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were obliged to accommodate the anti-reformist tendencies of entrenched local
n?tables in a relatively out-of-the-way province. The renﬁaining selections in Part 4
discuss Jewish participation in Ottoman and Turkish nationalist movements during
~the Ottoman Empire’s waning years. Hasan Kayali reconstructs Jewish activities
in Ottoman parliaments, Sitkri Hanioglu Jewish membership in the Young Turk
movement. Both find that Jews tended to cast their lot with the empire’s Muslim
population to a much greater extent than the Christian population, particularl
Greeks, and that Jewish politicians tended to concern themselves with genera);
Otto.man, as opposed to specific communal, issues. {lber Ortayli pleads for a more
cautious assessment of Ottoman attitudes toward Zionism, agreeing with Kayal:
and Hanioglu that the Ottoman authorities appear neutral, or even sympathetic
toward Zionism in contradistinction to separatist nationalisms. He asserts further:
more, that Ottoman Zionists had a cultural, rather than a political, agendaland that
one ({annot make a blanket characterization of Ottoman officials’ position on Zionist
Immigration to Palestine. There is obvious tension between the conclusions of these
three Turkologists and those expressed in Jacob Landau’s summation of Jewish-
non-Jewish relations in the late Ottoman Empire. Landau emphasizes Ottoman
suspicion of Jewish, as well as Christian, nationalist tendencies and denies that
ngs partook to any significant degree of Ottoman politics or Turkish culture. The
divergence may be explained in part by the fact that Landau had no recourse to
Turkish sources.

"I‘he “Culture” section represents a complete departure from the Braude and
Lewis volume and illustrates how far the study of Ottoman Jewry has come and
how far it has yetto go. Vivian Mann, Esther Juhasz, and Paméla Dorn-Sezgin seek
to rectify persistent failures to recognize Ottoman influences on Jewish ceremonial
art, material culture, and music, respectively. All use their disciplinary expertise
to demonstrate the reciprocity that characterized the artistic life of the Ottoman
Empire’s Jewish and Muslim populations. In a fascinating anthropological in-
vestigation of Istanbul’s Balat quarter, Marie-Christine Bornes-Varol clarifies and
:orre.cts the received wisdom on the neighborhood’s backwardness and squalor.
Nedim Giirsel offers an edifying, if somewhat impressionistic, survey of Jewish'
*haracters in late Ottoman and republican Turkish literature, linking the depiction
f Jews to t}}e course of Turkish history and Turkey’s reaction to the creation of
srael. Only Ilhan Basgdz's piece on the relation of the “Waqwaq Tree” setpiece of
he Karagéz shadow play to the biblical story of Esther seems a bit facile. While
ommenting on visual similarities, Basg6z fails to ask why the Wagwagq and the
?le of Haman's execution are conflated in Ottoman popular memory, or why the
:aragég set pieces show a multi-headed dragon at the foot of the Waqwaq Tree
.evouring the hanging bodies. Noticeably absent in this section are any studies or;
awish artistic life in the Arab provinces.

3 The volume ends with three articles on sources that are really more expo-
1m9ns of particular sources than historiographical essays. Marc Angel describes
1¢ infracommunal frictions that can be gleaned from the rabbinical responsa of
arious Ottoman cities. Sephardic dominance is notable in all the cities he examines
om Salonica to Safed. Amnon Cohen pleads for more thorough exploitation of the/
'ttoman archives. His advocacy of the seriat court records points up the fact that
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only one study in this collection relies on these records, despite the fact that sicill
studies have proliferated in the larger Ottoman field in recent years. Using sicills
herself, Fatma Miige Gégek introduces the 1770 inheritance register (tereke) of the
chief rabbi of Galata as an example of a little-used source for Ottoman Jewish social
history. The sort of details of clothing and housing that this document provides
would have been useful to Juhasz and Bornes-Varol.

The Jews of the Ottoman Empire is a uniquely valuable comprehensive assem-
blage of research on Ottoman Jewry since the Braude and Lewis volume, even
though the field has seen new developments since the Brandeis conference was
held. Criticisms can always be made of such an eclectic collection. An obvious
quibble is that Sephardic Jews dominate the volume to the virtual exclusion of Ro-
maniots and Musta ‘rabs. More troubling is the persistent gap between Ottomanists
and scholars of Jewish history, and between Turkologists and Arabists. Still, the
fact that scholars from all these specialties were included in the conference and the

resulting volume bodes well for the future.

JANE HATHAWAY, OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY

KaRreN Barkey, Bandits and Bureaucrats: The Ottoman Route to State Centralization,
Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press, 1994. Pp. 282. $35.00.

Why did the main challenge to the Ottoman state come not in peasant or
elite rebellions but in endemic banditry? In answering this question, Karen Barkey
challenges existing formulations on state centralization in both the world historical
experience and the Ottoman Empire. She first criticizes the frequent employment
of the western European route to state centralization, where elite and peasant
coalitions challenge the state, as a blueprint to explain all state centralizations
throughout the world. Barkey then focuses on the Ottoman state experience to
develop an alternate route whereby the state centralizes through incorporationy
and bargaining with social groups. She specifically locates such Ottoman state
centralization in the seventeenth century, a period which most historians interpret
as one of state decline. Barkey argues that endemic banditry, the only challenge that
could structurally emerge in this period, helped consolidate state power rather than
undermine it. After analyzing seventeenth-century Ottoman history in depth, she
studies the three social groups that might have played a role in transforming the
Ottoman state but could not, namely the Ottoman regional elites, the peasants,
and the celali bandits. Barkey concludes that the failure of these social groups to
challenge the Ottoman state demonstrates the strength of the state in this period
and also indicates a successful process of state centralization.

The argument of the book in more detail is as follows: In the Introduction,
Barkey compares the western European case of state development with the Ot-
toman version, exploring specifically how and why similar consolidation processes
of warfare, taxation, and administrative imposition led to different outcomes. She
argues that, instead of the European mode of state contestation by peasant or elite
challenges, the Ottoman Empire developed an alternate route of state centralization
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through bargained incorporation. Specifically, the patrimoenial nature of the Ot-
toman state and resulting prebendal structure combined with historical conjuncture
to produce this different outcome. Chapter Two then ventures into a description
of seventeenth-century Ottoman history based almost exclusively on the works of
present-day historians; Barkey reinterprets these works to argue that the Ottoman
state was not weakened by these crises but instead strengthened by them. In the
next three chapters, her focus shifts onto the three social groups that might have
challenged the Ottoman state but could not. Chapter Three analyzes the Ottoman
regional elites, namely the landholding cavalry and the governors and governors-
general, who failed to search for solutions outside the state because of their initial
dependence onand loyalty to the sultan. Chapter Four centers on the other possible
challenger to state power, the peasantry, who similarly did not succeed because of
three structural barriers: the organization of production around the family unit hin-
dered the development of horizontal ties, the frequent rotation of the landholder im-
peded the emergence of vertical ties, and finally, the institution of the court provided
the peasantry with the alternative of making official complaints, thus causing them
once more not to invest in horizontal and vertical ties. Chapter Five concentrates
on those peasants, religious students, and mercenaries who chose not to complain
to the state but instead engaged in banditry. Even though all could have ultimately
challenged the Ottoman state, all were gradually decimated by the omnipotent
state that both created the conditions leading to local militarization and, at the
same time, ingeniously developed methods of bargaining and cooptation. Chapter
Six analyzes the bandit-state relation in more depth, demonstrating how the state
offered bandits administrative posts away from their local power bases and, upon
their acceptance, usually eliminated them within a couple of years; bandits also had
no possible recourse other than the one offered by the state because they lacked
an ideology and common political goal and developed at best a political rhetoric.
In the Conclusion, Barkey reiterates that the Ottoman route to state centralization
diverged from the western European case and that seventeenth-century Ottoman
history demonstrated the strength of the Ottoman state rather than its weakness.

Barkey’s analysis is impressive on two counts. First, she is able to bring
the problematic issue of Ottoman state centralization into the larger theoretical
debate on comparative state development. By employing a structural analysis
of state transformation, she is able to expand her potential audience beyond
Ottoman specialists to include all social scientists. Second, Barkey presents novel
narratives, explanations, and interpretations that challenge existing interpretations
of seventeenth-century Ottoman history. By doing so, she potentially prepares the
ground for many debates.

This ambitiously comparative, revisionist agenda, however, also contains two
major weaknesses: the comparative approach Barkey undertakes fails to adequately
analyze the Ottoman state, and the historical documentation she provides falls far
short of supporting her claims. Even though Barkey criticizes the Western-centered
approaches to state development, her own analysis of the Ottoman state cannot
escape the blueprint provided by the French state. Inherent in Barkey’s analysis
is a comparison that makes the Ottoman state appear “different”; for instance, we
are told that European peasant rebellions and bargains they made were not like the
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“alternative” (p. 3), “divergent” route (p-9),  peasant and et
(p- 8, ”differeit” from the European states (p. 194), lacking” institutional forms
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similar goal by leaps and halts, erratically” (p- 241), devglong in ”ﬁ(ts anz \ 75—38)
instead of a unilinear evolution to more formal and legalistic forms” (pp- .

. on
Assumed in such a presentation is, of course, a smooth European transformatio

from which the Ottoman case deviates.
Barkey is not interested in what comprises the Ottoman state but rather what

makes it different from the European cases. We are not told ab_out the formah.on 9f
the Ottoman state (see p. 10, footnote 16) or, more importantly, its transformation in
the seventeenth century. Barkey announces that she “cannot p”resent the Otto}:na;
state in all its complexity, institutions and processes of ru}e (p. 28 footno i t
stead only on those institutions and mechamsn}s most relevant to
her argument. In doing so, she already takes her own conception Of~thi O(titc:;\?tr;
state as given and focuses not on its decision-‘mal'qng processes but n;is eathat e
subsequent policies (p. 60). Similarly, Barkey dismisses the tra‘nsforma‘ ontsh :
Ottoman state underwent in the seventeenth century, especially during e re fgn
and later assassination of Osman II, as insignificant ‘(pp. 220-23). ‘By ariumg or1
state centralization solely on the basis of policy formation, Bar.key.mlsses the cruc1:1h
transformations that occurred in Ottoman state decision—ma@g in thf seventeen1
century, transformations which led many to interpret the period, rightly or wrongly,

as one of decline.
iy COY;‘P ial groups that were significant
ively on socia ‘
irrr:tc:it.e g}clleutshus znalyzes thegrole of officials and peasants; dismisses o‘ther 1g’;r(.)upss
such as artisans, merchants, and nomads; and totally overlooks th? ethnic, r: }:gic:: ,
and regional differences within and among tbese groups. For mstanci; neaniz
significant threat of heterodox religion which is Foupled with :a Yery S ot gn the
state discourse in the seventeenth century is dismissed becat.lse it ﬁzzlesi\ ou1Lr i e
social disorganization of rural life” (p. 128). Also not mentioned ére t' e ea?l et
protests of the groups employed by the Ottoman 'statfe to work in m1/nes o
the maintenance of infrastructure such as roads and bndggs. 'In Bark.ey s ana ysis,
e to life only through their interactions with t.he
ho rarely have interaction with

but focuses in:

arative approach to the Ottoman state also leads her to focus
actors in the European

the social groups she selects com

solitary units w.
Ottoman state; they are presented as solitary : .
each other except during times of harvest and taxation (p. 93). These social groups

do not appear to live, marry, have fights, go on pilgrimz}ges, or er.mgggee ;:7 (;r}x(};
other meaningful activity; they also do not seem to partake in the myr:g1 lré e
that other studies show to exist between the hou.seholds of tl'%e lan ia ec1 o
the peasantry through marriage, financial transactions, a-nd /or mterahct;(j)nz ¢ r\; hegr
religious and local holidays. In all, Barkey’s comparative approac t n ‘
from analyzing the Ottoman state and society fully and on the%r ovzln err#e r.ltaﬁon
The other major weakness concerns the paucity of hls'torical' g;unzer S
presented to support the challenging arguments. Barkey waits until Chap
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to introduce the novel historical documentation she brings forth to support her
argument; we are then told that this basically comprises some material from the
1572-1582 and 1654-1655 periods, selected because Sultan Murad IV ordered
a reorganization of the provincial system between 1632 and 1634. In spite of
Appendices One and Two, where Barkey describes her archival material, it is

unclear what was actually available out there, how she sampled from the mate-

rial, or, more significantly, what actually comprises her period. If she is focusing
on the celali revolts, which are commonly defined as occurring between 1550
and 1650, her non-random selection of a mere twelve years to make her argu-
ments on state centralization is inadequate. Given the significance of sampling and
representativeness in sociological analysis, Barkey should have first determined
her time frame, presented the total amount of material available for the period,
then explained why she selected what she selected from among that material.
Only then would she have been justified in advancing her arguments on state
centralization; her present examination of two, or at most three, sets of records
mostly comprising provincial assignments from a particular region, selected as
“snapshots” (p. 65), are inadequate both quantitatively and substantially in sup-
porting her claims. The few court cases Barkey introduces in her narrative from
her own archival work (for instance, pp- 85, 91-92) are the only instances where
the analysis becomes vibrant and convincing, but they are, unfortunately, too few
and far between.

In defining possible historical sources for the period, Barkey also disdains
the use of novel material such as folk songs, tales, myths and poetry—sources
that form the foundation of a new social history, one that expands beyond the
narrow clutches of state-centered discourse to give voice to those groups that
have been silenced by it. Barkey introduces these sources in opposition to state
documents as “popular production” (p. 179), only to dismiss them in the following
four pages on the grounds that it is “hard to match the historical record with
the stories, poems and mythological explanations of events that flourish in the
imagination of many individuals” (p- 179). By doing so, Barkey misses the function
of these sources as cultural repositories that give meaning to social action outside
the realm of the state. This stand then enables her to dismiss the attempts of
various bandits to challenge the Ottoman state as “political rhetoric” (pp. 220 f£.)
generated by “personal greed” (p. 197). If such a bandit accepts a government post,
it demonstrates for Barkey state cooptation, and if he does not, he is dismissed
as being “arrogant” and “lacking political motives” (p- 207). According to Barkey,
such bandits ultimately have no structural significance because, in the end, they
wereall crushed by the state (p. 240); the collective memory they left, the myths they
created thus signify nothing. Ironically, however, it was listening to these folk-tales
of rebellion that helped, among others, Ottoman students in the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries foster alternate visions to Ottoman state rule. Barkey’s
structurally determined formulation overlooks the meaning structures embedded
in Ottoman society and thereby misses the site of many challenges that developed
against the Ottoman state.

In summary, even though Karen Barkey presents us with a very challenging,
structurally determined argument on Ottoman state centralization, we argue here
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i ical sources
that her theoretical construction and mode of employn}:ent of tl;;s;ziza
contain elements that very much challenge and subvert her con .
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Frank TaCHAU, ED., Political Parties of the Middle East and North Africa, Westport,
Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1994. Pp. 711. $125.00.

Professor Frank Tachau has edited a useful and noteworthy refe're_nce work,
which is the first comprehensive encyclopedia of the parties @d pohncaltmoxfte};
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