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.A!brundungen zu machen),. nach dem Krieg ergeben die relativ zuverlassigsten 
Zahlen 880.880 Armenier als Flıüchtlinge in verschiedenen Lan·dern (Tabelle 
S. 130). Dannit ist v{)n einem armenischen Bevölkerungsverlust von 584.262 
Personen auszugehen, fiir ganz Anaıtolien. Das ist immerhin noch weniger 
als die muslimisohen Verluste - 612.610 Manner, Frauen und Kinder alleiİı in 
den drei Ostprovinzen ıBitlis, Van .und Erzurum. 

In Westanaıt'Olien war ·die Situation nur wenig .besser. Von 1.229.492 
kalıkuliel'ten anatalisehen Griechen 1912 ,blieben 916.000 Flüchtlinge übrig, 
rund ein v:iertel ·ging verlor.en. Die muslimisohen Bevölkerungsverlu(>te sin-cr 
wegen ıder .bald fol•genden Wanderungsbewegungen schwerer für Westanatolien 
abzuschatzen, immer.hin zeigt die Kart e Fig. 7 .2, dass .b ei der übriggebliebenen 
türkisOhen Bevö1kerung über 30% Witwen ziemlich genau das Gebiet dei• 
griechisoh-ıbürkischen Kiimpfe :bezeichnen. 

Diese Seite der Geschichte ist bisher kaum ıbekannt gewesen. Natürliclı 

befallt den Leser ein ·gewisser Schauder, wenn Millionen .grausamer ·Einzel
schicksale schlicht und neutral zu «population losses» aufsummiert wer.den. 
AJber ein Staıtistiker •kann das .nioht anders. W.er ıkünftig noch v.on iMassa;kern 
und Genozid ıreden will, der wird die Sache mindestens zweiseitig tıe'hen müssen. 
McCar.tb.y zieht .es ıdeshalb vor, von «·civil war» zu reden, der den «offiziellen» 
Krieg der Staaten hegleitete. Wahrscheinlich trifft das den Sacıhverhalt besser. 

Für -die mternationale .A!kzeptanz dies ·Ergebnisse· ist es wohl angemessen, 
dass nicht ein Vettreter ıder damallgen Konfliktpatıteien diese Un.tersuchung 
gemaeht hat, sondern ein neutraler Auslander. •Seine ·Ergebnisse stehen und 
fallen mit rder Glaubwür.ctigkeit der Osmanisehen .Staıtistik, die er verwendet. 
Es lielg:t im Ixı.teresse der Geschich:tswissenschaf.t, dass möglichst· alle denık
haren weiteren Quellen zuglinlich gemacht werden. Der zeitliche .A:bstand 
ist mzwischen so gross, dass auch di:e Naohfahren der da,maligeln BetrOffenen 
un:bef.angener .fiber ihre Gesdhiohte reden unıd forschen sollten. 

Wolf Hıütteroth 

Cornell H. FIJEISOHER, Bureaucrat and Intellectual in the Ottoman 
Empi:re, The Hwtorian Musrtata Ali (1541-1600), Pr.inceton Studies on the 
Near East (Princeton, 1986) . 

Much of .the appeal of this :book may ,be due •to ·tb:e fa-ct . ıtııat ıtııe author, 
as well as most ;of tts present and future readers including ·the .present reviewer, 
are themselv.es .bureaucrats and intellecttiaıs in a -va.ııying combination of 
ingredients. In .itself, .this objective fact migıht not haıve made a .great deal 
of difference; many specialisoo in Mi{!dle Eastern studies anay in fact complete 
a volummous wotık on an Obtoman auhor without even noticing. the .underlying 
community of fate. Fleischer is not verıy explicit a:bout ·this matter either; ıbut 
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bhat he is aware of the implicaıttons oecomes obvlous from certain passing 
remarks such as when .towar,d the end of the ıbook, he expresses 'respect' for 
All .as. an inteJlectuaı (·p. 307). A:fter all, respect presupposes some ·kind of 
common ground, and the awareness · of common .per.plexlties is as •good a 
precondltton ıfor respect any. 

Thus whaıt could have become either a dry-as-dust lbiography or a piece 
of exoticism is neither of the two. Even M~sta.fa Ali's very personal gripes 
ıı:bout his lack of promation 'become quite comprehenslble ·once one cqnsiders 
analogies from more contemporary periods'; tenure proceedings and profes
sorship applications most easily come to min:d. But in addltlon, one needs to 
take into account that in the sixteenth century Ottoman Empire, options were 
more restricted than they are in most contemporar:y contex.ts. A scholar of .that 
period could scarcely decide to Uve as an independent intellectual disdaining 
all involvement witıh state appara;tus. In llie medleval Middle East, certain 
options of that :kind do seem have ewistedı. But by Ali's time, ·tıhe state bu
reaucracy had .become so allpervasite that .to ma.ke claims to intellectual emi
nence .a.nd to seek employment and/or patranage in the state apparatus praç
tically nieant one aırd the same .thing. It is .true ıthat an occasional OttOman 
gentleman mig.ht · 'opt out' of the system and .dectde to ll ve ·the life' of a men
dieant 'd~.ish, bl!t it was rare indeea .that such an indlvidual then eon~lıiued 
to be intell~tually productive. If these condltions are •ta:ken into account, .then 
Ali's concern with this career does turn out to be more signiflcan.t that it ap
pears at first glance, even tlxough the twentieth-century ıbureaucrat and intel
leetual may sametimes .be inclined to shr.ug his(!her shoulders at Ali's preoc
cupations. Again Fleischer alludes -to the problem (compare par.ticular1y pp. 
135-1'38) more than he explicitly discusses it; .perhaps thls avoidance is rdue 

· to the philologist's caution. But R ·is the greaıt :merJ.t of his work ·tıhat the ıbiog

raphical materiş.l is ol'ganized in such a fashlon that considerations of .the type 
outlined here easily present them sel·ves .to the reader. 

In one sense, B1ureaucrCbt and Inteııectuaı represents the revival of a nine
teenth-centur:y genre which in recent deca:des has become quite ra:re; one 
might deseribe tlıis fonmat as 'The man and this ·time'. It may not 1be out of 
place in this cantext to remember that Fernand ·Braudel originally conceived 
his book on the ·Mediterranean as 'Phillpp n <8.lld his times'; ·the title of ·this 
woı'k stili ibears some trace of the fa:ctz. However in the writiog, what came 
to dominate was the analysis of structures and how they changed in the long, 
middle and short ·run; Philipp n ultimately turned out to be no more than an 
extra io the 'film' depicting the history of a great region. Fleischer's wor.k 

1 Compare 1ıhe ulema :biographies anal~sed in Richard Bulliet, The Pat
ricia.ns of Nishapur, .A. Study in Medievaı Isla1711ic Social HistoMJ, Harvard 
Middle East~rn Studies, 16 (Cambr.idge, Mass. 1972), Ch. 4. -

2 Fernand Braudel, La Mediterraneet~ au temps de Philippe II, 2 vols. 
'(Paris, 1966). 
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by eontrast, ma:kes Mustafa Ali inoo a major actor, not an extra, an-d the 
weight given .to the conte.xt is eorrespondinglıy less. Bu even -so, ·the impact 
of what we might call the history of .structures is so per.vasive :that ~t infoııms 
ev.en a study which at first glance seems oriented toward narrative and intel
leetual history of a fairly traditional .ty.pe. 

In .this particular case, Fleischer defines the context ın which Ali :operated 
as that of Ia:ter sixtenth centur.y kal~mi'lJe officialdom. This was not a well
estaıblishe-d, .slow1y evolving structure of the ıkind that comes to mind when 
we ·pronounce the wor.d ~bureaucracy'. Rather, and Fleischer emphasizes .this 
fact, the kalemiye, and its subdivision ·the financial .bureaucra~y. were largely 
innivations fir.st instituted ·during the reign of Kanun! . Süleyman. Thus Ali 
entered this relatively new branoh ~f the Ottoma:n aıdm.lnistration .because 
he perceived career opportunities in it; and a sizeable part of Fleischer's 
biography is concerned with the contrast between opportunities such as 
Ali perceived them, and .the actual operation of .the .bureaucracy which was 
defining its recruitment a:nd promotion ıprocedures at exacU.y this time. Thus 
almost ina'dvertently, .the format of the ·book is redefined : from 'the man 
and his times' to 'how an indivtdual operates within an ev.olving structure'. 

Obviously the manner ip which ·a ıg:iven autll'Or relates -to the structures 
that by choice or necessity, !he is ~bliged to operate in , will .ııave some impact 
upon his ~lting. In fact it is this relatlonship between an author's oeuvre 
and his social and cultural environment whlch forms ıthe t~plc for intellectual 
biographies wlıen 'Uilderta:ken, for instance, .by are histarlan such as Lucien 
Febvre3. Concerns ıOf a sinıilar :ltind are .treated in the last seetion of Btıreaııcrat 
ana Intellectuaı, subtitled 'The Ma<king of Otıtoman History', and more par
ticularly .in the )ast ohapter on the histor.y of ıMu11ad m. For Ali, whose 
disappointments for the most part to·ak place durin·g the twenty-one year 
reign of this latter monarch, developed a crltlcal vlsion of his times, ·beginning 
from such trivial occurreiıces as the personal shor.tcomings :of Murad m on 
the hand, and his ~wn eareer-related frustrations on 1ıhe other. Particularly 
t~ward the end of his life, Ali attempted to answer the question to what extent 
the in:dividual behaviour of a sultan or v.izier was able to . influence evep.ts, 
and to what extent overall developments, such as the old schema of the cyclical 
rise and decline of all empires, remained .bey.ond the grasp of eveiı. a powerful 
polltical flgure. At least .this more or less intlutive •grasp of the dialectic bet
ween structural cofistraints and personal initiative ls what Fleisoher sees as 
the peculiar greatness of Mustafa Ali as a hlstorian. (Compare pp. 300-307). 

That ·this is ver:y anuch a Iate twentiet-b.-century vlslon is .bey.ond all 
doııbt. Lucien Febvre has a share in shaping this way of seeing ·things, and 
so have most major novelists of -the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. 
Perhaps it is the most significant ·merit of Bureaııcrat and Intellectual that. 

3 Lucien Febvre, Amour sacre, amour prophane, Atıtour ele l'Heptamercnı 
ele Marguerite de Navarre (Paris, 1971). 
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w.hile treating Ali as very much the product of sixteenth-century · Ottoman 
bureaucratic culture, his peculiarltles are used as a means for making him a 
figure of interest even across cuitural •bouırdaries-such as those, f-or instance, 

. wh.ich <livide Ali'-s culture from our oWıı. After all, twentieth centuvy Ottoman 
historians have tentded isoiate .themselves fr.om .broader histarical currents 
for quite some Ume now; aırd ma.ybe ıboaks like the present one will have 
some sha.re in reversing the trend. 

Suraiya Faroqhl, 

Diploma,teıı und- Wesire. Krieg und- Frieden im Spiegel türkisehen Kuııst
hand-werks. Hrsg. oVOİl Peter w. Schienerl unter J\fitarbeit von Christ·ine 
Ste~ig. München : Staatliches 'Museum diür Völlkerkunde 1988. 187 5. · · 

Nachdem im Jahre 1697 eine •kaiserliche Ar-mee unter Prinz Eugen - ein 
starkes brandenbwgisches Kontingent iklimpfte unter dem -Kommando Otto 
v.on Schla.bberırdorfs - me Tilııken :bel Zenta vernichtend ·geschlagen hatte, 
entschlo.B -sioh die Pfor:te zu Frie·densgesprachen. Kaiser Leopold I. schickte 
daraufhin 'den Prlisidenten -des Reichshofrates (seit 1683), den Grafen Wolfgang 
IV. zu Oettin·gen-Wallerstein (1629-1708) zu den Frie'densverhandiungen, 
welche .beim -Dor.fe Karlowitz anberaumt waren. In der Helmat des ka.iserlichen 
Chefunterhlindlers, im schwlibischen Oettingen ·(jetzt zu Bayern gehörig), 
veranstaltete das cStaatliche iMuseum tür Völker.kunde MünCheD» eine sehr 
beachtenswerte Ausstellung, zu der das oben genannte Begleitbuch erschienen 
ist, 

Das reichllch illustrierte ·Werk beginnt mit einer ausführlichen :biograıphi
schen ·Studle über <len Grafen aus der Feder Vol:ker von V.olcıkamers. Dabei 
wer.den sowohl ·die Fr:iedensverhandlungen selbst als auch ·die sich anschlieOende 
Botscha:ftsreise ıdes Grafen Wolflgang nach . Istan:bul in leberrdlger Weise 
dargestellt. Dles geschieht nach meist deutschspraohigen Quellen. Türklsche 
Berichte wurden nicht herangezogen. ·Einen weiteren Beitrag widİnet iMargareta 
Lindner dem '11hema <ı:Ungarn zwiSchen Habsburg un-d den Osmanen». Auch 
hier wir-d - wie des öfteren besoil'ders in tür-kisehen Publikationen - in An
lelmung an die von Sultan Süleyman I. damals se1bst verobreitete Propa
garrda:version vorgetra:gen, der Sultan sei .ım Ja:hre 1532 durch die Belagerung 
von Güns/K'Öszeg aıın V.orımarsch auf Wien a:ufgehalten wor.den. Der ·Sultan zog 
es aber in Wahrheit <leshalb v.or, nlcht weiter vorzurücken, well ihn ·bei Wien 
ein kampfstar.kes ·kaiserliohes Heer von etwa 100 000 .Ma.nn er.wartete, welches 
Reichsstande des Römisch-deutschen Reiches bestand. Die im Buch enthaltene 
Karte (.S. -37) gibt die ~rdberungen Silleimans <les Prlichtigenl> nicht ganz 
korrekt wieder. Das Fürstentum Sieben·bürgen, desseu wichtige R-olle ,in den 
Auseina.rrdersetzung.en im Text des Beitrages ja beschrieben wird, erscheint 
gar nioht als politische Einheit auf der Karte. Der Beglevbeg von Buda 
ist keinesfalls «eımachtig.t, Kriege zu eröffnen». Auoh wurden ·die Steuereinıiah-


