEYEPJE CPIICKE PEBOJIYIIUJE
(1787-1804)

Caasua JI. Henesskosnh, Musnom 3. Bophesuh
VYuusepsuret y Humry, ®unosodpceku pakynrer, Hum, Cpbuja

Pe3ume

Tocnenme nenennje 18. u moverak 19. Beka MpeCTaBIbajy HCTOPH]CKY TPEKPETHHILY
Y Pa3BHUTKY CPIICKOT Hapoja, KOju Ce BHINE BEKOBA HAJIA3HO IOJ TYPCKOM (eyaamHoM
BIIaJaBMHOM. PaToBH eBpornckux cuia npotiB OCMaHCKOT LapcTBa JOHOCHIM CY HOBE
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HoTpece a TOTOBO HHjeJaH paT HHje NPOTEKao Oe3 OpyXKaHE MOJPIIKE CEJbadKUX
Maca.Vcrajyhin u cam Ha opyKje y Bpeme paroBa Ha baikaHy, CpIICKH Hapo/I je TpIeo 1
CBE TOCJICAULIE MCXOJa TAKBUX PaTOBa M IOJMTHKE CHiia Koje cy ux Boxauie.Ce 10
Kpaja 18. Beka, cpIiCKH Hapo[ je ycrajao Ha 0opOy y BepMe ayCTpO-TYPCKHX paToBa
Koju ¢y ce Boamwm U npeko CpoOuje. Tokom 18. Beka jomn ounrieHuje ce MoKa3aio aa
AycTpuja patyje Kako OM OCBOjHIIa TEPUTOPHjE EBPOIICKOT Jesia TypcKor apcTa 1 aa
NopoOJEeHN Hapoau, KOju ce Oope 3a ocinobolere 0] 0CMaHCKe BIACTH H 3a CBOjY
HOJUTHYKY camocTanHocT Hehe Hahu kon e moapiiky. IIporec pacmaga Typekor
(eynanHoOr cucTeMa JOBeO 10 jayarma BEPCKO-HAIMOHAIHUX U IPYLITBEHO EKOHOMCKUX
cykoba Ha Bankany. M31m0xeH CBHM OBHM yIapuMa TYPCKH BOjJHO-TIONMTHYKH U
(eynamHN cucTeM yinasmo je y cBe Behy kpusy, Koje cy ce HapounTo ocehana y eBporcKiuM
TYpCKHM TpoBHHIMjama.tbeHe nocneauue cy Ha noapyuujy beorpaackor namanyka
MOTONIMJIC TIOTYUEHEHE CPIICKO XPUITNAHCKO CTaHOBHHINTBO TaKO3BaHY pajy, Koja je
Ouiia M3JI0KEeHa YHTIYUYCEHY, TepOPY BIIACTH, MPHCHITHAM MHUIrpalyjama, eruaeMijaMa u
riagu.MeljyTium, U3 OBe KpH3e HacTama je ocaoboaunauka 6opba cprickor Hapoaa Koja
je IoBera 10 BEJIMKOT OCJIO00/MIIAYKOT YCTaHKa M HAIIMOHATHO-TIOJIMTUYKOT 0clIo00hema
cprckor Hapoza y 19. Beky.



