OSMANLI ARASTIRMALARI
Xili

Nesir Heyeti - Editorial Board
Halil INALCIK - Nejat GOYUNG
Heath W. LOWRY - Ismail ERUNSAL

' Klaus KREISER

THE JOURNAL OF OTTOMAN STUDIES
(]

istanbul - 1993



251

getirilmigtir. Yazmanin sahife kenarlanndaki ikinci bir elden yazilan kayitlann (derkenar) bile okuyu-
cuya sunulmasindan kagimimamustir. S. 15'e ilk dipnottaki derkenarda bahs olunan Bayramiyye
Seyhi'nin adi Memet degil, Himmet olmalidir.

Johann Strauss bu giizel galigmas ile Tiirkge bilmeyen aragtincilara bir Tiirkge Tarih metni
sunmakla kalmamig, Tiirkologlara da miikkemmel bir metin negri ve kaynak tenkidi Gmegi verilmistir.

Nejat Goyiing

Donald Quatacrt, Ottoman manufacturing in the age of the Industrial Revolution, Camb-
ridge: Cambridge University Press.

This important monograph concentrates-on textile production, which in the Ottoman Empirc
of the nincteenth century constituted the most vital branch of manufacturing. The predominance of
fextiles was not uniquc to the Ottoman world, but also characteristic of industrializing European cco-
nomics down to at least the late eightcenth century. Quataert’s study is based on an impressive archi-
val documentation. The author has worked not only in the Ottoman archives in Istanbul, but also in
the Public Record Office in London, the Bibliothéque Nationale in Paris and the National Archives in
Washington. He has cven used, at a time when this was still quite difficult, the Zentrales Staatsarchiv
of the former German Democratic Republic in Potsdam. Morcover Quataert has managed to intelli-
gently statec what we know and what we don't know, and rclate his findings to the debates current in
Ottoman economic history. Thanks to the enormous amount of archival spadework he has underta-
ken, students of Ottoman cconomic hustory will use his book as a bas:r.: work of reference for many
ycars lo come.

Urtawoudub!y Quataert's work ml'[ccts the problems characteristic of Ottoman cconomic his-
tory in its present state. Until about two decades ago, there existed a block of studics based on the Ot-
toman archives and pertaining to the fificenth and sixtcenth centuries, along with a second block dea-
ling with the nincteenth century and based all but exclusively on European sources. The two
centurics ‘in between' remained all but unknown, and nincteenth-century Ottoman archives were ac-
cessible only to a very limited extent. Now we posscss a body of research dealing with the sevente-
cnth and cighteenth centurics, even though it is not as large as it might be, and the amount of acces-
sihle Ottoman archival sources is incrcasing almost by the day. Apart from permitling a clearcr
understanding of many problems of detail, this new rescarch has led to important shifis in the rele-
vant paradigms. A study of Ottoman manufucturing published today thercfore has to work from rat-
her different premises than those familiar to Charles Issawi, who published an influential book of rea-
dings on nincteenth-century Ottoman cconomic history no more than thirteen years ago, in 1980.1.

Quatacrt is very much aware of these paradigm changes, and has attempted to cope with them.
Thus he points out that the concept of ‘decline', which dominated not only Issawi's outlook, but thosc
of his ninctcenth and carly twenticth-century sources as well, has itsclf fallen upon cvil times. Quite
rightly, Quatacrt points out that the Ottoman state and its capital have taken centre stage for much too
long, while in reality, state attempts to regulate cconomic life were on the whole quite incffective. Is-
tanbul, well documented and cnormous both in terms of size and socio-cconomic problems, was by
definition unique, and therefore constituted but a poor guide to developments in the interior provin-
CCS.

I also agree with Quatacrt's emphasis on the Ottoman internal market. This important issuc
had not much interested carlicr economic historians who belicved that the only relationships that mat-
tered were import trade from and export trade to Europe. Of course this 'discovery' of the internal
market is not specific to Oitoman cconomic history. It has been quite a few decades since European
cconomic historians found out that the trade in grain, salt and textile fibres was crucially important
for medieval cconomic and carly modem history. [n the same way, Quatacrt correctly points out that
Ottoman manufacturers often succumbed, after a bricf period of florescence, not to European machi-
ne-made goods, but to competitors in other Ottoman provinces. This state of affairs is again characte-

nslu: of preindustrial economies the world over, and has been well summarized by Femand Bmudcl'

(1) Issawi, Charles (1980). ﬂr&mni:!fmmynﬂmtq M‘M—l’“ Clum
(2) Braudel, Fermand (1979). Civifization vol. 2, Les fJeux de I" Echange, Paris, pp. 2681T.
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But then it seems that new disciplines, such as Ottoman history, will sometimes go through the para-
digms of their more established predecessors at a more or less rapid pace, before, hopefully, they de-
velop their own. The present study seems to be a case in point.

One of Quatacrt's major merits is that he makes the men and women who spun, wove, embroi-
dered and knotted carpets appear as decision-making subjects. This must be seen as a wholesome re-
action against the older 'macroeconomic’ tendency to see economic history as merely a sct of price
and revenue curves, The reader is never allowed to forget that the people covered by Quataert's study
had some leeway for decision-making. Manufacturers and merchants made up their minds whether
they wanted to produce cloth with imported British yarn— even if they called it ‘the Devil's cloth’ as
in late-nincteenth century Diyarbekir— or switch to other activities. This emphasis on the producers
explains why there are separate chapters on production trends— which in spite of everything, remain
the economic historian's daily bread-- and the organization of production. Obviously, the two topics
are often difficult to separate in practice.

However in one sensc Quataert's study still reminds us of the bad old days when our knowled-
ge of Ottoman economic history ended with the Gotterdimmerung of the years around 1600, and
when the sun of knowledge rose again, it shone on a totally transformed, Brave New World of indust-
rial capitalism. The author occasionally admits that pre-ninctecnth-century locations of textile pro-
duction, starting with Aleppo and Bursa, continued to be important during the period he investigates.
But he does not employ this fact as input in his attempts to explain Ottoman industrial resillience,
which [ think is rather a pity. To start out, some of the arguments he uses have been developped by
authors dealing with the pre-nineteenth-century period. One might mention Murat Cizakga and Ben-
jamin Braude, who have dwelt upon ‘profit squeczes' due to European competion for textile fibers on
the onc hand, and limited demand for Bursa silks or Salonica woollens on the other®. Such profit squ-
cezes arc important in Quataert's account as well (compare pp. 112fF.).

When dealing with Ottoman guilds, the author should also have found Nicolai Todorov's and
Engin Akarli's work on eighteenth and nineteenth-century artisans stlr_nn]almg to his argument. Todo-
rov has‘explained why Bulgarian guildsmen in their negotiations with the Ottoman state as a monop-
sonistic buyer found it convenient to retain the guild organization, which began to function very
much like a twentieth-century Chamber of Commerce and Industry®. Akarh has dealt with the Istan-
bul guilds responding to landlord pressure for increased rents, Guild members invented or reinvented
the gedik as a special form of property, thus cnsuring the livelihood of hard-pressed artisans while at
the same time cndangering the adaptive capacity of Istanbul manufactures as a whole. The decline of
nineteenth-century Ottoman guilds, and their exceptional survival in the service sector in my view
constitutes an important topic that Quatacrt has treated rather cavalierly. This section of his work
could have greatly benefited from a discussion of Cizakea's, Todorov's and Akarli's findings.

~ Therc are other observations in Quatacrt's study which sound most familiar 1o a historian dea-
ling with earlicr periods of Ottoman economic history. When he discusses the difficultics of northern
Anatolian craftsmen after the policies of the Czars closed off their accustomed markets in what cons-
titutes today the Ukraine and southern Russia, one feels reminded of Inalcik’s work on the Black Sca
during the late fifteenth century. Four hundred years earlier, markets to the north of the Black Sea
had made the fortunes of merchants and producers in Amasya, Merzifon or Tokat®. Equally, the ten-
dency of hard-pressed .consumers to replace silk stuffs by cotton is not a novelty of the nincteenth
century, although it probably happened then on a greater scale than ever previously. Venctian merc-
hants observed the same tendency in the late sixteenth century as well, and the demand clasticity of
silk contributed not insignificantly to the distress of Bursa weavers during that period. .

Yet even if so many features of Ottoman manufacturing history can be better explained by re-
ference to the past, this certainly does not mean that 'there is nothing new under the sun'. Conceming

(3) Cizakga, Murat (1980). “Price History and the Bursa Silk Industry, a Study in Ottoman Industrial Decline™ The Journal of Econo-
mic History, XL, 3, pp. 142-152
Brdude, B i (191‘9} "l jonal Competition and Dx ic Cloth in the Otuoman Empire, a Study in Undevelopment”, Revi-
ew, I1, 3, pp. 437454,

(4) Todorov, Nikolay (1967-68). "19. Yiiznlin lik Yansinda Bulgaristan E:ml’i'th&md. Ban Kanhu D=§lirnelm *fktisat Fakil-
tesi Mecmuas, 27, 1-2, pp. 1-36.

Alarh, Engin (1986). Gedik. Implements, Mastership, Shop Usufruct and Monopoly among Istanbul Ani lTﬂlSSO'Wl’ﬂcu‘-
chaftskolleg Berlin, Jahrbuch, pp. 223-231.

(5) Inaleak, Halil (1979). "l'lteQu:ssﬁm of the Closing of the Black Sea under the Ottomans®, Archelon Pontou, 35, pp. 74-1 IIJ
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the specificities of Ottoman history under capitalism, Quataert has made some important points
which I think will enter the consensus of Ottoman historians: Ottoman manufacturing declined much
less than has often been claimed, but even branches of production serving the domestic market survi-
ved or cstablished themselves only at the cost of heightened labour exploitation. Highly-skilled but
very poorly paid workers in tumn prevented the internal market from growing as it might otherwise
have done. Ottoman merchants and producers had to share the market with their European competi-
tors, and were thercfore hindered in their accumulation of capital. Quataert has rightly stressed this
major point, and pointed out that a (not yet) proletarianized peasantry with limited links to the market
cqually retarded capital accumulation. But the low and declining standard of living of many Ottoman
manufacturers must have played a role as well.

Military defeats, losses of territory and the closing of markets due to these political crises
hampered Ottoman development almost as much as economic factors properly speaking. It is therefo-
re a serious deficiency to conceive Ottoman economic history as a vacuum crisscrossed by supply
and demand curves, and to ignore the political context in which economic factors operated. Morcover
among the political events which shaped the course of Ottoman economic history, the First World
_ War had an enormous— and disastrous— impact. Manufacturing populations in town and countryside
were killed off in warfare, massacres and civil wars, while the boundaries established in the conferen-
ces following the war cut through established economic regions, severing connections between Alep-
po on the onc hand, Marag, Gaziantep and Urfa on the other. It is Quataert's major merit to have
brought these basic but often ignored truths to our attention.

: Suraiya Faroghi

Ekkehard Rudolph, Westliche Islamwissenschaft im Spiegel muslimischer Kritik. Grund-
ziige und aktuelle Merkmale einer innerislamischen Diskussion. Berlin 1991, 217 Sayfa.

Stz konusu eser bir doktora galigmasi olarak Klaus Schwarz Verlag'n [slami Aragtirmalar Se-
risi'nin 137. cildi olarak yayimlanmistir. Eserin tiirkgesi: Miisliiman Tenkidi Isiginda Batilt Istém
Bilimi. Miislimanlar arast tartismanin ana hatlan: ve aktuel zellikleri.

Rudolph eserinin girig boliimiinde (5.4 - 13) Avrupa ile Arab ya da Islam dleminin birbiriyle
olan iligkilerine temas etmig ve buralarda gikan yaywnlarda gegmige dayanan kargiliklt pegin hikiimle-
rin iligkileri giiniimiize kadar etkiledigini vurgulamigtir. Yazara giire Avrupa'daki Arap Kiiltiirii ve {s-
lamiyet ile ilgili diigiincelerin olugmasinda Gnemli dlgiide oryantalistler rol oynamigtir. Ancak bunlar
yanlig ve pesin hiikiimlii diigiinceleri ve izlenimleri diizeltecckleri yerde, onlan bilerek ya da bilmeye-
rek desteklemislerdir. Kisacasi bir yabanc: gibi tarafsiz analizler yapmamglardir.

Bir ¢ok miislimana gore dogu (orient) batih askerlerin, politikacilann ve de misyonerlerin
nesnesi olurken, Islam ve Arap Kiiltiirii de batih bilim adamlannin ve onlann yorumlannin konusu
olmugtur. 3
Filistinli tarihgi Abdel - Latif Tibawi'ye gore savasan haglimin veya misyoner din adamlannin
yerini spekiilasyon yapan oryantalistler almigtir. Onceleri, Islamda batinin anladii manada elestiri
metodlan olmadif igin, batili oryantalistlerle miisliiman alimler bir ok alanda karg kargiya gelmig-
tir. Daha sonralan ise batimin bilimsel elegtiri metodlan Arap aydinlan tarafindan alinip din, tarih ve
cdebiyata uygulanmugtir ve ortaya Gyle bir metod gikmustir ki islamda siiriip gelen metodlan tartigma
konusu yapmugtir. :

Rudolph'a gore miisliiman aydinlar kendi aralannda Gyle ihtilafa diigmiiglerdir ki - bunda
yazar dig miidahalelerin 6nemli ctkisi olabilccegini hesaba katmakta - Arap iilkeleri igindeki ilahiyat-
gilar ve tarihgiler, politikaci ve ideologlar arasindaki fikir tartigmas: takip edilemez boyutlara ulag-
mistir. Y. Haddad bunu soyle formiile etmig: "Sayet biz miislimanin dedikleri islamdir dersek, o
zaman hemen sormaliyiz hangi mislimanin...?" Yazara gore bu durum batililarin mislimanlan
béliip ondan istifade ctmek igin ortaya koyduklan bir metod degil, miislimanlann iginde bulundugu
cegitli sosyal ve psikolojik sartlardan dolayi tabii olarak meydana gelmis bir dzelegtiri anahtandir.

Her nckadar batih uzmanlar kabul etmeseler de ve hatta kizarak red etscler de, arap yazarlann
eserlerinde oryantalistik zamamin genel politik ve ideolojik olaylanyla degerlendirilmektedir. Fikir



