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getirilmiştir. Yazmanın sahifc kenarlanndaki ikinci bir elden yazılan kayıtlann (dcrkenar) bile okuyu­
cuya sunulma.~ından kaçınılmarnıştır. S. IS'tc ilk dipnonald dcrkenarda bahs olunan Bayrarniyyc 
Şcyhi.nin adı Mcmcı değil, Himmcı olmalıdır. 

Johann Str.ıuss bu güzel çalışması ilc Türkçe bilmeyen araşııneılara bir Türkçe Tarih metni 
sunmakla kalmamış, Türkologlara da mükemmel bir metin ncşri ve kaynak cenkidi örneği verilmiştir. 

Nejat Göyünç 

Donald Quaıaert, Ottoman manufacturing in the age of the lndustrial Revolution, Camb­
ridge: Cambridge University Press. 

This importanı monograph conccntraıcs ·on textilc production. wbich in the Ottoman Empirc 
of the ninetcenth century constiıuıcd the most viral br:ınch of manufacturing. Tfıc prcdominancc of 
tcıttilcs was not uniquc to the Ottoman world, buı also characıeristie of industrializing European cco­
nomics down to aı lcastıhc Iate cightccnth century. Quaıacrt's study is bascd on an imprcssivc archi­
val documentation. The author has workcd not only in the Onoman archivc:S in Istanbul, buı also in 
the Public Rccord Office in London, the Bibliothequc Naıionalc in Paris arid the National Archivcs in 
Wa.~hington . He has cvcn used, at a time when this was stili quiıc diflicult, the Zcntralcs Sıaatsarchiv 
of the formcr German Dcmocraıic Republic in Potsdam. Morcover Quaıacrt has managed to inıelli­
gently staıc w hat wc k now and what wc don'ı know, and rclatc his findings to the dcbaıcs current in 
Ouoman cconomic history. Thanks ıo the enormous arnount of archival spadcwork he has undcrta­
kcn, studcnıs of Onoman cconomic history will use his book as a basic work of refcrcncc for many 
years ıo comc. · 

Unavoidably Quataen's work rcflccts the problcms char.ıctcıistic of Oıtoman cconomic his­
tory in i ts preseni st:ııc. Until about ıwo dccadcs ago, thcrc cxisıcd a block of studies bascd on the Ot­
roman archivcs and peıtaining ıo the fiftccnıh and sixtccnth cenıurics, along with a second block dca­
ling wiıh the nincıccnth century and bascd al l bul cıtclusivcly on European sourccs. The two 
ccnturics 'in bctwccn' rcmaincd all but unknown, and ninctccnth-ccntury Onoman archivcs wcrc ac­
ccssiblc only ıo :ı very limited cxıcnl Now wc posscss a body of rcscarch dcaling wiıh the scvenıe­
cnth and cightecnth ccnıuıics, cvcn though it is not as large as it might be, and the amounı of :ıcces­
sihlc Ottom:ın archiv:ıl sourccs is inercasing :ılmosı by the day. Apart from permilling n clcarcr 
u nderstanding of many problcms of dctail, this new rcscarch has lcd ıo importanı shifts in the retc­
vanı paradigms. A study of Onoman manufactuıing published today thcrcforc ha.~ to work from mı­
her di ffereni prcmises than those farniliar ıo Charles lssawi, who publishcd an inOucntial book of rca­
dings on ni ncıcenth-century Onoman cconomic history no morc than thirtcen-ycars ago, in 1980.1• 

Quutaert is very much awarc of thc.~c paradigm changes, and has ancmpted ıo cope with thcm. 
Thus hç points out that the conccpt of 'dcclinc', which dominaıcd not only Issawi's outlook, but those 
of his nineıccnth and early ıwcnticıh-ccnıury sourccs as well, has itsclf falten upon cvilıimcs. Quitc 
rightly, Quatacrt points out thatthe Ottoman sıatc and i ıs capital have talccn ccntrc st:ıgc for much too 
long, white in reality, staıc ancmpts to rcgulaıc cconomic life werc on the whole quitc incffcctivc. Is­
tanbul, well documcntcd and cnorrnous both in tcrrns of size and socio-cconomie problcms, was by 
delinition uniquc, and thcrcforc consıiıuted but a poor guidc to dcvclopmcnts in the inıcıior provin-
ccs. 

1 also agrcc with Quaıacrt's cmphasis on the Onoman internal markcl This importanı issuc 
had not much inıcrcsıcd carlier cconomic hisıorians who bclicvcd that the only rclaıionships that m:ıt­
ıci-cd wcrc import trade from and cıtport trade to Europe. Of coursc this 'discovcry' of the internal 
market is not spccifie to Ottoman cconomic history. It ha.~ bccn quitc a fcw dccadcs si nce European 
cconomic histoıians found out that the trade in grain, salı and tcıttilc fibrcs was cruciıılly importanı 
for mcdicval cconomic and early modem history. In the same way, Quaıacrt corrccıly points out that 
Otıoman manufacturcrs often succumbcd, aftcr a bricf period of florcsccncc, not to European mathi­
ne-made goods, buı to competitors in other Onoman provinccs. This statc of :ıffairs is again charactc­
_ristic of P~!~~-~strial _ı:_c~.~~ics the world over, ~d has bccn well sunlınarizcd by Fcmand Braudcl2• 

(1) l•••:ıwi. Clwlu (19K0). Th< t:coMmic 1/istoryofTwieJ, /81)()./9U, Chicaı;o. 
(2) Broudel. Fcm:ınd (1979). Ciri/ÜJltion nuubi<U<, t:cuııomi< d Cııpilidismt. vol. !. Lu/<UXdt 1' EdıfMt<. P:ıti.<. pp. 26111T. 
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Buı Uıcn it sccms ~hat ne"!' diseiplincs, suc~ as Onoman history, will sametimes go through the para­
digms of their mo re cstablished predecçssors at a more or lcss rapid pacc: bcforc, hopefully, Uıey de­
vclop the ir own. The prescnt snıdy seems ı o be a ease in point. 

One of Quataert's major merits is that he makcs the men an.d women who sp un, wove, cmbroi­
dercd and knotıed earpcts appcar as decision-making subjccts. This must be secn as a wholcsome re­
action against the oldcr 'macrocconomic' tendeney to see cconomic history as mercly a set of price 
and rcvenue curvcs. The rcader is never aJiowed to forget that the people eovered by Quaıaert's study 
had some leeway for dccision-making. Manufacnırers and merchants made up their minds whether 
they wanıed to produce cloth with imported British yam- even if they ealled it 'the Devil's cloth' as 
in late-nioeteenth cennıry Diyarbekir- or switch to other activities. This emphasis on the produeers 
explains why thcre are scparaıe chapters on production trcnds- which in spite of evcryth!pg, remain 
the economic historian's daily brcad- and the organization of producıion. Obviously, the ıwo topics 
are often diffıcult to separaıe in practiee. 

Howcv.cr in one sense Quaıa~rt's study stili rcminds us of the bad old days when o ur knowled­
ge of Oııoman cconomic history cnded with the. Götıcrdammerung of the years arnund 1600, and 
when the sun of knowledge rose again, it shone ona ıoıally tran.sformcd, Brave New World of indusı­
rial eapitalism. The author occasionally admits that pre-ninetccnth-cennıry locaıions of textilc pro­
duetion, starting with Aleppo.and Bursa, continued to be importanı during the period be investigatcs. 
Buı he docs not cmploy this fact as inpuı in his anempts to explain Otıonian industrial rcsilliencc, 
which I think is rather a pity. To start out; sonie of the arguments he uses have becn devclopped by 
authors dcaling with the prc-nineteenth-ccntury period. One might mention Murat Ç1zakça and Ben­
jarnin Braude, who have dwelt upon 'profil squeezes' due to European competinn for textile fiberson 
the one hand, and limited demand for Bursa si lk s or Saloniea woollens on the oiherl. Such profil Squ­
cczcs are importanı in Quatacrt's accounı as well (compare pp. ll2ff.). 

When dealing with Otıoman guilds, the author shouldalsa havc.found Nicolai Todorov's and 
Engin Akarlı's work on eightccoth and ninetccnth-ccntury artisans. stimulating to his argument. Todo­
rov has·cxplained why Bulg~an guildsmen in their negotiations with the Oıtoman sıatc asa monop­
sonistie buyer found i~ convenient to rctain the guild organization, which began to function very 
much like a twcntieth-ccnnıry Chamber of Commerce and Indusı.ıy4. Akarlı has dcalt with the Isıan­
bul guilds rcsponding to landlord prcssurc for inercascd rcnts. Guild mcmbers inventcd or rcinvcntcd 
the gedik as a spccial form of propcrty, thus ensuring the livclihood of hard-pressed artisans whilc at 
the same time endangcring the adaptive capacity ofistanbul manufacturcs as a whole. The dcclinc of 
ninetccnth-cennıry Oıtoman guilds, and thcir cxccptional survival in the service scctor in my view 
eonstinıtcs an important topic that Quaıacrt has treatcd rather eavalierly. This seetion of his worlc 
eould have grcatly benefitcd from a discussion of Ç1zakça's, Todorov's and Akarlı's findings. 

Therc are other observaıions in Quaıaert's snıdy which sound most familiar 10 a histarian dea­
liıig w ith carlicr pcriods of Onoman economie history. When he discusscs the d!ffieultics of n orthem 
Anaıniian craftsmen aftcr the policies of the Czars closcd off the ir accustomed mar'kets in w ha~ cons­
tituıcs today the Ukraine and southcm Russia, one feels rcmindcd of lnalcık's work on the Black Sca 
during the Iate fifteenth century. Four hundrcd years earlier, markets to the north or'thc Black Sea 
had madc the fornıncs of merchants and producei's in Amasya, Menifon or TokaıS. Equally, iııe ten­
deney. of hard-pressed .consumcrs to rcplacc sil k snıffs by cotton is not a novelty of the nineteenth 
cennıry, although it probably happcncd thenon a grcater seale than cver prcviously. Vencıian merc­
hants observed the same tendeney in the Iate sixtcenth century as well, and the demand clasticity of 
silk contributcd not insignifıeantly to the distress of Bursa weavers during that period . .. 

Yet evcn if so many fcanırcs of Onoman manufactuiing history can be bettcr cxplained by rc­
fercnce to the pası, this ccrtainly does not mean that 'the re is nothing new u nder the sun'. Cnnceming 

(3) Çiz.>lcça. Mur:ıt (1980). "Price Histo<y :ınd the Bun:ı Silk lndustıy, :ıSuıdy in Ouomanlndıısıri>l o.cıme· Tlte Joll.nlld ofBcoJU>o 
mk Hist<ıry, XL. 3, pp. 142·152. . 
Briude, Bı:njamin (1979). "International ~pctition and Domcsıic Cloıh in ıhc Oacıman Empirc, a Study iıı Undevelopmcn1", Reri· 
cw. ll, 3, pp. 437-454. ~ 
(4)Todorov, Nikolay (1967-68). "19. Yüzyılın lık Yon sı nda Bulguüun Esn:ıfTqkilitında Bm Kar.ıktt:r Oei!iımcicri{/.ttis421 FtJJıiiJ-
ItıiMtC~JtU~m,21,1-2,pp.l-36. •.. . . , r :~/. • 
Abrlı, ~n (1986). Gttlik..lmplcmenıs, ~ip, Shop UıufNCtond Monopoly ımoııjlst:ınbul Artis:ınr, 1750-IS.SO" WisstiU· 
tluıfls/uılüg Berlin,Jtılırl>uch, pp. '223-231. • . · 
(S) lnalcıl:, H>lil (1979). "The Question ofıhc Closing of ılle Black Sc:ı. under the Ouomıns•, Atdıtlon Ponlou, 3S, pp. 74-110. 
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the spccificiıies of Onoman history undcr capiıalism, Qu·aıaert has madc some important points 
which I think w ili enter the eonsensus of Onoman historians: Onoman manuracıuring declincd m uc h 
less Lhan has ofıcn bccn claimcd, but even branches of producıion serving the domesıic market survi­
ved or esıablished themselves only at the cost of heightcned labour exploiıaıion. Highly-skillcd but 
vcry poorly paid workcrs in tum prevented the internal market from growing as it mighl otherwisc 
have done. Oıtoman mcrchants and produccrs had ıo sharc the market with their European compcti­
ıors, and were therefore hindercd in their accumulation of capital. Quataert has rightly stressed this 
major poinı, and pointcd out that a (not yet) proletarianizcd pcasantıy with limited links to the market 
equally retarded capital accumulation .. But the low and dedining standard of living of ınany Ottoman 
manufacturers must have played a role as well. 

Miliıaıy defcats., losses of tcrritoıy and the closing of markets due lo these political erises 
ham pc red Onoman development almost as much as cconomic factors properly speaking. It is therefo-· 
re a scrious deficiency to conccive Oıtoman cconomic history as a vacuum crisscrossed by supply 
and demand curves, and to ignore the poliıical cantext in which cconomic facıors operaıed. Moreover 
among the poliıical events which shapcd the coursc of Oııoman economic history, the First World 
War had an cnormous- and disastrous- impacı. Manufactu.ring jxıpulaıions in ıown and eountryside 
were killed off in wa.rfarc, massacres and ci vii wars, while the boundaries established in the eonferen­
ces fallawing the war cut through esıablished economic regions, severing connecıions bctween Alep­
po on the one hand, Maraş, Gaziantep and Urfa on the other. lt is Quatacrt's major mcriı to have 
brought these basic but oftcn ignorcd truths ı o o ur attcntion. 

Suraiya Faroqhi 

Ekkehard Rudolph, Westüche lslamwissenschajt im Spiegel muslimiseher Kritik. Grund­
ıüge und akJuelk.M_erkmale einer innerislamischen Diskussion. Berlin 1991,217 Sayfa. 

Söz konusu eser bir doktora çalışma.~ı olarak Klaus Schwarz Verlag'ın İslami Araştırmalar Sc­
risi'nin 137. cildi olarak yayımlanmıştır. Eserin türkçesi: Müslüman Tenk.üü Işığındiı Balltı isıanı 
Bilimi. Müslümanlar ~~rası tartışmanın ana haJ/.an ve okıuel öuliil<leri. 

Rudolph eserinin giriş bölümünde (s.4 - 13) Avrupa ilc Arab ya da İslam llleminin birbiriyle 
olan ilişkilerine temas etmiş ve buralarda çıkan yayınlarda geçmişe dayanan karşılıklı peşin hükümte­
rin ilişkileri günümüze kadar etkilediğini vurgulamıştır. Yazara göre Avrupa'daki Arap Kültürü ve İs­
lamiyet ilc ilgili düşüncelerin oluşmasında önemli ölçüde oryantalistler rol oynamışlır. Ancak bunlar 
yanlış ve peşin hükümlü düşünceleri ve izlenimleri düreltcceklcri yerde, on lan bilerek ya da bilmeye­
rek desıeklcmişlcrdir. Kısacası bir yabancı gibi tarafsız; analizler yapmamışlardır. 

Bir çok müslümana göre doğu (orient) batılı askerlerin, politikacılann ve de misyoncrlerin 
nesnesi olurken, islam ve Arap Kültürü de batılı bilim adamlannın ve antann yorumlannın konusu 
olmuştur. . 

Filistinli tarihçi Abdel - Latif Tibawi'yc göre savaŞan haçlının veya misyoner din adamlannın 
yerini spekülasyon yapan oryantalistler almıştır. Önceleri, İslamda batının anladığı manada eleştiri 
metodlan olmadığı için, batılı oryanıalistlerlc müslüman at imler bir çok alanda karşı karşıya gelmiş­
tir. Daha sonralan ise batının bilimsel eleştiri metodlan Arap aydınlan tarafından alınıp din, tarih ve 
cdcbiyaıa uygulanmışnr ve ortaya öyle bir metod çıkıruştll' ki lslamda sürüp gelen metodlan tartışma 
konusu yapmışnr. · . 

Rudolph'a göre müslüman aydınlar kendi aralannda öyle ihtilafa düşmüşlerdir ki - bunda 
yazar dış müdahalelerin önemli etkisi olabileceğini hesaba katmakta- Arap ülkeleri içindeki ilahiyat­
çılar ve tarihçilcr, politikacı ve ideologlar arasındaki fikir tartışması takip edilemez boyutlara ulaş­
mıştır. Y. Haddad bunu şöyle formüle etmiş: "Şayet biz müslümanın dedikleri İslamdır dersek, o 
zaman hemen sormalıyız hangi müslümanın ... ?" Yazara göre bu durum batılılann müslümanlan 
bölüp ondan istifade etmek için ortaya koyduklan bir metod değil, müslümantann içinde bulunduğu 
çeşitli sosyal ve psikolojik şaıtlardaıı dolayı tabii olarak meydana gelmiş bir özeleştiri anahtandır. 

Her nekadar batılı uzmanlar kabul etmeseler de ve hatta kızarak red etseler de, arap yazariann 
eserterinde oıyantalistik zamanın genel politik ve ideolojik olaylanyla dcğerlendirilmcktedir. Fik.ir 


